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SPECIFICATIONS DE PRODUITS BASEES SUR LA S-100
PHASE 1 -S$-101, S-102, S-104, S-111, S-129

Références :

A. Résolution de 'OHI 2/2007 - Procédures pour la modification des normes et spécifications
techniques de UOHI.

B. LC de 'OHI 39/2024 du 28 octobre 2024 — Demande d’approbation des spécifications de
produits basées sur la S-100 (Phase 1) -S-101, S-102, S-104, S-111, S-129

Madame la Directrice, Monsieur le Directeur,

1. Conformément a la référence A, l'adoption de nouvelles éditions des spécifications de
produits basées sur la S-100 (phase 1) - S-101, S-102, S-104, S-111 et S-129 a été proposée dans
la lettre circulaire en référence B.

2. Le Secrétariat de 'OHI remercie les cinquante-deux Etats membres qui ont répondu a la
référence B : Algérie, Allemagne, Australie, Belgique, Brésil, Canada, Chili, Chine, Chypre,
Colombie, Danemark, Estonie, Fidji, Finlande, France, Géorgie, Ghana, Grece, Inde, Indonésie,
Iran (République islamique d'), Irlande, Italie, Jamaique, Japon, Kenya, Lettonie, Maroc, Pays-Bas,
Nouvelle-Zélande, Nigeria, Norvege, Pérou, Philippines, Pologne, Portugal, République de Corée,
Roumanie, Fédération de Russie, Singapour, Slovénie, Afrique du Sud, Espagne, Sri Lanka,
Suriname, Suede, Thailande, Turkiye, Ukraine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amérique et
Venezuela.

3. Cinquante et un Etats membres ont soutenu 'adoption des spécifications de produits S-
102, S-104 et S-111 proposées ; et cinquante Etats membres ont soutenu l'adoption de la
spécification de produit S-129 proposée. Six Etats membres ont fait part de leurs commentaires
en plus de leur vote. Un Etat membre s'est opposé a certaines des éditions proposées, avec des
commentaires a l'appui de son vote. En ce qui concerne la spécification de produit S-101
proposée, cinquante Etats membres se sont prononcés en faveur de son adoption ; huit d'entre
eux ont soumis des commentaires en plus de leur vote. Deux Etats membres ont fait part de leurs
objections, avec des commentaires a 'appui de leur vote. Tous les commentaires regus figurent
a l'annexe A de la présente lettre circulaire, avec les réponses des présidents des groupes
directeurs et des équipes de projet concernés, du président du HSSC et du Secrétariat de 'OHI.

4. Aumoment de la publication de la référence, les Etats membres de 'OHI étaient au nombre
de 100, deux Etats faisant l'objet d'une suspension. Conformément aux dispositions de la
Convention relative a l'OHI telle que modifiée, le nombre minimum de votes positifs requis est de
33. En conséquence, les spécifications de produits proposées susmentionnées ont été adoptées
et sontdésormais disponibles (versions anglaises uniquement) sur le « Registre IG de ’OHI S-100
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> Registres IG > Registre des Spécifications de produit ». Un lien vers les spécifications de
produits a également été mis sur la page web de l'OHI > Publications > Normes et spécifications.

5. Le Secrétariat de 'OHI et le président du HSSC tiennent a féliciter et a remercier tous ceux
qui ont participé a la réalisation de cette étape importante de la mise en ceuvre de la S-100.
L'approbation et la publication des premieres éditions opérationnelles des spécifications de
produits S-101, S-102, S-104, S-111 et S-129 de la phase 1 est une réalisation remarquable de
I'OHI ; et il convient de féliciter les groupes de travail et les équipes de projet de l'OHI, en
particulier les Etats membres de l'OHI et les collaborateurs experts pour avoir fourni a ces
groupes les ressources nécessaires a la réalisation de cette étape conformément aux échéances
prévues dans la Feuille de route de 'OHI pour la Décennie de mise en ceuvre de la S-100 (2020-
2030).

6. Les Etats membres sont également invités a prendre note du fait que les deux dernieres
spécifications de produits prévues pour la mise en ceuvre de la phase 1 - S-124 Avertissements
de navigation et S-128 Catalogue des produits nautiques - ont été publiées pour approbation par
le HSSC et, en fonction des résultats, une lettre circulaire supplémentaire de 'OHI pour
l'approbation des 124 et 128 est prévue en février 2025.

