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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 

Critical Issues:

· None
Non-critical Issues:

· Index.xsd uses elementFormDefault=”unqualified”. This needs to change to qualified.  Leaving it unqualified can create ambiguity in the xml that is ripe for issues with different parsers.
· Many elements are redundant. For example WellStatusWellIdentifier and WellTypeWellIdentifier. It is not necessary to repeat the identifiers here because they are nested beneath the given well in the schema hierarchy. Most child nodes have this arrangement.
· Unusual ordering of elements in some cases. For example, Contact Detail would normally be ordered Contact Identifier, Contact Name, Contact Address (street address, city, state, postal code), telephone.  Also, in the Well Location Detail, typically the lat/long metadata appears after the lat/long coordinates. The Shared Schema Components or ESAR data standards show a more natural ordering of elements in both cases. The schema should be examined for other similar cases as well.
· “Edited with XML Spy” HTML comments should be removed from all schema. (Noted previously in UIC v1.0 conformance review)
· There are sixteen redundant elements in the schema whose information can be inferred from the nested structure of the schema.  These redundant elements allow for the possibility of data inconsistency in which the information in the redundant element could be different from the information implied by the nested structure of the schema.  The redundant elements are;

InspectionFacilityIdenifier
ViolationFacilityIdentifier
ResponseViolationIdentifier
WellFacilityIdentifier
WellStatusWellIdentifier
WellTypeWellIdentifier
LocationWellIdentifier
ViolationWellIdentifier
ResponseViolationIdentifier
InspectionWellIdentifier
CorrectionInspectionIdentifier
MechanicalIntegrityWellIdentifier
EngineeringWellIdentifier
WasteWellIdentifier
ConstiuentWasteIdentifier
PermitActivityPermitIdentifier

Besides eliminating the possibility of internal inconsistencies, removing these redundant tags would reduce the size of a typical instance document by well over 10% and so reduction transmission times and probably time to create and process these documents.  Removing these redundant fields would also it possible to eliminate sixteen Schematron rules checks and so speed Schematron processing.
3. Compliance with Namespace, File Naming and Component Versioning guidelines
Non-critical Issues:

· Draft designation in schema file names should be removed before submission for conformance review.
4. Review of Data Exchange Template
· No issues
5. Review of Flow Configuration Document
Critical Issues:

· Standard EN cover should be used

· FCD is labeled v1.0 on the cover. Change Control table in section 2.1 states that the FCD version is 2.1. It should be labeled as v2.0 throughout the documentation. Per EN Versioning rules, the schema and documentation must all share a matching version number. If revisions are made to the FCD or other supporting documents, a revision letter should be used (e.g. 2.0a, 2.0b, etc.).

· Exchange Header version for Submit operation is not specified. Is it v0.9 or v2.0? Major upgraded flows should be upgraded to use Header v2.0.
· FCD does not state whether the exchange is Node version v1.1 or v2.0 compatible. If implemented on a v2.0 CDX endpoint, additional information needs to be added about the Submit operation’s dataflow parameter, status information included in the Submit response, and whether NotificationURI data is supported, for example. Additional information for Download operation will also need to be added.

Non-critical Issues:

· Section 3.2 Data Flow Overview

· Font size in Figure 3-1 is very difficult to read. Consider embedding a .jpg or .gif instead of an embedded Visio object to improve resolution and to reduce document size by more than 2/3rds. 

· The processing steps described here are quite involved with several areas where logic branching occurs. A flowchart or swim lane diagram might convey the processing logic in clearer terms to the reader. Figure 3-2 gets close to doing this, but does not align with the description of the numbered steps above it and does not depict role of the notification database. Possibly preface the narrative steps with Figure 3-2 and align the numbering to match between the diagram and narrative?
· Step 5: Need detail on how CDX determines the program

· Step 5 discusses a Notification database. The purpose of the database is not described to the reader.

· Steps 7 and 8 do not describe the actor that initiates the action. Is it the CDX node?

· Step 10: the term “presubmission mode” is used without being described to the reader. It is defined much later in Table 6.1.3. It should be defined upon first use.
· Section 3.3.1 does not state that the submitter’s NAAS account must be tied to a legacy CDX Web user account, however this is stated in section 5.2. It should be added to section 3.3.1 for clarity along with any additional steps that would be required by an implementer to participate in the exchange.
· Section 3.3.2 describes a specific file naming convention. If the naming convention is not followed, with the submission fail? FCD does not say.
· It would be useful to provide links to the MS Access UIC data conversion tool and the UIC WebUI tool discussed in Section 3.5.

· Section 6.1.3 references UIC v1.0 schema only. Should v2.0 also be included here?
· Pg 6 Required 1 Business Rule and Required 2 Business Rule should be defined when they are first used
· Pg 9 Correct spelling of ‘withing’
· Pg 12 Change the sentence “A UIC payload must contain a single primacy agency (code) that includes all historical and current well information for that primacy agency.” to “A UIC payload must contain a single primacy agency (code) and it must includes all historical and current well information for that primacy agency.”
· Pg 16 Change “filed” to “field” in the comment description cell

· Pg 19 Fix the format of Summary of Data table.
6. Review of other supporting materials
· No sample instance documents provided, which are required.
7. Other observations
· None

