Schema Conformance Review Recommendations
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Reviewed By: Bill Rensmith, Dennis Murphy, Tom Aten, Joe Wilson
Findings Summary

Critical Issues:  Heavy use of Key/Keyref in schema may cause significant overhead when validating instance files.  Non-compliance with Shared Schema Components in FacilityIdentity, LocationAddress and ContactIdentity tags.  Use of ‘MI’ acronym instead of MechanicalIntegrity tag name.  In-line comments in index.xsd XML schema should be removed.  


Non-Critical Issues:  Consider eliminating pattern restrictions where Lists of Values may change to increase usable life of permit.  Include data mapping to the target EPA system tables and fields in the DET.
Findings by Category

1. Schema Validation

(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Schema is valid (Validated with Stylus Studio 2006 and XMLSpy 2007)

2. Compliance with Design Rules and Conventions 

(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· Heavy use of KEY and KEYREF may create significant overhead in schema validation checking, especially for very large payloads since all key/keyref values must be checked. It is highly recommended that the flow development team test the performance of validating instance documents of various sizes ranging from small to very large before settling on this architecture. Consider shifting the RI-check burden to the data parsing routines and not schema validation as this will be much more efficient.

· Non-compliance with FacilityIdentity, LocationAddress and ContactIdentity data standard and Shared Schema components. 
· SupplementalLocationText, part of the standard block of Address data in the Contact Data Standard is not included as part of the facility block of tags.  As this field sometimes holds important information in state and tribal data systems, it needs to be included as a separate element so data providers can use their standard routines for generating address XML data instead of a routine that is customized only for UIC.

· The group of tags that start with “Contact…”, as stated in Schema Conformance Report, are not compliant with the Contact Data Standard.  The report states the word “Contact” was added to the beginning of standard tag names ”to avoid conflicting another UIC element name.”   The schema that was submitted does not, in fact, include the standard names in any other elements.  Therefore the word “Contact” should be removed from the tag names and replaced with the word “Mailing” to make this block of data compliant with the Contact Data Standard. 
· Consider replacing “MI” acronym with MechanicalIntegrity.  DRCs indicate that acronyms are only to be used in widely understood contexts (i.e. EPA)

· Html-style comments (Edited with XML spy) should be removed from index.xsd
· Rather than create a new element, WellTotalDepthNumeric, the equivalent element, WellHoleDepthMeasure, should be used.

· Rather than create a new element, LocationAccuracyValueMeasure, the equivalent element, HorizontalAccuracyMeasure, from the Latitude/Longitude Data Standard should be used.

· Rather than create a new element, LocationPointLineAreaCode, the equivalent element, GeometricTypeName, from the Latitude/Longitude Data Standard should be used.

Non-critical Issues:

· Consider eliminating pattern restrictions where Lists of Values may change (i.e. WellOperatingStatus) to increase usable life of permit.
3. Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· None
4. Review of Data Exchange Template
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· It appears that the UIC schema targets a specific EPA database. If this is true, then it would be good to include the data mapping to the target system tables and fields in the DET. This could be very useful for designing the data parsing routines and to help with query formulation of the EPA UIC database to verify data was properly loaded.
5. Review of Flow Configuration Document
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· None
6. Review of other supporting materials
(x) Evaluated

(  ) Not Evaluated

Critical Issues:

· None

Non-critical Issues:

· None

7. Other observations
· Good element naming, documentation, and file segmentation. Nice work!

