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[GENDL ITEM 7 = CONSIDERATT”. OF A DRAFT INTERNATION.L CONVENTION FOR TLE
PREVEN™™ 4 OF DPOLLUTION FRCHM SHIIPS, 1973 (M/CONFAM. 5,
Me/r ud AR, 5/L3d. 1, MP/CONFAVP, 5/Core.1, MP/CONF/VP,6,
i /CONFAP. 7, MP/CONF/P.9 = W2,13) (oontinued)

Mnox I to the Convention (concluded)

Mr. STEEN (Swoden) prosentoed the proposal for Regulation 16 bis (M2/CONFAP.9)
on bohalf of the delegetions of Denmark, Finland, Norwoy and Swedon. Ite purpose
wae to covor points which, in tho opinion of tho four dolcgations conecornod. wero

not covorod in fnnex I.

Longthy discusgions on monitoring systoms both for hoavy and light oils
hod taken place in Committee and tho necd for then was univorsally accoptod.
lowovor, menitors wore not yot available for cll phips and particulorly not
for ¢ll kinds of oil, and it was doubtful when thoy” would bo. The four deologations
concornod cuggested that, to neet the possible arpunents againet early ratification
and implenentation of the Convention on the grounds that the roquisite ponitoring
dovicos wore not available, sonc form of waiver should bo introduced. Thoy hoped
thot resoarch to deﬁelop suitablo oquipnent would be encouraged; but at loast in
the inteorin, non-availability should not provide prounds for failuro to ratify

tho convention.

Mr. STELTER (Fodorsl Ropublic of Gormanmy), who was supportod by
Mr, KALYVAS (Groece), said thot his delogation had alrcady exoressed doubts in
Committos as to the availability of the monitoring dovices nooded to inplonent
Regulation 16 especially in recepoct of lisht oilsm, and it accordingly wholo=-
heartedly oupported the proposal contained in Mo/CONFAR.9.

Admiral GRAILM (ICS), opealing at the Irosident's invitation, strongly
supported the proposal, which he rogarded as o vory practical axrancenent if the
Convention was to eomg into force in a reagonable tine,

e, POLLOCK (Liberin) oloo supported the proposal as o realietic attenmpt
to bring tie Convontion into force nore xopidly than would othexwino bo pooei’ le,

Mr, W.LLACE (USL), however, opposed the proposal. lLie said that his delegation
supported the roquirenent for o nonitoring syston and recornized that tho develop=-
nent of suitoble devices should be encouraged in overy way. lowever, it took o
éifferont view of the technological feasibility of developing such devices in a
reasonoble time, believing the prognosis to be better than the proposers of
Reculation 16 bis oppeared to think,
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Ilis delegation believed, on tho contraxry, that suiltable nonitors would besons
aveilable in good tine. The ooncept of effluent nonitors and intorface detectors
wos an easentlal poart of "improved" retention on board practices. Secondly,
his delegation, while not doubting the plenary Conferencets authority to decide
the matter, questioned the wisdom of its reversing the technival decision of
Comnittee II.

o pointed out the dangexrs of dirinishing inecontives by pernitting o waiver,
as in Regulation 6 bis. Delay in the developnent of oily-water separators
he pubnitited, had been the result of incorporating a waiver in Chapter I1I,
Regulation 8, Part A of the 1960 Safety of Life at Sea Convenilon. Ie foresaw
difficultics in oxriving at an aveeoptable designation of "whito oils"., Lastly,
acoeptance of the propooal would delogate to IMCO vital decision-naking which

properly restod with the Conference. o : .

Mr, CALTNDA (Italy), supporting the representative of the United States,
urged participants to ask thenselves whother by "pollution" they neant visible
or hidden pollution, In hig delegation's view, unseen pollution was just as
inportant and gometines nore dangerous than that which was eleorly vieible.

e apreed with +the Unitod Statest' viow that if every effort were made to devolop

appropriste devices, tho took wog not ce difficult os night appecx.

Mr, STEEN (Sweden), roplying to the reprecentatives of the United States
and Italy, soid that the intoantion of the four cdelegations eponsoring the
propooal in M/CCNFAR.9 was to enoure that if the instrunents wexe not available,
tho new Convention should not require the installation of o non-existent gyston
in ships and nake failuro to install it liadle Yo proscoution.

The TIESIDENT called firot for a voto on the deletion of the sguare brackets
in lines 2, 6 ond 9 of propoved iegulation 16 bia.

Tho_deletion was approved by 17 votes to none with 33 abptentionc.

The IIESIDENT next called for a vote on the inpertion of a
Regulation 16 bis,

The pronogal (MP/CONFAL,9) was odopted by 25 votes to 9 with 17 abstenticng.

