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6th WENDWG Meeting

Stavanger, Norway, 8 – 10 March 2016
--

Report of the Correspondence Group on the full implementation of the WEND Principles
--
WENDWG PoW
J.1 – J.4

1 Context

IRRCC7 has amended WENDWG program of work with a new item J “To propose way ahead for assessing the long term consequences of not achieving full implementation of the WEND Principles”.

Item J has 4 sub-items:
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At WENDWG5 a preliminary work has been carried out by a sub-group to identify WEND principles and guidelines not fully implemented.
2 Objective, calendar
Objective is to conduct actions by correspondence and finalize results in WENDWG6  (8-9 march 2016 Stavanger).

3 Analysis
The WENDWG has assessed a first list of WEND principles and guidelines (ref. IRRC7-WENDWG-Report) that are considered not fully implemented.

It is proposed before the next WENDWG to:

· Append as needed this first list of principles,

· Give examples that illustrate the non-application of the principle,

· Identify the barriers that prevent  the principle being implemented,
· Propose corrective actions to mitigate/eliminate the barriers,

· Assess long term consequences for the IHO if no action is taken.

The table below has been filled to initiate discussion and inputs of the working group.

Italic is for suggested actions for participants to this working group. Suggested pilots for these actions are invited to comment, amend or dismiss.
	Principle
	2.a. Member States will strive to ensure that mariners, anywhere in the world, can obtain fully updated ENCs for all shipping routes and ports across the world.



	Examples where principle may not be applied
	Some ports in the TOP 2000 list are still with inadequate ENC coverage. Also ENC coverage needs is changing due to new usages (cf. NOAA presentation on “ using AIS to determine adequacy of ENC coverage MACHC 15 Dec 2014” https://www.iho.int/mtg_docs/com_wg/WEND/WENDWG5/Klemm%20-%20MACHC%20Cruise%20Ship%20AIS.pdf
Document WENDWG4-06A presented by UK, WENDWG4-06D presented by US, WENDWG2-11)

	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	 Lack of means. Wrong priorities for ENC production?

	Recommended action
	Accelerate production programs ( wishful… Redefine priorities to match real needs based on risk assessment studies (several risk assessment are carried out: MACHC, NZ …). Create a fund (financed by insurance companies, cruise companies…) to finance ENC production on priority areas?

	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	Loss of opportunities for economy if some port is not charted properly (ships won’t stop).

Safety of navigation.


	Principle
	2.b Member States will strive to ensure that their ENC data are available to users through integrated service*, each accessible to any ECDIS user (i.e. providing data in S-57 form), in addition to any national distribution or system-specific SENC delivery.
2.c. Member States are encouraged to distribute their ENCs through a RENC in order to share in common experience and reduce expenditure, and to ensure the greatest possible standardization, consistency, reliability and availability of ENCs.  

	Examples where principle may not be applied
	RENCs: There are two ways to ensure a nation’s ENC folio is available through a wide variety of integrated services: a) the producer establishes and maintains many different distribution arrangements, or b) a nation joins a RENC and benefits from a centrally managed, established, and comprehensive distribution network.
Some countries do not deliver their ENC to foreigners for various reasons like for example (Ref IHB CL 72/2014) : 
Algeria , 
Thailand 
List of national producers with ENCs issued, but not available through a RENC (‘through a RENC’ means IC-ENC members, PRIMAR members, PRIMAR distribution arrangements):

Tunisia

Viet Nam

Myanmar

Sri Lanka

United Kingdom (part of folio, see comment below)


	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	No availability of ENCs 

Process for producing standard data not in place (Algeria, Saudi Arabia), 
National regulations (Thailand)
Ref CL 72/2014

Algeria: Le Service Hydrographique des Forces Navales is progressing with the implementation of S-63 as recommended by the IHO.

Thailand: Distribution of ENCs via RENC falls into international agreement practice. We are required by the domestic laws and regulations that any international agreement to be made must be approved by the government. The submission for approval has been processed by our Office; however it takes longer than expected and it is still in progress. The internal political situation in recent years is another factor which prolongs the process.
ENCs available but not through a RENC

UK : The overwhelming majority are distributed through IC-ENC. A small and reducing number of ENCs (those that resulted from UKHO’s work to enable IMO’s ECDIS mandation) are yet to be released to the RENC. This work was carried out at significant expense and UKHO is still required to recover these costs.

