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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing CommentIds once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	Source
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Arch
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	UAProf
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2006.10.19
	Teleconference + Email
	REQ
	OMA-RD-DPE-V1_0-20061009-D as presented in OMA-REQ-2006-0188-INP_DPE_RD_Formal_Review_Request 


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-RD-DPE-V1_0-20061009-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.10.31
	E
	2.2

Informative References


	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Reference [DCI] is not used anywhere. 

Proposed Change:  Remove
	Status: CLOSED
There were views from the group that the DCI work is likely to be of relevance in the future development of the DPE Enable and therefore it was agreed to keep the reference in the Informative references section.

	A002
	2006.10.31
	E
	All Sections
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Defined terms to be in capitals.  

Proposed Change:  ‘application service provider’ to be capitalized across the RD.
	Status: CLOSED
Comment was agreed. The term will be capitalized throughout the RD following the next revision.

	A003
	2006.10.31
	E
	3.3

Abbreviations
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Acronym MMI is not used anywhere in the RD. 
	Status: CLOSED
Comment was agreed.  MMI will be deleted.

	A004
	2006.10.31
	E
	5.1 & 5.7

Use cases: Simple profile notification and

Named Property Groups
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Expansion of following abbreviations is needed: XHTML-MP, WCSS, SVG in section 5.1 and 

MMS, A-GPS
Proposed Change:  

XHTML-MP - Extensible Hypertext Markup Language, Mobile Profile

WCSS - Web Centric Self Services?
SVG- Scalable Vector Graphics

MMS- Multimedia Messaging System

A-GPS - Assisted Global Positioning System
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to add these abbreviations to section 2.3.

	A005
	2006.10.31
	E
	6.1.4

DPE-USE-01
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: The intent of this requirement should be to say that publishing of device capabilities should not affect any other service being consumed by a user. Therefore, it should be ‘any’ instead of ‘the’

Proposed Change: 

The DPE Client MUST exchange dynamic properties in a manner that is unobtrusive to the user and does not impact the usability of any service being consumed
	Status: CLOSED
Comment is agreed. The word “any” will be added to the requirement.

	A006
	2006.10.31
	E
	6.1.4

DPE-USE-02
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Suggested to add ‘dynamic’ in front of properties…

Proposed Change: 

The DPE enabler SHALL support communication of dynamic properties without user interaction
	Status: CLOSED
Comment is agreed. The word “dynamic” will be added to the requirement. 

	A007
	2006.10.31
	T
	6.1

DPE-HL-6
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Why do we need to say ‘error message’ and not say ‘appropriate response’  to indicate that this property does not exist or privacy settings prevent it. 

Proposed Change: 

The DPE enabler MUST support the communication of an appropriate response to an Authorized Principal when a requested dynamic property does not exist or cannot be shared due to privacy settings
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed on the comment and the addition of an example. The requirement will be reworded to: 
The DPE enabler MUST support the communication of an appropriate response to an Authorized Principal when, for example, a requested dynamic property does not exist or cannot be shared due to privacy settings.

	A008
	2006.10.31
	T
	6.1

DPE-HL-11
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: This requirement looks similar  to DPE-HL-05

Proposed Change: Remove
	Status: CLOSED
The group agreed that the two requirements are intended to address difference features: one requirement is to query all supported properties and the other is to query specific properties.

For clarity purposes it was agreed to modify both DPE-HL-11 and DPE-HL-5:
Changes to DPE-HL-11:

 “The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for an Authorized Principal to perform queries (e.g. using a search string) for matching specific dynamic property names that are supported by a device”.

Changes to DPE-HL-5:

The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for an Authorized Principal to query the full list of supported dynamic property names supported by a DPE Client


	A009
	2006.10.31
	T
	6.1

DPE-HL-12
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Is not specified who these supported abilities are for.  Should be for the DPE client

Proposed Change: 

The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for a DPE client of receiving and parsing policies defined by an Authorized Principal
	Status: CLOSED
This comment was related primarily to the meaning of “receiving”. The comment was requesting a clarification as to whom is the intended end recipient of received policy.

It was agreed that the requirement is reworded to:

The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability to communicate, parse and execute policies defined by an Authorized Principal.



	A010
	2006.10.31
	T
	6.1.1

DPE-SEC-2
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0086

Comment: Not sure we need this requirement at all. We are defining requirements of DPE enabler and therefore we don’t need to say these requirements are supported by DPE only.  In addition, this requirement is supported by other requirements such as DPE-HL-01, 02 and 14.

Proposed Change: Remove
	Status: CLOSED
Comment withdrawn.

