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Electronic Court Filing 
Technical Committee (TC)
January 7, 2003
Conference Call
Agenda

Attendance

John Greacen, Roger Winters, Robin Gibson, Diane Lewis, John Ruegg, John Aerts, Robert O’Brien, Shane Durham, Don Bergeron, Catherine Krause, Charles Gilliam, Tom Clarke, Dallas Powell, Tom Smith, John Messing, and Guylaine L. Papineau
1. Review of chair’s summary of the Las Vegas Technical Committee meetings (below)
This summarizes the face to face meeting and the two conference calls.

 
A. Query & Response and Court Document 1.1 are approved as proposed standards by the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee.

B. The California project is planning four deliverables:  California Court Filing 2.0, Request & Response, Policy, and CMS API.  

C. The JXDDS object oriented data dictionary schema is progressing satisfactorily, with a predicted completion date of this summer.  We do not need to do any more work on the list of roles.

D. Dr. Leff’s order of protection project will proceed as an effort of our TC with a report expected that will shed light on the requirements for forms.

E. John Messing gave a report on the first meeting of the ABA Section of Science and Technology Efiling Committee that he chairs.  The committee will not be developing standards.  It will be developing a recommendation that the exception for courts continue in the federal e signatures legislation.  The committee will be articulating the needs and perspective of the bar with respect to efiling.

F. The CMS API subcommittee recommended that it postpone further work on a common CMS API until further work is done on the architecture to support XML based efiling.  The subcommittee will be renamed the Process Models subcommittee and will prepare a statement of work for its new task before the next conference telephone call.

G. Tom Clarke asked all TC members to review and comment on the latest posting from his committee.

H. Greg Arnold gave a status report on OXCI.

I. Roger Winters enlisted Dr. Leff’s help in mastering the OASIS specification templates.

J. John Messing will be our liaison to the OASIS electronic signatures TC.  Diane Lewis will be our liaison to the E-Government TC.

K. The TC reviewed the OASIS rules on intellectual property.  No one may submit any material with a request that it be kept confidential.  Any copyrighted material submitted to the TC is considered contributed to the TC.  Patented material must be disclosed to the TC, but a submitter does not lose his patent by disclosing the material to the TC.  The TC asks that anyone disclosing patented material preface the disclosure with the fact that the matter to be disclosed is patented, so that the TC members can decide whether they want to receive the information.  The TC will not approve a specification that includes patented material.

L. The TC decided to create a new subcommittee titled “Layered Interoperability,” to be chaired by Dallas Powell.  The subcommittee will develop a layered definition of interoperability and will develop additional specifications needed for Court Filing 1.1 in the areas of messaging and security.  The subcommittee will operate on the full committee list.

M. The TC decided to call the next version of the Court Filing specification “Court Filing Blue.”  All requirements for Court Filing Blue are being submitted to Robin Gibson to be held for further consideration pending the outcome of the Process Models and Layered Interoperability Subcommittees. 

N. The TC reviewed its operating procedures and agreed that specifications do not become “committee specifications” under the OASIS rules until they have been implemented and tested.

O. The TC approved the versioning rules, naming conventions and usage conventions proposed by Roger Winters and Shane Durham.  

P. The TC adopted the following rules for its own governance:  Cochairs will serve staggered two year terms.  At the end of a term the TC will decide whether to retain the current cochair.  In the event a cochair is not retained, it will select a new cochair through nominations and an election.  The term of the private sector cochair will expire at the end of calendar year 2003 and that of the public sector cochair will expire in 2004.  The current cochairs were retained in their positions by unanimous vote of the TC.  A motion to require the cochairs to submit an annual “state of the TC report” with plans for the coming year failed for lack of a second.  The TC’s representative to the Legal XML member section will serve a one year term, subject to retention.  A selection will be made during the April face to face meeting, since the Member Section has not finally adopted its new governance model.  

Q. Future meetings are scheduled for:

 

· Conference call – January 7th at 3:00pm EST

· Conference call – February 4th at 3:00 pm EST

· Conference call – March 11th  at 3:00 pm EST

· Additional conference calls on the first Tuesday of May, June, August, September, and November at 3:00 pm EST

· Face to face on April 17 and 18 in Atlanta, subcommittees to meet on April 16th

· Face to face in conjunction with the July 13 -19 annual meeting of NACM in Washington, DC, specific dates to be announced

· Face to face prior to CTC8 in Kansas City, October 26-30, specific dates to be announced.