Mr. SASAMURA (IMNO Secrotariat) ewgrouted thot the worde in equare braockets
in line 2 be anended to read: "and specified in sub~parngraph 3(a) of this
llegrulation". Secondly, that the wecrd "approved" in line 6 be amended to
tentablished". Thirdly, thot the words “the matter" in the lost line be nore

closely defined.
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M, STEEN (Sweden) agreed to the first two suggestions. The words "the
matter" in the lost line, he explained as meaning “the waiving of this provision"

or simply "the waiverx",
Mr. SPINELLI (Italy) suggeéted that the lest line should read: "ghall

review the availability of equipment'.

It woes oo decided.

Regulation 14
Me. RAMADAN (Egypt) asked for o ruling on the upe of the expressions
"water ballast” and "ballast water", which his delegation thought should dbe

brought into line.
Me. SPTWELLI (Italy) suggested the usc of the words "ballast watex"
throughout,

It was go decided.

Reqalotion 24

Mr. SUGIILLRL (Japan), introducing his delegntion's proposal (MP/CONFAWR.S),
appealad to participomnto to consider the confusion which would be caused by the
oxistence of two sets of dates « namely, 1 January and 30 June 1972 in the
1971 anmendnento to the 1954 Convontion and 1 January 1974 and 30 June 1974 in the

new Convention.

Mr., [RCHER (UX) said his delegation fully supported the Japanese proposal.
lle informed the Conforence that the pdresont session of the United Hingdon
Parlianont would be considering a Bill to bring the 1971 anendments into force.

Lo the Japaneoe representative had said, confusion would arise from the
co~existonce of two sets of dateoe; but a further risk was that the design of
shipa being built nicht be chanced to give bigrer tanlters, which would bo
deplorabla.

e, WALLACE (USL) also supported the Japaneoe proposal, lie pointed out that
when the dates 1 Januaxy and 30 June 1974 had been oureed in Committee II, the
rardficationos of the change hod not been fully considered, Moreover they had only
beon carried by 11 voies to 10, and he therefore felt that they fully uenited

reconsidoration,
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It was to be feared that tanker dosismers would regard the change in date
o8 o ropudiation of the objeotivoa of the 1971 anondnents and that the chances
of those ancndnents coning into force would be Jeopardized.

Mr, WISWALL (Liberia) ontirely oagroed, Ilis Governnent had alroody zatified
the 1971 anondrents and considered that to introduce the new dates would be a
breach of fdith with countries such as his which had relied on the earlier date
beilng naintoined,

Mr, DUCLiUX (France), colled the attention of the Conforence to him
dolegationts corments on the Japanese propoodl (MR/CONmyﬂﬁP.7). In anplification
of that paper, he said that his deloegation consicdered the fears of the previous
gpeakers to be groundless since the French contacts with shipowners and shipyards
showed that the 1971 amendoents woxo, in fact, being inplemented.

lle further said that if o large ship, suoch zo a tanlker, were comnicsioned
in 1972 and 1973 and was not in confornity with the 1971 anendments, it would
gubsequently be withdrown fron scrvice for o congiderable period of tine for the
nodifications necessary to bring it into confornity. Iis delegation considered

thot a risk which shipowners would not lightly talze.

Furthermore his delegation had in nind those countries which wore in a
pajority and were still obsorving the 19%4 Convention, and in whose intorost
it would be to have ap up~to-~date: and complete o convontion as possible.

The FRESIDENT called for a vote on the Jopanese proposal contoined in
MP/CONFAIR, 6, '

Ihe provonal wop radceted Dy A4 votes in favour 19 oioingt, with
17 abstentions.

Jnendnents 1o ‘grulation 21

Mr. VICTORY (UX), explaining the reanons wnderlying his delogation's
proposal (M/CONF/AP.12), scid that Regulation 10, parograph (3)(a) permitted
discharge of offluent fron ships of less than 400 tons grose tonnage in special
oreas, provided that the oil contont of such offluent did not oxceed 15 poarte per
nillions Discharge of an unlinited quantity of olean ballast was also pernitted
from tanlters and othev ships in gpocial arcas. Since the avount of effluent fron
drilling rigs and other piatforus was snall, his delegation considered that the
ollowanoce node in that respect for ships of loss than 400 tons gross tonnoge
should be nade applicable to then.
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Mr, VACIIISVAR (Indin) supported the United Xingdon proposal,
The United Kinmdom proposal (ME/CONFAZR,12) was adopted by 23 votes to_4,

with 22 abstentions.

Repulation 10
Mr. SLSAMURA (IMCO Socretariat) said that the intention of the corrigenda

(Mp/cONPA2, 5/Corr.1) was to bring the wording of Regulation 10, concerning
nethods of preventing pollution fron ships operating in special arecs, into line
with the wording of the corresponding Regulation of /mmex II approved by the
Ylonary the previous day.

