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Executive summary


1
“methodological guide” could be “brief methodological guide” (the “guide” is efficient indeed, but the it is no more than 20 lines long)
O


Chapter 1


2
p3: the sentence “Moreover, it is important to avoid performing relatively blind matching, while being aware of when to stop the matching process.” is not really clear (perhaps because of the while-introduced part)
O

3
p4: fig1.1 should have an arrow between “Analysis of

applications” and “Characteristics of matchers and applications”. It appears later that the info mentioned in chapter 2 is reused/extended in chapter 3 (cf “These are generic requirements that apply to a whole class of applications and must be refined into specific requirements applying to a particular application.” on p7) 
C


Chapter 2


4
p5: Classes “Web service composition” and “Multi agent communication seem very similar. “Semantic web browsing” reads weird when explained as an “annotation” case, while in table 2.1 it is associated with “navigation” [Ignore of course these comments if these sentences come directly from other KW delivrables]
O

5
p6, perhaps the content of table 2.1 should be explained, especially for the following aspects. (i) “automatic” isn’t ticked for P2P application: can a user really afford manual mapping here? (ii) “complete” is not ticked for web service application: can one afford not using a service because its output was not recognized because of incomplete mapping? (iii) why doesn’t query answering have any requirement wrt. correctness and completeness? (iv) query answering appears both as an application and an operation.
H

6
p6: In “Another dimension along which these applications differ is the purpose”, replace “purpose” by “operation” to remain coherent with table 2.1?
O

7
p6-7: some items in the list don’t seem coherent (i) item on “ontology engineering” mentions only tranformation at the ontological level. Yet, if this item refers to “ontology evolution” mentioned before, it shall include instances, ad mentioned in table 2.1; (ii) main sentence on schema integration doesn’t mention the data level the bracketed sentence hints at; (iii) item on P2P refers to mediation and query translation, while in table 2.1 it is associated to query answering and not (directly) to mediation and reformulation.
H

8
p8: typos “These generic reuirements are used in Chapter 3 to be a basic set of requirements„”: “reuirements” -> “requirements”, and remove one comma.
C

9
p9: the “different case studies in ontology engineering” mentioned all come from the same authors. It would be nice to refer to other works, if you are aware of some… [really optional]
O

10
p9: “The dimensions form the superficial collection for matcher attributes and build the first level of

the so called multilevel characteristics for matching approaches” does not read well.
O

11
p11: in the “input size” set of factors, some of the classifications seem to aim at too small numbers. It is strange to have just one category for ontology with more than 1000 concepts, while there are 2 for ontologies containing less than 100 concepts. The problem is even more important for the instance aspect:  considering a database of more than 1000 individuals is “extra large” is clearly wrong.
H

12
p11: missing reference in “Input formality level” grouping
C

13
p11: the “external sources” grouping could have been detailed…
O

14
p11: in “input structure”, what does “heterogeneous relations” refer to? Domain-specific relations?
H

15
p11: layout problem at the bottom of the page
H

16
p12: pre/post processing required seem very application-specific criteria. How could one know if a matcher requires such treatments if we don’t know what the application can provide as input and requires as output?
O

17
p12: the “max time execution factor” reads also very application-specific, depending on the setting as well as on the matcher itself. On the other hand, a criterion like formal complexity, which would be purely matcher-dependent, is never mentioned.
O

18
p13: “parameter” in “adaptation parameter” (table 3.3) is quite a bad choice for a name: one could think this is a parameter to tune a matcher. Something like “adaptation ability” would sound more neutral.
O

19
p13: generally table 3.3 could be linked more explicitly to the categories in chapter 2, if the author really intends to show ha has distilled some items in this table from there.
O

20
p13: something wrong in the sentence: “Depending on the

given requirements, an application can for example need a matcher that considers only some of elements of the schemes, while other systems might lack a match for all elements.” (the two cases seem exactly equivalent, and not opposite)
H

21
p13: explain global vs local cardinality?
O

22
p14: “injective match” makes sense, but the description associated matches better the “full match” value (the sentence rather describes a consequence of the mapping being a function, rather the what makes the mapping an injection). Cf http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Injective_function
C

