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AGENDA ITE!'1 1 - ELECTION OF THE CHAIR1VIAN AND VICE-CHAIREAN
OF THE COIIMITTEE

Mr. DUBCHAK (USSR) proposed that Mr. Spinelli (Italy) should
be elected Chairman of the Technical Committee. His energy and
his specialized knowledge of the questions the Committee was to
study would contribute to the success of the Committee's work.

Mr. CUNNINGHMl (USA) and Mr. SATO (Japan) warmly supported
that proposal.

Mr. Spinelli was elected Chairman of the Technical Committee
by acclamation.

Mr. Spinelli took the chair,

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) proposed Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden),
a distinguished engineer, for the office of Vice-Chairman of the
Committee.

Mr. GUPTA (India) and Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) whole-heartedly
supported that proposal.

Mr. Ericss~n was elected Vice-Chairman of the Committee
by acclamation.

AGENDA ITEM 2 - ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (TM/CONF/C.2/l)

The agenda was adopted.

AGENDA ITEM 3 - CONSIDERATION OF MA~TERS AS INSTRUCTED
BY THE CONFER~NCE (TM/CONF/WP.3; TM/CONF/6 and 7;
TM/CONF/9/Add.l)

. -". ~_.! -" - :, '. . '
The CHAIRNAN recalled that the Conference had given

precise·instructions to· the Committee (TM/CONF/WP.3). The
analysis of the two p~oposals r~ferred·to it must be very
general and the discussion mvst be restricted to questions of
substance and· prcoctical .application. He invited the French
.' ~ , .'

representative to introduce Proposal C, with partiCUlar ~eference

to the question of the two parameters •.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l



4

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) outlined the basic
by which the authors of Proposal C (TM/CONFj6) had

The proposal envisaged a system which could be to
all ships, whatever their type,regardlessof developments
shipbuilding. It laid ' stress' on the fUturerathertharrOn
continuity with the past" although it was eminently suitable
effecting the transition from the present system.

It classified a ship, like any normal object, by its
volume and weigJ1t;.i.e. by two independent parameters. It

considered each individual ship as a whole, made no provlrlon
f'lT exemptions in the calculation of the volume andexpi'essed
the weight, or mass, by the displacement to a given load line.
In that connexion, it should be hoted that the JVIoorsom method
could not use displacement, as the load line had only been
defined by a convention sincel930.

Proposal C avoided the disadvantages of the tonnage mark
and exempted spaces, and took account of the interests of
shipowners. fis great simplicity ~lso se~med to meet the wishes
of the International Association of Ports and Harbors. The
use of displacement would enable all ships - and not bnly
those having a complete second deck - to benefit from
reductions according to their cargo.

It had the advantage of'allowing for fair competition in
the shipping industry, thanks to a system 'Of allocating dues
that was as just as possible. It did not affect the safety
of the ship, it enabled the parameters to be calculated at
the design stage, and it would be readily adaptable to,the
future evolution of shipbuilding. Its many advantages seemed
to have been widely recognized. The variant proposed by

TM/CONP/C.2/SR.l
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Denmark, which took displacement as the only criterion, also
had many advantages.

The French delegation was nf the opInIon that the decision
whether or not to adopt the parameter of displacement was (me
of the essential questions to be solved (TM/CONF/WP.2) ,
expecially as it had been agreed that the proposed Convention
should not embody 'the concept of dual tonnage, as related to
the tonnage mark (TM/CONF/WP.3).

At the invitation of the CHAlilltWJ, Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway)
in1roduced his delegation's propnsal (TM/CONF/9/Add.l). He
explained that it retained the old volumetric measurements
expressed by gross and net tonnage so as to ensure continuity
in tonnage'measurement, to avoid disorganizing the shipping
industry and to create a system wllich could be applied to all
ships in as short a time as possible. It eliminated the
definitions of exempted, deducted and completely open spaces,
which had led to so many difficulties in the past, whereas
Prnposal C provided for a definition of open spaces.

A clear distinction should ,be made between the "values" ­
gross and net tonnage -, and the "parameters" on which they were
calculated.

As for the tonnage,mark system, shelter-deck ships could
get on without it as they had done in the past.

The Norwegian delegation sincerely hoped that the
Committee would be able to reach a,com]?romise acceptable
to all.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l



.... 6 -

, '

The CHAIRMAN agreed thEitit wouldbeusefultomake
a distinction between the pararneters( such as volume
displacement ,volume nf6ergo space anc1deadweight) and
the values (gross and net tonnage) obtained from them.

Mr.CUNNHJGHAJ'1 (USA) stressed another essential
element in the Norwegian Proposal which had 'induced many
delegations to 'support it: net tonnage was calculated
by direct measurement of cargo space: Water':ballast
spaces were thus indirectly but entirely deducted. That
deduction was the condition Which the United stateS had
insisted on if it was to agree to give up exemption of
those spaces in the calculation of gross tonnage. It
was part ofa compromise on a matter which had so far
been one of the main obstacles to the adoption of a
universal system.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) introduced the Danish
variant of Proposal C (tJ:M!CONF!7). It was a simple system
comprising only five regulations and one parameter,
displacement. To' enable values nearerto,present tonnages
to be obtained, the Danish delegption had agreed to express
the parameter in tons of 2 cubic metres and not of 100 cubic
feet as it had originally proposed. Calculations which
had been made for 483 ships belonging to fifteen states
Members of IMCO had shown that the choice of that
parameter would cause no more disturbance than the other
proposals. On the contrary, it appeared that volumetric
tonnage gave rise to greater disparities between the
different types of ship. It was impossible to avoid
entirely penalizing one or other type, but it was essential
to devise as fair a system as possible.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.l
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Perhaps a compromise should be sought. The Norwegian
Proposal was also relatively simple; in calculating gross
tonnage, the parameter V+H (TM/OONF/9/Add.l, page 6,
Regulation 4) could be replaced by displacement with a
modification of the coefficient. The displacement envisaged
by the Danish Proposal might also be corrected by a
conversion factor taking into account the volume of
passenger space. The concept of total volume also deserved
close study. But it was more complex than displacement
and that was a disadvantage in a period of rationalization.
More0ver, it was liable to tempt shipowners to reduce crew
space to a minimum.

Finally, if the Oommittee considered it necessary to
retain tW0 tonnages, it would be p0ssible to calculate both
of them from the displacement by multiplying it by a different
conversion factor. Several solutions could, then, be
envisaged.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that two main trends
of opinion emerged from the discussion and considered that,
rather than try to impose either of them, it would be better
to seek to bring them together by extracting the best features
from each proposal.

One should begin by taking account of what was already
in eXistence, namely, the present values of gross and net
tonnages, without forgetting the values used for the purposes
of the canals.

Perhaps it would be better to concentrate on the concept
of gross tonnage by eliminating at once Proposals A and B
and endeavouring to clarify the definition of the second deck.
With that object one might, for instance, retain the notion
of "underdeck tonnage", as defined in the Norwegian Proposal
and, with that as a starting-point envisage the possibility of.
taking displacement, if necessary corrected by a coefficient,
as the parameter.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.l
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The problems should be taken one after another and,. to

start with,perhaps an endeavour could be made to simplify<the

Norwegian proposal.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) wondered whether, in regard to
the measurement of volumes, the Norwegian system Was in

fact better than the system adopted in Proposal C. Both

those proposals made use of a volumetric parameter but the

Norwegian delegation claimed that its formula was better since
it required no definition of open spaces. The French
delegation did not share that view. In point of fact, when

one spoke of "measuring" a ship, that obviously meant
measurement of its internal volumes so that a definition of the
surface separating the outer and inner parts was required.
That was what Proposal C did by defining in the clearest way

possible the spaces which were completely open. The
Norwegian Proposal said, in particular, that the volume of
passenger spaces above deck had to be measured. But in
that case what was to be done for spaces which could be
considered, according to circumstances, either as open spaces
or as closed spaces, unless a definition of completely open
spaces was arrived at?

It should moreover be stressed that Proposal C also was
a compromise between the views of those who were in favour
of measuring by volume and those who preferred to measure

by displacement, and the success it had already encountered
in the course of the discussions which had taken place showed
that it was an acceptable compromise.

Mr. CHRISTI;\NSEN (Norway) explained that the
Norwegian Proposal was designed to determine gross tonnage
by measuring the total moulded volume of the ship (with a

coefficient which took account of the volume of the

superstructures and adding to it the volume of passenger spaces,

TM/co~F/c.2/sR.l
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but that the methods of calculation which would make it
possible to arrive at that result had not yet been worked
out in detail.

What mattered was that the conversion factors used should
be calculated in such a way that the new parameters remained
as close as possible to the existing values. It was
moreover essential to take account of all the spaces located
above the tonnage deck, not only in the interests of safety
but also for reasons of a social nature. In that connexion
it would doubtless be necessary to define more precisely what
was meant by passenger spaces, but those were matters of
detail which would have to be examined at a later stage.

Basically, the Norwegian delegation wished to see gross
tonnage expressed by a volumetric parameter and wished the old
unit of one register ton, equivalent to 100 cubic feet, to be
retained.

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the discussion, said that
four parameters had clearly emerged, namely, three for the
calculation of gross tonnage: the total volume in sea
water (Proposal C), displacement in sea water to the water
plane (Proposal C) and the volume below deck together with the
passenger spaces above deck (Norwegian Proposal), and one for
the calculation of net tonnage, namely, the volume of the
cargo spaces below deck only, together with the volume of
the passenger spaces above and below deck (Norwegian Proposal).

In addition, the Netherlands representative had suggested
that an endeavour should be made to simplify the parameters
proposed by Norway and the representative of Denmark had shown
how that could be done.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l
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JVIr .1rIILSON" (UK) said that his delegation was in fa:\four of
. . ."

Prop0sal C, on the one hand, because it was becollingobviousthat
the.parameters currently in use were not working<satisfaci;orily
al1d, on the other hand, because the eXisting concepts of gross
tonnage and net tonnage had· been debased to such a point that
they had come to have practically no meaning. It was absolutely
necessary to approach the problem in a new spirit and to determine
what exactly the functions nf the new parameter or parameters to
be adopted should be.

The United Kingdom delegation considered, for its part,
that such a parameter should first of all express the overall size
of the ship. That function was of very great importance to many
users (in particular, in regard to national and international
regulations, statistics and so forth) end the new parameter must
give a real idea of the true size of the ship. It was also
essential that that parameter should exnress the carrying capacity
of a ship since the present notion of net tonnage which had been
meant to serve that purpnse had been greatly debased. Indeed,
when the JVIoorsom system had been introduced all that was sought
was to measure the volume of the spaces intended for carrying.
cargo, which as a general rule meant a single hold. The types
of cargo themselves had been very simple: it was mostly a case of
bulk cargoes which rarely exceeded the. 100 cubic foot "ton". . At
the present time the very wide variety of cargo carried by s.ea
had led to increasingly complexaYfdever improving ship designs
for which the existing values were no longer. appropriate.

From that si<andpoint, Proposal C seemed tobe·acceptable,
even though it was unfortunate that the Conference was taking place
at a time when ship design was in course of being completely

TJVI!OONFjO.2!$R.l
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revolutionized 2nd when it was difficult to foresee what
the ships of the future v!ould be. The volumetric p"rameter
defined in proposal C could 8):press the ship's size satisfactorily
without influencing future desi~n. There was no doubt that
volumetric tonnage was e modern 2nd contemporary concept. On
the other hand, for measuring the carrying capacity of p ship,
displpcement would be a satisfactory parameter and would prove
to be very useful for ports.

It was true, as some delegations h2d stressed, that there
was no relationshi) between displacement and net tonnage but
there was no reason 'illy there should be. Those two notions
could be brou~ht together only by the use of coefficients and
it had to be admitted that the abusive utilization of
coefficients h~d for years been rIlCD I S besettin:i .sin. It 1:lould,
moreover, be impossible to find a coefficient 8p:;:Jlica.ble to
all tyr-es of ships apart from the fact that, for th0 seme ship,
condi tions could chanve 8ccordine:;, for eX2S1]Jle, to \/hether
it was carrying cargo or paC'sengers.

As the representative of France h~~ seid, displacement
htcd the sdvanta;:e of not peno.li7,ing shil~S \7hich carried light
but bulky cargo as comjJared with those which carried high­
density cargo.

As for the lTorwegicm Proposal the first point to be
noted wC's that it was e;r,phetically not true that the
calculetion of volume was a long and difficult process. In
practice, so far as the volume of ell the under-deck spaces
was concerned, hydrostatic ccIculations were made in the ship­
yprds for their own purposes and were therefore !'lre8dy
available. As for the volume above deck, it could usually be
calculated easily. From thet point of vie1v, the Norwegian
Proposal hqd advantages over Proposal B. In regard to super­
structures, however, it was to be feared that the Norwegian

TI·jCDNF/C.2/SR.l
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Proposal would have disastrous effects on ship design,by

encouraging shipowners and naval architects to build ships

from whose tonnage it would be possible to exclude almost all

tween-deck spaces. Furthermore, it was essential to define

passenger spaces with the utmost care, as the countless

attempts which had been made to do so in the past had always

come up against the difficulty of deciding when a passenger

space was or was not a genuine passenger space. All in all,
the Norwegian Proposal was too close to the eXisting system,

which had grave drawbacks for small vessels.

As for net tonnage, the Norwegian Proposal repeated the
principles of Proposal B, in which the definition of cargo

spaces was entirely inadequate. Under the terms of that

definition, small vessels carrying high-density cargoes would

enjoy considerable advantages over those carrying light but

bulky cargoes. It would also become possible to exclude

certain compartments in large container ships, thereby making

it impossible to measure such ships properly. As for crew

spaces, it should be borne in mind that the minimum standards

laid down in the Conventions were always complied with
generously and that no shipowner would dream of jforegoing ~n

opportunity to improve those spaces for fear of increasing
his tonnage.

Mr. tel' HAAR (Netherlands), who illustrated his remarks

by means of ~ diagram, said he would like to know what effect
the Norwegian Proposals would have on the net tonnage of

certain ships as at present built for the carriage of cargoes
such as meat and fruit from the Netherlands to Great Britain.

CONF/C.2/SR.I
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said he would be glad to deal
with that question privately with the representative of the
Netherlands.

Recalling Mr. Wilson's statement, he said he had noted
sever21 points of detail which called for comments on his part,
more particularly with regard to conversion factors, the
special difficulties with regard to small ships, the need to
avoid penalizing shipowners who wished to give their crews
better accommodation, the importance of superstructures and so
forth. However, he did not wish to dwell unduly on such
details over which the discussion might easily get bogged down.
The immediate requirement was to define parameters, which was
another way of saying to agree on what should go into tonnage
measurement certificates. Afterwards the time would come tn
determine the method to be employed for those calCUlations.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) approved of Mr. Christiansen's
remarks and suggested that the Committee should first turn
its attention to gross tonnage.

His delegation wished to enter at once its reservations
concerning the "under-deck tonnage" concept embodied in the
Norwegian Prnposal. It would prefer to substitute displacement
for it.

IiII'. CUNNINGHAIVj (USA) endorsed the Netherlands Proposal
and wished the Committee to deal first with gross tonnage
questions.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that when he had spoken before, he
had not felt he should limit his remarks to gross tonnage
questions. He had attempted to point out the obstacles in

the way of a definition of acceptable parameters, to explain

TM/C Cl\fP/C. 2/SR.l
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his delegati,on! s view and to make known its objections to
the Norwegi~~ Froposa1. For the time being, he would merely
arnplifyhisprevious remarks by saying that he believed the
gross tonnages obtained by usinc the methods adopted in
systenl Cto be every bit as close to existing tOl1nage values
as those which would be arrived at under other systems,with
the possible exoeption of vessels in which there was a
considerable amount of excluded volume. He added that his
delegation had no ob,jection. to the conversion factors, provided
they could be appli.ed to all types of ships.

IVir. PHOHASKA (Denmark) presented a table drawn up on the
basis of figures sent to nmo by 15 countries, showing the
relationship of the proposed gross tonnage to the eXisting
gross tonnage, under the various proposals which had been made,
for different types of cargo vessel:

Proposal B Proposal C Danish Norwegian
(volumetric amendment proposal
tonnage) (di sp12.ce-

ment
un~ts of
2m

C (dry cargo
carriers) 0.97 1.10 1.06 0.87
B (bulk cargo
carriers) 1.03 0.98 0.86 1.Cl
T (are carriers) 1.01 0.95 0.97 1.00
R (refrigerator
ships) 0.90 1.07 0.86 0.90
Q (ships with
raised quarter
decks) 1.08 1.08 1.04 0.71

He pninted out that no matter which pr0posal Was adopted,
the new system would cause upheavals and that 0bviOu.slyan
effort must be made to find the formula producing the least
possible distortion. We had already drawn the Norwegian
delegation's attention to the fact that its proposal would give
srnall ships an undue advantage. It should perhaps be corrected
on that point, or else small ships could be temporarilY exclu.ded
from the applioation of the new system •

. 2/SR.l
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The reason why Denmark had proposed the use of displacement
as the sole parameter was that that country had noted that
displacement while, much easier to calculate than volume, also
gave results every bit as good as did other criteria.

It should also be noted that the figures given represented
averages for the different categories of vessels. Within each
category there might be considerable scatter. For instance
when the Norwegian proposal was applied to refrigerator ships
(average ratio: G.90), it gave ratios which varied from 0.40
to 1.25. Shipowners would of course take advantage of that
scatter, which could not be avoided and which might, in certain
circumstances, make it necessary temp0rarily to maintain
eXisting tonnages.

At all events it was essential to reduce "vertical scatter"
and the wisest course would appear to be to choose the simplest
possible solution.

Replying to a query from,Mr. ~;URRAY SMITH (UK), who
pointed out that the figures did not entirely correspond to
those worked out for British ships, he added to his table the
following figures for passenger ships:

Pr0posal B Proposal C Danish Norwegian
amendment proposal

Passenger
vessels 0.94 1.00 0.49 0.95

llJixed
cargoes 0.97 0.99 0.67 0.97

Ferries 0.93 1.27 0.52 0.95

This second table gave better ratios with reference to
Pr0posal C than the Danish amendment, even though there still
remained considerable scatter for each type. It had been
thought that the very low t0~nages arrived at on the basis of

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l
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displacement alcne might prove tc be acceptable, having regard
tbthespeC1alterms acccrded to that particular type of ship
which was badly hit by ccmpetition from air transport. They
could be corrected, however, by the addition ofa supplementary
coefficient nr sUpplementary criteria, such as passenger spaces,
number of passengers - possibly with a separate count for
cabin passengers.

Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden) said that the figures given by
Mr. Prohaska were of interest, but above all in regard tn
eXisting ships.

Mr. ROQUEMONT (France) said that the big advantage of
the table was that it showed that, nC) matter what system was
chosen, there would be changes - although he thought that, in
the circumstances, the word "upheaval" was an overstatement.
The participants at the present Cnnference were at all events
united in the desire to see vessels flying different flags
treated in the same way in the same ports. That goal, fair
competition, was a feature of all the international conventions
concluded under IMCO's auspices, and one towards which all
would aim, no matter what system were adopted. When the
question was apprnached in that spirit, the choice of system
became almost a secondary matter. The main point was to work
for the adoption of a simple system which could be uniformly
applied.

The CHAIR~illN reverted to the suggestion of the Netherlands
delegation which had been supported by the delegation of the
United States and accordingly propnsed that the Committee should
devote its next meeting to a consideratinn nf grnss tonnage
questions. Over the week-end, delegations might reflectcn
the ideas put forward in the course of the initial discussion
and check their validity mathematically; in that. way the
Committee would be in a p0sition to consider practicalprnposals
early in the following week.

It W8.s.so decided.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.l
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The OHAIID1AN recalled the factors which had been suggested
for the definition of grlJss tonnage, namely, the volume belnw
the tnnnage deck, the volume of the passenger spaces abnve
deck (Norwegian Prnposal), the total volume of the ship,
displacement (Proposal 0) - those parameters having been
proposed separately nr in combinatinn.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) drew the Onmmittee's attention
to the formula proposed by his delegation which was set ('ut
on page 38 of document TM/CONF/3. That formula in which use
was made only of displacement and volume yielded gross tonnage
values which were very close to the present values irrespective
nf the type of ship. The variation nf factor "q" conduced to
the maximum use being made of displacement for open-shelter-deck
ships and of volume for cllJsed shelter-deck ships.

The meeting rose at 5.30 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l
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AGENDA ITEM 3 - OONSI])ERAnON OF MATTERS AS· INSTRUCTED BY THE
OONFERENOE (TM!OONF!WP.3; TM!OONF!3,
TM!OONF!6; TM!OONF!7; TM!OONF!9!Add.l) (continued)

The OHAIRP1AN reminded the Committee th~t it had to decide on
the gross tonnage parameters to be submitted to the plenary
meeting of the Conference on 3 June .. One solution proposed was
the adoption of a single parameter~ whereas others were based on
a combination of two parameters, under-deCk volume in register
tons and the volume of above-deck passenger spaces (proposal by
Norway), the ship's total volume, and displacement (Proposal C).
The Netherlands delegation had proposed a method which, by
applying a coefficient "!].", would allow for maximum use of
displacement in the case of open shelter-deckers and of volume.
for closed shelter-deckers.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) thought the parameters could be put
into two categories: on the one hand, those considering the
volume of the ship as a whole, that is to say, displacement,
number of passengers and, taking the broadest possible view, the
volume of passenger spaces; on the other hand, those considering
only part of the ship. The socond category would give rise to
difficulties of applic2.tion and interpretation. His delegation
therefore advocated the choice of unequivocal parameters, namely
total volume and load displacement.

Mr .. GRUNER (Finl::md) noted that if certified displacement
were considered to.be equal to tho sum of tho ship's light
displacement and del"'cdweight tonnage, the first and third values
were variablas and the second a constant. That method of
calculation might, if it were in their interest to do so,
encourage shipowners to increase their deadweight tonnage - a
variable ~while the light displacement remained constant.

TM!CONF!O.2!SR.2
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Conversely, owners wanting a lower deadweight tonnage would be

penalized by inclusion of the light displacement in the

certification. The formula was thus somewhat unfair and that
was why Finland had suggested that only the ship's deadweight

tonnage should be certified.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) stressed that gross tonnage was the

criterion recognized both in international conventions and
regulations and in national legislative and administrative
provisions. Hence it should not be too difficult for the

Committee to arrive at a definition acceptable to all

delegations.

Norway's Proposal and Proposal C, both being based on the

ship's volume, came near to the principles which his delegation
considered essential. However, he did not think that the second
parameter should be displacement, which was a variable, but a
net tonnage value representing a fraction of the total volume

which would be the first parameter. He also felt that Norway's
Proposal would be more satisfactory if the gross tonnage
expressed the total volume of all closed spaces. If the

Committee incorporated in that Proposal certain elements of
Proposal C, which the Soviet Union, for its part, favoured, it

would be very close to reaching a decision.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) did not think tb,at the adoption of
displacement as a parameter would be likely to penalize small

ships, as the Finnish representative seemed to fear, .for port.
authorities could levy dues which were not calculated in exact

ratio to the grosstonnage~

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.2
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The representative of the Soviet Unioh suggested the
adoption of a second parameter which. would be a fraCtion of the
total volume, the lattpr being thefirstpar8llleter~ Mr. Prohaska
pointed out that, if a country wished to take the total volume
into ac6ount, it could.insert provisions to this effect in its
domestic legislation. In regard to port dues·, practice had
changed over the years: at the beginning of the century, net
tonnage had still been the generally accepted basis of
calculation, but the current practice of some· port authorities
waS to adopt gross tonnage.· The Conference should eliminate
the concept of net tonnageand.thesystem of dual tonnage from
the text of the Convention .and establish a value .whichwould .
correspond to an exact definition of the ship, that is to sny;
the· certified displac~ment.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway)agreea with the ~epresentiJ.tive of
the Soviet Union that the gross tonnage should·expross a volume
but emphasized the need· to apply a conversion factor .

. Mr. HUNNICH (Federal Rep~blic of Germa~y) . said that, in
his opinion, the total volume eouid be combined with the volulne
up to the load li~e With a·conversion fClctor to rGlate the·
values ·obtained to· existing gross tonnages.

Mr. GRUNIJR (Finlancl) sai\1 he was not thinking only in terms
of iarge ships. Port Authorities were not keen on using a
sliding scale i .they prefEJrred a single figure for the·
ca:lculation of harbour dues. Under the Finnish Proposal, it
was the certified deadweight tonnage which would serve CIS the
basis for tho calculation of dues.
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Mr; CUNNINGHAM (USA) agreed with the cOmments of the Norwegian
representativeconcerningtheshelter-'deck. 'l'hitherto,port
authorities in different countries had su.ceeededin solving their
problem by takihggross tonnage as the basis but with due regard
to econoinic considerations. In 1960, at the tiine of the
Conference on Safety of Life at Sea, the shelter-deck had
presented a problem because the aiin had been to improve the safety
of ships. Governments could have proposed the closing of the
shelter-deck but they had not done so. Between 1961 and 1969'
IMCO had been engaged on the task of finding a sDlution which
wOuld make it possible to increase the safety of ships while
maintaining their economic viability. Now a new formula was
proposed although Ii ttle was known of the laws and regulations
in force in the different countries. There was a risk of
arriving ata solution which could be prejudicial to certain types
of ships. The Conference must remember that it was dealing with
two existing factors, namely, the shelter-deck and gross tonnage,
which, from the economic standpoint, were of great importance to
many countries. The total volume would be an entirely new
formula unless it were qualified by an appropriate conversion
factor. Any decision to exclude the shelter-deck concept might
be prejudicial to a great many countries. It was impossible to

. o~ake an arbitrary decision on the SUbject and a compromise must be
found. If it were decided to abolish the tonnage mark, it was
questionable how far that decision would be applied. Shipowners
would be guided by economic considerations and only those who
would gain some advantage from the change would request the
alterati0n of their tonnage. It seemed essential t at the
shelter-deck concept should be taken into consideration.
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Mr. UGLAND (Norway) fully approved the remarks made by the
United States representative. That was why Norway had submitted
a compromise solution. The shelter-deck concept was very
important to the future of shipping.

As for the concept of displacement, there was no doubt that
if it were applied some ships would be seriously penalized and it
was very important that ships should not be penalized for
increasing their safety. The question of ballast also raised a
problem. Everyone agreed that a ship was often more seaworthy
if it was ballasted. Why, then, should this factor be eliminated
and ships penalized in future if they required ballast? That was
what would hap~en under Proposal C.

It was also important to preserve the register ton of 100
cubic feet as a unit. Norway had attempted to find a solution
along those lines. Under the Norwegian proposal it would be
possible to obtain a tonnage very close to the present tonnage of
standard international vessels. There might perhaps be some
difficulties in regard to small vessels, but a solution to that
problem'could no doubt be found. The Norwegian proposal would .
also make 'it possible to fix the tonnage of a vessel in the early
stages of its construction, which could not be done under the
displacement system because it was difficult to establish the
total volume of all the superstructures at the beginning, since a
vessel always underwent modifiCations right up to the moment of
its final completion.

The United States representative had raised the problem of
the shelter-deck. That was a difficult problem which must not
be further complicated. Moreover, as the displacement system
was very different from the system currently in use, a long
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transitional period would have to be allowed, during which the
authorities would have to operate two different systems. side by
side. It would be better to find a method which could be brought
into operation as quickly as possible. Finally, the French
proposal took no account of the shelter-deck concept. If the
Conference decided to set up a new system of tonnage measurement,
it must do it in such a way as to avoid creating new difficulties
in the future. A solution must therefore be found which was not
too far removed from the present system.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that the shelter-deck question

gave rise to many problems, and a solution must be found for it.
He felt tl1at whatever system was chosen, tonnage must not depend
on the construction of the vessel and the number of decks.
Tonnage represented n0 more than 7 to 23 per cent of the dues
paid by vessels in ports.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) shared the view of the United States
representative in regard to the shelter-deck question. He also
considered that tonnage should not depend on the 'tween~deck

spaces, and it was clear that those spaces were not taken into
account in the concept of displacement. A slight variation in
port dues might represent a considerable loss fora shipowner.

In spite of what the representative of Norway had .said, the
displacement could be determined ,when the :'first plans for the
ship were drawn up.. It h3.d been said that the concept of
displacement would lead to figures different from the present ones.
But from the figures which he had submitted the day before, it
would be seen that the difference was insignificant.
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Mr. GRUNER (Finland) said that it was important to choose a
system-which would suit not only existing ships,but also ships to
be constructed in the futur~. The Netherlands pr6posal merited
consideration. The problems raised by smaller ships would have
to be studied separately. ,-

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) stressed the need to find a compromise
formula. In March 1963 the United. States had agreed, in a
spirit of compromise and in order to make progress towards a

h_ , • ~ >

universal system, to abandon the concept of water ballast.
Everybody must make concessions.

Mr. UGLAND (Norway) pointed out that delays occurred in
shipconstruction.because the positinn.of the lnad line was not
known. It would-be possible to abandon the concept of the second
deck by preserving the shelter-deck concept. The difference in
costs as between closed and open shelter-decks might be as much as
10,000 dollars during a voyage of four to five months. For a
shipowner with ten or a dozen ships that could represent a
sUbstadial sum.

~IT. MUENCH (Israel) said he had listened with. interest to the
arguments put forward by the various delegations and he was still
convinced that displacement was the test parameter for calcul-ating
gross tonnage. 'It was a simple formula which solved'most of the
problems involved. The Committee would have to decide 'whether
displacement should be certified -or whether it'could change
frequently. '. 'AfoTnmla would have to be found which would take
the interests of the owners and the port authorities into account.
According to the formulasubmi tted by Mr. _Prohaska.:- there was
nothing to suggest that displacement would give , figures very
different from the ",present ones _except in the (lase of passenger
vessels •. In order.to meet that diffi(lulty,he would propose a
new formula.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.2



- 10 -

The r{ESIDENT stressed the need to find a compromise
formula which would be approved by all.

Mr. MUENCH: (Israel) suggested that gross.tonnage could be

calculated according to the formula:

GT =

or
where Ii

a
P

,b

Ii + P.b
a
a +P.b

is the displacement
is a general coefficient,which might be 2'
is the volume of passenger space
is the coeffieient proposed by Norway in
Document TllljOONF!9jAJ.d..l· .

Mr. GUPTA (India) said he was. pleased to note that all
representatives had agreed that the shelter~deck prolJlem must be
solved, wha.tever p8rameters were chosen. The important thing,
in his view, was to provide adequate safeguards to obviate any
manipulations by owners. As far as India was concerned,
displacement was the best parameter.

11r. SOLDA (Italy) supported the Israeli proposal..

Mr. ROOQUE110NT (Frande) supported the formula proposed by
Israel. In his view,. it ought to meet the ~ishes of those
delegations which had insisted that the parameter to replace gross
tonnage should make allowance for vessels carrying light cargoes,

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) said his delegation might perhaps be
able to accept the Israeli formula,.but it must first study the
proposal. It would have to enter certain reservations,
particularly in regard to shelter-decks. and the complications
which might :result from a.variable .tonnage. It would also be
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difficult to find a formula for defining the second deck.
Mnreover, the United States wished to keep the concept of the
shelter-deck. The Israeli proposal might perhaps serve as a
basis for a compromise.

Mr. SAGARA (Japan) said he could not support tho Israeli
formula. His delegation did not much like the concept of
displacement and, in addition, a volumetric coefficient had been
used for the passenger spaces.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel), replying to the remarks made by the
United States representative, said that calculations carried out,
in cubic metres, on a dozen ships of the convGrtible shelter-deck
type, using the system based on half the displacement, had given
variations nf from 10 to 20 per cent nn the tonnages obtained
under the present system. More thorough stUdies, particularly if
carried out with computers, would no doubt be useful, but it seemed
likely that they would· confirm the results already obtained. Since
a compromise was essential, it would be advisable to accept a
formula slightly less favourable to vessels of the shelter-deck
type if that would make it possible to solve all the other
difficulties and, in particular, to get round the prnblem of
defining the seco nd deck.

The objection raised by the Japanese delegation was a valid
one, though not insurmnuntable. Perhaps the vnlumetric cnefficient
could be replaced by one which would assign a certain space +,n
every berthed passenger.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) pointed out that the Israeli formula
was not consistent, because displacement was measured by weight
and passenger space by volume. To nvercome that difficulty, the
formula might either be written as a =~~ 3-7 or displacement
volume might be used, thus giving a non-dimensional formula.
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said he did not fevour system

bilsed on displacement ('mdhe thereforeessocittted himself with

the criticisms meds by the representative of Japan. He recalled

that the system put forward by his delegationtookaccouhtof

the volume to the upper deck, ignoring the superstructures.

Th".t volUme could be calcul;o.ted in the eClrly sto,ges of the

design of the vessel. The method based on. total volume would

give distinctly higher tonnages. As for the shelter-deck type

of vessel, the problem of the second deck wes indeed a

difficult one; it might perhaps be solved by the use.of the

imPcgihcry w3.torline 2,dvoei'tedby the Soviet delegcotion. But

the problem of where to put it would still have to be solved.

Mr. OVERGAAW (Netherlc.mls)thou!2'ht it "las the duty of the

Conference to e'.dopt ;; simple, stri'.ightforw"rd'lnd equitable

system. If it was not prepored toc.ecC}lt v~rictions of

around 20 to 30 per cent o.s comps-red with the re,'ml ts

obt8.ined under the existing system, it might ".S \vc.ll givG up

the whole 8.ttempt. '[he Isr;;.eJi propoEnl W2.S ho',vever liable

to pen21ize Dutch passenger ships. In view of the competition

b'.,tween so::: r..nd air trc:nsport, it .was import'1.nt ·to freili telte

the t~.sk of shipowners.

Mr. PROW'SFA (Denmark) regrettud the fp.et th2t· the

Isr 0 .eli pro~oosal WetS ex"rcsspd in cubic metres where'1.s tons

were normally used. But,in ffCct the ton:n obt 0 ined W28

b'lsed on the dLspl?cement volumo of the ship. Thus weight

Rnd velume wore not used jointly and the objections to the

Israeli proposal were without found2.tion.
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, With regard to ships of the shelter-deck type, the speaker
agreed with the comments of the United States representative.
1'.1 t,lOugh less favourable, .the new propnsal still left them some
advantage. Calculations made on a few Danish ships conflrmed
deviations of between 10 and 20 per cent obtained in Israel.
In regard to the cnmmeht by the representative of the Netherlands
a comparison of propnsed gross tonnages and eXisting gross
tonnages carried out by the Danish delegation (TM/CONF/C.2/HP.1)
was of interest .Ihereas the coefficients calculated for six
types of cargo ships were around 1.0, the values relating to
passenger ships obtained by applying the Danish propnsal were
0.49, 0.67 and 0.52 respectively. If they seemed unacceptable,
a cnefficient relating to passenger spaces or to the number of
passengers could p0ssibly be added to the formula, on a basis
of 5 tons per passenger with berth and half a ton per passenger
without berth. In any event, it would be sufficient to decide
that Pb should represent the number of passengers and not the
spaces allocated to them.

Mr. MURRAY-SMITH (UK) held the same views as the
representatives of Denmark and the Netherlands. The 6 factor
in the Israeli formula could represent volume rather than weight
and should thus be acceptable to the Japanese delegation. One

"" .,

of the advantages of the system based on displacement Was that
it was suitable for dual-purpnse ships. Too much importance
should not be attached to the problem of shelter-deck ships,
for in the case of new ships that problem no longer existed.
The fears expressed by the Netherlands with regard to passenger
ships were not unfounded, but those fears could perhaps be
dispelled by the use of the coefficient which the Danish
representative had suggested.
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Mr. GUPTA (India) explained that there were a great
humber of Indian ships engaged primarily iriunberthedpassenger
transport. He could therefore not take a decision on the
Israeli prop0sal before it had been examined more thoroughly.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) pcintedout that passenger ships
accounted for a mere 5 per cent of world shipping. Moreover,
since they generally plied regular routes, there should be no
difficulty in drawing up individual agreements. The choice
between volume and mass was likewise only of secondary importance.
For its part, his delegation would prefer the use of mass, for
when a ship went from salt water to fresh water, the displacement
volume was, in fact, alt8red whereas the mass remained unchanged.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) observed that the introduction of a
passenger coefficient into the formula penalized no-one; being
a constant, it would enable shipowners to provide all the
passenger space they wished.

The CHAI~jAN invited delegations to submit at the afternoon
meeting any further compromise proposals they might wish to
formulate.

The meeting rose at 12.35 p.m.
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Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) reiterated his delegation's
suggestinn put fnrward at the second meeting of the Technical
Oommittee for a means of calculating the gross tnnnage nf a ship
by calculating the volume of the whole body and mUltiplying
by a conversion factor allowing fnr crew, navigatinn and similar
spaces but omitting passenger spaces. For calculatinn purposes,
an imaginary line could be taken at eighty-five per cent of the
depth of the ship, instead of using a real constructed second
deck as a load line. The underdeck tonnage for, say, an open
shelterdecker could then be cr1culc-ted "nd the conversion
factor applied. To avoid confusion, tlie ship would have to be
a110v,led 8 maximum dr8ught 9nd only one f1inimum dreught, and

would have to chanGe its 108d line certificate and, tonnage
measuren,ent certificate at the same time, wi thin tine limi ts
to be settled by the Oommittee.

~!r. BONN (Oan2da) observed thi't while he did not doubt
the feasibility of using dis~12cement as " parameter for Gross
tonnage measurement, some shi'c's could nevertheless ]lave a
number of tonnages to suit the density of the cargo. He did not
believe that owners would hesitate to change the tonnpge
registration of their ships bec2use of the complexity of the
procecure: tonnage certific2tes could certainly be mailed to
consulates in the major ports at short notice. There was a
danger, however, that since the existence of two tonnage
measurements was currently causing confusion, the possibility
of incre"sing th2t number could only make matters ,,'orse.

r1r. SJ\G~RA (Ji',pnn), in response to a request made by the
French delegation, explained thnt his delegetion did not agree
wi th the use of the concept of displacement 9S 8, system of
tonnage measure~ent bec~use it believed th8t the gross tonnage
WAS a system for indic"tinf! the size of '" ship but not its
e8rning capacity. Proposal 0, however, did not embody the
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concept of e~rning c~.TJacity. If the cl8pth~.nd size of ship

wereintrocluccd into meo.l3uX'OJllent, some cohfusion\1ould be

cC\used, since displ'..cement v~.ried vii th then0tuX'e of the cnrgo

(md many ships were multi-pur)Jose cn.rriers"

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Frrenc c), in reply, firstly te Hr. SAGARA

(Japan) s8id th"t while a ship could cert",inly hreve several

displacements, it wC\s obviously in the interosts of. the

shipowner to USe it at the highest' v8.lue~,uthorizcd. He pointed

out that em open shclterdock shirl with ? r8lp.tivoly light cargo

could h"vG a permanently low dr'lUght, envis8g8d in its final

design. The clE'ssificntion societies use tn,bles to compute the

sc?ntlings, . the structural ch"r~cteristics of the princip",l

p"rts of the ship 8,ndwould not w~nt thp,t system to be ch~nged.

He considered, therefore, th"t it wo.s no use detGrmining the

draught.if the ship could, on tho b"sisof its structure and

0ssigned lon.d line, heve 8. higher dr"ught. His deleg.'l.tion took

displacement to correspond to the lond line allocnted to the

ship and .considered th"t the load line could possibly be placed

0,t [) lower levol th~n thn,t laid dovm in the 1966 Convention.

On the question of de'1.dlinos nnd the tiL18 to ol2pse botweon

issu2,nce of tho two ccrtific".tes, the dolc:gntion belicved that

that could bo less than six months with the provision, of

course, th"t Elship sheuld not chccnge its displ~,cel1lent

registration bGtwGon successive stnges of a single voy~ge. It

h8d been said th2.t if p ship h2.d P. low disjilacomcnt, cort"in

port 0,uthori tios WOUld. believe it 1.18d a thooretically higher

one, which should be liecd. He felt, however, that if the ship

weI'" ~dcgu."tely designod its disploccmcnt would be P maximum,

bec'luso if the m"ximum freebocTd werc not dGtonnined from

geometric",l considorations, tho minimum freobon.rd would,.,nywCi.y

h2vo to moet tho roqui.remcnts of the c18ssific2.tion societies.
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His d'eleg2tion could not "gree with the C"n"dicm

suggestion that there should be two displccemonts, a high

2nd" low. A ship m,king'sLvGrol successive voy~ges with

the S nfJ1C displncem:l?nt ceuld be adegu"tcly clclssifiod by that

vn.lue; it should thus be possiblo for coch ship to hC'.ve a

single displi'.cement "\TId c. single certificate st,.,ting it,

wi th strict rules applied to ensure th"'.t the tOllll2.ges were

chC'llged as infrequently as possible.

Mr. UGLj\.ND (ITnrwCly) protested thRt shipownors did not

nE;cess'1rily usc their ships tn full drcmght 9 open' sholtcr­

deckers,. for inst'1nco, needed to run with vory little

draught with R vE-ry light c."rgo. He did nOt ".gr8c "i th thE)

French propos".l to ch"nge tho tonn8.ge very infrequently since

th'1t wOEld do pw"y with the s}181 terdeck principl0 which it

he'd been agrc.od to keep. He pointed out, furthermore, thrt

if "ship·h"d m"ny differcmt tOl1l1ccge' cortific~t0s it would

be a very difficult situ"tion for the port ~uthoritics.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel), in roply to the point made by

rIr. SAGl'HA (Je.pan) on the: eorni.ng cC'.p2city of n ship, soid

that Proposal C intended to provide i' n~r~TIeter on which

gross tonn8.ge could be b8.8cd 2.l1d oould not thorofare 18~,d

to A.ny oonfusion. The formula put forward by his deleg~tion

w~ s aim8c1 "t giving '). figure. f;oirly close to t h0 gross

tonnage, but close ::"lso to thl' displ-'ce'lil'nt for most ships,

displnccmc,nt vmuld thus plry the role ourrently

occupied by gross tonn~.ge.•
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Furthermnre, he wondered hov!,if gross tonnage was tn
represent the size of the ship, that size could vary \Vith the

dead\Veight; H would seem that an clement of earning capacity

\Vas being re-introduced into the displacement measurement.

In conclusion, he nbserved that the Proposal made by

Mr. Christiansen (Norway) to calculate one of the two values
tn the waterline, was exactly in accordance with the wishes of
the Israel delegation.

Mr. de JONG(Netherlands) said that his delegation could

accept the formula put forward by the Israeli delegation
as a basis for discussion but considered that the displacement

value to be v.sed should be the actual displacement of the ship,
in most cases the maximum displacement in accordance with the

freeboard. So far it had not been made cloar which of the two

displacement values - fnr close or "pen shelter-deck
conditions - was to be used.

He also believed that owners
their ship's tonnage frequently;

would be sufficient.

should not be able to change
a limitation of one year

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark), replying tn the delegation

of the Netherlands on the definition of delta (11) in the
fnrmula, explained that in a closed shelter-deck condition

the displacement of the load line mark should correspond to
that position, and that of the ship in an npen condition should

correspond to the freeboard measured from the second deck.

On the SUbject of the possibility of changing the tonnage,

he pointed out that it would render impossible the open/closed
shelter-deck system, the advantages of which had already been
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agreed upon •... Owners' should be allowed to change . the freeboard
mark and could be relied upon not to dn sotr)') frequently so
there seemed no need to impnse limitations;. the system could
be left as it was.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT(France), nn the matter of convertible
shelter-deckers, suggested that either, if a displacement
parameter were chosen, there could be two displacement values
depending on the load. condt tion of the .ship, i. e •. the ship could
, .' .

have a high displacement qn.theoutward journey and a low one
on its. return. He. wished to keep the open shelter-decker concept,
with the possibility nf conversion as well, whether a volume or
a weight parameter were finally adopted, but believed that the
port authorities did not want many changes of the tonnage value,
nor too flexible a tonnage measurement system.

Nr. . JONG (Netherlands) said that the Committee should be
careful not to adapt a conventinn which would not be acceptable
to the ports and other interested parties.' He invited delegates
also to study during the weekend the Netherlands fnrmula
on page 38 nf TM/CONF/3 and to make comparative calculations.

Net Tonnage

Nr. CUNNINGHAM (United states of America) maintained that
a simple f')rmula for approximating net tonnage should equate it
to the grnss tonnage minus' the water ballast space, all multiplied
by a coeffici~nt' n;t l)essthan a certain percentage (fnr example
25 to 35 per cent)' of the grNis tonnage, so that in rio case
could the net tonnage arrive at a zernor near zero value.
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The CHAIR}~N considered that the proposal put forward
by Mr. Cunningham (USA) could be expressed in the following

formulae:

Net = K( L\ + Pb~V)a ,
Net ;-. K(~~' Pb)

where K stands for the coefficient 'and V for the water ballast

spaces.

~r. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) considered that once cargo spaces
had been defined in some way, the volumes of the cargo spaces

should be, measured and bona fide water ballast spaces not
included. Referring to the Norwegian proposal that all cargo
spaces above the,uppermost <leek should in all cases be exempted,
he explained that it was intended that real cargo spaces would be
included in the gross tonnage for closed shelter-deck ships and
exempted for open ones. He agreed that some provision should be
made to ensure that the net, tonnage was not less than a certain
percentage of the gross tonnage but stipul'lted that the latter
should be in volumetric units ,to avoid confusion in existing
ships.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) commented that since most
'delegations seemed to prefer that both gross and net tonnage
measurements be kept, some modification of the United States

prop6sal could be acceptable. Firstly, he believed that the
passenger space term should be the same in both gross and net

tonnage and, secondly, it was not correct simply to deduct the
water ballast term. The Oommittee had to aim "t obtaining net

tonnage figures in the neighbourhood of existing ones; he
suggested that the displacement and passenger term multiplied by
a coefficient of around 0.2 to 0.25 would give a simple figure

of the right value.
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Mr. GRUNER (Finland) observed that his delegation proposed
use of the deadweight instead of the net tonnage as a basis
for calculating dues and drew attention to the tables on the
last page of TliI/CCNF/3/Add.5. The deadweight corresponded
very closely tn eXisting net tonnages for cargo ships if
multiplied by a fact"r of 0.375.

Mr. IVIURRAY Sj'~ITH (United Kingdom) "bserved that since there
was no gre.at value in subtracting water ballast spaces, so that
the net tonnage would be simply a percentage of the gross, there
seemed no relevance in keeping the concept nf net tonnage at all.

Mr. CUNNINGHAN (USA) maintained that if the formula selected
was to apply to cargo ships, there was need to introduce some
factor to covcrwater.ballast space.

As to the suggestion that only one tonnage, the gross tonnage,
be provided, he feared that .such a develnpmcnt would entail upward
adjustment of port dues by every port in the world. He accordingly
considered that the two tonnages should be maintained.

Mr. RCCQUEIvIONT (France) said that on the question of water
ballast fact'lr, he asso·dated himself fully with the stand taken
by Denmark and the United Kingdom. To introduoe water ballast into
the tonnage measurement fr,rmula would cnmplicate matters and open
the way to fraudulent practices, unless detailed requirements fnr
manhole diameter, etc. were laid down.

S~oondly, .he agreed fully with the United Kingdom on the
question of a second parameter. If; as he hoped, the Committee
decided to accept the compr0mise formula suggested by Israel for
the measurement of gross tonnage, the Convention could be confined
to that parameter. As to the fear expressed by the United States
regarding rises in port dues; he himself thought that port
auth'lrities would probably thank the Conference for taking that
line; i.e. laying down a single parameter on which to levy dues
on ships.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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Nr. MURRAY SMITH (United Kingdom) said he had been gning

to reply to the United States in much the same te:rrnsas :E'rance.

He would take the opportunity to make it clear that the United

Kingdom was not necessarily fully in agreement With the

compromise proposal on gross tonnage measurement which was to be

considered over the weekend.

He drew attention to a paper submitted by the United

Kingdom (TN/CONF/C.2/WP.2); its purpose was purely to help

delegations lacking comp~ter facilities in their consideratinn

of the comprnmise proposal, by indicating in graphic form the
relationship between the Danish amendment to Proposal C and

eXisting gross tonnages in respect of some 150 ships.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said that the second parameter, net
tonnage, was the basis in many countries for aetermining port

dues, which in turn had a bearing on the earning capacity of
ships. Therefore, his delegation could not accept displacement
as a basis for the parameter in that it had no linear dependence.

In the past, calculations had been made in his country with a

view to determining whether there existed a function close tr a

linear function between displacement and net tonnage and had
found ~uite considerable variation between the two (of the order

of 0.16-8.36). If it was now desired to adopt a parameter of
the kind as a basis of fair distribution of earnings for all
types of ship, certain substantial adjustments should be made.

He would take the opportunity to refer to the question of
gross tonnage. The use of displacement as the basic parameter

involved features that would penalize shipowners planning to

improve safety of naVigation from the technical standpoint. He
cited, as an example, the strengthening of a ship against ice

TM/CONF/O.2/SR.)
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condi tions Such strengthening was of great importance from the
safety standpoint for ships habitually plying in icy waters; and
the proposed new net tonnage' formule, w~uld undoubtedly militate
against such action; thus reducing safety ·at sea:~. Secondly,
navigation was becoming faster and faster and all would recognize
that high speed also. entailed more mechanical equipment of a
costly type, adding to deadweight.' Nucle8T powered ships would
also be penalized becauSe of·theweight of the collision
protection reqUired. With advances in shipping, the world was
looking forward to thetimewhen·theuse of liquid fuel in ships
would be completely dispensed with and unclean :fuel would be
used. Lastly, it was di:f:ficult to ,risualiz e. displacement as
the basis. for calculating net tonnage in the case of certain new
types o:f ship that were now c,oming into use. His delegation
would accordingly prefer the slightly more complex proposal set
out in TM/CONF/9/Add.1.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed wit:h the Soviet view
that the use ·of displacement in calculating the gross tonnage
WOUld. penalize ice-strengthened ships. Strengthening of the
kind was covered by national regulations and the matter o:f
importance :for the shipowner was the first cost of the. additional
strengthening and .not any modest increase. in tonnage that might

.. resul t •. ' Again, he would take issue on. the. question of nuclear­
powered ships ,.forthe:weight of the heavy smelding for the
atomic.,reactor waf;lllothigh 'as. compared, with the weight .q:f fuel

. . .' " . '. '., "" .,' .'
oil i.e. conventional ships.

The .essential was to. arrive at a simple .:formula that would
provide tonnage figures not too,. far aJt.lay£rom .the presynt
:figures and displacement WOUld, in his opinion, be the best
parameter for that purpose.

TM/CONF/C. 2/SR. 3
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Mr, UGLAND (Norway) endorsed the comments made by the Soviet
Un.ion. The:i.mpo:rtant aspe.cts to which he· had drawn attention
should be given due consideration.

