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1. Instructions
Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2008-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.)

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

· Submitters are encouraged, but not required, to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible

· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC doc are internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

2.1 < OMA-RD-SpamRep-V1_0-20090526-D >

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A00 AUTONUM  
	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 


	A00 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	3.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘SpamRep client’ in the definition of ‘SpamRep Server’
Proposed Change: Change into ‘SpamRep Client’ (capital C) 
	Status: OPEN 



	A00 AUTONUM  
	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 



	A00 AUTONUM  
	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 



	A00 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.1 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: Functional modules mean the category of requirements. And there is just ‘Policy’ in section 6.2.
Proposed Change: Remove Requirement from ‘Policy Requirement’.
	Status: OPEN 



	A00 AUTONUM  
	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 



	A00 AUTONUM  
	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

	A00 AUTONUM  
	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

	A00 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: There are two dots at the end of sentence in SpamRep-HLF-011
Proposed Change:  Remove one dot. Insert ‘the’ in front of ‘inspection of ~’.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment:  “This requirement is optional largely” means optional requirement in SpamRep-HLF-012.
Proposed Change:  Change SHOULD into MAY.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: There is no definition of Forwarder in section 3.2.
Proposed Change:  Change ‘Forward’ into ‘forward’ in SpamRep-HLF-013.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: only ‘allow’ is bold in SpamRep-HLF-014. 
Proposed Change:  change ‘allow’ into ‘allow’.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	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

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2 
B.4.1 4)
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: The Spam Report is initiated by user request in the SpamRep Enabler. ‘Sender Authentication Failure’ in SpamRep-HLF-030 is the report initiated by providers. OMA SpamRep enabler can share the abuse type in IETF but just for the report initiated by user like the other report types in RD.
Proposed Change:  Remove SpamRep-HLF-030. And Remove ‘h. ~’ in section B.4.1 step 4)
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘SpamRep clients’ in SpamRep-HLF-034
Proposed Change: Change into ‘SpamRep Clients’ (Capital C).
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	6.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: There is ‘.’in front of sentence in the description.
Proposed Change:  Remove dot in front of the description for SpamRep-HLF-044 and SpamRep-HLF-045.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2.1 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘Authentication may not be practical in all circumstances and over all bearers.’ means conditional depending on the circumstances in SpamRep-SEC-001. And that description explains the condition for the functionality.
Proposed Change:  Change SHALL into SHOULD.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	T
	6.2.1.4 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘when deemed necessary’ means conditional depending on its necessary in SpamRep-CONF-001. This comment was uploaded in R&A but did not check ‘object’ and the REQ was agreed as is. 
Proposed Change:  Change SHALL into SHOULD.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.1.1.2
B.1.1.4 4)

B.2.1.2

B.2.1.4 6)

B.2.1.5 7)

B.4.1 6)7)

B.5.1.2
B.6.1.2
B.6.1.4 6)
B.6.1.6 7)

B.7.1.1 6)

B.8.1.2

B.8.1.4 2)
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: SpamRep client
Proposed Change:  Change into ‘SpamRep Client’ (Capital C).
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.4.1 6)7)

B.7.1 

B.7.1.1 6)7)


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

Comment: SpamRep server
Proposed Change:  Change into ‘SpamRep Server’ (Capital S).
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.2 
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: The title looks incorrect. And this comment was uploaded by NTT through RD-DEV email list.
Proposed Change:  Change into ‘By-Reference’.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.5.2
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: . There are two commas like ‘, ,’ in the second line.
Proposed Change:  Remove one comma.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.7.1.1
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: There is no definition for ‘Abuser’ in section 3.2.
Proposed Change:  Change into ‘abuser’.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.7.1.1
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: The step 8) and 9) are out of scope of the OMA SpamRep.
Proposed Change: Insert ‘(Note: The remainder of this flow – steps 8 onward – are out of scope of the SpamRep enabler but are included to illustrate a notional usage scenario.)’ like the other sections.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	E
	B.8.1.3
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: Reportthat in the first line
Proposed Change: Insert space. Put the dot at the end of the line.
	Status: OPEN

	A0 AUTONUM  
	2009.05.29
	T
	B.8.1.5
	Source: LGE
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-00xx-INP_SpamRep_RD_review_comments_LGE.doc

Comment: The normal flow indicates the completion of the spam report process. When the user wants to browser the current status, the SpamRep Server should display current request is on process if it is not accomplished. But the current alternative flow looks similar with the normal flow except ‘one hour later’ because the delay can be occurred depending on the N/W capability.
Proposed Change: Insert real alternative flow to describe the status showing that the Spam reporting from user is in progress.
	Status: OPEN
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