1.1.2

All Review Filing Messages MUST include:

Filing ID: Since the Assemble MDE creates this package and sends it to a Review Filing MDE, this ID is not universal but is specific to the MDE that created the package.  Only in the Review Filing Response would the Filing ID from the Review Filing MDE exist.
Court ID: Courts vary on how they identify the proper location or jurisdiction of a case.  Because of this, whatever we fields we declare will likely not work for every court.  Because of this, if we leave a single Court ID field and then through Court Policy identify how to create a string that can be parsed for local implementation may be the best we can do.  For example 09_47_30 may be parsed as 09 = 9th Circuit Court; 47=County Civil; 30=Category of Case.  
Document: This section refers to main document, which is the old way in LegalXML 1.1.  We have identified in the requirements that multiple lead documents can be in a single Filing.  I interpret this to mean the concept of main document no longer exists but there is One Filing ID for multiple lead documents, and then attachments may exist that support each lead document.  This current document does not clearly define how the relationship between one Filing ID and multiple lead documents, multiple payments, multiple Requests to Seal….and so forth are addressed.
Payment Information: The Filer gives money to some third-party; the court collects from the third-party. When the Filing Assembly MDE has collected or will collect monies from the Filer, the court still collects payment from the Filer via the Filing Assembly MDE. 

We should not define these examples of who collects.  Some courts may collect and there are several examples of these methods as well.  Are we to include all of the examples.  Putting these examples in the standard leads one to believe that that is the required method and it is not.
Also, I do not think that all messages posted to the Review Filing MDE MUST include payment information.  Most messages posted will not require any payment information so I recommend this section be in the MAY portion.
All Review Filing Message MAY include:

Case Category Text:  A category type of a court case, e.g. criminal, civil, juvenile, family.  Some courts consider these as Courts not case categories. Within Civil you have Landlord/Tenant, Debt Collections, Medical Malpractice….. In Family a case category may be Protection Order, or Divorce….These are case categories.
Served Participants:   This category is a little confusing.  It seems to mix primary service with secondary service.  I am not familiar the practice of witnesses getting notified of each submission that goes into a court, but I do anticipate a witness getting a primary service to show up to court.   Primary Service information needs to be captured as metadata to a lead document and not just part of the filing data yet the same fields captured may exist.  Also, I am not convinced that this data needs to be sent to the court in an XML structure anyway.  The courts I am familiar with do record primary service but not secondary service in the CMS.  I anticipate that this is an attachment to one of the lead documents in the submission, and it could be in the form of a pdf document. The actual data is just something the party submitting the documents to the court and the eService systems need to keeps track of.  
Note ) Some CMS systems require the amount the plaintiff is seeking during the case initiation.  It needs to be added in the MAY section and then it carries through to the other MDE sections. 

If the filing is into an existing case, the Review Filing Message MUST include:
Note) In some courts case number and case title are not adequate for uniqueness. This section should include a MAY section for Court ID that helps to create the uniqueness.
Note) Why are we saying that every time we send a submission we MUST include Participants?  What is really needed here is a field where the Filing Assembly MDE identifies that the following Participants need to be updated.
Note) I hope we are not anticipating mapping all these fields to element names, but utilize attributes to qualify some elements such as participant information and their characteristics.
Case Type / Sub Case Type / Case type Specific Information:  The CMS systems that we have integrated to thus only use a Case Number and a Court ID for follow-up Filings.  Requiring this information on follow-up creates a burden, because many times this information is not known in the interface and not available. I would put this as a MAY. 
1.1.3 Record Docketing

 All Record Docketing Messages MUST include:
Docketing ID: The Filing Review MDE is creating this message so having a Docketing ID that the Record Docketing MDE makes no sense.  As expressed earlier we need a Filing ID for each MDE that works on the Filing and we need to distinguish who creates them.  For example perhaps we have

Filing Assembly ID: created and embedded by the Filing Assembly MDE

Filing Review ID: created and embedded by the Filing Review MDE

Record Docketing ID: created and embedded by the Record Docketing MDE (if it exists)

This category seems to be inconsistent with 1.1.2 on a few items.   Receiver ID is consistent about who it is going to, but in section 1.1.2 there was a unique Assembling ID which identified where it came from.  Because there are many MDEs we need to be consistent in our use.  One proposal is Sender MDE ID and Receiver MDE ID.  In the Record Docketing message the Sender MDE is the Review Filing MDE and the Receiver ID is the Record Docketing MDE ID.  The drawback to this is that at this stage you lost any previous Sender IDs, yet in this current document you dropped it from the submission anyway.  The challenge with dropping IDs is that every system needs to keep track of each others IDs, and although I am fine with this, it means the message cannot stand on its own to know how to get all the way back to the originator.  I think this needs to be reviewed and not arbitrarily established. 

