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'"+ }jAGmNDA ITEM 3 - CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS AS INSTRUCTED BY THE

- 'CONFERZNCE (TM/CONE/WP.3; TI/CONE/3;
- TM/CONF/6 TM/CJVF/7,_ TM/OONF/g Aad., l)(centlnued)

The CHAIRMAN rumlnded ‘the Committee that it had to deczde on*?f]-;f

".the grcss tonnage parameters to. be submltted to tho plenary

3meet1ﬁg of the Conference on 3 Junc. One” solutlon propes@d Was :;_._,_
"j,the adoptlcn of a 81ngle parameter, whereas others ere based on

: a comblnatlon of two parameter8°f under—deck volume in r@glster
~tons and the volume of above-deck passenger spnces (proposal by .
'QNorway) tho Shlp s total volume,'and dlsplac&ment (Proposal G) g

: -”The Netherlands delegatlon had proposed & method Wthh by fﬂf””
'{ app1y1ng a ooefflclent “ﬂ"g_would allow for max1mum use of

.  'dlSplacemcnt in the case of OPen shelter deckers and of volume
5,:for closed shelterwdeckers. ' SR T SRR S

Mr. ROCQUENOWT (France) thought the paramcters oould e put".

 -;-1nto two categorles-ff on the one - hand those con81der1ng the
'f_ volume of the Shlp as a whole, thut 1s to say, dlsplacement

. number of p35$enﬂgrs ‘2nd, taking the broadest possible view, the-”?"ﬁ'

'_ fvo1ume of: passenger Spﬂces ;'on the other hand those conSLderlng
B only part of" the shlp : The second categorj would glve rgse to

_f”dlffmcultles of prllﬂmthﬁ and 1ntarprct%tzonn” Hls delegatlcn
'_'thereforc advocatcd the ch01ce of anequlvocal pgramcters, namely
':total volume and 1oad dlsplﬁcement - ' '

ifj  Mr GRUNpR (Flnl nd) noted that 1f cortlfled dlsplacement

  %fWere considered to be. cqual to tho sum of the shlp | 11gnt _
'“”fdlspiacemenﬁ and de”dWngﬂﬁ tonnagb' the flrst and thlrd valucs
S were varzables_und the second a congtant. That method of 1 
' ?”foalculat&on might, 4if 1t wers in th@l? in%erest to do: so,,":__”:
'”; encour ge shlpownerf to. increase their deadwelght tonnage “a

'}5-?_var1able - whlle the 1ight dlsplacement remalned constanto;;,_  fﬁ’_ ff;




PR

__ ;1 Conversely,_owners wantlng a lower deadwelght tonnage would be o
”*;ﬂ]penallzed by lnclu81on of the 11ght dlsplacement in the o

_ ffcert1f1cat1on - The formula was thus somewhat unfalr and that

© o was why Finland had suggested that only the’ Shlp 2 deadwelght .
 tonnage should be certified. _ a
© Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) stressed that gross tonnage was the

- griterion recogniszed both in international conventions and'__

”-:regulatlons and in national legislative and admlnlstratlve

 prov1s1onS Hence it should not be too difficult for the .

. Committee %o arrive at a definition acceptable to all

'-delegations.

Norway's Proposal and Propcsal C, both being based on the
ship's volume, came near to the principles which his delegation
considered essential, However, he did not think that the second
- parameter should be displacement, which was a variable, but a
net tonnage value representing a fraction of the total volume
which would be the first parameter; He also felt that Norway's
Proposal would be more satisfactory if the gross tonnage
:éxpreSSed the total volume of all closed spaces. If the
Committee incorporated in that Proposal certain elements of
Proposal €, which the Soviet Union, for its part, favoured, it
would be very close to reaching a decision.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) did not think that the adopﬁioﬁ of

‘.dlSplacement as a parameter would be llkely to penalige snmall

~ships, as the Finnish representatlve seemed to fear, for port
:authorltles could levy dues whlcn were not calculated 1n exact
_ratlo to the gross tonnage. _ ' '
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ﬁ';fff,p01nted out that, if a country w1shed to take the total volume s
:;Tlnto account it could insert prOV131ons to thls effect in 1ts;};; fﬁ

