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Findings by Category

1. Schema Validation

Schema is valid

2. Compliance with Design Rules and Conventions 

· Two index.xsd files are included. DRC rule [SD5-S] states that the index.xsd file should be located in the major version number folder (“1” in this case). The file in the ATT folder is extraneous.
· “Edit with XML spy” comments should be removed from all schema files. See DRC rule [SD5-30].

· [XD1-4] Solicit/query services are not defined. This would be a great opportunity to leverage the work to define a data publishing option. 

· [XD2-6] No sample XML file is provided for the spatial. No schema is provided for the spatial component.

· Schema version attribute in index.xsd says “1.0”. ATT_V1.2 file say “1.1” but schema version is “1.2”. The schema file name, XSD version attribute, header documentation and namespace MUST all contain matching version information. See DRC rule [SD5-K].
· Element Naming Issues: Element naming standards were not followed. Please review section 2.2 of the DRCs. Following naming rules will help to avoid ambiguously named elements such as “Assessor”, “Trend”, and “Cycle”. Some specific examples of non-conformant naming are as follows:
· Many plural named elements (AssessmentUnits, UserCategories, etc.). DRC rule [GD3-17] states “A tag name and all its components MUST be in singular form unless the concept itself is plural.”

· Element names do not incorporate a valid Representation Type. See [GD3-15].

· Acronyms and abbreviations should not be used in element names  (ATLASes, ID305b, PreID305b) . See [GD3-4] and [GD3-5].
· Elements should not use consecutive redundant words (AssessmentTypeType). See [GD3-11].

· The multiple levels of header (container) elements sometimes seem unnecessary (e.g. TMDLs/TMDLsDetails; AssessmentMethods/AssessmentMethodDetails).
· TMDLsDetails is defined locally. All elements must be global. See [SD3-1].
· Many elements are missing inline documentation.  Combined with non-descript element names, implementers may have difficulty determining what data should be provided in elements.

· [SD5-29] Exchange Network schemas SHOULD use the documentation element for schema construct documentation. Currently the data elements in the schema are not annotated.

· Possible issue with root file ATT_v1.2.xsd not including definition of any root complex type.

· Possible issue with file naming of ATT_v1.2.xsd (should be ATT_ATT_v1.2.xsd)?

3. Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
· Data exchange and schema do not meet requirements for a minor version increment. Schema should be published as v2.0.
· Exchange does not define and use a single, consistent exchange identifier. The package is called OWIR. The schema file names use ATT. The namespace prefix is att. The FCD calls it the IR Network Exchange in some areas and the OWIR Exchange in others. The submit operation defines two data flow names: OWIR-ATT and OWIR-EVT. The proliferation of identifiers violates EDRC rules [XD1-1] and [XD1-2]. 

· Exchange version number not implemented. See [XD1-3].

4. Review of Data Exchange Template
· In the DET, the “XML Data Type” column references a WAD namespace (which isn’t used).  

· Fix namespace prefix.

· A more useful formatting of the DET may be to order elements to match the ATT schema structure (http://exchangenetwork.net/schema/WQX/2/WQX_DET_v2.0.xls for example). This makes it easier for those performing data mapping back to source databases to navigate through.

· This is just a question: The DET lists some business rules in the Business Rules column. Does this (along with the schema validation/restrictions) represent all of the data validation that will performed during a submit to EPA? If not, missing validation checks should be added to the business rules column.

· Some elements in schema do not appear in the DET (StateName). This may confuse data flow implementers on whether / how element can be reported

· State code definition in schema annotation does not match that in DET
· It is difficult to know which elements are container elements (e.g. AssessmentUnits) from the way the DET is ordered and laid out.  Perhaps the addition of a sorting within the category column (or even color coding if it works) would help to know what level each element is at.

· Needs to be clearer that certain overall container elements are required vs. just the elements within the container
· Within the AssessmentUnitCauses module on the DET, looks like the data element "EPACauseCategory" is missing
· Within the WQXAttainments / AssessmentMethods modules, looks like AssessmentMethodIdentifier is missing
· The description for NPDESID just says says "number"; the description for "UseDescription" doesn't make sense.
· The container elements don't include the word "details" in their element name, but the schema has that word in the element name (e.g. AssessmentUnitDetails) -- this probably isn't a huge issue.
5. Review of Flow Configuration Document
· [XD4-1] FCD doesn’t follow FCD template. FCD should use the structure provided within the EN-provided FCD Template at http://www.exchangenetwork.net/dev_schema/fcd.htm including cover page layout and graphics, change history, etc. In particular: the “Component Alignment” section is missing linking together the various flow documentation versions, and each distinct service should be separated out to a separate section for clarity.

