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The meeting was called to order at 5.35 p.m. been to place a trade and financial embargo ueon Iraq, 
while that of resolution~(l990) had extended the 
embarg~'>finder the procedure set forth 

Ad~ptJon of the agenda in the non-papei';"'"States would be required to provide 
The agenda was adopted. the Chairman of the Committee and the Office of the 

I. . , Id b llraq Programme with prior notification, in writing, of 
2. The Chair~an suhggeSted that it wdou . e every . prooosed___fliehr,-and the Chairman would 
d . ble to consider t e next two agen a items .. , d" -l~d=·- ... : .... b .. :_ h . . . est,ra . 11:nme 1ate y 1stn ute t e not1ficat1on to Committee 
together so that any speaker would be free to di.scuss members. The notification would mcluoe mformation 
eitherofthem. about the proposed flight: its purpose, the scheduled 

3_ ''ifwa.po decided. route, the countries overflown, the type and registration 
· ·,;:-,-:.~,-, ~ number Of the aircraft concerned, and the like. To 

N~~1~!-i~r on "Procedure for notificatio_n ~f Oi~hts ensure that all flights conformed to the provisions of 
to !f!'.~~-~bmitted by the Permanent M1ss1on of the relevant resolutions - in other words that no 
Fr~,'._'.n_;;c_)_x~. · . un!awful car_go was carried to Iraq - inspections 

woufd be carri~d out at the points of departure and 
arrival, as well as at any stopovers. Baghdad 
international airport would be the only point of entry in 
Iraq, and inspections there would be conducted by the 
independent agency, Cotecna Inspection S.A., which 
:was already in charge of inspection duties at border 
crossing points. Inspections at the point of departure or 
any stopovers would be conducted by the State 
concerned. 

Le',ih'Wated 25 September 2000 from the United 
s Y' {f;: flights by France and the Russian 
Fe_,,,,/ Jj9n) 
4. ti~:·~~'~ • Chairman recalled that there was no 

• 'i:'") :On the inte r · , Security Council 
re · · 70 (1990); the Committee was divided into 
tWf)j~iih'gbls · of thought, and the Legal Counsel 
prvj!~t,l;i-to•be unable to offer any furtnernetp-in that 
con~~~~n:,.,Practlcal solutions musCthus be found if 
theiJii't)P1ittee was to function, and processing every 

· · · · tion relating to a , proposed . flight through 
ction procedure was such a solution. The 
. items under consideration , illustrated the 
s difficulty: both of them hinged on the 

. f?B problem, but approached it from opposite 

sf ;;~;l7.: Mauri~s (France) ~aid that, ow~ilg to the 
dtff~f~nce · of views to which the Chairman had 
ref~fti<f.' the Committee found it difficult to deal with 
the . growing volume of communications giving 
notification of proposed flights' to Iraq. They were 
curren~tm"Cl-----uM~---the------non-objection 
procedure, but the situation could not be regarded as 
satisfactory. His delegation had therefore submitted the 
non-paper which was before the Committee, with a 
tew to reaching a c ensus concerning procedures f plicable to prospective flights to . urpose 

as not to reconcile the two pos1f«ms, but to arrive at a 
modus vivendi within the Committee, so that it could 
deal with communications in a manner consistent with 
the a~ms of the Security Council resolutions on Iraq. It 
was important not to lose sight of what those aims 
were: the main ob·ect of resolution 661 (1990) had 