Mr, DUCLLUX (France) thought it would be premature to take a decision
on tho text of /[mmoex I until the Drofting Cormittee hod completed ite work,
and until tho Plenary had adopted the Lrtioles as a whole.

The corrcated text (U R/ Coxr.l) woa approved.

recd by the Drafting Comnitte

Toxt of Lppendix IIT of fnnex I
(MP/CONF/WP, 5/1cd, 1)

Mr, DUCLLUX (Franco) drow attention to a nunbor of minor drafting cnendrments
that chould be nade to the French toxt of the paper.

Mr. BELL (US.L) pointed out sonmo sinilar editorial changes that should be
nade to the English text,

IVIZ’ACONF&‘IP, 5484, 1, os anended, was approved.

Mo, ILREIDE (Norway) pointed out that on page 45 of MP/CONFAD.5, under tho
heading "Part 4", the second sentonce should read "For ships of 400 tone grose
tonnage and above". The corres;.nding sentence further down the paragraph
ohould read "For ships of 10,000 tons groes tonnoge and above'.

sonex I ag o whole (MP/CONFAP,5), as onended, wos unoninously adopted.

Lnnox V to the Convention (IM2/CONF/AP.10)

Mr. SPIINELLI (Italy) ouooeated that the text should be anended to bring
it into line with decisions tckon that morning, In Regulation 1, paragraph (2),
the words "internotionnl law" should be oubstituted for "the Geneva Convontion
on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, 1958", and in paracraph (3)
the wordas "the particular character of its" should be substituted for "ite
poculiar transportation", Under Regulation 5, paragraph (1) the words "Gulfs
area" should be substituted for "Gulf area", In paragraph (1)(o) the square
brackots onclosing "41°N" should be deletod,
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Mr. STEEN (Sweden) sugpested that the text already odopted forr lnnex II,
Regulation 5, paragroph 13(a), (M0/CONFAR,3) should be substituted for the text
of Tegulation 5, parograph 4(b) of immex V in the papor under discwseion, beoause
the situation envisaged in both paragraphs wes sinilar. The neaning of the
phrage "upon receipt of sufficient notification" was not clear to his delegation;
did it inply that, upon receiving o notification fron only one Contxacting
Party to the Convention thot it had established adequate reception facilities
under parograoph 4(a), INCO could set a date fron which the requirenenta of the
Requlation wowld toke effoct?

Mr, BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) supported the Swedish proposal,

The Organization would be in a difficult position if it had to decidle at what
point the requirenents of poragraph 4(a) wore sufficiontly supportec, That
decision should be taken by the Contracting Govexrmnents of the specinl arcas
concerned,

Mr. SPITILI (Italy) pointed out that the text of /nnex V had already been
broucht into line with that of /[mnex I; the change proposed by the Swodish
ropreoentative to bring it irto line with lmnex II wos a nojoxr one, The question

had already been discussed at length in Committee II,

Mr. STEEN (Sweden) said the text under discussion was only partly in line
vith lnmnex I, since provicions for tho Baltie, the Mediterronesn ond the Black
Soa wore cquite differont; the text only cpplied to the Red Sea and the Persion

Gulf.

The_Sweddph proposal wag rejected by 11 voteg in favour, 7 araingt, with

29_aobstentionao,

Lpnex V_(/CONFAD, 10), oo ancnded, wag uncninously adopted,

Lonex IV to the Convention (MC/CONFAM,11, 10°/CONFAR,13)

Mr, SPINELLI (Italy) pointed out that paragroph (5) of Liegulation 2 should
be brought into line with the comparable paracraph in fmnex I (Regulation 1,
paragraph 9) and stort with tho wordo: "'earest lond!s The term 'fxon the
noareot land! nemons". Likewise, the phrase "Geneva Convontion ... 1958" should

be reploced by "intornotional law",
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Mr, DANIELSON (Sweden) said that it had been a guiding princinle in tho
other fxmexes to specify diacharpe criterin so thot delegotiona would lmow
precisely what thoy were accepting, ILmnex IV, howover, ond porticulorly
Roqulation 8, was an exception. Yet the woter ncarcet to the coast was, from
the point of view of the inhabitants of a country, the nost inmportant part of the
narine environnment to be protected from sewape pollution, It was thorefore
wnfortunate that no defined specifications or critoria for the operation of tho
pevage treatnent plant reforred to in sub-poragroph (b) were given in the
Regulation, althoush they had beon digecusped in the Cormittee. It would be
difficult to judge the implications of /mnex IV wntil the worlk of the Organization
in developuent standarde end test nothods referred to in Regulation 3(1)(a)(i),
had beon completed. Consequently, his delegation wished to stross the importance
and urpcency of the draft leaolution on the Provipsisn of Standards end Test lMethods
Concerning Digchorge of Sewage (MV/CONF/DL/3, p.4). It also hoped thot in
developing such stundards and test nethods, consideration would bLe given to the
environnental charaoteristics of water areos.

