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ANNEX 1
Development OF INTERPRETATIONS FOR draft tm.5 Circular
1  INFORMATION COLLECTION (ROUND 1)

1.1
This work focused on information gathering to support the further development of interpretations for inclusion in the draft Unified Interpretations TM.5 circular, excepting those related to tonnage changes.  Participants from 10 countries and 1 non-governmental organization used a questionnaire to provide their input, offering recommended text, figures and comments on interpretations to the TM Convention carried forward from SLF 55.  
1.2
A description of this work, including a summary of comments, is provided in Table 1-1.  
	Table 1-1
Description of the Round 1 Work

	1.  Article 2(8) - Length for Unusual Hull Configurations  The group further considered the draft interpretation regarding the length for unusual hull configurations, for which some agreement was reached (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  Two participants commented that the interpretation is satisfactory without change.  Two commented that "overall length" should be defined, with one proposing corresponding notations on the ITC69, and the other proposing use of the length from the Load Line certificate.  One expressed the view that a detailed definition of "overall length" is not needed to avoid confusion over differences between terminology in the COLREGs and TM Convention, offering a clarifying figure and commenting that notation on the ITC69 was unnecessary.  Two commented to the effect that the overall length should be that of the hull, with one stipulating that it should not include appendages.  Another commented that the length for such unusual configurations should be the maximum dimension of the structure taken at any level.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward seven proposed interpretations and one proposed figure.


	2.  Article 2(8) - Determining Least Moulded Depth  The group further considered including a figure for least moulded depth, using as a basis the draft figure, for which some agreement was reached (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  One participant commented that detailed figures showing different keel configurations should more appropriately be included in a new “moulded depth” interpretation under Regulation 2(2), and another offered figures that could be used when interpreting "moulded depth".  Another expressed support for the figures offered by this latter participant.  One expressed support for the draft figure from SLF 55.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward six proposed figures.


	3.  Article 2(8) - Length With Multiple Rudders  The group further considered the draft interpretation regarding multiple rudders, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  Four participants expressed support for the above interpretation without change, two commented that an accompanying figure was not needed, and one offered a figure showing a tilted rudder stock.  Also, in commenting on this item, two participants proposed text changes to explicitly address the matter of trainable steering devices, and one offered an associated proposed figure.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward four proposed interpretations to Round 2, on the matter of ships with multiple rudders.  The group similarly carried forward four proposed interpretations and one proposed figure on the matter of trainable steering devices.


	4.  Article 9(2) - Length Measurements and Excluded Spaces  The group further considered approaches for listing lengths of spaces on the ITC69, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  One participant commented that only those spaces included in tonnage should be listed on the reverse of the ITC69.  Another proposed that the date on the front of the ITC69 always includes the day and month, as well as the year.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward six proposed interpretations and the draft figure from SLF 55 to Round 2, on the matter of establishing the termination points for the lengths of spaces.  The group similarly carried forward one proposed interpretation on the matter of using an asterisk to identify excluded spaces on the ITC69, as well as another proposed interpretation on the matter of the date on the ITC69.


	5.  Regulation 2(4) - Enclosed Space Boundaries  The group further considered interpretations or revisions to address boundaries of enclosed spaces, including the need for a deck above to bound space that is not within the ship’s hull (see SLF 55/9, issue 3.a), and developed proposals, with nine participants offering input.  One participant commented that discussions of partitions should reflect that “fixed or portable” partitions should be constructed of similar material to the ship’s hull, with a possible linkage to treatment of awnings.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward six proposed interpretations and one draft figure.


	6.  Regulation 2(4) - Treatment of Awnings  The group further considered interpretations or revisions to address definitions of awnings, and related matters (see SLF 55/9, issues 4.a and 4.b), and developed proposals, with nine participants offering input.  Two participants questioned the validity of the existing interpretation, commenting to the effect that per Regulation 2(4), an awning does not bound enclosed space.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward three proposed interpretations, on the matter of treatment of spaces within awning boundaries.  The group similarly carried forward four proposed interpretations on the matter of awning definitions and characteristics.


	7.  Regulation 2(4) - Temporary Deck Equipment  The group further considered interpretations or revisions to address treatment of temporary deck equipment (see SLF 55/9, issue 3.b), and developed proposals, with ten participants offering input.  One participant expressed the view that to avoid abuses and ensure legal compliance with the TM Convention, such enclosures should either be “in tonnage”, with provisions for their installation/removal without remeasurement, or “out of tonnage”, with an upper cap on their aggregate volume.  Another commented that including such items in tonnage under the existing interpretation should require amending the TM Convention to include language addressing what constitutes “permanent”, “temporary”, and differences with cargo container treatment.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward nine proposed interpretations.


	8.  Regulation 2(4) - Inaccessible Topside Spaces  The group further considered interpretations or revisions to address treatment of inaccessible topside spaces (see SLF 55/9, issues 3.g and m, and related issue 3.k), and developed proposals, with nine participants offering input.  One participant referred to the related figure in document SLF 55/9/1, to provide clarifications on spaces separated on all their sides that are not included in tonnage.  Another commented that accessibility should not be a criterion for evaluating enclosed space.  Another commented that the existing interpretation on measurement of multipurpose ships with hatch covers closed should specify that two sets of tonnage be indicated on the ITC69, to reflect spaces in either an open or closed condition.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward six proposed interpretations, on the matter of inaccessible topside spaces.  The group similarly carried forward one proposed interpretation on the matter of hatch covers on multipurpose ships.


	9.  Regulation 2(4) - Grates Over Deck Openings  The group further considered interpretations to address treatment of grates over deck openings (see SLF 55/9, issue 4.e, and related issues 4.a and 4.b), and developed proposals, with six participants offering input.  Two participants referred to the related matter of grates as closures to openings, with one expressing the view that deck opening grates should be addressed within this other context (i.e., Regulation 2(5)).  Another expressed the view that a figure was not needed.  Another commented that gratings do not close a space and should be considered in the larger context of safety, as they can be used to provide footing for crossing between structures.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward four proposed interpretations and one proposed figure, and sought input from the group on whether the matter of deck opening grates should be addressed under Regulation 2(5) interpretations.


