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	56
	Check that any BUAARE object is covered by a LNDARE object of type Area, is situated on a LNDARE of type line or is coincident with a LNDARE of type point. 

SHOM : A BUAARE of type point line could also be situated on a LNDARE of type line (see test 54)

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Agree

NOAA:  OK

Jeppesen: we didn’t spot this in the first round, but BUAARE only has point or area geometry. We therefore do not agree with this change.

(Sorry, please read "point")

Conclusion:  Change accepted


	Logical consistency
	W

	68
	Check if there is an update to an object without the corresponding text/graphic file.

Check that for ENC (EN and ER) where objects contain values for the attributes TXTDSC and/or PICREP, that the associated text/graphic files have been included in the ENC exchange set containing the ENC.

IC-ENC : What does it mean ?????

SHOM: If nobody understands it, I propose removing this check. 

Jeppesen: We understand the test to check updates that add a value to TXTDSC/NTXTDS/PICREP to the dataset that also the files referenced are there.

AU:  Our interpretation of this check is that it is checking for objects which have been amended by ENC Update, which have associated text or graphical files (TXTDSC/PICREP), that the Update file contains the associated file if these attributes in the Updated object have been retained.  If this is the correct interpretation, perhaps the check could be re-worded to read “Check that for ENC Updates where updated objects contain values for the attributes TXTDSC and/or PICREP, that the associated text/graphic files have been included in the ENC exchange set containing the Update.”  It should be noted, however, that this will then become a test specific to ENC exchange sets only, and I am not aware of any other such tests existing in S-58.

NOAA:  Our policy is that if we have to add a text file (even if it can be an update) we go with a new edition.  I guess the question is should we allow a text file to be issued with an update – I thought the issue is that the ECDIS is not consistent regarding how to handle a text file as an update.  

UK: Suggest that this means the text or graphic file referenced by the update is not present in the correct location.

SHOM (2nd round): Assuming we interpret correctly the meaning of the test, I agree with the Australian comment. It is specific to ENCs exchange sets. As far as I know, no current ENC validation software checks consistency across different files in an exchange set. For example no test exists to check that all the text and graphic file referenced by a base file are present in the exchange set.

What is your feeling (especially Eivind and Frank) on this issue?

My feeling: I suggest removing it.

NOAA:  Concur with SHOM’s assessment.  This would be a difficult check because exchange sets are created all throughout the process.

AU (2nd round):  From what I have seen in ENC Update validations where there is a new/changed TXTDSC/PICREP reference and the file is not included in the Exchange Set, which results in a warning, this is a very good check.  So from this perspective I would be reluctant for this check to be removed, but would be happy to defer this decision to validation tool manufacturers.  You make a good point Guy regarding no test to check that all the relevant files are present in an EN.  If the decision is made to retain check 68, consideration should be made to adding a new check in this regard, or re-wording check 68 to account for both EN and ER.

SHOM: In my previous comment for the second round, I was wrong. I have found two checks (528 and 556) which check consistency across base files and the catalogue file in an exchange set.  

According to Jeff's comment, a check has already been correctly implemented in a validation software and it is a good one. So, it is reworded more understandable as below.

Conclusion: New wording accepted:

 "Check that for ENC (EN and ER) where objects contain values for the attributes TXTDSC and/or PICREP, that the associated text/graphic files have been included in the ENC exchange set containing the ENC."
	
	W

	New test
	NOAA : Just a heads up on a potential encoding bulletin and new S-58 check.   This would pertain to large area features that have an excessive amount of spatial edges. 

Number of spatial references is not limited by S-57 but it could be limited by record length. There is no specific wording in S-57 that would limit record length, but there is a limitation of record length in DDR
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So record length written in DDR cannot exceed 99,999, consequently this is the maximum number of characters in one record. Considering that minimum length of one reference is 8 characters, one record can include maximum 12,5000 references. Based on this calculation we will change our software to accept maximum number of 12500 spatial references. We would need to determine the limit for the number of spatial edges for an area feature.

SHOM: Agree, but what is the reasonable limit?

UKHO: I agree with your question on the new test proposed by NOAA and wonder if this is linked to specific production software. Unsure what the reasonable limit should be. Suggest further investigation is required.

Jeppesen: If 8211 is already limited to 99999 records, why add another lesser limit?

AU:  Suggest that wider discussion is required by full TSMAD on this issue before new encoding guidance is developed and a subsequent associated new S-58 test is created.

NOAA:  This is linked to an issue that we had with an ECDIS, where they set a limit on the number of references.  The production software was correct in this case, but we thought that it might be good to have an S-58 check also.

CA: Concur with Australia; these types of limits will require OEM input as well.

L-3 Nautronix (Frank Hippmann): The limit is not only applicable to edge references, but also applies to the number of vertices within an edge (SG2D). Normally this is not an issue if vertex density has been optimized for the intended display scale of a cell. The error is critical, as affected data sets will either fail to load or crash the target system. The same applies to SG3D references.

I agree with the check but there needs to be more investigation. Maybe it can be worded in more generic terms, Check that the maximum DDR Record Length is not surpassed.

