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Abstract
Ontology-based knowledge graph (KG) construction is a core tech-
nology that enables multidimensional understanding and advanced
reasoning over domain knowledge. Industrial standards, in partic-
ular, contain extensive technical information and complex rules
presented in highly structured formats that combine tables, scopes
of application, constraints, exceptions, and numerical calculations,
making KG construction especially challenging. In this study, we
propose a method that organizes such documents into a hierar-
chical semantic structure, decomposes sentences and tables into
atomic propositions derived from conditional and numerical rules,
and integrates them into an ontology–knowledge graph through
LLM-based triple extraction. Our approach captures both the hierar-
chical and logical structures of documents, effectively representing
domain-specific semantics that conventional methods fail to reflect.
To verify its effectiveness, we constructed rule, table, and multi-
hop QA datasets, as well as a toxic clause detection dataset, from
industrial standards, and implemented an ontology-aware KG-RAG
framework for comparative evaluation. Experimental results show
that our method achieves significant performance improvements
across all QA types compared to existing KG-RAG approaches. This
study demonstrates that reliable and scalable knowledge represen-
tation is feasible even for industrial documents with intertwined
conditions, constraints, and scopes, contributing to future domain-
specific RAG development and intelligent document management.
Code is available at: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/ontology_
based_kg_paper
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1 Introduction
Industrial standards are essential specifications used across indus-
tries, including marine and shipbuilding, to ensure consistency and
quality in materials and manufacturing processes. These documents
encompass thousands of interrelated clauses that include tables,
scopes of application, constraints, exceptions, and numerical spec-
ifications, making interpretation challenging. In particular, toxic
clauses or differences in interpretation can lead to disputes, which
therefore require careful examination. Currently, domain experts
manually compare and review these documents, resulting in high
costs and inefficiency. Therefore, there is an increasing need for
systematic and automated methods to structure and utilize indus-
trial standards. A promising solution is the use of ontology and
knowledge graphs (KGs). Ontology formally represents domain
concepts and relationships to organize and reason over complex
knowledge [14], while a knowledge graph (KG) extends these on-
tological concepts and relations into concrete entities and facts
represented in a graph structure [21]. In other words, ontology
provides the conceptual framework of knowledge, and KG con-
nects it with real-world facts, enabling exploration, reasoning, and
application. By integrating the two, industrial standards can be pro-
cessed more efficiently and understood more intuitively through a
knowledge-based system. Thanks to these properties, ontology and
KGs have become powerful tools in applications such as semantic
search, recommendation systems, and legal document analysis [28].
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Traditional ontology learning studies have combined subtasks
such as concept discovery and relation extraction to structure do-
main knowledge [2]. With the recent advancement of large lan-
guage models (LLMs), there have been growing attempts to auto-
mate these processes; however, such approaches remain limited
in capturing the complex structures inherent in industrial stan-
dards. [3]. Moreover, conventional KG construction methods of-
ten suffer from redundancy, sparsity, and inconsistency caused by
synonymy and expression variability which ultimately degrade
KG embedding and retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) perfor-
mance [24, 33]. While general-purpose KGs such as Wikidata, DB-
pedia, and YAGO have been widely used for information retrieval
and reasoning, they are limited in representing domain-specific
rules and table-based knowledge. Therefore, a reliable and consis-
tent ontology-based KG construction methodology is required for
highly structured technical documents such as industrial standards.

Against this background, this study aims to answer the fol-
lowing question: Can the complex rules and tabular struc-
tures of industrial standards be effectively represented in
an ontology-based KG framework? To this end, we propose a
novel method that first organizes documents into a hierarchical
semantic structure, subsequently constructs a KG by extracting
triples from sentence-level ontologies that reflect rule conditions,
and ultimately establishes explicit links between the ontology and
the KG. Unlike conventional approaches, our framework captures
domain-specific semantics, enhances table and conditional reason-
ing, and supports practical applications such as automated toxic
clause detection. However, building such a framework entails sev-
eral technical challenges:

• Challenge 1: Industrial standards often exhibit highly complex
and non-standardized formats, making it difficult to accurately
parse their hierarchical structures and consistently normalize
both text and tables.

• Challenge 2: A reliable method is required to extract meaning-
ful triples from conditional rules (if–then), scopes of application
and exceptions, numerical conversions, and complex tables in-
herent in industrial documents.

• Challenge 3: To align the triples extracted by LLMs with the
ontology structure, a refinement process is needed, including
synonym normalization and relation pruning to remove redun-
dant or irrelevant links.

To address these challenges, we propose a three-stage pipeline:
(1) Hierarchical Ontology Modeling, which maps the hierarchi-
cal structure of industrial standards onto an ontology schema; (2)
Atomic Proposition Ontology Modeling, which decomposes
conditional, scope, and numerical clauses into atomic propositions
and represents them as triples using an LLM; and (3) Ontology-
based Knowledge Graph Construction, which links the ex-
tracted triples to the ontology schema and refines entities and
relations through synonym normalization and pruning to ensure
consistency and efficiency.

To verify the effectiveness of the proposed pipeline, we con-
structed an ontology-based KG using the industrial standards ASTM

A578/A578M1, API_2W2 and ASTM A6/A6M3. Based on these re-
sources, we constructed a QA dataset including rule, table, and
multi-hop types, as well as a toxic clause dataset, and implemented
an ontology-aware KG-RAG framework. Finally, we conducted
comparative experiments with LLM only, LLM with full document,
BM25/Ada-002 based RAG, and existing KG-RAG [6, 31] to evaluate
its performance.

In summary, the main contributions of this study are as follows:

• We developed an ontology construction method tailored for
industrial standards and devised a way to extract triples from
textual elements such as constraints, exceptions, scopes of appli-
cation, and tables. By integrating these components, we propose
a comprehensive ontology-based KG construction methodol-
ogy.

• We built new QA datasets—including rule, table, and multi-hop
types—as well as a toxic clause dataset derived from industrial
standards, which can serve as benchmarks for future research.

• We implemented an ontology-aware KG-RAG framework and
demonstrated its effectiveness through comparative experi-
ments with various retrieval and reasoning baselines.

2 Related Works
Ontology ranges from simple concept collections to complex rea-
soning systems that encompass relations, constraints, and axioms.
Representative examples include WordNet [20], which contains
117,659 concepts and 89,089 hierarchical relations, and Gene On-
tology [1], which contains 42,255 concepts and 66,810 relations.
Ontology Learning aims to automatically construct ontology struc-
tures. Early studies addressed the limitations of manual ontology
construction by proposing semi-automatic and fully automatic ap-
proaches that integrate statistical analysis, rule-based parsing, and
machine learning techniques [5, 7, 15]. Nevertheless, challenges in
scalability and quality remain, and recent research has increasingly
explored the use of LLMs. [12] leveraged GPT-3.5 to iteratively
expand an “is-a” hierarchy without predefined schemas, demon-
strating the potential of LLMs in ontology construction, although
limited to a single relation type. Similarly, [18] proposed an end-to-
end framework that generates the overall ontology structure, but it
focuses solely on taxonomic relations and overlooks non-taxonomic
relations.

