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	CA-
	1
	Introduction
	3rd para
	Te
	The introduction states that Ontology is a key issue in integration among autonomous web based applications. How is this a key issue? What role does Ontology play in this scenario?
	None provided with comment.
	To integrate autonomous web based applications, an ontology can provide semantics for the messages between them.
See CA-3 for the exact change text.

	CA-
	2
	Introduction
	3rd para
	Ed
	Introduction contains definitions for Ontology. Definitions do not belong in the Introduction
	Remove the sentence beginning: "Ontology is a description…' to the end of the paragraph. The second sentence removed could be added as a note to the definition in 4.1.2.
	Will make change.
See CA-3 for the exact change text.

	CA-
	3
	Introduction
	4th para
	Ed
	Time sensitive material on OMG and its activities does not belong in a standard
	Delete 4th para
	Time sensitive material on OMG and its activities will be removed. But, the 4th para itself is important to explain an language-independent ontology registry , which MFI Ontology registration is,  as well as an ontology repository that store ontologies in some underling language.
The 3rd and 4th para wil be consolidated as follows  witout ODM;
"Moreover, interoperation among autonomous applications, such as Web services, is becoming important. For that, to provide their rigourous and formal specifications is inevitable and ontology plays a key role. 
Several efforts to establish standards associated with ontology have been made. But, most of them specify languages or are based on some particular language. To promote ontology-based interoperation, in addition to them, a generic framework for registering administrative and evolution information related to ontologies, independent of languages, is necessary."

	CA-
	4
	1. Scope
	1st para
	Te
	2nd sentence of para 1 of Scope refers to ‘evolution information’. This term is not defined in 4.1.
	Add appropriate definitions to clause 4.1.
See also comments CA 08 and CA 31.
	The term "ontology evolution information" is used as a general term. Its specifications in the context of this aprt of the standard is specified at 5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package.

	CA-
	5
	1. Scope
	2nd para
	Te
	Para 2 of scope implies that the metamodel promotes
interoperation among application systems.
	Explain how interoperation (or interoperability?) is accomplished using the metamodel.
	The second paragraph "The metamodel that this part specifies is intended to promote interoperation among application systems." will be changed to "To promote interoperation among application systems, unambiguous and formal specifications of them, especially of their inputs and outputs, are inevitable. Ontology has a key role for that. The metamodel that this part specifies is intended to promote interoperation among application systems, by providing administrative and evolution information related to ontologies, accompanied with standardized ontology repositories that register ontologies themselves in specific languages."

	CA-
	6
	1. Scope
	Figure 1
	Te
	It is not clear what the figure is meant to portray. The division of boxed rectangles, the shadings, the icons and symbols, the rectangles, and arrows need to be explained, in particular what is flowing across the arrows.
	None provided with comment.
	This figure potrays the scope of this standard, contrasting to the one of the specifications such as ODM. That is, this standard only specifies an ontology registry that has administered and evolution inforamtion of ontologies and does not specify an ontology repository that stores substance of ontolohies, which is specified by such as ODM. This figure also shows that both an ontology registry independent of languages and ontology repository specific to some language are necessary for interoperation among applications.
The original doc file does not have the shadings, which is probably cuased by PDF creator of Mac.
Since this figure is very high-level and general, the arrows have several meanings.  For example, MFI Ontology registration "specifies" ontology registry. Adimistrative and evolution infomation "is stored in" ontology registry. Standardized ontology repository "is refered by (or designated by) ontology registry. etc. To show these meanings,  some kind of legend will be put on Figure 1.

	CA-
	7
	2.1 General
	 
	Te
	The reference to 'some part of the metamodel' for conformance is too vague; particularly since the
subsequent specifications of levels 1 and 2 are referring to supposedly complete metamodels.
	None provided with comment.
	"some part of the metamodel" will be changed to "the metamodel or the metamodeles"
 "The metamodel or the metamodeles" is more specifically prescribed at the subsequent sub-clause "2.2 Levels of Conformance"

	CA-
	8
	4.1 Terms and definitions
	 
	Te
	The document uses the term Evolution Information but does not define it. Nor does it define the associate verb 'evolve(s)'.
	Add appropriate definitions to clause 4.1.
See also comments CA 04 and CA 31.
	The term "evolution information" is used as a general term. Its specifications in the context of this aprt of the standard is specified at 5.5 Evolution_Model package.
See also the desposition of CA-4.

	CA-
	9
	4.1 Terms and definitions
	 
	Ed
	The terms in this clause are not in alphabetical order.
	Order the terms alphabetically.
	The terms are in logical order. For example, "ontology" is defined 4.1.2, then, registered ontology is defined at 4.1.3, in terms of ontology, then, reference ontology is defined, at 4.1.5  in terms of registered ontology. Since the number of the terms defined is not large, this logical order is much easier for readers to undesrtand, compared to alphabetical order. See ISO/IEC Directives, Part2 Annex D.2.1 (p52).
The terms will be devided groups, 4.1.1 Terms on ontology and 4.1.2 Terms on what constitute ontology.