	10.  Regulation 2(4) - Machinery and Mobile Cranes  The group further considered interpretations to address treatment of machinery and mobile cranes as enclosed space (see SLF 55/9, issues 3.k and 3.p), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  Two participants suggested that confusion has arisen over the term “mobile” (e.g., not fixed to ship’s structure, moves both longitudinally and transversely, etc.).  Another recommended that interpretations related to machinery and mobile cranes be handled comprehensively, along with interpretations on temporary deck equipment.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward seven proposed interpretations, on the matter of treatment of machinery.  The group similarly carried forward five interpretations on the matter of treatment of mobile cranes, and sought input on whether these matters should be treated comprehensively along with temporary deck equipment through a revision to an existing interpretation.


	11.  Regulation 2(5) - Spaces Below Bridge Wings  The group further considered the draft interpretation regarding spaces below a wing structure, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55, and the need to provide any figures (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  Five participants expressed support for the draft interpretation without change, while a sixth commented that the term “open space” should either be defined or deleted.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward two proposed interpretations and one proposed revision to the existing figure.


	12.  Regulation 2(5) - Stanchions and Railings  The group further considered the draft figure for the interpretation on stanchions and railings, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with three participants offering input.  Two participants commented to the effect that the figure appears adequate, with one proposing the addition of labelling.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward two proposed figures.


	13.  Regulation 2(5) - Deck Breadth and End Openings  The group further considered a figure for the draft interpretation on deck breadth measurements at end openings, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with six participants offering input.  All supported either the interpretation itself, or the approach of including a figure, with one expressing preference for a technical illustration reflecting a simple end opening.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward one proposed figure.


	14.  Regulation 2(5) - Grates as Means of Closure  The group further considered the draft interpretation regarding grates as a means of closure, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  Five participants expressed support for the interpretation without change.  One commented to the effect that a figure was not needed.  One participant expressed the view that only those grates providing a barrier against intrusion (e.g., piracy) should not be considered as a means of closure.  The group carried four proposed interpretations.


	15.  Regulation 2(5)(a) - Cargo Securing and Opening Characteristics  The group further considered interpretations to address shelves or other means of securing cargo and stores, and characteristics of side and end openings (see SLF 55/9, issues 5.a and 5.d), and developed proposals, with seven participants offering input.  One participant commented that boundary structures such as fixed or portable partitions or bulkheads of spaces appropriated for stowage of cargo or stores serve the purpose of cargo or stores containment.  Three participants commented to the effect that any space used for carriage of cargo or stores cannot be excluded.  One commented that “stores” should mean any type of material except safety and pollution prevention items.  Another commented that, considering the word “provisions” from the French translation of the TM Convention, “stores” should mean consumable material for shipboard use, and not safety or security equipment, tools or topside gear stowed for heavy weather.  Regarding issue 5.d, one participant expressed concern that the term “fashion plating” not be confused with plating for safety purposes (e.g., creating a path for launching life rafts).  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward six proposed interpretations, on the matter of treatment of means of securing cargo and stores.  The group similarly carried forward one proposed figure on the matter of treatment of end openings.


	16.  Regulation 2(5)(a) - End Opening Obstructions  The group further considered interpretations to address end opening obstructions (see SLF 55/9, issue 5.b), and developed proposals, with six participants offering input.  One participant expressed preference for applying a 25% area criterion, and commented that a minimum distance criterion that ignores obstructions not included in tonnage may effectively create a “loophole” to effectively circumvent the closure criteria (e.g., installing a vertical plate).  Another expressed the view that obstructions not included in tonnage (e.g., cargo or deck machinery) cannot obstruct an opening.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward three proposed interpretations and one proposed figure.


	17.  Regulation 2(5)(c) - Deck Structure Heights and Side Openings  The group further considered the draft interpretation and figure regarding deck structure heights and side openings, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with six participants offering input.  One participant expressed support for the draft interpretation without change.  Another participant proposed clarifications to the text and the figure to emphasize that the stepped deck could extend across a majority of the opening width with the largest height still applied as the reference height, whereas for a step on either side of the opening, the reference height should be the smaller of the two.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward six proposed interpretations and one proposed figure.


	18.  Regulation 2(5)(d) - Spaces Below Uncovered Openings  The group further considered the draft interpretation and figure regarding spaces below uncovered openings, for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55 (see SLF 55/WP.5), and developed proposals, with seven participants offering input.  Five participants expressed support for the draft interpretation and figure without change.  One questioned whether a hole in a steel plate is considered an opening in this context.  Another offered an alternate figure intended to preserve the principal information from the figure carried forward from SLF 55, while applying it to the more plausible case of an industrial ship.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward one proposed interpretation and two proposed figures.


	19.  Regulation 6(3) - Cargo and Buoyant Spaces Open to the Sea  The group further considered the draft figure regarding cargo and buoyant spaces open to the sea, for which there was some agreement by the SLF 55 working group on tonnage, and developed proposals, with nine participants offering input.  Seven participants expressed support for the draft figure or associated text.  One participant offered an additional technical illustration, for inclusion with the draft figure carried forward from SLF 55, showing a large space open to sea with entrapped air.  Another recommended a change to clarify the interpretation agreed to at SLF 55.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward one proposed interpretation and four proposed figures.