Could concerned countries comment on this? @HOs which do not distribute their ENCs through a RENC

	Recommended action
	RHC to engage discussion in order to invite those countries to join a RENC which seems an efficient way to achieve the delivery of standard ENC

. 
RENCs to set more attractive/easily understandable economic models?
IC-ENC comment: IC-ENC believes its financial model is:

Attractive – operates as a low cost, not-for-profit organisation, budget approved by members

Easy to understand – it is a simple model; a nation sets their ENC price, IC-ENC retains $1 per annual subscription and returns the remainder to the producer. E.g. if a nation decides its price is $15, IC-ENC retains $1 and returns $14 to the producer. The amount of $1 is set annually by the members as part of the budget approval process. IC-ENC’s financial accounts are published – see website for Annual Report.

PRIMAR economic model: Non-profit operation. Yearly budget approved by member nations. Royalty model to attain cost recovery. All revenue above cost recovery is returned to member nations. 
RENCs to carry out marketing actions toward concerned countries?
RENCS: This is standard practice, and is done in a variety of ways (face-to-face, online etc). Significant RENC resource (time and money) is used for this activity (e.g. RHC attendance etc)
Could concerned countries indicate what would make them change their mind and join a RENC? @HOs which do not distribute their ENCs through a RENC

RENCs: We support this request, aimed at non-RENC nations

	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	Mariners may not have access to ENC data in certain ENC Distribution Services.
A customer might have to visit several providers to get the ENC he needs. 

Multiplication of providers each with its own process may result in heterogeneity on controls and makes it difficult to achieve consistency and reliability.

Multiplication of delivery portals prevents from carrying out overlap control like the ones carried out in RENCs.

Inconsistent standards for validation, distribution and quality control.


  * Integrated services are a variety of end-user services where each service is selling all its ENC data, regardless of source, to the end user within a single service proposition embracing format, data protection scheme and updating mechanism, packaged in a single exchange set.

	Principle
	3.g. Technically and economically effective solutions for updating are to be established conforming to the relevant IHO standards. The updating of ENCs should be at least as frequent as that provided by the nation for correction of paper charting. 

	Examples where principle may not be applied
	Could RENCs provide a list of countries which do not provide ER services ? 
RENCs: All RENC members provide ER files to maintain their ENC folio. However, it is beyond the capacity of RENCs to determine whether these ER files are comprehensive in amount, content, and timeliness.

IC-ENC comment: As part of the IC-ENC joining process with a new member, we will work closely with the nation and expect them to demonstrate ER file production capability, understanding and intent before any new ENC is released.
PRIMAR: Similar process in PRIMAR to ensure that new members regularly supply updates to their ENCs.


	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	Resources
Technical difficulties to process and disseminate nautical information (lack of means, know-how…)? Organisation difficulty:  entity in charge not clear?

RENCs: Skills and understanding: it is noticeable that communications/update frequency/quality etc can change as personnel change within ENC production teams. This is most acute in Navy office subject to frequent staff churn through postings.

	Recommended action
	RENCs: HOs to acknowledge the size and scope of updating requirement and resource their teams appropriately, and to include succession planning in their staff structure. Adequate budget must be ring-fenced to maintain ENCs.
Capacity building: more developed HO assist HO to develop T/P service? Ensure a full SOLAS service on a reduced portfolio and contract another HO for the production of some ENC  until it can be reinserted in portfolio



	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	RENCs: There is a real safety concern if ENCs are not maintained.


	Principle
	3.j. National HOs providing source data are responsible for advising the issuing HO of update information in a timely manner.  

	Examples where principle may not be applied
	Nautical information not given in due time. 
IC-ENC: Are there any actual examples known where this has occurred / is occurring? If so, a list will be useful to help prioritise action, If not, we can revert to a general monitoring status and focus our energy on other items. Industry stakeholder (presumably ENC Service Providers) involvement at WENDWG6 might identify areas of concern.
PRIMAR: End-users have from time to time raised concern over lack of updates to certain ENCs.

	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	Lack of organisation: responsible for nautical information collection not clearly designated.


	Recommended action
	Assist developing countries in setting up efficient organisation and identifying a national contact responsible for nautical information.
Intensify program of Marine Safety Information courses (capacity building)?
RHCs to encourage members to provide source data and highlight shortcomings in ICCWG meetings

	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	Major stake on safety of navigation in coastal areas. Risk of ships going to other ports in case of loss of confidence.


	Principle
	4.a. A Quality Management System should be considered to assure high quality of ENC services. When implemented, this should be certified by a relevant body as conforming to a suitable recognized standard; typically this will be ISO 9001:2008 (as amended). 

	Examples where principle may not be applied
	

	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	RENCs: Cost, time, complexity.

