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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.

. TM/CONF/C.3/SR.14
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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. ' ' ' '

L TM/CONF/C.2/SR.14. -
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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.

o TM/CONR/C.2/SR.14
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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, .

. TM/CONE/C.2/SR.14



. 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

"mM/GONF/GQé/SRL_M S
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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.

. TM/CONF/C.2/SR.14



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.

. my/conr/c.z/sR.14
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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.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.14



: 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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