Extracts from the reports of the CBS expert teams related to unique identifiers
Reference: Development of the WMO Core Profile of the ISO Metadata standard (http://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/www/WDM/Metadata/documents.html)

Report of the third Meeting of the Expert Team on Integrated Data Management (Geneva, 15-18 December 2003)
4.1
Through Res. 6/2/1(CBS-Ext. (02)), CBS approved a general file naming convention. The file naming convention should be implemented with a transition period not exceeding 2007.The implementation date is subject to review by CBS.  The procedure is based on transmission of file pairs, one file being the information file and the other being the associated metadata file. The concept of file pairs allows the communications function to be implemented independently of data management requirements for structure of metadata, yet provides for the carriage of whatever metadata is required. It is not compulsory to always have a .met file, such as when the information file itself is self-specifying or when a single .met file can describe several information files (for example as in the case of same data type for different times.  ET-IDM has been asked to recommend how this may be achieved.

4.2
Current standards state that there is always however a clear relation between the Information File Name and the Metadata File Name, which should only differ from their Extension field and possible wildcards.
4.3
 File names for new message types shall follow the following format: 

	pflag_productidentifier_oflag_originator_yyyyMMddhhmmss[_freeformat].type[.compression]


The fields are defined in Appendix.

4.4
For pflag = T, The productidentifier field will be decoded as a standard T1T2A1A2ii data designator. For pflag = A, The productidentifier field will be decoded as a standard Abbreviated Heading, including BBB as appropriate, space characters being discarded, e.g. T1T2A1A2iiCCCCYYGGgg[BBB]. pflag = W is allocated to a planned WMO Product identifier. 

4.5
No table allocations have yet been defined for pflag = W (planned WMO product identifier). There is a requirement to define the allocation tables for the corresponding mandatory fields “productidentifier”, “oflag”, “originator” and “yyyyMMddhhmmss”. As mentioned in the report of the chairman of the OPAG-ISS to the CBS Management Group (Langen, 13-16 October 2003), this task should be undertaken by the ET-IDM in co-ordination with the Expert Team on Enhanced Utilisation of Data Communication System (ET-EUDCS).

4.6
The meeting recognised the requirements for unique identifiers on documents, data collections, files and for stations. Given this wide variety of need, the meeting felt that any attempt to define a common system for assigning such identifiers would not be possible. The metadata standard is intended to allow the data to be described, and it is not possible to map this onto only a few characters. For unique identifiers there are a number of international approaches, including bar codes, IPv6 and initiatives from standards bodies to encode uniqueness into public key encryption. The meeting felt that WMO should not invent yet another approach.

4.7
For the file naming convention when pflag=W, the meeting felt that the UN bar-code approach was appropriate. In this each originating centre is responsible for defining its own unique reference for data. For the file naming convention, it is the combination of product identifier and the group date time and the product originating centre. This combination should be unique, as are bar codes. The originating centre should be the current CCCC with an addition that if this is not sufficient, each current originating centre can delegate to sub-centres, in which case these are denoted by CCCC{n} where {n} is a number assigned by the originating centre. In this case the oflag should be W (Extended originating centre code). The metadata allows a number of defining date times, and although the responsibility for defining the date group in the file name lies with the originating centre, the meeting strongly recommended that it should be a UTC value, and that the meaning of the date should be defined by ET-EUDCS. The meeting also noted that the case of letters should not be relied on to distinguish between files. Originating centres must take account of the need to identify corrected versions of files and inform their users of how this will be denoted.

4.8
The meeting discussed the common practice of deconstructing and reconstructing files. It concluded that if this operation is performed, the resulting file should be given a new file name. It is not acceptable for the same file name to refer to files that have different contents, even if the difference has no meteorological significance.

4.9
Within the metadata standard, there is a requirement for a unique identifier for the metadata. As for file names, it is the responsibility of the centre originating the metadata to define its own system for determining these, which should be prefixed by the CCCCn to ensure global uniqueness.

4.10
For station numbers the meeting noted that the IPv6 definitions would allow unique identifiers to be given for stations, and recommended that this method should be considered for future extensions to station numbering. This allows each organisation flexibility to define its own numbers in a way that guarantees there will be no conflicts. This approach still requires that the assigned numbers are registered with WMO for wider publication.

Report of the fourth Meeting of the Expert Team on Integrated Data Management (Geneva, 1-3 September 2004)
4.1
The meeting reviewed the comment of the ET-EUDCS on the proposals made by ET-IDM-III (see ET-IDM-IV/Doc. 4(1)) and made the following comments/clarifications:

· ET-IDM-III had proposed the use of CCCC{n} where {n} is a number assigned by the originating centre in order to facilitate creation of unique identifiers.

