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IOPENING OF THE CONFEHENCE AND ADDRESS OF WELCOME

The SECR?TARY—GENWRAL welcomed delegates and also-

Mr. Rogers, Minister of State at the Board of Trade of the -
United Kingdom, ‘He recalled that the IMCO Assembly, at-its
fourth regular session in September 1965, Had decided ‘to convene .
a conference to draw up ‘an-international convention éstébliShing
é'unifcrm system of tonnage measurement, He hoped that the .
Conference < thé fourth to be convened by IMCO - vould meet
" with the sameé success as its predecessors, and would enhance . |

IMCO'S high reputation for seérving the merltlme 1ndustry w1th1n
' the framework of “the United Netions. i C

_ o Studles on the unlflcatlon of tonnege measurement syetems_5': 
had been 1n1tlated by the League of Natlone as 1ong ego as 1925,.n
and a draft conventlon together w1th propoeed regulatlons hed
been drawn up 1n 19J90 A conference was to have been convened
- under the ausplces of the Leewue of Netlons with a view to

_adoptlnﬂ a universal conventlon, but that had been prevented by
' the outbreak of war. Work on the unification of tonnage

measurement Systems had been resumed soon after the establlshment“e;fiﬁ,

of the United Naticns in 1945, and had been taken over by IMCO. -
in 1959. Since then the study of tonnage measurement had been |
one.of the major tasks of the Organization, and it was high time
that that study was brought to fruition. ' '
The task before the Conference was an extremely. complex

"one, but he was confident that the combined technlcal and ..
edministrative experience that it would bring to bear on the

';problem would overcome all obsﬁecles.. He hoped that the

. Conference would eucceed 1n draftlng a conventlon embodylng a_f'
_31mple system cf tonnage meaeurement sultable for wor1d~w1de I
_appllcatlon. e ' : Pl '
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| Mr. ROGERS (UK), on behalf of the United Kingdom

Government, welcomed those attending the Conference. The aim

of the Conference was t0 evolve a universal and 51mpllf1ed
system of tonnage measurement to supersede the various ex1stlng
systems, which were unnecessarily complicated for new ships. such

as container carriers and car ferries, and produced illogical
results. Much useful work had already been done on the problem

by IMCO's Sub~Committee on Tonnage Measurement, culminating in

proposals for. three possible measurement systems for COnsideration
by the Conference. There were as many as seven Gifferent

proposals to consider, and he was glad to see that so many countrles
had been able to send experts to discuss such a complex question,

The adoption of a universal system of tonnage measurement would '

affect a wide range of‘interests;' and'government departments,

classgification societies, pilotage and seafarers! organizations

and international wéterway authorities were all represented

at the Conference. He paid tribute td the IMCO Secretafiat.for its
thorough work in preparing the large body of documentatiom'neaded,
. eand wished the Conference all success in ite challenging task,

AGENDA ITEM 1 - ELECTION OF PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENTS OF
o THE COFFERENCE

The SECRETARY-GENERAL called for nominations for the post
of President of the Conference.

Mr., PROSSER (UK) proposed Admiral Roland (USA), whose
experience in the field would be useful to the Conference in
its difficult work, ‘

Mr. LAWRENCE (Liberia), Mr. MUENCH (Israel) and
Mr. DUBCHAXK (USSR) supported that proposal, '

Admiral Roland (USA) was elected Presidentkhy acclama%ion.

Admiral Roland (USA) took the Chair,
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' The PRESIDENT expressed his appreciation of the honour accorded:' 
him and assured delegates that he would do his utmost fo fill the o
role assigned to him. He called for nominations for tle post of
. First Vice~President.

MMr. DUBCHAK (USSR) propoged Mr. Milewski (Poland).
Mr, MURPHY (USA) supported that proposal.
Mr, Milewski (Poland) was elected Pirst Vice-~President.

The PRESIDENT called for nominations for the post of Secomd
Vice-President.

Mr. T, SPINELLI (Italy) proposed Mr. de Mattos (Braszil),
Mr., von der BECKE (Argentina) supported that proposal,
Mr. de Mattos (Brazil) was elected Second ViCe~President._'

_ He thanked delegates for the honour done to his country and
_hlmself, '

The PRESIDENT called for nominatlons for the post of Third
Vice=-President,

Mr. WIE (Norway) proposed Mr. Kagbekar (India).

Mr, DUBCHAK (USSR) and Mr, WILLIAMS (Australia) supported
' ﬁhat proposal,.

Mr, Kasbekar (Indla) was elected Third Vice~Pregident,

‘The PRESIDENT called for nominations for the post of Fourth
Vlce-Pr951dent.

Vr., MUENCH (Isreel) proposed Mr. Quartey (Ghana).
 Mr. PROSSER (UK) supported that proposal. 7 |
Mr, Quartey (Ghana) was elected Fourth Vice~Presidenf._..
AGENbA ITEM 2 - ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (TM]OONF/I)

Mr, BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) suggested that the
ageﬂda should make provision for a general debate, He further
suggested that the order of agenda items 4 and 5 should be reversed
gince it would be more logical to discuss the organization of
work before appointing a Credentials Committee. |
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The ?RESIDENT pomnted eut that a general debate was likely
to take place in any case under agenda item 5, He suggested it
would be preferable to leave the order of items on the provisional

agenda unchanged. 7
Mr. WIE (Norway) supported that suggestion.

Mr, BREUER (FPederal Republic ef Germany) w1thdrew his
proposal

The agenda was adopted.

AGENDA ITEM 3 - ADOPTION OF RULES OF PROCEDURE (TM/CONF/Z and
TM/CONF/2/Add ., 1)

- Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) drew attention to a number of
propoeals for amendment to the Provisional Rules of Procedure put
 forward by his delegation in TM/CONE/2/4dd.1. Those proposals
did not relate to the subject of tonnage measurement as such,
but to points of genersl principle that his delegation would
like to see adopted in all conferences culminating in the
adoption of international conventions.

The first proposal relating to Rule 1, was that the
Convention should be drafted in the name of Governments and notb
of States, and that the composition eof delegations should inclu
delegates in addition to representatives and advisers, The
~second proposal was a consequential amendment; the”ﬁhird
proposal, relating to Lule 9, was a drafting amendment to
obtain greater clarity, and the last proposal, relating $o Rule 52,
was to delete the word "full" before "powers" on the grounds
that the Convention would e concluded in the name of Governments
and mot in the name of Heads of State. |

- Mr. DUBGHAK (USSR) eupported the ameﬂdmente propoeed by the
-French delegation.

_ Mr. MENSAHE (Secxetarlet) referrlﬂg to the emeﬂdmeﬁt
‘propoeed to Rule 1, pointed out that it was in fact '
' United Nations practice to include advisers in Rules of
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'_?reeeﬂﬁre:: a recent exemple was to be found ih the Rules of ;
Procedure adopted by the United Nations Conference on the Law
of Treaties, Concerning the last proposal, it was United'Natidﬁé.em

- practice to assume that participants in a conference were utates,

hot Governments.

_ _ Mr. PROSSER (UK) sald his delegation preferred Lhe TR
Provisional Rules of Procedure -set out in TM/CONF/2 to remain -
 unchanged, on the grounds that they represented normal '
- United Nations practice. |

.. Mr. MURPHY (USA) end Mr. WIE (Worway) supported that
v1ew. _ _ |
‘The PRESIDDNT ‘suggested that the Conference should vote

separauely ort eachh of the asmendments proposed by France to the
Provisional Rules of Frocedure. :

It was 8o deeided.

- The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to voﬁe'en the
proposed amendment to Rule 1 of the Provisional Ruleg of
_}rocedure.

o The emendment wag_rejected.

o 'The_PRESIDENT invited the Conference to vote on the7 -
_'prbposed amendment to Rule 3 of the Provisional Ruleg of Procedure._

 The amendment was rejscted,

_  The PRESIDENT 1nv1tea the Conferenoe t0 vote on the proposed
L emendment to Rule 9 of the Prov1elonel Rules of Procedure.__‘-'

S The amendment was rejeeted.

- The PRESIDELT said that since the Conference had rejected

:'_fﬁhefpfepoSed.amendment'to-Rule 1, there was no need for & vote

i on'the'consequential change which would otherwise have been . °
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' hecessary in Rule 52, He invited the Conference to vote on the
adoption of the Provisional Rules of Procedure,

_ The Rules of Procedure (TM/CONF/2) were adopted bV 34 votes
to none.

AGENDA ITEM 4 -~ APPOINTMENT OF CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE

The PRESIDENT, acting in accordance with Rule 4 of the Rules
of Procedure, proposed that the Conference should appoint
Argentina, Bulgaria, Ireland, New Zealand and ngerla as the
members of the Credentials Committee, '

Mr. PIRES (Brazil) supported the President's proposal.

The Pregident's proposal for the membership of the
Credentials Committee was adopied,

AGENDA ITEM 5 - PROPOSED COMMITTEE ST «UCTURE OF THE CONFERENCE
AND ORGANIZATION OF WORK (TM/CONF/11)

The PRESIDENT drew the attention of the Conference to
™/CONF/11, containing the Secretariat's proposals for the
Cormmittee structure of the Conference and the organization of its
work. He noted that the view had already been expressed that the
Conference should have a general debate on the basic concepts |
involved in the formulation of the new tonnage measurement system.
_The conclusions to be drawn from such a debate would enable the
Conference to give the Commitiees adequate directives for
elaborating one, or at the most two, basic proposals for
consideration by the Plenary Conference with a view to the
adoption of a Convention; any further proposals emefging from
the committee stage could take the form of amendments to- that
basic propesal or proposals, A general debate could form the first
part of the Conference's congideration of agenda item 5, after
‘which it could discuss the committee structure of the Gonferencé,
establish the necessary committees and decide in which languages
 the Final Act and the other instruments of the Conference should .
be prepared, |



mM/GONF/SR;i*%V"°

| He further dreW'attcntlon 40 TM/GONF/3 9, TM/CONF/13 and
'-TM/CONF/13/Add 1, which contained Governments' comments on-a .
universal system of tonnage measurement; a series of_proposals“[
for such a'system, with comments thereon; and the Secretariat's
summary of the various comments submitted. He stressed the =
importance of Annex IV to TM/CONF/13, which provided a synopsis_f
~of the tonnage measurement parameters on which the different R
proposals aslready before the Conference were based,

- Mr, de JONG (Wetherlands) said that the Secretariat had — °
proposed in TM/CONF/ll that a General Committee should consider
questions relating to the legal aspects and general provisions
of the proposed Convention, which would form the subject matter

of its Articles, and that a Technical Committee should consider: j'_ fi]L

its- technlcal aspects, which would be dealt with in the
Regulatlons of the proposed Convention. Since the general and
technical aspects of the proposed new system were closely

e related, identical principles should govern the work of both

Commiﬁtees. A genéral discussion was therefore essential if
those pr1n01ples were to be clearly jdentified. The five itémsiff_
enumerated in paragraph E(b) of the general observatlons of the
Danish Government (TM/COWy/3, page 5) would form & suitable
baszs for such a debate. o : e

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) seid that his delegatlon was thinking " ¢7 7'

_along much the same lines as the Netherlands delegation. 1In

its general observatlons, 1srael had listed three points as
reqgquiring prelininary genersl discussion (TM/GONF/B/Add.l,

' page 6), Those points broadly coincided with' the three items
. recommended for general debate in paragraph 9 of the Secretariat's

R Note (IM/CONF/11, page 3). The desirability of some form of
'-:s;_prelimlnary dlscu5810n seemed to be generally recognlzed,_and a

~ combination of the items suggested by the Netherlands and
'-;Israell delegatlons would form an appropriate basis for it.



- 10 =

™ /CONF/SR.1

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) sgreed with the representatives of
the Netherlands and of Israel that some fundamentdl issues |
would need to be discussed, but suggested that the first step
_shouid be to examine the basic propossls alfeady before the
Conference, which were interlocking and compreheéensive, so as to
teke account of all the preparatory work already done. |
Governments had had a year to examine those proposals and each
proposal ought to be briefly introduced so that the Conference
could consider iis merits and drawbacks,

Mr, HUSSAIN (Pakistan) agreed with the French representative,

- Mr, L. SFINELLI (Italy) seid that each delegation should
expound its Government's views, confirm those which had
already been expressed, or explain any subsequent changes of
positicn made as a result of urgént technical arguments.
Naturally any delegation was free to modify its position in the
light of the most up-to~date information. At least half the
countries represented had not yef submitted their comments,
so 1t would be useful to find out in a preliminary discussion
the extent of common ground; The Netherlands and French views
on working method were not incompatible,‘..

Mr., KING (Kuwait) assumed that the Erench representative
was proposing that the Conference should discuss basic
proposéls A, B, C and the Danish propossgl in that order, after
which the Technical Committee would be directed to analjse them -
in greater detail, | |

Mr., BORG (Sweden) agreed with the Netherlands representative,

Mr., A3SENS (Denmmark) said that at the present stage it
would suffice to have only a preliminary discussion in plenary
meeting,
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Mr. WIE (Norway) said that the ba51c proposals should -

o be 1ntroduced briefly but that general principles must alsc be
' d1scussed in plenary meedving. '

*Mr. PROSSER (UK) said there would have to be some genéralll

' d1scuss1on of the parameters and that would lead naturally to an

examlnatlon of the individual proposals,

 Mr, PIRES (Brazil) considered it advisable for the four _"

'1b331c proposals to be introduced, but not at length, either by

- the Secretariat or by a delegation, so as to ascertain the degree':_ ot
of support any one of them might command, Then the Conference _‘;-r'x”'"
could tackle the parameters, |

Mr. BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) said it would be a

waste of time to discuss the basic proposals first, and urged that5 '"ft
~ the worklng method advocated by the Netherlands and Danish '
- representatives should be adopted, '

The meeting rose at 12,35 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEM 5 - PROPOSED COMMITTEE STRUCTURE OF THE CONFERENCE -
AND ORGANIZATION OF WORK (TM/CONF/3-12 and -
| ~ Addenda) (continued) ‘
;:_M&.-PROSSER_(UK) stressed the special importance of the -
Conference and the difficulties facing it in view of the numerous
proposals submitted and the many amendments to those proposals,

As a first step, the Conference had to decide upon the way_' fﬂ.F"

in which the study of the proposals could be approached so as to
engure that they would all be examined according to their merits,
with duve regard to the fact that some amendments constituted
‘proposals in themselves.

_ As the Netherlands representative had said at the previous
meeting, the general debate must first of all be directed towards :
determining what should be the aims of tonnage measurement

within the framework of a new system, and to what needs those -
aims should correspond in the administrative field (determinatiéﬂ _
of safety rules, calculation of dues by the aunthorities 1evying' "
them, ete.). There should also be a thorough discussion
concerning the main parameters to be used, their advantages and ”
disadvantages so far as concerned, in particular, the relatiOHShip'_
between the new system and the existing one, the probable future
of the new system, the way in which it would be spplied to
existing vessels and the arrangements for its entry into forcea° '
Such a general discussion would lead to a better understanding of
the points of view of the various delegations on all those o
questlons. '

For its part, the United Kingdom delegation wished to sﬁress_{'
that in spite of the dlfflcultles, it was determined to do all
it could to ensure the success of the Conference and 1o brlng into
be&ng s new universal system of tonnage neasurement. ' '
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: A great deal of work had already been done on the gubject,
~.in particular by 1MCO's Sub~-Committee on Tonnage Meagurement.

" The basic guiding principles which the Sub~Committee had originally

~adopied were largely reflected in the proposals submitted to the
Conference, Unfortunately those principles had not yet led

to a universal gystem and they would have to be examined in a
~wider context, and it would perhaps be necessary to modify them
or to Introduce new ones.

In the United Xingdom delegation's view, any new system musi
meet the following requirements: ILirst, the sysvem must be simple
and easy to apply. Secondly, it must be possible to make a
'satisfaotory comparison between ships measured by means of the
system, so as to eliminate the anomalies of the present systems
érising from the exemption of certain spaces. Thirdly, the new
syatem mgst'result in gross'and net tonnages as close as possibie
to those at present in use, go as to obviate the need for modifying
the various existing national and international regulations.
Fourthly, it was essential to make sure before the entry into
force of the new system that it would receive +the approval of s
large number of the Governments represented at the Conference and
of the States possessing the greatest proportion of existing
tonnage. Fifthly, the system of the tonnage mark, which gave
- rige to anomalies and functioned very imperfectly, should be
eliminated from the new system. Sixthly,-the position of
existing ships must be safeguarded for a certain period and it
must be ensured that the transition would teke place without
upheavals from the economic standpoint.

In view of thoseé various congiderations, the proposal which
seemed most acceptable to the United Kingdom delegation was
Proposal C, which made use of two parameters: gross volumetric
tonnage and load displacement; Thoge parameters seenmed
"gatisfsctory from the point of view of administrative formalities,
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Safety Conventions and the cslculation of dues. If the discussiéné ' ”
‘should show that the Conference as a whole was in favour_bf.adopting';f“

- ‘a single parameter, the United Kingdom delegation would be ab1e?td

conform to that view, provided that the parameter was that of gross.,ﬂ f

volumetric tonnage, as any other would be difficult to adapt to
existing conventions. S
Above all, a flexible attitude wae called for, =znd it was to : |
be hoped that all delegationsg would be prepared to malte concessions
with a view to arriving at a solution acceptable to all, -

Mr. MURPHY (USA) was in favour of the suggestions made at the_

previous meeting by the Netherlands representative, which embodledzggfi

the observations made by the Danish Government on page 5 of _
TM/CONE/3 and which, moreover, was in line with the indications =
_glven by the Secretariat in TM/CONF/11. i

_ It was too soon to see whether agreement was possible on one
or other of the proposals before the Conference. For the moment
there could he only a general dlscu551on which might bring out
certain points of agreement contained in the proposals and show. :
how they could be discussed in committee.

Although the work already carrvied out by IMCO, in whlch
'Unlted States representatives had taken an active part, revealed

that meny points of dlsagreement still existed, certain pr1n01ples % '5

could already be accepted by all: +the need to adopt a system
'that could be universally applied, to.deviSe a system that was3 
simple and réasonable, to avoid influencing ship design, to agree
on parameters having a real and practical meaning\and'%o adopt
a system which would not have unfavourable effects on the marltlme
transport industry in general,
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© The United States delegation suggested that & list of those
rcommon . objectives, which were all equally important and which were
‘connected one with another, should be drawn up and studied in a
~.g8pirit of compromise, Such a procedure would enable agreement
on certain points to be reached at the ocutset and would thus speed
up the work of the committees, since the points of disagreement
would at the same time be more clearly revealed.

Mr, BREUER (Federél Republic of Germany) supported unreservedly
the obsexrvations made by the United Kingdom representative. |

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) also agreed with the general
statement made by the United Kingdom representative, as it
showed clearly what the aims of the Conference should be. The
French delegation also thought that ships must be able to be
compared easily; in that respect it was important to take account
of the needs of the users of tonnage measurement, namely, the ports,
and to bear in mind the Regolution unanimously adopited by the
International Association of Ports and Harbors at its meeting at.
Melbourne in March 1969 (TM/CONF/12).

The French delegation likewise thought that measurements
giving figures similar to the existing ones for gross tonnage
ghould be arrlved at 80 as to avoid the need to. modlfy conventions
in force at present Net tonnage could then be ellmlnated in
view. of the ex1stence OL port tarlffs.v Flﬂally, it wculd seem
to be necessary to retaln the tonnage values of ex1st1ng ships,
untll the neW'sys%em applled to nearly. all ships. The Melbourne
Resolutlon did, 1ndeed, express. the wish that the tran81tlon period
should be short, but it could e pclnted out that, even if existing
| shlps kept the same tonnage, a single tariff could be applied. to
existing and new ships by using a very simple equlvalent coefficient.
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B Goncernlng the Danlsh proposal, the Government of that : . _
country had itself indicated that ites proposal should be considered-*"

only as a variant of Proposal €. If that latter proposal appeared_ffff

"~ to command. acceptance, it conld be decided subsequently whether;;j"

it wae necessary to adopt a second parameter, for example'tdtal*fﬁ_f' :ff

volume, as the United Kingdom delegation had suggested.

With regard to the common objectives mentlioned by the Unlted
 ;States representative, they had already been taken into account T.
~in the drafting of proposals A, B and C. '

‘Mr. GUPTA (India) said that he, too, agreed with the remarks'f
of the United Kingdom representative and also with the commemts
' of the representatives of the United States and France, '

The Indian delegation would be prepared to accept the

. Danish proposal.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said he would like to make a few = . -

‘comments on the statements by the United Kingdom, United States  a5“"'
end French representatives, RENEE
Generally speaking, the Noxrwegian delegatlon wag in favour

__of the adoption of two parameters - for gross tonnage and net -
.tonnage - whlch, to avoid upheaval in the maritime world, should

pe as close as possible to the tonnages of ex;stlng shlps.:_ Indeed,__h;
if the parsmeters differed oo much, numerous national end inter—

' -natlonal regulailons would have to be altered, and that would take :
a congiderable time., It was important, however, that the new _ - _
universal system, which should be simple, should be brought 1nto;fy

'_.force as soon as possible. Moreover, if dlfferent parameters

'f’were amplled to new ships, it would mean that for years there would
~be two parallel systems in operation. L
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It would be preferable if the new gystem couldqalsb,be--

B ap?iied to existing ships. It ought to be possible, in the

' course of the discussions that would take place in committee,..
 to arrive at a dompromise on the basis of the proposals before
the Conference.

_ The Norwegian delegation agreed that the tonnage mark
 system should be avoided, provided that existing ships with twor
sets of tonnages were authorized to retain them.

With regard to the transition period, it shouvld obviously he
very brief, bearing in mind the way in whiech the shipping industry
‘had developed over the last ten years. '

Mr. L., SPINELLT (Italy) agreed with the United Kingdom;
United States and French representatives, :

Above all, the new parameters that were to be adopted should
be comparable and practical. Therefore the first gquestion to he
asked was what exact purposes those parameters should serxrve. '
In the first place, they should make it poseible to measure the
- dimensions of the ship in order to determine the material services
to be provided for ships (towage, berthing, etc.). “Secondly,
they must measure the earning capacity of the ship for the purpose
of distributing as between ships of the same or'of‘different types
the costs.of similer services rendered to all shigs‘(harbouf dués,
expenses relating to safety, etc.). Lastly, the parametexrs chosen
should meke it pogsible to compare ships from a statistical point
of view on an international basis.

_ In view of the difficulty of meeting all those reguirements

at once, 1t would be advisable to concentrate on a few of them

and be content with an approximation as regards the others. In

the opinion of the Italian delegation, the first requirement was
undoubtedly the most important, particularly as it was often

- difficult to define earning capacity in view of differences in

the silze and nature of the cargo and the number of pasgssengers carried.
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The Itallaﬁ delegation ukought that there would be mno. great ?'

