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In the following, (C) refers to the conference version
(Baader, Kriegel, 2022a) and (E) refers to the extended ver-
sion (Baader, Kriegel, 2022b).

1. In Example III in (E), the concept description
∃r.∃r−.∃r−.A must be used in place of ∃r.∃r−.A.
Likewise in the second paragraph: the concept de-
scription ∃rm.∃r−.A must be replaced with one that
contains more occurrences of the inverse r− than of r,
say ∃rm.∃(r−)m+1.A. (We thank Adrian Nuradiansyah
for reporting that this example is erroneous.)

2. In Proposition V in (E), the initial state of the finite au-
tomaton B must be i := (t, q). The state q used in the
definition of the transition relation ∆ need not be the one
in the considered existential restriction ∃q.C, and there-
fore we should rather set ∆ := { ((u, o), R, (v, p)) |
R(u, v) ∈ B and (o,R, p) ∈ ∆R }.

3. The Example 10 both in (C) and (E) is correct, but with a
slight modification we can also show that not every repair
is entailed by an optimal one. Actually, this modification
was presented in the conference talk.
Consider
• the qABox ∃∅.{r(a, a), s(a, a), A(a), B(a)},
• the TBox {∃s.A ⊑ A, ∃s.B ⊑ B},
• the RBox {r ◦ s ◦ r− ⊑ s},
• and the (global) repair request {A ⊓B}.
The terminology is terminating, but the RBox is not reg-
ular. It is easy to verify that, for each number n ≥ 2, the
qABox ∃Xn.An is a repair where Xn := {x1, . . . , xn}
and

An := {A(a), B(x1), . . . , B(xn),
r(a, x1), r(x1, x2), . . . , r(xn−1, xn)
s(a, a), s(x1, x1), . . . , s(xn, xn)}

Now assume that ∃Y.B is an optimal repair that entails
∃Xn.An for some n ≥ 2. W.l.o.g. let ∃Y.B be saturated
and consider a homomorphism h from ∃Xn.An to ∃Y.B.
If there were two indices i < j with h(xi) = h(xj),
then the matrix B would contain the role asser-
tion s(h(xi−1), h(xj−1)), since it already contains
r(h(xi−1), h(xi)), s(h(xi), h(xi)), r(h(xj−1), h(xi))
and it is saturated especially w.r.t. the RI r ◦ s ◦ r− ⊑ s.
By means of the RI, we could shift the first object in

this role assertion back along the r-assertions towards
the individual a while shifting the second object within
the r-cycle h(xi), . . . , h(xj−1), such that we eventually
infer that the matrix B would contain the role assertion
s(a, h(xk)) for some i ≤ k < j. But then the concept
name B would be propagated from h(xk) to a by means
of the CI ∃s.B ⊑ B, i.e., the individual a would be an
instance of both A and B, a contradiction.
So, we can assume that n is maximal such that ∃Y.B en-
tails ∃Xn.An. We extend ∃Y.B by a fresh variable y and
the assertions r(h(xn), y), s(y, y), B(y) and denote the
resulting qABox by ∃Y ′.B′. Obviously, ∃Y ′.B′ entails
∃Y.B but not vice versa (since ∃Y.B is already saturated
and does not entail ∃Xn+1.An+1 by assumption). More-
over, ∃Y ′.B′ is already saturated: as y has no further suc-
cessors, the RI is not applicable, and the CIs are not appli-
cable as well. Since ∃Y ′.B′ does not contain objects that
are instances of A ⊓ B, we conclude that it is also repair,
which contradicts the assumed optimality of ∃Y.B.
Last, remark that we could dispense with the first CI and
use the local repair request {(A ⊓ B)(a)} instead of the
global one.

4. Not an error but a simplification in Definition XI in (E)
could be to remove Conditions (RA3) and (RA5), since
both already follow from (RT2), (RA2), and (RA4).

5. In (E) in the last paragraph of Section 3.2, we forgot to
mention that the repair request P must not have a global
part since the referenced LTCS-Report 21-01 only con-
siders such requests. (We thank Adrian Nuradiansyah for
asking whether this formulation is correct.)

6. In (E) in the heading of Section 3.5 the phrase “in poly-
nomial time” should be replaced with “in polynomial user
time” or “in polynomially many steps.”

7. In (E) in the proof of Lemma XXXII, the sentence “Since
the user did not ignore any assertion, she or he must have
rejected C(a) and so the (enlarged) repair request Q con-
tains C(a).” must be replaced with “It follows that either
B ∪ {C(a)} violates Q and so C(a) is automatically re-
jected or, since the user did not ignore any assertion, she
or he must have rejected C(a). In both cases, the (en-
larged) repair request Q contains C(a).”

8. It is no error, but both in (C) and (E) in Definition 21, the



name “ELROI rewriting” could be replaced with “ELOI
rewriting” since no role inclusions are involved.

9. Proof of Proposition 22 in (E): in the Individual Rule,
specifically in the definition of Fi+1, the edge {[x], [t]}
must be replaced with {[a], [t]}.
Furthermore, in Case 2 of the proof of the claim, we as-
sume w.l.o.g. that the path q′′ is maximal, i.e., there is
no path between q′′ and p2 that ends with an individual
class. (Then, before the construction of p2 can be com-
pleted, rule application is stopped at q′′ or earlier, until
p1 has been constructed and the Individual Rule has been
applied to [x].)
The argumentation in Case 3 is not fully correct. It might
be that also earlier further successors of [a] are added. But
this is not problematic. The point is: the construction of
p1 finishes earlier and no matter how far p2 has been con-
structed until then, the Variable Rule will first be applied
to [x], leaving no edges involving [x] left over. Specif-
ically, whenever the construction of the path p1 is inter-
rupted by reaching an individual class and then continuing
the construction of p2 from the last individual class, an-
other individual class must be reached before p2 could be
fully constructed (otherwise the construction of p2 would
finish earlier due to the rule precedence, a contradiction).
Since in the end p1 is constructed first, the construction of
p2 must be interrupted at an individual class, and thus the
Individual Rule will be applied to [x] before the construc-
tion of p2 is completed.

10. On Page 34 below the heading in (E), the sentence “A
regular path expression is a regular path expression over
roles.” must be replaced with “A regular path expression
is a regular expression over roles.”
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