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	The specific customer (Raza Haque) should be mentioned to explain why the focus of the ARMOR PST was only for geriatric patients and not all possible patients.

Question as to whether the intro should be discussing the problem from a high level so as to make the document independent, or if the intro should focus on requirements issues.

Question as to what was actually intended by the term “scope.” If it should be the scope of the features or if it should be the scope of the document. Suggested that some of the issues described in 2.6 about ‘out of scope’ / ‘in scope’ issues maybe should be moved to 1.2
ARMOR should be more fully defined, including information about each step

Lexicon should be defined
START and STOPP should be defined here

Overall description conflicts with other parts of the document as to what platform the PST should be developed for. Here it is described as a web application, but elsewhere the application is desribed as a web application only for the prototype.

Discussion of browsers, unnecessary

Main ideas seem to be {Problem, Architecture, Features, Limitations} but the entire flow of the section is poor, needs to be reworked to be more logical

 “Certain groups” should be explained more clearly

Clarity issue with the omission of the ‘minimize’ and ‘reassess’ steps of the ARMOR process. Consider explaining why these steps are omitted.

Explain the role of filters in Figure 2.1

What are the actual constraints on the software. Much of this section discusses ‘safety critical features’ but does not go into explanation of the resulting constraints.

Safety Issue regarding misspelled medications. Suggestion that auto complete may be used to resolve the safety critical issue of drug misspellings

Creatinine was not explained sufficiently. Discussion of the creatinine formula does not make sense.

Many of the issues here are listed as out of scope. These maybe should be in section 1.2

Includes means reusable, extends is non-normal behavior. This should be reflected in the diagram.

Maybe a reset should be included in the state diagram.

Descriptions should be moved to before the figures, not after

Comment that section 1 and section 5 are not consistent to what features are currently implemented in the prototype, and what features will be implemented in the final prototype. This should be clarified.
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	Confusion of ARMOR, it was defined before it was used. This should be clarified.

Typo- ‘a’ missed in adverse

Long winded, poor grammar. There does not seem to be a general unifying logic / flow for the paragraph. 

START and STOPP are not defined

ADE/ADR, ADE has not been defined, ADR has, is this just a typo?

Many specific sentences are irrelevant or unnecessary

Typo- Review should be replaced with Reassess

 A superscript issue, possibly a typo in the first sentence of 2.2. The use is confusing

Discussion of keyboard is redundant, unnecessary because it is included with normal computer skills.

Lexicon database has not been described.

The organization of requirements in a list structure is somewhat confusing.

Numbering issue (2.2) needs to be resolved

The requirements should be listed using “the system shall” 

In the use case diagram, <uses> should be <includes>

Question as to whether the dashed line in the class diagram is acceptable

The wording “compounded” is inappropriate and should be reworded.

Last sentence of use case diagram is unnecessary.

A comment about the fact that the two sequence diagrams are nearly identical. This may be okay, just to double-check because it seems redundant.

The sentence ‘this option is useful….” Is unnecessary, makes the document seem more like a user guide than a requirements document.
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