· [XD4-3] Please include a high-level schema diagram showing major data blocks and relationships in the FCD

· FCD does not address Node 2.0. Partners will not be able to implement this flow on a Node 2.0 node without additional information.
· Flow mentions uploading data to State GeoToolkit Node. More information should be provided regarding the architecture, installation instructions, design, etc of this additional system. FCD alone does not provide sufficient details for state to establish flow. Is this a fully functioning Node; installed at State or at EPA? Some states may be reluctant to install multiple nodes.

· FCD repeatedly refers to an “OWIR-EVT.xsd” schema. There is no schema in the submission package with that name. The same is true for the following schema files: 

· EVT_Attributes.xsd

· EVT_MetadataLookupTable.xsd

· EVT_Metadata.xsd
· Exchange appears to implement Header v0.9. EDRCs require upgrading to header v2.0. If not, the FCD should clearly list the version of the Header that is supported by the exchange

· FCD refers to state node as “State CDX Node” (Figure 1, P-2 description, etc). CDX should only be used to refer to EPA’s environment.

· FCD references a “Tool Box section of the Exchange Network Web site” for header implementation. That section of the EN website does not exist anymore. Information about Header 2.0 is posted here: http://www.exchangenetwork.net/dev_schema/header.htm. 
· Item 4.b on page 13 states “If any XML file fails validation the submission is terminated and the submitter receives the XML validation Error Fault.” This needs clarification. What exactly is an XML validation Error Fault? Typical CDX behavior would be to create an error report that could be downloaded using the original transaction ID. This file would contain the detailed XML parsing errors. Specifics such as this should be documented here.
· References to the Node Help Desk email address should be updates to reflect the new address which is nodehelpdesk@epacdx.net (for example see p. 4).

· Minor editorial comment: p5 “This document does not include any query or data retrieval methods, commonly referred to as data publishing services.”

· Minor editorial comment p5 “These schemas must be submitted independently, however, the expectation is that XML instance files matching each schema will be submitted, and that they will be submitted at the same time”

· Minor editorial comment p8” change: Step P1  “By populating a database (i.e. ADB)” to “By populating a database (e.g. ADB or other )” . Also some people not familiar with WQ Assessment may not know what ADB stands for.
· Page 8: Step P-2 diagram should be modified to say “State uploads…to State Node”. (Remove “CDX”). Corresponding text should also be updated.

· Page 8: Step SP-2: What are the steps/procedures for submitting data to the GeoToolkit node? Are their multiple options? Provide more information or link to more information.

· Page 8: Step SP-3: Can states opt to bypass use of the GeoToolkit? How can this be accomplished? Mentions: this table must be customized for each local format ( how is this done? Is there a GeoToolkit users guide that can be linked form this document?

· Page 8: Step SP-6 is referenced but not explicitly defined in the diagrams

· Page 10: Step R1. What kind of information is the state reviewing at this step? Is this step mandatory for state to conduct? What is the URL for the user to log into? What username/password do they provide to log in? Can this step be automated or bypassed from state perspective?

· Page 13: Document states: “In addition, the two submissions should contain matching records, with both IR attributes and IR spatial data for each SourceFeatureID/ Assessment Unit pair.” SourceFeatureID element cannot be found in the provided schema. Exactly which element(s) must match between two separate schema submissions in order for them to be linked?

· Page 13: Header properties such as <StartDate> not mentioned if required

· Page 15: In one location in doc, it says OWIR-ATT.xsd will be zipped, but on page 15 it implies not. Please clarify

· FCD: Firm up consistency of terminology. (Sometimes refered to as “IR Document submission” sometimes “IR Attribute submission”

· FCD p11 “IR standards to ensure that all data completeness and relationship rules are met”. Please provide link to these standards for easy reference.

· FCD p12: Diagram should have slight modification to have geo payload inside of header box, since the header wraps around the payload.

· FCD p14: What does RAD acronym mean? (Reach Address Database, indicated later in document)

· FCD p15: No mention of the flowOperation parameter for the Submit.