· Face to face in early December in Las Vegas, specific dates to be announced (the NCSC will not be holding an e-courts conference next year).

John Greacen explained that the Electronic Court Filing Technical Committee is operating as a committee of the whole to develop the next iteration of the electronic filing standards. We have decided to call it “Electronic Filing – Blue,” so we won’t pre-determine what numbering we will use. The two subcommittees we have formed are, we think, essential precursors to the development of the next version. 

Don Bergeron indicated the Layered Interoperability Committee would also provide additional requirements or constraints into the process model. Dallas Powell agreed with him. Dallas indicated that he had just sent out his first draft of a Statement of Work for that committee. There are two parts: definitions and how we are to go forward with the holes in the “1.1” specification. We are open to fixing those holes if it turns out to make sense, not just waiting exclusively for Court Filing – Blue. Diane Lewis said she is seeing a lot of activity, and is stirring up activity within DOJ based on Global’s work, trying to make sure we capitalize on everyone’s efforts.

John Aerts said he sent out a presentation on the JDD made to Global in December. 

 
2. Comments on E-Filing Process Model Subcommittee draft statement of work – Dwight Daniels

3. Status report on Layered Interoperability Subcommittee – Dallas Powell

Draft SOW has been posted just now. There are two parts: One is to begin making definitions of what “interoperability” means for various processes. This will depend on the definition of the processes by the other committee. The other part is to aid in the interoperability of implementations of “1.1” – what does it mean to interoperate using that specification and what does it mean to the world? He wants to hear whether others feel that is acceptable and have comments. He has started other work but won’t send it out until the Statement of Work has been defined. John Greacen said a five-day comment period would be observed. Roger will give the document the appropriate filename. Dwight would also like to see some of the tasks that each process performs being defined in these committees. Does this relate to tasks or functions? Dwight would like to see a definition in each component of the model about what tasks are expected to be accomplished by that component. This would be a starting point. If we go too high in modeling, we need to be grounded in a clear idea of what each component is doing. Shane said that group probably can’t define everything, but can define a lot of it. Don Bergeron said he pulled together all of the functional requirements from a lot of different documents, including the Process Standards, so we have a large number of items that have already been identified. They are things that he tends to look at as things to be allocated within the model, either in whole or in part, to different components of the model or models. What Shane imagined this group would accomplish is to say they see the overall e-filing solution to consist of certain components, their general structure, how they adhere to SOAP or ebXML, defining the overall architecture and the components; then, an example, or several, showing how the model could be implemented. Individual groups could then define the specifics of those particular models. Diane agreed with the need for a high level framework. Shane said yes, to do this and then express it in a potential solution – it should perhaps be the best common denominator solution that we have been working with. John was uncomfortable with this discussion with Dwight not yet on the call. If we reach consensus, we need to convey that to Dwight. Don said that, since we are in the comment period, we should submit these comments to him directly. 
Diane said she wanted to make the group aware of an email message: Relative to the Nebraska state court, their IM services, with Ron Bowmaster involved. He has responded to Dwight, with a cc: to her, providing an e-filing solution draft architecture overview for the State of Nebraska. She can send it to the whole list, though it was sent to Dwight, with cc: to her. Ron had a lengthy message with it. She said there has been a great deal of work done in that state. They expect to expand the EFM to do more work than is required by Court Filing. He is working on the integrated justice model and others to create an XML citation document. He is working with the court’s case management system to create compliant XML court documents generated in MS Word. They would be submitted to the EFM just like external documents. She has seen no response yet from Dwight or anyone. She might seek Bowmaster’s permission to share his message with the group. 
We’ll rely on the Listserv for commenting on the two Statements of Work. 

