Schema Conformance Review Response – AQS 2.0
Schema Package Name and Version: AQS 2.0
Reviewed Date: 3/27/2007
Reviewed By: Bill Rensmith, Glen Carr
This document contains a response from the schema designers to the conformance review.  Response text is in blue.
In summary, our response is to modify the schema index and folder structure of the schema (in ways that will not alter the structure of an instance document) as requested to better conform with DRCs.  Other changes to the schema that would alter the structure of an instance document will not be made in this version (but slated for the next version) as the XML structure represents a year-long collaborative effort between state and federal agencies to develop a data format that can be used for three (and possibly more) different flows.  We have also updated the FCD and developed a completely new DET.
Critical Issues: Inconsistent conformance with the DRCs, including lack of index.xsd file, non-compliant folder structure, and Shared Schema Component use.  The information included in the DET was incomplete.  Inconsistencies with recommended Header usage.  
Non-critical Issues: Inconsistent implementation of the DRCs.  Incomplete information included in the FCD.
Findings by Category

1. Schema Validation

(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Schema is valid. (Checked using XMLSpy 2007 and Stylus Studio)
2. Compliance with Design Rules and Conventions 

(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· Index.xsd not implemented.  (See DRC [GD2-A])
· We will make this change.
· Folder structure is not compliant with EN Guidelines. (See Namespace Guidance)
· We changed the folder structure to add version number parent folders.
· No mention of why many SSCs (i.e., GeographicLocationDescription, FacilitySiteIdentity and LocationAddress) were not implemented in the conformance report. 

· There were two primary reasons for not fully integrating complex SSCs into this schema.  First, the AQS system does not collect (that is, have a place to store) many of the simple types within the complex types.  So we only need one or two of the simple types within many of the complex types.  Second, this was a schema version upgrade and, while the structure was completely changed from version 1.0, the contents remained essentially the same (reflecting the AQS collection requirements).  The SCCs were greatly expanded after version 1.0 of the AQS schema but before version 2.0.   We have created a new DET that indicates which schema elements map to SCCs.
Non-critical Issues:

· “Edited with XML Spy” comments should be removed.  (See RDC Rule [SD5-30])
· We did not address this issue at this time.
· Element documentation does not provide element definition in many cases. For example “YYYYMMDD” for date fields.  (See DRC [SD5-28])
· Almost all element annotations were carried over from version 1.0 of the schema.  We will incorporate business definitions in the next (major or minor) release.

· Action Codes (Insert, Update, Delete) are implemented at a very granular level. Data providers may not realistically be able to provide this level of detail. Consider updates at a higher level (i.e. the Facility or Substance level).
· The AQS business rules dictate the granularity of the Action Codes.  Requiring data providers to track this information is not the ideal for EN flows, but reflects legacy AQS business practice and cannot be changed until AQS is re-engineered.

· Consider implementing a smart update instead of explicit “Insert” or “update” action codes. Data providers may not know what is in AQS already when they compose their submission.

· See comment above.  We will suggest this as a requirement for the next AQS re-engineering (which is not scheduled).

· Action code for RoadInfluences is optional. This is a departure from all other Action Codes. 

· This is a mistake.  It will be corrected in the next release.

3. Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· “Version” attribute of root element should be “schemaVersion”. Minor version should use a pattern to allow for 2.1, 2.2 in instance documents and still be valid.  (See DRC [SD5-26])
· We could not make the attribute change without affecting the various parties involved in developing the schema.  It will be corrected in the next release.  The patterning will work as implemented.
Non-critical Issues:

· “Submission” portion of namespace name may be unnecessary. IF additional sub-flows will be developed for AQS, then this construct is appropriate.  (See DRC [SD4-C])
· There will likely be additional sub-flows developed in the future.

