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Form Overview. 

The GSICS Procedure for Product Acceptance (GPPA) is the 

· GSICS product developers’ pathway to obtain a “Stamp of Approval” for a potential product; 

· GSICS data users’ window to GSICS product quality and “fitness for purpose”;

· GSICS governing body’s reference for judging GSICS product value and operational readiness.

The GPPA was inspired by the need to find a mechanism to assess GSICS product quality, and by the Quality Assurance Framework for Earth Observations (QA4EO) spearheaded by the Committee on Earth Observation Satellites (CEOS) Working Group on Cal/Val (WGCV).  To aid in understanding of the GPPA, the most recent version of the procedure can be found at the GSICS Coordination Center web site at http://www.star.nesdis.noaa.gov/smcd/GCC/qa-gppa.php.  

This GSICS Product External Review Form (GPERF) is designed to provide reviewers independent of the GSICS membership a structure from which to review candidate inter-calibration products that are going through the GPPA process.  The form is broken into four evaluation components regarding the product: 1) clarity, utility, and reproducibility of methodology; 2) accessibility, availability, and ease of use of data; 3) suitability and reliability in application; and 4) impacts to data user products.  These four components are broken down into two sections in this GPERF.  The first section covers the review of the draft product algorithm theoretical basis document, while the second section focuses on the results of practical testing of the potential GSICS product. 

The feedback that you, the potential user of this inter-calibration product under review, give in this GPERF is of great value to the GPPA.  It helps the GSICS Product Acceptance Team, as well as the GSICS Executive Panel, evaluate the potential practicality and merit of a given GSICS product to the community of users of operational weather satellite data.  Thank you very much for your time and consideration during this review.       
Directions.  

Answer the questions in this form as completely as possible, then send it electronically to the GSICS Coordination Center at the e-mail address given on the cover page of this document.

SECTION I.  Product Reviewer Information 

	I.1. Name of Proposed Product being Reviewed
	EUMETSAT’s GSICS Correction for SEVIRI IR channels (wrt IASI)

	I.2. Point of Contact of Product Reviewer
	

	I.2.A. Name 
	Pete Francis

	I.2.B. E-Mail Address  
	pete.francis@metoffice.gov.uk

	I.2.C. Organization
	Met Office

	I.2.D. Physical Address 
	FitzRoy Road
Exeter, EX1 3PB

United Kingdom

	I.2.E. Phone
	+44 1392 886733


SECTION II. Review of Methodology in Draft Algorithm Theoretical Basis Document 

II.1.  Method Clarity - Is the method relatively easy to understand, e.g. did it have a relatively logical flow, was there sufficient detail or references to supporting work, were the conclusion well founded, was the text free of grammatical/spelling errors, etc?
The ATBD is logical, clear, well laid-out, and relatively easy to follow. The description of the processing steps is very comprehensive, including a very detailed error analysis. The list of references also appears to be sufficiently comprehensive.
I noted a couple of inconsistencies in the ATBD pdf document:

(1) Something appears to have gone wrong with the numbering of the Figures. The body text on Page 18 of the ATBD pdf refers to Figure 9, where I believe it should be Figure 8. Similarly, the reference in the body text on Page 28 should be to Figure 11, rather than Figure 12.

(2) At the bottom of Page 36, both smoothing periods mentioned refer to the Near Real-Time Correction. I believe the second one should in fact refer to the Re-Analysis Correction.
Whilst not related directly with the ATBD itself, I also thought it worth pointing out that in the two “ReadMe Quick Guides” available on the EUMETSAT web site (one for NRTC, the other for RAC), there is no definition of the units used for the radiances (although they are defined in the ATBD).

II.2. Method Utility – To what degree does the method fulfill its intended purpose?
I believe the method fulfills its intended purpose fully, in that it provides a relatively simple means to recalibrate the SEVIRI radiances so as to be consistent with the available IASI data from simultaneous nadir overpasses.
II.3. Method Reproducibility – Would the conclusions drawn or results obtained from the method be relatively easy to reproduce?
It would be by no means “easy” to reproduce the results exactly, but there is certainly enough detail in the ATBD for someone tackling this problem from scratch to arrive at similar conclusions.
SECTION III.  Testing of the Potential GSICS Inter-Calibration Product
III.1.  Data Accessibility, Availability, and Ease of Use -  This sub-section allows you to share your thoughts about your experience regarding the logistics of identifying and obtaining data from GSICS servers, as well as understanding and reading data from individual files.
III.1.A.  Data Accessibility -  How easy was it to find the product and its documentation (ATBD, readme guide, etc)? For example, were the GSICS Collaboration Servers relatively easy to connect to, could data of relevance be found intuitively, and were you able to download data within a time you would consider reasonable?
The relevant files were very easy to find from the link provided by Tim Hewison. Alternatively, a simple search for the string “GSICS” from the EUMETSAT home page found the relevant pages very quickly.
On first looking for data (in Jan/Feb 2011), I was slightly confused by the presence of some files in directories other than the “Demonstration” ones. However, I notice that the directory structure has recently been cleaned up, and the files are now easy to locate intuitively.

I have never had any problems connecting to the servers at EUMETSAT, and the file transfer times are always very quick.

III.1.B.  Data Availability - Were the data obtainable from the servers when needed and were the terms of use regarding the data clear? 

