Argo user’s manual comments, Toulouse revision

This document contains all the comments received on “Argo user’s manual” revision performed on ADMT-10 meeting in Toulouse.
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Comments on Argo user’s manual

04/01/2010 22:32 Annie Wong
I'd like to reiterate the objection raised by Claudia regarding changing the comments for QC='2' to "Treat as good data".

The comments in Table 2 are there to describe how the various qc flags are set during the two stages of Argo qc. Different users with different needs will read the comments and decide for themselves which data to use. We cannot decide for all users that they all should regard '2' as good data.

I believe the comment for QC='2' in Table 2 has been deliberately left as a broad description "Probably good data" because the cases where data are set to '2' are too complex to describe in a short comment in Table 2. The QC Manual has detailed instructions on when PARAM_ADJUSTED_QC should be set to '2' in delayed-mode.
TC 08/01/2010: the change of comment for flag 2 was proposed by Ann on 01/12/2009. As in Australia, in Ifremer, “Treat as good data” is the message we send to users for flag 2 (in particular for modellers). However, Ann said that this was not a strong issue (“don’t accept it if you don’t like it”).
I understand that you and Claudia don’t like it so I switch to the original comment “Probably good data”.

In real-time, I believe there is currently no mechanism to set the raw flags PARAM_QC to '2'.

TC 08/01/2010: yes, you are right. I think that it would be better to have “Not used in real-time” for flag 2 real-time comment.

Do we agree, or do we prefer to avoid any change in this important table? 
31/12/2009 22:49 Claudia Schmid

I'm not sure I would call the various _DOXY parameters "Technical value"

suggestion:

VOLTAGE_DOXY - voltage reported ...

FREQUENCY_DOXY - frequency reported ...

COUNT_DOXY - raw counts reported ...

BPHASE_DOXY - uncalibrated(?) phase shift DPHASE_DOXY - calibrated phase shift

TC 08/01/2010: ok, done.
I don't really like CONCENT_DOXY

What 'bites' us here is that we are not following the "EXTENDED GF3 PARAMETER LIST", which has:

DOXY  
DISSOLVED OXYGEN 
millimole/m3

DOX1  
DISSOLVED OXYGEN 
ml/l

DOX2  
DISSOLVED OXYGEN 
micromole/kg

Since we already use DOXY with micromole/kg we can not use it for micromole/l (same as millimole/m3).

Maybe use DOX3 or DOXY_ORI?

TC 08/01/2010: my feeling is that we should forget about GF3 compatibility for intermediate parameters. Moreover, the GF3 names DOX2 or DOX3 will interfere with the duplicate sensor names DOXY2, DOXY3 described on page 64.
Aside from this: it's going to be a bit challenging to do anything about this for existing floats (148 from US as of today).

Most of these already have D*.nc files and there currently is no mechanism or process in place to add any variables to them (neither at the DAC level nor at the DM operator level).

To consider in going forward with this:

I have the concern that DACs will be told to use their sparse resources to work on something that is not part of the core of the Argo project (to get P,T,S profiles and trajectories).

How do we want to handle this?

Make it voluntary?

TC 08/01/2010: as Sylvie answered today, the oxygen data management will work on a voluntary base. Each DAC has its own tempo, but it’s a good thing to define were to go.
31/12/2009 20:35 Claudia Schmid
CYCLE_PHASE may be better than CYCLE_STAGE

long_name could be "phases through which a float goes in a given cycle"
TC 08/01/2010: ok cycle_phase longname is updated on page 31.

conventions seems too long, and currently not complete. 
suggestion:

"Argo reference table 15" (as in other cases where a table exists

TC 08/01/2010: ok, done.
Sorry about my continuing confusion regarding the CONFIGURATION_PHASE

variables:

CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER - after reading the long_name, I got confused, because it says "Float cycle number". If we keep that, then 'cycle' is used with two different meanings. The description on

p.45 explains that some floats may change their behavior from cycle to cycle. If each cycle is unique, then CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER would be the same as the cycle number of the float (i.e. N_CONF_PARAM would have the same value as N_CYCLE). In all other cases the values of CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER are different from the cycle numbers of the float.

So long_name could be:

"Phase number of unique cycles performed by a float"

TC 08/01/2010: the long name “Float cycle number” is not correct. I updated page 46 with your long name proposition.

Another concern pops into my head:

I think some CONFIGURATION_PHASE variables need to be 3-dimensional to allow for changing of various parameters that describe the cycle of a float with the same CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER

e.g.

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_NAME(1,1,:) = “PRES_ParkPressure_dBAR”

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_VALUE(1,1,:) = "1500"

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_NAME(1,2,:) = “PRES_ProfilePressure_dBAR”

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_VALUE(1,2,:) = "2000"

CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER(1) = 1

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_NAME(2,1,:) = “PRES_ParkPressure_dBAR”

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_VALUE(2,1,:) = "1000"

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_NAME(2,2,:) = “PRES_ProfilePressure_dBAR”

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_VALUE(2,2,:) = "1500"

CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER(2) = 2

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_NAME(3,1,:) = “PRES_ParkPressure_dBAR”

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_VALUE(3,1,:) = "1700"

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_NAME(3,2,:) = “PRES_ProfilePressure_dBAR”

CONFIGURATION_PARAMETER_VALUE(3,2,:) = "1700"

CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER(3) = 3

TC 08/01/2010: from your example, I understand that the third dimension is the phase_number (then configuration_phase_number becomes redundant). It is not absolutely necessary. I created a sample file of Argo metadata version 2.3 with your example (6 parameters and 3 phases) : 6900730_meta_2.3.nc
CONFIGURATION_PHASE_COMMENT has the same example as CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NAME

TC 08/01/2010: you are right. I changed the example to:
“This phase follows a 1000 dbar meddie during parking”
Flag 2: Treat as good data

I do not sure I agree with that. This depends on the problem one wants to address. If we want all users to treat it the same way as a 1, then why do we provide a 2 to them? So, I would like users to scrutinize data with a 2 more closely than those with a 1, before they use them.

TC 08/01/2010: do we go back to “Probably good data” ?
Technical parameters:

If new names are required as new variables are reported by a float, they must be added to this table before they will be accepted.  New names can be sent to support@argo.net for approval and inclusion.

Older style files will be accepted for a short time and then all technical files must use approved names for standardized variables

My comments & concerns:

- I agree with Annie that support@argo.net is not the email address to be used for this.
TC 08/01/2010: argo-dm-chairman@jcommops.org? (See my answer to Annie) 
- I kind of disagree with the statement that new names can only be used upon approval. This will only work if the approval happens fast.

Otherwise tech.nc files from perfectly good floats may end up being rejected for a few weeks (or so).

TC 08/01/2010: yes, the approval process should be fast. I think that it is important that all technical parameter names are listed (to avoid different names for the same technical parameter).

Mark, can you modify the file checker so that it sends a warning when unlisted technical parameters appear in a file?

In the nice figure for table 15:

- the 300 needs to be moved to between 3 and 4 (it is currently between 4 and 5) 

TC 08/01/2010: yes, corrected.
grey list:

"It is managed by each DACs"  (remove s in DACs) "Under the float’s PI supervision, a DAC insert a float"

(add s to insert)

Also: "In collaboration with the PI of the float" is better than "Under the float’s PI supervision".

TC 08/01/2010: yes, done
"However, the best information on a float’s sensors bad behaviour is recorded in the ANOMALY field of the meta-data file."

We do not change the anomaly field when we grey-list a float. What do other DACs do?

With some floats, the anomaly field would not be long enough to list everything that's been going on with a float (especially, if there are start and end dates for some of these problems).

TC 08/01/2010: do you use the greylist as the source of information for float sensor bad behaviour. Do you need something more in the NetCDF files to report sensor problems ?
31/12/2009 19:12 Annie Wong

I have several comments.

(a). The variable PRES_DOXY is missing from Table 3 on P.63.

PRES_DOXY is currently used to store the pressure levels for floats that sample its CTD profiles and DOXY profiles on different vertical axes.
TC 08/01/2010: yes, I added the following entry in table 3 page 63:
	PRES_DOXY
	PRES_DOXY
	Sea water pressure used by the oxygen sensor
	decibar
	0.f
	12000.f
	%7.1f
F7.1
0.1f
	99999.f


(b). There is as yet no consensus on how to handle profiles with multiple vertical axes. I believe several groups are still in the process of testing the suggested format of using the netcdf variables in multi-dimension. Since there is still no result from this experiment, we cannot write anything into the manual yet.

TC 08/01/2010: Mark, Claudia and I have to go ahead and make a proposal on that topic.
(c). I disagree with the sentence below Table 3 that says that "New parameters can be sent to support@argo.net for approval and inclusion".

Support@argo.net is for users to send in comments and queries; it is not for internal discussions within the data management community.

New parameters should be discussed within the confines of the ADMT.

If you must add an email address, then it ought to be argo-dm@jcommops.org.

TC 08/01/2010: I think that this kind of request should be sent to a person or a small number of persons responsible for the management of new parameters; not to a big mailing list such as argo-dm@jcommops.org where no one will really feel responsible for action.
What do you think about the data-management co-chairs, Sylvie and Mark with the email (to be created):

· argo-dm-chairman@jcommops.org  
09/12/2009 01:52 Ann Thresher
I just found another addition that needs to be done to the manual.  I have a float that's been under ice and has now reported it's under-ice profile. Therefore I need an '8' (interpolated value) added to reference table 5 (position accuracy).  I just hope Mark doesn't reject the file when I submit it!

TC 30/12/2009: I think that in POSITION_ACCURACY we need to report ... the position accuracy; not a code 8 that does not give any idea on position accuracy.

Do you have an idea of the position accuracy of an under-ice profile whose position is interpolated? If no, you may simply use the fill value for POSITION_ACCURACY.

The information that the position is interpolated is reported in POSITION_QC (flag 8).

01/12/2009 06:09 Ann Thresher
One major question - I see in the trajectory files that Data_Mode and DC_Reference are dimensioned by N_MEASUREMENT. Shouldn't these be cycle variables, since they won't change and repeating them for EACH measurement is a waste of space? I would suggest you move them to the Cycle information (2.3.5) section and dimension them by N_CYCLE. I realize these have been in this section from the beginning but on closer reading, it doesn’t make sense to me.
TC 30/12/2009: yes Ann, I agree with you. DATA_MODE should be in the 2.3.5 section with a N_CYCLE dimension. I modified the manual.

Do we need to have a DC_REFERENCE for each measurement of the trajectory: my opinion is that this is not usefull. I removed DC_REFERENCE from 2.3.4.
You have CYCLE_NUMBER in the trajectory files twice(!) - once dimensioned by N_MEASUREMENT and the second dimensioned by N_CYCLE. I don't believe netcdf allows this. We definitely need the first associated with each reported measurement. We either need to rename the second or eliminate it and require that empty cycles be filled (with missing values if necessary) for all variables dimensioned by N_CYCLE. I'm not sure the best way to handle this...
TC 30/12/2009: I removed CYCLE_NUMBER(N_CYCLE) and added this sentence in §2.3.5.Cycle information from the float : When a cycle is missing (e.g. no data received), all cycle informations are reported as fill values.
The metadata section looks particularly good - I think you've captured the intent very well. I've gone through and changed many of the places where you used the word 'phase' to 'stage' where appropriate. Keeping these two things separate will help people understand the differences.

TC 30/12/2009: OK
I have a suggestion for the reference table 2 words - there has been a lot of misunderstanding about the meaning of flag 2 with some people not realizing that this data should be considered good. What I suggest is that the meaning of '2' stay the same but the comments for both RT and DM change to 'Treat as Good Data'. I've made this change in the manual attached here so if you don't think this is good, please don't accept this change.

TC 30/12/2009: yes, I also think that the flag 2 observations should be treated as good data by users. 
I have edited the section on reference table 14 (section 3.14) to reflect the fact that we have now changed the rules. What I don't have is a place for people to send new names for approval and inclusion - this should be a generic place so if someone is away (me), it doesn't need to wait. 

TC 30/12/2009: here is the sentence in chapter §3.14.
 “Reference table 14: technical parameter names” :

If new names are required as new variables are reported by a float, they must be added to this table before they will be accepted.  New names can be sent to support@argo.net for approval and inclusion.

And that's all I see other than a few grammar changes! Well done as usual!

27/11/2009 21:13 Annie Wong

The only other missing item I can see is on P.62, Table 3 (parameter code table), where we need to add all the new *_DOXY variables that were discussed at ADMT-10. (VOLTAGE_DOXY, FREQUENCY_DOXY, etc...) We will need Virginie's input for this.

TC 30/11/2009: yes, we do need an update of the manual for the Oxygen management. I contact Virginie on that topic.
One last minor comment: on P.67, Table 11, please write "An example is given in §5.3", instead of "An example is given on P.86".

Page numbers are difficult to keep track of when the manual goes through various edits.

