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- CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON T01~AGE 11EASUREMENT AND
TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/6; TM/CONF/C.2/WP,16;
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.20; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.22;
TH/CON:B,/C .2/WP. 27) (continued)

Regulation 3 (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.22)

Paragraph 3

SUb-paragraph (a)

The CHAIRJ'1AN invited the Committee to resume consideration
of document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.22, beginning with paragraph 3 of
Regulation 3, on page 5.

He reminded.the Committee that there had been a proposal to
insert the words "side to side" before the word "e:Lections" in
the first line of sub-paragraph (3)(a)(iii). It was not certain,
however, that that was really what the Committee wanted and that,
where there were two separate deck-houses close together, their
volume should be deducted.

Mr. Hl~BACHI (Suez Canal) considered that the separation to
which th0 SUb-paragraph referred applied only to superstructures
and not to deck-houses.

~1r. CABARIBERE (France) said that what was mefir:t by "an
open well" in the first line of sub-paragraph (iii) was a sIfice
bounded on four sides, which implied two erections joined by a
complete bulwark, and it was therefore unnecessary, in his view,
to state that the two erections must extend from side to side,
although he saw no objection to the statement. He considered,
however, that a new SUb-paragraph (iv) should be inserted, worded
on the following lines: "No erection or part of an erection may
be constructed at a distance less than 1..-: . .:7from the opening
which would permit a space to be considered as not being an
enclosed space". He illustrated the reason for the amendment by
a sketch on the blackboard.
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Mr. vrI1S0N (UK) supporteclby r1r. OHRISTIANSEN(Norway) agreed

with the representative of France. The concept of a space between
erections ought to correspond to an "open well", but in the lJase

illustrated by the blackboard sketch there was no longer an "open
well", and that space could not, therefore, be exempted from
measurement.

He also pointed out a printing error in the fourth and fifth
lines of the English text where the correct reading should be

"breadth of the end opening".

The CHAIRMAN, summing up, said that the Drafting Group would

have to insert the words "side to side" before the word "erecticnf3"
in the first line of sUb-paragraph (3)(a)(iii), and add a sub

paragraph (iv) proposed by the French delegation. He mentioned
that the United States delegation had indicated its willingness to
participate in the Drafting Group.

Sl}.b-l!i1ragJ?aJ?hs (b]..o.nd (c)

The CH"~RMAN wondered whether it was necessary to distinguif3h
between sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) and he referred the Oommittee
to the figures illustrating Regulation 6, in Appendix IlIon

page 153 of document TM/OONF/6.

Mr. WILSON (UK) thought that figure 1 of Appendix III applied
to sUb-paragraph (b) and figure 2 to sUb-paragraph (c) and that,
according to those figures, two different concepts were involved.

The OHAIRr~lN reminded the Committee that it had decided to
define a "side to side erection" and he requested the Drafting

Group to devise such a definition.
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pub-;paragra£h {d)

Mr. O:\.BliliIBERE (France) pointed out an error in the third
line of the French text. It was actually the opening which was
exposed and not the deck, and the wording of that sUb-paragraph
would have to be revised. The English text could also be
improved to clarify this point.

Mr. GUPTA (In~ia) wo~dered whether those provlsLons applied
to the wide lateral openings for ventilation and light in pilgrim
ships.

Mr. HABAOHI (Suez Oana1 Authority) considered that the spaces
in question must meet two conditions: they Dust be covered by a
roof and they must be covered at the sides, otherwise. the space
should not be measured.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) mentioned swimming pools as an example of
such spuces.

Hr. WILSON (UK) said that while that was indeed the best
example, there were others, such as the sports decks on passenger
ships, which were covered all round as a protection against the
wind but which were open to the $ky.

He could reassure the representative of India about pilgrim
ships. There was no doubt that in their case the space in
question would be exempt from measurement.

The OHAIRMAN stated that only drafting changes would be
made to Sub-paragraph (d).

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) referred the Committee to the Oslo
Rules, which contained a clear definition of the case· in question.

TM!CONF!O.2!SR.17
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SUb-paragraph (e)

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that on the
question had been raised of inserting the
in the first line of that SUb-paragraph.
that that was no longer necessary, and he
Oommittee could agree to keep the text of
set out in document TM/n017/C.2/WP.22.

