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Executive summary

This review of rdevant ILO maritime indruments is divided into three parts.
Pats | and Il contain a summary of the examination and decisons to date of the
Governing Body concerning the revison of maritime standards and an examination
of maritime socid security indruments. They are submitted to the Joint Maritime
Commisson (MMC) for informaion and, as detalled beow, for further
condderation in the light of the proposas presented in Part 11l of this document on
away forward on maritime |abour standards.

Part Il proposes an integrated approach to future dandard setting in
the maritime fidd. It suggess the development of one or possbly five framework
indruments to replace the exiting body of 30 Conventions and
23 Recommendations. The main proposd in Part 1l is for one flagship ingtrument
which would represent the “bill of rights’ for the industry and seek to ensure
progress towards sectord universdity of obligations. The framework Convention
would be complemented by annexes to which facilitated amendment procedures
would apply. An effective monitoring of the ingrument based on aticle 19 of the
ILO Conditution would create a certan dynamism to encourage progress in
mesting the objectives contained in the insrument. Part 11l also makes a case for an
enhanced ole for the IMC and for a tripartite subcommittee. These proposas seek
to ensure that any future standard-setting activity would respond to the rapid
changes, needs and technologica developments being experienced by a truly globd
industry — shipping.

The rdlevant points for discussion are consolidated at the end of the document.
Annexed to this document are two tables containing a summary of decisons taken
by the Governing Body concerning maritime ingruments and an up-to-date list of
ratifications of maritime Conventions.

Vi

JMC-R-2000-08-0096-4.Doc



Part |

Summary of the examination and
decisions of the Governing Body
concerning the revision of maritime
standards

The purpose of this pat of the document is to provide a summary of the
examination and decisons teken by the Governing Body concerning maritime
labour standards which were examined by the Working Party on Policy regarding
the Revison of Standards of the Committee on Legd Issues and Internationa
Labour Standards of the Governing Bodly.

Following the discusson on standard-setting policy at the 81t Sesson of the
Internationa Labour Conference in 1994, the Governing Body, a its 262nd Session
(March-April 1995), decided to set up a Working Party on Policy regarding the
Revison of Standards (the Working Party) under the Committee on Legd Issues
and International Labour Standards (LILS). It was decided that the Working Party
would examine the need for revison of al Conventions and Recommendations
adopted before 1985 with a view to rguvenating and drengthening the
standard-setting system. Proposds were not to have the effect of reducing the
protection already afforded to workers by ratified Conventions. *

Since it was set up, the Working Party has met ten times and examined amost
dl of the Conventions and Recommendations fdling under its remit. The Working
Paty conducted a case-by-case examination of each of the indruments It
formulated proposds which were approved by the LILS Committee and the
Governing Body to revise outdated ingruments, to promote ratification of
up-to-date Conventions, to invite member States to give up-to-date
Recommendations due effect and to propose the shelving, abrogation or withdrawal
of obsolete instruments as appropriate.

The Working Paty initisted its examination of maritime insruments during
the 273rd Session (November 1998) of the Governing Body. It applied the same
criteria and methodology for the examination of maritime indruments as it did
for other ingruments > It  examined 23 maitime Conventions and 22

1 For the terms of reference of the Working Party, see GB.262/9/2, para. 52.

2 The details of the criteria and methodology are contained in GB.264/9/2, para. 16; GB.265/8/2,
para. 24; and GB.273/LILSWP/PRSY4, paras. 2-3.
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Recommendations as pat of that process.® The work of the Working Party
concerning the maritime insruments was facilitated by the recommendetions of the
condituent members of the IMC made a the Working Party’s request. A Joint
Working Group of shipowners and seafarers representative organizations met in
Geneva in July 1998 (hereinafter referred to as the Joint Working Group) and
formulated recommendations, most of which were approved by the Governing

Body. *

The folowing summarizes the proposds of the Working Party, the LILS
Committee and the decisons of the Governing Body, including decisons teken a
the 277th Session (March 2000) of the Governing Body.

Decisions concerning maritime
labour Conventions

Decision to revise maritime Conventions

This section contains a summary of the examination reating to each of the
seven Conventions retained by the Governing Body for revison.

The Medical Examination of Young Persons
(Sea) Convention, 1921 (No. 16)

The Medical Examination (Seafarers)
Convention, 1946 (No. 73)

In addition to the ratifications (including declarations of gpplications to
non-metropolitan territories (NMTS)), > Convention No. 73 is contained in the
Appendix to the Merchant Shipping (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1976
(No. 147) — and, by virtue of Article 2(a) of Convention No 147, it applies to
11 additional  countries based on the “subgtantial equivdence’ provison.
Convention No. 73 has not received as many ratifications as Convention No. 16.

3 Detailed information on the examination of the maritime instruments by the Working Party, the
LILS Committee and the Governing Body can be found in the following documents:
GB.273/LILS'WP/PRS/4; GB.273/LILS/4(Rev.1); GB.274/LILSWP/PRS/2; GB.274/LILY4;
GB.274/10/2; GB.276/LILSWP/PRS/4; GB.276/LILS/5.

4 While most of the recommendations made by the Joint Working Group were approved by the
Governing Body, different decisions were approved in respect of four Conventions, viz., the Placing
of Seamen Convention, 1920 (No. 9); the Officers Competency Certificates Convention, 1936
(No.53); the Minimum Age (Sea) Convention (Revised), 1936 (No. 58), and the Accommodation
of Crews (Revised) Convention, 1949 (No. 92). Although the Joint Working Group had
recommended the shelving of Convention No. 53, the Governing Body decided to maintain its
status quo. In the case of Convention No. 92, the Joint Working Group proposed its revision, while
the Governing Body decided to maintain its status quo. In the case of Conventions Nos. 9 and 58,
the Joint Working Group had proposed to maintain their status quo, but the Governing Body
decided to invite member States to ratify the more up-to-date Conventions concerned and to re-
examine the status of the two Conventionsin due course.

® See Appendix I1.
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In the course of the examinaion of Convention No. 16 and Convention
No. 73, it was noted that one of the problems concerning their implementation was
that fitness standards for seafarers varied widdy.® A st of Guiddines for
Conducting Pre-sea and Periodic Medicad Fitness Examinations for Sefarers was
developed jointly by the ILO and WHO in 1997 in order to seek to remedy this
gtuation.

The Joint Working Group proposed that both these instruments be revised.

Member States were invited to express ther views on whether a revison of
these Conventions should be considered as separate items or jointly. A mgority of
21 countries and one workers organization of those responding were in favour of
joint revison of the two Conventions.’ Five countries emphasized the common
object of the two instruments and expressed the view tha the medical examination
of young persons should be condgdered within the medicd examination
requirements for seefarers generdly. Three countries specified that the revison of
the two indruments should result in the adoption of a single Convention. Among
the eight countries in favour of separate consderation, two underlined the need to
ensure specid protection for young persons. In addition, four countries were of the
view that the provisons of the two Conventions should be revised to reflect current
technology and normative developments such as the IMO's Convention on
Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (IMO-STCW
convention).

The Working Party emphasized that a joint revison of these two Conventions
would not in itsdf be an obstacle to ensuring specid protection for young persons
if such provisonswereto be consdered.

Based on the recommendation of the LILS Working Party, the Governing
Body decided that Conventions Nos. 16 and 73 should be revised jointly.

Seamen’s Articles of Agreement
Convention, 1926 (No. 22)

In addition to the rdifications registered for Convention No. 22, this
Convention gpplies to 12 additional countries based on the “subgtantidly
equivdent” provisonin Article 2(a) in Convention No. 147.

The Joint Working Group recommended that this Convention be revised.

Following a Govening Body request for information, seven countries
indicated that they saw no obstacles or difficulties that might point to a need for
full or partia revison of Convention No. 22, and two additional countries were not
in favour of revison of Convention No. 22 as it was contained in the Appendix to
the Merchant Shipping (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1976 (No. 147), to

® As pointed out by the Joint ILO/WHO Committee on the Health of Seafarers (Seventh Session,
May 1993).

" For further details see, GB.277/LILSYWP/PRS/1/2, paras. 6-13.
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which they were paties® A mgority of 14 countries and one workers
organization of those responding were in favour of a revison of Convention
No. 22. These countries consdered that the Convention should be adapted to the
changes that had taken place in the shipping sector since its adoption. The
Convention was based on ship-specific articles of agreement, while current practice
and legidation seemed to be evolving towards shipowner-specific aticles of
agreement. There was a need for a comprehendve review and formulation of
Conventions more agppropriate to current conditions in the light of changes in the
maritime industry. It was aso suggested that the Convention should be revised to
maximize flexibility and minimize adminigtrative problems.

The Internationd Shipping Federation (ISF) expressed the view that
Convention No. 22 no longer reflected modern employment practice. In their view,
there was an assumption of supervison and control over the contract by public
adminigration which did not currently exig in many flag Staes, they fdt that the
articles of agreement should be signed between the shipowner and the seefarer. The
International  Transport Federation (ITF) conddered for its pat that while this
Convention should be revised, extreme caution should be exercised to ensure that
dlowing for modern employment practices would not detract from the flag State's
ultimate responsibility in this metter.

Based on the recommendation of the LILS Working Party, the Governing
Body decided that Convention No. 22 should be revised.

Food and Catering (Ships’ Crews)
Convention, 1946 (No. 68)

Certification of Ships’ Cooks
Convention, 1946 (No. 69)

In addition to the ratifications registered for these Conventions, Article 5 of
Convention No. 68 is contained in the Appendix to Convention No. 147. This
aticle therefore agpplies to 22 additiond countries based on the “subgtantidly
equivalent” provison in Article 2(a) of Convention No. 147.

In the course of examination of both these Conventions, it was noted that they
related to an issue that had become increasngly important, namey the need to
ensure that seafarers received adequate and well-prepared food. At present
seefarers often spent weeks or months on board a ship without any aternative food
supply. The hedth aspects of handling food and catering arangements had
developed congderably on shore, and deficiencies detected in recent years relating
to these issues on board ships pointed to the need to revise Conventions Nos. 638
and 69.

The Joint Working Group recommended that both Convention No. 68 and
Convention No. 69 be revised.

8 For further details see, ibid., paras. 15-20.
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In written consultations held, 15 countries among those responding were in
favour of the revison of both these Conventions. May countries stressed that
Convention No. 68 was dated and was not likely to reflect recent practice,
technologicd developments or legidative provisons in the maritime sector. Some
countries emphasized the complementarity between Conventions Nos. 68 and 69
and suggested that they should be revised jointly.

It was dso conddered that the corresponding Internationd Maritime
Organization (IMO) instruments should be taken into account in the context of the
revison of these Conventions.

Based on the recommendation of the LILS Working Party, the Governing
Body decided tha these Conventions should be revised jointly, taking into account
relevant IMO instruments.

Certification of Able Seamen
Convention, 1946 (No. 74)

In the examinaion of this Convention it was noted that the IMO-STCW
convention, as revised, had introduced a new and modern approach to the training
and cetification of seafarers which might point to a need for revison of
Convention No. 74.

The Joint Working Group recommended arevision of this Convention.

In written consultations held, a mgority of the countries responding were in
favour of revison. Some of them empheszed the need to modenize this
Convention which did not reflect current practice, technological developments and
legidaive provisons in the maritime sector. Others dated that a future revison
should be undertaken in order to harmonize the provisons of this Convention with
the IMO-STCW convention. Yet other countries took the view that the IMO
dandard should be the only applicable requirement and that a revison of this
Convention should be avoided in order to prevent overlapping with the
IMO-STCW convention.

The Working Party consgdered that athough the IMO-STCW convention was
the modern internationa instrument on the training and certtification of seefarers, it
did not ded with dl issues of relevance to labour standards. In addition, different
supervisory mechanisms were gpplicable to IMO and 1LO Conventions.

The Governing Body therefore decided that Convention No. 74 should be
revised ether separately or as pat of any framework Convention, teking into
account corresponding IMO instruments.
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Prevention of Accidents (Seafarers)
Convention, 1970 (No. 134)

The Joint Working Group recommended a revison of this Convention.

The mgority view in the conaultations was clearly in favour of revison, taking
into account the modern IMO-STCW convention.

Based on the recommendation by the Working Party, the Governing Body
decided that Convention No. 134 should be revised and that the corresponding
IMO ingtruments should be taken into account in this context.

Decision to maintain the status quo

The Governing Body decided to mantan the status quo of the following
Conventions, consdering that no other type of decision was gppropriate.

Officers’ Competency Certificates
Convention, 1936 (No. 53)

In addition to the ratifications regigered for this Convention, Artices 3 and
4 of this Convention are liged in the Appendix to Convention No. 147; they
therefore apply to 20 additional countries based on the “substantid equivaent”
provision in Article 2(a) of Convention No. 147.

The Joint Working Group recommended that Convention No. 53 be shelved.

The Ventgol Working Parties of 1979 and 1987 both classfied Convention
No. 53 in the category of “instruments to be promoted on priority bass’. The
IMO-STCW convention and Convention No. 53 gpply with some exceptions, to the
same type of ships and same officers. The IMO-STCW convention provides for a
modern gpproach and gives more detaled requirements regarding training,
certification and watchkeeping of seafarers than Convention No. 53. Furthermore,
the IMO-STCW convention has been ratified by 130 of the member States of the
IMO. As regards the Joint Working Group’s recommendation, the Governing Body
conddered that Convention No. 53 ill played a role in some stuations: firdly, it
was fully applicable for States parties to Convention No. 53 which were not parties
to the IMO-STCW convention; secondly, the IMO-STCW convention did not
cover some of the officers on very smdl vessds, and thirdly, Convention No. 53
(Articles 3 and 4 only) was ligted in the Appendix to Convention No. 147, thus
requiring that raifying States had minimum provisons concerning certificates to
officers and an efficient sysem of ingpection in this regard. Furthermore, a decison
to shdve this Convention might, due to the incluson of Convention No. 53 in the
Appendix to Convention No. 147, affect the purpose and the obligations arisng
from this Convention.

Based on the recommendation of the LILS Working Party, the Governing
Body therefore decided to mantan the status quo for this Convention and to
re-examine its atus in due course.
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Accommodation of Crews (Revised)
Convention, 1949 (No. 92)

In addition to the ratificaions regigered for Convention No. 92, this
Convention applies to ten additiond ocountries based on the “subgantidly
equivalent” provison in Article 2(a) in Convention No. 147.

Since the adoption of this Convention, the shipping sector has undergone
profound technica developments. There is a close link between Convention No. 92
and the Accommodation of Crews (Supplementary Provisons) Convention, 1970
(No. 133). ° The later is included in the Protocol of 1996 to Convention No. 147 *°
and supplements Convention No. 92.