	CA-
	10
	4.1.1 Universe of discourse
	 
	Te
	The term Universe of Discourse is already defined in ISO TR9007:1987 as:
"The collection of all objects (entities) that ever have been, are, or ever will be in a selected portion of a real world or postulated world of interest that is being described."
Why is a new definition being introduced?
	Reference the definition from TR 9007.
	The term "Universe of Discourse" will be removed from 4.1 Terms and definitions and will not be used anywhere in this part of the standard.
The definition of TR9007 uses the term objects and entity, which seem the same. However, the term "object" is defined in terms of entity in 19763-2 and the term "entity"is defined in TR9007 and unfortunately, these definitions imply they are different.
In addition, in ISO/IEC 24707, "Universe of Reference" is definde in terms of "entity" to be distingusihed from "Unioverse of Discourse". Common Logic needs to distinguish Universe of Reference from Universe of Discourse since it deployes a non-standard model.
So, it is almost impossible to define "Universe of Discourse", using the delicate terms "obeject" and/or "entity".
See also US-2.

	CA-
	11
	4.2 Abbreviated terms
	 
	Ed
	The following abbreviations used within the document are not listed in 4.2.: OWL, RDF, UML, XML
	Add all missing abbreviated terms and their expansions.
	OWL, XML and UML will be listed at 4.3 abbreviatd term.
owl, rdf and rdfs are used as a name URI at Annex A. and will be noted at Annex A  as xmlns:owl="http://www.w3.org/2002/07/owl#" xmlns:rdf="http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#" xmlns:rdfs="http://www.w3.org/2000/01/rdf-schema#" 

	CA-
	12
	4.2 Abbreviated terms
	MFI Ontology Registration
	Ed
	The abbreviated term is MFI.
	Replace the entry for 'MFI Ontology Registration' by an entry for MFI – Metamodel Framework for Interoperability
	MFI will be listed 4.2 Abbreviated terms as the abbreviation of Metamodel framework for interoperability.
"MFI Ontology regsitartion" is used everywhere in this standard and ouside this standard for a short name for "Information technology — Metamodel framework for interoperability (MFI) —Part 3: Metamodel for ontology registration". So, it shoulde be defined somewhere explicitly. There is no suitable place other than Clause 5. This is not an acronym but an abbreviation.

	CA-
	13
	5
	All
	Ed
	The manner of presentation of the description of the metamodel in 19763-2, 19763-3 and 11179-3 is different in each case.
	WG2 should choose a preferred manner of presentation for metamodels, and use it
consistently throughout their standards. In particular, CD 19763-3 edition 2 and CD 11179-3 edition 3 should be made consistent. Ballot comments on CD 11179-3 have already proposed changes to the presentation of that document. The same approach should be adopted for 19763.
	The manner follows ISO/IEC 19502 Meta Object Facility(MOF), which will be a normative reference of this part of the standard.
Further consistent manner between 19763-3 Ed2 and 11179-3 Ed3 will be discussed in the stufy project on the integration of MDR and MFI standrds.
See also 37 (CA-17), and CA-63, 64 on CA commnets on CD 11179-3 Ed3 (32N1674).

	CA-
	14
	5.1 Overview of MFI Ontology registration
	2nd para
	Ed
	The English grammar can be improved.
	Replace: '…package is to register…' by: 'package is used to register'
Replace: 'irrelevant to' by: 'independent of'
	Will make change. Thank you! Same as US-5, 6.

	CA-
	15
	5.1 Overview of MFI Ontology registration
	3rd para
	Ed
	Typographical errors
	mataclasses' should be 'metaclasses'.
Correct the spelling of: Ontology_Component_Evolution_Information & Ontology_Component
	Will make change. Thank you!

	CA-
	16
	5.2 Overview of Basic_Model package
	All
	Te
	We find the overview paragraphs contain a lot of valuable information and are helpful. However, these paragraphs also contain embedded definitions and constraints which are absent from the real clause 5.4 Basic_Model package.
	The overview should be simplified and the definitions and constraints should be defined in the main body of clause 5.4 Basic_Model package where they belong and are currently missing.
	All the information in the overview, including definitions and constraints, are specified in Clause 5.4 a little bit more precisely and formally.

	CA-
	17
	5.2 Overview of Basic_Model package
	Figure 3
	Te
	Cardinalities and roles are missing from the metamodel in Figure 3. The practice of explicitly defining cardinalities
ensures that the absence of a cardinality constraint is not to be construed as being missed as an oversight and being defaulted to 1. Roles are necessary to define the associative character of the associations.
	Add cardinalities and roles to Figure 3.
See also CA-24.
	Mulitplicities and references (association ends) will be added to Fig.3
See also CA-13,  CA-20, CA-24, CA-24 and CA-55.

