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permite crear factores especinier con s arasire deo sules sutritivas, algas raiuroscopicas
¥ peguehion Organismos F’;w* ‘ssrvan de r:ffmenm a categorias da ;w“« o8 y antmnbes
superiores hasta Hogar a Jas ballenas. Freme @ ks costas se producer ‘

; nadas de bajss qupt‘t atiras qt d

comsidersbles affommientos de
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efectes solares, influven on la fonmacidn de b vegetaciin micves épix; @,
izt fauns warfine. Por altimoe,

Geati continental proporciona inaprack b ax
cantidades de. substancias  allmeniietay mnqueudm por fas malsnas maw wzie“
vepemles v andmales gue tos xios v terientes del Fouador, Perd v Uhile tovan al mar y
que contribuyen a generar y mantener I existencia de auestra faong v flors madiimas,
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e coanto o bas ballensg, s b comprobado gue e lay ag s v dm frente al Eovadoy §

produce la antdes de los cetdoeos ¥ qoe en »-'*uuda ¥5 vt r:»mm hagia ol S
parta obtener ¢n las apuay porenas y chilenas la alimentscion que peemite o desavrolls

e fus orfas.

Con wdos estos antecedentes rasulte Gue fos wes palsss menclomados, con las
resoluciones adopdaday oo el mes deagosto de 1952, no han heeho, sine stipliv us atto
i+ Tegitima soberania sobre fos bienes que la natursleza les ha storgade, ¥ ejercer un
deber tespecio de Jos dérechos v fzeesidades de sus habitaney, x'ws“md@ qu T
bienes ne se exphliten u:mmmhmrm: ¥ogue .<.-n"c:m '.‘\if come w oljetive paa el
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cres une Consision Pm‘r‘rmsmzi_e da
tas Riguezas Maviiimas del Pacith
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costas de» ‘c\s r-:&pf:cfiw'us; hasta una distancia mivima de 200 mitlas matinas, ast
fvas sobre el suelo v subsucho que o 0
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Annex 95

OrricIAL LETTER No. (M)-3-0-A/3 oF 7 FEBRUARY 1955 FROM THE
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF PERU, PP. 2, 4

(Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Peru)

The declaration on the maritime zone, the basic document of Santiago, on account of its
simply declarative character, goes no further than proclaiming ‘the extension of their
sovereignty and jurisdiction over the sea’ by all three countries as a norm of their

international maritime policy.

The Government believes the time has come to back the proclamation of Decree
No. 781 of 1 August 1947, and its ulterior international action in its execution, with the
legislative approval of its policy for the affirmation of sovereignty of Peru over its
Maritime Zone of 200 miles, by the ratification both of the Santiago Agreements of
1952 as well as of the Lima Conventions of 1954,
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Annex 96

REPORT OF THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE OF THE CONGRESS
OF PERU ON THE AGREEMENTS AND CONVENTIONS SIGNED BY PERU,
CHILE AND ECUADOR IN SANTIAGO, ON 18 AuGusT 1952; AND IN
Lima, 4 DECEMBER 1954
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Annex 96

REPORT OF THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE OF THE CONGRESS OF PERU
ON THE AGREEMENTS AND CONVENTIONS SIGNED BY PERU, CHILE AND
ECUADOR IN SANTIAGO, ON 18 AUGUST 1952; AND IN LimA,

4 DECEMBER 1954, pp. 1-2, 8

The main consideration is the fact that foreign fishing expeditions came to operate at
large scale in national territorial waters. That provoked that the government of that time
took the decision of proclaiming, by the means of a declarative act and in exercise of the
right to the conservation of our marine wealth, the national sovereignty in the terms and

scope contemplated in the above - mentioned Decree [Decree 781].

The most relevant document is the declaration on the Maritime Zone, as the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs states in the Note attaching the said declaration, since it is a declarative
document and one that establish principles. This document defines the international
maritime policy of the three signatory countries in accordance with its legislative
antecedents which are the grounds of the sovereignty and jurisdiction over the sea up to
a distance of 200 nautical miles from their coasts. This principle, being solemnly
reaffirmed by the contracting parties, is extensive to the insular territory, according to

paragraph 4° of the declaration.
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Annex 97

DECLARATION OF THE HEAD OF THE CHILEAN DELEGATION

CONTAINED IN THE ACT OF THE CLOSING CEREMONY OF THE

CONFERENCE ON THE EXPLOITATION AND CONSERVATION OF
MARINE RESOURCES OF THE SOUTH PAciIric or 19 Aucust 1952
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Annex 97

DECLARATION OF THE HEAD OF THE CHILEAN DELEGATION CONTAINED IN
THE ACT OF THE CLOSING CEREMONY OF THE CONFERENCE ON THE
EXPLOITATION AND CONSERVATION OF MARINE RESOURCES OF THE SOUTH
PacrFic oF 19 Aucust 1952

In May of the current year, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru pointed out that the
companies which, in their unlimited desire for gain, had contributed to destroy the
ichthyological resources of the coasts of California, escaping from the preventive and
conservational measures dictated by the President of the United States, had sent their
ships to the Pacific Ocean in South America to intensively extract tuna fish, thereby
placing this specie in danger of extinction and hampering the development of the incipient

Peruvian activities and industries, due to the unfair competition that they intend to practice.
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Annex 98

MEMORIA DEL MINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES
(28 pE JuLIO DE 1954 - 28 DE JuLIO DE 1955).
Lima, TALLERES GRAFICOS P. L. VILLANUEVA, 1955
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NE(_;{)CIACIONES CON PANAMA

Enterada la Cancilleria que la mayor parte fie los
parcos de Onassis eparbolaban bapdera panamefia, impar-
ti¢ precisas instrucciones gl.Emba]adqr _cle la RePubllga en
Panama a fin de que solizitase al Ministro de Relaciones
pxteriores de ese pais que su ‘Gobierno prohibiese a los
buques de su bandera el ejercicio de actzvzc}ade's' de caza y
pesca en nuestra Zona Maritima sin autorizacién del Go-
hierno del Perd. (Anexo N¢® 6.)

Dicha accién fué apoyada eficazmente por el Emba-
jador de Chile en Panamé quien, en cumplimiento de ins-
trucciones de su Gobierno, hizo gestion similar.

Contemporaneamente, el sefior Harmodio Arias en
representacion de los intereses de la expedicion de Onas-
sis, me visité para solicitar permiso de caza para los bar-
cos panamenos, a base de compensaciones para 2l Fisco y
para las empresas nacionales, gestién. que no se concretd
por cuanto el Gobierno de Panama, sin responder formal-
mente a la nota de nuestro Embajador, negocié verbal-
mente, por medio de la Embajada peruana y de su Em-
bajador en Lima, primero, que Panama golicitaria por es-
crito permiso para sus naves; por ultimo varid la gestidon
en el sentido de que por consideraciones de orden amistoso
se permitiera lisa y llanamente que la flotilla de Onassis
pudiera cazar entre las 15 y las 100 millas, reservando
cualquier actitud posterior de Panamé referente al reco-
nocimiento de nuestra soberania maritima, a los resulta-
dos de los debates de las MNaciones Unidas sobre las ini-
ciativas que se han formulado en el seno de esa organiza-
cion mundial.

Esta propuesta era realmente inaceptable para la
Cancilleria peruana porque se le hacia s6lo a ella sin con-
siderar a Chile v Ecuador y significaba someter la defini-
cién y determinacién de la soberania del Pera a un or-
ganismo internacional cuya Asamblea, segin la Carta de
San Francisco, solo esta facultada para hacer recomenda-
ciones a los Gobiernos. Por lo demés, la reglamentacion
que ha estudiado y preparado la Comision de Derecho In-
ternacional de las Naciones Unidas sélo puede ser norma
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juridica positiva cuando cuente con la aprobacion de to-
dos los Estados interesados. '

Cabe sefialar que desde el primer momento el Perg
manifesté su decidido proposito de hacer respétar del mo-
do mas efective su jurisdiceidn.

El Gobierno de Panama, al contestar por sscrito la
nota peruana, hizo presente que no pc;dma tmponer a bu-
ques de su bandera el respnto a una posicion ]urldma que
la legislacién de su pais no contemplaba. (Anexo N? 7.)

No cbstante, el Ministro de Relaciones Exteriores de
Panamé, que concurrid a la IX Asamblea de las Naciones
Unidas, presentd conjuntamente a los delegados del Perfy,
Chile ¥ Ecuador, signatarios del Acta de Santiago, una pro-
posicién para que otorgasen pernnso de caza y pesca en
la Zona Maritima de los tres paises, definida en ese instru-
mento internacional, a embarcaciones de pabellon pana-
‘mefio, dentro de condicmne‘ especificas que serian las si-
guientes: ‘

1) Panama se comprometia a gestionar ante las
compafiias que operaban barcos de bandera panamena que
los beneficios obtenidos dentro de las zonas maritimas es-
tablecidas por los tres pmses se distribuyesen a prorrata,
destindndose un porcentaje no mayer del 409% del pro-
ducto neto de la caza y de la pesca para Chﬂe, Pera y
Ecuador, segtin fuese la zona de operaciones.

2) Panamé aceptaba la inspeccién de sus barcos de
pesca.

3) Proponia la suscnpcmn de un acuerdo provisio~
nal que tendria un afio de vigencia.

En esos momentos precisamente, se efectuaban en
Santlago de Chile las sesiones de la Comisién Permanente
de la Conferencia sobre Explotacién y Conservacion de las
Riquezas Maritimas del Pacifico Sur a las que concurrian
los tres paises por lo que se acord6 concertar en dicha ca-
pital las opiniones de cada uno sobre las condiciones es-
peciales en que se concederia el permiso a los barcos pa-
namefios, habida cuenta de la tradicional amistad entre
ellos vy Panama.
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Producida la unificacién de criterios, los tres Gobier-
nos, por intermedio de sus representantes en las Naciones
tjpidas, manifestaron al Canciller panamefno que conside-
rab 1 la propuesta como una base util de discusion.

CAPTURA DE LOS BARCOS DE ONASSIS

Tal era el estado de las negociaciones con Panamé
cuando sorpresivamente las agencias noticiosas trasmitie-
con hirientes v sarcasticas declaraciones de dos represen-
tantes de Onassis en el sentido de que sus barcos habian
realizado una excelente caza en las costas peruanas. (A-
nexo N 8.) ;

Al dia siguiente, 15 de noviembre, los destructores de
la Armada del Pert "Aguirre” y “Rodriguez” capturaron
a 126 millas de Punta Aguja, frente a Mancora, a los bu-
ques cazadores “Olympic Victor N® 10" y “Olympic Light-
ning N¢ 12" que fueron sorprendidos cazando ballenas, El
16 ¥ 17 se efectud la detencion del “Olympic Fighter IN¢
5”7, del “Olympic Conqueror N¢ 7”7 y del bugue-factoria
“Olympic Challenger”, siendo conducidos bajo vigilancia
de las unidades mencionadas al puerto de Paita, donde
guedaron detenidos, (Anexo N¢ 9.)

En esos momentos llegé a Lima el abogado paname-
fio doctor Roberto Arias quien realizd gestiones privadas
en nombre de Onassis, opinando que el sometimiento a los
tribunales nacionales era la via posible de discusidn legal.

INTERVENCION DE LA GRAN BRETANA

El 19 de noviembre la Embajada de Gran Bretafia
entregd a la Cancilleria una nota en la que se manifestaba
la preocupacidn del Gobierno de Su Majestad por los per-
juicios que pudiera irrogar a intereses britanicos, asegu-
radores de los buques, la detencidon de los barcos y la re-
serva del derecho de apoyar cualquiera reclamacién para
resarcir los dafios sufridos por los aseguradores ingleses.

- Por nota de 25 del mismo mes rechacé esa interven-
cion expresando que el Gobierno del Perti no podia acep-
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FELICITACION DEL CANCILLER DE CHILE

El 15 de diciembre recibi un expresivo cablegrama
del Excmo. sefior Koberto Aldunate Ledn, Ministro de Re-
{aciones Exteriores de Chile, congratulando al Gobierno
del Perti por el éxito obtemdo en la afirmacién de su so-
herania maritima, que me fué grato responder en cordia-
les términos, agrademendo la solidaridad del Gobierno de
Chile con el Perii. (Anexo N? 12.)

REUNION DE LA COMISION PERMANENTE DE LA CONFE-
RENCIA SOBRE EXPLOTACION Y CONSERVACION DE LAS
RIQUEZAS MARITIMAS DEL PACIFICO SUR

El Gobierno de Chile ep atencién a comunicaciones
recibidas de las Embajadas de Estados Unidos y Gran
Bretafia sobre la Declaracién de Zona Maritima de 1952
y a la existencia de otros problemas relacionados con los
deméas acuerdos de Santiago, considerd necesario conve-
car, para la primera semana de octubre, a la Comision
Permanente de la Conferencia, ofreciendo a Santiago co-
mo sede, -

El Gobierno del Pera dio su corformidad a la inicia-
tiva chilena, considerando que era necesario reafirmar y
aphcar los principios y reglas establecidos en la Declara-
cién de Santiago de 1952 y en otros acuerdos de la misma
Conferencia. (Anexo N® 13.)

