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Mr. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) reiterated his delegation's
suggestinn put fnrward at the second meeting of the Technical
Oommittee for a means of calculating the gross tnnnage nf a ship
by calculating the volume of the whole body and mUltiplying
by a conversion factor allowing fnr crew, navigatinn and similar
spaces but omitting passenger spaces. For calculatinn purposes,
an imaginary line could be taken at eighty-five per cent of the
depth of the ship, instead of using a real constructed second
deck as a load line. The underdeck tonnage for, say, an open
shelterdecker could then be cr1culc-ted "nd the conversion
factor applied. To avoid confusion, tlie ship would have to be
a110v,led 8 maximum dr8ught 9nd only one f1inimum dreught, and

would have to chanGe its 108d line certificate and, tonnage
measuren,ent certificate at the same time, wi thin tine limi ts
to be settled by the Oommittee.

~!r. BONN (Oan2da) observed thi't while he did not doubt
the feasibility of using dis~12cement as " parameter for Gross
tonnage measurement, some shi'c's could nevertheless ]lave a
number of tonnages to suit the density of the cargo. He did not
believe that owners would hesitate to change the tonnpge
registration of their ships bec2use of the complexity of the
procecure: tonnage certific2tes could certainly be mailed to
consulates in the major ports at short notice. There was a
danger, however, that since the existence of two tonnage
measurements was currently causing confusion, the possibility
of incre"sing th2t number could only make matters ,,'orse.

r1r. SJ\G~RA (Ji',pnn), in response to a request made by the
French delegation, explained thnt his delegetion did not agree
wi th the use of the concept of displacement 9S 8, system of
tonnage measure~ent bec~use it believed th8t the gross tonnage
WAS a system for indic"tinf! the size of '" ship but not its
e8rning capacity. Proposal 0, however, did not embody the
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concept of e~rning c~.TJacity. If the cl8pth~.nd size of ship

wereintrocluccd into meo.l3uX'OJllent, some cohfusion\1ould be

cC\used, since displ'..cement v~.ried vii th then0tuX'e of the cnrgo

(md many ships were multi-pur)Jose cn.rriers"

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Frrenc c), in reply, firstly te Hr. SAGARA

(Japan) s8id th"t while a ship could cert",inly hreve several

displacements, it wC\s obviously in the interosts of. the

shipowner to USe it at the highest' v8.lue~,uthorizcd. He pointed

out that em open shclterdock shirl with ? r8lp.tivoly light cargo

could h"vG a permanently low dr'lUght, envis8g8d in its final

design. The clE'ssificntion societies use tn,bles to compute the

sc?ntlings, . the structural ch"r~cteristics of the princip",l

p"rts of the ship 8,ndwould not w~nt thp,t system to be ch~nged.

He considered, therefore, th"t it wo.s no use detGrmining the

draught.if the ship could, on tho b"sisof its structure and

0ssigned lon.d line, heve 8. higher dr"ught. His deleg.'l.tion took

displacement to correspond to the lond line allocnted to the

ship and .considered th"t the load line could possibly be placed

0,t [) lower levol th~n thn,t laid dovm in the 1966 Convention.

On the question of de'1.dlinos nnd the tiL18 to ol2pse botweon

issu2,nce of tho two ccrtific".tes, the dolc:gntion belicved that

that could bo less than six months with the provision, of

course, th"t Elship sheuld not chccnge its displ~,cel1lent

registration bGtwGon successive stnges of a single voy~ge. It

h8d been said th2.t if p ship h2.d P. low disjilacomcnt, cort"in

port 0,uthori tios WOUld. believe it 1.18d a thooretically higher

one, which should be liecd. He felt, however, that if the ship

weI'" ~dcgu."tely designod its disploccmcnt would be P maximum,

bec'luso if the m"ximum freebocTd werc not dGtonnined from

geometric",l considorations, tho minimum freobon.rd would,.,nywCi.y

h2vo to moet tho roqui.remcnts of the c18ssific2.tion societies.
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His d'eleg2tion could not "gree with the C"n"dicm

suggestion that there should be two displccemonts, a high

2nd" low. A ship m,king'sLvGrol successive voy~ges with

the S nfJ1C displncem:l?nt ceuld be adegu"tcly clclssifiod by that

vn.lue; it should thus be possiblo for coch ship to hC'.ve a

single displi'.cement "\TId c. single certificate st,.,ting it,

wi th strict rules applied to ensure th"'.t the tOllll2.ges were

chC'llged as infrequently as possible.

