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ir,ﬁchairﬁaﬁt fﬂ;L];._Vf?;ﬁdmlral ®.5. ROLAND (USA)
. later: Mr.F. SPINELLL (Italy)
..H: *  ? 865?¢f?fY?'i}fﬁT*T :  Mr--¥ SASAMURA

A 1istofparti cipants iS | given in ._ TM/CONF/INF e 1 '. .

”,}Ccrrectlons to be 1ncorporated in: the flnal summary
o record of the meeting should be submitted in wrltlng (twn_u
o ¢éopies. in French or Engllsh), ‘preferably on the previsionsl
L gummary record, tothe Documents Officer, Commlttee Room 2,
o and after the Conference to the INMCO Secretariat, -
j22 Berners Street London, W‘l not later than 8 July_l96._
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:ilf 11Agenda 1tem 1 - Electlon of the Ohalrman and 15;  ffo3_,. €5ii F}3:
o s Vlce Chairman. of the Commlttee** R

-Agenda ltem 2 - Adop‘tlgn Of the agenda o 3

; Agenda item 3 - Consideration of matters as   } g
_ instructed by the Conference - .. . = =
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”“‘_MLDA ITEM 1 = ELDCTION oF THM.CHAIRMAN AND VICEwCHAIRVAN
o (OF THE COMMITTEE " . - @ . . s

*er- DUBCHAK (USSR) prOposea that Mr. Splnelll (Italy) should*ﬁ“
5bé elected Gha*rman of the Technlcal Commlttee. Hls eﬂergy and S
' efffh1s spe01allzed knowledge of the questlons the Commlttee was to.f
:Tfffstudy would contrlbute to the success of the Commlttee S work,_we;g

S Mr. CUNNINGHAL (USA) and Mr. SATO (Japan) warmly supported
"[ that proposal - o= : : o

R Mr. Splnelll Was elected Ghalrman of the Technlcal Gommlttee;;;
7f;ﬂby acclamatlon.ﬁg.:iv_gs.~- | | L L R

Mr. Splnelll o0k the chalr, o

___.'f,lfMI. CHRISTIANSEN (Norwav) proposed Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden),;;{ffi
_'fia dlstlngulshed englneer, fer the offlce of Vlce Chelrman of thef
'afCommlttee.-__ B i '_' S ‘_ e Z”ff._ R f“_
e Mr._GUPTA (Indla) and Mr.. MURRAY SMITH (UK) whole hear+ed1y;j;
""Vj'supborted that proposal.-- S : : S

Mr. Erlcssen Was elected Vlce—Chalrman of the Commlttee

erfby acelamatlon.;z '”4_5

“fg;”AGENDA ITEN 2.m ADOPTION oF THE AGENDA (TN/CONF/G 2/1) e

'f'j The agenda was adopted«_ff ,flf

°ij7fAGENDA ITEN 3 --CONSIDLRATION Ho MAETLRS A8 INSTRUOTED ; 5
i ; BY THE CONFbR“NCE_(TM/OONF/WP 3,_ TM/CONF/6 and 7,
TM/OONF/9/Add 1) : e ik

o The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Oonference had glven L
 fiprec1se 1nstructlons to the Commlttee (TM/COWF/WP 3) e‘f;;};f?gf
_'7ana1y813 of the two proposals referred to it must be very g

?]gigenerel and the dlSCUSSlOH must be restrlcted to queSulone ot pen
_ef'substanee and prectlcal appllcatlon.; He' 1nv1ted the French _[ﬂ"e ; 

__:: Frepresentat1ve to 1ntroduce Proposal o :w1th partlcular eeferenceffﬁ
::ﬁeftto the questlon of the two parameters. 7 ﬁﬂn'.p:--- ' ROtE




s Mr ROCQUENONT (France) outllned the ba81c prlnCLples'f* $;  ;4'
;by whlch the authors of Proposal G (TM/CONF/6) ‘had been gulded. SRRt

L The Proposal env1saged 2 SYStem which Could be adapted to

ff:all shlps,_whatever their type, regardless of - developments 1n_jﬂ'ﬁ”
'f fgShlpbu11d1ng. 1% 18id stress on the future rather than on Ea
continuity with the past, although it was eminently suxtable fnriﬁf“”'

' _effecb1ng the tran51tlon from the present system._-"

It 013851fled a ship, like any normal object, by its

"_Hvolume and weight, i.e. by two independent parameters._{It} ~'ﬂ3f

';con81dered each individual ship as a whole, made no prov1ﬁlonfl;:
- for exemptions in %the calculation of the volume snd expressedf7?'
the weight, or mass, by the displacement to a given load line,
“In that connexion, it should be noted that the Moorsom method _ 

. could not use displacement, as the lnad line had only been

defined by a convention since 1930,

Proposal C avoided the disadvantages of the tonnage mark
and exempted spaces, and tock account of the lntezests af . _"

" shipowners., Its great sampllczty also seemed to meet the wishes -~

 fof the International Asscciation of Ports and Harbors,_,ﬁhg._
~use of displacement would enable all ships ~ and not only |
“‘those having a complete second deck - to benefiﬁ__r_'f_rp_m";

- reductiocns aocordlng to their cargo.

_ It had the advantage of allowing for » fair competition in.
%he shipping industry, thanks to a system of allocating dues
that was as just as possible. It 4id not affect the safety

“of the ship, it enabled the parameters to be calculated at

 f_the3design stage, and it would be readily adaptable to- the

 1.;future evolution of shipbuilding. 1Its many advantages seemed  ;”"
- %o have been widely recognized. The variant proposed by '




effDenmark whlch took dlsplacement ae the only erlterloy, 2180'5ffﬁff

“ifflhad many advantagesvﬁﬁr“if

The French delegatlon was nf the oplnlon that the de0181on

;..i@whether or . not to adopt the parameter of dlsp]acement ‘was nne ;,g{gf
of the essentlal questlons to be’ eolved (TM/CONF/WP 2),J_..;**"”"'ﬂ

ﬁiﬁjexpe01a11y ae 1t had been . eﬂreed that ‘the proposed Conventlon'%f':;”'

TH, f}'should not: embody the concept of dual tonnage, as related 1o ;;;?Qﬁ;
'VEJ’ethe tonnage mark (TM/CONF/WP 3) RO SR

At the 1nv1tatlon of the CHAIRMAN Mr. CHRISTIANSbN (Ncrway)

_i”ﬁlntroduced hlS delegatlon S propnsal (Th/CONF/9/Add l)
__'fyexplalned that 1t retalned the old volumetrlc measurements _
':ffjexpressed by gross end net tennage 80 as to ensure contznulty

fe-fln tonnaee meesurement to av01d dlsorganlylng the Sthplﬂg

"“jlnduetry and tocreatea‘system which: ‘could bé qpplled to all

. ships in as short a time as possible. It ellmlneted the ;;'f'“'”

"“Ledeflnltlons of exempted deducted ‘and completely OPGH epaces, _‘7'{£*%*

“'thlch had: led to 50 many dlfflcultles in the past whereas"

'7 y*Prnposa1 C prov1ded for a deflnltlon of open spaces.

A clear dlstlnctlon should be iade between the ”vaiues";;}yﬁn

.:e?Qgross and net tonnﬂge - and the "parameters“ on whlch they were}ffﬁeﬁﬁ~

. ;~eca1cu1eted

As for the tonnage mark sysﬁem, shelter—deck shlps could

-'j:-’::.__-get on ws.thout it as -they had done in the pest R L

The Norweglan delegatlon smncerely hoped that the'.

_ e{COmmlttee would be able to reach a compromlse acceptable Sl




' f " Ff6i4-fff"[v71:f§*"*

- The CHAIRNAV agreed thﬁt 1t would be useful to make;ffgj;fﬂi;f”ffffT
*”ﬁja dlstlnctlon between ‘the parameter (such as volume, S

 [ 61sp1acement volume nf Gargo- gpace and deadwelght) and 5f:f:7?f

Lhthe values (grcss and net tonﬁage) obtalned from them°

Mr.ZCUWNINGQAN (DSA) stressed another essentlal

ﬂ;  -eJement in the Norweglan Proposal which ' had “induced : manyff*‘h
 Vdee1egat1ons to support it: " net tonnsgge was calculated
'J_by direct measurement of cargo space: Water-ballast. . =

:fspaces were thus 1ndlrectly but entirely deducted. "That'_-

| ﬂ'5  3deduot1on wag the condition whlch the United States had
. insisted on if it was to agree to give up exemption of
© " those spaces in the calculatgon of gross tonnage., It

‘was part of a compromise on a matter which had so far .
‘been one of the main obstacles to the adoptlon of a

C universal system

Mr, PROHASKA (Denmark) introduced the Danish
variant of Proposal C (TM/CONF/7). It was a simple system
comprising only five regulaitions and one parameter,
‘displacement. To enable values nearer to present tonnages
. to be obtained, the Danish delegstion had agreed to.exprpss

" the perameter in tons of 2 cubic metres and not of 100 cubic

 feet as 1t bhad originally proposed ) Calculatlons Whlch

:   - had been made for 483 ships belonglng to fifteen States
. Members of IMCO had shown that the choice of that

parameter would cause no more disturimnce 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 avold
_: ;fent1re1y penalizing one or other type, but it was essentlal   _
'15;_t0 deV1se as fair a system as possible. ' B '

. mM/CONF/C.2/8R.1




Perhaps a compromlse shculd be soughta- The Nerweglan
_Propcsal ‘was also- relatlvely 51mn1e, in calculetlng gross

.'e_jtonnage, “the parameter V+H TN/CJNF/9/Add 1, pagée 6 :
" Regulation 4) could be replaced by displacement w1th a-

"fnmodlflcatlon of the coefficient. _ The dlsplacement env1saged

”'by the Danlsh Proposel mlght alsc be corrected by a RN

_ '_;conver51on fector taklng into aeccunt the volume of .
V3;jpassenger spaee._ The concept of total volume also deserved

:  close study. But it was more. complex than dlsplacement e

5 and that was a dlsadvantage in a perlod of ratlonellzatlon.fiﬂiffn”
S Morenver, 1t was liable to tempt shlpowners ‘to reduce crew fff'
:'.f:space to a mlnlmum.;f*'

Flnally, 1f the Oommlttee cons1dered 1t necessary te

"5nfreta1n twn tonnages, it would be pnssible to calculate both ]ﬂff'"”' L

'of them from the- dlsplacement by multlplylng lt by & dlfferent_e '

'-cconverslon factor._ Several solutions could, then, be -
'_enV1saged,...-: e | T Do

B Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) seld that two main trends : 1
;zof oplnlon emerged from the discussion and cons1dered that
nrather than try to impose- either of them,_lt would be better

o seek to ‘bring them together by extrecting the best features_eicnne;kﬁk

5;from each propoeal

_ One shculd begln by taklng account of what Was already
71n eX1stence, namely, the present values of gross and net

'ftcnnages, w1thout forgettlng the values used for the purpeses ]s.:ff-ﬁffﬂf

:;cof the C&H&lSr

| Perhaps 1t would be better to concentrate on the ccncept
;ecf gross tonnage by ellmlnatlng et once Proposals A and B e
_fand endeavourlng to clarlfy the ‘definition of the second deck S
'gW1th that cb;ect one mlght for 1nstance, retaln the notion .

ot "underdeck tonnege",_as deflned in the Nerweglan Proposal

. and; with that as a starting-point envisage the posslblllty ofnﬁf"

_?Fntaklng dlsplacement if necessary corrected by a coefflclent
'_;as the parameter._]ng,:ez--- : _ - _




-8 -

o _ The problems should be taken one. after another and to-f ..f
_start W1th -perhaps an endeavour cauld he made to 51mp11fy theaj“*
IVNorwegzan ‘proposal. | S e
| Mr. ROCQUEHONT (France) wondered whether, in rega rd to
the measurement of volumes, the Norwegian systen was in

o fact better than the system adopted in Propesal C. Both '

those proposals made use of a volumetric parameter but the

:3.  Norweg1an 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 volumeg so that a definition of the
surface separating the cuter and inner parts was reguired.
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 1o bhe 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 morecver be stressed that Proposal C alsc 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, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) explained that the o
' Norweglan Proposal was designed to determine gross tonnage_   
- by measuring the total moulded volume of the ship (wzth a
coefficient which took account of the volume of'the' "' "___
3_5uperstruc%ures and adding to it the volume of passenger spaces, E

"'. TM/coNF/c 2/SR 1



' but that the m.e*t.‘,'"heds. 'd.f .C.al'cﬁl.atiezi.whicﬁ w'ou]:.d'”make 1t
_“p0351b1e te arrrve at that result haﬁ net yet been worked

What mattered was’ that the conver81on factors used should

':be Calculated in such & way: “that the ‘new parameters remalned *f.m¢f57

" as close as pOSSlble 40 the ex1st1ng values.f It was

:f- moreover essentlal to take account of all the spaces located
~ above ‘the’ tonnage deck, not only in ‘the 1nterests of : safety S
Cbut also for" reasons ‘of a social nature, In that connexion ar.___.._.

'f}71t would doubtless be necessary to define more precisely what

fwas meant by paesenger spaces, but those were matters of "

',fdetall whlch would have to be exsmined at a laﬁer stage. :[fjﬁe-"'"'

: Ba51ca11y, the Worweglan delegatlon w1shed 0 ‘gee groes ?“f
-tonnage expressed by a volumetric parameter and’ w1shed the old

ﬁfunlt of one register ton, equlvalent to 100 cublc feet to be -j -ff-"

1"reta1ned. _r-rr-:.-.

" The OHAIRMAN, summlng up the dlscu531on, sald that  w__
'ffour parameters had clearly emerged namely, three for the-
"“calculatlon of gross tonnage._ the total volume ln sea

: jrwater (Proposal C), dlsplacement in sea water to the water

‘plane. (Proposal O) and the volume below deck together w1th the

'“passenger epaees above deck (Norweglan Proposal), and one for  ;?3'

 ifthe calculatlon of nev tonnage, namely, the volume of the3' __
"_cargo Spaces below deck only, together W1th the volame of j;“”

"athe passenger Spaces above and below deck (Norweglan Proposal)

o In addltlon, the Netherlands representatlve ‘had suggested
”:that an endeavour should be made to elmpllfy the parameters-;

”*ffgproposed by Norway and the representatlve of Denmark had shown ;f}:'fs“:?

"r"f_rif_-"'how that could be aone._; R

L 5 TM/COITF/C ‘ 2/SR' 1 : |
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Mr. WILSON (UK) sazd that hlS delegation was 1n favaur of

" f:Propnsal C, on ‘the one hand becaase At was beoomlng obv1ous that

H'“ffthe parameters currenfly in use were not working satlsfactorlly

'1and on the other hand, because the ex1st1ng concepts of gross
_ thnnage and net tonnage had’ been debased to such a p01nt,that_
'”-they had come to have practlcally no meaning. If was absoluteiy
- necessary to approach the problem in a new spirit and o determlne
~-what exactly the functions of the new parameter or parameters.to

: be adopted should be. /

The United Xingdom delegaﬁion 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) and the new parameter must
give a real idea of the true size of the ship, It was also
essential that that parameter should express 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 Moorsom 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 & single hold, The types

of cargo themselves had been very simple: 1t was mostly a case Df
bulk cargoes which rarely exceeded the 100 cubic foot "ton". . At
" the present time the very wide variety of carge carried by sea
had led to_increasingly.complex;and_ever improving ship designs
for which the existing values were no longer. apnropriate;g

_ .. From - that standpoint, Propogsal C seemed to be- accepﬁable,
__'even though it was unfortunate that the Conference was taklng place
- 'at a time when ship design was in course ‘of belng completely

| TM/CONE/C.2/SR.1



3  ?revolut1on17ed and when 1t was dlfficult to foresee what L
o the ships of the future would: be»f The VGlumetrlc pcrameter  “f: 
 ;j def1ned in proposal ¢ could expre =5 the Shlp 5 31ze Satlsfactorlly
._ :;w1thout influencing futurc des;vn._ There was no doubt thaf e
 ,f;vo1umetr1c tonnaae was 2 modern znd COntemporgry COncept Oh:jfifff
~-glftha other hand, for measuring the carrying camaclty o? A shlp’;l,ﬁ?
_ Td1sp1acement would be & satlsfactory Uarameter and would prove if  Q
'1 fto be very useful for Dorts. - o _ o o

S It was true, es ‘some delegatlons h & stressed that therel? f 5

-gfwas no ¢elatlonsh13 b@tween dlsplacement end net tonnege but L
'5 there was no reason why there @hould be.' Those tvo notlons

1t had to be gdmltfed that the abu51ve utlllzatlon of

_ 7coefflclents hed for years been I”CO 5 besettiny . cln._ It would,

.”:“;moreover, be: 1mp0581ble 5 find- a PO@iflClent mphlloqble to-.i_:__::_

_ @-a1l types: of ships apart from the facﬁ that, for the same %hlp,_. ;i_ |

{*condltloﬁs could chanve according, for PX&JDle, to whether    ;;; ;f?; ;

73fflt was e rrxlnq oarﬂo or pWHﬂeﬂgers.y_-

S As the- representablve of Frrnce h“' sid, ﬂlgplece”eﬁt   fft°:' '.,
"f jh a th9 advanta e of noT denﬂ117ln@' hlfs vhich - carrled ll?ht:'&iﬁf  ::.
__ 7but bulky carﬁo au-compered w1th those whloh carrled hlﬂh~* f“555 ;;ﬂ f?
7 ; dens1ty cargO-ag,f;-l' ' Sl e Gl .

ORIt As for the Norwenlan Proposal the FlrJt p01nt to be B
-,    noted wis that it was emphgtlcally not true ‘that  the   [;  ” _ s
_   _Jca1cu1at1on of volume “was o long. “and dlfflcult processo_flnf;iﬁk;*7*
”*jf pract1ce, 80 far a8 the volume of 81l the under—deck spaces Co
' was concéerred, hvdrostat;c o 1culﬂtlons were made in the: sh1p-z~ulf~ﬁ
.f fy Tds Tor. thelr own purposes and - were therefore ﬂlready o  ' f 
':5}avallab1e._ As for ‘the volume above ﬂeck, it could wsuAlly be.i_f:ffﬁ
__  fc lculated eaSLIy.. From thet p01nt of view, “the Norweglan' f;   _.__
fg Proposa1 had advantages OVer Proposal B, In regard to super— fof"”
:,fstructures,_however,_lt was to be feared that the Norweglan f 

TI/CONF/C 2/SR 1




'.'.:_.;_;zi-g S

”:”fij¢Proposal would have dlsastrous effbcts on. Shlp d@Sl%n’.by

'7H;encouraglﬂg snlpownefs and naval afchltectg to bulld shlps

'fifrom whose tonnage it would be p0981b1e e exclude almost qllﬁ

’7#tween deck ‘spaces. TFurthermore, 1t was essential to define -

; tpassenger spaces: w1ﬁh the utmost care, as the. countless_,gfﬂ**f5

_Vattempts_whlch 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., 4ll in all,

 the Worwegian Proposal was too close to the existing system,

"'ﬁf; which had grave drawbacks for small vessels,

. 4s for net tonnage, the Norwegian Proposal repeated the.
:_prinéiples of Proposal B, in which the definition of cargo.
spaces was entirely inadeguate. Under the terms of that
definition, small vessels carrying high-density cargoes would
enjoy considerable advantages over those carrying light but
bulky cargres. It would also become possible to exclude
certain compartments in large container ships, thereby making
Qit impossible to measure such ships properly. As for crew
‘.spaces, it should be borne in mind that the minimum standards
1aid down in the Conventiong were alwaYs complied with _
generously and that no shipowner would dream of foregoing °n-
' npportunity to improve those spaces for fear of increasing
'fhis tonnage.

Mr. ter HAAR (Netherlands), who illustrated his remarks

by means of a diagram, seid he would like to know what effeot_ :

the Norwegian Proposals would have on the net tonnage of

L ¢ertain ships as at present built for the carriage of cargoes 5ﬁ f,

. such as meat and fruit from the Netherlands to_Great_Brltaln,;] i



T:femore partlcularly w1th regard to conver510ﬂ factors, the:
= spe01a1 alfflcultles w:th regard to small shlpe the need to

,afldetalls over which the dlecu851on might ea81ly get bogged down;;l;ff:”
| a aeThe 1mwed1ate requlrement was 40 ‘défine parameters, whlch was :'i__ -
3aai:another way of saylng tq zgree’ On'whaj should go 1nto tOnnage ;eaa__. ;
e g.measurement certlfloates,_ Afterwards’ the tims would come tn f-ﬁ“;

“ﬁj_eflts attentlon to gross tonnage.

-gconcernlng the "under*deck tonnage" noncept embodied in the

zaa ffor it.

e Mr. CHRISTIAMSEN \Noxway) sald he wouid be glad to deal
e:fw1th that queetlon prlvately w1th the representatlve of the
'~ijetherlands._]fﬁv_' ”"_ _- ' -_ : e LT

_ Recalllng Mr. Wllson s statemen he sald he had noted |
“psevercl p01nts oF detall whlch called for comments on his part

a,av01d penallzlﬁg shlpowners who w1shed to glve thelr crews R |
efbetter accommodatlon, tne 1mportance of superstructures and sog*fﬁf”"'
forth. However, he' dld not wish to dwell unduly on such

”7determ1ne the method to be employe& for those calculatlone.:,.fﬂﬁf”*"ﬁ

e Mr DE. Fome (Netherlands) aDproved of e Carletlansen s @;fefa- H_
'remarks and Suggested that the Commattee ehould flrst turn_{f:fr;3ﬁf-};"“

HlS delegatlon wlshed to enter at onde’ 1ts reservatlons'*

'eNorweglan Preposa¢.f It would prefer to substltute dlsplacement

L e CUNVINGHAM (USA) endorsed the Netherlands Propoeal G
rﬁeand w1shed the Commlttee to deal flISt w1th gross tonnage'effjf”bajfila]fﬁ

”'-.]'questlons.

: Mp, wzasom (UK) said that when He had spoken before, he;;f“w-"
-;-had not felt he' ehould 11m1t hlS remarks to- gross tonnage R

” "f;quest1ons._ He had: attempted to p01nt out ‘the obstacles in 'e | i
- jthe way of a deflnltlon of acceptable parameters, to. eXplaln e




 :;al4f;f TR
: hisi§e1égafi0ﬁ?s'viewjand o make knOanit'iobjéCtioné*tcl} _
_  the Forwegian Froposal. For the time being, he would merely
f ampl1fy his previcus: remarks. by saylng that he belleved the;   3'

'  5_groSs tonnages obtained by uging the methods adopted in fVi'

. -system C to be @very bit as close to exlstlng tonmage values

7 as those: Wthh would be arrived-at under other systems, wzth

' 'ffthe possible exception of vessels. in which there was a =
- considerable smount of excluded volume. He added that hzs o

"delegation had no objection. to the. conversion factors, provided

. they could be applied to all types of ships.

 Mr. PROH«BKA (Denmark) presented a table drawn up on the
‘basis of figures sent to IMCO by 15 countries, showing the

3 relationship of the proposed gross tonnage to the existing
'grOSs tonﬂage; under the various proposals which had been made;
~for different types of cargo vessel:

Prspobal B Proposal C Danish Norweglan
(volumetric acmendment  proposal
tonnage) (displace-
B - ment
units of
_ o g
_:O {dry cargo
‘carriers) 0.97 1.10 1.06 - 0.87
"~ B (bulk cargo’ ) o ' ' '
carriers) 1.0% .- (.98 . 0.86 1.C1
T {ore carriers)  1.01 0.95 - 0.97 - 1.60
R (refrigerator -
_ Shlps) . 0.80 : S 1.07 0.86 - 0.90
'Q (ships with ' DR ' o '
- ralsed guarder R
f deoks) _ 1.08 1.08 1.04 - 0471

: He p01nted out that no matfer whlch prmposal wag adopted
-the new gystem would cause upheavals end that ﬁbv10usly an'~”
'effort must be made to find the formuls producing the 1east

_”:,  poss1ble dlstort;on,r We had already drawn the NOrweglan H_;“ .
. delegation's attention to the facdt that its proposal would: glve'i:

7}sma11_sh1ps an undue advantage,_ It qhould perhaps be- corrected"

: Tf[dﬂ“thaf péint or else small ships could be temporarlly excluded fi“ﬁ?

.’7ﬁfrom the appllcatlon cf the new system.-'ﬂ_

S j-_.ffm/cobrF/o 2/SR 1




The reason why Denmark had proposed the use of dlsplacementflfff

.tas the sole parame%er was that that country had noted that i
"_.dlsplacement whlle, much ea51er to oalculate than volume, also
-gave results every blt as good as. dld other crlterla.;- A

Itshouldalso be noted that the flgures glven represeﬂted

"-:faverages for the' dlfferent categories of vessels.  Within eaeh --'"5'

. Qategory there mlght be conSLderable scatter._ For. lnstance

_ ‘when the Norweglan proposal was applled to refrlgerator shlps |
: ”f(average ratint G,90), it gave ratiﬂs which varied’ from- O, 40

Ctnd.25. Shlpnwners would nf course teke advantage of that o oo
ILfscatter,gwhlch could not be av01ded and Wthh might, in certaln f   fj

'-01rcumstances, make 1t necessary temporarlly to malntaln Q“ '

'; -eX1st1ng tonnages._ | |
_ At all events 1t was essentlal to reduce "vertlcal scatter"fff?*”
_ _,and the w1sest course would appear to be to choose the s;mplesﬁ o

'“g [p°ss1b1e Solutlﬁﬁ.:f”f' : : o Vi

_ Replyxng to-a query from Mr--MURRAY SMTTH (UK),_whnjgfk“
:p01nted out that ‘the: figures did not entirely correspond to.

 those worked out for British ships, he 'added to hlS table the_ f f  f“gf

'7-follow1ng flgures for pausenger shipst °

Proposal B Proposal_c | Danlsh | Nnrweglan

Passenger

S Mixed

 corgoss o 9o ?9‘9 o .6'7"." 097 .
'-ﬁ'f Ferrles ;;;f ;g}4O 93 _Lf;: l 27 0, 52 | o 95

: _ Thls second table gave better rat¢ns w1th reference to _
:h}PrnpOSal “than' the Danlsh amendment, even though there stlll
' “remalned conszderable scatter for. each type.: It had been

-J TM/CONF/C 2/33 1
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_:dlsplacemeﬁt alone mlght prove: to be acceptable, haVLng regard SR
_ [*<€0 the sp501a1 terms ‘accorded to- bhat partlcular tjpe of Shlp '
f’ fwh1ch was ‘badly hit by competition from air transport. They _

" could ‘be corrected, however, by the addition of a sumplementary -

”'1coefflczent nr supplementary criteria, such as passenger spaces,_

Enumbe:_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 edvantage of -
the table was that it showed that, no matter what system was .
chbsen, 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

- competiticon, 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 apprrached in that spirit, the choice of system-55'
became almost a secondary matter. The main point was to work
for the adoption of a simple system which could be uniformly
.applied,

The CHAIRMAN reverted to the suggestion of the Netherlands
jdelegatlon which had been supported by the @elegatlon of the
United States and accordingly proprsed that the Commitiee should

“'ﬁideVOte its next meeting to a consideration nf grnss tonnage

"s; questioﬁs. Over the week-end, delegatlons might reflect on-

'“-fthe ideas put forward in the course of the 1n1ﬁ1a1 dlSCUSSlOn

'” aﬂd check their valldlty mathematlcally,_ in that way the

"- Comm1ttee would be in a pn81tlon to conszder practlcal prnposals o

"'mﬁjearly in the fOllOWlng week,

It was 50 dec1ded. o
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e:f*the tnnnage deck the volume of the passenger spaces abnve Rt
| deck (Worwegian Ernposal),_the total volume of the shlp,_f*~"

“;eeproposed separately nr 1n comblnatlﬁn-;_'

_:__on page 38 of document TM/OONE/B.. That. formuls in’ whlch usezﬁfffe'“°
'“f_was nade “only of dzsplacement ‘and volume Jlelded gross ﬁonnage

- The CHAIRMAN recalled the factors Wthh had been suggesteé S
jufor the deflnltlon of gress tonnaﬂe namely,_the volume belnw ;’ﬁ*'.i”

””dlsplacement (Pr0posal C) - those parameters hav1ng been _ﬁfff fj;£}er«

o Mr. DE- JONG (Netherlands) dreW'the Cnmmlttee IS attentlon
_eto the formula proposed by his delegatlon which was set out

oo values Wthh were very close to the present values 1rrespectlve ;ﬂ_qQ:f?if

. .the maximum use being made of displacement for open- shelter—deckf?eﬁﬁ”i

'fnf the type of shlp. The varlatlon of factor "g conduced  to

'V_eshlps and of volume for clnsed shelter~deck sh1ps._;'_}__-;--~-'“"“'

'_ The-meetlngirose~at-5.30.p.m.‘ "
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 Freach or English), prefcrably. on the provisional summary

Or1g1na1°f Rﬁng.',izyﬁ_,gg

”~rb00¢d t0 the Documknts Officer, Committee Room 2 and- aftcf'“
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'"+ }jAGmNDA ITEM 3 - CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS AS INSTRUCTED BY THE

- 'CONFERZNCE (TM/CONE/WP.3; TI/CONE/3;
- TM/CONF/6 TM/CJVF/7,_ TM/OONF/g Aad., l)(centlnued)

The CHAIRMAN rumlnded ‘the Committee that it had to deczde on*?f]-;f

".the grcss tonnage parameters to. be submltted to tho plenary

3meet1ﬁg of the Conference on 3 Junc. One” solutlon propes@d Was :;_._,_
"j,the adoptlcn of a 81ngle parameter, whereas others ere based on

: a comblnatlon of two parameter8°f under—deck volume in r@glster
~tons and the volume of above-deck passenger spnces (proposal by .
'QNorway) tho Shlp s total volume,'and dlsplac&ment (Proposal G) g

: -”The Netherlands delegatlon had proposed & method Wthh by fﬂf””
'{ app1y1ng a ooefflclent “ﬂ"g_would allow for max1mum use of

.  'dlSplacemcnt in the case of OPen shelter deckers and of volume
5,:for closed shelterwdeckers. ' SR T SRR S

Mr. ROCQUENOWT (France) thought the paramcters oould e put".

 -;-1nto two categorles-ff on the one - hand those con81der1ng the
'f_ volume of the Shlp as a whole, thut 1s to say, dlsplacement

. number of p35$enﬂgrs ‘2nd, taking the broadest possible view, the-”?"ﬁ'

'_ fvo1ume of: passenger Spﬂces ;'on the other hand those conSLderlng
B only part of" the shlp : The second categorj would glve rgse to

_f”dlffmcultles of prllﬂmthﬁ and 1ntarprct%tzonn” Hls delegatlcn
'_'thereforc advocatcd the ch01ce of anequlvocal pgramcters, namely
':total volume and 1oad dlsplﬁcement - ' '

ifj  Mr GRUNpR (Flnl nd) noted that 1f cortlfled dlsplacement

  %fWere considered to be. cqual to tho sum of the shlp | 11gnt _
'“”fdlspiacemenﬁ and de”dWngﬂﬁ tonnagb' the flrst and thlrd valucs
S were varzables_und the second a congtant. That method of 1 
' ?”foalculat&on might, 4if 1t wers in th@l? in%erest to do: so,,":__”:
'”; encour ge shlpownerf to. increase their deadwelght tonnage “a

'}5-?_var1able - whlle the 1ight dlsplacement remalned constanto;;,_  fﬁ’_ ff;




PR

__ ;1 Conversely,_owners wantlng a lower deadwelght tonnage would be o
”*;ﬂ]penallzed by lnclu81on of the 11ght dlsplacement in the o

_ ffcert1f1cat1on - The formula was thus somewhat unfalr and that

© o was why Finland had suggested that only the’ Shlp 2 deadwelght .
 tonnage should be certified. _ a
© Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) stressed that gross tonnage was the

- griterion recogniszed both in international conventions and'__

”-:regulatlons and in national legislative and admlnlstratlve

 prov1s1onS Hence it should not be too difficult for the .

. Committee %o arrive at a definition acceptable to all

'-delegations.

Norway's Proposal and Propcsal 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
:éxpreSSed the total volume of all closed spaces. If the
Committee incorporated in that Proposal certain elements of
Proposal €, which the Soviet Union, for its part, favoured, it
would be very close to reaching a decision.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) did not think that the adopﬁioﬁ of

‘.dlSplacement as a parameter would be llkely to penalige snmall

~ships, as the Finnish representatlve seemed to fear, for port
:authorltles could levy dues whlcn were not calculated 1n exact
_ratlo to the gross tonnage. _ ' '
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ﬁ';fff,p01nted out that, if a country w1shed to take the total volume s
:;Tlnto account it could insert prOV131ons to thls effect in 1ts;};; fﬁ

_~,m~5;~u..-_

- The representatlve of the Sov1et Unlon suggcsted the
:__:adoptlon of & second parameter which would be a frqctlon of 4“he R
“ Ttotal volume, the lattcr belng the flrst paramete CMr. Prohaska -

;5  domestic 1eglslatlon : In regcrd to . port dues,y pracﬁlce hnd

 ”-5ca1culat1on but the current practlce of ‘some” port authorltles
":was to adcpt gross tonnteop The Qonference should ellmlﬂate

;i;changed over the: years Cat ‘the beglnnlng of the century, net
"f_tonnage had stlll been the gencrally qccepted basis of

- the concept of net tonnage and the system of dual tonnage from

 .the text of the Conventlon and establlsh a vmlue whlch would e
_ correspond to an exact deflnltlon of the shlp, that 1s to Sﬂys w__..____
fthe certlfled dlSpluCGanﬁ S s _

o Mr, CHRTSTTANSEN (Norway) agreb& w1th the rbpresontatlvb offf;;*”' 
;uthe Sov1et Union ‘that the gross “tonnage shou?d express ¥:) volume fﬁ Lo

i gbut empha31zed the need: to apply a. convcr51on fuctor. R

g Mr,.HUNNICH (Fedoral Republlo of Germany) ald thut; in ;;ij:u° ::
'-]hls oplnlon, the total volume could be comblned w:th the voiume:“_ :: =
“up to the 1oad 11ne W1th a conver81on fuctor to rclate the ,g_;;sﬂ-‘-?*+

”'* fva1ues obt 1ned to exzstlng grOSS tonnageS.;_:

Mr.:GRUNER (Flnland) sald ‘he was not thlﬂklng only in termsl-'

._~5 of 1arge sh&ps.‘ Port Authorities wére not keen on: u81ng a f}?¢iﬂ$ff?””
'7_f_ﬁslld1ng scale, they preferred a 51ngle figure for the

i calculatlon of harbour duesn.; Under the. Flnnlsh Proposal 1t; 3ﬂf  Hf t
';t_was the certlfled deadwelght tOhnag” whlch would serve qs thcfﬁf_h'
"jba31s for thc ca lculatlon of dues.; ' * 2 |
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L Mr._CUNNINGEAM (USA) agreed W;th the comments of the Norweglani::3,
": jrepresentat1ve concernlng the shelter deck._f hltherto, port -
_iauthorltles in dlfferent countries had sucoeeéed in solving thelr

’“f:problem by taklng gross tonnage as the’ ba51s bu% w1th due regard
to economic considerations. ~In 1960, -at the time. of - the :

 Conference. on- Safety of Life at Sea; the shelter-deck: nad’
”".' presented & problem because the aim 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 solution which

1Wou1d”make.it'possible to. increase the safety of ships while
maintaining their economic viability. Fow a new formula was
proposed although. little was knowh of the laws and regulations
in force in the different countries,. - There was a risk of

- arriving at a 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 standpomnt were of great 1mportance to
':_many couﬁtrles The total volume would be an entlrely new
formula unless it were quailfled by an appronrlate conversion

' factor. Any decision to exclude the shelter- deck concept mlght
' be prejudicial to a great mahy countries. It was 1mp0831ble to

- %ake an arbitrary decision on the subject and a compromise must be
- found. If it were decided to .abolish the tonnage mark, it was
gquestionable 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 regquest the
alteration of their tonnage. It seemed essential toat the o

' shelter-deck concept should be taken into comsideraﬁion;,_aV'

. DM/CONE/C.2/SR.2




i Mr, UGLﬁND (Ncrway) fully approved the remarks made by the  ff: ' e

:' 5 Unlted Staﬁes representatlve. . That was why Norway had submltted;j 5” '7

'”t”fa compromige solutlon._- ‘The shelter—deck concept was very foes
” _1mportant to the future of shlpplng.,- e

. As for the concept of dlsplacement there was no doubt that:f

.  _1f lt were applled some- shlps would be seriously penallzed and it :3;3?73

”  was very important that shlps should not be penallzed for

' ;ln0reas1ng ‘their. safety. - The question of ballast also. ralsed a
. problem. Everyone agreed that a ship was often more seaworthy
Cooif it Was ballasted, Wny, then, should thls factor be ellmlnated

f -amd shlps penallzed in future if they requlred ballast° That was f'

“-_what would hapben under Eroposal O : : SR o

It was also 1mportant to preserve the reglster ton of 100
Z[cublc feet as a unlt._ Korway Had attempued to flnd a solutlon

along those llnes.. Under the Norwegian proposal it WOuld be o
~ possible to obtain a tonnage very close to the present tonnage of”f“" .
:_standard 1n+ernatlona1 vessels._ There mlght yerhaps e some : '_--

: dlfflCu1tleS in regmrd o small vessels, but a solution’ to that ['f o

,'problem could no doubt e found The Norwegian prOposal would

. alsc make- 1t pOSSlble to fix fthe tonnage of a vessel 1n the early;; ;_j~~

:ffstages of its consuructlon, whlch could not be done ander the
  61spl¢cement system bBecause i+ was dlfflcult to establlsh the S
aa tota1 volume of 'all the superstructures at ‘the beginning, 91nce ai_

vessel always underwent modifications rlght up to the moment of ;”h
'iflts flnal completlon. ?}bif_l : : R T L

The Unlted States representatlve had ralsed the problem 0f;f"“”“' .

|  f the shelter~deck. That was a ‘difficult problem which must not' ﬁ;f5if”:

'”.jbe further compllcated Moreover,'as the dlsplacement system

T 5was very dlfferent from the system currently in use, a long




-8- |

S tran31b1ona1 perlod would have to be allowed durlng whlch the'

H“Qfauthorltles would have to operate two dlfferent systems side by

.'i51de.: 1t would be better to Tind a method Nthh could be brought_e”

:eglnto operatlon as quickly as noeszble. | Flnally, the French
- proposal took no asccount of the shelter-deck eonoept If the

 Conference decided to set up a néw system of tonnage measurement,
it must do it in such a way as to avoid creating new difficulties
 in the future. A sclution must therefore he found whlch was not
too far removed from the present system,

. Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that the shelter-deck queStiQn
:gave rise to many problems, and a solution must be found for it.
He felt that whatever system was ehoeen, tonnage must not depend
“on the construction of the vessel and the number of decks. |
Jonnage represented nn 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 1nto
“zecount in the concept of displacement., 4 slight variation in
port dues might represent a con51derable lcss for a shlpownerQ

In spite of what the representdtive of NorWay had sald the
dlsplaoement could be determined when' -the’ flrst plans for the -
- ship were drawn up,, It had beeh said that ‘the concept of
- dlsplacemenﬁ would 1ead to figures different from the preeent ones.
_-_But from the flgures which he had subtmitted the day before, 1t
"would be seen that the dlfference was. 1n31gnlfloant

Lamf
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Mr. GRUNER (Flnland) said that 1t Wag 1mportant to choose a'}    .
_ 'system whlch would sult not only eX1st1ng ‘ships: but also Shlps toj[¢' f¥

obe constructed in the future. & The Netherlands prOposal merited ff;ﬂffﬁi
 ,1-{cons1derat1on.1_ The problems ralsed by smaller shlps would haveffV*J"
';' to be studled separately.;;z_}d-' | |

Mr. CUNNINGHAM {U SA) stressed the need to flnd a compromlse 5 5=“ Hf

'ff ;gformu1a.~7 In March 1963 the Unlted States had agreed, ina
' ' Splrlt of. compromlse ‘and in . order to make progfess towards a

'funlversal system, to -abandon the concept of water ballast. .5;f 77;fi. g

' f Everybody must make conce531ons.,” _xn.'

MI', UGLAND (Norway) POll’ltEd O'Ut"t thﬁ‘t delays Occurred ln L

' fshlp constructlon because the p051tlnn of the 1nad Tine was not

?ilfknown. It would ‘be p0531ble to ‘abandon the concept of the second  ;jf?

  7deck by preserV1ng the shelter deck concept. ; ‘The. dlfference 1n

_ _Jcosts as between closed and open shelter decks mlght be as much asfffff;
:_110 000 dollars durlng a voyage of four to flve months.  For a-;_;_ R

 57sh1powner w1th “ten or a dozen shlps that could epresent a

' "substant1al sum.fﬂt

5 Mr MULNCH (Israel) sald he had llstened w1th 1nterest to the'i;.f;f
_ ' f-arguments put forward by the varlous delegatlons and he was stlllfqﬁff{ﬁ
'_  fconv1nceé that dlsplacement was the best parameter for caloulatlngfjﬂ 5;

”:fgross tonﬂage._ It was a 51mp1e formula which solved most of the- j fff

:"Tproblems 1nvolved The Gommlttee would have to decide’ whether -

; : d1sp1aoement should be certified or whether it could change 5f‘”: f_
_ftffrequently.__ A Formila’ would have' to be ‘found which would take_h Lo
~* the interests of $he owners and the port authorities lnto account *i“_ 5

' fAccord1ng to the formula submltted by - Mr- Prohasksa - there was
'ﬂg;nothlng to; suggest that dlsnlacement would glve Sfigures very

: ,   defferent from- the ‘present ones ‘except in the case of passengerf, g“____
_3ijvessels.;_ In order to meet that dlfflculty, he would prOPGSe3afﬁ*f,ffﬁf

'fﬂ_new formula..
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10
_ _ The P) IDENT stressed the need to flnd a compromlse
formula whlch would be approved by all : SRRy

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) suggested that gross tennage could be.
calculated according to the formula::

Gr = A+ P.b
S YR
or- ¢ a4+ P.b
S where & - is the displacement ,
a 'is a general coefficient, which mlght be 2
P is the wvolume cf: passenger space
b is the coeffielent preposeé by Norway in

x Document TM/OONF/g/Aié.

Mr. GUPTA (Iﬂdla) said he was. pleased to mnote that all
"~ reépresentatives had agreed that the shelter-deck problem must be
solved, whatever pesrameters were chosen., - The  important thing,
in his view, was to provide adequate safeguards tc cbviate any
~manipulations by owners.” As. far as India was concerned,
displacement wag the best parameter, '

Mr., SOLDA (Italy)-éupported the Israelilprdposal.‘

Mr, ROCQULMONT (France) supported the formula proposed by
LISfael In hlS v1ew, it ought to meet the wishes of those

_ delegatlons whlch had insisted that the ‘parameter to replace gross
_tonnage should make allowance for vessels Carrylng 11ght cargoes,

i Mr. OUNNINGHAM (USA) sald his delegatwon mlght perhaps be
~able to accept the Israeli formula, but it must first study the
- proposal. It would have to enter certaln reserVatlons,

 ”5f part1cu1ar1y in regard to. shelter—decks and the- compllcatlons

 »5wh1ch m;ght,:esult‘from aMyar1able_tonnage._z,it”would,also-be._
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_fffﬁlfflcult to flnd 2. formula fo; d6¢lnlng thc second deck T
' Mnreover, the Unlted States washed to keep: the concept of the_jf“7"?7ﬁ"
| f”shelter—deck. ‘The - Israell proposa1 mlght perhaps serve 28 a i
'}p_ba81s for a compromlse.~_.. SRR : S

s M, SAGARA (Japan) said he could not sunport thC Israell
_'fformula.: Hls delegatlen daid not much - 11ke the concept of : i
p-gdlsplacement and,_ln addltlon ¥:) volumatrlc eoeff1c1ent haﬁ been .;:f
| ejused for the ~passenger spacee._7 | | e L

S Mr.-MUENCH (Israel) replylng to the remarks made by the
L epUnlted States representatlve, said- that calculatlens carrled out R
_:jln cubic metres, on a. dozen ships of the convertible shelter deck }]pf
ffetypc u51ng the system based on half the dlsplacement had glve '
_ ';varlatlons ~f from 10 to 20 per cent’ rn the tonnages obtalned g
_"-eunder the present system.. More thorough studles partlcularly 1f  __ .
':_*carrled out W1th computers, would no doubt be ueeful but 1t seemed:j]}
| allkely that they would conflrm the results already ebtalned._ Slnce"”'i
Soa compromlse was essentlal, it would be advisable to accept @ fj]&h-'”'
5p§formu1a sllghtly less: favourable to vessels of the shelter deck L
7ptype 1f that" would make it pOSSlble to solve all the othcr f”** f7'
| j'hdlfflcultles and, 1n particular, t0 gpt round the prnblem of
V_deflnlng the second deek - - o |

_ The obgectlon raleed by the Japanese delegatlon was a valld L

4”_ one, though not. 1nsurmnuntable.: Perhaps the vnlumetrlc cnefflclentff;f}

?fpcould be replaced by one Wthh would a581gn a certaln Space +n fﬁy'g;ff
 fevery berthed passenger_:_:‘p_. o o SRPINEE Se

S Sk NOZIGLIA (Argentlna) p01nted out that the’ Israell formula;p?if
'ffywae not consmetent because dlsplacement was megsured by welght Sk
. and. passenger space by volume. To nvercome that difficulty, the
_ “Qformula mlght elther be written as a th 3;7 or dlsplacemant o
'3_Volume mlght be ueed thua g1V1ng a ﬁon-dlmenSlonal formula.,:-




 _;i2 ;  :_

Hr. CHRISTIAFSEN (Vorway) s 1@'hb_did”nof'favdur"a'gystémf“
:.ﬁb sed on dlsplacement qnd he- thereforezoqs001ﬁted leself with

'the crltlclsms made: bv the- rggrbscﬁt tlve of Japzn,_ He recqlled”_F“”-’-'"

'fthat the systcm put forwmrd by his dulegatlon Too& ﬁccount of
5 the volume to the uppeL deck,; ignoring the superstructures,,'
'AQThﬂt volume could be caléuvlated in. the early stages ot the

'*:6651gn of the vessel. The method based on total volume would

Tgivé distinctly higher tonnages. Asg for tae_shelterudcck_type  .
_f;of vessel, the problem of the second deck was indced a
Cdifficult ome; it might verhaps be solved by the use of the
_"1mﬁg1nﬂrj watsrline =dvocnted by the Soviet delegation. But |
'-ﬁth ~problem of where to put it would still have to be solved, -

Mr., OVERGAAW (Wetherlsnds) thought it was the duty of the
| “COnferenée to'adopt ~ sinmple, streightforward nnd equitoble
syst@m}‘ If it was not prépored to sccept voristions of

o around 20 +to 50 per cent as compared with the results
obtained under the existing system, it might »~s woll give up
the whole attompt. The Isrsell propossl was however liable

to penalize Dutch passenger ships. In view of the competition
“between sen nnd air transport, it was important-tc fncilitate
the %tnsk of shipowners.

Mr. PROH*SFA {Denmark) rcgretied the fact that: the-

Tereaeli proposal was cxnressed  in cubie metres whierens tons

S were normally used. But. in fact the tonsmsze obt-ined was

bagsed on the displecement volume of the ship. Thus weight
and volume wore not‘used-301ntly and the objections to the

~Israeli proposal WGre‘Without‘fcundation,

. TM/GONF/C.2/SR.2 .



”ff W1th regard to shlps of the shelter deck type, the_epeaker;feffn?;:

,'*fagreed W1th the cemmente of the Unlted States representatlve.nn”fnfﬁffhﬁ
Although less faVOurable,.tne new propnsal Stlll left them some ~ -

"'fadvantage.; Calculatlene made on s few Danlsh Shlp 'conflrmed

._Hdev1atlons of ‘between 10 and 20 per ctent obtained in TIsrasl.
~Ine regard to- the cnmment by the ;epresentatlve “of the Netherlands

':e_a comparleon of prepnsed grose tonnagee and eX;stlng gross'fe e
__tonneges carrled out by the" Danlsh delegatlon (TM/CONT/C: 2/;P 1 S

wWas of 1nterest fhereae the coefflczente calculated for six:

'ﬁ:ftypes g cargo shlps were. around 1.0, -the values relatlng to

'.fpassenger ShlpS obtained by applyxng the Danish propneal were"

0.49, 0.67 and 0.52 respectively. If they seemed unacceptable,j“ﬂfj]iﬁ
Y ceefflclent relatlng to passenger spaces or to the number of

 paseengers could p0581b1y be:added to the formula, on a b331s

_'e,oi 5 tons per passenger with: berth and- half a ton per- passenger nf,};;ji
 without' ‘berth, In any event, it would be suff1c1ent to de01de B

_n that Pb ehould represent the number of passengers and nct the
';Spaees allocated to them.;\__.' _; S j' "  '”

=  NURRAY-SMITE (UK) held the same views as the‘f"

'f-representatives of Denmark ‘and the Netherlands. The A factor

o in the . Ieraell formula could represent volume rather than welghtief'"

gand should thus be acceptable to the Japanese deleaatlon.-:One
~of. ‘the advantages of the system Pbased on dleplaeement Wae that

'.71t_was suxtable for dual- ~-purpnse shlps. “Too much: 1mportance

J';éhonld not be attached to the problem of shelter-deck shlps,

. for in the case of new ships" that problem no 1onger eXlsted.: R
_   The fears expressed by the Netherlands Wlth regard to passengerlﬂ;%_
'%;shlpe were not unfounded but those fears: ‘could perhaps be

_ fd1spe11ed by the use ‘of the coefflclent whlch the Danlsh
'ﬂ7nrepresentat1ve had euggested.;___;r PR SRR o
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Mr._GUPTA (Endla) explalned that there were a great

'  ;j;number of ‘Indian ships engaged prlmarlly in unberthed passenger
 iffftranS@0rt He could’ therefore not take a dec1s1cn on the
“ ﬁ Israe11 proposal before 1t had been examlned moere thoroughly.f."

| Mr. ROCQUTMONi (France) pOLnted out that passenger shlps"

"-accounted for a mere 5 per cent of world shlpplng. Moreover,f'_ _

‘since they génerally plied regular routes, there shsuldfbé no
dlfflculty in drawing wp individual agreements.  The choice .

~-between veolume and mass was likewlse only of secondary 1mportance._

For its part, his delegation would prefer the use of massg, fnr'
when a ship went from salt water to fresh water, the displacement
volume was, in fact, altered whereas the mass remained unchanged.

‘Mr,. SCLDA (Italy) observed that the introduction of a :
passenger coefficient into the formula penaliZed no-rne; being
a constant, it would enable shiprwners to provide all the
passenger space they wished.

The CHAIRMAN invited delegations to submit at the afternoon
neeting any further crmprnmise propnsals they might wish to
formulate.

. The_meeting rose at 12.357p.m;
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. Agends item 3 ~ Consideration of matters as .
o _ “instructed by the Conference: REE
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Mr.:GHRISTIANSEN (Norway) relterated hlS delegatlon si“”-g

' jsuggest1on put: forward at the cecond meetlng of the Technlcal e
Committee for a means of calculatlng the gross tnnnage nf ‘a shlpfff ::°”
_'by calculatlng ‘the volume of the whole body and multlplylng :
by e convers1on factor alloW1ng fAr crew, naVlgatlon and 51m11ar  f*_
_ TspaCes but omlttlng Dassenger spaces." For caleulating purposes,;.fff__
_'an lmaglnary llne could be taken at elghty—flve per: cent of the ij*5fxf
}idepth of the Shlp, 1nstead of u51ng a real consuructed second LA,
_ deck as a load llne._ The underdeok tonnage for, say, an’ openv
7:_she1teraeckﬂr could then be crlculated »nd the conversion . . |
“’_’factor applled “To avoid ‘confusion, the- shlp would have to bd ".3 :ff-i
_”allowed s maximum dreught and only one minimum drstght, an& S
_ "wou1d nave to- chanpe luS 1losd line cewflflcate and’ tonnage _
_.7 messurenent certlflcate at the ‘same tlme9 w1th1n tlme 11m1ts fﬁf
- ”to be uettled by the Commlttee. -:--J- ' ' '

: ”r. BOYN (Oannda) obs erved that while he dlﬁ ot doubt.

 3}the feﬂSlblllty of using dishlacement as 2 parameter for Pwossf gf
  tonnage measurementg some ships could nevertheless have- as _ 8
number of tonnages to suit the density of the CATZO. He dld not f*fffL_T
"'f_fbelleve that owners would hesztate to change the tonnrge )
o freglstratlon of thelr SthS beccuse of the complex1ty of " the o
. procedure: tonnage CertlflCPteS could certalnly be mﬂlled to- f _ “f:””””
”j }consu1ates in’ the magor ports ‘st short notlce There Was a R
' f-danger however, that 31nce the existence of two tonnqge ' "_ :
. :"measurements W?S currently ccu31ng confu8l0n,_the posszblllty SR
”'T*Of 1ncre291ng thc number cou7d on]y make matters worse._ 3 '

R Mr._SAGJ?A (Jﬁpaﬁ)gzln rejoonSG to & request ‘made by the o

' _ French delegatlon,-exrlﬁlned that his. delegetlon ‘did not sgred ff_g ;:“f}
”i"w1th the use of the concept of displacement as & SJstem of  :"'
o tonnage measureﬂent bec~use 1t belleved that ‘the: gross tonn ej fg”3=
Cowes system Tor: lﬂdlCctlﬂF the size of a ship but not 1tsig*5”'”

mrnlng CaP%Cltj. Pronooal C however, dld not embodj the

j'fTM/UOﬁF/C;Q/SR;j_15;,4-:=
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 .cOnceMt:of'c”xﬁihﬂﬂbﬁﬁﬁéity" Tt 4he dhnth ﬂnd lee of A shlp : 'J. N

:*_'wore lntroduood into mecasurcmnent, .some CﬁﬂfUSiOﬁ would bml

-.C“uSOd gince displrcement varicd with the nature of thc Cﬁrgo
and many ships were multi-nurvose carricrs, e

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Francc), in reply, firstly to Mr,:SAGARA
(Japan) said thet while a ship could certrinly have several
displecoments, it was obviously in the intércsts of the
_shipowncr to use it at the nighest value ~uthorized.  He pointed
out that an open shelterdeck ship with = relstively 1ighf cargo
could heve a permonently low draught, cnvisaged in its final
. design. The classification societies use tables to compute the
~scantlings, the structural chqrﬂéﬁoristicskof the @rincipal
ports of the ship and would not wrnt thet syétem'to be ch-nged.
He congidsred, therefore, thnt it wos no use detormining the
draught.if the ship could, on the brgis of its structure ~nd
assigned load line, have a higher draught. His delegation‘took
digplocement to correspond to the lo~d line allocetcd te the
‘ship and considered thnt the loesd line could poséibly be placed
at o lower level thrn thet 1214 down in the 1966 Convention.

On the queétion of dendlinocs ~rd the timé to elapse boetween
issunnce of the two ccrtificntes, the delegntion heiieved that '
thet could be less than six months with the provision, of
course, that a .ship should not chrnge its displacement
registration between successive steges of n single voyege. It
- had been said thet if a ship hed o low displacencnt, cori~in
- port ~uthorities would believe it had »a theoretically higher
-~ onc, which should be uscd., He felt, however, that if the ship
were adecustely designed its displeccment wo uld be A ﬁmximumg _
because if the moximum frcebosrd were not detormined: from

- geomstricnl considerations, the ninimum frueboard-Would'dnyw«y B

'hﬁvc to mect tho reguirements of the ClWSSlflC“tlon 3001ctles

U mN/CONR/C.2/SR.5




s Hls delcgﬂtlon oould Pot ﬂgrbe W1th thc Oﬁnwdlan :

_ ”fsugg:st1on thﬁt thcrc shmuld e two dlsblqccmonts, a hlgh
_fqiﬂnd tak low.f A shlp ﬁ“klﬁg savurﬂl SHCCOSSlVC oy~ gos w1th e
llﬂ-thp ‘shme dlsplﬂccwcnt could be “dCQU“t 1y clﬂ831flbd by thatf_ﬁ

”ﬂivaluog_ it should thus be possible for ‘cach ship. to hﬁvo-a getoa

"f81ngle dlsplﬁcement and & sznglc certificate st tlng 1t

Cwithls trlct ruleg applied to ensure “that *hc tonnﬂgcs warc.; ugj}  f“

':*fffchﬁnged as’ 1nfroquont1y “s noss1b1e

My, UGLAND (Ioran; prot sﬁed thnt Shl“OWﬁ?fS dad not

' nccbssﬁr11J use - their shaps to fulldrqugqtﬂ' opcn Jhcltcrwv-u-’”if-fu

f dccers, for lnst“ncc,'ﬂcfded 0 run: w1th vory 11ttle::“’

_7jdr1uvht w1th a Vbry light cargo.  He did not ngree. Ulth thoi}"“““'”“

“” [f1French prop08”1 to- chﬁmgc tho tonﬁngc very 1nfrbqu03tly 51Fce

.'ﬂthﬂt Whvld do away with the helterdﬁck nr1rc1plc which 1t

hed been agrcbd to kcepv “He pointed out, furthbrworb, th t 5357-'JVT

1f-ﬂ"sh1D had meny dlfftront tonnagecertificates it wnuld
fbe w.vcry dlfflcult %1tu “tion for The Dort ﬂuthorltlas

i M. NUDNCH (Iszmcl) in rﬁply to the: p01n't made by
'f§1 SAGlPA_(Japﬁn) on the Cﬁrnlng cn D”Cjty of A sh1p9 S“ld
' 1;thﬁt Propos 1 C 1ntended to provzau_r ““T%Muf@f on vhlch
': gross tonnqge could be. b“scd and could nct thcroforo lerd :
ffto any conqulon The formula: put forwnrd by nis deleg tlon; ;_
.7:W”"ajmud'"t glVlng flﬂurk fa 1r1y close. to: the gross |

?toﬂnﬁgeg_but closo ﬁlso to thc dlspquCMLﬂt for most shlosg:"f"w"*

 fdlSP1<O8m€nt wmuld Thus plfy thc role curruntly
75foccup1ca by gross tcnnﬂgeﬂ,:g -

T1/CONE/C.2/SR.5



: Furthermqre, he wondered how, 1f gross tonnago was tn _
reprcqent the SLZC of the ship, that Size could vary wlth the

'ﬁfwdtadwelght 3t would seem that an element of earning capa01ty -

owes being re- 1ntraduccd into the dl%placement measurement,

| In conclusion, he obgerved that the Proposal made by

-Wr. Christiansen (Norwsay) te calculate cne. of the two values
te the waterline, was exactly in accordance with the wishes of
the Tsrael delegation.

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) said that his delegation could
accept the formula put forward by the Israeli delegation
a8 a basis for discussion but considered that the displacement
value to be used 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 clecar which of the two
displacement values - far close or open shelter-deck
conditions ~ was to be uscd,

He also believed that owners ghould not be able to change
their ship's tonnage frequently; a limitation of one ycar
would be sufficient. '

| Professor PROHASKA (Denmark), replying tn the delegation
~of the Netherlands on the definition of delta (4) in the
farmula, explained that in a closed shelter-deck condition

the displacement of the load llne 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 a1ready~been

. TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3



':aéréeaiuﬁdh.; Owners shoald be a}lowed to change the freeboard
mark snd could be relled upon ot to dn so- tno frequently so
' };there seemed no. need t0 1mpnse llmltatlons, the system could

jbe left as 1t was._i3- ' ' '

s Mr._ROCQUEMONT (France), AT the matter of convertlble
 ﬁshe1ter-deokers, suggested - that’ elther, it a dlsplacement

';' parameter were _chosen),. there could be two dlsplacemeﬂt values S
E}dependlng on the 1oad condltlon ‘of ‘the. Shlp, i.es the ship could e
.:f;have a high dlsplacement on. the outward Journey and a 1ow ‘one - '_' L
___"[on its return. He! w1shod to keep the open ‘shelter- decker concept f?f 1f
"f_;.w1th the pos51bllity nf eonver51on as well, whether & volume or ' '
- welght parameter were flnally adopted,_but belleved fhat’ the-f 

| fiport authorltles daid- not want- many changes of- thp tonnage value,;;}V
~nor. t00 flex1b1e a tonnage. measurement SJstem.z'; ' R

"77; Mr.f- JONG (Netherlands) szid that the com“lttee ShOU1d be

,..careful not to adapt a. cqnventlnn whlch would nnt ‘be acceptable_g  v;:¢3

"_}to the ports and other 1nterested partles. ‘He 1nV1ted delegateSs f fﬂz§

_: 'a1so to study durlng the weekend the Netherlands formula S
~ooon page 38 nf TM/CONF/3 and to make comparatlve calculatlons.'f jH_f.ﬁﬂ%

o iNet Tonnage o

Mr._CUNNINGHAM (Unlt d States of Amerlca) malntalned that

_,; 3 slmyle fqrmula for approx1matlng net tonnage should equate 1ﬁ

'}to the grnss tcnnage mintus thé water ballast space, ‘all multlplled

: fQ:_by a ccefflclent fiot ‘Teas than a certaln percentage (fnr example_;3~=j f

'VTﬂ 25 to 35 per: cent) of the grnss tonnage, S0 that in o case

._could the net tonnage arrlve at a: zern or near zcro value.-:;y:-3'*
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~The GHAIRMAN con31dered that the proposal put forward
#by Mr. Cunnlngham (USA) could be expressed in, the followmng
;formulae

L UTet = K(w»+ Po- V)
where K stands for the coefficient -and V for the water ballast
spaces. ' -

W

- Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Noxway) 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 Norweglan proposal that all cargo
_ spaces above the uppermost deek should in all cases be .exempted,
 he explained that it was intended that real ca:go_spaces would be
included in the gross tonnage for closed shélter—&eck gships 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 stipulated that the latter
 should be:iﬁ‘volumeirib units to.avoid confusion in existing
‘ships. ' S
Professor PROHASKA {Denmark) commented that since most
fdelegations seemed to prefer that both gross and net tohnage
measurements be kept, some modification of the United States
propesal 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 Committee had to aim 2t obtaining net
. tonnage figures in the nelghbourhood of existing ones;- he-
5-saggested that the displacement and passenger term,multlplled by

'a coefficient of around 0.2 to 0.25 would give a simple’ figure

'"7;of the right value.
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Mr. GRUﬁFR (Flnland) observed that his delegatlon QTOPOSed 1 2..._.,,

guse of the deadwelght 1nstead of the nct tonnage as a bas;s_ 

},]'for calculatlng dues ‘and drew attentlon to the tables on the
'. -last page of TN/CONF/B/A&& 5._ ‘The ‘deadweight corresponded

- very closely tn exzstlng net tonﬁages for cargo shlps 1f

”  -mult1p11ed by a factnr of 0,375,

Mr. NURRAY SMITH (Unlted Klngdom) nbserved that since thare'  

"fwas no great valué in subtractlng water ballast spaoes,rso that

0 the net tonnage would be. s1mply & percenfage of the gross, there: ”""”:f

 -seemed no relevance 1n keeplng the concept nf net tonnage at all._,f”

_ Mr. CﬁVNINGHAM (USA) malntalncd that lf the formula selectcd
Thwas to: apply to cargo Shlps there was need to 1ntroduce some B

f_-factor to covbr water ballast space. ,'

“As to’ the suggestlon that only one tonnagu, the gross tonnage,_f ffff
: "fbe provided; he' feared that such a develnpmcnu would entall upward-}ffjfi
- adjustment. of port dues by every. port in the: world. He accordlngly* fjff

| ijOﬂSldered that the. two tonnages should be malﬁtalned. S

Ty Nr. R”O JAONT (France) said- that on the qu\stlon of wate
":ballast factnr he associated himeself fu11J w1th the stand taken

by Denmark ‘and thé United Kingdom. Tn introduce water ballast 1nto'   f}

the tonnage measurement forrmula would Cnmpllcate matters and open

the way to fraudulent practices, unless detalled requlrements fnr : :3 |

"manhole dlameter, €tc. were laid down.__;]j_'*

Secondlj, he agreed fully w1th the Unlted Klngdom on. the

'” _ quest1on of a’ second parameter._ If ‘as he hoped, the Cnmmlttee
_'=fd601ded to accept the compromlse formula suggested by Istael for :
. the measurcment af Bross. tonnage, the Conventzon could be- conilned' _
":@to that parameter. hs to the- fear expressed by the Unlted States.i'

_fregardlng rises in port dues, he himself thought that port

;:authnrltles would: probably thank the Conference for taking that
' 11ne, 1.e.-1ay1ng down g smngle parameter on’ Wthh to 1evy dues
jlon ships. : & ' '

| _T‘M/comc /s
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*iir. MURRAY SMITH (Unlted Klnvdom) said he had been gning

'lfto reply +to- the - Uﬂlted Statﬁs 1n much the same terms as Francea Sl

f He wnuld take thie opportunlty o make it clear that the Unated
'}Klngdom was not necessarlly fully in agreemeﬂt with. the DJs;- _
- compromige proposal on gross ﬁonnage ‘mezsurément which was to be'_

. considered over the weekend

S e drew attention to a paper submitted by the United ._
Kingdom (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.2); its purpose was purely to help
‘delegations lacking compater facllities in their congideration

" of the compramise proposal, by indicating in graphic form the

‘relationship between the Danish amendment to Proposal C and

existing grnss tnnnages in respect of some 150 ships.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said that the second parameter, net
tonnage, was the basis in many countries for determining port
dues, which in turn hed a bearing on the earning capacity of
ships. Therefore, his d@legatloa ‘could not accept displacenment
a8 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 te &
- linear funciion between displacement and net tonnage =nd had
. found quite comsiderable variation between the two (of the order
~of 0.16-8.36). If it was now desired to adopt a parameter nf
- the kind as a basiz of fair distribution of earnings for all
types of ship, certain substantial adjustments shnuld be made.

He would take the npportunity to refer to the Quegtion_of

- gross tonnage. The use of displacement as the basic paramefer

_,iﬂvolved features that would penalige shipowners planning to - _
'H.improvg safety of navigation from the technical standelnt. _,He'
-.x01%ed,_as an example, the strengthenlng of a °h1p.uga1nst 1ce '
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"ffcondltlons., Such Sﬁrengthenlng was of great 1mportance from the]f’fffﬁ

}isafety standp01nt for ships habltually plylng in iey waters, _and* el

‘the proposed new net: tonnage fcrmu19 would undoubtedly mllltate
” aga1nst such actlon, “thus redu01ng safety at sedl Secondly,

S navigation was ‘becoming ‘faster and faster . and all would recognlze¢j].f””
'.}fthut high speed also. entailed more mechanlcal equipment of &
,.costly type, adding to deadweight.  Nuclezr powered Shlps would ' 5  :f

also’ be ‘penalizged bocause of -the welght of the c¢6llision

e proteotlon requlred With sdvances in shipping, the world was   7“' ﬁf

: ‘1ooklng forward to the ‘time wheh the use 6f 11qu1d fuel in- shlps' )
“would be complutely dlspensed with and unclean fuel’ would be

'_used Lastly, it was difficult 3o rigsualize. dlsplacement as'
the ba51s for calculatlng net tonnage in the case of certaln new-
 types of " Shlp that were now coming. 1nto use HlS delegatlon

_ _ lwou1d accerdlngly profer the sllghtly more complex prOposal set '_:._~~
. Qut in TM/CONF/Q/Add 1._-_ - . S

_ Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) dlsagreed W1th the SOVLet v1ew
: fthat the use’ of dlsplacement in calculatlng the gross tonnage_“”
;  wou1a penallze 1ce—strengthened ships. Strwngthenlng of- the

_ﬂklnd Was coveLed by natlonal regulatlons and. the matter of _gﬂz-'

-_fimportance for the shlpownor was the flrst cost of the. addltlonalz

'f'strengthenlng and not any modest increase.in;: tonnago that mlght

L result. Agaln, ‘he would ‘take issue on. the ‘question- of nuclearm_fff i

_ powered shlps, for the welght of: the heavy Shleldlng for the;fﬁfff

'];catomlc reactor wag not high as compared w1th the welght of fuel S

_011 i e.;oonventlonal shlps. ~; :

- The essentlal was to arrlve at a 81mple formula that would
chfovxde tonnage flgures not too far away - from the present _'_
| figures and displscement would, in his Oplnlon, be the best  .3:_
. parameter for that purpose. ' '
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| Mre UGLAND (Norway) endorsed the comments made by the SOV1et T:
S Uﬁlon.-f The 1mportant aspects to whlch he ‘had drawn attentlon i
"_oshould be glven,due oons;deratlon," : '

The dlSCUSSlon showeé that there Was . need to clear up some'

'f_Vmatﬁers of principle, He had understood that there had been

more or less general agreement in Plensyy 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; i.e. if gross tonnage was to be meassured on t’
. basis of dlsplacement the net tonnage should be calculated on
cargo Space volume, '

- Lastly, there was need to 1ay down in prlnCLUle that
aﬁythlng done to improve the safety of a sth should not add
extra expense for the shlpowner.

