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Date: 16 December  2014

Dear Colleagues
Subject: CSPCWG10 Actions 15 and 18-21 – follow-up to Letter 10/2014. 
Thank you to the 23 Working Group members who responded to Letter 10/2014.  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 questions relating to Actions 15, 18, 19 and 20 enable us to proceed to asking for Member States to approve, after some minor changes mentioned in the ‘comments’. Action 21 needs further discussion, which will initially be addressed at our meeting in April 2015 (in Rostock).

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,

[image: image1.png]i SL2-KONICA-1309260917¢

{f - Adobe Reader

Flo Edt Vew Window Help

x

WEOx - Microsoft Outlook L=l=1)

Bl Edt Vew Go Ioos

o

Be

| 1]

125% |~

BBlez|

Comment  Share

| 1) 30t BRANCH : Hy...| ] Inhon: - icvosoft ©.

| Lo Thscannertz

ew + 5 (33 X | CuReply CReply to Al (3} Forward | T sendiReceive ~ | SpFind [ | [ Type s contact tofind  + | @! j
(2] 9 | B Mesoges HI=EL |

(| @k @
£ ) | Search Obective:

Favorte Folders

Actions  Objective Help  Adobe PDF Type aquestionfor help  +

4D glFron |ubyect [Receved N
B 3 0 Richardhon Thomss RE: [EXTERALTRES DCEG Questions CATCON 4Lt Elvator 0.0 i 23/08/2013 6156 1 e
2 cvesdia 30 Labue, Derise RIRL _ RE: [EXTERAL] R DCEG Question CATCON 4 - Lt Elevator 0 (LNCLASSIFIED) FriZ3/08/2013 11:22 i W
L For Folow Up 4 Prince, Dave FiW: Future of the paper chart ‘Sat 24/08/2013 1:10 AM 21K8 4
(5 snt ems 3 0 s Powel - NOPA Fod.. 55710 5101 mapping tble s Sat2A{0Bf2013 499 A e

A Folders T3 g Walbsgen@sio.. SV: Futur o the paper chart Tus Z7/0Ef2013 1120 A ELI
= 25 Molbos - Woatton, eff ]| (1 © Richardson Thomas R [EXTERNALIRE: DCEG Quesbon: CATCON 4 - Lt Eevatar 000 Tus Z7/OEF2013 1023 P i
3 Deleted ttems (156
pratts [1] S Dates Last week
Gmbox [ Chvisand LynRoberts _ Re: Internationa Fest Review [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] Mion 16/05/2013 1:28 PM 2k
E rkemad 22 0 Beans, Pan 5 Weekly Management Eist Week 32013 and Weeky Fragramme Week 39,2013 [SEC-LNCLASSIFIED] i 20j09f2013 3:03 P10 L
B 5 MissiloGea CARIS D - SHOM auestionaie Friz0/osf2013 525 1 [
(54 Search Foders 4 0 3k Powel- NORA Fed..._TSMADZS ACTION 12 Sat 210972013 359 A i

9 bectve

B
23 Colenir

4| contacts

2] rorks

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 15 and 18-21 Consolidated Responses (with Chairman’s comments)

Annex A to CSPCWG Letter 14/2014
CSPCWG10 Actions 15 and 18-21
Consolidated Responses

	WG10 

Action
	Question
	Yes
	No

	15
	a. Do you agree with the proposed changes to B-296.2?

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

	
	b. Do you agree with the consequential change to B-291.1?

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

	
	c. Do you agree with the addition of cross references at B-418.1?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	18 & 19
	a. Do you agree to adopt the proposed new symbol F19.3?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	
	b. Do you agree with the proposed changes to B-321.8?
	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. Do you agree to amend the term for N12.7 in B-431.3 and INT1 to ‘Dangerous cargo anchorage area’?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	
	d. Do you agree that a separate symbol for a dangerous cargo anchor berth is not needed in INT1?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	
	e. Do you agree with the proposed changes to B-431.2?
	BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	AU

	20
	a. Do you agree with the proposed changes to B-445.8?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, ZA
	US(NOAA)

	
	b. Do you agree with the proposed changes to B-445.9?
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IN, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, US(NOAA), ZA
	