TC 30/11/2009: yes, done.
27/11/2009 06:34 Annie Wong

1). P.25 & P.33. Thank you for updating the definition of PARAM and PARAM_QC.

2). P.89, §6.1.1. From the ADMT-10 discussions, the main things we need to clarify about the greylist are (a) who/when/how to remove floats from the greylist, and (b) how users should use the greylist.

Therefore I think we need to add more explanation to §6.1.1.

However, I am not too clear on the workings of the greylist, and can't contribute here. Can anyone else help with §6.1.1?

TC 27/11/2009: I wrote a proposal (to be refined) in the user’s manual §6.1.1 page 79.
3). I agree that DATE_CREATION and DATE_UPDATE belong to the general info about the file itself.

TC 27/11/2009: ok

4). P.77, Table 11. The binary definition of the qc tests are used to define the history variable HISTORY_QCTEST, whose value is computed by adding the binary ID together, then translating to a hexidecimal number. An example is given on P.86. To solve the confusion in Table 11, we simply need to add an extra column, call it "Test Number" for example, with values going from 1 to 19. I suggest 1st column be "Test Number", 2nd column be "Test Name", 3rd column be "Test Binary ID". You can also add a brief explanation of the purpose of the binary ID above Table 11. But there is no need to open an action to revisit the history section. It is now too late to change HISTORY_QCTEST.

TC 27/11/2009: done
5). P.69, Table 2. Birgit's comment about Table 2 is simply that the real-time comments refer to test numbers that are not introduced until later in the manual, in Table 11. To solve this problem without changing the comments, you simply need to add an extra sentence above Table 2: "A description of the real-time tests can be found in Table 11".

There is no need to open an action to revisit the qc flag names.

TC 27/11/2009: done
16/11/2009 21:28Annie Wong
There is an action item that I need your help with.

We need to change the definition for PARAM and PARAM_QC in the Argo User's Manual. The change should be made on P.17 and P.25.

The old paragraph:-

[The original data received from the float and examined by real-time quality control should be placed in the <PARAM> and the QC flags set by the real-time process should be placed in the <PARAM>_QC field. The values and flags in the <PARAM> fields should never be altered.]

should be replaced by the new paragraph:-

[<PARAM> contains the raw values telemetered from the floats.

The values in <PARAM> should never be altered. <PARAM_QC> contains qc flags that pertain to the values in <PARAM>. Values in <PARAM_QC> are set initially in 'R' and 'A' modes by the automatic real-time tests.

They are later modified in 'D' mode at levels where the qc flags are set incorrectly by the real-time procedures, and where erroneous data are not detected by the real-time procedures.]

This change of definition for PARAM and PARAM_QC was discussed and approved in DMQC-4 and ADMT-10. Thank you for your help.

TC 26/11/2009: ok, done

01/10/2009 10:24 Mathieu Belbeoch

I would add something like:

"If you detect any problem in the Argo data set, please give us your feedback via support@argo.net"
TC 26/11/2009: ok, done

29/09/2009 23:25 Charles Sun

All look fine to me. Just one minor editorial change:
1.3 Disclaimer
Original: "... but it is possible that these estimates or the data

themselves contain errors."

suggestion: "... but it is possible that these estimates or the data

themselves may contain errors."

TC 26/11/2009: done

10/09/2009 Ann Thresher
Agreed - and a further point - if it's not part of the profile file, then it shouldn't be in the technical file but in the trajectory file.

-----Original Message-----

From: Gregory Johnson [mailto:Gregory.C.Johnson@noaa.gov]

Sent: Friday, 11 September 2009 2:03 AM

To: jgilson@ucsd.edu

Cc: Gregory Johnson; Thresher, Ann (CMAR, Hobart); Michel.Ollitrault@ifremer.fr; argo-dm@jcommops.org

Subject: Re: [argo-dm] Argo user's manual V2.2 and NetCDF files content

Hi All,

For the PMEL floats operating with SBE-41 CTDs (spot sampling) the deepest PTS triplet is our point closest to 2000 dbar, the next shallowest point is 1900 dbar.  In our case I think it should definitely be in the profile file.  Optional sounds OK to me.

Cheers,

Greg

On Sep 10, 2009, at 8:53 AM, John Gilson wrote:

> Morning All,

>

> One comment regarding the deepest PTS triplet.  I would prefer to keep 

> the triplet out of the profile variable to reduce the possibility of 

> introducing profile inversions.  However I don't have a strong opinion 

> on that, with floats that spot-sample their profile.

>

> However I would argue that bin averaged floats like the SIO SOLO 

> should not have the deepest triplet in the profile variables.  As a 

> general "best practice complaint", I feel that mixing the two sampling 

> methods into a single variable is unwise.

>

> I guess I'm arguing that the addition of the deepest triplet to the 

> profile would be optional.  At the very least, there should not be a 

> requirement to have the deepest triplet added to the profile with bin 

> averaged floats.

>

> john

10/09/2009 02:20 Ann Thresher Action item 24
TC 26/11/2009: what do we include in the user manual about Action Item 24?

Good questions.  As I understand it, the median referred to in the preferred method was to calculate the length of the complete block (I didn't add this, Thierry did if I remember correctly).  So what you need to do is subtract the JULD of the first message 1 from the JULD of the second message 1 and so forth through the complete set of message 1's and then calculate the median time taken to send a complete block or profile.  This is then used with the information from any of the valid message 1's to calculate the start transmission time.

I can see this would be a problem when you're trying to send the GTS message out quickly. We do the same thing you do - process within half a day and get the data out as soon as possible.  We do add a second stage of processing which checks again several days after the float reports and reprocesses the float to give a complete set of locations/etc, thereby making sure we've got the best possible netcdf files in the end. Netcdf files are delivered at both stages of processing and so if changes happen the first files are overwritten with the updated files a couple of days later.

If you have a bad message 1 with a good CRC, this is a particular problem if you're doing it the way you and I are and using only one copy of this message to calculate ascent end, but affects ANY use of this block (and in some cases, you might receive only one copy of this message and then there's nothing you can do about it).  Using multiple copies to get a better estimate makes sense even in the first pass at processing so we should be using whatever we have in the first instance and then correcting or making it more accurate with extra information later if necessary.  Unfortunately, you can't just use the copy of message 1 that occurs most often because message 1 changes each time as it changes some of its internal parameters. We do to some extent use this method (and use it for all other messages) but it can't be complete for this block.

Like you, our profile location is currently the first valid location received.  This is subjected to basic QC before we accept it, however.  I think we need to discuss whether the location should be as close as possible to the actual profile (i.e., as you and I do it) or the best possible location overall (as Argos does it).  I did a quick calculation for my floats and most move over 10 miles at some point, some as much as 20 miles, while on the surface.  It's possible, then, that the best location can be miles from the actual profile location and I'm not very comfortable with this in the profile files. The error on the worst Argos location class (using class 1 or better) is only 1500m.

The 10 minute delay in the start of the transmission was a surprise to me too. It's not very well known but, now that we are aware of it, we should take it into account for all APEX floats.  I don't believe it's configurable...

I have no idea what the error would be using method 2 instead of method 1 but suspect it would often be very small unless there were problems deducing the number of messages in one block/profile - which can vary from profile to profile and so needs to be recalculated each time.  As long as this number is right AND the transmission frequency is right (this is probably the biggest source of error - if that isn't correct in your database, then the calculations will be wrong even if you have the block length right), then we should be safe with the less preferred method.  But there are a lot of places where this can go wrong. The preferred method is definitely the more accurate.

07/09/2009 01:44 Ann Thresher, Birgit Klein Argo user's manual comments
Hi, Birgit, 

I agree totally your comments. 

In particular, your comment about page 69 - I've always thought that using a binary definition for the QC tests was obscure, complicated, made no sense to users, and unnecessary but was overruled.  It would be nice to revisit this now but it is probably too late...?

TC 20/11/2009: yes it was too late, but I propose to open an action on that topic.
I also agree that CONFIGURATION_PHASE_REPETITION seems unnecessary.  And a little confusing. So why put it in at all if we have the phase identified for each profile?
TC 20/11/2009 : ok Ann, as discussed in Toulouse, the CONFIGURATION_PHASE_REPETITION is removed.
I do not think that it is necessary to identify the phase for each profile. In the user's manual, the phase number is stored for each cycle in cycle_phase (int CYCLE_PHASE (N_CYCLE);)
Parking pressure should remain in the desirable metadata section as well.

TC 20/11/2009: yes, done.
I suspect some people and programs have an easier time dealing with numbers, hence the 'CYCLE_STAGE (PROGRESS?) being numeric but would be happy to see a more descriptive version that didn't require you to find the relevant table to find out what is going on...

TC 20/11/2009: I propose to use CYCLE_PROGRESS, the convention attribute now describes the codes. 
CYCLE_PROGRESS:conventions = "100: descending, 200: parking pressure, 300: descent to maximum pressure; ascent to surface, 500: surface drift";

I didn't think it was a question of removing DATE_CREATION/DATE_UPDATE from the profile file, simply of moving it to a different section to match the other file formats.
TC 20/11/2009 : DATE_CREATION/DATE_UPDATE are now in the "general information section" of the profile file.

And I think you've got cycle 0 and 1 sorted right from what you said you do.  Cycle 0 is really an artificial construct (though Claudia says her floats sometimes do a profile that comes back with a '0' profile number attached).  It's really just a place to hold the test messages during the initial surface drift, not a 'cycle' at all in most cases...

TC 26/11/2009: Ann, if the description on page 9 is not yet correct, can you revisit it?
-----Original Message-----

From: Birgit Klein, Dr. [mailto:birgit.klein@bsh.de]

Sent: Friday, 4 September 2009 11:56 PM

To: Thierry Carval

Cc: argo-dm@jcommops.org

Subject: Re: [argo-dm] argo user's manual version 2.2

Dear Thierry

many thanks for the effort you put into the new user manual. With the added functionalities of newer gernerations of floats it is getting more and more complex. You did a good job of keeping a thread the text.

I tried my best to read the text from the viewpoint of a new user a have a few comments about the manual.

It might be good to have a short notice on the first page that informs 

the user that we are presently adjusting the file formats to the growing 

variety of floats and user needs. It is otherwise difficult to 

understand why there are two version of meta file format and 2 versions 

of technical file formats in the table of contents. It should make clear 

that this will only be a transition period.

TC 20/11/2009: yes, I added the following notice in the introduction: 
1.1.
Notice on file format change transition

This version of the "User's manual" is adjusting the file formats to the growing variety of floats and user needs. It introduces a complete revision of metadata and technical files. To cope with this radical change, during a transition period the version 2.2 and 2.3 of the technical and metadata file will be valid among Argo data system.
BK 27/11/2009: It will certainly help.

We try to educate the user about the 'living nature' of the Argo data 

set and the fact that the data that he had downloaded might be changed 

in the future. As you have in the argo-delayed-mode-warning.pdf on your 

webpage. But it would be good if we could also include this warning in 

the user manual, maybe in the introduction section.

TC 20/11/2009: yes, do you agree with the new "User obligation" and "Disclaimer" sections:
1.2.
User Obligations

A user of Argo data is expected to read and understand this manual and the documentation about the data as contained in the “attributes” of the NetCDF data files, as these contain essential information about data quality and accuracy.

A user must acknowledge use of Argo data in all publications and products where such data are used, preferably with the following standard sentence:

“These data were collected and made freely available by the international Argo project and the national programs that contribute to it.”

1.3.
Disclaimer

Argo data are published without any warranty, express or implied.

The user assumes all risk arising from his/her use of Argo data.

Argo data are intended to be research-quality and include estimates of data quality and accuracy, but it is possible that these estimates or the data themselves contain errors.

It is the sole responsibility of the user to assess if the data are appropriate for his/her use, and to interpret the data, data quality, and data accuracy accordingly.

Argo welcomes users to ask questions and report problems to the contact addresses listed on the Argo internet page.

BK 20/11/2009: the wording ‘must acknowledge’ seems a bit strong. I would suggest to say ‘should acknowlege’. And I still think we need to adress the version problem and to encourage people to identify when they have downloaded data, and be aware of the fact that the data might have changed in the meantime.

TC 30/12/2009 : I added the following sentence in the 1.3 Disclaimer chapter :

Argo data are continuously managed; the user should be aware that after he downloaded data,  those  data may have been updated on Argo data server.
Page 9: The information on cycle naming convention and the special issue 

of cycle 0 and cycle 1 is confusing to me. My new floats do a profile at 

launch, this receives cycle no 1 by the float. The transmissions from 

the float start with cycle 0 for the technical data which are 

transmitted during the initial surface time, then it dives after it is 

fully inflated and measures cycle 1, transmits it during the launch day 

and sinks again for its regular cycle period until cycle no. 2.

TC 20/11/2009: Birgit, if the current version is still unclear, could you propose a new wording for "Cycle naming convention" on page 9?
Oage 14: I agree with Annie, I think the DATE_CREATION and DATE_UPDATE 

is really needed for each individual profile in a *_prof.nc file.