4. Comments on Certification Subcommittee work product – Tom Clarke

Tom Clarke said there have been no comments. The document has not been posted to the site. He will post it to the TC list now.
5. Progress report on California 2GEFS project – Christopher Smith

Tim Smith said that nothing happened during the holiday period in the California project.
6. Trusted Repository – On Hold? – Diane Lewis

John Greacen said that the committee on this subject is still on hold. The subject did not come up at the face-to-face. Roger agreed we want to observe other things that are going on, so this may be work we won’t have to do.
7. E-Gov Activities (OASIS E-Gov TC) – Diane Lewis

Diane attended the Baltimore XML conference. OASIS conducted several meetings there. Given federal legislation, the E-Gov Act, which does mention XML use and calls for more government standards, they formed an OASIS “E-Gov” Technical Committee. Diane was asked to attend, even though she was late to sign up. Mr. Grieves from the Office of Justice Programs was there. They represented DOJ. The State Department, Navy, and gobs of vendors were present. The chair is from the UK government. There is a lot of skepticism and interest and curiosity about what this technical committee can accomplish and contribute to the standards forums and what their deliverables and products will be. Part of the discussion had to do with applying Web services and ebXML and UBL. John Bosak, one of the originators of XML, is an active member of this committee. The idea is that through their experience in moving ebXML forward is the realization that there are wider uses for it; we need a context for that. The proposal from the chair of the TC was to form subcommittees such as “Best Practices,” “ebXML Web Services,” and others. The chairs for the subcommittees are to be government entities rather than industry, even though the majority attending were industry. Diane has volunteered for the “E-Gov Services Committee.” The idea is that there are international efforts under way to define segments of government – UK and the European Union are way out ahead on this – and some have law enforcement and legal aspects to them. One example she found is that we received a comment on the Legal XML list about the RDF dictionary project revealing there is a German project about to go forward with a similar matter. Mr. Muller from LexML in Germany commented to our list. He said in his response to Diane that because of a lack of funds, the German effort was put on hold but the German contacts might join our TC. Don observed that Mr. Muller has attended at least two Legal XML, Inc., meetings, including the MIT meeting two years ago. From the E-Gov effort, the idea is to map where the standards are already a work in progress or where they need to be developed. Patrick Gannon, president of OASIS, was there. He asked whether the E-Gov act, dealing with procurement, and the many activities of government, are there standards to be written and how do they intersect across the mass of government activities? There were participants from Asia, Hong Kong, etc., by telephone. She is to start defining the services based on contributions by the committee and will start mapping the standards work that is under way and to see what landscape we have in terms of electronic government.
8. DOJ Activities – Diane Lewis

All federal agencies are setting up “E-Gov” offices. They are all deciding how to implement this within their respective departments. The DOJ’s CIO is very much involved. He is serving as the security expert for the CIO Federal Council. Through that council and within each federal department, Mr. Hitch has created an E-Gov staff. They recently formed within the department an E-Gov work group, where Diane will represent the US Attorneys’ Office. They have a second kick-off meeting later this week. The OJP effort that many of us have contributed to is finally within the department getting emphasis. There was a presentation for Mr. Hitch yesterday and other key leaders have been learning about the project. The work we’re doing is going to benefit a lot of people in a lot of different ways. She feels she is a facilitator in terms of making people in all these different arenas aware of the work that is being done. Microsoft seems to be coming out with an authoring tool that will spit out native XML, perhaps in June. Their competitors were paying close attention, since they need to decide what to do with it. She is excited over the next six months. She said the XML tool is in Office 11 – she recommended people get a demo or beta copy. She has seen demonstrations. It actually creates output that is not proprietary, but through Word it can create templates, but the back end spits out your schema that is in your template. All you have to do is plug the schema into MS Word and it will come out with an .XML file, a document instance that is pure, pure XML without any proprietary code. Their selling point is that it is part of their office suite, so you can export into Excel, Access, etc. 
The process that Microsoft was showing, if you don’t have your own XSD or Schema, it will use their version, but if you have one, it will use yours. Diane said they quizzed Microsoft, who is very aggressive in this arena in DC right now, extensively. She was intent to see whether they were really going the standards path, and she concluded that he has! The Microsoft presentation went twice as long as planned. The issue of standards was taken to the Microsoft leaders before it was released, to be sure they would do the right thing, she said. She is excited that if the output can be used by other systems, it will be interoperable, and it will be mainstream in our communities.
John Aerts said there are two wars going on at this point. Microsoft has put together their vision of XML and the process and how they do it. Currently, on OASIS there is an Open Office Technical Subcommittee, where everything Sun has done has been provided to them as a starting point for their XML office suite. Microsoft had once been a part to the biometric XML process, but they have withdrawn from that and have licensed a different biometric process from a company called I/O in Riverside. Diane said the fallout helps us, because no matter how you cut it, Microsoft is mainstream. This is why the work we are doing can flourish rapidly if we move forward on our statements of work quickly, to get ourselves to the “Blue.” 