Note 1) Many of the comments from previous sections apply here as well.
Submission Date  / Submission Time  There are several Dates and Times.  The Date and Time the Filing Assembly MDE sets, the date and time the Filing Review sets, and the date and time the Docket Recording MDE sets.  Some systems believe that the Filing Assembly MDE time is the time that should be recorded in the CMS while most of the courts I work with consider the time the Filing Review MDE receives the last byte of data for a submission.  All through this document the Submission Date and Time is described as a function of the Filing Assembly MDE.  I disagree with this.  The Record Docket Message needs a Date and Time mark identifies when the court considers the Filing as received and it may not be the time the Filing Assembly MDE identified.  Each MDE has the ability to place a data and time mark and it is court policy that determines what is most important.  This challenge seems to follow all the way through each stage from Review to Docketing and back.  
All Record Docketing Message MAY include:
Next Scheduled Event: I admit that this does not make sense to me.  This means that the Filing Review MDE must create information about the Filing that was not in the Filing Review Message and again it is forcing sequence IDs onto the Record Docket Entry.  That seems to me that the CMS controls this not the Filing Review process.
If the filing is initiating a new case, the Record Docketing Message MUST include:
Case Title:  Many CMS systems define the Case Title not the Filing Review Process.  I admit that it is generally the last names of the first Plaintiff and Defendant, but this is saying that the eFiling system defines it, and that is a MAY not a MUST.
NOTE ) This section needs to carry the Court ID information we talked about earlier.  In fact, the difference between the fields sent by the Filing Assembly MDE and this point should be additions such as the Reviewer ID.  
1.1.4 Record Docketing Callback

All Record Docketing Callback Messages MUST include:
I personally think there are some challenges in this area, that is the callbacks from both Record Docketing and Filing Review.  Some of the fields make sense to me and others do not.   For example, the Sender ID needs to exist so that the system getting the response back can match it up.  This also makes the assumption that this is an asynchronous call and not synchronous response.  We may want to maintain the case number and case title incase a human has to intervene, but why are we sending all the other data back that we sent in?  We should only put data into the return that we did not know such as Docket Entry ID, Official Document IDs and the document status (which you already have in).   Also, what happens when the document is stamped and annotated, either in the Filing Review MDE or the Record Docket MDE.  Many courts are asking that one of these processes include a feature where a court seal, the image of a signature on some documents, date and time identified as received by the courts? We need to either give a link to the new versions of the document or include the documents.
1.1.6 Query Message & 1.1.7
All Query Messages MUST include: / All Query Messages (should be Response) MUST include:

I am confused here, it seems like we are trying to add IDs for asynchronous behavior when Queries and Responses are synchronous and the session manages all the IDs. Later there is a query for a list of all submissions by filer, which may go across multiple courts so I am not sure how Court ID is going to work?
Also, this assumes that all queries go through Filing Review MDE.  It seems to me that there could be a separate MDE connected directly to the CMS that can handle the Query and no Review MDE is part of this.  That would create a problem if the Filing Review ID is a required element to make a query work.
To be honest I am not sure about the various fields in all these queries through section 1.1.15.  I think this is going to take some testing to flush out. 

1.2 Business Rules

I would add

The Review Filing contains no Viruses

The Review Filing message integrity passes

Recently in a Steering Committee conference call we were told that there are several versions of SOAP and many of them contain IP issues.  I am concerned that we are ignoring this issue because we are saying this is core, which I am interpreting as Required?  If profiles are not required, then should each profile be in a separate document?  I also agreed to write the HTTP Profile, and the sneaker net profile and anticipate that they will be part of the “CORE” what ever that means.
.

2.3.2.1

I would get rid of Unlimited and make it Document Size and Format.  I would also recommend that some formats work for proposed orders and others do not.  I would also add RTF, TEXT, and XML as formats for documents.  Another interesting aspect that we recently bumped into is the idea of a Filing that has not documents only data.  Although this may not be the place to put this, the document format is none.
