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AGENDA IEBM % - GONSIDERATION AND PREPARATION OF Tﬁﬂ
_ DRAPT TEXT OF ARTICLES OF A CONVENTION -
O TONNAGE MEASUREMENT (TM/GONF/49 -
"TM/COW“/6“ TM/CONF/C 1/WP 8) (contlnued)

Article 3 = Appllcatlom (conﬁlnued)

Paragfaphs (3) and (4) (continued)

The CHATRMAN drew attention +to the Norweglar proposal
(TM/GONF/C,1/WP.8) which contained an amendment to paragraph (3)
as well as a proposal for an addltlonql paragraph (5)

The Oommltﬁee ‘night flrst take up the Premch amenﬁment
(Tﬂ/OONF/6 page 10) to paragraph (3)(1) '

17r. DARAM (France) said that the purpose of the amendment
was explained in the right-hand column. His Government was
anx;ous that the new Convention should not be retrograde, It
the amendment were not incorporated in the text, 2 ”ﬂew:shlp“
under the definition in Article 2 which an cwner wished to mell,
say at the end of five years, to'ahothér'éounfry; would be treated
as “ex1sv1ng" if the second country had not yet ratlfled the:
: Convention at the time wheh the bulldlng conﬁract for the shlp

©din guestion had been signed,

Mr. WIE (Worway) szid that hav1ng heard the foreg01ng |
'explﬁn%tlon he could support the atendnent. -

My, HINZ (Federal Republlc of Germany) salﬁ that the' '
French amendment wags essential in view of the deflnltlon of 2.
"new ship® unow agreed in Article 2, paravraph (4).

M, KDNNEDf (Canadq) agreed wmth the previous speaxer.

_ Hr. P?OSSBR (UK) said that hav1ng recon91dered the ernch
amendment, the fears he. had -expressed at the previous neeting.
~about its impllcatlons, were evidently unfounded. If the .
_Gommittee malntalned its” 690131on to insert the WOrds ”for each
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Contracting Government! in Article 2, pqragraph (4), the TFrench
amendment to Article 3, paragfaph (3)(a) wag acoeptable, provided
that the word "Cont ractxng“ were svbstiiute& for the woxd
"Signatoxryy. | I B

Mr, GERDES (Wetherlands) said that as his delegation nad .
indicated at the previous meeting, it d4id no+ favour the Prench
anendment because of the problens thot would arise in respect
of-countries which ratified the Oonventlom after it had entered
into force, The amendnent mlght place such countries in an
advantageous position, Theére shouwld be a single standard for
defining '"new" ships up to the time of entry into force of the
Convention, - - |

The CHAIRMAW put to the vote the French anmendment o
paragraph (3)(a) with the substitution of the word “Gontractlnﬂ"
for the Word ﬁSmgnqtory“

The smendnent was apprqvea by 19 votes to none.

Wr, PROSSER (UK) said that the wording just ngreed For
paragraphs (3)(a) was not quite specific enough and might cause
practical difficulties, The French amendment (TM/CONF/6; page 10)

to paragraph (3)(c), was not entirely satisfactory, and he proposed:_f

a sxnpler alternative whlch m1ght reads "ex1st1ng shipe which
undergo alterations or modlflcatlons that caase at least a 10 per
cent vaflatlon 1n thelr gross ﬁonnage" '

Whe represertatlves of the Federal Republlc of Germony,
Frﬁnce, Norway and Indla supported the Uhlted Wlngdom anendnment,

Mr. GERDES (Nétﬁerlands) drew attentlon %o his Government’s
corment om the point; it preferrea “the Wordlng of anglogous
provisiéns.in‘bther international sonvertions. There was no need
to require re-neasuretient after only slight medifications. In
any event; it would be.difficult to establish only slight. changes
by means of imspection,’ and najor strusctural albterations requiring
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re-meagurenent would glways have to be subjected to inspection.
Therefore, the words "which affect their gross tonnage” were not
only superfluous but also imprecise, because it was nob clear
whether they referred to the old or the new systema__

