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Compliance with XML Design Rules and Conventions
Critical Issues
· While compliance of OpenGIS schemas are out of the control of the NHDEvent flow developers, the four NHD Event schemas should be designed to comply with Exchange Network Design rules and Conventions (DRCs).  Some examples of rule violations include element naming issues (use of acronyms, abbreviations, and underscore characters, see GD3-4 and GD3-5), missing header schema documentation (SD5-34) and element documentation (SD5-29).

Non-Critical Issues

· Namespace prefixes should be consistent with Exchange identifier in namespace and used as the dataflow name in submit operations. Currently it is set to “evt”.
Compliance with Exchange Design Rules and Conventions
Critical Issues

FCD

· Data flow name is defined inconsistently. Header “DataFlowName” property value is “NHD_Event_v2” (p. 9), Submit dataflow parameter is “NHD Event” (with a space, p. 14), Download dataflow parameter is “NHDEvent” (no space, p. 15). These must be made consistent. Only “NHD_Event_v2” is consistent with EDRC design rules. See XD1-1, XD2-3, and XD1-3

· Table 1 lists the Header parameters and usage. The Name/Value pair for resolution has a description that relates to notifications. If notifications are supported using a header parameter, a separate name/value attribute pair needs to be defined.

· In Section 3.2 Submission Processing and Feedback does not mention status of a transaction that is not yet Completed or Failed. Typically “Received” or “Pending” would be used. The appropriate status should be listed.

Non-Critical Issues

· FCD uses many acronyms without first defining them (NHD, USGS, RAD, WATERS)

· Section 2.2.1 states “The NHD Event Network Exchange uses Header v2.0 with the Node v2.0 protocol.” But earlier in the document it says that either Node v1.1 or 2.0 protocol is supported. Please clarify.

· Payload operations specified in the Header’s payload are duplicated in the flowOperation parameter for Node 2.0 submissions. If the value within the payload itself is used to determine flow processing behavior, it would be advisable to not duplicate the value in the flowOperation parameter to avoid confusion and unnecessary complexity.

· The Header DataServiceName parameter is described as “Name of a data service that generated the document”. What if some other service besides the two listed is used? If this parameter is not required for CDX to appropriately process the document, it should be marked as optional.
· Section 3.2 Submission Processing and Feedback

· A diagram would be useful in this section

· Creation of the file should be the first step

· CDX also archives the file as part of its processing prior to dispatching to the back-end system for processing

· DET still prefixes modules and schema file names with OW-EVT. This needs to be updated to NHDEvent.