Ir. URROZ (Moxico) maid that he supported the proposed anendnent to
Regulations 3 and 8 (M¢/CONFAD.13), Ile felt that the addition of the requirenent
to diginfoct the sewape would strengthen Regulation 8, If the addition was
adopted, he proposed, for the wmalio of completoness, adding to the Certificate
in the Appendix to /mmex IV, sub-poragreph (1)(b), the requirenont "Standard

of sowage after disinfection',

lp. [INDRUSIATIS (USSR) said that the delepations which had subnitted
M>/CONFAP,13 were vory ruch concerned by tho oxisting situation. The provigions
coencorning sowage were too woak both from the hygienie and nicrobiological points

of viow.

Sniall ships which cane nearest to coasts would ocome under national flage.
But specinliots were crroed that sewage fronm shipse of nmore than 200 tons sailing
near coasts on internotional voyages presented cpideniolopioal dangers. The
opongora of the propowsal felt that ohlorine diginfeotion was called fox.

Mp, ZDCIER (UX) said that, whilo sharing the concorn for tho environuoent
of the sponsors of the anendnent, he felt that such strioct requirenents were
not nacopsary, They would involve fitting sowage treatnent plants in mony nore
ships than at present, together with coliformn requircnenia. It had Leen the
penoral view in the Comnittee that such requirenents were too strict and that tho
research on which they were based was not convincing,
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Mr, SUGIHARA (Japan) ocroed with the United Kingdon vepresentative. IHe
was not sure whether Aisinfeoting sewnge night not lead to secondaxy pollution
of the oeo. o

Mr, MAGI (Ttaly) soid that his delegntion was happy to see that several

delogotions hod followed wp the Itelian proposal that oll necessary steps should
be token to see that seware was neutralized. lle therefore supported the enendment,

Mr, PARSONS (Conoda) soid that Regulation 8 referred to some form of sewage
trontnent plant, but nade no nenticn of o nileage linitation and spoke of tests
and standords yet to be developed. It was, therefore, in éffgot inopercble.
Sub-paracroaph (e) nentioned o possible relaxation of standards - but there were
no stondards. The proposal in MP/CONF/AP.13 was an attempt to give some meening
to Regulation 8., Simple and inexpensive chlorinating equipnent was available,
which would reduce pathogenic organisme to e ninimun. The residual chlorine
wvae usually only 5 ppn which would not give rise to secondaxy pollution.

Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) ocreed with the corments of the previous speaker. lle
added that if o corminutor-ohlorinator was used, the coliforn requirenent mentioned
by the United Kingdon representative was unnecessary, as it was only the residual
ochlorine which nattered, There was no other effective nmeans of safeguarding
coastal waters fron sewoge pollution.

Mr, L/MEIJER (Netherlands) said he could not support the proposed anendnent,
Regulation 8 as it stood would provide sufficient protection, He agroed with tho
United Kinpdon and Joponese representatives that disinfection night itself be o
sexious danger,

Mr. DREVER (Foderal lepublic of Gormany) said that his delegation could
accept Regulation 8 as it stood and felt that the draft resolution (MP/CONF/IR/3)
served the necessary purpose.

Mr, SASAMURA (IMCO Secretariat),reninded the Conference that paragwaph 7
of Regulation 7 should be replaced by the wording used in the comparable paragraph
of Annex I (M2/CONFAM,5, page 10).

Ihe nronoged enenduents to Roswlations 3 and 8 of snnex IV (M2/COIFAR,13)
yexre odoptod Dby 28 votes o O with 14 pbetentions.
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My, URROZ (Moxico) said that as the anendrients had taen adopted, a decision
should now be taken on his propossl that the new requirement should be reflected
in the Certificate where standards had to be indiocated,

Mr, ANDRUSHATIS (USSR) seconded the Mexioan proposal.
The Mexic roposal W opted by 22 votes to none with 26 abstentions.

Mr, DUCLAUX (Frenoe) pointed cut that in the French text, on page 12
the seoond footnote should road: "Les paranmdtres doivent &tre indiqués.

Mr. BREUER (Federal Republic of Gormany) said that the phxose "in the
waters of a State" should be "in the waters under the jurisdiction of a State",
or sone such wording.

The PRESIDENT said that the Secretariat would deal with that editorial
point,

with 5 abstentions.