	A011
	2006.10.31
	E
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP

Comment: References to UAPROF and ESMP should include up-to-date document identifiers for each enabler

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED
Update to references according OMA Processes 

	A012
	2006.11.01
	E
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Be careful of grammar in the definition of Device Property – I would have thought that a (single) device property is one of the capabilities of a device.

Proposed Change: Recommend slight change of the definition, to either 

(1) “A hardware, software, or network characteristic that represents a capability of a device at a given point in time”.

Or consider re-wording:

(2) “A hardware, software or network capability, associated with a device at a given point in time.”
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to accept proposal (1).

	A013
	2006.11.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: I suggest creating a separate entry for “Device profile” in the definitions

Proposed Change: Add a new definition for Device Profile: “A collection of Device Properties which may include Dynamic Device Properties, see also [OMADICT]”
	Status: CLOSED
It was agreed to add the proposed definition with added wording. The new definition will be: “Device Profile: See [OMADICT] For clarification purposes a Device Profile may include one or more Device Properties”

	A014
	2006.11.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Definition of “Dynamic Device Property” could be simplified

Proposed Change: “ A Device Property that is capable of changing value”
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to change the definition to:
“A Device Property that may change its value e.g. as a result of hardware, software or configuration changes”

	A015
	2006.11.01
	E
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Minor addition to “Static Device Property”

Proposed Change:  “A device property that does not normally change value often. Examples are display resolution, processor type, etc.”
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed with the proposed changes but also agreed to remove the words “normally” and “often”

The new definition will be reworded to: 
“A device property that does not change value. Examples are display resolution, processor type, etc.”

	A016
	2006.11.01
	T
	5.2.5
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: This use case seems to be about content adaptation resulting from a change in modality. The content type for the same service may change between audio and text. Is the user charged the same for both?

Proposed Change: 

Pre-Conditions 5.2.5

(1) User: The user has a device on which he/she wishes to access a service and which has the capability to change modality
Also, add the following:

(2). User: As part of the subscription, the user is informed that content adaptation may be based on user settings and he is able to select some options for service delivery. He is also informed about the charging conditions of content adaptation  (if applicable)

Also modify:-

Post-Conditions 5.2.6

User: Has consumed a tailored service to his/her expectations optimised for the capabilities of the device when its modality is changed
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed with proposed changes as described in (1) and (3).
The proposed change as described in (2) was not agreed because it does not add value to the derived DPE requirements.

	A017
	2006.11.01
	T
	5.3.5
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Similar comments as above (to 5.2.5) about the user having information in advance about charging as a result of consuming higher quality services and being charged accordingly.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED
The proposal was not agreed (same reason as described in A016).

	A018
	2006.11.01
	E


	5.4.1
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Typo at beginning of 2nd paragraph – floating ‘A’

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to fix the typo

	A019
	2006.11.01
	E
	5.4.11
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Suggest rewording 1st line

Proposed Change:

From 

“The availability of the notification of free disk space only in case that it overpass a threshold, avoids a signalling overload.”

To:

“To avoid a signaling load, notifications of free disk space are only sent when a threshold is exceeded”
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed with the proposed rewording.

	A020
	2006.11.01
	T
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Battery life does not quite fit with the current definition of dynamic device property 

Proposed Change: See proposed change in 3.2
	Status: CLOSED
No action needed after further discussion

	A021
	2006.11.01
	E
	5.6.7
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Watch for number formatting

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to be fix the number formatting

	A022
	2006.11.01
	T


	5.7.1
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: This short description does not sufficiently introduce the use case in terms of how Property Groups are used and why?

Proposed Change: Change as follows
A user launches an application on a device which provides adapted content according to the device’s current capability. A number of dynamic device properties are grouped and associated with a group name. The device records the dynamic association between group name and corresponding capabilities enabled by the application service provider. During the usage of the application, the device determines whether the changed properties will affect corresponding services as to trigger the notification. 
	Status: CLOSED
Proposed changes are agreed

	A023
	2006.11.01
	T
	6 (General comment)
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: This comment applies to wherever the term Dynamic Property is used. Suggest sticking to terms defined in 3.2. (“Dynamic Device Property”)

Proposed Change: 

Replace “Dynamic Property” with Dynamic Device Property” everywhere as applicable
	Status: CLOSED
Proposed changes are agreed

	A024
	2006.11.01
	T
	3.2 and 6
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: The terms “dynamic property value” and dynamic property name” are undefined. Can’t you just use “Dynamic Device property” everywhere you use “dynamic property name”? Or is this is the latter a unique identifier for the former?

