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1. Introduction and Scope. 

This document describes the basic functional requirements for a standard XML syntax for the markup of electronic contract documents. The charter of the OASIS LegalXML eContracts TC provides that such a standard for XML markup should enable "the efficient creation, maintenance, management, exchange, and publication of contract documents and contract terms." 

JH: what if anything should this document be saying about "contract terms"?  At present, "contract term" is defined; see also requirement 4.4-14.

The requirements described in this document are the result of a process undertaken by the eContracts TC to define in more detail the requirements broadly outlined in the TC's charter for a standard "contract documents" XML syntax. 

The process included a basic review of other XML markup standardization efforts that might be useful in establishing standard XML markup for electronic contracts, but it primarily involved the creation and review of written "use case" scenarios by TC members. The scenarios presented problems to be addressed and needs to be met by the use of XML markup in specific business contexts. The general requirements described in this document are derived from the submitted scenarios. 

The description of XML markup requirements, like the description of software requirements, can be approached from several different perspectives and involves a range of considerations. Functional, technical, system, business, and other factors are important considerations. This requirements document focuses on describing from the perspective of users the basic functional requirements to be met by a standard eContracts XML syntax. The requirements are derived from and traceable to the scenarios submitted to the eContracts TC, and identification of additional requirements for XML markup of electronic contract documents is expected and welcome. 

The markup requirements described in this document will form the basis for subsequent work by this TC to establish a standard XML syntax for electronic contract documents.  --> JH: this explains the purpose of this document.  Is it expected that once this requirements document is complete, it will be possible to devise technical solutions without the need for much further discussion?  My impression at the moment is that a lot of additional discussion will be needed to flesh out 4.4 and probably 4.2, in order to devise an appropriate solution.

Is it also the purpose of this document to indentify what will be in a version 1 standard, and what we might defer to a subsequent version?
This document does not attempt to define detailed technical or system requirements for XML electronic contracts --> JH: nevertheless there are various technical/system requirements we will need to consider.  If we suppose that one or more subcommittees will be charged with devising solutions which implement these requirements, it may make sense to get those subcommittees to consider the technical/system requirements in the first instance?

nor does it attempt to define requirements for software applications that might be used to create or process XML electronic contracts. 

2. Terminology. 

The key words must , must not , required , shall , shall not , should , should not , recommended , may , and optional in this document are to be interpreted as described in rfc2119. 

The term author means a person creating or editing an XML contract document. 

The term contract document means a draft or final  paper or electronic (and if electronic, XML or non-XML) document formally expressing, evidencing, and memorializing the legally enforceable promises, intentions, obligations, and mutual assent of two or more contracting parties. Formal contract documents are a broad category of documents that include real estate leases, construction contracts, licensing agreements, loan agreements, merger agreements, consulting agreements, employment contracts, contracts for the sale of goods, trading partner agreements, and similar documents ordinarily involving commercial transactions. Within this requirements document, contract document does NOT mean letters, email, memoranda, notes, or similar informal documents (although even such informal documents could constitute legally enforceable written contracts in some circumstances). 

The term contract term means a semantic business term within a contract document such as a price, payment, quantity, scope description, quality description, schedule, date, or a similar business term concerning the subject of the contract. 

JH: do we need to define "clause"?

It would be useful to define "form contract" in terms which say '(also sometimes called a precedent in UK and Australia)', since both terms are used ("form" in 3.1 and 3.2; "precedent" in 3.3)
The term developer means a person creating or developing software for processing XML contract documents. 

The terms processing application and application mean software applications for processing XML contract documents. 

The term user means an author, developer, or reader using an XML contract document or a processing application. A user may be either a person or a machine. 

3. Overall Description. 

3.1. User Classes and Characteristics. 

The anticipated users of a standard eContracts XML syntax include: 

· contract document authors or editors (i.e. creators), 

· XML applications developers, 

· contract administrators and managers, including individual consumers, who read or review contract documents, 

· applications for the automated negotiation and formation of contracts, and 

· applications for locating and extracting relevant contract terms for additional processing. 

Contract document creators include persons responsible for preparing contract documents for an organization. Contract document creators may be employees, attorneys or law firms, or consultants or consulting firms. They may work from document templates or form contracts in drafting final contract documents. Contract document creators presumably will have at least basic familiarity with and may have special expertise regarding the business processes, contract terms, business semantics, contract drafting principles, and contract administration practices within their business sector. They presumably will have little, if any, familiarity with XML markup. 