The neet rose ot 15 Den
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AGEITDA ITEM 7 = CONSIDCRATICON OF A DRAFT INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION FOR
THE PREVENTION OF POLLUTION FROM SHIPS, 1973

OBSTACLES TO DARLY RATIFICATION OF THE CONVENTION -~ (MP/CONF/WP.5, MP/CONF/WP.5/Add.1,
MP/CONF/W¥ . 5/Corr.1, MP/COLF/WP.6, MP/CONF/WP.7, MP/CONF/WP.9, Mp/CONF/WP.10,
MP/COUF/UP. 11, MP/CONT/WP,12, 1TP/COUTF/WP.13)

Mr, STZuN (Sweden) presented the proposal for Regulation 16 bis contained
in MP/CONF/WP.9 on behalf of the delegations of Denmark, Finland, Worway

and Sweden.

He explained that its »urpose was to cover points which, in the opinion of

the four delegations concerned, were not covered in Amnex I,

Lengthy discussions on monitoring systems both for heavy and light oils
hac¢ taken place in Committee and the need for them was universally accepted,
However, nonitors were not yet available for all ships and particularly not
for all kinds of oil and it was doubtful when they would be, The four delegations
concerncd suggested that tc meet the pogsible arguments against ecarly
ratification and imnlementation of the convention on the grounds that the
requisite monitoring devices were not available, some form of waiver should
be introduceds They honed that rescarch to develop suitable equipment would be
encournsjed but at least in the interin, non~availability shiould not provide

grounds for failure to ratify the convention.

Mr. STELTER (Federal Republic of Germany), wiio was supported by
Mr. KALYVAS (Grecce), said that his delegation had already expressed doubts in
Committee as to the availability of the monitoring devices nceded to implement
Regulation 16 especially in respecs of light oils and it accordingly whole~

heartedly supported the proposal contained in MP/CONF/WP.9.

Adriral GRAHAM (Observer, Intcrnational Chamber of Shipping) strongly
supported the proposal, which he regarded as o very practical arrangement

if the Convention was to come into force in a recascnable time,

MP/CONF/SR. 9
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Captain POLLOCK (Liberia) also supported the proposal as a realistic
attempt to bring the Convention into force more rapidly than would otherwise

be possible,
Captain WALLACE (USA), however, opposed the proposal,

He said that his delegation supported the requirement for a monitoring
system and further recognized that the development of suitable devices
should be encouraged in every way. However, it took a different view of the
technological feasibility of developing such devices in a recasonable time,
believing the prognosis to be better than the proposers of Regulation 16 bis
appeared to think,

His delegontion belicved, on the contraxy, that suitable monitors would
become available in a ycar or so and that once they, and particularly effluent
nmonitors were in use, retention on board which was generally agreed to be
desirable would be further promoted, Sccondly, his delegation, while not
doubting the Plenary Conferencets authority to decide the matter, questioncd

the wigdom of its reversing the technical decision of Committec II,

He pointed out the dangers of diminishing incentives to develep
monitoring systems which had, he subnitted, been the recult of incorporating
a waiver in Chapter II, Regulation 8 of the 1960 Safety of Life at Sea
Convention, Lastly, he foresaw difficultics in arriving at an acceptable
definition of light and heavy oils,

supporting the representative of the United States, Mr, CALINDA (Italy)
urged participants to ask thenselves whether by "pollution' they nennt
visible or hidden pollution, In his delegation's view unscen pollution wns
Just as important ~And sonctimes more dangerous than that which was clearly
visible, He agreed with the United States! view that if overy coffort werc
nade to develop eppropriate devices, the task was not as difficult as night

apPeaT,

MP/CONF /SR, 9
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Replying to the representotives of the United States and Italy
Mr, STEEN (Sweden) sadld that the intention of the four delegations
gponsoring the proposal contained in WP.9 was to ensure that if the instruments
were not available, the new Convention should rot require the ingtallation of
a non=existont system into ships and moke failure to instal it liable to

prosecution,

The PRESIDENT called first for a vote on the deletion of the square
brackets in lines 2, 6 and 9 of proposed Regulation 16 bis,

The deletion was accepted by 17 votes to nonc with 33 abstentions.

The PRESIDENT noxt called for a vote on the insertion of a
Regulation 16 bis,

The proposal was adopted by 25 votes to 9 with 17 abstentions.