Proposed Change:

Suggest using Dynamic Device property” instead of “dynamic property name” or add a definition:

“Dynamic Device Property Name:  a Unique identifier associated with a Dynamic Device Property”.

Also add definition for  “dynamic property value”:

“Dynamic Device Property Value: A variable state, capacity, rating etc associated with a  Dynamic Device Property, e.g. Bluetooth: on/off

Finally, use the above terms consistently throughout the RD.
	Status: CLOSED
1. Proposed changes to the term Dynamic Device property was agreed.

2. The new definition for dynamic property name was not agreed. Instead it was agreed to change the wording throughout the document (e.g. to DPE-HL-2, DPE-HL-8) to:-“…values of specific dynamic properties or specific values of dynamic device properties” 
All inconsistencies between “dynamic properties” and “dynamic device properties” will be reconciled.

	A025
	2006.11.01
	T
	DPE-HL-11
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: This requirement is not supported by any use case so it is difficult to understand the benefit. Does this mean that an “Authorized Principal” can do a local search on the device? Wouldn’t it be more realistic to be able to just view a list of Dynamic Device Properties?

Proposed Change:

Change to “The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for an Authorized Principal to view the list of Dynamic Device Properties on the DPE Client.
	Status: CLOSED
This comment was withdrawn. However, discussions on this comment resulted in adding to the resolution of comment A008 an instruction to move HL-11 to appear after HL-5 in the requirements table.

	A026
	2006.11.01
	T
	DPE-HL-14
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Use agreed terminology

Proposed Change:

The DPE Client MUST support the communication of any changes associated with a labelled group of Dynamic Device Properties.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed changes are agreed

	A027
	2006.11.01
	T
	DPE-HL-11
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: What is the ‘vocabulary list maintained by the client’?

Proposed Change:

The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for an Authorized Principal to manage (add, change and / or remove) the Dynamic Device Property list via the DPE Client
	Status: CLOSED
(Note that this comment refers to HL-15 and not HL-11). Agreed to re-word HL-15 as follows:

“The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for an Authorized Principal to manage (e.g. add, change,  remove) policies pertaining to a DPE Client”

In addition, the group determined the need for a new requirement to describe the support of a policy mechanism by the DPE Enabler. The agreed requirement is:
DPE-HL-xy “The DPE Enabler SHALL support the ability for an Authorised Principal to assign policies pertaining to one or more DPE Clients.
It was also agreed to include the definition of Policy as described in the OMA Dictionary.

An ordered combination of conditions and actions to be performed when those conditions are met. See [OMADICT].

	A028
	2006.11.01
	T
	SEC-2 and SEC-3
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: SEC-2 and -3 seem to be similar. I prefer SEC-2

Proposed Change:

Delete SEC-3
	Status: CLOSED
It was agreed to delete DPE-SEC-3.

	A029
	2006.11.01
	E


	DPE-INT-1
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: 6.1.1.2 refers to Integrity only. Suggest separating out.

Proposed Change:

DPE Enabler MUST support the integrity of data exchanges when dynamic properties are communicated to an Authorized Principal

And add new requirement to 6.1.1.3

The DPE enabler SHALL support the confidentiality of data exchanges when dynamic properties are communicated to an Authorized Principal
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed changes to DPE-INT-1 are agreed.
The addition of the new proposed requirement to section 6.1.1.3 was also agreed 

	A030
	2006.11.01
	T


	DPE-ADM-4
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Do you mean execute policies?
Proposed Change: 

The DPE enabler SHOULD provide the ability for a DPE client to execute policies specified by an Authorized Principal
	Status: CLOSED
This comment was resolved by modifying DPE-HL-12 as follows:

“The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability of receiving, parsing and executing policies defined by an Authorized Principal.”
No changes to DPE-ADM-4 are required.

	A031
	2006.11.01
	T


	DPE-PRIV-1
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Privacy management could be handled by GPM. This requirement states that the DPE Client handles user settings for privacy, and thus suggests a silo. The exact mechanism should be left to the AD.
Proposed Change: 

The DPE enabler MUST support mechanisms to protect Dynamic Device Properties from being communicated or processed.
Also suggest adding GPM RD [GPM] as an Informative Reference.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed changes are agreed

	A032
	2006.11.01
	E
	DPE-PRIV-2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Add Privacy RD to Normative References section

Proposed Change: 


	Status: CLOSED

Proposed changes are agreed. It was also agreed to add [Privacy] to the end of DPE-PRV-2.

