OASIS Legal XML

Electronic Court Filing Technical Committee

March 13, 2007
ATTENDANCE
Terrie Bousquin, Jim Cabral, Tom Clarke, James Cusick, Shane Durham, Robin Gibson, David Goodwin, John Greacen (Chair), Jim Harris, Brian Hickman, Mark Ladd, Laurence Leff, Rex McElrath, Robert O’Brien, and Roger Winters
AGENDA

Small group to oversee the ECF drafting effort – Cabral, Came, Clarke, Durham and Harris (Tom Clarke will serve as chair)

Modifications to court policy – DeFillipis, Durham, Harris and O’Brien (Shane Durham will serve as chair)

Supporting multiple formats for the same document – Cabral, Durham and McElrath (Rex McElrath will serve as chair)

Development of criteria for inclusion of data elements within the core ECF filing message, within each ECF case type message, and as local extensions, and application of those criteria to the list of additional child support elements submitted by Rex McElrath and to Shane Durham’s request for inclusion of metadata elements for the amount of damages demanded and judgment amount – Bousquin, Cabral, Came, Clarke, and McElrath (Tom Clarke will serve as chair)

Planning for April face to face in San Diego on April 18 (afternoon) and 19 (all day).

Small group to oversee the ECF drafting effort

Tom Clarke reported that the small group has 4 tasks: allow for multiple filing parties, allow for multiple filing related fees, eliminate court event as a mandatory requirement in the document complete message, and provide guidance to users concerning reference to external standards. The group believes that there are solutions to the four problems. 

On multiple filing parties, Jim Harris said we would allow for identifying multiple filing parties. The functional requirement is for a single filer to be able to submit a filing on behalf of multiple parties. At least one party would be required. The court could be the filing party, for example, for court orders. The absence of a filing party should be a trigger to suggest it is a filing by the court.

On multiple fees, the UBL structure allows us to do that. We may need to add one or two elements that we weren’t using before, Jim Cabral reported. 

Eliminating the requirement of court event, is merely a matter of making a cardinality change from mandatory to optional.

Regarding external standards, they will make it clear which we are using and recommend to implementers that they locally cache those schemas, so if they lost connectivity they would still have access to them and would not have to download every time. They spoke about normative guidance on how to implement and use those external standards.

Development of criteria for inclusion of data elements within the core ECF filing message, within each ECF case type message, and as local extensions, and application of those criteria to the list of additional child support elements submitted by Rex McElrath and to Shane Durham’s request for inclusion of metadata elements for the amount of damages demanded and judgment amount
Criteria were proposed to the list and Jim Cabral, Terrie Bousquin, and Roger Winters participated in refining them.  The refined criteria were posted to the list and further comments were not forthcoming, so Jim assumes the criteria as finalized are acceptable. The criteria have been used by Rex McElrath and others and the number of elements they have proposed adding has been greatly reduced. 

Tom Clarke said there was a group phone call reviewing Rex’s initial proposals for child support data elements and where they should go – into the core message, into a case specific message, or into a local extension of the specification. They reviewed his recommendations, proposed changes, and asked him to do further analysis in light of the criteria. Rex said the criteria for the core specification let him greatly pare down the elements. There is a proposal for expanding mailing address to include a primary address, a mailing address, a physical address, and an employer address. Jim Cabral remembered we ended up with a Primary Address and an Employer Address, as well as a Mailing Address. All use the same detailed structure underneath. Most everything else went into “case-specific” or is not to be included in the specification at all. Jim Cabral has further work to do on the inclusion of monetary and monetary terms of relief sought in a complaint or petition and awarded in a judgment in terms of where they belong in the specification.  
Tom Clarke said that Jim Cabral has enough initial guidance to start work on the specifcation revisions, and he will have some work to do based on analysis that Rex is doing now. We should all be able to review the details of these recommendations based on posting of samples as the work progresses. The concern is that financial obligations sound a lot like child support obligations and some sound like court fees. Rex is looking into where those amounts should live. Some may be redundant in core, others should be across case types. 

Modifications to court policy
There have been a few discussions within the small group, but they need to put together a straw man schema and have the discussions after that. Shane Durham hopes to pass the straw man schema around prior to the San Diego meeting. Jim Cabral hopes the specification can be voted upon at the meeting. He would like to bring a draft of the entire specification to the San Diego meeting, not just pieces. Shane and Jim will work out a specific schedule on how to get these issues vetted so they can be incorporated. 
Supporting multiple formats for the same document
There are two proposals: One is to do a sub-element of a document that indicates it is a variant format version of another document. Another is to include a binary structure for the second document format, so there would be little confusion. After analyzing the two approaches, Rex McElrath has proposed returning to the original sub-element proposal. One document will indicate it is a format-different version of another document. What are the issues? There’s a chance for the metadata to be processed differently. This puts more pressure on the person implementing the system. Jim thinks we can be explicit in the specification on how to use those elements. From a technical perspective, putting in the correct references is not complicated. Jim’s approach seemed fine for Shane and for Rex. The technical changes to the specification are minimal.
Planning for April face to face in San Diego on April 18 (afternoon) and 19 (all day).

What do we need to talk about concerning the face-to-face in San Diego? Conference calls will be at 4:00 the first day and 3:00 on the 2nd day (Pacific Time) – this will be 7:00 pm and 6:00 pm Eastern time. The OASIS Symposium has organized a room for us and so forth. They are providing the meeting room gratis this time. Robin said that anyone planning to attend needs to register for the TC part of the Symposium. Jim Cabral will be at the Symposium and will represent our group during the “Lightning Round” at which each technical committee makes a short report.
Other Issues

Maricopa County reported schema validation issues at the New York face to face. John Greacen will follow up with George Knecht to try to obtain more specific information from the Maricopa experience.  Jim Cabral is also looking for a script from Shane that relates to this. Shane can provide such a tool, but needs to put it together so it is suitable for posting. Jim Cabral validates first with XML Spy and then with the GTRI parser. Jim Cabral will share an example script with Shane which he can use as a model.
Jim Cabral asked for clarification of the following items from the Las Vegas face to face minutes:

“Including additional person-related transactional case identifiers” – No one was able to articulate the use case for adding person-related transactional case identifiers. 

“Add description of approach for self-represented litigants” – this is an assignment for Shane to write up a paragraph for the specification. He will write up a blurb and send it to Jim Cabral and he will deal with it appropriately.

“Change court event to support multiple documents” – Gary Graham has said that this will be postponed for incorporation in a later version, i.e., 4.0. 

In August we will be meeting at the U.S. Bankruptcy Court in Albuquerque, New Mexico, August 2nd and 3rd, John Greacen said. 
Meeting notes by Roger Winters.
