INTER-GOVERNMENTAL MARITIME 4
CONSULTATIVE - ORGANIZATION 11 June 1969

' POR PARTIGIPANTS ONLY

THTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON
TONNAGE MEASUREMENT, 1969
 Technical Committee -~ -

PROVISIONAL SUMMARY RECORD OF T?E SEVENTEENTH MELTING

held at Church House, Westmlnster London, S. W l
on Wednesday, 11 ‘June 1969, at 9 35 a,m.:

. Chairmam:  Mr, F. SPINEILI (Italy)
-O-gSecrefarytﬁO'fOMr;OY;OSASAMURA'-””

© h list of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.1/Rev.l =~ =

. TM/OONF/O 2/SR l?V’j;j?f

V_Orlglnal, FQENCH3'.

R _OIN,B._Correotlons to be 1ncorporated in the flnal summary record[fff:'ﬂ

~of ‘the meeting should be submitted in writing (two copies
in French or English), preferably on the provisional L
‘summary record, to-the Documents Officer, Committee Room 2

- and after the Conferen@e to the IMCO Secretariat, 22 Bermers__f;w

| I_Street,.Londong_Wﬂl, not later than 8 July 1969y

S mM/CONR/Gio/sR.ATS



-2

" CONTENTS
| o | Page
. Agenda item 4 _ Qonsideration and prepéfaﬁion of 3

propcesed technical regulations on
tonnage measurement and tonnage
certificates (continued).

. TM/CONF/C.2/SR.17



" 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 - ' ' |
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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.
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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



-6

,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.

CTH/CONF/CL2/SR.1T



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. |

 MM/CONF/C.2/SR.1T




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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