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REGULATIONS.

It is now desired to formulate, on behalf of
Great Britain, the outline of the argument which
will be presented in connection with the question
of Regulations. As stated at p. 9 of the original
Case, Great Britain has throughout been
favourable to the adoption of general measures
for the control of the fur-seal fishery, provided that
such measures be equitable, and framed with due
regard to the common interest. It is, however,
essential that any Regulations should operate to
preserve the fur-seal industry for the enjoyment,
not of the United States alone, but of all those
who may lawfully engage in sealing; in this
connection, the attention of the Arbitrators is
respectfully directed to the general considerations
summarized at p. 159 of the British Counter-
Case.

Though in the United States’ Case (Con-
clusions) it is maintained that Regulations must
practically be such as to prevent pelagic sealing
everywhere, it is also stated that the United
States are in the position of trustees of the sealing
interest, thus involving the idea of other rights
besides those of the United States.

The United States further, in their conclusions
to their Case, include in the second ‘“ Material
question ” to be determined by Arbitrators:—

“ Whether the United States and Great Britain ought
not in justice to each other, in sound policy for the
common interest of mankind, &e., ‘to enter into such
reasonable arrangement by concurrent Regulations or Con-
ventions, in which the participation of other Governments

may be properly invited,” &e.

In the Counter-Case of the United States,
however, a more advanced position is taken. We
read :—

“The United States insist, as claimed in their Case, that
they have, upon the facts established by the evidence, such
a property and interest in the seal herd frequenting the
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islands of the United States in Behring Sea, and in the
industry there maintained arising out of it, as entitles
them to protection and to be protected by the Award of
this Tribunal against all pelagic sealing, which is the subject
of controversy in this Case.”

Before considering the scope of the Regula-
tions, the question as to the area of waters over
which they should extend requires notice. It
appears from certain passages in the United
States’ Case and Counter-Case, that it will be
contended on behalf of the United States that
the Regulations should amount to a practical
prohibition of pelagic sealing in all waters to United States’
which seals from the Pribyloff Islands resort, Catie, ppy SURAD7:
and should effectually prohibit and prevent the Counter-Caee,
capture, anywhere upon the high seas, of any P 12!:
seals from the Pribyloff Islands.
It is submitted that any such contention is ~ 4
entirely beyond any claim ever advanced by the
United States at any stage of the controversy
prior to the delivery of their Case,and is contrary
to the agreement of the parties which was
embodied in the Treaty. In no part of the dis-
cussion was it suggested that the rights of the
United States to limit the killing of seals extended
beyond Behring Sea. On the contrary, when the
— British Government desired the assent of Russia
to the modus vivendi proposed in the month of June
1891, it was pointed out by Mr. Wharton, in a
despateh to Sir Julian Tauncefote, dated the
44h of that month, that the contention between
the United States and Great Britain was limited
to that part of Behring Sea eastward of the line of
demarcation described in the Convention with
Russia of the 30th March, 1867; that Russia
had never asserted any rights in the waters
'- affecting the subject-matter of the contention,
and conld not, therefore, be a necessary party to
the negotiations if they were not expanded ; and
further, that the authority of the President was
derived from the Statute of the United States,
and that no authority was conferred upon him
to prohibit or make penal the taking of seals in
the waters of Behring Sea westward of the line
el referred to.

It is scarcely necessary to point out that such
language not only depends for its force upon an
assumed jurisdiction over an area of sea, buf
is wholly inconsistent with the contention that
pelagic sealing in the parts of the Pacific Ocean
outside Behring Sea, or in those parts of Behring
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Sea west of the line of demarcation, was the
subject of controversy between the parties.

Further, on the 11th June, 1891, Mr. Wharton,
in his letter to Sir J. Pauncefote, stated that the
Government of the United States, recognizing
the fact that full and adequate measures for the
protection of seal life should embrace the whole
of Behring Sea and portions of the North Pacific
Ocean, would have no hesitancy in agreeing, in
connection with Her Majesty’s Government, to
the appointment of a Joint Commission to
ascertain what permanent measures were neces-
sary for the preservation of the seal species in
the waters referred to, such an agreement to be
signed simultaneously with the Convention for
arbitration, and to be without prejudice to the
questions to be submitted to the Arbitrators.