2 

6. Mr. Ross (United Kingdom) said that, while he 
welcomed the discussion, his delegation was 
disappointed that some~tates had recently 
been allowing fljghts. to Iraq without seeking the 
Committee's approval, thereby-~breaching the 
Comm1ttee,-s- ·rong-standing practice based on the 
relevant Security Council resolutions, and thus, in his 
delegation's view, committing a breach of the sanctions 
regime. Moreover, such flights sent th~ message 
to the Government in Baghdad; they were being 
interpreted as evidence that tire san~tions regime was 
eroding, and were thus undermining the authority of 
theC:Committee and of the Security Council itself. The 
Committee's purpose was to oversee the 
implementation of the sanctions against Iraq, and thus 
to bring Iraq to compliance with its legal obligations 
under the relevant Security Council resolutions. Those 
who undermined that purpose in effect undermined the 
resolutions. Assertions of a humanitarian purpose for 
the flights undet discussion could not be taken 
seriously and, in any case, humanitarian suppltes such 
as medtcines could lawfully be imp~ore 
cheaply overland. His delegation continueafo believe 
that the Committee and the Security Council should 
work together for the implementation of~the relevant 
resolutions. Until that goal was achieved, humanitarian 

------...... ,_ .. ··-~-,--~-----
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needs must be met within the framework of the 
nctions regime. The issue was of concern to all 

saembers of the Security Council; the authority of the 
m d · · k United Nations and its ecmons was at sta e. 

7_ Mr. Smirnov (Russian Federation) said that .the 
non-paper submitted by the delegation of Fra9ce 
provided the Committee with _ a good basis Jor 
agreement on a suitable pr~cedure to follow, when it 
was notified of proposed fhghts to Iraq. The relevant 
Security Council resolutions, especially reso~ 670 
(1990), did not prohibit passenger flights unrelatec:J to 
the delivery of commercial cargo. A number of 
subsequent decisions by the Committee had confirmed 
that the same applied to shipments of medicines ang 
food products. Consequently, it was irrelevant to ask 
whether a given flight was humanitarian in nature or 
not; the issue was whether it carried passengers or 
commercial cargo, and the flights under discussion had 
not carried such cargo. The Committee had precedents 
at its disposal: there had been a number of ins~nces, 
involving humanitarian flights as. well as other flights, 
wh"ere bordering States had requested a signed)etter 
from. the Chairman of the Committee · before 
authorizing an overflight, and the Committee had 
considered each such case individually and decided 
whether the letter should be provided. The suggestion 
that •:in perm itting---!!ie flights under discussion the 
States concerned were undermining the CoW1cil's 
authoritl';.,__ was unfounded. On the other hand, that 

• "'uthority was undermmed by an excessively broad 
.·interpretation of the Council's resolutions and the 

·~· .app.tfoa.tion of c~nditions not cont~in~.. th~, such 
· as th~mposition of so-called "A~.:..f.l.Y __ ~~~~s".~.!!~. the 
'S~stemat1c v10l~hon 01--·Iraqi airse_~~-1:,_ .. ~}'.._l.!lilitary 
· ai~t. ""·---·-····--·-·-····---······--·· .. ·····-·-·· 

. Under the circumstances, then, it was time for the 
Committee to consider the substance of the proposal 
contained in the non-paper submitted by France. 

9. Ms. Price (Canada) said that her d~legation could 
not accej5t the proposals' contained in the non-paper 
submitteif"by France, although it-·was quite true that all 
flights arriving in or departing from Iraq should be 
subject to inspection. The procedures that the 
Committee had followed to date in dealing with 
proposed civilian flights into and out of Iraq had 
conformed both to the letter and to the spirit of the 
relevant Security Council resolutions, and should be 
maintained. In all cases, the Security Council's 
approval, through the Committee, should be sought in 
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advance to ensure that the proposed flight did not 
contravene the sanctions regime. The issue was not 
huma~itarian supplies ~s such, but the symbolic gesture 
of flights made without the Committee's prior 
approval, which would only encourage - Iraq's 
intransigence and delay the lifting Qf sanctioQ.S_,____AII 
members . of the Committee should reaffirm their 
com~iirorcement of the will of the 
international commumty as reflected in the various 
United Nations. resolutions pertaining to Iraq, including 
the proc~dures established for civilian air traffic. Iraq 
must be left with no illusions that its defiance of the 
United Nations would>e-rew.arded~ the gradual 
erosion of sanctions; it must be held to its obligations. 