SHOM (2nd round): As a first step, I propose adopting the above generic wording proposed by Frank. 

Then I propose that NOAA set out this issue to the next TSMAD meeting in order to have a wider discuss with OEMs, and may be find a reasonable limit.

NOAA:  After further reflection, this is perhaps a test that should go into S-64.  The limit has been established by S-57.  The issue was that the ECDIS was using a lower limit rather than the higher limit.  

AU (2nd round):  Tend to disagree.  Clarifications to the Standard drive new/amended S-58 checks, not the other way around.  The TSMAD discussion needs to occur first, and then a related S-58 test(s) developed as required.  However, if it has been determined that exceeding the allowable DDR Record Length, which it appears to have been agreed is 99999, will cause issues with ENC loading in ECDIS, then have no problem with the suggested new test.  Any further discussions regarding edge, SG2D and SG3D reference limit in FSPT should result in additional new tests in accordance to any future findings by TSMAD with cooperation from OEMs.

SHOM:  According to the SHOM's expert in ISO 8211, the real limit is not 99,999 but 109-1 (see S57-part 3-clause 2.7 and ISO 8211 annex C-clause C.1.5.1). For records smaller than 99,999, the subfield Record length of the DDR must be set to 5, and for longer records it must be set to 0. Until further TSMAD discussions drive on changing the rule, the only tests we could write are:

Check where the subfield Record length of the Data Descriptive Record leader [DDR] is set to (5), that the maximum length (99,999 bytes) is not surpassed.

Check where the subfield Record length of the Data Descriptive Record leader [DDR] is set to (0), that the maximum length (109-1 bytes) is not surpassed.

AU:  Still think this needs further input by OEMs and full discussion by TSMAD, so at this stage do not consider these tests should be added.

Conclusion: Deferred.

(Further discussion needed - NOAA to present a paper to TSMAD)
	
	

	New test

2nd

round
	L-3 Nautronix (Frank Hippmann): Another check I suggest is to ensure that the vertex density of an edge is appropriate for the intended display scale of the data. c.f. ENC Product Specification 3.8:

Linear features must not be encoded at a point density greater than 0.3 mm at compilation scale.

This recommendation is quite often overlooked in ENC data. 

SHOM (2nd round): I disagree with this proposal. Clarification 1.Cl.33 states that the rule given in ENC Product Specification clause 3.8 should be treated as a recommendation rather than a rule.

I think that the proposed test will trigger unnecessarily for most ENCs as soon as only one space is greater than 0.3mm.

I propose finding a way so that the number of irregular spaces does not exceed an acceptable threshold of tolerance (this limit may be a percentage (e.g 10% of the total number of spaces) or a fixed number).

NOAA:  I think that running this test might produce so many warnings that real issues might be missed.  While this is an issue, maybe TSMAD should work with production systems to prevent this from happening in the first place.

AU (2nd round):  Given that SHOM has correctly identified that Clarification 1.Cl.33 amends this to a recommendation, such a check could be classified as a warning.  However, agree with SHOM that a single instance of two vertices being closer (I think this is what SHOM means, although you use “greater” (??)) together than 0.3mm at compilation scale would trigger such a warning, and this would result in massive validation logs of which most of the warnings generated may not impact on the use or performance of the data in ECDIS.  AU has experienced similar to this with validation software that reports instances of “co-linear” (and therefore redundant) vertices along an edge.  AU runs its ENC cells through line filtering routines to optimise its ENCs, so would consider such a check to be useful, but has no particular preference as to whether the check is included or not.

SHOM: I agree with Australia that the aim of the rule given in the S-57 is to avoid that the ENC has been encoded with an excessive vertex density, and to indicate to the encoder that a filtering operation has to be done. I think that the test should be written in such a way that would accept a reasonable number of defects but, in case of excessive density, would avoid too many warnings indicating each too large space. So, a test which would take into account the complexity of the geometry and would produce only one warning for the whole ENC could be something as :

"Check in the edges of the data set that the number of spaces whose length is less than 0.3 mm at compilation scale does not exceed 10 per cent of the number encoded in the Number of edge records subfield [NOED] of the Data Set Structure Information field [DSSI]."

AU:  Given that you are suggesting using an arbitrary figure (10%) I think this needs to be investigated and discussed further.  I am also concerned that this test may only report the edge, and not where the offending vertices on the edge are.  All other similar tests generally identify the location of the problem(s) on the edge (which is the reason behind the previous AU comment regarding a large amount of individual errors/warnings being repeated).  While most production systems have incorporated filtering algorithms which will resolve these problems, in some cases the encoder may wish to manually repair the fault, due to concerns that a filtering algorithm may remove the “wrong” vertex.  Are these valid concerns?

Conclusion: Deferred.

(Further discussion needed - L-3 Nautronix to present a paper to TSMAD)
	
	

	New test
	Check that the texts in the COMT subfield of the DSID and DSPM fields are lexical level (0).

Proposal from SHOM 

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Agree

NOAA:  OK

Conclusion: test accepted
	Part 3 (2.4)
	E

	New test
	Check for attributes of type "list" that the attribute value does not contain more than once the same single pre-defined value, except for COLOUR, NATQUA and NATSUR.