; dlfflculty in relatlmg the new parameters to existing regulatlons:f#L  ' 
and conventlons, even if the paremeters were very different from f-_:‘””'

the present figures, since the conventions, and the Load Line:

'_10onventlon in particular, already used factors which were applled_3;5

‘to diffevent types of ships used for very different purposes, .

| At the moment the Italian delegation was in favour of the
Danish proposal or, failing that, Proposal C; but it would
90551h1y change its views in the course of the dlscu331ons,_"

‘Mr, GRUNER (Finland) thought that the new system should. bey;;-*
'_as-31mple ‘and direct as possible and should satisfy two sets of.

objectives, the one commercisl and the other administrative. .~
¥

It was clear that gross tonnage and net tonnage now no longer

o

reflected either the true size or the true earning capacity of
the ship. 'The shipowner's interest in tonnage measurement =~

- was limited to the further exemptions, and hence reductions in.

dues, which he could obtain. Moreover, the Moorsom system had = -
given rlse over the years to numerous interpretations which '. _
-produced very different results when applied to large and small“_: 
-ships respectively. '

“Hence it was sbsolutely essential to work out a new system .
~in which the parameters would correspond to some extent both. tof'
;tne present net tonnage -~ in order to avoid altering the SO
apportlonment of charges levied on different types of ships 5-]f; , 
and to the present gross tomnage - in order to safeguard the =~
._exxstlnr international conventlons and to preserve the conﬁinuity_f g
_.of statlstlos.  . o

In the 11ght of the varlous proposals which had been puu

_fj ff0rwa$d, it would obviously be impossible fto arrive at a new f 
75 uystem wh;ch would apply to existing ships as well as new shlpé;f,
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Tt was vital that the Cénference should look %o the future pather

""ffithan-the past, and visvalize the types of specialized ships which

 would be built in the future and the way in which their tomnage:
~could be measured effectively. Like the Moorsonm systenm, the
new system would have to be capable of Tunctioning for g hundred

"'_'years or so0, whereas all existing ships would probably have

. digappeared in thirty years! time.

o The essential Ffeature of the new system must be simplicity,
because the more detailed the regulations, the easier it was to

- £ind loopholes. Moreover, in order to prevent tonnage figures

being used sgolely to determine costs - and interpreted so as to
reduce those costs - a narameter must be chosen which would make
1t possible to measure the earning capacity of the sghip: either
- the effective cubic capacity or the deadweight ‘tonnage of cargo
ships. '

Mr. WADA (Japan) said he was extremely interested in the
establishment of a universal system of tonnage measurement, and
hoped that the Conference would adopt a convention which would be
acceptable to as many States as possible and, in any event, to
all the great maritime nations.

‘Tonnage measurenent contained implications for the safety
of shipe and the‘économiOS'OE shipping and the new systenm must
teke account of that.  The Conference must approach its work
with realism and with concern for the future. -

It was desirable thaﬁ the wording of the articles should be
as close as possible to that of other maritime conventions and
in particular the 1966 Convention on Load Lines. In regard to
_regulations'on tonnagé measurement, he was in favour of providing
for gross and net tounages which would make it possible to arrive.
~at values as close as vosgsible to present tonnages, in ordér-to.,
Cavoid any disruption of the shipping industry. He was broad1y5
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 _ in ggreement with the views expressed bylthe-representativeS'j

of the Uaited States and Norway. The Norwegian proposal EEERE
(TM/CONF/S/A44.1) was a valuable improvement on the original. - .-

_ - The Conference should begin by agreeing on the choice'ofzg53
parsmeters. = Japan would like to see the present parsmeters. -
retained, but simplified by taking the ship's moulded volume as .- -
“its gross fonnage and by calculating its net tonnage by direct -
. measurenment of the passenger spaces and of certain cargo spaces@ff'
Japan was firmly opposed to the use of load displacement, which
would complicate the calculation of port dues and of other . - o
taxes, and would meke it more difficult for States to adopt the
- new provisions. '

_ _ As to the tonnage mark system and the assignment of duwal:

tonnages advocated by the IMCO Assembly in its Resolution A, 48(III),
it was difficult to apply and did not serve any practical purpose._-
Moreover, the majority of port authorities - starting with those
of Japan - inveriably used the higher tonnages. :

_Mr. DUBCHAK (USSR) expressed satisfaction at the progreséf57 R

made by IMCO. He hoped that it would enable the present R
. Conference to adopt a universsl tonnage measurement system Which°
-~ was called for by the rapid development of merchant shipping and

of 1nternatlonal ﬁfTﬁSpor '

The Soviet delegation shared the views expressed by ﬁhe BRI
representative of Norway. The new tonnage meagurement system; 
would have to meet the following three criteria: (a) it should

. ~be applicable to all ships, both new and existing; (D) it should

be based on two parameters, namely, gross tonnage, which deflned

-~ the. volume of the ship and was needed for statistical purposes _ A
- and to meet the reguirements of existing international coaventlons,_

. and net tonnage which gave the ship's earning capacity; (e) it o
- should not affect ship design or endanger the safety of navigation.
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. Mr, MURPHY (USA) said he wished to make it clear that in
‘his earlier statement he had confined himself to expressing his
- views on the procedure to be followed and to singling out the
' poinﬁs on which agreement appeared to have been reached,

In regard to the points of contention listed in the written
observationg submitted by Denmark (TM/CONF/3, page 5), the
United States delegation thought that two tonnages (gross and
‘net) should be used and that values as close as possible to _
~the existing values should be obtained. His delegation supported
the statements made by the representatives of Noxway, Japan and
the USSR. '

Mr, MacGILLIVRAY (Canada) said he was in broad agreement with
the views expressed by the representatives of the United Kingdom
~and France., .« Tonnage measvrement had two purposes. In the first
place, it enabled ships to be classified into categories for
- the purpose of determining the safety measures to be applied to
ships of different sizes. Provided approvpriate transitional
arrangements were made, the future convention should not raise
any problems in that respect. Secondly, it served ag a Dbasis
for calculating port dues and other charges (canal and pilotage _
tariffg). The differences of view were explained by the differing
economic situations of the various States. The cost of installations
end services was closely linked to the sizé of the ships using
then, The Canadian authorities consequently felt that if tounnage
was to he used as a basis for calculating the dues and taxes to
be levied, it should represent, in a simple manner, the ship's |
‘glze ag it affected the provision of those serviceg and installatidns,

. hccordingly, the Canadian delegation would support whichever
system would best nmeet the following criteria: (1) the values‘
'produced.should indicate the true size of the ship; {2) the
calculations required should be simple and obtainable either from
the ship's plans or from the ship itself; (3) the parameters
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' chosen should not lend themselves to manipulation or cause confusion;
(4) fhe system should not influence the design of ships. : _.._ 
_.Mr. HOZIGLIA (Argentlne) shared the views expressed by the R

' ”representat1ve of the United Kingdom on the broad principles of

.the system, and said that he was prepared o acceps Proposal C.

;The Finnish Proposal would perhaps be the only possible solutlon"
' 1L the Conference decided to adopt one single parameter°' ut %hat _
f_'woulé be liable to influence ship design and would prefer the,ﬂew R
system to be based on two parameters. TFinally, Argentina was 5 S
not in favour of retaining the +tommage mark system, despite the
'¢act that it was one of the States which had adopted it.

_ Mr. BACHE (Denmark) said he would confine himself to a few o
very general remerks. The Conference must take up the challenge_ gff,;4
" -ghd work out the new system, which was long overdue and which the
| maritime world was eazerly aWaiting. The main feature of thaﬁ. _
systen should be simplicity. Obviously there would have %o be - L
‘& transitional period, but the changeover from the old system %o
‘the mnew need not be unduly difficult, and users would doubtless
manage to adapt themselves to the new provisions without too much
- trouble, once they had been formulated,.

Mr, PERETRA (Brazil) hoped. that the new tonnage measurement
system would be as simple and falr as possible and that it would

- be based on parameters expressing true values which would meke -

it p0381ble to compare vessels of different sizes, His preference'."ff
_ was for the Danish proposal, which kept only one pareameter, that - '
. of dlsplacement or for Proposal C. R

_ Mr. de JOEG (Wetherlands) felt there was a need for two )
'paraﬁetels,'OQe of which would indicate the ship's wvolume and -

'7__the other 1ts cargo weight carrying capacity, 1f the requlrements':”

of all users were 0 be met.  Those two parameters need not . .o
'jnecessarlly_be indicated as gross and net tonnage. He favoured -
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& system under which %wo independent parameters would be calculated. - B

The values of those parameters need not be cloge to existing tonnages.'f-

If such parameters were Introduced and a suiltable transitional

- period provided, the influence on ship design need not be feared,
as the effect of one parameter would be counter~balanced by the
effect of the other, and users of the new figures would have the
opportunity fto adjust their rates. At the end of the'trahsitiona1
period all ships should be provided with new tonnage certificates. 
Displacement and volumetric gross tonnage appeared best fitted to
satisfy those requirements.

As regards the method of introducing the new provigions, he
would refer participants to his written observations (TM/CONF/3,
pages 36 and 37).

_ Mr, MUENCE (Israel) clarified his position (TM/CONF/3/4dd.1)
on- certain basic points. In the first place, he considered that
%o introduce two new and completely iﬂdependent parameters would
cmerely complicate the situatioun. It would in fact be better to
move towards the adoption of a single parameter ~ displacement =
which would be adequate'for most purposes and could be used *to
reach values close to existing tonnages by the application of
suitable convergion factors. That waé the system put forward by
Dennaxk. It had the merit of simplicity, although it also had

" its drawbacks. In aﬁy cage, scientific calculation had shown
that it was impossible to devise any set of formulae which could
  61iminate all the anomalies and injustices of the presentsys’semw

Secondly, Israel had long favoured the use of the tonnage
mark system, and was one of the few countries which had adopted
it. In practice, however, the system was not workable, and the
5-Interﬁationai Association of Ports and Harbore had recently '
' recommended its sbandonment (TM/CONE/12)., The special problems
of shipowners who had ships with exempted 'tween-decks or dual
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'tonnages must be- solved inh some other way: -and not by'lncorporﬁtlng
“7the tonnage mark system in the Convention, '

mhlrdly, port and harbour authorities and shlnowners allke
“would bBe helped if the same system were made universally appllcable'
~bo all ships, new and ex lst+ng. '

In short, hls delegatlon supporteu the Danlsh propo al. B

_ - Mr, VAUGHN (leerla), who regerved nisg r¢ght $o revert to .
'the questlon_later_on, stated that, for the reasons already
advanced by the delegations of Norway, Japan and the United -
States, his countxzy favoured the retention of two parameters, En
'_namely net and gross tonnages. ' o

Mr.,JILLIAFS (Australla) sald that he agreed in the maln
_ w1th what had been: sald by the United Klngdom and French deleoatlomS° L
.Qneverthelessg be believed that the best formula was that of the'f' o
~ eingle parameter - displacement - in respect of all ships.. . That
" was the solution favoured by the. Inﬁernatlonal Agsociation of .
jLorts and Harbors and embodied in the resolution adopted at. 1ts _
last conference. He did not foresee any major difficulties as a_§7 
. result, and he con51dered the retention of two Darameters - net _
“_and gross tonnage - %o be unde51rable.‘ 7 . o g_;,;-

Mr RUSSELL (Souﬁh Afrlca) felt it would be better if gross R

,tonnage were retained as the only parameter in Proposal C. :

e had- dlscusse@ the matter with representatives of the . authorltles“
-_respon81ble Tor assessing dues in his country, and they had assured.
him thet it wes a simple matter to adapt tariffs to thal.paremeter. -
- Shipp;ngﬁegonpmics,had already_been badly hit by the unfortunate . |
. effects of the tonnage merlk system, which_the_lnternationali;w’-"

. Association of Ports and Harbors had viewed with disfavour. ’_Qheﬂ,-- f 7

"ﬂ-adoption of & new gystem might give rise to anomalies, but the

”_same'was trué'of'any-sysfem_Which'might be_aaopted{;_
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- My, GUPTA (India) considered that the adoption of a single _

parameter - displacement - was the course that had most to commend
1t. |

. Mr. PROSSER (UK), reviewing the preliminary'exchange of views

which had Just taken place, said it appeared that although thexe
was a wide measure of agreement on the five first principles put
forward by the Sub-Committee on Tonnage Measurement and on the
general aims of the system, there was some difference of opinion
as to whether one or two parasmeters should be retained, whether
or not they should be identical or even similar to the parvameters
at present in force, and as to the treatment of existing ships.

The United Kingdom was in favour of retaining £wo parameters:
total volume and displacement. The former could be of great value
‘both in relation to the administrative formalities with which the
- ghip had %o comply, and in the application of conventions; as for
“the concept of displacement, it could offer the most satisfactory
way of dealing with the assessment of charges. It was guite easy
to obtain those parameters from shipyards and that in 1tself “would
brlng an undoubted 31mpllflcatloﬁ. '

_ Several delegations had spoken in favour of a 51ngle paramet e
In the view of +the United Kingdom delegation, that. solution would
give rise to serious difficulties, particularly in regard to the
terms on which the proposed convention would come into force and 1o
the administrative processes already mentioned. The -£first of those
two difficulties would not be eliminated by the application of a
conversion factor. At all events, by invoking the concept of
~total volume it would be relatbively easy to achieve the result -
which  wag belng sought by all those dissatisfied with the present
_*system.

More partlcularly, 80 far as the assessment of dues was
ooncerned, the two-parameter solution seemed to be the most
~readily applicable.
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ng delegatlon con51dered that tﬂe tonnage mark system had

'.not really worked; it was important to avoid penalizing ex1st1ng_ ;ff .f

~ ships; and therefore to seek a formula which would be flexible,

easily implemented and would take the interests of existing ships

into account.

- . To sum up, there appeared to be the following areas of _
-;dlsagreement the number of parameters to be retained éﬂ& the’a;-[;
relationship which should exist between one or other formula and .
the present system. While it was definitely in favour of a =

" two~paremeter system, the United Kingdom delegation had not

egtablished any close g priori relationship between any future
~system and the present one. '

My, ROCQUEMONT (PFrance), summing up the discussion so.far;V:”

said he had two main comments to make. The first related to theT'”"“"'

 vemarks of the representative of the United Xingdom, and the second- '”

' :toxthe,question of the revenue-earning capacity of ships., It was:

impossible to prove that net tonnage was an exact reflection of

.  £hat capacity. As Mr. Spinelli had said, it was as rough a
reflection as total volume or displacement. Moreover, while &' -
ﬁnumber of delegations admittedly saw a need to retain the two

" peremeters of gross and net tomnage, it was worth moting that those

two parameters as expounded in Proposals A and B were in many |
‘respects very different from existing concepts of gross and net
‘tonnage. He asked, further, whether implementation would really:
be radlcally disrupted by the emergence of a new formula. The .

.': Present formula was contrafy to reason and loglc, and all counﬁrlesf." “

'- wou1d benefit if it could be 1mproveﬁ. There wag no reason to fear
a tra&s1tlonal nerlod 1T it wag the precursor of a bhetter future.-'

; -:}There seemed to him o be a consensus in favour of abollshlng the

: .tonnage mark system and he shared the view of the renresemtatlve
- of tHe Unlited Klngdom that 1t should no® feaiure in a new
' unlverual system. o o '
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Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway), replying to the remarks of the

. representative of france, expressed concern at the idea of displace-
ment as a perameter, since he believed that it could easily be
tampered with. It bad the further drawback of penalizing ships
which needed heavy ballast for reasons of safety and those whose
hull needed to be strengthened to withstand pressure from ice,

The French representative had maintained that the gross and
‘net tonnage formulae submitted by his country were very different
from existing formulae; in that connexion, he recelled the view .
expressed by his delegation that the moulded volume concept should
not be adopted. Both volumetric and net tonnages should be dealt

- with by a2 conversion factor calculated on the basis of data supplied

by the shipyards. Tonnage measurement should express an idea of
volume,

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) agreed that net tonrage was not
an exact measure of a ship's revenue-earning capacity. In his
~view, speed was every bit as important a factor, if not more so.
Displacement and volumebtric tonnage were two distinct parameters,
which should remain as independent of each other as possible.
His delegation took the view that it might be dangerous to adopt
displacement alone, and he accordingly wished to support the "y
- reservations entered by the Norwegian delegation on the importance:
of ballast for ship's safety.

My, ERIKSSON (Sweden) recalled that his country was one of
those which had devised Proposal C. Spesking of the concept of
net tonnage, he pointed out that at the present time it was being
uvged for the same »urposes az gross tonnage.  The existence of
two volumetric parameters was a source of confusgion, Cargo
:density, volume and weight could vary considerably and two
parameters, each independent of the other, would give a better' _
representation of the actual position. A solution which was f_
based solely on displacement would also be fraught with danger.



- 19 -

-TM/GONF/SR;2

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) introduced his remarks by saylng that _5”'

they did not necessarily represent the definitive position- of his
jdelegatlon._ He regretted that he could not endorse the. views of
“the representative of Noxway, who regarded displacement as an =~
’unsatlsfactory parameter because it could easgily be tampered: w1th

~In point of fact, displacement was the one parameter whlch-lt.was_;{,'ffﬁ

-'impossibie to falgify, As for the assertion that passenger ships
would be penalized, the exact opposite would be trume, as Denmark

had already made plain in its proposal. He instenced ferry—boaté"-""

operating under a monthly or yearly contract system with the-

- countries between which they travelled and he pointed out that.thé_f;=e 

Conference should not allow its conclusions to be influenced by the
- sltuation with regard to large passenger liners which were in any -
case decreasing in number. '

Any strengthening of the hull which was necessary to meétf};

. the danger of ice involved only a slight increase in dis@l&cement; L

~Moreover, the vessels which would bear the heaviest penalties =
according to the Norwegian argument would be ice-breakers and

- those were for the most part State-owned.

- He doubted whether net tonnage could express the revenuem

”_'earnlng capacity of a ship with accuracy, as speed was a very

important factor. In his view, the use of conversion factors
or ‘tables would be no more difficult with one system than with
another, '

- Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana) said that the problem of shelter decks
wag very important as far as Ghana was concerned, since it -
‘affected nearly thewhole of its merchant fleet. He therefore |
'_'urgéd'that it should be borne in mind when the future convention
was being prepared. '
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Mr, GRUNER (Flnlana) feared that the replﬂcement of net

_'fﬁonnage by displacement might alter the present economlc equlllbrlum B
and put certain types of ship at a disadvantage; for 1nstance,'

_ there were ships which had to be strengthened for plying in 1ce—bound.
- waters, small tankers and nuclear-powered Shlps. That parameter

  sfwas not more representative of a.ship's'earning capacity than
o wolumetric gross tonnage., It was difficuvlt to check and it was

neither practical nor in current use in the shipping industry.

- The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m.
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B _AGENDA TmﬂM'5 ~ PROPOSED COMMITTEE STRUGTURE OF THE CONFERENCE
AND ORGANIZATION OF WORK (continued)

Mr., de MhTTOS (Brazil) said that the Conference should now
Lchoose between basic Proposals B and C or a combination of their
f_elements_for inclusion in a draft convention to be applicable .
to all States.

It would be impossible to devise a perfect system, and full
- gonsideration must be given to technical developments within the

near futvre, or it would be obsolete before coming into full
effect. Simplicity, uniformity of application and flexibility
- were essential,

Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) said that although he had'beén«'_
impressed by Mr, Prohaska's arguments at the previous meeting, .
he feared that they would cause serious practical difficulties.

- Mr, GUPTA (India) observed that basic Proposals A and B
had not secured much support, and most representatives seemed
inclined to favour Proposal C and the Danish amendments. Time
would be saved by examining the two last proposals with such
" modifications as they might require. ' R

Viscount SIMON (Observer for the International Assoclatlon =

“_fof Ports and Haxbors), speahlng at the invitation of the

‘President, introduced the IAPH statement (TI/CONF/12), IAPH

was a hqnngoVernmental organization representing most of,the,
large ports, ahd’at its sixth bienniel conference in March 1969

it had adopted a resolution concerning the tonnage measurement :
‘proposals. Port authorities did mot have the technical knowledge

" needed for the present Conference, but as tommage measurement

  was'used fairly widely to assess port charges.they had an
interest and views to express which, he hoped, night be useful,
IAPH had not indicated a preference for any one of the basic

| - proposals before the Gonferemce, but had only sought to 1dent1fy e

~ the conditions which any system finally adopted ought o meet.
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The statement in operative paragraph (1) of its regolution

- wag prohably common ground. In operative paragraph (2) IAPH
~advocated a system with only one set of tonnages in order o

- gvoid the difficulties arising under the existing tonnage mark
gystem. It could be based on both gross and net tomnage but,

with the increasing size of ghips, port avthorities might in future

. -tend to asmess port dues on the basis of the former rather than

the latter, because of the higher capital investment and 1ncreaspd
operatlng costs due to having to handle 1arger shipa. ' :

The esseunce of operative paragraph (3) were perhaps more
controversial, but it dealt with a very fundamental issue. If
the new system, when approved, were not applied within a
- reasonable but short transition period to.all ships, thus
eliminating distinctions between old and mew ships, and the
new system was radically different from the old (e.g. that
‘based on displacement), it would clearly not be merely a
.question of applying a standard charge as there would be no
conversion factor, There would then have to be two separate
schedules of charges, and in that event precisely similar ships
~might not be charged at the same rates,

In the past, shipowners had sometimes. been released from the
obligation of malking costly alterations to: existing ships, and in
gso - fay as tonnage linits affected requirements for pariicular
gafety equipment etec., such charges might be burdensome. The same
results could presumably be achleved if Governments could agree
that, notwithstanding the new basis for. tonnage measurement, existing
ships should conbtinue to be accepted Lfor such purposes in the same
category in which they had been under the old basis for measurement.
Subsequently, all ships would be given tonnages on the new basis
that would apply for assessing dues, Port charges did not form a
very substantial part of running costs, and the redistribution of
~the burden through a new system of tonnage measurement ought not
0 be ‘too burdensome for any ship.
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';-'”he statement in operatlve paragraph (4) was almost

~;-unnecessary, as the results of any new international aﬂreement SRR

-~ were seldom translated into action rapidly.

-0 Mr, LEBER (Observer for the Panama Canal Company);'u__ _
speaking at the invitation of the President, said that he
had been guestioned by several delegations about the Oompany g

attitude to a new system. of tonnage measurement., Before addr3591ng'f'”

himgelf to that question, which he considered a logical one, . -

- Mr, Ieber thought it advisable to give some background 1nformatlon S
',: on the Panams Canal, L

_ By August 1969, the.Canal would have been an internatidﬁal-f i:”f;
utility for 55 years and, in accordance with the non-discrimination

provisions laid down in the Hay~-Pauncefote Treaty of 1802 between .

the United States and the United Kingdom, it had been open to ships

“of 211 countries at all times on the sole condition that they -
could pay the toll, During its 55 years of existence, over j_"'
400 000 ships and 2 billion tone of cargo had passed through

""the Cenal.

