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Annex I 
 

Below are relevant extracts of the report of the Marine Environment Protection Committee of the International 
Maritime Organization on its 57th session, convened from 31 March to 4 April 2008:1 

 
“… 
 
3 RECYCLING OF SHIPS 
 
3.1 The Committee recalled that at its fifty-sixth session it had approved the holding of a third intersessional 
meeting of the working group on ship recycling to further develop the draft convention.  The third intersessional 
meeting was hosted by the Government of France in Nantes from 21 to 25 January 2008 under the chairmanship of 
Mr. Jens Henning Koefoed (Norway), and the report of the meeting had been submitted to the Committee as document 
MEPC 57/3. 
 
PLANNING OF THE WORK 
 
3.2 In planning its work, the Committee recognized that there were six broad areas of interest for this session, 
namely, consideration of the report of the intersessional working group and of the actions requested of the Committee; 
further proposals on the development of the text of the draft convention; consideration of a proposal for conditions for 
entry into force of the convention; the diplomatic conference for the adoption of the convention; the work plan for the 
development of the convention and associated guidelines; and co-operation with relevant organizations and other 
issues.  It was agreed to consider the six areas one by one. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT OF THE INTERSESSIONAL WORKING GROUP ON SHIP RECYCLING AND OF THE 
ACTIONS REQUESTED OF THE COMMITTEE 
 
3.3 The chairman of the intersessional working group, Mr. Jens Koefoed (Norway), introduced the group’s report 
(MEPC 57/3).  The terms of reference of the intersessional working group were to further develop the draft convention, 
aiming to reduce the square brackets in the text to the minimum possible by consensus or by clear majority. The 
Committee noted that to a large extent this had been achieved and the number of brackets had almost been halved. 
 
3.4 The representative of IACS noted that there was no formal record in the group’s report of its discussion on 
document MEPC-ISRWG 3/2/2 submitted by IACS, which, inter alia, discussed a “visual/sampling check plan”. In that 
document, IACS had indicated that such a check plan was considered extremely useful for all parties involved in 
developing and verifying Part I of the Inventory of Hazardous Materials for existing ships.  In particular IACS had 
proposed to amend regulation 5 of the draft convention to require the development of such plans. 
 
3.5 The Committee agreed that this was an important issue which should be considered by the Working Group. 
 
3.6 The Committee approved the report in general and, in particular (paragraphs and annexes are those of document 
MEPC 57/3): 
 

.1 noted the further development of the text of the draft convention (paragraphs 7 to 36 and annex 1) and 
requested that document MEPC-ISRWG 3/2/2 be forwarded to the working group for further 
consideration; 

 
.2 noted the advice requested of the Secretariat regarding whether the definition of “ship” in Article 2.9 

includes a self elevating platform (jack-up rig) (paragraph 10); 
  
.3 noted the discussion on the issue of a compliance mechanism (provisions for audits of Parties in 

Article 13bis) (paragraph 15); 
 
.4 endorsed the request that the Technical Co-operation Committee provides its views to the Committee 

on mechanisms which could be developed through the Technical Co-operation Programme of the 
Organization to facilitate implementation of the standards contained in the convention in recycling 
yards in developing countries (paragraph 17); and 

 
                                                            

 1 MEPC 57/21 
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.5 noted the discussion on the issue of recycling of ships to which the convention applies in facilities 
located in States which are not Party to the convention (paragraphs 26 to 31). 

 
3.7 With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.2 above, the Committee noted that it is not directly clear 
whether a self elevating platform should be considered as a fixed platform and thus excluded from the application of the 
ship recycling convention, or whether it should be considered as a floating platform and thus included in the application 
of the ship recycling convention. Nevertheless, because the Code for the Construction and Equipment of Mobile 
Offshore Drilling Units treats self elevating platforms as mobile units, it was recognized that this added weight to 
considering them as floating platforms and therefore including them under the application of the ship recycling 
convention. 
 