Proposal from SHOM

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Agree

NOAA:  OK  

Conclusion: test accepted


	Logical consistency
	W

	520
	Check that the use of international character sets complies with ENC Prod Spec:

· Check that the general text in the ATTF field is lexical level (0) or (1), with appropriate encoding of DSSI-ATTF.

· Check that the general text in the NATF field is lexical levels (0), (1) or (2) with appropriate encoding of DSSI-NATF.

· If attributes NINFOM, NPLDST and NTXTDS contain data, check that corresponding INFORM, PILDST and TXTDSC contain data: or report an error if they do not contain data.

· Report an error if lexical level (2) is used anywhere else than in the NATF field. The report should contain a statement if international character sets are used and the invoking sequence, so that a check can be made on the language used.

· Check the consistency between the use of international characters and the encoding of DSSI-AALL/NALL.

· Check that the UT and FT are encoded at the lexical level specified and used for that field.

· Check that all national language attributes are encoded in the Feature Record National Attribute (NATF) field.

· Check that all feature object attributes (non national) are encoded in the Feature Record  Attribute (ATTF) field.

Jeppesen : During a quality control of the ENCs offered by Jeppesen, we encountered a new problem that is not covered by S-58, but related to tests 520 and 521. Basically we think test 520 should be extended to check that when NTXTDS is encoded that TXTDSC is also encoded. Furthermore, we think that test 521 should be extended to check that value in NTXTDS is different from TXTDSC. Failure to comply with the proposed changes can result in missing information or wrong ECDIS performance. Furthermore it is noteworthy that we have found 100s of cases in ENCs which would have been picked up by these two extensions and therefore suggest this change be added to the change list for next version of S-58. 

One concern though is if we by adding this would in effect be adding encoding rules via S-58, I tend to think this is not the case, but think it is worth having the discussion to settle any doubt.

SHOM: Agree (…and see below).

AU:  Agree.  Note suggested amendment to remove text relating to reporting an error – the test itself is an error test, therefore text is redundant.

NOAA:  OK

Conclusion: test accepted (as amended by AU)
	3.11

and 3.5.5
	E

	521
	Check that OBJNAM and NOBJNM values, or INFORM and NINFOM values, or PILDST and NPLDST values, or TXTDSC and NTXTDS values, are different for any particular object.

See Jeppesen comment for test 520 above

AU:  Our only concern with this is that the test will be forcing (or suggest that it should be forced – it is a Warning only) the files to be different.  AU does not do this but is it possible for a Producing Authority to include the English and national texts in a single file and reference this single file from both TXTDSC and NTXTDS?  Some may consider this to be valid encoding, and there is nothing currently in the Standard that states otherwise.  We are really just playing “devils advocate” with this comment, but perhaps this should be taken into consideration.  If the amendment is accepted, note the additional word suggested for inclusion.  Also, if the amendment is approved, suggest that there should be some guidance inserted in the UOC in regard to this.

NOAA: OK

SHOM (2nd round): In the object catalogue, the indication given for TXTDSC states that "the external text file contains a text in English". So, including the English and national texts in a single file is not acceptable.

I propose accepting the new test.

NOAA:  OK

AU (2nd round):  OK.

Conclusion: Change accepted
	3.11.1
	W

	New test
	Check that the texts contained in the external files referenced by TXTDSC and NTXTDS values are different for any particular object.

See Jeppesen comment for test 520 above

Jeppesen: the comments to tests 520 and 521 were initially limited to checking the referenced file names were different. If this new test is added, maybe some more clarification is needed to what is actually tested. For example, just the file attributes (such as name) or actual content of files to validate they are different?

AU:  Happy to agree as long as the suggested change to test 521 is accepted.  See AU comment for test 521.

NOAA: OK

SHOM (2nd round): I think that the AHO comment relating to check 68 (test specific for in an exchange set) also applies to this check. As far as I know, no current ENC validation software checks consistency across different files in an exchange set. 

What is your feeling (especially Eivind and Frank) on this issue?

My feeling: I suggest removing it.

NOAA:  Remove as this is covered by the amended check 521 

AU (2nd round):  AU has no problem with confirming that the relevant associated files are present (see AU 2nd round comment for check 68 above) but considers checking the contents of the files to be outside

 the scope of S-58.  Therefore agree with SHOM.

Jeppesen: as our experience with external files has increased in recent years, I think testing the external files is something that should be done. They are part of the dataset after all.

Conclusion: Test accepted (as OEMs consider it  possible, why not?)
	
	W

	New

test
	Check that all relationships pointed by another object than C_ASSO and C_AGGR has the Relationship Indicator [RIND] subfield of the Feature Record to Feature object Pointer [FFPT] field set to (2) [slave].

Proposal from SHOM

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Agree

NOAA: OK*

Conclusion: test accepted
	3.9
	E

	
	Check that any SYMINS attribute value conforms to the correct structure (i.e. S52).

