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Summary and Purpose of Document
Comments and additions to Document IPET-DRC-IV / Doc. 3.1 (2) (A 1st Draft for BUFR template for exchange of wind profiler ‘product’ data for use globally.)


________________________________________________________________

ACTION PROPOSED
The meeting is invited to discuss the notes, together with IPET-DRC-IV / Doc. 3.1 (2)
· In the background section: The description of radar wind profilers should also be extended to include the spaced antenna version of wind profilers. 

· There needs to be a means of identifying whether a wind profiler uses either Doppler or Spaced Antenna technique for measuring winds. This is important given the known associated bias with spaced antenna measurements compared with those made by radiosonde.

· There should be scope within the Meta data to record Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) for each channel in a Spaced Antenna wind profiler system or for each individual beam (or even channel) at each reported range.

· First and last time stamps included of the profiles that were used to generate the average data. Given that there are multiple ways in which the temporal average can be computed, this should be identified and 

· Bias correction applied to the data should be identified. There is an inherent bias associated with spaced antenna measurements when compared with radiosondes. The Bureau’s new Spaced Antenna profilers have a bias correction applied to their measurement. Other spaced antenna systems, namely the older ones within the Bureau network, do not have a bias correction applied to the data at this point in time.

· The bias correction amount applied at each reported range should also be reported.

· An acceptance rate should be able to be reported for each range such that the user knows how many samples were included within the average. This could be mapped to some form of quality flag indicator.

· Uncertainty estimates (i.e. standard deviation) of the measurement (u, v, w speed and direction) should be able to be reported for each range. There may need to be some form of descriptor that tells you how the uncertainty was estimated.

· Should it be noted that measurements are reported as AGL NOT AMSL?

· Additional Meta data which is not crucial that could help is operating parameters such as pulse length used, range sampling interval, PRF, pulse shape. These could help with understanding differences in performance over time; i.e. whether the configuration to the system has been changed.