Dicha reunidn se realizd entre el 4 y el 8 de octubre
v ad&'nas del Peru, Chlle y Ecuador conta con la presen~
Costa R1ca v Cuba ’I‘uvo a s‘u car‘go Ia Lonmderauon de
los sigujentes puntos del temario preparado al efecto:

1°—8istema legal uniforme de sanciones e infraccio-
nes que se cometan dentro de las jurisdicciones maritimas
de los respectivos paises.

20—Organizacién de oficinas técnicas que puedan
servir como Secretarias de la Comisién Permanente.

39—Incorporacion de la expiotamon de la rigueza
maritima a la explotacién industrial-minera-agricola.
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El 19 de snerg Hegaron al Callao, de arribada ‘fcr,?‘{}w
s, =l barco frigorifics “Tony Bay” v el pesguera “Was-
tern Clipper”, ambos de bandera norteamericans

Al procederse a la inspeccion de las dos naves, de

orformidad con lo dis spueste en el Heglamento de Capita-
nias, no sdlo se encontrd en el primgere de los nombrados
350 toneladas de atin sino que en s Diario de Bitdeors
S rﬁ‘gi‘%i'&h& una permansneiz de dog dias a la deries,
frente & Cabo Blanco y a tres mzi las v media de la playa,
donde :hn.;mm todo ese ftie opo estuve recibiendo del
“Western Clipper” el producto de = pesea,
Comprobadas por el Mapﬁ,ﬂ) da }:ueﬁ:@ ael Callao
las infracciones a los articulos 733, 766 v 767 del Regla-
mento de Capltanias impuso solidariaments a los rapita-
nes John Bez y Nick Frummwh} 2l pagoe de una multa de
cinco mil dolares o su equivalente en solss PETANGS fue
debia hacerse efectiva en un plazo de cinco dias, que ven-
cia el 29, Dicho dia se apersons el capitén Hes a la Off-
cina de la Caja de Depdsitos v Consignaciones del Callao
¥ entregd la suma correspondiente, después de lo cual los
;wsqueroc; quedaron en completa lbertad.

La Embajada de los Estados Unidos presentd una
nota de protesta con los argumentos del Gobierso norte-
apericano gue fué respc:«ndgic_u por la Cancilleria v en la
Gue expuse las solidas razones de la posicidn peruana
{Anexo N® 16,

CASD DE LOS OCHO TUNA CLIFPERS NORTEAMERICANOS

El 18 de febrern, los destructores “‘Rgﬁ'ﬁ;gu»
riscal Castilla” sorprendisron a una
pesgqueros, de pabellon vctr%;amer,a,e, 16, :g‘m* Se s
ban pescando a veinte millas de la costa, apresando
de ellos v fugando el resto,

Esos barcos nav egabian en la noche, hasta a una mi-
Ha del litoral para pescar anchovetas, que, como s sabi




568

e 24 o

do, es la carnada wincipal para la pesca del atin. Los
bugues detenidos y Hevados a Talara fueron los siguiern-
tes: “Sea King”, “Miss University”, “Alaska F‘.iefier‘ “Ar-
tie Maid”, “Marsha Ann”, “Stanford”, “Santa Ann” ¥
“Mermazd’ este Qliimo frigorifico y que actuaba como

madrina de la flotilla. Solamentu tres de ellos habian re-
cabado la licencia de las autoridades maritimas peruanas
para pescar en la Zona Maritima del Perd,

La Capitania de Puerto de Talara fijé la suma de
dos mil cincuenta délares por concepto de derechos de ex-
partacmd por las 250 toneladas de pescado tomade sin li-
cencia, que fué abonada por el representante de los pes-
queros ¢l dia 20,

AUTDRIZACION A BARCOS RXTRANJEROS PARA PHESCAR EN
L& ZORNA MARITIMA DEY, PERY

Como una prueba evidente de que 8! régimen juridi-
co del Perlt en su Zona Maritima no excluye la concurren-
cia de barcos de bandera extranjera tue se dediquen a la
pesca dentro del dominio maritimo del Peri, el Ministe-
rio de Marina concedid la sutorizacidn pertinente a cua~
tro bugues de pabelldn norteamericano mientras se dicta

el Heglamento pars el otorgamiento de permisos de caza y
pesta marinas que estd elaborando la Seccidn Peruana de
iz Comision Permanente de la Ceonferencia sobre Explo-
tacion y Conservacidn de las Riguezas Maritimas del Pa-
pifico Sur. (Anexo N° 173

RESPUESTA CONJUNTA DEL PERU, CHILE Y ECUADCR A
LAS NUTAS DE RESERVA SOBRE LAS DOSCIENTAS BMILLAS

Desde la reunidn en Santiage en octubre de 1954 de
la Comision Permanente de la Confersncia sobrz Explo-
tacion y Conservacién de las Riguezas Marttimag del Pa-
ciﬁco Sur, habian convenide Perd, Chile v Ecuador en dar

espuesta conjunta a las notag de reserva sobre la Decla-
racion de Santiago de 1952 presentadas por Dinamarca,
Estados Unidos, Gran Bretafia, Holanda, Noruega v Stuecia,
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Por eso, uno de los puntos del temario de la II Con-
ferencia de Exploiacwn y Conservacién de las Riquezas
Maritimas del Pacifico Sur realizada en Lima comprendid
el trabajo mancomunado de redaccién a fin de ofrecer un
frente comin y solidario de los tres paises.

Después de un prolongado y exhaustivo estudio y
cambio de puntos de vista, se llegd a elaborar un texto que
fué aprobado por los tres ﬂ'abuernos, los que, en forma in-
dividual pero simultanea, entregaron la respuesta el 12 de

abril, a los representantes diplomaticos de los paises men-
cionados. (Anexo N? 18.)

APROBACION POR EL CONGRESO DEL PERU DE LOS TRATA-
DOS SUSCRITOS EN SANTIAGD Y LIMA

El Gobierno remitié oportunamente al Congreso para
su aprobacion, de acuerdo con la Constitucidn Politica del
Estado, los tratados suscritos en la I y II Conferencia de
Explotacion y Conservacidén de las Riquezas Maritimas
del Pacifico Sur celebradas en Santiago de Chile v Lima,
respectivamente, en 1952 y en 1954, (Anexo N° 18.)

~ El Congreso, por Resolucién Legislativa N® 12305,
de 10 de mavo de 1955 aprobé todos los tratados. (Ane-
xo N? 20.)

CONFERENCIA TECNICA INTERNACIONAL PARA LA CON-
SERVACION DE LOS RECURSO0S VIVOS DEL MAR

La Organizacién para la Agricultura v Alimentacién
de las Naciones Unidas (FAO), cumpliende un acuerdo de
la Asamblea General de las MNaciones Unidas convocd en
Roma la Conferencia Técnica Internacional para la Con-
servaciéon de los Recursos Vivos del Mar que se celebrd
entre el 18 de abril y el 10 de mayo.

El Perti que mantiene permanentemente su interés
y atencién en todos los problemas relacionados con el mar
acreditd una delegacién que fué presidida por el doctor
Diémedes Arias Schreiber, Embajador de la Republica
cerca de la Santa Sede, e integrada por el Contralmiran-
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Votaron en contra de la mocién de Noruega: Cuba,

México, Argentina, Australia, Brasil, Chile, Col@mf&:ia,j Cqs«
a Rica, Ecuaaor, El Salvador, Guatemala, I)‘s‘landia,_ India,
Iridonesia, Corea, Panamé, Paraguay, Peril, Uruguay y
Yugoeslavia. . ;.
"7 Votaron a favor: Canada, Dinamarca, Egipto, Fran-
cia, Alernania, Grecia, Israel, Italia, Japon, Ménaco, Ho-
{anda, Noruega, Polonia, Portugal, Espafa, Suecia, Tur-
quia, Africa del Sur, Uniéa Soviética, Gran Bretafia y Eg=
tados Unidos. | |

Se abstuvieron China, Honduras y Nicaragua.

La delegacién peruana hizo constar oportunamente
sus reservas al informe final de la Conferencia en las par-
tes en que discrepa de la posicion del Perd, (Anexo N¢
21,)

PROFPUESTA NORTEAMERICANA SOBRE AGUAS J URISDIC-
CIONALES Y CONSERVACION DE ESPECIES MARITIMAS

El 25 de abril, el Embajador de los Estados Unidos en
el Ecuador presentd a la Cancilleria de ese pais una pro-
puesta de su gobierno a fin de someter la diferencia so-
bre soberania maritima a la Corte Internacional de Jus-
ticia v suscribir un convenio para la conservacion de las
especies maritimas y un modus operandi por el que ambag
partes, reservandose sus derechos, se comprometieran a no
recurrir a medidas de fuerza para respaldarlos.

El Gobierno de! Ecuador consultd al Perlt y Chile so-
bre la propuesta norteamericana y se convino, de acuer-
do con los tratados existentes, en que la megociacion de-
bia abarcar a los tres paises los que fijaron el 16 de mayo
como fecha de una reunién en Santiago de Chile para uni-
formar criterios. ‘ ;

Al mismo tiempo, la Embajada norteamericana en
Santiago hacia idéntica propuesta al de Chile y la misién
diplomatica de aquel pais en Lima planteaba similar ofer-
ta al Pert,

Previamente, la Embajada de los Estados Unidos ha-
bia remitide a la Cancilleria, con nota, un memorandum
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NOTES EXCHANGED BY THE AMBASSADOR OF THE UNITED KiINGDOM

148)

AND THE MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF PERU (P.
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TexT OF THE NOTES EXCHANGED BY THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF

REGARDING THE FINE

PERU AND THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES,

176)

IMPOSED TO AMERICAN FISHING VESSELS (P.
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(. 279)
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Annex 98

MEMORIA DEL MINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES
(28 pE JuLIO DE 1954 - 28 DE JULIO DE 1955).
Liva, TALLERES GRAFICOS P. L. VILLANUEvVA, 1955

Negotiations with Panama

(pp. 15-17)

As soon as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs became aware that most of the Onassis
fleet was sailing under Panamanian flag, precise instructions were imparted to the
[Peruvian] Ambassador to Panama, in order for him to request the Minister of Foreign
Affairs of that country that his Government forbid craft under Panamanian flag to hunt
and fish in our Maritime Zone without prior authorization by the Peruvian Government
(Annex Number 6).

This determination was effectively backed by the Chilean Ambassador to Panama
who, in compliance with instructions from his Government, made a similar request.

At the same time, Mr. Harmodio Arias —in representation of the interests of the
Onassis expedition— paid me a visit to ask for a hunting permit for the Panamanian
vessels, on the grounds of compensations to the Exchequer and national enterprises.
The negotiation was never completed insofar the Government of Panama, without
responding formally to the note by our Ambassador, verbally agreed —by way of the
Peruvian Embassy and its Ambassador in Lima— to, on the one hand, request a written
permit for its ships; and, on the other, alter the procedure so that, in a friendly spirit, the
Onassis fleet should be allowed to hunt within the 15 and 100 offshore miles, reserving
any later stand taken by Panama on the matter of acknowledging our maritime sovereignty
to what results might be shed by debates at the United Nations.

This proposal was really unacceptable for the Peruvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
because it applied only to itself and not to Chile and Ecuador equally, and implied

submitting the definition and determination of Peruvian sovereignty to an international
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organization the Assembly of which can only make suggestions to Governments, as
established by the San Francisco Charter. Furthermore, the regulations which the
International Law Commission at the United Nations had studied and prepared could
only serve as a positive juridical norm there where the approval of all interested States
was attained.

It should be mentioned that from the very start, Peru expressed its determination
to have its jurisdiction effectively respected.

In presenting its written response, the Government of Panama asserted it could
not impose respect for a juridical position that their country failed to contemplate to
ships of its flag (Annex Number 7).

That notwithstanding, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Panama, who attended
the IX Assembly of the United Nations, presented the delegates of Peru, Chile and Ecuador
—that is to say, the signatories of the Declaration of Santiago — with the proposal that, as
established by said international instrument, all three countries should grant hunting
and fishing permits in their Maritime Zones to vessels sailing under Panamanian flag, in

observance of the specific conditions which follow:

1)  That Panama commit to negotiating with companies operating under Panamanian
flag that the benefits obtained within the maritime zones established by the three
countries be distributed prorate, assigning a percentage of no more than 40% of
the net produce of the hunting and fishing to Chile, Peru and Ecuador, according

to the zone of operations.
2)  That Panama accept the inspection of its fishing craft.

3) Thata provisional agreement of one year’s validity be subscribed.

Precisely at that time, the sessions of the Permanent Commission of the Conference on
the Exploitation and Conservation of Marine Resorces of the South Pacific were being
held in Santiago de Chile, with all three countries attending, so that it was decided that
advantage should be taken of this situation to hear the opinions each of the member
countries had concerning the special conditions in which the permits to Panamanian
vessels should be granted, given their traditional amity with Panama.

