XSD versus OWL for S-RAMP
By: Linda Terlouw

This document gives a short overview of the pros and cons of the use of XSD versus OWL for S-RAMP. It is intended to provide the TC members with input for the conference call and not as a complete comparison between the two standards. 
	Aspect
	XSD
	OWL

	Amount of work
	The current version of the standard is written in XSD. Therefore no additional work is required to translate it to XSD format.
	Since the current version of the standard is written in OWL, it would require a substantial investment in time to translate from XSD to OWL.

	Consistency with Open Group SOA ontology
	Because the Open Group SOA ontology is specified in OWL, it is very hard to check consistency with the current XSD-based standard.
	Consistency checks between the Open Group Ontology and an OWL-based S-RAMP standard would be easy as they could be integrated in one model and checked by a tool like Protégé.

	Ease of implementation
	All software vendors already know XSD, so this would be easy to implement in tools.
	Not many vendors know OWL, so this could be more difficult for vendors.

	Graphical modeling
	Graphical modeling is usually done in UML or by tree structure diagrams. Tools that can be used are specified in the document Issue018_UMLGeneration.doc.
	Graphical modeling can be done in UML (I think, not 100% sure) and Object Role Modeling (ORM). Protégé is the most popular tool for specifying OWL. I think commercial tools exist that can convert graphical ORM models to OWL (maybe Collibra, www.collibra.com/). 

	Skills 
	I think most group members are able to make UML models and XSD’s.
	Question for next meeting: who has OWL modeling skills? 

	Semantics
	XSD only specifies syntax, not semantics.
	OWL specifies semantics, reasoning also possible.

	Querying
	The current standard uses a query language based on XPath.
	More advanced query languages exist, e.g. SPARQL http://protege.stanford.edu/doc/sparql/

	Extensibility
	Using “anytype” it is easy to make extensions by end user organizations.  
	I think extensibility is easier in OWL, but we’ll have to specify a small test case. 

	<Other>
	Any other criteria to discuss during the call?


Personally I think that we are better of using OWL, because of its focus on semantics and because the Open Group SOA Ontology is also specified in OWL. However, important questions are whether or not we want to take the time to convert from XSD to OWL and if TC members have OWL modeling skills (or are willing to learn). Also, we would have to make sure that we don’t have anything specified in XSD that cannot be specified in OWL. We could specify a part of the model (incl. relation with Open Group SOA ontology) to see how it works out.
I propose we vote whether or not we want to invest time in a small test case for converting to OWL. If the outcome is yes, I would like to know who is interested in joining me in setting up this test case.