Tater, viz., on the 8th March, 1892, Mr. Whar-
tor. wrote to Sir J. Pauncefote :-—

“The United Statés claims an exclusive right to take
seals in a portion of the Behring Sea, while Her Majesty’s
Ctovernment claims a common right to pursue and take
the seals in those waters outside a 8-mile limit. - This
gerious and protracted controversy, it has now been
happily agreed, shall be submitted to the determination
of & Tribunal of Arbitration, and the Treaty only awaits
the action of the American Senate. . . . If the contention
of this Government is sustained by the Arbitrators, then
any killing of seals by the Canadian sealers during this
season in these waters is an injury to this Government in
its jurisdiction and property. . . . The United States
cannot be expected to suspend the defence, by such means
as are within its power, of the property and jurisdiciional

rghts claimed by it, pending the Arbitration.”

And on the 22nd March, 1892, he again

writes :—

« For it must not be forgotten, that if Her Majesty’s
Government proceeds: during this sealing season upon the
basis of its contention as to the rights of the Canadian
sealers, no choice is lert to this Government but to
proceed upon the basis of its confident contention, that
pelagic sealing in the Behring Sea 1s an wnfraction of s

gurisdiction and property rights.”

There is no known method whereby the seals
resorting to Behring Sea may be distinguished
at any rate before capture. Upon no construction
of the Treaty could it be pretended that the
Tribunal of Arbitration is empowered to regulate
the pursuit of seals generally. To prohibit the
pursuit of certain specified fur-seals outside of
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Behring Sea, or to make Regulations concerning
them, would be impracticable.

Passing from the question of the area of
waters over which the proposed Regulations
should extend, and assuming the Regulations to
apply to the whole, or some part of, the non-
territorial waters of Behring Sea, the contention
of the United States, so far as it can be gathered
from their Case, is that pelagic sealing must
be entirely prohibited in Behring Sea.

It is submitted that any decision of the
Tribunal prohibiting pelagic sealing in Behring
Sea would be contrary to the terms of the
Treaty.

Article VII contemplated the establishment of
Regulations as applicable to the pursuit of seals
outside the territorial waters of that sea.

The prohibition of pelagic sealing is not
contemplated by any of the questions submitted.

Article VI. To contend thaf pelagic sealing
should be entirely prohibited in Behring Sea
would be, under cover of so-called Regulations,
to defeat the manifest intention of the parties
in agreeing to the terms of the VIIth Article.

The following argument is, therefore, based
upon the view that the Regulations should be
such as should be fair, both to the United States
as owners of the Pribyloff Islands, and to Great
Britain as representing those who desire to (mgége
in the lawful industry of pelagic sealing, but at
the same time are willing to be bourd by such
Regulations as are necessary for proper protec-
tion and preservation of the fur-seal in, or
habitually resorting to, Behring Sea.

Furthermore, it is essential that the Regula-
tions should be such as would be likely to secure
the adhesion of other Powers, and would not
operate as an inducement to them to with-
hold their consent with the knowledge that
by so doing they would secure to themseélves
greater advantages from the industry in question.

As appears from the British Counter-Case, and
from the Report of the British Commissieners,
the main provisions which might be properly

-embraced by Regulations are the maintenance
«of a zone of protected waters round the breeding-

islands, the establishment of a close season, and

rostriction as to the date in each year when

sealing-vessels should enter Behring Sea.
Having regard to the fact that each of these
proposals, when taken separately, is treated in
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the United States’ Case as being of no value, and
that the proposals collectively appear to be con-
sidered as wholly insufiicient, the way in which
the question has been treated by the United
States in the correspondence prior to the Treaty
of Arbitration is worthy of consideration.

Up to the month of December 1890 sugges-
tions of a more or less general character appear
from time to time in the correspondence to the
effect that international Regulations should be
established through the medium of a Convention,
to which all nations interested should be parties.
These suggestions led to no definite agreement,
and were succeeded by a- proposal contained in
the following passage from a note of Mr. Blaine
to Sir Julian Pauncefote, under date the
17th December, 1890 :—

“The President will ask the Government of Great
Britain to agree to the distance of 20 marine leagues
within which no ship shall hover round the Islands of
St. Paul and St. George from the 15th May to the 15th
October of each year. This will prove an effective mode of
preserving the seal fisheries for the use of the civilized
world.”