	CA-
	18
	5.2
5.3
	Figure 3
Figure 4
	Te
	The UML diagrams need to be validated. Additional comments may be needed to address the consistency and integrity of these 2 diagrams.
	None provided with comment. Additional input may be provided to the ballot resolution meeting.
	The 2 diagrams are consistent.

	CA-
	19
	5.3 Overview of Evolution_ Information_ Model package
	All
	Te
	We find the overview paragraphs contain a lot of valuable information and are helpful. However, these paragraphs
also contain embedded definitions and constraints which are absent from the real clause 5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package.
	The overview should be simplified and the definitions and constraints be defined in the main body of clause 5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package where they belong and are currently missing.
	All the information in the overview, including definitions and constraints, are specified in Clause 5.5 a little bit more precisely and formally.

	CA-
	20
	5.3 Overview of Evolution_ Information_ Model package
	Figure 4
	Te
	Cardinalities and roles are missing from the metamodel in Figure 4. The practice of explicitly defining cardinalities ensures that the absence of a cardinality constraint is not to be construed as being missed as an oversight and being defaulted to 1. Roles are necessary to define the associative character of the associations.
	Add cardinalities and roles to Figure 4.
See also CA-34.
	Multiplicities will be added to Fig4.
See also CA-13,  CA-17, CA-24, CA-24 and CA-55.

	CA-
	21
	5.4 Basic_Model Package
	All
	Te
	Most of the definitions being provided in the clauses 5.2 and 5.4, are circular and don't add any new meaning or, weakly portray the natural language sentence readout of the UML modeling construct. E.g. 5.4.4 Ontology_Whole has a definitio“Ontology_Whole is an abstract metaclass that is a SuperClass of Registered_Ontology_Whole andUnregistered_Ontology_Whole.”
	The definitions need to clearly define each term, and should conform to the rules specified in
11179-4.
	"Ontology_Whole is an abstract metaclass that is a SuperClass of Registered_Ontology_Whole andUnregistered_Ontology_Whole." will be changed to "Ontology_Whole is an abstract metaclass that is a collectively exhaustive SuperClass of Registered_Ontology_Whole and Unregistered_Ontology_Whole."
None of the definitions are circular. For example, based on the definitions of Registered_Ontology _Whole and Unregistered_Ontology_Whole, Ontology_Whole is defined as a collectively exhaustive super class of Registered_Ontology_Whole and Unregistered _Ontology_Whole. Thi is not circular and is the only way to define Ontology_Whole pricely, excepr that the term "collectively exhaustive" is missing.

	CA-
	22
	5.4 Basic_Model Package
	All
	Te
	In most cases the text description of the metaclasses repeats the UML semantics weakly, I.e. The sentence does not have a complete constraint set defined in the sentence.
	All semantics represented in the UML must be specified in the English text as well.
	All semantics represented in the UML diagram is specified as well in the English text and references and their multiplicities. 

	CA-
	23
	5.4 Basic_Model Package
	All
	Ed
	There is no easy way to reference constraints within the sub-clause
	Either name or number the constraints to allow them to be referenced.
	a) b) c)… will be added to be easily identified., in accordance with 5.2.5 Lists, ISO Directives.

	CA-
	24
	5.4 Basic_Model Package
	All
	Te
	Cardinalities and roles are missing from the metamodel in clause 5.4.Figure 3 (see CA 17) and from the corresponding text in clause 5.4.
	Add cardinalities and roles to clause 5.4.
	Multiplicities (range of cardinality) are not showed in the figure, but one direction of them is specified at "Multiplicity" in clause 5.4 and th other direction of them is defined in "Constraints" in clause 5.4 if necessary. For example, the muliplicity of reference "consists_of" from Registered_Ontology_Whole to Registered_Ontology_Component is defined in "Multiplicity" at 5.4.5 Registered_Ontology_Whole and its inverse multiplicity restricted to Reference_Ontology_Component is defined as "Exists at least one Reference_Ontology_Whole whose “consistsOf” is this Reference_Ontology_ Component." in "Constraints" at 5.4.11 Reference_Ontology_Component.
Since references are defined explicitly, associations and association ends (roles)  See also CA-13, CA-17, CA-24, CA-24.

	CA-
	25
	5.4 Basic_Model Package
	Figure 3 and 4
	Te
	Cleanup of UML diagrams – notation. The UML diagrams Figures 3 and Figures 4 define attributes by Association, while the in-line attributes are defined only in the text and not in the diagram.
	See CA 13.
	The UML diagrams do not show evrything because they become too complicated to see if they show everything. See also CA-13, CA-17, CA-24 and CA-24.

