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Date: 16 December 2014

Dear Colleagues
Subject: CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14 (Dredged areas and maximum authorized draught) – follow-up to Letter 09/2014
Thank you to the 23 Working Group members who responded to Letter 09/2014.  As usual, we have consolidated the responses, analysed them and added ‘Chairman’s comments’ (and two ‘Secretary’s comments); see Annex A.

The clear majorities on all questions enable us to proceed to asking for Member States to approve, after some minor changes mentioned in the ‘Chairman’s comments’.

There is no need to respond to this Letter if you are content with the analysis above and in Annex A. If you do have further comments, please respond by 15 January 2015.
Yours sincerely,
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Re: International Fleet Review [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Chris and Lyn Roberts [chrisandlynr@bigpond.corm]
Tor_Vioatton, Jeff 1R

Thanks Jeff,

That s great news. If you could post a copy to my dad, Don Roberts at 4/120 Wright Street, HURSTVILLE NSW 2220, that would be great as he wil be out there on the
harbour on the review day.

Tll check out the website now.

Spoke to Ron Fumess this morning. He is now 70 and was saying it will be 20 years next year since we moved from North Sydney. Wow!1!! He is pretty well in health
‘and litle involvement with THO matters.

Chris

On 16/09/2013 10:19 AM, Wootton, Jeff MR wrote:
Gday Chris
I have had a chat with Goran and Jenny. and have the following information regarding the Intemational Fleet Review

There will be a chart (half chart) published hopefully this week indicating the positions of allthe warships participating in the Review. | have organised to get a copy of
the chart for you when it is published

No-one that | spoke to was aware of any publication/booklet containing information about the Review being published. The closest thing to such a publication that |
could find was the "offcial” website for the Review

hitp:/fwwnwnavy. gov.aulif
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Jeff Wootton,

Chairman

Annex A: CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14 – Consolidated responses (with Chairman’s comments).
Annex A to CSPCWG Letter 13/2014

CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14 (Dredged areas and maximum authorized draught)
Consolidated Responses
	WG10 

Action
	Question
	Yes
	No

	10
	Do you agree with the proposed redraft of sections B-414 and changes to INT1, specifically:

a. New introductory paragraph?
Chairman: See response to DE comment below. 
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	DE, NL

	
	b. Move of existing B-414.3 to B-414?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	
	c. Downgrading inclusion of ‘m’ after depth from ‘must…always’ to ‘may’?
Chairman: see responses below relating to the comments of France and Netherlands.
	AU, CA, CL, DK, ES, IN, IT, JP, LV, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA),
	BR, DE, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, NL, ZA

	
	d. Other changes in B-414?
Chairman: see responses below relating to the comments of France and Netherlands.
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, GR, IN, IT, LV, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	JP, FR, NL,

	
	e. Changes in B-414.1?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, ZA
	JP,

	
	f. The deletion of existing B-414.2 (and consequent deletion of I23)?
Chairman: This is the most significant change and is unanimous!
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	
	g. Minor changes in B-414.4?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	JP,

	11
	a. Do you agree with the proposed changes to INT1 descriptions for I21 and I22?

Chairman: see responses below relating to the comment of France.
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	FR,

	
	b. Do you agree to delete I23?

Chairman: This is the most significant change and is unanimous!
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	12
	a. Do you agree that, in the absence of a more intuitive symbol, the specifications for the representation of maximum authorized draught should remain unchanged?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	
	b. If your answer to the above question is ‘yes’, do you agree with the proposed final draft changes to B-410 and B-432.4?

