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QCiMF SUBMISSION ON ARTICLE 2 (5)
and BEGUIATION 26 of ANNEX I
GIVING FURTHER JUSTIFICATION FOR
EXC{UDING FIXED AND FLOATING
PLATLORMS FROM THE INTERWATIONAL
CONVENTION FOR THE PREVENTION OF
P0),LUTION FROM SHIPS - 1073.

Article 2, Section (5) of the draft text of the International Convention
for the Prevention of Pollutien from Ships, 1973 defines "ship" as " a
vessel of any typc whatsoever and includes hydrofoil boats, air-cushion
vehicles, submersibles, floating craft and fixed or floating platforms
operating in the marine cenvironment”,  OCIHF yrecommends that this defini-
tion be - delctied and that the definition contained in the 1954 Convention
be substituted, viz: "Ship'means any seagoing vessel of auy type whatsocever
including floating craft, whether self-propelled or towed by another vessel,

making a seca voyage,"

We belicve that in the preparatory work for this Confercnce time has
not permitted sufficient attention to be given to the problems which would
arisc from the inclusion of fixed and fleoatling plaiforms in the definition
of "ship". It is for this reason that we sirongly recommend thal the 1054
Convention definition be retained, This will permit further consideration
a8 to how this subject can be most appropriately handled, I+ is possible
that the regulation of fixed and floating platforns and similar facilities
could be handled as an Amendment to Anuex I or perhaps as a new Annex to
the 1973 Convention. This may be an appropriate subject for consideration
by ihe new Marine Environment Protection Committee, Alternatively, the
Law of the Seca Conference may develop proposals rcgarding the regulation
of such equipment,

It pmust be appreciated that when a movable platform is underway w

cither in tow or as a self=propelled vessel «= it will meet the 1954
Convention definition of "ship" and thus be within the jurisdiction of the

IMCO Convention.
There are a number of rcasons why fixed and floating plaiforms
specifically should, at least for the present, be excluded from the 1973

Convention:
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1. The lack of similarity between seabed development facilities
and {raditional maritime vessels wakes it inappropriate to
incorporate such facilities in the dcfipition of "ship" in
the draft Convention, As proposed, the definition is
capable of heing interpreted to include offshore vessel
terminalling facilities for deep draft vesscls, offshore
0il and gas processing facilities, offshore tanks and
production storage facilities as well as major regiomal
pover generating facilities which, in the future,may be
constructed offshore.  These facilities will frequently
be permanent installations firmly anchored and integrally
attached to the seabed by pilings, subsurface production
casing and pipelines. Thus the equipment is cimilar to
any onshore facility in that the State within whose
Jurisdiction it is located will directly control its

installation and operation.

2, Not only is the equipment dissimilar but the operating
problems euncountered in the developwent of scabed resources
arc quite different from those encountered by scagoing vessels,
The occurrence of hydrocarbon production will govern the
location of such equipment. Not only must the operator of
offshore drilling and prodvetion equipment cope with the
sometimes very hostile sea but wmust also keep the subterrancan
pressures which may be encountered under full contrel., Only
experienced drilling and production personnel can judge
adcquately the emergency measures which may be required under
any given circumstance. Therefore, regulations drafted by
such personnel in consultation with marine experts could form

the basis for operating such equipment.

3« Regulation 26, Annex I provides that "Every stationary ship shall
keep a record of all operations involving oil or oily mixtures
discharges", Even though oil discharges may not ﬁe anticipated,
such a requirement cannot be reasonably applied im the common
case of unmanned offshore facilities,
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It is also noted in Regulation 26, Footnote 53, that
Hegulalion 12 igvolving Specisl Areas may have to be
extended to cover fixed platforms. This could prove to
be a difficult matter upsun which te ohtain agreement in

view of the numerous naticual jurisdictious involved.