Ref.: TSMAD 21 discussion relating to NEWOBJ (Jeppesen paper)

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Would prefer to see more specific tests related to any implementation of NEWOBJ added to S-58 as required, if such implementation is required by IMO and developed by TSMAD.  There has not yet been an implementation of NEWOBJ required by IMO, so it may be safe to say that such implementation would be rare enough that we could handle this activity this way.  One of the main requirements of NEWOBJ implementation is that the attributes are encoded as specified by TSMAD.  This suggested new test will not check this.  Any other population of SYMINS would pass the test as long as it is in accordance with S-52.  If TSMAD have to develop the encoding rules for a NEWOBJ implementation, the development of associated S-58 test(s) could easily be a part of this development.

NOAA:  While I understand this check, I think it would be difficult to implement.  I think a better approach would be issue a corresponding check when there is a TSMAD/DIPWG need to use NEWOBJ.  That way we can check against the appropriate string that should be used.

UK: Understand the intention but suggest that whenever New Object is used checks are added to specifically check the structure of SYMINS against the EB issued by TSMAD. This makes the check easier to implement but it does require amendments to S-58 before New Object can be used.

Conclusion: Proposal withdrawn
	
	

	1526
	Check that any M_QUAL object, which has an attribute value for SOUACC, also has an attribute value for DRVAL1.

IC-ENC: S57 Appendix B.1 Annex A 2.2.3.1 states: "SOUACC must not be used on a M_QUAL object, except to specify a higher accuracy of the depths than the CATZOC category indicates. When DRVAL1 is specified, SOUACC refers only to the accuracy of the swept depth defined by DRVAL1 - there is no depth accuracy information provided for any underlying depths in this circumstance."

My understanding of S57 Appendix B.1 Annex A 2.2.3.1 is that SOUACC can only be used to indicate a higher precision of accuracy than that stated by the CATZOC category, with or without a DRVAL1 value, but if there is a DRVAL1 value then the higher precision of accuracy will only apply to the swept depth specified in DRVAL1 and not to any other underlying depths and therefore check 1526 is incorrect in stating that M_QUAL can only have a value for SOUACC if it also has a value for DRVAL1.

AU: I agree with your conclusions.  Test 1526 should be removed from S-58.

SHOM: Also agree

Conclusion: Test removed (provided that the whole sub-group agree).
	2.2.3.1
	E

	1580
	Check that any area GATCON object is covered by a DEPARE, DRGARE, LNDARE or UNSARE object of type Area.

Jeppesen : We have found some ENCs that have DRGARE under GATCON area, as you know UOC 4.6.6.4 require DEPARE or LNDARE. However, since these are in canals, it seems logical that there can be DRGARE under. We may also have made this observation before, but would like that it get noted again to ensure it remains on the list of things to be fixed for S-58 and UOC.

L-3 Nautronix (Frank Hippmann): Because of a request from our spatial department, the implementation in ENC Analyzer also allows a GATCON to be covered by DRGARE and UNSARE. Is this correct in your opinion? Can the S-58 check be updated to include DRGARE and UNSARE?

SHOM: agree

Jeppesen: agree 

AU:  Initial thought is to agree, but would like to know why this was not incorporated previously if Jeppesen has raised this before.  AU can certainly understand why UNSARE should be approved, but if DRGARE is also approved, should consideration also be give to FLODOC?  If this amendment is approved there should also be revised encoding guidance inserted in the UOC to this effect.

NOAA: OK

Jeppesen: If memory serves me right, the proposal was rejected previously since S-58 needed to conform to UOC, which was frozen.

Conclusion: Change accepted (provided that UOC be revised)

(Jeff: is it still possible to revise UOC § 4.6.6.4 in the next edition?)
	4.6.6.4
	W

	1648
	Check for any DRGARE object, if the attribute QUASOU is encoded, that the value is (10) [maintained depth], (11) [not regularly maintained], or (8,11) [value reported (not surveyed), not regularly maintained].

NOAA : allow value 8,11 (agreed by TSMAD 23 (proposal 5.1.2))

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Not sure how, but this one has not yet been actioned in the latest EB/UOC review (my bad).  As this has been approved by TSMAD it should be included, but I still have concerns about how this will be interpreted by the mariner in line with the current encoding guidance, which states that SORDAT should be populated with the date of dredging (not regularly maintained dredged area) or date of last control survey (maintained dredged area).  If (8,11) is populated, how is SORDAT to be interpreted?  Is it the date of dredging or the date of the report, and if it is the date of the report is this a guarantee that the reported depth is the minimum depth (and therefore DRVAL1 should be adjusted accordingly)?  If it is to be the date of the report I do not know what is wrong with simply leaving QUASOU for such circumstances as just (11), and treating any reported depths in accordance with the guidance in UOC clause 6.2.2.2 paragraph 10(j).

UK: Accept that TSMAD have agreed this but still question how the user will interpret this value.

SHOM (2nd round): Propose deferring the decision after the EB has been discussed and adopted.

NOAA:  We feel that the decision has been made to amend S-58 and the UOC.  Because it was not incorporated in the UoC (my bad for not checking) we now need an encoding bulletin.  However, this should not preclude the change to S-58.  I also think that we may be overthinking this.  If SORDAT is populated, I would assume that it was for the date that the value was reported and not the date that it was stopped for regular maintenance.

