Notes: 

1. Some names are abbreviated and shown with an ellipsis. See the e-GMS for full names.

2. Where a refinement name starts with the name of its parent item, the parent name has been omitted for brevity. See the e-GMS for full names.

3. Items marked with an asterisk are those I feel should be in the metadata for schemas, but are not mentioned in version 1 of the e-GMS local metadata standard XML schemas (April 2002). Maewyn - do you have a view on these?

4. Items marked with a double asterisk are included as a possibility in version 1 of the e-GMS local metadata standard XML schemas (April 2002), but not in the e-GMS version 3. I think they would be an improvement over the unrefined "Format". Maewyn - do you have a view on these?

	UK e-GMS
	Enumeration
	Comment
	Support in PoC?

	Accessibility
	
	n/a
	-

	Addressee
	
	n/a
	-

	Aggregation
	
	this might be modelled through RIM Associations. It is relevant if some document is part of a larger collection.
	no

	Audience
	schema designers

e-service developers
	Must support
	yes

	Contributor
	
	Must support
	yes

	Coverage
	
	Must support
	no

	Coverage. Spatial
	
	Must support
	no

	Coverage. Temporal
	
	Must support
	yes

	Creator
	
	Must support
	yes

	Date
	
	Must support
	no

	Date. Acquired
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Available
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Created
	
	Must support
	yes

	Date. Cut-off
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Closed
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Accepted
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Copyrighted
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Date. Submitted
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Declared
	
	n/a
	-

	Date. Issued
	
	Must support*
	yes

	Date. Modified
	
	Must support
	yes

	Date. NextVersionDue
	
	Must support*
	no

	Date. UpdatingFrequency
	
	Must support*
	no

	Date. Valid
	
	Must support
	yes

	Description
	
	Must support
	yes

	Description. Abstract
	
	n/a
	-

	Description. TableOfContents
	
	n/a
	-

	DigitalSignature
	
	n/a
	-

	Disposal
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal.AutoRemoveData
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Disposal. Action
	
	Must support* e.g. deprecate, remove, archive (i.e. remove and store)
	yes

	Disposal. AuthorisedBy
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. Comment
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. Conditions
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. Date
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. LastReview
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. ExportDestination
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. ExportStatus
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. Review
	
	Must support
	yes

	Disposal. ReviewDetails
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. ReviewerDetails
	
	Must support*
	no

	Disposal. ScheduleID
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Disposal. TimePeriod
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Format
	
	This should probably be supported as an alternative to the refinements below that are not included in the e-GMS v3. For schemas, this would always have the value "Text/http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema" and so could be autogenerated when serialising metadata.
	?

	Format. Description
	XML schema, W3C Recommendation 2001
	Must support**. For schemas, this always has the value "XML schema, W3C Recommendation 2001" and so could be autogenerated when serialising metadata.
	?

	Format. Extent
	
	n/a
	-

	Format. MediaType
	text/xml
	Must support**. For schemas, this always has the value "text/xml" and so could be autogenerated when serialising metadata.
	?

	Format. Medium
	
	n/a
	-

	Format. Syntax
	http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema
	Must support** For schemas, this always has the value "http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema" and so could be autogenerated when serialising metadata.
	?

	Identifier
	
	Must support
	yes

	Identifier.BibliographicCitation
	
	n/a
	-

	Identifier. CaseID
	
	n/a
	-

	Identifier. FileplanID
	
	n/a
	-

	Identifier. SystemID
	
	n/a
	-

	Language
	This could be an enumeration of the ISO 639-2/B language codes using the UBL codelist format, but I would leave it as a slot for now.
	Must support
	yes

	Location
	
	Must support. This is the home registry
	yes

	Mandate
	
	n/a
	-

	Mandate.AuthorisingStatute
	
	n/a
	-

	Mandate. DataProtection…
	
	n/a
	-

	Mandate. PersonalData…
	
	n/a
	-

	Preservation
	
	n/a
	-

	Preservation.OriginalFormat
	
	n/a
	-

	Publisher
	
	Must support
	yes

	Relation
	
	should this be supported without refinements, or only with? Can the refinements below can be modelled using RIM Associations?
	?

	Relation. ConformsTo
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Relation. HasFormat
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Relation. HasVersion
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Relation. HasPart
	
	Must support
	yes

	Relation. IsDefinedBy
	
	Must support*
	no

	Relation. IsFormatOf
	
	Must support*
	no

	Relation. IsPartOf
	
	Must support
	yes

	Relation. IsReferencedBy
	
	n/a
	-

	Relation. IsReplacedBy
	
	Must support*
	no

	Relation. IsRequiredBy
	
	n/a
	-

	Relation. IsVersionOf
	
	Must support
	no

	Relation. ProvidesDefinitionOf
	
	Must support
	yes

	Relation. ReasonForRedaction
	
	n/a
	-

	Relation. Redaction
	
	n/a
	-

	Relation. References
	
	n/a
	-

	Relation. Requires
	
	Must support
	yes

	Relation. Replaces
	
	Must support*
	no

	Relation. SequenceNo
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Rights. Copyright
	
	Must support
	yes

	Rights. Custodian
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Rights. Descriptor
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. DisclosabilityTo…
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. DPADataSubject…
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. EIRDislosability…
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. EIRExemption
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. FOIADislosability…
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. FOIAExemption
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. FOIAReleaseDetails
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. FOIAReleaseDate
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. GroupAccess
	
	Could be in the serialised metadata to indicate rights in the registry
	no

	Rights. IndividualUser…
	
	Could be in the serialised metadata to indicate rights in the registry
	no

	Rights. LastFOIA…
	
	n/a
	-

	Rights. PreviousProtectiveMarking
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Rights. ProtectiveMarking
	
	Must support*
	yes

	Rights. ProtectiveMarkingChangeDate
	
	to be supported?
	no

	Rights. ProtectiveMarkingExpiryDate
	
	Must support*
	no

	Source
	
	n/a
	-

	Status
	
	Must Support* This seems to complement the RIM status, and could be a qualifier added to that.
	no

	Subject
	
	to be supported?
	?

	Subject. Category
	
	Must support
	yes

	Subject. Keyword
	
	Must support*
	yes

	Subject. Person
	
	n/a
	no

	Subject. ProcessIdentifier
	
	Must support*
	no

	Subject. Programme
	
	Must support*
	no

	Subject. Project
	
	Must support
	yes

	Title
	
	Must support
	yes

	Title. AlternativeTitle
	
	n/a
	no

	Type
	[empty string]

message

architectural

element

type
	Must support. This enumerated list is taken from the e-GMS local metadata standard for XML schemas, but I am not sure I agree with it. Model as a classification scheme - we can change the enumerations later.
	yes

	refinements of Type
	
	n/a
	?


