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SA5 response to TM Forum comments in S5-151210
The following table contains the 3GPP SA5 responses (in column 3) to the TM Forum comment (column 2). The column 1 are the Tags, of the TM Forum comment, which appear in the document named “S5eMA20139 Model Repertoire 5.3_TMF.docx” attached in S5-151210.
	Tag
	TM Forum comment
	3GPP SA5 response

	CH1
	Should highlight what is additional to standard UML (and hence will need to go in a profile).
	Properties which are defined in standard UML have a reference to [2]. Presence or absence of a reference to [2] serves the purpose of the proposed ‘highlight’. 

We propose to make a note under this Table (and other Tables of the document) that is: 
“Note: Properties that do not have a reference to [2] are defined in this specification.”


Note that the concept of ‘profile’ in relation to this Model Repertoire is perhaps a local matter of TM Forum. 3GPP/SA5 has no specific comment/response regarding the use of ‘profile’.


	CH2
	Is this necessary? Can be defined using multiplicity (e.g., 0..1, *, 1..*).
	This property is necessary. The implementation and semantics of “isNullable==True” is not identical to “cardinality == 0”.  

	CH3
	How is “well known” defined?
	The definition is found in clause 3.1. Examples of what is considered “well known” are, in the context of 3GPP, abbreviations already defined in 3GPP specifications such as RAN specifications. 

	BZ4
	WKA should not be used. All abbreviations should be treated as a words; single or multiple words. See next comment.
	See comment for CH5.

	CH5
	Should have case conversion to LCC.E.g., MPLSVPNCTP -> MplsVpnCtp
IPv6 -> Ipv6
	Your suggestion is possible as TM Forum designers of the subject attribute can collectively consider the attribute name not “well known”. 

	CH6
	Some associations should have a name in the figures.
	Yes. We should show an association name in Figure 3 as suggested. 

	CH7
	Association names should start uppercase.
	Yes. ”LCC” should be corrected to “UCC” in the second sentence as you pointed out.

	BZ8
	This is also true for other associations and dependencies.
	Yes. Association names should start with uppercase.

	BZ9
	Similar to association name?
	Yes. 

	BZ10
	Similar to association name?
	Yes. 

	BZ11
	Similar to association name?
	Yes. 

	CH12
	Should use only * and not 0..*.
	Yes. The row should be removed and the note under the Table should be modified as suggested.

	CH13
	Is this needed ???? Will it produce containment trees ?? Can we use it in optional packages ??? I suggest replacing with polymorphism, which allows us to invert the dependencies.
	It is needed. The Figure 12 is a containment tree representation. 3GPP does not have notion of “optional packages”. We are not sure how polymorphism can support the notion of XOR and the value of dependency inversion.

	BZ14
	Similar to <<ProxyClass>> and <<choice>>.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]The semantics of <<ProxyClass>> and <<choice>> are not identical. We are not sure how polymorphism can support the notion of <<choice>>, <<ProxyClass>> and the value of dependency inversion.

	CH15
	Why do some stereotypes start lowercase and some upper ? Can we make this consistent ???
	For class stereotype, we use UCC. For other types of stereotype, e.g. association, enumeration, we use LCC.

	CH16, BZ17
	Check UML Spec
	The UML spec uses both UCC and LCC for names of different stereotypes.

	CH18
	Can we discuss this ????
	Yes. We can discuss it. However, 3GPP specifications use this stereotype to represent multiple classes, so we would like to keep it. Furthermore, please note that the presence of this stereotype or any other model element in the repertoire (e.g. <<choice>>) does not imply that all specifications must use it. Please also see our comment on BZ19.

	BZ19, BZ20
	Should also provide the list of classes which are represented by the proxy class. as a property of the Stereotype -> string list.
	Yes. 

	CH21
	Is this needed ???? Will it produce containment trees ?? Can we use it in optional packages ??? I suggest replacing with polymorphism, which allows us to invert the dependencies.
	It is not needed if we have {XOR}. 3GPP does not have notion of “optional packages”. We are not sure how polymorphism can support the notion of XOR and the value of dependency inversion.

	BZ22
	Similar to Xor 

	It is identical to {XOR}.
We are not sure how polymorphism can support the notion of XOR and the value of dependency inversion.

	CH23
	!!!
	DN is the unambiguous and unique way to identify an instance of the 3GPP defined classes. It is a mandatory attribute of all class instances.

	BZ24
	Should be an ordered list of name value pairs.
	This data type contains a sequence (which is an ordered list) of one or more name components. We think it is best not to define the “name component” as a “name value pair” since some technology may not use “name value pair” but some other technique to convey the same meaning. 



