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Mme./Mr. Chair,  

At the outset, I would like to thank the International Law Commission for their 

report.   

 

I have the honour to deliver this statement on behalf of Denmark, Finland, Norway, 

Sweden - and my own country - Iceland. 

 

-///- 

 

Chapter VI - Immunity of State officials from foreign criminal jurisdiction. 

Turning first to Chapter VI, The Nordic countries would like to thank the Special 

Rapporteur, Ms. Concepción Escobar Hernández, for her eighth report on Immunity 

of State officials from foreign criminal jurisdiction. We commend her enduring 

efforts on this matter and we congratulate her on completing the consideration of all 

the questions set forth in the workplan submitted to the Commission in 2012; as well 



as the three additional general issues pointed out in the seventh report to be 

warranting further examination.  

 

We also commend the Commission for progressing this salient topic, its legal 

complexity and political sensitivities notwithstanding, notably by provisionally 

adopting draft articles 8 ante, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12, and the attached commentaries.  

 

We agree with the Special Rapporteur that important substantive issues are still 

pending before the Commission. In particular, draft article 7 on exceptions to 

immunity ratione materiae in respect of crimes under international law will require 

further effort. In this regard, the Nordic countries would like to reiterate our support 

for draft article 7 and recall our commitment to the Rome Statute of the International 

Criminal Court; 



clause” would be useful and appropriate means to achieve this. We agree with the 

Special Rapporteur in that such a clause does not go beyond the remit of the draft 

articles, nor does it give rise to hierarchical relationships between any rules; but rather 

merely separates different legal regimes, whose validity and separate fields of 

application will still be preserved. We therefore support the wording of draft article 

18. Mindful of the similarities between draft article 18 and draft article 1, paragraph 



Hence, the proposed article 17 (3) could have the practical effect of distorting the 

balance of the interests of the forum State and the State of the official. We also take 

note of the deliberations of the Commission regarding this provision, including views 

and doubts expressed by some members. Consequently, this provision seems to 

merit further examination. 

 

The 



going partially or fully under water, sea level rise can for instance increase land 

degradation, periodic flooding, and contamination of freshwater. It is a threat on 

multiple levels, not least for small island developing states, that have done little to 

cause climate change but are likely to suffer the most from it. 

 

The IPCC is clear on that it is “unequivocal that human influence has warmed the 

atmosphere, ocean and land.” It is therefore pertinent that in its work on the legal 

aspects of sea level rise, the Commission builds on sea-level rise due to climate 

change as a scientifically proven fact.  

 

Mme./Mr. Chair,  

The Nordic Countries are looking forward to engaging with the Commission next 

year, after its Study Group addresses issues related to the subtopics of statehood as 

well as the protection of persons affected by sea-level rise. We reaffirm our support 

to the approach of three subtopics, to be included in a finalized substantive report 

on the topic of sea level rise. 

 

The first subtopic was the law of the sea, discussed by the Commission this year. In 

this context, the Nordics cannot over-emphasize the importance of the United 

Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, which sets out the legal framework 

within which all activities in the oceans and seas must be carried out. As the principal 

treaty on the modern law of the sea, it has greatly contributed to international peace 

and security since its adoption in 1982. It provides predictability and stability, and its 

universal and unified character should be safeguarded and strengthened. 

 

Like any other legal instrument, the Convention should be interpreted in light of 

changing circumstances. That said, it seems premature at this juncture for the Nordic 



countries to pronounce on the precise legal implications of sea-level rise in the 

context of UNCLOS.   

It is evident from the work of the ILC Study Group so far, that several issues still 

need to be explored and discussed. We therefore welcome extending the work of the 

Commission, such as on state practice and opinio juris. 

Should it prove useful, the Nordics also support that the Commission might call 

upon scientific and technical experts, in a selective and limited manner. Within the 

law of the sea there is a growing legal, scientific, and technical interplay. 

 

Mme./Mr. Chair,  