Chairman: see responses below relating to the comments of Italy and Sweden.
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, UA, US(NOAA), ZA
	IT, SE,

	13
	Do you agree no change is required to B-141/142?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	14
	Do you, or any other HO that you are aware of (except Finland), use and chart the concept of ‘maximum authorized draught’?
Chairman: as expected, this concept (however described) only applies in countries charting waters in which tides are minimal.
	DK, GR, IT, SE, UA,
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, IN, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, UK, US(NOAA), ZA


Further comments
AUSTRALIA

10c:  While Australia agrees to downgrading the requirement for the indication of the units of measurement for depicted dredged depths, we have the following additional comment:

Australia considers that the statement at B-130 “The standard units for depths and heights must be metres (m) and decimetres (dm)” must be taken into account in regard to the wording of B-414 (and throughout S-4 Part B).  Given the “must” at B-130, we feel that any reference to units of measurement other than metres and decimetres cannot be included elsewhere in the Specifications.  Australia therefore suggests that the first sentence of the revised third paragraph at B-414 be reworded similar to:

The minimum depth must be given in metres and decimetres (precision depending on the accuracy of the control survey), always which may be followed by an indication of the units, ie ‘m’ or ‘metres’.
Secretary: see my response to France below. Also, ‘ie’ is no longer acceptable to IHB and I think we should not encourage using ‘metres’ in full, when an international abbreviation is available and well known.
BRAZIL

10d: Brazil agrees with all the changes. We suggest that new symbols could be inserted before the symbol I24 on INT1.

Chairman: I23 will become a ‘retired’ symbol and cannot be reused for a new symbol, see S-4 B-151.2. However, there are no new symbols proposed. 
FINLAND

10c: If both units and decimal zeros are optional, the minimum depth will be too similar to a sounding.

Chairman: See response to Netherlands.
FRANCE

10c: As decimal zero may be omitted, it’s necessary to always add “m” to avoid confusion with soundings.

Chairman: See response to Netherlands.
10d: First, in IHO publication M3, the resolution A2.1 strongly recommends that all countries, as soon as convenient, adopt the metric system for their nautical publications.
Second, S4 B-110.1 Standardization of certain fundamentals: […]. S-57 includes numerous mandatory requirements, […]; depth, height and positional accuracy units must be metres; […]. It is hoped, in the light of this, that standardization of such fundamentals can be achieved in time.

So, the publication S4 must avoid adding examples with such units as “ft”. 

Moreover, it would also be better to keep “always followed” and remove “if considered useful”.

Chairman/Secretary: B-110 states that ‘It is hoped, in the light of this, that standardization of such fundamentals can be achieved in time’, in recognition that this has not yet been achieved. B-130 certainly states that use of metres is a ‘must’ (although probably originally intended for INT charts). However, until US changes its policy on use of non-metric units, there is a significant part of the world where any publisher or printer nation is still forced to retain fathoms and/or feet. This is already acknowledged in various places within S-4, e.g. B-221.2, B-255.2, B-280. There is also an international abbreviation ‘ft’ in B-122.1 (which has its own entry in INT1 at B47). Nevertheless, it is only an example and we could just give the one example: ‘m’.
11a: As explained above, it’s necessary to keep “m”.
GERMANY

10a: The areas which are not dredged but have a maintained depth should also be covered, see last sentence of the WG10 report on 8.1. If not possible to change the heading it could be explained only in the S-4 text.

Chairman: The reason for retaining the heading ‘Dredged areas’ was explained in Letter 09/2014 (margin). A ‘maintained’ depth implies there will be human intervention if/when required, usually by dredging. This seems to be adequately covered in the first, defining, sentence.
I fully support comment c4. But we see no problem to chart turning basins partly in magenta if the circle does not coincide with the black shown area limit with the minimum depth. In these cases the minimum depth is always given in black.

Chairman: It may be confusing to show one area with part black and part magenta limit.
10c: The unit is necessary from our point of view. If not stated in the depth area a general note or legend should be added at the chart.

Chairman: All charts should have a legend defining the units used on the chart (S-4 B-241.5). See also response to Netherlands.
12a: From our former correspondence I learnt that the symbol I proposed (comparable with the waterline or plimsoll mark at ships) is not needed anymore. The users are content with the status quo.

