Report of the XML Joint Standards Development Team
to the

National Consortium for State Court Automation Standards

The Joint Standards Development Team met on Monday, November 18, 2002, by conference telephone call, beginning at 3:00 pm Eastern Standard Time.


Participants in the meeting included Greg Arnold (Legal XML and Georgia AOC), Rolly Chambers (Legal XML, Smith, Currie law firm, North Carolina), Dwight Daniels (Legal XML, Bearing Point, California),  John Davenport (Pennsylvania AOC), Shane Durham (Legal XML, LexisNexis CourtLink), JoAnn Friedman (?), Robin Gibson (Legal XML and Missouri AOC), John Greacen (Legal XML, Greacen Associates, New Mexico), Mike Griffith (Texas AOC), Mary McQueen (Legal XML and Washington AOC), Denis Moran (Wisconsin AOC), Mary Beth Parisi (Ohio AOC), John Stracquatanio (New Jersey AOC), and Roger Winters (Legal XML and King County Superior Court, Seattle, Washington).

John Greacen reviewed the role of the Joint Standards Development Team, the COSCA/NACM automation standards approval process, and the two specifications before the JSD Team for approval.  He alerted the team members to the efforts underway to create a Justice XML Data Dictionary Schema including a greatly expanded set of data elements organized in an object oriented structure.  The OASIS Electronic Court Filing Technical Committee is heavily involved in developing the object oriented schema and is already working on the next generation of XML standards to incorporate those data elements and additional XML capabilities developed recently.  California has embarked on its own California-specific next generation of XML specifications which it will provide to the OASIS Technical Committee for consideration in the national standards development process.


The team discussed the Query & Response specification and agreed to several modifications at the request of Dwight Daniels – to correct internal inconsistencies between the specification, the DTD and the query table; to include an additional section in the specification explaining that applications can return empty elements when the element is required but the query does not include any information for that element; to change “docketDocument” in the content model for docketEntry from “optional one or none” (designated by “?”) to “optional none, one or more than one” (designated by “*”); and to explain the purpose of the ** in the query table.  Expanding docketDocument within docketEntry will reduce the instances in which the docketDocument element is recursive – addressing a concern raised by John Davenport.  On motion of John Davenport, seconded by Greg Arnold, the team adopted the specification as amended and recommended it to the National Consortium and the Joint Technology Committee for adoption as a “proposed standard” for public comment and experimental implementation.

The team discussed the Court Document 1.1 specification.  Roger Winter explained that the specification does not include data elements for specific legal words and concepts that are relevant to legal documents in particular case types.  These data elements will be defined in the context of Court Forms.  Rolly Chambers pointed out, in response to a question from Dwight Daniels, that “add in” elements can be specified for a particular paragraph within a document as well as for a document as a whole.  On motion of John Davenport, seconded by Greg Arnold, the team accepted the specification as presented and recommended it to the National Consortium and the Joint Technology Committee for adoption as a “proposed standard” for public comment and experimental implementation.





Minutes recorded by John Greacen and circulated to

the JSD Team