Mr. UGLj\.ND (ITnrwCly) protested thRt shipownors did not

nE;cess'1rily usc their ships tn full drcmght 9 open' sholtcr­

deckers,. for inst'1nco, needed to run with vory little

draught with R vE-ry light c."rgo. He did nOt ".gr8c "i th thE)

French propos".l to ch"nge tho tonn8.ge very infrequently since

th'1t wOEld do pw"y with the s}181 terdeck principl0 which it

he'd been agrc.od to keep. He pointed out, furthermore, thrt

if "ship·h"d m"ny differcmt tOl1l1ccge' cortific~t0s it would

be a very difficult situ"tion for the port ~uthoritics.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel), in roply to the point made by

rIr. SAGl'HA (Je.pan) on the: eorni.ng cC'.p2city of n ship, soid

that Proposal C intended to provide i' n~r~TIeter on which

gross tonn8.ge could be b8.8cd 2.l1d oould not thorofare 18~,d

to A.ny oonfusion. The formula put forward by his deleg~tion

w~ s aim8c1 "t giving '). figure. f;oirly close to t h0 gross

tonnage, but close ::"lso to thl' displ-'ce'lil'nt for most ships,

displnccmc,nt vmuld thus plry the role ourrently

occupied by gross tonn~.ge.•

Tr1jcoNF/C. 2/SR. 3



Furthermnre, he wondered hov!,if gross tonnage was tn
represent the size of the ship, that size could vary \Vith the

dead\Veight; H would seem that an clement of earning capacity

\Vas being re-introduced into the displacement measurement.

In conclusion, he nbserved that the Proposal made by

Mr. Christiansen (Norway) to calculate one of the two values
tn the waterline, was exactly in accordance with the wishes of
the Israel delegation.

Mr. de JONG(Netherlands) said that his delegation could

accept the formula put forward by the Israeli delegation
as a basis for discussion but considered that the displacement

value to be v.sed should be the actual displacement of the ship,
in most cases the maximum displacement in accordance with the

freeboard. So far it had not been made cloar which of the two

displacement values - fnr close or "pen shelter-deck
conditions - was to be used.

He also believed that owners
their ship's tonnage frequently;

would be sufficient.

should not be able to change
a limitation of one year

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark), replying tn the delegation

of the Netherlands on the definition of delta (11) in the
fnrmula, explained that in a closed shelter-deck condition

the displacement of the load line mark should correspond to
that position, and that of the ship in an npen condition should

correspond to the freeboard measured from the second deck.

On the SUbject of the possibility of changing the tonnage,

he pointed out that it would render impossible the open/closed
shelter-deck system, the advantages of which had already been
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agreed upon •... Owners' should be allowed to change . the freeboard
mark and could be relied upon not to dn sotr)') frequently so
there seemed no need to impnse limitations;. the system could
be left as it was.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT(France), nn the matter of convertible
shelter-deckers, suggested that either, if a displacement
parameter were chosen, there could be two displacement values
depending on the load. condt tion of the .ship, i. e •. the ship could
, .' .

have a high displacement qn.theoutward journey and a low one
on its. return. He. wished to keep the open shelter-decker concept,
with the possibility nf conversion as well, whether a volume or
a weight parameter were finally adopted, but believed that the
port authorities did not want many changes of the tonnage value,
nor too flexible a tonnage measurement system.

