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-'LAGENDA-ITEP 3 - CON“IDL“ATION OF MATT*? 'AD INSTRUCOED BY 1&? o
... .. . CONFERENCE (TN/CONF/WP.%;  TM/COI'F/6, Corr.l
A¥D Add.ly  TI/CCE F/g/pdd 1° TI/COEF/C Z/Wf 5
AYD Corr. 1 AT D WP 6)(cont1ﬁued) _

Tne CHAIRH”N'°u”geoted that representatives should conflne ff}." e

"'theﬁselves to new p01nts arlslng out of reflectlon on the

_ _prevmous meetlng s ozscus ion and should not . repeat arguments
already advanced CHe invited attemtlon o two new Foteﬁﬁ L'
. 5subm1tted by Norway 6n the deternlnatlon of tonnage for ‘open:

_-_and closed shelterdeck ships independent of a deflnitlon of a
;f second deck (TU/CONE/C.2/WP,5 and VP, 6y, |

S “} Mr._OdRISTLﬁNSEW (Norway) 1ntrouuced the two documents whlch
'-were ‘concerned with- the net: tonnaﬁe and the gross tonnage con-j-~

!';fcentu respectively. . He drew attention to a correctlon tofi"”?”
. document TP/CONF/O 2/WP.5: . the end of the second 11ne of the -
o openlng par agraph “ﬁﬁuld read.-.H document TW/CO“F/9/Add 1 lS"

S The CHAIRPA& in renly to a questlon from Mrs PRIVALOM
; (UuSR),'°a1d that he had had in mind that the Committee should

- first hear from ‘any members who might have additional 1ﬂforma—;u-"""' '

tlon on the gross tonnage or net tonnage. conoepts. He wou]d

¥T  then try to. ascertain, by an informal show of hands, whether

7_ there was a maJorlty in- favour of two figures or of one flgure
~being- 1mserted on the. Sth 5 certlflcate°_ or: of . system !
Tfpermlttlng a Meductlon in groes.and net tonnage for both old

"Eand new shipsy when the draught - was ‘reduced to a certain. llmit, ffff ff 
" __Or din accordwnce w1th actual d“aught If it was found that the S
"HﬂComMLt 8. was in favour. of contlnulng ‘the shelterdeck praotlce

- for new ohlpw,_tﬂe next point to consider would be whether it e

 would be’ necessary actually to build & deck or not,_ After the

: prellmlnary dlscuss1on and the 1nforma1 de0151on, the Oommlttee
'1could go 1nto the questlon more- deeply and vee Aif lt could
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"reach agreenent on which: tonnage pa%ameters to recommend to the:_

" 3p1enary meeting as being most 11Fely to gain suppo;

_ “Mr. GRUN'R (Pinland) proposed’ that the Committee shoulﬁ
- discuss his proposal for deadweight as a paraueter, in-which
case he would like %o introduce it. '

Mr, ULLMAN (Sweden), expressing the views particularly of
port authorities, said that the Cpommittee might be moving in- the
wrong direction. e recalled a statement made in the report of
the Sixth Biennial Conference of the International Association of
Ports and Harbors (IAPE) in Melbourne in March 1969 and repeated
by the representative of the Panama Canal Company, to the effect
that the tonnage measurement system was supposed to serve two
purpcses. rThe first, and most important, was . size limite in -
safety, manning and similar provisions. - The second was to form
a basis for shipping dues including towing, piloting and other
charges. The first purpose seemed to be causing some difficulty
to members of the Committee, Dues and charges varied according’
to many different factorsy but many of the proposals submitted’
seemed 6931gned to favour a special type or speczal types and '
sizes of ship.. . : -

As td the opinion of the Swedish port avthorities — which
was shared by many other dues-collecting organizafions - he said
that any dues-collecting authority would reply in the same way as
the Panama Canal Company representative who had said that the
"Company would decide its action on a new tonnage measurement
‘system when it knew what that system was. Port authorities all
over the world were waiting for the new system and hoping that the

. Conference would produce a really useful one. It was esgential

"”ffcr the Conference to bear in mind that the new system would be.

“useful only if it provided reasonably asccurate information on .