Early research on KG construction primarily relied on rule-based
or statistical methods to extract triples from web text. Systems such
as KnowItAll [11] and TextRunner [32] demonstrated scalability
in large-scale data processing but exhibited notable limitations in
generalization. Subsequently, neural network–based models such
as CasRel [30] and GPNN [25] emerged, which refined relation
extraction and syntactic parsing. However, these approaches still
required extensive annotation and domain-specific retraining. More
recently, large language models (LLMs) have been actively explored
as a means to alleviate these constraints. Leveraging the vast lin-
guistic knowledge acquired during pretraining, LLMs can perform

1https://webstore.ansi.org/standards/astm/astma578a578m17
2https://store.accuristech.com/standards/api-spec-2w?product_id=2032271&srsltid=
AfmBOooF1rn33A4SZWUXIamtWFgBlmp41eyVnRjGZVAZdH7V61Bjts76
3https://webstore.ansi.org/standards/astm/astma6a6m24b

https://webstore.ansi.org/standards/astm/astma578a578m17
https://store.accuristech.com/standards/api-spec-2w?product_id=2032271&srsltid=AfmBOooF1rn33A4SZWUXIamtWFgBlmp41eyVnRjGZVAZdH7V61Bjts76
https://store.accuristech.com/standards/api-spec-2w?product_id=2032271&srsltid=AfmBOooF1rn33A4SZWUXIamtWFgBlmp41eyVnRjGZVAZdH7V61Bjts76
https://webstore.ansi.org/standards/astm/astma6a6m24b


Ontology-Based Knowledge Graph Framework for Industrial Standard Documents via Hierarchical and Propositional StructuringConference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

KG construction without requiring large-scale domain-specific an-
notations. For example, REBEL [17] proposed a T5-based model
that directly generates triples from text, while EDC [34], LLM-
TIKG [16], and ACKG-LLM [29] extended this idea through prompt
engineering and adaptive learning across various domains. Collec-
tively, these studies demonstrate that LLMs enable an efficient and
generalizable paradigm for KG construction.

3 Ontology Construction
The ontology construction pipeline comprises two stages: (1) Hi-
erarchical Ontology Modeling, which defines a schema reflecting
the hierarchical structure of industrial standards, and (2) Atomic
Proposition Ontology Modeling, which decomposes conditional
statements, exceptions, and numerical rules into atomic sentence-
level expressions structured for LLM-based triple extraction.

3.1 Hierarchical Ontology Modeling
3.1.1 Ontology Design. We define a schema that reflects the hier-
archical organization of standard documents. To this end, based
on PDF data parsed through OCR, we extract both text and struc-
ture while preserving positional and layout information within the
document. This schema reveals that a document is not merely a
collection of text but a semantically organized structure governed
by parent–child relationships, which can be explicitly represented
at the ontology level. Each document is divided into various units
such as Section, Subsection, Subsubsection, text, table, and footnote,
all of which form a hierarchical structure. This can be represented
as a set, as shown in Eq. 1:

H = {Section → Subsection → Subsubsection
→ (Text ∪ Table) → Footnote}. (1)

3.1.2 Hierarchical Structure Recognition. The parsed document
data are normalized and mapped to the previously defined schema.
To achieve this, regular expressions are used to recognize vari-
ous section numbering formats such as ‘1. Scope’, ‘5.6 Scanning’,
and ‘Annex A’, which are then converted into a consistent hier-
archical structure. Tables and footnotes are also linked to their
corresponding parent sections using surrounding context, forming
a hierarchical path of Section→ Subsection→ Subsubsection→
Text/Table → Footnote. As a result, each textual unit preserves its
position and context within the document, allowing hierarchical
semantics to be reflected in subsequent knowledge extraction.

3.1.3 Knowledge Unit Structuring. The text with an assigned hier-
archical structure is segmented into minimal sentence units suitable
for knowledge extraction. Formally, the resulting knowledge units
can be represented as title–text pairs as follows:

D = {𝑈1,𝑈2, . . . ,𝑈𝑁 }, 𝑈𝑖 = (𝑡 (𝑖 )title, 𝑡
(𝑖 )
text), (2)

where 𝑈𝑖 denotes an individual knowledge unit extracted from
a document, and D represents the set of such units that collec-
tively constitute the entire document. 𝑡 (𝑖 )title indicates the hierarchical
context (e.g., Section, Subsection), while 𝑡 (𝑖 )text refers to the corre-
sponding text—such as paragraphs, tables, or notes—associated

with that context. Since industrial standards often include domain-
specific patterns such as ‘3-in. [75-mm]’ and ‘ASTM A6/A6M’, we
applied tokenization rules that preserve units, abbreviations, and
table identifiers. Ultimately, the title serves as an anchor defining
the contextual scope, and the text provides concrete facts within
that scope. The combination of these two elements transforms the
document into a structured input suitable for knowledge graph
construction and establishes a foundation for effective LLM-based
triple extraction. An actual example is shown below.

Ontology-Aligned Title–Text Representation

Title (𝑡 (𝑖 )title): Procedure→ Scanning

Text (𝑡 (𝑖 )text): the major plate axis, on 3-in. [75-mm] or smaller
centers. Measure the lines from the center or one corner of the
plate with an additional path within 2 in. [50 mm] of all edges
of the plate on the searching surface.

3.2 Atomic Proposition Ontology Modeling
3.2.1 Propositional Decomposition of Sentences. After hierarchi-
cally structuring the paragraphs, a sentence-level ontology was
constructed for each sentence 𝑡 (𝑖 )text Industrial standards frequently
describe manufacturing environments and technical specifications,
and thus often adopt the form of conditional statements, such as
“if 𝐴 then 𝐵”. This characteristic is particularly evident in tabular
formats, where both row and column conditions jointly determine
the applicable rule within each cell. Accordingly, a sentence-level
ontology schema was defined to represent such conditional logic
explicitly. In propositional logic, an atomic proposition denotes
an indivisible unit of meaning, while a compound proposition
is composed of multiple atomic propositions connected through
logical operators such as ∧, ∨, and→ [8]. Formally, a conditional
statement “if 𝐴 then 𝐵” can be represented as 𝐴 → 𝐵, where 𝐴
and 𝐵 are independent sub-propositions that can be recursively
decomposed into atomic propositions. Hence, any sentence can
ultimately be represented as a hierarchical composition of atomic
propositions. By recursively decomposing a sentence based on its
logical connectors, a tree-structured representation is obtained,
where the leaf nodes correspond to atomic propositions. Let P be a
set of propositions, and 𝑝 (ℓ )

𝑗
∈ P denote the 𝑗-th proposition at de-

composition depth ℓ . Then, the sentence structure can be formally
expressed as follows:

𝑡
(𝑖 )
text = 𝑝

(1)
1 ::= 𝑓 (1)

(
𝑝
(2)
1 , 𝑝

(2)
2

)
= 𝑝

(2)
1 → 𝑝

(2)
2 ,

𝑝
(2)
𝑘

::= 𝑓 (2)
(
𝑝
(3)
𝑘1
, 𝑝

(3)
𝑘2
, . . . , 𝑝

(3)
𝑘𝑚2

)
,

...

𝑝
(𝑛−1)
𝑠 ::= 𝑓 (𝑛−1)

(
𝑝
(𝑛)
𝑠1 , 𝑝

(𝑛)
𝑠2 , . . . , 𝑝

(𝑛)
𝑠𝑚𝑛−1

)
,

(3)

where 𝑓 (ℓ ) (·) denotes the logical operator that combines propo-
sitions at layer ℓ , with 𝑓 (ℓ ) ∈ ∧, ,∨, ,→, and 𝑚ℓ represents the
number of sub-propositions forming each compound proposition
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Table 3-Tensile Requirements

LLMs 
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Subsection

Subsubsection

Text/Table

Hierarchical 
Ontology Structure

Text: 

Entity 
Dictionary

Relation 
Dictionary

[HAS_CHILD]

[MENTION]

Industrial Standard Document

≤

>

Title: Mechanical Requirements → Tensile → The material, as represent..