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) p01nted out that for a long time past
shipowners had been concerned to keep the;r ships as light in
weight as poSSible, because welght was costly to displace. it
_'was an immutable phJSlcal law that propulsion power was & |
-grow1ng functien of speed and weight of ship; and everyone was
aware that each useless ton was costly throughout the whole
'11fet1me of = shlp,‘the more so as it meant hlgher port dues.
‘But many other 1nstances mlght valldly be cited where welght
had to be added to 'a shlp for speclal purposes, as, Tor. 1nstance,
the case of ShlpS operatlng in trOplcal waters which had to
'"have greater ventllatlon facilities or air- condltlonlng plant

Mr.‘WILSON (Un1+ed Kln@dom) thought there was need for the
'-Commlttee to keep its feet firmly on the ground. An owner built
a2 ship for a specific purpose, a partlcular trade or functlon.

. IM/CONE/C.2/SR.3



__'If the trade happened to be 1n northern European waters, the shlp,-fi  :_
o be. operated Hed to have ice strengthenlng,, and if in. treplcal e

___f’fwaters,'air—condltlonlng. Those facmlltles were not addea :
'-fgfspeCLflcally for safety purpnees but merely to enable the shlp to
 7;foperate in those waters. Safety was taken care of by government |
_ ”f;regu1at1ons and’ 1nternat10na1 conventlons g0 that the: owner had no’:sl
'“ieohOLOe in regard ‘to the lnetallatlon of safety precautzons; ‘The

’f]}had to be malntalned 1n order to obtaln crews.ef:r

"7'fsame applled to crew accommodatlen put in general a hlgher standardfefffj

R All these matters were essentlal 50 -that it was a false R
'"*Precept o speak of "penallzing" the Shlpowner--_ A nuclear~{7

"5§powered shlp was net penallzed ln dlsplacement or deadwelght

fffbecauee the extra shleldlng was offset by not havmng to cerry
“oil fuely Moreover, the | accommodatlen an a luxury llner was not

| *e-prov1ded 81mply to give +the" greatest comfort but- to attract custom,feffif

. _enabllng ‘a proflt to be nade on operatlon. o i e

- Mr. GRUNER (Flnland) p01nted out that the Pinnish shlpowner'fffe:eff
eihad no ¢hoice in the matter of 1ce~etrengthen1ng, as, wlthout lt';%;eﬂﬁei
”efshlps would have te Ye- 1a1d-up for three to five months each .f__ ' _ 
'.‘w1nter.5 Nor was the object of such: strengthenlng simply to be j__{ff' :

'€ 'ab1e to" operate at & proflt, it was ‘necesgsary to keep the -
o country going.,” It was true that ships operatlng in troplcal

;weters requlred alrucondltlonlng lnstallatlons._ ‘In that- R
f._eennexion, ‘he would point cut that one Finnish shlpplng 11ne ';f_f*'”

::] operated between Finland and ‘South Amerlca and accordlngly

'[lstatlstlcs of the complete fleet, and’ had nothing to do wzth

f;frequlred both air- condltlonlng and ice- strengthenlng.

_ Mr._CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) p01nted out to the representatlve.i_
'"of Denmark that insurance premiums in shlpplng were- based on the_g 

 'ﬁfstrengthen1ng or otherw1se..' Flnnlsh ehlps plylng to ‘other partsf*

TM/OONF/O z/sa 3



f;jof burope or to the Unlted States had to pay hlgher dutles than

.”ffshlpplng lines startlng in more clement waters., = Tt was true:

' that nuclear-powered ships were saved the weight of ‘oil fuel butfff;,ftff

:* Tthey had to have many nther welght adding items pecullar to suchi' 
' fsh1ps alone. ' ' '

_ Those considerations were, however, 1rre1evant . The point
at issue was whether an awner should be penalized for increasing

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

 The United Kingdom représentative had spoken of ships being
- designed for a special purpose, Norwegian shipping had to be
_feady'to trade anywhere in the world. Indeed, special deslgn'
was the exception rather than the rule., B

In many cases, shipnwners included safety precautinns going
beyond the minimum reguirements 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, requiré ice strengthening in excess of regulations of H
:the classification societies, Increase in'tonnage was a '
relatlvely minor matter, amounting cnly to about 1 per oent of

the initial outlay on a ship.  The Committee should concentrate

. on a simple formula snd avoid discussion on minor details. - )
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Mr PRLVLLO‘ (U bR) said that there was’ no polnt 1n

*'Jdlscu881nb ice strengthenan' air condltlonlng, or thelr 77

lfjrespectlve 1mpllcntlons tnough 1n his opinion: they would

-:;penallse snlpOWners. ~It was the prlnclpla that WA 1mpnrtant._ ;  ” ?  

SMr. GdUNx (Flnland) sald that ice strengthenlng wasf
very 1mportant for shlps usinz Finnish harbours in‘winter.

"3fSh1ps wmthout 1ce—5trengthenlﬁg paid higher fees per net .

'Lreglotered ton.;_bhlps ballt to Flnnlgh ice: standardo pald B
no duesy. but a shlp - whmuever ite class - that was not capablejV'

 Qg of g01ng through ice would have to. be towed by an ice-breaker at
jﬁf very nigh fees. In his opinion the displacement rule was. net &
'z isat1sfactory9 the deadwelght TUIe would be 31mp1er and eaSler“'ff{L~-vr

Dr. HUL}CP (Ifrael) said th?t over the years the tonnage

.ffrules ‘had" ceme to embody prov1slons concernlng crew comfort

"*fsafety of shlps and ‘prevention of il pollutlon,.whlch should

‘really be provided Tor in other regul tions or 1nstruments.unThé3hfr}ffi

 ;eX1st1ng tonnage regulﬁtlons were liable to-have adverse effects

on nrval archmteccure beccuse they contaxned too many deflnltlong;;jV'”

R The UHAIMJAi asked lf he was correct 1n understandlng ek
: that “the UssR was in Tavour of the Norweglan proposal in-
 TTM/COVP/9/Add 1 as far 28 net tonnage was concerned

i HMr. PRIVAIOI\ (UOHR) concurred He also said thot ms
'-jdelegatlon saw no linear ' connexion beﬁween the Norweglan e
proposal and earller proposals. 1 “ IR RS o
The CHAI MAN summlng up, Sald that there were four ma1n Qf¥f~
.trends in the dlscu881on,f net tonnage as & functlon of

"3 'ﬁ1up1acement°5 net tonnage as a’ functlon of dlsplacement W1th';"':” e

':correctlon for water ballast and & limitation of minimum net T
__'ftonnage,_ net tonnage as a functlon of volume*l My, Gruner
7-]added net tonnage should be a functlon of deadwelght.-

| DN/CONF/C.2/5R.3
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| Dr. HULWOB (14 rael) asked the Norweﬂlan delegate what

' _effect would have the %ddlthﬁ of cargo volume above the deck

on the tonnage deck. S : -

o _ ‘The CHAIRMAL asked also the Ndrwegian'delegate'Wifh*reSpect
- to the sketch on the blackboard whether for open and closed

| shelter-deckers the same figureg would apply.

My, CHRI-TIANVSEY (Norway), replying to guestions by
Dr. Muench‘(lsrael) and the CHAINMAN, said that according to
‘his proposal the cargo space above the uppermost deck would be
exempted in all cases, for open and closed ghelter-deckers, as a
result of the provisions of Assembly Resolution A48 (III).
~hAccording 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'deok was cargo. space:
he had never envisaged deck cargoe.as cargo for the purpdses of'
~net tomnage. R ' | '

The Chhlﬁhﬁ ~said he understood that in closed conditions,
'to-avold 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 deckrconditions‘the net tonnage
would comprlse all cargo space below a line correspondlng to
85 per cent of the depth, ‘plug passenger space. -

Mr, CHRIS;IAubﬁu_(NorWay)“concurred.'

_ - Mr. PRIVLLON (USSR), ih reply to a question by the CHAIRIAN,

_  _8&1& that the Norweglan representatlve s explanation would provide
'__a good basis for dlscuSSlon of net tonnage because 1t took
'shelter~deck shlps into account ' '

- TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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_ %NTQ .'W'ILSOI.‘T (UK) aqked whether the 1mag1nalj 1lnp QF 85 per ' 7:: fﬂ
: -icemt depth in tho Norwegwan proposa* could apply to & Shlp B g
: _whethev or not it ned. a ‘second deck: in- other word%, to a tapker.f“figf

| Mr. OHRISTTANﬁlf'(Norway)'repllpd in the afflrmatlve,_
;.althouga he doubted whether it woulo pay tankers- to use the -
-  1mag¢nary line. He woula prefer ‘to retain the old shelter—' :

' 3.'dec? 1dea.3_a

M. CUPUITGHAM (U&A) said he assumed that 1f the second s
'deck were ellmlnated there would still be load llne control as-:

”*proposed in TM/CONF/9/Add., 1.- As Tegards what the Unlted Klngdom S
'  representatlve gaid he doubted 1f it would be used by tankers

'  ;.because they would have to- 1ose an unnecessary smount of Q'*H-7 ”""
j_j deadWe1ght ' o -

Nr._BuLL (Ui) unaerstood load llnes were belng a881»ned
_ _from an’ lmag¢nary deck llne but un&er the Toad - Llne Conventlon
--7there had to be a deck L ' o Ll

Tﬂe CﬂﬁIr AN said that as he undewstood 1t thefléaé.iihe yf.:”

'-:mark should be . at or belnw the ! imsginsry line for the”purphSe“ S

ot caalcuILa’slnfT net'tonnage;' The pravigions of the Load Llne _ §-51“~i35

;_ Convent1on should not preolude the lmaﬁinary llne.g-

_ Mr. GHRIS IABoMb (Norway), in reply to questlons by the:ff i'_
CHAILLAN, Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) Dr. MUEWOH.(Israel) and’

'} 1r._CUVNINGH%M,(Ub“), said that he ‘had not invented: the lmaglnaryj”g;fff
line,  He’ hed suggested it to overcome- the Aifficulty over: the:V ;;foff

RO gecond deck CHis pr0posa1 reverted to the operation of shelterw,,;';~“”
"':fdeckers berore the eX1stence o? ‘the International. Tonnage ‘Mark

"Schemey..lt applle& to open and closed shelter deck - shlps..]E€  l". e

‘would endeavour to prepare a further paper, although the - oo

| L$ _f~1nform?t1on was all’ contalned in TM/CONF/9/Add oo

. The meéting rose at 6.10 p.m.
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-'LAGENDA-ITEP 3 - CON“IDL“ATION OF MATT*? 'AD INSTRUCOED BY 1&? o
... .. . CONFERENCE (TN/CONF/WP.%;  TM/COI'F/6, Corr.l
A¥D Add.ly  TI/CCE F/g/pdd 1° TI/COEF/C Z/Wf 5
AYD Corr. 1 AT D WP 6)(cont1ﬁued) _

Tne CHAIRH”N'°u”geoted that representatives should conflne ff}." e

"'theﬁselves to new p01nts arlslng out of reflectlon on the

_ _prevmous meetlng s ozscus ion and should not . repeat arguments
already advanced CHe invited attemtlon o two new Foteﬁﬁ L'
. 5subm1tted by Norway 6n the deternlnatlon of tonnage for ‘open:

_-_and closed shelterdeck ships independent of a deflnitlon of a
;f second deck (TU/CONE/C.2/WP,5 and VP, 6y, |

S “} Mr._OdRISTLﬁNSEW (Norway) 1ntrouuced the two documents whlch
'-were ‘concerned with- the net: tonnaﬁe and the gross tonnage con-j-~

!';fcentu respectively. . He drew attention to a correctlon tofi"”?”
. document TP/CONF/O 2/WP.5: . the end of the second 11ne of the -
o openlng par agraph “ﬁﬁuld read.-.H document TW/CO“F/9/Add 1 lS"

S The CHAIRPA& in renly to a questlon from Mrs PRIVALOM
; (UuSR),'°a1d that he had had in mind that the Committee should

- first hear from ‘any members who might have additional 1ﬂforma—;u-"""' '

tlon on the gross tonnage or net tonnage. conoepts. He wou]d

¥T  then try to. ascertain, by an informal show of hands, whether

7_ there was a maJorlty in- favour of two figures or of one flgure
~being- 1mserted on the. Sth 5 certlflcate°_ or: of . system !
Tfpermlttlng a Meductlon in groes.and net tonnage for both old

"Eand new shipsy when the draught - was ‘reduced to a certain. llmit, ffff ff 
" __Or din accordwnce w1th actual d“aught If it was found that the S
"HﬂComMLt 8. was in favour. of contlnulng ‘the shelterdeck praotlce

- for new ohlpw,_tﬂe next point to consider would be whether it e

 would be’ necessary actually to build & deck or not,_ After the

: prellmlnary dlscuss1on and the 1nforma1 de0151on, the Oommlttee
'1could go 1nto the questlon more- deeply and vee Aif lt could

TL/CONF/C 2/SR 4
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"reach agreenent on which: tonnage pa%ameters to recommend to the:_

" 3p1enary meeting as being most 11Fely to gain suppo;

_ “Mr. GRUN'R (Pinland) proposed’ that the Committee shoulﬁ
- discuss his proposal for deadweight as a paraueter, in-which
case he would like %o introduce it. '

Mr, ULLMAN (Sweden), expressing the views particularly of
port authorities, said that the Cpommittee might be moving in- the
wrong direction. e recalled a statement made in the report of
the Sixth Biennial Conference of the International Association of
Ports and Harbors (IAPE) in Melbourne in March 1969 and repeated
by the representative of the Panama Canal Company, to the effect
that the tonnage measurement system was supposed to serve two
purpcses. rThe first, and most important, was . size limite 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 according’
to many different factorsy but many of the proposals submitted’
seemed 6931gned to favour a special type or speczal types and '
sizes of ship.. . : -

As td the opinion of the Swedish port avthorities — which
was shared by many other dues-collecting organizafions - he said
that any dues-collecting authority would reply in the same way as
the Panama Canal Company representative who 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 waiting for the new system and hoping that the

. Conference would produce a really useful one. It was esgential

"”ffcr the Conference to bear in mind that the new system would be.

“useful only if it provided reasonably asccurate information on .

T1L,/COVF/C.2/SR. 4 o
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the meéﬁifﬁde”of'éhipe?efrvaridue'fjbesfaﬁdﬁeizee; 'a'system“f?f'”'”"”'"

- which permitted exemptions or deductions would not. be useful. .ﬁJﬁ*'

V__rXperleqce with tne tohnage mark had made port: authorltles more

'r:knowledgeable about tonna?é measurenent and aware of such

35f:matters a8 exempted cargo . space..j If the result of the Oonferenoeif;
owas a system with a varlety of - exemptlone and” deductlons —-j“-~

-jcorcealed or otherw1ee ~1te work would have been 1n valn, for _fjr“fﬁxjjf

Tﬂ7r7p0rt authorltles would ﬁot use the system, o

The nurpose of a- unlversal tonnage measurement system wasl*7'3

:"-tnot to favour’ 50901a1 ‘groups of ships. If such favouring had

'”r}reeny economic JustlflcatJon it would be provrded for by compet1t10n;;_ﬁ_{7

.fr“between ports.- '

_ Nr. VILLIﬁMS (AustraIWa)p endorsrng the v1ews of “the Swedlsh j_ﬁ o
.frrepreeentatlve,'sald that the Australian port authorltlee had o
ifsupported the resolutlon'odopted at’ ‘Melbourne by -the Inﬁernatlonal_ ﬁ}fjﬁ

_;Aesoc1at10n of Ports and Harbors: (TW/CQ F/12). 0 Prior to: the
- Cenference they ‘had- exeressed the w1sh for a single flgure only

':'rfor tonnage dues, to represent the true size of the- shlp,ef'

_ ﬁ'espec1a11y as renarde services to. be used and palé for by the
 .'sh1p0wner._: They ‘had also said +hat they" were not prepared to

'”.;accept a syeten with exempt spaces and imaginary. decks 'although f.e"r  
S alls but +wo of the Australlan States used tonﬂage mark flgures gjfﬁ-ﬁifr3

T._as they were 1mtended to - be used they couid. not guarantee to do

s in the future,= He suqeesfed that the Commlttee should agree

'ruto A elngle flﬂure - wq1ch could be @rose —-to represent the

'.,relatlve 51zee of enlp89 the port authorlt&es had sald that

it the Corference de01ded on one: flgure they would adgust duee

”-.accordzngly.,, ‘He: dld not. thlnk that they would mecessarlly

:ffralse thelr rateesu-ae feared by the Unlted States representatlve.rffffvﬁ

i ‘_"-_-:':'__Tl\fi/_co;\zr/g -,_2’/_5‘35;4-_. e




"”‘fthat would depend on the relatlonshlp between new and old

 ff1gures- ‘He doubted the practical value of a. gecond flgure -

the "net" figure - since it Gepended on exemptions and ;maglnary

':1ines. |
© Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) said that if two parameters - gross

tonnage and net tonnage measurement - were used, they could not

fboth vary accordlng to freeboard: the size of shelterdeck 4

- spaces would have to be measured accurately. Moreover, from

“the finaﬂciai, economic end 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 freevoard.

If there were to be two parameters, one could be varlable,
but the gross tonnage should be fixed.

Mr.ROCQUEMONT (France) shared the concern of the previous

_ speaker, At the previous meeting it had seewmed that scme repre-
sertatlves hoped that a ship could have a strong and a weak value
in the same parameter o replace net tonnage and gross tonnage.
Seme representatlves wanted the Shlp to have iwo measurement

values: peak and lowest The IAPH resolution was a serious
warning on what would happen if ohl%s reached ports with varying
values. The port authorltleo woul@ notice variations in the

tonnage of the qame sa199 they would accuve the Gcnfererce of
_’covertly reviving tqe Internatlonal Tonnage Mark Scheme and
would want to recognlze oalv the ﬂlgheqt ‘value. Those repre-
‘sentatives did not say clearly 1f they wanted 1nternatlonal
 7regu1atlons copcernlng safety and crew condltlons £to be applied.
 ”If they wanted a change 1n the ship's tontnage value, they were
-_factlng dangerously in advocatlng a hlgh and a low figure,_

'ff_  TM/c0§F/C,2/sR;4 -



_ The Frenoh delegatlon had leeys malntalned that a shlps
"'tonn age should be as constant as POSSlbLG. Under the present

"”_suggestlon a shlp mlght chanae iﬁs character frequently or even_ 1' ff}

'ooiovernlght

"jprev1ous %peakers._ After. carefully con81der1ng the proposals

" made at the prevmous ‘meeting, his delegation had: come to the'

 ';conc1us1on that the Committee was in difficulty because it was

_oggtrylnb to. perpetuate the. concept of open. shelterdeck Space. _In,ﬁoo;,,,

'fdJacuss1ons prlor t0 the Conference,: his. -delegation had had to

'o,fbear 1n mlﬁd the view of certaln naﬁlonal interests that. there &f”'

oiowas some validity in. retaining the open- shelterdeck sPace
_ 3;concept.s After taking into account all the relevant.
'-{ oons1derat1ons, the Unlted Klngdom shlpowners generally had

i decided that there was ne point, ‘in’ respect of new shlps, in.

-T_;retalnlnﬂ the shelterdeck exompted space conccpt ﬁ1t1ough for.f goff?3

Mr..MURRﬂY SNITH (UK) sald that he strongiy agreed w1th thefff fff

fﬁoeX1st1ng shlps 1t would have to be retalned for a oerlod.:-_;_{o*5 "”'

Anot ;er member of hlS delegatlon would Speak, on behalf of_ffo”;,o

o othe shipowners, on the need or otherw1se to retain: the
_oahelterdeck conoept. o e S -

Mre BOLTON (UK) sald that the shlpowners cons1dered that

'-f _the position of ex1st1ng Ships must be maintained for. a'fV-*

'3‘;reasonable pericd. The tonnage of new ships: was: another matter?ff'°'7v

the shlpowners must know the Conference's ‘decisicns before-V*V?":“v”"T

[bulldlng new shlps.; It was essential, therefore, “to see that

'"f_the p031tlop of " exmstlng ships was preserved and a reasonable :
itime ‘given for: them to run out thelr ilfe, and to obtaln )  -”'

onew, reosonaole and 1og1ca1 systcm - whloh meant measurang the

.”joiHSLZe of ‘the- shlp and not pretendlng thet certain spaces exlsted{;fo7flﬁ
"'[All ships should be measured alike throughout the world: then ;-*r”‘

| Sit would not matter what the meesurement was because all would

 “o.$”oompete falrly. The Conference would have falled 1f it ended
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- swithout producing -a systém based on measuring the size of the. . =

S Mr.VCUNNINGHAM”(U@F) said that hlS delegatlon 5 conchn |

'f"frdm the outset had been to protect the United States shlpplng

Vl”economiesn 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 disru?tion, “He did not

- agree with the Australian representative 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 International Tonnage M-rk system was much mbre steble.

The US delegation considtrcd that a tonnage system was
~needed, and as soon as p0551bje, whlch meant a system with two
numbers. Gross and net tonnage should be as close as possible.
It recognized that soms chenge was ln@Vltale but it need not
be overwhelming. - '

Mr, PRIVALON (USSR) said that his delegation had given

“objective consideration to-the'propoéals made at the pievious

meeting. The proposal by the Israel representative gave

less satisfactory results than Propospl C, perhaps because

there was no lingar. re¢at10n5ﬂ1p bbtween gross tonnage

-measurement snd displacement. None of the proposals offered

a real solution or a real tonnage. He wondered why the

- Committee weas considering new proposels when the Plenary .

 -Meeting had not asked it to do so. The proposals circulated
“before the Conference offered better possibilities. .. -

myoom/c.o/sm



Hls delegatlﬁn had also con81dered the dlSpTacement':
_'”per%meter but felt *hqt it was unsatlsfactory bCCGuSu of the
-7 ]1ncons1stent value of dlelachent.__r S R

_ Accordlng to document TM/CONF/lO, port dues were lev1ed | '_”
_'_on the: basis: of net tonnage whlch had been,_un@ ‘should contlnuefiﬂ ;nffff
"o be, the carrylng capﬁcwty feature,’ Hence, there shquld be. a  f- f': 
 parameter connected with cargo and passenger spaces rather thanfq-f;-f75
oan abstraoﬁ notlon of . spaces. But it would not be logical to _
“fspeek of net tonnage usgd for other purposes,_ Perhaps a. thlrd S
-"f 'pqrametcr was ﬂebded ' ' | 4

s T was g W1se 1doa to cun31der the adv1oe o? the canal and5jf*T-:;ﬁ
' =port authorltleo. The" Internatlonal A58001at10n of Pﬂrts Qnd
ﬁ_Harbors hed asked for a scheme not based on draught but on. SR :
':fconstant pﬁrameters found in & Shlp E reglstcr.' Con51deratlon:;ffjfiffi
 of dlsplacement as a perametér went counter to the wishes: of -
“ the: IAPH. ~The dlspLacement pmrametcr qu no new 1dea,- 1t had
_ been trled for the first tlme in 1891 and - suggosted agaln in.
_-:31911 19139 19;1 and 2t other tlmes.“yif it was ‘such a 51mple
| - idea as some seemed “to think, why had it not been adopted°  _
3f_Perhaps it confllcted w1th safety rcqulrements at sea and the
*7:_1mPTOVCmﬁnt of seameﬂ s 11v1ng condltlons._;' ' '

| CHe recnlled thdt Mr, Rocquemont in his. paper ”thre Matters ;j f'iﬁ
_ "rstand on . the Eve of the Inteérnational Conference on: Tonnage f””':
' “  'Measurement" exprcssed the opinion that the ports themselvas’f 1' 
owould o develop & second. coefflclent for size of shlps. fThe?.ff;f} o
: _tonnage parameter should, in any CRDC, be real and conorete
| 7 rather than abstractv- his delegatlon, for omney. flrmly a&vocated
- +he use of volume measurement.--. e Lo '  '  _'
o He went on to p01nt out ﬁhat although the Techmlcal Oommltteejggffi
" had recleLd a very clear and comprbmen81ve maﬁdate (TM/CONF/WP-j)f“ffff

o/




4o discuss Pfopoéél"dT(TM/CONF/G aﬂd the Norweglan Proposal

_   (TM/CONF/9/Add 1) it had rievertheless spent much time .
7 considering other p0351b111t1cp and had so far failed. to flnd a’

':- oomprom1se solution incorporating the most 1mportant aspectS"'

5 VOf the two basic proposals,

_ Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Worway) stated that in order to &vold N
confusion in the ports hig delegation firmly believed that ftwo
figures, namely gross and net tonnage, should be featured in the
- tonnage certificate, that those values on the new system should
. be clese to the existing ones and be brought into force as soon
“ag possible. He also considered that tonnage was a measurement
of volume and that 1t was immaterial which parameter was used fo
arrive at the wvolume value so long as it gave a number, such

as the size of the ship, to be used for safety purposes,
manning, c¢tc. Furthermore, as the Soviet Union delegation had
pointed out, a second parameter was needed to indicate the
carriage capacity of the ship, the twe parameters being strictly
independent of each other. On the subject of the history of

tne displacement concept referred to by the Soviet delegation,
he recalled that in the hearings before the Sub-Committce on
Pananma 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 ﬁnderstood that the
Committece at its third meeting had reached agreement on 2
- formula for gross tonnage containing one term proportional to

. the displacement and one depending on passenger space or on

passenger number; his delsgation believed that a second term

_was indeed necessary but that it was premasture to state exactly
dwhat that should be.
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He observed that the USSR representatlve had mlstakenly

Wi c1ted the Danish: delegatlnn a8 bellev1nﬂ that displacement could :
r__not be uaed a8 & crlterlon, on the contrary, nis delegatlon-;ﬁﬁu-ﬁ“s'
:”'gfhad always advocated it as the preferreé paremeter.- Comtrarj
"lﬁto crltlclsms whick nad been levelled at it, displacement had -~ = o

" the advantage of veing the first and the szmplest parameter tn'*?f*' o

"*]Ibe determlned in the: degign of a ship and according to the Daﬁlshfrhf=l*“

| :deflnltlon glven in TM/CONF/?, $he dlsplpccment measured to the.
:summer load’ line as deflned by the 1966 Load Llne Conventlon, 1t

Jrjwas a flxed Velue whlch did. not vary from day teo day Ffor any one
'*Lr'shlp.f_ Furthermore, ther@ Was no basis for the bellef that the

-r:dlsnlacement parameuer gave any 1ncont1ve to shlpowners fo _ Q§gfjrf
-r7prov1de lnsuffl01ent llVlﬁg spece for- seamen._;ﬁ"' AL

- Under the 1966 Conventlon a Shlp could have ﬁwo dlffereﬂt
':dlsplﬂcemenﬁs ﬁccordlng to the 1oad 1lne mark,” the British -

-; sh1pownLrs had decmed it unnecessary to extend that scheme to- new @fff?irr

.”1Shlps ‘whereas: nther owners, esp901a11y thO%e operatlng shlps on

f_.long voyagos with very heavy cargoes on outwerd jolurneys’ aﬂd

:_fllght ones on reuurn, had. dlsagrced r It seemed perfectly feasrble

'-howeVer,ito incorporate the dual value system into the new -**urv S

'zﬂConventlon.;_ He cautioned that although: the representatlves of

. the ports authorltles had - deflnltely calle& for abolltlon of the

i:rtonnage mﬁrk scheme they could not e construed as - haV1ng _j L

 r;requesued a s;ngle tonnage only, he believed. that once. the.ﬁ7f5r°'
- tonnage mark had been ‘replaced by a satlsfactory system they R

': would flnd no further fmult w1th rhe sheltardecr CDQuSﬁt ,gf”hf5'r“*5"*5
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: ._ o ..; |

_ Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK), supported by Mr.-KING (Kuwalt),_. R
_'referrlng to: the: USSR stwtcment ‘observed that although strlctly 
gpeaking, consideration of proposals by the Technical Commlttee '

"'f;other thar 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 Dby

'._'the‘Uniﬁed 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 grogs volumetric measurement would considerably raise
all gross tonnages, he noted that that was only the case for
"basterd" ships; i1.e., shelterdeckers with "unrecognized" spaces
on bhoard, As for the United States delegation's belief that the
dues~colliecting authorities wouldrnot find that acceptable, he
was convinced that, on the contrary,'they favoured a simple
system of levies and reccgnized the advantages of having a single
parameter. |

_ Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) supported the views of the

United Kingdom shipowners; his delegation had maintéined 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 & reasonable transitional period was
provided and measures were adopted to ensure.fair.competition'
between ships operating on the o0ld 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

Cyears would be adequate,

 TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4



_ It was also conV1nced thqt onu parameter would sufflce and
_favoured dlgplacement on minimum” freeboard, accordlng Yo .the

[streﬁgth of the shlb, | Shlpowners building their. shlps entlreiyf:; ff ;f

Clas open shelter deckers would haVC'q Tow tonnage; - those

B de31gnlng a ship for e larger draught, entailing o’ con51derab1e5‘ i5"'f"
U lAmount of steel in the cénstruction at 2 more elevated cost,_”3;;'ﬂ-*'*”5

o would h ave " to be’ prepared to pay hlgher ducs throughout the

'“,“11fe of the ship., R R _ R |
i Mr. ROCGUEMONT - (Franoe) dlsagreed w1th the assertions hade

”~by the SOV1et delegatlon, firstly, that the Melbourne Resolutlon'f jH L

:f condemned the use of . dlsplacement mS a parameter and, secondly,, }f;f5f;5

'. ffthat the solution for a formula for gross tonnage meﬁsurement ;f' 0
chon51dered by the Comulttee at its thlrd meetlng was not & good fj'ijﬁﬁ;

'ffcompromlse on two v“ry dlfferent orlglnnl proposals.‘_aHis*

| delegation feLt “onthe contrary; that the new tentative: farmulaf 7rf7ff”

“met the wishes of the Norweglan delegation in 80" far as’ %he

 fparameter repla c1ng gross tonnuge could be. lowcr when a shlp had} JfVi__
SN fa 1lghter cargo and yet alsgo satisfied some features of Proposal;fﬁJ;ﬁ**”
GG 1nrfespect of the. walght of the ship. T

- Mr. CHRTSTTANSEN (Norwaj) stated hls deleggtlon § view that:fg.ﬁf_ ;
__ﬂthe shelter—deck concept should ‘be melntaineé for eXlstlng shlps[ ; jfff?
 1ffand exteénded to new ones, at least for tho near future, 1n the
' interests of unlformlty in. the tran81tlona1 stﬂge from the old Hf

'-_'Conventlon to the new.u-

The CHAIRMAN suggested that thp Oommlttee should p*OCeed td f '”7”'

__ 1ZVot1ng on varlous genﬂral mattmrs, in order to elicit: tentatlve: E f'7”:V
" ‘conclusions. prlor to ccmlng to final 690131ons at the afternoon'_ff Tfj;9

'jmoetlng,_;“*"“
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The SECRJZA?Y exp;alned thau;_although the Credentlals o
Commlttee hﬁd not as yet- completea lGS work the Leﬂal Offlcer
‘informed hlm thﬁt tbe Commltbee was: empewefed to vote under

'leule 5 of the Conference s rules of prooeaure._ Deczs;ons in. the

.Commlttee would ‘be taken by a simple maaorlty, as’ npposed to' 
'the two-thirds mzjority reguired in Plenary in respect of matters

"xof 1mportance.

The CHAIRFAL put to the vote the question: whether the

R opén shelter-deck condept should be retained for existing ships.

There were %1 votes in favour of retention and 1 agalinst.

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

 [_she1ter -deck concept should be applled to new ships.

There were 16 votes in favour of application and 1% against.

In response to points made by Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) and
Mr. GUPTA (India), the CHATIRMAYN put to the voie the guestion:
‘whether conversion_from'open to closed shelter conditions and
‘vice versa should be allowed at infrequent or frequent intervals

There were 18 votes in favour of infreguent 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 cne figure only.

- The CHAIRMAN proposed to put to the vote the VariOus

H_.parameters that'might be used for calculation of gross tomnége,

'  as represented by the following formulae:

1. 6T = £{IWT) DWT = Deadweight in tons

2. 6T = £(V) V = Volume in m’ .
3. G o= £(V) V = Digplacement in m3
-_;4. GT = f(v,v)

'”**fgfmm/GOJF/c 2/SR 4  ”"



In respenee to a p01nt made by Professer PROHnShA (Denmarx);“bf5-7

*he added a flfth pOSSlblllty R BT E _
5. | GT = f(v P)   n,{s-'_; P'J‘Passengef'epace #elamé :
' ST or- passenger number

L Professor PROHAS KA (Denmark) said’ hlS delegatlon would much. *n:n;
__a.prefer formulae 4 and 5 to be comblned in a single equatlon i

'5but the polnt was ‘one- for laten dleeu831on 1n the 11ght of the |

'rnavotlng on- the flrst three.

_ In answer to p01nue ralsed by Mr. UUNNINGDAM (USa), _
s‘_"nr._ SOLDA (Italy) and Mr; ROCQUE: ONT (France), the CHAIRLLAN
fexplalned that Vv, a8 uoed in the formulae, represented ‘the"

total volume of the SﬂlD s enclosed spaces._ “Questions: eoncernlngff._;if

fgpassenger space or water ballast apace would come’ up for later
'7ﬁconelderatlon._j' : R e 5

Multlple votlng, i e.-afflrmatlve votes fer twe or more of

: :the formulae, would ‘be immaterial, ‘since the" basic idea was to_} R

'.;determlne Whlch solutlon enjoyed the greatest support._f.-?b-w'-‘*“”~-*

Mr. PRIVALON (us SR) euggested that sonfusion would be

-  _avo1ded by restricting the voting in the first: instance: to the?fnfﬁf*?ﬁ
'”ba31c questions of prlnelple exemplified by the formulae . 1 2

and 3.5 The’ varloue functional details _could_be_taken up_later_ﬁﬁﬁ

':aln the 11ght of the ba51c de0181on.

SRR P’II'._ GUPTﬂ (Indla), ‘II‘. I\*UB.RAY SMITH (UK), NI’. ER_LCSbON _. .
-:Q'e(Sweden) and Mr. LUFWG} (Ierael) supported the Soviet proposalgsa',_.,s
. Mri MURRAY SLITH adding that each delezation ehould have one’ }_f

ei_afflrmatlve vote only on the three 1teme.-"

The OHAIRMAB conflrmed, in answer to NMr. SOLDA (Italy),

__3that the formulae 1, 2 and' 3 related to shlps both w1th end --  .n_

:fw1thout passenger accommodatlon._*

Cmpomoosns



';{16 ;_fv'”

Professor PROMASKA (Denmark) sa;d he would endorse the B

": Sov1et proposal on the understandlng %hat 1f selected for=ula  j"'

_"2 or formula 3 could be ampllfled to take account of passenger
- space or. number, ' ' '

. The CHAIRMAN noted that the Soviet propnsal was generally

"' acoeptab1e on that condition.

_ There were 2 votes in favour of deadweight (fbrmula 1)3
2% votes in favour of volume (formila 2) and 10 votes in favour

 j jof displacement (formuls 3).

The CEAIRIIAN 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 wvotes to 4, it was so decided.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said hisg delegation would vote in
Tavour of displacement; but displacement was not the only
parameter to be taken into account for determinatién of net
" tonnage. o

‘ Vr. de JONG {(Netherlands) pointed out that the possibility
set out in Propnsal C should alsc be voted on.

Mr. GRUNER (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
prarameter. 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 Fort Authorities were not subject
‘to directives from oﬁtside° it would therefore be wise to provide
~a - reliable figure that was generally acceptable,,for thelr use
1 5as a basis for the levying of dues.

- TH/CONF/C.2/SRu4




_17_ A
| Mr. PRIVALON (UJSR) suagested that a5 in the case of gross . . .
_ _-tonnage votlng should be restricted in the flrst 1natance 1o R
o the p01nts of pr1n01ple._ f'_. .._<-__ y

It was 80 agreed

- The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the quesﬁlon._ ‘which parameter,:,5ﬁ7fﬁ7
___;deadwelght ‘volume or displacement, should. be used for the{;ﬁf gtT““” o
ﬁ_formula determlnlng net tonnage.:  o |
“There weré 2 votes in favour of deadwelght 14 Votes in o

”" 'féVour.of volume and 20 votes in favour of displacement. = .

| f fThé meeting rose at 12,45 p.m.
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INTER.GOVERNMENTAL MARITIME — - |
i o - o TM/CONF/C 2/53 5
:_:CQSSULTATI.\{E ORGANEZATEON "2 June 1969 ; o
[ | Orlglnal FRbNCH}g ”if*3=73

'“7;fFOR'PARTICiPANTSJONLY* _f_ '

.' INTERNA IONAL CONFLWLNCE ON
TONNAGE LMBASUREMENT, ]969_
Technlcal Cnmmlttee'

PROVISJONAL SUNLJRY 1EOORD OF THL FIFTH MEETING

held at Church House,.Westmlnster, London, 8.W. l
oon Mnnday 2 June 1969, at . 2 30 p m._

 -féhairmaﬁ=a7_Lffjf.j e, F SPINELLT (Italy)
 Secretary: Mr. Y. SASAMURA |

A 'list of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.1 .

e N B Correctlons £6 be 1ncnrpnrated in the. flnal summary recard _
" nf the meeting should be ‘submitted in writing (two capies 1n"
Prench or English), preferably on the provisional summary
. “record, to the Dncuments Officer, Committee Room 2 and after
- the Confereﬂce to-the INMCO Secretariat, 22 Berners Street
1-London W 1 not 1ater than 8. Julv 1969 : . :
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. gowgENTS

. hpenda itém 3 - Consideration of mattérs as.
o instructed by the Conference . . -

(continued)
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o AGENDA IT”M 3 - CONETDTRATION Oﬁ'ﬂfz"*“s vy IBOTRUC :D
o BY THE CONFERENCE (continued) S
ffﬁ(”a/COVf WP.35 . i /CONF/ 35 . TM/CON?/6°'W S
S MM/ COVR/ T TM/OO“F/9/Add 15 TN/CONF/O 2/1 to 3$1;~-
| _A___”Z'TN/CO“F/G 22/WP.1 to 6) R |
R Mr._ROCQUEMONT (France) thought that, on the ba8ls of the o
_ff,lndlcatlons prov1ded hy the votes taken at the urev;ous meetlng,  -
:}:lt should. be DOSSlble te establlsh a coherent ‘system fairly o
'”close to- Propoaal C which' could be applied unlversally w1thout

'hamnerlng ‘the shlpblng trade.. | e | S e
S c Professor PROHASKA (Dﬂnmark) aid not thlnk that the decz lons:fff}
o '{,fjgust taken could permit the adoption of Proposal C..,:The[' R f,

3  - Comm1ttee had de01ded that the shelter-deck concept should. apply
j'to new 5h1ps, whereas Pronosal -C was bqsed on a constant total '
'_ volume for ell parte of the shlb. That p“oposal could net _
 “therefore. be adopted unless the Comnittee were to takg a vote _

f?on a new iden,  He wag also surprised that the majority of the' }Ff;jf
 ”_ccmmitteé hould have voted in favour of the use of volume to "'"”;;:“
| determine gross tonnage and displacement for net tonnage._[.Thé S

jreverse would have been more comprehen51b7e.. The Commlttee R

would, however have to continue its work with due régard for o
| the result of that: vote, a fact which would undoubtedly glve_"'

,;rlse to 1engﬁhv dlscu551ons.__3 L R

| Mr CTRISTIAJSEB (Norway) sald t at ln p”lnClUle hls
"f delevat1on approved The deClSlonS taken, mnlch should moke 1t
' :;poss1b1e to reach a‘COﬂpromlae betweeﬂ the Norweglaﬁ Proposal :
" and Proposal C. - He would have preferred the uge of. the vclume,f'
Ry “eoncept for net tonnnge but it was essenti al e try to arrive-
"f :at a universal system. CIn regard: to the comments of the o
- _Danlsh representative’ concernlng ﬁotal volume, . it was to be .
f;hoped that the Commlttee woulé de01de that the volume concept

. IM/CONE/C.2/3R.5
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ghould produce a gross tonnage as cloge a& possible to existing

values.  The Committee would have to discuss the details
'”concerning the calculation of gross tonnage, as there was a R
._certaiﬂ disparity between the Prench and the Norwegian Proposals;'
 In'the case of net tonnage, a fixed figure mugt be laid down.

_ Mr, SABET HABACHI (Suez Canal Authority) expressed
recervations concerning the parameters chogen by the Committee.
Gross tonnage was expressed in cubic metres and net toanage in
long tons. - The concept of net displacement was unfair,

because 1t 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

gystem would invelve 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 cer%ify
displacement, low-draught ships like open shelter-decxers
~would be treated appropriately, a low displacement being
entered on the ceritificate. Such shins would therefore get
favourable treatment in regard to port dues.  Furthermore,
there seemed to bhe little justification for using the term
' "ghelter-deck” in connexion with ships of the future. The
concept stemmed from the old regulations and, as a representative”
- of United Kingdom shipowners had sald, 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 ocut that
- displacement could be expregsed in tons as well as in voliume.

. TM/COVE/C.2/SR.5



.::gThat was a secondarv mauter whlcn snou d*nbt_troubie_fhe;Suez :: 54'”'“

';fCamal Authorlty,

He) MURRAY SHITH (UK) pointed out that the vote on "' ' e
- ;questlon 2 had ‘showm “that 16 representatlves were in. favour-j}ff'

_,_   of the application of the oped shelter-deéck: concept to new Shlps"  

bt that it had not been: decided whether that concept: should L
. apply to gross tonnage only -or o net: +tonnage as Well.xu_In :" _
”’_regard to displacement, most of the members of the Commlttee; .,f

 ' 7hcd probably congidered that gross tonnage should be a flxed'fffV
'f;flgure 1ndlcat1ng the volumetric size of the salp and - that f::_

- the shelter-deck concept would. be .expressed in the forim of- a'f--"”

“variable displacement in. the case of net tonnage.'_ If that  ;fif _:“ﬂ?

Va;fwere so, 1%t would be better to state: 1t clearly._C

Lr ERTCSSON (sweden) said’ that, in ‘his- oplnlon, “the- e

.“lntentlon of +the Committee, 1in d601dlng to retain the shelter_~¢:"3777'

- deck, concept erﬁnew:shlps,:had_been;to:arrlve at.a,systemﬁof L
'-:’£0nnage;measuremémtgwhiCE;c@ﬁl@»begappliéd'imMediately_and,   ' 
would enable shipbuilders-and -shipowners to“construct_ships”"

 that were satisfactory. bath-from the economic and technical e

point of view,(_ Such-ships might be .cf the. current sneltera-  *

i deek type but they mlght equally well be of a new: type'n-,Thélﬂ_f*”*’”

RN ':fdlsplacement system would be more flexible 1n that reoPeCt’  f  f m
ﬁ”fi'__'but lt should be expressed 1n volume-cu.. | .

- ‘Mr, DE JONG (Netherlands) recalled that the votes at thefbfa
':fjpreVlnus meetlng ‘had shown taat 23 representatlves were in S

©favour of volume as theﬁparameter‘for;grossﬁtonnage_and,of:j ,,:ff 0

.'"; disp1acémenﬁ"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 =

mjeonE/c.o/ms



. concept and te that end it would be advisable to. take account .

'*T5of displacement zlone. 4 gross tonnage based on volume could

 be obtained by using total volume, but it could. also be
- obtalned from a comblnation of the total volume and the
E 'dloplaceﬂent in order to arrlve ot eXLSt;ng figures.

S He wished to draw the Committee's attention to docﬁment
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.4. It should be borne in mind that the Suez
._~Cana1 Aunthority 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 agsist the Canal
~Authority in its task. - For exaanple, a conversion factox

could be applied to:the total volume, and the deductible spaces
mentioned con-the certificate. . : ' '

 Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (¥orway). pointed out that the. Committee,
by voting as it did, had not adopted Proposal C. It had
chogen the- parameter of volume to determine . gross tonnage and
of displacement to determine net tonnageg 1t had decided that
two tonnage figures should be menticned on the certificate
and it could subsequently decide how those tonnages were to be
scalculated. ’ ' '

"My, CUNNINGHAM (USA) endorged the comments of the
Norwegian remresenﬁatlve. "The Committee had not voted in
faveur of Proposal C which, as everyone‘knew, many countries
could not accept. - For the time being it would be better not
to take decisions on .too many matters befcre -interpreting the
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votes of the nreVLqu meetlng._ The Oommltﬁee would hﬂve to

S glve carefu1 taougﬂﬁ o the p01n18 made by tae renxesentatlves.” L

 ':of Novway and the Netnellards.-_'

“Mr. DT JOJG (Netherlands) po:nted out that the Oommlttee

.“7_ had not - cleared up “the questi on of the secand dec? when VOtlng

%o retazn the . open shelter-deck concent for ex1st1ng chlns. Vﬂ;lf""

' That was a vital p01nt for it was J.IIlpO?Cta?ﬂJC to know whetner |

_'.-the de81gn of tae Shlp would be 1nfluenced by the measvrlng
"”_ system._--” ".” _ _'_ R  __'__ G  "

: ; Mr. MUINCH (Israel) con51dered that the Gommlttee s
f{deczslon to retazn tne system of dual tonnages - desmlte the

*',fact that two port authorlaj representatlves had sta+ed tnat

"7_1t was not, 1n thelr VLew,'lndwsnensable - utemmed from the

desire to ensure tae_curvzval of the current system and to
obtain’ flgures as near as mosszole to. the ex1st1ng ones.
The questlon, then, wag whether the results cbtaaned by

fru51nﬁ volume as the parameter for grogs tonnage and dlsplacement;f  'f;ﬂ
7 as the parameter for net tonnage would be cloge to the ex1st1ng-{“”-9"'”

3¢'f1gures.- _ o e RIS : S S
_ Mr,_PRIVALON ( CC‘R) conszdere that the results of the
: voflng at the previcus meeting were sufficiently: clear for

the Committee to be able Lo submit its report to the plenary._;;t e

' Nany ‘courtries wmre'cuvrentlj u51ng net tonnage to caleculate:

‘herbour dues.  The Comnittesd had voted in favour of - dlsplace~7“  o
ment for determlnlng net tonnage, but no indication Had - been

  p1ven of how to obbtain results close to. the. existing ones.-

'ff'The possabllltles were numerous and. the ouestlon was a- techrlca1T ;H.JfW
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one which. would have to be dlscns“ed ~What means cduld be

.'.f used ‘to.obtain net tonnages, baqed on dlsplacement w%lcﬂ

;5wou1d be comparable with ex1st1ng net toﬁnages9 ‘It had been _"
suggested that two net tonnages might be adopted once the

= queotlon had been decided in- plenary.

) ~ Mr. CHRISTIANSEN iWorway) p01nted out tﬂat the- Committee
: fnad decided t0 retain the shelter-deck concept, which meant
having both gross and net thnages. The Commitiee would
gubsequently have toidiSCuSs-the difficulties inherent in
such a system. As the representative of the USSR had stated,
- the questicns which the Conference had refeired to the
Committee'appeared-to have been answered by the results of .
the Comnittee's voting. - |

Mr, WASILEWSKI (Polmnd) cor51dereg that dlsplacement
should be calculated lﬂ such a way as to be adaptable to the
lowest load line. '

Mr. FERICSSON (Sweden) said that his delegatior could agree
t0 the use of two parameters, but was not in faveur of a dual
system. 'The'paraméter adbpted should give a clear indicafion
of the size of the ship.

Mr. CUNNINGHAL (Usa) stafed that over the previcus féw_ ;
Aays his delegation had_éxamined the various’compromiée 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 sghould be one or two tonnages but
no-cne had said that the two tonnages should be gress and net.
Nevertheless, 2% delegations had voied in favour of volume for

- determining gross tonnage and 20 in favour of displacement for

net tonnage.
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. The OUAIRMﬂN prowose& that t%e uommlttee should vote on :
'_ﬁthe queotlon put LOTWard by the United Klngdom repre%entatlve, nambly

_ -- whetner in the ca%e of ex15t1wg shlps the shelter-deck concept o

'- 'should apply to pet tonnage on¢j or to gross tonna e a8 well

Tt was so deo;ded.

The ChAIRﬂAW Dut the questaon to the vote.-”

_ (In 2 prellmlnarv voteJ the Gowmlttee devlded that the
open shelter-deck concept for new shlbs should applv to

 net tonnage only. )

R ~Mr, CERISWIQNQEN (Norwsy) 1su@p0rfed'bY'Mf.“GUPTA (Indla)
m' :cons1derea that if the opeﬂ %helter deck concept was to;l,-
cortinue to- be applled to existing sh1ts, it was 1lloglcal : S5
Vjchat it should qpplv to net tonnaﬂe on¢y ln the case of new ; '” -
"shlns._,' ' _A , ,f _" , _ _ JENEN _ _ .

. Professor PRGHfQFA (Dehnark) noted that throu hout 1ts
' debaues the Committee had qlways considered that exzstlng o
;  ShlpS9'WLth or . w1thout shelter deck should - retaln_thelr_gl-77-ﬁ

tonnage durlng a long tr“n81tlona1 perlod.~

| $ dr. DE Jome (ﬂetherlandp) requested the cOmmlttee,_;f'”j“
'folloW1ﬂg the dec151on it Tad just taken, to make 8 rul¢ng on ff

'_   the problem of ﬁhe second deck

. GHRISWLA SEB (NOrwsy) p01nted ot that under jf
B  1ts terms of reference the Oommlttee Wwas only requzred S
'“i:to recommend to the Gonference the CQOlC@ of a parameter_Ti;fff

Cor pargﬁeterso_ Q_

*f Mr. GUPTA. (Indla) added that the questlom of the_}j3~”f_
ésecond deck was of minor 1mpoxtqnce and’ could qulte well _"'

”'g_be @1scussed at a laucr meetlng._  f3
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: M. QUENOﬂ (Israel) y01nﬁed out that the Oomm;ttee was:
' :empowore& to decide whether the nét. and grocs tonnage values
” "qhou1d be close to the old figures, ' | o

_ i M. ROGQU“MONT (Pronce) said that in his view it isuld
 ]be prcferable to recommend that in the case of gross tonnﬁge,
the mean values should be close to the old figures. The
problem was less important where net tonnage was concerned.

 As to the deviation résulting from the choice of
displacement 28 a parameter, thé consequences were obvious:
inevitebly some ships would either be at an advantege or a

_ disadVantage, as the case might be, if the system of measure-
- ment wasg changed. In any'event the new system would be no
more unfair than the current praétice; existing ships would
keep thelir present tonnage and two identical ships, flying
different flage, would receive the same treatoent. '

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said he felt that the Committee should
give itself time to think before roejecting the Israell
fepresentative’s proposal under which the parsmeters chosen
should give results similar to the old values.

Mr, NOZIGLIA (Argcntlmm) agreed with the views of the

French representative.

Mr. WILSON (Uix) recalled that the Sub-Committee on
- Tonnage lMeasurement had tried in vain to work out new
values which would be close to the old ones. Since the

"7 methods of calculation were different, the Committee

__IShould try to arrive at figures which, as far as reasonably
' “possible, did not differ toc widely from existing values.
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'5;r}fDE7JONGE(Nefhérlénds) dld not’ thlnk thru, in'

o taking.six decisions at its fourth meeblng,_the COWMLutee hed

entirely fulfilled its terms of weference. It still had to
 1dcfin'vo1ﬁﬁé spoc fylng whether it meant total VOlume und,
-_deflnlng the spaces included in ‘that volumu. _ ' _'_'_ 
_ : _Professor'PROHﬂSKA \Denmark)vthought_th t dev1atlon S
1 of?5.tof6%-between the old and new values would be acceptable;ffﬁ

'_Undef_the existing system, net tonnago. represented 55% 3

:' ;grdss7tonnage,_bdt if the olsplaoemmn+ percmetcr tog cther

_'With'g'ccnv rsion’f%ctor were adopted,” the not tonnnge would
':fbe hlghcr than thg gross. o “' E _ S o
| ' Mr. GFUNER (Flﬁl&ﬁd) aaid thﬁt 1n'his”€léw fthé ﬁew'”"_
';groqs tonnuge should. be of the: same: order of megnitude as:.' 
‘the old, in order to avoid having to alter all the =
'_Suatjstzcs and _1gﬁrcs in'inte“n tional conventions. spd B
_ agregmeﬂtso_ ‘Net tonﬂgge qaould coastltuue a r@asonuble'T”' |
”5_fruct10n Of gross tonnage. ' '

_ - Mr. ROCQUEJTGITW1 (Fr nee ) 00181ched tn v _smnce dlspldce—_'”
' ment wag a'new COﬂCLpt 1t was in no way essential to

: 4iabprox¢mnte the new net tOﬂﬂmg ks to the old

Mr. CQNVINGHAM (USA) th wought | +the Commlttcc shoala not'
' be content with v“lucs caleculated in the light of ;1ﬂure833_

.. in the convontlonu but shovld eim at values whlcn were *ﬂi"'
.if”qs close posszblo to the exist Dg one s"- ' 5

3 Mr. WITSON (U ) ooscrv“d bhat if vfluﬁs close to the _
o eXlstlng ones we“e to he Obtﬂlﬂed coefflclents‘ﬂould hqve_Q"
':_to be’ qpplled to different types of thps'éhd he gav an_:‘

.“_;ana1y513 of graphs 6 and 7 in fnnex 2 which had bepn o

| trﬁnspltted by the UnLted Klngdom Governme nt
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Mr PRIVAION (UQSP) seid he was sure that all the memb@rs of

 :" the Oomm¢t ce wanted to egtablicsh velues which WOuld mot result

in eX0e551ve dev1at1on dnd thus . cres te difficulties for qmall

3,;shljxlng companies,

_ _ Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) thought that if '"mean" values were
mentianed9 devizations might nevertheless be very wide in the ease

of certain ships.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the term "standard deviations"
" be substituted for M"mean values", |

Professor PROHASKA (Demmark) said +hat the standard
deviations could not be the same for all ships. Moreover, it -
was not a concept the Committee was called upon to discuss at

the present stage in its work.

Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK), Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) and
Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden) endorsed the views of the representatives
of the USSR and Denmark.

The GHAIRuAf pointed out thet at its morning meeting the
Committee had reachod onLy provigional conclusions, and that those
should be confirmed, unless the Committee preferred, in the
light of the debaté which had Just been held, to take a further
vote on the various questions. '

The Committee decided una nlmovslv to confiym The

conclusions it had reached during the morning (TM/CONR/C.2/WP. 7). -

The CHAIRMAN suggested that documsnt TM/CONE/C.2/WP.7
should be submitted to the Conference along with the rssult of
the supplementary vote on the applicaticn of the open shelter-
'_deck concept to new'ships'foL net tonnage only.

It wes g0 agreed,
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Mr. GUPTA (Indla) s~1d h d@Tééafiﬁﬁ.céﬁSideC6lfh t the

 ..; Open shalter-deck conc pt Shquld bb'ubplled to now Shlps for _¥i€:.,,,
'Tf}both gross and. net tonnage. . . . N i

Prof&ssor PROHASKh (Denmark) wonéerrd whether the deelszon

.'] taken onthe appllcatlon of thc opcn shelter-deck concept to mew R
fshlps for net tonnage only had not - been taken prematurely.: Some :;ffff

delegates, when they voted, scemed. to have beeén under the f”

- impression that net tonnage was always uséd as’ the ‘basis for o

Cport duesy whereas in fect some ports used gross tonnage.'

B & He tngr@fore proposed that a new votc bb_tﬂgen on’ thﬂﬁ questlon.3-”af

Mr. GUPTA (Indla) and Mr. GRUNTR (Flnlnnd) Supported   :L 'ﬁ*¢f

Mr PRIVALO {USSR) ‘pointed nut +h9t @ccumcnt TM/GOLF/lO |
ated 31 Jenuary ‘1669, gave all the information available. to__~

: f_IMCO_ﬁt that date on national practices regarding: port duas, and '“: _
- that it wag clear from that information that the maaorlty off”fo fjf3f

- Sta ates used net tonnhge._ In the circumstances” 1t seemed
'_;unnecussary to ‘take anothbr vote, - |

RRIEEEE. ') CHRISTInNSEN (Norway) eﬂpha51sed tnat “the commlttem"hadj}f}[ﬁ;
';d661ded that thm-open sheltcrmdock concept should be qpplled to'

new vessels for net tonnawe only, and . had perely mentloned thet

; efforts should- be made to obtain for thcse VGssels, aluﬂs a8 fj ff~u7fﬂ

' 01ose as. posszble to the ex1st1ng vqlues.

Mr. GUPTA (Indla) suggested thaﬁ 31nce 2 d60151on had
already been takeq in favour of nét tonnage, the dlscu881on

'.should be llmlted to the - qu“stion of whether the’ open sheltermdeckﬁfféi

 fcomcepi should also be applled to gross tonnqge,

o “Mr. GRUNER (Flnlend) said that in the third plengry mcetlnF s
_'f Lord Slmon, speaklng Tor the Internntlonﬁl ﬂ83001atlon of et
';f'Ports and Harbors, hﬂd 1ndlcﬁtod that port authorltleg might g
 ffprefer in the future to assess dues on the basis of the gross  Vf37“7'”ﬂ

o temiager. ol lndon TM/O@NF/G 2/sm5.




i : M. RUSSEL (South Anrlce) was . concerned lest the'pdft
 'author1t1es should be led to impose the tonnage nark again, It
 _n1ght be a good thing to consult the International issociation
*ﬁ of Ports and Harbors on that point. '

Mr. GUPTA (India) thought it undesirable, ai such a late
stage in the discussions,  to approach an assoclation which was
noet part of the Crganization. '

The PRESIDENT invited the Committee to state 1ts position.

The Committee confirmed, by 19 votes to 13, its view that
the open shelter-deck concept for new ships shculd apnly to o

net tonnage only,

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the result of the vote should
be included in document TM/CONF/C.2/WP.7, which would be transmitted
to the Conference.

It_was g0 decided.

The CEAIRMAN stated that the Committee had corcluded its
examination of the general gucstions referred tec it by the
Conference. In order to speed up the work, members might wish
to proceed at once to a preliminary exch“nwa‘of-Views on the
exact nature of <the volume whlch was to serve as the parameter
for calculating gross: tﬁﬂnage.

Mr. HUSSEIN (Kuwzit) thought it would be better”to wait
until the Conference had reached a d60131on on that p01nt

| The CHATRMAN thought that in view of the short time
- available to the Committee there would be no objection if it
cstarted to £i11l in the details of the qnswer which 1t had thfught
flt to give to the question submiited to it.

Mr. PRIVLLOV'(USSR) said that the torms of e ference glven 1 
'_to the Oommlttee expressly mentioned both Proposal C and the:
'Norwegzan Eroposu*g since amended by document:TM/CONF/C.Z/WP.6.
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It Qaé tHereforé'fhe'Coﬁﬁiﬁfee'é'dﬁty-to'éoﬁsi&efZEO%h brdp0séls;f;"' |
The Sonet delegat&oa for its pqrt considercd both thb_concepts S ' _ 
o of volure, a8 set out din the two Proposels,'uerfzct7y acceptable : f fff
'_[for determlnlng gross tonnage. ' ' ' S pEa L

Mr._ROCQUEMONT (Frunce) sala that it the Conference d901ded

:fﬁo use volume as the parameter for calcul atlng gross tonnage,-%hagsf:_ e
 Comm1ttee would have ‘to-choose between. the tWO concepts of VOlume."'

As it was 1mportant to nake the rules as sxmple as posszble,

’  fthe French: delegation mich preferred the concept set cut in G

Proposal C, becuase the use of total volume avoided. the need for__: *_H1ﬁ
"compllcateﬁ definitions and for any references to-co nstructlcnal,f

" :deta11q or the nature and use of spaces, ' ' R

Mr. CHRISTTANSEN (Norwsy) pointed out that in document

B TM/COVF/9/ndd 1, his Government had clearly stated ite view on .*-'~”'“"

how gross tﬂnmage should be deterriined; - by the use of a

Cconversion factor it was p0881blg to tzke certain spaces 1nﬁo:' ““
“aceount without the need for neasuring them, Proposal C, on the

Other handf Would: ftQU¢re a definition of complately open s‘pacD
_und of Cargo spaces. S - SRR IR

M. ROGQUDWDNT (Frﬂnce) said ne had 1qudy pdwnted'6U£'thﬂt';  5' ”

:_1f the Norwgglan Prop08?1 were: accepted it would be absalutely

,_ngnessnry 4o define- closed spaces by referénce to open spachysz._:ﬁ..,_

“whereas “Proposal C would entail the measurement of cloged’ spaces

_ '.only and would abOllSﬂ the fiction of tonnage openings. It was: i
=-__also nece@sary 1o pr3v1de for the case of vesscls w1thuut a Geck.;,:ff |

S Mr..EBICSSOW (Sweden) Sald that theﬁe Was rually v&ry 11ttle-f '_; “
g _'dlfforenoe vetween the two }roposal . Proposal C had its- drnwbaoks, S

- of course, partﬂcularlv for small. ve839103_buﬁ it could not be

. denied- that the- concent of total volumg nad the great qdvanta

_'of 51mpllclty.r Perhﬂps the revised NOTWGUluH Proposa] mlght mﬂke
  a good conprOﬁlse, but cargo spaces wwuld have to ‘be - dmflned '

o TM/ c'ONF'/ o 2/ SR ;1'5 : .




Mr WILSON (UK) stcted tnpt hls Govewpment's main ﬂbapctluﬁ _

fto Lhe crnversion facter Df“puSPQ by Norway Was thﬁ* ita __”'

'if:applzo tloﬁ to: vesseLs of -lesg- %hmn ﬁhrce thousand tonq woqu "
ensure that no small Norwegian voscel would suffer an' increase:

. in tornage. He had, moreover, already taken an opportunity of
. emphasizing the difficulty of defining cargo spaces.
The United Kingdom Government had submitted, in document
TM/OOWF C.2/2, a draft amendment to Regulation 6 of Proposal C,
which would have the effcet of substantially redu01ng certain

figures,

Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) sald that his delegation intended
to withdraw itse proposal to introduce a conversion factcer for
smell vesséls. ' |

Professor PROHASKA (Debmark) thought it would be a good
"thing if the Norwegian delegatinn was invited to submit a
revised text of its propesal, so that the Committee could
consider in detail what spaces would be included in the
calculati-n of gross tonnage under the terms of that proposal,

Mr. HUNNICH (Federal Republic of Germany) said he favoured
" the adeption of the total moulded volume, which gaVﬂ.a true idea
of the dimensions of a vessel., If the Norweglan ?roposal Was
adcpted, a definition of cargo spaces would become necessary,
and that would inevitably have an effcct on ship constructicn.'

- The CHATRILAN hoped that the Norwegian delegation would be
able to revise its proposal,

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) sald that as scon as the

';;_Confbrence had stated its vicws on the Committeets future work,
- his delegation would revise its proposal to the extent that it

. considered this necessary.

The meeting rose at 5.20 D.0.
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" f ﬁAGENDA 1TEW’4 - CONSTTERATTON AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
o . TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT

. . _ AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES ‘ _ _ _
”Thé:CHAiRMAN proposed that the Committes proceé& th;draW B
up definitions to serve as a basis for the deliberations of the

 working group which was to be set up on the calculation nf L
~gonversion factcrs. As far as grnss Sonnage was concerned, 'iﬁ7 

" was evident from earlier discussions that the main paramater = .

should be a volumetrlo one. Trrposal C, which suggested-that_'

'j_grass tonnage should be calculated from the ship's total anume,,* “”
called for a définition of apen and clesed spaceg., The NOTWegian__Q_

Propnsal (TM/CONF/9/Add.l) required 2 definition of passenger
_-spaoeS“situated'abnve‘deck and of under-deck cargo spaces which:

'fmight-alsn be included in the gross tonnage i1f the ]px'*c:.p{')sail.-_"wc—i'jf'e_"_‘_:__'.f-"E

~modified.

. Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) observed that hlS delegatlon   :.__ 
intended to submlt a compromise propnsal the follow1ng day which =

- would incliude, in the calculation of grnes tonnage, the underw,fj_ 7'

deck: volume supplemented by cargo spaces and passenger spaceSZ ":.3'f

- gituated above deck and, if necessary, the hatchway t”ﬁﬁége;'“" s

~ Although nn other spaces (crew safety equipment, chart reem,

etc. ) would be 1ncluded in the gross tonnage, they would be B
taken into account by applyzng to the ship's total volume a o

“coefficient which would enable designers to extend these: spaces-‘*ff?

in the interests nf crew welfare and safety without 1ncrea5lng
the tonnage.

.~ Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the decision takentaﬁffhéf ,f 
plerary meeting to base the calculation of gross tonnage on the =

-ship's volume, doing sway with the shelter-deck concept andtthe' 
- dual value for grnss tonnage, simplified the problem and madec =
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the definition of a deck unnecessary. -The advantages which
the Nerwegian Proposal would nffer in excluding from the gross
tonnage the service spaces in the superstructures were |
doubtful and Proposal C had the advantage of being simpler -
since 1t did not call for a definition of the varisus spaces -
~and nf ~ffering, for the calculation of grrss tonnage, a
parameter (total volume) which wes at nnce intangible and
repreSentative of the ship; that seemed to meet the wishes
expressed during the general debate and it was useful for
stutistical purpnses and for certain operations such as tswage. -

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stressed that the spaces
under discussinrn would not be excluded from the ship's gross
tonnage as account wruld be taken nf‘them in a conversion
factor applied to the volume nf the spaces directly measured
~which would in effect be the eguivalent of the'new tonnage
Cunit in Propnsgal C designed tn give results very similar tn

exxstzng ftonnage values. '

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) con51dered that under the Nerweglian
Proposal grnss tonnage would not be related te the ship's
actual volume and might thus diffef férrtwo ships having the
same volume buf different space distributirn: that was
cnntrary to ratinnal tonnage measurenment. Prnposallo on
the other hand made - prov181nn far the new tnnnage unit tn be
applied to all parts nf the ghip w1thnut distinction.
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Mr. PROHASKA (Deﬁmark), pozatlng out that the’ Pootmical
Gommlttee ‘would have: to choose bétween Proposal C and the

“  Norweg1an Proposal listed some of the: advantages and
'dlsadvantages-of those propnsalsf ‘Proposal C Had the: drawback

tuat all crew spacés were included in the calculations and: some
.'shinWnersimight tend to-cut down on such spaces: in- that

~ ‘sense the Norwegian ?rbposal seemed preferable. In regard to o
“the definition of gross tonnage, however, ke explained to- the e
 Committee, illustrating his ideas on the blackboard;_that in

Ss0 far as possible it should not ve influenced by the design
:5  of the- ship, a very slight design modification might- produce

a ‘substantially lower gross tonnage but might make the- shlp

. less seaworthy.

Mr OVERGAAUW (Netherlands) agreed with the French _,f’
-representatlve that 1if the Norwegiasn Froposal were adopted
~a definition cof the decks would be necessary so as 10 ﬁrevent
sueh practices as the incorporation in' the deszgn of a strlﬂger

*; des1gnated as a deck.

"Heé was not in favour of adopting a new unit and would

'.;prefer-the use of a conversion factor. His delegation 1ntended

~to submit & proposal with regard to the use of a conversion
: factor at ﬁhe next day's meeting.

_ The CHAIRMAN 5aid there were two alternstives: tb”éxéluéé- "._
'certaln spaces in calculjtlng a ship's toniage'—'more'bTSCiSely, , 
“to provide an overall volume for crew spaces, which would then =

.'be the only spaces requiring measurement - or to. measure everythlng']*~-

:1n-order to avoid difficulties. The Committee should_begln~by~

- taking a decision on that point.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.6
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- ~ Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out. that the Nuorwegian Proposal

.fl 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 alsc have to be a precise definition of cargo spaces
-ﬁ'which, in the view of his deiegation were not defined cleariy
enough in document T™™/CONF/9/Add.1. In the case of

' refrigerated ships, for instance, it would be necessary to decide
whether the refrigeration equipment spaces should be treated as
carge spaces; he himself considered that-they should. Cargo
spaces would have to be measured up to the boundary bulkheads,
and if necessary a conversion factor would have to be applied to
themn.

