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In Release 5, documentation of protocols for the Cx interface and Sh interface were arranged as follows;-

· 29.228
- Cx and Dx signalling flows and message details
· 29.229 – Cx and Dx protocol details

· 29.328 – Sh signalling flows and message details

· 29.329 – Sh protocol details

This form of documentation was appropriate when Cx interface was the only interface to use the Diameter Multimedia Application specification, and when the Sh interface was only to be used between the Application Server (or OSA Gateway) and the HSS.

In release 6, a number of interfaces are proposing to re-use the Cx interface definition or to define Cx like protocols, with interface specific extensions.  It should be remembered that the Cx interface protocol is intended to be aligned with the Diameter Multimedia Application protocol once the work on that draft is completed in IETF, so in reality the interfaces that do not exactly reuse a subset of the Cx interface as defined in 29.228 and 29.229 are really different extensions of the DMA protocol.

Given that even in Release 6 it could well be the case that the applications that Cx like protocols are being applied to will not require exact subsets of the Cx protocol as currently defined, it is possible that it is not practical to include the definition of such protocols in 29.228 and 29.229.  Indeed the stage 3 work being done by CN4 for WLAN interworking (and specifically the Wx interface) is being documented in 29.234 rather than adding the Wx interface to the scope of 29.228 and 29.229.  The opposite approach has already been taken for the Px interface, but in that case the functions required exactly fitted the existing UAR/A and LIR/A commands in Cx.
If further re-use of Cx and Cx-like protocols is defined in Release 6, such as being discussed for the Generic Authorisation Architecture, and then more re-use is defined for R7, there is potential for 29.228 and 29.229 to become more than ‘just the Cx interface’ definition.  The scope of 29.228 has already been expanded to include the Px interface, and proposals to expand it further could lead to a very complicated and difficult to understand specification, where the conditions for inclusion of AVP’s in some situations and not in others will make for confusion and potentially poor implementation.  Add to this that at some point, the work on DMA will be completed and there is an ever growing mixture of implementation options and hence potential problems available for the implementer.
For CN4 to consider
Nortel does not have a specific proposal at this stage about how documentation of Cx and Cx like protocols should be done.  However, we believe it would be expeditious of CN4 to consider the evolution of the documentation in advance of the point where the current structure is out moded.  Nortel can see a number of possible routes;-
· Continue as we are, expanding the scope of 29.228 and 29.229 as needed but for protocols that expand on Cx interface protocol, defining the extensions in separate documents.

· Advantages – no upheaval of current documentation structure, continue as now.
· Disadvantages – potentially confusing documentation, may end up with a document where every sentence begins with ‘If’, eg ‘If applied to the Px interface’, ‘If the sending node is an S-CSCF’, ‘If this condition but not that condition or another condition, then…’

· Have a separate document for each of the Cx like applications.

· Advantages – clearly defined protocols for each of the individual Cx-like instances.  Single reference point for each of the interface definitions without conditions applying to other interfaces causing confusion.
· Disadvantages – any general problem found in a Cx-like protocol may need to be corrected in multiple documents, one CR for each instance.  

· Create a central reference document that is ‘interface agnostic’ but instead defines 3GPP specific DMA (similar to how 29.202 defines 3GPP implementations of M3UA).

· Advantages – common problem sin all instances can be corrected in a single place.  Individual interface documents can reference the generic document and specify interface specifc extensions.  Easy migration once DMA is an RFC.

· Disadvantages – major change to the Cx interface specs – much of the detail would be removed and replaced with references. 

For now Nortel thinks that this subject is probably something that should be discussed on e-mail rather than using too much meeting time in this meeting, but Nortel believes that it might be useful to consider thisin advance of future meetings.  Nortel would like an opinion from the meeting of whether this concern is shared and whether it is worthy of further consideration.
