[image: image3.png]o, 1Y A
/.\\\\\\\\\\\\Aé///&
NS





INTERNATIONAL HYDROGRAPHIC
ORGANISATION HYDROGRAPHIQUE

ORGANIZATION
INTERNATIONALE

NAUTICAL CARTOGRAPHY WORKING GROUP

(NCWG)

[A Working Group of the Hydrographic Services and Standards Committee (HSSC)]

	Chair: Jeff WOOTTON

Australian Hydrographic Service

8 Station Street, Wollongong, NSW, 2500

Australia
	Secretary: Andrew HEATH-COLEMAN

United Kingdom Hydrographic Office

Admiralty Way, Taunton, Somerset

United Kingdom


	Tel: +61 2 4223 6508
	Tel: +44 1823 337900 ext 3656

	Email: jeff.wootton@defence.gov.au
	Email: andrew.coleman@ukho.gov.uk


NCWG Letter: 08/2015














UKHO ref: HA317/010/031-12








AHS ref: fAA157151; fAA154986











Date 27 August 2015
Dear Colleagues
Subject: Clarifications to S-4 arising out of NCWG1 (follow-up to NCWG Letter 02/2015)
Thank you to the 17 Working Group members and ESRI who responded to NCWG Letter 02/2015. As you will see from the consolidated response form at Annex A there was general agreement with proposed clarifications. There were a few comments to which I (or the Secretary in regard to AU responses) have responded (in red in Annex A), including minor suggestions for improvements which I have approved. The consequent slightly amended versions are at Annex B, and will be included in S-4 at the next edition.
There is no need to respond to this letter, unless you disagree strongly with the revised wording. In such case, please let the Secretary and I know as soon as possible.

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,

Chair NCWG.
Annex A: Consolidated response to NCWG Letter 02/2015

Annex B: ‘Final’ version of clarifications to S-4 (NCWG Secretary Actions 17. 27, 28, 38, 39 and 46 from NCWG1).

Annex A to NCWG 08/2015

WG Letter 02/2015 - Clarifications 
Consolidated Response Form

	NCWG1 Action
	Question
	Yes
	No

	17
	Do you agree with the draft additional wording for the Note at B-432.4?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, US, ZA
	

	27
	Do you agree with the draft additional wording for B-434.5?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, ZA
	US

	28
	Do you agree with the draft additional wording for B-435.1c?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI,  FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, US, ZA
	

	38
	a. Do you agree with the draft additional wording for B-252.3?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI,  FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, US, ZA
	

	
	b. Do you agree with the draft additional wording for B-630.2?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, US, ZA
	

	39
	Do you agree with the draft additional wording for B-439.6l?
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, ZA
	US

	46
	Do you agree with the draft additional note for B-241.2(I)
	BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IT, JP, LV, NL, NO, UK, ZA
	AU, US


Further comments

AUSTRALIA

Action 39 B-439.6l:  While AU agrees with the guidance, the wording in regard to the spacing between symbols is not consistent with equivalent statements in S-4:  “…. should be at intervals of approximately 40mm or closer and not exceeding 50mm”.  Suggest re-wording to read:

· Where two or three different point symbols are embedded in a line, they should wherever possible be grouped together, with the groups spaced at intervals as specified at (k) above, for example:  …..
SECRETARY: Agree.
Action 46 B-241.2(I):  The wording of this note is a bit ambiguous.  Do all of the conditions listed in the bullet points have to apply or just (at least) one of them?  On the assumption that the answer is at least one of them, suggest the following be considered.  Note also that the syntax of the last bullet is not consistent with the previous bullets.
Note: The IHO seal must only be used on charts produced by Member States of the IHO. Seals of non-IHO Members may be added to INT charts where the nation or organization:

· Has supplied source data upon which it can reasonably assert ownership; or
· Claims copyright and/or IPR (intellectual property rights) on content; or 

· Has contributed some degree of quality control or quality assurance in the chart’s construction; or
· The nation Has officially delegated its cartographic authority to a chart producer which is an IHO Member State.
SECRETARY: I think the last bullet must always apply. Perhaps therefore it would be better up front, ie:

Note: The IHO seal must only be used on charts produced by Member States of the IHO. Seals of non-IHO Members may be added to INT charts where the nation or organization  has officially delegated its cartographic authority to a chart producer which is an IHO Member State and:
· Has supplied source data upon which it can reasonably assert ownership; or
· Claims copyright and/or IPR (intellectual property rights) on content; or 

· Has contributed some degree of quality control or quality assurance in the chart’s construction.
CANADA

Action 27: 
Canada does not close the ends of fairways when depicted on the charts.

