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-zf'AGENDA ITmN 3 —-CO SIDMBX”IOP OF BA”TERS AS INSTRUCTED BY

THE CONFERENCE . (continued) (TM/CONF/WP,3; =
TM/CONF/G,. TN/COBF/9/Add 1 rm/comr/c 2/wr 9)

35;f’celoulatlon of groee tonnage (contlnued)

N Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Nnrway) exelalned that hlS delegatlon s '_;e.
";l{moalflee preyoeal, publlshed as TM/OONF/O 2/we 9, aimed at’
':;accemmodatlng many of ﬁhe suggestzone put forward by equatlng

:jthe gross tnnnage of a shlp to the total volume of 1ts enclneed
”spaoee leee the volume of certain enclosed snaces fnr crew,_'

"if_nav1gatlonel and eafety purposee, the latter to be: carefully

:7rdef1ned

The tonnage thue arrlved at would be multrolled b] a f'

':Heoeff1c1ent so as to ;ive a figure ag close ag ﬂOSSlble to-

'eX1etlng tonnage meaeurements,3ae wag the 1ntentlon, too, 1n

' Vf“the rlval Prneoqal o

Mr._Db JONG . (Netherlands) stated thet in. pr1n01p1e hlS

"fdelegetlon was ln favour of the new Nnrweglan Projosal.x-~

r Mr, CUNNINGHAM (USA) con51dered that the Norwegzan Propneal

S represented an 1mportent cnmnrnmlee whlch would relleve any

~ pressure on shipowners: “to- PrOVlde lnsufflclent creW'space and on
_;eport authorltlee Lo abandon the concept of net tonnage. _Hls 3f'7
";delegatlon etrongly endnrsed the prouoeel. : - R

"My, PROHASKA. (Denmark) sald “that his delegatlon preferred Q;”l

'lthe Nnrweglan Praprsal to_ repﬁeal C but felt that the list of

'ldeduetlble spaces would requlre lengthy dlSCHSSlﬂn,: such” preblems”}eee

&s ‘the deflnltlon nf heating and ventilation spaees for crew

"ﬂ.r-:purpeses on. paesenger shlps Uere bound to erlse.;. gj--”

He fnreeaw another dlffleulty in the case of small ehloe,_V*'

ZVOf which there were many - in service all over the world It had

"zlibeen generally agreed that the new tonnage system should 1n ne h_jr, i
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way influence ship design but small ships, which usually had a
énmparatively_high'vhlumé and a freeboard or tonnage mark on a
éecpnd deck, would find the concent of gross tonnage dependent

on total volume uneconnomical and shipowners would revert to the
practice of building ships with one deck only, thereby making
them considerably less safe. Since small ships already had an
accident rate of ten times the average the matter had to be given
serious consideration befere a final decision could be_takén.

Yet annther problematic'issue was that of container ships
of the future, which would have minimum freeboard and very little
.grnss tonnage, since no additional term had yet been psropesed to
cover deck cargn; some such factor as 0,6 times ftotal deck carge
vnlume would wnerhaps be suitable. - | '

The CHAIRMAN nbserved.that while the Technical Committee
could recommend tn pert auvthorities that deck cargo be taken
into account in the calculation of harbour dues, it was not in a
position to insist that stipulations regarding deck-cargo be
included in the tonnage certificate.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pnihﬁed out that an owner whose ships
were likely tn carry deck cargo at'any time could be required t01 
make statements to that 'effect, so thet the information, tngether
with the maximum permissible height etc. of such cargo, wouvdd
figure in the tonnage certificate. Any owner illegally carrying
deck cargn cnuld then be fined in the same way as for instance
an overloading nffence,

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that the Nnrwegian
'anpcsal raised twn main issues; namely the need for and nature
of the proprsed conversion facter, to which subject he would
refer vpack later, and the definiticn of total volume and
list of spaces for prssible exemption. His ilumediate reaction

TM/CONF/C.2/SR. 7
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“ﬁto:*he second 1ssue was that whlle it was to be welcommd that
~such spaces were deductlble regardleqs of their pOS;thH in .
'_the Shlp, the pr1n01p1e of exerptlon nevertheleos deoended o
heaV1ly on' the definition »f their nature and use. Any 1ong g
and ‘careful definition which might be provided wouid cbr+ewn¢y?f"
”'be-critlc¢zed-for ‘being too coémplex and contrary to the Sgl;lt.
“of the Nelbourne'RésdlutiOﬂ,'whiCh-callpd for simplicity.
Furthermore, although the totzl volume of a ship was a basic
definition and one necessary in the provision of vort serv;cesi'n
and so on, the gross tonnage as written into the certificate
on- the Norwegian Prnoposal would be .independent nf tntal"

ool ynlume.s

 For all thﬁse reasons the French dﬂleﬁatlon ‘had de01ded_
to hcld firmly to the concept of total volume without '
exemptlons, as embodied in Prnpesal C.