AU (2nd round):  Agree.  Subsequent discussion since TSMAD24 indicates that there was not enough discussion on this, and the guidance has therefore not been included in an EB or UOC draft Edition 3.1.0.

SHOM: Is there an on-going TSMAD task about this issue? EB?

AU:  There has been a lot of discussion regarding dredged areas in relation to CSPCWG activities over the past 12 months, and there will be a paper presented on this by AU and UK at CSPCWG9 next month.  Part of the discussion required consultation with mariners (and we held discussions with some mariners in our Office on this issue) regarding their interpretation of the representation of maintained and not maintained dredged areas on paper charts.  The feedback we received was to the effect that if a mariner was given an indication that the depth is maintained, they would proceed under the assumption that the information they have on the product (paper or ENC) is reliable and they would not expect to encounter any depths shoaler than charted in the area.  If it is indicated to the mariner that a dredged area is not maintained (and for paper charts this is indicated through inclusion of the year of dredging/survey), this is a prompt for them to seek further information from the relevant authority.  From this perspective, and given discussions on this subsequent to TSMAD24/DIPWG4 expressing concerns as to how multiple values of QUASOU for non-maintained dredged areas would be interpreted by the mariner, I would favour leaving things as they are, but suggest that we await the result of discussions at CSPCWG9.

Conclusion: Change deferred (waiting for the result of discussions at CSPCWG9).
	5.5
	E

	1663


	Check for any WRECKS object that the combination of attribute values corresponds to the following table.

"undefined” means that no value is encoded.

"any value" means,

- for mandatory attribute: any predefined value or unknown value, 

- for optional attribute: any predefined value or undefined.

For each specific case, when QUASOU, TECSOU and STATUS (attributes of type List) are encoded, they should contain one or more values selected from the lists of allowed values given in the table.

In addition, other attributes which do not appear in the table may be encoded.
	6.2.1
	W
	

	
	VALSOU
	WATLEV
	CATWRK
	QUASOU
	HEIGHT
	TECSOU  SOUACC
	

	
	Undefined


	3 or unknown 
	1, 2, 3

or unknown
	2 or undefined
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	4 or 5
	Any value
	2 or undefined
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	1 or 2 
	4 or 5 

or unknown
	Undefined
	Any value
	Undefined
	

	
	unknown
	3 or unknown 
	1, 2, 3

or undefined 
	2 or undefined
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	4 or 5
	Any value
	2 or undefined
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	1 or 2 
	4 or 5 

or undefined 
	Undefined
	Any value
	Undefined
	

	
	<0
	4
	Any value
	7
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	4
	Any value
	1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9 or undefined
	Undefined
	Any value
	

	
	0
	5
	1, 2, 3

or undefined
	7
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	5
	Any value


	1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9 or undefined
	Undefined
	Any value
	

	
	> 0
	3
	1, 2, 3

or undefined
	7
	Undefined
	Undefined
	

	
	
	3
	1, 2, 3

or undefined
	1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9 or undefined
	Undefined
	Any value
	

	
	SHOM : propose allowing QUASOU = 7 (least depth unknown, safe clearance at value shown) in the raw relating to VALSOU = 0

Jeppesen: tentatively agree, but if that door is opened we wonder why not also allow for VALSOU = <0? In principle a situation like this could exist in areas with extreme tide. 

AU:  Disagree.  If QUASOU = 7 is to be added for VALSOU = 0, then is has to be treated the same as for depths <0 and >0, i.e. TECSOU and SOUACC has to be “Undefined”, as QUASOU = 7 begins “least depth unknown, ….”.  Therefore suggest an additional line as has been included for VALSOU < 0 and VALSOU > 0.  Additionally, as the wreck is given a VALSOU = 0 which is intended to be a safe clearance depth, it would be assumed that in reality the wreck would be always submerged.  Therefore the CATWRK column entry for this additional row should read “1, 2, 3 or undefined”.

NOAA: OK

Conclusion: Test accepted (as amended by AU)
	

	
	
	
	

	New

test
	Check for any SOUNDG object having QUASOU = 4 [unreliable sounding], that the spatial object has a value of (4) [approximate], (5) [position doubtful] or (6) [unreliable] for the attribute QUAPOS.

Jeppesen : the test my colleague was looking for is something to ensure the encoding specified in UOC (also in 3.0) is followed, so a test written something like "make sure QUASOU=4 when QUAPOS=4 and vice versa".

SHOM: Agree for a test (…but not for vice versa)

NOAA:  Agree with SHOM

Jeppesen: Not sure we understand the reason for not adding the vice versa. Could you elaborate?

SHOM: The table in UOC (§5.3) states that where an unreliable sounding is to be encoded, QUASOU is logically populated "unreliable", then also QUAPOS should be encoded as "approximate"(or  "unreliable" or "doubtful"), I think that "vice versa" is not to be retained because the position of a sounding may be approximate, but its depth perfectly known.

The future table in DCEG (§5.3) should allow QUAPOS= 4, 5 and 6  for unreliable soundings. 

