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1. Introduction / Background

a) CSPCWG inherited from the former CSC a long-standing action to review the specifications for so-called dangerous and non-dangerous wrecks (INT 1 symbols K28 and K29).  

b) During the revision of M-4 B-400 to B-429, draft wording originally proposed by Netherlands was included. This removed the 20m depth criteria as there had been wide variation in the actual criteria used by different HOs at different times (because of the increasing draught of vessels which might be endangered by wrecks).

c) Although the draft wording was accepted by the majority of CSPCWG members, serious reservations were expressed by France and a further discussion paper was included in CSPCWG CL 12/2005 (copy at Annex to this EN).

d) CL 12/2005 also included at Annex E, a response form specifically asking WG members to state whether they recommend adopting the proposed wording: 17 members responded, 14 of whom accepted the draft wording.  

2. Analysis/Discussion

a) Spain accepts most of the draft wording but suggests that the terms dangerous and non-dangerous should be avoided and replaced by the term ‘wreck of unknown depth’, at B-422.5 and B-422.6, and within a few other specifications.  This would also affect INT 1 (and possibly other publications?).

b) France’s new proposal is as follows:

i) The current specifications B-422.5 and B-422.6 aren’t applied by all HOs. The meaning of K28 and 29 on charts differs from one country to another and on different charts from a same country. The situation is very confusing for the user.

ii) The new proposed specifications will be difficult to apply and it will take a long time to implement it on all charts of all portfolios. The situation will remain confusing for the user for a long time. It is difficult (and dangerous for user and for HOs) to come to a final and strong conclusion on the most essential characteristic for navigation (dangerous/not dangerous to any surface vessel) for wrecks very badly known. Doing that easily would be the ideal. But reality is different; for example, we can’t write in INT1 some sentences as :

· K28 : Dangerous wreck considered to be dangerous to some surface vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity

· K29 : Wreck which are NOT considered to be dangerous to ANY surface vessel capable of navigating in the vicinity  

because currently and for a long time K28 and K29 on existing charts don’t mean that.

iii) The most important M4 recommendation remains :

B-422.7 Wrecks with estimated safe clearance. To avoid the ambiguity in interpreting the symbols K28 and K29 it is recommended that offices use instead the symbol K 30 for an unsurveyed wreck over which the exact depth is unknown but which is considered to have a safe clearance to the depth shown. 

iv) K28 and K29 should be avoided. Perhaps it is better to move forward the use of K30 than change meaning of K29.

v) Considering the general state of the current charts, when K28 and K29 are used (too much?), I think that the most important and common significance of these 2 symbols is that the depth is unknown.  User must know this clearly to deduce that both for K28 and K29 are potential dangers for him. INT 1 must reflect this aspect. 

vi) K28 is used to highlight the wrecks which are more particularly dangerous for the surface navigation with different criteria from one HO to another (not all potential dangerous wrecks in some cases). 

vii) It isn’t adequate to be too explicit in INT1 on dangerous or non-dangerous characteristic (the most important is that depth is unknown). But each HO’s criteria used to highlight a wreck must be described in its National equivalent INT1.

viii) I [France] propose the following (I think more consensual) draft:

B-422.5  Wreck with depth unknown. A safe clearance depth should be estimated for an unsurveyed wreck over which the least depth is unknown. Wreck which is considered to have a safe clearance depth must be shown by the symbol:


Where a safe clearance depth cannot be estimated (if unavoidable), the symbol  [image: image1.wmf]  K29 must be used for an unsurveyed wreck over which the least depth is unknown. However, more particularly dangerous wrecks to surface vessels must be highlighted with the symbol [image: image2.wmf] K28.

Criteria used by a HO to highlight wrecks must be explained in its national equivalent INT 1 and may be explained in a note inserted on chart. Whatever the national criteria characteristics, symbol K28 must be used at least for wrecks having, or likely to have, less than 20 metres of water over them in areas where such depths are dangerous to surface vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity.

The symbols K28 and K29 should be avoided because of the ambiguity in interpreting (see the use of symbol K30).