T1L,/COVF/C.2/SR. 4 o
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the meéﬁifﬁde”of'éhipe?efrvaridue'fjbesfaﬁdﬁeizee; 'a'system“f?f'”'”"”'"

- which permitted exemptions or deductions would not. be useful. .ﬁJﬁ*'

V__rXperleqce with tne tohnage mark had made port: authorltles more

'r:knowledgeable about tonna?é measurenent and aware of such

35f:matters a8 exempted cargo . space..j If the result of the Oonferenoeif;
owas a system with a varlety of - exemptlone and” deductlons —-j“-~

-jcorcealed or otherw1ee ~1te work would have been 1n valn, for _fjr“fﬁxjjf

Tﬂ7r7p0rt authorltles would ﬁot use the system, o

The nurpose of a- unlversal tonnage measurement system wasl*7'3

:"-tnot to favour’ 50901a1 ‘groups of ships. If such favouring had

'”r}reeny economic JustlflcatJon it would be provrded for by compet1t10n;;_ﬁ_{7

.fr“between ports.- '

_ Nr. VILLIﬁMS (AustraIWa)p endorsrng the v1ews of “the Swedlsh j_ﬁ o
.frrepreeentatlve,'sald that the Australian port authorltlee had o
ifsupported the resolutlon'odopted at’ ‘Melbourne by -the Inﬁernatlonal_ ﬁ}fjﬁ

_;Aesoc1at10n of Ports and Harbors: (TW/CQ F/12). 0 Prior to: the
- Cenference they ‘had- exeressed the w1sh for a single flgure only

':'rfor tonnage dues, to represent the true size of the- shlp,ef'

_ ﬁ'espec1a11y as renarde services to. be used and palé for by the
 .'sh1p0wner._: They ‘had also said +hat they" were not prepared to

'”.;accept a syeten with exempt spaces and imaginary. decks 'although f.e"r  
S alls but +wo of the Australlan States used tonﬂage mark flgures gjfﬁ-ﬁifr3

T._as they were 1mtended to - be used they couid. not guarantee to do

s in the future,= He suqeesfed that the Commlttee should agree

'ruto A elngle flﬂure - wq1ch could be @rose —-to represent the

'.,relatlve 51zee of enlp89 the port authorlt&es had sald that

it the Corference de01ded on one: flgure they would adgust duee

”-.accordzngly.,, ‘He: dld not. thlnk that they would mecessarlly

:ffralse thelr rateesu-ae feared by the Unlted States representatlve.rffffvﬁ

i ‘_"-_-:':'__Tl\fi/_co;\zr/g -,_2’/_5‘35;4-_. e




"”‘fthat would depend on the relatlonshlp between new and old

 ff1gures- ‘He doubted the practical value of a. gecond flgure -

the "net" figure - since it Gepended on exemptions and ;maglnary

':1ines. |
© Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) said that if two parameters - gross

tonnage and net tonnage measurement - were used, they could not

fboth vary accordlng to freeboard: the size of shelterdeck 4

- spaces would have to be measured accurately. Moreover, from

“the finaﬂciai, economic end operational point of view, there

would be a discrepancy if both varied according to freeboard.

With a variable parameter, it would be difficult to ascertain

the size of ships which did not depend on freevoard.

If there were to be two parameters, one could be varlable,
but the gross tonnage should be fixed.

Mr.ROCQUEMONT (France) shared the concern of the previous

_ speaker, At the previous meeting it had seewmed that scme repre-
sertatlves hoped that a ship could have a strong and a weak value
in the same parameter o replace net tonnage and gross tonnage.
Seme representatlves wanted the Shlp to have iwo measurement

values: peak and lowest The IAPH resolution was a serious
warning on what would happen if ohl%s reached ports with varying
values. The port authorltleo woul@ notice variations in the

tonnage of the qame sa199 they would accuve the Gcnfererce of
_’covertly reviving tqe Internatlonal Tonnage Mark Scheme and
would want to recognlze oalv the ﬂlgheqt ‘value. Those repre-
‘sentatives did not say clearly 1f they wanted 1nternatlonal
 7regu1atlons copcernlng safety and crew condltlons £to be applied.
 ”If they wanted a change 1n the ship's tontnage value, they were
-_factlng dangerously in advocatlng a hlgh and a low figure,_

