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1. Architecture

a. Having file transfer and registry compose and manage messages for its remote counterpart is a stroke of genius!  That decouples everyone else from having to know their specific messaging structure.

b. Mediator-based routing of requests to handlers is an effective way of allowing the communication layer to be reusable.

c. Using static queues in the server part may have some performance impact for multiple connected clients.  I expect that small requests may some-times get held up as they wait for requests for large files to be processed.  This isn’t a show stopper, and simplifies the server considerably, which is good.

d. The user interface prototype is outstanding!  It looks attractive, appears to be easy to use, and was prepared early so customer and management could evaluate it and make suggestions for improvement.  No suggestions were needed!
e. The Operational Concept Document was well done, with effective discussion and diagrams.  The message definitions seem to be what is needed at this phase of the development.

f. Summary:
Very well done Architectural Review.  OCD is excellent!  Congratulations Program Manager and Software Architect.

2. B-Level Specification

a. Structure is excellent :

i. Good discussion of the architecture and top-level Data Flow Diagram.

ii. Reference Documents are dated and versioned.

iii. Functional Requirements – numbering is not standard, e.g., all functional requirements belong in Section 3, so subnumbers would be appropriate here.  Suggest no changes as this is not a crutial issue.
iv. RTM appears to be thorough and complete.  We will get a better view of that at the Test Readiness Review.

b. Content looks well done.  Specifications appear to be testable and generally well-stated.

c. There appear to be adequate derived requirements.
d. Conclusions:
Very good review.  Professional quality and nicely presented.  Congratulations Team Leaders.


3. C-Level Specifications

a. UI and Reporting Modules
i. Generally thorough and very well done.

ii. My only concern is that we can’t tell much about the reporting functionality and formats.

b. Message Builder / Extractor Module
i. Well written.

ii. Quite brief, but with the details in Appendix seems more than adequate.

c. Communication Sector Module
i. Good level of detail

ii. IServerClient name is misleading as it does not represent an interface.

iii. Ownership in Diagram 5 on page 9. is shown reversed.  The module diagram shows ownership correctly.

iv. On page 16 “possible” interfaces are enumerated.  Will these be provided?

d. Registry Module
i. Excellent level of detail.

ii. Running prototype gives confidence in our ability to provide the needed functionality.

e. Script Module

i. Very good level of detail.

ii. The example in Section 5 helps reader understand how scripts will work.

iii. We need to be able to support wild cards * and ?.  Is that supported in the design?  The requirements do not make that clear.

f. Conclusions:
The Design Review was excellent.  Very well done by all.  Congratulations team members!