3.8 The Committee, whilst agreeing with the interpretation that self-elevating platforms could be considered as 
floating platforms, and therefore, within the scope of the convention, instructed the Working Group to make an explicit 
reference to self-elevating platforms in the definition of ship. 
 
3.9 With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.3 above, on the need for a compliance mechanism and the 
proposed provisions for audits of Parties in Article 13bis of the draft convention, the Committee noted that this was an 
issue on which the working group had been unable to agree so far and which needed to be resolved in a way that 
recognized the sovereignty of Member States and which also provided the necessary transparency in the 
implementation of the convention.   
 
3.10 Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International, in their submission MEPC 57/3/7, proposed 
that the provisions of Article 13bis needed to be further strengthened by making the auditing scheme for both flag and 
recycling States mandatory, and by administering it by independent third parties.  
 
3.11 The Committee discussed the issue extensively. The majority of the delegations who spoke were against the 
inclusion of Article 13bis in the draft convention, adducing that it contravenes the sovereignty of Member States and, 
therefore, may become a potentially serious impediment to the ratification of the convention. A number of other 
delegations, whilst appreciating the sovereignty concerns, stressed that further discussion was needed in the Working 
Group towards a voluntary scheme as an alternative. 
 
3.12 The Committee agreed to delete Article 13bis in the draft convention and instructed the Working Group to 
continue its discussion for a viable voluntary auditing scheme. 
 
3.13 With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.4 above, the Committee invited the Technical Co-
operation Committee to work on capacity building at national level. The Committee also invited the Technical Co-
operation Committee to identify potential sources of funding for the mechanisms which could be developed to facilitate 
implementation of the standards contained in the convention. 
 
3.14 With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.5 above, on the recycling of ships flying the flag of 
Parties in facilities located in States which are not Party to the convention (the Party/non-Party provision) the 
Committee noted that this had been a difficult issue for the working group, who, having spent much time and effort, had 
not been able to reach agreement.  In particular, the working group had felt that because of the political importance of 
this issue, the decision on whether or not to allow in the convention Party ships to use non-Party recycling facilities 
should be taken by the Committee.    
 
3.15 The United States, in document MEPC 57/3/10, reiterated the reasons for which it had proposed to allow the 
recycling of ships flagged by a Party in conforming non-Party facilities and discussed concerns raised by Member 
States regarding the proposal as well as specific elements of bracketed text in regulation 7bis of the draft convention.  
Furthermore, the United States proposed edits to regulation 7bis to strengthen the Party/non-Party provision. 
 
3.16 Canada, in document MEPC 57/3/12, proposed a compromise aiming to resolve the division over the Party/non-
Party issue. Under this proposal, during a transitional period, Parties would ensure that non-Parties meet specified 
conditions and report to the Organization how they achieved this.  
 
3.17 France, in document MEPC 57/3/17, expressed concerns about the introduction by the third intersessional 
working group of specific measures in the draft convention permitting ships flagged by a Party to be recycled in 
facilities of a non-Party, because this was a decision that exceeded the working group’s mandate and had pre-empted 
the possible position of the Committee on the matter. Furthermore, France proposed that the work of MEPC 57 to 
develop the convention should be conducted on the basis of a draft text that includes neither regulations 8.3 and 8.4, nor 
regulation 7bis and associated amendments. 
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3.18 Norway, in document MEPC 57/3/20, reiterated the rationale in its proposal for the introduction of regulation 
7bis in trying to strike a balance between mechanisms in the Party/non-Party provision which would encourage 
ratifications and still be practicable and effective to apply. 
 
3.19 Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International, in their submission MEPC 57/3/7, strongly 
opposed the inclusion of the Party/non-Party provision in the convention, as they considered that this would create a 
multiplicity of possible loopholes and disincentives for countries to ratify or comply with the convention. 
 
3.20 In the long and substantive discussion that followed, delegations who spoke agreed that the decision of the 
Committee should: encourage States to ratify the convention; avoid any disincentives for flag and recycling States to 
ratify the convention; and ensure sufficient recycling capacity at the entry into force of the convention.  
 
