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Purpose of this Note

The purpose of this note is to provide a framework for thinking about the Court Policy Interface Problem Space from an abstract logical system standpoint (Court Filing Conceptual System Model). Further, it sets forward a high level look at the goals and proposes a set of functions needed to meet that set of goals.

This note then posits a set of basic services needed to support the functions we require. I have then identified the where these services are supported in the set of WEB and other related standards that were identified in the requirements or in later survey of the standards environment. 

We need to look carefully to see if any one of the WEB and other related standards has a solid hold over any one of the services posited. I believe that answer to this will be no. Given that, should we build our core on a controlled vocabulary that is understood by the Court Filing community? We could then provide bridges to one or more of the other service models in order to support service discovery and notice functions.  Please note that, the semantic within these standards are structural in nature and therefore limited in the ablity to convey complex meaning.

I would further to urge you to browse the links that I have embedded in this document to  the standards and write ups on the standards by Robin Cover. I have found these enlightening. I especially recommend the write up on the use of Schematron by my co-worker Bob Ducharme. It is very on point to some of the issues we are addressing in Court Policy.

Finally, I ask you to read and think about the issues raised in The Web Services Scandal by Jeffery T. Pollock. (http://www.eaijournal.com/PDF/AugustCoverStory.pdf) He strongly raises the need for good semantics and vocabularies within a specific exchange space such as Court Filing. This semantic matching is the strength of the OASIS LegalXML efforts and our efforts to get a clear, documented semantic!

I trust that this will serve as a good starting point and framework for Technical Sub-committee and the Court Filing TC discussions. 

Context of Court Policy Interface

The Court Policy Interface (CPI) is a design element to bridge the design principle of over inclusive but optional and the legitimate need for all the parties (courts, parties, attorneys, prosecutors…) to set or know the expectations and/or constraints placed on the data. The principle of over inclusive but optional is used in Court Filing, Court Document, Query/ Response, Court Data Configuration (CDC) and most other widely used standards. The data contained in the CPI reflects the Court Rules and administrative procedures (clerks office, Judges manual, and others) for a specific Court in a jurisdiction. It is an open issue though unlikely that the CMS interface would be contained within this scope.

The concept is that a Court may post an object at a well-known location that reflects the current rules of the court. They are likely to keep past CPI definitions to support long running cases where the rules are locked at a point in time. Models to be explored are delivery via Query-Response (get-policy), perhaps along the line of the Information and Content Exchange (ICE) negotiation model, the UDDI model, the EBXML (collaboration protocols), the Web Services model or a constraint language approach such as Schematron.

The initial implementation will likely be to reduce the scope of content models within the dtds or document schemas. It will also be used to pass along constants to be used. Some constants include but are not limited to, the filing fees by class of action, hours of operation and official date/time filing policies.

It will not fully cover all the Rules of Court. Only those defined in the specific requirements defined further in this document.

Court Policy Interface is a required part of the long-term architecture. It must be delivered in a modular and time phased manner. Timing must be considered in the planning.  Prior to the first version, the Court Filing environment can work with scaffolding. However, the mode of operation would be significantly degraded. Such a degraded mode is not viable in the long term and is not scalable.

The determination of the implementation as one or more than one DTDs will be determined as a function of the implementation. It must not be prejudged. 

Court Initiated transactions may be within the scope. However, this area my not be fully definable at this time.

Goals of Court Policy Interface

The overarching goal of the CPI is to reduce the need for human interaction between the courts and organizations that interact(filers and electronic filing service providers…)with them. Only in this way can we control the addition workload during the startup of systems and allow for the evolution and maintenance of rules and administrative needs. Meeting this goal will create a scalable environment to communicate this critical information. If it does not occur the human interaction will cause court filing to fail due to the number and divergence of jurisdictions. 

The following specific goals of the CPI are directly tied to this overarching goal.

· Provide a communication of policy, which is human readable and understandable by a person without formal legal training via the document schema(s)(dtd or W3C Schema and its attendant documentation.

· Provide a communication of policy, which can be broken down by a computer and used as metadata to enable or constrain an Electronic Filing Service Provider’s (EFSP) software without human intervention after initial development and tuning. This is a communication of policy from a Court to an EFSP or individual filer. 

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Court Filing.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Court Document.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Court Based Forms. 

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Query/Response.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of metadata needed by the Electronic Filing Provider in support of the Rules of Court for a jurisdiction and it’s administrative policies. It will not fully cover all the Rules of Court. Only those defined in the specific requirements defined further in this document.

· Provide a communication of policy, which allows for ready access to and timely notice of changes in court rules and procedures. Only those defined in the specific requirements defined further in this document. May this be done via court initiated transactions.

· Coordination of XML policy objects. Location of trusted repositories?) Including document schemas DTD(s) or W3C schemas. Global naming including valid URIs and URLs.

Potential Subsystem Targets for Court Policy Interface

In order to understand and validate a Court Policy Interface we need to identify some of the potential System Targets (users) that will embed the interface.  They include at a high level, Electronic Filing Service Providers, Direct Court Filers (Direct Submission), Electronic Filing Manager and potentially Court Management Systems.

Within the Court Filing Technical Committee and its predecessor the LegalXML Court Filing Work Group we have given names to the following architectural subsystems.  