TC 20/11/2009: I did not see a message from Annie on that topic (did I lose it?). DATE_CREATION and DATE_UPDATE relate to the file itself. If we want to store the date of creation and date of update of the individual profiles, then we need 2 new variables:
DATE_CREATION_PROFILE(N_PROF, DATE_TIME)

DATE_UPDATE_PROFILE(N_PROF, DATE_TIME)

Do we want this?

BK: Sorry, I was confused when I wrote the comment. It is sufficient to have DATE_CREATION and DATE_UPDATE in the general information part of the profile file and not necessarily for each individual cycle. 

TC 30/12/2009 : OK

Page 15: Is the footnote 1 really describing the way JULD nad 

JULD_LOCATION are filled by the DACs?

TC 20/11/2009: I remove this note. Ann, do we add a chapter " Calculation of the JULD_START_TRANSMISSION and JULD_ASCENT_END for APEX floats", the outcome of action 24?
Page 17: 'the values and flags in the <PARAM> fields should never be 

altered'. Do we change this after the discussion during the ADMT?

TC 20/11/2009: I removed this sentence. I think that we decided that a bad QC can be revisited; a badly decoded profile may be redecoded with new <PARAM> values.
Page 22: N_HISTORY2, I really do not understand what is meant by 

'maximum dimension of the history record with respect to the time axis'. 

I have no clue what to expect.
TC 20/11/2009: I understand that N_HISTORY2 allows tracking the different previous values of a history record. With N_HISTORY2, it is possible to store all the successive previous values of a flag, not only the previous value. This is complex; shouldn't we remove N_HISTORY2 and accept to keep only the previous value of a flag?
BK 27/11/2009: But isn’t the N_history record already doing that? When I change a value or paramter I enter a history_action, the parameter in history_parameter etc. When I change the same data point (value or flag) again at a later time I put in another history_action and all the other history fields. N_history is increaded by one and all the changes are properly documented.

TC 30/12/2009 : OK Birgit, N_HISTORY2 is removed from trajectory format

Page 26: Introduction of CYCLE_PROGRESS in the trajectory file.  I find 

this a very difficult concept and it might be better to move the 

associated sketch (Table 15) onto page 27, to help the explanation.

And why do we have to decode the description of the cycle progress into 

numbers, can't we just define the variable CYCLE_PROGRESS to be a string 

and fill it with text as 'Descent start' or 'parking pressure phase'?

Finally I agree with Ann than CYCLE_STAGE might be the better word.

TC 20/11/2009: ok for CYCLE_STAGE
I am reluctant to use a character string to describe the stage of each measurements, it would consume a lot of space for short information. I added the description of the phases in the convention attribute. It should be more understandable on that way. Other opinions on that topic?

As I propose to keep a reference table 15 for the CYCLE_PHASE codes, I think that the graphic describing the cycle should stay close to the table 15.
BK 27/11/2009:ok

Page 28: CYCLE_PHASE is an even more confusing than the CYCLE_PROGRESS 

and without the help of a sketch it doesn't make sense at all and the 

link to the metafile discription in the comment column does not really 

help to understand it, especially since it only is in format version 2.3.

Page 28: CYCLE should be CYCLE_NUMBER

TC 26/11/2009: yes, corrected
Page 40: Why has PARKING_PRESSURE been erased from the list of highly desirable meta-data parameters?

TC 26/11/2009: yes it has to remain highly desirable.
Page 45 (and explanation on page 46): the new parameters 

CONFIGURATION_PHASE_NUMBER and CONFIGURATION_PHASE_REPETITION for 

multiple configuration floats is difficult to understand and I believe a 

figure might help. I tried to make a sketch (user_manual_page46.doc)

TC 26/11/2009: yes, it’s a good idea to use a sketch. From your document, I added a sketch on page 45 and removed the verbose examples. 
What do I need the CONFIGURATION_PHASE_REPETITION for?

TC 26/11/2009: following Toulouse meeting, this variable is removed.
Page 57 and 58, it might be good to explain why we do have two types of 

index files, if we keep both.

TC 26/11/2009: yes, I added this sentence in page 57:
This directory file format is more detailed than the previous version 2.0, it will eventually replace it.

Page 62: Reference table 2

QC=3, the real-time comment refers to failed test 15, 16 snd 17 which 

have not been introcuded and I think it would be better to rephrase this 

as 'Float is on grey list or tests for gross sensor drift or visual qc 

test failed'.

QC=4, the real-time comment could be rephrased '...excluding the gross 

sensor drift test'.

TC 26/11/2009: I am reluctant to change this now, it is a crucial table, if you think it necessary, then we should open an action and circulate the update proposal for reference table 2 (quality flags).
BK 27/11/2009: I didn’t want to change the meaning of the table or the flags only find it easier if the test is also named. 

Page 64: Parameter code table

Couldn't we find a more decriptive long_name for BPHASE_DOXY it is 

impossible to know what is hidden in this parameter.

TC 26/11/2009: I will revisit the table when the oxygen data management with guidance from the oxygen specialists (V. Thierry, G. Dennis, T. Kobayashi)
Page 67: History action code

What is NG? I don't understand the meaning of 'no good trace'.

TC 26/11/2009: I think that these codes come from MEDS, I am not shore that NG is relevant for Argo. Anh, can we remove this code?
Page 68: Instrument types

The Nemo float is still missing from the table. Can we give it a code 

even if it isn't in WMO table 1770?

TC 26/11/2009: these 2 codes are for NEMO :
	859
	Profiling Float, NEMO, no conductivity

	860
	Profiling Float, NEMO, SBE conductivity

sensor


Page 69: QC test table

It is really cute that the ID for the test is given as ID^^2, but 

wouldn't it be easier to just label the ID 1-19  instead of 2-524288?

TC 26/11/2009: we have to open an action on history record
Page 73: the sketch about the CYCLE_PROGRESS or CYCLE_STAGE really 

helps, but at first I found the the numbers in the plot confusing. I had 

the wrong impression that they where related to parking pressure. I 

think it would really be better to make it a string variable and put the 

text directly.

TC 26/11/2009: see above comment on CYCLE_STAGE
Page 74: DATA access

Shouldn't we also explain the structure of the geo, dac, and latest_data 

directory here?

TC 26/11/2009: I added the following sentence on page 74:

More on GDACs organization:

http://www.argodatamgt.org/Media/Argo-Data-Management/Argo-Documentation/General-documentation/GDAC-organisation
Page 75: 'Some Argo data are availabke from GTS.' Shouldn't that be 

'Most Argo data are available from GTS.'?

TC 26/11/2009: yes, done.
Page 81: greylist collection

It should explain the purpose of the greylist and the persons who could 

put a float on the greylist.

TC 26/11/2009: yes, done on page 81
That's all, Birgit

-------- Original-Nachricht --------

Betreff:  [argo-dm] argo user's manual version 2.2

Von: Thierry Carval <Thierry.Carval@ifremer.fr>

An:  argo-dm@jcommops.org

Datum: 26.08.2009 11:07

> Dear All,

> 

> Please find a proposal for a version 2.2 of Argo user's manual.

> The updates with version 2.1 are listed in page 7.

> 

> Those updates are necessary to implement the following actions from ADMT-9

> meeting action list :

> Action  7 : Revise the RT traj file description 

> Action 10 : Automate  file removal according to the agreed procedure

> Action 16 : Document Grey list submission

> Action 47 : Update user manual to put the conversion equation for Oxygen

> measurement

> Action 50 : Revise meta-file format taking into account the configuration

> data 

> Action 52 : Revise the user manual on meta  and tech files 

> Action 53 : Study the delivery of bounced profiles

> 

> All comments are welcome.

27/08/2009 Ann Thresher

Comments:

For the trajectory files, if we're moving DATE_CREATION and DATE_UPDATE to the general file information section for profile files (where it already is for metadata and technical files), we should do it for this file type as well. 

TC 26/11/2009: OK done
I suggest 'CYCLE_STAGE' instead of CYCLE_PROGRESS - it's a better term.  Progress tends to refer to continual forward motion where stage refers to a distinct part of something more limited in time (like a single cycle).  

TC 26/11/2009: OK for CYCLE_STAGE

CYCLE in the trajectory format needs to be CYCLE_NUMBER since it's the same variable as in the profile files.

TC 26/11/2009: OK

In the new section for metadata version 2.3, we need to add N_CONF_PARAM to the dimensions definition and I think we actually don't need N_CYCLES here after reading the entire section.  The way it's defined, it actually is replaced by N_CONF_PARAM which defines the phases used and all the things originally in the Float cycle information section (2.5.7) should be moved to the configuration section (see below)

TC 26/11/2009: yes, I added the N_CONF_PARAM dimension.

I removed N_CYCLLE from metadata dimensions.
Good job with the configuration parameter section.  Very sensible... But I'm getting a little confused when I get to section 2.5.7.  These look like the things that can change with reprogramming and so belong in the configuration parameter section as one or more phases, not in a separate section.  I think this should be removed and anything that isn't reprogrammable (perhaps FLOAT_CYCLE_COMMENT?) can be put with the float characteristics.  We also need to remember that the ASCENDING/DESCENDING_PROFILING_TIME will probably change with a different DEEPEST_PRESSURE_DESCENDING or DEEPEST_PRESSURE change.  And we need to make double sure that all of these variables have names in table 14.

TC 26/11/2009: yes, all the configuration parameters should be removed from chapter 2.5.7, they are transfered in the configuration parameter section.
A float cycle comment can also be changed, so it can be transferd in configuration parameter section.

Am I reading it wrong or have we lost a lot of "Float Characteristic" information from this description (page 43, section 2.5.3)?  PTT, trans_system, etc won't change and so shouldn't be in the configuration/phase section (as well as lots of other bits like platform_maker and model, inst_reference and WMO inst type).  I just found these on page 83 - they look to have been removed deliberately but I'm not sure why?  Repetition Rate, Clock Drift, Anomaly(?) and Direction are the only things that will be likely (or possible) to change here so the rest should be put back in where they were before...

TC 26/11/2009: yes, it was removed on purpose, I thought that they can be in the configuration/phase section (eg : PTT could be CONFIG_PTT_Number).

But as you said, they are not configuration items, they will never change.
So I placed them back as they were.

I hadn't noticed that all the deployment information had also disappeared from the metadata file (now on page 85). Please put these back as well.  Where else are we to report this?

TC 26/11/2009: I think that all these parameter can change during the float mission.
So they should be moved in the configuration/phase section. 

REPETITION_RATE

CYCLE_TIME

PARKING_TIME

DESCENDING_PROFILING_TIME

ASCENDING_PROFILING_TIME

SURFACE_TIME

PARKING_PRESSURE

DEEPEST_PRESSURE

DEEPEST_PRESSURE_DESCENDING

FLOAT_CYCLE_COMMENT
The technical file definition looks good.  But section 3.14 is outdated. SURFACE_PRESSURE should read PRES_SurfaceOffsetTruncatedplus5dbar_dBAR (or NotTruncated) with the correct definition and BATTERY_VOLTAGE should be VOLTAGE_Battery14V_VOLTS (if it's a 14 volt system).  Do you have the latest version of the names on line?  I tried to follow the link in the manual and didn't find the page.

TC : ok, needs validation on coriolis side

Page 73, the 'Progress codes' look good but I think these should be renamed Stages...  I am not sure 8 belongs here since it's a pressure, not a stage. Why is it here?  Or is it meant to be 'Park Phase' which is while the float drifts at the park pressure?  That makes more sense.  

I believe that's all I saw - if I've misinterpreted something, please let me know. I look forward to seeing everyone in Toulouse.

24/09/2009 Thierry
TC : use a DOI for Argo data, one DOI per DAC, per country ?

19/09/2009 Sylvie
TC : message transmis, changer le manuel
The real-time quality flags on locations (position_qc) are assigned by the following real-time qc tests

3. Impossible location test

4. Position on land test

5. Impossible speed test

The issue is that QC flags should be assigned according to the quality control manual.

This is not mentioned in the user's manual.

So I propose to add the following sentence in chapter 3.2.1
"Reference table 2 : measurement flag scale" :

A quality flag indicates the quality of an observation.

The flags are assigned in real-time or delayed mode according to the Argo quality control manual available at :

http://www.coriolis.eu.org/cdc/argo/document/argo-quality-control-manual.pdf

In the user manual, it is indicated that position_qc comes from reference table 2.

Dans le manuel, il est indiqué que le position_qc provient de la table 2 (observations qc flag scale).
I propose to review the example to use the exact definition of flag 1.

There is no position_accuracy (which contains Argo location classes) in the profile file. This type of information is in the trajectory file.

Present version :

	POSITION_QC
	char POSITION_QC(N_PROF);

POSITION_QC:long_name = "Quality on position (latitude and longitude)";

POSITION_QC:conventions = "Argo reference table 2";

POSITION_QC:_FillValue = " ";


	Quality flag on position.