My, MURPHY (USA) said that his deleg&%ion had no strong
views but believed practical Aifficulties night arise in a clause
as specific as that suggested by the United Klngdom repregentative.
Did the 10 pexr cent refer to groes tonnage under the old or under
the new systen? A rore general prov1s;on would be preferable S0
as to leave latitude to Adninistrations., The re~neasurenent
night have %o be calculated uader the new gystém and would in any
case need to be carried out by then,

Mr., KASBEKAR (Tndia) agreed with the previous spesker, and
congidered. it preferable,-insfead’of-referrimg to an actual
percentage, to stipulate that if the alterations were of a "major
character™ the Regulations in Annex I would apply.

Mr. BACHE (Denmark) agreéed with the Nefhérlamﬁs'repréSentativea

Mr, GLUKHOV (USSR) said t‘af“péragraph (3)(c)-should e very
general: the Norwegian wording (TW/GONP/G l/WP 8) for paragraph
(3) (k) would be acceptable,

Mr. DARAM (France) warned the. Oommlttee agalnst leav1ng the
wording too vague. legt that give rise to. argument as to whether
alﬁevaLlons or, modlflcathﬁS were of a magor character or not.

Mr,. NIGHOLSON (Au&tralla) favoured the United Kingdom
auendmeﬁt._ The words "a major charachter® defined nothing. 4
10 per cent 1ncrease could not rexer to new tonnages and must in
the context mean a 10 ner cent lnorease in exlstlﬁg gross tomnagegg

qu WIE (Norway) sald that vhe v1ews of admlnlstratlons.-r
ulght dlffer,. ‘hence the. Uhlbea Klngdom amandment would be improved
by the 1nsert10n of the word "ex1st3ng" before the words Movoss
tornaﬁe"
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~ Mr, BORG (Sweden) agreed,

Mr, PROSSER (UK) accepted the Norwegian representativels
suggestion which night render the wording nore precise, |
Practical ﬁifficulties were inescapa ble whatever way +the  clause -
was draf%ed buu hhey were llxely to be greater if it were too
gemeral. - ‘

Mro_ﬂURPHY (Usa) said bhat tﬂe problen riight have to be
re~exanined in the 1light of the deCl“lOﬁo taken on Arclcle 17
(Coning. into Force).. - '

The United Kingdon srendnent, as anended, Was apﬁroﬁed"by:'
2% votes to none. |

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the werding proposed .
by Worway (TM/CONF/C.1/WP.8) for peragraph (3)(c) which read
"exigting ‘ships if the: owner so requests" ,

| Mr, EINY (Federal Republlc of Cevuaﬁy) and IMr, MIIEWSKI
(P01ﬁnd) supported the proposdls - | S

mhe_proposal was apnroved By 24 votes to .none. .

The GHﬁIRMAH 1mv1ted the Gommltten to corrient. on paragraph (4)a

Mr. GERDES (Netherlands) favoured ‘the orlglnal text -
(TI/CONF/65 page 9), but a reference to the new paragraph (3)(c)
would now need to be 1nserted in’ the openlng prov;so. ‘

Mr.. iﬂSBuLAR (Iﬂtla) agreed Wlth the prev1ous speakev

| Mr. HINZ (Federal Republic of Gexmany), draw1ng attentlon
to his Governnment's aLendLent (TM/GONF/G page 9), said that ite
purpose was exPlalned 1n the rlvhtmhand coluun,' The suggested

- figure of.25 years had been put in square barckets and -could be7
diecussed, but it would be unwise not to deternine a period = -
~at all, thus allowing existing ships to retain their present
f'tonrages for thelr whole 11femspan,~ ‘ ' -
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Efo DARAM (France) supported the amendment but pointed
out that the length of the period could not be decided yet. The
French Government had proposed'deleting paragraph (4) altogether
because 1t seemed superfluous since the conditions under which
the hegulatlons would not apply were indicated in paragraph (3)(b).