23
p15: it would be nice to have mentioned here how the detailed categorization will be used in the following chapters. As far as I understood, it is the basis for the 37-questions questionnaire, but this is just mentioned briefly once, on p. 28.
H

24
p16-17: there are problems in the description of the test. when one reads “the kind of proposed alignment” it has not been made explicit that the tests actually consist in choosing a reference ontology, modifying it, running the matching tools to align both reference and modified ontologies, and comparing the results to a set of reference alignments. This can be understood from the general reading of chapter 4, but it should be more explicit.
H

25
p17 “attachment to several class” is unclear.
O

26
p17: the bold items of sec. 4.2 should match the column titles in table 4.1 (e.g. “name” vs. “entity labels”). Same for the values appearing there shall aslo be used in a coherent way (“name”  has “N” value twice, and “Entity labels” has “C” value not explained in text)
H

27
p17: 64 pais of ontologies does not appear to be the proper figure, since the categories of alterations bring much more than 6 activated/disactivated cases. E.g. for names we have “unchanged”, “random”, “synonyms”, “different conventions” and “other language”, that is 5 possibilities. In total, there are 5*3*4*2*3*3, that is 1080 different ontologies. In this case it should be emphasized why only some modifications made sense for the experimentation.
H

28
p17: Incomplete sentence “When these features have not been altered, the letter corresponding to this characteristics.”


29
p18: typo in caption (“suppressed featureS”). this caption way should perhaps read “changed” or “altered” instead of “suppressed”
C

30
p19-20: subsections titles for detailed tests should be coherent with table 4.1 (e.g. “translation” vs. “foreign names”)
O

31
p19-20: a few items could benefit from more information: (i) 4.3.222: which was the criterion chosen for keeping or removing hierarchical links? (ii) 4.3.230 why “flattening” for something that looks more like further specification of a concept? (iv) 4.3.231: Does “spread over” mean here “specialized further into”?
O

32
p21: typos: “have” -> “has” on first line 
C

33
p21: weird sentence: “Its main role is to match job offers to applications and human knows the success criterion here matching adequate applications to job offers.”
C

34
p21: weird sentence: “Furthermore, semantic matching is a technique that combines annotations using controlled

vocabularies with background knowledge about a certain application domain.” (no need for “furthermore”, and “semantic matching” shall be qualified so as to avoid confusion with the general ontology alignment problem)
H

35
p21: shall “static one” be replaced by “reference one” (and “reference” be added to the intoduction of the alignment in the previous paragraph)?
O

36
p22: in schema, A-> A’ at the bottom
C

37
p22: summary is quite small
O






Chapter 5


38
p23: “This is not our purpose here to do yet another description of these systems” reads strange, because you do quite a lot of description here…
H

39
p24-25: some of the terms used to describe the matchers may not be clear for the reader (e.g. “domain compatibility”). Should a more extensive presentation of the criteria of [Shvaiko and Euzenat] be presented here, or as an annex?
O

40
p24-25-26-27: table 5.2 is much more complete than table 5.1. Furthermore, the common entries are (i) not easy to spot (ii) not coherent (different references). Some synchronization should be done to help the reader.
H

41
p28: last paragraph of 5.1 reads more like a general conclusion for the chapter and not an introduction to 5.2
O

42
p28 (and others): the section symbol is often use to denote a chapter, which is confusing.
O

43
p28: typos “enable” -> “enables” and “accounting” -> “accounts” (first paragraph of 5.2)
C

44
p28: the “matcher input size-related questions” group seems more like a sub-group of “matcher input-related questions” than a different group.
O

45
p28-29: the questionnaire should be presented in more details, eventually presented in annex. The reader does not know much about the distillation process from the 100 analysis factors of chapter 3 and the 37 questions here. (and the web page mentioned in p29 does not allow for a general look at the questionnaire)
H

46
p29: typos “raked” -> “ranked”, “answerers” -> “answers”
C

47
p33: “We have already very briefly discussed the impact of the heterogeneity of incoming sources on the matcher ability.” reads weird as an introduction for output-related questions.
O

