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Date 23 November 2017
Subject: Follow-up to NCWG Letter 03/2017 (Secretary actions group 1)
Dear Colleagues

Thank you to the 22 respondents to NCWG Letter 03/2017. A consolidated list of responses is attached at Annex A, with my comments added in red.

The minor change allowing the use of coloured floodlight symbols was approved by all. The INT1subWG needs to consider a possible change to INT1 as a consequence.

We all agreed that no change is required to the guidance on submarine cables, unless and until ICPC reopens a dialogue and persuades us that a change is required.

We were all happy with how anchor berth swinging circles, where the actual berth is off charts limits, should be charted. I have agreed a small change to the wording to make it a bit clearer.

We all agreed to allow the inclusion of larger scale ENC limits on paper charts. There were three suggestions for changes to the guidance or INT1. I do not think these are necessary, they are contrary to the decisions at NCWG3 and there was no support for each of these suggestions from other WG members.

Although the majority supported the suggestions about the magnetic arrow, several WG members (including some who voted ‘yes’) expressed reservations about whether this guidance is actually useful to (or likely to be noticed by) the chart user. I share this view and also recognise the weight of arguments against the suggestion (potential cost of a change – SE; usefulness of being able to flip the arrow to avoid important detail – TSSO; possible conflict between arrow and legend – US). However, although a ‘rule’ may not be considered useful to the mariner it would be helpful to include some guidance for cartographers, noting that some HOs treat this as a purely aesthetic issue, while others take it to be strictly regulated.  So my suggestion is that we add a remark in B-272 making clear that the orientation of the arrow head has no relation to either variation or change. This would clarify the situation by excluding the possible interpretation that there is a common cartographic rule, leaving HOs free to position the arrow head (either single or double-sided) in accordance with national preference.
Annex B contains the clarified S-4 entries resulting from this consultation. I do not consider that the small changes to the original drafts warrant another round of voting. However, if you have any disagreement with my conclusions, please let me know, not later than 14 December 2017.
Yours sincerely,
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Mikko Hovi,

Chair NCWG
Annex A: Consolidated Responses to NCWG Letter 03/2017

Annex B: S-4 clarifications resulting from consultations in NCWG Letter 03/2018
Annex A to NCWG Letter 08/2017
NCWG3 – Secretary actions (Group 1)

Consolidated Responses to NCWG Letter 03/2017
	No.
	Question
	Yes
	No

	1a
	Action 17: 

Do you agree with the proposal to allow using different colours for the floodlighting symbol on multicoloured charts?

Chair: unanimous! But see comment from TSSO.
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, TSSO, UA, UK, US, ZA
	

	1b
	Do you agree with the proposed revised wording at B-478.2, including the changes from the wording proposed in NCWG3-08.1A (temporarily shown in sloping type)?

Chair: unanimous! But see comment from Germany.
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, TSSO, UA, UK, US, ZA
	

	2
	Action 19:

Do you agree that there is no current need to change any text in S-4 (until ICPC re-open a dialogue)?

Chair: unanimous!
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, TSSO, UA, UK, US, ZA
	

	3
	Action 23:

Do you agree with the proposed addition to B-431.2?

Chair: General agreement, except for suggested changes to ‘embedded in the limit’ – see under comments below.
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, TSSO, UK, UA, ZA
	US

	4
	Action 26:

Do you agree with the proposed changes to B-254.2?
Chair: unanimous! But see comments from Australia, France and Germany.
	AU, BR, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, SE, TSSO, UA, UK, US, ZA
	

	5a
	Action 30:
Do you agree that the arrowhead on the Magnetic North arrow should face towards the direction of the variation?
	AU, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, TSSO, UA, ZA
	BR, SE, UK, US

	5b
	Do you agree with the suggested addition to B-272.3?
Chair: see letter and comments below.
	AU, CA, DE, DK, ES, ESRI, FI, FR, GR, IR, IT, LV, NL, NO, NZ, UA, ZA
	BR, SE, TSSO, UK, US


Further comments:
AUSTRALIA

3. Please consider the following amendment to the last sentence.

This addition option is preferred over off setting the anchor berth symbol to sit within the charted sector of the swinging circle and will not usually be necessary if other complete swinging circles are charted in the vicinity.

Chair: I do not agree. ‘addition’ usefully connects back to the first sentence. ‘preferred’ implies that offsetting the anchor berth symbol is a ‘may’, which was rejected as misleading by NCWG3.