	20.  Regulation 6(3) - Free Communication with the Sea  The group further considered interpretations to address end opening obstructions (see SLF 55/9, issue 6.a), and developed proposals, with eight participants offering input.  One participant commented that while free communication should be the determining factor, this should be without consideration to small flow restrictions.  Another cited the difficulty of establishing specific qualitative criteria for free communication when offering a proposal citing a number of examples (e.g., hawse pipes, sea valve recesses, thruster tunnels).  Another participant suggested including photos depicting such similar excluded spaces.  Based on the Round 1 results, the group carried forward four proposed interpretations.


	21.  General Comments  The group was given the opportunity to offer general comments, including any additional proposals, with four participants offering input.  One participant proposed revising Interpretation R.7-1 to provide for attaching the TM Circular annex 2 form to the ITC69, which gives particulars of the tonnage calculations, for verification by Port Authorities or for flag changes, and to clarify the issuing authority for the form.  Another proposed that the ITC69 and calculation be required to be an electronic spreadsheet, showing only two decimal places, thereby eliminating the need for the annex 2 form.  Another questioned the exclusion of certain uncovered spaces on a Ro-Ro passenger ship fitted with D-rings for securing cars and trucks.  A fourth participant proposed a change to the existing figure in Interpretation N.2-1, for consistency with the text of the interpretation, to reflect that the spaces inside the coamings are not treated as enclosed spaces.  Based on these comments and the other Round 1 results, the group carried forward two proposed interpretations and two proposed figures.



2  EVALUATION AND FURTHER DEVELOPMENT (ROUND 2)
2.1  This round focused on evaluating and further developing text and associated figures carried forward from Round 1 for inclusion in the draft Unified Interpretations TM.5 Circular.  Participants from 10 countries and 2 non-governmental organizations used a questionnaire to evaluate the proposed text and figures, taking into account, especially, the Round 1 and SLF 55 outcomes.  
2.2  A description of this work, including a summary of comments, is provided in Table 2-1 below.
	Table 2-1
Description of the Round 2 Work

	1.  Article 2(8) - Trainable Steering Devices  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Six participants preferred the draft interpretation agreed to at SLF 55 without change.  Three preferred proposals to clarify that trainable steering devices are not taken into consideration when applying the length definition.  Three preferred proposals to take such devices into consideration.  Two preferred the figure, while eight indicated the figure was unsatisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the draft interpretation as agreed to at SLF 55 for inclusion in the draft circular without further evaluation, as revised Interpretation A.2(8)-1.  The group did not carry forward the figure.


	2.  Article 2(8) - Length of Unusual Hull Configurations  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Seven participants preferred the draft interpretation for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55, with an eighth preferring a variant of this proposal which added accompanying notations to the ITC69.  Three preferred interpretations to base length on maximum dimensions of ship structure.  One preferred an interpretation to use the length from the ship’s load line certificate.  Five preferred the figure, while four indicated that the figure was not satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55, as proposed revised Interpretation A.2(8)-2.  The group also carried forward the revised figure.


	3.  Article 2(8) - Determining Least Moulded Depth  The group evaluated the figures that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred a figure similar to that from SLF 55, but with the least moulded depth measurement shown, while two preferred a variant showing two hull forms, one with a raked keel and the other a curved keel.  Two preferred a figure with explanatory notes addressing various hull shapes and keel configurations, and showing the least moulded depth to always be taken at a single longitudinal location along the hull.  Two preferred figures showing the showing least moulded depth taken to a line of tangency drawn parallel to the keel line.  One preferred the figure for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the figure that received the most support, to accompany Interpretation A.2(8)-3.


	4.  Article 2(8) - Length of Ships With Multiple Rudders  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Six participants preferred the draft interpretation which received some agreement at SLF 55, while four preferred variants of this interpretation that would implement a similar approach.  Two preferred a proposal that took into account trainable steering devices.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed Interpretation A.2(8)-4.


	5.  Article 9(2) - Date on the ITC69  The group evaluated the interpretation that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred, and seven participants did not prefer, establishing the draft interpretation.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group did not carry forward the interpretation.


	6.  Article 9(2) - Length Termination Points For ITC69 Listing  The group evaluated the  interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Six participants preferred interpretations providing for measurement of overall length of the space, with two preferring interpretations providing for measurement on deck, and two preferring interpretations providing for taking average dimensions.  There was little agreement on whether the presence of an excluded space should influence the length measurement, with two participants preferring the figure and six participants indicating the figure was not satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group developed and carried forward proposed Interpretation A.2(9)-5, providing for measurement of the overall length of the space, along with the figure, as revised to omit depiction of excluded spaces.  The group also developed and carried forward proposed Interpretation A.2(9)-6, to address the matter of excluded space treatment when listing lengths on the ITC69.


	7.  Article 9(2) - Asterisk Notation For ITC69 Listing  The group evaluated the interpretation that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred, and six participants did not prefer, establishing the draft interpretation, with one participant offering alternate text.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group did not carry forward the interpretation.


	8.  Regulation 2(4) - Enclosed Space Boundaries  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Five participants preferred an interpretation that provided for including uncovered spaces above the upper deck in tonnage.  Four participants preferred variants of this interpretation that provided for including such spaces only if used for cargo or stores.  The remaining four participants who offered input preferred various other approaches.  Two preferred the figure, while seven indicated that the figure was not satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed revised Interpretation R.2(4)-1.  The group did not carry forward the figure.


	9.  Regulation 2(4) - Spaces Within Awning Boundaries  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Five participants preferred the interpretation that provided for disregarding the awning when used in combination with other boundary structures.  Four participants preferred an interpretation along similar lines, but which explicitly addressed treatment of enclosed spaces underneath an awning.  Two participants preferred a less detailed interpretation.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed revised Interpretation R.2(4)-2.


	10.  Regulation 2(4) - Temporary Deck Equipment  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred the interpretation that provided for including in tonnage all enclosed spaces of a temporary nature not carried as freight in tonnage, regardless of method of attachment.  One preferred an interpretation along similar lines that defined “permanently located” as meaning secured to the hull and/or ships systems.  Five preferred various other interpretations, all of which in some way stipulated conditions of permanency (e.g., welding) for such enclosures to be included in tonnage.  Three participants indicated that none of the proposed interpretations was satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed revised Interpretation R.2(4)-3.


