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| '.  AGENDA ITEM 3 - GONSIDERATION AND ?REPARATION OF THE DRAFT

TEXT OP AR@ICLES OF 4 CONVENTION ON TONN%GE'
- MEASUREMENT (TM/CON®/6 and Corr,l:
TMJUONF/6/Add 1; TM/CONF/C, 1/WP 4) fcontlnued)

:Artlnje 9~ Gancellstion of Certificate {continued) |

The CHATRMAN 1HV1te& one ef the authors of TMJCONF/Gnl/WP 4
-(proposed amendment . to Article 9, submitted by Denmark, Federal
'_Republlu of Germany, Israel and the Netherlands) to introduce
. the amendment.,

Mr, BACHE {Denmarlk) explained that the authors of-thé3 
amendment, considering the text of.paragraph (2) propoged in:
-document TM/CONF/6 %0 be +too rigid, had dvawn inspiration from '_
‘obgervations made by the Federal Republic of Germany +to make a _'
distinction, in a third pamegraph, in the case of vessels
. transferred to the flag of another Contracting State, because
it was in the spirit of the Convention that Member States should

show some confidence in one another., They had introduced

the idea of the endorsement of the transferred cerilflcate 1n5_

~order to avold any possible diffieculties and any delays that
might occur in a port belonging to a third country. ' '

On reflection, however, he wondered whether the formula

proposed in the third paragraph ("eoa may be approved by the
new Administration ecq“) did not run the risk of appearing

"amhlguous and’ whether it would not be bhetter to say simply that the _
certificate should be furnished to the new Administration for '_.{_" o

 endorsemeﬁt,

Mr., PROSSER (UK) said he would like %0 see the amendment
simplified. He proposed to retain paregraphs (1) and (2) of
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the orﬁglnal text and to modlfy the th1fd pdﬁagraph o* the -
amendmen% as foliow

“wupon transfer of a ship to the flag of another
Contracting Government, the Internatlonal Tonnage .
Certificate (1969) shall remaln in force for a period
ot exceeding three months. The Contracting Government
of the State whose flag the ship was flying previoucly
- shall forthwith transmit a copy of the certificate
and a copy of the calculations %o the new Administration,
" to enable the latter to issue its own cartificate"

__Mr. HINZ (Pederal Republic of Germany) thaenked the
represeniatlves of Denmark and the United Kingdom for the
llmprovememts they sought to wake in the proposal. He recalled
- .that his country's observatlon suggested going still further,

since it envisaged sinply a transfer of the certlflcat99 without
~ the isgue of a new certificate at the end of'any period; but he

- would not press that proposal “and would suppoxrt the formila
put forward by Me. Prosuer, He askedg however, whether the latter
‘would agree to add, at the end of hlS text, the word5° NW1tnout
remeasuring the ship?, '

MT PROSSER (UK) agreed to %hat addlﬁlOﬂ,.

' WTQ,KASBEKAR fIndla) also agreed that there sh0u¢d be no
need to remeasure the ship. DBut he 4id not consider it .
a6V1sab1e to st lpulate a period.of validity after transfer, since
the Committee had already decided not to fix a term of valldlty
for the certificates.

Mr. MURPHY (USA) said he would 11ke the orlglmal paragraph
(2) %o be retained. He asked that paragraph (3) proposed in the
jamendmont gshould be drafted as follows: :

Weee the Internatiornal Tonnage Certificate (1969) may be
revalidated by the new Administration by endorsemeﬁt on
the certificate.,” .
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The questions of the duration of the term of validity and .
of remeasgurement would thus nc longer arise. The government of

the country whose flag the ship would fly in the fubure would simply

take over all,respoﬁsibili%ies_as from the time when it validated -
the certificate.

