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Descriptive Report to Accompany Hydrographic Survey H11065

Project OPR-P182-RA-011

Southwest Alaska Peninsula and Semidid 2 Islands, Alaska
Scale 1:10,000

July-August 2001
 NOAA Ship RAINIER

Chief of Party: Captain James C. Gardner, NOAA

A. AREA SURVEYED

This hydrographic survey was completed as specified by Hydrographic Survey Letter Instructions
OPR-P182-RA-01 dated June 1, 20013 and the Draft Standing Project Instructions dated
April 6, 1998.  The survey area is located off the east coast of the Southwest Alaska Peninsula,
approximately 10 nm outside of Chignik Bay.  This survey corresponds to sheet “Y” in the sheet layout
provided with the Letter Instructions.

One hundred percent shallow-water multibeam (SWMB) coverage was obtained in the survey area to
meet, and overlap by 5 meters of water depth, Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) shoreline data from
the concurrent contract survey OPR-P182-KR-01 H11064.  Vertical-beam echo sounder (VBES) data was
acquired only to define the buffer line for shoreline verification.4

Data acquisition was conducted from July 21 to August 7, 2001 (DN 202 to 219).

Figure 1.  H11065  Survey Limits.

Nakchamik Island
Chart 16566, 10 th Ed.
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B. DATA ACQUISTION AND PROCESSING

A complete description of data acquisition and processing systems, survey vessels, quality control
procedures and data processing methods can be found in the OPR-P182-RA-01 Data Acquisition and
Processing Report, submitted under separate cover.  Items specific to this survey, and any deviations from
the aforementioned report are discussed in the following sections.

B1.  Equipment and Vessels

Data were acquired by RAINIER survey launches (vessel numbers 2121, 2122, 2123, 2124, 2125, and
2126).  Vessels 2121, 2123, 2124 and 2126 were used to acquire shallow-water multibeam (SWMB)
soundings and sound velocity profiles.  Vessels 2122 and 2125 were used to acquire vertical-beam echo
soundings (VBES) and detached positions (DPs) for shoreline verification.  Vessel 2125 was also used to
collect bottom samples, and vessel 2122 also collected a few sound velocity casts for other launches. No
unusual vessel configurations or problems were encountered during this survey.

B2.  Quality Control

Crosslines

Shallow-Water Multibeam (SWMB) crosslines totaled 22.02 nautical miles, comprising 7.07% of SWMB
hydrography (311.63 nm mainscheme lines). The Quality Control Report (CARIS HIPS) for the checkline
file averaged 86.919% passing, with a depth tolerance factor of 0.013. Extremely steep and irregular
bathymetry contributed to less cross line agreement than desired.  The above value also includes some
outer beam soundings that were rejected in filtering down to 60 degrees from nadir, but were later re-
accepted to close small gaps in coverage.  The corresponding value using only beams 8-114 is 92.117%
passing.  Beams 8-114 comprise 99.95% of all accepted soundings in this survey. The 92.117% value
conforms to International Hydrographic Organization Order 1 specifications detailed in Special
Publication S-44, Edition 4, as well as NOS Hydrographic Surveys Specifications and Deliverables
Manual.  Furthermore, the hydrographer believes, through manual examination of the data, the accuracy
standards have been met and cross line agreement is good.5  See Appendix V6 for the detailed report.

Junctions7

The following contemporary surveys junction with H11065:

Registry #                Scale                Date                 Junction side
H11066 1:40,000 2001 East and South
H11064  LIDAR 1:10,000 2001 Shoreline
H10770 1:10,000 1997 Northwest
H10696 1:20,000 19978 North

Survey H10696 junctions well with this survey, with differences generally from one to two fathoms and
almost always less than three fathoms.  The only two exceptions were a sounding of 41 fathoms near one
of 36.1 fathoms from H10696, and a sounding of 91 fathoms near one of 94.6 fathoms from H10696. The
areas surrounding this survey’s soundings were re-examined in both line and subset mode.  While both
soundings were from the outer limit of this survey’s SWMB coverage and near the outer beams of their
lines, both were adequately supported by other soundings.  Both differences are near or less than the
allowed error at their respective depths.  As they are slightly shoaler, the Hydrographer recommends this
survey’s soundings supercede those of H10696 in these two cases. 9
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Surveys H10770 and H11066 junction well with this survey, with differences generally less than one or
two fathoms. 10  The bathymetry is extremely steep and irregular.  Nearby soundings that did not agree
exactly, but tended to show a slope in the same direction, were considered to have compared well with the
junction.  Note that H11066 soundings were only corrected with raw observed tides according to the
preliminary zoning scheme at the time of this junction comparison.

