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1 Reason for Change

This CR contains proposed resolutions to the following SpamRep RDRR comments:
	A004
	2009.05.29
	E
	3.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘SpamRep system’ word is not familiar in OMA spec. (the definition of SpamRep Client and SpamRep Server)
Proposed Change: Change into ‘SpamRep service’ 
	Status: OPEN 



	A006
	2009.05.29
	E
	3.2 
	Source: LGE

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘Sender’ means just a person or device sent a message no regarding spam or normal content. But the definition denoted a specific sender who sent a spam message.

Proposed Change: Change into ‘Spam Sender’
	Status: OPEN 



	A012
	2009.05.29
	E
	3.2 
6.1

6.2
	Source: LGE

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ’Reporter’ is too broad. In this section, that report is spam report.

Proposed Change: Change into ‘Spam Reporter’.

In Section 6.1, “4) Privacy : ~” contains ‘Reporter’. Change into ‘Spam Reporter’
In Section 6.2 SpamRep-HLF-007, 

008, 013, 034, 036, 037, 038, 039, 040, 041, 046, 

SpamRep-SEC-001, 

SpamRep-AUR-001, 

SpamRep-USE-003,004, 005

are same. 
	Status: OPEN 



	A013
	2009.06.06
	E
	5
	Source: Huawei (Kevin Zeng)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0128-SpamRep_RD_Review_Comments_Huawei.doc

Comment: “The SpamRep Enabler focuses on the spam report format and the interface for the delivery of this format” It should be delivering the “report”, not the “format”..

Proposed Change: Change the last “format” to “report”    
	Status: OPEN 



	A017
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2 
	Source: LGE

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: SpamRep-HLF-002
The Spam Reports is transferred only from the SpamRep Server to the SpamRep Client.

Proposed Change: ‘between the SpamRep Client and SpamRep Server ‘. Change into ‘from the SpamRep Server to the SpamRep Client’.
	Status: OPEN 



	A018
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2 
	Source: LGE

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: There is no difference between SpamRep-HLF-004 and SpamRep-HLF-005. SpamRep-HLF-005 is enough to describe the functionality for identifing a Spam Report in SpamRep Enabler side.

Proposed Change:  Remove SpamRep-HLF-004.
	Status: OPEN

	A019
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.2 
	Source: LGE

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: “This requirement is optional because this information may or may not be available or practical to include in all circumstances and over all bearers.” means SpamRep-HLF-009 is optional not conditional.

Proposed Change:  SHOULD into MAY in SpamRep-HLF-009.
	Status: OPEN

	A024
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2 
	Source: LGE

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘, if available,’ means the conditional SpamRep-HLF-014.

Proposed Change:  change ‘SHALL’ into ‘SHOULD’.
	Status: OPEN

	A028
	2009.06.06
	E
	6.2 
	Source: Huawei (Kevin Zeng)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0128-SpamRep_RD_Review_Comments_Huawei.doc

Comment: Requirements should be numbered or clustered according to the functional module.
Proposed Change: Re-label the requirements.  
	Status: OPEN 




2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Agree the proposed resolutions and update the RD accordingly.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  To address A004:
The RDRR comment proposes changing the phrase ‘SpamRep system’ to ‘SpamRep service’, however OMA does not create services, but rather service enablers.  To adopt the suggested change might be confusing.  It is recommended therefore to use the word “architecture” instead, as follows:
	SpamRep Client
	An entity within the SpamRep architecture that composes and transmits Spam Reports upon invocation by a User or automatically based on Service Provider policy

	SpamRep Server
	An entity within the SpamRep architecture that receives Spam Reports transmitted by a SpamRep client


Change 2:  To address A006:
The definition of  Sender makes it clear that the message being sent is spam.  Therefore, to rename ‘Sender’ to ‘Spam Sender’ would be redundant.  We recommend not adopting the suggested change.  
Change 3:  To address A012:
The definition of  Reporter makes it clear that the subject of the report being sent is spam.  Therefore, to rename ‘Reporter’ to ‘Spam Reporter’ would be redundant.  We recommend not adopting the suggested change.  
Change 4:  To address A013, change the text in Section 5 as follows:

The SpamRep Enabler focuses on the spam report format and the interface for the delivery of this report. The user’s device will be provisioned with the address of the report collection node in the operator’s network, but how this provisioning is done is outside the scope of the enabler. The mechanisms used to initiate a spam report and the actions taken by the operator’s systems based on the spam reports are also outside the scope of the enabler.
Change 5:  To address A017, change Section 6.2 as follows:

	SPAMREP-HLF-002
	The SpamRep enabler SHALL support the transfer of Spam Reports from the SpamRep Client to the SpamRep Server
	SPAMREP 1.0
	General


Change 6:  To address A018, change Section 6.2 as follows:

	SPAMREP-HLF-004
	The SpamRep enabler SHALL support a means of uniquely identifying each Spam Report as a Spam Report.
	SPAMREP 1.0
	Report Characteristics

	
	
	
	


Change 7:  To address A019, change Section 6.2 as follows:

	SPAMREP-HLF-009
	The SpamRep enabler SHOULD support the inclusion of data describing the delivery path of the abusive message.

Informational Note:  Spam often has spoofed sender identity; inclusion of information which supports identification of the source of spam is helpful, but this is highly dependent on the messaging environment.  This requirement is optional because this information may not be available in all cases, but if available the information should be included. 
	SPAMREP 1.0
	Report Characteristics


Change 8:  To address A024, change Section 6.2 as follows:

	SPAMREP-HLF-014
	The SpamRep enabler SHALL support a means of reporting the date and time, if available, of the original message that resulted in the Spam Report.  

Informational Note:  Information such as date and time may not be available in various messaging service and operator environments, but if available the information should be included.   Moreover the date and time may be associated with different events in different transmission environments. The intent is to allow for inclusion of any information which may be helpful in identifying abuse, while not requiring inclusion of information which may not be available in certain contexts.   


	SPAMREP 1.0
	Report Characteristics


Change 9:  To address A028:

The OMA process document does not require or suggest grouping requirements by functional module.  We suggest not adopting the suggested change in comment A028.  
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