Chairman: Sylvia is referring to earlier correspondence between Chairman, Secretary, Finland and Germany, in accordance with WG10 Action 12. The outcome is recorded under the heading ‘Discussion’ in Letter 09/2014. The suggested symbol is similar to Ө, although the line extends a little beyond the circumference.
12b: At B-432.4b the symbol for minimum depth is mentioned in brackets as I27. The description for I21 and I22 in INT 1 both includes “with minimum depth”. Do we really need an extra I27?

Chairman: Neither the proposed I26 or I27 can be included in INT1 until Member States have approved these changes. Arguably, I27 is not needed; it was only included to enable users to readily see the difference from I26 – but in fact all depths shown on charts are ‘minimum depths’ unless otherwise identified. AU will consider whether this would be better placed in the planned new Section V.
14: We have adopted the FI charts and have added a legend to explain the symbols which are not INT1 conform, e.g. the maximum authorized draught values without units. For us this was the preferred solution as our INT1 did not cover this depiction.

ITALY

After discussions at WG9 and WG10, we agreed on the need to review specifications regarding maximum draught and minimum depth using mariner feedback, but, at the same time, we inform you that this problem has become more and more serious for Italian HO.

We have discussed the problem also with the TSMAD (Mr. Jeff Wootton) in order to define a better solution both for paper charts and ENCs. 

To better explain a real case, we’ll show you the situation in a new INT chart which is being constructed.

In the area shown in fig.1 we have multibeam hydrographic data acquired in 2012. The competent maritime authority, 2 years later, assured a maximum draught of  9,6 m. The same authority could not give the Italian HO any other official information about minimum depth. 

Therefore, the inconsistency between maximum draught value and soundings is clearly represented in fig.1, where there is a sounding showing 11m (Chairman:  I assume the better example soundings here are the depths that are shoaler than 9.6m in the maximum authorized draught area) of depth inside the area where the maximum draught ia 9,6m.

The Italian HO together with the local maritime authority has decided to represent only the maximum authorized draught using INT N1.2 magenta limit and the legend Maximum draught  <9.6m>. As you can see in fig.2, soundings and depth contours are deleted, due the inconsistency with draught information.
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Waiting for review specifications, we suggest to modify B-432.4 as following:

B-432.4 
Maximum draught and minimum depth
a. 
In areas where the tidal range is not appreciable, it may be useful to state the maximum draught of vessels authorized by a regulatory authority to navigate a recommended track (see B-434.3), a fairway (see B-434.5b) or within any other regulated area. The maximum authorized draught must be charted between arrowheads, for example <18.5m> (I26). The colour should be consistent with the feature to which it relates, for example magenta in a routeing measure such as a fairway (see B-434.5) or regulated areas and black on a recommended track (see B-434.3) or in a fish haven (see B-447.5). The size of the legend is at the discretion of the cartographer, but it should stand out clearly from other detail in the area. 

b. 
All other depths quoted on tracks, in deep water routes and dredged areas or channels must indicate the minimum depth of water at chart datum (and a survey year date if not maintained), for example 18.5m (I27), as decided by a port or hydrographic authority (see also B-435.3f). It must never be shown between arrowheads. As in (a) above, the colour should be consistent with the feature to which it relates. In dredged areas and channels (where actual depths are not shown) it should be black (see B-414). No statements of minimum depths must be made in changeable areas unless the critical depths are regularly examined and updated. 

Note: The difference in value between the actual minimum depth and the authorized (or recommended) maximum draught will vary according to the situation (for example, whether the sections of track are sheltered or not). This will be determined by the regulatory authority.
When it is possible, minimum depth and authorized maximum draught should both be quoted. In unusual cases, where the inconsistency between these data is manifest, only the maximum authorized draught may be represented.