Survey H11064 had also not been completed at the time of this survey.  Only preliminary LIDAR
soundings, corrected with predicted tides according to the preliminary zoning scheme, were available for
comparison.  In addition, due to patchy preliminary LIDAR coverage, direct comparison to every
sounding in this survey’s final plot was not possible. Where soundings did overlap, agreement was
generally within one to two fathoms. 11

There were two exceptions to H11064’s general agreement.  The first was an area just south and southeast
of the southern tip of the Nakchamik Island shoreline (roughly 200m radius from 56-18-30.3 N  157-49-
19.77 W).  Several of this survey’s soundings were shoaler by 3 – 6.1 fathoms when compared to H11064
preliminary soundings 2.4 – 10.9 meters away.  The full density of this survey’s soundings have been
double-checked for fliers or other errors, and no mistakes were found.  The soundings border and overlap
an area designated as foul with kelp.  The depth differences are believed to be caused by different tidal
conditions allowing different signal penetration through the thick kelp, and possibly by more conservative
data cleaning in this survey.  It is likely that many of the shoaler soundings from this survey are sonar
returns from kelp (see kelp discussion below under “Data Quality Factors”).12

The second exception to the general agreement between surveys was isolated to the north coast of Kak
Island.  The MHW line obtained from H11064 was found to be almost 60 meters offshore of this survey’s
SWMB coverage.  There were no other H11064 soundings available in the area for further junction
comparison.  Important further discussion of this discrepancy is under section D.3 Shoreline.  The
Hydrographer recommends that soundings from this survey supercede the preliminary soundings from
H11064 around the north coast of Kak Island (see also section D.6 Miscellaneous).13

Final comparisons will be made at the Pacific Hydrographic Branch (PHB).14

Figure 2.  H11065 Junction Surveys.
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H11064 LIDAR in green

H10696 in gray
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Data Quality Factors

Almost no unusual conditions were encountered during the survey that affected the expected accuracy and
quality of survey data.  The only exceptions were kelp around all three islands, and extremely irregular
bathymetry especially around the near-shore area of Nakchamik Island.  Soundings from kelp were
usually cleaned out where a solid, continuous collection of soundings depicted the true bottom below.  In
some cases, it was impossible to clearly distinguish the true bottom from kelp soundings.  In these cases
the shoalest soundings were retained, even though they may represent either kelp, true bottom, or both.
Extremely irregular bathymetry created shadows and small gaps in coverage that were covered by re-
accepting lower quality outer beams that would normally have been filtered out.  These soundings were
compared to soundings at the other edges of the gaps from other lines and beams closer to nadir to ensure
data quality.15

B3.  Data Reduction

Data reduction procedures for survey H11065 conform to those detailed in the OPR-P182-RA-01 Data
Acquisition and Processing Report.

C.  VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL CONTROL

A complete description of vertical and horizontal control for survey H11065 can be found in the
OPR-P182-RA-01 Horizontal and Vertical Control Report, submitted under separate cover.  A summary
of horizontal and vertical control for this survey follows.

Horizontal Control

The horizontal datum for this project is the North American Datum of 1983 (NAD83).  Differential GPS
(DGPS) was the sole method of positioning.  Differential corrections from U.S. Coast Guard beacons at
Kodiak, AK (313 kHz) and Cold Bay, AK (289 kHz) were utilized during this survey.  Launch-to-launch
DGPS performance checks were performed weekly in accordance with Section 3.2 of the FPM.  Copies of
the performance checks are included in the OPR-P182-RA-01 Horizontal and Vertical Control Report.

Vertical Control

The vertical datum for this project is Mean Lower-Low Water (MLLW).  The operating National Water
Level Observation Network (NWLON) primary tide stations at Sand Point, AK (945-9450) and Kodiak,
AK (945-7292), served as control for datum determination and as the primary source for water level
reducers for survey H11065.  Subordinate stations were installed, monitored and removed by contractors
as per the Letter Instructions and Statement of Work.