XML applications developers include employees or consultants familiar with developing software applications for creating, exchanging, or processing XML documents or data. Applications developers presumably will be familiar with XML based standards and with programming languages used for creating XML processing applications. They may or may not be familiar with business processes, contract terms, business semantics, contract drafting principles, or contract administration practices within a business sector. 

Contract administrators and managers include employees or other persons who read, review, catalog, administer, or execute contract documents. This group includes individual consumers. Contract administrators, managers, or consumers presumably will have little, if any, familiarity with XML markup, but presumably will have at least basic familiarity or even special expertise regarding applicable business processes, contract terms, business semantics, and contract administration practices within their business sector. 

Automated contract negotiation applications include specialized software "agents" capable of negotiating and forming contracts. Automated contract negotiation applications will have the capability to exchange contract terms marked up in XML and to generate XML contract documents memorializing the outcome of an automated negotiation process. 

Processing applications include software programs capable of automatically recognizing and extracting pertinent contract terms marked up in XML, and further processing or exchanging such data and information with other applications, such as data bases or applications for displaying or rendering information marked up in XML. 

3.2. Typical Business Contexts. 

Contract documents are created, exchanged, and administered in many different business contexts. Relevant business sectors include, but are not limited to, real estate, banking and insurance, construction, securities, government and private procurement of goods and services, software licensing, and many more. The semantic business vocabularies used within different vertical business sectors are extensive and vary substantially from one sector to another. Some of these semantic business vocabularies are expressed in published XML specifications. A standard XML syntax for electronic contract documents must accommodate a multitude of contract terms and business semantics, including XML elements and attributes from other XML dialects, in order to enable the efficient creation, exchange, and management of contract documents and contract terms within different vertical business sectors. 

Although semantic business vocabularies vary across vertical business sectors as a general matter, there appear to be common core semantic contract terms and concepts that apply broadly to contracts in many different business contexts. These common semantic contract terms and concepts include such terms as "price," "obligation," "contract party," "payment," "quantity," and similar contract terms. Nevertheless, each vertical business sector tends to have its own special content model for each of these concepts – "party" being the most obvious example – even where a shared content model would seem feasible.

Obligations expressed within contract documents may be conditioned upon the occurrence of a variety of events external to the contract, such as the passage of a specific time duration, the existence and discovery of defects, or the failure of a contracting party to perform its promises. Where core semantic contract terms can be identified, a standard XML syntax for contract documents should include them --> JH: should it? I think this needs to be discussed.  

and should provide means for both humans and machines to recognize and re-use them in a range of business processes. 

In business-to-business exchanges in most vertical business sectors, draft contract documents for a proposed or contemplated transaction are created, exchanged, and revised during a period of negotiation. The contract documents may be customized and carefully negotiated or they may be forms that involve no negotiation at all. Contract negotiations typically involve humans, but automated negotiating "agents" are being developed that allow machines to negotiate and "agree" upon contract terms. Once the contract terms are finally agreed upon, representatives of the private companies or government agencies involved sign --> JH: here is an opportunity to explain that both traditional physical signatures, and electronic signatures are use cases we envisage.

the contract documents to indicate their acceptance of and mutual agreement regarding the terms. Contract administrators or managers within the organization then see that the contract is performed. 

In business-to-consumer exchanges, form contract documents ordinarily are prepared and presented by a business organization to a consumer for acceptance by the consumer. There is little, if any, negotiation of the form contract documents or of their terms. Once the consumer indicates acceptance of the contract terms, contract administrators or managers then see that the contact is performed. 

In person-to-person exchanges, form contract documents are prepared and exchanged. There may be negotiation of the contract terms, and once the contract terms are finally agreed upon, the persons involved sign the contract documents to indicate their acceptance of and mutual agreement regarding the terms. 

The organization and sequence of information in contract documents varies widely. Generally, information identifying the contracting parties appears at the beginning of the document. The contract terms, promises, and obligations of the parties appear in the middle of the document in clauses, paragraphs, or form fields. Finally, a date and the signatures of the parties appear at the end. A standard XML syntax for contract documents should include core structures and core semantic terms, such as "party" and "date," common to most contract documents. 