	11.  Regulation 2(4) - Multipurpose Ship Hatch Covers   The group evaluated the interpretation that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  One participant preferred, and 11 participants did not prefer, establishing the interpretation.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group did not carry forward the interpretation.


	12.  Regulation 2(4) - Inaccessible Topside Spaces  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred the interpretation to define “completely inaccessible” in terms of access for inspection and maintenance purposes only, and with bolted closures.  Two preferred an interpretation along similar lines that defined “completely inaccessible” in terms of not readily accessible when the ship is undertaking normal duties.  Three participants preferred interpretations to remove the accessibility restriction subject to certain conditions (e.g., that the space cannot have a function or object essential for the operation of the ship).  Three participants indicated that none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation receiving the most support that retained the inaccessibility requirement, as proposed revised Interpretation R.2(4)-6.


	13.  Regulation 2(4) - Characteristics of Awnings  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Four participants preferred the interpretation to define “awning” in terms in of flexible material to protect the deck from sun and weather.  Two participants preferred other interpretations along similar lines.  Three participants preferred an interpretation to define “awning” in terms of an overhead structure to protect the deck from the sun only, not to include side boundaries.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed Interpretation R.2(4)-8.


	14.  Regulation 2(4) - Grates Over Deck Openings  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 11 participants offering input.  Four participants preferred the interpretation that provided for open grates to not be considered as bounding enclosed space and, as a consequence, are ignored.  One participant preferred another interpretation along similar lines.  Three participants preferred an interpretation to construe deck grates as semi-permanent awnings.  Four preferred the figure, and four indicated that the figure was not satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed Interpretation R.2(4)-9.  The group also carried forward the figure.


	15.  Regulation 2(4) - Machinery  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 11 participants offering input.  Although 11 participants collectively preferred nine different interpretations, no single interpretation was preferred by more than two participants.  In general, most participants preferred interpretations that would exclude machinery from tonnage, with a divergence of opinions on how to treat machinery foundations.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group developed and carried forward proposed Interpretation R.2(4)-10, drawing on elements of various proposals that received the most support.


	16.  Regulation 2(4) - Mobile Cranes  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred the interpretation to define “mobile” in terms of movement either longitudinally or transversely.  The remaining interpretations were supported by no more than one participant, with three participants indicating that none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group developed and carried forward proposed Interpretation A.2(4)-11, drawing on elements of various proposals that received the most support.


	17.  Regulation 2(5) - Spaces Below Bridge Wings  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Seven participants preferred including the word “open” in the interpretation for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55, and two preferred deleting this word, with three participants indicating none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  Four preferred the figure, which would replace an existing figure and provides more detail on treatment of the related matter of space that is opposite side openings, while three preferred leaving the figure unchanged, with two indicating that neither approach was satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that included the word “open”, as proposed revised Interpretation R.2(5)-1.  The group also carried forward the revised figure.


	18.  Regulation 2(5) - Stanchions and Railings  The group evaluated the figures that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Ten participants preferred including the figure with the addition of labelling.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the figure with labelling for inclusion with Interpretation R.2(5)-5.


	19.  Regulation 2(5) - Deck Breadth and End Openings  The group evaluated the figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Eight participants preferred the figure, with two indicating the figure was not satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the figure for inclusion with Interpretation R.2(5)-6.


	20.  Regulation 2(5) - Grates as Means of Closure  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 11 participants offering input.  Five participants preferred the draft interpretation for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55, and three preferred variants of this interpretation that would implement a similar approach.  Three participants preferred an interpretation that would allow only those grates provided as barriers against intrusion to not be considered as a means of closure.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation for which some agreement was reached as SLF 55, as proposed Interpretation R.2(5)-7.


	21.  Regulation 2(5) - Cargo Securing  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Although nine participants collectively preferred five different interpretations, no single interpretation was preferred by more than two participants, and three participants indicated that none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  In general, most participants preferred interpretations that would not allow spaces used for cargo and stores to be excluded tonnage.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward one of the interpretations containing elements supported by a majority of the group, as proposed Interpretation R.2(5)-8.


	22.  Regulation 2(5)(a) - End Opening Obstructions  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 11 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred the interpretation which provided for considering an opening as closed if an obstruction that was included in tonnage was within half the breadth of the deck at the opening.  Three preferred a variant that clarified the breadth as being that of the deckhouse.  Five participants indicated that none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  Five participants preferred the figure, and four indicated it was unsatisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that included the half the breadth restriction but without the clarification regarding breadth, as proposed Interpretation R.2(5)(a)-1.  The group also carried forward the figure.


	23.  Regulation 2(5)(a) - End Opening Characteristics  The group evaluated the figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Four participants preferred, and six participants did not prefer, including the figure.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group did not carry forward the figure.


	24.  Regulation 2(5)(c) - Deck Structure Height and Side Openings  The group evaluated the interpretations and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 11 participants offering input.  While none preferred the interpretation for which some agreement was reached at SLF 55, three participants preferred variants of this interpretation, with two preferring text that precluded excluding space above a false ceiling.  Three preferred a simplified interpretation to evaluate the opening height against the height between continuous/complete decks in each tier, and two indicated that none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  Six participants preferred, and two participants did not prefer, the figure.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group developed and carried forward proposed Interpretation R.2(5)(c)-1, drawing on elements of various proposals that received the most support, and carried forward the figure, with modifications to reflect input from the group.