The·discussion showed that there was need to clear up some
matters of principle. He had understood that there had been
more or less general agreement in Plenary on the inclusion of
two parameters, gross tonnage and net tonnage. His delegation
took the view that the two parameters should be derived from
different sources; Le. if gross tonnage was to be measured on t.'-'"
basis of displacement, the net tonnage should be calculated on
cargo space volume.

Lastly, there was need to lay down in principle that
anything done to improve the safety of a ship should not add
extra expense for the shipowner.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that for a long time past
shipowners had been concerned to keep their ships as light in
weight as possible, because weight was costly to displace. It
was an immutable physical law that propulsion power was a
growing function of speed and lleight of ship; and everyone was
aware that each useless ton was costly throughout the whole
lifetime of a ship, the more so as it meant higher port dues.
Hut many other instances might validly be cited where weight
had to be added toa ship for speoial purposes, as, for. instance,
the case of ships operating in tropical waters which had to
have greater ventiiation facilities or air-conditioning plant.

Mr. WILSON (United Kingdom) thought there was need for the
Committee to keep its feet firmly on the ground. An owner built
a ship for a specific purpose, a particular trade or function.

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.3



- 13-

If the trade happened to be in northern European waters, the ship,
to be operated, had to have ice strengthening; and if in tropical
waters, air-conditioning. Those facilities were not added
specifically for safety purp0ses but merely to enable the ship to
operate in those waters. Safety was taken care of by government
regulations and international conventions so that the owner had no

. choice in regard to the installation of safety precautions, The
same applied to crew accomm"da·tion but in general a higher standard
had to be maintained in order to obtain crews.

All those matters were essential so that it was a false
precept to speak of "penalizing" the shipowner. A nuclear­
powered ship was not penalized in displacement or deadweight
because the extra shielding was offset by not having to carry
oil fuel. Moreover, the accommodation on a lUxury liner was not
provided simply to give the greatest comfort but to attract custom,
enabling a profit to be made on operation.

Mr. GRU1~R (Finland) pointed out that the Finnish shipowner
had no choice in the matter of ide-strengthening, as, without it,
ships would have to be laid-up for three to five months each
winter. Nor was the object of such strengthening simply to be
able to operate at a profit: it was necessary to keep the
country going. It was true that ships operating in tropical
waters required air-conditioning installations. In that
connexion, he would point out that one Finnish shipping line
operated between Finland and South America and accordingly
required both air-conditioning and ice-strengthening.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out to the representative
of Denmark that insurance premiums in shipping were based on the
statistics of the complete fleet, and had nothing to do with
strengthening or otherwise. Finnish ships plying to other parts

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.3
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of Europe or to the United states ha.tl.to pa.yhigherdutiesthan
shipping lines starting in more clement waters. It wastru.e

that nu.clear-powered ships were saved the weight of oil fuel but
they had to have many nther weight ... adding items peculiar to such

ships alone.

Those considerations were, however, irrelevant. The point

at issue was whether an nwner should be penalized for increasing

safety precautions and his delegation was emphatically against
such a contingency.

The United Kingdom representative had spoken of ships being
designed for a speCial purpose. Norwegian shipping had to be

ready to trade anywhere in the world. Indeed, special design
was the exception rather than the rule.

In many cases, shipnwners included safety precautinns going
beyond the minimum requirements laid down; his point was that they

should not be penalized for so doing.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) said that the shipowner's

concern was obviously to have a ship that would be profitable on
the trade route for which it was to be used. He might even,if
necessary, require ice strengthening in excess. of regulations of

the classification societies. Increase in tonnage was a
relatively minor matter, amounting only to about I per cent of
the initial outlay on a ship. The Committee should concentrate

on a simple formula and avoid discussion on minor details.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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Mr. PRIVJ"LOl: (U'JoR) said that there was no point in
discussinG ice 'strengthening or air c'ondi tioning, or their
respective implications, though in his opinion they would
penalise shipo~TIers. It was the principle that was imp0rtant.

~1r. GRUNLR (Finland) said that ice strengthening was
very important for ships using Finnish harbours in winter.
Ships without ice-strengthening paid higher fees per net
registered ton. Ships built to Finnish ice standards paid
no dues; but a ship ~ whatever its class -that was not capable
of going through ice would have to be towed by an ice-breaker at
very high fees. In his opinion the displacement rule was not
satisfactory; the deadweight rule would be simpler and easier.

Dr. f1Ui.NCH (Israel) said th2t over the years the tonnage
rules had come to embody provisions concerning crew comfort,
safety of ships and prevention of oil pollution, which should
really be provided for in other regulc"tions or instruments. The
existing tonnage regul"tions were liable to have adverse effects
on nf,val architecture bec8use they contained too many definitions.

The CHAIc~jlAI asked if he 1IiaS correct in understanding
that the U:",jR was in favour of the Norwegian proposal in
T]VJ/CONF/9/Add.1 as far as net tonnage was concerned.

Mr. PRIVAI,01'; (US;:,R) concurred. He also said th2t his
dele6ation saw no 'linear connexion between the Norwegian
proposal and earlier proposals.

The CHAIEJlAN, summing up, said that' there were four main
,trends in the discussion: net tonnage as a function of
displacement;' net tonnage 'as a' function of displacement with
correction for water ballast and a limitation of minimum net
tonnage; net tonnage as a function of volume; Mr. Gruner
added net tonnage should be a function of deadweight.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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Dr .!'W=:,rWH (LTael) asked the Norwegian delegate what
effect would have the addition of cargo volume above the deck
on the tonnage deck.

The CHAIRlvJJUr asked also the NOJ:'Vlegian delegate with respect
to the sketch on the blackboard whether for open and closed
shelter-deckers the same figures would apply.

Mr. CmU,,,IIANSEj\r (Norway), replying to questions by
Dr. Muench (Israel) and the CHAIF(NAN, said that according to
his proposal the cargo space above the uppermost deck would be
exempted in all cases, for open and closed shelter-deckers, as a
result of the provisions of Assembly Resolution A48 (III).
According to the suggestion in his sketch, whereby the cargo
space below the imaginary line would be net tonnage and
passenger space would be added, it might be necessary to define
cargo space. He did not mean that the open deck was cargo space:
he had never envisaged deck cargo as cargo for the purposes of
net tonnage.

The CHAII~~A2 said he understood that in closed conditions,
·to avoid the problem of an additional deck for tonnage purposes,
the net tonnage would be the total volume of cargo plUS the
volume for passengers. In open de.ck conditions the net tonnage
would comprise all cargo space below a line corresponding to
85 per cent of the depth, plus passenger space.

~Ir. CHRISTIAHSEF (Norway) concurred.

Mr. PRIV.;LON (USSR), in reply to a question by the CHAIR1'IAN,
said that the Norwegian representative's explanation would provide
a good basis for discussion of net tonnage because it took
shelter-deck ships into account.

TfiI/CONFIc. 2/sR.3
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Mr .v,-ILSOH (UK) asked whether the imaginaTy line of 85 per
cent depth in the Norwegian proposal could apply to a ship
whether or not it had a second deck: in other words, to a tanker.

Mr. CHRISTIANSLN (Norway) replied in the affirmative,
although he doubted whether it would pay tankers to use the
imaginary line. He would prefer to retain the old shelter­
deck idea.

Mr. CUNNHTGHAll (USA) said he assumed that if the second
deck were eliminated there would still be load line control as
prop0sed in TM/CONF/9/Add.1. As regards what the United Kingdom
representative said he doubted if it would be used by tankers
because they would have to lose an unnecessary amount of
deadweight.

Mr. B:DLI, (UK) understood load lines were being assigned
from an imaginary deck line; but under the Load Line Convention
there had to be a deck.

The CHAIiJlIAN said that as he understood it, the load line
mark should be at or belnw the imaginary line for the purpnse
of calculating net tonnage. The prnvisions of the Load Line
Convention should not preclude the imaginary line.

~1r. CHRISJ'IA]i,SEIi (NorltTaY), in reply to questions by the
CHAIdlAN, Professor PROHASKA (Denmark), Dr. MUENCH (Israel) and
Mr. CUNNINGHAM (US>'), said that he had not invented the imaginary
line. He h2d suggested it to overcome the difficulty over the
second deck. His proposal reverted to the operation of shelter­
deckers before the existence of the International Tonnage Mark
Scheme; it applied to open and closed shelter deck ships. He
would endeavour to prepare a further paper, although the

information was all contained in TYl/CONF/9/Add.1.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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AGE:FDA nEl'! 3 - CONSIDERATION OF hATT~RS AS INSTRUCTED BY THE
CONFCREITCE (Tll/CONF/WP.3; TJVI/COFF/6, Corr.l
Mm Add.l; Tl;jCOJF/9/Add.l; TI;jCOFF/C.2/WP.5
AFD Corr.l ArD WP.6) (continued) .

The CHAIRlJ}\lT sU 17ges te d that repre s entatives should confine
themselves to new points arising out of reflection on .the
previous meeting's discussion and should not repeat arguments
already advanced. He invited attention to two new 110te8
submitted by Norway on the deternination of tonnage for open
and closed shelterdeck ships independent of a definition of a
second deck (TM/C0l'1F/C.2/WP.5 and WP.6).

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) introduced the two documents which
were concerned .. with the net tonnage and. the. gross tonnage con­
cepts respectively. He drew attention to a correction to
document TI~/CONF/C.2!WP. 5; the end of the second line of the
opening paragraph shoulcJ read; '.' ••• document T!VI/COFF/9/Add.1 is".

The CHAIRl:AN; i.n reply to a question fr.om Mr. PRIVALON
(U;:;SR) , . said that he had had in mind that the COi!ll,nittee should
first hear from any members. who might have additional informa­
tion on the gross tonnage or net tonl1Ftge concepts. He would
then try to ascertain, by an informal show of hands, whether
there was a majority in favour of two figures or of one figure
being inserted on the ship's certificate; or of a system
permitting a reduction in gross and net tonnage for both old
and new ships, when the draught was reduced to a certain limit,
or in accordance with actual draught. If it was found that the
Committee was in favour of continuing the shelterdeck practice
for new ships, the next point to consider would be whether it
would be necessary actually to build a deck or not. After the
preliminary discussion and the informal decision, the Committee
could go into the question more deeply and see if it could
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reach agreement on which tonnage parameters to recommend to the

plenary meeting as being most likely to gain support.

IJlr. GRUNR (Finland) proposed that the Committee should

discuss his proposal for deadweight as a par8:li,eter, in which

case he would like to introduce it.

Mr. ULLMAN (Sweden), expressing the views particularly of

port authorities, said that the Committee might be moving in the

wrong direction. He recalled a statement made in the report of

the Sixth Biennial Conference of the International Association of

Ports and Harbors (IAPH) in Melbourne in March 1969 and repeated

by the representative of the Panama Canal Compa.ny, to the effect
that.the tonnage measurement system was supposed to serve two

purposes. The first, and most important, wassiz.e limits in
safety, manning and similar provisions. The second was to form

a basis for shipping dues including towing, piloting and other
charges. The first purpose seemed to be causing some difficulty

to members of the Committee. Dues and charges varied acoording
to many different factors, but many of the proposals submitted
seemed designed to favour a special type or special types and
sizes of ship.

As to the opinion of the Swedish port authorities - which
was shared by many other dues-collecting organizati_ons - he said

that any dues-collecting authority would reply in the same way as
the Panama Canal COmpany representative vn,o had said that the

Company would decide its action on a new tonnage measurement
system when it knew what that system was. Port authorities all

over the world were ''1ai ting for the new system and hoping that the

Conference would produce a really useful one. It was essential
for the Conference to bear in mind that the new system would be

useful only if it provided reasonably accurate information on

Th/COI~F/C.2/SR. 4
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the magnitude of ships of various types and sizes: a system
which perrni tted exemptions or deductions would not be useful.
Experience with the tonnage mark had made port authorities more
knowledgeable about tonnage measurement and aware of such
matters as exempted cargo space. If the result of the Conference
was a system with a variety of exemptions and deductions ­
concealed or otherwise - its work would have been in vain, for
port authorities would not use the system.

The purpose of a universal tonnage measurement system was
not to favour special groups of ships. If such favouring had
any economic justification it would be provided for by competition
between ports.

Mr. WILLIAMS (Australia), endorsing the views of the Swedish
representative, said that the Australian port authorities had
supported the resolution adopted at Melbourne by the International

·Association of Ports and Harbors (TM/CONF/12). Prior to the
Conference they had expressed the wish fora single figure only
for tonnage dues, to represent the true size of the ship,
especially as regards services to be used and paid for by the
shipowner. They had also said that they were not prepared to
accept a system with exempt spaces and imaginary, decks: although
all but two of the Australian States used tonnage mark figures
as they were intended to be used, they could. not guarantee to do, , " ..' .. ' -.,

so in the future. He suggested that the Committee should agree
to C1. single figure -which could. be eros s - to. represent the
relative sizes of ships, the port authorities had said that
if the Conf.erence decided. on one figure they would adjust dues
accordingly. He did not think that they would necessarily
raise their rates - as. feared by the United states representative:

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4
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that would depend on the relatiohshipbetween new and old

figures. He doubted the practical value of a second figure ­
the "net" figure - since it depended on exemptions and imaginary

lines.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) said that if two parameters - gross

tonnage and net tonnage measurement - were used, they could not
both vary according to freeboard: the size of shelterdeck

spaces would have to be measured accurately. Moreover, from
the finffi1cial, economic and operational point of view, there

would be a discrepancy if both varied according to freeboard.

With a variable parameter, it would be difficult to ascertain
the size of ships which did not depend on freeboard.

If there were to be two parameters, one could be variable,

but the gross tonnage should be fixed.

Mr.ROCQUEMONT (France) shared the concern of the previous
speaker. At the previous meeting it had seemed that some repre­

sentatives hoped that a ship could have a strong and a weak value
in the same parameter to replace net tonnage and gross tonnage.

Some representatives wanted the ship to have two measurement
values: peak and lowest. The IAPH resolution was a serious

warning on what would happen if shiDS reached ports with varying
values. The port authorities would notice variations in the

tonnage of the same ship; they would accuse the Conference of
covertly reviving the International Tonnage Mark scheme and

would want to recognize oDlythehighest 'value. Those repre­

sentatives did not say clearly if they wanted international
regulations concerning safety and crew conditions to be applied.

If they wanted a change in the ship's tonnage value, they were
acting dangerously in advocating a high and a lo,,! figure.

TH/CONF/C.2/SR.4
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The French delegation had always maintained that a ships
tonnage should be as constant as possible. Under the present
suggestion a ship might change its characterfrequ.entlyor even
overnight.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) said that he strongly agreed with the
previous speakers. After carefully considering the proposals
made at the previous meeting,his delegation had come to the
c'Jnclusionthat theOommittee was in difficulty because it was
trying to perpetuate the concept of open shelterdeck space. In
discussions prior to the Conference, his delegation had had to
b.e.ar in mind the view of certain national interests that there
was some validity in retaining the open shelterdeck space
concept. After taking into account all the relevant
considerations, the United Kingdom shipowners generally had
decided tht'.t there was no point ,in respect of new ships ,in
retaining the shelterdeck exempted space concept, although for
existing ships it would have to be retained for a period.

Anotter member of his delegation would speak, on behalf of
the shipowners, on the need or otherwise to retain the
shelterdeck concept.

Mr. BOtTON (UK) s8.id that the shipowners considered that
the position of existing ships must be maintained fora
reasonable period. The tonnage of new ships was another matter:
the shipowners must know the Conference's decisions before
building new ships. It was essential, therefore, to see that
the position of existing ships was preserved and a reasonable
time given for them to run out their life; and to obtain a
new, re!'tSonable and logical system -which meant measuring the
size of the ship and not pretending that certain spaces existed.
All ships should be measured alike throughout the world: then
it would not matter What the measurement was because all would
competefairl;V. The Oonferencew0uld have failed if it ended

TWCONF!C.2!SR.4
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without producing a systernbasedon meiJ.suring the size of the

ship.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) said that his delegation's concern
from the outset had been to protect the United states shipping

economies. It considered that there should be gross and net

tonnages, which should be as close as possible, and that any

attempt to change to one number - whether it were higher or

lower - would cause upheaval and disruption. He did not

agree with the Australian represent&tive that a single figure

would not necessarily result in higher port charges. A lower

figure would give the ports smaller numerical basis and rates

would have. to be raised; a higher figure would give them an
advantage but they were most unlikely to reduce their rates.

The Internaticnal Tonnage llhrk system was much more stable.

The US delegation considered that a tonnage system was
needed, and as soon as possible, which meant a system with two

numbers. Gross and net tonnage should be as close as possible.

It recognized that some change was inevitable but it need not
be overwhelming.

Mr. PRIVAI,ON (USSR) said that his delegation had given
o.bjective consideration to the proposals made at the previous

meeting. The proposal by the Israel representative gave

less satisfactory results than Proposal C, perhaps beca.use

there. was no lineex relationship bGtween gross tonnage
measurGmGnt and displacement. None of thG proposals offered

a real solution or a re8.1 tonnage. HG wondered why the
CornmittGewesconsidering new proposels when the Plenary

Meeting had not asked it to do so. The proposals circulated

before the. Conference offered better possibilities.
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His delegati0n had also considered the displacement
parameter but felt that it was unsatisfactory because of the
inconsistent value of displacement.

According to document TM/OONF/IO, port dues were levied
on the basis of net tonnage which had been, and should continue
to be, the carrying capacity feature. Hence, there sheJUld be a
parameter connected with cargo and passenger spaces rather than
an abstract notion of spaces. But it would not be logical to
speak of net tonnage used for other purposes. Perhaps a third
parameter w:os needed.

It was a wise idea to consider the advice of the canal and
port authorities. The International Association of Ports and
Harbors had asked for a scheme not based on draught but on
constant parameters found in a ship's register. Oonsideration
of displa.cement as a parameter went counter to the wishes of
the IAPH. The displacement parameter w~s no new idea: it had
been tried for the first time in 1891 and suggested again in
1911, 1913, 1931 and at other times•. If it was such a simple
idea as some seemed to think, Why had it not been adopted?
Perhaps it conflicted with safety requirements at sea and the
improvement of seamen's living conditions.

He recalled that Mr. Rocquemont in his paper "Where matters
stand on the Eve of the International Oonference on Tonnage·
Measurement"expressed the opinion that the ports themselves
would develop a second coefficient for size of ships. The
tonnage parameter should, in any cass., be real and concrete
rather than abstract; his delegation, for one, firmly advocated
the use of volume measurement.

He went on to point out that although the TechJiical OOlllluittee
had received a very clear and comprehensive mandate (TM/OONF/V~.3)

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.4
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to discuss Proposal C (TM/CONF/6) and the Norwegian Proposal

(TM/CONF/9/Add.l) it had nevertheless spent much time

considering other possibilities and hedso far failed to find a
compromise solution incorporating the most important aspects

of the two basic proposals.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stated that in order to avoid

confusion in the ports his delegation firmly believed that two
figures, namely gross and net tonnage, should be featured in the

tonnage certificate, that those values on the new system should
be close to the eXisting ones and be brought into force as soon

as possible. He also considered that tonnage was a measurement
of volume and that it was immaterial which parameter was used to

arrive at the volume value so long as it gave a number, such
as the size of the ship, to be used for safety purposes,
manning, etc. Furthermore, as the Soviet Uliion delegation had

pointed out, a second parameter was needed to indicate the
carriage capacity of the ship, the twc parameters being strictly

independent of each other. On the subject of the history of
the displacement concept referred to by the Soviet delegation,

he recalled that in the hearings before the Sub-Co~~ittee on

Panama Canal of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
(US House of Representatives, Ninetieth Congress, 1967) it had
been concluded that displacement could not be used as a measure
of ship size.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) said he understood that the
Committee at its third meeting had reached agreement on a
formula for gross tonnage containing one term proportional to

the displacement and one depending on passenger space or on
passenger number; his delegation believed that a second term

was indeed necessary but that it \"as premature to state exactly
what that should be.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4
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He observed that the USSR representative had mistakenly
cited the Danish delegati~n as believing that displacement could
not be used as a criterion; on the contrary, his delegation
had always advocated it as the preferred parameter. Contrary
to criticisms which had been levelled at it, displacement had
the advantage of being the first and the simplest parameter to
be determined in the design of a ship and, according to the Danish
definition given in TM/CONF/7, the displacement measured to the
summer load line as defined by the 1966 Load Line Convention, it
was a fixed value which did not vary from day to day for anyone
ship. Furthermore, there was no basis for the belief that the
displacement parameter gave a~y incentive to shipowners to
provide insufficient living space for seamen.

Under the 1966 Convention a ship could have two different
displacements according to the load line mark; the British
shipowners had deemed it unnecessary to extend that scheme to new
ships whereas ~ther ovmers, especially those operating ships on
long voyages with very heavy cargoes on outward journeys and
light ones on return, had disagree~. It seemed perfectly feasible
however, to incorporate the dual value system into the new
Convention. He cautioned. that although the representatives of
the ports authorities had definitely callet for aboliti~n of the
tonnage mark scheme they could not be construed as haVing

,requested a single tonnage only; he believed that once the
tonnage mark had been replaced by a satisfactory system they
would find no further fault with the sheIterdeclr concept ..

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4
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Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK), supported by Mr. KING (Kuwait),
referring to the USSR statement, observed that although, strictly
speaking, consideration of proposals by the Technical Committee

other than those in TM/CONF/6 and TM/CONF/9/Add. 1 might be

procedurally out of order, in his view it might nevertheless
be allowed to consider other parameters. Examinations made by

the 'United Kingdom delegation on the formulae proposed on 30 May
indicated that none of the proposed formulae could be considered
satisfactory.

Referring to the United States statement to the effect that
adopting a gross volumetric measurement would considerably raise
all gross tonnages, he noted that that was only the case for

"bastard" ships; i.e. shelterdeckers with "unrecognized" spaces
on board. As for the United States delegation's belief that the
dues-collecting authorities would not find that acceptable, he

was convinced that, on the contrary, they favoured a simple
system of levies and recognized the advantages of having a single
parameter.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) supported the views of the
United Kingdom shipoWners; his delegation had maintained in the

Sub-Committee for some ten years that it did not matter whether
the figures reached under a new Convention should approach the
existing ones so long as a reasonable transitional period was
provided and measures were adopted to ensure fair competition
between ships operating on the old and new systems during that
time. The Netherlands delegation had originally thought in
terms of 20 to 25 years, but had come to believe that 10 to 13

years would be adequate.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4
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It was also convinced that one parameter would suffice and
favoured displacement on minimum freeboard, according to the
strength of the ship. Shipowners building their ships entirely
as open shelter-deckers would have a low tonnage; those
designing a ship for a larger draught, entailing a considerable
amount of steel in the c'onstruction at a more elevated cost,
would have to be prepared to pay higher dues throughout the
life of the ship.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) disagreed with the assertions macie
by the Soviet delegation, firstly, that the JlTelbourne Resolution
condemned the use of displacement as a pararueter and, secondly,
that the solution fora formula for gross tonnage measurement
considered by the ComElittee at its third meeting was not a good
compromise on two very different original proposals. His
delegation felt, on the contrary" that the nuw tentative formula
met the wishes of the Norwegian delegation in so f,ar as the
parameter replacing gross tonnage ·could be ,lower when a ship 'had
a lighter cargo and yet also satisfied some features of Proposal
C in respect of the weight of the ship.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stated his delegation's view that
the shelter-d8ck concept should be maintained ioreiisting ships
and extended to new ones, at least for the near future, in the
intGrests of uniformity in the transitional stage from the old
Convention to the new.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that th8 Committee should proceed to
voting on various general matters, in order to elicit tentative
conclusions prior to ceming to final decisions at the afternoon
meeting.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4
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The SECRETARY explained that, although the Credentials

Committee had not as yet completed its work, the Legal Officer

informed him th8_t theComrni ttee was empowered to vote under

rUle 5 of the Conference's rules of procedure. Decisions in the

Committee would be taken by a simple majority, as rppnsed to

the two-thi~ds majority required in Plenary in respect of matters

of importance.

The CHAIRIiAI

open shelter-deck

put to the vote the question:

concept should be retained for

whether the

existing ships.

There were 31 votes in favour of retention and 1 against.

The CHAIill1AN put to the vote the question: whether the open

shelter-deck concept should be applied to new ships.

There were 16 votes in favour of application and 13 against.

In response to points made by Mr. ROCQUEHONT (France) and

Mr. GUPTA (India), the CHAIRrillY put to the vote the question:

whether conversion from open to closed shelter conditions and

vice versa should be allo\qed at infrequent or frequent intervals

Jh~!ere 18 votes jn favour of infrequent changes and 7

in favour of frequent_changes.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the question: whether tonnage

should embody two figures or one figure.

There were 26 votes in favour of two figures and 7 votes in
favour on one figure only.

The CHAIlu'".f.LW proposed to put to the vote the various

parameters thEt lnight be used for calculation of gross tonnage,

as represented by the following formulae:

1. GT = f(miT)
2. GT = f(V)

3. GT = f ( 11)

4. GT = f(Il,V)

miT = Deadweight in tons

V = Volume in m3

11 = Displacement in m3

TH/CONF!C.2/SR.4
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In respnnse to a point made by Professor PROH:~SKA (Denmark),
he added a fifth possibility:

GT = f(V,P)5. P = Passenger space volume
or passenger number

Professor PHOHASKA (Denmark) said his delegation would much
prefer formulae 4 and 5 to be combined in a single equation
but the point was one for later discussion in the.ligl?tof tl?e
voting on' tl?e first .. tl?ree.

In 8nswer to points raised by ¥ir. CUNNINGHAM (USA),
Hr. SOLDA (Italy) and r1r; ROCQUElONT (France), the CHABIIAN
explained that V, as used in the formulae, represented the
total volume of the ship's enclosed spaces. Questions concerning
passenger space or water ballast space would come up for later
consideration.

Multiple voting, i.e. affirmative votes for two or more of
the formulae, would be immaterial, since the basic idea was to
determine which solution enjoyed the greatest support.

¥ir. PRIVALON (U,oSR) suggested that confusion would be
avoided by restricting the voting in the first instance to the'
basic questions of principle exemplified by the formulae 1, 2
and 3. The various functional details could be taken up later
in the light of the basic decision.

Mr. GUPTA (India), Mr. ¥WRRAY SMITH (UK), Mr. ERICSSON
(Sweden) and Mr. liUENCH (Israel) supported the Soviet proposal,
rqr. rmHRAY SEITH adding that each delegation should have one
affirmative vote only on the three items.

1he CHAImiAN confirmed, in answer to Mr. SOLDA (Italy),
that the formulae 1, 2 and 3 related to ships both with and
without passenger accommodation.
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Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) said he would endorse the
Soviet proposal on the understanding that, if selected, foruula

2 or formula 3 could be amplified to take account of passenger
space or number.

The CHAIRJYIAN~ noted that the Soviet proposal was generally

acceptable on that condition.

There were 2 votes in favour of deadweight (formula 1);

23 votes in favour of volume (formula 2) and 10 votes in favour
of displacement (formula 3).

The CHAlilllAN suggested that the Committee proceed to voting

on the general parameters for the calculation of net tonnage
(deadweight, volume or displacement), before taking up the

formulae 4 and 5.

By 13 votes to 4. it was so decided.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said his delegation would vote in
favour of displacement; but displacement was not the only

parameter to be taken into account for determination of net
tonnage.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) pointed out that the possibility

set out in Proposal C should also be voted on.

Mr. GRUI~~R (Finland) thought that, before proceeding to the

voting, some clarification should be given as to the formulae
that would result from using volume or displacement as the

parameter. The implications of using deadweight were perfectly
plain to all parties concerned, but the same was not true of the
other two basic parameters. The Port Authorities were not subject
to directives from outside; it would therefore be wise to provide
a reliable figure that was generally acceptable,for their use

as a basis for the levying of dues.
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Mr. PRIVALON (U~SR) suggested that, as in the case of gross
tonnage, voting should be restricted in the first instance to
the points of principle.

It was so agreed.

The CHAIill1AN put to the vote the question: which parameter,
deadweight, volume or displacement, should be used for the
formula determining net tonnage.

There were 2 votes in favour of deadweight, 14 votes in
favour of volume and 20 votes in favour of displacement.

The meetin~ rose at 12.45 p.m.
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AGENDA H'.'~N 3 - CONSID~CRATION OP r'Ii,TT'EP,SAS IF[)TRUCTED
BY THE CONFERENCE (continued)
(TTVCO])~F/WP.3; . Tlil/CONF/3;. TN/CONF/(i;
TM/CONF/7; TM/CONF/9/Add.l; TN/CONF/C.2/1 to 3;
TN/CONF/C.2/WP.I to 6)

J1r. ROCQUEIViONT (France) thought that" on the basis of the
indications provided by the votes taken at the previous meeting,
it should be possible to establish a coherent system fairly
close to Proposal C which could be applied universally without
hampering the shipping trade.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) did not think that the decisions
just taken could permit the adoption of Proposal C. The
Committee had decided that the shelter-deck concept should apply
to new ships,whereas Proposal Cwas based on a constant total
voltimefor all parts of the ship. That proposal could not
therefore be 8.dopted unless the Committee were to take a vote
on a new idea. He was also surprised that the majority of the
Committee should have voted in favour of the use of volume to
determine gross tonnage and displacement for net tonnage. The
reverse would have been more comprehensible. TheC(Jmmittee
would, however, have to continue its work with due regard for
the result of that vote, a fact which would undoubtedly give
rise tolengthv discussions.

'-' . ."

Nr. CHRISTIPJlTSEN (Norway) said that in principle his
delegation approved the decisions taken, which should make it
possible to reach a, compromise between the NorwegiaAProposal
and Proposal C. He would have preferred the use of. the volume
concept for net tonnage but it was essential to try to arrive
at a unIversal system. In regard to the comments of the
Danish representative concerning total volume, it was to be
hoped that the Committee would decide that the volume concept

TM/OQNF/C.2/SR.5
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should produce a gross tonnage as close as possible to existing

values. The Comrnittee would have to discuss the details

concerning the calculation of gross tonnage, as there was a
certain disparity between the French and the Norwegian Proposals.

In the case of net tonnage, a fixed figure must be laid down.

Mr. SABET HABACHI (Suez Canal Authority) expressed
reservations concerning the parameters chosen by the Comnlittee.

Gross tonnage was expressed in cubic metres and net tonnage in

lont tons.· The concept of net displacement was unfair,
because it penalized certain special types of ship and favoured

shelter-deck ships. The Suez Canal Authority treated all ships

on the same footing and applied a single tariff. The new
system would involve the introduction of a tariff scale which

would be difficult to calculate.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), replying to the Danish

representative, said that under the proposal to certify
displacement, low-draught ships like open shelter-deckers

would be treated appropriately, a low displacement being
entered on the certificate. Such ships would therefore get

favourable treatment in regard to port dues. Furthermore,
there seemed to be little justification for using the term
"shelter-deck" in connexjon with ships of the future. The
concept stemned from the old regulations and, as a representative ­

of United Kingdom shipovmers had said, new ships would probably
be built on the basis of the new regulations and there would

be no further mention of shelter-decks.

In regard to the comment of the representative of the
Suez Canal Authority, it had already been pointed out that

displacement could be expressed in tons as well as in volume.

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.5
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That was a secondary matter which should not trouble the Suez
Canal Authority.

jVlr. liJURRAY SHITH (UK) poiYlted. out that the vote on
question 2 had shown that 16 representatives were in favour
of the application of the open shelter-deck concept to new ships,
but that it had not been decided whether that concept should
apply to gross tonnage only or to net tonnage as well. In
regard to displacement, mostef the members of the Committee
had probably considered that gross tonnage .should be a fixed.
figure indicating the volumetriq size of .the ship and>that
the shelter-deck cenceptvlOuld be expressed. in the form of a
variable displacement j.n the case of net tonnage. lfthat
were so, it would be bet tel' to state it clearl:y.

IiI'. ERICSSON (Sweden) said that,·in his opinion, the
intention .of.the Committee, in deciding to retain ,the shelter­
deck,concept fornew.ships, had been to, arrive at a system of
tonnage measUrement which c0uldbeapplied imr,lediately and
would enable shipbuilders. and .. shipowners to construct ships
thatweresatisfactorybQth.i'rom the economic .and technical
point of view. Such ships might be of the current shelter­
deck type but they might equally well be of a new. type. The
displacement system would be more flexible in that respect,
but it should be expressedin ,volume. .. . ' ..'

Mr. DE JOJifG (Netherlands) r?called that the votes at the
previous meeting had shown thF,lt 23 r.epresentatives were. in
favour.of volume as thepararneter for gross.tonnage and of
displacement for net tonnage. That could mean that many
countries were in favour of Proposal C. The majority had
expressed themselves in favour of retaining the shelter--deck
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conceptal1d to thatel1d i twould be advisable to take account
of displacement alene. A gross tonnage based on volume could
be obtained by using total volume, but it could also be
obtained from a combination of the total volume and the
displacement in order to arrive at existing figures.

He wished to draw the Committee's attention to document
TM/CONF/C.2/lolP.4. It should be borne in mind that the Suez
Canal Authority used a net tonnage which did not tally with
that obtained by applying displacement as the parameter. The
Committee should take a decision .which would assist the Canal
Authority in its. task. For ..example, a conversion factor
could be applied to the total v.olume, and the deductible spaces
mentioned on the certificate.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.5
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votes of the previous meeting. The Committee would h8ve to
give careful thought to the points made by the representatives
of Norway and the NetherlaJ).ds.

Mr. DEJONG (Netherlands) pointed out that the Committee
had not cleared up the question of the second deck when voting
to retain the open shelter-deck concept ror existing ships.
That was a vital point, for it was important to know whether
the design of the ship would be influenced by the.measuring
system.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) considered that the Committee's
decision to retain the system of. dual tonnages - despite the
fact that two port authority representativ~s had stated that
it was not, in their view, indispensable - stemmed from the
desire to ensure the survival of the current system and to
obtain figures as near as possible to the existing ones.
The question, then, 'was whether the resu1tsobtained_ by
using volume as the parameter for gross 'tonnage and displacement
as the parameter for net tonnage would be close to the existing
figures •

.. Mr. PRIVALON(USSR) considered that the results of the
voting at the previous meeting were sufficiently clear for
the Committee to be able to submit its report to the plenary.
Many countries were currently using net tonnage to calculate
harbour dues.·· The Oommittee had voted in favour of displace­
ment for determining net tonnage, but no indication had been
given of how to obtain results close to the_existing ones.
The possibilities were numerous and the question was a technical

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.5
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one which would have to be discussed. What means Gould be

used to obtain net tonnages, based on displacement, which
would be comparable with eXisting net tonnages? It had been

suggested that two net tonnages might be adopted once the
question had been decided in plenary.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out that theOommittee

had decided to retain the shelter-deck concept, which meant·

having both gross and net tonnages. The Committee would

subsequently have to discuss the difficulties inherent in

such a system. As the representative of the USSR had stated,
the questions which the Conference had referred to the

Committee appeared to have been answered by the results of
the Oom,li ttee 1 s voting.

Mr. WASILBWSKI (Poland) corsidered that displacement

should be calculated in such a way as to be adaptable to the
lowest load .line.

Mr. ERIOSSON (Sweden) said that his delegation oould agree

to the use of two parameters, but was not in favour of a dual
system. The parameter adopted should give a clear indioat ion
of the size of the ship.

Mr. CUTTNINGHAIiI (USA) stated that over the previous few

~ays his delegation had examined the various compromise proposals.

The use of displacement as a parameter would produce a 5 per cent
deviation in the case of gross tonnage and a 13 per cent
deviation in the case of net tonnage.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) pointed out that the Committee
had voted on whether there should be one or two tonnages but

no-one had said that the two tonnages should be gross and net.

Nevertheless, 23 delegations had voted in favour of volume for
determining gross tonnage and 20 in favour of displacement for
net tonnage.

Th!OOFFjO.2!SR.5.
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The CHAIRMAN proposed that the COi1JJni ttee should vote on
the question put forward by the United Kingdom representative, namely

whether in the case of existing ships the shelter-deck concept
should apply to ;~et tonnage only or to gross tonnage as well.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRHAN put the questj~on to the vote.

(In a preliminary vote, the C_()!P.ffi.i ttee decided .:tl18t . the

open shelter-deck conceJ?l for ne!! sh~ DS _s~hould..§lEply to
!let tonnage only.)

Mr. CI-TIUSTIANSElIT (Norway), supported by Mr. GUPTA (India),
considered that if the open shelter-deck concept was to

continue to be applied to existing ships, it was illogical
that it should apply to net tonnage only in the cas~ of new
ships.

Professor PROHi.SKA (Denmark) noted that throughout its
debates the Committee had always considered that existing

ships, with or without shelter-deck, should ret~in their
tonnage during a long trctTIsitional period.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) requested the Committee,
folloWing the .decision it had just taken, to make a ruling on

the problem of the second deck,

Nr. Ch::RISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out that under.
its terms of reference the Committee was only required
to recommend to the Conference the choice of a parameter

or parameters.

Mr. GUPTA (India) added th:'.t the question of the
second deck vlaS of minor importance and could qUite well

be discussed at a later meeting.

TN/CONF/C.2/SR.5
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Nr. lIDEHOH (Israel) pointed out that the Oomnlitteewas
empowered to decide whether the net and gross tonnage values

should be close to the old figures.

Hr. ROOQUEMONT (FrClnce) said that in his view it would
be preferable to recoillrnend that in the case of gross tonnage,
the mean values should be close to the old figures. The

problem was less important where net tonnage was concerned.

As to the deviation resulting from the choice of
displacement as a parameter, the consequences were obvious:
inevi tably some ships would either be at Em advantage or a
disadvantage, as the case might be, if the system of measure­
ment was changed. In any event the new system would be no

more unfair than the current practice; eXisting ships would
keep their present tonnage 2.nd two identical ships, flying
different flags, would receive the same treatment.

Mr. PRIViiTON (USSR) said he felt that the Oormni ttee should
give itself time to think before rejecting the Israeli
representetive 's propose.l under which the par2meters chosen
should give results similar to the old values.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) agreed with the views of the
French representative.

Mr. WILSON (UK) recalled the.t the Sub-Committee on
Tonnage Measurement had tried in vain to work out new
values which would be close to tho old ones. Since the
methods of calculation were different, the Committee

should try to errive at figures which, 2S far es reasonably
possible, did not differ too widely from existing values.

TM/COIW/O.2/SR.5
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NT. DE JOI;G (Netherlands) did not think th2t, in
taking six decisions at its fourth meeting, the Co~nittee had
entirely fulfilled its terms of reference. It still had to
define volume, specifying whether it meant total volume and
defining the spaces included in that volume.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) thought that a deviation
of 5 to 6% between the old and new values would be accept'1ble.
Under the eXisting system, net tonnage re:rresented 55%
gross tonnage, but if the displacement parcl11eter together
with a conversion factor were adopted, the net tonnage would
be higher than the gross •

. Mr. GRUNER (Finlo.nd) said that, in his view, the new
gross tonne,ge should be of the smne order of mc.gni tude as
the old, in order to 'wJid hewing to colter all the
stati.stics and figures in intern2.tional. conventions o.nd
agreements. Net tonnage should constitute a reasollo.ble
fraction of gross tonnage.

Mr. ROCQUEMOnT (Frc-mce) consider.ed thot, since di splace­
ment was anew concept, it was in no way eesential to
approximate the new net tonnages to the old.

Mr. CUNNIFGHAM (USA) thought the Corr~ittee should not
be content with vO.lues calculated in the light of figures
in the conventions but should aim at values which were
"as closcas possible to ~heexisting ones".

11r. VIHSON (UK) observed that if v2.1ues close to the
existing ones were to be obtained, coefficients. would hqve
to be applied to different types of ships e.nd he go.ve an
analysis of grqphs 6 and 7 in Annex 2 which h2d been
tre.nsmi tted by the United Kingdom Governm'cnt.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.5
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Mr. PR!VAI,ON (USSR) said hewes sure that all the members of

the Committee wanted to establish values which would not result

in excessive, deviation and thus cres.te difficulties for small

shiJping companies.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) thought that if "mean" values were

mentioned, deviations might nevertheless be very wide in the case
of certain ships.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the term "standard deviations"
be substituted for "mean values".

Professor PROHASKA (~enmark) said that the standard
deviations could not be the same for all ships. Moreover, it

was not 2. concept the COIlLTJlittee was called upon to discuss at
the presentstage'in'its work.

Mr. }IDRRAY SMITH (UK), Mr. CHRISTIrUISEN (Norway) and
Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden) endorsed the views of the representatives
of the USSR ,'oDd Denmark.

The CHAIRI'TLN pointed out that at its morning meeting the

Cbnmi ttee had reachod only provisional conclusions, 2.nd th2t those
should be confirmed, unless the COEEli ttee preferred, in the
light of the debate which had just been held, to take a further
vote on the various questions.

The Committee decid8d uncmimously to confirm the

conclusions it had reached duringthe morning (Tl1/CONF/C.2/W"P.7).

The CHHR1'1AN suggested that documsnt TM/CONF/C.2/WP.7
should be submitted to the Conference along with the result of

the supplem8ntary vote on the application of the open shelter­
deck concept to new ships for net tonnage only.

It W2S so agreed.
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Mr. GUPTA (India) sP.id his delegation considered that the
open shelter~deck concept should be applied to new ships for
both gross and net tonnage.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) w'onder(od ;rhether the decision
taken on tho application of tho open shelter-deck concept to new
ships for net tonnage only had not been taken pre!uaturely. Some
delegates, when they voted, seemed to have been under the
impression thi'lt net tonnage wi'.s always used as the basis for
port dues, whereas in fect some ports used gross tonnage.
He therefore, proposed, that a new vote bo token on that question.

Mr. GUPTA. (India) and Mr. ~RUNER (Finland) supported
Professor Prohaska's proposal.

Mr. PRIVALO (USSR) pointed out thBt document TM!CONF!lO,
dated 31 January 1969, gave all the information available to
IMCO at thqt date on national practices regarding port .dues, and
that it was clear fraIn th8t information that the majority of
States used net tonnage. In the circumsti':ticoS it 'seemed
unnecessary to take another vote.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) emphasised that the Committee had
decided that the open shelter~deck concept should be applied to, . . .

new vessels for net tonnage only, and he.d l!1erely mentioned that
efforts should be made to obtain for those vessels, values as
close as possible to the existing values.

Mr •. GUPTA (India) suggested. that, since a decision had
already been taken in favour of net tonnage, the discussion
should be limited to the question of whether the open shelter-deck
concept should also be applied to gross tonnage.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) said that in the third plenary meeting
Lord Simon, speaking for the International Associi'ltion of
Ports and Harbors, hRd indicated that port authorities might
prefer in the future to assess dues on the basis of the gross

tonnage. TM!CONF/C.2!SR.5
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~lr. RUSSEL (S outh Africa) was concerned lest the port

authorities should be led to inpose the tonnage nark again. It

might be a good thing to consult the International Association
of Ports and Harbors on that point.

Mr. GUPTA (India) thought it undesirable, at such a late
stage in the discussions, to approach an association which was
not part of the Organization.

The PRESIDENT invited the Committee to state its position.

The Committee confirmed, by 19 votes to 13, its view that
the open shelter-deck concept for new ships should apply to
net tonnage only.

The CHAIRI'·iAN suggested that the result of the vote should
be included in document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.7, which wo~ld be transmitted
to the Conference.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRI'lAN stated that the Corl~ittee had concluded its
examination of the general questions referred to it by the

Conference. In order to speedup the work, members might wish
to proceed at once to a prelinim,ry exchange of views on the
exact nature of the volume which was to serve as the parameter
for calculating gross tonnage.

Mr. HUSSEIN (Kuwait) thought it would be better to wait
until the Conference had reached a decision on that point.

The CHAIRI'iAN thought that in view of the short time

available to the Committee there would be no objection if it
started to fill in the details of the answer which it had thought
fit to give to the que&tion submitted to it •

. Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said that the terms of reference given
to the Ccmmittee expressly mentioned both Proposal C and the

Norwegian Proposal, since ffinended by document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.6.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.5
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It was therefore the Oommittee's du.ty to consider both proposals.
The Soviet delegati011 fori ts part considered both the concepts
of volume, as set out in the two Proposals, perfectly acceptable
for determining gross tonnage.

Mr. ROCQUEHONT (France) said that if the Conference decided
to use volume as the parameter for calculating gross tonnage,the
Oo~~ittee would have to choose between the two concepts of volume.
As it was important to make the rules as simple as possible,
the French delegation much preferred the concept set out in
Proposal C, becuase the use of total volume avoided the need for
complicated definitions and for any references toconstructienal
details or the nature and use of spaces.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out that in document
TM/CONF/9/Add.l,his Government had clearly stated its view on
how gross tonnage sh'Juld De dctornined; by the use of a
conversion factor it wa,s possible to take certain spaces into
account wi thout the need for measuring th('J!'l. Proposal C, on the
other hand I would require 2. defini tionof completely open :'paces
and of cargo spaces.

Mr. ROCQUmWNT( Frcmce) said he had already pointed out that
if the Norwegian Proposal were accepted it would be absolutely
necessary to define closed spaces by reference to open spaces,
whereas Proposal C would entail the rrliG2.Su.rement of closed spaces
only and would abolish the fiction of tonnage openings. It was
also neeessaryto provide for the case of vessels without a deck.

Mr. ERIOSSON (Sweden) said that there was really very little
difference between the two proposals. Proposal C had its drawbacks,
of course, particularly for small vessels, but it could not be
d8niodthat tho concept of total volum~ had the great advantage
of simplicity. Perhaps the revised Norwegian Proposal might mak8
a good compromise, but cargo spaces would have to be defined.

TM/CONF/C.2/SRo5
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Mr. WILSON (UK) stated that his Government's main objection

to the conversion fiIct0r proposed by Norway was that its
applic,0tion to vessels of less than three thousand tons would

ensure that no small Norwegian vessel would suffer an increase
in onnage. He had, moreover, already taken an opportunity of

emphasizing the difficulty of defining cargo spaces.

The United Kingdom Government had sUbmitted, in document

TM/CONF/C.2/2, a draft amendment to Regulation 6 of Proposal C,

which would have the effect of SUbstantially reducing certain

figures.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said that his delegation intended

to withdraw its proposal to introduce a conversion factor for
small vessels.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) thought it would be a good

thing if the Norwegian delegation was invited to submit a
revised text of its proposal, so that the Committee could

consider in detail wh2.t spacc!s would be included in the
calculati'cn of gross tonnage under the terms of that proposal.

"Mr. RUNNICH (Federal RepUblic of Germany) snid he favoured
the adoption of the total moulded volur;;e, which gave a true idea
of the dimensions of a vossel. If the Norwegian Proposal was

adopted, a definition of cargo spaces would become necessary,
ar,d that would inevitably he,ve an effect on ship constructicn.

The CHAIRI~cN hoped that the Norwegian delegation would be
able to revise its proposal.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said that as soon as the

Conference had stated its viows on the COlliDittee's future work,
his delegation would revise its proposal to the extent that it
considered this necessary.

The meeting rose at 5.20 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEM 4- CONSIDERATION AIm PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE jV1EASURmlENT
AND TONNAGE CBRTIFICATES

The CHAIRMAN prllposed that the Committee proceed tn draw
up definitions to serve as a basis for the deliberations nf the
working group which was to be set up on the calculation nf
cnnversion factors. As far as grnss ~onnage was concerned, it
was evident from earlier di.scussions that the main paramater
should be a volumetric one. Prnposal C, which suggested that
gross tonnage should be calculated from the ship's total vnlume,
called for a definition of npen and closed spaces. The Norwegian
Propnsal (TM/CONF/g/Add.l) required a definition of passenger
spaces situated abnve deck and of under-deck cargo spaces which
might alsn be included in the gross tonnage if the proposal were
mOdified.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) observed that hisdelegati(\ll
intended to submit a compromise propnsal the following day which
would include, in the calculation of grnss tonnage, the under­
deck volume supplemented by cargo spaces and passenger spaces
situated above deck and, if necessary, thehatohway tnnnage.
Although nn nther spaces (crew, safety .equipment, chart r0nm,
etc.) wnuldbe included in.the gross tonnage, they would be
taken intn account by applying to the ship's total volume a
coefficient Which would enable designers to extend thllse spaces
in the interests nf crew welfare and safety without increasing
the tonnage.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the decision taken at the
plenary meeting to base the calculation 0f gross tonnage on. the
ship's volume, doing away with the shelter-deck concept and the
dual value for grnss tonnage, simplified the problem and made

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.5
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the definition of a deck unnecessary. The advantages which
the N0rwegian Proposal would nffer in excluding from the gross

tonnage the service spaces in the superstructures were
doubtful and Prnposal C had the advantage of being simpler ­
since it did not call for a definition of the vari0us spaces ­
and nf offering, for the calculation of gross tonnage, a
parameter (total volume) which was at once intangible and
representative of the ship; that seemed to meet the wishes
expressed during the general debate and it was useful for
st~tistical purpnses and for certain operations such as t,wage.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stressed that the spaces
under discussion would not be excluded from the ship's gross
tnnnage as account would be taken 0f them in a conversion
factor applied to the volume of the spaces directly measured
which would in effect be the equivalent of the new tonnage
unit in ProposalC designed to give results very similar to
eXisting tonnage values.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) considered that under the Norwegian
Proposal grnss tonnage would not be related to the ship's
actual volume and might thus differ for two ships having the
same volume but different space distribution; that was
cnntrary to rational tonnage measurement. Pr<"1posal C, on
the other hand, made provision for the new tonnage unit tn be
applied to all parts of the ship withnut distinction.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.6
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Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark), pointing out that the'T&chnioal
Committee wouldhavetd choose between Proposal C and the '
Norwegian Proposal, listed some of the advantages and
disadvantages of those prop0sals.Proposal C had the drawback
that all crew spaces were included in the calculations and some
shipowners might tend to cut down on such spaoes; in that
sense the Norwegian Proposal seemed preferable. In regard to
the definition of gross tonnage, however, he explained to the
Committee, illustrating his ideas on the blackboard, that in
so far as possible it should not be influenced by the design
of the ship; a very slight design modificc:,tion might produoe
a sUbstantially lower gross tonnage but might make the ship
less seaworthy.

Mr. OVERGAAUW (Netherlands) agreed with the French
representative that if the Norwegian Proposal were adopted
a definition of the decks would be necessary so as to prevent
such practices as the incorporation in the design of a stringer
designated as a deck.

He was not in favour of adopting a
prefer the use of a conversion factor.
to submit a proposal with regard to the
factor at the next day's meeting.

