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Electronic Court Filing Technical Committee

Face to Face Meeting
April 18 and 19, 2007
Marriott Mission Valley Hotel
San Diego, CA

Attendance Voting Member / Member / Observer 
 X=Face-to-Face; T=Teleconference
	Name
	Last Name
	Present

	John Aerts (LA County Information) 
	Aerts
	

	Alexandrou, Michael (Judicial Council of Georgia)
	Alexandrou
	X

	Andrea Allione (Systeam US, Inc.)
	Allione
	

	Adam Angione (Courthouse News Service, Inc.)
	Angione
	X

	Donald Bergeron (Reed Elsevier)
	Bergeron
	

	Terry Bousquin (National Center for State Courts)
	Bousquin
	

	James Cabral (MTG Management Consultants)
	Cabral
	X

	Scott Came (Individual)
	Came
	

	Tom Carlson (National Center for State Courts)
	Carlson
	

	Rolly Chambers (American Bar Association)
	Chambers
	

	Jamie Clark (OASIS Staff)
	Clark
	

	Thomas Clarke, Co-Chair (National Center for State Courts)
	Clarke
	X

	Robin Cover (OASIS)
	Cover
	

	James Cusick (Wolters Kluwer)
	Cusick
	X

	Robert DeFilippis (Individual- One Legal)
	DeFilippis
	

	Ann Dillon (Washington AOC) 
	Dillon
	

	Christopher (Shane) Durham (Reed Elsevier)
	Durham
	

	Scott Edson (LA County Information Systems Advisory Body)
	Edson
	

	David Ewan (PRIA)
	Ewan
	

	Robin Gibson, Secretary (Missouri AOC)
	Gibson
	X

	David Goodwin (Maricopa County)
	Goodwin
	

	Gary Graham (Arizona Supreme Court)
	Graham
	X

	John Greacen, Co-Chair (Individual)
	Greacen
	X

	Jim Harris (National Center for State Courts) 
	Harris
	X

	Brian Hickman (Wolters Kluwer)
	Hickman
	

	Hui Ji (Judicial Council of Georgia)
	Ji
	X

	Aaron Jones (Maricopa County)
	Jones
	

	John Jones (PRIA)
	Jones
	

	Caitlin Kapsner (Oregon Judicial Department)
	Kapsner
	

	Jeff Karotkin (Individual – Personal Attorney Service, Inc.) 
	Karotkin
	

	George Knecht
	Knecht
	X

	Mark Ladd (Property Records ind.)
	Ladd
	

	Laurence Leff, Secretary (Individual)
	Leff
	T

	Rex McElrath (Judicial Council of Georgia)
	McElrath
	T

	John Messing (Law-On-Line)
	Messing
	X

	Robert O’Brien (Ottawa Courts Administration)
	O’Brien
	T

	Dan O’Day (Thomson Corporation)  
	O’Day
	

	Gary Poindexter (Individual)
	Poindexter
	

	Nick Pope (Individual)
	Pope
	

	 David Roth (Thomson Corporation)
	Roth
	

	John Ruegg (LA County Information Systems Advisory Body)
	Ruegg
	

	Tony Rutkowski (Verisign) 
	Rutkowski
	

	Nancy Rutter (Maricopa County) 
	Rutter
	

	Dan Sawka (Washington AOC) 
	Sawka
	

	Scott Schumacher (Thomson Corporation) 
	Schumacher
	

	Christopher Smith (California AOC)
	Smith
	

	Mike Waite (US Department of Justice) 
	Waite
	

	Roger Winters, Editor, Representative to Member Section Steering Committee (Washington AOC, King County)
	Winters
	T


Agenda
Review of the revisions to ECF 3.01 for the ECF 3.1 release – Jim Cabral

Making changes to implement decisions on Tom Carlson-identified definitional/mapping issues resolved in New York and by conference telephone call

Including GJXDM bar number structure

Resolving the person identifier - ID/IDref issue

Including additional person-related transactional case identifiers 

Resolving schema validation issues

Adding court filing policy enhancements to express hierarchies and context 

Allowing multiple filing parties for a filing

Allowing for differentiated filing-related fees in the response to the getFee Query

Adding an additional timestamp(s) for filing processing events 

Not requiring courtEvent in the document complete message

Possibly including demand and judgment amount metadata

Improving directions for the use of externally defined schemas – option of using schemaLocation attribute to refer to locally cached copy of external schema and explore distribution of the externally defined schemas

Modifying the Web Services Service Interaction Profile to specify MTOM for attachments 

Adding a structure to support multiple versions of the same document 

Adding child support elements 

Including Shane Durham’s self represented litigant solution in the specification

Adding more sophisticated schema instances

Outreach subcommittee – James Cusick

Appellate subcommittee – Gary Graham

Review of items to be included in ECF 4.0

Status of the next NIEM release – Tom Clarke

Planning for the August 2-3 meeting in Albuquerque – John Greacen

Other items of interest to the members

Decisions Made

The TC will defer changes to Court Filing Policy to support hierarchical policy statements to ECF 4.0
The TC decided to add a DocumentRenditionMetadata structure to the domain model so that multiple versions of the same document can be supported.  Attachments will derive from DocumentRenditionMetadata rather than from DocumentMetadata.  DocumentBinaryData will be moved from Document to DocumentRenditionMetadata.  The specification will assume that courts will use DocumentContentType mime type information to determine how to process multiple renditions of the same filed document.  Courts may extend DocumentRenditionData if they wish to incorporate a code structure for their filers to support more sophisticated workflow processes.  Therefore, DocumentRenditionMetadata will not contain a Boolean element to identify the “official” rendition.