10. Mr. Li Junhua (China) said that his delegation's 
position on resolution 670 (I 990) was clear and was 
essentially similar to that of the Russian Federation and 
France. In some cases no authorization was required, 
although the Committee should be notified of such 
flights, and he therefore believed that the flights in 
question did not constitute violations of the relevant 
resolutions. The source ofthedispute was two differing 
interpretations of the provisions of those resolutions 
and, like the Chairman, he believed that some way 
must be found to resolve · those differences. He 
regretted that the Legal Counsel seemed unable to 
provide any assistance concerning the interpretation of 
the provisions of the resolution and he therefore 
supported the proposal of the representative of France 
as a sincere attempt to resolve the situation and a good 
starting point for further discussions. He was also 
ready to consider other suggestions in the context of 
those discussions with a view to reaching agreement on 
the interpretation of the resolutions so that the 
Committee would remain united and effective. He 
further added that, although Chi~us far 
allowed any flights to Iraq, it wou1d certainly not need 
the approval of the Committee to do so. 

I 1. Mr. Mauries (France), in response to the 
questions raised by the representative of the United 
Kingdom, stressed, like the representative of the 
Russian Federation, that the flights in· question were 
passenger flights. It had never been claimedthat the 
flight from France had been for hl!-manitarian purpos_,es. 
Similar flights had been approved in the past, including 
flights which had contained small quantities of medical 
supplies, and in the past other delegatiorrs;--including 
that of the United Kingdom, had agreed that all flights 
did not have to be brought to the attention of the 

3 
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C mmittee. It seemed that it was other delegations he wondered what their purpose was. He did not agree 
:ich had changed their attitude; his delegation's with the representative of the Russian Federation that 

w sition had always been clear and had been explained food and medical supplies were exempted. He also 
~~ce again in the Security Council on 23 September ordered what the overflight countries had been told 

2000 
after the flight of 22 September. Clearly the about the flights and on what basis they had decided to 

curr:nt situation regarding flights to Iraq was permit them in the absence of any information 
unsatisfactory, and his delegation was therefore simply re~llrding inspections or any letters of authorization 
seeking to clarify and implement the relevant lfrom the Committee. He stressed .Jb_aLJhe only 
resolutions correct_ly and to ~rov_ide guarantees for allo. wabJe excep~ions were flights for hu~ani~arian 
appropriate inspection upon amval m Baghdad. _ purposes. It was 1~portant ~o send letters of mqu1ry _to 

· .... · . . (U · d s f A . ) d regtre"st--further mformat10n from the countries 
12 . Mr. Young mte tates o menca agree d h . . h k d .. 

I 
· .---·-_ · . - . f h U . d K" d-- d concerne sot at the Committee m1g t ta ea ecmon 

I wit.b t __ ._~e_ .. • .representatives O t e ~-- mg om an on whether or not the flights in question constituted 
Canad.a Jhat there w~ no need for new procedures . 1 t' ... . . . . h d b . f'fi . 1 "' v10 a ions. since the Committee a een operatmg e ect1ve y 1or · 
IO year~r the current situatioiinadonly1>irerrprovoked 14. He took exception to the reference by the ! 
by~o recent flight&., which he believed to be rep~esentative of the Russian Federation to the "no-fly / 
viola.H~~s of the sanctions regime. The Committee and zones", which he stressed had been created to protect/ 
theCb~an had been put in an awkward position and vulnerable groups. S~ remarks could only servetd 
he. w~s dismayed that the end result would be to encourage Iraq to undermine the sanctions regime. 