All data were reduced to MLLW using unverified observed tides from station Sand Point, AK (945-9450)
and adjusted using a height ratio corrector of 1.26 and a time corrector of -3 minutes.  These data were
used in creating the tide corrector file "H11065_Observed.tid."

The Pacific Hydrographic Branch will apply final approved (smooth) tides to the survey data during final
processing.  A request for delivery of final approved (smooth) tides for survey H11065 was forwarded to
N/OPS1 on August 06, 2001 in accordance with FPM 4.8.16  A copy of the request is included in
Appendix IV. 17
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D. RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

D.1  Automated Wreck and Obstruction Information System (AWOIS) Investigations

No AWOIS items were located within the limits of H11065.18

D.2  Chart Comparison

Survey H11065 was compared with chart 16566 (10th Ed.; February 20, 1999, 1:77,477).

Chart 1656619

Depths from survey H11065 generally agreed with depths on chart 16566.  The scale of chart 16566 is
much smaller than this survey.  Charted soundings were few and far between when viewed at scales
approaching 1:10,000 and the size of the printed soundings covered almost 200 meters on the ground.
Positioning discrepancies of charted islets’ shoreline suggests that the positioning accuracy of charted
soundings may be on the order of +/- 100 meters. In most instances this survey found a sounding within
100 meters of charted soundings that agreed exactly. In some instances, nearby soundings agreed only to
within one to two fathoms. In a few instances on steep slopes, nearby soundings from this survey were
within 1-2 fathoms of charted soundings.  In these cases the charted sounding was bracketed by soundings
from this survey depicting the slope, suggesting that soundings disagreed only because they were taken at
slightly different positions along the steep slope.

Because charted soundings were sparse and the bathymetry is highly irregular and steep; this survey
found depths between almost all charted soundings that were significantly deeper or shoaler even though
agreement within 100 meters of the charted depths was good.  This can be attributed to increased bottom
coverage using SWMB methods.  The most extreme cases are three pinnacles in the northeast corner of
the sheet, which are as much as 29 fathoms shoaler than any surrounding charted depths.  These pinnacles
with a least depth of 25 fathoms, as well as almost all other variations between charted soundings, do not
pose a danger to navigation (the only two exceptions are noted under section D.4 Dangers to
Navigation).20

The Hydrographer has determined that data accuracy standards and bottom coverage requirements have
been met and survey data are adequate to supersede all charted soundings in their common areas, with no
exceptions. 21

Final chart comparisons will be made at the Pacific Hydrographic Branch after the application of smooth
tides.22

D.3  Shoreline 23

Shoreline Source

The Hydrographer independently created a preliminary shoreline source for this survey based on
preliminary LIDAR sounding data from contract survey H11064 supplied by government sub-contractor
Tenix LADS Corporation during the course of field operations.  The range of the preliminary LIDAR
soundings was from approximately 11 meters above MLLW to approximately 20-25 meters depth at
MLLW, depending upon water clarity, marine growth such as kelp, and bottom type.  The preliminary
data supplied had been corrected using predicted tides according to the preliminary zoning scheme.
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A final shoreline source was not available for this survey.  Final LIDAR data will be submitted by the
contractor as the separately registered hydrographic survey H11064, including a MHW line and MLLW
line based upon approved tides, as required by the Statement of Work (SOW).24

The preliminary LIDAR sounding data was contoured aboard the RAINIER with MapInfo Vertical
Mapper, yielding approximate MHW and MLLW lines.  A value of 2.7 meters above MLLW was used to
define the MHW line, in accordance with the published value for Anchorage Bay (Chignik, AK).  With
these MHW and MLLW lines overlaid on the preliminary LIDAR sounding data, isolated offshore
soundings shoaler than 0.7 feet depth at MLLW were selected and digitized as rocks for field verification.
Isolated soundings between 0.7 feet and 3.7 feet depth at MLLW were digitized as submerged rocks for
field verification.  Revisions, where insufficient LIDAR soundings existed to support them, were made to
the approximate MLLW and MHW contours created by Vertical Mapper.  In several areas LIDAR was
unable to penetrate to the bottom; either due to kelp, depth, turbidity, wave action, or steepness of slope
(reference letter from Tenix LADS Corporation, Appendix V).25  These areas of no data were digitized as
polygons and depicted as “potential foul areas” on our preliminary shoreline source.   The preliminary
shoreline source created by the Hydrographer depicts MLLW and MHW lines, rocks, submerged rocks,
and “potential foul areas” as described above and has been recorded in the MapInfo digital file
“H11065_LIDAR_Shoreline.tab.”  This preliminary shoreline source, in unverified and unrevised form,
has been included in this survey’s data submission so that a complete comparison can be made to a final
shoreline source when it is available. (See section D6 Miscellaneous for recommendations relating to
final LIDAR data and final shoreline source).

