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AGENDA ITEﬂ 5 = EXAMINATION OF - THR D?APT TEXT OF THE PINAL
~ ACT OF THE COKNFERENCE (Tﬂ/CONF/C 3/2)

M/CON2/C.3/2 L

Parsgpaph 1L -

Mr, GERDES (Netherlands) thought the expression "maritime
transport® soméewhat restrietive., The Convention would also
cover ships such ap fiehing vessels. Would it not be better to
speak of vshipping industries®?. |

Baron de CERI&CHB de COﬁBRY (Belﬂwum) smpported that
‘proposal

V. PROSSER (UK) said that he did not object to the
amendment - suggested by the representative of the Netherlands,
but felt that the %érm-“maritiﬁe'transportﬂ was more general =
than Yshipping 1ndustrles“ - |

Mr. GERDES (Netherlamds) suggested the term "maritime -
activities™,

" I, NADEINSKI (Oommlttee Secretary) remlnded the Gommlttee
that the Final Act was to be prepared in four languages,._lt.
would bhe advisable for the IFrench-speaking, Snanlshmspeaking and
Russian-spesking representatives 4o reflect on the best way of
translating the exrressions proposed.

Mr, BIEULE (Argentlna) was in favour of - the efpre851on
"activadad maritimal. : ' C

Mr, DARAM (France) renarked that the proposal by the'_
Netherlands Iepresentatlve would give rise to- draftlng '
dlfflcultless He furt aer pointed out that the movements of
fishing vegséls’ hardly came within the definiftion of
"international voyages® given in Article 2 of the Convention.
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Mr, HINZ (FederalARegublicfof'Gérmamy)'¢6nSi&ered that the
expression “shipping industries” placed too rmich Sfress‘on
the economic aspect of the gquestion, and that the word ﬁaéﬁivity“
wags too gemeral. He preferred "meritime transport®, an. "
expression whilch rendered the desired mean mm falrly well and
was im current use in IMCO conventlons, . -

-MTQ‘GLUKHOV (US8SR) was in favour of retalnlng the eTlStlﬁg
text. ‘

Mr, GERDES (Netherlands), replying to Mo, Daran, said that
fishing vessels sometimes made voyages which came within the
definition of "international voyages™, NMoreover, the Convention
was important in relation to bort activiﬁies”whiCh were not-
exactly covered by the term. "m&r¢t1me tran5port"' o

Mr, BARDARSON (Iceland) said he preferved the orlvlnal _
wording. Even fishing vessels when on lnternatlonal voyages were
engaged in maritime transport, carrylng fish from one country to
ano“bhex’a ' B

The amen&menﬁ proposeﬂ DY the Hmﬁherlands represemtatlve
wag rejected by 22 votes to. 7._1. '

Paragraphs 2 ~ 11

Agproveu W1th no obaehtlons. )

Paragraph 12

Mr. DARAM (F“amce) tﬂought that pgragraph should glve the
subjects of the recommemdatlons. '

The CHATIRMAN obse*ved tha+ tae correspondlng paragraph din
the Final Act of the Canventlon on Moad Llnes did not ;nclude
any list of recormendations. They were, however, 113ted in
the 1962 International Convention on the Prevemtion of Pollution
of +the Sea by 04il, t
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Mr. DARAM (France) pointed out that such a 1list appeared
also in the Final Act of the 1965 Convention on Tacllliation of
International Maritime Traffic.

Mr. BACHR (Eenmark) supported the French delegatloniﬁ
PrOpOs al ‘

Mo e PROSSER (UK) said that, on that point, which he considered
of minor importance, he would prefer to adopt the view ta?en,
doubtless with full knowledge of the facts, by the Drafting
Committee. - :

The French proposgsal was approved by 5 vobtes to 1.

The CHAIRMAN thought the Committee might leave it to
Yr, Nadeingki to prepare a text which would meet the wishes of
the French delpgatlon.

It was_so decided.

Pafagraph 13 and the final clauses

Paragraph 13 and the final clauses were approved without
objection, |

The draft Tinal Act, as a whole and as smended, was
approved. I

AGENDA ITEW 6 - ANY OTHER MATTERS REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEM 1
‘ (continued): '

(a) DRAPT }LBGO.LEGDHDATIOI\I O THE UNIFORM S
 INTERPRETATION OF. DBPINITION OF TERMS =
-~ (TM/CONF/C.3/3) e

(b) DRAFT REGOMMEHDATION ON ADAPTATION OF THE
'CONVENTION (TM/COHF/C 1/WP 16) S

TM/OONF/C 3/3

Mir. NICHOLSON (Australla), supported by Mr. KASBEKAR (India)
gaid he feared that it wazs not clear from the text that the
International Convention on Tonnage Measurement was included
anongsy the Conventione referred to in the penulbimate line.
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M, PROSSER (UK), . supported by Mr. MacGILLIVRAY (Canads)
sald that, in his vxew, the text was in no way ambiguous.
The expre381on Tsuch conVentlons" covered the Conveﬂtlon
on Tonmave Measurement just ag it did "other conv;ntloms“

