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DQWG13- 09A2
Paper for Consideration by DQWG
NCWG Review Comments on S-67 edition 0.5
	Submitted by:
	NCWG Chair

	Executive Summary:
	This paper provides the review comments from NCWG members on draft S-67

	Related Documents:
	HSSC9-05.5D

	Related Projects:
	


Background
At HSSC9 the DQWG Chair introduced a proposal for a new publication Mariners' Guide to Accuracy and Reliability of ENC, as a result of a work item that was included in the DQWG work plan for some years. HSSC then tasked NCWG, among others, to provide their initial comments on the draft Publication S-67 to the DQWG Chair (Action HSSC9/36). 
HSSC9 also discussed UK’s proposal that such a document should be a Guidance (G) document which could be rolled in with other guidance documents such as S-66. Consequently, S100WG and ENCWG were tasked 
to submit a proposal opening the possibility of establishing ‘G’ series in the list of IHO Publications, for guidelines, and guidance documents. (Action HSSC9/59)

NCWG members were asked to provide their comments on the S-67 draft and possible new ‘G’ series of IHO Documents.
Analysis

S-67 Draft Edition 0.5 is in general well compiled and gives the necessary background and details for the mariners and the HOs to understand the necessity and the importance of the Zones of Confidence (ZOC) system. 

The document is well structred and NCWG has no comments on the basic structure chosen. Considering that the document is intended for the mariners, it manages to avoid too technical langauge. It also aligns with S-4 and S-57 that contain the guidance for HOs on the same topic. 
There is certain sections in the document that NCWG members have identified to be in need of further work. Annex includes all comments received from NCWG members. 
NCWG also considers that this publication shouldn’t be an ‘S’ publication, as they are considered “standards and specifications” which this document is not. 
Action Required of DQWG
· note this paper and the comments in the annex 
	
	AU
	
	
	ge
	Australia has no comments regarding the S-67 Draft and welcomes the establishment of a G-series, in the list of IHO Publications, for guidelines/ guidance documents.
	
	

	
	GR
	
	
	ge
	S-67 Draft Edition 0.5 is a complete document and gives the necessary background and details for the mariners and the HOs to deeply understand the necessity and the importance of the Zones of Confidence (ZOC) system.

However, since the ZOC concept has been already introduced in other S-documents (S-57, S-4) it should be rather characterized as guidance document. In this sense, it is not a bad idea to establish G-series documents and include S-67 in this category.
	
	

	S67
	IT
	All Pub
	All Pub
	Ge
	To assess the quality (ZOC) of an Unsurveyed Area is meaningless (when and where an area is encoded as “UNSARE” and no data are available at all). The best option would be not to encode the M_QUAL where unsurveyed areas exist. Moreover, in the S58 “ENC validation checks” edition 6.0.0 May 2017 there is no requirement for covering UNSARE with  M_QUAL  values, unless UNSARE objects contain (or cross/overlap) bathymetric features (i.e. DEPCNT, OBSTRN, SOUNDG, UWTROC or WRECKES).

When UNSAREs contain bathymetric features, it is mandatory to cover them completely with M_QUAL (ZOC “D” should be the right option).

Please consider that in the case of approaching an unsurveyed area (encoded as UNSARE), ECDIS equipment will trigger an alarm.

In addition, there is the case of minimal depiction areas which is an extreme case of generalization where most features are omitted (see S-4 B-404). In this case the area should be encoded as Depth Area and ZOC value D should be assigned.

Last but not least, the table in Annex A in Section 7 of the publication (Source: IHO S-57 Ed3.1 Supp 3 - Jun 2014) does not refer to UNSARE.
	
	

	
	SE
	
	
	ge
	
	Sweden endorses the majority of the proposed guideline but considers that it should be reworked and sent out on an additional review before next meeting of the HSSC. Sweden’s comments on the guideline are listed below.
	

	
	ZA
	
	
	ge
	
	A more appropriate title could be considered for the publication. 
	

	
	NZ
	
	
	ge
	
	The document is designed for the mariner customer and thus should not have an ‘S’ prefix in the title. 
	