The Joint Working Group recommended that this Convention be revised.

In the written consultations held, 15 countries among those responding were in
favour of revison. Five countries stressed that Convention No. 92 was dated and
was not likdy to reflect current practice, technologica developments or legidative
provisons in the maritime sector. It was dso specificdly sated that the Convention
should be updated to ensure that it reflected, but did not overlap with, current IMO
standards.

The Working Party noted that Conventions Nos. 92 and 133 were closdy
related. Conddering the decison taken with respect to Convention No. 133, the
Governing Body decided to maintain the status quo with respect to Convention
No. 92 and to re-examine its satus in due course.

Accommodation of Crews (Supplementary
Provisions) Convention, 1970 (No. 133)

Convention No. 133 supplements the provisons of Convention No. 92 and
pursuant to its Article 3, countries ratifying Convention No. 133 must dso comply
with the provisions of Parts 1l and |11 of Convention No. 92.

The Joint Working Group recommended that the status quo be maintained for
Convention No. 133.

Based on the recommendation of the LILS Working Party, the Governing
Body decided to maintain the status quo of Convention No. 133.

° Seebelow inthetex, paras. 43-45.

19 The Protocol of 1996 to Convention No. 147 has not yet entered into force. When it does so,
States ratifying the Protocol which are not aready bound by Conventions listed in its
Supplementary Appendix will be bound by the “substantial equivalence” provisions with respect to
the Conventionsin Part A of the Supplementary Appendix, and— with respect to the Conventionsin
Part B of the Supplementary Appendix — to any of the Conventions which the State may accept in
accordance with Article 3 of the Protocol.
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Promotion of up-to-date maritime Conventions

In the case of the following Conventions, the Governing Body consdered that
their ratification should be encouraged because they continued to respond to
current needs and that ther ratification should be promoted. However, in a few
ingtances, the Governing Body aso consdered it gppropriate to request additiona
information on possble obgtacles to raificaion. These requests for information

are dill pending.

The Merchant Shipping (Minimum Standards)
Convention, 1976 (No. 147) and its Protocol of 1996

As requested by the Working Party, the Office provided information on the
background and contents of Convention No. 147, as well as an andyss of the
possible implications of proposds to revise, sheve or abdrogate the Conventions in
its Appendix.

Based on the recommendation of the LILS Working Party, the Governing
Body decided to invite member States to contemplate retifying Convention No. 147
and the Protocol of 1996.%2 It dso decided that the list of Conventions in its
Appendix be re-examined in due course, in the lignt of deveopments in the
industry and the adoption of new instruments.

Seafarers’ Identity Documents Convention,
1958 (No. 108)

In addition to the ratfications regidered for this Convention, its current
relevance is demondrated by its incluson in Pat B of the Supplementary
Appendix to the Protocol of 1996 to Convention No. 147. 3

™ The revision of one or more of the Conventions listed in the Appendix to Convention No. 147
cannot of itself constitute arevision of Convention No. 147. Neither can the revision of Conventions
listed in the Appendix affect the obligations of States which have ratified Convention No. 147.

Modification of thelist of Conventionsin the Appendix in issue may be of two kinds:

(1) Adoption of the 1996 Protocol to Convention No. 147 effected a partial revision of Convention
No. 147. It left intact obligations under Convention No. 147 and simply enabled the acceptance of
additional obligations by way of the supplementary Appendix. States bound by Convention No. 147
have the option of accepting or not accepting the obligations under the Protocol.

(2) The second kind of modification possible could be atotal revision of Convention No. 147 which
would close it to new ratifications and establish a new list of minimum standards in merchant
shipping. But even this would not affect the existing obligations under Convention No. 147, and
States having ratified it would continue to be bound until they ratified the revising Convention and
it came into force. In other words, this approach would retain the “capital” of ratifications of
existing Conventions.

12 The ratification and implementation of this Convention have been given priority within the
maritime programme of the ILO.

13" seefootnote 10, supra.
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Based on the recommendation of the Joint Working Group, as well as tha of
the Working Party, the Governing Body decided to invite member States to
contemplate ratifying Convention No. 108.

Continuity of Employment (Seafarers)
Convention, 1976 (No. 145)

The Joint Working Group recommended that Convention No. 145 be
promoted.

The Working Paty noted that this Convention had received a reatively
modest number of ratifications. Based on the recommendation by the Working
Party, the Governing Body decided that the ratification of this Convention be
promoted and that member States be requested to inform the Office of obstacles
and difficulties encountered, if any, that might prevent or delay the rdification of
Convention No. 145. Thisrequest is till pending.

Seafarers’ Annual Leave with Pay
Convention, 1976 (No. 146)

The Joint Working Group recommended that Convention No. 146 be
promoted.

The Working Party noted tha this Convention had received a reatively
modest number of ratifications. Based on the recommendation by the Working
Paty, the Governing Body decided that the ratification of this Convention be
promoted. It should dso be noted that in the context of the examination of
Conventions Nos. 54, 72 and 91, ** the States parties to these Conventions were
invited to contemplate ratifying Convention No. 146.

Conventions adopted after 1985

Under this rubric, account should aso be taken of the maritime labour
Conventions adopted after 1985 which were not within the terms of reference of
the Working Party. The Governing Body consdered that al these indruments were
up-to-date. These Conventions were adopted at the 1987 and 1996 Maritime
Sessons of the International Labour Conference. They ae the following:
Seafarers Wedfare Convention, 1987 (No. 163); Hedth Protection and Medical
Cae (Sedfarers) Convertion, 1987(No. 164); Socid Security (Seafarers)
Convention (Revised), 1987 (No. 165); Repatriation of Seafarers Convention
(Revised), 1987 (No. 166); Labour Inspection (Seafarers) Convention, 1996
(No. 178); Recruitment and Placement of Seafarers Convention, 1996 (No. 179);
and Sedfarers Hours of Work and the Manning of Ships Convention, 1996
(No. 180).

4 The Governing Body decided to withdraw Conventions Nos. 54 and 72 and to shelve Convention
No. 91 with immediate effect. For details see: GB.274/LILS'WP/PRS/2, pp. 31-33.
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Maritime Conventions proposed for denunciation upon
ratification of more up-to-date Conventions *

Revisng Conventions have not dways atracted a lage number of
ratifications, and in certain cases the older Conventions have remained in force.
The Working Party has made proposds amed at resctivating the ratification of
reviang Conventions and the denunciation, & the same time, of such older
Conventions.

The following Conventions were revised by more recent Conventions.
Member States concerned are being invited to contemplate ratifying the relevant
up-to-date Conventions and, a the same time, to denounce the outdated
Conventions. For the Conventions liged below, the ratification of the more
up-to-date Conventions would result in the automatic denunciation of the older
insruments.

(1)) Minimum Age (Sea) Convention, 1920 (No. 7) (Revised by Convention
No. 56);

(20 Paing of Seamen Convention, 1920 (No. 9) (Revised by Convention
No. 179);

(3)  Minimum Age (Trimmers and Stokers) Convention, 1921 (No. 15) (Revisd
by Convention No. 138);

(4) Repatriation of Seamen Convention, 1926 (No. 23) (Revised by Convention
No. 166);

(5) Holidays with Pay (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 54) (Revised by
Convention No. 72);

(6) Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 57) (Revised by
Convention No. 76);

(7)  Minimum Age (Sed) Convention (Revised), 1936 (No. 58) (Revised by
Convention No. 138);

(8) Pad Vacdations (Seefarers) Convention, 1946 (No. 72) (Revised by
Convention No. 91);

(99 Accommodation of Crews Convention, 1946 (No. 75) (Revised by
Convention No. 92);

15 Conventions Nos. 54, 57, 72, 75, 76 and 93 have also been proposed for withdrawal as they did
not obtain sufficient ratifications for entry into force. See below, para. 62. Conventions Nos. 15 and
91 have also been shelved. These decisions are not necessarily incompatible as the emphasisis put
for the time being on encouraging States parties to these Conventions to ratify the more modern
ones. In the meantime, Article 22 reports will not be requested from countries which are parties to
them.

10

JMC-R-2000-08-0096-4.Doc



(10) Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention, 1946 (No. 76)
(Revised by Convention No. 93);

(11) Pad Vacdations (Seafarers) Convention (Revised), 1949 (No. 91) (Revised
by Convention No. 146);

(120 Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention (Revised), 1949
(No. 93) (Revised by Convention No. 109);

(13) Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention (Revised), 1958
(No. 109) (Revised by Convention No. 180).

Shelving, abrogation and withdrawal of
maritime Conventions

Decision to shelve

The Governing Body conddered that certain  Conventions no longer
corresponded to current needs, and that they had become outmoded or obsolete.
The Office no longer requests member States to report on these Conventions to the
ILO supervisory bodies. However, the right to invoke provisons reaing to
representations and complaints under articles 24 and 26 of the Conditution remains
intact. In addition, employers and workers organizations may ill  submit
observations in accordance with the regular supervisory procedures, for the review
by the Committee of Expets on the Applicgtion of Conventions and
Recommendations resulting, where necessary, in requests for detailed reports.
Findly, shdving has no impact on the datus of these Conventions in the legd
systems of member States that have ratified them.

The Governing Body decided to shdve, with immediate effect, the Pad
Vacations (Seefarers) Convention (Revised), 1949 (No. 91), and the Minimum Age
(Trimmers and Stokers) Convention, 1921 (No. 15). *°

Proposals for abrogation or withdrawal
of maritime Conventions

The Congtitution has been amended to enable the Conference to abrogate any
Convention that has logt its purpose (including cases in which their objective has
been fully met), or that no longer makes a useful contribution to ataning the
objectives of the Organization. ’

16 Member States parties to Convention No. 15 are being invited to denounce it. Those parties to
Convention No. 91 are being invited to contemplate ratifying Convention No. 146, the ratification
of which would involve the automatic denunciation of Convention No. 91.

" The Constitution of the International Labour Organization Instrument of Amendment, 1997. The
constitutional amendment had been ratified as at 1 August 2000 by 56 member States, including
three countries of chief industrial importance. The amendment will enter into force when it has been
ratified or accepted by two-thirds of the Members of the Organization, including five of the ten
Members which are represented on the Governing Body as Members of chief industrial importance.
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Since the amendment to the Standing Orders, the Conference may withdraw
Conventions which have not entered into force or which are no longer in force as a
result of denunciations or of ratfications It aso enables the Conference to
withdraw Recommendations. Withdrawas do not depend on the entry into force of
the condtitutional amendmen.

The Governing Body decided to g)ropose in due time to the Conference the
withdrawa of the following Conventions: *

Holidays with Pay (Seq) Convention, 1936 (No. 54);

—  Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 57);

—  Paid Vacations (Seafarers) Convention, 1946 (No. 72);

—  Accommodation of Crews Convention, 1946 (No. 75);

—  Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention, 1946 (No. 76);

—  Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sead) Convention (Revised), 1949
(No. 93).

Decisions concerning international
labour Recommendations

Recommendations ae  nontbinding  indruments  which  define  the
Organizetion's objectives in a specific sohere and a a given time, and which
edablish guidelines to be used by member States in the area of socid policy.
Unlike Conventions, Recommendations are not subject to ratification.

A diginction has been made between Recommendations which accompany or
supplement a Convention and those which are autonomous. The Governing Body
decisons concerning Recommendations linked to a Convention tend to follow the
decisions taken for the corresponding Convention.

Decision to revise maritime Recommendations

No Recommendations concerning seafarers were included in alist for revison.

The Standing Orders d the Conference were also amended in 1997 at the 85th Session of the
Conference and came into effect at that session. At its 88th Session, May-June 2000, the Conference
withdrew afirst series of five Conventions.

18 These Conventions are also listed under those proposed for denunciation, as ratifications have
been registered in respect of them, but these ratifications did not meet the required number for entry
into force of the Conventions concerned.
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Up-to-date maritime Recommendations

When a Recommendation has been considered up to date, the Governing Body
has invited the member States to give it effect, in accordance with the provisions of
aticle 19(6) of the Condtitution. The Governing Body decided accordingly in the
cases of the following three Recommendations:

(1) Protection of Young Seafarers Recommendation, 1976 (No. 153);
(2) Continuity of Employment (Seafarers) Recommendation, 1976 (No. 154);

(3) Merchant Shipping (Improvement of Standards) Recommendation, 1976
(No. 155).

As in the case of Conventions adopted after 1985, the following
Recommendations are aso, in addition to the above Recommendations, considered
up to date:

(1) Seafarers Wdfare Recommendation, 1987 (No. 173);
(2) Repatriation of Seafarers Recommendation, 1987 (No. 174);
(3) Recruitment and Placement of Seafarers Recommendation, 1986 (No. 186);

(4) Seafaers Wages, Hours of Work and the Manmning of Ships
Recommendation, 1996 (No. 187).

Requests for additional information

The Joint Working Group recommended the revison of the Bedding, Mess
Utendls and Miscdlaneous Provisons (Ships Crews) Recommendation, 1946
(No. 78), and the Prevention of Accidents (Seafarers) Recommendation, 1970
(No. 142); it recommended maintaining the status quo for the Vocationd Traning
(Seafarers) Recommendation, 1970 (No. 137) and the Employment of Seafarers
(Technical Developments) Recommendation, 1970 (No. 139).

The Governing Body decided to invite member States to provide information
to the Office on the need to revise *° these four maritime Recommendations.

Maritime Recommendations expressly “replaced”

In practice, the Conference had tended to “replace’” Recommendations rather
than revise them pursuant to article 45 of its Standing Orders. The Governing Body
decided to take note of the replacement of four Recommendations by subsequent
ingruments:

19 The word used in the Governing Body documents is “replace”. However, like Conventions,
Recommendations are replaced when they have been revised by alater instrument.
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(1) Vocdaiona Traning (Seafarers) Recommendation, 1946 (No. 77), has been
replaced by Vocationd Traning (Seafarers) Recommendation, 1970
(No. 137);

(2) Repatriation (Ship Masters and Apprentices) Recommendation, 1926 (No. 27),
has been replaced by Repatriation of Seafarers Recommendation,
1987(No. 174).

(3) Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Recommendation, 1958 (No. 109),
has been replaced by Seafarers Wages and Hours of Work and the Manning
of Ships Recommendation, 1996 (No. 187);

(4) Labour Inspection (Seamen) Recommendation, 1926 (No. 28), has been
replaced by Labour Inspection (Seafarers) Recommendation, 1996 (No. 185).