3.21 Some delegations stressed their concerns over a possible violation of trade conventions of the World Trade 
Organization if the convention did not allow for Party/non-Party arrangements, whilst other delegations were confident 
that the ship recycling convention would be exempt by the relevant exceptions in the WTO instruments.     
 
3.22 In the debate that ensued, a clear majority of the delegations were in favour of maintaining only Party to Party 
arrangements in the convention. Of these delegations, a significant number also supported the need for measures to 
address the adequacy of recycling capacity at the entry into force of the convention.   
 
3.23 The Committee, therefore, instructed the Working Group to maintain only Party to Party provisions in the draft 
convention. The Committee further agreed to prepare a draft conference resolution addressing the adequacy of 
recycling capacity to be adopted by the diplomatic conference. Such a draft conference resolution could be drafted by a 
correspondence group, and the working group was instructed to prepare terms of reference for such a correspondence 
group. The United Kingdom offered to coordinate the work of the correspondence group if established. The Committee 
noted with appreciation the offer of the United Kingdom to coordinate the work of the correspondence group if 
established. 
 
3.24 The Committee further agreed that such a conference resolution could be referenced in a footnote to the 
convention. 
 
3.25 The Committee agreed that the revised text of the draft convention contained in annex 1 to document MEPC 
57/3 should be used by the working group as a base document for the further development of the draft convention.  
Noting the progress towards the conference and in the spirit of co-operation, the Committee encouraged the working 
group to focus its work on the text of the draft convention, and to eliminate square brackets as far as possible. 
 
FURTHER PROPOSALS ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
 
3.26 The Committee noted that a further eight documents containing comments and proposed changes to the draft 
text of the convention had been submitted.  These documents were not introduced in plenary but instead the Working 
Group was instructed to discuss and to take them into account in further developing the text of the draft convention. 
 
PROPOSAL FOR CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE CONVENTION 
 
3.27 Japan, in document MEPC 57/3/13, had proposed draft conditions for entry into force of the convention. The 
submission was referred to the Working Group for consideration with a view to providing advice to the Committee.   
 
PROPOSED DIPLOMATIC CONFERENCE FOR THE ADOPTION OF THE INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION FOR THE SAFE 
AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND RECYCLING OF SHIPS    
 
3.28 The Committee recalled that, at its fifty-fifth session, it had requested the Council to consider the allocation of a 
five-day international conference on recycling of ships and budget in the 2008-2009 biennium to adopt the draft 
International Convention for the Safe and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships. The Council at its ninety-seventh 
session had approved the Committee’s request for inclusion in the Secretary-General’s relevant budget proposals. The 
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session, having noted that the budget for the diplomatic conference had already been 
approved and that MEPC 56 had approved a work plan for finalizing the draft convention, including the holding of the 
diplomatic conference in 2009, expressed appreciation to the offer of China to host the diplomatic conference in Hong 
Kong, China. 
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3.29 The Committee was informed that, further to subsequent discussions between the Secretariat and officials of 
Hong Kong, China, the diplomatic conference was planned to be held from 11 to 15 May 2009, subject to endorsement 
by Council at its 100th session in June 2008. It was also noted that the holding of the diplomatic conference would not 
incur any additional costs to the Organization as Hong Kong, China, had undertaken to cover any additional costs 
arising from its hosting of the Conference. 
 
WORK PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION AND THE ASSOCIATED GUIDELINES 
 
3.30 In its submission MEPC 57/3/6, Japan underlined the importance of completing the work on the Guidelines for 
Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling by the fifty-ninth session of MEPC, because of the strong link 
between these guidelines and the mandatory requirements of the convention for recycling facilities, and also because 
the early finalization of the guidelines would facilitate the voluntary implementation of the convention in the interim 
period between its adoption and its entry into force.  
 
3.31 The Committee requested the Working Group to consider document MEPC 57/3/6 and to take it into account 
when revising the work plan up to the completion of the development of the draft convention and of the associated 
Guidelines for Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling.   
 
