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AGENDA ITEM 4 - CONSIDERATION A~D PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASURET1ENT
AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES (TM,/COTW/C.2/WP.19/Add.3,
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.41; TM/CONF/C.2/WP.42/Add.l;
TM/CONF/C.2/WP.45) (continued)

Nr. PROHASKA (Denmark), referring to Draft Regulation 3
(TM/CONF/C.2/WP.42/Add.l) pointed out that the COlwlitte~ had
decided to express the volume in cubic metres. In regard to
RegUlation 4, he preferred the original text to the new draft.

The CHAIill~,N said that the Committee should decide whether
the expression "in register tons", appearing in square brackets
in Regulations 3 and 4, should be retained.

Mr. ROCQUmlONT (France) s'lid that there was no difficulty
about the French version but that in the English text the word
"tons" might lead to confusion.

Mr. WILSON (UK) considered it essential to define what was
meant by "tons".

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) suggested that the expression
"tonnage units" should be used.

Mr. MURPHY (USb.) , supported by Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark),
proposed that the words in square brackets be delr)ted.

1'he United ..§.ta!_es propo_sal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee 'to consider the ,report
of the ad hoc working group on the international tonnage
certificate (TM/CONF/C.2/WP.45).

Mr. SEAGO (UK), speaking as Chairman of the working group,
Gaid that it had taken as its models for the front of the tonnage
certificate the 1960 certificate (Convention for the Safety of
Life at Sea) and the 1966 certificate (Convention on Load Lines).
After the name of the country it had added "for which the
Convention came into force •..•.•..•••••.• 19 .. ", because the
ratification dates would not be the same for all signatories.
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For the dates of keel-laying and of modifications undergone

by the ship, it T8ferredto the relevant artioles of the

Convention. Three dimensions had been inoluded: overall

length, moulded breadth, and moulded depth to the upper deok;

the tonnages were expressed in tons, but since the Committee
had deleted that term in Regulations 3 and 4, it would

doubtless not wish to include it in the tonnage certificate.

The working group had decided to put on the reverse of the
certificate all the information needed to identify the spaces
inclUded in the tonnage, but had considered that an enumeration
of those spaces together with a conversion factor might give

rise to errors, and the port authorities might wish to base
their charges on the highest figure. To indicate the existence
of an open space, an asterisk W8"S to be added to the spaces

included in the tonnage, but the working group had not wished to
include details which would have ro~uired a third page. In

regard to passengers, the number of those in dormitories was to
be omitted in accordance with tho decision taken by the
Committee.

The CHAIill1hN said that the Articles referred to on the
front of the. certificate were 3(2) and 3(2)(b).

!"fr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal ;~uthority) suggested that

the certificate should show the naIne and address both of· the
shipyard and of the owner.

]VII'. OVERGiiAU\r{ (Netherlands) thought that the first version

of the cert1ficate had been better drafted than the new oneQ

He felt that the units of volume should be expressed in cubic

metres and that all spaces capable of containing cargo should
be indicated; it would also be advisable to add an explanatory
note concerning the overa.ll length and to provide a space in
which the Administration would record any modifications which

might be made during the life of the ship.
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Mr. BONN (Cnnada) si',id th8-t in PJany cases the port

nuthori ties were accustomed t" V')lUI218S expr2sscd in cubic feet

and urged that that unit should appear 8,lonbside the cubic

li.'letres.

~1r. ROCQUEMONT (France) supported the suggestion tllat'the

n81.1es of the shipyard and the owner sheul:1 be shuwn on the

tonnage certificate. In his view, the calculation cf the gross
and net tonnai';es, with the conversion factor, shoul'1 be shown on

tho reverse of the certificate, because otherwise the Conference
might be accused of deliberate obscurity.

~r. CHRISTIil~SEN (Norway) a~reed with the representative of
Frf',nce Qbuu t the r0ferences to the owner and builder and

sUGgested that tho d~te on which the ship had been delivered
should also be shown.

