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	CIRCULAR LETTER 03/2006

13 January 2006




REPORTING AND PUBLICATION OF DANGERS TO NAVIGATION
Reference:
IHB CL 109/2005 dated 3 November 2005

Dear Hydrographer,

The IHB thanks the following 40 Member States who replied to the above referenced Circular Letter:  Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Iceland, India, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Latvia, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Serbia and Montenegro, Singapore, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States of America and Uruguay.

All 40 Member States supported the inclusion of such a Technical Resolution with 38 supporting the draft text. 15 Member States provided comments and these are included at Annex A. The IHB has revised the Technical Resolution in view of the comments made and the revised text is at Annex B. This will now be included as TR A1.20 in IHO Publication M-3. In the referenced Circular Letter, the IHB referred to SOLAS regulation V/31 however the IHB agrees with the comment made by the UK that regulations V/4 and V/9 are also relevant to this matter.

On behalf of the Directing Committee

Yours sincerely,
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Vice Admiral Alexandros MARATOS

President

Annex A:
Comments by Member States.

Annex B:
TR A1.20

Comments by Member States

Algeria:

SFHN approves the measures proposed by the IHO. They are to a large extent already applied by SHFN. 

Canada:

Care should be taken to use generic references to organisations due to the varying organisational structures and different responsibilities in delivering this information, country to country. Comment by IHB: Every effort has been made to make the references as generic as possible.

Chile:

This service agrees in general with the reporting structure, asking the correspondent body in charge to consider the additional following aspects:

1. Positioning method used to detect the danger.

2. Chart of reference

3. Datum

4. Date on which the danger was detected and reported

5. Coordinates (referred to the chart previously indicated in 2)

6. Vessel or platform that reported the danger

7. Echo sounding used (just in case the danger was detected by one)

Comment by IHB: These and maybe others (e.g. tides) are technical details that need to be considered by the Authorities that will investigate the danger. 

France:

· For Action 1, read “Local Authority (e.g. Harbourmaster, lighthouse authority of coastal State) or National Authority (national coordinator, national designated coordinator) receives message indicating the presence of a danger to navigation (e.g. depth less than charted, existence of an obstacle, particularly a floating object, dangerous to navigation, etc.)” Comment by IHB: The text has been amended to say Local / National Authority. A separation between which are local and which are national authorities has not been made due to the possibility of different interpretations by States.  Examples of dangers to navigation have not been included as this might mistakenly be construed as limiting what constitutes a ‘danger to navigation’ to those items listed.
· For Action 2, read:  “Relevant authority verifies as quickly as possible the information received and their dangerousness – if necessary with assistance from a hydrographic service – and issues or gets issued, depending on the case, a local and/or coastal navigational warning.”  Comment by IHB: The IHB considers that, given the possibility of a time delay between receiving and verifying a message and in the interests of maritime safety, the first action should be to issue the warning and if necessary to check the origin later. The degree of danger should of course be taken into account when making the decision to undertake any of the actions in the list. The text has been amended to reflect “local and/or coastal warnings”.
· For Action 4, read: “National Coordinator informs the Sub-area Coordinator (if he exists), or the NAVAREA Coordinator  (See S-53 for definition)” Comment by IHB: An amendment has been made to this effect.
· For Action 5, read  “Coordinators at 3 and 4 above issue navigational warnings (coastal warnings for national coordinators or national designated   coordinators, Navarea warnings for NAVAREA Coordinators) via national and international services.” Comment by IHB: It is considered that Co-ordinators would only issue the warnings for which they are responsible and that it is therefore not necessary to include the detailed description.
· For Action 7 “HO /MSA /Port Authority organizes if necessary a verification hydrographic survey.” Comment by IHB: Included.
· Action 10 preferably to be deleted or modified to read:  “For the record, Hydrographic Services operating worldwide exploit, if necessary, the information broadcast by HS in accordance with the procedures in force (systematic exploitation of groups of Notices to Mariners by different HS for example).” Comment by IHB: This item has been moved to Item 6, the text amended and a reference to TR F1.5 included.
Germany:

For defined terms use style of writing according to S-53, e.g. ‘National co-ordinator’ instead of ‘National Coordinator’. Comment by IHB: Included.

Latvia:

We generally agree, but an item about marking of new dangers is missing. Comment by IHB: Included.

Netherlands:

Regard the draft text as a good guidance to set up proper national procedures.

New Zealand:

Only to point out the obvious that the gap in time between steps 6 and 7-9 may be considerable. Some years can pass before the entire series of actions is completed. Comment by IHB: The IHB agrees that there may well be a lengthy delay but hopes that the adoption of this TR may help to reduce this delay.
Portugal:

Portugal fully agrees with the list of actions to be taken following the report of any undiscovered danger to navigation. The steps are in a very simple, comprehensive and logical structure and they provide a good line of action for the corresponding authorities.

Spain:

Item 4 include notification to the hydrographic office. Comment by IHB: Included.

