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. AGENDA ITEM 4 ..,

: .., 3 ..,

CONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF PROPOS~D

TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNA~'I~ASURE~mNT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM/CONF/6;
TM/CONF!O.2!2; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.12;
T~1/cONF/O.2/WP;14)(continued) .

The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at the previousm~eting, the'
COl1llllittee had decided that the iengi;h of time which must elapse
betvreen two reductions in net tonnage for shi.ps with only one
load line should be one year instead of five. In view of the
practical difficulties that arose for ships which had more than
one load line (for example, those which carried passengers and
cargo alternately), the Ohairman suggested that the solution
of that prnblemof detail should be deferred until the following
Monday.

Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stated that the new regulations
'. envisaged would penalize certain ships, such as those just

mentioned by the Ohairman, which might, under the regulations
currently in force, obtain new tonnage certificates up to three

: times a year. Thus there was a danger that the regulations might
adversely affect the shipping industry by induCing owners to

(' cancel their orders. The Norwegian delegation hoped that the
new Oonventionwould not cause too much disruption in the
shipping industry artdin the economic' conditions of transport
by sea. The displacement. concept gaveri.se· to many difficulties
when used asa parameter,and should be the subject of. thorough
study by a small group. While realizing that it was not possible
to reverse decisions taken by the Oonference, he wished to
emphasize the dangers involved in combining the load line concept
(which was concerned with the safety of the ship) with i;hr:tt of
the tonnage.

Mr. OONTOGEORGIS (Greece), while seeing no objection to
deferring the solution of the problem until the following Monday,
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suggested that ,provision should be made for ships op?rating
alternately'as passenger shipS811d cargo "hips to have two
certificates, of which one only would be

v
valid at anyone time

according tocirculllstances.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that such a system would be very
close to that of the tonnage mark which the Conference did not
approve.

,Turning to Progress Report No. 4 (TM/CONF/C. 2/WP.12), he
asked the Committee to state its views on sUb-paragraph 2 of
paragraph 5, which related to special craft.

Mr. JONES (New Zealand) remarked that moulded displacement,
the principle of which had been adopted in sUb-paragraph 1 of
the same paragraph, was suitable for steel ships but not for
wooden ones. Sub-paragraph 2 should therefore mention als0
ships other than metal ones.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) would like to see cargn submarines
mentioned in sUb-paragraph 2, since they might be used in the
future.

The CHAIRMAN, suppnrted by Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina), said
tb,at, in that connexlon, the Commi tOtee would have· to \ifai t to
see whether arnot the Working Group decided tn include water
ballast in the calculation of net-tonnage.

Mr. "HLSON (UK) considered the::::e was Y"O need to include in
'the 'text of the Convention craft which might not come into
existence for a long time.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) thought that, since there were not many
special craft, it might perhaps suffice to adopt a regUlation
simila.r to that of the Load Line Convention,which left it to
the administration to determine their displacement. When such
craft came into more general use, the Convention might be
amended to take account of them.
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Mr. BECKWITH (Liberia) supported that suggestion, especially

since the note on Amendment Procedures of Conventions (TM/CONF/15)
provided for amendments necessitated by technological change.

Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested making a distinction between
exis~ing special craft and those of the future.

Ir. SASAMURA (Committee Secretary) proposed a text similar
to ~ of regulation 2, paragraph 4, of the Load Lines Convention
which would read: "The tonnage of a ship whose constructional
features are such as to render the application of the prov~s~ons

of this Annexe unreasonable or impracticable shall be as
determined by the Administration."

The oHAIRMAN put that text to the vote.

The text suggested bv
"

the Secretary of the Committee was
approved by 32 votes to none.

Mr. VAN DER TOORlT (Netherlands) suggested supplementing
the sub-paragraph by a provision to the effect that(Governments
which registered craft of th~"t kind, should so inform IMCO.)

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to sub­
paragraph 2 of paragraph 7 which had to be supplementod to
indicate that the load line assigned was that on which the
displacement was based in accordance with sub-paragraph 1.

Sub-paragraph 3 of paragraph 7 ,,,ould hava to be amended to make
it possible for a ship with more than one load line to change
from one to the othar if from being a cargo ship it became a
passene;er ship.