15. Mr. Lawrence (Jamaica), said that, while his 
delegation had some sympathy for the French 
interpretation of resolution 670 (1990), it nevertheless 
had some concerns. Any change in the Committee's 
procedures should be orderly and based on discussion 
and he was disappointed that the two flights in question 
had caught the Committee unaware. There were grey 
areas in resolution 670 ( 1990). He agreed with the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and Canada that 
there was a need for constructive dialogue and called 
on all delegations to show flexibility and a willingness 
to compromise in order to reach a common position 
which would not undermine the procedures of the 
Committee. That would ensure the Committee's 
continued effectiveness within the international 

encoµrage Iraq in resisting the full implementation of 
resolµ(ion · 1284 (1999). His delegation was 
n~v;~ljefess ready to discuss the proposal put forward 
by tlt~-:;r~presentative of France, but he reiterated, as 
staie,d':)µ'the letter dated 25 September 2000 from the 
Dep't1*¥J~ermanent Representative of the United States 
of America to the United Nations addressed to the 
Chairiita~ · of the Committee 
(S/J\.C}}-$12000/COMM.112), that the Committee 
sbo~I~iionsider, the recent flights by French and 
R~l~i@ ~ir,craft to Iraq. Letters of inquiry should be 
ad(lt-ess~d to France, the Russian Federation and the 
ov~rlff~ht countries requesting disclosure of 
infonilation on those flights, which he stressed would 
,in no way prejudge the outcome of the Committee's 
discussions. It was important that the Committee 
should receive reports on inspections carried out at the community. 
point of origin of the flights as well as upon arrival, 
including whether the inspections on arrival had been 
undertaken by independent inspectors. He noted that 
Iraq had blocked such inspections in the past. The 
representative of France maintained that there had been 
no cargo on . board the French flight, yet some 
overflight countries seemed to have been informed that 
there was indeed cargo on board. If there had been any 
financial compensation provided to Iraq for services on 
the ground, that would also be a violation. 

13. The flight paths and cargo manifests should be 
provided to the Committee. If the passengers on the 
French flight had not been on a humanitarian mission 

' 
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16. Mr. Ross (United Kingdom) agreed with the 
representative of the United States that letters of 
inquiry should be sent to the countries concerned. He 
noted that the representative of France had said that it 
had never_ been claimed that the French flight was for 
humanitarian purposes; he therefore wondered what the 
purpose of that flight had been. The re~ative of 
the Russian Federation had §tated that the only 
question relevant to the resolutions was whether there 
had been far~ on board, not whether the flights had 
had a hum~rian purpose, yet the Russian letter of 
notification regarding the flight had described it as a 
humanitarian flight. He ·wondered what humanitarian 

---------
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purpose the very diverse group of people on the flight 
could have had. 

17. Mr. Krokbmal (Ukraine) stressed the need for 
the Committee as a whole to reach some agreement on 
the procedures to be followed for passenger flights, :to 
Iraq and on what exactly constituted a violation of t~e 
relevant resolutions. Clear guidelines were especially 
important should third party States wish to send 
passenger or humanitarian flights to Iraq. He agre~d 
with the Chairman that the basic problem was one of 
interpretation of the resolutions, but, in: light of th'~ 
position taken by the Legal Counsel that there were 
indeed grey areas in the resolutions, he would 
withdraw his delegation's request that a survey of the 
Committee's past practice should be · undertaken; 
especially since that practice seemed inconsistent, as 
the representative of France had pointed out. His 
delegation was ready to continue discussions on the 
correct interpretation of resolutions 661 ( 1990) and 670 
(1990) but, like the delegation of France, it believed 

: ,,, that, based on a strict legal interpretation of the 
resolutions, only cargo seemed to be proscribed. He 
qgted that there had been no problems in the past with 
m¢ reporting of passenger flights. He was therefore 
.in¢Hned to see the suggestions made in the non-paper 

>.t1 ',~§m France as a possible solution and was pleased that 
. -:q/ lfrtr~presentative of the United States had expressed a 
. . .,«l'iIIingness to continue discussions. He stressed, 

(.";·~!1-~\:,.:;.t_Yt-'.:. 