	25.  Regulation 2(5)(d) - Space Below Uncovered Openings  The group evaluated the interpretation and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 11 participants offering input.  Eleven participants preferred the interpretation.  Five preferred the figure considered at SLF 55, and five preferred the figure of the industrial ship.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation as proposed Interpretation R.2(5)(d)-1.  The group also carried forward the figure considered at SLF 55, for inclusion with this interpretation.


	26.  Regulation 6(3) - Cargo and Buoyant Spaces Open to the Sea  The group evaluated the interpretation and figures that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred the interpretation which clarified the text agreed to at SLF 55, while nine preferred leaving the text unchanged.  The two figures receiving the most support were preferred by 12 participants.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the draft interpretation as agreed to at SLF 55 for inclusion in the draft circular, without further evaluation, as Interpretation R.6(3)-3.  The group also carried forward the two figures that received the most support, for inclusion with this interpretation.


	27.  Regulation 6(3) - Free Communication for Open to the Sea  The group evaluated the interpretations that carried forward from Round 1, with 12 participants offering input.  Four participants preferred the interpretation which defined free communication in terms of water coming out of a space as quickly as it gets in solely under the force of gravity, with three preferring variants seeking to additionally establish a percent area criterion (e.g., 75%).  Three participants preferred a more general interpretation that listed various examples, while two indicated that none of the interpretations was satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed Interpretation R.6(3)-4.


	28.  Regulation 7(1) - Electronic Format for ITC69  The group evaluated the interpretation that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred and six did not prefer the change.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group did not carry forward the interpretation.


	29.  Regulation 7(2) - Attaching Annex 2 Form to the ITC69  The group evaluated the interpretation and figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Six participants preferred and four did not prefer the change.  Two participants preferred the figure, and six participants indicated the figure was not satisfactory.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group carried forward the interpretation that received the most support, as proposed Interpretation R.7(2)-2.


	30.  Novel Craft Interpretation - Correction to Dockship Figure  The group evaluated the revised figure that carried forward from Round 1, with 10 participants offering input.  Three participants preferred the revised figure, and five participants preferred retaining the existing figure without change, although two other participants indicated changes to the figure that would make the figure acceptable.  Based on the Round 2 results, the group developed and carried forward a proposed revised figure for Interpretation N.2-1.



3  EVALUATE TEXT AND FIGURES FOR DRAFT TM 5 CIRCULAR (ROUND 3)

3.1
This Round focused on evaluating the text and associated figures carried forward from Round 2, for inclusion in the draft Unified Interpretations TM.5 Circular.  Participants from 12 countries and two non-governmental organizations used a questionnaire to evaluate the proposed text that had received the most Round 2 support, with modifications by the coordinators as appropriate (e.g., combining elements of different proposals in response to Round 2 comments, incorporating changes to ensure use of consistent terminology, etc.).

3.2
A description of this work, including summaries of participant comments, is provided in Table 3-1, with a tabulation of the consensus analysis results provided in Table 3-2.  Table 3-3 lists the interpretations and figures evaluated in Round 3 that did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft Unified Interpretations TM.5 circular.
	Table 3-1
Description of Round 3 Work

	1.  Article 2(8) - Length of Unusual Hull Configurations  The group evaluated replacing the existing interpretation with revised draft Interpretation A.2(8)-2, and including the associated draft figure, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant proposed changing the interpretation to provide for an accompanying remark on the ITC69.  Two commented to the effect that both the floating dock and submersible shown in the figure are conventional hull forms.  One of these participants additionally noted that some existing submersible barges are issued load line certificates, with the well decks treated as freeboard decks, so the figure is not appropriate when applied to such ships.  The revised interpretation received sufficient support, and the revisions were included in the draft circular.  The figure did not receive sufficient support, and was not included.


	2.  Article 2(8) - Determining Least Moulded Depth  The group evaluated the proposed figure associated with draft Interpretation A.2(8)-3, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the least moulded depth should be taken at the longitudinal location where the distance between the lines of the deck and the moulded keel is the least.  The figure received sufficient support, and was included in the draft circular along with draft Interpretation A.2(8)-3.


	3.  Article 2(8) - Length With Multiple Rudders  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation A.2(8)-4, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant proposed revising the interpretation to provide for use of axis of rotation of a trainable steering device in determining the length, and to place the text of Interpretation A.2(8)-4 immediately following proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-2.  The interpretation received sufficient support, and was included in the draft circular, without change.


