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WG member responses to CL 11/2005

(Responses received to 6 October)

Australia’s response:

There appears to be two ways to handle this suggestion, either to make a new feature called something like SuperFairway, or we have various categories of Fairways which is the S-57 approach in many similar cases.  We must not however radically change the definition of an existing feature that HOs may have already encoded on their paper charts as this may render all those already encoded, no longer legal and cause a lot of re-work by HOs.

Discussion:  Finland states in their introduction that there is a ‘perceived need’ for a definition and symbol.  One wonders how important this issue really is if it is only perceived?  Assuming that this was just a poor choice of an English word, and that there is a real need for Finland and Sweden to symbolize such areas more clearly on their paper charts, then we need to agree to a symbol that can be used by most HOs for fairways.  M-4 (and S-32) both lack specific details about a fairway and there is very little guidance on their portrayal on charts in M-4.  Again, and as reinforced by CHRIS17, if the CSPCWG agrees to a symbol, we should then check with the C&SMWG that they can produce a similar (at least recognizable) fairway symbol for the ECDIS portrayal of ENCs.  

AU has real issues with the proposed term ‘Fairway area’.  We can see no reason why the existing term ‘fairway’ as used in S-32 and S-57 cannot be adapted.  We agree that the definition may need improvement, particularly for S-32, but we have issues with the proposed definition because it is so restrictive.  For example, they must be cleared and swept, intended for international shipping and navigation and must be explicitly designated by national maritime authorities.

AU would prefer to make the definition far less restrictive to include fairways in a more general sense, as already encoded by some HOs on paper charts and ENCs.  We suggest that they do NOT necessarily need to be cleared and swept.  Of course this is the preferred condition, but the use of a ZOC diagram should indicate the confidence of such areas and one would expect categories A1 or A2 to have been reached, but not absolutely essential (both of these categories have full seafloor coverage with a full area search undertaken and all significant seafloor features detected and depths measured.  Secondly, do we need it to be specifically for international shipping.  If we said ‘intended for commercial shipping’, that would help to generalise its use.  Thirdly being ‘explicitly designated by national maritime authority’ would eliminate any use in Australian waters as our national authority AMSA does not designate such features.  Generally in AU, fairways exist in internal state waters or within the areas of the port authority’s responsibility.  Fourthly, Finland is introducing S-44 classifications to paper charts when we already have ZOC classifications.  As explained above, ZOC classifications A1 and A2 would be the preferred categories but not essential and this could be clearly indicated on the paper chart if a ZOC diagram was included.

If the CSPCWG agrees to a definition for a fairway, AU would like it far more generalised to something like:

The term Fairway Area shall be is used to describe cleared and swept fairway areas an area recommended for transit of commercial vessels intended for international shipping and navigation and must be explicitly designated by national may be designated by a maritime authorityies. Such The fairway areas should be accurately surveyed and indicate the maximum recommended draught.  The accuracy of a survey must meet the requirements of classification category Special Order or Order 1 of the IHO Standards for Hydrographic Surveys (S-44)

If we adopted the grey tint (low %), there may be no need to add limit symbology (as used for dredged areas on ECDIS for example).  The problem with grey tint, is that it may conflict with some old fathoms charts which have used a black dot pattern for intertidal areas, which are indicating shallow water rather than a recommended route.  (see UKHO chart 5011, edition2, J20-22 national symbols).  These symbols are also used on some older Australian fathoms charts. However it may be possible to design a grey tint that is quite different to these intertidal symbols that would be suitable, so we are not saying that grey tint is totally unsuitable.

If Finland needs a specific new symbol, just for areas as described in their definition, AU recommends that it introduce a whole new term that cannot be confused with what HOs perceive as being a ‘Fairway’ within the current specifications (both M-4 and S-57).  Many nations have already used the S-57 feature ‘FAIRWY’ for ENCs which from AU’s understanding is far less restrictive than what Finland is proposing.  If we adopted such a new definition, many HOs would have to re-encode their existing fairways within S-57 to something else. Such changes need to consider what is already common practice and introduce new features, rather than redefining existing ones.

In the Appendix 1 to the CL, all examples of the ‘fairway area’ includes the recommended track (INT1 M3) with the addition of the minimum recommended depth.  Is it intended that all ‘fairway areas’ will include these recommended tracks?  AU would prefer not to include them as part of the ‘fairway area’, but allow them to be optionally added as separate objects.  For medium scale charts, it may not be possible to show both the area and the track, and one would have to be left off.

These ideas are raised for all members to consider.  Hopefully we can work through them at CSPCWG2 and come to a workable solution.