Chairman: I have suggested that Italy prepare and submit a Paper to CSPCWG11 for further discussion of the WG.  My main concern is the charting of ‘regulatory’ depth information (which may not conform to physical depths, as indicated in the above example) in lieu of physical depth information.  I have additional concerns over how such information would be encoded on ENC, which was the subject referred to above by IT in its discussions with me in October 2014.  My full response to IT, which may be referenced in a future comment on any Paper submitted by IT on this subject to CSPCWG11, is as follows:
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

There have been some draft changes made to S-4 in regard to the depiction of maximum authorized draught for areas other than along recommended tracks or within fish havens, as proposed by Italy in a paper presented at CSPCWG9 (November 2012).  However, none of these proposed changes specify that the bathymetry in an area can be replaced entirely by an indication of maximum authorized draught only.  The Italian paper for CSPCWG9 (CSPCWG9-8.14A), includes the statement “As for a Fairway, soundings and depth contours or any other data should be included as appropriate”, and the decisions made at CSPCWG9, and the subsequent S-4 actions, were progressed based on this premise.  From this perspective I do not consider that the removal of all bathymetry from these “maximum authorized draught areas” is appropriate (and was certainly not considered at CSPCWG9), and indeed do not consider such removal of bathymetry to conform with the specifications for the representation of depth detail at S-4 – B-410, nor with the removal of such depth detail to be in accordance with any depth generalization rules (B-403) given that the charts concerned appear to be the largest scale chart coverage for these areas.  Given that the specifications and guidance for the encoding of ENC’s were based on the charting specifications (S-4), including the rules regarding complete, non-overlapping coverage of Group 1 objects for areas on ENC containing data, I would expect that TSMAD would be equally concerned with the removal of bathymetry from an area in lieu of including only maximum authorized draught information.

While understanding the problem that you have in regard to Maritime Authorities only providing authorized draught information, I would make my first course of action a request to these Maritime Authorities to provide, in addition to the maximum authorized draught, a minimum depth value (at least) for these areas so as to provide all the information required for safe navigation (and I would site instances where vessels may have to depart from their planned route in an emergency situation, and the use of the echosounder by the mariner as an additional route monitoring tool, as examples of this requirement).  If the Maritime Authority has concerns over any legal interpretation of the term “maintained” (i.e. in terms of a maintained dredged area), this may be mitigated by encoding this information as “not regularly maintained” (QUASOU = 11) for these dredged or depth areas.  You may then compile this information for your chart products appropriately.  I would also point out that one of the main tools used by mariners in terms of both route planning and route monitoring using ECDIS is the representation of the mariner defined safety contour (and safety depth) – a tool which cannot be utilised in the absence of bathymetry information in areas within which the manoeuvring availability for vessels is most likely to be restricted.

I do not consider encoding these maximum authorized draught areas as unsurveyed areas (UNSARE) and caution areas (CTNARE) to be appropriate, and would consider that the international mariner would have concerns over seeing such areas within or approaching port areas in their ECDIS, particularly as these areas are supposedly navigable.  Additional to the problems with ECDIS alarms that you have identified above, there is the problem of the maximum authorized draught information (the only depth information being made available to the mariner) being available only through an ECDIS Pick Report (for the CTNARE), which I also consider to be unsatisfactory.  Given that the underlying Group 1 object is UNSARE, how does the mariner know that this is where the “depth” (or “draught”) information is encoded?  Given your current situation, a possible solution is to encode a single depth area covering an area of maximum authorized draught, having:

-  DRVAL1 = the “maximum authorized draught” value, or the minimum depth from the latest source information that you have, whichever is deeper

-  DRVAL2 = the deepest depth in the area from the latest source that you have

-  QUASOU = 2 (depth or least depth unknown) or 7 (least depth unknown, safe clearance at value shown)

-  INFORM = Maximum authorized draught = …..  (optionally, you may choose to continue to encode this using CTNARE, noting ECDIS alarms, or on another object class such as FAIRWY).

However, as stated above, I think the best course of action is to pursue obtaining the latest bathymetry from the Maritime Authorities, and the above option is still inadequate.