Veuillez agréer, Madame la Directrice, Monsieur le Directeur, 'assurance de ma haute
considération,

Pour le Secrétaire général,

7%

John NYBERG
Directeur

Annexe :

Réponses des présidents des groupes de travail et des équipes de projet concernés, du président
du HSSC et du Secrétariat de 'OHI aux commentaires des Etats membres sur la LC 39/2024 de
l'OHI (en anglais uniquement)


https://registry.iho.int/productspec/list.do
https://iho.int/en/standards-and-specifications

Annexe A ala LC de ’OHI 02/2025

MEMBER STATES’ RESPONSES TO IHO CL 39/2024 AND COMMENTS
FROM THE WORKING GROUP and PROJECT TEAM CHAIRS, IHO SECRETARIAT

S-101, Ed. 2.0.0 Operational Product Specification

AUSTRALIA (Vote for adoption = YES)
Australia recommends the following 3 amendments are included in Edition 2.0.0:

1) For Clause 13.10.1 Marine farms (see S-4 - B-447.4 and B-447.6) remove the Remarks
bullet point 2 as it refers to encoding of default clearance depth attribution, which is now
removed as allowable for this feature.

2) DCEG - Amend clause 30.4 to add a new Remarks bullet point as follows:

For features that fall entirely within an Unsurveyed Area feature, surrounding depth must be
populated with value 0. If an area feature falls partly within Unsurveyed Area and partly within
Depth Area or Dredged Area features, surrounding depth must be populated in accordance
with the first bullet above.

3) Product Specification - Add the attached Diagram to the end of Section 4.7.2 as a new
Figure 4.10 and amend 2nd paragraph to read 'Figures 4-7 to 4-10 below are ....

DATASET 1 ’
Data Coverage A DATASET 2
MinDS 350000 Data Coverage A
OptDS 90000 MinDS 90000
OptDS 45000
DATASET 3
Data Coverage A
MinDS 45000 l
OptDS 22000 DATASET 4
Data Coverage A Data Coverage B PORT
MinDS 22000 MinDS 22000
OptDS 12000 OptDS 4000
45000 |
MSVS J
Datasests
DATASET optDS COMMENTS
3 22000 Not displayed as MSVS = MinDS
2 45000 Displayed as MSVS = OptDS
\

Figure 4-10 — Dataset loading — scenario 4
Please note that all other Figures in the PS will have to increase their number by one.

Comment by the S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:




The S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Australia for their comments.

These proposed changes have been agreed for correction (point 1) and clarification (points 2 and
3) as they enhance the guidance already included. The proposed new Figure 4-10 for the S-101
Main document has been included as Figure 4-9 as this is a better fit within the order of the
Figures 4-7 to 4-10 in regard to Mariners’ Selected Viewing Scale (MSVS). The changes have been
applied for the final operational Edition 2.0.0 of S-101.

CANADA (Vote for adoption = YES)

General comment: Canada is happy to see these specs advancing to allow IHO community to
enter the testing phase. Canada sees upcoming sea trials as an avenue to stress-test these
standards. While further adjustments or patches may be needed as we operationalize, these
specs are a step towards the IHO being ready for 2026.

Comments by the PT/WG Chairs and IHO Secretariat:

The PT/WG Chairs and IHO Secretariat thank Canada for their comment.

COLOMBIA (Vote for adoption = YES)
[Translated from the original Spanish text]

The Version 2.0.0 of the S-101 standard represents a significant upgrade that optimizes the
exchange and use of ENC. This edition introduces improvements to the data model, with the aim
of enhancing interoperability and ease of use in maritime navigation systems.

Comments by the PT/WG Chairs and IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Colombia for their comment.

GEORGIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

We need to approve the draft proposed Edition 2.0.0 of S-101 to ensure it aligns with the evolving
S-100 framework, enhances ENC functionality, improves interoperability with other maritime
standards, and supports the transition from S-57. This approval is critical for advancing
navigation safety, usability, and global standardization.

Comments by the S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Georgia for their comment.