Hr, WIE (Wexwsy) said that his delegation could accept
paragraph (4) as it stood. He could not corment on the proposal
by the Federal Republic of Germany ard nmore particularly on
the period of time before the outcome of the discussions in
the Technical Committee were known,

Mr., BACHE (Demmark) favoured the ideéa of a time-limit.

Mr, GERDES (Netherlands) said that if the Conference
reached agreement on new parameters of measurememt as close as
poggible to eletlﬂg ones, there would be mno need for speclfylng
a tlmemllmlt. IT the average life of a ship was sbout 20 years,
why stipulate thaﬁ after that perlod 1% would need to be e
- measured?

Mr, PROSSER (U?) sald that hlS delegatlon attached
congiderable’ importanoe to the question of how ex1st1ng shlps
were to be treated in the Convention, and condidered that the
new requirements should not apply to them for a. com31derable
period. . S o .
The number of years to be inserted in paragraph (4) could
not yet be decided but some Tairly long péridd, pay 15. years,
bearing in mind the provisions concerning entry into,foroé
would make thHe Convention ea81er to enforce,

Mrs SUZUKI (Japan) and Mr. BORG (Sweden) agreed with the
Forweglan representative.
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Mr, GIUKHOV (USSR) said that the discussion was somewhat
academic in the absence of. the Technical Committee's Report.
Once that became available, the General Committes could return
to the question of a time-limit which night prove to be a
minor one, GClearly, the. Gener ral Gommitteé would have to review
some of its decisions as to apﬁllcatlon in the light of the
paramneters finally chosen, partﬂcularly i# they resulted 1n
tonnages close to those of emwstlng systema. ; '

I, MURPHY (USA) said that the final answer to the problem
of how existing ships should be treated depended Yo some extent
on ‘the decisiong to be téken‘by,the Technical OOmmittee. The
General Committee had just approved a;provisipn whereby an owner
could request that the Regulations contained in Anmex I be
applied to an existing ship. Port suthorities might suspect
2 lack of fair play if owners ovailed themselves of that prov1sion
in every case in whicl they.stood to benefit by doing 80, However,
ghould such SuSplClQn arise, they would feel leszs concern on the
p01nt if owners were only permitted to exercise the optlon for a
short pe riod. The Committee should therefore make the tran81tlona1
period ‘for existing ships as brief as possible. .

Mr, KASBEXAR (India) said that from the legal point of view,
no convention should be retroactive, The poeition of existing
ghips should ‘be protected and there should be no ?iult to the
period for which the optlon P OVlded by, the new subwparagraph (c)
was available, : :

The OHAInMAN, gpeaking as the representative of Belglum ‘maid
that 1£ existing. shlps were gllowed to retain their old tonnages
for a very long time, owners night be tempted_to‘keep them”in B
service longer than was desirgble for ships of. their agé. ;
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VMT;“GERDES (Netherlands) noted that support had been
expressed for the idea that there”shoﬁla be no limitation of +he
period for which eﬁisting ships could retain their old tonnages,
However, . the ﬁew measurement system elaboratmd by the Conference
night result. in tonnages which differed substantially from the
pfesent ones, in which case port_authorlt;es would be very
concerned sbout what treatment hadxbeenllai&:down for existing
ships. If on the other hand, the new ﬁYSfem gdve figures very
'close t0 the eY1bt1ng ones, they WOuld have less reason for
concern. ' ’ - _

M. WICHOLSON ‘(Aus-b:calia)_ ‘agreed that it would help port
authorities if.a 1limit was set on the trensitional period for
exis%ing ships, because even if the new tonnages were exactly
the same ag the old, port autnorltles would still prefer to work
on the basis of an 1nternatlonal tonnage certificate “atﬂer ‘than
. a national one. THe +ther efo“e suppozteq the prlnclple expressed

in paragraph (3)(b) of the French proposal

Mr, DARAM (France) said that $he TPremeh Mlnlstry of .
Economy and Finance was responsible for collecting poxrt &ues