Mr. ~UENCH (Israel) asked that the dates in the fourth

coluE1l1 on the front of the certificRtc should be expressly

indicated, instead of a mere r~f~renc0 to the c~ticles of the
Convention.

lVir. vHLSON (UK) said he could not see the point of

includi:1.g on the tonnage certificate iLformRtion whic~1 was

already given in the ship's r0gister. He regretted, on the

other hc"nd , that the workiYlg group had not kept on the back of

the certificate the sketch which had appeared in the original
versioDo

Mr. PROHJ,SKlc (Denmark) pGinted out a slight error on the

front vf thc certificate; The forl~ula should be as follows:

"This is to c~rtify thRt the tonnal"';eS of this ship pave. been
ascertained 00000."0
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- 6 -

Wi. th reference to the tonnage calculatbn, he pointed out
that the Load Line Convention indicated the results but not the

detailed calculation of the freeboard.

!'ilI'. PRIVUOV (USSR) thought that the working gI'oup had
shown wisdom in limiting the infortne,tion to begiven on the

tonnage certificate and in not requiring the inclusion of
information which was already shown in the ship's register. In

regard to the main dimensions, it would be useful to mention
the regulations which laid d0wn how they were to be r::tef\sured.

Again, the working group had rightly fought shy of giving the
impression that dual tonnages were invGlved by including a

second figure. The regulation dealing with the closing of
open spaces Wf\S useful for verification purposes and this
would be made easier if a sketch was included in the document.

The value of the blank page which the representative of Norway
had advocated was not immediately obvious; at all events it
would not be needed to show any change of flag, because in
such a case the tonnage certifioate w0uld have to be modified,
too,

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the points of agreement,said that
there was a majority in favour of deleting the wordlltons" in

gross and net tonnage. To meet the poi.nt made by the
representative of Denmark the signed statement would have to
read: llThis is to Gertify that the tonnages of this ship have
been ascertained.,.ll,

There was less general agreement on how to indicate the

main dimensions. Was it, for example, adequate to write "length"
instead of lloverall lengthll and to refer to the regulation

which indicated how the length v{·?,s to be ca] culated?
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)Vir. CABARIBERE (France) th<,ught it was essential to keep
the expressinn "0verall length".

JVIr. WILSON (UK) acknowledged the validity of the cbjeetjon.
The reason for including the main dimensions on the certificate
was to facilitate verificatic,n, but was it necessary tc mentinn
a length which could be easily verified?

Mr. GUPTA (India) t~ought it was perhaps enough that the
length was shown on the ship's register.

JVIr. SASAMURA (Co~~ittee Secretary) pointed out that the
indications required by the Conventions were intended only tc
show whether 0r not the ship was longer than 24 metres, Rnd not
to enable control officers to verify the length.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) said he thought there were other
ways of identifying a ship than by measuring its length.

The CHAIRMAN said it had been proposed and seconded that
only the word "length" should be mentioned, without any othE.r
details, reference being m2,de to the articles in the Convention
on Load Lines which laid dr,wn the methods of calculation.

The proprsal was approved by 30 votes to 4.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Allthori ty) ~Jointed

out that the ship's register was not always kept on board and
that port authorities needed to kn0w the dimensions of ships.

The CHAIllivill~ invited the Committee tn discuss the question
of whether, as in the case of length, only the word "breadth"
should be mentioned, reference being made to the definition
contained in the Ccmventinn on Load Lines.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority) asked
why it was necessarz' tn refer to anothe~ convention instead of
drawing up a self-contained document.
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Mr. WILSON (UK) considered that it waS easier to speak of
overall breadth than overall length.

Mr. FILIPPOVICH (USSR) enquired why dimensions sl10uldbe
recorded on the tonnage certificate at all. If it was for
identification, that was no longer necessary. If it was for the
convenience of port authorities, that waS qUite a different
matter. The question was to know what was intended.