And in the same despatch there was formulated
a question, in the following words, on which the
VIIth Article of the Treaty of Arbitration was
founded :—

“Sixth. If the determination of the foregoing questions
shall leave the subject in such position that the concur-
rence of Great Britain is necessary in preseribing Regula-
tions for the killing of the fur-seal in any part of the
waters of Behring Sea, then it shall be further deter-
mined: first, how far, if at all, outside the ordinary terri-
torial limits it is necessary that the United States should
exercise an exclusive jurisdiction in order to protect the
seal for the time living upon the islands of the United
States, and feeding therefrom ; second, whether a closed
season (during which the killing of seals in the waters of
Behring Sea outside the ordinary territorial limits shall be
prohibited) is necessary to save the seal-fishing industry,
so valuable and important to mankind, from deterioration
or destruction ; and, if so; third, what months or parts of
months should be included in such season, and over what
waters it should extend.”

To this proposal of Mr. Blaine’s Lord
Salisbury replied in his despatch of the 21st
February, 1891, in which, dealing with the sixth
question, he observed :—

“The sixth question, which deals with the issués that
will arise in case the controversy should be decided in
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favour of Great Britain, would perhaps more fitly form the
substance of a separate reference.  Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment have no objection to refer the general question of a
close time to arbitration, or to ascertain by that means
how far the enactment of such a provision is necessary for
the preservation of the seal species; but any such reference
ought not to contain words appearing to attribute special
and abrormal rights in the matter to the United States.”

Tinally, in deference to the objection thus
taken by Lord Salisbury, Mr. Wharton, in a
letter of the 25th June, 1892, to Sir Julian
Pauncefote, proposed what now forms Article VII
of the Treaty.

It is therefore to be noted that the original
proposition, emanating from the President of the
United States, viz., that the establishment of . a
protective zone, within which the killing of seals
should be prohibited between certain speeified
dates; was suggested as being an effective mode
civilized world, and it is contended, on behalf of
the British Government, that further investiga-
tion and examination of the facts fully justify
the view that a Regulation containing such

of preserving the seal fisheries for the use of the
1

provisions is sufficient to protect the interests
of the United States in the seals frequenting
the breeding-islands.

Even assuming a point which is open to con-
siderable -doubt, viz.,, that the seals suckling
their young travel to parts of Behring Sea at
considerable distances from the Pribyloff Islands,
by far the greater majority, if not the whole, of
such female seals will be found within a zone of
moderate-area.

It is established that the seals, whatever may
be the cause of their leaving the islands, do not
habitually or regularly goin search of food. Food,
ample for their wants, is to be found in the
vicinity of the islands, but all the best informa-
tion points to the fact that they do not feed
during their sojourn on land.” In addition, the
prohibition of the killing of seals during July
and August, within the protected zone, would
insure that the vast majority, if not all, of the
female seals actually suckling their young, would
be free: from capture by pelagic sealing during
such time as the pups are dependent upon them.

Tt is unnecessary to discuss in detail the minox
Regulations which have been suggested as to the
means of pelagic capture, and as to the due
authentication of all licensed secaling-vessels.

United States’
Case, Appen iix,

vol. i, p 319.
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These are matters on which lengthened argu-
ment would be out of place.

It is, however, obvious that the adoption of
such Regulations, and the enforcement of legis-
lation in order to render them effective, does
involve the curtailment of rights which, upon
the hypothesis which forms the basis of this
argument, now-- belong to other -nationals,
including British subjects.

The object of any Regulations is the proper
protection and preservation of the fur-seal in, or
habitually resorting to, the Behring Sea. It
would be unjust that other nations should be
asked to enforce by legislation this curtailment
of the rights of their nationals, without some
corresponding concession on the part of the
United States, as owners of the islands and the
territorial waters thereof.

That during a great portion of the year the
seals are feeding upon fish which are valuable
for the food of man upon the coasts of the
territory of Great Britain, and other nations,
cannot be denied.

That during other portions of the year they are
consuming fish that are swimming in the high
seas in which all nations bave an interest is
conceded.

It would not be equitable that the restrictions
upon the rights of other nations should be
demanded solely for the purpose of enhancing the
benefit to be derived by the United States from
their possession of the islands. The least that can
be suggested is that, concurrently with the estab-
lishment of such Regulations as are applicable to
pelagic sealing, and in order to induce other
nations, who are not party to this Arbitration, to
concur in, and give effect to, any Regulations, a
reasonable limit to the slaughter of seals on the
breeding-islands and proper provisions for its
conduct should be assented to by the United
States.