AU:  Do not agree with this one.  A sounding may be unreliable only because of its vertical accuracy component (i.e. may be considered to be positionally accurate, but the depth value may be considered to be unreliable).  In UOC table 5.1, it is not stated whether the values in the table are recommended (should) or mandated, and it is definitely not stated that if you populate QUASOU = 4 you must/should also populate QUAPOS = 4.  From AU’s perspective, we populate QUAPOS and QUASOU in accordance with the quality information supplied with the sounding data.  This may be population of one of QUASOU or QUAPOS, or both, or none when taking into consideration the values for CATZOC of the underlying M_QUAL object.  Having soundings identified in validation checks as possibly having incorrect encoding simply because we have populated QUASOU = 4 would require undue re-checking of encoding in our office.  From the SHOM comment above, it seems that they also concede that UOC table 5.1 does not need to be interpreted literally, as their statement regarding no “vice versa” test being required implies, as does the suggested addition of a couple of additional values for QUAPOS.  It should also be noted that population of QUAPOS where QUASOU = 4 has been populated does not impact on the display of such soundings in ECDIS.

CA: concur with AU, Quality of the depth measurement does not necessarily reflect the quality of the position.

SHOM (2nd round): I agree with CA and AU that quality of the depth measurement does not necessarily reflect the quality of the position. However, the value and the position of unreliable soundings (charted as hairline sounding figures (I14) on paper charts) are "obtained from questionable or unreliable data" (see definition of the value of  QUAPOS = 6). So, mariners have to consider these soundings as unreliable for both the measurement and the position.

NOAA:  Would have to agree with SHOM as S-4 states that assessment of Hydrographic data quality is based on a combination of Position and Depth Accuracy.  

AU (2nd round):  So if mariners consider the soundings to be unreliable in terms of both depth and position anyway, why is it considered important enough that QUAPOS be populated to include a check in S-58 (for which there is no corresponding guidance in S-57), when there is no difference in the symbology in relation to encoding QUAPOS when QUASOU is populated?  AU maintains its objection to inclusion of this check, for the reasons described in its first round comment.  Whether one of QUAPOS or QUASOU, or both, is populated for unreliable soundings makes no difference to the symbology in ECDIS.

Conclusion: No consensus! So, test rejected.
	
	W

	New

test
	Check for any object having PERSTA encoded that PEREND is also encoded (with a different value) and vice versa.

Proposal from Geomod. 

SHOM: Agree. ECDIS may crash when only one attribute is populated, as it needs both values to known when the object must display.

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Agree.  Is also consistent with decision made for complex attribute “periodic date range” for S-101 (multiplicity for both sub-attributes “date end” and “date start” is (1,1)).

CA: Concur

NOAA:  Agree, we also had some issues that you need to have both a DATSTA and DATEND encoded for it to work properly.  You can’t just encode a DATEND without a DATSTA.

Conclusion: test accepted
	
	W

	New

test
	Check that the texts populated in INFORM and NINFOM does not exceed

300 characters.

Proposal from SHOM

Jeppesen: agree

AU:  Agree

NOAA:  Agree

Conclusion: test accepted
	UOC 2.3
	W

	New

proposal

2nd

round
	Check that any BRIDGE object having the attribute VERCCL or VERCOP populated that it also has a value of (2) [opening bridge], (3) [swing bridge], (4) [lifting bridge], (5) [bascule bridge], (7) [draw bridge] or (8) [transporter bridge] for the attribute CATBRG.

Check for any BRIDGE object having a value of (2) [opening bridge], (3) [swing bridge], (4) [lifting bridge], (5) [bascule bridge], (7) [draw bridge] or (8) [transporter bridge] for the attribute CATBRG, that VERCLR is not populated.


 NOAA: We have found a case with Opening Bridges and the display of vertical clearance in ECDIS. If the vertical clearance is populated but not the vertical clearance closed – no vertical clearance will show up in an ECDIS. 
I know that we seem to be mis-populating our opening bridges – the value for vertical clearance should be put in the vertical clearance closed attribute. Which is what the UOC says. 
However, when I run this through dkart (and I have looked through S-58) it does not flag this as an issue. I think we might need to add a new check for this scenario. 

SHOM (2nd round): For my point of view, check 507 covers the issue pointed out by Julia. 
However, when reading the S-52 LUT, I can see that, for an opening bridge, the vertical clearance indication only displays when both CATBRG and VERCCL (or VERCOP) are populated. 
Check 507 imposes that the mandatory attribute VERCCL is populated when CATBRG is encoded, but no test checks the reciprocity. 
Currently no test warns the encoder when VERCCL or VERCOP exists but CATBRG is missing (...and no value displays on ECDIS). 
So I propose adding the following checks, 
Check that any BRIDGE object having the attribute VERCCL or VERCOP populated that it also has a value of (2) [opening bridge], (3) [swing bridge], (4) [lifting bridge], (5) [bascule bridge], (7) [draw bridge] or (8) [transporter bridge] for the attribute CATBRG.

NOAA: It turns out our issue was that they populated verccl with "unknown" which is a valid encoding - but in our case not the right encoding.  Thus it passed the S-58 checks.  Although because this is a conditional mandatory with a bunch of alternatives that it might need to be split into a separate check.

