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	Summary and purpose of document
This document lists comments received at the Secretariat on the proposals from ICAO to amend the METAR/SPECI, TAF and WINTEM code forms in the Manual on Codes (WMO — No. 306).  


Action proposed

To review the comments on amendments to the METAR/SPECI, TAF, discuss and derived appropriate recommendation(s)..

I. Comments from Météo-France on the proposals from ICAO

    The content of the document correctly reflects the modifications to aeronautical requirements contained in Amendment 73 to ICAO Annex 3. 
1. Future issues

As Météo-France aviation forecasting service is concerned, the proposed inclusion of FIR boundary information in the BUFR code tables and of the Weather Huffman code in the GRIB2 code tables is full of interest.

2. Modifications to METAR/SPECI and WINTEM code forms

I have no comment on proposals to amend the WINTEM code form.

I have one comment on proposals to amend the METAR/SPECI code forms.

In order to be consistent with the proposal concerning “w’w’” and with the Amendment 73 (Recommandations 4.4.2.6 and 4.8.1.1 and A3-2), the following should be add :

Regulation 15.13.2.1 Add the following as the last sentence   "When an automatic observing system is used and when the type of the precipitation cannot be identified by this system, the abbreviation REUP shall be used for recent precipitation"

3. Modifications to TAF code form

Concerning amendments of TAF code form, I think the attention of the PROMET/Expert Team on Operational Systems should focus on the proposed capability of issuing cancelled forecasts. We at Meteo-France think that this new capability could also be a source of problems for aeronautical information database managing applications and for terminal users. The main reason for that is the simultaneous existence of two TAF messages which provide information over the same period of time.

I suggest that the WMO/Expert Team on Data Representation and Code reviews this amendment and makes a recommendation to CBS to define very precise rules or regulations for the use of it. Following questions should be considered :

· most of terminal users answer a user request for TAF messages by giving the last available message. It can not be the message containing the cancelled forecast only. But the TAF CNL message should contain information about the previous message it cancels. Nothing in Amendment 73 clearly suggests it unless the example A5-3 is not correct.

· it seems that Amendment 73 suggests that the word “AMD” must be used in a TAF message issued for cancellation. This is not clearly precise anywhere else in the Amendment.

· Does the example A5-3 mean that the forecast is cancelled between its issuing time (1500) and the end of the validity of the previous message (0000) ?

In conclusion, I suggest that the PROMET/Expert Team on Operational Services requests the CBS for a reviewing of this proposal for cancellation of forecast and for very precise rules (or regulations) on the use of this cancellation capability. 

4. Applicability date for the amendment to the Manual on Codes 

   In the draft, the applicability date is suggested to be as soon as practicable after the 13th Session of the CBS to be scheduled in November 2004.  However, in regards to what I suggest above, it might be necessary to ask for a later applicability date. I also agree with Mr Sasaki and for these two reasons, suggest that the applicability date be November 2005.
Comments (answer) on previous comments by ICAO (Dr Ollli Turpainen)
The following comments refer to the WORD document entitled Comment from Météo-France on the proposals from Mr Diallo (ICAO) as prepared and sent to Joel (Martellet).

As a general comment the author should be reminded of the working arrangements between ICAO and WMO with particular regard to the requirement setting role of ICAO and the role of WMO to propose methods by which such requirements can be met.

The comments below are more specific in nature (referring to the Météo-France document) and should be read, where appropriate in conjunction with the general comment made above:

*
Section 2: The abbreviation REUP is a requirement as given in Amendment 73 to Annex 3 (WMO Technical Regulations [C.3.1] ), therefore the additional text suggested seems to be perfectly reasonable;

*
Section 3: The global joint ICAO/WMO MET Divisional Meeting (2002) endorsed the introduction of the requirement to cancel an existing TAF where it could not be kept under continuous review (see para 2.1:1.2.4 b) of the report of the meeting). Therefore, the example given in Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and specifically Example A5-2 intentionally does not reflect the meteorological content of a TAF when it is cancelled and does regard the cancellation as an amendment to the TAF itself (hence the use of AMD).  Furthermore, it should be emphasized that the format of the cancelled TAF (which includes the word AMD but excludes the MET content) was reviewed and subsequently endorsed by the MET Divisional Meeting (2002), circulated to States and adopted by the ICAO Council.  Under these circumstances, the requirements are correct as provided in Amendment 73 to Annex 3.  Whilst discussion on methods of implementation of such changes could be encouraged for such groups as PROMET, the development of the requirement is a prerogative of ICAO and should not, in our view, be referred to the CAeM, as suggested by France; and *
Section 4:  I agree that November 2005 is the most practicable date for the applicability of any such code changes (i.e.  the first November after the WMO EC Meeting in June 2005).  Any earlier date would imply the use of the fast-track procedure, which we do not certainly favor after the "crisis" we experienced with bulletin headers a few years ago.