The flag on position is set according to (LATITUDE, LONGITUDE) quality.

The flag scale is described in the reference table 2.

Example : 1 : position seems correct.


Proposed version :

	POSITION_QC
	char POSITION_QC(N_PROF);

POSITION_QC:long_name = "Quality on position (latitude and longitude)";

POSITION_QC:conventions = "Argo reference table 2";

POSITION_QC:_FillValue = " ";


	Quality flag on position.

The flag on position is set according to (LATITUDE, LONGITUDE) quality.

The flag scale is described in the reference table 2 : observations qc flag scale.

Example : 

1 : Good data.


Si on regarde le user manual je comprends que Uday aie pu l'interpréter de cette façon la car il n'y a pas d'instruction claire pour remplir le champs Position_QC ni dans le user manual ni dans le Qc-manual. On ne sait pas s'il n'y en a pas d'autre qui font quelque chose de similaire. Je pense qu'il faut rédiger quelque chose de clair dans le manuel et le soumettre a l'approbation de tous...
Thiery/Christine pouvez-vous vous en charger
Merci
Sylvie
18/09/2009 Ann
RE: [argo-dm] Argo oxygen data management, plus other complications

This discussion is interesting and, as Annie points out, won't be settled until the meeting but one thing we need to bear in mind if we decide to split the data types into different files is how to handle the pressure associated with these separate files. If the data are all in the same place with a single pressure vector (assuming a single pressure sensor) then corrections to the pressure variable act on all other variables. If we split, then we need to make VERY sure that all other files also get the same correction.  And it complicates (slightly) usage of one variable (oxygen) with others (temp and sal).

18/09/2009 Dana Swift [swift@ocean.washington.edu]

RE: [argo-dm] Argo oxygen data management, plus other complications

I want to clear up what might be some mis-information about floats with dual optode sensors.  I've seen something like this in print several times now:

> an user won't be able to find DOXY parameter in the Argo files easily 

> or if there is two Optode's sensors.

These floats, if they exist, are apparently provors or solos.  In any case, to my knowledge, there aren't any APEXs with dual optodes.  On the other hand, there are APEXs with dual oxygen sensors...one IDO and one optode.

18/09/2009 Anh Tran
TC: presenter le format OceanSITES

More physical parameters :

La table des parameters Argo est prête pour être complete. Ceci ne pose pas de problème particulier, il suffit de tenir à jour le format checker.

Manage parameters and ancilliary data (doxy, bphase):

Proposer d'ajouter des attributes aux parameters (c'est une addition, on reste donc compatible avec le format actuel).

One profile one vertical reference : use 2 or more profile files if there are 2 or more vertical references.

Si deux parametres n'a pas la meme échelle verticale, on peut raisonablement dire qu'il s'agit de 2 profils différents, donc il est sain de les considerer comme tel et de les enregistrer dans 2 fichiers profiles different.

DOXY_SBE

DOXY : for oxygen

DOXY_ANYTHING for what you want, but with sensible attributes.

RE: [argo-dm] Argo oxygen data management, plus other complications

I found that Annie's proposal is more clear in defined the parameter named. But as Virgine pointed out, an user won't be able to find DOXY parameter in the Argo files easily or if there is two Optode's sensors. What's if we name our parameter names like:  PRES_SBE_Id, TEMP_SBE_Id, DOXY_SBE_Id, TEMP_Optode_id, etc.  The first 4 or 8 character is the parameter measured, the second parameter will contained sensor type.  These two fields should be pre-agreed with the ADMT, and the last one ID ( 4 numbers) could be Instrument serial just for case we had two more sensors of the same type measured the same things or we can use consecutive number (1,2,3, etc) to make it easier.  We could make the station_parameter string32 instead of 16.  It would be a pretty long string but at least we won't need to short the words when sensor type name is too long. This way if an user looked for Doxy and doesn't care about sensor type, all he/she needs to do is to read the first portions of the str  ing. It wouldn't be more difficult than reading pres, pres2..

About near surface data, I was wondering if your near surface data attached with a time stamps and/or location?  If there is a timestamp attached with the near surface data like our case with the Iridium float, we could put it in the trajectory files with fill value for location.  If there is no time or location attached with surface data, should we try estimate the date and time and then put those values in trajectory file?  If things get too complicates, we could create a new file for near surface data, but it would be one more format that we'll have to manage.  

At the moment, it looked like we'll have another format changes for Argo Netcdf file.  If I  remembered correctly, we just had a format changes two or three years ago, and last year technical format change.  From the DAC's point of view, whether the format change is big or small, we still have to modify our software and regenerate the files.  From the users point of view, I think it is even more confuse to them.  So I think we should think more carefully and consider all of the scenarios that already happened and come up with format that can withstand format change for at least 5 years or so, rather than keep changing format every 2-3 years. It's just my two cents opinions.

18/09/2009 jan.reissmann@bsh.de

TC : in real-time we should not use flag 2, there is no test in the real-time qc manual that assign a flag 2.

Re: [argo-dm-dm] Editing real-time QC flags in delayed mode

Annie, you are right but this drift information is not uniform for floats on the grey list and those which are not as was stated before at some point of this discussion. The flags should be uniform after editing in dmqc.

I still thing editing raw flags in delayed mode should be done. This should be done in a more application/user friendly sense than with regard to the causes of the flags. The user will use the flags to get the data useful for his purpose and not to get information about the history of data processing.

But John is right, I thinh, when he says the flagging rules proposed by Virginie will not work well, in particular with the dmqc software, at least in the current version. As somewhat more application friendly I would suggest something like the following for the raw flags:

qc=1 good clean data, usable as is

qc=2 good data which as to be corrected for sensor drift etc. before use

qc=3 bad data which may be usable after correction

qc=4 bad data, do not use at all

These raw data flags can be used to extract good data without known drift even from the <PARAM>_adjusted data. But more important, this is quite useful for the users applications and for the dmqc operators (as kind of first users). With this definition qc=1 and 2 should be used by the dmqc software to determine drift etc. and estimate corrections, which should be applied to raw data with qc=1 to 3. Then adjusted data resulting from raw data with qc can be evaluated to have a flag indicating whether it is usable after correction. In contrast to Virginie's suggestion these raw flags already can be used to take the right data for the estimation of corrections and have to be set as a first step of dmqc processing. She would set raw qc afterwards to indicate corrections. This is not in my sense.

So, John, and hear it is clear that raw and adjusted data flags will not be the same with editing rwa data flags in dmqc:

raw qc=1 will remain 1 in most or nearly all cases raw qc=2 may become a 1 in adjusted (Why not if the correction works fine?), but 2 to 4 is also possible if the correction does not work well or fails raw qc=3 also may become a 1 but 2 to 4 is possible like for raw qc=2 raw qc=4 will remain 4, I will be very surprised if one finds a case where application of corrections (derived from raw qc = 1 and 2) to these data results in data which seems to be usable and qc=1 to 3 is considered for the adjusted data

Of course, the above is just a first suggestion of flags. Primarily, I gave it to illustrate the philosophy of flags which I would prefer in the users sense. I will be pleased to discuss this in detail with you in Toulouse or Venice or afterwarts via argo-dm-dm.

18/09/2009 Ann

RE: [argo-dm] Floats with Near Surface Temperature Mission

As I understood the usage, two sensors requires two variables (in case one has an issue and the other does not) whereas one sensor even if sampling in two modes (pumped/non-pumped) should be stored in one variable (again in case the sensor has a problem, it's obvious exactly what needs to be corrected). It's just a case of defining the '2' sensor names, then, to get them in use.

17/09/2009 Annie

RE: [argo-dm] Floats with Near Surface Temperature Mission

Mark,

Agreed. We definitely can't solve this problem by email before ADMT.

Can we enter this as an ADMT agenda item then?

I see that under Topic 7: Format Issues, there is a bullet point for "Other needs". Can we insert a bullet point for "Multiple sensors and multiple axes"?

Regardless of what NETCDF-4 can do, I think Virginie's suggestion of separating auxiliary measurements into different files is an excellent idea.

17/09/2009 Annie
Re: [argo-dm-dm] Editing real-time QC flags in delayed mode

Unfortunately, John, the raw flags as they are now already contain sensor drift information, in the form of results from Tests 15, 16, 17.

Failing either of these 3 tests will result in a raw flag of '3'.

See the real-time comment for '3' in Table 2, p.62, User's Manual.

17/09/2009 Sylvie

J'aurais tendance à être d'accord avec toi sur l'utilisation de fichier différents  et qu'a tout vouloir faire rentrer dans un même moule on rend le moule trop compliqué. Quelque part on est en train de se rapprocher du format OceanSites .

Je vais en toucher deux mots a Thierry demain Pour l'instant a Venise le temps est sympa (: 20-24°, un ciel mitigé mais avec plus de bleu que de gris . cela change de mercredi soir ou il pleuvait des cordées;

17/09/2009 Claudia

Re: [argo-dm-dm] Editing real-time QC flags in delayed mode

the qc manual states that, once a float is on the grey list for any reason (sensor drift, ... ), the flag value on the list is being used for PARAM_QC. I recall that the existing flag is to be kept if it is larger than the flag value on the grey list (so a 4 does not become a 3).

If this is done in the same way during DM QC, then the information on spike test outcome, ... does not get lost.

17/09/2009 Mark

RE: [argo-dm] Floats with Near Surface Temperature Mission

Your point is very well taken.
 

Within the limits of the existing format, I don't immediately see a solution to this confusing situation.  Fortunately we will all be able to sit down face-to-face in just over a week and discuss this.  We may be able to devise a strategy that will allow us to capture the required information within the "header information" in the file and not require a major format change.
 

We may not solve the problem at the ADMT, but we should be able to identify some strategies to pursue.
 

The prospect of a major format change makes me shudder.  That said, NetCDF version 4 provides many new features that make storing "station data" much more natural in NetCDF.  
 

17/09/2009 John Gilson [jgilson@ucsd.edu]

Re: [argo-dm-dm] Editing real-time QC flags in delayed mode 

I'm not sure I see the advantage of changing the QC of the 'raw/original' data <PARAM_QC> to 3 or 4 as listed below.

The netcdf file already contains the "flags of best knowledge", and those would be <PARAM_ADJUSTED_QC>.

 From my reading, the Argo docs are quite clear that <PARAM> is not the data to use if <PARAM_ADJUSTED> is present.

If I recall Susan's and Brian's proposal, one goal was to separate the QC of (spikes, hooks, etc) point measurements (in <PARAM_QC>) and that of 

drifts (in <PARAM_ADJUSTED_QC>.   If that was a goal, than changing the <PARAM_QC> to '3' for floats that drift would go against that goal.

If <PARAM_QC> is changed to '3' when drift is present and changed to '4' for uncorrectable drift, is there any difference between the <PARAM_QC> and <PARAM_ADJUSTED_QC> except for notifying the user that drift is present in the sensor?  This would occur at the expense of the user easily accessing the goodness of individual levels.

While a careful Dmode'r who recorded all qc flag changes in the history could regain the individual level flags (through real-time and Dmode stages), the task of re-processing the OW decision by us or for a user to estimate sensor drift themselves, would be made more difficult and time consuming by flipping the <PARAM_QC> flags to '3' or '4'.

So for all of the above reasons, I would not prefer to flip the <PARAM_QC> flags to '3' or '4' in the case of sensor drift, or uncorrectable drift.

However, it appears to me that there is a want/need in the Argo community (from the direction of these emails) for an easier way to access whether a float is drifting other than the present 2 possibilities (comparing the <PARAM> and <PARAM_ADJUSTED> variables or parsing the CALIBRATION_COMMENT variable).  As an aside, I do hope that this is not due to the users distrust of our drift estimates.

As an easy to implement and just as an effective solution then previous proposals such as new variables, or rewriting <PARAM_QC> flags, I would much prefer a set, mandated code to be placed in the CALIBRATION_COMMENT.  The CALIBRATION_COMMENT is being written to already and it would add no work for the Dmode'r.  In order to preserve the majority of the 256 characters of the CALIBRATION_COMMENT variable for the info that we all are supposed to add, I would think the mandated code would be short, 1 or 2 characters.  It could be as simple as the first character of CALIBRATION_COMMENT by 'Y' 

for drift of 'N' for no drift present.

I'm not arguing that this should be done, but if we do need to communicate this to the users in a new way, this would be easy for them and us while retaining the maximum amount of information in the file without adding new variables.

17/09/2009 Virginie

TC: yes, for multiple axis, the best solution is probably to handle separate files.

Re: [argo-dm] Argo oxygen data management, plus other complications 

So I come back to my suggestion: why not having different files to record the regular Argo profile (P,T, S), the oxygen data and the near surface data:

Rwmonum_xxx.nc

Rwmonum_doxy_xxx.nc

Rwmonum_nst_xxx.nc

In the same way, we could add:

Rwmonum_chl_xxx.nc for Chrlrophyl data, etc...

This would resolve the problem of having two or more vertical axis.