Contract documents also frequently incorporate other separate documents by physical attachment or simply by a description of and reference to the separate document. Thus, a single electronic contract may actually consist of several separate electronic documents or files. A standard XML syntax for electronic contract documents should allow for incorporating other separate electronic documents or computer files by reference and/or incorporating such separate documents by other means as attachments or exhibits. 

3.3. Typical Problems to be Addressed. 

Electronic contract documents, like electronic documents in general, are not without problems. Currently, electronic contract documents, like paper documents, are not easily "machine readable." It is difficult or impossible for machines to recognize which text data in an electronic or paper contract represents a price, the name of a contracting party, a description of the goods, services, or property that are the subject of a contractual transaction, or similar useful information. Key contract data is "locked" in proprietary word processing formats or in paper documents beyond the reach of applications that might automatically extract, manage, report, and share the information across a wide variety of systems. Locating particular contract data items or key clauses in electronic contract documents efficiently and accurately is not possible. For instance, search applications have no way to distinguish a product name from a business name or to recognize a particular contract clause as a notice provision when performing a search of electronic contract documents. 

To overcome this problem, people rather than machines typically must read paper and electronic contract documents, abstract the key contract data items, then transfer them to other applications, such as database driven contract management or accounting applications, for further processing and use. The current process of manually abstracting and transferring key contract data from paper and electronic contract documents is time consuming and inefficient. 

Further, electronic contract data is created and stored in various proprietary electronic formats by different enterprises and applications. The use of different proprietary formats impedes and often entirely prevents the ready interchange of electronic contract data among businesses, applications, and computer systems. Interoperability is difficult or impossible across different domains. 

Additionally, current processes for drafting paper and electronic contract documents are inefficient. Locating and re-using portions of existing contract documents or contract forms ("precedent contracts") to draft a new contract document must be performed by people. Tracking different versions of draft paper and electronic contract documents is cumbersome and difficult. 

Furthermore, electronic contract documents created using proprietary word processing applications combine presentation with content. Contract document authors often must spend considerable effort and energy formatting an electronic contract document instead of focusing on creating the content. Maintaining consistent formatting of contract documents among different applications is difficult. 

Finally, electronic contract documents, particularly precedent contracts, may have long life cycles. The word processing application used to create an electronic contract document may become obsolete during the life cycle of the document making it difficult or impossible to retrieve and use the contents of an archived document. 

A standard XML syntax for electronic contract documents can eliminate problems such as these affecting the efficient creation, maintenance, management, exchange and publication of contract documents. 

3.4. Operating Environment. 

XML contract documents will often be used and exchanged in web-based internet and intranet environments. A standard XML syntax for contract documents must be compatible for use with web applications software and components, such as web servers, web browsers, web services applications, and similar applications. 


JH: what is the intended significance of this section?
3.5. Design and Implementation Dependencies. 

There are a family of standards applicable to XML technologies. These standards, issued as recommendations by the World Wide Web Consortium (the "W3C"), are referenced below. A standard XML syntax for electronic contract documents must conform fully to all applicable W3C XML-related recommendations. 

JH: what is this section trying to say?  Not all relevant standards come from the W3C (eg RelaxNG, which is an OASIS standard).  And some of the W3C standards are more relevant to our work than others.

Instead, we need to say what schema language we wish to be definitive, and how we envisage the document being styled?
XML contract documents should be amenable to use with a variety of COTS and OSS XML-compliant processing software and tools, such as XML parsers, XSLT processors, XML document editors, XML content management applications, and similar XML applications. Such tools and applications will be used to create and process XML contract documents. 

It is recognised that some of these tools (eg XML editors) may need to be customised somewhat for an optimal user experience.

Furthermore, some parts of an eventual solution (eg if XForms or RDF is used) may require more specialised software to facilitate processing.  Where a solution imposes these sorts of costs, those costs will be weighed against its perceived benefits.
4. Functional Requirements. 

Discuss whether these is a need to an “Envelope” concept?
4.1. eContracts XML Syntax General Requirements. 

