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" f ﬁAGENDA 1TEW’4 - CONSTTERATTON AND PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
o . TECHNICAL REGULATIONS ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT

. . _ AND TONNAGE CERTIFICATES ‘ _ _ _
”Thé:CHAiRMAN proposed that the Committes proceé& th;draW B
up definitions to serve as a basis for the deliberations of the

 working group which was to be set up on the calculation nf L
~gonversion factcrs. As far as grnss Sonnage was concerned, 'iﬁ7 

" was evident from earlier discussions that the main paramater = .

should be a volumetrlo one. Trrposal C, which suggested-that_'

'j_grass tonnage should be calculated from the ship's total anume,,* “”
called for a définition of apen and clesed spaceg., The NOTWegian__Q_

Propnsal (TM/CONF/9/Add.l) required 2 definition of passenger
_-spaoeS“situated'abnve‘deck and of under-deck cargo spaces which:

'fmight-alsn be included in the gross tonnage i1f the ]px'*c:.p{')sail.-_"wc—i'jf'e_"_‘_:__'.f-"E

~modified.

. Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) observed that hlS delegatlon   :.__ 
intended to submlt a compromise propnsal the follow1ng day which =

- would incliude, in the calculation of grnes tonnage, the underw,fj_ 7'

deck: volume supplemented by cargo spaces and passenger spaceSZ ":.3'f

- gituated above deck and, if necessary, the hatchway t”ﬁﬁége;'“" s

~ Although nn other spaces (crew safety equipment, chart reem,

etc. ) would be 1ncluded in the gross tonnage, they would be B
taken into account by applyzng to the ship's total volume a o

“coefficient which would enable designers to extend these: spaces-‘*ff?

in the interests nf crew welfare and safety without 1ncrea5lng
the tonnage.

.~ Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that the decision takentaﬁffhéf ,f 
plerary meeting to base the calculation of gross tonnage on the =

-ship's volume, doing sway with the shelter-deck concept andtthe' 
- dual value for grnss tonnage, simplified the problem and madec =

__TM/CONF/G;Q/SR{éi'
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the definition of a deck unnecessary. -The advantages which
the Nerwegian Proposal would nffer in excluding from the gross
tonnage the service spaces in the superstructures were |
doubtful and Proposal C had the advantage of being simpler -
since 1t did not call for a definition of the varisus spaces -
~and nf ~ffering, for the calculation of grrss tonnage, a
parameter (total volume) which wes at nnce intangible and
repreSentative of the ship; that seemed to meet the wishes
expressed during the general debate and it was useful for
stutistical purpnses and for certain operations such as tswage. -

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) stressed that the spaces
under discussinrn would not be excluded from the ship's gross
tonnage as account wruld be taken nf‘them in a conversion
factor applied to the volume nf the spaces directly measured
~which would in effect be the eguivalent of the'new tonnage
Cunit in Propnsgal C designed tn give results very similar tn

exxstzng ftonnage values. '

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) con51dered that under the Nerweglian
Proposal grnss tonnage would not be related te the ship's
actual volume and might thus diffef férrtwo ships having the
same volume buf different space distributirn: that was
cnntrary to ratinnal tonnage measurenment. Prnposallo on
the other hand made - prov181nn far the new tnnnage unit tn be
applied to all parts nf the ghip w1thnut distinction.

T™/CONF/C.2/8R.6
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Mr. PROHASKA (Deﬁmark), pozatlng out that the’ Pootmical
Gommlttee ‘would have: to choose bétween Proposal C and the

“  Norweg1an Proposal listed some of the: advantages and
'dlsadvantages-of those propnsalsf ‘Proposal C Had the: drawback

tuat all crew spacés were included in the calculations and: some
.'shinWnersimight tend to-cut down on such spaces: in- that

~ ‘sense the Norwegian ?rbposal seemed preferable. In regard to o
“the definition of gross tonnage, however, ke explained to- the e
 Committee, illustrating his ideas on the blackboard;_that in

Ss0 far as possible it should not ve influenced by the design
:5  of the- ship, a very slight design modification might- produce

a ‘substantially lower gross tonnage but might make the- shlp

. less seaworthy.