Decision to maintain the status quo

Based on the recommendation by the Joint Working Group and the Working
Party the Governing Body decided to mantain the status quo with regard to the
following five Recommendations

(1) Nationd Seamen’'s Codes Recommendation, 1920 (No. 9);

(2) Sedfarer’s Engagement (Foreign Vessals) Recommendation, 1958 (No. 107);
(3) Socid Conditions and Safety (Seafarers) Recommendation, 1958 (No. 108);
(4) Crew Accommodation (Air Conditioning) Recommendation, 1970 (No 140);

(5) Crew Accommodation (Noise Control) Recommendation, 1970 (No. 141).

Withdrawal of maritime Recommendations

As noted above concerning the withdrava of Conventions, the Standing
Orders of the Conference was amended to permit the withdrawd of
Recommendations. The procedure to be followed for the withdrawd of
Recommendationsis the same as that for the withdrawal of Conventions.

In the context of their examination by the Working Party, the Joint Working
Group had proposed the withdrawal of Hours of Work and Manning (Seq)
Recommendation, 1936 (No. 49); the shdving of Ships Medicine Chest
Recommendation, 1958 (No. 105) and Medicd Advice a Sea Recommendation,
1958 (No. 106); and the shelving and abrogation of Seamen’'s Wefare in Ports
Recommendation, 1936 (No. 48) and Seafarers Welfare Recommendation, 1970
(No. 138). In view of the adoption of the conditutiond amendment and the
amendment to the Conference Standing Orders concerning abrogation and
withdrawal, the appropriate legal procedure for Recommendaions which ae
considered obsolete is that of withdrawal.

The Governing Body decided to note that these five Recommendations were
obsolete and that their withdrawa be proposed to the Conference in due time. The

14
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intent of the Joint Working Group's recommendations concerning these
Recommendations can be consdered to have been endorsed by the above decison
of the Governing Body.
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Part Il

Examination of maritime social
security Conventions and
Recommendations

Based on a recommendation by the Working Party, the Governing Body
decided to invite the IMC to undertake a case-by-case examinaion of Conventions
and Recommendations concerning socia security for seafarers and  submit it
conclusions to the Governing Body a a forthcoming session. 2° In accordance with
the terms of reference of the Working Party, this decison concerns the ingruments
adopted before 1985.

The Governing Body was able to benefit from expert advice from the socid
patnes in the maitime sector on its examindion of the other maritime
indruments. The JMC may wish to make recommendaions concerning the
Conventions and Recommendations examined below.

Conventions on social security

Five Conventions call for examination
under this heading

(1) Unemployment Indemnity (Shipwreck) Convention, 1920 (No. 8);

(2) Shipowners Liability (Sick and Injured Seamen) Convention, 1936 (No. 55);
(3) Sickness Insurance (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 56);

(4) Socid Security (Seefarers) Convention, 1946 (No. 70);

(5) Sedfarers Pensions Convention, 1946 (No. 71).

Two Conventions, Nos. 56 and 70, have been revised by the Socid Security
(Sedfarers) Convention (Revised), 1987 (No. 165). In the case of the other
Conventions, Convention No. 165 contains substantive provisons on the branches
of socid security covered by them. While Convention No. 165 has entered into
force, it has only received two ratifications to date. 2* It should be recdled that the
Joint Working Group, when it met in July 1998 to review the maritime instruments,
had noted the low rae of rdification of that Convention and had expressed a
preliminary view that “Convention No. 165 was unlikely to attract widespread

20 5ee GB.274/LILSWPIPRY2; GB.274/LILS4, para. 73; and GB.274/10/2.

21 Hungary (1989) and Spain (1991).
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raification in the near future and could not therefore be regarded as an adequate
replacement for the previoudly adopted instruments’. 22

The scope of Convention No. 165 and its reationship to the other socid
security ingruments not revised by Convention No. 165 would need to be borne in
mind. In particular, while the Convention is comprehensve and covers dl of the
subject-matter dedt with by the above five indruments a raificaion of this
Convention may not necessarily mean that there would be automatic coverage for
seefarers of dl the benefits provided by Conventions Nos. 8, 55 and 71. A member
State which ratifies Convention No. 165 is only obliged to provide coverage in
repect of a minimum of three out of a possble ten branches of socia security.
Furthermore, as noted, only two of the Conventions are expresdy revised,
Conventions Nos. 56 and 70.

The Governing Body has placed on the agenda of the 8%th Session of the
Internationa Labour Conference in June 2001, the question of Social security —
Issues, challenges and prospects as an item for generd discusson. It should dso be
noted that a a forthcoming meeting of the Governing Body, the Working Party is
due to examine the results of written consultations with the member States

requesting information concerning a seies of nonmaitime socid  security
ingruments.

Unemployment Indemnity (Shipwreck)
Convention, 1920 (No. 8)

(1) Ratifications:
(@ Number of current ratifications: 59.
(b) Latest ratification: Lebanon (1993).

(c) Ratification prospects. Uncertain. Over the last ten years, this Convention
has atracted a dow rate of ratifications. Since 1990, it has received six
additiona ratifications or confirmaions of exiding ratificaions following
accession to independence of States, 2

(2) Denunciations: None

(3) Comments by the Committee of Experts: Comments are pending for
26 countries and non-metropolitan territories (NMTS).

(4) Need for revision: This Convention has not been revised.

(5) Remarks. The Ventgol Working Parties of 1979 and 1987 had classfied
Convention No. 8 in the category of ingruments to be promoted on a priority
bass. This Convention has not been revised and since it was adopted before

22 See GB.274/LILSWP/PRS2, Appendix |, p. 46.

23 Bosnia and Herzegovina, Colombia, Costa Rica, Lebanon, Slovenia and The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia.
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(6)

1929, it cannot be closed to further ratification. The number of member States
paties to this Convention are reaively high in comparison to other maritime
ingruments.

Proposals. The Commisson may wish to propose mantaning the satus quo
with respect to this Convention, consdering the number of member States
which are parties to it, to invite those States to ratify Convention No. 165 and
to accept coverage of unemployment benefit as one of the branches of socid
security. These members States could then be invited to denounce Convention
No. 8 at the time of ratification of Convention No. 165.

Shipowners’ Liability (Sick and Injured
Seamen) Convention, 1936 (No. 55)

D)

)
3

(4)
)

(6)

Ratifications:
(& Number of current ratifications. 16.
(b) Latest ratification: Luxembourg (1991).

(c) Ratification prospects. Uncertain. Over the last ten years, this Convention
has attracted only one ratification.

Denunciations; None

Comments by the Committee of Experts. Comments are pending for two
countries.

Need for revision: This Convention has not been revised.

Remarks. The Ventgol Working Parties of 1979 and 1987 had classfied
Convention No. 55 in the category of instruments to be promoted on a priority
basis. Convention No. 55 is among the Conventions listed in the Appendix to
Convention No. 147. Pursuant to the “substantidly equivdent” provison in
Article 2(@ in Convention No. 147, it therefore dso applies to those
30 countries which have ratified Convention No. 147 but not Convention
No. 55. Convention No. 165 contains provisons deding with shipowners
ligbility, but it does not revise Convention No. 55. As noted previoudy,
Convention No. 165 has, to date, only attracted two ratifications.

Proposals: In view of the above, the Commission may wish to recommend the
maintenance of the status quo with respect to this Convention.

Sickness Insurance (Sea) Convention,

1936 (No. 56)
«y

Ratifications:
(& Number of current ratifications: 19.

(b) Latest ratification: Bosnia and Herzegovina (1993).
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(o) Ratification prospects. Uncertain. Over the last ten years, this Convention
hes attracted a dow rate of ratifications. It has received five additiond
ratifications or confirmations of exiging ratfications following accesson
to independence of States. 24

(2) Denunciations. One, following the raification by Span of Convention
No. 165in 1991.

(3) Comments by the Committee of Experts. Comments are pending for ten
countriesand NMTs.

(4) Need for revision: This Convention has been revised by Convention No. 165.

(5) Remarks: The Ventgol Working Party of 1979 classfied Convention No. 56
in the category of instruments to be promoted on a priority bass. However, in
1987, Convention No. 56 was classfied by the Ventgol Working Party in the
category of insruments to be revised. As indicated above, it was revised by
Convention No. 165. Convention No. 56 is among the Conventions listed in
the Appendix to Convention No. 147 and covered by the “substantia
equivalence’ provisons in Article 2(@) of Convention No. 147. It therefore
applies to 31 countries in addition to those which have ratified Convention
No. 56.

(6) Proposals. The Commisson may therefore wish to recommend inviting the
States parties to Convention No. 56 to contemplate ratifying Convention
No. 165. The raificaion of the later Convention will involve the automatic
denunciation of Convention No. 56. The gatus of Convention No. 56 could be
re-examined in due course.

Social Security (Seafarers) Convention,
1946 (No. 70)

(1) Ratifications:
(@ Number of current ratifications. 7.
(b) Lated ratification: Algeria (1962).

(¢) Ratification prospects Uncertain. This Convention has not attracted any
ratification since 1962.

(2) Denunciations. One, following the ratfication by Span of Convention
No. 165in 1991.

(3) Comments by the Committee of Experts. No comments pending.

(4) Need for revision: This Convention has been revised by Convention No. 165.

24 Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Luxembourg, Slovenia and The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia.
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Q)

(6)

Remarks Convention No. 70 never entered into force (it requires a leest nine
ratifications). The Ventgol Working Paty of 1979 classfied Convention
No. 70 in the category of instruments to be promoted on a priority bass.
However, in 1987, Convention No. 70 was classfied by the Ventgol Working
Party in the category of instruments to be revised.

Proposals: The Commisson may wish to recommend inviting member States
parties to Convention No. 70 to contemplate ratifying Convention No. 165.
The rdification of the later Convention will involve the automatic
denunciation of Convention No. 70. The gatus of Convention No. 70 could be
re-examined in due course, induding the possbility to consder its eventud
withdrawal.

Seafarers’ Pensions Convention, 1946 (No. 71)

@

)
3

(4)
)

(6)

Ratifications:
(@ Number of current retifications: 13.
(b) Lates ratification: Lebanon (1993).

(¢) Ratification prospects. Uncertain. Over the last ten years, this Convention
has attracted only one ratification.

Denunciations: None.

Comments by the Committee of Experts: Comments are pending for four
countries.

Need for revision: This Convention has not been revised.

Remarks: The Ventgol Working Paties of 1979 and 1987 classfied
Convention No. 71 in the category of instruments to be promoted on a priority
basis. Corvention No. 165 contans provisons deding with seefarers
pensons, but it does not revise Convention No. 71. In addition, a ratification
of Convention No. 165 places an obligation on a raifying State to cover a
minimum of three branches of socid security — but such a State is not required
to cover seafarers pensions.

Proposals: In view of the above, the Commisson may wish to recommend the
maintenance of the status quo with respect to this Convention.

Three Recommendations call for examination
under this heading

@
2
3)

Unemployment Insurance (Seamen) Recommendation, 1920 (No. 10);
Seefarers Socid Security (Agreements) Recommendation, 1946 (No. 75);

Seafarers (Medica Care for Dependants) Recommendation, 1946 (No. 76).
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Unemployment Insurance (Seamen)
Recommendation, 1920 (No. 10)

This Recommendation supplements Convention No. 8. The Commisson may
wish to adopt the same pogtion on this Recommendation as that adopted for
Convention No. 8. The Commisson may therefore wish to recommend the

maintenance of the datus quo with respect to this Recommendation and thet it be
re-examined in due course.

Seafarers’ Social Security (Agreements)
Recommendation, 1946 (No. 75)

Recommendation No. 75 contans no express provisons concerning its
relation to Convention No. 70. However, it was adopted a the same time as
Convention No. 70 and Recommendation No. 76. In addition, the preparatory work
confirms that Recommendation No. 76 aso supplemented Convention No. 70. 2° It
should aso be noted that Convention No. 165 contains substantive provisons on
foreign seefarers, an issue dealt with by Recommendation No. 75.

Proposals: The Commisson may wish to recommend that the datus quo in
repect of Recommendation No. 75 be mantained in view of its reationship to
Convention No. 70 and that this Recommendation be re-examined in due course.

Seafarers’ (Medical Care for Dependants)
Recommendation, 1946 (No. 76)

Recommendation No. 76 supplements the provisons of Convention No. 70.
This Convention was revised by Convention No. 165. However, Convention
No. 165 was not supplemented by any Recommendation. It is dso to be noted that
Convention No. 165 contains provisions concerning medica care.

Proposals: The Commisson may wish to recommend that the dtatus quo in
respect of Recommendation No. 76 be maintaned in view of its reaionship to
Convention No. 70 and that Recommendation No. 76 be re-examined in due
course.

% The relevant text of the preparatory work states: “The text of the first Convention (i.e.
Convention No. 70) would not, however, be complete in al respects unless there be read along with
it the two ancillary or supplementary draft Recommendations contained in the report. You will
notice that the draft Recommendation in one case provides for a certain form of implementation of
the general Convention by recommending that there be agreements between governments and an
extension of agreements between employers and employees, in order to carry more fully into effect
the general purpose of the draft Convention. The second draft Recommendation relates to one phase
of the social security of the seafarers and their dependants really as citizens more than as seafarers.”
Seel ILO: Record of Proceedings International Labour Conference, 28th Session, Seattle, 1946,
p. 100.
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Part Il

A way

forward on maritime labour

standards: A possible maritime
“Decent work” Convention

The issues

The report under agenda item 3: “The impact on seefarers living and working
conditions of changes in the gructure of the shipping industry” (hereinafter referred
to as “the report”), highlights a number of developments which have taken place in
the indusry in recent times. These developments concern changes in ownership,
the financing and management of shipping flegts, new forms of regigers, dramatic
shifts in the origin of labour supply, the growth of multinational and multicultura
crew, and the deveopments in turnaround time of ships coupled with reduced
crewing levds They have dl had an impact in various ways on the living and
working conditions of seefarers. Although shipping has dways been consdered a
globd indugry by virtue of its very specid nature, globdization of the world
economy has not left the indudtry unaffected. Outsde the structura changes which
have transformed the shipping indudtry in the last quarter of the twentieth century
and to which the report refers, the emergence of a globa labour market for
seefarers has effectivdy transformed the shipping industry making it the world's
firda genuindy globa industry. This requires a globd response, an internationa
regulatory response of an appropriate kind — globd standards applicable to the
entire industry. It cdls for standards which would ensure decent shipping fleets,
decent safety standards and decent socid standards for al seafarers as caled for by
the Director-Generd of the ILO in his report Decent work. 2°

The report contains evidence that there has been a dramatic weskening of
nationd regulatory regimes, with an accderated shift from traditiond maritime
regigers to other registers. The link between the flag State and the seafarer has
become even more tenuous with the variety of forms of ownership, management
and control of ships. The report refers to the growing avoidance of socid
regulations which have become the weekest link in the chan in the face of
increased internationd  competition and the requirement for mandatory compliance
with technica standards. The report cals for bresking the vicious circle of low
freight rates, extremely poor conditions and standards, week nationa regulatory
mechanisms and the reductance to enforce internationaly applicable [abour
sandards. It does not make sweeping generdizations across the board concerning
living and working conditions of sesfarers. It recognizes that seefarers on board
ships of some flag States or types of vessd do enjoy high standards. Poor

28 |LO: Decent work, Report of the Director-General, International Labour Conference, Geneva,
87th Session, 1999.
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conditions, some of which result from the deveopments to which reference is
made, do however give rise to concern.