Chris ROBERTS, Australian HO, 28 Sep 2005

Canada’s response:

In areas where channels, dredged or swept areas are displayed on charts, Canada uses a black pecked line to delimit the area and either a sounding selection with contours or a label to show the available depth. The underkeel clearance required to navigate in such areas is left to the officer in charge; Canada does not suggest a maximum recommend draught. I don't believe any Canadian authority would take full responsibility for the minimum depth in the suggested areas. I'm also concerned with the accuracy of the survey for such areas that must meet Order 1 of S-44; I don't know if we have the resources any more to survey such areas that do not meet the specified order.

 

I cannot see Canada using the proposed symbology for fairway areas in a near future, however, CHS does not object to the proposal since it is important to have standards for all charted features. The wording of the specification will be important and under no circumstances should this feature be made mandatory on large scale nautical charts.

Denmark’s response:

Denmark, even though being part of the Baltic Sea Area, does not use the term fairway areas as described by Finland in Danish waters. And the Danish Maritime Authority does not want to give a max draught for vessels navigating within or through the Danish waters. Denmark is therefore only informing the users about the depth to which a route or channel has been swept or dredged. Consequently it is left to the discretion of the captain in charge to decide the minimum underkeel clearance needed for sailing safely through a given area, recommended route, dredged channel etc. And no Danish authority will take any responsibility if the depth is not what it is stated to be.


Denmark does not see the need for accepting an international symbol for fairway areas with a stated max. recommended draught if the problem is only related to some areas within the Baltic Sea. On the other hand as Denmark is not going to use such a symbol on our charts in the near future, we do not disagree in the proposed fairway symbol.

France’s response:

The single grey screened tint will be very useful to show fairways (ie Recommended tracks) on charts and I support it. However, I think that its conditions of use should be softened in order to widen its use a little. 

Items that seem too precise are:

· “explicitly designated by national maritime authorities”,

·  “The accuracy of a survey must meet the requirements of classification category Special Order or Order 1 of the IHO Standards for Hydrographic Surveys (S-44)”,

· the definition : “Fairway is a channel recommended for hydrographic reasons to lead safely between shoal depths” (see B-423.1) seems to be enough. HO could specify national conditions of definition of a fairway under this one.

· “Such fairway areas should …indicate the maximum recommended draught”,

· It will be useful if the grey screened tint could be used even if no maximum recommended draught has been defined (then the use of such fairways is generally left to the discretion of the mariner and will depend on his vessel’s draught – see B-423.1). 

· In the proposal, a black centre-line with maximum draught indication seems always required in association with grey screened tint.

· It will useful if the grey screened tint could be used even if no centre-line has been defined (it often happened in French water). Moreover, B-432, B-433 and B-434 explain already the use of centre-lines.

The grey screened tint should be simply added as a supplementary symbol for “Recommended track” as defined is B-432.1 and where symbols could be combined:

Current B-432.1 :“term ‘Recommended tracks’ (French: voies recommandées), in its widest sense, includes all channels recommended for hydrographic reasons to lead safely between shoal depths. The use of such tracks is generally left to the discretion of the mariner and will depend on his vessel’s draught,the state of the tide, adequacy of navigational aids and so on. Apart from channels defined only by the depth contours, such tracks include:

a. recommended tracks in the narrow sense which have the recommended course line (and bearing) charted, ie., the centre-line is shown by a firm line where based on fixed marks and, generally, by a dashed line where it is not defined by fixed marks (these are recommended tracks proper);

b. channels which have their outer limits shown, usually in part only, by transits or ‘clearing lines’ based on natural objects or beacons: such lines are generally dashed to distinguish them from leading lines;

c. channels which have their outer limits shown, in part, by light sectors (their detailed representation is described in B-475.5) or direction lights (see B-475.7);

d. tracks which have their centreline shown by a radio bearing line from a directional radio beacon (see B-481.2 and B-486.5).

These chart features may well be combined in any channel. Their common characteristics are that they generally occur fairly close inshore and are used primarily to avoid shoal depths rather than to regulate shipping movements.

Such features are to be charted in black, apart from radio bearing lines which are shown in magenta if not associated with another type of track (see B-481.2 and B-486.5).

Bearings quoted must refer to the true compass; bearings measured from the chart must agree with bearings stated on the chart, in the List of Lights, and in Sailing Directions.

See B-433 and B-434 for detailed specifications of leading and clearing lines, and recommended tracks (in the narrowest sense).

