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The MPARWG, led by co-chairs Dr. H. K. “Rama” Ramapriyan and Clyde Brown, met in three sessions, two special sessions and a regular working session.  The topic of the first special session (October 21, morning) was MEaSUREs - DAAC Best Practices and the topic of the second special session (October 21, afternoon) was Product Quality Metrics. The third session (October 22, morning) was a regular MPARWG business meeting.

MPARWG Special Sessions

The sessions on MEaSUREs – DAACs Best Practices and Product Quality Metrics were the primary activities of the 2010 MPARWG meeting. Both sessions focused on the collaborative working relationship between the MEaSUREs projects and the DAACs assigned to work with them. 
Both sessions were conducted with the overall goal of the MEaSUREs program in mind: to produce a comprehensive suite of high quality Earth System Data Records (ESDRs) that can be used singly or in various combinations by Earth system researchers in pursuit of the objectives of the NASA Earth science program.

The first special session reviewed the current status and progress to date of work being done by MEaSUREs and DAAC pairs to plan and begin the transition of MEaSUREs project ESDR products to DAACs for archive and distribution. The transition work involves coordination on product formats, metadata content, documentation, etc. The session produced recommendations and best practices to guide the continuing work of the MEaSUREs and recommendations for the next generation of MEaSUREs-type projects. The overriding theme of the session was the recognition by all parties of the importance of an active collaborative relationship between each MEaSUREs project and its DAAC that begins as early as possible in the life of the MEaSUREs project and continues through its completion. Further, coordination across projects and DAACs was seen as essential to promote interoperability of MEaSUREs ESDRs – i.e. to enable researchers to use in their Earth system research various combinations of ESDRs developed by different MEaSUREs projects and available from different DAACs.
The second special session continued the discussion of Product Quality Metrics begun with the August 17, 2010 MPARWG telecon. Product quality was seen as including the intrinsic science quality of the geophysical products and their usability – involving formats, metadata, documentation, ease of access, available support services, etc. This view of product quality essentially picked up the theme of the first session because high product quality can only be achieved by a collaborative effort of the MEaSUREs projects that produce the ESDRs and the DAACs that archive them and make them available to the science community. The MEaSUREs projects are responsible for producing ESDRs of high intrinsic science quality, while the DAACs are responsible for making them readily available to the science community in usable form with full documentation, but the projects and DAACs have to cooperate for this to be accomplished. The Product Quality Metrics were seen as a way of providing a program level measure of the progress made by the MEaSUREs projects and DAACs toward meeting the MEaSUREs program goal. The MPARWG considered an approach to assembling Product Quality Metrics without reaching a conclusion, and will continue its work in a telecon to be held in the next 2-3 months.
The presentations, discussion, and results of the two special sessions are summarized in two white papers available on the MPARWG page of the ESDSWG website, at https://esdswg.eosdis.nasa.gov/wg/mpar . The first is “MEaSUREs – DAACs Best Practices” and the second is “Product Quality Metrics”.
MPAR Regular Business Session
The third MPARWG session took up the regular business of the working group:
1) Disposition of the action items from the 2009 MPARWG meeting (Rama), 
2) FY2010 metrics reporting by the projects and to NASA HQ (Greg Hunolt),

3) Implementation of Citation Metrics (Rama),

4) Quad Chart Format for Impact Metrics (included in FY2010 metrics reporting presentation),

5) Discussion of ACCESS project metrics reporting with Steve Berrick, NASA HQ,

6) Ideas for post-processing and referral metrics presented by Jason Werpy, EDC,
7) Web Enabled Landsat Data (WELD) MEaSUREs project presented by Indu Kommarredy, WELD,

8) Discussion of metrics reporting and the EMS with Kevin Murphy, GSFC,

9) Action Items from the 2010 MPARWG Meeting.

Presentations on these topics, with the exception of the two discussion topics (Steve Berrick and Kevin Murphy) are available on the MPARWG page of the ESDSWG website, at https://esdswg.eosdis.nasa.gov/wg/mpar . 
The main points on the various topics are reported below – see the presentations for full details.

