ESO UMM-C Feedback Review:  	2014-08-21 Update
Summary:
247 total issues received (Jira issue created for each issue)
23 new issues added on 2014-08-12
140 issues have been completed (responses show up as Comments for each issue)
More comments are expected from EOSDIS providers.
Need to develop a consensus of the level of convergence necessary to release the next “official” version of the UMM-C. Any remaining unaddressed comments would be carried forward to the next version.
The remaining issues following the Fluorine sprint (2014-08-29) will be put in the backlog and tagged as ‘UMM_C_Defer’ and assigned to future sprints during the next UMM review cycle (quarterly) as outlined in the UMM life-cycle document. 
The full list of issues and their status is available at:
https://bugs.earthdata.nasa.gov/issues/?jql=labels%20%3D%20ESO_UMMC       
Note: Access to the on-line lists of issues requires an EOSDIS User Registration Account. https://urs.eosdis.nasa.gov/users/new 
Issues by Status:
140 Issues Completed
"Completed" = CMR Team responded to feedback and/or made changes to UMM-C based on feedback. Reviewer notified. 
15 Issues remain in current sprint (Fluorine, 2014-08-29)
23 Issues deferred due to ISO out of scope 
69 Issues in backlog for future sprints
xx Issues deferred to future UMM-C versions (UMM_C_Defer)
     ………………….
247 Issues Total (140 completed)

Issues by Type (Note: Some issues are tagged with multiple labels):
125 Editorial Changes (83 completed)
Comments where edits to the UMM-C model crosswalk document are needed.
51 Potential Changes to Model (22 completed)
Comments where changes to the UMM-C model would be needed.
No actual model changes thus far
47 Potential Changes UMM-C Required (Core) Fields (31 completed)
Comments that could affect the UMM-C required fields.
23 ISO (9 Completed, 15 deferred)
Comments that relate to conforming the UMM-C model to ISO. ISO related issues are deferred to future ISO UMM-C study based on ESDIS directive that ISO is out of scope for CMR UMM-C Phase 1. 
19 Policy Issues Summary (6 Completed)
Comments where ESDIS policy decisions would be needed for the UMM-C model
Policy Issues (Issue and Response)
UMMC-41: Huge Metadata Management Challenge (Sira Johha Khalsa)
· Response: While a challenge, managing personnel in a database ensures a consistent and uniform set of contacts across all metadata [See Reference Below] Reference UMM-C Document:
One of the requirements within the UMM is to provide a way to reference contacts as controlled entities in order to provide a consistent and uniform set of contacts across all metadata. This will allow a single update (email change, phone number, address change, etc.) and all metadata referencing that contact entity will automatically be updated. Therefore, the Personnel class will be part of the UMM and include attributes found in both ECHO and GCMD and structured to support reuse of contact information. 
UMMC-48: ECHO Has Attributes for Describing Quality (Sira Johha Khalsa)
· Response: True, ECHO has attributes for describing quality. However, quality is not called out specifically at the class level.ECHO provided additional details. 
UMMC-131: Conflating description and purpose is probably not a good idea
· Abstract and Purpose are separate subfields in the UMM-C model.
UMMC-198: Controlled Keyword for Platform May Not Be A Good Idea for Some (Philip Durbin)
· Response: The GCMD Platform controlled vocabulary includes more than just platforms, and has balloons, aircraft data etc.
UMMC-200: Location Keywords Should Not Be Controlled (Philip Durbin)
· Response: The location keywords will be controlled and most likely adopt the ISO country codes. The location keywords will be maintained by the GCMD science team.
UMMC-254: For more accurate impact assessments, it would be helpful to know if new elements are being considered and/or currently optional elements are expected to later be made required. 
· Response: The UTC telecons can be used as a forum for these discussions
Changes to Required Fields
UMMC-265: Missing Temporal Coverage. NSIDC has data sets that do not have temporal coverage defined. 
Discussion: How will we handle a situation where data sets have PaleoTemporal coverage, but not a Temporal coverage (see example above). There may be other use cases for this where there is a PaleoTemporal coverage defined, but no Temporal coverage. Will this impact the field being required?
Other Changes to Model
UMMC-306: Access Constraints Reconciliation. The Recommendation for Access Constraints should more specifically discuss how the reconciliation will take place since the keyword is uncontrolled in both GCMD and ECHO (how will it be standardized? is there an ISO format to follow?)
Response: The UMM-C crosswalk document has been updated. At this time, the class will be free-text and uncontrolled. There are future plans to evaluate this class to determine if the information should be standardized. Investigating how ISO handles this field will also be a consideration.

Other Issues of Interest
· [bookmark: _GoBack]UMMC-103: System Identifier Recommendation. Where (for example CMR metadata record submission) and how would the entry ID correctness be enforced? In general, imposing a unique identifier format on users does not work, generating one for users does. Maybe I am missing something here. I cannot yet determine fro sure from what I have read who is expected to generate the ID (I thing the provider). This is very important and should be discussed during the review, even though it might seem like it is out of scope so early in the process.