3.32 Finally, the Committee agreed to await the report of the working group before deciding when to conduct an 
article-by-article and regulation-by-regulation review of the text of the draft convention in plenary.  
 
CO-OPERATION WITH RELEVANT ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER ISSUES  
 
Joint ILO/IMO/BC Working Group on Ship Scrapping 
 
3.33 The Committee recalled that the ILO observer had clarified, at its fifty-sixth session, that the Governing Body 
of ILO would take a decision at its meeting in November 2007 concerning hosting the third session of the Joint 
ILO/IMO/Basel Convention Working Group on Ship Scrapping.   
  
3.34 The International Labour Office, in its submission MEPC 57/3/1, informed the Committee that its Governing 
Body had agreed to convene the third session of the Joint Working Group on Ship Scrapping in Geneva from 29 to 31 
October 2008 and that the agenda of the third session was being discussed among the Secretariats concerned. 
 
3.35 The Committee recalled that the IMO had been represented in the previous two meetings of the Joint Working 
Group by the following five Member States: Bangladesh, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway and the United States. The 
Committee agreed that the same five Member States should also represent IMO at the third session of the Joint 
Working Group. Other Member States, Intergovernmental Organizations and Non-governmental Organizations could 
also attend the meeting as observers.  
 
Ongoing work by Parties to the Basel Convention 
 
3.36 The Committee noted three submissions by the Basel Convention Secretariat (MEPC 57/3/3, MEPC 57/3/4 and 
MEPC 57/3/4/Add.1) on the role of the Basel Convention in respect of ship recycling; on the further steps that may be 
taken by the Conference of Parties to the Basel Convention in connection with the IMO convention; on its invitation to 
IMO to ensure that the convention establishes an equivalent level of control to that stipulated under the Basel 
Convention; and on the ongoing work by Parties to the Basel Convention comparing the levels of control established 
under the Basel Convention and the draft IMO convention.  
 
Two planned trial ship recycling projects  
 
3.37 The Committee noted with interest submissions by Japan (MEPC 57/3/6) and Turkey (MEPC 57/3/15), both 
on trial ship recycling projects intended to test the provisions of the convention and of associated guidelines. Following 
the completion of the pilot projects, both Member States intended to report to the Committee the findings of each 
project and any relevant proposals for amendments to the guidelines. 
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The National Workshop on Ship Recycling in India 
 
3.38  The Committee noted document MEPC 57/3/5 (India), informing the Committee that the IMO-supported 
National Workshop on the Development of the International Convention for the Safe and Environmentally Sound 
Recycling of Ships, had been held from 7 to 10 January 2008 in Mumbai.  The Workshop had involved international 
experts and stakeholders from the Indian ship recycling industry and government.  Prior to the commencement of the 
Workshop the international experts had travelled to Alang where they had visited recycling yards and the Gujarat 
Maritime Board training centre, and had inspected facilities and equipment for the protection of health and safety of 
ship recycling workers and for the protection of the environment.   
 
3.39 The Workshop had been particularly timely and successful and had achieved its objective to help stakeholders 
and policy makers form clear perspectives of their positions in relation to the draft IMO convention.  The mission had 
concluded that there were no serious impediments to India ratifying the new convention as it had become apparent that 
India had already decided to regulate its ship recycling industry with national mandatory requirements which were 
consistent to those being developed by IMO. 
 
The ISO work programme on ship recycling 
 
3.40 Japan presented document MEPC 57/3/14, on the overlap between the activities of IMO towards the 
development of the convention and its guidelines and the ISO standards for recycling facilities. Japan proposed that the 
Committee should instruct the IMO Secretariat to strengthen its liaison with ISO on the subject of ship recycling. 
 
3.41 The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) introduced document MEPC 57/3/2, outlining the 
status of its work programme on the ISO 30000 series on ship recycling, and invited the Committee to take into account 
the future developments and outcomes of ISO in support of the development of the IMO mandatory convention and 
guidelines on ship recycling. 
 
3.42 A large number of Member States shared the concerns expressed by Japan over the possible existence of two 
standards which might confuse stakeholders, highlighting that the convention and its guidelines should be the primary 
instrument on issues related to ship recycling.   
 
