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Summary and Purpose of Document
This document presents a process for amending the Manual on Codes (WMO-No. 306) during intersessional period of IPET-DRMM.
_______________________________________________________________________

ACTION PROPOSED
The meeting is invited to review and agree with the process for amending the Manual on Codes.
REFERENCE:
-
Procedures for amending the Manual on Codes (Introduction chapter of Manual on Codes, Volume I.2).
DISCUSSIONS
1.
In accordance with the Article 1.2 of the PROCEDURES FOR AMEDING THE MANUAL ON CODES (see Introduction chapter of the Manual on Codes), the IPET-DRMM is requested to develop recommendations on amendments to the Manual on Codes (WMO-No. 306).

2.
Majority of recommendations has been developed (in other words, finalized) at annual meetings of IPET-DRC (now DRMM).
3.
In accordance with introduction of the new procedure for adoption of amendments between CBS sessions in 2009 (Resolution 7 (EC-LXI)) and routine use of the fast-track procedure twice a year, there has been an increasing demand on proposing and approving proposals during an intersessional period of IPET-DRMM.
4.
Proposal and approval during intersessional period have to be made in principle by email.  It therefore should be noted that there is a potential risk behind using email, even if email has been a reliable tool.  Recipients may not access the email due to mission or vacation for days or weeks.
5.
Draft recommendations, which are developed by IPET-DRMM, are approved in most cases implicitly by the chair of OPAG-ISS, the president of CBS, PRs of WMO Members or the focal points for codes and data representation matters.
6.
With respect to the circular letter to PRs and the email to focal points on a draft recommendation, two months are set aside for reducing the risk.  However, such a special arrangement cannot be made for others practically.

7.
Instead, it is implicitly requested that a draft recommendation by IPET-DRMM is trustworthy enough, only which makes the implicit approval possible.
8.
Proposals at meetings are in fact reviewed thoroughly by experts, which is no problem. On the other hand, at times vigorous discussion is not made or there is no response on proposals during intersessional periods, which may make a judge difficult on whether a consensus was reached or not.
PROPOSAL

The meeting is invited to review and agree with the Practices for Proposal and Approval during Intersessional Period of IPET-DRMM in the Annex to this document as a guideline, keeping above in mind.

Practice For Proposal And Approval During Intersessional Period Of IPET-DRMM

Recognizing the principle:


Process of proposal and approval during intersessional periods shall be in compliance with those at meetings, even if a proposal is noncontroversial.

Noting the weakness of email:


Email may reach the destination, but recipients may not access it for days or weeks due to mission or leave.

[Proposal]

1.
Proposals during intersessional periods shall be submitted independently from anything else, such as other proposals and comments relative to other discussions.

[Discussion]

2.
A proposal could be discussed by email at any time during an intersessional period. Group mail address could be used to reflect knowledge and experience of experts outside of IPET-DRMM, if needed.

[Report of discussion]

3.
The leader or organizer of email discussion on the proposal should report briefly the result to IPET-DRMM and the Secretariat during the specified period, i.e. Period for Conclusion by the chair of IPET-DRMM (see also Article 9 below), if needed.

[Conclusion by chair]

4.
Any proposals reported during the Period for Conclusion will be concluded by the chair of IPET-DRMM. Categories of conclusion are "further discussion", "validation", "non-controversial", "operational", "pre-operational" or something else.

5.
In principle, "no response" should not be considered "agreement" in email discussions, unless it is noncontroversial, in view of the weakness of email.

6.
Proposals categorized as "further discussion" will be in principle submitted to a meeting of IPET-DRMM, if needed, unless otherwise specified by the chair.

[Validation complete]

7.
When draft amendments categorised as "validation" were validated during intersessional period, it should be declared to IPET-DRMM and the Secretariat during the Period for Conclusion by the leading centre with names of participating centres and encoded/ decoded files.

[Frequency of conclusion]

8.
In consideration of practical burden of members and chair of IPET-DRMM and the fact that even fast-track procedure could be taken only twice a year, frequency of the conclusion by the chair should be limited.
9.
The Period for Conclusion will be specified well in advance to the members of IPET-DRMM by the Secretariat in consultation with the chair of IPET-DRMM in order to reduce the risk of email.

[List of amendments]

10.
A draft recommendation categorised as "operational" is incorporated by the Secretariat in the list of amendments for a corresponding procedure, such as fast-track, on an as-is basis possibly with editorial adjustments.
11.
If a draft amendment, which was categorised as "validation", has been declared as validated, it is incorporated by the Secretariat in the list of amendments with updates made by centres having participated in the validation.

12.
A proposal made during an intersessional period could also be incorporated in the list of amendments, if it has been approved to include in the list by the chair of IPET-DRMM during the Period for Conclusion.
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