From: Foreman, Steve

To: Gagnon,Jean-Francois [CMC]

23 March, 2006

Jean-Francois,

The big problem I have with unique identifiers is that there are two camps. One (the one I am in) says that there are just so many things to label that trying to do so in a "meaningful" way would be almost impossible. The other says that we need a naming convention that allows the content to be deduced directly from the label - so that messages can be stored/switched, for example.

IPET-MI has side stepped the issue, saying only that we need a unique identifier - and for our purposes we only need that any two items have a different number. Even so, there are dissenters who would want two items that contain the same data to be guaranteed to have the same number - but I see that as dangerous (for the reasons we discussed at ISS about reconstructing bulletins).

My preference is still a "big-endian" system such as 

WMO-CBS-UKMO-MODEL-GLOBAL-ATLANTIC-yyyyddmmhhmmss

where each level delegates authority to define identifiers to the next, much in the same way that domain names work on the internet.

We could get around the switching problem, perhaps, by using some sequences such as

WMO-CBS-GTS-bulletin_type-Centre-bulletin_number-Other_static_qualifier-Data_time_group

so that we could then publish the bulletin types, etc, for use by switches. WWW would need to maintain a list of the bulletin types, and each centre (an expansion on the CCCCs) would need to publish its bulletin_numbers and Other_static_qualifier, but we would then have a guaranteed uniqueness. If we wanted to use the system for filenames, we'd want to keep the components as short as possible (and probably leave out the top three levels for brevity).

Do you think you could sell that to your team? As I said, IPET_MI could be persuaded!

I've attached the document we drafted at the meeting in case you have lost your copy.

Station numbers are a little more difficult. The main difficulty (perhaps show-stopper) is that current systems may assume that station numbers are numeric (though that does not apply to SHIP identifiers) or limited to five or six characters. We could immediately increase the number available by allowing alphanumerics even without increasing the length of the identifier. However, I would prefer to above approach (which will give us internet-like names). Whether we restrict ourselves to numbers in the range 0-255 is academic - but a fixed number of characters would make database design easier. 

The whole issue arose from drifting buoys - so even if we only extended to the full 0-9, a-z character set we'd give an immense increase in the range of station ids available!

Steve

