IICWG Iceberg Subcommittee

Meeting Summary

14 April 2016

Attendees:

Neal Young (Australia)

Vasily Smolyanitsky (Russia)

Gabrielle McGrath (US)

Michael Hicks (US)

Purpose:

Resolve the mismatch between the iceberg descriptions provided in the WMO Sea Ice Nomenclature document (revised, March 2014), the JCOMM ETSI SIGRID-3 (Version 3, May 2014), and MANICE Coding for recommendation to WMO/JCOMM ETSI.

Summary:

Prior to the meeting, Gabrielle asked for input in order to come to a consensus on what we are trying to solve as a group regarding the mismatch between the iceberg descriptions provided in the WMO Sea Ice Nomenclature document (revised, March 2014), the JCOMM ETSI SIGRID-3 (Version 3, May 2014), and MANICE Coding.  The WMO Sea Ice Nomenclature (SIN) document uses 9 different categories while the SIGRID-3 reference uses 13 and MANICE uses 18.  She only received feedback from Wolfgang, but Neal, Vasily, Mike, and Gabrielle were able to meet over the teleconference and discuss this issue.

This discussion addressed Action Item IC 16-2:  "Provide input and ideas for presentation / portrayal of icebergs and their attributes for various display systems and zoom levels. Give summary presentation at next IICWG meeting."

Gabrielle sent out the attached Powerpoint "Iceberg Portrayal Comparison" file to assist everyone in looking at the different nomenclatures and the portrayal of iceberg information in IIP, CIS, and DMI products.  Vasily then sent out an additional file showing 3 slides on AARI experience for the NSR, summer 2015.  As a possible way forward, these slides show: 1) icebergs as points on ice charts, 2) iceberg area with density, or 3) iceberg limits and warnings.  These products use the Russian National Code, which is again different from WMO SIN and JCOMM SIGRID-3.

Gabrielle mentioned that, in addition to WMO SIN and SIGRID-3, CIS and IIP use MANICE coding in creating their ice products.  All reports of icebergs use this coding, and all ingestions into the model are done using this coding.  

Vasily explained the relationship between JCOMM and WMO.  Essentially, JCOMM ETSI is the WMO body that is responsible for WMO nomenclature standards for ice/iceberg reporting.  

· Three volumes for Sea Ice Nomenclature document:

· Vol 1:  Terminology

· Vol 2:  Illustrated Glossary 

· Vol 3:  Coding tables and symbols for ice charts

· JCOMM attempted to harmonize, but Volume 3 is ahead of Volume 1 resulting in a number of inconsistencies.

· SIGRID-3 is a vector archive format for sea-ice charts and reporting.  SIGRID-3 has references to other WMO tables.

Vasily reviewed the example slides he distributed from AARI.  During this presentation, the group focused on different representations of iceberg concentration.  Mariners might choose one approach or another:

· “Distance” – one symbol is based on the mean distance between icebergs

· “Density” – a second approach uses the number of icebergs within a 16 mile radius of the symbol

· “Position” – under certain conditions, specific iceberg positions are provided with size and shape
· This example generated discussion that centered on how various users might apply the data and how best to represent iceberg concentration.  Some users may want to avoid iceberg encounters (IIP customer) while others are interested in knowing general density or iceberg concentration in the region of operation (AARI user).
The group discussed a good way to handle iceberg size and shapes in Northern vs. Southern Hemispheres.  Vasily suggested that we create two separate tables for Arctic and Antarctic iceberg sizes.  

· Northern Hemisphere should continue to use the MANICE size categories, and the WMO SIN nomenclature (Table 10.2) should be adjusted to match MANICE exactly.  For example, currently the WMO SIN Table 10.2 lists a Large iceberg as 123-213 meters while MANICE classifications list a Large iceberg as 120-200 meters.  These slight differences should be adjusted to make standard size categories.
· Southern Hemisphere should have logical size categories.  Neal agreed to come up with a first draft for Southern Hemisphere iceberg sizes.

· Neal raised the issue about height of eye for observer and that reports should include this information.  Observational uncertainty is a consideration, particularly for small vessels making observations beyond 10 nautical miles.  This factor could create significant errors (up to 50%) for density estimates.  

The group determined that this subcommittee should come up with a standardized approach for iceberg nomenclature.  
· WMO SIN Tables 10.1/10.2, SIGRID-3 Table 13, and MANICE Tables 4.8/4.9 should all be the same for classification of size and shape of icebergs worldwide.  
· Currently, SIGRID-3 lists shape first, then size by numerical code, and MANICE lists the opposite – size, then shape.  This convention should also be standardized.  
· MANICE shape coding allows for the crude determinations of “tabular” and “non tabular” which are more convenient for mass observations (such as during IIP or commercial aerial reconnaissance sorties).  Additionally, this information is all that is needed for numerical models to predict melt.  The more specific shape classifications may be preferable for ships at sea who are on the lookout for a particular iceberg.  MANICE coding also provides these categories.
Information from all sources is provided here for easy comparison:

WMO SIN Tables 10.1/10.2
	
	Height (m)
	Length (m)

	Growler and/or bergy bit
	Up to 5
	<15

	Iceberg, unspecified size
	N/A
	N/A

	Iceberg, small
	6-15
	16-60

	Iceberg, medium
	16-45
	61-122

	Iceberg, large
	46-75
	123-213

	Iceberg, very large
	Over 75
	>213

	Tabular berg
	N/A
	N/A

	Ice island
	N/A
	N/A

	Radar target
	N/A
	N/A


SIGRID-3 Table 13
	Shape (1st Character)
	Code
	Size (2nd Character)
	Code

	Growler and/or bergy bit
	1
	Unspecified size
	0

	Iceberg, unspecified shape
	2
	Small
	1

	Iceberg, glacier berg
	3
	Medium
	2

	Iceberg, domed
	4
	Large
	3

	Iceberg, pinnacled
	5
	Very Large 
	4

	Iceberg, tabular
	6
	
	

	Ice island
	7
	
	

	Radar target
	9
	
	


MANICE Tables 4.8/4.9

	Size (1st Character)
	Height (m)
	Length (m)
	Code
	Shape (2nd Character)
	Code

	Growler 
	<1
	<5
	1
	Tabular
	1

	Bergy Bit
	1-<5
	5-<15
	2
	Non-Tabular
	2

	Small Iceberg
	5-15
	15-60
	3
	Domed
	3

	Medium Iceberg
	16-45
	61-120
	4
	Pinnacled
	4

	Large Iceberg
	46-75
	121-200
	5
	Wedged 
	5

	Very Large Iceberg
	>75
	>200
	6
	Drydocked
	6

	Not Specified
	N/A
	N/A
	7
	Blocky
	7

	Radar target
	N/A
	N/A
	X
	Ice Island
	8

	
	
	
	
	Not Specified
	0

	
	
	
	
	Undetermined (Radar)
	X


