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The following are comments on and proposed alterations to the draft Artiocles
of tho Convention, as submitted to the Conference under document SOIAS/CONF/4,

1, lssembly Resolution 4.304(VIII), deciding to convene an intornational
confercnce in October 1974 to conclude o new Safety of Id.fe at Sea Convention,
noted with concern that none of the numerous amendments to the existing

Convention adopted by the Organization has yet come into force under the provisions
of the existing Conventioh, Tho Asscmbly decided further that the principal
objective .of the Conforence shall be to replace the existing 1960 Safety
Convention by a new Convention, substantially in conformity with the tochnical
provisions of the 1960 Convention, which shall incorporates

(a) provisions for rapid entry into force of the Conventiong

(b) improved and accelorated amendment proceduress

(c) omendments to tho 1960 Convontion which have already boen adopted by
the Agsembly; end ‘

(d) new regulations which are recommended by the Aasem‘bly for inclusion

in the new Convention.

¢, ~ The United States supports Resolution 14,304 in ite entirety., In ordor to

ncke effective use of the linited time available, the United Stotes believes
that the torms of referonce in tho Asscmbly resolution, and as stoted obove,

should be strictly adhered to,
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3, VWith regord to itom (b) of the terms of refersnce, one rust remerber that
prior to the establishment of 1MCO, SOLAS Confeorenoes were arranged periodioclly
to update convaentions to the advances mnde in technology. The establishment of
IMCO was intended to provide, intor alia, uachinery to aystematically update
exieting conventions with technologicnl advances of the marine industry without
the need for periodic conferences., Many ancndnents to the 1960 BOLAS Convention
have since been approved by that IMCO machinory. However, unfortunately, none
hos 08 yot been ratified by sufficlent countries to bring then into effect
internationally, This ie not neceosarily to be consldered a fault of the flow
of technical information through the IMCO procees. It nmay, on the other hand,
be considered o fault with the anondment procedures of the Convention itself.

4, Recognizing this as o weonlkness of the Safety Convention, other conferences
in whi&x IMCO hos paxticipoted hove incorporated a tacit amendment procedure in
the conventions adopted by them, Nevertheless, while basically a taocit onendment
procedure, these conventions differ in their detoiled provisions. Inasmuch. ase. .the
1960 Bafety Convention is one in which IMCO has had the most experiocnce, the
provisions of the new Safety Convention should be suitable and practiceble for
ite intent, The United States favours a tacit anondment procedure for the Annex
to the Convention, or to an Appondix, and an explicit procedure for an cnendment

to an Article of the Convention.

5. The United States ngrees with thoe proposed asnendnents to Articles I, II and
VII given in SOLAS/CONF/4., With regnrd to Article IX the following corments

are offered,

6. The United Stotes strongly supports the concept of Altermotive II in
sub-paragraph 2(£)(11), Experience with anmenduents to the 1960 Sofety Convention
has shown that on explicit acceptance procedure for the Annex to the Convention
is not practicable, To continue with this approach in the new Convention would
perpetuate o denonstrably ineffoctive provision for amending sofety reguirenents,
Vle believe thot tho total tine for the tacit anendment procedure, provided by
sub~paragrophs 2(a), (b), (o) and (£)(i1) of Altexrnative II taken together, is
sufficient for any contracting govermnent to determine the ncceptobility of

an anendnent,

7. The United States is fully awnre of the deloys and difficulties attendont
to the processing of international instrunents through domestic oconstitutional
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procedures., We agree that the Convention should provide adequate flexibility
to allow a contracting government, which has not deposited an objeotion, sufficient
tine for parlianentary proocss before it oan give effaect to the provisions of
an anendment, Howover, we are also of the view that a reasonable, but definite,
period must be specified to ensure equitable application anmongst contracting
governnents. In general, we can suppoxrt the provision along the lines given in
sub-poragraph 2(£)(ii-bis),

8, Subject to theo foregoing the United States suggests os o simplification the
doletion of sub-parngroph 2(£)(iii) and the insertion of the words "or to on
appendix” between the words “"Amnex" ond "shall" in the firet line of
sub-paragroph 2(£)(ii) of Alternative II,

9. In accordance with the foregoing the United States favours the deletion of
the words and the square brackets ot the end of sub-paragraph 2(g)(ii),

10, The United States views the "irportant nature" provision of paragraph 8 as
o complication which is necessary only if the amendment procedure is o woxded
as to permit some contracting govermnents to not give effect to amendments which

hove been otherwise accepted.

11, The United States supports inclusion of & Reservatione Article,