A standard XML syntax for contract documents should satisfy the following general requirements: 

1. It must conform to applicable W3C XML-related recommendations;  --> JH: see comments in 3.5 above.
2. It should be easy for users to learn and use; 

Note 

P. Meyer, Scenario - XML in enterprise documentation systems (2003-05-07) . 

JH: As a general comment, I think these references back to the scenarios are useful for requirements traceability, but that each requirement statement ought to be detailed enough that one does not need to refer back to the scenario.  In other words, this document should stand on its own. 
3. It should be easy to use in XML document editing and processing applications;  --> JH: what is the intended difference between 2 and this?
Note 

P. Meyer, Scenario - XML in enterprise documentation systems (2003-05-07); J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18) . 

4. It should be readily extensible; 

JH: Let's explore this further.  Possibilities include:

· unanticipated document structures

· marking up semantics we haven't considered

· adding different types of metadata
5. It should (should or must?) be compatible with various XML semantic vocabularies or dialects, including those used in different vertical business sectors, such that it can incorporate them (see 4.4 for details)

or be incorporated by them;  --> JH: does this apply to our syntax or semantics or both?  Can they incorporate one but not the other?

NEW REQUIREMENT: the semantic layer should be able to be used with structural representations other than the eContracts structural grammer devised by this TC.  For example, the semantic layer should be able to be used with a contract represented in Docbook or WordML.
Note 

Dr. L. Leff, et al., Scenario: Dispute Resolution and Litigation Involving Contracts (2003-02-23); D. Marvit, Scenario - Automated Negotiation System (2003-02-27); J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18) . 

6. It should allow the contents of XML contract documents to be rendered for reading by humans in multiple presentation formats such that their appearance is substantially similar to electronic contract documents in formats such as RTF, PDF, or XHTML; 


JH: this requirements is quite specific.  We don't have a general "structural" requirement, but that's okay.
Note 

J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18); S. Maldanado, Scenario - Contract Generation Systems (2003-02-23) . 

NEW REQUIREMENT: the standard is for an XML contract document, and will not be prescriptive about how a party may choose to render the document.  Parties are free to do that however they like.

NEW REQUIREMENT: an XML contract document must be able to be exchanged between applications, and between organizations.  

ISSUE: is it acceptable that that exchange may not include a cover page, table of contents, headers/footers etc?  One view is that these are properly part of the rendering process chosen by the parties, and that if you want these, you either exchange stylesheets as well, or exchange your contract document in PDF or RTF or SVG.
7. It should provide a means to protect the integrity and confidentiality of the contents of an XML contract document and to authenticate the signers;  --> JH: non-repudiation

Is this in scope? Is it sufficient to refer to [XMLSIG] and [XMLENC]?

NEW REQUIREMENT: Regarding what is signed – adopt the principles in XMLSIG 8.1.1  - 8.1.3.
Note 

Dr. L. Leff, Scenario: Click-Through Contracts for Software Downloads (2003-02-23); D. Marvit, Scenario - Automated Negotiation System (2003-02-27); Z. Milosevic, Scenario Enterprise Contract ManagementWithADR (2003-05-21); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02) . 

8. It should provide sufficient metadata for archiving, indexing, retrieving, and searching for XML contract documents  (see 4.2 for details). 

Note 

J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18); J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); . 

9. It should allow processing applications to reliably and automatically locate, link to, re-use, and interchange items of business data within an XML contract document for further processing without the need for human intervention. --> JH: are "items of business data" exactly things which might get marked up semantically?

Note: One may wish to link to the XML contract document, or some transformation of it .  How/whether one links to a transformation of the XML contract document is outside the scope of these requirements.   

Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18); Dr. L. Leff, et al., Scenario: Dispute Resolution and Litigation Involving Contracts (2003-02-23); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02) . 

10. It should allow for separate electronic documents or computer files to be incorporated as attachments or exhibits to an XML contract document. 

Note 

R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02) . 

NEW REQUIREMENT: internationalization – languages other than English?  Non-common law legal systems?
4.2. eContracts XML Metadata Markup Requirements. 

[Is metadata in scope, or should we say it is the concern of whatever CMS the contract is stored in to store whatever it needs/wants?]

To facilitate efficient management of XML contract documents, a standard eContracts XML syntax should provide for markup of metadata about the document and/or contract clauses satisfying the following: 

1. To the extent practicable, metadata markup should be consistent with and interoperable with existing standard metadata sets for describing information resources; 

2. Metadata markup should facilitate the discovery of contract documents and/or clauses as resources across domains; 

3. Metadata markup should be easy for non-specialists as well as resource description specialists to use; and 

4. Metadata markup should have commonly understood semantics. 

Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18) . 

