
 

 

 

 

DSCC Intervention –  7  July 2025 // Draft Regulation 57 – Modification of a Plan 

of Work by a Contractor 

Thank you for the floor, Mr. President, this intervention is on behalf of DSCC, Oceans North, and the 

Maui Nui Makai Network  

We join other delegations in welcoming you back in the Chair, Mr President, in welcoming Madam 

Secretary-General, in thanking the Secretariat for their preparations and in thanking Jamaica for their 

hospitality. And of course good morning delegates 

Mr President, we thank the UK for their proposal on DR 57. 

First and foremost, we are still concerned that still under this new iteration, while a contractor may 

request a Material Change in the contract, there is no provision where the ISA may request such a 

change. As it stands, the Commission may only correct minor omissions, errors or other such defects.  

We note only paragraph 4bis of DR 57, wherein the Commission ‘may propose a change to the Plan of 

Work that is not a Material Change, to correct minor omissions’. A previous iteration of DR 58(3) used to 

be the place that allowed for the ISA to initiate Material Changes, stating ‘Where, as a result of a review 

Material Changes need to be made to the Plan of Work, the Commission shall recommend the relevant 

changes to the Council, and the Contractor shall implement them’. However, that wording has been 

removed without a trace and replaced by wording that defers to regulations 57(2) and (3), neither of 

which provides for the ISA to request a Material Change (only the contractor).  

This mechanism is imbalanced in favour of the contractor and undermines the ISA’s role as regulator. It 

prevents it from addressing new environmental issues that may arise.  

As a regulator, the ISA must be able to propose, impose and implement a Material Change where 

necessary to protect and preserve the marine environment, and this should be reflected in both DR 57 

and DR 58. 

This undermines other provisions, including the EMMP DR 50 and EIA under DR 48bis  and 49. 

We would make three other brief observations:  

Firstly, under paragraph 5 of the UK’s proposal, we see that member States of the Council have 60 days 

to challenge the LTC’s decisions regarding Material Changes to a PoW. We suggest that this should be 

broadened to allow all ISA member States and Observers to challenge the LTC’s recommendations. 

Secondly regarding the revision of the EIA, there is currently nothing that determines the criteria on 

which that LTC recommendation would be based. As written, it seems they can arbitrarily decide if a 

revised EIA is required or not. We agree with Portugal that in the case of a Material Change, an EIA 

should be carried out by default. 
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Thirdly, regarding the addition of the term 'assessments of' harmful effects in the proposed new 

definition - this new language is confusing. To which assessment is this referring and who would be 

responsible for making that assessment?  It is not the assessment that is the criterion it is the new issue 

or environmental effect. We suggest returning to the former language, referring simply to 

environmental effects. 


