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Abstract: Tools should be able to support subsets of any standardized data model
and to add additional extensions to it. Two such tools should be able to communicate
without harming one another’s data.
I accept as self-evident that tool developers will want to include data that is not part
of an standardised data model. I would also prefer to allow tools to implement just
a part of a data standard if they wish. Sharing data between two tools supporting
different elements of the data standard with extensions should not compromise the
integrity of either tool’s data. However, tools should not be required to transport
unknown payloads inserted by other tools’ extensions.
In the following nine use cases, I represent data conceptually as a list of symbols.
For tools A and B, ai and bi represent custom extensions to the data model or
standard elements not handled by the other tool; xi represents information that is
part of the standard data model and handled by both tools.

Addition Round-Trip
B should be able to add data to what A sent it, and A should see that addition.
1. A sends B the data (x1 , a1 )
B adds to that (x2 ) and returns (x1 , x2 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , x2 , a1 ).
2. A sends B the data (x1 , a1 )
B adds to that (x2 , b1 ) and returns (x1 , x2 , b1 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , x2 , a1 ).

Removal Round-Trip
B should be able to remove from what A sent it, and A should see that removal.
3. A sends B the data (x1 , x2 , a1 )
B removes x2 and returns (x1 )
A should now see (x1 , a1 ).
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4. A sends B the data (x1 , x2 , a1 )
B removes x2 , adds b1 , and returns (x1 , b1 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , a1 ).

Replacement Round-Trip
A combination of the two cases above: B should be able to change that A sent it,
and A should see that change.
5. A sends B the data (x1 , x2 , a1 )
B replaces x2 with x3 and returns (x1 , x3 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , x3 , a1 ).
6. A sends B the data (x1 , x2 , a1 )
B replaces x2 with x3 , adds b1 , and returns (x1 , x3 , b1 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , x3 , a1 ).

Custom Edit Round-Trip
Tools should be able to handle other tools’ extensions and successfully communicate
that to one another.
7. Suppose A sends B the data (x1 , a1 )
B understands a1 and adds to it a2 , returning (x1 , a1 , a2 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , a1 , a2 ).
8. Suppose A sends B the data (x1 , a1 )
B understands a1 and removes it, returning (x1 ) to A
A should now see (x1 ).
9. A sends B the data (x1 , a1 ).
B understands a1 and replaces it with a2 , returning (x1 , a2 ) to A
A should now see (x1 , a2 ).
Observe that this case suggests that B must communicate to A in some fashion
that it removed a1 rather than simply not including it.
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