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held at Ohurch House, Westmlnster, London, s W 1,
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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_
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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
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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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