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After reading the Ericsson/Alcatel contribution (N5-010Contr5STDCallLeg), Telcordia has the following questions, requests for clarifications, and alternative proposals.

First of all, Telcordia likes to express it is satisfaction with the enormous amount of work done since the first Antwerp ad-hoc in February.  It feels that the STDs, tables outlining valid methods per state, state descriptions, and other improvements have enhanced the specification a lot; the specification really benefits from this work!  It is anticipated that the application developers that will build their applications against the final API will be grateful to us.

1. Topic 1: a general comment.  The method with the name connectionEnded is mentioned.  What is a connection?  Shouldn’t the name be callLegEnded? OK
2. Topic 1: a general comment.  How to read the text that is used on the transition arrows in the STD.  E.g. what does ‘“last report”^connectionEnded’ mean in English?  Does the specification have a section that explains this notation? OK UML
3. Topic 4: the proposal read that only one method should be specified to create legs.  It is assumed that the createAndRouteCallLeg convenience function and createCallLeg function count for one method.  It also assumed that the Progressing state still has a function to create call legs.  Telcordia is in full agreement with this proposal.  However, it still feels that setTargetAddress(), as proposed in the Telcordia contribution, should be added.  NOTE: this method does not have the function to create a new call leg.  Its function is to modify the target address attribute of the Incoming Call Leg and implicitly invoke continueProgressing while the Incoming Call Leg is in the Progressing, Address_Collect or Address_Analyse state.

4. Topic 6: in this topic the Network_Released state is mentioned.  This state does not exist.  It is assumed that this topic should mention the Released state instead (see Topic 1) OK
5. Topic 9: the proposal mentions the API Gateway on several occasions.  It is assumed that mentioning “API implementation” instead is sufficient. OK
6. Topic 10: where/when was it agreed to enter the Authorizing state as opposed to the Progressing state instead of any other state?  It assumed this is a debatable proposal.  Additionally, the state entered when receiving a call leg report notification is entirely dependent on the report notification that was received. OPEN
7. Topic 11: the ‘agreement’ conflicts with the “proposed outgoing call leg STD” found in the same contribution. ???
8. Topic 12: this agreement causes unexpected results.  When looking at the STDs, this agreement results in notifying the application that the Collect_Address state was reached through sending the call_attempt_authorized notification.  The pattern is in this case and for some subsequent states that the notification with a name and semantics telling that the previous states was completed is used upon entry of the current state to notify that the current state processing has been interrupted (or not).
However, this pattern is not followed for the Alerting and subsequent state.  A more natural approach was followed here: the notification with name and semantics that signals that current state has been interrupted (or not) is sent.  Telcordia is in favor of ‘the more natural approach’.  A contribution that changes the event names and semantics accordingly is distributed to the participants in today’s call. 

9. Topic 14: please elaborate.  We’ve been scratching or heads and could not figure out what is proposed …

10. 7.4.3.1: what happens if the application requests to be notified in notification mode for all subsequent events thru eventReportReq.  What events will it receive?

11. Section 2: each state’s function has a line stating: “the detection of a X trigger criterion suspends call leg processing”.  This information seems of little value to the application developer, it is proposed to remove this or to put such information in the respective 120075 documents.

12. Section 2: some states elaborate on how to handle the INTERRUPT, NOTIFY, and DO_NOT_MONITOR monitor modes.  It is proposed to put such information in a general section (e.g. 7.4.3) once.  Additionally, what is the effect of the DO_NOT_MONITOR monitor mode?

13. Section 7.4.3.1: processing in the IDLE state cannot be interrupted.  Yet when invoking createCallLeg a routeReq must be invoked on the resulting call leg.  Thus, createAndRouteCallLeg does not enter this state.  What state is entered by the createAndRouteCallLeg method?

14. Section 7.4.3.2: how does this state deal with the monitor modes?

15. Section 7.4.3.2: functions, bullet 3, at this stage the remote (destination) party is not known.

16. Section 7.4.3.2: exit events, bullet 2, this exit event goes for all states (even IDLE).  Do we have to repeat it everywhere?

17. Section 7.4.3.3 (see also issue 10):  suppose an application has used eventReportReq in the Authorizing state.  Will it be notified of this state thru eventReportRes?

18. Section 7.4.3.4: entry events, bullet 2, shouldn’t routeReq() cause a transition to Address_Collect with en-bloc signaling?  En-bloc signaling is common in the NAR market.

19. Section 7.4.3.5: functions, bullet 4, typo? … and the call leg connection is set …

20. Section 7.4.3.5: exit events, what happens if the network finds during this state that the address was incomplete.  Will it transition to the Address_collect state?

21. Section 7.4.3.7: exit event, bullet 1, this indicates that both the incoming and outgoing call leg will be ‘released’ if one of the parties goes on hook.  Shouldn’t this behavior be exposed thru a service property ?

22. All STDs: Does eventReportRes notify the application that a new state was entered (thus signaling a transition?)  It is proposed to include this method in the STD.

23. Proposed incoming call leg STD.  This STD does not seem to support Hot Line.  It is proposed to introduce a setTargetAddress in the state Collect_Address.

24. Proposed incoming call leg STD.  This STD includes an alerting state for the incoming call leg.  What is the motivation for this state?

25. Proposed incoming call leg STD.  It is proposed to introduce an event that tells the application an error has occurred and a transition to the FAULTY state is made.

26. What about the REDIRECT event?

