CIDOC 2008 Conference
18th CRM SIG meeting
Athens, 15/9/2008

Minutes
Topics discussed:
Sunday, Sept, 14th
Future element in CRM
The CRM models an event that has happened seen from the current point in time. The final paragraph of the scope note for the property P20 is not consistent with this view. If the bank (in the example) does not succeed in its take  over plan because it goes bankrupt before the take over event should have taken place, then that event will never happen and will not exist.  Thus P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of) actually implies that an activity succeeds in it achieving its aims.

The scope note of P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of) and P21 had general purpose (was purpose of) is changed. The new scope note, elaborated by Steve is presented in appendix A.
P51 has former or current owner (is former or current owner of) is subproperty P105 right held by (has right on)

We discussed if we need extra properties for holder and owner. Finally we decided that  P105 is a superproperty of P51 and we changed the scope note of P105 to be generalized. In the Appendix A the changed scope note is presented.
Rename E29 Design or Procedure. P68 usually employs (is usually employed by):E57 Material     

Martin proposed to change the name of the property to P68 foresees use of (use foreseen by). This change is proposed for better understanding. The changes are described in the appendix A.
Text for types   

We discussed the test about types and decided to rewrite the text about types and the scope note of E55 Type. CEO will do this.
Discussion about archives requirements

Wendy Duff (Associate Professor, Faculty of Information Studies, University of Toronto, Canada), and Pat Riva (Head of Monographs Cataloguing Section, Cataloguing Directorate for the Heritage Collection, Québec National Library and Archives, Canada) represented the archival community in the following discussion of a possible common reference model for archives, libraries and museums.
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Wendy Duff presented her view of the Archival process (above). Key to understanding the archival mission is the frequent obligation of an archive to preserve legal records of an organization or governmental body. This is distinct from museums and libraries.

About the legal world of archives: the idea is to have unified resources and there is an intention for reengineering the archival systems. 
ISAD provides guidance for the description of fonds and their component parts. 
ISAAR provides guidance for the creation of authority record information about the creators of archival materials. 

ISDF provides guidance for the description of functions of records creators. The purpose of ISDIAH is to develop a standardised description of holders of archives for making an archival information system more usable. 

Members of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Encoded Archival Context (EAC) have developed a draft schema requesting feedback from projects that implement this specification on an experimental basis. The EAC is not an international initiative. They work with the local community.
Neither conceptual nor common data model exists. Also the finding aids are essential.
About Record authentication: the intention is to describe   the purpose of creating an archive or document, protecting the evidence from the presentation view??

Finally there was a proposal to start with the characterization of different functions and making a collection of relevant standards and principles, life cycle of records. Also we decided to discuss on Thursday Sept, 17th  about how we make this collaboration attractive and to advertise this collaboration on CIDOC site.
Collaboration with Co-reference Group

Topics discussed:
The collaboration with Co-reference Group is needed, since the information integration scenario does not work without co-reference.

An interesting subject is what kind of reasoning can be performed with CRM compatible data. Also co-reference is an integral part of the structure.

We decided to inform CRM-SIG about collaboration topics with the Co-reference Group and we might extent the CRM for supporting co-reference
FRBRoo.

Pat gave the overview of the review of FRBRoo. A summary of the comments received follows:

1. Description for figures in the first section is missing

2. How the quantification is used and what for. Better copy from CRM the respective description into FRBRoo.
3. The Property hierarchy in CRM should be corrected in the text of FRBRoo.
4. Corporate Body is a subclass of E74 Group. 

5. About the official status: the  FRBRoo is an approved IFLA document.

6. We should have a final look on FRBRoo before the change of the version. The new version of FRBRoo will be 1.0.
Thursday, Sept 17th
Discussion about Disjointness:

We discussed if we need an additional field in the scope note to describe disjointness. Finally we stated that in CRM, the text and not the class name, does express the meaning of the class and we decided by voting  not to add the additional field in the scope note.
Methodological considerations:

We discussed methodological considerations or explanations about CRM. We all agreed that there is a limitation to what we have to put in the standard text and we should have a separate text of explanations to CRM.

CEO will start to write this document. After Oct 15th CEO will present the subjects that will be introduced in this text. The Erlangen team will write down what they want to know.

