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OWL usage for PLCS 

Introduction

This document could be a help of deciding which OWL constructs we should use, which should be mandatory and to help creating the design guidance we need… To use Protegé or some other tool without having thought through the output format is not desirable.
Suggestion for a resulting document

When the questions in this document have been answered, maybe a different layout of this information would be more appropriate. A suggestion is;

Section1: An example multilingual hierarchy of concepts including two or three PLCS entities. The example should include the PLCS core reference data, but also an example of an external context dependent library, e.g. PLCS_RDF_MIL_SE.
Section2: OWL-file printouts of the described example, possibly as the two different OWL-files that would be the real-world result.

Section3: An explanation of each line in the files.

Section4: Additional information/rules/agreements not captured by the example.

Of course, the proper and final place for this information is in DEXlib, but during the discussion this Word document is used.  
Section1 – Concept Example

This is a first (very small) draft of a concept example which should be presented as OWL in section1. It’s important to make an example that shows all aspects of OWL that PLCS uses. Please add/change this one.
	Term
	Description

	
	

	Identifier (AP)
	

	Identifierare (rdl_se_mil)
	

	
	Type_identifier (core)
	

	
	
	LCN_code (rdl_LSAR)
	

	
	
	Förrådsbeteckning (rdl_se_mil)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Individual identifier (core)
	

	
	
	Serial_number (core)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


General Comments on reference data
… [empty chapter]
OWL suggestions/questions

Please add/change or discuss the suggestions and questions presented in the rest of this document.
Identification of classes:

<owl:Class rdf:ID="PLCS00001">

</owl:Class>        
<owl:Class rdf:ID="Stone(unit)">

</owl:Class>        
· The identifier should not contain any information and must be unique within the scope of the reference data. [or] The identifier should be human readable but must be unique within the scope of the reference data.

· A meaningless identifier makes it possible to separate “stone” (a primitive tool/resource for hammering…) from “stone” (a measurement for weight). If a human readable ID is required, “stone(resource)” and “stone(unit)” or anything similar should be used.
· The identifier should be in the format ‘Aaaa(nn)’ [to be more precisely defined].

Descriptions of classes (e.g. activity):

<owl:Class rdf:ID="PLCS00001">

  <rdfs:label xml:lang="en">Activity</rdfs:label>

  <rdfs:comment xml:lang="en">

     The doing of something

  </rdfs:comment>

  <rdfs:comment xml:lang="se">

     Att göra någonting

  </rdfs:comment>

</owl:Class>        
· The labels/terms (or the identifier) used for the concept shall not be used within the description of the concept, because of the possibility to have more than one label.

· The description shall not mention anything about its relation to other classes (e.g. “…is a subclass of…” because this is redundant information.

· The xml:lang attribute should be used for both the description (comment) and the term (label).

· The xml:lang attribute should be in lower case.

· Descriptions should be possible in different languages.

· A description in English is mandatory for PLCS core reference data.

Sub-classing a class

<owl:Class rdf:ID="#PLCS00002">

  <rdfs:subClassOf rdf:resource="#PLCS00001"/>

</owl:Class>

· Should rdf:resource refer only to a rdf:ID instance or also to a rdf:about? [Actually the difference between rdf:ID and rdf:about should be explained, also the usage of the # sign, and the use of an URL/URN as a reference]
· We are currently only using classes in the Reference data, and no individuals. The OWL recommendation says that a sub-class should describe a sub-section of the superclass. If something IS an instance of the class (e.g. the LCN – Logistic Control Number is a ‘identifier_type’) then it should be an individual (you cannot sub-class the LCN!). If this already has been discussed and agreed upon, it should be documented, otherwise it should be discussed first.

· Is there a problem for organization-specific Reference data to sub-class other than leaf-node classes?

Multiple labels of mixed languages:

<owl:Class rdf:ID=" PLCS00001">

   <rdfs:label xml:lang="en">Activity</rdfs:label>

   <rdfs:label xml:lang="en">Action</rdfs:label>

   <rdfs:label xml:lang="fr">Activité</rdfs:label>

   <rdfs:label xml:lang="se">Aktivitet</rdfs:label>

</owl:Class>        
· This makes synonyms possible and also maybe in some way, cross lingual dictionaries

· Do we wish to handle “short-forms”(?) like ‘LSA’  (Logistic Support Analysis) as an alternate label for the same concept/class, or do we need anything else.
Versions of classes:

<owl:Class rdf:ID="PLCS00001">

   <owl:versionInfo rdf:datatype="http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema#string">

      1.0

   </owl:versionInfo>

</owl:Class>        
· What events causes the version of a class/concept to change?

Other questions

· What are the advantages and disadvantages of separating classes in different OWL files (countries, projects, PLCS core, a.s.o.) and how to reference classes in other files…? (FMV would like to add the term ‘identifierare’ to the existing identifier concept.)
· Should we hold status (proposed, released, withdrawn) information within each class?

· What extra tags might be useful…?
· What is the difference between <owl:Class rdf:about=#nnnn”> and <owl:Class rdf:ID=#nnnn”>
· Are we using OWL Lite, DL or Full.
· Why don’t we create any individuals? OWL is clear about the difference between classes and individuals and the identifier “LCN” is a clear example of an individual, because it actually is an identifier and cannot be sub-classed. “Serial identifier” is a grouping of different identifiers and should therefore be defined as a class. We should document the decision.
· Will we use multiple inheritances? Explain how?
· Shall we use owl:disjoint, owl:unionOf, “plcs:abstract”?

<owl:Class rdf:about="#HumanBeing">

  <owl:equivalentClass>

    <owl:Class>

      <owl:unionOf rdf:parseType="Collection">

        <owl:Class rdf:about="#MalePerson"/>

        <owl:Class rdf:about="#FemalePerson"/>

      </owl:unionOf>

    </owl:Class>

  </owl:equivalentClass>

</owl:Class>

<owl:Class rdf:about="#MalePerson">

  <rdfs:subClassOf rdf:resource="#HumanBeing"/>

  <owl:disjointWith rdf:resource="#FemalePerson"/>

</owl:Class>

<owl:Class rdf:about="#FemalePerson">

  <rdfs:subClassOf rdf:resource="#HumanBeing"/>

  <owl:disjointWith rdf:resource="#MalePerson"/>

· What is “owl:equivalent”? (How) do we use it?
· Shouldn’t there always be a ‘#’ in the rfd:ID field? Why is it there? First use vs. reference?

· Which other (DC) elements should be used?

· Created (date)

· Creator (name/organization)

· Source (for class definition, multiple ones possible)

· The rules (those possible) for the reference data definition should be expressed as an XML Schema file (with additional rules in a separate guidance document)

