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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	There was an informal review of the document with REQ  in 2006 which resulted in suggestions for clarification which were incorporated into the document

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2007-01-26 – 2007-02-08
	Email
	REQ
	OMA-REQ-2007-0007-INP_DS_2.0_RD_for_formal_review


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-REQ-2007-0007-INP_DS_2.0_RD_for_formal_review 
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.02.03
	E
	6
	Source:  Kevin Holley

Form:  Email
The enabler release column should be filled "DS 2.0" not "2.0" as some enablers can reuse other enablers in that column (e.g. a DS 2.0 requirement could be fulfilled by DM 1.2).
	Status:  CLOSED
Resolution:   Added to the updated version of the document 
   

	A002
	2007.02.03
	T
	
	Source:  Xhafer

From:  Verbal comment to Leighton during RD presentation to REQ during REQ conf call.

What is the difference between HLF2 and HLF 3?

HLF2:  The OMA DS Enabler SHALL support improved mechanisms to allow Data Sync Clients and Data Sync Servers to identify the information subsets of interest.

HLF3:  The OMA DS Enabler SHALL provide improved mechanisms for the declaration of Data Sync Clients and Data Sync Servers capabilities
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

Leighton (verbal answer during call): the first one is to declare supported methods the other one is to select the one to be used.

Karen M.:  Here is further qualification:

  HLF2 refers to the ability to filter or otherwise subset the data to be synchronized.  Use case 5.2 Data Store partial Synchronization is an example use case which inspired this requirement. 

 HLF3 refers to improvements to the current method for client and server to inform eachother of their sync capabilities (DEVice INFormation).  Use case 5.3 Putting and Getting partial device information is an example use case which inspired this requirement.

	A003
	2007.02.03
	T
	
	Source:  Xhafer:

From:  Verbal comment to Leighton during RD presentation to REQ during REQ conf call.

IOP 1 is not necessary unless we consider some case that needs special consideration such as interdomain relationships etc.

IOP1:  Data Sync Clients and Data Sync Servers complying with OMA DS Enabler SHALL be interoperable and produce consistent sync results.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

Karen M.:  I believe that some of our past experiences with IOP testing over the last 6 years have taught us some hard lessons in IOP and this high level requirement is a reminder to keep these lessons in mind when creating a revision to the specification.  For example: one of the major lessons learned for 1.2:  the fewer optional functions the better.  Rather than create a release with mostly optional functions, it may be better to create profiles or clusters of related functions which taken together are conditionally mandatory.   This applies to the data representation as well as the protocol syntax and semantics, eg. representation of recurring events  involves several elements, not all of which are mandatory in the major calendaring and scheduling standards.  These differences in levels of support among devices can lead to inconsistent sync results between devices.

	A004
	2007.02.03
	T
	
	Source:  Xhafer

From:  Verbal comment to Leighton during RD presentation to REQ during REQ conf call.

In a number of places there is the formulation “improved mechanism”.  What does this refer to?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Karen M. See above response to A002.  In addition to HLF2 and HLF3 this phrase is also used in HLF4: 
HLF4:  The OMA DS Enabler SHALL provide improved mechanisms for the negotiation of Data Sync Clients and Data Sync Servers preferences.  
This requirement refers to an improved method for exchanging device information as described above, so that it will be possible to negotiate a level of function which is mutually agreeable. 

	A005
	2007.02.03
	E
	3.2, 6.1
	Source:  Req WG Verbal comments during informal review

There is an inconsistent use between SAS (Server Alerted Synchronization) and SAN (Server Alerted Notification).
	Status:  CLOSED

Resolution:  Changed references from SAN to SAS

	A006
	2007.02.03
	E
	3.2
	Source:  Req WG Verbal comments during informal review

Need a more complete description of SAS.
	Status:  CLOSED
Resolution:  Expanded definition of SAS

	A007
	2007.02.03
	E
	5.3
	Source:  Req WG Verbal comments during informal review

There was some confusion over the paragraph describing DevInfo Put and Get and it was suggested that this be rewritten 
	Status:  CLOSED
Resolution:  Rewrote the section on Put/Get of DevInfo with more background information so that a reader new to  OMA DS concepts would be able to understand it.

	A008
	2007.02.03
	E
	5.6
	Source:  Req WG Verbal comments during informal review

The actors are inconsistent..sometimes him and sometimes her.
	Status:  CLOSED
Resolution:  Changed all references to actor to be consistent.



	A009
	2007.02.03
	E
	5.7
	Source:  Req WG Verbal comments during informal review

There was some confusion about which requirements resulted from the use case 5.7 Sync Interruption and Continuation
	Status:  CLOSED
Resolution:  Added clarifications in 5.7 which define slow sync and some of the consequences of unintended slow syncs.
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