	
	ES
	
	
	ge
	
	Spain considers that this publication shouldn’t be an “S” publication, as they are considered “standards and specifications”. This S-67 publication seems to be more a guideline than a standard.
	

	
	ES
	
	
	
	
	We agree with Italy in changing all references to “unsurveyed” when refers to ZOC D
	

	
	SE
	
	
	ed
	
	The name of the Guideline should be: “Mariners’ guide to Catzoc in Electronic Navigational Charts”
	

	
	SE
	
	
	ge
	
	There should be a general introduction of the document. What is the purpose of the Guideline and who is the intended reader.
	

	S67
	IT
	2
	Para 3
	Te
	See the introductory  general comment.
	Modify as follow: The categories range from ‘very high confidence’ to ‘unsurveyed very poor quality’ . There is an additional category for ‘Unassessed’.

	

	
	ES
	
	Page 5
	
	
	modify “unsurveyed” by “very poor quality”.
	

	S67
	IT
	2
	Table 1
	Te
	See the introductory  general comment.
	Modify as follow: Poor quality data or unsurveyed.


	

	
	ES
	
	Page 6, table
	
	
	remove “or unsurveyed” in ZOC D.
	

	
	ZA
	Ch 2  
	Page 6, Table
	ge
	
	Third column in table under category B….’but no sonar’….’ could be substituted by ‘excluding sonar or ……….’
	

	 
	SE
	Chapter 2
	Table
	te
	
	Differential GNSS should be used instead of DGPS
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4
	Criteria 2
	te
	
	Coverage should not be used. S-44 uses the term seafloor search.
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4
	Paragraph 3
	ed
	
	Seafloor coverage should be removed.
	

	
	ZA
	Ch 4
	Page 7
	ge
	
	The use of the term ‘surprises’ could be substituted by ‘dangers’.
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4
	Paragraph 4 and 5
	ed
	
	Replace undetected ‘surprises’ to undetected objects.
	

	
	NZ
	Ch 4  
	Page 7, Para 5
	ge
	
	Consider changing the line ‘…where the area is subject to change, national Hydrographic offices should downgrade the assigned ZOC’…The wordings are  instructions for the HOs and not for the mariner. NZ suggests to alter to … ‘…where the area is subject to change, national Hydrographic offices downgrade the assigned ZOC’…
	

	
	ZA
	Ch 4.1
	Para 1
	ge
	
	Line 3: ‘nasty surprises’ should be replaced by ‘possible undetected dangers’.
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.1
	
	ed
	
	Replace nasty surprises to ‘undetected objects’.
	

	
	NZ
	Ch 4.1
	Para 1
	ge
	
	Line 3: ‘nasty surprises’ is poorly worded.
	

	
	ZA
	Ch 4.1
	Para 1
	ed
	
	Line 4: should read….than the accuracy of the survey. Only once there is confidence that nothing has been missed…
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.1
	
	ed
	
	“it only…”, should read “it is only…”
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.1
	
	ed
	
	“off the chart…” should read “uncharted…”
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.1
	Paragraph 3
	te
	
	”…full seafloor detection…” should read “…full seafloor search…”
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.1
	Paragraph 4
	ed
	
	“2 cubic meters” should be “a cube with the size of 2x2x2 meters”
	

	
	NZ
	Ch 4.1
	Page 9,

Para 2
	ge
	
	NZ suggests to change underlined text to ‘unlikely to be anything undetected affecting surface navigation’.
	

	S67
	IT
	4.1
	Para 6
	Te
	The quality assessment is based upon objective information and should be valid without any relation with the size of vessels using the area. Also taking into consideration that ENC quality assessment can have multiple uses and purposes.
	Modify as follow: The hydrographic office responsible for the chart will have (or should have) made their assessment based upon the quality of the survey and the depth of water. and the size of vessels using the area.
	

	S67
	IT
	4.1
	Para 8
	Te
	See the introductory  general comment
	Modify as follow: As these areas either have no systematic survey, or are very poor surveyed completely unsurveyed, these features may well be as large as an entire submerged reef rising to just below the surface.
	

	
	ZA
	Ch 4.2
	Para 1 & para 8
	
	
	Para 1, Line 1: Amend to read: The next most important factor in most circumstances is positional accuracy of the bathymetry.