Mr., CHRISTIANSEN (Norway, said that his delegation did not
wish to submit an entirely new propocsal but merely to put '
forward a suggesticn 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 fzirly easy to find a single
conversion factecr to cover frames, fioors and crew spaces,; as
had been suggested by the representative of the United Kingdom,

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) alsc considered that if the
Norwegian Proposal were adopted a precise definition of decks
would have to be provided. However, any proposal which
required & definition of decks appeared undesirable to him,
Such proposals might affect ship construction, as had been
shown at the blackboard by the representative of Denmark.

TM/CORE/C.2/SR. 6
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Hé'agrééd’with'the féﬁréSQﬂtatiVe of the Unlted Klnwdom

.'f;that 1t was - dlfflcult to deflne cargoe SpaC@S ‘and. crmw spaces 5

is the *QDTGQGHL“LlVG of France htd rlghtly p01ntea cut,-théf;fgﬁﬁf
_fshelter—deck concept had not been retained by “the Committee. = i
_'For;calculatlng net towneﬂe, therefore, the total volume of the
'shi@-wouid_befuséd' with or without a conversstion factor.
_. Thé'UOmmitfée Would-hwve to. decide whether it was desivable
. 40 avply a corversion factor end, if so0, what its value -
llzshould be;_ ' | s e

Mr CU“NLNFHAI (U@A)'drew fhe'Commitﬁee“s”atfentioh to'

"-"dogument T/CO¥F/C.2/3, which hig delegation had submitted

for informaticn, and in which a comparison had been made by a.

H_computer gtudy between Prowosal C =nd the Norweglan Pfopdsal; ’”
- ignoring cargo spaces above deck, which appeared.to-éxist*oﬁ' ;
. ..few vessels, That document might be useful to give an idea ERE i
of the standard deviation which would result from the ﬁdoptani L :  'E?
'of tne Wdrweglun Propoaal or of Propesal C. : |

 The meetlngrroSé‘at 6.5 B.m.
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-zf'AGENDA ITmN 3 —-CO SIDMBX”IOP OF BA”TERS AS INSTRUCTED BY

THE CONFERENCE . (continued) (TM/CONF/WP,3; =
TM/CONF/G,. TN/COBF/9/Add 1 rm/comr/c 2/wr 9)

35;f’celoulatlon of groee tonnage (contlnued)

N Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Nnrway) exelalned that hlS delegatlon s '_;e.
";l{moalflee preyoeal, publlshed as TM/OONF/O 2/we 9, aimed at’
':;accemmodatlng many of ﬁhe suggestzone put forward by equatlng

:jthe gross tnnnage of a shlp to the total volume of 1ts enclneed
”spaoee leee the volume of certain enclosed snaces fnr crew,_'

"if_nav1gatlonel and eafety purposee, the latter to be: carefully

:7rdef1ned

The tonnage thue arrlved at would be multrolled b] a f'

':Heoeff1c1ent so as to ;ive a figure ag close ag ﬂOSSlble to-

'eX1etlng tonnage meaeurements,3ae wag the 1ntentlon, too, 1n

' Vf“the rlval Prneoqal o

Mr._Db JONG . (Netherlands) stated thet in. pr1n01p1e hlS

"fdelegetlon was ln favour of the new Nnrweglan Projosal.x-~

r Mr, CUNNINGHAM (USA) con51dered that the Norwegzan Propneal

S represented an 1mportent cnmnrnmlee whlch would relleve any

~ pressure on shipowners: “to- PrOVlde lnsufflclent creW'space and on
_;eport authorltlee Lo abandon the concept of net tonnage. _Hls 3f'7
";delegatlon etrongly endnrsed the prouoeel. : - R

"My, PROHASKA. (Denmark) sald “that his delegatlon preferred Q;”l

'lthe Nnrweglan Praprsal to_ repﬁeal C but felt that the list of

'ldeduetlble spaces would requlre lengthy dlSCHSSlﬂn,: such” preblems”}eee

&s ‘the deflnltlon nf heating and ventilation spaees for crew

"ﬂ.r-:purpeses on. paesenger shlps Uere bound to erlse.;. gj--”

He fnreeaw another dlffleulty in the case of small ehloe,_V*'

ZVOf which there were many - in service all over the world It had

"zlibeen generally agreed that the new tonnage system should 1n ne h_jr, i

B TM/GONFJC 2/SR 7
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way influence ship design but small ships, which usually had a
énmparatively_high'vhlumé and a freeboard or tonnage mark on a
éecpnd deck, would find the concent of gross tonnage dependent

on total volume uneconnomical and shipowners would revert to the
practice of building ships with one deck only, thereby making
them considerably less safe. Since small ships already had an
accident rate of ten times the average the matter had to be given
serious consideration befere a final decision could be_takén.

Yet annther problematic'issue was that of container ships
of the future, which would have minimum freeboard and very little
.grnss tonnage, since no additional term had yet been psropesed to
cover deck cargn; some such factor as 0,6 times ftotal deck carge
vnlume would wnerhaps be suitable. - | '

The CHAIRMAN nbserved.that while the Technical Committee
could recommend tn pert auvthorities 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) pnihﬁed out that an owner whose ships
were likely tn carry deck cargo at'any time could be required t01 
make statements to that 'effect, so thet the information, tngether
with the maximum permissible height etc. of such cargo, wouvdd
figure in the tonnage certificate. Any owner illegally carrying
deck cargn cnuld then be fined in the same way as for instance
an overloading nffence,

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that the Nnrwegian
'anpcsal raised twn main issues; namely the need for and nature
of the proprsed conversion facter, to which subject he would
refer vpack later, and the definiticn of total volume and
list of spaces for prssible exemption. His ilumediate reaction

TM/CONF/C.2/SR. 7
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“ﬁto:*he second 1ssue was that whlle it was to be welcommd that
~such spaces were deductlble regardleqs of their pOS;thH in .
'_the Shlp, the pr1n01p1e of exerptlon nevertheleos deoended o
heaV1ly on' the definition »f their nature and use. Any 1ong g
and ‘careful definition which might be provided wouid cbr+ewn¢y?f"
”'be-critlc¢zed-for ‘being too coémplex and contrary to the Sgl;lt.
“of the Nelbourne'RésdlutiOﬂ,'whiCh-callpd for simplicity.
Furthermore, although the totzl volume of a ship was a basic
definition and one necessary in the provision of vort serv;cesi'n
and so on, the gross tonnage as written into the certificate
on- the Norwegian Prnoposal would be .independent nf tntal"

ool ynlume.s

 For all thﬁse reasons the French dﬂleﬁatlon ‘had de01ded_
to hcld firmly to the concept of total volume without '
exemptlons, as embodied in Prnpesal C.

Mr. PRIVALON (UDSR) expressed his delegatlon s interest
in the modified Norwegian Prn.nsal, but cautioned that while o
it hed the advantage nf relieving eny pressure on designers to .
‘cut down on essential crew space it nevertheless had the o

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 fzndlnf a solution based on provosals already

before it and refuse to con31der totally new sug egtions at the  £; 

current stage of dlSOUSSﬂnn.'

_ Mr. WILSON (UR) congratulaned the Nmrweglan delegttlon on-
its compromise solutlon but expressed his doubﬁs regardlrg _
the proposed conver81on ?actﬂr and on the feaSlblllty cf j._";  o
tflndlng acceptable definitions far all the exempt snaces.

| TM/CONF/C.2/SR.T
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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. ‘

Furthermnre, since the exempt Spaces'in questioa might
amount to as much as five hundred grnssitons, there was a real
risk that the figure for grnss tonnage reached on the Norweglan
bagis would give an errconeous idea of the actual tntal sire
- 0f the ship.

Regarding the temptétion to shipowners to yrovide
insufficient crew space mentioned in connexion with Propnsal C,
ne felt that the risk was very slight; owners usually went far
beyond the requirements of existinzg national and international
regula%ions and recngnized the fact thav crews would not be
attracted tn Ilnadequate vessels. He therefore endorsed the
views expregssed by the delegations of France and the Soviet Union.

He furthermore pninted out that it was current United
Kingdrm pocrt practice for all deck cargo spaces to be measured
and included in the total cargn space of ships.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) expressed his satisfaction that the
choice of frrmula had been narrowed down tc two versions and
stated that, 7f thnse twn nis delegation preferred the use nf
grngs 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 Wduld any exempt spaces
- introduced. Furthermore, his delegation did not believe that
a tonnage measurement regulzition should attemnt to influence
shipowners on the matter of ghip design; cther regulations
already trnnk care nf the seafarers'! interest in that respect.

TM/CGONF/C.2/5R.7



| Mr 'Dﬁ JOWG Tethe lands) porntea out that for small S
 sh1ps unuer-flve hund ced gross tons, in partlcular,_huCh'ff'“:"
'matterb ab the extent and arrangement of crew space'coﬁldf

: fgrbe very 1mportan%.- Anv mpauu o<E] 1nf1uea01nﬂ shlpowne;s to

”.provrde open passadeways ingtead of elosed passageways or. to

cut down on the number of staff on board would be most

 rFundep1rab1e. “Provided that- adequate consideration was- glven
to those matterb, however, his delegation still believed: that

"'rthe_advantages of “the Norwegian DProposal outwelghed the3-”
'3disadvantages. '

Mr, SOLDA (Italy) said that his qovernment believed that

'ithe sim of the Convention should be to. srmplnfy ex1st1ng

fregulatlons ag ‘far as posslble,' it therefore lent its

'rirsupport %0 Proposal O.._-

. Mr. ROCQUEHONT (France) noted that on the basis of the S
- Norwegian Proposal such ‘ancmalies as two ships of the same : '
"'erLZe bewng a351gned very different gross tonnages could arise 5 i
" and recalled that in Plenary segsion the Conference had- suppﬂrﬁedfr_-ﬁff

'1,rthe concept that gross tonnagb should be baged onh volume

"*\_r_meapurement

- On the Qubgect of crew afety, he nnlnted out thmt the
'l'need to proteob personnel worling or ‘walking on deck had been
ﬁrecognlzed in the 1966 Toad Line OORVGHblOn, 1f the Commlttee'
”,found that such protectron was - 1n~deqnate it could better deal
f Wlt@ the matter by an amendment to that Conventlon, rather ihan
| fby maklng stlpuﬂatlons 1n a.bonnage deflnltlon._‘“ L

_ Mr;_WILGON (UK) observed that the Norweglan 1dea of
"1nc1ud1ng an 1dea1 convers1on factnr in- the gross tonnage

 formula s0 as to’ b”lﬂg the figure obtained as close as presible :f;ﬁ?;”5

ko ex1st1ng values, was a rather vain hope°* the Propnsal C

'-fconcept of mhltlpljlnﬂ the total volume by 120 would glve mnre
rrealrstlc regults, If the final flgures obtained from the

'“_two proposals turned - out to be closed however,_uhen

.'t'fProposal C stlll ‘had: the great advqliaga of Slmﬁllclty° ﬁ:~ﬁ
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The CH);RMAK poznted out thﬂt the conversion factor 1n
"-nelther case had to be'a constant ";t Should_rather be gome -
f@funct;on of the total VOLumP such as-a constont, plus a. second
iconstant multwplwed by a logarithmic functlon of the volume,-.

Vr. ZLMBRANO (Venezuela) supporbed the 1dea that tonnage
measurement should be based on total VOlume, as advocated by

the representa+lves of Franoe, Israel and Italj. 1t w@s used
for grogss tonnage in nis own country's tonnage me%suremenﬁ rules,
and it gave 2 precise indica tlon cf a shlp s dimensions.

Mr. MﬁNNICd (Federal Republlc of Germany) sald {hat the
gross tonnage parameter should be as simple as possible and
should indicate the size of a ship. That Qduld best be achieved
by using total veolume. It was in accordance with the resclution
of the International | fssociation of Ports and Harbors  (TM/CONF/12)
and it would keep the number of definitions to a minimum. -
nlthough in practlc the dlfference between the new and the
existing gross volume should not be too great under the new .

.. .Norweglan 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
Nbrwegian Pfopbsal,' The system it proviiled for might open the
way to manipulation by shipowners because, with factor (a),
grosé tbnnage could be influenced by the addition of washrooms
or other facilities. He also feared that if deductions or
exemptions were pﬂrmjtted there was a ‘darger of losing sight.
of the ship's real volumetric size.:

_ Mr. PEREIRA (Brazil) said thet his delegation supported’

the views of the Israellrepresentatlve. Gross tonnage should
not 1nfluence a ship's design. In practice it would be difficult
to apply gross tonnage depending on the nature and p051tlon of
certain spaces. Gross tonnage, which should indicate the size
- of a ship, would prdvide a simple system and the desired

S uniformity. L

©TM/CONF/C.2/SR.T
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Mr. GUPmA (Indla), whlle appreciatlng the Norweglan

"t:frepresentatlve‘e effort as a oomoromlee, said. that the numerous
'_'exemptlons embodled in hlS - proposal: would brlng matters back B
- to existing conditions.  The purpose of the Oonference was: to _TT*

_ devise a new and simple system for measuring tontageo_ He
'supported the simple idea provzded by Propoeal ¢ and . the

"“_totql volume concept._ He. agreed Wlth the representatlves

" of France and the Unlted Kingdom on the queetlon of a oonstant asfkffefjf

_"faotor' that oould be” dlecussed later. Whatever formula wae
“devised for gross or net tonnage it ehould not 1imit: the '

© . freedom of countrlee or shipowners to decide crew epecee as

| ;they w1shed “In principle;- gross tonnage should be a BN |
. volume measurement and ehould not be hempered by deductlonsae;e_.,_ B

Mr, NOZIGLI; (*rgentlna) also coneldered thet the total _
5volume shoulﬁ ‘be used for tonnage measurement chlefly beoause

it would fmollltate determlnatlon of a, ship's tonnage,;f

The alternative nroposal 1nvolv1ﬁg deduotlone for crew te;;fr_-'
:SPSCGS, would glve rlse to difficulties of deflnltlon,f:
“becauge” 1n many shlps certaln spacee were used by both crew

"_eﬁand paeeengers. jﬁ B

Mr. BONN (Canada) agreed Wlth the Bra2113an rey“eeentatlve
.that one of the 1mportaﬁt requlrememts for: 2. new tonnage rt*_“_
tfmeasurement system was' that 1% should not 1nf1uenoe des;gnnih’et”
 That would be dlfflcult to achleve unlese ‘deductions. were‘ﬁf;ff'J

'*-very aoourately defined.  The total volume concept w1th

factors ag close as. p0551ble to eXletlmg ones was the -

. simplest system. - It would preclude the risk of manlpuletlon ;Efi-”TVfiV””

-~ and give the true size of a Shlp more oonelstently, He “
_aocordlnglv supported Proposal ¢4 o
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o 'Mr;-D' JONG (Netberlands) gaid that 31nce everyone

was anxlous that a tannage measurement should not influence
ship design; if the inclusion of crew spaces would influence =
design, they should be omitted. . o

Mr. HQRD‘(nustralla) said tbqt he, too, waé in favourj
of the total volumetric concept. On the questlon of the
influence of crew spaces on design, he said that in
sustralia manning practice was based on agpeement between
the Unions and the shipowners, with‘the Gévernment actihg
as referee, The numbers cf crew were decided according
to the worklead and the crew aooommodation.fegulations and
standards were provided in accordahce Wifhncondiﬁidné,on |
most first-class passenger ships. Thus in Aus%falia crew
accommodation was provided for in the d681gn onn a basis
other than the 11m1tatlon of the shlp s tonnage, . That
might havs dlsadvantages for’ shmpownefs, but there would also
be dlsadvantages uﬂder the volumetrlc System.' '

Mr. CUNNINGH&M_(US&) malntalned ‘that the total volume
concept would affect ship design. It had once been said
that no one could invent a toanage System that the naval
qrohltects could not defeat. If the total volume
concept were adopted the naval ﬂrchltects would find a
way of deorea51ng the volume. Proposal c mlght suit the
port authorities but they were not the only_lnterests to

be considered.

o MM/CONF/C.2/8R.T
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Mr. 1?RICQSON (Swegeﬂ) said thau he %jmputhlﬁed w1th the

'Worweglan represen%aulve in his wish to provide for crew space_~__:-'

and accommodation.. - The idea should not be ruled out: it should
~becarefully congidered to see if suitable definitions oould

be agreed on. He did not entirely agree with representatlves
“who had said that tonnage shonld be . independent of gll other;:'
reguiations'suoh aS'safety,'crew space and accommodation.rzmhéfy“
'suggeﬁtlon that the tntal. volume concept would influence de81gnq ““
might aphly equally to the new Norwegian Propoeal.. If all crew
spaces were deducted, there was no guarantee that safety ;" :
regulatlons and crew spaces would be adeguately provided 1“or..-.'*’-
There were disadvantages to both prepesals, .but they should
both be studied and when the details invnlved in the Norwegiaﬁf
_ Propogal were known,_lt should be possible to decide which wa
better from 811 points of view.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) strongly supported the =~ -
Swedish representative's comments. The new Tonnage Measurement
Convention should not deal with safety, bvt at the same time it -
should not impede safety. Recont history had shown tha%'open g

shelter-decks with tonnasge onenings were dangerous, especlally R

to small shipsg, and it hsad been agreed to abolish them. - -
~ Tonnage regulations had iong conflicted with safety: thoref"   |
was 1o point in producing a new Convention which conflicted. with;

safety. “He did not agree. with the USSR representative that fhé j,””

Committee should not discu&s new points, Th@‘Committee wé§”$tiil'
dealing with gross tomnzge, using volume s8 %he main parameter;
‘but there might be other aspects besides crew thet should be |
considered, Both the prooosnls illustrated on the blackboard
'_favour@d.ships-mlth_low freeboard and high deck cargo. Was

that what;the_Conférence;wanted? Both conflicted with salfety -
for both small and large.Shipsf |

-jfTM/édNch;zysﬁlf e
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The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it would have to
reach a decigion on gross tonnage before starting to discuss
net tonnage, otherwise there would be confusion. Ee hoped _
the Committee would be able to decide on = solution which would
gain general support in the plenary meeting.

Professor PROIASKA (Denmerk) suggested that, since it
had been pointed out that coefficient "a" would be different
in each of the two formulae, they should be renamed coefficient
&y and 2 respectively. Before ending the discussion, the
Committee might consider other possibilities than a coefficient
depending solely on volume., Although he had cariicr stressed
the importsnce 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 logleal solutions. He had
once during discussion on safety by Danish naval architects
suggested thot cwners shouvld not be penaliged in btonnsge for
excess freevoard. There hod recently been o growing trend for
owners of small ships to choose shelterdeckers rather than
single deckers with heavy deck londs, o cheoice which had greatly
reduced casualties. He csutioned the Committee against
favouring unsafe ships. The two deck ship would no longer be
competitive and owners would prefer single deckers, which were
less safe. He suggested that if a working party were set up to
consider the two coefficiehts, it should be requested to
congider the feasibility of including =~ term in one of them
to take account of excess freeboard.

My, DOUGHERTY (Liberia) srid that the mein =im in congisering
the two formulae was to aveid undue influence on crew space.
For the purposes of bigger and better crew quarters, the
formula GT = a (V-c) wes the one which his delegation would

support.

_TM/CONF/O 2/8R.T



Mr;?'ﬁ?TA'(IﬁdihffsvggCStad that soiutibn“mightibé3"

”~reached 1f some means were found of ensurlng that the crew

“spaces’ would not be affécied by the formuls gdopted. _Hef;ﬂ“”" '.
 wondered whether some-incéntive: could he offered’ to shlpbulldars,
7%0 encourage’ them to pIOV1de dmproved crew. bnaceg, for oxampl '

'V.by glv1ng “them some tonm L2e aQVﬁntege.

Cﬁpt“lﬂ FOTIﬁDES (Groece) egreed w1th the Unlted Statcsff

,_ ;represent tlve He nﬁded thnt the &enerﬂl fcﬂllng soemed o 5;. :  
:be in favour of a lculﬁtlon‘Wthh would produce numbers qsi_;_& -

cloce as p0151ble to the cx1st1nf oneg, He suggested tha% o
_ _ftheru should be some differentiation in +the factors for ST
: d1fLerent typcs of shln, on the lincs sugg\sted by “the USSR e

M, DOUGhSRTY (leerl“)“”ﬁld that He was not in favour off~, rf7j
l'the Tnéian raprcsentdtlve s suggestlon becausc 1t would 1mpnsefﬁf4” Tﬂ}

,ﬂa 11m1t on the size of crew sp oe.._

S Mr. FOCQU MONT (qunob) said thot the type of conventLGn j  ff-f*
'mhthh wouldf“ttrﬁct the greﬂtest number of 1"'ﬁt1i‘1c:fa“tlons by

 ,povernants should %e ﬂs 0lmnle as. po %lble ﬂnd a8 closo ms;“

 123po Slble to the rcsqlutlon'“dopted by the Internatlonﬂl _
”5;_ﬂ53001ﬂﬁ10n'of Ports and qubors whlch h"d been uns nlmovglyf'

adopted by fcprusentutlves from pll over the world.  He s

U sure that the. port authorities would urge their governmentsif357“

.” -to r“tlfj ) 51mple convontlon. _He thercfnre.advecat@d_-; 
"7Prop09al C,_. ‘ N PR e .

.: ;TM/CCNF/Cm2/SR;7i.:  “---,
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The Dsnisgh representative's susgestion for including a

L  00@££101eat for excess freeboard mlgh result in lower gross

tonnage but higher freeboard. Ships with excess freeboard'were
automaticaliy'favoured'because-displacement was reduced. The
danger with displacement was that if limitations were accepted

on the principle of total volume a precedent might be set for

only reductions or exemptions in displacement: 1n cother words,
there would be no real displacement. He urged the Committee :
- to bear in mind the need for the 51mplest p0331b1e gcheme for both
Qarameters and to avoid complications.

Mr, SATC (Japan) expressed his preference for the new
Norweglan Propnsal, because the inclusion of crew space in gross
tonnage would affect small shins, eswnecially fishing boats. Its
only disadvantage was its complexity. He wondefed 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'accommodation_spaces; 'That' hoWever, should not
precliude their consideration. The purpose of tonnage measurement
was to ensure the most profltable operation of shlps and the
greatest safety. Tounnage. measurement should therefore provide
sufficient flexibility. Hence, volume should not 1nclude 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 "a(V)", 1In doing so, existing gross tonnage should be
© used at open and closed shelter-deck values minus crew space for
all kinds of ships.

| myoorE/o.z/sRa



e Mr.:MURRAY SMITH (UK) said that he ‘nad been puzzled over the, _"""
o vehemence of the . support for the 1dea of taklng account of ‘erew
.”fspaces in shlps., He, ‘had doubts about the scope of " some of the 7

'”1 1tems 1lsted in the Norweglan Proposal. For example, could. f1 f1

 .1tem (2) rooms for the safety equlpment be lnterpreted to

' -? mean space for COp ‘or approprlqtpd for. flxed Dballast or, water 1 f;r?{' 3

',_,ballasto ‘He. would welcome a TIOTE - detalled dlscu581on before
'jthe Commlttee ook any deczslon,_ﬂrfL._. Leh

_ He foresaw dlfflcultles in applylng and deflnlng the _
 prec1se nature of . deductlons under items (1), (2) and - (3) and
fextreme difficulties. of 1nternretatlon 1n respect of passenger ;f
-5sh1ps. Who,_for example, would: decide what might be included

. under the umbrella of - gmlleys vent;lajlon, a1r—0ond;t1on1ng  e

o or even llbrar1e59

For those reasons hlS own and other delegatlons wanted

 '¢to narrow. down what wasg intended by the supporters of the very
7';laudable attempt at a.compromise,  His delegatlon Was: sure that

:fthe appllcatlon of the gross volume concept would prevmde the _
- Same type. of solution as the nreuent very complex and 1ll~;3,-~'"

'f[ def1nable et of deductlons.

Mr. NUENCH (Israel) dlsagreed w1th the argument that
Qprov181on a8 mgde 1n formula 2 for deductlon for crew SPace

-;would glve vqlues nearer to exlstlng grossg fonnages, for most of

. the space thus to be exemnted vag at gresent included: for: gross;“ f"'

'Itonnage calculmtlon._ Tt would e useful if. the p0H51ble:¢.J_e"”:”.

fﬁvarlatlons for the coefflclent "al gould be glven,'ln order to .
ascertain whether the resultlng values would in fact be nearer

| exlisting gross tonnages,-partzcularly in the case of;small_shlps;E;f,fff

MM/OONF/C.2/SRT
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) fully endorsed the comments made by

 . fthe Unlted Kingdom.

Nr. RUSSEL (South Afrlca) p01nted cut that hzs country

'ii_malntalned-as a fundamental principle that one set of regulations

should not affect another. ' It would theréfore not be conceded
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. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) reiterated that docwaent
TV/CORE/C.2/WP.9 had been submitted purely to aid the Committee
~in reaching an acceptable compromise; 1t was not a direct
proposal on Norway's part. The document stated explicitly that
the crew spaces for which deduction should be made vere gpaces
for the exclugive accommodation of magter and crew; - and the
matter of such accommodation had been exhaustively discussed
in the Sub-Committee.

As to rooms for the safety equipment, he was unable to go
into detail, dbut could safely say that at sea water ballast
space would never be regarded as space for safety equipment.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed with the argument
adduced by France in answer to his previous point. For
practically all countries, manning of ships was based on gross
and not on net tonnage; wunder 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 alternative
~which he knew in advance would be unpalatable would be to use

~displacement volume.

_TM/G&NF/C,Q/SR.?




Q. 17.... :

Myl DR JONG (Netherland ) ‘said that, from the safety angle, -

'he fullv agreed with Denmark's ideasy but'unfortunAtely their
pplication in respect of gross tonnage would lead to too wmde
o disparity with present figures. . "

“Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said he failed to see how 51mp1e
regulatlons could be an obstacle to maritime safety. The o
Committee should bear in mind the decisions taken the prévibﬁs- |
day, plainly evincing the general desire to discourage future
building of small opén shelter-deck ships of the type Denmark

had in mind. Naval architects might be trusted to design shiré_'

complying with the regulations as laid down and at the same tlme
incorporating adequate safety features (R

Professor PROHASKA (Denrark), 111ustrat1ng his arguments ;:" 

on the dlackboard, maintained his point that the ship of Low ,;_T 
freeboard, whether with one or two decks, and the Coniﬁlner ship g
with freeboard egquivalent 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 encourage design to give lower freeboard,

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

- was predicated on that thesis.

The CHAIRMAN suggested, in the interest of advancing the

work, that speskers should confine their remarks to the qﬂéstiOh5-_
whether a factor providing for deduction of crew space should:ibe =~ =

included in the formula for gross tonnage.

Vr,LEE (China) said that his delégation Supportedvin-
principle the compromise solution represented by Tormula 2 and
and weuld co-operate in efforts to arrive at an acceptable
definition of crew space,

TI/CONE/C.2/SR.T
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.. Two different values for the coefficient "a" might be
ineluded in formula 2, giving the equation GT = a4V - a,C; and
the working group should take inte consideration the fact that
“az“ would have values for small as well as large ships.

Mr ERICSSON (Sweden) maintained the stand alrecady taken by
his delegation. He would, however, be unable to vote on either
formula without some precision on which of the problems inherent
to the existing regulations would be ironed ocut by providing for
a Zdeduction for crew space. In his opinion, ship size was not
a relevant parameter, for instence, for resolving
such matters of difficulty as manning with respect to the
500 gross ton limit, concerning wireless requirements with
respect to the 1600 gross tons limit etec., and in any case a
conventicn on tonnage was not the avpropriate vehicle for
dealing with such matters. |

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), while =zgreeing that the comments
of Demmark were perfectly true, for both large and small ships
incidentally, thought the whole Danish thesis amounted tc an
indictment of the decisions already taken concerning shelter-
deck ships, decisions which could not now be changed.

Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK) assumed from the l=ck of comment on
his earlier remarks that the existence of seriocus problems of
the definitions of crew spaces was generally accepted.

fLecordingly, his delegation's position remained the same.

secondly, it would be unfortunate if a public impression
were given that the Conference acccepted without query that
small single~deck ships as such were unsafe,

M. DE JONG (Netherlands) reiterated his earlier proposal
that formula 1 should be used in the way he had cutlined.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.7



Sccohdly;“the7discuésiﬁn70n'bénmark‘é7sugg88t18n”Sﬁ0wed'that-
the Committee still generally favnured Proposal ¢, providing
“Ffor two flgures, gross tonnage baséd on total volume and net.
tonnege on displacement with exemption for crew space.'.lf-'

. that solution wags finally adopted, the Conference should recommend S
to IMCO that the limits laid down undor the Safety of Llfe at %f5 f“'”1"*

. Sea and the Toad Line Oo&vontlons ‘should be depéndent on

f7 d1sp1acement.-j

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) proposed the following formule for the

- célculatlon of gross tonnage, as a compromise which would avoid

. difriculties of definition and would place no llmltatlon on   f;gff“;N75f

-fexcess prov1s1on for orew eccommoﬂptlon°

er = 2(v- nA) ' n = Number of ¢réw'iﬁ-ex¢ésé7off40-,7fff‘

- A = Congtant representing standard
' - volume per crew member... -

Answurlng a p01nt rﬂlsed bv the United Kingdom;zhé éXp1ainéd  f;ﬂj3T“

':that 40 was good average flgure for cargo ships;qr~"

Profeséon PROHASKA {Denmark) said thot. both the Neth@rlands.f”'7

F;and the Jnited States p“oposqls were attractive at first sight,
o but the flrst would result in gross tonnages lower than at

'”-fpresent and the second would still penalize shipowners prov1dlng

-g}chW-accommodatlon above the mlnlmum.and-wuuld-not_catei-for3,;f'
~ -the special preblen of crew accommodation on small ships.

'1The“méetihg Iése at.12.45'b;m;f

. TM/CONF/C.2/SR.T
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AGJNBA ITLM 3 n.oom 1DERATION OF NATTLRD A ITSTRUGTED
' BY THE CONFERENCE (continued). (Tm/CONF/B,.
ﬂ-r*ﬁeM/GONF/6 TM/CONF/7; TM/CONF/9/AGd. 13 =+
‘_,TM/GONE/G 2/1 to 35 TM/OONF/Q 2/WP. 1 to 9)

o | ‘Mr,lCHRL TIAVSEN (Norway) sald that he ceuld not eupport :
. formula 3 proposed by the United States delegatlon._ He felt ff

| "fethat Denmark's proposel was an. 1ntereetlng one, ut he was not ;'

”--)yet lﬂ & pOSltlon to make g’ decision. -

S Mry PROHASKA (Deﬁmark) announced that nis delegatlon WOuldfe_aﬁ;fﬁ

37rfesubm1t a wrltten proposwl to the next meeting of the Gommlttee.fifﬂ ee7

Mr.-DE JONG (Netherlends) thought that +he Commlttee mlght“”' Hs

llef,;lnstruct 2 small- group 1o  examine formula l, after which 'a worklng

'egreup mlght submlt recommendations with regerd to coeffLCLent a. :'ejfﬁ

_ LM, PRO&ASLA (Demmark) recalled ‘that in the openlon of eome fe~t:a
_ edelegatlons ﬁhe ‘coefficient could vary according to the slze of the
.Qshlp._ One third of the world s shipping fleet was made- up of small S
ghiPs, so care should be taken not to adopt -a formula’ whlch_would,,ELJ;
© meke it impossidle to operate those ships. No-one knew the éxeet*fjﬁf;
"_implications of ‘the three formulae proposed, so it would perhaps e

'e  be adv1sable to refer them to three working grouns for. consedereﬁlon;jﬁ

: The CHAIRMAN sald ne dld not agree W1th thet v1ew, as the _f;f*lw
'-problem of- coefflclen s was the Same for all thxee fo mulae.; :

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) was of the opinion that the_ﬂ'”"”

,_eeconmlttee should concentrate on formula l, which seemed to enJOy L

.5erdeSPTead Support.' His delegatlon had 1o obwectlons to & Verleblefi5‘

":ccefflcleﬁt baged on volume alone, although a ‘number of studies.

f:would nave to be made. The Sub- Comm1t+ee on Tennage Measurement
':had not examlned any formula Wlth a verleble coefflclent, and :

eu/come/c 2/SR e '_Q,‘:ﬁ”



he himself was in favour of a constant coefficient as provided

"'5 for.ih propdsal?cylhe}though%;thegﬁalue might be_éXpréSSédfin =

 'metricgtons-Siﬁce'fhe'metric'system was being increasingly

" used in'sll international conventions and agreements.

. "Mr. S0LDA (Italy) said that he was in favour of a &imple
soluticn based on the concept of total volume, but would be prepared

to support the Unitéd Sﬁates formula, since the working group

~would study the problem of coefficients according to very definite
instructions from the Committes.

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 smal}l ships.

- Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK) agreed with the USSR represéntative
“that formula 2 seemed to command less suppert because of the
difficulties of interpretation it raised. As to formula 3,

his delegation understood that some delegatibns wished the

concept of crew - either the number of crew members or the volume
of crew spaces -~ to be included 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

- fop smal} ships. However, it was a concept that went against

. TM/CONE/C.2/SR.8



""lujf“5;fi"'"”

fthe crbw s 1nterests s¢nce 1t meant thﬁ+ crew space would bm”:
_more restrlc ced, There was a. f@r more satlschtory way of
anlcalatlnw the gross tonv@ge value for different sizes of

ships, nemely the coefplclent ¢ =0, 735 +:0.035 logv V- Droposedffgff”f

'~by the Government of the Netherlards TN/COMF/B, page 37)

_ Mr. PROHASKA (Denm rk) drew the Committee's attentlan ﬁo*f
» the tqble in Anpendlx II of the Uﬂltbd ‘States. document S
"TM/cowv/c 2/3) - S e

¥r., TE JONG (Netherlands) s2id he wasagalnst any- formulmf'””

" 'lnvolv1ng the number of crew which he felt would add a further f_ﬁ"u:*

'_ d1ff1culty to the figthod of ceTculgtlon._f3 o
. N OUBWIN ﬂAR-(USA) w1thdrew hls proposal

Mr; CHRTSTIANSEN (Norway) reqvested & rollwoall vote on f,fi;ﬁﬁif

'}iormulae 1 and 2

A rolluchl vote was t keﬂ.ﬁ B

Mexico. hav1ng becn drawn by lot by the Chairmen 1, was
culled upon to vste flrst. The result of the.vot Wa5;357 _ 5
Cfollowss. .- = ORI PP ERRU TR

In favoﬁriaf_farmuiafl:j'Mexico;fNéthérigndsg New Zealand, = -

_1Philippines,_Pozaﬁd,-PortugalngOuth.Africa,fSPain,gUSSR;,a~:;. _
- United Arab Republic, United Kingdom, Yugoslavia, Afgéﬁtina,V H”

:ﬂAustr1113, ‘Belgium, Braz&l ‘Bulgsria, Canada, Ozechoolovnkla- :35"’

_;Fedurnl Republlc of uermany, France, Ireland, Isrsel, Iualy

':} and Kuwalt

| :;' In favour of formulf 2y Norway, Swoden, Unlb“d Statesf.. 
':’Chlna, Denmark, Flnland Greece, Indla, Indone31q, Jepan nd__

f,zlborla,-.__ _"

. mfoons/c.2/sns




Thcrc WeTre 25 vctos in. favaur of formula 1 dnd 11 votes3'

:3._f1n favour of formula 2

| Foruula 1 was @ppréde'

_ Mr. GUPTA" (Indla) pointed cut that the formula should no
longer be written GT =a,V, but GT = aV,

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he thought the Committee
ghould vote on whether or not to chocse a constant ccefficient.

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

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (Franée) pointed out that all the delegations
supporting Proposal € were in favour of a constant coefficient;
only one delegation had suggested that the coefficlent should very

rcecording to volume,

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmerk) recalled that in his opinion the
coefficient should vary according to the freebeoard; perhaps

the working group could recommend an additional parameter,

Mr, SEAGO (UK) drew the Committee's attention
to graph 5 in Annex 2 (TM/CONT/3.)

My, CONTOGEORGIS (Greece) considered tﬁat if the gross
tonnage_unit were the same for all types of ship, that would
?enalize some -ships the characteristics of which had not been
taken into considerqﬁioﬁa Since the Committee wished to
discontinue exemptions, his delegation proposed the adoption
. of higher coefficients for certain types of ship; in any case
the ‘gross tonnage value would havé to be lower than thé old
value s0 as to make it esasier Tor certain countries, which were

anxious to safeguard their shipping indusiry, to ratify the

" Convention,

o TH/CONF/C.2/SR.8 .



Mr,-PROHhSKﬁ (Denm“rk) p01ntea OLt thqt ? number of | B
deleg%tlons hfd felt thrt the worﬂlng group should be" glven ffff

*'  :a free hsnd to study a1l qspects of the questlony_so it would
o be. better not to take any decisions for the time be¢ng._-

|  He_alSo reminded the Netherlands representstlve th%t dlsplace—un
ment was not the only Parﬁmeter ta ‘bE con51dered ~ there was =

” 5noth1ng to prevent other factors Fron belng teﬁen 1nt0 acmognt.;_if;5: "*i

Mr. PRIVALON. (Ussm said it was his underqwndlng 00, that e

 fthe Oomnlttee wished to set up a worklng group to nake cert91n

"'.calculqtlons whlch it was not itself in a pOSltlon to carry out, :

80 that it oould subsequeﬂtly examine the gquestion more thpo oughly.__-ﬁ'f

.'7 Any de0181on therefore oemed preémature. Moreover, the working fjf J

'E-group should ‘not have unlimited powers, but should concentrate onzzg?_ffﬁﬁ

|   certa1n sp801flc questloﬁs without-going ‘back over points already - if;;fﬁ

:  'settled at plenary meetings. of the Conference. I

= Mr. STAGO (UK) agreed with the USSR . :
'_representat1Ve ‘on both p01nts. The Wofklng group shOMTd conflne

“itself to the question of whether the toefficient to be pplled ?:""'”

'ffito total volume should be congtrnt or V“flable._ »

Mr. ROCQJENOmT (Fﬁawcc) said ths 5 his- Qelegﬂtlon,_whlée

_i?;deflnltely f?vourlng o) conutﬁnt CoafIlClcnt was Drep ped to SRR

. consider any - sugﬂestlon which might: soem [ore SqtlS actory, : _
The: Committes: skould “howevVer, ‘give the. worklng group unequlvocal 1 9

H_-llﬁstructlons, indicating in partlcular, “that the mbtrlc i
- system should be used as ‘the basis for its work ahd thet r a:5  Sl
variable: coeffiCiént Was”“dépted it should Hot bﬂ nsed on’ volume-ﬁﬁ-r?““

'L(ln accordance w1th the decision alreudy reached on’ that p01nt)

S -TIVT/CQNF/QI.TQ/SR.8".:_:_: P



__Hig delegation also wanted the same. coefficient %o be used for
-all types of Shlp, aS it ¢elt that the Convention should make _
'no dlstlﬁctzon betweern the variocus tynes However, since the
Danish representatlve had announced that it was gOLng to

"3.dlstrlbutela new document, it might be advisable to defer a 2

"decision until that document had been circulated.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said he still thought that it
~would be helpful to the working group if the Committee were to
take a roli-call vote,

Mr. 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 slternative appeared to be more
suitable. He earnestly hoped that the document which his
delegation would distribute the fellowing morning would be
submitted to the working group.

The CHAIRMLN suggested that the Committee should take a
decision on the following four gquestions: should the coefficient
be independent of draught, freeboard and volume, should it be :
independent of the crew swpace, should it be indevendent of the
type of ship and finally should the metric system be used for
the calculations?

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) remarked that to answer the thlrd
question forthwith would tie the hands of the working group
- and that a decision had already been taken in regard to crew

. space,

TM/CONT/C.2/SR. 8



:fﬂamr;fPROeSrR (UF) endorsed the Danjsn reﬁresentatlve g two

“'fdomﬁénte.; The worklnf group alreadj had all the data 1t requ1red iif-f

'u :to eﬂaole 1t to carry out its taek.-,.

| _ Pr. CHRESLI:NSLN (Norway) thought that the worklng group
f-.should be given a free hand to determlne the coeffrcrent to be
"-[used 1n ‘the formula: selected ' ' N

G Mr. GUPTA (Indla) ehared the view of the repreeentatlves _
of the Unlted Klngdem and of 1 Worway. : Slnce all the. delegatee

- who vould constitute the worklng group Had taken part in the_:“:”

7current discussion, there could ‘be no. posslblllty of any

'-aq;mlsunderstandlng.

_ Mr” IROSSER (UK) supported by Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) etressed
":that the working group would have: to conelder 1teelf bound only
':by the de0151one taPen in plenary. B B R

Mr. PROHISKA_(Denmark) p01nted out that the Conference had

“3f:'de01ded that the parameter to be used for groes tonnage Should

_fbe ‘the- volume multlplled by a . factor whlch would make 1t
f]p0881b1e to- arrlve at values as cloee as possrble to exletlng
-valuesg”:.”l;., : : o . 5 ‘

Mr CHRISTI hSE& (Norway) added that the Chalrman had

7:_fstreesed in eleaary that “the Commlttee ‘had" ”env1eaged the

Qwoeelblllty of applylng other parameters 1n addltlon to the

. maln paremetel"%" (TN/CONF/SR ;D 3)

I The OHLIRLAkg notlng that ‘the magorrty of membere preferred
'to leave. the working group comrletely free to study all the i
faepecte:Qf_theﬁproblem,_propesed that.rts_terme of reference.g-” |



10

._thould be to: make a study of ﬂow, in formula GT av, fthe
_"~;coeff101ent a should be deterﬂlned s0-as to en sure tnat the _
”fvalues obtained would be as close -as poqs1ble to the eylstlng

S values.;_

It was 0 decided.

The CHATRMAN invited the Committee to examine the two
formulae which had been propcsed for net tonnage, namely

1. N7 = aq D+ an P - a3 WER and

2. NT

fm)

1
where

D = displacement

P = volume of passenger space

rn = number of passengers
WB = vnlume of water-ballast space.

Mr. ROCQUEMOKNT (France) said that his delegation, in
line with its pniicy of simplification, considered that the’
displacement factor alnne 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, 1f 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) recalled that the United States:
representative, having stressed that the question of water

~ TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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e_ballast had been studled by ?he eub-Gommlttee on. Tonnage
Z'Meaeurement had expressed the v1ew that wateruballast space
~should be included in- gross tennage°- thére was some doubt

-'jfhowever, whether that ‘solution would make - it ea51er te obtaln S

__jvalues as clnse. as poselble to exxetlng valuee and that Was
”_efa pelnt that the worklng group should examlne. The . French
:' representatlve had ho- doubt been rlght 1n streSSLng that, :
j es1nce the’ number of paesenger shlpe was- decreeszng, no- great
__ VQharm would be done by nmlttlng passenger space-' but there -
f':lwere still many of them 1n ex1stence ‘and -an exceselve reductlﬁn

nf their tonnage would not serve the 1ntereets of ehipewners._%* -

' The ¥Working Group should mot overlnok that aspect of the.

problem.  Finally, the Danish delegation felt that the numberfch":“"

B of paesengers should be taken lnco account° Sthus, 1t would -

) fprefer to see formula 2 adonted on the understandlng thet the3§gfj_c33“7

_e5 cert1f1ed number could mean only. the maximum number nf
‘:ef_paesengers Wthh that Shlp could carry._ ' '

o Mr, STITT (USA) eald hle delegatlon con51dered that 1t

was eesentlal tn retain both the water-ballast space and - the Veef'”":”"““

”:'data - space and number m-relatlng to paseengers.

Mr. GUPTA (Indla) asked the United States representatlveiiﬂjkic}el*”

'l_to eXplaln how his country dealt w1th water—ballaet space.;,g;"'

S Mr._STITT (USA) Sald that,_ln accordance with the

";cregulatlons in force in his. country, that space was: 1nc1uded R

'fln the” Shlp s grose tonnage ‘and excluded from 1ts net
_ tonnage, prOV1ded that the water ballast epace concerned  f7‘:L
'wae really eseentlalf R ' '

. IM/CONF/G.2/SR.8



 : N‘ SIMPSON (leerla) said: that the same rules were applled“

' -Lln hlS country as in the Unlted States. Hls delegatlon could

not accept any- tonnage measurement system_whlch.dld not exclude
 passenger space and water-ballast space. '

| Mr. ROCQUEMONT (PFrance) said that the Prénch delegatlon
: COuld not apprnve a proposal whereby displacement would be
‘corrected by water-ballast space, It had been stated that
'in most 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 tc give the ship stability and 1to increase its
earning capacity. There was therefore no reason why the water-
ballast space should be deducted. Why should liguid ballast
and net 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 of "essential'" water
“ballast. It would, however, be difficult to define what was
essential water ballast. The French delegation proposed
that the formula for net tonnage should be based exclusively
on displacement without any deduction for water-pballast space.

. TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8



Mr. CHRISTTANSEN (Norway) pOLnted out th b hLS cnuntrf was_ixﬁ"

Tfa Party to the Gslo Cnnventlon, and 1n the course of several

o }meetlngs, at which the smgnatorles had dlscussed the Guestlon'€ F”~ L

© of water ballast, Norway had nrnposed ‘the adoption of the
" ru1es folloWed 1n the United States, under whlch the water
ﬂballast space wag jneluded 1n the grnss tonnaﬂe and omltted from

” -[fthe et tﬂnnage.‘ There was nn dlfflculty about deflnlng those

"fspaces,_ The rules which were appljed both in the Unlted States 5 :
_ f_;and by the smgnatorles of the Oslo Conventlon were. very strlct and;f*"ﬁ
'7 _had never caused dlfflcult’eS- _J  ' ' e

B Mr. PROHASKA (Benmdrk) lented out that watermballast soace f;
__ m1ght be 1ndlspensab1e for snme sh ps, for example to balance -
- fuel. The constructlon of water ballast tanks was costly,ﬁ,__
' fbecause 1t ‘sometimes 1nv01ved 1ncrea51ng the-vlze of the. shlp. _,'
fIt was there?nre reasnnable that the owner should recelve some -

' _[compensatlnn. Fnr sniid ballast, no comnensatlon was necessary._fgai?f

R MUENCH (Israel) thought the Gomm1ttee should not take
-:-any decision on equations 1 and’ 2 untll the Wnrklng Group had :

 'cons1dered the questloﬂ. Stress had been lald on the fact

that the adoptlon of the dlsplacement ccnnept ouﬂht to make 1t f i3 ;f 

”;possxble to produce flgures clﬂse to those of present tnnnages.;i

"77; But the Committee did not know what flgures ‘would be arrived. at : *"”

ir the waterwballast shace was deductea.:_ It would therefore

_::fbe preferable for the Working Froup “to ‘maXe the necessary
*_fcwlculetlons,:after which ‘the': Committes. would be ‘able to

 htake ‘a de0181on in fULl knowledge of the facts ’ljah_-"'”ﬁy'

 TM/CONE/C.2/SR.8
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_ Nr. GUPTA (India). agreed that water- ballast spaces
 *wére_necessary_to certain types- of vessels. If those spaces
- were to be'deduétéd,'there_Would‘hévé‘tc_béia uniform method . -
- for caleulating fhéﬁ,_tb;avdid giving an advantage to certain
types of ship. "Theré were of course some ships which had a
 r1d1cu1ous tonnage because they had huge water-bailast
:spaces. Moreover, it was difficult for the port authorltles
 fo digecuss with owners the conditions necegsary to ensure the
__éafety 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 iypes of ship.

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) said he had been under the
impression that the certified displacement did not include
" the water-ballast space. I1f that were the case, he wondered
why there should be any question oi excluding them.

Mr. WILSCN (UK) held the same view as the representative
of Israel. The dguesticn of deducting the water-ballast space
From the. net tonnage based on displacement had not been
considered. Before taking a decisibn, the Committee should
know what the effects of thﬁt deductlon would be. - The same
was true of passenger sPaces.

- Mr. ?ICSSON (Sweden) stressed the need to prevent

- shipowners from using the new regulations for the purpose

of calculating a lower tonnage, for example, 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 guestion merited study.

S OM/CONE/C.2/SR.8
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. Mr' Be JONG (Netherlands) eaxd bhere were at present threefffi*“*'”
”*esystems of tonnage measurement If a. uﬁlversal syetem was. the

aim, the tonnage certlflcate must relete o the total volume, i
the dleplecement the total volume of water ballaot spaees and
the total volume of passenger sPacee._,' - '

S Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) poanted out that the certlfled e
'__dlsplacement would be determlned at the Shlp s eummer lnad 11ne. S

Referenoe had been made to - the 1nteractdon between the

. various conventions and,. in partlcular, the: Convention for the e
e_Prevention ~f Follution: of the Sea by 0il. That Convention: had'df”d°
. been drawn up in 1954 and reV1sed in 1962, Amendments had been . S

:,Tpropoeed in 1968 and there was -a question. of further amendments,fﬁf;ﬂfid”

- The French delegatlon was of course aainst pollutlon of the eea,
but considered that that queetlon and more partlcularly the '

_question whether a ship. snould hnave’ water balleet tanks eeparatedfgﬂ"”"
" frOm lte fuel bunkers should be con?alned in the Conventlen .. E
' ;anthned In the future tonnage mecsurement eystem it was. ﬂ°t7251_:17

,approprlate to raise mat ere relatlng to the flght aealnet
pollutlon, - Ihat would be a dangeroue precedent |

It ves of oouree de31rable to come back to fdgures close to?ddfﬁgif*

_;dthe preeent tonnages, but thet was a eecondary conszderatlon,t::ﬁ i

e-@SP@Clally where net toendge wae concerned It was a. p01nt<3g'
Lwhlch shoald no% be taken lnto aceount el : :

M, LBIGSSON (Sweden) alﬂe eonSLdered that the new e_ : _
-certllleates ehould be ueed by all. eountrlee and alen by thefJ?iﬂi

- Buez Canal authorltles, and if the Conference w&ehed to- help:_d'dfaz_.,g

--dthoee authorltlee to use the new certlficates, 1t weuld be

TM/CONE/C.2/SR.E



'tfbetter not to 1ncluae the water—ballast spaces in the net o
tonnage. The certificate should indicate the total volume and

e Af ﬁthe dlsplacement Wlth or without the water—ballast spaces.

 Mr. PROHASKA (Penmark) wondered whether the water- ballast |
-spaces should be deducted in their entlrety. It was questlonable
._Whether'the=deduction of the whole of those spaces would make it
possible to arrive at figures clerse %o the existing values, but
the United States representative had, a few days previously,
- suggested a formuia which would make possible an aulomatic
limitation of the deduction. .

Mr. SABET HABACHI (Suez Canal Authority) said that, under
the Canal regulations, water-ballast spaces outside the hull were
not incliuded in the tonnage, but all spaces within the hull were
inciuded in the gross tonnage. - Indeed, the Constantinople
Convention prohibited the exclusion of anything situated within'
the hull,

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) asked for the additidn to the proposed
equation of the term "-IR (ice-reinforcement)".

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the working group should be
‘instructed to seek a formula for ned tonnage using the parameters
of displacement, volume of passenger Spaces or number of passengers
volume of water-ballast spaces and ice reinforcement.  The
working group would consider thnse variocus factors and would
propose a formula by which it would be possible to obtain net
tonnages as near as poassible to the existing tonnages,

It was so decided,

| TM/CONE/C.2/SR.8. .
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o Mr R(OQULMONT (Fraﬁoe) folt ne should mako lt Clear that he f;jf;;
was nou_conv1ncod by tﬂe VarlOUS argumonts whlch had been = T

_'advqnced and in particular with reference o ice relnforcemenﬁ,__.jofjj

. He wsg afraid that the way might thus be ‘opened for furtbew.f.j.f
Tdeouotlons,_whlch would make net tonoapo qu1te meanlngles '

"obettor t0 set uo two worklng grouosy one fom'gross tonnage ana

"'?Ithe other for net tonﬂege--o_o

The CHATREQN feared that would oe dlffocul+

e NAD INSKI (Exeou+1vo u@CfEbarj) seld dhat lf two _
-oworkong Eroups were set up,” only one of thom could be prov1ded

'"*oiwwth 51mul+onoous 1ﬂteror0uatlon' thu other would have to mcet

".o'further Tlme to that pOlﬂt

'ﬁ,'lthout 1ptmrproters, 1n the Borners ‘Street promleeg,:_

: Mr. PROHﬁSKA (Denmark) suggosted proccedlng forthw1+h to |
flset up a 81ng1e worklng group, composed of repvosentatlvos of L
_ Noxway, the Unlon of Sovied. SOOiallmt hepubllcs, the Unlted
-  K1nﬂdom and. the Unlted States.; Japan_mlgnt be: 1nv1ted_tobbe_.f
o represeated ir lt 50 de31red "'1 A e
_ | Mr. NC&IGLTA (Arﬁentlna) proposed that'Fﬁanco”also“should}_:ojfﬂnﬂ?
'_3be reprJSented e T T e
Iz Mr. GUPTA (Inola) con51defed thrt eVorJ oountrv should be .
“*fﬁElowed to send a rcoresantc tive 1f it so d631red B

R mh’) CHAIR ,AN wnfz,rmed that pvbry deleg‘Ptlon h”’d the rLght R
_o;to partlolpgte in' the worklng Eroup. e R .l"l_f .
__.' M, PROHASKA (Deﬂmark) maintained fhaﬁaonly a-v@rstmailggrbﬁpxg_j
o_vould be: dbl@ ~to do useful work. 5 R o ?.”f: :ooio.-.f___,
 Mr. MURRAT SMITH (UK) did not think that a ij;m‘ema ve
i.set to. the number of delcgqtqonq rcpfeSmnt 4 in a ‘Orkln group :f
“'xhose conciusions would be of gvcat importance to all oountrles._if5”
©He considered moreover that to be able to %tudv tho quegtion of '
_'o*net tonnoge, the working group. would: require more precige torms
 {30£ refercnce and thought that thf Oomm&tt e ought to dovotmjgﬁa



3;'morn;ng

' .;-181%. |

Mr GUETA (Indla) skared the view of th@ Uﬂltpﬂ Klnﬂdom _
'representatlve, ‘The: dlSCHSSlOP should: be tekan up aguln the ncxt

_ Mr DE JOWG (Netherlands) thought the Commlttee would be '
  uﬂab1e to make useful progress until the Working Group had
submitted its conclusiong. It would therefore be better for the
Working Group to meet the following morning, while the Committee
would begin consideration of Propesal €. The important thing
‘was to reach solutions that would be acceptable to all,
including +he Suez Canal and Panama Canal authorities.

- Mr. BORG {Sweden) agrced with the United Kingdom representative
~that the terms of reference given to the Working Group on the
gquestion of net tonnage were not SuffiClbﬁﬁly pr601se to enable

it to reach satisfactory conclusions. ‘

The CHAIRMAY proposed that the discussion should be

continued the following morning.

It wos so decided,

The meeting roge at 6 p.m.

| TM/CONF/C.2/SR.8
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Agenda 1tem 3 - Consmderatlon of matters a8 1nstructed- -
by the Conference (IM/CONF/WP.3; :

. IM/CONE/C.?

-TM/OONF/9/Add 1y TM/CONF/C. 2/WP 5 and

. CONTENTS

™M/CONF/6, Corr, 1 and ‘Add. 1

~Corxr. 1, WP.6, WE, 8, WP.9 (continued)
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”:e]{fAGEND ITEM 3 ~ CONSTDERATION OF MATTZRS AS INSTRUCTED BY TEE

 CONFERUNCE (TH/CONF/WP. 35 TM/CON 6, ccrr,_lqrﬁjﬁggn»s
o Uand Add. 1 TM/CONW/9/Add 1; CoNE/C, 2/WP 5 e
o and Oorr._l WP.6, WP.8, WP. 9 (contlnued)

R The CHAIRWAN 1nV1ted the Commlttee 40 consider ‘the questﬁOn};e,ii:
,:of the terme of reference to be aeelgned to:the working group, 3~fjfdci
starting with those relatlng to the agreed formula for the SRRt

H'rfdcaldulatlen of gross tonnage, ile. GT caVeo o

i In conneX1on w1th the coeffLCLent ot in that formula, he

'”r:fwould recall that, in accordance with de0181one already taken bydi”'

:,ithe Conference, gross toanage would not be: subject tr change in f:.

 ded711ne with' changes in.displacement. . Secondly, he had been- = = o
'”.fglven to uncerstand that - there had been second thoughﬁs on thefed,q.';ﬁa

e:;part of some. delegetlons regardlng the @eClSlon taken the.g;"__ : :
 previous day to take no eccount of crew space. 1n the gross. SR

'd_itonnage formula,

| _ Nr. MURPHY (USA) explalned that the de01810n 1n questlon i
Cwas a metter of ‘concern %6 his delegatlon.._ Certalr con51derat10ns_ﬂfr5
.fundamental to +he develnplng of a valid. and workable tonnage
e:measurement gystem seemed to have been left out nf sccount. _ SR
 Under the deci#ion; ‘Shipowners desirous of providing addltroﬁal'*rff’“f
- amenities for: ‘the crew’ (advisable for attracting the right klnd j?d.,,ﬂj

‘"'Tfof eeaman) would be penalised by hlgher charges . throughout the
7 whole llfe of the Shlp._. Several: propoeals ‘had been made” to R
dﬁjcover the point, the major objection to 'which had been the
-fdlfflculty 1nherent in defining the epaces concerned.. That

_:dlfflculty would be 1arge1y avoided" by us;ng a formula PTOV1dlngg[f i
for'a simple deduction from gross tonnage for crew sPace_gjg,_- ph

"f:_'prOV1ded in excess of the standard Volume, and deflnlng crew:



S ;54 m 

_ ":space as . the actual volume nf sleeping, eatzng and recreatlon B
'f]rooms,_- “That was the solutlon his dylegatlon would prefer and o

“he would accordlngly mnve that the Committée regonsider the

. decisirn with a view to discussion of the new proposal.

The CHAIRMAN said that, under rule 26 of the rules of
procedure, permission to spea& 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
accommodaticn for ships plying in Ezstern waters,

Mr., 20CQUEMONT (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 sxtraneous to
tonnage measurement '

The moticn was reaected bv 17 vetes to 12,

_ -The CHAIRMAN outlined the terms of refereﬁce 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 nc decision had
been taken on the question of freeboard, and asked for an

. opportunity to be given him to introduce the working paper

coming out in his delegation's name (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.10) as soon

a8 it was available.
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_ __"' The OHAIRMAN remlnded the Danlsh representatlve that

”_eacccrdance W1th Rule 23 of the rules nf procedu“e, d&bCHSSlﬂn _
L ef hlS delegateon s papeL could nnt take place untll the next
'”“]_day. ' i S '

'ufe;was meant to he)p the worklng group in con81der1ng other:
'parameters, in llne with Conference de01810ns, on which the

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) explalned that the paper in question ,f;[fl”

3Fnon—constaﬁt coefflclent "a" would depend o After recapltulatlngff,ffff

 : eh1s arguments on penallslﬁg safety, he askee that the paper: be f
"e1coneldered at the earliest pﬂSSlble moment and, in the: meantlme,'“”
_5that 1t be passed” to the WOrklng group for 1ts 1nformat10n.;‘ S

_ Mr.-PRIVALON (USSR) sald that hlS delegatlon shared the
ejchalrman 5. concern about “the elnw progress in the.work and would
_.call for more etrlct appllcatlnn of the rules: of procedure..,¢5j

' ”_lhe prOV181on on gross’ tonnage measurement was nnt de81gned-7ﬁ S

 to be - a’ critérion for the’ 1evy1ng of port dues,_so that the
f; introduction intn the formula of a- funotlon of dlsplacement
:':ﬁ-idraught ar freeboerd would nnt serve the 1ntended purpnse and
llﬂmlght 1ndeed “conflict with" that purpose EY: enun01ated eventually

by the General Cemmlttee in accordance with the instructions given.;__ﬁﬂﬁ

Ib':at the second Plenary meeting. Morenver, safety mattérs from

. the nav1gatlona1 standpnlnt were the concern of the Internatlonalie;_;e:;

'r;L@ad Line Convertlon.:-

B In the 01rcumetancee, he Wnuld propﬂse that the worklng .
'_'group be - aeked to study and report on the factnr, constant or i

_ T?Varlable, to be used for the. coefflclent Mal in- the formula,; f'”f"”ee-f
- which ‘would produce flgures a8 near as possible to existing gross .. .
' tonnages. ~ In doing 8o, ftlere was no need *¢ take into account } 53"5¥=

._e7'draught dlSplacement vessel tVﬂe or'ﬁn; other *efi~eter the n
tha*t of total VOlume._ G e .

Ll i_._i"'@M/_cci@/d;é/_eﬁ.'-'_9_'_*?__.;.? :




o The OHAIR&AN nrnoosed to Dut to the vote the folan1ng terms
pof referenoe for the Working Group respecﬁlng gross tonmage '
-~ measurement: to study the formula GT = av with a view tn

' ~;arriVLnr at. a value,_conetant or varlable,.?er Lhe ‘enef flClent "a";

if variable, - the Yalue shotld be the’ functlon of total moulded -

"'f Ve1ﬁme*bf'sh1p, but not of.dlsylaoement, draught or freeboard.

~Mr., PROHASKA (Denmark) speaking on a p01nt of order, said
"that the terms of reference, as thus coneelved would fail in
the object of arriving at a formula that would rroduce figures
as close as {negsible to existing gress'tonnages. In particular,

. ships operated permanently as open shelter*deokere would be

heavily penalized in gross tnnhage, to avcld that consequence,
~a.corrective factor would have to be 1ntrﬁduced.

“Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), alsn speaking.on a point of order,
peinted out. that the suggestion juet‘made Was‘in contradiction
- with the-decisions already taken and was the“eforeout of order, .
even for consideration by the Worklng Group.

- Ihe terms of reference outlined by the Chairman were
approved by 27 votes to 7. '

" The CHATRMAN recalled the tentatlve agreement that, in the.
case of net tonnage meaeurement ~the Working: Group ehould be
‘fasked to etudy the follnw1ng alternatlve formulae:

' N ﬁ'alv o
o
NT &V + a'
= 8 - .
1 oF
op

=2
3
i

a"v; a"P-_ a;we-

wzth mlnlmum NT = (a 7+ a P)K

Where V digsplacement at the assigned summer 1oad 11ne:"

P = volume of passenger spaces or function of number of
passengers

WB = volume of water-ballast spaces

“-fal’ 2, and az = coefféglents which mlght be constant or
: - variable . _

' ”3-7K1é a constent

'**{ Tm/GONF/o 2/33 g



_ A 1ast-m1nute prooosal had beeﬂ made %haﬁ the effect of
__--plnCTeased welght due toice strengbhenlng constructlon should
 '-.a1so be taken 1nto account in the formula., - He proposed '

'outtlng that issue o the vote 1mmedlately,__-  ;-.1a”-g_:pjfj:ff7  mf7

The progpsal was: re3€cted by 20 votes to 4.;. :¢.fa£'

The GHATRLAN asked whether there was any obaectlon to the-f' 7” :

f tentat1ve terms of refﬂrence as’ %hey now stond

Mr. KLEINBLOES&M (Netherlanas) salé that follmw;ng the.  ?qJ,“¢,,

"i; TComm1ttee s de0151on that ‘the new parameter to be 1ntrnduoed S
'"ffunder the nld name- of "net" was- tn be baged. on dlsplacement he} f

Cfelt it was. Oﬁly fair to submit his comments as a member of" thef_fL-ffi
':ﬁfNetherlands delegatlon representlﬂg both ‘his dlrect employer,'fffffﬁ"'

the Rotterdam Ponl Management and all the Netherlands pcrtsf,*f'”
“lncludlng Amsterdam.f He was sure thaﬁ his views would be shareﬁ

by many other port authorltles in countrles both Ain and outsmde “;fi

._'Eurspe.g__'

There were at present many due collectlng authorltles 5ﬁf ;}{E“&fﬁ

' throughGutthfawor1d whose rates. were- of léss 1mpnrtance to- th°3"

f”fjshlpplng industry than the charges . of private concerns such asﬁfjf_;_ff

 '-stevedor1ng cempanles.‘ Port authinrities werse’ ammng the few, whn

_5f st111 Aseéd the nzesent gross or net. tnnnage flgures as3_7“' i Ll

’*“.fparameters for their rates. There was, .nowever, a strong moveﬂ;ff
“'away from both flgures, due’ to- the ex1stence of many dlfferentf”

'f.]”SYStems of measurlnﬂ shiy ~g, and also to the fact that there ;;{;' Sl
'75_were 89 many dlstowtlons., For example a dlsbursement aCCountTi §fif"

__'at the port of Rotterdam would contaln some 20 different I
'f_lt@ms,_such as state pilotage, harbour 91¢ﬂtage, tow1ng,.3.f*§f”
'f harbour dues and agency fees, of which only two were

;gaased on gross or net reglster 1temu.- { For thcae
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"ftwu ltems, the agency fee, whlch WGS a prlvate charge aﬁd

' the ‘harbour due which was & municipal tax, the: tomnave fzgures-
__  were only " one- of several parameters uged to ascertain how much
'“fthe ship would have to pay.

As far as he could recall-in 23. years' exper$ence in the
onrt 1ndu8ury, pnrt authorities had never been haopy W1th the
state of affairs, and particularly. the convertlole open or
clﬂsed shelter-deck system which they nad accepted only
reluctaatly.' As long asg certlfjcafes could be changed and
“tonnage openings could be closed or opened, there was little
 the port authnrities could do. But since INMCO's intreduction
' of the dual tonnage mark system, port authorities had been
compelled to act,  The Conference in Plenary Session had
 decidéd'to abnlish that sys%em.' While he welcomed the decisien,
it should be realized that by intrnducing that scheme INCO had
triggered off a new development amonz port authorities, who had
been foreed to find new ways and mesns of countering the scheme,
Their suecess had'madé them reconsider the fundamentals of port
pricing policies, and they were walting to see whether the
Conference would nroduce 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
‘méeting had turned in the direcition of re-intreducing in the
formula a number of plus ~r minus items, such as passenger
SQades and water ballast, and efforts were once more being
‘made tn npen the door to every possible kind of deduction ar

- exemption, as for example, ice strengthening. Rotterdam

. mN/CONE/C.2/SR.9



had been neln“ £Toss tonneﬂe for harbour dves ;or 1onger

:-*_tnan he coula nemembe : Those port and other duee CO‘lectlng .
:autherztles and prlvate companles whncb based the:r service ,;“}#V*”' e

e’charges Annet tonnage would never use the new net flgures, s
'__they would change over o groes,'regardless of any recommendatlon

'“fgthat IMCO mlght make.- If an ef?oru was made. to 1ntroduce the_;r;_"”“”:”

' nopen shelter~deck conoept as well 1nto ‘the gross. elgure, he was.fe°

. gure that “that pawameter, too, would be abandoned for the

1L'purpose nf collectlng dues and other charges.--'

" The. anm of this Confenence was to find a eystem fnr

f]:_measurlng shits that could be ap )11ed by all the countrles

Cof the world whether or not they were big shlpplng natlone at;ff'

'?1fthe present tlme. There was a. further alj,_namely to find a SRt
" system nhat would be readily and Wldely acceptable for as many. ;fV'"f”""”

"purposee as- p0831b1e, due- collectlon belng only" orie of them L
a system whloh by its nature would induce port and. ‘other dne-"
:collectors to return to tonnage certlflcates. Such a system fr

e,would have. to prnduce parameters and shnw them | on a certlflcatefffﬁ'777““

in' such a waj uhat for each particular purpose ‘all partles

';;concerned could find - the items they needed in the document.ZQ_:ffl“'"ﬁ""”

.'-_.He emphas1zed therefore,,what the Netherlands repreeentatlvéner.--

LAhad sald on’.a number of. occas1ons" the certlfloate should
oat 1east show tntal volume,‘total dlsplacement tetal
“nnipassenger soece and total water ballast BEES

- TN/COFF/C.2/SR.9
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. Mr. ROCQULMONT (France) maintained thet, as for gross =
. tonnage, the Working Group should be given a precise mandate
" on the matter of the net tonrage formula. - To include considera- .
: Ction of the coefficients aps @z, by and bj would be tantamount |
 §to conecluding that the Committee 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
obgerved that the six French autonomous ports sgreed with the
:represeﬁtative of the Netherlands Port Authorities that a .
tonnage formula should not be liable to divergent interpretations;?a7
water ballast was, however, notoriously difficult to define
and corrective meazsurements to allow for passengers only tended
- to complicate the issue. He therefore urged the Commitiee to
close the debate by taking a distinet decision on the net
tonnage formula. '

Mr. FILIPTOVICE (U:8R) agreed with the French delegation
that the Working Grour should receive definite instructions;
unfortunately, however, such concepts as the displacement in
the net tonnage formulae had, by no means, so Tar been clarified.
It had been stated that displacement was to be taken to the
~gsummer 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 Vorking Group were to be expected to submit

. concrete proposals all parameters had first to be carefully
. defined.
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_ 'The” dfiﬁr Ny recapltulatea that tt bad been agreed to
jedeflne aesplacenent st the maximum dleplacement a eblp could _
‘have: on’ summer freeboqrd°' 1f “for scantjlng reasons; the Shlp

1ffdld not Tave full dravght in accordance with the Load Line P
_.:”Conventlon, then alsplecememt would bé related to the seantilﬂgft;e7*fé
- dravghtis “For a ship without a load Tline, & valie of 85 per’

. cent of the depth nad been suggested ‘but no final’ de01s1on had'e?f{“t”
. been reached. = Far DASSenger ships the dleptacement should be ;;'75*”*

o taken %o the deepest subdivision load line..  Some’ formula

had to be adopted which would ensure that the figures lleted tej¥':* E

fi'eln the tonnage eertlfleate would not ohange frequently. L

The deflnlthH of water ballast to date was 1ese elearop:_;-%a»

_"one p0881b111ty was. to take water. ballast to mean the volumegte
Cof all those spaces whlch were deflned as  such acoordlng to !

ftUnlted States regulatlons for exemption from both gross . and netftf"ﬁ
'~ﬂtonﬁage and wnleh the Conference had decided to exempt 1n the

rft]net tonnage messurement only. ‘It had &lso been suggested thet_igf':fﬂ

Lo elop tanks ehould ‘be ooneloered as water ballast: tanke.ﬁ_:f~

__' Thlrdly, tﬂe coefflclent before the dlsplaoement term 1n
| fthe_formulae nad to be such as to take into account the size

tébf the ship, . Eut'no agreement had g0 fer been reaehed on whlch 331 

'”:partleular functlon t0 adopt.

r. ROCQUEIONT (TraﬂCE) felt.uhat the Comni ttee wag undulytthwfff

_--compllcatlne the isggue. - In the case of mest ehlps,_the load
. line: was ehanged only 1mfrequently and 50 dig plaoememt could

| 'fbe 51m01y deflﬁed as dlsplaeement up to the summer 1oad 11ne tﬁ"lf’*;?