Durlng its’ 55 Jears, the Canal had seen many changes,_ '
_for example there had been changes ln the pattern of cormodities
carried. To 01te a feW° 1n 1914 one of the main cargoes had beeﬁ :

- Chilean nitrates used in the menufacture of ammnmltlon' tut in 1968:ff"

the quantity had been negligible, HNot much coal,‘except Toxr

- refuelling, had passed through the Canal in the early days but now -
it was one of ‘the main items. Petrol mnd petroleun products hed -
- congtituted about 20 per cent of the traffic throughout the Gaﬁalfs_ '3“
- exigtence but the direction of flow had changed radically. With =~

‘new discoveries in Alaska it was impossible o foretell future L

“trends in petrol movement,
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Greater changes had also occurred in the volume of traffic
‘carried over varilous trade routes: United States inter—coastal
- traffic had initially acoounted for.over 50 per cent of the total
but had dropped to about 5 per cent, whereas traffic following the
- U.S., Fast Coast route to the Far Zast -~ insignificant in the Canallg
early years - now represented about 37'percent of Canal cargo '
transitted,

In the early days no difficulties had been encoumtered
over the size or numbers of ships. The present average was 40
ghips a day but e maximum of 65 ships had been handled in one
day. Ships of up to 106 feet bheam could be accepted regularly; and
when the lake elevation was above 86 feet, ships up to 392 or 40
_:feet draught could pass through. Some large ships such as tankers
_'were now too wide to get through the 110-foct Canal locks, and
| when loaded exceeded the maximum permissible draught. The locks
had not been altered since the Canalls construction but all the
towing locomoitives had been made more powerful and efficient.
Tights had been installed to allow.for round-the-clock operation,
Among other technieal improvements, he mentionsd that the
8-mille Gaillard cut was being increased in width from 300 %o.
500 feet, and that project would be completed in about a year,
with the flnal 3 miles of w1den1ng costing about £20 million,

While the Cenal had seen all those changes, one important
thlng had not changed ~ namely, the toll rate charged which was

. ®%il11l the same as in 1914, The Company had not yet finished

-la detailed study of how to develop the Canalls optimum capacity,
- but some tentative conclusions could already be drawn i.e. that
two sets of towing locomotives were needed in each lane .
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at Gatun and Maritime Locks, as well as a sufficient and
‘dependable water supply for anticipated higher volume of T
traffic, particulasrly during the dry season, These improvemeﬁts'7"":
~would permit the passage of an estimated 24,000 to 25,000

ships a year compared to a little less than 15,000 during the flSCal
~year 1969, Other long-range studies were under way, including S
~one on the possibility of building a sea-level canal, about which
- no decision had yet been taken. |

The average toll was about $6,500 per ship, the maximum -
‘being about $32,000 for the largest ship which could at present
- be accepted. '

' The "Canal Zone Code® stipulated that tolls should be .
'calculatea in guch a way as to cover, as far as practicable,
operatlng and maintenance costs, There was therefore no proflt _
motive nor should sny additionsl burden fall on the United Sﬁates_:=j 
7'taxpaye_. While there was no need now 4o change toll rates, nor . S
did the Canal Company so intend, the Company had recognized that
- there night have to be such changes at some future time and it .
was studying the possible effects of such action. The prellmlmary  <
" conclusions reached were that the effect of increased tolls '
would vary according to the commodlty carried. Some mlght drop

out with relatively small increases because it would be cheaper

"to use alternative means, but other traffic would be retalned
_.'desplte substantlally increased tolls. At all events, many countrles
" and firms were bound fo be affected, It had been estlmated that
on an average tolls could be increased by about 25 per cent w1thaut
~too mueh losg of Canal traffics bub if the incresse were higher,
& considerable drop in the volume of traffic could be expected.
 Mr, Leber again enphasized that the Compaay wag not at present

.. proposing a change in toll rates,.
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In reply to a question, Mr, Leber saild that the Company
would try to use any gystem agreed on and accepted, in the desire
.%o sexrve the international community as it had dome for the past
55 years; but clearly much would depend on the system chosen
by the Conference. Toll rates might have to be adjusted to
- ensure an adequate revenue, to comply with pertinent Codes, lLaws,
Treaties, etc. It would not be simple to work out a means of
arriving at the same toll for similar types of ships and it migh*
prove necessary to introduce differential tolls according to tyﬁas::E
of ship gnd the cdmmodities carried, The present system was simple,
the rate charged being 72 US cents in ballast and 90 US cents
if laden (without regard to amount or type of cargo). He doubted
whether his Company would favour a complex system of computing
t0ll rates since that would undoubtedly arouse criticism and
complaints of discrimination from Canal users,

Mr, LOLONG (Indonesisa) said that in principle his delegation
supported the views expressed by the United Kingdom, France, Sweden
and the Netherlands on choice of parameters., It favoured two
parameters, one indicating the size of the ship and the other
the earning or load-~carrying capacity. The real purpose. of tonnage
measurement was to serve as a basis for the calculation of chars 3
by port and harbour'authorities, and for that purpese it was gross
tonnage and deadweight, rather than'net.tonnage, that was most
cormonly taken into account. He therefore thought it best o
have gross tonnage as the first parameter, for use in estimating
port dues. |

Concerning the second parvameter, he was attracted to the
Finnish proposal because he felt that deadweight was a better
.criterion than displacement in estimating cargo capacity. He
favoured a combination of the gross tonnage concept in Proposal
C and the Finnish deadweight proposal. o
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| He agreed with the view expressed by the United Kingdom .
_ end France that the use of dusl tonnages should be dispensed with f;j ]
- as 1t gave rise to too many complications,'éné also shared the |

© Indian view that the +time had come %o take a decision on which |
parameters ghould he used,

Mr. GANTIOQUI (?hllipplnes), referring to his delegationts = -
paper TM/CONF/3/A44. 4, sa2id his delegation was in favour of s
Proposal C on the grounds that it was gimple, capable of unlfor
application, and independent of type of ship, location and size of

- spaces, and constructionsl features,

- Mr. DOINOV (Bulgaria) stressed that any new universal system -
 of tonnage measurenent should be logical, based on adequate R
technical foundations, and simple enough for world-wide appllcatlon.ﬂ¢j

- His delegation had a strong syupathy for Proposal C but felt that _I  g

a new system should include two parameters, one expressing the

dimensions of the ship and the other its earning capacity. He -

~ghared the doubts expressed on the use of displacenent as &

second parameter, on the grouads that its application to ships of -

-a-cervain design would create practical difficulties. It should.

be possible to find a second povemetor which would refiect the

~ghipl's cargo and pasgsenger capaciby and would also be related 5

to dimensions, and he thought that the parzmeter proposed by the

USSR might be suitable,. It was essential to ensure that any new
universal system was applicabvle to both new and existing ships.

M», MURPHY (UBA) sazid there seemed 1o be general agreement _
that two paremetbers were necessary, although there was consxdefahlef :
diffzrence of view as to the type end derivation of those parameters,

It waw importanf not to inhibit discussion in the Technical = o
_Jcommi%%ee by too much detailed consideration of the Aif fsrent" s
fproyosals, and he suggested that the Technical Committee should -
‘be formally charged with examining all proposals made with a view

- to deriving parameters which the Conference would later consider.
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Mr. WIE (Norway) supported that suggestion. He _
reminded the Conference that there was already in existence a
. world merchant fleet totalling nearly 200 million gross tons; it
'_was therefore vital that any new system adopted should also be
sultable for existing ships.

Mr, KING (Kuwait) thought the Technical Committee should be
- presented with a minimum of alternatives to study. He suggested
- that the glenary should choose one, or a% the most two,
parameters on which the Committee could work.

Mr. ROCQUENCKET (France) agreed, adding that any solution
adopted ocugnt to be indenendent of consideration of possible
probvlems in the transitional period, since protlems of
transition were bound to arise in any event Slnce fthare was
general agreement that any future syotem should not revalin elvher
the tornage mark system or dusl tonnages, he suggesied that a
hovid be taken to that effect before a choice was made
L2 porameter or set of parameters on which the Techhical

Mr, PROSSER (UK) agreed that the Technical Committee should
be given a restricted choice; if i% had to debate the merits
of a great variety of systems, it was unlikely to reach agreement,
The plenary could not aveld a certain amount of preliminary
technical discussion if real progress was to be made.

Mr., GUPTA (India), Mr. de MATTOS (Brazil)and Mr. BORG (Sweden)
supporied that view.

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) felt it was for the plenary to
“decide certain basic questions, namely whether there should be

cne or two parameters; whether the new Conventicon was to be
applied without discriminaticn to both old and new ships; whether
it was desirable to aim for tonnages as near as possible to those
existing; and finally whether the system combining Proposals A and



S SRR
TH/CONE/SR.5

- Bor proposal ¢ was preferable.  He agreed that the first "
step wasg o taLe a decision on a metter on which there was
already broad agreement, namely that the tonnage mark system
~ought not to be used in any future systen. '

_Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) supported what had been said on . e
the need for two parsmeters, and agreed that the tomnage mark - .
.Scheme -ghould be abolished, The most recent Norweglan proposaly,
set out in TM/COFF/9/44d,1, contained no definitions of exempted
spaces, open spaces or deductible spaces on the grounds that such
- definitions would lead to difficulties of interpretation, It made g
use of two parameters, gross tonnage and net tonnage. It ellminated. §
- the tonnage mark scheme but left open the pogsibvility for :
 recogn1ﬁ1on of open shelter-deck ships, because thoge shlps served

special purpose in world trade. '

”gIﬁ was important to arrive at tonnage values as near ag .

_;_ possib1e to existing ones, so that existing and new ships Coulaf" S

‘be treated alike and so that there should be the minimum delay
_before the Convention came into force.

He suggested that the Technical Committee should be asked
to try to.reconcile the two main schools; of thought hitherto

":_ expregsed the C school .and the "Norweglan! school. When the -

Commitiee had arrived at a coupromise between those two alternatlves,
it could report back 1o the plenary meetlng for further L '
:finstructlons.

_ Ve, ENDO (Japan) agreed ¥hat +the Technical Gommlttee:,J_' _
_should be given specific instructions on which to work., The
plenary could decide such questions ag whether there should be
omne or two parameters and whether or not dual tonnages should -
‘be retained; but technical considerations, such as what should -
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be the basis of those parameters, should be left to the
Committee. If possible, the Committee should be glvem only
two alternative parameters to study.

Mr. BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) said that the
 plenary Conference needed clearly defined topics of discussion

o for ite further work. A satisfactory list of items had bheen

suggested by Denmark (TM/CONF/3, page 5, paragraph 2(b)). The
 first two were suitable for debate straight away., The vemainin, =
items could be taken up after decisions had been reached on
those two points., That course would be preferable to embarking
immediately on a discussion of Proposals A, B and C. '

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said that he endorsed the views expressed
by the Horwegian and Japanese representatives, and did not think
the plenary Conference should take any action which would inhibit
the discussion of technical guestions by the Technical Committee.
It might be helpful if the Technical Committee was instructed
to examine Proposal C and the Norweglan Proposal as two main
alternatives, but without prejudice to its consideration of +the
. other proposals before the Conference,

The United States could agree to the elimination of the _
tonnage mark and the dual tonnage certlflcaﬁe, but thought that the
- shelbter~deck exemption concept WOuld need o be retalneé for

economic reasong, |

The individual discussion of the items suggested by Denmark
in TM/CONF/3 would be an appropriate course for the Conference to
follow, : ‘ ,

_ e, BRINTON (Iiberia) said that it was time +to take a
_:decision on the parameters to be used in the new system. The
five points enumerated by Denmark would be suitable topics
for consideration by the Technical Committee., His delegation
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thought that two tonnages were necessary. The shelter-deck

-concept should be retained hecauge of the large number of exlgting 3"'

vessels of that kind; there would be excessive economic |
upheaval if it was eliminated, The interests of existing
vessels also required that the new tonnages should be as cloge

a8 possible to the present ones and that satisfactory transitional .

measures should be laid down for existing ships. In the latter
connexion, Article 4(4) of the Intermational Convention on ILoad
Lines, 1966, would form a suitable precedent. The Technical
Committee could decide what tomnage unit was to be used.

Whatever decisions were taken, the intereste of sghip-
owners must receive the fullest consideration. XNo type of
vessel should be driven off the sea because of a new tonnage
meagurement system, and shipowners must be left in a position

in which they could service world trade adegquately while

- operating on a sound economic basis. Bearing in mind the
importance of economic factors, his delegation favoure& the
‘Regulations proposed by Norway in TM/CONF/9/4dd.1, which met

all the requirements ILiberia regarded as necessary if its fleet
was to be maintained in its present state. The NOTWGglan
proposal would constltute a useful basis for the work of the
Technloal Committee, which could perhaps consider Proposal C _
as an alternative., The Technical Oommittee should not, however,;
overlook points in the other proposals,

Mr, MILEWSKI (Poland) said that the conszderatlon by the
“Technical Committee of two complete alternatives would take too -
_“long., Its work would have & more realistic basis if the. plenary
Conference first had a prelimiﬁary discussion along the lines

suggested by the representative of the Federal Republic-df:&ermahya |

In the Polish view, two parameters and two tonnages were necessary,
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If the Conference found that criterion acceptable, it could
go on to decide what methods should be used to caleulate the
two tonnages. The Technical Committee should be.given clear
instructions to work out suitable methods and report back to
- the plenary Conference. The tonnage mark question could be
settled in plenary, but the Technical Committee would have

" %o decide whether it was technically desirable to retain

the tonnage mark, Whatever tonnage measurement system was | _
adopted ought to apply to both new and existing ships, otherwise
gserious practical difficulties would arise, o

. Mr, GRUNER (Finlend) drew the attention of the
Conference 4o his country's proposal for a universal system of
tonnage measurement (TM/CONE/8) and outlined the considerations
set forth under the heading “The Flnnlsh Proposal® on pages 7 ~ 11
of TM/CONF/B/Add 5. :

M, de JONG (Netherlands) said that Proposal C had been
.obaected to on the ground that it would be difficult +to define
open spaceS° but the way in which the Panama Canal Rules were
applled showed that no difficulties arose in practlce if the
Regulatlons were sufflclently ﬂetailed, ' Phe Netherlands
.Governmeﬂt was therefore suggestlng a set of detalled Regulatlonu
as an, amendment to that Proposal. The advantage of Proposal C
'was that it allowed designers to place ltweenndecks where they
wished. With regard %o Proposals A and B, in “the form in which
they were combined in TM/CONT/9/Add.1, the definition
' of a second -deck was based on the old shelter~deck concept and
"WQuld reﬁresent an obstacle to modern ship design and construction
from the point of view of the development of contaliner and
.rolluon/roll—off shipsg. ‘

Mr. HABACHI (Observer for the.Suez Camal Authorltj), speaking
at the invitation of the President, said that the Suez Canal
administration had always distinguished between two classes
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of vessel. Under its Regulations, vessels were either in the

" light (“;égg“)'or loaded condition ("chargé")sthe former.cétegoryz;;jff
“ L eomprised vessels-bn‘nonfrevenue-earning voyages and the latter .
" all other vessels, The two main principles underlying the Suez.

Canal Regulations were the protection of the vessgel's interests,

i.e., humanitarien interests, and the establishment of the lowest  1'”j 

possible tonnage., With the latter in mind, the Regulations

provided for exempted spaces, which were either open spaces or"ff.__; 
~ spaces in which no cargo was carried. Those were the spaces which =~

were not necessary to the vessel; all spaces which were necessary
to the vessel were included in.the tonmnage. ILf a shipowner wished -

* %o meke use of exempted spaces, their volume was ipso factO-added'” -,f

to the tonnage.

The Technical Committee could usefully he imstructed to
define the tonnage, specify the positions of decks and decide
whether a fterm such as "cargo capacity" would be preferable to

- "earning capacity". The Suez Canal Authority would be very glad f"

to serve on the Technical Committee,

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that governments had
had 1little opportunity +to study the.Regulations proposed by
Norway in TM/CONF/9/Add,1l., However, they seemed to differ

fundementally from those in Proposal C, which were based on tofalf,f ;i
displacement and total volume in that criteria involving position,

nature and use were employed to determine the spaces to be .

taken into account in calculating the gross and net tonnages.
A displacement-type systen was less complicated and easier to

- interpret than one based on criteria of that kind, which could
- have repercussions on ship design., Coefficients were also a _

‘source of complication in the Norwegilan proposal. It had been
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claimed.that the Norwegian proposal catered for shelter~deck
- vessels, but that was also true of Proposal C, since a vessel!'s

- certified displacement tock account of the density of its cargo.
A1l vessels could benefit from a displacement-based system. The
Norwegian representative had asked exactly what form Proposal C
now took. The answer surely was, the form in which it was
originally submitted to governments.

The meeting rose at 12,30 p.m,.
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AGENDA ITEM 5 - PROPOSED COMMITTEE STRUCTURE OF THE
CONFERENCE AND CRGANIZATION OF WORK
(TM/CONF/3=12 and Addenda) (continued)

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) said that the Conferencels real
oh01ce lay between two proposals: on the one hand, thgt_of_
Norway, and on the other hand, another which might be termed BC.
Norway had put forwsrd a compromise solution which delegations
had not been able to consider in édetail for lack of time, but
he hoped that the Norwegian répresentative would speak in N
amplification of it before it was submitted to the Tbchnlcal
Comm1tﬁee.

His feeling was that the Technical Committee should be
asked t0 present recommendations on both propossls, namely,
the Norwegian proposal which replaced FProposals A and B, and
_the second prqposal, which was based on ¥roposals B and C.

The Committee might, after due consideration, be able to suggést', :
improvements +to the two proposals and poésibly take from both L

of them.features that could be brough% together,

y iurnlng to the question of the coming into force of the
_new system, he agreed with the view of the Netherlands
representative that existing ships might retaln the plevious
_sysfem for & transitional period of perhaps-five years,

That would makeé it possible to compare the 0ld and the new
‘methods. Perhaps the Conference could set up a special
working group to look into the problems involved in the
capplication of the new system to existing ships.

_ Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) recalled the fact that his

- Government had tried to simplify the Conference's work by
eliminating one nf the basic proposals; in the light of the
bomments submitted by a number of governments, it had since
suggested certain amendments to some of the Regulations it

had proposed.
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One of the advanitages of the Norwegian proposal was -
that it retained as parameters both gross and net tonnage,
keeping them as close as possible to their present values.
That meant that the new tonnage measurement'system could be
applied to all ships within a reasonable space of time,
unhindered by difficulties arising from national iegislation
or international conventions., In addition, it did not involve
reference to excmpted spaces, deductible spaces, closed spaces
or completely open spaces; it provided for the determination
of gross tonnage by the calculation of the volume of under-~deck
spaces, multiplied by a conversion factor tc take zccount of
the volume of the ship's superstructures,

That method would allow the shipowner to provide bigger
crew spaces, such as living accommedation and spaces for social
amenities for the master and crew, without incurring a penalty.

His delegation's proposal retained the concept of
the "open" shelter-deck, because even if shelter-deck vessels
were destined to disappear, it was esgssentlal at the present
time to devise a tonﬁége measurementrsystem which could be
applied to them, ' '

In his view, the Technical Committee should scrutinize
Proposal A, with the alternative suggestions contained in
the Norwegian proposal, in addition to Proposal €, and should
attempt to work out a text acceptable to the protagonists
of both formulae.

Mr, PROSSER (UK) said that while the Norwegian
proposal which replaced Proposals A and B contained interesting
features, his delegation considered Proposal C Lo be more
satisfactory, |
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The 2im of the Conference was to draw up a Convention which . -

coﬁl&-be accepted by those countries which owned the greater
part of the world's tonnage; admittedly, the Norwegian
proposal had been supported by Japan, Liberia and the United
States, but Proposal C had the approval of guite a2 number of
maritime powers. It was going to be difficult to reconcile
the differént points of view; and 1f the Conference asked
the Technical Committee to consider the two basic propossls,
it should assign very definite terms of reference to the
Committee and ask it to pick cut possible points of agreement

as well as divergent features, since the ascitual decision would = = -

be taken by the Conference itself in plenary session. The
Conference ought also to draw up & very precise timetable and )
to fix a degdline for the submission of the Technical Committee's
recommendations.,

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) pointed out that a tonnage measurement
system based on displacement would be detrimental to ships
“of under 1,000 tons, and they constituted half. the world's
tonnage. For that reason he considered that if the _
Technical Committee was to be asked to formulate recommendations,
it should take due account of vessels of that category.

Mr., GUPTA (India) commentéd that the Technical Committee
was composed of Members who were also participanis in the
Conference; they could not adopt one attitude in committee
and another in plenary session., Accordingly, it was for the
full Conference to decide what procedure should bhe used to
deal with the various proposals.
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Mr. WIE (Norway) recalled that at the Load Lines
Conference itwo proposals, those of the Soviet Uniocn and the
United States, had serxved as working documents, and said he
saw no reason why the two tonnage measurement systems proposed
should net be examined concurrently.

Mr, ROCQUEMCNT (France) said that the procedural question
was of minor importance. The main point was to reach a decision
as soch as possible. The Technical Committee might, after all,
arrive at a decision which the Conference in plenary session
would not confirm. It was essential to know what was to be
decided., It had been suggesied that the Norwegian proposal
and Proposal € might be harmonized, That might be feasible
in the case of some items, such as the gquestion of gross tonnage,
and Norway might perhaps be asked Yo make a further effort to
that end. On other points, however, the two proposals ran
counter to each other, Proposal C provided for the
certification of displacement. The Norwegian proposal employed
the concept of net tonnage, making allowance for the types of
space and thelr position on board by applying a relatively
- elaborate conversion factor. It was doubtful whether the
Technical Committee would manage to solve that guestion any
better than the plenary session.

Beyond that, it was worth pointing out that although a
number of delegations had szid they would accept two parameters,
gross and net tonnage, their agreement was in fact an agreement
on words only, since net tonnage, as envisaged in Proposal A,
was t0o be calculated by deduction, while under the terms of
Proposal B it would be calculated direcily; the Norwegian
proposal (TM/CONF/9/Add,1) embodied a new method of calculation; .



TM/CONE/SR.4

and the Soviét Union's proposal egain was different from the
 rest. There was, then, on the one hand Proposal C, which .
 was clear and had not changed, and on the other hand an apparent _
agreement between a number of delegations which in reality were -
not of the same view. '

© Mr. MURFHY (USA) supported the United Kingdom representative’s_";'f
 suggestion to refer the two proposals to the Technical Committes, R
That Committee would examine them with a view to arviving at a2 .

compromise or 1o singling out the points on which there was
disagreement; and that would enable the Conference o discuss
them and to find & final solution in plenary meeting.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) recalled that the Sub-Committee on

Tonnage Measurement, which was highly technical, had realized that

it was impossible to arrive at & speedy solution or compromise
and that the only way was to submit the three proposals to the

Conference., There wes therefore a certein risk sttached to the-gfz':.f

United Kingdom proposal. Moreover, the fact of making a
choice d4id not dispose of the technical difficulties. For
“instance, if the Conference decided to abolish the tonnage
mark, the question would still have to be discussed at length S
- from the techmical etandpoint. That would also be the case if ']"'

- a decision were taken in regard to the nature and number of o
parameters. It therefore seemed preferable that the Conference
should give definite instructions to the Technical Committee,
which could then make a thorough study of the Technical
‘guestions.
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| Mr. PROSSER (UK) explained that he had merely taken up a
proposal submitted by the Norweglan delegation which had seemed
to him t o be good, provided the procedure which he himself

had indicated was followed.

