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Summary and Purpose of Document
This document presents points to be clarified and improved with respect to the PROCEDURES FOR AMENDING THE MANUAL ON CODES.
_______________________________________________________________________

ACTION PROPOSED
The meeting is invited to review the proposals with a view to submitting it to the next session of the Commission for Basic Systems (CBS) for approval.
REFERENCE:
-
Procedures for amending the Manual on Codes (Introduction chapter of Manual on Codes, Volume I.2).
DISCUSSIONS
1.
According to the PROCEDURES FOR AMEDING THE MANUAL ON CODES (see reference document),

a.
Amendments to the Manual on Codes must be proposed in writing to the WMO Secretariat. The proposal shall specify the needs, purposes and requirements and include information on a contact point for technical matters. (article 1.1)

b.
The IPET-DRC, supported by the Secretariat, shall validate the stated requirements (.....) and develop a draft recommendation to respond to the requirements, as appropriate (article 1.2).
2.
In the past years, the Secretariat has received requests from WMO Members on amendments to the Manual on Codes.  However, the contact point for technical matters has not been specified in majority of the requests.
3.
As stated in the article 1.2 of the PROCEDURES FOR AMEDING THE MANUAL ON CODES, the IPET-DRC has been entrusted by the Commission for Basic Systems (CBS) with respect to developing a draft recommendation (see 1-b above).  However, their work could not be achieved without collaboration with people who proposed the amendments or submitted the requirements.  The nomination of a contact point should therefore be more highlighted (see paragraph 10).
4.
Regarding "validation", there is in fact the Section 6, "Validation procedure", which is referred from other articles 1.2, 1.4 and 1.5 and consists of validation methods by encoder/decoder.  However, as stated in the article 1.2, the team must validate requirements, i.e. proposals submitted, and make a draft recommendation.  In drafting recommendations, errors, such as typo, logical, physical or something else and defects from short-term (and/or long-term) point of view, need to be validated accordingly.  There might be cases that even defects of TDCF might be found in validation process.  It is therefore understood that validation should be done by human with encoders/decoders as tools.
5.
This could be an answer to the frequent questions on validation of, for example, new entries in code tables.  If the new entry is incorporated in the tables of encoder/decoder, it is obvious that the BUFR messages with the new entry can be decoded without problems as being felt by experts.  In such a case, validation by encoder/decoder would not assure the feasibility of the new entry, but it might be able to be checked from the view point of feasibility of the name at least.  In fact, entry names in the Common Code table C-2 have been a subject for discussion.
6.
According to the current validation procedure, two independently developed encoders and two independently developed decoders are required.  However, if validation is done by a person, there is no dissention anymore in validation process.  It is therefore proposed to amend the article 6.3 (see paragraph 11)
7.
As stated in the article 1.2, IPET-DRC shall develop a draft recommendation to respond to the requirements submitted.  So far, in drafting a recommendation much weight was placed on volunteer by centres interested in the proposal.  However, since drafting recommendation is a mandate to the team, more systematic approach to validate proposals and draft a recommendation might be necessary by the team than ever before, in particular, when it is urgently required.
8.
It is clear that volunteer by centres interested in the proposal could work well as before.  In addition, ad-hoc groups could be set up by the chair when they are deemed necessary for specific requests.  Considering the recent concentration of validation work to a small number of centres, the ad-hoc groups may be formed with nomination from the whole team.
9.
The meeting will discuss this issue with a view to reaching a consensus for validation to be done by the next meeting of IPET-DRC.  Needless to say, even if the proposal is validated and a recommendation is first drafted by the ad-hoc group, the team, as a whole, should finalize the proposal as a draft recommendation to the CBS session or for approval by other procedures.
PROPOSAL

10.
Amend the article 1.1 of the PROCEDURES

Amendments to the Manual on Codes must be proposed in writing to the WMO Secretariat.  The proposal shall specify the needs, purposes and requirements and include information on a contact point for technical matters.  A contact point for technical matters must be nominated to facilitate collaboration for validation and drafting recommendation.
11.
Amend the article 6.3 of the PROCEDURES

For new or modified WMO code and data representation forms, proposed changes should be tested by two centres at least, using the use of at least two independently developed encoders and two independently developed decoders which incorporated the proposed change. Where the data originated from a necessarily unique source (for example, the data stream from an experimental satellite), the successful testing of a single encoder with at least two independent decoders would be considered adequate. Results should be made available to the IPET-DRC with a view to verifying the technical specifications.









