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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 2, subpart 1: Third Party Call to GCCS 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 2-1  3PCC-GCCS (804):

1. Same comments on IMS as above for this GCCS mapping document. (If a 3PCC – IMS mapping was produced this would be in another mapping document).
jsr, 12/23: Update complete


2. Section 4 versioning. Are these mappings not for PX 2, in which case will this not only appear in 3GPP Release 6? It would appear that the mappings could include ETSI ph3, Parlay 5 and 3GPP 6?

jsr, 1/5: Update complete


3. Section 6.1.1 getCallInfo: I am confused how the getCallInformation behaviour should operate. The Parlay specs state ‘getCallInfoReq: This method must be invoked before the call is routed to a target address ‘. 
Are you assuming for the purpose of mapping that target address means the B-leg, 
jsr, 1/7: Yes, I interpret the GCCS spec to mean that getCallInfoReq (and similarly setCallChargePlan) must be invoked before call is routed to the B-leg 
and therefore that callInformation can be provided without an invocation of Parlay getCallInfoReq, for example through the result returned from the routeReq?. 
jsr, 1/7: No, call-related information is needed using BOTH mechanisms: TpCallReport (ref 6.1.2.2) in routeRes and TpCallInfoReport (ref 6.1.2.5) in getCallInfoRes. 
In which case, when the WS app invokes makeACall, the application has no knowledge of whether the app will require call information, including terminating cause, therefore is there a need to always auto arm call termination events as part of the routeReq behaviour? 
jsr, 1/7: Yes. 
Also the makeACall mapping to IpCall.getCallInfoReq with data set to 03h, would that not result in a getCallInfoReq method invocation prior to the initial routeReq for A-Leg, in which case the sequences are wrong. 
jsr, 1/7: No, I interpret the GCCS spec to mean that getCallInfoReq must be invoked before call is routed to the B-leg)   
I am not sure, but there is certainly a confusing discrepancy between sequences and method mappings.
jsr, 1/7: Hopefully the confusion is now eliminated


4. Section 6.1.1 setCallChargePlan: In the mapping of TransparentCharge a reference to ChargingInformation.contract is made. In the part 2 definition for PX I see code which may refer to a contract.
jsr, 1/7: Changed contract to code

5. Section 6.1.2: Did you intend to introduce this section by referring to makeACall? 
jsr, 1/7: Changed makeACall to getCallInformation 
The routeRes mapping confuses me following from point 3 above, as the eventReport only relates to the routeReq behaviour, and if there is no mapping for events in routeReq for the makeACall then some internal mapping or service policy must apply. I agree that this data configuration may be necessary in order to deal with the PX GetCallInformationResponse, in which case there may be a need to specify a mandatory mapping for routeReq in order to deal with the PX GetCallInformation feature. Overall I feel some further clarification on the mapping for routeReq is needed. 
jsr, 1/7: The mandatory mapping for routeReq is specified in 6.1.1.2 – the responseRequested parameter is set to request multiple call reports during call establishment: i.e. Answer, Busy, No Answer, Not Reachable. 
Also feel that 6.1.2.3 which deals with TpReport is part of 6.1.2.2 the Parlay method that delivers this payload – perhaps you could use a sub-heading if necessary? (Likewise 6.1.2.4 & 6.1.2.5)
jsr, 1/10: Eliminated sub-headings 6.1.2.3, 6.1.2.5 and 6.1.2.9, by combining into 6.1.2.2, 6.1.2.4 and 6.1.2.8, respectively.


6. section 6.1.2.3: Do we need explanation of case when method GetCallInformation is invoked prior to routeErr?  (Likewise getCallInfoRes/Err.
jsr, 1/10: Yes, this is a helpful clarification, which I have added.

7. section 6.1.2.6: Agree there should be a mapping here. However is there a suggestion that this mapping really results from the PX service implementation completing the call processing from Parlay Gateway and constructing the response. The current wording seems to suggest a callEnded would have previously been received, however this may occur at some point later 
jsr, 1/10: No, I mention routeRes and callEnded as examples only of callback methods that COULD have been invoked prior to the getCallInfoErr.  If they hadn’t been invoked, then the content of the getCallInformationResponse message can only be populated using status information on hand.
 (the application could even routeReq again to another destination).
jsr, 1/10: This re-route option is not supported by the makeACall operation

8. section 6.1.2.7: Similar to 7 above. A callFaultDetected would occur instead of callEnded. Also why would a routeReq/Res be meaningful then, surely the PX service should return a defined service exception and a call termination time?
jsr, 1/10: callFaultDetected indicates that a network fault occurred, but the call may not have terminated. Since no more status reports will be received, the response to a getCallInformation Request message is limited to information on hand: e.g a previous invocation of a routeRes/Err callback.  (I deleted the callEnded reference)
 Similarly for callAborted.
jsr, 1/10: Same comment: call may not have terminated in the network

Email Review Process: Appium comments and disposition

Part 2-1  3PCC-GCCS (804):

1. Layout:
When printing the document, the first sequence diagram in 5.1 got mixed up - seems to have layout “portrait” where it should be “landscape” ?

jsr, 1/7: I was not able to reproduce this problem when I printed section 4 and 5.1.  It’s probably caused by the excessive redlining in the header of each page.  Try accepting all changes in the page header and then re-print?


2. Section 6.1.1.2: events requested
Should be stated which monitor mode (Interrupt or Notify) is required for the events (answer, busy, no answer, not reachable, release ).  
For example answer from A-party  I would expect has to be monitored in interrupt mode to suspend call processing and allow a further call routing request in the network (e.g. Connect only allowed when call suspended  in CAP/INAP)  to B. 
jsr, 1/10: Agreed.  Update complete.  All events requested are in monitor mode with the exception of the answer event on the calling party leg.

3. Section 6.1.1.2: RouteReq mapping of calling party number 
In the comment table for originatingAddress it says “Specifies the calling party leg”. Propose to extend this to: “ Specifies the calling party or a third party” .And add an explanation that where the call is to represent a call originating from a third party (like a service provider) other mapping may apply. E.g. the Parlay X GW could insert a service provider number based on SLA
Notice: With the current mapping when calling the first party with routeReq the called and calling party numbers  are the same. This may not always be wanted (e.g. if number presentation is allowed). The proposed extension should allow the call to appear like a “transferred call” in the network, i.e. a call setup on behalf of a third party (could also be charged for the call) but not participating physically in the call.
 jsr, 1/10: Agreed.  Update complete. 