Shoreline Verification

Shoreline verification was conducted near predicted low water in accordance with the Standing Project
Instructions and FPM 6.1 and 6.2.  Detached positions (DPs) taken during shoreline verification were
recorded in HYPACK and on DP forms, and processed in HPS.  These indicate confirmation of or
revisions to features, and features not found in the preliminary LIDAR data.  DP forms are included in
Section I of the Separates to be Included with Survey Data.  A detailed Detached Position and Bottom
Sample plot, in both paper copy26 and MapInfo digital format, is provided showing all detached positions
and bottom samples with notes relating to each feature, and showing preliminary shoreline source and
updates and notes.  Depth soundings supporting shoreline verification results are depicted on the final
sounding plot27 along with the preliminary shoreline source, updates to the shoreline and DP’s .

Everything depicted on the preliminary shoreline source was investigated to some degree by RAINIER
personnel during field verification. The MHW and MLLW lines were used for reference purposes, limited
field verification, and further classification of MLLW features, such as to ledge or beach.28  The
approximate MHW line was also investigated for its accuracy, and detached positions were taken at or
near MHW in order to indicate where a significant discrepancy could be expected between the LIDAR
MHW and that observed during survey operations.  The labels of these DP’s on the plot and in digital
files contain the additional note, “(MHW).”29  All DP’s not containing this note werecollected at MLLW
as described above.  “Potential foul areas” were investigated during shoreline verification, classified as
“foul with kelp” where appropriate, or considered for full launch hydrography where warranted.30

Rocks and submerged rocks depicted on the preliminary shoreline source were treated the same for field
verification purposes and no distinction is made on the plots, in other digital files, or in the discussion
below under “Source Shoreline Changes and New Features.”

The preliminary shoreline source was compared to chart 16566 10th Edition, the largest scale chart
available, and the T-Sheet TP00914 prior to commencing verification.  The preliminary shoreline source
was observed to depict everything on the chart and T-sheet and much more.  The only exception was one



OPR-P182-RA-01                                                       H11065                                                    July - August 2001

7

rock and one segment of shoreline from the T-sheet.  These were recorded in MapInfo tables
“H11065_TS_Rock_to_verify.tab” and “H11065_TS_Shoreline_segment.tab.”  They were verified along
with all other features and shoreline in the preliminary shoreline source as described above.31

Based on the results of field verification, the Hydrographer’s recommendations for changes are shown on
the DP and BS plot, the final sounding plot, and in the MapInfo digital files named
“H11065_Shoreline_Updates.tab,” “H11065_Shoreline_Notes.tab,” “H11065_Features.tab,” and
“H11065_Shoreline.tab.” 32

Source Shoreline Changes and New Features

The MLLW line around all three islands was usually steep, solid or slightly broken rock.  Its entire length,
which was not classified in the preliminary shoreline source, has been characterized as ledge except for
short segments of beach or boulder as noted on the DP and BS plot and MapInfo tables. 33

The Hydrographer recommends areas depicted on the preliminary shoreline source as “potential foul
areas” be removed.34  A new line, depicting the limit of any area that has been field verified as truly foul,
is shown on the plots and in the MapInfo table “H11065_Shoreline_Updates.tab.”  The limit was defined
by the VBES “buffer line,” and a DP in one case, and modified by the extent of SWMB coverage where
propeller-driven multi-beam launches were able to penetrate further into kelp areas than jet-driven single-
beam launches.  In some “potential foul areas” only isolated kelp was found, depicted by a single kelp
symbol on the plots and in the digital file.  In three “potential foul areas” no kelp was found; however,
ocean swells tended to be reflected into and concentrated in these areas.  The result was whitewater, foam
and conditions unsafe for the survey launch to enter.  It should be noted that on a day when swell size and
direction were unusually favorable, a launch was able to enter one of these areas to collect a DP.  A
detailed discussion of the shoreline and features of each individual island follows:

Special consideration should be given to the many rocks depicted on the preliminary shoreline source and,
as a result of field verification, the recommendations made below.  As described in the section “Shoreline
Source,” the basis for the rocks was preliminary LIDAR shoal soundings.  The LIDAR contractor
explained that many of these preliminary soundings are expected to be returns from kelp and not the true
bottom.  He stated that additional post-processing will likely be able to better distinguish between the
two.  Therefore many of these shoal soundings, and the rocks that were based on them, will not be
included in the final LIDAR data set and the final shoreline source.35  The Hydrographer’s
recommendations concerning rocks should be read with this in mind.  Below are more details and
suggestions on how final LIDAR data may compare with the Hydrographer’s current recommendations.

The contractor’s LIDAR technology records more information about each sounding than current multi-
beam technology in use aboard the RAINIER.  In addition to the elapsed time of each return recorded by
RAINIER multi-beam systems, LIDAR records the full “wave form signature” of each individual return.
In many cases the “wave form signature” can indicate what kind of surface the signal bounced off of.  In
other survey environments the “wave form signature” has been used to characterize each sounding as
being from sand, mud, rock, choral, etc.  The LIDAR contractor stated their intention to do the same in
this area to distinguish kelp soundings from bottom soundings.  At the time the preliminary LIDAR data
was provided to the RAINIER, insufficient ground-verified data was available for the contractor to have
good confidence in classifying the local kelp “wave form signature.”  In order to collect adequate ground-
verified data, a LIDAR representative accompanied RAINIER personnel during shoreline verification.
His field notes on particular LIDAR soundings will be used in additional post-processing to better
distinguish kelp soundings from soundings off the bottom.
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As a result, the final data submitted by the contractor may depict far fewer rocks than are in the
preliminary shoreline source used during this survey.  Thus, many of the rocks listed below that were “not
seen” and were not approachable for disproval due to kelp, may not appear in the final LIDAR data. In
these cases, when the benefit of final data is available, it is suggested that it would be appropriate for the
Cartographer not to depict the rocks on the chart, even though in this report the Hydrographer
recommends retaining them.36  All recommendations in this report related to survey H11064 are based
only on the preliminary data available at the time of this survey (see also section D.6 Miscellaneous).37

Kak Island

The MHW line depicted on the preliminary shoreline source along the north coast of Kak Island was
found to be as much as 60 meters offshore of this survey’s SWMB coverage and MHW DP’s.  A
representative of the LIDAR contractor stated that the collection of soundings, which this segment of
MHW line was based on, looked like an obvious processing artifact or anomaly.  He stated that it was
consistent with the preliminary nature of the data, and that it would most likely not exist in the final
submission of LIDAR data.  A new MHW line was drawn based on MHW DP fix numbers 20158, 20046,
20047 and 20140, and additionally supported by SWMB coverage shown in a 5-meter resolution Digital
Terrain Model (DTM) of all accepted multi-beam soundings in the area..  Please note that DP 20158 was
taken under a cliff overhanging the shoreline by approximately 6 meters.  The new MHW line is shown
on both plots and in the MapInfo “H11065_Shoreline_Updates.tab” digital file.  The Hydrographer
recommends revising the preliminary MHW line in this area as described above.38

The following TS/charted rock was disproved by 100% SWMB coverage over the area.  The
Hydrographer recommends removing the rock listed below from the chart. 39

1 - TS rock at 56-17-07.03 N  157-49-40.09 W (572,566.00 E, 6,238,449.41 N)

The following preliminary LIDAR rock was not found, and was not approachable due to heavy kelp. DP
fix number 20044 defines the extent of an area foul with kelp which is 4.6 meters offshore of this rock.
Though suspected of being a sounding off of kelp, the Hydrographer must recommend charting the rock
listed below 40(see section D.6 Miscellaneous):

1 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-17-14.65 N 157-49-43.11 W (572,510.00E 6,238,684.00N)

Nakchamik Island

The following preliminary LIDAR rocks were not found, and were not approachable due to heavy kelp.
All these fall within an area foul with kelp.  No disprovals were attempted for these unapproachable
rocks.  All are suspected to be soundings off of kelp and not the true bottom; however, with the data
currently available the Hydrographer must recommend retaining the thirteen rocks listed below for
publication on the chart 41(see section D.6 Miscellaneous):