The grey screened tint should be an “e)”  possibility in B-432.1 and an specific new definition of fairway as proposed seems to be unnecessary. In my mind, a fairway is a “channel recommended for hydrographic reasons to lead safely between shoal depths”. A maximum recommended draught could be associated to the area or not. If yes, a note should be used. If no, a note may be used to explain the hydrographic reasons (quality of survey for example).

Currently, SHOM use dashed black lines for the limits of such area and will be happy to use the grey screened tint (easier to read on charts and standardized symbol perhaps).

(France provided an example, attached)

Japan’s response:

Concerning the symbol of Fairway Area, we think it a bit confusing to use grey screened tint for Fairway Area, because the same color is used for land tint in Japanese charts based on Chart Specification of  
IHO (M-4, 142).
Norway’s response:

We assume the use of black raster could be a good solution to nations not producing multi colored charts.  The use of green colour on fairway areas is not correct due to green being the colour internationally associated with environmental matters.

NHS understands the Finnish, Swedish and the Baltic states’ wish for a fairway symbol internationally agreed upon.

For the time being Norway is using a mix of black and blue raster in intertidal areas, but since we are not going to include any swept fairway areas into our charts in any near future, we do not disagree in the proposed fairway symbol.

South Africa’s response:

South Africa is not directly affected by Fairway Areas but we do appreciate Finland’s problem having to navigate through such difficult and complicated sea areas.  At first I also had my reservations about the Green Tint but that has been resolved with the 10% Grey Tint which is acceptable even on multi-colour charts.  I therefore fully support Finland’s submission.

Spain’s response (also supported by Germany):

In a short answer we are not much in favour to the standardization of the fairways. We don’t support the use of grey screened. The alternative use of dashed lines could be considered. At last the concerns expressed by Mathias Jones (CSMWG), in regards with new symbology and the implications in ECDIS, should be taken in deep account.
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Echelle 1: 31 000 (22° 23')

Sondes en métres rapportées approximativement au niveau des plus basses mers

Altitudes en métres rapportées au niveau moyen
situé 4 0,7m au-dessus du zéro hydrographique

Positions géographiques rapportées au systéme géodésique WGS 84

Systéme de balisage de I'AISM, région A (rouge & babord)

Project

n de Mercator

Carroyage UTM : Les amorces du carroyage UTM (fuseau 58) sont représentées sur le cadre extérieur.

Origine des renseignements hydrographiques : Voir le diagramme.

Les sondes en caractéres droits (ex

18) proviennent de levés plus anciens.

Topographie : La topographie intérieure est empruntée aux cartes de I'Institut Géographique National.

Hauts-fonds coralliens : L'attention des navigateurs est appelée
sur lexistence possible de hauts-fonds coralliens ne figurant pas
sur la carte, en dehors des zones explorées au sondeur latéral.

1 - Décalage avec le systéme géodésique IGN 72
Pour obtenir les coordonnées géographiques rapportées au
systéme géodésique IGN 72, ajouter 0,17 aux latitudes Sud
et retrancher 0,20" aux longitudes Est lues sur cette carte.
Exemple

Position carte (WGS 84) 166°55,00'E
Corrections lat/long -0,20°
Position IGN 72 20°2317'S 166°54,80'E

2 - Voie recommandée
La zone délimitée par un tireté noir sur la carte a fait I'objet
d’une investigation au sondeur latéral

3 - Voie recommandeée : De I'entrée du Canal de la Havannah a
I'Ouest de I'lle Ouen
La zone délimitée par un tireté noir a fait I'objet d'une investigation
au sondeur latéral. Il n'y existe aucune profondeur inférieure
11,6 métres.

4 - Baie de Prony
La zone délimitée par un tireté noir afait fobjet d'une investigation
au sondeur latéral.

Coral shoals : Mariners are warned that uncharted coral shoals
may exist outside areas investigated using sidescan sonar.

Adjustements to IGN 72 Datum
To agree with IGN 72 Datum, positions read from this chart
must be adjusted by 0.17 minutes southward and 0.20
minutes westward.

Example :

Chart position (WGS 84)  20°23'.00S  166°55'.00E
Lat/long adjustements +0.17 -0'20
IGN 72 position 20°23'.17S  166°54".80E

Recommended track
The area shown by a black pecked line on the chart have
been investigated using sidescan sonar.

Recommended track : From Canal du Havannah entrance to
West of lle Ouen

The area shown by a black pecked line has been investigated
using sidescan sonar. All depths are deeper than 11,6 metres.

Baie de Prony
The area shown by a black pecked line has been investigated
using sidescan sonar.