The CHAIRMAN thought that an indication of the moulded
depth was essen-dal, but that the usefulness of the other two
dimensions was less obvious.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) pointed out that it was unnecessary
to mention lenJth on the tonnage certificates since it was already
given on the load line certificate.

The CHAIR~~N said he inclined to the conclusion that length
and breadth lleed not 1:'e mentinned and that an indiccttion vf the
depth would be sufficient.

Mr. CABARIBERE (France) th'_ught that in that case it might
have been simpler to indicate only gross tonnage and net tonnage
on the load-line certificate.

The CHAIRMAN noted that there was a majority in favour of
retaining the main dimensions on the tonnage certificate.
Since length had already been defined by reference to the
Convention on Load Lineo, the same could be done for breadth.

The proposal was approved by 20 votes to 3,

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) recalled that in the Convention
on Load Lines the length had to be known in order to determine
whether the ship waG over 24 metres in length. The overall
length and overall breadth should be given on the first page
of the document, and all information concerning load-lines on
the second page.
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Mr. WILSON (UK) felt that, since length was indicated by
reference to Article 2(8), it would be normal to define the other
two dimensions similarly.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that there was no longer any objection
to that proposal, and invited the Committee to consider another
point - namely, the suggestion by the Observer of the Suez e,anal
Authority, supported by Norway, that the names of the ship­
builder and shipowner and the date of delivery sheuld be mentioned
on the tonnage certificate.

Mr. HABACHI (Observer, Suez Canal Authority) proposed
that the Committee should see a specimen of a ship's registration
p8,pers so as to determine wheth(T it met the Committee's
rGCluirem(mts.

Mr. STITT (USA) felt that there was no objection to recording
any information which was not likely to be altered, such as the
name of the shipbuilder and the delivery date. The name of the
shipowner was Cluite another matter, however, for if that were
recorded on the tonnage certificate the certificate would have to
be changed when the ship changed hands.

Mr. SEAGO (UK) pointed out that arguments for and against that
proposal had been discussed in the working group. There were a
number of certificates in existence which did not bear the
information in Cluestion, and that did not give rise to difficulties.
Why should the S'.IDe not apply to the tonnage certificate?

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Cluestion of whether the name
of the shipbuilder should be included on tho tonnage certificate.

The votes were equally dividod,·12 in favour and 12 aga~.

The proposal WGS not approved.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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Mr. de JONG (NetherLmds) said that it was sometimes
difficult to knbwwho the shil}builder viaS, for instance,. when
a ship was built in sections.

Mr. VinSON (UK) urged thEtt only information relating to
tonnage should be mentioned on the tonnage certificate.

JVIr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) thought it necessary to mel1tion
the name of the shipowner since, if the ship changed hands, a
new certificate might have to be issued.

The CHAIRJVIAN pointed out that the General Committee had
decided to omit the regulation concerning change of ownership.

JVIr. KING (Kuwait) suggested that where an Administration
required the name of the shipowner, it should request that
information on the port entry papers.

The CHAIR!lliN put to the vote the question of whether the
name of the shipowner should be included on the tonnage certificate.

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 6.

The CHAIRNJ\l\T put to the vote the question of ';rhether the

delivery date should be included on the tonnage certificate.

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 4.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) suggested that, in order to ensure
that the tonn?c;e certific8te c.id in fact refer to the ship in

question, the number should be altered in the event of any change.

JVIr. PROHASKA (Denmark) thought that it was unnecessary to

indicate the number of passengers on the second page of the
tonnage certificate. The important thing was to give details
which would enable the ship to be identified. The second page
Should be as simple as possible.

TheCHAIRJVILN drew the Committee's attention to the problem
of applying Regulation 5(3), which provided that when the
Characteristics of a ship were altered, a new international
tonnage certificate should be issued,but that the value of the

T~VCONF/c.2/sR.24
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net tonnage shown on th'l.t certificate should be the same as that
shown on the current certifi~ate until twelve months had elapsed.
In that case the information on pages 1 and 2 would no longer
agree and the impression micht be created that the owner had
falsified the figures. It mi"ht therefore be advisable to leave
a blank space on the second page to indicate whether Regulation 5(3)
had been applied.