Nr. . JONG (Netherlands) said that the Committee should be
careful not to adapt a conventinn which would not be acceptable
to the ports and other interested parties.' He invited delegates
also to study during the weekend the Netherlands fnrmula
on page 38 nf TM/CONF/3 and to make comparative calculations.

Net Tonnage

Nr. CUNNINGHAM (United states of America) maintained that
a simple f')rmula for approximating net tonnage should equate it
to the grnss tonnage minus' the water ballast space, all multiplied
by a coeffici~nt' n;t l)essthan a certain percentage (fnr example
25 to 35 per cent)' of the grNis tonnage, so that in rio case
could the net tonnage arrive at a zernor near zero value.

~M/CONF/O.2/SR.3
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The CHAIR}~N considered that the proposal put forward
by Mr. Cunningham (USA) could be expressed in the following

formulae:

Net = K( L\ + Pb~V)a ,
Net ;-. K(~~' Pb)

where K stands for the coefficient 'and V for the water ballast

spaces.

~r. OHRISTIANSEN (Norway) considered that once cargo spaces
had been defined in some way, the volumes of the cargo spaces

should be, measured and bona fide water ballast spaces not
included. Referring to the Norwegian proposal that all cargo
spaces above the,uppermost <leek should in all cases be exempted,
he explained that it was intended that real cargo spaces would be
included in the gross tonnage for closed shelter-deck ships and
exempted for open ones. He agreed that some provision should be
made to ensure that the net, tonnage was not less than a certain
percentage of the gross tonnage but stipul'lted that the latter
should be in volumetric units ,to avoid confusion in existing
ships.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) commented that since most
'delegations seemed to prefer that both gross and net tonnage
measurements be kept, some modification of the United States

prop6sal could be acceptable. Firstly, he believed that the
passenger space term should be the same in both gross and net

tonnage and, secondly, it was not correct simply to deduct the
water ballast term. The Oommittee had to aim "t obtaining net

tonnage figures in the neighbourhood of existing ones; he
suggested that the displacement and passenger term multiplied by
a coefficient of around 0.2 to 0.25 would give a simple figure

of the right value.

TMjOONFjO.2jSR e 3
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Mr. GRUNER (Finland) observed that his delegation proposed
use of the deadweight instead of the net tonnage as a basis
for calculating dues and drew attention to the tables on the
last page of TliI/CCNF/3/Add.5. The deadweight corresponded
very closely tn eXisting net tonnages for cargo ships if
multiplied by a fact"r of 0.375.

Mr. IVIURRAY Sj'~ITH (United Kingdom) "bserved that since there
was no gre.at value in subtracting water ballast spaces, so that
the net tonnage would be simply a percentage of the gross, there
seemed no relevance in keeping the concept nf net tonnage at all.

Mr. CUNNINGHAN (USA) maintained that if the formula selected
was to apply to cargo ships, there was need to introduce some
factor to covcrwater.ballast space.

As to the suggestion that only one tonnage, the gross tonnage,
be provided, he feared that .such a develnpmcnt would entail upward
adjustment of port dues by every port in the world. He accordingly
considered that the two tonnages should be maintained.

Mr. RCCQUEIvIONT (France) said that on the question of water
ballast fact'lr, he asso·dated himself fully with the stand taken
by Denmark and the United Kingdom. To introduoe water ballast into
the tonnage measurement fr,rmula would cnmplicate matters and open
the way to fraudulent practices, unless detailed requirements fnr
manhole diameter, etc. were laid down.

S~oondly, .he agreed fully with the United Kingdom on the
question of a second parameter. If; as he hoped, the Committee
decided to accept the compr0mise formula suggested by Israel for
the measurement of gross tonnage, the Convention could be confined
to that parameter. As to the fear expressed by the United States
regarding rises in port dues; he himself thought that port
auth'lrities would probably thank the Conference for taking that
line; i.e. laying down a single parameter on which to levy dues
on ships.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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Nr. MURRAY SMITH (United Kingdom) said he had been gning

to reply to the United States in much the same te:rrnsas :E'rance.