Once uniformity in criteria was achieved, all three Governments, by way of their
United Nations representatives, conveyed to the Panamanian Minister of Foreign Affairs

that they considered his proposal as a useful basis for discussion.
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Seizure of the Onassis fleet
(p-17)

Such was the state of negotiations with Panama when, quite surprisingly, news
agencies broadcast hurtful and sarcastic declarations issued by two Onassis
representatives, to the effect that their ships had performed an excellent hunt on Peruvian
shores (Annex Number 8).

The next day, on November 15, the Peruvian destroyers “Aguirre” and “Rodriguez”
seized the whaling vessels “Olympic Victor Number 10” and “Olympic Lightning Number
127, caught in flagrante delicto 126 miles off Punta Aguja, facing Mancora. On November
16 and 17, the “Olympic Fighter Number 57, “Olympic Conqueror Number 77, as well
as the “Olympic Challenger” factory ship were seized, being led, under the surveillance
of the aforementioned units, to the Port of Paita, where they were detained (Annex
Number 9).

At this time, the Panamanian lawyer Dr. Roberto Arias arrived in Lima and
conducted private negotiations on Onassis” behalf, considering that submission to national

courts was the best possible path towards legal engagement.

The intervention of Great Britain

On November 19, the British Embassy extended a note to the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, wherein it conveyed the concern of Her Majesty’s Government for the damages
the seizure of the [Onassis] ships might entail to British interests; insofar they were the
craft’s insurers. Great Britain thus reserved its right to support whatever claim was best
oriented towards mending the damages incurred by the English insurers.

By a note presented on the 25" of that same month, I rejected said intervention,
expressing that the Government of Peru could not accept reservations or claims for the

procedures adopted in the protection of national sovereignty (Annex Number 10).

A congratulation from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile
(p-19)

On December 15, I received an expressive cable from His Excellency, Mr. Rober-

to Aldunate Ledn, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile, congratulating the Government
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of Peru for its success in affirming its maritime sovereignty. [ was glad to respond to it
in equally cordial terms, thanking him for the support that Chile’s Government had
afforded Peru with (Annex Number 12).

Meeting of the Permanent Commission of the Conference on the Exploitation and

Conservation of Marine Resources of the South Pacific

In attending to communications by the Embassies of the United States and Great
Britain concerning the Declaration on the Maritime Zone of 1952, as well as the existence
of problems related to the other Santiago agreements, the Chilean Government deemed
it necessary to summon the Permanent Commission of the Conference for the first week
of October, offering Santiago as its site.

The Peruvian Government complied with the Chilean initiative, thinking it necessary
to reaffirm and apply the principles and rules established by the 1952 Declaration of
Santiago and other agreements of that same Conference (Annex Number 13).

The meeting was held between October 4 and § and counted with the presence not
just of Peru, Chile and Ecuador, but also of El Salvador, Colombia, Costa Rica and

Cuba as observers.

The “Tony Bay” and “Western Clipper”
(p- 23)

On January 19, the cold-storage vessel “Tony Bay” and fishing craft “Western
Clipper”, both sailing under American flag, performed a forced arrival in the Port of El
Callao.

Upon carrying out the inspection of both ships in compliance with the dispositions
of local Port Authority Regulations, 350 tons of tuna were found, and a stay of two days
adrift before the shores of Cabo Blanco —three and a half miles from the beach— was
confirmed as having been registered in the logbook, with the “Western Clipper” having
been set to receive that catch of fishery.

The infractions of articles 733, 766 and 767 of the Port Authority Regulation were
verified by the Port Captain of Callao, who jointly imposed a fee of five thousand dollars
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or their equivalent in Peruvian currency to captains John Bez and Nick Trutamich, to be
paid within five days, expiring on the 29" of that same month. On that date, captain Bez
presented himself at the Office for Deposits and Consignments of Callao and paid the
corresponding amount, after which the vessels were released.

The American Embassy advanced a note of protest with the arguments of the
American Government, which was fittingly answered by the Chancellery with the

exposure of the solid reasons used to back the Peruvian position (Annex Number 16)

The case of the eight American tuna clippers
(pp. 23-24)

On February 18, the Peruvian destroyers “Rodriguez” and “Mariscal Castilla”
surprised a fleet of 18 fishing craft sailing under American flag and found fishing twenty
miles offshore. Eight of them were seized, while the remaining fled.

These ships were sailing up to a mile from the shore at night in order to fish
anchovy, which, as is known, is the main bait for tuna. The seized ships, which were
taken to Talara, were the “Sea King”, “Miss University”, the “Alaska Rieffer”, the “Artic
Maid”, “Marsha Ann”, “Stanford”, “Santa Ann” and the “Mermaid”, the last being a
cold-storage vessel which served as mother-ship to the fleet. Only three of these craft
had obtained the fishing permit extended by Peruvian marine authorities to fish within
the Maritime Zone of Peru.

The Port Authority at Talara set a sanction of two thousand five hundred dollars in
the quality of exportation rights or the 250 tons of fish taken without a license, with the

fee being paid by the fishermen’s representative on the 20™.

Authorization for foreign craft to fish in the Maritime Zone of Peru

(p- 24)

As evidence that the juridical regime of Peru over its Maritime Zone did not by
any means exclude the concurrence of ships under foreign flag from operating within
the Peruvian maritime domain, the Ministry of Maritime Affairs bestowed the pertinent
permission to four American craft even as the Regulation for the granting of hunting

and fishing permits was being prepared by the Peruvian Section before the Permanent
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Commission of the Conference on the Exploitation and Conservation of Marine

Resources of the South Pacific (Annex Number 17).

Joint response of Peru, Chile and Ecuador to the notes of reservation on the two-
hundred miles
(pp- 24-25)

Since the October 1954 meeting of the Permanent Commission of the Conference
on the Exploitation and Conservation of the Marine Resources of the South Pacific in
Santiago, Peru, Chile and Ecuador had agreed to present a joint response to the notes of
reservation on the Declaration of Santiago issued by Denmark, the United States, Great
Britain, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden.

Hence, one of the points on the agenda of the II Conference on the Exploitation
and Conservation of the Marine Resources of the South Pacific held in Lima involved
joint work on its composition, in order to present a common and supportive front for all
three countries.

Following a long and detailed analysis and exchange of points of view, a text was
prepared and approved by all three governments, each of which, both individually and
simultaneously, presented the answer to the diplomatic representatives of the aforesaid

countries on April 12 (Annex Number 18).

American proposal on jurisdictional waters and the preservation of marine species

(p-27)

On April 25, the Ambassador of the United Stated in Ecuador presented to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of this country with a proposal, issued by his government, to
submit discrepancies on maritime sovereignty to the International Court of Justice and
establish an agreement for the conservation of marine species, jointly with a modus
operandi to have both parts commit to not back their measures through force, all whilst
respecting their respective rights.

The Government of Ecuador consulted Peru and Chile on the American proposal

and it was agreed that, according to extant treaties, negotiations should comprise all



581

three countries. A meeting for the unification of criteria was summoned in Santiago de
Chile for May 16™.

Simultaneously, the American Embassy in Santiago advanced an identical proposal
to Chile; and the selfsame actions were undertaken by the American diplomatic mission

in Lima.

Notes exchanged by the Ambassador of the United Kingdom and the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Peru (p. 148)

The procedures and attitude assumed by Peru with regard to Onassis are acts of
sovereignty in relation to which my [Peruvian] Government cannot accept any

reservations or complaints.

Text of the Notes exchanged by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Peru and the
Embassy of the United States, regarding the fine imposed to American fishing vessels
(p- 176)

The criterion of Peru for the determination of the Maritime Zone is different and
it does not correspond to necessities of military or police nature, but to the defence of a
richness useful to mankind, that is found in maritime area adjacent to its territory and

incorporated to national wealth by virtue of nature.

Peruvian reply to the proposal made by the United States (p. 279)

In our opinion, it is not a dispute, but a difference in the appreciation on aspects

still undefined in international law, which are yet at a developing stage.
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NEGOCIACIONES CUADRIPARTITAS DE SANTIAGO

El 14 de setiembre de 1954, en el local del Ministe-
rio de Relaciones Exteriores de Chile, se efectud la inaugu-
racién solemne de las negociaciones entre el Perd, Chile y
Ecuador con los Estados Unidos de América sobre proble-
mas de las pesquerias en el Pacifico Sur Oriental. En dicha
ceremonia el Delegado del Peri, en el discurso que pronun-
ci6, precisé el espiritu cordial con que se concurria a dichas
negociaciones, (Anexo N¢ 2).
La iniciacién de las mismas habia estado precedida de
un cambio de notas con la Embajada de los Estados Unidos
sobre el que informa la Memoria del doctor Aguilar. En la
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4ltima de ellas, 3 de junio de 1955, el Gobierno del Perd
habia manifestado su disposicién a entablar en comin con
1os de Chile y Ecuador “las negociaciones insinuadas y con-
siderard con el mayor interés las proposiciones que formu-
lare el Gobierno de los Estados Unidos en orden a concertar
acuerdos destinados tanto a la utilizacién y conservacidn
de las riquezas de la zona maritima establecida por la De-
claracién de Santiago de 1952, como el desarrollo de los
estudios cientificos v técnicos para el mismo fin”. A esta no-
5 la Embajada de los Estados Unidos de América di6 res-
puesta con fecha 9 de julio manifestando su disposicién a
negociar “una convencion sobre pesquerias adecuada, que
disponga la cooperacién en las investigaciones y, cuando sea
necesario, la regulacién de la pesca respecto de especies de
pesca de interés comdn para Chile, Ecuador, Pert y Esta-
dos Unidos de Ameérica”.

Por lo manifestado en este parrafo se trasluce
una de las cuestiones de caracter técnico que serian mas
controvertidas durante las negociaciones a celebrarse, ya
que los Estados Unidos propiciaban la celebracién de un
convenio para la conservacién de determinadas especies,
en cualquier parte en que se encuentren, amparandose en
una teoria sobre la identidad de los “stocks” de peces de una
misma especie, que no ha sido comprobada cientificamen-
te, En cambio, los paises del Pacifico Sur habian dejado
conocer claramente su interés en la conservacién de las ri-
quezas de la Zona Maritima, sobre la totalidad de dicha
riqueza o sea el bien particular de la region.

En la misma nota americana se hacia referencia a
1as conclusiones técnicas de la Conferencia de Roma sobre
Conservacion de los Recursos Vivos del Mar y se sefialaba
los lineamientos generales de un posible convenio limitado
exclusivamente a la conservacidon. El criterioc de los
paises del Pacifico Sur era mas amplio, pues contemplaba
las posibilidades de un convenio de conservacion y de pes-
ca en forma que evitase la repeticién de los incidentes ocu-
rridos, que habian motivado el cambio de notas, y la ini-
ciativa de las negociaciones. No obstante estas divergen-
cias ya aparentes se decidi6 realizar las conversaciones con
la esperanza de que en ellas por una mutua comprension
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de las respectivas posiciones e intereses fuera posible llegar
a un acuerdo realmente constructivo.

La Delegaciéon americana al principio se limitd a pre-
sentar un plan de trabajo de la conferencia por el que pri-
mero se considerarian los problemas principales de conser-
vacién en el Pacifico sureste, de interés para los participan-
tes; en segundo término los tipos y medidas de procedi-
mientos aprovechabies para la conservacion y por altimo
el tipo de acuerdo méas conveniente para la solucién de ta-
les problemas de conservacién. (Anexo N¢ 2-A),

Por su parte los paises del Pacifico Sur hicieron valer
que las negociaciones se debian a iniciativa de los Estados
Unidos y que por lo tanto les correspondia presentar pro-
posiciones concretas que sirvieran de base a las negociacio-
nes. En este mismo documento se aludia a los incidentes
producidos frente a nuestras costas y se expresaba el deseo
de que esta situacién fuese considerada en el proyecto de
acuerdo para evitar su repetlcmn Ast se acentuaba la ne-
cesidad de un convenio méas amplio que no se refiriese sélo
a la conservacién, sino que comprendiese el aspecto de la
pesca, tnica forma de evitar conflictos futuros sin abdicar
de nuestros principios juridicos. (Anexo N? 2-B).

Después de largo debate la delegacién americana
aceptd presentar proposiciones concretas y al efecto en-
tregaron varios docurnentos, Los primeros de caracter téc-
nico hacen la defensa del criteric americano de proceder
s6lo a la conservacién de una determinada especie, en este
caso, el atin, precisando el término “stock” y sosteniendo
que los atunes que se pescan en todo e! Pacifico Oriental
pertenecen al mismo “stock”. (Anexo N° 2-C. U.S.A. Doc.
Nos. 2 a 7).