<triplet> case1 <subj> thickness ≤ 25 mm <obj> has_condition  
<triplet> case1 <subj> Grade 50 <obj> has_condition  
<triplet> case1 <subj> tensile strength = 50–75 <obj>
has_consequence

<triplet> case2 <subj> thickness ≤ 25 mm <obj> has_condition  
<triplet> case2 <subj> Grade 60 <obj> has_condition  
<triplet> case2 <subj> tensile strength = 60–90 <obj>
has_consequence ⁝

≤

>

≤

>

Case1

thickness ≤ 25 mm 

has_condition

Grade 50 

has_consequence

has_condition

tensile strength
= 50–75

Case2

has_condition

has_condition
has_consequence

thickness ≤ 25 mm

Grade 60 tensile strength 
= 60–90 

Text, Context, Struct
Embedding

HDBSCAN

Triple Contruction 

𝑻𝒅𝒖𝒑

𝑻𝒊𝒏𝒗

Normalization Pruning
𝑻𝒔𝒆𝒍𝒇

Figure 1: Ontology-based Knowledge Graph Construction Pipeline. (1) Hierarchical Ontology Modeling: The document is organized into a hierarchical ontology
schema (Section, Subsection, Text/Table) to represent its structure explicitly. (2) Knowledge Graph Triple Extraction: An LLM extracts condition–consequence
triples from both textual and tabular content. (3) Ontology-based Knowledge Graph Construction: The extracted triples are refined through embedding-based
synonym normalization, HDBSCAN clustering, and pruning, then stored in Neo4j for use in the Ontology-aware KG-RAG framework.

𝑝
(ℓ )
𝑗

at level ℓ . Each compound proposition 𝑝 (ℓ )
𝑗

is defined as a com-
position of its unique set of sub-propositions 𝑝 (ℓ+1)

𝑗1
, . . . , 𝑝

(ℓ+1)
𝑗𝑚ℓ

. Each

𝑝
(ℓ )
𝑗

may represent either an atomic or a compound proposition,
while 𝑝 (ℓ )

𝑗
always denotes an atomic proposition.

3.2.2 Triple Extraction Function. Following the decomposition,
knowledge triples were extracted according to this hierarchical
logical structure. We define the triple extraction function as

𝑇 : 𝑋 ↦→ {triples}.

This function converts the hierarchical propositional structure of
the text into a graph representation by connecting parent and
child nodes across layers. In the structure 𝐴 → 𝐵, elements on
the left-hand side (𝐴), and those on the right-hand side (𝐵) via
has_condition. For each layer𝑇 (ℓ ≥ 2), the triple extraction func-
tion 𝑇 (ℓ) is defined as follows.

(i) Atomic proposition:

𝑇 (𝑝 (ℓ )
𝑗

) = {(𝑛𝑋𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 , ℎ𝑎𝑠𝛼,𝛽 , 𝑝
(ℓ+1)
𝑗𝑡

)},∀𝑡 ∈ {1, ··· ,𝑚ℓ−1},

where 𝑇 (𝑝 (1)
1 ) = {(𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑠𝑒 , ℎ𝑎𝑠𝛼,𝛽 , 𝑝 (2)

𝑗
)}, ∀𝑗 ∈ {1, 2}.

(4)

(ii) Compound proposition:

𝑇 (𝑝 (ℓ )
𝑗

) = {(𝑛𝑋𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 , ℎ𝑎𝑠𝛼,𝛽 , 𝑛𝑌𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 )},

where 𝑇 (𝑝 (1)
1 ) = {(𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑠𝑒 , ℎ𝑎𝑠𝛼,𝛽 , 𝑛𝑌𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 )}.

(5)

Here, 𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑠𝑒 denotes a conditional unit in the standard document
(e.g., a table row or a conditional clause in a paragraph) and serves

as the root node of the decomposition tree. 𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 represents an in-
termediate node generated during decomposition, grouping atomic
or lower-level propositions connected through logical operators
such as AND, OR. At each depth, an atomic proposition is repre-
sented directly as a node, while a compound proposition forms a
group node. Here, 𝛼 ∈ condition, consequence and 𝛽 ∈ ∧,∨. The
complete set of triples for a text is given by:

𝑇 (𝑡 (𝑖 )text) =
𝑛−1⋃
ℓ=1

𝑚ℓ−1⋃
𝑗=1

𝑇 (𝑝 (ℓ )
𝑗

), (6)

where 𝑇 (𝑝 (𝑖 ) ) denotes the set of triples extracted from each hier-
archical level. To operationalize the proposed framework on real-
world data, a rule-based triple extraction process was formulated
as an LLM prompt template. In addition, few-shot examples from
actual standard documents were incorporated to guide the model to-
ward consistent logical interpretation. Conversion rules for SI unit
normalization were also applied to ensure numerical consistency.
As a result, the system automatically generated triple sets that faith-
fully reflect the hierarchical logical structure of each sentence. An
example of the extracted triples is illustrated in Figure 2.

4 Ontology-Based Knowledge Graph
Construction

The ontology-based KG construction pipeline proposed in this study
comprises three stages: (1) Synonym Dictionary Construction, (2)
Knowledge Graph Refinement and Pruning, and (3) Graph Structure
Design.
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case1

logic_group1
rolled_width_
permitted_
variation = 
3.175 mm

203.2 mm 
≤ width ≤ 
508 mm

weights 
≤ 74.74 kg/m2

thickness 
≤ 9.525 mm

(case1, has_condition_AND, 203.2 mm ≤ width ≤ 
508 mm)
(case1, has_condition_AND, logic_group1)
(case1, has_consequence, 
rolled_width_permitted_variation = 3.175 mm)
(logic_group1, has_condtition_OR, thickness ≤ 
9.525 mm)
(logic_group1, has_condition_OR, weights ≤ 
74.74 kg/m2)

If the specified width is over 203.2 mm and up 
to 508 mm, and the thickness is to 9.525 mm, 
or the equivalent weight is to 74.74 kg/m², 
then the permitted variation in rolled width 
is 3.175 mm.

Figure 2: Example using the Atomic Proposition Ontology. (top-left) An exam-
ple of table data from the A6/A6M document represented in sentence form,
showing its conditional structure. (bottom-left) The set of triples extracted
using the Atomic Proposition Ontology. (right) An example of a knowledge
graph generated from the Atomic Proposition Ontology. Solid lines repre-
sent [has_condition_AND], dashed lines represent [has_condition_OR], and
dash–dot lines represent [has_consequence] relations.

4.1 Synonym Dictionary Construction
In this stage, a synonym dictionary for entities and relations is
constructed to ensure representational consistency and eliminate
redundancy in the KG. To achieve this, embeddings that integrate
textual, contextual, and structural information were clustered.

For the entity dictionary, the final representation of each entity
𝑒 is defined by concatenating three types of embeddings, as shown
in Eq. 7:

𝐸final (𝑒) =
[
𝐸text (𝑒) ; 𝐸ctx (𝑒) ; 𝐸pos (𝑒)

]
, (7)

where the textual semantic embedding 𝐸text (𝑒) captures the seman-
tic similarity of each entity using Sentence-BERT [26]. The local
contextual embedding 𝐸ctx (𝑒) is computed through Personalized
PageRank [13] to represent the contextual importance around a
specific node. Finally, the global structural embedding 𝐸pos (𝑒) re-
flects the overall structural position within the graph by employing
Spectral Embedding [4], which is based on the eigenvectors of the
graph Laplacian. The resulting embeddings 𝐸final (𝑒) are then clus-
tered using HDBSCAN [19] to form synonym entity groups. For the
relation dictionary, we adopt the same embedding approach for
each relation 𝑟 , with an additional Selectional Preference embed-
ding 𝐸prefer (𝑟 ) that captures the type distribution of subjects and
objects predominantly connected by relation 𝑟 (see Eq. 8).