He would take the opportunity to make it clear that the United

Kingdom was not necessarily fully in agreement With the

compromise proposal on gross tonnage measurement which was to be

considered over the weekend.

He drew attention to a paper submitted by the United

Kingdom (TN/CONF/C.2/WP.2); its purpose was purely to help

delegations lacking comp~ter facilities in their consideratinn

of the comprnmise proposal, by indicating in graphic form the
relationship between the Danish amendment to Proposal C and

eXisting gross tonnages in respect of some 150 ships.

Mr. PRIVALON (USSR) said that the second parameter, net
tonnage, was the basis in many countries for aetermining port

dues, which in turn had a bearing on the earning capacity of
ships. Therefore, his delegation could not accept displacement
as a basis for the parameter in that it had no linear dependence.

In the past, calculations had been made in his country with a

view to determining whether there existed a function close tr a

linear function between displacement and net tonnage and had
found ~uite considerable variation between the two (of the order

of 0.16-8.36). If it was now desired to adopt a parameter of
the kind as a basis of fair distribution of earnings for all
types of ship, certain substantial adjustments should be made.

He would take the opportunity to refer to the question of
gross tonnage. The use of displacement as the basic parameter

involved features that would penalize shipowners planning to

improve safety of naVigation from the technical standpoint. He
cited, as an example, the strengthening of a ship against ice

TM/CONF/O.2/SR.)
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condi tions Such strengthening was of great importance from the
safety standpoint for ships habitually plying in icy waters; and
the proposed new net tonnage' formule, w~uld undoubtedly militate
against such action; thus reducing safety ·at sea:~. Secondly,
navigation was becoming faster and faster and all would recognize
that high speed also. entailed more mechanical equipment of a
costly type, adding to deadweight.' Nucle8T powered ships would
also be penalized becauSe of·theweight of the collision
protection reqUired. With advances in shipping, the world was
looking forward to thetimewhen·theuse of liquid fuel in ships
would be completely dispensed with and unclean :fuel would be
used. Lastly, it was di:f:ficult to ,risualiz e. displacement as
the basis. for calculating net tonnage in the case of certain new
types o:f ship that were now c,oming into use. His delegation
would accordingly prefer the slightly more complex proposal set
out in TM/CONF/9/Add.1.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed wit:h the Soviet view
that the use ·of displacement in calculating the gross tonnage
WOUld. penalize ice-strengthened ships. Strengthening of the
kind was covered by national regulations and the matter o:f
importance :for the shipowner was the first cost of the. additional
strengthening and .not any modest increase. in tonnage that might

.. resul t •. ' Again, he would take issue on. the. question of nuclear­
powered ships ,.forthe:weight of the heavy smelding for the
atomic.,reactor waf;lllothigh 'as. compared, with the weight .q:f fuel

. . .' " . '. '., "" .,' .'
oil i.e. conventional ships.

The .essential was to. arrive at a simple .:formula that would
provide tonnage figures not too,. far aJt.lay£rom .the presynt
:figures and displacement WOUld, in his opinion, be the best
parameter for that purpose.

TM/CONF/C. 2/SR. 3
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Mr, UGLAND (Norway) endorsed the comments made by the Soviet
Un.ion. The:i.mpo:rtant aspe.cts to which he· had drawn attention
should be given due consideration.

The·discussion showed that there was need to clear up some
matters of principle. He had understood that there had been
more or less general agreement in Plenary on the inclusion of
two parameters, gross tonnage and net tonnage. His delegation
took the view that the two parameters should be derived from
different sources; Le. if gross tonnage was to be measured on t.'-'"
basis of displacement, the net tonnage should be calculated on
cargo space volume.

Lastly, there was need to lay down in principle that
anything done to improve the safety of a ship should not add
extra expense for the shipowner.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that for a long time past
shipowners had been concerned to keep their ships as light in
weight as possible, because weight was costly to displace. It
was an immutable physical law that propulsion power was a
growing function of speed and lleight of ship; and everyone was
aware that each useless ton was costly throughout the whole
lifetime of a ship, the more so as it meant higher port dues.
Hut many other instances might validly be cited where weight
had to be added toa ship for speoial purposes, as, for. instance,
the case of ships operating in tropical waters which had to
have greater ventiiation facilities or air-conditioning plant.