We know that you are au fait with all of this; however, a detailed explanation was included in this e-mail since it could perhaps assist you when discussing the matter with Joel and the French Administration.

II COMMENTS BY KNMI

RMK A1:

Headers

Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  WMO No.386 manual on GTS

In ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 “COR” and “NIL” are introduced for the METAR- and SPECI-code. “COR”, “NIL” and “CNL” are introduced for the TAF-code. These elements appear in the report itself .

Is there clear guidance available on how the compile bulletins with the possible variation in reports that will be send to the message switches and GTS from November 2004? 

For instance I’m not aware of any proposed change to the WMO GTS document and that is certainly needed in handling the compilation of this new report format. There is too much room for interpretation in translating the ICAO report requirements in to clear specifications for Message Switch systems to compile bulletins without additional WMO guidance. On the other hand if current Message Switch systems are exactly build based on the current GTS documentation they will certainly have problems processing the bulletins containing reports with and without COR or AMD. This can lead to the rejection of bulletins with reports for compilation and therefore availability problems of METAR and TAF within OPMET databanks throughout the globe.

The basic problem is what shall be reported as BBB in the header of the bulletin when there are different types of reports (METAR and METAR COR) in the bulletin itself. Or should different types of reports be differently compiled. For example: will corrected reports only be compiled in a “COR” bulletin? These are questions that cannot be answered by the current WMO documents. Or will  amended TAF reports only be compiled in a “AMD” bulletin?

RMK B1:

Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  ET DR&C/Doc. 4.1(1) item: 4.1
Another issue that KNMI raises is the change of the report coding itself.  In the ICAO template for TAF there is the possibility to add AMD or COR. In the paper prepared for the EXPERT TEAM ON DATA REPRESENTATION AND CODES of the COMMISSION FOR BASIC SYSTEMS, OPAG ON INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND SERVICES in June 2004, addressing the WMO No.306 code changes, only COR is proposed to add into the code described in the manual. What will be the correct code/template?

RMK C1:

Fully automated systems


Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  WMO No.306 Manual on codes

This remark addresses some questions/remarks raised within KNMI concerning the reporting of visibility. 

The first question is if it is possible to report slashes for the visibility when there is for instance a faulty sensor in a fully automated system. My opinion is that it should be possible and officially supported by the coming WMO No.306 and clearly guided. In principal slashes should never be in a report because all the elements should be there but we should realise that when using fully automated systems the changes on having elements not reported increase. Appropriate procedures and coding practices should therefore be in place. Already some coding practices are in place in WMO No.306: "If any element cannot be observed, the group in which it would have been encoded, shall be replaced by the appropriate number of solidi." But there is in some cases a lack of guidance on the apropriate number of solidi.

RMK C2:

Fully automated systems



Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  WMO No.306 Manual on Codes

The second remark on this item is that it is may be worthwhile to add a note in the text and/or template to the abbreviator CAVOK in a future version in case no cloud type can be detected by a fully automated system. In that case CAVOK shall not be used. The same principal is valid for NSC.

What is your opinion?

RMK D1:

Fully automated systems


Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  WMO No.306 Manual on Codes


In line with RMK c1 I feel it should be possible to report 2 slashes for the present weather when there is for instance a faulty sensor in a fully automated system. Again my opinion is that it should be possible, supported and guided by the coming WMO No.306 but will this be the case? What is your opinion?


RMK E1:

Fully automated systems


Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  WMO No.306 Manual on Codes
Again this remark is about what to report when having a faulty sensor in a fully automated system. The current WMO No.306 already gives the possibility to report 3 or 6 slashes but when the 3 or the 6 should be used is not clear. I’m of the opinion in line with visibility and present weather to report 6 slashes only for a faulty sensor. The abbreviator NCD should be used to indicate that no clouds are detected which is something different then no sensor available. Another option is to report nothing but that is not consistent with the general coding practice when information is missing. Do you agree to report 6 slashes when having a faulty sensor?

RMK F1:


Fully automated systems


Referred to  ICAO Amendment 73 to Annex 3 and  WMO No.306 Manual on Codes
In line with earlier remarks is it also possible to report RE// if you had a faulty sensor during the period before the actual observation but not on the observation time itself?

What is your opinion?

III Commemts from PROMET Expert Team on Operational Services

Comments on the Paper Entitled “Modifications to the Traditional Alphanumeric Codes, Modifications to Aeronautical Codes” Submitted by ICAO for Consideration by the CBS Expert Team on Data Representation and Codes at its Meeting in Kuala Lumpur 21 to 26 June 2004

25th May 2004

Note:  Version February 2004 of Amendment 73 is used throughout

1.
Introduction

1.1
This paper comprises comments by the CAeM/PROMET/Expert Team on 
Operational Services on a paper entitled “MODIFICATIONS TO 
TRADITIONAL ALPHANUMERIC CODES, MODIFICATIONS TO 
AERONAUTICAL CODES” by ICAO and scheduled for consideration by the 


CBS/Expert Team on Data Representation and Codes in June 2004.  The comments were requested by the Co-Chairs of PROMET.

