
ECF 3.1 Core Specification Change Log:
· Added this change log

· Added bar number (JudicialOfficialBarID) to the GJXDM subset
· Confirmed that j:id attribute is already in j:SuperType and j:ref attribute is already in j:ReferenceType. Added j:id to several ECF common types that are not based on j:SuperType.
· Added person-related transactional case identifier

· PersonOtherID can be used for additional person identifiers.  Subsequent discussion suggested the need for additional elements for the purposes of vendor billing numbers, filer internal filing submission identification numbers, and identifiers for batches of filings.  The drafting small group will recommend elements or structures for these purposes.

· Changed maxOccurs of PersonOtherID in the GJXDM constraint schema to unbounded

· Added policy enhancements for hierarchies and content
· Shane reported the need to be able to differentiate lists of valid document types by case type.  He also noted the utility of being able to limit the use of particular document types within even more limited contexts.  For instance, a complaint cannot be filed in an existing case – only to initiate a new case.  It is also useful to differentiate between document types that can be filed only by court officials – such as notices and orders – and those that can be filed by outside users.  Shane suggested that the latter “context” limitations be included in a simple comment field that would not be machine readable.  Other options discussed included filter criteria and x-pass assertions.  Some members expressed skepticism concerning the wisdom of allowing indefinite nesting of policy elements.  Robert O’Brien noted that the Canada system developed by LexisNexis includes many of these features and can serve as a model for an expanded ECF court policy model.  The group noted the possible need to specify which versions of popular software products a court will support, noting that Microsoft’s Office 2007 product is not compatible with its 2003 product.  

· Added support for multiple filing parties

· The ECF schema currently permits only one filing party to be expressed for a particular document.  While there will always be a single filer, filings are often filed on behalf of multiple parties in a case.  The consensus was that this is a valid requirement, which can be accommodated by a simple cardinality change.
· Changed maxOccurs to unbounded for FilingPartyID in ExtendedDocumentDescriptiveMetadata 
· Added optional date/time pairs to the ElectronicFilingCallbackMesssage NotifyReviewFilingComplete  message:

· filingCompletionDate – the date on which the review filing process was completed by transmitting a proposed filing to the court record MDE for filing or by returning it to the filer as rejected

· filingCompletionTime -- the time of day on which the review filing process was completed by transmitting a proposed filing to the court record MDE for filing or by returning it to the filer as rejected

· filingEnteredOnDocketDate – the date on which an entry in the docket or register of action in the court CMS was completed for a filing

· filingEnteredOnDocketTime – the time of day on which an entry in the docket or register of action in the court CMS was completed for a filing

· Added support for multiple versions of the same document
· Addition of a  “document:FormatVersionRelatedDocumentID” to “Document/ExtendedDocumentDescriptiveMetadata” from xsd/Common/DocumentType.xsd

· Added child support elements and demand and judgment amounts
· Added proposed elements to Core message

· Added proposed elements to Domestic case type message
· 
Added additional instances
· Added the following policy for inclusion of elements in the specification
· Elements in the ECF core specification, whether in common, case type- specific, or court-specific messages, are intended to be useful to an automated case management system for the purposes of partially or fully automating case workflow after filing (e.g., filing review, noticing, docketing, judicial assignment, calendaring, standardized forms receipt and generation, fee processing) or ascertaining the adequacy or appropriateness of the filing (e.g., fee calculation, jurisdiction).  Elements in the ECF core specification are not intended to fully populate the automated case management system with all data contained within filed documents. That is, elements in the core-specification should be useful as “filing metadata” about the case, the filing transaction, parties or documents. These elements may also be “filing data”, or the contents of the filings.  For instance, information found on a filing cover  sheet can generally be considered filing metadata,  even if the information is also repeated in the document(s) being filed.

· Elements in the ECF common messages should be applicable to  most courts and case types.

· Elements in the ECF case type specific message should only be applicable to only one of the 6 case types defined in National Center for State Courts (NCSC) statistical standards.

· Elements in a locally-defined court-specific message should only be applicable  to a particular court or court system but not to courts in general.

· All “filing data” elements should be described in the filed documents, whose structure is outside the scope of the ECF specification.

·  Added the following description of approach for self-represented litigants to Section 3.3.1.17

· Attorneys and the parties they represent MAY reference each other with party identifiers.  Self-represented litigants MAY be represented using both attorney and party elements for the same individual with references from the attorney element to the party element and from the party element to the attorney element.

· Changed mappings/definitions to reconcile with GJXDM

· The Technical Committee decided to adopt the GJXDM definitions with the following exceptions:

· The definition for item 4 (chargeOffenseLocationCounty) will be “The name of the county, parish, or vicinage where the offense was committed.”  

· The definition for item 8 (court) will be “A person or body of persons whose task is to hear and submit a decision on cases at law.”  

· The definition for item 14 (text) will be the GJXDM definition with the deletion of the word “proxy.”

· The TC adopted the changes recommended in the “Needs Resolution Report” with the following exception

· In the definition of scarsMarksTatoosText (Item 14 in the Working Group report), the group decided to change the words “Plain English descriptions” to “Narrative descriptions.”
· Changed GetCalculatedFees query to return itemized filing related fees
· The getFee Query returns a single filing fee amount.  Some courts want to be able to break that amount down to differentiate the amount of the basic court filing fee from a transaction fee charged for efiling.  The payment receipt message, which is adopted from UBL, includes a structure for expressing multiple components of a fee.  This same structure can be incorporated into the GetFee Query response message.  
· Changed DocumentType to make CaseCourtEvent optional for DocketedCaseType
· Changed CourtEvent to support multiple documents
· During the course of the discussion of the courtEvent element, Gary Graham questioned whether courtEvent should accommodate multiple documents.  The current schema supports referencing a single document to an event.  Some reservations were expressed about making any major change to the domain model for this purpose.  
· 
Added the following guidance to Section 1.3

· It is recommended that implementations cache external schemas locally to improve performance and reliability. 

· Added reference from CaseAttorneyRole to attorney

· Add RepresentedPartyReference to CaseAttorneyRole

· Added clarification of definition and use of court-specific extensions
· Provide guidance on using constraint schemas


ECF 3.1 Web Services Service Interaction Profile Change Log:

· Changed attachment mechanism to MTOM
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�Changes complete in domain model.  Incorporate changes into ECF extension schemas.


�Discuss language and OrganizationRelationship with TC


�Discuss AddressType, DrivingIncident:Vehicle and bloodAlcoholContentLevel with TC
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