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Actions:

1. update the XBRL section

2. Add the Named Graph section. 

(as a suggested mechanism; do not want to create a way for people to include non normative material)

OWL Ontologies
Case 1: Complete, stable OWL Ontologies
Create surrogate of the ontology using ODM
It would be in ODM, so it would have the actual URIs. 

Case 2: Ontology Snapshot
Use this if the external ontology is in OWL but we want to make a snapshot if it at a point in time

· Create clone copy of the ontology in our repository

· Allocate a URI which identifies this as a clone (to include the elements of the original URI plus "clone" or similar)

· We would add something like /fiboclone/ as part of the URI string. 

Alternative:

· Use OWL Equivalent Class, to point from something in our ontology, to something in that ontology. 

· May not need to use OWL Equivalent Class use Named Graphs

We think Named Graphs are a better approach.

Actions / decisions
Define our URI convention for snapshot. 

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

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: Partial Snapshot

Create a clone of the parts of the ontology we wish to refer to. 

Treatment as for Case 2. 

Non OWL Semantics
UML Models 1: Model implicitly semantic by its context

e.g. REA Ontology UML model

· Classes: Use SKOS Match

· Object Properties: Use SKOS Match

· In the UML model, replace Association with AssClass throughout

· Datatype Properties: Not applicable. Only derive classes and relationships from external standards

Approach: 

· Create a direct copy of the UML model

· Create relationships which are instances of SKOS Match

· May also use SKOS Broader Than and Narrower Than relations

Decisions to make

· Do we identify our OWL Class elements as SKOS Concept?

· Can this be done once for OWL Thing and be interpreted as covering all OWL Classes in the model?

· Alternative treatments

Possible alternative: 

· Have a "SKOS Concept" construct in our model

· Find a suitable relationship to identify the OWL Class with a SKOS Concept

· And the OWL Object Property likewise

UML Models 2: Model elements identified as "concepts" not OO Classes

As for UML Models 1, but if there is a mechanism by which UML elements are individually identified as "Concepts", capture and replicate this. 
Treatment / decisions:

Distinguish between models (if any) that use SKOS Concept already and those which use something else.

How do we validate that an alleged concept is a concept?

Recall we are only doing this for concepts which we have decided to reference as such in our semantics anyway. 

UML Models 3: Model elements not, or not all explicitly Concepts

Identify those model elements which are suitable surrogates for real world concepts. 

Use SKOS Concept as for (1), but apply selectively
XBRL Models

Should be easier than UML.
Being XML there are namespaces. 

Use the actual namespaces for the concepts in the schema. 

Whether to consider both scenarios or just one?

Given the lack of semantic clarity in XML Schema, we are likely to be forced to use the whole thing.

In XBRL, 

When take a snapshot we are obligated to perform tasks such as keeping it current, resolving conflicts. 

Therefore use the published URI and by reference include the whole thing. 

The abstract model draft is at http://xbrl.org/Specification/abstractmodel-primary/PWD-2011-10-19/abstractmodel-primary-PWD-2011-10-19.html 