Where this contract is one document in a broader transaction, should this context be stated in the metadata? 

Should metadata be recording the state (eg draft, executed, live, complete, renewed, or in dispute) of the contract?

4.3. eContracts XML Structural Markup Requirements. 

Structures appearing in and common to contract documents, such as lists, tables, paragraphs, quotations, defined terms, titles, and similar text structures are substantially similar to text structures appearing in non-contractual documents. To promote the efficient creation and publication of XML contract documents, a standard XML syntax for contract documents should provide for structural markup satisfying the following: 

NEW REQUIREMENT: the structural markup will use XHTML2 elements where appropriate, restricting the XHTML2 content models where that is desirable to meet these requirements.

NEW REQUIREMENT: the structural markup will use a grammatical (also known as “true”) paragraph model, not a simple paragraph model.

NEW REQUIREMENT: given a suitable CSS stylesheet, modern XML capable web browsers ought to be able to display the structural markup in a human readable manner.
1. It must allow for the markup of core structures common to contract documents and other business and legal documents; 

2. It must represent the hierarchy of text structures such that the hierarchy can be rendered in a manner accurately conveying the meaning and structure of the text to readers; 

3. It must represent the sample "benchmark" contracts submitted to the TC as illustrative examples of contract documents; 

JH: this hasn't happened sufficiently.  Suggest instead that there be a defined period for comment on the structural markup, during which people can present contracts they don't believe can be adequately represented; the structural SC will consider these, and report back to the TC as a whole.
4. It should allow software applications to address and manipulate text structures as self-contained objects; 

5. It should be self-contained such that the marked up text structures alone are sufficient to constitute the contract document without requiring input or interpretation by other software; 

6. The element names used to describe text structures should be semantically neutral so as to avoid describing or referencing text structures in a manner substantially at variance with traditional descriptions or references used different jurisdictions. For instance, element names such as "article," "clause," "chapter," and "part" should be avoided for text structures ("section" is okay, since it is defined in XHTML2) ; 

7. It should allow contract terms to be marked up simply as text structures without conveying the business or legal semantic meaning so that the structural markup tags are not relevant or necessary to interpret the semantic significance of the text; 

8. It should be as simple as practicable; 

9. It should be recursive so that text structures can be re-used or moved without renaming them; 

10. It must allow other content to be incorporated by reference in the document; and 

ISSUE: should this be in scope or not?  Different content management systems may provide their own non-standard ways of doing this?  Is this best left for a subsequent version?
11. It should provide for markup of the following text structures within XML contract documents: 

· numbering of text structures; 

· quotations, examples, explanatory notes, and changed contract terms; 

· tables and table cells that can contain other text structures; 

· images and equations; 

· footnotes and endnotes; 

· ID-IDREF relationship enforced between a defined terms and its purported use; and 

· internal cross references and citations to external files or documents;

· references to parties. 

Note 

P. Meyer and J. Harrop, Requirements for clause model (2003-05-25)

. 

NEW REQUIREMENT:  change tracking is out of scope.

NEW REQUIREMENT:  the structure should not have any explicit or implicit dependencies on any particular styling mechanism (especially CSS).

NEW REQUIREMENT:  is representing a document which merely amends an existing contract within scope?  (Note metadata implications)

4.4. eContracts Core XML Semantic Markup Requirements. 

Although semantic business vocabularies vary across different vertical business sectors, there are a number of common core semantic contract terms that apply broadly to contracts in many different business contexts. To promote the efficient creation, management, and exchange of XML contract documents, a standard XML syntax for contract documents should provide for semantic markup of at least the following: 

ISSUE: we should discuss whether this is useful and why and to whom, before embarking on this undertaking!
1. Name and contact information describing the parties to the contract; 

JH: most vertical industry schema already cover this.  Useful if no vertical industry schema is being used.
Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27); S. Maldanado, Scenario - Contract Generation Systems (2003-02-23); Dr. L. Leff, Scenario: Click-Through Contracts for Software Downloads (2003-02-23); D. Marvit, Scenario - Automated Negotiation System (2003-02-27); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02) . 

2. Unconditional contractual obligations; 

JH: we need to explain further what is contemplated here.  Should this be in a version 1 standard?

As a general comment, before it will be possible to create a solution which satisfies the requirements in this section 4.4, a range of examples of what we are trying to represent will be necessary.
Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27). 

