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Date: 9 October 2014

Dear Colleagues
Subject: CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14 (Dredged areas and maximum authorized draught)
Here is the next letter progressing actions from CSPCWG10.  The details are at Annex A, with specific questions at Annex B.  Please expect further groups of CSPCWG10 actions shortly.
Please respond, using Annex B, not later than 4 December 4014.
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,
Chairman
Annex A: CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14 - Draft revised specifications for dredged/maintained areas and minimum depth/maximum authorized draught.
Annex B: Response form

Annex A to CSPCWG Letter 09/2014

CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14

Draft revised specifications for Dredged/Maintained Areas
and

Minimum depth/Maximum Authorized Draught
ACTIONS 10 AND 11 – DREDGED AREAS
Extract from WG10 report:

8.1
Maintained / Dredged Areas (AU, UK)
Docs:
CSPCWG10-08.1A
Maintained / Dredged areas


CSPCWG10-08.1B
Maintained / Dredged areas

While there is no evidence that the mariner is confused by the present different symbols and legends used relating to dredged and maintained areas, there is evidence that cartographers and port authorities are.  The difference between INT1 I21 and I23 is not clear and the meeting decided it would be better to remove I23.  If the depth in an area is maintained, then I21 should be used, with an appropriate legend and / or note if necessary to clarify the maintenance regime.  If necessary, a date of the latest survey should be added (I22).  The term used in INT1 should be ‘channel or area with minimum depth’, as it does not matter to the mariner how it is achieved (eg by dredging), although the words ‘dredged’ or ‘maintained’ may be retained on charts if preferred by the local authority.

ACTION 10: Secretary to draft revised S-4 specifications for ‘dredged / maintained areas’ for WG approval.

ACTION 11: INT1 subWG to retire I23 and amend terms for I21 and I22.

Extract from S-4, with proposed amendments in red:
B-414 DREDGED AREAS 

Dredged areas are channels and berths where the stated minimum depth has been achieved, and may be maintained, by human influence. 
Limits of dredged areas must be indicated by medium dashed lines. The ends should be left open where leading into deeper water.

[image: image2.emf]
I20


Dredged channels and areas must be delimited by dashed lines and the dredged 

The minimum depth must normally be given in metres and decimetres (precision depending on the accuracy of the control survey), always which may be followed by an indication of the units, for example ‘m’ or ‘metres ft’, if considered useful
. Decimal zeros may be omitted. The depth should normally be inserted within the area; however, for the exceptional use of tables, see B-414.4. Shallow water tints should be added in accordance with the charted depth, see B-411.6.
[image: image3.emf]
 I21
If it is necessary to clarify the maintenance regime (if any), labels such as ‘Dredged to’, ‘Maintained depth’, and/or a note may be included, normally in consultation with the local authority. For example, where it is known that such areas are subject to siltation between dredging:

DREDGED AREA[S]
The depth[s] shown in the dredged area[s] [is/are] generally maintained, but silting is liable to occur. For the latest information, consult the [Harbour Master/…Port Authority/Pilot].

or

[CHANNEL/BERTH] DEPTHS

Depths in the [marked/dredged channels and/or berthing areas] may be less than charted. For the latest information, consult the [Harbour Master/…Port Authority/Pilot].

Dredged
 Turning (or manoeuvring) basins should be charted in the same way as other dredged areas, and may be labelled accordingly.

B-414.1 Areas not regularly maintained. Where it is not known that a dredged area is maintained by regular control surveys and any necessary consequential dredging (or if it is definitely known that there is no regular maintenance), the legend on the largest scale chart must give both the depth and year of the latest control known post-dredging check survey. 
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I22

B-414.2 Not currently used. Areas regularly maintained. Where it is known that a dredged area will be maintained by regular control surveys and dredging, the date must be omitted. Where space permits, insert ‘Maintained depth...m’. 

[image: image5.emf]
I23

Where it is known that such areas are subject to siltation between dredgings, a cautionary note may be added. 

B-414.3 Not currently used. Limits of dredged minimum depth areas must be indicated by medium dashed lines. The ends should be left open where leading into deeper water. 
[image: image6.emf]
I20
B-414.4 Tables of dredged depths. In general, the use of tables to list dredged minimum depths within dredged areas should be avoided, except: 

· in very complex cases, where areas are too small to show legends within the limits; 

· in areas where very frequent changes occur, to facilitate maintenance by Notice to Mariners. 

B-414.5 Soundings within dredged areas. Surveys or reports of depths within a dredged area which are shoaler than the stated depth may be received. If possible, advice should be obtained from the competent authority on whether they have been, or will shortly be, removed. If such assurance cannot be obtained, a cautionary note may be added which may be considered sufficient warning; if not, soundings shoaler than the stated depth may exceptionally be inserted within the dredged area, reported depths being inserted in accordance with B-424.5.