.on behalf of French port authorities., The existence of separate

tonnage meaeuhement srstems for 0ld and . new.ships would oblige
the Ministry. 0 eSGabllSh two different rates of tax in order to
ensure that both 01d and new ships bore an eqﬁal‘burﬁeﬁ,f That

, .would con51ae£ably complicate its daily task, His delegation

' was therefore in favour of the shortest prsible peripd of
“'exempuion for exigting ships.

o The CHAIRHAN noted that there had been considerable support
for the idea that the Committee shomnld take a decision on the

T 1n01@1e of 1nclud1nv in the Convention a provisien stipulating
a period of time after which 1t would apply to existing ships.
He therefore invited the Oommiﬁtee ﬁo'vbfeﬁon thet principle.

The principle was approved by 24 votes to 4.
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' The CHATRMAN said that two courses were open to the Committee
. for'giﬁing effect to +the principle it had~just'eﬁ&orsed. One
waswfb‘appfove the preposal of the Federal“Republic of Germeny
(T1/CONF/6), in which case an amendment 10 paragraph (4) was
involved; +the other was to follow the French proposal (IM/CONF/6),
~ in which case paragraph (4) would be deleted and paragraph (3)

‘ WOuld bp amended to include the wording suggested in Subwparagraph
(b) of the French proposal, ‘

Mr. ﬂ*Ha (Peﬂeral Rep&bllc cf Germany), noting that there
. was no difference in substance between the two proposals, sald
_that his delegation was prepared %o Wltharaw its proposal 1n
favour of the French proposal.

The CHAIRMAN said that it was cleawly the general wigh
to defer a decision on the length of the exemption period for
ey1st1ng shlps. That be;hﬁ so} the Committee would probably
wish to con51der‘sub~paragranh (b) of the French provosal
assuming that the words "fifteen vears" were replaced by square
bracke%s. - | ‘

It was 8o 6901dec,_"

‘The CHAIRMAW invited the Ccmmittee to vote on the proposal
to-include in paragraph (3) the. words . “ewlatlng ships,
- 7 affer the date om waich the Oonventlon comes lﬂuO ‘Force',

Ihe nroposal was adopted by 28 votes to nOﬂe.-

Ve, ?ROS&ER (UL) sald that he wished to revert fo the quentlon
of exigting vessels chauging flag, Ie proposed bthatb Article 3(3),
or possibly 3(4), should include a provision to the effect thatb
ﬁhe_RegulationS contained in Annex I would apply %o exleting
vessels on transfer to the flag of a Contracting Government.
He was aware that such a provision might affect the secondhand
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SQip méﬁke%; Nevertheless, 1%t was 'a’ legal requl ement in the
'Uhifed Kingdom that any ship coming on to the British Reglster

. should he re-meagured, His Government would continue to )
re~measure such vessels whether or not the prospective Convention
included & provision along the lines he had suggested; but in
the';bsence of such a provision it might be difficult to decide
whether a vessel should be re-meagured under the new system

or the old, ' o

Vi, HING (Tederal Republlo of Germeny) said that he saw no
reason for 615u1ngulsh1ng between existing ships which remained
under the same flag and existing ships which changed flag.
Owners nmight suffexr commercially if an existing ship were re~
measured under tne new gystem,

; rm, Liu (Worway) agreed Wlth the repreﬂentatlve of the -
Fdderal Hepzbllﬂ of G@r many anﬁ saéd that he opposeﬁ the Un ﬁed
Alngdom proposal. o : _ o -

. Mr, BACHE (Denmark) dreéw thé-ﬁommiféeefs aﬁtention &0 the new
paragraph. (3) it had included.in Aftidlef9;f under that pavagraph,
 the International Tonnage Certificate (1969) could Tems ln in force
- for & perlo& not exceeding thzice montms.‘ The questlon whether
re—measurﬁmenﬁ was - necessary would then be a aomestlc matter ¢or
the Gontractlng Government concerned -