	CA-
	26
	5.4.3 Ontology_Language
	 
	Te
	The attribute ‘name’ for the class Ontology_Language states that “…it is advisable that its value should be one
of the values in column “name” of Table 1 at Annex C”.
To ensure semantic equivalence and integrity of the ontology descriptive language identifiers, ‘name’ must be drawn from an identified reference list.
	In addition to 'name', we should specify a namespace, with a specified way of referencing Annex C Table 1 as the chosen namespace (e.g. identified as: ISO/IEC 19763-3:200n).
See also CA 36.
	Since MFI Ontology registration intends to register any ontologies, independent of their languages, it is not good to enforce that (language) name must be drawn from an identified reference lsit, because there cannot be a complete list.
In Annex A (former Annex C),  "It is advisable that the value of attribute “name” of “Ontology_Language” should be one of the values in column “name” of Table C.1." will be changed to "The value of attribute “name” of “Ontology_Language” has to be one of the values in column “name” of Table A.1 if there is an appropriate one.  If there is not an appropriate one, a new name may be  used as the value of attribute “name” of “Ontology_Language”, but it has to be managed in accordance with ISO/IEC 19763-5 Registration procedure. ".

	CA-
	27
	5.4.4 Ontology_Whole
	 
	Ed
	The constraint for Ontology_Whole refers to a nonexisting attribute ‘URI’.
	Change 'URI' to 'IRI'.
	Will make change. Thank you!

	CA-
	28
	5.4.6 Unregistered_Ontology_Whole
	Superclass
	Ed
	The superclass name is misspelled.
	Change ‘Ontolohy_Whole’ to ‘Ontology_Whole’
	Will make change. Thank you!

	CA-
	29
	5.4.7 Reference_Ontology_Whole
	Superclass
	Ed
	The superclass name is misspelled.
	Change ‘Reference_Ontolohy_Whole' to 'Reference_Ontology_Whole’
	Will make change. Thank you!

	CA-
	30
	5.4.8 Local_Ontology_Whole
	Superclass
	Ed
	The superclass name is misspelled.
	Change ‘Local_Ontolohy_Whole’to ‘Local_Ontology_Whole’
	Will make change. Thank you!

	CA-
	31
	5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package
	All
	Te
	Most of the definitions being provided in the clauses 5.3 and 5.5, are circular and don't add any new meaning or, weakly portray the natural language sentence readout of the UML odelling construct. E.g. from 5.3: Evolution_Information is an abstract metaclass that is a superclass on Ontology_Whole_Evolution_Information. This tells us nothing about the purpose of the class, nor anything about what Evolution Information is.
Also, looking at the attributes in clause 5.5, suggests Evolution information is nothing but version history.
	The definitions need to clearly define each term, and should conform to the rules specified in 11179-4. 
Note that the definition of the concept "Evolution Information" (e.g. "information that records the relationship among versions of the model being described") belongs in clause 4.1, while the definition of the class 'Evolution Information' belongs in clause 5.5.
	None of the definitions are circular. For example, based on the definitions of Ontology_Whole _Evolution_Information, Ontology_Component _Evolution _Information, and Ontology_Atomic _Construct_Information,  Evolution _Information is defined as a collectively exhausitive superclass of them. The editors agree that term "collectively exhausitive" is missing and needs to be added. But, except that, the definition is precise. It is true that evolution information is nothing but version history, but the point is that evolution information is version history of Ontology_Whole, Ontology_Component and Ontology_Atomic_Construct, reflecting the basic structure of MFI Ontology registration.
Evolution_Information_Package is introduced very briefly in clause 5.1. and is portrayed in clause 5.3. Each mertaclass is defined a little bit more presisely and formally in clasuse 5.5. Clause 5.5 shoould provide specification, rather than explanatory text, such as its puropose. It should be provided in clause 5.3.

	CA-
	32
	5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package
	All
	Te
	In most cases the text description of the metaclasses repeats the UML semantics weakly, I.e. The sentence
does not have a complete constraint set defined in the sentence.
	All semantics represented in the UML must be specified in the English text as well.
	All semantics represented in the UML diagram is specified in the English text, references and their multiplicity.

	CA-
	33
	5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package
	All
	Ed
	There is no easy way to reference constraints within the sub-clause
	Either name or number the constraints to allow them to be references.
	a) b) c)… will be added to be easily identified., in accordance with 5.2.5 Lists, ISO Directives.

	CA-
	34
	5.5 Evolution_Information_Model package
	All
	Te
	Cardinalities and roles are missing from the metamodel in Figure 4 (see CA 20) and from the corresponding text in clause 5.5.
	Add cardinalities and roles to clause 5.5.
	Multiplicities will be added to Fig4. Figure 4 shows a part of the specifications. Multiplicitites are defined in clause 5.4 and 5.5.
References are defined in cluase 5.4 and 5.5, instead of association ends (roles). See also CA-20.