Mr. CUNlGNGHAM (USJI) thought that that question would raise
no problem provided the Regulation was interpreted correctly.
It might perhaps be ;)ossible to word the phrase concerning the
twelve month period somewhat more simply.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) thought that the second page
should be left blank. In his opinion there would be little point
in referring to particular regulations, as the port authorities
would not take the trouble to look up all the details.

Mr. CUl;iNINGHArl (USA) recalled that the working group had
discussed the matter end that it had been suggested that the date
on which the tonnage had been reduced should be recorded on the
ccrtificate.

The CHAIm:LN thOUGht that the sugGcstion of including a
blank pa~e for ob0ervations might be the answer to the problem.

That proposal \vas adopted by 15 votes to 1-

The O1EIRr:iAN reminded members that it had been suggested
that the second page should be altered to contain details of
the spaces included in the tonnage.

The.t proposal was rejected by 17 votes to 15.

The CHAIRHAN said that the Committee had to decide whether
to include mention of the total number of passengers.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) did not think it necessary to

record the number of passengers on the certificate. The figure

was already given on the ship's papers.

Mr. SEAGO (UK) thought it essential that the number of
passengers sho\~ on the certificate should tally with the number
of passengers indicated in the formula Nl + N2 , which had been

adopted for the determination of net tonnage. The working
group had regarded the ~)assenger figure as a means of verifying

the net tonnage.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) felt that port authorities would not

take the trouble to verify the figures on a certificate issued

by the competent authorities of a country. In his view, the
second page served no useful purpose. If the Committee thought
it absolutely essential to indicate the number of passengers,

that figure could appear at the bottom of the first page.

The CHAIR}Ij~ pointed out that it was essential to include

details of the number of passengers and spaces for the applica­
tion of Regulation 5.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) agreed with the representative of

Denmark that the second page was unnecessary.

Mr. WILSON (UK) said he thought the number of passengers
should appear on the certificate because it would playa part

in the calculation of net tonnage under the formula which had
been adopted for that purpose. It was a vital piece of
information for port authorities.

Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) also thought that factors such as the
number of passengers and the draught, which served to determine

net tonnage, should be recorded on the certificate; they

provided a means of verification.

TM!COTIF!C.2!SR.24
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Mr. SEAGO (UK) reminded members that the working group had
drawn up the tonnage certificate on the basis of the regulations
which had been established and, in particular, of Article 12 of
the Convention relating to control. The number of passengers
and the draught played a considerable part in the determination
of the tonnage. If those indications were not included :in the
certificate, the Conference wou~d be failine; to supply the means
of exercising the control for which that Article provided.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) urged that the number of passengers
should be retained on the certificate.

Mr. PROH1SKA (Denmark) said that vThen he had questioned the
need to indicate the number of passengers, he had not been aware
of the provisions of Article 12. He now therefore agreed that
that figure should be included but, in his opinion, it should
appear on the first page.

After an exchange of v:i ews in which lV[r. GUPTA (India),
Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) and Mr. MUENCH (Israel) took part,
t~e CH~IRMAN put to the Yote the question of retaining the figures
for the number of passengers an~ the draught on the certifioate.

The COll1Ji1illie decided, by 28 Yotes to one, to retain those
fi{,,:ures.

Mr. PROH~SK£ (Denmark) thou~ht that all open and oaclosed
spaces should be mentioned on the certificate. He was in favour
01 page 2 in the form in which it had been submitted by the
working group;

Mr. SEAGO (UK) oOl".sidered that if the certificate were to
mention all the spaces that "ere not included in the gross and
net tonnsges, the initial measurement would he greatly complicated.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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Mr.OJ'fl.l\.R (United .Arab Republic) asked whether the

certificate would include sketches.