Yes on both counts.
III.1.C.  Data Ease of Use – Were the metadata in the files adequate to understand the contents of, and the limits to, the data?  Could the data be read quickly, and applied to your product processing stream with relative ease? 

The convention used for filenames was a little problematical when being used with UNIX/Linux systems – e.g. the use of commas and “+” signs in the filename can be a little awkward to use – but this was a relatively minor problem.

I wonder whether there might have been a little more help on the EUMETSAT pages to get people started with netCDF format files? I for one am not very familiar with this format, so it did take me a little while to work out how to read the data into my data analysis package of choice (IDL in this case). Once this was done, it was relatively easy to get hold of the data values required to carry out the recalibration of the SEVIRI data.

The only other minor issue I had was with the date/time format in the Re-Analysis Correction netCDF file, which used "seconds since 1970-01-01T00:00:00Z". I guess this is probably fairly familiar to many users, but I still had to hunt around a bit to find some IDL routines to convert these dates/times into something a bit more sensible. Some more documentation here would have been useful.

A couple of final minor points regarding the monitoring plots:

(a) When looking through the “regression scatterplots” on the “Monitoring Plots” EUMETSAT pages, it was apparent that the y-axis on some of the older plots was incorrect – they use “MSG2-IASI radiance”, whereas it should be just “MSG2 radiance” (it’s correct in all plots since May 2009).

(b) I don’t think it’s made clear whether it’s the NRTC or the RAC coefficients that have been used for these monitoring plots.

III.2. Data Product Application Suitability and Reliability - This sub-section allows you to expound upon your efforts to implement the potential GSICS inter-calibration product to your product processing stream. 
III.2.A.  Product Suitability - Did you find it apparent that the product could be applied within your data processing stream as specified in the draft algorithm theoretical basis document?
Once the relevant data had been extracted from the netCDF files (as outlined above), it was relatively simple to adapt our processing code off-line to allow for the change to the calibrated radiances. This has only been attempted in an off-line mode to date – i.e. we have not attempted to use the NRT data files to change the calibration of the SEVIRI radiances in real time.
One question I do have – it wasn’t immediately apparent to me how quickly the Re-Analysis Correction file gets updated. For example, when I recently (i.e. on 19th April 2011) tried to interrogate the latest RAC file to get the GSICS corrections valid for SEVIRI data from 9 days earlier (i.e. 10th April 2011), I found that the most recent data available were in fact those for the 4th April. Actually, now I think about it, I guess this corresponds to the 14.5 day window (or half the 29 day window) referred to in the ATBD – but maybe something could at least be added to the ReadMe files to make it clearer what I should be expecting?
III.2.B.  Product Reliability - Did you find the potential inter-calibration product performed with relative stability for the time period designated in the data file metadata?  

Yes. Looking at how the GSICS corrections varied over a 30-day period, they certainly appeared to imply corrections that changed slowly and sensibly with time.
Similarly, when looking at data over longer time periods, the implied corrections are in broad agreement with our own monitoring for particular SEVIRI channels.

III.3.  Product Impact to Data Users’ Product during Testing – This sub-section allows you to share the conclusion of the testing phase of the potential GSICS inter-calibration product.
III.3.A. Were there statistically-significant changes to your products after implementing the potential inter-calibration product?  Were these changes a function of time, or global location?  Can you show these results in plots or tables?

One of the things I was keen to investigate was the effect of the GSICS correction on the calibration of the Meteosat-9 SEVIRI 13.4 m channel, since this was known to be an issue, and our retrievals of cloud-top height are very sensitive to this channel.

Initially, I looked at the impact of applying the GSICS correction for the time period December 2008/January 2009, because this corresponded to the time when we have a small CTH validation dataset. Unfortunately (for the purposes of this comparison!), this time period was immediately after a period of Meteosat-9 decontamination, and the issue with the 13.4 m channel was therefore relatively minor at this time. Consequently, the effect of applying the GSICS correction to the SEVIRI data for this period was relatively minor (which is as it should be, but not very interesting to show).
It’s more instructive to look at the impact of applying the GSICS corrections to some recent data, where we know that the 13.4 m channel’s cold bias is much more pronounced. The attached plot shows the results of our SEVIRI CTH retrievals for the 1200 UTC slot on April 10th 2011 using different calibration/processing options. The “No corrections” image corresponds to normal calibration of the SEVIRI radiances, and with no subsequent bias correction coefficients applied to account for relative biases between the measured radiances and those calculated from the background model first-guess. Of note is the area of very noisy CTH over much of western France (circled in red), which other imagery suggests is spurious.
The two images labeled as “GSICS” show the result of applying the GSICS corrections to the calibration, in one case using the NRT GSICS file from the previous day, and in the other using the most recent data from the RAC GSICS file (in this case, those corresponding to 2011/04/04, as noted above). It is gratifying to note that these two images are very consistent with one another, and also that they both do a good job at removing almost all of the CTH noise over France. Also shown , for reference, is the image output from our operational system, where “normal” (i.e. non-GSICS) calibration is applied but where there is a subsequent bias correction applied to the processing to try to account for the relative biases between the measured radiances and those calculated from the background model first-guess.
III.3.B. Other comments?

None.


































































PAGE  
7