Mr. SPINRLLI (Italy) thought that it would be better to
entrust the study of the problem tec a small committee which
would ke able to work more guickly. The Conference could not,
however, refer the matter to the Technical Committee before it
had taken 2 decision on & number of specific points. It seemed
to be too early to set up a technical group to study the
guestion of existing ships., If the Conference decided to
instruct the Technical Committee or any other greup te seek a
compromise formula, that body should be sufficiently
representative to ensure that the discussion woulid not have to
be taken up again in plenary meeting.

Mr, de JONG (Nebtherlands) considered, as did the Italian
representative, that the Conference should first of all take a
deciglon on a number ef points such as, for instance, the
abolition of the tonnage mark and of the number of parazmeters

and their nature,

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) oncé again stressed that, in his
view, the gquestion whether the propoéals would be discussed in
plenary meeting or in committee was only of secondary
impertance. What was important was to determine what guestions
were to be solved and in what order. Among the questions which
arose, some were false and cthers were real. There
were three in the former category. Should there be one
or two parameters? Bven if it were decided forthwith that
two were required, it would stiil be necessary to determine
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lwhether'gross tonnage and net tonnage or totel volume and
‘displacement were to be adopted. Another question related to
the need to have tonnages as close as possible to the existing
tonnages. The usefulness of computers had been stressed.

It must, however, be recoghizZed that shipowners used different
tonnage systems and that a difference of 20 per cent between
two ships of identical design was guite usual., The important -
thing therefore was to have in future a tonnage system which
made it possible for two identical ships to have identical
tonnages. Finally, the question of transitional provisions-'f-ff
was of no immediate importance. It would appear that those
-provigions would have 1o be the same irrespective of the

tonnage system chosen beczuse, in eny case, the values would
- be different from the existing values. The important thing
therefore was to reach agreement on what would be the

ideal system for the future. The problem of transitional |
provisions should be dealt with independently from the choice’
of the tonnzge systen.

: There were two real gquestions. The first concerned the
tonnage mark. Could a certified parameter have several values
entered in the tonnage certificate and used according to the
draught of the vessel? The second gquestion related to
~displacement, Should the displacement perameter be entered in
the certificate?. When the Conference had answered those two
.questions it weould have taken a considerable step forward.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Worway), referring to the experience of
his country's shipbuilders and owners, who bought and sold

ships abroad, thought it could be said that with & few exceptions =

(for example, the treatment of wafer~béllast, more perticulsarly
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for ore carriers), the differences between the tonnage measurement
systems used were basically fairly slight.

Mr. SPINELLI (Italy) thought that the Conference should
answer as soon as possible the bvasic gquestions formulsted by
Denmark in the observations in TM/CONF/%3. Tor its part, the
Italian delegation was in favour of a single parameter:
displacement tonnage. If the majority of the Conference
accepted that view, it would have to decide whether it was
content with that parameter or whether it wished to combine
it with convergion factors for the various kinds of ships,
g0 as to bring the results of the new system close to existing
figures., Such action would make it possible to shorten the
transition period - which would have to be provided for in
any case, )

Mr, BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) hoped that the
Conference would be in a position to vote as soon as possidble,
a2t least on some gquestions.

The PRESIDENT noted that one of the essential guestions
was whether there should be one or two tonnages,

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) thought the Conference should reflecs
carefully on all aspects of that question before coming to a
decision. ©So far, the majority of those in favour of & system
with two tonnages took their stand essentially on tradition.

But it had to be admitted that neither gross tonnage, which was
supposed to indicate the real size of the ship, nor net
tonnage, which was supposed to indicate its "earning capacity",
any longer served the purposes which they were intended

to fulfil. In fact, the vest idea of the sige of a ship
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was most easily given by ite displacement tonnage; and as,
when he had a ship built, the owner chose the displacement
which would yield him the greatest profit, it was still the
displacement tonnsge which gave- the best idea of “earning
capacity" - although that was itself very difficult to define,
since it depended con variable factors,

The best system geemed, therefore, tc be to define gross
tonnage by displacement, taking, for example, a unit
correspeonding to 2 cuble metres, OStarting from that gross
tonnage, & net tonnage could be defined; but, in his opinion, _
that was unnecessary. At the present time port autherities were
completely changing their methods and using net tonnage less o
and less,

In any case, there was no technical reason why two
tonnages should be retained.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) remarked that the system of
two parameters gave port authorities a certain latitude., If
there was a move towards a single ‘tonnage, perhaps sonme
compensation would have 4o be socught by the introduction of
cther independent parameters,

Mr., CUNNINGHAM (USA), in reply to the Italian representetivels .

statement in particular, observed that the system decided on
must be devised with reference to the needs of the countries
possessing the largest fleets and of the port authorities.
In that connexion, he recalled the observations made by the
representative of the International Association of Ports and
Harbors. If the Conference decided to adopt the principle
of a single tonnage, it would have great difficulty - as
experience had shown - in adapting it to the different types
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of ships. Should therefore the risk be taken of favouring
certain types of ships, which all owners would then want to
have built, or should it be left to the port autherities
to solve that awkward guestion? '

Proposal ¢, which had been submitted briefly to the
Sub-Committee on Tonnage Measurement at its penultimate
'meéting; had received cursory and incomplete consideration.

As far as he understood, it was intended to authorize all
combinations of cubic capacity and displacement, leaving it .
to the port authorities to make s choice, Confirming what had
" been said by the Norwegian representative, he pointed out

that the current tonnage system was applied in a very similar
way in the verious countries, and that its reform should be.
envisaged primarily with a view to its simplification.

The proposal to adopt displacement tonnage as the only
parameter would result, for exemple, in making the same dues
payable by ore carriers as by oil tankers, It seemed difficult
to find any Justification for such a system on economic
grounds.-

Mr, MILEWSKI (Poland) noted that, despite the techniceal
arguments put forwerd by the Danish: representative in favour
of a.single tonnage system, the largest shipowning countries
were still in favour of the double criterion, so that the
Conference wouild doubtless have to come round to that view,
Moreover, he who could do more, could do less, and such a
solution would therefore not greatly hamper those who wisghed
to retain only one of those criteria.
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Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) recognized that the method of
tonnage measurement should be independent of the type of ship
concerned, Care should be taken to avoid creating a
disadvantage which did not exist under current practice. He
wished, however, to refute the allegations that Proposal C had.
not been sufficiently discussed; it was true that that propossl
had been drawn up repidly =~ because it was simple; but it had :
been possible for a2ll the countries represented at the B
Conference to study it thoroughly, since it had been
circulated by the Secretariat a year previously.

In preparation for subsequent discussion, the French _
delegation intended to hand to the Secretariat a note* on the -
way in which it considered it advissable to formulate the main
problems which the Conference would have to solve,

The PRESIDENT invited the delegations to reflect carefully,
especially on the basis of the obgervaitions made by Denmark |
(TM/CONF/%, page 5), so &s to prepare for the subseguent
discussicns 1n plenary Conference, which should lead to clear
decisions cn the principal points raised,

The meeting rose at 5.3%35 p.no.

¥ subsequently issued as TM/CONF/WP.2
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AGENDA ITEM 5 - PROPOSED COMMITTEE STRUCTURE CF THE -
' CONFERENCE AND ORGANIZATION OF WORK
(TE/COYF %3-12 and Addenda, TM/CONF/WP. 2 and
- TM/CONF/WP.3) {(continued)

The PRESIDFNT gaid that he wished, in wview of certaln'“

oomments, to assure the Conference that all the proposais before"'"

it had been submitted within the stipulated time limit. Also, -
it had been sugzested that there was little point in referring
‘gome topics to the Technical Committee because they would be

.considered by the same representatives as would discuss them in. -

- plenary, but that was not the case. He drew attention to the ..

need to allow the Technical Committee sufficient freedom of
action and to the importance of elaborating a convention which
~would be ratified and come intoc force as quickly as possible,

Mr, DUBCHAK (USSR) spoke of the necessity of reaching
a compromise on the main points cn which views diverged. The
difficulty of agreeing on the parameters to be adopied was
complicated by the fact that the parameters indicated in '
Proposals A, B and ¢ differed. The combination of Proposals A

and B in the form of the Norwegian proposal (TM/CONF/Q/Add.l). S

was therefore a help, since it narrowed the field down %0 two
mein proposals. The Norwegian proposal in fact representsd

a substantial compromise and great interest in it had already- -
been expressed. There were considerable analogieg between
Proposal C and the Norwegian proposal, Both involved two
-parameters: gross tonnage, expressing the vessel's design
features, and net tonnage, expressing its carrying capacity.

In the case of Propcsal C, the net tonnage was calculated by
reference to displacement., DBoth proposals provided for gross
tonnage; and if a compromise could be achieved between them in
respect of that parameter, it should secure general acceptance,
With regard to the second parameter, which wag fundamentally o
- & question of the ship's cargo or passenger capacity, there were .
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'considerable objections to basing it on displacement; for example, it
could not express the carrying capacity‘of refrigerated and passenger
“vessels or certaln types of fishing vessels and vegsels employing

new means of propulsion. A new tonnage meagurement gystem which was

- not applicable to all types of vessel was not a practical proposition.
The selection of a second parameter required expert consideration by
by the Technical Committee. ‘

The Soviet delegation therefore proposed that, with a view to

. determining the parameters for a new universal tonnage measurement

system, the Conference should take up Proposal C and the Norwegian
proposal (TM/CONF/9/Add.1l) as the main alternatives for its considera-
tion; that it should establish a Technical Committee; and that 1%
should instruct that Committee to determine those parametvers in the
light of the two main proposals to which he had referred, and of the
comeents thereon.

Mr. ZAMBRANO (Venezuela) said that the Conference shoulu aim at
elaborating a universal tonnage measurement system which would do away
with the need for different tonnage certificates according to the
countries to which a vessel sailed, and which would also eliminate the
unacceptable practice of permitted deductions, which all countries
agreed should be abolished. The new system would have to reconcile
national interests, in the form of maximum revenue, with the interests
of shipowners.

- Venezuela had reached certain conclusions after studying
Proposals A, B and C and the Danish proposal. Firstly, the dual
tonnage certificate ghould be abolished, because shelter-deck vessels
had to pay port dueé on the higher tonnage. Secondly, the tonnage
wmark system should, as a consequence, be done awsy with, Thirdly, btwo
parameters should be adopted: gross tonnage and, as suggested in
Proposal C, displacement tonnage. Tastly, the second parameter,
although calculated in terms of displacement, should continue to be
called "net tonnage® so as to obviate the need for amending domestic

legislation,
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Mr. DOINOV (Bulgaria) said thst his delegation supported
the Soviet proposal. If adopted, it would greatly facilitate
the work of the Conference,. S

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) drew the attention of the Conference
4o TH/CONF/WP.2. He noted that most delegations hed expressed S
interest in elther Provosal C or the Norwegian proposal _
(TM/CONF/9/Add.1) There seemed to he a consensus in favour -
of the elimination of the dual tomnoge certificate and the
tonnage mark, a state of sffairs which was reflected in the way : '
in which question 1 in TH/CONF/WP.2 was formuloted. The point
of that question was to ascertaln whether or not the Conference.
faveured a dual-value system, irrespective of the parameter =
chosen, The French delegation did not fevour such a System.::
He wished to make 1t clear that his delegation visualized %he' 
suppression of the dual-value system ag =2pplying only to new  f
vessels and not to exlsting ones, It was for the Conference '
to decide what treatment should be accorded to existing vesseis; '
He feit that most delegations would reply "no" +o gquegtion 1., -

With regard to queétion 2, there was a difference of
opinion between the two schoolsg of thought repressented by -
Propogal C and the Norwegian proposal. The UsSR hed rightly -
suggested that an attempt should be made to reconcile those
two basic views and that the matter needed to he discussed
by the Technical Committee, where a detailed debate on the
subject would be necessary. He pcinted ocut that the wording
of question 2 was not to be tzken as indicating that the
displacement parameter sghould be the only value shown on the

tonnage certificate, If a combinntion of paramcters was adopbed,

more than one parameter should be indicated cn the certificate, -
That would be the case with a number of the solutions which '
~delegatione scemed to favour. He thought that the answer to" V
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question 2 would bhe in the affirmative whatever golution

was selected, but in any cese question 2 could not be answered.
until a detailed discussion had taken place on the advantages
of a displacement-based system and on the method of calculating
~it, 1.e., on the loazd line level to which the displacement should
correspond.

Mr, MURPHY (US4) agreed with the Soviet suggestion that
Proposal C and the Norwegian proposal should be selected as the
two main alternatives for consideration by the Techrnical Committee,
He alsoc endorsed the French view that guestion 1 was likely to

'_ be answered in the negative by most delegations. The Plenary

Conference could certainly answer guestiocn 1, but question 2
would reguire extensive discussgion by the Technical Committee,

as the French delegation had indicated. His delegation would
answer gquestion 2 in the negative, but the Technical Committee
would nevertheless ﬁeed te dimcuss the subject thoroughly vefore
a conclusive reply could be given for the guidance of the Plenary.

Mr, I, SPINELLI (Italy) said that he too supported the
Soviet propesal,

Tt was clear that the first guestion put to the Conference
in TM/CONF/WP.2 was to be viewed in terms of the reitention or
abolition of the tonnage mark. The Conference should decide
whether or not two tonnage values were necesgary. The partisans
of the two main schools of thought, as represented by Proposal C
and the Norwegian proposal, could produce many arguments to
support their views. An important point was that both proposals
sclved the problem of shelter-deck vessels, although Proposal C
did so in a way which the Italian delegation preferred, since it
would not give rise to any repercussions on ship design in the
sense of making unnecessary decks compulsory. It was important
that the two schools of thought should be reconciled, since the
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Conference must be virtually unanimous in whatever decisionS“it'.,r'
took. The Technical Committee might succeed in working out a .
suitable compromise, Spain had suggested an average of _
displacement and volume., The Norwegian propcsal also contained
a poggible compromige with regard £0 shelter~deck vessels, In -
view of thet, the Conference should decide whether cr not two.
figures were necessary. L1t could leave the second guestion put 

to 1t by the French delegation %o be answered by the Technical
Committee, A possible solubion to the latter problem would be .-
not to show the digplacement but to adopt it as an essential - =
basis for calculaticns. The point of the question was whether
two figures were necessary or wnether one would suffzce, '
irrespective of how the figures were obtained.

Mr., PROHASEA (Denmark) said that, with regard o the first
of the French questions, most owners would doubtless prefer to-
retaln the advantages.of a system whereby vessels had different' _"
tonnages at different times., 4s far as shelter-deck vessels B
were concerned, Denmark would not recommend the continuance of';”
the tornnage mark scheme, although it thought that owners should -
ve free to choose their own freeboards; that was a less trouble- 
some solution and could be applied to ships with only one real
deck, The advantages of a wvariable freeboard would not be
secured by Proposal T, which also suffered from the drawback thaﬁ;'
‘because of the emphasis on volume, owners might be tempted to
minimize crew accommodation in order to reduce the tonnage.

The instructions given to the Technical Committee should be
guch as to allow it full freedom of action. On that undsrstanding,
his delegation supported the Soviet proposal,

Mr, PROSSER (UK) said that the Soviet representative's
statement and the French representative's explanation of quest;on 1

o in TM/CONP/WE.2 had been helpful. The Counference seenmed
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to be concentrating ite attention on basic Proposal C and the
Norwegian proposal in TM/CONF/9/44d.1, and those two proposals
could be referred to the Technical Committee for a broad
examination., 1t could be asked %o report back te the plenary
‘meeting the following week, when some fundamental decisions
might have tc be taken, The Technical Committee might be able
to reconcile the two proposals or at least clarify the points
of disagreement and examine in greater detall certaln issues
about which misunderstandings had arisen, for example, the
displacement parameiter. The Conference ghould not unduly
hamper the Technical Commitiee by attempting to vote now on
fundamental issues. Nor did he favour voting at once on whather
there should be one or two parsmeters because, apart from some
issues, it ought to be possible to formulate a workable scheme
hased on only one of the basic proposalsg now before the
Conference. It would be begt for the Technical Committee to
start from the highest common denominatecr of agreement. In the
long run such a procedure should expedite business,

His delegation's reply to guestion 1 in the French Note
(TM/CONF/WP.2) was in the negative.

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) said that his delegation was
ready to vote forthwith on questions 1 and 2 in ths French
HNote, '

Mr. GUPTA (India) agreed with the Soviet representative.

Referring to quegtion 1 in the French Note he urged that

- nothing be done to disturb the status quo of existing shelter-
deck ships of which there were many, particulaxrly in the fleets
of smaller countries. His Governnment would comply with the
decislon of the Conference concerning the rules for new ships
of that type. |

He sgreed with the Italian representative's arguments
concerning the tonnage mark system.
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Mr. Gupta hoped that the Technical Committee would find

means of reconciling basic Proposal C and the Norwegian proposal .
(TH/CONR/9/Add.1). -

Mr. BORG (Sweden) agreed with what had been said by the
Soviet represenitative.

The PRESIDENT, summarizing the diécussion, suggested that
the Conference might wish to inétruot the Technical Committee to
examine Proposal C {1M/CONF/6) =and the Norwegian proposal
(TM/CCHR/9/Add,1) for purposes of selecting parameters, which
might be volume and earning capacity, taking account of the
observations by governments and those made during the discussion.
There seemed a general consensus that the proposed convention
ghould not embody the concept of dual tonnages ag related to

the tonnage mark, The Committee might be requested to report by.'_'_ Jj?

the middie of the following week,

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) seaid he would be able to comment
fully on the President's suggestions once they had heen circulated
in writing. There was undoubtedly agreement on the need o
eliminate the concept of dual tonnages. lowever, a parameter
baged on earning capacity was too. rigid, and as several delegaticns. 
had pointed out, would lead to practical difficulties. Perhaps
the Technical Committee might succeed in recommending a. single
parameter to cover both volume and earning capacity, in which case
- the instructicns to 1t should not be worded oo explicitly,

Mr, PROHASKA (Denmark) agreed that the suggested instructions
to the Technical Committee were too precise.

Mr. MUENCH (Israel) said he had understood the Soviet
representative to have suggestsd that the Technical Committee
might try to find a compromise regarding the paramsters, or to
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gspecify the points on which wviews seemed to be irreccncilable,
The Conference should not at that stage try to define the
parameter itself, dbut simply ingtruct the Technical Committee to
examine those put forward in Proposal C and the Norwegian
proposal., If agreement could not be reached in the Committee,
at least it might be able to submit a recommendation to the
plenary meeting the following week,

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) said that the Technical Committee's
task at that stage should be confined tc selecting one or more
parameterg and not to examining the proposals before the
Conference as a whole,

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) considered that the Technical
Committee should be asked to examine the paramcter of volume
about which there seemed tc be general agreement, and then to
discuss whether there was any need for an additional one and, I1if
so, what it should be,

The PRESIDENT szid that a2 more general formula for
ingtructions to the Technical Commitftee had now been circulated
in the light of comments on his original suggestions. He
invited commente on TM/CONF/WP.3, pointing out that the title
should be amended to read "Instructions to the Technical

Committest,

Mr, MADIGAN (UK) suggested that it might more accurately
reflect the majority wview if the words "for new ships" were
added after the word "embody" in line T of paragraph 1.

Mr, WOZIGLIA (Argentina) supported that suggestion, It was
important that a Convention framed in view of application in
the future should not be over-burdened with considerations relating
to existing ships, such sg shelter-deckers; existing ships were
in any case protected by the very considerable time lapse before
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. the Convention could come into force, Hisg delegation favoured -

the use of two parameters, but felt they should be independent
of one another if ship design were not to be adversgely affected.

Mr. GUPTA (India) supported the amendment proposed by the

United Kingdom, and suggested that the Technical Committee should_j_"'

‘not be asked to report until the evening of 3 June.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM {USA) thought the proposed amendment would _
ve too restrictive, and might preclude agreement being reache&:-' -
con a system which would be applicable immediately. It was for
the Technical Commititee, not the plenary Conference to decide
~matters of application within the framework of the Articles.

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) supported that view,

Mr., BACHE (Demmark) thought the second sentence of
paragraph 1 tooc resgitrictive; mention should be made of the
intention to retain the shelter-deck concept in the nsw Lonventloﬂ.
He hoped that any decision taken as to whether there should be one
or twe parametersg would not pfeclude further discussion of the
Danigh prcposal, wblch was based on the pri nclple of a 5¢ngle
parameter,

The PRESIDERT seid the instructions to the Technical
Committee had purposely been made as broad as possible in order .

not to restrict discussion., The fact that shelter-deckers were _:;:fff

not mentioned should not be taken to imply that they were to be
omitted from the propoged Conventicn. The only restriction in
the instructions had been %o exclude the concept of dual tonnages
as related to the tonnage mark, since there seemed already

- definite egreement on that point.

Mr, QUARTEY. (Ghans) suggested that to safeguard the interests
" of shelter-deck ships, the phrase "but should take into account o
" the continued use of shelter-~deck ships" should be added at the end

 ; of the second sentence in paragraph 1.
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Mr. KING (Kuwait) thought it should be made clearsr that the
Technical Committee were merely holding a preliminary meeting,
- with the limited purpcose of declding on the parameter or
parameters to be used in the proposed Convention.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the instructions to be given
to the Technical Committee would not preclude discussion of any of
the questions contained in its terms of reference, which were set
cut in TM/CONF/11.

Mr. MADIGAN (UK), Mr, QUARTEY (Ghens) end Mr, GUPTA (India) &

withdrew thelr proposed amendments.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Conference should issue to
the Technical Committee the instructions set out in TM/CONF/WP.3,

1t was 80 decided,

The PRESIDENT invited attention to the Secretariat Note
™/CONF/11, which outlined ithe proposed committee structure
of the Conference. He suggested thalt the Conference approve
the proposed committee structure and organization of work
outlined in the paper, and establish a CGeneral Committee and a
Technical Commititee fto take action as described therein.

1t was 80 decided.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) suggested that, in order to avoid the
same kind of overlapping between the work of the General and
Technical Committees as had occurred during the 1666 Conference
on Lwad Lines, the General Committee should be specifiecally
instructed not to deal with issues directly connected with the
implementation of the Convention. It should also avold dealing
with the gquestions of transitional measureg, and with the guestion
of certificates, |
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The PRESIDENT confirmed that the General Committee would be
“instructed to that effect. He added that it would alsc be
advigable 1f the Committees' repsective Chairman could keep in
cloge contact so that conflicting decigicns could be avoided,

AGENDA ITEM 7 ~ APPOINTMENT OF DRAFTING COMMITTEE

The PRESIDENT reminded the Conference that, according to
the Rules of Procedure, the Drafting Committee was to be
appeinted by the Conference on the propoesal of the President,
and was limited to nine members. He propcsed that the
Drafting Committee should consist of the representatives of
Argentina, Belglum, Prance, Norway, Pcland, Spain, USSR,
United Kingdom and the United States.