Mr. SASAMURA (IMCO Secrctariat) suggested that the words in
squarc brackets in line 2 be amended to read: "and specified" in
gub~paragraph 3(&) of the Regulation, Sccondly, that the word "approved"
ia line 6 be auended to "establishcd", Thirdly, that the words "the
nattexr" in the last line be more closely defined,

Mr, STEEN (Sweden) agreed to the first two suggestions, The words
"the matter” in the last line, he explained as meaning "the waiving of

this provision" or sinply "the waiver",

Mr, SPINELLI (Italy) suggc red that the last line should rcad:
"shall revicw the availability of equipment®,

It wnas s0 agreed,

Regulation 14

Mr, RAMADAN (Lgypt) asked for a ruling on tho use of the cxpressions
"water ballast" and "ballast water" which his delcgation thought should
be brought into line,

MP/CONF/SR. 9
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Mr, SPINELLI (Italy) suggested the use of the words "ballast wator"
throughout, :

DATES FOR APPLICATION OF THE TANK SIZE LIMITATION
(Regulation 24 of Ammex I) (MP/CONF/WP,6)

Mr, SUGIHARA (Japan), introducing his delegation's proposal, appealed
to participants to consider the confugsion which would be caused by the
existence of one set of dates, namely, 1 January and 30 June 1972 in the
1971 enendments to the 1954 Convention, nalongside a second set of dates,
nancly, 1 January l974 and 30 June 1974 in the new Convention,

Mr. ARCHER (UK) soid his delegation fully supported the Japanese
proposal, He infomed the Conference that the present sossion of the
United Kingdon Parlisment would be congidering a Bill to bring the 1971
amendnents into forecc, '

As the Japanese representative had said, confusion would arisc from
the co=existence of two sets of dates but a further risk was that the
design of ships being built might be changed to give bigger tankers,
which would be deplorable,

Coptain WALLACE (USA) also supported the Japanese proposals

He pointed out that whon the dates 1 January and 30 Junc 1974 had been
agreed in Comnittece IT, the ramifications of the change had not been fully
considered, Morcover they had only been carried by 11l votes to 10, and, he
thercfore fclt that they fully merited reconsideration,

It was to be feared that tanker designers would regard the change in
datc as a repudiation ~f the objeetives of the 1971 amendnents and that
the chances of those ancndnents corniing into force would be Jeopardized,

Captain POLLOCK (Liberia) ontirely agrecd, His Governnment had alrcady
ratified the 1971 amendnents and considered that to introduce the new
dates would be a breash of foith with countries such ag his which had

relicd on the carlier date being nalntained,
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Mr, DUCLAUX (France), with the suppert of the DELEGATE OF GREECE, called
the attention of the Conference to his delegation's comments on the Japanese
proposal, set out in MP/CONF/WP.7., In amplification of that paper, he said
that his delegation considered the fears of the provious speakers to be
groundless since the French contacts with shipowners and shipyaxrds showed
that the 1971 anendnents were, in fact, being inplenented.

He further said that if a large ship such as a tanker were conmissioned
in 1972 and 1973 and were not in conformity with the 1971 amendments, it would
subsequently be out of circulation for a considerable period of tine to
cnable the requisite alterations to be made to bring it into conformity, His

delegation congidered that this was a risk which shipowners would not lightly
talce .

Further, his delegation had in nind those countries which were in a
najority and were still obscrving the 1954 Convention, and in whose interest

it would be to have as up-tcedatc and complete a convention to follow as
pessible,

The PRESIDENT called for a vote on the Japancse proposal containcd in
MP/CONF/WP,6,

The proposal was rciccted by 14 votes to 19 with 17 abstentions.

Anendments to Rerulation 21 of Annex I (MP/CONF/WP,12)

Mr, VICTORY (UK),explaining the reasons underlying his delegation's
proposal, said that Regulation 10, paragraph (3)(a) pernitted discharge
of effluent fron ships of less than 400 tons gross tonnage in epeecial arcas,
provided that the oil content of such effluent did not excced 15 parts per
nillicn,  Discharge of an unlinited content of clean ballast was also
permnitted frow tankers and other ships in special arcas,  Since the amount
of effluent from drilling rigs and other platforms was snall, his delegation
congidcred that the allowance made in that respect for ships of less than

400 tonse (ross tonnage should be nmade applicable to thom,
Mr, VANCHISWAR (India) supported the United Kingdon proposal,

United Kinsdon o 1 ted by 23 votes to 4, with 22
abetontions,

MP/CONF/SR.9
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Text of Annex I as agreed by the Draftings Cormittee (MP/CONF/WP,5/Corr,l)

Mr, S4SAMURA (Sceretariat) said that the intention of the corrigenda
contained in MP/CONF/WP,5/Corr,l was to bring the wording of Regulation 10
of Amnex I, concerning methods of pollution prevention from ships operating
in special areas, into linc with the wording of the corresponding Regulation
of Annex II approved by the Plenary the previous day,