	CA-
	35
	5.5.1 Evolution_Information
	1st para
	Ed
	Evolution_Information is misspelled.
	Change 'Evolution_Informatio' to 'Evolution_Information'
	Will make change. Thank you!

	CA-
	36
	Annex C
	Table 1
	Te
	Any ontology language referenced should be explicitly identified, not referenced as 'Other'.
	Remove 'Other' from Table 1. If it is necessary to reference a language not listed in Table 1, then a separate namespace should be established within which the language can be identified.
	"Other" will be removed from Table 1. Need a discussion to get a consensus. A sentence that says a new name may be used if there is not an appropriate one will be added.

	CA-
	37
	Annex C
	Table 1
	Te
	CogNIAM, NIAM, ORM, and SBVR can be used to specify ontologies.
	Add CogNIAM, NIAM, ORM, and SBVR to Table1.
	NIAM, ORM and SBVR will be added to Table1.
CogNIAM will not be added since CogNIAM is just the latest version of NIAM according to http://www.ormfoundation.org/forums/p/296/803.aspx.

	CA-
	38
	All
	 
	Ge
	Fix any other problems discovered after ballot closes.
	None provided.
	 

	CA-
	39
	4.1.8 symbol
	 
	Ed
	ISO guidelines specify not to use leading articles
	Remove initial 'the'
	In this case, "the" is necessary since a superlative follows it.

	CA-
	40
	4.1.8 symbol
	 
	Te
	Further clarification of the definition is requested.
	None provided.
	The definition is sufficiently clear.

	CA-
	41
	4.1.9 logical
symbol
	 
	Te
	Further clarification of the definition is requested.
	None provided.
	The definition is sufficiently clear.

	CA-
	42
	4.1.10 non-logical symbol
	 
	Te
	Further clarification of the definition is requested.
	None provided.
	The definition is sufficiently clear.

	CA-
	43
	4.2 Abbreviated terms
	MDR
	Ed
	MDR comes from ISO/IEC 11179-3
	Add a reference to ISO/IEC 11179-3.
	[ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003, 3.4.5] will be added just below this abbreviation.

	CA-
	44
	4.2 Abbreviated terms
	 
	Ed
	The terms are not ordered.
	Order the terms alphabetically.
	Will make change.

	CA-
	45
	4.1 Terms and definitions
	 
	Te
	The document uses the term 'administrative information' but does not define it. (Nor does 11179-3.)
	Add an appropriate definition to clause 4.1, and add it to 11179-3 Ed 3 as well, or find an alternate term that is already defined.
	Refers to 11179-3 as a normative reference since 11179-3 defines the term "administrative information" .

	CA-
	46
	5.1 Overview of MFI Ontology registration
	3rd para
	Ed
	The English grammar can be improved.
	Replace: '…package is to register…' by: 'package is used to register'
	Will make change. Thank you! Same as US-6, CA-14.

	CA-
	47
	4.1 Terms and definitions
	 
	Ed
	Modelling terms used in this document need to be defined by reference to standards from which they are taken (e.g. 11179, UML): E.g. class, metaclass, attribute, association, superclass, datatype, multiplicity.
	Add appropriate definitions.
	Add ISO/IEC 19501 UML and ISO/IEC 19502 MOF as normative references and also at the first sentence of clause 4.1.

	GB-
	1
	General
	 
	ed
	There are a number of areas where the English could be improved.  A particular issue is that the definite or indefinite article is often missing.
	 
	Substantial improvements will be done thanks to many editorial comments.

	GB-
	2
	3
	 
	te
	19763-1 and 19763-2 are included in the normative references, yet their only use in that their definitions are incorporated by Clause 4.1.  The only other standard on which the metamodels in Clause 5 of this standard are dependent is 11179-3.  If the metamodels in this part of 19763 is not dependent on any of the other parts of 19763 why is it included as part of 19763 at all?  Should the concepts in this part be included into the next edition of 11179-3, making this part redundant?
	 
	19763-2 will be removed from the normative references.
19763-1 will be kept in the normative references since 19763-1 provides a reference model of all the parts of 19763.
The integration of 19763-3 and 11179-3 will be discussed at the study period on the integration of MDR &MFI standards (WG2N1211).

	GB-
	3
	5
	 
	te
	The diagram notation is not defined.  It appears to be using the UML package and class diagram notation, but which version is being used?
	Specify the notation being used.
	It follows ISO/IEC 19501- Unified Modeling Language (UML) Version 1.4.2.
ISO/IEC 19501- Unified Modeling Language (UML) Version 1.4.2 will be added as a normative reference.

