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Various possible approaches. 

Case 1
· If they are stable, we can refer to them by their URI, then there is no reason to clone them. 

Consideration: whether they are under some formal change management process. So that if we find a problem we can instigate change. 

Document that approach. 

Where to put the URI Reference. 

Possible approaches 

· Surrogate or proxy in our model. 

· This would have the effect of...
· Think these two things mean the same

· ODM resolution, which brought in the concept of Surrogate. 

· Check the language in that resolution and make explicit reference to it. 

Can import the external ontology into the ontology here. It would be in ODM, so it would have the actual URIs. 

Case 2

· If they are not stable but are an OWL ontology

Discussion

We would then clone them? This would be a snapshot of that ontology at that point in time. We could also take a view on update when there are changes to that. The clone will be in ODM. 
For an ontology where we have a "snapshot". 

We would use OWL Equivalent Class, to point from something in our ontology, to something in that ontology. 

Then: we have a snapshot which is of a particular version of that external ontology. In this scenario, does Jim's problem exist? No. If you do a snapshot you cannot have everything in that snapshot be named in exactly the same way as the original. This is because you would be making an ontological commitment that that entity is the same entity. Have same full URI. 

So replace the URI with a local URI OR not even have one. 

Replace the names in the original with suitable proxy names you would not have a problem. You would have potentially two snapshots of the same thing (if someone else is also doing what we are doing). 

Why do the names matter? Web rule that you can't have two URIs that refer to the same. 

Name in this sense means URI. So we would add something like /fiboclone/ as part of the URI string. 

Then it's possible out there in OWL land, for one to make assertions about it. 

Conclusion: 

Define our URI convention for snapshot. 

Have to be clear about when to use snapshot and when not to. 

When to use snapshot: for any reason, we don't want to track changes. This can be for any reason. 

Group consensus: do we need a strategy for when to clone and when to refer to the proper ontology. 

Depends on commitments made to users. Example, ISO 20022. 

Other reasons (let's define a policy among ourselves and document). 

Other reasons: reference to or copy. Use reference for when we want to refer to the concepts dynamically. 

Possible reasons: Use of OMG ontologies, since we are working within that environment. 

Case 3

· If they are not an OWL Ontology (won't have URIs). 

For instance UML.
Suggested approaches (not yet discussed):

Approach 1: 

· Create a direct copy of the UML model

· Then create a simple OWL Ontology equivalent to that (without disposition of Mid Level Ontology classifications

· Use this the same way as we would use a "Clone" ontology in other contexts. 

Approach 2: 

An alternative to this would be to create an ontology which is fully disposed under our mid level ontology (more semantically defined than Approach 1) and use this to define the Archetypes. This would equate to using the UML model as if it were an external ontology, and using this ontology as the core FIBO material. 

However, this would require some kind of annotation property similar to OWL Equivalent Class, but with UML Class as its Range. 

This may be a more suitable approach for the REA ontology. 

Other considerations:

· Complete copy of an external ontology

· REA

· Ontologies where we use a part of it

· US-Pub28

Partial use of an ontology. 
Examples: 

We might only refer to one class explicitly. However, this will come with: 

· Parents

· Axioms

Proposal: we put the whole of each external ontology if we choose to clone it (unstable example above). 

Nothing wrong with referring to partial ontology but you can't have a partial import. You can import an external ontology but omit certain facts, e.g. facts about individuals. This can be done but the way it's done is not trivial. The point is you are not destroying the fundamental semantics of the other ontology. 

Use of OWL equivalent class. This is bidirectional (!)

Therefore the ontology that I have imported, will then include the equivalent class relationships. 

Better to do sub class rather than equivalent class. 

Example: 

REA notion of obligation. Our notional ontology now asserts the equivalences from the other ontology. 
More thinking
We need a metamodel of our content disposition.

We need this for our own purposes and what we are doing

Any consumer for what we use will also need this. 

Different forms of Reference, Clone, Surrogate. 

Need to document each of these. We will provably use them all.

Also: 

For our documented criteria: 

If the official rendering of FIBO will be ODM, then anything we purely reference must be capable of being rendered in ODM, and expressed in our subset of ODM that we use. Otherwise this will give our consumers problems. They must be able to use all these techniques within the ODM implementation of FIBO. 

Graphical adornment that indicates the form of reference, use, clone. 

Where there are (not surrogate), these will presumably have the archetype decoration, but we should probably visually indicate them. 

Maybe use some notational style. Clearly the URI must be shown. 
Answers from previously Surrogate refers only to Object Properties. Proxy is the word to use for classes. 

Possible: change the outline color. 

For the rendition, we should focus on one section which is Business Entity. 