3.43 The Committee agreed to instruct the Secretariat to continue its liaison with ISO with a view to obtaining the 
information described in paragraph 18 of document MEPC 57/3/14 and making it available to the Committee for action 
as appropriate. 
  
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE WORKING GROUP 
 
3.44 The Committee agreed to establish the Working Group on Ship Recycling under the chairmanship of Mr. Jens 
Koefoed (Norway) with the following Terms of Reference: 

 
“Taking into consideration submissions by Members, comments made as well as the decisions made in the 
plenary, the Working Group on Ship Recycling is instructed to: 

 
.1 complete the review of the text of the draft International Convention for the Safe and 

Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships, which was commenced at the third intersessional ship 
recycling working group;  

 
.2 further develop the text of the draft convention taking into account proposals in documents MEPC 

57/3/8 (United States); MEPC 57/3/9 (United States); MEPC 57/3/11 (Belgium and France); 
MEPC 57/3/16 (India); MEPC 57/3/19 (Norway); MEPC 57/3/21 (Denmark and France); 
MEPC 57/3/7 (Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International, on the issues of the 
substitution principle and the ship recycling fund); and MEPC 57/3/18 (ICS, IPTA, INTERCARGO, 
INTERTANKO, and OCIMF); 

 
.3 further develop the text of the draft convention, in line with the decision taken by the plenary while 

discussing documents MEPC 57/3/10 (United States); MEPC 57/3/12 (Canada); MEPC 57/3/17 
(France); MEPC 57/3/20 (Norway); and MEPC 57/3/7 (by Greenpeace International and Friends of 
the Earth International); 

 
.4 provide advice on the draft conditions for entry into force of the convention proposed in document 

MEPC 57/3/13; and  
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.5 revise the work plan for the development of the draft convention and the associated Guidelines for 

Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling taking into account any comments made during 
plenary and proposals in document MEPC 57/3/6 (Japan). 

 
REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ON SHIP RECYCLING  
 
3.45 As instructed by the Committee, the Working Group had used document MEPC 57/3 (report of the 
intersessional working group) as a basis of its consideration, taking into account comments made and decisions taken 
during plenary and proposals in relevant documents.  The outcome of the working group’s discussion on the text of the 
draft Convention was contained in annex 1 to the group’s report (MEPC 57/WP.6), which the Committee was invited to 
note as a basis for the further development of the draft convention. 
 
DELIBERATIONS WITHIN THE WORKING GROUP 
 
3.46 The Committee noted that the group had agreed to replace the terms “ships that fall within the scope of this 
Convention” in regulation 17.1 with the more explicit terminology “ships to which the Convention applies, or ships 
treated similarly pursuant to Article 3.4”.  The group had also made similar and consequential amendments to Article 6, 
regulation 18 and the Supplement of Appendix 5. 
 
3.47 The Committee was informed that France and Belgium had reminded the group of their joint submission to the 
third intersessional working group on ship recycling where it had been proposed that, in addition to adopting the above 
clearer terminology, the Convention should also make reference to a new set of guidelines addressing the level of 
conformity to be expected from non-Party flagged ships under the no-more favourable treatment clause in Article 3.4. 
The group had agreed that this could be the subject for a resolution by the diplomatic conference. 
 
3.48 The Committee noted that the working group had been informed that the Sub-Committee on Ship Design and 
Equipment, at its fifty-first session in February 2008, had agreed to draft amendments to SOLAS regulation II-1/3-5.2 
intended to prohibit all new installation of asbestos onboard ships without exceptions. The draft amendment had been 
submitted to the eighty-fourth session of the Maritime Safety Committee for approval, with a view to adoption at its 
eighty-fifth session, in December 2008. The earliest possible date this amendment could enter into force would 
therefore be July 2010.  Therefore, the group had agreed to amend Appendix 1 of the draft Convention by removing all 
exceptions to new installations of asbestos on board ships.  The Committee agreed to the group’s request for the 
Committee to instruct the Secretariat to bring this issue to the attention of the diplomatic Conference, if the Maritime 
Safety Committee alters or does not adopt the amendments to SOLAS regulation II-1/3-5.2. 
 