Item 5 Replace the word “warnings” by “radio warnings”. Comment by IHB: In the English text ‘navigational warnings’ are radio warnings by default. The Spanish text has been amended to read ‘radioaviso a los navegantes’.

Sweden:

Sweden supports the inclusion in M-3 of a list of actions to be taken following a report of depths less than charted or the existence of obstacles dangerous to navigation. We however suggest the list to be completed as follows: 

a. As the list could be consulted in the event of new wrecks, derelict etc. we suggest that an item regarding the importance of removal of the object be added: “Co-ordinators of 3 and 4 above make sure that the organizational unit which is responsible for a possible removal of the hazard or fault has been informed.” Comment by IHB: Whilst the removal of an obstruction may well be an appropriate action the IHB considers that it is not directly related to the reporting and publishing of dangers to navigation. 

b. All appropriate means should be used to inform mariners about a new hazard. The use of AIS should be considered if it is available (see CPRNW 7 summary report 3.4.3.2). Hence the following item is suggested to be added to the list: Add “Coordinators at 3 and 4 above assess the need for issuing a “Short Safety-Related Message” via AIS.”  Comment by IHB: The use of AIS to disseminate information might be considered appropriate under action 2. It is not however part of the WWNWS and the IHB considers that it should not be specifically referred to.

c. Keeping an ENC database continuously updated and distributed to mariners is today a reality to many HOs and an important goal for all HOs that still do not have these facilities. The list needs to be completed by some words about this. The following is suggested: Add
“HO makes a revision of its ENC database and issues ER.” Comment by IHB: The term “chart” has been used to cover Paper / RNC / ENC. The term “NtM” in actions 6 and 8 has been changed to “NtM / ER” in order to correctly show the change to the ENC database. The second occurrence of NtM in action 8 has not been changed, as this would not be an appropriate action for an “ER”.

Tunisia:

Amend paragraph 2 of Annex A as follows: “2. Relevant authority issues local warning to all ships in the vicinity if appropriate, once the message source has been verified. Comment by IHB: The IHB considers that, given the possibility of a time delay between receiving and verifying a message and in the interests of maritime safety, the first action should be to issue the warning and if necessary to check the origin later.

Turkey:

It would be useful for such a text to be included in the Resolutions of the IHO (M-3)

United Kingdom:
· We fully support the use of a step-by-step approach as the best way of defining responsibilities of authorities responsible for gathering and assessing data and promulgating it or passing it to their NAVAREA Co-ordinator.

· We have some reservations regarding the Annex A (draft text of “Actions to be taken following the report of depths less than charted or the existence of obstacles dangerous to navigation”). We particularly consider that Item 10 should be included at an earlier stage i.e. for those countries which do not have a Hydrographic Office the information should be passed to the charting HO at the same time as the NAVAREA Co-ordinator.  This amendment would be consistent with the line invariably taken in technical advice within the IHO CBC programme.  Comment by IHB: Included
· Note that CL109/05 quotes SOLAS V Regulation 31, however, also relevant are Regulations 4 (Navigational Warnings) and 9 (Hydrographic Services). See comment in covering letter.
United States of America:
Recommend changing Action 7 to “7. HO/MSA/Port Authority organizes the hydrographic survey or includes the requirement for survey in its prioritized future survey schedule.” Comment by IHB: Included.
Actions to be taken following the report of depths less than charted or the existence of obstacles dangerous to navigation.

IHO Publication M-3 A1.20

The following is a list of the actions that should be considered by the relevant authorities. Not every action will be appropriate in every case. Whilst the actions below are set out in a logical sequence it is likely that some of these steps will take place simultaneously or in a different order.

1. Local / National Authority (e.g. harbourmaster, lighthouse authority, hydrographic office etc.) receives message indicating the presence of a new danger to navigation.

2. Receiving authority ensures local and/or coastal warnings are issued to all ships in the vicinity, if appropriate.

3. Authority informs National co-ordinator (see S-53 for definition) and national charting authority. NB. The national charting authority may be the national HO or a foreign HO to which chart production for the area has been delegated

4. National co-ordinator informs: Navarea co-ordinator or Sub-area co-ordinator, if one exists, (see S-53 for definitions); national charting authority (if not already informed at 3 above); and authority responsible for marking dangers to navigation.

5. Co-ordinators at 4 above issue navigational warnings via national and international services.

6. The Charting HO issues NtM / ER for affected chart(s). This also serves to inform other interested authorities e.g. HOs producing world-wide chart coverage. (See also TR F1.5). After suitable time has elapsed for effective NtM / ER distribution, authorities may cancel relevant navigational warnings. 

7. HO / MSA / Port Authority, if it considered necessary, organises hydrographic survey or includes the requirement for survey in its prioritised future survey schedule.

8. HO issues updated NtM / ER based on results of survey (or cancels NtM if danger was temporary and has now been removed).

9. HO considers need for new edition / new chart.