The OHAIRHANsaidthere were twoalterne.tives: to exclude
certain spaces in calculating a ship's tonnage -more precisely,
to provide an overall volume for crew spaces, which would then
be the only spaces requiring measurement - or to measure everything
in order to avoid difficulties. The Oommittee should begin by
taking a decision on that point.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.6
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Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out that the Nurwegian Proposal
would demand a precise definition of certain spaces, and in
particular a definition of the "upper deck", as certain spaces
above that deck were included in the tonnage calculation.
There would also have to be a precise definition of cargo spaces

which, in the view of his delegation were not defined clearly

~nough in document TM/CONF/g/Add.l. In the case of
refrigerated ships, for instance, it would be necessary to decide
whether the refrigeration equipment spaces should be treated as

cargo spaces; he himself considered that they shouJ.d. Cargo
spaces would have to be measured up to the boundary bulkheads,
and if necessary a conversion factor would have to be applied to
them.

llIr. CHEISTIANSEN (Norway) said that his delegation did not
wish to submit an entirely new proposal but merely to put
forward a suggestion concerning the calculation of gross tonnage.
It was indeed necessary to define what was meant by the "upper

deck", bearing in mind the definitions in the International
Convention on Load Lines.

He thought it would be fairly easy to find a single
conversion factor to cover frames, floors and crew spaces, as
had been suggested by the representative of the United KingdC'm.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) also considered that if the
Norwegian Proposal were adopted a precise definition of decks
would have to be prOVided. However, any proposal which
required a definition of decks appeared undesirable to him.
Such proposals might affect ship ccnstruction, as had been

shown at the blackboard by the representative of Denmark.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.6
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He agreed with the representative of the United Kingdom

that it was difficult to define cargo spaces and crew spaces.

"!.s the represenbtive of France h2,d rightly poL,'ted cut, the

shel ter-deck concept hC'.d not been retained by the Committee.

For calculating net to'Jnage, therefore, the total volume of the

ship would be used, "i th or without a conversption factor.

T1}e (Joi]Jmi ttee would hceve to decide whether it was desirable

to aT1Ply a conversion factor and, if so, what its value

should be.

Mr. CUlTNING-HAJl (USA) drew the Committee I s attention to

document Tr'i/coNF/C. 2/3, which his delegation had submitted

for information, and in which a comparison had been made by a

computer study between Proposal C snd the Norwegian Proposal,

ignoring cargo spaces above deck, which appeared to exist on

few vessels. That document might be useful to give an idea

of the standard deviation which would result from the adoption

of the l'T orwegian Proposs,l or of Proposal C.

The llleetlng rose 'at 5:25 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.6.
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CONSIDERATION OF MArCTERS AS INSTRUCTED BY
THE CONFERENCE (continued) (TM!CONF!WP.3,
TM!CONF!6,TM!CONF!9!Add.lj TM!CONF!C.2!WP.9)

Calculation of gr.9sstonUage (continued)

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Nrrway) explained that his delegation's
modified pr~posal, published as TM!CONF!C.2!WP.9, aimed at
accommocating many of the suggestions put forward by equating
the gross tr'llnage of a ship to the total volume of its encliJsed
spaces less the volume of certain enclosed spaces for crew,
naVigational and safety purposes, the latter to be carefully
defined.

The tonnage thus arrived at would be multiplied bya
coefficient so as to Live a figure as close as possible to
existing tonnage measurements, as was the intention, too, in
the rival Proposal C.

~Iir. DEJONG (Netherlands) stated that in principle his
delegation was in favour of the new Nnrwegian PrnposaL

Nr. CUNNINGHAJVi (USA) considered that the Norwegian Fropi)sal
represented an importantcnmprnmisewhich,Would re1i.eveany
pressure on shipowners to provide insufficient crew space and on
port authnritiesto abandon the concept of net tonnage. His
delegation stronglyendnrsed the proposaL

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) said that his delegation preferred
the Norwegian Prnprsal to Pr0p0sal C but felt that the list of
deductible spaces would require lengthydiscussiiJn; suchpr~blems

as the definition 0fheating and ventilation spaces for crew
purp0seson passenger ships were bound to arise.

Hefnresawanother difficulty in the case of small ships,
of which there were many in service all over the world. It had
been generally agreed that the new tonnage system should in nr

Tr1/coNF/C •2!SR.7
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way influence ship design but small ships, which usually haa. a
cnmparatively high volume and a freeboard or tonnage mark on a
seCond deck, would find the COnCe"Dto! gross tonnage dependent
on total volume uneconnmical and shipowners would revert to the
practice nf bUilding ships with one deck only, thereby making
them considerably less safe. Since small ships alread; had fin
accident rate of ten times the average the matter had to be given
serious consideration befnrea final decision could be taken.

Yet annther problematic issue was that of container ships
nf the future, which would have minimum freeboard and very little
grnss tonnage, since no additional term had yet been ;Jropnsed to
cover deck cargn; some such factor as 0.6 times total deck carg[
vnlume would Derhaps be suitable.

The CHAIRJvi.AN nbserved that while the Technical Committee
could recoIT~end tn pnrt authorities that deck cargo be taken
into account in the calculation of harbour dues, it was not in a
position to insist that stipulations regarding deck cargo be
included in the tonnage certificate.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pninted out that an owner whose ships
were likelytn carry deck cargo at any time could be required
make statements to that effect, so that the information, tngether
with the maximum permissible height etc. of such cargo ,wou,ld
figure in the tonnage certificate. Any owner illegally carrying
deck cargn cnuld then be fined in the same way as for instance
an overloading offence.

Hr. ROCQUENONT (France) observed that the Nnrwegian

Proposal raised twn main issues; namely the need for and nature
of the prolwsed conversion factor, to which subject he would
refer back later, and the definition of total volume and
list of spaces for possible exemption. His ilj~ediate reaction

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.7
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to the second issue was that while it was to be welcomed that
.such spaces were deductible regardless of their position in
the ship, the principle of exemption nevertheless depended
heaVily on the definition of their nature and use. Any long
and careful definition which might be Ilrovided would certainly
be criticized for being too complex and contrary to the s~irit

of the Melbourne Resnlution, which oallod for simplicity.
Furthermore, although the total volume of a ship was a basic
d8fini tion and one necessary in the provision of ))f)rt services

and so on, the gross tonnage as written into the certifioate
on the Norwegian Proposal would be independent of total
volume.

For all thnse reasons the Prench dslegatibnhad deCided
to hold firmly to the concept of total volume without
exemptions, as embodied in Proposal C.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) expressed his delegation's interest
in the modified Norwegian Prny\sal, but cautioned that while

t had the advantage 0f relieving any pressure on designers· to
cut down on essential crew spaoe it nevertheless had the
disadvantage of requiring many definitions and thus re~introducing

the risk of subjective interpretations.

He went on to make a plea that the Committee should
confine itself to finding a solution based on proposals already
before it and refuse to consider totally new suggestions at the
current stage of discussinn.

Mr. WILSON (UK) congratulated the Nnrwegian deleg~tion on
its compromise solution but expressed his doubts regarding
the proposed conversion factor and on the feasibilitytf
finding acceptable definitions for all the exempt spaces.

TM!C01~F!C.2!SR. 7
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Experience had shown that it was difficult to enumerate and
define adequately all crew spaces, including such possibilities

as spare cabins.

Furthermore, since the exempt spaces in question might
amount to as much as five hundred gross tons, there was a real
risk that the figure for gross tonnage reached on the Norwegian

basis would give an erroneous idea of the actual total si~e

of the ship.

Regarding the temptation to shipowners to ;Jrovide
insufficient crew space mentioned in cnnnexion with Proposal C,

he felt that the risk was very slight; owners usually went far
beyond the requirements of existing national and international
regulations and recognized the fact thal; crews would not be

attracted tn inadequate vessels. He therefore endorsed th~.

views expressed by the delegations of France and the Soviet Union.

He furthermore pointed out that it was current United

Kingdom pert practice for all deck cargo spaces to be measured
and included in the total cargo space of ships.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) expressed his satisfaction that the
choice of formula had been narrowed down to two versions and
stated that,"lf those two his delegation preferred the use of

gross total volume as a measure of gross tonnage, both because
it was more representative of ship size and because it
required far less definition than would any exempt spaces
introduced. Furthermore, his delegation did not believe that
a tonnage measurement regUlation should attem';t to influence

shipowners on the matter of ship design; other regulations
already took care of the seafarers' interest in that respect.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.7
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Ivlr. DE JONG (Netherlands) poil1ted out that for small
ships undel' five hundred gross tons, in particular, such
matters as the extent and .arrangement of crew space could
be very important. Any mea,oures influencing shipovmers to
prOvide open passageways instead ofclased passageways or to
cut down on the number of staff on board would be most
undesirable. Provided that· adequate consideration was given
to those matters, however, his delegation .stillbelieved that
the advantages of the Norwegian Proposal outweighed the
disadvantages.

thathis Government believed
be to simplify existing
it therefore lent its

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) said that
the aim of the Convention should
regulations as far as possible;
support to Prop0sal C.

]VII'. ROCQUElilONT (France) noted that on the basis 0fthe
Norwegian Proposal such anomalies as two ships of the same
size being assigned very different gross tonnages could arise
and recalled to,.at in Plenary session the Conference had sllpP0rted
the concept that gross tonnage should be based on volume
measurement.

On the subject of crew safety,hep!'linted out that the
need to prctect personnel working or walking on deck had been
recognized .in the 1966 Load Line Convention; if the Committee
found that such protection vias inadequate it could better deal
with the matter by an amendment to that Convention, rather than
by making stipUlations in a tonnage definition.

Mr. WILSON (UK) observed that the Norwegian idea of
including an ideal conversion factnr in the gross tonnage
formula so as to bring the figure obtained as close as p0ssib1e
to existing values, was a rather vain hope; the Proposal C
concept of. multiplying the total volume by 120 would give mr::r:e
realistic results. If the final figures obtained from the
two proposals turned out to be closed, however, ··chcl1:
Proposal C still had the great advantage of sim~licity.

T]\'1/C ONF/C.2/SR.7
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The CH,iIRMAN pointed out that the conversion factor in

neither case had to bea consta.nt; it should rather be some
function of the total volllme such as-a constant, . plus a. second
constant multiplied by a logarithmic function of the volume.

Mr. ZANBRANO (Venezuela) supported the idea that tonnage
measurement should be based on total volume, as advocated by
the representatives of France, Israel and Italy. It was used
for gross tonnage in his own country's tonnage measurement rules;
and it gave a precise indication of a ship's dimensions.

Mr. MUNNICH (Federal Republic of Germany) said that the
gross tonnage parameter should be as simple as possible and
should indioate the size of a ship. That could best be achieved
by using total volume. It was in accordance with the resolution
of the International Lssociation of Ports and Harbors (TM/CONF/12)

. . .

and it would keep the number of definitions to a minimum.
Although in practice the difference between the new and the
existing gross volume should not be too great under the new
Norwegian Proposal, trouble would be caused if too many
definitions of the use of spaces were required.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) shared the concern expressed over the
Norwegian ProposaL The system it provijed for might open the
way to manipUlation by shipowners because,with factor (a),
gross tonnage could be influenced by the addition of washrooms
or other facilities. He also feared that if deducticns or
exemptions were permitted there was a danger of losing sight
of the ship's real volumetric size.·

Mr. PEREIRA (Brazil) said th2t his delegation supported
the views of the Israelirepresentative. Gross tonnage should
not influence a ship's design. In practice it would be difficult
to apply gross tonnage depending on the nature and position of
certain spaces. Gross tonnage, which should indicate the size
of a ship, would provide a simple system and the desired
uniformity.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.7
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Mr. GUPTA (India), while aPlJreciatingthe Norwegian
representative's effort asa compromise, said that the numerous
exemptions embodied in his proposal would bring .matters back
to existing conditions. The purpose of the Conference was to
devise a new and simple system for measuring tonnage~ He
supported the simple idea provided by Proposal C and the
total volume concept. He agreed with the representatives
of France and the United Kingdom on the question of a constant as
factor: that could be discussed later. Whatever fOrmula was

',' " . ,"

devised for gross or net tonnA,ge·it should not limit the
freedom· of countries or shipowners to decide crew spMes as
they wished. In principle, gross totinage should bea
volume measurement and should not be hampered by deductions.

Mr. NOZIGLU (Argentina) also considered that the total
volume should be used for tonnage measurement, chiefly because
it would facilitate determination of a. ship's tonnage.
The alternative proposal, involving deductions for crew
spaces, would give rise to difficulties of definition,
becauseirimany ships certain spaces were used by both crew
and pas senge1's.

Mr. BONN (Canada) agreed with the Brazilian representative
that one of the important requi1'ements fo1'.a new tonnage

~ ..'........ . .

measurement system was that.it shoulq not influence de~ign.

That would be difficult toachiev~ unless deductions Were. ,'. ,- . " ,. . . - .

very accurately defined. The total volume concept with, .

factors as close as possible to existing one8 was the
simplest system. It would preclUde the riSk of manipulation
and give the true size of a ship more consistently. He
accordingly supported Proposal C.

Tr1jcoNF/O. 2/St. 7
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Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that since everyone

was anxious that a tonnage measurement should not influence

shipdesign;·if the inclusion of crew spaces would influence

design, they should be omitted.

Mr. HERD (Australia) said that he, too, was in favour.

of the total volumetric concept. On the que,stion of the

influence of crew spaces on design, he sai.d that in

Australia manning practice was based on agreement between

the Unions and the shipowners, with the Government acting

as referee. The numbers of crew were decided according

to the work load and the crew accommodation regulation.s and
standards were provided in accordance with conditions on
most first-class passenger ships. Thus in Australia crew
accommode.tion was provided for in the design on a basis
other than the limite,tion of the ship's tonnage. That
might have disadvantages for shipowners, but there would also

be disadvantages under the volumetric system.

Mr. OUNNINGHAM (USA) maintained that the total volume
concept would affect ship design. It had once been. said
that no one could invent a tonnage system that the naval

architects could not defeat. If the total volume

concept were adopted the naval architects would find a
way of decreasing the volume. Proposal 0 might suit the

port authorities but they were not the only interests to

be considered.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.7
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Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden) said that he sympe"thizedvli th the
Norwegianrepresentative in his wish to provide for crew space

and accommodation. The idea. should not be ruled out: it should

be ca.refully considered to see if suitable definitions could
be agreed on. He did not entirely agree with representatives

who had said that tonnage should be independent of all other

regulations such as safety, crew space and accommodation. The
suggestion that the t0tal volume concept would influence design

might apply equally to the new Norwegian Proposal. If all crew

spaces were deducted, there was no guarantee that safety
regUlations and crew spaces would be adeqUately provided for.

There were disadvantages to both p:C0posals, but they should
both be studied 2nd when the details inv01ved in the Norwegian

Proposal were known, it should be possible to decide which was
better from all points of view.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) strongly supported the
Swedish representative f s comments. 'Ohe new Tonnage Measurement

Convention should not deal with safety, bl't at the same time it

should not impede safety. Reccmt history had shown that opeYl

shelter-decks with tonnage openings were dangerous, especially

to small ships, cmd it ha.d bcen 2.greed to abolish them.
Tonnage regulations had long conflicted with safety: there

was no point in producing a new Convention which conflicted with
safety. He did not agree.with the USSR representative that the

Committee should not discuss new points. The Committee was still

dealing with gross tonnage, using volume ,<os the main parameter,

but there might be other aspects besides crew that should be
considered. Both the proposals illustrated on the blackboard

favoured ships with low freeboard and high deck cargo. Was
that what the Conference wanted? Both conflicted with safety

for both small and large ships.
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The CHAIRMAN reminded the Cormni ttee that it would have to
reE',ch Ct decision on gross tonn8.ge before starting to discuss
net tonnage, otherwise there would be confusion. He hoped
the Committee would be able to decide on Ct solution which would
gain general support in the plen::lry meeting.

Professor PROH~SKA (Denmark) suggested that, since it
had been pointed out that coefficient "a." would be different

in each of the two fo~mulae, they should be ren~med coefficient
a l and d2 respectively. Before ending the discussion, the
Committee might consider other possibilities than a coefficient
depending solely on volume. Although he h2.d earlier stressed

the importpnce of safety for small ships, in view of the lack
of support, he withdrew his proposal for including an imaginary
deck volume, The Danish shipowners were strongly opposed to the

idea and there might be other more logical solutions. He had
once during discussion on s2fety by Dcmish nilval architects

suggested tho.t owners should not be penalized in tonnage for
excess freeboard. There h2d recently been a growing trend for

owners of small ships to choose shelterdeckers rather than
single deckers wi th heavy deck l02ds, 2 choice which hod greqtly
reduced casu,31 ties. He c8.utioned the Committee c:gainst
favouring unsafe ships. The two deck ship would no lonGer be
'competi tive and ovmers would prefer single .deckers, which were

less s,3fe. He suggested thp.t if a working party were set up to
consider the two coefficients, it should be requested to

consider the feasibility of including a term in one of them
to tak® account of excess freeboard.

~1r. DOUGHERTY (Liberip) sdd that the mpin~im in consi0.cring

the two formulae was to avoid undue influence on crew space.
For the purposes of bigger 2nd better crew quarters, the
formulR GT = n. (V-c) w~s the one which his delegation would
support.
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Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested th2t 8. solution might be
reached if some me,ms were found of ensuring that the crew
spaces would not be affected by the formula adopted. He
wondered whether some incentive could be offered to shipbuilders,
to encour2.ge them to provide improved crew spaces, for example,

by giving them some tonn:c,ge advante.ge.

Capt2.in FOTIADES (Greece) agreed with the United states
representative. He added that the general feeling seemed to
be in favour of a c<'llculation which would produce numbers <'lS
close as possible to the existins ones. He suggested that
there should be sarno differentiation in the f2ctorsfor
different types of ship, on the lines suggested by the USSR.

Mr. DOUGHERTY (Liberia) smd that he wo.s not in favour of
the Indian representative's suggestion because it would impose
a limit on the size of crew space.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the type of convention
which would ~ttract the greatest number of ratifications by
governments should be 8S simple as po,sible and ".8 close as
po';sible to the re.solution 0dopted by the Internation:"l
Associ2.tion of Ports and Harbors which he.d been unanimously
adopted by representatives from allover the world. He was
sure that the port authorities would urge their governments
to ratify a simple convention. He thercfnre advocated:
proposalC.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.7.



- 14 -

The Dctnish representative' s sucgestion for including a
coefficient for excess freeboard might rf?sult in lower gross
tonnage but higher freeboard. Ships with excess freeboard were
automatically favoured because displacement was reduced. The
danger with displacement 1I1aS that if limitations were accepted
on the principle of total volume. a precedent might be set for
only reC.uctions or exemptions in displacement: in other words,
there wOclld be no real displacen;ent. He urged the Committee
to bear in mind the need for the simplest possible scheme for both
parameters and to avoid complications.

Mr. SATO (Japan) expressed his preference for the new
Norwegian Propnsal, because the inclusion of crew space in gross
tonnage would affect small shi 1's, especially fishing boats. Its
only disadvantage was its complexity. He wondered whether it
would be possible to simplify the definitions of crew space.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) said that it was unfortunately
not possible in the Convention to take account of such aspects as
safety and accommo.dation. spaces. That, however, should not
preclude their consideration. The purpose of tonnage measurement
was to ensure the most profitable op~ration of ships and the
greatest safety . Tonnage measurement should therefore· provide
sufficient flexibility. Hence, volume should not include crew
spaces.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) suggested a compromise between
the two formulae. The first formula should be used in such a
way that the existing gross tonnage minus crew accommodation spaces
would be l a (V)". In doing so, eXisting gross tonnage should be
used at open and closed shelter-deck values minus crew space for
all kinds of ships.

TM/cmF/c .2/SR. 7
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Mr.N'tJRRAY SNITH(tJK) .safd that l1ehad beenpimzTed over the

vehemence of the support for the idea of taking account of e'rew
spaces in ships •. He had doubts about the scope of some. of the
items listed in the Norwegian Proposal. For example,cQuld

item.(2), rooms fortl1e safety equipment, be interpreted to

me.ansPEicefor C02 Or appropriated fOr fixed b<tllast or. water

ballast? He would welcome a more detailed discussion before
the Committee took any decision.

He fOresawdifficuJ,ties in applying and defining the
precise n,lture of deductions under items (1), (2) and (3), and

extreme difficulties of interpretation in :t.'espectof passenger

ships. Who, for example, would .decide what might be included
u\1der the umbrella of galleys ,ventilati.on, air-conditioning

or even libraries?

Fdrthose reasons his own and other delegations wanted .

to narrow down what was intended by the supporters of the very

.laudableattempt at a compromise. His delegation was sure that
theaMlicationof the gross volume concept would IJrovide the
same type of solution as the present very complex and ill­
definable set of deductions •

. " . .

Mr .. MUENCH (Israel) disagreed with the argument that

provision$-s meede inform11la 2 for ded11ction for crew space, '. . :. .>,', ' ", '.. ',:. ',. ',,'.. ,,,
would give value$nearer to. existing gros$tonnages, for most of

, .,,, , ." . ,,' ' -" , , ,"". ,; _.. , ,,' .

the $pace thu$to be exempted as at-;Jresent included for gross

tonnage calculation. It would be useful if thepos$ible

variations for the coefficient "a" could be given,inorderto
ascertain whether the resulting values would in fact be nearer

existing gross tonnages, particularly in the case of small ships.
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) fully endorsed the oomments made by
the United Kingdom.

I'lr. RUSSEL (South Africa) pOinted out that his country
maintained as a fundamental principle that one set of regulations
should not affect another. It would therefore not be cc,nceded
that tonnage regulations 'should affect crew space regulations

and, if such should prove to be the case, resulting disadvantages
would be rectified by amendment of the latter.

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) reiterated that docw,;ent

TM/CONF/C.2/WP.9 had been sUbmitted purely to aid the Oommittee
, in reaching an acceptable compromise; it was not a direct
proposal on Norway's part. The document stated e'Xplicitly that
the crew spaces for which deduc,tion should be made "ere spaces
for the exclusive accommodation of master and crew; and the
matter of such accommodation had been exhaustively discussed
in the Sub-Oommittee.

As to rooms for the safety equipment, he was unable to go

into detail, but could safely say that at sea water ballast
space ,wuld never be regarded as space for safety equipment.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed with the argument
adduced by France in an'swer to his previous point. For
practically all countries',manriing of ships was based on gross

and not on net tonnage; under formula 1, therefore, ships with
a high freeboard would be penalized and would tend to go out of
production in favour of ships of lesser safety. An 'al terne,tive
which he knew in advance would be unpalatable would be to use

displacement volume.
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Mr. DB JONG (Netherland.s) said that, frol':" the safety "Ingle,
he fUlly agreed with Denmark's ideas; but unfortunately their

applioation in respect of gross tonnage would lead to too wide

a disparity with present figures.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he failed to see how simple

regulations could be an obstacle to maritime safety. The
Committee should bear in mind the decisions taken the previoUs

day, plainly evincing the general desire to discourage future
building of small open shelter-deck ships of the type Denmark

had in mind. Naval architects might be trusted to design ships

complying with the regulations as laid down and at the same time

incorporating adequate safety features.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark), illustrating his arguments
on the blackboard, mainta.ined his point that the ship of low

freeboard, whether with one or two decks, and the container ship

with freeboard equivalent to 40% of draught were less safe, due
to possibilities of listing and/or capsizing, as compared with

the ship of higher freeboard. Using total volume as the basis
for gross tonnage would encoura.ge design to give lower freeboard,

to the detriment of safety of life at sea. He earlier proposal

was predicated on that thesis.

The CHAIRMAN suggested, in the interest of advancing the

work, that spea$ers should confine their remarks to the question
whether a factor prOViding for deduction of crew space should be

included .in the formula fOL gross tonnage.

Mr,LEE (China) said that his delegation supported in
prinoiple the compromise solution represented by formula 2 and

and would co-operate in efforts to arrive at an acceptable
definition of crew space.
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Two different values for the coefficient "a" might be

included in formula 2, giving the equation GT = alV - a 2C; and
the working group should take into consideration the fact that

"a2" would have values for small as well as large ships.

Mr ERICSSON (Sweden) Elaintained the stand already taken by
his delegation. He would, however, be unable to vote on either

formula without some precision on which of the problems inherent
t'J the existing regulations would be ironed out by provicling for

a deduction for crew space. In his opinion, ship size was not

2. relevant paral'1eter, for instence, for resolving

such matters of difficulty 8.S manning with respect to the

500 gross ton limit, concerning wireless requirements with
respect to the 1600 gross tons limit eto., and in any oase a

convention on tonnage was not the anpropriate vehiole for
dealing with such matters.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), while agreeing that the cOl'1ments
of Denmark were perfeotly true, for both large and small ships
inoidentally, thought the whole Danish tllesis amounted to an

indiotme"lt of the deoisi O:IS already taken ocmoerning she1 ter­
deok ships, deoisions whioh oould not now be ohanged.

Mr. MURR1\.Y SMITH (TJK) 2ssurned frol'1 the lc.ok of oomment on
his earlier remarks that the existence of serious problems of

the definitions of orew spaoes was generally aocepted.
!~ooordingly, his delegation's position remained the S2.me.

Secondly, it would be unfortunate if a pUblic impression
were given that the Conference aooepted without query that
small single-deok ships as suoh were unsefe.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) reiterated his earlier proposal
that formula 1 should be used in the way he had outlined.
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Secondly, the discussion on Denmark's suggestion showed that
the Committee still generally favoured ProposalC,providing
for two £igures, gross tonnage based on total volume and net
tonnage on displacement with exemption for crew space. If
that solution was finally adopted, the Conference should recommend
to IMCO that the limits laid down undor the Safety of Li£e at
Sea and the Load Line Conventions should be dependent on
displacement.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) proposed the following formula for the
calculation of gross tonnage, as a compromise which would avoid
difficulties of definition and would place no limitation on
exceSs 'provision for crew accommodation:

GT =' a(V-nA) n = Number of crew in excess of 40
A = Co~stant representing standard

volume per crew member.

Answering a point raised by the United Kingdom, he explained
that 40 was R good average figure for cargo ships.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) s8,id thc.t both the Nethsrlands
and the United States proposals were attractive at first sight,
but the first Would ~esult in gross tonnages lower than at
present and the second would still penalize shipowners providing
crew accommodation above the minimum and would not cater for
the special problem of crew accommodation on small ships.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.7



iNTER-GOVERNMENTAL MARITIME
CONSULTATIVE ORGANIZATION TI1/CONF/C.2/SR.8

4 June 1969
Original: FRENCH

FOR PARTICIPANTS ONLY

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON
TONNAGE MEASUREMENT, 1969
Technical Committee

PROVISIONAL SmlMARY RECORD OF THJ~ EIGHTH MEETING
held at Church House, Westminster, London, S.W.l,

on Wednesday, 4 June 1969, at 2.30 p.m.

Chairman:

Secretary:

fIr. F. SPINELLI (Italy)

Mr. Y. SASAMURA

A list of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.l

N.B. Corrections to be incorporated in the final summary
record of the meeting should be submitted in writing
(two copies in French or English), preferably on the
provisional summary record, to the Documents Officer,
Committee Room 2, and after the Conference to the IMCO
Secretariat, 22 Berners Street, Londnn, W.l, not later
than 8 July 1969.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8



- 2 -

CONTENTS

Page

Agenda item 3 - Consideration of matters as instructed 3
by the Conference (continued)

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8



AGENDA ITEM 3 -

- 3 -

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS AS INSTRUCTED .
BY THE CONFERENCE (continued) (TM/CONF/3
TM/CONF/6; TM/CONF/7; TM/CONF/9/A&d. 1; .
TM/CONF/C.2/1 to 3; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.l tog).

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said that he could not support
formula.3 proposed by the United States delegation. He felt
that Denmark's proposal was an interesting one, .but he was not
yet in a position to make a decision.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) announced that his delegation would
submit a written proposal to the next meeting of the Committee.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) thought that the.Colnmittee might
instruct a small group to examine formula I, after which a working
group might submit .recommendations with regard to coefficient a.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) recalled that in the opinion of some
delegations the coefficient could vary according to the size of the
ship. One third of the world's shipping fleet was made up of small
ships,so care should be taken not to adopt a formula which would
make it impossible to operate those ships. No-one knew the exact
implications of the three formulae proposed, so it would perhaps
be advisable to refer them to three working groups for consideration.

The CHAIRMAN said he did not agree with that view, as the
problem of coefficien-:s was tbe same for all three formulae.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) was of the opinion that the
Committee should concentrate on formula I, which seemed to enjoy
widespread support. His delegation had no objections to a variable
coefficient based on volume alone, although a number of studies
would have to be made. The SUb-Committee on Tonnage Measurement
had not examined any formula with a variable coefficient, and
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he himself was ihfavour of a constant coefficient as provided
for in propnsal Cj he thought the value might be expressed in
metric tons since the metric system was being increasingly
used in all international conventions and agreements.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) said that he was in favour of a simple
solution based on the concept of total volume, but would be prepared
to support the United States formula, since the working group
would study the problem of coefficients according to very definite
instructions from the Committee.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) felt that formula 2 raised problems
of interpretation and was thus not readily acceptable; the
Committee should therefore choose between formulas 1 and 3
and request the working group to study coefficients without
insisting on the question of the number of crew members.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pninted out that in formula 2
proposed by his delegation the coefficient was constant except
in the case of small ships.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) agreed with the USSR representative
that formula 2 seemed to command less suppnrt because of the
difficulties of interpretation it raised. As to formula 3,
his delegation understood that some delegations wished the
concept of crew - either the number of crew members or the volume
of crew spaces - to be includeu in gross tonnage calculations. As
the crews of small ships were proportionately larger than those of

big ships, the use of that concept would result in lower tonnages
:£0" smal1;ships •. However, it was a concept that went against

~M/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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the crew's interests since it me2nt that crew sp2ce would be
more restricted. There'was a f2r more satisfactory way of
calculating the gross tonnage value for different sizes of '
ships, namely the coefficient C =0.135+ 0.035 log. V proposed
by the Government of the Netherlands (TM!CONF!3, page 37).

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) drew the Committee's attention to
the table in Appendix II of the United States document
(T~VCONJ'!C. 2!3) •

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he w8sagainst any, formula
involving the nurrwer of crew which he felt would add a further
difficulty to the method of calculation.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM: (USA) withdrew his proposal.

Mr: CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) requested a roll-call vote on
formulae 1 and 2.

A roll-cn,ll vote wa,s to-ken.'

Mexico having ,been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was
called upon to vote first. The result of the vote was as
follows:

In favour of formula 1: Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, USSR,
United A~ab RepUbliC, United Kingdom, Yugoslavia, Argentina,
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia
Federal Republic of Germany, France, Ireland, Israel, Italy,
and Kuwait.

I In favour of formula 2: Norway, Sweden, United States,
China, Denmark, Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia, Japan and
Liberia.
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There were 25 votes In favour of formula 1 and 11 votes

in favour of formula 2.

Formula l was aPJ:;roved.

Mr. GUPTA (India) pointed out that the formula should no

longer be written GT '" a IV, but GT '" aV.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he thought the Committee

should vote on whother or not to choose a constant ccefficient.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) and Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) considered
that the working group should study that problem.

Mr. ROCQUEIJIONT (France) pointed out that all the delegations
supporting Proposal C were in favour of a constant coefficient;
only one delegation had suggested that the eoefficient should vary

according to volume.

Hr. PROHASKA (Denmerk) recalled that in his opin.ion the
coefficient should vary according to the freeboard; perhaps

the working group could recommend an additional perE\meter.

Mr. SEAGO (UK) drew the Committee's attention

to graph 5 in Annex 2 (TI!I/CONF/3.)

Mr. CONTOGEORGIS (Greece) considered that if the gross
tonnocge . unit were the same for all types of ship, thp.t would
penalize some ships the characteristics of which had not been

taken into consideration. Since the Committee wished to
discontinue exemptions, his delegation proposed the edoption
of higher coefficients for certain types of ship; in any case

the gross tonnage value would have to be lower than the old

value so as to m8.J;:e it ea.sier for certain countries, which .were
anxious to safeguard their shipping industry, to ratify the
Convention.
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Mr. PROHASKA (Denmsrk) pointed out thClt a nUnlber of
delegations had felt that the working group should be given
a .free hand to study all aspects of the question, so it would
be better not to take any decisions for the time being.
Re also reminded the Netherlands representp.tive that displace­
ment was not the only parameter to be considered - there was
nothing to prevent other factors from being taken into aCGO~llt.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said it was his understanding too, that
the Committee wished to set up a working group to make certain
calculations which it was not itself in a position to carry out,
so that it could subsequently examine the question rn.ore tho:,oughly.
Any decision therefore seemed premature. Moreover, the working
group should not have unlimited powers, but should concentrate on
certain specific questions withoutgoing.back over points already
settled at plena:sy.meetings of.the·Confer"nce.

I'll'. SEAGO (UK) agreed with the USSR
representative on both points. The working group sho~ld confine
itself to the.question of wl1etherthecoefficient to be applied
to total volume should be constcr.nt or v'~riable.

Mr. ROCQUENONT (France)sctid thcit hisdelegh.tion, while
definitely favouring a constpnt coefficicrit,was prep2.red to
consider any sug:?;estionwhich might seem rilore satisfactory.
The Committee should, however,' give the working group unequivocal
instructions, indicating in partiCUlar, that the metric
system shOUld be used as the basis for its work and thpt if a
variable coefficient was ndopted, .it should not be b"sed on volume
(in accordance with the decision alre~dy reached on that point).

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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His delegation also wanted the same coefficient to be used for

all types of ship, as it felt that the COllvention should l11ake

no di stincUon bet1"eenthe various types. However, since the
Danish representative had announced that it was going to

distribute a new document, it might be advisable to defer a

decision until that document had been circulated.

Hr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he still thought that it

would be helpful to the working group if the Committee were to

take a roll-call vote.

r,lr.PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out once again that the
only decision taken by the Conference had been on the use of

volume for calculating gross tonnage. It had neither excluded
the introduction of a coefficient nor considered what effect
the various formulae proposed might have on small ships. In

any case, it was always entitled to reconsider a decision which
it had already taken if another alternative appeared to be more
suitable. He earnestly hoped that the document which his
delegation would distribute tQe following morning would be
submitted to the working group.

The CJ-:[!,IRlEN suggested that the ComIlli ttee should take a
decision on the following four questions: should the coefficient

be independent of draught, freeboard and volume, should it be
independent of the crew space, should it be independent of the

type of ship and finally should t~e metric system be used for
the calculations?

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) remarked that to answer the third

question forthwith would tie the hands of the working group
and that a decision had already been taken in regard to crew
space.

TrVCONF!C .2!SR. 8
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Mr. PROSSI;R (UK) endorsed the Danish representative's two
comments. The working group already had all the data it required
to enable it to carry out its task.

Fr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thought that the working group
should be given a free hand to determine the coefficient to be
used in the. formula. selected.

Mr. GUPTA (India) shared the view of the representatives
of the United Kingdom and of Norway. . Since all the delegates
who would constitute the working group had taken part in the
current discussion, there could be no possibility of any
misunderstanding.

Hr. FROSSER (UK) supported by r!r. PRIVALON (USSR) stressed
that the working group would have to consider itself bound only
by the decisions taken in plenary •

. ' Hr. PROHLSKi', (Denmark) pointt'Jd out that the C~nference had
decided that the parameter to be used for gross tonnage should

, '.' . .' .

be th.evolume multipliE!dby afacior which would maJte it

possible to arrive at values as close as possible to eiisting
values ':

. .

l1r. CHRISTI1WEN(Norway ) added that the Chairman had
stressed in plenary that the Committee had "envisaged the

. possibili ty of applying other parameters in addition to the
main parallleters" (TM/CONF/SR.6, p.3).

The CH/lIRL1,N, noting that the majority of members preferred
to leave the working group com;'letely free to stucly all the
aspects of the problem, proposed that its terms of reference

T~VCONF/C.2/SR.8
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should be to make a study of how, informulaGT = aV, the
coefficient a should be determined so as to ensure that the
values obtained would be as close as possible to the existing
Values.

It was so decided.

The CHAIlli~AN invited the Committee to examine the two
formulae which had been prop~sed for net tonnage, namely

1. NT '" a l D + a2 P - a 3 WE and

2. NT '" bl D + 1>2
f(m)

- b3 WE

where

D = displacement
P '" volume of passenger space
n '" number of passengers

"VB '" vnlume of water-ballast space.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that his delegation, in
line with its pnlicy of simplification, considered that the
displacement factor alone should be retained. It was
clear that the omission of passenger spaces would handicap
passenger ships, but since there were fewer and fewer such
ships the drawback would not be so great. Moreover, if it
was necessary to take account of the volume of passenger space,
the gross tonnage as defined would meet that purpnse. He
reserved the right to revert to the question of water ballast
at a later stage.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) reqalled that the United States
representative, having stressed that tho question of water

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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ballast had been studied by the SUb-Oommittee on Tonnage
Measurement, had expressed the view that water-ballast space
should be included in gross tonnage; there was some doubt,
however, whether that solution would make it easier to obtain
values as close as possible to eXisting values and that was
a point that the wo'rking group should examine. The French
representative had no doubt been right in stressing that,
since the number of passenger ships was decreasing, no great,
harm would be done by omitting passenger space; but there
were still many of them in existence and an excessive reduction
of their tonnage would not serve the interests of shipowners.
The Working Group should not overlook that aspect of the
problem. Finally, the Danish delegation felt that the number
of passengers should be taken into account; thus, it would
prefer to see formula 2 adopted on the understanding that the
certified nUinber could mean only the maximum number nf
passengers'which that ship could carry.

Mr. STITT (USA) said his delegation considered that it
was essential to retain both the water-ballast space and the
data - space and number - relating to passengers;

Mr. GUPTA (India) asked the United States representative
to explain how his country dealt with water~ballast space.

, '

Mr. STIT'J:' (USA) said that, in accordance,with the,
regulations in force in his country, that space was included
in the ship's gross tonnage and excluded. from ,its net ,
tonnage, provided that the waterba11ast space concerned
was really essential,

TM/CONF/O,.2/SR.8
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Mr. SINPSON (Liberia) said that the same rules were applied

in his country as in the United States. HiS delegation could
not accept any tonnage measurement system which did not exclude
passenger space and water-ballast space.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the French delegation

could not apprnve a proposal whereby displacement would be
corrected by water-ballast space. It had been stated that
in mnst systems, and particularly in the United States, that

space was not excluded from gross tonnage but was deducted
when net tonnage was calculated, and a continuation of that

system had been advocated. That precedent could not be
invoked however, since displacement was not the same thing
as the present net tonnage. It was only for convenience that
the term "net tonnage" had been used. In fact, shipowners used
liquid ballast to give the ship stability and to increase its
earning capacity. There was therefore no reason why the water­

ballast space should be deducted. Why should liquid ballast
and not solid ballast be deducted when some ships were
ballasted with kentledge? It had been rightly observed that

the concept of water ballast could lend itself to different
interpretations. The United States representative had
answered that it was a question solely 0f "essential" water

ballast. It would, however, be difficult to define what was
essential water ballast. The French delegation pr0posed

that the formula for net tonnage should be based exclusively
on displacement without any deduction for water-ballast space.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (NorW8:lT) pointed out th"t his c'luntry was

a Party to the Oslo C"nvention, a:nd in the course of several

meetings, at which the signatories had dis'cussed the question

of water ballast, N0rway had pr,.,po·sed the adoption of the

rules folloi;red in the Uni ted States, under which the water­

ballast space was included in the gr,.,~s tonnage' and omitted from

the het'thnnage. There was llr'\ dlfficulty about defining those

spaces., The rules which were i:tppUed both in the United States

and, by the signatories of the Oslo Convention were very strict and

had never caused difficulties.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) p0inted out that water-ballast space

might be indispensable for snme ships, for example to balance

fuel., The construction of water ballast tanks, was costly,

because it 'sometimes involved increasing the size of the ship.

It was therefore reasnnab'le that the owner should receive some

compensatinn. Fnr snlid ballast, nc compensation was necessary.

,]Vir•.HUENCH (Israel) thought the Committee should not take

any decision on equations 1 and 2 until the Wnrking Group had

considered the question. 'Stress had been laid on the fact

that the adopticlll of the displacement concept, ought to makei t

possible topr0duce figures clnse to those, of present tnnnages.

But the Committee did not know what figures would be arrived at

if the water-ballast, SjJ8('cwas deducteCi; It would therefore

be preferable for the VJorking r+roupto make 'the necessary', '

calculations, after ,which the Committee 'would be able to

take a decision in full knowledge of the facts.

TH/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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Nr. GUPTA (India) agreed that .water..ballast spaces
were necessary to certain types of vessels. If those spaces
were to be deduoted,there would have to be a uniform method

for calculating them, to avoid giving an advantage to certain
types of ship. There were of course some ships which had a
ridiculous tonnage because they had huge water-ballast
spaces. Moreover, it was difficult for the port authorities

to discuss with owners the conditions necessary to ensure the
safety of a ship. When the Working Group came to consider

the question, it would have to work out a system which
would prevent that parameter from being used to produce
great variations in tonnage between different types of ship.

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) said he had been under the
impression that the certified displacement did not include
the water-ballast space. If that were the case, he wondered

why there should be any question .oi excluding them.

Mr. WILSON (UK) held the same view as the representative

of Israel. The question of deducting the water-ballast space
from the net tonnage based on displacement had not been
considered. Before taking a decision, the Committee should
know what the effects of that deduction would be. The same

was true of passenger spaces.

Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden) stressed the need to prevent
. shipowners from using the new regulations for the purpose

of calculating a lower tonnage, for eX8~ple, by using water­
ballast spaces for transporting oil. From that point of
view, the positioning of tanks on ships might be of great

importance and the question merited study.
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Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said there were at present three
systems of tonnage measurement. If a universal system was the
aim, the tonnage certificate must relate to the total volume,
the displacement, the total volume of water-ba11azt spaces and
the total volume of passenger spaces.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that the certified
displacement would be determined at the ship's summer load-line.

Reference had been made to the interaction between the
various conventions and,. in particular, the Convention for the
Prevention nf :Po11ution of the Sea by Oil. 1'hat. Convention had
been drawn up in 1954 and revised in 1962. Amendments had been
proposed in 1968 and there was a question of further amendments.
The French delegation was of course a.,ainst pollution of the sea,
but considered that that question, and more particularly the
question whether a ship should have water bal1e.st tanks separate
from its fuel bunkers should be contained in the Convention
mentioned. In the future tonnage measurement system it was·fiot
appropriate to raise matters relating to the fight against
pollution. That would be a .dangerous precedent.

It v'as of course desirable to come b8ck to figures close to
the present tonnages, but that was a seconJary consideration,
especially where net tonnage was concerned. !twas a point·
which should not be taken into account.

JlIr. :2;RICSSON(Sweden) a12" considered· that the new
certificates should pe used by all countries and also by the
Suez Canal authorities, and if the Conference wished to help
those authorities to use the new certificates, itwQu1d be

TJII/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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better not to include the water-ballast spaces in the net
t01lnage~ The certificate should indicate the total volume and

the displacement with or without the water-ballast spaces.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) wondered whether the water-ballast

spaces should be deducted in their entirety. It was questionable
whether the deduction of the whole of those spaces would make it

possible to arrive at figures c10seto the eXisting values, but

the United States representative had, a few days previously,
suggested a formula which would make possible an automatic
limitation of the deduction.

Mr. SABET HABACHI (Suez Canal Authority) said that, under

the Canal regulations, water-ballast spaces outside the hull were
not included in the tonnage, but all spaces within the hull were
included in the gross tonnage. Indeed, the Oonstantinople

Oonvention prohibited the exclusion of anything situated within
the hull.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) asked for the addition to the proposed

equation of the term "-IR (ice-reinforcement)".

The OHAIill1AN proposed that the working group should be
instructed to seek a formula for net tonnage using the parameters
of displacement, volume of passenger spaces or number of passenger<
volume of water-ballast spaces and ice reinforcement. The
working group would consiner thnse various factors and would
propose a formula by which it would be possible to obtain net

tonnages as near as possible to the existing tonnages.

It was so decided.
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Mr. RGCQUEMONT (Fr8JlCe) felt he should malc8 it clear that he
was not convinced by tIle various arguments which had been
advanced, and in particular with reference to ice reinforcement,
He was afraid that the way might thus be op:med for furUel

deducti.ons, which would make net tonnaee qUite meaningless.

Mr. CHRIS~IANSEN (Norway) wondered whether it would not be
better to set UP two working groups, one for gross tonnage and
the other for net tonnage.

The CHAIRHAN feared that would be di.fficult.

Mr. NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) said that if two
working groups were set up, only one of them could be provided
withsimultsneous interpretation; the other would have to meet,

without interpreters, in the Berners Street premises.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) suggested proceeding forthWith to
set up a single working group, composed of representatives of
Norway, the Union of Soviet Socialist RepUblics, the United
KingdoJnand the United States. Japan might be invited to be
represented if it so desired.,

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) proposed that F~ance also should
be represented.

Mr. GUPTA (India) considered that every country should be
allowed to send Et representative if it so d'esired ~

The CHAIRI1AN confirmed that every delege.tion he'd the right
to participate in the working group.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) maintained that only a very small group
would be able to do useful work.

Mr. MURRAY STUTH (UK) did not think that a limit could be
set to the number of delegations represented in a working group
whose conclusions would be of great importance to all countries.
He considered moreover that to be able to study the question of
net tonnage, the vvorking group would require more precise terms
of referlmce and thol'ght that the Committee ought to devote
further time to that point.
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Mr. GUI'TA (India) shared the view of the United Kingdom
representative. The discussion should be taken up again the next
morning.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) thought the Committee would be

unable to make useful progress until the Working Group had
submitted its conclusions. It would therefore be better for the
Working Group to meet the following morning, while the Committee

would begin consideration of Proposal C. The important thing
was to reach solutions that would be acceptable to all,

including the Suez Canal and Panama Canal authorities.

Mr. BORG (Sweden) agroed with the United Kingdom representative
that the terms of reference given to the Working Group on the
question of net tonnage were not sufficiently precise to enable
it to reach satisfactory conclusions.

The CHAIRr·1MT proposed that the discussion should be
continued the following morning.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m.
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CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS AS INSTRUCTED BY THE
CONFER2NCE (Iffi/CONF/WP.3i TM/CONF/6, Corr. 1
and Add. 1; TM/CONF/9/Add.liTM/CON:B'IC.2/WP. 5
and Corr. 1, WP.6, WP.8, WP.9 (continued)

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to consider the question
of the terms of reference to be assigned to the working group,
starting with those relating to the agreed formula for the
calculation of gross tonnage, i.e. GT = aVo

In connexion with the coefficient "a" in that formula, he
would recall that, in accordance with decisions already taken by
the Conference, gross tonnage would not be sUbject t~ change in
line with changes in displacement. Secondly, he had been
given to understand that there had been second thoughts on the
part of some delegations regarding the decision taken the
previous day to take no account of crew space in the gross
tonnage formula.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) explained that the decision in question
was a matter of concern to his delegation. Certain considerations
fundamental to the deve10ping of a valid and workable tonnage
measurement system seemed to have been left out ~f account.
Under the deCii:Hort,shipowners desirous of provid,ingaddi tional
amenities for the crew (advisable for attracting the right kind
of seaman) would be penalised by higher charges ,throughout the
whole life of the ship. Several proposals had been made ,to
cover the point, the major objection to which had been the
diffiCUlty inherent·in defining the spaces concerned. That
diffiCUlty would be largely avoided by using a formula providing
for a simple deduction from gross tonnage for crew space
provided in excess of the standard volume, and defining crew
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space as the actual volume of sleeping, eating and recreation
rooms. That was the· solution his delegation would prefer and
he would accordingly move that the Committee reGonsider the
decision with a view to discussion of the new proposal.

The CHAIRMAN said that, under rule 26 of the rules of
procedure, permission to speak would be accorded to one speaker
supporting the motion and two opposing it, after which "the
motion would be put immediately to the vote.

Mr. GUPTA (India) strongly supported the motion, since the
new proposal would help to minimise the special problem of crew
accommodation for ships plying in Eastern waters.

Mr. ,WCQUEJVlONT (France) opposed the motion on two grounds:
that the arguments adduced by the United States had been
thoroughly canvassed in the previous discussion, and that time
was short for completion of the work.

Mr. BOLTON (UK) also opposed the motion. It should be
left to other bodies to deal With problems oxtraneous to
tonnage measurement.

The motion was rejected by 17 votes to 12.

The CHAIRMAN outlined the terms of reference for the
working group respecting gross tonnage measurement, as emerging
from the decisions already taken. The coefficient "a" would
be constant or variable but if variable should be the function
of volume only and not of displacement, draught or freeboard.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that no decision had
been taken on the question of freeboard, and asked for an
opportunity to be given him to introduce the working paper
~oming out in his delegation's name (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.IO) as soon
as it was available.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.9
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The CHAIlli~N reminded the Danish representative that, in
accordance with Rule 23 of the rules nf procedu~e, discussinn
of his delegation's paper could nnt take place until the,next
day.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) explained that the paper in question
was meant to help t~e working group in considering other
parameters, in line with Conference decisions, on which the
non-constant coefficient "a" would depend. After recapitulating
his arguments on penalising safety, he asked that the paper be
considered at the earliest pnssible moment and, in the meantime,
that it be passed to the working group for its information.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said that his delegation shared the
Chairman's concern about the slnw progress in the work and would
call for more strict applicatinn of the rules of procedure.

Ihe provision on gross ,tonnage measurement was nnt designed
to be a' cri terionfor' tlielevying n:f portdues,sc>" that the ,
introduction intn the formula nf a functionoidi~piace~ent,

draughtiJr fre'eb'oard would nnt serve the intended pu~pnseand
might; indeed, conflict withtha't purpose as enunciated eventually
by the General Commi ttee in accordance with the instructions given
at the second Plenary meeting. Morenver, safety matters from
the naVigational standpnint were the concern of the International
Lead Line Conver.tion.

In the Circumstances, he wnuld propnse that the working
group be asked to stUdy and report on the factnr, constant or
variable, tn be used for the coefficient ,II all' in the formula,
which would produce figures as near as pnssible to existing gross
tonnages. In doing so, illeice WilS no need ~o b.lre into account
draught, displacement,' vessel ty~e or m1yother T",:r ',"eter tJY'n
that of total volume.
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The CHAImlAN pr0posed to put to the vote the fo1l0wing terms
of reference for the Working Group respecting gross tonnage
measurement: to study the formula GT = aV with a view tn
arrivincat a value, constant or variable, for the coefficient "a";
if variable, the value should be the function of total moulded
volume of ship, but not of di.splacement, draught or freeboard.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) speaking on a point of order, said
that the terms of reference, as thus conceived, would fail in
the object of arriving at a formula that would producefigureB
as close as possible to existing e;r0ss tonnages. In particular,
ships operated permanently as open shelter-deckers would be
heavily lJenalized in gros s t 0nhage i to avoid that conse~uenc e ,
a corrective factor would have to be intrnduced.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), als0 speaking on a point of order,
p0inted out that the suggestion just made was in cnntradiction
with thededisions already taken and was therefore .out .of order, '
even for consideration by the Working Group.