_~,m~5;~u..-_

- The representatlve of the Sov1et Unlon suggcsted the
:__:adoptlon of & second parameter which would be a frqctlon of 4“he R
“ Ttotal volume, the lattcr belng the flrst paramete CMr. Prohaska -

;5  domestic 1eglslatlon : In regcrd to . port dues,y pracﬁlce hnd

 ”-5ca1culat1on but the current practlce of ‘some” port authorltles
":was to adcpt gross tonnteop The Qonference should ellmlﬂate

;i;changed over the: years Cat ‘the beglnnlng of the century, net
"f_tonnage had stlll been the gencrally qccepted basis of

- the concept of net tonnage and the system of dual tonnage from

 .the text of the Conventlon and establlsh a vmlue whlch would e
_ correspond to an exact deflnltlon of the shlp, that 1s to Sﬂys w__..____
fthe certlfled dlSpluCGanﬁ S s _

o Mr, CHRTSTTANSEN (Norway) agreb& w1th the rbpresontatlvb offf;;*”' 
;uthe Sov1et Union ‘that the gross “tonnage shou?d express ¥:) volume fﬁ Lo

i gbut empha31zed the need: to apply a. convcr51on fuctor. R

g Mr,.HUNNICH (Fedoral Republlo of Germany) ald thut; in ;;ij:u° ::
'-]hls oplnlon, the total volume could be comblned w:th the voiume:“_ :: =
“up to the 1oad 11ne W1th a conver81on fuctor to rclate the ,g_;;sﬂ-‘-?*+

”'* fva1ues obt 1ned to exzstlng grOSS tonnageS.;_:

Mr.:GRUNER (Flnland) sald ‘he was not thlﬂklng only in termsl-'

._~5 of 1arge sh&ps.‘ Port Authorities wére not keen on: u81ng a f}?¢iﬂ$ff?””
'7_f_ﬁslld1ng scale, they preferred a 51ngle figure for the

i calculatlon of harbour duesn.; Under the. Flnnlsh Proposal 1t; 3ﬂf  Hf t
';t_was the certlfled deadwelght tOhnag” whlch would serve qs thcfﬁf_h'
"jba31s for thc ca lculatlon of dues.; ' * 2 |
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L Mr._CUNNINGEAM (USA) agreed W;th the comments of the Norweglani::3,
": jrepresentat1ve concernlng the shelter deck._f hltherto, port -
_iauthorltles in dlfferent countries had sucoeeéed in solving thelr

’“f:problem by taklng gross tonnage as the’ ba51s bu% w1th due regard
to economic considerations. ~In 1960, -at the time. of - the :

 Conference. on- Safety of Life at Sea; the shelter-deck: nad’
”".' presented & problem because the aim had been to improve: the ‘safety

~of ships. Governments. could have proposed the closing of the
‘shelter-deck but they had not done so. Between 1961 and 1969

'  _'IMCO had been engaged on the task of finding a solution which

1Wou1d”make.it'possible to. increase the safety of ships while
maintaining their economic viability. Fow a new formula was
proposed although. little was knowh of the laws and regulations
in force in the different countries,. - There was a risk of

- arriving at a solution which could be prejudicial to certain types

- of ships. The Conference must remember that it was dealing with

two'existing factors, namely, the shelter-deck and gross tonnage,
which, from the economic standpomnt were of great 1mportance to
':_many couﬁtrles The total volume would be an entlrely new
formula unless it were quailfled by an appronrlate conversion

' factor. Any decision to exclude the shelter- deck concept mlght
' be prejudicial to a great mahy countries. It was 1mp0831ble to

- %ake an arbitrary decision on the subject and a compromise must be
- found. If it were decided to .abolish the tonnage mark, it was
gquestionable how far that decision would be applied., - Shipowners
‘would be. guided by economic considerations and only those who -
"would gain some advantage from the change would regquest the
alteration of their tonnage. It seemed essential toat the o

