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Running commentary to Being and Time, sections 1-5
Two very important, and roughly synonymous, terms in Being and Time are “understanding” (Verstehen) and “comprehension” (Verständnis).  For someone to understand, or comprehend, a given way of being is for him or her to be able to encounter entities in that way of being.  
Shortly after the publication of Being and Time, Heidegger coined the phrase “ontological difference” to express the fact that being is not a being.  The being of beings is neither a physical, a mental, nor a universal entity.

One way to understand what Heidegger means by “being as such” is the totality of ways of being of beings, taken in their distinctness and interrelatedness.  That is, being as such is a sort of unity that is articulated into the various ways of being of beings.

Reaching the goal of the question of being – i.e., ascertaining the sense of being as such – involves making explicit our usually implicit understanding of being.  (After all, we normally focus on beings, not their ways of being.)  His picture is that Dasein is the being to which an understanding of being as such belongs.  Thus, he hopes, explicating Dasein’s being (and its sense) will be a good first step in explicating being as such (and its sense).  To anticipate things a lot, Heidegger (in a lecture-course delivered right after the publication of Being and Time) ends up defining the sense of being as such as Dasein’s temporality in so far as this temporality makes possible Dasein’s understanding of being.
Section 3: 
Each science is determined by the domain of objects it studies.  The most basic concepts of a science are those that delimit its object-domain.  These basic concepts are concepts of what it is to be an object of the science in question.  Basic concepts are thus ontological concepts.  Since Heidegger takes philosophy to be the science of being, i.e., ontology, he regards the choice of basic concepts as a genuinely philosophical matter.  

Ontological concepts are not directly observable, but rather must always already be involved in conducting observations.  For example, a biologist must have some – perhaps implicit – understanding of life in order to be able to conduct biological experiments on living things.  Or a physicist must have some understanding of the being of physical objects in order to begin to formulate physical theories or perform physical experiments or observations.  Because basic concepts are presupposed by everyday scientific research, they are a priori (literally: “from before experience”) – but still revisable in the light of new evidence.  

A science encounters a “crisis” when it becomes clear that its basic concepts cannot do justice to its object-domain: that they obscure the objects of the science.  What are called “scientific revolutions”, or “paradigm shifts”, take place as a response to such crises.  They consist in part in the development of new basic concepts, more appropriate to the object-domain.  As Heidegger was writing Being and Time, many sciences were undergoing major crises and revolutions.  He mentions mathematics, physics, biology, history, and theology.  Heidegger’s own ontological investigations are closely related to the ontological questions raised in the scientific crises of the day.  In addition, he is proposing a revolution in the science of ontology itself.
Heidegger’s ontology is not limited to clarifying the basic concepts of the positive sciences.  For he is also interested in showing how the categories employed by the sciences have their foundation in the way of being of human beings.  In his 1929 book, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Heidegger calls the ontology of human beings a “philosophical anthropology.”  Unlike empirical anthropology, which is the positive science that investigates similarities and differences among human communities, philosophical anthropology seeks to clarify what human beings are.  Heidegger’s claim is that human beings can understand the ways of being employed in the positive sciences only because of our distinctive way of being.  (Note that since Heidegger is not attempting to reduce the validity of any scientific theory to something merely anthropological, psychological, or biological, he is not guilty of any kind of relativism.)

Section 4:
One of the ways in which our (human) way of being is distinctive is that, unlike rocks, plants, and probably many other animals, we have an understanding of our own way of being.  This self-understanding, however, is normally not explicit, or ontological.  Instead, it is implicit, or pre-ontological.  

Heidegger defines existence as the human way of being, i.e., the way of being of Dasein.  Note that existence is by definition different from reality, the way of being of physical objects as such.

An ontological feature of an entity is a feature that the entity must have in virtue of its way of being.  For example, Dasein’s ontological features include the facts that it inhabits some world, has some relation to some human community, and is mortal.  On the other hand, an ontic feature of an entity is a feature than the entity may, but need not, have in virtue of its being.  For example, ontological features of Abraham Lincoln include his being able to relate to other people as such, his ability to use tools, his pursuing human projects in his own life, his being mortal, etc.  And ontic features of Abraham Lincoln include the facts that he was a great orator, that he was American, and that he died in 1865.

Since Dasein’s being is existence, Heidegger calls ontological features of Dasein existential, and ontic features of Dasein existentiell.  Ontological features of entities other than Dasein are categories.
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Heidegger calls the project of clarifying being as such fundamental ontology.  Thus fundamental ontology consists of the question “What is being as such?”, and what is found out, or ascertained, in the questioning “The sense of being as such is the temporal sense of Dasein’s being.”  This is analogous to asking someone how to get to a particular destination, and then finding out, or ascertaining, just which streets to take, etc.
Recall from Section 2 that Heidegger proposes to conduct (fundamental) ontology by “interrogating” Dasein, the being that has a pre-ontological understanding of being as such.  Heidegger characterizes this ontological interrogation of Dasein as the existential analysis of Dasein.

Section 5:
Here Heidegger lays out the whole project of fundamental ontology.  It proceeds in three stages: an analysis of Dasein’s being (= Division One, up through p. 230), an explication of Dasein’s Being in terms of its temporality (= Division Two, through the end of the book), and an explication of being as such (including the being of beings other than Dasein) in terms of temporality.  Note that he never finished it, since the book ends with Division Two.  

It might be helpful in understanding Heidegger’s remarks on time here to see what he says in a 1928 lecture-course, The Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, about Husserl’s analysis of internal time-consciousness:

For Husserl, “time remains also here still a flowing-away of the now, just-passed, and almost – correlated with an entirely particular knowledge about them.  With respect to all previous interpretations, Husserl’s contribution is to have seen these structures for the first time, with the help of the intentional structure.  A glance at contemporary psychology or epistemology is sufficient to appreciate what an essential step he has made here.  Nevertheless, everything in relation to the problem of time remains with the old, and this to such an extent that time is taken as something immanent; it remains as something inner ‘within the subject’ (thus the title ‘internal time-consciousness’).  Husserl’s whole investigation is occasioned by the fact that he examines the primary and originary consciousness of time in knowing about a mere sense-datum; the whole investigation then moves thoroughly about the phenomenon of the running-off of a tone.”
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