It was so decided.

previous day the
words "side to side"

He thought, however,
asked whether the
sub-paragraph (e) as

Paragraph 4

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) drew the Committee's attention to
document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.20, submitted by the French delegation.
The proposal was to insert a new paragraph 4 (the present
paragraph 4 then becoming paragraph 5) setting out the principle
that in no case could the volume below the freeboard deck or
the volume of the superstructures be excluded from the total
volume.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the reference should be to
"superstructures" or to "closed superstructures".

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the Load Line Convention
gave a definition of "Gup erstructures" but that in his view
closed superstructures were involved.

The CHAIRMAN read out the definition given in the Load Line
Convention and invited the Cow~ittee to consider the question.

Mr. ~roNTZ (Netherlands) thought that the provisions of
paragraph 4 should be included in Article 3 rather than in
Regulation 3.

Mr. WILSON (UK) opposed the inclusion of TM/C01~/C.2/WP.20

in the eXisting text for two reasons: in the first place, it
seemed to him to serve no useful purpose, and secondly, th8
Co~nittee should as far as possible avoid referring in the text

:I'I/;/CONF/C. 2/SR .17
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to the Load Line Oonvention. Such a connexion between the two
Conventions might in fact cause difficulties in practice.

Mr. FILIPPOVITCH (USSR), Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway),
Mr. GUPTA (India), Mr. BORG (Sweden), and Mr. MUNTZ (Netherlands)
agreed with the United Kingdom representative.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he was prepared to withdraw his
proposal. A number of delgations appeared to be in agreement on
the point, and he had noted the arguments presented against his
proposal.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) considered it generally advisable for the
two Oonventions to be independent of each other, although that
principle could not be absolute.

The OHAIR1MN stated that the Oon®ittee wished to keep
paragraph (4) as drafted in TM/CONF/O.2/WP.22, but that one
delegation had felt that paragraph (4) should be incorporated in
an Article instead.

Regulation 2

Mr. OA~~RIBERE (France), reverting to the question of water
ballast spaces~ said he thought paragraph (6) of Regulation 2
should specify that the water ballast spaces to be incorporated
in the formula for net tonnage would not include those situated
in the double bottom.

The OHAIR1MN drew the Oommittee's attention, in that
connexion, to the new definitions prepared by the Drafting Group
(Tro/OONF/C.2/WP.27) which modified certain paragraphs of the
draft of Regulation 2 contained in document TM/OONF/O.2/WP.22.
He thought it preferable to postpone consideration of that
document until the next meeting but suggested that the words "or
change of trade approved by the Administration" be inserted at
the end of the last paragraph relating to water ballast space.
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Eegulation 4,.0)

TheCHAIErTAN stated that paragraph (3) vias applicable both

to the Norwegian Proposal and to net tonnage determined on the
basis of displacement. The ConmJi tteecould therefore discuss it

forthwith.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said he would like sub-paragraphs (i) and
(ii) to make it clearer that, in the case of ships with two load
lines, it was always the higher one that would be taken into

consideration.

The CHAIRMAN observed that paragraph (3) of Eegulation 5

covered that point.

Mr. GUPTA (India) said he was in favour of that principle,

provided it was quite clear that net tonnage would be linked
with conditions of ope~ation.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) thought that paragraph 0) restricted
the alteration of tonnage too much.

In regard to SUb-paragraphs (iii) and (iv) of Regulation 4(3),
he would prefer the reference to national requirements to appear

in a separate recommendation (as in Recommendation 2 of the
Convention on Load Lines) rather than in the actual text of the
Convention.

The CHAIEMAN emphasized that those SUb-paragraphs applied
only to international voyages by ships which were not subject to
the Convention on Load Lines in order not to penalise them by

application of sub-paragraph (v), if this was the case.

In regard to paragraph (3) of Regulation 5, he reminded the
Committee that it had only been discussed and no decision had
been taken. The paragraph applied mainly to Indian ships which