K28 and K29 symbols exclude foul ground, which is frequently the remains of a wreck and is a hazard only for anchoring or fishing (see B-422.8).

ix) B-422.6 and B422.7 to be removed.

c) Greece believes that the proposed specifications for B-422.5 and B-422.6 are quite ambiguous to interpret and to implement. Indicating a threshold value is necessary if we want to provide for a standard that all HOs will be able to follow. Regarding any new wreck of unknown depth they propose the following:

i) For all unsurveyed wrecks in waters over 200 metres deep, the symbol [image: image3.png]


K29 for a non-dangerous wreck should be used. This specification excludes foul ground, which is frequently the remains of a wreck and is a hazard only for anchoring or fishing.

ii) For unsurveyed wrecks in waters up to 200 metres deep, a threshold value of 28 metres should be used. Wrecks having, or likely to have, less than 28 metres of water over them, in areas where such depths are dangerous to surface vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity, should be considered dangerous wrecks. Wrecks having, or likely to have, more than 28 metres of water over them, should be considered non-dangerous wrecks.
iii) When a safe clearance depth for a wreck, over which the least depth is unknown, can be assessed, then the symbol [image: image4.png]5w



K30 should be used. 

iv) When a safe clearance depth cannot be estimated, but the wreck is considered to be dangerous, then the symbol [image: image5.png]


K28 should be used. 
v) When a safe clearance depth cannot be estimated, but the wreck is considered to be non-dangerous, then the symbol [image: image6.png]


K29 should be used.

vi) As France recommended, symbol K30 should be preferred to symbols K28 and K29 for unsurveyed wrecks over which the exact depth is unknown, but which are considered to have a safe clearance to the depth shown.
vii) Regarding the wrecks depicted on current charts, most probably they will need to be re-assessed. The result of such re-assessment would be the “upgrading” (when this is required) of non-dangerous (symbol K29) to dangerous wrecks (symbol K28). Current charts would then be updated by NtMs and any new edition or new chart would be up-to-dated. A very good start would be the re-assessment of all wrecks in waters <50m, like UK has already done (paragraph 11.6 of Annex B).

viii) The national equivalent INT1 of each HO must provide the criteria used over the years for distinguishing between dangerous and non-dangerous wrecks.

3. Conclusions

a) The majority of WG members accept the latest draft, eliminating a precise depth criterion and basing the symbol on subjective assessment.  HOs would have to determine what action to take in re-assessing existing charted wrecks, and how to warn the mariner of the inconsistent meaning of the symbol until the inconsistencies have been eradicated (if they ever can be).

b) There is complete agreement that K30 should be used if possible in preference to K28/29, and the draft wording is intended to direct cartographers to this best practice, but could perhaps be further strengthened.

c) Spain’s suggestion to replace the terms ‘dangerous’ and ‘non-dangerous’ with ‘wreck of unknown depth’ is good, and it may be that M-4 is the place to start; however, it will take a long time for these terms to be eradicated from other publications and the mind-sets of cartographers and mariners.  Other options would be to replace the term ‘non-dangerous’ by ‘less-dangerous’, and to refer to the actual [image: image7.wmf] symbol simply as the ‘underwater wreck symbol’ (to distinguish it from the stranded wreck symbol).  All the other methods of showing wrecks are not strictly wreck symbols; they are combinations of soundings, other symbols and the abbreviation Wk.

d) France’s suggestion to re-arrange the order of the specifications to give more emphasis to K30 (and by so doing removing specifications B-422.6 &.7) has merit, but will have consequences for references in other publications.

e) Greece’s suggestion perpetuates the use of a specific depth criterion (now 28m, which has already been used by several HOs), but may one day need changing again, with consequent more inconsistencies.  Any depth criterion implies that some reasonably reliable estimation of depth can be made, and therefore symbol K30 should be used. This suggestion also requires a complete re-assessment of K28/29 wrecks, which may be a heavy load for HOs and is unlikely to be accomplished world-wide in a reasonably short time-scale.

4. Recommendations

a) Although the draft wording was accepted by the majority of WG members, the suggestions from Spain, France and Greece provide scope for further improvements. The following takes account of the views above and is offered for WG consideration.  The terms dangerous wreck and non-dangerous wreck have been removed, as suggested by Spain. The order of paragraphs has been altered, as suggested by France, to give precedence to safe clearance values. The need to re-assess existing charted wrecks, as suggested by Greece, has also been included.
B-422.5

A wreck with estimated safe clearance. For an unsurveyed wreck over which the least depth is unknown, a safe clearance depth must be estimated, if possible. 