B-414.6 Areas being dredged. If it is considered useful to provide the mariner with detailed dredging plans (eg during port development), then the following options may be used, listed in the most likely order of application: 

· Issue a preliminary (P) NM, including if useful a diagram showing the planned layout and depths of dredged areas; see B-634. Note: any diagram should be in accordance with B-634.5. 
· Insert the outline of the planned dredged area on the chart in magenta (N1.2), by NM or New Edition as appropriate. Add sloping magenta legends within or adjacent to the area, as appropriate, stating, eg: ‘Being dredged to 6,5m (2014)’, or equivalent. Existing depth information, if any, must not be deleted until confirmation has been received that the dredging has been completed. Consider adding a note explaining the situation, eg: 
DEPTHS – DREDGING PLANS 

Planned dredged depths and limits of access channels are shown in magenta and not confirmed. The Port Authority must be consulted for the latest information.
· In exceptional circumstances, publish a preliminary edition of the chart, as detailed in B-621. 

For new constructions, areas being reclaimed and works in progress, see B-329; in these cases, the dashed lines, legends and tints make it clear that these works may be incomplete.

INT1 will need amending as follows, if/when MS have approved change:

Section I subheading above I20 change to ‘Depths in channels and areas’.

I21 (possibly remove m for metres?). Amend column 3 description to: ‘Dredged channel or area with minimum depth regularly maintained’.

I22 (remove legend ‘Dredged to’, possibly remove m for metres?). Amend column 3 description to ‘Dredged channel or area with minimum depth not regularly maintained and year of latest survey’.
ACTIONS 12-14 – MINIMUM DEPTH AND MAXIMUM AUTHORIZED DRAUGHT
Extract from WG10 report:

8.2
Maximum draught / minimum depth (AU) 

Docs:
CSPCWG10-08.2A
Minimum Depth and Maximum Authorized Draught

J Wootton gave a presentation on the application of colour to minimum depth and maximum authorized draught, in accordance with the paper.  However, the meeting did not consider that the use of different colours was sufficient to differentiate the two concepts; it decided that the colours agreed in responses to CSPCWG Letter 7/13 should stand.  However, it also considered that the use of the symbols < > to indicate maximum authorized draught is not intuitive and should be abandoned.  Various alternatives were suggested, although most were considered too big to be usable in many of the situations present on, for example, FI charts (where this concept is frequently used).

ACTION 12: FI, DE, AU, Sec to devise new symbol for ‘maximum authorized draught’.
ACTION 13: Secretary to consider whether any additional exceptions to B-141/142 are required.
ACTION 14: Chairman and IHB to consider CSPCWG Letter to enquire how widespread the concept of maximum draught is.
Discussion:

Actions 12 and 14: During discussions at WG10, the use of separate colours for ‘Minimum depth’ and ‘Maximum authorized draught’ was considered insufficient to distinguish the two concepts.  No compact and intuitive symbol for ‘Maximum authorized draught’ could be devised during the meeting, hence action 12, but usefulness of such a symbol beyond FI waters was unknown, hence action 14. 
It is currently unknown how widely the concept of ‘Maximum authorized draught’ is used or needs to be charted (beyond Finnish waters).  The Secretary, Chairman (AU) and Mikko Hovi (FI) have corresponded on this subject, and it is also noted that the new specification for maximum authorized draught has been used for some Italian charts (refer to Paper CSPCWG9-8.14A).  As far as Finland is concerned, they are content that their existing method of depicting these areas conforms to current INT guidance, and therefore do not consider it necessary to change current INT specifications.  Further, the Chairman and Secretary, in consultation with FI and DE, have not been able to devise any intuitive and compact method of distinguishing ‘maximum authorized draught’ from ‘minimum depth’ (action 12).
The decision from WG10 that ‘the use of the symbols < > to indicate maximum authorized draught is not intuitive and should be abandoned’ would have consequences for S-4 and INT1. However, FI have correctly pointed out that the INT convention of depicting maximum authorized draught using < > has been approved by IHO Member States (IHO CL 51/2007 refers).  Further correspondence between the Secretary, Chairman and FI has concluded that, in the absence of a revised specification, the abandonment of the current specification may be considered to be a backward step, and given the recent implementation of the current specification may impact on the integrity of the CSPCWG.  It is therefore recommended that the current specifications related to maximum authorized draught remain unchanged.  Of course, this may be reviewed in the future in regard to the use of these specifications by charting authorities, and mariner feedback regarding the interpretation of the associated symbology on charts.
If the WG agrees to the retention of the current specifications related to maximum authorized draught, further progress can be made toward closing outstanding WG9 actions 36 and 37 for completeness.  Action 36 has been previously progressed through CSPCWG Letters 7/2013 and 13/2013, with virtually unanimous agreement with the S-4 changes proposed.  Given that the issue of the rationalization of the use of colour for minimum depth and maximum authorized draught was addressed at CSPCWG10, and taking into account other WG members comments received in response to CSPCWG Letter 7/2013 (as summarized in Letter 13/2013), the following ‘clean’ version of the proposed changes to S-4 is:
B-410 REPRESENTATION OF DEPTH: GENERAL

Some of the principles of depth depiction are summarized below (see also B-403.1): …


i.
For an indication of minimum depth or maximum authorized draught within a channel or area, see B-432.4.

