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“-_“GENDA I TE] r4 ~ CONSTDERATION AhD vPEDARﬂiIo uP PRODOQ D i
e S TECHNICAL REGULATIONS .0 TOHNMAGH ASURELPFTQQ g
AND TOWHAGE CERTIFICLTES (1IM/ owE/G S
CTM/CONE/C.2/WP., 19/Aud 35 TN/”OPﬁ/C 2/fP637;}_.'

fTN/OONP/O 2/WP 43) (contzﬁueo) o e

e GHAIRNhN 1nv1ted uhm Comwjtueﬂ_ o conuider dOCunentafj“
/CONﬂ/C Z/W? 19/hdd 3, whlch.contalned Part’ v of the o

' prng TEess. ieport of the Worklﬁg Group on GIOSv @nd Let ionluguou“;f Lfg i

"Mr. BRIISSOK'(Sweden/, Chaﬂfman of the Wo“k¢nv Group on -
;_Cross.and Net Tonnuae, prQSEgbed the repor+ %nu sutlivied 1t8-gf?T__
'”contents,n_ mhe Working Groun had pu;suea tha terms of “eferencmf5
% out on page ? paragfaph 18 | s ' .

_ | s Lnalcated in puraér ph 195 the Worklng Croup
-Lecomuenued CoeFflCTEHu:Of 0.2 + 0. 02 loglOV for t%e gcosqsg-

_tOﬂﬁmb@ formu¢a, The %ecomaendatLons ooncernlnb the net tonn géﬁ L

formula wers cont ined 1n ‘paragraph 20 “the CO@fl]Cleﬂt

,5recommenaed bmn&D O 2 + 0.02 1Oé10V ;'whlch s the smme as for fhf* B

: -gross tonﬁqge w1tn thb adﬁltlon of hnrvo spe ce; 

_ mhe OH&IK%JW pbld 1 ﬂp@C? 1 trloute “to tnﬂ Ch%lzman and _
*membe“s nf the horﬁlug Croumzund evoryoab who qad hc?ped ibeme'fff
'Tnelr untlrlng work mlgpu well have sawed ﬁhe uonference [y

_ In the mbsence oF geﬂeral comments, he 1nv1oed +he"_ o
i“Commlttee to consider the report item: by item. Tt should bb
Vao»ed that uhe Fordulae 6 be' dlscussed 11 nad ooofflclenb%'“"’

”_-zbqsed on thﬁ mebrlo system,'

Vfﬂwould*bé{néedéi*for aller Chlﬁs..j._

* Gross tonﬂac Iormula*(paragraph 19)

TG

The Oowmlttec_approved the formula O 2 + O 02 1ogan rccommcndeuf“"L

H *by the Working Group.
_ _' Mrn.GRUwER (Flrlana) 88 &d “Aha t Hr’PdL01u¢Oﬂ should be-3f
o ﬂwven of - bh@ nuﬂber of flgufes to be used in the ?og rlthm

' fo; ERIKSgOh'(owedem)- nm?ramn oi the Norkﬂ P-Groub,; wld
that ‘the . Vorking Group Had agreed: thmt & tEble should be:
Z;apybnged to the rcgu tions to qemonutrﬁte uhatjfewer_flguresffﬁ_v
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'_: .f 4_;2¢'

Mr, DROHASKn (Deﬂmark) pclnied cut that the vojume ”V“'ln _5'

'”'%:the fnrmula had been determlﬁed on the- ba81s of calculatlons by

lﬁ;fSmeson_s.rules_or sAmllar_rules.thch gave only orie=tenth: per

”- ceﬂt'0f'acéurécv°g' That meant that there was no. point in takiﬂg

" them beyord four: decimal flgures even for large shlps,_f A

-'1ogar1uhmlo table with four figures would be suitable.

_ The CHATRIMAN suggested that one cof the delegations
fpnsSéssing a computer might be willing to prepare twe tables,
S prior to signature of the Convention, one in metric and the

other United Xingdom units.

Mr. BERIKSSON (Sweden) Chairman nf the Working Group, sald

3 ;th3t since the Group had zgreed to use the metric system, only

2 metric table would be needed: coubic feet measurements could

he converted beforehand.

