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AGEl\1DA ITEr·'I 4 - CONSIDERATION AND PREPARA.TION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TO}n~AGE rmASUREllli~TT

MID TOl'TNAGE CERTIFICATES (T1I'I/CONF/6;
T1T/COJ:JF/C. 2/vlP. 26 ~ TM/COHF/C. 2/vrJ? 29-30;
TM/CONF/C.2/t~.32) (continued)

The CHAIPJ'UU~ outlined the important decisions which the
Committee would have to take during the day. To begin with,
it v,muld have to choose betvJeen tlr.,TO formulae for calculating

gross tonnage - one including a constant and the other a

logarithmic expression 9 and the working group would then have
to work out the most appropriate figureR. The Coramittee would
then consider the question of net tonnage m1d decide \n1ether to
adopt a formula based on displacement less the volume of
water-ballast spaces, or a formula introducing cexgo spaces,
with the necessary passenger corrections in each case. It
would also have to decide 9 with regard to net tOlu1age, vnlether
the formula should include passenger spaces or number of pass€l1ge:rs,
confirm the minimum value for net t011l1age and finally decide
\1hat should be recorded on the tonnage certificate~

lir. ERIKSSOn (Svleden) speo.king as ChairmEm of the "lorking
group, said that the United Kingdom had made a computer study
of certain formulae for net tonnage, as ShO\~1 on the graphs in
document Tr'I/COlU'/C. 2/vTl? 32. The Urd ted Kingdom had founa. that
the formula embodying the volume of cargo spaces gave slightly

better results 1Jith regard to the st2ndard deviation, but both
alternatives should be examined.

Mr. PROHASICA (Denmark) said that before the Corumittee voted
between the formu12. containing a constant coefficient anc3- the

formula using a logaritlunic expression for calCUlating gross
tonnage, he would point out that the:r:c v12.8 no need to be
apprehensive about applying 2 logarithmic expression. The
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latter could easily be extracted from logarithmic tnbles ro1d
different coefficients could thus be obtained according to the
ship r s size, 'which \\Tould be fairer to the o'\lmers of small ships
(as would be seen from the graphs in TM/eONF/e.2/v~.26).

~tr. ROCQUEI10NT (France) said his delegation was ~ot worried
about the use of a logarithmic expression, but it \\Tondered
whether there 'VTaS any value in using a formula of that type.
He did not in fact think that a large ship would have to pay
much more than a small one, as the tariffs ",ere on a sliding
scale. His delegation therefore thought it preferable, for
the sake of simplicity, to use the formula embodying a constant
coefficient.

I1:r. de JOlTG (Netherlands) said it was essential to tr3T to
lceep as close as possible to the existing figures, ro1d he
therefore thought it preferable not to use the formula embodying
a constoo1t coefficient.

~tr. ERIKSSOIJ (Sweden) said that while he was not against
the adoption of the formula containing a logarithmic expression,
he had come to the same conclusion as the representative of France
and would prefer to have the formula with a constro1t coefficient.

J.tt. PROHASY~ (Denmark) said that the observations made by
the representative of France were pertinent. He too thought
that it would be simpler to use the constant coefficient.

The eHAlru,uu~ called for a vote on the proposal to use the
formuia embodying a logarithmic expression for calculating gross
tonnage.

The proposal was approved by 24 votes to 10.
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The CHAlill1AiT then invited the Committee to choose betv-reen

formula (1), giving the net tonnage as a function of displacement,

namely, NT = A (\7 - HE) + f (Pn or :Pv) and formula (2), giving
the net tonnage as a function of the volume of cargo spaces, namely,

NT = A (V ) J)P + f (Pn or :P ).
c LL v

Hr. ROCQUEno.NJ.1 (France) said that the comparison 'vas, ox
course, not concerned with the second tel~, relating to passengers,
since it was identical in the two formulae. He directed the
Committee t s attention to the exact meaning of [;DLL t; \1hich "vas

defined differently in two documents.

The CH1-:.ImIL~T, referring to TH/CONF/C. 2/vre. 29, read out the
definition given in it for HDLLII. He aslced \lhether the Committee
accepted that definition.

Itt. SOLDL (Italy) thought it would be advisable to add
"without any influence on subdivision of ships rr •

111.'. i~OZIGLIA (Lrgentina) said that, after exa1TIining the tvm

formulae proposecl for the calculation of net tonnage, his
delegation had co~1cluded that the one "'hich used. the volume of
cargo spaces gave figures close to the existing values, ,~1ile

the other formule. gave figures "lhi-cb differed ~0rJ. then. H01··!Cver,
it might perhaps be more appropriate for ships of the future.
After having weighed u? the advantages ffi1d disadvantages of the
two formUlae, his delegGtion thought formula (1), based en
displacement, should be adopted.