Mr. KING (Kuwait) suggested that the beginning of the
sub-paragraph should be amended to read: "If the displacement
should change due to the alteration of the position of the
load line"~
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The CHHRMAN propCsed that, for Bub-paragraphs 2 and 3, the

Committee should approve in p:tinci.pletheamendment he had

referred to, leaving it to theSeoretariat to draft the exact

wording.

It was so deoided.

Mr. GUPTA (India) asked whether the last sentenoe of

sub-paragraph 2 .would apply to ships whioh oarried passengers and
oargo alternately. He hoped that We.s not the case. He supported

the text suggested by the representative of Kuwait.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland), referring to sub-paragraph 3;
suggested replo.cing the words "preceding certification" at the

end of the first sentenoe by the words "preoeding deoreasing

oertification".

Mr. ROCQuEMONT (Franoe) s2id that t4e.intent.ion Of his
delegation, whioh W2S the original author of sub-p2ragraph 3,.had

been that the last sentenoe should oompens~te for the rigidity
of a fiv2-year period. Sinoe. that period had been reduoed to

one yeF1.r, and sinoe chF1nges of nation21i ty might make frauds
possible, he proposed the pure and simple deletion of the l2,st

sentenoe.

Mr. UGLAND (Norway) opposed the Frenoh proposal. It was the
duty of IMCO to ensure that transport by sea should remain as

eoonomioal as possible. If the new Convention should prevent

ohanges in certification under which there might in existing
ciroumstanoes be advantage to be gained, for inst,moe, by. ships

whioh o2rried passengers and oargo alternately, shipowners
would have to seek oompensation at tho expense of their customers.

Mr. GUPTA (India) proposed that this problem, whioh was not
purely teohnioal, should be referred to the General Committee.
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Mr. SIMFSON (Liberia) supported by Mr. KING (Kuwait),

considered that the provisions conc2rning large-sca~G

modificpctic,n should in any case be maintain2d. He theught,

moreover, thFlt changes of ownersbip should be considered on the

same footing as changes of nationality.

Mr. GUPTA (India) suggested that the 19.st se21tence of

sub-p"'r"gr<',ph 3 should read P.S follows: "However, if the flag

or ownership of the ship is ckmged or if the ship bp.s undergone

large-scale modific~tion, the net tonr-age may be decreased

immediately".

Mr. MURPHY (US,.) felt that, if the ship chenged ownership

or flag or underwent large-scale modifi~8.tion, the shipo\mer

should be able to decro"lec' thE) net tonn2.ge wi thou t such a

dec'isi~n being described ps "frp.ud".

Mr. HGSEI,L (Denmark) emphasized the t the purpose of the

Convention was certainly not to create difficulties for the

shipping industry, and the,t an owner wa,s free to operate his ship

as he ple2.sed.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) cons idered thS1.t the Camilli ttee should

vote separately on thE) three conc~pts: chanco of flag, change

of ownership, large-scale modification.

At the reguest of Mr. CHRISTUNSEN (Norway) votes were taken

by roll-callan the guestion whether the concepts of chan,:;e of

flRg and cha.nge of mmershi p should be retained.

§weden, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called

upon to vote first. The result of the vote was as follows:

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.12
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In favo~.E:Sweden,UnitedLro.b Republic, United Kingd of

Gre2tBritaino.ndNorthern IrelFmd, United States of AL:wrica,
Vene2uela,Yugoslavia, Argentina, Australia,Brazil, BUlgaria,

Oanada, China,])emnark, Federal Republic of Germany, Finland,
Greece, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kuwait,

Liberio., Netherlo.nds, New Zealcwd, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines,
Poland, Portug2l, South Africa.

Aga.inst: Belgiuw, France.

Abstaining:Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

The concept of cho.nge of fl.c.g W2.8 re,t25ned in paragr2ph 7

(3)ofTM/co~7/C.2/WP.12 by 32 votes to 2, with one abstention.

A second roll-call by vote was taken on the concept of
change of ownershiE.

Bulgaria, h2ving been
c211ed upon to vote first.

dr'lw~ lot by. the Ch2.irn2n, wo.s
The result of the vote was as follows:

In favour: Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, Fin12nd, Greece,

India, Indonesia, Irc12nd, J2pan, Kuwait, Liberia, Nethcrlo.nds,
Nigeria, Norway, Poland, Portugal, South Africa, Union of
Soviet Socialist R6publics, Uni t6d St8tes of Ar:Jerica,
Yugoslo.via, Br2zi1.