It was so decided,

The meeting roge at 12,.%0 DL,
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AGENDA ITEM 8 - EXAMINATION OF REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

First Report of the Technical Committee. to the Conference
{(TM/CONF/C.2/4)

The PRESIDENT asked participants to discuss the Report
paragraph by paragraph., He invited the Chairman of the Technical
Commititee to introduce the report.

Mr. L. SPINBLLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee,
said that s large majority of members had been in favour of
embodying two figures in tonrage (paragravh 2(a}), while the
Committee as a whole had agreed that the values of gfoss and net
tonnages obtained by the new system should be as close as possible
to existing gross and net tonnages (paragraph 3). Under
paragraph 2(b), a majority had supported the proposal to use
volume for the formula determining gross tonnage, while under
paragraph 2(c) & majority had favoured using displacement for
the formula determining net tonnage. It should be noted that in
both cases the Committee had envisaged the posgsibility of
gpplying other parameters in eddition to the maln parameters.
Paragraphs 2(d), (e), (f) =znd (g) related to the problem of the
shelter-deck concept, which had now been discussed sufficiently
to make clear exactly what was meant, Majorities had emerged
in favour of retaining the open shelter-deck concept for
. existing ships, of applying it to new ships, of applying it
tc net tonnage only in the case of new ships, and of not
allowing frequenit changes from open 10 closed shelter conditions.

He wished to urge that the Gonference agree to include in the
Preamble or in a recommendation; a statement to the effect that
gross tonnage should be used as the basis for statistical
calculations connected with the application of the Convention,
while net tonnage should be used as the basls for dues, especially
harbour dues.
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Paragraph 2(a)

Poragraph 2(a) wos unanimously approved.

Paragravh 2(b)

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) said that, in his opinion, the
majority decision in favour of uvsing volume toc determine gross
tonnage might have been different if the question had been
worded differently. Members of the Committee had been called
upon to decide between displacement velume on the one hand z2nd
all other kinds of wveolume, without specification, on the other.
In his view, the result had proved unjust to the concept of
displacement which, as computer cslculations hsd shown, was as
sccurate as any other parameter. He therefore hoped thet at a
later stage the Technical Committee would have an opportunity to
make a more debailed examinstion of the variocus proposzls
submitted,

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said that his delegation had voted
in favour of wvolume and hoped that the proposal would rally wide
support. However, he wished to make it clear that by volume
the French delegation understocd total volume, without exemptions
or exclusions. If that understanding were not correct, he
wished 1o reserve his right to propose a different parameter,
guch as dlsplacement.

Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) agreed with the previcus spesker, but
hoped that technical questions would not be discussed in plenary.
He assumed that the Commitiee would be able to continuve its
examination cf the verious proposals, slthough he agreed that
it would be useful if the Conference could now approve the
first Report. |
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Mr. L. SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee,
supported the statements made by the French and Soviet
representatives.” The various views on volume expressed in the
Committee were not far apart, and the Committee should be given
the possibility of studying the problem in greater detall at &
later stage.

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the proposal contained in
paragraph 2(b),

Paragraph 2(b) was approved by 36 votes to none.

Paragraph 2(c¢)

Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) said he wished +to explain why his
delegation had noct voted in favour of displacement under
paragraph 2{(c¢). The various proposals that had been made in
the past in support of using displacement to determine net
tonnege had never led to any practical results, and he could
therefore see no reason for taking the proposal up agesin.
Furthermore, as he had stated in the Committee, use of the
concept of displzcement would not encourage shipowners to take
steps to enhance safety or to improve the comfort and well-being
of seafarers by such messures &s air-conditioning, larger.
power reserves, the development of new equipment or the
introduction of nuclear propulsion. The whole question of
adequate ballast would also erise. Nor was 1t clear how the
concept of displacement could be applled to the more recent
innovations, such as hydrofoils, hovercraft and submarine
transport.
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It should also be noted that there was no linear

" relationship between displacement and net tonnage. Caleculation
of the relationship E%E gave a range of 0,167 to 0,%56 in the
case of dry cargo ships, and 0.462 to 0.709 for passenger ships.
Those figures revealed 2 very wide range even within groups of
ships of the same type; so it was obvious thst a very long
pericd of adaptation, perhaps fifteen years or even more,

weuld be needed before the new regulations could come into
force., TFurthermore, use of the concept of displacement would
have undesirable conseguences for small ships and thus for
countries possessing fleets of small ships, It would also lead
to inequality of treatment between vessels navigeting in
tropical and in northern waters., For all those reascns he
thought that the whole gquestion required further study, apd in
particular the Norwegian proposal contained in TM/CONF/9/Add.1.

With regard to the proposal by the Chairman of the
Technical Committee, he felt that it was net possible for the
Conference to teke a final decision on the definition of net
and gross tonnage. Above all, attention sheould be given to the
resolution adopted by the International Association of Ports
and Harbors (IAPH) at its Melbourne meeting, which stated that
any new system should lead te a set of tonnsges lrrespective
of the ship's draught or amount or disposition of cargo
carried. In his view, IAPH should be consulted before any
decision was taken.

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) fully supported the previous
speaker.
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Mr., L. SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee,
pointed out that the Committee had merely recommended that
displacement should be used as the main parameter, leaving
cpen the question of adding other parameters, and that it
had not suggested that there was a lineasr relationship between
displacement and net tonnage. Varicus methods had been
prbposed for solving the problem of small ships and passenger
ships.

Mr, PROHASKA (Denmerk), replying to a point raised by
the Soviet representative, said that it would be difficult to
produce a system corresponding closely to present figures for
net tonnage as national practices varied so widely. The
figures quoted were nect relevant, since 1t had never been
intended to establish a linear relationship between displacement
and net tonnage, It should be noted that proposals had been
made to deal with the problem of passenger space and water-
baliast space, and those proposzls would be studied in detail
at a leter stage. In his view, it was still too early %o
criticize the concept cof displacement as the basis for
.determining net tonnage,

Mr, ROCQUEMOKRT (France) recalled that there was nothing
new about the proposal to use the concept of displacement, which
had been the basis of Proposal C submitted a year ago. In
reply to the criticisms made by the Soviet representative, he
wished to point ocut that the chief advantage of the displacement
method was 1its simplicity as compared with present methods of
calculating net tonnage., It alsc Tock intce account the question
of cargo density, which the concept of volume alone d4id not.
In his view, a system based on both displacement and volume
would produce a very balanced result.
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He had been surprised by the Soviet reference to the
IAPE resolution adopted in Melbourne, which he took to be an
argument in favour of using the concept of displacement. The
Melbourne resolution condemned only the "tonnage merk" system,
which allowed ships to change frequently'from one tonnage to
another; 4t did not inveiidate the proposal to use displacement
to determine net tonnage.

The Soviet representative had also claimed that certain
spaces used to lncrease safety or comfort would be penalized
under the proposed new system, However, it should be noted
that shipbuilders always took the criterion of earning capacity
into account when they provided grester power reserves,
strengthening or air-conditioning. The United Kingdom
representative had zlready made an excellent reply to that
point in the Committee.

With regard to novel types of ships, such as hovercraft,
hydrofoilg and submarine merchant vessels, he thought that no
real problem arcse, In the case of the first two categories,
the weight of the vessel concerned rather than its displacement
could be calculated, while the displacement of submarine tankers
could be taken as the value corresponding toc operation on the
gurface,

- Mr., MURFHY (USA) said he understood that the Conference
was at present engaged in discussing generalities and that
the various problems raised during the debate would be examined
at a later stage by the Technical Committee.

In reply to a guestlon from the PRESIDENT, Mr. L. SPINELLI
(Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee, said that it was
not intended that displacement should be used as the sole
parameter for the determination of net tonnages, but rather
a8 the main parameter to which others would be added in the case,
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for example, of passenger ships or smaller vessels, after
further deliberation by the Technical Committee.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) showed with the 2id of a dizagram
that a foreseeable development of cargo transport by container
ghips, which would have considerable deck weilght but limited
hold volume, would make the displacement factor extremely
-relevant to net tonnage, as well as to the earning capacity of
such ships.

The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to vote on
paragraph 2(c).

Parosgraph 2(c) was approved by 24 voites to 10.

Parsgraph 2(d)

After Mr., de JONG {(Netherlands) znd Mr. GUPTA (India) had
evoked the Question of a time limit for the retention of the
"open" shelter-deck concept for existing shipe, the PRESIDEKT
invited the Conference %o vote on the +text zs drafted, the
question of a time limit to be left to the Technical Committee
for further consideration. |

Paragraph 2{(d) was approved by %6 votes to none.

First Report of the Oredentials Committee (TM/CONEF/C.4/1)

Mr, von der BECKE (Argentina), Chairman of the Credentlals
Committee, presented the first Report., Paragraphs 5 and 6
referred to comments made during that examination with regard
to the credentials of certain representatives.

Mr, DUBCHAK (USSR) declared that his Government could not
recognize the credentials presented by the representatives of
Chiang Kai-shek who did not represent China, nor by the
delegations of the puppet regimes of South Korea and Salgon.
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Referring to paragraph 7 of the Report, he stated
emphatically his opinion fthat the Chairman of the Credentials
Committee had exerted his authority, thus departing from the
traditiconal impartiality of Chairman of & subsidiary body.

Mr. FU-SUNG CHU (China) protested against the injection
of political issues into the deliberations of the Conference.
His delegation, he said, repregsented the only legiiimate
geverpnment of China, recogniged as such by a majority of
soverelgn States and by the United Nations Organigation and
all its specialized agencies, iméluding IMCO, [The credentials
of his delegation had, moreover, been examined by the
Credentiale Committee and found to be 1in gocod order, Any
statement or reservation to the contrary should be regarded
as entirely out of place and out of order,

Vr, VAN LB (Viet-Nam) s2id that statements of a political
character were out of order in the deliberations of.a purely
technnical Conference. He had no intention of delaying the
Conference further in its work, but would merely observe that
his delegetion was gulte asccustomed to unjustified attacks
delivered in the interests of propaganda.

Mr. HAROON {(¥akistan) said that his Government did not
recognize‘the credentials of the self-styled representatives
of China, believing that the Government of the People's
Republic of China alone was entitled to represent that
ceunfry.

Mr. GANTIOQUI(Philippines) reminded the Conference that
its tasks, already complex, would be rendered even more
difficult by the introduction of pelitical guestions. Yhe

 United N:ctions Organization, of which IMCO was a member body,
had recognized the Governments of China, Korea and Viet-Nam.
He considered that the presence at the Conferecnce of

representatives of those Governments was perfectly in order,
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Mr. KIM (Korea) regreitted the introduction of political
igsues intoc the deliberations of the Conference. Ag far as

~ his own country was concerned, the Government of the Republic

- of Korea was the cnly legal government and had been recoghniged
as such by the General Assembly of the United Nations, That
Government, which belonged to twelve specialized agencies, had
‘been admitted to IMCO in 1962, Its credentials had been
accepted by the Credentials Committee of the present Conference.
He urged the Conference to lose nc further time in proceeding
with the tasks with which it had been entrusted.

Mr, OSMAN (United Arab Republic) said that his Government
recognized only the Government cf the People's Republic of
China ag representaiive of that country.

Mr., NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said that in order %o expedite
the work of the Conference he would approve the report of the
Credentials Committee. He stressed, however, that such
appreval should not be construed as recognition by Yugeslavia
of the credentials of the representatives of Chiang Kai-shek
of the so-called Republic of Korea and of the régime of Saigon.

Mr, INGERSOLL (US4), supported by Mr. EINZ (Federal Republic
of Germany), deplored the introduction of political issues into
an essentially technical conference. The Governments whose

credentials had been called in guestion by previous speakers were

~.members of the United Nations or its speclalized agencies and
as such had been entitled to receive invitations To
participate in the present Conference. Their credentials

had been found in order by the Credentials Commitiee. There
appeared, therefore, %o be no reasson for delaying the adoption
- of the Report of that Committee, sqo that the real work cf the
f_Confereno@ could continue,
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o Mr. ROCQUEMONT (I'rance) saild that the French delegation
could not allow the debate to conclude without stating that, in
_'its view, China's place ought to be occupied by a representative

‘of the Government of the People's Republic of China and not by a
. representative of the Taipeh authorities. '

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Conference adopt the
first report of the Credentials Committee, wlith the understanding
that comments and observations mads during discussidn of that
report would be included‘iﬂ the summary record.

The first Report of the Credentisls Committes wag adopted.

Pirst Report of the Technical Committee to the Conference (resumed)

" Parzgrach 2(e)

Paragraph‘2(e) was approved by 19 voies to 6.

Paragraph 2(f)

Mr. MURPHY (USA) felt that it might be appropriate at the
present stage of the discussion to make 1t clear that the
principal objective of the United States, and doubtless of most
participants in the Conference, was to find ways and means of
simplifying and unifying interrnational arrangements for tonnage
measurement, by a system which would have no adverse effects on
the safety of navigation. A further important consideration
was that the new systenm should result in the least pogsible
disturbance of the existing economic situation. For that
reason he endorsed the remark in paragraph % of the Report that
the values of gross and net tonnages obtalned by the new system
should be as close as @Oésible to existing tonnages.

Bearing those general observations in mind, he confessed
t0 some concern about the provision proposed in paragraph 2(f),
since the open shelter-deck concept currently applied both to
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gross and tc net tonﬂagé. Moreover, the provision of that - e
paragraph appeared to be in conflict with those of paragraphs 2(d) BB
and 2(e), concerning which the Conference had already come to & e
decision.

The record of the voting in the Technical Commiitee
with regard to paragraph 2(f) showed that the Committee had been
- far from unanimous in agreement on the matter, and for that
reason he wondered whether it could not be referred back to
that Committee for further open discussion. Finally, he
observed that most port authorities throughout the world were
adopting gross tonnage as a basis for calculation, and expressed - .
the view that it would be desirable, 1if not essential, for
the Conference to arrive at clesr definitions both of gross
and net toanagé 50 that the provisions of the eventual
Convention might have the best possible chance of acceptance by
those autherities. The basic lssuve at stake in that connexion
was the establishment of a sound system for the levying of dues
and other port charges. Port auvthorities could not be obliged
to follow such a systen, so that the Conference's conclusions
could not be mandatory. Nevertheless, the Conference could make
a recommendation, subject to further deliberatiocn, taking
account, for example, of the guestion of water-ballast deduction
and that the open shelter-deck concept should apply to net
tonnage only. '

Mr. GUPTA (India) supported the previous speaker's
suggestion that the Conference prepare a statement of purpose,
which would provide generally acceptable guldance in the levying
of dueg and charges throughout the world.



- 14 -
TM/CONF/SR. 6

Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana), referring the Committee to
paragraphs 2(d) and 2(e), observed that the open shelter-deck
concept appeared to have been definitely accepted. He supported
the remarks by the representative of the United States,
relterating that the initial aim of the Conference wos to prepare
a generally scceptable and applicable Convention on tonnage
measurement, which would take account of the shelfter-deck
category of ships of all types, both existing and new.

Mr. de JONG (Wetherlands), referring to paragraph 3 of +he
Repoxrt, said that its substance had never been the subject of a
vote in the Technical Committee, Before the statement in that
Paragrsph could be endorsed by the Conference, the whole
guestion of values had fto be examined further, hoth with regard
to different categories of shipe and within individual categories
themselves., Unatil that matter had been further examined, the
shelter—deck issue could not, in his opinion, be satisfactorily
solved.,

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Frence) confirmed his delegation's support
for paragraph 2(f). All the matters with which the Report dealt
were inter-related, and the decision on paragraph 2(f) must
therefore be coupatlble with the earlier decisions taken. For
shelter~deck ships, there was an obvious advanitage in a certified
tonnage based on displacement; but to waintain that advantage
under a certified tonnage based on volume would require the
perpetuation of the present system of exemptions for certaln
spaces. A suggestion hzad even been made that the Radvantage"
in guestion should be extended to single-deck ships. His
delegation would strongly deplore any such decision, for it
would open the door o abuses and be unacceptable to pord
authorities.
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'Lastly, his delegation had no objection to the suggestion
that the Conference should draw up a recommendation on the use
of the tonnages ag agreed upon.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH {(UX) said hisg delegation generally agreed.
with the views expressed by France. It was alsoc in broad
agreement with the philosophy expounded by the United States, _
apart from the question dealt with in parsgraph 2(f). Gertainly..
the Conference was not in a position to dictate to the port
suthorities on the parameter 10 be used as g basis for the
levying of dues. On the other hand, there might be some
purpode in embo&ying in a recommendation the (onference's
understanding concerning the use of tonnages, provided that _
 there was no intention to allow changes in load line at regular
intervals, thus perpetuabing the deficiencies of the inﬁernationél_z
tonnage mark scheme.,

Mr. L. SPINELLI {(I%aly), Chairman of “he Techaical Committee,
endorsed the stand taken by France and the United Kingdom, An _ 
affirmative decision in respect of paragraph 2(f), was implicit =
in the decisions taken on paragraphs 2{a) and 2(b). The
guestion of a recommendation, to be included, possibly in the
Preamble to the Convention, could be left aside for the time
being; Tbut it was vital for advancing the work that a decision
should be taken immedistely on paragraph 2(f).

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed with that view; under

paragraph 2(b), the decision was one of principle, but the

final formula for the calculation of net tonnage had still

to be worked out and the Conference had before it twoldifferent
proposals on that point. The representative of Ghana had
~raised an important point, namely that, if paragraph 2(f) was
approved, identical ships would be treated differently by the
port suthorities, depending on thelr date of eantry ianto service.
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Acceptance of such a situation was inconceivable. He would
sccordingly suggest that the guestion be referred back to the
Technical Committee for further consideration.

He could support the United States suggesiion to define
in a recommendation the use to be made of the gross and net
tonnages. It was doubtful, however, whether the port authorites
could be brought to use the net tonnage, in view of thelr
expressed preference for gross tonnage as the basis for the
levylng of dues. '

Mz, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) sald that his delegation
endorsed the stand taken by Denmark, the United States, Ghana
and India. If different treatment had to be accorded to
identical ships according to age, difficulties would be created
Tor the port authorities and also for the shipping industry
throughout the lengthy transitional period to be envisaged.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) said his delegation was in agreement
‘with the views expressed by France, the United Kingdom and
Ttaly. |

Mr. KENNEDY (Czncda) also supported those views. It was

essential for the Conference to arrive at g realistic b
pzrameter on which the port authorities could place reliance;
1f that were done, the difficultiss envisaged would evaporate

of themselves.

Mr. PROHASKA {Denmark) pointed out that the port authorities
in the Melbourne declaration had made no proncuncement on the
merits of the International Tonnage Mark scheme. Thére had been
" no trouble whatsoever arising out of the application of the
shelter-deck concept over the past 50 years, and there was no

e

reason to anticipate difficulties in the fubure from 1ts

verpeituatiorn.,
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Mr. HINZ (Pederal Republic of Germany) recalled that his
delegation had voted in favour of paragraph 2(f) in the
Technical Committee., I3t was against gross tonnage being
based on volume a8 requlring the perpetuation of the present
illogical exemptions under the shelter-deck concept. VWhat was
desirable was one paresmeter on the ship's sige that could be
expressed without exemptions.

Mr. MURRAY SMITH (UX) disagreed with the view that new
ships would of necessity be put at a serious disadvantage to
existing ones by the provision in paragraph 2(f). In the
Technical Committee the previous day, the representative of the
Chember of Shipping of the United Kingdom had made it plein
that if paragraph 2(f) was approved, ship designers would
take the provision into account during the transitionsl
period prior to the Convention coming into force. In other
wordsg, design would be such as to carn no penalty or & very
small penalty vis-a-vis existing shelter-deck ships.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) reiterated the principle upheld
by his delegation that the future system must first be
determined before tackling problems of the transitional period,

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) disagreed with the view expressed
by Germany conoerﬂiﬁg gross tonnage. The whole matter needed
to be thoroughly thrashed out in the Technicael Commititee when
all the possibilities that existed could be taken into account,

Mr. de JONG (Netherlands) agreed with France that a fair
and simple system was required, with sultable rules for the
transitional period. His concern was increasing that continued
efforts to compremise might lead 4o results agreeable to none
of the parties concerned, including the port authorities., It
might therefore be better simply bto vote now on the system
set out in Proposal C, with a view to eliciting the exact
measure of support it enjoyed.
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Mr, CUNNINGHAM (USA) observed that, if it was true that
all ports would adopt gross ionnage as the basis for the
levying of dues, there was no need to provide any parameters
in the new system other than total volume. However, it would
take some fourteen years before the use of gross tomnage would
become universal, and in the meantime other generally accepitable
rules were certalnly required,

The PRESIDENT gaid there were two alternative courses of
action open to the Conference: %o vote on varagraph 2(f) as
1t stood, or to refer the question dealt with in that paragraph
back to the Technicsl Committee for further consideration.
Either way, voting might be influenced by the decision on the
United States suggestion that the Conference should zdopt a
recommendation embodying iits understanding of the use of
tonnages,

Mr, L. SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee,
suggested that, accordingly, the Confersnce first decide on the
question of the proposed recommendation.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) agreed, laying stress on the fact
that the statement would be a recommendation, since the matier
could not be dealt with in the Convention itself. The
Conference should then proceed tc vote on paragraph 2(f£).

Time would nct allow of referring such a basic guestion back to
the Technical Committee,

Mr. PROSSER (UK) said his delegation could agree on the
drawing up of a recommendation, but the content would have to be
discussed in detail at a later stage.
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Mr. MURPHY (USA) suggested thet at that stage it would
also be advisable to leave open the question of how the _
recomiendation was o be dealt with: i.e. whether it was to be
included in the Preamble to the Convention, in the Convention
itself, or in the Final Act of the Conference.

Mr. PRIVALOV (USSR) said that a statement of the kind
envisaged could only take the form of a recommendation; 1t
could in no wige be an integral part of the Coavention itself.

Mr, GRUNER (Finland) asked to be enliightened on the possible
effect of a reccommendation attached to a Conventicn that would
not come into force untll some ten fto fifteen years had elapsed.

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the question of whether it
was the wish of the Conference that its understanding of the use
of tonnages be sultably expressed in a recommendation of the
Conference. It would be his intention tc refer the. drafting of
such a statement to the General Committee.

There were %% vobes in favour of the proposition.

Mr. de JONG {(Nethcrlands) considered that it would be more
fitting 1o make o recommendatidn on the use of tonnage figures in
connexion with international conventions already in existence,
such as the Load Line Convention and the Safety of Life at Sca
Convention.

The PRESIDENT put paragraph 2(f) to the vote.

There were 2% votes in Tavour and 12 against.