To avoid the ambiguity in interpreting the symbols   [image: image8.wmf]  and   [image: image9.wmf]  , the ‘safe clearance bar’ must be used, eg:








[image: image10.wmf]


K30


for a wreck which is considered to have a safe clearance to the depth shown. 

B-422.6

Method for estimating safe clearances.  Safe clearance depths may also be estimated for other obstructions (eg wellheads, diffusers, underwater turbines) where the height of the obstruction is known, on similar principles to wrecks.  Some data on the sunken vessel (or obstruction) will be required (eg vertical length from keel to highest point), so that its likely height above the seabed can be determined. 




First obtain the most probable depth of the seabed in the charted position of the wreck (or obstruction). Latest surveys should be consulted if possible. If the position of the wreck or obstruction is approximate, the shoalest depth in about a 2-mile radius should be taken.



Next obtain the ‘probable clearance depth’ by subtracting the maximum height of the wreck (or obstruction, noting that some wellheads have safety cages increasing their height) from the probable depth of the seabed.



Finally, calculate the ‘Safe clearance depth’, which should then be considered to be the next shoalest depth in the following series: 15m, 18m, 20m, 28m, 40m.  If the next shoalest depth is very close to the ‘probable clearance depth’, then the next shoaler value from the series should be taken to allow for a good margin of error. With depths over 40 metres, an arbitrary 6m should be subtracted from the ‘probable clearance depth’ to obtain the ‘Safe clearance depth’.

B-422.7

A wreck of unknown depth. A wreck over which the depth is unknown (in water less than 200m deep) must be assessed to determine a safe clearance, if possible. See B-422.5 for symbol and B-422.6 for method. 



When the depth is unknown and cannot be estimated, the underwater wreck symbol must be used:    

[image: image11.wmf]
K29


The symbol  [image: image12.wmf]  should also be used for all wrecks in waters over 200 metres deep.  



For wrecks which may be dangerous to some surface vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity a surrounding danger line and solid blue tint must be added: 







[image: image13.wmf]
K28




The use of symbol K29 should be reviewed if the size of vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity changes.  On some nations’ charts, the use of symbols K28 and 29 may in the past have been determined by depth criteria which have changed over time to reflect the increasing draught of vessels coming into service.  If not all existing charted wrecks have been reassessed and amended as necessary to reflect the changed criteria, an explanation (or reference to an explanation in a nautical publication) of the inconsistency must be given in the national equivalent of INT 1, and a cautionary note may be added to charts.

5. Justification and Impacts

a) To reach a solution that has wide acceptance and is in the best interests of the chart user.  The safety-critical nature of this issue justifies very careful consideration.

6. Action Required of CSPCWG

a) The CSPCWG is invited to discuss the recommendations.

Annex to CSPCWG 2-9.3A

 Copy of Annex B To CSPCWG CL 12/2005

M-4 SPECIFICATIONS FOR ‘DANGEROUS’

AND ‘NON-DANGEROUS’ WRECKS

1. CSPCWG inherited from the former CSC a long-standing action to review the specifications for so-called dangerous and non-dangerous wrecks (INT 1 symbols K28 and K29).  This has been listed on the CSPCWG Work Plan (Work item D.6) as Medium priority.  However, Work item A.4, the revision of M-4 Part B Section 400 is listed as High priority, and we have now arrived at that part containing the relevant specifications: M-4 B-422.5 and 422.6.  The current specifications are:

B-422.5 The term Dangerous wrecks is to be used (if unavoidable) for wrecks having, or likely to have, less than 20 metres of water over them in areas where such depths are dangerous to surface vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity. Where the depth is unknown, the symbol may be used if no safe clearance depth can be estimated (see B-422.7). 

[image: image14.wmf]


K28

B-422.6 The term Non-dangerous wrecks is to be used (if unavoidable) for wrecks having more than 20 metres of water over them. 

The symbol  [image: image15.wmf]  K29 shall be used in waters over 200 metres deep, and may be used in water under 200 metres deep, where a clearance depth cannot be estimated (see B-422.7). This term excludes foul ground, which is frequently the remains of a wreck and is a hazard only for anchoring or fishing (see B-422.8).

