Overall, the Object Group’s (OG) SOA ontology draft is an excellent start.  It has consistent formatting of the definitions, use of graphics, and the use of OWL (though it’s not entirely clear as to the advantages of OWL, itself.)  

However, the OASIS SOA Reference Model/Reference Architecture team has a number of concerns.  The chief is that SOA standards harmonize with one another.  We have found several apparent points of disagreement between the definitions in the ontology and the Reference Model.  We have found that a number of definitions lack clarity (some of these are definitions that the OASIS team is struggling with lack clarity as well.)  
In attempting to compare the ontology’s definitions with those used by the OASIS team, the team ran into some apparent obscure inconsistencies.  Finally, to an uninitiated reader, there may be some advantage with starting from the top of the tree, the definitions in Section 5, rather than building from the “top” to the “bottom” of the ontology, rather than the reverse.
In particular:
· It would help the reader/user if the definitions of Architecture and SOA (in Section 5.2 and 5.5) were at the start of the document (Section 2) and have all the other definitions relate to these.  As it stands, the reader gets lost in terms before understanding the domain of the ontology and until Section 5, it appears not be focused on SOA.  
Again, various “Kinds of Actor” are used (e.g., Section 2.6) before the categories of “Kind of Actors” are defined.

· The definitions found in Section 2 could be used in any number of architectures and are consistent with UML, OOD, and Use Case-based requirements.  This is both an advantage and disadvantage.  An example is the term Actor.  It is defined in almost the same way that it is defined in UML, OOD, and use cases.  
· The ontology decomposes Actor into only providers and consumers in Section 2.   This does not allow room for two other categories of “participating actors,” stakeholders and services.  UML, OOD, and use cases would categorize Services as participating actors, rather than a separate class.  It is understandable that the OG ontology categorizes Services separately, as this is the core of SOA.  However, this leaves stakeholders.  Stakeholders neither provide or consume a service, but influence or are influenced by the provisioning or use of the service (In economics this effect is known as an externality.)  Security and security standards for a Service is an example.  For the car wash example, stakeholders may include the water works (e.g., if there is a drought of the magnitude currently in Atlanta, the water authority might not allow the car wash to use its water.)  Supply chains may have many stakeholders as well as provider/customer chain.  These stakeholders will have a significant impact on the supply chain, without direct participation.  The lack of the definition of the stakeholder reduces the effectiveness of the governance section of the OG ontology.
· The ontology lacks coherency or cohesion that creates confusion from the perspective of an uninitiated reader.  For example:
· In the ontology “Service” is an overloaded term with both a business and an architectural (technical) connotative definitions.  This is the same problem that nearly all documentation has of the term “Services” in SOA.  Since ontology is meant to define and delimit terms clearly, categorizing the term “Service” would help.
For example, The OASIS SOA Reference Model defines Service as:

“A mechanism to enable access to one or more capabilities, where the access is provided using a prescribed interface and is exercised consistent with constraints and policies as specified by the service description.” 

The OG ontology defines Services as “The class Service is defined as a subclass of the Activity class”, which, in part, is caused by the confusion between the business and architectural perspectives of a service.  Since this is the basis for the rest of the Open Group Ontology, the concept of the definition of the parent class “Activity”.  The OG Ontology defines “Activity” in a footnote as “the concept of activity described in this ontology is a very broad one – it is that of a system of actions that are performed by actors in response to events.” This definition for “Activity” is weakened, not strengthened, by this caveat.
· This leads to another definitional problem, that there is confusion about “Capability” versus “Activity.”  Currently, there is much discussion of the term of a “capability” being defined as “a promised future action”, but the SOA RA technical committee is still refining this definition. These basic definitional inconsistencies drive the rest of the ontology and create ontology artifacts, which are inconsistent with the SOA Reference Model and obscure the concept of past, present, and future tense of verbs.  Almost all, but not quite all, properties used to relate ontology classes are in the present tense.

· Some of the terms are so abstract as to be void of meaning.  Example use of the words “anything” and “thing” confuse the reader because of the abstract level of thinking required—that does not provide any utility.
· There are no relationships among terms sufficient to ensure there are no terms that are redundant and that there are no gaps.
· For the reader, the ontology is difficult to follow to the point that there appear to be more terms defined than needed for an SOA.

· There does not appear to be terms that are the equivalent of “Composite Application” and “Service Component.”  I’m not sure why the Reference Architecture studiously avoids these terms (or at least their concepts) either.
· The Governance section needs significant “beefing up.”  There is apparently no relationship with policies or contracts of the earlier sections.  The types (or sub-classes) of governance are not clear.  The inclusion of the concept of a stakeholder would help.
· The Open Group definition – “system of actions” is open to confusing the reader.  The concept creates an undefined subclass of “actions” and/or “activities” (note the confusion) because certain properties only apply to actors which are associated with specific actions, but which is not true for relationships of the parent class.  
The SOA RA Technical Committee is  still discussing some of these terms and is open to input from the OG team.   We would propose a joint meeting.  One of the agenda items would be to resolve the discrepancies between the definitions used in the OASIS SOA Reference Model document and the OG Ontology.  Another would be jointly to define concepts, not in the Reference Model, but with which both the SOA Reference Architecture and the OG SOA Ontology are currently struggling.
These comments and criticisms are made, hopefully, to help the OG SOA ontology create a better product, which is good already.