Compatibility:

We discussed if the new compatibility text should be in the standard. We decided that it should be in the standard with the next amendment. Then Martin presented the latest text of compatibility and will ask for comments by all of us by email.  This text is presented in Appendix B.
Discussion about possible collaboration for an Archival Model

Daniel Pitti (Associate Director, Institute for Advanced Technology in the Humanities, University of Virginia, USA), and Pat Riva represented the archive experts in the following discussion.
Ideas discussed:
· The development of a common model is a complicated and difficult work since different people have different interpretation, but the archival community will benefit. 
· ICA(International Council of Archives) should be convinced of the value of this action. 
· There is a pressure from Canada and Australia to have a common model. 
· We should be very careful about how we express this interest, since the archival community has not an ontology in a formal sense. 
· The harmonization method was discussed and we explained that in the case of FRBR we changed FRBRER but we also changed the CRM for addressing the notions of FRBRER.

· Finally we decided to write a memorandum answering to the question of “why we need this” and to forward this text to the archival community. This text should comment on the following topics:
1. inner consistency of archive format and practices
2. to see museum material under archival perspective, more general to harmonize a model for seeing documentation material under other disciplinary perspectives (ALM)
3. facilitate the creation of effective information and retrieval system for 

· (1) aggregating archival material 

· (2) enabling cross disciplinarity  access – we should be able to automatically create finding aids from an ontological model. The archival community has a great diversity of current practices.
At the end we decided, before writing something, we need a common meeting with interested representatives of the archival community to see develop a common view. We should have a short document of what we discussed here and then invite to a common discussion.

This document should be like a position paper and it should be mentioned that the conceptual model is not like descriptive standards or communication standards. Also the objectives and possible benefits should be clearly stated. 
Pat, Daniel, Wendy, Lina, Martin will prepare this short document to be discussed to the next CRM meeting.

Subjects for the next meeting

1. Data transformation software museum dat -> RDFS CRM /OWL

2. Primitive types and XML, XSD data types – we need a clear recommendation

3. Ontology and data structures

4. Use of cardinality constraints and use cases
Appendix A

Changes in P20 and P21
	P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of)
	

	version
	Old (4.2.5)
	New (4.2.5a)

	Domain:
	E7 Activity
	E7 Activity

	Range:   
	E7 Activity
	E5 Event

	Superproperty of:
	
	

	Quantification
	many to many (0,n:0,n)
	many to many (0,n:0,n)

	Scope note
	This property describes the relationship between a preparatory activity and the activity it is intended for.

This may involve activities in preparation for other activities, or orders and other organisational activities, which lead to some other specific activity. 
P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of) does not imply that an activity succeeded in achieving its aims. For example, dubious accounting practices may be carried out with the specific purpose of enhancing share values and enabling a take-over bid. The specific purpose remains the same even if the strategy fails and the company goes bankrupt instead.
	This property identifies the relationship between a preparatory activity and the event it is intended to be preparation for.

This includes activities, orders and other organisational actions, taken in preparation for other activities or events. 
P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of) implies that an activity succeeded in achieving its aim. If it does not succeed, such as the setting of a trap that did not catch anything, one may document the unrealized intention using P21 had general purpose (was purpose of):E55 Type and/or  P33 used specific technique (was used by): E29 Design or Procedure.


	Examples:
	· Van Eyck’s pigment grinding (E7) had specific purpose the painting of the Ghent alter piece (E12)
	Van Eyck’s pigment grinding in 1432 (E7) had specific purpose the painting of the Ghent alter piece (E12)

	Properties:
	
	


	P21 had general purpose (was purpose of)

	version
	Old (4.2.5)
	New (4.2.5a)

	Domain:
	E7 Activity
	E7 Activity

	Range:   
	E55 Type
	E55 Type

	Superproperty of:
	
	

	Quantification
	many to many (0,n:0,n)
	many to many (0,n:0,n)

	Scope note
	This property describes an intentional relationship between an E7 Activity and some general goal or purpose. 

This may involve activities intended as preparation for some type of activity. For example, a musician practices an instrument in order to develop his or her musical ability, Van Eyck ground pigments and prepared oil paints in order to paint oil paintings. I travel to Oxford in order to work more effectively face-to-face rather than by email and telephone. P21had general purpose (was purpose of) differs from P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of) in that no specific activity is implied as the purpose. E7 Activity does not imply that an activity succeeds in achieving its general aims.
	This property describes an intentional relationship between an E7 Activity and some general goal or purpose. 