carried pilgrims and goods alternately and to certain Norwegian
ships.
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~~. GUPTA (India) explaininr, the way in which Simla ships
operated, said that, in general, they were only converted
from passenger ships to cargo ships once a year because the
pilgrimage season usually lasted between four and six months.
He did not therefore think it necessary to specify a fixed
delay for those ships, they could merely be exempted from
the d8lay of twelve months.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy> did not see any need for' such ships
to obtain new certificates every time their tonnage changed,
as it was principally the change in freeboard which was
important, for safety reasons.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) drew the Committee's attention to
the draft submitted by his delegation concerning alterdtion of
net tonnage (TM/CONF/C.2/W?16), in which the case nf passenger
ships converted to cargo ships was dealt with in sub-paragraph (c),
which he thought would resolve the difficulty.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) recalled that the question of
exempting convertible' passenger ships from the twelve month
delay had arisen out of the problem of pilgrim ships. His
delegation, while it was·, prepared to recognise the special
situation of those ships, particularly as it also came within
the purview of the Committee on the Revision of the Simla RUles,
would n'ot like the Committee to be sidetracked by that exemption
into reconsidering the 'principle adopted by the Conference that
changes in net tonnage should be infrequent. He therefore
proposed that, apart from the exception in the case of Simla
ships, which would have to be carefully defined; all other ships
should be subject to the delay of a year, the highest tonnage
being taken into consideration in the case of ships with two
freeboards.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17
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Tlfr. ROSELL (Denmark) said he was in favour of the United
States proposal but would prefer the text to be less specific,
because the conversion from a passenger ship into a cargo ship
might not be complete or might not entail any modification.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) supported the French proposal
but wished to know what sort of change of freeboard was
undergone by Simla ships.

Mr. GUPTA (India) stated that, at the moment, the variations
"rere fairly slight but that such might not always be the case,
due to the improvements incorporated in new ships. Although not
opposed to the United States proposal, the Indian delegation
therefore distinctly preferred the French proposal.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that variations in the case of
Simla ships would probably be fairly slight because the decrease
in draught would doubtless be offset, in the determination of
the tonnage, by the addition of passenger space. On the
other hand, they might be much greater in the case of the
Norwegian ships which operated alternately as cargo ships and

ferries, or as passenger and cargo ships.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stated that the deadweight
tonnage of those ships could indeed be as much as 10,000 tons;
during the summer, some of them carried both passengers and

cargo (cars, for example) and the variations in tonnage could
be as much as goo to 1000 tons, which was a very considerable
amount. In the case of those ships, therefore, he was in
favour of reducing the delay between changes of tonnage to
six months.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17
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Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) wondered 'vhether it was not largely
a matter of local shipping problems involving two or three
countries rather than international shipping in general. If
that were so, such problems would be better dealt with at a
regional level and not within the framework of an international
convention.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the problem was more far-reaching:
for example, some Italian ships which carried passengers between
Italy and Greece in summer, became cargo ships which travelled
allover the world in winter.

He therefore called on the Committee to decide between
the United States proposal (Trl/cONFjC. 2jWP. 16) , under which a
ship could obtain a new net tonnage certificate every time it
underwent conversion, and the French proposal,under which
net tonnage could only be decreased once a year,except in
the case of pilgrim ships.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) did not think that a ship should
be authorized to change its tonnage every time it changed its
service. A shipo\'mer might build a ship for 13 passengers,
make provision for a very few bUlkheads, well spaced and not
very high~ the load line would be very low, the passenger
correction almost negligible and the figure for the net
tonnage consequently higher. If the same ship were
considered as a cargo ship, the load line would be lower,
the figure for the net tonnage higher, and the result would
be just what the Conference wished to avoid, namely, the
existence of two net tonnages.

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.17
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Mr. PEP~IRA (Brazil) considered that, before giving its

opinion on the amendments,the Committee shOuld examine the net

tonnage formula which was to be proposed by the vrorking Group.

In any case, as the representative of France hQd said, too

frequent chcmges of .. tonnage WGC::G to be avoided.

Mr. OONTOGEORGIS (Greece) rE;callcd tho.t his delegation hQd

proposed a time-limit of six months, and Norway one of four

months. The Oommittee might take a decision lator on the

question of the time-limit, but it could not compel a ship

which changed its type of service to wait twelve months before
changing its tonnage.

The CHAIRNAN observed that no regulation of the Oonvention
should encourage an owner to reduce the net tonnage of a ship

at the expense of safety.

Nr. UGLANv (Norway) remarked that the observations by the
representative of France referred only to Proposal 0; under

the Norwegian Proposal, the 'tween-deck was still considered
28 cargo spac8~

Mr. GUPTA (India) considered that there were twe problems
(according to whether the ship was operating as a cargo ship or

as a pass~nGer ship): one problem was that of load lines and
the other that of the two tonnQges.

lVIr. ROOQUEHONT (Fr.:mce) said that if a ship changed its

service, it must obviously have two load lines, but the.tonnage

should be fixed at its higher value, except in th8 case of
pilgrirll ships.·

lVIr. ROSELL (DenmQrk) and Hr. WILSON (UK) agreod with tho
rcpres8ntative of France.

