October 13 and 27, 2006 OASIS ebXML Teleconference Notes

Attendance

Pim van der Eijk

Monica Martin

Pete Wenzel

Dale Moberg

Guests

Tom Warner

Darcy Smith

Jamie Clark
Absent
David Webber
Sacha Schlegel

Note: The October 13 was abbreviated because members were traveling and the agendas of both meetings were not fully addressed. 
The major new business this month was to hear the presentation of requirements by Tom Warner and Darcy Smith on eAgreements. The presentation is appended to this document. 
Agendas are at:
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ebxml-cppa/200610/msg00000.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ebxml-cppa/200610/msg00002.html
Going into November, we still need to discuss issues related to Role rebinding in ebBP 2.0 and how values should be made available to ebMS 2.0 and 3.0. We also have the Pmode DocExchange extension to discuss. And there are residual details to review related to the proposed flattening option in CPPA 3.0 and also some of the WS-Policy and WSDL DocExchange extensions.

Following Tom’s presentation of the eAgreement interest in negotiation (see appendix of presentation), three TC members and one OASIS lurker discussed how their ebXML contributions might be of interest to the eAgreement group. Time ran out before this discussion was completed, and we hope to have a continued discussion in November about the eAgreement topic. But briefly

Pim discussed his utilization of the Negotiation Description Document used in the approach to a simpler way of taking a CPA template and parameterizing it for use as a CPA among collaboration participants (trading partners). eAgreement had envisioned counteroffers, and it may be that a template selection would be adequate for this process. More discussion is needed, however.

Monica discussed the ebBP 2.0 approach to full  negotiation (offer, counteroffer, until acceptance or failure is reached). The ebBP process description is more than general enough for eAgreement purposes, or at least so it appeared initially.

Pete discussed ebMS 2.0 and 3.0 support for non repudiation of origin and receipt. It appears that the eAgreement requirement is more like the signature and countersignature functionality of the CPA, but of course, the messaging related non repudiation could be added to this process as an additional aspect. 
Jamie discussed the limitation of digital signatures in not indicating their precise intent in the business level agreement, except as documented in a specification detailing that intent that was governing the technical process. It seems likely that the eAgreement specification will need to document the specific intent needed. 

Issues of how the eAgreement “terms and conditions and clauses” might or might not relate to CPAs was postponed because time ran out.

Further discussion might be useful because the NDD might be useful technology for use underneath the eAgreement forms. The connection to CPA needs some clarification, but given that we are introducing the WS Policy container, possibly eAgreement references (like the previously discussed UBAC references) might be something that should be documented in CPPA version 3.0

Appendix follows for eAgreement presentation.
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Project Proposal

Non-refutable eAgreement & Negotiation Process

Aerospace Industry Association 

eAgreements Group 
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Back up slide



U.S. court case identified need for standards-

based process



Court ruled clicking does not communicate assent 



Offeror must clearly identify that clicking signifies 

assent



U.S. court ruling must be considered when 

executing web-based contracts, 

acknowledgements, signatures and business 

transaction buy-offs 



Procedures accommodating clickable 

approach



Needed now!
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Situation



Global internet environment demands 

electronic relationships between business 

entities



Most agreements between business entities 

are currently paper based and unique.



International need to produce a legally 

recognized electronic model agreement 

template



Web Based



Global-wide Recognition



Legal acceptance 



Validation



Non-repudiation
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Target

1. Non-refutable electronic model agreement 

template.

2. Common description and data definition of 

the electronic content and digital paper.

3. Digital acknowledgement of acceptance or 

rejection at clause level and digital signature 

at the document level.
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CEFACT Project Acceptance 10/25/06



Dimension I – Produce model web-based eTemplate



Dimension II – Produce eTemplate development instructions



Dimension III – Obtain UN/CEFACT Legal Group validation



Dimension IV – Standardize Negotiation Process in UBAC 

* As appropriate, use eTemplateproduct to update ECE Recommendation no. 26
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Status to Date



Received endorsement from Aerospace Industries Association’s 

(AIA) Electronic Business Steering Group (EBSG)



Completed CEFACT eAgreement Business Requirements 

Specification (BRS)



Refining for Core Components 



Developing Template Schema for Requirement Spec Map



Completed CEFACT UBAC Negotiation requirements



Negotiation work on hold due to committee re-org



Working with EXOSTAR Aerospace eMarketplace SecureForms

team to develop prototype demo



Supplied CEFACT BRS and eAgreements Mock-up (attached)
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Next Actions



e-Template Business Requirements Specification (BRS)



Obtain CEFACT Approval (1Q 07) 



Complete eAgreement Template Standard (1Q 07)



Leverage EXOSTAR product demo



Obtain negotiation process stadnrds coverage to suit our requiremetns



Explore OASIS CPP/A TC Negotiation activity



Continue coordination with CEFACT Legal Group for eventual coverage
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AIA eAgreement Development Group



Darcy Smith, Boeing, Co-chair



John Bezant, BAE Systems, Co-chair



Tom Warner, Boeing



Andy Zajaczkowski, Raytheon 



Frank Maxfield, Lockheed Martin


