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Foreword

Agree with Greg that current process should not be deprecated.

Figure 1

The architecture gives the impression, that an AP based on AMs just consists of CC, AM List, AAM and reference to AM. 

The diagram should depict all the relevant content as described in section 4.5 (i.e. ARM, …) and clearly state if an AP has a reference to exactly one AM or to one ore more (see comment below).

Figure 1

I am missing the AICs in the Modular Architecture. 

Will all AICs become modules?

Scope

Guidelines for the development process for APs using AMs are out of scope. 

Where can these find? In a new separate document? In a revision of the Guidelines for the development and approval of STEP application protocols?

Clause 4.5

Reading the document I understand that it is a fundamental principle that an AP references exactly one AM. 

If this assumption is correct I don’t see a need to describe the information requirements in the AP again. This cannot be more than a duplication of what is in the AM.

Clause 4.5

Which kind of restriction on the information supported can be included? 

How is this related clause 4.6?

Clause 4.5

UoFs were originally defined to structure the information requirements of an AP and to provide a grouping mechanism to define conformance classes.

Which role does UoFs play in the modular architecture? As an AP is now just a reference to a top level AM I don’t see a way to define a UoF structure. 

Are the UoFs in any way related to clause 5 conformance requirements?

Clause 4.5.1

Do I understand it correctly, that this section just contains a reference to an AM? 

I.e. APs based on modules do not have Mapping Table and AIM.

For each AP an AM has to be created which exactly fulfils the information requirements of the AP.

Figure 3

What does CR Schema x stands for?

Clause 4.5.2

How is the correspondence documented exactly? A table?

Is it realistic to expect to have two or more APs with the same application objects, assertions, rules, etc. which only differ in industry terminology. 

I expect that two APs always will have different requirements which will result in different objects and rules and therefore different top level AMs.

Clause 4.6

By definition, an Application Module is a thing which can be used as a whole, only. Excluding entities and rules by an AP looks very strange for me. 

Removing a rule, for example, may change the intended semantics of a rule. 

A conformance class states which application modules are included, i.e. modules within the framework of the modules can be excluded. 

What happens if an included module references a module which is not included in a specific conformance class?

It is unclear whether the exclusion of entities and rules happens on ARM or MIM level.

Annex E

How is the ARM of the AP related to the ARM of the AM? 

Same layout, correspondence by visual coincidence? 

Or is the AP’s ARM stand-alone?
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