𝐸final (𝑟 ) =
[
𝐸text (𝑟 ) ; 𝐸ctx (𝑟 ) ; 𝐸pos (𝑟 ) ; 𝐸prefer (𝑟 )

]
. (8)

In other words, we represent the likelihood of a relation occurring
between specific types of entity pairs (𝑢, 𝑣) as a probability distri-
bution 𝑝 (𝑡 |𝑢, 𝑣) to capture their functional similarity. Finally, we
cluster the relations using HDBSCAN and select the member closest to
the cluster center as the canonical predicate, thereby standardizing
relation representations.

4.2 Knowledge Graph Refinement and Pruning
4.2.1 Conceptual Normalization. Based on the previously constructed
synonym dictionary, dispersed relation labels are replaced with
canonical predicates, and diverse entity notations are unified into
standardized forms. This process eliminates conceptual redundancy
and prevents identical terms from being unnecessarily separated
into multiple nodes.

4.2.2 Structural Pruning. To enhance the structural efficiency and
density of the normalized graph, a multi-step pruning procedure
is applied to remove redundant or low-information elements. The
graph is represented by a node set𝑉 and a triple set𝑇 ⊆ 𝑈 ×𝑅 ×𝑉 ,
and the pruning process is defined as follows. Through this struc-
tural pruning, the knowledge graph achieves both computational
efficiency and analytical clarity.
(i) Self-loop Pruning: Relations referring to the same entity,𝑇self =
{(𝑢, 𝑟, 𝑣) ∈ 𝑇 | 𝑢 = 𝑣}, are semantically irrelevant and therefore
removed.
(ii) Inverse-edge Pruning: When bidirectional edges coexist, the
one with the lower weight according to Eq. 9 is removed to ensure
directionality. If the weights are identical, 𝑤 (𝑢, 𝑣) = 𝑤 (𝑣,𝑢), one
edge is removed according to a predefined node ordering rule to
maintain consistency.

𝑇inv = { argmin
𝑡 ∈{ (𝑢,𝑣),(𝑣,𝑢 ) }

𝑤 (𝑡) | (𝑢, 𝑣), (𝑣,𝑢) ∈ 𝑇 } (9)

(iii)Duplicate Triple Removal: When identical triples are ex-
tracted multiple times from the same document, as shown in Eq. 10,
only one instance is retained.

𝑇dup = {(𝑢, 𝑟, 𝑣)1, . . . , (𝑢, 𝑟, 𝑣)𝑘 | (𝑢, 𝑟, 𝑣)𝑖 ∈ 𝑇, 𝑘 > 1} (10)

After this triple removal process, isolated nodes with a degree of 0
are eliminated, resulting in the final triple set defined in Eq. 11.

𝑇final =𝑇 \ (𝑇self ∪𝑇inv ∪𝑇dup) (11)

4.3 Graph Structure Design
After refining the KG representations through Sections 4.1 and 4.2,
we designed a unified graph schema that integrates the document’s
hierarchical structure (ontology) with the KG. Finally, the unified
graph model was implemented in Neo4j, enabling both hierarchical
navigation and ontology-aware retrieval within the ontology–KG
integrated framework. In addition, a [MENTION] relation was estab-
lished to link each section node to the entities it contains. This dual
structure enables effective exploration of knowledge within specific
document regions and supports query answering that considers
hierarchical context. Finally, the

5 Ontology-Aware KG-RAG
While conventional KGs can be evaluated using predefined answer
sets, our ontology-based KG lacks explicit ground truths, making di-
rect evaluation difficult. Therefore, we adopted the ontology-aware
KG-RAG framework (Figure 3) to verify whether the proposed
KG contributes to QA performance improvement. To this end, we
selected two baselines with different retrieval and reasoning strate-
gies: MindMap [31] and KG-Retriever [6], and modified them to
incorporate the ontology-aware KG for comparative evaluation.

Ontology-aware MindMap is a method designed to enhance co-
operative reasoning between the KG and the LLM. It extracts key
entities from the question, matches them with KG embeddings to
establish anchors, and collects condition–consequence triples along
the document’s hierarchical structure. It then identifies relevant
evidence by exploring shortest paths between entities and com-
paring triple–query embedding similarities. Finally, the selected
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Figure 3: Ontology-aware KG-RAG framework. (Left) The ontology-aware MindMap selects evidence by reflecting the document’s hierarchical ontology structure.
(Right) The Ontology-aware KG-Retriever combines ontology-based retrieval with global KG exploration. Finally, triples are extracted and inserted into the prompt
through a re-ranking process.

evidence is integrated into a reasoning graph and inserted into the
LLM prompt to enable structurally coherent answer generation.

In contrast, ontology-aware KG-Retriever integrates the hierar-
chical structure and global context of documents to extract precise
evidence. At the ontology KG-Level, each section pair (𝑡 (𝑖 )title, 𝑡

(𝑖 )
text) is

embedded, and the cosine similarity cos(q, d𝑖 ) between the query
q and section embedding d𝑖 is computed. Triples are then retrieved
from the top-𝐾 sections. At the global KG-Level, the guided search
module calculates the similarity between the query and triples to
extract supplementary evidence. Finally, the retrieved results are
integrated, reranked, and inserted into the LLM prompt for answer
generation. Detailed descriptions of the framework are provided in
Appendix A.

6 Experiments
In this section, we empirically analyze the performance of the
proposed ontology-aware KG-RAG from multiple perspectives. We
conduct quantitative experiments to answer the following research
questions (RQs):
• RQ1: To what extent does the proposed ontology-aware KG-
RAG improve QA performance compared to baseline RAG mod-
els?

• RQ2: Can the proposed method effectively generalize to real-
world domain problems such as toxic clause detection?

• RQ3: How does QA performance vary depending on the com-
bination of input information types (Text, KG, Ontology)?,

• RQ4: What are the individual and combined effects of the syn-
onym dictionary and pruning modules on performance?

• RQ5: How does the knowledge graph exploration range (num-
ber of hops) affect QA performance, and what is the optimal
depth?

6.1 Experimental Setup
IndusSpec-QA Dataset. In this study, we constructed a dataset
that reflects the structural characteristics of industrial documents.
Considering the hierarchical nature of industrial standards, both

Table 1: Summary statistics of the IndusSpec-QA dataset constructed from
three industrial standards. ‘Page’ indicates the number of pages in the original
documents. The dataset consists of three task types—rule, multi-hop, and
table—and is built upon custom knowledge graphs. The table summarizes
the number of QA pairs per task and the scale of the graph (nodes, relations,
triples).