	A033
	2006.11.01
	E
	ADM-4
	Source: Vodafone

Form: INP 

Comment: ADM-4 should be deleted as proposed and agreed in contribution 69R03
Proposed Change: Delete ADM-4 and check for other missing agreed changes.
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed (delete ADM-4). 



	A034
	2006.11.01
	T
	App B
	Source: Ericsson

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

This chapter is defined as an informative chapter and that is also the language in the second paragraph. The first paragraph uses incorrect statement with normative definitions that is not allowed within the current context.

Proposed Change: 

Remove the first paragraph: “A DPE client MUST …”
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed. ALSO, remove “Note:” from the 2nd paragraph. (Everything else remains the same).

	A035
	2006.11.01
	T
	DPE-SEC-1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

This requirement is not possible to support if the device also supports other OMA enablers. Several properties in the list, appendix B, are already covered by other already approved RD in OMA. For example UAProf, SCoMO, DCMO, ConnMO etc.

Proposed Change: 

Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
The main concern from Ericsson was that the RD seems to restrict the advertisement of device properties to only an authorized principal rather than allowing properties to be advertised to a 3rd party.

The group did not agree on the removal of DPE-SEC-1 because: certain properties can be advertised to 3rd parties; the notion of 3rd party is covered by the term authorized principal; and the interactions between an authorized principal and a 3rd party are out of scope of the DPE Enabler.

	A036
	2006.11.01
	T
	DPE-HL-15
	Source: Ericsson

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

A server can only select which properties that server whishes to get notification of. Therefore it is relevant for that server to add an existing property or remove a property from that list. Servers can not change which properties the device is supporting.

Proposed Change: 

Remove “change” from the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
DPE-HL-15 refers to the management of policies rather than the management of device properties. It was agreed that a change to the requirement is needed to clarify its intention.

	A037
	2006.11.01
	T
	DPE-AUTH-3 & DPE-HL-1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

The WID defines the scope of DPE to be an extend UAProf with better support of dynamic device properties. The first Use Case also shows that the interface is from the DPE Client direct to any for example Web server that the user browses into via the web browser. This functionality is supported if the definition of any server that the user request information from is called “Authorized Principal”. DPE-Auth-3 does not add any extra security value when recommending that the server first should authenticate and then authorize the client before the client should send the device properties to that server.

Proposed Change: 

Remove DPE-AUTH-3. In DPE-HL-1 and other requirements change “Authorized Principal” to “DPE server”.
	Status: CLOSED

Similar concerns were expressed by Ericsson as those described for A035.

The group did not agree on the removal of DPE-AUTH-3 nor on the proposed changes to DPE-HL-1.

	A038

	2006.12.6


	T
	3.2


	Source: Orange SA

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

There is a definition for DPE Server although it is never used in the document, except in the DPE Client's definition.
We were careful in not using the expression "DPE Server" in the RD, replacing it by Authorized Principal, to be architecture agnostic during Requirement phase.

Proposed Change: 
Remove the definition of DPE Server and also the references to DPE server in the DPE Client's definition (see also comment A039).
	Status: CLOSED
It was agreed to delete the definition for DPE Server.
It was also agreed to change the definition of DPE Client to:

Any client that supports the DPE enabler and is capable of communicating with an Authorised Principal for the purpose of sending Dynamic Device Properties and receiving queries.
Also, it was agreed to change the instance of “Server” in section 5.7.6. bullet 7 to “Application Service Provider”

In addition: For the definition of Authorised Principal, it was agreed to add the following text:

For the purpose of DPE an Authorised Principal might for example be an application service provider requesting and receiving dynamic property values.

	A039

	2006.12.6


	T
	3.2


	Source: Orange SA

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

In the "DPE Client" definition, there is a reference to a "DPE Service Provider or Content Provider" which is used nowhere else in the document.  
Besides there is also a reference to a DPE Server, again not used in the document, although there a definition for it. (See comment A038)

Proposed Change: 
I propose the following rewording for the definition of DPE Client:
"A client capable of communicating with an Authorized Principal for the purpose of sending device capabilities and receiving queries."
	Status: CLOSED
This comment is addressed by agreements to A038.


	A040


	2006.12.6


	T
	6.1
	Source: Orange SA

Form: Review Contribution

Comment: 

To be able to identify a DPE Client, the DPE enabler must provide the ability to assign an identifier to A DPE Client. I suggest then to add a High-Level requirement.
Proposed Change: 
DPE-HL-17: "The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability to assign a unique identifier to a DPE Client."
	Status: CLOSED
It was agreed to add the following high-level requirement:

DPE-HL-xy: A DPE Client MUST be uniquely identifiable, e.g. allow an Authorized Principal to assign policies to it”
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