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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
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	PAG
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Preliminary
	2006.12.05
	ConfCall
	IOP-MEC
	OMA-ETR-XDM-V2_0-20061120-D

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-ETR-XDM-V2_0-20061120-D 
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A000
	2006-11-29
	T
	All, general comment
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: Current ETR is conformance testing aligned (follows closely the SCR Items from the TS documents). It is recommended that the ETR is restructured on the per feature basis to align with its purpose - interoperability testing. For example, have a Security section, XCAP Operations section, Search section, etc. For Security, all aspects of security from all TS documents will be covered that section. Search section would have all aspects of searches from all TS documents. Neither new work nor information is required, but moving requirements around and removing a lot of current duplicates is needed. See below comments for details. In interoperability we do not test separate TS documents, but features. Each test session involves at least one client and server, so client and server requirements covering the same feature need to be combined to avoid duplicates. The references to TS sections will then have reference to client and server sections covering the feature.
Proposed Change: Restructure the ETR.
	Status: OPEN  (the proposed restructure is done in the latest version of the ETR

	A001
	2006-11-29
	E
	2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Normative References section is not completed.

Proposed Change: Complete references section.
	Status: OPEN (some references are added)

	A002
	2006-11-29
	E
	2.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Informative References are not completed. Current dictionary version in OMA is 2.4.

Proposed Change:  Update at least OMA Dictionary reference and add any other needed informative references.
	Status: OPEN (some references are added)

	A003
	2006-11-29
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Definitions are not completed.

Proposed Change: Complete the Definitions section.
	Status: OPEN (anything missing?)

	A004
	2006-11-29
	T
	3.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Abbreviations section is not completed.

Proposed Change: Complete the section.
	Status: OPEN (some abbreviations are added)

	A005
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: There should be more direction given on the backwards compatibility testing expected for the enabler approval. For example, can we approve enabler, if no previous versions of products register for the TestFest events?

Proposed Change: Clarify backwards compatibility and include it in requirement form.
	Status: OPEN (requires clarification)

	A006
	2006-11-29
	E
	A.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: There is no 2.0 history in the document.

Proposed Change: Fill out A.2 with the past changes.
	Status: OPEN (A.2 is updated)

	A007
	2006-11-29
	E
	B
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Remove appendix B, since it contains no XDM 2.0 information.

Proposed Change: Remove appendix B.
	Status: OPEN (removed)

	A008
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Does not XDM 2.0 also depend on PoC V1.0 for Shared Groups?

Proposed Change: Add a reference to PoC 1.0 XDM specification for Groups.
	Status: OPEN (added)

	A009
	2006-11-29
	E
	5.1 General
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: References to the TS documents need to be in the OMA format. Currently they are, for example, "Core XDM section 6.1.1.1" should be: " [XDM-Core] 6.1.1.1"

Proposed Change: Update after references are added in the section 2.1.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A010
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.1

(CHU)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Is that not a conformance requirement?

Proposed Change: Consider removing this requirement from interoperability or restate.
	Status: OPEN (removed)

	A011
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.1

(SEC-001)

and 

5.1.1.1.3 (SEC-001)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: These two requirements should be combined into one requirement. In the interoperability we do not test on the "per node" basis but on the "per feature" basis.

Proposed Change: Combine the two requirements into one SEC requirement and have it in a generic security section. Rename it to a generic "support of Digest for XDMC and AP".
	Status: OPEN (done, though the name is slightly different)

	A012
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.1

(SEC-002)

and 

5.1.1.1.3 (SEC-002)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: These two requirements should be combined into one requirement. In the interoperability we do not test on the "per node" basis but on the "per feature" basis.

Proposed Change: Combine the two requirements into one SEC requirement and have it in a generic security section. Rename it to a generic "support of TLS for XDMC and AP".
	Status: OPEN (done, though the name is slightly different)

	A013
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.2 (XCAP)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Can Etags support be verified in the interoperability? 

Proposed Change: Consider removing this portion of the requirement and leave the HTTP operations.
	Status: OPEN (the requirement about Etag is removed)

	A014
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.2 (XCAP, XOP) -- 5.1 general
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: POST cannot be verified in the interoperability, it is conformance. We can only assume that the XDMC uses PUT when adding the documents. If addition of the documents succeeds then in the interoperability PUT operation succeeds.

Proposed Change: Consider changing this requirement to a generic support of creation, deletion, modification and retrieval of XDM documents and put it in generic XCAP section. The references then can point to all TS sections that require that. See XOP. It is covered in it, so maybe XOP should be moved to the XDM operations section and XCAP to be removed.
	Status: OPEN (XCAP is moved under XDM Operation now. Still, it is kept as a requirement to ensure protocol level IOP)

	A015
	2006-11-29
	E
	5.1.1.1.2 (
SEC)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Move SEC authorization requirement to generic section for Security of XDM (see also A012 and A013)

Proposed Change: Move requirement.
	Status: OPEN (moved)

	A016
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.2 and 5.1.1.1.3 (
ERR, CAPS, DIR)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: This is conformance requirement. It will be tested in conformance testing based on SCRs.

Proposed Change: Consider removing this requirement. 
	Status: OPEN (ERR is removed, but the requirements about CAPS & DIR are restated, so that these are IOP requirements now)

	A017
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.2 and 5.1.1.1.3 and 5.1.1.1.4(
SRC)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: The interoperability Feature Test Requirement column should contain interoperability requirement. Current one is for conformance.