1   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-55.34 N 157-50-41.78 W (571,449.00 E, 6,241,780.00 N)
2   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-54.55 N 157-50-36.28 W (571,544.00E, 6,241,757.00 N)
3   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-50.92 N 157-50-28.65 W (571,677.00 E, 6,241,647.00 N)
4   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-47.06 N 157-50-20.74 W (571,814.86 E, 6,241,530.05 N)
5   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-42.36 N 157-50-09.53 W (572,010.00 E, 6,241,388.00 N)
6   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-42.04 N 157-50-06.16 W (572,068.00 E, 6,241,379.01 N)
7   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-39.44 N 157-50-01.82 W (572,144.00 E, 6,241,300.00 N)
8   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-39.65 N 157-50-00.01 W (572,175.00 E, 6,241,307.00 N)
9   - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-38.01 N 157-49-56.97 W (572,228.00 E, 6,241,257.00 N)
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10 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-29.86 N 157-49-33.83 W (572,630.00 E, 6,241,012.00 N)
11 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-31.83 N 157-49-33.54 W (572,634.00 E, 6,241,073.00 N)
12 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-31.89 N 157-49-26.14 W (572,761.00 E, 6,241,077.00 N)
13 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-47.47 N 157-49-24.15 W (572,787.00 E, 6,241,559.00 N)

The following preliminary LIDAR rocks were suspected of being soundings off of kelp, and were
disproven by 100% SWMB coverage over the surrounding area.  The Hydrographer recommends
removing the three rocks listed below:42

1 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-31.56 N 157-49-21.79 W (572,836.00 E, 6,241,068.00 N)
2 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-33.35 N 157-49-16.20 W (572,931.00 E, 6,241,125.00 N)
3 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-18-39.16 N 157-49-11.14 W (573,015.00 E, 6,241,306.00 N)

Atkulik Island

The following preliminary LIDAR rocks were not found, and were not approachable due to thick kelp.
All were inside areas foul with kelp or foul with rocks and kelp.  Though suspected of being soundings
off of kelp, the Hydrographer must recommend retaining the seven rocks listed below for publication on
the chart43 (see section D6 Recommendations):

1 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-16-46.23 N 157-44-34.64 W (577,830.00 E, 6,237,899.00 N)
2 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-16-54.36 N 157-43-58.20 W (578,463.00 E, 6,238,172.00 N)
3 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-17-00.56 N 157-43-41.07 W (578,743.00 E, 6,238,359.00 N)
4 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-17-01.85 N 157-43-33.70 W (578,869.00 E, 6,238,401.00 N)†
5 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-17-02.12 N 157-43-29.04 W (578,949.00 E, 6,238,411.00 N)†
6 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-16-25.24 N 157-44-12.77 W (578,218.00 E, 6,237,257.00 N)
7 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at 56-16-23.94 N 157-44-09.38 W (578,277.00 E, 6,237,218.00 N)
† corresponds to DP fix numbers 20094 and 20095 intended as disprovals, but not adequate to disprove

The following preliminary LIDAR rocks were not found.  Isolated kelp was found at or within 20 meters
of their locations.  However, no disproval was completed.  Therefore, though they are suspected of being
soundings off of kelp, the Hydrographer must recommend retaining the three rocks listed below for
publication on the chart44 (see section D.6 Miscellaneous):

1 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-52.29 N  157-44-29.32 W (577,918.00 E, 6,238,088.01 N)
2 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-52.45 N  157-44-25.54 W (577,983.00 E, 6,238,094.00 N)
3 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-32.84 N  157-43-31.82 W (578,918.00 E, 6,237,505.00 N)†
† corresponds to DP fix number 20089 intended as a disproval, but not adequate to disprove

The following preliminary LIDAR rocks were suspected of being soundings off of isolated kelp found in
the area, and were disproven by visual and VBES star pattern searches.  The Hydrographer recommends
removing the three rocks listed below:45

1 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-54.59 N  157-44-07.61 W (578,290.00 E, 6,238,166.00 N)
2 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-54.83 N  157-44-05.45 W (578,327.00 E, 6,238,174.00 N)
3 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-17-00.75 N  157-43-43.63 W (578,699.00 E, 6,238,364.00 N)

The following preliminary LIDAR rocks were disproven by 100% SWMB coverage of the surrounding
area.  The Hydrographer recommends removing the two rocks listed below:46