The nced for unifurm worldwide regulation of seagoing

vessels involved in international trades derives from the
inherent mobility of snch vessels.  International regulation
of worldwide shipping is hoth necessary and appropriate,

The situation involving offshuie platforms is entircly
different. The natioual administration or uthority
conferring the right to install and operate such facilities
is in the best position to estublish regulations governing
equipment specification operating procedures and effluent,
standards which are suitable to the locality. Such effluent
standards can thus be established and integrated into an
overall domestic envirenmental protection programme under

the national administration involved instead of being
fragments drawn partly from national and partly from ine-
ternational rggulations. In sowe regions, such as in the
North Sea, various governments are cooperating in developing
uniform evironmental protection stardards governing offshore
drilling and production equipment. Recognising the diversity
and wide geographicel extent of the activities which may be
involved, regulation of pollution from stationary offshore
equipment under standards specifically roverning those activities
and suited to the region is preferable to the imposition of
standards which have been established primarily for maritime
vesscls.  Moreover, the regulations of fixed platforms or
floating platforms when fixed, in this Convention could very
possibly lead to confusion and conflict with national

Jurisdictions,

Some of the complications of attumpting to regulate fixed
and floating platforms under this Convention are illustrated
under Article 2, Section (2), Pootnote & which relaics to the
"Administration" of such equipwent.



5.

6.

7

-5 MP/CCNF/8/2/Add. 1

Seabed resource development activity is predominantly the
concern of the adjacent coastal State and will be found in
three scparate legal regimes:

(1) the territorial sea, (2) the Continental shelf and slope,
and (3) the deep sca.

The UN Seabeds Committee is now considering proposals with
respect to (i) the extent of these areas, (ii) various regulations
including pollution regulations for the three areas, and (iii)
the coastal State's jurisdiction with respect to enforcing such
regulatious in each of the areas, The results of the Scabeds
Committee's activities will be presented to the 197k Law of the
Sea Conference for incorporation in a Law of the Sea Treaty.

It may be appropriate fur that Conference to consider the
establishment of a suitable international body to assist in
regulating pollution which might result from the development of

seabed resources,

Article 2, Paragraph (4) (b) (ii) of the draft Convention would
exempt pollution "direeccly ariging from the exploration, exploitation
and associated seabed processing of sea=bed mineral resources."

It has been noted that seabed mineral development does not contribute
substantially to marine pollution, particularly when compared to
pollution from land-based sources and from vessels,

Moreover, the amount of potential pollution which the Convention
proposes to rcgulate is so small that it would not be unreasonable
for IMCO to defer consideration of the overall problem at this tiwme.
The time which would have to be devoted to discussing the specinlised
problems involving fixed and floating platforms in finalising this
Convention would divert attention from and reduce the time available
for consideration of maritime vessel matters which sh¢1ld be of

paramount concern.

It might even be a matter for debate as to whether repgulation of
facilities and equipment which do not involve marine transportation
is within the jurisdiction of IMCO., In this regard the 1948
Convention establishing IMCO states that one of the purposes of
the organiszation is to
"provide machinery for cooperation among Governments
in the field of regulation and practicees relating

to technical matters of all kinds affecting shipping
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engaged in international frade, and to encourage
the general adoption of the higheat practicable
" standarde in matters concerning maritime safety

and efficiency of navigation"

This particular reference to "shipping engaged in international
trade" along with other references in the text of that Convention
to "international shipping","international shipping services"

and "international seaborne trade" suggest that IMCO was conceived
with the view it would deal solely with matters invelving
international merchant shipping. Conéequently mewber nations

may wish to weigh the appropriateness of extending this mandate

to inclvde fixed and floating platforms and other non~shipping
facilities before devoting time to drafting applicable regulations,

For the foregoing reasons OCIMF believes that fixed and floating
platforms while not under way should be excluded from the IMCO

Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships which is now

undcxr consideration,

If this proposal is accepted this would obviate the need for
Regulation 26 as now drafted. However, Paragraph 1 of the present
Regulation 206 would be appropriate for inclusion in Regulation 9
insofar as it applies to conventional ships when stationary.
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OCTIME SUBMISSION ON SRGREGATED BALLAST LEVEL, REGULATION 13 (3) OI' ANNER I

1. The preparatory meeting for the International Conference on Marine
Iollution 1973 (PCMP) of February 1973 did nol agree on & proposal for
the formula to specifly the amount of segregated ballast capabiliily in tankers,
This matier is the subject of Regulation 13 (3) of the final draft. The
problems encountered at PCMP are clearly described in fooinote 35. Among
other things it was agreed that minimum ballast levels as a function of '
displacement or deadweight had pitfalls, and 1hat ballast levels specified
in terms of drafl only would probably be optimum if this could be
accomplished in tcrms of unambiguous parameters which would noi c¢ncourage
"parapraph ships", or produce undue incentive for unacceplably low'hallast
levels, Aunother type of proposal frequently offercd for consideration is
a definition of minimum ballast level as a function of depth. This proposal
also has shortcomings and therefore is not believed acceplable for reasons
which are more fully explained later. Accordingly PCMP agreed that furtiher

development was needed to produce an acceptable form for Regulation 13 (3).

2, OCIMF has studied this matter and developed a proposal for Regulation 13 (3)
which is helieved consistenl with the desires of delegates to PCMP, The
OCIMF proposal for Regulatlion 13 was submitted to IMCO in laie June 1973
and appears in document MP/CONF/8/2. V¥hile the Forum study dcalt
specifically with Regulation 13 (3), certain changes for consisteney were
recommended as well to paragraphs (1) and (4) of Regulation 13 and a new
paragraph (6) has been proposed as well, The reasons for these proposcd

changes are given in the Footnotes.

3. The OCIMP proposal gives a minimum ballasl condition which is designed to
produce coverage of the propeller and proper irim in ballast. The proposed
propcller coverage and trim formulation is similar 1o a Japanese propusal
to PCMP, but taken alone it could conceivably provide inadequaie ballast
capacity for vessels with either abnormally small propellers or abnormally
great length, Accordingly, our proposal includes a limitation on the mean
ballast draft to prevent this type cof distortion. After careful review of
a wide range of exisling and proposed new tanker designs OCIMF is convinced
that the combination of abnormally small propeller diameter and unusual

ship length is the only distortion against which the rule need specifically

guard,
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4. Formulas defining minimum ballast draft as a function of displacement,
deadweightl, or depth, either singly or in combination, have serious short-
comings. The problems with deadweight and displacement formulas have been
adequately reviewed at PCMP, The problems associated with proposals
which use ship's depth as the basic parameter to define minimum ballast
level are discussed herein by considering the case of two ships of
identical proportions and design, except depth, Lengtih, breadth, form,
and propeller diameter are the same for both ships, although the dceper
ship has greater loaded draft and deadweight, Any formula defining
minimum ballast draft as a function of depth for these two designs would
automatically require a greater ballast draft for the deeper design. 1In
order to achieve this deeper draft with segregated ballast, a greater
additional increase in depth would be needed for the already decper ship
{0 provide space for this additional ballast, The result is that 1wo
ships with identical underwaier body shape and dimensions would require

significantly different ballast drafts.

Expericnce indicates that minimum ballast requirements are dictlated
principally by seaworthiness considerations and coursekecping ability of
the ship in a seaway. Faclors affecting these qualities are propelicr
emersion, bow emersion, springing, vibrations, and strength., It is
recognized that freeboard and increasiug sail area are factors in a ship's
manoeuvring capability in port approaches generally indicating more draft
for deeper ships .. these areas. It is conceded that windage could be a
problem for vessels with a large amount of superstructure, but tanker
supersiructures are generally very small, The ballast draft requirements
in port areas should generclly be less than the minimum requirement in
average rough weather at s.:.. For this reason we believe that tankers of
different depth but otherwise of identical design, and deadweighti, should

have the same ballast draft requirement.