Mrn.GERDES (Wetherlands) sald that he 00 opposed the United
in@dom preposal, He thought the point was. covered by the
wordlmﬁ which the Committee had approved for Artlele 5(5)(&)

Mr, XASBEEAR (Iﬂ&la) agr@ed that no new prOVlslon was
necesgary, ' The suggested provision Would in any cage be
lncompatible with the establishment of a transitional period for
existing ships.
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» M, - MURPHY (USA) said that he had doubts about the inclusion .
of a prov1szon dealing with the. position of exzstlng ships which
changed flag. In any case, the questloﬁ was llnked with the
length of time for which existing ships Should be'alléWéﬁ”tof
retain their old tonnagea, a polut on Whlch the Gommlttee had
deferred a d@ClSlOﬁa

Mr, PROSSER (UX) ‘said thdt he did no% thlnk the p01nt could
be solved by reference to either Avticle 9(3) or Article 5(3)(a)s
He wished to'méke‘it clear that his proposal concexrned the
trangfer of an 631st1ng ship from any flag to the flag of a
Contracblng Government,

Mr, KENNEDY (Canada) $aid that under Artlcle 3(5)(3), as
approved by the Commlttee, the Regulations contained in Anmnex I
were to apply to Ynew shlps“, ineluding those which come under
the flag of a Contxautlng Government by change of nationality™.
He thoughtkthat the new measurement systen could equally well
e anplied to an existing ship. transferred from the flag of a.
,noanOﬂ%ractlng Government to tbat of a Contracting. Government.
He vas therefore inclined to support the Uhlted Llngdom proposgal.

Mr. HINZ (Fe&eral ‘Républic of: Germany) sald that ‘he - -did .not
think that eXlsﬁlnﬂ ships 8hould have .o be re—measured ~under the
_new system on change of flagy 1rrespect1ve o* whether they -
were transferred from the flag of a Contractlng Government or.
that of a nonHContractlmg Government. However, the problem could
not be settled: ‘until the length of the exemptlon perlod had. been
decided. , . oL

Mr"NICHOESON (Ausﬁxalia) agreed; ‘He said that the clause
proposed by the United Kingdom would be unnecessary. if a short
exemption period was decided on, qlthough the POSlthD would. be
different otherwise.
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» MURPHY (USA) supporteéd the Australian view,

My, PROSSER (UK) said +hat it wag unlikely that the
transitional period decided on by the Comm:twee would be
sufficiently short to dispose of the problem,

| It was decided-to defer discussion of the United Kingdonm
proposal,

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee'!s aitention to the proposal
by Norway to add a new paragraph (5) to Article 3 (TM/CONF/C.L/WP.8,
paragraph 2).

Mr. WIE (Norway) said that the aim of his delegation's
proposal was to prevent shipowners reverting to the old rules
to re-nmeasure existing ships which had already been measured by
the new rules., Although such a provision might seem unnecessary
he thought it wise to make the Comvention completely clear on
that point,. |

Mr., PROSSER (UK) supported the Norwegian proposal. He
suggested that in line 3 of paragraph 2 the words "shall not
subsequently® sghould be substltuted fov "may not at a laier
gtage®,

Mr, KASBEKAR (India) also supported the proposal.

Mr, DARAM (France) thovght that the additional ‘paragraph
was unnecessary since the point it made was aLready covered by
paragraph (3)(c) adopted earlier. | _

Me, HINZ (Federal Republic of Germany) shared thaﬁlvieW;

- There could be no retﬂrn to the old reﬂulations for an owner who
had opted to have an exlstlng sh:p neasured by the new.