Mr. WIE (Norway) supported the proposal to retain the
~ original pavagraph (2). As to the new pavagraph (3), his
_delegation was prepared to support either the text proposed by
the Federal Republic of Germany or +that of the United Klngaoma

My, KASBEXKAR (India) also was in favour of retaining the
original paragraph (2), bubt suggested that the words "whose .
Government ig not Party to the Convention® should be added at
the end. He felt thet clarification was essential for the
understanding of the follow1mg paragrapho

M, GERDES (Netherlands) supporbted the amen&ment in the.
form proposed by the United Kingdom representative. He:felt thatf:
:provision should be made for a threémmonths'perio& during which
no further validation of the cértifieate would be requirédé__-

. M. FROSSER (UF) endorseé the comments of the United States  _ e
reprepe:n‘catlveG He asked ihat paragraph (3) should be 1ncludea.1n  3' 
the form he had himself proposed and that the original paragraph
(2) should be retained with the addition of the Words "oeo subgect

to the provisions of paragraph (3) hereunder®. R o

Mr, KENNEDY (Canada), remarking that there seemed o be 1
. contradiction between paragraphs (2) and (3) of the amendment
'(paragraph (2): "A certificats ..., ghall ceasett01be valid®;
paragraph (3): "... the ... certificate will remain in fcrce™),
stated that he sapportedlmr, Prosser's latest proposal, R
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| Mr, BINZ (Federal Republic of Germany) thought that
comment well-founded, He said he was in favour of the original
paragraph (2) with the addition of the phrase suggested by

‘Mr. Progser. -In regard to paragraph (3); he preferred the
wording proposed by the United Kingdom to that suggested by
the United Sbatesa - - - | :

?aragraph (2) as orl lnally drafted butb wath the addition
“of the phrase sugges ted bV the representatlve of the Uhlted King
was approved by 20 votes to none., '

: '._‘11,:

Mr, NADEINSKI (Commwttee Secretary) read out the text
nroposea fov pa¢agraph (3) : \ .

_ "Upon tranasfer of a ship to the fTag of another _
Stdte whose Governnent is party to the bonventlon, '

| the International Tounage Certificate (1969) shell
”reualn in force for a period. not, exceeding tliree months,

' Upon requecm, the Contraﬂt1ng Government of the State A
‘whose 1ag the shlp wes flying. previously shall. 1mmed1ately |
transulb a copy of the certificate-and a copy of. .
the calculatlonb to the new Ldmlnlstratlon to enable
it to igsué a new certlflcate Wlthout remeasurlng
the shlpn Ce e e e S

ML KASBEKAR (Inq1a) p01nted out that the United States ~° -

rep“esembatlve had requested the deletlom of the mention of a perlod
of three months. ‘ i S N '

"MI.\PROSSFR ’UK} amd Mr. H&NZ fFederal Republic of Germany)

said that they had understood that the words "upon request™ no
dohger’ appeared in the final text. L S ;

Paregraph (3) as _submitted by the Cormittec Secxetary was
approved by 16 votes to 4, with the deletion of the Words "upon

_reguest”
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_ 'ng;'BAQHE;(bemmark)Isaid-hé”Was’sbrry_that-the vbfés:haﬂzl
_been taken before he had had time to make certain comments on
those paragraphs,';_ i | __"f_ ' S
VMr, HINZ (FPederal. Republlc of Gerrany) revdlled +that hzs .?5 S
country had proposed the.addition of e new paragraph in-

;' Art1°1e:9'(See TU/GONF/6, pages 25-26), As that text wae

linked with the outcome of the deliberations of the-Tthnlcal

3,'Comm1ttee, he reserved hls p051t10n on +the pointo; 

'_Artlcle 10-~-Lcceptance of Oertllzcate

 Mr. WIE (Norway) and Mr. GERDES fNetherlands) recalled that ;j'
thelr countries bhad submitted observations on the draft of -
Article 10, parsgraph (2}_contalmed in Proposal_ﬁﬂr_mhey sald they o
would revert to that point at the close of the_Techn;cal-ﬁommlttee's{{Lf
discussions., o | B S
oo Artbicle 10, ag glven in- TH/CONP/6 wWas approved by 24
votes to none,

