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Summary
This week we considered the packaging requirements for the Global Terms (mid level ontology, sometimes referred to as upper ontology). Based on what we learned last week we went through the Global Terms section of the model and carried out some of the recommended changes, to see what the Shared Semantics methodology might look like for address and geographical terms. 

Based on this week's decisions and recommendations we made a start to arranging and stereotyping the parts of the model to do with addresses and geographical constructs, in line with these decisions. 

We will work through this in the next session, fine tune or make changes if needed, and use this to finalize (and document) the formal method or methods to be used in shared semantics and namespace alignment, based on this Address pilot work. This will form the basis for more ambitious work around the REA and XBRL concepts for accounting, which we will pick up from the following week. 
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1. Notes / Main Themes

This week we considered the packaging requirements for the Global Terms (mid level ontology, sometimes referred to as upper ontology). Based on what we learned last week from Jim about what is or is not possible, we went through a part of the Global Terms section of the model and carried out some of the recommended changes, to get a first glimpse of what the Shared Semantics methodology might look like for address and geographical terms. 

Based on the decisions and recommendations (see below) we made a start to arranging and stereotyping the parts of the model to do with addresses and geographical constructs, in line with these decisions. 

2. Decisions and Recommendations
2.1 Ontology Packaging and Imports
· All UML packages to be styled as OWL Ontologies

· All OWL Imports to be explicitly stated

· So there is no overhead requirement on transformation routines

· All ontology namespaces to be specified within this UML-based model using the relevant tagged value in the profile

· Each "Subject" ontology will contain other ontologies that are derived from or copies of standard ontologies

· and will have a diagram showing the imports relationships

· We will revisit these decisions separately for the industry content, but will most likely make the same decisions there. 

2.2 OWL Generation

2.2.1 Implicit versus Explicit Imports

While the current OWL generation / export arrangements are able to take existing features of the EA UML based model and infer OWL Imports relationships, it was agreed that all OWL Imports relationships should be explicitly stated.

2.2.2 General Principles

As a more general principle, it was agreed that everything that needs to be seen in an OWL version of the FIBO model content, is to be explicitly stated. This has the result that there is no requirement for generation software or tools to have additional rules built in to them, which would have to be defined as a part of this standard. 
3. Actions

· Propagate the packaging, owlOntology stereotype and owlImports changes for all of Global terms, starting with those terms that have a bearing on Address concepts

· Note that as part of this we also need to implement the earlier decision to move all terms out of the root package that are not explicitly part of the ontology lattice or mereology (parts and wholes) terms. 
Detailed Notes
These were jotted down in:
· The working document "Address Semantics" (now at Version 2)

· The EA Model

Document Notes - ISO 11179 Considerations
Q: What about ISO 11179? Does that have any packaging concepts?

Explored this. MB recalls that there may not be a packaging specific section but there is a section on naming and design rules which may include concepts of relevance to this conversation. 

Naming and Design Rules

Someone clarified: Part 5 "Naming and Identification Principles" covers the way that names are divided into sections. 

ISO 11179 is metadata for data. 

Q: What is our relationship to that? 

A: We are providing the business semantics to provide the business meaning of concepts. 

Editor note: these review notes are not adequate to be a new or separate section of the working document, and will be removed from there or used to clarify other parts of the document. 

EA Model Notes

Diagram: Business Entities Advanced

Looked at the Business Entities model, where this has geographical concepts related to Municipality. 

There are existing notes on the diagram about this. Updated the note below with some additional thoughts and comments: 

Diagram Note (existing, updated):

A "Muni bond" can be put out by a State or a County. 

So a Muni bond is not necessarily issued by a Municipality i.e. a City. 

Question: bonds issued by States and counties are also called Municipal Bonds? Or they are called something different but are affected by the same issues. 

Answer: it's not called Muni Bond it's called a County Bond (which we don't have in the model). 

Answer: It's who the SEC says is capable of issuing Muni bonds. 

Rather like tomatoes. 