Ve, QUARTEY (Ghana) also thovgnt the pvoposed paragraph
would be superflucus, particularly if it was decided 1o meke
the new Regulations applioable to existing ships after a relatively
short period of time, such as five years.
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Mr, KENNEDY (Canada) drew attention to the difficulty that
would arise if an existing ship that had already been measured
according To the new rules, at the owner's request, by the
authorities of & Oonﬁ:aoting;@overnment, was transferred ﬁo the
flag of a non-contracting Government end Te mémsuféﬁ'aééoréiﬁgfj
to the .old vQWeS, and flﬂally re—-transferred to the flag of
another Cont actlng Government. In his view such a ship would be
congidered ag an existing ship rather than as a new ship, and
the owmer would egain have & choice between the old and new
regulations. There was some merit in a proposal designed bo
prevent that possibility.

Mr.‘DARﬁM‘(Franoé)'disagreed: he thought such a ship
should be considéred as & new ship; as defined under Article 2,

. Mr, DUARTEY (Ghana) thought the fundamental question was
whzch of the owners was io be considered the new owner, and,
ag suoh, entitled o ask for re-measurement. o
Mr. NIQHOLSON {(Australia) supported the Norwegian
propogal. E P

The CHATRMAN lnv1ted the Commlutﬁe to’ vote on the
Norwpglan propesal.

The proposal was adopted by 16 votes to T

Article 17 - Coming imto Worue (contlnued)

" The GHATRMAN pointed out that there were two proposals
relating to Article 17 before the. CGMMltt@eg that of Ba81c
Proposal L (TH/CONF/4) and that of Basic Proposal C. (Tu/GOHF/G)
The main dlfference between the two was that the former prov1ded
for entry .into. force of the Comvcnt*on aftpr signature by a
certain number of Governmmnts of gtatus with a2t least one
mllllon tons of merehant shlpblng, and the latter for eﬁtry into
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force after signature by Governmenis to States whose combined
fleete constituted a certain percentage of the world's merchant

shipping.,

Mr, WIE (Norway) withdrew hisjdelegation's proposal in
favour of the originél draft ftext set out on pages 40-42 of
TM/CONE/6, After studying the problem his delegation had
decided that percentage of gross toumnage was the better parameter,

lir, EROSSER (UK) séid hig delegaticn had originally

suggested that entry inte force be contingent upon acceptance

by two thirds of the Governments concerned, including those with
two~thirds ¢f the tonnage of world shipping, but now felt that
that night cauge difficulties.r He favoured the French version
of paragraph (1) set out on pages 40 - 41 of TM/CONF/6, with the
following smendments: in line 2, "two years" to be substituted
for %six months"; in line 4, "twenty-five" to be substituted for
"fifteen; and in line 5 "fifteen'™ to be substituted for "ten”.

Mr, DARAM (France) said his delegation could agree to
modify the figures mentioned if,thaﬁfwere the wish of the
majority. - '

Mr, MURPHY (USA) made a plea for time to study the
implications of the United Kingdom suggestion, His delegation
was generally in favour of entry into force after acceptance by
a2 substantial number of States representing a substantial
percentage of the world's ﬁonnage; but any gpecific decision on
the guestion should be deferred until a later meeting,

Mr, GERDES (Netherlands) pointed out that his delegation's
proposed text (pages 4L - 42 of TM/CONF/6) had the advantage of
being in line with +that of the coffesponding provision in the
Safety and Load Line Gonventioﬁs. It also met the need to have
the largest possible percentage of the world's fleet covered by
the Convention, He could agree to two of the figures suggested
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in the French proposal, namely "... fifteen governments of
States including ten each with not less than ..." etc., but
wished the period for entry into force to remain as twelve months

after 81gﬁatureo

Mr, ITO (Japan) agreed that it was degivable for the
Convention to come Into foxce after as short a time as possi
FThough owners would nesed a certain period of adjusiment. He
felt strongly that the Convention should be acceptable to as
nany States a8 pogsible, indluding a high proportion of Sfates
witb‘large fléets. His delegation could Suﬁport the United
Kingﬂom proposgal in‘priﬁciplé, but shared the United States
view‘thaﬁ mdre time was needed_for study of itg implications.

ible, -

; Mr, DARAM (France) explained that the figure of fifteen
'%overnments {in line 4 of his delegation's propogal) was
intended to represent apvroximately half the average number of
those who, by voting in the plemnary, had indicated an aecfive -
interest in the subjects under discussion., Similarly, the
figure of ten (line 5 of his delegation's proposal) represented
approximately half the number of countries with a fleet of one

million grosq tons.