The report therefore recommends adopting minimum standards which should
be nether standards reflecting the lowest common denominator nor those that are
unredigtically high. These standards would respond to the primary role of the ILO
today — which is to promote opportunities for men and women to obtain decent and
productive work in conditions of freedom, equity, security and human dignity. And
this is precisdy wha the Director-Generd cdls for in his Report. >’ This overdl
god was endorsed by the Conference to be pursued within the context of the globa
economy. “Decent work” is conddered relevant for dl countries, including the
developed, developing and trandtion economies. It is equdly applicable to dl
sectors of the globa economy — not least the maritime indudtry.

The Director-Generd’s Report  highlights the importance of enhancing the
ILO's work on standards and consders a number of actions to raise the profile of
itswork in this area

Theseindude:
—  preparing the ground for new standards more thoroughly;
—  exploring new methods of standard setting;

— engaging in deeper andyss of exising Sandards, their synergy, lacunae, and
impact on various groups,

— acdeding the revison of outdated ingruments to build on progress dready
made and promoting priority standards as problem-solving tools;

— enhancing the impact of supervision of sandards; and
—  reasserting the role of 1LO standards in the broader world context. 28

The Director-Gengrd’s Report cdls for: resssating the usfulness of
international  standards; reinvigoraing efforts to experiment with new gpproaches;
encouraging closer consultation with condituents, anadysing proposed standards in
tems of ther potentid impact on economic and socid policy and ther
complementarity with  other  internationdl  indruments  and  reinvigoraing
promotiona efforts to see that standards are ratified and applied. Reference is dso
made to the difficulties encountered with ratification, especidly as paliaments dl
over the world often have a long lis of items awating atention. *° The
Director-Generd  pecificdly daes that “in this competitive environment it is
important that the ILO concentrate its attention on high-impact standards to make

27 ipid., p. 13.
2 jbid., p. 17.

29 ibid., pp. 17-20.
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them stand out from the pack”.3C He invited the socid partners to single out
indruments for specid attention.

A number of these actions are pertinent to an assessment of the impact of
maritime labour dandards, paticulally in the light of the report. The question
arises as to what profile do these standards have. What has been the impact of these
dandards on the working and living conditions of seafarers, employment in the
industry, and on the industry itsdf? What are the reasons for the low rates of
ratification of maritime labour Conventions compared to IMO Conventions? The
report has given us dements to arrive at certain conclusions.

The ILO compilation of maritime labour Conventions and Recommendations
contains 30 Conventions, one Protocol and 23 Recommendations and has grouped
them under mgor headings. Under the generd part, there are three Conventions
and sx Recommendations. Four Conventions and two Recommendetions ded with
traning and entry into employment. Four Conventions cover conditions for
admisson to employment and three Conventions provide for certificates of
competency. Five Conventions and four Recommendations are concerned with
generd conditions of employment. Safety, hedth and wdfare are dedt with under
ax Conventions and nine Recommendations. Social security issues are covered by
five Conventions and one Recommendation, while labour inspection is dedt with
by only one Convention and a Recommendetion. This gpparently fragmented
goproach may be explained by the fact that these instruments were all adopted at
different times in response to a specific problem or specific needs — over a period
of dmost 80 years. They cover most of the essentid issues which are relevant to
seefarers working and living conditions. However, having them widdy rdified
and implemented as well as keeping them up to date, have proved to be a mgor
chdlenge. In addition, tresty congestion makes it difficult for member States to
engage in separate ratification processes for so many insruments. They may not
now represent a manageable set of sandards to govern atruly globa industry.

Of the present 30 maritime Conventions and one Protocol, the ratification rates
vary from 81 member States>! to none in some cases. Convention No. 147, which
is the best known ILO maitime Convention, has been ratfied to date by
40 member States®? representing about 60 per cent of the world shipping gross
tonnage. Ratifications done however do not give the full picture and there is no
doubt that dthough the pertinent Conventions may not have been rdified, they
have influenced nationd law and practice — and in some cases are actualy gpplied
though not ratified. As the report shows, port state control has also permitted
extending compliance with the requirements under Convention No. 147 to third
countries, particularly those which have not raified the pertinent Conventions. The

% ibid., p. 19.

31 Medical Examination of Young Persons (Sea) Convention, 1921, (No. 16). This is the most
widely ratified maritime labour Convention.

32 This Convention has also been made applicable to 25 NMTs. These territories represent
considerable registered tonnage. This accounts for the large coverage of world shipping fleet by
Convention No. 147, despite the ratification figure of 40 member States.
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low rate of ratifications of maritime Conventions is widespread. The report refers
to the demands of competition as one reason. Another reason may be that socia
and labour issues are given lower priority than environmenta and safety concerns.
The dtuation may dso be atributed to the highly fragmented nature of maritime
l[abour standards. The fact that shipping issues are dedt with by minidries dedling
with maritime matters or by maritime authorities and labour meatters by minidries
of labour, means problems of coordination and competence play a role in
udaning the interest for the rdification of maritime labour Conventions. The role
of nationd socid partners in promoting ratification of ILO Conventions is aso
important. The increasing shift to internationa registers and the fact tha more and
more seafarers are being employed on ships flying the flag of countries of which
they are not naionds, have resulted in the weskening of the role of socid partners
a the nationd leve in these countries. The generd low rate of ratifications and the
difficulty in putting labour issues on the maritime and legidaive agendas a the
national level may raise concerns as to whether the standards meet the needs of the
industry today.

The review made by the Working Paty on Policy regarding the Revison of
Standards, a summary of which is contained in Part | of this report, has concluded
that of the maritime Conventions examined, ** seven of them are obsolete and
should be revised; 3 13 should be denounced, *° six of which have dso been
identified for withdrawal 3° as they never entered into force — the more recent
Conventions were proposed for ratification in the place of Conventions proposed
for denunciation; and sx were conddered either up to date or were identified
for promotion; 3’ and maintaining the staus quo was proposed for three
Conventions. ¥ Concerning the examination made of maritime Recommendations,
11 of them were considered up to date or that the status quo be maintained; 3° four

33 Between 1920 and 1996, a total of 39 Conventions, 29 Recommendations and one Protocol were
adopted by the International Labour Conference. The ILO current compilation only contains 30
Conventions, 23 Recommendations and one Protocol. Nine Conventions and six Recommendations
are not included because, in the case of the Conventions, they have not received the number of
ratifications for entry into force or are no longer open to ratification as a result of the entry into
force of arevising Convention. The Recommendations which are not included are not considered to
be of current interest. It is important to recall that the Working Party did not examine Conventions
and Recommendations adopted after 1985, which the Governing Body considered were up to date.

3 Conventions Nos. 16, 22, 68, 69, 73, 74 and 134.

% ConventionsNos. 7, 9, 15, 23, 54, 57, 58, 72, 75, 76, 91, 93 and 109.

% Conventions Nos. 54, 57, 72, 75, 76 and 93.

37" Conventions Nos. 108, 145, 146, 147, 166 and 138 which is ageneral standard.
38 Conventions Nos. 53, 92 and 133.

39 Recommendations Nos. 9, 30, 89, 107, 108, 137, 140, 141, 153, 154 and 155.
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were considered to have been replaced; “° and five were considered obsolete and
proposed for withdrawal. 4*

From the above, a totd of 16 maritime labour Conventions in addition to the
seven adopted since 1987 are consdered up to date and relevant to the industry. To
this figure of 23 must be added any of the maitime socid security instruments
which might be consdered as up to date. In the case of the Recommendations, a
tota of ten of those examined have been considered up to date — to which must be
added the five adopted since 1987 and any of the socid security ones to be
retained.

This part of the report has sought to take stock of the entire body of maritime
labour standards againgt the background of the report and to assess whether they
continue to meet the needs of the industry today. The following sections will seek
to examine what possble responses might be consdered to take account of these
developments and to ensure the relevance and impact of maritime labour standards.

The options

It is criticdly important to obtain consensus or broad agreement on the way
forward, the main lines of the approach and the objectives to be attained. The
dandards sought might, in particular, seek to creste for the maritime industry a
level playing fidd by providing a basic protection which dl States would be invited
to accept as a minimum and to promote within ther own flag or territorid
juridiction.

Three options may be explored of a possble way forward for future
standard- setting activity in the maritime fidd.

The firg option is to limit new Sandard-setting action to the revison of the
outdated seven indruments which the Working Paty on Policy regarding the
Revison of Standards of the Governing Body identified for revison in the
maritime sector and which were gpproved for revison by the Governing Body. 2
These ingruments, however, covered very different subject-matter and a mog, it
will only be possble to consder reducing the seven indruments to five revised
ones. The seven do not have a common theme and some of the individua revisons
do not provide attractive options for better ratification or implementation. The
posshility of consolidating the seven indruments is therefore not considered
practicable or attractive. It would not necessarily respond to the problems at present

40 Recommendations Nos. 27, 28, 77 and 109.
41 Recommendations Nos. 48, 49, 105, 106 and 138.

42 The seven Conventions concerned are the following: Medical Examination of Young Persons
(Sea) Convention, 1921 (No. 16); Seamen’s Articles of Agreement Convention, 1926 (No. 22);
Food and Catering (Ships Crews) Convention, 1946 (No. 68); Certification of Ships Cooks
Convention, 1946 (No. 69); Medical Examination (Seafarers), 1946 (No. 73); Certification of Able
Seamen Convention, 1946 (No. 74); Prevention of Accidents (Seafarers) Convention, 1970
(No.134).
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but would
a the same time provide the conditions under which new ratifications would be
possble The new Convention(s) would replace dl existing Conventions when
itthey had obtained the required number of ratifications to enter into force.
Provison would be made, on entry into force, ether to close the existing
Conventions to future rdification or to kegp them open indefinitdy or for a limited
period of time. In any event, the ratification of the new Convention(s) would imply
the automatic denunciation of the pertinent exising Conventions. A member State
which did not ratify the new Convention(s) would remain bound by the existing
Conventions which it hed ratified.

The first option: Revision of seven instruments

As indicated in paragraph 98, conddering the extremely limited potentid to
regroup the seven instruments concerned into a coherent sructure, this option does
not lend itsdlf to the articulation of the approach set out in paragraph 101.

The second option: One framework instrument

Under this option, there would be one magor insrument, a framework
Convention which would be sructured dong the following lines It would be
sructured in parts. The first part would contain genera provisons and integrate the
relevant provisons of Convention No. 147. The other parts would dea with



specific subject areas containing the man principles which would fadl under such
headings as gened conditions of employment (including contracts of
employment, repatrigtion and employment of foreign seefarers); hedth and sAfety;
socia  benefits, wdfare and food and accommodation. The man substantive
provisons of the appendices to Convention No. 147 would be covered under the
various headings.

The framework Convention would be supplemented by a number of annexes
which would contain detalled specifications. The annexes would specify the means
of implementing the principles and main provisons of the Convention. Each annex
would be linked to the corresponding part of the Convention. The sgnificance of
the annex would be the level of detail and the opportunity to keep it up to date. It
would be conceivable that the updating of the provisons of the annexes could
posshly involve the JMC through a tripartite subcommittee and the Governing

Body.

The Convention would contain provisons on find cdlauses containing nove
mechanisms of revison of the annexes, as well as a possible role for the IMC in the
revison process. The chdlenge is to achieve a smple indrument — and to do so
taking due account all mgor issues, concerns and difficulties.

The framework Convention and its annexes could be supplemented by a
Recommendation, containing provisons which would provide guidance on matters
dedt with in the Convention and its annexes or for matters not covered by either.
Codes of practice and guiddines could dso complement the indruments where
appropriate. These could be adopted and revised by the IMC.

The posshility of having a dngle framework instrument could provide an
excdlent opportunity to keep the insrument under review and to supervise the
progress made by member States towards meeting the objectives of the instrument.
In this regard aticle 19 of the Congtitution®® could be fully utlized; it would
enable a more regular monitoring of such an indrument usng a new type of generd
survey underteken a regular intervas to assess the effect given to the instrument,
the difficulties encountered, the obgtacles preventing ratification and the need for
its revison. ** Such surveys would cover member States which have raified the
indrument as well as those which have not done so. In addition, any conclusons

43 Article 19(5)(b) requires member States to bring the Convention adopted by the Conference
before the authority or authorities within whose competence the matter lies, for the enactment of
legislation or other action. Paragraph 5(c) requires Members to inform the Director-General of the
measures taken to bring the Convention before the competent authority or authorities and of the
action taken by them. If a member State does not ratify the Convention, article 19(5)(e) provides
that the Member “shall report to the Director-Genera of the International Labour Office, at
appropriate intervals as requested by the Governing Body, the position of its law and practice in
regard to the matters dealt with in the Convention, showing the extent to which effect has been
given, or is proposed to be given, to any of the provisions of the Convention by legislation,
administrative action, collective agreement or otherwise and stating the difficulties which prevent or
delay the ratification of such Convention.”

44 At present, article 19, general surveys on selected Conventions and Recommendations are
decided upon by the Governing Body and examined by the Committee of Experts on the
Application of Conventions and Recommendations.

28

JMC-R-2000-08-0096-4.Doc



drawn could form the bass for technicd assstance to be provided by the Office to
enable countries to overcome any obstacles and to raify and implement the
Convention — and possibly to make proposas for any amendments.

The third option: Five framework instruments

The third option would represent five framework insruments deding with
generd conditions of employment; hedth and safety; welfare; socid benefits, and
food and accommodation. They could adso be complemented by annexes with
fecilitated amendment procedures aong the lines examined below, which would
apply to the second and third options.

Facilitating mechanisms for
updating standards

Under the ILO Conditution, Conventions and Recommendations are adopted
by the International Labour Conference by a two-thirds mgority of the delegates
present at the Conference and submitted to member States for ratification. Up to
now, goart from a few exceptions, revisons of Conventions and in some cases
Protocols have been adopted by the same procedure which means, in particular,
that each amendment has to be formaly accepted by the member State before it
becomes gpplicable to that Member. There is however no legd impediment to a
smpler procedure being adopted with respect to the amendment of provisons
relating to the detals of the gpplication of the Convention concerned. As indicated
above, the details would be st out in the annexes to the Convention(s) which
would contain the subgtantive provisons. There ae precedents for having a
separate procedure for amending the details in Conventions. This is the case with
the schec!lléles and annex to the Employment Injury Benefits Convention, 1964,
No. 121.

