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1. Introduction

Currently, MIH protocol messages (defined in 8.5) are defined separately from the parameter TLVs (defined in 8.4) that are used in the messages. This approach has the following shortcomings: 

a. Poor readability – the parameters are not defined in the context it is used; the reader will need to jump back and forth just to understand the detail of a message;

b. Error-prone – mistakes and inconsistencies between the message and its parameters are hard to discover;

c. Not a common approach used in other STD documents;

d. Two similarly named parameters from two different messages may have very different semantics. The difference in semantics is lost when the 2 parameters are put in the same table. This can cause confusion for the reader;

e. Since all the parameters of the entire MIH protocol are sharing a single parameter type space (Table 35), we are limited to 255 parameters. This is not going to be sufficient in the long run. 

To overcome the aforementioned shortcomings, it is proposed that MIH protocol parameter TLV encodings should be defined in the same section along with the MIH message which uses the parameter.

2. Message definitions in new form (example)

The following example to show how the message definition with the new approach will look like and at the same time to show how error-prone the current approach is.

· Messages for Event Service Category

MIH frames for Event Service category have MIH Service ID set to 2. The MIHF payload for different messages in this service category is described below.

· MIH_Link_Up.indication
This notification is delivered from MIHF in the PoA to MIHF in the network when a layer 2 connection is successfully established with mobile node. 

	MIHF Header (message ID = 6)

(including HIMF header options) 

	LinkType TLV

	LinkIdentifier TLV

	…

	…

	…

	…


The parameters are defined as follows:

LinkType TLV: indicating the type of the link (total size = 9 octets)

	Type = 10
	Length = 4

	Value (see Table 8) [4 octets]


LinkIdentifier TLV: indicating the identifier of the new link (total size = variable)
	Type = 15
	Length = variable

	LinkType TLV [9 octets]

	MobileNodeMACAddress TLV [variable]

	PoAMACAddress TLV [variable] (optional)


[Now we find an error already – we are having two LinkType TLVs in the same message! To fix this, we should remove the first LinkType TLV from the message]
where MobileNodeMACAddress TLV specifies the MAC Address of the mobile node and is defined as:
	Type =7 
	Length = variable

	MAC Address of Mobile Node. The length of address may depend on media specific technology. 

[Now we find another problem – without being told about the media type,  how the receiver is going to interpret this MAC address correctly? 8.4.1.7 needs to be fixed.]


and the optional PoAMACAddress TLV, which specifies the MAC Address of the Point of Attachment, shall be defined as following:

	Type = 8
	Length = variable

	MAC Address of PoA. The length of address may depend on media specific technology.

[Again, without being told about the media type,  how the receiver is going to interpret this MAC address correctly? 8.4.1.8 needs to be fixed.]


…… (and so on)

Conclusion: 

Re-arranging message and its parameter definitions in section 8 will greatly improve the readability of the spec and ensure the correctness of the technical content. The current arrangement is error-prone and of low readability.
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