CHAIRMAN: For dredged areas leading into deeper water it is logical to leave the end open (as provided for in the existing B-414.3). However, the magenta fairway symbol implies some regulation and therefore the mariner needs to know where that regulatory area starts or finishes; this is why the specification for fairway has always stated that the ends of fairways should be closed. A similar rule applies to deep water routes and precautionary areas. I think the fact that TSS lanes are not closed is actually the odd one out and is probably a reflection of the fact that these were the first routeing measures to be charted; without the evolving picture of other routeing measures it was not obvious to the drafters of the original specifications that closing the ends is correct. A dashed limit does not mean it should not be crossed, it simply shows where some area starts; however the perception of the mariner is important and such a convention may warrant further NCWG discussion. In relation to this Action, the question of having the ends of the fairway open or closed was not included for discussion in the related paper NCWG1-08.9A; was not discussed at NCWG1; and was not included in the resultant Actions.  If it is considered that the convention of closing the ends of fairways (and other routeing measures) needs to be reviewed, a new agenda item should be proposed for the NCWG2 meeting.
FRANCE

Action 17: Yes, but FR suggests removing “Local authorities which do not provide actual surveys should therefore be requested to provide statements of maintained depths”, as this is not a chart specification.
CHAIRMAN: I agree this is not technically a chart specification; rather, it is useful guidance to an HO which may be in the situation where the port authority will not provide surveys and is wondering how to conform to the specification. There are other similar cases within S-4 (for instance B-434, 2nd paragraph), and therefore recommend this text be retained. 
Action 38a: Please insert a “carriage return” after “Notices to Mariners (NMs).” as previously on the 4th line.

CHAIRMAN: Agree
GERMANY

Action 17: Agree to the arguments from NOAA to harmonize specifications in the terms of authorized and permitted maximum draught although we not chart this in German waters.

CHAIRMAN: see comment at US.
Action 27: I wonder that in B-434.5 the line style of M15 is mentioned as we now have M18 for this case. This confused the cartographer with the depiction of other routeing measures under M20ff. The entrances of these measures usually are open in the paper chart but for the fairway at M18 or DW at M27.1 the German HO closes the line.

CHAIRMAN: M15 is the general limit to be used for all routeing measures to distinguish them from other area limits. M18 is an example of a possibly unnecessary entry in INT1, as it is a composite of M15 and a legend – but we are where we are and not planning a radical reorganization of INT1 to eliminate such unnecessary entries. It was probably included as there is no example of a fairway in the M20 graphic, and in addition to the “FAIRWAY” legend it includes a minimum depth. See also comment at Canada about closing fairways.
Action 39: Concerning the shown example for the combined symbol: I would prefer an example with 3 symbols and to delete the contour line shown.

CHAIRMAN: Agree. 
NORWAY

ACTION 17: 
Norway does not chart Maximum Authorized Draft.

CHAIRMAN: Very few nations do use this concept and, so far as we know, only in areas where tide is not a factor.
ACTION 27: 
Norway does not close the ends of fairways.

CHAIRMAN: See comment at Canada.
SOUTH AFRICA

ACTION 17: South Africa does not chart Maximum Authorized Draft.
Chairman: See comment at Norway
ACTION 46: For consistency, bullet 4 should read: ‘Has officially delegated…………….IHO Member State.
Chairman: Agree, but see Secretary’s comment at Australia.
US

ACTION 17: U.S. does not chart Maximum Authorized Draft. 

CHAIRMAN: See comment at Norway.
It is noteworthy that S-101 uses the term "Maximum permitted draught," not "Maximum authorized draught." An excerpt is shown below. It's probably worth the effort to harmonize these terms between the two specifications.
CHAIRMAN: ‘Authorized’ and ‘permitted’ are more or less synonymous. However, the use of ‘authorized’ has been in B-432.4 since S-4 was published in 1982 and is also used in INT1 at M6. There seems no good reason why authors of S-101 chose to change an established term; however this will be pursued with the S-100WG (as a member of the former TSMADWG that was heavily involved in the development of current Baselined S-101, I recall there was some discussion on this, however I will need to investigate further).
Although S-101 references an "IHO Definition," neither term appears in the S-32, Hydrographic Dictionary. There is apparently a growing list of terms intended for entry into the "S-100 Feature Concept Dictionary" in the "Hydrographic Domain" of the S-100 Geospatial Information Registry (currently managed by the S-100WG) for which eventual acceptance into the S-32 dictionary is anticipated.
CHAIRMAN: Agree this is not referenced in S-32 (or its ECDIS Appendix) whether spelt with ‘s’ or ‘z’. Nor is ‘maximum draught’ or ‘maximum permitted draught’. Is there a need for it to be so defined? Possibly the reference to an IHO definition refers to S-4 B-432.4, which states ‘maximum draught of vessels authorized…’; this is abbreviated to ‘maximum authorised draught’ in INT1 (M6) and has become the established term.
This may be fodder for a broader discussion of how S-100WG, HDWG and NCWG might improve coordination on the use and definition of terms in the future.