1.2
The Expert Team on Operational Services will be referred to as ET(Ops) and the     
above-mentioned paper will be called the ICAO paper.

1.3 The comments are divided into two sections.  The first section below contains general comments which do not naturally fit any specific section of the ICAO paper.  The second section contains detailed comments on specific Regulations.

2.
General Comments

2.1
Applicability Date for Application of Code Changes
The 13th Session of the CBS is scheduled for November 2004 and any code changes consequent on Amendment 73 cannot be implemented until after that meeting.  However, ICAO has decided that the Amendment 73 changes to Annex 3 will be implemented on the 24th November 2004.  It is clear that the implementation dates for the changes by ICAO and WMO cannot then be coincident.  This has the potential to cause problems.  For example, in this context, there would be differences between the METAR/SPECI code forms in the Manual on Codes and the template A3-2 of Annex 3 after the 24/11/2004 and until the relevant code forms are amended.

An additional issue is that sufficient time has to be given to permit the notification and implementation of the code form changes.  

For these reasons ET(Ops) suggests that the implementation date for the code changes consequent on Amendment 73 be deferred until November 2005 and that Annex 3 be amended to reflect this (admittedly an ICAO matter).

2.2 Cancellation of TAFs

The new code form, consequent on Amendment 73, contains a proposal that will permit the cancellation of TAFs under certain circumstances.  The operational implementation of this proposal should be accompanied by clear and unambiguous rules to ensure that there will be no confusion in the TAFs issued by OPMET databases.  

2.3 Numbering System in ICAO Document Supplied

For completeness, the ET(Ops) wishes to comment that the numbering system in the ICAO document needs to be corrected.

3.
Detailed Comments on Regulations

Note:  Where appropriate, the original proposal in the ICAO document is highlighted in bold type, with the ET(Ops) comments immediately following.

3.1 Inclusion of FIR boundary information in the BUFR code tables

The ET(Ops) has no comment on this proposal except to note it with interest.

3.2 Inclusion of Weather Huffman code in the GRIB code tables

The ET(Ops) has no comment on this proposal.

3.3 FM 15-X Ext. METAR 

FM 16-X Ext. SPECI

“Regulation 15.6.2 Delete the paragraph”.  

This is ambiguous.  Presumably it means that Regulation 15.6.2 is to be deleted, in which case a renumbering of the Regulations is required.

“Regulation 15.7.6.  Amend the last sentence to read “When the RVR is assessed to be more than 2 000 metres, it shall be reported as P2000””.  

This should read “... the last sentence of (a) to read ...”  

Regulation 15.8.8 (No amendments have been proposed in the ICAO document, but the ET(Ops) wishes to suggest the following changes)

The current version of Regulation 15.8.8 does not take account of the changes included under TS in 4.4.2.4 of Amendment 73 to Annex 3.  The new 4.4.2.4 requires the inclusion of the abbreviation TS when, inter alia, lightning is detected at the aerodrome.  However, because the definition of a thunderstorm does not include an observation of lightning, it is not sufficient just to include the words in bold above in 15.8.8 – it is also necessary to delete the direct reference to thunderstorm in this Regulation.  The Note of 15.8.8 can remain.  To deal with these issues the following proposal is made.  

Amend Regulation 15.8.8 to read:   

The qualifier TS shall be used whenever thunder is heard or lightning is detected at the aerodrome within the 10-minute period preceding the time of observation.  When appropriate, TS shall be followed immediately, without a space, by relevant letter abbreviations to indicate any precipitation observed.  The letter abbreviation TS on its own shall be used when thunder is heard or lightning detected at the aerodrome but no precipitation observed.

Regulation 15.13.2.1 fails to contain a provision for recent precipitation of unknown type.  This inclusion is implied by Amendment 73 and, in particular, by the changes proposed to Code Table 4678 w’w’.  The ET(Ops) therefore proposes an amendment to deal with this issue as follows:

Regulation 15.13.2.1:  Add the following as the last sentence.  “In reports from fully automated stations unable to distinguish precipitation types, the abbreviation REUP is to be used to indicate recent precipitation 

3.4 FM 51-X Ext. TAF


In the Code Form, combine AMD, CNL, COR and NIL in one sentence to read:  
“The code words AMD, CNL, COR and AMD shall be included, as appropriate 
for amended, cancelled, corrected and missing forecasts”.

3.5 Editorial note:  The ET(Ops) agrees that VXVXVXVX should be replaced with 
VNVNVNVN and the consequent changes made.

3.6
The ET(Ops) has no comment on the WINTEM Code Form