3.49 The Committee concurred with the group’s agreement to a number of amendments in the draft text of the 
convention designed to bring the survey and certification provisions in line with the Harmonized System of Survey and 
Certification of the Organization.  In essence, periodic surveys had been replaced by renewal surveys and the periodic 
endorsement of certificates had been replaced by the renewal of certificates. 
 
3.50 The Committee noted with interest that the group, being aware that it will become mandatory under SOLAS 
from 1 January 2009 for all companies owning or managing ships to be issued with an IMO identification number 
(resolution MSC.194(80)), it had agreed to require data on the IMO registered owner identification number and on the 
IMO company identification number in the form for the International Certificate on Inventory of Hazardous Materials 
(Appendix 3 to the Annex to the convention) and in the form of the International Ready for Recycling Certificate 
(Appendix 4 to the Annex to the convention). The reason the group had  required the company information on the 
certificates was in order to resolve the longstanding request by delegations to bring under the convention information 
on ownership contained in the commercial sale contract for recycling.  
 
3.51 The Committee noted that the group, as instructed by plenary, had deleted Articles 13bis, 7.2, and 12.1bis and 
regulations 7bis and 8.2 (second option). Furthermore the group had included self-elevating platforms in the definition 
of ship in Article 2.9 of the draft convention. 
 
3.52 On the subject of certification under the convention, the Committee noted that the group had agreed that, when 
issued, the International Ready for Recycling Certificate should not replace the International Certificate on Inventory of 
Hazardous Materials, that it should have a maximum validity of three months, and that the Certificate may be extended 
by the Administration, or by any person or organization authorized by it, for a single point to point voyage to the Ship 
Recycling Facility.  
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3.53 Also, as instructed by plenary, the group had reconsidered document MEPC-ISRWG 3/2/2 by IACS, and had 
agreed to amend regulation 5 to require the preparation of a “visual/sampling check plan”. The group, however, had 
been unable to reach agreement on the proposed introduction of a column in Appendix 2 containing “threshold values 
and exemptions”.  While there was much support for the proposal by IACS, the majority of the group, recognizing the 
great difficulty in attempting to provide such figures at the present time and also recalling that it is intended to provide 
threshold values in the relevant guidelines, had decided not to take forward this proposal at this meeting.  
 
3.54 The Committee noted that the group had considered the submission by Norway (MEPC 57/3/19) proposing to 
include three more Hazardous Materials in Appendices 1 and 2 of the Annex to the draft convention. The same 
proposal had been discussed by the 3rd Intersessional Working Group on Ship Recycling. While the group had been 
divided over the inclusion of two or three of the substances proposed by Norway, the group had finally decided against 
the inclusion of any new entries in Appendices 1 and 2.   Some delegations had felt particularly that such decisions 
should best be taken by experts under the provisions of regulations 6 and 7 of the Annex to the draft convention.  
 
3.55 In that connection, the Committee instructed the Secretariat to liaise with the Secretariat of the Stockholm 
Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants and to report to MEPC 58 on the status of that Convention’s consideration 
of the three substances which had been proposed by Norway for inclusion in Appendices 1 and 2 of the Annex to the 
draft convention. 
 
3.56 The Committee, having agreed to prepare a draft Conference resolution addressing the adequacy of recycling 
capacity and having also agreed that such a draft Conference resolution should be drafted by a correspondence group, 
instructed the working group to prepare terms of reference for the correspondence group.  The terms of reference for 
the correspondence group, as agreed by the Committee, are as follows: 
 

.1 the correspondence group2 is instructed to prepare a draft resolution for the diplomatic Conference to 
address the circumstances in which sufficient recycling capacity may not be available both before and 
following entry into force of the Convention, taking into account the decisions made at MEPC 57;  

 
.2 the draft resolution should encourage States to ratify the Convention at the earliest opportunity, and 

should address disincentives for flag and recycling States to ratify the Convention; 
 
.3 the draft resolution should not conflict with the requirements of the Convention itself, and should not 

require any amendments to the text of the Convention as drafted; 
 
.4 the correspondence group should also consider the draft resolution in the context of the entry into 

force provisions; and 
 
.5 the correspondence group should report the outcome of its deliberations to MEPC 58. 