2. Although the specifications were published in 1980, ships with draughts very much greater than 20m already existed at that time.  Indeed, UK had changed its criteria to 28m in 1968 (see extract from NP100 at Appendix) and various different criteria have been used by different HOs, both geographically and historically.

3. Where charts have been compiled from different sources using different criteria, this has sometimes been explained in chart notes (often complex and perhaps not very user-friendly).  

4. Attempts have also been made in GB Chart 5011 (INT1 UK version) to explain the different criteria used in different times. It is doubtful whether all chart users have fully understood the implications; anecdotal evidence suggests that masters of super-tankers still assume that the symbol K29 means non-dangerous to all surface vessels.  

5. Furthermore, it is to be recognized that even when a chart has a new edition, wrecks already charted by K29 are not necessarily re-assessed according to the changing criteria.  It is true that wrecks assessed many years ago are likely to have sunken into the seabed, broken up or moved (or a combination of these). However, this cannot be assumed for all old wrecks.

6. Realising the potential danger, UK made a correction to Chart 5011 (Edition 2 – 1998) by NM2848/04. UK also issued a carefully worded explanation of the dangers inherent in the K29 symbol as a correction to NP100 (The Mariner’s Handbook) in NM Wk 23/04; a copy is attached at Appendix 1.

7. UK took this action on the realization that there is potential for vessels to hit a ‘non-dangerous’ wreck because of misunderstanding the true meaning of the symbol.  Subsequently, we have heard a report that such an incident has indeed occurred, although an Admiralty chart was not in use.

8. Netherlands offered a suggested re-wording of the specifications to CSC, and this suggestion, slightly altered, has been used to propose new wording for the revision of B-422.5 and 422.6, as follows:

B-422.5
The symbol for a Dangerous wreck should be used (if unavoidable, because the depth is not known or cannot be estimated) for wrecks which are considered to be dangerous to some surface vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity: 








[image: image16.wmf]


K28


B-422.6
The symbol for a Non-dangerous wreck should be used (if unavoidable, because the depth is not known or cannot be estimated) for wrecks which are NOT considered to be dangerous to ANY surface vessel capable of navigating in the vicinity:   









[image: image17.wmf]


K29

The symbol     [image: image18.wmf]    should also be used for all wrecks in waters over 200 metres deep. This specification excludes foul ground, which is frequently the remains of a wreck and is a hazard only for anchoring or fishing (see B-422.8).

9. This proposed wording removes the 20m criteria (which has been applied by some HOs, and in some areas only at some period in time).  Instead, it requires HOs to make a judgement taking account of all known details of the wreck, depth of water, and possible draughts of vessels which can navigate in the vicinity (and that will have to take into account tidal range and a safety margin to account for vessel motion and other uncertainties).

10. The revised wording has been actively supported by Denmark and implicitly accepted by all other CSPCWG members, except France.  Normally, that would be sufficient to consider that the wording has been approved; however, France’s points are well made and the issues in this case are so significant, that we consider that all WG members should examine the issues carefully.  This will ensure Work item D.6 is carefully addressed.  Having done this, please actively respond, using the form at Annex E to this Circular Letter.  

11. France’s comments are appended below (in upright text).  Further comments or alternative views have been added (in italic text) – these are by the WG’s Chairman and Secretary (UK).  Paragraph numbers have been added to facilitate referencing,

11.1. The current B-422.5 and 422.6 specify a clear rule (20 m) useful for standardization of charts. Without value of depth, there is no more standardization and so it isn’t a progress for M4.  The existing rule is not that clear, as it is still necessary to judge the likely depth of water (based on data presumably insufficient to apply a safe clearance depth – K30), and the likely draught of vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity.  The arbitrary 20m value (which is not related to actual ship sizes) is replaced by a professional value judgment, allowing for erring on the safe side.  The use of a danger line always requires such professional judgement – it simply draws attention to hazards which may be dangerous to some chart users – and cannot be subject to standardization.
11.2. In first approach, the rule proposed should be the good one. However, it is complex and expensive in this application, it is also risky. Indeed, the HOs will have to analyze the case of each wreck by considering:

· the depth of the surrounding depths, 

· the different types of ships likely to attend the zone,

· their possible draughts,

· the probability that the maximum height draught ships to attend the zone

· the badly known nature of the wreck. 