It was decided, by 20 votes to 11, that no sketches would

.§.ppear on the c~rtificate.

Mr. ]\1DENCH (Israel) recalled that he had suggested that,
on the first page, the dates themselves should be indicated
and not the articles, as proposed by the working group.

The CHAIRMAN thought the Drafting Committee might consider
that suggestion.

It was so decided.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) said he was in favour of indicating
the freeboard and the number of the load line certificate.

]\IT. WILSON (UK) pointed out that 10a1 line certificates
were changed every four or five years whereas the tonnage
certificate might not be altered for many years. If the number

of the load line certificate were indicated, the tonnage

oertificate would have to be altered.

The Committeedecioed, by 25 votes to one, to mention only

the moulded draught.

Mr. SASMlURA (S ecretary of the Committee) thought the
Secretariat would have some difficulty in establishing the text

of the certificate to be submitted to the Drafting COffimittee for
consideration. He therefore suggested that the members of the

working group assist the Secretariat in drafting a text which
would first be submitted to the Technical Coml'li ttee, before
being considered by the Drafting Committee.

It was so decided.

RegUlations 3 and 4

The OHAIR]\~\.N invited the Committee to examine the proposed

re-draft of Regulations 3 and 4 contained in TM/CONF/C.2/WP.42/Add.1.

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.24
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Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) proposed that the text of
Regulation 4 (Net Tonnage) should be clarified by the
insertion, after the formula, of the explanatory sentence
"In this formula the factor (~)3 ••• etc.", taken from
Annex XIII to TM/CONF/C.2/WP.19/Add.3 and by the deletion of
the corresponding items from the definitions in paragraphs (1)
and (3) of TM/CO}W/C.2/WP.43/Add.l.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRN~N, referring to the cefinition of N + N
2

,
1

enquired what action the Committee wished to take in regar~

to the alternatives placed in square brackets - "ship's
certificate" and "International Tonnage Certificate (1969)".

Mr. GUPT~ (India) suggested the adoption of tho term
"passenger certificate", which had been widely used for many
years to denote the Safety Certificates.

r-'Ir. HUr:PJ~Y SHITH (UK) said it was important to be
specific, as ships had many different certificates. He
suggested ""ho use of the term "International fassenger and
Safety Certificate" in the case of ships engaged on international
voyagos and "Passenger Certificate" in other cases.

The CHAIRNAN prrposed that the worc1s in square brackets
should be replaced by the term "Ship's Passenger Certificates".

The Chairman's proposal was adopted.

Mr. PROTh\SKA (Denmark) thought it advisable to include
a definition of the "cabins" referred to in connexion with
factors Nl and N2 • Members of the Committee understood that
the reference was to cabins. containing not more than eight
berths, but the point should be made clear in the text.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.24
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The CHAImiAN sugg8sted that tho definitions should read
as follows:

Nl =: total number .df passengers in cabins. containing
not more than 8 berths,

N2 =: total nurnber of other passengers.

It was so decided •..._-----
D0cumont TM/CQ~/C.2/WP~42/Add.l~.as amended, wasap~roved.

!tegulations 1-7

The CHAIR~lliN invited the Committee to consider those
portions of document TI1/COrm/C.2/WP.42 on which a decision had not
yet been taken. He pointed out that pages 1-5 and Regulations 3·-4
had already been dealt with.

"Mr. NUN'ICH (Federal Republic of Germany) suggested that
the definitions of "we8.thertight" and "breadth" should be
inserted, as preViously agreed.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRNAN prop0 sedthat in Regulations 5(1) and (:3)
the square brc;ckets should be removed and the term "N3" should
be deleted.

It was so decided.

11ro vvHSON (UK) pointed out that paragraph (ii) pf
RegUlation 5(3), in square brackets, should be deleted, in
accordance with the decision of the General Committee.

It was so decided.