48
p35: typo “need to be process” -> “need to be processed”
C

49
p39: typo “editing the distance”-> “edit distance”? “output a numeric value”-> “outputs a numeric value”
C

50
p40: missing sentences “Finally, CMS uses [line break] in different ways.”
C

51
p42: description of OWL CtxMatch says that its use of DL formulas and reasoner was an imporvement compared to CtxMatch. But description for CtxMatch had mentioned a DL reasoner… 
H

52
p42: typos “Thought” -> “Though”, “are obtain” -> “are obtained”
H

53
p43: “Automns” or “AUTOMS”? “N terms” -> “n terms”
H

54
p44: typo “concept?s”
C

55
p45: typo “output the result” -> “outputs the result”, “?unbelivable?”
C

56
p45-46 section 5.3 misses a general conclusion on observed results (like mentioning the – obvious – fact all the matchers perform well when labels are similar, and many have far worse results when lexical information is not available)
O






Chapter 6


57
p47-48: some unexplained facts about the creation of table 6.1 based on table 2.1. E.g. “Data integration” and “multi agent comm” have resp “high” and “medium” for recall, while in table 2.1 both had the “complete” category ticked. “P2P info sharing” and “Multi-agent comm” have both “medium” for recall, while the first had “complete” unticked, and the second had it ticked. There might be other cases of non-consistency.
H

58
p49: “since it does not use the normalized groups of separate numbers which destroy the lineal relationship among them” is really unclear for the reader non-expert in AHP…
O

59
p51: r(crit) could be r(crit, m) (simarly for r(goal)) since it depends on the matching approach m.
H

59
p50-51: the description mentions how to create pairwise comparison weights w(c)m1,m2. But how does one link these to the general weights getWeight(m, crit) required for computing r(crit)? 
H

60
p50: it seems reasonable to compare methods at the level of factors and attributes, but is it easy to do so at the level of very general dimensions? Did your experiment show that this was doable?
O






Chapter 7


61
p53: what does “Example 1” refer to?
O

62
p55: what does “the description above” refer to? use case 1 has not really been described before… “in the text above we have marked in bold important information” seems also strange.
O

63
p55: “Multilevel characteristic of matching approaches notation” is pretty unclear
O

64
p55: use bigger font for tables 7.3 and 7.4!
C

65
p55 “exemplary” is an adjective and not a noun.
C

66
p55-56: please give more examples on the way you assign the weights! It would have been especially interesting to see the weights concerning the size of input, since this was a crucial criterion for the final recommendation, it seems.
H






Chapter 8


67
p57-58: “involved” is quite strange a choice for the application-specific evaluation.
O

68
p57: put a reference to the analysis table you mention in the superficial approach
H

69
p58: give a more precise reference (section level) for the reference to the weighing tool
H

















Part II – Summary

overall marking
G (good), VG (very good) if C/H comments are taken into account.

General comments (optional)

Very good executive summary. Good introduction (even if slightly flawed, schema helps a lot). Chapter 2 lacks some rigor but generally makes sense. Chapters 3, 4, 5 have a lot of small editorial problems, but their value for the scientific domain is important. Chapter 6 and 7 contain high-quality contributions (even if applied at a limited scale), which makes on the other hand their small size almost frustrating!

Part III - Follow-up Actions

comment 
action taken

1
All compulsory comments have been addressed.

2
Most other comments have been addressed but:

3
Chapter 3: 13, 16. Instead we explain that these tables represent the state of the questionnaires as they have been made available for tool providers. We will use the comments instead for improving the tools. Most of the comments are not quality issues (but a matter of opinion).

4
Chapter 3: 9. we are not aware of more

5
Chapter 5: 38-39. We have 350 pages written on the topic and already Knowledge web deliverables. We have added references but the goal is not to have the most complete deliverable ever.

6
Chapter 5: 40. We slightly improved this but will do more in the near future. However, this information is very dense and it is indeed difficult to synthesise it (of course we would have liked to do it in only one table! Any practical comment to do this is welcome).







�	 Must the comment must be addressed in the final version of the deliverable?
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