The terms of reference outlined by the Chairman were
approved by 27 votes to 7.

The CHArMiAN recalled the tentative agreement that, in the.
case of net tonnage measurement, the Working Group should be
asked to study the follrwing alternativefo:rmulae:

NT = 13.1 V

II
" I

NT = a-V + 13."1'
1 2

.2£

might be constant or
water-ballast spaces
= coefficients which

variable

NT "a3WB.

" IIwith minimum NT = (13.1 V + a 2P)K

where V = displacement at the assigned summer load line
l' = volume of passenger spaces or function of number 0f

passengers
WE = volume of
~, 13.2 , and 13.3

K = a constant
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A last-minute proposal had been made that the effect of
increased weight due to.ice strengtheni.ng construction should
also be taken .into account in the formula. He proposed
putting that issue to the vote immediately.

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 4.

The CHAIRI~AN asked whether there was any objection to the
tentative terms of reference as they now stond •.

Mr. KLEINBLOESEM(Netherlands) said that, follnwing the
Committee's decision that the new parameter to be intrrduced
undeT the '"lId name of "net" was tn be based on displacement, he
felt it was only fair to submit his comments as a member of the
Netherlands delegation representing both his direct employer,
the Rotterdam ponl Management, and all the Netherlands prrts
including Amsterdam. He was sure that his views would be share~

by many other port authorities in countries both in and outside
Europe.

There were at present many due-collecting authorities
throughout the world whose rates were of less imp0rtance to the
shipping industry than the char.ges of ~)rivate concerns such as
stevedoring companies. Port auth0rities were amnng the few wh0
still used the present gross or net tnnnage figures as
parameters for their rates. There was, however, a strong move
away from both figures, due to the existence of many different
systems of measuring shi;s, and also to the fact that there
were S'"l many distortions. Fnr example, a disbursement account
at the port of Rotterdam wo~ld contain some 20 different
items, such as state pi.lotage, harbour pilntage, towing,
harbour dues and agency fees, nf which only two were

based en gross or net register itemc. For those
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two items, the agency fee, which was a private charge,and
the harbour due which was a tnunicipaltax, the tonnage figures
were only one of several Ilarameters used to ascertain how much
the ship would have to pay.

As far as he could recall in 23 years' . experience in the
pnrt industry, pnrt authorities had never been happy with the
state of affairs, and particularly the convertible open or
clnsed shelter~deck system which they had accepted only
reluctantly. As long as certificates could bechangod and
tonnagenpenings could be closed or opened, there was little
the port auth0rities could do. But since INCO's intrrduction
of the dual tonnage mark system, port authorities had been
compelled to act. The Conference in Plenary Sessi011 had

. decided to ab01ish that system. \\'hile he welcomed the decision,
it should be realized that by intrnducing that scheme INCO had
triggered off a new development among port authorities, who had
been forced to find new ways and means of countering the scheme.
Their success had made them reconsider the fundamentals of port
pricing p01icies, and they were waiting to see whether the
Conference would produce any useful results for them. If not,
they would have to rely on other data than the tonnage certificate.

The discussion of the second parameter at the previous
meeting ha.d turned in the direction of ~oe-·intrrducing in the
formula a number of plus nr minus items, such as passenger
spaces and water ballast, and efforts were once more being
made tn npen the donr to every possible kind of deduction 0r
exemption, as for example, ice strengthening. Rotterdam
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had been usinG Gross tonnage for harbour dues for longer
than he could remember. Those port and other dues collecting
authori ties and private companies which based their servj.ce
charges on net tonnage would never use the new net figures;
they would change over to grJss, regardless of any recommendation
that IJI'lCO might make. If an effort was made to introduce the
open shelter~deck concept as well into the gross figure, he was

. sure that th2t parameter, too, would be abandoned for the
purpose of collecting dues and other charges.

The a~m of this Conference was to find a system for
measuring shi~s that could be apJlied by all the countries
of the world, whether or not they were big shipping nations at
the present time. There was a further ail, namely to find a
system that would be readily and widely acceptable for as many
purposes as possible, due collection being only one of them -
a system which by.its nature would induce port and other due
collectors to return to tonnage certificates. Such a system
would have to produce parameters and show them on a certificate
in such away that for each particular purpose all parties
concerned could find the items they needed in the document.
He emphasized, therefore, what the Netherlands representative
had said on a number of. occasions: the certificate should
at least show t0tal volume, total displacement, t0tal. . .''. ' .

passenger spac.e and total water ballast.
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T1r. ROCQU:trlONT (France) maintainedth8,t, as for gross
tonnage, the 'Jorkins Group should be given apY'ecise mandate
on the matter of the net tono-age formula. To include considera­
tion of the coefficients a2' a 3 , b2 and b3 wouldbetant~lount

to concluding that the COlJ1Jni ttee had decided to introduce terms
for passenger space or number of passengers and for water ballast

while it had, in fact, so far made no such decision. He
observed that the six French autonomous ports agreed with the
representative of the Netherlffi1ds Port Authorities that a
tonnage formula should not be liable to divergent interpretations,
water ballast was, however, notoriously difficult to define
and corrective measurements to allow for passengers only tended
to complicate the issue. He therefore urged the Committee to
close the debate by taking a distinct decision on the net
tonne,ge formula.

Hr. FILIPIOVICH (U:~SR) agreed w'i th the French delegation
that the Working Grou~ should receive definite instructions,
unfortunately, however, such concepts as the displacement in
the net tonnage formulae had, by no means, so far been clarified.
It had been stated that displacement was to be taken to the
summer load line, but that was not a clear-cut value since it
could depend on several parameters unconnected with the size
of the ship or on various sets of regUlations, or, yet again,
could be chosen by shipowners at their own discretion up to a
set limiting value. Furthermore, the matters of defining water
ballast and of making allowances for small ships had so far been
left open. If the v,Torking GrouD were to be expected to submit
concrete proposals all parameters had first to be carefUlly
defined.
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The CHiIRI'A]lT recapitulated that it had been agreed to
define displacement at the maximum displacement a ship could
have on summer freeboard; if, for scantling reasons, the ship
did not have full draught in accordance with the Load Line
Convention, then displacement would be related to the scantling
draught. For a ship without a load line, a value of 85 per
cent of the depth had been suggested but no final decision had
been reached. Fnr passenger ships the displacement should be
taken to the deepest subdivision load line. Some formula
had to bE: adopted which 11Ou1d ensure that the figures listed
in the tonnage certificate would not change frequently.

The definition of water ballast to date was less clear;
one possibility was to take water ballast to mean the volume
of all those spaces which were defined as such according to
United States regulations for exemption from both gross and net
tonnage and which the Conference had decided to exempt in the
net tonnage measurement only. It had also been suggested that
slop tanks should be considered as water ballast tanks.

Thirdly, the coefficient before the displacement term in
the formulae had to be such as to take into account the size
of the ship, but no agreement had so far been reached on which
particular function to adopt.

Mr. ROCQUF;rTQlifT (France) felt that the Committee was unduly
complicating the issue. In the case of most ships, the load
line was changed only infrequently and so displacement could
be simply defined as displacement up to the summer load line
assigned to a particular ship by virtue of the freeboard
allocated to it by the tonnage measurement authorities after
discussion with the shipowners.

TN/CONF/C.• 2/SR. 9
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lVIr. IVIDENCE (Israel) recalled that the treatment of water­
ballast spaces was one of the main diffeloences between the
United Kingdom and United States tonnage measurement systems.
He had understood that it was agreed in the Sub--,Committeeotl
Tonnage Neasurement that if water ballast was to be included
in gross tonnage, it should at least be exempted from the net
tonnage formula. However, as net tonnage was to be based on
displacement he felt that this was already taken into account.

Mr. CHEISTIANSl:N (Norway) maintained that net tonnage
should be in terms of volume.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) observed that in effect it was
unimportant whether displacement were calculated on a volume
or a weight basis but that for practical reasons it was easier
to calculate it as a volume, without having to take into
consideration the specific gravity of 1ilater. His delegation
favoured the idea of inserting water-ballast spaces as an
extra figure in the tonnage certificate so that it would be
easy for ports to apply water ballast exem~tions if they so
wished.

Mr. GUPTA (India) pointed out, firstly, that in the case
of an ordinary ship floating at its summer load line the
water-ballast spaces in both the double bottoms and the wing
tanks would be empty, so that any allowances then made for
water-ballast spaces would mean deducting a quantity which had
never been included. Secondly, if Archimedes' principle of
displace[~nt being proportional to weight were to be used, the
water-ballast spaces would be irrelevant anyway.

The CHAIRMJ0T noted that, for instance, an oil tanker with
large water-ballast spaces would be greatly affected by the
exemption or non-exemption of those spaces in the net tonnage
formula.
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Mr. PROSSER (UK). cautioned th'1.t the Committee' was at a very
difficult stage in its deliberations. It should, firstly,take
care to ensure that it did not adopt a final· gross tonnage
formula based on volume which, alj;hough acceptabletoamajo:r:ity
of coUntries was yet unacceptable to that minority of countries
having a.majority of ships, and ,secondly, should refrain from
restricting the t'rms of reference of the v{orking Group too
closely on the subjectofa net tonnage fcrmula. While the
United Kingdom delegat:lon, itself, favoured the volume concept for
displacement, it nevertheiesspreferred that the Working Group
should be free to examine solutions based on all other concepts
as well.

Mr. BONN (Canada) s.aid that he fully supported the United
Kingdom representative's comm'mts. At the present juncture the
CO!TlJrlittee should be careful to view allpossibleparameters to bE;
considered in· arriving at .net tonnage.

Mr. WIE (Norway) S8idthat his delegation shared· the concern
expressed by the United Kingdom representative. Be was disturbed
at the Committee's slow progress. Thediverge1lCc of opinion
was shown by the fact thnt it had just taken a vote on the terms
of reference of.the Working Group which reversed the decision

. taken at the previous meeting.

It had been pointed out that there were two trends of
opinion,. one backed by the majority of members of the. Committee ,
the other supported by countries representing the majority of
eXisting me:rchantfleets. The Conference was not a contest between
two te8IDs. One side nlight win the first round but both might
lose in the second. It would be regrettable if the Conference
produced results that were not accepted by the majority of
countries and of eXisting shipping interests. A Convention that
might never be ratified, or only ratified after 20 years, would
be useless. Unless the Committee could produce a sohtion
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that Vias acceptable to the Plenary Meeting it would have achieved

nothing.

The CHAIRl'1AN appeeoled to representatives tot ake heed of the
Norwegian representative's comments in the interests of the

Committee's work and the success of the Conference.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authcrity) speaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, said that it was essential to

define the meaning and the location of water ballast. Bona fide
water ballast had been mentioned in the discussions, but its

meaning WQ.S far from clear. For example, for a supertanker
moving through the Suez Canal 20,000 tons of water ballast would

be two thirds of the ship's volume, which was not reasonable.

The Netherlands representative had made an interesting suggostion
that an additional page should be incorporated in the certificate
indicating all spaces not included in the tonnage, and each

eouthority could use it to· suit its own purposes.

Mr; MURPHY (USA), replying to a question by the
representative of Israel, said that his delegation certainly

considored that the· question of water ballast was still a
problem and would have to bo considored. The Cominittee was
dealing chiefly with ships of the orc~carrying type, with l~eavy

and inexpensive cargoes; the water ballast question waS at
present incorporated in most eXisting systems by provision

enabling such ships to compete in present-..day world economies.
The ports representatlve in the Netherlands delegation had made

an interesting point, but it raised the question of what the
Conference was trying tc do. As he understood it, the aim was
to simplify and unify the tonnage measurement rules and
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eliminate any factors detrimental to safety. The current
economics of industry were irrelevant. The ports authorities
should be concerned lest any changes made it uneconomic for
ships to use their ports and resulted .in goods being transported
by other means. The aim should be to remain as close as possible
to eXisting gross and net .tonnages. Ports authorities could
adjust their rates so as to obte.in the funds they needed; but
I~CO must obtain equitabilitybetweenexisting types of ship
without affecting the existing economic situation. He strongly
supported the suggestion that all the parameters mentioned as
affecting the situation should be considered by the Working Group,
which should be instructed to seek solutions as near as possible
to eXisting ones. He agreed with the Norwegian representative
that if a satisfactory solution were not found the Conference
would have failed in its task and the repercussions would be
serious.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that he did not share the
United States representative's concern over the possibility of
ships being prevented from using ports by unduly high charges.
The Netherlands shipowners saw no dangers in Proposal C because
they did not expect their ports authorities to be unreasonable:
whatever the system, ra.tes would have to be adjusted without
being disadvantageous to ships. He saw no reason why the
Commi ttee should not approve Propr!sal C as it stood.

TM/cONF/c~2/SR.9
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Inanyoase, the tiTIle had come for a decision. The Committee

could c'lntinueto seek a solution close to the systerr1 under

Proposal C - total volume plus displacement --in the knowledge

that the majority of countries and ports authorities would

agree, but that the owners of the majer part of the world merchant

fleets would not. That would be taking a chance. Alternatively,

it could adjust tonnage so that the open shelter-deck concept

was maintained for gross tonnage, with reduction of water-
ballast spaces for net tonnage.

There was also an intermediate method. Acceptance of

Proposal 0 would entail a transition period of between 10 and 15

years; but there was nothing ?gainst immediate acceptance of

2c unified system close to the existing system and keeping the
open shelter-deck concept for gross tonnage and the deduction

of water-ballast spaces for net tonnage, 2.nd applying it for
all new ships during the trocnsi tion period, while allowing

existing ships to keep their tonnage. After 15 years a decision
could be made on whether or not to change to total volume and

displacement only.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norwccy) s?id the,t the Netherlands

representative was out of order in speaking of certific2ction
2.nd of Proposal 0 when the OO1.lni ttee was discussing pexameters

for gross and net tonnage.

His delegation fully supported the views of the United
States representative.

The CHAIRMAN appealed to representatives to confine their
comments to the question whether the working group should

be· free to discuss threG paraneters for the net tonnage formula

or only two.
group should

In the former case, he suggested that the working
divide into three groups, but under the same

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.9
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Chairman, each to discuss one of the parameters for net tonnage;
a coefficient plUS displacement; a coefficient plus displaoement
and with or without passenger space; a, coefficient plus
displacement, with oi-without passenger space; a coefficient
plus displacement, with or without passenger space and minus
water ballast.

He suggested that the werking group should be composed of
the following countries: DenLlark, France, Federal Republic
of Garmany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden,
USSR, UK and USA, and that the Chairman should be Mr. Ericsson
(Sweden) •

It was so agreed.

The CHAIm/IAN invited r;embers of the Committee to consider
which of the regulations in Proposal C (TMjCONFj6) should be
discussed by the COlami ttee. He suggestedth8t the Committee
should discuss regulations 1, 2 and 3 after the working group had
completed its task, but that the Corr.Jittee should consider
regulations 4 (the problem of frequent changes in tonnage), 5,
6(2) (open and closed spaces), 7(1) and (2) (leaving open the
problem of weight or volume) and 8.

It was so agreed.

The SECRETARY, referring to Article 4(1)(b) on ];[1,;0 14
of Pro')osQl' C, pointed out t 11o.:t the Gener"l Co:. T;i ttee hC1d
asked the COLLlittee to decide on the overall length li~it,

P.t present 15 netres, ::md also on a definition of overall
length for inclusion in Article 2.

The CHAIRMAN recalled that it had been suggested that the
definition of overall length in the International Load Line
Convention should be used.

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.9
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Mr. PROELSKA (Denm8xk) drew tentiolJ. to the following
cor:rections in the formula for gross tonnage (TM/CONF!C.2!WP.IO):

in the first pariJ,grqph the penultimatewbrdin the fourth line.
should be "refrigerated" ,,)lld the eighth word in the eighth line
should be " judged" ; in the last paragr8.ph on page 2 the
penultimate word in the second line should be "assigned"; and in
the first paragraph on page 3 the word "these" should be inserted
before the word "ships".

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m.
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j~GINIH ITLl'l 4 - CGJ'SIDbRLTIOllY LJlTD PJl'~PjlR 0 TIOllY OF PROPOSED
TLCllNICLL R: GULJ,TIONS ON TONnGE lIELSUREfiIEI~T

lJITD TONI'!.GE CIRTIFICl,TES (continued)
(T~!/CONF/6, Trl/COFF/C.2/2)

Article 4, .paragraph (l)(b)

The CHAIRnAN reminded the Committee that the amendment
proposed by Sweden to Article 4 (Tn/COJITF/6), which would
substitute a length of 24 metres for one of 15 metres, was in
keeping with the provisions of Article 5 of the Convention on
Load Lines. At the stage which had been reached in the
discussions, he suggested that the Committee should adopt
that &~endment in principle, subject to the possible subsequent
addition of a definition of "moulded depth".

After a short discussion, in which rJr. CllRI~)TL.NSIN (Norway),
Mr~ ROSELL (Denmark)-2nd r~r. SAS1JmRA (Secretary) took Dart,
it was so agreed.

Regulation 3

The CHLIRrJJT pointed out tt~t two amendments had been
submitted concerning the definition of the total volume of
enclosed spaces, one by the Netherlands arid the other by t1;te
Soviet Union. As the latter amendme'nt was more closely
related to displacement problems, he suggested that, for the
time being, the Committee should consider only the amendment
submi tted by the Netherlands, whilst'bearing in mind that no
decisi?n could be taken on the concept of gross tonnage until
the Working Grou, had completed its work.

lIr. ROCQUENONT (France), summing up the situation, said
that, if the Working Group were to adopt a coefficient which
varied according to volume, it would then be preferable to
adopt the Netherlands amendment. If, on the other hand, the
Group decided to adopt a constant coefficient, it would be

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.10
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preferable ";0 express the gross tonnage in the new unit, in
accordance with the original text in Proposal C.

Regulation 4

The CHLIRMLN drew attention to the fact that various
amendments had been submitted - by Denmark, France, the
Netherlands and the USSR. Since the amendment proposed by
France "'as the furthest from the original text, he thought
it would be proper to consider it first and decide whether
the term "moulded displacement" should be used.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) stated that, on the question of
displacement, the simplest course was to refer to Archimedes'
law: either to the weight of water displaced, which was
equivalent to the weight of the ship, whatever the specific
gravity of the water, or to the volume of water displaced,
with a determination of the density of the salt water. He
thought it preferable to calculate displacement to the outside
of shell plating a~d not to the inside of the ship, in order
to take in all the hull appendages which formed an integral
part of the ship.

lIlr. C"-ffiISTI.I~W)EN (Norway) emphasized that it was difficult
for some shipo"mers to determine, at a preliminary stage, to
what exact use a ship would be put and what load line should
be assigned to it.

The CHf.IRU;,N did not think that presented any difficulty.
the shipowner could ?lways ask for the maximum draught, with
the possibility of reducing it subsequently and obtaining a
certificate for a lower draught.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) pointed out that if the concept
of moulded displacement was to be retained in Regulation 4, it
would, as a consequence, become necessary to ainend Regulation 7 ­
which related to the external parts of the hull - and he thought
it advisable, for the sake of simplicity, to continue to use
moulded measurements.

Tr/COFF/C. 2/SR .10
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The CHAIR~urn thought that, in that case, it would be
sufficient to adjust the coefficient by 1 or 2 per cent.

Mr. COLOVIC (Yugoslavia), referring to the second sentence
of Regulation 4, said that the ships concerned were mainly
fishing vessels and wondered w~ether, in that case, the load
line in question would be the national load line or the inter-

\y"'~""

national load line.

The CHAIRr~.N thought the certificate would mention the
displacement corresponding to the national or international
load line and that, in the absence of both, the displacement
would be determined to a waterline at 85 per cent of the moulded
depth of the ship.

Mr. 1~ILSON (UK) thought it sufficient to speak of
"displacement determined to the SUllllller load line", which could
also be applied to fishing vessels.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) considered that, in the case of
ships with both a national and an international load line, it
was the latter that should be taken into account.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) emphasized that it should be
the aim of the Convention to apply to international voyages
and that therefore ships should have international certificates.

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the discussion, took note of the
problem of fishing vessels which had no load line. In regard
to the French proposal, he said that if the ship had an inter­
national load line; it was that line which should be taken
into account, if the ship had two load lines (national and
international), the international line should be taken into
account, if the ship had only a national load line, it was
naturally that line which was taken into account; lastly, if it
had no load line, the displacement should be determined to a
water line at 85 per cent of the moulded depth of the ship.

Tli/CONF/C.2/SR.IO
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.Mr. EOSELL (Denmark) shared the view expressed by the
Chairman. !v!oreover. he was in favour of using "moulded
disple.cement" . He wond ered wbether there would be differej2t
coefficients for wooden ships and for steel ships.

The Cl:L'.IRr1,'N remarked that the coefficient would be only
an approximation and that the difference would not be appreciable.

Mr. MURPHY (US:.) said th~t he also was in favour of using
"moulded displacement" but wh~t.was needed in the first part of
Regulation 4 was a definition of displacement.

The CHAIRHllN noted that iJ.isplacement must first be defined
and that the Committee wa~ provisionally i~ favour of using
"mouliied displacement".

Mr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) pointed.out that, until the,'
Committee had decided on the term of validity of certificates,
the first sen'tence of paragraph (2) of the French amendment
served no purpose; Moreover, a reference to "national load
lines" wouldhav'e' t'o' be included in the regulations later on,
with" statement to the effect ' that it applied only to ships
Y'hich were'.l1:ot covered by the 1966 C-;~ve~ti.on. .

. , ~_, ,~ : _ ". i.. \' ".:, __ .
Nr. \'iII,SON (UK1, referring; to "moulded displacement".

said that Regulation 7 would have to be studied 'in d~tail and
that Regulations 4 and 7 should be considered together.

Mr. ROCQUEl~NT (France), in reply to the comments of the
USSR representative on the first naragraph of the French
amendment to Regulation 4, observed that his delegation was
striVing for the maximum simplicity possible. changes
resulting in lower displacement should be as few as possible
but there was no limit on changes resulting in higher
displacement.

Tll/CO~F/C.2/SR.IO
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As to whether it was better to see "moulded displacement" or
"total displacement", as proposed in Regulation 7, he considered
that total displacement was preferable since it would enable the
form of future ships, as yet unknown, to be taken into account.
The use of either mass or volume could be chosen, provided the
density of the displaced water was determined.

Nr. ter HAAR (Netherlands) pointed out that for ships for
which no 10ccd line had been assigned, displacement ;should be
determined to a waterline at 85 per cent of the moulded depth.
It was therefore necessary to know exactly what the moulded depth
represented - a point that had been raised also by the Yugoslav
representative.

The CfulIRNAN, surr®ing up the discussion, took note bf:the
problem of the definition of moulded depth. He recall,Jd that the
Committee had approved certain principles on the kind of loe.d

lines to be used, and left it to the Drafting Committee to prepare
a suitablo text on that point. Finally, he pointed out that it

wP,s neeossary to dsfine exactly what was meant by "upper deck".

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggested that, in order to avoid having
to define the meaning of "upper deck", the Committee should see
what definition was given in the Convention on Load Lines.

1·1r. ROCQUErWNT (France) considered th:3t that was a quite
minor po.i.nt, for tl18 ships in question - namely, those engaged
on international voyages and not having an international load
line certificate - did not come under the 1966 Convention but
would come under the 1969 Convention. Very few ships would thus
be affected.

TN!CONF!C.2!SR.lO



- 8 -

,
Mr. COLOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that the only ships concerned

were fishing vessels and pleasure craft.

Mr. tel' H!i.\R (Netherlands) thought that if a reference to
the freeboard deck as defined in Regulation 3 of the Convention
on Load Lines could be introduced into Regulation 4, the point
raised by the representative of Yugoslavia would be satisfactorily
met.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) said that in the case of fishing vessels
with two decks and without an international load line, it might
perhaps be left to the discretion of port authorities to choose
the deck from which to moasure displacement.

1\11'. BECKWITH (Liberia) was not in favour of that solution.
He suggested using the definition in Regulation 3 of the
Convention on Loo.d Lines, so modified as to refer to the
uppermost complete deck instead of the freeboard deck.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmo,rk) pointed out that in the fishing vessels
to which he had referred, freeboard was measured from the second
deck, and if displacement were measured from the upper deck the
reSUlting tonnage figure would be too high.

Mr. WIItSON (UK) said he appreciated thediffioulty mentioned
by the Danish representative, [or.if, under normal circumstances,
the freeboard deck had to be the uppermost deck, according to IMCO
regulations, that deck could not be used to assign load lines to
fishing vessels with large hatchways that had to be open in all
weathers.

Mr. BONN (Canada) drew the Cor.unittee's attention to
subdivision displacement which was used in preference to form
freeboard.

The CHAIR}I~N was of the 0plnlon that that formula, which was
moreover the one set out in paragraph 2 of the e.mendment proposed
by Denmark to Regulation 3, might well be adopted.

T~I/cONF/c.2/sR.lO

\



- 9 -

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) considered th~t his delegation's
proposed amendment to Regulation 4 provided a solution to the
problem under discussion for a ship could have only one load line

irrespective of whether it had boen assigned a form, scantling
or subdivision freeboard.

Mr. WILSON (UK) remarked thst, on the contrary, some ships
did have two load lines according to whether they were used for
cargo or passenger transport. It WB,S his view that displacel2Jent

should be calculated to the highest load line.

Mr. GUPTA (India) stated that such was the case for Indian
ships which carried pilgrims for four l2Jonths of the year a~d

cargo the rost of the time, which made it necessary for them to
change their load line twice a year. Special provisions should be
drawn up for such ships.

Mr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) considered that the purpose of
Regulation 4 was to define displacement, in conjunction,with
Regulation 7. The problem just raised could bo better dealt
with in' other regulations 'of the Convention.

The CELURNLN reminded the Indian representative that the
concept of a change in tonnage according to draught was to'be
retained for existing ships. In reply to the representative
of the Soviet Union, he emphasized that the Committee's
immediate concern was to approve principles; the form of which the
various regulations would be presented would have to be deternlined
later.

He ther,'fore sugc;,;ested that Regulation 4 should begin
with a definition of displacement as given in paragr~ph (1) of
the Danish amendment to Regulation 3, which would be followed by
a paragra,ph relating to passenger ships based on paragraph (2) of
the same Danish amendL1ent; then would come provisions concerning
the definition of moulded depth and lOEld line displacements, the
latter being based on paragraphs (1), (2) and (3) of the proposed
French amendment to Regulation 4.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.lO
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Mr. S~SAMURA (Committee Secretary) read out paragraph 2
of the French amendment, in the English text of which the words
"displacement corresponding to the new" were to be inserted
between lines 6 and 7..

The Committee appro~ed the te~t of this paragraph in principle.

Mr. GUPTA (India) supported by Mr. MURPHY (USA), referring to
paragraph 3 of the French amendment, spoke of the problem which
would be created by the five":'year time-limit in the case of
passenger ships which were converted into cargo ships every year.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) considered that the five-year
time-limit should be discussed. Be also thought that the exception
envisaged for changes in nationality might give rise to all kinds
of manipulations.

Mr; WILSON (UK), while approving the text proposed by France,
a1sn thought the time-limit should be discussed. He considered,
however, that the time-limit would not cause any problems for the
vessels mentioned by the representative of India because they had
two load lines ,and the Committee had agreed in principle that
their displacement should be calculated on the basis of the higher
one.

The CHAI~~N said that that question could not be settled
until the \'i'orking Group had decided whether passenger spaces
should be included in the net tonnage or nnt.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed. With regard to the exception
for a change of nationality, his delegation recognized that such
an exception might enable the regUlation to be circumvented, and
it was.prepared to amend its proposal.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) suggested that the question be referred
to the General Committee.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.lO
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Mr. LAWRENCE (LHeria) thought that if the exception for a
change of nationality was retauled, it should also apply to a change
in ownership; he also considered that the term "large-scale
modification" required definition.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a definition had been given in
the amendment proposed by France to paragraph 3 of Article 3.

Mr. PRI¥ALoN (USSR), referring to the problem of frequent
changes of load line, suggested that certificates should be drawn
up in such a way as to indicate to the port authorities what
changes had been made previously.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed that the question of
certificates would have to be more fully studied.

Referring to the comments made by the representative of Liberia,
he said that exemption from the five-year time-limit in 4ne case
of a change of ownership would not be appropriate because the
Committee already considered that the exemrtinn in the case of,
a change of nationality was not sufficiently restrictive. As far
as large-scale modification was concerned, it would certainly be
advisable to include in paragraph 3 the definition to which the
Chairman had referred.

The CHAIRMAN feared that that definition might be detrimental
to ships which underwent minor modification to allow them to carry
either passengers or cargo.

Mr. ROCQU~ION~ (France) pointed out that if a passenger ship
lost its superstructures. its depth was automatically altered by
a substantial amount~ The Conference had expressed a wish that
tonnage changes should not be frequent and it was therefore the
Committee's duty to strike a fair balance between the requirements
of trade and the risks of fraud.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.IO
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Mr. WILSON (UK), referring to the problem of change of
nationality, said that the United Kingaominvariably re-measured
every vessel registered in the United Kingdom, whatever its
original flag.

Mr. OONTOGEORGIS (Greece) objected to the text of paragraph
3 as submitted by the French delegation. It seemed unfair to
prohibit a ship from obtaining a new certified displacement
immediately after a change of the freeboard; the value of
Prnposal 0 lay in the fact that :i,t replaced the system of a tonnage
mark by a certified displacement, thus permitting an easier change
of tonnage, but it seemed that if paragraph 3 were adopted, one of
the main advantages of Proposal 0 would disappear.

His delegation agreed that the certified displacement should
not be changed too rften, but considered that a time-limit of six
months would be reas0nable. It also agreed with the Norwegian
delegation that if the certified displacement could be altered
when there was a change nf nationality, many meritime powers w'Juld
see large numbers of their ships passing under other flags.

The OHAIRMAN asked the French representative how the loading
of the special craft mentioned in paragraph 5 could be qheck~d.

Mr. ROOQUEMONT (France) replied that the working of
international competition would make it necessary to provide
regulations tn restrict the loading of ~y_drocopte:J;'§. Until
international regulations were adopted, each State would have
to determine the displacement of those craft when fully loaded.

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thought the case of special
craft would have to be considered, as it seemed likely that a
large number of them would come into service within the next
fifteen years.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.10
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Hr. ROC,iUJ~lVjONT (France), replying to !VIr. GRUN};;R (Finland),
said that the tonnage certificate of a snecial craft should
indicate the total take-off weight authorised by the national
legislation.

Hr. WIlBON (UK) suggest.ed~ omitting the reference to
75 kg. as the weight of each person who could be carried in the
special craft, because nntional regulations might contain
different provisions.

IVIr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed to withdraw that figure, as
it was only an incidental item in his proposal.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) asked whether cargo submarines
would be classified as special craft in reg~rd to certifiable
displacement.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that when submerging a
submarine filled its br?llast te.nks, a;nd then a bC'llast
correction could be applied. For a submarine which was on the
surface, as it always was, of course, on arrival in or
departure from a port, the maximum displacement on the surface
was taken into cOjlsideration.

Regulatl2.n 5
11r. ROCQUElvIOWl' (Frn.nce) proposed that consideration of

Regulation 5 be deferred, because the methods of calculating
displacement and gross tonnage were closely related and they
could be considered together.

Regule,tion 6
The CHAIRJVIAN proposed that 2. sLJall working groupshotlld be .

set up, composed of representatives of France, Norway, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom. The group should submit
its conolusions to the COJ:1mittee at its twelfth meeting.

It was so agreed.

TM/CONF/c.qlSR.lO
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Regulations 7 and 8

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the COflffiittoe could not
usefully consider those regulations until it knew the
results of the study by the working group on coefficient "a",

The meeting rose at 5 p.m.
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CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS AS INSTRUCTED BY TB}j
CONFLRENCE (TM/CONF/WP.3; TM/CONF/6, Corr.l
and Add.l; TM/CONF/9/Add.l; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.12
and WP.13 (c~ntinued)

The CHAIm~AN invited attention to Progress Report No.4
(TM/CONF/C.2/WP.12), containing a summary of the results of the
previous day's discussions, and to the Japanese delegation's
proposal on the draught for calculating displacement in respect
of ships to which the 1966 Load Line Convention did not apply
(TM/CONF/C.2/WP.13). He suggested that the Committee should
consider document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.12. Its decision on the minimum
length and the definition of such length were set out in sub­
paragraphs 2(i) and 2(ii) respectively. In accordance with
paragraph 3, the Committee had left open the question whether,
for the purpose of defining length, it should adopt the definition
of moulded depth in the International Convention on Load Lines,
replacing the word lIfreeboard" b:y lIuppermost", so that the moulded
depth would be defined as the vertical distance measured from the
top of the keel to the top of the uppermost complete deck at side.

Er~ CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said that in that case, the uppermost
complete deck would have to be defined. He invited attention
to his delegation's suggestion in document TIl/CONF/g/Add.l.

The CHAIRl"IAN questioned whether it would be proper to
depart from the provisions of the Load Line Convention. The
Committee's decision to adopt 24 metres as the minimum length
meant that for the time being it was discussing depth for the-=""';,,-_._.-
determination of minimum length. Since the decision had been
made for the purpnse of confnrmity with the Load Line Convention
and to avoid two definitions, if the Committee now considered only

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.1I
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Ships1;Tith a 10adline, the definitj.on should be identical vfith
the one in the.L0ad Mne Convention which could be referred to,
without the need to repeat it. The C0rmnitteewould theY'" need only.'
to consider the minimum length for fishing vessels and yachts to
which the Load Line Convention did not apply. The question was
linked with the problem of displacement which ha,d been left open as
far as fishing boats were concerned.

Mr. GRU~~R (Finland) said that if the length of 24 metres
was to be used solely for the purpose of identifying ships, the
total length could be used and all definitions could be eliminated.

The CHAlm~N said that the length should be the same as the
length in the Load Line Convention: in other words, the load
line definition of depth and freeboard deck should be retained,
without being repeated.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that in using the moulded depth it would
be necessary to specify the meaning, and to which deck the
moulded depth would be measured. He suggested that the first
part of the definition of freeboard deck in the Lnad Line
Convention would be sufficient if "freeboard deck" were replaced
by "upper deck" and the word "normally" deleted.

The CHAIRriliK asked if the Committee would agree that for
Ships with 10ad lines, moulded depth and freeboard should be
defined as in the 1966 Lnad Line Convention, and that for ships
not SUbject to that Convention the United Kingdom suggestion
should be followed, namely, the definition of freeboard deck as
in the 1966 Load Line Convention should be used, replacing
"freeboard" by "upper" and deleting "normally"'.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that a Convention should be
self-contained; too many references to provisions in other
Conventions might cause legal difficulties. The Committee and
the General Committee might do well to consider the legal aspects.
Where. such references were essential, they should be as brief as
possible, and texts from other Conventions should not be reproduced;

TM/CONP/C.2/SR.ll
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with identical provlslons in two different Conventions, there was
the risk that one of them might suosequently oe changed and that
difficul ties of interpretation ]~ight ensue.

Moulded depth needed defining only for ships without
freeooard: several of the suggestions in document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.13
were relevant. Ninimum length should oe the same as in the
1966 Load Line Convention, and it should oe so stated.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that his point on the need merely for a
reference to the Lo",d Line Convention had been supported by the
French representative. The definition of freeboard deck
also, however, referred to the owner's option to choose a
second deck as freeboard deck. Had the Committee agreed that
the owner would hav.esuch an option? vias the Chairman's

. suggestion that an owner wanting such optirm could have
reduced draught, i.e., moulded depth measured to an assumed
deck instead of to the actual upper or freeboard deck, in line.
with what had been preViously agreed?

The CHAIR11AN explained that the present problem was merely
to establish the minimum length at which the new Convention
would apply. For consistency, the depth should be the same
as in the Load Line Convention •. The problem is not related
to tonnage measurement, but only to the establishment of the
mimimum length at which the new Convention would apply.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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111'. LIEBENFROST (YugoslaVia) said that the definition of
depth did not indicate the point at which the ship's length

should be measured. He suggested using the definition in

paragraph (2) on page 86 ofT!1/CONF/6, which provided that the

m01Ilded depth should be the vertical distance measured from the

inner side of the keel plate to the underside of the deck at

side: that was preferable to the definition in the Load Line.
Convention.

The CHAIRr1AN invited the Committee to decide whether, for

ships whic~l had to comply wi th the Load Line Convention, the

minimum for the new Convention should be the length provided
in the Load Line Convention.

The re \:ere 34. vote s in favour and non~ against.

The CHAIRr~N asked if there was any support =01' the idea

that the same result could be obtained by using a different
definition from that in the Load Line Convention.

In the absence of support for the idea, he 8sked if the
Committee agreed, for shins which had to comply with the 1966
Load Line Convention, to wording on the following lines:

"The minimum length at whig)} the Convention would apply
should be the same as the minimum length at which the 1966
Load Line Convention applied".

It was so decided.

The CHAIRlLAN suggested that the question of ships which did
not have to comply with the Load Line Convention should be

left until the question of displacement, which was closely
connected, had been discussed.

He invited attention to paragraph (4)
enclosed spaces. The total volume was in
displacement volume, below the waterline;

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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above the waterline • The problem vms w.hether_or__not to
include in displacement the ap;:endages such as bossings and
rudders, but exclude bilge keels, wells and recesses in open
connexion with the sea (page 82 of TM/CONF/6) or include in the
under-deck vol1JJll8. the volumes.of bulges in the ship's side, such
as a bulbous bow and propeller bossings (page 88 of TrJ/CONF/6).

I1r. ROCQUE?IONT (France) said that since the displacement
calculation was based on the volume calculation, it would be
going a little far to say that the ship's vol1JJlle was in two
parts- the displace'nent vol1JJlle and the vol1JJlle of spaces above
the waterline: the two concepts were different. If the .total
vOlume was the sum of a series of internal ship's. volumes, in.
certain cases the deck volume would not be taken into account.

,,
. Perhaps the aim was t" exclude the volume of deck plating from
.the total volume; but displacement took into account all the .
structural 'elements up to the line from which disl)lacement was
calculated.

His delegC'tien regarded the displacement volvme as the
volume of water displaced by the ship. Hence all the hull
appendages w-rId be taken into account, as i'n the Danish
amendment ...

I'll'. \!lLSmT (UK) agreed with the French representative that
displacement and tota,l vol1JJlle were rather different concepts.
In the case of extreme displacement, shell plating, rudder,
bossings and similar items would have to be taken into
account,but that was not necessary for mouldeCl displacement.

It had already been decided that for,gross tonnage, the total
volume should be measured to moulded lines: thus the thickness
of the upper deck-lating would not be measured; 'the measurement
would be to the inside of the boundary plating and the top of
the deck to the underside of the deck ceiling. No one would

Tl1/CONF/C. 2/SR.ll
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want to include normalbossings or rudders, for example,in
total vOlume. The only bossings to include would be those
with a volume; solid castings should not be included in
moulded volume.

The CHAIRl'LAK suggested that unnecessary compliCations
were being introduced for little gain.

Mr. STEWART (USA) said that his own authorities were
working for. results as close as possible to existing tonnage
measurement. He supported the United Kingdom representative's
view that measurement sheuld be to the moulded line. In all
shipbuilding, moulded displacement should be ascertained first.
Tonnages could be determined more rapidly if the moulded
volume concept were retained.

Mr. ROSEI,L (Denmark) agreed with the United Kingdom
representative's comments on displacement and volume. He
supported the deletion of "rUdders" on page 82 of TIl/CONF/6.
~

The CHAIRMAN suggested that for the time being the
Committee sh01'ld consider only volume and vhat it sheuld contain,
leaVing displacement until later. The majority appeared to
sUl;port the view that moulded volo'me should not include deck
thicknesses. But would the stern frame casting be included or
excluded?

Nr. HOCQUEllONT (France) said that the choice VIas between
logic and tradition. He would favour the logical solution
of moulded volume. The logical solution of moulded volume was
equivalent to saying that one should only pay for the inside
of an orange beca~se one did not eat the skin.

Mr. BECKWITH (Liberia) supported the use of moulded volume.
Whereas under-deck volume could be obtained from displacement
curves, moulded volume must be measured physically.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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With regard to tne inclusion of, for example propeller
bossiness, tbe USSR amendment on page 87 of TJVI/CmTF/6 could
be used as a basis.

JVIr.criHISTIAn,SEN (Norway) said that his delegation had never
doubted that the total volwne was measured to the mc-ulded line,
The Committee was discussing details which should be cleared up
in a small working group.

~lr. SOIDA (Italy) said that the simplest solution' \Tas the
moulded volt,me as in other cOlwe,ntions. In a moulded plan, the
bossings would automatically be included,

Ill". GUPTA (India) a~reed fully with the French stand.
Displacement must necessarily correspond to the total weight, of
the ship in water; he would accordingly propose that, in
paragraph 5(1) the word "moulded" be deleted,

Secondly, some prOVision shoUld be included to cover the case
of the convertible passe,nger/cargo ship, operating with different
load lines according to the traffic of the moment,

JVIr. J;'ILLPOVICH (USSH) said his delegation would sUl~port the
Argentine view on grounds of simplicity. It should be 1'0ssi"ble to
make all calculations at the design stage and accordingly
calculation of displacement should be done on moulded lines.

I1r. 2TEWART (USk) endorsed the Soviet stand,
France, 11e believed that moulded displacement was
the determining of stability.

llr. VAN DER TOORN (Netherlands) said that he, too, was in
favour of the simplest possible system. The weight cf the shell
plating on a ship was a completely unknowl" factor and it would be
pointless for the intended purpose to place an arbitrary percentage
value on it, however low.

It was decided, by 31 votes to 3, that the displacement
~hould be moulded displacement.

• TJVI/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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The CHAIRlvlAN invited comments on s·c1.b~paragraphs ( i) ,( ii)

and (iii) of paragraph 5(1).

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggested a minor drafting change in

sub-paragraphs (i) and (iii): the words "as definedby"to be
replaced by the words "in accordance with ll • In sUb-paragraph (ii),

he would prefer the wording: H ••• to the assigned subdivision

load line in accordance with ••• ", as possibly permitting aecount

to be taken of fresh water or tropical allowances.

Secondly, a provlslon should be included to cover the case

of the passenger ship that had also an assigned cargo load "-ine

giving a much deeper draught than the passenger subdivision
load line. For the purposetlof displacement, the higher of the

- 1',

two marks should be used.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) sugGested that SUb-paragraphs (i) and

(ii) should be combined and in that way the last United Kingdom
point would be covered. His delegation considered that sub­
paragraph (iii) should be deleted, as inappropriate to an

international convention. Countries could not be bound by
such an instrument to apply cet national regulations.

f!lr. CHRISTIANSElT (Norway) endorsed the last point made,

the more so as national regulations on load line varied widely.

hr. BECKWITH (Liberia) endorsed the amendment proposed by
Denmark, with the addition at the end of the combined text of
the words: "whichever is applicable". The change would also

cover India's point.

Mr. GUPTA (India) saw no need for taking the deeper of the
two draughts, as suggested by the United Kingdom; provlslon

should be made for differentiation in line with actual conver~

sion.

The Cl~iIRMAN observed that that point could be taken
up later in considering the question of restriction on

conversion •

• 2/SR.11
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In answer to a point rasied by Mr. NOZIGLIL (Argentina),
the S:6CRETARY explained that the usual practice concerning
related international conventions was to refer simply to the
convention in force, without specifying any particular year;
that matter would be taken care of at the drafting stage.

Mr. ROCQUErl0NT (France) asked whether the SOLAS Convention
contained a definition of the deepest subdivision load line.
In any event, the higher mark should be used in the case of
convertible ships, for there could conc8ivably be .Qases where
that mark corresponded to the cargo load line.

In sub-paragraph (iii), the better wording would be:
"for ships to which a load line had been assigned under
national regulations ••• "; in tho case of dual load lines, the
deepest should apply.

$'''''

The CHAIRM;.N stated thftt the definition in question was to
be found in Article 2 of the SOLAS Convention.

In considering the (lUestion of shirs with dual load lines,
the case of the timber-carrying ship (deck cargo) should not be
overlooked.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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Mr. i1UEHCH (Israel) thought tllat the cruestion of ships

having dual 108.d lin(3s should be discussed also at General

Committee level; the Technical Committee was not in a position

to take a final decision in the matter.

The CHLIRMi,N proposed to take up the various issues that

had been raised, one by one. He invited comments first on the

marginal case of the timber-carrying vessel mentioned by the
USSR.

lIlr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) s2.id his delegation considered that
in the case of such ships the regular load line should apply

rather th8n the higher timber mark, since normally the ship
would be carrying water ballast when loc.ded with timber. A

contrary decision would therefore penalize the ship.

Nr. ROCQUEliIONT (France) pointed out that water ballast had
no relevance to the question.

Mr. CHRISTIliliSEN (Norway) supported the Soviet proposal;
under the International Tonnage Hark scJ1eme the ti.mber marl{
had thus far been ignored and there was no reason for any
change in that situation.

The USSR proposal was accep!ed by 32 v~tes to none.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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The CHhIRM~N asked whethvr tho Committee wished in principle
to retain sub-paragraph (iii).

There were 31 votes in favour of retention and 3 against.

The CH1.IR}~N invited comments on the Japanese proposal
(TJliI/CONF/C. 2/WP .13), which was relevant to sub-paragraph (iii).

Mr. !'lUENCH (Israel) considered that the ,Japanese proposal
was o.pposed .in spirit to the concept of displacement. There
was no need to resort to an imaginary load line; where
a draught limitation existed under statutory rules, national or
international, it should be used for calculation of displacement.

Jlilr. ROCQUE1VIONT (France) said he had been think:J.ng along
the same lines.

The Israeli p~oposal was approved in principle by 31 votes
to none.

The ClL',IRMAN drew attention to sUb-paragr::o.ph (iii) of
Tlli/CONF/C.2/WP.13 and to the suggestion made by the United Kingdom
delegation to use the definition of moulded depth given in
Regulation 3, paragraph 5(a) of the 1966 Load Line Convention,
replacing the words "freeboard deck" by "uppermost deck". The
latter would then take the definition assigned to the freeboard
deck in paragraph (9) of that Regulation, with deletion of the
word "normally", i.e. the uppermo.,t deck would be the uppermost
complete deck exposed to weather and sea which had p:Jrmanent means
of watertight closure.

He went on to n6te that such a definition would,
unfortunateiy, encourage shipowners not to close the higher
deck and suggested that it might be'bette;> not to make any
stipUlations about the uppermost deck.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark), Mr. ENDO (Japan) and Mr. SOLDA (Italy)
all agreed that it was not feasible to qualify the term
"uppermost deck" in any way.

Tl;jC ONF/C. 2/SR.ll
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The CHAIRMAN concluded that in the case ofa ship having
no loading mark of any kind on its side, displacement would be

taken as eighty-five percent of the moulded depth to the
uppermost deck, thela-tter remaining undefined for the time
being.

Change of net tonnage (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.12, paragraph 7)

The CHAIR~1AN invited delegations' comments on the proposed
time limit within which no change of to~~age certificate would

be permitted, i.e. five years, one year or six months.

Mr. GUPTA (India) referred back to his country's problems
of the "pilgrim ships" operating under the Simla Rules and

carrying cargo or passengers at different times of the year, and
maintained that in such cases any time limitations imposed would
be completely artificial and unnecessary.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) and
Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) held that the matter raised by the delegation
of India represented a specific problem quite distinct from the

question of the time limit to be imposed. Both the 1966 Load
Line Convention and the 1960 Safety Convention recognized that
a ship could bear loading marks for cargo and for passengers at
the same time and there should, of course, be no time limitation

for such ships.

Mr. VAN DER TOORN (Netherlands), supported by
"Mr. RUNNICR (Federal Republic of Germany), pointed out that the

impGsition of a five-year period within which a ship's
certificate could not be changed would cause many difficulties
to shipowners in the matter of buying and selling of ships and
would depress considerablysecond~handprices; the time limit
should thus be no more than six months.

TM/CON:B'/C •2/SR.n
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Mr. GUPTA (India) agreed that there was no question of
altering a single value for the displacement in the case of a
so-called "pilgrim ship" since it was assigned two displacements 1
one in accordance with the Load Line regulations and the other
in relation to its function as a passenger ship. The ship was
then authorized to use the deeper draught enly when it was
carrying less than twelve passengers.

He nevertheless still maintained that in the case of other
ships there was no virtue in imposing a long period of time within
which the displacement could not be changed.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) held that there was no valid
reason for putting any time limitation on the changing .of net
tonnage or displacement since it would only restrict owners in
the normal operation of their ships.

Drawing attention to paragraph 7(3) of Th/CONF/C.2/WP.12,
where it was envisaged that the time limitation would be waived
if the flag of the ship·were changed or if.it underwent large­
scale modification, he asked whether that should not be extended
to cover the case of change of owner, as well.

The CHAIill·;AN pointed out that in TM/CONF/WP.5, paragraph l(g)
the Conference had decided that the change from closed to open
shelter conditions should not be allowed at frequent intervals;
the Committee had only to decide h0W to interpret the concept
of infrequent change.

The CHAIRMAN asked t1:le Committee whether it was in favour
of imposing a time interval of one year or less, or in favour
of a period of more than one year, for changes in the tonnage
certificate of a ship~

%1:lere were 27 votes in favour of a time interval of one year
or less and six in favour of a time interval of more._than one
year.

It was decided to impose a time illierval of one year or less.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.11
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The CHAIRMAN (lsked the OOlmittee whether it was in favour
of time interval of ' one year'or of six months.

There were 20 votes in f;wour of a time :-ntervP,l-2£ one
year and 12 in favour of a time interval of six months.

It was dec:idedtoimpose.a time interval of one year Within,
which the tonnage c0rtificate of a Ship could not be ch2rnged.

/

Mr. HERD (Australia), referring to the question of the
"pilgrim ships" mentioned by the delegation of India, pointed
out that Australian ships which carried either passengers or
cargo had only one tonnage certificate. Since tonnage was to

,be made dependent on displacement, such ships ,would be given two
certific8tes, one for their pormitted displacement with cargo
and One for passenger trade. His delegation was opposed to the
idea of dual tonnages for purely cp.rgo-carrying ships.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmccrk) pointed out that such ships would have
the some tonnage certificate all'the time; ~! was only 1;he
draught which altered in accordance with the defined conditions
of sailing. He considered that the Comruittee should decide
whether the tonnage should be alterGd at all under the two or
three sets of conditions; in his viGW the only solution was to
issue a tonnage certificate in accordance with the largest draught,
i.e. the draught calculated in accordancG with the 1966 Load
Line Convention.