Mr. PRIVALON (UDSR) expressed his delegatlon s interest
in the modified Norwegian Prn.nsal, but cautioned that while o
it hed the advantage nf relieving eny pressure on designers to .
‘cut down on essential crew space it nevertheless had the o

disadvantage of requiring many definitions and thus re-introducing

the risk of subjective interpretations.

He went on to make a plea that the Committee should _
confine itself to fzndlnf a solution based on provosals already

before it and refuse to con31der totally new sug egtions at the  £; 

current stage of dlSOUSSﬂnn.'

_ Mr. WILSON (UR) congratulaned the Nmrweglan delegttlon on-
its compromise solutlon but expressed his doubﬁs regardlrg _
the proposed conver81on ?actﬂr and on the feaSlblllty cf j._";  o
tflndlng acceptable definitions far all the exempt snaces.

| TM/CONF/C.2/SR.T
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‘Experience had shown that it was difficult to enumerate and
define adequately all crew spaces, including such possibilities
as spare cabins. ‘

Furthermnre, since the exempt Spaces'in questioa might
amount to as much as five hundred grnssitons, there was a real
risk that the figure for grnss tonnage reached on the Norweglan
bagis would give an errconeous idea of the actual tntal sire
- 0f the ship.

Regarding the temptétion to shipowners to yrovide
insufficient crew space mentioned in connexion with Propnsal C,
ne felt that the risk was very slight; owners usually went far
beyond the requirements of existinzg national and international
regula%ions and recngnized the fact thav crews would not be
attracted tn Ilnadequate vessels. He therefore endorsed the
views expregssed by the delegations of France and the Soviet Union.

He furthermore pninted out that it was current United
Kingdrm pocrt practice for all deck cargo spaces to be measured
and included in the total cargn space of ships.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) expressed his satisfaction that the
choice of frrmula had been narrowed down tc two versions and
stated that, 7f thnse twn nis delegation preferred the use nf
grngs total volume as a measure of gross tonnage, both because
it was more representative of ship size and because it
required far less definition than Wduld any exempt spaces
- introduced. Furthermore, his delegation did not believe that
a tonnage measurement regulzition should attemnt to influence
shipowners on the matter of ghip design; cther regulations
already trnnk care nf the seafarers'! interest in that respect.

TM/CGONF/C.2/5R.7



| Mr 'Dﬁ JOWG Tethe lands) porntea out that for small S
 sh1ps unuer-flve hund ced gross tons, in partlcular,_huCh'ff'“:"
'matterb ab the extent and arrangement of crew space'coﬁldf

: fgrbe very 1mportan%.- Anv mpauu o<E] 1nf1uea01nﬂ shlpowne;s to

”.provrde open passadeways ingtead of elosed passageways or. to

cut down on the number of staff on board would be most

 rFundep1rab1e. “Provided that- adequate consideration was- glven
to those matterb, however, his delegation still believed: that

"'rthe_advantages of “the Norwegian DProposal outwelghed the3-”
'3disadvantages. '

Mr, SOLDA (Italy) said that his qovernment believed that

'ithe sim of the Convention should be to. srmplnfy ex1st1ng

fregulatlons ag ‘far as posslble,' it therefore lent its

'rirsupport %0 Proposal O.._-

. Mr. ROCQUEHONT (France) noted that on the basis of the S
- Norwegian Proposal such ‘ancmalies as two ships of the same : '
"'erLZe bewng a351gned very different gross tonnages could arise 5 i
" and recalled that in Plenary segsion the Conference had- suppﬂrﬁedfr_-ﬁff