(Ii~~i-Jtti~~yer, that his delegat~on attached ~reat i~portance 
> :l:o. the need for proper mdependent mspection upon 

ii#;, ~jtvahin. Baghdad. 

t!fJ:Jf n'.)wr. Rani Ismail Hadi (Malaysia) reiterated that 
i.:Jr~j,(delegation shared the representative of Ft~:iJce's 
:,,;_, :i~~l,\terpretation with regard to resolution 670 (1990) and 
:;,,Jtres~ed the importance of such flights for alleviating 
.,fi~]~C! s~ns~ of abandonment and _ isola~~y the 
./i',,,.R~8ph:i-of Iraq. Like the representatives of the Russian 
.· '" 1~~eration, China and France, he believed that 
,:;,;;,:~~ssenger flights were allowable; the real problem was 

- , .tg _estaolish clear procedures for a notification process. 
.. '·)tT?.eFrench non-paper was a good startmg point for 

discussions in that regard. 

19. Mr. Smirnov (Russian Federation) stressed that 
the real question was not whether a flight had a 
~J.J,manitarian purpose but whether it was a passenger or 
a cargo flight and whether there was commercial cargo 
on board. He reassured the Committee that all flights 
from the Russian Federation to Iraq were subject to 
thorough inspection. With regard to the question put by 
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the representative of the United Kingdom, he said that 
the purpose of the passengers on the two flights to Iraq 
was beyond the purview of the Committee. 

20. With regard to the work of the Committee, he 
noted that the non-paper from the Permanent Mission 
. of France seemed to have been put on hold, although 
the United States had indicated its willingness to 
discuss that document further under certain conditions. 
He believed that the Committee should concentrate on 
the proposal put forward by France. He also believed 
that the sending of letters of inquiry, as suggested by 
the United States, would be counterproductive, 
although he would not categorically exclude further 
discussion on that topic under certain conditions, 
preferably within the framework of discussions on the 
French proposal. 

21. Ms. Gonzalez Posse (Argentina) said that there 
appeared to be nothing specific in the law or in the 
Committee's guidelines relating to flights to Iraq, and 
she suggested that a definite procedure should be 
established in that regard. Her delegation would 
welcome any proposals aimed at finding a practical 
solution based on consensus. 

22. Mr. Mauries (France), responding to the question 
raised by the representative of the United Kingdom, 
regarding the purpose of the flight of 22 September, 
said that the flight had been a private....undertaking, 
organized by a non-go~ental_ organization. The 
question therefore had no meaning from the point of 
view of the Security Council resolutions, as such 
flights were not forbidden ~Dy-such resolution. 
While-members ot theCommittee were free to 
speculate on possible motives for the flight, that issue 
was ultimately beside the point. 

23. With regard to the suggestion of the United States 
representative regarding ways for the Committee to 
follow up on the letter dated 25 September from the 
Deputy Permanent Representative of the United States 
addressed to the Chairman, his delegation's position 
was the same as that of the Russian Federation. He 
noted that, despite the United States representative's 
claim that the proposed letter of inquiry wotild not 
prejudge the nature of the action taken, the~ dated 
25 September itself clearly implied that Umted States 
already regarded the t~Jlights as constituting 
violiiffons:"Smce Hisclefegation did __ noLshare that view, 
it would be ~nable i2_~-to--the sending of such a 
letter of inquiry to France, or, for that matter, to the 

5 
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Vertlown by the tlieht io question as they, too, 
States o . ~--:~=-=-;~.;;=-.:,..:.;~ . 
had done nothing to v10lat.e.. .. Jhe Secunfy Cotruc1I 

resolutions. 

24 Mr. Young (United States of America) said that, 

d · · g his tenure at the United Nations, Albania, 
unn h r. b' L'b · --------.-,__I. 

B I aria Burkina Faso, t earn 1a,1- ena, Ma 1, 
u g ' . d I f. . Uganda and Ukr~e h_ad all r:ce1ve ett~rs o mqu1ry 

from~Counc1I sanctHms committees. Those 
letters had~ctions of those countries 
as constituting sanctions violations, but had simply 
been sent to elicit information needed to address fhe 
concerns of members of the Committee as to Whether 
violations had in fact occurred. Furthermore, in view of 
the fact that the French and Russian delegations had 
supported the sending of the letters to all the countries 
he had mentioned, he regretted that those two 
delegations were preventing the Committee from 
obtaining the information it needed in the present 
instance. His delegation would welcome the 
opportunity to review the issue in the future, as had 
been proposed by the Russian representative, and 
therefore wished to retain the item on the Committee's 
agendi for the time being. 