The CHAIRMAN concluded that the tonnage assigned should not
Correspond to the largest draught but to the largest tonnage.
Ships having two tonnage load linGS, one for cargo cend one for
p2,ssengers, would then have only one cer cificate, listing a

figure which could be changed every 'Year, but ('t,GJ:\:i,cGhfor the
du.ration of that year would be the highest value calculated for
the tonnage on either: draught, or from the displacement plus the

, ....,.=----"""'""'~ - .- - --~---_. _. .

volume of passonger ships, whichever the Working ~roup might
decide.

TH!CONF!C.2!SR.11
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Mr. GUPTA (India) maintained that "pilgrim ships" do not
have two load lines but rather one load line and one subdivision
mark.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the subdivision mark was
recognized as a load line under the 1966 Load Line Convention.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.ll
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CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOS~D
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The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at the previousm~eting, the'
COl1llllittee had decided that the iengi;h of time which must elapse
betvreen two reductions in net tonnage for shi.ps with only one
load line should be one year instead of five. In view of the
practical difficulties that arose for ships which had more than
one load line (for example, those which carried passengers and
cargo alternately), the Ohairman suggested that the solution
of that prnblemof detail should be deferred until the following
Monday.

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stated that the new regulations
'. envisaged would penalize certain ships, such as those just

mentioned by the Ohairman, which might, under the regulations
currently in force, obtain new tonnage certificates up to three

: times a year. Thus there was a danger that the regulations might
adversely affect the shipping industry by induCing owners to

(' cancel their orders. The Norwegian delegation hoped that the
new Oonventionwould not cause too much disruption in the
shipping industry artdin the economic' conditions of transport
by sea. The displacement. concept gaveri.se· to many difficulties
when used asa parameter,and should be the subject of. thorough
study by a small group. While realizing that it was not possible
to reverse decisions taken by the Oonference, he wished to
emphasize the dangers involved in combining the load line concept
(which was concerned with the safety of the ship) with i;hr:tt of
the tonnage.

Mr. OONTOGEORGIS (Greece), while seeing no objection to
deferring the solution of the problem until the following Monday,

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.12
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suggested that ,provision should be made for ships op?rating
alternately'as passenger shipS811d cargo "hips to have two
certificates, of which one only would be

v
valid at anyone time

according tocirculllstances.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that such a system would be very
close to that of the tonnage mark which the Conference did not
approve.

,Turning to Progress Report No. 4 (TM/CONF/C. 2/WP.12), he
asked the Committee to state its views on sUb-paragraph 2 of
paragraph 5, which related to special craft.

Mr. JONES (New Zealand) remarked that moulded displacement,
the principle of which had been adopted in sUb-paragraph 1 of
the same paragraph, was suitable for steel ships but not for
wooden ones. Sub-paragraph 2 should therefore mention als0
ships other than metal ones.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) would like to see cargn submarines
mentioned in sUb-paragraph 2, since they might be used in the
future.

The CHAIRMAN, suppnrted by Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina), said
tb,at, in that connexlon, the Commi tOtee would have· to \ifai t to
see whether arnot the Working Group decided tn include water
ballast in the calculation of net-tonnage.

Mr. "HLSON (UK) considered the::::e was Y"O need to include in
'the 'text of the Convention craft which might not come into
existence for a long time.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) thought that, since there were not many
special craft, it might perhaps suffice to adopt a regUlation
simila.r to that of the Load Line Convention,which left it to
the administration to determine their displacement. When such
craft came into more general use, the Convention might be
amended to take account of them.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.12
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Mr. BECKWITH (Liberia) supported that suggestion, especially

since the note on Amendment Procedures of Conventions (TM/CONF/15)
provided for amendments necessitated by technological change.

Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested making a distinction between
exis~ing special craft and those of the future.

Ir. SASAMURA (Committee Secretary) proposed a text similar
to ~ of regulation 2, paragraph 4, of the Load Lines Convention
which would read: "The tonnage of a ship whose constructional
features are such as to render the application of the prov~s~ons

of this Annexe unreasonable or impracticable shall be as
determined by the Administration."

The oHAIRMAN put that text to the vote.

The text suggested bv
"

the Secretary of the Committee was
approved by 32 votes to none.

Mr. VAN DER TOORlT (Netherlands) suggested supplementing
the sub-paragraph by a provision to the effect that(Governments
which registered craft of th~"t kind, should so inform IMCO.)

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to sub­
paragraph 2 of paragraph 7 which had to be supplementod to
indicate that the load line assigned was that on which the
displacement was based in accordance with sub-paragraph 1.

Sub-paragraph 3 of paragraph 7 ,,,ould hava to be amended to make
it possible for a ship with more than one load line to change
from one to the othar if from being a cargo ship it became a
passene;er ship.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) suggested that the beginning of the
sub-paragraph should be amended to read: "If the displacement
should change due to the alteration of the position of the
load line"~

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.12
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The CHHRMAN propCsed that, for Bub-paragraphs 2 and 3, the

Committee should approve in p:tinci.pletheamendment he had

referred to, leaving it to theSeoretariat to draft the exact

wording.

It was so deoided.

Mr. GUPTA (India) asked whether the last sentenoe of

sub-paragraph 2 .would apply to ships whioh oarried passengers and
oargo alternately. He hoped that We.s not the case. He supported

the text suggested by the representative of Kuwait.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland), referring to sub-paragraph 3;
suggested replo.cing the words "preceding certification" at the

end of the first sentenoe by the words "preoeding deoreasing

oertification".

Mr. ROCQuEMONT (Franoe) s2id that t4e.intent.ion Of his
delegation, whioh W2S the original author of sub-p2ragraph 3,.had

been that the last sentenoe should oompens~te for the rigidity
of a fiv2-year period. Sinoe. that period had been reduoed to

one yeF1.r, and sinoe chF1nges of nation21i ty might make frauds
possible, he proposed the pure and simple deletion of the l2,st

sentenoe.

Mr. UGLAND (Norway) opposed the Frenoh proposal. It was the
duty of IMCO to ensure that transport by sea should remain as

eoonomioal as possible. If the new Convention should prevent

ohanges in certification under which there might in existing
ciroumstanoes be advantage to be gained, for inst,moe, by. ships

whioh o2rried passengers and oargo alternately, shipowners
would have to seek oompensation at tho expense of their customers.

Mr. GUPTA (India) proposed that this problem, whioh was not
purely teohnioal, should be referred to the General Committee.

TM/CON:F!C.2/SR..12
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Mr. SIMFSON (Liberia) supported by Mr. KING (Kuwait),

considered that the provisions conc2rning large-sca~G

modificpctic,n should in any case be maintain2d. He theught,

moreover, thFlt changes of ownersbip should be considered on the

same footing as changes of nationality.

Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested that the 19.st se21tence of

sub-p"'r"gr<',ph 3 should read P.S follows: "However, if the flag

or ownership of the ship is ckmged or if the ship bp.s undergone

large-scale modific~tion, the net tonr-age may be decreased

immediately".

Mr. MURPHY (US,.) felt that, if the ship chenged ownership

or flag or underwent large-scale modifi~8.tion, the shipo\mer

should be able to decro"lec' thE) net tonn2.ge wi thou t such a

dec'isi~n being described ps "frp.ud".

Mr. HGSEI,L (Denmark) emphasized the t the purpose of the

Convention was certainly not to create difficulties for the

shipping industry, and the,t an owner wa,s free to operate his ship

as he ple2.sed.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) cons idered thS1.t the Camilli ttee should

vote separately on thE) three conc~pts: chanco of flag, change

of ownership, large-scale modification.

At the reguest of Mr. CHRISTUNSEN (Norway) votes were taken

by roll-callan the guestion whether the concepts of chan,:;e of

flRg and cha.nge of mmershi p should be retained.

§weden, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called

upon to vote first. The result of the vote was as follows:

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.12
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In favo~.E:Sweden,UnitedLro.b Republic, United Kingd of

Gre2tBritaino.ndNorthern IrelFmd, United States of AL:wrica,
Vene2uela,Yugoslavia, Argentina, Australia,Brazil, BUlgaria,

Oanada, China,])emnark, Federal Republic of Germany, Finland,
Greece, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kuwait,

Liberio., Netherlo.nds, New Zealcwd, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines,
Poland, Portug2l, South Africa.

Aga.inst: Belgiuw, France.

Abstaining:Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

The concept of cho.nge of fl.c.g W2.8 re,t25ned in paragr2ph 7

(3)ofTM/co~7/C.2/WP.12 by 32 votes to 2, with one abstention.

A second roll-call by vote was taken on the concept of
change of ownershiE.

Bulgaria, h2ving been
c211ed upon to vote first.

dr'lw~ lot by. the Ch2.irn2n, wo.s
The result of the vote was as follows:

In favour: Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, Fin12nd, Greece,

India, Indonesia, Irc12nd, J2pan, Kuwait, Liberia, Nethcrlo.nds,
Nigeria, Norway, Poland, Portugal, South Africa, Union of
Soviet Socialist R6publics, Uni t6d St8tes of Ar:Jerica,
Yugoslo.via, Br2zi1.

Against: Bulgaria, Canada, China, France, Israel, It21y,
New Zeal2.nd, Ihilippines, Sweden, United Arab Republic,
Venezue12, "·iUstr~.lia,Belgium.

Abstaining: Argentina, United Kingdom of Great Britain 2nd
Northern Irebnd.

The Committee decided to ::tdd the concept of chemge of

ownership to Earagraph 7 (3) of TM/COIIT/C.2/WP.12 by 20 votes
to 13, with 2 abstentions.

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.12
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The OH~IR~UlN noted th~t no deleg~tion was opposed to the
concept of "12-rge-scnle !l1odificntion", which would therefore
be retained in the text.

Mr. }IDENOH (Israel) wondered whether the Oonmittee's decisions
were compntible wi th the text of l,-rticle 9 as e,pproved by the
General Oommittee (TM/OONF/O.l/WP.5).

The OHAIRMAN pointed out that, in accord~nce with its terms
of refererJCe, the Oormi tteG ked dealt with technicnl problems,
and thnt, if necess2.ry, the Oonference wou.ld bring the con­
clusions of the General Oommi ttee 2.ndof the Techxlicnl OOru:li ttee
into line.

In reply to 2. question by Mr. KING (Kuw2-it), he s~id that,
in his opinion, an owner who bought a ship could decrease the
tomuge even if it heed been decre:lscd Qlr8'1,dy rot tho til'le of
purchase.

P"',ragrnph 8

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) rem~rked that in cert~in CQS8S
slight modificr:ctiol1s could ,alter the scrcntling dro,ught which
every ship should heve.

The OH;,IRMAN said he feared thnt a definition .of l;wge­
scale modificaticn might necessitate complicated calculations
and that, if a definition WGre o.dopted,. everyone would try to
interpret it to his own advantage.

Mr. ROSELL (Deru;rccrk) rc;c:o,lled that thE: Oonference on Lorod
Lines had had to crbrcndon the idE:a of cnbodying such a definition
in the text of the Oonvention. In his opinion, a modification
could bo clrcsscd G,S large-scnle. when it chrwgod the displacenent,
volume or tonn~ge values.

Mr. WILSON (UK) proposed th2t ~,ny nodific::tion involving
a change of ;oct least ten per cent in gross tonn:lge should be
considered as R Inrge-scale modification.

!'1r. GUPTJ, (Indie,) supported. the United Kingdom propcsnl

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.12
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and Mr. ROCQUE'i'IONT (Fr"nce) thought th~,t it provided an excellent

basis for dr~fting.

Mr. OOIfTOGEORGIS (Greece) sugg.osted thQt the interv2.l of one
yeur should not be imrJOsed 'if 'the ship h'Cd undergone large-scQle

modification or modification considerGd 2S such by the

:ldministr::tti on.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) and Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) were in

favour of the suggestion made by the Greek delegation.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that he would like the Oow~littee to

approve that suggestion, and to illustrate it with an exanple.

The OHAIm/IAN requested the Uni tGd KingdoI'l cmd United StQtes
ropresent".ti VGS ec,ch to prepn,re", text to be submitted to the

next moeting of the OOIT@ittee.

He reminded the Oommittee that a suall group had considered
certain questions left in~,beycmce in connexicn wi thRGgul,a.tion 6

:-end thc,t its conclusions were givGn in TM/OONF/0.2/WP.14. He
called for a nember of the group to be kind enough to introduce

th2t document to the Technic"l OCl1mi ttee.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said th2t the group h2d had several possib­
ilities: either to take up the Netherlands proposal which was very
similar to the PanamQ Oanal Rules - and was broador than the pro­

visions contained in TM/CONF/6 - or not to exeffipt from I'leasuremcnt
8.ny space prOVided with ".ny moe,nS of closing wh::t,tsoever. i,s the

United Kingdom propos ,,1 (TrVOO~IF/0.2/2) h8.d sGeI'led 'to t".ke a middle
line, the Group had e,doptcd it o.s a working bClsis.

The wording of p2.ragr:-eph (2) was in line with the iP2nC'tLlil

02nC'tl rules concerning enclosed spilces.

The Group h~d beon un~nimeusly in favour of inserting in
paragre>.ph (3), ~.fter tho Vlords: "shall not be considered as

enClosed spaces" the words "unless theyoTe provided With shelves
or other means. for stOWing c,orgo or stores. 11

In
curtFlin

bearns·o H

pC'tt'agr:-cph (3) (cl.), the Group hC',d replaced the words "h

pl2te not exceeding 1.6 ft. in depth" by thG Words

oinplate not ex6eeding in dp,pth the 2djoining deck~

line·, . it I'Gplo.cGd the words "thc:.n

TM/OONF!O .2/SR.12
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half the bro2clthof the dock"
of the breadth of the deck".

the last p'hr~se starting with

by the wares "th~n go per cont
It h2d also doleted the whole of

the words "provided that •••• "

Lastly, in tho second e'lb-paragraph of paragraph (3)(a),
it had replaced "convergence of fore and aft bulkheads" by
"convergence of the shell platine;;,:. and further on, the concept­

of "half the breadth of the deck" and "the least half broadth
of the docY" by "go por cent of the breadth of the dock".

In paragraphs (3)(b) and (c), sOTIlemembers of tho group had
been in favour of replacing "3 ft./(O.g metros)" by
"2.5 ft./(0.75 metres)" and the United Kingdom delegation he.d

. willingly fallen in with that viowpoint. In addition, the group
had decided to delete tho phrase in brackets in sub-paragraph (c),

Lastly, the speaker drew attontion to the fe.ct that sub­
paragraph (f) had boen retained but might nevertheless seom
superfluous.

Mr. CHRISTILNSEN (Norway) pointed out thpt thero had
never boen an attempt to define open and closed spaces
simultaneously. It would porhaps be'proferable to have a
definition of open spaces. Noreover, in the passage in
paragraph (3) relating to spaces provided with shelves or other
means for securing cargo or stores, it was questionable whether
such spaces Should not be considered as open but he did not
think so himself. Lastly, he thought those provisions should
be accompanied by diagrams.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia), referring to superstructures,
asked whether a deck-house equal to, or less than, 90 per cent
of tho breadth of the deck should be considered as an open space.

Mr. V"~N DER TOORN (Netherlands) observecl that the Committee
hoped to have the adherence of canal authorities. Since the
regUlations were similar to those of the Panama Canal it might

TN/CONF/C.2/SR.12
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1:\8 as well to have the opinion of the representative of the
authori ties of that canaL

Nr. HiiBJ,CHI (Suez Canal Authority) SU1J1Jortod the idea put
forward by the Norwegian repr8sentative E'S to the need to
illustra,te the exemptions by di agr?I!ls.

J'Ilr. WILSON (UK) replying to thecolilments by the representatives

of Norway and Yugoslavia explained that the Group had not tried
to define what should be included or exclud8d. As to stowage
arrangemenets the Group was unanimously of the opinion that they

would cancel out the exemption. He recognized that diagrams

would indeed be very usefuL

In regard to superstructures extending from one side of
the ship to the other, the Group thought it better to retain

the criterion of 90 per cent but that criterion would not apply
to the deck-house. Some delegations had thought it would be

better to a:~iply the Panama Canal rules; however, it seemed to

him preferable to have as few exemptions as possible.

After a short discussion on the organization of the
C03mittee's work in which Mr. ROCQUENONT (Franco), Nr. MURPHY (USA),

and Mr. GUPTA (India) took part, the CHAIRYU,N reminded the
Conmittee the.t, according to its terms of reference, the Technics
Cor,lmi ttee could not deal with matters such as the "transitional

provisions" or the definition of "new ships".

Replying to questions put by Mr. YU-SHANG LI (China) and

Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) concerning paragraph 4 of TN/CONF/C.2/WP.15,
the CHAIRw~AN stated that what was referred 0 was the summer
load line in the case of ships plying in tropical waters and that

that should be clearly stated; moreover the load line referred
to w2,sthe SUliilller load line as defined by. the nati onal regulations.

The meeting rose at 5.15 p.m.
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AGENDI, ITEM 4- - OONSIDERATION AND PREPlmilTION OF PROPOSED
TEOHNIOAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/OONF/6;
TM)CONF/O.2/WP.14- l TM/OONF/C.2/WP.18;
TM/OONF/O.2/WP.19) (.continued)

The OHilIRMAN suggested £\dding the words "or movable" after
the word "fixed" in the second line of paragraph (2). The
additional stipu1~tion would serve to prevent a shipowner from

,~ installing doors, thereby reducing the volume of enclosed spaces.

The proposal was approved.

Mr. ter HA~R (Netherlands) thought that Regulation 6
ishou1dcontaip. a definition of tlle upper deck supplementing that
of enclosed spaces. In his opinion, to a.void any misunderstanding
over enclosed spaces, it would be preferable to delete both
the end of the first sentence of paragraph (2), from the words
"fixed partitions" onwards,and also the (md of the second
sentence, from the words ilopenilig or openings" onwards.

Mr. OHRISTI!J~SEN (Norway) wished to know whether the word
"coverings" would apply also -. to t~rpaulins 2.nd plastic covers,

~- Mr. WILSON (UK) was in favour of the suggestions put
forward by the Netherlands delegation.

The OHAIRMAN asked the Oommittee whether it wished to
delete the words "on or above the upper deck" in the first line
of the paragraph.

Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out that while paragraph (1)
related to the volume of all enclosed spaces, paragraphs (2)
and (3) dealt with enclosed spaces on or above the upper deck;
he was therefore opposed to the deletion of those words.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.13
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As for a definition of the upper deck, it would Qs_~~__ya~~e

only if Regulation 6 stipulated that spaces above the upper

deck were exempted ~ which was not the case, sinc~ the parameter

adopted for the tonnage was the total volume.,

Mr. HLBACHI (Suea Canal Authority) said that, after eXffiuining

the proposed amendment to Regulation 6 submitted by the Working

GJ;:oup, he considered that in view of the abolition of the

existing system of exemptions for superstructures, the volume

of the exempted portions should be added to the gross tonnage of

the ship; in other words, a new ,tonnage certificate would have

to be issued to the ship. For a superstructure to qualify for
exemption, it would have to conform to the conditions laid down

in paragraph (3), which meant that the fore and aft bulkheads

of the ,superstructures would have to be removed so that the
superstructure itself became a large open space with a minimum

width of opening of not less than go per cent of the breadth
of the deck.

Under the Suez CeJlEclRv,les, the existence of a curtain. '

plate, even one not exceeding in depth the adjoining deck beams,
entailed the application of charges to the wide open space.

The recesses mentioned in pe.ragraph (3) (e) should, if
situated fore or aft of a deck space or of a superstructure, be
included in the chargeable volume, with the definition of

enclosed spaces contained in paragraph (2). The measurement

of those spaces was identical with that of the wing shelters
connecting the three first-tier superstructures on oil
tankers.

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.13
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Paragraph (3)(f) very properly provided that.ffi1Y uncovered
and undecked space inboard of the hull was not included in the
gross tonnage, but the principle should be applied to any spaae
fulfilling those conditiors without thereby benefitting the
stern slipways of certain trawlers.

In December 1961, IMCO had put forward five recommendations
concerning any new universal system of tonnage measurement.
Under the first, the existing exemptions were to be abolished,
but the Conference seemed set on replacing them by new exemptions
requiring more complicated calculations.. The new system was
also to be simple, but he feared that the results would scarcely
be in keeping with the reconrnendation. The seaworthiness and
efficiency of the ship ought not to be adversely affected ~
the removal of the fore and aft bulkheads of the superstructures
was certainly not likely to facilitate the approval of ships.
IMCO had recommended alsQ that the system should not be dependent
on certain details of construction; but if the shipyards were
to build ships which would benefit from the advantages of the new
system, they would have to include big wide open spaces.
Finally, the gross tonnage ought to express the total volume of
the ship and that objective could not be said to have been
ach;j.eved;---He ended his statement with the suggestion that the
Committee should, in the Fr~nch text, replace the word
"construction" by the word "superstructure" in the fourth and
twenty-second lines of page 2 and in the seventh and tenth lines
of page 3. In the English text, the term "side-to-side" should
be inserted before the word "erection" (or "erections") in lines
6, 27 and 32 of page 2 and in line 14 of page 3.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Commi~tee should delete
the last parts of the first and second sentences of paragraph
(2), as proposed by the Netherlands delegation.

The proposal was approved.
TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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Mr. IJIURPHY (USA) proposed the addition of tl).ewords "in the
ship's hold" after the words "or openings" in line 7 of
paragraph (2).

The proposal was approved.

Mr. GUPTA (India) said that, like the Norwegian representative,
he would like further clarification of the meaning of the term
"coverings", as the problem was of impnrtance, particularly for
navigation in tropical waters.

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggested the addition of the phrase "other
than awnings".

Paragraph 3

The CHAIRMAN stated that at page 2, line 4, the words
"gross tonnage" should be replaced by the words "total volume".

SUb-paragraph (a)
Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) feared that, under the terms of

the new regulation, the entire hold might be considered as an
open space.

The·CHAIRJlIIAN did not·share that·feax;since any space needed
for cargo would automatically be considered as an enclosed space.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia)·suggested introducing into the
second sub':paragraph the defin:!-tion of "breadth of the deck"
already used in the International Convention on Load Lines.

The CHAI~~N agreed that the breadth ought indeed to be
defined. As defined in the Load Line Convention, a superstructure
was a structure extending from side to side for virtually the
entire width of the ship. He wondered whether that definition
should be retained or whether it &Dould be replaced by another.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) was of the opinion that the
definitions under discussion would be clearer if they were
illustrated with diagrams.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia), ~uoting from the Convention,
on Load Lines, recalled that the provisions relating to
superstructures spoke of the "side plating not being inboard of
the shell plating more than 4 per cent of the breadth"; which
was insufficient if 82 per cent were added for the breadth of the
superstructures. No one could build such a ship.

The CHAIRMAN said that his understanding of the matter was
}
that the breadth of the superstructures should accordingly be
eith~r the total width of the ship, or that width less 8 per
cent.-

As for the ~uestion of illustrating the definitions, if the
Commi ttee fe:! t .that diagrams would serve a useful purpose, he
would ask the Group which had drawn up TM/CONF/C.2/~~.14 to be
good enough to prepare some 'diagrams also.
~_.__._._---_._._.__ .. _---- -- .--

Mr. BONN (Canada), referring to the beginning of the second
sub-paragraph of paragraph 3(a), which he quoted, asked what spaeG
would be exempted in that case.

Mr. WILSON (UK) explained that the intention of the ad hOG
Working Group had been to bring the provi~ions ~~1ip~~.with the
Panama Canal Rules and so to discourage shipowners from building
side deck-houses. A diagram would certainly be very useful, and
he would be grateful to the French representative, who was near
the blackboard, if he would kindly draw one.

Mr. CABARIBERE (Francevillustrating his reply with the help.of
blackboard draWings representing a conventional forecastle and a
triangular forecastle, explained exactly how the spaces exempt from
measurement would differ, according to whether or not there was a
side deckhouse.

The CHAIRMAN drew
side plating" in order
loopholes.

attent.ion to the need. to define the "out­
to prevent shipbuilders from finding

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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Mr. WILSON(UK) said that the term "outside plating" hall

been used intentionally as being the one which appeared to be
the clearest.

Mr. BONN (Canada) asked what would happen in the case of

ships whose stem opened up, as in the "roll on-roll off"

type of ship.

Mr. WILSON (UK) replied that that type of ship was

provided with stem doors, and that, in that case, ~. would be
the breadth of deck Which would be considered, the exempted

space being limited to half the width of the opening.

~1r. MUEPHY (USA) pointed out that sub-farag,~aph 3(a),
line 3 should be amended to read."a curtain plate not exceeding

~ore than 1 inch the depth of the adjoining deck beams .•• "·

Mr. GUPTA (India) considered that the tifXt should be so

worded as to achieve the maximum of simplicity, and an~ffort

should be made to avoid any definition which might influence
ships design.

Mr. EOCQUEMONT (France) agreed that defining enclosed
and open spaces was of necessity a complex matter, and that the

only way to overcome the difficul tie.s was to have recourse to

diagrams. Inasmuch as the Convention under discussion would
---'----..~,_=7:~___:::"'::

frequently refer to the text of the International Convention on

Lo'ad Lines, (which allowed a reduction in freeboard for
enclosed spaces), he advocated the following principle: whenever

a superstructure carried a ~{ght to a reduction in freeboard, it

would be measured, so as to avoid the potential paradox of a
ship haVing a superstructure which entitled it to a reduction

in freeboard, on the one hand, while, on the other, it was not
considered as an enclosed space.

Mr. WILSON (UK), in reply to the representative of India,
stated that, if cargo was carried in spaces normally exempt from
measurement, those spaces ceased to be exempt. 1here did not

appear to be any likelihood, therefore, that the regulations

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l3
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would affect ship design. He further drew the' attention of the
representative of France to the fact that, in accordance with
the opinion of freeboard experts, in the InternatiOnal
Convention on Load Lines, a space not having a Class 1 opening
was not consid,ered as, an ,:mclosed space,andthat, as a ;r:-esult
that type of ,superstructure would not betaken into account.

Sub-paragraph 3(a) was approved in principle.

SUb-paragraph 3(b)

Mr. LEIBENFROST,(Yugoslavia) drew attention tO,a typil:Ji;
err,or in, line 5 of the, English text, where "bulkhead" should' read
"bulwark".

SUb-paragraph 3(b) was approved in principle.

Sub-paragraph 3(c)

The CHAIRMAN stated that in
Drafting Committee would replace
by the expression "total volume".

paragraph3(c)
the expression

also, the
','gross tonnage"

, ,

Mr. ',GUJ,OTA (India)wonder,ed ,whether sUb,paragraph (c)
applied to the large side. openings provided for the,purpose of
ensuring adequate ventilation in the 'tween-deck spaces on
pilgrim' (3hipstowhich ,the SI~jLA }\ules applied, and whethe;r the
sponsors of the text had taken 'that 'matter into~onside:I'ation.

Mr. ViILSON '(UK) was glkci to reassure ,the represerita'tfve
of India on that point. The matter had} indeedbeeht~ken into
consideration. Sub-paragraph 3(c) applied to th~ kide':"
openings of those ships, to the extent towhich'the exempted
'tween-deck space was exactly aligned with ,the opening; thus
restricting the exempted'space.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said it would be difficult to
determine the exempted spaces if RegUlation Ei'col1tained,no
precise definitions of the meaning of "erection", "super­
structure" and consequently of "upper deck".' ,

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13



- 10-

Mr. WILSON ,(UK) said that the Working Group had

distinguished between the terms "side-to-side erection",
mentioned only in sub-paragraph (c), and "erection" ,which

might also designate a deck-house.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) thought that to introduce

special definitions in'the new convention would cause difficult­
ies, because the Load Line Convention already included the

required definitions. He propos~d that a clause should be

included in Regulation 6 pro'-Ciding that,(for.ships to which
the ~oad,Line Convention applied,)the enclosed spaces should

include at least (a) the whole volume b.elow the freeboard deck
and (b) the whole volume of the superstructures as defined in

the Load Line convention; 'it would be understood that that
was a minimum, and that other spaces might be added,to those
enclosed spaces. The French delegation intended to submita-,'

proposal on that point.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) approved that proposal in

principle, but pointed out that the definitions of the complete
deck an'd of' the upper deck 'proposed by the USSR', inconnexion
with Regulation 20f Proposal C would be quite appropriate.

The CHAIRMAN sugge~ted that the Working Group should

endeavour to draw up, a definition of, a "side-to-sideerec,tion". '/',

Mr,. HABACHI (Suez Canal Authority) proposed the adoption

of the definition given in the Suez Canal Rules namely, that

the side walls should not be more than one Engiish foot from
the sides of the ship.

The CHAIMIAN proposed that,the Committee approve sub­

paragraph (c) in principle, ~ub;t§,S'LJ;"o a more precise definition
of the superstr.uctures. ,0-7 ,,"

It was so agreed.'

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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SUb-paragraphs (d), (e) and (f) gave rise to no cOmments.

Mr. JONES (New Zealand) won.dered whether a sUb-paragraph
. . ~:' . - .

should not b~ added, to Regulation 6 (Ilrovidingfor the exemption
of various spaces such _as the inside of the funnels, the
cranes and so ~n.)

. ·-tit·

After a short exchange of views in which Mr. ROSELL
(Denmark), Mr. ,viILSON (UK), Mr. GUPTA (India) and the

(~ CHAIRM.AJ.lT participated, the latter .expressed _the opinion that
t~is was a ~roblem of minor importance because, th~ spaces in
question were very limited. He proposed, therefore, that
mention of them be omitted.

'\; It was so agreed. '" ..

Mr. "'TILSON (UK) drew the attention of the Committee ­
to the paragraph which his delegation proposed to add to
Regulation 6 (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.18),providing for a penalty
when the conditions for exemption were not respected. That

. . . - ~

penaltywould be lifted only when the ship received a new --
certi:ficateonachangeof flag or ownership.

Mr. CHRiSTIANSEN (Norway) con~ideredthatthe space thus
penaIi'zea.IDight b-e •exempted ag~in ifth~ ship -- unde.rwe~t large- -. -'. . .., '. " , .. . .: ". .," . .' " . '.' " .'

scale modLf:l.cation affecting that particul~r spa:ce.

Mr. WILSON (UK) -accepted that -suggestion.·

The United Kingdom Proj?osal(TM/CONF/C.2!WP.lS). thus
amended. was approved.

PROGRESS REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ON GROSS AliJD NET TONNAGE
(Part I) (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19)

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group, said
that the-Group had riot had time to finish its task completely
but that the annexes would contain enough data on the results
produced by the different formulae to enable the-Committee to
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•

make a choice between them. When that choice had been made,
the Group could make definitive calculations on the basis of
whatever coefficient the Committee considered most suitable.
The Working Party had based its calculations on the standard
deviation, in accordance with the statistical theory set out
'inthe study submitted by the United states (TM/CONF/C.2/3).
The computer experts and the chairmen of the three task group~

were at the disposal of the Committee for any further,
information which might be required.

Taking the Report paragraph by paragraph, he sald in
regard to paragraph 5, that the WQrkingGroup had estimated
that t1J.e 600 or so. ships covered by the'IJImo data ahd the
sample prepared by the United Kingdom' were sufficiently"
representative of'worldshipping·as·far ~s ship size was,
concerned, the Group·had decided to undert8ke computer
studies on series of. ships of. eac1J.size. ," vn th regard to

, • .' "-. 1 - " •• .'

paragraph 7( d), 1J.e.said that. i:fa correction factor 'for
passenger ships yas not. used,. the result would be a 'tonnage.

,. ' '. "", .'

markedly lower than the present tonnage, which would create
difficulties with 'the portauth~rit·ies. As INCO had no data
on the t.otal· volume of passeng~rspaces,.and as· the 'Italian. . ,..'."..

data referred only to 17 ships, the Uni ted Kingdom had propo'sed'
that additional information be obtained, ahd the Working Group
had put forward a formula based on th~ number of passengers
(sub-paragraph (e)) in which the den"!llinato):' 10 appeared to
be a satisfactory approximation, that formula would be
tested on a larger number of sh~ps.

The third task 'group was carrying out a study of the more
complicated formula proposed for the calculation of net tonnage.
It had come up against difficulties, because the INCO data
dealing with water ballast deductions on the national
certificates did not show the total volume of the different
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types of water ballast. However, the task group would try,
on the basis of the information available to it on a limited
number of Japanese and British ships, to calculate the volume
of water ballast for all types of shipS, by using the
relation between the total volume of ballast and the volume
of water ballast. Another solution might be to assign to all
ships a certain volume of water ballast, e.g. 10% of the
displacement.

With regard to the correction factor for passengers in
the same formula, the task group proposed, following a study
by Denmark and Italy on a small number of passenger ships, to
give to this factor a2 the value 1 + D ,and France was tn

. 10000
make a study on 60 ships of the results thus obtained.

TAe Working Group had also studied the formula proposed QY
Denmark for calculating gross tonnage (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.10 and
Add.l), but had reached no decision.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that in the list of ships shown in
Annex I, the number of ore carriers should be 50 and not 15.

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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AGENDA ITEH 3 - CONSIDERATIONOP iliATTERS AS INSTRUCTE]) BY
THE CONFERENCE ('TNjCONFj6i TN/COHFj3i
TilljCONFjC.2j2; THjCONFjC.2j3; TMjCONF!C.2/WP,14i,
THjCOI~jC.2jWP.19 (continued) TMjCONFjC.2jWP.IO;
and Add.l)

Hr. PRIVALOV (UJSR) expressed his delegation's a:preciation
of the selfless work done by the,Viorking Group on gross and
net tonnage. In connexion with the,fornulafor gross tonnage,
he believed that the results produced fully satisfied the terns
of reference stipulated by the Conference; ,the next step clearly
was to deternine how the variable coefficients could be adopted
to give regulations of the required accuracy.

As regards the net tonnage fornula, he regretted that no
substantial reSellts had been achieved, and that there was still'
a considerable divergence in the figures arrived at on the
various fornulao considered, even where the coefficients had
not been determined for the entire fleet but with the exclusien
of certain categories of vessel. The Technical COL1f.li ttoehad,
nevertheless, to implenent the decision of the Plenary session
to deternine the basis for calculating net tonnage, but at the
present interin stage of discussion it could not proceed without
more specific dat~ and conclusions before it.

GrosiL,tonr!~

Hr. ROCQUEI'iONT (France) also extended his congratulations
to the ,Jorking Group. He noted that fron a conparison of the
first colunn of results given in Annex I to TEjCONFjC.2jWP.19,
(calculated for a constant coefficient), with the second and
third colunns, (both calculatod for a coefficient
as a.function of the volune but with different constants), it

THjCONF!C.2jSR.14
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was clear that the former gave results which were substantially

asvalicl. as those obtained for the latter, particularly as

regards the standard deviation of the net tonnage. For

rc"asons of simplicity ,therefore, his clelegation favoured

adoption of the constant coefficient postulated by the Working
Group.

Hr. PROHASKA (Denmark) recalled that in introducing the

Progress Report of the Working Group, its Chairman had stated

that its results and conclusions were only provisional; it

was prematuro, therefore, to aSSlliile that the constant

coefficient was as good as any other solution.

In that connexion too, he poj.nted out that the fi-rst

column of results had been calculated from a computer progra~TIe

with a coefficient which was designed to give the lowest minimum

deviation possible, whereas the ether columns had been calculated

simply from studies of graphs of data available with no conditions

imposed en the coefficient. If the figures used in the last

t\vocolumns were chan",ed in the formula by only 310, the deviation

about the mean would then be appreeiably lower than for the

first column.

lIr. HURPHY (USA) also applauded the Working Group and

notod that the throe columns of results gavo fc"cirly close

results. His delegation, howev0r, gave tentative preference.

to the third solution, since it dealt rather more equitably

wi th the smaller shi"ps.

lIr. GUPTA (India) observed that when the vIorking Group

came to re-considGr the figures it had used in its provisional

calculations, it should take a constant coefficient of 0.3,
rather than 0.296, since that would greatly simplify calculations

and yet make little difference to the final result.

TV/CONF!C.2!SR.14
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Mr. WILSON (UK), supported by Mr. NOZIGLIA(llrgentina), said
in principle hiS delegation agreed with the views expressed by
the United States delegation; a final opinion was, however, not
possible until the graphs of the data used for the results were
available for study.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed that the Committee needed to
have a curve to indicate the basis for the values of the
coefficients used in the second and third columns of results.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that it would be useful to have a
graph of the total volume, as abeissa, versuS the gross tonnage,
as calculated from the formula, in each case.

Mr. GREGORY (UK), Chairman of Group II of the Working Group,
explained that copies of the United Kingdom graphs and one for
thirty-two ships of the Netherla.nds fleet "rere available and
could be circulated to delegations; plots of the United States
data could also be made if required.

Mr. PROHllSKA(Denmark) pointed out that the final choice of
formula would have a great effect on all ships. lldoptioYlofthe
formula GT = aV would have serious repercussions on the future
design of large container ships which currently had light cargoes
and large freeboard, with a freeboard to draught ratio of around
2.4. The first formula WOUld, however, assign them enormous
gross and net tonnages and thus encourage designers to decrease
the freeboard and provide for more containers on deck,with grave
consequences in respGct of safety. Likewise, the old open
shelter-deckers, currently operating with no deck openings, would
have SUch high gross tonnages that they would become uneconomical
to run.

It was for those reasons that the Danish delegation had
submitted the proposal contained in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.IO,
TM/CONF/C.2/lAl:P.IO/Add.1 to introduce a correction to the proposed
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factor, for inclusion in the grcss tonnage formula, defining the

ratio of maximum designed draught to maximum draught obtainable
for full scantling vessels. His delegation considered that such

a simple addition to the formula would make it much easier for

owners to allocate the right ships for the type of trade in

question.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) observed that since gross tonnage

was to be dependent on displacement, a definition of the

uppermost deck was needed to avoid designers incorporating as
many open spaces as possible. His delegation favoured

introduction of a reduction factor in the formula: i.e. some

such coefficient as a constant, plus another constant multiplied

by a logarithmic function of the volume; the whole to be
multiplied by the ratio of designed draught to maximum draught.

Since, however, the Committee had not been lnstructed to
investigate such a solution it would have first to revert ~o the

Plenary session for a re-formulation of its mandate.

Net tonnage

Mr. WILSON (UK) explained that the list of ships given in
the table on page I of Annex I of TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19 did not
necessarily show the proper balance of the different numbers of

vessels of any given type in the world floet; they were, in
fact, based on data obtained from a previous IMCO exercise. He

pointed out, however, that the latest figures presented in

TM/CONF/3 represented a careful attempt to show a reasonable
balance for the different types of ship.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that the results
calculated for the proposed net tonnage formula with both non

variable and variable coefficients lcolumns (i), (ii) and (iiill
showed a considerably higher mean deviation ratio and standard

deviation than those for gross tonnage.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.14
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The CHAIR}IAN n~ted that the figures indicated that some
allowance should be made for passenger spaces since column (ii),
where all types of passenger ships and ferries were excluded,
showed an improvement in standard deviation of about twenty
per cent.

I'll'. PROHASKA (Denmark) agreed that some term to take
account of passenger space or number would greatly improve
theformula,but the results, whichever the formula used, will
not be as close as possible to existing values because there
is no criterion in existing figures for net tonnage.

Mr. GREGORY (UK) Mid that the original point had been
that the exclusion of passenger ships under column (i) would
reduce the standard deviation. The Viorking Group was
examining other formulae, including a constant related to
displacement plus a passenger number to be applied to
passenger ships.

Mr.!'1URPHY(USA) agreed with the Chairman's conclusion
on the need.to pay more attention to passenger ships under
column (i). As to the problem of bulk and oil carriers under
column (iii), .his own conclusion was that a simple formula
would not produce results close to the figures applying to
existing fleets which took into account the fact that fleets
included different types of ships used for different purpcses.
It would be better to wait for the remaincer of the Working
Group's report.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that he agreed with the
Chairman's comments but doubted that satisfactory results
could ever be obtained. He wondered whether the corrections
were worthwhile.

TM!CbNF!C.2!SR.14
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Mr. MUENCH (Israel) said that without the background
data and without a diagram it was difficult to assess the

respecti_ve values of the formulae. It was clear that by

eliminating passenger ships and moving from column (i) to
column (ii) the standard deviation would be reduced. It was

odd, however, that eliminating bulk and oil carriers and
moving from column (ii) to column (iii) should produce so
little difference. He shared the French representative's
doubts on the likelihood of obtaining better results, since

there seemed to be no relationship between displacement and

existing net tonnage fignres which could readily be
incorporated into any formula.

He suggested that the Working Group should be instructed
that, should it prove impossible to reduce standard deviation

below a stated level, it should be free to explore other

possibilities: it might transpire that the Committee's
instructions had not provided the right basis for obtaining

a formula as close as possible to the existing system.

The CHAIm~~N said that, with the elimination of passenger

spaces, even a 20 per cent reduction of standard deviation
would greatly reduce the deviation for each passenger ship.
It should not, therefore, be assumed that correction was

worthwhile for a difference of 20 per cent.

Mr. PEOHASKA (Denmark) said that he did not agree with
the French representative that a simple formula would produce

better results. In the case of an existing ship with a
displacement of 20,000 tons, for exru~ple, the simple formula

of displacement x times 2.7 would produce a net tonnage of
6,000, when the actual net tonnage was 7,500. That was a

considerable reduction.
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Although it had been agreed that there would be no
great harm if passenger ships competing with airlines obtained

a reduction, reductions of the kind he had instanced would be
to~ high fer the port authorities. The Working Group had

discussed the pnssibility of a formula taking acc~unt of
passenger ships, but it might welcome further directives
from the Oommittee.

He was opposed to the suggestion by the representative
of Israel, because even if 'the lowest possible standard

deviation was obtained, half of the existing passenger ships

might find their net tonnage increased. The difficulty
was that passenger accommodation differed from ship to ship.

The CHAIRNAN said that there was nothing to prevent the

Commi ttee from requesting the i'brking Group to explore
other possibilities. The Committee could not take a decision

until it had seen the VTorking Group's complete report i the

present discussion was merely tA facilitate a decision.

iir. PROSSER (UK) said that the Working Group raG.

submi tted a valu'Otble interim report, but the most important

part, concerning the possibility of obtaining an acceptable

net tonnage formula based on displacement with water ballast
allowance, was still to come. With the limited time that

remained, he doubted the wisdom of deferring e deoision until

the full report had been received.

There was a olear division of opinion in the Committee.

One group supported Proposal C (gross volumetric tonnage

plus displacement), while another group, comprising countries
with large fleets, opposed it. There was no possibility of

an ~lgreed SOll.tion unless the gap could be bridged: the
time he,d come for a compromise. The United Kingdom delegation
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had always considered Proposal C as the best solution and had

unc1erst,ood that it Vlould not come into force too soon for
existing ships. It was prep?red, however, to [Dake concessions

to meet the views of the majerity. Any of the three formulae
analyzed by the Working Group would serve as a basis for the gross

tonnage pe,rameter. His c'elegation would profer the solution

giving a greater allowance for small ships, which was broadly
based on Proposal C. He cUd not a.gree with the Danish
representative' s argument tha.t it lIould lead to the building of

Jess safe ships, since ships had to comply with many regulations
and requirements other than those of tonnage measurement.

The question of net tonnage was more difficult, since every

one was aware of the difficulty, if net imp0ssj.bili ty, of finding
a displacement formula embodying water ballnst allovrance and

giving results not too far from the existing systeTI1. True,
the Working Group might produce a viable formula. Meauv'hile,
however, in order to save time, the Committee might consider
a possibility of asking the Plenary C0nference for authority to

reconsider the proposal in document TM/CONF/9/Add.l, verbally
e~ended by the Norwegian representative,in order to include all

c2rgo and passenger spaces, irrespective of their location, but
allowing for the introduction of a coefficient which would
reflect the: change from open to closed shelterdock condition in
ships.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark), while not opposing the United

United Kingdom representative's suggestion that the matter be
referred to the Plenary Conference said that the Working Group's

formula should be ready for discussion the following morning.
He Gemonstratod by means ofa diagram that the Norwegian proposal
in document TH/CONF/9/Adc1.1 would penalize safety by influencing
design toward less safe ships. Horeover, measurement of total

volume would make it impessible for ships to operate economically
since manning was based on gross tonnage in most countries.
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Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana) expressed his concern at theCorrrmittee's
lack of progress. He supported the United Kingdom representative's
proposal that all possible avenues should be explored an&. that
the Working Group should pursue its efforts to find a satisfactory
system.

Mr. FItIPPOVICH (USSR) said that hi.s delegation, too, was
concerned 'chat at the present late stage in the proceedings, the
Corrrmi tteehad not even decided on the method of estab1ish i.ng a
second tonnage parameter. If a satisfactory solution were not
found within a short time, the COlIl1llittee should accept the
Uni ted Kingdom representative's propdsa:f.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that his delegation had come to
the Conference expecting to return home at the end with a draft
Convention duly signed and shortly to be ratified. It was time
to put an end to the Vast variety of tonnage measurement systems.
Like the United Kingdom delegation, the French delegation was
ready to make concessions. It could not, however, accept a
compromise that meant challenging decisions already taken by the
Plenary Conference and based on the views of Member states which
had matured over the past year. The only possibility of
achieving a Convention by the end of the Conference may lie in
maintaining such decisions.

Mr. GUPTA (India), in the light of the United Kingdom
proposal and the present situation,proposedthat.theCommittee
should consider very seriously whether it was necessary to have
more than one gross tonnage. Difficulties with new concepts
occurred only in the transitional period and the people concerned
would soon adjust themselves to a single tonnage.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said he s gratified by the
willingness of the United Kingdom to compromise. Norway had
given ample proof throughout the preparatory stages of its own
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readiness to participate in give and take and was prepared to

compromise further by accepting the three formulae respecting

gross tonnage put forward by the Working Group.

On the question of net tonnage, however, it was unable to

compromise and, hence, welcomed the United Kingdom suggestion
that the matter should be re-opened, in the hope that agreement
would be redched on the basis of its own proposal in document

TM/OONF/9/Add.l. His delegation's main object was to arrive at a
convention that could be ratified in the near future rather than

twenty years hence.

Mr. ENTIO (Japan) said that his delegation endorsed the
United Kingdom proposal and also the suggestion made by Ghana,

i.e. that the Working Group should study all possible ways of
measuring net tonnage, including the use of volume as the basic

parameter. If necessary, the Oonference should be asked to
consider revised terms of reference for the Technical Oomrqittee to

that effect.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) recalled that his delegatio~ was among

those preferring a convention based on Proposal O. It would,
however, support the United Kingdom proposal as the best pr~cedure

in the circumstances.

Mr. MILEWSKI (Poland) said that his delegation also supporte~

the United Kingdom proposal but thought that a further report from

the Working Group should be awaited before taking any final
decision.

Mr. FOTIATIIS (Greece) strongly supported the United Kingdom

proposal for the reasons already adduced. Tonnage had to be
related to earning capacity and hence had to be measured in terms

of volume. ~oreov&r, to get a simple and acceptable system as
was generally desired, the proposal on net tonnage contained in

document TM/OONF/9/Add. 1 would have to be reconsidered.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.14
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Mr. BONN (Oanada) said that the results obtained by the
Working Group in relation to gross tonnage oertainly·appeared
adequate; a suitable solution was available within the formula
proposed. As to riettonnage, his delegation would have preferred
measurement on the basis of displacement, but agreed that the
point in time had been reached where some compromise was necessary.
The United Kingdom suggestion was therefore deserving of every
consideration.

Mr. PEREIRA (Brazil) considered that a system as proposed
by the United Kingdom would embody the main disadvantages of
Proposal C and the main disadvantages of the Norwegian proposal.
His delegation would therefore prefer the solution proposed by
India,.i.e. one parameter only.

Mr.J'.1URPHY (USA) fully endorsed the United Kingdom
suggestion but agreed that it would be useful, before taking a
final decision, to consider first the further report expected
from the Working GrouI'. ·Inview of the pressure of time, he would
also support the idea that only the single decision concerned
should be reviewed, the more so as the original Norwegian
proposal, which represented the sumrnstion of all·thepreparatory
work done for the Oonference, undoubtedly offered s solution.

J:vlr. RUSSEL (South Africa) agreed with the United Kingdom
that a compromise was necessary. Having regard to the·deCisions
already taken by the Oonference, however, he was of opinion that
the concept of net tonnage being based on displacement should be
retained •. In that regard ,. he recalled the suggestion that. a
recommendationsho1ildbe annexed to the prospective Convention
to the effect that ports should base their dues on the net
tonnage formula evolved by the Conference. He would suggest
that ,i11stead' •the recommendation should propose dues on the
basis of actual·displacement,L e • actual weight in metric tons.
That would mean that every ship would, as today, have to have a
displacement scale; the maximum of the scale would be the
displacement corresponding to the summer load line and the minimum
would be the lightest safe ballast condition.
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The system in question would offer the following

advantages: retention of the advantages under the shelter~deck

concept and their extension to all other types of ship; fixing
of the load line at the highest position allowed by the

International Load Line Convention of 1966; dues at any given

time based on pay load, i.e. on actual earnings from freight

carried at that time; no dues payable on water ballast except

in the light condition, which would be the exception rather than
the rule. Dues would of course have to be paid on the weight

of steel used to contain water ballast but that was a
disadvantage also shared by ice-strengthened ships; and,

lastly, all eXisting difficulties would be resolved.

Mr. OVERGAAUW (Netherlands) pointed out that, in practice,
the measurement of net tonnage was not so simple a matter as it

might appear, now that the time of the dry cargo sailing ship
was past. He was not therefore in favour of the physical
measuring of cargo and passenger spaces and would prefer that
net tonnage should be a fixed percentage, say 6n%, of gross
tonnage.

Mr. GUPTA (India) thought that time might be saved by
requesting the Conference to meet in plenary session the
following day in order to give the Technical COITmlittee guidance

in the light of the discussion which had taken place. New
terms of reference were certainly needed.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said the difficulty facing the
Committee was to reconcile its term of reference as they now
stood. It was impossible in principle to arrive at figures

approximating to eXisting gross and net tonnages on the basis of
the criteria laid down. The alternatives open to the Committee

were either to set aside the objective of approximate figures,
in which case Proposal C vTOuld stand; or, to maintain that

objective in which case the solution for gross tonnage would
have to take account of the open shelter-deck concept and net
tonnage could be based on displacement. In the case of net
tonnage, it was his opinion that no system would meet the said
objective.
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Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) thought the time was past for
introducing further new proposals. The need for compromise ~long

the lines suggested by the United Kingdom was generally recognised.
Sweden had originally favoured Propo13al C but, in the interest of
arriving at an acceptable Convention, it was prepared to accept
in principle gross tonnage on the basis of Proposal Cand net
tonnage on the basis of the latest Norwegian Proposal.

