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The plan is to put Meteoalarm RSS and ATOM links when CAP 

1.2 becomes operational there. In that sense, is there any 

recommendation by WMO?

Status of CAP 1.2 in AEMET
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <identifier> 

• In the Meteoalarm CAP Profile there was a limit of 50 

characters. We had to ask them to increase the 

identifier maximum length and they kindly increased it 

from 50 to 60.

• A maximum character length must exist, but it should 

not be very limiting. What is important is that the 

identifier is unique for each CAP message and that the 

originator is easily identified inside it.
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <sender> 

• We put the AEMET website URL, that does not contradict 

OASIS CAP 1.2, but an email address is recommended by 

Meteoalarm CAP 1.2 Profile.

• The problem of the email is its management.

• What is done in that sense by other NMHSs? Do they have 

a lot of questions through this email address?
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <sent> 

• We put it in UTC time, that does not contradict OASIS 

CAP 1.2, but local time is mandatory in Meteoalarm CAP 

1.2 Profile.

• More flexibility should exist to put UTC, local, CET, 

CEST, etc. The important thing is that all NMHSs follow 

the same format and put the offset to UTC, but not

more restrictions.
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <msgType> 

• We use an “update” “yellow” message with [ <expires> 

= <sent> = <effective> ] and [ <onset> = <sent> - 1 

second] in order to cancel yellow/orange/red warnings, 

as Meteoalarm does not permit to use green warnings to 

cancel them (references are not permitted in green 

warnings) and only permits to use “cancel” messages in 

case of mistakes in the referenced messages. All that is 

not specified in OASIS CAP 1.2 but gave us a lot of 

headaches.

• Clear guidelines on how to implement the process of 

updating and canceling (= updating to no warning) CAP 

messages would be necessary.
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <info> 

• Following the Meteoalarm CAP 1.2 Profile, we put as 

many <info> segments as languages we use in each 

<alert> segment (two <info> segments in our case: “es-

ES” and “en-GB”). 

• After reading “Policy and technical issues in systems of 

emergency alerting” (Elliot Christian), only one <info> 

segment in each <alert> (only one language) is 

recommended?



CAP / IBF Tech Meeting, Geneva, 3-4th Dec 2018 10

Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <area> 

• We put only one <area> segment in each <info> 

segment, with the exception of green warnings.

• Following Meteoalarm CAP 1.2 Profile, we only use 

<geocode> in the implementation for Meteoalarm.

• We use <geocode> and <polygon> in the implementation 

for Spanish end-users.

• It seems that the use of <polygon> will be promoted in 

the future.
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <urgency> 

• We fill in it according to <sent> and <onset> elements:

• “Immediate”: observed warnings (as a result of the watch)

• “Expected”: <onset> < 1 hour later than <sent>

• “Future”: <onset> > 1 hour later than <sent>

• “Past” and “Unknown” are not implemented

• But it might depend also on CPA protocols and actions. 

What is done in other NMHSs?
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <severity> 
• Following Meteoalarm CAP 1.2 Profile, we make nowadays an 

equivalence between the <awareness_level> (“colour”) and 

<severity>:

• “Green”  “Minor”

• “Yellow”  “Moderate”

• “Orange”  “Severe”

• “Red”  “Extreme”

• After reading “Compatibility with the CAP” (Elliot Christian) and 

“Some thoughts…” (Gerald Fleming) I guess that <severity> does not 

concern the final risk but the degree of impact (“x” axis in the risk 

matrix).

• In any case, an element called <colour>, <awareness_level>, <risk> or 

similar would be needed in Meteoalarm CAP 2.0, as a result of 

combining <severity>/<impact> and <certainty>. <colour> is easily 

understood by end-users and it does not depend on the level of 

implementation of the risk matrix in each NMHS.
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Difficulties implementig CAP 1.2

• <certainty> 

• We make this equivalence between Meteoalarm CAP 1.2 

Profile categories and the probabilities that are defined 

in our warnings system:

METEOALARM  AEMET

“Observed”  “Observed”

“Likely” (p >~ 50 %)  > 70 % and 40-70 %

“Possible” (p <~ 50 %)  10-40 %

“Unlikely” (p < 5 %)  Not implemented

Unknown  Not implemented
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Conclusions and suggestions

• Future specification by OASIS (and Meteoalarm CAP 2.0 Profile) should 

require the use of a small subset of the current CAP 1.2 mandatory 

parameters, leaving other elements as optional, following the principles 

of preservation of the content of NMHS’s warnings and their different IBF 

approaches:

Summary: Task Team on CAP in Meteoalarm
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Conclusions and suggestions

• Meteoalarm should not place additional restrictions on those 

specified by OASIS.

• Clear guidelines on how to implement the process of 

updating and canceling CAP messages would be necessary in 

order not to lose the content and temporal sequence of 

warnings, despite correct syntax of the different separate 

CAP messages.

• The logic of visualization is an important issue too, again in 

order not to lose the content and temporal sequence of 

original warnings.
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR 

ATTENTION

ANY QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ?

frodriguezm@aemet.es


