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	Executive Summary:
	5 outstanding issues from the revision of B-430 to B439 remain to be resolved.
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1. Introduction / Background

5 outstanding issues, submitted by UK, France and Australia, from the revision of B-430 to B439 remain to be resolved. It is hoped that these can be resolved during this meeting, so that the final draft of the revision can then be sent out for IHO Member States consideration.
2. Discussion/Analysis

Item 1: Recommended anchorages

Draft B-431.1 
Recommended anchorages not defined by a regulatory authority must be shown by the double fluke anchor symbol, the centre of the symbol being its position:
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The size of vessel for which the anchorage is suitable can be inferred from the depths and swinging room available or from Sailing Directions.
Chairman’s comment: In Annex C to CSPCWG Letter 03/2006, we wrote:
Several members asked why recommended anchorages should be black. We believe the reason to be that these are recommended purely for ‘hydrographic reasons’ (ie depth and seabed character) rather than any regulation. Perhaps more importantly, there is a need to distinguish those anchorages which have been reported and recommended by users as ‘good anchorages’, from those which have been approved and designated by a regulatory authority. It is assumed that such authority would take responsibility to ensure that a designated anchorage was adequately surveyed and, if necessary, maintained so that it is suitable for whatever vessels it is designated for. To treat ‘recommended anchorages’ in the same way as ‘defined anchorages’ may transfer any liability to the originating hydrographic office.

We asked ‘Do you agree to retain recommended anchorages in black?’ The response was a unanimous decision that the symbol should remain in black.

UK’s comment. As the result of a recent discussion with a local authority, UK is concerned that describing such anchorages as ‘recommended’ in INT 1 may be taken to imply that it is the HO who is recommending the anchorage. Consequently, liability may accrue to the HO. Many such recommended anchorages are derived from old surveys, reports from individual sailors or from advice in yachting guides; others are sheltered positions where vessels may anchor in emergency. It is suggested, therefore, that the description in INT 1 and M-4 should be amended to ‘Unregulated anchorage, Reported anchorage’ or similar, in order to maintain the distinction from ‘Anchorage areas defined by a regulatory authority’ and avoid accruing liability to hydrographic offices.

Item 2: Shape of designated anchor berths
Draft B-431.2

Designated anchor berths must be shown by means of a magenta anchor with a circle (or oval) superimposed. The number or letter assigned to the berth must be inserted within the circle. If necessary, to contain a 3-figure (or longer) designation, the circle may be extended to an oval:

FR Comment : ‘The use of a rectangle must be possible (cf chairman conclusion)’. (Also, there was correspondence from Japan and Spain on similar lines).
Chairman’s Response to FR:  my ‘conclusion’ was intended to convey a recognition that, while intended that the specifications should actually provide only one option (ie circle/oval), in this unimportant matter (why we used the word ‘may’) I recognised that countries already using the rectangle (including FR and UK) would probably continue to do so. However, this remark has caused confusion or disagreement, so we think it best to discuss at CSPCWG3 to get a consensus.
Item 3: Possible abbreviation for Waiting Area

Draft B-431.9 
Waiting (Holding) Areas. Designated areas where vessels wait, eg for a pilot or tug, should be shown by means of a magenta legend, eg ‘Waiting Area’, ‘Holding Area’ or equivalent. Their extent may be indicated by magenta dashed limits (N1.2).
AU comment: do we now require an abbreviation for small areas? Suggest 'Wait' be considered for INT1 section V.
Chairman’s response to AU : We are not sure that ‘Wait’ is intuitively an abbreviation for ‘waiting area’, especially as it is a word in its own right. Another one for CSPCWG3.
Item 4: Should the abbreviation ITZ be an option for labelling Inshore Traffic Zones?

Draft B-435.1 f.
An inshore traffic zone (M25.1-2) is defined in Ships’ Routeing as:

‘A routeing measure comprising a designated area between the

landward boundary of a traffic separation scheme and the adjacent

coast, to be used in accordance with the provisions of rule 10(d), as

amended, of the International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at

Sea, 1972 (Collision Regulations).’


Inshore traffic zones are used to exclude most classes of through traffic. They must be represented by the legend ‘Inshore Traffic Zone’, ‘ITZ’, or equivalent. Where end-limits are explicitly stated in Ships’ Routeing, they must be charted by bold T-shaped dashes. Traffic in an inshore traffic zone is separated from traffic in the adjacent traffic lane by either a separation zone or a separation line. An inshore traffic zone may be adjacent to a precautionary area. For boundary symbols, see B-436.

FR comment: I’m not sure that “ITZ” is very explicit for all users. The legend is better, ITZ should be avoided (as ZNC for “Zone de navigation côtière” on French charts). “or equivalent” is enough. The use of an abbreviation “ITZ” is not listed in Ships’ Routeing. The legend is listed]

Chairman’s Response to FR: ITZ is used in Ships’ Routeing (twice). We think where there is cramped space, it is useful to have an abbreviation, and believe this one to be well known. The remark ‘or equivalent’ follows the two given options, implying that other language legend or abbreviation can be used. (Whether ITZ should be an INT abbreviation is another issue, which will be part of our discussions at CSPCWG 3).
Item 5: Use of tint bands for emphasis

Draft B-439.6 Cartographic principles for portraying maritime limits (including boundaries – see also B440):


d. A tint band may be added on the inside of the limit symbol for emphasis or clarity when required.

FR comment: The FR proposal is that tint band should be used for specified area limits – 10 (/16) members added comments to their answer. Reading these 10 comments, it seems that the tendency is to state that :
· the free use (may…) of tint band isn’t the best thing, the use of tint band must be seriously considered or is to be avoided,
· the use of tint band for specified area limits shouldn’t be mandatory but optional.
The answers without comments are difficult to interpret. Do they correspond to the question “should tint band be used only for specified area limits?” or “should tint band be used always (mandatory) for specified area limits?”?]
Current B-439.6 d doesn’t reflect very well the tendency.
Paragraph B-439.6 d.  should be improve and rewritten in a more consensual way, something like : “A tint band may be added on the inside of the limit symbol for emphasis or clarity when required. That will be done preferably for kinds of limits which often appear on charts where some other limits exist and which are important, especially for international shipping (e.g. fairways when not highlighted with grey tint, waiting areas, active minefields, precautionary areas). In other cases, cartographer must seriously consider where and why a specific area should be emphasized by adding a tint band.
Chairman’s response: We read the responses differently from you, probably because we had a different perspective. However, it is true that the original question was badly phrased, resulting in inconclusive replies. The best way to resolve this is to discuss at CSPCWG3. It will be mostly the same people who responded.
3. Action required of CSPCWG

The CSPCWG is invited to discuss these issues and finalize draft B-430 to 439. 
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