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Proposed revision to GTS procedures

New Abbreviated Header Line allocations for facilitating migration
(Submitted by Mr J. Clochard)
Summary and Purpose of Document
The document includes proposals for additional allocations for the Abbreviated Header Line (AHL) with a view to facilitating the migration to table-driven code forms.



ACTION PROPOSED
The meeting is invited to consider the proposals. 

1) Introduction

In the context of migration to Table-Driven Code Forms (TDCF), the GTS must be able to distribute migrated data encoded into BUFR and CREX. This implies to have enough headings, namely Abbreviated Header Lines (AHL) to do so.

The difficulty lies in the fact that for Traditional Alphanumerical Codes (TAC), many headings are already in use under six different T1 radices (T1=S, U, F, C, A, T). Whilst BUFR is assigned to either T1=I (observations) or T1=J (forecasts), and CREX to T1=K. And furthermore, for most cases a parallel heading scheme has to be found between BUFR and CREX versions of data.

One may raise the question: should the same level of flexibility be addressed with TDCF than with TAC ? Ideally yes to make migration easier for data ingestors. And bearing in mind that it is necessary to allocate explicitly separate heading rules for different categories of data: GTS centres have to interface with users. As data included into TDCF bulletins (or files) will all start with “BUFR” or “CREX”, appropriate use of AHL will obviate the need for decoding data to identify data type.

2) Study of existing heading conventions

The first annex of this document is a table of code forms that have up to now at least some potential to migrate, associated data types, and conventions for TAC heading, as well as nominal BUFR and CREX correspondence (if any). These code forms are grouped in broad categories, each category being associated to a given T1 radix (in TAC form).

Looking at this first annex, one may see some basic “macro-rules” followed in the current heading conventions:

· mapped heading schemes between observational data in BUFR and CREX, turning T1=I into T1=K (though with a few differences)

· mapped heading schemes between forecast data in BUFR and CREX, turning T1T2=Jx (at least for x=S) into T1=KF

· for many real-time oriented data, TAC radix re-used as T2 for table-driven form

· for most cases, geographical part of TTAAii (or T1T2A1A2ii) reduced from A1A2 to A2
The last two remarks mean that with TDCF bulletins, it will no more possible to identify data origin only from TTAAii for common cases. This may be seen not as a big issue because the CCCC will generally remove the ambiguity -with many TAC bulletins issued from fixed land stations, there is a large redundancy of the A1A2 with the CCCC. And also because the flexibility of the ii part may help to ensure heading uniqueness.

On the other hand, for marine versions of several common data types (cross combinations of real-time/climatological surface/radio-soundings, except ship surface obs.), nominal conventions for TDCF bulletins do not offer a clear separation with the equivalent versions from fixed land stations: only the ii part may be used to ensure uniqueness, not really to distinguish. This may be seen as an issue.

SHIP type data (observations from a sea station) are not directly concerned by previous problem, but share nominal heading conventions with observations from buoys. This also may be considered as an issue for re-routing, maybe not on the GTS itself but on the interface – GDPS for example (pre-processing layers).

The second annex is a synthesis of the remaining needs for headings, in order to support a complete migration to TDCF. It is based on the first annex and on existing tables (C3, C6 and C7). It should be noted that the “tbd” (to be defined) from the first annex were not all kept: the interpretation of existing entries as suggested in first annex has been assumed correct for oceanographic data, as well as aircraft data.

Doing so, one may see that there is not enough room left within current tables to fit all upper-air needs. This comes mainly from radio-sounding data and pilot-type winds, which are (or may be) currently distributed into many parts.

To assist solving this last problem, it should be mentioned that template work done at ET/DR&C level for current radio-sounding systems (encoded in TEMP* TAC) enable to join so-called parts A and B, as well as C and D. Three extra entries might be saved if migration of none of CODAR, SAREP, SARAD code forms are needed. This would lead to fit into the T1T2=IU sub-table for A1; though leaving only one entry for further expansion…

… but there is currently another request for expansion, to enable distribution of MSG satellite derived data, for three entries more of the same sub-table. Hopefully one request will fix an inconsistency between tables C6 and C7 (one remains), but it is still too much for everything.

To go further in addressing space savings, one possibility would be to analyse the effective practices and evolutions of observing systems: for instance, will the pilot-type reporting remain in place beyond the time-frame of migration to TDCF (2010 for this category) ? or with the same needs for distribution of parts ?

Another type of solution would be to consider allocation of a second T1T2=Ix combination to upper-air data.

3) Possible solutions

Several issues were raised in previous chapter, as well as extra needs in annexes. At least some solutions may be found in tables expansions, as suggested below:

3.1) surface observations (T1T2=[IK]S):

· allocate A1=B for buoy observation (to distinguish from ship obs.)

· allocate A1=D for radiological observation

· allocate A1=F for source of atmospherics

· allocate A1=H for analysed charts (IAC* equivalent -if needed)

· allocate A1=W for aviation routine weather observation

3.2) upper-air observations (T1T2=[IK]U):
Following suggestions are minimal, and influenced by T2 for TAC equivalent data:

· allocate A1=F for radio-soundings (parts C&D)

· allocate A1=K for radio-soundings (parts A&B; A1=M is allocated in table C6)

· allocate A1=U for monthly statistics of data from upper-air station

These extensions are compatible with the request for expansion of RTH Offenbach in order to deliver MSG products (A1=V/H/L, the last one being consistent with table C7).

To support pilot-type reporting of upper winds in TDCF, one might consider to enable distribution of what is consistent with general exchange rules, thus of separate parts, accordingly with assumptions made to build associated TDCF templates at ET/DR&C level.

This means four additional entries, more than for radio-soundings but less than allocated in TAC form within table B1. One may for instance consider to:

· allocate A1=G for upper wind (part B)

· allocate A1=H for upper wind (part C)

· allocate A1=Q for upper wind (part D)

· allocate A1=W for upper wind (part A; A1=P is allocated in tables C6/C7)

Integration of all needs mentioned in the current paragraph would leave four unallocated entries for A1 in table C6 (one more in table C7). This would provide a way to support, if still needed, migration of CODAR/SAREP/SARAD forms.

3.3) oceanographic observations (T1T2=[IK]O):

· allocate A1=C for monthly means of observations for whole oceanic region (if really needed)

3.4) forecast (T1T2=JS/KF):
· clarify rules for use of A1=A/P/S/T and/or allocate extra entries to map short/long TAF

· allocate A1=D for radiological forecast

· allocate A1=O for maritime forecast

If needs for exchange of such data remains in use though they have been discarded by ICAO, one might consider to allocate extra entries to support migration of ARFOR/ROFOR/WINTEM forms.
