M, NIOHOLSON (Auatralla) said he was satisfied with that
explanation,

the draft reoemmendatlon wag approved without obgectlon.‘

TIL/COHT/C 1/WP,16

Mr. BACHE (Demmark), commsnting on his.délegatibn’s."'
draft recommendation on the Adaptation of the Convention, said
that it was intended tc facilitate the application of the
Convention by enabling the authorities responsible for taxation,
duxring fhe traﬁsifional period, to gain a better understanding
of the new systém and to adjust their chaxges in accordance with
the information given in the certificates, which would reveal
the divergencies ~ at times considerable ~ between the old and
the new tonnage figures, o '

M,  KASBEKAR (Indla) feared that the bntry of “two dlfferent
tonnage vaiues in the same certlftcate mlght prove to be
somewhat confusing for the port authorities and be to the
detritient of owners of existing ghips.

Mr, DARAN (Prance) supported the Danish proposal. The -
emtry of two sets of tonnages o1 the certificate would make.
it poss1ble to adapt charges durlng the transitional period,
and to avoid. penallzlmg new SthSa- It was an eqgultable measure
which wculd ‘be to the advantage both of port authoritiss and
of the shlpplng 1ndustry. ' e
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Mr, PROSSER (UK) was inclined to agree with the
representative. of India. The effect of +the Danish proposal
would, in fact, be to -apply to existing ships a measure which
the Technical Committee had rejected for new sghips
(TM/CONT/C.2/WP.41, paragraph 8). That measure would be . -
a source of needless confusion and complications,

M, CONTOGEORGIS (Greece), Mr., GIUKHOV (USSR),
Mr, SUZUKI (Japan), Mr. FILA (Poland) and Mr, MARINI (Italy)
concurred in that view, '

Mr, HINZ (Federal Republic of Germany) said.that he alsc
failed to see the purpose of the Danish proposal, unless it
was to ilunform port aubhorities ¢Ff the results that would
follow from the application of the new Regulations: = If they
wished to obtain such informatiom, thosé authorities would =
do betteér to enquire of thelr tonnage measvrpment admlnlstratlve
departmnents. ' '

M, BAOHE (Denmark) thoaght nevertheless that his proposal
would provide a useful instrument of comparlson,' The fact
that two sets of tonnage measuremenﬁe were shitered -would show
everyons concerned that the purpose of the Convention Was o
indeed %o introduce-a formula giving results as close ag
possible to existing values., The confusion to whiah various -
speakers had refenred was taken care of by fthe sflpulatlom in the
draft recommendaulon that the 1nformatlon on new tonnages shculd
be clearly separated from the rest of tha eertificate - e. g, in
a separste "box" with a title warning that the tonnages were
not yet in force. '

Vir, OMAR (United Arab Republic) supported the Danish
proposal, which should lighten the task ol port authorities,

Mr, DARAM (France) did not think there was any real
danger of confusion, Furthermore, he would remind the United
Kingdom representative that the decision of the Technieal
Committee d4id not bhind the General Committee, the latter
being both conpetent and sovereign.
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Mr. WIE (Norway) said he understood the congiderations.
which prompted the representative of Danmarlk, Nevertheless,
he considered that it was sufficient to enter only oune set
of vonnages on the cexrtificate, In that way difficulties
such as hed been encovnuered in lmnlementlng the tonnage mark
gystem would be obv1ated

Mr. KLEINBLOESEM (Netherlands} unreservedly supported
the Da:nish‘proposa_l° He drew the attention of the-
representative of the Federal Republic of Germany 1o the.
fact that every port received sghips of all rationalities,
and that it would be poiatless for port authorivies to
ask their Administrations for infcormation relating tc ships
flying the flags of other States. He also reminded tﬁe
Committee. of the comment made in *he. Technical Commlttee by
‘the Dlrector of the port of Bordeaux, to the effect that the
port authOflﬁles would protect their own interests by applylng
hlgher rates if they considered that the pactlculars supplied
to them were insufficient.

A

Mr, QUARTEY (Ghana) szid he failed to grasp the Durport
of the Danish propesal and did not see why snlpowners,yhould‘
be compelied to bear the additional costs énfailed_bj‘a
seeond measurenent.. ‘ S )

The Danish Droposal was rejecte@ bj 23 votes to S

T

The meetzng rose-at 11,05 £.m,