GHANA (Vote for adoption = YES)
Itis a useful guide for Hydrographic Offices. Thank you for the initiative.

Comments by the S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Ghana for their comment.



GREECE (Vote for adoption = NO)

Greece remains firm in its decision regarding the specific wording in Annex A, paragraph 2.5.5 of
the S-101 as follows:

In areas which include neighbouring producer nations, Hydrographic Offices should ensure no
data overlap within Navigational Purposes. Where the elimination of overlapping ENC data
cannot be resolved and its continued existence presents a demonstrable risk to the safety of
navigation, the procedures described in IHO Resolution 1/2018 as well as in section 1.7 of the
Guidelines for the Implementation of the WEND Principles should be applied.

Given the following:

A) The S-57 standard, referenced by the S-100 WG Chair and the IHO Secretariat, is fading and
will be replaced by the newer S-100.

B) Greece's opposition to S-57 at the IHO level, as clearly stated in IHO CL 30/2024.

C) The inconsistency of adhering to S-57 by the S-100WG Chair, HSSC Chair, and Secretariat
when IHO Resolution 1/2018 and the Guidelines for the Implementation of the WEND Principles
explicitly address it in the manner raised by Greece,

Greece stands by its decision to vote No on S-101.

Comments by the PT/WG Chairs and IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT and HSSC Chairs and IHO Secretariat thank Greece for their comment.

As determined for this comment as submitted in response to the HSSC Circular letter seeking
endorsement of S-101 Edition 2.0.0, the comment from Greece is noted, however after further
discussion within the S-101PT, HSSC Chair Groups and the IHO Secretariat, it has been
determined that this change will not be applied for S-101 Edition 2.0.0.

NIGERIA (Vote for adoption = YES)
The Draft copy gives clear guidance on S-101 encoding.

Comments by the S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Nigeria for their comment.

SWEDEN (Vote for adoption = YES)

General comment: Sweden would like to congratulate all parties involved who have contributed
to this remarkable success. These new operational editions will form the basis for the
implementation of S-100. A milestone for the introduction of e-navigation as such and a success
story for IHO.

Comments by the PT/WG Chairs and IHO Secretariat:

The PT/WG Chairs and IHO Secretariat thank Sweden for their comment.



TURKIYE (Vote for adoption = NO)

First of all, we would like to thank THO and Member States that put effort to prepare those documents.
We have some comments/remarks regarding the proposed document.

Tiirkiye does not agree that safety of navigation requires having no overlapping charts in complex and
disputed seas. For the sake of the safety of navigation, the Member States should allow the mutual use
of their up-to-date data, enable the harmonization of overlapping charts/products and preserve the
integrity of data in complex and disputed waters as a temporary solution until the agreement is reached.

Tiirkiye clearly reiterated many times in the past years that "Standards should be set for ECDIS
manufacturers to display overlapping data and overlapping data should not be afraid of. Because it is
believed that in most cases conducting a technical activity like aligning data can reduce the impact/risk
of overlapping data".

After we reconsider and analyze the proposed text for Boolean attribute then it was realized and
understood that maritime jurisdiction area (in this proposal) will not be able to be presented accurately
on ECDIS.

In the light of all the points made above, Tiirkiye suggests making changes as pointed out below:
S101 — Draft for Edition 2.0.0- Annex A

2.5.5. Seamless ENC coverage

In areas which include neighbouring Producer Nations, Hydrographic Offices should co-operate to
agree on dataqel boundane% and ensure no data overlap wnthm scale ranges or d|sparatc drawmg
indices. Whe ata are-in ’ o-a-5aaH . . . 4 ’ und

possible, ad_lommg natlons qhould agree on common data boundarles wrthm a techmcal arrangement
based on cartographic convenience and benefit to the Mariner. Suitable communications between
neighbouring nations should be put in place to ensure data consistency across dataset boundaries. These
should include exchange mechanisms to allow access to each other’s ENCs. If there is no agreement
between neighbouring Producer Nations, overlap should be allowed as a temporary solution until
agreement is reached. Neighbouring Producer Nations should make sure that overlapping charts
provide the same content as much as possible.