_ seigned to a partlcular Shlp by ‘virtue of the freeboard
o allocated to it by the - tonnage measurement authorltlee after
}-dlscu351on W1th the shlpowners._'i@egs_ T
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L UMy, MUENCH (Israel) recslled that the treatment of water—

- ballagt spaces was one of the main differences between the

United Kingdom and United States tonnage measurement systems.

'ff”He-had understood that it was agreed in the Sub-Committee on
- Tonnage Measurement that if water ballast was to be included

in gross tonnage, it should at least be exempted from the net
tonnage formulia. However, as net tonnage was to be based on
~displecenent he felt that this was already taken into account.

Mr, CHRISTIANSDN (Norway) maintained that net tonnage
should be iIn terms of volume.

Mr., DE JONG (Netherlands) observed that in effect it was
unimportent whether displacement were calculated on a volume
or a welight basis but that for practical reascns it was easier
to calculate it as a velume, without having to take into
consideration the specific gravity of water. 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 exemotions if they so
wished. | ' o

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 eunpty, so that any allowances then mede for
water-ballast spaces would mean deductihg a quahﬁity which had
never been included. Secondly, if Archimedes' principle of
displacsient being proportional to weight were to be used, the
water-ballast spaces would be irrelevant anyway.

- The CHAIRMAN noted that, for instance, an oil tanker with
large water-bsllast spaces would be greatly affected by the
exemption or non-exemption of those spaces in the net tonnage.
Tormula,
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Mr PROSSER (UK) cantioned that the Committee was atiavery

| d?ffloult etage in 1te dellberatLene;f It should, flretly, take
scare o engure that it dld not adopt a- flnal gross tonnage

| _uformula baeed on volume wnlch qlthough acoenteble.uo B magolltym___:;,,
. of countrics wae yet unqeoeptable to that mlnorlty of eountrles_.; -
-havlng a maaorlty of shlpe,_and secondly,.ehould rcfraln from {Qsie_,_,

| ”restrlctlng the torms of reforence of the Working Group tgo |

eclosely on the subgect of a net tonnage fermula Whlle the -

.'iUnlted Klngdom delegetlon, ltself favoured the volume coneept for

1-f.as well.

fdlsplacement it nevertheless preferred that thp WOrklng Group
 uhou1d be free to examlne solutlone based on all oth B conoepts o

:Klngdom repreeentftlve ER cemments. At the preeent guncture the ;

Mr. BONN (Ganada) Sald that he fullv supported the Unlted et

.”fCommzttee shand be. eareful to view all possible: parameters to be"”fi7 

"“a'con51dered in’ arr1v1ng at net tonnage. S

'f Mr' WIE (Norway) seld thet his delegatlon eaﬁred the conee rnftf;.

QVeXpressed by the: United: Klngdom represent tives  He wae dlsturbedfni”igf

'fat the Committeec's slow progress. . The:divergence of opinion. e
was ehown by the fact that lb ‘had - guet taker & vote on the terme_f

e of reference of the dorklnw Group: whzch reversed thu deols¢on'g
']taken at the prevzoue meetlng.u_ e : : : L

It had been p01nted out thet there wero two trends of

-Tfoplnlon, ‘one. backed by the magority of members of ‘the Commlttee,.”- '
U the other eupported By countrles representlng the magorlty of e
':e_eXLStlng merchant fleets.' Whe_Confereaee was not a contest between
f_,twoﬂtéams.; One side might win. the first round out both: nght SR

lose in the second. It would be regrettable 1f the Oonferenee.iﬂfi'f;,ﬂ

| fproduced reeu“ts that were not accepted by the maﬁerltj of - _
“countries And. of cx1et1ng uhlpplng lnteres?s.- A ﬂonventlon that

"'mlghtznever be ratified, or only ratified after 20 years, would

E_;be-ueeleés.- Unlese ‘the Oommlttee could produce a solutlon
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that was acce@table to the Plenary Mectlng 1t would have achleved_g o

’  noth1ng.

“he CHAIRMAN apﬁeeﬂed to representatlves £0 take heeé ‘of the

”.C'Norweglan reprbsentatlve & comments in thé interests of the .

7 ”Comm1ttee s work and the success of the Conference.

_ Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suexm Canal Authorlty) spbaklng at
the invitation of the Chﬁlrmaﬁ, said that it was essential to
define the meanlng_anq the,looatlon of water hallast. Bona fide
“'water ballast had been mentioned in the diséussions? but its
meaning was far from clear. For example; for a supertanker
'mov1ng 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 suggestion
that an additional page should be incOrpbrated in'the'certifibate
indicating all spaces not included in the tonnage, and each |
authority could use it to suit its own purposzs. | B

‘Mr, MURPHY (USA), replying to a question by the

representative of Israel, said that his delegation cortalnly

- considered that the question of water ballast was still a
~problem and would have to be considered. The Committee was
dealing chiefly with ships of the orc-carrying type, with Leavy
and inexpensive cargoes:; the water ballest guestion was at

- present incorporated in most existing systems by provision
enabling such ships to compeve in present-day world economies.

- . The ports representative in the Netherlands delegaticn had made

an interesting point, but it raised the question of what the
Conference was trying to do. As he understcod it, the aim was
- to simplify and unify the tonnage measurement rules and
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'-ﬁellmlnaﬁe aﬂy faetors detrlmenta“ +o safety. _iho Cufféﬁfh"

_ _“u?economles of 1ndu5ury were irrelevant, The ‘ports. authﬂrltles
'fiTshould be: concerned. 1est any chﬂnges made it uneconomic for

"_f;“shlps to use their norts and resulted in goods being traﬁsported f; ;f;}
"]by other means. ¢hﬂ ‘aim - should be to remain as close as’ p0881b165¢;n?;{

i'f,to existing gross. and net tonnﬁges,- Ports . uthorltles could

:adaust thc1r r4tps s0 a8 to obtain the funds they n“eded-: but
CIMCO must wbtqln oqultqblﬂlty between eX19t1ng types of. Shlp

o without affectlng the existing economic situation. He strongly :'? ﬁ:' 

'supported the suggostloﬂ that all the pa rameters menticned as

S affectlnv the situation should be con51der d by the - Working Group,

_ wh1ch ‘should be 1nstructed to seek solutlons as near as posszble
too eXIStlng ones._ He agree& with tho Norwegian rbnrﬂsentptlve s

_f that if a satluf30uory solution were not found the. Coaforence L
~ would have failed in its task and the repercusszons would be'g_i“?“ﬁ'”'

'“serlous.

M, DE Jova (Notherlands) said that Te dld not sh '%hé"'

'Unlted States representqtlve g concern over the pOSSlblllty of B e

fshlps belng prevented from: us;ng ports by unduly high charges. 3t

-~ The Netherlands shipowners saw no- dangers in Propnqml ¢ bccause: f}°f3*x
~they did not cxXpect their ports %uthOrltlLS “to be: unrﬁﬂsonable'fntﬁ“

 whatever the Sys uGI"l, ratcw would have to be admsted without

'_1be1ng dlsqdvantegeou% B shlps.- He saw: no- reason why the']fﬁﬂl T.
'-fComm1 tge should not approve Propaeal O as - 1t stood.
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Th any oqse, the time had: come for s decision. The: Oommittee'

H3 cou1d contlnue to seek >, solution close %o the systen umder

t-Proposal C - total volure plus displacement = in-the knowledge
that the majority of countries. and ports avuthoritics would "

" _agree, but that the owners of the major part of the world merohant

 :ffleets would not. That would be tzking a chance. Alternatively,
it could adjust tonnage go that the open shelter-deck concept
- was maintained for gross tonnage, with reduction of waters

  _ ballast spaces for net tonnage.

There was also an intermediate method, Acceptance of
Pféposal C would entail =a transition'period of between 10 and 15
years:; but there was nothing against immediate acceptance of
a unified systewm 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, =2nd applying it for
all new ships during the transition period, while allowing
exlsting ships to keep their ftonnage. After 15 years a decisicn
could be made on whether or not to change to total volume and
-dlsplacezent only. '

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (liorway) said that the Netherlends
reprasentﬂtlve was out of order in speaking of certification
and of Preoposal C when the Counmittee was dlscuSSLHg parameters

for gross and net tomnqgu.

Hié‘delegation fully gupported the views of the United
States representative. '
The CHAIRMLN aprealed to representatives to confine thelr

comments to the guestion whether the working group should
be free to discuss three paraneters for the net tonnage formula

3'__or'only two, In the former cnse, he suggested that the working

'group_should divide into three groups, but under the sanme.
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*.wChalrman, sach %o dlscuss one of the pqrﬁﬂ@tmrs for net tonnage, jf'

'llgq coefflclent plus dlsplacement coeff:c*ent plus ‘displa cenent ;:[?;

©and with or without' passenger spacc°71 oaffl01ent plusﬁ;jjf~ﬂﬁf

|  ;d1sp1acement WLﬁh or without passenger %pacc,_.a coefflclent

_'*plus dlsplacement w1th or w&thout pqsaeﬁger snacL and. mlnus
quter ballnst T AR R

s He suggcstcd that the wcrklng group should be composed of
‘ the follow1ng countriss: Denmark, France,: Fedcrml Republlc e

':fof Germany, Italy, Jepan, Ne%herlands,,Norway,_Spaln,.Swedeﬁ,*'f  f_ H_
USSR, UK and USA,band-thatrthe;Uhairmaﬁ should be Mr. Ericsson = =

;(chden)

Iﬁ Was 50 agreed

SRR The CHﬁIRMAN 1nv1ted n@mb TS of the Conmltuee to Conolder  .J"i':
_gwhlch ofzthe regulations in Proposal C (TM/CONF/6) should be .o
discussed by the Committee. He suggested ‘thet the Committee -

‘should diSCuss'regul9tionS 1,2 'nd 2 after the worklné group hgd f;fff

5complcted its task, but that the Cormittee’ should congider

'3 regu1nt1ons 4 (the problem of Frequent chwnges in tonnage), 5,._ g5  t 
'_6(2) (open and closed Sbaces), 7(1) mnd.( ) (leaving open_thex o
'[“problem of welght or volume) and 8. SRR

I was so qgroed._._

: The SEGRET&RY referrlng o Artlcln 4(1)(b) on nIe 14
3 0£ Provosal ‘C, pointcd out thnt the Gencr- 1.Co"m1ttco_hnd:_ '_
ssked the Comnittee to decide on the overnll 1cnwth'1i~it;"
e present 15 netres, and also on deflnltlon of OVGrall

”i,.length for inciusion in 4rticle. 2.__;

e The. CHMIRMHN secelled that it had been suwgeoted that the
S definition of overall 1en0th in th@ Internqtlonal Load Llne

.'].Conventlon should be used
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L Mr. ?ROHuSKA \DeQWﬁrk) Frew qttentlon to the follow;ng _ S
' f,ffﬁcorrectlons in the formula for gross tonna ge (TN/CO SC.2 WP, 10)  :,fo3f
_”fffln the first paragrqph the penultinate word in the Fourth' line :" |
”  Lshou1d bé Vrefrigerated" and the eighth word in the eighth line
~ ghould be "judged"; in the last paragravh on page 2 the |
”;=penu1timate word in the second line should be "assigned"; ﬁnd in
- the first paragraph on page 3 ﬁhe.word "these" should be 1nserted

. . before the word "ships".

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m,
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Con81deratlon an& preparatlon_ ﬁ;_
et proposed technical SRR
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'?“uGM;DM ITuﬂ 4 - 00? ZDLR“TTCN *ND PREPARATION CF PROPOSED &
o U TECHNICAL RUGULATIONS ON TONFAGE MEASURMﬁEuT ) g

L ‘:“MD TONVAGE CIRTIFICATES: (contlnued) R

*._(TM/CO F/6 | Th/CCwF/C 2/2)

T;{:'Artlcle &, naragraph (1)(b)

_ : The. CFAiRhAN remlndea the Commlttee that the amendment
-;fproposed by Sweden to “r%1cle 4 (T%/OOWF/6), whlch would

':mfsubstltuﬁe a length of ?4 metres for one of 15 metres, was 1n DR
- keeping with' the DTOViSlOHS of irticle 5 of the. Ocﬂventlon ol T
B foLoaﬁ Llnes..; At the-utage which. had ‘been reached’ in the

_f?dlscussxcns,_h@ suggeSaed tﬁat the Commlttee should adcpt
fythat amendment in DrlﬁClplQ, subwect to @he possxble subsequent

| *;jaddltlon of a deflnltlon of "moulded depth.

After a short dlscuq31on,’ln which Mr: CﬁﬁIuTI HOEN. (Norwav),,f:*

”'gﬂer. ROﬁbLT (Eenmark) and Nr. S¢SAMURA (Secretarv) took nart EV,*
"nglt was 80" agreed ' e S o

” ffRegulat1on 3

I '”he OH“I?L“$ po;nted out taat two amenaments had been

_ 1 -fsubm1tted coacernxng the deleLthH of the total volume of o _
'75;enclosed speces, ome by the Nethe lands and the other by the ff*-”

'ffSovlet Unlon.{j As ‘the 1atter amendment was more closely

__ ﬁf?re1ated to dlsplacemeﬁt nroblems, he suggesteﬁ that for the
“Tﬁ t1me belng, ﬁhe Oommlttee should cons1der onlv the amendmentf

'5 _;subm1tteé by the Netherlands, whllst bearlng in mlﬁ& that no5bf°3"”'”

*u'gadec1len couid be taken on. tae co&cept of gross tonnage untll

' 5fthe Worklﬁa Grcun had completed its work.

hr. ROCQUEWOKT (FISPCE), summlng up the 81tuat10n, sald

ﬁfwthatg 1f the horklnﬂ roup were to adopt a CO@leClent whlch

:ﬂfvarled acccrdlmg to volume, it would taen be preferable to L
"_adont the Netherlands amendment i If, on. tbe other hand fHe ‘1

J':ff'Group deczded to adopt a constant CoefflCleﬁtﬁ'lt would be f if
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_.i{lTPréféfablé*féﬁeX?reé | he ngbs tonmage in. the new uait, 1n ﬂﬂff
'"f;qaccordance w;th the Orlglﬂal text 1n Proposal C “1_' SRR

”“'fRegulqtlon 4

The CPATRMI& drew attenﬁlon to the fact thax varlous

_;f]ﬁamendments haé bean subm1t+ed - by Benmark France, the
o ;  Netherlands and - the USSR.-* Slnce the amendment proposed by
:_; fT5France was the furthest from the orlglnal text, ne thought
Tt would be proper to consider it first and decide whether
_.m ?;the term "moulded dlsp;acement” shov16 be used.;j

S Mr. ROCCUELONT (France) stated that, on’ the questlon of
4 1mp1acement the S1mplest course was to refew 1o Archlmedes’

:____3fflaw, eltﬁer to the welght of water dlsnlaced, Wthh waS'

_ fff;[equ1valent to ﬁhe welght of the shlp,'whatever the SpeCJflC
' fﬂ5fgrav1ty of. the water, or to ‘the volume of water dlsplaced,z.-ﬂf:
: ; ;gw1th a aetermlnatlon of the den51ty of the salt water.m3 He' ':
i  f,fthou@ht it preferable to. calculate dlsplucement to. the. outSLde
”75¢fof shell platlng aﬂd not to the inside of the shlp, 1n order :

to taxe 1n all ‘the hull appendages wnzch fermed an 1ntegral

' f-part of the shlp.-,

Mr. CQRISTI N‘FN (Norway3 emwhaszzed %hat 1t was dl&flCUlt

.igi_;¢or some shlpowners to determlne,'at a nrellmlnary stage 'tp_;.¢.
:  7:hwhat exact use a. Sth would be- put amd what 1oad llne shoulé
::ff be a581gned to lt*_”t”Vjﬁ- L " RN

'-ihe CH IR AH dld mot thlnk that bresented anj dlff10u1%y,_

_ f5fthe shlnowrer could lways aok for the max1mum draught WLth o
S  jqf%he possxblllty of reduc1ng 1t subsequently aﬂd obtalnlng a o _ ”
“ﬂv];_certlflcate for a lower draught ERRBRTNS FRTS '

Mr, NOZIGLI _(urgéntlna) p01nte& out that 1f the concept

 {¥2of moulded dlsylﬂcement was to be retamneé 1n Regulatlcn 4y 1t
: twould, as a comsequence,_beccme necessary to amend Regulatlon 7 m ;

© which related to the external parts of the hull ~ and he thought

'  j;lt adv1sable, for the sake of Smellclty, tc contlnue to use '
"1ﬁfmou1§e& measurements.ﬁf_ﬁ”' S g SIS o g
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The OHuIRmAN thought that, in that case, 1t would be -f*”

_,_;sufflclent 4o - adgust the coefflclent by l or 2 per cent.

- Mr, COLOVIG (YugoslaV1a),referr1ng to the secend sentence

f*f of Regulatlon 4, said: that the. Shlps concerned were malnly
_'; ff1sh1ng vessels and woaéered whether, in. that case, the load A
uaﬁllne in questlon would be the natlonal load llne or the xnter—'i.' i

- fnat1cna1 1036 11ne‘- “"'

o The CHAIRMﬂN thought the certlflcate would mentlon the
'gdlsplacement correspondlng to the natlonal or 1nternatlonal

. load line and that, in the absence of both, the dlSplacement

”ffwould be determlned to a waterllne aﬁ 85 per cent of the moulded :

"ﬂ‘jffdepth of the ship.

B Mr._WILSON (UK) thought 1t sufflclent to speak of
__j}“dlsplacement determined to the summer 1oad 11ne", whlch could
fffalso be applled to flshlng vessels._ -j R SRR

: ;' Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) con31dered that, 1n the case of
Vf:shlns w;th both a natloﬂal ané an 1nternatlonal load 11ne, 1t

""fwas the 1atter that should be taken 1nto account

Nr, NOZIGLIn (ﬂrgentlna) emphasxzed that it ghould be

"*Ithe alm of the Gonventlon to. apply to 1nﬁernatlonal voyages

“{fand that therefore shlps shculd have 1nternatlonal eertlflcates.

The CH&IR%AN, sumﬂlng up: the dlscuss1on, took note of the B

”fiproblem of flshlng vessels w%mch had no loaé 11ne.-_ In regard

© . to the French ‘proposal, he said that if the ship had an inter-

7f}natlonal 1oad 11ne, 1t was that llne whlch should be taken .fs"'

“filnto accountg_ if ﬁhe shlp had two 1oad 11nes (natlonal and
R  }}1nternat1ona1), the 1mternatlona1 11ne should be- taken 1nto .
'" jgiaccount° if ﬁhe shlp haé only a natlonal 1oad llne, 1t was . f  
*frmaturallv that 11ne which was: tak@n lnto account" 1ast1y, 1f 1ﬁ

fhad no ioa& 11ne, the dlsplacement should be determlned to a"

"*j3fwater 11ne at 85 per cent of the moulded depth of the shlp.-
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5 Mr. PO LEM (Denmark) sqared the vzew expressed by the

u“f}Chalrman."_ Moreover; he was: 1n avovr af uSLng "moulded

:°:dlsplacement“ff He won&ered whether there would be dlfferent :”

.'*choefflclents for wooden snlps and for steel shlps.

The GHJIPF N remarked that the coefflclent would be only

Nr, MURFHY (US“) sald that he also was. 1n favour of u31ng

_: 2“"mou1de& dlspTacement" but what was needea ln the flrst part of '_ig_'
”hQ;Regulatlon 4 was a deflnltlon of dlsplacement SR : R

R The CH&IRMAW note& that dlsplacement must ilrst be deflned
'*;and that the Commlttee was provxslonally 1n favour of u31ng i
 :"mou1ded dlsplacement" ’ . . c R

QEst Mr. FILI}POVICH (USSR) polnted out that untll the
” ;Comm1ttee nad’ decxded ‘on the term of valid;ty of | certlflcates,

__:*f_ﬁhe flrot sentence of maragraph (2) of the French ‘amendiment
a’f fserved no purposeg Moreover9 a reference to "natlonal load
_“"_"11nes“ would haVe ﬁo be 1ncluded ln the regulatzans 1ater on,\:;li?"

”'-fw1th A Gtatement to the effect that lt applled only to shlpsff:'

';whlch were ne% covered by thé: 1966 Oonventzon. f,'f.-s~~

IR 3 | IL@OW (UK), referrlng to "moulded &1splacement":;ﬁ7wff"”
'*'sald that Regu;atlon 7 woulé have to be studled 1n.det311 and _

* ;i.that Regulatlons 4. and 7 should be cons+dered together.

Mr. ROCQUuNDNT (France), ln reply to the cammentg of the

_   foQSR representatlve on. the first aaragraph of the French :
f;i;amendment o Regulatlon @, observed that hls delegatlon was

 j str1vlng for the maX1mum s&mpl;clty possmbleg. changes o 5

: resultlng 1n 1ower dxsnlacerent should be as few as poss1ble '”f.-: Qf

. but theré was' no 11m1t on changes resultlng 1n hlgher

"?fdlsplacement.;

-

'lEVf;van approx1matlon and. that the ﬂlfference WOuld not be appreclable._ ff 

e



o as to whe ther 1t was better ﬁo see "moulded diﬁplacement"'”“

'". ﬁtota1 dlsplacem nt”-'as proposcd in Regulﬂtlon 7, he con81ﬁered _
 that total displacﬂmenﬁ was- preferable since it would enable the'lhﬁ
'ﬂfform of . future shlps, ?S yet unknown, ﬁo be taken into aocount 8
_ 7The use of elthor mass or vclum@ could bo chosen, prov1ded the.tl'
'fjfden31ty of. the dzsplaced water was determlﬂed,_: .;  IR

'Wr. ter H“AR (Weth@r]qnﬁs)pOLnted out that for shlps for L

'”ffwhloh nO.lO“d llne ‘had been ﬂ881gnad dlsplacemenﬁ should be';:- T
f;determlned t@ ﬁ waterllne at 85 per cent of the mouldbd @epth o :
S It was: the eLorﬁ nbceqsary to know exactly whaﬁ %he moulded depth;_;Lf
.j fFreprG ented - a pelnt that had been ralsed alsc by the Yugoslav ' ?~51
ﬂ7frepreseﬁ%atlve.'* 3 ' ' S - Lo

The CH&ERMHN sammlng up the dlscusszon, tOoK ﬂote bf the

_€f problem of the deflnltlon of moulded depth, He recallcd that the e

 ; Gomm1ttee had apnrovba certaln nrin01p1bs on the klﬁd of 109& _.”
'f ;jl1mes to be used _and luft 1t to tﬂ@ quftlng Commlttee to prepaf@f S
e SUlumblo text on that p01nt ; Flnally, he POlﬂtvd out- that it

"rlﬂ:wrs ﬁccessary to da flne exactly what was meant by ”upber dcck“

Nr. WI&SO '(U&) Sugﬁﬂst“@ thet in order to av01& haV1ng

_  ;to dcflﬁe the meanlng of “uppar dbck" the Commlttbe should see
"*fiwhat deflnitlon was glVbﬂ in: tﬂe Convcntlon on. &oqd ﬁlnes. Q :

: ROGQUENONT (FranCQ} 00ﬁ51dered thﬁt that was a qulte f --

J“iifmlﬁor p0¢nt loh the shlps in questlon - ﬂamely, ‘those engeged
ff o1 1ntern3tlona1 voyages and not hav1ng an- 1nternat10nal qud

” ﬂ§il1n@ cgrtzflcate-" did not come under the 1966 COﬁventhﬁ but

; ;;fwould come undor the 1969 Oonventlon.; Very few shlps would thus;_ f”J
'ﬁ;ybe affected | | |
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M. 0OLOVIG (Yugoslﬂv1a) said that the only shlps concernﬂd ;'ﬁgf“f'

57f_werﬂ flshing ve$ els and pleasu e: craft

Nr. ter HAHR (Natherl nds) thought that 1f R TQfBISFCL to

::5ffﬁhe freeboard deck as defined in Regulation 3 of the Conventlon

ony, Load Linos could bu 1ntroduced 1nto Regulatmon 4, the pelnt

“ﬁf ralsed by the reprssen%atlve cf Yugoslav1a would be S&tiSf&CtOILlY'

S Mr..ROSELL (Denmark) satd th?t in the case of flshlng vesselsfl*
'"leth two dec&s and’ w1thout an 1nternatlonal load 1lne, 1t mlght '

.ff;jperhaps be 1eft to:the dlscretlon of port: authorltles %o choose
7 4fth9 deck from whlch %o mcasuru dlsplacement S g

:ff fHe suggeetea u51ng the dﬁflnlulon in. Regulatlon 5 of the . e S
-5” Gonv@nt1on on Load Lines, so ‘modified as to refer to th61? f**:%: .

Mr. BEOKWITH (Liberla) was not in favour cf that solutzon.;};'"

fﬁiiiupaermost complete &eck 1nstend of tho fremboard deck.._-?.'°*5i°

Mr. ROSWLL (Denmurk) p01ntgd out tnat 1n the flshlng vessels'.

_; $fto whlch he had referred, freeboaxd was meﬁsurcd from the 'second
 f§ deok and it dlsnlecement were measurod from the unper deok the .
'fﬁ_ resu1t1ng tonﬂqge f;gure would be too high. ' e

Mr.:WILSOF (UK) sald he a precmated thg dszlculty mentloned i

'ff:fby the. Danlsh reprcsentatlve, for 1f, under norwal cire umstanoes,_f"€
o the fre“boa ~a decx had to be. the uppermost deck qccordlng to IMCO
'7eregulatloms, thtt dock could not bm used to asszgn 10&& llnes to'

ffffflshlng vessels. w1tﬁ large hatchways that nad to be Qpbﬁ in all

Mr BQNN (Ganada) drew the Oommlttee & attentlon to Sy

; ﬂfsubdlv151en dlsnla ement whloh was used in Urcference to f@rm  [?"'“”

7[}]freeboard._).l:f

The GHLIRMAN was of the oplnlon that that formula? Wﬁlcﬁ was:

: 'moreoer the one sot out in- yaragrcph 2 of the amendmént FTOPOSEd ff_ } 

T f by Denﬂﬂrk to Regulwtlon 3, Ml@ht Well be adopte@._-ij-
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e ff Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Eranca) con51dured ﬁhﬁt hlo delegatlon Sf

".nroposed 1mcndmen% to. Regula tlon 4 prOV1ded a'solution to the =
._ .problem under dlscu351on for a ship could hava only one. 1oad 11ne g

"1rrespect1ve of whether lt had b“en 9851gned A form scantl;ng_ e

J_j;or SublelSlon freeboard.--

-H”iif Mr, WILSON (UK) remarked tpft;:on the - contrqry, soﬂe shlpS_' %__f:L_

   fd1d have %wo load llnes aocordzng to- whether they were used” for  ..

_ _fCaEgo or p ssen?er transport It was ‘his view that dlsplaocment 1-:.f.f 
~should be calculated to the hlgbest lu“d llne_ -.ﬁ  s o

Lo Mr, GUPTA (Iﬁdla) stﬁted that such was the case for Indlan ; :.

”’77shlps whlch carrled pilgrlms for four months of the year and -

'5ﬁcargo the rust of the tlme, Whlch made it neceqs%ry for them to -
'fchangg thear load 11ne thce a ycar. Speczal PrOVlﬁlonS should be;f

4° fdrawn up for such shlps._-

o  “f.Mr; FZLIPPOVICW (USSR) con81dcred thrﬁ the purpose of
”Regulatlon 4 was. to duflnc dlsolacement in congunctloﬂ w1ﬁh
'fRegulptwon 7 The problem Just ralsed coulé be better dealt

._;wltﬂ 1n cher regulatlnns of the Oonventlon.;“ Rt

i The OH?IRMLN remlnded the Indlan represeﬁtqtlve tha% *he
'.conoept of a change 1n tonnage accordlng to draught was to be

"'3- rets1ﬁed for eXlSthg shlps.? In reply to the' rc@resentatlve

'ffof the SOVlet Unlon, he empha51zed that the Commlttee s

-f ;1mmed1ate comcern was to %pprove pr1n01p1089 the fOrm of whlch the_;i-:“'

 various regulatlons weuld be yresonﬁeﬁ would have to. be determlned’.”

."fflater.__;ﬁ~w~s

He ther fore subuested that Regulatlon 4 should begln f:":

.:'ﬁfiWLth a deflnltlon of dlsplacem nt as glven in paragrqph (1) of

"73a paragrsthTQlctlng o passenger Shlps based on paragraph (2) of *'3”

L”J. iﬁhe same Danlsh amendmant”' then would come provislons concernlng ;21
_;;fﬁitho deflnltlon of mouided depth,ﬂnd 161@ 11ne dlsplgcements, the:
 fi;fflatter belng based on paragraphs (1)y<2) Tﬂd (3) Of the pr@posed
'=*g;nFrench am@ndment to Regulation 4 R ' :

S _. TI\&/C ONF/qu/SR. 10 :
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Nre. QSAMURA (Commlttee oecretary) read out paragr@ﬁh 2 :

““ffof the Freach amen&menﬁ, in the ﬂngllsh text of whlch the wcrds

';f"dlsplacement COrresPondlng to the new" were to be 1nserted  **;

o ; {between llnes 6 and 7

The Commlttee app“ovea the text of thxs paragraph in prlncxple._jff

i Mr GUPTA.(Indla) supported by Mrc MUPPHY (US&}, referrlng to R
_'ﬁ;?paragraph 3 of the French ameﬁdment, ‘spoke of the prob emn whlch
. 'would be. created by the flvewyear time-limit in the case of

"*“fpassenger shlps whlch were: converted 1nto cargo shlps every year.._ |

Mr. ChRISTIANS" (Yorway) consldered that th@ flve—year ';f"; _:

"-tlme—11m1t should be alscuosed. He also thought that the exceptlon o

o envn.saged for changes 1n natloﬁall'ty mlght gs.ve rlse ’f:o all k:i nds

Mf' WILSON (UR), whlle approvzng the ﬁext proposeé by Franc@,f*f-"

_.J_; alsn thought the tlme~11m1% should bve dlscussed.- He con31éered |
'”'a;however, that the tlme—llmit would not cause any | nrnblems for the

:7vessels mentloned by the representatlve of Indla because they had

__:ff ftwo load llnes and the Commlttee had agreed ln nrlnclple that L
o *gthelr dlsplacement shoald be calculated on the basms of the hlgher'-"'

one. o

The CHAIRMAN salé that that questlcn could not be settleﬁ

‘{ funﬁ11 the Worklng Group had decxded whether passenger spaces ”f'

f;;should be lncluded 1n the net tonnage or nnt.

o Mr ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed.3 Wlth regard to the exceptlonj”fv'
_ *:for a change of natlonallty, hls delegatlon recognlzed that suoh
ans exceptlon mlght enable the regulatlon to be 01rcumventeﬁ, and

”4._j w1t was prepared to- amend 1ts proposal.

R, Nr. ROSELL (Denmark) suggested that the questlon be referred Vo
fﬁgﬁo the General Commlttee. T TP S R




S Mr. LAWR&NO“ (Liberla) th@ught thaﬁ 1f the excentlon for B
i  gchange Of ﬂatzonallty was reta&ned, 1t should alsa apply to a: Chaﬂ%@;ﬁ;f
o oin ownershlp, ‘he also con31dered that the term ”larcg SCale BERREEG

'-T‘fmoélflcatlon" requlre& deflnltxon,

R The GHAIRMAN polnted cut that a. deflnltlon had been,glven in  ﬁ.¢IF
”jfthe amendment @ronosed by France to- paragraph 3 of Artlcle 3._- |

: Mr. ?RIVALON'(USSR), referrlng tn the problem of frequent

ﬁﬂﬁhaﬂges of. lcad 11ne, suggested “that certlflcates should be’ drawn
”  in'quch a way as to ‘indicate to the port authorltles what

changes had been made prev1ously. ' SRR S i

G Mra ROCQUEMONT (?xance) agreed that the questlon of ff; f;;ff°
"*fiicertlflcates would have tc be more fully studled.:_ ' _  - _
L Referring to the comments made by the repreaentatlve of leerla,'"'
fffhe Sald that exemptlon from the flveuyear tlme lmmzt in 4he case '“::_”ﬁ
' '}fof a change of ownerghlp would not be apprnprlate because the _mj f" o
_:fffCommlttee already con51dere& that the exemhtlnn in. the case of e
i_ﬁifa change of natlonallty was not sufflclentlj restrlctlve._ As far  ;;§ﬂf
o as 1arge—scale mndlflcatlon was concerned, it would: certalnly be S
' fffaﬁv1sab1e to 1nclude in paragraph 3 the deflnltlon to whlch the
. ".'_....::"".:-'ghalman had referfed. - : : o : v .

m_ 'f  The CHAIRMAN feared that that &eflnltlon mlghﬁ be detrlmentalf; i_ 
e - to. ships whlch underwent minor modlflcaﬁlﬂn to allnw them to carryjfajfff
'*5f;@1%her passengers oz 33380--'ff?"*“'ﬂzf*'7'm_ __f  __   5 ”- S
E -., Mrs ROCQUEMGNT (Fraﬁée) pclnted out that. if a. passenger Shlp
__  5ff10St its Superstructuresg iﬁs depth was automatically altnred by
. a substantial amounts, The Conference had expresse& a wigh that
_ifftonnage changes shouid not be frequent ‘and - it was theréfﬁfé the S
o  34jC0mm1ttee's éuty to strlke g fair balance between the requirementsf]ff ~ﬂ
a“ﬁi: 0f traﬁe and the rlsks of fraud.-_ | R
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Nr. WILSON (UK), raferrlng to the prablem of change of

__*jiffnataonallty, aala that the Unlted Klngdmnlavarlably reumeasurea
_aaﬂ;:every vessel . regastered ln the Unlteé Klngdom, whatever lts 3
'73ja0r1g1na1 flag. i ' ' ' - ' B

Mr. CONTOGUORGIS (Greece) obgected to the text ef paragraph

:"ﬁiﬂiB as submlﬁte& by the: French delegatlon.' It seemed unfalr to_;i;a_fr"

. i7”fproh1bat a Shlp from ebtalnlng a new certlfled dlsplacemenﬁ
'”“7f51mme&1ately after a changa ‘of- the freeboard the value of ©

'°1jaPrnposa1 C lay 1n the fact that 1t replaced the system of a tonnage e

_m:ff;mark by al certlfled dlSplacement thus permlttlng an’ eaaaer change _
_”f;j of tonnage, but 1t seemed that if paragraph 3 were adoptEd: one of -
'quthe maln advantages of Propcsal ¢ woald dlsappear. e

e Has delegatlon agreed that the cerﬁlfled &1sp1acement should
hffnot be changed too often, but consmdered that a %1me llmlt of SlX

'*'Vamontha would be reasnnable, It also agreed with the ﬁorweglan -

F'delegatlon that 1f the certlfled dlsplacement could be altered

”.ia]when there was a change nf natlonallty, many mﬁfltlme POW@TS Wﬁuld L

':7:3fsee 1arge numbers of thelr Shlps pa551ng under other flags.

Tha CHAIRMAN asaeé the French represenﬁatlve how the 1oadang

Viﬁfaa?of the sp901a1 craft mentloned 1n paragraph 5 could be: Qheakeé.~.a::f=f7

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) replle& that the worklng of

”jffflnternatlonal compatltlon would make 1t necessary 1o prov1de

_a;lfregulatlons tn- restrict the 1oad1ng of hydrocopters. Until
_:_f;qjlnternatlonal regalatlons were adopted, each State woald have :
”~T.;f5tc determlne the alsplacemenﬁ of those craft when fully loaded,*a

Mr. GHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thaught the case cf sp901a1

“:Taa:craft would have to. be con51dered,_as it seemed llkely that a
7”ﬂvilarae ﬁUmber of them would come 1nto servace Wlthln the next
"J;flfteen years. ' - S _ _




s ROCQT’T“‘@W (E‘rance), replymg to M. GRUT@R (leand){f g

 ;fsa1d tnat the toﬁpage certlflcato of a 3ﬁ901a1 crazt should.

f51ndlcate th uota7 take off welght authorlsed by the national - ' L

'gfﬁleglslatlom.'

Mr; WIESO (UK) quggestgd. om1tt1ng the referenob to

s ﬁg,_as the welgnt of each person who could ‘be carried in theff;ja'f
-T}fspecl al craft because nﬁtlonql regulatlons might contuln' ”" E

.'f’dlfferent prov181ons, '

Mr,_ROuQUENOﬁT (France) aﬁreed to withdraw that figare, as;_f-f'”

- Tlt was only an 1n01dent9J item in his proyposal.

B Mr.- OZIGLIA (ﬁrgentlnﬂ) askcd whether cﬁrgo qubmarznms_l..
:77wou1d be c$asslfled 28 sp60131 craft in regard to certlflable

"ﬂ;iélsplacement._"

- Mr. ROCQUKFODT (rrmnce) said that when submerglng aij_m ; *“"

"“ submar1ne filled ites bsllast tenks, and then a b+ Jlast

fcorrectlon could be ﬁppllbd.- For a submarine which qu on. the “
surface, as 1t q}.wayss wasg, of course, on arrival in or - o
'departure from a- port the maximum dlﬂpluccmenﬁ on’ the surface_

S was taken 1nto conszderatlcn

:aRegulatlon 5 R _ S
S Mr,_ROCQUTMO““ {Fr~ncej “xonosed thrt con51deratlon of

.'-;.REQU1Ltlon > be’ deierﬁsd becruse the methods of calculatlng S

dlSpl&Ccant and gLoss tonnﬁgc were closely rcla ted and they

"-T*could be: con31defcd tog nher. |

 f”Regu1mt1Cn 6" - L ' R R e
= The OHIIRMAN @ronas»d that 2 smﬁll working: group baould bef;f_:{**

__? jSe% up,-conposcd of rbnrbsenﬁ tives s of France,'ﬁorway,-the :
'”f Yetﬁer1mnus and the United Klngdoﬁ, The group should submlt

”ths conclu51ons to tze Oormzttee ﬁt lts twelfth.meetlng.g_ ,_ff f 

It wag so agreed.




*?#Q:iRegulations 7 and 8 s R LR _ o
The CHAIRMiJ p01nted out that the Commlttoe could not

_   TUSefu11y conszder those regulatloms un€11 it knew the" s
__;_.results of the study by the worklmg group on COefflclent “a" £” T;:

Thc meetlng rose at 5 p.m.,  a:f i
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INTER-GOVERNMENTAL MARITIME B L s
‘:commmﬁv&* QRGAN IZATION . O ~ TM/CONF/C.2/5R.11 -
TN SR e R 6 June- 1969 - -

Ox‘lglnal"-' IWGLISH |

'iN”ﬁRNAiILNAL'CONFTRLﬁCE on
TONNAGE MEASURTMENT, 1969 -
Techﬂlcal Commlttee'f;ff
PROVISTONAb SUIMARY REGORD OF THE LLDV”FTH MEETIYG'~1].f;E? f; -g;

held at Church House, westmlnster, London, 3, W. 1 -
- on Frlday, 6 June 1969, at 9 45 a. m.35 :_. REEREE

~ Chsirmen: “#_. I_Mr; F._DPIN 11T (Italy)
',:_ Secfetary:7 f_:  Mr. Y SASAMURA

. A list of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.1 .

”-';N.B.{fCorrectlons to be 1ncorpnrated in the flnal ﬂummary recoré B
B .o of the meeting should be submitted in writing {two copies. 1n [ 3-“
- French or English), preferably on the provisional summary.
" record, to the Dncuments ‘Officer, Committee Reom 2 :and after
C o the Conference to the IMCO Secretariat, 22 Berners Street
B London, W 1 not 1aber than 8. July 1969
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Gz NDA 1 Em 3:- GOJDID“PATIO“ ‘OF HATTERS N INSTRUOTRD BY TPF

: - CONFERENCE (TM/@OMF/WP 3y M/CONF/6 Corr.1 =;;:,raa; .
Cand AGd.1y Ti/GONF/9/Add 1 TN/COWF/C 2/WP 12}r'-""*~*
'“'and Wwe 13 (contlnued) : St

_ The CHAIRMAN 1nv1ted atﬁentlon te Progress Reporu No.:&_;' e:_,:L. .
- TM/CONF/C Z/WP 12), contalnlng o summary of the results of thef;];ffff--ﬁ

3;-prev1oue day s dlSCuSSlonS, and  to tne Japaneee delegatlon 5

j_proposal on the draught for caloulating displaceément in reepeotfie-iif'""’
o of ships to which the 1966 Load Line Convention did net: apply R
: ”}(TM/OONF/C 2/WP,13).  He euggested that the Committee should: _
J feconelder document TM/CONF/C 2/WP. ~ Ite decision on the ﬁlnlmum
1_length end the de¢1nztlon of such: lehgth ‘were set’ out 1n sub- pv' o
1fparagraphs 2(1) and 2(ii) respectlvely.: In- accordance with B
'feparagraph 3, the Committee had left open the: questlon whether,_u,fo5:

“ ‘g-for the purpose of deilnlng ?ength,.lt should adopt the - deflnltlon

o of moulded depth in the Internatlonal Conventlon on Load Llnee,

o ﬂtop of the keel 30 the top of the uppermoet eomolete deck at szde._ffﬁf

_.-”complete deck would have to be defﬂned.; He invited attentlon
3eto hlS delegatlon s euggestlon ln document Tw/OONF/9/Add 1.

'_:eCommlttee 8- deo131on to adopt 24 metres. as the mlnlmum length

' made for ‘the purpose of confnrmlﬁy with the Loed Llne Conventlon

.freplaCLQg the word "freeboard“ By "uppermost”:'so that the moulded e
‘depth would be- deflneo as the vert3cal distance measured” from theﬁ'* :

M CHRISTIANbEL-(Norway) Sald that in that case, the uppermostfff

The CHAIRKAW questloned whether 1t would be proper +5 f ; |
depart from the prov1S1ons of the Inad Line Cnnventlon. eThefs‘”

f'meant that for the tlme being- 1t was dlecueelng depth for the

'*determlnatlon of mlnlmum 1emgth.; Slnce the dEClSlOH ‘head been

g_fand to avo;d two deflnltlons, if the Commlttee now coneldered only

. IM/CONF/C.2/SR.IL




'a'shlps thh a 1rad. 1lne the definition should bé'i&éﬁ%icéi”wi%h j_

:' fthhe one i the Lnad Tine Oonventlon whlch could be referred to,if“
7ﬂw1thoat the need o repeat it Tbe Cnmmituee would then need’ on]y

:*to con81der the minimum length for flthng vesgels and yachts to

   jwh1ch the TLoad Line Convention did not apply.' The questlon was
"[”liﬁKEd'With the problem of dlsplacement which haa been left open ‘as

~far as flSﬂlﬁg boats were conoerme&.

- Mr. GRUNER (Flnland) 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 CHAIRMAN said that the length should be the same as the
length in the Loeoad Line Convention: in other words, the load
line definition of depth and freeboard deck should be retained,
‘without being repeated.

My, WILSON (UK) said that in using the mouided depth it would
bé nécessary to specify the meaning, and to which deck the
~moulded depth would be measured. He suggested that the first
'-part of the definition of freebeoard deck in the Lonad Line
Convention would be sufficient if "freeboard deck" were replaced
- by "upper deck" and the wnrd "normally" deleted, ‘

| The CHAIRNAY asked if the Committee would agree that for
 ‘ships with lead 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, nemely, the definition of freeboard deck as
_"1n the 1966 Load Line Convention should be used, rep1a01ng
' ’"freeboard“ by "upper" and deleting "normally” '

Mr._RGGQUEMONT (France) said that a Convention should be'-'”

'gSelf—contalned, too many references to provisions in other

Conventions might cause legal difficulties. The Committee and

_ _.g the General Committee might do well to consider the 1egal aspects‘ S

w”“:; fwhere such references were essential,. they should be as brief as
. possible, and texts from other Conventlons should not be reproduced, [ff

V~f} fTM/0oNF/c 2/SR 11




':5  w1th 1dentlca1 prov1slons in %wo d&fferent Convon+1onu,_the”e was  ﬁ f%f' 
. the. risk that one of them mlght subsequently be clanged and ‘that “ ‘ff¥-*
':'dlffloultles of lntefpretatlon m1ght en%ue.. e

Noulded depth needed deflnlng only for shlps w1bhou+
”";freeboard'J several of the suggestsons in document TM/CONF/C Z/NP 13
 ;,fawere relevant Minimum length should be the same as. ln the ' -
"=' 1966 Lnad Llne Conventlon,'and 1t should be 80 stated

N Mr WILSON (UK) sald that hlS p01nt on the need merely for a8
_";reference to the Load Llne Oonventlon had Peen supported by the }'
':-French representatlve.- The deflaltlon of freeboard deck _ "'___ B
"also, ‘however, referred to the owner's optlon to choose a_;7“f75° "'

'second deck as freebcard deok._ ‘Had the Commlttee agreed thaﬁ
"~ the owner would have . such an’ 0pt10n°' Was the Chalrman S
 jsuggest1on that’ an owner wanting such optien could ‘have i""
_:'Jreduced draught s e., moulded depth measured to an assumed
"_fdeck instead of to the actual upper or. freeboard deck, 1n 11ne
'w1th what had been prev1ously agreed° B . ]'.__ S _
The" CHAIRMAN explained that the present problem was merely ;;'QgT:T¥f
fgfjto establlsh the mlnlmum 1ength at Wthh +he new Conventlon _"  
' “wou1d apply.: For con51stency, the depth should be the same:f;fﬁ"”
Las in. the Load Line Conventlon.ﬁ The problem is not related
Cto tonndge measurement but only to the establlshment of the S
'C_'mlmlmum 1ength at Wthh the new Conventlon would apply.'[ﬁ***ﬁ"" -

~ my/ooNp/c.2/sR.11
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R TIEBEIFROST (Yugoswav1a)"said“that-thé definition of
_*depth &id not. 1nd1caﬁe the- pOlnt at whicn the - shlp s length
"should be mezsured. He ‘guggested uSLng the definition in-

"-{paragraph (2) on page 86 of TM/CONF/6, which provided: that the
' .moU1ded devnth should be the vertlcal dlstance measured from the

inner side of the keel plate to the undersmae of the deck at

."1151deo that was preferable to the definition in the Load Llae 

Convention.

__'The CHATRMAN invited the Committee +to decide whether, for
‘ships which had to comply with the Load ILine Convention, the

minimum for the new Convention should be the length provided

in the Load Line Convention,

There were 34 votes in favour and none against.

The CHAIRMAY asked if there was any support €or 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 azsked if the
Committee sgreed, for shins which had %o comply with the 1666
‘Load Line Convention, to wording on the following lines:

"The minimum length at which the Convention would ébply-

should be the same as the minimum length at which the 1966
Load Line Convention applied®.

1t wag go decided.

The CHATRIAN suggested that the question of ships which 4ig
" not have to comply with the Load Line Convention should be

"1eft until the guestion of displacement, which was closely

connected, had been discussed.

‘He invited attention to paragraph (4) - total volume“cf’ "'

'¥ eﬁc1osed gpaces., The total volume was in two partsy  the

f-fﬁdlSplacement volume ‘below the waterlines 3and everything

:fg;TN/CONF/c 2/SR se
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' above the waterllne.. The problem,mas whether or not to
“inelude in’ d;Splacement the aprendages such as b0851ngs an&

_]1'rudders, but exolude ‘vilge keels, wells and recesses in Open e
:;fconnex1on with the sea (page 82 of TW/CONF/é) or include in the’ ﬂﬁ: _ e
__,,_'under—deok volume the volumes of bulges in the- ship's side, such_[j "** ”
'j_;as a bulbous oow and prOpeller b0831ngs (page 88 of TN/OONF/6) f}jf;fpfg

Mr. ROOOI ONT (France) said that since the dlsplacement

:_;f ca1cu1ation was based on. the volume calculatlon,_lt would be
_,g.g01ng a. 11tt1e far uO say that the. shlp 8 volume was 1n two DR
parts - the dlSplacenent volume and. the" volume of spaces above-;h;-.,_--

.fthe waterllﬂe°' the two . ooncepts were dlffercnﬁ.g If the total ff f“*T'

f]velume was the sum of a series of 1nterﬁal shlp 8- volumes, in

¢' certaln cases the deck volume would ot be teken 1nto account, ;ﬁf_

" Perhaps the aim was to execlude the volume: of éeck platlng fromf Qﬂ' _” !
'the fO‘ﬁa]_ Volume° out dlsplacemen‘t +o0k 11’11:0 aCCOL‘LIl‘L all the
“structural elements up to ‘the llme from Wthh dlsplacement wasfif _Hf]:’f

..chalculaﬁed. ' S : : - S T

et e

Hls deleg tlvn regarded the dlsplacement volnme as the

'5 :volume of water dlsplace& by the. ship.f hence an the hull

'1appendages e *1d be taken 1nto accovnt;vas 1n the Danlsh

| 'fﬁhj;amendment.;_. T | SRR o
_ - M. ULLSON (UK) agreed wmth the French representatlve th&tfif}f*”
| ﬁdlsplacement and total volume were rathér different comcepts-{-f

In the casge of extreme dlsplacement shell" platlng, rudder,
'*b0851ngs and similar 1tems wovld have o e taken into

| “'account but tnat was ﬂOt neCESS&IV for moulded dlsplacement. f;ff ""

It had already been &eclded that for gross tonnage the total
:fvolume should be. measured to toulded 11nes,: thus the thlckness-:
'jof the upper deck 1at1ng would not be measured-” “the' measurement

| Cwould ‘be to the 1n51de of the boundary nlatlng and the top of

',_the deck to the undersiae of the deck celllng., No one wovld

e




o want ﬁb iﬁc1ﬁ6e nbrmal7b03éiﬁgé-br ruddersgffor'eXample,”ih; f
total volume, < The only bossings to itniclude would be those -
owithoa vdlﬁme,_ solid. castlngs should not be lncluded Anc

"‘ :mou1ded volume,

L The CHAIRMAT sugpested that Unneceqsary oompllcatlons :
'were being introduced for littie gain, '

.Mr. STEWART (USA) said that his own auvthorities were_ _
-working for results as close as possible to existing tonnage
- measurement. He supported the United Kingdom representative's
wiew that measurement should be to the moulded line. In éil»
shipbuilding, moulded displacement should be ascertained first,
- Tonnages could be determined more rapidly if the moulded
_volume concept were retsined,

Mr, ROSELL (Denmark) sgreed with the United Kingdom
representative'ls comments on displacement and volume. He
L?upnorted the. deletion of "rudders" on page 82 of Ti/CONF/6.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that for. the time being the
Committee shovld congider only volume and what it should contain,

+ - leaving displacement until later. The majority apoeared to

‘support the view that moulded volime should not include deck
thicknesses. But would the stern frame casting be included or
 _eXcluded?

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said that thq‘choioe was between
. logic and tradition., He would favour the logical solution
. of moulded volume. The logical solution of moulded volume Was
_”'fequivaleﬁt to saying that one should only pay for the inside- _'
"*_of an orange because one did not eat the skin. _

o Mr._BECFwITH (Liberia) sunported the use of muulded volume;-
" Wnereas vnder-deck volume cculd be obtained from dlsplacement 1-

":Uf f:curves, moulded volume. must be measuxed phy51ca11y.

___._'TM/CONF/C'.'_2/3‘33__,_13__ E




Wlth vcgard to tﬁe 1ncluSlon OL; ¢or example bropaller

_ bossinge, the USSR emeﬁdmeﬁt on page 87 of TN/CONF/6 could e
*7 ]be used as a basas__ ;q-; ST

- Mr.-OHRiSTIAY%EN (Norway) sald th@t nis delegatlon had never~ f 5”fb5

‘deubted that the $otal volume was. measured +o the meulded: 11ne,_fffff37 
 .5The Commlttee was. dzsoussLng detalls whloh should be. clearpd up ,}f}f ;fT
”: 1n a small worknng group.n I ' St

ﬁr. SOIDA (Italv) sald that tne 81mplest solutlon s the |

'f_moulded volime as in other conventlons._ Ina moulded plan, the ig;fifJ”'

.'° boss1ngs wonld automdt ca]ly be 1ncluéed

Nr. GUPTA (In&la) agreed fullv with the French 3tand._ﬂV f55T

| Dlsplacemen% must necessarily correspond 0" the totaL weight’ of‘ffﬁff}f
. the ship in water,ﬂ he would zecordingly. propcse that, 1n_ffj ;*f“‘*'5¥"
"”paragraph 5(1) the word “moulded" be deleted ' B

: Secondly, some’ provzslon snould be 1ncluded to cover. tne case'f7_
of the convertlble passenger/cargo $hip, operating wx1h dlfferent' '

5 1oad llnes aCCOrdlnﬂ to’ the traffic. of the moment

Mr._PIIILPOVIC (USSR) ald hlS delegatlon would: su*port t"

 -g;Argent1ne view on grounds of simplicity. It should be. 1OSSlble tof]fﬂfi

‘make all” oalculatlons at the desmgn'otage end accordzngly'

'?i  pa1cu1at1on of dlsplacement should be done on moulded llnes.;f575f1 f:'L

Ml;'STBWAh (Uqﬂ) endorsed the Sov;et suan&. Secoudlv;_unlzke f a:x¥

: France, he believed that’ moulded. dlsplacemenﬁ was. crltlcal for
“_fthe detcrmlnlnf of. stabll1tyf'ﬁa- o L

: “r.‘VAN TER mOOEN (Nethewlands) sald that he, too, was: 1n
favour OL ﬁhe sxmplest noss;ble system. Thc we¢ght of tne hell

. platlng on a ship was. & completelv unknowr factor and 1t would be'”f' 'f
”prlntless ?ov ‘the intended purpose to wlace an’ arbltrary percentageﬁffif

_l:value on 1t bowever 1ow,.ﬂ;k},:

) Tt was decmdea bv 31 votes to 3 that the dlsnlacement
'7shou1a be moulded d}Splacement._.,u:-l : e

"*¢7,?f;f,:;:f7¥}fj,j57ff”ff7fjffffffjﬁfuif” TM/CON /c 2/SR 11




Phe (A IRMAN 1nv1ued cocrents on sab paraﬂrayhs (1 (ii)’

: ;and (111) of - }aragrapn 5(1)

M, WILSON (U&) suggestea & minor draftlng ohange in

 "sub —parzgraphs (i) and (iii): the words "as defined by" to be
_'3replaceo by the words "in accordance with", In-sﬁbmﬁaragfaph”(ii),
 :he would prefer the wor rding: ... to the assigned subdiVision"
~load line in accordance with ...", as possibly permitting account

“to be taken of fresgh water or tropical allowances.

_'{Secondly, a provision should be ineluded o cover the oase -
of the passenger ship that had alsoc an assigned cargo load Line s
‘giving a much deeper draught than the passenger subdivision

- load line. For the purposedof displacement, the higher of the

- two marks should be used.

_ Mr. ROSELL {Deénmark) suggested that sub-parasgraphs (i) and
(1i) should be combined and in that way the last United Kingdom
point would be covered, His delegation considered that sub-
paragraph (111} should be deleted, as inapprovriate to an
 international convention, Countries could not be béund‘by
such an instrument to apply ?gjaég national regulations.

Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norwéy) endorsed the last point made,

- the more so as national regulations on load line varied widely. -

M. LuGhW TH (Liberia) endorsed the amendment.proposed by

_  ;Dénmark, with the addition at the end of the combined text of
~the words: 'whichever is applicable“. The change would also

cover India's point.
e “Mr. GUPTA (India) saw no need for taking the deeper of the
:'tWO}draughts, as suggested by the United Kingdom; provision.:_,;_

"fshOUId_be made for differentiation in line with actual comver= . . .

_ The CHAIRMAN observed that that pOLnt could be takcm
fup lgter in con81dor1ng the questlon of rostrlctlon on -

*~jconver81on._;<.

I\F/CO“\“E/C 2/SR 11




In answer to a- “Olﬂt ra81ed bj F *ROZIGLIA“(Arﬂéﬁtiﬁé);””
"_.-"tha SE“RLTARV exmamed 'thuu the usual ‘practice concs rning

Cpelated 1nternatlona1 conVentloas was ‘to refer 51mn1y to the” ' '

Cconvention i in force, without spe01fy1ng any partlcular year°__ a.f”5f“  
"'that mat+er would be tak@n care of at the draftlng staﬁe._ 4:57=’7”7*T~ﬁ

Mr._ROCQUEIONT \France) asked whetﬂer the SOLAS Oonvcntlonf  _
 ijconta1ncd a definition of the deeocst subdlv181on 1oad 1lne.”‘“"' 

f:_In any - event the hlgh&r mark should be used in the case of s
- ;convertlble shlpsg.for thcre could concc1vab1y be gaseq whefe 'ffff-?

'f*that mark corresponded to the cargo. 1oad line

_ In sub paragraph (111), tle oetter wordxng would be'ﬁffff;f
 "?or shlps t6 which ‘s load line had béen asslgnud under o

© national regulations _g."'*_ln the case of dual 1oad 11nes, fhé:’j ﬁ7

L deepest shou“d spply.'

The CFAIRWRN stated that the dhflﬂltl@ﬁ An questlon was tOff;: n

:.ﬂ'be found in- urtlcle 2 0¢ the SOL“S Convenﬁlon.--

o Mr. GUPlu (Indla) saLd that in hlS countr"-tharb WQS no

f_questlcn of ‘a-fixed perlod for appllcatlon of “one or othbr of

“the dual 10&@ llﬂes, GOQVGr51on was poss¢blc from voyaga'to

” _’voyage,'”: :

o ﬂr.,FILIPPOVTCH ("SSR) con51dered tnat sib- paragraph (111) b ffj}5
”'}gshould ‘be malntalned put 1u smended form for clarlflcatlon o

' purposcs on the follow1ng lines: o Mfor shlps to which the -

f--Internatlona1 Load ‘Tine Gomventlon does not apply but - to whlch'f thE

:Ea load 11ne has bcen 3331gn d under naulonal ropulatlons-,.,”;};ﬂff-"

_ In con81dor1ng the questlon of shlps w1th dual load llnes;;;;ff
_f*fthe case of the: ﬁlmber carrViﬁg.anp (deck cang) should not beﬂi.fi
”;] ovﬂr1oo£ed.~5;. = = SR '




L Nr NUDNC (Lsrae¢) thought tlat the questLOE of shlps L
f.hav1ng dual load lines. saould be dlscussed also at C—enera1 TR
'_Commlttce 1eve1°- Sthe. Tecanlcal Coleutee was not in a pOSTthH :

'K.fﬁo take a final &ec151on in the matter.,f_-

S Secondly, he too ooaszderod that the ma;ntenance of sub—
- iparagraph (111) was essential and he endorsed the text as: amended
~ . by France and the U3SR.

| Ls to sub=paragraph (iv), some countries, although not.

assigning a load line, set a maximum draught for certain vessels
 through lcading regulations related to maintenance of stability.
 Where such statutory regulations existed, certified displacement

. ~under the Convention should be calculated according to the fixed

draught limitation,

The CHAIRMAN proposed to taks up the various issueg that
had been raised, one by one. He invited comments first on the
marginael case of the timber-carrying vessel mentioned by the

- USSE.

Mr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) said his delegation considered that

in the case of such ships the regular lcad line should apply

~rather than the high:r timber mark, since ncrmally the ship
would be carrying water ballast when loaded with timber. 4

-Cemurary decigion would thersfore penalize the ship.

My, ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that water ballast had

. no relevance to the question.,

© o Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) supported the Soviet proposal;

under the International Tonnage Mark scheme the timber mark
i}fhéd'tnus-far been lgnored and there was no reason for any
Tj{ohange in that situation,

The USSR proeposal wasg accepted bv 32 votes to none., .

TM/CONT/CL2/SR1T



The CHnIRMuN asked whethbr thc Commlttee W1shed 1n prlﬂc1plelffif;7“

7"to retaln sub paragraph (111)

The;e Wers . 31 votes 1n favour of rgtenﬁlon and 3 agalnst

S The CHfIRMAN 1nvited commants on the Japanese proposal
fr(TM/CONF/O Z/WP 13), whlch was relpVant to sub paragraph (111)

: My MUENGH (Israel) con81dered thaﬁ the Japanese proposal
wag opposed 1n sp1¢1t to the concept of dlsplacement There
Cwas. 1o need to resort to an ima 1nary load: llne- where3”

. '3'a draughﬁ 1lm1tatlon eXlSueﬁ undér statutory rules, natxonal or- G
':1nternatlona1 1t should . be used for calculatlom of . dlsplacement.-~m7'~"

_ '5f Mr. ROCQUENONT (France) sald he had been thlnkJng along
h.the same lines, 5 ; 347 R I R L e

o LTHé Israell praposal Was approved in pr1n01ple bV 31 votes

o mhe CHAIRMAN drew attentlon to aHiBo paf%graph (lll) of e
 j{Tﬁ/OONF/C 2/WP 13 and to tho suggestlon made - by the Unlted Klngdomf;h%
- delegation to use the deflnlthﬁ of mouided: dmpth given in '

'.:: 'Regu1at10n 3 paragr vh S(a) of the 1966 Load Tine Conventzon,;t 1g fU

t  replac1ng the. words ”freeboard deck” by ”uppermost deok" The

_ *j1atter would then take the deflnltlon a581gned to the frecboard
L deck in’ paragraph (9) of that Regulatlon, W1th deletlon of the

word "normally", iee, the uppermost deck would be the up?crmost

'5 _comp1ete deck exposed $0 wbathar and sea which had p rmqnent memnsT'“'

”“ﬂ_of watertlght closure..fj,f'~'“'

“Hs: cht on to notc that such ‘8 deflnltlon would

":f  unfortunately, encourage &hlpowners 1ot to close the hlgher

deck and suggesﬁed that 1t mlght be betber noﬁ to make bny

'f ffst1pu11tlons about the upoermost deck

: Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) Mr. D0 (Japan) and M. SOLDA (Italy) Th{{
_;fall agreed that it was. not. feﬁ51ble to QHPllfy the temm Lo
"”uppermost deck“'ln any Way.e S TR SRRt




The CHAERNAN concluded that in- the cage of a: shlp hav1ng S

B L;no 1oad1ng ‘mark of any kind on 1ts 51de, dwsplacement would be

_ 1taken as elghty—flve percent of the ‘moulded depth to the _
' x;upyermost deck, the latter remalnlﬁg undeflned for the tlme

":"ﬂfbelng.

' Change of net tonnage (TW/OONF/G.Q/WP 12, pﬁragraph 7)

The CHATRMAF invited delegatlons' comments on the proposed
~time limit within which no change of tonnage certificate would
" be permitted, i.e. five years, one year or six months.

‘Mr. GUPTA (India) referred back to his couniry'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 preblem quite digtinct 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
_5 the3same time and there should, of course, be no time limitation
" for such ships. |
| - Mr. VAN DER TOORN (Netherlands), supported by
My, HUNNICH (Federal Republic of Germany), pointed out that the

impesition of a five-year period within waich a ship's

~certificate could not be changed would cause many difficulties
" to shipowners in the matter of buying and selling of ships and

.:ﬂ7g wouid;depresS considerably .second-hand prices; the time limit - -

'*“fffshduld”thus'bejnc more then six months.
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Mr. GUPTA (Indla) agreed that there was no questTOn of

e',alterlng an Slngle value for the dlsp aoement 1n the case. of a R 5
T g0 oalled "pllgrlm shlp" 81nce 1t was aasagned two dlsplacements*-jT3if

"*3Tffthen authorlzed to use the deeper draught enly Wheﬁ LT waa

_anz“Shelter Condltlons should not- be all owed at frequent 1ntervals*.5'
_o;fthe Commlttee had onlv to de01de how to lnterpret the oonoept

"3fof 1mp031ng ‘a time’ 1nterva1 of one year or less, or in favour i

' _f1oert1f1oate of a shlpa__-

'ﬁfg{JXear;*

_'5one in’ accordance w1th the Load LLQG regulat1ons and the other
Cin relatlon to 1ts functlon as ‘passenger: shlp.- The shlp was

- carrylng 1ess than twelve nassengers.ag~:ig

| He nevertheless stlll malntalned that 1n the ‘dase of other.o;ef
;_ sh1ps there ‘was ‘no virtue in imposing a ‘long perlod of tlme wathlnej
:gwhlch the" dlsplaoement eould not be changed._- e foF

CMr CHRISTIANSLN (Norwav) held that there was 0o valld
'5reason for puttlng any time 11m1tatlon on the changlng of net
'ftonnage or dlsplaoement 51nce 1t wou;d only restrlot owners lﬂ
' ethe normal operatlon of thelr Shlps.:f : ' s

| Draw1ng attentlon to paragraph 7(3) of TL/GONF/C Z/WP 12,:;sﬁ
_ fwhere 1t was enV1uaged that the tlme 11m1tatlon would be walved :
_if the flag of the ahlp were changed or if.it underwent largenﬁﬂf”'
a'scale modaflcatlon, he asked whether that should not be extended
'”to eover the oase of change of owner,_as well._  Lo

st “The CHAIRLAN poznted out that in TM/CONF/WP 5, paragraph 1(g)i‘
:gthe Conference had de01ded that the change from olosed to. open

:Of 1nfrequent chanee.

The GHAIRMAN askedfhe Commlttee whether 1t was 1n favour

_n:oI a perzod of more “than one yea for changes in the tonnagui&neﬁ,

There were. 27 votes in favour of 2 tlme 1nterva1 of one. Vear  f

aﬁor 1ess and §ixiin favour of g tlme 1nterval of more than one

' It was decaded to 1mpose a “time 1nterval of one vear or 1essgi
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' The OEAIRWAN asked the Cozmlttee waether 1t was 1n favour.;f

faiﬂf of a tlme 1ntervml of ! orie” year or: of szx months.__:V S

E'”fvear and 12 in fe vour of a tlme 1nterva1 of Six. months.-'

There Were 20 votes in favour of a tlme'*ntervpl of oﬁé_.f--%~5**"”

-

It was de01ded to 1mpose 5 time 1ntgrval of -one Vear wwthln

” [*wh1ch the tonnage cortificate of a ship could not be changed.

7
lNr. HERD (Australia), referring to the question of the

,_“pllgrlm Shlps” mentionad by the delegation-of Indla, pointed
 -out that Lustrnllan ShlpS which carried either passengers or
| “cargo had only one tomnage certificate. Since tonnage was 1o

" he made dependent on dlsplacement such shlps would be given two
certificates, one for théir permitted dlSplacbment with cargo
~and one for nﬂssenger trmde. His delegation was opposed to the

 idea of dual tonnages for purely csrgo cdrrylng shlps.