Speaking as Chairlnan of the worki.ng Group,the Committee
might be assured that the Working Group was willing to investigate
further the question of waterballasti there seemed to be some
doubt, however, whether that work would serve any useful purpose.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark), speaking as a mem-ber of the Working
Group, thought a continuation of the work would prove of value;
much would depend on the availability of computer facilities.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT(France), restating his delegation's position,
agreed that no perfect solution existed. He saw greatda~ger,

however, in engaging along new lines at that stage, and would have
thought the more logical course would be to awa.it the further
report of the Working Group before taking any such decision.

Hr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) explained that the United Kingdom, in
making its proposal, had had no intention of stultifying or
criticising the work of the Working Group. Indeed, it still
hoped that the Working Group's investigations would lead toa
satisfactory solutiol).OJ:1the lines laid down by the Conference.
It was merely the fear that a geherallyacceptable answer would
not be forthcoming that had led his delegation to suggest that
the Committee should have in mind an alternative position to
fall back on. And the basis of that position might be the
Norwegian Proposal (TM/CONF/9/Add.l) as amended orally by the
Norwegian representative and amplified by the introduction of a
coefficient to reflect the present trend seen in ships to change
from open to clOsed shelter-deck condition.
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The coefficient - on which his delegation was at work -would be

a factor of the displacement to the minimum freeboard load line

mark and the displacement to a mark chosen by the owner for a
period of time; or, alternatively, a relationship between

draughts to those two marks or between freeboards to those two

marks. It was already accepted that none of the three ratios
would give the differences in tonnage which were at present

enj oyed under the Tonnage J'1ark scheme.

The United Kingdom recognised the problems inherent in

adopting that method, problems deriving from measurement of

total passenger and cargo spaces, for which reason it still
hoped that the Working Group might provide an answer that would
avoid such COElplications and the problems of interpr8tation
arising thercfrom. It was not, therefore, pleading the case

for that particular method but simply pcinting out that it
might be the only alternative open to the Committee.

The CllliIRHAN said that, if a further report from the
Working Group was available by that time, the
Committee would continue its work the following morning;

otherwise, a decision might be taken respecting the United
Kingdom suggestion.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.14
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AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION jiliD PREPARATION OR PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
AND TOIDJAGE CERTIFIC!'.TES (TM!CONF!6;
TN!CONF!WP.5; TM!CONF!C.2!WP.22) (continued)

First draft of regul§tions for determining gro~nd net
tonnages of ships (T1VI!CONF!C.2!WP.22)

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee, while awaiting
the Working Group's report on the formula for calculating net
tonnage, taking into account the volume of water ballast, should
examine the first draft prepared by the Secretariat on the basis
of the Committee's decisions.

He pointed out that the provisions of Regulation 2,
paragraph 1, which repeated those of the Convention on Load Lines
with the modifications proposed by the United Kingdom, applied
only to ships without a load line.

Regulation 1 and Paragraph 1 of RegUlation 2 gave rise to
nn objections.

Regulation 2, paragraph 2

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway), referring to SUb-paragraph (a),
asked how that definition of moulded depth would be applied to
ships whose deck beams were below the deck.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the text be supplemented by an
indication that in such cases the depth should be measured te
the under side of the deck plating.

Sub-paragrap4 (a), thus amended, 2J"d sub-paragraphs (b) and
(c) of paragraph 2, Regulation 2, gave rise to no objections.

TM!CONF!C.2/SR.15
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The CHI,IIDIAN said that paragraph 3, whi ch was -taken from

the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea,

defined berthed passengers and paragraph 4 defined unberthed

passengers; those two definitions would be necessary if the

Working Group adopted a formula which took the number of passengers

into account in calculating net tonnage. A problem arose, however,

in the case of persons who could be classed neither as crew nor

as passengers, such as drivers of lorries carried on ferries.

Jl'Ir. S,\Slil"IURL (Committee Secretary) pointed out tho.t that

question was under study by DWOIS Maritime Safety Co,nmittee.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) considered that the best thing would
be to refer in paragr~ph 3 to the Convention for the Safety of

Life at Sea so that any amendment of the definition contained in
that Convention would entail the same amendment in the convention

en tonnage measurement.

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) raised the question of the

families of crew members, who should not be counted as passengers,
in his opinion.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) said that the carriage of such family

members should be authorised in conformity with the Safety
Convention and that they should be considered as part of the

crew. The same applied to cattlemen accompanying cargoes of
cattle.

Mr. WILSON (UK), supported by Mr. GU?TL (India), recognized
that the families of crow members presented a problem but did n~t

think thero was any need to mention them in the definition of
passengers.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.15
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The CHLIRMAN proposed that the definition in the Safety
Convention should be kept, with a recommendation that any
interpretation of that definition given by.IMCO should apply
automatically to the convention on tonnage measurement.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (YugoslaVia) enquired whether the pilot's
cabin was included in the crew space.

Mr. MILEWSKI (Poland) pointed out that if Regulation 2
contained a definition of passenger ships (ships issued with a
special certificate and carrying more than 12 passengers), all
other ships would automatically be cargo ships, whether or not
they carried persons oth0r than the members of the crew.

Mr. H,lR'\.CHI (Suez Canal Authority) raised the question of
spaces used by cadets, technicians and other persons on training
ships.

The CHAIRM~N, replying to the Polish representative,
observed th~t if, in the net tonnage formula which took acc0unt
of the number of passengers, the factor N only appeared when
it exceeded 12, that formula would automatically apply to
passenger ships only and a definition of the. latter therefore
became superfluous. It would accordingly be advisable to await
the report of the Working Group before taking a decision in the
matter.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) referring to the question of training
ships, said he thought that cadets were generally included in
the crew.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) thought that cadets on traiing ships
would be better classified as special trade passengers, the
definition of which could be applied to those ships as well
as to SH1LA ships, since the cabins contained more than eight
persons and the space per person was far ·less than on passenger
ships. An intermediate category could be included but he thought
that would complicate the definition unnecessarily.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.15
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The ClL~IRIjJ,IT aGreed, particuls,rly in vj_ew of the fact that
the formula at present envisaged was very approximate in regard
to the number of unberthed pasoengers.

ltc. GUPTA (India) said that the matter'as under consideration
in the Committee on the Revision of the Simla Rules, which
was to meet shortly. It \Ias that Committee 1Jhich, in view
of the tiend towards the iuprovement of the travel conditions
of Vlhat used to. be known as "deck passengers;' (nowadays
"unberthed pa,ssengers"), had laid down a maxiulUm of 8 persons
and it';ould be preferable to retain that figure in the
definition in paragraph (4). Iioreover, the ratio Ii \Ihich the
\/orking Group proposed for unberthed passengers inl~he nElt
tonnage formula, lias entirely satisf8,ctory.

Mr. LILEJSKI (Poland), referring to t raining ships, said
that in Poland cadets were included in the crew list.

III'. HABACHI (SUElZ Canal Authority) considElrEld that thEl
Working Group should nElV'ElrthelElss provide for the case of
spElcial ships such as training ships, hospital ships, scientific
rElsearch ships, Eltc.

jVlr. llURHAY S,iITH (me) dre\1 the Commi ttEle I s attElntion to
the considElrable variations in thEl volume of spacEl pElr
passengElrin different typElS of ship. If the Working Group
adoptEld the nElt tonnage formula which took account of thEl
numbElr of passElngers, it would bEl essential, to establish a
gradaticn of thEl volume of spacEl pElr passenger Vlithin the
category of unberthed passengers.

The CHAIillDiN proposed that thEl CommittElG approve paragraphs
(3) and (4) of Regulation 2 in principlEl, on the undElrstanding

TNjCONFjC.2jSR.l5
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that it might be necessary to include a more precise definition
of unb?rthed passexlgers.

J;.t .J'Ias S0 'y;.?Cided.

llE}£;.ula1~Jon _2-,- par8,£:t<U2.90,2

11r. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out that the text in
question had in fact been considered and approved by the
Sub-Committee.

11r. KING (Kuwait) felt that: the case of unberthed passengers
ViaS covered by the h:st ·sentenceof the paragraph •.

The CHAIR1'~N said that according to the parameter selected ­
volume of passenger-space or number of berthed and unberthed
passengers - the Committee should incorporate in the Convention
either paraGraphs 3 and 4 or paragraph 5.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) said that passenger spaces should be
s~aces reserved exclusively for passengers and should not be
confused Vlith crew spaces.

Hr. GUPTA (India) did not agree "lith the representative of
Km-lai t that the last sentence of paragraph 5 covered the case of
unberthed passengers. That argument wight perhaps have been
valid twenty years earlier, when deck passengers only were
involved, but since then the carriage of unberthed passengers
had been .greatly extended and a continually increasing number
of passengers 1'Jere carried steerage. It ;'1as not, therefore,
possible arbitrarily to exclUde all those spaces from the
passenger spaces.

R-r~eUJlbi-naUJ?s],1.:Ltss>~:t: the ',10rkil!J£.5£o.1ll~,~.L~~1.9.ul§\t:i,.o_J1!3. ..

Nr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) explained that the Working Group had
held a brief meeting the previous evening, and had resumed
its \lork ·that morning. Hence the sec.ond part of its report
would not be submitted to the Committee till later. He would, _
however, give a summary of the results reached by the \Jorking
Group.

. TN/CONF/C. 2/SR. 15
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The Group had dealt with water ballast corrections and
passenger corrections, and had endeavoured to obtain figures as
close as possible to the existing figures. He drew the
Committee's at-tentionto the results Obtained by the computer
study, shown on the blackboard, in the form of the table
reproduced below.

In this table the calculations in the first column were
based on information froill the rHCa fleet and those in the second
column on all categories of ship other than passenger ships:

.NT = 0.29'J - 0.21 vIE

486
1.651

16.701
16.619

Retained
Nean deviation
SD o
SD

TIl

Fleet percent- 9.882
age change

2,16 ships

NT = A (11 - VT.B)
A.2953

482
3.429

18.536
18.216
12.099

In regard to water ballast, the Working Group had taken
information SUP21ied by the delegations of the United Kingdom
and Japan as a basis for establishing an average ratio between
the deductible volume of water ballast (shown hitherto on
international certificates) and the total volUille of water ballast
for the various categories of ship.

'\1ith regard to l)assengers, the 'Jorking Group had concluded that
there must be a correction factor for passengers if it was desired
to obtain figures not too far removed from the existing figures.
The calculations showed that the mean deviation was still 15.73.
The \lorking Group was therefore continuing its stUdies.

Finally, with regard to the lower limit of net tonnage,
computer calculations had shown that 22 ships "ould have a net
tonnage less than 0.23 of the gross tonnage if no such limit were
fixed.

He added that at the end of the morning the\{orking Group would
be able to communicate the results of other computer calculations
nO,y being carried out.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.15
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Mr. KELLY (USA), replying to ]VIr. GUPTA (India) explained
how the 1;lorking Group had establisheditsaverage ratio between
the deductible volume of water ballast and the total volume.

The CHLIRJVIAN suggestGd that the Committee should continue
its consideration of the results produced by theWorldng Group
and then vote as to whether the plenary Conference should be
asked to extend the Committee's terms of reference, to allow
it to seek other formulae based on other parameters.

Mr. VA:JGHN (Liberia) said he was in favour of that pro­
cedure, with a roll-call vote.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said. he considered, after examInIng the
results obtained, that better ones could be obtained. Boththe
formulae applied had certain defects and might cause confusion.
He supported the proposal made the previous day by the United
Kingdom representative that the terms of reference of the
Technical Committee should be extended. It would be regrettable,
however, if all the work which had been done 2~d which was
summarized in document TM!CONF!WP.5,was to be taken up again.
It would be bettor to reconsider only paragr2ph l(c) of that
document, in which displacement was adopted for calculating
net tonnage.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he had found. the re.sults given
by the representative of Sweden very interesting. The table
appeared to show that the calculations made by the Working Group
in an effort to improve the standard devi2tion were on the
right road. It was essential to bring net tonnages as close
as possible to the existing values. In his view the application
of other parameters would give no better results. Any formula
which used the volume of passenger space would give un~

representative results. Moreoever, the use of a formula based
on certain volumes of the gross tonnage would produce results
differing considerably from the present net tonnages. He
invited the Committee to refer to document TM!CONF!C.2!3,

TI1!CONF!C.2!SR.15
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submitted by the United Stat8S d81egation, and in particular
to column 3 cf Appendix III, which showed mean deviations of

17.92 and 15.94 respectively. Better results could also be
o0tained with the formulae indicated in the table, in which
the mean deviations were 8.bout 15%, which was not unreasonable.
It was therefore unnecessary, in his view, to re-open the

debate, especially as the Committee had little time left to
complete its work.

Mr. WIE(Norway) said that a study of the Working Group's
figures had not changed the opinion he had held on the previous
day. He supported the ViBW expressed by the representatives of

Liberia and the United States.

Mr. PROSSER (UK) thanked the representative of Sweden for
the results he had given to the Co~~ittee. On many points he
shared the view of the representative of France. The proposed
new formula seemed, however, to have certain practical

advantages. If certain countries, such as the USSR, the
United States, Norway, Japan and Liberia, which had large
fleets, could use the formula envisaged hitherto, his

delegation would be in f?vour of adopting the procedure
indicated by the representative of France. If however, those
countries preferred to calculate net tonnage on the basis of

volume, the Conference could meet in plenary session to
consider item l(c) of document TM/CONF/WP.5.

The Cormnittee should hear the views of the deJegations
of Japan and the USSR.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) agreed with the representative of the
United Kingdom.

Mr. WADA (Japan) considered that the deviations were too

large, and he therefore supported the view expressed by the
united States delegation.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.15
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Nr.PRIVLLOV (US'oR) said that his delegation \las satisfied,
to some extent, \lith the results obtained. It would, however, be
a good thing to' Can'y out further calculations before taking a
final decision. An attempt should be made to draw up a
comparative table for all ships on the basis of displacement
and on the basis of volume, in order to find a unanimous
solution to the problem. ,

Mr.DEJONG-(Netherlanjis) shared the opinion of the French
representative and feared that nothing \lould be achieved by
following the nevI method suggested.

Hr. PROHASKA (Denmark) thought that if the Committee asked
the Conference to change its terms of reference, the obj.ectmust
not be solely to consider the Nor\vegian proposal, but also. to
study the application of a volumetric parameter and to choose
coefficients varyinG in accordanCe with the size of the ship.

lVIr. r/lURPHY (USA) said that a two-thirds lilajority was not
required for a change in the terms of reference.,

The CHAIRHliN confirmed that under Rule 45 of the rules of
procedure a simple majority was enough..

The object of the proj;Josal \las to ask the Conference to
authorize the Committee to study a formula for net tonnage
based on the volume of cargo spaces and passenger slJaces.

A rol;l.":.c:all.vot~ VI'1;.~ ..tELlfe}l'

Gll8:0Xl§'L, ha:\C};11€£. been drawn _b:L_lot.._bJ.: the ,Q,.l1,SliE.!!lf!:pJ. wa.§ called
llJ2.011 tLv.ote f.irst.

;Phe result __of tll(~__v.:.ot~y.as as, folJ,.o;:rs:

In favour:

Ghana, Greece, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy,
,Japan, Xuv18.i t, Liberia, Hexico, NeVI Zealand, Nigeria,

Tl1!CONF!C.2!SR.15
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Norway, Fakistsn, ?hilippines, Poland, South Africa,
Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist ,-tepublics, Uni ted Arab
Republic, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela, Yugoslavia,
Argentina, Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, Finland.

,i\.,.gain~t:

Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Belgium, Brazil, France.

,'t4.LPl:2.l20.§.al_lLas_El9-_0..Qle_<'L;.b.:L_3..4. _'!:°.1"'..gJ__lo._€.

The CHAIRl'IAN said that the results of the vote ilould be
communicated at once to the Conference, which would decide in
plenary session whether or not to change the Committee's terms
of reference as, requested.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.15
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AGENDA ITEr! 4 .... CONSIDERATIONAilID PREPktc.ATION OF :t'HOPOS.SD
TECHNICAL ReGULATIONS ON TOHNAGElIEASUPJ::jJlENT
AND TONNAGE CJ~RTIFICAT:CS (TrfjcoNF!6;
TN!CONF!C.2!2; Trf/coNF!C.2/,lP.19 - WP.25)
(continued)

Nr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) submitted for the Committee's
consideration the fol1oiving volumetric formula to be used
for the calculation of net tonnage:

\/here:

NT = A(C + H) D +
DLL

A = coefficient

B x P

C = the moulded vOlume in cubic metres of the
ship's cargo spaces

H = the moulded volume in cubic.metres of
hatchways and hatchway trunks leading
directly to the· cargo spo,ces

D = ship's displacement, draught or freeboard

= displacement, draught or freeboard corresponding
to the maximum summer load line under the
International Load Line Convention in force

P = passenger spaces

B = coefficient.

The Committee might consider it simpler to include the
factor "H" in the factor "C",· and he ilould have no Objection
to that course.

The following limit should be considered:

NT;, 0.30 GT

TH!CONF!C.2!SR.16



- 4 -

The CHAIm!AN invited comments on the neH formula which,
if accepted by the Committee as a possible alternative, Iiould
be passed on immediately to the ,<lorking Group for further
investigation, with a view to determining the coefficients "A"
and "B" to the minimum standard variation about the mean.

It should be noted that,if draught or freeboard HjS
substituted for displacement, "DLL"Vlould represent the minimum
freeboard or .the maximillndraught assigned under the International
Load Line Convention and "D", the actual draught or freeboard.
Secondly, consideration would eventually have to be given to
the choice of an alternative vC\lue, in the case of passenger
ships, for B x P. The following formula should then be considered:

(1 + D ) (Nb + Nu )
10000 YO

where Nb = Number of berthed passengers and

Nu = Number of unberthed passehgers.

Hr. ROCQUEIIONT (France) asked \Jhether the factor "C" Iiould
comprise all spaces used for the carriage of cargo, including those
used only occasionally for that purpose; he had in mind, in
particular, tanks that might be used either for the carriage of
liquid cargo or for water ballast.

Secondly, the factor "DLL" would, he thought require
authorities to determine scantling freeboard in order to cbmply
Iiith Regulation 1 of the Load Line Convention, in which C2se
difficulties of interpretation might arise.

Jill'. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) confirmed that the factor 11 011
W2S intended. to cover all cargo spaces, inclUding tanks for
the. carriage of liquid cargo; obviously, tanks fQr water ballast
were outside that category.

The ship with the scantling freeboard also had an assigned
minimum freeboard so that the formula would still be valid where
the owner wanted to obtain a reduced freeboard.

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.16
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the concept of displacement

as used under the new formula was the same as that applied

in Proposal C, so that the question of scantling freeboard need

not be a matter of speci~l concern.

Mr. MURRAY SNITH (UK) said he was somewhat confused as
a result of the explanations given. According to the Chairman's
interpretation, the factor "DLL" could. be c. completely fictitious

value inasmuch as it could be based on sheer geometry without

regard to hull strength. It would be unwise, he would have

thought, to usc as one part of the ratio a displacement that

would never be obtainable by the ship. His understanding was
th:o,t th8 ratio was intended to take into account the sheI ter­

deck concept by relating two extremes of practical displacement;
in other words, llDLL " would represont the deepest draught

permitted under the Load Line Convention having regard to

geometric form "nd scantlings, whereas "D" would represent the
displacement selected by the owner as the draught advantageous

to him to be applicable for a specified period of time.

The CHAIR~illN said that the point he had had in mind

related to the retention of the shelter-deck concept. It was
general practice for a ship to be built for operation in a

particular trade throughout its wholG lifetimG and the trade
concerned would deterilline the scantling strength needed. The
prospective Convention should not reqUire a ship to have

groater scantling than that needed for the minimum draught.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) suggestGd that, for the kind of ship
the Chairmcm had in mind, II D" would be equal to 11 DLL" and

the factor would be unity.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.16
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]VII'. OVERGAAUW (Netherlands) said that his delegation had
no objcction to the new formula, which rcpresentcd a step in

the right direction. He would merely aSk, in view of the
introduction of the coefficient "A", whether the spaces

represented by "0" and "H" would be measured to moulded lines,
even in the case of insulated spaces.

Mr. ROOQUENONT (France) said he vms under the impression

that there was no agreement between the Ohairman and the
United Kingdom concerning the term to be used as denominator,

and the matter should be cleared up for the benefit of the
Working Group. If, as the United Kingdom suggested, actual

displacement was to be selected, 2.uthori ties would be bound,
in order to comply with Regulation 1 of the Load Line Oonvention,

to determine scantling freeboard, a calculation that would

re~uire application of the rules of the classific tion societies.
That would raise a problem, irrespective of whether or not
reference could be made in the Oonvention to those rules.

Secondly, both the interpretations given would re~uire

authoritiGs to dGtermine goometrie freeboard and he was doubtful

whether they would dispose of agents trained for that purpose.

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thought the matter was in fact
qUite simple; the classification societies could be asked to
determine the load line mark the ship would be assigned in the
absence of .such scantlings.

The point raised by the Netherlands was one thcct was open
to discussion.

Professor PROHASKA (DGnmark) suggested th2.t France' spoint
would be met by using the coefficient definition proposed by

his delegation in connexion with gross tonnage measurement

(see TMjOONFjO.2jWP.IO, p.2), suitably amended.

TMjOONFjO.2jSR.16
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The CHAIRr1AN thought ita pity that the factor "))11" should
be L1ade to depend on scantling strength, for that would mean that
scantling freeboard would also have to be determined, a matter of
some difficulty having regard to the differences in the rules of
the classification societies. Secondly, it would force the owner
of a ship being built to operate throughout its lifetime at a
light draught to add heavier scantling simply to obtain a reduced
t~nnage.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) failed to see wherein the
problem lay. The classification society would determine the
minimum freeboard under the Load Line Convention at the stage of
~hip design; the question of scantlings would arise only in the
event of an owner wanting at a later stage to obtain a reduced
freeboard.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) agreed that the interpretation given
by the Chairman and Denmark would simplify matters; on the other
hand it would mean that one factor in the ratio would be completely
unreal and he was doubtful of the need for maintaining such a
factor simply to cover the case cited.

Mr. SoLDA (Italy) and Mr MILCH (Israel) affirmed the need
for retaining the factor in question. Mr Milch added that, in any
case, there was no problem for the Working Group, since it was
only displacement for open or closed shelter-deck ships that was
in question; "D" represented the minimum displacement in the open
condition and "DLL" the maximum displacement in the closed
condition. Those definitions were amply clear.

Mr. VLASIC (Yugoslavia) said that, in the light of the
Chairman's explanations, he would propose adding to the definition.
of "DLL " the words "irrespective of the Jhip's scantlir:gs".

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.16
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The CHAIRHAN thought the point might be met by adopting

either the Yugoslav or the Danish ProposaL

It would seem that all necessary points had been cleared up

for the guidance of the Working Group. The Working Group would

have at its disposal the data submitted in a number of working

papers covering, inter alia, results relative to "P" in terms of

volume and in terms of passenger number.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the data

available in terms of volume was based on a limited nmnber of

passenger ships only.

Mr. MURRAY SHITH (UK) said that his delegation had prepared

data using for the ratio draught and freeboard in addition to

displacement. It had found that the biggest differential resulted

in comparison of freeboards. The Working Group might decide that
a relationship between freeboard in open condition and freeboard

in closed condition would be preferable to a relationship between
either of the other two parameters for the purpose of obtaining

the closest approximation to existing net tonnage figures. The
data, in the form of a table, was at the CORmittee's disposal.

The CHAIRMAN thought the Working Group should be asked
carefully to cheek results in respect to passenger ships,

especially large-sized ones, for if freeboard instead of
displacement or draught was used, the ratio might have to be

reduced to get approximate figures for that class of ship.

In answer to a point raised by Professor Prohaska (Denmark)

he said that the Italian delegation had available certain data
on passenger ship freeboard which would be at the disposal of
the Working Group.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.16
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Mr. ROCQUEMmtT (France) agreed with the banish rperesentative
that it would be difficult to evaluate the corrective coefficient
on the basis Of passengershipsbecallse of the lack oidate on
geometric freeboard for that class.' In France, the practice in
the case of such vessels was iotake account only of sub-
division freeboard.

The OHAIRMANpointed out that for passenger ships the
factor "1''' would be predominant, i. e. the cargo space would be
small in relation to the total passenger space. The Working <troup
should endeavour to obtain a8 ElUch data as possible to serve as
a basis for final conclusions.

HG proposed that the 1/vorking Group should be asked to
proceed immediately with the work ofinvestigatiilg the new
formula proposed by Norway on the lines suggested in the
discussion and on the understanding that an additional sUl'-grou.p
might be setup if deemed necessary.

It was so agreed

First Draft of Regulations for Determining Gross and Net
~onnages of Ships (TM/OONF/O.2/Wr.22) (Oontinued)

TheOHAIRMAN re-opened the discussion on "Passenger Space"
(Regulation 2, paragrarh 5).

~~r.RoOQUEJ'10NT (France) drew attention to the list of
"spaces used or intended to. be used as public spaces for
passengers" and asked whether it was to beassmrred that
passenger kitchens, galleys, pantries and service rooms were
to be inclUded.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.16
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Secondly, citing the stipulation that "promenade decks on
and above the upper deck and other similar spaces not served by
the ship's interior heating and ventilation systems" were not

to be inclUded in passenger spaces, he asked whether, in view
of Regulation 3 on gross tonnage, there was any need to define
such "weather decks". He pointed out that if such spaces were

to be enclosed and became liable for inclusion in the gross
tonnage formula they would not then be considered passenger
spaces, whereas if they were enclosed and as such became
passenger spaces, they would then be exempt from gross tonnage,

if the appropriate formula were to be adopted.

As regards the "ships interior heating and ventilating
systems" themselves, he asked whether, if those were not to be

considered passenger spaces, they would be included in the gross
tonnage. In short, a reappraisal of Regulation 3 and Definition 5
was called for.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) observed that the tonnage concept
had always been that a space could not be included for calculation

in the net tonnage unless it was also included in the gross
tonnage. The same therefore applied to passenger spaces, whether
open or closed.

Mr. GUPTA (India) stated that the present practice was to
consider promenade and weather decks as necessary spaces for the

exercise of onboard passengers berthed in the lower or upper
tween decks. In fair seasons, passengers might also travel on
weather decks providing that sufficient space still remained for
the original purpose of those decks. In the special trade ships,

therefore, such spaces were truly passenger spaces and, being
two-dimensional, had never been involved in the measurement of
tonnage, either gross or net.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.16
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Mr.\i[ILSON(UK) said that his delegation believed that
such rOOffisas passenger galleys, pantries, etc. should be
exempted only if used exclusively fOr the passengers; ithad
taken the clause "passenger dining rooms, and other similar
spaces associated therewith" to sign.ify such galleys,kitchen.s
and pantries.

It further considered that such spaces as passageways
used fOr both crew and passengers, for instance, those leading
to sleeping accommodation and mess rooms, should not be
considered as passenger space.

~1r. ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that since the galleys ,
kitchens,etc. in general occupied more space than the others
specified in the text, they should be included at the top of
the list of exempted spaces.

The CHAIRMAN proposed,in response to the first point
raised by the delegation of France,that passenger galleys,
pantries, kitchens, etc. should be includeci specifically in
the list of exempted spaces, when the text of Definition (5)
was redrafted.

It was so agreed.

Mr. WILSON (UK), returning to the second point originally
raised by the delegation of France, agreed that certain
glassed-in passenger spaces without heating or ventilation
which had traditionally always been exempt from measurement
WOUld, under draft Regulation 3, become included in the gross
tonnage. He sc:.ggested that Regulation 4 could rectify the
situation with a stipulation that any space to be included in
the net tonnage should first be included in the gross.

Mr. BONN (Canada) asked whether, for instance, a steward's
room located within the passenger accommodation would render
all the adjoining passageways non-eligible for exemption.
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JV1r. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) noted that since the passenger
term in the net tonnage was positive it should be made as small
as possible, which could be done by stipulating that such spaces
were to be for the exclusive use of passengers, with the
interspersion of spaces for stewards, etc; the latter would,
however, lead to artificial distributions of cabins in order
to render passageways exempt.

JV1r. CHRISTIANSEN (NorwaY) pointed out that it was
unavoidable that certain crew lockers containing stores were .1

located in passageways within the passenger accommodation but
that since such stores would be for the service of the
passengers there was no question of those passageways ceasing
to be classified as passenger space.

JV1r. WILSON (UK) explained that his delegation wished the
clause qualifying the term "promenade deck" to be removed so
that the last sentence would read: "Service and crew areas
shall not be included in passenger spaces".

~1r. KING (Kuwait) suggested that the word "exclusively"
be included after "used" in the first line of the paragraph.

JV1r. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) proposed that instead the word
"primarily" or crdinarily" be added, to cover the case where
small spaces for crew use were interspersed throughout the
passenger accommodation.

JV1r. VLASIC (Yugoslavia) asked whether in that case a
galley used primarily for passengers but also for crew would

be included or excluded in the definition.

Mr. BORG (Sweden) said that his delegation preferred the

word "exclusively".

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.16
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]vlr. CABARIBERE (France), supported by Mr. MURRAY SMITH
(UK), believed that the whole definition should be redrafted so
as to take specific account of spaces used exclusively for
passengers, such as certain passageways and services, and ones
used primarily for passengers or jointly for passengers and
crew.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a small drafting group,
consisting of a maximum of four members and including a
representative each for France, United Kingdom and USSR, be
set up to deal with the matter of passenger spaces for
exclusive and joint use. The matter of passenger galleys
etc, and the United Kingdom proposal fer deletion in the last
sentence.

It was so agreed.

The CHAIRJVf-AN recommended that, in view of the difficulties
arising, if the Working Group were to find that a formula
including passenger number only were reasonably adequate, the
Committee should immediately drop all discussion of definition
of passenger space.

He then opened the discussion on W?terballast spaces
(Regulation 2, paragraph 6 - TM/CONF/C.2/WP.22).

Mr. GUPTA (India) observed that the term ltwater ballast
spaces".hadbeen variously interpreted in the past; he
strongly hoped that in the final drafting of that definition
the Committee would take care to ensure that there was no
longer any room for manipulation.

Nr. ROOQUEMoNT (France) suggested that a clause be added
to provide that in a case where water ballast spaces were used
to carry cargo, they would be excluded permanently from
exemption.

The CHAIffi1AN suggested that that case was covered by the
word "exclusively" in the first line.
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The CHAIIUVIAN ssid that the. ,;Iording rGferr.ed to by the

representative of France, which had been includGdon the
proposal of the UK delegation, appeared in item (4) on page 8

of document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.22.

Mr. VHLsoN (UK) said that the point made by the
representatives of France and India was covered by the text as

it stood; the opening line referred to space used "exclusively"

for carrying wqter ballast; and the first line of sub-paragraph
(ii) specified that the space should be "solely" adapted for

w2.ter bo.llast.

The Iridian representative's difficulty had perhaps arisen
from the tendency in recent times to depart from the classic

concept of exclusiveness of water ballast spaces, and to take
into account other uses, such as fresh water. The problem

would not arise, however, unless wrIter b8.liast was incorporated
in a formula. In that event the principle of exclusive use

would have to be applied because double-bottomed tanks

frequently had a dual use.

In eonnexion with sub-p".ragraph (ii) he suggested that
the words "motor" in the fourth line should be replaced by the

word "enginc".

Mr. GUPTA (India) thcnked thc United Kingdom representctive
for his explc;!1E\tion. The tonrw.ge regulati.ons of most eountrics

had always ineludGd provisions similar to those set out on
page,s 6 and 7, but that hn.d not pricvented serious manipulations.

It was essential to guard against such practices in thG future.
He suggested that if the water ballast concept were included in
the new formUla, a limit should be set to the total reduction

allowed for water ballast.

Mr. C}ffiISTIANSEN (Norway) instanced the case of a ship
carrying cattle or sheep, where all the tanks had to be filled

with fresh water. Would such tanks have to be treated as cargo
spaces thereafter?
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Mr. GRUNER (Finl2nd) s2idthc:ct the question of fresh wc:cter

did 110t Elrise, since wator ballast t8ken from a river would be

fresh.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) supported the Indian representative's
suggestion. It was easy lor engineers to alter pipe lines to
em,ble spaces to be used for other thEln the certified purpose.

He Ellso suggested that provision should be fiElds for fixed
ballElst, which was carried on many passenger and cc.rgo ships.

The CHAIRJVlAN pointed out thet fixed ballast was not

relevant to the present discussion. The Oommittee was trying
to prepc;.re a definition of water ballast in C::ise it was included

in the formula produced by the Working Group.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) said that in Argentine ships, a

considerable number of which carried cattle and sheep cargoes,

double-bottomed tanks were used for both water ballast and
drinking wc;.ter.

Hr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) asked whether, in a ship hfCwing
topside Qnd other tQnks as water spaces, romovQl of wator

ballast and pumping equipment, to provide more cargo space,

would. constitute a chcmge in the ship's character and thus

alter the tonnage.

riIr. 1,VILSON (UK) said thc-ct he did not see the relevance
e~ the Norwegian representative's point concerning wc.tor

ballast on ships with cattle cargoes. The Committee was trying

to define water ballast space for tonnage purposes and was not
concerned with water ballast requirements for particular

circumstcmces. The point W".8 that water balla.st spaces should
be used exclusively for that purpose. If they were used for

anything else the tonnage would have to be raised accordingly.
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The CHAIRtu~N said that the penalty stipulated in item

(4) on page 8 \Iould apply only if cargo \Jere carried in a

space certified as '/later ballast space, He asked if the Committee

agreed to the addition at the end of item (6) - water ballast

spaces - of wording to the effect that if \later ballast space

were found to be used for cargo, it should be included in the
net tonnage until the ship had transferred to another flag

or there had been a real change in ovmership.

Mr. ROCQUENONT (France), while agreeing to such an addition,
suggested that the Committee should agree on the principle only

at the present stage, since the wording would depend on whether

the formula ultimately adopt8d included cargo volume or water
ballast volume.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the addition would be
needed only for a formu12 which includsd water ballast volume.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that if the formula on the
blackboard were adopted, it would be necessary to define C
(cargo spaces) and perhaps also \Jater ballast space used both

for \later ballast and for cargo.

The CHAI~UlN drew attention to the definition of cargo
spaces in IJaragraph (2) of document TII/CONF/C. 2/WP. 25, SUblili tted
by Norway, which he suggested might be discussed at a later stage.
For the present purpose the Committee should be very specific,

since it was preparing a definition for use in a formula with

water ballast deduction. He suggested that the Drafting
Corunittee should be requested to prepare an addition to item 6

on the following lines: "If a ship is discovered with any space
officially certified as water ballast space filled \Iith cargo,

that space shall no longer alJpear on the tonnage certificate

as a deduction from net tonnage."

It was so aureed.
~~c"_:~,.=- .•• ~=- ......,._ ... ~1;;:1;.-=",,~ .__~._~
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Mr. GUPTA (India) said that, to avoid future difficulties,
water ballast spaceD should be very clearly specified on the
tonnage certificate.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that theColI!lllittee, jointly with the
General Committee, should setup a small working group on the
tonnage certificate to prepare a nUTaber of possible alternatives.

,It v'Las §lC2. agre.ec1.

]\1):'. UGLAND (NorvlaY), referring to the Danish representative I s
comments on other types of ballast, suggested that the heading
of item (6) should be amend.ed to "Ballast Spaces", and that the
necessary consequential changes should be made in the text.

The CHAIill1AN said that such an amendment was inappropriate
at the present stage, as a definition of water ballast spaces
was required inconnexion with the formula. The question of
solid ballast should net be discussed until it was certain
that it would be required.

He invited attention to sub-paragraph (iii) (2),

item (1) having already been considered.

Nr. BEOKVlITH (Liberia) proposed that·the words "separated
off" at the end of the second line should be replaced by the
"vord II contained" •

The CHAlilll~N suggested that the matter should be referred
to the drafting committee •

.Lt..v~as so ~r~<l'

Following a question by Mr.• ROS:'~LL (Denmark) as to the
meaning of "awnings", Mr. KING (Kuwait) suggested that the
words "either fixed or portable" should be inserted after the
word II awnings It at the end of the third line.
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Mr. WILSON (UK) said that ho would have no objection to the

insertion of the words "fixed or portable" before the word

"awnings", although they were superfluous.

Mr. VUURSTEEN (Nether12~ds) did not understand the relevance
of the words "0r fixed or portable partitions" which followed.

The CHAIRrrJAN suggested that the "lOrd "by" should be inserted

befnre the wnrds "or fixed or portable partitions".

Jt was sO~J.~.gd~

1'he Commi ttee_a£proved thi:- ame:l3.dmen.,1 2..f_Kuwai t: the
insertion of the words "fixed or movable" after the word

~-_._._----,....,--_._---_.-
"awnings"_in the third line.

The CHAIill/JAN recalled that a question had been raised

concerning the words "stores" in the fourth line of item (3).
He suggested that the drafting group should be requested to

revise the wording so as to avoid any reference to the part of
tho dock between the poop and the bridge, since this area would
be considered as a closed space if a propeller was installed there.

Nr. VUURSTEEN (Netherlands), illustrating his point by a

diagram, proposed that the words "side to side" should be
inserted before the word "erections" in the first line of sub­

paragraph (3) (a) (iii). Otherwise, there bight not be an empty

space between the two erections and the volume of the entire
erections would have to be included in the total volume of

enclosed spaces.

T1r. WILSON (UK) supported the proposal.

Nr. CABARIBERE (France) said that it might be necessary to
specify a minimum distance between the erection 2~d the forecastle

or an entirely different side to side erection, such as bridge or

poop. Otherwise the intervening space might be closed.

TM/COI~/C.2/SR.16
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Nr. WILSON (UK) said that for eXisting ships,undel' the
Panama Canal rules, anything other them a hatch would invalidate
the exemption.

Mr. HANLIN (Observer, Panama Canal Company), speaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, said that there would be no
problem with a hatoh, which, under the Panama Canal regulations,
was not regarded as an erection.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority), speaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, supporced the amendment. He
also drew attention to the cOfmnents on document TN/COI~/C.2/WP.14

recorded in document TN/CONF/C.2/SR.13.

It was ag£e~d__t2. j.nsert...:tll.e_words "sid~ to side" before th~

word "erecti.ons " ..in the first line of sub-pa.t'agraph (3) (a) (tii) •

The meeying rose at 5.35 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.16
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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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17
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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
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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.

Tli/OUlT.B'!C . 2/3H .17
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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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17
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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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17
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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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17
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AGENDA ITEM 4 -OONSITIERATION AND I~~PARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE IffiASUREMENT
AND TONNAGE C.8HTIFI()ATj~S (TM/OONJ!'/6 and Corr.l
and Add.li TM/CONF/C.2/VP.22i TM/CONF/C.2/WP.27)
(continued) . . . .

TheOHAIRIIJAN invited the Committee to continue its consideration
of the first draft of regulations for. determining gross and net
tonnages of ships (TIVI/CcNF/C.2/\lP.22).

Regula~i.on6(U

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Noruay) pointed out that since, fot ships
other than those with metal plating, volumes and displacement
included in the calculation of gross and net tonnages should be
measured to the outer surface of plating, presumably the wooden
planking would have. to be included for wooden ships - of which
NorviaY. built large llumbers.

lJIr. SASAHtJRA.(Committee Secretary) said that the wording
had been taken from regulation 34 of the International Load Line
Convention, 1966.

. .
Mr. WILSON (lITC) said that from his own experience, which was

chiefly with large ships o.nd glass fibre ships, the lines plan
was suited to the mould,' and', 2.n ordinate. deducted for thickness
of material. That ',las more satisfactory than a system of
corrections.

Mr.:GRIKSSON (Sweden) said that the normal· method in·designing
wooden ships was to take the lines plan to the outside and
deduct· the planking.

Mr. JONES (New Zealand) confirmed that the method described
by the Swedish representative was the general practice for wooden
ships and also for those made .. of such materials as fibreglass.

~M/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Nr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) pointed out that the words "may
be excluded" in paragraph 0) would make it possible in the case
of wooden ships, where the line was taken to the outside of the

hull, for spaces such as open 'Jells in dredgers to be included
in the total volume and displacement. That would be disadvantageous.

Nr. ROCQUENONT (France) agreed with the representative of.
Argentina. The wording of the Convention should be mandatory
in order to ensure uniformity of measurement by the ratifying
States. Otherwise ships of identical types might have different
measurements in different countries.

11r. SOLDA (Italy) suggested that the difficulty might be
resolved if the volume to be taken into consideration were the
ship's weight divided by the specific weight of seawater.

The CHAIRMl,N said that there seemed to be no difference of
opinion on the principle of the matter. He had understood at the
previous meeting that the word "may" was to be retained in order
to avoid complicating the calculation by detailing items whose
weight was relatively insignificant.

Jllr. KING (Kuwait) said that it ould be better to keep the
vlOrd "may". Substitution of the. word "shall" .Tould make it
compulsory to list all the relevant items.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) proposed simplifying both
paragraphs as follows: "(2) Volumes of appendages shall be
included in the total volume and displacement;" and "(3). Volumes
of spaces open to the sea may be excluded from the total volume
and displacement."

Nr. GRUNER (Finland) supported the proposal. He also
favoured retention·of the word "may", since.items such as sea
chests would be of some significance for small ships.

TN/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Mr~ GANTIOQUI (Philippines) said that he agreed with the
Norwegian representative.

The OHAIRlvIAN asked if the Oommi ttee agreed that the w.ord
"may" in paragraph (3) should be retained and that paragraphs

(2) and (3) should be amended in accordance with the Norwegian
representative's proposal.

It·was so ·agreed.

Regulation 7

Mr. OABARIBERE (France), referring in particular tn
paragraph (2), said that the methods of calculation should be
set out in detail, so that there would be freedom of choice.
He drew attention to the French proposals in docQments TM/OONF/4,
5 and 6.

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) supported the views Iilf the French
representative.

Mr. RUSSEL (South
French representative.
be unacceptable to the

Africa) said that he, too, agreed with the
The regulation in its present form would

legal authorities in his country.

Mr. MUNTZ (Netherlands) said that he was opposed to over­
detailed provisions, since there might be a variety of computor
progrrumaes or working practices among naval architects 0r
shipyards. The most that could be done would be to stipulate
a minimum number of cross-sections or of water lines from which
displacement should be calculated.

Mr. WILSON (UK) agreed with the previous speaker. The UK
authorities had devoted much time and thought to the standard
methdds fnr obtaining displacement or internal volume proposed

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.18
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by France and the USSR and would have been ready to accept the

latter, based on their standard method for hydrostatic calculation,
if it had stated that other systems would be acceptable if they

gave a result within a stated percentage 0f that obtained with
the proposed methodo Unfortunately, tests in the United Kingdom

had shown differences of as much as 11\' per cent from the USSR
pr0posal.

His delegation hoped that the Conference would produce a

simple system which would abolish much of the drudgery of existing

tonnage measuremento

There was no need, for example, to measure the underdeck by

a separate method: the d.isplacement given by builders was
universally acceptCJd without question because their methods

produced results that varied very little. The Comraittee should
pursue its efforts to find an acceptable method of calculating

displacement which could be applied for tonnage purposeso

there were three possibilities e,rising

keep the regulation as it was; to

0r a mid-way course, to set down a

as drafted.

The Committee decided by 27 v0tes .~_to rete,in

Regulat~~n 7(~) unchanged 0

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to consider the texts

submitted by the drafting group in document TM/CONF/C.2/WPo27o

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Re~latioR" 2( 2L:_110uJdeLDepth

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that he understood that the
document was based on a proposal by the United Kingdom delegation
and had not yet been agreed by the drafting group. He suggested
that it should 'be referred back to the drafting group before
being discussed by the Committee.

The CHAIfu~\N said that the Committee would first have to
discuss the question of water ballast space raised at the previous
meeting.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that, as a member of the only delegation
pr(~sent at the draft group meeting, he had spent a long time
drafting the document. He would be reluctant to attend another
meeting to go through the process again.

The OHAI~~N suggested that the Committee should endeavour
to roach a decision on the presont paper, in order to be ready
for the report of tho Working Group which its Chairmon was
expected to present very shortly.

i'1r. ROSELL (Denmark), roferring to the words "midship
section" in the fifth line of paragraph (a), pointed out that

{'. there was no fixed definition of midship. A more precise
r:
, indication was needed.

The CHAIRr1AN rocalledthat the Committee had decided, at
an early stage of its work, that the regulation should apply to
ships less than 24 metres in length, which conformed with the
provisions of the Load Lin,e Convcmtion. It could .be made clear
in the regulation that "midship" was half the length in
question.

TM/dONF/C.2/SR.18
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Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia) suggested that in the light

of Regulation 4(3)(v) (page 9 of TM/CONF/C.2/WP.22) , all that
was required in the present regulation was moulded draught

q,midships.

The CHAIRrU,Naccordingly proposed inserting the word

"amidships" after the word "measured" in the first line.

Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested that the length should be

defined as in the Load Line Convention and that the drafting
group should be instructed to incorporate the relevant wording

so that the new Convention would be self-contained.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) said that there were two possibilities:

to take the draft amidships according to the length in

Regulation 4 - as in the Load Line Convention - or as the
midship of the tonnage length; There had to be a length for
calcUlating the underdecktonnage. He supported the Indian

representative's suggestion.

Mr. BECKWITH (Liberia) said that he thought the definition

of moulded depth could .be taken at any position on the ship,

in accordance with the Load Line Convention. Hence for the
measurement of underdeck tonnage the depth could be at various
stations along the length of the ship to the underside.

Mr. RUSSEL (South. Africa) agreed with the previous speaker.
He also suggested thC\t the word "is" should be replaced by the
words "shall be"; otherwise the regulation would be merely an
explanation.

The CHAIm'~N pointed out that the indicative tense was

customarily used in definitions (of the Load Line Convention).
The Liberian representative's point seemed to be that the

insertion of the word "amidships" was unnecessary, because where
the depth was reqUired for a draught at which to calculate

displacement, Regulation 4(3)(v) would apply and there was no
need to repeat it. Moreover, if the word "depth" were used
elsewhere in the Convention, it would not be depth amidships.
Consequently it would be better not to insert the word "amidships".

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.18
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After further discussion, hepropossd that the wording be

left as it stood, on the understanding that thedeiinition of

"midship" he had suggnlted earlier would. ·be inserted in an
appropriate regulation.

It was so agreed.

Regulation 2(5) - Passenger Spaces

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he endorsed the definition

in substance. From the drafting standpoint, however, it would

be o.dvisable to insert the words "inter ~" befrir8 the word
"pp..ssageways", in the second sentence, since otherwise the list

of examples cited might be open to restrictive interpretation.

It was so~greed.

Mr. GUPTA (India) said it was not plain from the wording

whether baggage rooms, storerooms, etc., were excluded in
addition to crew accommodation situated within passenger

spnces.

The CHAIRlfulN suggested that the point might be met by an
amendmont on the following lines: "except that crew accommodation

••• (md mail rooms arc excluded".

It was so agreed.

Mr. GRUffER (Finland) thought it would be more prp.ct-ic2cble

simply to take into account the passenger accommodation part
of the ship as a whole, irrespective cif whether crew m8mbers
servlclng passengers were accommodated therein; the difference

in result would be insignificant.

Mr. WILSON (UK) explained that, in drafting the definition
the drafting group had been guided by the definition of
passenger spaces given in the SOLAS Convention of 1960, and
had also endeavoured to strike a balance between the divergent

trends of opinion in the Committee by following a middle course.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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The~e was therefore a case for ~aintaining the definition as it

stood, the more so as the passenger accommodation part of the

ship might well take in sizeo.ble crew accommodation thClt ought
to be excluded.

Mr. CABARIBERE (France), reverting to a point he had
raised the previous day, proposed that the following phrase

be added at the end of the definition: "on ships carrying
less than twelve passengers".

Mr. GUPTA (India) said he shared the fears underlying

that proposal, for the definition as it stood might open the
way to abuses, particularly in the case of the large passenger
ships.

Mr. WILSON (UK) thought there was some confusion as to
the purpose of the definition. The underlying intention was to

restrict within limits the amount of passenger space to be

added to tonnage, but the last two sper,kers were in fact

advocating Cl higher amount than was generally desired. The
drafting group had been concerned to differentiate between

ships' officers using passenger space for meals and the

remainder of the crew using separate messrooms. The last

phase of the dlcfini tion, as it stood, would. seem to cover that
point.

The amendment proposed by France. was rejected.

The text of Regulation 2(5) was approved without change.

Progress report of the Working Group on Gross and Net Tonnage

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Work~ng Group,
introducing part II of the Group's progress report

(TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19/Add.l), said that after the preliminary

report given at the fifteenth meeting he would keep his

co=ents brief.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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The computer exercises dqne on certain displacement formulae
were deal.t with in paragr~ph 9.Du~ to the lack of data' o~ water
ballast spaces, the exercise had been carried out using the water
ballast deduction of the IMCO and United Kingdom data corrected
to total amount of water ballast·using the ratio between total
ario. deducted amount calculated for· certain Japanese and· British
ships. Passenger ships had been excluded.· The results·
obtained in respect of the two formulae, NT = AV and NT =V

(A + B lOglOV ), were to be found'in Annex III to the report.

The Working Group had discussed the need for a lower limit of
net tonnage to cover the class exemplified by the ore carrier,
where the amount of water ballast could be of the order of 60 to
80 per cent and had agreed to recommend that 0.3 GT be adopted
as the lower limit.

With regard to passenger ships, the value 1 + ~~V~~ was
tentatively suggested for the coefficient in the 10,000
passenger term. The results of the computer exercise on that
class qf ship were shown in Annex V,together with a note of the
st~dard·deviationfoundjand annex VI contained additional results
for the same ships as separated into two groups by size (above and
below 2,000 tons GT).·

As to the further wcrk done since the preparation of the
report, the Working Group had considered the results of computer
exercises on the three formulae:

NT = AVG
NT .= A (V .,. WB) .
NT =A(O.l + 0.0.2 loglOV) (7,-1- WB)

and also of. Gxerciseswhere the·. same ships were divided int.o
types. The total IMCO fleet had been taken into· account, with
the exception ofpassengerships.of all types, refrigerated cargo
ships. and open shelter-:-deck ships.
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Thereafter, it had b,,,en decided, in order to provide an

objective comparison of the results obtained, to carr;y out a
computer exercise taking displacement and/or vol~etric concepts

into account.

The results of the two exercises using the formula
NT = A(0.16 + 0.032 log )( ~ wE) were set out on the left-hand
blackboard in three columns, relating to total fleet, ships

below 2" 000 GT and ships above 2, 000 GT respectively" with a note
of the standard deviation found. On the right-hand blackboard,

the results using the formula NT = 0.288 V were given in similar ,'-,g \,. ,
fashion. It had been assumed that the reported cargo space \_)

volume was representative for the ships in question. The two
tables showed that a smaller standard deviation was obtained
under the second formula.