The SECRETARY peinted out that whichever system were agreed
on would have 1o be applied throughout the Convention and the

“"Regulations.

Mr. GUPTA (India) proposed that both figures should be

”.,'giveny the United Kingdnm units in brackets.

in the proposed formula. His delegation was strongly in

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that it would not be
“ possible with cublic feet to obtain the simple cnefficient used

favour of a single systenr which would be clear and would

i - prevent future errors. There would be nce difficulty in

conversion where necessary.
Mr. CUNFINGHAM (US.), while agreeing that conversion would

.”fbéféasy, suggested that the United Kingdom Lqulvalent should be

ircluded in brackets in the Regulations.

’mmfcoNF/CLQ/SR.23ff; 




Tne OLAIRMAN a%kpd 1f tne Commlttee agreed that only the_”j,x;._-

.  QJmetr1c system shou1d be use@ inthe formula, but that the metﬁlcf57' E

: .f1gures with" +hc Unltb& Klngdom Pqulvalent in brac&ets should
'1appe%r in the text The Drafting Comm1ttee would vbrlfy that

'-fjfsuch pres ntatlon was 1p confovmlty w1th IMCO rulesry;

= It wWas 80 agrcud

”* ’Net Tonnage Formula (paLagpanh 20)

Thc OHhIRMnN relcrrlng to sub- pareﬂraph (a);3sﬁ5gésféé'

"‘Vftnat the Toad Line definition of "weathertight!, which had beemf5u

'  the subgect of con31derable debate, snould be 1ncorporated inc o
“the: deflnltlon of “ubper deck" and ﬂdqed to the ﬁcrms mentlonedi;f

Cin the ‘provosed recommendatlon on: ﬁhe ualform lrterpretetlon 01 7v=

terms (TM/CONF/C 2/WP.43) . Tts purpose was to. prcveﬂt the use  § g  ”

7]1of hlgn dacks solcly to rbduce tonnage,-';jfj_js

It was %o agreﬁd

The CiAIR“nN anltGd commepts on. the coeff101ent in- Sub*'? ;f~ ﬁ}}f

'jpaxauraph (b) and tae factor in sub-parugraph(c)

The rOCOMMbhﬁatJOH in’ sub«ﬁ;rogxh;hsgp) and. (c) WCTS

T The CHhIhMuN'Qald that thc formula ghus approvca wms as_ ff”.ﬁ f5‘T
“.;folloWS°' NE ; (0 2 + 0. 02 log;,:LO Bk ( )3 | SRS B

e, ROCQUEMONT (Fraﬁcb) seld that the Commlttee Had ovbr-;}"

““Eflonked 2 ‘serious conSLHeratloﬁ, on whlch thﬁ Stccess or fallure
- of the Conference might aepend 'He had unﬁorstood that the

"Pcocf¢lc1cht was o be used 10 take 1nto account open sneltbr deck

"f or other shlps wlth & low draught _n slngle formulu for all

'-5Q sh1ps, aS ‘now anreed upon,'would ccrtalnlg be used by owne

_n__  Vto reduce net tonnage, o He demonstrs ted by mcans of dlqgrams,,  ” 5
 '.@ th1t it would Tbe: poss;b]e, through the addltlon of - llght
'ftj she1tLr deck, to trnnsforn a t%nker w1th JfOSu tonnage'of



'f,ZOO OﬂO aﬁd net tonnave of 60 OOO lmtO'a-she-féf-deék'tankér 

"f sw1th 130, 000 sross tonnage and 43,800 net tonnsge. 'The'slight'

Ilncreese 1n grosc-uopnage would make little dlffe“ence to coste’
Smeu-poxt “dues were. basbd on net. tonnﬂgeu-' The figurées were
apprOXLmate, but it would be casy to calculaie the ‘tween deck
‘required to cbtain the minimum ratic of 0.3 between net Tonnage
and gross itonnage. New ships would be built with that
“proportion, and even existing ships could be modified, since the

- new Convention would apply to them if it were so requested.

