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MACHC Regional Band 1 ENC
cheme — Nov 2021

MACHC Regional ENC Scheme Sub Working Group

Julio Castillo (US) — Julio.Castillo@noaa.gov
Olga Bonfante (CO) — Obonfante@dimar.mil.co




Objectives of the Regional ENC Scheme Sub Working Group

e Review current

coverage
* Analyze possible Band o A
1 ENC Schemesinthe g | L

MACHC Region

e Take into account
future usage bands by
member states




~ Current State of Band 1 Cells in MACHC Region

e 9Band 1 ENCs cover
most of region (1 US,8
UKHO)

e 2cellsat1:1,500,000

e 1cellat1:2,160,000 |

« 4cells at 1:3,000,000 |
e 2cellsat1:2,500,000




~ Gridded Systems

* Advantages:

Standardizes ENC cell
size
Predictable coverage

Does not need
M_COVR Cov?2

Allows for future
planning

Data consistency
across ENC cells

* Disadvantages:

Potential overhead
costs to implement

Does not conform to
geographical features




Research Done

* Existing Usage

Fi 16 Grafica de di io toalost fios de alto (a)’ ho (b) enlas ENC tual
Band 1 & 2 ENC en funcion del valor de 1a escala para fodbs los propositos de navegacin, ot
size analysis

Alto
* Determine the 30

relationship between B i il o e
existing ENC scales o .
and product size : . 3
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 Comparing average
ENC Scales Within 0 500 1000 1500ESC;(;0(01:K)2500 3000 3500 4000
Usage Bands

 Examined across
different HCs to
establish guidelines
when considering a
new grid



~ Grids Examined — Option 1

MACHC Based Re-Scheme

Parameters

7 E e — =
v - = o e
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Pros & Cons “ e e e AR, T ;

*  Pro: Most major ' | e o =
ports fall within 1 e et .’
ENC cell 5 il L=t

* Pro: Origin point | &2z R i e
lends itself to global " | = \ g ’ :
expansion N i e~

e Con: With this cell e : V. S R

Size: 24° x 24°
Origin: 180°W, 90°S e TS T
Scale: 1:3,000,000 % e 2

size, they do not
distribute equally
from north to south



Grids Examined — Option 2

NOAA Re-Scheme Plan

* Parameters
 Size:19.2° x 19.2°
e Origin: 0° 0°
e Scale: Binary option of a238
1:2,560,000 or 1:5,120,000 —

* Pros & Cons

*  Pro: Aligns with existing US
plan for Re-Scheming

e  Pro: Maximum of 12
different scales across the 6 |
usage bands

*  Pro: Predictable divisibility
for each usage band after
band 1

*  Con: Origin point was not .
chosen with the intention B
stcoverage outside of the
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. Grids Examined — Option 3

UKHO Re-Scheme Plan

* Parameters
e Size:20°x 20°
e Origin: 180°W, 90°S

* Scale: Flexible — sy g8
dependent on available | < | * &
coverage and features e | | 21 BN
S e oy & -:; : 22 --:.\"'
* Pros & Cons fal et el s
*  Pro: Aligns with existing | e BF eatt /)
UKHO plan for global ‘ a3 AN
Re-Scheming o o e
* Pro: Whole cell | ) | =
coverage along [ R b
latitudes and longitudes > 7 | 0 :
*  Con: Cell sizes of larger & = » :
scale bands not wel et |
defined — Grid layouts w33 LY o 2 N it

at bands 2 and 3 are
unclear in the MACHC
region at the moment




Grid Comparisons

h = = “

Band 1 Cell Size 19.2°
Origin Point 180°W, 90°S 0°, 0° 180°W, 90°S
Band 1 Scale 3,000,000 1:2,560,000 & Flexible
1:5,120,000
Future Usage Band Size Divides by 4 each Divides by 4 each Flexible
scale band scale band

Future Usage Band Scale Based on radar Scale gets halved at Flexible
ranges each usage band

Aligns w/ Existing Scheme? No Yes - NOAA Yes — UKHO



Additional Considerations

e Larger Scale Usage Bands

* While all of the proposals may work well at Usage Band 1, consideration
should be given at how these grids will incorporate several more
producing member states at Usage Bands 2 & 3 before deciding on one
option

e Scale

. Ideall(]/, standardized compilation scales or a standard methodology
\évoql dbe established across the scheme based on existing data and
esired use

 Compatibility with other regional HCs

 While the priority is to improve coverage and usability in the MACHC
region, there is an opportunity to set an example that could be adopted
by neighboring HCs

* Momentum

 The two ENC providers at Usage Band 1 (NOAA & UKHO) have interest in
building out a reschemed plan in the MACHC region, but it is integral
that all member states have input for future Usage Bands that will affect
their areas of production