To apply restrictions to pelagic sealing without
equally effective and concurrent Regulations
being enforced on the breeding haunts would be
as unreasonable and useless as the institution of
restrictions over a coastal or estuary salmon
fishery, while the salmon on the spawning-beds
of the river were being taken without let or
hindrance. .

Tt is contended on behalf of the United States
that the management of the islands in the past
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had been properly controlled and conduct
with due regard to the protection of seal life.
Her Majesty’s Government are unable to concur
in that view. For reasons that have been stated at
length in the Counter-Case, in reply to the con
tentions in the United States’ Case, it is sub
mitted that the excessive killing of seals on the
islands during a long series of years has con-
tributed largely, and has been in all probability
the main cause of diminution in numbers. DBe
this as it may, in view of the experience of the
past, the number of seals to be killed in each
year upon the Pribyloff Islands ought to be
| limited, and the methods pursued there con-
trolled in accordance with the actual condition
of seal life there, and to be subject to periodical
review by independent Government Agents.

3
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DAMAGES AND COMPENSATION.

There remain for consideration the questions
of fact which are involved in the claims made by
the owners of British vessels for injuries sustained
by the seizure of their vessels, and by such vessels
being prevented by the action of the United
States’ cruizers from engaging in pelagic sealing in
Behring Sea. The British Government are ready
to agree with the Government of the United
States that, as far as damages are concerned, no
questions of mere amount are to be discussed
before the Tribunal of Arbitration, and that
only questions of fact involved in the claim
are proper for consideration. It is admitted
in the Counter-Case on behalf of the United
States that the seizures and acts of interference
complained of took place outside the ordinary
territorial waters of the United States, that is to
say, outside the 3-mile limit; and, further, that
the acts of seizure and interference were
authorized and execcuted under and by the
authority of the United States’ Government, for
the purpose of enforcing certain laws passed by
the United States.

Under these ecircumstances, assuming, as is
necessary for the purpose of the question now
under discussion, that the claim on behalf of the
Government of the United States to interfere
with the ships of other nations fishing in the
non-territorial waters of Behring Sea is un-
founded, the responsible Government of the
United States have by force prevented the vessels
in question, and their owne's, masters, and crew,
from engaging in a lawful occupation and
industry.

The contention put forward at p. 133 of the
United States’ Counter-Case is, that all the items
of claim there referred to, that is, “Loss of
estimated Catch,” “ Probable Catch,” ‘ Balance
of probable Catch,” ‘“ Reasonable Earnings for
the months of October, November, and Decem-
ber,” and ¢ Loss of Profits,” are in the nature of

[182] X




4 e TR ST R L.

78

prospective profits or speculative damages, and
are so uncertain as to form no legal or equitable
basis for finding facts upon which damages can
be predicated.
This view of the law has been rejected by the
inglish Courts. In Phillips v. the London and 5 C. P. D. 280,
South-Western Railway Company, where an
eminent medical practitioner who had been
injured by the negligence of a Railway Company
was awarded 16,000L damages, the Court of
] Appeal held that the jury had been rightly
4 divected to take into account the loss of his
professional income of 5,000l a-year. And in
! the ¢ Argentine,” the House of Lords held that 14 App. Cas. 519.
e in awarding damages to a ship which had come
in collision with another, the fact that the ship
could not be repaired in time to fulfil a contract
for another voyage, and had lost earnings in N |
consequence, had been properly taken into ac-
count. Lord Herschell said :—

«The loss of the use of a vessel and of the earnings
which would ordinarily be derived from its use during the
time it is under repair, and therefore not available for
trading purposes, is certainly damage which directly and

naturally flows from a collision.”

He then proceeded to explain, what it is not
necessary here to consider, that the damages
were not limited to the time of actual non-
repair, but that account might be taken of the
loss of a voyage previously contracted for, setting
off against such loss what the ship could have

- carned by other means after completion of the
repairs during the time which such voyage would’
have occupied.

After due regard has been paid to all con-
siderations, such as the nature of the season, the
size and equipment of the vessels; the amount of
the catch in previous seasons, an estimate can be
formed of the probable catch of each vessel
during the season in which their operations were
prevented or interfered with.

