Schema Conformance Review Template
Schema Package Name and Version:  SRS 1.0
Reviewed Date: 3/14/2007
Reviewed By: Bill Rensmith, Windsor Solutions, Inc.
Findings Summary
The schema and documentation differ from Exchange Network design rules significantly.  It would be beneficial to discuss these differences with the schema developers as soon as possible.
Findings by Category

· Schema Validation

( X ) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Schema is valid (Checked with Stylus Studio 2006)
· Compliance with Design Rules and Conventions 

( X ) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues (direct violations of explicit DRC rules and guidelines):

· No Index.xsd file present
· Element/Type names do not match naming conventions

· Improper use of Object Term, Property Term syntax convention. (i.e. “INCHI” or “Smiles”?)
· Abbreviations are used extensively (i.e. subs = substance)

· attributeFormDefault should be unqualified, not qualified in all schema 
· Shared Schema Components exist for a number of structures in the SRS schema (most notably Chemical Identity, Organization Identity, and Individual Identity), but they are not used. While this is completely acceptable since field lengths are enforced in the SRS schema, it appears that little effort was made to implement consistency between the SRS elements and their SSC equivalent. For example in the Chemical Identity, the element order is different and the element names are very different, although they describe the same structures. An example is that both the SSC and SRS have a ChemicalLinearStructureCodeDataType, which is expressed as a ChemicalLinearStructureCode element in the SSC schema, but is represented as a Smiles element in the SRS schema.

· Comments should describe the element, not implementation details. For example the comment for the “EffectiveDate” element should be something like “The date in when the substance went into effect for regulatory purposes” instead of “YYYY/MM/DD”, (which, as a side note, is not a valid date format for a date data type).
Non-critical Issues:

· Unused elements are commented out in SimpleContent file. These should be removed.
· There are typographical errors in descriptions.
· TEMP data types in SimpleContent are not needed. Data types should be directly restricted instead. This will eliminate 16 unneeded type declarations.
· The link between SubmitterInformation and SubsSubmitter elements represents an unneeded extra level of nesting. SubsSubmitter should be linked directly to the Substance Information Detail. The same issue exists between ProgramInformation and SubstanceRelatedTerm elements. Also between SubstanceInformation and Substance.
· SubstanceInformation, ProgramInformation, and SubmitterInformation are good candidates for being in their own schema file since each is a complex representation of a single entity. Typically, each complex type and associated element should be in its own schema file.
· Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
( X ) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

· Namespaces and file naming conventions are correctly implemented
· Review of Data Exchange Template
( X ) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· None
· Review of Flow Configuration Document
( X ) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· Web Method implementation details do not provide nearly enough information for partners to successfully implement. Parameter order and format, wildcard usage, and specific response schema formats are not described. It is highly recommend that the format described in the Exchange Design Guidance and Best Practices document be used. Or, reference the Lockheed-developed WQX FCD starting on Page 16.
· FCD should mention that the SRS_AddNewProgram_v2.0.xsd schema should be used to update SRS using the Submit method. 

Non-critical Issues:

· Discussion of Node Functional Specification can be removed as it is basic knowledge.  If left in, the version must be changed to 1.1 (there is no v2.0 currently).
· NodePing and Authenticate are not flow-specific operations and should be removed from the FCD.

· Query naming conventions do not comply with recommendations in Best Practices and Versioning documents.
· Combine “Query” and “Solicit” sections into a single “Common Web Services” section. For each service, list whether it is available for query, solicit, or both. See WQX schema for an example.

· Order of operations over time is not clear in the “Solicit Web Method” and “Submit” diagrams since all arrows point to the middle of the CDX rectangle icon.
· Discussion of node processing and feedback is very light.

· Referencing an “SRS Node” in the diagrams may be confusing. It should probably be referred to as a SRS Processor, even if it does utilize web services to communicate with the CDX node.

· The FCD does not reference the Header. It should explicitly state that the Exchange Network Header is unused if this is the case.

· The FCD does not indicate how inserts versus updates are handled. This is probably an important implementation detail. Partners need to know how to inactivate or update an existing substance in the registry.

· It may be useful to include a sample XML response file in an Appendix showing what a “QueryFound” response looks like as opposed to a detailed response for other query/solicit types.

· Review of other supporting materials
( X ) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· None
· Other observations
· 44-0101 (SRS WS Redesign CC) 2006-1219.xls file not needed for flow package