' shelter-deck concept should be taken into comsideraﬁion;,_aV'
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i Mr, UGLﬁND (Ncrway) fully approved the remarks made by the  ff: ' e

:' 5 Unlted Staﬁes representatlve. . That was why Norway had submltted;j 5” '7

'”t”fa compromige solutlon._- ‘The shelter—deck concept was very foes
” _1mportant to the future of shlpplng.,- e

. As for the concept of dlsplacement there was no doubt that:f

.  _1f lt were applled some- shlps would be seriously penallzed and it :3;3?73

”  was very important that shlps should not be penallzed for

' ;ln0reas1ng ‘their. safety. - The question of ballast also. ralsed a
. problem. Everyone agreed that a ship was often more seaworthy
Cooif it Was ballasted, Wny, then, should thls factor be ellmlnated

f -amd shlps penallzed in future if they requlred ballast° That was f'

“-_what would hapben under Eroposal O : : SR o

It was also 1mportant to preserve the reglster ton of 100
Z[cublc feet as a unlt._ Korway Had attempued to flnd a solutlon

along those llnes.. Under the Norwegian proposal it WOuld be o
~ possible to obtain a tonnage very close to the present tonnage of”f“" .
:_standard 1n+ernatlona1 vessels._ There mlght yerhaps e some : '_--

: dlfflCu1tleS in regmrd o small vessels, but a solution’ to that ['f o

,'problem could no doubt e found The Norwegian prOposal would

. alsc make- 1t pOSSlble to fix fthe tonnage of a vessel 1n the early;; ;_j~~

:ffstages of its consuructlon, whlch could not be done ander the
  61spl¢cement system bBecause i+ was dlfflcult to establlsh the S
aa tota1 volume of 'all the superstructures at ‘the beginning, 91nce ai_

vessel always underwent modifications rlght up to the moment of ;”h
'iflts flnal completlon. ?}bif_l : : R T L

The Unlted States representatlve had ralsed the problem 0f;f"“”“' .

|  f the shelter~deck. That was a ‘difficult problem which must not' ﬁ;f5if”:

'”.jbe further compllcated Moreover,'as the dlsplacement system

T 5was very dlfferent from the system currently in use, a long




-8- |

S tran31b1ona1 perlod would have to be allowed durlng whlch the'

H“Qfauthorltles would have to operate two dlfferent systems side by

.'i51de.: 1t would be better to Tind a method Nthh could be brought_e”

:eglnto operatlon as quickly as noeszble. | Flnally, the French
- proposal took no asccount of the shelter-deck eonoept If the

 Conference decided to set up a néw system of tonnage measurement,
it must do it in such a way as to avoid creating new difficulties
 in the future. A sclution must therefore he found whlch was not
too far removed from the present system,

. Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) said that the shelter-deck queStiQn
:gave rise to many problems, and a solution must be found for it.
He felt that whatever system was ehoeen, tonnage must not depend
“on the construction of the vessel and the number of decks. |
Jonnage represented nn more than 7 to 23 per cent of the dues

paid by vessels in ports.

Mr. PROHASKA {Denmark) shared the view of the United States
representative in regard to the shelter-~deck question. He also
considered that tonnage should not depend on the 'tween-deck
spaces, and it was clear that those spaces were not taken 1nto
“zecount in the concept of displacement., 4 slight variation in
port dues might represent a con51derable lcss for a shlpownerQ

In spite of what the representdtive of NorWay had sald the
dlsplaoement could be determined when' -the’ flrst plans for the -
- ship were drawn up,, It had beeh said that ‘the concept of
- dlsplacemenﬁ would 1ead to figures different from the preeent ones.
_-_But from the flgures which he had subtmitted the day before, 1t
"would be seen that the dlfference was. 1n31gnlfloant