	21
	Do you agree with the proposed new specification B-321.9?

Chairman: Various comments below imply we need to consider this further (at WG11).
	AU, BR, CA, CL, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FR, GR, IN, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, UA, UK, ZA
	FI, US(NOAA)


Further comments
AUSTRALIA

Action 18e:  Probably just a minor issue, but Australia considers that a “symbol” is not “assigned” to an anchor berth in the same way as a number or letter is.  Therefore we suggest amending the 2nd sentence of the first paragraph of B-431.2 to read:

The number or letter assigned to the berth, and/or the symbol describing the purpose (for example dangerous cargo ‘flame’, quarantine cross) if considered necessary, must be inserted within the circle.
Secretary: This minor change can be incorporated.
Action 21:  As conceded in the CSPCWG10 record, the method for depicting the area of an all-weather terminal cannot be used by some HO’s (eg Australia).  While Australia agrees with the proposed new specification B-321.9, we suggest that further discussions take place within the CSPCWG so as to provide additional solutions to cater for all HO’s.

Secretary: The proposal is to label the terminal, which can be applied to any nation’s charts. The transparent tint is an additional option only available to those HOs whose technology allows. However, it may be that there are other possibilities.  AU will prepare a paper for CSPCWG11.
BRAZIL

15b: We believe that the word survey is the best definition for source diagram.

Chairman: See response to India.
FINLAND

21: We also think that this needs more working on. The proposed symbol does seem "incomplete" without a line on the edge. Many of these structures, like the one shown in CSPCWG10-08.10A, do have solid walls making them physical obstructions. A tint only symbol does not feel like an obstruction. 

Chairman: Agree further discussion about an ‘edge’, roof supports, detached wharves and how to depict on charts which do not use urban tint is necessary.  AU will prepare a paper for CSPCWG11.
GERMANY

20b: We have practised not to chart piles for planned turbines during the construction works of a wind farm as during the works in most cases entry is prohibited and we see the farm symbol with a note in the area of the planned farm as a sufficient solution. We are aware that for the vessels which are allowed to enter the construction site it is necessary to have information about the built devices but this information we cannot provide up-to-date. 
Chairman: The proposal is intended to be used in large areas where navigation is permitted and allows for some updating, while removing the necessity for very frequent updating.
21: See comments of Latvia but do we need an INT1 entry and extra number for this?

Chairman: See response to Finland. I think as we are using existing symbols and will include an explanatory legend, there is no need to include anything in INT1.
INDIA

15a: B-296.2: Source data diagram is meant for metadata of survey sources. Inclusion of topographic sources and labelling the maintained depth and un-surveyed areas will clutter the source diagram. There is standard practice to show these details on the chart.

Chairman: The reference to topographic sources is unchanged and has always been an option. The inclusion of maintained channels and unsurveyed areas is also to be an option, if considered useful. If not considered useful, then they can be omitted. It would seem that where they constitute a large area of a chart, it is useful to explain areas which would otherwise be left blank on the source diagram.
15b: B-291.1: Retain the word ‘survey’ and read ‘survey data’ which is appropriate to the context.

Chairman: In addition to ‘survey’ data, and the possible additions of unsurveyed and dredged areas and topographic data, we need to look ahead to other non-survey data such as maximum depth areas, satellite derived bathymetry and crowd sourcing. The simple generic term ‘data’ seems appropriate. 
20b: B-445.9: L5.1 and 5.2 will solve the purpose. If required “Wind Farm under Construction” could be delineated if limits are known and a legend “wind farm under construction” with a ‘see Note’ could be given instead of depicting all possible locations of wind turbines which creates data clutter.

Chairman: In many cases this is true (and covered by the new first sentence). However, in the examples presented to CSPCWG10, this was clearly not adequate and a method is required to show planned turbine positions.
21: B-321.9: The information pertaining to covered berths could be provided in the MN_PUB where all relevant point information including onshore facilities have been made available to the mariner. Depicting of too many shades on the chart may lead to confusion.