This may involve activities intended as preparation for some type of activity or event. P21had general purpose (was purpose of) differs from P20 had specific purpose (was purpose of) in that no occurrence of an event is implied as the purpose. 



	Examples:
	· Van Eyck’s pigment grinding (E7) had general purpose painting (E55)

	Van Eyck’s pigment grinding (E7) had general purpose painting (E55)

The setting of trap 2742 on May 17th 1874 (E7)  had general purpose Catching Moose (E55) (Activity type)

	Properties:
	
	


Changes in P105
	P105 right held by (has right on)

	version
	Old (4.2.5)
	New (4.2.5a)

	Domain:
	E72 Legal Object
	E72 Legal Object

	Range:   
	E39 Actor
	E39 Actor

	Superproperty of:
	
	P52 has current owner (is current owner of)

	Quantification
	many to many (0,n:0,n)
	many to many (0,n:0,n)

	Scope note
	This property identifies the E39 Actor who holds the instances of E30 Right to an E72 Legal Object.

P105 right held by (has right on) is a shortcut of the fully developed path from E72 Legal Object through P104 is subject to 9applies to), E30 Right, P75 possesses (is possessed by) to E39 Actor
	This property identifies the E39 Actor who holds the instances of E30 Right to an E72 Legal Object.

It is a superproperty of P52 has current owner (is current owner of) because ownership is a right that is held on the owned object.
P105 right held by (has right on) is a shortcut of the fully developed path from E72 Legal Object through P104 is subject to (applies to), E30 Right, P75 possesses (is possessed by) to E39 Actor.

	Examples:
	Beatles back catalogue (E73) right held by Michael Jackson (E21)
	J.M.Barrie’s Peter Pan (E73) right held by Great Ormond Street Hospital (E40)

	Properties:
	
	


Changes in P68
	version
	Old (4.2.5a)
	New(4.2.5b)

	Property name
	P68 usually employs (is usually employed by):
	P68 foresees use of (use foreseen by):

	Domain:
	E29 Design or Procedure
	

	Range:
	E57 Material
	

	Quantification:
	many to many (0,n:0,n)
	many to many (0,n:0,n)

	Scope note:
	This property describes an E57 Material usually employed in an E29 Design or Procedure. 

Designs and procedures commonly employ particular Materials. The fabrication of adobe bricks, for example, requires straw, clay and water. This property enables this to be documented.

This property is not intended for the documentation of Materials that were required on a particular occasion when a Design or Procedure was executed.
	This property identifies an E57 Material foreseeen to be used by an E29 Design or Procedure. 

E29 Designs and procedures commonly foresee the use of particular E57 Materials. The fabrication of adobe bricks, for example, requires straw, clay and water. This property enables this to be documented.

This property is not intended for the documentation of E57 Materials that were used on a particular occasion when an instance of E29 Design or Procedure was executed.

	Examples:
	procedure for soda glass manufacture (E29) usually employs soda (E57)
	procedure for soda glass manufacture (E29) foresees use of soda (E57)

	
	
	

	
	
	


Appendix B
Compatibility

Utility of CRM compatibility
Users intending to take advantage of the semantic interoperability offered by the CRM may want to make parts of their data structures compatible with the CRM. The respective parts should pertain either to the associations by which users would like their data to be accessible in an integrated environment, or to contents intended for transport to other environments, so that the meaning encoded by its structure is preserved in another target system. 

In that sense, the CRM is not aimed at proposing a complete matching of user documentation structures with the CRM, nor that a user should always implement all CRM concepts and associations; rather it is intended to leave room for all kinds of extensions to capture the richness of cultural information, but also for simplifications for reasons of economy. 

Further, the CRM is a means to interpret structured information in a way, so that large amounts of data contents can be transformed or mediated automatically. As a consequence, the CRM aims not at resolving free text information into a formal logical form. In other terms, it does not intend to provide more structuring than the users have done before, and the meaning of information in the form of free text does not fall under the scope of compatibility considerations. The CRM foresees however the associations to transport such information in relation to structured information.

The Information Integration Environment

The CRM notion of compatibility is based on the notion of interoperability. Interoperability of information systems can only be defined based on specific communication practices between information systems. Based on current practice, we therefore distinguish the following elements of information integration environments: 

1. Local information systems. They are either collection management systems or content management systems that constitute institutional memories and are maintained by an institution. They are used for primary data entry, i.e., a relevant part of the information, be it data or metadata, is primary information in digital form fulfilling institutional needs. 