Lamf
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Mr. GRUNER (Flnland) said that 1t Wag 1mportant to choose a'}    .
_ 'system whlch would sult not only eX1st1ng ‘ships: but also Shlps toj[¢' f¥

obe constructed in the future. & The Netherlands prOposal merited ff;ﬂffﬁi
 ,1-{cons1derat1on.1_ The problems ralsed by smaller shlps would haveffV*J"
';' to be studled separately.;;z_}d-' | |

Mr. CUNNINGHAM {U SA) stressed the need to flnd a compromlse 5 5=“ Hf

'ff ;gformu1a.~7 In March 1963 the Unlted States had agreed, ina
' ' Splrlt of. compromlse ‘and in . order to make progfess towards a

'funlversal system, to -abandon the concept of water ballast. .5;f 77;fi. g

' f Everybody must make conce531ons.,” _xn.'

MI', UGLAND (Norway) POll’ltEd O'Ut"t thﬁ‘t delays Occurred ln L

' fshlp constructlon because the p051tlnn of the 1nad Tine was not

?ilfknown. It would ‘be p0531ble to ‘abandon the concept of the second  ;jf?

  7deck by preserV1ng the shelter deck concept. ; ‘The. dlfference 1n

_ _Jcosts as between closed and open shelter decks mlght be as much asfffff;
:_110 000 dollars durlng a voyage of four to flve months.  For a-;_;_ R

 57sh1powner w1th “ten or a dozen shlps that could epresent a

' "substant1al sum.fﬂt

5 Mr MULNCH (Israel) sald he had llstened w1th 1nterest to the'i;.f;f
_ ' f-arguments put forward by the varlous delegatlons and he was stlllfqﬁff{ﬁ
'_  fconv1nceé that dlsplacement was the best parameter for caloulatlngfjﬂ 5;

”:fgross tonﬂage._ It was a 51mp1e formula which solved most of the- j fff

:"Tproblems 1nvolved The Gommlttee would have to decide’ whether -

; : d1sp1aoement should be certified or whether it could change 5f‘”: f_
_ftffrequently.__ A Formila’ would have' to be ‘found which would take_h Lo
~* the interests of $he owners and the port authorities lnto account *i“_ 5

' fAccord1ng to the formula submltted by - Mr- Prohasksa - there was
'ﬂg;nothlng to; suggest that dlsnlacement would glve Sfigures very

: ,   defferent from- the ‘present ones ‘except in the case of passengerf, g“____
_3ijvessels.;_ In order to meet that dlfflculty, he would prOPGSe3afﬁ*f,ffﬁf

'fﬂ_new formula..
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10
_ _ The P) IDENT stressed the need to flnd a compromlse
formula whlch would be approved by all : SRRy

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) suggested that gross tennage could be.
calculated according to the formula::

Gr = A+ P.b
S YR
or- ¢ a4+ P.b
S where & - is the displacement ,
a 'is a general coefficient, which mlght be 2
P is the wvolume cf: passenger space
b is the coeffielent preposeé by Norway in

x Document TM/OONF/g/Aié.

Mr. GUPTA (Iﬂdla) said he was. pleased to mnote that all
"~ reépresentatives had agreed that the shelter-deck problem must be
solved, whatever pesrameters were chosen., - The  important thing,
in his view, was to provide adequate safeguards tc cbviate any
~manipulations by owners.” As. far as India was concerned,
displacement wag the best parameter, '

Mr., SOLDA (Italy)-éupported the Israelilprdposal.‘

Mr, ROCQULMONT (France) supported the formula proposed by
LISfael In hlS v1ew, it ought to meet the wishes of those

_ delegatlons whlch had insisted that the ‘parameter to replace gross
_tonnage should make allowance for vessels Carrylng 11ght cargoes,

i Mr. OUNNINGHAM (USA) sald his delegatwon mlght perhaps be
~able to accept the Israeli formula, but it must first study the
- proposal. It would have to enter certaln reserVatlons,