“Article 11 - Control

‘Paragraph (1)

T CHp, GERDES (Ne&heflamds) withdrew both bne amendments to';”fi
'-;rtlcles 11 and 12 proposed by his country, ,and also 1ts pr0p05aj
.to reverse the order of th@ L%ﬁlclesa : S '

“aragrabh (l) was apvroved bv 23 votes %o noneo;is

;__Paragraph (2)

_ Uy, DARAM (France) drew abtentlom to hls dnlegatlun s} B '.'  :
'T:proposal to replace the expression "in no cage? by "in p%1n01ple“ L
(TM/CONF/G, page 30), | : : _ -
_' M, NIXKOLIG (Yugoslav1a) said he feared that proposal would
'5enable Admlnlstratlone to exercise arbitrarily the power given to

H';fthem. He was in favour of malmtalnlng the orlglnal texto_
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0 M, SUZUKT (Japen) sald he realized the French proposal
had advantages frowm the point of view of effective control and
‘safety of navigation, However, he could not support it.since

"'the object of the Comvention was to speed up proceéures, and

considerable ccononic interests were at stake, ‘

Mr, QUARTEY (Ghana) supported the French proposal. In.point
of fact, delays were sometimes inevitable - for example in the
case of obstruction on the part of the ship's officers.

| Mr, de MATTOS (Brazil) wondered whether the French
objection was not covered by paragraph (3) of Article 11,

_ Mr, PROSSER (UK) supporited by Mr., WIE (Norway), said he
feared the conclusions that might be drawn from the French proposal,

- and would prefer to improve the origingl text by deleting the

words "expense or%,

| Mr., GLUKHOV (USSR) was in favour of nalntalnlng the orlglnal
text of paragrarh (2)

| Mr KENNEDY (Canada) said he was no¥ . happy ebou+ the use of
the word "control in the title and tezt of Article 11, |

Article 10 prov1ded for the Lertlflcaﬁe ‘to be @coepted Bfor allb.
purposes covered byt the Oonventlona The ain'of Articlé 11 W38”~;
‘not, strictly speaking, controls it was nerely verification.
Llthough the first of those two terms occurred in the other
Conventions. concluded under IMCO's auspices, he proposed to .
replace it in the present case by the word "verlfloabion"

- Mr, KASBEKAR (India) suggested that the. Cogmlttee should not

~ 5dec1de on thab propoaal until it had completed its oons;deratlon

of trtwcle 11,

It wag so denided,
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The CHAIRMAN put +to . the vote the French proposal to renlacef  H 
the words Win case" by the words “iﬂ principle®, B

The French nroposal was rejected by 21 vote° to 59'

The GHAIRMAN puﬁ +to. the vote the Urlted Klngdom proposal
to delete the words Fexpense oxr® fron tne orxg&nal texﬁ of o

paragraph (2).

That propoan'waé'adopted by L1 votes to 9.5

Paraprqnh (2) was app;oved 08 anended,

Paragraph (3) , 5

Mr, PROSSER (UT), supporﬁed by Mr, LEVY (;arael) observed:
that +the Words "of the country” should be replaced by the words
Tof the State” : : o :

It was so decided,

Thus anended, paragraph (3) was. apmrovea by 16 votes to none._""

. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to dec;de on the Ganadlan
‘jproposal o replace the word "control? 1n Artlcle ;1 by the
word "veriflcatlon“' S .' [ A R _
E Nrolde MATTOQ (Bra211) and.: Mr. VAUG&N (41%8?1&) supporﬁed  3:_’;1;
that: proposaLn”, : e —_— . o '
Ve, GLUKHOV ( u%Bj:sdw‘ro'oﬁjection ¥o it
MTQ_DARAM (Prance) thoufht ‘the word "verlflcatlon" woul
be appropflate only in paragraph (3), ' '