AU (2nd round):  OK

SHOM: Test above accepted, and see below for another one.

Julia, does this other new test below solve your problem? 

"Check for any BRIDGE object having a value of (2) [opening bridge], (3) [swing bridge], (4) [lifting bridge], (5) [bascule bridge], (7) [draw bridge] or (8) [transporter bridge] for the attribute CATBRG, that VERCLR is not populated."

AU:  May be a bit of overkill, but OK.  Suggest that in the conformity column this be “logical consistency” rather than S-52.

 Conclusion: Two new checks above accepted.
	S-52

Logical consistency
	W

W

	19

New

proposal

2nd

round
	Check that all spatial edges which coincide with data limit borders (i.e. limits of M_COVR with CATCOV = 1 [coverage available]) are using USAG = 3 [Exterior boundary truncated by the data limit]. 

SevenCs:

I would suggest to change the wording slightly since it is impossible to automatically determine if the exterior boundary of an area feature is truncated by the data limit borders or not. 

The M_COVR object itself should be excluded from this test. See proposed next test.

Check that all if spatial edges which coincide with data limit borders (i.e. limits of M_COVR with CATCOV = 1 [coverage available]) have to use are using USAG = 3 [Exterior boundary truncated by the data limit]. The M_COVR object must be excluded from this test.

SHOM (2nd round): I prefer leaving the first sentence as it was, as the check triggers a warning on all situations where USAG = 3 is not used, and then the encoder can verify if the encoding is adequate or not (the validation software can't do it).

I tend to agree for the new proposed sentence, as there is no rule in the standard about the encoding of edges limiting M_COVR objects. For instance at SHOM we consider that within a cell, on the limit between an area with data (M_COVR with CATCOV=1) and an area with no data (M_COVR with CATCOV=2) the common edges for both adjacent objects M_COVR should be logically encoded with USAG = exterior. For these situations we ignore the warnings which are considered as erroneous.

AU (2nd round):  This is confusing.  Given that ENC must use chain-node topology (ENC PS clause 2.3), how can M_COVR be excluded when it uses the same geometry as the Group 1 objects (at least) that cross the limit of the data coverage?  Consider this test is OK as it is worded now, therefore suggest no change. If boundary of an area happens to coincide with the data limit, the USAG = 1 should be populated and the warning (and I think this is why this is a warning) can be ignored.

Jeppesen: The way I understand the proposal, it would no longer be possible to make “holes” in ENCs to insert a better scale ENC within a usage band. While I am not entirely against this change, I do wonder if hydrographic offices want this change, or if there is a rule to support it?

Conclusion: No consensus! So, test maintained as it is.
	Part 3 (4.7.3.3)
	W

	New

test

2nd

round
	Check that all spatial edges of the M_COVR object use USAG = 1 (exterior boundary).

SevenCs:

Boundaries that use edges with USAG = 3 are usually not displayed. This should not happen to the M_COVR object. 

There are ECDIS systems that rely on the display of the M_COVR boundary in order to visualize the outer limits of the individual usage bands. 

SHOM (2nd round): Is it desirable that the common boundary displays between 2 adjacent ENCs? 

Because there is no rule in the standard about the encoding USAG for edges limiting M_COVR objects, and because this new check (categorized as "Error") will change the existing way of encoding used by HOs and production tools, I think that this issue should be discussed in TSMAD meeting before a decision.

Please could you give your feeling.

AU (2nd round):  See comment for check 19 above.  Why does there have to be a displayed boundary in the ECDIS between different usage bands?  Agree that this requires further discussion by TSMAD.

Conclusion: Deferred.

(Further discussion needed - L-3 Nautronix to present a paper to TSMAD)
	Part 3 (4.7.3.3)
	E

	47
	Check for any LIGHTS and RTPBCN object having SECTR1 encoded that SECTR2 is also encoded (with a different value) and vice versa. 0 and 360 must be considered as the same value. 

AU:  OK.  Based on IHB and TSMAD Chair recommendations, this test should be an Error.  Am still awaiting feedback as to whether this will go in UOC Edition 3.1.0, which could then be used as the reference in the conformity column.

Finland strongly disagrees with the draft EB. We do agree on publishing an EB informing encoders about the problem raised, but suggest changing ‘must not’ to ‘should not’ in the third paragraph. The problem seems to be caused by an ECDIS failing to follow properly LIGHTS05 CSP of S-52 PL. Therefore, this should be treated as a portrayal problem and not as an encoding problem, and solved accordingly. Encoding lights with SECTR1=0 and SECTR2=360 is currently allowed. Changing this would be something that Finland would not be able to comply with. It would mean that we should revise practically all of our 200 ENC cells containing more than 2000 lights with 0°-360° sectors and get a contractor to do changes to our chart production lines.

UKHO: Noting the response from France to the recent EB TSMAD may wish to consider the modification of check 47 rather than the introduction of a new check. This is an error and already covers the case of the values of SECTR1 and SECTR2 being equal. This could be expanded to also check if they are 0 – 360.