 ”5f part1cu1ar1y in regard to. shelter—decks and the- compllcatlons

 »5wh1ch m;ght,:esult‘from aMyar1able_tonnage._z,it”would,also-be._
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_fffﬁlfflcult to flnd 2. formula fo; d6¢lnlng thc second deck T
' Mnreover, the Unlted States washed to keep: the concept of the_jf“7"?7ﬁ"
| f”shelter—deck. ‘The - Israell proposa1 mlght perhaps serve 28 a i
'}p_ba81s for a compromlse.~_.. SRR : S

s M, SAGARA (Japan) said he could not sunport thC Israell
_'fformula.: Hls delegatlen daid not much - 11ke the concept of : i
p-gdlsplacement and,_ln addltlon ¥:) volumatrlc eoeff1c1ent haﬁ been .;:f
| ejused for the ~passenger spacee._7 | | e L

S Mr.-MUENCH (Israel) replylng to the remarks made by the
L epUnlted States representatlve, said- that calculatlens carrled out R
_:jln cubic metres, on a. dozen ships of the convertible shelter deck }]pf
ffetypc u51ng the system based on half the dlsplacement had glve '
_ ';varlatlons ~f from 10 to 20 per cent’ rn the tonnages obtalned g
_"-eunder the present system.. More thorough studles partlcularly 1f  __ .
':_*carrled out W1th computers, would no doubt be ueeful but 1t seemed:j]}
| allkely that they would conflrm the results already ebtalned._ Slnce"”'i
Soa compromlse was essentlal, it would be advisable to accept @ fj]&h-'”'
5p§formu1a sllghtly less: favourable to vessels of the shelter deck L
7ptype 1f that" would make it pOSSlble to solve all the othcr f”** f7'
| j'hdlfflcultles and, 1n particular, t0 gpt round the prnblem of
V_deflnlng the second deek - - o |

_ The obgectlon raleed by the Japanese delegatlon was a valld L

4”_ one, though not. 1nsurmnuntable.: Perhaps the vnlumetrlc cnefflclentff;f}

?fpcould be replaced by one Wthh would a581gn a certaln Space +n fﬁy'g;ff
 fevery berthed passenger_:_:‘p_. o o SRPINEE Se

S Sk NOZIGLIA (Argentlna) p01nted out that the’ Israell formula;p?if
'ffywae not consmetent because dlsplacement was megsured by welght Sk
. and. passenger space by volume. To nvercome that difficulty, the
_ “Qformula mlght elther be written as a th 3;7 or dlsplacemant o
'3_Volume mlght be ueed thua g1V1ng a ﬁon-dlmenSlonal formula.,:-




 _;i2 ;  :_

Hr. CHRISTIAFSEN (Vorway) s 1@'hb_did”nof'favdur"a'gystémf“
:.ﬁb sed on dlsplacement qnd he- thereforezoqs001ﬁted leself with

'the crltlclsms made: bv the- rggrbscﬁt tlve of Japzn,_ He recqlled”_F“”-’-'"

'fthat the systcm put forwmrd by his dulegatlon Too& ﬁccount of
5 the volume to the uppeL deck,; ignoring the superstructures,,'
'AQThﬂt volume could be caléuvlated in. the early stages ot the

'*:6651gn of the vessel. The method based on total volume would

Tgivé distinctly higher tonnages. Asg for tae_shelterudcck_type  .
_f;of vessel, the problem of the second deck was indced a
Cdifficult ome; it might verhaps be solved by the use of the
_"1mﬁg1nﬂrj watsrline =dvocnted by the Soviet delegation. But |
'-ﬁth ~problem of where to put it would still have to be solved, -

Mr., OVERGAAW (Wetherlsnds) thought it was the duty of the
| “COnferenée to'adopt ~ sinmple, streightforward nnd equitoble
syst@m}‘ If it was not prépored to sccept voristions of

o around 20 +to 50 per cent as compared with the results
obtained under the existing system, it might »~s woll give up
the whole attompt. The Isrsell propossl was however liable

to penalize Dutch passenger ships. In view of the competition
“between sen nnd air transport, it was important-tc fncilitate
the %tnsk of shipowners.