4. Graphic on INT1 Section A should be updated to show an example. A new bullet point 21 – Limit of larger scale ENC coverage’ should be also added accordingly. 
Chair: I think this will be making INT1 Section A unnecessarily complex. Item 18 refers to ‘a larger scale chart or plan’, which therefore includes ENC (which is a chart). If the mariner sees a magenta limit with the legend ‘ENC’ on a chart, this will be readily understandable without referring to INT1.
BRAZIL

5b. If approved we suggest: The arrow head should on the side of the annual magnetic variation.
Chair: introducing the word ‘annual’ before ‘magnetic variation’ could cause confusion. It is the change that is annual.
ESRI

3. Agree with other member states to use “embedded in the line or arc” instead of the term limit.
Chair: several WG members are not really happy with ‘embedded in the limit’. See my comment under TSSO.
FRANCE

4. I would prefer “They can simply be labeled ‘ENC’, or be identified by the cell number(s) if space allows and the limits should indicate only the area of actual data coverage.”
Chair: NCWG3 decided it would be unnecessary to include cell numbers and would add clutter, especially if there are a series of cells in the area.

5. Is the final user really aware of this detail? I'm not sure. I wonder if we really need to add something, but if the clarification is added, I agree that the wording must be, as suggested by Andrew, “The arrow head should be on [ ……..….] (rather than the direction of change, if different).”
GERMANY

1b: The INT 1 depiction for P63 shows magenta and yellow symbols as examples. Can we keep them? The note in the French INT 1 should be amended to cover other possible colours.
Chair: It seems sufficient to just show the two most common examples. But agree the note and the French INT1 should be clarified. This could be usefully included in other INT1s. It also applies to P64 (B-478.5), so perhaps a note under P64: ‘Symbols P63 and P64 will be in an appropriate colour on multicolour charts, if known and constant’ as these are not flares, so not really covered by the note under P1.3.
3: It would be clearer if stated, that the symbol is part of the “line”. Should we write something about the size of the symbol in the line? I found some equivalent guidance in S-4 for K48.2 (B-447.6) where we could point to.
Chair: several WG members are not really happy with ‘embedded … limit’. See my comment under TSSO. There should be no need to mention the size, as this is not a new symbol; we are just reusing the existing anchor berth symbol in a new way, like the use of the anchor symbol in N12.1 at B-431.3. In the case of B-447.6, there are two distinct sizes of marine farm symbol so it is necessary to specify which to use. 
4. As the ENC is another chart product with another correction service a chart note could be helpful to differentiate it from paper charts (index perhaps in another colour which needs explanation on the chart).
Chair: Based on the discussions at NCWG3, I believe the legend ‘ENC’ distinguishes that it is different type of chart product; a note seems unnecessary clutter. S-4 allows two different colours for chart references (magenta and yellow – B-254.2), I do not think introducing yet another colour would be helpful.
5a: The German example in the English INT 1 follows the convention to point to the variation strictly. We especially took an example with different variation and change hemispheres to show the user and manufacturer the reason for the direction of arrow. But it would be no problem to show an example which points west. The new numbers/years for the NE of the INT 1s should be considered by the INT 1 SubWG.
Chair: actually, the arrow at B70 points in the direction of the change (i.e. west), not the variation which is east, in the German INT1. This is the opposite of the French and Spanish INT1s that point towards the variation.

ITALY

3. We suggest to modify the sentence  “…of at least one anchor berth symbol (with or without designation) embedded in the limit on the arc.”
Chair: several WG members are not really happy with ‘embedded in the limit’. See my comment under TSSO.
LATVIA

5a - To emphasize the meaning of the arrowhead, S-4  B-260 should have more visual examples of roses - with E and W variations - with the relevant directions of arrowheads.
NORWAY

5. A two-sided arrowhead is less confusing.
SWEDEN

5. The arrowhead, in our point of view, is just one type of presentation. The information of the magnetic variation is labelled on the arrow. I have had discussions with mariners in our office on how they interpret the compass rose and the label, the conclusion is that they use the label.

NCWG may take into account if the benefits of the proposed change in B-272.3 have an impact on safe navigation and the eventual costs for those HO who would have to change the symbolization of the arrowhead.
TSSO (Jeff Wootton)

1a. There is also a statement related to floodlight symbols on multi-coloured charts at B-470.4 (a. – ix).  To be consistent with the new proposed wording for B-478.2, suggest amend B-470.4 (a. – ix) as follows:

ix. The floodlit (illuminated) symbol (P63) should be in an appropriate colour where the colour is known and constant.
Chair: agree. Thank you for pointing this out.
3. Agree with comment from the US.  However, wording should be consistent with similar wording throughout S-4.  Similar phrases used in S-4 include “placed between the dashes” (B-431.3, B-431.4); “oriented in the line” (B-437.2e, B-437.3 - but qualifies and additional to ‘incorporated in’); and “incorporated in the limit symbol” (B-435.2b, B-437.2e, B-437.2f, B-437.3). 
Chair: I agree wording in S-4 should be consistent. We have not previously used the term ‘embedded’ (which is a virtual synonym in this context with ‘incorporated’). If we try to use the same wording in all cases, then ‘arc’ will not do, as most limits are straight lines. It seems to me that ‘placed between the dashes’ will always be unambiguous and can be ‘of the arc’ or ‘of the line’ as appropriate.
5.  As with some of the other comments from MS, I cannot see any way that this will improve the interpretation of the magnetic variation information for the mariner.  However, I have a more cartographic-related reason why the arrow head “should” be placed on the side of the direction of magnetic variation:  Where the magnetic variation is small, placing the arrow on the side of the direction of magnetic variation avoids any possibility of the arrow fouling the N/S dashed line, which would be preferable.