'ff_  TM/c0§F/C,2/sR;4 -



_ The Frenoh delegatlon had leeys malntalned that a shlps
"'tonn age should be as constant as POSSlbLG. Under the present

"”_suggestlon a shlp mlght chanae iﬁs character frequently or even_ 1' ff}

'ooiovernlght

"jprev1ous %peakers._ After. carefully con81der1ng the proposals

" made at the prevmous ‘meeting, his delegation had: come to the'

 ';conc1us1on that the Committee was in difficulty because it was

_oggtrylnb to. perpetuate the. concept of open. shelterdeck Space. _In,ﬁoo;,,,

'fdJacuss1ons prlor t0 the Conference,: his. -delegation had had to

'o,fbear 1n mlﬁd the view of certaln naﬁlonal interests that. there &f”'

oiowas some validity in. retaining the open- shelterdeck sPace
_ 3;concept.s After taking into account all the relevant.
'-{ oons1derat1ons, the Unlted Klngdom shlpowners generally had

i decided that there was ne point, ‘in’ respect of new shlps, in.

-T_;retalnlnﬂ the shelterdeck exompted space conccpt ﬁ1t1ough for.f goff?3

Mr..MURRﬂY SNITH (UK) sald that he strongiy agreed w1th thefff fff

fﬁoeX1st1ng shlps 1t would have to be retalned for a oerlod.:-_;_{o*5 "”'

Anot ;er member of hlS delegatlon would Speak, on behalf of_ffo”;,o

o othe shipowners, on the need or otherw1se to retain: the
_oahelterdeck conoept. o e S -

Mre BOLTON (UK) sald that the shlpowners cons1dered that

'-f _the position of ex1st1ng Ships must be maintained for. a'fV-*

'3‘;reasonable pericd. The tonnage of new ships: was: another matter?ff'°'7v

the shlpowners must know the Conference's ‘decisicns before-V*V?":“v”"T

[bulldlng new shlps.; It was essential, therefore, “to see that

'"f_the p031tlop of " exmstlng ships was preserved and a reasonable :
itime ‘given for: them to run out thelr ilfe, and to obtaln )  -”'

onew, reosonaole and 1og1ca1 systcm - whloh meant measurang the

.”joiHSLZe of ‘the- shlp and not pretendlng thet certain spaces exlsted{;fo7flﬁ
"'[All ships should be measured alike throughout the world: then ;-*r”‘

| Sit would not matter what the meesurement was because all would

 “o.$”oompete falrly. The Conference would have falled 1f it ended
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- swithout producing -a systém based on measuring the size of the. . =

S Mr.VCUNNINGHAM”(U@F) said that hlS delegatlon 5 conchn |

'f"frdm the outset had been to protect the United States shlpplng

Vl”economiesn It considered that there should be gross and net

tonnages, which should be as close as possible, and that any

..attempt to change to one number - whether it were higher or

. lower -~ would cause upheaval and disru?tion, “He did not

- agree with the Australian representative that a single figure
would not necessarily result in higher port charges. A lower
figure would give the ports smaller numerical basis and rates
~would have. to be raised; a higher figure would give them an
advantage but they were most unlikely to reduce their rates,

The International Tonnage M-rk system was much mbre steble.

The US delegation considtrcd that a tonnage system was
~needed, and as soon as p0551bje, whlch meant a system with two
numbers. Gross and net tonnage should be as close as possible.
It recognized that soms chenge was ln@Vltale but it need not
be overwhelming. - '

Mr, PRIVALON (USSR) said that his delegation had given

“objective consideration to-the'propoéals made at the pievious

meeting. The proposal by the Israel representative gave

less satisfactory results than Propospl C, perhaps because

there was no lingar. re¢at10n5ﬂ1p bbtween gross tonnage

-measurement snd displacement. None of the proposals offered

a real solution or a real tonnage. He wondered why the

- Committee weas considering new proposels when the Plenary .