Mr OVERGAAUW (Netherlands) agreed with the French _,f’
-representatlve that 1if the Norwegiasn Froposal were adopted
~a definition cof the decks would be necessary so as 10 ﬁrevent
sueh practices as the incorporation in' the deszgn of a strlﬂger

*; des1gnated as a deck.

"Heé was not in favour of adopting a new unit and would

'.;prefer-the use of a conversion factor. His delegation 1ntended

~to submit & proposal with regard to the use of a conversion
: factor at ﬁhe next day's meeting.

_ The CHAIRMAN 5aid there were two alternstives: tb”éxéluéé- "._
'certaln spaces in calculjtlng a ship's toniage'—'more'bTSCiSely, , 
“to provide an overall volume for crew spaces, which would then =

.'be the only spaces requiring measurement - or to. measure everythlng']*~-

:1n-order to avoid difficulties. The Committee should_begln~by~

- taking a decision on that point.

TM/CONF/C.2/SR.6
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- ~ Mr. WILSON (UK) pointed out. that the Nuorwegian Proposal

.fl would demand a precise definition of certain spaces, and in
particular a definition of the ™upper deck", as certain SPaces _
above that deck were included in the tonnage calculation. |

- ‘There would alsc have to be a precise definition of cargo spaces
-ﬁ'which, in the view of his deiegation were not defined cleariy
enough in document T™™/CONF/9/Add.1. In the case of

' refrigerated ships, for instance, it would be necessary to decide
whether the refrigeration equipment spaces should be treated as
carge spaces; he himself considered that-they should. Cargo
spaces would have to be measured up to the boundary bulkheads,
and if necessary a conversion factor would have to be applied to
themn.

Mr., CHRISTIANSEN (Norway, said that his delegation did not
wish to submit an entirely new propocsal but merely to put '
forward a suggesticn concerning the calculation of gross tonnage.
It was indeed necessary to define what was meant by the "upper
deck™, bearing in mind the definitions in the International
Convention on Load Lines.

He thought it would be fzirly easy to find a single
conversion factecr to cover frames, fioors and crew spaces,; as
had been suggested by the representative of the United Kingdom,

Mr. DE JONG (Netherlands) alsc considered that if the
Norwegian Proposal were adopted a precise definition of decks
would have to be provided. However, any proposal which
required & definition of decks appeared undesirable to him,
Such proposals might affect ship construction, as had been
shown at the blackboard by the representative of Denmark.

TM/CORE/C.2/SR. 6
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Hé'agrééd’with'the féﬁréSQﬂtatiVe of the Unlted Klnwdom

.'f;that 1t was - dlfflcult to deflne cargoe SpaC@S ‘and. crmw spaces 5

is the *QDTGQGHL“LlVG of France htd rlghtly p01ntea cut,-théf;fgﬁﬁf
_fshelter—deck concept had not been retained by “the Committee. = i
_'For;calculatlng net towneﬂe, therefore, the total volume of the
'shi@-wouid_befuséd' with or without a conversstion factor.
_. Thé'UOmmitfée Would-hwve to. decide whether it was desivable
. 40 avply a corversion factor end, if so0, what its value -
llzshould be;_ ' | s e

Mr CU“NLNFHAI (U@A)'drew fhe'Commitﬁee“s”atfentioh to'

"-"dogument T/CO¥F/C.2/3, which hig delegation had submitted

for informaticn, and in which a comparison had been made by a.

H_computer gtudy between Prowosal C =nd the Norweglan Pfopdsal; ’”
- ignoring cargo spaces above deck, which appeared.to-éxist*oﬁ' ;
. ..few vessels, That document might be useful to give an idea ERE i
of the standard deviation which would result from the ﬁdoptani L :  'E?
'of tne Wdrweglun Propoaal or of Propesal C. : |

 The meetlngrroSé‘at 6.5 B.m.
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