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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.
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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
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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.
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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.
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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,

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.18







