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Improving Metadata Quality
Mr Toyoda explained his analysis of the situation regarding maintenance of WIS Metadata:
1.1. Existing inconsistency among metadata records from different originating centres could be addressed by the guidance for metadata creators (i.e. data providers): single printable compilation of the guidance (see agenda item 2.2) was expected to reach more WIS users than current WIS Wiki did.  Although there were many missing parts in the guidance, “the more eyes, the faster improvement” strategy would work.
1.2. Undescribed metadata elements could be addressed by monitoring of metadata. 
1.3. Missing or obsolete metadata elements could be addressed by monitoring of metadata and comparison with other sources.  
IPET-MDRD shared the view on metadata quality monitoring:
1.4. An expert team should perform the monitoring, since worldwide comparison is useful.  
1.5. The monitoring could be run in periodical basis (say twice a year), and the report would be sent to the focal points of WIS centres (or connected GISC if contact is missing).
1.6. The expert team should select which parts of metadata are monitored.  The content of the test would change over time, considering the immature situation of WIS metadata.
IPET-MDRD recommended that CBS might wish to add ongoing monitoring and improvement of  the quality of WIS metadata records to the Terms of Reference of one of its expert teams 
IPET-MDRD recommended to ET-CTS and ET-WISC that future developments of systems for data exchange in WIS (either PUSH or  PULL), should (1) trigger an error report to both the centre receiving the data and the centre providing the data if there was no corresponding WIS Discovery Metadata record, and (2) ensure that the data policy specified in WIS metadata was used to control access and delivery of the information described by the record.



BACKGROUND
Three Cases of Issue
There is no guidance about how to encode a certain element
People don’t follow the guidance
People don’t maintain metadata at all
Inconsistency of Encoding Styles
Considerable research was done for surface synoptic network, under the agenda item 3 “Publication of guidance” especially 3.2 “Consistency” of the second meeting of the Task Team on Metadata Application (TT-ApMD-2) http://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/www/WIS/wiswiki/TT-ApMD-2 (Tokyo, 2013).  Please refer to Doc 3.2(0), 3.2(1), and 3.2(1a) of the meeting.  The issue is mostly about missing guidance on how to encode that into which element.
The guidance on WIS metadata (agenda item 2.2 of the meeting) tries to give the directions for known issues.  The question now is how to make the guidance known to the data providers.
For other types of data, the focus is more on how to involve the people with domain knowledge into the activity of finding issues and making guidance.  A single-compiled version of the guidance would be more likely to reach the target.
Undescribed Metadata Elements
Sometimes the data providers do not describe relevant elements of WIS metadata.  For example, surface synoptic reports should come with the list of stations at place keywords, and that is missing in some instances.
It would be beneficial to perform a worldwide monitoring, and to send the report to the WIS centres that generate the metadata (i.e. DCPC or NC).  If the quality of metadata of a WIS centre is told inferior to worldwide average, the centre would be motivated to react, and that is beneficial to the entire WIS users.
The monitoring should be repeated in periodical manner (say twice a year).  The contents of the test would change over time for several reasons:
1.7. There are too many elements to be tested
1.8. The algorithm has to be heuristic in most cases, and cannot be fixed and prescribed for long-term.
Several possibilities are conceivable about who do the monitoring:
1.9. The WMO Secretariat is not expected to perform such operation.
1.10. GISCs have contact with each data provider (i.e. DCPC or NC).  But a GISC is not in a position to consolidate a worldwide report. 
1.11. An expert team (currently IPET-MDRD but the name might change in future) is expected to have required knowledge.
Missing or Obsolete Metadata Records
Sometimes metadata records are missing or unmaintained for long time.  That has to be tested against other sources of information.  The test could be done as a part of monitoring.
The test has to be heuristic by nature.  But many issues could be solved with interactive collaboration with domain experts.  For example, if a GTS bulletin comes without WIS metadata, it is likely that the metadata is missing; but that has to be checked with stakeholders, since the “Push” protocol facility is often used for activities out of WMO control.
The situation would be much more ameliorated if data-exchange systems cause error or at least warning for lack or misdescription of WIS metadata.
Push example: the routeing table of message-switching systems could be checked against WIS metadata.
Pull example: web server should have access control configured by WIS metadata.
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