Conclusion: Change accepted (provided that the whole sub-group agree).

Question: Warning or Error? see comment from Finland
	Logical consistency

UOC?

EB?
	E

(or W)

	1775
	Check for any equipment object (see UOC 12.1.1) which is situated within a DEPARE, DRGARE or UNSARE, that:

· it has a navigational aid structure as master, or

· it shares the same spatial object as a point FLODOC, HULKES, LNDARE, PONTON or PYLONS object, or

· it is situated on a line CBLOHD, CONVYR, COALNE, DAMCON (with CATDAM = 3 [flood barrage]), BRIDGE, FLODOC, LNDARE, MORFAC, PIPOHD, PONTON or SLCONS object, or

· it is situated within an area CONVYR or BRIDGE object.

NOAA: FLODOC and PONTON only exist as line and area features according to the object catalog. Can you confirm that this is an issue with the wording of the check?

SHOM: Agree. According to the object catalog, FLODOC and PONTON must be removed from the second bullet. 

Conclusion: change accepted
	12.1.1 and

12.8.8
	W

	
	
	
	


	Check 2000
	
	
	

	QUASOU
	
	125
	

	
	DRGARE
	46
	8-10-11      (replaces check 1648) test 1648 still exists!! SHOM (2nd round): Propose deferring the decision after the EB has been discussed and adopted. See discussion for check 1648.

Ok for removing the comment in brackets.

AU (2nd round):  Suggest leaving as is, except for removal of bracketed comments.  See AU comment for check 1648 above.

Conclusion: Change deferred (except for removal of bracketed comments)

	RESTRN
	
	
	

	
	TESARE
	135
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-26-27 

(remove value 14 from the list of allowable value)

TSMAD24 (other business): HP pointed out that the TESARE feature with RESTRN = 14, was not a valid encoding and this was reflecting negatively of ECDIS systems. Action (UK/SHOM): Check S-58 and S-64 for incorrect use of RESTRN = 14.

SHOM: Should we write an additional specific test?

UKHO: I feel that the change to check 2000 addresses the issue with TESARE RESTRN=14. The removal of value 14 should be applied to all objects which carry RESTRN except RESARE in accordance with clause 10.2.7 of the UOC v3.0.0.

Jeppesen: agree with UKHO that the change should be considered for all features except RESARE. In that consideration, the consequences should be evaluated of such a decision. Particularly that it means a separate RESARE must overlap for example a PIPARE (if it is labelled “to be avoided” for whatever reason) should the producer wish to eliminate the warning.

AU:  Agree.  Additionally, as by definition RESTRN = 14 refers to an IMO designated area to be avoided, agree with UKHO comment above, but stress that RESTRN = 14 must be removed as an allowable value for RESTRN for all objects other than RESARE.

Conclusion: Test accepted (value 14 removed for all objects other than RESARE), see complete new table below.

Remark: UOC should clearly state that value RESTRN = 14 must only be used for RESARE. At the moment, this is not the case. 

(Jeff: is it still possible to revise UOC § 10.2.7 in the next edition?)

	STATUS
	
	149
	

	New change

(2nd round)
	CBLARE
	20
	1-7-13

NOAA:  Would like to add Status = 4 (not in use) for CBLARE – as this is a valid encoding.

AU: In regard to NOAA suggestion that STATUS = 4 (not in use) be added as an allowable enumerate value for CBLARE, AU would like to draw attention to the text associated with STATUS in UOC clause 11.5.3, which reads “used only to encode the status of the area and not the status of the cables in the area”.  Therefore this AU considers that this suggestion should be rejected.

SHOM (2nd round): Rejected - Agree with AHO, if the aim of this proposal is to encode areas (not disused) in which disused cables exist.

NOAA:  Would like to point out that many times a cable area is used in place of depicting the multiple cables that are in the area.  Perhaps the UoC should be amended.  Will think about making an official proposal.

Conclusion: Change rejected – NOAA to present a paper to TSMAD. 


NOTE:  Where AU has added statements to the effect that changes are suggested for the UOC, this should be preceded by equivalent encoding advice issued through publication of new ENC Encoding Bulletins, issued before or prior to publication of the New Edition of S-58.

	RESTRN
	
	131
	

	
	ACHARE
	4
	2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-23-24-27

	
	CBLARE
	20
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	DWRTPT
	41
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	DRGARE
	46
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-11-12-13-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-25-27

	
	DMPGRD
	48
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	FAIRWY
	51
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	ICNARE
	67
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	ISTZNE
	68
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	MARCUL
	82
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-26-27

	
	MIPARE
	83
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-26-27

	
	NEWOBJ
	163
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-26-27

	
	OSPARE
	88
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	PIPARE
	92
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	PRCARE
	96
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	RESARE
	112
	*#

	
	SPLARE
	120
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	SUBTLN
	133
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	TESARE
	135
	1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10-11-12-13-14-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-26-27

	
	TSSCRS
	147
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	TSSLPT
	148
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27

	
	TSSRON
	149
	1-2-3-4-5-6-8-9-10-11-12-13-16-17-18-19-20-21-22-23-24-25-27