Dataset A578/A578M API_2W A6/A6M
Page 5 27 63
Question 501 384 663
Rule 414 179 200
Multi-hop 79 86 63
Table 8 119 400
Node 606 1320 10976
Relation 52 121 216
Triplet 1986 5128 53508

section titles and subordinate texts were utilized to enable natural
question generation. The dataset was built based on the hierarchical
ontology model defined in Section 3.1, where within 𝑈𝑖 , (1) 𝑡 (𝑖 )𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒

was used to define the scope of the query, and (2) 𝑡 (𝑖 )𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 (including
text and tables) was referenced for automatic question generation.
The generated questions were then manually reviewed by the re-
search team to correct inconsistencies, ambiguity, and duplication,
followed by final validation by domain experts. Dataset statistics
are presented in Table 1, and see Appendix Table 8.

Baselines. In this study, we established four categories of base-
line models: (1) cases without external knowledge (LLM-only), (2)
cases where the full document is directly provided to the model
(LLM w/full doc), (3) cases utilizing unstructured text retrieval
(Text-only RAG), and (4) KG-based approaches that do not incor-
porate ontology structures (KG-RAG). Comparative experiments
were conducted across these categories using various models. See
Appendix B.

EvaluationMetrics. In this study, model performancewas eval-
uated using F1-Score, BERTScore, BLEU, and Rouge. F1 measures
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Table 2: Performance comparison across datasets. Four categories of QA models were compared using three industrial standard documents. The results represent
weighted averages of rule, table, and multi-hop task performances, with the best scores shown in bold and the second-best underlined.

Type Method A578/A578M API_2W A6/A6M

F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge

LLM-only
GPT-4o-mini 0.013 0.806 0.004 0.020 0.010 0.800 0.003 0.014 0.002 0.790 0.002 0.003
gemini-2.0-flash 0.000 0.802 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.797 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.790 0.002 0.003
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.043 0.817 0.016 0.049 0.040 0.809 0.018 0.046 0.036 0.800 0.016 0.039

LLM w/full doc
GPT-4o-mini 0.308 0.867 0.157 0.357 0.298 0.864 0.120 0.361 0.152 0.826 0.066 0.174
gemini-2.0-flash 0.282 0.861 0.159 0.315 0.276 0.853 0.142 0.314 0.206 0.834 0.083 0.273
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.077 0.874 0.165 0.384 0.382 0.884 0.156 0.463 0.130 0.824 0.069 0.152

Text-only RAG

BM25+Qwen1.5-14B 0.306 0.876 0.129 0.381 0.306 0.881 0.124 0.431 0.154 0.837 0.054 0.208
BM25+Mistral-7B 0.279 0.865 0.118 0.346 0.242 0.859 0.112 0.300 0.128 0.837 0.050 0.183
BM25+GPT-4o-mini 0.366 0.880 0.193 0.433 0.308 0.868 0.140 0.357 0.160 0.831 0.070 0.195
BM25+gemini-2.0 0.340 0.876 0.184 0.405 0.291 0.859 0.137 0.350 0.159 0.825 0.076 0.184
Dense+Qwen1.5-14B 0.264 0.870 0.104 0.322 0.372 0.891 0.134 0.475 0.179 0.852 0.067 0.223
Dense+Mistral-7B 0.255 0.859 0.100 0.318 0.277 0.864 0.112 0.348 0.152 0.840 0.059 0.223
Dense+GPT-4o-mini 0.314 0.871 0.499 0.370 0.413 0.888 0.160 0.476 0.175 0.828 0.079 0.205
Dense+gemini-2.0 0.309 0.870 0.167 0.359 0.348 0.875 0.164 0.471 0.167 0.825 0.077 0.203

KG-RAG
(non-finetuned)

MindMap (Wen et al., 2024) 0.370 0.879 0.224 0.426 0.334 0.887 0.145 0.412 0.223 0.851 0.113 0.255
KG Retriever (Chen et al., 2024) 0.319 0.874 0.170 0.476 0.223 0.862 0.090 0.301 0.190 0.853 0.067 0.281

Ontology-aware KG-RAG Ontology-aware MindMap 0.511 0.911 0.313 0.585 0.494 0.915 0.265 0.569 0.441 0.892 0.186 0.518
(non-finetuned) Ontology-aware KG-Retriever 0.639 0.933 0.424 0.653 0.448 0.909 0.268 0.527 0.191 0.854 0.084 0.194

the balance between precision and recall, BERTScore evaluates se-
mantic similarity between sentences, and BLEU and Rouge assess
n-gram and phrase overlap. In the toxic clause detection task, Recall
was additionally analyzed, as accurately identifying actual toxic
clauses is of primary importance.
Implementation Details. All ontology-aware KG-RAG experi-
ments used GPT-4o-mini as the inferencemodel, while GPT-5-mini
was employed for KG triple extraction. ontology-aware MindMap
was configured with 3-hop exploration and KG-Retriever with 2-
hop, with both models inserting up to 30 triples into the LLM
prompt. Sentence-BERT (all-MiniLM-L6-v2) was used for embedding-
based similarity computation, and experiments with open-source
LLMs were conducted on eight NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPUs 24GB.

6.2 Experimental Results
(RQ1) PerformanceComparison. We compared the performance
of the four categories of baseline models across the three industrial
standard datasets, and the results are summarized in Table 2. From
these experiments, the following key observations can be drawn:

• Ontology-aware KG-RAG achieved the highest perfor-
mance across all datasets. The average F1 score reached
0.454, representing a significant improvement over existing
methods. This demonstrates that ontology-based knowledge
graphs are a decisive factor in enhancing QA performance for
specialized domains such as industrial standards.

• The LLM-only approach shows strong limitations in spe-
cialized domains.With an average F1 score of only 0.016, it in-
dicates that LLMs alone, without access to external knowledge,
cannot generate meaningful answers in technical document
domains.

• LLM w/full doc suffers from information overload. Al-
though the average F1 score of 0.235 outperformed the LLM-
only approach, it still fell far short of the proposed ontology-
aware KG-RAG. This suggests that simply injecting the entire

table rule multi-hop
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Figure 4: F1 performance comparison by data type. In the QA experiments
conducted on three standard documents, the average F1-scores of five model
categories were compared across three data types: table, rule, and multi-hop.

document leads to information overload, hindering effective
reasoning.

• KG-RAG shows only marginal improvement over Text-
only RAG. The performance gap between Text-only RAG (av-
erage F1: 0.277) and conventional KG-RAG (average F1: 0.304)
was minor, implying that previous KG-RAG frameworks failed
to fully exploit the potential of structural knowledge. In con-
trast, the ontology-aware KG-RAG achieved a 64% improve-
ment (0.277→ 0.454), underscoring the crucial role of domain
ontology design in industrial QA tasks.

• Ontology-aware KG-RAG remains stable regardless of
document length. Overall, performance was slightly lower
for the longer document A6/A6M (63p) compared to the shorter
A578/A578M (5p), suggesting that evidence extraction becomes
more complex as document length increases. Nevertheless,
ontology-aware KG-RAG maintained relatively stable perfor-
mance even under such conditions, showing particular strength
in long-document QA.

Furthermore, Figure 4 presents the average F1-scores across
models within each methodological category, showing that the
performance gap between methods varies depending on the task
type. The ontology-aware KG-RAG achieved the highest average
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Table 3: Performance on API_2W toxic clause detection task (F1, Accuracy,
Recall).Ontology-aware KG-Retriever achieved the best results across all met-
rics, and ontology-aware MindMap also showed improved performance com-
pared to the baseline without ontology integration.

