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	Executive Summary:
	When an area has been resurveyed, but the wrecks within the area not fully examined, it is sometimes necessary to retain wrecks where the latest known depth is deeper than the surrounding charted depths. UK has recently reviewed its practice for charting such wrecks.
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Introduction / Background

1. Introduction / Background

Wrecks (and other obstructions) within the area of a new survey being incorporated onto a chart may not necessarily have been examined during the survey.  Consequently, the latest surveyed depth for wrecks may be older than the surrounding bathymetry, and sometimes significantly deeper.  

Various practices have been used for depicting such wrecks, such as:
· an empty danger circle, 

· replacing the wreck with a foul symbol,  

· retaining the depth and showing the appropriate tint for the wreck rather than the surrounding depths.

2.    Analysis / Discussion

The following options were considered by UK:
1. ‘Normal’ wreck symbol. Show the surveyed depth of the wreck, with appropriate tint, even though it is deeper than the surrounding water.
This is not wrong, as it shows exactly the information available.  It implies that the wreck is either under the seabed, or sitting in a small hole (either of which may indeed be the case). However, it looks wrong to the user, especially if the resultant tint differs from the surrounding area (ie a blue wreck in a green area, or a white wreck in a blue area).

2. ‘Normal’ wreck symbol, but tint reflecting surrounding depths.
This gives all the latest known information about the wreck, but does not imply a hole, and means that the tint is showing the safe view (ie is in accordance with the latest known sea floor depth), whatever has happened to the wreck.

3. Empty danger circle. Follow the practice used in the Port of Liverpool, ie use an ‘empty’ danger circle with Wk alongside.  

Although this exactly replicates the ‘obstruction of unknown depth symbol’ (K40), it is not an INT symbol and there is no support for it in M-4 (INT specs). UK’s INT 1 (Chart 5011) does list this as a ‘national’ symbol at Kf, but with the statement that it signifies a submerged wreck, depth unknown, on small-scale charts. (Why such a symbol is necessary for small scale charts is not obvious; according to M-4 C-404, only dangerous wrecks outside the 30m line are shown, normal symbols to be used). 
Using an empty circle informs the mariner that there is a wreck, but no other information is available. He must therefore assume that it is dangerous to surface navigation (in which case K28 would be the appropriate symbol) and to be avoided, probably unnecessarily. It may actually be dangerous, by unnecessarily restricting a waterway, thus forcing a vessel to manoeuvre into a possible collision situation. It also adds to the existing confusion caused by so many different types of wreck symbols.

4. Replace by foul symbol.  

This has the advantage of warning the user that some wreckage may exist, but that it is no longer proud of the sea floor and hence not in any way a danger to surface navigation. However, it is not strictly in accordance with the definition of a foul, ie ‘remains of a wreck’, as the wreck may be still complete. 

The problem may be that if the seabed topography changes again, so that the wreck becomes exposed and possibly dangerous, the symbol may not be changed to reflect the new situation.  The bathymetry is only likely to be changed if a new survey has been done, which should find all newly exposed wrecks (particularly if it was a multibeam survey).  However, we cannot be sure that this would happen; not all surveys, particularly within port authority areas, will be multibeam or include sonar search.  

A wrecks database update search on the area, as is usual at New Edition, would not show the need to change the symbol.

5. Remove altogether.  
This is really the same as 4, except that the symbol is removed altogether, instead of ‘downgraded’.  All the other issues at 4 remain valid.
3.   Conclusions

All practices except 2 above have significant and, in some cases, dangerous drawbacks. There is some risk that ‘2’ may cause some slight confusion for the user, which could be overcome by an explanatory note if considered necessary.
Recommendations

4.   Recommendations

UK has decided on a consistent practice for charting such ‘deeper’ wrecks, as follows:  

Retain the latest surveyed depth over the wreck (or obstruction). Do not change the tint to represent a depth greater than the tint appropriate for the surrounding depths (ie the safer representation, as the wreck may be covered by shoaler sediment).  For example, a wreck with surveyed depth of 6m should not have blue tint, or no tint, within an intertidal area; the intertidal tint should continue across the wreck.

If there are numerous wrecks deeper than surrounding depths in navigationally significant areas, consider inserting an explanatory note, similar to the example on UK Chart 3490 ‘Port of Liverpool’.  Adapt the wording to the particular circumstances.
Include advice on this issue in M-4 by an additional specification at B-442.10 and a cross reference at B-416.

5.   Justification and Impacts

This is an issue which is probably common around the world. UK has discovered that its own practice has not been entirely consistent. It is suggested therefore that it would be helpful to include advice on this issue in M-4. An additional specification at B-442.10 may be appropriate, and a cross reference could be added at B-416.
6.   Action required of CSPCWG

The CSPCWG is invited to endorse the recommendation.