Mr, DUCLAUX (Francc) thought it would be premature to take a decision
on the text of innex I until the Drafting Comnittee had conpleted its work,

and until the Plenary had adopted the Lrticles as a whole,

The toxt contained in MP/CONF/WP,5/Corr,l was approved,

Text of Appendix IIT of Annex I, arxced by the Drafting Committee
2MP7CONF7WP.57Add.I)

Mr, DUCLAUX (France) drew attention to a number of minor drafting
ancndnients that should be made to the French text of the paper,

Captain BELL (USA) pointed out some sinilar editorial changes that

should be nade to the English text,

The text contained in MP/CONF/WP,5/4dd.1, as anended, was approved,

Draft Toxt of Regulations of Annex I, as agreed by the Drafting Comriittee
ZMP?CONF7WP.5;

Mr, HAREIDE (Norway) pointed out that on page 45, under the heading
"Part 4", the sccond sentence should read "For ships of 400 tons gross

tonnage and above", The corrcsponding sentence further down the paragraph

should rcad "For ships of 10,000 tons gross tonnage and above".
The text of innex I contained in MP/CONF/WP.5, as amended, was unaninously

adopted.
Text of Anncex V oas asreed by the Drafting Cormittee (MP/CONF/WP.lO)

Mr, SPINELLI (Ttaly) sugges*ted that the text should be aiended to bring
it into line with decisions taken that morning, In Regulation 1, paragraph (2),
the words "intcrnational law'" should be substituted for "the Geneva Convention
on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zono, 1958", and in paragraph (3)
the words "the particular character of its" should be substituted for "ite
peculiar transportation", Under Regulation 5, paragraph (1) the words "Gulf
area" should be substituted for "Gulfs area", In paragraph (1)(c) the square
brackets enclosing "41°N" should be deleted,
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Mr. STEEN (Sweden) suggested that the text already adopted for Anmex II,
Regulaticn 5, paragraph 13(a) and contained in MP/CONF/WP,?% should be
substituted for the text of Regulation 5, paragraph 4(b) of Amnex V in the.paper
under discussion, because the situation envisaged in both paragraphs was similar,
The meaning of the phrase "upon receipt of sufficient notification" was not clear
to his delegationy did it imply that it would be enough if only one Contracting
Party to the Convention which had established adequate reception facilities under
parasraph 4(&) were to notify IMCO of the measures taken, for IMCO to establish

a date from which the requirements of the Regulation would take effect?

Dr, BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) supported the Swedish proposal,
The Organization would be in a difficult pogition if it had to decide at what

point the requirements of paragraph 4(a) were sufficicntly supported, That

tecision should be taken by the Contracting Governments of the speeial areas
concerned.,

Mr, SPINELLI (Italy) pointed out that the text of Annex V had already been
brought into line with that of Annex I; the change proposed by the Swedish
representative to bring it into line with Annex II was a major onc, The question
had already been discusscd at length in Connittee IT.

Mr, STEEN (Sweden) said the text under discussion was only partly in line
with Annex I, since provisions for the Baltic, the Mediterranean and the Black
Sca were quite differents the teoxt only applicd to the Red Sea and the Persinn
" Gulf,

The Swedish proposal was rcjeeted by 11 votes in favour, 7 azainst, with

29 abstontions,

The text of Annex V. contained in MP/CONF/WD, 10, as amended, wng unaninously

Amex IV (MD/COHNFAPLY, /00 ¥/ WP, 13)

Mr, SPINELLI (Itely) pointed out that parvegraph (5) of Regulation 2 should
be brought into line with the comparable pavagraph in Annex I (Regulation 1,
paragraph 9) and etart with the wordss"flicarest land!s The torm 'from the nearest
land! cans",  Likewise, the vhiaase "Geneva Convention eves 1958" ghould be

cepdooadd Ny Mindeenaldomal Taw',
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Mr, DANIELSON (Swoden) said that it had been a guiding principle
in other annexes to specify discharge criterin so that delegations
would know preciscly what thoy were accepting, But Amnex IV, and
particularly Regulation 8, was an exception, Yet the water ncarest
to the coast wos, from the point of view of the inhabitants of a country,
the nost inportant part of the marine enviromnment to be protected fron
sevagc pollution, It was, therefore, unfortunate that no defined .
specifications or criteria for the operation of the scwage treatmont
plant referred to in sub=paragraph (b) were glven in the regulation,
although they had been discusscd in the Cormittee, It would be difficult
to Jjudge the implications of Annex IV until the work of the Organization
in developing standards ond test mothods referred to in Regulation 3(1)(a)(i),
had been completed, Consequently, his delegation wished to stress the
inportance and urgency of the Draft Resolution on the Provision of Standards
and Test Mcthods Concerning Discharge of Sewage (MP/CONF/DR/3, ped)s It
also hoped that in developing such standards and test methods, consideration

would be given to the enviromnental characteristies of water arcas.