_ Mr. GERDES (Wetn@rlaﬂds) did not thlnﬁ the use of that Word  f:"”

made the sriicle any clearer. He would prefer o keep.the_ ,'
original text. R B o

. Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana) proposed that the word "control" should
be retained in the title but replaced throughout the text of the -

-~ Article by the word "1n8pectlon", which seemed to hin more

 appropr1aﬁe.;;
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| Mr, KENNEDY (Canada) approved of that solution ap& withdrew .
his original proposaxo. |

- The Ghanalan pxoposal was approved bv 16 votes to 8,

Artiele 11, as anmended, was approved,

Article 12 -~ Privileges

Article 12 was anproved by 25 votées to none.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that_in TMJCONF/6 (page 33), _
the Netherlands had proposed adding a new artlcle 12A “Tran31tional
ﬂewsures“

" Mr, GBERDES (Ne+her1ands) said uhab that text was clo$ely
connected with Cecilsions the plenary would have o take and
suggested pogtponing consideration of it until later.

. It was 80 dec1ded

_.Artlole 13 ~-Prlor Treatles and Gonventlon

C Vel BACGHE - (Dennark) wondered.how %hevprovisiqﬂs of Axtizle 13
would apply, for instance, Yo the Paoris andAGeneva Txéatiés on
.;1n1and Waserways whach tha Netherlands represeﬁtativé had
mentlomed at the previous meeting, His delegatioﬁ thought it wi 14
be useful in that connexion, bto heve the views of the States -
Parties to those Treaties, - L A

The CHATRMAN thought that Article 13 was very gemeral in
characier and that it applied to all the existing treaties.
‘ 1 M, QUARTEY (Ghana) considered that it would therefore be
more logical to replace, ot the beginning of paragraph (1), the
wcrds "gll other treaties®™ by the word "{treatiest,

Artlole 13 wag approved without amendm@nt bv 24 votes to 4.
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Mra OSMAN (Uﬁibed 4rab Repubjic) eXplalned his delegatlon‘s
vote on the proposed Article 13,  In view of the effect its

provigsions might have on the existing Convention and Regulations Coen
concerning the.neasurement of the tomnage of ships passing through .

the Suez Canal, the delegation of the United Arab Republlc could

" not accept the Artic1e as it sﬁood.

Article 14 = Spe01a1 Ruleg drawn up by agreement

. The CHAIRMAW direw the attention of the 00mm1ttee to the
_proposed amendments submitted by the Governments of France amd
the Netherlands (page 36 of TM/CONF/G) )

Mr, DARAM (France) said that, for that Artlcle, the 1ntentlon f aﬁ

" had been to take up a provision appeariang in the Convention -

on Load Lines. However, that provision woujd not have at all

the same meaning in the Convention under discuseion, in which ¢t

would bhe too rigid. NMoreover, the very flexible amendment

~ procedure provided for in the present Conventlon made that_' 

provision superfluous. . . | o
i, PROSSER (UK), Mr, BIEULE (ﬂrgentma), M, GLU“'{HOV (USSR)

and Mr. VAUGHW (Tiberia) were in favour of the French TR

proposal to delets Axticle 14,

MNr. GERDES (Netherlands) dld not quite share that view,

~ In point of faet, although Article 14 did not expressly provlﬁe-*”'-”"”

for the conclusion of special agreements, Contracting Governments

were not prohibvited from drawing up special rules so long as.

they were not contrary to the purpose of the Convention and .

- were comwnicated o INMCO, It was to take account ofthat 5

'rfposswbllmty that the Netherlands delegation had proposed 1ts  _ :
anendment, - : S

| M, UIE (Norway) aﬁd Mr, MURDHY (USA) shared the view put
forward by the Netherlande representative. -
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© Mr, NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) stated that his delegation was
not in favour of the text as it stood, and was prepared to support
gither the French proposal or the Netherlands proposal.