	4.  Article 9(2) - Length Termination Points for ITC69 Listing  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation A.9(2)-5, and the associated draft figure, with 14 participants providing input.  Three participants commented that the length should be measured on the deck below, with one highlighting difficulties in measuring yachts with complex shapes.  Another commented that the figure should illustrate the length measurement of spaces that also include spaces which are excluded from tonnage, as had been originally proposed.  Another referred to comments made in Round 2.  Neither the interpretation, nor the figure, received sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	5.  Article 9(2) - Excluded Space Lengths for ITC69 Listing  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation A.9(2)-6, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the interpretation lacked clarity.  Two proposed changing the interpretation to clarify that the length includes portions of spaces that are excluded, with one proposing to illustrate the excluded spaces in the figure for draft Interpretation A.9(2)-5.  Another similarly preferred illustrating the length measurement for spaces that also include spaces which are excluded from tonnage, but through the use of an accompanying figure for draft Interpretation A.9(2)-6.  Another commented that areas within an enclosed space should be kept separate.  The interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	6.  Regulation 2(4) - Enclosed Space Boundaries  The group evaluated replacing the existing interpretation with revised draft Interpretation R.2(4)-1, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the interpretation lacked clarity.  Another expressed concern that applying this interpretation would result in large uncovered spaces on open RoRo decks being included in tonnage because of the presence of bulwarks, with another citing similar concerns regarding treatment of bulwarks and similar low-sided structures.  Two participants commented that the interpretation is incomplete, and offered changes providing for inclusion of only those uncovered spaces bounded on three sides that are used for the carriage of cargo.  One of these participants also sought a change to provide for inclusion of such spaces only if the sides exceed 1.5 m in height.  Another participant proposed revising the interpretation to permit spaces that are protected from weather for the comfort of passengers and crew to be excluded, and to include only those spaces bounded with structural boundaries.  Another expressed preference for considerably condensing the proposed text.  The revised interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	7.  Regulation 2(4) - Spaces Within Awning Boundaries  The group evaluated replacing the existing interpretation with revised draft Interpretation R.2(4)-2, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the interpretation is acceptable, provided draft Interpretation R.2(4)-8, which defines the term “awning”, is properly revised.  Another proposed revising the interpretation to delete reference to an awning’s orientation, and to place the text of Interpretation R.2(4)-8 immediately following proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-2, with revisions as described in a comment associated with that interpretation, below.  The revised interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	8.  Regulation 2(4) - Temporary Deck Equipment  The group evaluated replacing the existing interpretation with revised draft Interpretation R.2(4)-3, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the revised interpretation may require clarification (e.g., to specifically address similar spaces appropriated for freight), and expressed the view that the current interpretation not be changed unless the matter is considered comprehensively.  Another cited the example of liquefied natural gas (LNG) tanks.  Another identified possible unintended consequences of including portable spaces in tonnage, which could lead to circumvention using alternate arrangements (e.g., rest rooms or work spaces bounded by removable nylon sheets).  Others expressed opinions on factors that should be considered in evaluating temporary deck equipment, including the method of attachment and whether the space is used to increase cargo capacity or number of passengers or crew.  The revised interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	9.  Regulation 2(4) - Inaccessible Topside Spaces  The group evaluated replacing the existing interpretation with revised draft Interpretation R.2(4)-6, and including the associated draft figure, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant disagreed with the conditions specified for inaccessibility, noting the absence of a 1 m3 restriction.  Another disagreed on the basis that all deck machinery, safety and emergency equipment should be excluded, while another disagreed on the basis that supporting structures should also be excluded, even if fitted with covers with quick release clips.  Another expressed reservations with retaining the inaccessibility criterion, as it is addressed in the TM Convention, but indicated that the revised interpretation would be acceptable if supported by the group, in the interest of uniformity.  Another participant proposed revising the interpretation to include reference to cranes with truss structures, and to append the text of Interpretation R.2(4)-11 to revised draft Interpretation R.2(4)-2, to consolidate related text.  Neither the revised interpretation, nor the figure, received sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	10.  Regulation 2(4) - Characteristics of Awnings  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-8, with 14 participants providing input.  Two participants proposed removing the language regarding folding or rolling up an awning for storage, with one commenting that the requirement is unsustainable.  Another proposed revising the interpretation to limit awnings to overhead structures providing protection from the sun only.  Another commented that an awning should be of any material which does not create a weathertight space, or alternatively should not contribute to its cargo carrying capacity, excluding passengers.  The interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	11.  Regulation 2(4) - Gratings Over Deck Openings  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-9 and the associated draft figure, with 13 participants providing input.  One participant proposed including a reference to Regulation 2(5)(d).  Another proposed adding a figure showing side/forward gratings, while another commented that the right hand illustration in the figure should be deleted. The interpretation received sufficient support, and was included in the draft circular as Interpretation R.2(4)-8.  The figure did not receive sufficient support, and was not included.


	12.  Regulation 2(4) - Machinery  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-10, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant proposed revisions to remove the term “revolving crane” to clarify that such a non-mobile crane should be included in tonnage, while another recommended the term be revised to limit it to machinery parts, and not the crane cabin.  Another proposed revisions to relocate text regarding truss structures to Interpretation R.2(4)-6, and to consolidate various text related to cranes and machinery.  Another commented that only spaces with structural boundaries should be included in tonnage.  Another expressed the view that large enclosed structures associated with machinery should be included in tonnage, but noted that the draft interpretation does not rule out such treatment.  The interpretation received sufficient support, and was included in the draft circular as Interpretation R.2(4)-9.


	13.  Regulation 2(4) - Mobile Cranes  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-11, which would relocate, and expand upon, text from an existing interpretation, and replace the term “exempted” with the term “excluded from the total volume of all enclosed spaces (V)” for editorial consistency, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that a revision to the interpretations is needed to clarify that mobile cranes in this context must move both longitudinally and transversely relative to the ship.   Another expressed the view that large enclosed structures associated with mobile cranes should be included in tonnage, but indicated that the revised interpretation would be acceptable, in the interest of uniformity, if supported by the group.  Another commented to the effect that the text should be appended to draft Interpretation R-2(4)-6, to consolidate related text.  Another commented that the change is unnecessary given the language in proposed draft Interpretation R.2(4)-10 that carried forward from Round 2.  The interpretation received sufficient support, and the interpretation, including the revisions related to the term “exempted”, was included in the draft circular as interpretation R.2(4)-10.


	14.  Regulation 2(5) - Spaces Below Bridge Wings  The group evaluated replacing the existing interpretation with revised draft Interpretation R.2(5)-1, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant expressed preference for including more detail on the term “open”, but commented that the revised interpretation would be an improvement.  The revised interpretation received sufficient support, and the revisions were included in the draft circular.


	15.  Regulation 2(5) - Spaces Opposite Side Openings  The group evaluated replacing the existing figure accompanying Interpretation R.2(5)-1 with a revised figure, with 14 participants providing input.  Six participants questioned, requested changes to, or disagreed with the 0.6m [1 frame] criterion indicated in a note accompanying one of the illustrations.  In commenting on the related deck structure height requirement, one participant shared a related “common understanding” document with the group.  Another expressed the view that passageways should be exempt in all cases where non-weathertight, and that the treatment under this regulation unfairly impacts yachts, where styling and shapes do not fit well with the regulation.  The revised figure did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	16.  Regulation 2(5) - Stanchions and Railings  The group evaluated the draft figure to accompany Interpretation R.2(5)-5, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the figure should also incorporate an example depicting more complex shapes or styling.  The figure received sufficient support, and was included in the draft circular.