Metrics Reporting by Projects and to NASA HQ

The main item from this topic was the beginning of regular MEaSUREs metrics reporting to Martha Maiden, NASA HQ. The report (see the presentation for examples) is in the form of a quad chart. It includes 1) a recap of the goals of the MEaSUREs program, 2) a summary of the current status of the MEaSUREs projects, including aggregated metrics (distinct users, product types available, products provided, and volume distributed), and 3) a monthly MEaSUREs project highlight that calls out an accomplishment of one individual MEaSUREs project, with an illustrative figure (image or graphic) and a brief explanation.
The highlights have been selected from MEaSUREs project’s E-books submissions or are prompted by an item (such as the beginning of distribution of products to users or the availability of new products) in a project’s metrics report. Note that these highlights do not take the place of Impact Metrics, which projects are strongly encouraged to provide as the opportunity arises (see below). Impact Metrics allow a project to provide more information about a specific case where the project’s products or services have been of benefit to another organization or another project (such as a field campaign) or user group.
MEaSUREs projects are encouraged to suggest highlights, either by using an E-books quad-chart, an email message, or a supplemental comment in a regular metrics report. Greg Hunolt drafts the monthly MEaSUREs report for Martha Maiden by about the 15th of the month, and sends it to Rama for review, and Rama forwards the final version to Martha. 
The metrics reporting sequence of events, with the addition of the monthly reports to Martha Maiden,  is as shown in the table below, using as an example metrics reporting for October activity (i.e. the reporting period is the month of October):
Example of Metrics Reporting Sequence of Events – for an October reporting period.

	Date
	Event

	Nov 7
	Metrics “Gentle Reminder” sent to projects that metrics  reports for October will be due on the 15th

	Nov 15
	Metrics Reports Due via MCT

	Nov 20-25
	Metrics Reports Reviewed

	Nov 30
	Monthly Metrics Reporting Status Update for Rama and Steve Berrick

	Nov 30
	Projects wishing to highlight an accomplishment for the Monthly HQ Metrics Report send in highlight by E-books, email, or supplemental comment.

	Dec 15
	Monthly HQ Metrics Report draft to Rama

	Dec 17
	Monthly HQ Metrics Report from Rama to Martha Maiden


Implementation of Citation Metrics - Rama
NASA HQ has approved the MPARWG recommendation for citation metrics. The objective for FY2011 is for some projects to try collection and reporting of the citation metrics, and to report on their experience, lessons learned, etc., at the MPARWG meeting in October 2011.
To have citations to report, a project’s products must have been available long enough for researchers to have done their work and published their results (with the appropriate citations). This probably limits the MEaSUREs projects that could report citation metrics in FY2011 to the seven REASoN continuations. 
The MPARWG requests that the projects (that can) develop an approach and conduct one count / collection of citations by April, 2011.  The projects are asked to enter the citation metrics into the MCT (which will have been modified by April to accept the two new citation metrics) and to provide as description of their approach and the actual citations to E-books as an attachment to a regular E-books report. The first citations metrics for each project may include all citations as far back as the project wishes to look for them. 
At the October, 2011 ESDSWG meeting, the MPARWG will review the results and lessons learned from the FY2011 effort, determine how to proceed in FY2012, and produce the first annual report to NASA Headquarters.
Quad Chart Format for Impact Metrics

NASA HQ has also approved the MPARWG recommendation to switch to a quad chart format for Impact Metrics. See the October 2010 Metrics Baseline charts on the MPARWG page of the ESDSWG website, https://esdswg.eosdis.nasa.gov/wg/mpar for the Impact Metric quad chart template and an example (charts 31 – 33). Projects are strongly encouraged to provide Impact Metrics as the opportunity arises, and should send them to E-books. Impact Metrics are no longer reported via the MCT.