And if a float is equipped with 2 or more different sensors for the same parameter, we can have DOXY, DOXY2, DOXY3 if necessary.

This would not interact with a PRES3 and TEMP3 coming from near surface measurements.

17/09/2009 Claudia

I also like the specific variable names.

> VOLTAGE_DOXY,

> FREQUENCY_DOXY,

> COUNTS_DOXY

Maybe we can skip COUNTS_DOXY, if it is a simple linear conversion from an integer to a floating point (as it is for TEMP and PSAL).

> BPHASE_DOXY

> DPHASE_DOXY

> CONCENT_DOXY (CONCENTRATIONS_DOXY does not fit in the 16 characters 

> allowed).

17/09/2009 Virginie

Hi Annie,

So your second suggestion is to replace the generic name DOXY_PRECURSOR by meaningful names for each telemetered variables.

To cover all cases, we would have to add to the existing BPHASE_DOXY and TEMP_DOXY parameters, a definition for VOLTAGE_DOXY, FREQUENCY_DOXY, COUNTS_DOXY BPHASE_DOXY DPHASE_DOXY CONCENT_DOXY (CONCENTRATIONS_DOXY does not fit in the 16 characters allowed).

any additional name for any new parameters.

To my point of view, this is a very good suggestion as in some cases two or more of those parameters can be telemetered. Indeed, we can imagine that some groups want to telemetered BPHASE, DPHASE, CONCENTRATION and TEMP_DOXY at the same time.

What others think ?

In any cases, my preference is to record both the telemetered data (BPHASE, etc...) and the end product (DOXY), and not DOXY only.

You also suggest to record all the equations and coefficients used in the various stages of processing. I agree with that. It has to be done in the metadata and we propose a way to record all those informations in our proposal but any suggestions to improve our proposition are welcome.

17/09/2009 Virginie
Re: [argo-dm-dm] Editing real-time QC flags in delayed mode 

Hi Annie and all dmqc operators,

I think this is a good suggestion for P, T and S and I agree with it. 
However, this definition is not valid for DOXY because DOXY 
does not contain the raw values transmitted from the floats as some 
conversions have to be done between the telemetered values and the 
DO concentration values. I suggest:

PARAM contains either the raw values transmitted from the floats 
or data converted from the raw transmitted values.

If we agree that delayed-mode operators can improve the flags of the raw data, 
they could do the modifications according to the following rules and based 
on what they have done in 'D' mode:

- QC of the raw data set to 1 or 2 for good uncorrected data (PARAM_ADJUSTED=PARAM)

- QC of the raw data set to 3 when the data are corrected in 'D' mode 
(PARAM_ADJUSTED and PARAM differ due to sensor drift or thermal lag for instance)

- QC of the raw data set to 4 for uncorrectable data (spikes, hook, uncorrectable drift, etc...
and PARAM_ADJUSTED=NaN )

Those flags would reflect the best knowledge of the data quality. 
They also fit with the current definition of the real time flags.

17/09/2009 Claudia
Re: [argo-dm] Argo user's manual V2.2 and NetCDF files content Ann,

to answer the questions:

We are not generating multi-profile files (this is done at the GDACs).

We are not generating profile files without profile data.

17/09/2009 Claudia

Argo oxygen data management, plus other complications 

I think we can make this work if we stick to the standards we currently have.

E.g., if a float has two SBE oxygen sensors and a near-surface sensor module we would end up with:

DOXY

PRES_DOXY2 and DOXY2

PRES3 and TEMP3

The downside of this approach is that sometimes the surface record has a "3" added to PARAM and sometimes it has a "2" added to PARAM.

The only way around this would be to use PRES_SURF and TEMP_SURF, which would break the pattern we currently use.

17/09/2009 Claudia
: [argo-dm] Action item 24.

regarding finding the most frequently occurring message 1:

what we do is that we exclude the parts that vary in the comparison of the messages with message number 1.

17/09/2009 Claudia
: [argo-dm] profile location and time

If I recall correctly it was decided to use the first good position (i.e. passing the speed check) together with the time of the first received transmission for the profiles.

The benefit of this approach is that the user gets the closest time to the actual time of observation together with the closest position of the observation. The though of using JULD_ASCENT_END as the JULD in the profile file is somewhat tempting. My main concern about that is that (a) JULD_ASCENT_END may be corrupted for some reason, and (b) JULD_ASCENT_END is not available for all float types, so there would be two different standards used for JULD.

Either way, I think a discussion of the pros and cons would be good.

17/09/2009 Virginie
Thanks for your proposal.
My main objection to your proposition is that if a user looks for the DOXY parameter in the Argo files, he will 
not find the DOXY data from the floats reporting do concentration with two sensors because 
the data will be stored in parameters named OPTODE_DOXY and SBE_DOXY for instance, and not DOXY. 
What do you do if a float reports DO concentration measured by two optodes ? (I think this configuration exists already).
More generally, if we follow your proposition a user will have to write programs with many tests to check whether 'NST' variables are present 
or not and which ones, whether DOXY variables are present or not and which ones, etc...The meaning of the variables would be
very clear but reading the Argo netcdf files would become very complicated for a user. 

My feeling is that the number of possible combinations is growing very fast with the new sensors that are already available or will be available soon,
 the near surface measurements, floats with multiple sensors, etc...and we are diverging very fast from the original very simple
Argo profile file containing only P, T and S profiles from one sensor and one vertical axis.

So my question is: Is the current Argo format able/adequate to deal with all the possible combinations that exist already or that will appear soon or later ? 

Instead of complicating the original Argo files that should remain like they are, why not creating additional files containing 
the extra parameters and variables: one for the near surface data with its own vertical axis, one with the do concentration data and its own vertical axis, another 
one with the Chlorophyl data, etc....or only one additional files containing all "exotic" measurements. I'm not sure this is the good solution, but before defining new names and adding new 
variables and parameters that become very complicated and not generic at all (at least to my point of view), we should think 
more deeply to the evolution of the structure of the Argo data.

17/09/2009 jan.reissmann@bsh.de
I think John is right when he says that the information about the sensor drift state can easily be derived from the information already contained in the netcdf files. So, there is no need to give it in an additional and redundant parameter which only causes confusion if it is contradicting the other information due to bad or incorrect processing of the file.

But all the information in the netcdf should be according to the best knowledge at any time (like I stated in my mail referring to the editing of raw data flags). In particular, the raw data flags of salinity have to be uniformly set to 3 or even 4 if a drift was detected which has to be corrected. And also, if a dmqc operator retracts the drift correction later on in some rare cases the corresponding flags have to be restored to 1 or 2 again. Then the users can use the raw data flags additionally to the other information to derive the sensor drift state according to the best knowledge at any time. And this works for all sensors in the same way. So, the user just has to know a little about the interdependencies of the derived parameters from the measured ones to roughly untangle the drifts of the different sensors. But I think, if an user is interested in good clean salinity data he will not care about whether the corrections of the other data was necessary because of a conductivity sensor drift, a pressure sensor drift, a temperature sensor failure, or a mixture of all.

In summary, I do not really see the need for another parameter such as SENSOR_DRIFT_STATE. However, I think, it may be helpful for some users to derive and implement it as an additional criterion in a web based data search tool. The simplest way to support the user in this problem, of course, is to give him some advice in the manual how to derive this information from the parameters given in the netcdf files like John did in his mail. Alternatively to all, it could be considered to redefine the qc flags, i.e., 1 is only for data which is not affected by any sensor drift or failure, good but corrected data gets a 2 at its best and so on. But I am absolutely not in favour of such a redefinition of the flags meaning because this would be a very very deep change affecting many existing applications.

17/09/2009 Annie

I promised to send you some proposals on what to do with the cases where floats have multiple oxygen sensors and where parameters are measured at levels different from the CTD.

Coincidentally, while I was writing my oxygen document, similar issues concerning near-surface temperature appeared. And so I have written a description of the oxygen variable naming problems, plus other complications with floats having multiple sensors.

See attached pdf.

In the end, this is not just an oxygen problem, but how the ADMT deals with multiple sensors.

17/09/2009 Annie

This is the same problem as floats with multiple oxygen sensors and with parameters being sampled at different vertical levels.

The current instruction is to keep adding numbers to the names:

DOXY2, TEMP_DOXY2, etc, for multiple oxygen sensors; PRES2, TEMP2, etc, for near-surface temperature;

with all variables having the same length (N_LEVELS).

However, how will users know, by just looking at the profile files, what info are actually contained in these variables? A further complication exists with DOXY, which is associated with PRES in some floats, but with PRES_DOXY in other floats. And if DOXY2 and PRES2 exist in the same file ... well, you can imagine what a mess that is.

Without being extremely cluey, a user can easily mismatch DOXY with the wrong y-axis, thinking that the float is only instructed to measure oxygen in the mixed layer!!

There are now more and more floats that carry more and more sensors with varying sampling schemes. I think ADMT should take a good long look at how to deal with these in a meaningful way, not just for now, but for the future when no doubt more complex cases are to come. I believe simply adding a number to a generic name is going to lead to a mess further down the road.

And "merging the profiles" is a very very bad idea.

17/09/2009 Mark
I guess I should have heard of this "merged profile" discussion too.  I was not able to attend the AST and I don't remember reading about it in the meeting report -- though it very well could be there.
 

In an odd coincidence, I sent a message to Ifremer 20 minutes before Claudia's message that contains the updated specification files for the format checker so the GDACs can accept the PRES2 and TEMP2 variables.
 

The issue of being able to identify the instrument seems important.  If instrument errors are discovered that require correction, it will be important to know which data is affected.
 

Perhaps we should have some further discussion at the ADMT.  I too look forward to Justin's.
16/09/2009 Claudia
TC : ok for PARM_XXX

Re: [argo-dm] Floats with Near Surface Temperature Mission 

right now we are creating profiles with PRES2 and TEMP2, following the instructions in the user manual.

Aside from the suggestion to merge these data (I wasn't aware that this has been discussed) I think the GDAC filter has to be revised to accept variables that are listed as official PARAM with a number added.

We did not try merging the data from the two different sensors, so we do not know if this will yield a 'spiky' mixed layer profile.

I also see the potential for occasional duplications of values in the pressure column. I'm looking forward to Justin's results.

Another concern is the sensor identification (same or different serial number) and the absence of salinity.

16/09/2009 Annie
TC : OK for me

G'day folks,

The Times They Are a-Changin'

I suppose a change in definition is now called for.

Below is a proposed new definition for PARAM and PARAM_QC for your consideration. I believe this proposal is unambiguous enough to allow for delayed-mode folks to improve the raw flags, and to let the freaky users know what the hell is going on.

NEW: PARAM contains the raw values transmitted from the floats.

NEW: PARAM_QC contains qc flags that pertain to the values in PARAM.

Values in PARAM_QC are set initially in 'R' and 'A' modes by the automatic real-time tests. They are later modified in 'D' mode at levels where the qc flags are set incorrectly by the real-time procedures, and where erroneous data are not detected by the real-time procedures.

Thierry Carval and I can change this in the User's Manual and the QC Manual, respectively, after ADMT, if this is acceptable to most.

Peace!

16/09/2009 jan.reissmann@bsh.de
Hi Virginie and All,

I think the discussion about the flags has lost a little the issue what function the flags should have for the user. To me, they should give some advice or recommendation to the user which data is the right for his purpose. The common user will hardly use the flags to understand what happened within the real time flagging and thereafter, because he is simply not interested in these things in detail when he intents to analyse a huge data set by means of his routines. If there are some users out there, who really want to know what was the real time flagging, they can get these flags from the history fields as John wrote. But I really do believe such freaky users would prefer to run the real time checks on their own anyway.

With respect to the initial question this leads me to the opinion that both flags should be set according to the best knowledge. So, the raw data flags should be corrected in both directions (better and worse) within the dmqc, not at least because some erroneously wrong real time flagging can harm the results of the dmqc software using these flags. 

So, cumbersomely, the dmqc operator (as a kind of first user of the raw data at that moment) has to create some extra flags and temporarily overwrite the raw data flags to get good results for salinity drift estimates if the real time flags had to remain the same as before the dmqc. In this case the first reason (you cited in your mail) for keeping the real time flags as raw data flags turns around and one could argue in the same way that the user cannot understand the results of the dmqc using the real time flags given as raw data flags. Additionally, it does not make sense to me to throw away the better/corrected raw data flags if they have to be created within the dmqc anyway.

Moreover, in contradiction to the second part of the recommendation you cited, I think that raw data flags and adjusted data flags consequently have to be set independently to take into account the cases Greg, Virginie, and Birgit discussed. I do not see any problem with the philosophy of flags if adjusted data has better flags than bad but correctable raw data.