Against: Bulgaria, Canada, China, France, Israel, It21y,
New Zeal2.nd, Ihilippines, Sweden, United Arab Republic,
Venezue12, "·iUstr~.lia,Belgium.

Abstaining: Argentina, United Kingdom of Great Britain 2nd
Northern Irebnd.

The Committee decided to ::tdd the concept of chemge of

ownership to Earagraph 7 (3) of TM/COIIT/C.2/WP.12 by 20 votes
to 13, with 2 abstentions.
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The OH~IR~UlN noted th~t no deleg~tion was opposed to the
concept of "12-rge-scnle !l1odificntion", which would therefore
be retained in the text.

Mr. }IDENOH (Israel) wondered whether the Oonmittee's decisions
were compntible wi th the text of l,-rticle 9 as e,pproved by the
General Oommittee (TM/OONF/O.l/WP.5).

The OHAIRMAN pointed out that, in accord~nce with its terms
of refererJCe, the Oormi tteG ked dealt with technicnl problems,
and thnt, if necess2.ry, the Oonference wou.ld bring the con­
clusions of the General Oommi ttee 2.ndof the Techxlicnl OOru:li ttee
into line.

In reply to 2. question by Mr. KING (Kuw2-it), he s~id that,
in his opinion, an owner who bought a ship could decrease the
tomuge even if it heed been decre:lscd Qlr8'1,dy rot tho til'le of
purchase.

P"',ragrnph 8

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) rem~rked that in cert~in CQS8S
slight modificr:ctiol1s could ,alter the scrcntling dro,ught which
every ship should heve.

The OH;,IRMAN said he feared thnt a definition .of l;wge­
scale modificaticn might necessitate complicated calculations
and that, if a definition WGre o.dopted,. everyone would try to
interpret it to his own advantage.

Mr. ROSELL (Deru;rccrk) rc;c:o,lled that thE: Oonference on Lorod
Lines had had to crbrcndon the idE:a of cnbodying such a definition
in the text of the Oonvention. In his opinion, a modification
could bo clrcsscd G,S large-scnle. when it chrwgod the displacenent,
volume or tonn~ge values.

Mr. WILSON (UK) proposed th2t ~,ny nodific::tion involving
a change of ;oct least ten per cent in gross tonn:lge should be
considered as R Inrge-scale modification.

!'1r. GUPTJ, (Indie,) supported. the United Kingdom propcsnl
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and Mr. ROCQUE'i'IONT (Fr"nce) thought th~,t it provided an excellent

basis for dr~fting.

Mr. OOIfTOGEORGIS (Greece) sugg.osted thQt the interv2.l of one
yeur should not be imrJOsed 'if 'the ship h'Cd undergone large-scQle

modification or modification considerGd 2S such by the

:ldministr::tti on.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) and Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) were in

favour of the suggestion made by the Greek delegation.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that he would like the Oow~littee to

approve that suggestion, and to illustrate it with an exanple.

The OHAIm/IAN requested the Uni tGd KingdoI'l cmd United StQtes
ropresent".ti VGS ec,ch to prepn,re", text to be submitted to the

next moeting of the OOIT@ittee.

He reminded the Oommittee that a suall group had considered
certain questions left in~,beycmce in connexicn wi thRGgul,a.tion 6

:-end thc,t its conclusions were givGn in TM/OONF/0.2/WP.14. He
called for a nember of the group to be kind enough to introduce

th2t document to the Technic"l OCl1mi ttee.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said th2t the group h2d had several possib­
ilities: either to take up the Netherlands proposal which was very
similar to the PanamQ Oanal Rules - and was broador than the pro­

visions contained in TM/CONF/6 - or not to exeffipt from I'leasuremcnt
8.ny space prOVided with ".ny moe,nS of closing wh::t,tsoever. i,s the

United Kingdom propos ,,1 (TrVOO~IF/0.2/2) h8.d sGeI'led 'to t".ke a middle
line, the Group had e,doptcd it o.s a working bClsis.

