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Findings by Category

· Schema Validation

HazardousWasteCMESubmission is valid

HazardousWasteCorrectiveActionSubmission is valid

HazardousWasteHandlerSubmission is valid

HazardousWastePermitSubmission is valid

FinancialAssuranceSubmission is valid

GeographicInformationSubmission is valid

Validation performed using Altova XMLSpy 2007 sp2

· Compliance with Design Rules and Conventions 

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· Complex elements should use “Details” at the end of the element name
· RCRAInfo elected to not implement this change because of the potential impact on the user community in having to remap their XML.

· Missing “Current Version Available At” and “Point of Contact” schema header construct, certainly intentional. EN governance should considering removing these elements from the required schema documentation since they are arguably not very useful.

· Not  implemented

· Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
· No issues. All aspects comply with EN rules and guidelines.
· Review of Data Exchange Template
· The DET is structured very well. The color coding for new, changed, and deleted elements should be very useful, but may not be distinguishable for color-blind users. The inclusion of business rules is excellent and could serve as a model for other flows in the future.
· No change

· Review of Flow Configuration Document
Critical Issues

· The Exchange Identifier should be RCRA_v5 per new draft EDRCs. Currently, it is RCRA. This could be a problem for exchanges that have multiple receiver nodes, but since CDX Node is the only receiver and it is assumed that CDX can differentiate between submissions that conform to previous versions of the exchange. Future versions of the RCRA exchange should use the appropriate exchange identifier naming.

· Since RCRA will only be supported at v5, we have elected to not implement this recommendation.  For future versions, we will consider implementing this recommendation.

· The Data Service names in Appendix B do not conform with new draft EDRCs. The format for describing services does not match the FCD Template. Parameter datatype formatting (e.g. dates), optionality and recurrence, and wildcard behavior are not described. The return schema still references schema v1.0. “Solicit with Submit” exchange pattern not supported with Node 2.0 since there is no returnURL.

· With web services currently under development for RCRAInfo, we decided to remove all of Appendix B and Appendix C since they may cause confusion with what we are currently doing with web services.  Once the web services are ready, we will be updating the FCD accordingly.

· Ideally, the exchange would implement the v2.0 Header. There was a historical issue with header element qualification in RCRA instance documents due to the fact that the Header v0.9 uses elementFormDefault=”unqualified” where different parsers would/would not validate RCRA instance files. Migrating to Header 2.0 would ensure that this problem does not persist in the future for flow implementers, however it is understood that v0.9 was retained for practical reasons.
· We evaluated this with both the user community and with CDX.  After lengthy discussion, we have decided to not move to the v2.0 Header at this time.

Non-critical Issues

· Could be useful to reference the DET in the 1.6 Flow-level business rules section in addition to the translator guide

· Done, this was a good recommendation, we added some language to this effect.

· There are a few stray double spaces in the FCD. The “Translator Guide” is sometimes printed in italics and not in others. In some places it is simply referred to as “guide”. Stray URL at bottom of Page 19

· Done, we corrected all of these to make them consistent and made the other corrections mentioned.

· Review of other supporting materials
· Sample instance files are valid (XML Spy)
· Other observations
· The RCRA flow developers need to indicate whether the translator guide should be published to the EN website along with the rest of the flow documentation
· The translator guide is being finalized now, it should be published along with the other documents.  We will provide it for posting as soon as it’s final.