The PRESIDENT ruled that the wmatter dealt with in
paragraph 2(f) was a matter of substance and accordingly, under
the Conference's Rules of Procedure, would regquire a bwo-thirds
majority for adoption.
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After some further discussion on precedure, the PRESIDENT
noted a general consensus in favour of taking a second vote
on paragraph 2(F).

There were 25 votes in favour and 13 against.

Mr., ROCQUEMONT (France) said that, in the circumstances,
he would challenge the President's ruling that the matter was
one of substance, since otherwisc the end result would be a
mincerity view imposed on the majority.

Mr. PROSSER {(UK) did not gquestion that the matter was one
of substance, but suggested that the best procedure in the
circumstances would be to adjourn the wmeeting so as to gilve
time for reflection and to take a roll-call vote on
paragraph 2{f) immediztely on resumption.

After some further discussion on preocedure, the PRESIDENT
put to the vote his ruling that the matter dealt with in
paragraph 2(f) was one of substance, on the understanding that
if the ruling was upheld, & roll-call vote on the paragraph
would be taken at the znext nmeeting.

The Pregident's ruling was upheld by 18 votes te 17.

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m,.
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AGENDA ITEM 8 ~ EXAMINATION OF REPORTS OF COMMITTEES (continued)

Pirst Report of the Technical Committee to the Conference
(ITM/CONE/C,2/4) (concluded)

The PRESIDENT reminded the Conference that & roll-call
vote had been requested on paragraph 2(f) of the Technical
- Committee's Report, namely: "The open shelter-~deck concept for
‘new ships should apply te net ‘tonnage oniy".

Mr. ROCQUEMONT {Prance) pcinted out that the procedural
difficulty which the Conference had encountered in connexion
with the application of the shelter-deck concept to neW'ships’ 
might very possibly occur again during its later discussions.

As the Netherlands representative had remarked, it was importaht”
to make sure that questions were formulated in such a way as to
avoid any risk of ambiguity. If, in the matter under
consideration, the guestion had been formulated as: "Must the

open shelter-deck concept for new ships apply to gross tonnage®?",
the Conference would have been able to give a negative answer
without there beilng any need to hsve recourse to the two-thirds
cmajority.

The PRESIDENT remarked that if the required two-thirds
majority was not obtained, it would be considered that the
Gonference had not reached a decision on that point and the
matter would be referred back to the Technical Committee for
further considerstion., He called for a roll-call vote on

~paragraph 2(f) of the Technical Committee's Report.

Spain, having been drawn by lot by the President, was

called upon to vote first. The result of the voie was as follows:

In favour: Spain, Sweden, Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics,
United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
‘Northern Ireland, Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium
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Bulgaria, Cameroon, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Federal Republic of
Germany, France, Ireland, Italy, Kuwait, Mexico, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, South Africa,

Against: TUnited States of America, Bragzil, China, Denmark,
Pinland, Ghana, Greece, India, Indonesia, Japan, Liberia, Norway.

Abstentioné: Viet-Nazm, Yugoslavia, Israel, Philippines.

There were 26 votes in favour and 12 agéinst, with 4
abstentions., Havineg obtained the required two-thirds majority,
paragraph 2(f) was adopted.

Paragraph 2(g)

Mr. GUPTA (India) was afraid the introduction of a time-
timit would reduce the importance shipowners would attach to
the decision to keep the open shelter-deck concept,

Mr, PROHASKA (Denmark) supported the Indian
representative's view.‘ He recalled moxreover that, when
paragraph 2(d) was being considered, he had stressed the
need to make clear whether paragraph 2(g) referred only %o
new ships or whether it applied equally to existing ships.

Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana) considered thet by limiting the
possibilities for change, the Conference would be acting agalns®
the interests of shipowners, which it was important to
safeguard., Responsibility for the decision should be left to
the administrative authorities.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) said it had been clear to 2ll the
members of the Technical Committee that paragraph 2(g) concerned
only new ships. &t would doubtless have heen preferable to
say so in the Report,
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‘The French delegation's oppositicn to freguent changes _
was'based essentially on the Melbourne recommendation and on
the fact that port authorities did not want a ship tc be able
to change 1ts tonnage during a voyage., In that respect, the
case of oil tankers was particularly significant since,
.although they were heavily laden on the outward passage and
light for the return, they kept the same set of tonnages. _
Once a shipowner had chosen a value, he should keep to it for
a reasonable period, which in the French Government's opiniocon
might be fixed at five vears.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the question had

& legal asgpect which should not be overlocked. In point of
fact, no one had the right to forbid a shipowner to change
from a closed to an open shelter-deck and vice versa; and if
the port authorities refused to dlssue him 2 new tonnage
certificate, he would keep hig old certificate with a tonnage
lower than the cne certified. The solution would therefore
be to allow him to obtain = new certificate if his tonnage
increased, but not if it decreased.

Mr. ROCQUEHMOUT (TFrance) polnted out +hat the Prench
delegation, in i1ts amendments to Proposal C, had given all
the clarifications required on that point, since it had
suggested that reductions in certified displacement should be
prohibited for five years, but not increases.

The PRESIDENT, recalling the statement made by one of the

delegates that the recommendation of the Technical Committee
extended only to new ships, noted that there was no indication
to that effect in the Report. That point was important.
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Mr, L. SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee,
" admitted that the point had not been explicitly dealt with

during the debvate., TPerheaps the Conference could take & double
vote, dealing first with new ships and then with existing

ships.

Mr. GRUNER (Finland) noted that the representative of
France had referred to the fact that ships should not alter
their tonnage during a voyage. Thaot might be feasible in the
case of long-distance voyages, but what about the coasting
trade?

Mr, XKING {Xuwait) pecinted out that the decision taken
on paragraph 2(d) implied the possibility of changing from
open to closed shelter-deck and vice verssa,

Mr. GUPTA (India) endorsed that view.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (Frence) explained, for the benefit of the
representative of Finland, that he had spdkeh of "voyage“ only
ir passing. In fact, the ¥rench Government's proposal did not
meke use of +that term; i%s intention was merely to fix the
minimun period which should separate two alterations of
certificate leadlng to a reduction in certified displacement,
except in the case of 2 change of‘flag or extensive modifications
to the ship.

As far as voting on the gquestion of cxisting ships was
concerned, that was a matter of secondary importance;
transitional provisions could not be placed on the same footing
as permanent provisions.

Mr. ERIKSSON (Sweden) supporied the latigr remark made by
the French representative, ALl the details had been clearly
set out in documents distributed a year earlier, and it would
be inappropriate to reopen the guegtion.
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' Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana), noting that the proposed restrictions _
would apply only in the case of an increase of tonnage and not . .-

- of a reduction, wondered what polnt the paragraph would have

if it referred only to new ships.

Mr. SIMPSON (Libveria) urged the Conference not to lose sight R

of the fact mentioned by the representative of Kuwait that the
. shelter-deck concept itself, which the Conference had decided to

retain for existing ships and apply %o new ships for net tonnage,

implied that the shipowner could change from open to closed
- shelter~deck and vice versa., Considerable caution should be

exercised in interpreting that concept.

Mr. Rocguemont had quoted the case of tankers in support
. of the French argument; but tankers could have two freeboards
and they were continually changing them.

Mr, CERISTIANSEN (Norway) shared the view of the
-representative of Liberia., He 4id not seé how the Conference
could limit the application of the provisioﬁs of the 1966
International Coanvention en Lozd Lines. -

Mr. WILSON (UK) said that the ships whieh the Conference

was discusgsing had more or less disappeared., The comments in
the documents before the Conference showed that most maritime
countries applied the tonnage mark system, and with that systenm

- the load line no longer changed. The quéstion under discussion, S

namely changes of the load line, arose when there were tonnage
openings. When teonnage openings existed, it wes sometimes

" necessary to change the lcoad line for each voyage the ship
made, and that created enormous administrative difficulties,
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-~ Mr, CHRISTIANSEN (Norway) recalled that the Conference had
decided to abolish the tonnage mark. Nofway, too, had tried the
open shelter-deck system and, in its opinion, that system had
never given any trouble to shipowners. The application of the
tonnage mark system should have put an end to ell administrative
formalities, but the system had not proved to be effective.

Many shipowners had begun, in all good faith to reduce their
tonnage, but they had lost a lot of money as a result, ZEndeavours
were now bveing made to prevent too freguent changes from closed

tc open shelter-deck. In the Norwegian delegation's view,
shipowners should be left free to decide for themselves in

thet regard. That would entail more complex formalities, but
formalities had never prevented a ship from putting to sea,

Mr. L. SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee
pointed out that there was a difference between a load line
certificate and a tonnage certificate. The main point was that
a tonhage certificate should not be changed to a lower figure
vefore a certain time had gelapsed, except in very special

circumstances.

The PRESIDENT said he was in favour of adding the words
"for new ships" to the text of paragraph 2{(g); but he would
prefer such a proposal to be put forward by the Chairman of
the Téchnical Committee,

Mr. L. SPINELLI (Italy) Chairmen of the Technical Committee,
mentioned that he had alresdy made that proposal,

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) endorsed Mr. Spinelli's remarks
-on the subject of load line marks. It had been said that the
resultant measurements were likely to be out of step with

the International Convention on Load Lines, 1966, That problem
had been investigated, and what was being proposed did not run
'_counter to the provisions of that Convention. Should the
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load line Dbe lowered within the set period, the displaoemenﬁ _
would not be lowered; it would have to remain constant. The
shipowner would not ask for the .load line to be lowered either,

To his mind, what was needed was to simplify the terms of
paragraph 2(g). 1t was being asked whether the paragraph
applied to new ships; furthermore, when the paragraph was
being drafted, no one knew what the Conference would decide on
the preceding paragraphs., It had beén decided that the
shelter~deck concept should be retained solely for whatever wag - o
used 4o replace net tonnage, and +that net ltonnage should be
replaced by displacement. Therefore, what was now at issue

was a question of displacement. Accordingly, the question mlght L

be framed as follows: "Should frequent reductions in certified
- Glsplacement be allowed in the case of new ships?"

Mr, L. SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical

- Committee, supported the French propesal, but said he would
prefer to see the expression "certified displacement" replaced
by the expression "net tonnage", which had been used hitherto.

Mr, ROCQUEMOKT (France) accepted that amendment to his
proposal,

The PRESIDENT noted that the Conference had before it twoe _ ' S

texts, one proposed by the Technical Committee and the other
submitted by France. It should, therefore, decide which one it
wighed to vote on.

Mr, L, SPINELLI (Italy), Chairman of the Technical Committee,
considered that, for procedural reasons, the Conference would
‘be better advised to vote on the Committee's text. In that
case, the words "for new ships" should be added, and The :
interpretaticn given by the representative of France should be
accepted, ' '
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~ Mr, GRUNER (Finland) wondered what construction should be
- placed on the word "frequently".

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) said it nust be made quite clear
that an incresse could always be granted, should the shipowner
so request. There should be no restrictions. '

Mr. GUPTA (India) also wondered what was the exact meaning
of the word "frequently". '

Mr. MUENCE (Israel) supported the amendment of the

- representative of Italy. In his view, the Coaferénoe was not
required at the present Jjuncture to give a definition of the
word "frequently", Its task was merely to give general guidance
to the Technical Committee, |

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that the French and
Eriglish versions of paragraph 2(g) were not absolutely identical.

Mr., QUARTEY (Ghepna) asked to which authorities paragraph 2(g)
- wag addressed, '

The PRESIDENT said that the Confersnce had the task of
drawing up 2 Convention and it would be for the Parties to that
Convention to see that it was applied.

Mr. NADEINSKI {Executive Secretary) reminded the Conferenc
~that, in accordance with its Rules of Procedure, the Conference
had first to vote on the Ttalian amendment, which wes furthest
removed from the original text, and then on the ftext of
paragraph 2(g) itself, unless it decided to adopt sowe other
procedure.

After apn exchange of views, the PRESIDENT put the Italian
amendment ‘o the vote. '

The amendment was adopted.
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The PRESIDENT proposed that the Conference vote on the

following text:

"For mew ships changes from closed +to open
shelter-deck conditicns should not be z2liowed 2%
frequent intervals,

He added that members of the Conference voting in favour of that s

text would be declaring themselves opposed to frequent changes..

That text wag adopted by 29 votes to 1l.

Paragraph 3

The PRESIDENT remarked that paregraph 3 had been submitted  '.

- to the Conference for information only. The Technical Committee

could now continue its work on the basis of the decisicns of
the Conference,

The meeting rose at 4.20 p.m.
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o  AGENDA TTEM 8 - EXAMINATION oF REPORTS OF COMMITTEES -

- ' (contlnued) B
Second Report of the Technical Committee (TM/CONF/C.2/5; TH/CONF /WP 53 I

“TM/CONF/9/Add.1) ' Chairman: 6f the Technical Committee

Wr/\§PINELLI (Italy) emeakine- &ﬁwh&&—eap&&z%ymaSMGha&%maa”".;.l'”'

oﬁm%he"@@ehﬁie&& Sommid¥benss sald that, in accordance with the
Conference's instructions (TM/CONF/WP.5), the Committee had S
- considered a net tonnage formula based on displacement as a _
- principal parameter. In the light of the difficultiesfiﬁ-had '

- encountered, it had decided to ask the Conference to amend its  '_ff'””*

”_terms of reference tn enable it tn study a formula based on_thesf
proposal gubmitted by Norway (TM/CONF/9/Add.1). i

The PRESIDENT stated that, in its instructions of 3 June

(TM/GONF/WP 5), the Conference had taken a Cecigion of substance,~.ffJ

. h0wever the amendment of the Technical Committee's terms of-

reference was a matter of procedure which could be decided.by a:fv:T""

simple majority voite, pursuant to Rule 28, paragraph 2, of the
 Rules of Procedure. ' | ' |

Mr. MURPEY (USA) proposed that the Conference should ingtruct

:'1the Committee to study an alternative formula for net tonnagef7
' based on the Norwegian Pproposal contained in TM/OO&ﬁ/9/1dd 1. and
as modified later, in crder to consider its merits.

Mr. GUPTA (India) and Mr. PROSSER (UK) supported that
 proposal.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) did not think it was good pollcy to

'alter the Technical Committee's terms of reference in mid- sessxon. 4f ;

The French delegation considered that, with only four weeks to

complete its work, the Conference had taken a very wise decieiOhj;f1f37

had REEE PR
“when, on 3 June, it,adopted principles constituting an acceptable

basis for discussion. It was doubtful whether, within the tzme~]ff 7

e Conference

limite imposed on if%, s would succeed in choosing anﬁe%"%eﬁ%age:j ":

‘a forpula, which could be included in the Convention.
for net Tonnage

TM/CONF/SR.8 -




| '- Mr._DE:JONG.(Netherlands)3égréed'with the Frerch.
- representative that a change in its terms of reference was

5) fiable to jecpardise the outcome of tﬂe Committee's work.

The PRESIDENT pr0posed that the Conference should decide
~ whether to auvthorize the mechnlcal Commlutee to study a new
formula for nei tonnage. '

The proposal was adopted by 33 votes to 6.

The PRESIDENT then put te the vote the prnposal submitted

by the United States delegation which reproduced the wording

used in paragraph 3 of the Secrnd Report of the Technical
Committee, by which the Committee would be empowered "{o
study also an alternative formula for net tonnage vased on
the Norwegian proposal contained in TW/CONF/9/Add 1 and as

. modified later",

The United States proposal was adopted by 33 voteé tn 3.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.

TM/CONF/SR.8
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AGENDA ITEM 8 -~ EXAMINATION OF REPORTS OF COMMITTEES (concluded)

~ Second Report of the Credentials Committee
(TM/CON?/C.4/2)

Mr, von der BECKE (Argentina), Chairman of the Credentials
Committee, presented the second Report of that Committee.

The Report was adopted.

AGENDA ITEM 9 - ADOPTION OF THE FINAL ACT OF THE CONRERENCE AND
ANY INSTRUMENTS, RECCMMENDATIONS AND RESOLUTIONS
RESULTING FROM ITS WORK (TM/CONF/C.1/5,
T™™/CONR/C.1/6, TM/CONF/C,.1/8, TM/CONF/C.1/9;
TM/CONF/21, TM/CONF/23, TM/CONF/25, TM/CONF/26,
TM,/CONF/27 ) I

Draft text of the Pinal Act of the International Conference on
Tonnage Measgsurement, 1969 (TM/CONF/C,1/6)

- The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to examine the draft
Final Act, paragraph by paragraph,

Parggraph 1

Paragraph 1 was adopted.

Paragraph 2

The PRESIDENT pointed out. -that, in conformity with the
Report of the Credentials Committee which the Conference had just
adopted, the Malagasy Republic should be added to the list of
States represented at the Conference.

Paragraph 2, thus amended, was adopted.

Paragraphs % ~ 11

Paragraphs % to 11 were adopted.

Paragraph 12

E Mr. L, SPINELLI (Italy) drew attention tc the need %o reverse
the order of the last two Recommendations so as to observe the
order followed in TM/CONF/C.1/8. '

It was so decided,
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Mr, MADIGLN (UK) said that the words Y"of ships" should be
added at the end of the title of the Convention as given in

Recommendation 1.

I+t was g0 decided,

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the square brackets could not
be removed until the Conference had adopted the draft Recommendations,

Paragraph 12, as amended, was adopted subject to that

regervation. oo

Pa:agraph 1%

Paragrgph 13 was adopted.

- Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), said, with reference to the title
of the Pinal Act, that the term "tonnage measurement" had very
wide connotations. He proposed, therefore, that in every case
the words "of ships" should be added to the title of the
Conference and alsc to that of the Convention.

It was so decided,.

The Final Act of the Conference, thus amended, was adopted.

Draft recommendations (TM/CONR/C.1/8) 4 —

Recommendations 1, 2 and % were adopted,

Mr. KLEINBLOESEM (Netherlands) submitted the recommendation
relating to Lrticle 17 proposed by his delegation (TM/CONF/26),
the purpcose of which was %o enable port authorities and other
interested parties to cobtain all the information on the new
tonnages of ships which they required, in order to adapt their
charges. '

Mr., ROCQUEMONT (France) seconded that proposal.

Mr, KASBEKLR (India) considered thet no clause should be
included in the Convention for the sole purpose of facilitating
the task of port autherities. '
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Mr, HINZ (Federal Republic of Germany) concurred in that
View.

Mr. PROSSER (UX) also was opposed to the Wetherlands proposal,
on the ground that it was found to give rise to confusion,

The propcsal was rejected by 30 votes to 9.

Draft Text of Articles of an International Convention on
Tonnage Meagurement of Ships, 1969 (TM/CONE/C,L1/5)

Preamble

Mr, BLCEMBERGEN {(Netherlands), seconded by Mr. BIEULE (Argentina)

considered that in the English version the definite article "the"
should be added before the word "conclusion'.

It was so decided by 7 votes to none.

The preamble wag adopted, thus amended.

Articles 1 and 2

Articies 1 and 2 were adopted,

Article 3

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) proposed the deletion of sub-

" paragraph (2){c). Althcugh at first sight the provision was

acceptable, it was, in fact, contrary to a principle on which the
Conference was in general agreement and which it had borme
conétantly in mind namely, the avoidance of disruption in the
economic balance as between existing ships. Indeed, as the

new formulae applicable to the calculation of tonnage measurement
had been arrived at on the basis of average values, it might be
expected thét the owners of half the existing ships would wish to-
take advantage of the reduced net tonnage values made posslble
under the Coanvention. The port authorities, seeing their
revenue diminish in conseguence, would increase their charges,
to the detriment of the owners of the other half of the fleet.
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Mr. de MATTOS (Brazil) and Mr. OMAR (United Arab Republic)
supported the proposal made by the representatlve of France.

Mr. KASBEKAR (Indla) opposed it, He reminded the
Conference that the Convention was meant to apply to as large a
number of ships as possible, =nd moreover that the transitional
pericd granted to existing ships was restricted to twelve years.
The provision in sub-paragraph (c)} was therefore perfectly
logical, and should help in speedlng up the appllcatlon of the
new tonnages to those shlps.

Mr. HINZ (Federal Republic of Germany) agreed w1th the o
observations of the representative of India, and added that it was
for the port authorities and other interested parties to adapt
their charges In the light of the provisions of the Convention.

The French proposal was rejected by 30 votes %o 5,

Article 3 was adopted.

Article 4

Mr. FOTIADIS (Greece) submitted the amendment to paragraph (1)
proposed by his delegation (TM/CONF/23). That amendment, the
text of which wag taken from the International Convention for
the Safety of Life at Sea, would fake account of the proklems
that arose in the case of ships which, while normally engaged [”ﬂ{;g
in domestic voyages, occasionally extended them to the port of. -~
ancther oountry.

Mr, BIEULE (Argentlna) seconded the proposal.

Mr. GERDES '(Netherlands) supported by Mr. PROSSER (UK),
commented that there Was'no need foxr the amendment, since the
situation of such ships was covered by the prOVLSlonS of Article 5
concernlng cages of force mageure. ‘ '

The amondment proposed by Greece was rejected by 36 votes
to 3.

Article 4 was adopted.

Mr, von der BECKE (Argentina) saw with satisfaction that
the River Plate, as it could not be otherwise, was included
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among the exceptions listed ih Article 4(c) which ratified the
international criteria expressed in the Argentine/Uruguayan
declaration of 1961 on its external limits,

He also expregsly requested to have recorded in the records
of the session that Argentina did not accept the reservation
made by the United Kingdom on that subject.

Mr, PROSSER (UK), maintained his reservation, and agked
that his statement should be incorporated in the summary record
of the meeting.

Articles 5 ~ 7

Articles 5, 6 and 7 were adopted.

Article 8

Mr, PROSSER (UK) said that his delegation had proposed an
amendment to paragraph (2) of Article 8 and to paragraph (3) of
Article 10, The text of that proposal was to be communicated
forthwith to participants. The aim was to replace the text of
paragraph (2) by the following text: MA copy of the certificate
shall be transmitted as early as possible to the requesting
government, "

Mr, VAUGHN (ILiberia) endorsed the amendment proposed by
the United Kiugdom.

Mr. MUGNCH (Israel) recalled that many delegations had
urged the need to transmit t» a requesting government all the
calculations made to determine the tonnages, and not merely
the results of those caleulations., In his view, if an
Administration wished to have exact knowledge of a ship, it
must have available at least some of the elements of the
caloulations.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) and Mr, WIE (Norway) were not,
in principle, in favour of the amendment proposed by the
United Kingdom and thought that, 1n any case, the Conference
could not take a decision before it knew the terms of the text
submitted by the United Kingdom,
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The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to examine those
paragraphs of Article 8 for which no amendments had been
proposed. ' '

Paragraph (1)

Paragreph (1) was adopted.

Paragraph (3)

-Paragraph (%) was adopted,

Paragraph (4)

Paragraph (4) was adopted.

Article 9
Paragravh (1)

Paragraph (1) was adopted,

Paragraph (2)

My, GUPTA (India) seconded by Mr. HINZ (Federal Republic
of Germany) proposed the deletion of the word "exactly“.