 -Meeting had not asked it to do so. The proposals circulated
“before the Conference offered better possibilities. .. -

myoom/c.o/sm



Hls delegatlﬁn had also con81dered the dlSpTacement':
_'”per%meter but felt *hqt it was unsatlsfactory bCCGuSu of the
-7 ]1ncons1stent value of dlelachent.__r S R

_ Accordlng to document TM/CONF/lO, port dues were lev1ed | '_”
_'_on the: basis: of net tonnage whlch had been,_un@ ‘should contlnuefiﬂ ;nffff
"o be, the carrylng capﬁcwty feature,’ Hence, there shquld be. a  f- f': 
 parameter connected with cargo and passenger spaces rather thanfq-f;-f75
oan abstraoﬁ notlon of . spaces. But it would not be logical to _
“fspeek of net tonnage usgd for other purposes,_ Perhaps a. thlrd S
-"f 'pqrametcr was ﬂebded ' ' | 4

s T was g W1se 1doa to cun31der the adv1oe o? the canal and5jf*T-:;ﬁ
' =port authorltleo. The" Internatlonal A58001at10n of Pﬂrts Qnd
ﬁ_Harbors hed asked for a scheme not based on draught but on. SR :
':fconstant pﬁrameters found in & Shlp E reglstcr.' Con51deratlon:;ffjfiffi
 of dlsplacement as a perametér went counter to the wishes: of -
“ the: IAPH. ~The dlspLacement pmrametcr qu no new 1dea,- 1t had
_ been trled for the first tlme in 1891 and - suggosted agaln in.
_-:31911 19139 19;1 and 2t other tlmes.“yif it was ‘such a 51mple
| - idea as some seemed “to think, why had it not been adopted°  _
3f_Perhaps it confllcted w1th safety rcqulrements at sea and the
*7:_1mPTOVCmﬁnt of seameﬂ s 11v1ng condltlons._;' ' '

| CHe recnlled thdt Mr, Rocquemont in his. paper ”thre Matters ;j f'iﬁ
_ "rstand on . the Eve of the Inteérnational Conference on: Tonnage f””':
' “  'Measurement" exprcssed the opinion that the ports themselvas’f 1' 
owould o develop & second. coefflclent for size of shlps. fThe?.ff;f} o
: _tonnage parameter should, in any CRDC, be real and conorete
| 7 rather than abstractv- his delegatlon, for omney. flrmly a&vocated
- +he use of volume measurement.--. e Lo '  '  _'
o He went on to p01nt out ﬁhat although the Techmlcal Oommltteejggffi
" had recleLd a very clear and comprbmen81ve maﬁdate (TM/CONF/WP-j)f“ffff

o/




4o discuss Pfopoéél"dT(TM/CONF/G aﬂd the Norweglan Proposal

_   (TM/CONF/9/Add 1) it had rievertheless spent much time .
7 considering other p0351b111t1cp and had so far failed. to flnd a’

':- oomprom1se solution incorporating the most 1mportant aspectS"'

5 VOf the two basic proposals,

_ Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Worway) stated that in order to &vold N
confusion in the ports hig delegation firmly believed that ftwo
figures, namely gross and net tonnage, should be featured in the
- tonnage certificate, that those values on the new system should
. be clese to the existing ones and be brought into force as soon
“ag possible. He also considered that tonnage was a measurement
of volume and that 1t was immaterial which parameter was used fo
arrive at the wvolume value so long as it gave a number, such

as the size of the ship, to be used for safety purposes,
manning, c¢tc. Furthermore, as the Soviet Union delegation had
pointed out, a second parameter was needed to indicate the
carriage capacity of the ship, the twe parameters being strictly
independent of each other. On the subject of the history of

tne displacement concept referred to by the Soviet delegation,
he recalled that in the hearings before the Sub-Committce on
Pananma Canal of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
(US House of Representatives, Ninetieth Congress, 1967) it had
‘been concluded that displacement could not be used as a measure
~of ship size,

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) said he ﬁnderstood that the
Committece at its third meeting had reached agreement on 2
- formula for gross tonnage containing one term proportional to

. the displacement and one depending on passenger space or on

passenger number; his delsgation believed that a second term

_was indeed necessary but that it was premasture to state exactly
dwhat that should be.