2. Integrated access systems. They provide a homogeneous access layer to multiple local systems.  The relevant parts of the information they manage reside primarily on local systems. We distinguish:

· Materialized access systems may physically import data provided by local systems, similar to the data warehouse technology. In particular, they may employ the so-called metadata harvesting techniques, or rely on submission. Data may be transformed to the schema of the access system and merged, preserving their meaning.  

· Mediation systems [Gio Wiederholt] may send queries formulated according to a virtual global schema out to multiple local systems and collect and integrate the answers. The queries may be transformed to a local schema either by the mediation system or by the receiving local system itself. 

Local systems may also import data from other systems, in order to complement collections, or to merge information from other systems. An information system may export information for migration and preservation.

Compatibility with the CRM pertains to the following capabilities in data communication, i.e., that: 

1. data falling under the scope of the CRM can be exported from an information system into an encoded form without loss of meaning with respect to the CRM concepts; 

2. data falling under the scope of the CRM can be transformed into another encoding without loss of meanings declared by the CRM concepts;

3. data can be imported from an encoded form into an information system without loss of meaning with respect to the CRM concepts;

4. that the data in an information system falling under certain CRM concepts can be queried and retrieved exhaustively in terms of CRM concepts, according the expressive power of a particular query language.

Any declaration of CRM compatibility must be relative to one or more of the above use cases. System and data structure providers may not declare their products as “CRM compatible” without specifying the use case as detailed below. *** Nick ***

In the context of this chapter, the expression “without loss of meaning with respect to the CRM concepts” means the following: The CRM concepts are used to classify items of discourse and their relationships. By virtue of this classification, data can be understood as propositions of a kind declared by the CRM about real world facts, such as “Object x. forms part of: Object y”. In case the encoding, i.e., the language of describing a fact, is changed, only the expert knowledgeable about both languages can assess if the two propositions describe the same fact. If that is the case, then there is no loss of meaning with respect to the senses that can be classified by CRM concepts. Communities of practice requiring fewer concepts than the CRM declares may restrict CRM compatibility with respect to a reasonable, explicitly declared subset of the CRM.

Users of this standard may communicate data in a CRM compatible way, as detailed below, with data structures and systems that are more detailed and specialized than the CRM or with parts that even do not fall under the scope of the CRM. In that case, the standard guarantees only the preservation of meaning with respect to CRM concepts. However, a lot of meaning additional to the concepts of the CRM may be communicated and preserved in CRM compatible systems with appropriate use of terminology management. The specification of the latter techniques does not fall under the scope of this standard. Communities of practice requiring extensions of the CRM are encouraged to declare their extensions as CRM-compatible standards.

CRM-Compatible Form

The CRM is a formal ontology, expressible in terms of logic or a suitable knowledge representation language. Its concepts can be instantiated as sets of statements that form models of the assumed reality a structured document refers to. Any encoding of CRM instances in a formal language that preserves the relations to the CRM classes, properties and inheritance rules among them is regarded a “CRM-compatible form”. Classes and properties of the CRM are identified by the initial codes, such as “E55” or “P12”. The names of classes and properties of a CRM-compatible form may be translated to any local language, but should preserve the identifying code. A CRM-compatible form should not implement the quantifiers of CRM properties as cardinality constraints for the encoded instances. It may choose to implement quantifiers in an informative way, or not to implement them at all. Rather, it should deal with facts violating quantifiers as alternative knowledge. Data expressed in any CRM-compatible form can be automatically transformed into any other CRM-compatible form without loss of meaning.

Any encoding of CRM instances in a formal language that preserves the relations to a consistent subset of CRM classes, properties and inheritance rules among them is regarded a “reduced CRM-compatible form”, if:

· all other restrictions above to a CRM compatible form hold;

· the subset does not violate the rules of subsumption and inheritance;