The annexes for the framework Convention would be provided for in the
Convention, as would a procedure for their amendment. They would be mandatory,
but could be revised under a facilitated mechanism, for ingtance a tacit acceptance
procedure of the kind gpplicable to IMO instruments. Member States which have
ratified the Convention could opt out of acceptance of the amendments adopted
within a specified time frame. After the expiry of the time-period and on a date to
be provided for, the amendment would enter into force for al member States which

45 Concerning the Schedule to Convention No. 121, which contains a list of occupational diseases,
Article 19(7), provides “... for this purpose, the international standard industrial classification of all
economic activities, adopted by the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations at its
Seventh Session on 27 August 1948, as amended and reproduced in the Annex to this Convention,
or such classification as at any time further amended, shall be used.” Article 31(1) of that
Convention provides as follows. “The International Labour Conference may, at any session at
which the matter is included in the agenda, adopt by a two-thirds majority amendmentsto Schedule
1 to this Convention.”
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have not opted out. *® The revision or amendment process would involve the socid
partners in the maritime sector.

Possible value added of the new
framework instrument(s)

It is important to identify what would be the possble vadue added of this
goproach as wdl as of the content of the new instrument. This new framework
ingrument would address the concern expressed earlier of the fragmented nature of
exiging maitime ingruments. It would instead represent an integrated agpproach.
The following are the more pecific demerts of the added value:

— conolidation of the 30 Conventions and one Protocol adong with the
29 Recommendations, they would be thematicaly and coherently regrouped
Into one more ingtruments,

— aticulation of the basc principles goplicable to the maritime indusry to
achieve progress towards sectord universdity of obligations or progress
towardsiit;

— gamplified content of the provisons of the Convention;
—  no lessfavourable trestment provisons in the annexes,

— induson of the substantid equivdence concept®’ in the absence of
acceptance of specific provisons, in respect of the provisons relating to
Convention No. 147;

— facdilitated mechanisms for the updating of annexes (amendment procedures
different from that gpplicable to the Convention);

— enforcement procedures, including port state control;

— the posshility of a new type of genera survey, conducted a regular intervals,
enabling a closer monitoring of progress made towards meeting the objectives
of the Convention;

6 |1t might also be possible to envisage an amendment procedure which would not allow for opting
out. Such a provision could for instance provide: “An amendment to the Annexe(s) shall be deemed
to have been accepted at the end of (x) yearsif not more than one-third of the member States parties
to the Convention have objected to the amendment.” Member States which became parties to the
Convention after the entry into force of the amendment would ratify the Convention as amended.

4" The concept of substantial equivalence in Article 2 of Convention No. 147 has been interpreted
to mean that “national laws and regulations could be different in detail, but that the States should
engage themselves to assure that the general goals intended by the [listed Conventions] should be
respected”. ILO: Labour standards on merchant ships General Survey by the Committee of Experts
on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations, International Labour Conference,
77th Session, 1990, para. 69.
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— indugon of a new dynamic role for the maitime socid partners through the
JMC or an expanded IMC;

— provisons for technicd asigtance to complement efforts of governments,
shipowners and seafarers and to create incentives for compliance.

Possible disadvantages of the new approach

The dements of vadue added have attempted to demondrate the possble
advantages that the new approach might have. However, it would be appropriate to
st out the possble disadvantages of this new approach, which include the
fallowing:

— To the extent to which the idea of a framework Convention would seek to
extract the man dements and principles in exising Conventions, certan
detalled provisons which are a present in the body of Conventions might
henceforth be contained in the annexes, which would however be of a binding
nature, or possbly in Recommendations.

— There is no guarantee that the new approach will meet with greater success
than the exiging ingruments. There may be a fear that, if it were not
successful, it might weeken the exising body of standards. However, the
possibility of a regular monitoring of a sngle insrument through the new type
of generd survey may mitigate or even diminae this risk. This new tool
might well offer aguarantee for a success of the Convention.

—  Convention No. 147 has become a generdly recognized internationa standard
and every attempt should be made to preserveit. #8

An enhanced role for the JMC

The MC is the only remaining danding indugrid committee with its own
rules of procedure. The members of the IMC are nominated by the Internaiond
Labour Conference and, as a consequence, derive sgnificant legitimacy therefrom.
The IMC has dways played an important role in the preparation of standards. In
addition, the IMC plays an important legidative role in the sating of the basc
wage of able seamen, abeit in the framework of a Recommendation. *° The amount
st by the IMC, once approved by the Governing Body, becomes a decision of the
Organization which the Director-Generd is required to notify to member States.

48 |t should be noted that the new framework Convention(s) would involve the automatic
denunciation of the Conventions related thereto, which would include Convention No. 147. The
wide acceptance of the new instrument(s) would eliminate any concerns about the status of
Convention No. 147.

4 paragraph 10 of the Seafarers Wages, Hours of Work and the Manning of Ships
Recommendation, 1996 (No. 187).
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In a joint letter of 15 July 1999, the secretaries of the shipowners and
seefarers  groups of the JMC wrote to the Director-Generd emphasizing the
importance of having separate and diginct machinery for the preparation of
insruments concerning seefarers. Such a mechinery dlows for the adoption of
standards which respond to the industry’s specid requirements and permits both
ddes of the industry to work closdly together with government representetives to
develop labour standards that they can support. The letter of 15 July 1999 aso
referred to the importance of a possible enhanced role for the IMC as a mechanism
for socid didogue. The IMC may wish to explore this further, consdering the
possibility for the IMC or a Working Group of the IMC to have ad hoc meetings to
discuss and review any new draft instruments. Given the bipartite compogtion of
the IMC and bearing in mind the possbility for it to recommend to the Governing
Body the convening of tripatite subcommittees, the IMC may dso wish to
examine this option to ensure that the various proposas they may make, might be
acceptable to governments.

Conclusion

The above andyss has sought to provide some guidance of a possble way
forward. The body of maritime labour standards has stood the test of time — indeed
some of these standards have had a far-reaching impact on the industry. Unlike
IMO conventions, they have not however been seen as equally successful. With the
increedng integration of the globa economy not even the most globa of indudries
can reman unaffected. The present maritime labour Standards have proved their
efficacy. They are as necessary today as ever before and every effort must be made
to ensure tha they maintain their reevance, serve the needs of the industry and
provide al seafarers with decent work.

Points for discussion

The Commisson may wish to condder, in the light of the information
contained in this report and any other avalable information, what action or steps
should be taken in advancing the debate on the future of maritime labour standards.
The Commisson may wish to condder in paticular the following points for
discusson:

1. Should present action on maritime labour standards be limited to the seven
ingruments which the Governing Body has identified for revison — and if 0
what approach should be taken?

2. Wha recommendations would the Commisson consider appropriate to make
with respect to the socia security instruments examined in Part 117?

3. Should a broader approach be adopted concerning the review of the standards
and, if so, does the framework approach, as outlined above, represent an
interesting option — and in what structure or format should it be pursued?

4. Beaing in mind the possble technicd content of future ingruments, to what
extent would the Commisson foresee that the instrument(s) should be
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comprenensve covering basc principles and man subdantive provisons,
supplemented by more detailed annexes, Recommendations, codes of practice,
guidelines, etc.?

What geps should be taken to ensure that the Commission is closdly involved
in al the preparatory work concerning the eaboration of any new instruments?

What gseps should be taken to ensure the participation of governments a an
early stage in the process?
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Appendix |

Summary of decisions taken by the Governing Body concerning
maritime Conventions and Recommendations*

Subject-matter Conventions Up-to-date instruments ~ Outdated instruments  Conventions  Shelving Abrogation Withdrawal Request for Status quo
proposed for proposed for additional
revision denunciation information
General C.108 c.a1 Cc.a1 R.139 R.9
C.145 and R.154 R.107
C.147 R.108
Protocol 147 and R.155
Training and C.22 C.179 and R.186 C9 R.137
entry into R.77
employment
General C.16 C.146 C.23and R.27 C54
conditions of c.73 R.153 C54 C57
employment C.166 and R.174 C.57 and R.49 c72
C.180 C.72 C.75
R.187 C.76 C.76
c.a1 C.93
C.93 R.49
C.109 and R.109
Safety, health C.68 C.163and R.173 C.75 R.105 R.78 C.92
and welfare C.134 C.164 R.48 R.106 R.142 C.133
R.105 R.48 R.140
R.106 R.138 R.141

R.138




Subject-matter  Conventions Up-to-date instruments ~ Outdated instruments  Conventions  Shelving Abrogation Withdrawal  Request for Status quo

proposed for proposed for additional

revision denunciation information
Minimum age C.7 C.15

C.15

Labour C.178 and R.185 R.28
inspection
Certificates of C.69 C.53
competency C.74

* Certain Conventions and Recommendations appear under more than one heading. For instance, it was decided in the case of Convention No. 91 that itwas outdated and should be shelved pending its
eventual abrogation.



Appendix Il

Up-to-date list of ratifications of international labour
Conventions (as at 9 October 2000)

Minimum Age (Sea) Convention, 1920 (No. 7)

Date of entry into force: 27.09.1921

54 ratifications

Angola 4.06.1976  Jamaica 8.07.1963
Australia 28.06.1935 Latvia 3.06.1926
Bahamas 25.05.1976  Papua New Guinea 1.05.1976
Canada 31.03.1926  Saint Lucia 14.05.1980
Colombia 20.06.1933  Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 21.10.1998
Estonia 3.03.1923  SierraLeone 15.06.1961
Grenada 9.07.1979  Singapore 25.10.1965
Guinea-Bissau 21.02.1977
Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 138)
Argentina 30.11.1933  Luxembourg 16.04.1928
Denounced on 11.11.1996 Denounced on 24.03.1977
Barbados 8.05.1967  Malaysia — Sarawak 3.03.1964
Denounced on 4.01.2000 Denounced on 9.09.1997
Belgium 4.02.1925 Malta 4.01.1965
Denounced on 19.04.1988 Denounced on 9.06.1988
Belize 15.12.1983  Mauritius 2.12.1969
Denounced on 6.03.2000 Denounced on 30.07.1990
Bulgaria 16.03.1923  Nicaragua 12.04.1934
Denounced on 23.04.1980 Denounced on 2.11.1981
Chile 18.10.1935  Norway 7.10.1927
Denounced on 1.02.1999 Denounced on 8.07.1980
China 2.12.1936  Poland 21.06.1924
Denounced on 28.04.1999 Denounced on 22.03.1978
Cuba 6.08.1928  Portugal 24.10.1960
Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 20.05.1998
Denmark 12.05.1924 Romania 8.05.1922
Denounced on 13.11.1997 Denounced on 19.06.1976
Dominican Republic 4.02.1933  Seychelles 6.02.1978
Denounced on 15.06.1999 Denounced on 7.03.2000
Finland 10.10.1925  Spain 20.06.1924
Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 16.05.1977
Germany 11.06.1929  SriLanka 2.09.1950
Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 11.02.2000
Greece 16.12.1925  Sweden 27.09.1921
Denounced on 14.03.1986 Denounced on 23.04.1990
Guyana 8.06.1966  Tanzania- Zanzibar 22.06.1964
Denounced on 15.04.1998 Denounced on 16.12.1998
Hungary 1.03.1928  United Kingdom 14.07.1921
Denounced on 28.05.1998 Denounced on 7.06.2000
Ireland 4.09.1925 Venezuela 20.11.1944
Denounced on 22.06.1978 Denounced on 15.07.1987
Italy 14.07.1932  Yugoslavia 1.04.1927
Denounced on 28.07.1981 Denounced on 6.12.1983
Japan 7.06.1924
Denounced on 5.06.2000
Denunciation of this Convention and ratification of Convention No. 58
Brazil 8.06.1936  Netherlands 26.03.1925
Denounced on 9.01.1974 Denounced on 8.07.1947
Mexico 17.08.1948  Uruguay 6.06.1933
Denounced on 18.07.1952 Denounced on 17.10.1955
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Unemployment Indemnity (Shipwreck) Convention, 1920 (No. 8)

Date of entry into force: 16.03.1923

59 ratifications

Argentina
Australia
Belgium
Belize
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Canada
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Denmark
Dominica
Estonia

Fiji

Finland
France
Germany
Ghana
Greece
Grenada
Iraq
Ireland
Italy
Jamaica
Japan
Latvia
Lebanon
Luxembourg

30.11.1933
28.06.1935
4.02.1925
15.12.1983
2.06.1993
16.03.1923
31.03.1926
18.10.1935
20.06.1933
23.07.1991
8.10.1991
6.08.1928
15.02.1938
28.02.1983
3.03.1923
19.04.1974
20.01.1950
21.03.1929
4.03.1930
18.03.1965
16.12.1925
9.07.1979
19.04.1966
5.07.1930
8.09.1924
8.07.1963
22.08.1955
29.08.1930
6.12.1993
16.04.1928

Malta
Mauritius
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Nigeria
Norway
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Peru

Poland
Portugal
Romania
Saint Lucia
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovenia
Solomon Islands
Spain

Sri Lanka
Sweden
Switzerland

The former Yugoslav Republic of

Macedonia
Tunisia
United Kingdom
Uruguay
Yugoslavia

4.01.1965

2.12.1969
20.05.1937
15.12.1937
11.01.1980
12.04.1934
16.06.1961
21.07.1936
19.06.1970

1.05.1976

4.04.1962
21.06.1924
19.05.1981
10.11.1930
14.05.1980

6.02.1978
15.06.1961
25.10.1965
29.05.1992

6.08.1985
20.06.1924
25.04.1951

1.01.1935
21.04.1960

17.11.1991
14.04.1970
12.03.1926

6.06.1933
30.09.1929
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Placing of Seamen Convention, 1920 (No. 9)

