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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 4, subpart 1: Short Messaging to User Interaction.

This document is submitted on behalf of 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 #31 in Osaka.

Email Review Process: AePONA comments and disposition

Part 4-1  SMS - GUI (808):
1. Again same comment on IMS naming, scope, section 4 versioning etc. 
jsr, 1/5: Updates complete.

2. Sequence 5.1: The sequence indicates that UI event notifications are necessary in order to determine message delivery etc. However the OSA UI Events do not explicitly define this. 
jsr, 2/10:  Replaced the sequence diagram and added more detailed commentary on the sequence.  Also indicated need (in 6.1.1.1) for operator-specific encoding of the ServiceCode element of TpUIEventCriteria field.
In addition, message delivery status is carried in the TpUIReport structure that can be provided in the sendInfo(AndCollect)Res. I think it is worth mentioning why this structure is not recommended for use by ParlayX, as it reflects delivery only to network and NOT to end user, hence the need for an autonomous notification. (Alternatively one could implement a PX mapping to UI sendInfo(AndCollect)Req in which a subset of notification mappings are possible)
jsr, 2/23: In light of the addition of the notifySmsDeliveryReceipt operation, and related redefined delivery states, I deleted the MAP/CAP-specific text and restricted the mapping to either the DeliveryToNetwork value (best case) or DeliveryUncertain value (otherwise).

3. Sequence 5.2: For clarification, has the startSMSNotification method been formally agreed? It’s not in the PX spec for IPR approval. Is there a case of ‘chicken and egg’ here, should we presume a method is going to be ratified and map accordingly now? The real question here is when will the modifications introduced by Marwan result in a publicly available specification? 
jsr, 2/24: It is implemented in 3GPP TS 29199-04-620 and will be published in the first maintenance release of ES 202 391-4 (DES/TISPAN-01007-04-OSA) .  
jsr, 3/31: Added text supporting offline registration and deregistration of short message reception events.

4. Sequence 5.2: The description of this sequence would indicate that the PX service can become a message sink for messages delivered to the PX service but that do not conform to a given criteria, is this the case? (i.e in step 5 if the message is invalid does the PX service simply throw away the message?) 
jsr, 3/1: Yes, it is a message sink.  The Short Messaging web service discards messages which do not match the ‘first word’ criteria of any registrations associated with the message destination address.   This is now explicitly stated in the description.
Also can you clarify the wording in step 9, is this for the last notification for a given criteria, and if so how does the PX service know that this is the last notification it is expecting – i.e what is to prevent another SMS being originated in the network that matches the criteria?
jsr, 3/1: Clarified the text.  The notification is destroyed if there are no other active registrations associated with this message destination address; note that other such registrations would have different ‘first word’ criteria values.

5. Section 6.1: 6.1.1/6.1.2 The service can't perform createUI and sendInfoAndCollectReq synchronously to a sendMessageXX request and also map the exceptions. A single invocation of sendMessage by a client can contain many destinations which will map onto multiple invocations of createUI()/sendInfoAndCollectReq(). Any Parlay exceptions occuring should therefore not be returned as errors implying no messages were sent. Instead the message delivery status for the particular end user should be updated to Deliveryuncertain for the user in question.
jsr, 2/10: Agreed.  Replaced PX exception mapping with mapping to notifySmsDeliveryReceiptRequest and/or getSmsDeliveryStatusResponse messages, with status of DeliveryImpossible for the affected terminals/addresses since the message was not even sent.

6. Section 6.1.2/6.1.3: for the TpUIInfo mappings, can these be clarified to indicate what form of Parlay UIInfo is needed for the particular PX payload, e.g logos – BIN, Ringtones – BIN/AU etc?
jsr, 2/24:  Simplified both sub-sections by cross-referencing from each to the nearly identical section 6.1.1.  Highlighted the current differences in the mapping to the info and variableInfo parameters of the IpUI.sendInfoAndCollectReq method.  Hopefully this is clearer now.