The resource expense is understood, but cannot be allowed to over-ride safety considerations.  It is agreed that HOs must continue to consider all the listed factors when deciding which symbol to use, even according to the existing specifications.  There is an element of risk (which is a good reason for avoiding these symbols if possible), but the present mix of criteria resulting from different eras and different HOs’ practice, is judged to be even more risky and needs to be resolved

11.3. In addition, the maximum draughts of ships move according to the times. This is true, and the reason why the 20m criterion is no longer considered appropriate (if it ever was).

11.4. To face the complexity of the treatment of each wreck, it is very likely that each HO will develop its own simple rule (ex:  dangerous wreck if likely higher than 28 m). Then, it is very likely that the significance of symbols IK28 and IK29 will differ from one country to another what will make very confused the significance of the 2 symbols for the users. This is demonstrably already the case – but the chart user is not sufficiently aware.  It is believed that the selection criteria currently vary between 18m and 28m, and possibly more taking account of old wrecks still charted according to earlier, even shallower, criteria.

11.5. This confusion, these ambiguities, even more problematic for the facsimiles, the Co-produced charts and the ENC, will be a danger in the interpretation of information and source of difficulties for the HO. 

11.6. In addition, to apply this type of change of rule on a charts portfolio will be long and very expensive for each HO. Because criteria have changed over the years, wrecks which were charted as K29 may need amending to K28 to allow for increased ships’ draughts.  It is doubtful that HOs re-assess all K29 symbols at each new edition, to assure that they are still not dangerous to any vessels capable of navigating in the vicinity.  However, some re-assessment may be overdue noting that the maritime environment is not static and that chart compilation judgments made many years ago, for the circumstances at the time, may need to be reviewed for the modern user. A review may never need repeating, as it is unlikely that vessels with a draught greater than currently existing will be built in the foreseeable future. To share its experience, UK has carried out such an assessment in its own waters <50m and, as a result, ‘upgraded’ a few K29s to K28 by NM.  It was not a huge task. The task can be managed and prioritised by reference to seabed depths and the vessels that are capable of navigating in the vicinity (in accordance with the proposed re-wording of B-422.5).

11.7. If it is decided not to indicate a threshold value in B422.5 and 422.6, then the countries should indicate by a note on each one of their charts the criteria which they applied. That will not remove all the risks of confusion and ambiguity. They will be however reduced. Whatever criteria are used should be specified in the national equivalent of INT 1.  The important thing is to ensure that the symbol genuinely means non-dangerous to any surface ship capable of navigating in the vicinity, leaving no room for misunderstanding by the user.

11.8. If it is decide to indicate a threshold value in B422.5 and 422.6 to clarify, then we could imagine another value than 20 m.  The maximum height draught in the world could be retained (28m, 35m?).  A disadvantage is that this value varies according to the times and the M4 rule will have to be updated. The implementation of these variations will induce some various situations of the charts in time. Merely changing the threshold would not alter the current mix of criteria already widely used.

11.9. The chart will be relevant for some rare ships with the maximum height draught but not for the very great majority of the others. However, the ‘rare’ ships are also the biggest, and will cause the greatest impact (eg environmental damage) if an accident occurs.

11.10. K28 wrecks will be more numerous. On ECDIS screen K28 wrecks are very cumbersome. Then most of the users will see their ECDIS screen encumbered in an inappropriate way.  The issue is safety; if the wrecks may be dangerous, they should appear on the screen.  At present, the ECDIS does not distinguish between K28 & K29 when highlighting hazards – Chair CSMWG: are there plans to change this?
11.11. And the HO which respected the current standard will be obliged to launch out in a heavy and not very practical recasting of their portfolio.  Respecting an ‘unsafe standard’ may not be a very sound defence in the event of an accident, if the chart is blamed. 
11.12. The best solution is to preserve the current value of 20m and a strong association between this value and the significance of the 2 symbols (as in current B-422.5 et B-422.6). INT1 must indicate this. Knowing this, each navigator will appreciate the danger for himself. The value 20 m seems adapted to the majority of the commercial traffic and thus remains relevant for the majority of the users (see table below at paragraph 11.14). One can suppose that the commanders of the ships with the strongest draughts are accustomed to interpreting in a particular way the nautical documents and that it are already accustomed to vigilance in the interpretation of the symbols.  Anecdotal evidence suggests otherwise and, knowing this, there may be a duty of care to act accordingly.