25. '.1 l\1r. Liswaniso (Namibia) said that his delegation 
supported the French proposal and sincerely hoped that 
the rommittee would look into the matter in a 
progre::ssive and constructive manner. His delegation 
1dso,,,supported the views expressed by the French, 
Rus11ian and Chinese delegations with regard to the 

- tlight!! under discussion. 

26. jl'be Chairman, speaking as the representative of 
-the "tJ:etherlands, said that although both the French and 
Rus~'fari delegations had stressed that the flights had 
been'·correctly and thoroughly inspected' on departure 
by their own local authorities, he c01µd not accept as 
serious, the suggestion that any flight originating 
anywh_e~e n~o be inspected by only ~~-~ _local 
authont1es of the country in which the flight originated. 
Moreover, assuming for the moment that Security 
Council resolution 670 (1990) required only that the 
Committee should be notified in the event of such 
~ights,....th.e_p_urpose of the notification remained unclear 
if the Committee was not to be allowed to pursue 
~urth~r inquiries. Nor could he accept as serious the 
implication that notification was just an empty ritual. 

27-. Mr. Smirnov (Russian Federation) said that, 
while he was not in a position to discuss the inspection 
procedures in place at international airports in other 

........... ~~-..,.-·----------. 
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countries, those at airports in France and Russia were 
certainly serious. ___ Nor cooid he agree that the 
notification procedure as specified under Security 
Council resolution 661 (1990) was not serious; there 
was a fine distinction to be made between a "reguest 
for appr~ and a "notification". The former implied 
a need for perm1ss1on to carfy out an action, while in 
the case pf the latter, the Committee was simply being 
made aware of certain events. The distinction between 
the two was based on the magnitude of the events 
involved; as such, it was of great seriousness and was 
central to the entire debate. 

28. Mr. Mauries (France) said that pre-departure 
inspections of air cargo were relatively easy to carry 
out, and his delegation would welcome the chance to 
discuss further proposals in that regard. On the 
question of inspections, he noted that the proposal 
under discussion called for monitoring or inspection to 
be carried out on arrival. 

29. Mr. Young (United States of America) said that it 
would be highly unfortunate if the Committee were to 
be constrai~ to accept a simple notification without 
being able to question it or otherwi-se---take appropriate 
action. Further to his earlier proposal, he therefore 
requested that the Office of the Iraq Programme should 
provide the Committee with the United Nations 
inspection report of the French flight, and that the 
Permanent Missions of France and the Russian 
Federation should be asked to provide the customs 
reports for both flights, if possible, as well as accounts 
detailing the countries actually overflown, the ground 
services provided, and the methods of payment for 
those services. 

30. Mr. Ross (United Kingdom) said that, while he 
did not question the inspection systems of the two 
States concerned, a credible and satisfactory system of 
passenger and cargo inspection on departure from the 
sending State and on arrival at the Baghdad airport, as 
mentioned in the French proposal, was absolutely 
necessary for such flights. The need for such a system 
had been further emphasized by the inability of the two 
delegations concerned to furnish satisfactory 
explanations of the activities engaged in by the 
passengers on the flights that had departed from their 
countries. In his reply to a previous question on the 
topic, the Russian representative had even said that the 
passengers on the Russian flight had been· "practising 
certain business" in Iraq. It was the responsibility of 
the Committee to supervise the sanctions on Iraq, under 
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bich all commercial transactions with Iraq, apart from realistically feasible for the Committee to send letters 
~?Oil~fpr-food programme, that were not authorized to the Governments of. States,_re re 

.·· .. ··•· ':"th~Committee were illegal under international law. Committee. As the. e11tjr~·t ·,· . 