Sélo en el filtimo de los documentos se hacen proposi-
ciones concretas sobre el convenio gue someten negociar,
por el que se estableceria una Comisién Mixta que propon-
dria a la consideracién de los Estados las medidas de con-
servacion aplicables a determinada especie. Los Estados
harian efectivas estas medidas en cuanto a sus propios na-
cionales y cooperarian en el mantenimiento de la vigilan-
cia. Toda dificultad que surgiera se someteria al arbitraje
cbligatorio. Aparentemente inofensivo en si, este proyecto
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desconocia totalmente el principio juridico sostenido por los
firmantes de la Declaracién de Santiago, al establecer que
la jﬁurisdiccién de estos paises sobre su Zona Maritima esta-
ria limitada a sus nacionales. Ademas envolvia el reconoci-
miento del derecho de pesca a los ciudadanos de los Esta-
dos Unidos. -

Partiendo de bases propuestas por la Delegacion del
Pert1 se presentd a la delegacién americana dos documen-
tos. Er el primero de ellos, de caracter principalmente téc-
nico se rebatia el sistema de conservacion por “stock” o es-
pecies de peces y se sefialaba la necesidad de la defensa del
hioma especial frente a nuestras costas y se llegaba a la
conclusién de que la propuesta americana presuponia un
abandono total de nuestra tesis sobre la Zona Maritima.
Como una demostracién del deseo de llegar a resultados
practicos, en el segundo de dichos documentos se sometia
las bases para un convenio de conservacién y pesca, en las
que se sefialaba distintas areas en el mar a los efectos del
convenio. Asi en un area de doce millas paralela a las cos-
tas y en los bancos histéricamente explotados por el Estado
riberefio sélo se podria pescar con su permiso, en las otras
areas la pesca se haria dentro de las normas de la conven-
cion, El cumplimiento de las medidas estaria encomenda-
do al Estado en cuya zona se verificase la pesca. Se esta-
blecia ademas, que cuando se fijasen contingentes de pes-
ca éstos favorecerian al Estado costers, (Anexo N@ 2-D
CEP Doc. 2 v 3). |

En el curso de las discusiones quedd de manifiesto la
dificultad de conciliar principios juridicos y técnicos con-
trapuestos. No obstante esta certeza, las delegaciones de
los tres paises, después de rechazada practicamente la an-
terior propuesta, de un mode personal por los delegados y
con cargo a solicitar la correspondiente aprobacién de sus
Cancillerias, sometieron un proyecto completo de convenio
que se inspiraba principalmente en el criterio de obviar,
hasta donde fuera posible, las dificultades surgidas durante
los debates v demostrar palpablemente sus esfuerzos para
alcanzar una solucién de armonia, Asi en el aspecto técnico
no se adoptd ninguno de los criterios sostenidos: la delimi-
tacién de la zona de aplicacién quedaba indeterminada; la
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jurisdiccién para el caso de infracciones seria en tltima ins-
tancia la Comisién Mixta y se determinaba que sus dispo-
sicionies no afectarian los principios que las Partes soste-
nian con respecto a las normas juridicas aplicables al mar.
(Anexo N° 2-G CEP Doc. N° 5).

En la misma sesion en que se entregd esta propuesta
a la Delegacién americana, ésta sometia, a su vez, n nuevo
proyecto, En él se calificaba de problema basico la deter-
minacién del area que abarcaria la convencién y coincidia
en que la Convencién no afectaria la posicién de los Esta-
dos Contratantes en cuanto a aguas territoriales; admitia
la visita y captura de los barcos pesqueros; pero exigia el
juzgamiento por las autoridades del pabellén, y como con-
dicion ineludible un sistema complicado de arbitraje obli-
gatorio para resolver las dificultades que pudieran presen-
tarse. Admitia la posibilidad de pedir permisos para la pesca
de carnada (que se encuentra casi siempre dentro de las
tres millas) y para pescar en regiones que abastecen a pe-
quefias poblaciones costeras.

El dia 5 de octubre se llevé a cabo la Gltima sesién
plenaria. En ella la delegacion americana presents sus pun-
tos de vista sobre el proyecto de convencién que se les ha-
bia propuesto, que rechazaban. Ademés reconocia que se
habia llegado a un punto muerto. El Presidente de la Con-
ferencia, Delegado de Chile sefior del Pedregal, hizo notar
que se habia llegado a un grado bastante grande de acuer-
de. Pero, ya la Delegacién de los Estados Unidos habia
adoptado al parecer una posicién definitiva, expresando que
alpunos de los problemas planteados estaban més alla de
sus instrucciones. ‘

Se puso fin a estas negociaciciones con un comunica-
do. (Anexo N¢ 2-H).

Si bien no fué posible llegar al acuerdo practico que
buscaba el Perfl, estas negociaciones fueron Gtiles en varios
aspectos. En primer término permitieron apreciar la tena-
cidad con que la Delegacién americana defendi6 la tesis de
las tres millas y las teorias cientificas sobre la conserva-
cién de las especies.

Los desacuerdos basicos, en resumen, fueron funda-
mentalmente los siguientes: areas que cubriria la conven-
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cién, alcance del término; “conserva’c)ién”, régimen de permi-
508 Y control de la ejecucién y sancton, En cada uno de ellos
se evidencié la dificultad de poder considerarlo de un modo
independiente. En todos ellos surgia el aspecto juridico de
la jurisdiccién sobre el que no era posible alcanzar
an acuerdo, Asi al discutirse el area surgia la diver-
gencia de que Estados Unidos defendia de modo fun-
damental que la convencidon deberia estar referida a
la defensa de una o mas especies en cualquiera par-
te que se encontrasen. Para nosotros deberia abarcar
la riqueza maritima frente a nuestras costas. Defendian
los americanos la adhesién a la Comisién del Atiin Tropical
o un acuerdo casi exacto. Por nuestra parte no nos conside-
rabamos capacitados para concertar sobre zonas distintas
de la “Zona Maritima" establecida en la Declaracion de
Santiago.

Por conservacion los americanos entendian también
la explotacidn racional, o sea que querian pactar un acuer-
do sobre conservacion que implicaria, el permitirles la pes-
ca en nuestros mares bajo el nombre de conservacion, que
envolveria un abandono de nuestros principios juridicos.

Aceptar la proposicidn americana de que los barcos
pesqueros pudiesen ser detenidos por las autoridades cos-
teras, pero juzgados Gnicamente por las autoridades del
pais de su nacionalidad, significaba la aceptacidn de la ley
del pabelldn, principio consagrado por el Derecho Interna-
cional para los barcos en alta mar, lo que evidentemente
iba en contra de la doctrina de la Zona Maritima. Para los
‘americanos, no les era posible aceptar un régimen de permi-
sos del Bstado costero, aunque fuese en zonas limitadas,
pues involucra el reconccimiento de nuestra jurisdiccidn
més alla de lo que ellos entienden por mar territorial.

Estos factores imposibilitaron la concertacién de un
convenio en esa oportunidad, pero el Gobierno del Per( no
abandona la esperanza de que una mayor flexibilidad y
comprensién de parte de los Estados Unidos para las razo-
nes vitales que inspiran nuestra politica maritima y las so-
lidas opiniones juridicas dadas a conocer por la mayoria
de los Estados americanos, pueda en un futuro no lejano
facilitarnos alcanzar un acuerdo practico por el que se con-
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siga evitar las posibilidades de rozamientos que presenta
la sifuacidn actual.
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MEMORIA DEL MINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES
(28 pE JuLIO DE 1955 - 28 DE JULIO DE 1956).
Liva, TALLERES GRAFICOS P. L. VILLANUEvVA, 1956

FOUR-PARTY NEGOTIATIONS IN SANTIAGO

On September 14th, 1954, at the site of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile,
the solemn inauguration of the negotiations between Peru, Chile and Ecuador with the
United States took place, concerning fishery issues in the Eastern South Pacific. In this
ceremony, the Peruvian delegate’s speech underscored the cordial nature of the
negociations (Annex Number 2).

As detailed in the Memoir by Doctor Aguilar, the start of negotiations had been
preceded by an exchange of notes with the American Embassy. In the last of these, dated
June 3%, 1955, the Government of Peru had expressed its willingness to commonly
partake, together with Chile and Ecuador, “in the insinuated negotiations and will consider
the propositions set forth by the United States Government with the utmost interest, so
as to achieve agreements destined to the use and conservation of the resources in the
maritime zone established by the 1952 Declaration of Santiago, and the development of
the scientific and technical studies to the same end”. The American Embassy replied to
this note on July 9%, conveying its disposition to negotiate an “adequate agreement on
fishery that disposes research cooperation and, when necessary, fishery regulation for
the species of common interest to Chile, Ecuador, Peru and the United States of America”.

This paragraph sheds light on one of the most controversial technical concerns for
the negotiations about to take place, as the United States were fostering the celebration
of a convention for the conservation of certain species, wherever they may be found,
based on a theory regarding the identity of the «stocks» of one same species: a thesis
which, however, lacked scientific confirmation. The South Pacific countries, on the

other hand, made their interest in the conservation of the resources in the Maritime
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Zone perfectly clear, meaning by this the totality of said wealth or, to say the same in
other words, the particular welfare of the region.

In the same American note, reference is made to technical conclusions drawn by
the Conference at Rome for the Conservation of the Living Resources of the Sea, pointing
out the general lines for a possible covenant limited exclusively to conservation. The
criteria for the South Pacific countries was, however, broader, insofar it considered
possibilities for a conservation and fishery agreement in such a way that the repetition
of the incidents that had brought about the original exchange of notes, which spurred the
initiative for current negotiations, should be avoided. Despite these already obvious
discrepancies, it was decided that the conversations should take place in the hope that,
by way of them, and through the mutual understanding of the respective positions and
interests, a truly constructive agreement might be reached.

The American delegation initially curtailed itself to setting forth a working plan
for the conference wherein each of the main conservation problems in the Southeast
Pacific that was of interest to the participants should be dealt with; leaving, for a second
place, the types and measures of explotaible procedures for preservation and, lastly, the
determination of what sort of an agreement was more convenient for the solution of
these conservation issues. (Annex Number 2-A).

On the other hand, the South Pacific countries emphasized that the negotiations
were owed to an American initiative and it was hence the duty of the United States to
advance concrete propositions to serve as a basis for them. In that same document, an
alussion was made to the incidents which had occurred before our shores, and a wish
was expressed for this situation to be taken into account in the draft agreement, in order
to avoid its happening again. The need for a broader convention referring not exclusively
to conservation, but also to fishery as the one way in which to avoid future conflicts
without abjuring to our juridical tenets was thus accentuated. (Annex Number 2-B).

After a prolonged debate, the American delegation agreed to present concrete
proposals, and several documents were issued to that effect. The first, of a technical
nature, defended the American criterion of proceeding to preserve only a certain species
—in this case, tuna—, by underscoring the term “stock” and sustaining that tuna belonging
to the same “stock” is fished all throughout the Eastern Pacific. (Annex Number 2-C.
U.S.A. Documents Number 2-7).

Only the last of these documents advances anything like a concrete proposal,

namely, that a Mixed Commission should be designated to submit to the consideration
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of the States the conservation measures applicable to a determined species. The States
would in turn make these measures effective for their own conationals and would
cooperate with surveillance. If any difficulty were to emerge from this, it would be subject
to obligatory arbitration. While apparently harmless per se, this project completely
disregarded the juridical principle upheld by the signatories of the Declaration of Santia-
20, in establishing that the jurisdiction of those countries over their maritime zones should
be limited to their nationals only. It also implied the rights to fishery of American citizens.

Departing from bases proposed by the Peruvian Delegation, the American
Delegation was itself presented with two documents. The first of these, technical in
nature, refuted the preservation system by “stocks” of fish species, and pointed out the
neccesity for the defence of the special biome facing our shores, concluding that the
American proposal pressuposed a complete abandonment of our thesis on the Maritime
Zone. As a demonstration of good-will towards attaining practical results, the second
document submitted the bases for an agreement on conservation and fishery, in which
different areas of the sea were signaled out to that effect. Thus, in an area twelve miles
parallel offshore, as well as in the schools historically exploited by the coastal State,
fishery should only be performed with its express permission, while in other areas,
fishery should be performed according to the terms of the agreement. The enforcement
of these measures would be granted to the States in whose shores the fishery was being
effected. It was furthermore determined that when fishery contigencies were fixed, these
should prove favourable to the coastal State. (Annex Number 2-D CEP Documents 2
and 3).

In the course of the discussions, the difficulty of reconciling such disparate juridical
and technical principles became evident. Despite the delegations of all three countries
having practically rejected the previous proposal, their respective delegates, pending
request for approval by their Ministries of Foreign Affairs, submitted a complete draft
convention inspired mainly on the omission —wherever it was possible— of the difficulties
which had arisen during the debates, tangibly proving their efforts towards obtaining a
harmonious solution. Thus, in the technical aspect, none of the sustained criteria were
adopted: the delimitation of the zone for application remained without determining; in
case of infractions, jurisdiction would ultimately fall back on the Mixed Commission
and it was disposed that the determinations taken by the latter should not affect the
principles the Parties held regarding the juridical norms applicable to the sea (Annex
Number 2-G CEP Document Number 5).
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In the same session in which this proposal was given to the American delegation,
it submitted a new project in which the establishment of the range for the agreement was
considered a main issue, coinciding in that the Convention should not affect the positions
of the signatories there where territorial waters were concerned. It also admitted the
visiting and seizure of fishing craft, but demanded that judgement be performed by the
flag’s authorities, positing as a conditio sine qua non the need for a complicated system
of obligatory arbitration to resolve any difficulties that should arise. It also acknowledged
the possibility of requesting fishery permits for bait fishing (which is almost always
performed within the three offshore miles) and to fish in regions which supply small
coastal populations.