7. Section 6.1.4.1 & 3: Need to explain that the collectedInfo in the sendInfoAndCollectRes method is used to assign a network message Identifier that is used to correlate with the reportNotification method. Therefore in the reportNotification operator specific payload must include this message identifier in order to allow the PX svs to map the correct message response status.
jsr, 2/23: Update complete.

8. Section 6.1.8: Does this need further clarification with respect to step 9 of sequence 5.2 dealing with last notifications etc. There is no mention in this part of the document and if there is a semantic behaviour it should be mentioned here.
jsr, 3/1: Update complete.

9. Section 6.1.5/6.1.8: In addition to these being pre-emptive mappings, the sequence diagram referred to in the text indicates that create/destroyNotification() will only be invoked if no notifications have already been enabled for the OSA notification criteria, or all the notifications have been disable, the text doesn't detail this and should. I.e The Parlay X service implementation doesn’t simply pass this method call through, it applies its own ‘housekeeping’ and elects when to create/destroyNotifications to the OSA SCS.
jsr, 3/1: Update complete.

Email Review Process: Appium comments and disposition

Part 4-1 Short Messaging-GUI (808)

1. Section 4 versioning: ETSI 3.x, Parlay 5.x and 3GPP 6.x versions are missing. ( backward compatibility is a must in OSA/Parlay). 
jsr, 1/5: Update complete
2. Sequence 5.2. For clarification, last sentence in step 5 says “….If the event is verified, then it stores the delivery status of the message and notifies the application (step 6); else the event is invalid (step 6 is skipped).”  
What happens when the event is invalid? Should it still be stored in SMS-X (see step 5) ? I believe an invalid message should be discarded and not store it in SMS-X    (An invalid message is not reported/visible to the  application).
jsr, 3/1: Yes, the Short Messaging web service discards messages which do not match the ‘first word’ criteria of any registrations associated with the smsServiceActivationNumber.   This is now explicitly stated in the description.

3. Sequence 5.2. Wording in step 8 says “…..stopSMSNotification. The request includes the same URI and correlation value, which were previously specified in the earlier startSMSNotification operation (step 1).” However, the startSmsNoticiaction seems only to include a reference parameter.
jsr, 3/1: The description is updated to be consistent with the latest CR: i.e. there is only a correlator part in the stopSMSNotificationRequest message.

4. Sequence 5.2: For clarification, the wording in step 9 “Check if last active notification” is not understood. How can reference in stopSmsNotification to be used to check for “last active notification” and what does it mean”?
 jsr, 3/1: Clarified the text.  The notification is destroyed if there are no other active registrations associated with this smsServiceActivationNumber; note that other such registrations would have different ‘first word’ criteria values.
Also no clarification on this could be found in section 6
jsr, 3/1: Updated  - similar text added here.

5. 6.1.4.1 Table entry response, Comment text :
Propose to add clarify text for when to map to Delivered value.
The last sentence states:
”There is limited support for the Delivered value as it is dependent upon the SCF implementation and the underlying network protocols (e.g. CAP, MAP): i.e. in the case of MAP (and the receipt of an MT-ForwardShortMessage confirmation message from an MSC), the mapping is to the Delivered value.” 
Proposal: Add hereafter something like: 
“The Delivered value signifies that the message has been successfully delivered to the end-user. Upon a successful message delivery to the network no delivery status mapping shall be made as the result of the message delivery to the end-user is still pending, i.e. the final delivery status value (Delivered, DeliveryUncertain or DeliveryImpossible) is still unknown”.
jsr, 2/23: In light of the addition of the notifySmsDeliveryReceipt operation, and related redefined delivery states, I deleted this text and restricted the mapping to either the DeliveryToNetwork value (best case) or DeliveryUncertain value (otherwise).

6. 6.1.4.3 Table – mapping from reportEventNotification
It has been stated that the reportEventNotification contains the message identifier (e.g. step 6 in 5.1). This network message identifier was achieved with sendInfoAndCollectRes method for correlation purpose with reportEventNotification. 
A recommended mapping of this message identifier to the data in reportEventNotification is lacking - should be added.
jsr, 2/23: Update complete.