	GB-
	4
	5.2
	Figure 3
	te
	The subclasses of Registered_Ontology_Whole are named as Reference_Ontology_Whole and Local_Ontology_Whole.  More logical and appropriate names for these subclasses would be Reference_Registered_Ontology_Whole and Local_Registered_Ontology_Whole.  Similar comments apply to the subclasses of Registered_Ontology_Component and Registered_Ontology_Atomic_Construct.
	Rename subclasses.
	From a logical point of view, the comment is appropriate.
But, from the practical point of view, the current names are better for the folloing reasons.;
- To keep the better consistency with Ed
   Ed1 uses "Reference_Ontology_Whole" and "Local_Ontology_Whole" as the same meaning of Ed2 since in Ed1 Unregistered_Ontology_Whole was out of scope.
- There is no ambiguity since Unregistered_Ontology_Whole does not have "Reference_(Unregistred_)Ontology_Whole"nor "Local_(Unregistred_)Ontology_Whole" as its subclasses.
- Shorter names are better as far as there is no ambiguity.

	GB-
	5
	5.2
	Figure 3
	te
	The association between the classes Registered_Ontology_Component and Ontology_Atomic_Construct is shown as an aggregation one to many from Registered_Ontology_Component to Ontology_Atomic_Construct.  Should this be many-to-many to allow for the reuse of ontology atomic constructs?
	Consider revision to many-to-many.
	This association is many-to-many. "1..*" simply means that a Registered_Ontology_Component uses at least one and possibly many Ontology_Atomic_Construct can be re-used by possibly many Registered_Ontology_Components.
See also the second constraint of 5.4.16 Reference_Ontology_Atomic_Construct and the second constraint of 5.4.17 Local_Ontology_Atomic_Construct.

	GB-
	6
	5.4
	 
	ed
	In a number of places "Ontology" is spelt "Ontolohy".
	Correct spelling.
	Will make change. Thank you!

	GB-
	7
	5.4.4
	 
	ed
	Inconsistency - the attribute is called 'IRI' yet the constraint reads 'The value of the attribute "URI" has to be unique in this metaclass'.
	Amend "URI" to read "IRI".
	Will make change. Thank you!

	GB-
	8
	5.4.5
	 
	te
	The Reference 'sameAs' is shown with a Multiplicity of '0..1'.  Should this be '0..*'?
	Consider revision to many-to-many.
	"sameAs" at 5.4.5 will be removed. See US-14.

	GB-
	9
	5.4.11
	 
	te
	There is a constraint 'Exists at most one Registered_Ontology_Component whose "evolvesFrom" is this Reference_Ontology_Component'.  There is no Attribute or Reference in this metaclass called "evolvesFrom".
	Revise.
	The constraint will be removed.
See also US-18.

	GB-
	10
	5.4.14
	 
	te
	The Reference 'sameAs' is shown with a Multiplicity of '0..1'.  Should this be '0..*'?
	Consider revision to many-to-many.
	Will be changed to "0..*".
See US-19.

	GB-
	11
	5.5.2
	 
	ed
	The Reference 'isComposedOf' is shown with a Multiplicity of '0:*' instead of '0..*'.
	Amend
	Will make change. Thank you!

	GB-
	12
	5.5.3
	 
	ed
	The Reference 'isComposedOf' is shown with a Multiplicity of '0:*' instead of '0..*'.
	Amend
	Will make change. Thank you!

	GB-
	13
	Annex C
	Table C.1
	te
	Some of the entries in this table do not have a reference where the language is defined.  Although this Annex is just informative all entries should have an appropriate reference.
	Provide a reference for all entries OR delete entries without a reference.
	DL, E/R and Other will be removed.
A reference will be added to KIF.

	GB-
	14
	Annex C
	Table C.1
	te
	One of the entries is 'E/R' which is described as 'An Entity-Relationship modeling language'.  This implies that there is a common standard for entity-relationship modelling notations and this is not true.  Indeed, there is not even an agreement as to the set of concepts to be documented in an entity-relationship model.
	Separately list the various 'flavours' of entity-relationship modelling notations and provide appropriate references.
	E/R will be removed since no specific reference on E/R.  See also GB-13.

	GB-
	15
	Annex C
	Table C.1
	te
	UML' is shown as a separate Ontology Language.  In the context of this standard it is presumably just the Class Diagram notation of UML that equates to an Ontology Language and, as such, it is just another flavour of an entity-relationship modelling notation.
	Show UML as a flavour of entity-relationship modelling notation.
	In the context of this standard it is not just the Class Diagram notation. Object diagram, sequence diagram and activity diagram notations are some of other possibilities.

	JP-
	1
	5.5.2 Ontology_Whole_Evolution_Information
	 
	3-Minor Technical
	Rationale
MFI Part3 Ed2 should be able to handle both folk-type evolutions and versions merging since MFI Part3 Ed2 should be as much general as possible.
	The multiplicity of refrence "previousVersion" and "newVersion" should be changed to 1..* from 1..1.
	The multiplicity of refrence "previousVersion" will be changed to 1..* to support meriging. The multiplicities of reference "newVersion" and its inverse are both kept as 1..1 since fork-type evolution is not a split of an ontology.