Hr. rWRJlAY srnTH (UK), reverting to the definition of. the

term '[])1L H, said that in the Load Line Convention that definition
did not tillce into account the ship's sCffi1tlings, and the situation
was further complicated by the fact that there were two different
types of ships (A ffi1d B). If the definitions which the Chairmru1
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had read out were used, they would get even further away from
reali ty. What '''as required on the contrary was a precise
definition of that term for the purposes of the Convention under
consideration.

~1r. ROCQUEMONT (Froolce) observed that the Argentine delegation
had presented the question very well, but every point called
for lengthy development. In the definition of I'DLL II it was
necessary to know '>That the fre€!board in questi.on 'VIas. The
Italian delegation had suggested that no account should be
t~{en of the scantlings, which would lead to discarding
Regulation 1 o:t;the 1966 Load Line Oonvention and also Chapter II
on the requirements for solidity of construction in rega~d to
the assignment of freeboard. The definition of the llDJJL 11 . would
become much too complicated.

r,~. de JONG (Netherlands) considered that the comparison
between the two formulae was not a faIr one. The first formula
was not correct, because it included a constant A, whereas a
variable waS needed ana it was incorrect to deduct the volume
of the water-ballast from the displaoement. The Committee had
not enough data to proceed at onoe to a vote.

Like the representative of Argentina, he fe~ed that great
difficulties \"lould be encountered in practice if the second
formula was used in an attempt to calculate the volume of
net tonnage.

The CHAIID<IAN pointed. out that the ooefficient A was not a
constant and could be a variable.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) remarked that the figures available
referred only to British ships and that the information was
insufficient.
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Mro.MURPHY (USA) said that the question was one of the most
critical which the Conference had to resolve if it wished to

draw up a Convention that would be acceptable to all. He

recalled that the Conference had at first considered the formula

based on displacement to be the most appropriate. SUbsequently,
it had been led to reverse its decision. His delegation was
still of the opinion that the formula using cargo space was
preferab:'e for calculating net tOlli1age, and a11 the more so
since, in respect of the standard deviation - which was

13.9 per cent v!i th the first formula but became 8.5 per cent
with the second - results showed definite progress. The figure
might be further improved, and that formula might be used with
good res1).l ts.

The CHAlill'1AN said he wondered whether, to avoid
it might not be desirable to add, in the definition
that that term related to 13 type ships.

lir. PRIVALOV (USSR) said his delegation had 2_lweys favoured
the choice of volume as a parameter for net tonnage as well as
for gross tonnage. On 9 June the Committee had been concerned
to find thc.t it was not obtaining satisfactory results from
calCUlating net tonnage on the basis of disp12.cement, and the
Conference hed given it new and wIder terms of reference, which
enabled it to carry out a·comparative study. The essential

thing, therefore, vms to determine the p2rameter, since the
coefficient vias of minor importrolce. His delegation shared
the views of the United States on thct point.

r1r. OHRISTIANSEN (N·orway) agreed "'di th the vievlS expressed
by the representatives of the United States ~ld the Soviet Union.

Hr. GUPTA (Ino_ia), too, shared the.t view. He asked ,,,hether
Din regard to the expression D

LL
' the Committee could not depart
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from the provisions of the 1966 Load Line Convention~ since
existing ships "iere to preserve their tonnage and, in the case
of new ships, new concepts would have to be applied.

vOlumetric tOlLnage, but was
Many existing ships had the

r~. SIl~SON (Liberia) favoured
worried about the eA~ression ~ ~

LL
1930 freeboard, while the Committee seemed to
of the 1966 freeboard, which would entail new
considerable work.

want the adoption
calculations and

r1r. SOLDA (Italy) feared that the deduction of water­
ballast spaces in the first formula would encourage owners
to build ships with enormous water-ballast spaces. He was
therefore inclined to prefer the second formula whiohtook into
aocount the volume of cargo spaces. viith reference to what
had' been said by the representative of Liberia, he pointed out
that the Committee could fix an upper limit for the expression D

])LL Q

~tt. PROHASY~ (Denmark) thought that, before taking a decision,
the Committee should ensure that there was no ,ossibility of
misunderstro1ding. In the first formula, the ,vater-ballast
could be considered either as a weight or as a volume m1d he
sm,r no reason for malting a distinction according to whether
the water-ballast was above or be:ow the water-line.

One delegation had expressed the fear that ovmers might be
inclined to provide large water-ballast ,spaces, but he pointed
out that by so doing, "ihatever the formula adopted, the olmer
would have to reduce cargo space, which was hardly in his iLterest.