16.2.1 Maritime jurisdiction areas in dispute

eveﬂap Oeeasrenau-y- sma-H—Somc areas at the boundary of two or more Coastal States may be in
dispute regarding the establishment of maritime jurisdiction, which may result in a—smal-section—of
Ferritorial-Sea overlapping a EEZ/maritime jurisdiction area in the disputed area.

Where issues of maritime jurisdiction between two or more Coastal States are in dispute, the proposed

maritime jurisdiction area Ferritorial-Sea(territerial-Sea—-Avea) of one Coastal State may overlap
m.mllmc jurrsdlctmn area the-pmpesed—EE—Z—(-E*ek&ewe—Beeneme—Z,eae) of anothcr Coastal btatc

Comments by the S-101PT Chair and HSSC Chair/IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT and HSSC Chairs and IHO Secretariat thank Turkiye for their comment.
As determined for this comment as submitted in response to the HSSC Circular letter seeking
endorsement of S-101 Edition 2.0.0, the comment from Tlrkiye is noted, however after further



discussion within the S-101PT, HSSC Chair Groups and the IHO Secretariat, it has been
determined that this change will not be applied for S-101 Edition 2.0.0.

UNITED KINGDOM (Vote for adoption = YES)

The UK would like to thank all those who have contributed to the development of these standards
so farand in particular the expert contributors who have been an important factor in this progress.

The UK notes that within the draft S-101 Portrayal Catalogue when a feature references multiple
Spatial Association fields the portrayal logic does not currently consider all referenced spatial
components. This may affect the display of some features, in particular when certain data quality
related attributes are present.

We consider that these are valid encodings and would be valid in S-57 ENCs, therefore we would
propose that the final S-101 2.0.0 Portrayal Catalogue is modified so that all spatial components
are considered fully.

In addition, the S-101 Product Specification should be clarified to constrain features to one type
of geometry only, this is a well-known convention butis not explicitly stated and could complicate
the solution to this issue.

Comments by the S-101PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-101PT and HSSC Chairs and IHO Secretariat thank the United Kingdom for their comment.
These proposed changes have been agreed for clarification as they enhance the guidance already
included. Changes have been applied to the S-101 Portrayal Catalogue accordingly; and the
following clarifying text has been included at clause 4.8.1 of the S-101 Main document:

A feature may reference multiple geometries but must only reference geometries of a single
geometric primitive (point, pointset, curve or surface).



S-102 Ed. 3.0.0 Operational Product Specification

AUSTRALIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

Australia would like to see S-102 'For Navigation' datasets to be loaded and rendered in ECDIS as
if they were 'Charts' (refer to S-98 Annex C). Australia would like S-102 PS to mandate the
encoding of Maximum, Optimum & Minimum Display Scales for when a producer would like their
datasets to be automatically loaded and rendered in ECDIS according to those parameters.
Otherwise, when the display scales are left unpopulated, ECDIS is to treat S-102 datasets as
Overlays. This means they would only be loaded and displayed at mariner's request.

Comments by the S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Australia for their comments.

The Maximum, Optimum & Minimum Display Scales suggested by Australia (as included in S-101)
have not been included in the final operational Edition 3.0.0 of S-102. Display of S-102 data in
ECDIS as part of the Electronic Navigational Data Service (ENDS) is intended to be in accordance
with a pre-defined minimum set of Mariner’s selectable scales as defined in S-98 Annex C.
However, this process is yet to be fully developed and tested in an operational environment.
Noting the comment submitted by Australia, full testing of the performance of S-102 as part of
the ENDS willinclude the performance of the S-102 data at varying scales; and further refinement
of the S-102 Product Specification may be required for the next Edition.

CANADA (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Canada and response for S-101.

GEORGIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

We need to approve the draft proposed Edition 3.0.0 of S-102 to improve the accuracy, resolution,
and interoperability of bathymetric surface data, ensuring better support for navigation, safety,
and emerging technologies within the S-100 framework.

Comments by the S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Georgia for their comment.

GHANA (Vote for adoption = YES)
The publication is helpful in broadening knowledge in the area.

Comments by the S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Ghana for their comment.



NIGERIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

The Draft copy provides the required framework for rendering high-resolution bathymetric data
that will improve maritime navigation.

Comments by the S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Nigeria for their comment.

SWEDEN (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Sweden and response for S-101.