	KR-
	1
	5.5.1
	Line 1
	ed
	Evolution_Informatio is an abstract metaclass that is a SuperClass of Ontology_whole_Evolution
	 
	Will make change. Thank you!
Same as CA-35.

	KR-
	2
	General
	 
	te
	Evolution_Information should be considered as a subclass of Administered_Item
	 
	It does not need to be a subclass of Administered_Item since all the administrative information can be gained from “newVersion”.
See slide 6 of 32N1781-WG2N1132-Main extension points of MFI Part3 ED2.ppt

	KR-
	3
	General
	 
	te
	The Evolution_Information only involves version evolution, we think that is not enough. Please consider to refer to the machnism of version control technology
	 
	Roughly speaking, the mechanism of version control technology consist of three parts,
1. Difference management
2. Configuration management
3. Basic mechanism such as check-in, check-out etc.
MFI Part3 Ed2 only supports a small portion of 2.  Configuration management, because;
1.Difference management is out of scope because MFI Part3 does not have substance of ontologies,
3. Basic mechanism will be considered in Part6 as a status control such as Submitted, Authorized and Deprecated etc rather than check-in and check-out.
To keep MFI Part3 very generic it should only support the very common and basic part of 2. Configuration management.

	KR-
	4
	General
	 
	te
	Since more and more contents are involved, the examples present by table are hard to follow. Please consider to use graph to present the examples.
	 
	MFI uses UML diagrams. So, to represent the examples by graphs, objects diagrams will be used. But, generally speaking, objects diagrams fits only very small examples.

	KR-
	5
	General
	 
	te
	By far the example ontology in 19763-3 is quite simple. A general ontology, such as an OWL ontology, involves much
complicated component. Please try to use more complicated ontology to drive the 2Ed development
	 
	Since the purpose of the example is to help readers to understand the standard, simpler is better so far as it illustlates the standard properly. In actual implementations, much more complex ontologies will be registered.

	US-
	1
	3
	par 4
	te
	19763-2 does not appear to be “indispensable” to this standard
	Remove normative reference to 19763-2
	19763-2 will be removed from 3. Normative references and the firste sentnce of 4.1 Terms and definitions. ISO/IEC 19501-1Unified Modeling Language(UML) and ISO/IEC 19502 Meta Object Facility (MOF) will be added.

	US-
	2
	4.1.1
	 
	te
	Definition of universe of discourse differs substantially from that in 24707
	Drop this term from 19763-3, as it is only used in the defn of ontology, which would be clearer without it (see comment 3)
	Accepted.

	US-
	3
	4.1.2
	 
	te
	Definition of ontology in terms of universe of discourse makes it difficult to interpret semantics of combinations of ontologies.
Different ontologies do not describe separate universes, they partially describe a (potentially) common universe.
	Change defn to:
description, in a language that a computer can process, of a range of
concrete or abstract things that have been, are, or ever might be.
	Accepted.

	US-
	4
	5
	throughout
	ed
	use of “designates” is confusing, as it does not match use of that term in TC37 standards, and in ISO 11179.
	Change to “represents”
	Will make change.
ISO1087-1(TC37) defines "designation" as
"representation of a concept" (3.4.1). But, "designates" in this CD is to represent a ontology, a sentence or a symbol, which are not concepts, but designations of them. So, the editors agree that  "designates" should be changed to "represents".

	US-
	5
	5.1
	par 2
	ed
	irrelevant to is not the right English for what is intended
	Change “irrelevant to” to “independently of”
	Will make change. Thank you!  Same as CA-14, 46.

	US-
	6
	5.1
	par 2
	ed
	administrative information “describes” an ontology, so “describe” is not a good contrasting term for contents of an ontology
	Change “describe” to “are used to express”
	Will make change. Thank you!  Same as CA-14, 46.

	US-
	7
	5.2
	par 2
	ed
	“a language that describes” is unclear English
	Change to “the language used to express”
	Will make change. Thank you!

	US-
	8
	5.2
	throughout
	te
	It would be more clear to only have authoritativeLevel for Local items, and less different from edition 1 model
	Replace Authoritative_Item with Local_Item, whose subclasses would be Local_Ontology_Whole, Local_Ontology_Component and Local_Ontology_Atomic_Construct; and adjust model and text for consists_of and uses associations accordingly.
	Accepted.
Also "Authoritative_Item" will be renamed  "Local_Item".
To state constraints of attributes inherited from superclasses, term "inherited from (superclass name)" will be eliminated since it is obvious and makes the statesmants difficult to read. This afftects the constraints of 5.4.7, 5.4.8, b) c) of 5.4.11, b) c) of 5.4.12, b) of 5.4.16,  b)of 5.4.17 at WG2N1228.

