Knowledge Web DELIVERABLE REVIEW


Part I - Comments List

	deliverable name
	Alignment implementation and benchmarking results
	deliverable number
	2.2.4


	month deliverable due
	M24


	lead participant
	Heiner Stuckenschmidt
	Other participants
	

	Responsible person
	


	reviewer
	Alexandre Delteil, Alain Léger

	Sent for review (date)
	9 Jan 2006 (but not received by the reviewers)
So eventually received 30 Jan 2006
	Sent back to authors (date)
	6 Feb 2006


	
	comment
	(C)ompulsory (H)ighly advisable 

(O)ptional 


	1
	Part  I (improvement of Matching Algorithm) lacks of homogeneity between the different algorithm presentations and seems weak compared to the rest of the deliverable. For each algorithm, it should be more clearly described (only OLA presentation is satisfactory) :
· what are the improvments made from the state of the art and previous versions (and have these improvments been visible in results)
· what makes the approach original compared to the others

· what ontology languages are supported?

· what are the results obtained in EON tests (describing return on experience for each algorithm would be interesting, even if tests will be described in next chapter) ?

Ideally each algorithm presentation should respect the same outline (e.g. presentation, improvement from previous version, results, …). It should be easier to compare the various approaches.

The description level should also be the same between the algorithms. Most of descriptions are too general and lack of concrete details. It would be interesting for the reader to know the concrete functions, similarity measures, … used by the algorithms.
Perhaps the first chapter should end by a section ( a conclusion) indicating clearly the advances made by the field since the state-of-the-art deliverable, as it is not clear by reading each separate presentation.
	H

	2
	Chapter 11 (Generation of Reference Mappings) should explain more clearly the links between COMA/S-Match and the ontology alignement algorithms. Why COMA and S-Match are not considered as ontology alignement algorithms  ? (I assume it is because they take as input only taxonomies (structures whose only relation is the subsomption relation)).
	H

	3
	The specificities of ontologies we are now more and more facing in P2P systems where automated mappings between user generated ontology or terminologies seem not be addressed. This should be useful since the properties of those ontologies (small size, simple graph, low expressivity, etc.) could lead to concrete solutions to concrete needs in the current expansion of what is called the Web 2.0. 
	H

	4
	The reviewers strongly encourage to pursue in the direction to work on real use cases – especially in the health care domain where very clear needs have been identified at least by the Industry Area (e.g. Robotiker, Spain for Semantic KDD)
	H


Part II – Summary
	overall marking
	VG (very good) / G (good) / S (generally satisfactory / P (poor)


	General comments (optional)

Good deliverable but Part I should be improved.
The reviewers strongly encourage to pursue in the direction to work on real use cases – especially in the health care domain where very clear needs have been identified at least by the Industry Area (e.g. Robotiker, Spain for Semantic KDD)



Part III - Follow-up Actions

	comment 
	action taken

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	

	4
	


� Do the authors have to address the comment in order to make the deliverable final (compulsory)? Is it advisable but not compulsory to address the comment to make the deliverable final (Advisable)? Is it a minor comment that is optional to be addressed by the authors for the final version (optional)?
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