Mr., PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the French
repregentative had left out of zccount an important factor,
- mamely that of first cost for the postulated upper *'tween-~decks.
The additional deck would necessarily have to be of full
scantling strength and that cost would be so heavy as to rule
out the possibility of such manipulation. Hurthermore, since
many ports levied duesg either on the basis of drauvght or of
gross tonnage, he failed to see how it could be profitable to
increase gross tonnage in the way suggested.

The new regulations would certainly influence ship design.
and no doubt some way would be found to increase depth for the
- purpose of obtaining reduced net itonnage, particularly in the
case of medium-sizged and small ships; but there would be no
particular harm in such a development, and the corrective
factor had in faect been introduced specially to cater for that
type of ship. The ideal, would, of course, have been 1o bhase

‘tonnage on displacement.

. Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA), agreeing with the views just
- exXpressed, opined that the cost of adding the useless 'Yween—
deck would be high for any type of vessel, not simply the tanker.

His uhderstamding was tha®t the factor %% had been selected for

U the eRPress purpose of stabilising the effect of the formula on-

~tankers, the idesa buaub that they would be unoble to obtain a
'":reducea_nut.tonnage without considerable tructural expenalture
- TM/CONF/C.2/SR.23 . . | | |



Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) ﬂgreed that thc operutlon- '

 env1saged would- a&d to thc flrst ccs% cf the Shlp, but Only c:cf;;;,?i“”'

;sllghtlyy.fcr the superSuructure would not have to satlsfy the

"~rcgulatlons under the Internatlonal Load Tine Cocventlon beycnd_f*z"uvf

the requlremcﬁts on water “and weather tlghtness and hence,
could be kept: llght And the- scvzng on dues would more than
f;cffsct thejwddltlonal structural cost.; RO SR S

As to the safety quesulon he would reltcr%te that the -.ﬂﬁ”

purposé of the Conference was not to 1mprove tce 1nterﬂatlonal  ;5__f”H'ﬁ

',f.conventlcn.dlrectly concerned

R The OHAIRM&N pclnted out that no 01%851flcatlcn scclety
' would acccpt a superstructure of 1ess strength than the maln

.'7j_deck

Tc takc the factor ié-to the cube power woul& he thought ER

: 5D
;tend to encourage reductlon SF draught in the sp901a1 case cf

'contalner ships whero bullast wWas necdcd for safety in the

~loaded condltlon Fosszbly,'lt wouLd be better to take the- fﬂch_“.

'cfactor to the Square power._'cf:

- NI". CHRISTTASEN (NOTWay)s said he. would go 50 . i‘er as tc :_'_;
‘ ';say tkat the flgures cztcd by France were mcre cr less :

'. flCtlthuS rather than gust approx1mate _ Any tanker of the

_"381ze clted was obV1ously in ‘need of more cublc capa01ﬁy.__jT0cc[";7'“'
* meet that need, L any added. ’tween—deck would have to bea

i;substantlal structure, costlng around’ Sl mllllon, and thej5

'“:cresult would e an appar nt increase in grcss tonnage to aroupd

130,000 tcns whereas the net tonnage wouli ccme back tc 60 OOG jf'

'3, ]tonsn L

o mM/CONE/C.2/SR.25



| Mr. RTKSSON (Sweden) Cfmsn.@e:tn a thet the pomt ra &"by
 f?rﬁnce should ‘e ﬁjscusseé 1n cnn3unetlon w1th the definition of

_'JCﬁrgo sprces,-with a V1ew to. deternznln@ whether a between aeck
_:of the postul ted klnd shﬂuld bo included in totql argo volume,

The Working Group, after dlscu531nn, h kel reﬁched A consensus
on a cubed power for the cor rrective. factor, as giving figures
~the closest to existing nﬂt tonnages fnr orﬂn shelter-deck ships.

o Mr, DB JONG {(Netherlands) recalled tnat his_uelegatlon had
endorsed the oripginesl decision that the gross tonnage formula
should take no account of the open shelter-deck concept, for at
that time Proposal € was still valid insofar =s net tonnage was
concerned. Now that it was con51dcred necesgéry to introduce a
corrective factor intc the net tonnege formula in order to take
account of that concept, his delegrtion considered that the same
- should be done in the gross tonnage formula, FPossibly, other
delegations would =lso have second thoughts on the matter and
sccordingly the issue should be referred to the Conference for
reconsider=tion.