Type Method F1 Acc Recall

LLM-only
GPT-4o-mini 0.558 0.667 0.438
gemini-2.0-flash 0.000 0.520 0.000
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.591 0.685 0.471

LLM w/full doc
GPT-4o-mini 0.812 0.833 0.752
gemini-2.0-flash 0.527 0.667 0.364
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.850 0.857 0.890

Text-only RAG

BM25+Qwen1.5-14B 0.870 0.869 0.895
BM25+Mistral-7B 0.837 0.826 0.917
BM25+GPT-4o-mini 0.878 0.879 0.886
BM25+gemini-2.0-flash 0.887 0.888 0.895
Dense+Qwen1.5-14B 0.871 0.872 0.893
Dense+Mistral-7B 0.834 0.825 0.809
Dense+GPT-4o-mini 0.851 0.861 0.826
Dense+gemini-2.0-flash 0.851 0.864 0.818

KG-RAG
(non-finetuned)

MindMap (Wen et al., 2024) 0.819 0.812 0.880
KG Retriever (Chen et al., 2024) 0.900 0.905 0.893

Ontology-aware KG-RAG Ontology-aware MindMap 0.828 0.832 0.883
(non-finetuned) Ontology-aware KG-Retriever 0.910 0.913 0.926

F1 in all task types. Specifically, it outperformed the conventional
KG-RAG by 93.7% in the table task (0.158 → 0.306), by 12.3% in
the rule task (0.367 → 0.412), and by 59.7% in the multi-hop task
(0.231→ 0.369). The strong improvement in the table task suggests
that tabular, structured data aligns particularly well with ontology-
based schema representations, leading to more effective reasoning.
These results indicate that the complex rules and constraints of
industrial standards can only be effectively handled through the
structural knowledge representation provided by ontologies. Over-
all, this finding strongly underscores that ontology-based, knowl-
edge graph–driven approaches are essential for highly specialized
domains such as industrial standards. The substantial improvement
over LLM-only models clearly demonstrates the importance of inte-
grating external knowledge and highlights that systematic domain
ontology construction will be a key direction for future develop-
ment.

(RQ2) Performance on Toxic Clause Detection Task. We con-
ducted comparative experiments to evaluate the performance of
the proposed method in the toxic clause detection task. This task in-
volves distinguishing whether a given clause is toxic by presenting
both the original sentences from the document and their modified
versions with altered numerical values or words. The dataset was
constructed using the API_2W document and consisted of 252 clas-
sification problems, with examples provided in Appendix Table 9.
As shown in Table 3, the ontology-aware KG-Retriever achieved
the best performance across all evaluation metrics. Furthermore,
the ontology-aware MindMap also demonstrated improved results
compared to the original MindMap without ontology integration.
Since correctly identifying actual toxic clauses is the key objective
of this task, the recall metric is particularly important. The results
confirm that the ontology-based KG-RAG approach achieved no-
table performance gains in this aspect as well.

(RQ3) Effect of KG and Ontology Integration. To evaluate the
individual contributions of the ontology and KG components, we

Table 4: Ablation study on API_2W rule data. Performance comparison of
LLM w/doc, with Ontology, with KG, and with both. Adding both Ontology
and KG yields the highest gains across all metrics.

F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge
LLM w/doc 0.298 0.864 0.120 0.361
+ KG 0.334 0.887 0.145 0.412
+ Ontology 0.413 0.888 0.160 0.476
+ Ontology + KG 0.494 0.915 0.265 0.569

conducted an ablation study. In the experiment using only the ontol-
ogy module, triple extraction was excluded, and only the hierarchi-
cal ontology structure was applied. As shown in Table 4, when both
ontology and KG were utilized together, the F1 increased from 0.298
to 0.494, representing an improvement of approximately 65%. Even
when compared to using the KG module alone (F1: 0.334), the com-
bined model achieved about a 47% performance gain. Interestingly,
the performance with the ontology module alone surpassed that of
the KG-only setting, suggesting that the hierarchical understanding
of document structure provided by the ontology contributed more
substantially to overall performance improvement.

(RQ4) Effect of Synonym Dictionary and Pruning. In this
experiment, we evaluated the contributions of the synonym dictio-
nary and pruning modules in the KG construction process using
F1 and Rouge metrics. As shown in Figure 5, the performance of
the ontology-aware MindMap gradually improved as the two mod-
ules were applied step by step. In contrast, for the ontology-aware
KG-Retriever, applying either the synonym dictionary or pruning
individually resulted in slight decreases in F1 or Rouge, suggesting
that applying each module in isolation may lead to partial informa-
tion loss. However, when both modules were applied together, the
performance improved the most, demonstrating their complemen-
tary effects. These results confirm that integrating the synonym
dictionary and pruning processes is essential for effective KG re-
finement.

(RQ5) Performance under Different 𝑘-Hop Neighborhoods.
Figure 6 presents the experimental results of varying hop sizes for
the two proposed ontology-based methods. The ontology-aware
MindMap achieved the highest performance at 3-hop, while the
ontology-aware KG-Retriever performed best at 2-hop. This dif-
ference appears to stem from the distinct structural characteris-
tics of their retrieval mechanisms. Specifically, the ontology-aware
KG-Retriever explores multidimensionally connected nodes across
ontology and KG levels, whereas the ontology-aware MindMap
follows a more linear exploration pattern. Consequently, these
structural differences lead to different optimal hop values for the
two methods. In subsequent experiments, we applied the respective
optimal hop settings for each approach.

7 Conclusion
This study proposed an ontology-based KG construction methodol-
ogy to effectively structure industrial standards that contain con-
ditional rules, numerical relations, and complex tables. The pro-
posed pipeline hierarchically organizes documents into ontologies,
extracts triples from logical statements, and refines the extracted
triples through synonym normalization and pruning. To evaluate its
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Figure 6: Performance across different k-hop settings using API_2W rule data.
For all evaluation metrics, the ontology-aware MindMap achieved the best
performance at 3-hop, while the ontology-aware KG-Retriever showed the
highest performance at 2-hop.

effectiveness, we constructed QA and toxic clause detection datasets
and implemented an ontology-aware KG-RAG framework. The pro-
posed method yielded a 64% average F1 improvement compared
to conventional KG-RAG models, with particularly notable gains
in table reasoning tasks. These results demonstrate that atomic
proposition ontology modeling, hierarchical ontology structuring,
and synonym–pruning refinement are complementary components
that collectively enhance reasoning performance. Overall, this work
establishes that complex industrial standards can be systematically
transformed into reliable and scalable knowledge graphs, thereby
contributing to domain-specific RAG development and intelligent
document management.
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A Ontology-Aware KG-RAG Details
A.1 Ontology-Aware MindMap
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LLM-integrated Reasoning.

In the Entity Extraction stage, core entity candidates are iden-
tified from the question using an LLM-based module. The extracted
entities are then refined into a set of the most relevant entities by
matching them against the preconstructed KG embeddings using

cosine similarity. This refined entity set serves as the starting point
(anchor) for subsequent graph exploration.

In the Evidence Graph Mining stage, the graph is expanded
around the matched entities to collect evidence. First, Neighbor
Search explores relationships with adjacent nodes to gather local
triples and strengthen contextual understanding. Then, Path Search
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by the KG, and compensates for missing or incorrect information
in the KG using its internal knowledge. This enables cooperative
reasoning between the KG and the LLM.

A.2 Ontology-Aware KG-Retriever
The proposed method consists of two stages of evidence retrieval at
the ontology KG level and the global KG level, followed by a final
stage that integrates the retrieved evidence into the LLM prompt.