The loss of cateh is due directly to the action
of the United States’ Government, and the fact
that the earnings or profits were prospective in
no way affects the right of the claimants to
recover, or is only material, if at all, in estimating
what is the reasonable amount to be awarded in
respect of such p rospective earnings or profit.

The in lircct claims put forward on behalf of
the United States before the Tribunal of Arbi-
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tralion on the ‘“ Alabama” claims in the year
1872 were of a different character. Here the
direct consequence of the action of the United
States is that the owners of the vessels, masters,
and crews are prevented in particular seasons
from earning the natural return of their industry.

When the Geneva Arbitrators refused to award
damages to the United States for the loss of ““ pro-
spective earnings,” it may well be supposed that
they had in view the actual conditions of the case
before them. It is by no means certain that,
had the British Government been found guilty
of no default, the war would not still have con-
tinued, and the earnings been prevented. The
Award in which the passage quoted in the United
States’ Counter-Case occurs is not to be regarded
as a fully-reasoned judgment.

By Article V of the modus vivendiof 1892 it is ex-
pressly agreed that,if the result of the arbitration
shall be to affirm the right of British scalers to take
seals in Behring Sea within the bounds claimed
by the United States, under its purchase from

Jussia, then compensation shall be made by the
United States to Great Britain (for the use of
her subjects) for abstaining from the exercise of
that right during the pendency of the arbitration,
upon the basis of such regulated and limited
catch or catches as, in the opinion of the Arbi-
trators, might have been taken without an undue
diminution of the seal herds. The Article
further provides that the amount awarded shall
be just and equitable, and shall be promptly
paid.

Great Britain is entitled, under this Article, to
the award of a jusl and equitable sum by way
of compensation, to be ascertained by the Arbi-
trators on the above basis.

With regard to the allegations which are
brought forward at pp. 130 to 133 of the
TUnited States’ Counter-Case, that is to say,
that certain citizens of the United States were
interested, as mortgagees or otherwise, -in
some of the vessels in question, Her Majesty’s
Government do not admit either the truth of the
allegations, or that they are proper for con-
sideration ; and they further say that they at
most affect the quantum of damages only, and
are not matters upon which it is necessary to
submit detailed argument to the Tribunal.
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In the event of its being decided”that British
sealers have no right to take seals within the
waters of Behring Sea, it will be contended by
Her Majesty’s Government that the basis upon
which the amount of such claims is assessed in
the Case of the United States is untenable.

The whole of what is called in the United
States’ Case “the claim of the Government,” as
distinguished from * the claim of the lessees,” is
founded on the prohibition of sealing on the
islands imposed under the modus vivendi of 1891.
But no claim can be made in respect of the
consequences of fulfilling a contract voluntarily
entered into, unless by reason of some contract
provision, such as is contained in the modus
vivendi of 1892, but not in that of 1891. MHer
Majesty’s Government made it a condition of
renewing the modus vivendi in 1892, that *the
Arbitrators should, in the event of a decision
adverse to the United States, assess the damages

LR

which the prohibition of sealing ™ should have
caused, No such stipulation had been made by

either Government in 1891.

By Article V of the modus vivendi of 1892, if
the result of the arbitration should be to deny
the right of British sealers to take seals within
the specified waters, then compensation shall be
made by Great Britain to the United States (for
itself, its citizens, and lessees) for the Agreement
to limit the island cateh to 7,500 a season, upon
the basis of the difference between this number
and such larger catch as in the opinion of the
Arbitrators might have been taken without an
undue delimitation of the seal herds.

In fixing the “larger catch’ mentioned in
this Article, the following facts need considera-
tion :— :

The modus vivendi of 1591 was originally
assented to by Great Britain beecause it was
asserted on the part of the United States that the
diminution of seals had become so great as to
require some such immediate and drustic provi-
sion to prevent extermination.

During the scaling season of 18U) on the

Pribyloff TIslands, My. Goff, the Government
Agent, stopped the killing of seals when only
91,857 had been killed, alleging that this was
absolutely necessary because of the paucity of
killable seals. The agent of the North American
Qommercial Company thereupon lodged a protest

United States’
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against the curtailment of the Company’s privi-
lege of killing.