Discussion:

In the above note, only the "Answer" at the end is new. Previous discussions had identified that although certain bonds are called Municipal, these may also be issued by US counties, so there was an action to further refine the model so as to reflect this. 
In the Global Terms we still need the concept of municipality to describe aspects of this, but a bond which is classified as a Muni Bond is not exclusively issued by municipalities so this should not be the defining fact about these, as it is at present. 

Reviewer comment: the definition of what sort of entity (in the US) may issue Muni Bonds is determined by the SEC, and not by any direct inspection of the characteristics of that bond. Presumably however, any entity which is not specified by the SEC, would not have any type of bond to inspect for its characteristics. Note however that the kind of muni bond issued by a county may actually be called a County Bond. 
Why the note about tomatoes? In the US (and the UK) tomatoes are routinely classified as vegetables because of their usage, but biologically these are in fact fruit. This is similar to the observation that a whale may be classified alongside fish as a kind of marine animal, but in another, more biologically correct taxonomy it is simply classified as a mammal. Neither is incorrect. In each case, there is a way of classifying the thing according to the specific context (usage; habitat) and a way of classifying it according to more scientifically observable intrinsic characteristics. 

Packaging Discussion

This is currently under consideration, with the Address pilot implementation being used as a practical example to identify the best way of doing this (i.e. shared semantics). 

Considerations include:

· UML package to OWL Ontology relationship

· Use of OWL Imports construct

· Explicit versus implicit imports

· Namespaces for packages

· Disposition of the "Global Terms" model content

· Similar questions apply to the financial industry content but will be addressed separately. 

Decisions:

· All UML packages to be styled as OWL Ontologies

· All OWL Imports to be explicitly stated

· So there is no overhead requirement on transformation routines

· All ontology namespaces to be specified within this UML-based model using the relevant tagged value in the profile

· Each "Subject" ontology will contain other ontologies that are derived from or copies of standard ontologies, and will have a diagram showing the imports relationships

· We will revisit these decisions separately for the industry content, but will most likely make the same decisions there. 

New Diagram: Package Imports

As an example of how we might deal with the package relationships we added a "Package Imports" diagram into the "Geo" package. 

What this shows:

· Geo Package, with "imports" relationships to:

· UN-FAO Country package

· ISO3166 OMG Ontology

The idea would be that each of these high level subject ontologies (Geo, Time, Math etc.) would be a container within which the other, specific ontologies would reside. The question is whether this should simply be an empty container, or an ontology with the archetype constructs, identified with external terms as appropriate, or what. These are the open questions. 

These are both empty packages created to identify what this would look like. We did not discuss the precise naming of these. The FAO package will be the home of the existing UN-FAO concepts, which are currently on a diagram for identification. Moved this diagram to that package. The OMG ISO 3166 ontology would be an example of an "external" ontology - putting it here was an idea to see if that is the best way to dispose external ontologies, i.e. within the main subject related package. 

One question under consideration is whether the top level here ("Geo") should itself be an "Ontology", or simply a UML Package within which formal ontologies are contained. The outcome of last week's description of the OWL transformation was that either is possible, however we have also decided that we don't want any assumptions to need to be built into any generation software about how to handle non OWL-stereotyped UML packages. Also most or all of the advice and consensus to date is that (for Global Terms i.e. mid level ontology at least), all packages should be styled as OWL Ontologies. 

To see how this looked, we applied the OWL Ontology stereotype <<owlOntology>> to the top level Geo package, and created two packages wihtin that, one for the existing UN-FAO ontology terms and another (so we could see what it looked like with more than one), as the OMG's ISO 3166 candidate ontology standard. 

Some additional notes were jotted down on this diagram as follows: 

Diagram Note:

Consensus:

All OWL Imports shall be explicitly defined. 
Diagram Note:

What the standard contains:

Do not need to specify how generation is done i.e. XMI versus API. 

XSLT to go from XMI for example. Also QVT is usable. 

All we specify is that you only implement what is in the model. 

So as long as everything is explicit, there is no need for any specification of anything in the standard. 
Diagram Note:

Packaging:

as a UML feature, think about why and when we need it. 

Packages may be needed for controlling uniqueness. 

Usually have uri#id

Diagram Note:

Do we ever use UML packages that are not ontologies?

Implications:

No inherent reason not to have all packages as OWL Ontologies.
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