(Note: ‘i’ rather than ‘h’ when the new sub-paragraph on sounding selection has been included).
In the following, changes to the draft submitted in Letter 07/2013, as applied in response to WG members comments or in accordance with current S-4 convention, are indicated in red.

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> (I26). 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. 

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.

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 (I27), as decided by a port or hydrographic authority (see also B-435.3f). 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). No statements of minimum depths must be made in changeable areas unless the critical depths are regularly examined and updated. 

Note: I26 and I27 do not yet exist (CSPCWG9 action 37).  They can either be included in the next editions of INT1, or could possibly justify an NM to update INT1.  This question will be discussed by the INT1 sub-WG at their earliest convenience, but cannot be decided until MS have approved the changes.
Action 13: The Secretary does not consider it necessary to change B-141/142.  These explain ‘general principles’ and do not attempt to provide all the considerations and (sometimes only apparent) exceptions. In the case of ‘recommended tracks’ (which are not physical and therefore it could be considered that magenta would be more appropriate), they are in black initially because they are based on physical features (B-433.1 refers) and by extension tracks which are not referred to physical features are also black (also, perhaps, because they are intended to facilitate avoidance of physical dangers – see B-432.1).  Associated information, including maximum authorized draught, is therefore also black, to avoid mixing colours in the same symbol (see last sentence in B-434.3).  The use of black also helps distinguish such tracks from routeing measures.  While the logic of these arguments could be challenged, they are long-standing and there is no point in changing the symbols now. It does not seem useful to add this to B-141 and it is not relevant for B-142.
Annex B to CSPCWG Letter 09/2014

CSPCWG10 Actions 10-14 (Dredged areas and maximum authorized draught)
Response Form

(please return to CSPCWG Secretary by 4 December 2014)

andrew.coleman@ukho.gov.uk
	WG10 

Action
	Question
	Yes
	No

	10
	Do you agree with the proposed redraft of sections B-414 and changes to INT1, specifically:

New introductory paragraph?
	
	

	
	Move of existing B-414.3 to B-414?
	
	

	
	Downgrading inclusion of ‘m’ after depth from ‘must…always’ to ‘may’?
	
	

	
	Other changes in B-414?
	
	

	
	Changes in B-414.1?
	
	

	
	The deletion of existing B-414.2 (and consequent deletion of I23)?
	
	

	
	Minor changes in B-414.4?
	
	

	11
	Do you agree with the proposed changes to INT1 descriptions for I21 and I22?
	
	

	
	Do you agree to delete I23?
	
	

	12
	Do you agree that, in the absence of a more intuitive symbol, the specifications for the representation of maximum authorized draught should remain unchanged?
	
	

	
	If your answer to the above question is ‘yes’, do you agree with the proposed final draft changes to B-410 and B-432.4?
	
	

	13
	Do you agree no change is required to B-141/142?
	
	

	14
	Do you, or any other HO that you are aware of (except Finland), use and chart the concept of ‘maximum authorized draught’?
	
	


Comments:
Name:

IHO Member state: 
� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���








�Changing the heading in S-4 and text in INT1 may cause more confusion.  Looking at INT1, M18 and M27.2 are also ‘minimum depth areas’. The intent of this clause is to specify the charting of areas that have been dredged, as distinct from areas not subject to change through human influence but within which a minimum depth or maximum authorised draught has been determined by a relevant authority.  It is therefore suggested that the S-4 heading and INT1 description  retain the word ‘Dredged’.


�Clause moved from B-414.3, as this is the basic symbol which applies in all cases. The resultant duplication has been removed. The following sentences have been rearranged into a more logical order.


�Requirement toned down as the chart should have a general statement about depth units. (This practice may derive from soundings on some charts being in fathoms but the dredged depths in feet, requiring the distinction to be indicated on the chart).


� ‘Dredged’ deleted as we agreed that all turning circles should be shown in black (even though a minority may simply be charted but not dredged) to avoid confusion.  


�DID: please remove ‘Dredged to’ from the graphic and put 8,2m (2011) on one line.


�To cover FI’s suggestion
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