Overall, I agree with John that most of this discussion is caused by the naming and resulting understanding of the different data types. In my eyes, <PARAM> and <PARAM>_QC refer to raw data and not to real time data for the user. And I can imagine users who prefer raw data for their purposes and maybe do their own corrections, but I think the users who need real time data will grab these data from the real time data streams where they essentially find the raw data according to the real time flags as the best guess of real time data. However, later on no one will be interested in the real time data, but maybe some in the best quality of raw data and corresponding flags. Therefore I think <PARAM>_raw and <PARAM>_raw_QC instead of <PARAM> and <PARAM>_QC would have been better while <PARAM>_adjusted and <PARAM>_adjusted_QC is fine and unambiguous. 

Because renaming of <PARAM> and <PARAM>_QC would be confusing the user again, I would suggest to retain these names unchanged but clearly point out in the user manual that it is raw data what is stored in these variables.

15/09/2009 Annie
TC

We have to take advantage of NetCDF and CF to handle the informations on multiple physical parameters.

Use the attributes to handle this information

Now:

float <PARAM>(N_PROF, N_LEVELS);

<PARAM>:long_name = "<X>";

<PARAM>:_FillValue = <X>;

<PARAM>:units = "<X>";
<PARAM>:valid_min = <X>;

<PARAM>:valid_max = <X>;

<PARAM>:comment = "<X>";

<PARAM>:C_format = "<X>";

<PARAM>:FORTRAN_format = "<X>";

<PARAM>:resolution = <X>;
Proposal:

The parameter names are usually four letter codes (eg : TEMP)

If multiple profiles of the same physical parameter are observed or computed, they start with the 4 letters code plus _XXX : XXX is assigned by the PI or DAC.

The primary parameter (the one used by end-users) is name with the four letters code.

Use the long_name for an accurate description iof the parameter.

Use ancilliary_variables to list the 

The standard_name gives the parameter, whatever its name

float <PARAM>(N_PROF, N_LEVELS);

<PARAM>:standard_name = “<X>”; 

<PARAM>:units = "<X>";
<PARAM>:_FillValue = <X>;

<PARAM>:long_name = "<X>";

<PARAM>:valid_min = <X>;

<PARAM>:valid_max = <X>;

<PARAM>:comment = "<X>";

<PARAM>:C_format = "<X>";

<PARAM>:FORTRAN_format = "<X>";

<PARAM>:resolution = <X>;
<PARAM>:QC_indicator = <X>; 

<PARAM>:QC_procedure = <X>; 

<PARAM>:ancillary_variables = “<Y>” ; 

<PARAM>:uncertainty = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:accuracy = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:precision = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:resolution = <Y>; 

<PARAM>: cell_methods = “<X>”; 

<PARAM>:DM_indicator = “<X>” 

<PARAM>:reference_scale = “<Y>”
OceanSITES:

Float <PARAM>(TIME, DEPTH); 

<PARAM>:standard_name = “<X>”; 

<PARAM>:units = “<Y>”; 

<PARAM>:_FillValue = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:long_name = “Y”; 

<PARAM>:QC_indicator = <X>; 

<PARAM>:QC_procedure = <X>; 

<PARAM>:valid_min = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:valid_max = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:comment = “<Y>”; 

<PARAM>:sensor_depth = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:sensor_mount = <X>;
 

<PARAM>:sensor_orientation = <X>; 

<PARAM>:sensor_name = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:sensor_serial_number = <Y>;  

<PARAM>:ancillary_variables = “<Y>” ; 

<PARAM>:uncertainty = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:accuracy = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:precision = <Y>; 

<PARAM>:resolution = <Y>; 

<PARAM>: cell_methods = “<X>”; 

<PARAM>:DM_indicator = “<X>” 

<PARAM>:reference_scale = “<Y>”

float DOXY(N_PROF, N_LEVELS);

DOXY:standard_name = “sea_water_dissolevd_oxygen”; 

DOXY:units = "micromole/kg";
DOXY:_FillValue = 99999.f ;

DOXY:long_name = "sea water dissolved oxygen";

DOXY:valid_min = 0.f;

DOXY:valid_max = 650.f;

DOXY:comment = "in situ measurement";

DOXY:C_format = "%9.3f ";

DOXY:FORTRAN_format = " F9.3";

DOXY:resolution = 0.01;
DOXY:QC_indicator = 1; 

DOXY:QC_procedure = 6; 

DOXY:ancillary_variables = “DOXY_SBE,DOXY_ADJUSTED,DOXY_ERROR” ; 

DOXY:uncertainty = 0.2; 

DOXY:accuracy = 0.1; 

DOXY:precision = 0.1; 

DOXY:resolution = 0.01; 

DOXY: cell_methods = “median”; 

DOXY:DM_indicator = “delayed-mode” 

DOXY:reference_scale = “???”
I disagree with the proposal of using a generic variable, such as DOXY_RAW or DOXY_PRECURSOR, to record the intermediate oxygen variables telemetered by the floats.

I think data management should either:

(A). Only record the end product in the netcdf files, which in this case is DOXY in micromole/kg.

OR

(B). Record all the details. Use variables with meaningful names.

Different groups use different sensors and different firmwares to telemeter different variables. For SBEs they can be VOLTAGE or FREQUENCY or COUNTS. For Optodes they can be BPHASE, DPHASE, OPTODE TEMP, or CONCENTRATIONS in micromole/litre. U Washington has Iridium floats that carry Optodes that telemeter the instantaneous P,T,S triplet together with all the rest. When new parameters appear, invent new variables with meaningful names. Record all the equations and coefficients used in the various stages of processing.

What I don't think data management should do, is to provide partial information in the form of a generic variable DOXY_RAW or DOXY_PRECURSOR.

Having this in the profile files is meaningless and confusing to the users.

It is important to ensure that all oxygen groups process their data in a correct and consistent manner. This can be done by cross-checking between groups who use similar sensors, or can be done in the form of email forums or workshops. Whether the various stages of processing should be recorded in the various Argo files is debatable, but either record all the details, or don't record them. Having a generic variable like DOXY_RAW or DOXY_PRECURSOR will just bury the details, which, ironically, will not help in ensuring that various oxygen groups are processing their data correctly.

15/09/2009 Claudia
we use frame and message in the following way:

A float can send N frames of message number 1.

Each message/frame has 31 or 32 bytes, depending on the PTT (20-bit versus 28-bit IDs).

15/09/2009 Ann
TC: a frame is one message send by the float with multiple repetitions.
Does anyone have a definition of a 'frame' with relevance to (I think) Provor floats?  I suspect there are some duplicate names in the technical file because frames might be the same as samples - or frames could be the same as messages. In either case, I'd like to consolidate these names but can't until I know what a frame is!  I'll be away from tomorrow so you'll get an out of office message but will be checking emails and would appreciate any and all help with this!  Thanks.

12/09/2009 Ann thresher

Hi, Virginie,

This sounds very reasonable to me. One additional thing we then need, probably in the metadata file, is identification of what the variable or precursor actually is.  And the process used to convert that into DOXY needs to be fully documented for each float (since we all have our own methods) so that information doesn't get lost in case there are any changes required at that first step.

11/09/2009 Virginie THIERRY [Virginie.Thierry@ifremer.fr]
TC

I would like to come back on the management of the oxygen data and to summarize the discussion initiated by Denis.

There has been a first discussion on the two oxygen variable naming problems raised by A. Wong. We are waiting for Annie's proposition and we will come back on this issue later.

There has been a second discussion on the data processing and calibration procedures and particularly those related to the optode aanderaa. The data processing is obviously very different from one PI to another. For the optode 3830, DO concentration can be send or DPHASE or BPHASE. Dana Swift also mentioned that things are more complicated for the 4330. We also know that the data processing is not standardized for the SBE43 sensor. In addition, one might expect some evolutions and changes in the future. Additional discussions are certainly required on those issues but this is not the scope of this email.

So far, the parameters related to the dissolved oxygen concentration are DOXY, TEMP_DOXY and BPHASE_DOXY. Those names do not permit to manage oxygen data in a consistent way : what to do if DPHASE is transmitted instead of BPHASE, what about data transmitted from SBE43, how do we manage outputs from the optode 4330, etc.. ??

In our proposition, we suggest to suppress the parameter BPHASE_DOXY and to create a new one in which we store the DO sensor output and transmitted to the DAC, whatever its unit.

We initially proposed to name it DOXY_RAW but Ann Tresher suggested DOXY_PRECURSOR which sounds better. DOXY would then contain the dissolved oxygen concentration in the official Argo unit (mumol/kg) and estimated from DOXY_PRECURSOR. DOXY would also be corrected for any pressure and salinity effect. As a consequence DOXY would be the dissolved oxygen concentration to be used by any user who wants to perform analysis of Argo oxygen data. DOXY_ADJUSTED would be the dissolved oxygen concentration corrected for any sensor drift and estimated from the other "ADJUSTED" fields.

This proposition will be made at the next ADMT meeting. I thus would like to know if this proposition makes sense to you and if you think that with those names we will be able to manage all types of oxygen data and the current and future configurations. I also would like to know if some of you disagree with this proposition or have additional suggestions.

Thanks a lot for your contribution.

10/09/2009 Ann.Thresher@csiro.au
Agreed - and a further point - if it's not part of the profile file, then it shouldn't be in the technical file but in the trajectory file.

10/09/2009 Gregory Johnson [Gregory.C.Johnson@noaa.gov]
For the PMEL floats operating with SBE-41 CTDs (spot sampling) the deepest PTS triplet is our point closest to 2000 dbar, the next shallowest point is 1900 dbar.  In our case I think it should definitely be in the profile file.  Optional sounds OK to me.

10/09/2009 John Gilson [jgilson@ucsd.edu]

One comment regarding the deepest PTS triplet.  I would prefer to keep the triplet out of the profile variable to reduce the possibility of introducing profile inversions.  However I don't have a strong opinion on that, with floats that spot-sample their profile.

However I would argue that bin averaged floats like the SIO SOLO should not have the deepest triplet in the profile variables.  As a general "best practice complaint", I feel that mixing the two sampling methods into a single variable is unwise.

I guess I'm arguing that the addition of the deepest triplet to the profile would be optional.  At the very least, there should not be a requirement to have the deepest triplet added to the profile with bin averaged floats.

10/09/2009 Ann.Thresher@csiro.au
Good questions.  As I understand it, the median referred to in the preferred method was to calculate the length of the complete block (I didn't add this, Thierry did if I remember correctly).  So what you need to do is subtract the JULD of the first message 1 from the JULD of the second message 1 and so forth through the complete set of message 1's and then calculate the median time taken to send a complete block or profile.  This is then used with the information from any of the valid message 1's to calculate the start transmission time.

I can see this would be a problem when you're trying to send the GTS message out quickly. We do the same thing you do - process within half a day and get the data out as soon as possible.  We do add a second stage of processing which checks again several days after the float reports and reprocesses the float to give a complete set of locations/etc, thereby making sure we've got the best possible netcdf files in the end. Netcdf files are delivered at both stages of processing and so if changes happen the first files are overwritten with the updated files a couple of days later.

If you have a bad message 1 with a good CRC, this is a particular problem if you're doing it the way you and I are and using only one copy of this message to calculate ascent end, but affects ANY use of this block (and in some cases, you might receive only one copy of this message and then there's nothing you can do about it).  Using multiple copies to get a better estimate makes sense even in the first pass at processing so we should be using whatever we have in the first instance and then correcting or making it more accurate with extra information later if necessary.  Unfortunately, you can't just use the copy of message 1 that occurs most often because message 1 changes each time as it changes some of its internal parameters. We do to some extent use this method (and use it for all other messages) but it can't be complete for this block.

Like you, our profile location is currently the first valid location received.  This is subjected to basic QC before we accept it, however.  I think we need to discuss whether the location should be as close as possible to the actual profile (i.e., as you and I do it) or the best possible location overall (as Argos does it).  I did a quick calculation for my floats and most move over 10 miles at some point, some as much as 20 miles, while on the surface.  It's possible, then, that the best location can be miles from the actual profile location and I'm not very comfortable with this in the profile files. The error on the worst Argos location class (using class 1 or better) is only 1500m.

The 10 minute delay in the start of the transmission was a surprise to me too. It's not very well known but, now that we are aware of it, we should take it into account for all APEX floats.  I don't believe it's configurable...

I have no idea what the error would be using method 2 instead of method 1 but suspect it would often be very small unless there were problems deducing the number of messages in one block/profile - which can vary from profile to profile and so needs to be recalculated each time.  As long as this number is right AND the transmission frequency is right (this is probably the biggest source of error - if that isn't correct in your database, then the calculations will be wrong even if you have the block length right), then we should be safe with the less preferred method.  But there are a lot of places where this can go wrong. The preferred method is definitely the more accurate.

10/09/2009 Ann.Thresher@csiro.au

Action 24, user manual

Some immediate comments:  The APEX park PTS measurements actually don't belong in the tech files at all - they are not technical data - and I've been trying to convince people that they are parameter data that belongs solely in the trajectory files which is what Jean-Philippe wants done.  I totally agree.

