


3. My delegation reiterates our support for the Special Rapporteur's work on this topic,

and in particular, that international cooperation is at the core of these guidelines.

4. My delegation notes the preamble that the interests of future generations of

humankind in the long-term conservation of the quality of the atmosphere should be ftillv

taken into account. We are of the view that the concept of intergenerational equity in



whether extraterritorial jurisdiction in respect of human rights obligations should apply in

situations of transboundary atmospheric damage.

6. My delegation notes with interest the interrelationship between the rules of

intemational law relating to the protection of the atmosphere and the rules of international

trade and investment law. My delegation considers that there is practical value in exploring

this interrelationship. For instance, we are of the view that there is room for the

consideration of schemes that encourage companies to produce for trade in a sustainable

manner, which does not cause environmental damage.

7. My delegation has two further specific comments on the topic. In respect of the

preamble on the special situation of low-lvine coastal areas and small island developing

States due to sea-level rise, my delegation supports the recognition that small island

developing States are more vulnerable to atmospheric degradation and pollution. We are

of the view that the special situation of small island developing States has already been

established in the Paris Agreement, add should not be considered controversial.

8. Concerning future work, my delegation reiterates our concerns that the Special

Rapporteur's proposal to deal with issues of implementation, compliance and dispute

settlement relevant to the protection of the atmosphere in 2018 may be inconsistent with

the 2013 imderstanding.





12. Second, given the manner in which draft article 7 is currently framed, my delegation

reiterates our suggestion that the Commission may wish to revisit, as a matter of

progressive development of the law, the extension of immunity rationae personae to high

officials beyond the troika, following completion of its work on immxxmXy rationae

materiae.

13. Third, Singapore has previously suggested a more pragmatic way to approach the

analysis on possible limitations and exceptions to immunity ratione materiae instead of

specifying a list of crimes. Our full comments are contained in the document

A/C.6/71/SR.27 at paragraphs 131-132. Singapore is of the view that framing the analysis

in this way will avoid procedural hurdles. We agree particularly with paragraph 8 of the

commentary on draft Article 7, that it is not possible to assume that the existence of

criminal responsibility for any crimes under intemational law committed by a State official

automatically precludes immunity from foreign criminal jurisdiction; and that further,

immunity does not depend on the gravity of the act in question or on the fact that such act

is prohibited by the peremptory norm of intemational law.

14. Finally, we empathise with the concems expressed by several members of the

Commission concerning the need to avoid proceedings which were politically motivated

or an illegitimate exercise of jurisdiction. In this respect, our delegation wishes to

underscore the need to focus on safeguards to ensure that exceptions to immunity ratione

materiae are not applied in a wholly subjective manner.



15. My delegation is of the view that more 