Date of entry into force: 23.11.1921 39 ratifications
Argentina 30.11.1933  Latvia 3.06.1926
Belgium 4.02.1925 Lebanon 6.12.1993
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Luxembourg 16.04.1928
Bulgaria 16.03.1923  Mexico 1.09.1939
Cameroon 25.05.1970  Netherlands 9.01.1948
Chile 18.10.1935  New Zealand 29.03.1938
Colombia 20.06.1933  Nicaragua 12.04.1934
Croatia 8.10.1991 Panama 19.06.1970
Cuba 6.08.1928  Peru 4.04.1962
Denmark 23.08.1938  Poland 21.06.1924
Djibouti 3.08.1978  Romania 10.11.1930
Egypt 4.08.1982  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Estonia 3.03.1923  Spain 23.02.1931
France 25.01.1928  Sweden 27.09.1921
Germany 6.06.1925  The former Yugoslav Republic of
Greece 16.12.1925 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Israel 19.06.1969  Uruguay 6.06.1933
Italy 8.09.1924  Yugoslavia 30.09.1929
Japan 23.11.1922
Denunciation
Australia 3.08.1925
Denounced on 31.08.1998
Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 179)
Finland 7.10.1922  Norway 23.11.1921
Denounced on 25.05.1999 Denounced on 11.06.1999
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Minimum Age (Trimmers and Stokers) Convention, 1921 (No. 15)

Date of entry into force: 20.11.1922

70 ratifications

Australia 28.06.1935  Lebanon 1.06.1977
Bangladesh 22.06.1972  Mauritania 8.11.1963
Cameroon 3.09.1962  Myanmar 20.11.1922
Canada 31.03.1926  New Zealand 26.11.1959
Colombia 20.06.1933  Nigeria 17.10.1960
Djibouti 3.08.1978  Pakistan 20.11.1922
Estonia 8.09.1922  Panama 19.06.1970
Ghana 20.05.1957  Saint Lucia 14.05.1980
Grenada 9.07.1979  SierraLeone 13.06.1961
India 20.11.1922  Singapore 25.10.1965
Jamaica 26.12.1962  Trinidad and Tobago 24.05.1963
Latvia 9.09.1924
Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 138)
Argentina 26.05.1936  Malaysia —Sabah 3.03.1964
Denounced on 11.11.1996 Denounced on 9.09.1997
Belarus 6.11.1956  Malaysia —Sarawak 3.03.1964
Denounced on 3.05.1979 Denounced on 9.09.1997
Belgium 19.07.1926  Malta 4.01.1965
Denounced on 19.04.1988 Denounced on 9.06.1988
Belize 15.12.1983  Mauritius 2.12.1969
Denounced on 6.03.2000 Denounced on 30.07.1990
Bulgaria 6.03.1925  Morocco 14.03.1958
Denounced on 23.04.1980 Denounced on 6.01.2000
Chile 18.10.1935  Netherlands 17.06.1931
Denounced on 1.02.1999 Denounced on 14.09.1976
China 2.12.1936  Nicaragua 12.04.1934
Denounced on 28.04.1999 Denounced on 2.11.1981
Cuba 7.07.1928  Norway 7.10.1927
Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 8.07.1980
Cyprus 23.09.1960  Poland 21.06.1924
Denounced on 2.10.1997 Denounced on 22.03.1978
Denmark 12.05.1924  Romania 18.08.1923
Denounced on 13.11.1997 Denounced on 19.06.1976
Finland 10.10.1925  Russian Federation 10.08.1956
Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 3.05.1979
France 16.01.1928  Seychelles 6.02.1978
Denounced on 13.07.1990 Denounced on 7.03.2000
Germany 11.06.1929  Spain 20.06.1924
Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 16.05.1977
Greece 14.06.1930  SrilLanka 25.04.1951
Denounced on 14.03.1986 Denounced on 11.02.2000
Guatemala 13.06.1989  Sweden 14.07.1925
Denounced on 27.04.1990 Denounced on 23.04.1990
Guyana 8.06.1966  Switzerland 21.04.1960
Denounced on 15.04.1998 Denounced on 17.08.1999
Hungary 1.03.1928  United Republic of Tanzania 30.01.1962
Denounced on 28.05.1998 Denounced on 16.12.1998
Iceland 21.08.1956  Turkey 29.09.1959
Denounced on 6.12.1999 Denounced on 30.10.1998
Iraq 19.04.1966  Ukraine 14.09.1956
Denounced on 13.02.1985 Denounced on 3.05.1979
Ireland 5.07.1930  United Kingdom 8.03.1926
Denounced on 22.06.1978 Denounced on 7.06.2000
Italy 8.09.1924  Uruguay 6.06.1933
Denounced on 28.07.1981 Denounced on 2.06.1977
Japan 4.12.1930  Yemen 14.04.1969
Denounced on 5.06.2000 Denounced on 15.06.2000
Kenya 13.01.1964  Yugoslavia 1.04.1927
Denounced on 9.04.1979 Denounced on 6.12.1983
Luxembourg 16.04.1928

Denounced on 24.03.1977
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Medical Examination of Young Persons (Sea) Convention, 1921 (No. 16)

Date of entry into force: 20.11.1922

81 ratifications

Albania
Argentina
Australia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Belarus
Belgium
Belize
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Brazil
Bulgaria
Cameroon
Canada
Chile
China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Cyprus
Denmark
Djibouti
Dominica
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Ghana
Greece
Grenada
Guatemala
Guinea
Hungary
India

Iraq
Ireland
Italy
Jamaica
Japan
Kenya
Kyrgyzstan

3.06.1957
26.05.1936
28.06.1935
19.05.1992
22.06.1972

6.11.1956
19.07.1926
15.12.1983

2.06.1993

8.06.1936

6.03.1925

3.09.1962
31.03.1926
18.10.1935

2.12.1936
20.06.1933
23.07.1991

8.10.1991

7.07.1928
23.09.1960
23.04.1938

3.08.1978
28.02.1983

8.09.1922
10.10.1925
22.03.1928
11.06.1929
20.05.1957
28.06.1930

9.07.1979
13.06.1989
12.12.1966

1.03.1928
20.11.1922
19.04.1966

5.07.1930

8.09.1924
26.12.1962

7.06.1924

9.02.1971
31.03.1992

Latvia

Luxembourg

Malaysia — Sabah

Malaysia — Sarawak

Malta

Mauritius

Mexico

Myanmar

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nicaragua

Nigeria

Norway

Pakistan

Panama

Poland

Romania

Russian Federation

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

Singapore

Slovenia

Solomon Islands

Somalia

Spain

Sri Lanka

Sweden

Switzerland

Tajikistan

United Republic of Tanzania

The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia

Trinidad and Tobago

Tunisia

Ukraine

United Kingdom

Uruguay

Yemen

Yugoslavia

9.09.1924
16.04.1928
3.03.1964
3.03.1964
4.01.1965
2.12.1969
9.03.1938
20.11.1922
9.03.1928
5.12.1961
12.04.1934
17.10.1960
5.12.1980
20.11.1922
19.06.1970
21.06.1924
18.08.1923
10.08.1956
14.05.1980
21.10.1998
6.02.1978
13.06.1961
25.10.1965
29.05.1992
6.08.1985
18.11.1960
20.06.1924
25.04.1951
14.07.1925
21.04.1960
26.11.1993
30.01.1962

17.11.1991
24.05.1963
14.04.1970
14.09.1956
8.03.1926
6.06.1933
14.04.1969
1.04.1927

JMC-R-2000-08-0096- 4.Doc



Seamen’s Articles of Agreement Convention, 1926 (No. 22)

Date of entry into force: 4.04.1928

57 ratifications

Argentina 14.03.1950 Liberia
Australia 1.04.1935  Luxembourg
Bahamas 25.05.1976  Malta
Bangladesh 22.06.1972  Mauritania
Barbados 8.05.1967  Mexico

Belgium 3.10.1927  Morocco

Belize 15.12.1983  Myanmar
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Netherlands
Brazil 18.06.1965  New Zealand
Bulgaria 29.11.1929  Nicaragua
Canada 30.06.1938  Norway

Chile 18.10.1935  Pakistan

China 2.12.1936  Panama
Colombia 20.06.1933  Papua New Guinea
Croatia 8.10.1991  Peru

Cuba 7.07.1928  Poland

Djibouti 3.08.1978  Portugal
Dominica 28.02.1983  SierraLeone
Egypt 4.08.1982  Singapore
Estonia 10.05.1929  Slovenia
Finland 8.04.1947  Somalia

France 4.04.1928  Spain

Germany 20.09.1930  The former Yugoslav Republic of
Ghana 18.03.1965 Macedonia
India 31.10.1932  Tunisia

Iraq 4.10.1966  United Kingdom
Ireland 5.07.1930  Uruguay

Italy 10.10.1929  Venezuela
Japan 22.08.1955  Yugoslavia

21.06.1977
16.04.1928

4.01.1965

8.11.1963
12.05.1934
14.03.1958
31.10.1932
15.12.1937
29.03.1938
12.04.1934
29.03.1940
31.10.1932
19.06.1970

1.05.1976

4.04.1962

8.08.1931
23.05.1983
15.06.1961
25.10.1965
29.05.1992
18.11.1960
23.02.1931

17.11.1991
14.04.1970
14.06.1929

6.06.1933
20.11.1944
30.09.1929

Repatriation of Seamen Convention, 1926 (No. 23)

Date of entry into force: 16.04.1928

45 ratifications

Argentina 14.03.1950  Mauritania
Azerbaijan 19.05.1992  Mexico

Belgium 3.10.1927  Netherlands
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  New Zealand
Bulgaria 29.11.1929  Nicaragua
China 2121936  Panama
Colombia 20.06.1933  Peru

Croatia 8.10.1991  Philippines
Cuba 7.07.1928  Poland

Cyprus 19.09.1995  Portugal

Djibouti 3.08.1978  Russian Federation
Egypt 4.08.1982  Slovenia
Estonia 9.07.1928  Somalia

France 4.03.1929  Spain

Germany 14.03.1930  Switzerland
Ghana 18.03.1965  Tajikistan
Greece 6.05.1981  The former Yugoslav Republic of
Iraq 23.09.1976 Macedonia
Ireland 5.07.1930  Tunisia

Italy 10.10.1929  Ukraine
Kyrgyzstan 31.03.1992  United Kingdom
Liberia 21.06.1977  Uruguay

Luxembourg 16.04.1928  Yugoslavia

8.11.1963
12.05.1934
5.05.1948
11.01.1980
12.04.1934
19.06.1970
4.04.1962
17.11.1960
8.08.1931
23.05.1983
4.11.1969
29.05.1992
18.11.1960
23.02.1931
21.04.1960
26.11.1993

17.11.1991
14.04.1970
17.06.1970
3.06.1985
6.06.1933
30.09.1929
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Officers’ Competency Certificates Convention, 1936 (No. 53)

Date of entry into force: 29.03.1939 33 ratifications
Argentina 17.02.1955  Liberia 9.05.1960
Belgium 11.04.1938  Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 15.11.1974
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Brazil 12.10.1938  Mauritania 8.11.1963
Bulgaria 29.12.1949  Mexico 1.09.1939
Croatia 8.10.1991  NewZealand 29.03.1938
Cuba 5.02.1971  Norway 7.07.1937
Denmark 13.07.1938  Panama 19.06.1970
Djibouti 3.08.1978  Peru 4.04.1962
Egypt 20.05.1939  Philippines 17.11.1960
Estonia 20.06.1938  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Finland 8.04.1947  Spain 5.05.1971
France 19.06.1947  Syrian Arab Republic 26.07.1960
Germany 18.11.1988  The former Yugoslav Republic of

Ireland 10.06.1985 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Israel 19.06.1969  United States 29.10.1938
Italy 22.10.1952  Yugoslavia 26.05.1961

Holidays with Pay (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 54)

Convention not in force 6 ratifications

Bulgaria 29.12.1949  United States 29.10.1938

Mexico 12.06.1942  Uruguay 18.03.1954

Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 91)

Belgium 11.04.1938  France 19.06.1947
Denounced on 14.09.1967 Denounced on 14.09.1967

Shipowners’ Liability (Sick and Injured Seamen) Convention, 1936 (No. 55)

Date of entry into force: 29.10.1939 16 ratifications
Belgium 11.04.1938  Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Bulgaria 29.12.1949  Mexico 15.09.1939
Djibouti 3.08.1978  Morocco 14.03.1958
Egypt 4.08.1982  Panama 4.06.1971
France 19.06.1947  Peru 4.04.1962
Greece 19.06.1968  Spain 30.11.1971
Italy 22.10.1952  Tunisia 14.04.1970
Liberia 9.05.1960  United States 29.10.1938
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Sickness Insurance (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 56)

Date of entry into force: 9.12.1949

19 ratifications

Algeria 19.10.1962  Mexico 1.02.1984
Belgium 3.08.1949  Norway 6.06.1966
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Panama 4.06.1971
Bulgaria 29.12.1949  Peru 4.04.1962
Croatia 8.10.1991  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Djibouti 3.08.1978  The former Yugoslav Republic of

Egypt 4.08.1982 Macedonia 17.11.1991
France 9.12.1948  United Kingdom 30.09.1944
Germany 12.12.1956  Yugoslavia 13.10.1958
Luxembourg 15.02.1991

Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 165)

Spain 30.11.1971

Denounced on 2.07.1991

Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention, 1936 (No. 57)

Convention not in force

4 ratifications

Australia 24.09.1938  Bulgaria
Belgium 11.04.1938  United States

29.12.1949
29.10.1938
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Minimum Age (Sea) Convention (Revised), 1936 (No. 58)

Date of entry into force: 11.04.1939

52 ratifications

Argentina 17.02.1955 Liberia 9.05.1960

Australia 11.06.1992  Mauritania 8.11.1963

Belize 15.12.1983  Mexico 18.07.1952

Brazil 12.10.1938  New Zealand 7.06.1946

Canada 10.09.1951  Nigeria 16.06.1961

Djibouti 3.08.1978  Panama 19.06.1970

Fiji 19.04.1974  Peru 4.04.1962

Ghana 20.05.1957  SierraLeone 13.06.1961

Grenada 9.07.1979  SriLanka 18.05.1959

Guatemala 30.10.1961  United Republic of Tanzania — Zanzibar 22.06.1964

Jamaica 26.12.1962  United States 29.10.1938

Lebanon 6.12.1993  Yemen 14.04.1969
Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 138)