ACTION 27: U.S. does not close the ends of fairways as we believe this helps depict the "entry way" into the channel or fairway.
CHAIRMAN: See comment at Canada.
The sentence starting with "Such sections" indicates a link to the previous sentence, which describes the depiction of sections of different minimum depth or maximum draft. However, parallel, secondary fairways may in fact have the same depth characteristics as the adjacent main channel. Also, although secondary channels may be adjacent to a regulated routing measure, they themselves my not be part of a formally defined scheme. They may be charted only to assist smaller ships in identifying a convenient route (which is not regulated).  Therefore, the prescribed depiction may call for either magenta or black lines as appropriate. Finally, IALA should be left to report on what the common or recommended navigational marks are that define secondary channels. The assertion that, "special (yellow) marks" are used often is not based on empirical evidence and is unnecessary. Guidance on the depiction of marks is covered elsewhere in S-4. 

Recommend, "Secondary channels may be defined parallel to a main channel and designated for other vessels, such as those with lesser draughts. These should be delimited in the same manner as the primary fairway (M15) if part of the regulated routing measure, otherwise they should be delimited by medium dashed black lines (I20). A legend inside the secondary fairway or an associated note may be used to indicate the channel's purpose."
CHAIRMAN: It is true the ‘such’ links to the preceding sentence about different depths and that it is possible (though perhaps unusual) for the secondary fairway to be the same depth. Your suggested wording as far as ‘measure’ successfully breaks that link without changing the advice. However, it may not be appropriate to use I20 (limit of dredged area); a recommended track (continuous or dashed black line) is more likely to be appropriate. We will use the following and locate at the end of the clause (after the paragraph about leading lines), unless anybody raises an objection before we submit to HSSC:

“Secondary fairways may be defined parallel to a main fairway and designated for other vessels, such as those with lesser draughts. These should be delimited in the same manner as the primary fairway (M15) if they are part of the regulated routeing measure. Secondary channels that are not part of the routeing measure should be charted appropriately, usually as a recommended track (M3-6). A legend inside or adjacent to the secondary fairway, channel or track, and/or an associated note, may be used to indicate its purpose.”
I agree that there is no need to mention possible aids to navigation in this specification (especially as there seems little consistency in how they are chosen; that is a matter for IALA to specify if necessary).

ACTION 39: The wording for B-439.6 is fine, but the blue line (a depth curve?) in the accompanying graphic example should be removed as it is distracting. Another "T-dash" could also be added to the left side of the graphic to provide a more balanced looking depiction.
CHAIRMAN: Agree
ACTION 46: Recommend removing "IPR" from the second bullet as "intellectual property rights" is spelled out immediately afterward and the abbreviation is not used again.
CHAIRMAN: Agree
Annex B to NCWG 08/2015
Clarifications to S-4 required from NCWG1

(Existing S-4 in black, with proposed changes in red)
1. Clarification relating to Maximum Draught (NCWG1 item 8.3, Action 17)

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> . 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) 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 , as decided by a port or hydrographic authority. 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; for depths within a Deep Water route, see B-435.3f. No statements of minimum depths must be made in changeable areas unless the critical depths are regularly examined and updated. For depths within a Deep Water route, see B-435.3f.
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. Maximum authorized draught must only be shown in addition to the latest known bathymetry, which may be in the form of maintained dredged depths (see B-414) for such areas. Local authorities which do not provide actual surveys should therefore be requested to provide statements of maintained depths.

2. Clarification relating to Secondary Fairways (NCWG1 item 8.9, Action 27).
B-434.5 …
Alternatively, where a leading line lies within a fairway, the maximum authorized (or recommended) draught may be shown on the leading line (M6), see B-434.3.

Secondary fairways may be defined parallel to a main fairway and designated for other vessels, such as those with lesser draughts. These should be delimited in the same manner as the primary fairway (M15) if they are part of the regulated routeing measure. Secondary channels that are not part of the routeing measure should be charted appropriately, usually as a recommended track (M3-6). A legend inside or adjacent to the secondary fairway, channel or track, and/or an associated note, may be used to indicate its purpose.

3. Clarification relating to ATBA within TSS (NCWG1 item 8.9, Action 28).

B-435.1 …

c. A separation zone or line (M12-13) is defined in Ships’ Routeing as: 
‘A zone or line separating the traffic lanes in which ships are proceeding in opposite or nearly opposite directions; or separating a traffic lane from the adjacent sea area; or separating traffic lanes designated for particular classes of ship proceeding in the same direction.’ 
A separation zone must be shown by a tint light enough not to obscure any hydrographic detail. The tint must be omitted within an anchorage (or any other area that a vessel must navigate into) that lies within the separation zone. If an ‘Area to be Avoided’ lies within the zone, the tint should be retained. 