TURKIYE (Vote for adoption = NO)

First of all, we would like to thank [HO and Member States that put effort to prepare those documents.
We have some comments/remarks regarding the proposed document.

When the waters of national jurisdiction are identified and agreed on to the extent of EEZs, it is certainly
possible to share the survey responsibilities between the neighbouring countries. When that is not the
case, alternatively, agreeing on cartographic boundaries or having an exchange of data agreement can
also play a similar role. If none of these two options is taken, for the sake of the safety of navigation,
the Member States should allow the mutual use of their up-to-date data, enable the harmonization of
overlapping charts/products and preserve the integrity of data in complex and disputed waters as a
temporary solution until agreement is reached.

For the complex and disputed waters, the focus should go in making sure that overlapping charts
provide the same content as much as possible, which is the key to maintain unambiguous service.
Tiirkiye prioritizes making the most up-to-date data available to the sailors over the effort to build a
scheme with no overlaps however Tiirkiye also kindly reminds that, providing up-to-date information
to the sailors is an obligation to be observed, yet having a scheme without any overlap in eomplex-and
disputed waters may not be possible. We suggest making changes as pointed out below:

S-102 Bathymetric Surface Product Specification
4.6 Dataset rules

Each S-102 dataset sust should only have a single extent as it is a coverage feature. There should be
no overlapping data of the same maximum display scale, except at the agreed adjoining limits. Where
it is difficult to achieve a perfect join, a buffer to be agreed upon by the producing agencies may be
used. If there is no agreement between neighbouring Producer Nations, overlap should be allowed as a
temporary solution until agreement is reached. Neighbouring Producer Nations should make sure that
overlapping charts provide the same content as much as possible.

Comment by the S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-102PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Turkiye for their comment.

The comment from Turkiye is noted, however after discussion within the S-102PT, HSSC Chair
Groups and the IHO Secretariat, it has been determined that this change will not be applied for
S-102 Edition 3.0.0.



S-104 Ed. 2.0.0 Operational Product Specification

CANADA (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Canada and response for S-101.

GEORGIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

We need to approve the draft proposed Edition 2.0.0 of S-104 to enhance the delivery of water
level data, ensure interoperability within the S-100 framework, and support safer navigation
through real-time and accurate information integration. This ensures the standard remains
reliable and future-ready.

Comments by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Georgia for their comment.
GHANA (Vote for adoption = YES)
Definitive guide to help meet expectations.

Comments by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Ghana for their comment.

NIGERIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

The National Hydrographic Agency (NHA) approves of this draft copy pending the USA proposal
elucidating in detail, the need for the amendment.

Comments by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Nigeria for their comment.

SPAIN (Vote for adoption = YES)
It is noted that this edition eliminates the possibility of integrating tidal data in real-time.

Comments by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Spain for their comment.
It is hoped that integration of real-time tidal data will be included in a future edition of S-104.

SWEDEN (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Sweden and response for S-101.



TURKIYE (Vote for adoption = NO)

First of all, we would like to thank IHO and Member States that put effort to prepare those documents.
We have some comments/remarks regarding the proposed document.

The most important thing herein for data is the accuracy of the data. If the data is accurate temporally
& spatially, then data overlap should not be a problem. That is why we think this article shown below
should be revised/reconsidered. We suggest making changes as pointed out below:

S-104 Water Level Information for Surface Navigation Product Specification
7.7.3 Requirements for water level adjustment

There must be no spatial overlap between S-104 datasets created by the same producer, with the
exception of datasets in the same temporal series, which must have the same spatial extent. It is possible
that water level datasets can overlap not only spatially but also temporally for different data providers.

Comment by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Turkiye for their comment.

The comment from Turkiye is noted, however after discussion within the S-101PT, HSSC Chair
Groups and the IHO Secretariat, it has been determined that text as currently included in the
product Specification is sufficient, therefore this change will not be applied for S-104 Edition
2.0.0.



S-111 Ed. 2.0.0 | Operational Product Specification

CANADA (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Canada and response for S-101.

GEORGIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

We need to approve the draft proposed Edition 2.0.0 of S-111 to enhance the accuracy and real-
time delivery of surface current data, ensuring better navigation safety and interoperability within
the S-100 framework for modern maritime operations.

Comments by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Georgia for their comment.