'1,rthe concept that gross tonnagb should be baged onh volume

"*\_r_meapurement

- On the Qubgect of crew afety, he nnlnted out thmt the
'l'need to proteob personnel worling or ‘walking on deck had been
ﬁrecognlzed in the 1966 Toad Line OORVGHblOn, 1f the Commlttee'
”,found that such protectron was - 1n~deqnate it could better deal
f Wlt@ the matter by an amendment to that Conventlon, rather ihan
| fby maklng stlpuﬂatlons 1n a.bonnage deflnltlon._‘“ L

_ Mr;_WILGON (UK) observed that the Norweglan 1dea of
"1nc1ud1ng an 1dea1 convers1on factnr in- the gross tonnage

 formula s0 as to’ b”lﬂg the figure obtained as close as presible :f;ﬁ?;”5

ko ex1st1ng values, was a rather vain hope°* the Propnsal C

'-fconcept of mhltlpljlnﬂ the total volume by 120 would glve mnre
rrealrstlc regults, If the final flgures obtained from the

'“_two proposals turned - out to be closed however,_uhen

.'t'fProposal C stlll ‘had: the great advqliaga of Slmﬁllclty° ﬁ:~ﬁ

TM/CONF/C 2/SR 7



The CH);RMAK poznted out thﬂt the conversion factor 1n
"-nelther case had to be'a constant ";t Should_rather be gome -
f@funct;on of the total VOLumP such as-a constont, plus a. second
iconstant multwplwed by a logarithmic functlon of the volume,-.

Vr. ZLMBRANO (Venezuela) supporbed the 1dea that tonnage
measurement should be based on total VOlume, as advocated by

the representa+lves of Franoe, Israel and Italj. 1t w@s used
for grogss tonnage in nis own country's tonnage me%suremenﬁ rules,
and it gave 2 precise indica tlon cf a shlp s dimensions.

Mr. MﬁNNICd (Federal Republlc of Germany) sald {hat the
gross tonnage parameter should be as simple as possible and
should indicate the size of a ship. That Qduld best be achieved
by using total veolume. It was in accordance with the resclution
of the International | fssociation of Ports and Harbors  (TM/CONF/12)
and it would keep the number of definitions to a minimum. -
nlthough in practlc the dlfference between the new and the
existing gross volume should not be too great under the new .

.. .Norweglan Proposal, trouble would be caused if too many

definitions of the use of spaces were required.

Mr. KING (KuWait) shared the concern expressed over the
Nbrwegian Pfopbsal,' The system it proviiled for might open the
way to manipulation by shipowners because, with factor (a),
grosé tbnnage could be influenced by the addition of washrooms
or other facilities. He also feared that if deductions or
exemptions were pﬂrmjtted there was a ‘darger of losing sight.
of the ship's real volumetric size.:

_ Mr. PEREIRA (Brazil) said thet his delegation supported’

the views of the Israellrepresentatlve. Gross tonnage should
not 1nfluence a ship's design. In practice it would be difficult
to apply gross tonnage depending on the nature and p051tlon of
certain spaces. Gross tonnage, which should indicate the size
- of a ship, would prdvide a simple system and the desired

S uniformity. L

©TM/CONF/C.2/SR.T
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Mr. GUPmA (Indla), whlle appreciatlng the Norweglan

"t:frepresentatlve‘e effort as a oomoromlee, said. that the numerous
'_'exemptlons embodled in hlS - proposal: would brlng matters back B
- to existing conditions.  The purpose of the Oonference was: to _TT*

_ devise a new and simple system for measuring tontageo_ He
'supported the simple idea provzded by Propoeal ¢ and . the

"“_totql volume concept._ He. agreed Wlth the representatlves

" of France and the Unlted Kingdom on the queetlon of a oonstant asfkffefjf

_"faotor' that oould be” dlecussed later. Whatever formula wae
“devised for gross or net tonnage it ehould not 1imit: the '

© . freedom of countrlee or shipowners to decide crew epecee as

| ;they w1shed “In principle;- gross tonnage should be a BN |
. volume measurement and ehould not be hempered by deductlonsae;e_.,_ B

Mr, NOZIGLI; (*rgentlna) also coneldered thet the total _
5volume shoulﬁ ‘be used for tonnage measurement chlefly beoause

it would fmollltate determlnatlon of a, ship's tonnage,;f

The alternative nroposal 1nvolv1ﬁg deduotlone for crew te;;fr_-'
:SPSCGS, would glve rlse to difficulties of deflnltlon,f:
“becauge” 1n many shlps certaln spacee were used by both crew