_ “Mr, ROSELL (Denmﬂrk) poznted out that such ships wonld have
'the some tonnage certlflca%e all the tlme, it was only the

_ draught which altered in accordance with the defined conditions
Cor sailing.  He conSldered.tnat the“Commlttee should decide

. whether the tonnage‘should ve altered at all under the two or
. three sets of conditions;  in his view the only solution was to

Jiseue a tonnage certificate in accordance W1th the largest draughﬁ
“i,e, the draught calculated in accordance w1th the 1966 Load -

oo Didine 00ﬁvention.

A “he CHAIRMAN concluded that the tonnage a331gned should not
j correspond‘to the largest drsaught but to the largest tonnage.
. Ships having two tonnage load lindgs, one for cargo and one for

'f,lpessengers would then have only one CeTUlilCSte, llstlng a

figure which could be changed every ‘year, but whlch for the
 gdurat1on of th“t year would he the hlghest value. calculated for

'“lfﬁthe tonnage on either” draught, or from the dlsniaoement plus the

':'Jolume of nassenger shlps, WthhuVGr the WOrxlng Group nlght

;-kif&:de01de. |
e "TM/C(‘NF/C 2/53 11




'Mr. CUPTA (Indla) maintsined that "pilgrim ships" do not - -
have two 1oad 11n s but rather one load line and”one'SubdiVisidﬁf“-fz” o
'_ The CHATRMAN pointed out that the subdivision mark was'f" f 
racognlzed as a load llne under the 1966 Load Line Conventlon,  ”

The mGEulng rogse at 12, 4: Dom.: _f.*7
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Agenda 1tem 4 - Con51deratlon and preparatlon of

’tonnage measurement and tonnage
certificates (continued)

 myjeom/oe/srae

proposed technical regulations on. -



'IQ;eMnndayr

”'if;éenge_VV" e

AGENDA ITEM 4 - OONSIDERATION AND PREPAR_!LTION OF rRorosJ;D
Sl oo PECENICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE- WASUM@NT
o AND. PONNAGE- CERTIFICATES ( TM/CONr/ .
 TM/CONE/C.2/2; TM/CONF/C.2/WP. 12
' -'-‘Tm/cowr/c E/WP 14) (contlnuea)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at the prev1ous meetlng, the‘

tCommlttee had decided that the length of “time which must elepseeﬁffaf

ebetmeen two reductlons in net tonnage for enlps with on]y one:

load line should be one’ ‘year 1nstead of five. In view of the s

' fnractlcel difficulties that ‘arose. for ships whlch had more than f'

~ one load line (for -example, those which carried passengers and
- cargo alternately), the’ Chairman suggested that the solution

of that prnblem,of detall uhould be deferred untll the follow1ng

My CHRISTIANSWN (Norway) stated thau the new regulatlons

:meffenv1saged would penallze certain. shlpe, such as thoee gust

menticned by the Chalrman, whlch mlght, under the regulatlons

R A{f;currently in’ force, obtain new tonnage certlflcates up %o three

";fj;tlmes a: years . Thue there was a danger that the regulatlons mlght;ﬁ[l

___ie’adversely affect the shlpplnﬁ 1nduSury by inducing owners to-
© cancel!their orders. The Norwegisn delegation hoped that the
*;:new Convention would not cause too much dlsruptlnn in the =

'”ﬁfshlpplng industry and in-the economic-conditions of transport

"fby sea., The dlsplacement concept gave . rlse to many . dlfflcultleS: _¢,

““e~;_wheﬂ used as ‘s parameter, and should be the- sub3ect nf thornugh o
e study by a small group._ Whlle reall21ng That it wae not p0381b1e.-fgf

%o reverse de01510ns taken by the Corference, he: w1shed o

~ emphasize the dangers lnvolved in’ comblnlng the load llne concept*ffe{

.Lfr(Wthh was - concerned w1th the safety of the shlp) w1th fhat of

" fthe tonnage.'””

S Mr..CONTOGEORGIS (Greece), whlle eeelng no obgectlon ﬁn S
'.'fdeferrlng the solutlon of the problem untll the follew&ng Menday,jf.?f

TM/CON®/C.2/SR.12.



ﬂ3suggested that prov131on shoujd bw made for shlps oparatlng
_ ”alternately as passenger shlps ang. cargo “ghips: to have’ two :
| ffcertlflcates,'of whlch one only. wou d be valld at any one’ tlme'

' ;f-acoordlng to cxrcumstances.

_ ~The CHAIRMAN pointed out that such a system would be very
Tclose to that of the tonnage mark which the Conference did not
Lapprove '

Turnlng to Progress Report No. 4 (TM/CONF/C 2/WP.12), he
asked the Committee to state its views on subuparagramh 2 of

- paragraph 5, which related to special craft.

My. JONES (New Zealand) remarked that moulded dlsplacement
the principle of which had been adopted in sub- paragraph 1 of
the same paragraph, was suitable ¢Qr steel ships but not for
wooden ones. Sub-paragraph 2 should therefore menfién alsoe
“ships other than metal ones. o | : B '

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) would like to see cargn submarines
mentioned in sub- paragraph 2, since they might be used in the
future. '

The CHAIRMAN suppmrfed by Mr. NOZIGLIA (Afgentina), said
:that in that connexzon, the Committee would have:to wait to
. .see whether or not the Worklng Group decided tn include water

‘”.ballast in the oalcnlatlon of net tnnnage. ‘

Mr., WILSON (UK) con31dered there was 1.0 need to 1nclude in
'ﬁthe text of the Convention craft which mlght not come into
~exigtence for a long time. L

Mr. MURPHY (USA) thought that since there were not many .
~special craft, 1t wmight perhaps suffice to adopt a regulatlon |

- similar to that of the ILoad Line Convention, whlch left it to PR
‘the administration to determine their dlsplacement._ When such;' e

':”:craft ‘came into more general use, the- C@nvention mlght be

""~famended to- take -account of them. S
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M BECFWITH (Liberla) supgorted that suggestlon, esoe01a11y 7'

 ;31nce the note on Amerdment P ocedurcs of Conventions (TM/OONF/lS)'.53V- .
 ”:prov1ded £or amendments n606551tated by technologlcal change,T 35

Mr. GUPTA (India) susgested meklng a dlStlﬂCthﬂ betweeﬁ  “

"“ Zey1s+1ng special craft and those of the future._:__ff:

7 SASAMURA (Commlttee Secretaxy) proposed a ﬁext 81m11ar |

._'.;-t.oi _ ‘of regulatz_on 2, paragravh 4, of the Toad Llnes Oonventlon-

_ 'iwhlch would, read: - !"The tonnage of a ship whose constructional :“f*- _
. features are such as to render the appllcatlon of the prov181ons R

':fof this Annexe’ unreasonable or 1mpractlcable shall be as

. "determ1ned by the Admlnistraulon "';f.

The GHAIRMAN Dut that text to thc voter

The text suggested b*r the - Sﬂcrotary of the Commlttee was _”  ffﬂ{ffff
:approved Dy 32 votes to none, e e T '

_ Nr. VHN DER TOORP (Netherlunds) suggested-gupplementlng
_ }the sub paragraﬁh by a prov181on o the effect tha thovernwents R, S
f'thCh reglstcrcd craft of that klnd should 50 1nform IWCO.J_T'ﬂf;-'?- L

S ihe CHAIRMAN drﬁw the Oomﬂlttee =L atteatlon to sub—fﬁ. V ;'_ R
:*fperagraph 2 0f paragraph 7 which haé to bu Supblem@nttd to T

ﬂ”j _1ndlC@tc that the load line assigned. was that on which' the[f;lﬂi : 
. displacement was based 1n qcoordancc w1th sub pﬂr@granh 1.°3

. ;.Sub‘PqTagrPPh P Of paragraph 7 would have to- bc amended to make :
it pOSSlble for a ship with moro than ‘one load iine to changef*fjf""'"'"*
 -from one to the other 1f_from belng a cargo shlp 1t became a s

'*passenger sh1p.5 ,'-"' ' : S . et

M. KING (KHngt) sug csted that the beglnnlng of the-f;fj ":'£ ”'5*

.'7sub—paragraph should be amonded to read._ "If the dlsplacement

-lshould change due to the alteratlon of the p051tlon of thei ;_E_ﬁ ;:,,_,ﬁ”

"*gload llno"""




b

: The ChAERWﬁN DTOpOSGd that for subwpqragvaphs 2 and 3 the_ff
-cCommlttee should ‘approve in principle the amendment: hc hcd '

'* referrcd to, leaving it to the Secretariat to draft the exact

cwording.

I+t was so decided.

My, GUPTA (India) asked whether the last sentence of .
..sub~pﬂwegraph 2 would apply to ships which carried pagsengers 1nd'
cargo alternately. He hoped that was not the case. - He supported
the text suggested by the representative of Kuwait,

Mr. GRUNER (Finland), refcrﬁlng to sub- paragraph 3,
suggested replacing the words "preceding certification" at the
end of the first sentence by the words "preceding decreasing
certification™, _ ‘ o _

Mr. ROCGUEMONT (France) said that the .intention of his
delegation which was the original author of sub-paragraph 3, had
been that tha last sentence should compensate for the rlgldlty
of a five-ycar period. SlﬂC@\thﬁt period had been.reduced to
- one year, and since changes of nationality might make frauds .
possible, he proposéd thé'puré and simplé deletion of the last
- sentence, ' | B ' | o o

Mr. UGLANDl(NQrway) opposed the French proposal. It was the
duty of IMCC to engure that traﬁgpor% by éea should remain as
_economical ag pogsible. TIf the new Convention should prevent
- -changes in certification under which there might in existing _
":circumstahces be advantage to ve gained, for instance,‘by.ships'

"f_whlch carried passengers and cargo 1tcrnwtely, shipowners

'Twould have to seek compensqtlon at the expense of their customers,: "

Mr. GUPTA (Indla) ‘proposecd that this problem, whlch Was not
'purely tcchnlcﬂ¢, should be referred to the General Commlttee.'
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e, szmrsom (lecrla) ounported by Mr; KING: (Kuwalt),,,_5 T"'”
;'conﬂldered that the prov151ons COﬁO“fnlﬂg 1qrvd-509 fi
:fmod1¢lcatlcn shodld 1n any oqse ‘be- mWLntalncd.: He thought

'"' fmoreover, that cnangus of ownorshwp snould be con51dered on. the rlf.fo"'

' 'fste footing as chcnges of natlonallty

: Mr GUPTA (Indla) sugncsted thﬁ+ tho lﬁst seﬂttmce of
sub= D= rﬂgrﬁjh 3 shﬂuld read ag fo¢lows'" “Howuver, if thp flag

."=  or ownership of the Shlp is changed or if tho ship ‘hes undergonej ”@”:;ﬁf

"'1arge seale modlflo%tlon, thu net tonnuge mav be decreased

' ,1mmed1atm1v"

Mrl WURPHY (US ) o1k that if tne Shlp chwnged ownershlp P

"~or flag or undcrweﬂt large»scale moa1¢1cst10ﬂ, the shlpnwner

should: be able to decreasc: the net tonna ge w1tﬁout Such a'];_f;iff Ff{jji

1  dec;s1on being . d\SCrled as "frﬁud"f.-

Mra ROSEIL (Denmark) emphaulznd that the puLoosc oF thd S
'*fcnnvbntLOﬁ Was CCItEln¢J not t5 create dif flcu1t1es for the* ff__§h

'”7sh1pplng 1ndustry, and thet an owner was free- to opﬂrate hls shlpf }ﬁ;fff

';Ias he pleﬁsed

Nr. ROOQUENOVT (FrQﬂce) conswderbd th“t the Commlutﬂb‘should';  }ﬁf:

fi“votv separately on the three conCnDts.7 chenf Of fl“gs change
c.oof owners hlp, large- sealq modlflcatxon. |

'”- ht the rbqupst of Nr. CHRTDWIMBSEN (N rwav) VutOS Wers - taken f;ff -

7:bv rollecall on the gucstion whether the concepts of: Cﬂanﬁd of

flag and ohpnge of ownarshlp whmuld bb-retqlne&.z_j{,i

Sweden, hav1ng been drawn by 1ot by the Chairman, was 0%1led ::f

'7f upon to vote first., o Ihe result of uhﬁ votc was . as follows.-

o mM/CONF/C.2/sRi12




g

o In favours:: Sweden, Jﬂlted Arab Renubllc, Umltrd ﬂlﬂ‘@um of

" Great Britain and Yoruh&r I”elﬁﬁd Unlted States of Aﬂcrlcc,

'f;_Venezuela YugoslaV1a,'nLguntlna,-Austral;a, Brazil, Bulgarla,_.

' Canada, China, DOhmsrh,-Federal_Republic_of_Germany,:Finlaﬁd;

UGreece,_Indlu,-Indonesia, Ire1and, Israel, Italy, Japan,; Kuwait,
--Liberia,_Netherlands, New Zealrnd, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines,

. Poland, Portugal, South Africa.

“Ageinst: Belgium, France.

”7Abstaining:Union of Sovict Socislist Republics.

- The concept of chenge of fleg wes retsined in paragraph 7
~ (3)of TM/CONF/C.2/WP.12 by 32 votes to 2, with one abstention.

A second roll-call by vote was taken on the concent of

chﬁnne of ownership.

Bulgaria, having been drawn by lot by the Cheirman, wos

called upon to voite first. The result of the vote was ns follows:

in favour: Denmork, Federal Republic of Germeny, Finland, Greece,

 _ India, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, Kuwait, ILiberia, Netherlands,

- Nigeria, Norway, Poland, Poritugal, South Africa, Union of

- Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of America,

e Yugoslovia, Brazil.

- Against: Bulgaria, Canadns, China, France, Israecl, Italy,
Wew Zealsnd, Fhilippines, Sweden, United Arab Republic,
' Venezuela, australia, Belgium.

,:'Absfmining \rgentina, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
'”2Northcrn Ireland. '

o Phe CONﬂlttbe deczded to add the ooncept of ch nge df: _ _
: :ownersnlp to paragraph 7 (3) of TM/CONE/C.2/WP.12 by 20 votes B
 'Hto 13, with 2 ﬂbstentlons.
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The CF“IRMAN noted th:t no dulegatlon was opposea to the

"~concept of "1(rge chle modlflcablon”, Wchh WOUid therefo

"'be retalnbd 1n thb text

]  : Mr,.MUENCH (lsrmel) wondered whether the Gommlttee S dec¢81ons
”[jwere comnatlale w1th the text of Artﬂcle 9 a8 epprovrd by the

" -Genera1 Committes TM/CONF/G LWE.5).

_ ~ The. CHAIRMAN DOlnted out that, in accord nee WLth 1ts terms i3;  "f
_of rbference “the Commltteb_hnd ‘dealt with technlc%l problems,;:_5«3“3s”
‘and that 1f neOGSSﬁry, the Oonferebce WoULa brlng the con= _ f__:
'fclu81ons of the Gcner%l Commlttee and - QL_the_Technlcal_Oomm;tuce”f

   -ln%O 1lne‘_3im_u‘

'-ﬁln,hls ‘opinion, un owner who vought & %hlﬁ could decrease thé ;'--”'

'fﬁ;”purchﬂse,

'   Pﬁragrqph g
_f 'scﬂle modlflc tlon mlght nECGSSltgte compllcatbd cwicul tlons
’7~]1nd that it a dﬁflnltlon were “doptbd cVerOﬁt WO&ld trj to

._::uLlHES had hud to ﬁbﬂndon the lﬁea Of Cqboleng SUCh dcflnltlon i¥ ,

'-gavolume or tonnﬂge vaiues. :LNJ

”f]con51dcred qS 2 lﬁrgﬂ—sc”le MOdlflC“thn. Zﬂ;_'

In reply to'p questlon by Mr. KIWG (Kuwglt) he Snld +hd£;f; ;;V7'”

 7tonn1€e even . 1f it h\d been deoreach ﬂlro“dy ”t th':t1me_5ff:  *r%F

_ Mr, ROCQUEMOﬂT (Frqncc) remﬂrkbd thﬁt in’ ert%ln Cnces
7sllght mod¢¢1cﬂtlcn5 could ﬂltcr thc SCﬁﬂtllng dr ught whloh
-every Shlp should h"ve,-if T A LR :

The OHAZRNAN sald he. fc"rcd ﬁh%t a def1nltlon of lﬂrge~fﬁ' N

-1nt rpret 1t o’ hﬂs own ndvantﬁge

| Mr. ROSELL (Denm“rk) rcc 11@6 that ‘the’ Confarence on LOﬁd

Jdn ﬁhe text Of the OOHVQntlon-_ In his opinion, o mOdlilC tion "'-_
'°{_could be classed as 1“Tg€~scale wmen it chﬂngad the dlsplacement -

S Mr WILSOY (UK) proposed thcfiﬂny HOdlflC“thn 1nvolv1ng it
'- {a chqnge of ﬁi least ten per cent. 1n groqs ﬁonnage should belﬂ;f‘f5

Mr, GUPTA-(IE@IL) supported the Unltcd klngdoﬂ prOPOSal o
o o - e mm/comy/o 2/SR 12
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; and Mr. Rocuugzzoz\m (Ffﬁme) thought th- t it PI‘PVldcd o éj:;ce'_lle_nt'_'
'bﬁSls for dr"*tlng, e : _ _ : -.-..:x- S
FR Mr._COTTOGEORGIS (Groece) su?gnsted thaﬁ the 1nt€rv“l of one _
¢ _yeur should not be imvosed AT the ship hn d hndergoqe 1qrg@ scale R
I'fmodlfloatlon or modl?lcutlon 06ﬁ81derod g SMbh bj the' L

 udm¢n1str ation. ' S -

i e, TRTESSON (Sweden) ~nd Mr. STVESON (Liberia) were in
' _-favour of the suggcstion made by the Greek delegotion,

 _Mr. MURPHY (USA) said thot he would like the Committee to

ﬁ-.:approve that suggestion, and to illustrate it with an exanmple.

- The CHEHAIRMAN requested the United Kingdem ond United States
 :rcpresentnﬁives each to prepare o text tc be submitted to the
next neeting of the Committee.

He reminded the Committee thet o - snall group had considored
 ceftain guestions 1eft in rbeyance in connexion with Regulnticn 6
and that its conclusions were given in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.14. He
-cnlled for a member of the group to be kind cenocugh to intrcduce
that document to the Technicrl Ccmmittee.

Mr, WILSON (UK} said that uhe group hod had several possib-

o ilities:  either to take up the Netherlands proposal which was very

o 8imilar to the Panamn Canal Rules - and wes breader than the pro-
visions contained in T™™/CONF/6 - or not to exenpt from measurement
any space provided with ~ny mcans of closing whrtsoever. 4s the

. United Kingdom proposnl (TH/CONF/C.2/2) had scemed o take a middle
line, the Group had adopted it as a wofking basis.

_ The wording of paragraph (2) wos in line w1th the  Panana
._Cknﬂl rules concerning cnclescd spaces.

‘The Group had heen unn nlmcusly in favour of inscriing 1n
-rp“rﬂgrﬁmh {3), =fter the words: V"shall not be considered o8 S
"f"enclosbd spaces" the words "unless they are brovided: with shelves

'*,'or othur means for stowing c¢argo or stores.”

“In p ragraph 13)(a), the Group had ropluccd the- words ”a

f.f,curtﬂln plate not exceedlﬁg 1. 6 ft. in qopthﬂ by the words

3,ﬁa Ar191n n1a+e not exdeeding 1n drptﬁ the. ad301n1n1 deck~s-."“

zbmaMH ?--1 'tqp %Ll:i ﬁxme, ;t nlu Icplﬂcbd thc words ”th“n-j-~7'
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'fﬁaif"theﬁﬁf &ﬁh of the ﬁﬂch”be the WOIQS "tﬂam 90 wer cent
_ _ 0£ the breadth’ of tne deck“ ’VIt h?é_also deleted the whole of
°- 'the last Dhrase startlng w1th_thb words "pTOVldbﬂ that....'

o Lastly, phe second. MAU paragraph of }arngragh (j)( ),
" “1t,had repluéed ”convergence of fore and aft. bulkhcads“ by
--;' n¢5nvérgenceLbf the shell plating!: and furtber on, the . cnncert
 ' Of'"ha1f'ﬁhe breadth of the deck" and “thc least: hali breadth
 “0f the deck“ by “90 ber cent of the breadth of the deck".

e In paragraphu (5)(b) “and (c)' some members of th@ group had
'1f-b°en in favour of replacing "% . /(O 9 Petrms)" by ____'*__,4____
_ ;"” 5 £1./(0.75 metres)" and the United Kingdom de 1egatlop hﬂd f?fk’:
B rwllllngly fallen in-with that v1ew001nt SInd adaltlon, the group T
'thad dec1ded to- delete the Ph*&Su in. bracketb 1n sub—paragrath (c){“f

o Lastly, the speakcr drcw attentlon to the fact thqt sub- 5-'"'°
_ g~paragr¢ph (f) hed been retalne@ but mlght novert%eless seem '
'5 superfluous. S ' o - e

" N CHRISTIIWSEN (Norway) ﬁOlntLd out that there had
_ "HGVGT been an attempt to deflne oppn and ClOuLd spacesﬁ;f“
:*f51mult1ﬂeouslf It wUuld gerhaps ‘be’ pr@ferable to have a
:  qdef1n1t1on of @gen sraces.g Moréover, in the pa%sagm in
| ﬂ”ﬂp%ragranh (5) relatzng to spaces prov1ded w1th shelves or’ othar |
'°? fmeans for Securlﬁg cargo or gtores; 1t was queotlomable whethor V;ff
_73.such.spaces should not be. considered as open but he dld not i
' }chlnk 80 hlmself._ Lestly, he thought t%oqe prov131ons should
:f;be aocompanled by - ﬁlagreﬁs.__".“ R __   "- j"“"“"
: Mr. LEIBEN“ROST (YugoslaV1a), referrlng to superstructures,fi?“
_. Hf asked whether 8 deck-hotze equal to, or less than, 90 per cent. ot
”'5 ffof the breadth of the &eck should be'con51dared qs ar open space.,;k

g Mr V“N DER TOORN (Netherlands) ObSGTVLd th t the Co“nlttee o
“W_ 7thop@d to have the. adhﬁrence of ‘canal authorltles.- Slnce thc i
”"-”j regu1atlons were sLmllar to those of the Panﬂma Canql 1t n1ght
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. lgbe as well to h¢Ve uhC OUlﬂlon OL ﬁhe qurﬁbeﬂtathL of the

'7f7_authorﬂtles of thmt canql..

Mr, HABACHT (Suez Canal Auihorlty) supaortbd the ldea wut

';_forward bv tb Norweglan_ “presentﬁtlve ss to- thc nee% to_,f

111ustrote thm exeaytlons bj dlqgfams.n

_ CMr. WILSON (UK) replylﬁ& to  the corments by the refrcsentatlves-'
.-Df Norway and Yugoslavia explalined that the Group had not tried

~to define what should be included or excluded. As to stowage o
arrangemenets the Group was unanimously of the opinion that they  '
~would cancel out the exemption. He recognized that diagrams
- would indeed Dbe very useful.

In fegard to superstructures extending from one side of
the ghip to the other, the Group thought it better to refain

' 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 avply the Panama Canal rules; however, it scemed to

him preferable to have as few exemptions as possible.

After a short discussion on the crganization of the

ommittee's work in which Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), Mr. MURPHY (USA),
and Mr. GUPTA (India) took part, the CHATRMAN reminded the

. Cormittee that, according to its terms of reference, the Techniceg

- Committee could not deal with matters such as the "trensitional

Cprovisions" or the definition of “new ships".
‘Replying to guestions put by Mr. YU-SHANG LI (China) and

er, SIMPSON (Liberia) concerning paragraph 4 of TM/CONF/C.2/WP.15,
; the CHATIRMLN stated that what was referred to was the summer

o 108d line in the case of ships pljlng in tropical. wpters and that'

ﬁ1that should be .clearly stated; moreover the load llne Teferred

. to was the summer load line éu-d@flﬂ@ by the natlonal rcgulatlons._;;-

Jf,Thé:mee%inQ foSé“at 5;15-p;m;j f

mM/CONF/C.2/SRi12




-

INTER-GOVERNMENTAL MARITIME

CONSULTATIVE ORGANIZATION TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13

9 June 1969
Original: FRENCH

~

IMCO
FOR PARTICIPANTS ONLY

INTERNATIONAT, CONFERENCE ON
TONNAGE MEASUREMENT, 1969

Technical Committee

PROVISIONATL SUMMARY RECORD OF THE THIRTEENTH MEETING

held at Church House, Westminster, London, S.W.1,
on Monday, 9 June 1969, at 9.30. a.m,

Chairman: Mr. F. SPINELLI (Italy)

Secretary: Mr, Y. SASAMURA

- A list of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.1/Rev.l

N.B. Corrections to be incorporated in the final summary record
of the meeting should be submitted in writing (two copies in
FPrench or English), preferably on thé provisional summary
record, to the Documents Officer, Committee Room 2 and after
the Conference to the IMCO Secretariat, 22 Berners Street,
London, W.1l, not later than 8 July 1969, '

T™M/CONF/C.2/SR.13




CONTENTS

Agenda itom 4 - Consideration and preparation of proposed
technical regulations on tonnage measurement
and tonnage certificates (contim__md)_ _

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13



-3 -

AGEND.L ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONE/6;
TMACONF/C,2/WP.14; TM/CONE/C.2/WP.18;
TM/GONF/C 2/WP.19) (continued)

The CHAIRMAY suggested adding the words "or movable" after
the word "fixed" in the second line of paragraph (2). The
additional stipulation would serve to prevent a shipowner from
installing doors, thereby reducing the volume of enclosed spaces.

The proposal was approved.

Mr. ter HAMR (Nethcrlands) thought that Regulatlon 6
should contaln a deflnltlon of the upper deck supplementing that
of enclosed spaces. In his opinion, to avoid 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 partltlons" onwards, and also the end of the second
sentence, from the words "opening or openlngs" onwerds.

Mr, CHRISTI&NSEN (Norwaj) Wlshud to know whether the word
”coverlngs“ would apply also to tarpaullns end pleetlc covers,

Mr, WILSON (UK) was in favour of the suggestlons put
forward by the Netherlands dclegation.

© The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee 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 enclcsed spaces on or above the upper deck;

he was therefore opposed to the deletion of those words.
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Ls for a definition of the upper deck, it would be of walue
only if Regulation 6 stipulated that spaces above the upper
deck were exenpted - whiéh was not the casé, since the parameter
adopted for the tonnage was the total volume. -

Mr, HiBACEI (Suez Canal Authority) said that, after examining
the proposed amendment to Regulation 6 submitted by the Working
Group, he considered that in view of the abolition of the
existing systenm of exemptions for superstructurcs, 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 lesg than 90 per cent of the breadth
of the deck.

Under the Suez Canzal Rules, 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 pasragraph (3)(e) should, if
situated fore or aft of a deck space or of a supersiructure, be
included in the chargeable_volume, with the defirition of
enclesed spaces contained in paragraph (2). The mezsurement
of those spaces was identical with that of the wing shelters
connecting the three first-tier superstructures on oil
tankers. : | | -

T™/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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Paragraph (3)(f) very properly provided that any uncovered
and undecked spéce inboard of the hull was not included in the
gross tonnage, but the principle should be applied to any spaee
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 recommendation. The seaworthiness and
efficiency of the ship ought not to be adversely affected but
the removal of the fore and aft bulkheads of the superstructures
was certainly not likely to facilitate the approval of ships.
IMCO had reccmmended alse 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
achieved,

‘.—-’_’___, . . : ) . )

He ended his statement with the suggestion that the

Committee should, in the French 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 CHATRMAN suggested that the Commistee should delete
the last parits of the first and second sentences of paragraph
(2), as proposed by the Netherlands delegatien.

The proposal was approved.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13




Mr. MURPHY (USA) proposed the addition of thefwords‘“in'the
shipts hold" after the words "or openings' in line 7 of
paragraph (2) '

The proposal was approved.

Mr, GUPRPTA (India) gsaid that, like the Ndrwégiaﬁ representative,
He would like further clarification of the- meaning of the term
"coverlngs", as the problem was of importance, particularly for
navigation in tropical waters., |

Mr, WILSON (UK) suggested the addition of the phrase Yother
than awnings".

Paragraph 3

The CHAIRMAN stated that at page 2, line 4, the words
"eross tonnage" should be replaced by the words "total volume",

Sub-paragraph (a) L '
Mr., CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) feared that, under the terms of
the new regulation, the entire hold might be considered as an’

open space. .

The CHAIRMAN did not share that fear; since any space needed
for cargo would automatically be considered as an enclosed space.

Mr, LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia)'suggested introducing into the
second subwparagraph the definition of "breadth of the deck"
already used'in the Internatlonal Convention on Load Lines,

The CHAIRMAR agreed that the breadth ought indeed to be
defined. As deflned 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 refained or whether it gaould be replaced by another,

TM/GONF/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 (Yugoélavia), quotihg from the Qonvention
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 gaid that his understandlng of the matter was
that the breadth of the supersiructures should accordingly be
either the total width of the ship, eor that width less 8 per
cent.

As for the questlnn of illustrating the definitions, if the
Committee felt that diagrams would serve a useful purpcse, he
would ask the Group which had drawn up TM/CONF/C.2/WP.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 spaez
would be exempted in that case.

Mr. WILSON (UK) explained that the intention of the ad hoe
Working Group'had been to bring the provisions %gjgﬁ;;ggmwith the
Panama Canal Rules and so to discourage shipowners from building
side deck-houses, A diagram would certaihly be very useful, and
he would be grateful to the ¥French representative, who was near
the blackbdard, if he would kindly draw one.

‘Mr. CABARIBERE (France)illustrating 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 attention to the need to define the "out-
side plating' in order to prevent shipbuilders from finding

loopholes,
T™/CONF/C,2/SR.13
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Mr. WILSON(UK) said that the term "outside plating" had
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, it would be'-
the breadth of deck which would be considered, the exempted
space being limited to half the width of the opening.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) pointed out that sub~paragraph 3(a),
line 3 should be amended ito read. "a curtain plate not exceeding
by more than 1 inch the depth of the adjoining deck beams..."

‘Mr. GUPTA (India) considered that the text should be so
worded as to achieve the maximum of simplicity, and an effort
should be made to avoid any definition which might influence
ships design.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed that defining. enclosed
and open spaces was of necessity a complex matter, and that the
iny way to overcome the difficulties was o nave recourse to

diagrams. Inasmuch as the Convention under discussion would

frequently refer to the text of the International Convention on
Load Lines, (which allowed a reduction in freeboard for

enelosed spaces), he advocated the following principle: whenever
a superstructure carried a right to a reduction in freeboard, it

would be measured, so as to avoid the potential paradox of a.

ship having a supefstructure'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 %o ‘the representative of India,
stated that, if cargo was carried in spaces normally exempt from
meassurement, those spaces ceased to be exempt. There did not
appear to be anj iikelihood, thereforé, that the regulations

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.1%
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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 & Class 1 opening -
was not considered as. an snclosed space, and that, as a result
that.type‘of.superstructurepwould not be. taken into account. .

Sub-paragraph 3(a) was approved in principle.

Sub_paragraph B(b)

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslav1a) drew attentlon to . a typlqg -
error in line 5 of the. Engllsh text,. where "bulkhead" should read
"bulwark“' '

Sub-paragraph 3(b) was. approved in. prlnolple.

Sub-paragraph 3(0)

The CHATRMAN stated that in paragraph 3(0) also, the ,
Drafting Commlttee would replace the express1on “gross tonnage"
by the expres31on "total volume" '

Mr. GUPTA (Indla) wondered whether sub paragraph (o)
applled to the large. side  openings prov1ded for the; purpose of
ensurlng adequate ventllatlon in the 'tween—deck spaces on
pllgrlm Shlps to whlch the SIMLA Rules applled and whether the
sponsors of the text had taken that matter into cons1deratlon. '

Mr. WILSON (UK) was glad o reassure the representatlve
of Indla on’ that pOlnt ‘The matter had lndeed been taken 1nto‘
consideration. Sub—paragraph 3(c) applied to the Sld&-
openings of those ships, to the exftent to Wthh the exempted
'tween-deck space was exactly aligned with the openlng, thus
restricting the exempted’ space. ' :

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said it would be difficult to
determine the exempted spaces if Regulation 6 ‘contained no:
precise definitions of the meaning of “erection", "super-
structure”" and consequently of "upper deck". . Lo

™M/CONF/C.2/SR.1%
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Mr. WILSON (UK) said that the Working Group had s
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 Llne Convention already included the
reguired definitions. He proposed that a clause should be
included in Regulation 6 providing Egégpffor-shlps to which
the Boad Line Convention applied,)the enclosed spaces should
include at least (a) the whole volume below the freeboard deck
and (b) the whole volume of the superstructures as defined in
the Load Tine Conwentlon,_'lt would be understood that that
was a minimum, and that other spaces mlght be added to those._
enclosed spaces. The Frenoh delegatlon 1rtended to submit a
proposal on that point.

Mr, DE JONG (Netherlands) approved that proposal in
principle, but pointed out that the deflnltlons of the oomplete
deck and of  the upper deck proposed by the USSR in connex1on
with Regulation 2- of Proposal C would be guite approprlate.

The GHAIRMAN suggested that the Worﬁlng Group should

endeavour to draw up a deflnltlon of a "51de to side erectlon" .

Mr.‘HABACHI (Suez Canal Authorlty) proposed the adoptlon
of the deflnltlon given in the Suez Canal Ruleq namely, that
the 51de walls should not be more than one Engllsﬂ foot from
the 81des of the shlp.

The CHATRMAN proposed that the Commlttee approve sube-
paragraph (c¢) in principle, subject to a more precise definition
of the Supersttuctur:esn 34 1

It was s0 agreed.:

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.1%
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' Submparagraphs (d), (e) and (f) gave rise to no comments.

Mr. JONES (New Zealand) wondered whether a sub—paragraph
should not be added to. Regulatlon 6 @mov1d1ng for the exemptlon
of varlous spaces such as the 1n51de of the funnels, the
cranes end SO ON.}

- After a short exchange of, views in whlch Mr. ROSELL
(Denmark), Mr. WILSON (UK), Mr. GUPTA (India) and the
CHAIRMAN participated, the latter expressed the opinion that
this was s problem of minor importance because the spaces in
question were‘very limited. He proposed, therefore, that
'menfion>of them‘be omitted.

It.was s0 agreed.

Mr..WILSON‘(UK) drew the attention of the Committee =
to the paragraph which his delegation proposed to 2dd to
Regulation 6 (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.18), providing for a penalty
when the conditions for exemption Were not respected. That
penalty would be 1ifted only when ‘the ship recelved a new -

ertlflcate on a change of flag or ownershlp.

Mr; CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) cons1dered that the spaoe thus_
penallzed mlght be exempted agaln 1f the Shlp underwent 1arge—l
scale modlflcatlon affectlng that partlcular space. S

Mr. WILSON (UK)- accepted that suggestion.. + . -

- The United Kingdom Proposal (TM/GONF/C 2/WP 18). thus 7
amended, was approved.

PROGRESS REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ON GROSS AND NET TONNAGE
(Part I) (TM/CONF/C.2/WP. 19) » .

My, ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of +the Working Group,'sald
that the Group had not 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

TM/CONF/C.2/SR. 1.3
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make o 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
in the study submitted by the United States (TM/CONF/C.2/3).
The computer experts and the chairmen'of the three task groups
were aj_jggﬁgggposal of the Committee for any further'
information which might be required. -

Taking the Report paragraph by paragraph he said in .
regard to paragraph 5, that the Wcrklng Group had estlmated .
that the 600.or so-ships’ covered by the  IMCO data and the “‘g.
sample. prepared by the United Klngdom were sufflclently
representative of -world shipping as far ad shlp size was
concerneds the Group-had decided: to undertakelcomputer
studies on series of ships of each size.  With regard. to
paragraph 7(d), he §aid that if a correction factor for
passenger shlps was not used, the result would be a‘tonnage .
markedly lower than the present tonnage,_whlch would create
difficulties with 'the port authorities. As IMCO had no data
on the total volume of passenger spaces, -and as- the Ttalian
data referred only to 17 ships, the United Kingdom had proposed-
that additional 1nformat10n be obtalned, and the Wnrklng Group
had put forward a formula based on the numher of passengers
(sub-paragraph (e)) in which the dennminator 10 appeared to
be a satisfactory approximation; that formula would be
tested on a larger number of ships.

The third task group was carrying out a study of the more
compllcated formula proposed for the calculation of net tonnage.
It had come up against difficulties, because the IMCO data
dealing with water ballast deductions on the national
certificates did not show the total volume of the different

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13
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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 shipd, 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 cerfain 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 20 the value 1 + D s and France was tn
10000

make a study on 60 ships of the results thus obtained.

The Working Group had also studied the formula proposed by
Denmark for calculating gross tonnage (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.10 and
A3d.1), but had reached no decision.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that in the list of ships shown in
Mnex I, the nuvmber of ore carriers should be 50 and not 15.

The meeting rose at 12,30 p.m.
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AGLWD“ ITEM 3 - GONSIDERA ION OF MATTHRS. AS. IISTRUCLFﬂ BY |
~ THE CONFERENCE (9M/CONF/6; TM/CONE/3; e
TH/CONE/C.2/2; TM/CONF/U.2/%; TM/uONF/O 2/wp 14,_
U TH/CORE/C, Z/UP L9 (c»ntlnued) TN/COBF/O 2/JP 10 '
~and Aau 1)

ﬂr. RIVuLOV (Uwa) exsrssssd hig cole ﬁtlon g aJpr901 tlon
_”of the selfless work done by the Working Group on gross.and Hp' "' o
. net.tonnage.; In connexion with the formula for gross. tonnare, fff“fj*'*"”
 h@:B61ierd.ﬁhut_bhe Lssulﬁs produced fully S%tlufloﬁ the terns
of refcrence stipulated by the COﬂferbﬂ“O;- the next step: olesrly

 ,wss o detsrmlns how' the. varlable COCf¢1CleﬁtS could be adcntsd
to give regulﬂtlons of the - qulrsd sccurscy RS :

As rsgards ﬁhe net tonnsﬁc fo“nula,,hb renrs%ted that no -

'7fsub5tnnt1a1 results had been achieved and that therc was Stlll

al COﬂSldcr%blﬂ dlverwcncc in the figures: arrived at on the
';vsrlous formilae considered, even where the’ coefficients hwd ”
‘not been determined for the entire flcot but with the sxcluslon i

“ sof ccrtﬂln categories of vessel.  The Tochnical Committes hwd,

'ﬂ”_fpresont 1m%orlu stage of dlSCHSSiOH it could not prooeeu w1thout_

. neverthecless, to implenent the . decision of the Plen Ty SGSElOﬂ ss_'”
to deternine the basis for calculating net %onnage, but at the

:more spec;ilc dsta and COHClUSlOHu' sfora 1t

- Gross tonnage

_'Hrs'?OCQULNOFT (ﬁrance) also extanbs hls COH”IWtUlctluﬂS
;  to ﬁhc Working Grouy. He noto& that from a compsr1s0ﬁ of uhe R
S first colunn.of results given in Annex T to Tv/bOﬁF/C 2/IP 19,._7f'
“(caleulated Lqr 4 constont coefficient), with the’ seconﬂ %nd ST

L othird colunns, (both caleulated for o coefficient .

s a.funct Oﬁ of the vo?uue but w1thlﬂl¢furenu constsnﬁs), 1t
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  was:c1ear thét'the_fbrmer gave results which were substantially

as valid as those obbtained for the latter, particularly as

:iregardg_the'staﬁdardideviation‘of.ﬁhefﬁét}tOﬁnage, “For
ressons of'simplicity,fthefeforeg hisrdeiégation fayoured
cadoption of the constant coefficient postulated by the Working
'_Group.

Mr., PROHASKA {Denmark) rcczalled that in introducing the
Progress Report of the Working Group, its Chalrman had stated
thaet its results and conclusions were only provisional; it
was premature, thercfore, to assume that the constant
coefficient was as good as any other solution.

In that connexion too, he pointed out that the first
column of results had been calculated from a computer programme
with a coefficient which was designed to gilve the Llowest minimum
deviation possible, whereas the other columns had been calculated
simply from studies of graphs of data available with no conditions
imposed on the coefficient., Tf the figures used in the last
two columns were chansed in the formula by only 3%, the deviation
about the mean would then be appreciably lower than for the
first column.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) also applauded the Working Group and
noted that the throe columns of results gave fairly close
results. His delegation, howsver, gave tentative prefereace,
to the third solution, since it dcalt rather morc eguliably

with the smaller ships.

Mr. GUPTA (India) observed that when the Working Group

“came to re-considcer the figurcs 1t had used in its provisional
~calculations, it should take a constant cocfficient of 0.3,
rather than 0.296, since that would greatly simplify calculations
':dnd yet make little difference to the final result.
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My, WILSON (UK), supported by Mr, NOZIGLIA (irgentina), said o

31n prlnc1ple hls delegatlon agreed. w1th the VleWS expressed Dy

a-fthe Unlted States @elegatlon° a flnal oplnlon was, bowever, not

':pOSSlble until the graphs of the data used for the rbsults were
N avallable for studyn : : - SR R

:'_ Mr, ROCQﬁEMONT (Prance) agreed that the Gommlttee needed to S
_:haVQ a curvé to indicate the basis for the values 6f the._" 3
©coefficients used :in ‘the second and thlrd columng of resultsn :

| The . OBAIRMAN suggested thqt it would be uscful tn have a ,'
f_'graph of the total volumé, as abeigsa, versus the: gross tonnage,_f"
as calculated from the formula, in each case.f L '

B Mr GREGORY (UK), Cheirman of Group II of the Worklng Group,.
_-exblalned that coples of the United Klngdom graphs aﬂd one. for .
thlrty—ﬁwo shlps of thé Netherlsnds fleet were available and

. could be ‘circulated to dalegatlons, plbﬁs'Of'ﬁhe United States-fﬂ°'m |

data could also be made if requlred,

E Mr._PROHASYA (Denmark) pOlnqu out thet the flnal ch01ce of-_' B
formula would have a great effect on all ships. Adoption of the H ,”ﬂ[ﬂ

formula GT = aV would have. ‘serious repercussions on the. future

. design of large container ships: which currently had.light CaTgObsLE 

-~ and large freeboard, with a freebcard to draught: ratlo of “Around o G

'-2=4-.3T flrsﬁ formula would, however, assign them SHOTMOUS  : 
- gross and: net tonnages and thus encourage deszgners to decrease

the: freebomrd and provmde for more contalners on deck ~with grave:} l“7f

3consequ0nces in respect of safety. Likewise, the old open

. shelter-deckeérs, currently op@ratlng with no deck openlngs,_would3.”}

“have such hlgh gross tonnagon that thLy would ‘become - uneconomlcalf'Q 

'fto runc-f

It mao for those Toasons that +ho Damlsn delegatlon had

.;f ;Subm1ttod the- proposal contained 1n TM/CONF/C.2/WP.10, S
_; iTM/CONF/C Z/WP 10/4A4d, 1 to introduce a correction to the Proposedf L
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- factor, for inclusion in the gress tonnage formula, defining the
~ratic of maximum designed draugzht to maximum draught obtainable
for full scantling vessels. His delegation considered that such
a simple addition to the formula would make it much casler for
owners to allocate the right ships for the type of trade in
guestion,

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) observed that since gross tonnage
was to be dependent on displacenent, 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 logerithmic function of the volume; the whole to be
multiplied by the ratioc of designed draught to maximun &raughta

Since, however, the Committee had not been i1nstructed to
investigate such a soluticn it would have first to revert <o the

Plenery 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 1 of Annex I of TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19 did not
necassarily show the proper balance of the different numbers of
vessels of any given type in the world flecet; 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 /Columns (i), (ii) and (iii)/
showed a congiderably higher mean deviation ratic and standard
deviation than those for gross tonnage.

TM/CON®/C.2/SR, 14



The CHATRMAN nsted thaﬁ the flgures indicated that some ;]_4s::7w

"allowance should be made for passenger spaces since column (ll),i

5.fwhere all types of passenger ‘ships and ferries were excluded,

'showed an 1mprovement 1n SDandard dev1atlon of about twenty

| hr., OH&SKA (Denmark) a#reed that some term to take:  ”
zj:account of passenger space or number wculd greatly 1mprove
'_1the formula, but . the results, whlcheVer the - formula: used w111
 not be as close asg p0551ble to ex1st1ﬁg values because there _
' is no- crlterlon in eYlStJnﬁ flﬂures for net tonnage.- - ]-* B

| Mr, GREGORY (Uk) s0id that the orlglnal point had been : "" ' 
. 'that ‘the exclusion of passenger ships under column (1) would;:-;,3,:g”

.'ireduce the utandard deviation. The worklng Group was -
"examlnlng other fcrmulae, 1nclud1ng a- constant r@lated to
 _d1splacement plus a passenger ﬂumber to be applied to _;3““
passen“er Shlps.__ R

_ _Nr-ghU PHY - (USA) agreed with the Chairman's conclu51on N
- on the need.to pay more attention to passenger shlps under-

Ccolumn (i). As to the problem of bulk and oil carrlers under'f.fIUVfi

| :cblﬂmn'(iii) ‘his own conclu51on was that a simple formul&
: ‘would not pvoduce resulﬁs close to the flgures applylng to '
' ex1st1ﬁg fleets whlch -took into- accolnt the fact ﬁhat fleets o
~included different types of ships uspd for different purpcses.
_ I% would be better to wait for the remalnéer of the Worklng
~ Group's’ feport. ' e ' ' ' ' &

o Mr. ROCQUEIONT (France) said that he sgreed with the _;;?;;_ B
".7Cha1rman & comments but deubted that satlsfactory results

' cou1d ever be obtalned. He wondered whether the correctlons
' were worthwhile. ' ' ' '
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e ”Mr..MGENCH (Israel) said that without_the:background
~data and without z diagram it was difficult to assess the

. respective values of the formilae, It wasg clear that by

| éliminating passenger ships and movihg;frdm co1gmn (i) 0o
column- (11) 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 scemed to be no relationship between displacement and
existing net tonnage figures 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 1evé1, it should be free to explore other
possibilities: it might transpire that the Committee's
instructions had not provided the right basis for obltainihg
‘a formula as close as possible to the existing system.

The CHAIRMAY 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 ghip.

It should not, therefore, be assumed that correction was

worthwhile for a differerice of 20 per cent.

- Mr. PROHASKA (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 exawmple, the simple formula
of displacement x times 2,7 would produce a net tonnage of
'6,600, when the actual net tonnage was 7,500. That was a
congiderable reduction.
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Although 1t had been agreed that there would be no il
great herm if passeﬂger ships: comretlng with airlines obtqlned  
3_'a reductlon,_reductlons of the Llnd he had lnstanced would be o

 _ton hlgh fer the port authorltles., The Worklng Group had
lescussed the pn351b111tv of a- formula taklng acemunt of

”' _passenger shlps, bu% 1t mlght welcome further dlrectlves

: frOm the Gomm1ttee.'7

Rt He wa ep“osed to “the quggestlon by the representatlve
'of Zsrael because even if ‘the lowest pogs1ble standard

.'3dev1atlon was obtained, Half ‘of the existing passenger: shlps

iymlght flnd their net tonnage 1ncreased.- The dlleculty

Cowas: that passenger aCCOﬁmOdablOﬂ dlffered from.shlp to shlp

e CHAIRIAN sald that %here was nothing to prevent ther:;ﬂ=

_ Commlttee from requestlng the Working: Group to explore
_’othe“ pOSSlDll‘tl@S. The Commlttee could nat take . a dGClSlon e
Cuntil it had Seen’ the Uor 1ng Group's compleﬁe report the_f3
' Dresent dlSOuSSlOn was merelv'tn fa0111tate a de0131an.~,_jff-“5

_   ; ir. P”ObSmR (UK) sald that the Wor11ng Groap rad : X
'_submwtted a. valuable ?ﬁtellm report ‘but the most lmportant |
tpart concernlna the p0b81b11lty of . oLtaJﬁan ax acoeptable"”

' Yet tonnage formula based on dlbplacement with water ballaSt

f-allowance, was st111 te come,. With" the ¢lm1ted time that

Cpemained, he doubted the W1sdom of deferrlnr 2, decwslon untll __- '”""

.:v'the full report had been reoelved,..___”__.__

There was a clear lelSlon of onlnlon in. the Gommlttee :ug;L f7

'“One ﬁroup-suppovted PLoposal C (grosu volumctrlc tommawe

5-  plus dlsplacement), whlle snother Eroup,” comprlslng countrles:'f'

1w1th large flects, opposed 1%.: Phere wag no pOSSlDlllty OL_:.;,ﬁ_.:.,

S an spreed solution unless ‘the gan could be brldged Cthe o

 ;.t1me_hmd_come,for a- compromlsp. ‘The Unlued Klﬂgdom dclevatlonfi 

;'@ﬂ/ébﬁﬁ/ofé/gg;14t1;i%J;_”g;”



'  héd7a1wayé'COhsidéréé'Pfdposal C' as the best solution and had . _.

~understood that it would not comé into force %o¢ socn for
 existing Shiﬁsi'jlf was prepered, however, to make concessions
4o meet the views of the majority. Any of the three formulae

' ama1yzed'by the Working Group would serve as a basis for the Cross

' tonnaﬂe parameter, His delegation would prefer the solution
giving a greater allowancs for small ships, which was breadly

. based on Proposal €. He did not egree with the Danish
~representative's argument that it would lcad to the building of
Jess safe ships, since ships haed to comply with nany regulations
and reguirements oither than those of tonnage measurement.

The question of ncet tonnage was more difficult, since every
one was aware of the difficulty, if not impossiblility, of finding
a displacement formula embodying water ballast allowance and
giving results not teoo far from the existing system. True,
the Working Group might produce a viable formula, canvhile,
however, in order to save time, the Committee might congider
a possitility of asking the Plenary Conference for authority to
reconsider the proposal in document TNM/CONF/9/Add.1l, verbally
amended by the Norwegilen reprosentative,in order to include all
cargo and passenger spaces, lrrespective ¢f their location, but
allowing for the introduction of a coefficient which would
reflect the change from open to closed shelterdeck condition in

ships.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark), while not opposing the United

United XKingdom representative's suggestion that the matter be
referrcd to the Plenary Confercnce said that the Working Group's
~formula should be rsady for discussion the following meorning.
iHe_Qemonstrated by means of & diagram that the Nofwegian proposal
in ddcument TM/CONF/9/4dd.1 would penalize safety by influencing
_' design toward less safe ships. Morcover, mcasurement of total .
“ovolume would make it impossible for ships to operate_economically

. gince manning was based on gross tonnage in most countries, .
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. Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana) expressed hls concern at the commlttse g

"'fziack'Of'prOgress; - He supported ths United. Klngdom representatlve ssfffi

hfsproposal that all posslble avenues ghould be explored ana that L
- the Worklﬂg Group should pursue 1ts efforts to flnd a satlsfactory g]?53

jsysteme;];j_- . AT . SRR R .
_ Mr. FILIPPOVIGH (USSR) sald that hls delegatlon, too, was' B S
3concerned that at the present late’ stage -in the proceedlngs,;the'jf-lx
Committee: had not even decided on the method of sstabllshﬂng al
gecond tonnage ‘parameter.  If a satlsfactory solution were not
found within a short tlme, the Commlttee should accept ths
_Unlted Klngdom TGPLGSEHtative ' propssal :

- Mr, ROCQUEMONT (Prance) said that his dslegatlon had come tO- sff'*%

‘the Conference expectlng to return home at the end Wlth a draft
__Conventlon duly ‘signed and shortly to. be ratlfled._n;st was” tlme -
“to put an end to- ‘the vast varlety of tonnage ‘measurement systems,s

 ‘;'L1ke the United Kingdom delegatlon, the French delegation wag: S

‘]  s;reaay to make concessions, It could not, however, accept al :ﬂ{:f
"f-;compromlss that meant challenging decisions . already taken by the B

' Plenary Conference and based on the views' of Member states'walch -.53;13

_: fhad matured over the past year. .. The only pos51blllty of
-_.achlev1ng a Convention by the end of the Oonfsrence may 11e 1n
~ma1nta1n1ng such de01slons.-: ' o : L :

L My, GUPTA (Indla),_ln ﬁhe 11ght ot the Unlted Klngdom L
| proposal and the present 31tuatlon, proposed that the Commlttee

__'lzshould cons1der very serlously whether it was necessary to have
.. more: than one gross tonnage.._ leflcultles with new concepts .

.ffoccurred only 1n the trans1tloﬁal perlod and the psople concerned
'-would soon adgust themselves to X slngle tonnage.s' ' SRR

- Mr. CHRISTIAWSEN (Norwaj) sald he_u&s gratlflsd by the Q
__ _w1ll1ngness of ths United Klngdom to compromlse,,: Norway had
'_-ngen ample proof tnroughout the preparatory stages of its: own
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. rezdiness to participate in give and take and wasfpreparedtto
‘gompromise further by sccepting the three formulae respecting
gross tennage put forward by the Working Group.

- On the guestion 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 reached on the basis of its own proposal in document
TM/CONF/9/4d4.1, His delegation's main cbject was to arrive at a
convention that could be ratified in the near future rather than

twenty years hence,

Mr, ENDO (Japan) said that his delegation endorsed the
United Kingdom propesal and also the suggestion made by Ghana,
i.e. that the Working Group should study all possible ways of
measuring net tonnage, including the wse of volume as the basic
parameter, If necessary, the Conference should be asked to
consider revised terms of reference for the Technical Committee to
that effect.

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) recalled that hig delegatior was among
those preferring a convention based on Proposal C. It would,
however, support the United Kingdom proposal as the best procedure
in the circumstances.

My, MILEWSKI (Poland) said that his delegation also supported
the United Kingdom proposal but thought that a further report Ifrom
the Working Group should be awalted before taking any final
decision.

Mr, FOTIADIS {Greecce) 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 wvolume. Fioreover, to get a simple and acceptable system as
was generally desired, the proposal on net tonnage contained in

document TM/CCNF/9/idd, 1 would have tc be reconsidered.
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Mr. BONN (Conada) said that the results obtained by the
Working Group in relation to gross tonnage certainly appesred
'adequate,‘-a suitable golution was available within the formula S
proposed. 4As to net- tonnage, his delegation would have preferred -
‘meagurement on the basis of displacement, but agreed ‘that the -
‘point in time had been reached where some compromise was necessary.
Tre United Kingdom: euggeetlon was therefore deservxng of every o
" consideration.. . L ' =

Mr PDREIRA (Bra21l) coneldered that 2 eystem as’ proposed
Zby the United Klngdom would embody the main dlsadvanteges of - :
Proposal C and the maln dleadvantages of ‘the Norweglan proposal._"
His delegatlon would therefore prefer the solution proposed by -
India, di.e. one parameter only. SRS

" Mr. MURPHY (USA) fu1ly endorsed the United Kingdom
euggeetlon but agreed that it would be useful, before taklng a
final dec1elon, to consider Tirst the further report expected
from’ the WOrklng Group CIn view of the pressure of tlme, he: would
also support the idea that only the 51ng1e decision concerned
should be reviewed, the more so as the original Norwegian
proposal, which represented the svmmation of all,thelpreparatory
work done for the Conference, undoubtedly offered a sclutioﬂ;f]

_ g Mf;_RﬁSSEi (South Afrlca) agreed with +the United Klngdcm _
that a compromise was neceseary.' Having regard to the de0151onsf7*
already taken by the Conference, however, he was of oplnlon that
the coencept of net tonnage being based,on.dlsplacement-should be
'reteinedrA Iri that regard, he recalled the suggestion that'a
recommendation showld be annexed to the prospective Convention
- to the effect that ports .should base their dues on the-net;g-*"
. tonnage formula evolved by the Conference. He would suggest
that, instead, the recommendation should propose dues:on the'ee'
bagis 6F actual: dlsplacement, i.e.actual weight in metric tons.'
That would ‘mean that every. shlp would, as today; have :to have a
dleplacement scale; ' the maximum of the scale- would be the =

-~ displacement’ correepondlng to the summer load line and thexmlnimum'el_=ﬁ

| ‘would be the lightest safe ballast condition.
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.,The-syétem.in question would offer the following
advantages: _retenfiqn of the advantages under the shelter-deck
concept and thelr extension to all other types of ship; fixing
oo0f the lcoad line at the highest position allowed by the - _
International Load Line Convention of 1966; dues at any given
time baged 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 he resolved.

Mr. OVERGAAUW (Wetheriands) 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 60%, 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 Committee guidance
in the light of the discussion which had taken place. New
terms of reference were certainly needed.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) éaid the difficulty facing the
Committee was to. reconcile its term of reference as they now
stood. It was impcssible in principle to arrive at figures
approximating to existing gross and net tonnages on the baslis of
the criteria laid down., | The alternatives open to the Committes
were either to set aside the objective of approximate figures,
in which case Proposal C would stand; or, to maintain that
objective in which case the solution for gross tonnage would
nave 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) thouwht the tlme Was " past for _ e
' 5lntrodu01ng further new prOposals.__'”he need’ for conprom;se along

fthe lines suggested by the United Klngdom was. generally recognised.;~
. Sweden had originally’ favoured Proposal C vut, 1n ‘the interest Of
-]_arr1V1ng at an acceptable Conventlon, it was prepared to- accept

; ﬁ1n prlnCLple gross tonnage on the basis of Proposal C and net
f_tonnage on ﬁhe ba81s of the latest Ncrweglan Proposal.”:;'

Speaklng a8 Ghaxrman of the Worﬁlng Group,_the Gommlttee_jj_?

: "mlght be assured that the Working Group was willing to- 1nvest1gate;3f   f
Lfffurther the question of water ‘ballast; there seemed 1o be some R
doubt, however,-whether tnat WOrk would serve any useful purpose._ ;f ::f

‘Mr. TROHASKA (Denmark), Speaklﬂg 88 & ‘member of the Working
-:Group,_thought & continuation of the work would prove of value,_,f;f'

'1__¢_;much would: depend on. the: uVallablllty ot computer facllltles

| Mr. ROCQUEMOWT (Frﬁnce), restating hls delegatlun s pcsmtlcn,  i ;ﬁf
'jiagreed that 1o perfect solutlon ex;stad._' He saw preat danger,.-ﬁ"’”-”

~however, in engaglng along new- llnbs 7t that sbage, ‘and would have3_
_ thought the more logical course would be to await the. iurther :' .
'report of the Worklng Group before: takimg any such d601510n.¢,";53,

S Hr. MURRAY SMITh (UK ) explalned that the Unlted Klﬂ@dOﬂ
"maklﬁg lts proposal ‘had hqd no intention of stultlfylng or ;Q~

* n}CflﬁlClSlnv the work of the WOfklﬁ& Group. indeed 1t stlll

' “hoped that the Working Group‘s lnvestlgatlons would 18md to.a’ _

satlsfactory solutlon o’ the 11nes 1aid- down - by the Confcrence.' 

_"It was merely the fear that a generally acceptable answer . would
- not be forthcoming that had led hlS deleg gation to sugﬁest thaﬁ

 5::the Comnittée should have in- mlnd .an-alternative p051tlon to
. fall back ¢n. -] And the basis of tﬂat pesition might pe - the” i

'-_Norweglan Proposal (TM/CONF/9/Add.1) as amended orally by the

 NWorwegian representative and amplified by ‘the introduction of a L

.  coeff1c1ent to refléect. the present trend seen: in shlps to change
'f from open to closed shelterude05 condltlon e '
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0 The coefficient = oh which his delegation was at work -~ would be .

“a factor of the displacement to the minimum freeboard 1bad.line-

" mark and the dispiacement.to a mark chosen by the owner for a
period of time; or, aiternatively, 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

enjoyed under the Tonnage Mark scheme.

The United Kingdom reccognised the problems inherent in
adopting that method, problems deriving from measurement of
total passenger and carge spaces, for which reason it still
hoped that the Working Group might provide an answer that would
aveoid such complications and the problems of interpretation
arising therefron. It was not, therefore, pleading the case
for that particular method but simply pcinting ocut that it
‘might be the only alternative open to the Committee.

The CEATRIMAN 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.

The meeting rose at 5.25 p.m,
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. AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED -
T - PECUNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREWENT
. AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/6; - -
- 'mM/CONF/WP 5 TM/OONF/U 2/WP 22 (contlnued)

f“}  ;Flrst draft of reguLatlons for. determlnlng gross. and net
o '4tonnages of ships - TM/CONF/O 2/WP 22) '

‘The CHATRMAN proposed that the Commlutee, whlle awaltlng

- the Working Group's report on the formila for caleulating net.

“_f#tonnage, taklng into account the volume of water ballast, should S

examine the first draft prepared by the Secretarlat on the. ba51s'f _ff

of the Commlttee s de0151ons.::'

'_ He pOlnted out that the prov131ons of Regul#tlon 2

'  j 'paragraph 1, which repecated those of the. Conventlon on Toad Llnes  :
Lo withe the modifications . proposed by the Unlted Klngdom, applﬁed

'_"_only to ships w1thout a load llne._

Regulatlon 1 and Paragraph 1. of Regulatlon 2 gave rlse to

f3fnn obgectlons.

| ”7fRegulatlon 2, péraéfaphlé R ST o
i CHRISTIANSFN (Yorway), referrlng to- U= paragraph ( Yy

.   qasked how that definition of ‘moulded depth would be applled to:;,;ffff
'7  sh1ps whose deck bears wele bclow the dﬂck e ERERE

_ - ‘The CHAIRMQN proposed that the tLXt b@ supwlemented by an
Cindication. that in such cages the depuh should be measured te' '

.[ffthe under side of tae dcck platlng.-_

Shb paraﬁr%ph (a) thus dmended Cand sub paragraﬁhs (b) ”ﬁd

H”V(o) of paragraph 2, Regulation 2, gave rise %o no objections. . . o

| TH/CONF/C.2/SR.15 .
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”Reguiation'2;'pafégraph5*3'éﬁ6:4 :' J"

_ _ The CH:IR&AV sald that parﬁgrdpﬂ 5, whlch was takeﬁ from

Tf"thﬂ'Iruernaﬁlonal Conventloa for the S%Lety of ILifeé at Sea,

. defined burthed PaSSEﬁ”OfS and’ p%raé¢uph 4 defined unberthed
. passengers; those two definitions would be necessary if the

fWorking Group adopted a formula which took the number of passengcrsr

into account in calculating net tonnage., & problem arose, however,

in the case of persons who could be classed neither as crew nor

: as passengers, such ag drivers of lorries carried on ferries.

Mr. SA4SAMURL (Committee Sccretary) peinted out that that
question wag under study by IMCO's Maritime Safety Coumittee.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT {France) considered that the best thing would
be to refer in paragraph 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

¢n tonnage measurement.

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) raised the question of the
families of crew members, who should not be counted as passengers,

in hig opinion.

_ Mr. KING (Kuwait) said that the carriage of such family
members should be authorised in conformity with the Safety
Conventicn and that they should be considered as part of the
- crew. The same applicd to cattlemen accompanying cargoes of
cattle.

Mr. WILSON (UK), supported by Mr. GUPTA (India), recognized
that the families of crew members presented a problem but did net
~think there was any need to mention them in the definition of

- passengers,

TM/CONE/C.2/SR.15



_ The CFAIRMAN proposed that the deflnltlou 1n +he Sufoty
Convention should be kept, with 8 rccommendatlon that- any '

_"{1nterpret@tlon of tneﬁ deflnltlon gqun by IMOO should. apply
'.-;automatlcslly to the conventlon on tonnnge measurement._.»'-

Mr..LEIBEhFROST (Yugoslav1a) enqulred whether the pllot' g

"scabln was 1ncluded 1n the ‘erew space.sfjfﬁ

Mr. MILEWSKI (Doland) u01nt a out that if Regulatqon 2 ufe s-
_ contslned s 'definition of. passenger shlps (shlps issued with a73?']]”'"°
’speelal certlflcate and earrylng more than 12 pdssengers){_ﬁll e

1 other Shlps would automatlcally be ‘cargo ships, whether or. notli};u;,

3°Tthey carrled persons cothexr than the members of the crew.-“ﬁ'

| ;.Mr; HABKCHI (Suez Ganal_Authorlty) ralsed the quustlon of”':u_“
: [spaces used: by oadets, techn1c1ans and other persons on trulnlngugw

*f-fe;shlps.;-rlfff~ N

 The OHAIRM“N, replylng to the Pollsh representﬂtlve,

observed that if, in ‘the net tonnage formuls ‘which took aecouutffuiuiu};
© . of the number of passengers, the facter N only appeared when - |
it exceeded 12, that formula would. autometlcally apply o

"'passengor shlps only und A deflnztlon of the latter therefore

___ebecsme superfluous. Tt would accordlngly be advisable to- awaltff_i     
‘the report of . the Worklng Group before taklng a de01s1on 1n the f4'””“"

'-'mqtter.,e ;-'

o o Mr. ROSELL (Denmqu) reforrlng to the questlon of trulnlﬂgi:e,,.
.__shlps, Sald he thought thut cadets were generally 1ncluded 1n

'uthe crew._ﬁs'

el MURRAY SMITH (UK) thought “that cadets on trallng shlps*gfi~;eff

'frwould be-better ClaSSlfled ‘as. sp901a1 trade passengers, the ﬁ_f

.: :duflnlt10ﬂ of whlch could be applled to those ships ag well

as to SIMLA. shlps, since the cablns contained more than. elght

"fpersons and the ‘space’ per Derson was £ar less than on- passenger'iF '

SthS=: An 1ntermed1ate category could be 1ncluded but he thought

-f:._th%t would complleate the deflnltlen unnecessarlly



' 3H_6:*i'  .

'f; ﬂ:7f*Thé CHAIRHAﬁPagrééd,7pafticﬁ1arly;iﬁfViéw'bf“ﬁhgiféé£ £hat

the formula at préSent envisaged'was.very approximate in fegard
%o-the-number.of unberthed passengers, ' |
lir, GUPTA (Indiz) said that the matter cag under consideration
in the Committee on the Revision of the Simla Rules, which
was bo meet shortly. It vas that Committee which, in view
of the ftvend towards the improvement of the travel conditions
of vhat used to.be known as Ydeck passengers’ (nowadays
Tunberthed passengers?), had laid down a maxiuum of 8 persons
and it vould be preferable to retain that figure in the
definition in paragraph (4). MHoreover, the ratio N which the
| Wdrking Group proposed for unberthed passengers iﬁlghe net
tonnage formula, was entirely satisiactory.

Mr, LIL@J/SKI (Poland), referring to training ships, said
that in Poland cadets were included in the crew list.

Mr. HABACHI (Suez Canal Authority) considered that the
“Working Group should nevertheless provide for the case of
‘special ships such as training ships, hospital ships, scientific
‘research ships, etec. | |

Mr. IURRAY SiITH (UK) drew the Committee's attention to
the considerable variations in the volume of space per
pagsenger in different types of ship. If the Vorking Group
acopted the net tonnage formula which ftook account of the
- number of passengers, it would be essential To establish a
gfadatioh of the volume of space per passenger within the
~category of unberthed passengers.

-~ The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee ap@rove_paragraphs
(3) and (4) of Regulation 2 in principle, on the understanding
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”'f;ftGroug,;

RO _that 1u ml ht be necessary ao 1ncTuue a m0£e pre01se deflnlulon;g eﬁfﬂ’3°
'U;fnfof unberthed Passengere.;, ' ' e N

It Was so de01ded.