"imﬁfcomr/c;é/sg;g__,




He observed that the USSR representatlve had mlstakenly

Wi c1ted the Danish: delegatlnn a8 bellev1nﬂ that displacement could :
r__not be uaed a8 & crlterlon, on the contrary, nis delegatlon-;ﬁﬁu-ﬁ“s'
:”'gfhad always advocated it as the preferreé paremeter.- Comtrarj
"lﬁto crltlclsms whick nad been levelled at it, displacement had -~ = o

" the advantage of veing the first and the szmplest parameter tn'*?f*' o

"*]Ibe determlned in the: degign of a ship and according to the Daﬁlshfrhf=l*“

| :deflnltlon glven in TM/CONF/?, $he dlsplpccment measured to the.
:summer load’ line as deflned by the 1966 Load Llne Conventlon, 1t

Jrjwas a flxed Velue whlch did. not vary from day teo day Ffor any one
'*Lr'shlp.f_ Furthermore, ther@ Was no basis for the bellef that the

-r:dlsnlacement parameuer gave any 1ncont1ve to shlpowners fo _ Q§gfjrf
-r7prov1de lnsuffl01ent llVlﬁg spece for- seamen._;ﬁ"' AL

- Under the 1966 Conventlon a Shlp could have ﬁwo dlffereﬂt
':dlsplﬂcemenﬁs ﬁccordlng to the 1oad 1lne mark,” the British -

-; sh1pownLrs had decmed it unnecessary to extend that scheme to- new @fff?irr

.”1Shlps ‘whereas: nther owners, esp901a11y thO%e operatlng shlps on

f_.long voyagos with very heavy cargoes on outwerd jolurneys’ aﬂd

:_fllght ones on reuurn, had. dlsagrced r It seemed perfectly feasrble

'-howeVer,ito incorporate the dual value system into the new -**urv S

'zﬂConventlon.;_ He cautioned that although: the representatlves of

. the ports authorltles had - deflnltely calle& for abolltlon of the

i:rtonnage mﬁrk scheme they could not e construed as - haV1ng _j L

 r;requesued a s;ngle tonnage only, he believed. that once. the.ﬁ7f5r°'
- tonnage mark had been ‘replaced by a satlsfactory system they R

': would flnd no further fmult w1th rhe sheltardecr CDQuSﬁt ,gf”hf5'r“*5"*5

. DM/CONF/C.2/SR.4 -




: ._ o ..; |

_ Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK), supported by Mr.-KING (Kuwalt),_. R
_'referrlng to: the: USSR stwtcment ‘observed that although strlctly 
gpeaking, consideration of proposals by the Technical Commlttee '

"'f;other thar those in TM/CONF/6 and TM/CONF/9/Add. 1 might be

procedurally out of order, in his view it might nevertheless;’
'be allowed to consider other parameters. Examinations made Dby

'._'the‘Uniﬁed Kingdom delegation on the formulae proposed on 30 May

indicated that none of the proposed formulae could be considered
‘satisfactory. '

Referring to the United States statement to the effect that
'adopting a grogs volumetric measurement would considerably raise
all gross tonnages, he noted that that was only the case for
"basterd" ships; i1.e., shelterdeckers with "unrecognized" spaces
on bhoard, As for the United States delegation's belief that the
dues~colliecting authorities wouldrnot find that acceptable, he
was convinced that, on the contrary,'they favoured a simple
system of levies and reccgnized the advantages of having a single
parameter. |

_ Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) supported the views of the

United Kingdom shipowners; his delegation had maintéined in the
Sub-Committee for some ten years that it did not matter whether
the figures reached under a new Convention should approach the
existing ones so long as & reasonable transitional period was
provided and measures were adopted to ensure.fair.competition'
between ships operating on the o0ld and new systems during that
time. The Netherlands delegation had originally thought in
terms of 20 to 25 years, but had come to believe that 10 to 13

Cyears would be adequate,

 TM/CONF/C.2/SR.4



_ It was also conV1nced thqt onu parameter would sufflce and
_favoured dlgplacement on minimum” freeboard, accordlng Yo .the