4. Review of Data Exchange Template
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· DET does not conform to the format prescribed in the DET Template available on the Exchange Network Website. While it is not necessary to use the exact layout provided in the template, the metadata for each element (as can be seen in the template) needs to be documented.
(See http://www.exchangenetwork.net/dev_schema/det.htm for DET Template)

· The DET was completely redone to using the template (although some modifications were made). It includes element name, module/parent name, file name containing element, data type, restriction, description (or reference), target system table and column to map to references, and corresponding SCC.  Business rules are all documented in a separate document that is referenced. 
Non-critical Issues:
· None
5. Review of Flow Configuration Document
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· The Payload Operation on Page 10 should be “N/A”, not “Load” as this is an attribute of the Header, which is not applicable for the AQS flow.
· We will make this change.
· Sequence of Steps on Page 13 states that the state creates a payload and a header. The header portion is inaccurate.

· We will make this change.
Non-critical Issues:

· The FCD does not utilize the FCD template. At a minimum, the FCD should implement the standard cover and “Component Alignment and Change History” sections. 
(See http://www.exchangenetwork.net/dev_schema/fcd.htm for FCD Template)
· This template was not released until after the FCD was submitted for review.  We will include the cover the standard cover and “Component Alignment and Change History” sections.
· There is a lot of text relating to the header when no header is implemented in the flow. Once sentence should suffice to convey this.

· We’ve gotten a lot of questions about the header, so we wanted to be very clear.  

· Discussion of the CDX-Web submission process (Page 7) is arguably out of scope for the FCD which should only cover XML submissions to the CDX Node. This discussion is valid for discussing Flow Feedback when the user must log into CDX Web to get processing reports. Feedback processing should be reserved for a dedicated section of the FCD.  (See the FCD template “Fault follow up actions” section).
· We removed the reference to CDX-Web (again, it was only put in because we had received questions in the past and we agree that it is out of scope).

· The “Submission Processing and Feedback” and “Node Submission Architecture and sequence of steps” sections both have a list of processing steps, mostly duplicative. Consider consolidating into a single list for clarity.

· This is how EPA’s OEI insisted on preparing version 1 of the FCD and we agree with you.  Thank you for vindicating our opinion.

· Appendix A is empty and should be removed.

· The section “Maintenance of Lookup Codes” is actually within Appendix A.  The new outline format and table of contents should make this clear.

· Footer dates to match the date on the cover.
· We have corrected this.

6. Review of other supporting materials
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· AQS standards-based components do not match the data standards. For example “Geographic Monitoring Location” differs from the SSC (i.e.  Geographic Reference Point is missing, element order is different, etc.). No explanation given in conformance report.

· This is an artifact of trying to maintain a consistent set of elements in going from version 1 to version 2.  During the development process we asked and were told explicitly by the EPA Data Standards Branch that compliance with a data standard did not mean an exact structural match, but meant that any data elements you collect with an applicable standard must (1) map to a standard element and (2) match the format specified by the standard.  There were no other conditions required.  We understand that it would be best to use the standard structures and plan to do so in the next revision.
Non-critical Issues:

· Sample XML file may wish to be “pretty print” formatted for easy human browsing.
· We will make this change.

7. Other observations & questions
· Please explain why it costs so much to integrate the Measure data standard into AQS. Is that the reason for not integrating any other SSCs?

· It was our understanding from the EPA Data Standards branch that our approach would “comply” with standards for integration (see comment in previous section).  The estimated costs relate to the amount of testing and documentation required to ensure that all data types coming into AQS are processed correctly.  AQS is a complex system with mandatory data elements varying by the type of data reported.  Maintaining the quality of such a complex, high volume, high quality system requires extensive testing and evaluation.
· What is the primary key for an update in each instance? For example, If a user needs to update a single MonitorSamplePeriod sampling begin date, wouldn’t the old date and new date need to be provided so the appropriate record could be located?

· The primary key is different for each AQS “transaction type” (which corresponds to a path down the XML hierarchy).  To further complicate the matter, the primary keys are often different for inserts than they are for updates and deletes.  They are summarized at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/airs/airsaqs/manuals/AQS%20Input%20Transaction%20Formats.pdf 
