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	1
	The only serious problem with the deliverable I have is that it is very difficult to know what is new material, and what has already been published before. I think that you should be much more explicit here. A lot of the material has been published before (which is not a problem), but relating the content back to the previous deliverables is difficult. For OWL reasoning, you give some account on what is new, but for rule reasoning, such a discussion is missing. 
I propose to add a detailed discussion in the introduction, even for f-OWL part. But for the rule-chapter, this is compulsory. 
	H

	2
	I appreciate a lot that you did an implementation, and I believe that it will be crucial for the success of fuzzy DL. But in this context it is a weakness of the paper that you do not address (practical) complexity, optimisations or runtime evaluations. 
Most importantly, you mention optimisation as future work. But for your implementation you must have gotten some experience of computational problems, and initial ideas of optimisation. I would suggest to include some initial discussion of the optimisations: which of the known optimisations are expected to pass through to your calculus, and which cannot be transferred. Does this already give any indication on whether a future implementation could be practically viable? 

Also it would be very interesting to see to what degree the current implementation scales already. In addition to the toy example 3.4 it could be indicative to try the tool on larger ontologies. As this deliverable could be the basis for many people to use the tool, it could be very useful to get an indication on what can be done with it, and what cannot. 
Given the short time before the deadline it will probably not be possible to conduct proper evaluations of the tool, but more information on the practicablility of FiRE would be desirable. 


	H

	3
	I suppose this is something that cannot be changed with such a short notice, but I think that the examples for the rule-reasoning are not very convincing, as they are too toy-like. A more consistent use of examples could probably improve the overall quality of the deliverable
	O

	4
	I miss (at least) a discussion of the correctness of the tableau calculus you present in 3.3. I suppose that the extension of previous work won’t change the soundness and completeness proofs for the calculus significantly, but this should at least be discussed. Maybe even a short sketch of the proof could be in order to make the paper more self-contained.
	H
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