In reporting on the sealing season of 1890,
Mr. Goff, the Government Agent on the islands,
and Mr. Lavender, Assistant Agent, both advised
the cessation of all killing for skins upon the
islands for several years. Mur. Elliott, in his letter
to Secretary Windom, summarizing and trans-
mitting a detailed Report made in pursuance of a
Special Act of Congress, makes a recommen-
dation to the same effect, placing the period of
abstention from killing at seven years at least.
(See “ United States No. 2, 1891,” pp. 17, 21, 60.)

The result of the investigation of seal life made
by the British Commissioners in 1891 was,
however, such as to convince Her Majesty’s
Government that the very stringent measures of
the modus vivendi of 1891 need not, in the
interests of the sealing industries, be repeated
in 1892. (See letter from Sir J. Pauncefote to
Mr. Blaine, dated 2\9Cﬁ February, 1892, and one
from the Marquis of Saiisbury to Sir J. Paunce-
fote, dated 18th March, 1892.)

Consequently, when a new modus vivendi was
pressed for by the United States, it was pro-
posed by Her Majesty’s Government that a
zone of protection, mnot exceeding 30 miles,
should be extended about the Pribyloff Islands,
while the killing upon these islands should be
restricted to a mazimum number of 30,000. (Sir
J. Pauncefote to Mr. Blaine, 29th February,
1892.)

The United States, however, promptly and
decisively pronounced this proposal for the

“modus vivendi of 1892 to be, from their point

of view, “so obviously inadequate, and so im-
possible of execution, that this Government
cannot entertain it.” (Acting Secretary Wharton
to Sir J. Pauncefote, 8th March, 1892.)

The British Government eventually consented
to the establishment of a new modus vivendi,
generally similar to that of 1891, but with the
condition as to compensation above mentioned.

1t is submitted that, in fixing the dimensions
of the catch which might have been made upon
the Pribyloff Islands, for the purposes of com-
pensation, the United States cannot now rely,
as they seek to do, on the data which they
explicitly contradicted in the spring of 1892.

R.E. W.
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MEMORANDUM as to British Argument.

The United States Counter-case is occupied almost
wholly with a discussion of facts relating to seal life =

This touches the claims of rights of property and of
protection - and it is therefore probable that the U, S.
Argument will in large part be confined to similar points =~

The United States Counter-Case teems with mis-
statements of important facts.

These can, however, be exposed by reference to papers
now before the Arbitrators, though a few additionsl
references to official documents would be useful -

The misrepresentations and erroneous statements in
the U.8.C.C., are so numerous that it is not reasonable to
conceive that the Arbitrators will trouble themselves to
carefully investigate their accuracy -

On the other hand they may be easily misled by them
and it would be unsafe to leawve them unanswered -

Dr Dawson's notes (printed) deal fully with these
points =

In the oral argument it would be tedious and also
impossible effectively to follow the numerous mistakes and
to supply the corrections. Somewhere this should be done

It is submitted therefore that the British Argument

should contain a chapter based on Dr Dawson's notes.

(1)

P
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Though in the United States case (Conclusions) it is
maintained that regulations must practically be such as to
prevent pelagic sealing everywhere, it is also stated that
the United States are in the position of trustees of the
sealing interest thus involving the idea of other rights

besides those of the United States.

The United States further in their conclusions to
their case, include in the second "Material question" to
be determined by arbitrators:- "Whether the United States
and Great Britain ought not in justice to each other, in
sound poliey for the common interest of mankind &c.,&c.
"to enter ihto such reasonable arrangement by concurrent
regulations or conventions, in which the participation

"

of other Governments may be properly invited &G o,

In the Counter Case of the U.S. however a more advanced
position is taken, we read:

The U.S., insist, as claimed in their case, that they
have upon the facts established by the evidence such a
property and interest in the seal herd frequenting the
Islands of the U.S. in Behring Sea, and in the industry there
maintained arising out of it, as entitles them to protection
and to be protected by the Award of this tribunal against

all pelagic sealing which is the subject of controversy in

this case.
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Vessel. Tons, Bo2ts,. Cnos. Whts, Inds.L.0st,U,08t,Asia, Total., !

Laura 19 1 8 1 18

Labrador 25 11 30 225 275

Libbie 23 i 4 23 39 R0

Maria 04 B 21 %
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Maud S, 8 24 185 769 | 748 1702
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