In the light of Annex XI to the report, it would seem more
equitable to have a corrective factor to the squared rather than
to the cubed nower. ' '

_ Mr..ROCQUEHONT (France), answering poinis réised, gsaid he

was ccnvinced that the result of hie exercise, 1f based on

specific data, would be exactly the same. Secondly, classification
- societies determined scantling strength as a function of the

'- fdraught, in which there would be no changeg the strength of the

 upper 'tween deck would be of account only insofar as tonnage
was concerned and therefore it could be as light as would be
- congistent with the requirements of the International Load Llne

Conventlon.__-

 mycons/c.o/sn.es



If the formula for net tonmaﬁe now under conQ1d“rﬁtlon was

. :_"malntalned Frﬁnce woald; albelt w1th reﬁret “be unable to 51gn fj?~'"hﬁ

fﬁthe ConVentlon.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer for thc Suez Oanal AchOI’tY) sqid

L f:hlS ﬁuthorlty had hmd ‘the” exneraence of_a vessel m~831ng tnrouﬂthfgf
s 'the Suez Cnnﬂl in whlch three decks had. been cmnverted 1nto oneoff

The CHAIRMAN remlnﬁed the Brench reﬁresentﬁtlve thg

' under 01°531f1Cﬂtlon 8001eﬁy ru]es, ﬂotlflcqtlﬂn of eny

'”,structurql alterﬂtloﬂs Hﬂd@ lﬁ w Shlp was - obllbatory,:'and the

7 ,‘01&$@1f1cat1on s001etles would’ certﬁlnly w“nt 0. be’ aS%urﬂd that-ﬂf'" "'

7 1;,the stress on the uoaer deck was not oreater thﬂn th't on - the
-_  1ower deck conSLdered qs smtlsfﬂctory unﬁer thelr rulesl?,f“

Ir. TROH SiA (Denmqu), refcrrlng Lo Annex’ XI -exnlﬁined

-fith‘t ‘some of ‘the p01nts in ‘the lower half of the ‘diagram’ relatedjff[ f f

 ;fo shlps bullt un&er the exmstlng romulﬁtlons w1th very deep
-;hulls wnd hence extremely low net tonnﬁge. If those vesqels

; gwere omltted tke sc tter would be found to be even around the'~ﬁf j"f;:
cubed line and thﬁﬁ was whv the Worklng Group had opted for the g;f}ﬁff

 cubed power of the: cowreCulve fnctor, 1n line w1th its

.'_ 1nstruct1ons to seek A formul% glVlng fl ures a8 closely

"'ﬂ%ppfﬂleqte as p0331ble to- eXLStlng tonnages. SR

:  _Ir._ROCQUEMONT (Prﬁnce) observed tha* the ch01ce of a cube  ;?__,_
‘: ;power wag not surprlsznb9 glven that a ongltudlnﬂl and not a. i

'”"dlsnlqcement ratio was 1nv01ved.; The Worklng Group had.

S undoubtedlj done good work on the basis of the 1nstructlons_7f”*'”

?rfglven bat his: obgectlon £g the Formula stlll remalned for " S
_'[_undoubtedly the c¢ese he had: postul ted was s valid. one._ A llght_g  o
'"_fsupersbructure of the klnd envisga gea coulo even be cuﬂstruct ad-  5'"“"“

">}'5w1th expan51on 301nts._;_

mM/CONF/C.2/SR.23



Mr. BB LL (UK) tnought ‘the po int- rmlbed by Prence Vas a:.

' “. vfundamrnt al one. ln,thaﬁ it agmln brouzht into ‘guestion the

. .whole 1mpllca+1ons of the. shclber—ﬂeck concept Orlglnally,_'
the United Kingdonm haﬁ taken tbe view th”t At would be: dlfflcult
40 make &n except;on for one. clcss of ‘ship end- thet, if
*dlsplmcement or draught retios were introduced in a Lormula
'“contrelllng net tonnage, the comparison would have to be between

actual draught and maximum permitted draught under the

‘Load Line Convention, as otherwise the formula would encourage

_'design menipulations. The corrective factor, as it stood, had

_'been found to give satiéfactory results for shelter-deck ships
~in the United Kingdom fleet; nevertheless, it would open the .

wey to manipulating droughts thot would normally be higher.