7f'j;; Regulatlon 2 peeaer@ph 5

Mr.-OHRISTIANS“N (Norway) p01nﬁed out that the text 1n

"queetlon had in fact been consmdered ana aperoved by the “'fffiff3;j-5%7;

Hr. LII\TG- (I{uwa,l'b) :Cel-i; thq.b ‘bhe CaSe O:ﬁ' umberthed Qassengers_:‘:;;-

'fwas covered by the last sentenee of the earavraph

The CHAIRNAN sald that aceordmns o the parameter selected *T~
;e]volume of paseenger—space or number of berthed and unberthed  "_ e
. passengers = the Committes should 1ncorporate 1n the Conventloﬂ ,in_*f;;
"~_Q{b_e1ther paraorqphg 3 ‘and 4 or parwgraph 5‘,.:;3. _” _ "_ EE
_ hr: ROSELL (Denmark) sald that paseenger'spaces should be;ff: |
spaces reserved. exclu81ve1y for paseemﬁers and should not beffi;ﬁo':f =
L confused w1th crew spﬁces..g' : ' : S

hr. GUPTA (Iﬂdlu) daia not agree weth the renresentatlve of

"_eKuwalt ‘that the’ last sentence of paragrash 5 covered the: cese ofee,-“___
'fe;eunberthed paseengers.a Thet argument ml”ht perhaps have been :@ff};e;fji
. valid twenty yearo_earller, when deck passengers: only were =~
”'-1nvolved but since ‘then the’ carrlage ‘of unberthed passengers
T;;hed been o;eatly extended and a contlnually 1nc:ea81ng number

S of: passengere Uere carrled steerag 'j It was not thererore,sl_ g Sl

:=ffp0551b1e arbltrarlly to excluee all thoee spacee 1rom the

'-_-_p%ssenger Bpaces._eg. S

| '*iPrellmlnarV resulte of the Jorklng Groun & calculatlons

Mr. ERIKSSON {(Sweden) explained that the Worklng Group had Ze7 o

_e_iheld a brlef meetln@ the previous evening, . end had resumed
Cdts uorks that: morn1ng.~ Hence the' second pert -of. 1t5 report

eeewould not be'uubmltted to the Commlttee £11L 1ater He would,_;eei;f;;i
”5:however, glve a eummery of the results reached by the Worklﬂg ;ef _;;lT?
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: The Group ‘had dealt w1th water ballast correctlons and
g passenper correctlons, and had endeavoured “to obtaln flrures as .
- ¢close as’ ‘possible to the ex1st1ng flgures.-_He drew the '
_:a_;Commlttee 8 %ttentlon to the resulis obtalhe& by the computer
'1 ;Study, shown on the blackboard, in the form of the table ff"'
:  regroduced be?ow.__.”_- o : : o

In thls table the calculatlons 1n the flrst Coluﬂﬂ were .

'35 3based on 1nf0rmut10n from the IMCO fleet and those in the second
~column on all categories of ship other than passenger ships:

_ _ 516 ships
NP = 0,297 < 0.21 WB NT = A (V - WB)
o _ | _ ~ 4.2953
Retained 486 L 482
lMean deviation 1.651 3,429
SDO 16,701 - 18.53%6
D, 16.619 18.216
Fleet percent- 9.882 : 12.099

age change

In regard to water ballast, the Working Group had taken

information supplied 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 volume of water ballast
for the variocus categories of ship. *

‘Tith regard to passengers, the Working Group had concluded that
~there must be a correction factor for passengers if 1t was desired
to obtain figures not too far removed from the exisiing figures,
 The calculations showed that the mean deviation was still 15.73.
':The Working Group was therefore continuing its studies.

= Flnally, with regard to. the lower limit of net tonnage,
-_computer calculations had shown that 22 ships would have a net

"'ﬂfg+onnage léss than. O 23 of the gross tonnage if no such- limit were

" ;£1xed . S _ ST - L
" He added that at the- ‘end of the mornlng the Jorklnb Group would

-j?}be able o communlcate the results of other comuuter calculatlons.
7* now belnﬂ carrled out ' ' L ' L




Mr._KbLLY (USA), rcplylng to Mr, GUPTA (Indla) explelned

.':how the W0r51ng Group had established. lts ﬂverage ratio between _f-fz”
'-:ethe deductlble volume of water ballast and the totel volumc.

- The OHuIRNAW euggested that the Oommltt e shOUré contlnue;__x-?--

:;1te coneideratlon of the vesults produced [ the Worklng Gro&p '
and then vote as to whethor the plenary: Conference should be '
*_%eked to. extend the Committee's terms of referenee,_to mllow
it to seek other formulae based on - other paramcters. S

Mr L VAIGHN (leerla) said he was in favour of thwt pro-ef-°"' ;'3

-rfcedure,_w1th a - roll~oa11 vote.;:~

Mr, MURPHY (USA) sald he coneldered after eﬁaminihgeﬁhe*f

“results obtained, that better ones could begObteined;'~Bothftheifjﬁa

“formulae applied hed}certain.defects-aﬂd;might;cause]confueioﬁ;r
.;He_eupported the proposal made -the ‘previous day by the Uniued:r"
_Kiﬁgdom representative. that ‘the terms of reference of the _
_'Technicel Committee should be extended. It would be regrettable,
however, if all the work which had been: done'ﬁnd whick was « .

summarized in document TM/CONF/WP.5, was to be takeq.up-qg,'ﬁl]_-f'

1;It would be better to reconsider only puregreph 1(0)'6f that
document, in which dlsplwcement was adopted for emlculetlng }"
:eﬁet tonnuge._~ ' ' SE ' '

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (Frqncc) seld he nad fourd thc resurts glveﬁ--.'
'_by the repreeentetlve of Sweden very 1ntere tings  The table” '

_-appeared ‘to show that the calculations mnde by the Worklng Group}erﬁff

: 1n B effort to 1mprove the standard deviation: were on the
erlght road _It was eesentlal_to bring net tOﬁnagee qe cloee

as possible to the'eXisting values,_ In his view the wppllc%tlonffrb'h

“of other parameters would give no better results. Any formula_-'

:.Wthh used the. volume of passenger space would glve un- |

representative results, - Noreoever, the uge of & FTormuls based
';1on certain volumes of the gross tonnage. would: producs . rosults
differing consrdorably from the present net tonnagés.  He

'-H'_lnvltea the Oommlttee to- refer to documént TM/OONF/G 2/3,
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| submitted by the United States delegation, and in particular

'tfio_column 2 ef Appendix III,‘which‘showed mean deviations of

17.92 2nd 15.94 réspectiVGly; . Better results could slsc be
ovtained with the formulae indicated in the table, in which
the mean deviations were =bout 15%, which was not unreasonable.
It was therefore unnecesssry, in his view, 10 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 view 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 Committee. On many points he
shared the view of the reprcsentative ¢of France. The propesed
- new formula seemed, however, tc have certain practical
advantages, If certain couniries, such as the USSR, the
United States, Norway, Japan and Liberis, which had large
fleets, could use the formula envisaged hitherto, his
delegation would be in fevour of adopting the procedure
indicated by the representative of France. 1f however, those
~countries preferred to calculate net founnage on the basis of
volume, the Conference could meet in plenary session to
consider item 1(c) of document TM/CONF/WP.5.

The Commitics should hear the views of the delegations
of Japan and the USSR.
_ Mr, SOLDA,(I%aly) agreed with the répreséntativé of the
United Kingdom.,
o Mr. WADA {(Japan) considered that the dcviations were too
large, and he therefore supported the view exvpressed by the
United States delegation.
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"'Mr;:?RIV;LéV.(US ?) said that hws dele atlon was sczxsfled

ff'fto some extent,_w1th the re:ulﬁs obtained. Tt wouldsy however,_betﬁf45””

'i_e good thln& +0- curry out further calculatlons ‘before taklnb ej;;y;f{iff

~ final decisions “An ettempt should be. made to draw up a.

'e;comparatlve teble for- all shlps on the basis of dlsplacement

. and-on the: basis of volume, 1n order to flnd 2 unanlmous_,-
: solutlom to the problem.;v' o _” _ _' ' j _] S
_ Mr. Du JONG (Dether anﬂe) shared the oplnlon of the Frendh e~
o erepresentaﬁlve and feared. that nothlng would be achieved by '
-efollow1ﬂb the new method sugbested ' BT .

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) thought teet 1f the Commlttee as?e&"

.“the Conference %o change 1ts terms of reference,_the cbject. must

- not be’ solely to consider the Norweglen proposal, but also to e;f_'ee.;“ 
gtudy the appllcatlon of & volumetric: parameter and %6 choose: R

. coefllclents varylnf in accordence w1th the 81ze of the ship..

Mr, MURPHY (USA) sald tlat 5 ‘two-thirds. mqgormtj was not ST
2 requlred for change Anthe terms. of refeprence.. -~ o0

,: The CHAIRI \IT coaflrmed that under Rule 45 ‘of the rules offe'e_~e““":

';fprocedure F:) 81mp1e magorltj wes enou*h.}jpx-'~-“

. The obJect of the proaosal was 6 qsk the Conference t°57fg; 
e.authorlze the Committes to study a formula_for net tonnage_ j.'
: fbeeed on the volumc of cargo epaces and passenger spaces. .

A roll call Vote was taken°:.'”

' Ghana, hoving been drawn by 1O’t by the Chnrman, wes called

'_'QEOH to vote first.

The result of the vote wes ag follows'ﬂ“'

'“'tIn favour

'~ Ghana, GféeCe;eIﬂdie,;ihddneeia,:Ireland Israel Italy, ;-13]-'

S pJapeﬁ;{Kuweit, Liberia,_Hexmco, Hew Zealand, Higeria,
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Norway, Pakistan, Thilippines, Poland; South Africa,
- Svieden, Union of Soviet Socialist iepublics, United Areb
“Republic, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern |
Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela, Yugoslavia,
Argentiné,‘Austfalia, Bﬁlgaria; Canada, China, GZechoslovakia,
Denmark, Federal Republic'of Germany; FPinland. |

Agalnst:
Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Belgium, Brazil, France,

The proposal was adopted by 34 votes fo &.

The CHATRMAN said that the resulss of the vote would be
communicated at once to the Conference, which would decide in
plenary session whether or not to change the Commitiee's terms
of reference as requested. o

The meeting rose at 12 noon,
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ENTER GOVERNMENTAL MARITEME
'_QQNﬁ&JLTAT IVE ORGANIZATEON

lO dJune 1969 S

”v'ﬁh/domﬁ/c'2/31.16f']fﬁf7"“

' POR PARTICIPANTS ONLY

r-'INTLRNATiONAL CGNF IRENGE ON
“TONNAGS MUASURLMENT, 1969

Technlcal Commlttee

- PROVISIONAL SUHMARY RECO?D OF THB SIKTEEFTH MLLTIYG

“neld at Church House, Jestmlnster, TLondon, §.W. 1,._.:”
on- Tuesday, 10 June 1969, at 2.35 p m.;_. R

. Chairmen: . Mr. ¥ SPINGLLI (Italy)
. gecretary:   “ ;¢1 Mr. Y SASAnURA

4 list of participants is given in TM/GONF/INF.1/Rev.l

N B Correctmons to be 1ncorporated in the flnal summary record

- of the meeting should be submitted in writing (two copies in jﬁ”

French or Bnglish), preferably on the prov181ona1 summary

record; to the Documents Officer, Committee Room 2 and after 8

o the - Conference to the IMCO Secretariat, 22. Berners Street
' _LOﬂdon, We 1 not lqter than 8 Julv 1969._-“ - o
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" Agenda item 4 - Consideration and preparation of

- proposed technical regulations on
- tonnage measgurement and tonnage
- certificates (continued)
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f!AGENDﬁ T“M 4 . CONSTDIERATTON AND DREPLIATION Oﬁ.rhdfosqb._ 

TUCHNICAL RIGULATIONS ON TONNAGE IEZASURD M“NT   ; ,;j;f?*

'35'QAHD TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (T1/CONP/6;-
';:TM/CON“/C 2/2; Tﬂ/CONF/C Z/IP 19 - WP, 25)
(coatlnued

Mr, CHRISITANSDN (Norwsy) submitted'for the Comnittee! s;,?**-"

consideration the following volumetrlc formulg to- be used
. for the . calculation” of net tonnage o '

| ' N A(C + H) D + 3B X ?_ _'

jwhere.- | PLL_f o
A'%'coef¢101ent

¢ = the noulded volume in cublc metres of the
- - ship's cargo spaces :

H = the moulded volume in cublc metres of
" hatchways and hatchway trunks 1ead1ng
- .directly to the cargo spaces
.'Dﬂﬁ sh1p s displacement, drau shit or freeboard
- Di£ ﬁ displacement, draught or freeboard corresponding
to the maximui sunmer load line under the
International Losd Line Convention in force
P = passenger Spaces |
B = coefilolenu."

o The.commltree ﬁlbht con31der 1t szmpler to 1nclude the_f'.

factor "H" in the factor "C", and ‘he would have no ob;ectloﬂf---
- to that course.. | | B

The following limit should be considered:

NT> 0.30 GT
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The CHAIRMAN invited comments on the newv formula which,
if accepted by the Committee as z possible alternative, would
be passed on immediately to the Working Group for further
investigation, with a view to debermining the coefficients "AY
and "B" to the minimum standard variation about the mean.

1t should be noted that, 1if draught or freeboard wus
substituted for displacement,."DLL“ would represeﬁt the minimum
freeboard or the mazxdmum draught 3881gmed under the International
Toad Line Convention and npn. the actua 1.draught or freeboard.
Secondly, consideration would eventually have to be @iven to
the cheice of an altérnative‘vwlue, in the case of passenger
ghips, for B x P. The following formula shauld them be conbldered

(1 +_D ) (W + ;)
10000 =5

where Nb = Number of berthed passengers and
Nu = Number of unberthed passengers.

M, OOQGEMONT (France) aoked Vhether the factor NG would
comprﬂse all spsces used for the carrlawe of cargo, 1ﬁclud1n thoge
used only occc51onally Tor that purpoue"he hau in mlna, in
particular, tanks that mlﬂht be used either rfor the carriage of
ligquid cargo cr for water ballast,

Secondly, the factor “DLQH would he thought require
authorities to: determine scantling. freeboafd in ordezr %o comply
with Regulatlon 1 of the Load Line Convenﬁlon,'ln which case
difficulties of interpretation might arise. .

Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) confirmed that the factor ngH
was 1ntended to cover all cargo. spaces, including tanks for
the. carriage of 1iquid cargo; obv1ously, tanks for 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.
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The OHﬁIRMAN p01nted out that the concept of dlsplacembnt
oas used under the new formul% was the same ag that @pplled
 'f1ﬂ Proposal ¢, so that thu questlon of scantllng freeboard need
: Z not be a matter of sp601a1 conoern.;f;_ ' e

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) sald ‘he wals sowewhat oonfused as

_ffﬂa result of ﬁhe ‘explanations glven. Accordlng to the th1rman 5, _ f¢fﬁ§f
'  1ﬁterprctau1on, thg factor “DLLV coula be a completely flctltlou55  f St

. value inasmuch as 1t could ‘be based on shcer geometry without

: _regard to hull strength.. It would be unw;se, he would mave' gff'
_lthought to use as one part of the- ratlo a dlsplacement that -
‘ffwould ﬂCV@T be Obtﬁln ble by the shlp._ His. understandlng WaSs

_”}th%t thc ratio was 1ntcnded to take into accouﬂt the sheltorw_rfffﬁf“.”:"
7 "deck coacept by relatlng two extremes of practlcal dlsplacement

' '_1n other woras “DLL” would represbnt “the deepebt draught

_pormlttud uﬂder the Load Line Conventlon havlng r@gard ta.f'ﬁ_”"

“-'geometrlc Form and scnntllﬂgs, whereﬁs ”D" would represent the:

' ]d1Sp1acemant solectgd by the owner as the draught %dvantageous _*
%o hlm to: be appllcable for a Sp&lelCd perlod of tlme.

L The CPAIRMAN sald thmt the p01nt he had had in mlnd . _
-relnted to. the retentlon of tho shclter deck concepﬁ It was

_,:general practlce for & Shlp to be built for operatlon in a-

{“_ -part1cu1cr trwde throughout 1ts whole 11fct1me and: the” trade;ﬂ” i

' concernGd would determivie the sca ntllﬂg strength needed.  The

*  prospoctlve OonVGntlon ‘should ‘not require: a ship: “to have

". °fgroater scantllng than | that ncede& for the minimun drﬁught

S Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) suggestod that for the klnd of shlp - st

.' the Cheirman had - in mind, "D" would be equal to "DLZH and

I "the factor would ‘e unlty._.. s
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. Mr. OVERGAAUW (Vetherlends) said that his delegation had

.no objection ‘to the new formula, which représented a step in

" the right direction. He would merely ask, in view of the

©introduction of the coeffioient "A", whether $he spaces
“represented by "C" and "H" wouwld be measured to moulded lines,
even in the case of insulated spaces.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he was under the impression

that there was no agreement between the Chalirman and the
United Kingdom concerning the term to be used as denominator,
and the matiter should be cleared up for the benefit of the
Working Group. ZIf, as the United Kingdom suggested, actual
displacement was to be selected, authoritics would be bound,

in order to comply with Regulation 1 of the Load Line Convention,
to determine scantling frecboard, a calculation that would
require application of the rules of the classific tion sccieties,
That would raise a problem, irrcspective of whether or not
reference could be made in the Convention to those rules,

Secondly, both the interpretations given would require
authoritics to determine geometric froeboard and he was doubtful
whether they would disposc of agents traincd for that purpose.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thought the matter was in fact
guite gimple; the claggification societies could be asked %o
determine the load linc mark the ship would be agsigned in the
absence of such scantlings.

The polnt ralscd by the Netherlands was one thnt was opeén
to digcussion.,
o Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) suggested that France's point
- owould be met by using the coefficient definition proposed by
his delegation in connexicn with gross fonnaze measurement
(see TWM/CONF/C,2/WP.10, p.2), suitably amended.

. OM/0ONF/C.2/SR.16



© The CEAIRMAN thought it a pity that the factor "D
be made to depend on scantling strength, for that would mean that
scantling frecboard would also have to be'detéfﬂined & matter of
some difficulty hav1ng regard to the ‘differences in the rules of

the classification sooletles.' Secondly, it would ferce the owner_ “_]3ﬁ

of a ship being built to operate thfoughout ite lifetime at a- :
light draught to add heavier scantling simply to obtain s reduced
tennage. _

" Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) failed to see wherein the
problem lay. The classificatinn society would determine the_'
minimum freeboard under the Load Line Convention at fthe stage of 33'
ship design; the guestion of scantlings would arise only in the:
event of an owner wanting at & 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 »atio would be complet@ly
unreal and he wag doubtful of the need for malntalnlng such a .
factor simply %o cover the case cited.

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) and Mr MITCH (Terael) affirmed the need

for retaining the factor in question. Mr Milch added that, in ény [: _f

case, there was no problem for the Working Group, since it was
only dispiacement for open or closed shelter-deck ships that was
in guestions; "D" represented the minimum displacement iﬁ'the open:"
condition and "DLL” the maximunm displacement in the closed:. |
condition., Thoge definitions were amply clear.

Mr. VLASIC (Yugeslavia) said that, in +he light.of'fhe' '

Chairman's explanations, he would propose adding to the definition.,

of ”DLL" the words "irrespective ¢of the ghip's scantlings".
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The CHAIRMAN thought the point might be met by adopting
eitheér the Yugoslav or the Danish Proposal, |

LIt would seem that all necesgary ﬁoints had been cleared up
 for the guldance 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 (Demmark) pointed ocut that the data
‘available in terns of volume was based on a2 limited number of

passenger ships only.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) said that his delegation had prepared
data using for the ratio drauvght and freebeoard in addition to
displacement. It had found that the biggest differential resulted
in cemparison of freeboards. The Working Group might decide that
~a relationship between freeboard in open condition and freehoard
in c¢losed condition would be preferable to a reiationship between
either of the other two parameters for the purpese of obtaining
the closest approximation to existing net tonnage flgures. The
data, in the form of a table, was at the Committee's disposal,

The CHAIRMAN thought the Working Group should be asked
carefully +to check resﬁlts in regpect to passenger ships,
gzpecially large—sized ones, for 1f freeboard instead of
displacement or draught was used, the ratio might have to be
reduced to get approximate figures for that clasg of ship.

In answer to a point raised by Professor Prohaska (Demnmark)
he said that the Italian delegation had available certain data
on passenger ship freeboard which would be at the disposal of

- the Working Group.
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| _”:Ef,:ROCQUﬁﬂOﬁT'(Frqnce) aﬂreed w1ﬁh the Danish rneresentatlvef Zfﬁ
that it:vould be difficult to evalua%e tae corrective coefflclent -3 jf

‘on the basis of passenger shlps bbcause of the Jack of date on_

'-_ﬁeometrlc ffeeboard for that classe- In France, the praotlce 1n
-. the case of such vessels was To take account only of sub- '
 lelSlOF freeboard,._ ' e '

o 'f-mhe OHAIRMﬂN p01nted out that for pnssenger ShlpS the: -_ -””'“
= factor P would be predomlnant é;-uhe cargo space: would be -

§msll in relation to the total pagscnger space.. The Worklng Group,f ff

~ should emdeavour t0 obtaln ag much data asg p0551blc to serve ‘as i

"fﬂa Dba lS for flﬁpl conclu81ons

: Ho proposcd that the Worklng Group snould be asked to
fproceed 1mmed1ate1y w1th the work of. 1nvest1gatlng the new

'7- formula proposed by Norway on the lines suggested in-the

_-'dlscu351on and on the understandlng that an addltlonal sub~group {ff'
: jmlght be set up if deemed necessary ‘ o ' o

B It was 80 agreed

' ._F1rst Draft of Regulatlons for Determlnlng Gross and Net
' Tonnuges of Bhips (TM/CONF/C 2/WP 22 ) (Contlnued)

The hAIRMAN re- opened the dlscusslon on’ ”Passonger Space" “   fi 

:gl(Regulatlon 25 paragra;h 5) S e S
M. ROGQUEMONm (France) drew attentlon to thu llst of

' j_"Spﬁces used or 1ntended to- be used as publlc spaces. for

pagssengers" and asked whether it wag to be assumed that _
o passenger kltchens, galleys, pxnurles and service rooms were
' to be 1ncluded = S

~ TM/CONE/C.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 gerved by -

"'7._ the Shln s interior heatlng and vontllatlon systems" were not

'"to be lncluded in passenger spaces, The asked whether in view
'of Regulatlon 3 on gross tonnege, there was any need to Gefine
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 passcuger
spaces, whereas if they were enclosed and as such became
passenger apaces, they would then be exempt from gross tonnage,
if the appropriate formula were to be adopted.

As regards the "ghips interior heating and ventilating
systemg" themselves, he asked whether, 1f those were not to be
considered passenger gpaces, they would be included in the gross
tonnage. In short, g 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 1n 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
exerclise of onbecard 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 deckgs. In the special trade ships,
therefore, such spaces were itruly passenger spaces and, being
two-dimensional, had never been involved in -the measurcment of
tonnage, either gross or net. '
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| M, WITSON (Uk) Sald that hlS delegatlon belisved that
'such TOOmS as - passenger g2alleys, pantries, ete. "should be-

exempted: onlv if used: exclus1ve1y for the passengers" it Yad pat-_n'

- taken the slavse “passenger dining rooms, and other 51m11ar_%33_
. spaces associated. therewith" to s;gnlfy such galleys, kltchensiff
Cand pantrles... ' S S i
it further con51dered that such spaces as passageways f'? -
HSed for ‘both crew and passengers, for lnstance, those leadlngf'
~to sleeping acoommodatlon and mess rooms, should not be
'con81dered as passenger Spaee.,-

T Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that since: the galleys,-V 
-'kltchens,'ete. in general occupled more space than “the others:”'
__spe01f1eﬂ in the text, they should” be 1no1uded at the top of

~ the. list of exempted spaces._

The CHAIRMAN proposed, in: response to the flrst p01nt ff'
ralsed by the delegatlon of France, that passenger galleys,
"pantrles, kltchens, etc.-should be - included specifically in-
the list of exempted spaces, when the Text of Deflnltlon (5)
was redrafted

It was so agreed. p_:f_

- M. WILSON (UK), returning to the second p01nt or1g1na11yt-*ﬁ
'-ralsed by the delegatlon of: France, agreed that certain .
'glassed -in . passenger spaces w1thout heating or: ventllatlon _

-owhloh had tradltlonally always been . exempt from measurement _"“

z,would under éraft Regulatlon 3 become 1ncluded in the grossf-

tonnage._ He snggested that Regulatlon 4 could rectlfy the ;,n;sf‘
f81tuatlon with a stlpulatlon that any Space to be 1neluded in
the net tonnage should first be 1ncluded in the gross..:j-”

“Tr, BONN (Canada) asked whether, for 1nstance, a steward'
roonm located within the passenger accommodation would render

'-ﬂp’all the ad301nlng passageways non—ellglble for exemptlon.;'glpﬁ
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| Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) noted that since the passenger
- term in the net tonnrage 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
‘intersPersien of spaces for stewards, etcy; the latter would,
'however, lead to artificial distributions of cabins in order
to render passageways exempi,

Mr. 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.

Mr, 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'".

Mr. KING (Kuwait) suggested that the word "exclusively"
be included after "used" in the first line of the paragraph.

Mr, NOZIGLIA (Argentina) proposed that instead the word
"primarily" or ordinarily" be added, to cover the case where
small spaces for crew use were interspersed throughout the
pagsenger accommodation,

‘Mr. VIASIC (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".
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Mr..CABARIBERE (Frence), supported by M, MURRAY SMITH

(UK), believed that the whole definition should be redr ftba so'f"

as to take speclflc account of spacss used exclus1vely for i
passengers, such as certain passagewsays and services, and ones e
-~ used prlmarlly for passengers or 301nt1y for passengers and '
....CI‘GW. . . . . ) . . o

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a small draftlng group,

ﬂpcons1st1ng of a maximum of four members and including & e A
representatlve each for France, United Klngdom ‘and USSR, be R

-set up 1o deal with the matter of passeﬂger spaces for
“exclusive and joint. use. The matter of . passenger galleys-
- ete, and the United Klngdom proposal for deletlon in the 1ast
psentence.= : T

It was 80 agreed

The OHAIRMAN recommended that, in view of the dlfflcultles”f"-'

_-arls1ng, 1f the: Worklng Group- were to find that a formula AR
;_1nolud1ng passenger number only were reasonably adequate, the :
Committee should 1mmed1ately drop all d1scuss10n of deflnltlon”

_of passenger space., '

. He “then . opened the dlscus51on on Wcter ballast spaces
5'(Regulatlon 2, paragraph 6 ~ TM/CONF/C E/WP 22) . o

M. GUPTA (Indla) observed that the term "water ballast

_ spaces" had. ‘been varlously 1nterpreted in the past he . s
. strongly hoped that in the final draftlng ‘of that deflnltlon S
the Committee would take care to ensure that there was no

;,longer any room for manlpulatlon.

Mr. ROCQUWWONT (France) suggested that a clause be added |
to prov1de that in a case where water ballast spaces. were used.s
_'_to Carry cargo, they would be excluded permanently from =
f;exemptlon. 3 L B _ '_ _ S
_ The OHAIRMAN suggested that that case was covered by the
'sfword “exclus1ve1y" in the flrst llne.'

"f;}_mm/ceﬁs/c.z/sa.lsfjfj-{=L”
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. ~ The CHAIRMAN saild thet the. wording referred to by the
_“representatlve of FPra noe, which had been included on the
proposal of the UK deleg atlon,-ﬁppeared in 1+om (4) on page g

. of docunent TM/OONF/O E/WP 22

My, WILSON (UK) said that thc point mude by the
representatives of France and India was covered by the texi as
it stood; the oponing line referred to space used Yexclusively"
for cerrying water ballast; and the first line of sub-paragraph
(ii) specified that the space should be "solely" adapted for
water bhallast.

The Indien representative's difficulty had perhaps arisen
from the tendency in recent times to depart from the classic
concept of exclusivencss of watoer ballast spaces, and to take
inte account othoer uses, such as fresh water. The problem
would not arise, however, unlcess waber bollast wos incorporated
in a formula. In that event the principle of ‘excliusive use
would have to be applicd beeause double- bOUtombd tanks
frequently had a dual use.

In connexion with sub-paragraph {ii) he suggested that
the words "motor" in the fourth line should be replaced by the
word Yengine™,

Mr. GUPTA (India) thenked the United Kingdom representotive
for his explanation. The tonnege regulaticns of most countrics
had élways includecd provisions similar to thosc set out on
pagés 6 and 7, but that had not preventcd serious manipulations.
It was essential to gunrd against such practices in the future.
He suggested thot if the water ballast concept were included In
- the new formula, a limit should be set to the total reduction

 al1owed for water ballast.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) instenced 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 therecafter?
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Mra CRUNER (Flﬁl”ﬁd) 3ﬁvd shat the. quxotlon of frésh water

aid not arise, since water ballast taken from s river would be
fresh, L ' | R
_  Mf.;ROSELL (Domm"rk) ubported Thc Indlmn reorcseu% thQ 5
sUggEStion.. It was easy for engincers %o alter pipe lines £6

enable spaces +c be used for other than the certificd . purposb. SR

He =lso suggested that provision should be mede for fixed _
" ballast, which was carried on many passenger and ccrgo thps.._"'"

_ The CﬂAIRWAN pointed out that leCd b 1last was not
' ro1ev4nt to the present discussion. The Committee was trylng
to prcpure a definition of water ballast in cmse 1t was . 1noludud
in the formula produced by tﬂe Working Group.

Mr, NOZIGLIA (Argantlnu) said that in Argcntlnc thps,_a--  ..

considerable numbcr of which carried cattle and shoep cargoes,:
double~bottomed tanks wore used for both water ballast and
drinking water, o

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Worway) asked whcther, in a ship having

topside ond other tanks as woater spaces, removel of water -
ballast and pumping eguipment; to provide more cargé space,
“would comstitute a clange in the ship's charactcr and thus

alter the tTonnage.

Mr. WILSOW (UK) said ﬁut'hc dia not see the Tﬁlfvxnce
's* the NOIWuglaﬁ romresentsilve 8 point concerning water

balldst on sths w1th cattle cmrgoes. The Committce was trylng e

1o define water bzllast space for tonna”e puTrposes ﬂnd WES not
concerned with water ballost TCOUlrxﬂﬁntD for particular
circumstances. The point was that water ballest spaces snould 4
be used.exclu51vcly for that purpose. If they werc uscd for
anything c¢lge the tonnage would have to be raised acbordihgly;_
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The CHALIRUAN said that the penalty stipulated in itenm
(4) on page 8 would apply only if cargo were carried in =
~space certified as water 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 water 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 ownership.

My, ROCQUEMONT (France), while agreeing to such an sddition,
suggested that the Committee should agree on the principle only
at the present stage, since the wording would depend on whether
the formula ultimately adopted inciluded cargo volume or water
ballast volume. | |

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the addition would be
needed only for a formuls which inciudzd water ballast volune.

Mr, ROCQUBEMONT (Prance) said that if the formula on the
blackboard were adopted, it would be necessary to define C
(cargo spaces) and perhaps also water ballast space used both
for wvater ballast and for cargo.

The GHAIRMAN'drew attention to the definition of cargo
spaces in paragravh (2) of document TIM/CONF/C.2/WP.25, submitted
by Norway, which he suggzested 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 sugzested that the Drafting
Committee should be requested to prepare an addition to item 6
on the following lines: "If a ship is discovered with any space
offlcially certified as water ballast space filled with cargo,
that space shall no longer appear on the tonnage certificate
as a deduction from net tonnage."

It was so agreed.
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' Mr. GUPTA (Indla) sald thqt 0 avomd future dlfflcultles,-
‘water ballast space Should be very clearly Sp601fled on the o

 tonnage certlflcaﬁe.-

The CHAIRMAN sug ested that the Oommlttee, 301ntly w1th the f:=7 7

' General Committee, . should set up a small working group on- the

‘tonnage-certlflcate.to prepare a number of possmble-alternat1ves.-i).53

It wag so agreed.

~ Mx. UGLAND (Norway), reéferring to the Danish representative's

_jcomments}on'other types of ballast, suggested thatVthe heading
of item (6) should be amended to "Ballast Spaces", and that the
necessary consequential changes should be made in the text. =

~The CHAIRMAN szid that such an’ameﬂdment-was'inapbrbpriate*_'*;fﬁﬁ

} atjthe present stage; as a definition of water ballast spaces
‘was required in connexion with the formula. The question of =
s0lid ballast should rot be dlscussed until i% was certain
'thaﬁ it would be requlred;' ' '

He invited attention to sub-para@raph (111) (2),_

_1tem (1) having already been considered. - | | o
Mr, BECKWITE (Liberia) proposed. that'ﬁhé words "separated

off“ at the erd of the second line should be replaced by ﬁhe

_ word "contalned"-- ' S - ¥ e :

_ The GHAIRMAN sugﬂested that the matter should be referred
%o the draftlng commlttee.__*_u- o

It Was so agreed.._”

Pollowing a. question:by Mr. ROSELL: (Denmark) as to the
meanlng of “awnlngs“ Mr, KING - (Kuwait) suggested that the

'-b*words "either fixed or portable" should be 1nserted after the

- woxd "awnln@s" at the end of the thlrd 11ne.-'
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| Mr, WILSON (UK) said that he would have nc objection to the
Cinsertion of the words "fixed oxr portable" before the word
Mawnings®, although they were superfluous. | |
Mr. VUURSTEEN (Netherlands) did not understand the relevance
of the words "er fixed or portable partitions" which followed.
The CHAIRMAN suggeéted that the word "by" should be inserted
before the words "or fixed or portable partitions".

1t was so0 agreed,

The Committee approved the zmendment of Xuwalt:  the

insertion of the words "fixed or movable" after the word

"awnings" in the third line.

The CHATRMAN recalled that a guestion 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 vo the part of
the deck between the poop and the bridge,‘siﬂée this area would

be considered as a closed space 1f a propeller was installed there.

It was so agreed.

Mr. VUURSTEBN {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 night not be an empty
gspace between the two erections and the volume of the entire
erections would have to be included in the total volume of

enclosed spaces.
Mr, WILSON (UK) supported the proposal.

Mr. CABARIBERE (France) said that it might be necessary to
specify a minimum distance between the ercection and the forecagtle
or an entirely different side to side erection, such as bridge or

POOD . Otherwise the intervening space might be closed.
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Mr, WITSON (UK) sawd th@t for ersclng shlps, under the

" Panama Canal rules, anything other then a hateh would invalidate   1 T$

the exemption. . -

Mz, ﬁAMLTN"(Ob$brver Panama 0anal Comﬁany) Spéaking'at:_ Tff“  ”

.the invitation of the Ghalrman, said that there would be no L
preblem with a hatch, which, under the Panama Canal regulatlons, o
was not rega*ded as an erection. '

_ Mr. HABACHT {Observer, Suez Canal Authority), spcéaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, supported the amendment. . He

also drew attontion to the comments on document TM/CON“/C Z/WP 14' e

recorded in document TM/CONF/C.2/SR.13,

It was agreed to insert the words "side to. side" befora thé'_*3ff.

word "erections" in the first line of sub-paragraph (3)(a)(iii).

The meeting rose at 5.35 p.m.
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" TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT AND

'25,Ae NDA TOEM 4 - CONSTDRRATTON AND  PREPARATION OF PROPOSED

. TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONE/6; TM/”ONF/C z/wr 165f;.{;}

~fjrm/comr/o 2/WP.20;  TM/CONE/C, Q/WP 22;
- TM/CONF/C.2/WP. 27)(contlnued)

'*fRegﬁiationfﬁ TW/OONF/C Z/NP 22)

’?ﬁraragraph's

”-aff_Sub-paragraph (a)

SRR The OHAIRMAN 1nv1ted the Commlttee to re ume conalderatlon i,-
'r,jof documen+ mm/oomr/c 2/wr 22, begrnnlng w1th paragraph 3 of o

“:f Regu1at1on 3 on page 5

Fe remlnﬂed the Commlttee that there had been 2 proposal to S

"'fglneert the words ”smde to side". before the word "erectlene” 1n : o
“the first 11ne of sub- paragraph (3)(a)(111) Tt was not certaln, ' :

f'however9 that that wags really wbat the Gommlttee wanted and that,

where there were two eeparate deek houses close together9 thelr -quf“frf*

'r'volume should be. deduotedﬁ,-

_ Mrn.HﬁBACHI (Suez Oanal) con31dered that the separation toffg:ipfi:
“which the sub- paragraph referred appllcd only to SuperStfucturesaﬂ”' et

?e_and not to decm-houeee,ﬂ-

Mr. CxBARIBERB (France) sald thaﬁ what was meant by "an

| ”fopen well" in the flret 11ne ef submparagraph (111) wae a sp

- bounded on four Sldess Wthh lmplled “two erections. 301ned by a.ﬁifﬁf’f“"""

feomplete bulwarﬁ, and - it was therefore unnecessary, in his v1ew;"”f

' to state that the two erections ‘must eéxtend from side to 31de,_.?f{ﬁff¥”°
_:rrfalthougﬂ he ‘saw no Obj@CulOn to the statement. He Con31dered
- however, that a new sub-paragraph (iv) should be 1nserted worded

on the" follow1ng llnesa "o erection or part of an erectloﬁ may

bpe constructed at a ‘distance less then /...7from the ‘opening

"-_whlch would permit a space to be considered: a8 1ot being amit-wee-'-’**"”

__.pi}penclosed srace"~ ‘He 11rusirated the Teason. for the amendment by
'”ffa Sketch on +he blaokboard - ' ' |

o mM/CONT/C.2/SR.1T
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M. WIZSOW (UK) supported by Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) agreed

" with the representative of France. The concept of a space between .

Cerecetions ought”ﬁdfdbrrespbnd'tofah-UOpen wé11”y_butfin*the_ﬁase._

' _111ustrated by the blackbeard sketch there wad no longer an "open

Well“y and that space could not, therefore, be exempted from
measurement.

He also pointed out a printing error in the fourth and fifth
- Jines of the English text where the correct reading should be
Ypreadth of the end opening®.

The CHAIRMAN, summing up, said that the Drafting Group would
have to insert the words Yside to side" before the word Yerectionsg®
in the first line of sub-paragraph (3)(a)(iii), and 2dd 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.

Sub-poragraphs (o) and (c)

The CHATRMAN wondered whether it was necessary to distinguish
‘between sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) and he referred the Committee
to the figures illustrating Regulation 6, in Appendix IIT on
page 153 of document TM/CONE/6. '

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

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had decided to

f_ define a "side to side erection" and he reguested the Draflting

Group to devige such a definition.

 ]'TM/CONF/C;Z/SR;17': .g



Subepara ph (ﬂ} ffr_'f

- M. CXBARIBWRE (France) p01nted out an error in the thlrd
'fllne of the Freneh text It was actually the opeﬂlng whlch was

"exposed and not. the deck and the wordlng of- that sub~paragraph ;;53”

__ewould have ro be revlsed The Engllsh text could aleo be

:-},‘1mproved to’ clarlfy thls polnt

Mr._GUPTA (Indla) woadered whether those prov15rons applled

'”]{eto the wrde 1ateral openlngs for ventllatlon and 11ght in pllerlm Hrffrf

'";shlps

_ S Mr. HJBACHI (Suez Canal Authorlty) oon51dered that the spaces
eln questlon mist meet two condltlons" they ﬁust Dbe. COVered by a

S raof i and they mist be covered at the srdee, otherwrse the space i

eeshould not be meaeured

Mr KING (Kuwalt) mentloned swrnmlng pools as an example of };ff]fe

-fsuch spuoes,._

Mr WILSOW (UK) sazd that whlle that was rndeed the bcst

; if}_example, there were. othere,-_uch &5 the ‘sports ‘decks. on paeeenger:e7

:* sh1ps9 Wthh were covered all round as. a erotectlon agazne+ the R

'”w1nd but whlch were open to the eky

He could reassure the representatlve of Indla about pllgrlmf”

'*eeShlPS ‘ There Was no. doubt that in their case the seace in’ -Qﬁj,'7°*'

'fr”questlon would be exempt from measurement R et
| _' The OHAIRMAN'stated the% only draftlng changes would be
r_nade to sub parqgraph (d) Sl . _ 5

= Mr. OHRISWIANSEN (Norway) referred the Oommlttee to the Osloh:e;i”ﬁ
' '.;_.Rules9 whlch contelned = clear deflnltlon of the case 1n questlon.-:”

 mmpemy
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,jSub—paravraph (e) RN REEE R o

_ The CHAIRMAN pOlnted out that on the preV1ous day the
'Q'Questlon had been raised of ingerting the words "gide to side"
in the first line of that sub-paragraph. = He thought, however,
that that was no longer necessary, and he asked whether the
Committee could agree to keep the.text of sub-~-paragraph {(e) as
. set out in document TM/CONF/C,.2/WP.22.

it wés g¢ decided.,

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 parsgraph 5) setting out the principle
- that in nc case could the volume below the freeboard deck or
the volume of the superstructurecs be excluded from the total
volume, |

The CHAIRMAN agked whether the reference should be to
~Vsuperstructures" or to "closed superstructures”.
Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that. the Load Line Convention

gave a definition of "superstructures" but that in his view
closed superstructures were involved.

‘ The CHAIRMAN read out the definition given in the Load Line
Convention and invited the Committee to consider. the question.

_ Mr. MUNTZ (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/CONF/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, the

- Comuittee should as far as possible avoid referring in the text :'

"*{jwe/oowF/ﬁ E/DR AT o
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.”ﬂQfd the Ldednzine”benVehtion. Such 2 Gonnexion between the two  f?:“...

'ee_VConventrons mlght 11 fact cause dlfflcultlee 1n practlce,_i.

sl Mr, FILIPPGVITCH (USSR), Mr OHRISTIANSEN (Norway)g,_,,:f:J 
'sero_GUPTA (Indla)9 Mr. BORG (Sweden)9 and’ Mr MUNTZ (Netherlands)
'_'agreed w1th the Unlted Klngdom representatlve° : : -

Mr..ROOQUEMONT (France) said he was prepared to wlthdraw hlsli*f

'r-proposal A number of delgatlons qppeared “toibe in: agreement on’ =

"'ffthe pornt, and he had noted the arguments presented agalnst hls Jf.tbﬂfﬁ

o proposal

';two Conventlons to be 1ndependent of each. other9 although that s
:prln01ple could not be: absolute. i : S

_ : The CHAIRMAN st%ted that the Gommlttee wzshed to keep &
_paragraph (4) ‘as drafted in Tw/oorr/c Z/WP 22, but that one

b, SOLDA (Ita1Y) con31dered it generally advrsable for the;fff~f3f

e.edelegatlon had felt that paragraph (4) should bc 1ncorporated 1nf_}§tfjf

Can Article 1neteaé

..LRegulatlon 2

| CMr, OARARIBERE (Franoe), revcrtlng to the questlon of waterfrf e
_eftballaet spacesg,’ eald he thought paragraph (6) of Regulatlon 25
rfshould speelfy that the water ballaet epaces “to be 1ncorporatedi

' in the formula for net tonnage would not 1nclude those ertuated'f S

' jT_ln the double bottomb_'

The CHAIRMAN drew the Cowmlttee’e attentlon, in that

"”'r'connex1on, to the new. defrnltlons prepared by. thﬁ:@faftlﬂé GTOHPEJefe'.

A(TNVCONF/P E/WP 27) whlch modlfled certaln earugraphs of the-'~“f e

' fdraft of Regulatlon 2 contained in document TM/COWF/C 2/WP 22
e thought it preferable to postnone consrderatlon of that

..ff-document until the next meetlng ut suggested thevt the words “or*$=ﬁ3if5

”change of trade approved by the Admlnlstratlon“ ‘be’ 1neerted at
'-Tthe end of the laet paragraph relatlng to water ballast space

'"~t~TM/c0NF/C;2/SR}i7ff";ffrﬁ



| }_Regﬁlaﬁi@n‘4 (3

: . The CHAIRMA 'stated that faraﬁraph (5) was anpllcable both _T””'
'{_to the Norwegian Proposal =nd 6 net tonnage- determined on the
lhbaS;s‘of displacenent, The Gommiﬁtee could therefore ﬂlSCUSS it

. forthwith.

M., WILSON (UK) said he would like sub?paragraphs'(i) and
(1i) %o make it clearer that, in the case of ships with two load
lines, 1t was always tne higher one that would be taken into

consideration.

The CHAIRMAN ocbserved that paragraph (3) of Regulatidn 5
covered that polint., e o

Wr GUPTA (India) said he was in favour of that pr1n01ple,
provided it was quite clear that net tonnage would be linked
with condltlons of OPeBatlon. '

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) thought that paragraph (3) restricted
the alteration of tonnage too ruch.,

In regard to sub-paragraphs (iii) and (iv) of Regulation 4(3),
he would prefer the rceference to national requireménfs to appear
“in & separate recommendation (a8 in Reécommendation 2 of the
Convention on Load Lines) rather:thaﬂ in the actual text of the ’
Conventlon, ' - e - -

The CHAIRM/N eﬁph381zbd that those subm~ paragraphs applled
oniy 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 tbls was the case

In regard to paragraph (3) of Regulation 59 he rem1nded the
 Committee'that it had only been discussed and no decision had

- been taken. - The paragraph applied mainly %o Indian ships which

. carried pllgrlms and goods alternately and to certain Norweglan '

zf-ishlps

| .Tﬁ/CQﬂF/C,é/SRLlY




- Lr. quUPTA (Indla) explalnln the way in whlch Slmla eh1pe-;ff;ff;if

3'operated sald that, 1n geﬂeral %hey were only converted

- from passenger shlps te cargo shlps once a year %ecause the

7,p11gr1mdge seeeoa usually 1aeted between four an& SlY months. ' e;f%“
© He did. not therefore think 1t neceesary 1o spe01fy a fixed :_'_ S
:delay for. thoee shipsy they coula merely be exempted from _f;ef;a'hjl

Vf:fthe delay of twelve monthe.

""f¢to obtain new certlflcates every time their tonnage Chaﬂged

Mr. SOLDA (Italy} dld not eee any need fer such ShlpS

o fae it was prlncmpally the chenge in freeboard Whlch wae'

ff;lmportant for safety reasons._ﬂ

Mr. OUNNINGHAM (USA) drew the Oommlttee e attentlon to

e:'the draet submltte& by hls de‘egatlen concernlng alteretlon of
net tonnage (TM/CONF/C 2/W‘3 16), in whlch “the’ caee ‘af passenger

. -shlpS converted to cargo ShlpS was dealt with Ln submparagraph (C)’_',ff
 jwthh he- %hought would reqolve +he difficulty, LRI SR

L Mr, ROCQUENONT (France) reca]led that the queetlon of
'zexemptlng convertlble peusenger shlps from the twelve moath

. delay'had arleen out- of the problem of pllgrlm shlps. HlS
”T_-delegatlon, whlle 1t was: prepafed to recognlee the epec1al

fe51tuatlon of those shlpe, partlcularly as it also came w1th1n

. the purview of the Commlttee on the ‘Revision of the Bimla Rulee,-:'””

would not 1ike the Commlttee to be sidetracked by’ that exemption:
7e 1nto réconsidering the- pr1n01ple adopted by the Conference that

'"ﬂchangee in” net tonnage snould be 1nfrequenﬁ._ He therefore

3tgproposed that, ‘apart from the exceptlon in the cage of Slmla

::e[shlps, whlch WOuld have to be- carefully deflned, ‘a1l other ehlpe

ffehould e subaect to the delay of 2 year, the hlgheet tonnage f[”* L
_ jfbe#ng taken 1nto consmderetlon in the case of shlpe thh two
T.Jfreeboarde.;_'- ' ' ' R T R



_ Nr ROSFLL (Denmark) sald he ‘was in favour of the Unlted
-States propcsal but woulﬁ prefer the text to be less spe01flc,
:ffbecause the conversion from a8 passenger shlp Lnto 8 cargo Shlp
1 m1ght not be complete or mlght not - enta11 any modlflcatlon. g

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentlna) supported the ‘Frénch proposal :

but wished to know what sort of change of freeboard was
_-undergone by Simla ships, .

. Nr. GUPTA (Indla) stated that, at the moment, the variations _
- were fairly sllght but that such might not always be the case,
due to the 1mprovements incorporated in new ships. . Although not
opposed to the United States propesal, the Indian delegation
~therefore dlstlnctly preferred the Freéench 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 detéermination of
the tonnage, by the addition of: passenger space. On the -
other hand, they mlght be much greagter in the cage of the - -
Norwegian ships which operated alternately as ¢argo 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 tonsg
~during the summer, some of them carried both passengers and
cargo (cars, for example) and the variations in tonnage could
be as much as 900 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 fo-
six months.

| TM/CONE/C.2/SR.1T



_ "ﬁ Mr.:PRIVALOV (UDSR) wondered whether 1t vas not 1arge1y
fa matter of local’ shlpplng problems 1nvolv1ng two or three o

-e countr1es rather than 1nternatloﬂal shipping in- general._ If'f:ff*”°: -

that were 50, such pfoblems would: be better dealt with: at a

.'i5reglonal level and not w1thln the frameWOrk of an 1nternat10na1_if[3_jfu

_chonventlon.;h,;-

The CHﬂIRMAY stated that the problem was more far—reachlng.;;

"efltaly and Greece 1n summer, became cargo shlps whlch travelled

'fall over the world in WLnter.

R He therefore called. on the Commlttee to de01de between_]f}ff':*7ﬁ7“
 _e:the United States’ proposal (TM/CONF/C 2/WP.16), under which a
'5Fsh1p could obtain a Hew net tonnage certlflcate every time 1t’_p -

_“underwent conver51on, and the French proposal, under Whlch
' qinet tonnage could only be decreased once a. year, except 1n

":the case of" pllgrlm shlps.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) dld not thlnk “that & shlp shoulde

be awthorized to change its tonnage every time 1t changed 1ts;tﬁ7ﬂfe-"”*

.  SeerCe. A shipowner might build a shlp for 13 passengers,
" make prOVlSlOﬂ for a very . few bulkheads, well spaced and not
very. highsg . the: 1oad llne would be very. 1ow, the passenger

F*e'correctlon almost negllglbie and the flgure for ‘the net

_.tonnage consequently hlgher. If the same Shlp were AR
"con51éered as a cargo: shlp, the load llne would. be: 1ower,
__'the flgure for the net- tonnage hlgher, and. the result would
-ﬁbe Just what the Conference W1ehed to av01d, ﬂamely, the
:eex1etence of two net tonnages. ORI - -



r. PEREIRA (Brazil) corsidered that, before givimg its

_ iopLﬁ1on on the amendmupusg the Committee. Should'exumihe the net
'.jﬁtonnagu formulu whlch WQS to be pronosed by the Norklag Group

In. any cmse, as thc GCreSEﬂtut1V6 of FrQﬂce hﬂd sald too

:iffrequgnt changes of. tonnqgc were to bb'ﬁv01ded

Mr. CONTOGEORGIS {Grecce) recalled that his delegation had
- -proposed a time-limit of six months, and Nowway one cf four
. months, The Committee might take a decision later on the
- gquestion of the ftime-limit, but it could not compel a ship
which changed its type of secrvice to wait twelve months before

changing its tonnage.

The CHATRMAN observed that nc regulation of the Convention
should encourage an owner to reduce the net tonnage of a ship

at the expense of safety.

Mr. UGLaND (Norway) remarked that the observations by the
representative of France referred only to Proposal C;.  under
the Norwegian Proposal, the 'tween-deck was still considered
as cargo space. |

Mr. GUPTA (India) considercd that there were two problems
(wccordlng to whether the ship was operating as a cargo ship or
as a passuvnger ship): ‘one problem was that of load lines and
the other that of the two tonnages. '

Mr. ROCQUE%OIT (?rﬁné;} éeid that if a ship chenged its
Service, it must obv1ouslj have two Toad 11nps, but the _tonnage
should be flycd at 1ts hignbv vqlue, e&cep# in the case of
pilgrim ships. | S '

_ Mr. ROSELL (Denmark) and Mr. WILSONW (UK) agrecd with the
representative of France.

Mr. MUNFICE (Federal Republic of Germany) thought that the
bime~1limit couwld be six months, ir order to allow ships which
changed secrvice seasonally to change their tonnage accordingly.
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S T CHATRIAN Put o the vote “tno proposal to redacefthé‘f' j)fi?u..r
 _fft1me 11m1t of one year for changos in: net tonnag@;g'“ OTCRE RPN

L The DTODOsal wags regccﬁbd by 18 votes to 11-:-‘-’

O Mr._GUPTA (Indla) 5ﬂ1d he woul& llKQ th“-exceptlon applylng:§ ..
'” . to pllgrlm shlps to be 1ncluded 1n thp text of the Regulatlon

Mr ROCQUEIVO"\Tm (Frﬁnce) poznted out th _that eXCuptlon

 Jyﬂppearod 1n thf Convcntlon LOT tho Safoty of Llfc at Sea

- The CHATRHAT said that that qubstlon oould be deqlt Wlth
.~,by th@ Dr ftlng Group - : EEEESEE o : e

Mr. CUNWIFGHuN (USA) snzd that G moalllcatwons wore |

‘:f"regaréud a8 magor when they "result 1n thc change of the gloss i
':-tonnaﬁe of thb Shlp by at lcast 10 per cent" (TM/CONF/C 2/WP 22).-'.. -
;; the mere romoval of part of bhu dock house on a-la rge shlp Would R

be sufficient to change the gross topnqge._ To obv1ate that

_ f d1G9dvanEage thb Unltbd Stqtus deleg%tﬂon had proposed a’ new . s
o text (TM/OOWP/C 2/WP.16) under the forms of whlch the ‘net tonnagé; ;,f;_;
o could be decrgmsed Mwhen lurgu structural altpratlons such as’ B et

_ruNOVal of suparstructnrc wou¢d rbqulru modlflcatlon 0¢ the
Ea881gned frbubo rd" T ' SRR .

“The CHAIRMnN replylng to. q questlon by Mr, MUENOH'(Israel)'3 - fV T

 jsa1d th%t the tlﬁu llmlt oF 12 months Sp@leled 1n paragreph 2
' (WP 22,page 10) “was to be understood a8 from tho date of thc

i ftonnagb CﬂrtlilCatGo

R Ml,_ROCQUEMONT (Frﬂnce) shld that 1f by romovlhg hthh S )
.51 ,cover or gome part: of w cover, lu was possxble to ohange the :

_'[gross tonnage by 10 pcr cent, then “the regulntlons appllcable to;H
”?gross tonnage mlght use ully be rbcon81dered R :



.'-' 14—., -- O

e  * Mr,_chRIb TANSEN (wOrw~y), Mr. BECKWITH (Liberis), =
“ UMy, BONN (Canada) end Mr. CONTOGEORGIS (Gréece) supported the
Unitéd -States proposal | R SR L '
. Vr. MUNTZ (Nothbrlands) also was in favour of the pIOpDS“l
but suggested replacing the ex xprcssion "large structural
alterations” by "major structural alterations',

Mr. ROCQUPLO”T (France) was also inclined +to support
the United States text, but the French delegntion wished to
reflect on the definition of gross itonnage 0 sec whother that
definition did not permit of rcductions in tonnage which were
in principle prohibited.

Mr. WILSON (UK) supported the Unitcd States proposal.

The draft Regulation 5 was approved, with the amendment
gsubmitted by the United States,

The CH&IRMAN Suld thwt the Druftlng Group would be
instructed to drow up the text wnlch would then be submitted
to the Gbnurql Oommlttcc,

Regulation 6

Mr. WILSON (UK) proposed the following amendment: in the -
first paragraph, to replace the cnd of the sentence after .
“M"metal plating" by the following text "... and the outer surface
of the shell in ships constituted of any othcr material', aad,
in the second paragraph, to replace the words "bulges in the
ghips sides®™ by the word "oppendages", and the words "propeller
‘bossings"™ by the word “shafts".

_ - Mr. GUPTA (Indi~) did not think that paragraph 2 served
any useful purpose.

The CHAIRMAN, referring to the amendment proposed by the

o ‘United Kingdom, said he thought that the use of the word "shell"
. might give rise to confusion. |
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Mr° WILSON (UK) qgreed Ond s Jdlheiwés.ﬁrepdféd"tb rep156ej   g

;"she¢1“ oy ”boundﬁry bulkhead”
| Vr. BECKWITH (letrl ) thought that in thls Regulaﬁlon

_,dlstenotlon should be drgwn between the culculﬁtlon of tho grosD o R

g-tonnmge ﬁnd thﬁﬁ of the net tonnﬁge.-.ﬂg'

R _ ‘The OH IRMAN p01nted out that' tcxts were b01ng udoptcd
'-fprov151onally, ‘certain prob;oms rcmﬂlned for solu cion la ter,
_for_lnstance, that of the Cﬁrgo spncas. ' :
| '_ He- 1nv1ted the Commlttee to t e a'dééisionﬂpn'the fu-”

'Unﬂtcd Kingdom ﬂmcndments. E S

"mhe ﬂmendmcnts proposcd bv the Unltcd Klngdom were: approvcd"

Mr. MUNTZ (Netherlands) considnfcd"tﬂut'dpucés'dpeﬂ'tb .

~the sea;,  w1th.w volume of less than 2 cubic metres, should be_  hF’*'

- excluded from the total volume and' from the dlsplﬂcemcnt.___.'

| :”7Mr? RICHhRD (Sweden) thought it would e useful t0 deflne [fjgtfi*”
.  1*Spacos open to the sed., ' : : o _ :

S _   Mr. NOZIGLIﬂ (Argﬂntlnﬁ) proposcd tha f, in p“rugrﬁph 3,
“3_the words “m“y be' sh@uld be rbplmced by ghall be'.  _ o

Mr. WILSON (UK) thought thﬂt the formulaﬁshoula not be
';too p051t1ve° R S R

'f_Tﬁe_méetiﬁg fose_at'12}35 b;m° S
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CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
 TBCHNICGAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE IMBASURAMENT

AND PONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/6 and Corr.l
and Add.l; TM/CONR/C.2/WP.22; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.27)
(contlnued) :

AGENDA ITEM 4

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee t0 continue its  consideration
of the first draft of regulations for determining gross and net
tonnages of ships.(TM/CLNF/C.2/WP.22).

Regulation 6(1)

Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out that since, £o7 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
Norway . buvilt large numbers.

Mr. SASAMURA. (Committee Secretaqy) said that the wording
had been taken from regulation 34 of the Internqulonal Loed Line
Convention, 1966, .- ‘

Mr, WILSON (UK) said that from his own experience, which was
chiefly with large ships ond glass fibre ships, the lihes plan
was suited to the mould, and:en ordinats. deducted. for thickness
of material, That was more satisfactory than a system of -
corrections,

Mr, ZRIKSSON (Sweden) eaid that the normal method in designing
wooden‘shiﬁs 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 bractice for wooden
ships and also for those made.of such materials as fibreglass.
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Mr. HOZIGLIA (Argentina) pointed out.thaﬁ the words "may
be excluded" in paragraph (3) would meke it possible in the case
of wooden ships, where the line was taken to the outside of the
hull, for spaces such as open wells in dredgers to be included
in the total volume and displacement. That would be disadvantageous.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (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 (ﬁ\

measurements in different countries. N

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) suggested tﬁaﬁ the difficulty might be
resclved if the volume to be Taken into considerstion were the
ship's weight divided by the specific weight of seawater.

The CHAIRMAN said that there seemed to be no difference of
opinion on the principle of the matter. He had understood at the
previous meeéting that the word "may" was to be retained in order
to avoid complicating the calculation by detalllng items whose
welght was relatively 1n81@n1¢10ant.

Mr, KING (Kuwait) sald that 1t ould be bctter to keep the
word "may®. Substltutlon of the word "shall woula male 1t -
compulsory to list all the relevant items. : . - h

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) proposed . 31mp11fy1ng both

- paragraphs as follows ‘"(2) Volumes of appendages shall be
included in the total volume and dlsplacement'ﬂ,qnd "(3) Volumes
of spaces open to the sea may be excluded from the total volume
and displacement," '

Mz. 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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Mr. GANTIOQUI (Philippines) said that he agreed with the
Norwegian representative,

The CHAYRMAN asked if the Committee agresd that the word
"may" in parvagraph (3) shnuld be. retained and that paragraphs
(2) and (3) should be amended‘in accordance with the Norwegian
repreSentative's proposal.

It -wags so -agreed.

Regulation 7

Mr. CABARIBERE (France), referring in particular te
 paragraph (2), said that the methods of calculation should be

set out in detail, so thal there would be freedrm of choice.

He drew attention to the French proposals in documents TM/CONF/4,
5 and 6.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norwaj) supported the views ¢f the French
representative. '

Mr., RUSSEL (South Africa) said that he, too, agreed with the
French representative. The regulation in its present form would
be unaccephable to the 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
- programmes or working practices among naval architects or
shipyards. The most that could be dnne would be to stipulate
a minimum number of cross-sections or of water lires 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
methityds £or obtaining displacement or internal wolume proposed

TM/CONF/C.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 nf that obtained with

the proposed method. Unfortunately, tests in the United Kingdom
had shown differences of as much as 1k per cent from the USSR
propdsai. |

His delegation hoped that the Conference would produce a
simple system which would abolish much of the drudgery of cxisting
tonnage measurcment.

There was no need, for example, to measure the underdeck by
a separate method: the displacement given by builders was
universally accepted without question because their methods
produced results that varied very little. The Committee should
pursue its efforts to find an accepbtable method of calculating
displacement which could be applied for tonnage purposes.

.lThe CHATIRMAN said that there were three possibilities arising
out of the discussions: +to keep the regulation as it was; to
adopt the French propnsal; - or a mid-way course, to set down a
minimum number of ordinates. .

NMr. HELIMAN (Sweden) supported the United Kingdom proposal.

Moreover, it was important to include a method applicable to
existing ships.
The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on Regulation 7(2)

as drafted.

The Committee decided by 27 voies fto 7 to retain
Regulation 7(2) unchanged,

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to consider the texts
submitted by the drafting group in document TM/CONF¥/C.2/WP.27.

™ /CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Regulation 2(2) - Moulded Depth

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that he understood that the
document was based on a proposal by the United Kingdom delegation
and had not yet heeh agreed by the drafting group. He suggested
that it should be referred back to the drafting groub before
being discussed by the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would first have to
discuss the guestion of water ballast space raised at the previous
meeting.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that, as a member of the only delegation
priesent at the draft group meeting, he had spent a long time
drafting the document.  He would be reluctant to attend another
meebing to go through the process again. | |

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee should endeavour
to reach a decision on the prescent paper, in order tn be ready
for the report of fthe Working Group which ite Chairmen was
expected to present very shortly.

Mr. ROSELL (Denmark), roferring.to the words "midship
section" in the fifth line of paragraph (2), pointed out that
there was no fixed definition of midship. A more precise
indication was needed.

The CHAIRMAN rccalled that the Committee had decided, at
an early'stage of its work, that thé regulation shﬂuld'apply to
ships less than 24 metres in length, which conformed with the
provisions of the Load Line Convention. = It could be made clear
in the regulation th;t "mldShlp” was half the length in
question. ' ' ' '

- TM/CONF/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
amidships. _

The CHAIRMAN accordingly proposed inserting the word
"amidships" after the word "measured" in the first lire,

Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested that the length should be
defined as in the Load Iine Convention and that the drafting
group should be instructed to incorporate the relevant wording
so that the new Convention would be sclf-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 & length for
calculating the underdeck tonnage. He supported the Indian
representative's suggestion.

Mr. BECKWITH (ILiberia) said that he thought the definition
of moulded depth could bs taken at any position on the ship,
in accordance with the Load Line Convention. Hence for the '
meesuremcnt of underdeck tonnage the depth could be at varlous
stations =long the 1tngth of the ship to the underside.

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) agreed with the previous speaker.
He 2lso suggested that the word "is" should be replaced by the
words "shall be“; ‘otherwise the regulation would be merely an
explanation, ' . -

The CHAIRMAN voinied out that the indicativé tensé was
customarily used in definitions (of the Load Line Convention).
The Liverian representative's point seemed to be that the
ingertion 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 zpply 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/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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After further discussion, he proposed that the wording‘be
left as it stood, on the undersianding that the definition of
"midship" he had suggested carlier would be inserted in an
appropriate regulation.

It was so aegreed.

Repulation 2(5) - Passenger Spaces

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said he endorsed the definition
in substance. TFrom the drafting standpoint, however, it would
be advisable to insert the words "inter alia® befere the word

"passageways", in the second scntence, since otherwise the list
of examples cited might be open to restrictive interpretation.

1t was so .agreed.

Mr. GUPTA (India) said it was not plain from the wording
whether baggsge rooms, storerooms, ete., were excluded in -
addition to crew accommedation situated within passenger
spaces.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the poiﬁt might be met by an
amendment on the following lines: "except that crew accommodation
... and mail rooms are excluded". '

It wos 50 agreed.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) thought it would be more practicable
simply to take into account the passenger accommodation. partd

of the ship as a whole, irrespective of whether crew members

scrvicing passengers were accommodated therein; the difference
in result would be insignificant. o '

Mr. WILSON (UK) explained that, in drafting the definition
the drafting group had been guided by the definition of
passengcr spaccs given in the SO0LAS Convention of 1960, and
had also cndeavoured to strike o balance bectwecrn the divergent
trends of opinion in the Committee by following a middle course.

T™/CONE/C,2/SR.18
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There was therefore a cage for maintaining the definition as it
stood, the more so as the §assenger accommodation part of the
ship might well taoke in sizeable crew %bcommod%tlon that ought
to be excluded.

Mr. CABARIBERE (France), reverting tc & point he had
raised the previous day, proposed that the following phrase
be added at the end of the definition: ‘“on ships carrying
1ess tharn twelvé pasgsengers". '

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 socme confusion as to
the-purpose of the definition. The underlying intention was %o
restrict within limits the amount of passenger space to be
added to tonmnage, but the last two speakers were in fact
advocating a higher amount than was generaliy desired. The
drafting group had been concernced to differentinte between
shlps‘ officers using passenger spoce for menls and the
remainder of the crew using scparate messrocms. The last
phase of the definition, as it stood, would seenm to cover that
point.

The amendment proposed by France was rejected,

The text of Regulation 2(5) was spproved without chnnge.

Progress reporf of the Workiﬁg Gioub on Gross and Net Tonnage

Mr., ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group,
introducing part II1 of the Groun's progress rcPort
(TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19/4dd.1), said that after the prcllﬂlnﬁrj
report given at the flftconth meeting ne would kecp his

comments brief.

T/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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The computer exercises dbne on certain displacement formulae

- were dealt with in paragraph 9° ,'Dué to the lack of data'oh water

ballast spaces, the exercise had been carried out u51ng the water
ballast deductlon of the IMCO and United Kingdom data corrected
to total amount of water ballast’ using the ratio between total
and deducted amount calculated for certain Japenese and British
ships. Passenger ships had been excluded. The resulbs

‘obtained in respect of the two formulaé, NT = AV and NT =V

(A + B 1ogy4v Y, were‘to be found'in Annex III +to the -report.

The Working Group had dlscussed the need for a 1ower limi{ of
net tonnage to cover the class exempl fled by the ore carrler,
where the amount_of water ballast could be of the order of 60 +o
80 per cent and had agreed to recommend that 0.3 GT be adopted
as the lower l1limit, '

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 of ship were shown in Ammex V, together with a note of the

‘sténdard'deviation found; and annéx VI contained additional results

for the same shlps as separated into two groups by size (above and
below 2,000 tons GT).-

As to the further werk done since the preparation of the
report the Worklng Group had considered the recsults of computer
exer01ses on the three formulae"

NT = AVG

]

" NT = A(V. = WB)
.. NP = A(0.1 + 0.02 1oglOV ) (v + WB) ‘ B
and also of. cxercises where: the same. shlps were lelded 1nto
types. The totzl IMCO- fleet had been taken.lnto ac¢ount w;th
the exeception of passenger-ships of all types, refrigerated cargo
ships and open shelter-deck ships. '

TM/CONF/G.2/SR518
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Thereafter, it had been decided, in order to provide an
obgectlve comparison of the results obtalned to carry out a
computer exercise taking dleplacement and/or volumetric concepts
into account. '

The results of the two exercises using the formula
NT = 4(0.16 + 0.032 log )( — WB) were set out on the 1eft—hand
blackboard in three eolumns, relating o 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
fashion. It had been assumed that the reported cargo space
volume was representative for the ships in question. The two
tebles 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 shelterdeckef
ships,

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Worklng Group, said
that so far the Working Group had very llttle information
available on the open shelterdecker:shlps, but the Norweglan
delegation was currently working on a formula'ﬁe cover ships with
reduced freeboard, .using the.gross and nefltonnége data for all
convertible ships from the IMCO fleet, for the semé 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,

T™/CONF/C.2/SR.18
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Mr. BZRSUM (Norway), in answer to the French delegation,
explained that the original Norwegian“ﬁroposal included a factor
correcting the net tonnage calculation for any full scantling
ship, so as to retain the open shelter—dock'coucepﬁg To make
allowance subsequently for open shelterdeckers in that formula
would result in -an 1nvalld comparison with ships which could not
exist because they would have much too ‘small a- freeboard,

. The CHAIRMAN asked whether the Working Group intended to
apply the two formulae it was using to all ships, under both
open - and closed conditions, ' '

Mr., BARSUM (Norway) replied that the Working 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'oomparisou‘were'fhe
ratios of new draft, freeboard or displacement values, with the
ratios of existing net tonnages based on national reguldtions}

' The CHAIRMAN observed that it mlght be 1nterest1ng to know
which of "the two new correction formulae were more sen81t1ve
t6 inclusion of the open shelterdecker oase.