On October 5%, the last plenary session was held. On this ocassion, the American
delegation set forth its perspective on the convention project that had been advanced to
them, and which they rejected. A dead end had been reached. The President of the
Conference, Chilean Delegate Sefior del Pedregal, underscored that a considerable degree
of agreement had already been attained, but it would seem the American Delegation had
reached a most definitive position in conveying that some of the problems under
discussion exceeded its instructions.

An end was put to these negotiations with a communiqué. (Annex Number 2-H).

Even if it was not possible to reach the practical agreement that Peru was seeking,
these negotiations proved useful in several ways: if anything, they helped to showcase
the tenacity with which the American Delegation defended the three mile thesis and the
scientific theories on species conservation.

As for the basic disagreements, these were, briefly and fundamentally, the ones
that follow: what areas the covention should cover; the reach of the term “conservation”;
the permits’ regime and the control of'its execution and sanctioning. Each of these points
showed the difficulty of having it considered independently. All presented the juridical
aspect on jurisdiction on which it was impossible to agree, so that in discussing the area,
for example, the divergence arose between the United States, which fundamentally de-
fended that the convention should be referred to the defence of one or more species
wherever these were found, and ourselves, who thought the area should comprise the
marine wealth facing our shores. The Americans defended adhering to the Tropical Tuna
Association or a nearly identical agreement, whilst we did not feel fit to compromise on
there being different sections for the “Maritime Zone” as established by the Declaration

of Santiago.
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By conservation, the Americans also understood rational exploitation, that is, they
wanted to reach an agreement on conservation which implied, by way of allowing them
to fish in our seas under the guise of conservation, the abandoment of our juridical
principles.

To accept the American proposal that fishing craft could be detained by coastal
authorities but judged only by their own countries, was to accept the flag law, a principle
consecrated by International Law for ships in high sea, which evidently went against the
stipulations of the doctrine on the Maritime Zone. And it was equally impossible for the
Americans to accept a regime of permits by the coastal State, even if it were in restricted
areas, as this involved acknowledging our jurisdiction far beyond what they took terri-
torial sea to be.

The sum of these factors made it impossible for agreement to be reached on this
ocassion, but the Government of Peru does not relinquish hope that a greater flexibility
and understanding by the United States for the vital reasons which inspire our maritime
policy —and the solid juridical opinions expressed by the better part of Latin American
States— may yet, in a not too distant future, help us reach a practical agreement which

succeeds in avoiding the possibilities for friction which exist at present.
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Annex 100

DECLARATION BY THE HEAD OF THE PERUVIAN DELEGATION,
DR. ALBERTO ULLOA, AT THE FIRST UNITED NATIONS

CONFERENCE ON THE LLAW OF THE SEA, 5™ SESSION, GENEVA, 5
MARcH 1958

(United Nations, Doc. A/CONF. 13/39, Vol. I11, Fifth Session, p. 7)
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FIFTH MEETING
Wednesday, 5 March 1938, at 10.30 an.

Chairman: Mr. K. H. BAILEY (Australia)

Consideration of the draft articles adopfed by the Inter-
natipnal Law Commission at its eighth session
(artictes 1 to 25 and 66) (A/3159) (contimued)

General debate {continued)

STATEMENTS B8Y MRr. Unioa SoTOMATYOR {PERD)
AND Sin ReEqivare MaNnmeHAM-BULLER (UNITED
Kinanon)

1. Mr. ULLOA SOTOMAYOR (Peru) said that he
would state the position of his delegation with regard
to the draft Asticles concerming the Law of the Sea as
a whole, because the work of the First Committce, con-
corned as 1t was with the question of the delimitation
of the various maritime zones, would have a decisive
influence on the entire work of the Conference.

2. In its valuable report (4/3159), the Imlernationsl
Law Comumission had taken note of the problems facing
the South American countries bordering on the Pacific,
of which Peru was one. It would, perhaps, have been
unduly sanguine to expect the Commission, which was
composed of eminent jurists trained in the traditional
schools, 1o accept the new formulas put forward by
those countries. It would be a long time befors the slow
process of the progressive development of internationad
law absorbed such new principles,

3. It had been asserted that the countries in question
disregarded traditional international law. That was not
siy; they were merely putting forward new rules based on
situations and concepts which had not existed hither~
to — rules which were based on the modern trend
towards cogarding human beings as subjects of inter-
aational law. Those rules were also based on the novel
concept of the conservation of marine spacies; it hagd
previously been considered that the living resources of
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15. Tt would be an abuse for non-coastal States to claim
the right to fish indiscriminately to the detriment of
coastal States. [The Declaration of Santiago, issued by
three South American countries of the Pacific, was
aimed at preveating such an abuse. The Dedlaration
was of a defensive character, and its sole object was the
conservation of the living resources of the sea for the
benefit of the populations of those countries. It was
not, as had been asserted, an arbitrary or aggressive

instrument. The principles embodied in the Declacation
of Santiago had been endorsed by the Tenth International
Conference of American States held at Caracas in 1954,
In the Principles of Mexico City, proclaimed in 1956
by the Inter-American Council of Jurists ! the right of
a coastal State to adopt conservation measures, and to
exercise certain exclusive rights of exploitation, were
clearly recognized,

16, It was not the intention of the Peruvian delegation
to put forward an unrealistic, uniform system to cover
all cases; it merely claimed that where a special
situation obtained, 2 spes:fai system must be devised.
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Annex 101

STATEMENT BY PERUVIAN DELEGATE, ENRIQUE GARCiA SAYAN,
AT THE NINTH MEETING OF THE SECOND COMMITTEE ON THE
HiGH SEAS REGIME OF THE FIRST UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE
ON THE LLAW OF THE SEA,

13 MaRrcH 1958

(Official records, Vol. IV; Second Committee (High Seas: General Regime),

Summary records of meetings and Annexes, Geneva, pp. 17-18, paras. 33-34)
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Annex 102

DECLARATION BY THE CHAIRMEN OF THE DELEGATIONS OF CHILE,
EcuADOR AND PERU AT THE FIRST UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE
ON THE LAwW OF THE SEA, 27 ApRIL 1958

(United Nations, Doc. A/CONF.13/L.50)
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Annex 103

DECLARATION BY THE PERUVIAN DELEGATION AT THE SECOND

UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON THE LLAW OF THE SEA,
27 ApriL 1960

(United Nations Doc. A/CONFERENCE.19/L.16)
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Annex 104

STATEMENT MADE BY PRESIDENTS LLANUSSE OF ARGENTINA AND
ALLENDE OF CHILE. “SALTA DECLARATION” OF 24 JuLy 1971
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DECLARACION DE SALTA

Durante los dfas 23 ¥ 24 de julio de 1971, se reu-
nieron en la pindad de Salta, los Fresif&entes de la Repd-
blica Argentina, Teniente General D. Alejandro Agustin
LARUSSE; v de la Replblica de Chile, Dr. ﬁ* Salvader ALLENDE
GOSSENS, por imvitacidn especial del primern,

En &l curso de sus muy cordiales conversaciones ine
tercasbisron opiniones sohre los mis importantes asuntos de
inteéés comfin para ambos paises ~tanto en el ﬁmbiﬁd bilaten
ral coms en él de ia aceidn multilateral- é-cem_proharén,

con satisfaccidn, la existeﬁcia’__de importantes colncidencias
- para lograr en sus respectivas naciones tl bienestar, el
progreso y la justicia social.
Como resultado de dichas conversacicres, zecordaven
dejar testimonio de 1o siguiérité;

1w Los Prasidentes de la Repliblica Arsentins y e 1s

Repfiblica de Chile expresan su firme voluntad de mntimaz;
fortaleciendo los vinculos de amistad entre sus pueblos, no
interrumpidos desde que ambas naciones slcanzaron su iode-
pendencig,

Esta amistad ha ter do sus hases de susventacldn on

el respeto al prancapio ae ne intervencifn en log asuctos.

e
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del Acta de Santiago, del 26 de junio de 1971, pars el apro
vechamiznto de los recursos hidrolégicos eompartidos.
Decluran que densificar la demarcacifn de la extensa
frontera de ambos paises es un shjetive comfin y asumen el
compromise de impulsar las tareas de la Comisién Kixta de
Limitea»&f@;nﬁinaecﬁiie y de los Instityﬁas Gengrificos ¥i-
litares, suministréndoles los: medios para gue puedan cumplir
en menor plazo la eficiente labor que realizan,
Compruchan las c&inéidﬁncias da 1§A&rge§tina‘y Chile
con respecto 4 las materias del Derecho del Mar, que son
debatidas en los diversos fores internacionales, acordande
8 eate respecto fortalecer la aceién coordinada de sus Go-

blernos; con miras a defender en dichos foros esas posicip

RES eonitnes,

Refirman el derecho de ambos pafses de fijar, como
lo han hecho, sué‘juris&icciones sobre el mar frente z sug
costas hagta las 200 millas marinaz, teniendo en cuents
primordiaimente la preservacidn y explotacidn en beneficio

de sus puehlos de los recurses del mar,
b La defensa de este derecho por un nGmero creciente
de paises de la comunidad inﬁernacibnal no debe afectar a
Ja libertad de navegacibn ni al gﬁbr@vuela.para‘tedag las
banderas, 1la drgembting ¥ chiie~beiteran\la plena validesz

de las Declaraciones de Montevideo y Lima de 1970 sohre
Berecho del Mar,
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. Los Presidentes de lo Repiblica Argestina y de la

Repihlica de Chile asumen ante sus ﬁuehlms 13 responsabili-
dad de contiauar la gestidn de sus predecesorss por Rua 3u~
tdutica cooperacidn mutua y ratifican sp voluntad de adoptar
las medidas necesarias para el legro de los propésitos ¥
ohjetivos contenidos en la presente Declaracids,

10, ~ Este dopumento Se counceerd come la "DRCLARACION DE

SALTAY,

Dada & los velnticuatro dias del mes de julio de mil

novecientos seteata v uno.,
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Annex 104

STATEMENT MADE BY PRESIDENTS LLANUSSE OF ARGENTINA AND ALLENDE
OF CHILE. “SALTA DECLARATION” OF 24 JuLy 1971

3. ... Reaftirm the right of both countries to set, as they have done, their jurisdictions
over the sea adjacent to their coasts up to a distance of 200 nautical miles, primarily
taking into account the preservation and exploitation of the resources of the sea to the

benefit of their peoples.
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Annex 105

JOINT DECLARATION OF PRESIDENTS JUAN VELASCO ALVARADO OF
PERU AND SALVADOR ALLENDE OF CHILE, 3 SEPTEMBER 1971

(Archives of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of Peru)
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i DECLARACION CONJUNTS PERUANQ-CHILENA
Ta N
¢ o2
{8
St
. /’

v Invitads por el Goblermoe del Ferd, ¢l Presidente de Chils,
Pxoelentising sefier Doctor Salvador Allends, permanesid en lima, to-
o huésped oficial del 18 al 3 de setiembre de 1571,

Lo Jefes de Estado del Ferfl y Ohile, con la participacién
de sus Winistros de Relsciones Bxberioves, General de Divieifn Dom
Hpardo ¥ercads Jarrdn ¥ Don Clodemire lmepda, mantuvieron émgliﬂﬁ‘
y cordiales converseciones, Como resultade de ellas, log Presiden~
ves acuendsn suseribir la sigulende
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1L~ Beiteran como objetivo lrremmcishle de sus politicas
uaritines ls defensa del derecho imherente del Bstado vibersio al
pleno sjercicio de s sobersufa 'y jurisdiceldn exclusives hesta la
distencia de 200 nilles, para regular la conservacifn y aprovecha-
slento de los recursos naturales del mar adyacente & sus cosbas; ¥
del suelo y subsuelo de) mimmo mer,asi cono €l devecho dentzo de sy
respectiva Jurisdiceidn 2 ad@ptar las medidss necesariss para la pre-
servacitn del medic ambiente maring 7 la canducs1an de las activida-
des de investigacitn clemtifice, con ! fin de proteger los inteve-
8¢5 7 promover el desarrollo v & blenes»ar de cus pushlog.

m&a%mﬁ&ﬁhayabswmumwcmﬁm@swI%D&hmﬂw

nes de Yonbevideo y Lima de 1970, asl como su deterninscidn do conti-

fuar coordinarde wna acelon conjumta para obbener en la prixiza Cope

fevencia Internacional sobre el Derscho del Her, el reconceimienty
de normas que bengan en cuenta las distintas realwdaaes geograficas,

%wwﬁﬁs%mmmﬁvsmahsyw&hh&@qﬁmm@msth
Meoas que existen entre 100 Fatados,

Acuerdan fortalecer el Sistems del Pac{fice Sur y sus fre-
Yejos juridicos, eientificos 3 téonioss, consolifar a solidaridad
*bre los paises que han sdoptads el Uaite de 200 mil 135, ¥ promo-
¥er activanente sl establecinionto de w sistena regional lstinoame-
Heano que asegure el respeto de sus devechos ¥ wia mds estrech oo~
laber¢c133 e st caupo de vitl interés para sus pueblos.

