Comments to Fixed Mobile Convergence (FMC) Model Repertoire

(1) In section 5.2, item 3
Why is the visibility of attributes removed from the UML repertoire? Without the visibility, how can we do the mapping to the SS (design)?

(2) In section 5.2.2.2,
There is no association name in the diagrams. But in the current M.3020 template, we use the association name as the identifier of an association. Sometimes there are two associations between two information object classes (IOCs). For example, a unidirectional Link can point to two LinkEnds, one is the aEnd, the other is zEnd, and we need to distinguish them. Without the association name, how can we uniquely identify these two associations (as shown below)? In ITU-T Recommendation M.3020, we use the association name as the title for each sub-clauses in relation description templates.


(3) In section 5.2.2.2,
Is there any necessity to draw a non-navigable association in a class diagram? As the information model is for an interface, and it seems that those which are not visible in the interface can be hidden in the diagram.

(4) In section 5.2.8.2,
[bookmark: _Toc314595362]In Figure 1: Cardinality notation, this example doesn’t follow the rules specified in the last sentence of section 5.2.8.1 (single “*” is used), which says “The use of a standalone symbol zero (0) or star (*) is not allowed.” They should be consistent, and “0..*” should be used.

(5) In section 5.3.5.3,
The name style of <<enumeration>> attribute, it indicates the rules as : “Enumeration literal is composed of one or more words of upper case characters. Words are separated by the underscore character.” 
The question is that in our existing Recommendations, we usually use the LCC style, instead of “upper case” characters with underscore as separators. To restriction seems to be too strong.

(6) In clause 5.4.3
We have the following comments:
· We use the “UnrestrictedCharacterStringType” instead of “PrintableString” in ITU-T X.680 for String in M.3020
· We used “Name” instead of “DN”, as in some solution sets, the DN may be presented as some other forms (for example, in CORBA, we use the Name format CORBA Naming Service).
· Are the data types “SET” “SET OF”, “SEQUENCE OF” or “CHOICE” from X.680 supported by the proposed UML repertoire? From figure 16, it seems that the only “SEQUENCE” is supported by this UML repertoire.
· In ITU-T Rec. M.3020, the two ASN.1 data types “bitstring” and “null” are also supported, which are not mentioned in this new proposal UML repertoire.
(7) In clause 6
· It is not clear why the “CM” and “CO” are not mutually exclusive. In our understanding, al the qualifier should be mutually exclusive.
· The “C” qualifier indicating “The capability shall be supported by at least one but not all solutions.” But the solution is protocol-specific, but the UML repertoire is a protocol-neutral model, why should we specify protocol-specific properties in protocol-neutral models?
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