Hr. MUNIHOH (Federal RepUblic of Germany) thought that the

time-limit could b8 six months, in order to allow ships which
chang8d service seasonally to change their tonnage accordingly.

TII!COlJF/0. 2/SR .17
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The CHAIlli1AN put to the vote the proposal to reduce the
time-limit of one year for changes in net tonnage.

The proposal wg,E~_rejectGd_by-18 vote§_to lI.

Mr. GUPTA (India) said he would like tho exception applying
to pilgrim ships to be included in the text of the Regulation.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that that exception
appeared in th0 Convention for tho Safety of Life at Sea.

The CHi.IlliYuiN said that that question could be dealt with·
by the Drafting Group.

Regula.tiou

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) said that if modifications were
regQrded 8.S major when they "rasult in the change of the gross
tonnage of tha ship by at least 10 per cent" (TM/COID'/C.2/WP.22),
the mere removal of part of th~ deck-house on a large ship would
be sufficient to change the gross tonnage. To obviate that
disadvantage, the United States delegation had proposed a new
text (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.16) under the terms of which the net tonnage
could be decreased "when largo structural alterations such as
removal of ·a superstructure would require modification of the
assigned fre8board".

The CHAIR~iN, replying to a question by Mr. ~IUENCH (Israel)
said that the tima-limi t of 12 months specified in paragre.ph 2
(WP.22,page 10) was to be understood as from the date of the
tonnage certificate.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) s~id that if, by removing a hatch
cover or some part of a cover, it was possible to change the
gross tonnage by 10 per cent, then the regulations applicable to
gross tonnage might usefully be reconsidered.
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JVjr. CHRISTIANSEJIT(Norway) ,1I1r. BECK'IlITH (Liberin),

Mr. BONN (Canada) and Mr. CONTOGEORGIS (Greece) supported the
United states proposal.

Mr. MUNTZ (Netherlands) also was in favour of the proposal,
but suggested replacing the expression l'large structural

alterations" by "major structural alterations".

Mr. ROCQUENONT (Fnmce) was also inclined to support
the United States text, but the French delegation wished to
reflect on the definition of gross tonnage to see whether that

definition did not pennit of reductions in tonnege which were

in principle prohibited.

Mr. WILSON (UK) supported the Unj.ted Stcltes propo,sal.

The d-r2ft Reguletion 5 was_ app-roved, with the amendment

submitted by the United States.

The CHAIRJllliN said that the Drafting Group would be
instructed to drc,w up the text which v{Quld then be submitted
to the General Co~nittee.

Regulntion 6

1111'. WILSON (UK) proposed the following Elrnendment: in the

first paragrElph, to replace the end of the sentence after

"metal plating" by the following text " ••• and the outccr surface
of the shell in ships constituted of any other material", aild,
in the second paragraph, to replace the words "bulges in the

ships sides" by the word "c.ppendE\ges", and the words "propeller
bossings" by the word "shafts".

Mr. GUPTA (India) did not think that paragraph 2 served

any useful purpose.

The CHAIRr~lN, referring to the amendment proposed by the
United Kingdom, said he thought that the use of the word "shell"

might give rise to confusion.
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Mr. WILSON (UK) agreed ~nd said he was prepared to replace
"shell" by "bounda.ry bulkhead".

Mr. BECKWITH (Liberia) thought that in this Regulation a
distinction should be drc.wn between the calculo.tion of the gross
tonnage and thnt of the net tonnage.

The CHAIR~u,N pointed out that texts were being adopted
provisionally; certain problems romc.ined for soluti0n later,
for instance, that of the cargo spaces.

He invited the Committee to take a decision on the
United Kingdom amendments.

mhe amendments proposed by the United Kingdom were approved.

Mr. MUNTZ (Netherlands) considered that spaces open to
the sea, with a volume of less than 2 cubic metres, should be
excluded from the total volume and frOG the displacement.

Mr. RIClli~RD (Sweden) thought it would be useful to define
spaces open to the sea.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) proposod thc.t, in paragraph 3,
the words."may be" should be replnced by "shall be".

Mr. vHLSON (UK) thought th"t the formula should not be
too positive.

The meeting rose at 12.35 p.m.
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