Shipyards should be enc0U7~2Gd to construct stronG wnter-~cllast

tooU{S in order to improve the safety of ships ro1d to prevent the
pollution of the sea by oil.
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As the representative of the United states hait recogJ.'lized~

use of the computer had given better results for the second
formula than for the first. The figures for stro'ldard deviations,
~uoted by~the United states delegation - namely, 13.9 for the
first formula and 8.5 for the second formula - could not, however,
be compared and were in no sense an argument in favour of the
first formula. It was the second formula which would permit
of the closest nppro8ch to existi~c to~nQge vnlues.
The Oommittee would of courue need to have fUller qnd more
precise data concerning the whole world fleet, including
shelter-deck ships.

In his view, the Committee should await the outcome of the
worlcing groupts discussions before choosing a formula. As for
the expression ~ ,the figures which were to be supplied by

LL '
the Norwegirol delegation would make it possible to reach a

decision with full ID10wledge of the facts.

The CHAIru:~N proposed that the Committee should decide on
its choice of a formula before the end of the meeting.

The proI2.osal 'VIaS adopted by 27 votes to 1.

Th'. ROCqUEI:OFT (France) emphasized that the problen for
delegations \!2.S to present to their Governments the solution
\,',Thich '.'lould be easiest to apply from the tech.nic2~1 point of view,
so as to avoid difficulties in regard to ratification.

DOn the subject of the expression~, only hypotheses had
LL

been put forv!a:rd. Some delegations thought that the freeboard
table for type B ships should be applied, 2S given in the
1966 Load LiDe Convention, \~lile others preferred not to truce
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it into account. Such differences were serious, for the
expression should apply to a~~ shi~o If the Committee gave
too simple a definition of that expression, the result might
be that oil troikers would have a value for ~ that was greater

LL
thm1 1. Moreover, shipowners would be likely to try to obtain
a low ratio for ~ ; in other words, a high value for TILL'

LL
Thus, if only geometrical considerations \-"ere taken into account,
there was a grave risk that ship yards would build ships whose
superstructures were not strong enough.

He pointed out further that hoth formulae included volumes:
water-ballast in the first, and holds in the second; and both
contained the term displacement. It was therefore solely for
practical and not doctrinal reasons that the French delegation
advocated the first formula.

r1r. ENDO (Japro1) said that his delegation still stood by
the principle that the new net tonnage figures should be as close
as possible to the old ones, and it therefore preferred the second
of the proposed formulae.

r1r. GUPTA (India) pointed out that, with the first formula,
th~re was a risk that the volume of the water-ballast would be
deducted even vlhen the latter was non-existent, as in the case
of a fUlly-loaded ore carrier. The working group should
therefore provide for a reasonable limit of deductible water­
ballast to avoid any such anomaly.

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) stressed the importance of th~

vote about to be taken, as the success of the Conference would
be jeopardized if the Committee did not find a compromise
solution.



- 11 -

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.19

Nr. rWRRAY srUTH (UK), agreeing, said that was vThy his
delegation, though more in favour of the first formula, would
vote for the second one, which seemed to have greater support,

on the understro1dingthat the working group would m~{e a more

detailed study of the factor ~, which would doubtless enable
LL

it to find a satisfactory solution.

}tt. PROHASKA (DelLillark} pointed out to the Indian representative

that the problem concerning water-ballast vU1ich he had mentioned
would apply to the second formula too, but in neither case could
the deduction for water-ballast exceed 50 per cent,if a minimum.
limit for net tonnage were fixed at 30 per cent of the gross
tonnage.

Mr. KELLY (USA) e~~lained that the working group had not
t~~en that limit into account in its calculations but had been
able to establish to what ships it would apply.

ftIr. ROC~UEr'lOnT (France) said that~ contrary to that view
maintained by several delegations, it was not certain that the
second formula would produce results closer to the present
figures than the first; in fact no calculation had yet been
made with the corrective ~ ; and the working group had frankly

LL
admitted that the results of its calculations were questionable,
as they had only been based 011 a sm.all number of ships iilhi'ch
did not include certain types of 'ships at all.

1tlhichever formula Here chosen, it \Vas likely that the standard
deviations ,!ould, at best, be in the region of 8 per cerit, which

would in any event entail different treatment for eXisting

ships and neH ships.
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Moreover, since both formulae entailed the measurement of
volume and displacement, the main thing was to choose the
simpler of the two. In cargo ships, the volume of the holds

increased with that of the ship, which was itself proportional

to the displacement; it could therefore be said that:

Vc = K :x: DLL
In that case, the first part of the second formula would become:

DNT = A x K x DLL x
]5LL

or simplified:

NT = A x Ie x D

In other words, net tonnage would be the product of the displace­
ment and the coefficient AK. The two formulae were therefore
eqUivalent, but the first was much simpler.

If the second formula were adopted,
would reserve its position in regard to
had been defined by the working group.

~tr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) supported the view expressed by the
representatives of South Africa and the United Kingdom, and
thought the Committee should make ffi1 immediate choice between

the two formulae in order to leave enough time for the
calculation of the most appropriate coefficient.