· the subset contains at least the following concepts:
	E1
	CRM Entity

	E2
	-
	Temporal Entity

	E4
	-
	-
	Period

	E5
	-
	-
	-
	Event

	E7
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Activity

	E11
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Modification

	E12
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Production

	E13
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Attribute Assignment

	E65
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Creation

	E63
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Beginning of Existence

	E64
	-
	-
	-
	-
	End of Existence

	E77
	-
	Persistent Item

	E70
	-
	-
	Thing

	E72
	-
	-
	-
	Legal Object

	E18
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Physical Thing

	E24
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Physical Man-Made Thing

	E73 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Information Object

	E71
	-
	-
	-
	Man-Made Thing

	E24
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Physical Man-Made Thing

	E28
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Conceptual Object

	E55
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Type

	E30
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Right

	E39
	-
	-
	Actor

	E74
	-
	-
	-
	Group

	E41
	-
	-
	Appellation

	E52
	-
	Time-Span

	E53
	-
	Place

	E54
	-
	Dimension

	E59
	Primitive Value

	E61
	-
	Time Primitive

	E62
	-
	String


	Property id
	Property Name
	Entity – Domain
	Entity - Range

	P1
	is identified by (identifies)
	E1 CRM Entity
	E41 Appellation

	P2
	has type (is type of)
	E1 CRM Entity
	E55 Type

	P3
	has note
	E1 CRM Entity
	E62 String

	P4
	has time-span (is time-span of)
	E2 Temporal Entity
	E52 Time-Span

	P7
	took place at (witnessed)
	E4 Period
	E53 Place

	P10
	falls within (contains)
	E4 Period
	E4 Period

	P12
	occurred in the presence of (was present at)
	E5 Event
	E77 Persistent Item

	P11
	   -   had participant (participated in)
	E5 Event
	E39 Actor

	P14
	   -   -   carried out by (performed)
	E7 Activity
	E39 Actor

	P16
	   -   used specific object (was used for)
	E7 Activity
	E70 Thing

	P31
	   -   has modified (was modified by)
	E11 Modification
	E24 Physical Man-Made Thing

	P108
	   -  -    has produced (was produced by)
	E12 Production
	E24 Physical Man-Made Thing

	P92
	   -   brought into existence (was brought into existence by)
	E63 Beginning of Existence
	E77 Persistent Item

	P94
	   -   -   has created (was created by)
	E65 Creation
	E28 Conceptual Object

	P93
	   -   took out of existence (was taken out of existence by)
	E64 End of Existence
	E77 Persistent Item

	P15
	was influenced by (influenced)
	E7 Activity
	E1 CRM Entity

	P16
	   -   used specific object (was used for)
	E7 Activity
	E70 Thing

	P20
	had specific purpose (was purpose of)
	E7 Activity
	E7 Activity

	P43
	has dimension (is dimension of)
	E70 Thing
	E54 Dimension

	P46
	is composed of (forms part of)
	E18 Physical Thing
	E18 Physical Thing

	P59
	has section (is located on or within)
	E18 Physical Thing
	E53 Place

	P67
	refers to ( is referred to by)
	E73 Information Object
	E1 CRM Entity

	P75
	possesses (is possessed by)
	E39 Actor
	E30 Right

	P81
	ongoing throughout
	E52 Time-Span
	E61 Time Primitive

	P82
	at some time within
	E52 Time-Span
	E61 Time Primitive

	P89
	falls within (contains)
	E53 Place
	E53 Place

	P104
	is subject to (applies to)
	E72 Legal Object
	E30 Right

	P106
	is composed of (forms part of)
	E73 Information Object
	E73 Information Object

	P107
	has current or former member (is current or former member of)
	E74 Group
	E39 Actor

	P127
	has broader term (has narrower term)
	E55 Type
	E55 Type

	P128
	carries (is carried by)
	E24 Physical Man-Made Thing
	E73 Information Object

	P140
	assigned attribute to (was attributed by)
	E13 Attribute Assignment
	E1 CRM Entity

	P141
	assigned (was assigned by) ADD: 
	E13 Attribute Assignement
	E1 CRM Entity


CRM Compatibility of Data Structure 

A data structure is export-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to transform any data from this data structure into a CRM-compatible form without loss of meaning. There may be concepts implicit in elements of the data structure that are not supported by the CRM. As long as these concepts can be encoded as instances of E55 Type (i.e. as terminology) and be attached to the respective data items with suitable properties, so that their association remains unambiguous under the CRM-compatible form, the data structure is still regarded as export compatible. 

Note that not all CRM concepts may be represented by elements of an export-compatible data structure. All data from export-compatible data structures can be transported in a CRM-compatible form. In particular any CRM compatible form or reduced CRM-compatible form is export-compatible with the CRM.

A data structure is import-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to automatically transform any data from a CRM-compatible form into this data structure without loss of meaning, only based on knowledge about the employed data structure elements themselves. This implies that a data record transformed into this data structure from a CRM-compatible form can be transformed back into the CRM-compatible form without loss of meaning. Note that the back-transformation into a CRM-compatible form may result in a semantically equivalent but not identical record with the original. 