	Recommended action
	Assess priority of this subject compared to other actions. Probably a subject for well-developed organisations.
RENCs: Utilise third party ENC quality assurance function to supplement own internal quality management, i.e. one way to achieve this is through RENC membership.
IC-ENC: Achieved independent ISO9001:2008 accreditation in 2015, prior to this was included in UKHO’s certification. Currently working with several of its members who are also seeking ISO9001 accreditation offering advice, opinion, lessons learned through the certification process etc. 
PRIMAR: The PRIMAR operation has been ISO accredited since 2005.

	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	


	Principle
	4. b There must be conformance with all relevant IHO and IMO standards.

	Examples where principle may not be applied
	IHB : Conformance with all standards includes conformance with S-65, including stage 7 « Edge Match Data » there should be no gap or overlap or inconsistencies between adjacent cells.
PRIMAR: The ENC validation processes conducted in PRIMAR frequently reveals format/standard errors in ENC already released to end-users through other ENC services. These errors are promptly reported back to the ENC issuer / releaser. A list of examples can be provided upon request.
IC-ENC: The question of how to react if non-conformance is identified on an ENC already in use is important to address. There are procedures established for, in particular, overlapping data – escalation through RHC-IHO-IMO – suggest WENDWG6 debates the value and practical implementation of this process and see if it ought to extend to other non-conforming issues.

	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	IHB: IHO Standards are considered as “recommendatory” (non-mandatory) in nature.

	Recommended action
	IHB: Raise awareness on the “obligation”, placed on Government Parties to the SOLAS Convention, to implement IHO resolutions and recommendations (through the footnotes in SOLAS Chapter V), in relation with the entry into force of the IMO mandatory audit scheme on 1 January 2016.
IHB: Promote the role of RENCs in providing an independent control mechanism.

IHB: Implement S-58 Edition 5.1.0 as soon as possible: the 5th Edition of S-58 introduced the concept of critical error and included associated “critical” (C) checks which, if not adhered to, may cause a failure in the ECDIS, or at least severely compromise ECDIS performance. When the revised Edition 5.1.0 (in preparation) enters into force it will specify that ENC data must not contain any critical (C) error.


	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	IHB: Non conformant products have a potential impact on the safety of navigation.
IHB: Undermine the credibility of HOs and of the IHO.


	Principle
	Annex

	Examples where principle may not be applied
	Numerous overlaps. For example catalog in UB2, Primar catalog shows overlaps situation in South East Asia, Eastern Mediterranean Sea, Antarctic... https://www.iho.int/mtg_docs/com_wg/WEND/WENDWG5/WENDWG5-08B_Global%20Overlaps%20Analysis-2.pdf
Not only inheritance of the past, still today ENC are produced that cover parts of existing ENC.
PRIMAR Overlap Checker indicates Indian ENCs in Chart Region H in areas where they are not the charting authority

	Barrier that prevents from implementing the principle
	Lack of coordination?
Diplomatic issue?

Ignorance of WEND principles? 

Disregard of IHO recommendations?
RENCs: Many examples of potentially overlapping data are resolved by RENC action before a new ENC is issued. It is clear that the major cause of overlapping data is based on political considerations (despite all relevant documentation clearly stating ENC production boundaries can be considered technical in nature only).
IC-ENC: IC-ENC overlapping policy (see WENDWG5 documentation) recognises overlapping data is with us for the short and medium term, and the next best thing is for the two producers to try to ensure the content of both ENCs presents the same navigationally significant information.


	Recommended action
	RENC procedures to check overlap ( but can lead to no decision at the end of the process.

RHC try to fix the problem with the help of cartography coordination sub groups. Report to IHO and IMO in case of difficulty. 

If problem cannot be fixed, clip ENC along water limits when defined and apply WEND principles? (IC-ENC: I do not understand this proposal, but caution against any ideas for anyone other than the producer to ‘edit’ a national ENC)
If water limits not defined ( diplomatic issue.
RENCs should refuse to distribute ENCs not produced by authorized charting authority of a coastal state? (IC-ENC: This would not solve the problem; there are many other ways to distribute ENCs. At least via the RENC system there remains visibility, clear reporting and risk assessment of the problem). However, IHO may be able to offer persuasive action, linked to 4b)
PRIMAR: There is no place to find an official list of “authorized charting authorities”.

	Consequences (safety of navigation, economy…)
	Undermines the credibility of the IHO
RENCs: Safety concerns on ECDIS performance/display when presented with overlapping data


�Should these cells be included in the IHO ENC Catalogue if they are not available to any ECDIS user ?  Are they included ?


�IHO catalogue should become the definitive source of ENC coverage, and include all known ENCs issued by producers.
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