John Aerts said that one of the things to look at is XML Gov giving presentations. As of yesterday, a new site, www.Web-services.org was opened up, where all of the CIOs in the process for this Web services and sharing of information can be viewed. There was a presentation to them by Blue OXCI who has set up a service on their service so there can be a repository for federal entities (not sure about local). Diane said she has to follow the NIST path, which is evident in the Legislation. The federal courts, she hopes, can be brought on board, though they are still working closely with Adobe. 

Diane pointed out how there are many federal government agencies that want to focus on their own babies, e.g., passports, but they need to see the commonalities they have with other areas.
Robin Gibson said that on the Web site, we have, in the CMS-API subcommittee, we have documents there. That is the topical Web site for that subject. OASIS is going to add “Process Models.” They are converting everyone from the CMS-API committee to “Process Models.” Robin wonders whether the CMS-API subcommittee page should now go away. Roger said there should be a note indicating that there was a committee called “CMS-API” that became “Process Models.”

Robin has been to additional meetings since Las Vegas throughout December. There were no actions on the Data Dictionary since we met last, but we do have a Data Dictionary meeting scheduled with ISWG the third week of February in San Francisco.

Our next Conference Call is February 4th at 3:00 p.m. EST. By then we should have these Statements of Work finalized and some products may be ready for review. The products will be from the subcommittees and not necessarily Schemas. The Certification Subcommittee Requirements Document work product will be reviewed on the List by then, too.

Don Bergeron said that at Lexis/Nexis they have had confusion over products, so they refer to intermediate things as “deliverables.” 

John Aerts said this seems to mean that part of the process that Global and the Structured Task Force worked on in December, the Rap Sheet, the Versioning Dictionary, The Sentencing Order, the Driver’s History. If we are interested in moving Blue forward, he thinks it would be well to look at what we have today and move it forward with the Data Dictionary. 

Diane wondered whether anyone might write a statement of work on other activities than the two committees are undertaking. John pointed out that Robin is serving as our “parking lot” for ideas and requirements. Diane will share her writing on this with Robin. Don recommended it might be a note that we could all read.

John Messing asked about the Intellectual Property statement of Legal XML versus that of OASIS. He said that some discussion in Las Vegas came up about the need for things to stay out of the standard or to provide ways for people who were going to do interoperability to protect their IP interests. The difference between standards material and applications material is not a clear, bright line. He wonders whether the OASIS standard isn’t the appropriate one for all of us to be under. He thought we said that patented material would not be welcomed in certain aspects, but this is not like OASIS, where one announces one’s property interest and makes it available on a reasonable and non-discriminatory basis. He thinks it will become more of an issue as standards come on line. John Greacen said that he remembers an exchange with Dan Greenwood who asked what the problem is. We are not sure the whole list has seen John Messing’s response. Some recalled John saying in another posting that there might be issues about notaries. John will check to repost the message to our List. John Greacen said this does go back beyond the TC charter to the Rules of Procedure for the Legal XML Member Section that have been approved by the OASIS Board. John Messing said that so long as the TC’s remain members of the Legal XML Section, they are governed by that, but if they are seen as different entities, by withdrawing from a member section, they would be freed from that restriction. He said we need to look at whether this policy is working or not. Up to now, the JTC has been largely the client for Court Filing, but there are other TCs in our Member Section that have a great many different considerations and drivers than Court Filing does. He sees groups like Lawful Interept and e-Notary as having quite different issues that don’t share the issues in this area that Legal XML faced earlier. These other communities do not share the drivers that the courts have. He hopes we are not shooting ourselves in the foot by not looking at this significantly – looking regarding IP at where we ought to be rather than where we have been. It is clear that the courts want to be free from proprietary IP, but it may not be appropriate in other areas.
John Aerts said to John Greacen and John Messing that he did send out an Email to XML-legal (the California 2nd Generation) about their licensing process, the issues around royalty-free, as Sun has done with “Open Office,” there is an issue separate and aside from the TC’s IP rights, but there’s also a loophole in OASIS’s Section 3 of their IP segment that also raises problems. His recommendation was to use the licensing structure that has been successful for Linux rather than trying to build a new licensing structure.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:03 p.m. EST.

—Meeting notes by Roger Winters, Editor, in the absence of the Secretary, Dr. Laurence Leff
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