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CONCLRUING THE UNDLRSEA FEATURE NOMENCLATURE

ri

kir. G.F.Delaney, Co-ordinator of the Working Group
on undersea feabture nomenclature has done a great amount
of interesting and extremely useful work resulted in four
papers and a nuwber of valuable atbtachments. This work
should be highly estimated and all of us gnould express
our grabitude bo bir.Delaney.

Unfortunately, the papers mailed by the Canadian
kmbassy in Moscow reached mc only on January, 12, 1971
and therefore I could not forward my comments by the time
Mr.Delaney had requested (January, 25, 1971). Bub our pree-
sent meeting at the third session of the Ad Hoc Group of
bxperts on geographical names gives me an oppgtunity Lo

say some words on the matner.

Te To begin with, I should like to emphasize once
more the thoroughness ana zreat value of ur. Delaney's
preiininary work. bue to this work we wsre Furnished with
the material depictiang the state of the problem we are
interested in and zlso the achivities of the organizations
involved rather clearly und completely. Phe lsck of infor-
mation on the L[.0.C. snd I.4.P.0, activities may be sup-

plied in future.
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2. The principles suggested for the selection of
undersea feature names (Pape% 1, p«3) do not provoke any
substantial comments, It might be helpful, in my view, to
amend item 1 (a) not—ing that when establishing names for
undersea features outside national sovereignities the
country whose representatives first discover and show them
on the chart enjoy the priority of nominating them, It
should be zlso mentioned under item 3 that commemorative
names honouring personagesS prominent in science may be

assigned not only to minor but to major features as well,

3o £3 relating to the definitions of descriptive ter-
minology (Paper 2) (it should be more correct to refer it
as "generic" trems), I think it quite reasonable to take
as a basis the list of terms suggested by F.M.Edvalson since
1t has been coordinsted with the Gebco. (Attachments 12 and
13D

“4. Paper 3 uppears to be of grest importance as it
contains a survey of the existing system of recording and
stabilizing undersess nomenclature a: well of methods of
centralizing and disseninabing the intormation. T com—
pletely agree Lo the surmary ( p.8) and at present I actual-
ly do not see any othzr way to avoid discordances in under—
seas feature namcs on charius published in different coun—
tries bul to stimulute in every possible way the Gebeco ac-—
tivities,

5. 1 also agree to Mr. velaney's geueral conclusions

( Paper 4). But I doubt whether it is possible at the pre-—
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sent time to set up a central body under UN auspices res-
ponsible for (a) the examination of the undersea names on
existing bathymetric snd navigational charts; (b) the
concentration and examination of proposals relating to new
names; (¢) the adoption and dissemination of appropriate

decisions. This is an extremely labour-consuming work.

6. Lhe problem of normalization of names of under~
sea features situated outside a single state jurisdiction
at the international level 1s so complicated that it can
hardly be solved in a short time. Hevertheless the activi-—
ties of Mr. Delaney's working group, as well as of our
Ad Hoc Group of lixperts as a whole contribufie to the tasks
I believe it would be useful to submit the problem and all
the materlials involved prepsred by the working group for
the consideration of the second UN Conference on the stan~

dardization of pgeographic names.
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