Regarding some of his other points, it will require some recoding and reprocessing for me to get some of these test transmission variables from cycle 0 into our files. This will have to be done after I get back  but I agree it is worthwhile.

The deepest PTS value should, as suggested here, be considered part of the profile. It doesn't make sense to put them in the technical data file (they're not technical data) and though they could go in the trajectory file, I don't see any sense in this. We've added them to the profile from the start, as Coriolis does. 

Regarding missing cycles, I don't see any point in creating an empty netcdf file. It just adds to confusion if a user needs to sort through empty variables.  It's only in the multi-profile files that this becomes relevant - and here, I think the files SHOULD be padded with empty cycles.  This is similar to the way in which trajectory and technical files have been padded in the past.  Is AOML producing multi-profile files?  Or creating empty single profile files if a cycle is missed?  I agree generally with the comments here about missing cycles but only for multi-profile files.

I hadn't thought about the JULD_ variables and which cycle number they belong to. By convention the cycle starts with descent to the parking depth and so AOML is actually doing it right. I am happy to rearrange our code to follow this procedure but we need to discuss this so we're all doing the same thing.

I can see it's going to take some time to get all this sorted out.

09/09/2009 Jean-Philippe Rannou
Here is a comment from Jean-Philippe Rannou concerning the proposed new version of the Argo user manual:
I am working with Michel Ollitrault on Argo float subsurface trajectories determination and I have some remarks on the new NetCDF formats proposed in Version 2.2 of user's manual.
These recommendations (based on our study of Coriolis and AOML data) are done from a user point of view to help beginners in Argo data.
1) My main remark is about NetCDF file contents (mainly TECH and TRAJ files) which need to be standardized between DACs.
A) TECH file
- This standardization effort has been partly done in TECH files with the creation of a common list of technical parameters for all DACs.
For each item of this list, it seems to me important to know if the information is directly decoded from float data (e.g. PROVOR time information (given by the float in tenths of hours)) or created/estimated by DACs programs (e.g. PROVOR date (and time) elaborated from float time information). Could such information be added in the Excel file?
TC : yes, good idea
- For APEX: it is important that all DACs agree to keep the test message data (transmitted before the first dive) in cycle #0 of TECH files.
This is done in AOML and (recently) in Coriolis files.
This information is, from a user point of view, a secure way to get the float configuration (much better than with the META file information which can be erroneous).
TC : yes, it is a safe way to have metadata
B) TRAJ file
- launch position:
In cycle #0 of AOML TRAJ file, the float launch position and date are given.
I agree with this choice and ask for the other DACs to do the same.
TC : yes, good idea
I will add the following sentence in the user manual :
Note on launch location

It is recommended to insert the launch date and position in cycle 0 as  the first location of the trajectory.

- first & last Argos message dates:
In AOML TRAJ files we can find, for each cycle, the date of the first and last Argos messages transmitted by the float.
This information is important to estimate ASCENT_END and DESCENT_START dates and should be given by all DACs (this will be the case soon at Coriolis).
It is also very important to have these dates in case of bad data transmission. In this case, if there is not enough data to create a profile and no Argos location, it is the only way for the user to know that the float surfaced at the end of this cycle.
TC : yes, good idea

Note on date of the first and last Argos message for a cycle

It is recommended that for each cycle, the date of the first and last Argos messages transmitted by the float.

This information is important to estimate ASCENT_END and DESCENT_START dates.

It is also important to have these dates in case of bad data transmission. In this case, if there is not enough data to create a profile and no Argos location, it is the only way for the user to know that the float surfaced at the end of this cycle.

- APEX park measurements:
Most of the APEX floats give one "park" P, T and S "sampled just before instrument descends to target depth".
This information encoded in the "technical" part of the float message is given in the TECH file.
AOML duplicates these park PTS values in the TRAJ file (this is not the case at Coriolis).
I think it is a good idea. Could all the DACs do the same?
TC : yes, good idea

Note on the Apex park measurement

Most of the APEX floats report "park" P, T, S sampled just before instrument descends to target depth. This technical information is registered in the float's technical file.

It is recommended to duplicate these park PTS values into the TRAJ file. The associated time is …
C) PROF file
- APEX bottom measurement:
Some (old) versions of APEX floats give a "bottom" P, T and S "sampled just before instrument begins ascent".
What can we do with this data, given in the TECH file?
Should it be added to the profile (as the deepest point) like in Coriolis PROF files?
Note on the Apex bottom measurement

Some versions of APEX floats report a "bottom" P, T, S sampled just before instrument begins ascent.

It is recommended to add this observation in the profile file, as the deepest.

D) Missing cycles
TC: 

Profile files: the multi-profile files are generated by GDAC only.

The N_PROF definition is clear : number of profiles contained in the file.

I do not see how to record missing cycles in geo and latest_data files.

I feel reluctant to change that policy for a float multi-profile files.

Trajectory files :

N_CYCLE definition is: Maximum number of cycles performed by the float.

In Coriolis, we consider it as the number of cycles received from the float. This interpretation is not correct.

I think that we should set N_CYCLE to the number of cycle performed by the float, including the cycles whose data were not received.

Technical files:

For missing cycles, we can create an empty record :

TECHNICAL_PARAMETER_NAME = " "

TECHNICAL_PARAMETER_VALUE = " "

CYCLE_NUMBER = N

A missing cycle is a cycle for which no data has been received from the float.
There is a need to standardize missing cycle management between DACs.
The question is: should they be present in NetCDF files?
I think that all expected cycles (from the first expected to the last received) should be present in TECH, TRAJ and PROF files (i.e. all CYCLE_NUMBER arrays should include also missing cycle numbers) (i.e. in matlab language, max(CYCLE_NUMBER) = length(unique(CYCLE_NUMBER)) - 1).
There is nothing about this subject in the user's manual, the CYCLE_NUMBER variable attribute "conventions" says "0..N" but what N stands for? is it a cycle number (the number of the last received cycle) or the actual number of cycles given in the file?
Giving missing cycle numbers (with all other variables values at _FillValue) is much easier for the user.
What is being done today concerning missing cycle:
TECH files
In TECH files V2.2 missing cycles are present by construction (because of the N_CYCLE dimension).
This is not the case in V2.3 format (the CYCLE_NUMBER array can include or not the missing cycles). Presently missing cycles are not in Coriolis V2.3 TECH files.
TRAJ files
AOML includes missing cycles in its TRAJ file, Coriolis does not.
PROF files
AOML and Coriolis do not include missing cycles in PROF files.

E) JULD_DESCENT_START array index
Five important dates are given in TRAJ files: JULD_DESCENT_START, JULD_DESCENT_END, JULD_ASCENT_START, JULD_ASCENT_END and JULD_START_TRANSMISSION.
These arrays have the N_CYCLE dimension (so missing cycles are present by construction).
My remark deals with JULD_DESCENT_START date.
In Coriolis TRAJ files: the 5 dates are relative to the same cycle (for a given index).
In AOML TRAJ files: JULD_DESCENT_END(i), JULD_ASCENT_START(i), JULD_ASCENT_END(i) and JULD_START_TRANSMISSION(i) are relative to the current cycle (number i-1, if we assume that a cycle number 0 is present) but JULD_DESCENT_START(i) is relative to the next cycle (number i).
We can understand that JULD_DESCENT_START date of cycle number i is determined with cycle number i-1 data, however the Coriolis way of storing this date is easier to understand (and to use).
TC : ok, do we need to write something?
4) Miscellaneous remarks on the V2.2 User's manual
A) In the introduction chapter the "cycle naming convention" paragraph is very difficult to understand for the cycle #0.
If missing cycles are present in NetCDF files, I think cycle #0 should be mandatory for all type of float (even if unused).
As cycle #0 is a convention, it should be useful to explain what we call cycle #0 for each type of float and what information is given in NetCDF files for this particular cycle.
Something like...
"
For APEX floats, cycle #0 stands for the 6h surface drifting phase prior to the first dive.
From this cycle we can find:
- in the TRAJ file, the locations estimated by Argos during this phase.
- in the TECH file, the float configuration parameters, transmitted by the float in its test message during this drifting phase.
For PROVOR floats, cycle #0 stands for the first cycle achieved by the float. This cycle duration is different (generally shorter) from the next ones (given in CYCLE_TIME of META file).
The parameters given for this cycle in the TECH, PROF and TRAJ files are the same as for the next cycles. 
etc....
"
TC : ok for me
B) P.14, 26 and 56: in the "Comment" column of CYCLE_NUMBER variable it should be useful to explain how missing cycles are managed in this array (and what N stands for in the "0..N" expression).
Same remark p.28 where CYCLE variable should be renamed CYCLE_NUMBER.
TC : I am reluctant to rename CYCLE, this is a format change, it is not worth it.
C) P.28: I do not understand the meaning of CYCLE_PHASE array. An example could help.

TC : I do not understand either. Is it an obsolete item ?

D) P.41: N_CONF_PARAM dimension is missing in the 2.5.1 table
E) META file V2.3
If I understand the new format, all the information of "Float characteristics" (p.34-35) (except PLATFORM_NUMBER) and "Float deployment and mission information" (p.36) are replaced by the "Configuration parameters" arrays.
This flexible way of doing needs to elaborate a list of mandatory parameters (such as PTT, PLATFORM_MODEL, INST_REFERENCE, WMO_INST_TYPE, PI_NAME and LAUNCH position and date).
F) P.45: reference table 14b is not mentioned page 72, it is probably the second link on the .xls file.
The 2 links given on page 72 are dead (.doc and .xls file names are to be updated).
G) P.46: I do not find the parameter name "PRES_ParkPressure_dBar" of the example in the .xls file given as table 14b.
I do not understand the choice of parking pressure for the example.
For me, the information is given twice with the PARKING_PRESSURE and REPETITION_RATE of page 49.
If not, what is the difference between "Configuration parameters" (used with parameters such as cycle time or parking pressure or deepest pressure) and "Float cycle information"?
H) P.73: my original drawing has been erroneously simplified.
T4 is erroneous, it shows the "descent to profile pressure end" date (the arrow should be moved to the right (to the second deepest point)).
T6 is erroneous, it shows the date of the first Argos location (given by the stars). For the start of transmission, T6 should be moved to the left (between T5 and the first star).
T7 is erroneous, it shows the date of the last Argos location (given by the stars). For the end of transmission, T7 should be moved to the right (between the last star and the end of the cycle).
If there is an agreement between the DACs on the TRAJ file content, some other codes must be added in the drawing and in the table:
- launch date and position
- first & last dates of Argos messages received
I hope these remarks could help you to improve the user's manual quality to make it easier to understand.
08/09/2009 awong@ocean.washington.edu
Your document does not address the two oxygen variable naming problems that I raised, which are:

(1). Floats that have multiple oxygen sensors. (The Users Manual currently instructs using DOXY1, DOXY2, etc, which I think is too vague).

(2). Floats that report CTD pressure and oxygen pressure in two different y-axes. For example, at UW we have Iridium floats that report 2-dbar bin CTD data, while from the same floats the oxygen sensors report low-resolution data whose pressure levels do not correspond to the CTD pressure levels. (Currently the variable DOXY is used in both cases, but the relevant y-axis is either in PRES, or in PRES_DOXY.

Users have no way of knowing which is the correct y-axis at first glance.)

08/09/2009 Ann.Thresher@csiro.au
TC: retrouver le message envoyé à Ann

It has been pointed out by Birgit that we don't know what the DACs currently do regarding picking a profile location from the several (or many) provided by the satellites. Some use the first valid location, others use the best quality location (from the Argos position classes).  And what do we do if there is no location received?  We will need to discuss this at ADMT10.  Can everyone email me their current practice so I can put it together and we can come up with uniform rules for handling this important variable?

07/09/2009 Gilbert, Denis [Denis.Gilbert@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]

TC : no problem to add new parameters. But they need to have a meaning, DOXY_RAW is vague.

With regards to Argo oxygen data management, one item arose from the minutes of the IAST-10 meeting in Hangzhou (March 22-23, 2009).
Action item 14: Denis Gilbert to work with Taiyo Kobayashi and Virginie Thierry to ensure DACs are processing oxygen data according to recommendations.
Given this mandate, Virginie Thierry, Taiyo Kobayashi and I collaborated on AST10 action item 14 during the spring and summer. We now have a document that we feel is ready for general discussion within the argo-dm distribution list plus a few other persons who expressed an interest in Argo-O2 data management in the past.
<<ARGO_oxygen_proposition-2009-09-06.pdf>>   <<ARGO_oxygen_proposition-2009-09-06.doc>> 
This document represents a first draft that we expect to improve upon based on the comments we will receive. If you identify parameters we have missed or other ones we should not have bothered with in the first place, please let us know. We propose the introduction of a number of new technical parameter names. Will this create havoc? Are there parameters you would have named differently?
Arguably, our boldest recommendation is to propose that there should be three columns to describe oxygen in profile data files, instead of the two columns that we presently have. The new proposed column is DOXY_RAW. I simply draw your attention to it here and encourage you to read more about it in the attached document.
Finally, it is important for everyone to understand that at this stage, we are not tackling oxygen data quality control per se. This will be done in a future step. In this proposed preliminary step toward oxygen data quality control, we are mainly seeking to achieve greater uniformity in the ways of reporting metadata related to oxygen.
06/09/2009 Esmee.Vanwijk@csiro.au
TC: I agree, original parameter qc flag is often updated in Coriolis, when a visual QC or an analysis is performed; we do not refrain from cha,ging the flag, this is usefull for data users (eg : models).