 
3.57 The Committee noted that the group had agreed to the proposal by the United States (MEPC 57/3/8) to simplify 
the format of Appendix 5 of the Annex to the draft convention, subject to certain modifications. The group however had 
been unable to complete this work at this session and the latter part of Appendix 5 remained within square brackets. 
 
3.58 During the course of discussion, India had suggested, in document MEPC 57/3/16, that there may be a need to 
address situations in which a ship is sold to a “Cash Buyer” where the ship is no longer flying the flag of a particular 
State for a limited period immediately prior to delivery to the recycling facility.  The delegation of Norway had invited 
the group’s attention to annex 3 of document MEPC 57/3, where two proposals were offered as possible means of 
addressing the concern identified by India by prohibiting de-registration until the ship is delivered to a recycling 
facility.   
 

                                                            
2    Co-ordinator: 

Ms Katy Ware 
Senior Policy Advisor 
Shipping Policy Division 
Department for Transport 
Great Minster House, 76 Marsham Street 
London SW1P 4DR 
Tel:     +44 20 7944 5404 
email:  katy.ware@dft.gsi.gov.uk 
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3.59 The Committee noted that the matter was addressed to some extent by the last part of the definition of 
“shipowner” in regulation 1 which stated that the term includes “those who have ownership of the ship for a limited 
period pending its sale or handing over of a ship to a recycling facility”.  In this regard, it had been suggested that it 
might be necessary to review the provisions where a shipowner had a duty to communicate with the Administration (i.e. 
flag State) to determine whether this might need to be under the remit of the competent Authority of the recycling State 
when the ship to be recycled was without a flag.  The group had also noted that issues relating to registration and de-
registration of ships could be complex, and it would not be possible to develop a simple provision in the draft 
convention to address the full range of possible situations.  Furthermore the group had decided that it was not necessary 
to have any special provisions in the draft convention to address cash buyers but it had been finally agreed to review the 
issue at the intersessional working group. 
 
3.60 The Committee noted that the group had discussed submissions MEPC 57/3/21 by Denmark and France and 
MEPC 57/3/18 by ICS and other NGOs addressing regulations 9 and 25. There had been support for the concepts in the 
documents but not sufficient to lead to agreed changes to the text of the draft convention. It had been agreed however 
that the issue was important and should be subject to further debate by the intersessional working group. 
  
3.61 The Committee was advised that Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International had introduced 
the two issues of document MEPC 57/3/7 which had not been introduced in plenary.  The proposal to strengthen the 
substitution principle had been rejected by the working group as delegates had considered that this was already covered 
by regulations 6 and 7 of the draft Annex to the convention.  Greenpeace International had made it clear that its 
proposal for an economic mechanism for internalizing costs for safe and environmentally sound ship recycling was not 
covered by Article 13 on Technical assistance and co-operation. The group had suggested that Greenpeace International 
and Friends of the Earth International might consider submitting a more detailed proposal for such a funding 
mechanism to a future session of the Committee. 
 
Draft conditions for entry into force 
 
3.62 The Committee had requested the working group to provide advice on the draft conditions for entry into force 
which had been proposed by Japan in document MEPC 57/3/13. Japan had proposed a formulation for the entry into 
force Article which would require a minimum number of States, a tonnage threshold, and a factor based on the ratio of 
ship recycling capacity to the combined tonnage of merchant shipping.  In the time available the Group had been unable 
to discuss this proposal, but it had recognized that this question might relate to some extent to the work of the 
correspondence group.  The representative of the Legal Office had explained that there was no problem in principle in 
having recycling capacity as an element in the entry into force provisions but that, nevertheless, it would be necessary 
to have clarity and precision on how the recycling capacity was to be objectively determined by the depositary.   
 