GHANA (Vote for adoption = YES)
These publications are shaping our understanding of the new standards. Thank you.

Comments by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Ghana for their comment.

SWEDEN (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Sweden and response for S-101.

TURKIYE (Vote for adoption = NO)

First of all, we would like to thank IHO and Member States that put effort to prepare those documents.
We have some comments/remarks regarding the proposed document.

It is critical to remember that surface current forecast datasets are the data produced by models so that
those data may overlap both spatially and temporally depending on the areas of responsibility of data
providers, accuracy & resolution of datasets.

The most important thing herein for data is the accuracy of the data. 1f the data is accurate temporally &
spatially, then data overlap should not be a problem. That is why we think this article shown below should
be revised/reconsidered. We suggest making changes as pointed out below:

S-111 Surface Currents Product Specification
7.7.2 Requirements for harmonised user experience

There must be no spatial overlap between S-111 datasets created by the same producer. It is possible that
surface current datasets can overlap not only spatially but also temporally for different data providers

since those datasets include forecast information.

Comment by the TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat:




The TWCWG Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Turkiye for their comment.
The comment from Turkiye is noted, however after discussion within the S-101PT, HSSC Chair
Groups and the IHO Secretariat, it has been determined that text as currently included in the

product Specification is sufficient, therefore this change will not be applied for S-111 Edition
2.0.0.



S-129 Ed. 2.0.0 Operational Product Specification

AUSTRALIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

It is acknowledged that route information corresponding to an S-129 dataset is to be provided
through an S-421 dataset, if possible, or through other methods such as RTZ route plan exchange
format.

However, an S-421 dataset file or RTZ file does not necessarily have to be provided as a support
file to an S-129 dataset. Instead, they can be provided alongside an S-129 dataset as part of the
same exchange set, which end user systems can consume.

Clause 18.4 ("Support Files") therefore appears unnecessary, and it is thus recommended to be
removed from the S-129 Product Specification to avoid confusion.

Itis also noted that Clause 18.4 currently contains the following errors/deficiencies:
e |[EC 63173-1is used as reference for RTZ, not S-421, in Table 18-1
¢ No file extension is specified for S-421 datasets

e Subclause 18.4.1 ("Support File Naming") instructs the support file names to start with "129".
This appears erroneous, and seemingly a copy of text under Subclause 18.2.3 ("Dataset file
naming")

e Subclause 18.4.1 also instructs the fourth to seventh characters of the support file name to
indicate the issuing agency, although route plans are not necessarily issued by agencies (e.g.
route plans could be derived from end user input). This text also appears to have been possibly
copied from Subclause 18.2.3.

Thus, it is observed that the removal of Clause 18.4 would also provide the additional benefit of
removing this inaccurate information.

Comments by the S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Australia for their comments.
After discussion with the S-129PT Chair, the comments from Australia are considered to be valid.
Clause 18.4 will be removed for the final operational Edition 2.0.0 of S-129.

CANADA (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Canada and response for S-101.

GEORGIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

We need to approve the draft proposed Edition 2.0.0 of S-129 to improve under-keel clearance
management, enhance real-time data integration, and ensure safer navigation, while maintaining
interoperability within the S-100 framework.

Comments by the S-129 Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-129 Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Georgia for their comment.



GHANA (Vote for adoption = YES)
Thank you to the team for draft publications.

Comments by the S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Ghana for their comment.

NETHERLANDS (Vote for adoption = YES)

Please note the ambiguity between 17.1 ("Values of latitude and longitude must be expressed
with a precision of 9 decimal places") and 17.1.1 ("Values should be coded as decimal numbers
with 7 or fewer digits after the decimal").

Comments by the S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Netherlands for their comment.
This inconsistency is noted. Clause 17.1 has been amended to specify a precision of 7 decimal
places for the final operational Edition 2.0.0 of S-129.

NIGERIA (Vote for adoption = YES)

NHA agrees with this proposed draft edition as it encapsulates the interoperability of S-129 with
other product specifications such as S-111, S-102, and S-104.

Comments by the S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat:

The S-129PT Chair and IHO Secretariat thank Nigeria for their comment.

SWEDEN (Vote for adoption = YES)

See general comment from Sweden and response for S-101.