Reafimmar su comviceide de que estas politicas, proclamadas
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Annex 105

JOINT DECLARATION OF PRESIDENTS JUAN VELASCO ALVARADO OF PERU
AND SALVADOR ALLENDE OF CHILE, 3 SEPTEMBER 1971

(Archives of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of Peru)

11. They reaffirm as an inalienable objective of their maritime policies the defence of
the inherent right of a coastal State to the full exercise of its exclusive sovereignty and
jurisdiction up to a distance of 200 miles, in order to regulate the conservation and use
of natural resources of the sea adjacent to their coasts, and the soil and subsoil thereof,
as well as the right within its respective jurisdiction to adopt the necessary measures for
the preservation of the marine environment and the management of scientific research
activities, in order to protect the interests and promote the development and well-being

of its peoples.

They renew their support to the 1952 Declaration of Santiago on Maritime Zone.

They agree to strengthen the System of the South Pacific and its legal, scientific and
technical works, consolidate the solidarity among the countries that have adopted the
200-mile limit, and actively promote the establishment of a Latin American regional
system that ensures the respect for their rights and a closer collaboration on this area of

vital interest to their peoples.
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Annex 106

JOINT DECLARATION OF THE MINISTERS OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF
PERU AND CHILE, 16 JUNE 1978

(Archives of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of Peru)
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d¢a Rselaciones Exterior

Burante su visita fue recibide en audlencia eg

el Excolentisimo sefior Presidents de la Rephi-

pesial por
3y General ds Ddvisidn EP Pranciseo

orales Bermides

Ambos Ministros de Relaciones Extorigras manti

vigron un smplio y muy positivo intercambis de- opiniones
sebre asuntos de interds reuiproco y comprobaren,

gran satisfaccidn, el excelsnbe nivel sn gus se
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ai zntre s vaspectives pal
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Annex 106

JOINT DECLARATION OF THE MINISTERS OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF PERU
AND CHILE, 16 JunE 1978

(Archives of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of Peru)

They renew their full support to the purposes and principles of the 1952 Declaration on
the Maritime Zone, signed in Santiago, between Chile, Ecuador and Peru, expressing
their satisfaction for the consistent and constructive way Peru and Chile, jointly with
Ecuador, have carried out their maritime policies and specially for the close coordination
of their positions in the Third Conference of the United Nations on the Law of the Sea.
Said Conference is favourably accepting the widespread recognition of the 200 maritime

miles doctrine proclaimed in such Declaration.

They ratify their conviction that the future Convention on Law of the Sea shall contain
an international regime for the exploration and exploitation of the seabed international
zone, recognised as Common Heritage of Mankind, which considers the joint participation
of all countries in their exploitation and use; protects developing States and producers
of minerals on Earth from the adverse effects of an uncontrolled exploitation; and finally

favour the proper development of the world economy.

Both countries reaffirm their full support to the Tripartite Maritime System represented
by the Permanent Commission for the South Pacific and their decision to collaborate
closely with it in all the aspects falling under their responsibility, particularly those
aspects related to scientific research and the preservation of the marine environment;
and, they reiterate the convenience that this commission invigorates its efforts so as to

establish new common channels.
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Annex 107

DECLARATION OF THE HEAD OF THE PERUVIAN DELEGATION,
AMBASSADOR ALFONSO ARIAS-SCHREIBER AT THE THIRD UNITED
NATIONS CONFERENCE ON THE LLAW OF THE SEA, 27 AucusTt 1980

(139" meeting, Ninth Session, Plenary Meeting.
Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea)
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Annex 108

JOINT DECLARATION OF THE REPRESENTATIVES OF CHILE,
CoLoMBIA, ECUADOR AND PERU AT THE THIRD UNITED NATIONS
CONFERENCE ON THE LAW OF THE SEA, 28 APRIL 1982

(Letter to the President of the Conference, A/CONF.62/1..143, 29 April 1982)
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Annex 109

OrriciAL COMMUNIQUE OF THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF
CHILE, oF 13 JunE 1986

(Published in Chilean Journal ‘El Mercurio’)
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Annex 109

OFFICIAL COMMUNIQUE OF THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF CHILE,
oF 13 Junk 1986

(Published in Chilean Journal ‘El Mercurio’)

During this visit, Ambassador Bakula expressed the interest of the Peruvian Government
to start future conversations between the two countries on their points of view regarding

maritime delimitation.

The Minister of Foreign Affairs, taking into consideration the good relations existing
between both countries, took note of the above stating that studies on this matter shall

be carried out in due time.
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Annex 110

LisT oF GEOGRAPHICAL C0-ORDINATES DEPOSITED BY CHILE
WITH THE SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE UNITED NATIONS
oN 21 SEpTEMBER 2000
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Annex 110

LisT OF GEOGRAPHICAL C0-ORDINATES DEPOSITED BY CHILE WITH THE
SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE UNITED NATIONS ON 21 SEPTEMBER 2000

A B C D E F
POINT NAME OF GEOGRAPHICAL LATITUDE LONGITUDE NO. OF CHART DATUM
NO. ACCIDENT SOUTH WEST EDITION YEAR

* 1 S/D point 18°21'00" S 70° 22" 40" W 1101 - 1998 WGS - 84
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Annex 111

CHILE’S DEFENCE WHITE Book, 2002

(Ministry of Defence of Chile <www.defensa.cl/libro-defensa/docs/terr_pobl.pdf>)
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Annex 111

CHILE’s DEFENCE WHITE Book, 2002

(Ministry of Defence of Chile <www.defensa.cl/libro-defensa/docs/terr_pobl.pdf>)

Moreover, Chile conceives as Presential Sea the ocean space comprised between the
border of our Exclusive Economic Zone and the meridian that going through the western
[edge]” of the continental shelf of Easter Island stretches out from the parallel of Boundary
Marker No. 1 up to the South Pole. This concept expresses the wish of Chile to have a
presence in this area of high seas for the purpose of projecting maritime interests with
respect to the rest of the international community, monitoring the environment and

preserving marine resources, with unrestricted adherence to International Law.

This word is mistakenly omitted in the Whiteook.
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Annex 112

DECLARATION OF SANTIAGO OF 14 Aucust 2002

Declaration on the occasion of the 50" Anniversary

of the Permanent Commission for the South Pacific.
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DECLARACION DE SANTIAGO 2002

LOS MINISTROS DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES DE LAS REPUBLICAS DE
CHILE Y PERUY, EL VICEMINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES DEL
ECUADOR, Y EL VICEMINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES PARA
ASUNTOS MULTIATERALES DE COLOMBIA, REUNIDOS EN SANTIAGO
DE CHILE, CON MOTIVO DE LA CELEBRACION DEL QUINCUAGESIMO
ANIVERSARIC DE LA *DECLARACION DE SANTIAGD® DE 1852, SOBRE
ZONA MARITIMA Y DE LA CREACION DE LA CPPS, EMITEN 1A
SIGUIENTE

DECLARACION:

EXPRESAN SU SATISFACCION Y ORGULLO AL CELEBRAR
CINCUENTA ANOS DE LA DECLARACION DE SANTIAGO QUE
CONSAGRO EL PRINCIPIO DE LAS DOSCIENTAS MILLAS MARINAS,
EL QUE SE HA UNIVERSALIZADO EN LA PRACTICA DE LOS
ESTADQS, COMO PARTE ESENCIAL DEL DERECHO DEL MAR,

RINDEN UN SENTIDO HOMENAJE A LOS FORJADORES DE LOS
PRINCIPIOS CONTENIDOS EN LA “DECLARACION DE SANTIAGQ"
DE 1952, QUIENES PROCLAMARON POR PRIMERA VEZ UNA ZONA
MARITIMA JURISDICCIONAL DE DOSCIENTAS MILLAS, CON
FUNDAMENTOS ECONOMICOS' Y DE CONSERVACION Y, A
QUIENES LES CORRESPONDIO DEFENDER SU RECONOCIMIENTO
EN MULTIPLES FOROS INTERNACIONALES HASTA LLEGAR A SU
CONSAGRACION EN EL NUEVO DERECHC DEL MAR.

RENUEVAN LA VIGENCIA Y PROYECCION DE LOS FRINCIPIOS ¥
PROPOSITOS CONTENIDOR EN LA CITADA DECLARACION, A8

COMO DE LOS INSTRUMENTOS INTERNACIONALES APRQBADGS
PARA SU DESARROLLD.
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RESPALDAN FIRMEMENTE LA FRUCHFERA LABOR DE LA
COMISION PERMANENTE DEL PACIFICO SUR, LA CUAL HA
COCRDINADO LAS POLITICAS MARITIMAS DE CHILE, COLOMBIA,
ECUADOR Y PERU Y CUYA PRESENCIA EN LOS GRANDES FOROS
. INTERNACIONALES HA TENIDG IMPCRTANCIA EN LA EVOLUCION
DEL DERECHO DEL MAR, CONTRIBUYENDO SUSTANTIVAMENTE
AL ESTABLECIMIENTO DE UNA POLITICA QCEANICA GLOBAL.

REAFIRMAN EN TAL SENTIDO LA POTESTAD DE SUS ESTADOS EN
LA ZONA JURISDICCIONAL DE 200 MILLAS DE EJERCER
DERECHOS SOBERANOS EN ELLA Y DICTAR LAS MEDIDAS
NECESARIAS PARA LA  EXPLORACION, EXPLOTACION,
CONSERVACION Y ADMINISTRACION DE LOS RECURSOS QUE EN
ELLA “SE ENCUENTRAN, DE CONFORMOAD CON 10S
INSTRUMENTOS ¥ PRACTICAS UNIVERSALMENTE ACEPTADOS,
CON ESPECIAL REFERENCIA A LA CONVENCION DE LAS
'NACIONES UNIDAS SOBRE EL DERECHO DEL MAR. ASIMISMO
REITERAN SU DERECHO SOBERANO SOBRE SUS PUERTOS Y LOS

¢:,DERECHOS PREFERENCIALES QUE LES CORRESPONDEN, EN SU
CASO, EN LAALTA MAR,

?ﬁECiDEN QUE LA PRESENCIA DE LA CPPS DEEE PROYECTARSE
;fEN EL DCEA&Q PACIFI co, EN SU GQND CiGN DE ACUERQD

'nPERATWA EN EL PACIFICO SUDESTE

SE.CONGRATULAN POR LA RECIENTE INAUGURACION DE (A
SEDE PERMANENTE DE LA CPRS EN LA CIUDAD DE GUAYAQUIL,
ECUADOR, ASI COMO POR LA CONCLUSION DEL PROCESO DE

REESTRUCTURACION Y MODERNIZACION ORGANICA DE LA
MISKA.

REITERAN (A CONVENIENCIA DE CONTINUAR 1A ACCION
CONJUNTA EN LOS FOROS INTERNACIONALES COMPETENTES,
CON MIRAS A REFORZAR Y CONSOLIDAR LOS PRINCIPIOS Y
OBJETIVOS DE LA ORGANIZACION, ESTABLECIDA COMO UN
SISTEMA REGIONAL MARITIMO.
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DESTACAN QUE EN ESTOS CINGUENTA AROS EN LOS QUE LOS
ESTADOS  COSTEROS  DEL PACIFICO  SUDESTE  HAN
Am@mm‘ma LA ZONA MARITIMA DE DOSCIENTAS MILLAS, HA
PERMITIDO QUE ESTA SEA UNA DE LAS AREAS DEL MUNDO
MENOS  CONTAMINADA, EN LA CUAL . 1A RIQUEZA

HIDROBICLOGICA SE EXPLOTA DE MANERA SUSTENTABL’E

CELEBRAN LA SUSCRIFCION, EN AGOSTO DE 2000, DEL
"ACUERDO MARCO PARA LA CONSERVACION DE LOS RECURSOS
VIVOS MARINGS EN LA ALTA MAR DEL PACIFICO SUDESTE' O
"ACUERDO DE GALAPAGOS, EL CUAL, UNA VEZ EN VIGOR,
ESTARA ABIERTQ A LA ADHESION DE TERCERQS ESTADOS QUE
TENGAN UN INTERES ESTABLEGIDO EN EL AREA DE APLICAGION
DEL CONVENIC.

MANIFIESTAN QUE DICHO ACUERDQ ES PARTE FUNDAMENTAL
DEL SISTEMA REGIONAL MARITIMO DEL PACIFICO SUDESTE,
QRIENTADD A ESTABLECER UN REGIMEN ARMONICO DE
CONSERVACION Y PROTECCION DE LOS RECURSOS WVOS
MARINOS, EN BENEFICIO DE SUS PUEBLOS RIBERENOS.