At the Ontology KG-Level, each title within the document is
treated as a semantic unit, and its associated text is embedded to
compute cosine similarity with the query. Based on this, the top
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for the KG triples contained within each title, 1-hop triples are first
retrieved, and if insufficient, expansion continues to 2-hop triples
to sequentially collect evidence. Specifically, 20, 10, and 5 triples are
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capture both local semantic contexts and the hierarchical structure
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The Global KG-Level excludes title segmentation and directly
searches the entire KG for triples semantically similar to the query.
Both 1-hop and 2-hop searches are performed to collect 30 triples,
thereby providing global structural cues beyond local constraints.
Additionally, a Guided Search module computes direct similarity
between the query embeddings and the textual representations
of triples (including table-based ones) to retrieve an additional 20
triples. This guided search functions as an independent complemen-
tary module that reinforces semantic relevance alongside structural
cues.

In the final stage, the evidence obtained from the ontology KG
and global KG explorations (a total of 85 triples) is integrated into
a single candidate pool. The top 30 triples are then selected via
similarity-based re-ranking with the query and inserted into the
LLM prompt for answer generation. Through this multi-stage ev-
idence extraction and re-ranking procedure, the ontology-aware
KG-Retriever effectively incorporates both the semantic context
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Table 5: A578/A578M performance comparison across different question types. Results of comparing various QA models on table, rule, and multi-hop question
types.

Type Method table rule multi-hop

F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge

LLM-only
GPT-4o-mini 0.000 0.773 0.000 0.000 0.013 0.806 0.004 0.021 0.017 0.806 0.006 0.016
gemini-2.0-flash 0.000 0.773 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.802 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.806 0.000 0.000
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.000 0.773 0.000 0.000 0.048 0.819 0.018 0.055 0.021 0.814 0.005 0.025

LLM w/full doc
GPT-4o-mini 0.000 0.776 0.000 0.031 0.297 0.866 0.154 0.339 0.388 0.881 0.167 0.454
gemini-2.0-flash 0.000 0.773 0.000 0.000 0.276 0.861 0.163 0.307 0.344 0.872 0.157 0.388
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.000 0.766 0.000 0.195 0.033 0.876 0.174 0.383 0.317 0.890 0.139 0.407

Text-only RAG

BM25+Qwen1.5-14B 0.000 0.821 0.000 0.219 0.312 0.876 0.137 0.38 0.307 0.880 0.133 0.402
BM25+Mistral-7B 0.000 0.776 0.000 0.179 0.276 0.865 0.121 0.331 0.320 0.874 0.114 0.441
BM25+GPT-4o-mini 0.064 0.812 0.009 0.343 0.360 0.880 0.194 0.419 0.430 0.890 0.209 0.516
BM25+gemini-2.0-flash 0.000 0.800 0.000 0.25 0.332 0.875 0.184 0.391 0.416 0.887 0.201 0.493
Dense+Qwen1.5-14B 0.000 0.828 0.000 0.324 0.262 0.869 0.109 0.310 0.302 0.882 0.104 0.389
Dense+Mistral-7B 0.011 0.775 0.001 0.185 0.251 0.859 0.101 0.305 0.290 0.867 0.105 0.390
Dense+GPT-4o-mini 0.110 0.827 0.018 0.411 0.295 0.868 0.560 0.342 0.432 0.862 0.225 0.516
Dense+gemini-2.0 0.000 0.803 0.000 0.281 0.296 0.868 0.161 0.337 0.407 0.887 0.216 0.480

KG-RAG
(non-finetuned)

MindMap (Wen et al., 2024) 0.500 0.833 0.972 0.633 1.000 0.878 0.238 0.417 0.345 0.883 0.148 0.455
KG Retriever (Chen et al., 2024) 0.118 0.822 0.730 0.750 0.338 0.878 0.170 0.403 0.253 0.859 0.119 0.529

Ontology-aware KG-RAG Ontology-aware MindMap 0.875 0.978 0.725 1.000 0.511 0.911 0.329 0.573 0.476 0.907 0.226 0.607
(non-finetuned) Ontology-aware KG-Retriever 0.351 0.876 0.030 0.375 0.639 0.934 0.440 0.654 0.670 0.935 0.380 0.676

Table 6: API_2W performance comparison across different question types. Results of comparing various QA models on table, rule, and multi-hop question types.

Type Method table rule multi-hop

F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge

LLM-only
GPT-4o-mini 0.000 0.800 0.000 0.000 0.010 0.797 0.002 0.013 0.025 0.806 0.007 0.035
gemini-2.0-flash 0.000 0.800 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.795 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.799 0.000 0.006
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.005 0.803 0.001 0.005 0.005 0.809 0.003 0.058 0.069 0.818 0.017 0.079

LLM w/full doc
GPT-4o-mini 0.222 0.862 0.055 0.312 0.325 0.862 0.155 0.372 0.346 0.872 0.139 0.408
gemini-2.0-flash 0.121 0.828 0.037 0.182 0.369 0.867 0.208 0.387 0.295 0.859 0.151 0.326
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.352 0.888 0.078 0.472 0.412 0.884 0.208 0.471 0.360 0.879 0.155 0.435

Text-only RAG

BM25+Qwen1.5-14B 0.098 0.882 0.017 0.388 0.411 0.879 0.185 0.464 0.375 0.886 0.147 0.424
BM25+Mistral-7B 0.053 0.836 0.015 0.125 0.352 0.870 0.174 0.402 0.273 0.866 0.119 0.330
BM25+GPT-4o-mini 0.156 0.847 0.027 0.234 0.404 0.881 0.205 0.439 0.316 0.872 0.162 0.357
BM25+gemini-2.0-flash 0.110 0.830 0.025 0.218 0.396 0.873 0.191 0.428 0.322 0.870 0.178 0.369
Dense+Qwen1.5-14B 0.334 0.906 0.061 0.531 0.392 0.883 0.171 0.458 0.383 0.889 0.159 0.434
Dense+Mistral-7B 0.141 0.854 0.024 0.249 0.359 0.869 0.163 0.406 0.294 0.869 0.127 0.364
Dense+GPT-4o-mini 0.405 0.897 0.072 0.502 0.439 0.886 0.214 0.468 0.372 0.879 0.171 0.419
Dense+gemini-2.0-flash 0.222 0.863 0.045 0.496 0.449 0.884 0.234 0.491 0.313 0.872 0.185 0.393

KG-RAG
(non-finetuned)

MindMap (Wen et al., 2024) 0.468 0.929 0.173 0.610 0.303 0.873 0.157 0.358 0.214 0.860 0.081 0.256
KG Retriever (Chen et al., 2024) 0.135 0.850 0.027 0.232 0.344 0.873 0.162 0.420 0.081 0.854 0.027 0.151

Ontology-aware KG-RAG Ontology-aware MindMap 0.531 0.933 0.211 0.621 0.529 0.917 0.323 0.605 0.371 0.888 0.217 0.421
(non-finetuned) Ontology-aware KG-Retriever 0.135 0.879 0.036 0.317 0.646 0.933 0.419 0.679 0.470 0.902 0.274 0.600

of the query and the structural knowledge of the KG, leading to
enhanced QA performance.

B Baselines
• LLM-only generates answers directly from the input query
without using any external knowledge sources. For this setting,
we employ GPT-4o-mini, Gemini-2.0-Flash, and
DeepSeek-V3.1 (DeepSeek-Chat) as representative LLMs [9,
10, 23].

• LLM w/full doc divides the entire document into multiple
segments according to the prompt length limit. Each segment
is processed to generate partial answers, which are then aggre-
gated to produce the final response. The same LLMs are used
as in the LLM-only setting, and depending on document length,
the document is split into 2 to 20 sub-prompts.