Development of a work plan 
 
3.63 The Committee agreed to the group’s advice that there is a strong need for holding an intersessional meeting of 
the Working Group on Ship Recycling the week before MEPC 58 of four day duration, in order to help the finalization 
of the draft text of the Convention in good time to be circulated for the diplomatic conference planned for May 2009.  
 
3.64 The Committee also agreed to the draft Terms of Reference prepared by the working group for the proposed 
Intersessional Working Group, as set out below: 
    

“On the basis of the outcome of MEPC 57 and taking into account any relevant documents submitted to MEPC 
58, the fourth Intersessional Working Group on Ship Recycling is instructed to: 

 
.1 consider and resolve any outstanding issues and corresponding text of the draft convention; 
 
.2 consider document MEPC 57/3/13 by Japan; 
 
.3 prepare a final version of the draft convention for an Article-by-Article and regulation-by-

regulation review by MEPC 58; and 
 
.4 submit a written report to MEPC 58.” 
 

3.65 The Committee then revised the work plan for the development of the convention, which had been developed 
by the working group taking into account the progress made at the fifty-seventh session of the Committee, the 
Organization’s general work plan, and the proposal by Japan in document MEPC 57/3/6.  Following discussion the 
Committee approved the work plan as shown below:  



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

10 

 

 
3.66 The delegation of Turkey stated that its position regarding UNCLOS is well known and remains unchanged 
within the context of the International Convention for the Safe and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships. 
 
3.67 The delegation of the United States made a statement, as set out in annex 3.  The delegations of Bangladesh, the 
Marshall Islands and the Russian Federation associated themselves with the statement. 
 
…. 
 
 

ANNEX 3 
 

STATEMENT BY THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES 
CONCERNING SHIP RECYCLING IN NON-PARTY FACILITIES 

 
 

The delegation of the United States appreciated the attention of the Committee to the issue of recycling in non-
Party facilities under the convention.  The United States, however, did not concur with the decision not to provide in the 
convention for recycling at non-Party recycling facilities that meet or exceed the standards in the draft convention.  The 
United States believed that the serious concerns raised in its document MEPC 57/3/10 remained unaddressed in the 
current draft text of the convention and that further consideration of those issues was needed.  Furthermore, the United 
States believed that these issues were not likely to be resolved by a conference resolution providing for an interim 
solution to the recycling capacity issue.” 
 

Correspondence 
Group 

April-August 2008 Prepare draft conference resolution for addressing the 
circumstances in which sufficient recycling capacity may not be 
available. 

Council C 100 June 2008 Endorse date for diplomatic conference. 

4 ISRWG 30 September-  
3 October 2008 

Resolve outstanding issues and prepare final version of the draft 
convention. 

MEPC 58 
DG 

6-10 October 2008 Article-by-Article and regulation-by-regulation review of the 
draft Convention; 
Finalize the draft convention; 
Circulate the draft convention for the diplomatic conference. 

Diplomatic 
Conference 

[11-15 May 2009 Hong 
Kong, China] 

Adoption of the International Convention for the Safe and 
Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships. 

MEPC 59 [July 2009] Consideration of the draft Guidelines for Safe and 
Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling for adoption. 
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Annex II 
 

Below is the report of the working group on ship recycling convened during the 57th session of the Marine 
Environment Protection Committee of the International Maritime Organization: 
 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

12 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 13



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

14 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 15



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

16 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 17



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

18 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 19



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

20 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 21



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

22 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 23



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

24 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 25



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

26 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 27



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

28 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 29



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

30 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 31



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

32 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 33



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

34 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 35



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

36 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 37



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

38 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 39



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

40 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 41



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

42 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 43



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

44 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 45



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

46 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 47



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

48 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 49



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

50 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 51



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

52 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 53



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

54 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 55



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

56 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 57



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

58 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 59



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

60 



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 
 

 61



UNEP/CHW.9/INF/28 

62 

 
 

_____________________ 
 