1 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-31.14 N  157-44-36.53 W (577,806.00 E, 6,237,432.00 N)
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2 - Preliminary LIDAR rock at  56-16-27.22 N  157-43-29.10 W (578,968.00 E, 6,237,332.00 N)

The following preliminary LIDAR islet was depicted as only 7.6 meters across.  It is believed to have
been an artifact of the contouring process used to generate the preliminary shoreline source.  There are no
preliminary LIDAR soundings to support it’s existence.  It has been disproven by 100% SWMB of the
surrounding area.  The Hydrographer recommends removing the islet listed below:47

1 - Preliminary LIDAR islet at 56-16-20.73 N 157-43-34.16 W (578,884.70 E, 6,237,130.09 N)

Charted Features

There were no charted features digitized for field verification during this survey.  After field verification
of the preliminary shoreline source, charted shoreline was compared and found to differ by as much as
170 meters.  The islets and coves of Atkulik Island were the worst effected.  The Hydrographer
recommends that the final LIDAR shoreline, after it has been compared and verified against this survey
by PHB, supercede all charted shoreline and features from chart 16566.48

Recommendations

The Hydrographer recommends that the shoreline as depicted on the Detached Position and Bottom
Sample plot and final sounding plot, and in the associated digital MapInfo files, supersede and
complement the shoreline information compiled on the preliminary shoreline source, and be used to
verify, revise, and complement the final LIDAR data submitted by the contractor.49

D.4 Dangers to Navigation

Two dangers to navigation were found and reported to the Marine Chart Division for verification and
final submission to the Seventeenth Coast Guard District on February 13, 2002.  A copy of the
preliminary Danger to Navigation Report is included in Appendix I.50

D.5 Aids to Navigation

No aids to navigation (ATONs) are located within the limits of H11065.51

D.6 Miscellaneous

Bottom samples were collected and are depicted on the Detached Position and Bottom Sample Plot.52

Additional office work outside the usual processing procedure is recommended.  Final LIDAR data from
the contractor should be forwarded to NGS Remote Sensing Division.  A final shoreline source should be
compiled or approved by NGS with the horizontal and vertical control and accuracy of that data fully
described.53  The final shoreline source should then be forwarded to PHB for comparison to the following:
1) preliminary shoreline source used during this survey, 2) the Hydrographer’s verifications and
recommendations for changes, including all rocks and shoreline features, and 3) depth sounding
agreement in common areas with this “junctioning” survey.  Special attention should be paid to the North
coast of Kak Island as discussed under section B.354 Quality Control: Junctions and section D.3
Shoreline: Source Shoreline Changes and New Features.  Special attention should also be paid to the
rocks as discussed under section D.3 Shoreline: Source Shoreline Changes and New Features.55
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E.  APPROVAL

As Chief of Party, I have ensured that standard field surveying and processing procedures were followed
in producing this examination in accordance with the Hydrographic Manual, Fourth Edition,
Hydrographic Survey Guidelines, Field Procedures Manual and the NOS Hydrographic Surveys
Specifications and Deliverables, as updated for 2001.

The digital data and supporting records have been reviewed by me, are considered complete and adequate
for charting purposes, and are approved.  All records are forwarded for final review and processing to
N/CS34, Pacific Hydrographic Branch.

Survey H11065 is complete and adequate to supersede charted soundings in their common areas.   No
additional field work is required for this survey.56

Listed below are supplemental reports submitted separately that contain additional information relevant to
this survey:

Title Date Sent Office

Data Acquisition and Processing Report for OPR-P182-RA-01 18 February, 2002 N/CS34
Horizontal and Vertical Control Report for OPR-P182-RA-01 18 February, 2002 N/CS34
Coast Pilot Report for OPR-P182-RA-01 18 February, 2002 N/CS26
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Revisions Compiled During Office Processing and Certification