11.13. If a HO decides to use another value or criterion it must be indicated by a note on each one of his charts.

11.14. It is very important that use of K28 and K29 still to be avoided (K26-27 and K30 should be used).

Tankers between 5.99 and 14.99 m draught: 6557 vessels (86.67% of tanker fleet).

Tankers between 15 and 17.99 m draught: 348 vessels (4.60%)

Tankers between 18 and 19.99 m draught: 102 vessels (1.35%).

Tankers between 20 and 23.99 m draught: 337 vessels (4.45%).

Tanker more than 24 m draught: 6 vessels (0.08%).

Tanker with unknown draught: 215 vessels (2.84%).

Total tanker: 7565 vessels (100%).

Source: "Shipping Statistics Yearbook 2004" published by: ISL - Institut of Shipping Economics & Logistics, Brême.

Annex B

To CSPCWG CL 12/2005

Appendix 1

Extract from NP100 – The Mariner’s Handbook

Depth criteria for Dangerous and Non–Dangerous Wrecks
2.23

1
Modern charting standards specify that new wrecks will be charted showing the least depth over them, if known. Depicting wrecks in this manner, in preference to the use of the symbols for dangerous ([image: image19.wmf]) and non–dangerous ([image: image20.wmf] ) wrecks, provides the mariner with the maximum useful information, and allows him to assess what degree of danger the particular wreck represents for his particular vessel.

2
Mariners should be aware, however, that the symbols for dangerous and non–dangerous wrecks remain in common usage on charts published by the UKHO and other hydrographic offices and, furthermore, that the different hydrographic organisations may use different criteria to differentiate between these two classifications of wreck.

3
The depth criteria used by the UKHO to differentiate between the two classifications of wreck have changed over the years. If the depth of water over a wreck was thought to be equal to, or less than, the depth criteria in the table below, then the wreck would have been charted as dangerous ([image: image21.wmf]).

	Date
	Depth criteria

	Before 1960
	14∙6 m (8 fathoms)

	1960 - 1963
	18∙3 m (10 fathoms)

	1963 - 1968
	20∙1 m (11 fathoms)

	1968 onwards
	28∙0 m (15 fathoms)


The progressive changes above were a reflection of the ever increasing sizes of vessel which were entering service during the period.

2.24

1
Mariners should be aware, however, that circumstances exist which result in wrecks with a depth of less than 28 m over them being charted as non–dangerous wrecks (less–dangerous wrecks might be a more appropriate term) on present day editions of Admiralty charts. Such circumstances include:

2
Admiralty charts which have been compiled either partially or entirely using data from a foreign chart where different criteria have been used for wreck assessment. In such cases the foreign criteria, and the associated chart symbols, will be carried forward on to the Admiralty chart.

1
Similarly, a foreign government Notice to Mariners may promulgate information concerning a wreck in an area covered by an Admiralty chart. If the UKHO decides that it is appropriate to re–issue the information in an Admiralty Notice to Mariners for the Admiralty chart(s) concerned, the original foreign government criteria, assessment and resulting chart symbol will be retained.

2
Earlier wrecks, originally assessed and charted with reference to the criteria of the day, may be charted on subsequent New Editions and New Charts without the benefit of present day re–assessment and, in consequence, will retain the symbol appropriate to the criteria of the time. An extreme example might be a 1959 wreck with a depth of 15∙5 m (8½ fathoms) over it, which was assessed and charted as non–dangerous at the time, continuing to be charted as non–dangerous today.

3
Wrecks with less than 28 m over them may, in certain circumstances, be assessed by the UKHO using more subjective criteria in addition to depth, and, as a result, be classified and charted as non–dangerous.

2.25

1
In the light of all the foregoing, mariners are advised that wrecks charted as non–dangerous nevertheless remain worthy of caution, and that a value for the minimum depth over them cannot be derived simply by inspection of the chart.

