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CON'SIDERA'l'ION OF THE DRAFT IiJTERNATIOHAL COl~VENTION FOR THE 
PREVENTION OF POLLUTIOlT }THOM SHIPS, 197 3 

DAT:CS FOR APPLICi,TION OF THE TANK SIZE LIMIT/.TION .. -- (~.filu1.,0r1_o1112[]TANifrx:{) __ _ 

'l1ho Prcnch clokr;o.tion ;)cc_~s to submit to the Conf c-rcmce tho followinc; 

comments on the Jo.panose proposal contained. in 1·1P/COIU<'/\1P.6 for the suostitutic 

of the Jatos 1 January 1972 and 3v Juno 1972 for thQ dates 1 January 1974 

n,1d }O June 1974 c_;ivon in llo,~;,1lation 24, su:J-paracraph l(b)(ii) of Annox I to 

tho Convention, 

1, Committee II discussed tho matter suvoral times in GToat doto.il, o.s a 

i·osul t of tho official common ts made by the I~rench Government in 

HP/COllF/8/15 on the oriiinal draft. 

2, ArisinG out of those c~.iscussions, Cor.unittco II npprovod thu toxt submitted 

to tho Plenary Conforcncc and also npprovoc1 tho first draft resolution 

conto.inc:cl. in IlP/C0NF/DR/3, 

3, Thuro ia no factual ovidcmco that shipbuilders with contracts a.uthorizccl 

in 1972 ,1,nd 197 3 would C:larc to tr.dee tho risk of 'Jacktrackin.; and askin,J f0 ~ 

their contracts to bo ruvisc:cl. in or(kr to dir.linatu the claus.:.:s dcalin,3' with 

tank size: their immeC.iatc llonofits would bo very sli:;ht, if for no othor 

reason than that tho shipyards would charc;c for tho task of rovisiont 

converocly, the value of their ship would ho L,;roatly dil.linishc<.l if the 1972 

run(;ndmonts ontcrocl i.nto force before tho cost of the vessel was oomplvtoly 

amortizor.l, 
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4. Nonetheless, the French delegation understands the fee.rs e;q.,rossod by the 

Japanese delegation, especially since French shipyard~, liko tho~o of Japan, 

have contra.ots to build large ships, a.ooepted in 1972 and 197;. 

5. Accordingly the French delegation proferred tho fir:Jt draft resolution 

contained in MP/CONF/DR/3; the only eitua.tion in which a. shipbuilder might 

be tempted to backtrack would plainly he that in which the present 

(1973) Convention was in force, a.nd at the same time ho was prepared to take 

a chance on the 1971 amendments not entering into forco until tho cost of 

his vessol was .fully amortized, 

It would seem easy to ?,void such a situatfon by oncoure.cring ratifications 

of those amendments; first, beoa.uso there is no reason why a Govornmont 

that was prepared to accept the 1973 Convention should not be prepared to 

accept the 1971 amendments, if it has not alroa.dy done so, since the text of 

that Convention inoludas those amondmonts; secondly, because it will he vccy 

oasy for Governments to take appropriate action if they in fact discover that 

certain owners are seeking to take advantage of differences in dates. 

6. If dates earlier than the date of signature of the 1973 Convention were 

co be incorporated in that Convention, this would create serious difficulties, 

a.nd would load to delays in acceptance of the Convention by certain Governments. 

It is, in fact, not usual to impose requirements with rotroaotivo offoct, 

unless such requirements are of minor importance and can be complied with by 

ships in service without too much difficulty; indeed, should oven a vary 

small number of ships ordored a..ftor l January 1972 be found not to be entirely 

in conformity with tho 1971 amondments (a matter which could only be dooided 

by a detailed examination 9f each individual case, since those vessels have 

no cortificatc at present), the flag State of such ships would have areat 

difficulty in acceding rapidly to tho Convention, 

7. If the dates l J~ua.ry 1972 and 30 June 1972 were to be used in the draft 

Convention dated 1973, it would be a.n oxplicit indication that the Conference 

does not believe that the 1971 amendments will enter into force within a 

reasonably short timo, It would aeveroly undormine confidence in the 

1954 Convention, amended in 1962, and especially in tho important amendments 

or 1969 and 1971. This must be avoided at all costs and it is highly 
advis~ble that tho amended 1954 Convontion be maintained in full force, since 

many States will oontinuo for a lone· time y~t to be Partios only to that 
Convention. -----