	17.  Regulation 2(5) - Deck Breadth and End Openings  The group evaluated the draft figure to accompany Interpretation R.2(5)-6, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant questioned the interpretation agreed to at SLF 55, for smaller structures such as those depicted in the figure, commenting that it would be better to apply this interpretation only when the structures are not side-to-side due to side passageways.  Another suggested additionally applying height or area restrictions to this configuration (e.g., 0.75H or 0.9B X 0.75H).  Another commented that the figure does not meet basic drafting requirements for consistency of views.  The figure did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	18.  Regulation 2(5) - Grates as Means of Closure  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(5)-7, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant expressed the preference that only grates fitted as a barrier against intrusions should not be considered as a means of closure, but commented that a clear interpretation that any grates should not be considered as a means of closure would be acceptable.  The interpretation received sufficient support, and was included in the draft circular.

	19.  Regulation 2(5) - Cargo Securing  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(5)-8, with 14 participants providing input.  One participant commented along the lines that the only correct way to avoid contradicting language in the TM Convention regarding the availability of “means of securing cargo and stores” of a space would be to establish an interpretation that boundary structures of the space constitute such a means, and recommended corresponding revisions to the interpretation.  Acknowledging the same concern, another participant supported this approach, on the basis that it was a better description of what was intended.  Citing the lack of any information presented to the contrary in Round 2, another participant maintained that the proposed interpretation would have the effect of contradicting principles and clear language contained within the TM Convention, as provided in regulations 2(5) and 2(7).  Another suggested a revision to address intended use of such spaces (e.g., for ships under construction).  Another commented that spaces below a certain volume (e.g., 1 m3) should not be included, irrespective of means of securing.  The interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	20.  Regulation 2(5)(a) - End Opening Obstructions  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(5)(a)-1 and the associated draft figure, with 13 participants providing input.  One participant maintained that use of the term “obstruction”, if left undefined, renders the interpretation meaningless.  Another commented that the interpretation requires more development, as it could be subject to legal challenge in the case of small objects in front of large openings.  Another commented that to close an opening, the erection shall be within a distance of B/4 of the opening.  Two participants recommended revisions to delete the area and volume criteria from the figure, such that it would show only hatches or erections that obstruct openings, with one suggesting that language be included to make it clear that these structures must be included in tonnage.  Neither the interpretation, nor the figure, received sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	21.  Regulation 2(5)(c) - Deck Structure Heights and Side Openings  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(5)(c)-1 and the associated draft figure, with 13 participants providing input.  One participant expressed preference for a previously favoured, more generous, proposal.  Neither the interpretation, nor the figure, received sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	22.  Regulation 2(5)(d) - Space Below Uncovered Openings  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.2(5)(d)-1 and the associated draft figure, with 13 participants providing input.  One participant took issue with the language regarding openings that penetrate the upper deck, commenting that such language is unnecessary, as only spaces within erections may be excluded.  Another commented that the upper deck should be shown in the figure.  Both the interpretation, and the figure, received sufficient support, and were included in the draft circular.


	23.  Regulation 6(3) - Cargo and Buoyant Spaces Open to the Sea  The group evaluated the draft figure to accompany Interpretation R.6(3)-3, with 13 participants providing input.  Two participants commented that the illustrations should be clarified to indicate whether the shaded areas are included in tonnage.  One participant commented that such spaces should be bounded on three or more sides.  Another maintained that the use of the term “buoyancy” in the interpretation could lead to overextension.  The figure did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	24.  Regulation 6(3) - Free Communication for Open to the Sea  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.6(3)-4, with 13 participants providing input.  One participant expressed preference for more succinct language that captures the “free communication” concept without being overly prescriptive (e.g., avoids use of terms “permanently flooded”, “trapped”, etc.), which could be problematic from an application and enforcement perspective.  Another expressed similar concern over the term “permanently flooded”, citing consideration for maintenance cycle drydockings, and expressed preference for the language “normal at-sea condition of the ship” instead of “normal operation of the ship”.  Another commented that pipes and scuppers should be acceptable as qualifying for open to the sea, provided the space drains quickly.  The interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	25.  Regulation 7(2) - Electronic Format for ITC69  The group evaluated proposed draft Interpretation R.7(2)-2, with 14 participants providing input.  Two participants expressed support for specifying dimensions and volumes to two decimal places, with one citing Article 2(8) and the fact that three decimal places are shown on other documents.  Two proposed revisions to specify that the measurement units are in meters and cubic meters as applicable, with a third proposing revisions to permit Administrations to document measurements and calculations without explicit reference to a spreadsheet.  Another expressed preference for no more than single decimal place accuracy, commenting that tonnage assignments involve interpolated approximations.  Another commented that the measurement entity should decide the tools for calculations and certificate generation.  Another commented that the change is unnecessary, while another expressed concern that the term “spreadsheet” lacks clarity and could reduce flexibility in using alternate tools (e.g., an Adobe .pdf document linked to a database).  The interpretation did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.


	26.  Novel Craft Interpretations - Correction to Dockship Figure  The group evaluated replacing the existing figure accompanying Interpretation NvlCr. 2, with a revised figure, with 13 participants providing input.  One participant commented that the revised figure more typically represents a dockship.  In not supporting this change, another commented that the cross-hatched area in the illustration must be included in tonnage.  The revised figure did not receive sufficient support for inclusion in the draft circular.
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	Table 3-3
Round 3 Proposals Not Included in the Draft Unified Interpretations Circular

	1.  Article 2(8) - Length for Unusual Hull Forms  (proposed figure)
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	2.  Article 9(2) - Length Termination Points for ITC69 Listing  (proposed interpretation and figure)
The length entered on the reverse of the International Tonnage Certificate (1969) should include the overall length of the measured space.
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	3.  Article 9(2) - Excluded Space Lengths for ITC69 Listing  (proposed interpretation)
For a space which comprises both enclosed and excluded space, the length entered on the reverse of the International Tonnage Certificate (1969) should be without consideration for the portions of the space that are excluded.