Mr. WILSON (United Kingdom) thought there was need for the
Committee to keep its feet firmly on the ground. An owner built
a ship for a specific purpose, a particular trade or function.

TM/OONF/C.2/SR.3
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If the trade happened to be in northern European waters, the ship,
to be operated, had to have ice strengthening; and if in tropical
waters, air-conditioning. Those facilities were not added
specifically for safety purp0ses but merely to enable the ship to
operate in those waters. Safety was taken care of by government
regulations and international conventions so that the owner had no

. choice in regard to the installation of safety precautions, The
same applied to crew accomm"da·tion but in general a higher standard
had to be maintained in order to obtain crews.

All those matters were essential so that it was a false
precept to speak of "penalizing" the shipowner. A nuclear­
powered ship was not penalized in displacement or deadweight
because the extra shielding was offset by not having to carry
oil fuel. Moreover, the accommodation on a lUxury liner was not
provided simply to give the greatest comfort but to attract custom,
enabling a profit to be made on operation.

Mr. GRU1~R (Finland) pointed out that the Finnish shipowner
had no choice in the matter of ide-strengthening, as, without it,
ships would have to be laid-up for three to five months each
winter. Nor was the object of such strengthening simply to be
able to operate at a profit: it was necessary to keep the
country going. It was true that ships operating in tropical
waters required air-conditioning installations. In that
connexion, he would point out that one Finnish shipping line
operated between Finland and South America and accordingly
required both air-conditioning and ice-strengthening.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) pointed out to the representative
of Denmark that insurance premiums in shipping were based on the
statistics of the complete fleet, and had nothing to do with
strengthening or otherwise. Finnish ships plying to other parts

TM!CONF!C.2!SR.3
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of Europe or to the United states ha.tl.to pa.yhigherdutiesthan
shipping lines starting in more clement waters. It wastru.e

that nu.clear-powered ships were saved the weight of oil fuel but
they had to have many nther weight ... adding items peculiar to such

ships alone.

Those considerations were, however, irrelevant. The point

at issue was whether an nwner should be penalized for increasing

safety precautions and his delegation was emphatically against
such a contingency.

The United Kingdom representative had spoken of ships being
designed for a speCial purpose. Norwegian shipping had to be

ready to trade anywhere in the world. Indeed, special design
was the exception rather than the rule.

In many cases, shipnwners included safety precautinns going
beyond the minimum requirements laid down; his point was that they

should not be penalized for so doing.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) said that the shipowner's

concern was obviously to have a ship that would be profitable on
the trade route for which it was to be used. He might even,if
necessary, require ice strengthening in excess. of regulations of

the classification societies. Increase in tonnage was a
relatively minor matter, amounting only to about I per cent of
the initial outlay on a ship. The Committee should concentrate

on a simple formula and avoid discussion on minor details.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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Mr. PRIVJ"LOl: (U'JoR) said that there was no point in
discussinG ice 'strengthening or air c'ondi tioning, or their
respective implications, though in his opinion they would
penalise shipo~TIers. It was the principle that was imp0rtant.

~1r. GRUNLR (Finland) said that ice strengthening was
very important for ships using Finnish harbours in winter.
Ships without ice-strengthening paid higher fees per net
registered ton. Ships built to Finnish ice standards paid
no dues; but a ship ~ whatever its class -that was not capable
of going through ice would have to be towed by an ice-breaker at
very high fees. In his opinion the displacement rule was not
satisfactory; the deadweight rule would be simpler and easier.

Dr. f1Ui.NCH (Israel) said th2t over the years the tonnage
rules had come to embody provisions concerning crew comfort,
safety of ships and prevention of oil pollution, which should
really be provided for in other regulc"tions or instruments. The
existing tonnage regul"tions were liable to have adverse effects
on nf,val architecture bec8use they contained too many definitions.