Mr. PROH*SFA {Denmark) rcgretied the fact that: the-

Tereaeli proposal was cxnressed  in cubie metres whierens tons

S were normally used. But. in fact the tonsmsze obt-ined was

bagsed on the displecement volume of the ship. Thus weight
and volume wore not‘used-301ntly and the objections to the

~Israeli proposal WGre‘Without‘fcundation,
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”ff W1th regard to shlps of the shelter deck type, the_epeaker;feffn?;:

,'*fagreed W1th the cemmente of the Unlted States representatlve.nn”fnfﬁffhﬁ
Although less faVOurable,.tne new propnsal Stlll left them some ~ -

"'fadvantage.; Calculatlene made on s few Danlsh Shlp 'conflrmed

._Hdev1atlons of ‘between 10 and 20 per ctent obtained in TIsrasl.
~Ine regard to- the cnmment by the ;epresentatlve “of the Netherlands

':e_a comparleon of prepnsed grose tonnagee and eX;stlng gross'fe e
__tonneges carrled out by the" Danlsh delegatlon (TM/CONT/C: 2/;P 1 S

wWas of 1nterest fhereae the coefflczente calculated for six:

'ﬁ:ftypes g cargo shlps were. around 1.0, -the values relatlng to

'.fpassenger ShlpS obtained by applyxng the Danish propneal were"

0.49, 0.67 and 0.52 respectively. If they seemed unacceptable,j“ﬂfj]iﬁ
Y ceefflclent relatlng to passenger spaces or to the number of

 paseengers could p0581b1y be:added to the formula, on a b331s

_'e,oi 5 tons per passenger with: berth and- half a ton per- passenger nf,};;ji
 without' ‘berth, In any event, it would be suff1c1ent to de01de B

_n that Pb ehould represent the number of passengers and nct the
';Spaees allocated to them.;\__.' _; S j' "  '”

=  NURRAY-SMITE (UK) held the same views as the‘f"

'f-representatives of Denmark ‘and the Netherlands. The A factor

o in the . Ieraell formula could represent volume rather than welghtief'"

gand should thus be acceptable to the Japanese deleaatlon.-:One
~of. ‘the advantages of the system Pbased on dleplaeement Wae that

'.71t_was suxtable for dual- ~-purpnse shlps. “Too much: 1mportance

J';éhonld not be attached to the problem of shelter-deck shlps,

. for in the case of new ships" that problem no 1onger eXlsted.: R
_   The fears expressed by the Netherlands Wlth regard to passengerlﬂ;%_
'%;shlpe were not unfounded but those fears: ‘could perhaps be

_ fd1spe11ed by the use ‘of the coefflclent whlch the Danlsh
'ﬂ7nrepresentat1ve had euggested.;___;r PR SRR o
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Mr._GUPTA (Endla) explalned that there were a great

'  ;j;number of ‘Indian ships engaged prlmarlly in unberthed passenger
 iffftranS@0rt He could’ therefore not take a dec1s1cn on the
“ ﬁ Israe11 proposal before 1t had been examlned moere thoroughly.f."

| Mr. ROCQUTMONi (France) pOLnted out that passenger shlps"

"-accounted for a mere 5 per cent of world shlpplng. Moreover,f'_ _

‘since they génerally plied regular routes, there shsuldfbé no
dlfflculty in drawing wp individual agreements.  The choice .

~-between veolume and mass was likewlse only of secondary 1mportance._

For its part, his delegation would prefer the use of massg, fnr'
when a ship went from salt water to fresh water, the displacement
volume was, in fact, altered whereas the mass remained unchanged.

‘Mr,. SCLDA (Italy) observed that the introduction of a :
passenger coefficient into the formula penaliZed no-rne; being
a constant, it would enable shiprwners to provide all the
passenger space they wished.

The CHAIRMAN invited delegations to submit at the afternoon
neeting any further crmprnmise propnsals they might wish to
formulate.

. The_meeting rose at 12.357p.m;