The pronesal by India was adopted,

Paragraoh (2), thus amended, was adbpted..'

Article 9, as amended, was adopted.

Article 10 -

Paragraph (1)

Mr, L. SPINELLI (Italy), spéaking in his capacity as
Chairman of the Technical Committee, recalled that that Committee
had proposed that the words "use of accommodation, number of
passengers should be inserted between the words Ycapacity"
and "assigned load line%,.

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) .supparted that proposal.
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Mr, GUPTA (India) observed that it would be regrettable to
cancel a tonnage certificate unless there was a considerable
alteration in the number of pasgsengers.,

Mr, PROSSER (UX) thought that the amendment to Article 10
proposed by the United Kingdom delegation met the wishes of
the Indian representative since, according to that proposal,
the Administration could decide not to apply the provisions
of Article 10 in cases where the tommnage had not undergone any
appreciable change.

Mr. L. SPINELLI (Italy) suggested that the United Kingdom

rdelegatian paould specify in its text the extent of the change

which, in his wview, could be between 1 and 2 per cent.

Mr, PROSSER (UK) preferred to retain his text since a
change expressed in a percentage could be of considerable amount
in the case of a large ship. -

Ihs omsyiment proposed by the Tnited Kingdom was rejected
by 20 veiza to 11,

Mr, MURRAY SMTIH (UK) feared that, if the number of
passengers was mentioned, a difference of one or two passengers
might entail the cancellation of the certificate. He proposed.
that the expression "passenger capacity" should be used.

Mr, L. SPINELLI (Italy), seconded by Mr. MURPHY (USA) proposed
that the words "a change ..." in the penultimate line of
paragraph (1) should be replaced by the words "an increase ...".

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) was not opposed in principle %o the
Italian proposal but wondered whether a newﬁparagraph should not
be drafted since, in some cases, the certificate might be
cancélled in order to decrease the tonnage.

The It2lian proposal was adopted by 34 votes to none.
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Article 12, parasraph (1),

Mr, NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) proposged amending the
firgt 1ine.to read: ",,.flying the flag of a State the Government
of which is a Contracting Government...". In repiy to a question
by Mr. NICEOLSON (fustralia), Mr. NADEINSKI explained that there
was no need to amend the corresponding phrase in Article 11 since
the auvthority to which it referred was definitely that of the ~ %
Government, | s

Mr., T. SPINELLI (Italy) thought that, in sub-paragraph (b)
and in paragraph (3), the words "main characteristics™ should be
used as in the Regulations, rather than "main features". The
proposal was supporfed by Mr. MURPHY (USA).

The amendment was adopted.

Paragraph (1), as amended, was adopted,

Paragraph (2)

Mr., KING (Kuwait) proposed to substitute the words "any
undue delay"' for the words "any delay". The proposal was ‘
supported by the delegation of India and opposed by that of ;f?(;g
the United Kingdom, =

The amendment was rejected by 16 votes 1o 10.

Paragraph (2) was adopted.

Paragraph (3)

Mr. L. SPINELLI (Italy), for the same reasons which had
prompted hig proposal for an amendment to Article 10, proposed
that the paragraph should be amended to read: ",.., differ from
those entered on the Inmternational Tonnage Certificate (1969) -
so as tc lead to an increase in its tonnage ...". ‘



SN

- 13 -
TM/CONF/SR.9

Mr, MOURPHY (USA) supported the propcsal but suggested
amending it to read: ",..,an increase in the gross or the net
tonnage ...".

The amendment proposed by Mr, Spinelli, modified as suggested
by Mr., Murphy, was adopted.

Mr, GUPTL (India) expressed some fear lest the paragraph
should give the impression that the Government concerned would be
immediately notified only if the inspection revealed that there
had been some structural alterations to the ship. Was it
thoroughly understood that the Government would be notified also
if a wrong use was being made of the exempted spaces?

The PRESIDENT thought there could be no doubt on that point.

Paragraph (3), as amended, was adopted,

Article 12 as a whole was adopted, as amended,

Article 13

Article 13 wasg adopted without objection,

Article 14

Mr, OSMAN (United Arab Republic) stated that his delegatiom,
which had been unable to vote for fhe adoption of that Article
in the General Committee, was sti1l obliged to maintain the same
reservations in the plenary meeting. He would be making a
statement on the matter when the finaltﬁote on the Convention
was taken.,

Lrticle 14 was adopted.
Article 15

Mr, NICHOLSON (Australia) thought the requirement prescribed
in sub-paragraph (a) as it stood was likely to produce an
unnecesgsary amount of paper and accordingly proposed Tthe delefion

of everything after the words "provisions of the present Convention",
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The PRESIDENT, in reply %o a question by Mr, BACHE (Denmark),
sald the object of supplying the specimen certificates mentioned
in sub-paragraph (a) was to communicate them to the Organization.

Mr, NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) sald Mr. Nicholson's
amendment ought logically to include alsc the deletion of the
words "a sufficient number of", leaving the Sub-paragraph
reading simply: "“(a) specimens of their certificates ...
Convention;" -~

Mr. NICHOLSON (Australia) agreed,
Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) preferred the original text., The
French Government found the similar specimen certificates which

it received under Article 26 of the Load Line Convention
‘extremely useful,

The New Zealand delegation supported the proposal amendment,

The Australian amendment was rejected by 17 votes to 12,

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) submitted a draft amendment
(TM/CONF/25), the purpose of which was to add to Article 15 a
new sub-paragraph (d) providing for the communication ag between
governments of details of tonnage measurement calculations. I% {”7(;3
seemed to him that such a measure would help to stendardize the -
interpretation of the Regulatious.

Mr, NADEINSXKT (ercutlve Secretary) thought the draftlng
would be improved by calling the existing Article 15 paragraph (1)
and by making the amendment into a separate paragraph (2).

Lines 2-4 would require amending to read: ",,, by the Government
of the State the flag of which the ship is flying ...".

Mr, MURPHY (USA) wazs not in favour of the proposal., He
thought specific cases should be settled between governments
directly. It could not be expected that all governments should
hold themselves ready at all tlmes to communicate documents of
‘the type referred to,
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Mr, MADIGAN (UK) supported that view. It seemed to him
unnecegsary to include in the Convention & provision that would
involve such an excessive amount of work, It would be better

to leave governments to settle any difficulties on a bilateral
basis.

The proposed amendment was supported by the delegations of
France and the United Arab Republic,

The amendment was rejected by 28 voites to 3,

Article 15 was adopted.

Thne meeting rose at 12,30 p.n.
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AGENDA ITEM 9 ~ ADOPTION OF THE FINAL ACT OF THE CONFERENCE
AND ANY INSTRUMENTS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RESOLUTIONS RESULTING FROM ITS WORK
(TM/CONF/C.1/5; TM/CONF/C.1/9:
TM/CONF/18; TM/CONF/19; TM/CONF/24;
TM/CONF/28 (continued)

Draft Text of Articlés of an International Convention on Tonnage
Méasurement 0T SNI1pS, 1060 LM/CONN/C.1/5J)(concluded )

Avrticle 16

Paragraph (1)

Mr. PITA (Poland) said that unfortunately, the General
Committee had rejected a proposal to use the same wording in
Article 16 as appeared in Article 10 of the 1960 Safety Convention.
His delegation, like many others, believed that the draft
Convention under consideration ought to be universal and that
all States whatever their political and economic systems should
be able to accede to it on equal terms. Accordingly, he proposed
the insertion of the words "or other international treaties™
after the words "International Court of Justice! in paragraph (1).

Mr. BEVANS (USA) opposed the Polish amendment on the ground .
that it referred to the "all States formuwla® which was a
political issue outside IMCO!'s purview. IMCO should use the
traditional clause for intermational conventions negotiated under
United Nations auspices. Neither INMCO nor its Secretariat were
competent to determine which entities were States.,

The Polish amendment, if adopted, would render Article 16
unworkable, since the United Nations Secretary~General had
clearly stated several times that he would require precise
instructions from the General Assembly for deciding which
entities, not States Members either of the United Nations or
of the Specialized Agencies, were in fact States. A declaration
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in +he same sense had been made by the Secretary-~General of IMCO
at the Facilitation Conference in 1965, ' The Polish amendment
could only entail a long and poésib1y bitter discussion, thereby
frustrating the purpose of the Conferenee, which was to prepare
a widely acceptable Conventlon on tonnage measurement,

Mr. -OSMAN (United Arab Republic) supported the Polish
amendment though it was not entirely satisfactory. Howeve:,
it was a step in the right direction. _ ' ot

Mr, GLUKHOV (USSR), supporting the Polish amendment,
pointed out that the IMCO Council and Assembly were competent
to decide which entities were States entitled +to sign, accept
or accefe, International instruments were adopted.by the
Orgenization as such and not by its executive head, so the
United States representativel!s argument was unconvincing,

Me. PROSSER (UX) opposed +the Polish amendment for the
reasons given by the United States represenfative. The Secretary-
General of IMCO should not be asked to take political decisions
which, in any case, he was not'empowered to do under the INCO
Convention., ' '

Mr, DOINOV (Bulﬂarla), supportlng the Polish amendment, A )E;z
said it was consistent with the purpose of the draft onventlon,
nanely, tie introduction of a’ new uniform system ﬁhat would be
applied ag widely as p0531ble througnout the- world

Mr, GHU (China) opposed the Polish amendment A similar
proposal had been reaected by a declslve vote in the General
Committee. ' ‘

Mr, KIM (Republic of Korea) fully.endoxsed the United
States representative's argument.
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Me., COLOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that he was in favour of
the Poligh amendment because a restriction on the rights of
non—Member States of the United Wations and ite Specialized
Agen01es to accede to international instruments violated the
principle of universality and the rules of international law,
To debar existing States recognized by many others was '
discriminatory, end he could not vote for Article 16 as it stood.,

‘The PRESIDENT put the Polish amendment to Article 16,
paragraph (1) to the vote.

The amendment was rejected by 25 votes to 7.

Article 16 as a whole was adopted without change.
Article 17 |

Paragraph (1)

Mr, de JONG  (Netherlands) introducing his delegation's:
amendment to Artiecle 17, paragraph (1) (TM/CONF/24) explained
that the amendment was necessary because the propdsed wording
for that paragraph was obscure as world tonnage was not clearly
defined. Instead, therefore, of a percentage of an undefined
world fleet, a fixed figure of 10 million gross tons would seem
to his delegatibn %o bé preferable. The number of governments
specified was too high as it would enable a small number of:States
to prevent the Comvention from coming into force. J

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said that inevitably the wording
of Article 17, paragraph (1) must be approximate until the draft
Corvention came into force. There was no exact parallel in any
other intermational instrument. The figure of 65 per cent was
based on statistics derived from Iloyd!s Register, So far no
delegation had objected to it on legal grounds, in spite of the
fact that there was as yet no universal criterion for defining
gross tonnage.
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Mr. NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) said that he had pointed
out in the General Committee that no other Convention for which
IMCO was a depositary contained a similar clause., However,
the statistical data issued by ILloyd!s Register had been used for
calculating percentages of gross world'ﬁonnage in the Regulations
~ for Preventing Collisions at Sea. The provisions of the IMCO
 Gonvention concerning elections to the Council and to the
Maritime Safety Committee and those relevant to calculating

budgetary contributions, were also based on national gross . &;ﬁ»

tonnages derived from ILloyd!s Register. Iresumably the Conference
would wish to follow ‘the same course, unless it decided otherwise,

Mr., de JONG (Wetherlands) pointed out that there was no
information available on the merchant fleet tonnages of certain
countries,.. For that reason s fixed figure would have heen
preferable, but he would not press his amendment,

Article 17 was adopted without change.
Article 18

"Paragraphs (1) and (2)

_ Paragraphs (1) and (2) were adopted withoutb change.

Paragraph (3).

., BLOEMBERGEN (Netherlands) proposed ﬁhe deletlon of
the words "of the present Convention" at the end of paragraph (3)(a)
as they were superfluous.

- M, ROOQUEMONT (France) ‘supported the Netherlands amendment.

- The Netherlands anendment was adopted by 5 votes to 4.
- Paragraph (3), as omended, was adopted.

Paragraphs (4), (5Lanc'l (6)

Paragraphs (4), (5) and (6) were adopted without change.

Article 18 as a whole was adopted.,
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Article 19

Paragraph (1)

Paragraph (1) was adopted without change,

Paragraph (2)

Mr. NADEINSKI (Executive Secrebary) said that, in order to
conform ¢ United Nations practice, the Secretariat wished to
guggest an editorial change whereby the words "the deposit of an

instrument with" would be substituted for the words "a notification

in writing addressed toV" and the word "denunciation® substituted
for the word "notification" in paragraph (2).

Mr, MURPHY (USA) said that he had no objection to such a
modification if it would bring the wording of Article 19 up +to
date . .

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) observed that the point had not been
discussed in the General Committee, the membexrs of which might
have been better qualified to judge the comparative merits of the
two alternative wordings., As far as his own delegation was _
concerned, its expert on "public'intermational law had already
left London,

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the modification suggested by
the Secretariat.

The modification was adopted by 32 votes to one,

Paragraph (2), thus modified, was adopted.

Paragraph (3 _ ,

Mr, NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) pointed out that a
consequential amendment would have to be made in paragraph (3).
The words "instrument of denunciation” should be substituted for
+the word "notification®,

It was so decided,

Article 19, as a whole and as amended, was adopted.
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Article 18, paragraph (6)

Mr, NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) said that in view of
the changes accepted in Article 19, another consequential
amendment would have to be made in Article 18, paragraph (6).
The words "the deposit of an instrument with" should be
substituted for the words "a notification in writing to".

It was so-decided,

Article 18, o8 thus further amended, was adophed.

Article 20

Taragraph 1(1)(a)

Mr, BACHE (Demmark) asked whether any change should be
made in paragraph (1)(a) which referred to a notification in
weiting. o ‘

Mr. NADEINSKI -(Executive Secretary) said that. in ‘the past
notifications ir writing had been accepted because, within the

Organization, the procedure in respect of territories for whose

external relations an administering suthority or a Contracting
Government was responsible was regarded as less formel.

- Article 20 was adopted without change.

Avticles 21 and 22

Articles-21 and 22 were adopted without charnge.
Final paracraphs (TM/CONF/C.1/5, page 17)

The final paragraphs were adopted without change.
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Annex I - Regulations for determining Gross and Net Tonnages
o Ships ¥ ‘

Regulation 1

. Regulation 1 was adopted withoutb change,

Regulation 2

Paragraphs (1) =~ (3)

Paragraphs (1) to (3) were adopted without change.

 Paragraph (4)(a)

Paragraph (4)(a) was adopted without change.

Paragraph (4)(b)

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (Prance) said that in the Gemersl Committee
his delegation had announced its intention of submitting a new
draft for the introductory wording of paragraph 4(b),

| (TM/QONF/O.l/SRQISi-page_Y). He thought the wording approved

by the General Committee was difficult to understand. He believed

. meny delegations shared -that view. The French delegation had
therefore proposed a new text (TM/OONF/19) whlch 1nvolved no

substantlve changes.'

Mr. PROSSER (UK) said that ~the text proposed by the French
delegatlon was an improvement on -the wording before the Conference.

- His delegation therefore supported the French proposal.

‘Mr. L. SPINBELLI (Italy) agreed that the text pioposed by France

-was an improvement, He nevertheless wisghed to point out that

under paragraph (5) of the French proposal, certain spaces would
be -included among-the-enclosed spaces by virtue of the second
sentence and yet would eontinue t0 be designated as excludéd
spaces because of the first sentence. He therefore proposed
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the addition of the words "shall be called enclosed spaces and"
after the word "three conditions" in the second sentence of the
paragraph (5) proposed by France, :

Mr, GUPTA (India) said that he was uncertain as to the
interpretation of the second sentence of what would become

paragraph (4).

Yr, ROCQUEMONT (¥rance) said that the sentence +to which (/
the Indian representative had referred was to be seen in the
light of the principle that certain spaces were initially assumed
to be enclosed spaces. Under the French proposal, paragraph (4)
would first reflect that presumpﬁlon- paragraph (5) would +then
deal with certain spaces -~ what he would call "suspect". spaces ~
which, although presumed by their nature to be enclosed, would
be excluded from being considered as enclosed spacesg: those were
the. spaces enumerated in what would become sub~paragraphs (a) to
(e), which merely repeated the earlier text. . Those spaces could
become enclosed by virtue of their.fittings‘even though their
ﬁosition ﬁight-exclude them from consideration as enclosed sgpaces.

P i

. M, NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) suggested that the () '
objection raised by Italy could be met by the sitbstitution of
the words "shall be treated as™ for the words "must be included
in the" in the fourth and fifth lines of the paragraph (5)
proposed by France. He also suggested that in- the first line of
that paragraph +the Conference might. substitute the words "of this
- paragraph® for the word "hereunder" "and that. in the third line
it might replace the full stop by a semicolon, and then substitute
‘the words "provided that" for the word "Nevertheless" at the
beginning of the following sentence. | |
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Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said that his delegation could
agree to the change suggested by the Executive Secretary for the
first line of its proposed paragraph (5). With regard 4o the
modification suggested in the third line, his.delegation would
prefer the second sentence to remain separate, so as not to
weaken the force of the paragraph. With respect to the chénge
suggested in the fourth and fifth lines, his delegation
preferred the wording proposed by Italy.

Mr, de JONG (Netherlands) said that his delegation had no
objection to the wording proposed by France or to the changes
suggested in that wording, except that it would prefer the
words "shall not be considered as enclosed spaces" in the second
line of the proposed paragraph (5) to be replaced by the words
"ghall not be included in the volume of enclosed spaces". The
reason was that a space of the kind defined in sub-sub-
paragraph (iv), even.though an excluded.space, should not be
called an open space,'because if it was, spaces in superstructures
near it could be called excluded spaces.

Mr, PROHASKA (Denmark) eaid that in principle he suppoxrted
the French proposal, although the text would be clearexr 1f it
first referred to spaces with openings and. enumerated the three
conditions, and then defined excluded spaces. He also felt that
a less negative formulation was desirable., He suggested that an
informel group should prepare a new text for consideration by the
Conférenge, and that the discussion of paragraph 4(b) should be
adjourned until the text was available,

It was so decided.
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- Paragraph (5)

Paragraph (5) was adopbed withowt change,

- Paragraph (6)

¥r, PROHASKA (Denmark) proposed the addition, at the end
of the paragraph, of wording to the effect that the permamnent
marking should consist of the letters "CC", Those letters
would have the advantage of expressing not only the English
term "cargo compartment” but also the French term "cale 3

cargaison',

Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK) said that a universally acceptable
system of marking cargo spaces would be very desirable if
the prospective Convention came into force. His delegation
could agree to the use of the letters "CC¥,

Mr, ROOQUEMOVT (France) drew attention to hls delegatlonls

proposal concerning the definition of water~ba11ast_spaces
(TM/CONF/28)., Unless that definition was adopted, a space
which was a water—ballast ‘space could be used for cargo."The
duestion was bound up w;th the marking of cargo spaces. .If a
 sat1sfacto:y decision was telten on the metter of marking, it
‘might not be necessary to press for the definition which his
delegatlon had pr0posed in TMJGONF/EB. e

I, MURPHY (USA) said that hls delegatlon was opposed to
the 1nclu81on in the Convention of any deflnltlon of non-~ "
cargo spaces. The essence of the prospectlve Conventlon was
the measurement of cargo spaces; the text need not therefore
concern itself with non-cargo spaces. The paragraph was.
complete as it stood, although his delegation would have no
objection to provision for a uniform international marking
system,

R

)
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The PRESIDENT noted that no formal proposal had been made
with regard to a system of marking.

Mr, MURRAY SMITH (UK) formally proposed that the words
"with the letters CC" ghould be added at the end of the
paragraph, He thought that such a stipulation would make the
definition proposed by France superfluous. |

Mr, ERIKSSON (Sweden) said that the form of marking proposed

by the Danish and United Kingdom representatives would serve no
useful purpose; shipowners would mark cargo spaces in such

~a way that it would be impossible to find the letters.

Mr, QUARTEY (Ghana) suggested that it might meet the
Swedish objections if the dimensions of the letters "CC"-
were indicated in the definition. .

Mr, PROHASKA (Denmark), in reply to the point raised by
the Swedish representative, said the marking could in fact be
important in cases where a surveyor suspected that a ship was
using for cargo, compartments not certified for +that purpose,
To overcome the problem of findlng small marklngs when
re-megsuring, he suggested that the letters should be requlred
to be not less than % inches (75 millimetres) in height,

Mr., MURRAY SMITH (UK) proposed that the amendment he had
put forward earller be expanded to read "... with the letters
CC. Such letters shall be so positioned that they are readily
vieible, and are at least 10 centimetres in height".

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) suggested some editorial changea to
the amendment proposed by the United Kingdom. He proposed that
the last sentence of paragraph (6) should be further amended
to read:

"Such cargo spaces shall be certified by permanent marking
with the letters CC (cargo compartment), to be so positioned
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that they ere readily visible, and not {o be less than
100 millimetres (4 inches) in height!,

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the United Kingdom proposal,
as further amended by the Danish representative,

The amended United Kingdom proposal was adopted by 37 votes

to none.

The PRESTDENT invited comments on the Fremch proposal to add. -~
to paragraph (6), a sub-paragraph defining water-ballast spaces '—
(TM/CONF/28). |

Vr. GUPTA (India) strongly supporbted the proposal, It was
important for water-ballast spaces to be identified so that
Administrations could check on them if they so wished.

The PRESIDENT put the French propoéal to the vote. -

The Trench proposal was rejected by 23 votes to 11

Paragraph (6), as amended was adqpted

Paragraph {(7)

Adopted without change.

Regulation 3 ' | | i

The PRESIDENT drew attention to a prbposal submitted
by the Netherlands delegation for recomsideration of the open
shelter—deck concept for gross tonnage (TM/CONF/18).

Mr., de JONG (Wetherlands) said his delegation proposed
inmtroducing a correction factor into the formuls for gross tonnnage
which would prevent a serious imbalance between future gross and
net tonnages of open shelter~deck ships and ships with increased
freeboard, There was a danger that the new tonnage measurement
rules would decrease the safety of small ships by encouraging
owners to build such ships with the minimum freeboard,
whereas large container ships would tend to be constructed with
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a low depth value and with high deck cargoes, or would be built
as awaing deck ships. The diagrams attached to the Netherlands.
paper, in which the proposed correction was applied to 70 ships,
showed that the resulting gross tonnage figures would still be
slightly above existing figures., Adoption of the Netherlands
proposal would result in-simplification, since the formulae

for gross and net tommage would be very nearly the same.