The determination of net tonnage on the basis of volume of
cargo seemed to be a reasonable formula ~n1ich would be acceptable
to many countries, ffild the Swedish delegation would therefore
support the compromise solution.

r·tr. r1URPh~ (USA) stressed that the reason why the working
group had not yet produced definitive studies was that it had
been trying to resolve all the points raised by the various
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delegations. Nevertheless j the formulae before the Committee
",ere adequate t,o enable it to take a a.ecision~ anel the United
States delegation would vote for the formula based on volume.

The CHAIIDlA.E called on the Committee to decide between the
two formulae.

At the reJLue?t of Mr. de JONG (Netherlm1dsj a rOlf-call vote
VTaS taken.

The CHAIlli\~J~ asked mem~ers to indicate individually the
formula for which they were voting.

Polan<t, hav.}.ng been drawn by lot by the Ch~rm811t v.Jas
s::alled upon to vot_8 first. The l"esult of the vote ,,·;as as
follows:

In favour of the first formula: Poland, Portugal, Spain,
United Arab Republic, Venezuela, Argentina, Belgi~un, Brazil,
France and Kuvlai t.

In favour of the second formul~: South Africa, Sweden,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, United states of lunerica, YugoslaVia,
Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Czechoslovalcia, Denmark,
Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, Ghana, Gleece, India,
Ireland, Israel, Ite..ly, Japan, Liberia, J:.1exico, Few Zealand,
lJigeria, Norvlay and Phi1ippines.

Abstentions: Netherlands.

The second formula was ad~ted by 27 votes tola with
1 abstention.

The CHAIm,~T reminded members that, in order to enable the
working group to continue its study of the fornula which had

SNOlldll:J:)S30 VZVld

"SSf!rl7-=l 6U1sn lOt noA )lUBllj
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passenger term should be calculated on the basis of the volume
of passenger space or of the number of passengers. The question

"ms the subject of a note by Denmark (nVCmm/C~2/VvP.30).

He thought he '\IlaS right in saying that the formula based
on the number of passengers would produce a slightly greater
scatter but would have the advantage of being infinitely simpler.

Nu
m
apply

The Committee decided by 32 votes to one that the passenEer

~erm should be calculated on the basis of numb~.

The CHAIRllAN said he ".]'QuId also like the Committee to decide
whether the coefficient to be applied to the number of passengers
should be so calculated that the line representing the passenger
term in the graph would rml below the najority of the points
representing ships; if so, virtually no passenger ship would
have its net tor.u~age increased, with the exception of ferries
and United states ships.

Mr. lIURPHY (USA) agreed that in that respect his country's
rules differed from most other regulations. The adoption of
the solution suggested by the Cha~rman therefore seemed to him
reasonable, and he Vlould abstain if the question were put to

the vote.

J:.1r. lro~"lAY mUTE (UTe) pointed out that the graph il1
T11/CONF/e. 2tdJ? 30 had been prepared on the basis of a limi tE::d
selection of passenger ships and that the question called for
greater reflection because, if the line in question were too
low down on the gra~h. it might encourage port authorities to
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increase their dues. He accordingly proposed that the decision
be deferred tUltil the next ill8eting.

T1r. GUPTA (I~l(3.ia) supported that p:/:'oposal.

It _'V:!.?:.!LP.0 decided.

the working
of the gross

The OHAIRrUlH asked the Oommittee whether it considered
that a minimum net tonnage should be fixed in order to obviate

any abus6s made possible by the factor E---. If so, he thought
LL

information supplied by
be fixed at 30 per cent

that in the light of the
group, the minimum could
tonnage.

~~. OHRISTIAlTSEN (norway) said he would prefer 25 per cent.

l1r. de J ong (Netherlands) was afraid that aJ.1.y such limit
would penalize shelter-deck sl1.lps.

T1r. lTIJRRP.Y mUTE (mn ~ supported by r.Tr. GUPTA (India) ~

expressed the view that if the limit 1tTere fixed at less than
30 per cent, the levying authorities might be led to calculate
their dues on other, even less fali-ourable bases.

TIT. PROEA,SXA (Denmark) sha:ced that vie',v; which he 8V:PPOJ:'ted
\vith figures relating to passenger ships.

The OHAIm~lN proposed that a minimum net tonnage value
be fixeQ, calculated on the basis of gross tonnage.

That proposal was adopted unanimously.

~~. ERIKSSON (Sweden) thought that the percentage in
relation to gross tonnage should be fixed on the basis of the
coefficient to be determined by the \Torking group.
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11r. de JOl\TG (Netherlands) thought the percentage should
vary according to the size of the shipy as the lower net tonnage
limit ought to be higher for big ships than for small ones.

The CHAIID1AN proposed that the matter be referred to the
working group.

It was so decided.

The m~eting r9..§..EL at 12.35 p.m.