Members of the Working Group would be ready to answer any
questions on the findings.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) noted that the data used by the

Working Group in its most recent calculations did not include
open'shelterdeckers, whereas one of the essential decisions of

the Conference had been to retain that concept for future
vessels; any formula arrived at could thus not be seriously

considered until it took account· of the open shelterdecker
ships.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group, said

that so far the Working Group had very little information
available on the open shel terd,ecker ships, but the Norwegian

delegation was currently working o~ a formula to cover ships with
reduced freeboard,using the,gross and nettonnag~ data for all
convertible ships from the IMCQ fleet, for the same number from

the United Kingdom fleet and for thirty-eight such ships from the
Swedish fleet. It would therefore be helpful if other countries

provided information about their convertible ships for inclusion
in the calculations.
TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Mr. B¢RSUM (Norway), in answer to the French delegation,
explained that the original Norwegian proposal included a factor
correcting the net tonnage calculation for any full scantling
ship, so as to retain the open shelter-deck concept; To ·make
allowance subsequently for open shelterdeckersiri. tha.tformula
would result in·an invalid comparison with ships which could not
exist· because they would have much too 'small a·freeboard.

The OHAIRMAN asked whether the Working Group intended to
apply the two formulae it was using to all ships, under both

,f .

open and closed conditions.

Mr. B¢RSUM (Norway) replied that the W~rking Group would
carry out the exercise if the Committee so wished, but pointed
out that, irrespective of which net tonnage formulae were finally
decided'on, the only relevant figures for comparison were the
ratios of new draft, freeboard or displacement values, with the
ratios of existing net tonnages based on national regulations.

The CHAIRMAN observed. that it might be interesting to know
which of the two new correction formulae were more sensitive
to inclusion of the open shelterdecker case.

Mr. B¢RSUM (Norway) noted that the relative reduction in
the formulae wou;:Ldbe the same for both.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) explained that although it seemed
at first sight that· the first formula would give a greater ratio
for the two types of shelter-Cl.eck 'cendi tion than would the secon>1,
that was not necessa:dly, the case since the square of the
ratio, for instance, could be used. ins~.ead,.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.l8
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) thanked the Norwegian delegation
for its clarification on the matter of the open shelterdeckers.
He noted that it seemed sufficient to apply the formula with
the ratio of the two displacements, i.e. the draft ratio or
draft ratio squared, and asked what was the correction factor
in that case.

Secondly, he noted that there WRre currently in the fleet
a number of ships which were not open shelterdeckers but which
yet had a freeboard substantially higher than the geometric
freeboard, such as refrigerator ships. Those cargo vessels
had not been included in the first stage of the calculations
but it seemed essential that they be allowed for in the final
formula.

He pointed out, furthermore, that the final choice of
type of formula would influence future ship design; it seemed
pointless, therefore, to make elaborate comparisons between
the two possible formulae based solely on the types and numbers
of existing ships.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) suggested that the Working Group
should take the convertible ships from the sample of vessels
and determine the ratio of net tonnage,in the open position to
net tonnage in the closed position, then compare that with the
ratios of the respective displacements, draughts and freeboards.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group, went
on to explain that the Group had done an additional comparative
exercise using the same formulae as before and dividing the
fleet into the same types. The results of that exercise

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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showed that most types would:' have lower standard deviations on
the second (cargo volume) formula; both types of carrier vessel
would, however, have substantial standard deviations because of
the great variation: 'in national regulations relating to them.

He further noted that although it had been proposed in the
Working Group.to discuss the merits' of the two correction
formulae in arriving at the final net tonnage figure, such a
matter should really be left to the Technical Committee as a
whole.

r~ Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) explained that both exercises
carried out by the Working Group had been based on certain
assumptions.

For .the first formula, containing the ('J' - WE) '.' term, . the
IMCO data used did not include the volume of total water ballast
but on:J.y the volume of water ballast deductibl~ in accordance
with 'existing regula~ions. Although those two values might, in
fact, differ greatly, a constant ratio had been assumed for each
vessel type.

For ·the Second formula, containing the VGterm, the IMCO
data included only the volume of cargo spaces below deck; the
assumption was therefore a good approximation but.notcorrect
in. all cases.

He suggested that delegations should check the formulae
given for the ships in their .own national fleets.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group,
recalled that in the Group's earlier discussions on the.passenger
correction term,members'opinion had been divided. Some
delegations' had held that, .sinee·1;he Technical COffilUittee had
been instructed to a:vrive at new nettonnageswhicJ:i would·be as
close as possible to existing values, the more accurate correction
for passenger space volume should be employed, whereas a majority
had preferred the passenger number term only, in the interests of
simplicity.
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He noted that in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.21 the Danish delegation
had proposed a formula containing a coefficient B = (1 +v /10,000)
for use if the passenger number concept were adopted, and after
further discussion in the Technical Committee another suggestion
had been made in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.30 for Bl = (3 +v /5,000).
Straight-line graphs had been attached, to both those working
papers, drawn in such a way that most passenger ships were above
the line; it was for the Committee to decide whether the mean r~,

line for all ships would be preferable.

Professor PROMASKA (Denmark) noted that the net tonnage
results obtained using the formula proposed in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.21,
given in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19!-A.dd.l, differed substantially from
existing net tonnage values f'or passenger ships. It had been
assumed that no passenger ship should get a higher net tonnage
than before, but in practic'e there were three exceptions to that
rule;· Le. a Soviet ship, the net tonnage of whichwQuld be
increased by 2i%, and two United States ships, with increases of

, , between thirteen and thirteen and a half percent. The s~me

procedure would also be followed for the formula contained in
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.30.

He pointed out that in the latest exercises, the cargo
formula used for ferries did not 'include the space occupied
cars or train coaches" because although those spaces were
technically cargo spaces their inclusion would give a very large
increase in net tonnage.

Mr. SASA~WRA (Committee Secretary) reported that in
,accordancewifh TM/CONF/C.2/WP.31, paragraph 2, he had contacted
the Chairman of the General Committee on the matter of change in

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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net tonnage. The latter had suggested that the type of provlslon
proposed in Regulation 5 of TM/CONF/C.2/WP.31 would be better
contained wholly or partially in an Annex to the final
regulations, since it WaS of a more administrative nature.

The meeting rose at 5.30 p.m.

'.
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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.
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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.
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AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TEO~~IOAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE ~ffiASURE~reNT

AND TONNAGE OERTIFIOATES (T~VCONF /6;
TM/OONF/O. 2/2; 1'H/OONF/WP.19-35)
(continued)

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) noted that _so far the Working
Group had been studying the question of the depth of a vessel
in relation to one of the two existing Load Line Oonventions
(1930 and 1966); he proposed that a simpler solution would
be to define the load line as eighty-five ~er cent of the
ship depth to uppermost deck and to construct the formula
(H/0.85 Du ) n~ 1, where n = 2 or 3, to take accbunt of the
smaller ships. Another possibility was to drop the 0.85 term
and make allowance for it instead in the coefficient A in the
formula NT = A(VC) +j'(PN or Pv )' He suggested that the
Technical Oommittee should instruct the Working Group to
consider that possibility.

The CHAIRMAN commented th::ct §'ven with that solution, the
matter of defining the uppermost deck together with the'
problems noted by the French delegation at the previous mcoeting
of the Oommittee still remained.

Mr. MURRAY BMITH (UK) supported the idea expressed by
Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) but suggested that instead of 0.85 Du '
the term Du alone be used; there was then no need for an
inequality formula since H/D was bound to be less than unity.u

Mr. PROHASKA (Denm8llrk) replied that in that case the
cOvfficient A would still have to be adjusted and the uppermost
deck still defined.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.20
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The CHLIRMAN proposeclthat the Committee should give a "

broad mandate. to the Working Group to inve~;tigate all e,pproaches
to the problem of ship's depth and to bea; :in mind the need to

avoid anomalies in the future design of uppermost decks.

It was so agreed •

.The CHAIRMAN re-introduced discussion on the position of
the line to be drawn for the passenger term in the net tonnage

formula (TM/CONF/'YJ".30).

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark), supported by Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK),

observed that since the passenger correction term had in any
case to be recalculated, the Committee should decide only on
the principle for fixing the position of the line cm.d leave
the matter of actual figures to the Working Group.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Working Group should

immedi.'ltely re-open its investigation of the passenger
.correction term and the definition of ship's depth.

It was so agreed.

The CHAIRM1~N recapitulated that the Committee had yet to

decide how to define cargo spaces and how to measure them.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) pointed out that since the cargo space
parameter was to be measured by coefficients, the method of
linear measurement itself was not of great importance. He

therefore considered that the Cornnittee should maintain the
principle of measuring all spaces as far as possible to the
moulded lines.

Mr. CUIDiINGHAM (USA) said that initially his delegation

had Used the concept of grain cubic capacity in determining
cargo space. After further consideration of TM/CONF/9, however,
it had concluded that it was preferable to measure volume to

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.20
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thc moulded lines of tho vessel, or to tho steel pl~ting of the
boundary bulkhead in all cases, thereby avoiding any possible
reductions for insulation, for lightweight inner bUlkheads,
for deop tanks in LNG carriers or for pressure vessels in
I,PG carriers_

Mr. WILSON (UK), supported by Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia), agreed
with the United States delegation but specified that to
eliminate any confusion the bulkhead should be measured to the

'1 ", ;'t .. gi .
inner structural boundary of the vessel.

Mr. GUPTA (India) asked whether it was proposed to measure
all types of cargo spaces, (dry and liquid) in all types of
carrier, in the same way.

The CH~IRMAN observed that the. agreement was to measure cargo
spaces in 0.11 CClses to their moulded boundaries.

He proposed that the Committee should also agree on the
inclusion of a clause in tho regUlations to the effect that if
any vessel were found to be carrying cargo in spaces not
designated as cargo spaces, extra tonnage would be added to the
tonnage certifi cate of the ship until such time' as it chcmged
he.nds.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he understood that double
bottoms would not be inclUded in cargo spaces and asked whether
bilges would be included or not.

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggested that the definition adopted by
the United Kingdon might be useful, viz: "Cargo spaces are all

. 'i«~':>""'Ji.;j
spaces below the uppermost deck fitted or adapted for the
carriage of goods, liquids or gas in bulk which are not ship's
stores, bunkers or ballast."

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.20
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lcTr • ROCQUEli;ONT (France) said that speci al consideration was
needed in the Case of refrigeration ships with their special

insulation, and methane tankers, which used their cargo as fuel.
He believed that although cargo should be determined according
to its nature, its position within the vessel was also relevant.

The CHAIRMAN said that the solution might be to stipulate
,

a higher tonnage for ships which were granted the privilege
of u&ing their own cargo for fuel. Otherwise the regulation
would have to take into consideration all the different
possibilities.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that the easiest method
would be to take cargo spaces to moulded lines, including fuel
tanks but excluding pump rooms and refrigerator spaces.

Mr. UGLAND (Norway) said that if cargo were defined as
all goods carried on the ship and discharged from it - which
would exclude such items as stores - cargo spaces could be
defined as the spaces used for cargo.

The CHAIR~~N pointed out that that definition would not
cover water ballast.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that, for the purposes
of the Working Group, the Committee would have to decide
whether or not to include fuel bunkers in the general volume
of cargo spaces. Two delegations had proposed including
fuel oil tanks which, geingcl"J;:'ge" would affect the formula

~-

to be prepared.

The CHAIRl1AN said that the Working Group had been
using volume without fuel in the coefficient.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) said that the main difficulty
with fuel was the outboard wing tanks aft and forward
of the engine room, which might be defined as spaces in_

TM/COl'rF/C. 2/SR .20
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the vicinity of cargo spaces. The IMCO data on volumes
to be added for tankers, referred to volumes in the tanker
cargo space area, namely, the block of tonnage forward
of 'the engine room bulkhead. It could be indicated that
bunkers outside the engine room would be included in the
tonnage.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that it would be illogical to
include oil fuel or any othe:r<bunkers in the ship's cargo space.
The' Commi ttee was discussing the, cargo, which was the ship's
payload:, ~ut on board because the owner expected profit from,
delivering it to i ts des~~i.nation. If there were any fear

~ ),~ '<

that bunkers might be used for cargo'it could be stated
that oil fuel bunkers on vessels. such as tankers should
not be connected in any way with the ship's cargo lines.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) observed that pipe
connections were easy to install and easy to remove. Bunkers
were normally of 'smali capacity: the point was t'oprev'ent
exce:3sive ,bunker space bei:nE taken into account.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said that cargo and cargo
space were real, not theoretical. Inclusion of bunkers or
fuel tanks would only give rise to further questions and
make matters more complicated.

Mr. FILIPPOVI.CH (USSR) said that fuel bunkers required
for a ship should not be, considered as cargo space and should
not be included in the net tonnage.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands): said that th8 real problem
was for the measurer. It' was known that oil carriers used,
water ballast spaces for oil, but who was to know whether
store rooms, fuel bunkers or water ballast, spaces were being
used for cargo?

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.20
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The CHAIRMAN said that he had had that point in mind
in suggesting a penalty clause. He invited the Committee
to vote on the concept that fuel should not be included
in cargo.

There were 30 votes in. favour and 2 against.

The CHAIRtillN invited the Committee to vote on the
inclusion of a sentence to the effect that if an owner were
discovered to be using the fuel tank for cargo, the net tonnage
would be increased by the volume of the fuel tank so used, until
the ship transferred to another flag. The wording would be
left to the Drafting Gro~p.

Mr. WILSON (UK) proposed that the penalty should apply
in the case of all spaces not intended for cargo, and not
be limited to fuel tanks.

It was decided by 32 votes to 2 to instruct the
Drafting Group to prepare a text on the lines indicated
by the Chairman, as amended by th~K representative.

The CHAIRMAN, in reply to a question by Mr. DE JONG
(Netherlands), said that the problem of checking the spaces
should be left to the proposed working group on the
tonnage certificate.

The CHAIRMAN,. in the absence of volunteers, suggested
that the question of cargo spaces should be referred to the
drafting group, composed of representatives of France, UK,
USA and USSR, which should be .instructed to prepare:
(1 )adefini tion of cargo .. space as the space to the moulded
line Of the structural boundaries of cargo spaces;. (2)a
draft of the penalty for abuse of cargo space; (3) a text
for the exclusion of fuel from cargo.

s It was so agreed •.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.20
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The CHAIRIU,N invited the Committee to consider its
instructions at the proposed ,'orkin:., group on the tonnage
certificate. The problem of the draught remained to be settled.
Vlhatever coefficients vere used, the tonnage \lould be related to
the ship's actual drauGht sirlcS' only by checking the tonnage
certificate could it1be ascertained whether the ship was sailing
at its correct or at a higher Qraught. Hence the draught should
correspond to displacement at the denominator in the tonnage
certificate.

TIr. DD JONG (Netherlands), sug~ested that it would be
sufficient to record the nULlber of the national load line
certificate on the tonnage certificate.

!'lr. GUPTA (India), referring to the problem of water ballast
space, pointed out that in a ship with a large number of i~ng

tapks, all of ilhich ,lere certified as iJater ballast spaces, the
measuring authority \Tould measure only the spaces specified
by the owner as cargo spaces.

The CHAIRYu\N said that the penalty clause agreed upon
would cover that situation, since water ballast space used
for cargo iiould have to appear on the tonnage certificate.

,
Hr. GUPTA (India) said that he 1IlaS still not satisfied

that the problems such as the carriage of fresh '.rater for
cattle and the u;e of oil for a variety of purposes had been
satisfactorily resolved.

Hr. ROCQUENONT (France), referring. to the Netherlands
I representativets cowment, said that it would not be sufficient

to indicate merely the number of the freeboard certificate on
the tonnage certificate. The Gross tonnage, net tonnage and all
~ther figures relevant to the fOl~lula should also appear on the
tonnage certificate.

TI1/aONF/a. 2/SR. 20
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The CHAIRUANpointedout that for IJ8.ssengershlIJS there

shoulcJ.alsobe reference to the SOLAScertificate.

I1r. OVBRG'AAU'.i(Netherlands) said that since the second
formula had beenchosen,it vlould be necessary to specify on

the tonnage certificate all the spaces capable of containing
liquid or dry cargo; otherwise there would be ample opportunity
for manipulation.

The CRAIR11AN said that the 'Jorking Group could include
that point in the penalty clause.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norllay) stressed tLe need for simplicity.

Nr. UILSON (UK) drew attention to a four-page model
tonnage certificate \/hich his delegation had prepared in the

light of comments made during the discussions. The first page
contained the gross or n,t tonnage and space for :i:llformation

such as passenger numbers and draught if necessary. The second
and third pages had been left blank for the insertion of a sketch
of the ship, so that the ship could be measured to ascertain if
the outline had been altered. The fourth page listed the main
spaces in the gross tonnage, \vith description, length and tonnage.

A colu~n could be added to that page showing the spaces included
in the net tonnage \Iith refe~oence to numbers reflected in the
sketch. A tonnage certificate on those lines liould make it very

easy to check in cases where misuse of cargo space was suspected.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) agreed that the spaces not included in
the cargo space should be listed on the tonnaGe certificate.

The carriage of fresh water, referred to by the Indian
repres entative, vras ess ential vlhen a ship carried cattle, but the
spaces s6 used 1./ould otherlJise become ballast spaces. He
vlondered \Ihat such spaces should be called.

TII/CONF/C. 2/SR. 20
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11r. GUPTA (India) said that in general he agreed with the
Netherlands on the need to list ~ll potential cargo spaces on
the tonnage certificate. Since, however, manipulation was
widespread even 11here such spaces vlere listed, he urged that
special mention should be made of water spaces.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority), speaking
at the invitation of the Chairman, stressed the need for as
much detail as possible on the tonnaGe certificate.

11r. ROCQU~,IONT (France) enquired what would be the position
of new ships, whose certificate would show both the old and the
new tonnage during the transition period.

The SECHETARY replied that, in accordance with Article 3,
as agreed by the General Committee (page 3 of Tll/CONF/C.l/IJP.ll)
the regulations in Annex I would apply to ne1'1 ships. Hence new
ships would be measured in accordance 11ith the ne1~ Convention
as soon as it came into force.

The CHAIRI~N invited volunteers for membership of the
\lorking Group on the tonnage certificate.

The representatives of France, tIle Netherlands, Nor\lay,
w<, USA and USSR having volunteered, he sugGested that the
Working Group should be established with that membership.

TM/CONF/C.2/SH.20
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AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION F,ND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHRICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.37)
(continued)

The CHAIRYLAN proposed that the Committee should examine the
second draft of the regulations for determining gross and net
tonnages of ships (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.37).

Regulation 1

Mr. GANTIOQUI (Philippines) prop0sed that the end of
paragraph 1 should be amended to read: "consist of gross ana net
tonnages".

The CHAIRMAN stated that he would draw the attention of the
Drafting Committee to that point.

Regulation 2

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) felt that, before considering the
first two definitions (upper deck and moulded depth), it would
be advisable to wait until the Working Group bad made a more
thorough study of the factor fJ- contained in the formula approved
the previous day (see TM/CONF/LLc.2/SR.19). For the time being,
indeed, those definitions applied only to ships without a free­
board mark but they might have to be amended as a result of the
Working Group's findings.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia) considered that the last sentence
of sUb-paragraph (a) of paragraph 2(a) was not clear and gave
rise to unnecessary complications. He therefore suggested either
deleting that sentence or amending the text by sUbstituting
", • • the prolongation of the side •••" for the words "the side of
the keel" > .

Mr. SASAMURA (Committee Secretary) pointed out that the
definition of mOUlded depth was reproduced word for word from the
definition given in the Convention on Load Lines; it would
therefore be difficult to change it.
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Jllr. -WILSON (UK) shared that view, although he felt that the
definition in·question was not very clear.

Mr. pnREIRA (Brazil) wished the expression "midship section"
to be replaced by "athwartshipsection".

Mr. GUPTA (India) said that he, too, could suggest amendments
but that he supported the opinion expressed by the Committee
Secretary and the United Kingdom represen~ve.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the CO:llmittee should app.2ove
paragrc.ph (2) (a) in the form in which it was drafted in the
document.

It was so decided.

Mr. GUPTA (India), referring to paragraph 3(a), proposed that,
in order to obviate the possibility of a space being exempted
from measurement as a result of the owner simply removing the
hatchway covers, the end of sub-paragraph (a) should be replaced
by "if such space is capable of being c10sed".

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that he shared the Indian
representative t s concern bu~. felt that the text of sub-paragraph
(a), in the form in which it was drafted, was satisfactory in
that respect. If it gave rise to dOUbts, however, it should be
made clearer.

Mr. WILSON (UK) thought it was difficult to draft a text
excluding all possibility of abuse. It was for the Administration
to be vigilant and, for instance, to inspect whether hatchways
were provided with cleats for fixing covers that were not there.
At all events, to prevent {the case mentioned by the representative
of India)from occurring in the 'tween-deck, which was qnite a
possibility, the words "on or above the upper deck" which hac
figured in an earlier text and had beendelet8d, should be
reintroduced in paragraph (3)(b).

TI1/CONF/O.2/SR.21
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Mr. SOLDA (Italy) suggested that the end of paragraph (3)(a)
should be replaced by the words "if the openings are liable to be
closed".

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he thought that the last part
of paragraph (3)(a), from the words "if means are provided •• ,",
might give rise to difficulties and should therefore be deleted.
What should be avoided in any case was that an opening should make
it possible for the whole of a space to be exempted instead of
part of it. The deletion he proposed presented ns drawbaok, for
paragraph (2)(b) specified all the spaces to which the exemption
applied and the clause in question was a repetition of what was
said under (b)(i).

Mr. WILSON (UK) was opposed to the deletion of that phrase
which, in the view of the Working Group, served to establish a
very important principle.

The CHAIRMAN wondered whether there was not a contradiction
between sUb-paragraph (a) and sUb-paragraph (b), for, in the
case of an opening in the 'tween-deck, under the former sub­
paragraph, the whole deck would be exempted from measurement and,
under the latter, only the space below the o~ening would be
exempted.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he shared the concern of the
Netherlands representative but feared that the deletion of the
end of sUb-paragraph (a) might make the definiti~n toe restrictive:
a roofless sun-deck situated in the superstructures (which was often
to be found in liners) would then be included in the measurement.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) supported the suggestion made by the
Netherlands representative as, if the phrase were retained, the
cargo spaces of ships with no hatchway covers would be exempted,

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.21
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The CHAIRHAN thought that, if the Committee accepted the
UethedandsProposal, it shouldensu.re thst the expression
"llotprovided with means of closing", which occ1J.rred in the
fifth and sixth lines of sub~paragraph (b)(i)(l), applied to
the whole of that sub-paragraph.

Mr. KHABUR (USSR) thought that ffily possible ab1J.se could
be avoided if the end of sub-paragraph (a) were replaced by
the words "if the construction permits of the closing of
such an opening".

]VII'. ROCQUErilONT (France) supported the proposals by the
USSR and Italy which complemented one another perfectly.

The CHAIRMAN stressed the two-fold nature of the problem;
there were two things to be avoided: first, that the end of
sub-paragraph (a) should make it possible for an entire deck
to be exempted from measurement and, secondly, that sub­
pa.ragraph (b) should permit of the unwarranted exemption of a
space situated opp~site an opening.

Hr. WILSON (UK) stated that the authors of the draft
before the Committee had taken a.8 their basis the rules applied
by the authorities of the Panama Canal. Those rules had never
given rise to any difficulties 2.nd did not encoura,ge the
building of "undesirable" ships. Starting out from the
concept that any spaceVthe openings of which were provided
wi th means of closing w to be considered as ffil enclosed space,
they had sought to define enclosed spaces and not open spaces.

Hr. DE JONG (Netherlands) remarked that the last two lines
of sub-paragrs.ph (a) were liab} e to lead to misunderstandings,
Whereas their deletion co1J.ld do no harm.

The CHAIlli1AN thought the deletion feasible, provided that
the necessary clause was added to sub-paragraph (b).

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.21
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Mr. GUPTA (India) was in favour of the vJO:::,ding proposed by
the delegate of the USSR vn1ich practically met the wishes of the
representatives of Italy and Frs.nce \ and also seemed likely to

satisfy the Netherlands representative.

I''Ir. DE JONG (Netherlands) commented that the lengthy
discussion which had ta]wn place.~was sufficient eVidendt'of the
fact that the phrase in question might give :::'ise to difficulties.
It would be better to set out those concepts clearly in sub­

paragraph (b), as the Chairman had suggested.

The CH~IRr~~N noted that it seemed to be unanimously agreed
that only the 'tween-deck spaces situated below openings should

~';.. ,,'"
be exempted. A proviso should therefore be inserted in sub-
paragraph (b) aft8r the words "as enclosed spaces" as follows:
"unless means are provided for closing the opemings" or "if the
ship's construction does not permit of their being closed."

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggEsted the wording: "if no means are
provided for closing the openings."

~, • j

The CHAIRMLd'J proposed that it should be lefL.:tiJ the Drafting
Committee to prepare a final text incorporating in sub-paragraph(b)
(b) the idea "that the openings not provided with mGans of
closingland that(the ship's construction does not pGrmit of their

being closed" and that the last two lines of SUb-paragraph (a)

(from the words "enclosed space" onwards) should be deleted.
It was so decided.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that on constructional grounds
.;,~ <"

he would have ~_iked to se§ the provisions of SUb-paragraph (b) (i) (1) ,

governing the height of the opening, ~eplaced by a provision
rostricting it to 100 per cent of the width of the opening. But
he agreed with the Chairman, who said that that formula might
give either excessive or inadequate results and might well give
rise to involved argument, and he would withdraw his proposal.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.21



- 8 -

Wi th regard to sub-paragraph (b) (i)(3) , he wondered what

would happen in the case of an open well separating two spaces,

only one of which was excluded.

1'11'. CAB"RIBERE (France) remarked -that the difficulty arose

in part from the use of the expression "open well" to designate

a space cutting the deck from side to side between two super­

structures, whereas one would have assumed that there could only

be a "well" if the two superstructures were joined by complete
bulwarks. He would prefer to see. the sub-paragraph drafted as
follows:

"Where a completely open interval separates any
two spaces ... 11

Mr. WILSON (UK) thought that the last objection raised by
Mr. de Jong might bo met by inserting the words "either or both

of which" in the second line. The observation made by the
representative of France, on the other hand, appeared to concern
only t~e French text, since British shipping men found the

expression "open vlell" perfectly comprehensible.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the concept of the "open well"
applied to the case where two superstructures were joined by

bulwarks of tho same height as the superstructures. Would not
that interpretation contradict the provisions of sub­
~~ragraph (b)(iv)?

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority) said that under
/

the Suez Canal rules the exemption reqUired a break in the

covering and the walls, in other words, a complete separation
of the two superstructures.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia) considered that the concept of
the "open well" applied whether the two superstructures were
joined by bulwarks or by open guard-rails,

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.21
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Mr. WILSON (UK) suggested overcoming the difficulties by

adding sketches to the final texts. The height of the bulwarks
seemed to him to be immaterial for the a~plication of the
provioions. Sub-paragraphs (i)(3) and (iv) were not
contradictory, because they dealt with different problems.

Illustrating his remarks with a sketch, he showed that the
exemption granted, for example, to a certain part of a poop or
gangway adjoining an open well would depend entirely on the

\;;'\ .,"j

relation between the breadth of the open well (the distance
between the two superstructures) and half the breadth of the deck;
but the existence of bulwarks played no p~rt in deciding whether
an exemption were possible.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) proposed that in order to avoid
diffiCUlties, the words "considered as enclosed spaces and shall
not therefore be" should be deleted from lines 2 and 3 of sub­
paragraph (b).

It was so decided.

Mr. CABARIBERE (France) pointed out another drafting
diffiCUlty. In (b)(v) the word "redan" was used for the

English word "recess". Since 3-n inside S1Jace was concerned,
it would have been better to use the word "niche".

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) said ne did not fully understand the
meaning of the first sentence of (b)(ii).

The CHAIili~AN said he Nould submit the various observations
on paragraph (3) to the Drafting Committee and would ask 'Ghe
Secretariat to take particular account of the French
representative's comments when draWing up the French text.

Paragraph 4 (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.37)

Mr. YU-SHlcNG-LI (China) wondered whether it might not be
necessary to include a definition of "berthed passengers" ar:d
"unberthed passengers" in the paragraph, because that distinction
was made in Regulation 4 on page 7 of the same document.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.21
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TheCHI,IRr1ANagreed that the defini tiOll was not included in

paragraph 4 of Regulation 2,-butsaid that was precisely because
it had been considered that the details Poi-ven in Regulation 4,

on pap;e 7, would suffice.
<Co

Nr .WA:::ILE\VSKI (Polancn propo sed that, in the interests of
simplicity, whore a ship cQrried not more than 12 passengers in

accommodation other than cabins, that accommodation should not

be included in the tonnage calculations.

IVIr. GUPTA (India) felt that the reference on page 7 was not

enough and that some definition of "unberthcd passengers" must

be provided. The Simla Regulations which were currently being
revised, at present designated those passengers by the expression

"special trade passenger."

He thought that the maximum number of such passengers carried

in accommodaticn ether than cabins should be fixed at 8. If
such other accom;nodation contained fewer than 8 persons, then

those persons should be considered as cabin passengers.

IVIr. KHABUR (USSR) said he thought the difficulty arose from

the fact that the term employed was incorrect. Irstead of

"unberthcd passengers" - a concept which was now out of date ­
the term "passengers without cabins" should be employed, and

tllat eXj:ression could then be defined as applying to "a passenger

provided with a separate berth in accommodation capable of
holding a maximum of 8 persons."

~1r. KING (Kuwait) considerecl. that the term "passengers 11

should apply to any fare··paying person.

IVIr. I~RRAY SNITH (UK) thought that under the terms of
paragraph 3 that interpretation would in fact be correct, but
he too felt that the concept of "unberthed passengers" was

outdated. It would in fact be preferable to distingUish three
sorts of passengers on page 7 of the document, nciffiely:

TM!COl{F!C.2!SR.2l
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number of passengers iIi cabins
number of passengers in dormitories

number of genuinely unb8rthed passengers
(e.g. aboard cross-Ohannel ships)

Mr. GUPTA (India) said he was broadly in agreement with the
United Kingdom proposal, which would cover all the possibilities,
but thought it might perhaps be preferable to replace fl- by N

IO bin the formula on page 60f document Tlvr/OONF/0. 2/WP. 37 •

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) wondered whether, in that case it
might not perhaps be necessary, ~in the case of unberthed p8.ssengers ,)
to keep the total number sho·wn on the safety certificate.

The CH;,IRIVIAN thought there would be no objection to adding
a phrase on the lines of: "as indic2.ted by the ship's safety
ccrtifi ce.te. "

Mr. GUPTA (India) said he would prefer the following wording:
"the number of passengers, as certified by the Administration and
shown on the ship'S safety certificate."

The CHAIru~lN proposed that the Committee adopt the term
N+ ~l + ~~ in the formula for net tonnage.

It was so decided.

]\Ilr. KHABUR (USSR) propos eel that the Committee notify the
Worldng Group immediately of that decision, which might alter
its calculations.

Paragra,p.!J. 5
Nr. ROCQUEJ'ilONT (France) lJroposed that consideration of the

paragraph :;:hould be restricted for the time being to the first
four lines, Ohanges in the use to which certain spaces 'vere

,,-',f-! ""',--- "'
put might involve a changG of tonn:o.ge, possibly accompanied by
a change of draught.

TM/CONF/C,2/SR.21



- 12 -

Mr. CUNJ'JIlITGRM1 (USA) reminded the Committee that tho text

had given rise to a lengthy debate. On the one hand,> the

definition took no account of tho prOVisions consumed aboard the

ship. On the other hand, it had been thought that those spaces

shoUld be identified by permanent markings, makingjj;opossible

to carry out certain checks, and to apply certain penalties

where there were changes of use which had not been reported.

The CHAIlli1AN thought that consideration of that wording

should be deferred until the COll1ll!i ttee came to study RegUlation 8,

which dealt with the matter.

Request for instructions by the Chairman of the Working Group
.9!l1.onn~e COFtificates. ' ~

Mro'" SEAiW (UK) sk.ted th2.t tho Working Grcup needed certain

instructions to oe able to carry out its work. In the first

place, the Group was of the opinion that, for the purposes of
the Convention, an entirely new form of tonnage certificate
should be prepared for existing ships, showing both gross tonnage

and net tonnage. Secondly, the Technical Committee should

inform the Working Group whether, during a transitional period,
the tonnage certificate should show the tonnage figures resulting

from the old and from the new systems. The Working Group was

asking for instructicns on those two points.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) wondered whether those questions,
which might have certain legal aspects, should not be put to the

General COITMittee.

The Clli,IID1AN pointed out that the Working Group in question

was in fact a Working Group of the Tecrillical Committee.

Mr. ROCQUElliONT (France) recalled that the French delegation

had made specific proposals in that connexion. They would be
found in TMjCONFj3, at pages 17 to 20. His delegation did

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.21
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indeed take the view that, for a certain transitional p'2riod ­
for eXc\ffiple, ten yoars - , tonnage certifi cates should contain
both sets of figures. However, it left it to the operators of
the system to consider the date of application of the new
tonnages.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said he partly shared the French
repreeentativels opinion but was afraid that the inclusion of
dual tonnages might give rise to some difficulties.

Nr. TIE JONG (Netherlands) apprOVed of the intentioll of
the French delegation. However, since the idea was to keep the
new tonnage figures as close as possible to the old ones, would
it not be feasible for ships to retain the sarno tonnage figures
on the certificate during that period?

Mr. HAB~CHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority) proposed that
the tonnage calculations should be appended as an annex to the
tonnage certificate itself.

The CH1~Im1AN said he feared the COlJimi ttee was departing
from its terms of reference.

The meeting ros~ at 12.35 p.m.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.21
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AGE~mA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION AND PP~PARATI0N OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/6; ,", , '
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.37 and WP.38; TM/CONF/C.l/WP.ll
and Add.l) (continued) ,

Inter~ational Tonnage Qertific~ (continued)

Mr. OLSEN (Norway) said that, although it had some sympathy
,vi th ]i'rance I s views, his delegation was wholly opposed to the
idea of embodying two sots of figures in the tonnage certificate.
Existing ships should continue to operate until expiry' date.
u~der the national tonnage certificates in force, _"nd the owner
should have the option of requesting re-measurement according
to the new regulations.

The ClliiIR}U,N agreed that eXisting ships, including those
0,0 the o'pen/closed shelter-deck type, should continue to use
t:,';8 national certificates, with maintenance of the privileges
e~j0yed under bilateral agreements. The point at issue was
w':l')ther the' Working Group on the Tonnage Certificate' should
CO:;:lcern itself solely with' new ships or' should make provision
in the certificate also for existing ships that might be
re-measured according to the new regulations.

Mr. FOTIfillIS (Greece) said that the main obstacle to
unification in tonnage measurement had been the difficulty of
evolving a system that would give figiJ.resclosely approximate
to present tonnages. That obstacle had now been removed and
the justification' seemed to be slight for embodying two sets"

'of figures in the tonnage certificate; representing the ton,nages
as calc~iated under the existing and under the new rules. Double
work would be involved tor the administration and,where the'
services of the classification societies had to b~ called upon,
possibly. double charges 'on'the owner. He was therefore against the
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idea of introducing such a conplication and was likewise opposed to

the suggestions that sketches and details of all calculations
involved should be attached to the certificate. Since such
re~uirements were not considered necessary in the more important
matter of freeboard, he failed to see why they should be insisted
on for tonnage measurement.

Mr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) said his delegation considerea that
the certificate to be drafted should be intended only for new
ships and that, for existing ships, the certificates in force
should continue to be used. It was inconceivable that, through­
out the transitional period, measurement according to both the
new and the old regulations should be re~uired for new ships,
particularly since the new system was designed to give closely
approximate figures. Double work of the kind was unjustifiable.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that all were agreed that
eXisting ships should continue to navigate under the tonnage
certificate already in force.

On the second point at issue, he could appreciate the
arguments adduced but was still apprehensive of the effect on
relations between p~rt authoritiea and ship-owners of showing
for new ships only the tonnages as calculated under the new
regulations; for if that were done, the port autho~ities would
be obliged to apply the new tonnages immediately and, in the
absence of ade~uate proof of the e~uity of the new system, might

well be tempted to incredse charges. His delegation's proposal
I

was designed to preclude any such develor~ent by providing
comparative figures for a specified period of time, thus allowing

the port authorities a free decision on the date of application
of the new tonnages,

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr. SOLDA (Italy) said that his delegation subscribed to
the views expressed by Norway concerning the certificate for
existing ships.

As to the French proposal, he would point out that once a
country had decided to ratify the Convention, it should be
prepared to adhere to the new regulations laid down and not ask
for perpetuation of the rules How in force.

Mr. MILCH (Israel) also endorsed the Norwegian'stand.

The Committee might be interested to hear the views of the
port authorities of his country regarding the matter raised by

. France. Their opinion was that the tonnage certificates issued
to new ships should embody only the figures assigned under new
regulations, for otherwise the way might be opened to abuses or
misconstruction. Moreover, it was not the business of tonnage
measurement authorities to prOVide ports with statistics; the
port authorities could obtain such data for themselves~

The CHAIRMAN noted the general agreement that existing ships
should continue to operate under the national tonnage certifica~es.

With a view to advancing the work, he suggested that the Working
Group on the Tonnage Certificate be instructed to proceed on
the assumption that the certificate would embody one set of
figures only; and that the question raised by France shouid be
referred to the General Committee, as one possibly outside the
Technical Commi.ttee I s terms of reference.'

Mr. MURPHY (USA) endorsed that procedure. His delegation
would support the idea that the certificate for new ships should
include only the tonnages deriVing from the Convention. The
point raised by France, being of broad impQrt, should be
referred to the General Committee; he could already foresee
difficulties in reconciling the provisions of RegUlation 3 with

those of Article 13.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr. SASAMURA (Committee Secretary) informed the Committee
that the General Committee had already dealt with the matter of
the certificate for existing ships; hence, there was no need
for a decision·on that point.

Mr. VANCRAEYNEST (Belgium) said his delegation considered
that new ships should certainly be issued with an international
certificate according to the Convention regulations. The
General Committee had decided that the regulations should apply
to eXisting ships after the expiry of a time limit. In the
interim, they would obvious~y have to operate under the existing
certificate. To facilitate the changeover, it was thought that
Governments might be invited to have measurements made under both
the old and the new systems, for the information of the port

. authorities.

It was decided that the Working Group on Tonnage Measurement
should be instructed to prepare a certificate embodying one set
of figures only.

Mr. ROCQUE~mNT (France) said his delegation wished to be
recorded as opposing the decision just taken. On the question
of competence, he considered the matter at issue to be
essentially a technical one, the implications of which could be
properly understood only by the members of the Technical
Committee. It was noteworthy th~t the standard deviation found
in all the exercises undertaken was .of the order of 6 per cent,
a magnitude obviously justifying his delegation's position.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr: KHABUR (USSR) pointed out the technical calculations
involved in determining tonnages according to both the old and
the new systems would represent a considerable amount of work.
In any case, owners would probably prefer to retain the
certificates in force, as a known factor in face of the unknown.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) considered that the matter was outside
the competence of the Technical Committee. Nevertheless, it
had to be considered and one way out might be for the ConferenCE!
to recommend that tonnages should be determined in accordance
with the new regulations prior to the date of entry into.force
of the Convention, in order to have comparative data available.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) pointed out that ship design would be
based on the new system once the Convention came into force;
and accordingly there would be no basis for obtaining
CQmpaJ:'attve measurements .'.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the question whether the
certificate for new ships should embody one set of tonnage
figures only, calculated according to the regulations laid
down in the Convention, or two sets calculated according to
the old arid the new rules.

There were 30 votes in favour of one set of figures. only.

There were 3 votes in favour of two sets.

The CHAIRMAN said he assumed the. Committee was agreeable
to the question raised by France being referred to the General
Committee.

It was so agreed.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr. HABACHI (Observer for the Suez Canal Authority) said
that, in any event, ships passing through the Suez and Panama
Canals would still have to carry two documents on board, as at
present. Secondly, every State was legally empowered to check
the documents presented, and his reason for asking for the
inclusion of the detailed calculations was that his Authority wished
to check the tonnages inscribed in the certificate.

Second draft of re lations for determinin ross and net
tonna es of shi s \TM CONF C.2 P.37 continued

Regulation 3: Gross Tonnage

The CHAIRMAN noted that it had been agreed that the ship's
funnel was an enclosed space, to be included in the total volume;
the case of masts, cranes, etc. could be left to individual port
authorities to decide.

The wording of Regulation 3 was approved without change.

Regulation 4: Net Tonnage

.Paragraph :),

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a number of corrections would
have to be made to the formula, including introduction of an N2
term and re-definition of several of the symbols, when the Working

/"'-~,

. Group.hadcompieted its task~

. . ( ) ~)He recapitulated that.it.had:.beenagreed.that:. N + Nl + N2
. eq:ualled the ..total number of passengers. as indicated in the ship r s
international certificate.

Mr. OLSEN (Denmark) suggested that, since some passenger
ships operated solely in home waters and thus had.only a
national certificate, it would be preferable to refer to "the
number of passengers as indicated in the ship's certificate".

It was so agreed.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Discussion on paragraph (1) was adjourned until the Working
~roup had issued a further report.

l'aragraph (2)

The wording of uaragraph_(2) was approved without comment.

Paragraph (3)

Discussion on paragraph (3) was adjourned until the
Working Group had issued a further repo~t.

Paragraph (4)

Discuss'ior" on paragraph (4) was adj ourried until the Working
Group had issued a further report.

Discussion on Regulation 4 was adjour~.

Regulation 5: phange .of Net To~nage

Paragraph (1)

Mr. ROOQUEMONT (France) noted that the text had been
studied by the Working Group at a time when it was thought
to make net tonnage a simple function of displacement to the
summer load line; since then, however, it had bee.n agreed that
net tonnage would be a function of two factors, displacement
and cargo space volume. He drew attention therefore to the fact
that account· should be taken also of changes in cargo space
volume, for instance for ships changing from one type of cargo
to another.

Mr. OUNNINGHAM (USA) pointed out that in the case of an
ore carrier which changed to carrying grain, the draught would
remain about. the same and the net tonnage would increase. For
such ships operating in the Panama Oanal, for instance, it was
therefore necessary to permit a reduction in net tonnage if
and when they sUbsequently reverted to the ore trade within a
reasonable time, to enable them to continue to operate
economically.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.22
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Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) observed that the factors of
change in cargo space volume and change in passenger number
should also be introduced into paragraph (3).

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed. In reply to the US
delegation, he pointed out that it had been agreed that for
all types of convertible ship, changes in load line, draught,
etc. resulting in decreases in net tonnage should not be
permitted within less than one year intervais.

He suggested the following wording as a guideline to a
redraft of paragraph (3): "When for any reason the features
of a ship used for the calculation .of tonnage are modified,
a new certificate shall be issued; the tonnage value shown
on the certificate shall not, towever, be reduced until twelve
months have elapsed from the issue of the preceding certificate.

VIT. MU;RLY SlirTH (UK) said that while his delegation
appreciated the special problem of ships effecting regular

conversions fron one cargo to anothar, it nevertheless agreed
with the French delegation that it would be too complex a
task to create a special co;tegory of ship to be exempt from
the one-year rule, which had in any case been agreed upon in
Plenary Session.

Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia), Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway),
VIT. ERIKSSON (Sweden) and Mr. FOTIADIS (Greece), supported the
view put forward by the United Stat~s del8gation.

jVrr. BONN (Canada), Mr. OLSEN (Denmark) and Mr. BORG
(Sweden) supported the view put forward by the delegations of
France.and the United Kingdom.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that although his delegation
was not truly in favour of the one year j.nterval applied to
all types ~f vessel, it was nevertheless, willing to accept
a text for paragraph (3) along the lines proposed by the
French delegation.

Yrr. ROCQUEMONT (France) thanked the United States delegation
for its cooperation and pointed out that in his draft wording
for paragraph (3) he had used the word "tonnage", without
specifying gross or net; he felt that further discussion. on

,-,
/ that point was called for.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the concept of change in
passenger number be appropriately introduced into Regulation 5.

It was s~ agreed.

Regulation 6: Calculaticn £! vclumes and displacement

Regulation 6 was. approved without comment.

Regulation 7: Measurement and Calculation------
Regulation 7 was approved without corr~ent.

Regulation 8: (penalties7

The CHAIR}IAN nrew attention to the fact that Regulation 8
had to be considered in relation to Regulation 5(3)(ii); if that
latter were tc be eliminated, as the General Cummittee might
c.ecide, then the phrase "or a IJeay change in the owner·ship of
the ship" would have to be deleted from Regulation 8(1) •

. .,..

Mr. MURPHY (USA) noted that the case of shipowners carrying
cargo in spaces net designated as cargo spaces LParagraph (227
was in general penalized heavily by the vaxious national
regulations governing implementation of international Conventions,
rather than by the Conventions themselves.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr. BORG (S'.reden) agreed with the Uni ted States
deJ.egation, it was in any case a matter for the General Gommittee

to decide.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina), while agreeing that the question

should be referred to the General Oommittee, said that it would

be necessary to specify the means by which penalties under

Regulation 8 would be imposed in cases of infringement in
c~untries other than the country of issue of the tonnage

certificate.

M~. DE JONG (Nethe~lands) wondered who would certify that

there had been an infringement and who would alter the tonnage

certificate. It 'should be borne in mind that an infringement
could be discovered in a country that was not a party to the

Oonvention. In view of the time required to change a ship's
capacity, he suggested tLat the duration of the penalty should

be extended to, say three or five years. It should not,
however, be imposed for the lifetime of the ship.

The OHAIfu~AN drew attention to the provisions of Article 12(3),

He agreed that it might be necessary to refer the matter to the
General Oowff,itteei but before doing so the Oommittee should
decide if there were still any technical problems.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said it was obvious that a pen~_ty would

have to be imposed for infringement of the regElations. Tile
problem was the duration of the penalty. Too short a period
would be no deterrent.

Mr. GUPTA (India) while agreeing entirely with the O~airman

and the UK representative, said that the USA xepresentative had
made a valid point. He suggested that Regulation 8 ShOllld be

modified so as to exclude the word "penalty" but to specify that
ships infringing the regulation should not qualify for the
relevant deductions for tonnage.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.22
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Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that he, too, considered that the
problem should be dealt. with by the General Committee. Part of
the problem was covered by ~rticle 1, whereby Contracting
Governments undertook to ~mplement the provisions of the
Convention. ~ction on infringement was an enforcement problem
and hence the responsibility of Governments.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) asked if he was correct in thinking that
carriage in a closed space of goods that could be carried in an
open space would be an infringement; but that the tenporary
closing of an open space - for example against bad weather ­
would not be an infringemeat provided nothing were carried in
the space.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the Italian representative's
question concerned the nature of an infringement. The other
problem was the penalty. International conventions did not
normally stipulate penalties; they were a problem of enforcement for
the Government of the flag country.

In the present case,as in the Convention on the Prevention
of 0il Pollution, it was necessary to define the nature of"an
infringement by stating what was authorized and what was
prohibited. He suggested that Regulation 8(2) should state that
cargo should not be carried in closed spaces not included in the"
net tonnage calculation; and that Regulation ~(l> should state
that in"the event "of ariy alteration in the structure of the ship,
whereby space hitherto excluded from the gross tonnage was put
to a condition which did not permit such exclusion," such space
should be included in the gross tonnage.

The question of penalties should be left to the General
Gommitte€).

Mr. CONTOGEORGIS (Greece) said that he entirely agreed with
the US representative.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22



- 14 -

The CHLIRiVjLN said that, with the addition of the word "use",

the agreed new version of Lrticle 10(1)(TiII/CO:NF/C.l/V1P.ll/.,dd.l)
would cover both the nature of an infringement and the penalty.

He suggested that the General Cownittco should be requested to

incorporate the addition.

]Vir. KING (Kuwait) said that if Article 12, on control,

cculd be made to cover the problem of cargo space's, there would

be no need to specify penalties, since under paragraph (3)
non-compliance with the tonnage certificate would be notified

to the Government of the Flag State.

IVJr •. CmUSTL,NSEN (Norway) said that the Italian
representative's questions might give rise to problems. For
example, would a hatchway covered by a tarpaulin constitute a

closed space?

The CHLIRjViAN asked if the CQImni ttee considered that

"irticle 10(1) amended as he had suggested would be comprehensive
enough to render Regulation 8 unnecessary.

]'fJr.dLSON (UK) thought that the amended Article would not
be adequate because it did not state what would happen to a

ship whose Tonnage Certificate was no longer valid.
"

Mr. NUENCH (Israel) sald that the :Chairman's pr6posed text~
was adequate and went as far as was· permissible in an international

convention. ·There was still, however, the problem of the
duration of the penalty.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out that a ship deprived

of a valid Tonnage Certificate in a country othor than its

country of origin would be unable to proceed.

]'fJr. BECKwITH (Liberia) agreed with the representative of
Kuwait that the problem was one of control. L possible solution

would be a requirement for the marking of open spaces, similar
to the requirement for marking cargo spaces in Regulation 2(5)

TrIJ/CONF/C .2/SR. 22
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Mr. PEREIRA (Brazil) suggested that the difficulty referred
to by the UK representative might be solved if it were provided
that the penalty should be decided by the administration
concerned.

Mr. WILSON (UK) s~id that penalties imposed at the port where
infringements were discovered would be meaningless. Since port
penalties would probably be roflected in harbour dues, which
might be small, the profit on the extra cargo would make the
risk of discovery worthwhile for the bwner•.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) agreed with the UK representative.
He suggested that the authorities inthecount~y'where the
infringement occurred should notifytheauthoritiesi~the
country of issue of the ship's certificate so that they could
take .·.the necessary action.

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggested a penalty clause which could be
applied by administrations but which did not define the penalty.·

The OHhIRMAN suggested that Regulation 8 should be deleted
and that the Oomrnitteeshould reconimend the General Oommittee to
include a reference to the use of space in Article 1.0(1); and
to add a sentence to the effect that th'e certificate ~hould be
cancelled or an adequate'penalty'should be'imp'osed 'by'the
administration 6f the State whOse flag the ship was .fl:ying •

. ,

Mr. GUPTA'(India)" said that the solution was not entirely
'acc eptable.'" If the matter' were left, to the Gener1l.1 Oommitt"e, it
might be suggested that action could be taken by the country of
infringement,by the State whose flag the shipwa~flying, or by
both·countries.

As to the cancellation of the certificate, in his experience
nothing would stop a ship fro~ sailing to .another port even if
it had no certificate.

TM/OONF/O.2/SR.22
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The CHAIRMAN asked if theCommi,t,tee agreed that. the provision
should appear 'in an article and that Regulation 8' should be
deleted.

It was so agreed.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the committee agreed'that the
list in Article 10(1) (T~1/com',/c.l/WP.J..1/Add.l) should include
the words: "use' of space".