ACUERDAN QUE LA ORGANIZACION DEBE CONCENTRAR SUS
ACTIVIDADES PRINCIPALMENTE EN LA COORDINACION POLITICA
REGIONAL SOBRE TEMAS OCEANICOS, LA IMPLEMENTACION Y
DESARROLLO DEL *ACUERDO DE  GALAPAGDS', LA
INVESTIGACION  CIENTIFICA SOBRE LAS  ALTERACIONES
CCEANICO-ATMOSFERICAS, PARTICULARMENTE EL FENOMENO
DE EL NINOG Y, LAS ACCIONES DE ORDENAMENTO,
CONSERVACION Y PROTECCION REGIONAL DEL MEDID
AMBIENTE MARINOG Y MANEJO INTEGRAL DE ZONAS MARINO-
COSTERAS, AS! COMO A COOPERAR Y PROMOVER LA EFICIENCIA
DE LA PESCA ARTESANAL E INDUSTRIAL,

EXPRESAN SU PREDCUPRACION POR EL INCREMENTO DE
ACTIVIDADES LICITAS BN EL PACIFICO SUDESTE Y DECIDEN
INSTRUIR A SUS CANCILLERIAS ¥ A LA SECRETARIA GENERAL
PARA QUE, CON EL APDYO DE LAS ORGANIZACIONES
INTERNACIONALES PERTINENTES., PROMUBVAN UNA MAYOR
COORDINACION Y COOPERACION REGIONAL, A TODO NIVEL, A
FIN DE ERRADICARLAS,
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CONVIENEN EN PROMOVER E IMPULSAR EL DESARROLLD DE tA
INDUSTRIA  PESQUERA REGIONAL BAJD  CRITERKDS
SUSTENTABLES, LA TRANSFERENCIA DE TECNOLOGIA, LA

PROMOCION DE INVERSIONES Y LA REALIZACION DE RONDAS DE
NEGOCIOS. i

MANIFIESTAN SU FIRME DESACUERDC CON LA APUCACION DE
RESTRICCIONES  UNILATERALES  E  INJUSTIFICADAS AL
COMERCIQ DE PRODUCTOS PESQUERQOS Y AL OTORGAMIENTO
OB SUBSIDIOS QUE ALIENTAN UNA PESCA NO SUSTENTABLE.
PARA HACER FRENTE & TALES DESAFIOS INSTRUYEN A SUS
CANCILLERIAS, CON EL APOYQ DE LA SECHETARIA GENERAL, A
QUE FORTALEZCAN LAS CAPACIDADES DE NEGOCIACION Y
ASEGUREN EL DISEND DE UNA ESTRATEGIA REGIONAL.

REITERAN SU MAS AMPLID RESPALDD POLITICO AL PLAN DE
ACCION DEL PACIFICO SUDESTE ¥ SU COMPROMISC DE
FORTALECER ESTE MECANISMO DE COOPERACION REGIONAL
EN SUS ASPECTOS INSTITUCIONALES, JURIDICOS Y

FINANCIEROS A FIN DE ASEGURAR EL EFICAZ CUMPLIMIENTQ DE
LOS OBJETIVOS DEL MISMO.

EXPRESAN QUE LA FRUCTIFERA COOPERACION MANTENIDA
DURANTE ESTOS CINCUENTA  AROS, HA ESTRECHADO LA
RELACION Y EL ENTENDIMIENTO ENTRE SUS NACIONES, LA CUAL
LOS COMPROMETE A SEGUIR TRABAJANDO UNIDOS POR EL
COMUN DESTING DE SUS PUEBBLGS, LA FROTECCION DE SUS
RECURSOS ¥ 83U DESARROLLD MARITIMO.
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EL MINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES DE LA REPUBLICA
DEL PERU, EL VICEMINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES DEL
ECUADOR, ¥ EL VICEMINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES
PARA ASUNTOS MULTHLATERALES DE,COLOMBIA, AGREDECEN
DE ESPECIAL MANERA AL PUEBLO Y GOBIERNO DE CHILE SU
CALIDA HOGPITALIDAD Y MUESTRAS DE AMISTAD, QUE
REFRENDAN LOS SENTIMIENTOS DE HERMANDAD Y LOS LAZOS
DE COOPERACION DE LOS PAISES MIEMBROS DE LA CPPS.

LEIDA Y APROBADA LA PRESENTE DECLARACION, SE FIRMA EN

LA CIUDAD DE SANTIAGD A LOS 14 [3AS DEL MES DE AGOSTO DE
2002.

—Jﬁ:}
- M A SOLEDAD ALVEAR VALENZUELA ALANWAGNER TIZON
MINISTRA DB RELACIONES EXTERIORES MINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES
CHILE PERY
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JAIE MARCHN JAIME GIRGN DUARTE
VICENINISTRO DE RELACIONES EXTERIORES EMINISTRO DE ASUNTOS MULTILATERALES
ECUADOR

COLOMBIA
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Annex 112

DECLARATION OF SANTIAGO OF 14 Aucust 2002

The Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Republics of Chile and Peru, the Vice-Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Ecuador, and the Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs for Multilateral
Affairs of Colombia, convened at Santiago de Chile, on the ocassion of the fiftieth
anniversary of the “Declaration of Santiago™ of 1952 on the maritime zone and the
establishment of the SPPC (South Pacific Permanent Commission), DO HEREBY ISSUE
THE FOLLOWING DECLARATION:

1. Express their satisfaction and pride in celebrating the fiftieth anniversary of the
Declaration of Santiago which sanctioned the principle of two hundred nautical miles,

which has generalised in the practice of States, as an essential part of the Law of the Sea.

2. They pay tribute to the developers of the principles contained in the 1952 ‘Declaration
of Santiago’, who proclaimed for the first time a two hundred-mile maritime jurisdictional
zone, based on economic and conservation grounds, and who were tasked with defending
the recognition of said zone in multiple international forums up to its sanction in the

new Law of the Sea.

3. They renew the legal force and projection of the principles and purposes contained
in the above mentioned declaration, as well as that of the international instruments

approved for their development.

4.  Firmly support the fruitful work of the Permanent Commission for the South

Pacific, which has coordinated the maritime policies of Chile, Colombia, Ecuador and
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Peru, and whose presence in important international forums has had importance upon
the evolution of the Law of the Sea, widely contributing to the establishment of a global

oceanic policy.

5. They reaffirm, in this sense, the legal authority of their States to exercise their
sovereign rights in the 200-mile jurisdictional zone, and to issue the necessary measures
for the exploration, exploitation, conservation and administration of the resources found
therein, in conformity with the universally accepted instruments and practices, with
special reference to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. Likewise,
they reiterate their sovereign rights over their ports and the preferential rights they are

entitled to, where appropriate, in the high seas.

6.  They decide that the presence of the Permanent Commission for the South Pacific
must be extended throughout the Pacific Ocean, given the organisation’s capacity as a
regional maritime agreement and as a strategic, political and operational option for the

South East Pacific.

7. They congratulate one another for the recent inauguration of the permanent
headquarters of the Permanent Commission for the South Pacific in the city of Guaya-
quil, Ecuador, as well as for the completion of the organisation’s re-structuring and

modernisation process.

8. They reiterate the convenience of continuing joint actions in competent international
fora, with the aim of strengthening and consolidating the organisation’s principles and

objectives, established as a regional maritime system.

9. They emphasise that these fifty years during which the Southeast Pacific coastal
States have administered the two-hundred-mile maritime zone, have enabled this area
to become one of the less contaminated areas of the world, where hydro biological

resources are exploited in a sustainable manner.

10. They applaud the signing, in August 2000, of the “Framework Agreement for the
Conservation of Living Marine Resources in the High Seas of the Southeast Pacific”

also known as “Galapagos Agreement”, which, once in force, shall be open to the
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accession of third States that have an established interest within the agreement’s

enforcement area.

11. They express that such Agreement is an essential component of the Southeast
Pacific regional maritime system, aimed at establishing a harmonious regime to conser-

ve and protect living marine resources to the benefit of their coastal populations.

12. They agree that the organisation must mainly focus its activities on the regional
political coordination of ocean related matters, the implementation and development of
the Galapagos Agreement, the scientific research on oceanic- atmospheric alterations,
especially El Nifio phenomenon; as well as on actions for the regional regulation,
conservation and protection of the marine environment and the overall management of
coastal marine zones, along with cooperating and promoting the efficiency of traditional

and industrial fishing activities.

13. They express their concern about the increase of unlawful activities through out
the Southeast Pacific and decide to instruct their Ministries of Foreign Affairs and the
General Secretariat, to promote increased regional coordination and cooperation, at every
level, with the support of the relevant international organisations, in order to eradicate

such operations.

14. They agree to promote and further the development of the regional fishing industry
under sustainable criteria, transfer of technology, and promotion of investments, and

realisation of rounds of negotiation.

15. They express their firm disagreement as to the application of unilateral and
unjustified restrictions to the trade of fishery products and the granting of subsidies
which encourage non-sustainable fishing operations. In order to face such challenges,
the states instruct their Ministries of Foreign Affairs, with the support of the General
Secretariat, to strengthen their negotiation capacities and to ensure the design of a regio-

nal strategy.

16. They reiterate their full political support to the Southeast Pacific Plan of Action

and their commitment to strengthen this regional cooperation mechanism in its
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institutional, legal and financial aspects, in order to ensure the effective compliance of

the plan’s objectives.

17. They express that the fruitful cooperation maintained during these fifty years, has
strengthened the relationship and understanding between their nations, which commits
them to keep working jointly on the basis of the common destiny of their nations, the

protection of their resources, and maritime development.

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Peru, the Vice-Minister of Foreign
Aftairs of Ecuador, and the Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs for Multilateral Affairs of
Colombia, express their gratitude toward the people and the Government of Chile, for
their warm hospitality and friendship, which renew the fraternal relationship and
cooperation links of the member states of the Permanent Commission for the South

Pacific.

Having read and approved this Declaration, it is hereby signed at the city of Santiago on
the 14 day of August of the year 2002.

(signed)  MARIA SOLEDAD ALVEAR VALENZUELA
Minister of Foreign Affairs
Chile

(signed)  ALLAN WAGNER T1ZzON
Minister of Foreign Affairs

Peru

(signed)  JAIME MARCHAN
Vice-Minister of Foreign Aftairs

Ecuador

(signed)  JAIME GIRON DUARTE
Vice-Minister of Multilateral Affairs

Colombia
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Annex 113

JoINT CoOMMUNIQUE OF THE MINISTERS OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF
PERU AND CHILE, R10 DE JANEIRO, 4 NOVEMBER 2004

(Archives of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of Peru)
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Annex 113

JoINT COMMUNIQUE OF THE MINISTERS OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF PERU AND
CHILE, R10 DE JANEIRO, 4 NOVEMBER 2004

(Archives of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of Peru)

We, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Peru and Chile, have met within the framework
of the XVIII Summit of Heads of State and Government of the Rio Group and have
revised all aspects of the bilateral relation. In such context, we have coincided in the
good condition of such relation and, particularly, on the dynamism of the economic
and commercial relations, as well as on all the matters related to institutional

cooperation,

We, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs have reiterated that the subject of maritime
delimitation between both countries, in respect of which we have different positions, is
a question of juridical nature and it strictly constitutes a bilateral issue that must not

interfere in the positive development of the relationship between Peru and Chile.

We, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, have both emphasized the importance of the next
visit to Peru of the President of the Senate and of the Commander-in-Chief of Chilean
Army. These visits are the expression of the positive political willingness of the
Governments of Peru and Chile to continue developing all the cooperation aspects of
the bilateral relation. Within this framework, we have decided that the Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Chile should make an official visit to Peru before 31 December of the present
year. Accordingly, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru will make an official visit to

Santiago during the first quarter of 2005.

Also, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Peru and Chile, when highlighting the next

meeting of Presidents of both countries during the APEC Summit, reaffirm the willingness
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of their Governments to begin the process aimed at negotiating a Free Trade Agreement.
Rio de Janeiro, 4 November 2004

(signed) (signed)
ManueL RopRrRIGUEZ CUADROS IGNACIO WALKER
Minister of Foreign Minister of Foreign

Affairs of Peru Affairs of Chile
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Annex 114

STATEMENT BY CHILE OF 12 SEPTEMBER 2007

(Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea,
Maritime Space Legislation and Treaties Database

<http://www.un.org/Depts/los/LEGISLATIONANDTREATIES/PDFFILES/

communications/chile_statement september2007.pdf> accessed 21 Nov 2008)
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La Divisitn sotwe ¢ Derecho del Mar y Asuptos Oceanioos, seccidn
Legistacidn y Tratados, ha publicado recientemente en su pdgine slectrdnica
ung copia del Decrelo Sugremo N” 047~ 2007 - RE dictado por of Gobiemo de
ta Republica del Perl, con fecha 12 de agosto de 2007, &f que contiens un

mapa.