· ET-IDM-III had not proposed that the use of upper and lower cases be use interchangeably, rather that no meaning should be implied by the case of characters.

· Noting that for station numbers the IPv6 definitions would allow unique identifiers to be given for stations, ET-IDM-III recommended that this method should be considered for future extensions to station numbering. This allows each organisation flexibility to define its own numbers in a way that guarantees there will be no conflicts. This approach still requires that the assigned numbers are registered with WMO for wider publication.
4.2
The chairman proposed to review the matters mentioned in paragraph 4.1 with the chairman of the ET-EUDCS. The meeting suggested that a member of the ET-EUDCS be designated to liaise with the ET-IDM on matters related to metadata.
Report of the first Meeting of the Inter-Programme Expert Team on Integrated Data Management (Beijing, 26 and 29 September 2005)
1.4
A WMO Workshop on Metadata was held in the same place from 27 to 29 September 2005. All participants in the meeting of the IPET/MI participated in the workshop. The results of the discussions during the workshop were a contribution for the meeting. The conclusions of the workshop are given in Annex to this paragraph.

Recommendations made by sub-groups during the Workshop on Metadata on the following activities

C.
Handling languages in Core profile – unique identifiers (how unique? how define?)

2.
Unique identifies (What is unique, how define?)

Each information-set containing metadata issued by a WIS centre (NC, DCPC or GISC) shall be identified by a unique identifier. 

For the generation of the unique identifiers a hierarchical namespace shall be used. The governing WMO appoints the issuing centres and gives them the right to organise their respective subspace. The uniqueness is warranted by a unique-number generator on the lowest level.

A possible solution for an generated id might look like:

Structure: <responsibility of WMO>.<responsibility of the issuing centre>.<UID generator>

Example: int.wmo.<issuing centre ID>.<first sub-Id>.<second sub-Id>.<>.<> .<number (hexadecimal) generated by a Unique-Number Generator>.

3.1 The meeting reviewed matters related to the governance of the WMO metadata standard and agreed on the work plan given in Annex.
Governance of standards
3.4
Unique identifier
3.4.1
domain name.<site responsible thereafter> Domain name is big-endian (de.dwd….), USA put “us” at the front. At any level, authority is given to create identifiers and to delegate this right to sub-centres. Centres are responsible for guaranteeing the uniqueness of identifiers they issue. Use Internet domain registration to assign top level identifiers to organisations.

3.4.2
int.wmo.metadata?.v1. for central information

3.4.3
unique = if two identifiers are identical, the corresponding data are identical (errors in exchange permitting – so we need some checksum or other mechanism for checking integrity). Even though the intention is that the same data should have the same identifier, in practice on occasion the same data may have different identifiers. Any modification of the data (eg GRIB to NetCDF) must change the identifier

3.4.4
transport mechanisms to guarantee integrity of data. (eg something must do checksums)

Report of the second Meeting of the Inter-Programme Expert Team on Integrated Data Management (Moscow, 3-5 May 2006)
4.4
Many items require unique identifiers. The standard agreed at a previous meeting will be used.
4.4.1
IPET-MI will act as the high level authority for assigning authority to issue identifiers under the high level identifier “int.wmo.wis”. Requests for new identifiers under this high level identifier must be passed to the Chairman.

4.4.2
Unique identifiers allocated for WIS use of metadata are listed below. National users may choose to use their own domain name (“big-endian”) to assign their own identifiers. Members of IPET-MI should record any identifier trees needed below these on the swiki:

4.4.2.1
int.wmo.wis.md – the high level identifier for all metadata issues

4.4.2.2
int.wmo.wis.md.sch – identifiers for XML schemas

4.4.2.3
nt.wmo.wis.md.cat – identifiers for catalogues, thesauri and other entities supporting the WMO Core Profile.

4.4.2.4
int.wmo.wis.md.mi – identifiers associated with a metadata instance.

4.4.2.5
int.wmo.wis.md.mi.nat – metadata instances created by a national centre (the WMO CCCC should be used as the next level of identifier)

4.4.2.6
int.wmo.wis.md.mi.gisc – metadata instances created by a GISC. This is controlled by the ET-WISC.

4.4.2.7
int.wmo.wis.md.mi.dcpc – metadata instances created by a DCPC. This is controlled by the ET-WISC.

Report of the third Meeting of the Inter-Programme Expert Team on Integrated Data Management (Geneva, 30 June - 2 July 2008)
4.2
In this context, there will be little need for metadata to be updated as data are exchanged between centres, because the metadata are intended to describe collections of data. In this vision, the maximum amount of metadata that would need to travel with a data item would be the unique identifier of the metadata describing the dataset to which the data item contributes.

