
 

 

 

 

DSCC Intervention –  9  July 2025 // Intervention on the Legal and Technical 

Commission Report 

Thank you, Mr. Vice President for giving me the floor. We are intervening on behalf of Oceans North, 

DSCC, and Greenpeace International. We wish to thank the LTC for their hard work, and for offering this 

opportunity to participate and comment. 

In this intervention, we will address a number of matters, but note that we align with the environmental 

concerns raised / to be raised in WWF International’s intervention. 

We are raising concerns regarding Section E of the LTC report with respect to the transparency of the 

LTC’s process of recommending an EIS to the Secretary General. We suggest that the process outlined in 

the report is not in line with the consultation recommendations within the Exploration Mining Code.  

Further concerns about the way these EIAs were conducted are detailed in stakeholder letters to the 

ISA, but in particular, it is unclear how recommendation 67 (c) and recommendation 68 from Annex I of 

the recommendations were completed, as they are not apparent in one of the October 2024 

submissions from a Contractor. Recommendation 67 (c) requires a description of the comments and 

concerns of the stakeholders and how they have been addressed by the contractor in the environmental 

impact statement. Only one of these EISs provided a response to the comment summaries, but the 

descriptions are minimal, and there was no opportunity provided for stakeholder response.  This 

recommendation is especially important to ensure that stakeholders understand how and why their 

comments were integrated (or not) into the impact statement, and to provide an opportunity for the 

stakeholders to provide clarity or feedback.  In impact assessment best practice, stakeholders have 

multiple opportunities to view and take part in the evolution of the EIS, thereby gaining an 

understanding of the outcome.  

Considering the significant concerns of stakeholders in this process, transparency should be a primary 

value applied to the impact assessment process, especially as we move towards the evaluation of 

exploitation level impact assessments. A central registry for EIAs is essential to the values of 

transparency and participation. We also suggest that the consultation practices suggested in the 

exploration recommendations become consistent with best practices.  

These same principles apply more broadly to the LTC as a body. The Council and its observers have on 

numerous occasions requested that LTC meetings be open, which is still not the case. It is crucial that 

the LTC operate with the values of transparency and accountability - decisions and recommendations 

are being made for the benefit of humankind, and the recommendations from the LTC are extremely 

difficult for the Council to reconsider and counteract, which means there are occasions where the 

ultimate decision power is not with Council members, but with a body that operates behind closed 

doors. 
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We further note in the LTC’s report the call for increased support from member States to ensure 

members are provided with the resources to engage with the LTC - with this in mind, we wish to 

understand the steps the LTC is considering to ensure further transparency and accountability in not just 

the EIA processes, but all processes for which the LTC is responsible.  

Lastly, we wish to echo France and Belgium’s concern regarding the renewal or extension of exploration 

contracts of a contractor identified in Section F of the LTC report that is owned by a company seeking to 

conduct seabed mining activities in the Area outside of the framework of UNCLOS and would 

recommend that the members of the Council and Assembly give due consideration to their obligations 

under articles 137-139 of the convention to respond.  

Thank you. 

 