He would accordingly suggest thet the ratio be raised from

W75 of draught to moulded depnth to .85 to the sguesre power.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) said there was considerable
'6pbosition to such a rise, because its effect would be to give
shlps with more than 15 per cent freeboafc an unjustified reduction

in net tOHﬂE&G.

He po“n+ed out that an upper Q@CK wzth expansion JOlnts
would have no 1nf1uen0’ on . tonn%g@ for it would not meet the

ruqulr ment of contlnuous JoLntlng

- HMr, DOLCINI (Italy) said that, in line with the Netherlands, -
his delegntion was in favour of the corrective factor being to
the squere rather than to the cube power.

~ Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said his delegntion was willing
:to accept the Netherlsnds proposal on that point if it met
with gencral supoort.
Mr. TYMOUR (United Arab Republic) ssid hls delegﬂtlon |

would endorse the French stand on the corrective factor since
1t would apparently affect net tonnage,

. T/CONF/C.2/SR.23



Mr, BOOwU LQNT (F anoe) agreed thpb the effecu woulo be

o j_lesg by using- the factor %o the SOU@EG UOWGT“ but his

':-]crltlcwsm weat far beyonﬂ thﬂb p01nt as HJS eﬁ?ller remﬂrks
_%showed.3:;f“':i' _'”_._f  ff _ __"_ﬂ_'_ :i'   f '__ , B

R M;. PROHﬂDKA (Denmark), 111ustrwt1ng h*s comments on the |

f.;blaokboa?d “explained that the ”ork&ng Group had taken 1nto j77

: ”:con%lderat10ﬁ the pog sible adverse 1nf1uenoe of tﬂe new

'5 -regulat1ons on ship’ safety and . future “hﬁp des17n and h%d

3;f7recognlzbd the need for ensurlﬂ Cthet ne eﬂcourag ment be glven E

'ftomard A, rever51on +to shlps of the old deck: Cﬂrgo type., And 1t
©nad 66016ed to- 1n+roduce the correctlve iactor puruly 1& gt
| "or@er to rulm out_any such deve¢0ﬂmunt | SR

| Mr..ROCﬁU ITONT - (P nnoe) fully aJr@eﬂ *hﬂt th@ only waj to
i;preclude ‘an qdverse 1nf1ucnce on ShlU 6@51gn would be, to “el te

inet tounﬁgb to dlsolacbment -;becondly, the Danlsh represpn ﬁtlvejffjfﬂ

” had once’ ngaln demonSurateé that the gross tonnﬁge rul@s,_aévfi“

."faapproved, would hﬂve the dis gdvanta ze of encourawlng deck cargo
' 'jjtr%nsport. In the Cerﬁme“ﬂC@Sn 1ﬁ ml@ht be. ndVLSeble to

';reopen con51‘cvwblon of the gross tonmago formul% w1th 5 v1e¢:’*

':,to using dzsplscemﬂnt £8 tbe b”SlC rqmeter, J9r+1cu1quj ﬂsf=

© . the disputed. correctlve factor in tﬂﬂ net tonnage formula was an .

o absolu+oly new proposal cgmlng:at a yery_l,te_stnge,ln_thej.fiﬂ
negotlatlonsn X N N o . . ; - . e X R

. The' OHALRYAN'proposed to wut to tho vote the Netaerl ndsfff,  .

ffsuggestlon th%t thﬂ'correctbve factor should be to tbc “qu~refjr”'7 e

: power. o

En %nSWér'td'p Oolnu ralsed by the French represenuptlve,

' Ye noted that there was only one firm proposa; before the'F*~*-'”'T“

h.Commltteeg thc of the Netherlﬁnds, 31nce the dlscu581on on the s :

"3{ gross tonnage formula coulﬂ not be reopened.

 mamfe/snes



'MrL PIﬁ POVTCH (USSR) tﬂought S woul& be difficul t'td'

 ¥  take the vofe at thqt 3un0uure lﬂ “the ﬁbbence of- ANy proposql _
Coto meet the 901nt raised by France. He would therelore sug;es+ S

Hqtentgtlvely thm*Ian additional repalatlon mlght be inserted;
' reading.; "Any adﬁed spaee,-tnu_ﬁu pose OL which cannot be'.