Chairman: Guidance on how to encode covered boathouses in ENC has been included in S-57 Appendix B.1, Annex A – Use of the Object Catalogue for ENC, clause 4.8.15, and may be easily extended to include covered berths.  This will be discussed by the IHO TSMADWG on adoption of the specification in S-4.  See also response to Finland.
ITALY

21: At the moment Italian HO has no information about “Covered wharf”. Don’t you think that the proposed representation may be confused with a mistake of the land tint?

Chairman: See response to Finland.
JAPAN
Action21: Japan would like to support the proposal, but doesn’t use urban tint. How should it be charted without urban tint?

Chairman: See response to Finland.
LATVIA
18/19e: B-431.2 - If updating, it probably is worth considering to delete cross reference at the end: “For other berths, see B-323” because 323 is “Not currently used”. And in INT1 designation and visitor berths are cross referenced also to 323.1.
Chairman: Thank you for pointing this out. The cross reference should be amended to B-321. INT1 producers please also note.
21: B-321.9 – We agree that symbol is needed. From our point, the symbol looks a bit unfinished though. As NOAA suggests, it could be solid line or may be dashed line around the tint (N1.2), so indicating “water area” it covers and it is also possible to add also note to this “area” if needed (limit could also be useful to encode it to ENC as area with info). Also unclear a bit is profile picture against the added chartlet. Profile has posts in the water holding the roof, so there should be maybe minor piles in the water also under the building tint. Maybe also there should be then shown possible entry and exit paths(arrows of kind), if piles are not just in the corners, but more along the outer edge of a tint?

Chairman: See response to Finland.
NETHERLANDS
15 - 291.1 Suggest the wording “source data” instead of just “data”

Chairman: See response to India.
NEW ZEALAND

18/19d: More of a question we’d like clarified please, does the ‘dot and three squiggles’ currently represented in N12.7 explicitly represent the word ‘Explosives’? Would this need to be updated if the description for N12.7 changes from ‘Explosives anchorage area’ to ‘Dangerous cargo anchorage area’?
	The current symbol for N12.7:
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	Proposed F19.3:
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Chairman: Yes, this is stated in Letter 10/2014 under ‘Other consequential amendments’ for S-4 B-431.3 and INT1 N12.7. Is there somewhere else that would need updating?  Note also that the WG has agreed unanimously that a symbol for a dangerous cargo anchor berth is not required in INT1.
21: What are the allowances/guidelines for covered berths in countries that don’t use urban tint?
Chairman: See response to Finland.
US(NOAA)

20a: Section B-445.8:  The re-worded Section B-445.9 specifies that Symbol F22 (minor post or pile) should be used to indicate planned turbines or turbines under construction within a wind farm.  That leaves open to interpretation how to indicate an individual turbine under construction on a large scale chart.  If there is just one turbine under construction, especially outside of a wind farm, should we specify in B-445.8 the use of Symbol L 5.1 with an Under construction legend (my preference), or should an individual turbine outside of a wind farm be charted with Symbol  F22 and a note explaining the symbol as proposed for wind farms in B-445.9?  Minor post or pile just does not seem appropriate to me when symbolizing an individual turbine that could be something like 50 m in height, but so far, S-4 is not addressing that.

Chairman: F32 is available for qualifying any feature ‘under construction’, including an individual turbine (B-329). However, this new exceptional practice in B-445.9 could lead to confusion if assumed to apply to all cases of wind turbines. The simplest solution is to amend the bold starting phrase to ‘Wind farms (and individual turbines) under construction may be indicated by the legend ‘Under construction’ with year date (F32), within or adjacent to the charted area or symbol. However...’.  A reference to B-445.9 would then be included at the end of B-445.8 for completeness: ‘For wind turbines under construction, see B-445.9’. 
21: Section B-321.9: I don’t feel strongly about this, but the image proposed for B-321.9 looks like what could be mistaken for a tint error.  I realize that there is a vertical clearance shown, but a black line around the perimeter would give a quicker impression that this is a structure. Hydrography would still show through.  The profile is a nice touch if there is room on the chart.

Chairman: See response to Finland. It occurs to me that the term ‘pictorial sketch or photograph’ may be more consistent with S-4 and INT1.
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