The wording of p2.ragr:-eph (2) was in line with the iP2nC'tLlil

02nC'tl rules concerning enclosed spilces.

The Group h~d beon un~nimeusly in favour of inserting in
paragre>.ph (3), ~.fter tho Vlords: "shall not be considered as

enClosed spaces" the words "unless theyoTe provided With shelves
or other means. for stOWing c,orgo or stores. 11

In
curtFlin

bearns·o H

pC'tt'agr:-cph (3) (cl.), the Group hC',d replaced the words "h

pl2te not exceeding 1.6 ft. in depth" by thG Words

oinplate not ex6eeding in dp,pth the 2djoining deck~

line·, . it I'Gplo.cGd the words "thc:.n

TM/OONF!O .2/SR.12
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half the bro2clthof the dock"
of the breadth of the deck".

the last p'hr~se starting with

by the wares "th~n go per cont
It h2d also doleted the whole of

the words "provided that •••• "

Lastly, in tho second e'lb-paragraph of paragraph (3)(a),
it had replaced "convergence of fore and aft bulkheads" by
"convergence of the shell platine;;,:. and further on, the concept­

of "half the breadth of the deck" and "the least half broadth
of the docY" by "go por cent of the breadth of the dock".

In paragraphs (3)(b) and (c), sOTIlemembers of tho group had
been in favour of replacing "3 ft./(O.g metros)" by
"2.5 ft./(0.75 metres)" and the United Kingdom delegation he.d

. willingly fallen in with that viowpoint. In addition, the group
had decided to delete tho phrase in brackets in sub-paragraph (c),

Lastly, the speaker drew attontion to the fe.ct that sub­
paragraph (f) had boen retained but might nevertheless seom
superfluous.

Mr. CHRISTILNSEN (Norway) pointed out thpt thero had
never boen an attempt to define open and closed spaces
simultaneously. It would porhaps be'proferable to have a
definition of open spaces. Noreover, in the passage in
paragraph (3) relating to spaces provided with shelves or other
means for securing cargo or stores, it was questionable whether
such spaces Should not be considered as open but he did not
think so himself. Lastly, he thought those provisions should
be accompanied by diagrams.

Mr. LEIBENFROST (Yugoslavia), referring to superstructures,
asked whether a deck-house equal to, or less than, 90 per cent
of tho breadth of the deck should be considered as an open space.

Mr. V"~N DER TOORN (Netherlands) observecl that the Committee
hoped to have the adherence of canal authorities. Since the
regUlations were similar to those of the Panama Canal it might

TN/CONF/C.2/SR.12
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1:\8 as well to have the opinion of the representative of the
authori ties of that canaL

Nr. HiiBJ,CHI (Suez Canal Authority) SU1J1Jortod the idea put
forward by the Norwegian repr8sentative E'S to the need to
illustra,te the exemptions by di agr?I!ls.

J'Ilr. WILSON (UK) replying to thecolilments by the representatives

of Norway and Yugoslavia explained that the Group had not tried
to define what should be included or exclud8d. As to stowage
arrangemenets the Group was unanimously of the opinion that they

would cancel out the exemption. He recognized that diagrams

would indeed be very usefuL

In regard to superstructures extending from one side of
the ship to the other, the Group thought it better to retain

the criterion of 90 per cent but that criterion would not apply
to the deck-house. Some delegations had thought it would be

better to a:~iply the Panama Canal rules; however, it seemed to

him preferable to have as few exemptions as possible.

After a short discussion on the organization of the
C03mittee's work in which Mr. ROCQUENONT (Franco), Nr. MURPHY (USA),

and Mr. GUPTA (India) took part, the CHAIRYU,N reminded the
Conmittee the.t, according to its terms of reference, the Technics
Cor,lmi ttee could not deal with matters such as the "transitional

provisions" or the definition of "new ships".

Replying to questions put by Mr. YU-SHANG LI (China) and

Mr. SIMPSON (Liberia) concerning paragraph 4 of TN/CONF/C.2/WP.15,
the CHAIRw~AN stated that what was referred 0 was the summer
load line in the case of ships plying in tropical waters and that

that should be clearly stated; moreover the load line referred
to w2,sthe SUliilller load line as defined by. the nati onal regulations.

The meeting rose at 5.15 p.m.
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