
The document element could be re-named from ‘ValueListConstraints’ to ‘ContextValueAssociation’ as it is a CVA xml file after all. The document certainly represents value list constraints but is not limited to that. Also, as users are already introduced to the term ‘context-value association’, I believe introduction of another term is not absolutely necessary.

‘ValueTests’ is a wrapper element for a collection of test expressions expressed by ‘ValueTest’ elements. Similarly, ‘ValueLists’ is a wrapper element for a collection of value list pointers namely, ‘ValueList’ elements. ‘ValueTests’ and ‘ValueLists’ are referred and used in a similar manner as they belong to the value validation category. So I believe, it makes senses to group the elements that are used together and meet the same objective, under one wrapper element. 

Hence, I was proposing 

<validations>
        <expressions-for-validation/>
        <lists-for-validation/>
</validations>

where ‘validations’ is the wrapper element, ‘expression(s)-for-validation’ is the equivalent of ‘ValueTest(s)’ and ‘list(s)-for-validation’ is the equivalent of ‘ValueList(s)’. I have used hyphen as a separator between the words as I find it more readable compared to that of camel casing. However, the idea I am trying to communicate is to group the related wrapper elements together. All the unmentioned child elements like ‘Identification’ and the attributes like ‘uri’,‘masqueradeUri’ and ‘key’ can well remain the same. 

Also, I see ‘InstanceMetadataSets’ as a wrapper element of ‘InstanceMetadataSet’ which contains a set of test expressions with an identifier (i.e. the ‘id’ attribute), where each test expression points to an address of the document context, which when available must satisfy the generic-code child whose address is specified with a query binding expression. 

In order to clearly explain the manner in which the CVA is intended to be utilised, I proposed the following structure. 

<rule-sets-for-instance-information> <!-- Equivalent of <InstanceMetadataSets> --> 

        <instance-information rule-set-id="1234"> <!-- Equivalent of <InstanceMetadataSet> -->
            <exists instance-level-metadata-item ="xpath-expression"> 

            <!-- 

                Equivalent of <InstanceMetadata> where its attribute 'instance-level-metadata-item' points to 

                the adrress of the document context with the query binding syntax 

            -->
               <generic-code-identification expression ="xpath-expression"/>
                <!-- 

                    Representation of the 'Identification' attribute in the current version

                    that indicates the address as per the generic-code's identification element 

                    using query binding syntax  

                -->
           </exists>
       </instance-information>

Finally, as the ‘context’ elements binds the document contexts with the external value lists, to associate with information item in context, I believe the ‘binding’ is a more appropriate and self-explanatory element name instead of ‘context’. Below you would find the explanation of terms used in my proposal.

<bindings> <!-- Equivalent of <Contexts> -->
        <binding validation-id-ref="5678" rule-set-id-ref="1234" instances-satisfying="xpath-pattern"> 

        <!-- 

            Equivalent of <Context> where the attribute 'validation-id-ref' is the equivalent of the attribute 'values'. 

            Also, comma or semicolon or any other similar seperator would be more suitable than a space as a seperator.

            'instances-satisfying' attribute is the equivalent of 'address' attribute that points to the 

            address of the document context using query binding syntax.

            'rule-set-id-ref' attribute is the equivalent of 'metadata' attribute in the current specification

        -->
            <message>some text indicating the value does not satisfy its constraints</message> 

        </binding>
    </bindings>