Para 8, Line 1: Amend to read: ‘However, the positional accuracy of features on a chart……..’
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.2
	Last Paragraph
	ed
	
	“Total offset” should read “Minimum offset”
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 4.3
	Paragraph 2
	ed
	
	“The three biggest factors…” should read “The three main factors…”
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 5
	
	ge
	
	The whole chapter should be re-written.
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 5
	Table
	ed
	
	Remove table and related text. The table contains historical information and will not be relevant in a guideline.
	

	
	ZA
	Chapter 5.1
	para 1
	ge
	
	Line 2: The statement in brackets… (mariners are people) adds no value and should be removed.
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 5.1
	Paragraph 2
	ed
	
	Remove any references to hotels.
	

	
	NZ
	Ch 5.1
	
	ge
	
	Paragraph does not fit with rest of style of document and is patronising to professional mariner.
	

	
	ZA
	Chapter 5.1
	
	ge
	
	The entire paragraph is not very well written and the use of ‘hotel’ as an example comes across as a very weak comparison to assessing ZOC.

Chapter 3 describes the concept clearly without having to use the example.
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 5.2 / Summary 
	
	ed
	
	“Relevant Authority” should be used, not “Harbour Master” 
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	
	te
	
	Remove specific values for UKC.
	

	
	NZ 
	Ch 5.2
	Para 3
	ge
	
	NZ suggests to change text to ‘However in port areas, it is always wise to contact the Harbour Master’…
	

	
	ES
	Chapter 5.6
	Paragraph 3
	
	
	remove “(unsurveryed)”.
	

	S67
	IT
	5.6
	Para 3
	Te
	See the introductory  general comment.
	Modify as follow: Although many ZOC D areas will appear blank (unsurveyed), some may show a few broken depth contours (insufficient information to estimate where they lie), or a few depths enclosed by a circle (approximate).
	

	
	ES
	Chapter 5.7
	
	
	
	add as ZOC U land areas, as it ‘s pointed in S-57 Appendix B.1, Annex A, “Use of the object catalog”
	

	
	SE
	Chapter 5.7
	Bullet point 2 and 4
	ge
	
	NCWG should advice on how catzoc-areas should be generalized, and this advice incorporated in S-57 UOC.
	

	S67
	IT
	5.7
	Para 3 and 5
	Ge
	It is not clear the difference between the two sentences:

1. “the area depicted is on a small scale ENC, (smaller than 1:500,000) where the same area is also covered at a larger scale, and the larger scale contains the ZOC assessment;” and 

2. “depiction at small scale, particularly when it is already provided on larger scale ENC, may be so visually complex as to make the differing areas indistinguishable when viewed on screen. In these cases mariners should refer to the larger scale ENC for precise detail.”
	
	

	
	SE
	Summary
	Paragraph 1
	ed
	
	“…classifications.” Add “…given that proper margins for tide, ship motion and other ship influenced parameters is applied.”

	

	
	ES
	Chapter 6
	Paragraph 1
	
	
	remove “or may not have been surveyed at all”.
	

	
	NZ
	Ch 6
	Para 2
	ge
	
	Amend text to …’ smaller under-keel safety margins must not be assumed’…
	

	
	SE
	Summary
	Paragraph 2
	ge
	
	What are the possible legal consequences of such a statement?

“Within ports, the Pilot or Harbour Master may advise that higher accuracy surveys have been conducted that allow for smaller under-keel clearances (subject to tides, speed, weather and maneuvering margins). In the absence of this advice, smaller under-keel safety margins should not be assumed.”
	

	
	SE
	Summary
	Paragraph 3
	ed
	
	Remove the Bullet points.
	

	
	ZA
	Ch 7
	Table (Category B, col 5)
	ge
	
	….’but no sonar’….’ could be substituted by ‘excluding sonar or ……….’
	


1
CO = Contributing Organisation (HOs should use 2 character codes e.g. FR AU etc.)

2
Type of comment:
ge = general
te = technical 
ed = editorial

3     Whilst not compulsory, comments are more likely to be accepted if accompanied by a proposed change. 

NOTE
Columns 1, 2, 4, 5 are compulsory.
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