Mr. PROSSER - (UK) said. that his dclmgatlom had proposed a
period of two years for entry jinto force after signature becausge
it felt that a shorter period would cause administrative
difficuities. He entirely shared the Norwegian viéw that entry
into force should ve contingent on acceptance by two-thirds of
the governments Qqncerned those governments between them having
two~%hi:ds of_the world's tonnages the figures he had prépose&

correspbnded‘tq_that'prdporti@n.A

Mr. KASBEKAR (India) praferred the French proposal, because
1t provided for wider application of the Convention than the
proposal based on zcceptance by governments representing 80
per cent of the world's merchant fleet,
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Mr, GLUKHOV (USSR) pointed out that the present Convention
was substantially different from those_previously concluded under
IMCC's auspices because i1ts entry into force related to several
concepts: a time~limit, & certain number of States, and a
certain percentage of the word's flesets. 4 decision on the first
concept was entirely dependent on whether the Technical Commitiee
chose a system of measurement as close ag possible to.the existing
gysten or a new syshem. Lp for the other two concepts, his delegation
was convinced that the Convention should have the widesdb | o
possible application, and therefore favoured acceptance by
States with a two-thirds proportion of gross tommage of world
shipping 2s a bagic criterion,

Mr, HINZ (Pederal Republic of Germany) favoured a time limit
of three years, which would give Administrations more time to
get accugtomed to applying the new system. He thought the
United Kingdom figure of fifteen States with not less than one
million gross tons of shipping represented far toc small a
proportion of the world's fleet, and preferred twenty-five,

He supported the Soviet view that the basic criterion should
be acceptance by countries with a 60-80 per cent share in the
world's merchant fleet..

Vr. MUHRIM (Switzerland) supported the Netherlands
proposal on pages 41-42 of ™M/COWF/6, which had the advantages
of following the solution adopted in other Conventions of which
IMCO was depositary, and of avoiding too long a walting period
vefore entry into force.

Baron de GERLACHE de GOMERY (Belgium) favoured a time-
limit of one year or even twe vearg, and a figure of fifteen _
governments 28 in the original French proposzl, though he could
accept the United Kingdom suggestion to raise that figure to

twenty~five, | -
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. Mr, WIE (Norway) shared the views expressed by the
representatives of the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic
of Germany. It was vital that the Convention should be
accepted by a large majority of States with substantial
merchant fleets if it were not to share the fate of the Oslo

Convention.

Mr, BORG (Sweden) also endorsed those views but meintained
his preference for a two-year time~Iimit,

Mr, PROSSER (UK) said he was willing for the figures in
his precposal to be expregsed in terms of percentage if that
were the wish of the Committee; .he did not agree, however,
that 15 govermments, each with not less than one million gross
tons of shipping, represented too small & proportion of the
world's fleets, He asked if the Secretariat could give guidance
as to its past experience in the matter, ‘

Mr, WADEINSKI (Executive Secretary) warned that the
Committee was already behind in its wofk; it should Ffinalize
consideration of the Articles that day if the Drafting
Committee were to be able to start;wofk on them the foiiowing
day with a view to preparing the Convention for acceptance by
20 June. The Committee needed only to agree in principle, and
not in detail on the actual figures involved.

As far s the Secretariat wag concerned; there would be no
difficulty if the Convention referred either to a number of
States or to a percentage of world gross,tonnagé, but to refer
to a percentage of States might cauge problems. The Regulations
for Preventing Collisions at Sea had used a vgubstansial
majority' of States as a criterion; the Maritime Safety Committee
had interpreted that as implying 60-70 per cent of world Zrosg
ftornnage. |

The meeting rose at 12,40 p.m,