Ei Goblerno de la Repiblica de Chile expresa su desacuerdo por la utizacion
por parte det Perd de este medio para divuigar posiciones que descoaocen Ips
tratados vigentss é@speczn a la delimitacion maritima con Chile. & Decrelo
Suprerno an cuestion y e mapa gque se nohwye, pratenden atribuic 3l Perg un
area maritime que e5td sujeta plenamente a la scberaniz y derechos
soberancs de Chite, ast como un drea de alla mar adyacente a la misma. Las
proyeceiones que st Perd musestra af sur del timite fronterize vigente no son
aceplables para Chile y carecen ge todo efecks juridico internacional,

Chile y Perd establecieran su timite maritimo en of pamleln 1872103 de iatitud
sur, conforme a ta Declaracion de Santiago de 1982 y al Coavanio de 1954
sobre Fona Especial Fronterniza Maritima, Esté imite fue reaterializado en
{HTENG segUn fas Actas de fos Repre«zsmtantes de Chile v Perg, de 28 de abril
de 1968 y de 22 de agosto de 1958,

kf Gobierne oe ls Repoblica de Chile reitera que contnuard ejerciendo
plenamente todos los derechos que le oorrespanden en los espacios bajv su
sobarania y jurisdicsion al amparo del decho intemaoanal.
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The United Nations Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea bas
recently publishad i its website, under the Lagislation and Treaties saction, g
copy of Supreme Decree No. D47-2007-RE, issued by the Government of the
Repubiic of Peru on 12 August 2007, which includes a map.

The Government of the Reputlic of Chile wishes to express its disagresment
with the utifization by Peru of this website to disseminate positions contrary lo
the maritime delimialion treaties in force with Chile.  The intent of the
aforementioned Supreme Decree and map is o aftobute i Pery 3 mantime
area, which is fully suliject to the sovareignty and sovereign rights of Chile, as
well as an adiscent area of the High Seas. Map projeciions shown by Pery
south of the paraliel that constitutes the maritime boundary in force with Chile
are ot accapiable and do not have any international fegal effect.

Chile and Peru eslablished their maritime boundary based on paralied 1§°2103"
south latitude, in conformity with the 1952 Sanhago Declaration and the 1954
Agreement on the Special Maritime Boundary Zone.  This maritime boundary
was materialized by Acts of Reprasentatives of Chile and Peru dated
26 Aprit 1968 and 22 August 1988,

The Govemment of the Republic of Chile wishes to reilerate that it will cantinue
o exercise all rights comesponding to spaces under its sovereignty and
jurisdiction in foll conformity with international law.
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Annex 115

TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF PERU’S EQUIDISTANCE CLAIM LINE
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Algorithms Used in the Calenlation of the Peru/Chile
Equidistance Lipe

Three alporithuns Have been employed i the process of computing the squidistance ting
between Perut and Chile. The purpose of using muliple slgorithms is 10 insues that the result
not an artifact of the wigorithm employed. Additonslly, a method of seducing the number of
wning points along the eguidistance line is deseribed,

Al cafcufations have been computed on the WGS-84 eHlipsoid, and all distances are
computed slong sres of great eircles or grodesies.

Method No. 1: Walk the equidistance line from huning point (o furning point

The first point on the squidistance line i the midpoint of the two points. one on cach
coast that is nearest o cach other, These are the Brst twe vonirol puints and this midpoint & the
beginning of the first segment of the equidistance line. These two prims will be referred 1o 35 "A"
and "B". The midpoint iy refered to 58 point *P". ‘

13 The bearings fram "P° 10 A" and o "B we computed. P is replaced with 1 point
that i3 10 meters from "P" on 4 bearing that bisects these two bearings. The distance between this
naw paimt "PY and every point on both coasts Is computed. I all of the distances are larger than
the distances 1o points "A" and "B®, thea the algonthm retims 1o siep 1.

23 1 the distance between P and some point "C7 ontone of the coasts, s smaller than
the distances tv "A" and "B”, then the end of this segment has been roughly found at “P°. The
Jfinal turming pmrxt i5 cosmsputed as the poimt that is equidistantfrom points "A™, "B*, and "C*. This
turping point s found by an Merative methegd, This becomes the new point “P”. The twming point
"B 1 sssociated with the contraf poirts "A", "B®, and *C".

3 I CY s a pomnt on the same coast as point "A", then "AY is replaced by °CY,
otherwise, "B" s replaced by "C".

4} If the distance batween point "F° and points "A® and "B i fess than 200 nautical
miles, the algorithm retrns w step 1. Otherwise, the point is found that 1s 200 nautical mides from
both "A" and "BY. This is the geaward terminal point on the equidistance line.

Method No: 20 Intersecting boundary lings

The first point on the eguidistance line i the midpoint of the two peints, one on zach
eoast that is newrest t0 each other. This is the arigin of the synidistance ling as meferred to as point
:vOo-

Gendssic hoe segments foom point "O" are considered. The length of these segments
vasies From O 10 200 nautical miles. The hoarings of these line scgmsnts are varied uatil one is
found such that the end point of the segment is equidistant froma both coasts. In computing the
distance to the coasts, the coasts sre treated a5 aset of geodesio segments connecting the provided
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coast defimtiogs. The nedrest point on one coast may be between provided poiunts, The set of sud
points of these geodesic sepments comprise the equidistance line!

This method doss not natorally detersineg 3 sef of turaing points snd control points, Bat it
provides & ling that can be comparnd $ other mathods,

Method No. 3; Conteel point search

For two coastines defined by sets of pointg we want to find the Hne equally distant from
both coastines, The cosstline points that influence the equidistant line wre called control painiy,
The squidistant line is defined by 2 set of wniag poliats.

The method ssed to find the equidisiant line turning points is based on the observation
that at a tuming point there wre 3 squally dstant conteol points. The points on the cquidisiant Hne
between the twerning poims are equally distanmt from 2 confrol points. Al & turning poini, the
control point on one coastiine 1w orepianed by a new control point on that same coustline. The
control point on the other coastline stays the same. After initiatization, depending on whether the
coustlines share a common point or vot, ihe method stats with known controf points, one on sach
voast. A search is made for the third control point that defines a turning point. A test point is
stepped atong the coast from the control point, first on one coast, then the othet. Ay sach siep
check e iest point #vsee i1 I8 2 new controd point. B will be & vontrol point if there are no
coastiine points nside a circle through the two known contrel powis and the test point, and the
center of the elvele {5 not on the other side of the coasts from the known wming poinis. The
checking is done on fhe ellipsoid. Wheun a new contsol point i3 found i replaces the control point
on the same coast. The process repeats uatil there are no maore coast pomts (o check.

~

The "turning points” on the equidistance tine we delined by the transfor from one control
puint to snother on the muinlund cosstling, but in somé instances these trawsfers do ot
coreespond 10 an actual change of besring on the equidistanee lae. Our inftisl computation
producsd a total of 65 wrning points to span the 200 nauticsl miles breadth of each States
wanitime entitforsent, . The number of tuening poists was then reduced to those that correspoad
significant changes of bearing by eliminsting poits that are nesr fo the lne conuecting
surrounding points. 1 ail of the “torning points” between points "A° and "B® ave withis 20 meters
of the Hne connecting "A” and "B®, then those intesmediate points have been sliminated from the
squidistance line. This process has been employed to reduce the 65 computed turning points
down 1o 26 turping points. The origin peint on the mainland coast and the termination point 58 the
200 nauntical mile Ymit were ot affected,

Dr. Robert Jensen Mr. Raymond Stemer




Peru/Chile Equidistance Turning Points

Point 89, Latiude (WGS-83)  Longitude (WGS-84) Coastal Contral Paint No. ¥ Cosstal Control Polnt Mo, 2 Coastat Contrpt Point No. 3
{fatstude) tiongide) {attude) {ongitude) {latitue) flongituda)
LBT 187,217 GBS 7O° 17 36.0°W 18.3516997§ 703778810 W 18.3525859° 5 703770610 W
p] 187 28" 13,15 700 31 08.1°W 18.351699°%  70.377B31° W 1848642295 FO.33I03MOW 18.3525630 S FOITTO063" W
2 189 28 27.4°5 70% 33 3N W 18.324913¢ 8 70.408383° W 1B.489412°°5  70.330575° W 16.325496% 5 8076720 W
3 18 20 00475 70° 13 093w 18.315587° % 70.426850° W 1R.492402¢5 703308220 W 18319551 S JOA155129 W
4 18%29' 54.68°5 F0 340 417 18.307065% 5 704333010 W 18.556496° 5 03182790 W 149240295 J0.330822% W
5 18% 30 43.2°5 700 36 59.9"W 18.259813° 5 70.4575520 W ARSERIHTVS FOIIREEIOW 017" & TOA4LIT W
6 18¢ 31" 315 F0° 38 5BAW 1827700595 TO.476254% W 18.558347° 5 7C.338667° W 182892567 & F0ASHITI W
7 18 32 43.7°5. 70° 43 448" 1825802375 70.504933° W 18,581041°6  TO.M41892° W 182637537 S 70497157 W
8 18% 33 42.0°5 F0° 43 50,1 1824056475 7O.5I5408° W 1B.643143%6 FO.350734° W 1B.5819417 8 703818520 W
9 185 35' 04.8"5 70° 47 56.7W 1822478778 F05E5308° W 1864314378 T0I507M W 182358768 L4037 w
18 18 36' 28.5"5 70° 50° B1.9"W 28262205 FOGULETET W 1BRA31479S  TOIBO7IMC W IE 1B2I6S01M S POL976ESBS W
11 18° 57 24.3'5 740 510 49.8°W 184803807 S 70.646049° W 15.643143°5 TO350734° W 18.202522° 6 706018760 W
12 18° 41' 06.8'5 700 58 178 181801809 S 70.646045° W 157931196 TO3EMBIP W 1864714205 03507790 W
13 18° &1 28.05 74 58 58.5°W 161515847 5 70.679224° W 1R793L19Y S 703596190 W 16180180 S 70.645043° W
14 187 39" 44.2"5 710 17 158 161501607 S TO.693Z3R% W I8.794113°8 03595920 W 191615445 S 7079224 W
15 18% 51 19.5"5 710 2F 40.5'% 18136882178 FG.709B17 W RIS TOIEOSE W 1B.350LG05 & 06831387 w
16 18% 54" 22.6'S 71027 043" 18.014847° S 70.879091" W 19.797098° 5 70.359287° W 181368219 & LT004817 W
17 18% $5' 44,1"5 71° 36 GR.5'W 18.006558° S FOBRTOG1Y W 18.876648° 5 70.3544180 W BAGHATT & 70879091 W
18 13911 1608 71085 437 17.866806°S  71.096466° W IRBIISSES B FO.3BISHE W IBA0BES8% S JO.8BT06IW
18 159 12V 1698 T1 57 207 {7.565806°S"  71.096466% W 19.018493° 5 703169300 W 184315589 G 70.353520° W
20 19% 20" 05.4'S T 190 17.866B06° 8  71.096466° W 1926297705 70.286533° W 19.01R4937S  T0.316930° W
21 39% 21 08.4°5 72812 20.7°W 177471308 7081190 W 19.2B2977° 5 70.286533% W 17686680696 T1.096466% W
22 19% 22" 33.6'S, 7R IE 3.0 1770713005 ZLIBLLIO W 1930908495 ¥O.2BS195O W 1928297795 FO.2865330 W
23 15% 4% 5678 73° 58 16.0°W 1270713008 7L.3811190 W 1960218125  70.239343°W 19.309064% & 70.285195° W
24 20039 10.3% 730 38 SLEW 1770783006 7LIBIDI90 W 53843005 FO.GETIIO W 196CZIEIY S JLZ303430 W

b
W

0% 111 54075,

73° 4% 50.0°W

177071300 8

713811190 W

A0.538430° 5

701947750 W

899
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Dr. Robert Jensen
Principal Biaff Scientist -
Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory

Dir. Jensen received his Ph. I, in mathematics in 1978 from the University of Wisconstn,
Madison. Since that time, Dr. Yensen has been professionally involved in a variety of
sefentific and enginsering studies, This work has relied heavily on computer analysis of
data and computer simudation of engineering systerns and component performance. Dr.
Jensen has developed algorithms and written software to implement these algovithins for
many areas of scientific study such as, radio navigation of spacecraft {for whick he holds
three patients), for synchronization of communtostion systems {for which he holds one
patient}, and for the operation and data processing of novel radar systems for airesaft and
space, to name just 2 few, This work has been published 1o refersed professional journals
and presented at inleraational professional gociety mestings. He i expert in 4 vaviety of
computer progeamming languages, including oftject otiented C4+ and PERL, which are
being used to support the work described in this docurent,

Mr. Raymond Stemer
Sentor 31aff Mathematician
Johns Hopkins Apphisd Physics Laboratory

Mr, Stemer received his MLS. 1n mathematics in 1986 from Johas Hopkins University,
For the past thirty yeass Mr. Sterner has been involved with computer graphies, writing
sofiveare in support of scientific experiments, data analysis and display, and satellite
fimage processing. He writes most of his software programming ia IDL computer
fanguage, which i used in many ficldy of science, and he is the anthor of a library of
computing routines that is in wide use today, Two groups that current use his software are
the Space Telescape Science Institnie and the Goddard Space Flight Center. 1L bas also
been used to support the work described in this document. Mr. Smmw hag been invelved
in making and publishing maps since the early developmentsl stages of the World Wide
Web. These maps have been used in numerous spplications inchuding those of the U S
Air Force, Aoy Corps of Engineers, the National Ocesnographic and Atmospheric
Administration, and many others. His mapcz have appeared in books, movies, magazine
articles, and aumerots-weh pages. His raain map page may be found at:
http/iifermi.jhuaphedu/states.