I support Susan and Brians recommendation to edit the RAW QC flags. 

Just to comment on Birgit's response - it's my understanding that this is intended to be a two way process and that flags set to 3 or 4 in real-time can be changed back to 1 or 2. In fact I thought the recommendation came about initially because of the issue we were having where sometimes the real-time software was incorrectly flagging the RAW QC for a profile as 3 when on inspection in Dmode it was clear that the profile was fine. At CSIRO we do overwrite the RAW QC in dmode after screening the float through the Gilson GUI. This enables us to correct incorrectly flagged real-time software QC flags and also to deal with spikes etc. The ADJUSTED QC value then reflects not only the de-spiked data but also the drift correction if any.

I'm not in favour of adding a new QC parameter as I think two fields are adequate and more will be confusing for the users - also as John pointed out the original RT QC value can be retrieved if required.

05/09/2009 Annie Wong

Attached is a simple Matlab routine, called hex2dec.m, that converts the hexadecimal number recorded in the variable HISTORY_QCTEST in the HISTORY section of the Argo netcdf files back to the qc tests.

For example, if HISTORY_QCTEST reads '24A00', then in Matlab,

>>> hex2dec('24A00')

ans =

     'Spike Test'

     'Gradient Test'

     'Density Inversion Test'

     'Visual QC Test'

I want to send this out to the delayed-mode group in light of the discussion on editting real-time QC flags in delayed-mode, and the related complaint that in the HISTORY section you can see which tests failed, but not on which pressure levels those failures occurred. I hope this will at least make it easier to decipher which real-time tests have failed.

Breck wrote this routine. But I'm sure he doesn't mind my making it public.

04/09/2009 Elizabeth Kent

TC : yes, if TRANS_SYSTEM = ARGOS then PTT is highly desirable.

I have a comment about highly desirable meta-data parameters

The  IRIDIUM   floats do not have PTT  or   transmission system id.

According to reference table 9 , the positioning system can be ARGOS or GPS.

if the float is using ARGOS , then it has a PTT and  transmission system id.

But for iridium floats those values are empty.

04/09/2009 Birgit Klein

TC : Yes, we should take the action that the detailed index will replace the existing profiles index.

it is really not easy for the common user to deal with many different type of index files and the detailed index file is hidden in the etc subdirectory anyway.

I would really prefer it if we could replace the ordinary index file with the detailed one and if people don't need that particuöar information they can easily ignoer it. But keeping different files always has the risk  that they diverge and are not containing the the same information.

Our navy uses the index files to controll their uploads of new data, but for the one-time user (PhD student, researcher) who downloads all his/her data at once I am not sure that they use these files and we probably would need to promote their existence and usefulness if we want to make the quality information available that way. if you just download the nc-files it would be better to have this information directly in the profiles. I will check with some users I know what they are doing.

02/09/2009 Ann Thresher
Claudia, Thierry, Mathieu Ollitrault, Jean-Philippe and I have put together the attached document regarding the times of the start of the transmissions and the ascent end. Please take a look and send your comments to me.

In addition, for all profiles, the profile location should be the first valid position reported by the float.  If it needs to be adjusted because of the time the float has already spent on the surface, then this should be done in delayed mode by the trajectory people.

31/08/2009 Virginie Thierry

TC : il faudrait peut être utiliser "échouage"

Gestion méta-données profondeur sur Arvor-C 

sauf que les 2 flotteurs sont sur le ftp Argo et donc sur le GDAC Argo:

voir les numéros 5902279 et 5902280.

J'ai noté au passage que le parking depth et le profile depth étaient 

mis à 1000 et 2000 m respectivement.

Ce qui n'est pas correct. Cela devrait être quelquechose comme: "bottom" !

30/08/2009 : Gilbert, Denis [Denis.Gilbert@dfo-mpo.gc.ca] 

TC : désolé, je n'ai pas pu respecter le délai.

Dear Steve, Howard and Thierry, 

Virginie Thierry, Taiyo Kobayashi and I have worked on and off on action item 14 from AST10 during the spring and summer. We now have a document that is ready for general distribution to the argo-dm email distribution list a few weeks ahead of the ADMT meeting in Toulouse.
But before we circulate this document to argo-dm, we would like you to have a look at it first for some pre-screening, for feedback by Wednesday September 2.  More specifically, here's what we're expecting you to look at on an individual basis.
Steve, we'd like you to look at the technical aspects related to the oxygen sensors, to identify parameters we have missed or other ones we should not have bothered with in the first place.
Howard, if you have time, read this with your Argo co-chair hat and mind. How do you think the various Argo participants will react? Will this proposal fly or crash?
Thierry, you'll see that we propose the introduction of a number of new technical parameter names. Will this create havoc? Are there parameters you would have named differently?
Arguably, our boldest recommendation is to propose that there should be three columns to describe oxygen in profile data files, instead of the two columns that we presently have. The new proposed column is DOXY_RAW. I simply draw your attention to it here and encourage you to read more about it in the attached document.

TC : no problem for a doxy_raw
Thank you for your collaboration, Denis 

21/08/2009 : Matthieu Le Henaff <mlehenaff@rsmas.miami.edu>

TC : pour les flotteurs, nous donnons les profondeurs quand nous les avons (PRES). En sufrace, il n'y a pas de mesure de pression transmise, c'est à ce moment qu'elle est vide.

 Merci beaucoup pour ces informations precieuses. Est-ce que je peux vous suggerer d'ajouter la profondeur de derive aux champs des sorties Netcdf associees a une recherche de donnees sur votre site? Ce serait vraiment plus pratique.

Anh Tran, 12/08/2009

TC : verifier une vieille version de manual

While I'm revamping my trajectory file program, I found that the History_action variable length increased to a String64 in the user manual version2.1 June 9th 2008.  I don't know if it is a typo mistake or we actually decided to increase the length of the variable.  I don't remember we decided to change it but I could remember it incorrectly.

Do you have any ideas on this variable?

At the moment, I checked Ifremer trajectory files, and History_action is String64.

Ann Thresher, 12/08/2009

Apologies for cross postings - I wanted to make sure everyone was able to provide their input.

Attached is the latest version of the technical name file. The version on the Ifremer web site is outdated.  I need some input regarding some names in particular:

I believe these two variables are the same thing - if so, which name is more descriptive and should we keep?  Opinions?  Some hybrid of the two names?  These are highlighted in 'cyan' in the spreadsheet, lines 149 and 150..

NUMBER_ActiveBallastAdjustmentsDuringPark_COUNT

The number of piston adjustments as counts made during the park phase to ensure the float stays within 10 dbar of the programmed park pressure

NUMBER_PumpRepositionsDuringPark_COUNT


number of times the float goes out of its authorized range of variation during park phase

Another possible duplication (lines 409 and 410 - also in cyan):  are these the same?

PRES_DescentStartAfterReset_dBAR
Pressure after pressure reset just prior to descent (IDG VAR=PFS)

PRES_DescentStartToProfile_dBAR
Pressure taken at the end of piston retraction 

Another question is how restrictive we want to be. Many are putting trajectory parameters in the tech file which seems strange to me but I've added the relevant parameter names. And some are duplicating information from the profile files (QC performed? QC failed? Data State Indicator?) - do we really want all this duplication?

TC : we should only provide the technical information that came from the float for this cycle.

I'd like to revise the names that start with 'NUMBER_Frames' - I think these are the same as the number of unique message blocks reported for a profile and this is a more descriptive term than 'frames'. But - because some have used these names already, I need some input. Does this make sense and simplify the names or will it make everyone's life more difficult?  Warning - if I don't hear objections, I will rename these variables!!!

New fields or things that have changed since an earlier version are in purple. Please check the file and see if it makes sense, if you can identify further possible duplicates or if definitions are wrong.  We're almost done, I hope.  Thanks for all your help and patience.

Justin Buck, 11/08/2009
TC : 

Justin please use the fill_value which is meant for that.
JULD_DESCENT_START = 999999

JULD_DESCENT_START_STATUS = 9 (date is unknown)
JULD_ ASCENT _START = 999999

JULD_ ASCENT _START_STATUS = 9 (date is unknown)

I am working on the non-spatial trajectory times on some of our Argo floats=  and I would like check a couple of specifics on the format checks on data = before we submit any revised data.

Because of an issue with some versions of the APEX APF8 firmware interactin= g with pressure sensor problems (which causes looping in the firmware) the = calculation of the DESCENT_START and ASCENT_START times based on the cycle = count of the float is not accurate.

I do not have a way of trying to estima= te these times accurately yet and for some floats it may not be possible (e= .g. 1900633 after advice from Dana Swift). As such, the non-spatial traject= ory times currently submitted for these floats are not correct. I have draf= ted changes to our code to apply a crude QC to the non-spatial times in our=  APEX floats (based on the UP and DOWN times and the surfacing times). This=  code will set the times to null if they are unreasonable, will trajectory = files submitted with null DESCENT_START and ACSENT_START non-spatial times = fail any format or consistency checks at the GDAC's?

Thanks,

Justin
Mathieur Belbeoch, 23/07/2009
TC : avons nous une adresse http vers le gdac coriolis ?

Thanks Claudia for your reply.

Can I put the files on the AIC website "Tools" section ?

Sunke:

Is it because you use HTTP instead of FTP connections?

I remember using FTP with Java is not easy ...

Anyway I think today Coriolis has set up an HTTP link to their files.

Mathieu

-----Message d'origine-----

De : Sunke Schmidtko [mailto:sschmidt@ifm-geomar.de] Envoyé : jeudi 23 juillet 2009 13:20 À : Mathieu Belbeoch Cc : argo-dm@jcommops.org Objet : Re: [argo-dm] TR: NEW REQUEST #779: Argo data from Coriolis GDAC not opening correctly in Java web application

Dear all,

I had/have problems reading Coriolis netCDf files, occaisonally!

I using USGODAE netCDf files was always my work around, since that always worked fine!

Best regards,

Sunke

Mathieu Belbeoch schrieb:

> Dear ADMT,

>

> Here is below a support request received recently at the AIC.

> Is there any one used to Java coding with OpeNDAP that could help?

> Does anyone has some code to share to open a nc file from the Coriolis OPeNDAP site?

>

> Is it because our "Argo netcDF" is not fully "netCDf compliant" ?

>

> Thanks,

> Mathieu

Justin Buck, BODC, 07/07/2009
I currently work the real time as well as the delayed mode streams at BODC and have if identified an issue in the calculation of the non-spatial time in 5 of our APEX floats and am after a bit of advice please.

 

A nice example is float WMO number 1900633, also known as the 'mystery float' in some parts. It is an odd float but it does highlight the issue nicely. The float was deployed in the NE Indian Ocean, did a few profiles then disappeared for 10 months. The float then reappeared in the Andaman Sea 2400 km away, what occurred in the ten months was/is a subject of much debate but not what I am seeking an answer to in this email.

 

When we calculate the non-spatial times in the float cycle we use two approaches which are described in the attached section of our documentation. There are effectively two approaches used depending on the time in the float cycle required:

- One that uses the deployment information and then effectively adds 10 day cycles based on the profile number from the messages sent by the float to this to produce the times (descent_start, ascent_start).

- The second uses the message times and subtracts the time to send the messages to arrive at times (ascent_end).

- I am not aware of a method to get descent_end time for APEX floats.

The documentation also describes an issue when there are pressure sensor issues so I am seeking a work around for this too. The SQL described in the attachment is for our use, the aim is so you can see the equations we use in this process. The parts in red are development needs we are aware of.

 

The second method described should always produce a reasonable time (within a few hours). It is the first approach that is failing as in the case of float 1900633 the profile counter in the float also appears to have 'reset' itself or the ascent times were excessively long during its 10 month absence. This means that the estimates of descent_start are ascent_start are significantly different from the ascent _end time (the difference is of the order of a year in this case). Also, as we are not aware of the time in the floats cycle when the counter was reset or how wrong the up time is calculations based on the deployment time are effectively useless (unless I have missed something which is likely).

 

Ok, so the story is told and now it is time for the questions:

- Are there up to date accepted methods for the calculation of the non-spatial times? If so, where are they documented please?

- Is it also possible to estimate all three times based on the message times? I am guessing this is the ideal solution however Taiyo's emails from May last year highlight potential issues with this.

 

I am not sure how to deal with this issue so any advice is much appreciated.

�Mount and orientation are not needed for many (most?) instruments!!!  Also, this is spelled out in the SML file