It was so agreed. (,
\ )
-'

The CHAIR~ffiN asked if the Committee wished to draw the
, Gcmeral Commi ttee' s attention to the' fact that some ~embers, were
not •satisfied ~ith Article,lo(l)' and" considered that i tshould

,includ.e a re~eren~e toposslble,penalties,";ithout spe~ifyi;'g them,
to be imposed. by the country inwhichan,infrin'gement was
discovered, or by the country whose flag the ship was flying, or
by both countries;

It was so agreeQ.

Mr. 'KENNEDY (Canad.;;') expre,ssed concern at the ,:deletion of
R~gulation 8 without r'efererlC~ to the General Comrni ttee. The
Regulation was closely related to Regulation 2, especially-' ., ,_. .,..- .
paragraph (3), concerning closed spaces. The Committee was
dealing with the spaces which owners were privileged to have
deducted under the measurement scheme. It was not dealing with
penalties. He hoped that the General Committee would be permitted
to use Regulation 8 in its work.

The CID\IRI1&N proposed that the General Committee's attention
~hould be drawn to the Co~nittee's views on the possibility of
abuse of privileges in the regulations, and that the General
Committee should be requested to consider measures to prevent
such abuse. Regulation 8 could be used as technical background
information.

It was so agreed •
..
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) supported the proposal. -He
suggested that consideration should be given to the number 0+
passengers as well as to the use of space, since it.might be .
important, particularly in its bearing on such matters as the
number of lifeboats needed.

It was so agreed.

Mr. WILSON (UK) introducing document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.39,
pointed out that the changes incorporated in the new text had
all been made in response to observations put forward during the
morning session in regard to Regulation 2(3), except for the
last paragraph (Measurement of Cargo Spaces, page 3,) which covered

.a new point.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) drew attention to a typing error. In
the third line of (i) (3) the word "inclusion" should be replaced
by "exclusion".

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) questioned the appropriateness of
the word "these" in the sixth line of (b) on page 1, since it
concerned openings which had not previously been referred to in
that paragraph.

Mr. WILSON (UK), replying to Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) and
/~ Mr. ROCQUEMON-C (France), pointed out another typing error. In

~

_the third line on -page 3 "inspectionl'.-should-be- replaced by
irrespective".

He thought that his delegation would be able to supply
figures corresponding to those regulations fairly quickly.

Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) said that the second sentence of the
last paragraph appeared to contradict the principle of moulded
measurement which had been adopted.

The CHAIRMAN, quoting the case of tankers, pointed out that
the wording used in the second sentence might have unfair effects.
He proposed that the words -"or the open floors, as the case may be"
be deleted.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22



- 18 -

. Mr,'WILSON (tJl<:) explained that. the Drafting Group had in
fact-been anxious to adopt a,precise wording in order to avoid
interpretations which might have unfair effects, but he had been
won over by the Chairman's argument and he would accept the
proposed deletion.

Mr. KENNEDY (Canada) pointed out that the details given in
the second sentence of the paragraph on measurement might have
an influence on ship construction.

The CHAIlliY~N, agreeing, said that it would have a bad
influence, because it would militate against the us~ of double
bottoms just where -they were most necessary.

Mr. GUPTA (India) thought it unnecessary to go into all the
details of measurement. It would be enough to say that moulded
measurement should be employed.

The CHAIRMAN thought the Committee could not avoid the
problem, which would have to be solved sooner or later. He
also pointed out that, follOWing the deletion to which Mr.Wilson
had agreed, the difference between the new text and that
of Regulation 6 was reduced to the question of cargo hold bilges.
Was there really any justification for the provision referring
to them ?

Mr. WILSON (UK) thought that the main thing was -to try to
simplify the calculations: the use of coefficie:tl:ts could help
there.

_Mr. CUNNINGHAl-"I (USA) supported that suggestion. Since the
principle of moulded measurement had been accepted, it was
pointless and perhaps misgUided to enter into too great detail.

The CHAIRI1AN observed. that if the formula of one or several
coefficients were adopted, some factors would be taken into
account and not others, and_ he would like to know if that was
in fact the intention of the authors of the proposal.
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Mr, OUNNINGHAM (USA) replied that the idea was indeed to
,

choQse a coefficient applicable to different types of ship, in

view nf the fact that different concepts such as "solid ceiling"
and "insulation" were basically fairly similar,

The OHAImvillN concluded that, in that case, Regulation 6 was
sufficient as it stood,subject to thS possible insertion of a
phrase which might be worded as follows "whatever the fitting of
insulation er the like ll ,

Mr. KING (Kuwait) referred to a comment made earlier by the
Oanadian delegate, emphasizing its aptness,

The OHAIRV~N reiterated his suggestion of keeping the
wording'of Regulation 6, subject to the insertion of a generally
worded formula,

Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) supported the Ohairman's suggestion
and pointed out that if the superstructures were measured,
measurements should also be taken to the outside of boundary
bulkheads,

jv!r, OUNNINGHAH (USA) was not sure that the term "boundary
bulkheads" was clear, For example, how was it to be interpreted

/ ,
,. in the case nf a metallic double bottom?';'

The OHAImiAN suggested the choice of an equivalent term
such as "boundary plating",

Hr. ROOQUEHONT (France) asked whether the term "boundary
bulkheads" applied in container ships to the thin plating
enclosures and whether the definition would have the effect of
excluding the portion between the grooves and the thin plating,

The OHAIID1AN read out Regulation 6 with the proposed
addition,

Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out an ambiguity in the use of the
expression "any other material",

.
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The CHAIRMAN wondered whether it would not be necessary to

mention "the deck and emphasized the question of wonden decks.

]VIr. WILSON (UK) suggested the term: "the inner side f)f the

structural surfaces."

The CHAIlli1AN stressed the importance of the thickness of the
wood in wooden ships.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia) supported the Chairman's

corrrments concerning wooden ships.

read

of Regulation 6 "

Paragraph (1)

The CHAIRlvjAN rGad out a revised version

based on the various comments put forward.
as follows:

"(1) All volumes and displacement included in the

calculation of gross and net tonnages, irrespective
of the fitting of insulation or the like, shall be

measured to the inner side of the shell or structural
bulkheads in ships constructed of metal, and the outer

surface of the shell or structural bulkheads in ships

constructed of any other materiaL"

The CHAIllivUlN read out a draft recommendation on the

definitions of terms, worded as follows: "The Conference,
recognizing that the definitions of certain terms used in the

International Convention on Tonnage Measureill~nt of Ships, 1969,
such as 'length' and 'passenger', are identical to those contained

in other conventions of which the Organization is depositary,
recommends that Contracting Governments should take steps to ensure

that identical definitions of terms used in such conventions should

be interpreteJ. in a uniform and consistent manner." (Tr·r/CONF/O. 2/WP. 24)

The Commi tteeJ.§:ve__i.ts.aJ2P..J::0va.L~to ...t.lf..a.:t. r.EJ.£0m!!\~nda ti on.

The meettng_rose at 6.25 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEN 4 -. CONSIDERATION Aim PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL RJ~GULAT'IONS Ol·!" T01.i1TAC7E I'iIELSUHBl"lI:lTT
.ANTI. 1iOlfl,T;iGE CEHI'IFICLTES (TI'/I/CO}f}1l/6.;
TM/CON~'/C.2/WP.l9/Add.3; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.37;
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.43) (continued)

The CKI\.I RlViJ,.jIT invited the Commi t tee to consider document

TH/CONF/C.2/WP.l9/Add.3, which contained Part IV of the
prngress :ceport of the vlorking Group on Gross and l;et Tonnage.

l'lr. ERIKSSON (SweClen), Chairman of the Working Group on
C-ross and )Iret Tonns_ge, l)l"esented the report and outlined its

contents. The Working Group had pursued the terms of reference
set out on page 1, paragraph 18.

ics indicated in paragraph 19, the 'working Group

reconmended a coefficient of 0.2 + 0.02 logloV for the gross
tonnage formula. The recommendations concerning the net tonnage
formula were contained in paragraph 20, the coefficient

recommended being 0.2 + 0.02 log10Vc ' which was the same as for
gross tonnage with the addition of cargo space.

The CHl,LK1'L".N po,id a specis-l tribute to th3 Chairman and
members nf the v;orking Group and everyone who had helped them.
Their untiring work might well have saved the Conference.

In the absence of general comments, he invited +'he
Committee to consider the-report item by item. It should be
noted that the formulae to be discussed all had coefficients
based on the metric system.

:!:e_.c~!!":ll\ttee 212.IJE..0_,:,,_~d_ tr:.0"?,,,;Y'l'lll.la. 0.2 _-1:_..9..:-02 .1og,l(I11. recommen~

E1:..!.ll'L.\ i o~r].£:l.l2-£.._Gr 0.li.E •

Mr. GRUNER (Fi~land) said th~t Qn indication should be
given of the number of figures to be used i,n the logarithm.

Mr. ERIKSSOIJ (Sweden), Chairm2.n of the 1ilorkin~: Group, said
that the !lorking Group had ::tgreed th2,t a te;[ile should be
appended to the regulations to demonstrate that fewer figures

"ould be needed for .sm2.1Ier ships.
TI1/COJITF/C. 2/SR. 23
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Mr. PROBASKA (Denrnark) pointed cut that the voleutie "V" in
the formula had beeh cletermined on the basis of Calculations by

Simpson's rules ()r similar rules which gave onlyone~tenth per

cent of accuracy. That meant that there was no point in taking
them beyoncl four decimal figureS,even for large ships. A
logari thmic table with four fj.gures would be sui table.

The CHilIlli1AN suggested that one of the delegations
possessing a computer might be willing to prepare two tables,

prior to signature of the Convention, one in metric and the
other United Kingdom units.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) Chairman of the Working Group, said
that since the Group had agreed to use the metric system, only

a metric table would be needed: ccubic feet measurements could
be converted beforehand.

The SECRETARY pointed out that whichever system were agreed

en would have to be applied throughout the Convention and the
Regulations.

Ivrr. GUPTA (India) proposed that both figures should be

given, the Unj. ted Kingdom units in brackets.

Ivrr. PROIlliSKA (Denmark) pointed out that it would not be
possible with cubic feet to obtain the simple coefficient used

in the proposed formula. His delegation was strongly in

favour of a single system which would be clear and would
prevent future errors. There would be no diffiCUlty in

conversion where necessary.

Ivrr. CUNNINGHPJ1 (USA), while agreeing that conversion would

be easy, suggested that the United Kingdom oquivalent should be

included in brackets in the RegUlations.
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It was "£.0 agreeq.

The CILlIRIvIi,l'J invited comrr,ents on the coefficient in sub­
paraGraph (b) and the factor in sUb~paragraph(c).

Th"'-Ee cOfiJJuer;Cl.iliOE-_Ln sub~:c;::-:.r2gf''':,J2}~l9..Lap-d_lc.L3ere
a)prov~d~,",

The Cl"1"Il",LdT said that the formula thus approved was as

follows: NT = (0.2. + 0.02 loglOVc)Vc {~£)3.

Fir. ROCQUElII0NT (France) said that the Committee had over­
l00ked a serious consideration, on which the success or failure

of the Conference might depend. He had understood that the

coefficient was to be used to take into account open shelt8r-deck

or other ships with a lo\v draught. "' single formula for all
ships, as now agreed upon, would certainly be used by owners

to reduce net tonnage. He demonstr'ted, by means of diagrams,

that it would be possible, through the addition of a light

shelter-deck, to transform a tanker with gross tonnage of

TMjCONFjC.2jSR.23
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200,0f\0 and net tonnage of 60,000 into ashBlter-deck tanker

with 130,000 gross tonnage and 43,8nOnet tonnage. The slight

increase in gross tonnage would make little difference to cOsts

since port dues wcrebssed on net tonno,ge. The figures were

approximate, but it would be easy to calculate the 'tween-deck
reqUired to obtain the minimum ratio of 0.3 between net tonnage

and gross tonnage.

proportion, and even
new Convention would

New ships would be built with that

existing ships could be modified, since
apply to them if it were so requested.

the

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the French
representative had left out of account an important factor,

namely that of first cost for the postulated upper 'tween-decks.

The additional deck would necessarily have to be of full
sce,ntling strength and the,t cost would be so heavy as to rule

out the possibility of such manipUlation. Furthermore, since
many ports levied dues either on the basis of draught or of

gross tonnage, he failed to see hew it could be profitable to
increase gross tonnage in the way suggested.

The new regulations would certainly influence ship design.

and no doubt some way would be found to increase depth for the

purpose of obtaining reduced net tonnage, particularly in the
case of medium-sized and small ships; but there would be no

partiCUlar harm in such a development, and the corrective
factor had in fact been introduced specially to cater for that

type of ship. The ideal, WOUld, of course, have been to base
tonnage on displacement.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA), agreeing with the views just
expressed, opined that the cost of adding the useless 'tween­

deck would be high for any type of vessel, not simply the tanker.

His understanding was tha~ the factor ~B had been selected for
the express purpose of stabilising the effect of the formula on
tankers, the idea be'cngthat they would be unc.ble to obtain a

reduced net tonnage without considerable structural expenditure.
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed that the operation
envisaged would add to the first cost of the ship, but only
slightly, for the superstructure would not have to satisfy the
regulations under the International Load Line Convention beyond
the requirements on water and weather tightness and, hence,
could be kept light, hnd the saving on dues would more than
offset the additional structural cost.

hS to the safety question, he would reiterate that the
purpose of the Conference was not to improve the international
convention directly concerned.

The CHAIR1'I[AN pointed out that no classification society
would accept a superstructure of less strength than the main
deck,

To take the factor ~~ to the cube power would, he thought,
tend to encourage reduction of draught in tLe special case of
container ships whero ballast was needed for safety in the
loaded condition. Possibly, it would be better to take the
factor to the square power.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway), said he would go so far as to
say that the figures cited by France were more or less
fictitious rather than just apprOXimate. Any tanker of the
size cited was obviously in need of more cubic capacity. To
meet th~t need, any added 'tween-deck would have to be a
substantial structure, costing around ~l million; and the
result would be an apparent increase in gross tonnage to around
130,000 tons whereas the net tonnage would come back to 60,000

tons.
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r1r. BRIKSSON(Sweden) c Clllsldercd th2.tthe point raised by
Fronce should be discussed in conjunction with the definition of
cargo spaces, with view to determining whether a between deck

of the postUlated kind should be included in total cargo volume.

The Working Group, after discussion, h".d reached a consensus
on a cubed powor for the corrective factor, as giving figures

the closest to existing net tonnages for open shelter-deck ships.

r1r. DE JONG (Netherlands) recalled th2t his Oeleg2.tion had

endorsed the oricinC'1 decision that the gross tonnage formula
shOUld take no account of the open shelter-deck concept, for at
that time Proposal C was still valid insofar as net tonnage was

concerned. Now th2,.t it H3.S considcred necess"ry to introduce a
corrective factor into the net tonn2ge formula in order to take

account cf that concept, his delegation considered th8,t the same

should be done in the gross tonnage formula. Possibly, other
delegations would "lso have second thoughts on the matter and

accordingly the issue should be referred to the Oonference for

reconsiclero;tion.

In the light of Annex XI to the report, it would seem more

equitable to have a corrective factor to the squared rather than
to the cubed pOHcr.

Mr. 110CQUENONT (France), answering points raised, said he
was convinced that the result of his exercise, if based on
specific dat2c, 1rwuld be exaotly the same. Secondly, classification

societies determined scantling strength as a function of the
draught, in which there would be no change; the strength of the

upper 'tween deck would be of account only insof2cr as tonnage
was concerned and therefore it could be as light as would be
consistent with the requirements of the International Load Line

Convention.
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If the formula f0r net tonnase now under consider~tion was
maintained, France wO'1ld, albeit with regret, be unable to sign
the Convention.

Mr. BABACHI (Observer for the Suez Canal Authority) said
his Authority had had the experience of a vessel p0ssing through
the Suez CRllal in which three decks h8d been converted into one.

The CHAIxll"LAN reL1inded the :Brench represent8tive thrct,
unde,r cle,ssificC'.tion society rules, notific,.,tinn of 1my
structural alterations made in a ship was obligatory; and the
classificati~n societies wculd certeinly wpnt to be assured that
the stress on the U"lJer deck was not ,greater them th8.t 0n the
lower deck consid8red as satisfactory unr'l.er their rules.

Hr. PROHASKA (Denmark), referring til Annex XI, explained
thrt some 0f the points in the lower half of the diagr81J1 related
to ships built under the eXisting regulations with very deep
hulls and hence extremely low net tonnage. If those vessels
were omitted, the scatter would be found to be even around the
cubed line and that was why the Working Group had opted for the
cubed power of the corrective factor, in line with its
instructions to seek a formula giving figures as closely
approximate as possible to existing tonnages.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that the choice of a cube
p'ower wc,.s not surprising, 'given th'lt a longi tucUn8.1 Md not a
displacement ratio was involved. The Working Group had
undoubtedly done good work on the basis of'the instructions
given but his objection to the formula still remained, for
undoubteo.ly the ce.se he had postul"tedvras a valid one. A light
superstructure of the kind envisaged could even be constructed
with expansion joints.
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Mr. BELL (UK) thought the point raised by Froence was a
fundauwnts.l one in thCi.t it again brought into question the

whole implications of the shelter-deck concept. Originally,

the United Kingdom haeL taken the view th2t it would be difficult

to Tanke tineXceptiol1 for one class of ship8nd that, if

displacement or draught ratios were introduced in a formula
controlling net tonnage, the comparison would hiwe to be between

actual draught and maximum permitted draught under the

Load Line Convention, as otherwise the formula would encourage
design manipulations. The corrective factor, as it stood, had

been found to give satisfactory results for shelter-deck ships
in the United Kingdom fleet; nevertheless, it would open the
way to manipuIG.ting dro.ughts th2t would normally l)e higher.

He would Qccordingly suggest th2.t the rQtio be r8..ised from
.75 of draught to moulded depth to .85 to the square power.

r1r. PROHASKA (Denmark) said there was consi.derable
opposition to such a rise, because its effect would be to give
ships with more thim 15 per cent freeboard an unjustified reduction
in net tonnage.

He pointed out that an upper deck with expansion joints
would have no influence on tonnage for it would not meet the

requirement of continuous jointing.

r1r. DOLCINI (Italy) said that, in line with the Netherlands.L
his delegation was in favour of the corrective factor being to
the squ2re r~.ther than to the cube power.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said his delegation was willing

to accept the Netherls.nds proposal on that point if it met
with general Sup,.1ort.

Mr. TYMOUR (United Arab RepUblic) said his delegation

would endorse the French stand on the corrective factor since
it would ap~arently affect net tonnage.
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Mr. ROOQUEl10NT (France) agreed thst the effect would be
less by us:cng the factor +;0 the square power; but his
cri ticism went far beyond th2t point, as his' es.rlier rem"rks
showed.

Mr. PROH;\SKA (Denm2rk), illustrating his comments on the
blackboard, explainerl that the 'Jorking Group had taken into
consideration the possible adverse influence of the new
regulations on ship safety nnd future sh::'p design and had
recognized the need for ensuring th~t no encourag~ment be given
to\iard 0. reversion to ships of the old deck cQrgo type. And it
had decid.eel to introduce the corrective factor purely in
order to rule out any such development.

Jllr.· ROCQU:CI',ONT (}'rance) fully agreecl th".t the only way to
preclUde an adverse influence on ship design would be to relate
net tonnage to displacement. Secondly, the Danish repres8ntr.tive
had once again demonstrated thA.t the gross tonnage rUles, as
approved, would h'we the dis"Ldvants.ge of encouraging decl;: cargo
transport. In the circumstpnces. it might be 2dviS2.ble to
reopen consL"ero.tion of the gross tonna(;e formula with a vie',,!
to using displacement 2S the basic p"rameter, particularly 2S
the disputed corrective factor in the net tonnage formula was an
absolutely new proposal, coming at a very late stage in the
negotiations.

TheOHAIR!'1AN proposed to put to the vote the Netherl::cnc1s
suggestion that the corrective factor s~ould be to tre square
power.

In a~swer to ~ point rRised by the French representRt~ve,

~e noted thRt there was only one firm proposal before the
Conmittee, th~t of the Netherlands, since the discussion on the
gross tonnage formula could not be reopened.
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]V[r.FI!,IPPOVICH (USSR) thought it would be difficult to

the vote at that juncture in the absence of any proposal

to meet the point raised by France. He would therefore sugGest
tentatively that an additional regulation might be inserted,

reading: "Any added space, the purpose of which cannot be
explained by the ope-c?_tional needs of the ship and the

installation of which would artificially reduce the net tonnage,

shall be added to the net tonnage".

Hr. KING (Kuwait) pointed out that, under that wording,
a ":ank'2r owner would be eJJle to clC'im exemption by installing
the pipe-line system on the 2-dded ,superstructure instend of,

as normally, below deck.

I1r. ROCQUEIlONT (France) wdcomed the Soviet suggestion as
plainly showing thot delegation's awareness of the gravity of the

problem under consideration. However, the likelihood of
me.nipule.tion Vlould not be ruled out by any such reguletion,

however much the text might be elaborated. The owner could claim,

for instance, th?t the space in question was a recreation room
for the crew.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands), illustrating his conmlents on
the blackboard, showed successive chenges in ship des~gn over

the years and made the point that it was obViously better to
construct so as to have the longtitudinal strength on the
upper de~k. A mnre useful purpose for an artificial between

deck on a tanker would be to accomrnodate ballast tanks. In
any case, his c~elegp.tion did not share France f s apprehensions

th;lt there would be recourae to manipulations of the kind
enVisaged.
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The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to j.ndicate if it

preferr~d the factor (~)3, GS pro}osed by the lvorking Group,

There were seve~_~otes i~ faY2ur of USiE£-(~~)~

It ';:las decided tQ.. adopt the factot (~~) 2 in the_first t~rm

~g~T.formula to tak~ account of ships assigned~lEeeboard

in excess of ,the minim~-1!eGbo~rd.

Passer.ger term·
+-

Mr. GUPTA (India) stated that his delegation had no
nbjections to passengers being divided into two groups only,
provided that those groups were: :passengers in cabins with nnt
mnre than eight berths, and passengers in dormitories with mnre
than eight berths or entirely unberthed. He thus proposed
deletinn of the N2 term tentatively included in the formula.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) explained that his delegation had
done an exercise using the passenger term with Nl , N2 and N3
on two British ships having a few cabin berths and a much
greater number of dormitory berths, and had found that if the N2
term were ignored the new net tonnaGe values obtained were closer
to existing figures than if the N2 term were incluaed. In the
light nf that discovery, and since the Indian dele~ation had
concJ 11ded that a twn-factor passenger term adequately took
account of the pilgrim ships, his delogationwas in favour of
deleting the N2 term and redefini:r.g the remaining tWn N values;
thus: Nl = cabin passengers, N2 = non-cabin passel'lgers.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Fra~ce) reminded the Committee that it had
nnt yet voted on the essential issue of whether nr not ~he new
net tonnage figures should be as clnse as pnssible tn the net
tonnage values of existing ships, a matter which had some
bearing on the inclusion of individual terms in the formula.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) recalled that although the Wnrking
Group had done its calculations using twn passenger groups only,
i.e. (Nl + N2) and N3 , as originally defined in paragraph 20(d),
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There were twenty-tw~ votes in favour and none a~ainst•
._- -- - N~ -----

It was decided ..:to dele!L..~§. r;':. .f2ctor in the Rassenger" terli'!
oftha net tonnage formula, and to redefine Nl..E-~total nu.'J.lll.£E
of cabin passengers and N3_as th~_total..ll~mber of non-cabin
passeggers ._The N::JJactor was then re-nan:£.SL N2.!.

Lower li~it for the net tonnage

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) drew attention to the procedure
adopted by the Working Group in testing values for the lower limit
of the net tonnage formula in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.44, and to the graphs
thereto appended (Diagrams I and II). He invited delegations to
check the figures used for the calculations and listed in
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.44 for their own countries' ships.

He added that the passenger coefficient itself bad been
derived on the basis of the principle that passenger ships should
not be allocated net tonnages on the new sYfltem higher than their
current values.

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to votenn whether a lower
limit should be fixed fo~ the net tonnage of 0.3 GT, for cargc
ships.

There were "twenty-six votes in favour "and one against.

It was deciQcd to fix a l~wer limit for the net tonnage of
cargo zhips of 30 per cent of the gross tonnage.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.23



- 15 ~

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the Working Group had
intended that the lower limit, vihatever it might be, should apply
to an types of ships. He explalned that subsequently the Group
had decided on different limits for the two terms in the formula,
as indicated in the second sentence of paragraph (1), Annex XIII.

It had found, firstly, that the 0.25 limit for the first
term in the net tonnage formula for passenger ships would give a
better balance between the two terms and, secondly, ,that for all
IhCO passenger ships the limit had to be applied for the first
term because it was so small. For the mixed cargo and passenger
ships and the car and rail ferries, the Working Group had
concluded that a limi'~ of 0.25 for the first term and an overall
limit of 0.30 would give the best approximation to the NT Values
for existing passenger ships, but allocating them in most cases
rather a lower figure than before.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the working Group, noted
that in the graph with a limit of 0.3 GT (Diagram II,
TM/CONP/C.2/WP.44), the ferries were included but
not with their correct final net tonnage whereas in the other
graph, with a limit of 0.25 GT (Diagram I, TM/CONF/C.2/ivP.44),
all ferries were excluded because car space was not included
in the tonnage and the points would have been negative. It was
clear that the ferries would have higher net tonnages under
the proposed new formula.

The CHAIffi'iliN invited the Committee to vote on the \larking
Group's ~ecommendation that the first term in the NT formula
should not be taken less than 0.25 GT, and that the net tonnage
as a whole should not be taken less than 0.30 GT, for all ships.

There were twenty-seven votes in favour and none against.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.23
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rt was decided to fix a lower Hmit for tllenet tonnage of all-_. - '--" . --,' "'-

shJ;p's...Qf 30pe~ cent of the .g:~tonni"ge~ld tiLti:x a10wer limit
for the first, ter~ of the n~.ij;!'2~age formula .of twenty·five Eer
cent of the gross tonnal';e.

Mr. RbCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that a considerable
number of delegations had refrained from voting in the choice between
a power x of 2 or 3 for the factor (4d/3D)x in the first term of
the net tonnage formula. He. therefore considered there should be
further and broader discussion on a suitable value for x.

The ClliiIRMAN asked the Working Group to explain why the
phrase "in register tons" had been put in square brackets in
case, in Annex XIII.

each _.-"

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group,
explained that the Group had, after brief discussion, concluded
that the units for the final NT formula might not, strictly

. speaking, be register tons after all, because not all components
of the formula were in register tons. Furthermnre, it was
extremely difficult to define a register ton. It had therefore
drawn attention to the issue for further consideration.

Mr. GUPTA (India) agreed that the Committee should clearly
define the term "register ton". He also asked for confirmation
that both terms in the NT formula would be applied to all ships,
whether passenger or cargo vessels.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) said he hoped that the second term in
the formula would not be applied to cargo ships carrying less
than twelve passengers; in view of the small difference it would
make numerically, to their net tonnages, he felt that it wa,sjust
a needless complication.
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The CIL',IRMHN suggested that some stipulation could be mede
after the definition of passenger number in Annex XIII to the effect
that for the purposes of the NT formula the total number of
passengers indicated in the ship's certificate was t~ be taken·as
zern if it was, in fact, less than thirteen. He considered that
the addition of even a small amount of net tonnage in the case 0f
certain small vessels, such as research ships, might be an
unnecessary disadvantage for them.

Mr. GUPlA (India) formally proposed that for the p~rposes of
applying the net tonnage forMula, a vessel carrying less than
thirteen passengers should be deemed to have none.

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vnte on the Indian
proposal.

There were twenty-nine votes in favour and none against.

It was decided to insert a sentence in Annex XIII after
The definiti0lL-n1-Qassenger numbers indicating th?t, in the
application of the net tonnage formula, the total number nf
nassengers_ as indicated in the ship's certificate was to be takell
as zer0 for shi"ps~rying less than thirteen 1?assenge:£~.

Mr, GRU1~R (Finland) asked whether the certificate referred to
in the definition of passenger numbers in Annex XIII was the ship's
tonnage certificate, the safety certiflcate or any other certificate.
He pointed out that the safety certificate generally stipulated the
number of persons on board, nnt the number of passengers.

The CF~lIRMAN observed that the unqualified expression
"certificate" had been used expressly, since any certificate

indicating the tntal number of passengers was adequate.

He suggested tha:; the expression "ship's certificate" used on
page 2 0f Annex XIII should be left as it stood.

It was so agreed.

The ?eetin£ rose at 12.45 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION A~D PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASURET1ENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM,/COTW/C.2/WP.19/Add.3,
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.41; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.42/Add.l;
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.45) (continued)

Nr. PROHASKA (Denmark), referring to Draft Regulation 3
(TM/CONF/C.2/WP.42/Add.l) pointed out that the COlwlitte~ had
decided to express the volume in cubic metres. In regard to
RegUlation 4, he preferred the original text to the new draft.

The CHAIill~,N said that the Committee should decide whether
the expression "in register tons", appearing in square brackets
in Regulations 3 and 4, should be retained.

Mr. ROCQUmlONT (France) s'lid that there was no difficulty
about the French version but that in the English text the word
"tons" might lead to confusion.

Mr. WILSON (UK) considered it essential to define what was
meant by "tons".

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) suggested that the expression
"tonnage units" should be used.

Mr. MURPHY (USb.) , supported by Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark),
proposed that the words in square brackets be delr)ted.

1'he United ..§.ta!_es propo_sal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee 'to consider the ,report
of the ad hoc working group on the international tonnage
certificate (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.45).

Mr. SEAGO (UK), speaking as Chairman of the working group,
Gaid that it had taken as its models for the front of the tonnage
certificate the 1960 certificate (Convention for the Safety of
Life at Sea) and the 1966 certificate (Convention on Load Lines).
After the name of the country it had added "for which the
Convention came into force •..•.•..•••••.• 19 .. ", because the
ratification dates would not be the same for all signatories.
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For the dates of keel-laying and of modifications undergone

by the ship, it T8ferredto the relevant artioles of the

Convention. Three dimensions had been inoluded: overall

length, moulded breadth, and moulded depth to the upper deok;

the tonnages were expressed in tons, but since the Committee
had deleted that term in Regulations 3 and 4, it would

doubtless not wish to include it in the tonnage certificate.

The working group had decided to put on the reverse of the
certificate all the information needed to identify the spaces
inclUded in the tonnage, but had considered that an enumeration
of those spaces together with a conversion factor might give

rise to errors, and the port authorities might wish to base
their charges on the highest figure. To indicate the existence
of an open space, an asterisk W8"S to be added to the spaces

included in the tonnage, but the working group had not wished to
include details which would have ro~uired a third page. In

regard to passengers, the number of those in dormitories was to
be omitted in accordance with tho decision taken by the
Committee.

The CHAIill1hN said that the Articles referred to on the
front of the. certificate were 3(2) and 3(2)(b).

!"fr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal ;~uthority) suggested that

the certificate should show the naIne and address both of· the
shipyard and of the owner.

]VII'. OVERGiiAU\r{ (Netherlands) thought that the first version

of the cert1ficate had been better drafted than the new oneQ

He felt that the units of volume should be expressed in cubic

metres and that all spaces capable of containing cargo should
be indicated; it would also be advisable to add an explanatory
note concerning the overa.ll length and to provide a space in
which the Administration would record any modifications which

might be made during the life of the ship.
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Mr. BONN (Cnnada) si',id th8-t in PJany cases the port

nuthori ties were accustomed t" V')lUI218S expr2sscd in cubic feet

and urged that that unit should appear 8,lonbside the cubic

li.'letres.

~1r. ROCQUEMONT (France) supported the suggestion tllat'the

n81.1es of the shipyard and the owner sheul:1 be shuwn on the

tonnage certificate. In his view, the calculation cf the gross
and net tonnai';es, with the conversion factor, shoul'1 be shown on

tho reverse of the certificate, because otherwise the Conference
might be accused of deliberate obscurity.

~r. CHRISTIil~SEN (Norway) a~reed with the representative of
Frf',nce Qbuu t the r0ferences to the owner and builder and

sUGgested that tho d~te on which the ship had been delivered
should also be shown.

Mr. ~UENCH (Israel) asked that the dates in the fourth

coluE1l1 on the front of the certificRtc should be expressly

indicated, instead of a mere r~f~renc0 to the c~ticles of the
Convention.

lVir. vHLSON (UK) said he could not see the point of

includi:1.g on the tonnage certificate iLformRtion whic~1 was

already given in the ship's r0gister. He regretted, on the

other hc"nd , that the workiYlg group had not kept on the back of

the certificate the sketch which had appeared in the original
versioDo

Mr. PROHJ,SKlc (Denmark) pGinted out a slight error on the

front vf thc certificate; The forl~ula should be as follows:

"This is to c~rtify thRt the tonnal"';eS of this ship pave. been
ascertained 00000."0

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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Wi. th reference to the tonnage calculatbn, he pointed out
that the Load Line Convention indicated the results but not the

detailed calculation of the freeboard.

!'ilI'. PRIVUOV (USSR) thought that the working gI'oup had
shown wisdom in limiting the infortne,tion to begiven on the

tonnage certificate and in not requiring the inclusion of
information which was already shown in the ship's register. In

regard to the main dimensions, it would be useful to mention
the regulations which laid d0wn how they were to be r::tef\sured.

Again, the working group had rightly fought shy of giving the
impression that dual tonnages were invGlved by including a

second figure. The regulation dealing with the closing of
open spaces Wf\S useful for verification purposes and this
would be made easier if a sketch was included in the document.

The value of the blank page which the representative of Norway
had advocated was not immediately obvious; at all events it
would not be needed to show any change of flag, because in
such a case the tonnage certifioate w0uld have to be modified,
too,

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the points of agreement,said that
there was a majority in favour of deleting the wordlltons" in

gross and net tonnage. To meet the poi.nt made by the
representative of Denmark the signed statement would have to
read: llThis is to Gertify that the tonnages of this ship have
been ascertained.,.ll,

There was less general agreement on how to indicate the

main dimensions. Was it, for example, adequate to write "length"
instead of lloverall lengthll and to refer to the regulation

which indicated how the length v{·?,s to be ca] culated?

T!'iljOONFjc ,2/SR, 24
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)Vir. CABARIBERE (France) th<,ught it was essential to keep
the expressinn "0verall length".

JVIr. WILSON (UK) acknowledged the validity of the cbjeetjon.
The reason for including the main dimensions on the certificate
was to facilitate verificatic,n, but was it necessary tc mentinn
a length which could be easily verified?

Mr. GUPTA (India) t~ought it was perhaps enough that the
length was shown on the ship's register.

JVIr. SASAMURA (Co~~ittee Secretary) pointed out that the
indications required by the Conventions were intended only tc
show whether 0r not the ship was longer than 24 metres, Rnd not
to enable control officers to verify the length.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) said he thought there were other
ways of identifying a ship than by measuring its length.

The CHAIRMAN said it had been proposed and seconded that
only the word "length" should be mentioned, without any othE.r
details, reference being m2,de to the articles in the Convention
on Load Lines which laid dr,wn the methods of calculation.

The proprsal was approved by 30 votes to 4.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Allthori ty) ~Jointed

out that the ship's register was not always kept on board and
that port authorities needed to kn0w the dimensions of ships.

The CHAIllivill~ invited the Committee tn discuss the question
of whether, as in the case of length, only the word "breadth"
should be mentioned, reference being made to the definition
contained in the Ccmventinn on Load Lines.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority) asked
why it was necessarz' tn refer to anothe~ convention instead of
drawing up a self-contained document.

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.24
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Mr. WILSON (UK) considered that it waS easier to speak of
overall breadth than overall length.

Mr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) enquired why dimensions sl10uldbe
recorded on the tonnage certificate at all. If it was for
identification, that was no longer necessary. If it was for the
convenience of port authorities, that waS qUite a different
matter. The question was to know what was intended.

The CHAIRMAN thought that an indication of the moulded
depth was essen-dal, but that the usefulness of the other two
dimensions was less obvious.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) pointed out that it was unnecessary
to mention lenJth on the tonnage certificates since it was already
given on the load line certificate.

The CHAIR~~N said he inclined to the conclusion that length
and breadth lleed not 1:'e mentinned and that an indiccttion vf the
depth would be sufficient.

Mr. CABARIBERE (France) th'_ught that in that case it might
have been simpler to indicate only gross tonnage and net tonnage
on the load-line certificate.

The CHAIRMAN noted that there was a majority in favour of
retaining the main dimensions on the tonnage certificate.
Since length had already been defined by reference to the
Convention on Load Lineo, the same could be done for breadth.

The proposal was approved by 20 votes to 3,

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) recalled that in the Convention
on Load Lines the length had to be known in order to determine
whether the ship waG over 24 metres in length. The overall
length and overall breadth should be given on the first page
of the document, and all information concerning load-lines on
the second page.
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Mr. WILSON (UK) felt that, since length was indicated by
reference to Article 2(8), it would be normal to define the other
two dimensions similarly.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that there was no longer any objection
to that proposal, and invited the Committee to consider another
point - namely, the suggestion by the Observer of the Suez e,anal
Authority, supported by Norway, that the names of the ship­
builder and shipowner and the date of delivery sheuld be mentioned
on the tonnage certificate.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority) proposed
that the Committee should see a specimen of a ship's registration
p8,pers so as to determine wheth(T it met the Committee's
rGCluirem(mts.

Mr. STITT (USA) felt that there was no objection to recording
any information which was not likely to be altered, such as the
name of the shipbuilder and the delivery date. The name of the
shipowner was Cluite another matter, however, for if that were
recorded on the tonnage certificate the certificate would have to
be changed when the ship changed hands.

Mr. SEAGO (UK) pointed out that arguments for and against that
proposal had been discussed in the working group. There were a
number of certificates in existence which did not bear the
information in Cluestion, and that did not give rise to difficulties.
Why should the S'.IDe not apply to the tonnage certificate?

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Cluestion of whether the name
of the shipbuilder should be included on tho tonnage certificate.

The votes were equally dividod,·12 in favour and 12 aga~.

The proposal WGS not approved.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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Mr. de JONG (NetherLmds) said that it was sometimes
difficult to knbwwho the shil}builder viaS, for instance,. when
a ship was built in sections.

Mr. VinSON (UK) urged thEtt only information relating to
tonnage should be mentioned on the tonnage certificate.

JVIr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) thought it necessary to mel1tion
the name of the shipowner since, if the ship changed hands, a
new certificate might have to be issued.

The CHAIRJVIAN pointed out that the General Committee had
decided to omit the regulation concerning change of ownership.

JVIr. KING (Kuwait) suggested that where an Administration
required the name of the shipowner, it should request that
information on the port entry papers.

The CHAIR!lliN put to the vote the question of whether the
name of the shipowner should be included on the tonnage certificate.

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 6.

The CHAIRNJ\l\T put to the vote the question of ';rhether the

delivery date should be included on the tonnage certificate.

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 4.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) suggested that, in order to ensure
that the tonn?c;e certific8te c.id in fact refer to the ship in

question, the number should be altered in the event of any change.

JVIr. PROHASKA (Denmark) thought that it was unnecessary to

indicate the number of passengers on the second page of the
tonnage certificate. The important thing was to give details
which would enable the ship to be identified. The second page
Should be as simple as possible.

TheCHAIRJVILN drew the Committee's attention to the problem
of applying Regulation 5(3), which provided that when the
Characteristics of a ship were altered, a new international
tonnage certificate should be issued,but that the value of the
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net tonnage shown on th'l.t certificate should be the same as that
shown on the current certifi~ate until twelve months had elapsed.
In that case the information on pages 1 and 2 would no longer
agree and the impression micht be created that the owner had
falsified the figures. It mi"ht therefore be advisable to leave
a blank space on the second page to indicate whether Regulation 5(3)
had been applied.

Mr. CUNlGNGHAM (USJI) thought that that question would raise
no problem provided the Regulation was interpreted correctly.
It might perhaps be ;)ossible to word the phrase concerning the
twelve month period somewhat more simply.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thought that the second page
should be left blank. In his opinion there would be little point
in referring to particular regulations, as the port authorities
would not take the trouble to look up all the details.

Mr. CUl;iNINGHArl (USA) recalled that the working group had
discussed the matter end that it had been suggested that the date
on which the tonnage had been reduced should be recorded on the
ccrtificate.

The CHAIm:LN thOUGht that the sugGcstion of including a
blank pa~e for ob0ervations might be the answer to the problem.

That proposal \vas adopted by 15 votes to 1-

The O1EIRr:iAN reminded members that it had been suggested
that the second page should be altered to contain details of
the spaces included in the tonnage.

The.t proposal was rejected by 17 votes to 15.

The CHAIRHAN said that the Committee had to decide whether
to include mention of the total number of passengers.
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) did not think it necessary to

record the number of passengers on the certificate. The figure

was already given on the ship's papers.

Mr. SEAGO (UK) thought it essential that the number of
passengers sho\~ on the certificate should tally with the number
of passengers indicated in the formula Nl + N2 , which had been

adopted for the determination of net tonnage. The working
group had regarded the ~)assenger figure as a means of verifying

the net tonnage.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) felt that port authorities would not

take the trouble to verify the figures on a certificate issued

by the competent authorities of a country. In his view, the
second page served no useful purpose. If the Committee thought
it absolutely essential to indicate the number of passengers,

that figure could appear at the bottom of the first page.

The CHAIR}Ij~ pointed out that it was essential to include

details of the number of passengers and spaces for the applica­
tion of Regulation 5.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) agreed with the representative of

Denmark that the second page was unnecessary.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said he thought the number of passengers
should appear on the certificate because it would playa part

in the calculation of net tonnage under the formula which had
been adopted for that purpose. It was a vital piece of
information for port authorities.

Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) also thought that factors such as the
number of passengers and the draught, which served to determine

net tonnage, should be recorded on the certificate; they

provided a means of verification.

TM!COTIF!C.2!SR.24
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Mr. SEAGO (UK) reminded members that the working group had
drawn up the tonnage certificate on the basis of the regulations
which had been established and, in particular, of Article 12 of
the Convention relating to control. The number of passengers
and the draught played a considerable part in the determination
of the tonnage. If those indications were not included :in the
certificate, the Conference wou~d be failine; to supply the means
of exercising the control for which that Article provided.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) urged that the number of passengers
should be retained on the certificate.

Mr. PROH1SKA (Denmark) said that vThen he had questioned the
need to indicate the number of passengers, he had not been aware
of the provisions of Article 12. He now therefore agreed that
that figure should be included but, in his opinion, it should
appear on the first page.

After an exchange of v:i ews in which lV[r. GUPTA (India),
Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) and Mr. MUENCH (Israel) took part,
t~e CH~IRMAN put to the Yote the question of retaining the figures
for the number of passengers an~ the draught on the certifioate.

The COll1Ji1illie decided, by 28 Yotes to one, to retain those
fi{,,:ures.

Mr. PROH~SK£ (Denmark) thou~ht that all open and oaclosed
spaces should be mentioned on the certificate. He was in favour
01 page 2 in the form in which it had been submitted by the
working group;

Mr. SEAGO (UK) oOl".sidered that if the certificate were to
mention all the spaces that "ere not included in the gross and
net tonnsges, the initial measurement would he greatly complicated.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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Mr.OJ'fl.l\.R (United .Arab Republic) asked whether the

certificate would include sketches.

It was decided, by 20 votes to 11, that no sketches would

.§.ppear on the c~rtificate.

Mr. ]\1DENCH (Israel) recalled that he had suggested that,
on the first page, the dates themselves should be indicated
and not the articles, as proposed by the working group.

The CHAIRMAN thought the Drafting Committee might consider
that suggestion.

It was so decided.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) said he was in favour of indicating
the freeboard and the number of the load line certificate.

]\IT. WILSON (UK) pointed out that 10a1 line certificates
were changed every four or five years whereas the tonnage
certificate might not be altered for many years. If the number

of the load line certificate were indicated, the tonnage

oertificate would have to be altered.

The Committeedecioed, by 25 votes to one, to mention only

the moulded draught.

Mr. SASMlURA (S ecretary of the Committee) thought the
Secretariat would have some difficulty in establishing the text

of the certificate to be submitted to the Drafting COffimittee for
consideration. He therefore suggested that the members of the

working group assist the Secretariat in drafting a text which
would first be submitted to the Technical Coml'li ttee, before
being considered by the Drafting Committee.

It was so decided.

RegUlations 3 and 4

The OHAIR]\~\.N invited the Committee to examine the proposed

re-draft of Regulations 3 and 4 contained in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.42/Add.1.
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Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) proposed that the text of
Regulation 4 (Net Tonnage) should be clarified by the
insertion, after the formula, of the explanatory sentence
"In this formula the factor (~)3 ••• etc.", taken from
Annex XIII to TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19/Add.3 and by the deletion of
the corresponding items from the definitions in paragraphs (1)
and (3) of TM/CO}W/C.2/WP.43/Add.l.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRN~N, referring to the cefinition of N + N
2

,
1

enquired what action the Committee wished to take in regar~

to the alternatives placed in square brackets - "ship's
certificate" and "International Tonnage Certificate (1969)".

Mr. GUPT~ (India) suggested the adoption of tho term
"passenger certificate", which had been widely used for many
years to denote the Safety Certificates.

r-'Ir. HUr:PJ~Y SHITH (UK) said it was important to be
specific, as ships had many different certificates. He
suggested ""ho use of the term "International fassenger and
Safety Certificate" in the case of ships engaged on international
voyagos and "Passenger Certificate" in other cases.

The CHAIRNAN prrposed that the worc1s in square brackets
should be replaced by the term "Ship's Passenger Certificates".

The Chairman's proposal was adopted.

Mr. PROTh\SKA (Denmark) thought it advisable to include
a definition of the "cabins" referred to in connexion with
factors Nl and N2 • Members of the Committee understood that
the reference was to cabins. containing not more than eight
berths, but the point should be made clear in the text.
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The CHAImiAN sugg8sted that tho definitions should read
as follows:

Nl =: total number .df passengers in cabins. containing
not more than 8 berths,

N2 =: total nurnber of other passengers.

It was so decided •..._-----
D0cumont TM/CQ~/C.2/WP~42/Add.l~.as amended, wasap~roved.

!tegulations 1-7

The CHAIR~lliN invited the Committee to consider those
portions of document TI1/COrm/C.2/WP.42 on which a decision had not
yet been taken. He pointed out that pages 1-5 and Regulations 3·-4
had already been dealt with.

"Mr. NUN'ICH (Federal Republic of Germany) suggested that
the definitions of "we8.thertight" and "breadth" should be
inserted, as preViously agreed.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRNAN prop0 sedthat in Regulations 5(1) and (:3)
the square brc;ckets should be removed and the term "N3" should
be deleted.

It was so decided.

11ro vvHSON (UK) pointed out that paragraph (ii) pf
RegUlation 5(3), in square brackets, should be deleted, in
accordance with the decision of the General Committee.

It was so decided.

JYlr. NURRAY SEITH (UK) stated that the reference to alterations
or modifications "of a maj0r character" in RAgulation 5(3)(iii)
was too vague, and suggested the replacement of the last three
lines of the sUb-para.graph by the words "involving a change
in gross tonnage of 10 per cent or more",
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Mr. dJNNlCH (Federal Rep1+blic of Germany) said he
understood that the General Committee was no longer in favour
of the wrlrding suggested by the United Kingdom representative.

Mr. ]vlURRAY SHITH (UK) said that the same information had
just reached him and he would withdraw his proposal.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) said he assumed that the words
"and displacement" would be deleted throughout Regulations 6
and 7.

The CHAIRMAN said that that would be done.

Mr. GRUNER, (Finland) suggested that some mention should be
made of the logarithmic formula.

The CHAIlli"lAlIi said it would be mentioned in the table
which was to be append.ed. He suggested that \'ihen the table
was drafted the points should be chosen so that a straight
interpolation would still keep the nrder of approximation
mentioned at the previous meeting.

Mr. NUHRAY SHIl'H (UK) said his delegation hoped to provide
three sets of intervals from which the Committee could choose.

The CHAIFJ"lAN said that discussion of TN/CONF/C.2/WP.42
was completed.

STAT~t'IENT ON BBHALF OF l'R::'NCH POR'l' AUTHOHITlc:S

Mr. PAG",S (France) said that, in his capacity as Manager
of the Port of Bordeaux, he wished to make some observations
on behalf of a group of users of the tonnage measurement
regulatio~s - the French pnrt authorities.

He understood the Conference's desire that the new
tonnages should be widely used as a basis for the assessment of
port dues and pilotage and towing charges. The authorities
responsible for levying those charges enjoyed a wide measure
of freedom, however, and in order to secure Widespread adoption,
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the system would haveto.be as simple and.10gical .aspossible,
free.ofambiguity and capable of being checked rapidly by
officials of average skill, and the certificates presented must

entirely above suspicion. Finally, there must be only one
tonnage system for each ship, regardless of draught or load.

It was clear that shipnwners and shipping authorities wanted
to benefit by the lowest possible port charges. The pnrt
authorities had the same objective; there was keen competition

between pnrts, both nationally and internationally.

The port authorities were interested in two criteria:
the external features of a ship (length, breadth and draught)
which governed the design of locks and canals, and the commercial
capacity, and they were anxious that the new tonnage measurement
system should reflect those two criteria very clearly. They
tcok full account of the commerci.al .needs of shipping and often
gave favourable terms to ships loading or unloading small
quantities of cargo or to special types of ships, such as liners,
cruise ships and vehicle ferries.

If the p0rt authorities gained the impression that their hand
was being forced by new regUlations intended systematically to
reduce tonnages, they would be forced to raise their charges.
Again, if the new tonnage measurement regulations were too
complicated, illogical or artificial, the port authorities would
become suspicious and would either ignore the regulations
completely - assigning their own dues - nr add to existing taxes
a safety margin to cover doubtful cases. That would bo against
the interests of shipowners.

Finally, it vias to be hoped that the new regUlations would not
have an unfavourable effect on ship design and construction or
militate against a rational structure for pnrt charges.
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Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) said the Committee had fulfilled
all the previous speaker's requirements except for the
stipulation that ships should have only one tonnage regardless
of draught. It was difficult, however, to reconcile that
stipulation with the speaker's statement that authorities
needed to know the length, breadth and draught of every ship.
The Oommittee believed that draught was an important criterion in
tonnage measurement, and a correction had been made for draught
in the formula for net tonnage, though not in the formula for
gross tonnage.

The OHAIRHA: said the comments of the two previous speakers
would be noted. The Oommittee had now completed its work, unless
the Oonference should decide to refer any further matters to it,
and he wished to thank all those who had co-operated in enabling
it to achieve its tasks.

Mr. O}lliIS~IANSBN (Norway) and Mr. GUPTA (India) thanked the
Ohairman for his great patience and competence.

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m.
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