Mr, BZRSUM (Norway) noted that the relatlve reductlon 1n '
bhe formulae would. be the same for both

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) explained that although it seemed
at firgt sight that the first formula would give a greater ratio
for the two types of shelter-deck condition than would the eeoond,

'that was not necessarlly the case since the square of the

ratio, for instance, could be used instead,

TM/CONE/C.2/SR.18
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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 were 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; -1t seemed
pointless, therefore, to make elaborate comparisons between
thé 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

T™M/CONF/C.2/5R .18
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showed that most %ypes would:-have lower standard deviations on

the gecond (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 hoted that although it had been proposed in the

' Working Group to dlscues 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. '

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) explained that both exercises
~carried out by the Worklng Group had been based on certain
assumptions.

_ For -the first formula, oontalnlng the (¥ - W3)" term, the
. IMNCO data used d4id not include the volume of total water ballas®
~but only the volume of water ballast deductlble in accordance
- with existing regulatlons. Although those two values might, in
fact, differ greatly, a constant ratlo had been assumed for each
. vessel type. '

"~ For -the second formula, conteining the VG term, the IMCO
‘data ineluded only the volume of cargo spaces below deck- the
assumption was therefore a good approximation bat,not:oorreot
in.all cases. | |

He suggested that delegations should check the formulae
given for the ships in their own national fleets,

Mr. BRIKSSON (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, since the Technical Committee had
‘been instriucted to arrive at new net_tonnages,whioh 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

simpliecity.
TM/CON¥/C.2/SR.18
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_ He noted that in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.21 the Danigh delegation

' had proposed . a formula containing a coefficient B = (1 +v /10,000)
for use if the pasgsenger 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 By = (3 +v /5,000).
Straight-line graphs had been attached to both those working
papers, drawn in such a way that most péssenger ships were above
the line; it was for the Committee to decide whether the mean -
line for all ships would be preferable, s

Professor PROMASKA (Demmark) 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.19/4dd.1l, differed substantially from
existing net tonnage values for paésenger ships; It had been
" assumed that no passenger ship should get a higher net tonnage
than before, but in practice there were three ekceptionsuto that
‘rule;’ f.e. a Soviet ship, the net tonnage of whiéh”wbuid be
increased by 2%%, and two United States ships, with increases of

- . between thirteen and thirteen and a half percent. The same

: procedure would also be followed for the formula contained in
. TM/CONF/C.2/WP.30. - —

. N\ ey
He pointed out that in the latest exercises, the cargo space ../

formula used for ferries did not-include the space occupied by
cars or train coaches, because dlthough those spaces were
technically cargo spaces their inclusion would give a very large
" increase in net tonnage. |

Mr, SASAMURA (Committee Secretary) reported that in
;accordance with TM/CONF/C.2/WP.31, paragraph 2, he had contacted
the Chairman of the General Committee on the matter of change in
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net tonnage. The latter had suggested that the typerf provision
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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AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION AFD PREIPARATION OF PROPOSE
TECHNICATL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASURBMENT
LD TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/6;
T11/CONF/C.2/WP.26; TM/CONE/C.2/WP.29~ 305
T /CONT/C. 2 /WP, 32) (continued)

The CHAIRMAN outlined the important decisions which the
Committee would have to take during the day. To begin with,
it would have to choose between two formulae for calculating
gross tonmage -~ one including a constant and the other a
logarithmic expression, and the working group would then have
to work out the most appropriate figures. The Committee would
then consider the cuestion of net tonnage and decide whether to
adopt a formula bascd on displacement less the volume of
water-ballast spaces, or a formula introducing cargo spaces,
with the necessary passenger corrections in each case. It
would also have to decide, with regard to net tonnage, whether
the formulas shiould include passenger spaces or number of passengersy
confirm the minimum value for net tonnage and finally decide
what should be recorded on the tonnage certificate,

Mr. ERIKSSOI (Sweden) speaking as Chairman of the working
group, said that the United Xingdom had made a computer study
of certain formulae for net tonnage, as shown on the graphs in
document TM/COXT/C.2/WP.32. The United Xingdom had found that
the formula embodying the volume of cargo SPaces gave slightly
better results with regard to the stendard deviation, but both

alternatives should be examined,

Mr. PROHASKXA (Denmark) said that before the Committee voted
between the formule containing a constant coefficient and the
formula using a logarithmic expression for calculating gross
tonnage, he would noint out that therc wes no neced to be
apprehensive about anplying & logarithmic expression. The
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latter could easily be extracted from logarithmic tables and
different coefficients could thus be obtained according to the
ghip's size, which would be fairer to the owners of small ships
(as would be seen from the graphs in TM/CONT/C,2/WP.26).

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said his delegation was not worried
about the use of a logarithmic expression, but it wondered
whether there was any value in using a formula of that type.

He did not in fact thinlk thet a large ship would have to pay
much more than a small one, as the tariffs were on a sliding
scale, His delegation therefore thought it preferable, for
the sake of simplicity, to use the formula embodying a constant
coefficient.

Mr. de JOI'¢ (ITetherlands) said it was essential to try to
keep as close as possible to the existing figures, and he
therefore thought it preferable not to use the formula embodying
a constant coefficient,

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

Mr. PROHASKA {(Denmark) said that the observations made by
the representative of France were pertinent. He too thought
that it would be simolexr to use the constant coefficient.

The CHAIRIIAN called for a vote on the proposal to use the
formula embodying a logarithmic expression for calculating gross

tonnage,

The proposal was approved by 24 votes to 10.
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The CHAIRINMAYT then invited the Committee to choose between
formula (1), giving the nel tonnage as a function of displacement,
nanely, NI = A (v - WB) + £ (P, or P ) and formula (2), giving
the net tonnage as a function of the volume of cargo spaces, namely,
D o= A (VC) %-_— + £ (B, or PV).

LL

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Frence) said that the comparison was,-of
course, not concerned with the second term, relating to passengers,
since it was identical in ithe two formulae. He directed the
Committee's attention to the exact meaning of "DLL” which was
defined differently in two documents.

The CHAIRIIAYT, referring to TM/CONF/C.2/WP.29, read out the
definition given in it for ”DLL". He aslked whether the Conmittee
accepted that definition.

Mr, SOLDA (Italy) thought it would be advisable to . add
fiwithout any influence on subdivision of shins®,

Mr., OZIGLIA (Argentina) said that, after examining the two
Tormulae proposed for the calculation of net tonnage, his
delegation had concluded that the one which used the volume of
cargo snaces gave figures close to the existing values, while
the other formula gave figures which differed from then, However,
it might perhaps be more appropriate for ships of the future.

ATter having weighed u» the advantages and disadvantages of the
two formulae, his delegation thought formula (1), based on

displacement, should be adopted. .

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UX), reverting to the definition of the
term “DLL”, sald thet in the Load Line Convention that definition
did not take into account the ship's scantlings, and the situation
was further complicated by the fact that there were two different
types of chips (A 2nd B). If the definitions which the Chairman
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had read out were used, they would get even further away from
reality. What was required on the contrary was a precise
definition of that term for the purposes of the Convention under

consideration.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that the Argentine delegation
had presented the question very well, but every point called
for lengthy develdpment. In the definition of “DLL“ it was
necessary to know what the freeboard in gquestion was. The
Italian delégation had suggested that no account should be
taken of the scantlings, which would lead to discarding
Regulation 1 of the 1966 Load Line Convention and also Chapter II
on the requirements for solidity of construction in regard to
the assignment of freeboard. The definition of the “DLL“'would
become much too complicated.

Mr, 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 & constant A, whereas a
veriable was needed and it was incorrect to deduct the volume
of the water-ballast from the displacement, The Committee had
not enough data to proceed at once to a vote.

Like the representative of Argentina, he feared that great
difficulties would be encountered in practice if the second
formula was used in an attempt to calculate the volume of

net tonnage.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the coefficient A was not a
constant and could be a variable.

Mr. de JONG (FNetherlands) remarked that the figures available
referred only to British ships and that the information was
insufficient.
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Mr, MURPHY (USA) said that the guestion 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
nreferable for calculating net tonnage, and all the more so
since, in respect of the standard deviation ~ which was
13.9 per cent with 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 results,

The CHAIRMAI said he wondered whether, to avoid difficulties,
it might not be desirable to add, in the definition of "DLL“,
that that term related to B type ships.

Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) said his delegation had always favoured
the choice of volume as a parameter for net tonnage as well as
for gross tonnage. On 9 June the Committee had heen concerned
to find thet it was not obtaining satisfactory results from
calculating net tonnage on the basis of displacement, and the
Confererice had given it new and wider terms of reference, which
enabled it to carxry out d'comparative study. The essential
thing, therefore, was to determine the perameter, since the
coefficient was of minor importance. His delegation shared
the views of the United States on that point.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) agreed with the views expressed
by the representatives of the United States and the Soviet Union.

Ifr. GUPTA (India), too, shared that view. He asked whether

in regard to the expression %—-, the Committee could not depart
L
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from the provisiong of the 1966 Load Line Convention, since
existing ships were to preserve thelr tonnage and, in the case
of new ships, new concepts would have to be applied.

Mr., SIMPSON (Liberia) favoured volumetric tomnage, but was

worried about the expression %}—u Many existing ships had the

IL
1930 freeboard, while the Committee seemed to want the adoption

of the 1966 freeboard, which would entail new calculations and

considerable work.

Mr., SOLDA (Italy) feared that the deduction of water-~
ballast spaces in the Tfirst formula would encourage ownexrs
to build ships with enormous water-ballast spaces. He was
therefore inclined to prefer the second formula which took into
account the volume of cargo spaces. With 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 %——o
Mr, PROHASKA (Denmark) thought that, before taking a decisiog?
the Committee should ensure that there was no possibility-bf
misunderstanding. In the first formula, the water~ballast
could be considered either as a weight or as a volume andyhe
saw no reason for making a distinction according to whether
the water-ballast was above or below the water-line.

One delegation had expressed the fear that owners might be
inclined to provide large water-ballast spaces, but he pointed
out that by so doing, whatever the formula adopted, the owner
would have to reduce cargo space, which was hardly in his irterest.
Shipyszds should be encourczed to comnstruct strong water—bollast
tanks in order to improve the safety of shins and to prevent the
pollution of the sea by oil.
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As the representative of the United States had recognized,
use of the computer had given better results for the second
formula than for the first. The figures for standard deviations,
quoted by the United States delegation - namely, 13,9 for the
first formula and 3.5 for the second formula - could not, howevexr,
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 avproach to existing torncge values.
The Committee would of course need to have fuller and more
precise data concerning the whole world fleet, including -

shelter~deck ships.

In his view, the Committee should await the outcome of the
working group's discussions before choosing a formula. As for

the expression %——, the figures which were to be suprlied by
LL *
the Norweglan delegation would make it possible to reach a

decision with full Ikmowledge of the facts.

The CHAIRIIAN proposed that the Committee should decide on
its choice of a formula before the end of the meeting.

The proposal was adopted by 27 votes to 1.

lir. ROCAUEI'ONT (Trance) emphasized that the problen for
delegations was to present to their Govefnments the solution
which would be easiest to apply from the technicel point of view,
80 as to avoid difficulties in regard to ratification.

On the subject of the expression %~—, only hypotheses had
LL

been put forwerd, Some delegations thought that the freeboard
table for typve B ships should be applied, as given in the
1966 Load Line Convention, while others preferred not to take
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it into account. Such differences were serious, for the
expression should apply to all ships. If the Committee gave
too simple a definition of that expression, the result might

be that oil tankers would have a value for %—— that was greater
LL
than 1. Moreover, shipownewrs would be likely to try to obtain

a low ratio fox Q«-; in other words, a high value for D...
DLL LL
Thus, 1f only geometrical considerations were taken into acéount,

there was a grave risk that ship yards would build ships whose
superstructures were not strong enough.

He pointed out further that both 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.

Mr. ENDO (Japan) said that his delegation still stood by
the principle that the new net tonnage figures should be as close
as possible to the o0ld ones, and it therefore preferred the second
of the proposed formulae. '

Mr., GUPTA (India) pointed out that, with the first formula,
there was a risk that the volume of the water-ballast would be
deducted even when thellatter was non-~existent, as in the case
of a fully-loaded ore carrier. The working group should
therefore provide for a reagonable limit of deductible water-
ballast to avoid any such anomaly. '

Mr. RUSSEL (South Africa) stressed the importance of the
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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Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK), agreeing, said that was why his
delegation, though more in favour of the first formula, would
vote for the second one, which seemed to have greater support,
on the understanding that the working group would make a more
detailed study of the factor %5;,‘ which would doubtless enable
it to find a satisfactory solution,

Mr., PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out to the Indian representative
that the problem concerning water-ballast which he had mentioned
would apply to the second formula too,‘but in neither case could
the deduction for water-ballast exceed 50 per cent, 1f a minimum
limit for net tonnage were fixed at 30 per cent of the groéé
tonnage.

Mr., XELLY (USA) explained that the working group had not
taken that limit into account in its calculations but had been
able to establish to what ships it would apply.

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said that, contrary to that view
maintained by several delegations, it was not certain that the
second formule 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
1L » ‘
admitted that the results of its calculations were questionable,

as they had dnly been based on a sﬁali number of shipé whibh
did not include cdertain types of ships at all. =~

" Whichever formula were chosen, it was likely that the standard
deviations would, at best, be in the region of 8 per ceunt, which
would in any event entail different treatment Tfor existing

ships and new ships.



- 12 -

TM/CONF/C.2/5R.19

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:
D
=AxXxD X =
LL DLL

or simplified:
NP = AxX=xD

" In other words, net tonnage would be the product of the displace-
nent and the coefficient AXK. The two formulae were therefore
equivalent, but the first was much simpler.

If the second formula were adopted, the French delegation
would reserve its position in regard to the factor D until it
had been defined by the working group. LI

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) supported the view expressed by the
renresentatives of South Africa and the United Kingdom, and
thought the Committee should make an 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 formule which would be acceptable
to many countries, and the Swedish delegeation would therefore
support the compromise solution.

Mr. MURPHY (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. Hevertheless, the formulae before the Committee
were adequate to enable it to take a decision, and the United
States delegation would vote for the formula based on volume.

The CHAIRMAN called on the Committee to decide between the
two formulae.

At the request of Mr., de JONG (Netherlands) a roll-call vote

was_taken.
The CHAIRIMAN asked memhers to indicate individually the
formule for which they were voting.

Poland, having been drawn hy lot by the Chairman, was
called upon to vote FTirst. The result of the vote was as

follows:

In favour of the first formula: DPoland, Portugal, Spain,
United Arab Republic, Venezuela, Argentina, Belgium, Bragil,

France and Kuwait,

In favour of the second formula: South Africa, Sweden,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great
Britein and Worthern Ireland, United States of America, Yugoslavia,
tustralia, Bulgariea, Canada, China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Tederal Republic of Germeny, Finland, Chana, Gieece, India,
Ireland, Israel, Itely, Japan, Liberia, Mexico, NeW'Zealénd,

Jigeria, Forway and Philippines.

Abstentions: ITetherlands.

The second formula was adopted by 27 votes toAlO with

1 abstention.

The CHAIRIALN reminded members that, in order to enable the
working group to continue its study of the formula which had

SNOILdIHOS3A vZV1d
'sse7-3 Buisn 10} NoA uey |
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passenger term shculd be calculated on the basis of the volume
of passenger space or of the number of passengers. The guestion
was the subject of a note by Denmark (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.30).

He thought he was 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.

Mr. GUPTA (India), concurring, said that the term %%

proposed for the number of unberthed passengers would apply
very satisfactorily to pilgrim ships.

The Committee decided by 32 votes to one that the passenger
term should be calculated on the basis of number.

The CHAIRVAN said he would also like the Committee to decide
whether the coefficient to be applied to the number cof passengers
should be so calculated that the line representing the passenger
term in the greph would run below the majority of the points
representing ships; if so, virtuelly no passenger ship would
have its net tonnage increased, with the exception of ferries
and United States ships.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) agreed that in that respect his country's
rules differed from most other regulations. The adoption of
the solution suggested by the Chairman therefore seemed to hinm
reasonable, and he would abstain if the question were put to

the vote.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UK) pointed out that the graph in
TM/CONTF/C.2/WP.5C had been prepared on the basis of a limited
selection of passenger ships and that the question called for
greater reflection because, if the line in question were 100
low down on the graph, it might encourage port authorities to
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increase their dues. He accordingly propcsed that the decision
be deferred until the next meeting. ,

Mr. GUPTA (Indiz) supported that proposal.

It was so decided.,
The CHAIRMALT asked the Committee whether it considered
that a minimum net tonnage should he fixed in order to obviate

any abuses made possible by the factor %n—. If so, he thought
LL
that in the light of the information supplied by the working

group, the minimum could be fixed at 30 per cent of the gross
tonnage.

Mr. CHRISTIAITSEN (Morway) said he would prefer 25 per cent.

Mr., de Jong (WNetherlands) was afraid that any such limit
would penalize shelter-declt shins.

Mr. MURRAY SHMITH (UX), supported by Mr. GUPTA (India),
expressed the view that if the limit were fixed at less than
20 per cent, the levying authorities might be led to calculate
their duves on other, even less favourable bases.

lr, PROEASKA (Denmark) shared that view, which he supporied
with figures relating to passenger ships.

The CHAIRIIAN proposed that a minimum net tonnage value

be fixed; calculated on the basis of gross tonnage.

That proposal was adonted unanimously.

Mr., 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 working group.
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My, de JONG (Fetherlands) thought the percenfage should
vary according to the size of the ship, as the lower net tonnage ,
limit ought to be higher for big ships than for small ones.

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

It was so decided. l

The meeting rose at 12.35 p.m.
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';7 fAGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED g"*

 TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON.TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
3 _' CAND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (w/oow/o,
S DM/CONE/C. 2/2 TL/CONF/WP 19 35) :
';'(cont1nued)

Mr..PROHASKA (Denmark) noted that 50° far the Worklng _
'f'Group had been sﬁudylng the questlon of %he depth of ‘a- vessel

_  leﬁ relatlon £o: one" of the two ex1stlng Load Llne Convenﬁlons
’   (1930 and 1966),' Te Droposed that a s;mpler soluﬁlon would
obe tor deflne ‘the load line ag elghty—f1Ve per cent of the

_'fﬁshlp depth to uppermost deck and to construcﬁ “the fo mila f; ff'°fo S
__j;;(H/O 85 D, ) 1, where w = 2 67 %, to take account of the ff7 :”'*"" o
'Vf jsma1ler shlps0 Anothér m0581b111ty wms to droep the O 85 term 5

h  and make allowance for 1t 1nstead 1n the caefflclent Adn the s

o formula NT = A(VC) +¥f %N o1 P B He suggestod “that the

' ”Teohnlcal Oommlttee should 1nsﬁruct the Worklng Group to

'con51der that p0351b111tv.-:;-~-f

The CFAIRMAN commented thﬂt cven w1th that Solutlon, the

_matter of defininhg the uppormost deck together w1th the

 :prob1emS ﬂoted by the French delegqtlon at the prev1ous m“etlng: fjrff*5*

ol the Commlttee stlll remalned.

Mr. MURR Ne bMITH (UK) sunportod the 1dea expressed by

”13 Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) bui suggested that 1nsﬁead of 0, 85 D
S the’ term D alone be useds ' th@re was. thmn no need for an'””

'Jifiluequalwty fo”mula 51nce H/D was bound to be 1esg thaﬂ unlty._;f_ffffff}

CMr. PROHASKA(Denmark) replled thaﬁ in that cage: the

e coufflc¢ent A woald stlll have to be ad3usted and the uppermost”f "
:3"deck st1¢1 deflned.-~ e ' R




'_ ;9.4*4:: o

- The" CH&IRM&N p+oposed th t the Commlttee should glve 8
'vﬁbromd mqndate ~to the Worklng Group to 1nvest1gatu all_upnroaches o

R

' 5to the problem of sth ) d@pth and to bear lﬂ mind the. need to

 :avo1d snomalies in the future desmgn of uppcrmost decks.

It was_go 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/WP.30) | ' '

Mr, PROHLSKA (Denmark), supported by Mr. MURRAY SMITE (UX),
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 pesition of the line and 1eave
- the matter of actual figures to the Working Group.

The CHAIRMAW proposed that the Working Group should
immedintely re-open its investigation of the passenger
correction term and the definition of ship's depth.

It was so ag*aed

The CH&IRMAN rucapltul ated thaﬁ the Cowmlttee had yet %o
decide how to define cargo spaces and how to me%sure them,

Mr. SOLDA (Italy) p01nted 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 Committee should maintain the
“priaciple of measuring all spaces as f%r ag possible to The
'*moulded lines, '

Mr, CUNNINGHAM (USA) said that 1nit1a11y his delegation  [.
Thad 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 -

L mM/CONF/C.2/SR.20



'wa1th ihe Unlted States delegatlon but Spuleled that to-; T-

15;4151+
fthe mouldud 11p S of thu ves sajg or to thﬂ st l plqtlng of the ~{"'
[boundasy bul Kheed 1n all oases, the%eog MVOLdLng any . poss;ble   1_ 
reductions. 1“c;r 1nsu1atlon, for llﬁhtwelght 1nne* bulkheads,,,jﬁ”' 5

-: f0r de“p tanks in LNG currkers or’ for Drcssurc vesse*s 1n
7-LPG carrlers. ";”521“" S e SR _

Mr, WILSO"\T (U}&), suppgrt@d ‘by MI‘.: SIMPSON (hberla), agraed'_-:-

'?f]eilmlna+e any conquLOn the bulﬁhe%d should be measured to the .

'73 f1nner structural boundary of thw vessel._

Wr. GUPT (Indla) usknd whetber it was proposed to- mpqSure.; {f _,ﬂﬂ
  al1 types of cargo spaces,_(ary and 110uxd) ‘in all_types:of:_ G

-frcarrler, in. the same way._;,:

Thb CHAIRMAR observed thqt the agrbement was tc measure cargo"
g pﬁces ¢n 311 CQSGS to thelr moul&ed boundques. j" ' '

He proposed that tho Commlttep should also agrbe on the ;

". '1nc1us1on of a clause in thc rcgul ElOHS to the effect th%t 1f ;-f"

- any vessbl were T"ound to be C%rrylng CMTQO in spaces not

desmgthed as cargo qpuces,'extra tonnage would be aaded to tho*ffﬁ.f-’"”

 : _tonﬁqge chtlflcata of thc shlp untll such tlmo as 1t ch nged ffi"'

.h?ndSQE

s Nr. DE JONG (Neth@rlands) sald he undurstood th t double
"fbottoms would rot be 1no¢uded in careo spaces wnd as ed whetheriy

'* f_bllges would be 1ncluded or not

- WILSOW (UK) suggestud that thb deflnltlon adopted by i
..thb Unlted Klngdon mlght ‘be useful, v1z 'f"Curgo spaces are 811 ]5;  ]fff

il

”"jspaces below the uppermost dbck fitted or adapted for bhe

:”'carrlage Of gOOde llQUldS or gds ln bulk Whloh are not Shlp S Ef;h

 ::ﬂ'storus, buﬁknrs or. ballast ".;].f';x S

Y,




hr ROO“UBLON (Fraﬁce) said that sneolal cons;deratlon was;‘"
 needed in the cage of refrlgerat;on shlps with their spe01a1 '
“insulation, and me*hane tankers, which. used ‘their cargo as fuel.

' He believed that although cargo should be determined according

-to its nature, its position within the vessel wag alsoc relevant.

The CHAIRVMAW said that the solution might be to stipulate
a higher %onnage for ships which were granted the privilege . .
of usding their own cargo for fuel., Otherwise the regulation
would have to take into considerafion all the different
possibilities.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that the eagiest method
would De to take cargo spaces to moulded lines, including fuel
tanks buit 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 CHAIRMAN pointed out that that definition would not
cover water ballast.

Mr, ROCGUEMONT (F¥rance) 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 spacés.' Two delegations had proposed including
fuel ¢il tanks which, being large, -would affect the formula
~to be p”@pared‘

~The CHAIRMAN said that the Working Group had been o

-uslng volume w1thout fuel 1n the coeff1c1ent._

Mr. GUNVINGHAM (USA) Sald that the main- dlfflculty
_ w1th fuel wag the outboard wing tanks aft and forward
of ‘the - englne room, whlch mlght be deflned as . spaces 1n"

'”"3: vTM/coNF/c Q/SR eo
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ﬁf_the v101n1ty Of cargo spaces.; The IMCO data on volumes

51 to be. added for tankefs referred to volumes in- “the tanker ffn; S

_.f ;cargo snace area,_ amely, the block of tonnage forward
of ‘the engine room ‘bulkhead. It could be indicated that

”fbunkers out31de the envlne room. would bc 1ncluded 1n the e

'_i;tomnage.‘j-r

‘";fwere normally of_small oapac1ty.

Mr. WILSON (UK) sald that 1t weuld be 1lloglca1 to

f71nclude 6il fuel or any other:bunkers in the ship's cargo spaoerf7fff.fﬁ
ﬁ{The Gommzttee was dlSCHSSlng the cargo, whlch was the ehlp s.&ﬁ-
"{ﬂpayload yut on board because the owner expected proflt from

_ e7de11vering 1t “for 1ts des 1nat10n.~ Ir there were any fear_quf_;f'”°:'
. that bunkers mlght be used. for oargo 1t could ve stated.
"[that 011 fuel bunkers on’ veseels such as’ tankere should

Sy ot be connected 1n any way w1th the shlp s carge llnee.;iffifle'ﬁ'ff:

_ Mr. DE JGNG (Netherlands) observed that plpe _ IRt
'°3f00nnectlons were easy to 1nsta11_and easy - to remove.; Bunkers :
;the p01nt was tofprevent

'exce351ve bunker Space belng taken 1nto account

g '{ Nr. OHR STIANoEN (Norway)-sald that cargo aﬂd cargo
5space_were real ﬁOb theoretlcal Inclu31on of bunkers or

.ﬁfe_fuel tanks would only glve rlse to further questlons and _'FFe’*°:'””

'femake matters more complzcated

- Mr..FILIP?OVICH (USSR) eald that fuel bunkers requlved
”1efor a Shlp should not be con81dered as cargo space and should

'3T_fnot be 1ncluded 1n the net tonnage.'fj;;g;“,,f

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that the real problem L
“jwas for the measurer. T was known that 011 carrlers used

””'fﬁewater ballast spaoes for 011 but who was to know whether

-estore rooms, fuel bunkers or water ballast spaces were belng

‘tl;uused for cargo°

| myoons/c.afsm.p0




| '.-..-_g -

‘The OPAIR&AB-Salﬁ %hat he had had tnat p01nt in mlnd

””:;1n suggestlng a penaity clause. - He 1nV1ted the Gommlttee:f:ufff'fﬁ'

:__ to vote on the- concept that fuel should not be 1ncluded o

Thefé-Wefe"BO”vqtéS"in-favour and 2 apainst.

. The CHATRMAY invited the Committee to vote on the '7
inclugion of a sentence to the effect that if an owner were

”'discovered'to‘be using the fuel tank for carge, the net tonnage
would be increassed by the volume of the fuel tank so used, until

the ship transferred ito another flag. The werding would be
left to the Drafting Group. ,

| 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, 2s _smended by the UK representatlve.

The CHAIRMAN, in reply to a questlon by Mr. DE JONG
(Netherlands), said that the problem of checking the spaces
should be left to the proposed worklng group on thé
tonnage certlflcate. C

f,,i%

. The CHAIRMAN, 4in the absence of volunteers,_suggested
that the guestion of cargo spaces should be referred to the
draftlng group, composed. of representatives of France, UK,
US4 and USSR, which should be instructed to prepare: ‘

(1) a definition of cargo space as the gpace to the moulded

- 1line of the structural boundarleu of cargo spacesg . (2) a
gdraft of “the penalty for abuse of ‘cargo’ space°  (3)'a*texti

-. for the exclusmon of fuel from cargc.‘,-f o

"It was 80 agreed, AT

': ﬁfTM/GoNF/c 2/SR 20.



._;qlnstructlons at the ‘proposed vorking group on the tonnage

' f cert1f1cate could’ lt

ihe OHAIRHnN 1nv1ued the Gcﬂmlﬁtee to con31de; 1tsff* |

'*ffceftlflcate. ‘The pLoblen of the draught femalned uo be settled_gff_ﬁff

o :Jhatevar Coef¢lcleﬂts were used, the tonna e wculd e related to{ L
. the Shlp s ac‘tual drmuuhi: since’ Only by checklnf the 'to_nnare

)

be ascertained whother the ship was sa111n~f }f;jﬁ

et ite correct or at a higher draught. Hence “the. draught shouldsif ff£

f‘ccrrespond to- dlsplﬁcement at the denomln tor in the tonﬂage
”;cesﬁlflcate.3iﬂjv*"'“ZQ_T'_ff_ ff:__.f'._ff e _ﬁ_ '
o Mr. DL JON” (Tetherlands)”'sugoested that 1t would be o
_]:Sufflclent EO record the nuuber of the nmtlonal loa@ 1lne _ jfgﬁ'*“
 5;cert1f1cate on the tonnabe certlflcate. S : B

_ Mr. GUPTA (Indla), refer: “ing to the problem of water bqllestﬁif?ff
"3[533ace, p01nted out that in a ship Wlth'm lerge number of wing

_” 7ﬁanks,'all of xhlch were oertlfled as water ballast spaces, the
']Tmeasurln uthOflty vould megsure only the spaces speolfled
'”VFby the owner ‘ag cargo spaces.;gg'” Fhg ST Lo

The OHAIRMJN sald that the penalty olﬁuse agreed upon i j77wT:'“;J

'fwould cover that 51tuqtlon, 51nce water balla it soqce used.

"“5for oarbo mould have to ppear om the tonnaﬂe cert1¢1cate.-:

: hr..GUITA (Indla) sald thqt he w 5 stlll not uatlsfled
jthat the problems such qs the carriage of fresh uauer for

“U_ ;cattle and the use of oil’ for a varlety of. purposes hﬂd bebn
_.fgotlsfactorlly resolved.__,j*7 R ' ' e

Mr. ROGQUJMONT (France), re;efrlng to the Netherlands

:_forepresentatlve’s coament sald that it woula not be - sufxlcleni
_...to indicate merely the niber of “the. freeboard ce r%lflcate on

. the tonnag e certl;loate.f.Thé_ﬁross tonnﬂne, net tonnabe and all:{g  g

'3i;othef flgu “eg relevant to the Iormula should also wppeas on the

'sztonnafe certlflcﬁte.;;- _,%£_- e




_ he CHALRHAN pOlnted ou% that for possenger shlps thefe
' ;shou1d nlso be a refereﬂce to the SOLAS cert1¢lcete..fl“ﬁ

Mr. OVJRGAAU (HetherlandS) Sald that since the ‘second .

" formu1a Yad been dhooen,_lt would be neceSSﬁry 0 83801fy on

' the tonnare certlflc vbe wll the- spaces capable of” contalnlng
11qu1d or dry cargo; otherwlse there would be ample opportunlty
"for manipulation.

The CHAIRVAN said that the Jorking Group could include
~that point in the penslty clause.

. Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stressed the need for simplicity.

_ Mr, WILSON (UE) drew attention to a four-page nodel

tonnage certificate which his delegation had prepared in the
light of comments made duying the discussions. The first page

- contained the gross or nct tonnage and space for iaformation

such as passenger numbeys 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 outiine had been altered. The fourth page listed the main

- spaces in'the gross tonnage, with descripticn, lengih and tonnhage.
A coluan could be added to that page showing the spaces included
in the net tonnage vith reference to numbers rocflected in the |
sketch. A tonnage certificate on those lines vwould wmeke it wvery
easy to check in cases where misuse of cargo space was suspected.

Mr. XKING (Kuwait) agreed that the spaces not included in

'-_:the cargo space should be listed on the tonnage certificate.

The carrlage of fresh wate referred to by the Indlan _
:_represenuqtzve, vias. essential when a shlp carried cattle but the'
-~ ‘spaces £0 used would otherx1se become ballast quces._”ﬁe

':“?wondered what such sp%ces should be called.'_j“-i” R
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e, GUPTA (Indla) sald thau in general e aﬂreed wltn the;f ; :f f
 ”Netherland5 on the neeq to list 21l poteﬁtlal carwo sgaces on_f::fiffgﬂ

the tonnabe cermlflcﬂt _ Slnce however, nanii ulatlon Was
"-wldesoread even where such spaces were llsted he urbed that

”5i'spe01al menﬁzon should be made of water spaoes.f' fats

Mr._HABACHI (Observer, Suez Cenal Authorlty), speaklng

'-'at the J.mrtl.“ba“tlon Of e Gha:l_rman, stJ_essed e Abed Fop i e

"”Tmuch detall as pou81ble on- the tonna e certlflcate.:lﬁa.:_s~f5'5s' 

Nr. ROCQULMGNL (France) enoulred what would be the: p081tlonﬁf:

'"n]'of new shlps, whose cert1¢1cate would show both the old aﬂd the'f"

_.new nonnafa durlnﬂ the tran51t10n perlod.

: The S CRELARY replled that' in accordance W1th Artlcle 3,

88 agreed by the General Committee (page 3 of TH/CONF/C.1/WE, 11)"'-~““

 ” the ‘regulations in Annéx I. would apply to new. ShlPS-Q Hence new -

' shlps would be: measured 1n accordance w1th the new Conventlon o
V'as soon as. 1t cume 1nto lorce.i5“~- TR BRI AP :

e ' The CHAI?HAN 1nv1ted volunteers for membershlp of the'  _ff*
=;Jorklﬂﬂ Group on the tonnawe certlLlcate.:ja_I*' '

The represeﬁbatlves of France, the Netherlands, Norway,

":UK USA and USSR hav1ng volunteered, he sugdested that the.

“3f__fWorklng Group should be establlshed WIth that memberohlp.u__,1 f : S

It was 50 aﬁ~

The meetlnv rose at 4 lO P m,, Q’3I:”
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- _Origlnal.. FRENCH
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FOR PARTICIPANTS ONLY

. INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE om’ o
.g__LONNAGE MEASUREMENT, 1969
echnlcal Commlttee :

'”1 PROVISIONAL SUMMARY RDGORD OF THE TJENTYwFIRST MBETING“_;;[;]:ff'
held at Ohurch House, Westmlnster Lonéﬂn, S W, l., .1;5 ;¥ﬁ,f
- -;.- on Frlday, 13 June 1969, at 9 45 a. m,..__t o

o chairmani;_jff;,# ﬁf Mr. F. SPINELLI (Italy)
’”:}:JSecretary:i Typ; fQV Mr. Y. SA&AMURA : :

'L 1ist of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.1/Rev.l

"1ff N;B.UJGoffe6%idné"to:béfiﬂédrporatéd'iﬁffhé-finélféumﬁéryniéédfdfT'

~of ‘the' meeting should be submitted in writing (two copleg]“'

im French or Engllsh), preferably on +the. provisional

summary record, to the Documents Officer, Commi ttee Roqm 2f”ff ff

and after the Conference to the INCO Secretariat, 22

';yBerners Street London, W 1.,_not later than 8 Julv i969._ :f  
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7_ Agenda item 4-m Gons;deratlon and Dreparatlon o
. of proposed technical regulationg

" on tonnage measurement and tonnage.

certificates {continued)
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:*feAGeNDA ITEM 4 -  CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED

- TBCHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TCNNAGE MEASUREMENT e
3*.1AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONW/O 2/wr 37)
~s;(cont1nued) e _ _ i

The CHAIRMAN propoeed that the Gommlttee ehould exemlne the

;eecond drafr of the- regulatlone for- determlnlng grose and net _ﬁff;ff

tonnages of shlpe (TM/GONF/C Z/NP 37)
_j.'Regulatlon 1 '

_ Mr..GANTIOQUI (Phlllpplnee) propoeed that the end of
- paragraph 1 ehould be amended to read. ;"oonelet of groee end net

'f_Draftlng Oomm:ttee to that po;nt,_ o

"'Reguletlon 2 R R R R L S
| Mr. ROGQUEMONT (France) felt that, before oonelderlng the_ls'

"f_flret two definitions’ (upper deck and moulded depth), . it would

be advisable to wait until the Working Group had made a more’

B rfthorough etudy of the factor %m contained in’ the formula arpreved
| ~the prevxoue day: (eee TM/CONF/LLC 2/8R. 19) | For the time being,

'd;indeed those deflnltlone applled only: to Shlpe w1thout a free_ﬁ;:;r
_';boerd mark but they mlght have to be amended ae e reeult of the ,r.;
B Worklng Group 5" flndlngs,_L__,._ . _ e

The OHAIRMAN eteted that he would draw the ettentlon of the j,li“'*

s, LEIBENFROST (Yugoelavxe) coneldered thet the 1eet eentence'dfff

' tof eub—paragreph (a) of paregreph 2(a) was' not clear and. gave

rige to unnecessary oompllcatlone._, He therefore euggeeted elther;ffﬁﬂﬁ

'”}dfdeletlng thet sentence or. amendlng the text by eubetltvtlng S
MO . the prolongatlon of the 51de;.;3'for the words "toe elde of eftf;*

';}_the keel,

Mr.-SASAMURA (Gommlttee Secretary) ooxnted out thet the‘j____;taw"

__floeflnltlon of- moulded depth was reproduced word for word from the
_ _'deflnltlon glven in the Oonventlon on Toad Llnee" 1t would
*Tdtherefere be dlfflcult to change 1t._. '




];;;f4,gg3'

i . Mr..WILSON (UK) shared that v1ew, although he felt that the _.”:
'_Tdeflnjtion 1n questlon was not very clear,;f;' o

Mr.lP“REIRA (Bra211) wzshed “the express¢on "mldshlp sectlon”7

'";fto be replaced by "athwartshlp sectlon” :

M, GUPTA (Indla) szid . that he, too, could suggeut amendmﬂnts

 ybut that he supported the opinien expressed by the Committee

“ Secretary and the United Kingdom representutive.

The CHATRMAN proposed that the Coumittee should approve
paragrcph (2)(a) in the form in which it was drafted in the
document,

It was so decided,

Mr. GUPTA (India), referring to paragraph 3(s), propssed that,
in order to cobviate 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 clesedV.

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said that he shared the Tndian
representative's concern but felt that the text of submparagraph
(a), in the form in which it was drafted, was satisfactory in
that respect, If it gave rise to doubts, however, il should be
made clearer,

Mr, WILSON {(UK) thought it was difficult to draft a text
ezcluding all possibility of abuse. It was for the Administration
.“to be vigilant and, for instancse, 1o inspect whether hatchways
were provided with cleats for lelng covers that were not there.-

7 '5At all events, to prevent ‘the case mentioned by the representatlve

: of Indla*from oceurring in the "tween-deck, whicn ‘was guite ‘& ]
__';p9881b111ty, the words "on or above the upper deck" which haé ':'
. figured.in an earlier text gnd had been dele*ed, shoul& be*‘-fﬁ .

'::fﬁrelntroduced in paraﬂraph (3)(b)

" .]TM/GGNF/c;é/SR;éli}&.,[_



Mr. SOLDA (It31Y) sug ested that tne end of paragraph (3)(a);“,:vf}7

i __should be replaoed by ‘the WOI‘@S "lf 'the openlngs '”‘e llable_to__be'-:;.'_‘{-_"_"___'; i
"';'_.closed" i ERDERISSE SR _ _ : D s U R

of Paragrdph (3)(a), from the words Mir means are prDV1ded...'3jjff 

 T mlght give rise to dlfflCHltlES and should therefore be deleted
_;What should be avalded in any case was’ that an openlﬁg should make

'7__1t p0351b1e for the whole of a space to be exempted 1nsﬁead of

| 'ff_P@rt of :it. The deletlon he proposed presented ne. drawback for féf"*"

| 'gparagraph (2)(b) Speleleﬂ all the spaces to Wthh the exemptlon

_applled and . the clause 1n questlon was a repetltlon of what was

. _gsa1d under (b; 1)

o Mr.fWILSON (UK) was opposed %o the deletlon of that phrase ,"
' cwhlch, in the vzew of the Worklng Group, serve& to establlsh a
1 -very 1mportant pr1n01ple. : ' o T '

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said b thought that ‘the Last part'

MThe- OHAIRMAN wondered whether there was not a contradlctlon Cid

'i between sub- paragraph (a)" and sub- paragraph (b) for, in the’

~case of an opening in the_’tween-deck “Under the former sub—' ”" i

f*paragraph, the whole deck would be exempted from measurerent and

_;L,.under the: latter, only the spaoe below the onen;ng would be: ,_,_

"’fj eXempted

Mr;_ROCQUEMONT (Franoe) sald he shared the concern of the

':°'   Netherlands representatlve but-=eared that the deletlon of the" S
cend of sub paragraph (a) mlght make the ﬁeflnltldn Toe restrlctlve.jTﬁhf

.'-  a roofless sun ~deck situated in the superstructures;(whlch was often3 fif

”3_-tc be found ln llners) WOuld then be 1ncluded ln the measurement

Nr. ROSELL (Denmark) supported the suggestlon made by the

__” ’Netherlands representatlve as, if the phrase were retalned the
"’ifcargo spaces of shlps w1th no hatchway COVers would be exemptea

. TWOONR/C.2/SR.2L




']' “T67;7 '

'5,TheTCHAERMAN thoughf,fhéf}fif %hé;Cdmmitfeefacce§tédTfhe

'ETNeﬁhéflénds_Prbpdéal,]it*shbui&jeneure_thatﬂthe:éxpresSion'”

""not'ﬁroVi@éd"with'méané'df'cloéing“,'whjoh“GCCurréd'iﬁikhe Z.'

,_Fr f1fth and sixth. lines of sub-paragreph (b)( Y(1), applied to.
¢ the whole of that sub~paragraph

_ _ Mr. KHABUR (USSR) thought that any p0581b?e sbuse 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",

Mr. ROCQUEMOKT (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-
peragraph (b) should permit of the unwarranted exemption of

space situated opposite an opening.

Mr., WILSON (UK) stated that the authors of the draft

” bef0fe the Committee had token =s their basis the rules applied

by the authorities of the Panama Canal. Those rules had never
given rise to any difficulties and did not encoursge the

- building of “undesirable" ships. ngffing out from the
concert that any space the openings of which were provided

oo with means of closingl!w-s to be considered as an enclosed space,
'--they nad sought to define enclosed spaces and not open spaces.

R - Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands, remarked that the last two lines
-7;fof sub- -parsgraph (a) were liable to lead to mlsundergtandzngs,

| “_whereas their deletion could do no harm,

The CHA RMAN thought the’ deietlon feaq1b1e, plOVldad that o

"; :the necessyry clause was added to sub—paragraph (b)

e fm/ddm?/d 2/SR.21



5 Wr.-GUPTﬂ (Indla) wau in favour oi the womdlng propoued by' ﬁff:;ff{
'fthe de]egdte of the: USSW Whlch praotlcally met the. w1shes of the

" ",fepresentat1ves of Italy and France'and also seeme& llkely %o R

- ;fsatwsfy the Nuthef7ands reprCScntatlve,__;gﬁ e

Mr DE JOKG (Neth@rlaﬂds) commented that th iepgthy _ _ S
' dlscu531on which had’ ta{en p]acelwas suff1C1enﬁ GVWdEECe of thﬂ'g f;uﬁQ5;

:5f;fact uhat the phrase in quest1on night give rise to dlffloultles,ff;fj ﬂ:;

‘It would be Detter to o set out tnose conceﬁts clcarly 1n sub~3

j:paragraph (b), as the ChaLrHan hud suggbsted

The CHATRMAN noted that it sesmed to be u:ﬁanlmously agreed
that only the"tweon—deck spaces. S1tu@ted bGIOW'openlngs should:;r"'

   be exemptea.__ A prov1so should - thor&fore be- 1nserted ln sub—:

 Nparagraph (b) afabr the words "as encWOSed spaces" as follows

'.; "un1bss means’ arc prov1ded for 01051ng the oponlngs“ or ”1f the

-*shlp s constructzon does not permlt of thelr belng olosed ”

'Vﬂ Nr. WILSON (U ) sugges 2d thc wordlng ﬁlf;nofmeans”are;¥ffffif”fffﬁﬁ

| ﬂ proV1ded for ClOSng the openlngs "'-*’ _
o o %ﬁ& B R P
mhL OHAIRMAN propaseq tha% 1t should be 1cft to the Draftlng

;Commlﬁtee to prepare a flnal text lncormoratlng 1n sub= paragraph(b)  €f

' _f(b) the 1dea MiHat thﬁ opeﬂlngs 1ot prov1dbd w1th mbanu-of _
:fjfc1051ng and thﬂt(thb shlp E constructlon doos not purmlt of thelr
. being clo cd" and that the 1ast two lines of sub parﬂgraph (a)

*(from the woras'”enclosed Space” onwards) should be deleted H_g f {f ﬁa
' It was ‘soidecided. ' : i S S

i Nr. Db JONG (ﬁotherlaids) sald tha+ on. constructlonal grounds-”' :"

f;ghe would havb 1;ked to sce the pr0v1510nﬂ of sub paragraph (b) (l), _;;z
_jﬁgovernzng the. helght of the openlng, replaced by a. prov181on '_ F
”” rbstr1ct1ﬂg it to 1OO per cent of the width of the opening. }”Butj[jff

  =H he agreed W1th the Chalrman, who sald that that formula mlght | e
__ §: ig1Ve 01tber OXC@DSLVG or 1nadequate rpsults and’ mlgﬂu well ﬂlve'f3 SN
"'*_fTrlse to anOlVed argument 'and he woulu WLthdraw hls proposal

o TM/GONF/OE/SRﬁ




_ Wlth regafd to sub pacdgraph (b) L)(j), he wondere d what o
f-_would hﬁnpon in the cuse of an opem woll scparatlng two spaces,_”'
I only one of whlcn was exc“ud d

_ | Nr OnbARLBMRE (France) remdrred that uh@ d1¢flou1ty arose
fin,pgft from the use of the expression "open well' +0. designate

'7_a_space cutting,the deck from side to side between Iwo super-

:sfructures, whereas one would have assumed that there could only
be a "well' if the two superstructures were jolned by complete
bulwarks. He would prefer to see the sub~paragraph drafted as
follows: |
| "Where a completely open interval separateé any

two spaces ... "

_ Mr. WILSON {UK) thougnt that the last objection raised by
Mr. de Jong might be 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 the French text, since British shipping men found the
expregsion "open well" perfectly comprehensible.

The CHAIRVAN asked whether the concept of the "open well!
applied to the case where two supersiructures were joined by
bulwarks of the same height as the supersiructures. Would not
that interpretation contradict the provisions of sub-
raragraph (b)(iv)?

Mr, HABACHI (Observer, Suerz Canal Authority) said that under
the Suez Canal rules the exemption required a break in the
covering and the walls, 1n other words, a oomplgte separqtlon
;o; ‘the two superatructures.'

Mr LETBEHFQO 1 (YuboslaV1a) COHSLdﬂred that the concept of

'"- ;the ”opeﬁ well" app71ed whether the two . superstructurbs weref"'

'::f;301ned by bulwavks or by open guard rails,

o mw/comw/c.2/sRi2l
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Mr..WLLSON (UA) Suggested overcomlng the def;CHlt&@S by f" 

o f;addzng sketches to- the final %extsajj The helgh of the bulwarks*_f*fgj
© seemed to him to be’ 1mmater1a¢ for the appllcatlon 5F the o

: *provzulous o Sub- para ropﬂS-( Y(3) and (lV) were not

'Qﬂ;contradlctory, because they de%lt with different’ problems.;:f j$fqufff

Illustrmtlmg hls remarks W1th a skeuch ‘he showed that the
;exemptlon granted for exumple, to A certain ‘part of 5 poop or
Vgangway ad301nlng an open well would dppend entlrelv on the-

  relat1on between the breﬁdth Of the opon wezl (the dlstaqce__' B

 T fbetween tke two Superstructuros) and half the breadth’ of the deck;ﬁi;;;
--_;but the ex1stence of bulwarks played no pcrt in dECldlﬁg whether"ﬂ ?¥E

"-Qan exemptlon were posSs 1b1e.

M DE JONG (Netherlunds) proposed ﬁhut in order to dVOld

' -}dlffzoulules, the words'"consldered u,s enclosed spaces and shall

: not therafore be" shou d be deletnd from llne& 2 and 3 of sub—_g:
_paragraph (b) ' i

It was 50 de01dc

Mr,:CABARIBERE (Frqnoe) p01nted out another ar%ftlng

  ”d1ff1cu1ty In (b)(v) the word- "redan” was used for the

"' :Lng11sn word Hpecess"~i Slnce an 1n51de space was concerned, R

'[lb would have been better to usc the word "HlChG"

CMr. uRUYER (Flnland) Sald ne “did not’ fully understand the e e

: meaﬁ1ng of +he flLS+ sentence of (b)(ll)

S The CHAERMAN'saWd he Nould submlt the verlous obse¢vatlons

. On paragraph (3) to- the Draftlng Commlttee and would ask che _ﬁ  ﬁ_. _

79ﬁSecrntar1at to take particular account of the French

'-representatlve g ﬁomments when draW1ng up the French text

. ﬁ:;Paragraph 4 (TN/OONF/C 2/WP 37)

My, YJ SHANG LZ (Ghlna) wondered whpther 1+ mlght not be e

"“3necessary £5 1ncludc A Qeflnltlon 0f ”berthed passengers”_and

 f”unberthed passengers” in’ th@ paragr@ph becauqe that dlstinctlonj?w'lw

'=f fwas madc in Rbgulxﬁlon 4 on paga 7 of - the sama ‘document Sl
S T : e ' TM/OONF/U.E/SR 21 ;;:ygg




| The CHATRMAN agreed that the uexlnlulrn was not 1rc1uaea in

.:fparagrapa 4 of Regulati on- 2y “But said that was. pfeC¢ser becabse_ 

it had been considered that the details eiven in. Regulaﬁloﬁ 4,-
.  on pape 7, would suff?ce.j?_ R R _"__' S

| M. WASTIEWSKT (Polend) proposed that, in the interests of
E=Simpllcluy,.where a ship carried not more than 12 passengers in
accommodation other than cabins, that sccommodaticn should not

 be included in the tonnage calculations.

Mr. GUPTA (India) felt that the reference on page 7 was not
~enough and that some definition of "unberihed 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 carvied
in accommodation cther than cabins should be fixed at 8, It
such cther accomnodation contained fewer than 8 persons, then
those persons should be considered as cabin PasSsCeNgers.

_ Mr. KHABUR (USSR) said he thought the difficulty asrcse from
“the fact that the term employed was incorrect.  Instead of

“unberthed passengers" -~ a concept which was now out of date -

- the term "passengers without cabvins" should be employed, and |
tiiat expression could theh be daflned as applying to Ya passenger

provided with a separate berth in accommodation capable of

holding a meximum of 8'personsu

Mr. KING (Kﬁwait) considered that the term "passengerst®
should apply to any fare-paying person.

_ Mr. MURRAY SHMITH (UK) thoughu that under the terms of -
-g-paragranh 3 tnat lnterpretatzon would in fact be correct but _*
ﬂ}he too felt that the concept of “unberthed passengc“s” was : _

_7 omtdated T4 would in fact be preferable To di st¢ngul%h three.

Effsorts of pnssemgers on page 7 of the document, nqmely°
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"72: ffilf¥  r3

=

'*h3 N2_ mumber of genulnolj unbgrth@d passnngé'é;f_  f”77’5
: ~(e.g. aboard. CfOoS Chan 1el Shlpa)__ .

-Il

ﬁumber of pdsseﬁgers lh cablws _ e
numb@r of pu%oengers in dormltorles SRRt

.i}'

o .t Mr. GUPTA (Indla) Sald nm was brOale 1m awreement With the S
:,-Unlted Klﬂgaom pTOpOSai NﬂlCﬂ would cover all the- p0851b111t1cs,_r  <”
',but though% 1t ‘might’ perhaps be: prefurable o replace N by N i

.:: 5 51n the f01mul a on page 6 of ducumeﬂt TM/CONF/C E/WP 37

o Wr DE TONG (Netaerlands)*wondercd whether, in. that cése. 1t g
_ -5m1ght not pe?haps be- neCﬂssary,”ln the case of unbertned pesuengers,}ga
'f to keep ‘the tatal number shown on. the snfety certlflcate ' i

The Oﬂ;lRMAN thoaght th<re wUu¢6 be no obgbctlon to addlng
.t~a Pnrase on the ““nOb uf‘f‘"as 1nd108t9d by the whlP s SRfCﬁy .
ﬂ_”certtf*cmte mo R

. Mr GUPTn (Indxa) sald hO.W'uld orefor the follow1ng wwrdlng
 j"ihe Pumber OP p%bsong@fS;_ﬁs ccrt¢fled by the ﬂdmlnlstratlcn and
fshown on the salp‘w safctj Cﬂrtlflcateon _:_;. ;:_:_ L _. _...
Tae GHATRMAN propoged that the Committee adopt the t@rm 1; ”'“*"

"aﬁ + N T% in the formala far net tonnage, “ﬁ;;
' It Wwas 80 d901ded

: Mr. KHABUR (USSQ) oposed that the Cowmlttee n@tlfy the |
“  WOrilﬂg Group 1mmedlately of thas chlSlOn, whlch mlght qlter S

”-g; Paragraph 5

Mru ROCOU&MONT (Fl&ncb) Uroposed thau oon31écraulon of tne

"-_pera aph should ve rostricted LOT the' tlme belnv to the flrsﬁ

o four llPCS Changes-*n the usp to whlch certaln 8paces were:_'
put mlght 1nvolve ‘a changc of tonna e, pussxbly aCCJmpdnled by
'a change of drﬂught ' S L ' : T

.'-i-fTM/CO§F/dgE/SRl21 f_ ¢:] ;?f f;
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| | _'ur. CURNINGHAM (Usn)-femihded the COmllttee tﬂat théftextffﬁ-"' '
© had ‘given rise to- o len gthy'debatc;. “On the one hand, the

‘gefinition took no. account of the prOV1S7OHS consuncd aboard- the
_'shipg_' On'thc ctner_aand,_lﬁ.had.been_thougnt that_those spaces:;
. should be identified by permanent merkings, making it possible

'7f;tb:carry out certain checks, and %o apply certain penaltics

where there were changes of use which had not been reported,

The CHAIRMAN thought that consideration cf that wording

"ghould be deferred until the Commititee came to study Regulation g, .

which dealt with +the matter.

Request for instructicns by the Chailrman of the Worklﬁg Group
on Tonnage Certificates.

Mr. SE&GO (UK) stated that the Working Group necded certal
instructions to pe 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 transifional period,
the tonnage certificate should show the tonnage figures resulting
from the old and from the new systems.. The Working Group was

askirig for insitructiocons on those two points.

Mr. ROSELL (Eenmark) wondered whether those guestions,
which might have certain legal aspects, should not be put to the
General Committee.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Working Group in gquegiion

-;_w as in L&Ct a Working Group of the Technloai Committee.

o Wro ROCQUEMONT {(France) recalled that the Frencn delegatlon
_  ]had mage - specific bfoposqls in that connexwon..: They- would be
C found.;n THM/CONF/3, at pages 17 to 20. His: delegatlon did - :

 mH/CONF/G.2/SR.21



":a 1ndeea take thm view that Forial certaln tran51tlon%1 pﬁrlod ~fj-5f5

S for eXﬂmnle, ten ycbrs.-f tonnage cartlflc%ﬁes should contain

'73;both scts of flguresa': HoWever, 1t left” it ‘to the operators: of

;'  the system to con31der the dabe of appllCuthﬁ of the new_5 fU_  j;a: 

'Vtonnages

Mr._CHRLSTIANSEN (Norwuy) sald he pqrtly shmfed the Trench¥f fj;i5;

VIrepreaenﬁetlve S Oplnlon but was afrald that tne lﬂClHSlon of
'fdual tonnugem_m1ght glve rlse to some dlffmcu?tles

Mr DE JONG (Wetnerlands) ap provbd of the 1nuentlou of

f:the French delevatlon. Howevor, since the 1dea was o Keep theiﬁ'”l"'

;;new tonnage figures as close as pOSSlble to the old ones, WQuld

it et be fea81b1e fom Shlps to rctaln the S tonnage flgures ;    __“

:3 on the C@Ltlflcatb durlng that perlod°

_ Mr,_HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authomlty) proposed that
_{the tonnage oalculatlons Should be appendod as an annex to the

'"7_:tonnage certlfLCﬂte 1tself

S The OHAIRMAN’Sald ‘he foarod thp Coumlttee was depqrtlng
"from 1ts tnrms of refcrence.. . L SR o

.agmhe meetlng Tose at 12 35 p M. j*f'
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AGEHDﬁ ITEM 4 -~ CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATIGN OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULLTIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONR/6; -
T™™/CONF/C,2/WP.37 and WF,38; TM/CONF/C 1/WP 11
and 4dd.1) {(continued)

International Tonnage Oorhlflcate (contlnued)

Mr. OLSEN (Norway) said that although it had some sympathy
with France's_V1ews, his delegation was wholly opposed to the
idea of embodying two sets of figures‘in the tonnage certificate.
Existing ships should continuc to operate until expiry date.
under the natibnal tonnage certificates in foroe, and the owner
should have the option of requesting re—measurement according
to thn new regulations.

M™e CHATRMAN agreed that EXlStlng ships, including those
of the open/closed shelter-deck type, should continue to use
the national certificates, with maintenance of the privileges

enisyed under bilateral agreements, The point at issue was
wietiner the Working Group on the Tonnage Certificate should
cencern itself solely with new ships or should make prov151on
in thne certificate also for existing ships that mlght be
re-measured according to the new regulations.

Mr, FOTIADIS (Greece) said that the main obstacle to
unification in tonnage measurement had been the difficulty of
evolving a system that wbuld‘giVé”figures'élosély approximate
to present tonnages. That obstacle had now been removed and
the juStification'seémed to be slight for embodying two sets’

" of Piguresin the tonnage certificate; representing the tonnages
‘as calculated undeér the existing and ‘under the new rules. Double
work would be involved for the administration ahd,nwheré the
‘scrvices of the classification societies had to be called updﬂ,
possibly.double charges on ‘the owner. ‘He was therefore égainst the
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idea of introducing such a complication and was likewise opposed to
the suggestions that sketches and details of all calculations
involved should be attached to the certificate. Since such
requirements 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 considered that
the certificate to be drafted should be intended only for new

- ships and fthat, for existing ships, the certificates in force ,
should continue %o be used. It was inconceivable that, through- _/

Y

TN
\

out the transitional period, measurement according to both the
new and the o0ld regulations should be required 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 appreeiate the
arguments adduced but was still apprehensive of the effect on
relations between pert authorities and ship-owners of showing
for new ships only the tonnages‘as calculated under the new RN
regulations; for if that were done, the port auvthorities would —
he obliged to apply the new tonnages immediately and, in the
absence of adequate proof of the equity of the new system, might
well be tempted to increase eharges. His delegatioﬁ's prOposa}
was designed to preclude any such development 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 tiow in force. A

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
measurenent authorities to provide ports with statistics: the

port authorities could obtain such data for themselves.

The CHAIRMAN noted the geﬁéral agreement that existing éhips
should continue to operate under the national tonnage certificaﬁes.
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 should be
referred to the General Committee, as one possibly outside the
Technical Committee'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 impert, should be
referred to the General Committee; he could already foresee
difficulties in reconciling the provisions of Regulation 3 with

those of Article 13,

™/CONF/C.2/SR,22




Mr, SASAMURA (Cemmittes Secretary) informed the Committee
that the General Committee had already dealt with the matiter 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 o)
General Committee had decide@ that the regulations should apply 1,}
to existing ships after the expiry of a time limit. In the
interim, they would obviously have to operate under the existing
certificate. To facilitate the changeover, it was thdugﬁt that
Governments might be invited to have measurements made under both
i the oid and the new systems, for the information of the port
~authorities, '

It was decided that the Working Groub on Tonnage Measurement
should be instructed to prepare a certificate embodying one set’

of figures only.

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said his delegation wished to be
recorded as opposing the decision just taken. On the question B
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 thet the standard deviation found
in all the exercises undertaken was of the order of 6 per cent,’

a magnitudé obviously justifying his‘delegaiion’s vosition.

‘N

TM/CONF/C.2/8R.22
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Mr, KHABUR (USSR) pointed out the technical calculations
involved in determining tonnages according to both the o0ld 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 obfaining

-comparative measurements. -

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the guestion whether the
certificatle for new ships should embody.one set of tonnage
figures only, calculated according to the regulations 1aid
down in the Convention, or two sets calculated according to
the 0ld and the new rules. - |

There‘wefe 30 votes in favour of one’set of figuresxonly.

There were 3 votes in favour of two sets.

The CHAIRMAN .said he assumed the Committee was agreeable
to the guestion raised by France being referred to the General
Committee.

It was so agreed,

TM/CONF/C.2/8R. 22




~. - Group -had "completed its task.
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Mr. HABACHI (Observer for the Suez Canal Authority) said
thaf, in any event, h?ps paSSlng through the Suez and Panama
Canals would still have to carry two documents on board, as at
present., Secondly, evéry 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 regulations for determining gross and net
tonnages of ships kTM/CONF/C 2/WP,37) (contlnued)

Regulation 3 Gross Tonnage ' &
C

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, craﬁés, etc. could be left to individual port
authorities to decide, |

The wording of Regulation 3 was approved without change.

Regulation 4: Net Tonnage

Poragraph 1

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a number of correct;ons would
have to be made to the formula, 1nclud1ng 1ntroductlon of an N2

term and re-definition of several of the symbols, when the Working
P

He recapitulsated that it'had:.been agreed thatl (N + Ny + N,) —
.equalled the total number of passengers as indicated in the ship'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/GONF/C. 2/SR, 22
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Discussion on paragraph (1) was adjourned until the Working
Group had issued a further report.

Paragraph {(2)

The wording of paragraph (2) was approved without comment.

Paragraph (3)

Digcussion on paragraph (3) was adjourned until the
Working Group had issued a further report,.

Paragraph (4) -

Digcussion on paragraph (4) was adjourned uvntil the Working
Group had issued a further report.

Discussion on Regulation 4 was adjourned.

Regulétion_S:. Change of Net Tonnage

Paragraph (1)

‘Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) noted that the text had been
studied by the Working Greup at a time when it was thought
to make net tonnage a simple function of displacement to the
summer load line; since then, however, 1t had been agreed that
net tonnage would be a function of two factors, displacemeht
and cargo space volume. He drew.attention therefore to the fact
that account.should be taken also of changes in cargo space
velume, for instance for ships changing from one type of cargo
to another.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (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 Cgnal, for instance, it wés
therefore necessary to permit a reduction in net tonnage if
and when they subsequently'revertéd to the‘ore trade within &
reasonable time, to enable them to continue to operate
economically. )

T™/CONF/C,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 intervals, '

He suggested the following wording as a guideline to a’
redraft of paragraph (3): "When for any recason the features
~ of a ship used for the calculation of tonnage are nodified,
a new certificate shall be issued; the tonnage value shown
on the certificate shall not, kowever, be reducéd until twelve
months have clapscd from the issue of the preceding certificate.

Mr, MURRAY SUITH (UK) said that while his delegation
appreciated the special problem of ships effecting regular
convérsions from one cargo to anethar, it nevertheless agreed
with the French delegation that it would be too complex a
task to create a special cotegory 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, CHRISTIANSEF (Norway),
Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) and Mr., FOTIADIS (Grecece), supported the
view put forward by the United States delegation. ' '

Mr. BONN (Cesnada), Mr. OLSEN (Denmark) and Mr.‘BORG
(Sweden) supported the view put forward by the delegatlons of
France and the United Kingdom. -

TM/CONF/C.2/8R.22
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Mr. MURPHY (USA) said +that although his delegation
was not truly in favour of the one year interval applied o
all types of vessel, 1t was nevertheless, willing to accept
a text for paragraph (3) along the lines proposed by the
french delegation.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) thanked the United States delegation
for its cooperation and pointed cut 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 CHATRMAN proposed that the concept of chaﬁge in
passenger number be appropriately introduced into Regulation 5.

It was se agreed.

Regulation 6: Ceslculaticn ¢f vclumes and displacement -

Regulation 6 was approved without comment.

Regulation 7: Measurement and Calculation

Regulation 7 was approved without comment.

Regulation 8: /Penalties/

The CHAIRMAN AdArew attention to the fact that Regulation 8
had to be considered in relation to Regulation 5(3)(ii)}; if that
latter were tt be eliminated, as the General Cummittee mignt
Gecide, then the phrase "or a Z?ea17 change in the ownership of
the ship" would have to be deleted from Regulation 8(1).

Mr., MURPHY (USA) noted that thc case of shipowners carrying
cargo in spaces net designated as cargo spaces /paragraph (2)/7
was in general,penalized heavily by the various national
regulétions géVerning implementation of international Conventions,
rather than by the Conventions themselves,

T™™/CONF/C.2/SR, 22
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Mr. BCRG (Sweden) agreed with the United States

delegation; it was in any case a matter for the General Committee

to decide.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina), while agreeing that the question
should be referred to the General Committee, said that it would
be necessary to specify the means by which penalties under
Regulation 8 would be imposed in cases of infringement in
ceuntries other than the country of issue of the tonnage

certificate.

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) 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
Convention. In view of the time reguired +to change a ship's
capacity, he suggested that 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 CHAIRMAN drew attention to the provisions of Article 12(3),

He agreed that it might be necessary to refer the matter to the
General Committee; but before doing so the Committee should
decide i1f there were still any technical problems.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said it was obvious that 2 penal ty would
have to be imposed for_infrihgement of the regulations. Tne
prbblem was the duration cf the penalty. Too short a period
would be no deterrent. '

Mr., GUPTA (India) While agreeing entirely with the Chairman
and the UK represenﬁative, said that the USA‘representatiVe had
made a valid point. He suggested that Regulation 8 should be
modified so as to exclude the word'"penaltj“ but to speoify that
ships infringing the regulation should not qualify for the
relevant deductions for tonnage.

©M/CONE/C.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 Jarticle 1, whereby Contracting
Governments undertook to implement the provisions of the
Convention. Action 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 carriecd in an
open space would be an infringement; but that the tenmporary
closing of an open space - for cxample against bad weather ~
would not be an infringement provided nothing were carried in
the space.

Mr., ROCQUEMONT (France) said that thée Italian reprcsentative's
guestion concerncd the nature of an infringement. The other
problen was the penalty. International conventions did not
normally stipulate nenaltics; they were a problem of enforcement for
the Government of the flag country.

In the present case, as in the Convention on the FPrevention
of (il Poilution, it was. necessary to define the nature ofr-an
infringement by stating what was authorized and what was
prohibited., He suggésted 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 8(1) should state
that in the event of any alteration in the structure of the ship,
whereby space hitherto excluded from the groés:tonnage was put
to a condition which did not permif such éxclusion,_such space
should be included in the gross tonnage. o

‘ The question of penalties Shoul& be left to the General
vomulttee. 7
Mr. CONTOGBORGIS (Greece) said that he entirely agreed with

the US representative.

- TM/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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The CH;IRMLN said that, with the addition of the word "use",
the agreed new version of irticle 10(1)(TM/CONF/C.1/WP,11/.dd.1)
would cover both the nature of an infringement and the penalty.
He suggested that the General Committce should be re@uested to
incorporate the addition.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) said that if Article 12, on control,
cculd be made to cover the problem of cargo spaces, -thcre would
be no need to specify penalties, since under paragraph (3)
non-compliance with the tonnage certificate would he notified (“\
to the Govcrmment of the Flag State. 7 g

Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (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 CHLIRMuN asked if the Committee considered that
srticle 10(1) amended as he had suggested would be comprehensive
enough to render Regulation 8 unnecessary.

¥y, wILSON (UK) thought that the amended Article would not
be adequate because it did not state what would happen to a
ship whose Tonnage Ceriificate was no longer valid. o
Mr. MUENCH (Isracl) said that the :Chairman's proposcd text .
was adegquate and went as far as was pchlSS1b1C in an 1nternetlona1
convention. -Thaere was otlll howevbr, the problem of thc_

. duration of the pénalty.

“Mr., CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) polntbd out that a shlp deprlvcd
of a V&lld Tonnage Certificate in a country other than its
country of origin would be unablo to proceed.