[streﬁgth of the shlb, | Shlpowners building their. shlps entlreiyf:; ff ;f

Clas open shelter deckers would haVC'q Tow tonnage; - those

B de31gnlng a ship for e larger draught, entailing o’ con51derab1e5‘ i5"'f"
U lAmount of steel in the cénstruction at 2 more elevated cost,_”3;;'ﬂ-*'*”5

o would h ave " to be’ prepared to pay hlgher ducs throughout the

'“,“11fe of the ship., R R _ R |
i Mr. ROCGUEMONT - (Franoe) dlsagreed w1th the assertions hade

”~by the SOV1et delegatlon, firstly, that the Melbourne Resolutlon'f jH L

:f condemned the use of . dlsplacement mS a parameter and, secondly,, }f;f5f;5

'. ffthat the solution for a formula for gross tonnage meﬁsurement ;f' 0
chon51dered by the Comulttee at its thlrd meetlng was not & good fj'ijﬁﬁ;

'ffcompromlse on two v“ry dlfferent orlglnnl proposals.‘_aHis*

| delegation feLt “onthe contrary; that the new tentative: farmulaf 7rf7ff”

“met the wishes of the Norweglan delegation in 80" far as’ %he

 fparameter repla c1ng gross tonnuge could be. lowcr when a shlp had} JfVi__
SN fa 1lghter cargo and yet alsgo satisfied some features of Proposal;fﬁJ;ﬁ**”
GG 1nrfespect of the. walght of the ship. T

- Mr. CHRTSTTANSEN (Norwaj) stated hls deleggtlon § view that:fg.ﬁf_ ;
__ﬂthe shelter—deck concept should ‘be melntaineé for eXlstlng shlps[ ; jfff?
 1ffand exteénded to new ones, at least for tho near future, 1n the
' interests of unlformlty in. the tran81tlona1 stﬂge from the old Hf

'-_'Conventlon to the new.u-

The CHAIRMAN suggested that thp Oommlttee should p*OCeed td f '”7”'

__ 1ZVot1ng on varlous genﬂral mattmrs, in order to elicit: tentatlve: E f'7”:V
" ‘conclusions. prlor to ccmlng to final 690131ons at the afternoon'_ff Tfj;9

'jmoetlng,_;“*"“
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The SECRJZA?Y exp;alned thau;_although the Credentlals o
Commlttee hﬁd not as yet- completea lGS work the Leﬂal Offlcer
‘informed hlm thﬁt tbe Commltbee was: empewefed to vote under

'leule 5 of the Conference s rules of prooeaure._ Deczs;ons in. the

.Commlttee would ‘be taken by a simple maaorlty, as’ npposed to' 
'the two-thirds mzjority reguired in Plenary in respect of matters

"xof 1mportance.

The CHAIRFAL put to the vote the question: whether the

R opén shelter-deck condept should be retained for existing ships.

There were %1 votes in favour of retention and 1 agalinst.

The CHAIRMAK put to the vote the question: whether the open

 [_she1ter -deck concept should be applled to new ships.

There were 16 votes in favour of application and 1% against.

In response to points made by Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) and
Mr. GUPTA (India), the CHATIRMAYN put to the voie the guestion:
‘whether conversion_from'open to closed shelter conditions and
‘vice versa should be allowed at infrequent or frequent intervals

There were 18 votes in favour of infreguent changes and 7

- in favour of frequent changes.

. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the question: whether tonnage
should embody two figures or one figure.

There were 26 votes in favour of two figures and 7 votes in

favour on cne figure only.

- The CHAIRMAN proposed to put to the vote the VariOus

H_.parameters that'might be used for calculation of gross tomnége,

'  as represented by the following formulae:

1. 6T = £{IWT) DWT = Deadweight in tons

2. 6T = £(V) V = Volume in m’ .
3. G o= £(V) V = Digplacement in m3
-_;4. GT = f(v,v)

'”**fgfmm/GOJF/c 2/SR 4  ”"



In respenee to a p01nt made by Professer PROHnShA (Denmarx);“bf5-7

*he added a flfth pOSSlblllty R BT E _
5. | GT = f(v P)   n,{s-'_; P'J‘Passengef'epace #elamé :
' ST or- passenger number

L Professor PROHAS KA (Denmark) said’ hlS delegatlon would much. *n:n;
__a.prefer formulae 4 and 5 to be comblned in a single equatlon i

'5but the polnt was ‘one- for laten dleeu831on 1n the 11ght of the |

'rnavotlng on- the flrst three.