The CHAIRMAW put the French proposgal to the vote on the
understanding that, if it was rejected end if it was decided to
retain Article 14, that Article would be amended as proposed by
the Nevherlands, | '

| "he proposal to delete Article 14 was_abprbved‘by 14 votes{,f
. to 12& |

Article 15 - Oommunication of Information

“he GHALRMAN drew avtemtlon to the suggestlon put forward
by Sweden in TM/COfP/6 page 37,

My. LEVY (Israel) salé ne favoured the suggestion.

Yr, HINZ. (Tederal Republic of Germany) preferred the
éxisting text, since the Swedish proposal would overburden the
IMCO Secretariat, All that was nesded was for the certificate

~to be translated; provision should be made for the texts of
national laws and regulations to be commmicated to IMCO in the
national language for reference, as was already the case with ﬁlnj
Convention for the Prevention of Pollution of the Sea by 0il,

Mr. QUARTEY (Ghana) was of the opinion that there was first
a question of principle to be settled: should the texts listed
under sub-paragraph (b) be communicated to CGontracting Governments
in the same way as the documents referred to in ‘sub-paragraphs (a)
and (c)? His delegation took the view that, even if.the Committee
wished to give an affirmative reply to that question, it was in
any case an admlnlstratlve matter, and hence it was out of place
in a Convention and could be settled directly between governments
and the IMCO Secretariat. '
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Mr, NICHOLSON (& astralia) did not favour the Swedish proposalo~;;{
_However, he 4id agree that there was some lack of unlformlﬁy Ane
the tarﬂe sub~paragraphs of Article 15 in regard to the commnmioatlon |
of texts to Contracting Governments, ' '

MV, KEWNEDY (Canada) gupported the remarks of the
- ropresentative of Ghena, To his mind, the most 1mportant-point
~was that certificates should be commmicated to governments; and

.- go far ag the texbts mentioned in sub-paragraph (b) were concérned, -

all that was necessary was that they should be communicated Lo
IMCO for the purposes of refeveunce, i

Mr, de MATPOS (Brazil) concurred, If absolutely mecessaly

- the begvnﬁlnv of sub-paragraph (b) could be amended to read: S
"A summary, in one.of the official languages of the Organlzatlon..ﬂ;f”"
of the text of the 1aws, dec1e§s, ceals ' |

Mr, VAUGHN (Liberia) stated that, for budgetary reasoh35;  |
his delegation preferred the original fext proposed for Article 15.
e, MILEWSKT (Poland) said that, while he understood the

motives underlying the Swedish propossal, he would like to hear
“how the IMCO Secretariat £eolt about it. '

Vr, WADEINSKI (Committes Secretary) stated that, as a rule, S
all documents forwarded to INMCO to be commmicated to Member States
were reguired %o be in one of the official languages of the SRR
Organizaticn. On the other hand, texts which were. commummcabed S
for purposes of reference only (such, for instance, as those
~transmitted by virtue of the provisions of the International
Convention: for the Safety of Life at Sea) were not necessarlly
- communicated in IMCO0's working languages. In such cases the!
Secretariat could, if necegsary, publish abstracts in one of
 the working languages giving the egsential features of the texts
concerned; but any Government wishing for a complete t“anslatlon -

. Would defray the expense 1ncurredo ;
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_ Mr, MILEWSKI {(Poland) and ¥y, HINZ (Federal Republic of
Germany) said that,.in the light of the information that had
just been furnisghed, their delegations would opt for the
original text.

Mr, BORG (Sweden) withdrew his suggestion and gave his
support to the original text.

Mr, NICHOLSON (4Australia), recalling his previous remarks,
proposed that the wording of sub-paragraph (a) should be brought
into line with that of sub~-paragraph (b). ‘

Vi, ADVANI (Nigeria) seconded that proposal.

The propogal was rejected by 15 votes Ho 8,

Article 15 was approved without asmendment.

The meeting rose at 12,40 p.m.