. , 

1

}l:.be!f ::aem~,
0

~t~~:e t:a~::e b: ::~:u:ha;ro:e~:;l ;F;ri••t:,:t,!!llC!ll')tyJ; 
Id · c · f h · · . S OU a SO 

. ·w. h. ereby States wou m1orm 1t o t e1r mtent1on to . . .\"'.;·;:,.,·· :'/.'''· 
. . h d th b rs f th C . . meetmg ,of.,.th send fl1g ts an e mem e o e omm1ttee, its · . ,. ·t:.lJi,,:.-., 

h S . Id b bl · consensus on a,,, Chairman or t e ecretanat wou e a e to request ., . . '.,,J:,;7 , 

furt. her information from those States as to 'the nature tspoo
d 

to,·a· 
11
.c ... o .. ·., .. m·.··" .. :.· .-. ·· h · If h · · fi · assenger flights ,. of the flights and t eir cargoes. t at m ormation was · . . . . '\ , . .. . ro e ure , ·· ,.,w,· 

,not properly provided or proved otherwise · . •· "' ·· tt? 
· · 1Jlrsafis'factory, the Committee had to be able'to stop the 35. As Chainrian:;-?-ij~, 

··ntghis, an option that was not available to it under a as un~or,y. Whil~~" . 
• J\siffiple notification system. His delegation would basicai}'agTeed on the~(~ 
... ~elcom~ the opportunity to undertake the further Security Council resoluifoh f'i. 
. :'1afh{Hed technical work that would be required to arrive the interpretation of Securityt( 
·;,,i:f:l~a'tisractory system. · (1990) had become so 'ro ,.,:. · 
,1;1-M ,,. . . • • R actice of allowing the ,Cliairtna 
''32 Mr. Li Junhua (Chma), speakmg m response to. f th h ·t · · : . . · . . . . commumca 100 as oug I were a 
the Chairman's comments regardmg the notification th h t·fi 1. . · '· · ·i '.ff . · ·. . . . ra er . an a no 1 1ca 100 was no·' 

.. , .... '."'.; t.'O. eedure, said that, from a legal standpomt, the th fi t d th t th C · · .• · , ,.,,., .... :· --· . . . . . ere ore sugges e a e · omm.1 
·process of not1ficat1on was essentially different from a 1. t th . · · th ... ·'. · . · ·. . . . , . one more mee mg o e issue m e ne 
request for approval. His delegation s understandmg t' . d . · 1 • "··c.li. · . . · , , . . . . mee mg agam prove mconc us1ve,. . e . . 
:w,~s that States mte?dmg to send. passenger ~ights_ to report back fo the Security Council thai th~ "<:!9tiqn, ~e 
{~aq had only to notify the Committee of that mtent1on had been unable to find a satisfactory solutioitffi'the· an~ tnal such flights d_1d not require the Committee's roblem. · · ,f 
·approvaf-ur authonzat1on. That was not the case, on the p 
other hand, for cargo flights, for which the inspection The meeting rose at 7.25 p.m. 
procedure already in place was sufficient to prevent the 
transfer to Iraq of prohibited items. He welcomed the 
w111ingness expressed by the United Kingdom and 
United States representatives to discuss the ideas 
co!]tained in the non-paper submitted by the Permanent 
Mission of France and urged the Committee to work 
towards a consensus on that issue. 

33. Mr. Ahmed (Bangladesh) said that, in view of 
the fact that the Committee appeared to be unable to 
reach a consensus, the Chairman should consider 
suspending the discussion until a later meeting. 

34. The Chairman said that, as the French proposal 
had been welcomed by a number of delegations, the 
Committee should discuss it further in the near future. 
With regard to the proposal by the United States 
representative that letters of inquiry should be sent to 
France, the Russian Federation and the countries that 
had been overflown, he said that, while it was 
legitimate for the Committee to ask supplementary 
questions referring to information previously supplied 
by France and the Russian Federation, it would not be 
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