H: f,eXD1n1ne@ by'the operational needs of the ship and the

.lnstqlleblOﬁ of wlhich would ﬂrt1f301c¢ly reduce the net tonﬂqge,
~ghall be added to the net tonnaﬂe“

My, KING (anmlt) pointed out that, under hat wordlng, B
'é_+?nk0r owner would be able to cl-im exemptlon.bj 1nstalllng--
the pipe~line system on the added superstrmcture'iﬁsteéd of,
as normally, below deck.

0 Mr., ROCQUEMOHNT (France) welcomed the Soviet suggestion as
-plainly showing thet delegation's awareness of the gravity of the

- - probliem under consideration. However, the likelihood of

manipulation would not be ruled out by any such reguletion,
however much the text might be claborated. The owner could claim,
for instance; thet the space in guestion was a recreation room

"-fffor the Crew.

‘Mr, DE JONG (Netherlands), illustrating his comments on
tie blackboard, showed successive changes in ship design over

- the years and made the point that it was obviously better to

construct so as to have the longtitudinal strength on the
' upper deck, A mnre useful purpose for an artificial between
deck on a tanker would bhe to accomnodate ballast tanks. In

. any cpse, his delegrtion did not share France's apprehensions

-_thwt there woulﬁ be recourae to manipulations of the kind |
ZPﬁVlSBéed

- myeoNR/c.2/sR.23



'3'mhe uﬁuIRMAN as sd ths_ﬁommlttee to Jndlcase lf 1t '

"*;" _prefsrr\ 'bhs faotor ( ));sss propossd by the NOfﬁlng Group

There were seven votes 1n favour of usxna ( )3

: I3 was d001ded 4o adopt the. factor ( ) in the. flrst termss_sisf
"7.ﬂf the T formula to take account of sh;ps asqlgned a5 freebgardf '
.s.lﬂ excess of the: minimun freeboard SRR SRR S

iPasserger tcrm

e, GUPTA (Indla) statsd that hlS delsgatlon had noljb?{lfhf“

”stfnbgectﬂons to passengers belng lelded into two groups only,,q;fi;-sfs
'”_prov1dsd that those groups were., nassengsrs in’ cabsns with' nntﬁ;:"”

Cmnare. than elght berths, and’ passengFrs in. dormltorles W’th mnre;gﬂﬁ’*V

_.f‘:than elght ‘berths or’ cntlrely unberthed.s He thus proposed v
'"f:deletlnn of the N2 tsrm tentatlvely 1ncludsd 1n the formula.w’”

Mr._MURRAY SMITH (UK) GXDialﬂCd that hlS delegatlon had

 :deone an’ oxer01ss us1ng the passenger term: w1th Ni; Né and N?
 1:fon two Brltlsh shlps hav1ng & few cabln berths ‘and & much _ g
,_;greauer number of" dormltory bsrths, and had found that 1f the NZE"'”

"term were’ 1gnorsa the new. net tonnags values obtalned wers closer-.jsj

':=s_sto ex1st1ng 101gures than 1f the N term were - 1nc1udea In the
"*,11ght af that - dlSOOVery, and s1mce the Indian delegatlon had '

o ﬂ*”oncJuded that “a twn—factor passenger term adequa ely took

 f~;account of” the pllgrlm ships, hls delegafwon was 1n favour of
"._deletjng the N term and ¢edef1nlrg the remalnlng twn N values,

..sftnus Ni-" Cabln PaSSengers, N,-w non—cabln passengsrs.

