[bookmark: _GoBack]Title of publication reviewed.
Authors of publication.
Indicate I did the review and the date.
General comments: 
I usually try to start with something positive – like they did a good job, if they did.
Also in this section are comments that might pertain to all the files. For instance, we use the switchboard number plus the extension, not the direct dial number. So, if they use the direct dial number I would mention that here. I usually break things out by where they occur in the metadata. So I might have a header “Abstract” – and then discuss the abstract issues. Or the header might be “Phone number” and explain that.
I have basic guidance on a google site that everyone has access to. If it’s obvious that they haven’t checked that, I will mention that here and give them the pointer to the site.
Individual files:
Once the general comments are made, then I usually have a section for each file I’ve reviewed. So if there are seismic tracklines, I would have a header “Seismic tracklines”, or the header might be the actual filename. And then within that section I would discuss some problems with the metadata – but also (and more importantly), point out problems with the data. The metadata files themselves I have in Word documents and use track changes to make edits, but that doesn’t always cover issues with the data. I will sometimes use screen grabs if the problem is easy to see in the data display.
Report document:
Just as I’m a firm believer in you can’t review the metadata without the data, I also believe you can’t review the data/metadata without the associated publication. The two are intimately related. Any problems in the data are probably perpetuated in the publication where they report results.
Even in reviewing data for a data release I have asked to see the associated journal article. In one case this led to me discovering that they had only given me a portion of the data. I think with the new division between data release and publication, policing that all the data are actually released will become more difficult. I believe this additional burden will have to fall on the BAO’s – to ensure that all data associated with a journal or series publication – have been appropriately published in a data release.
My purpose in looking at the publication is only to check the relationship with the data. Or in some cases question why tables in the publication aren’t being released as part of a data release. The report has its own reviewers to catch other types of mistakes. But I would hope that those reviewers do ask the authors where and how the data are being published.

So what follows is an example with actual elements pulled from several different actual reviews.
Metadata and data review:
High-Resolution Geophysical Data from Somewhere, Massachusetts
Authors:
Blinkin and Nod

Review by:
VeeAnn A. Cross
7/12/16

General comments:

Things that you should already know – because they are in the guidance document on the google site (https://sites.google.com/a/usgs.gov/wh-metadata/):
· Filename no longer goes in the title – that information is in the guidance on the google site.
· Instead of General, use None for a thesaurus that isn’t really a thesaurus.
ISO keywords – we no longer use oceans and coastal or oceans and estuaries. Just oceans.

Titles (larger work citation title) should not have periods at the end.

Distribution:
Put the link to the zip file as the first network resource name.

Abstract:
You link to a particular page on the project page – which happens to be broken. I suggest you simply link to the project page. With all the web reengineering going on, it’s likely that a link to a specific page that works today, might not work next year.

Technical prerequisite: I think we can get rid of the reference to ArcView 3.0 – that is archaic.

Metadata extension: delete the metadata extension if it points to Esri. The only need for this is if you actually use a metadata extension, and I don’t think you do. The Esri link is broken. Again, I believe this is in the guidance on the google site.

Specific files:

Hyperlink Images:
Make sure the image name matches the image name in the shapefiles.
In the metadata, explain the file naming convention.
The images have a label along the x-axis that indicates the start and end shot that does not match the start and end shot presented in the trackline shapefile for the same line.
The file for l3f2_s.png is blank, yet according to the trackline shapefile should have 19,511 shots.

HYPACK:
You say DEV 4 is disabled, but there are actually EC1 4 in many files. The values appear to be all the same – so I’m wondering if this was another case of Danforth feeding the system a bogus value. That needs to be explained in the metadata.

Seismic navigation:
You have tracklines without shot points: l17f1, l179f2

Backscatter image:
You have some pretty serious noise on some lines – perhaps explain that if you can?
I don’t think l225f1-CH12 had enough water column removed. You have a whole series of nodata values right along nadir – along the whole line it seems.

Swath tracklines:
Your completeness report for the backscatter and bathy tracklines is pretty much the same, yet the bathymetry dataset includes tie lines and the backscatter doesn’t. So perhaps the completeness report needs to be a little more clear as to what was processed and what wasn’t. what was included and what wasn’t.
Sediment samples:
You need to cross-reference Poppe’s publication.
Any attribute in the CSV file that is not already defined in the entity and attribute section will need to be defined in the entity and attribute overview section. (for when there are 2 formats – in this case a shapefile and a csv, but the shapefile has a reduced number of attributes).
A common problem with sediment data is that some of the attributes become integers when converted to a shapefile. This seems to have happened with 2 of the attributes: PHIM5 and PHIM4. Sometimes you have to create a schema.ini file to make sure certain attributes are brought in appropriately. There were 2 ways to find this problem. Apparently you did your min and max from the Excel file and not the shapefile – as the min and max on those 2 attributes did not give the floating point values. Also, if I sum the percentages, sum the phis, and then do a difference, the difference that <> 0 are where you have actual values in PHIM5 and PHIM4 that have been rounded to the nearest integer. I can help you with the schema.ini – but the shapefile needs to be fixed.

Journal publication and these data:
Here is something that confuses me. These are the data accompanying the publication, right? However, the journal article indicates data are from 2014 and 2015 – there are no data points from 2014 in what I have.