	4.  Regulation 2(4) - Enclosed Space Boundaries  (proposed revised interpretation)
In applying this regulation:

.1
According to this regulation, enclosed spaces are all those spaces which are bounded by the following structures: 

.1.1  the ship's hull;

.1.2  fixed or portable partitions or bulkheads;

.1.3  decks or coverings other than permanent or movable awnings; or

.1.4  the above structures in any combination.

.2
In this regulation there is no contradiction between the definition of enclosed spaces as being “bounded by  . . . fixed or portable partitions or bulkheads . . .” and further clarification stating that the absence of a partition or bulkhead, shall not preclude a space from being included in the enclosed space. Following the definition of enclosed spaces in Regulation 2(4), a space shall be treated as an enclosed space even in case of absence of some bounding structures listed in the definition such as partition(s)/bulkhead(s) and/or a deck/covering: e.g. open boat designs; cargo holds having no overhanging decks/coverings; trapped air spaces in the ship’s bottom contributing to buoyancy, etc.”


	5.  Regulation 2(4) - Space Within Awning Boundaries  (proposed revised interpretation)
A space bounded only by an awning should not be treated as an enclosed space.  If an awning is used in a combination with the other boundary structures, then the resulting space should be analyzed disregarding the awning, overhead or side, taking into account only the other structures if fitted.


	6.  Regulation 2(4) - Temporary Deck Equipment  (proposed revised interpretation)
Enclosed spaces of a temporary or semi-permanent nature that are not carried as freight are included in the total volume of all enclosed spaces (V), regardless of method of attachment or duration of carriage.  Examples include: modular living quarters, housed portable machinery spaces, and deck tanks used in support of shipboard industrial processes.


	7.  Regulation 2(4) - Inaccessible Topside Spaces  (proposed revised interpretation; proposed figure)
[image: image7.bmp][image: image8.emf]Deck Grating

(ABCDEFGH is 

enclosed but excluded) 

Deck Grating

(ABCDEFGH is not 

an enclosed space) 

A

B

C D

E

F

G H

A B

C D

E

F

G

H

Cranes, crane and container support structures, masts, kingposts and similar structures, which are completely inaccessible and situated above the upper deck, separated on all their sides from other enclosed spaces, should not be included in the total volume of all enclosed spaces.  "Completely inaccessible" means that these structures have no openings other than those to provide access for inspection and maintenance purposes and that all such openings are fitted with covers held in position with a number of bolts which are always closed while the ship is undertaking her usual duties either at sea or in port.  Covers fitted with quick release clips are not qualified for the purpose of rendering a structure inaccessible.  Air trunks having a cross-sectional area not exceeding 1 m2 may also be excluded under the before-mentioned conditions.
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	8.  Regulation 2(4) - Characteristics of Awnings  (proposed revised interpretation)
An awning is a completely flexible nonspecific material of an unspecific form such as canvas or tarpaulin or plastic sheeting, designed to protect the deck from the impact of sun, wind or water although not necessarily wind- or water-proof.  An awning can be easily removed and folded or rolled up for storage.


	9.  Regulation 2(4) - Grates Over Deck Openings  (proposed figure)
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	10. Regulation 2(5) - Spaces Opposite Side Openings  (proposed figure)
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11. Regulation 2(5) - Deck Breadth And End Openings  (proposed figure)


	12. Regulation 2(5) - Cargo Securing  (proposed interpretation)
Any enclosed space which is used for the carriage of cargo or stores should be included in the total volume of all enclosed spaces (V), whether a means of securing is provided or not.


	13. Regulation 2(5)(a)-1 - End Opening Obstructions  (proposed interpretation and figure)
When an obstruction external to an opening is not included in the total volume of all enclosed spaces (V), then it should be ignored.  When an obstruction external to an opening is included in this total volume:

.1
it is considered to close the end opening when its distance to the opening is equal to or closer than half the local breadth on the deck;
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it is ignored if it is further away from the opening than half the local breadth on the deck.


	14. Regulation 2(5)(c) - Deck Structure Heights and Side Openings  (proposed interpretation and figure)
The height of the opening should be evaluated by the height between the continuous/complete decks in each tier.  Stepped decks should be treated in separate parts with the height being used as appropriate for the part.  With a sloping deck, the space can be excluded until the point at which the 1/3 height (H) or 0.75 m criterion applies.



	15. Regulation 6(3) - Cargo and Buoyant Spaces Open to the Sea  (proposed figure)



	16. Regulation 6(3) - Free Communication With the Sea  (proposed interpretation)
Spaces open to the sea are those spaces fitted in the ship's hull which are permanently flooded during normal operation of the ship or are open to the action of waves and/or allow free communication with the sea provided that in no circumstances they could contribute to the buoyancy of the ship at any time.  Free communication with the sea means that sea water comes out of a space as quickly as it gets in solely under the force of gravity and no amount of water could be trapped in the space.  Any holes or pipe openings are not sufficient to consider a space as being open to the sea.


	17. Regulation 7(2) - Electronic Format for ITC69  (proposed interpretation)
When a tonnage certificate and a copy of the calculations of the tonnages are transmitted to another Government in accordance with Article 8(2) or 10(3) of the Convention, they should be accompanied by a form as shown in the annex, showing the main particulars of the tonnage calculations for easy reference.  When listing underdeck volumes, the volumes may be combined (e.g. underdeck/extended forecastle, etc.) on the form.


	18.  Novel Craft Interpretation - Dockships  (proposed revised figure)
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