Mr ROOQUEMONT (Fraﬁce) remlnded the Commlftee that 1t had

"3s_nnt yet voted on the essentlal issue of whether nr. not the new

net tonnage flgurss should be as clerse: as snss1b1e tn the net

"7”itonnage values of ex1st1ng shlps, 2 matter which had some

77;bsar1ng on the 1ncluszon of 1nd1v1dual terms 1n the formula.3f

U me PROHASKA (Denmark) recalled that although ‘the Worklng &
:sGroup had done its calﬂulatlons using twn ‘passenger groups only, ;_j;;s
iJes (Nl + N ) and NB’ as orlglnally deflned in paragraph 20(@),5;sff~fﬁ
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__PSlmbe becanse 1t dad noﬁ have separate data avaxlable for the Wé '
fg”g<oup, 1t neveruhbless con51derbd that in any case the N2 term

O Uviould not subst&ntlally 1nfluence the passenger term in- tho NT

'fformula,

_ Tae CHAIRMAN *nv1ted *he Commlttee to vote on- the propnoal _
” made by India and- suppo ted by ‘the: United Klngdom to_delete the Nz'

term. o : o c T e e SRR oy
There were twenty-twn voies in favour and none againsb..

N _

oLt was decided to delete the @2 factor in the passengexr term
.of the net tonnage formula, and to redefine N, as the total number
- of cabin passengers and N, as the total number of non-cabin
: S .
‘passengers, The Ng factor was then re—~namedyl\?2‘L

Lower limit for the net tonnage

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) drew attention to the proccdure
adopted by the Working Group in testiﬁg Values for the lower limit
of the net tonnage formula in TM/CONF/C.2/WP,44, and to the graphs
thereto appended {(Diagrams I and II). He invited delegations to
_ check the figures used for the calculations and listed in

 TM/CONF/C.2/WP.44 for their own countries' ships,

He added that the pascenger coefficient itself bad been
derived on the basgis of the principle that passenger ships should
not be allocated net tonnages on the new system higher than their
current values. '

The CEAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on whether a lower
limit should be fixed for the net tonnage of 0.3 GT, for cargc
ships, : ' ‘ '

- 'There were'twentvﬁsix‘votes in favoﬁr'and one againgt.

R It was_decidcd to fix a lnrwer limit for the net tonnage of
':fcargo ships of 30 per cent of the gross tonnage.
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Mr. PROH&BKA (Denmark) p01noed out nat the Woralng Group had,_

:e[lnteﬂded that the lower 11m1t,-whatever it mlght be, should appay.ﬂ
f~to all types of Shlbs.. He explalned ‘that subsequently the Group :_
had decided ori - dlfferent llmlts for the two terms in. the formula,

'fas 1ndlcated in the second sentence of paragraph (1), Annex XIII.;-}fs7

_ It had found flrstly, that “the O 25 11m1ﬁ for the flrst
lf_term in: the net: tonnage formula for passenger shlps would glve a.

‘better: balanee between the two terms and, second3y, that for all]-=;?~=

'};IMCO passenger shlps the 1lm1t had to be applled for the flrst S
Lterm because 1t wag 80 small., For. the mlxed eargo and passenger;g_

S *shlps and  the car and rail ferrles, the Worklng Group ‘had R
'aa:concluded that a ]lmlu of 0,25 for the first term and an’ overallfefg :
limit of 0.30 would glve the best appr0X1matlon to the NT Vaaues ;ﬂ“gjf
for exzstlng passenger shlps, but allocatlng them 1n most casesf_unf o

'graﬁher a 1ower flgure than before. i

i MT- LRIKSSOV (5weden), Chalrmen of the worklng Croup, notedisi”'”°
':jthat in the. graph with a llmlt of 0. 3 GT (Dlagram II, OIS

_f,TF/OONP/C E/WP 44), the ferrles Were" included but L
L mnot w1th thelr correct flnal net tonnage whereas in the other

'_graph with a 11m1t of 0,25 GT (Dlagram 1, TM/CONF/C 2/WP 44),_-_~‘7~7*

.;all ferraes were excluded because car space was not lncluded

o Uin the tonnage ‘and’ the p01nts would have been negatlve. It was

:Clear that the ferries would have: hl her net tonneges under g,g:_J.;,ﬁ

'”gthe proposed new formula.gin__'-

_ The" CHAI&&AN 1nv1ted the Cemmlttee to vote on the WOrklng L
'gGrOup’s fecommendatlon that the flrst term in the T formula;e-fT"'”

