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Accordingly, the standard provisions concerning reservations apply directly, not “mutatis
mutandis”, to such reservation. Both paragraph 1 and 2 put mappropnate accent on the moment
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span of the reservation, namely limitation of reservation’s duration to the duration of the
provisional application of the treaty. In other words, it is about the exclusion of some treaty
provisions from provisional application, or modification of their content during their provisional
application. By focusing on the moment of formulation of reservation to a provision to be
provisionally applied draft guideline 7 does not seem to properly capture this issue.

We noted the debate, which took place in the Drafting Committee on this matter. In fact, the

areupigy _M/If the Nrafting Committee viewed ns notentinlly fovoxing inclusign ﬁi ﬁ iﬁw 1

y

y
-

4'

on reservations rather strengthened our misgivings concerning draft guideline 7 as currently
drafted. We appreciate that the Drafting Committee acknowledged that it moved towards
adoption of draft guideline 7 with considerable degree of hesitation. We will further reflect on
this matter and revert to it in our written comments.

As regards draft guideline 9, we welcome the adoption of its new paragraph 1 by the
Commission. The inclusion of this paragraph responds to requests by several delegations,
including Czech delegation, made last year. We agree with its content, as well as with its
prominent place, in view of the fact that it addresses the most common scenario of termination of
the provisional application.

We have some hesitation concerning current drafting of paragraph 3 addressing the issue of