Note that an import-compatible data structure may be richer in meaning than the CRM. It may contain elements that correspond via a transformation algorithm to CRM concepts, specializations of CRM concepts (classes and properties) or contain elements with meanings that fall out of the scope of the CRM. It may not contain elements corresponding to meaning that overlaps with CRM concepts without being subsumed by a CRM concept other than E1 CRM Entity and E77 Persistent Item. Any CRM-compatible form is also import-compatible with the CRM. 

Import-compatible data structures may be used to transport data for applications that need more concepts than the CRM contains, and any data from export-compatible data structure. Note that in general there will be applications that can make use of data from a CRM import-compatible data structure exported into a CRM compatible form reducing meaning to the CRM concepts, i.e. generalizing concepts subsumed by the CRM to the most specific CRM concept applicable, and discarding elements that fall out of the scope of the CRM. 

A data structure is partially import-compatible with the CRM, if the above holds for a reduced CRM-compatible form. 

CRM Compatibility of Information Systems

An information system is export-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to export all user data from this information system into an import-compatible data structure. This capability is the recommended kind of CRM-compatibility for local information systems. 

An information system is partially export compatible, if it is possible to export all user data from this information system into a partially import-compatible data structure. Even though not the recommended kind of CRM-compatibility, it may not be feasible for legacy systems to acquire a higher level of CRM compatibility with reasonable effort. So, a reduced level of CRM compatibility may already be highly useful. 
An information system is import-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to import data encoded in a CRM-compatible form and to access the data in a way equivalent to and homogeneous with all generic data of this system that fall under the same concepts. This capability should be normal kind of CRM compatibility for integrated access systems that physically copy source data in a data warehouse style (materialized access systems).

An information system is partially import-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to import data encoded in a reduced CRM-compatible form and to access the data in a way equivalent to and homogeneous with all generic data of this system that fall under the same concepts. Depending on the functional requirements, it makes sense for integrated access systems to offer access services of reduced complexity by being only partially import-compatible with the CRM. 

Note, that it makes sense for integrated access systems to import data from extended data structures reducing meaning to the concepts defined by the CRM.

Note that local information systems may choose to be import-compatible with the CRM in order to exchange data, for example in the case of museum object loans or for system migration purposes. Communities of practice may choose to agree on import compatibility for extended data structures.

Local information systems are likely to pertain to specialized subject areas, for example, to inscriptions. For specialized systems, it is recommended to be able to import just a particular data structure that is export-compatible with the CRM, according to the concepts they need to deal with for their subject matter (“dedicated import compatibility”).
An information system is access-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to access the user data in the information system by querying with CRM classes and properties, so that the meaning of the answers to the queries correspond to the query terms used. It is not regarded as a reduction of compatibility if access is limited to data deemed to be exchanged.

An information system is partially access-compatible with the CRM, if it is possible to access the user data in the information system by querying with a consistent subset of CRM classes and properties corresponding to a reduced CRM-compatible form, so that the meaning of the answers to the queries correspond to the query terms used.

An access-compatible system may be export-compatible with respect to the query answers. Note that it may make sense for an access-compatible content management system to return just content items in response to queries rather than being export compatible. 

Compatibility claim declaration

A provider of a data structure or information system claiming compatibility with the CRM has to provide a declaration that describes the kind of compatibility, and, depending on the kind, the following additional information:  

· For  export-compatible data structures:

The subset of CRM concepts directly instantiated by any possible data in this data structure after transformation into a CRM-compatible form.

· For export-compatible system: 

a. Declaration of configurable user data elements, if any, that are not semantically restricted to a CRM Concept other than E1 CRM Entity or E77 Persistent Item. 

b. User data elements or units that are not exported.

c. The subset of CRM concepts directly instantiated by any possible data exported from the system after transformation into a CRM-compatible form.

· For partially or dedicated import-compatible systems:

The subset of CRM concepts under which data can be imported into the system.

· For  access-compatible systems:

a. The query language by which the system can be queried.

b. The subset of CRM concepts directly instantiated by any possible query answers exported from the system after transformation into a CRM-compatible form.

c. For partially access-compatible systems the subset of CRM concepts by which the system can be queried.

The provider should be able to demonstrate the claim with suitable test data. A third party should be able to verify the claim with suitable test data.