The named subsystems are:

· EFSP – Electronic Filing Service Provider 

· ECF – Electronic Court Filler – End user

· EFM – Electronic Filing Manger

· DECF - Direct Electronic Court Filer 

· CMS – Case Management System

· DMS – Document Management System

· CPC - Court Policy Creation

Two subsystems have been added to this list. The Direct Electronic Court Filer is an end user application that interacts with the EFM. This is a likely scenario for groups internal to the court and government agencies that interact with the courts with high volumes and/or the need for firewalled security.  The second created is the Court Policy Creation Subsystem that will be used to create the Court Policy Interface artifacts. Note: At the end of design and modeling the CPC may be placed in a different subsystem. 

Of these subsystems most of them may benefit from the ability to access the Schema for the Document of interest and the correct section of the Court Policy Interface. However, for purposes of this discussion the CMS and DMS shall not be addressed, as they are unlikely users in the near term.

Potential Providers of Service for Use in the Court Policy Interface

The concept is that a Court may post an object at a well-known location that reflects the current rules of the court. They are likely to keep past CPI definitions to support long running cases where the rules are locked at a point in time. Models to be explored are:

· Query-Response (XML Standards Development Project Electronic Court Filing Query and Response Standard) (Via new get-policy Transaction) 

· Information and Content Exchange (ICE) negotiation model (http://xml.coverpages.org/ice.html), (http://www.icestandard.org/servlet/RetrievePage?site=ice&page=current_specs) 

· Web Services Model(http://xml.coverpages.org/wsdl.html), ( http://www.w3.org/TR/2002/WD-wsdl12-20020709/) 

· Schematron (http://xml.coverpages.org/schematron.html), (http://www.xml.com/pub/a/2002/05/15/schematron.html), (http://www.ascc.net/xml/resource/schematron/schematron.html
· UDDI(http://www.oasis-open.org/cover/uddi.html), 

· EBXML Partnership Profiles & Agreements (http://xml.coverpages.org/ebXML.html), (http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/ebxml-cppa/documents/ebcpp-2.0.pdf).

Most of the above are service-based models. They provide functions as components of the services.

They Technical Committee should feel free to add to this list.

Basic Functions Needed and Their Relationship to Services 

The Court Policy Interface Requirements lead to a set of functions needed to fulfill them. I will propose a set of generic functions here that may assist in our thinking on this problem. They will relate to the goals within the Court Policy Interface Requirements.

· Provide a communication of policy, which is human readable and understandable by a person without formal legal training via the document schema(s)(dtd or W3C Schema and its attendant documentation. - These lead to NO specific functions in the interface, but speak to characteristic of those functions. 

· Provide a communication of policy, which can be broken down by a computer and used as metadata to enable or constrain an Electronic Filing Service Provider’s (EFSP) software without human intervention after initial development and tuning. This is a communication of policy from a Court to an EFSP or individual filer. - These lead to NO specific functions in the interface, but speak to characteristic of those functions.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Court Filing. - These lead to the need for RULE SPECIFICATION function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design. These may lead to a VALIDATION function in the system under design.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Court Document.  - These lead to the need for RULE SPECIFICATION function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design. These may lead to a VALIDATION function in the system under design.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Court Based Forms. - These lead to the need for RULE SPECIFICATION function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design. These may lead to a VALIDATION function in the system under design.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of extensions and constraints for Query/Response. - These lead to the need for RULE SPECIFICATION function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design. These may lead to a VALIDATION function in the system under design.

· Provide a communication of policy, which communicates a set of metadata needed by the Electronic Filing Provider in support of the Rules of Court for a jurisdiction and it’s administrative policies. It will not fully cover all the Rules of Court. Only those defined in the specific requirements defined further in this document. - These lead to the need for RULE SPECIFICATION function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design. These may lead to a VALIDATION function in the system under design.

· Provide a communication of policy, which allows for ready access to and timely notice of changes in court rules and procedures. Only those defined in the specific requirements defined further in this document. May this be done via court-initiated transactions? - These lead to the need for RULE SPECIFICATION function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design. These lead to the need for NEGOCIATION/AGREEMENT function within the system under design. These may lead to a RULE PROVISSION function in the system under design.

· Coordination of XML policy objects. Location of trusted repositories?) Including document schemas DTD(s) or W3C schemas. Global naming including valid URIs and URLs.  - These lead to the need for DISCOVERY function within the system under design. These may lead to a MONITORING function in the system under design.

Given the Goals listed here the candidate functions that result are:

· Rule Specification

· Rule Provision

· Validation

· Negotiation/Agreement

· Discovery

· Monitoring

The most common services that provide these functions are:

· Directory – Discovery, Monitoring

· Arbitration – Rule Provision Negotiation/Agreement

· No generic service / Bound to Arbitration  – Rule Specification

· Direct Validation – Validation

Industry Standards that may provide the services are:

· Query-Response – Rule Provision

· Information and Content Exchange (ICE) negotiation model – Rule Provision, Arbitration, Monitoring

· Web Services Model – Appears to be infrastructure to other industry standard services

· Schematron – Direct Validation

· EBXML Collaboration Partner Profiles & Agreements - Rule Provision, Arbitration,
· EBXML Registry – Discovery, Monitoring
6 of 6                Document Date – 6/19/2002 – Concept Draft 
Printed Date - 9/18/2002