JYlr. NURRAY SEITH (UK) stated that the reference to alterations
or modifications "of a maj0r character" in RAgulation 5(3)(iii)
was too vague, and suggested the replacement of the last three
lines of the sUb-para.graph by the words "involving a change
in gross tonnage of 10 per cent or more",

TJYrjCONF/C. 2/SR. 24
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Mr. dJNNlCH (Federal Rep1+blic of Germany) said he
understood that the General Committee was no longer in favour
of the wrlrding suggested by the United Kingdom representative.

Mr. ]vlURRAY SHITH (UK) said that the same information had
just reached him and he would withdraw his proposal.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) said he assumed that the words
"and displacement" would be deleted throughout Regulations 6
and 7.

The CHAIRMAN said that that would be done.

Mr. GRUNER, (Finland) suggested that some mention should be
made of the logarithmic formula.

The CHAIlli"lAlIi said it would be mentioned in the table
which was to be append.ed. He suggested that \'ihen the table
was drafted the points should be chosen so that a straight
interpolation would still keep the nrder of approximation
mentioned at the previous meeting.

Mr. NUHRAY SHIl'H (UK) said his delegation hoped to provide
three sets of intervals from which the Committee could choose.

The CHAIFJ"lAN said that discussion of TN/CONF/C.2/WP.42
was completed.

STAT~t'IENT ON BBHALF OF l'R::'NCH POR'l' AUTHOHITlc:S

Mr. PAG",S (France) said that, in his capacity as Manager
of the Port of Bordeaux, he wished to make some observations
on behalf of a group of users of the tonnage measurement
regulatio~s - the French pnrt authorities.

He understood the Conference's desire that the new
tonnages should be widely used as a basis for the assessment of
port dues and pilotage and towing charges. The authorities
responsible for levying those charges enjoyed a wide measure
of freedom, however, and in order to secure Widespread adoption,
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the system would haveto.be as simple and.10gical .aspossible,
free.ofambiguity and capable of being checked rapidly by
officials of average skill, and the certificates presented must

entirely above suspicion. Finally, there must be only one
tonnage system for each ship, regardless of draught or load.

It was clear that shipnwners and shipping authorities wanted
to benefit by the lowest possible port charges. The pnrt
authorities had the same objective; there was keen competition

between pnrts, both nationally and internationally.

The port authorities were interested in two criteria:
the external features of a ship (length, breadth and draught)
which governed the design of locks and canals, and the commercial
capacity, and they were anxious that the new tonnage measurement
system should reflect those two criteria very clearly. They
tcok full account of the commerci.al .needs of shipping and often
gave favourable terms to ships loading or unloading small
quantities of cargo or to special types of ships, such as liners,
cruise ships and vehicle ferries.

If the p0rt authorities gained the impression that their hand
was being forced by new regUlations intended systematically to
reduce tonnages, they would be forced to raise their charges.
Again, if the new tonnage measurement regulations were too
complicated, illogical or artificial, the port authorities would
become suspicious and would either ignore the regulations
completely - assigning their own dues - nr add to existing taxes
a safety margin to cover doubtful cases. That would bo against
the interests of shipowners.

Finally, it vias to be hoped that the new regUlations would not
have an unfavourable effect on ship design and construction or
militate against a rational structure for pnrt charges.
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Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) said the Committee had fulfilled
all the previous speaker's requirements except for the
stipulation that ships should have only one tonnage regardless
of draught. It was difficult, however, to reconcile that
stipulation with the speaker's statement that authorities
needed to know the length, breadth and draught of every ship.
The Oommittee believed that draught was an important criterion in
tonnage measurement, and a correction had been made for draught
in the formula for net tonnage, though not in the formula for
gross tonnage.

The OHAIRHA: said the comments of the two previous speakers
would be noted. The Oommittee had now completed its work, unless
the Oonference should decide to refer any further matters to it,
and he wished to thank all those who had co-operated in enabling
it to achieve its tasks.

Mr. O}lliIS~IANSBN (Norway) and Mr. GUPTA (India) thanked the
Ohairman for his great patience and competence.

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m.
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