Mr, BECKWITH (Iiberia) agrued with the roprcsentatlve of
Kuwait that the problem was one of control. 4 possible solution
would beo a requirement for the marking of open spaces, similar
to the requircment for marking cargo spaces in Regulation 2(5)

TM/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) said that penalties imposed at the port where
infr ingemehts were' diécovered would be meaninqless. Since port
obnaltles would probably be raflected 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 thé UK representative.
He suggested that the authorities inAthe'counffyzwhefe'thé
infringement occurred should hdtify‘the authorities in the
counntry of issue of the shlp's certlflcate g0 that they could
take . the necessary action. '

Nr. WILSON (UK) suggested a peﬁalty clause which could be
applied by administrations but which did not define the pehaltyf

The CHAIRMAN suggested that Regulation 8 should be deleted
and that the Committee should récommend the General Oommlttee to
include a reference to the use of space in Artlcle 10(1),‘ and
to- add a sentence to the effect that the certlflcate should be
cancclled or an adequate penalty should be' 1mposed by the'
administration of the State whose flan the Shlp was flylng.

' M¢. QUPTA” (Indla) sald that the solutlon was not entlrely

iacceptable.‘ If the matter werc 1eft to the General Committee, it

might be suggested that action could be taken by the country of

=~1nfr1ngement by the State whose flag the Shlp was flylng, or by

both - countrles.

ﬂs to the cancellatlon of the certlflcate, in hlS . experience

‘nothing would stup a shlp from salllng to another poxrt even if

it had no certlflcate.

Tm/cogr[c.z/SR.ze
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The CHAIRMAN asked if the Committee agreed that. the provision
should appear in an articie and that Regulation 8 should be
deleted.

It was so agreed,

The CHAIRMAN asked whéther the bommittée'agreed"that the
list in Article 10(1) (TM/CON“/C 1/WP ll/Add 1) should include
the words: “use of space"

It was so agreed L - _r‘ o ; o o (™

_ The CHAIRMAN asked if the Commlttee w1shed to draw the
General Commlttee g attentlon to the fact that some members were

not satisfied w1th Artlcle 10(1) and con51dered that 1t should

'1nclude a reference to p0551b1e penaltles, w1thout spe01fy1ng them,

to be 1meosed by the country in whloh an 1nfr1ngement was

discovered, or by the country whose flag the Shlp was flylng, or

" by both countrles. : : '

It was S0 agreeu.

Mr. KENNEDY (Canada) expressed concern 1t “the deletlon of
Regulatlon 8 w1thout reference to the General Commlttee. The
Regulation was closely related to Regulatlon 2, especially -
paragraph (3), concernlng elosea spaces. The Committee was . )
deallng with the_spaces which owners were privileged to have
déducted 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 CHAIRMAN proposed that the General Committee's attention
ghould be drawn to the Committee'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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR, 22
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Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) supported the. proposal. -He
suggested that consideration should be given to the number of
passengers as well as to the use of space, since it might be .
important, particularly in its béaring on such matters as the

number of lifeboats needed.

It was so agreed.

Mr., WILSON (UK) introducing document TH/CONE/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 (UX), replying to Mr, SIMPSON (Liberia) and’
Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), pointed out another typing error. In

the third line on page 3 "inspection' should be replaced by -

irrespective,

- . He thought that his delegation would be able to supply
figures ¢orresponding 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, guoting 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 he"
be deleted.

TM/CONF/G.2/SR.22"
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¢ Mr. WILSON (UK) 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 CHAIRMAN, agreeing, said that it would have a bad
influence, because it would militate against the use 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 he employed.

The CHATRMAN 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 Jjustification for the provision referring
to them ?

- Mr. WILSON (UK) thought that the main thing was to try to
simplify the calculations: the use of coefficients could help
there.

. -Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) supported that suggestion. Since the
principle of moulded measurement had been accepted, 1% was
pointless and perhaps misguided to enter into too great detall.

The CHAIRMAN observed.that if the formula of one or several
coefficients were adopted, some factors would be taken into
account and not othérs, and he would like to know if that was
in fact the_intention of the authors of the proposal.

T™/CONF/C.2/SR.22
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) replied that the idea was indeed to
choose 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 CHAIRMAN concluded that, in that case, Regulation 6 was

- gufficient as it stood, subject to the'possible insertion of a

phrase which might be worded as follows "whatever the fitting of
insulation er the like". |

Mr. XING (Kuwait) referred to a comment made earlier by the
Canadian delegate, emphasizing its aptness.

The CHAIRMAN reiterated his suggestion of keeping the
wording of Regulation 6, subject to the insertion of a generally
worded formula., ‘

Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) supported the Chairman's suggestion
and pointed out that if the superstruciures were measured,
measurements should also be taken to the outside of boundary
bulkheads.

My, CUNNINGHAM {(US4) was mnot sure that the term "boundary
bulkheads" was clear, For example, how was it to be interpreted
in the case nf a metallic double botiemei:

The CHATRMAN suggested the choice of an equivalent term
such as "boundary plating".

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) asked whether the term "boundary
bulkheads" applied in container ships tec the thin plating
enclosures and whether the definition would have the effect of
excluding the portion between the grooves and the thin plating.

The CHAIRMAN read out Regulation 6 with the proposed
addition. '

Mr. WILSON (UX) poinfed 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.

Mr. WILSON (UK) suggésted the term: "the inner side nf the
structural surfaces." '

The CHATIRMAN stressed the importance of'the'thickness of the
wood in wooden ships. '

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia) supported the Chairman's
comments concerning wooden ships. P

The CHAIRMAN recad out a revised version of Regulation 6.
based on the varicus comments put forward. Paragraph (1) read
‘as follows: | | '

"(1) 41l 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 CHATRMAN 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 Measuremsnt of Ships, 1969,
such as 'length' and 'passenger', are identical to those contained
in other conventions of which the OrganiZatibn is depositary,
recomnends that Contracting Governments should take steps to ensure
that identical definitions of terms used in such conventions should
be interpreted in a uniform and consistent manner," (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.24)

The Committee gave its approval o that rocommendation.

The meeting rose at 6.25 p.m.
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“-_“GENDA I TE] r4 ~ CONSTDERATION AhD vPEDARﬂiIo uP PRODOQ D i
e S TECHNICAL REGULATIONS .0 TOHNMAGH ASURELPFTQQ g
AND TOWHAGE CERTIFICLTES (1IM/ owE/G S
CTM/CONE/C.2/WP., 19/Aud 35 TN/”OPﬁ/C 2/fP637;}_.'

fTN/OONP/O 2/WP 43) (contzﬁueo) o e

e GHAIRNhN 1nv1ted uhm Comwjtueﬂ_ o conuider dOCunentafj“
/CONﬂ/C Z/W? 19/hdd 3, whlch.contalned Part’ v of the o

' prng TEess. ieport of the Worklﬁg Group on GIOSv @nd Let ionluguou“;f Lfg i

"Mr. BRIISSOK'(Sweden/, Chaﬂfman of the Wo“k¢nv Group on -
;_Cross.and Net Tonnuae, prQSEgbed the repor+ %nu sutlivied 1t8-gf?T__
'”contents,n_ mhe Working Groun had pu;suea tha terms of “eferencmf5
% out on page ? paragfaph 18 | s ' .

_ | s Lnalcated in puraér ph 195 the Worklng Croup
-Lecomuenued CoeFflCTEHu:Of 0.2 + 0. 02 loglOV for t%e gcosqsg-

_tOﬂﬁmb@ formu¢a, The %ecomaendatLons ooncernlnb the net tonn géﬁ L

formula wers cont ined 1n ‘paragraph 20 “the CO@fl]Cleﬂt

,5recommenaed bmn&D O 2 + 0.02 1Oé10V ;'whlch s the smme as for fhf* B

: -gross tonﬁqge w1tn thb adﬁltlon of hnrvo spe ce; 

_ mhe OH&IK%JW pbld 1 ﬂp@C? 1 trloute “to tnﬂ Ch%lzman and _
*membe“s nf the horﬁlug Croumzund evoryoab who qad hc?ped ibeme'fff
'Tnelr untlrlng work mlgpu well have sawed ﬁhe uonference [y

_ In the mbsence oF geﬂeral comments, he 1nv1oed +he"_ o
i“Commlttee to consider the report item: by item. Tt should bb
Vao»ed that uhe Fordulae 6 be' dlscussed 11 nad ooofflclenb%'“"’

”_-zbqsed on thﬁ mebrlo system,'

Vfﬂwould*bé{néedéi*for aller Chlﬁs..j._

* Gross tonﬂac Iormula*(paragraph 19)

TG

The Oowmlttec_approved the formula O 2 + O 02 1ogan rccommcndeuf“"L

H *by the Working Group.
_ _' Mrn.GRUwER (Flrlana) 88 &d “Aha t Hr’PdL01u¢Oﬂ should be-3f
o ﬂwven of - bh@ nuﬂber of flgufes to be used in the ?og rlthm

' fo; ERIKSgOh'(owedem)- nm?ramn oi the Norkﬂ P-Groub,; wld
that ‘the . Vorking Group Had agreed: thmt & tEble should be:
Z;apybnged to the rcgu tions to qemonutrﬁte uhatjfewer_flguresffﬁ_v
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Mr, DROHASKn (Deﬂmark) pclnied cut that the vojume ”V“'ln _5'

'”'%:the fnrmula had been determlﬁed on the- ba81s of calculatlons by

lﬁ;fSmeson_s.rules_or sAmllar_rules.thch gave only orie=tenth: per

”- ceﬂt'0f'acéurécv°g' That meant that there was no. point in takiﬂg

" them beyord four: decimal flgures even for large shlps,_f A

-'1ogar1uhmlo table with four figures would be suitable.

_ The CHATRIMAN suggested that one cof the delegations
fpnsSéssing a computer might be willing to prepare twe tables,
S prior to signature of the Convention, one in metric and the

other United Xingdom units.

Mr. BERIKSSON (Sweden) Chairman nf the Working Group, sald

3 ;th3t since the Group had zgreed to use the metric system, only

2 metric table would be needed: coubic feet measurements could

he converted beforehand.

The SECRETARY peinted out that whichever system were agreed
on would have 1o be applied throughout the Convention and the

“"Regulations.

Mr. GUPTA (India) proposed that both figures should be

”.,'giveny the United Kingdnm units in brackets.

in the proposed formula. His delegation was strongly in

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that it would not be
“ possible with cublic feet to obtain the simple cnefficient used

favour of a single systenr which would be clear and would

i - prevent future errors. There would be nce difficulty in

conversion where necessary.
Mr. CUNFINGHAM (US.), while agreeing that conversion would

.”fbéféasy, suggested that the United Kingdom Lqulvalent should be

ircluded in brackets in the Regulations.
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Tne OLAIRMAN a%kpd 1f tne Commlttee agreed that only the_”j,x;._-

.  QJmetr1c system shou1d be use@ inthe formula, but that the metﬁlcf57' E

: .f1gures with" +hc Unltb& Klngdom Pqulvalent in brac&ets should
'1appe%r in the text The Drafting Comm1ttee would vbrlfy that

'-fjfsuch pres ntatlon was 1p confovmlty w1th IMCO rulesry;

= It wWas 80 agrcud

”* ’Net Tonnage Formula (paLagpanh 20)

Thc OHhIRMnN relcrrlng to sub- pareﬂraph (a);3sﬁ5gésféé'

"‘Vftnat the Toad Line definition of "weathertight!, which had beemf5u

'  the subgect of con31derable debate, snould be 1ncorporated inc o
“the: deflnltlon of “ubper deck" and ﬂdqed to the ﬁcrms mentlonedi;f

Cin the ‘provosed recommendatlon on: ﬁhe ualform lrterpretetlon 01 7v=

terms (TM/CONF/C 2/WP.43) . Tts purpose was to. prcveﬂt the use  § g  ”

7]1of hlgn dacks solcly to rbduce tonnage,-';jfj_js

It was %o agreﬁd

The CiAIR“nN anltGd commepts on. the coeff101ent in- Sub*'? ;f~ ﬁ}}f

'jpaxauraph (b) and tae factor in sub-parugraph(c)

The rOCOMMbhﬁatJOH in’ sub«ﬁ;rogxh;hsgp) and. (c) WCTS

T The CHhIhMuN'Qald that thc formula ghus approvca wms as_ ff”.ﬁ f5‘T
“.;folloWS°' NE ; (0 2 + 0. 02 log;,:LO Bk ( )3 | SRS B

e, ROCQUEMONT (Fraﬁcb) seld that the Commlttee Had ovbr-;}"

““Eflonked 2 ‘serious conSLHeratloﬁ, on whlch thﬁ Stccess or fallure
- of the Conference might aepend 'He had unﬁorstood that the

"Pcocf¢lc1cht was o be used 10 take 1nto account open sneltbr deck

"f or other shlps wlth & low draught _n slngle formulu for all

'-5Q sh1ps, aS ‘now anreed upon,'would ccrtalnlg be used by owne

_n__  Vto reduce net tonnage, o He demonstrs ted by mcans of dlqgrams,,  ” 5
 '.@ th1t it would Tbe: poss;b]e, through the addltlon of - llght
'ftj she1tLr deck, to trnnsforn a t%nker w1th JfOSu tonnage'of



'f,ZOO OﬂO aﬁd net tonnave of 60 OOO lmtO'a-she-féf-deék'tankér 

"f sw1th 130, 000 sross tonnage and 43,800 net tonnsge. 'The'slight'

Ilncreese 1n grosc-uopnage would make little dlffe“ence to coste’
Smeu-poxt “dues were. basbd on net. tonnﬂgeu-' The figurées were
apprOXLmate, but it would be casy to calculaie the ‘tween deck
‘required to cbtain the minimum ratic of 0.3 between net Tonnage
and gross itonnage. New ships would be built with that
“proportion, and even existing ships could be modified, since the

- new Convention would apply to them if it were so requested.

Mr., PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the French
repregentative had left out of zccount an important factor,
- mamely that of first cost for the postulated upper *'tween-~decks.
The additional deck would necessarily have to be of full
scantling strength and that cost would be so heavy as to rule
out the possibility of such manipulation. Hurthermore, since
many ports levied duesg either on the basis of drauvght or of
gross tonnage, he failed to see how 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 itonnage, particularly in the
case of medium-sizged and small ships; but there would be no
particular harm in such a development, and the corrective
factor had in faect been introduced specially to cater for that
type of ship. The ideal, would, of course, have been 1o bhase

‘tonnage on displacement.

. Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA), agreeing with the views just
- exXpressed, opined that the cost of adding the useless 'Yween—
deck would be high for any type of vessel, not simply the tanker.

His uhderstamding was tha®t the factor %% had been selected for

U the eRPress purpose of stabilising the effect of the formula on-

~tankers, the idesa buaub that they would be unoble to obtain a
'":reducea_nut.tonnage without considerable tructural expenalture
- TM/CONF/C.2/SR.23 . . | | |



Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) ﬂgreed that thc operutlon- '

 env1saged would- a&d to thc flrst ccs% cf the Shlp, but Only c:cf;;;,?i“”'

;sllghtlyy.fcr the superSuructure would not have to satlsfy the

"~rcgulatlons under the Internatlonal Load Tine Cocventlon beycnd_f*z"uvf

the requlremcﬁts on water “and weather tlghtness and hence,
could be kept: llght And the- scvzng on dues would more than
f;cffsct thejwddltlonal structural cost.; RO SR S

As to the safety quesulon he would reltcr%te that the -.ﬂﬁ”

purposé of the Conference was not to 1mprove tce 1nterﬂatlonal  ;5__f”H'ﬁ

',f.conventlcn.dlrectly concerned

R The OHAIRM&N pclnted out that no 01%851flcatlcn scclety
' would acccpt a superstructure of 1ess strength than the maln

.'7j_deck

Tc takc the factor ié-to the cube power woul& he thought ER

: 5D
;tend to encourage reductlon SF draught in the sp901a1 case cf

'contalner ships whero bullast wWas necdcd for safety in the

~loaded condltlon Fosszbly,'lt wouLd be better to take the- fﬂch_“.

'cfactor to the Square power._'cf:

- NI". CHRISTTASEN (NOTWay)s said he. would go 50 . i‘er as tc :_'_;
‘ ';say tkat the flgures cztcd by France were mcre cr less :

'. flCtlthuS rather than gust approx1mate _ Any tanker of the

_"381ze clted was obV1ously in ‘need of more cublc capa01ﬁy.__jT0cc[";7'“'
* meet that need, L any added. ’tween—deck would have to bea

i;substantlal structure, costlng around’ Sl mllllon, and thej5

'“:cresult would e an appar nt increase in grcss tonnage to aroupd

130,000 tcns whereas the net tonnage wouli ccme back tc 60 OOG jf'

'3, ]tonsn L
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| Mr. RTKSSON (Sweden) Cfmsn.@e:tn a thet the pomt ra &"by
 f?rﬁnce should ‘e ﬁjscusseé 1n cnn3unetlon w1th the definition of

_'JCﬁrgo sprces,-with a V1ew to. deternznln@ whether a between aeck
_:of the postul ted klnd shﬂuld bo included in totql argo volume,

The Working Group, after dlscu531nn, h kel reﬁched A consensus
on a cubed power for the cor rrective. factor, as giving figures
~the closest to existing nﬂt tonnages fnr orﬂn shelter-deck ships.

o Mr, DB JONG {(Netherlands) recalled tnat his_uelegatlon had
endorsed the oripginesl decision that the gross tonnage formula
should take no account of the open shelter-deck concept, for at
that time Proposal € was still valid insofar =s net tonnage was
concerned. Now that it was con51dcred necesgéry to introduce a
corrective factor intc the net tonnege formula in order to take
account of that concept, his delegrtion considered that the same
- should be done in the gross tonnage formula, FPossibly, other
delegations would =lso have second thoughts on the matter and
sccordingly the issue should be referred to the Conference for
reconsider=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 nower. ' '

_ Mr..ROCQUEHONT (France), answering poinis réised, gsaid he

was ccnvinced that the result of hie exercise, 1f based on

specific data, would be exactly the same. Secondly, classification
- societies determined scantling strength as a function of the

'- fdraught, in which there would be no changeg the strength of the

 upper 'tween deck would be of account only insofar as tonnage
was concerned and therefore it could be as light as would be
- congistent with the requirements of the International Load Llne

Conventlon.__-

 mycons/c.o/sn.es



If the formula for net tonmaﬁe now under conQ1d“rﬁtlon was

. :_"malntalned Frﬁnce woald; albelt w1th reﬁret “be unable to 51gn fj?~'"hﬁ

fﬁthe ConVentlon.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer for thc Suez Oanal AchOI’tY) sqid

L f:hlS ﬁuthorlty had hmd ‘the” exneraence of_a vessel m~831ng tnrouﬂthfgf
s 'the Suez Cnnﬂl in whlch three decks had. been cmnverted 1nto oneoff

The CHAIRMAN remlnﬁed the Brench reﬁresentﬁtlve thg

' under 01°531f1Cﬂtlon 8001eﬁy ru]es, ﬂotlflcqtlﬂn of eny

'”,structurql alterﬂtloﬂs Hﬂd@ lﬁ w Shlp was - obllbatory,:'and the

7 ,‘01&$@1f1cat1on s001etles would’ certﬁlnly w“nt 0. be’ aS%urﬂd that-ﬂf'" "'

7 1;,the stress on the uoaer deck was not oreater thﬂn th't on - the
-_  1ower deck conSLdered qs smtlsfﬂctory unﬁer thelr rulesl?,f“

Ir. TROH SiA (Denmqu), refcrrlng Lo Annex’ XI -exnlﬁined

-fith‘t ‘some of ‘the p01nts in ‘the lower half of the ‘diagram’ relatedjff[ f f

 ;fo shlps bullt un&er the exmstlng romulﬁtlons w1th very deep
-;hulls wnd hence extremely low net tonnﬁge. If those vesqels

; gwere omltted tke sc tter would be found to be even around the'~ﬁf j"f;:
cubed line and thﬁﬁ was whv the Worklng Group had opted for the g;f}ﬁff

 cubed power of the: cowreCulve fnctor, 1n line w1th its

.'_ 1nstruct1ons to seek A formul% glVlng fl ures a8 closely

"'ﬂ%ppfﬂleqte as p0331ble to- eXLStlng tonnages. SR

:  _Ir._ROCQUEMONT (Prﬁnce) observed tha* the ch01ce of a cube  ;?__,_
‘: ;power wag not surprlsznb9 glven that a ongltudlnﬂl and not a. i

'”"dlsnlqcement ratio was 1nv01ved.; The Worklng Group had.

S undoubtedlj done good work on the basis of the 1nstructlons_7f”*'”

?rfglven bat his: obgectlon £g the Formula stlll remalned for " S
_'[_undoubtedly the c¢ese he had: postul ted was s valid. one._ A llght_g  o
'"_fsupersbructure of the klnd envisga gea coulo even be cuﬂstruct ad-  5'"“"“

">}'5w1th expan51on 301nts._;_
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Mr. BB LL (UK) tnought ‘the po int- rmlbed by Prence Vas a:.

' “. vfundamrnt al one. ln,thaﬁ it agmln brouzht into ‘guestion the

. .whole 1mpllca+1ons of the. shclber—ﬂeck concept Orlglnally,_'
the United Kingdonm haﬁ taken tbe view th”t At would be: dlfflcult
40 make &n except;on for one. clcss of ‘ship end- thet, if
*dlsplmcement or draught retios were introduced in a Lormula
'“contrelllng net tonnage, the comparison would have to be between

actual draught and maximum permitted draught under the

‘Load Line Convention, as otherwise the formula would encourage

_'design menipulations. The corrective factor, as it stood, had

_'been found to give satiéfactory results for shelter-deck ships
~in the United Kingdom fleet; nevertheless, it would open the .

wey to manipulating droughts thot would normally be higher.

He would accordingly suggest thet the ratio be raised from

W75 of draught to moulded depnth to .85 to the sguesre power.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) said there was considerable
'6pbosition to such a rise, because its effect would be to give
shlps with more than 15 per cent freeboafc an unjustified reduction

in net tOHﬂE&G.

He po“n+ed out that an upper Q@CK wzth expansion JOlnts
would have no 1nf1uen0’ on . tonn%g@ for it would not meet the

ruqulr ment of contlnuous JoLntlng

- HMr, DOLCINI (Italy) said that, in line with the Netherlands, -
his delegntion was in favour of the corrective factor being to
the squere rather than to the cube power.

~ Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said his delegntion was willing
:to accept the Netherlsnds proposal on that point if it met
with gencral supoort.
Mr. TYMOUR (United Arab Republic) ssid hls delegﬂtlon |

would endorse the French stand on the corrective factor since
1t would apparently affect net tonnage,

. T/CONF/C.2/SR.23



Mr, BOOwU LQNT (F anoe) agreed thpb the effecu woulo be

o j_lesg by using- the factor %o the SOU@EG UOWGT“ but his

':-]crltlcwsm weat far beyonﬂ thﬂb p01nt as HJS eﬁ?ller remﬂrks
_%showed.3:;f“':i' _'”_._f  ff _ __"_ﬂ_'_ :i'   f '__ , B

R M;. PROHﬂDKA (Denmark), 111ustrwt1ng h*s comments on the |

f.;blaokboa?d “explained that the ”ork&ng Group had taken 1nto j77

: ”:con%lderat10ﬁ the pog sible adverse 1nf1uenoe of tﬂe new

'5 -regulat1ons on ship’ safety and . future “hﬁp des17n and h%d

3;f7recognlzbd the need for ensurlﬂ Cthet ne eﬂcourag ment be glven E

'ftomard A, rever51on +to shlps of the old deck: Cﬂrgo type., And 1t
©nad 66016ed to- 1n+roduce the correctlve iactor puruly 1& gt
| "or@er to rulm out_any such deve¢0ﬂmunt | SR

| Mr..ROCﬁU ITONT - (P nnoe) fully aJr@eﬂ *hﬂt th@ only waj to
i;preclude ‘an qdverse 1nf1ucnce on ShlU 6@51gn would be, to “el te

inet tounﬁgb to dlsolacbment -;becondly, the Danlsh represpn ﬁtlvejffjfﬂ

” had once’ ngaln demonSurateé that the gross tonnﬁge rul@s,_aévfi“

."faapproved, would hﬂve the dis gdvanta ze of encourawlng deck cargo
' 'jjtr%nsport. In the Cerﬁme“ﬂC@Sn 1ﬁ ml@ht be. ndVLSeble to

';reopen con51‘cvwblon of the gross tonmago formul% w1th 5 v1e¢:’*

':,to using dzsplscemﬂnt £8 tbe b”SlC rqmeter, J9r+1cu1quj ﬂsf=

© . the disputed. correctlve factor in tﬂﬂ net tonnage formula was an .

o absolu+oly new proposal cgmlng:at a yery_l,te_stnge,ln_thej.fiﬂ
negotlatlonsn X N N o . . ; - . e X R

. The' OHALRYAN'proposed to wut to tho vote the Netaerl ndsfff,  .

ffsuggestlon th%t thﬂ'correctbve factor should be to tbc “qu~refjr”'7 e

: power. o

En %nSWér'td'p Oolnu ralsed by the French represenuptlve,

' Ye noted that there was only one firm proposa; before the'F*~*-'”'T“

h.Commltteeg thc of the Netherlﬁnds, 31nce the dlscu581on on the s :

"3{ gross tonnage formula coulﬂ not be reopened.
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'MrL PIﬁ POVTCH (USSR) tﬂought S woul& be difficul t'td'

 ¥  take the vofe at thqt 3un0uure lﬂ “the ﬁbbence of- ANy proposql _
Coto meet the 901nt raised by France. He would therelore sug;es+ S

Hqtentgtlvely thm*Ian additional repalatlon mlght be inserted;
' reading.; "Any adﬁed spaee,-tnu_ﬁu pose OL which cannot be'.

H: f,eXD1n1ne@ by'the operational needs of the ship and the

.lnstqlleblOﬁ of wlhich would ﬂrt1f301c¢ly reduce the net tonﬂqge,
~ghall be added to the net tonnaﬂe“

My, KING (anmlt) pointed out that, under hat wordlng, B
'é_+?nk0r owner would be able to cl-im exemptlon.bj 1nstalllng--
the pipe~line system on the added superstrmcture'iﬁsteéd of,
as normally, below deck.

0 Mr., ROCQUEMOHNT (France) welcomed the Soviet suggestion as
-plainly showing thet delegation's awareness of the gravity of the

- - probliem under consideration. However, the likelihood of

manipulation would not be ruled out by any such reguletion,
however much the text might be claborated. The owner could claim,
for instance; thet the space in guestion was a recreation room

"-fffor the Crew.

‘Mr, DE JONG (Netherlands), illustrating his comments on
tie blackboard, showed successive changes in ship design over

- the years and made the point that it was obviously better to

construct so as to have the longtitudinal strength on the
' upper deck, A mnre useful purpose for an artificial between
deck on a tanker would bhe to accomnodate ballast tanks. In

. any cpse, his delegrtion did not share France's apprehensions

-_thwt there woulﬁ be recourae to manipulations of the kind |
ZPﬁVlSBéed
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'3'mhe uﬁuIRMAN as sd ths_ﬁommlttee to Jndlcase lf 1t '

"*;" _prefsrr\ 'bhs faotor ( ));sss propossd by the NOfﬁlng Group

There were seven votes 1n favour of usxna ( )3

: I3 was d001ded 4o adopt the. factor ( ) in the. flrst termss_sisf
"7.ﬂf the T formula to take account of sh;ps asqlgned a5 freebgardf '
.s.lﬂ excess of the: minimun freeboard SRR SRR S

iPasserger tcrm

e, GUPTA (Indla) statsd that hlS delsgatlon had noljb?{lfhf“

”stfnbgectﬂons to passengers belng lelded into two groups only,,q;fi;-sfs
'”_prov1dsd that those groups were., nassengsrs in’ cabsns with' nntﬁ;:"”

Cmnare. than elght berths, and’ passengFrs in. dormltorles W’th mnre;gﬂﬁ’*V

_.f‘:than elght ‘berths or’ cntlrely unberthed.s He thus proposed v
'"f:deletlnn of the N2 tsrm tentatlvely 1ncludsd 1n the formula.w’”

Mr._MURRAY SMITH (UK) GXDialﬂCd that hlS delegatlon had

 :deone an’ oxer01ss us1ng the passenger term: w1th Ni; Né and N?
 1:fon two Brltlsh shlps hav1ng & few cabln berths ‘and & much _ g
,_;greauer number of" dormltory bsrths, and had found that 1f the NZE"'”

"term were’ 1gnorsa the new. net tonnags values obtalned wers closer-.jsj

':=s_sto ex1st1ng 101gures than 1f the N term were - 1nc1udea In the
"*,11ght af that - dlSOOVery, and s1mce the Indian delegatlon had '

o ﬂ*”oncJuded that “a twn—factor passenger term adequa ely took

 f~;account of” the pllgrlm ships, hls delegafwon was 1n favour of
"._deletjng the N term and ¢edef1nlrg the remalnlng twn N values,

..sftnus Ni-" Cabln PaSSengers, N,-w non—cabln passengsrs.

Mr ROOQUEMONT (Fraﬁce) remlnded the Commlftee that 1t had

"3s_nnt yet voted on the essentlal issue of whether nr. not the new

net tonnage flgurss should be as clerse: as snss1b1e tn the net

"7”itonnage values of ex1st1ng shlps, 2 matter which had some

77;bsar1ng on the 1ncluszon of 1nd1v1dual terms 1n the formula.3f

U me PROHASKA (Denmark) recalled that although ‘the Worklng &
:sGroup had done its calﬂulatlons using twn ‘passenger groups only, ;_j;;s
iJes (Nl + N ) and NB’ as orlglnally deflned in paragraph 20(@),5;sff~fﬁ
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__PSlmbe becanse 1t dad noﬁ have separate data avaxlable for the Wé '
fg”g<oup, 1t neveruhbless con51derbd that in any case the N2 term

O Uviould not subst&ntlally 1nfluence the passenger term in- tho NT

'fformula,

_ Tae CHAIRMAN *nv1ted *he Commlttee to vote on- the propnoal _
” made by India and- suppo ted by ‘the: United Klngdom to_delete the Nz'

term. o : o c T e e SRR oy
There were twenty-twn voies in favour and none againsb..

N _

oLt was decided to delete the @2 factor in the passengexr term
.of the net tonnage formula, and to redefine N, as the total number
- of cabin passengers and N, as the total number of non-cabin
: S .
‘passengers, The Ng factor was then re—~namedyl\?2‘L

Lower limit for the net tonnage

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) drew attention to the proccdure
adopted by the Working Group in testiﬁg 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 pascenger coefficient itself bad been
derived on the basgis of the principle that passenger ships should
not be allocated net tonnages on the new system higher than their
current values. '

The CEAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on whether a lower
limit should be fixed for the net tonnage of 0.3 GT, for cargc
ships, : ' ‘ '

- 'There were'twentvﬁsix‘votes in favoﬁr'and one againgt.

R It was_decidcd to fix a lnrwer limit for the net tonnage of
':fcargo ships of 30 per cent of the gross tonnage.

’ jTM/CONﬁ/ﬁ.E/SR.23.i i



Mr. PROH&BKA (Denmark) p01noed out nat the Woralng Group had,_

:e[lnteﬂded that the lower 11m1t,-whatever it mlght be, should appay.ﬂ
f~to all types of Shlbs.. He explalned ‘that subsequently the Group :_
had decided ori - dlfferent llmlts for the two terms in. the formula,

'fas 1ndlcated in the second sentence of paragraph (1), Annex XIII.;-}fs7

_ It had found flrstly, that “the O 25 11m1ﬁ for the flrst
lf_term in: the net: tonnage formula for passenger shlps would glve a.

‘better: balanee between the two terms and, second3y, that for all]-=;?~=

'};IMCO passenger shlps the 1lm1t had to be applled for the flrst S
Lterm because 1t wag 80 small., For. the mlxed eargo and passenger;g_

S *shlps and  the car and rail ferrles, the Worklng Group ‘had R
'aa:concluded that a ]lmlu of 0,25 for the first term and an’ overallfefg :
limit of 0.30 would glve the best appr0X1matlon to the NT Vaaues ;ﬂ“gjf
for exzstlng passenger shlps, but allocatlng them 1n most casesf_unf o

'graﬁher a 1ower flgure than before. i

i MT- LRIKSSOV (5weden), Chalrmen of the worklng Croup, notedisi”'”°
':jthat in the. graph with a llmlt of 0. 3 GT (Dlagram II, OIS

_f,TF/OONP/C E/WP 44), the ferrles Were" included but L
L mnot w1th thelr correct flnal net tonnage whereas in the other

'_graph with a 11m1t of 0,25 GT (Dlagram 1, TM/CONF/C 2/WP 44),_-_~‘7~7*

.;all ferraes were excluded because car space was not lncluded

o Uin the tonnage ‘and’ the p01nts would have been negatlve. It was

:Clear that the ferries would have: hl her net tonneges under g,g:_J.;,ﬁ

'”gthe proposed new formula.gin__'-

_ The" CHAI&&AN 1nv1ted the Cemmlttee to vote on the WOrklng L
'gGrOup’s fecommendatlon that the flrst term in the T formula;e-fT"'”

"’jshould not be taken less than 0.25 GT, and that the net tonnage

__aaas a whole should not be teken less than 0.30 GI, for a1l shlps.:'f

There were twentv seven votes qin faveur and nene aaaanst
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It WAS | deuxdad to fly a lGWFr ]1m1 4or the net tonﬂage of all

g  sh:ps of 30_per ceni of the gross tonnage and to fix a lower 11m1t
o for the first term of the net tﬁnnage formula of twenfy—flve per
| "cent of the gross tonnage. it ' '

| e, ROCQUEMONT (7 rance) p01nted out that a cons;derable _ _
 number .of delegations had refrained from voting in the choice between

a power x of 2 or 3 for the factor (44/3D)¥ in the first term of

the net tounnage formula, He therefore considered there should be
~further and broader discussion on a suitable valune for X,

' The CHATRMAN asked the Working Group to explain why the
phrase "in register tons" had been put in square brackets in each _
case, in Annex XITI. ' ' ' '

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group,
eﬁplained that the Group had, after dbrief discussion, conciuded
that the units for the final NT formula might not, strictly
"spesking, 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) agrecd 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 cargn vessels,

| Mr. GRUNER (Finland) said he hoped that the second term in
the formula would not be applied to cargo shipe carrying less

~than twelve passengers; in view of the small difference it would

'imake numerlcally, tn their net tonnages, he felt thau 1t was just
e needless compllcatlonn | o
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o The CHAIhMﬂN suggbsted that some- stlpu]atlon could be que'f*:fog:J :
3: __  after the deflnltlon of passenger number in Annex lIII tc the effect: fih'"%
 that for the purposes of the N formula the total number of L
':-g?pqs¢engers 1ndlcatcd in the: ship's cortlflcate was to be taken dS

L ozero i At was, 1n fact less than thlrteen,: He' conszdered thaﬁ L
'the addltlon of even a small amount of net tonnage in the case Of ,gf 7[T

_jcerualn small vessels, ‘such as research shlps mlght be an'}'
'~ Unnecessary dlsadvantage for them. :

 7Mf: GUPfA (Indla) fowma?ly proposed that for Lhe Plrposes of 'f  ;::;;J

;applylng the net tonnage formula,:a Vessel carrvlng less than

- thlrteen passeﬂgurs should be. deemed to have none.j-_-"

"Thé CHAIRM@N 1nvmte& the Cemmlttee to vnte on the Indlanj}-

.':prroposal

There wmre twenty—nine votes in favour and none agalnst

_ It WES de01ded to insert a sentence in Anrex XIII after fVif :
f Thé defanxtlon nf pagsenger numbers'lndlcatlng that, in the .
';appllcatlon of -the net tonnage:. formula, the total number nf -

| ‘passenpgers ‘as indicated in the ship's certificate was to be taken'f f;{ i

7 fas ZET0 for shlps carryving less than thirteen passengers._:."' SR

. GRUNER (Flnland) asked whether the certlflcate refefred to
'jln the deflnltlon of paosenger numbers 1n Lnnex XIIT was the shlp‘s

"* tonnage certlflcate,_the safety certificate or any other certlfluate,f; 1ﬁ74

'= QHe pOlnued out that. the safety ce rtlflcate generally stlpulated the
-“number of persons on board nnt the number of passenger%,a_ PR

The CHAZPMAN nbserved that the unquallfled cxpress*on
: "certlflcate" had been used expressly, gince any certlfloate

”'¥ ff1nd1cat1ng the tntal number of paesengers was adequate, 'j jr“

He suggested tha* the expr9881on "Shlp S certlfzhate" hsed on

”°prage 2 of Annex XIII should be 1eft a8 lt stood

It was 80 agreed

The meeflng I‘ose et 12 45 'p m. ..:
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Z'ﬁLGEWDu ITEN‘4 - CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PRODOSED | L
: . TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE. MEASUREMENT

| ,'fﬁND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES ( TM/CONF/C.2/WP. 19/Aaa 3,_.fe',
~TM/CONE/C.2/WP.41;  TM/CONF/C. 2/WP 42/Add 1 S

: _ “;Tm/GONF/c 2/WP 45) (contlnued) T
My, PROHASKA (Denmark), referrlﬂg to Draft Regulatlon 3

'”“'Q(TM/CONF/O 2/WP.42/kd0,1) pointed out that the Committec had

. decided to exprese the volume in oubic metresof. In regard ta_fﬁ'_"
'f-Regu1atlon 4, he preferred the orlglnal text to the new draft

The CHAIRMAN sald that the Oommlttee Should d901de whether

'the expre531on "ln reglster tons"i appe%rlrg in square brackets fe{,” i

"1n Regulatlons 3 and 4, should be. retalned

o : Mr, ROGQUEMONT (Franoe) sald that there was no dlfflculty
 :about the ‘Prench version but-that- 1n the Engllsh text the word

'3’_'"tons" nlght Jlead" to confu51on

."_Mr;ﬂWILSON (UK) con51dered it essentlal to deflne what was_ez';”"v

meeﬁﬁ‘by "tons”‘~?”

tiMfr'NOZIGLIA (Argentlwa) suggested that the eXpre5510n_;eiﬁe”F -E:”

_gﬂtonnagesunlts" ehoul& be. used

 Mr. MURPHY (Usn), supported by . PROHASKA (Denmark)

”-H5 prepoeed that: the words ln square brackets be deletedy,bi'

"TeThernlted Stntee prop08ﬂ1 was adoptede

_ : -fThe CHAIRMAN iﬂVlted thp Comthtee to conszder the report
1__of the ad hoc working group on the 1nternatlona1 tonnage

””-"{ Certlflcate (TW/CONF/C Q/WP 45)

W SEAGO (UK) speaklng a8 Chalrman of the worklng group,

L ‘paid that it had taken as its models ‘for - the front of the tonnage ffffff

eertlflcate the 1960 certiflc ate (OOﬂventlon for the Safety of -

:f_Llfe at’ Sea) ‘and the 1966 certificate (Conventlon on Load: Llﬁes)

:eAfter the name of the oountry lt had added ”for whlch the-

-:jOonventlon cane into’ force A s Ao B U because the

: __ratlflcatlon dates woule not be tho same for all 51gnator1es e
S ' ' ' = TM/OONF/O 2/SR 24




:'For-the:détés of keéi-laying'ahd.of:modifiCaﬁicﬁs'uﬁdergoﬁé N
by the ship, it referred to thée relevant articles of the

.H ngoﬁVéhtibn;f°'Thfée]dimenSiohé:hé& been inclﬁded:_ﬂoﬁér3111  ﬁf
":;~1éhgth,-mouldedibreadﬁhg?anﬂ_mculded:depth to the upper deck;
. the tonnages were expressed in tons, but sinée.the:Committee

o~ 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 toc 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 pert suthorities might wish to base
their charges on the highest figure. To indicate the existence
of an open space, an asterisk was to be added to the spaces
included in the tonnage, but the working group had not wished to
include details which would have required a third page. In
regard'td passengers, the number of those in dormitories was to
be omitted in accordance with the decision taken by the
Committee.

The CHATRMAN said that the Articles referred to on the
front of the certificate were 3(2) and %(2)(b).

Mr, HABACHI (Obscrver, Suez Cansl Authority) suggested that
the certificate should show the name and address both of the

shipyard and of the owner.

Mr. OVERGALAUW (Netherlands) thought that the first version
of the certificate had been better drafted than the new one.
- He felt that the units of volume should be expressed in cubic
- metres and that all spaces capable of containing carge should
be indicated; 1t would also be advisable to add an explanatory
“note concerning the overall 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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"-Wru BONN (c;nada)”sw¢d taat in- naﬂy cases: thb pULt |
'utlorltlos were ,uccustomed G VWLUWGS expr sod in cublc fe ef”v'
and urgLJ that that un;t snuuld appear 1ongb1ﬁe tho cublc :

:metres._ i

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) supported the suggestion that fhb7f f:5i

'5nmmes of tﬂ@ Shlqurd and the OWﬂQf sncull ‘be shown’ Oﬂ the

'Hbornage certlflo fe T hlS v1ew, the calculatlon bL'thC grossf7*

“funa net toan@ges, w&th the COﬂVLTSlOﬁ fector, should be shewn on

'thé rcv .oi the cert1f1cuta, bcCﬁuse otherw1se the CDnPcrenc 3
fﬁléht bﬂ.? used of dullborgte obscurwtv,]“f e

_ 5‘Mr CHPI IAN N (Vurwuy) nereﬁ W;th thc wepr senbatlve of"
3Fruﬂce u,bou‘c the rufgrenees to the owner and bu1lce? dnd '

_ ’"Q;suﬂﬂcst od that tbo qte on whlch tho shlp had been d llvered

Cghould. mlso be- shown BN R _
:  j7M";WUENCH (Isrmpl) aSKed thut tn .étSS”{ﬂ'thé'fdur%h.”
'.ﬁoluﬂr on the front of tnu certlllcatbfshb'1d bﬂ-e:nIess1y
-jlndlc tad astb%o of a mere re¢ure“cJVtOgﬁhefmrtloles of the
COﬂV@nﬁloﬂ» . B R R
M. WIL?OH (UK) sqld e could ot ses fhé-Pciﬁthf;;°  
1nclu€1ﬁb on uh“ toﬂn?gc Ce”t 1cato 1n¢or 'on‘whi““-wasf f

7qlr»@dy &1ven 1n the shﬁp s reglstcr'“f He regrcttuﬂ _on;ﬁﬁéj :ﬁ"ﬁ;;;

;;othcr hhﬂd, bhat thu warklng group bad not kept on. he”béékfof_Q f-

ﬂthe ocrtllicate uhe okaCh whlch nad afpuc ed 1n:uhu_or¢glﬁa1: ~ ﬁffﬂ”"h

: V’QI‘Dj Oflo

M. P OHASAA (Denmark) leHUtd out ;:siiﬁhfﬂ?frbrZoh'+hé  f°**

o éfront:uf tpc CCTﬁlllcatC° Thﬂ formul&:shuuWQ be s followsns, ?£ 

’L”Thls is to cprtlfy thcu thb tuwnaTLS of thls shlp nave bCCﬁ
'%scovtﬁlneL °o;°,.".;.' '
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i

_ _ Wath reference to: the i;nnage cqlculatlﬁn,_he pcxnted cut o
_'jthat the Load Line Gonventlﬁn iridicated the Lesulﬁs but nmt thu .
"”-detalled ca¢ouletlon of the freebpakd o ' SO |

_ Mr, PRIVALOV (USSR) 'thf)ur“h‘t: that the work'l ng grnup md :
_fshown wisdem in limiting the informetion to be given on the.
'ﬁtOﬁnage.verclflcate and in not requiring the inclusion of
 informaﬁion which was already shown in the ship's register, In

S regard to the main dimensions, 1t would be useful to mention

~ the regulations which laid dewn how they were to be measured.
ﬂgaln, the working group had rightly fought shy of giving the
impression that dual tonnages were involved by including a
second figure. The regulaeticn dealing with the clesing of
open spaces was 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 Noxway
had advocated was not immediately cbvious; at all events it
would not be needed to show any change of flag, becauge in
such a case the tonnage certificate would have to be modified,

tco.

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the points of ¢ greeuert ‘gaid that
there was a majority in favour of deleting the word "tons" in
gross and net tonnage. To meet the point made by the
representative of Denmark ths Signed statement would have %o
read: "This is to certify that the tonnages of this ship have

bheen ascertained...".

There was less general agreement on how to indicate the
main dimensions. Was it, for example, adeguate to write “"length"
instead of "overall length® and to refer to the regulation
which indicated how the length was to be calculated?
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5 Mr CABARIBERE (Frarce) thmught lt was essentlﬂl to keeP 5
7h'the eXpress1mn "ﬂverqll lenﬂth" S _

M, WILSON (UK) acknﬁwledged the Valldlty of the obgegtqnn.-;;'jg;ﬁ
 ' The reqsrn for, 1ncludlng the main dlmen51cns on “the certlflcmte'ﬁkf 7; f

o vas to facilitate verlflcatlon, but was. 1t necessnry to mention i
'-f*;'a length whlch c@uld be ea81ly verlfledO R

& Nr. GUPTA (Indla) thought 1t‘Was pernaps enough that the

. ":¢ength was: shown on the shlp's reglster.

Mrn_SASAMURA (Commlttee Secretarv) polnted ot that the fr

'1f3ndloat10ns requlred by the Oonventlons were 1ntended only tﬂfV;:V: f7“°

. ° 7show whether or not the ship was . 1onger than- 24 metres, - not-if“
' _tﬂ enable control offlcers to verlfy the leng&h._ij.]ﬁqa-mq-' n

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) sald he thought there were o her

:'- L{ﬁ ways cf 1dent1fylng a Shlp than by meusurlng its length.,__3f ;f£-'”"'“

= The CHATRMAN $2id it had been proprsed and seconded that L
'only the word "1ength"'shhu1d be- mentioned; without any- other

S detalls, rpference being mnde to° the artlcles in the Cﬁnventlo

.7on Load Llnes which 1aid dcwn: the methods of calculatlon. 
' The propesal was_ﬂpprﬁved by 30 votes to 4, :

_ Mr. HABACFI (Observer, Suez Canal Aﬂthor1$VJ UOlmted
uut that the shlp s register was not. ﬁlWays kept on board and
V_that port authorltles needed to knﬂw the dlmen51ons nf shlpp.

EORRREIE The ”HAIRMAJ 1nv1ted the Cnmmlttee tﬂ dlscuss the questlﬂng'”;;;ffz
'"'.of whethex;as in- the cage of. length, cnly the word. "breadth"f-'

.’;shnuld be mentloned ‘reference being made to the deflnltzon
ntalned 1n the Gonventlﬂn on Load Llnesa ' R S

Mro_HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Abtﬂorltj) askbd

-g'why it was necesgsary to réfer to an@ther convent¢on 1nst ad of

,   drdWng up a. selfﬁcontglned dﬁcummnt

MM/CONF/C.2/SR.24 .
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Mr. WILSON (UK) cmn81dered ohat 1t was easier to sppak of

-i_f'overall brethh than overall. 1enathﬂ-

. Mr. PILIPPOVICH (USSR) enquired Wy dlmenblbns should be' ,f.""
”];recorded on - the tonnege certificate at 211, If it was for
' ;;d8ntlflCatl~n, that was no longer_necessaryo If it was for the'

convenience of port authorities, that was quite a different
ratter..  The question was to know what was intended.

| ' The CHAIRMAN thought that an indication of the moulded
 depth was essenvial, but that the usefulness of the other two
dimensions was less cbvious,

- Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) pointed out that it was unnecessary
to mention lenzth on the tonnege certificates since it was already

given on the load line certificate,

The CHAIRMAN gaid he inclined to the conclusion that length
and breadth need not be menticned and that an indication of the
depth would be'sufficient,

Mr, CABARIBERE (France) thought that in that case it might
have been simpler to indicate only gross tonnage and net tonnage
on the 1oad—line certificate.

The CHAIRMAN noted that there was a majority in favour of
retaining the main dimensions on the tonnage cértificate.
Since length had already been defined by reference to the
Convention on Load Tineg, the same could be dcme for breadth.

The propesal was approved by 20 votes to 3,

_ Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) recalled that in the Convention
on Load ILines the length had to be known in order to determine
whether the ship was over 24 metres in length. The overall
"length and overall breadth should be given cn the first page _
" of the document, and all information concerning load-lines on.
.”'the-seoond page,
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o on the tonnage certlfloate.uﬁf5ﬁ'“

", _any lﬁformﬂtlon which was not llkoly to oe altered such as the -

Mr WILUON (UK) felt thub,_SlnCG length wEg lnalcﬂtcd by | | |
E referencc 6 Art101e 2(8), it would be normnl to deflne the other"'
"two dlmeﬁ51ons s1m31arly._ e : : . e

The CHAIRMAN remarked that thure was no longcr any obgectlon o
':to that proposal and LﬂVlth the Committee %o con51der another o
ﬂ"p01nt - numoly, tho suggcstlon by the Observer of the Suez: ﬁanal
 fAuthor1ty, supportea by ﬁorway, that the names. of the sn1p~r[.--g__ T

 1ffbu11der wnd shlpowner and’' the date of dellv STy shculd ba mentzoned _ ”f*“

MT- HhBACHI (Obsarvor, Suez Canal AuthOflty) prapose&
_that the Committes should see A SpCCmen of a shlp's reglstratlon
';-papers 50 as to dotbrmlne whethcr 1t mef tﬁe Gommlttee s ;1§;,
. ruqulremonts, R - : e '

Mr STITT (USA) felt thmt thore w”s no obgectlon to recordlng

rame of the shlpbullder and the dellverv date.; The naﬂze'of_.__-fthe___'___--_.-'-'-'-"-"-:':i
lshlpowner ‘was guite another matttr, hDW&VLT, for if that were
rbcorded on the tonnwge ‘Gartificate +ho certlflcate would have to

'” 'b€ ch%ﬁged when thc Shlp chtngcd hands.

Mr._SEAGO (UK) p01ntod out tﬂat @rgumcnts ¢or uﬁd agalnst thaﬁi; j§}
;fproposal hud bebn dlscus od in: the worklng group. Thcre were a i

'3jnumbcr of cerﬁlfLCﬂtes 1n ex1stance Wﬂlch dld not- bear the

f.lnformqtlon in quostlon, ‘and that dld not glve rise o dlfflcultlchfﬁgjf
"Why shou“d the same not apply to thu tonnuga certlflcate9_ '

mhe CHAIRMAN put to thp vote the questlon of whether the name_'[f'”“

__ ﬁof the shlpbullder should be lnoluded on thc tonnage Cortlflcate‘:_-:...m

o Tho votes ‘were equally leld d 12 in Pavour and 10 agalnst

Thb proposal qu not approved,



mlldi#f l:'
_ : Nr._de JONG (Nethrrlands) said th?t 1t was sometlmes i
*;dilecult to know' who the shlpbullder was, for 1nstance, when o

'E_-a Shlp was bullt in sectlons.--

Mr._‘ILSON (UK) urged thut only 1nformatlon relatzng to

.'[fftonnage should be mentloned on the tonnﬂge certlflcate.

. Mr. NO@IGLIA (Argentlna) thought it necessary e meﬂtion
_.the name of the shipowner since, if the ship changed hands, a
new certificate might have to be issued.

. The CHATIRMAN pointed out that the General Committee had.

'-f,deciéed to omit the regulation concerning change of ownership,

Mr. KING (XKuwait) suggested that where an Administration

' required the name of the shipowner, it should request that

 informatioﬁ on the port entry papers.

The CHAIRIIAN put to the vote the cuestion of whether the

" name of the shipowner should be included on the tonnage certificate.

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 6.

_ - The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the guestion of whether the
- delivery date should be included on the tonnage certificate.

The proposal was rciected bv 20 votes to 4.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) suggested that, in order to ensure
~that the tonnege certificate did in fact refer to the ghip in

" guestion, the number should be altered in the event of any change.

Mr, PROHASKLA (Denmark) thought that it was unnecessary to

.' indicate the number of pasgengers on the second page of the

"'fﬁbnnage certificate. The important thing was to give details

  'which"wou1d enable ‘the ship to be 1dent1f1ed The second page

'  'Should be es 81mp1e as pOSSlble-

R The CH@IRhﬁN drew the Gommlttee s attentlon to tﬂe problem
'_of applylmg Regulation 5(3), which provided that when the

' gcharacter1st1cs of a ship were altered, a new international

iﬂtonmage certlflcate should be issued, vut that the value of ﬁhe

'”;iqum/COLF/o 2/03 24



'tfmet tonnagﬁ Sﬂown on that Certlilcqte snould be the same a8 that

”:H shown on the currept certmfﬁvate uﬂtll twelve months had’ elapsed,.: fL}f

f_ﬂln that case the lmformatlon on pagos 1 and 2 would no longer

_ :tflabree and the. 1mpresszon ml”ht be created that the owmer had
“.._ fﬁ1s1f1ed the figures. It mlpht therefore be advisable to 1eave

fa blank &pace on the mecond nage to 1ndlcate whether Regulatlon 5(3)
fhad been applled._s R I L L e

. Mr._CUNBINGHAM (USX) thought that %hat quesflon would taise

no problem prov1ded the Rogulatlon was 1nterpreteé correctly._¢_ ff   ’f
”'QIt might perhaps be moss1ble to word the phrase concernlng thefjf   s
'=ftwelve month perlod somewhat more slmply.; | L

Mr._CHRISTILNSBN (Norway) thought that the second nage

'.fshould be left blank.. In hls oplnlon there would be 1little p01nt f ;ff

J_Q-zn referrlng to parulcular regulat1ons, a8 the port authorltles’s:
"-_ fwou1& not tmke the trouole to look up. ail the detazls._ iq; 4T~”

Mr._@UhNtNGHAFr(USA) recal ed that tne worklng group had

 7fd1scussed the: matter and that it had been suggested that ﬁhe date =

“on which the tonncbe had-been.reduced.should_be.rbcqrdzd on . the ﬁiﬁf”  :

";certlflcate.-w

The CH IRLLN thourht that the sugge tlon of lncludlng 8

'":'blank pa*e for ob: ervatlons mig ht e the answer to the problem.; g

That nroposal wa.s adopted bV 15 vo+es to 1

The CﬂlehAF- eﬁlnded members that 1t had been suggested

_   that tho second page: should be 31ter@d to contaln detalls of ';: 15,j:
g[ _.the apaceg 1noluded 1n thp tonnage.: g;- : o _ R .

Thqt proposal was. regected by 17 votes to 15.

. The CHAIRMAN sald that the Committee had to declde waether - fjj;jf
il”to 1n01ude meﬂtlon of the total number of passengers.:fff“' el

i j*TM/GONF/G;Z/SR:é4EJi¥%fI:*



o ;'ime  f;“ff 

Mf CHRISTIAKSMN (Norway) dld not thlﬂk 1t necessary to "

frecord the number of passengers on the certlflcate..f The flgure:- f=~'”

'”T was already civen on the sth 8 paperS-  :

S Mr. SEAGO (UK) thoaght it essentlal that the ﬁamber of
_'*passengers shown on the certificate should tally w1th the number
. of passengers indicated in the formula Nl + Ng, which had been__

f_.adopted for the determination of net tonnage. The working
-~ group had regarded the passenger figure as a means of verifying

 the net tonnage.

| My, PROHASKA (Denmerk) felt that port authorities would not
take the ftrouble to verify the figures on a certificate ilssued
by the competent authorities of a couniry. In hig 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 CHAIRMAN pointed out that it was essential to include
detalls 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 théught the number of passengers
should appear on the certificate because it would play a part
in the calculaticn of net tonnage under the formula which had
been adopted for that purpose. It was a vital piece of
- Informaticn 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 certificates they

provided o means of verificstion.
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'.i +Hl3_é&f   i_ &

'Mf}7§?QGO (UK) remlnded members that the worklnv group had

o ”drawn ub the tonnage certlflcate on the basis of the: regulatloﬂs;ff;f‘”’f
. ‘which had been establzshed and, in ﬁarﬁlcular, of ‘Article 12 of

_”'the Conventlon relatlng to control.;. Tﬂe number of pasuengers_5, -f
"_and the draught played a. conslderable part 1n the determlnatlon'

U of the tonnage.__ If those wndlcatlons were not 1ncluded in the

I certlflcate, the UonfeLemce wou“d be f%lllﬁg to sunply the meansff"*'
':of exeTCLq1ng tae conﬁrol for whzch tham Artlcle prov1ded.{_ i

B oMy ROCQUENONT (Franoe) urged that the number of passengerS_f*f;ff;T
'ff,shuuld be retalned on the. certlflcate. ey B

Mr. PROH SKA (Denmark) sald that when he had questloned tnef5fg;-

__:i_need to 1ndlcate the numbeér of passe gers, he had not been aware 'f ¥*'?f
_:_jf_of the provisions of Artche 12.,_ He now uherofore agreed that
| 'nq that Tigure should be 1nc1uded but, 1n ‘his oplnlon, 1t should

: appear on’ the flTSu page,-5,1~5;-

After an exchange of vwews in wnlch My, GﬁFTA (Iﬁdia);*;,”?"’"“”

" Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) and Mr. MUENCH (Istesl) took part S
- the CHATRMAN put o the vote the question of retaining the flgureS' s
ffor the number of passengers anu tbe draught on- the certlflcate. ;ﬁ;fﬁff

'k_ .fthr€S.'

The Csmnlttee de01ded, bv 28 VOtes to one, To retaln those

Mr. PROthKL (Denmark) thou&ht that all Open and- eaclosed

" f Spaces should De menuloned on the certlflca e.: ~He was in. favour | "
'-ﬂf0¢ page 2 in uhe form 1n Wthﬂ 1t had b@en submltted by the ;fﬁf.f}f[[ﬁ

 Work1ng group,:_:_ =

o Mrg S AGO (UK) Copgldered that lf the Certlflcate Were to: ;H g._;,
' 'mP”thn a1l the spaces’ “that. were not included in the gross and

”"* jnet tonncges,_the 1r1t1a1 measurememt would be greatly compllcated;ﬂ;ﬁif




o _...-“1-4:-,,{_ e

e Mru:OMﬂR (Uﬂlted Arab Republlc)'éékéd Whéthéf £hef
T;certlflcaﬁe would lﬁclude gl etcnes. g3' SRR T

Tt way 6601ded bv 20 votes to a1, that no sketches would

' fianpear on the certificate.

. MWr. NUBNCH (Israel) reéalled_tﬁat'he*hédisuggesﬁed*that,
on the first page, the dates themselves should be indicated
and not the articles, as proposed by the working group.
. The CHLIRMAN thought the Drafting Committee might consider
~that suggestion.

I+t was so decided.

~ Mr. de JCNG (Netherlands) said he was in favour of indicating
~the freeboard and the number of the load line certificate.

Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out that load 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 certificalte were indicated, the tonnage
- ecertificate would have to be altered.

_ The Committee decided, by 25 wvotes to cne, to mention only
~the moulded drau”ht

Mr. SASLMURA (Secretary of the cOmmlttee) thought the

- Secretariat would have some difficulty in establishing the text
- of the certificate to be submitted to the Drafting Commitiee 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 Committee, before

' being considered by the Drafting Committee,

It wasfso débided.

7'    Regu1ations 3 and 4

~ The CHAIRMAN invited the Commlttee fo examine the. proposed R
re- draft of Regulatlons % and 4 contained in TN/CONF/C g/wp 42/Add 15:;



':f 7; l5'4f..% :]£ '””””7

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) proposed that the text of

| '  ﬁ'Regu1at1¢n 4 (Net Tonnage) should be clarlfled by the:fff**.”hﬁu' |

u[lnsertlon, aftcr the formula, of the explanatory sentence S

.:'_"In this formula the factor (Ad)3_..{ etc._ taken from' ; :.“"”"-7°1

::_°Annex XIIT to. TM/CONF/C 2 /WP. 19/mdd 3 and by the ‘deletion of
ﬁﬂ;the correspondlng {tems from the . deflnltlons in paragraphs (1)

'  nd (3) of TJ/CONF/C 2/WP 43/ﬁdd 1

It was so d601ded

The ChAIRM_N refer”lﬂb to the def;nltlon of Nl W N2, -"'"

, i'enqu1red what actlon the Commlttee W1shed to take in regaru;r’ff}urﬁf:ﬁfﬁ
_ to the alternatives placcd in ‘squarc brackets 4}"shlp g
"'certlflcaue"_and “Internatlonal Tonnage Gertlflcate (1969)"-177-*’7'“7*¥”

o Mr. GUPTA (Indla) suggested the adoptlon of tho term
'_  "passengor certlflcate"; whlch had been w;dely used for many

” ﬁf  Years to denote the Safety Certlflcates-_j-;-;_*'

| Mr._uU AY SUITH (UK) said it ‘was important to e []¥7fff "" o
*V_spe01flc, as shlps had many dlfferent certlflcates. gHe'” SRS

"”ﬁ_fsuggested uhL use of the term “Internatloﬂal Passenger and _ g
Safety: Certlflca%e" in the case: of ships engaged on’ 1nternatlonal.:fdlﬂﬂf

 g5voyag\s aﬂd "Pascenger Oertlflcate"'ln other caees. 5'Q-zﬂ$."-ﬂ

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the words 1n square brackets

LI_jshould be: rePlaced by the term “Shlp s Passenger Oertlflcates"‘ufT ”:i””ﬂ

The Chalrman g provosal was: adopted.f°

Mr. PROHASKA (Deﬂmark) thought 1t adV1sab1e to 1nclude

:fj;a deflnltlon of the "cablns" referred to in connex1on w1th
331 factorS Ni-and N _ Members of the Commlttee understood that

’ the reference. was to. cablns conta;nlng not more . than elght

' 7 ‘berths,_but the p01nt should be made clear 1n tne text._p}-fff f’fT*"““‘“




"The CHAIRLyH suﬂgested tha* tho deflnltwons should read

’ﬁ;;as ﬁollows.

”nk

total number of pas engcrs 1n cablns COﬂtalnlng
i nou ‘more’ than 8 berths,_: S R '

1ﬁ toual number of other pqsseﬂgers.

It was so de01aed

Dncumont TM/CONF/C.Z/WP;42/Add.1, ag amended,-Was:apbfovéd.

'51 Regu1Qt1ons 1-7

. - The CHAIRMAN invited thb Comm1ttee to COﬁSidpr those
'ﬂportlons of document TM/CONE/C. 2/wP 42 on which a decigion had not
yet been taken. He pointed out that pages 1-5 and Regulations 3-4

had already been dealt with.

Mr. MUNTCH (Federal Republic of Germany) suggested that .
the definitions of "weathertight'" and "brecadth" should be
- inserted, as breviously agreed.

Tt wes 80 dCClded

o The CHAIRMAN proprsed that in Regulations 5(1) and (3)
the square brackets should be removed and the ternm ”NB” should

L pe deleted.

It was so decided.

| Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out that paragraph {(ii) of
Regulation 5(3), in square brackets, should be deleted, in
. accordance with the decision of the General Committee,

It was so decided.

. Mr. MURRAY SEITH (UK) stated thet the reference to alferations
'_'or modlflcatlons Mof & majnr chéracter" in Regulation 5(3)(111)

©was too: vague, and suggested the replacememﬁ of the Last three-
. linés of the sub-paragraph by the words "1nvolv1ng a change .l

 '1n‘gross tonnage of 10 per cent or more",
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T:-sff:M . hUNNICﬂ (Feaeral Republlc of Ce%many)'sasd he |
understood tha% the General Commtttse was nc 1onger in. faVOur

'V_sof the Wnrdlng suggested by the Unlted angdom representatlvs.:si7}f,fﬁi

S Mr, MURRAY SMITH (bK) sald that the same 1nformatlon hado o
: jaust reached hlm aﬂd he would wzthdrsw hlS proposal. ' £

Mr. CUNWINGHAM (USA) sald he assumsd that the wc“ds

”ﬁ”fs{”and dlsplacement" would ‘be deleted throughoua Regulatlons 6

"-_Janq 7

The OHAIRMAN'sald that bhst would be done.""' e

g Mr..GRLN R (Flnl&nd) SuggGSued tﬂat some mentlon should besl4"
'3-msde of" “the 1ogar1thm10 formula. - A

o ihe CHAIRMAN sald it would be' mentloned in the table ST

fswhlch was to be appended - He' suggested that whsn the tabls

rs_was drafted the points should be chosen so that a strslght

ﬁ_'flnterpolatlon would stlll keep “the nrdsr of approxlmatlon
'W_mentioned at tie prevlous meetlng.,h.;f; _:_,L 3

M, MURhAY BNITH (UK) said his delegatlon noped to prOV1des;ff;fjﬁf
ffjthree sets of lntervals f om Whlch the- Gommlttee could choose. CoEi

‘The OHAIBMAN sald that dlscuss1on of TM/CONF/C Z/WP 42

”ej.iwas completed.:-

'LSTATHP NT ON BEHALF OF rRMJCH PORT AU”HO ITIuS

'7c Mr. PAGHS (Franoe) ssld that, 1n hlS capa01ty as Nsnager

| sf-Of the Port of Bordeaux, he w1shsd to ‘make some observa+1ons'ff T

on behalf Of a group of users 0¢ the tonnage measurﬂment

'-sLTregulatLQﬁs - the French pnrt authorltles. ;gl-]f

He understood the Gcnference & deslre that the new 5*H“”'ﬁ"”'

ssftonnages should be W1dely used as | a bas1s for the assessment sff*
- port dues and PllOtage ‘and tow1ng chargss._ The authcrltles |

 7ﬁﬂrespons1b1s for levylﬂg thoss charges engoyed a W1de measure f  SRR ot
'ffof freedom,_however, and 1n order to secure w1despread adoptlon,_s'"“""
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'_  f;fi87m£fr gEs

.{fthe system,woulu have to be as 51mp1e and’ 1nﬂlca1 ag pcqs1ble,

___ 54 free of ambiguity and capable of being cheﬁﬂed rapldly by
’75 'offlcla1s of average sklll ‘and the ceitlflcates presented mast

“be ‘entirely above svspzclon,- Finally, there must be only one _
';ﬁonnaﬁe system for each ship, regardless of draught or 1oad.._'

It was cleaw that shlpnwners and Shlpblng authorlties waﬁted

:“ _to penefit by the lowest possiblie port charges. The pnrt

 -author1t1es_had the same objective; there was keen competition
~between ports, both nationally and internationally.

_ The poert authorities were interested in two criteria:

'3ﬁhé external features of a ghip (length, breadth and draught)
  whidh governed the design of locks and canals, and the commercial
capacity, and they were anxious that the new tonnage measurement

  _system should reflect those twe criteria very clearly. They

took full account of the commercial needs of shipping and often
gave favourable terms to ships loading or unloading small
"quantltles of cargo or to special types of ships, such as liners,
_cruise ships and vehicle ferries.

If the pnrt authorities gained the impression that their hand
_'_waé being forced by new regulations intended systematically to
- reduce tonnages, they would be forced to raise their charges.

_fg,Again,-if the new tonnage measurement regulations were too
'ﬁ  ¢omp1icated, illogical or artificial, the ponrt authorities would

become suspicious and would either ignore the regulations

| 'COmpletely - agsigning their own dues - nr add to exlsting faxes

a safety margin to cover Qoubtful cases. That would be against
-the 1nterests of shlpowners. | '

Flnally, 1t was to be hoped that the new regulatlons would notl:

: have an un¢avourab1e efieot on ship de31gn and’ COnStTUCblon or's
? '5m111tate agaxnst a ratlonal structure for pnrt charges. PR
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| Mr._de JONG (Netherlands) sald the Commlttee had fulfllled
'*gall the prev1oue speaker El requlremente exoept for the

”'e{etlpulatlon that ehlps should’ have only one tonnege regardless

5fof oreught._ It wee dlfflcult, however; to reoon011e that

tfetlpulatlon w1th the epeaker ks statement that euthorltlee

:ifeneeded to know the- 1ength breadth and. eraught of every ehlp,tgee_;j{fe
“ o .The: Oommlttee belleved that draught was an 1mportant crlterlon 1n;f:f}f:_u
"7gtonnege measurement “and ‘a- oorrectlon had been mede for draught Hftff*f

oo in the" formule for net tonnage, though not in the formula for
1jfgrose tonnage. ' ' SRR L '

The CHAIRLA¢ eald the comments of the two preVLOue epeekero:fzeff“

: _.would be- noted - The Commlttee hed now completed its work, unlees'f"”'
_'t.the Oonference should dec1ee to. refer eny Iurther mattere to 1t tt”_
'te.end he w1ehed %o thanﬁ all thoee who had co operated in- enabllnb S
'°:twlt to achleve its- teeke. ' ' S R

Mr‘__ CHRIS.LIANS&M (NOI‘W&y) and MI'. GUPTA (Indla) thanked the

.'fJChalrman for hle greet patlenoe and oompetence.;

S e méetinélfeee_eth;iO-b;mée'3tf
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