The CHAIc~jlAI asked if he 1IiaS correct in understanding
that the U:",jR was in favour of the Norwegian proposal in
T]VJ/CONF/9/Add.1 as far as net tonnage was concerned.

Mr. PRIVAI,01'; (US;:,R) concurred. He also said th2t his
dele6ation saw no 'linear connexion between the Norwegian
proposal and earlier proposals.

The CHAIEJlAN, summing up, said that' there were four main
,trends in the discussion: net tonnage as a function of
displacement;' net tonnage 'as a' function of displacement with
correction for water ballast and a limitation of minimum net
tonnage; net tonnage as a function of volume; Mr. Gruner
added net tonnage should be a function of deadweight.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.3
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Dr .!'W=:,rWH (LTael) asked the Norwegian delegate what
effect would have the addition of cargo volume above the deck
on the tonnage deck.

The CHAIRlvJJUr asked also the NOJ:'Vlegian delegate with respect
to the sketch on the blackboard whether for open and closed
shelter-deckers the same figures would apply.

Mr. CmU,,,IIANSEj\r (Norway), replying to questions by
Dr. Muench (Israel) and the CHAIF(NAN, said that according to
his proposal the cargo space above the uppermost deck would be
exempted in all cases, for open and closed shelter-deckers, as a
result of the provisions of Assembly Resolution A48 (III).
According to the suggestion in his sketch, whereby the cargo
space below the imaginary line would be net tonnage and
passenger space would be added, it might be necessary to define
cargo space. He did not mean that the open deck was cargo space:
he had never envisaged deck cargo as cargo for the purposes of
net tonnage.

The CHAII~~A2 said he understood that in closed conditions,
·to avoid the problem of an additional deck for tonnage purposes,
the net tonnage would be the total volume of cargo plUS the
volume for passengers. In open de.ck conditions the net tonnage
would comprise all cargo space below a line corresponding to
85 per cent of the depth, plus passenger space.

~Ir. CHRISTIAHSEF (Norway) concurred.

Mr. PRIV.;LON (USSR), in reply to a question by the CHAIR1'IAN,
said that the Norwegian representative's explanation would provide
a good basis for discussion of net tonnage because it took
shelter-deck ships into account.

TfiI/CONFIc. 2/sR.3
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Mr .v,-ILSOH (UK) asked whether the imaginaTy line of 85 per
cent depth in the Norwegian proposal could apply to a ship
whether or not it had a second deck: in other words, to a tanker.

Mr. CHRISTIANSLN (Norway) replied in the affirmative,
although he doubted whether it would pay tankers to use the
imaginary line. He would prefer to retain the old shelter­
deck idea.

Mr. CUNNHTGHAll (USA) said he assumed that if the second
deck were eliminated there would still be load line control as
prop0sed in TM/CONF/9/Add.1. As regards what the United Kingdom
representative said he doubted if it would be used by tankers
because they would have to lose an unnecessary amount of
deadweight.

Mr. B:DLI, (UK) understood load lines were being assigned
from an imaginary deck line; but under the Load Line Convention
there had to be a deck.

The CHAIiJlIAN said that as he understood it, the load line
mark should be at or belnw the imaginary line for the purpnse
of calculating net tonnage. The prnvisions of the Load Line
Convention should not preclude the imaginary line.

~1r. CHRISJ'IA]i,SEIi (NorltTaY), in reply to questions by the
CHAIdlAN, Professor PROHASKA (Denmark), Dr. MUENCH (Israel) and
Mr. CUNNINGHAM (US>'), said that he had not invented the imaginary
line. He h2d suggested it to overcome the difficulty over the
second deck. His proposal reverted to the operation of shelter­
deckers before the existence of the International Tonnage Mark
Scheme; it applied to open and closed shelter deck ships. He
would endeavour to prepare a further paper, although the

information was all contained in TYl/CONF/9/Add.1.
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