I suggest that this issue be raised with the CSPCWG in the first instance, through submission of a Paper to CSPCWG11 (scheduled for April 2014 in Rostock, Germany).  Encoding options in S-57, and possible new modelling for S-101, can then be considered by the TSMADWG based on the conclusions of the CSPCWG.  If you consider appropriate, I would be happy to circulate this discussion to a wider audience, beginning with the Secretariat of the CSPCWG.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

In regard to the action 12 from CSPCWG10, I do not consider this discussion to be within the scope of the original action.  Given the clear majority in favour of the proposed amendments to B-432.4 as included in Letter 09/2014, I consider that the amendments are approved, with further discussion regarding the additional issues raised by IT to be included in the Agenda for CSPCWG11.
NETHERLANDS

10
a. There are lots of examples where the dashed line to deeper water is retained, ie to deeper dredged area or to give a clear indication where the dredge area ends and the depth area starts. Therefore I suggest the term “may” instead of “should”.

Limits of dredged areas must be indicated by medium dashed lines. The ends should may be left open where leading into deeper water.
Chairman: Agree.
b. The “m” should always be added, to make it more clear that there’s a dredged area (confusion might be possible with soundings or numbers, specially in cases where the decimal value is omitted). There are also cases where dredged values are off position, ie behind the name of the harbour. (Outer harbour (14,1m))

The minimum depth must normally be given in metres and decimetres (precision depending on the accuracy of the control survey), always which may be followed by an indication of the units, for example ‘m’ or ‘metres ft’, if considered useful(. Decimal zeros may be omitted. The depth should normally be inserted within
Chairman: Although a majority accept the ‘downgrading’ of the requirement for adding an indication of the units (e.g. ‘m’) there is clearly some concern expressed by a minority that the lack of the unit could cause confusion with soundings. But, in fact, would such confusion matter? Some HOs do use sounding style numbers (sometimes several all the same) within dredged areas to indicate the depth of the area; I presume they have not experienced any user feedback that this causes confusion so, on the basis of B-110, it is difficult to justify ‘must always’. However, in NL’s point of the case of dredged depths out of position, the addition of ‘m’ does help clarify that the number is a depth (although not necessarily a dredged depth; it may be a minimum depth or a maximum authorised draught) rather than some other numerical label for the harbour. In the light of this, and the Secretary’s comments above, we will amend this sentence to: 
The minimum depth must normally be given in metres and decimetres (precision depending on the accuracy of the control survey), always which may be followed by an indication of the units, for example ‘m’, especially where it may not be clear to what the number refers, for example when it is out of position: ‘Outer Harbour (14,1m)’.
SWEDEN

10a: SE see the need to state within B-414 that the areas should be shown in the largest scale and it will be up to the producing countries to show the areas in smaller scales if needed and possible.

Chairman: this applies to nearly every entry in S-4. It should only be necessary to state this, for example, when something different applies in the case of 2nd or smaller scales, or something should only be charted at largest scale. This is otherwise covered at B-401 to B-404.
12b: SE also see the need, thanks to the wording of B-432.4 sec. b, to include within B-434.3 an example of the symbol for a track with a minimum depths. SE recommends a symbology equal to the present symbology for maximum draught but without the brackets in black. SE also see the need to reword the headline for B-434.3 to include minimum depths as in B-432.4 or only use the word depths instead of the present headline. 

Chairman: while I understand the logic of this reasoning, in fact there has never been a symbol or specification relating to showing a minimum depth on a recommended track, presumably because the user could determine this from the charted soundings. Where these are not easily determined from the chart, they could be stated in an associated note. Also, despite our current use of the arrows as brackets to symbolize ‘maximum authorized draught’, their primary purpose remains as arrows indicating that a track is two-way. This would be lost if they are removed to indicate ‘minimum depth’. Generally, all black depths are supposed to represent minimum depth unless otherwise indicated (B-432.4b). Sweden could submit a paper to CSPCWG11 with this proposal, if still considered necessary.
14: SE charts fairways with a “maximum authorized draught” but our intention is to replace all fairway with this content and instead chart them with a “minimum depth”.

UKRAINE

14: Ukraine uses this concept but with small difference - at us it "maximum draught of vessels".
US(NOAA) added several exclamation marks after its endorsement of 11b.!!!
� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���








_970034754.doc
[image: image1.png]o, 1Y A
/.\\\\\\\\\\\\Aé///&
NS