5. The ballast draft capability which the OCIMF proposal would produce is
considered realistic and consistent with the general philosophy of
paragraphs (2) and (5) of Regulation 13 which describe the esscntial bases
for the Regulation, The ballast drafts produced by the proposal will

generally be found to be lower than those associated with past practice in
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the ocean going ballasling of tankers, In this regard, however, dclegates
to PCHMP clearly recognized that sincé past tanker operations incurred no
premium for additional ballest, historical data would undoubtedly show
rather heavy ballast levels. The OCIMF proposal was developed recognizing
the limited value of this historical data and in a way so as to encourage
logical design development of the most appr wriate segregated ballast
tanker designs in the future, With these principles in mind the OCIMF
nvoposal prevides a simple and clear basis to accomplish this dual

objective.

6. The above paragraphs cover the general principles behind the OCIMF proposal.
It is also useful to test this formula against current tanker design practice,
and to compare the results to histor cal 1irends in the ballasting of
tankers. Table I gives pertinent characterislics for a wide range of
current existing and ordered tankers having a range of deadweighti from
19,000 to 540,000 tons, For each of these designs the mean ballast draft
by the proposal and the ballast displacement as a percentage of load
displacement are given. Since the proposed ballast draft formula consists
of two parts, the heavier of which would control, the table indicates for
cach design that part of the formula which weuld conilrol - that it is the
mean draft formula (™acan draft") or the propeller diamcter plus trim
provision ("irim"). It will be seen from Table I 1hat for tankers of all

sizes each of the two parts of the formula controls a substantial number

of designs.,

Y. TFigure 1 is a plot of mean dratti as a function of ship length, based on
the OCIMF proposal. The lower curve, labclled A, is mean draft by the
formula dm = 1,8 + 0.018L giving the absolute minimum which would be
permitted. The points falling above curve A indicate the mean draft which
would be required for those tanker designs from Table I in which a decper
mean draft is produced by the propeller emersion plus trim formulation.
The points falling benecath curve A show possible mean drafis for some shipz
which would be permitted were it not for the mean draft formula. These
points represent designs with a relatively small single propeller, or with
tvin screws as shown by two points, Additional points for a range of
combination carrier designs appecar as well, Collectively the points falling
beneath curve A demonstrate the need for an absolute minimum meen draft

: formula. Curve B represents an approximate upper bound on mcan drafi in
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ballast for ships having relatively large propellers., Accordingly the
shaded zone between curves A and B represents the expeciecd range of
required segregated ballast drafts which the OCIMF formula would produce,
It is important to recogrize that with the wddition of CCIMF's proposed
paragraph (6) to Regulation 13, all points just discussed wepresents
drafts for tankers with no fuel aboard, Accordingly slighily dceeper

drafts and trim by the stern would generally be realized at sca.

Figure 2 is the same plot of mean draft as a funelion of tanker lengih

¢s given in Fig. 1 including the shaded zone defined by curves A and B,
Fire 2 also shows several points representing actual mean draft practice
taken from historical tanker voyage records, In Figure 2, points C and D
show for ships of 22,000 DWT and 212-250,000 DWT respectively the heaviegt
ballast drafts recorded during 90% of some 320 voyages for which data were
recorded, These data come from occan going ballast voyzges, with ihe
predominunce of data for the large lenkers being ballust voyages Trom
Nortih Europe to {he Persian Gulf via the Cape of Good Hope. Had values
for 1007 of the sampled voyages been plotted, they would have shown
substantlially greater drafts reflecting the usual practice of gship Masilers
10 ballasl very deeply in ihe most severc weather, Conmparison of points

¢ and D with the proposcd mean draft requirement show 1wo imporiant trends:

1. VWith no ballasting controls exercised, the mean dvafl as a
proportion of ships' length decreascs with increasing ship
size. The validity of this {trend has been substantiatcd
by theorctical studies, and is believed to be correclly

reflected in our proposal,

2. The "no control" past practice points C and D show substlautially
deeper ballast drafis than the proposal, as vould Le cxpectled,

and as discussed at PCMP,

In order to help determine an acceptable lower bound for minimum bullast
draft conforming to the general principles given in Regulation 13 (2),
several tankers of 250,000 DWT have been operated under controlled ballast
conditions for over iwo years in all weather conditions., The results of

this experience are shown in point E 12presenting 100% of 11 test voyages
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on ballasted routes to the Middle Easti from both Europe and Japan. The
experience from the tests represented by point E has been satisfaclory

in regard to all important parameters including ship motions, vibration,
lack of structural damage, manceuvrability and general crew comfort. It
is apparent that the experience represented by point E indicates a
substantial departure from past practice in the direction of the proposed
draft requirement for new segregated ballast tankers. Accordingly OCIMF

recommends the adoption of its proposal for Regulation 13 (3).

20.9.107%
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TABLE I
BALLAST DRATT LIMITATION
RULE COMPARISON
Trim Limitation Mean Draft )
For da to Prop. Limitation Controlling
Tips & Trim 1.5% L | When dm=0,018 Rule
(L+100)
da to Mean
MDWT LBP | Prop. Tips dm  IAB/AL dn NAY AL Trin| prase
L,T. m m m YA m %
540 40,.0 11.32 8.32 27.7 9.0 29,9 X
400 349,9 11,20 8.58 35.8 8.10 | 33.7 X
332 330.0 8.33 5.86 21.6 7.75 1 29,0 X
313 336.0 11.16 8.64 36.6 7.85 | 33.0 X
280 324.9 11.30 8,86 37.6 7.65 1 31.8 X
267 318.0 10,65 8.27 37.2 7.52 | 33,6 X
264 320.0 10,50 8.10 37.5 7.56 | 34.9 X
262 320.0 10,50 8,10 37.2 7.56 | 34,6 X
260 325.3 10.05 7.61 35,2 7.65 | 35.4 X
255 329.,2 10.00 7.53 35.4 7.72 | 36.3 X
253 330.7 9.45 6.97 32.3 7.75 | 30.1 X
252 330,7 9,82 7.34 35.6 7.75 | 37.8 X
250 329,2 10,20 7.73 36.3 7.72 § 36.3 X
250 330,7 9.95 7.47 35.1 7.75 | 36.5 X
226 314.1 9.89 7.54 36.0 7.45 ] 35.8 X
217 313.1 10,40 8.05 40.5 7.43 | 37.2 X
212 304.8 9.70 7.41 37.0 7.28 | 36,1 X
209 310.0 10,69 8.36 42,0 7.37 | 36.9 X
206 310.5 10.60 8.27 41.3 7.39 | 36.7 X
191 304.8 9,35 7.06 36,1 7.28 | 37.3 X
115 253.0 7.75 5.85 37.5 6.35 | 40.8 X
95 248.4 8.27 6.41 39.6 6.27 | 38.7 X
16 232.6 8.61 6.87 51.7 5.99 | 44.8 X
70 232,6 7.55 5.81 43,1 5.99 | 44.9 , X
79 231.6 7.83 6.09 43,6 5.96 | 42,5 X
72 239,6 7.01 5.21 36,7 6.11 | 43,2 X
65 227,2 8.07 6.37 44,8 5.88 | 40,8 X
58 220.,0 7.70 6,05 47.2 5.76 | 45.2 X
49 214.9 7.32 5.1 44,5 5.67 | 44.3 X
21 160.9 5.72 4,51 45,8 4.70 | 47,2 X
20 152.1 6.60 5.46 51.1 4,54 | 41,2 X
19 164,6 6.28 5.08 49.5 4,76 | 46,1 X
62,5% |37.5%
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