Mr. URROZ (Mcxico) said that he supported the proposed anendnent to
Regulations % and 8 contained in MP/CONF/WP,13, He felt that the addition
of tho rcquircnent to disinfcet the scwage would strengtheon Regulation 8,

If the addition was adopted, he proposed, for the sake of completeness,
adding to the Certificatc in the Appendix to Annex IV, sub=paragraph (1)(b),
the requircnent "Standard of scwage after disinfection",

Mr, AMDRUSHATIS (USSR) said that the delegations which had subnitted
MP/CONF /WPy 13 were very much concerned by the existing situation, The
vrovisions concerning sewage were too weak both from the hygicnie and

mniewrbinlogical points of view,
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Snoll shaps which came ncarcst to coasts would come undor national flags.
Dut spocialists were agreed that sowage from ships of more than 200 € sailing
near coests on international voyages presocnted epidemiological dangers. The
apongsors of the proposal felt that chlorine disinfeotion was called for,

s ARCHER (UK) said that, while shoring the concern for the environnment
of the sponsors of the anendment, he folt that such strict requircments were
not nccossary. They woald involve fitting sewage treatnent plants in nany
rnore ghips than at presmt, togethor with coliform requirenents. It had
been the general view in the Commitice that such requirenents were too sirlot

and that the research on which they were based was not convincing.

Ir. SUGTHARA (Japan) agreed with the United Kingdon representative, Iie
vas not sure whether disinfecting sewage nipght not lead to sccondary pollution
of the sca.

Ifr, MAGT (Italy) said that his delegation was happy to soo that soveral
d elogations had followed up the Italian proposal that all necegsary ateps
ghould be taken to sce that scwage was neviralized. He thoreforo supported
the anendnent,

1re PARSOIS (Cannda) said that Regulation 8 referred to some foxrm of
sovage treatnent plant, but made no nenticn of a nileage linitation and apole
of tosts and standards yet to be developed, It was, thercfore, in offcet
inoperable,  Sub-paragraph (¢) mentionod a posgible rolaxation of stendards =
but there were no stondards. The proposal in MP/CONFA/MP.13 wos an attenpt
to give gone ncaning to Rogulation 8, Sinple and inexpensive ochloxrinating
cculpnent was available which would reduce pathogenic organisms to a rinirmn.
Tho residual chlorine wns usually only 5 ppn which would not give rise to
peeondary pollution,

lre RAWDIN (Seypt) agreed with the cormonts of tho previour spealzoxs
Ilo added that if a comminutor-chlorinator was used, the colifoim requircnont
nontioned by the United Kingdon roprosentative was unnecessaxy, oo it vas
only the residual chlorine whiclh matterod. There was no other cifectivo
neans of safepuarding coastal waters fronm sewage pollution.
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M, LAMBIJER (Nethorlands) said he could not support the proposed
anendments. Regulation 8 as 1t stood would provide sufficient protection.
llo agreed with the Uhnited Kinpdonm and Japanose representatives that
disinfection night 1itself be & gerious danger.

Mr. BEREUER (Federal Republic of Gernmany) said that his delegation
could accept Regulation 8 as it stood and folt that the draft resolution

in MP/CONF/DR/3 served the necessary purposc.

Mr, SASAMURL (Deputy Executive Socretary) reninded tho Confercnce
that paragraph 7 of Regulation 7 should be replaced by the wording used in
the comparable paragraph of Annex I (MP/CONF/AWP.5, page 10).

The propogsed anendnents tu Repulations 3 and 8 of Annex IV contained

in IP/COFAMP,13 were adopted by 28 votes to 9 with 14 abstentions. )

lfr. TRROZ (lloxico) sald that as tho amendments had been adoptod, &
decision should now be taken on his proposal that the new roquiroment ghould
be reflected in the Cortifiocato where standards had to be indicated.

Mr, AUDRUSHATIS (USSR) sooonded the Mexican proposal,

The Mexican proposal was adopted by 22 votes to none with 20 abstentions.

e, DUCLAUX (Franco) pointed out that in the French text, on pago 12,
tho second footnote should rond "Les paramdtres doivent 8tre indiqués’.

Mr, BREUIR (Fedeoral Republic of Germany) said that tho phrase "in the
vators of a State" should be "in the waters under the jurisdiction of a Gtate",

or sone such wording.
The PRESIDENT aaid that the Secrctariat would deal with that editorial
point.

Annox IV, as onended, wag adopted by 49 votos to none with 5 abstentions.
The necting rose at 5,15 pen.
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