A separation line must be shown by a similar tinted line 3mm wide (or less on smaller scale charts). 
If the traffic lanes are separated by natural obstructions, such as islands or marked shoals, representation of the separation zone may be omitted.
4. Clarification relating to superseded NMs (NCWG1 item 9.1, Action 38).

B-252.3 Notices to Mariners. Charts must bear the legend ‘Notices to Mariners’, or equivalent (such as ‘Small corrections’), in the lower left-hand corner, outside the border of the chart, where the mariner can insert the relevant references for updates carried out on the chart following their appearance in Notices to Mariners (NMs). 
Charts should be brought up to date to the day they leave the hydrographic office. At the time of despatch, each chart must have a stamp or note indicating the last NM included (or series of NMs up to the last NM, including any superseded by later NMs), or the date of the last group of NMs (for example, the latest NM booklet; see B-630.3) consulted for its correction, even if this group and possibly preceding groups did not in fact contain any updates to be made to the chart in question. This stamp or notation should state very clearly the name of the hydrographic office concerned. See also B-630.2.
B-630.2 Reference to NM on charts. Charts must state clearly on them (in the bottom left hand corner, outside the chart border – see B-252.3) to which NM (or group of NMs; see B-630.3) they have been updated. If preferred, all individual chart-updating NMs may be listed (or if the list would be too long, all NMs since a specified date, for example: ‘Notices to Mariners inclusive to 2015 -502-799-840-868-935-1310’. If such a list is shown, then all chart-updating NMs between the first and last NM listed must be included in the list, including any that have been superseded by later NMs.
If a hydrographic office produces a separate series of charts for the users of small craft, there is no requirement for it to incorporate NM updates between printings of these charts, but a warning should be inserted on them clearly stating that they have not been updated from Notices to Mariners. 
5. Clarification relating to grouping of symbols in area limits (NCWG1 item 9.2, Action 39).
B-439.6 …
l. Multi-feature lines. In addition to the examples approved as international symbols at B-439.3, it is possible to make other combinations of line and point symbols. What combinations are appropriate is a matter for cartographic judgement and will vary according to the specific information that needs to be conveyed, the size and significance of the area and complexity of detail in the vicinity. The aim must be to provide information in as clear a way as possible. Therefore, the first consideration must be whether the maritime area limit is relevant for the chart user. It is not practicable to provide examples of every possible combination, or to provide detailed instructions for what is or is not appropriate. However, some general principles are possible: 
· A multi-feature line should not combine limit symbols of different colours. 
· No more than three point symbols should be combined with a single line symbol. 
· No more than three line symbols should be combined (for example sections of cable and pipeline alternating with T-shaped dashes); in such cases no point symbols should be added. 
· It is usually clearer to use the line symbol combinations to show the nature of the area (for example pipeline area) with point symbols inside the area (repeated or enlarged if necessary in large areas) to show the nature of the restriction.
· Where two or three different point symbols are embedded in a line, they should wherever possible be grouped together, with the groups spaced at intervals as specified at (k) above, for example:
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6. Clarification relating to the use of non-IHO members’ seals (NCWG item 9.7, Action 46).
B-241.2(I)    On international charts the seal of the producer nation and the IHO seal must be placed above the title, side by side and of equal height, with the producer nation’s seal on the left. In the case of a reproduced international chart, the printer nation’s seal must be placed between the seals of the producer nation (to the left) and the IHO (to the right); the latter two seals must be smaller in height than the seal of the printer nation (about 0.8 of the height). 
If the international chart is co-produced (or co-published) the producers’ seals, of equal height, must be placed to the left of the printer’s seal and arranged in alphabetical order (from the left) based on the producer nations’ ISO two-letter codes. Some cartographic judgment may be required to maintain an aesthetic layout (for example four seals may need to be of a consistent size to avoid an unbalanced look). Alternatively, the seals may be placed in the top margin, in the same order. 
The words ‘INTERNATIONAL’, or equivalent, above and ‘CHART SERIES’, or equivalent, below the seals must also be shown on international charts.
Note: The IHO seal must only be used on charts produced by Member States of the IHO. Seals of non-IHO Members may be added to INT charts where the nation or organization has officially delegated its cartographic authority to a chart producer which is an IHO Member State and:

· Has supplied source data upon which it can reasonably assert ownership; or

· Claims copyright and/or intellectual property rights on content; or 

· Has contributed some degree of quality control or quality assurance in the chart’s construction.
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