On the flip side, another cartographic issue to consider is the requirement to avoid other charted information.  In my former role as a chart compiler, I recall a couple of circumstances where the position of the arrow had to be reversed so as to avoid other important charted features, such as shoal depths and isolated dangers (or a landmark of the rose was positioned on land); or to provide a better cartographic result in avoiding a boundary or limit.  I do not think that, given the likelihood that the mariner will not place any significance as to the side of the line the arrow falls, there is a requirement to provide guidance on this in S-4.  This should be a matter of simple cartographic judgement.
UK

5. On reflection, UK agrees with other respondents that this is an unnecessary subtlety unlikely to be noticed by chart users. We have never been aware of any confusion, as the legend on the shaft of the arrow makes very clear what are the directions of variation and change. We suggest there is no need to make changes to S-4.

US

3. Recommend changing the text to, “…by the addition of at least one anchor berth symbol on the magenta arc …” This will make it clear that the symbol is to be placed on the line and not within the partial circle, as is done with many S-52 area symbols.

Chair: several WG members are not really happy with ‘embedded in the limit’. See my comment under TSSO.
5. The arrow head used on compass roses on US charts has both sides of the arrowhead shown and is the same regardless of the direction of the magnetic variation. As for all roses, the direction of the variation is clearly indicated in the text. 

S-4 specifies a single sided arrowhead, which I always viewed as a stylistic – not a functional – aspect of the S-4 compass rose. Introducing this change to differentiate change direction with the half-arrowhead on one side or the other imposes an unnecessary additional burden and complexity to the chart production process.

The distinction is unlikely to even be noticed by the mariner. If they do happen to notice, the change also introduces the potential for confusion. If the location of the arrowhead is mistakenly put on the “wrong” side, or if an HO decides not to implement this change (because it is a “should” and not a “must” statement) would it confuse mariners? Which of the two indications (the arrowhead or the text) would take precedence?

Annex B to NCWG Letter 08/2017

S-4 clarifications resulting from consultations in NCWG Letter 03/2018

NCWG3 Action 17:
Clarify B-470.4a.ix (as suggested by TSSO):

ix. The floodlit (illuminated) symbol (P63) should be in an appropriate colour where the colour is known and constant.
Clarify B-478.2 to read:
Floodlighting of a structure (for example: a pier; pier-head lighthouse) or a danger close to navigable water, should be indicated by the symbol [image: image3.jpg]@

(iluminated)



P63. The symbol must normally be in magenta or may be in an appropriate colour on ‘multicoloured’ charts where the colour is known and constant. Alternatively, it may be indicated by the international abbreviation ‘(illum)’ against the structure or feature being lit, on the appropriate side if known.
NCWG Action 23:

Introduce consistent wording for adding point symbols to a line symbol in the following paragraphs (as suggested by TSSO):

B-435.2b … If required for clarity, the triangle symbol (sides 5mm) may be placed between the dashes in the limit symbol, …
B-437.2e … Where symbols are placed between the dashes in an ESSA limit, they must be oriented to indicate the side of the line on which the area lies, …
B-437.2f … such as anchoring and fishing prohibited which apply within the ESSA, they may be placed between the dashes in the symbolized charted limit.
B-437.3 … combining the appropriate basic line style (see B-437.2e) with the appropriate symbol placed between the dashes and oriented in the line to indicate the side on which the area lies…

B-439.6l … 
· No more than three point symbols should be placed between the dashes of a single line symbol.
Therefore, clarification added to B-431.2 will read:

If the actual anchor berth falls off the chart limits, the meaning of the dashed magenta arc may be clarified, if considered necessary, by the addition of at least one anchor berth symbol (with or without designation) placed between the dashes of the arc. Symbols should be inserted at intervals of approximately 40mm or closer and not exceeding 50mm. This addition will not usually be necessary if other complete swinging circles are charted in the vicinity.
NCWG Action 26:

The following clarification will be added at the end of B-254.2:

Limits of larger scale ENC coverage may be shown, if considered useful and especially where there is no equivalent paper chart, in the same way as larger scale paper charts described above. They must simply be labeled ‘ENC’ and the limits should indicate only the area of actual data coverage.
NCWG Action 30:
The following clarification will be added at the end of B-272.3:

The shape and placement (left or right for single-sided arrowheads) of the magnetic north arrow is optional and has no significance. It may be adjusted or broken to avoid clashes with detail.
Mapping our Seas, Oceans and Waterways - more important than ever

