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__________________________________________________________________

Summary and Purpose of Document
This document expresses difficulties and questions on transmission of TEMP reports in BUFR and on the many SYNOP BUFR templates.
__________________________________________________________________

ACTION PROPOSED
The meeting is invited to examine the problems of the BUFR sounding reports as equivalent to TEMP reports and the different SYNOP templates available and attempt to make clear proposals for solutions.  
QUESTIONS

1.
TEMP CODED IN BUFR: HOW TO TRANSMIT DATA AS SOON AS AVAILABLE?

Parts A and B of the current TEMP message are sent as soon as available, with a specific GTS header for each part.  Some French numerical models use only these parts A and B in their data assimilation scheme.  Thus, it is so possible to start the forecast with a shorter cut-off time.  When the equivalent messages in BUFR will be exchanged, such a piece-by-piece message transmission does not seem possible.  This will diminish the quantity of information available to the model, or force users to wait longer to obtain the last numerical forecast of equivalent quality.

Has this issue already been raised, and if yes what is WMO proposing to avoid the problem?  If nothing, Météo-France would like to have it considered by CT MTDCF and/or ET DR&C groups.

2. BUFR TEMPLATES FOR SURFACE DATA

WMO urges members to develop, as soon as possible, a national migration plan to TDCF.  Concerning surface observation, it is not clear which BUFR template has to be used.  There exist a BUFR template for SYNOP data and a BUFR template for AWS data (one period minute).  This is quite confusing, when an AWS is also a synoptic station.  Which template to use? Both?  This difficulty was clearly expressed in one recommendation of the ET-AWS meeting (Geneva, 28 June to 2 July 2004), recalled below:

"RECOMMENDATION 5.12 - Definition of a common BUFR template for Automatic Weather Station (AWS).

Considering that:

1. Several BUFR templates exist for:

a. AWS data (one-hour period),

b. SYNOP and SYNOP MOBIL data,

c. SHIP data,

2. The AWS data template may also be used by manned (AWS) stations,

3. The AWSs are often also surface synoptic stations, which should therefore report SYNOP data,

4. The current BUFR template for AWS data (one-hour period) contains parameters representative of period of times of maximum one hour,

5. The SYNOP template contains some parameters representative of period of times of 3, 6, 12 or 24 hours,

6. Synoptic stations data have to be transmitted at synoptic hours and not necessarily every hour,

7. If the current BUFR template for AWS is used for transmission only at synoptic hours, some parameters over synoptic periods will be missing (for example amount of precipitation), and

8. In such conditions a synoptic AWS should transmit data both with the AWS data template and the SYNOP template,

The expert team recommended that:

CBS requests its Expert Team on DR&C to address the issue of mixing the current AWS template (for one-hour period) and the SYNOP template to a single template covering both AWS data to be transmitted at any intervals and SYNOP data to be transmitted at standard times."

To implement BUFR for surface observation, France needs an answer to this question and recommends that this subject be raised during the next meeting(s) of CT-MTDCF and/or ETDRC.