	US-
	9
	5.2
	par 4
	ed
	since only Unregistered_Ontology_Wholes may be imported, no reference needs to be made to authoritativeLevel in relation to imports
	Change text accordingly
	"import, consist of or use another Authoritative_Item" will be changed to "consist of or use another Authoritative_Item"

	US-
	10
	5.3
	 
	ed
	names of Evolution_Information subclasses are unwieldy
	Remove “_Information” from the names of the subclasses—it is superfluous (every thing in a registry is information). Also rename Evolution_Information to Item_Evolution, to have parallel construction
	Will make change.

	US-
	10
	5.5
	 
	ed
	names of Evolution_Information subclasses are unwieldy
	Remove “_Information” from the names of the subclasses—it is superfluous (every thing in a registry is information). Also rename Evolution_Information to Item_Evolution, to have parallel construction
	Will make change.

	US-
	11
	5.4.2
	 
	te
	see comment 8
	see comment 8
	See US-8.

	US-
	12
	5.4.3
	 
	ed
	“descriptive” is underspecific (see also comment 6)
	Change “descriptive” to “expression”
	Will make change.

	US-
	13
	5.4.5
	 
	te
	rules for consists_of can be made more clear and explicit in the model by pushing it down to the subclasses, as it was in edition 1 (see also comment 8)
	move consists_of down to subclasses
	See US-8.

	US-
	14
	5.4.5
	 
	te
	description of “sameAs” is unclear, as is the need for it
	either clarify the description, or remove it from the model
	Remove "sameAs" from 5.4.5

	US-
	15
	5.4.10
	 
	te
	rules for uses can be made more clear and explicit in the model by pushing it down to the subclasses, as it was in edition 1 (see also comment 8)
	move uses down to subclasses
	See US-8.

	US-
	16
	5.4.10
	 
	te
	authoritativeLevel constraint on sameAs does not make sense, if it is a symmetric association
	drop authoritativeLevel constraint on sameAs
	Semanitically, it is symmetric, but this is a syntacticall constraint to reduce necessary associations. To show it is a directed associations,  a line with an arrow will be used at Figure 3. See "WG2N1167-Re: sameAs of MFI Ontology registration".

	US-
	17
	5.4.10
	 
	te
	cardinality constraint on sameAs does not make sense
	change cardinality to 0..*
	Accepted.

	US-
	18
	5.4.11
	 
	te
	“evolvesFrom” constraint does not belong in this package
	move “evolvesFrom” constraint to clause 5.5
	Will be deleted since "evolvesFrom" no longer exists.

	US-
	19
	5.4.14
	 
	te
	cardinality constraint on sameAs does not make sense
	change cardinality to 0..*
	Accepted.

	US-
	20
	5.4.14
	 
	te
	authoritativeLevel constraint on sameAs does not make sense, if it is a symmetric association
	drop authoritativeLevel constraint on sameAs
	See US-16.

	US-
	21
	5.5.3
	 
	te
	can't represent addition or deletion of sentence
	change multiplicity of previousVersion and newVersion to 0..1, with constraint only that they can't both be empty
	Addition can be represented since in the case of addition, there is no corresponding instance of Evolution(_Information). Deletion of a sentence from a version of ontology also can be supported. In that case, a newversion of ontology_whole simply does not consists of that sentence (of the same version).
Deleteion from the registry  cannot be represented since MFI Part3 Ed2 simply stores all the versions. Deleteion (or Removed) will be handled as a status, which will be specified in MFI Part5 Registration procedure. The multiplicity constraints will be enforced to the ones in "Approved" status only.
The multiplicities of "previousVersion" and "newVerstion" at 5.5.2, 5.5.3 and 5.5.4 will be kept as "1..1" but the multiplicities of there inverses will be "0..*" and "1..1" and the latter will be specified at 5.4.5 Registered_Ontology_Whole, 5.4.10 Registered_Ontology_Component and 5.4.14 Registered_Ontology_Atomic_Construct as constraints.

	US-
	22
	5.5.3
	 
	te
	it's not clear whether/how to represent merging or splitting of sentences
	clarify whether this is supported, and how
	The original CD does not support them. See slide 6 of 32N1781-WG2N1132-Main extension points of MFI Part3 ED2.ppt But, they will be supported by JPN-1.  See also JPN-1.

	US-
	23
	5.5.4
	 
	te
	it's not clear whether/how to represent merging or splitting of atomic constructs
	clarify whether this is supported, and how
	The original CD does not support them. See slide 6 of 32N1781-WG2N1132-Main extension points of MFI Part3 ED2.ppt But, But, they will be supported by JPN-1.  See also JPN-1.