3. Conditional contractual obligations that arise as the outcome or the occurrence of one or more specific events; 

JH: explain concept of "event"?  Should this be in a version 1 standard?
Note 

Dr. L. Leff, et al., Scenario: Dispute Resolution and Litigation Involving Contracts (2003-02-23); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27); Z. Milosevic, Scenario Enterprise Contract ManagementWithADR (2003-05-21); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02) . 

4. Information describing price or payment amounts; 

Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); D. Marvit, Scenario - Automated Negotiation System (2003-02-27); J. Harrop, Scenario - Law Firm Contract Creation and Negotiation (2003-04-18); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02) . 

5. Information describing quantities and units; 

Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); D. Marvit, Scenario - Automated Negotiation System (2003-02-27) . 

6. Information describing the scope of services; 

JH: suggest out of scope for version 1?
7. Information describing the scope of intellectual property licenses or rights; 

JH: suggest out of scope for version 1 and/or leave to vertical?
Note 

Dr. L. Leff, Scenario: Click-Through Contracts for Software Downloads (2003-02-23) . 

8. Information describing dates or time durations; 

Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); D. Marvit, Scenario - Automated Negotiation System (2003-02-27); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27) . 

9. Information describing exclusions, disclaimers, or limitations; 

JH: should this be in version 1 or 2?
Note 

Dr. L. Leff, Scenario: Click-Through Contracts for Software Downloads (2003-02-23) . 

10. Information describing notice or reporting requirements; 

Note 

J. McClure, Scenario - Contract Information Requirements (2003-02-13); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02); Z. Milosevic, Scenario Enterprise Contract ManagementWithADR (2003-05-21) . 

11. Information regarding termination of the contract; 

Note 

Dr. L. Leff, Scenario: Click-Through Contracts for Software Downloads (2003-02-23); J. Harrop, Scenario - Enterprise Contract Management (2003-03-27); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02); Z. Milosevic, Scenario Enterprise Contract ManagementWithADR (2003-05-21) . 

12. Information describing procedures for resolving contract disputes; 

Note 

Dr. L. Leff, et al., Scenario: Dispute Resolution and Litigation Involving Contracts (2003-02-23); R. Chambers, Scenario - Construction Contract Preparation and Management (2003-06-02); Z. Milosevic, Scenario Enterprise Contract ManagementWithADR (2003-05-21) . 

13. Semantic business vocabularies for specific vertical business sectors; and 

Move this one to the top.  Should our solution allow for both a vertical vocabulary and our general vocabulary to be used in a single XML contract document?
14. Information describing "parameterized" contract clauses for use in clause libraries. 

This requirement needs to be fleshed out.
Note 

Dr. L. Leff, letter to R. Chambers (2003-10-19) 

Additionally, structuring and defining relationships among a common core of semantic contract terms in an ontology will provide support for applications capable of working more accurately at the human conceptual level. Such applications would include conceptual/semantic search and retrieval, decision support, speech and natural language understanding, knowledge management, intelligent databases, and electronic commerce. Thus, an XML syntax of common core semantic contract terms should allow their use in an ontology that structures and defines their relationships. See OWL Web Ontology Language Use Cases and Requirements, W3C (World Wide Web Consortium) (2003-12-15). 

ISSUE: is this final paragraph a requirement?  If so, it should be numbered?  Is this in scope for version 1?
A. Committee Members (Non-Normative) 

The following individuals were members of the OASIS LegalXML eContracts Technical Committee during the formulation of this document: 
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B. Notices 

Copyright - The Organization for the Advancement of Structured Information Standards [OASIS] 2001, 2002, 2003. All Rights Reserved. 

OASIS takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any intellectual property or other rights that might be claimed to pertain to the implementation or use of the technology described in this document or the extent to which any license under such rights might or might not be available; neither does it represent that it has made any effort to identify any such rights. Information on OASIS's procedures with respect to rights in OASIS specifications can be found at the OASIS website. Copies of claims of rights made available for publication and any assurances of licenses to be made available, or the result of an attempt made to obtain a general license or permission for the use of such proprietary rights by implementors or users of this specification, can be obtained from the OASIS Executive Director. 

OASIS invites any interested party to bring to its attention any copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary rights which may cover technology that may be required to implement this specification. Please address the information to the OASIS Executive Director. 
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