Albania 3.06.1957  Kenya 13.01.1964

Denounced on 16.02.1998 Denounced on 9.04.1979

Algeria 19.10.1962  Mauritius 2.12.1969

Denounced on 30.04.1984 Denounced on 30.07.1990

Belarus 6.11.1956  Netherlands 8.07.1947

Denounced on 3.05.1979 Denounced on 14.09.1976

Belgium 11.04.1938  Norway 7.07.1937

Denounced on 19.04.1988 Denounced on 8.07.1980

Bulgaria 29.12.1949  Russian Federation 10.08.1956

Denounced on 23.04.1980 Denounced on 3.05.1979

Cuba 20.07.1953  Seychelles 6.02.1978

Denounced on 19.06.1976 Denounced on 7.03.2000

Cyprus 10.01.1995  Spain 5.05.1971

Denounced on 2.10.1997 Denounced on 16.05.1977

Denmark 4,06.1955 Sweden 6.01.1939

Denounced on 13.11.1997 Denounced on 23.04.1990

France 9.12.1948  Switzerland 21.04.1960

Denounced on 13.07.1990 Denounced on 17.08.1999

Greece 9.10.1963  Tunisia 14.04.1970

Denounced on 14.03.1986 Denounced on 19.10.1995

Iceland 21.08.1956  Turkey 29.09.1959

Denounced on 6.12.1999 Denounced on 30.10.1998

Iraq 30.12.1939  Ukraine 14.09.1956

Denounced on 13.02.1985 Denounced on 3.05.1979

Italy 22.10.1952  Uruguay 18.03.1954

Denounced on 28.07.1981 Denounced on 2.06.1977

Japan 22.08.1955  Yugoslavia 5.05.1958

Denounced on 5.06.2000 Denounced on 6.12.1983
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Food and Catering (Ships’ Crews) Convention, 1946 (No. 68)

Date of entry into force: 24.03.1957 23 ratifications
Algeria 19.10.1962  Italy 22.10.1952
Angola 4.06.1976  Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Argentina 24.09.1956  Netherlands 17.06.1958
Belgium 5.12.1951  NewZealand 31.05.1977
Bulgaria 29.12.1949  Norway 28.01.1957
Canada 19.03.1951  Panama 4.06.1971
Egypt 10.08.1982  Peru 4.04.1962
Equatorial Guinea 23.04.1996  Poland 13.04.1954
France 9.12.1948  Portugal 13.06.1952
Greece 28.08.1981  Spain 14.07.1971
Guinea-Bissau 21.02.1977  United Kingdom 6.08.1953
Ireland 12.06.1956

Certification of Ships’ Cooks Convention, 1946 (No. 69)

Date of entry into force: 22.04.1953 36 ratifications
Algeria 19.10.1962  Kyrgyzstan 31.03.1992
Angola 4.06.1976  Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Australia 29.08.1995  Netherlands 23.02.1951
Azerbaijan 19.05.1992  New Zealand 11.01.1980
Belgium 5.12.1951  Norway 6.03.1952
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Panama 4.06.1971
Bulgaria 29.12.1949  Peru 4.04.1962
Canada 19.03.1951  Poland 13.04.1954
Croatia 8.10.1991  Portugal 13.06.1952
Djibouti 3.08.1978  Russian Federation 4.11.1969
Egypt 4.08.1982  Slovenia 29.05.1992
France 9.12.1948  Spain 5.05.1971
Ghana 18.03.1965  Tajikistan 26.11.1993
Greece 9.10.1963  The former Yugoslav Republic of

Guinea-Bissau 21.02.1977 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Indonesia 30.03.1992  Ukraine 17.06.1970
Ireland 16.06.1951  United Kingdom 29.07.1949
Italy 22.10.1952  Yugoslavia 6.03.1961
Japan 29.07.1975

Social Security (Seafarers) Convention, 1946 (No. 70)

Convention not in force 7 ratifications
Algeria 19.10.1962  Peru 4.04.1962
France 9.12.1948  Poland 8.10.1956
Netherlands 22.12.1961  United Kingdom 20.05.1953
Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 165)
Spain 8.05.1973

Denounced on 2.07.1991
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Seafarers’ Pensions Convention, 1946 (No. 71)

Date of entry into force: 10.10.1962

13 ratifications

Algeria
Argentina
Bulgaria
Djibouti
Egypt
France
Greece

19.10.1962
17.02.1955
29.12.1949
3.08.1978
4.08.1982
9.12.1948
2.12.1986

Italy
Lebanon
Netherlands
Norway
Panama
Peru

10.04.1962
6.12.1993
27.08.1957
4.07.1949
4.06.1971
4.04.1962

Paid Vacations (Seafarers) Convention, 1946 (No. 72)

Convention not in force

5 ratifications

Bulgaria

29.12.1949

Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 91)

Algeria

Cuba

19.10.1962

Denounced on 14.09.1967

13.01.1954

Denounced on 14.09.1967

Finland

23.08.1949

Denounced on 14.09.1967

France

9.12.1948

Denounced on 14.09.1967

Medical Examination (Seafarers) Convention, 1946 (No. 73)

Date of entry into force: 17.08.1955

43 ratifications

Algeria
Angola
Argentina
Australia
Azerbaijan
Belgium

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Bulgaria
Canada
Croatia
Denmark
Djibouti

Egypt

Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Guinea-Bissau
Ireland

Italy

Japan
Republic of Korea

19.10.1962
4.06.1976
17.02.1955
29.08.1995
19.05.1992
5.12.1951
2.06.1993
29.12.1949
19.03.1951
8.10.1991
28.07.1980
3.08.1978
10.08.1982
15.05.1956
9.12.1948
8.10.1976
6.05.1981
21.02.1977
6.06.1986
22.10.1952
22.08.1955
9.12.1992

Kyrgyzstan
Lebanon
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Norway
Panama
Peru
Poland
Portugal
Russian Federation
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Tajikistan
The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia
Tunisia
Ukraine
Uruguay
Yugoslavia

31.03.1992
6.12.1993
19.11.1997
15.02.1991
18.05.1990
17.06.1958
17.02.1955
4.06.1971
4.04.1962
13.04.1954
13.06.1952
4.11.1969
29.05.1992
14.07.1971
9.01.1962
26.11.1993

17.11.1991
14.04.1970
17.06.1970
18.03.1954
25.11.1966
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Certification of Able Seamen Convention, 1946 (No. 74)

Date of entry into force: 14.07.1951 27 ratifications
Algeria 19.10.1962  Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Angola 4.06.1976  Mauritius 2.12.1969
Barbados 8.05.1967  Netherlands 14.07.1950
Belgium 5.12.1951  NewZealand 5.12.1961
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Panama 4.06.1971
Canada 19.03.1951  Poland 13.04.1954
Croatia 8.10.1991  Portugal 13.06.1952
Egypt 30.03.1967  Slovenia 29.05.1992
France 9.12.1948  Spain 5.05.1971
Ghana 18.03.1965  The former Yugoslav Republic of

Guinea-Bissau 21.02.1977 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Ireland 21.06.1957  United Kingdom 13.05.1952
Italy 23.06.1981  United States 9.04.1953
Lebanon 6.12.1993  Yugoslavia 22.12.1961

Accommodation of Crews Convention, 1946 (No. 75)

Convention not in force 5 ratifications

Bulgaria 29.12.1949

Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 92)

Finland 23.08.1949  Norway 4.07.1949
Denounced on 29.01.1953 Denounced on 29.01.1953

France 9.12.1948  Sweden 21.10.1947
Denounced on 29.01.1953 Denounced on 29.01.1953

Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention, 1946 (No. 76)

Convention not in force 1 ratification

Australia 25.01.1949
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Paid Vacations (Seafarers) Convention (Revised), 1949 (No. 91)

Date of entry into force: 14.09.1967 24 ratifications
Algeria 19.10.1962  Israel 30.03.1953
Angola 4.06.1976  Mauritania 8.11.1963
Belgium 30.08.1962  Norway 29.06.1950
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Poland 8.10.1956
Croatia 8.10.1991  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Cuba 29.04.1952  The former Yugoslav Republic of
Djibouti 3.08.1978 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Guinea-Bissau 21.02.1977  Tunisia 14.04.1970
Iceland 15.07.1952  Yugoslavia 11.08.1967
Denunciation (as a result of the ratification of Convention No. 146)
Brazil 18.06.1965  Netherlands 22.12.1961
Denounced on 24.09.1998 Denounced on 12.11.1980
Finland 22.12.1951  Portugal 29.07.1952
Denounced on 15.01.1990 Denounced on 25.06.1984
France 26.10.1951  Spain 5.05.1971
Denounced on 15.06.1978 Denounced on 9.03.1979
Italy 5.05.1971

Denounced on 28.07.1981

Accommaodation of Crews Convention (Revised), 1949 (No. 92)

Date of entry into force: 29.01.1953 42 ratifications
Algeria 19.10.1962  Israel 21.08.1980
Angola 4.06.1976 ltaly 23.06.1981
Australia 11.06.1992  Kyrgyzstan 31.03.1992
Azerbaijan 19.05.1992  Liberia 21.06.1977
Belgium 30.08.1962  Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Netherlands 17.06.1958
Brazil 8.06.1954  New Zealand 31.05.1977
Costa Rica 2.06.1960  Norway 29.06.1950
Croatia 8.10.1991  Panama 4.06.1971
Cuba 29.04.1952  Poland 13.04.1954
Cyprus 19.09.1995  Portugal 29.07.1952
Denmark 30.09.1950  Russian Federation 4.11.1969
Egypt 4.08.1982  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Equatorial Guinea 23.04.1996  Spain 14.07.1971
Finland 22.12.1951  Sweden 18.07.1950
France 26.10.1951  Tajikistan 26.11.1993
Germany 14.08.1974  The former Yugoslav Republic of

Ghana 18.03.1965 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Greece 2.12.1986  Ukraine 17.06.1970
Guinea-Bissau 21.02.1977  United Kingdom 6.08.1953
Iraq 1.12.1977  Yugoslavia 25.11.1966
Ireland 21.07.1952

Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention (Revised), 1949 (No. 93)

Convention not in force 6 ratifications
Australia 3.03.1954 lIraq 15.08.1985
Brazil 18.06.1965  Philippines 29.12.1953
Cuba 29.04.1952  Uruguay 18.03.1954
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Seafarers’ Identity Documents Convention, 1958 (No. 108)

Date of entry into force: 19.02.1961

60 ratifications

Algeria
Angola
Antigua and Barbuda
Azerbaijan
Barbados
Belarus

Belize

Brazil

Bulgaria
Cameroon
Canada

Cuba

Czech Republic
Denmark
Djibouti
Dominica
Estonia

Fiji

Finland
France

Ghana
Greece
Grenada
Guatemala
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana
Honduras
Iceland

Islamic Republic of Iran
Iraq

Ireland

Italy

13.08.1991
4.06.1976
2.02.1983

19.05.1992
8.05.1967

28.02.1994

15.12.1983
5.11.1963

26.01.1977

29.11.1982

31.05.1967

30.12.1975
6.08.1996

26.10.1970
3.08.1978

28.02.1983

11.12.1996

19.04.1974

26.10.1970
8.06.1967

19.02.1960
9.10.1963
9.07.1979

28.11.1960

21.02.1977
8.06.1966

20.06.1960

26.10.1970

13.03.1967

23.09.1986

17.06.1961

12.08.1963

Kyrgyzstan 31.03.1992
Latvia 8.03.1993
Liberia 8.07.1981
Lithuania 19.11.1997
Luxembourg 15.02.1991
Malta 4.01.1965
Mauritius 2.12.1969
Mexico 11.09.1961
Republic of Moldova 23.03.2000
Norway 26.10.1970
Panama 19.06.1970
Poland 15.03.1993
Portugal 3.08.1967
Romania 20.09.1976
Russian Federation 4.11.1969
Saint Lucia 14.05.1980
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 21.10.1998
Seychelles 6.02.1978
Solomon Islands 6.08.1985
Spain 5.05.1971
Sri Lanka 24.11.1995
Sweden 26.10.1970
Tajikistan 26.11.1993
United Republic of Tanzania -Tanganyika ~ 26.11.1962
Tunisia 26.10.1959
Ukraine 17.06.1970
United Kingdom 18.02.1964

In conformity with Article 1, paragraph 2, of the
Convention, fishermen shall not be regarded as seafarers

for the purpose of this Convention.

Uruguay

28.06.1973

Wages, Hours of Work and Manning (Sea) Convention (Revised), 1958 (No. 109)

Convention not in force

16 ratifications

Australia 15.06.1972  ltaly 23.06.1981

Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Lebanon 6.12.1993

Brazil 30.11.1966  Mexico 11.09.1961
Excluding Part Il Portugal 9.01.1981

Croatia 8.10.1991  Slovenia 29.05.1992

France 8.06.1967  Spain 14.07.1971
Excluding Part II The former Yugoslav Republic of

Guatemala 2.08.1961 Macedonia 17.11.1991

Iraq 23.09.1986  Yugoslavia 14.01.1966

Conditional ratification

Norway 30.08.1966

Excluding Part Il
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Accommodation of Crews (Supplementary Provisions) Convention, 1970 (No. 133)

Date of entry into force: 27.08.1991

25 ratifications

Australia 11.06.1992
Azerbaijan 19.05.1992
Brazil 16.04.1992
Cote d'lvoire 19.06.1972
Finland 22.11.1974
France 24.03.1972
Germany 14.08.1974
Greece 24.09.1986
Guinea 26.05.1977
Israel 21.08.1980
Italy 23.06.1981
Kyrgyzstan 31.03.1992
Lebanon 6.12.1993

Liberia
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nigeria

Norway

Poland

Russian Federation
Sweden
Tajikistan
Ukraine

United Kingdom
Uruguay

8.05.1978
8.01.1985
31.05.1977
12.06.1973
14.03.1975
9.10.1975
27.08.1990
17.02.1972
26.11.1993
24.08.1993
26.03.1981
2.06.1977

Prevention of Accidents (Seafarers) Convention, 1970 (No. 134)

Date of entry into force: 17.02.1973

27 ratifications

Azerbaijan 19.05.1992
Brazil 25.07.1996
Costa Rica 8.06.1979
Denmark 28.07.1980
Egypt 4.08.1982
Finland 22.11.1974
France 27.02.1978
Germany 14.08.1974
Greece 8.06.1977
Guinea 26.05.1977
Israel 21.08.1980
Italy 23.06.1981
Japan 3.07.1978
Kenya 6.06.1990

Kyrgyzstan

Mexico

New Zealand
Nigeria

Norway

Poland

Romania

Russian Federation
Spain

Sweden

Tajikistan

United Republic of Tanzania
Uruguay

31.03.1992
2.05.1974
31.05.1977
12.06.1973
9.03.1976
26.06.1980
28.10.1975
5.10.1987
30.11.1971
17.02.1972
26.11.1993
30.05.1983
2.06.1977
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Minimum Age Convention, 1973 (No. 138)

Date of entry into force: 19.06.1976

100 ratifications

Albania

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Algeria

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Antigua and Barbuda

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Argentina

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Austria

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Azerbaijan

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Barbados

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Belarus

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Belgium

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Belize

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Bolivia

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Botswana

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Bulgaria

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Burkina Faso

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Burundi

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Cambodia

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Central African Republic

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Chile

Minimum age specified: 15 years
China

Minimum age specified: 16 years
Congo

Minimum age specified: 14 years
Costa Rica

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Croatia

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Cuba

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Cyprus

Minimum age specified; 15 years
Denmark

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Dominica

Minimum age specified: 15 years
Kyrgyzstan

16.02.1998

30.04.1984

17.03.1983

11.11.1996

18.09.2000

19.05.1992

4.01.2000

3.05.1979

19.04.1988

6.03.2000

11.06.1997

2.06.1993

5.06.1997

23.04.1980

11.02.1999

19.07.2000

23.08.1999

28.06.2000

1.02.1999

28.04.1999

26.11.1999

11.06.1976

8.10.1991

7.03.1975

2.10.1997

13.11.1997

27.09.1983

31.03.1992

Dominican Republic 15.06.1999
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Ecuador 19.09.2000
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Egypt 9.06.1999
Minimum age specified: 14 years

El Salvador 23.01.1996
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Equatorial Guinea 12.06.1985
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Eritrea 22.02.2000
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Ethiopia 27.05.1999
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Finland 13.01.1976
Minimum age specified: 15 years

France 13.07.1990
Minimum age specified: 16 years

Georgia 23.09.1996
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Germany 8.04.1976
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Greece 14.03.1986
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Guatemala 27.04.1990
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Guyana 15.04.1998
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Honduras 9.06.1980
Minimum age specified: 14 years

Hungary 28.05.1998
Minimum age specified: 16 years

Iceland 6.12.1999
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Indonesia 7.06.1999
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Iraq 13.02.1985
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Ireland 22.06.1978
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Israel 21.06.1979
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Italy 28.07.1981
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Japan 5.06.2000
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Jordan 23.03.1998
Minimum age specified: 16 years

Kenya 9.04.1979
Minimum age specified: 16 years

Republic of Korea 28.01.1999
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Kuwait 15.11.1999
Minimum age specified: 15 years

Slovakia 29.09.1997
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Minimum Age Convention, 1973 (No. 138)

Minimum age specified: 16 years

Minimum age specified: 15 years

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 19.06.1975  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Minimum age specified: 15 years Minimum age specified: 15 years
Lithuania 22.06.1998  South Africa 30.03.2000
Minimum age specified: 16 years Minimum age specified: 15 years
Luxembourg 24.03.1977  Spain 16.05.1977
Minimum age specified: 15 years Minimum age specified: 15 years
Madagascar 31.05.2000  Sri Lanka 11.02.2000
Minimum age specified: 15 years Minimum age specified: 14 years
Malaysia 9.09.1997  Sweden 23.04.1990
Minimum age specified: 15 years Minimum age specified: 15 years
Malta 9.06.1988  Switzerland 17.08.1999
Minimum age specified: 16 years Minimum age specified: 15 years
Mauritius 30.07.1990  Tajikistan 26.11.1993
Minimum age specified: 15 years Minimum age specified: 16 years
Republic of Moldova 21.09.1999  United Republic of Tanzania 16.12.1998
Minimum age specified: 16 years Minimum age specified: 14 years
Morocco 6.01.2000  The former Yugoslav Republic of
Minimum age specified: 15 years Macedonia 17.11.1991
Nepal 30.05.1997 Minimum age specified: 15 years
Minimum age specified: 14 years Togo 16.03.1984
Netherlands 14.09.1976 Minimum age specified: 14 years
Minimum age specified: 15 years Tunisia 19.10.1995
Nicaragua 2.11.1981 Minimum age specified: 16 years
Minimum age specified: 14 years Turkey 30.10.1998
Niger 4.12.1978 Minimum age specified: 15 years
Minimum age specified: 14 years Ukraine 3.05.1979
Norway 8.07.1980 Minimum age specified: 16 years
Minimum age specified: 15 years United Arab Emirates 2.10.1998
Philippines 4.06.1998 Minimum age specified: 15 years
Minimum age specified: 15 years United Kingdom 7.06.2000
Poland 22.03.1978 Minimum age specified: 16 years
Minimum age specified: 15 years Uruguay 2.06.1977
Portugal 20.05.1998 Minimum age specified: 15 years
Minimum age specified: 16 years Venezuela 15.07.1987
Romania 19.11.1975 Minimum age specified: 14 years
Minimum age specified: 16 years Yemen 15.06.2000
Russian Federation 3.05.1979 Minimum age specified: 14 years
Minimum age specified: 16 years Yugoslavia 6.12.1983
Rwanda 15.04.1981 Minimum age specified: 15 years
Minimum age specified: 14 years Zambia 9.02.1976
San Marino 1.02.1995 Minimum age specified: 15 years
Minimum age specified: 16 years Zimbabwe 6.06.2000
Senegal 15.12.1999 Minimum age specified: 14 years
Minimum age specified: 15 years
Seychelles 7.03.2000
Minimum age specified: 15 years
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Continuity of Employment (Seafarers) Convention, 1976 (No. 145)

Date of entry into force: 3.05.1979

17 ratifications

Brazil 18.05.1990
Costa Rica 16.06.1981
Cuba 9.02.1979
Egypt 17.03.1983
Finland 2.10.1978
France 3.05.1978
Hungary 8.06.1978
Iraq 14.11.1979
Italy 23.06.1981

Morocco 7.03.1980
Netherlands 10.01.1979
New Zealand 11.01.1980
Norway 24.01.1979
Poland 10.10.1979
Portugal 23.05.1983
Spain 28.04.1978
Sweden 6.10.1981

Seafarers’ Annual Leave with Pay Convention, 1976 (No. 146)

Date of entry into force: 13.06.1979

13 ratifications

Brazil 24.09.1998
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days
Cameroon 13.06.1978

Length of annual leave specified: 60 consecutive days for
officers and 3 consecutive days per month for seamen

Finland 15.01.1990
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days
France 15.06.1978

Length of annual leave specified: 116 days for officers
and seamen employed on board French merchant
vessels and a minimum of 111 days for crews of
tughoats
and port vessels

Iraq 15.02.1985
Length of annual leave specified: 36 days

Italy 28.07.1981
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days

Kenya 14.09.1990
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days

Morocco 10.07.1980
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days

Netherlands 12.11.1980
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days

Nicaragua 1.10.1981
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days

Portugal 25.06.1984
Length of annual leave specified: 30 days

Spain 9.03.1979

Length of annual leave specified: 37, 40 or 60 days
according to the different types of navigation and 44, 60 or
64 days for special leave according to the cargoes carried
by the different types of ships

Sweden 7.06.1978
Length of annual leave specified: 5 weeks

18
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Merchant Shipping (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1976 (No. 147)

Date of entry into force: 28.11.1981

40 ratifications

Azerbaijan 19.05.1992
Barbados 16.05.1994
Belgium 16.09.1982
Brazil 17.01.1991
Canada 25.05.1993
Costa Rica 24.06.1981
Croatia 19.07.1996
Cyprus 19.09.1995
Denmark 28.07.1980
Egypt 17.03.1983
Finland 2.10.1978
France 2.05.1978
Germany 14.07.1980
Greece 18.09.1979
Iceland 11.05.1999
India 26.09.1996
Iraq 15.02.1985
Ireland 16.12.1992
Has ratified the Protocol of 1996
Israel 6.12.1996
Italy 23.06.1981

Japan

Kyrgyzstan

Latvia

Lebanon

Liberia
Luxembourg
Morocco
Netherlands
Norway

Poland

Portugal

Russian Federation
Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Tajikistan

Trinidad and Tobago
Ukraine

United Kingdom
United States

31.05.1983
31.03.1992
12.11.1998

6.12.1993

8.07.1981
15.02.1991
15.06.1981
25.01.1979
24.01.1979

2.06.1995

2.05.1985

7.05.1991
21.06.1999
28.04.1978
20.12.1978
26.11.1993

3.06.1999
17.03.1994
28.11.1980
15.06.1988

Hours of Work and Rest Periods (Road Transport) Convention, 1979 (No. 153)

Date of entry into force: 10.02.1983

7 ratifications

Ecuador 20.05.1988  Switzerland 4.05.1981
Iraq 17.04.1985  Uruguay 19.06.1989
Mexico 10.02.1982  Venezuela 5.07.1983
Spain 7.02.1985

Collective Bargaining Convention, 1981 (No. 154)

Date of entry into force: 11.08.1983 30 ratifications
Argentina 29.01.1993  Netherlands 22.12.1993
Azerbaijan 12.08.1993  Niger 5.06.1985
Belarus 8.09.1997  Norway 22.06.1982
Belgium 29.03.1988  Romania 15.12.1992
Belize 22.06.1999  San Marino 1.02.1995
Brazil 10.07.1992  Spain 11.09.1985
Cyprus 16.01.1989  Suriname 5.06.1996
Finland 9.02.1983  Sweden 11.08.1982
Gabon 6.12.1988  Switzerland 16.11.1983
Greece 17.09.1996  United Republic of Tanzania 14.08.1998
Guatemala 29.10.1996  Uganda 27.03.1990
Hungary 4.01.1994  Ukraine 16.05.1994
Latvia 25.07.1994  Uruguay 19.06.1989
Lithuania 26.09.1994  Uzbekistan 15.12.1997
Republic of Moldova 14.02.1997  Zambia 4.02.1986
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Occupational Safety and Health Convention, 1981 (No. 155)

Date of entry into force: 11.08.1983 33 ratifications
Belarus 30.05.2000  Republic of Moldova 28.04.2000
Belize 22.06.1999  Mongolia 3.02.1998
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.06.1993  Netherlands 22.05.1991
Brazil 18.05.1992  Nigeria 3.05.1994
Cape Verde 9.08.2000  Norway 22.06.1982
Croatia 8.10.1991  Portugal 28.05.1985
Cuba 7.09.1982  Russian Federation 2.07.1998
Cyprus 16.01.1989  Slovakia 1.01.1993
Czech Republic 1.01.1993  Slovenia 29.05.1992
Denmark 10.07.1995  Spain 11.09.1985
Ethiopia 28.01.1991  Sweden 11.08.1982
Finland 24.04.1985  The former Yugoslav Republic of

Hungary 4.01.1994 Macedonia 17.11.1991
Iceland 21.06.1991  Uruguay 5.09.1988
Ireland 4.04.1995  Venezuela 25.06.1984
Kazakhstan 30.07.1996  Viet Nam 3.10.1994
Latvia 25.07.1994  Yugoslavia 15.12.1987
Mexico 1.02.1984

Social Security (Seafarers) Convention (Revised), 1987 (No. 165)

Date of entry into force: 2.07.1992 2 ratifications
Hungary 13.12.1989  Spain 2.07.1991
Has accepted the obligations of Article 9 of the Convention Has accepted the obligations of Article 9 of the
in respect of the branches mentioned in Article 3(b), (d) Convention in respect of the branches mentioned in
and (e) Article 3(a) and (c) and those of Article 11 in respect of the

branches mentioned in Article 3(b), (e) and (g)

Recruitment and Placement of Seafarers Convention, 1996 (No. 179)

Date of entry into force: 22.04.2000 4 ratifications
Finland 25.05.1999  Norway 11.06.1999
Ireland 22.04.1999  Philippines 13.03.1998

Seafarers’ Hours of Work and the Manning of Ships Convention, 1996 (No. 180)

Convention not in force 1 ratification

Ireland 22.04.1999
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Appendix Il

The tacit amendment procedure in treaties deposited
with the International Maritime Organization (IMO)

The question of accelerating the lringing into force of amendments to Conventions
for which IMO is depository was first raised in the late 1960s, as a reaction to the fact that
a number of important amendments to treaties deposited with the IMO had failed to attract
a sufficient number of acceptances to meet the conditions for entry into force.

In early Conventions, amendments entered into force after a percentage of States
Parties, usudly two-thirds, had deposited an instrument of acceptance. This normaly
meant that considerably more acceptances were required to amend a Convention than were
originally required to bring it into force, particularly when the number of Parties was very
large.

To remedy this situation a new amendment procedure was devised in IMO.

Strictly speaking, the procedure should be called “tacit acceptance procedure” since it
provides for the normal, explicit adoption of the amendment (for instance, two-thirds of the
delegations of States present and voting) and the bringing into force by tacit acceptance.

In practice, nstead of requiring that an amendment shall enter into force after being
accepted by the prescribed number of States Parties, the new procedure provides that an
amendment adopted by the IMO competent body in a sesson open to participation by al
States Parties to the Convention to be amended shall be deemed to have been accepted at a
particular date, with exception for those Parties which have objected to the amendment,
and shal enter into force at a particular subsequent date, unless, before the first date,
objections to the amendment are received from a specified number of Parties, usually one-
third.

While for technica treaties the tacit amendment procedure has been used for
amending the technical annexes, for legal treaties the procedure has been used to amend
the limits of compensation contained therein.

The following IMO technica Conventions contain the tacit amendment procedure;
the International Convention on Load Lines 1966 (LL1966); the International Convention
on Tonnage Measurement of Ships, 1969 (TONNAGE 1969); the International Convention
for Safe Containers, 1972 (CSC 1972); the Convention on the International Regulations for
Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1972 (COLREG 1972); the International Convention for Safe
Containers, 1972 (CSC 1972); te International Convention for Prevention of Pollution
from Ships (MARPOL73/78); the International Convention on Safety of Life at Sea
(SOLAS 1974); the International Convention on Standards of Training and Watchkeeping
for Seafarers, 1978 (STCW 1978); and the Torremolinos International Convention for
Safety of Fishing Vessels, 1977 (TORREMOLINOS 77/93).

Among the legd tregties, the following contain the tacit anendment procedure: the
Protocols of 1992 to the International Convention on Civil Liability for Gil Pollution
Damage, 1969 (1992 Protocol to the 1969 CLC) and to the Internationa Convention on the
Establishment of an Internationa Fund for Compensation for Oil Pollution Damage, 1961
(1992 Protocol to the 1971 Fund Convention) and the International Convention on
Liability and Compensation for Damage in Connection with the Carriage of Hazardous and
Noxious Substances by Sea, 1996 (HNS 1996). As stated above, the tacit amendment
procedure is used here to amend the limits of compensation.
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It has to be recognized that the tacit amendment procedure has greatly speeded up the
amendment process of IMO treaties.

The following is an example of tacit amendment to SOLAS 1974:
1999 (Chapter VII) Amendments
A. Adoption

The Maritime Safety Committee (MSC) at its seventy-first session (May
1999) adopted by resolution MSC.87(71), in accordance with article VIII of the
Convention, amendments to Chapter VII of the Convention.

B. Entry into force

In accordance with article VII(b)(vi))(2) of the Convention, and as
determined by the MSC, the amendments shall enter into force on 1 January
2001 unless, prior to 1 July 2000, more than one-third of the Contracting
Governments, the combined merchant fleets of which constitute not less than 50
per cent of the gross tonnage of he world’'s merchant fleet, have notified their
objection to the amendments.
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