_ In answer to p01nue ralsed by Mr. UUNNINGDAM (USa), _
s‘_"nr._ SOLDA (Italy) and Mr; ROCQUE: ONT (France), the CHAIRLLAN
fexplalned that Vv, a8 uoed in the formulae, represented ‘the"

total volume of the SﬂlD s enclosed spaces._ “Questions: eoncernlngff._;if

fgpassenger space or water ballast apace would come’ up for later
'7ﬁconelderatlon._j' : R e 5

Multlple votlng, i e.-afflrmatlve votes fer twe or more of

: :the formulae, would ‘be immaterial, ‘since the" basic idea was to_} R

'.;determlne Whlch solutlon enjoyed the greatest support._f.-?b-w'-‘*“”~-*

Mr. PRIVALON (us SR) euggested that sonfusion would be

-  _avo1ded by restricting the voting in the first: instance: to the?fnfﬁf*?ﬁ
'”ba31c questions of prlnelple exemplified by the formulae . 1 2

and 3.5 The’ varloue functional details _could_be_taken up_later_ﬁﬁﬁ

':aln the 11ght of the ba51c de0181on.

SRR P’II'._ GUPTﬂ (Indla), ‘II‘. I\*UB.RAY SMITH (UK), NI’. ER_LCSbON _. .
-:Q'e(Sweden) and Mr. LUFWG} (Ierael) supported the Soviet proposalgsa',_.,s
. Mri MURRAY SLITH adding that each delezation ehould have one’ }_f

ei_afflrmatlve vote only on the three 1teme.-"

The OHAIRMAB conflrmed, in answer to NMr. SOLDA (Italy),

__3that the formulae 1, 2 and' 3 related to shlps both w1th end --  .n_

:fw1thout passenger accommodatlon._*
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Professor PROMASKA (Denmark) sa;d he would endorse the B

": Sov1et proposal on the understandlng %hat 1f selected for=ula  j"'

_"2 or formula 3 could be ampllfled to take account of passenger
- space or. number, ' ' '

. The CHAIRMAN noted that the Soviet propnsal was generally

"' acoeptab1e on that condition.

_ There were 2 votes in favour of deadweight (fbrmula 1)3
2% votes in favour of volume (formila 2) and 10 votes in favour

 j jof displacement (formuls 3).

The CEAIRIIAN suggested that the Committee proceed to voting
on the general parameters for the calculation of net tonnage
 (deadweight, volume or displacement), before taking up the
formulae 4 and 5.

By 13 wvotes to 4, it was so decided.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said hisg delegation would vote in
Tavour of displacement; but displacement was not the only
parameter to be taken into account for determinatién of net
" tonnage. o

‘ Vr. de JONG {(Netherlands) pointed out that the possibility
set out in Propnsal C should alsc be voted on.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) -thought that, before proceeding to the:

voting, some clarification should be given as to the formulae

that would result from using volume or displacement as the
prarameter. The implications of using deadweight were perfectly
~ plain to all parties concerned, but the same was not true of the
“other two basic parameters. The Fort Authorities were not subject
‘to directives from oﬁtside° it would therefore be wise to provide
~a - reliable figure that was generally acceptable,,for thelr use
1 5as a basis for the levying of dues.
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| Mr. PRIVALON (UJSR) suagested that a5 in the case of gross . . .
_ _-tonnage votlng should be restricted in the flrst 1natance 1o R
o the p01nts of pr1n01ple._ f'_. .._<-__ y

It was 80 agreed

- The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the quesﬁlon._ ‘which parameter,:,5ﬁ7fﬁ7
___;deadwelght ‘volume or displacement, should. be used for the{;ﬁf gtT““” o
ﬁ_formula determlnlng net tonnage.:  o |
“There weré 2 votes in favour of deadwelght 14 Votes in o

”" 'féVour.of volume and 20 votes in favour of displacement. = .

| f fThé meeting rose at 12,45 p.m.
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