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needs by both measuring the size of the aforementioned areas of Presence (or lack thereof) of traffic helps dictate which areas of higher

potential concern should considered for addressing first.

~ 27 across the study area and then subdivided into various depth bands (as before, based on risk to surface navigation), taking
This poster presents a preliminary methodology developed to assess the adequacy of Arctic charting, based on é

~ into account each member state’s local coastal geology, categorizing the seafloor as either “simple” or “complex.”. Within

risk, and discusses the results along with a way forward using these advanced methods. The data used in the 2#m the simple depth scheme, “shallow” was defined as 0-20 meters, “mid-depth” as 20-50 meters, and “deep” as exceeding 50 concern, and the linear miles of vessels transiting within these areas of
analysis was provided by Canada, Denmark, Norway, and the United States, to whom the authors are most w4 meters depth. This depth classification was applied to all U.S. waters, within the Exclusive Economic Zone, and north of higher/lower concern
grateful. ki 57 degrees (NOAA, 2012). The complex depth scheme was partitioned into the same depth bins (shallow, mid-depth and

_j'?.,l deep), but with a deeper depth threshold for each category.
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When the first three steps of the preceding methodology are applied to S — _ Preliminary analysis of this work suggests that there are still vast portions of the Arctic that are not adequately surveyed for the present use, implying there is navigational risk. That written, a | . Gomsaves 0 Bruct . Fane P Keown °A ik e etalogy of
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characterized as medium to highest concern (sum of pink, red and black
regions); whereas, only 20% of the waters (1.4 million km2) are of
lower concern (sum of green regions). However, the regions of potential
concern are only half of the story; we must understand where vessels are
navigating to get a true sense of the adequacy of Arctic charting. While
80% of the waters could be characterized as medium to highest concern, |-
only 23% of all traffic is within these waters; conversely, 77% of all
traffic is occurring within the 20% of the regions of lower concern.
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Given the scope of the problem, there is no definitive next step with regard to where to direct one’s surveying efforts, and likely

each nation will draw their own conclusions based upon further analysis; however approaching the problem from the

& perspective of navigational risk is a prudent first step. For the 2015 field seasons, NOAA and the Office of Coast Survey (OCS)
are taking two steps: 1) diverting resources to Port Clarence and Kotzebue Sound, regions which are relatively shallow, poorly
surveyed, and heavily transited (Figure 9), and 2) partnering with the USCG to better develop offshore transit corridors, to

. | provide mariners with known safe passages (mitigating the need to survey everywhere, and instead focusing on getting the

| A ; mariner safely from Point ‘A’ to ‘B’) (Figure 10).
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