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Findings by Category

1. Schema Validation

Schema is valid (XML Spy Professional 2007 sp2)

2. Compliance with Design Rules and Conventions 

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· Tag naming semantic guidelines were not followed:

·  Rule [GD3-1] Element names MUST be in “Upper Camel Case”. Many elements do not follow this rule (STREAMORDERType). No justification was provided in the SCR for not following this rule.
· Rule [GD3-4] states that acronyms should not be used, but if used, the acronym should be defined in the element documentation or other external documentation. The NDHUpdate schema contains many acronyms that are not easily interpretable or readily defined (GDB, CM, CMD, VAA). For example, all elements in the FeatureAttribute block are cryptic, undefined acronyms. Justification for using this convention should be documented in the Schema Conformance Report.
· Naming rules [GD3-10], [GD3-12], [GD3-13], [GD3-14], [GD3-15] not followed.
· Schema Conformance Report will be amended to provide justification for the tag naming issues. 
Non-critical Issues:

· Rule [SD5-28] Data-centric schemas SHOULD include schema construct documentation. Many elements in the NHDUpdate schema do not have any documentation.
· More documentation will be added to the schemas.
3. Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· Schema directory should contain a “0” subdirectory. The index.xsd file should point to the root schema in the “0” subdirectory. The requisite directory structure is discussed in the EN Namespace document.
· Schema configuration will be changed to match recommended directory structure. 
4. Review of Data Exchange Template
(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· Definitions for some elements missing. Property Term, Representative Term, Object Qualifier not provided, reflected in non-compliance with tag name semantic guidelines.
· Definitions will be added.
5. Review of Flow Configuration Document
(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· The Data Service Section (Section 6) is intended for the description of Query and Solicit Services, of which none are available for the NHD flow. If this section is to be used to describe the Submit and GetStatus operations, the table labeled “Data Service Parameters, Order, and Format” should be removed since this does not make sense for non-Query operations.
· Dropped “Data Service Parameters, Order, and Format’ from this section.
· The GetStatus operation needs to describe the responses that USGS will reply with and the meaning of each status, (e.g. what would a response of “Failed” indicate?), and the proper steps a submitter should take to resolve the failure. Section 8.4 appears to contain a portion of this information, but does not tie it back to specific GetStatus responses from USGS. The FCD does not indicate whether that GetStatus operation needs to be supported by state nodes to inform USGS the status of the submission. 
· Revised this section; tied responses in this section and descriptions in section 8.3 (renumbered) together better. Added GetStatus response at state node level. 
· The required contents of the zip file do not appear to be listed in the FCD. This may not be important of the zip file is generated by an existing software tool, and if so, this should be stated.

· Added a list of zipfile contents to this section.  There is also a reference to Attachment A, which contains a full description of all files required or optional within the zip files, and graphics of the contents of each zipfile.  (Zip files vary in content depending on the value of the Property <FlowDir>).
Non-critical Issues:


FCD Content:
· Table in section 8.1 would be better suited to the section where the submit operation is detailed (6.1) since this contains critical information needed to properly configure the Submit operation. 

· Moved this table to section 6.1; dropped former section 8.1; renumbered subsections under section 8.0.
· Processing organization is specified twice in each payload; once in the Header properties, and once within the NHDUpdate XML instance document. This creates unneeded redundancy and is vulnerable to inconsistencies.

· We acknowledge that this is an issue but have not addressed it in this version. 
· Red text in section 8.1 should be clarified or removed. Regarding documents, please review the Node Protocol/Specification v1.1 to understand what this is referring to. In the case of the NHDUpdate flow, it appears that the flow will only accept a single instance of a nodeDocument object attached to the Submit operation. In this case, the nodeDocument is a zip file. (The submit operation supports an array of documents).

· Changed text as requested. 
· FCD references “state nodes” only. Is it conceivable the tribes, county or local government, or other entities may submit updates to USGS? If so, wording should be more inclusive.

· Other entities may (and are encouraged to) submit updates. Other updaters are encouraged to work with their state NHD stewards.  Submissions to USGS should go through state nodes or tribal nodes.  Updates from USGS to other users could go through tribal nodes; however – each additional node that USGS has to send updates to means some additional work on their part.  Wording on page 10 was added to make this point.  
Structure and Formatting:

· Placeholder text from the FCD template should be removed throughout the document (Text in angle brackets <>).   - Done
· Section 2.1 (Background) and Section 4.2 (Data Flow Overview) contain portions of exact same text. Redundant text should be removed.  -Done
· Standard Exchange Network cover page should be used  --Done
· Eliminate unused sections and captions (e.g. Section 7.2)  -Done
· Attachment A does not appear to be relevant to the flow.

· Attachment A was dropped; subsequent attachments were renumbered.
6. Review of other supporting materials
Not Evaluated

7. Other observations
· NHDUpdate root schema only contains an include statement pointing to the Transaction schema. Why not make the Transaction schema the root and delete the NHDUpdate_v1.0.xsd schema?
· The NHDUpdate schema hierarchy mimics a previous schema – EVT – in that respect.  There might be some predictability in having the root schema named identically with the flow name.
· Creation of separate elements for “Create” and “Modify” causes unnecessary proliferation of elements. Alternatively, a single, generic block could be created for each entity (e.g. Feature, relationship, or event) with a single TransactionCode element, allowing Create, Modify or Delete to be specified.

· If we were designing this schema from scratch it would make sense to do as recommended here.  In the case of the NHDUpdate Data Flow we are formalizing schemas that match data maintenance programs of the USGS NHD program that are in place and widely distributed.  Making the change recommended above would cause the USGS to have to rewrite a lot of code. 
· Create Event defines Coordinate as Required, but it is optional in all other locations. Was this by design?

· Yes.  When you create an event for the first time you have to provide geographic coordinates for it.  When you do a ‘Modify’, you may or may not have to modify the geographic coordinates – you might just be changing an attribute. 
· Is it necessary to limit the maxLength of string elements to over 2 billion characters?

· The maximum length of string elements mimics what the Create and Read programs declare.

· No explanation was given in the SCR as to why no Shared Schema Components were used.
· Due to the specialized nature of the spatial data being included in this dataflow, no Shared Schema Components were utilized.  The decision to not modify the existing programs prevented changing the names for elements that would be feasible matches to Shared Schema Components