Proposed Change: Change to something like: Verify that the search for XML documents is done properly. Combine XDMS, AP and Search Proxy SRC requirements into one and move it to Search section. 
	Status: OPEN (the requirements are reorganized and restated based on the proposal)

	A018
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.2 and 5.1.1.1.3 (
DEL)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: This requirement is covered by XOP requirement already.

Proposed Change: Remove this requirement.
	Status: OPEN (not sure about the removal)

	A019
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.1.3 (
CIA)

	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Is CIA not part of authentication? It should be part of SEC section on authentication. Not possible to test it alone in the interoperability testing.

Proposed Change: Remove the requirement and add the reference to authentication requirement.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A020
	2006-11-29
	E
	5.1.1.2.1, 5.1.1.4.1, 5.1.2.1.4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Add N/A to the table if there are no requirements, so it is clear nothing is expected there. 

Proposed Change: Update table. If ETR is regrouped on per feature basis, this table will not exist.
	Status: OPEN (not relevant any more after the restructuring)

	A021
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.2.2 (UL)

and

5.1.1.3.2 (colored GD requirements)

and

5.1.1.3.2 (colored UP requirements)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: All UL and colored GD requirements can be moved to XOP section and combined into three requirements: "create/delete/retrieve/modify for UL", "create/delete/retrieve/modify for GD" and "create/delete/retrieve/modify for UP". The references to appropriate sections will let IOP know where to look.

Proposed Change: Update sections.
	Status: OPEN (made some changes, though UL, GD & UP are still under different sections)

	A022
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.2.2 (LSU)

and

5.1.1.3.2 (GSU)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: NOTIFY is optional for the server according to the TS: " If the “ua-profile” event is supported the XDM Server SHALL generate a NOTIFY request ". The Subscription portion should be generalized and put in Subscription to changes of XML documents section. XDMC and XDMS are both involved in the subscription testing in the interoperability.

Proposed Change: Notification portion should be moved to Optional section. Subscription portion should be moved to generic section.
	Status: OPEN (need to check with PAG)

	A023
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.1.3.1 (GD)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Should this requirement be in the optional section as for Shared List and Shared Profile?

Proposed Change: Move the requirement to the optional section.
	Status: OPEN (the requirement is removed)

	A024
	2006-11-29
	E
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Change "Shared User Profile XDM " to " Shared Profile XDM " in both table titles.

Proposed Change: Update titles. This will not be necessary of the ETR is regrouped.
	Status: OPEN (not relevant any more after the restructuring)

	A025
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.2.1.1 (SUB)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Combine SUB with server requirement into one. See A022.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A026
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.2.1.1 (HCOM)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: How to verify this in the interoperability testing?

Proposed Change: Consider removing from ETR, or rename to generic compression requirement.
	Status: OPEN (made some changes to make it a IOP requirement)

	A027
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.2 General
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Combine the requirements into one, for example SRC in section 5.1.2.1.1 should be in the Search section. We do not only test the client in the interoperability.

Proposed Change: Update all sections.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A028
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.1.2.1.1 (DEL)
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: DEL is covered by XOP requirement.
Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: OPEN (not sure about the removal)

	A029
	2006-11-29
	T
	5.3
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: OMA DM version should be indicated as FFS in Editor's Note. It should be decided in PAG which version of DM to use.
Proposed Change: Update section.
	Status: OPEN (to be checked with PAG)

	A030
	2006-11-29
	E
	General
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: If after restructuring, the same section has the same Feature Keys multiple times, add a number behind them. For example, if there are 3 SEC tags in the Security section, name them SEC-001, SEC-002, SEC-003. It will be easier to refer to them this way.
Proposed Change: Update all sections.
	Status: OPEN (done – thanks for the suggestion :)

	A031
	2006-11-29
	E
	4
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: The ETR template does not require dates on the TS references: " OMA-<Enabler_name>-<version>". Inclusion of the dates introduces inconsistencies.
Proposed Change: Remove the dates.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A032
	2006-11-29
	E
	4
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: Remove the reference to MO. It is, like the other SUP files referenced by other TS documents.
Proposed Change: Update the section.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A033
	2006-11-29
	E
	General
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment: Change the instructions text at the beginning of the sections to the description of the content of the section, or remove it. For example, in sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 "NOTE:  This table needs to be filled out at a level where ambiguity is not present but details are not overwhelming.

Ambiguity means that the details do not have several meanings nor have more than one possible implementation path following.

" text is part of instructions from IOP to WG.
Proposed Change: Update the sections.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A034
	2006-11-23
	E
	General
	Source: NEC Corporation
Form: E-mail

Comment: ETR items should be tagged to distinguish from XDM V1.0, V2.0 and requirements that are from V1.0 but were modified in XDM V2.0.
Proposed Change: Tag the ETR items.
	Status: OPEN (done)

	A035
	2006-12-05
	T
	5.1.2.2.1
	Source: leig@tid.es

Form: E-mail

Comment: Several of this test requirements cover mandatory SCR items like "Verify that an XDMC supports the required rules when using the URI List: Verify that an XDMC supports the required rules when using the URI List" test requirement that corresponds with Shared_XDM-AU-C-001 (URI list structure) SCR item that is mandatory.
Proposed Change: Do you think it is possible to move those test requirements that match with mandatory SCR items from optional to mandatory?

	Status: OPEN (the requirement is removed based on the comment received from the IOP group)
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