                                                
1 Revise to Project OPR-P182-RA
2 Delete (and Semidid). Project Instructions specifies General Locality as Southwest Alaska
Peninsula.
3 Include Change Nos. and dates; Change #1 dated 6/12/01, #2 dated 7/6/01, and #3 dated
7/27/01
4 Concur
5 Concur
6 Filed with the hydrographic data.
7 The junction with survey H11066 is complete.  Surveys H10696 and H10770 were processed
previously and the junctions were not formally completed. A few soundings have been
transferred in black to the present survey from surveys H11066, H10696, and H10770 to better
delineate the bottom configuration.  These soundings have been assigned a unique level and
named according to their source.  Survey H11064 is a contract lidar survey which falls in the
near shore areas around the three islands within the survey area.  Comparison with the lidar
survey shows good depth agreement.
8 Revise to 1996
9 Concur- After application of approved tides, a comparison with H10696 reflects satisfactory
agreement with standard depth curves and soundings within the common area  The evaluator
recommends that the present survey supersede H10696 within the common area.
10 Concur
11 Concur
12 Concur.  Generally, a comparison with the LIDAR sounding information reflects good
agreement within the common area of H11065.
13 Concur- In addition, an approximate mean high water line has been shown on the smooth sheet
in dashed red based on the sounding data and the hydrographer’s findings from H11065 while
conducting shoreline verification.
14 Concur.  Final comparisons of junctional data and lidar information were made at the Pacific
Hydrographic Branch and have been addressed during office processing.
15 Depth data in the areas discussed above was analyzed during office processing and found to
compare satisfactorily with surrounding depths.  The evaluator feels this data is adequate for
application to the chart.
16 Tide Note dated January 9, 2002 is attached to this report
17 Filed with the hydrographic data.
18 Concur
19 Most of the charted information originates from prior surveys H4449 (1925), H4507 (1925)
and H4509 (1925).  A comparison of soundings reflects general differences of one fathom and
there appears to be no consistent trend of shoaling or deepening within the common areas.
Differences are likely due to present day data acquisition techniques and more thorough bottom
coverage.  The hydrographer has provided additional information in section D.2, Chart
Comparison.  The evaluator recommends that  prior survey information be supersede by the
present survey within the common area.
20 Attached to this report.
21 Concur
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22 Concur
23 All shoreline shown on H11065 is in dashed red based on the final LIDAR sounding data from
H11064 and subsequent shoreline verification conducted by the hydrographer on H11065.
24 Submitted separately to the Pacific Hydrographic Branch as part of H11064
25 Copy attached to this report.
26 Filed with the hydrographic data.
27 Filed with the hydrographic data.
28 Concur
29 Concur
30 Concur
31 Concur
32 Shoreline verification conducted by the hydrographer has been analyzed during office
processing and shown on the smooth sheet as warranted.
33 Concur
34 Concur
35 Concur.  Refer to the hydrographer’s findings and discussion of features originating from the
preliminary LIDAR data.
36 Concur
37 Concur
38 Concur.  The mean high water line has been shown on the smooth sheet in dashed red
(approximate) based on the hydrographer’s findings.
39 Concur
40 Do not concur.  The final LIDAR data (H11064) submitted by the contractor does not show
this rock at the geographic position listed in the report and has not been shown on the smooth
sheet.  Based on the final LIDAR data, and in accordance with the hydrographer’s
recommendation, endnote 36, the evaluator recommends charting this area as based on the
smooth sheet.
41  Do not concur.  The final LIDAR data submitted by the contractor does not show any of the
thirteen rocks at the geographic positions listed in the report.  Based on the final LIDAR data and
in accordance with the hydrographer’s recommendation, endnote 36,  the evaluator has not
shown these features on the smooth sheet.   The evaluator recommends charting these areas as
based on the smooth sheet.
42 Concur
43 The final LIDAR data submitted by the contractor does not show any of the rocks at the
geographic positions listed in the report and have not been shown on the smooth sheet.  In
accordance with the hydrographer’s recommendation, endnote 36, the evaluator recommends
charting these areas as based on the smooth sheet.
44  Do not concur. The final LIDAR data submitted by the contractor does not show the rocks at
the geographic positions listed in the report and have not been shown on the smooth sheet.  In
accordance with the hydrographer’s recommendation, endnote 36, the evaluator recommends
charting these areas as based on the smooth sheet.
45 Concur
46 Concur
47 Concur
48 Concur
49 Concur
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50 Copy attached to this report.
51 Concur
52 Concur
53 The evaluator recommends that the Hydrographic Surveys Division investigate how LIDAR
data from the contractor can be incorporated into a final shoreline source.
54 Revise to B.2
55 Lidar data has been analyzed during office processing and shown on the smooth sheet as
warranted.
56 Concur
















