• BM25 retriever + LLMs is a traditional information retrieval
method that evaluates keyword matching between queries and
documents based on term frequency (TF) and inverse document
frequency (IDF). The top-𝑘 documents are retrieved for each
query, where 𝑘 = 5 in this study [27].

• Ada-002 embedding retriever + LLMs uses the OpenAI em-
bedding model to vectorize text and retrieve the top-𝑘 docu-
ments based on semantic similarity, capturing contextual mean-
ing more effectively than BM25. In this experiment, 𝑘 = 5 [22].

• MindMap is a reasoning framework that integrates LLMs with
KGs. It first explores subgraphs relevant to the query, converts
them into natural language representations suitable for LLM in-
put, and uses them for reasoning. A key feature of this method
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Table 7: A6/A6M performance comparison across different question types. Results of comparing various QA models on table, rule, and multi-hop question types.

Type Method table rule multi-hop

F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge F1 BERTScore BLEU Rouge

LLM-only
GPT-4o-mini 0.004 0.784 0.003 0.005 0.000 0.799 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.803 0.000 0.000
gemini-2.0-flash 0.004 0.784 0.003 0.004 0.000 0.799 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.804 0.001 0.003
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.007 0.786 0.003 0.008 0.091 0.824 0.044 0.099 0.047 0.817 0.011 0.053

LLM w/full doc
GPT-4o-mini 0.083 0.805 0.016 0.100 0.244 0.857 0.136 0.269 0.294 0.864 0.163 0.347
gemini-2.0-flash 0.110 0.806 0.008 0.132 0.370 0.879 0.216 0.410 0.290 0.865 0.139 0.350
DeepSeek-v3.1 0.006 0.792 0.003 0.014 0.343 0.876 0.184 0.386 0.243 0.862 0.121 0.294

Text-only RAG

BM25+Qwen1.5-14B 0.053 0.817 0.009 0.112 0.311 0.867 0.121 0.356 0.295 0.869 0.124 0.344
BM25+Mistral-7B 0.036 0.819 0.007 0.085 0.266 0.862 0.107 0.321 0.274 0.871 0.138 0.37
BM25+GPT-4o-mini 0.043 0.803 0.010 0.072 0.333 0.871 0.161 0.376 0.349 0.877 0.164 0.396
BM25+gemini-2.0-flash 0.016 0.788 0.003 0.030 0.367 0.882 0.195 0.423 0.346 0.876 0.165 0.401
Dense+Qwen1.5-14B 0.078 0.836 0.013 0.116 0.339 0.876 0.152 0.387 0.314 0.876 0.141 0.378
Dense+Mistral-7B 0.064 0.827 0.012 0.145 0.292 0.858 0.131 0.336 0.264 0.864 0.127 0.362
Dense+GPT-4o-mini 0.063 0.799 0.012 0.085 0.340 0.871 0.178 0.380 0.362 0.877 0.191 0.414
Dense+gemini-2.0-flash 0.044 0.792 0.006 0.075 0.364 0.876 0.192 0.399 0.324 0.874 0.162 0.390

KG-RAG
(non-finetuned)

MindMap (Wen et al., 2024) 0.117 0.834 0.034 0.130 0.404 0.877 0.255 0.458 0.322 0.880 0.167 0.405
KG Retriever (Chen et al., 2024) 0.107 0.843 0.013 0.224 0.356 0.874 0.178 0.413 0.185 0.853 0.057 0.224

Ontology-aware KG-RAG Ontology-aware MindMap 0.468 0.898 0.135 0.562 0.438 0.885 0.285 0.472 0.344 0.878 0.192 0.398
(non-finetuned) Ontology-aware KG-Retriever 0.124 0.842 0.029 0.106 0.474 0.897 0.163 0.303 0.355 0.881 0.185 0.405

is its entity-centric graph expansion and reasoning path orga-
nization, where the evidence graph is structured into a “mind
map” [31].

• KG-Retriever consists of two stages: a document-level stage
that selects documents semantically related to the query, and
a KG-level stage that extracts relevant triples from within the
selected documents. The retrieved triples are then inserted into
the LLM prompt for answer generation [6].

C Dataset Details

Table 8: Representative question examples from IndusSpec-QA. This table
presents representative sample questions extracted from the IndusSpec-QA
dataset. Each question type (table, rule, multi-hop) reflects the structural
characteristics and query patterns of industrial standard documents, derived
directly from the specification texts.

Type Question Answer

table What is the maximum percentage of Nickel al-
lowed in the chemical requirements for Grade
60?

1

rule What does CE stand for in the context of heat
analysis?

carbon equivalent

multi-hop What processes did TMCP evolve from, as dis-
cussed in the bibliographical reference regard-
ing fine-grained steel?

controlled rolling
processes

Table 9: Representative toxic clause question examples. This table presents
sample questions from the toxic clause dataset. The questions reflect potential
risk clauses related to industrial standards, and the answers are derived from
the corresponding regulatory provisions. In particular, answers marked as No
indicate toxic clauses that conflict with the actual standards.

Question Answer

Does the regulation allow specimens to be taken without being
adjacent to tensile test coupons?

No

If a specimen fails during the drop-weight test, must two additional
specimens from each plate be retested?

Yes

Are blisters considered acceptable surface imperfections even if they
do not reduce the thickness below minimum?

No

D Prompt Templete
Prompt Example for Triplet Extraction

Instruction: You are an expert in constructing knowledge graphs.
Your task is to extract knowledge triplets (subject–relation–object)
from the given tabular or textual content.
Output Format:
<triplet> {subject} <subj> {object} <obj> {relation_name}
Guidelines (excerpt):
1. Extract only semantically meaningful and domain-relevant relations.
2. Normalize all values into SI units.
3. For plain text, use relations such as covers, applies_to, produced_by,
used_for, stands_for, and defined_as.
4. For conditional statements and tabular data, extract triplets
using only the relations has_condition[_AND/_OR] and
has_consequence[_AND/_OR].
5. For tabular input:
• each non-empty cell becomes a case node (case1, case2, . . . ).
• Row and column labels are treated as conditions, while cell values
are treated as consequences.

• Introduce logic_groupX when both AND/OR appear.
Examples:
Example1 (Input):
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If the plate thickness exceeds 2 in. [50 mm], heat treatment shall be
required.
Example1 (Output):
<triplet> case1 <subj> plate thickness ≥ 50 mm <obj> has_condition
<triplet> case1 <subj> heat treatment <obj> has_consequence
.
.
.

Now extract triplets from the following section:
Input: {text}
Output:

E Synonym Dictionary Visualization

Figure 7: Relation synonym dictionary visualization. This figure presents a
partial Sunburst diagram illustrating the hierarchical relationships between
canonical predicates (central concepts) and their corresponding paraphrases
(synonymous expressions). Each central predicate encompasses a set of outer
synonyms, visualized as clusters that integrate semantically similar relation
expressions.

F Ontology-Based Knowledge Graph
Visualization

Figure 8: Visualization of an ontology-based knowledge graph using Neo4j.
Node colors represent the hierarchical structure of the document: red nodes
indicate document names, orange nodes represent sections, yellow nodes
denote subsections, and green nodes correspond to subsubsections. Blue nodes
illustrate specific entitiesmentionedwithin the document. The edges explicitly
express relationships between document structure and knowledge, such as
[HAS_CHILD], [MENTION], and [HAS_CONSEQUENCE_AND].
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