The PRESIDENT recalled that the plenary had already decided
(as was pointed out in +the Netherlands paper) not to apply the
open shelter~deck concept for gross tonnage. The Netherlands
proposal would therefore require a decision by +the Conference
to re~open consideration of that gquestion,

- Mr. PROSSER. (UK) thought the Netherlands proposal was a
very serious one, which could determine the success or fallure
of the whole Conference. It would mean a reconsideration of the
fundamental basis of the proposals now coming before the plenary
28 a result of weeks of'work'in'cdmmittee, and would make i%
impossible to produce a Convention that would be ready for
signature on the date agreed. He sympathized with those.who had
supported the shelter-deck concept in the initial stages, bub
pointed out that his delegation had been willing to compromise in
the interests of weaching an agreement that would be acceptable to
The majbrity. At the present stage it was essential to limit
digcussion to proposals approved in committee if any progress was
to be made. The United Kingdom delegation therefore would vote
against the amendment proposed by the Netherlanrnds and also against
a French proposal concerning a new formula for net tonnage,

Mr., ROCQUEMONT (France) pointed out that there was no
parallel.between the Netherlands proposal and his delegation's
proposal, since the latiter did not call in guestion decisions
taken earlier by the Conference. He suggested that the French
proposal should be considered first; the Conference should then
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decide whether or not o discuss the.Netherlands‘proposal. This
latter might well become superfluous, should the French proposal
be adopted, ' '

1Mr, QUARTEY (Ghana) asked whether the basis for the L.
Netherlands proposal was the decision by ‘the Technical Committee
to base net tonnage not on displacement, as the plenary had
decided on 3 June, but on volume of cargo spaces.

A
7ol

. Mr, de JONG (Netherlsnds) said his delegation did not wish {_ -~
to re~open the question of net tonnage, but to revise the approach
to gross tonnage. If that were not done he feared the '

Convention might never be enforced.
Mr, CONTOGEORGIS (Greesce) supported the Netherlands proposal.

The PRESIDENT put %o the vobte the Netherlands proposal +o
re~open consideration of the open shelter~deck concept for gross
tonnage.,

The proposal was rejected by 26 votes to 4,

Regulation 3 was adopbed.

The meeting rose at 5e35 Dalls T




4

INTER-GOVERNMENTAL MARITIME

| ¢ o TM/OOW/SR 11
CONSULTA .
ULTATIVE ORGANIZATION % 8 October 1969
& Original: FRENCH
N

INTERNATLONAL CON“ERDNOE ON
TONNAGE LEASUREMENT OF SHLPS, 1969

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE ELEVENTH PLENARY MEETING

held at Church House, Westminster, London, S.W.1l,
on Friday, 20 June 1969, at 9.40 a.m.

President: Admiral E.J. ROLAND (USA)
Secretary-General: Mr. Colin GOAD
Executive Secretary: Mr. V. NADEINSKI

A 1list of participants is given in TM/CONF/INF.1/Rev.2 and Corr.l.




i/CONF/SR.11

CONTENTS
Page
Agenda 1tem § - Adoption of the Final Act of the 3

Conference and any instruments,
recommendations and resolutions
resulting from its work (concluded)



e

TM/CONF/SR. 11

AGENDA ITEM 9 - ADOPTION OF THE FINAL ACT OF THE CONFERENCE AND
ANY INSTRUMENTS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESOLUTIONS
RESULTING FROM ITS WORK (TM/CONF/C.1/9;
TM/CONF/WP.7; TM/CONRP/22; TM/CONF/17;
TM/CONE/20) (concluded)

Annex I - Drgfit Regulations for determining Gross and Net
Tonnages of Ships (TM/CONF/C.L1/9) (concluded)

Regulation 2, parsgraphs (4) and (5) redrafted

The PRESIDENT invited the Coaference to revert to
Regulation 2, in order %o take a decision on the new text
drawn up by the drafting group (TM/CONEF/WP.7).

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) approved the text, which he
considered preferable to the one previously submitted by the
French delegation (TH/CONF/19), more particularly bhecause of the
useful link it established between paragraphs (4) and (5). -
Although there were differences in the presentation, the two
texts agreed perfectly in spirit.

The drafting group's proposal was supported by the
United Kingdom and Italian delegations.

Paragraphs (4) and (5) were adopted by 34 votes to none,
ags redrafted.

The PRESIDENT requested the Secretarist to make the
draXting changes consequential to the adopfion of that amendment
(renumbering +the succeeding savagraphs and'oorresponding changes
in the Appendices). | |

Mr. Ter HAAR (Wetherlands) submnitted an amendment to
Regulation 2 drawn up by his delegation (TM/COEF/22), the
object of winich was to meke anh addition to the text whereby
the open spaces of deck-houses would be excluded.

The proposal was gupported by the delegation of Yugoslavia.

The proposed amendment was rejected by 11 votes to 4.

Regulation 2, as a whole and as amended, was adopted.
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Regulation 4

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France), commenting on his delegation's
note (TM/CONF/17) on the work of the Technical Committee,
said he did not think the draft Convention submitted to the
Conference was the best that could he expected from an
international coaference and from the consideration of the
divergent opinions represented in it. That impression, which
was shnared by several delegations, had created an undesirable
feeling of unease.

The Prench delegation had given proof of the fact that it
wags not opposed to compromise gsolutions; but it coansidered
that the one proposed for gross and net tonnages was not a
good one and that it was even likely to jeopardize the
ratification and implementation of the Convention. His
delegation wished to avold & situaition in which,:through sheer
weariness, a majority adopted a text which would very soon have
to be called into guestion at a new international conference,
and it thought it was still possible to salvage principles'
which it considered essential. PFor ithat purpose, there was no
need to go back on decisions already *taken, as the Conference
had -decided on 3 June that displacement sheuld be used for
caleculating net tonnage, and on 10 June it had merely decided
that the Technical Coumittee should also study a variant of

the Norwegian proposal "in order to consider its meritst.
His delegation, which was cohscious above all of theidréwbacks
of that variant, thought that it was a matter for thé Conference
alone 1to choose between the different formulsae propoéed.

He stressed the heterogeneous'oharacter of fhe Technical
Comuittee's proposals which he described as regrettable, since
they involved elements which were so far from being independeant
that several delegations had suggested adopting only one
parameter.
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The Technical éommittee had given as the reason for its
choice the wish to establish a system giving net tonnage values
as close as possible to the existing figures. He was not opposed
a priori to that criterion; %but he considered that its adoption
would be very difficult, seeing that the Committee itself had
deliberately chosen a system Which, in at leazst twoe cases -~ namely
passenger ships and ships of the shelter-deck type -'gave values
very different from the existing ones. Was 1t, moreover, very
important to seek the attainment of such an approximation when
the Convention was intended much more to be applied to new ships
than to existing ships? It was unfortunately to be feared that
Regulation 4, as proposed to the Conference, would Lnfluence ship
design. The Technical Committee had only sought to obtain the
best formula mathematically and had not concerned itself about
that influence.

The Conference had had great difficully in defining cargo
gpaces, shd the brief and vague text which 1t had adopted
revealed its uncertainty on the subject. There was a danger
that such lack of precision might result in a lack of uniformity
in the way the varicus Administrations would implement +the
Conventicn. Regulation 4 introduced a paradoxical innovation
into shipbuilding: by raising the ucper deck of a ship, naval
architects would be able to increase the gross bonnage and reduce
the net tonnage. In spite of the objections that had been urged
against Proposal €, it would at least have been known that the
two tonnages would vary in the same sense, whatever the parameter -
whether displacement or volume - to which the naval architect
directed his atiention., With the system now prdposed under
which the two tonnages would vary in opposite senses, 1t was
to be feared that the port authorities would increasingly
abandon net tonnage and would fix charges for ships on the basis
of gross tonnage alone. Pérhaps it would have been a good
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Azaingt: 'Indonesia, Ireland, Isrzel, Italy, Japan, Korea,
Liberia, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Poland,
sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republies, United Kingdom
of Great Britain aznd Northern Ireland, United States of America,
Yugoslavia, Australia, Bulgaria, China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Federal Republic of Germany, Ghana, Greece.

Abstaining: Netherlands, Switzerland, United Arab Republic,

Republic of Viet~Nam, Canada, Finland, Iceland, India.
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The proposal was rejccted by 25 votes to 11, with .8
abstentions.

Mr. VANCRAEYWEST (Belgium), Chairman of the General Committee,
reminded the Conference that, on 18 June, the General Committee
had adopted two amendments %o. the English text of paragraph (1) of
Regulation 4 (TM/CONF/C.1/SR.16, vage G). -

Mr. NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) agreed that there had
been an error waich would be put right. The following amendments
to the English text of paragraph (1) had in fact been requested:
the replacement of the colon at the end of the first sentence.
by a comma; the replacement of the words "in the above formula®,
in line 4, by #in which formula® and, in the first line of po

e

{ : 3
page 9, the replacement of the word “where® by "in which?, ~

Regulation 4 was adopted, as smended.

Regulation 5

Mz, FOTIADIS (Greece) introduced the draft amendment
submitted by his delegation (TM/CONF/20) which proposed three
changes.

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the first proposal, which was
supported by Liberia, for the sddition, in paragraph (3)(i), of
the words "or to another owner" after "if the ship 1s transferred
to the flag of another Statet,

That proposal was rejected by 28 votegs to 4.
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The PRESIDENT noted that there was no support for the
second proposal to word paragraph (3)(ii) as follows:
"If the ship undergoes alterations or modifications which the
Administration deems to be a substantigl variation in her
exlsting net tonnage®. | |

The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to discuss the third
proposal, which was to replace the words ""itwelve monthg", in
paragraph (3) by "six months®.

Mr., TOTIADIS (Greece) said he could not understand why

there had to be a delay of twelve months when the net tonnage was

reduced, whereas, if 1t were increased, a new certificate would
be issued immediately.

Mr. VAUGHN {(ILiberia) said he was in favour of the proposal.

Mr. ROCQUEKONT (France) opposed it. The Conference had
decided that chahges from open shelter-decks to closed shelter-
decks, or vice-versa, should take place only rarely. Tha't

adverb implied & time lapse of not less than a year;. otherwise
port authorities would be justified in maintaining that changes
in net tonnage were too frequent.

The proposal was rejected by 27 votes to 5.

Regulation. 5 was adopted.

Regulation 6

Mr. NICHOLSON (Australia) asked why the word "shall® was
used in paragraph (2), whereas the word "may" was used in
paragraph {3).

Mr. . SPINELLI (Italy) explained why there was a difference
in the verb used: "the first case was that of a firm rule; the
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second was a case of Adminigftrations being left free to spare
themselves tiresome calculations for the meagurement of spaces
the volume of which was insighificant.

Regulation 6 was adopted. =

Regulation 7

Regulatlon T was adopted

Mr. NADEINSKI (Bxecutive Secretary) drew attention to the e/
fact that Arabic figures were used for the aumbering of paragraphs
. and sub-paragraphs in the Articles whereas, in the Regulations,
Roman figures were used for_sﬁb—paragraphs. He suggested that,
for the sake of uniformity, Arabic figures should be used
throuvghout,

The PRJSIDEHT noted that that suggestﬂon met with general
agreement ‘

It was 80 decided.

"Appendix 1

Mr. FOTIADIS (Greece) requested the replacement of the words
"HATCH OR ERECTIQONY by the word "ERECTICON® in Figure 6, ' (

()

The propo&al, having been -seconded, was put to . the vote.

There were 9 voltes in favour of the.proposal and 9.votes.again nst.

The prepogal was rejected.

Appendix 1 was adopted.

Appendix 2

‘ Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) asked why, in the Ilrst column, the
. round numbers 100, 1,000, 10,000 were repeated '

My, CAIRNS (UK) explained that that was for reasons of
convenience, since the magnitude of the interval altered and for
intermediste volumes it was necessary to proceed by interpolation.



- 11 -
TM/CONF/SR.11

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) sdid he failed to see why
interpolation should only be used for volumes in the vicinity
of rouhd numbers.

Mr. VAUGEN (Liberia) agreed with that observation.

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the proposal that the
numbers 100, 1,000, 10,000 should not be repeated,

The proposal was adopted by 14 voiss to 1.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) suggested +that the horizontal lines
in the table in Appendix 2 should be deleted.

The PRESIDENT noted that that suggestion met with geheral
agreement.

Annex IT - Certificate

_ Mr. GUPTA {India) said he did not think there had been
unanimity during the discussions as to the details which the
country carrying out the measurement of a ship should communicate
by means of the certificate. Some delegations had not been in
favour .of {transmitting copies of the calculations. For its
part, his delegation considered that, as in the case of the
certificate of registry, particulars of the chief volumetric
factors used in calculating gross and net toannage, and of the
manher. 1n which the "total figure had been arrived at, should be
entered on the reverse side of the certificate. In that way,
the certificate would provide a simple means of checking that
spaces intended for a specific purpose were in fact used in
that way.

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) seconded that proposal. In his
view, 1% was indeed illogical that, after the designation,
location and length of the spaces had been given, there should
he no indication of their volume, whilst the sum total of those
volumes served as the basis for the figures for gross and net
tonnage given on page 1 of the certificate.
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Mr. VAUGHN (Idiberia) said he thought that anyone reading
a docunent always tended to add up any figurés given in a
column; = he was not in favour of altering the existing text.

Mr. GUPTA (India) agreed with the suggestion made by the
French representative and supported by the Netherlands
representative. To make things clearer, a short note could, if
necessary, be added, to the effect that the volumes had been
used for calculating the gross and net tonnages shown on page 1(3;&/}
of the certificate. -
Mr. CONTOGEORGIS (Greece) considered that the certificate
in its existing form provided sufficient information from the
point of view of Article 12, paragraph (1)(a) and (b) of the
Convention.

The Tndian propesal was rejected by 24 votes to 13.

Annex IT s a whole was adopted.

- Mr. NADBEINSKI (Execubive Secretary) drew the attention
of the Conference to a drafting point. The figure of one~-twentieth
of a foot given between brackets in paragraph (1) of Regulation 7
was not the exact equlvalent of 1 centvimetre. It would thereforz. ~

A

o

be preferable to delete the brackets and to read "to the nearest" =<
centimetre or one-twentieth of & footu,

Tt was so-decided.

Mr. PROHASKA (Denmark) pointed out that the same
difficulty arose in regard to cther Regulations of the Convention.
He wondered whether it would not be preferable to delete all
references 0 measurements other than those of the meitric
system.

Mr. NADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) explained that the
guesticn had been the subject of a lengthy discussion in the
Conference on Lioad Lines, walch decided to use the metric
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system and %o show between brackets values as near as possible
in English measurements.

Mr. ROCQUEMONT (France) supported the proposal by Denmark.

Mr, MURPHY (USA) thought, on the contrary, that the
deletion of indications in English measurements would give rise
to difficulties for delegations which represented States where
such measurements wére used officially.

The Danish proposal was rejected by 16 votes to 3.

Mr. OSMAN (United Arab Republic), recalling that his
delegation had reserved the right to make a statement when it
had voted against Article 14 (Prior Treaties, Conventions and
Arrangements) made the following statement:

MThe United Arab Republic has, by its active participation
in this Conference, manifested its interest in the attempt to
reach a uniform system of toanage measurement of ships. The

. United Arab Republic has 1tself been applying a uniform system

of tonnage measurement, namely, that of the Suez Canal.

 The existence of such a wniform system for shipé using
the Suez Canal is essential if the United Arab Republic is to
discharge properly its obligations with regard to navigation
through the Canai, namely, to secure egual treatment for all
ships. This is in accordance with the Constantinople Convention
of 1888 and with the declaration by the Egyptian Government
dated 24 April 1957 and registered with the United Nations.
The Convention drawn up by this Conference is an improvement
on the status quo ante. It can be regarded as o first step

towards the establishment of a universal systen.

Nevertheless, the hard fact remains that, in many respects,
a diversity of systems of tonnage measurement will persist
for & long time %o come. There will, for instance, be, for
the same flag, one system for existing ships and another for new
ships.
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We do not know at present whether all States cntitled to
become parties to the Convention will do so. On the other hand,
we do know for certain that, as a result of Article 16, a number
of States are excluded from becoming parties to the Convention.
The Suez Canal Authority will thus be placed ih an extremely
difficult situation both from a practical point of view and

from o legal point of view as the multiplicity of tonnage ot
measurement systems is incompatible with its obligations L
relating to navigation in the Canal. : , e

For these reasons, the delegation of the United Arab
Rervblic whilst signing the Conventicn on behalf of the
United Arab Republic will be bound to make a reservation to
the effect that its signature will not in any way prejudicce the
Tuwll application of the Suez Canal Tonnage system at present inj
force foxr ships using the Suez Canal', {

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the whole text of the
International Convention on Toanage Measurement of Ships, 1969.

The tex% of the Convention, as a whole and as amendsd

was;gaopted by 37 votes to none, with 3 abstentions.

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m. - aﬁﬁ'
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SIGHAT URE OF PINAL ACT OF THE INWLQﬁQTIOﬁAu CON“ﬂREECE on
mONNAGE MEASUREMENT OF SHIPS, 1969 S

The FPRESIDENT opened the Final Act for signature by
‘members of all delegatlons which had @aft1c1pate& in the

Connference,

The Final Act was accordlngly 31gned by the delegatlons_
of the f0110W1ng oounbrleS°

Argentina
Australisa
Belgium
Brazil
Bulgaria
Camercon
Canads

China, Republic of L

Czechoslovakla
Denmark .
Federal Republic of
GFermany :
Finland
France
Ghana .
Greece.
Iceland .
- Indlsa
“Indonesis
Treland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Korea, Republic of

Kuwait

"Tiveria

Malagasy Republlc

lexico

Hetherlands

New Zealand

Nigeria

Norway

Pakistan

Peru

Philippines

Poland -

Portugal

South Africa

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Union of Sovzet T
Socialist Republlcs

United Arab Republic..

United Kingdom

United States of America

Venezuela

Viet-Nam, Republic of

Yugoslavia

TM/CONE/SR. 12
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SIGNATURE OF INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT
OF SHIPS, 1969

The PRESIDENT opened the Convention for signature by all
delcgations having full powers, pointing out that, if any
signature was to be subject to subsequent acceptance, the
delegation concerned mustAstate this before 51gn1ng and
annotate 1ts signature to that effect.

The Convention was accordingly signed by the delegaticns
of the following countries:

Argentina Korea, Republic of
Belgium Kuwa it
Brazil ' Liberia
Bulgaria Norway
Canada ' Pakistan
China, Republic of : Pnilippines
Denmark Poland
federal Republic of Portugal

Germany _ Switzerland
Finlang Union of Soviet
Ghana ‘ Socialist Republics
Greece : , United Arab Republlc
JTeeland United Kingdom
Indonesia . United States of America
Ireland. , Venezuela
Israel . - Yugoslavia

TM/CONR/SR, 1.2



_ M, ROCQULMONE (France) sald he was unable to 51gn bhe-:
Oonvenﬁlon and made the f0110w1ng statement:

Sn(1) Owing to the change in government takiﬁg»place
this very day in France, the French delegation.
'is unable to sign the Convention here and now.
It wishes to meke it quite clear, however, that =
the reasons for which it is postponirg sgignature
are purely formaol ones,.

(2) The French delegation notes that the Convention o
’ fails to satisfy it on various peints; in particular,
~ the determination of net tonnage is not such as will
'_facilitate the establishment of an cbjective system
of charges for port services and may have an aﬁti—.f.
economic influence on the structure of such charges -

prcve necessary o revert to this point atb a later
stuge. - o '
(3)' Wevertheless, in a splrat of goo&w111 and COﬂClllaﬁJOﬂy
" the delegation will propoae $o the French government

“that it grant the necessary powers for the 51gnature of
the Convention in the near future”. '

| .Thé'PRESiDENT ennounced that fertywsevem States had 51ﬁned
‘thé.Final Act and thirty-one the Convention; - the signature of._

"as well as on ship design itself. Tt conld therefore

V'the Urited Arab Republic had been accompaﬁied_byra_reservation.q_ -”' 

The signing of the Final Act and of the Convention completed the -
work of the Conference. |

CLOSURE OF CONFERENCE

The PRESIDENT expressed his thanks to those who had elected
him, in particuler the United Kingdom delegation, and his
gppreciation of the gpiric of co-operation and willingness to
compronise shown by all participants in reaching a solution

TM/CONF/SR.12
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to the btangled problem of tonnﬂﬂe rea ureMenu. That IMCO hed
‘now reached naturity was due no% only to the work of its %kmbers
but also to the remarkable efficiency of the Secretariat, which
had never been moxe in evidence than at the present Conference,
and he paid tribute to the work of the Chairmen and Secretaries
of the General and Technical Committees, and of all IMCO's
officers and staff, |

Mr. PROSSER (UK) said he hoped the Corference had achieved
something of lasting benefit, It had been a noast enjoyable
experience for his delegation to act as host to the Conference,
He expressed his appreciation of the work of the IMCO Secretarlat
and of the admirabie way the President had conducted the
deliberaticns,

Mr, KOLBSNICHENKO (USSR) associated himself with the tributes
paid to the President, to the Chairmen of tlie Conferencots
Committees, ard to the IMCO staff.

- Mr. SUZUKI . (Japan) said the Convention was a step forward
towards an eventual unified international tonnage measurement
_ systém, and his delegation would make every effort to ratify
-1t in the near futvre. - He hoped that the . gpirit of do—operation

ure succe the
ghown at the Gonference would agsure the SA e eFr dug Sl

.Cogggg%%%°. The solution resched had unavoidably been a compfomlc _
but his delegaulon would continue to strive towards a better one.
- e thanked the President for his excellent leadership, and the

Chairmen and Secretaries of the Committees for their useful woxrk.

TM/CONF/SR.12
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Mr, GUPTL (India) said that he wished to associate

his delegation with the remarks of the previous sgpeakers. The -
Conference had been very fortunabe in its choice of Presgident.
Special tributes were also due to the Chairrmen of the Technical .
Cormittee for his consideration and patience, to the host comnbtwy
and ite delegation for their hospitality and to the Secretariat
of IMCO for its efficiency,

Mr, WIE (Norway) expresged the hope that Governments |
would ratify the Convention inm o spirit of compronise; so that
shipowners and port authorities could benefit from it, The _
guccess of the Conference was due in greot neasure to the qualltles
of ites Presgident. Particular thanks were to be paid to the _
Secretary~General of IMCO and his staff for their work and to the':
hoest country for its hosp¢ta11tya '

My, MURPHY {(USA) said that the world now had an opporfumiﬁy- 
to consider a itonnage measurenent procedure which was logical and

far simpler thaon the existing systens. Those whose task it woald_ﬁ f5

be to agsess it should reallize that the Conference had considered .
not only the technical aspects of tonnage neasurenent but also |
the future econonice of the shipping industry. His delegation
hoped that the Convention would come into force quickly., It
associated itself with the tributes and thanks eXpressed by
previocus speakers,

Mr, ROCQUEMONT (France) said that his delegation warmly :_
azsocioted - itself with the tributes paid to the President of the
Conference, the Chairman of its Cormittees and the Secretariat
of IHCO,.

The PRESIDENT declared the Conference closed.

The neeting rose at 12,20 p.n

TM/CONE/SR,1.2
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