"_eﬁand paeeengers. jﬁ B

Mr. BONN (Canada) agreed Wlth the Bra2113an rey“eeentatlve
.that one of the 1mportaﬁt requlrememts for: 2. new tonnage rt*_“_
tfmeasurement system was' that 1% should not 1nf1uenoe des;gnnih’et”
 That would be dlfflcult to achleve unlese ‘deductions. were‘ﬁf;ff'J

'*-very aoourately defined.  The total volume concept w1th

factors ag close as. p0551ble to eXletlmg ones was the -

. simplest system. - It would preclude the risk of manlpuletlon ;Efi-”TVfiV””

-~ and give the true size of a Shlp more oonelstently, He “
_aocordlnglv supported Proposal ¢4 o



- 10 =~

o 'Mr;-D' JONG (Netberlands) gaid that 31nce everyone

was anxlous that a tannage measurement should not influence
ship design; if the inclusion of crew spaces would influence =
design, they should be omitted. . o

Mr. HQRD‘(nustralla) said tbqt he, too, waé in favourj
of the total volumetric concept. On the questlon of the
influence of crew spaces on design, he said that in
sustralia manning practice was based on agpeement between
the Unions and the shipowners, with‘the Gévernment actihg
as referee, The numbers cf crew were decided according
to the worklead and the crew aooommodation.fegulations and
standards were provided in accordahce Wifhncondiﬁidné,on |
most first-class passenger ships. Thus in Aus%falia crew
accommodation was provided for in the d681gn onn a basis
other than the 11m1tatlon of the shlp s tonnage, . That
might havs dlsadvantages for’ shmpownefs, but there would also
be dlsadvantages uﬂder the volumetrlc System.' '

Mr. CUNNINGH&M_(US&) malntalned ‘that the total volume
concept would affect ship design. It had once been said
that no one could invent a toanage System that the naval
qrohltects could not defeat. If the total volume
concept were adopted the naval ﬂrchltects would find a
way of deorea51ng the volume. Proposal c mlght suit the
port authorities but they were not the only_lnterests to

be considered.

o MM/CONF/C.2/8R.T
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Mr. 1?RICQSON (Swegeﬂ) said thau he %jmputhlﬁed w1th the

'Worweglan represen%aulve in his wish to provide for crew space_~__:-'

and accommodation.. - The idea should not be ruled out: it should
~becarefully congidered to see if suitable definitions oould

be agreed on. He did not entirely agree with representatlves
“who had said that tonnage shonld be . independent of gll other;:'
reguiations'suoh aS'safety,'crew space and accommodation.rzmhéfy“
'suggeﬁtlon that the tntal. volume concept would influence de81gnq ““
might aphly equally to the new Norwegian Propoeal.. If all crew
spaces were deducted, there was no guarantee that safety ;" :
regulatlons and crew spaces would be adeguately provided 1“or..-.'*’-
There were disadvantages to both prepesals, .but they should
both be studied and when the details invnlved in the Norwegiaﬁf
_ Propogal were known,_lt should be possible to decide which wa
better from 811 points of view.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) strongly supported the =~ -
Swedish representative's comments. The new Tonnage Measurement
Convention should not deal with safety, bvt at the same time it -
should not impede safety. Recont history had shown tha%'open g

shelter-decks with tonnasge onenings were dangerous, especlally R

to small shipsg, and it hsad been agreed to abolish them. - -
~ Tonnage regulations had iong conflicted with safety: thoref"   |
was 1o point in producing a new Convention which conflicted. with;

safety. “He did not agree. with the USSR representative that fhé j,””

Committee should not discu&s new points, Th@‘Committee wé§”$tiil'
dealing with gross tomnzge, using volume s8 %he main parameter;
‘but there might be other aspects besides crew thet should be |
considered, Both the prooosnls illustrated on the blackboard
'_favour@d.ships-mlth_low freeboard and high deck cargo. Was

that what;the_Conférence;wanted? Both conflicted with salfety -
for both small and large.Shipsf |

-jfTM/édNch;zysﬁlf e
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The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it would have to
reach a decigion on gross tonnage before starting to discuss
net tonnage, otherwise there would be confusion. Ee hoped _
the Committee would be able to decide on = solution which would
gain general support in the plenary meeting.

Professor PROIASKA (Denmerk) suggested that, since it
had been pointed out that coefficient "a" would be different
in each of the two formulae, they should be renamed coefficient
&y and 2 respectively. Before ending the discussion, the
Committee might consider other possibilities than a coefficient
depending solely on volume., Although he had cariicr stressed
the importsnce of safety for small ships, in view of the lack
of support, he withdrew his proposal for including an imaginary
deck volume, The Danish shipowners were strongly opposed to the
idea and there might be other more logleal solutions. He had
once during discussion on safety by Danish naval architects
suggested thot cwners shouvld not be penaliged in btonnsge for
excess freevoard. There hod recently been o growing trend for
owners of small ships to choose shelterdeckers rather than
single deckers with heavy deck londs, o cheoice which had greatly
reduced casualties. He csutioned the Committee against
favouring unsafe ships. The two deck ship would no longer be
competitive and owners would prefer single deckers, which were
less safe. He suggested that if a working party were set up to
consider the two coefficiehts, it should be requested to
congider the feasibility of including =~ term in one of them
to take account of excess freeboard.

My, DOUGHERTY (Liberia) srid that the mein =im in congisering
the two formulae was to aveid undue influence on crew space.
For the purposes of bigger and better crew quarters, the
formula GT = a (V-c) wes the one which his delegation would

support.

_TM/CONF/O 2/8R.T



Mr;?'ﬁ?TA'(IﬁdihffsvggCStad that soiutibn“mightibé3"

”~reached 1f some means were found of ensurlng that the crew

“spaces’ would not be affécied by the formuls gdopted. _Hef;ﬂ“”" '.
 wondered whether some-incéntive: could he offered’ to shlpbulldars,
7%0 encourage’ them to pIOV1de dmproved crew. bnaceg, for oxampl '

'V.by glv1ng “them some tonm L2e aQVﬁntege.

Cﬁpt“lﬂ FOTIﬁDES (Groece) egreed w1th the Unlted Statcsff

,_ ;represent tlve He nﬁded thnt the &enerﬂl fcﬂllng soemed o 5;. :  
:be in favour of a lculﬁtlon‘Wthh would produce numbers qsi_;_& -

cloce as p0151ble to the cx1st1nf oneg, He suggested tha% o
_ _ftheru should be some differentiation in +the factors for ST
: d1fLerent typcs of shln, on the lincs sugg\sted by “the USSR e

M, DOUGhSRTY (leerl“)“”ﬁld that He was not in favour off~, rf7j
l'the Tnéian raprcsentdtlve s suggestlon becausc 1t would 1mpnsefﬁf4” Tﬂ}

,ﬂa 11m1t on the size of crew sp oe.._

S Mr. FOCQU MONT (qunob) said thot the type of conventLGn j  ff-f*
'mhthh wouldf“ttrﬁct the greﬂtest number of 1"'ﬁt1i‘1c:fa“tlons by

 ,povernants should %e ﬂs 0lmnle as. po %lble ﬂnd a8 closo ms;“

 123po Slble to the rcsqlutlon'“dopted by the Internatlonﬂl _
”5;_ﬂ53001ﬂﬁ10n'of Ports and qubors whlch h"d been uns nlmovglyf'

adopted by fcprusentutlves from pll over the world.  He s

U sure that the. port authorities would urge their governmentsif357“

.” -to r“tlfj ) 51mple convontlon. _He thercfnre.advecat@d_-; 
"7Prop09al C,_. ‘ N PR e .

.: ;TM/CCNF/Cm2/SR;7i.:  “---,
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The Dsnisgh representative's susgestion for including a

L  00@££101eat for excess freeboard mlgh result in lower gross

tonnage but higher freeboard. Ships with excess freeboard'were
automaticaliy'favoured'because-displacement was reduced. The
danger with displacement was that if limitations were accepted

on the principle of total volume a precedent might be set for

only reductions or exemptions in displacement: 1n cother words,
there would be no real displacement. He urged the Committee :
- to bear in mind the need for the 51mplest p0331b1e gcheme for both
Qarameters and to avoid complications.

Mr, SATC (Japan) expressed his preference for the new
Norweglan Propnsal, because the inclusion of crew space in gross
tonnage would affect small shins, eswnecially fishing boats. Its
only disadvantage was its complexity. He wondefed whether it
would be possible to simplify the.definitions of crew'space.

Mr. NOZIGLIA (Argentina) said that it was unfortunately
not possible in the Convention to take account of such aspects as
safety and'accommodation_spaces; 'That' hoWever, should not
precliude their consideration. The purpose of tonnage measurement
was to ensure the most profltable operation of shlps and the
greatest safety. Tounnage. measurement should therefore provide
sufficient flexibility. Hence, volume should not 1nclude crew
spaces.

Mr, DE JONG (Netherlands) suggested a compromise between
the two formulae. The first formula should be used in such a

- way that the existing gross tonnage minus crew accommodation spaces

_would be "a(V)", 1In doing so, existing gross tonnage should be
© used at open and closed shelter-deck values minus crew space for
all kinds of ships.

| myoorE/o.z/sRa



e Mr.:MURRAY SMITH (UK) said that he ‘nad been puzzled over the, _"""
o vehemence of the . support for the 1dea of taklng account of ‘erew
.”fspaces in shlps., He, ‘had doubts about the scope of " some of the 7

'”1 1tems 1lsted in the Norweglan Proposal. For example, could. f1 f1

 .1tem (2) rooms for the safety equlpment be lnterpreted to

' -? mean space for COp ‘or approprlqtpd for. flxed Dballast or, water 1 f;r?{' 3

',_,ballasto ‘He. would welcome a TIOTE - detalled dlscu581on before
'jthe Commlttee ook any deczslon,_ﬂrfL._. Leh

_ He foresaw dlfflcultles in applylng and deflnlng the _
 prec1se nature of . deductlons under items (1), (2) and - (3) and
fextreme difficulties. of 1nternretatlon 1n respect of passenger ;f
-5sh1ps. Who,_for example, would: decide what might be included

. under the umbrella of - gmlleys vent;lajlon, a1r—0ond;t1on1ng  e

o or even llbrar1e59

For those reasons hlS own and other delegatlons wanted

 '¢to narrow. down what wasg intended by the supporters of the very
7';laudable attempt at a.compromise,  His delegatlon Was: sure that

:fthe appllcatlon of the gross volume concept would prevmde the _
- Same type. of solution as the nreuent very complex and 1ll~;3,-~'"

'f[ def1nable et of deductlons.

Mr. NUENCH (Israel) dlsagreed w1th the argument that
Qprov181on a8 mgde 1n formula 2 for deductlon for crew SPace

-;would glve vqlues nearer to exlstlng grossg fonnages, for most of

. the space thus to be exemnted vag at gresent included: for: gross;“ f"'

'Itonnage calculmtlon._ Tt would e useful if. the p0H51ble:¢.J_e"”:”.

fﬁvarlatlons for the coefflclent "al gould be glven,'ln order to .
ascertain whether the resultlng values would in fact be nearer

| exlisting gross tonnages,-partzcularly in the case of;small_shlps;E;f,fff

MM/OONF/C.2/SRT
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) fully endorsed the comments made by

 . fthe Unlted Kingdom.

Nr. RUSSEL (South Afrlca) p01nted cut that hzs country

'ii_malntalned-as a fundamental principle that one set of regulations

should not affect another. ' It would theréfore not be conceded
that tonnage regulations should affect crew space regulations
and, if such should prove to be the case, resulting disadvantages
would be rectified by amendment of the latter.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) reiterated that docwaent
TV/CORE/C.2/WP.9 had been submitted purely to aid the Committee
~in reaching an acceptable compromise; 1t was not a direct
proposal on Norway's part. The document stated explicitly that
the crew spaces for which deduction should be made vere gpaces
for the exclugive accommodation of magter and crew; - and the
matter of such accommodation had been exhaustively discussed
in the Sub-Committee.

As to rooms for the safety equipment, he was unable to go
into detail, dbut could safely say that at sea water ballast
space would never be regarded as space for safety equipment.

Professor PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed with the argument
adduced by France in answer to his previous point. For
practically all countries, manning of ships was based on gross
and not on net tonnage; wunder formula 1, therefore, ships with
a high freeboard would be penalized and would tend to go out of
production in favour of ships of lesser safety. An alternative
~which he knew in advance would be unpalatable would be to use

~displacement volume.
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Q. 17.... :

Myl DR JONG (Netherland ) ‘said that, from the safety angle, -

'he fullv agreed with Denmark's ideasy but'unfortunAtely their
pplication in respect of gross tonnage would lead to too wmde
o disparity with present figures. . "

“Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said he failed to see how 51mp1e
regulatlons could be an obstacle to maritime safety. The o
Committee should bear in mind the decisions taken the prévibﬁs- |
day, plainly evincing the general desire to discourage future
building of small opén shelter-deck ships of the type Denmark

had in mind. Naval architects might be trusted to design shiré_'

complying with the regulations as laid down and at the same tlme
incorporating adequate safety features (R

Professor PROHASKA (Denrark), 111ustrat1ng his arguments ;:" 

on the dlackboard, maintained his point that the ship of Low ,;_T 
freeboard, whether with one or two decks, and the Coniﬁlner ship g
with freeboard egquivalent to 40% of draught were less safe, due;'
to possibilities of listing and/or capsizing, as compared with -
the ship of higher freeboard. Using total volume as the basis
for gross tonnage would encourage design to give lower freeboard,

to the detriment of safety of life at sea. He earlier proposal. ng”"

- was predicated on that thesis.

The CHAIRMAN suggested, in the interest of advancing the

work, that speskers should confine their remarks to the qﬂéstiOh5-_
whether a factor providing for deduction of crew space should:ibe =~ =

included in the formula for gross tonnage.

Vr,LEE (China) said that his delégation Supportedvin-
principle the compromise solution represented by Tormula 2 and
and weuld co-operate in efforts to arrive at an acceptable
definition of crew space,
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.. Two different values for the coefficient "a" might be
ineluded in formula 2, giving the equation GT = a4V - a,C; and
the working group should take inte consideration the fact that
“az“ would have values for small as well as large ships.

Mr ERICSSON (Sweden) maintained the stand alrecady taken by
his delegation. He would, however, be unable to vote on either
formula without some precision on which of the problems inherent
to the existing regulations would be ironed ocut by providing for
a Zdeduction for crew space. In his opinion, ship size was not
a relevant parameter, for instence, for resolving
such matters of difficulty as manning with respect to the
500 gross ton limit, concerning wireless requirements with
respect to the 1600 gross tons limit etec., and in any case a
conventicn on tonnage was not the avpropriate vehicle for
dealing with such matters. |

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), while =zgreeing that the comments
of Demmark were perfectly true, for both large and small ships
incidentally, thought the whole Danish thesis amounted tc an
indictment of the decisions already taken concerning shelter-
deck ships, decisions which could not now be changed.

Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK) assumed from the l=ck of comment on
his earlier remarks that the existence of seriocus problems of
the definitions of crew spaces was generally accepted.

fLecordingly, his delegation's position remained the same.

secondly, it would be unfortunate if a public impression
were given that the Conference acccepted without query that
small single~deck ships as such were unsafe,

M. DE JONG (Netherlands) reiterated his earlier proposal
that formula 1 should be used in the way he had cutlined.
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Sccohdly;“the7discuésiﬁn70n'bénmark‘é7sugg88t18n”Sﬁ0wed'that-
the Committee still generally favnured Proposal ¢, providing
“Ffor two flgures, gross tonnage baséd on total volume and net.
tonnege on displacement with exemption for crew space.'.lf-'

. that solution wags finally adopted, the Conference should recommend S
to IMCO that the limits laid down undor the Safety of Llfe at %f5 f“'”1"*

. Sea and the Toad Line Oo&vontlons ‘should be depéndent on

f7 d1sp1acement.-j

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (USA) proposed the following formule for the

- célculatlon of gross tonnage, as a compromise which would avoid

. difriculties of definition and would place no llmltatlon on   f;gff“;N75f

-fexcess prov1s1on for orew eccommoﬂptlon°

er = 2(v- nA) ' n = Number of ¢réw'iﬁ-ex¢ésé7off40-,7fff‘

- A = Congtant representing standard
' - volume per crew member... -

Answurlng a p01nt rﬂlsed bv the United Kingdom;zhé éXp1ainéd  f;ﬂj3T“

':that 40 was good average flgure for cargo ships;qr~"

Profeséon PROHASKA {Denmark) said thot. both the Neth@rlands.f”'7

F;and the Jnited States p“oposqls were attractive at first sight,
o but the flrst would result in gross tonnages lower than at

'”-fpresent and the second would still penalize shipowners prov1dlng

-g}chW-accommodatlon above the mlnlmum.and-wuuld-not_catei-for3,;f'
~ -the special preblen of crew accommodation on small ships.

'1The“méetihg Iése at.12.45'b;m;f
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