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Enclosed in the same Zip archive as the present document is the latest draft mapping of Parlay X Web Services to Parlay/OSA APIs, Part 3, subpart 2: Call Notification to MPCCS Mapping.

This document is submitted by member companies of The Parlay Group.

Version 001 of this document was reviewed at Meeting #29 in Barcelona, Spain.  Following this meeting, Version 002 of this document was generated in December and submitted for email review.  The email review process resulted in two sets of comments, from AePONA and Appium.  These comments and their disposition are listed below. Version 003 of this document implements the results from the email review process: Version 003 is now submitted for approval at Meeting #30 in Austin.

Email Review Process: AePONA comments and disposition

Part 3-2  Call Notification - MPCC (807):
1. Again same comment on IMS naming, scope, section 4 versioning etc. 
jsr, 1/5: Updates complete.

2. Sequence 5.2: Showing the PX Service as creating the ‘new’ IpAppCall/Leg, would this not be done by the IpAppCallMgr? 
jsr, 1/11:  Implementation choice I suppose.  However, in the Parlay/OSA MPCCS seq diagrams, these creations are done by the “app logic”, which in our case is the PX web service.
This sequence is correct for MPCC, however GCC doesn’t use a continueProcessing and requires a routeReq to resolve the errors above.
jsr, 1/11: Agreed.  See comment in part 3-1.

3. Sequence 5.3: Why continueProcessing on Leg-B, surely a release on the B call Leg would be more appropriate?
jsr, 1/11: Updates complete.

4. Section 6.1.2: Again by trying to group these all as handleXXX some of the clarity has been lost and the mappings recommended to not align with the sequence diagrams (e.g no mapping to continueProcessing, release on call leg etc.). 
jsr, 1/11: Updates complete.  Added clarifying text similar to Part 3-1.  I think this is sufficient.

Email Review Process: Appium comments and disposition

Part 3-2  Call Notification - MPCC (807):
1. Sequence 5.3: ContinueProcessing on the terminating Leg-B is OK, but would it be appropriate to mention also the alternative to request to deassign the leg as no further events from the call leg is expected  (IpCallLeg.deassign).? 
 jsr, 1/11: Replaced continueProcessing with deassign, per AePONA comment.