"’jshould not be taken less than 0.25 GT, and that the net tonnage

__aaas a whole should not be teken less than 0.30 GI, for a1l shlps.:'f

There were twentv seven votes qin faveur and nene aaaanst
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It WAS | deuxdad to fly a lGWFr ]1m1 4or the net tonﬂage of all

g  sh:ps of 30_per ceni of the gross tonnage and to fix a lower 11m1t
o for the first term of the net tﬁnnage formula of twenfy—flve per
| "cent of the gross tonnage. it ' '

| e, ROCQUEMONT (7 rance) p01nted out that a cons;derable _ _
 number .of delegations had refrained from voting in the choice between

a power x of 2 or 3 for the factor (44/3D)¥ in the first term of

the net tounnage formula, He therefore considered there should be
~further and broader discussion on a suitable valune for X,

' The CHATRMAN asked the Working Group to explain why the
phrase "in register tons" had been put in square brackets in each _
case, in Annex XITI. ' ' ' '

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden), Chairman of the Working Group,
eﬁplained that the Group had, after dbrief discussion, conciuded
that the units for the final NT formula might not, strictly
"spesking, be register tons after all, because not all components
of the formula were in register tons. - Furthermnre, it was
extremely difficult to define a register ton. It had therefore
drawn attention to the issue for further consideration.

Mr. GUPTA (India) agrecd that the Committee should clearly
define the term '"register ton', He also asked for confirmation
that both terms in the NT formula would be applied to all ships,
whether passenger or cargn vessels,

| Mr. GRUNER (Finland) said he hoped that the second term in
the formula would not be applied to cargo shipe carrying less

~than twelve passengers; in view of the small difference it would

'imake numerlcally, tn their net tonnages, he felt thau 1t was just
e needless compllcatlonn | o
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o The CHAIhMﬂN suggbsted that some- stlpu]atlon could be que'f*:fog:J :
3: __  after the deflnltlon of passenger number in Annex lIII tc the effect: fih'"%
 that for the purposes of the N formula the total number of L
':-g?pqs¢engers 1ndlcatcd in the: ship's cortlflcate was to be taken dS

L ozero i At was, 1n fact less than thlrteen,: He' conszdered thaﬁ L
'the addltlon of even a small amount of net tonnage in the case Of ,gf 7[T

_jcerualn small vessels, ‘such as research shlps mlght be an'}'
'~ Unnecessary dlsadvantage for them. :

 7Mf: GUPfA (Indla) fowma?ly proposed that for Lhe Plrposes of 'f  ;::;;J

;applylng the net tonnage formula,:a Vessel carrvlng less than

- thlrteen passeﬂgurs should be. deemed to have none.j-_-"

"Thé CHAIRM@N 1nvmte& the Cemmlttee to vnte on the Indlanj}-

.':prroposal

There wmre twenty—nine votes in favour and none agalnst

_ It WES de01ded to insert a sentence in Anrex XIII after fVif :
f Thé defanxtlon nf pagsenger numbers'lndlcatlng that, in the .
';appllcatlon of -the net tonnage:. formula, the total number nf -

| ‘passenpgers ‘as indicated in the ship's certificate was to be taken'f f;{ i

7 fas ZET0 for shlps carryving less than thirteen passengers._:."' SR

. GRUNER (Flnland) asked whether the certlflcate refefred to
'jln the deflnltlon of paosenger numbers 1n Lnnex XIIT was the shlp‘s

"* tonnage certlflcate,_the safety certificate or any other certlfluate,f; 1ﬁ74

'= QHe pOlnued out that. the safety ce rtlflcate generally stlpulated the
-“number of persons on board nnt the number of passenger%,a_ PR

The CHAZPMAN nbserved that the unquallfled cxpress*on
: "certlflcate" had been used expressly, gince any certlfloate

”'¥ ff1nd1cat1ng the tntal number of paesengers was adequate, 'j jr“

He suggested tha* the expr9881on "Shlp S certlfzhate" hsed on

”°prage 2 of Annex XIII should be 1eft a8 lt stood

It was 80 agreed

The meeflng I‘ose et 12 45 'p m. ..:






