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Final report 

Introduction 

1. The High-level Tripartite Working Group on Maritime Labour Standards (hereafter 
referred to as the “High-level Group”) met in its fourth session at the Cité des Congrès, 
Nantes, from 19 to 23 January 2004. This fourth session was held following an invitation 
of the Government of France and was generously funded through contributions of the 
French Ministry of Transport, the region of the Pays de la Loire, the Départment of 
Loire-Atlantique and the City of Nantes. It continued its work in accordance with a 
decision taken by the Governing Body of the International Labour Office at its 
280th Session (March 2001) and in accordance with a proposal made unanimously by the 
Joint Maritime Commission at its 29th Session (January 2001) calling for a single, 
coherent international maritime labour standard incorporating, as far as possible, the 
substance of all the various international maritime labour standards that are sufficiently up 
to date.  

Composition of the High-level Group 

2. This meeting of the High-level Group was attended by 45 Government delegations, with a 
total of 126 participants, and 30 Shipowners’ and 37 Seafarers’ delegates and advisers. A 
number of non-governmental delegations were also present. A revised list of participants is 
attached to this report (Annex 9). 

3. The Officers of the High-level Group were : 

Chairperson:   Mr. J.-M. Schindler (France) 

Vice-Chairpersons:   Mr. T. Teranishi (Japan) 

     Mr. S. Hajara (Shipowner member, India) 

     Mr. B. Orrell (Seafarer member, United Kingdom) 
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The Officers of the groups were as follows: 

Government group 

 Chairperson:   Mr. X. Zhang (China) 

 Vice-Chairperson:  Mr. Yeong-Woo Jeon (Republic of Korea) 

 Secretary:   Mr. G. Smefjell (Norway) 

Shipowners’ group 

 Chairperson and spokesperson: Mr. D. Lindemann (Germany) 

 Vice-Chairperson:  Mr. J. Cox (United States) 

 Secretary:   Mr. D. Dearsley (International Shipping   
     Federation (ISF)) 

Seafarers’ group 

 Chairperson and spokesperson: Mr. B. Orrell (United Kingdom) 

 Vice-Chairperson:  Mr. T. Tay (Singapore) 

 Secretary:   Mr. J. Whitlow (International Transport Workers’  
     Federation) 

Opening of the meeting 

4. The meeting was opened by Mr. Dominique Bussereau, French Secretary of State for 
Transport and the Sea. In his address, he stressed the ambitious task of modernizing and 
unifying the existing ILO maritime Conventions into a single consolidated instrument. He 
considered this work as crucial in ensuring that seafarers worked under decent conditions, 
thus playing their essential role in maritime safety. He referred to the progress of port state 
control in France and also to the globalized nature of the shipping industry which justified 
the adoption of this new Convention. France recognized the need for global maritime 
labour standards and had just ratified eight of the most recent ILO maritime Conventions, 
including the Seafarers’ Identity Documents Convention (Revised), 2003 (No. 185). This 
was a demonstration of France’s commitment to the goals of the ILO and especially to its 
maritime labour standards. Mr. Bussereau therefore wished the meeting a successful 
conclusion of its work in preparation for the forthcoming maritime Conferences in 2004 
and 2005.  

5. A message from the Director-General of the ILO, Mr. Juan Somavia, was shown on the 
screen. He thanked the Government of France for their invitation to hold this meeting in 
the City of Nantes. He paid tribute to the achievements of the maritime sector in the ILO, 
i.e. the Geneva Accord and the support that this agreement had received from 
governments. He underlined the importance of the new proposed Convention for a 
globalized shipping industry. He concluded that this Convention would be, for the ILO, 
evidence of an innovative and creative tripartism. He expressed his gratitude to the 
Government of France for its support of the ILO’s maritime activities and the invitation to 
hold that session of the High-level Group in Nantes. 
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6. Ms. Sally Paxton, Executive Director, Social Dialogue, responsible for maritime activities 
in the ILO, expressed her appreciation for the work done by the High-level Group. She 
also thanked the French authorities for having permitted this fourth meeting of the Group 
which had to complete the preparation of the draft text of the proposed Convention to be 
submitted to the Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference (PTMC) in September 2004.  

7. The meeting was also addressed by Mr. Jean-Marc Ayrault, Deputy Mayor of Nantes, 
Ms. Monique Papon, Vice-President, Conseil Général, Loire Atlantique, Mr. Jean-Luc 
Harousseau, President, Conseil Général des Pays de la Loire, who welcomed all the 
participating delegates to the City of Nantes, the department of Loire-Atlantique and the 
region of the Pays de la Loire.  

8. The discussions were based on the preliminary second draft for a consolidated maritime 
labour Convention submitted by the Office (TWGMLS/2004/2), which was accompanied 
by a commentary (TWGMLS/2004/1). The ISF made available a trilingual version 
(English/French/Spanish) of the preliminary second draft (TWGMLS/2004/9), and also 
made a submission to the High-level Group. An example of the proposed maritime labour 
certificate and declaration of compliance was prepared by the Government of the United 
States at the request of the Office (TWGMLS/2004/8). 

9. The representative of the Government of China and Chairperson of the Government group 
expressed his sincere thanks to the Government of France for sponsoring this fourth 
High-level Tripartite Working Group and to the Office for the excellent work done in 
preparing the preliminary second draft. While efforts still needed to be made to attain the 
objective of a simple and user-friendly Convention, the Government group considered that 
great progress had been achieved. Governments had welcomed the opportunity to deal with 
identified problem areas in the working parties that had been proposed by the Officers of 
the High-level Group, but would be suggesting a few changes to their proposed terms of 
reference. He stressed that the Group had supported the principle of a level playing field of 
universally applicable provisions with a strong system of enforcement and had recognized 
that this might entail modification of national legislation. 

10. Similarly, several other Government representatives expressed their gratitude to the 
Government of France for hosting this meeting. They affirmed their full commitment to 
the proposed Convention and hoped to achieve a final outcome which would be widely 
ratified. A number of Government representatives expressed their support for a proposed 
text of the Government of Greece condemning the detention of the crewmembers of the 
“Tasman Spirit” by Pakistan. 

11. The Chairperson summed up the history of this High-level Group and reminded the 
meeting of the key priorities of this meeting. The meeting was not a drafting exercise, but 
should allow the Office to produce a good basis for the PTMC, to be held later in the year. 
Working parties would be formed to allow in-depth discussions which would shape the 
document. The speaker noted that wide interest both from inside as well as outside the ILO 
was given to this meeting and commended the delegates on their achievements so far. 

12. The Government spokesperson (China) raised a number of questions. Government 
representatives agreed that the working parties should concentrate on providing clear and 
precise instructions to the Office on substance rather than become a drafting exercise 
looking for a particular wording. Each working party needed to focus on the essence of the 
recommendations they would be providing to the plenary, rather than fine-tuning the 
Convention with a particular wording at this stage. Government representatives would 
make a number of comments at the appropriate stage in each of the working parties. For 
example, there would need to be coordination between Working Party B on Social 
Protection and Working Party D on Title 4. With respect to Working Party C, he noted that 
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“seafarers’ employment agreements” should have been in square brackets and that other 
wording would be preferable in Standards A5.1 and A5.2. There was also a need to ensure 
a distinction between the nature of port and flag state responsibilities. With respect to 
Working Party D, the main concern was to avoid overlap with Working Party B on Social 
Protection and take account of the work of the IMO-ILO joint working group on 
shipowner liability for abandonment, death and disability.  

13. The Shipowner spokesperson referred to the seven key issues and principles contained in 
the submission of the ISF. These were: that the text would be useless unless widely 
ratified; that the text was too long containing superfluous obligations; that the relationship 
between the Regulations and Part A and Part B should be clear and unambiguous; that 
more work was needed on the definition of a seafarer; that the Shipowners’ group were 
unconvinced about repeating references to Conventions and had reservations on several 
Articles; that there was still major work to do on social protection; and that many Titles 
still needed further refinement. 

14. The Seafarers’ group thanked the IMO and the ILO for sending letters to the Government 
of the United States requesting that consideration be given to the special needs of seafarers 
with regard to facilitating shore leave and transit to and from ships. It was hoped that this 
would receive sympathetic consideration in the United States and that a satisfactory 
solution could be found. 

15. The Seafearers remained committed to the original objectives: the adoption of a new 
Convention which was clear, easy to ratify and implement, an instrument that would 
contain meaningful minimum standards which would be effectively implemented in 
practice and the establishment of a level playing filed in shipping. A seafarer’s bill of 
rights should secure decent living and working conditions for seafarers. Seafarers were 
currently enjoying the rights and principles which are established by the mandatory 
instruments which are in force. The consolidation process should not deprive them of those 
rights. If the new Convention was to further the Organization’s Decent Work Agenda, it 
needed also to improve the current situation and could not merely legitimate the status quo 
in which many seafarers are marginal workers and subject to gross exploitation. 

16. The Shipowners have recognized the Seafarers’ group’s “preparedness to allow a 
considerable amount of detail to be transferred to a non-mandatory status – more than the 
shipowners’ side expected”. The Seafarers have made substantial concessions. However, 
there are a number of issues which are so fundamental to us that they are not negotiable. 
The rights of seafarers cannot be given away and compromised on fundamental principles. 
The trade off for our flexibility was the establishment of a uniform standard which would 
in practice be enforced and which would make a real difference to the conditions of certain 
disadvantaged seafarers. Flexibility should not render the new Convention meaningless 
and unenforceable. If a satisfactory link between Part A and Part B was not found, it might 
be necessary to consider cascading items back up into Part A so that seafarers  would not 
be deprived of the rights they currently enjoy. Governments needed to be prepared to make 
some changes to their laws. The lowest common denominator and the adoption of 
meaningless provisions was not acceptable. 

17. The High-level Group agreed to the establishment of four working parties. Their terms of 
reference (attached in Annexes 1-4) were adopted, although the groups were asked to 
consider them in a flexible manner in order to proceed as efficiently as possible. 

18. The High-level Group approved the officers of the working parties as follows: 
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Working Party A on Accommodation 

 Chairperson:   Captain D. Bell (Bahamas) 

 Shipowner spokesperson: Mr. P. Sprangers  
 assisted by:   Mr. D. Tongue 

 Seafarer spokesperson:  Mr. T. Tay  
 assisted by:   Mr. A. Verhoef 

Working Party B on Social Protection 

 Chairperson:   Ms. B. Solling-Olsen (Denmark) 

 Shipowner spokesperson: Mr. T. Springett  
 assisted by:   Mr. G. Hollaar 

 Seafarer spokesperson:  Mr. H. Berlau  
 assisted by:   Ms. S. James 

Working Party C on the Certification and Inspection System 

 Chairperson:   Mr. E. Sommer (United States) 

 Shipowner spokesperson: Mr. S. Hajara  
 assisted by:   Ms. N. Wiseman 

 Seafarer spokesperson:  Mr. B. Orrell  
 assisted by:   Mr. J. Whitlow 

Working Party D on other areas of difficulty 

 Co-Chairpersons:  Mr. M. Shinguadja (Namibia) 
     Mr. G. Smefjell (Norway) 

 Shipowner spokesperson: Mr. D. Lindemann  
 assisted by:   Mr. D. Dearsley 

 Seafarer spokesperson:  Mr. P. Crumlin  
 assisted by:   Mr. J. Bainbridge 

19. The representative of the Government of the United States gave an outline presentation of 
the document entitled United States comments on the preliminary second draft for a 
consolidated maritime labour Convention. 

Working Party A: Accommodation  

20. The Chairperson of Working Party A, “Accommodation, recreational facilities, food and 
catering”, identified three problem areas concerning the scope of application: 
(a) grandfather clause for existing ships; (b) tonnage variations for smaller ships; and 
(c) variations for passenger ships.  

21. The Working Party affirmed the need for a grandfather clause. As far as practicable 
without excessive efforts, the provisions should apply to existing ships. The Working Party 
agreed that during the text review the requirements would be read as only applying to new 
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ships. The areas where provisions could also be applied to existing ships would be 
specifically identified at a later stage. It was decided that a grandfather clause with a 
wording to be proposed by the Office should be inserted in Regulation 3.1. 

22. The Working Party also agreed on the necessity of tonnage variations for smaller ships in 
certain cases. However, the new instrument should state that tonnage limits were not 
expressed in GRT (gross registered tonnage) according to the Oslo Convention on a 
Uniform System of Tonnage Measurements of Ships of 10 June 1947 but rather in 
GT (gross tonnage) under the 1969 International Tonnage Convention (ITC, 1969), which 
had been recognized at international level. It was suggested to introduce the transitional 
provisions of the SOLAS Convention for the conversion from GRT into GT according to 
which 1,600 GRT was equivalent to 3,000 GT. The High-level Group had already 
recommended a grandfather clause regarding tonnage limits. The Seafarers’ group argued 
that every effort should be made to avoid any reference to tonnage. If any tonnage 
thresholds were needed, the new tonnage Convention which used the term GT should be 
used. 

23. The Working Party further affirmed the need for variations for passenger ships in certain 
cases. In this context, it sought the legal advice of the Office, as to whether it was legally 
correct that some provisions in the mandatory Part A were valid for all ships and were thus 
more rigid, whereas the recommendatory Part B provided for exceptions for passenger 
ships and were thus more flexible. The Office informed that this was due to a drafting 
mistake, as the intention had always been to build more flexibility into Part A, and asked 
the Working Party to flag the contradictory provisions. 

Regulation 3.1. – Accommodation and recreational facilities 

24. The Working Party agreed that accommodation should be “provided” and “maintained”. 

25. The Shipowners’ group requested a change from the term “decent” in the Regulation and 
the Standard, since it seemed too subjective and imprecise, and suggested to use 
“appropriate” instead. The Working Party considered that it seemed difficult to delete it, as 
the term “decent” was part of the ILO terminology and was used throughout the 
consolidated Convention. The Shipowners’ group withdrew its amendment.  

26. The Shipowners’ group requested that any amendment to the Code relating to the provision 
of crew accommodation be only applied to new ships. This proposal intended to expand 
the grandfather clause for amendments from the mere structure of accommodation to the 
provision of accommodation. A Government representative cautioned that this would 
imply that even issues not related to the construction of the ship would automatically not 
apply to existing ships. The Seafarers’ group opposed this proposal, and the issue was left 
in square brackets. 

Standard A3.1. – Accommodation and recreational facilities 

27. A Government representative proposed to substitute the expression “in consultation” by 
“after consultation”, since the competent authority should wait for the end of the 
consultation of shipowners’ and seafarers’ organizations. The Working Party agreed to this 
amendment throughout the document. As to the obligation to give due consideration to 
Part B, the Shipowners’ group proposed to add “as practicable”. The Seafarers’ group 
opposed this proposal since this would mitigate the obligation. The issue was left in square 
brackets. 
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28. Some Government representatives criticized that the concept of “vibration” was only 
raised in the list of paragraph 4 of items to implement, while in the rest of Title 3 there 
were neither requirements nor guidance concerning vibration. With reference to an existing 
ISO standard on whole-body vibration, the Working Party agreed that text relating to 
vibration should be inserted into paragraph 5 at a later stage. 

29. It was proposed to delete paragraph 4. The emphasis put on certain issues was superfluous, 
since the competent authority had to implement all issues. Paragraph 4 had become 
redundant with the inclusion of paragraph 5 and did not add value. On the other hand, a 
Government representative explained that this provision would be important for the 
shipbuilding industry and the classification societies as well as for the administration 
because it listed clearly and precisely their obligations. The Seafarers’ group cautioned that 
paragraph 4 constituted the obligation to implement the listed issues, while paragraph 5 
was silent on implementation and paragraph 2 only required to take Part B into 
consideration when implementing Part A. Finally, it was proposed to merge paragraphs 4 
and 5 by organizing the subparagraphs of paragraph 5 in chapters with titles taken from the 
list of paragraph 4. The Seafarers’ group agreed to merge the two paragraphs as long as the 
thrust of paragraph 4 was kept, e.g. by keeping its “chapeau”. The issue was left in square 
brackets.  

30. The Shipowners’ group considered that the provisions on bulkheads, insulation and fire 
prevention were duplicative as already covered by the SOLAS Convention. However, the 
meeting agreed to keep the requirement of insulation and gas-tight and watertight 
bulkheads, as this was not specifically provided by SOLAS. As to the reference to SOLAS 
concerning fire-prevention measures, the Seafarers’ group preferred to retain it for ease of 
reference. However, some Government representatives argued that the reference did not 
add value but rather created difficulties due to the recommendatory nature of the 
mentioned IMO codes of practice. The issue was left in square brackets. 

31. A Government representative felt that for such an important issue as lighting, which was 
raised in paragraph 4, the mere reference to proper lighting was insufficient, and suggested 
to move the first paragraph of Guideline B3.1.4 into Part A, thus introducing a requirement 
for natural and artificial light in sleeping rooms and mess rooms. The Working Party 
accepted this proposal. 

32. The Shipowners’ group invoked that not all ships could have air conditioning and proposed 
the deletion of the word “fresh” preceding “air conditioning”. The Seafarers’ group 
opposed this proposal arguing that all modern ships, whether small or big, had air 
conditioning. Air conditioning was essential at sea and could also provide heating. Some 
Government representatives underlined that only ventilation and heating were necessary on 
every ship, and that it would be problematic to provide air conditioning for all ships. The 
Chairperson recalled that the text only dealt with new ships, and that ships of less than 200 
or 500 GT would be excluded from the Convention. A Government representative 
informed that the term “fresh” meant “recycled” as opposed to “confined” air. As a 
compromise, it was proposed to insert an exemption drawn from Recommendation No. 
140, Paragraph 1, for ships regularly engaged in trade where temperate climatic conditions 
did not require air conditioning. The issue was left in square brackets. 

33. It was proposed to delete the provision concerning mosquito screens, as they were 
superfluous in air-conditioned ships. A Government representative and the Seafarers’ 
group cautioned that malaria was a major cause of mortality according to the WHO, and 
that air conditioning did not stop mosquitoes. The Shipowners’ group proposed to add “as 
far as necessary” indicating that in air-conditioned ships openings were closed and 
accommodation was sealed. An alternative amendment was submitted, according to which 
ships should be fitted “with appropriate devices, such as protective screens at any opening 
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to the exterior, e.g. a permanently open-side scuttle or door or intake of ventilation or air 
conditioning”. The rationale was that in ports side scuttles could be left open permanently. 
Considering that the examples enumerated in the proposal rather represented language for 
the recommendatory Part B, the Working party agreed to delete them and include them 
into Part B at a later stage, as well as to incorporate wording satisfying the Shipowners’ 
concern.  

34. The Shipowners’ group indicated problems with various requirements as regards 
passenger, small and specialized ships. While the default was established to be one 
individual sleeping room for each seafarer, an exception for passenger ships was granted 
by moving paragraph 1 of Guideline B3.1.6 to Part A, and flexible wording for the 
competent authority concerning small and specialized ships was inserted. The Working 
Party also accepted to grant an exemption for passenger ships with respect to the location 
of the sleeping rooms. Furthermore, the Working Party reached a consensus that the 
competent authority could, after consultations with the social partners, permit exceptions 
for small ships regarding the location of mess rooms apart from sleeping rooms. The 
Shipowners’ group proposed to add the threshold of 3,000 GT to the term “small ships” 
which was used in certain provisions. The threshold was clearer and essential to prepare 
the installations inside the vessels. This was supported by several Government 
representatives because the translation of this requirement into national legislation needed 
a figure, and shipowners had to know when they had the right to ask for an exemption. 
Other Government representatives and the Seafarers’ group preferred to keep the present 
text affirming that tonnage thresholds had been removed throughout the draft Convention, 
and that the term “small ships” provided for more flexibility. The issue was left in square 
brackets.  

35. The Working Party decided to delete the exemption of ships with lower tonnage from the 
noise level requirement, as noise was a major issue for all ships. The Shipowners’ group 
suggested moving the reference to IMO resolution A.468(XII) on noise levels to the 
non-mandatory Part B. Another suggestion was to include a general reference to the 
appropriate IMO resolution in the Standard, and insert a specific reference to IMO 
resolution A.468 in Part B. The Working Party sought advice from the IMO representative 
as to whether the inclusion of a recommendatory IMO resolution into the obligatory Part A 
of the consolidated Convention would be problematic. He answered that the resolution was 
in principle non-mandatory. If “should” was used when referring to it in a Convention, the 
resolution would remain of a recommendatory nature and, if “shall” was used, the 
resolution would become mandatory. Finally, he cautioned that, if an IMO resolution was 
referred to in an ILO Convention, the amendment procedure of the IMO would apply to it. 
However, all countries interested in the maritime field at the ILO were Members of the 
IMO and would be able to participate in the IMO amendment procedure. It would even be 
possible to create a joint IMO-ILO working group. A Government representative remarked 
that the procedures and objectives of the IMO were quite different from those of the ILO. 
Moreover, after studying the Preamble of the Code on noise levels, the Working Party 
concluded that the Code had not been designed to be incorporated by reference or 
repetition and become mandatory, and was not applicable to all types of ships and to ships 
of less than 1,600 GT. The Shipowners’ group and some Government representatives 
further considered that it was unacceptable to establish a separate inspection system as 
required by the Code on noise levels, and that the term “maximum noise levels” would 
lead to non-compliance in case of instantaneous exceeding of noise levels in confined 
spaces. Furthermore, the IMO planned to review IMO resolution A.468(XII) in order to 
take into account rest periods, etc. In light of these discussions, the Working Party decided 
to avoid the term “maximum noise levels”, and to merely add a general reference to the 
appropriate IMO instrument without using the word “shall”. The issue was left in square 
brackets.  
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36. The requirement of frequent reviews and eventual updates of recreational facilities was 
considered to be detail which belonged to Part B. As to the permissive clause on variations, 
the Shipowners’ group proposed to add the concept of fair application and delete the “not 
less favourable” clause, and the requirement that the two sides be in agreement. Since this 
provision was primarily an obligation to Members to arbitrate social problems, the 
rationale was to provide alternative text that might give rise to a solution in the case of 
impasse. The Seafarers’ group disagreed indicating that the addition of the words “fairly 
applied” could not prevent the facilities from becoming less favourable. The Working 
Party decided to retain the “not less favourable” clause, to refer to fairly applied variations 
and delete the requirement of an agreement between the two sides. 

Guideline B3.1. – Accommodation and recreational facilities 

37. A Government representative expressed concerns about the term “approved” material used 
throughout the text. The approval system might be difficult, as a material approved by 
SOLAS might not correspond to the material approved by an ILO Convention. It was 
countered that a material could conform to both SOLAS requirements on fire prevention 
and ILO provisions. Furthermore, when used in Part B, the term “approved” did not refer 
to an international approval according to a universally accepted standard. The extent of 
approval would rather depend on the individual administration. The Working Party 
decided to keep the term “approved” in Part B but to avoid using it in Part A.  

38. The Working Party agreed to delete references to renewal, restoring or easy cleaning. The 
rationale was that Regulation 3.1, paragraph 1, and Standard A3.1, paragraph 7, 
i.e. mandatory general requirements of decent accommodation and its maintenance, would 
suffice. Furthermore, Title 3 did not explicitly relate to the renewal, restoring or easy 
cleaning of all accommodation components, which gave the impression that the rest did 
not need to be maintained in a decent state. 

Guideline B3.1.1. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Construction and design 

39. The Shipowners’ group suggested to delete “implementation of Standard” from the title of 
all Guidelines, as it was of no use. The Office explained that this addition intended to 
distinguish Guidelines for the implementation of Standards from additional Guidelines. 
The issue was left in square brackets. 

40. The Seafarers’ group proposed to transfer the provision on the minimum headroom to 
Part A, since it was of utmost importance for the seafarers and a mandatory requirement of 
Convention No. 133. Some Government representatives warned that such transfer might 
have serious implications such as PSC checks concerning height and consequences in case 
of flag change. Moreover, Standard A3.1, paragraph 5(a), already dealt with headroom, 
and specific figures should stay in Part B. Other Government representatives affirmed that 
matters on construction should always be in the mandatory part. The Shipowners’ group 
cautioned that the pertinent exemptions should also be transferred to Part A, as the 
exception to a binding requirement could not be recommendatory. The amendment was 
adopted.  

41. The Seafarers’ group suggested to increase the minimum headroom from 198 to 208 cm, 
reminding that the Joint Maritime Commission (JMC) had given the mandate to improve 
old Conventions. The Seafarers’ group stated that they would try to provide statistics that 
would confirm that the average height had increased since the entry into force of the 
existing Convention and would bring these statistics to the attention of the PTMC. The 
Shipowners’ group rejected the Seafarers’ proposal stating that 198 cm was the figure 
originally required in Convention No. 133. While the genuine height would be 208 cm due 
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to the installation of sprinklers, the clear height should stay 198 cm. Some Government 
representatives also opposed the proposal indicating that the headroom of 198 cm required 
in Convention No. 133 only applied to ships over 1,000 tonnes, and that the threshold of 
208 cm was definitely too high for Asian countries. The Chairperson recalled that thorough 
justification was needed to upgrade existing Conventions. The issue was left in square 
brackets. 

Guideline B3.1.2. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Ventilation 

42. For hygiene purposes, a Government representative suggested that air-conditioning 
systems should be cleaned and disinfected easily so as to prevent the spread of disease. 
The relevant text was left in brackets. 

Guideline B3.1.3. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Heating 

43. A Government representative suggested adding new text regarding the prohibition of the 
use of steam as a primary medium of heat transport within the accommodation. The issue 
was left in square brackets. 

Guideline B3.1.4. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Lighting 

44. The Shipowners’ group requested that an exemption for natural light in seafarer 
accommodation of passenger ships be inserted. This was accepted. 

Guideline B3.1.5. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Noise control 

45. The Shipowners’ group proposed only to refer to IMO resolution A.468(XII) on noise 
levels but not to repeat its content in an inconsistent manner, as this was duplicating IMO 
activities. They suggested deleting the Guideline and only including the reference. A 
Government representative supported the amendment and recalled that Guidelines should 
generally only be there to underpin and help implement Standards. Thus, at least the first 
three paragraphs relating to research on noise should be deleted as they were irrelevant for 
the implementation of Part A. The Seafarers’ group rejected the proposals indicating that 
seafarers needed to be informed and that the text corresponded partly to the wording of 
Recommendation No. 141.  

46. The Seafarers’ group suggested adding the term “vibration” throughout the Guideline in 
order to deal with noise and vibration in both Part A and Part B. The Shipowners’ group 
agreed in principle with the caveat that it was not always appropriate to add “vibration” to 
the initial text on noise control. However, for the purpose of consistency the two issues 
should also be merged in Standard A3.1 by adding the term “vibration” to Standard A3.1, 
paragraph 5(o). Several Government representatives preferred to have separate 
requirements on vibration since mixing both issues was not useful for the administrations. 
The issue was left in square brackets. 

47. The Seafarers’ group requested that the references to “research” in the first three 
paragraphs be changed into “review”. The rationale was that Recommendation No. 141, 
which dealt with research, had been created at a period where there was not enough 
information on the issue of noise on board ships. In the meantime, the data resulting from 
the research undertaken had been already integrated into the IMO resolution so that an 
ongoing review would completely suffice. The issue was left in square brackets.  
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48. A Government representative affirmed that the issues of instruction of seafarers in the 
noise hazards and provision of ear plugs thematically did not belong to accommodation but 
rather to the working area. Thus, it was proposed to transfer these provisions to Title 4, 
Guideline B4.3, “Health and safety protection and accident prevention”. The issue was left 
in square brackets.  

49. The Shipowners’ group declared that the addition of the concept of vibration was absurd in 
the specific cases of use of noise-absorbing materials and insulation of workshops from 
engine-room noise. Vibration-absorbing materials did not exist, and workshops inside 
engine rooms could not be insulated against vibrations of engine rooms. The Seafarers’ 
group countered that workshops were not always located in engine rooms. The issue was 
left in square brackets. 

50. The Shipowners’ group reiterated the inappropriateness of the term “maximum noise 
levels” because of its incapacity to take into account fluctuating situations. The Working 
Party concluded that the text of the pertinent IMO resolution referred to “limits for noise 
levels” which were assessed by instantaneous/fluctuating/continuous variations, and that it 
would be too simplistic to use “maximum noise levels”. It was thus agreed to include that 
the limits for noise levels should be in conformity with the appropriate IMO instrument, 
with a wording which would include an amended IMO resolution.  

51. As for the table on noise levels, the Shipowners’ group and a few Government 
representatives requested to delete it, in view of the fact that the IMO planned to review 
the present resolution, and that seafarers did not have the equipment to actually measure 
the noise levels. The Seafarers’ group opposed the amendment, considering the table 
necessary for easy reference and convenience of seafarers. The only alternative would be 
to include a requirement in Part A that the table be easily accessible on board a ship. As a 
compromise, a Government representative suggested to include wording in Part B 
according to which the IMO instrument concerned should be available on board for 
seafarers in an adopted working language of the ship. Due to disagreement on the 
mandatory or recommendatory status of such a provision and on the languages in which 
the instrument should be translated, a decision could not be reached. The issue was left in 
square brackets.  

Guideline B3.1.6. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Sleeping rooms 

52. As to the issue of fitting the berths with a sliding mechanism to enable the seafarer to be 
accompanied by his or her partner, the Shipowners’ group requested that this provision be 
deleted as it was already covered by the general Guideline B3.1.12, paragraph 6, according 
to which consideration should be given to the possibility of allowing seafarers to be 
accompanied by their partners where practicable. A sliding mechanism for every berth 
would result in a minimum width of berths of 130 cm which was unacceptable. 
Furthermore, the number of partners able to accompany seafarers was limited by the 
SOLAS requirements of lifesaving appliances. A Government representative declared that 
there was no need for this Guideline as it did not help implement the standard requiring a 
berth per seafarer. The Chairperson indicated that it had been agreed only to increase 
requirements if they were commonly agreed upon. The Seafarers’ group countered that the 
JMC resolution expressly recommended to improve the existing Conventions where 
necessary. Moreover, the Terms of Reference of this Working Party explicitly mentioned 
the accommodation of seafarers with partners when referring to current needs. As a 
compromise, the Working Party agreed that adequate berth arrangements should be 
provided making it as comfortable as possible for the seafarer and his/her partner. 
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53. The Shipowners’ group and a Government representative considered the proposed 
provision of a bathroom and toilet for every sleeping room as too difficult, and underlined 
that the objective was a level playing field. They suggested to either stay with the original 
wording of Convention No. 92 or to insert a derogation for ships where the size, activity 
and layout made this unreasonable and impracticable. The issue was left in square 
brackets. 

54. The proposed provision of a floor area per sleeping room of 7.5 m2 entailed lengthy 
debates. The Shipowners’ group and some Government representatives rejected the 
proposal, as it represented the double of the figure required in Convention No. 133 for 
ships of 1,000 to 3,000 tonnes (3.75 m2 per rating). This Convention should set minimum 
standards in order to achieve widespread ratification. It was suggested to stay with the 
original wording of Convention No. 133 which allowed for variations according to ship 
size. The Seafarers’ group pointed to the fact that the number of seafarers on board ships 
was smaller nowadays so that there would be more space for accommodation. The figure 
of 3.75 m2 corresponded to the size of a double bed and was sometimes considered 
inappropriate for prison cells. It denounced that, since accommodation was fully counted 
in the measurement of ships, shipowners tended to reduce accommodation space even 
more, in order to pay less port dues. The improvement of existing instruments had been 
recommended in the JMC resolution and was feasible, since the new figure would only 
apply to new ships. A Government representative supported the proposal of the Seafarers’ 
group indicating that the figure of 7.5 m2 would only apply to ships with single-occupancy 
cabins according to Standard A3.1, paragraph 5(g), i.e. not to passenger, small or 
specialized ships but rather to big cargo ships. The issue was left in square brackets. 

55. The Working Party agreed to move the provision on the minimum inside dimensions of a 
berth to the mandatory Part A, since it was important and prescriptive in Convention 
No. 133. 

Guideline B3.1.7. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Mess rooms 

56. The Shipowners’ group submitted an amendment according to which mess rooms might be 
common or separate, subject to the approval of the competent authority and after 
consultation of the social partners. It explained that such provision would give the 
flexibility to provide separate mess rooms for seafarers and officers, which was still 
frequent practice. The Seafarers’ group preferred to stay within the limits set out in 
Convention No. 92. The issue was left in square brackets. The Working Party agreed to 
remove the provision dealing with catering personnel, as the separate treatment of seafarers 
and catering staff was considered outdated. While the Seafarers’ group proposed to 
increase the floor area of mess rooms per seafarer to 2 m2, the Shipowners’ group preferred 
to stay with the wording of Convention No. 133 which referred to 1 m2. The issue was left 
in square brackets. Similarly, there was disagreement as to whether the permissive clause 
for exceptions should be deleted or retained. 

Guideline B3.1.8. – Implementation of Standard A3.1: Sanitary accommodation 

57. The Seafarers’ group proposed that a minimum of one water closet and one tub should be 
available for every four persons. The Shipowners’ group preferred to stay with the original 
wording of Convention No. 133 which specified six persons. The issue was left in square 
brackets. 
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Working Party B: Social protection 

58. The Chairperson introduced the agenda of the Working Party and indicated that its 
mandate was to give clear indications on social security to the Office for a revised draft to 
be submitted to the PTMC in September 2004. The Chairperson further pointed out that the 
social security provisions in the current Office text were based on a proposal put forward 
by the United Kingdom and that it was the first time that these provisions would be 
discussed. 

59. The discussions were focussed on Regulation 4.5 on the assumption that short-term social 
protection would be provided for in Regulations 4.1 and 4.2, whereas long-term social 
protection would be dealt with under Regulation 4.5. The Working Group also noted that 
there was a link between the provisions of 4.5 and those in 4.1 and 4.2, particularly in 
relation to long-term occupational injuries and illnesses connected with employment on 
board. 

60. The Shipowner spokesperson said that they would have preferred social security protection 
not to be included in this Convention at all. Although they were in favour of providing 
social protection to all seafarers and that shipowners would contribute to social protection 
schemes, they were reluctant to include complex provisions on social security in the 
Convention as they would be an obstacle to ratification. Moreover, he pointed out that the 
Social Security (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1952 (No. 102), could be the reference 
instrument for social security and, therefore, seafarers should be covered by this 
Convention. It would provide a better means, especially taking into account the low 
ratification rate of those Conventions which especially provide for social security for 
seafarers. After the explanation of the Office that Convention No. 102 excluded seafarers 
from its scope of application, he nevertheless preferred Convention No. 102 to be revised 
accordingly, rather than insert social security protection in the draft Convention. He 
therefore put forward for discussion the question of whether the new Convention should 
include provisions on social security.  

61. The Seafarer spokesperson emphasized the importance of social protection for seafarers, 
irrespective of their nationality or place of residence. Many seafarers, however, were still 
unprotected. He pointed out that a Convention with wide ratification would be meaningless 
if it had no substance and welcomed the social security provisions of the Office text. He 
therefore strongly urged inclusion of social security protection in the Convention and 
recommended that such protection should be not less favourable than for shore-based 
workers.  

62. The representative of the Government of the United Kingdom explained that the proposal 
of his Government, on which the Office text is based, aimed at guaranteeing social 
protection to seafarers, irrespective of the conclusion of bilateral or multilateral 
agreements. In order to achieve this aim, the Convention provides for the possibilities of 
different responsibilities for the flag State, the country of residence and the shipowner.  

63. The majority of Government representatives supported the inclusion of some form of 
social security provisions in the Convention. Several Government representatives regarded 
the current Office text as a flexible instrument to satisfactorily provide social security 
coverage for seafarers and some even saw the need for more protection in the form of the 
compulsory provision of employment injury benefits in the Convention or of having a 
minimum of three of the nine contingencies mentioned in Standard A4.5.5 compulsory. 
Some Government representatives pointed out minor difficulties in the application of 
social security provisions in the Convention. Only a few Government representatives saw 
major difficulties with regard to the application of social security provisions. Although 
they strongly supported the need for social protection for seafarers, they saw difficulties in 
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the practical implementation of such provisions. After long discussions and in order to find 
a way forward, the Shipowner spokesperson agreed with the inclusion of social security 
provisions in the Convention, although his group would have preferred social security not 
to be covered by the Convention, other than the matter contained in Regulations 4.1 
and 4.2.  

64. The Working Party further discussed the responsibilities which should be assigned to the 
flag State, the country of residence and shipowners by the new Convention with regards to 
short-term and long-term benefits. The Shipowner spokesperson expressed the view that 
the country of residence of the seafarer should be responsible for the provision of 
long-term social protection and that it would be unacceptable to fix social security in the 
employment agreement. The Seafarer spokesperson regarded social protection as the 
primary responsibility of the flag State and the shipowners.  

65. The Chairperson asked participants to reply to the following four questions: 

(1) Who should be responsible for long-term social protection? 

(2) What was the role of the flag State? 

(3) How to ensure that all seafarers were covered, especially those whose country of 
residence did not have an adequate social protection scheme? 

(4) Which branches of social protection should be included? Should there be at least a 
minimum number of branches covered? 

66. The Shipowners’ group stated that, since there seemed to be support for the inclusion of 
long-term social security in the Convention, it felt that the discussion of the Working Party 
should be on the basis of their proposed text. It reiterated its position that the responsibility 
for providing long-term social protection benefits should rest with the country of residence.  

67. The Seafarers’ group rejected the Shipowners’ text and the proposal to use that text as the 
basis of discussions. They pointed out that the primary responsibility for the supervision of 
such protection lies with the flag State, but saw the provision of social security as a shared 
responsibility between the flag State, the shipowners and the country of residence. With 
regard to the responsibility of short-term protection, it felt that the responsibility lay with 
the shipowners. 

68. All the Government representatives were of the view that long term social security should 
be provided by the country of residence of seafarers. However, many Government 
representatives suggested that the flag States should be responsible for requiring that all 
seafarers be covered by social security, especially short-term issues covered in 
Regulations 4.1 and 4.2, controlling the application of national law on vessels and ensuring 
that the appropriate contributions are paid. Some drew attention to the fact that flag States 
should ensure that seafarers whose country of residence did not have a system were also 
covered, with one Government representative suggesting that there should be an 
international system to cover those situations. Most Government representatives did not 
express clear views on the branches of social security which should be available to 
seafarers as a minimum. A few suggested that three branches should be a minimum. Many 
Government representatives described their national systems which generally provided 
protection to their nationals and in some cases to all seafarers aboard their vessels. Some 
pointed out that many countries did not have an appropriate social security system at all.  

69. While the role of the flag State was seen by some Government representatives as being 
mainly to provide for short-term protection and carrying out relevant inspections on ships, 
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other Government representatives saw the flag state responsibilities as also including 
requiring long-term social security cover for seafarers as well as the supervision and 
monitoring of coverage in this respect. 

70. The Seafarers’ group stressed that it would not like to see any seafarers without long-term 
cover for social security and especially those whose countries of residence did not have 
relevant social security systems. Ships could not be simply considered as “floating 
factories” and the same type of system applied as for shore-based workers. Special 
consideration had to be given to the particular characteristics of the industry. 

71. The Working Party discussed at length which text should be the basis for the discussion of 
Regulation 4.5. It decided that the Office text would be the basis for discussion. The 
Shipowners’ group introduced its alternative text from the paper which it had submitted to 
the Working Party (see Annex 5). The Seafarers’ group and four Government 
representatives supported the Office text. The Shipowners’ group and seven Government 
representatives supported the text submitted by the ISF. A representative of the 
Government of France made a compromise proposal (see Annex 6) which was supported 
by six Government representatives. However, the Seafarers’ group and the Government 
representatives who had supported the Office text stated that they could also support the 
French proposal. The Working Party could not come to any agreement on a text for 
Regulation 4.5.  

72. With respect to Standard A4.5, the Shipowners’ group introduced alternative provisions 
(see Annex 5) for the whole of the Office text and explained, as before, its reasons for this 
replacement. The Seafarers’ group rejected the Shipowners’ alternative text and a 
representative of the Government of France indicated that it would like Standard A4.5 of 
the Office text to be replaced by the provisions which his Government had proposed as a 
compromise (see Annex 6).  

73. Some Government representatives and the Seafarers’ group supported the French proposal 
whereas some Government representatives agreed with the Shipowners’ alternative text.  

74. With regard to Standard A4.5, paragraph 2, the Seafarers’ group proposed moving the 
wording of subparagraph (d) in the Office text to the end of the first sentence of 
paragraph 2. The representative of the Government of the United Kingdom further 
developed this amendment by suggesting to delete (c) and replace the word “or” of 
subparagraph 2(a) by the word “and”, which would make the wording of the former 
subparagraph 2(d) unnecessary. He further added at the beginning of subparagraph 2(b) the 
wording “unless a bilateral or multilateral agreement between two or more Members 
provides otherwise”. The amendment of the representative of the Government of the 
United Kingdom was supported by several other Government representatives but was not 
accepted by the Seafarers’ group. One of these supportive Governments wanted, in 
addition in paragraph 5 of the Office text, an explicit reference to Convention No. 102, 
since the social security part of the new Convention should cover the contingencies defined 
by Convention No. 102. The Seafarers’ group and other Government representatives 
confirmed the necessity of a reference to Convention No. 102 and insisted that a minimum 
of three branches of Convention No. 102 needed to be mandatory. Several Government 
representatives proposed that one of these compulsory branches should be employment 
injury benefit (short term and long term) and one Government representative proposed that 
the other compulsory branches could be medical-care benefit and sickness benefit. 

75. Following these amendments, there was a discussion as to whether social protection should 
be provided, inter alia, through the employment agreement as stipulated in paragraph 2(a) 
of the Office text. The representative of the Government of the United Kingdom saw the 
need for this subparagraph due to the overlapping of the provisions of Regulations 4.1 and 
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4.2, on the one hand, and Regulation 4.5, on the other hand. However, it suggested that 
paragraph 2(a) of the Office text should be replaced by Standard A4.5, paragraph 4 of the 
proposal of the French Government (attached in Annex 6). The representative of the 
Government of France explained that in his proposal the employment contract would only 
specify the applicable social security system while the flag State would have to ensure that 
the required contributions be paid. The Shipowners’ group rejected the French proposal as 
it should not be the responsibility of the flag State to ensure that the required contributions 
were paid. This would fall much more under the responsibility of the country of residence 
where the seafarer would be insured. The representative of the Government of France 
further explained that, in the proposal, in case the seafarer was not covered by any social 
security system, the employer would have to pay the relevant contribution to a scheme 
which would be selected by the ILO’s JMC. To have established such an international 
scheme would further avoid seafarers being subject to many different social security 
systems. The Seafarers’ group and some Government representatives welcomed the French 
proposal, especially as it would guarantee social security protection to seafarers who 
otherwise would not be covered. The Seafarers’ group were not against such an 
international scheme; however, it would prefer more flexibility with regard to such a 
scheme and saw difficulties for the JMC concerning the establishment of such a scheme. It 
also referred to collective bargaining as an important component which may not be left out. 
It suggested amending Standard A4.5, paragraph 7, of the French Government’s proposal 
(Annex 6) which covers this issue, to read: “In the case where there is no applicable 
national social security system, the flag State must ensure that seafarers are covered by its 
own scheme or one nominated by it.” Several Government representatives thought that 
such an international scheme and its implementation needed further consideration. The 
representative of ICMA proposed that such a fund could be initiated under the 
responsibility of the Tripartite Maritime Committee referred to in Article XIII of the new 
Convention. 

76. The Shipowners’ group rejected the proposal on a safeguard for seafarers who are not 
covered in their country of residence with the argument that not all seafarers wanted to be 
covered by social security and prefer to spend their income differently than paying 
insurance contributions. In reply, the Seafarers’ group confirmed once again the urgent 
need for social security coverage for all seafarers.  

77. When discussing Guideline B4.5 of the Office text, the Shipowners’ group submitted its 
alternative to the Office text (see Annex 5), whereas the Seafarers’ group supported the 
Office text. It wanted the branches of social protection to be articulated in the mandatory 
part of the Convention – the Shipowners’ group’s alternative text had moved them into the 
Guideline. One Government representative whose country had a non-contributory social 
security scheme in place proposed to delete subparagraph 1(c) and, in case it would not be 
accepted, to insert an additional subparagraph 1(d) as follows: “All seafarers are entitled to 
benefits from non-contributory social security schemes (if applicable) only when residing 
in the territory of the Member providing the benefits, and under the conditions laid down 
in the legislation of that State” and to insert at the beginning of subparagraph (c): “With 
respect to subparagraph (d), …”.  

78. The difference between the Seafarers’ and Shipowners’ groups as to the approach and 
content of the text on long-term social security protection seemed so far apart that it was 
decided that they could not be reconciled in this Working Party. The Office was therefore 
requested to draft a new text taking account of the present Office text, the Shipowners’ text 
(Annex 5) and the compromise suggestions made by France (Annex 6). 
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Working Party C: Certification and inspection system 

79. According to paragraph 1, the regulations in Title 5 “amplify” each Member’s 
responsibility to fully implement and enforce the substantive rights provided for in the 
other parts of the Convention. It was agreed that the word “amplify” should be reviewed to 
avoid any sense of enlargement of the rights concerned. 

80. Several Government representatives indicated that they wanted substantial equivalence to 
apply to paragraph 2, citing specific problems with certain provisions of the mandatory 
provisions in Standard A of Title 5. However, it was generally agreed that the square 
brackets around paragraph 2 could be deleted and the square brackets were removed. The 
Government representative of Germany stressed that “substantial equivalence” was 
absolutely essential in areas of Title 5 concerning inspection, complaint procedures and 
compensation. 

81. Following some general remarks reflecting discussion on the relationship between Part A 
and Part B, the participants concentrated on general principles of the flag state 
responsibility (Regulation 5.1.1 of the Office text). 

Flag state responsibilities – General principles 

Authorization of public institutions and other  
competent organizations to carry out  
inspections and issue certificates  

82. The issue of authorization by member States of public institutions and other competent 
organizations to carry out inspections and issue certificates was extensively discussed. 
Although this concept had been reflected in the Office draft text (Standard A5.1.3, 
paragraph 2), the participants felt that further clarification was needed. It was agreed that 
the issue was of such importance that it should be reflected in the Regulation 5.1.1 – 
“General principles” – and further developed in a stand-alone Regulation. Draft text was 
provided by a Government representative under Regulation 5.1.1 – “General principles” – 
as well as a new Regulation, “Standard and guidance concerning general principles of 
authorization”. The new Regulation provides, inter alia, that “A Member may authorize 
competent organizations to undertake certain inspection and/or certification duties where 
expressly provided for in the Code [emphasis added]”. The words “expressly provided for” 
were included to ensure that it was clear that not all responsibilities for enforcement and 
compliance in the Convention or in Title 5 could be delegated. The new Regulation and 
Standard text set out the criteria that must be met by another organization before the 
Member could authorize it to carry out inspections or issue certificates. “Further guidance” 
addressed the nature and content of the formal agreement for authorization. It was clearly 
understood that the intention was to ensure that governments will remain responsible for 
compliance with the Convention regardless of whether they execute control themselves or 
through authorized organizations. The text draws upon existing IMO requirements under 
the SOLAS Convention, as well as provisions in IMO Assembly resolution A.739(18) 
concerning guidelines for the authorization of organizations acting on behalf of the 
administration. A footnote making specific reference to this resolution has also been 
considered in the guidance text. Given the time constraints, the text was left in square 
brackets and the Office was asked to review it in context of the entire Title. 

83. Some Government representatives indicated that they wanted to see more emphasis in the 
text on the responsibility of the shipowner for implementation of the Convention. It was 
agreed that this concern might be taken into account elsewhere in the text. 
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Maritime labour certificate and  
declaration of compliance 

Renaming “declaration of compliance” 

84. The Shipowners’ group proposed that the term “declaration of compliance” (DoC) should 
be changed to “maritime labour compliance document” (MLDoC) in order to avoid 
confusion with the “document of compliance” issued under the International Safety 
Management Code (ISM Code) provisions of the SOLAS Convention, which would 
therefore have the same acronym, i.e. DoC. The Seafarers’ group indicated a preference for 
the use of the term “declaration” as proposed in the preliminary second draft. The term 
“declaration of compliance” therefore appears in square brackets in the text. 

Model of certificate(s) 

85. It was generally agreed that the maritime labour certification and the “declaration of 
compliance” should conform to a model provided in an appendix to the Code and not be 
developed by each Member. This was agreed as, inter alia, it was considered that standard 
models would avoid confusion by port state control officers and others. The Office was 
requested to incorporate wording similar to that found in IMO instruments concerning 
model formats.  

86. Following the above agreement, it was further agreed that the model certificate and 
“declaration of compliance” should be based on the model provided in document 
TWGMLS/2004/8 submitted by a Government representative on behalf of the Office and 
subsequently redrafted following comments by the Working Party. It was suggested that 
certain information required on the certificate which concerned the shipowner/company 
should be modelled on information required on the safety management certificate issued in 
accordance with the ISM Code, that the certificate indicate that intermediate inspections as 
opposed to annual inspections had been undertaken, and that the provisions concerning the 
responsibilities of companies in Part III of the “declaration of compliance” should be based 
on the requirements of SOLAS XI-2, Regulation 5. Furthermore, one Government 
representative requested that the Office address the issue (perhaps in Article II, 
subparagraph (c)), of the situation of States that had not ratified the international tonnage 
Convention and how this would reflect tonnage figures indicated on the certificate. The 
Shipowners’ group also wanted clarification on what was meant by “distinctive number 
and letter”. As for the reference to company or to shipowner, it was decided to use the 
wording of the draft Office document (page 85). The Seafarers’ group wanted the Office, 
when developing the model, to take into account the information required by new 
Regulation 5 (Continuous synopsis record) of Chapter XI (Special measures to enhance 
maritime safety) of the SOLAS Convention and Regulation 10 (Specific responsibilities of 
companies) of Chapter XI-2 (Special measures to enhance maritime security) in as far as 
they are consistent with the new ILO Convention. In addition, this group was concerned 
about practical arrangements that would make possible identification of all pages, 
including of the annexes, as being part of the single document. 

87. The Office was requested to ensure that the precise procedure to be followed with respect 
to the establishment of the “declaration of compliance” was clearly reflected in the text. 

Period of validity of the maritime labour certificate 

88. In order to compromise between proposals to make the certificate valid for three or five 
years, respectively, it was proposed that the maritime labour certificate should be issued 
for a period not exceeding five years and that the validity of the certificate should be 
subject to at least one intermediate inspection. Such an intermediate inspection should take 
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place between the second and third anniversary dates of the certificate. After some 
discussion, it was generally agreed that this intermediate inspection would be a full 
inspection. A Government representative assisted in the preparation of new text concerning 
this issue, and the Office was asked to take this into account when redrafting the 
Regulation, Code and Guidance concerning maritime labour certificates and the 
“declaration of compliance”. 

89. There was considerable discussion on the availability of the certificate and “declaration of 
compliance” on board ship and to other parties, such as seafarers’ representative 
organizations. Consideration was given, on the one hand, to constitutional concerns of 
some States over the release of information and to avoid the impression that non-
governmental organizations can do supervisory functions. On the other hand, some 
practical aspects were taken into consideration, in particular concerns of the Seafarers’ 
group that their organizations should be able to obtain copies of this documentation. These 
matters were largely addressed through changes to the text. 

90. Certain detailed provisions in Guideline B5.1.2, paragraph 2, of the Office text 
(i.e. concerning “in terms of the size and type of ship …”) were considered not necessary 
and were deleted. 

91. A new paragraph was added in the Guidance on the maritime labour certificate and 
“declaration of compliance” reflecting a proposal by a Government representative. The 
proposed text, which now appears in square brackets (beginning with the words “ongoing 
compliance should include general international requirements …”) aims to lead to constant 
improvement in the level of protection of the seafarers’ living and working conditions. The 
Shipowners’ and the Seafarers’ groups indicated that they needed further consultations on 
this new issue. The Seafarers’ group also expressed some reservations as to the expression 
“general international requirements”, the possible additional burden on masters and that 
the new texts reflect collective rather than individual rights of the seafarers.  

Interim certificate 

92. Following a proposal introduced by the Shipowners’ group concerning “provisional 
registration”, it was generally agreed that the Standard concerning the maritime labour 
certificate and “declaration of compliance” should provide for the possibility of an 
“interim certificate”. However, the number of situations in which issuing such provisional 
certificates would be appropriate would be very limited. Generally, in keeping with a 
submission by a Government representative of draft text concerning interim certificates, it 
was proposed that such a certificate would be provided: to new ships on delivery; when a 
ship changes its flag; or possibly when a shipowner takes on responsibility for the 
operation of a ship which is new to the shipowner. The idea is that this type of certificate 
would have a short-term validity and will be used in exceptional circumstances, given that 
the full inspection of the ship would be normally required before the ship could be 
registered by the flag State. The period of validity of such a certificate is still to be 
determined and the discussion mentioned periods between three and six months (left in 
square brackets). Text was also proposed concerning what must be verified before the 
interim certificate could be issued. The Seafarer’s group, however, expressed reservations 
concerning any reduction of the duties of flag States with respect to the inspection of ships 
before they were permitted to put to sea. The participants did not have sufficient time to 
consider in detail the proposed text on interim certificates. 

Other matters related to certificates and interim certificates 

93. Text was proposed to the Standard on maritime labour certificates and the “declaration of 
compliance” that would provide that “the privileges of the Convention may not be claimed 
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in favour of any ship unless it holds appropriate valid certificates”. However, this issue 
was not discussed in detail and the matter was left in square brackets.  

94. A Government representative expressed concern over a provision in Regulation 5.1.2, 
paragraph 3, calling for a Member to “register” a maritime labour certificate. He indicated 
that this might cause administrative difficulties for some Members. The Office was asked 
to provide further clarification on this requirement, and the word “register” was left in 
square brackets. 

95. It was suggested that the Guidance could make reference to other more comprehensive 
documentation covering policies and procedures relating to other aspects of the maritime 
sector (e.g. the ISM Code). However, this proposal was not discussed in detail and was left 
in square brackets. 

96. The Shipowners’ group requested that the appendices containing the model certificate and 
declaration of compliance should be included in the documents circulated prior to the 
Conference in order to give sufficient time for review. 

Inspection and enforcement 

97. The Shipowners’ group proposed the addition of a new paragraph 3 to the Regulation 
concerning inspection and enforcement. It noted that this paragraph, which concerned 
“compensation payable … for any loss or damage suffered as a result of the wrongful or 
unjustified exercise of inspectors’ powers …” had appeared in an earlier version of the 
Regulation but had since been moved to the Standard (Office text, Standard A5.1.3, 
paragraph 13). It inquired as to the reason this provision had been moved. The Office 
indicated that this was part of overall efforts to move provisions from the Regulation to the 
Code to help simplify the Regulations. Bearing in mind comments from some Government 
representatives that the issue of compensation to be paid by the flag State to a company in 
the State or its own state company should be left to national legislation, the provision was 
left in square brackets. 

98. A new text of paragraph 6 of Standard A5.1.3 (concerning adequate rules to guarantee that 
inspectors have the status and conditions of service to ensure that they are independent …) 
was added to the Standard concerning inspection and enforcement. 

99. A change to the Standard A5.1.3, paragraph 7(a), of the preliminary second draft (the 
paragraph beginning “Inspectors, issued with clear guidelines … shall be empowered …”) 
was included to reflect concerns by certain Government representatives over the words 
“… and enter premises as necessary for inspection …”. The changes aimed to avoid 
possible misinterpretation of what was meant by “premises”.  

100. Standard A5.1.3, paragraph 7(c), of the Office text was placed in square brackets and the 
Office was asked to suggest new wording. Some Government representatives were 
concerned that the existing text would mean that all deficiencies would have to be 
remedied before a ship was permitted to leave port. The Seafarers’ group expressed their 
concern that current procedures, which generally were aimed at implementing IMO 
requirements and focused on the ship and its equipment, could not simply be used to 
inspect labour conditions. Some participants also asked the Office to look closely at the 
provisions of Convention No. 178 when redrafting this provision. 

101. While several Government representatives favoured the setting up of state labour 
inspection services with regard to all the issues covered by the Convention, the 
representative of the Government of Germany suggested to choose the more flexible 
formulation “control by the administration of the Member or by courts”. 
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102. Guideline B5.1.3, paragraph 9(c), of the Office text, which concerned the issue of 
confidentiality in the context of a grievance or complaint, was moved to the Standard to 
take into account the views of the Working Party that this issue should be given greater 
emphasis. A proposal to move Guideline B5.1.3, paragraph 9, of the preliminary second 
draft to the Standard received considerable support. However, this was kept in square 
brackets as some participants need further consultations before making a final decision.  

103. A new subparagraph (d) was added (to the Standard) upon the request of the Seafarers’ 
group. Given the concern of the Shipowners’ group about the definition of the expression 
“serious breach of seafarers’ rights”, which did not appear elsewhere in the Convention, 
the text was placed in square brackets. 

104. There was discussion as to whether Standard A5.1.3, paragraph 11, of the Office text 
should be changed to replace the word “inspection” with the word “investigation”. 
However, consensus could not be reached on this point. Another concern was expressed 
concerning the exact meaning of the expression “major incident”. As regards paragraph 13, 
the representative of the Government of Germany indicated that compensation for loss or 
damage suffered as a result of the wrongful or unjustified exercise of inspectors’ powers 
was payable in Germany, only under the condition that the inspectors’ behaviour had been 
deliberate or negligent. 

105. Additional minor changes were made to Guideline B5.1.3 of the Office text.  

On-board complaint procedures 

106. Two Government representatives proposed significant changes to this section. Their 
proposal reflected the idea of an alternative dispute settlement procedure inherent to their 
own national systems. However, this proposal was not supported by the Seafarers’ group, 
which argued that there is a difference between a simple complaint and a dispute. This 
proposed text was left in square brackets in the Regulation.  

107. Changes were made to Regulation 5.1.4, paragraph 3, of the Office text reflecting the right 
of the seafarer to seek redress through whatever means he or she considers appropriate. 
The changes generally simplified the text by removing the words “including direct 
recourse …”. 

108. Some other relatively minor changes were made to the text to improve wording and 
eliminate redundant provisions.  

Marine casualties 

109. Two Government representatives indicated that this Regulation should be deleted as the 
matter was already addressed by the IMO in the SOLAS Convention. The text was 
changed to limit its scope to incidents involving injury or loss of life. The Office was 
further asked to consult with the IMO to avoid any other duplication. 

Port state responsibilities  

110. There was only limited time available to discuss port state control issues. The discussion 
revealed the need to make clear the principle that port States are under no obligation to 
inspect foreign ships. For this reason, paragraph 4, of the Regulation was modified to 
clarify that the obligation to have an effective port state inspection and monitoring system 
arises only where the port State decides to carry out such control. 
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111. Several Government representatives also expressed concern over Regulation 5.2.1, 
paragraph 2, which provided that: “Members shall accept the maritime labour certificate 
and the declaration of compliance … as prima facie evidence of compliance with the 
standards of this Convention; accordingly, the inspection in their ports shall, except in the 
circumstances specified in the Code, be limited to a review of the certificate and 
declaration”. They felt that this provision was weaker than similar provisions in IMO 
Conventions and in IMO resolution A.787(19) on port state control as amended. They 
suggested that the Office should revisit this text to provide, for example, that the port state 
control officer should continue to look at accommodation after boarding the ship and 
before examining the maritime labour certificate and [declaration of compliance]. The 
Shipowners’ group indicated that their agreement to the idea of a certificate had been made 
on the condition that it would be considered prima facie evidence of compliance with the 
Convention, and they said they did not support changes to the text.  

Other sections and issues  

112. The Working Party did not have sufficient time to discuss the remainder of Title 5, with 
the exception of a discussion of the model maritime labour certificate and [declaration of 
compliance] as described above.  

Working Party D: Titles 1, 2 and parts of 3 and 4 

Regulation 1.1. – Minimum age 

113. After extensive discussion and advice from the Office regarding the question of identifying 
the appropriate “organization concerned” for seafarers who may not have an association or 
may not be represented by a seafarer organization, no textual changes were made on this 
point. While some uncertainty may exist in a transitional period, the situation has not 
changed under the proposed Convention since the broad definition of “seafarer” is found in 
many maritime labour Conventions. The change relates more to a greater social awareness 
of other personnel that may also be entitled to the same protection accorded to people 
traditionally regarded as seafarers. In addition, the phrase is well accepted in ILO texts as a 
part of tripartite consultation and cannot easily be altered. The Seafarers’ group proposed 
three text changes to Standard A1.1, paragraphs 1, 2 and 4. The addition of “or engaged” 
and “in accordance with” rather than “taking into consideration” were accepted. The Office 
needed to look into the minimum sea service required to qualify as an able seaman.  

Regulation 1.2. – Medical certificate 

114. A number of minor text amendments and corrections were proposed and accepted 
including shifting the full text of Guideline B1.2.1 from Part B of the Code to Part A and 
the addition of text relating to the independence of the medical practitioner. The majority 
of changes related to a preference for the text of Convention No. 73. The issue of the 
validity of expired certificates of good health (until the next port or for the whole voyage) 
was discussed. The concern was that the next port may not have a qualified physician. The 
other view presented by the Seafarers’ group was that a voyage could, in theory, be very 
long. Two participants recommended that a model medical certificate be prepared as an 
appendix to the Convention. 
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Regulation 1.3. – Training and qualifications 

115. The entire text was square bracketed pending the outcome of the next IMO STCW 
meeting. Some text amendments were proposed to better ensure consistency with STCW 
and various minor changes proposed. There were a range of views, largely stemming from 
a difference of opinion as to what extent the ILO should deal with seafarer training. Views 
ranged from “not at all” to “retain a complementary role”. The “not at all” view proposed 
that, instead, the Convention should require that a State be party to STCW before it could 
ratify the maritime labour Convention. This would mean inserting a requirement into the 
Articles. The view of the Seafarers’ group was that given the revision of the STCW 
Convention it would be logical to move the able seaman requirements to the IMO for 
incorporation in the STCW Convention; however, the mandatory basis of the existing ILO 
Convention needed to be retained. However, some general provision for training and for it 
to be in accordance with national requirements (if any), as well as other safety-related 
training requirements for seafarers, not covered by STCW, will still be needed (much as 
provided in the current text). The Seafarers’ group was firmly of the view that if the 
certification of able seamen provisions were retained in the ILO consolidated Convention, 
then they should be mandatory and that the text found in Part B should be moved back to 
Part A. Others wanted it all removed. Since it appears unlikely that the IMO would deal 
with ships’ cooks, it was felt that those provisions are still needed. Pending the outcome of 
the IMO meeting, the Seafarers’ group felt these could possibly be moved to Standard 
A3.2, paragraph 2, after subparagraph (c) (catering staff); however they preferred to wait to 
see the IMO outcome. In either case, the qualifications list for both should be moved to 
Part A of the Code. The Shipowners’ group were concerned about ensuring consistency 
with IMO text. It was agreed to square bracket the entire provision pending the outcome of 
the IMO STCW meeting.  

Regulation 1.4. – Recruitment and placement 

116. Considerable time was devoted to this issue. Despite relatively low ratification levels for 
the underlying Convention (No. 179), there appeared to be little difficulty with the current 
text or the principle that recruitment services should be regulated. With the exception of 
one Government representative most seemed willing to regulate services operating in their 
country. One Government representative wanted to regulate services only as they relate to 
nationals. The main concern for both the Shipowners’ and Seafarers’ groups is that the text 
distinguished between public and private services. It was suggested that abuses can also 
occur in public services. The Office explained the view at the third meeting of the 
High-level Group that led to the current text on private services. The Shipowners’ and 
Seafarers’ groups both expressed a view suggesting that wording should be adopted to 
cover public and private agencies; however one Government representative was opposed. 
For this reason subparagraph (h) of Guideline B1.4.1(1) was square bracketed. A few 
minor editing queries and corrections were raised and noted. 

117. The main issue that remained unresolved was whether a mandatory certification system 
backed up by a flag State and port state enforcement should be put in place. A proposal 
putting in place labour supply and flag state enforcement was presented by the Seafarers’ 
group. It was suggested by the Office that if the idea of mandatory certification was 
accepted then the flag state text might be better placed in Title 5, paragraph 1 (flag state 
enforcement). 

118. With respect to Regulation 1.4, the issue is captured in the question of whether 
Standard A1.4, paragraph 2, should have “or certification” or “and certification”. In 
addition, a flag state responsibility provision was also proposed by the Seafarers’ group for 
paragraph 8 (in square brackets). There appeared to be mixed views amongst Government 
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representatives regarding the viability of a certification system and it did not appear that 
resolution could be easily reached. Most supported the idea but many did not see how it 
could work. It was suggested that Working Party C dealing with port state inspection 
should consider the issue. 

119. The decision as to whether seafarers should pay for “personal travel documents” was also 
controversial. The Seafarers’ group agreed to the removal of square brackets from 
“passports” but no agreement was reached on the removal of square brackets from 
“personal travel documents”. 

Regulation 1.5. – Seafarers’ identity documents 

120. Although this issue seemed relatively uncontroversial, it was accepted that the full text of 
seafarers’ identity documents (SIDs) should remain in square brackets. The question as to 
whether there should be reference to SIDs in the Convention was not resolved. 

Regulation 2.1. – Seafarers’ employment agreement 

121. This provision generated a great deal of discussion over two days. Paragraph 2 retained 
square brackets on “sign” and “signify acceptance”. The requirement for signature was a 
problem for one Government representative. The Seafarers’ group were unable to accept 
what they viewed as a less than legally binding arrangement. It was agreed that 
paragraphs 3 and 4, regarding the relationship between a collective bargaining agreement 
(CBA) and a seafarers’ employment agreement could be collapsed into one provision and 
the square brackets removed around paragraph 3 and around the word “shall”. “May” is 
deleted as is paragraph 4. It was clarified that the term “incorporation” did not require the 
physical inclusion of the CBA text in the seafarers’ employment agreement but only 
required a reference to the applicable CBA. The term “incorporation by reference” best 
captures this idea. 

122. Square brackets were added to subparagraph (d) of Standard A2.1 around the reference to 
“collective bargaining agreement” to respond to the concern some felt about translating 
into English collective agreements on international voyages. The Seafarers’ group 
proposed that only the sections of an agreement that relate to port state control be 
translated if it was major problem. It was decided that this was a matter for Working Party 
C in connection with port state control.  

123. Several amendments to deal with individual situations were proposed for Standard A2.1, 
paragraph 2, to accommodate a country that calculates annual leave pay on a percentage 
basis (and therefore could not designate a specific amount and can only provide the formal 
for calculation). Subparagraph (h) was square bracketed because of concerns that it might 
require the legislation of each country to be included; however, it was agreed that the idea 
of including information about the shipowners’ obligations to the seafarer is not 
controversial and the text should be developed to make it clearer. A new item, a reference 
to the applicable CBA (if any), was included in the list. 

124. There was an extended debate relating to the phrase “in their territory” and whether 
Standard A2.1 should cover both flag state obligations and labour-supply obligations to 
regulate the content of seafarers’ employment agreements. Several Government 
representatives were opposed to legislating for other than their flagships in this matter. 
This resulted in the deletion of the phrase “in its territory” and the inclusion in the chapeau 
of a phrase limiting the provision to seafarer contracts on the Members’ flagships. It also 
resulted in the consequential deletion of paragraph 3. The Seafarers’ group strongly 
supported the idea of highlighting the flag state responsibility under paragraph 1(a) in the 
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chapeau and of the deletion of paragraph 3. However, in their view, although their primary 
concern is directed to ensuring flag state responsibility, the need to also put in place an 
equally strong system of labour-supply responsibility is also required. There is a need to 
require that labour-supply governments also legislate in the same way as flag state 
governments to ensure that the coverage is comprehensive. For this reason the Seafarers’ 
group did not want to delete the provision on this matter in Regulation 5.3, paragraph 3. 

125. The period of notice for termination of a contract (Standard A2.1, paragraph 4) was also 
discussed at length. The problem arose from the consolidation of the articles of agreement 
with the concept of termination of a contract. Various notice provisions were suggested. It 
was agreed that the Office should consider splitting the text to distinguish between 
emergency departures from the ship and termination of contracts. This was accepted. 

Regulation 2.2. – Wages 

126. There was a lengthy debate on these provisions, although the Regulation and Code’s 
provision on this point are not especially controversial. Part of the discussion related to an 
agreement between the social partners regarding the recommendatory text in Part B. The 
Seafarers’ group agreed that the square bracketed text in Guideline B2.2.2 should be the 
same as the text of Recommendation No. 187. A question was raised by a Government 
representative regarding the meaning of “national extraction” in Guideline B2.2.2, 
paragraph 4(a), and its relationship to nationality. The ILO Legal Adviser clarified that 
“national extraction” does not have the same meaning as nationality. The representative of 
the Government of the United Kingdom asked that its question and this clarification be 
noted for the record. Square brackets were removed from Guideline B2.2.2, paragraph 4(j), 
but the word “penalties” was square bracketed because its potential scope raised concerns 
for the Shipowners’ group. 

Regulation 2.3. – Hours of work and rest 

127. This section was also the subject of long debate. The Shipowners’ group, and two 
Government representatives wanted to make sure the text did not apply to the ships’ 
masters and chief engineers, etc. The text does apply to ships’ masters; however, there are 
emergency and other related provisions that can provide flexibility. The Seafarers’ group 
was strongly opposed to this exclusion and noted the number of accidents arising from 
fatigue. A large number of Government representatives agreed with the view of the 
Seafarers’ group. The proposed exclusion now placed as a third paragraph in the 
Regulation was square bracketed. 

Regulation 2.4. – Entitlement to leave  

128. There was general agreement with inclusion of the current text subject to a proposal that 
the Office consider replacing the 30-day clause with the formula produced as result of 
JMC negotiation that describes leave on the basis of 2.5 days per month. This was seen as 
possibly solving difficulties for some Members. There was some discussion regarding the 
fact that public holidays were not included in paid vacation time; however, the 
Shipowners’ group had no difficulty with the text as drafted and no change was made. It 
was agreed that the text in the square brackets regarding pay in advance in paragraph 3 
could be deleted. The Seafarers’ group noted that “other employer” in paragraph 1 of 
Guideline B2.4.2 should be deleted as they were opposed to employers other than 
shipowners being referred to in the Convention. It was agreed that text should be added to 
paragraph 4 requiring consent of a seafarer who is recalled on an emergency basis. A 
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purpose clause had been inadvertently omitted in the hard copy of the text. This was 
corrected. 

Regulation 2.7. – Safe manning levels 

129. It was agreed that “safe manning levels” should be replaced by “manning levels” as the 
concern was not solely related to safety. There was extensive discussion regarding the 
intention of these provisions. The Seafarers’ group was of the view that it should relate to 
security as well. It was agreed that the entire Regulation should be redrafted to take into 
account the IMO’s latest resolution updating A.890(21) on safe manning to take into 
account security and other matters. The text in square brackets relating to seafarer fatigue 
was retained and the text in brackets in Standard A2.7, paragraph 2, was removed. 

Regulation 2.8. – Continuity of employment 

130. There was a lengthy discussion on this topic. Some participants could support inclusion of 
the provision on the condition that it was limited to its own nationals. Other participants 
and the Shipowners’ group wanted it deleted entirely as it is no longer relevant in today’s 
market economy. A number of participants felt that a provision dealing with promotion of 
employment and career development could be included. The word “continuous” was a 
problem for most participants; however, the word “regular” might be acceptable. The 
Seafarers’ group noted the importance of having a maritime workforce given the essential 
role of trade and shipping. The shrinking workforce was noted, especially with respect to 
officers. The Seafarer spokesperson commented that the language was quite soft anyway. 
The result of the debate was that the entire text remain in brackets for further consideration 
with proposed revision of the language to take into account the difficulty with the term 
“continuity”. Perhaps “career development” could be added to the “purpose”. 

Regulation 3.2. – Food and catering 

131. A number of minor text amendments were proposed and accepted. It was agreed that 
reference to drinking water should be in the regulations, that the square brackets could be 
removed around “differing cultural practices, etc”. And, that “and other measures" could 
be added into Standard A3.2, paragraph 1, after “and regulations”. It was suggested that, in 
the event that ships’ cooks training was moved to Regulation 3.2, it could be placed below 
subparagraph (c) of Standard A3.2, paragraph 2. This was not controversial. Square 
brackets were also removed from Guideline B3.2.2, paragraph 4. 

Regulation 4.1. – Medical care on board ship and ashore 

132. Although the overall topic and text was not controversial, there were a number of concerns 
and discussion on this provision was extensive. The text of the Regulation was accepted 
with the text in square brackets in paragraph 2 deleted. A question was raised about the 
need to have “no less than” in paragraph 4 and as to the reference point for comparable 
shore workers. The representative of the Office clarified that the language comes from 
Convention No. 164. In this light, the language and brackets were retained pending further 
examination. 

133. In Standard A4.1, paragraph 1, it was agreed that dental care would be qualified to relate to 
necessary or essential care so as to avoid abuse. “Necessary or essential” were deemed 
acceptable proposals for alternative language. The Office was asked to redraft to find 
words that capture this intention.  
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134. There was a concern that paragraphs 3 and 4, which relate to hospital accommodation and 
physician requirements to 15 and 100 seafarers, was out of date and lower numbers need to 
be considered. There seemed to be agreement with this view although replacement 
numbers were not developed. The numbers were put in square brackets. It was noted that a 
grandfather clause dealing with existing ships would be needed for paragraph 3 if the 
changed number required hospital accommodation on existing ships that did not have it.  

135. Paragraph 6 generated a great deal of debate. It was agreed that “medical” should qualify 
the word “doctor”. The square brackets were removed. It was proposed that the text that 
had been in brackets be moved to Part B .The text presented problems for two Government 
representatives. A Government representative noted that it has a serious issue with the 
current text if a person has to be trained and qualified; “or” was proposed. This proposal 
was not accepted. It was noted that STCW distinguishes between medical care and 
emergency first-aid training requirements, a distinction that had also been linked to 
tonnage in the ILO’s text. The Shipowners’ group proposed that the Working Party 
recommend that the Office revise the text to ensure consistency with the STCW since the 
ILO’s Convention text may not be up to date.  

136. A Government representative asked for an Office clarification as to whether governments 
are required to pay for the telecommunication from ship to shore as well as providing the 
medical advice under paragraph 9 of Guideline B4.1.1. The representative of the Office 
noted that the text is drawn directly from Convention No. 164. The representative of the 
Government of Greece noted that it may be a problem for ratification if the potential 
obligation had unforeseen budget implications. The Seafarers’ group proposed that 
paragraphs 1-4 of Guideline B4.1 be moved into the Standard as they were essential. The 
Seafarer spokesperson noted that they may have been better placed in Title 3; however, at 
minimum, they should be in the Standards not the Guidelines. There was no disagreement 
with this proposal. The square brackets in Guideline B4.1.5 were also removed.  

Closing plenary and other matters 

137. The Chairperson opened the final plenary sitting by noting that the High-level Group had 
before it a draft declaration, a draft resolution, the reports of the Chairpersons of the four 
Working Parties and any other business. It was agreed that the texts of the consolidated 
Convention, as agreed by the Working Parties, would be sent, along with the draft report of 
the meeting, to all participants within three weeks. Delegates would be given the 
opportunity to comment on the draft report, which would summarize the decisions of the 
Working Parties.  

138. Regarding the United States paper setting out that country’s concern regarding Article III 
and Article VI, paragraph 4, the High-level Group agreed that it would be more 
appropriate for consultations on these concerns to continue with interested Government 
representatives and with the Shipowners’ and Seafarers’ groups. In this regard, the Office 
was requested to take the initiative to make the necessary contacts following the end of this 
High-level Group meeting and then based on those contacts prepare a proposal that would 
then be made to the Officers of the High-level Group with a view to inclusion of an 
appropriate formulation in brackets in the text being submitted to the PTMC in September. 

139. The High-level Group considered the status of Part B of the Code. A consensus was 
reached on the status as follows:  

 The present wording of the relevant provision – paragraph 2 of Article VI of the 
preliminary second draft – can be retained on the following understandings: 
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Question: Is Part B mandatory? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Can Part B be ignored by ratifying Members? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Is the implementation of Part B verified by port state inspectors? 

Answer: No. 

Question: Does the ratifying Member have to follow the guidance in Part B? 

 Answer: No, but if it does not follow the guidance it may – vis-à-vis the competent 
bodies of the International Labour Organization – need to justify the way in which it 
has implemented the corresponding mandatory provisions of the consolidated 
Convention. 

 These understandings would need to be clearly reflected in the Convention itself or in 
related documentation. 

Declaration concerning the release and repatriation of the four 
Greek and three Filipino seafarers, crew members of the  
M/V “Tasman Spirit”, and the Greek salvage master,  
detained in Pakistan after the accident of the  
ship that occurred on 27 July 2003 

140. The representative of the Government of Greece introduced a draft resolution co-sponsored 
by the representative of the Government of the Philippines concerning the release and 
repatriation of the four Greek and three Filipino seafarers, crew members of the M/V 
“Tasman Spirit”, and the Greek salvage master, detained in Pakistan after the accident of 
the ship that occurred on 27 July 2003. He explained that the resolution would send a 
message to the world that the High-level Group was committed to improving the living and 
working conditions of seafarers by expressing its opposition to the criminalization of 
seafarers involved in maritime accidents. He also thanked the Director-General of the ILO 
and the Secretary-General of the IMO for the letters they had sent to the Government of 
Pakistan concerning this situation. 

141. The Seafarers’ spokesperson introduced a revised formulation of the Greek resolution, 
which had been prepared in consultation with the Office and the Government of Greece 
and was in the form of a Declaration. He expressed outrage that the crew were still being 
detained and that the only charges which had been brought were against one desperate 
seafarer who had tried to commit suicide as a consequence of the continued detention and 
he had been charged for attempting to commit suicide and for that alone. He also cited 
correspondence from the Government of Pakistan which clearly demonstrated that the 
crew were being held hostage against a claim for compensation for the damage caused.  

142. The Chairperson noted that the Government of Pakistan was not represented at the 
meeting. The High-level Group agreed to the declaration which may be found in Annex 7. 

143. The representative of the IMO also read a statement from the Secretary-General of the 
Organization concerning the treatment of seafarers involved in maritime accidents. The 
statement, he said, had been made at the opening of the fifth session of the Joint IMO-ILO 
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Ad Hoc Expert Working Group on Liability and Compensation regarding Claims for 
Death, Personal Injury and Abandonment of Seafarers (12-14 January 2004). 

144. The Seafarers’ group and several delegations thanked the IMO representative for this 
statement and expressed their appreciation to the Secretary-General of that Organization.  

145. The High-level Group requested the Office to bring this declaration to the attention of all 
concerned. 

Resolution concerning the text of the first draft 
consolidated maritime labour Convention to be 
submitted to the Preparatory Technical Maritime 
Conference (13-24 September 2004) 

146. On behalf of the Officers, the Chairperson introduced the draft resolution concerning the 
text of the draft consolidated maritime labour Convention to be submitted to the PTMC 
(13-24 September 2004). The resolution recommended, in its operative paragraphs, that: 
the Office be requested to submit to the PTMC a draft instrument based on the results of 
the important preparatory work undertaken in the framework of the High-level Group; the 
draft instrument be considered as containing mature provisions on which consensus has 
been reached on a significant number of provisions; the PTMC deal, in the first place, with 
the provisions included in the draft instrument which are placed in square brackets; the 
PTMC, in the second stage, deal with proposals concerning the draft instrument which 
have sufficient support; it take the necessary measures for the adjustment of the Standing 
Orders of the PTMC. 

147. The Secretary-General, responding to a question from several government delegations, 
said that the organization of the PTMC, the need for committees and the desired 
composition of delegations would be discussed by the Officers of the High-level Group 
and would be communicated to members of the Group in due time. However, she could 
already indicate that, in March 2003, the Governing Body had agreed that national 
delegations to the PTMC would be comprised of one Government, one Workers’ and one 
Employers’ delegate, plus any necessary advisers. She added that the draft Convention 
would be dispatched to member States at the end of June 2004.  

148. The Secretary-General also indicated that the decision concerning whether technical 
committees would be established at the Conference, and the nature of such committees, if 
established, would be taken by the Governing Body at its March session. The Office would 
communicate the decision to members of the High-level Group as soon as the decision had 
been taken. 

149. The resolution was adopted as set out in Annex 8. 

Reports of the Chairpersons of  
the tripartite Working Parties 

150. The Chairpersons of each of the four tripartite Working Parties made brief oral 
presentations on the work achieved in each of the Working Parties. There was no 
discussion on these statements. 
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Other business 

151. The representative of the Government of Germany stressed the importance of defining the 
scope of application of the various standards of the Convention (Part A of the Code). 
Substantial equivalence was especially important in Title 5 of the consolidated 
Convention. 

Closing statements 

152. Both the Shipowner and Seafarer spokespersons expressed their thanks for the organization 
of this meeting and especially for the Government of France’s financial support and 
hospitality. However, the Seafarers’ group regretted the emergence of profound differences 
between the social partners. The strongly shared vision which had been encapsulated in the 
JMC resolution had taken a series of serious setbacks in three of the four working groups 
and efforts were required to restore previously held relationships and understandings. The 
Seafarers’ group was encouraged by the participation of Governments and their 
commitment to ensure that seafarers have worthwhile and meaningful rights. However, it 
had to be accepted that domestic legislations may need to be changed to give effect to and 
to secure the strict implementation of the new Convention. The aim must be to ensure the 
protection of all seafarers and not just those employed or engaged by high-quality 
operators or flag Stats. He observed that it remains to be seen if enough has been achieved 
to meet that goal and the tight timetable. 

153. Both highlighted the progress made in drafting the new Convention. 

154. They were more than encouraged by the increased participation of governments. They 
asked governments to accept that domestic national legislation may have to change in 
order to provide protection for all seafarers under all flags. 

155. The representative of the Government of China, speaking on behalf of the Government 
group, expressed his satisfaction on the progress achieved in developing a comprehensive 
maritime labour Convention. Governments continued to support a level playing field with 
strong enforcement and remained committed to the process. The Government group 
expressed sincere appreciation to the Government of France for the support given to the 
High-level Group and for the hospitality given by Nantes and the Loire-Atlantique. 

156. Mr. François Fillon, Minister for Social Affairs, Labour and Solidarity, addressed the 
meeting during the closing sitting. He drew attention to the maritime character of the Pays 
de la Loire and especially to the dramatic maritime accidents which had taken place in the 
adjacent waters. He stressed the relevance of the proposed consolidated Convention to the 
safety of shipping and also to the integrated approach for the adoption of standards in the 
ILO. He saw the new Convention as progress in maritime social standards and as providing 
substance to the fight against abuse. As a new seafarers’ Labour Code, it will be very 
useful for reinforcing port state control. The new Convention would also reinforce the 
influence of the ILO in the world of work in general, providing a model for the 
development of integrated standards in other areas. This was essential in the context of 
increased globalization. He commended the progress achieved by the High-level Group in 
the last two years and wished that the new instrument would benefit seafarers who 
deserved better protection on account of the nature of their profession. He also wished that 
the ILO would be recognized as the pivot of the social dimension of globalization. 
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Annex 1 

Working Party A on Accommodation 
(Title 3): Proposed terms of reference 

Background 

The provisions on shipboard accommodation and recreational facilities are contained in 
Title 3, together with food and catering standards on board ships. Although these are sometimes 
described as “technical” provisions because of the level of detail, they are a central concern in 
ensuring decent working conditions for the individuals living and working on board a ship. They are 
also matters that can have an impact on labour costs for employers and, for some Members, may 
raise concerns about the ratifiability of the Convention in that the majority of the provisions affect 
the spatial arrangements and design of a ship and may be difficult for existing fleets. Many of the 
existing standards were developed a number of years ago and may be out of date or no longer 
relevant to contemporary ship design or to modern working standards (for example, protection from 
excessive noise). In addition there is now increased concern for accommodating a broader range of 
workers (e.g. multicultural crews, increased number of women seafarers and seafarers with partners 
who may wish to live on board for a period of time). In accordance with the guidance provided by 
the High-level Tripartite Working Group the majority of the provisions articulating the specifics that 
would be considered as meeting the minimum standards have been moved to Part B of the Code. 
However many of the provisions and their placement (in Part A or B) remain matters for discussion 
between the social partners. The preliminary second draft Convention text for Title 3 is in italics and 
primarily reflects a revision (to the first draft) proposed by the Seafarers’ group subsequent to the 
third high-level meeting. It is understood that a new joint proposal on Title 3 provisions may be 
prepared by the social partners as a reference document for the use of the Working Party. In 
addition there have been suggestions that many of the provisions in Part B of the Code could be 
more useful if presented in another format or document outside the Convention, which would 
facilitate easier updating in the future and provide few difficulties for ratification. 

The task of the Working Party 

It is proposed that the Working Party be asked to consider the provisions of the preliminary 
second draft and any additional proposals relating to the minimum standards and guidelines for 
shipboard accommodation and recreational facilities and to prepare a proposal for a revised draft 
Convention text for the relevant provisions in Title 3. The proposed text would be presented to the 
plenary of the High-level Tripartite Working Group. 

In addition to a revision and agreement on the text for accommodation the Working Party 
should also consider the question of application to existing ships and whether any tonnage or other 
scope provisions are needed. It is noted that a tonnage provision is also tentatively included in 
Article II as well as some national flexibility for application of the Convention to particular ships. 
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Annex 2 

Working Party B on Social Protection  
(Title 4): Proposed terms of reference 

Background 

Title 4 of the preliminary second draft combines provisions drawn from a number of 
Conventions addressing benefits for seafarers in case of illness, disability and death as well as the 
provision of access to social security systems and access to shore-based welfare facilities 
(e.g. Conventions Nos. 165, 164 and 55). Title 4, Regulation 4.5, dealing initially with social 
security when presented in the first draft, has provided difficulties for some governments, 
particularly in relation to the scope of coverage. At the third meeting of the High-level Group, the 
United Kingdom presented a proposal for Regulation 4.5 and related Code provisions which 
included renaming it “Social protection”. It was also suggested that advice from social protection 
experts be sought in order to fully consider the provisions in the first draft and the United 
Kingdom’s proposal. Comments submitted after the third meeting of the High-level Group indicate 
a concern of some Governments and the Shipowners’ group that the proposal may have the effect of 
“privatizing” a form of social protection that formerly has been understood as a government’s 
obligation. Further to the request of the third meeting of the High-level Group, the Office obtained 
advice from the ILO social security experts on the matter, which will be available to participants. 
The preliminary second draft text of Regulation 4.5 and the related Code provisions reflect the 
advice of the social security experts. It is in italics to indicate that the text is subject to 
comprehensive review and recommendations from a working party at the fourth meeting of the  
High-level Group. It has been suggested that any consideration of Regulation 4.5 and the Code, 
which now provide flexibility to allow for private sector provision of benefits, should take into 
account the provision of shipowner liability for medical care, death and disability, also dealt with in 
Title 4 under Regulations 4.1 and 4.2, in order to evaluate the overall system of coverage provided 
in Title 4 and Regulation 4.5 in particular. It is noted that some aspects of these two are also under 
discussion in a Joint IMO-ILO Ad Hoc Working Group on Liability and Compensation regarding 
Claims for Death, Personal Injury and Abandonment of Seafarers. In July 2003, the Seafarers’ 
group took the view that these issues should not be dealt with in the new Convention while the 
Shipowners’ group took the opposite view. A meeting of the Joint IMO-ILO Ad Hoc Working 
Group is scheduled to take place immediately before the fourth high-level meeting and may provide 
some further advice on this issue. 

The task of the Working Party 

It is proposed that the Working Party be asked to consider the current text of Regulation 4.5 
and associated Code provisions in light of the advice of social security experts and taking into 
account relevant provisions in Regulations 4.1 and 4.2 and associated Code provisions. It would 
prepare a proposal regarding a draft Convention text for Regulation 4.5 and associated Code 
provisions and any other provisions in Title 4 deemed to be in need of revision as a consequence of 
this proposal. The proposed text would be presented to the plenary of the High-level Tripartite 
Working Group. 
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Annex 3 

Working Party C on the Certification and Inspection 
System (Title 5): Proposed terms of reference 

Background 

The provisions on inspection and certification in Title 5, dealing with enforcement and 
compliance, are essentially contained in Regulations 5.1.1 to 5.1.3 and Regulation 5.2.1 and 
associated Code (Part A and B) provisions. In addition the Code incorporates, by reference, the 
content of appendices that are central to the operation of the enforcement and compliance system: 
Appendix A5-I, which provides a list of areas (“working and living conditions for seafarers on 
ships”) for which members will have flag state inspection and enforcement responsibilities; 
Appendix A5-II, which provides a list of general areas of seafarers’ working and living conditions 
on ships that are subject to inspection by Members that carry out a port state control inspection 
under the Convention; Appendix B5-I, which is found in the Guidelines to the Convention (Part B 
of the Code), provides a model or sample of the proposed maritime labour certificate and the 
declaration of compliance; Appendix B5-II which is, as yet, undeveloped but if it is decided to 
include it in the text of the Convention, would provide criteria for inspections. 

There have been extensive discussions in plenary and in subgroup meetings on the provisions 
in Title 5 and, although there are some provisions that cause difficulty for some constituents (such 
as the extent of notification for breaches of the standards found in port inspection or the basis for 
detention) its general content seems to have been settled. The area where attention needs to be given 
relates to the content of both the mandatory and non-mandatory appendices and related draft 
Convention texts, which are the core of the certificate system. In order to allow participants to see a 
concrete example of how the Convention’s provisions on certification might be applied in practice, 
a template (see TWGMLS/2004/8) has been prepared by the Government of the United States at the 
request of the Office. This should also give the Working Party an experiential indication of the 
viability and utility of the system described in Title 5. 

The task of the Working Party 

It is proposed that the Working Party be asked to consider the preliminary second draft 
provisions relating to the inspection and maritime labour standards certification system and to 
prepare a proposal, including any proposals for revisions to the draft Convention text, on the content 
and operation of the inspection and certification systems set out in Title 5. This proposal would be 
presented to the plenary session of the High-level Group. 

Specifically, the Working Party might consider the following matters when preparing its 
proposal. 

The certificate system 

! Should all or part of the documentation (currently a certificate and a declaration) be mandatory 
and uniform in format as well as content or should there be, as currently proposed, some 
flexibility in format provided through the use of Part B of the Code (guidance and models) to 
accommodate differing national preference to maritime documentation systems? 

! What should be included in each document (certificate and declaration) relating to the 
maritime labour certification system? For example, what legislation or standards should be 
listed for national requirements to enable efficient and effective port state inspection and to 
allow for any substantial equivalence provisions? 

! What is the best format for the documentation – should the declaration or certificate be one or 
two documents and how should deficiencies and renewals be indicated? 

! What is the appropriate period of validity of a certificate and what is the relationship between 
that period and the minimum frequency proposed for flag state inspections?  
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! In the event that a certificate or documentation for recruitment and placement agencies is 
included in the inspection system list (see below) what should the format and content of a 
certificate or other documentation for such agencies be and should it be mandatory (Part A of 
the Code) or a model only (Part B of the Code). 

The inspection system 

! What should be listed in the “inspection lists” (port and flag State) in the appendix to Title 5, 
Part A? In particular, a decision should be reached on the inclusion or exclusion of : 

– seafarers’ identification documentation (taking into account the fact that the inclusion of 
a reference or provision on seafarer identification in the draft Convention (Title 1) 
remains an unresolved matter); 

– seafarer employment agreements; 

– on-board complaint procedures; 

– wages (regularity of pay and level); 

– recruitment and placement services documentation/certification. 

! Should the criteria to guide flag inspectors (referred to in Guideline B5.1.3, paragraph 7) be 
set out in a Convention or should an ILO inspection handbook be developed that contains this 
and other information? 

! If the criteria for inspection should be in the Convention what should be included in the listed 
criteria? 
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Annex 4 

Working Party D on other areas of difficulty  
(Titles 1 and 2 and parts of 3, 4 and 5):  
Proposed terms of reference 

Background 

Titles 1 and 2, in particular, may contain specific provisions or wording that provides 
difficulty for some governments. Title 1 deals with minimum requirements such as minimum age, 
training, fitness and seafarers’ identification for working on board a ship. Although there appears to 
be general agreement with the text, there may be points of difficulty or concerns such as whether a 
provision should be in Part A or B of the Code that can be addressed through the Working Party 
discussion. There are also some specific issues that need a recommendation or proposal to assist 
plenary discussion. For example, in Title 1 the issue of inclusion (and the extent of reference if 
included) of seafarers’ identification has not been finally decided. Similarly, there has been a 
proposal that a certification system be developed for recruitment and placement services 
(Regulation 1.4). This topic is in part under discussion in the Working Party on Certification and 
Inspection because it has been proposed as an addition to the list of items to be inspected; however, 
the view of the Working Party on the matter is subject to a more general proposal arising from this 
Working Party as to whether there should be a certification system. The preliminary second draft 
text has a tentative proposal for text to accommodate such a system if that is deemed desirable. 
Concerning Title 2, specific issues or concerns may arise in connection with the regulations on 
seafarers’ employment agreements, wages, leave and repatriation. Areas in other titles that may 
need discussion might be Title 3, Regulation 3.2, on food and catering, and Title 4, Regulations 4.1, 
4.3 and 4.4, as they pertain to the provision of on-board medical care, occupational health and safety 
and access to onshore welfare facilities. It is noted that the Working Party on Title 4 is addressing 
the financial matters pertaining to Title 4, Regulations 4.1, 4.2 and 4.5. In Title 5, a decision would 
need to be taken (see the possible introductory paragraph 3) on whether the Code provisions should 
only be amendable through the express ratification procedure (Article XIV, rather than Article XV); 
furthermore, onshore complaint-handling procedures as well as labour-supply responsibilities are 
important areas in which consensus has not yet been achieved. This includes the placing of a 
provision relevant to the seafarers’ employment agreement (paragraph 3 of Standard A2.1 or 
paragraph 3 of Regulation 5.3 – see comment 13, point 5, of the Commentary on the preliminary 
second draft). 

The task of the Working Party 

It is proposed that the Working Party be asked to consider any matter which gives rise to 
serious difficulty for any Government or for the Shipowners’ group or Seafarers’ group and is not 
within the terms of reference of another Working Party and to prepare a proposal regarding 
amendments to the draft text. The proposed text would be presented to the plenary of the High-level 
Tripartite Working Group. 
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Annex 5 

Proposed new wording for social security protection 
proposed by the Shipowners’ group 

Regulation 4.5. – Social security protection 

Purpose: To ensure that measures are taken with a view to providing seafarers with access to Social 
Security Protection. 

1. Members shall ensure that seafarers who are ordinarily resident in their territory and their 
dependants are entitled to benefit from a social security protection system not less favourable than 
that enjoyed by shoreworkers resident in the territory of the Member. 

Standard A4.5. – Social security protection  

1. Social security protection for seafarers and where applicable their dependants shall be 
provided through the legislation of the Member in whose territory the seafarer is resident. 

2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1 above, Members may determine by mutual agreement other 
rules concerning the legislation applicable to seafarers in the interest of the persons concerned 
(C165A17 and A16). 

3. Members shall establish fair and effective procedures for the settlement of disputes. 

4. In their reports to the International Labour Office, pursuant to article 22 of the Constitution 
of the International Labour Organization, each Member shall provide information regarding the 
realization of social security protection as applicable to the residents of its territory. The 
International Labour Organization shall maintain a register of this information and shall make it 
available to all interested parties.  

Guideline B4.5. – Social security protection 

Guideline B4.5.1. – Implementation of Standard A4.5 

1. Members should consider the following branches of social security protection in the 
systems provided under their national legislation: 

! medical care; ! family benefit; 

! sickness benefit; ! maternity benefit; 

! unemployment benefit; ! invalidity benefit; 

! old-age benefit; ! survivors’ benefit. 

! employment injury benefit;  

2. Each Member should specify at the time of its ratification in respect of which of the 
branches stated in paragraph 1 above it provides social security protection.  

3. Each Member should subsequently notify the Director-General of the International Labour 
Organization that it provides social security protection in respect of one or more of the branches 
stated in paragraph 1 above not already specified at the time of its ratification. 
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Annex 6 

Compromise proposal of the Government of France on 
social protection 

Regulation 4.5 – Social security 

1. Members shall ensure that seafarers and, where applicable under national legislation, their 
dependants, are covered by social security schemes whether statutory, whether private or 
established under a collective agreement in accordance with the provisions laid down in the Code. 

2. Each Member undertakes to take steps, according to its national circumstances, 
individually and through international cooperation, to achieve progressively comprehensive social 
protection for seafarers. 

3. The social security schemes referred to in paragraph 1 cover all national schemes, general 
or special, ensuring coverage of all social security branches as defined in Convention No. 102 
supplementing the coverage provided under Regulations 4.1 and 4.2. 

Standard A4.5 – Social security 

1. Social protection for seafarers and where applicable their dependants shall be provided 
through the schemes laid down in the legislation of the Member in whose territory the seafarer is 
resident. 

2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1 above, Members may determine by national legislation, 
mutual bilateral or multilateral agreement, other rules concerning the legislation applicable to 
seafarers in the interest of the persons concerned. 

3. Seafarers shall, in principle, be subject to the legislation of one Member only. 

4. The employment contract should identify the applicable social security system. The flag 
State should ensure that the obligations under the applicable social security system as identified in 
accordance with paragraphs 1 and 2 are fulfilled. 

5. Members shall establish fair and effective procedures for the settlement of disputes. 

6. Seafarers shall be covered by at least three branches of social security as defined in 
Convention No. 102 supplementing coverage provided under Regulations 4.1 and 4.2, including the 
long-term consequences of employment injuries. 

7. In case there is no applicable national social security system, seafarers will be covered by a 
scheme selected by the ILO’s JMC. The conditions and modalities of this scheme will be 
determined by the ILO’s JMC, taking into account paragraph 6. 

8. In their reports to the International Labour Office, pursuant to article 22 of the Constitution 
of the International Labour Organization, Members shall provide information regarding the 
realization of each of the branches of social protection listed in paragraph 4 above as they apply to 
the residents of its territory and under what, if any, circumstances these entitlements can be 
extended to non-residents of its territory. The International Labour Office shall maintain a register 
of this information and shall make it available to all interested parties. 

9. Members shall cooperate, as appropriate, in schemes for the maintenance of social 
protection as provided for in this Convention. 

10. Members shall ensure that seafarers who are ordinarily resident in their territory and their 
dependants are entitled to benefit from a social security system not less favourable than that enjoyed 
by shoreworkers resident in the territory of the Member. 
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Annex 7 

Declaration concerning the release and repatriation of the 
four Greek and three Filipino seafarers, crew members of 
M/V “Tasman Spirit” and the Greek salvage master, detained 
in Pakistan after the accident of the ship that occurred on 27 
July 2003 

The High-level Tripartite Working Group on Maritime Labour Standards, established by the 
Governing Body of the International Labour Office (280th Session, March 2001), held its fourth 
session in France, at the Cité des Congrès, Nantes, from 19 to 23 January 2004. It recalled the core 
mandate of the International Labour Organization, which is to promote decent conditions of work, 
and referred to the resolution concerning decent work for seafarers, adopted at the 91st Session of 
the International Labour Conference. It also referred to the resolution concerning action taken 
against seafarers in the event of maritime accidents, adopted at the 29th Session of the Joint 
Maritime Commission and further noted the applicable provision of international law, including 
international human rights law. 

The High-level Group was aware that, on 27 July 2003, the Maltese-registered M/V “Tasman 
Spirit” ran aground at the entrance of the port of Karachi in Pakistan whilst under pilotage, and that 
the incident caused pollution of the sea and coastal area adjacent to Karachi. Since the accident, four 
Greek seafarers and three Filipino seafarers who were members of the crew and a Greek salvage 
master have been denied exit from Pakistan. 

The High-level Group noted that the investigation procedures by the competent Pakistani 
authorities, and the prolonged detention of the crew members and the salvage master for a period 
exceeding five months by Pakistani authorities was related to securing compensation for the 
pollution caused. It also considered that the detention of the crew members of M/V “Tasman Spirit’’ 
and the salvage master was detrimental to the shipping industry and, inter alia, discouraged new 
entrants to the seafarering profession, at a time when it was of fundamental importance for the 
sustainable operation of the shipping industry for it to continue to attract new entrants. 

As a result of the abovementioned considerations, the High-level Tripartite Working Group on 
Maritime Labour Standards: 

1. expresses its sympathy to the victims of the accidental grounding of the M/V “Tasman 
Spirit”; considers that the crew members of the ship and the salvage master are also victims 
and expresses the hope that the Pakistani authorities could release the abovementioned 
persons and to allow their repatriation; 

2. requests the Director-General to raise this issue with the Government of Pakistan and to bring 
this declaration to the attention of the competent authorities of Pakistan; 

3. requests the Director-General and the Governing Body to remain seized of this matter; and 

4. requests the Director-General to raise the issue of the growing problem of the criminalization 
of seafarers following a maritime casualty with the Secretary-General of the International 
Maritime Organization with a view to promoting an appropriate response. 
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Resolution concerning the text of the first  
draft consolidated maritime labour Convention  
to be submitted to the Preparatory Technical  
Maritime Conference (13-24 September 2004) 

The High-level Tripartite Working Group on Maritime Labour Standards, 

Having been convened in accordance with a decision taken by the Governing Body of the 
International Labour Office at its 280th Session (March 2001), and having met in its fourth session 
held in Nantes, France from 19 to 23 January 2004, 

Noting the decision taken by the Governing Body at its 286th Session (March 2003), to hold a 
Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference from 13 to 24 September 2004, 

Further noting its decision that the Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference should 
discuss, and make recommendations concerning an instrument to consolidate maritime labour 
standards on the basis of a draft to be submitted to it by the Office, 

Considering the considerable preparatory work that has been undertaken during the last four 
sessions of the High-level Tripartite Working Group and of the two sessions of its Subgroup as well 
as the number of reports that have been prepared by the Office to serve as a basis for discussions; 

Adopts this twenty-third day of January 2004 the following resolution: 

The High-level Tripartite Working Group on Maritime Labour Standards recommends to the 
Governing Body of the ILO that: 

1. the Office be requested to submit to the Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference a draft 
instrument based on the results of the important preparatory work undertaken in the 
framework of the High-level Tripartite Working Group; 

2. the draft instrument be considered as containing mature provisions on which consensus has 
been reached on a significant number of provisions; 

3. the Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference deal in the first place with the provisions 
included in the draft instrument which are placed inside square brackets; 

4. the Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference, in the second stage, deal with proposals 
concerning the draft instrument which have sufficient support; 

5. it take the necessary measures for the adjustment of the Standing Orders of the Preparatory 
Technical Maritime Conference. 
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List of participants 

Chairperson of the High-Level Tripartite Working Group 
on Maritime Labour Standards 

Président du Groupe de travail tripartite de haut niveau 
sur les normes du travail maritime 

Presidente del Grupo de Trabajo tripartito de alto nivel 
sobre las normas relativas al trabajo maritímo 

M. Jean-Marc SCHINDLER, Administrateur en chef des affaires maritimes, Directeur du bureau enquêtes 
accident/mer, ministère de l’Equipement, des Transports, du Logement, du Tourisme et de la Mer, Paris 

 

Government representatives 
Représentants des gouvernements 
Representantes de los Gobiernos 

ALGERIA   ALGÉRIE   ARGELIA 

M. Mohamed KHENIDJOU, Chef de projet au niveau de la direction de la marine marchande ministère des 
Transports, Alger 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

M. Nacer-Eddine ZEBIRI, chef du Département des affaires maritimes, Service national des gardes-côtes, 
ministère des Transports, Alger 

M. Abdelkader KENDOUCI, Entreprise nationale de transport d’hydrocarbures, Arzew 

BAHAMAS 

Captain Douglas BELL, Deputy Director, Bahamas Maritime Authority, London 

BRAZIL   BRÉSIL   BRASIL 

Ms. Vera ALBUQUERQUE, Labour Inspector, Ministry of Labour and Employment, Rio de Janeiro 

BULGARIA   BULGARIE 

Ms. Illiana HRISTOVA, Senior Expert, Bulgarian Maritime Administration, Ministry of Transport and 
Communications, Sofia 

Adviser/Conseillère technique/Consejera técnica 

Ms. Stanimira PARAPUNOVA, Junior Expert, Directorate for European Integration and International 
Relations, Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, Sofia 
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CANADA   CANADÁ 

Mr. Donald ROUSSEL, Director, Personnel Standards and Pilotage, Transport Canada, Ottawa 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

M. Stéphane TREMBLAY, Conseiller en politique, Développement des ressources humaines, Hull 

Mr. Saïd NASSIF, Manager, Marine Occupational Health and Safety, Ottawa 

CHILE   CHILI 

Sr. Pablo LEIVA M., Jefe, Unidad Inspectiva Programa de Oficio Dirección del Trabajo, Santiago 

CHINA   CHINE 

Mr. Xiaojie ZHANG, Director, Department of International Cooperation MOC, Beijing 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Bo LI, Assistant Counsellor, Department of Labour and Personnel, Ministry of Communications, Beijing 

Mr. Zhonghua LI, Director of Seafarers Department, China Maritime Safety Administration, Guangzhou 

Mr. Rao GANGCAN, Deputy General Manager, China Classification Society, Beijing 

CUBA 

Sra. Martha GOMEZ ESTENOZ, Funcionaria, Ministerio del Transporte, La Habana 

CYPRUS   CHYPRE   CHIPRE 

Captain Andreas CONSTANTINOU, Senior Marine Surveyor, Department of Merchant Shipping, Ministry of 
Communications and Work, Lemesos 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Ms. Chryso DEMETRIOU, Merchant Shipping Officer A, Head of Ships Registry, Department of Merchant 
Shipping, Ministry of Communications and Work, Lemesos 

Mr. Antoine DOUCAS, Independent Surveyor, Department Maritime Services, Pornichet 

DENMARK   DANEMARK   DINAMARCA 

Ms. Birgit SØLLING OLSEN, Director of Shipping Policy, Danish Maritime Authority, Copenhagen 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Philippe BAUCHY, Special Adviser, Centre for Seafarers and Fishermen, Education and Register of 
Shipping, Danish Maritime Authority, Copenhagen 

Mr. Jorgen LOJE HANSEN, Head of Section, Centre for Seafarers and Fishermen, Education and Register of 
Shipping, Danish Maritime Authority, Copenhagen 

Ms. Lisa SCHULTZ, Ministry of Social Affairs, Copenhagen 

Ms. Jette SOERENSEN, Special Adviser, Centre for Shipping Policy and Legal Services, Danish Maritime 
Authority, Copenhagen 

Mr. Arne ULSTRUP, Centre for Maritime Safety and Occupational Health, Danish Maritime Authority, 
Copenhagen 
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EGYPT   EGYPTE   EGIPTO 

Ms. Fatma ABDELHAMID, General Manager of Maritime Transport, Ministry of Transport, Maritime Transport 
Sector, Alexandria 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Haider RAGAB, Port of Lighthouses Administration, Alexandria 

Mr. Ahmed HAFEZ, Arab Academy Maritime Transport, Alexandria 

ESTONIA   ESTONIE 

Ms. Gerli KOPPEL, Executive Officer of Maritime Division, Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications, 
Aviation and Maritime Department, Tallinn 

FINLAND   FINLANDE   FINLANDIA 

Mr. Esa LONKA, Government Counsellor, Ministry of Labour, Working Environment, Helsinki 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Mr. Harri HALME, Senior Safety Officer, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, Department for Occupational 
Safety and Health, Tampere 

FRANCE   FRANCIA 

M. Michel AYMERIC, Directeur des affaires maritimes et des gens de mer, Secrétariat d’Etat aux transports et à 
la mer, Paris 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

M. Jean-Charles CORNILLOU, Coordinateur du contrôle par l’Etat du port, Direction des affaires maritimes 
et des gens de mer, Paris 

M. Philippe FAGUET, Chef du bureau GM4, Direction des affaires maritimes. Paris 

M. Philippe ILLIONNET, Sous-directeur des gens de mer, Secrétariat d’Etat à la mer, Direction des affaires 
maritimes, Paris 

M. Fabien JORET, Bureau des relations internationales, ministère de l’Equipement, des Transports, du 
Tourisme, du Logement et de la Mer, Paris 

M. Jean-François JOUFFRAY, Sous-directeur des affaires juridiques et internationales, Etablissement national 
des invalides de la marine, Paris 

Mme Marie MARIN, Expert, Sous-direction de la sécurité maritime, ministère de l’Equipement, des 
Transports, du Tourisme, du Logement et de la Mer, Paris 

M. Alain MOUSSAT, Chef du bureau de l’inspection du travail maritime, Secrétariat d’Etat aux transports et à 
la mer, Direction des affaires maritimes et des gens de mer, Bureau de l’inspection du travail, Paris 

M. Yves TERTRIN, Inspecteur du travail maritime, Direction des affaires maritimes et des gens de mer, Paris 

GERMANY   ALLEMAGNE   ALEMANIA 

Mr. Ralf DEMBKOWSKY, referent im Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Arbeit, Berlin 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Dr. Jan DIRKS, Referent, Referat LS 23, Verkehrsrorschriften, Nautilc, Technik, Seeleute, Bundesministerium 
für Verkehr, Bau-und Wohnungswesen, Bonn 

Mr. Peter ESCHERICH, Bundesministerium für Verkehr, Bau und Wohnungswesen, Bonn 
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Mr. Armin KNOSP, Head of Division, Bundesministerium für Gesundheit und Soziale Sicherung, Berlin 

Mr. Orloff KURTH, Deputy Head of Division, Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Arbeit, Bonn 

Mr. Achim SIEKER, Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Arbeit, Deputy Head of Division III B7, Bonn 

Ms. Cordula KRÖGER, Dolmetscherin, Bundesministerium fûr Gesundheit und Soziale Sicherung, Berlin 

GREECE   GRÈCE   GRECIA 

Cdr. H.C.G. George BOUMPOPOULOS, Head of Seamen’s Labour Division, Ministry of Mercantile Marine, 
Piraeus 

GHANA 

Ms. Cecilia ERZUAH, Deputy Director, Ministry of Ports, Harbours and Railways, Ministries Post Office, Accra 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Samuel QUAYE, Legal Officer, Shipping and Navigation Division, Ministry of Ports, Harbours and 
Railways, Accra 

Mr. Archibald AWUDI, Personnel and Administration Manager, Ghana Ports and Harbours Authority, Tema 

INDIA   INDE 

Ms. Neera MALHOTRA, Deputy Director-General of Shipping, Ministry of Shipping, Directorate General of 
Shipping, Mumbai 

INDONESIA   INDONÉSIE 

Ms. Tati HENDARTI, Head of Multilateral Cooperation, Bureau of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Manpower and 
Transmigration, Jakarta 

ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN   RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D’IRAN 
REPUBLICA ISLÁMICA DEL IRÁN 

Mr. Amir BADPA, Legal Adviser of P.S.O, Ports and Shipping Organization, Tehran 

IRELAND   IRLANDE   IRLANDA 

Mr. Tom O’CALLAGHAN, Nautical Surveyor, Maritime Safety Directorate, Department of Communication 
Marine and Natural Resource, Dublin 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Mr. Michael PENDER, Assistant Principal Officer, Employment Rights Legislation and International Section, 
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment, Dublin 

ITALY   ITALIE   ITALIA 

Sr. Luigi TRENTO, Ministero del Lavoro e delle Politiche Sociali, Direzione Generale della Tutela delle 
Condizioni di Lavoro, Roma 
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Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Sr. Giuseppe ALATI, Director of Maritime Safety Division, Direzione Generale per la Navigazione, Ministero 
delle Insfrastrutture e dei Trasporti, Roma 

Sra. Stefania MOLTONI, Head of Seafarers Division, Direzione Generale per la Navigazione, Ministero delle 
Infrastrutture e dei Trasporti, Roma 

JAPAN   JAPON   JAPÓN 

Mr. Tatsuya TERANISHI, Director, Seafarers’ Labour Standard Division, Maritime Bureau, Ministry of Land, 
Infrastructure and Transport, Tokyo 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Shinobu NOGAWA, Legal Adviser, Maritime Bureau, Ministry of Land, Infrastructure and Transport, 
Tokyo 

Mr. Yohei OKADA, Official of Legal Section, Seafarers’ Labour Standards Division, Maritime Bureau, 
Ministry of Land, Infrastructure and Transport, Tokyo 

Mr. Yoshinari OKANO, Chairman, Faculty of Navigation, National Institute for Sea Training, Yokoama 

Mr. Ichiro TAKAHASHI, First Secretary, Permanent Mission of Japan in Geneva 

KENYA 

Mr. Wilfred KAGIMBI, Principal Merchant Shipping Superintendent, Kenya Ports Authority, Mombasa 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA   RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE   REPÚBLICA DE COREA 

Mr. Hong JONG-HAE, Assistant Director, Seafarers and Labour Policy Division of Shipping and Logistics 
Bureau, Ministry of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, Seoul 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Yeong Woo JEON, Professor, Korea Institute of Maritime and Fisheries Technology, Busan 

Mr. Byung-Yul OH, Team Manager, Korean Register of Shipping, Daejon 

LIBERIA   LIBÉRIA 

Mr. Jeremy M.S. SMITH, Maritime Policy Adviser, Liberian International Ship and Corporate Registry, 
New York 

MALAYSIA   MALAISIE   MALASIA 

Mr. Muhammad Abdul Basar TAJI, Principal Assistant Director, Marine Department HQ, Ministry of Transport, 
Pelabvhan Klang 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Mr. Wan Setapa WAN ZULKFLI, Labour Attaché, Permanent Mission of Malaysia in Geneva 

MALTA   MALTE 

Mr. Anthony MANGION, Registrar of Ships, Merchant Shipping Directorate, Malta Maritime Authority, Valletta 
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MEXICO   MEXIQUE   MÉXICO 

Sr. David ENRIQUEZ , Agregado, Agregaduría de Comunicaciones y Transportes (SCT), Embajada de México, 
Londres 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Sr. Ricardo Hitoshi AMANO SANTANA, Capitán de Navío C.G.D.E.M, Agregado Naval de la Embajada de 
México en Francia, París 

Sr. J. Roman ISLAS-RODRIGUEZ, Suptte. Logística, Corporativa de Administración de Petróleos Mexicanos 

NAMIBIA   NAMIBIE 

Mr. B.M. SHINGUADJA, Labour Commissioner, Ministry of the Labour Commissioner, Windhoek 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Cornelius BUNDJE, Marine Superintendents Office, Walvis Bay 

Mr. Christiaan HORN, Division for International Relations and Advice, Ministry of Labour, Windhoek 

NETHERLANDS   PAYS-BAS   PAÍSES BAJOS 

Mr. Rob DE BRUÏJN, Senior Policy Adviser, Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management, 
The Hague 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Wil JANSSEN, Senior Adviser, Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management, Rotterdam 

Ms. Cynthi C. VAN DER LOUW, Policy Adviser, Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, The Hague 

Ms. Ingeborg VAN GASTEREN, Senior Policy Adviser, Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water 
Management, The Hague 

NIGERIA   NIGÉRIA 

Engr. Mohammed Inuwa MUSA, Honourable Minister of State for Transport, Federal Ministry of Transport, 
Abuja 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Henry. A. AJETUNMOBI, Assistant General Manager Security, Nigerian Ports Authority, Lagos 

Mr. Chiedozie. EZEASOR, Secretary of the Council, Joint Maritime Labour Industrial Council, Lagos 

Mr. Audu Isaac IGHO, Personal Assistant/GDO, Joint Maritime Labour Industrial Council, Lagos 

Mr. O. Clement ILLOH, Assistant Director, Federal Ministry of Labour and Productivity, Inspectorate 
Department, Abuja 

Mr. Polycarp LAI DANIEL, Personal Assistant to the Honourable Minister of Transport, Federal Ministry of 
Transport, Abuja 

Mr. Ahmed Tijjani RAMALAN, Executive Chairman, Joint Dock Labour Industrial Council, Lagos 

NORWAY   NORVÈGE   NORUEGA 

Mr. Georg Trzebinski SMEFJELL, Assistant Director of Department, Norwegian Maritime Directorate, Oslo 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Ms. Kirst BJORKHAUG, Adviser, Norwegian Maritime Directorate, Oslo 
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Ms. Wenche M. LUNDE, Higher Executive Officer, Norwegian Maritime Directorate, Oslo 

Ms. Marianne RIDDERVOLD, Higher Executive Officer, Norwegian Maritime Directorate, Oslo 

Mr. Haakon STORHAUG, Principal Surveyor, Norwegian Maritime Directorate, Oslo 

PANAMA   PANAMÁ 

Sr. Arsenio DOMINGUEZ, Jefe de la Oficina Regional – Europa, Autoridad Marítima de Panamá, Londres 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Sr. Franklin DELGADO, Director General del Trabajo, Ministerio de Trabajo y Desarrollo Laboral, Ciudad de 
Panamá 

PHILIPPINES   FILIPINAS 

Mr. Roy V. SEÑERES, Chairman and Presiding Commissioner, National Labour Relations Commission (NLRC), 
Las Pinas City 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Ms. Yolanda PORSCHWITZ, Labour Attaché, Permanent Mission of Philippines in Geneva 

PORTUGAL 

Mme Carlota CORREIA, Coordinatrice du département du personnel de la mer, Institut de la mer et des transports 
maritimes, Lisbonne 

RUSSIAN FEDERATION   FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE   FEDERACIÓN DE RUSIA 

Mr. Alexander FROLOV, Deputy Head, Department for Navigation Policy & Regulation, Marine Fleet’s 
Production Activities, Ministry of Transport, Moscow 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Mr. Alexander Petrovich GOROBTSOV, Head of Navigation Faculty, State Maritime Academy, Saint 
Petersburg 

SPAIN   ESPAGNE   ESPAÑA 

Sra. Yolanda GOMEZ ECHEVARRIA, Subdirección General de Acción Social Marítima, Instituto Social de la 
Marina, Madrid 

SWEDEN   SUÈDE   SUECIA 

Mr. Rolf GOTARE, Principal Administrative Officer, Swedish Maritime Administration, Norrköping 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Mr. Leif REMAHL, Senior Administrative Officer, Swedish Maritime Administration, Stockholm 

SWITZERLAND   SUISSE   SUIZA 

M. Reto DÜRLER, Adjoint diplomatique, Office suisse de la navigation maritime, Berne 
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THAILAND   THAÏLANDE   TAILANDIA 

Mr. Pakorn AMORNCHEWIN, Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Thailand in Geneva 

TUNISIA   TUNISIE   TÚNEZ 

M. Mohamed FERSI, Responsable de la formation, Direction générale de la marine marchande, ministère des 
Technologies, de la Communication et du Transport, Tunisie 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

M. Karem MANSOUR, Directeur des gens de mer, Office de la marine marchande et des ports, ministère des 
Technologies, de la Communication et du Transport, La Goulette 

TURKEY   TURQUIE   TURQUÍA 

Mr. Süleyman BAYAR, Deputy Director-General for Maritime Transport, Undersecretariat for Maritime Affairs, 
Maltepe/Ankara 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Bilal KAZAN, Engineer, Undersecretariat for Maritime Affairs, Ankara 

Mme Nesrin TURKAN, Attachée du travail et de la sécurité sociale, Ambassade de Turquie, Paris 

UNITED ARAB EMIRATES   EMIRATS ARABES UNIS   EMIRATOS ARABES UNIDOS 

Mr. Salem Ali AL MUHAISRI, Director of International Relation Department, Ministry of Labour and Social 
Affairs, Dubai 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Omar Mohamad BAMATRAF, Director of the Establishments Affairs Unit, Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs, Abu Dhabi 

Mr. Yousif Gaafar SIRAG EL NOUR, Labour Expert, Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, Abu Dhabi 

UNITED KINGDOM   ROYAUME-UNI   REINO UNIDO 

Mr. Paul SADLER, Head of International Liaison Branch, Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Southampton 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Paul COLEY, Head of Survey Branch, Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Southampton 

Mr. Desmond HOWELL, Director, Isle of Man Marine Administration, Douglas 

Mr. Michael LINES, Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Southampton 

Ms. Mary MARTYN, Head of Seafarer Health and Safety Branch, Maritime Coastguard Agency, 
Southampton 

Mr. Tudor ROBERTS, International Negotiator, Department for Work and Pensions International Relations 
Division, London 

UNITED STATES   ETATS-UNIS   ESTADOS UNIDOS 

Mr. Edmund T. SOMMER, Assistant Chief Counsel, Division of General Law, International Law and Litigation, 
Maritime Administration, Washington, DC 



 

48 TWGMLS-FR-2004-04-0034-1-EN.Doc/v2 

Advisers/Conseillers techniques/Consejeros técnicos 

Mr. Joseph J. ANGELO, Director of Standards Directorate, United States Coast Guard, Washington, DC 

Mr. John BLANCK, Attorney, Treaty Affairs, US Department of State, Washington 

Cdr. Linda FAGAN, Division Chief, Foreign and Offshore Compliance, United States Coast Guard, 
Washington 

Mr. Christopher KRUSA, Maritime Labor and Training Specialist, Office of Associate Administrator for 
Policy and International Trade, Maritime Administration, Washington, DC 

Ms. Mayte MEDINA, Transportation Specialist, Maritime Personnel Qualification Division, United States 
Coast Guard, Washington 

ZAMBIA   ZAMBIE 

Mr. John SICHINSAMBWE, Acting Director – OHS, Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Lusaka 

Adviser/Conseiller technique/Consejero técnico 

Mr. John H. KABWE, Acting Labour Comissioner, Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Lusaka 

 

Shipowers’ representatives 
Représentants des armateurs 

Representantes de los armadores 
Mr. Arthur BOWRING, Managing Director, Hong Kong Shipowners’ Association, Hong Kong 

Mr. Joe COX, President, Chamber of Shipping of America, Washington, DC 

Mr. Sabyasachi HAJARA, Director, The Shipping Corporation of India Ltd., Mumbai 

Mr. Thomas KAZAKOS, General Secretary, Cyprus Shipping Council, Limassol 

Mr. George KOLTSIDOPOULOS, Legal Adviser, Union of Greek Shipowners, Piraeus 

Mr. Dierk LINDEMANN, Managing Director, German Shipowners’ Association, Hamburg 

Ms. Edith MIDELFART, Attorney at Law, Norwegian Shipowners’ Association, Oslo 

Sr. Hernan MORALES VILLAMOR, Asesor Laboral, Asociación Nacional de Armadores, Valparaíso 

Mr. Lachlan PAYNE, Chief Executive, Australian Shipowners’ Association, Port Melbourne 

Mr. Carlos SALINAS, Chairman and President, Filipino Shipowners’ Association, Manila 

Mr. Tim SPRINGETT, Manager, Marine Personnel, United Kingdom Chamber of Shipping, London 

Mr. Yasuhisa TSUJIMOTO, Managing Director, Japanese Shipowners’ Association, London 

 

Shipowners’ advisers 
Conseillers techniques des armateurs 
Consejeros técnicos de los armadores 

Dr. Roberto AGLIETA, CONFITARMA, Roma 

Capt. Koichi AKATSUKA, Japanese Shipowners’ Association, Tokyo 

M. Georges-Olivier BOURGAIN, Personnel Manager, armateurs de France, Paris 

Mr. Edmund BROOKES, International Shipping Federation, London 

Mr. Michael CRYE, President, International Council of Cruise Lines, Arlington 
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Mr. David DEARSLEY, Secretary of the Shipowners’ group to the Joint Maritime Commission, Deputy Secretary 
General, International Shipping Federation, London 

M. Pierre DELETAILLE, Capitaine d’armement, armateurs de France, Boulogne Billancourt 

Mr. Guido HOLLAAR, Royal Association of Netherlands’ Shipowners, Rotterdam 

Mr. Fredrik HOLMBERG, Labour Affairs, Swedish Shipowner Employers’ Association, Göteborg 

Mr. Chris HORROCKS, Secretary-General, International Shipping Federation, London 

Mr. Alexey LOPATKIN, Head of Labour and Salary Department, Murmansk Shipping Company, Mumansk 

Mr. Tim MARKING, Deputy Secretary General, International Shipping Federation, Brussels 

Capt. Megumi MASUDA, General Manager, Europe District Branch, Japanese Shipowners’ Association, London 

Capt. Pieter SPRANGERS, Work Environment, Education and Recruiting Advisor, Goteborg 

M. Guy SULPICE, Directeur des affaires sociales et techniques, armateurs de France, Paris 

Mr. David TONGUE, International Shipping Federation, London 

Sr. Rubén VIDAUD MARQUEZ, Director de Recursos Humanos, Unión Navieras de Cuba, Grupo Empresarial 
ANTARES, La Habana 

Ms. Pia E. VOSS, Director, Danish Shipowners’ Association, Copenhagen 

Mr. Michael WENGEL-NIELSEN, Director (Secretariat), Danish Shipowners’ Association, Copenhagen 

Ms. Natalie WISEMAN, Secretary, International Shipping Federation, London 

 

Seafarers’ representatives 
Représentants des gens de mer 

Representantes de la gente de mar 
Sr. Severino ALMEIDA, Presidente Confederação Nacional dos Trabalhadores em Transportes Aquaviário e 

Aéreo, na Pesca e nos Portos (CONTTMAF), Rio de Janeiro 

Replaced by/Remplacé par 

Sr. Marcos CASTRO, President, Centro de Capitanes de Ultramar y Oficiales de la Marina Mercante, Buenos 
Aires 

Mr. Jacek CEGIELSKI, Vice-President, National Maritime Section of “Solidarnosc”, Gdynia 

Mr. Abdulrahman CHANDE, General Secretary, Tanzania Seamen’s Union (TASU), Zanzibar 

Mr. Padraig CRUMLIN, National Secretary, Maritime Union of Australia (MUA), Sydney 

Mr. Thulani DLAMINI, Collective Bargaining Secretary, South African Transport and Allied Workers’ Union, 
Johannesburg 

Mr. David HEINDEL, Secretary-Treasurer, Seafarers’ International Union of North America, Camp Springs 

Mr. Sakae IDEMOTO, President All Japan Seamen’s Union, Tokyo 

Capt. Gregorio S. OCA, Associated Marine Officers’ and Seamen’s Union of the Philippines (AMOSUP), Manila 

Mr. Brian ORRELL, General Secretary NUMAST, London 

Ms. Jacqueline SMITH, Secretary, Norwegian Seamen’s Union, Oslo 

Mr. Thomas TAY, General Secretary, Singapore Maritime Officers’ Union, Singapore 

Mr. Agapios TSELENTIS, Director International Department, Pan-Hellenic Seamen’s Federation (PNO), Piraeus 

Replaced by/Remplacé par 

Mr. Andrejs UMBRASKO, Latvian Seafarers’ Union of Merchant Fleet, Riga 
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Seafarers’ advisers 
Conseillers techniques des gens de mer 
Consejeros técnicos de la gente de mar 

Ms. Ariadna ABELTINA, Latvian Seafarers’ Union of Merchant Fleet, Riga 

Mr. John BAINBRIDGE, International Transport Workers’ Federation (ITF), London 

Mr. Henrik BERLAU, Secretary, Specialarbejderforbundet i Danmark (SiD), Copenhagen 

Mr. Alexander CHERNYAKOVSKIY, Legal Adviser, Seafarers’ Union of Russia, Murmansk 

Mr. Mark DICKINSON, Executive Officer, NUMAST, London 

Mr. John EPSOM, Council Chairman, NUMAST, London 

Mr. Paul GOLAIN, Union Maritime CFDT, Le Havre 

Mr. Goran HANSSON, SEKO Facket för Service Och Kommunikation, Göteborg 

Mr. Yuji IIJIMA, Chief of European Office, All Japan Seamen’s Union (JSU), London 

Mr. Hideo IKEDA, Director of International Affairs, All Japan Seamen’s Union, Tokyo 

Ms. Sharon JAMES, Senior Section Assistant, International Transport Workers’ Federation, London 

Mr. Mats JOHANSSON, Sjöbefälsförbundet, Stockholm 

Mr. Jose Raul V. LAMUG, Assistant to the President, AMOSUP, Manila 

Ms. Mary LIEW, Executive Secretary, Singapore Maritime Officers’ Union, Singapore 

Mr. Christer LINDVALL, Managing Director, Swedish Ship Officers’ Association, Stockholm 

Sr. Alberto MARCHANTE FUENTES, Miembro del Secretario Nacional, Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores, 
La Habana 

Mr. Peter McEWEN, Deputy General Secretary, NUMAST, London 

Mr. Alain MERLET, Secrétaire Général, Fédération nationale des Syndicats Maritimes CGT, Montreuil 

Mr. Birger MORDT, Norsk Sjomannsforbund, Oslo 

Mr. Charles NARELLI, Fédération des Officiers de la Marine Marchande CGT, Le Havre 

Mr. Conrado OCA, Vice-President, AMOSUP, Manila 

Mr. Pantelis STAVROU, General Secretary, Federation of Transport, Petroleum and Agricultural Workers of 
Cyprus, Nicosia 

Mr. Arie Leenderf VERHOEF, Consultant, Federatie van Werknemers in de Zeevaart (FWZ), Gorinchem 

Mr. Pavel VIAZNIKOV, Foreign Relations Officer, Seafarers’ Union of Russia, Moscow 

Mr. Jon WHITLOW, Secretary of the Seafarers’group to the Joint Maritime Commission, International Transport 
Workers’ Federation (ITF), London 
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Representatives of the United Nations, specialized agencies and other official 
international organizations 

Représentants des Nations Unies, des institutions spécialisées et d’autres 
organisations internationales officielles 

Representantes de las Naciones Unidas, de los organismos especializados y de otras 
organizaciones internacionales oficiales 

EUROPEAN UNION (EU) 
UNION EUROPÉENNE 

UNIÓN EUROPEA 

Mr. Rudi DELARUE, Official, Brussels 

Mme Anne DEVOUCHE, Fonctionnaire en charge du droit maritime Bruxelles 

Mr. Jean TRESTOUR, Head of Maritime Policy Unit, Brussels 

Ms. Christina VARTSOS TZANNETAKIS, Official Administrator, Brussels 

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION (IMO) 
ORGANISATION MARITIME INTERNATIONALE  
ORGANIZACIÓN MARÍTIMA INTERNACIONAL 

Mr. Gaetano LIBRANDO, Senior Legal Officer, Legal Affairs and External Relations Division, London 

Representatives of non-governmental international organization 
Représentants d’organisations internationales non gouvernementales 

Representantes de organizaciones internacionales no gubernamentales 

INTERNATIONAL CONFEDERATION OF FREE TRADE UNIONS (ICFTU) 
CONFÉDÉRATION INTERNATIONALE DES SYNDICATS LIBRES 

CONFEDERACIÓN INTERNACIONAL DE ORGANIZACIONES SINDICALES LIBRES 

Ms. Anna BIONDI, Geneva 

INTERNATIONAL CHRISTIAN MARITIME ASSOCIATION 
ASSOCIATION MARITIME CHRÉTIENNE INTERNATIONALE 

ASOCIACIÓN MARÍTIMA CRISTIANA INTERNACIONAL 

Mr. Douglas STEVENSON, Director, Centre for Seafarers Rights, Seamen’s Church Institute, New York 

Sr. Domingo GONZALEZ JOYANES, Madrid 

Mr. Christopher YORK, ICMA Member, National Apostleship of the Sea, London 

SEAFARERS’ INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH CENTRE (SIRC) 

Dr. Nik WINCHESTER, Research Associate, Cardiff University, Cardiff 

Dr. Nathan LILLIE, Research Associate, Cardiff University, Cardiff 


