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Use Cases

LO: Requirement is to distill from the list of 22 use cases, 2 specific exemplars. And we also need to come up with a list of concrete list of language requirements that we can vote on.

LO: Focus should be on content interoperability, and we seemed to focus on device interoperability. Main classes are (1) device interoperability, (2) organizational interoperability, (3) conceptual search/eCommerce interoperability, (4) knowledge fusion/agent interoperability.

LO: Suggest that we focus on knowledge fusion and agent interoperability areas, for example, FIPA/Agentcities use cases, such as agents using different ontologies. 

JB: It would be good to mention/use knowledge fusion as a use case. Eventually all of this will have to be tested, so they may implement their own 

RV: Suggest having a management briefing/executive overview of the whole area and has pointers to the more expanded examples in the appendix.

LO: JH will eventually pull together all of the information from each of the Breakout groups into one big document. 

RV: Might be better to have the summary, requirements and then the 2 use cases.

LO: Three issues drawn from the use cases; (1) mapping between ontologies including composition/decomposition of ontologies, (2) different views of ontologies based upon physical/functional property matching, and, (3) granularity of ontologies, perhaps for small devices.

RV: First cases can be regarded as ontologies mediating between different instance data (databases, etc.), i.e. an integrated schema to prevent multiple mappings between individual instance.

MD: Third case can be used for deriving (graph pruning) ontologies for smaller devices, and, providing a finer granularity view of ontologies. 

RV: We don’t want everyone having to implement small device support.

JD: FIPA Gateways Technical Committee use gateways at the edge of networks not only to tokenise the data stream to make it smaller, but also content pruning/refinement so that the actual data is made smaller for the end device. Additionally, the use of gateways means that everyone doesn’t have to implement this (the gateway owner provides a mapping).

MD: Or, we can fall back on the ISO OSI model by pushing it up into the application layer (layer 7).

MD: Can we combine device and organizational interoperability work into one use case, since they are related.

LO: Perhaps also bind the agent interoperability into this, too.

JD: <<Insert description of the Agentcities Evening Organizer here.>>

LO: This sounds like your use case, MD; perhaps we can combine this with the Agentcities EO to provide an entire stack of issues from devices at the bottom to agent-oriented applications at the top.

MD: Aggregation was voted a not a key issue, but we might want to consider it here as an organizational issue.

LO: Perhaps we should expand the specific use case for Agentcities (B) to a more specific case along the lines of the Agentcities EO (devices, agents, brokers, services and different ontologies for each).

RV: We will need an example of content interoperability, for example OntoWeb; online ontology collaboration and content/annotation collaboration.

LO: This falls under the organizational interoperability general case (23).

MD: Internationalization also falls under the Agentcities/device use case.

JD: FIPA has been thinking about translation between ontology terms in different languages via the FIPA Ontology Service, which is implemented using OKBC and KIF.

LO: Combine use cases 1 (Travel Planning) and 2 (Agentcities), so that we have two exemplars of Agentcities and OntoWeb.

Language Requirements

LO: General categories: (1) Correlation, mapping, merging and translating of ontologies (inter-ontology), (2) device/resource interoperability, (3) ontology creation and management, and, (4) views, context and language support.

LO: (1) Add separate a requirement of how to make references between different ontology representation languages (for example, OWL to UML, OWL to KIF). This is a prime requirement for FIPA, since it will not advocate a single ontology representation language.

RV: Mapping between two different logics is difficult, since it requires second-order logic which makes it undecidable.

LO: Add a separate requirement for aggregation.

Section 3.1

Keep:

1. Include inter- and intra-

3. Add relations

12. Rename ‘Consistency annotation’; ability to annotate portions of the ontology, defining the annotation tags in the language.

Reject:

2., 6., 8., 11. Part of 3.

4., 5. Part of the Web Services group

7., 10. Out of scope, not in the ontology representation language

9. Not a language feature

Section 3.2

Keep:

5. 

Reject:

1., 2., 4. Out of scope

3. Covered by Web Services

6., 7. Out of scope, part of the device specific issues

8., 9., 10., 11. Out of scope, runtime issues

Section 3.3

Keep:

3.

4.

9. Not a requirement, but a goal, and it is important to reiterate

Reject:

1., 2. Covered by Web Services

5. Covered by XMLS data types

6. Covered by 9.

7. 

8. Out of scope, language goal

10., 11. Covered by Web Services

Section 3.4

Keep:

5. Add in text of 7.

Reject:

1. Too descriptive

2. Rules are required for this, or a separate ontology view/presentation language

3.

4. Covered by 3.1 (1)

6. Covered by 5.

8.

9. 