ACCESS Metrics Reporting Discussion – Steve Berrick, NASA HQ (ACCESS Program Manager)
Many of the regular MPARWG metrics might not apply to service oriented ACCESS projects, especially those that are developing services for future use by DAACs. Project defined metrics are available to provide the flexibility for an ACCESS project to define from one to four metrics that it thinks best characterize its work or measure is progress toward its goals. Steve would like to see reports including project defined metrics from ACCESS projects at a frequency comfortable for them. Rama suggested that he and Steve hold a telecon with ACCESS projects to discuss possible project defined metrics. Steve indicated that possible project defined metrics for ACCESS projects could include TRL progress, perhaps re-use readiness, up-take of the project developed services into DAAC operational environments, and use by DAAC users of services developed by ACCESS projects (which would continue after the end of the ACCESS project).
Proposed Post-Processing and Referral Metrics – Jason Werpy, EDC
Post-Processing includes value-added services for providing custom products created dynamically from pre-computed products, for example spatial subsetting or subsetting by selected parameters(s) or producing of a mosaic product from multiple input products. Jason presented examples of possible post-processing metrics, including for a case in which two data centers are involved in the production of the final user product.
The objective of post-processing services is to save work by the user, and usually to reduce the data volume sent to the user. Rama noted that ACCESS projects are developing the kind of services that would have benefits to users by saving them work, and reducing the volume of data transferred to them.

Steve Berrick agreed on the potential value for measuring work saved by ACCESS project developed services.
Referral metrics would apply to cross-DAAC searching and ordering, for example to count how many people do searches across DAACs. Another possibility would be to measure latencies in multi-DAAC services, i.e. measure how long it takes to go through all of the steps involved.

Quick Overview of WELD project and WELD Distribution Metrics - Indu Kommareddy
The presentation described the WELD (Web Enabled Landsat Data) project, the products it produces, its new user interface, and the distribution metrics that the WELD project collects. A new version of the WELD products, version 1.5, was released on October 14, 2010, replacing version 1.3. Questions were raised about whether users who had received version 1.3 would be advised that it had been replaced by the new version. The project can’t provide such notification because version 1.3 was available by anonymous FTP.

Discussion of Metrics Reporting by MCT and EMS – Kevin Murphy
Once MEaSUREs products and services are provided by DAACs, the EMS can generate data and populate the MCT. [Work is in progress on implementing the first case of this for an ACCESS project that has integrated a service into a DAAC environment.]
The EMS team worked with the DISCOVER project to test the feasibility of obtaining raw log files from the project and extracting metrics from them. This required the DISCOVER and project to agree on how the logs would be formatted for delivery to EMS. GHRC reformatted the DISCOVER log files into a format that the EMS was able to read successfully, though the DISCOVER project still would have to provide additional information to the EMS so that the EMSW could interpret the log information correctly. A parallel effort with Peter Cornillon’s continuing REASoN log files stalled without reaching agreement on reformatting. Both cases showed that this approach was workable, though involving some up-front set-up effort, but that weighing the benefits against costs was needed. Rama noted that given the reluctance of many groups to provide log files to the EMS this approach is not likely to be implemented.
Action Items from the 2010 MPARWG Meeting
Action 2010-1: Greg Hunolt to draft white paper on MEaSUREs – DAACs Best Practices, provide draft to MPARWG co-chairs.
Action 2010-2: Co-Chairs to refine draft, circulate to projects and DAACs for review and comment. 
Action 2010-3: Rama to send final recommendations to NASA HQ 
Action 2010-4: Greg Hunolt to prepare a summary of the Product Quality Metrics discussion provide draft to MPARWG co-chairs.
Action 2010-5: Co-chairs to refine and circulate to projects and DAACs and scheduled a telecon to continue the work.
Action 2010–6: Conduct telecon with ACCESS projects to define suitable metrics
Action 2010-7: Workout Quad chart format for ACCESS projects
Action 2010-8: All –– provide citation metrics by April 2011
Action 2010-9: MCT/E-Books team – implement method to accept citation metrics 
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