We will include the rules for what elements are included in the specification in the specification.
We will align ECF and National Center for State Court case types in ECF 4.0.
The specification will contain the following guidance for identifying self-represented litigants – specify the same individual as the party on whose behalf the filing is made and as the attorney (without using a bar number); include a reference from the attorney to the party.  The specification allows multiple attorneys for a party, so a person could be both self-represented and represented if the court allows a limited appearance for a party.  The court should clarify in its human readable Court Filing Policy the circumstances in which the latter will be allowed and the consequences of entering information in this fashion.  

The TC reversed its earlier decisions and instructed Jim Cabral to keep the following elements:
AddressType

HeightMeasureType

WeightMeasureType

OrganizationRelationship

BloodAlcoholContentNumber 

Tom Clarke will research the use by AAMVA of IncidentInvolvedVehicle. 

The specification will require the use of the ISO 639-2t standard as the code table for Language.  
We will use the current UBL specification for ECF 3.1 and consider migrating to UBL 2.0 for ECF 4.0.
We will consider including an allowable configuration document in ECF 4.0.
The TC approved Jim Cabral’s language encouraging local implementers to cache external standards referenced in the ECF 3.1 schemas.
We will add RepresentedPartyReference to CaseAttorneyRoleType.
The specification will include a fuller discussion of how to write court specific extensions and court specific constraint schemas.  
The TC commended the Outreach Subcommittee for the work it has accomplished and recommended additional steps for it to take.

We will ask the National Center to provide time for an ECF 3.x implementers workshop as a Special Interest Group at CTC10.
The TC approved the addition of a work address to the core message, with the understanding that it will use the same structure as existing address elements in the specification.

We will add an InterpreterNeededIndicator element. 

We will include a SocialDetails element in which a filer can include free text about physical disabilities, active military status or other relevant personal characteristics.  The specification will alert users that the TC intends to replace this text element with a code list in ECF 4.0.  

We will include the proposed child support judgment elements within the family/child support specific message.  We will not include judgment element(s) in the core message for ECF 3.1.

The TC agreed to Rex’s proposal for additional elements to add to the family/child support specific message and concurred in his decision about other elements that would be left to local court extensions.

The TC instructed the Appellate Subcommittee not to include within its scope appeals from limited jurisdiction courts to courts of general jurisdiction using trials de novo.  It should, however, include limited jurisdiction appeals on the record within its scope.  The Subcommittee should first develop materials supporting the traditional appellate function (from the general jurisdiction trial court to the intermediate court of appeals or court of last resort and from the intermediate court of appeals to the court of last resort) before addressing lower court appeals to the general jurisdiction trial court.  It will include both state and federal appellate court needs.
The Appellate Subcommittee should develop use cases before proceeding further.

John Greacen will send a message to the list telling members to let George Knecht, the new webmaster, know whenever they want him to post some material to the website.
The TC approved the proposed revised charter, with the addition of language concerning the outreach process in the deliverables section of the charter.  
Discussion

Tom Clarke reported on the status of the NIEM release.  The NIEM releases have been postponed for a month.  The draft version will be released in May.  The production version of NIEM 2.0 will be released in June.  This will provide sufficient time for Jim Cabral to review the implications for changes to ECF 3.1 for the August 2-3 face to face meeting in Albuquerque. 
The TC reviewed and approved Jim Cabral’s approach to resolving the following in ECF 3.1: 

-
inclusion of the GJXDM BarNumber element
-
clarification of Party ID ref 
-
Cardinality change for person IDs

-
allowing a filing to be made on behalf of multiple parties 
-
inclusion of additional timestamps
The TC agreed with Jim Cabral that enhancements to Court Filing Policy to allow for the representation of hierarchical policy requirements will be deferred to ECF 4.0.

The TC discussed how to allow for a party to file multiple renditions of the same document.  The business purposes are to allow a judge to use hyperlinks in a Word document or to receive a proposed order in an editable format as well as in a PDF version required for the officially filed version.  Rex McElrath described three possible solutions, recommending one of them.  The TC chose, instead, a fourth alternative – dividing the elements currently included in the Document Metadata structure into two different structures – Document Metadata and a subsidiary structure DocumentRenditionMetadata.  The latter structure would include an element in which the filer could indicate which rendition would be the official version of the document.

Jim Cabral drafted and circulated a proposed change to the domain model to implement this suggestion.  The TC accepted his draft, with three modifications.  Attachments will derive from DocumentRenditionMetadata rather than from DocumentMetadata.  DocumentBinaryData will be moved from Document to DocumentRenditionMetadata.  The specification will assume that courts will use DocumentContentType mime type information to determine how to process multiple renditions of the same filed document.  Courts may extend DocumentRenditionData if they wish to incorporate a code structure for their filers to support more sophisticated workflow processes.  Therefore, DocumentRenditionMetadata will not contain a Boolean element to identify the “official” rendition.

The TC believes that this solution will accommodate the two different business needs identified – to differentiate official from non-official versions and to decide whether or not to file a document.  Court applications can use the mime type information to make these determinations.  If mime type information is insufficient, the court can extend the DocumentRenditionMetadata to include a code list that it defines in Court Filing Policy.

This change should not break existing implementations because it has been requested by the known implementers.
The TC approved Jim Cabral’s proposal for adding to the specification the rules for what elements are included in the core message, what elements are included in the case type specific messages, and what elements are left for courts to include as extensions if they need them.
These rules refer to six case types identified in the NCSC court statistics guide.  We will align our current case types with the NCSC case types in ECF 4.0.
The TC discussed whether to include a specific indicator for self-represented litigant.  We concluded that this indicator may be appropriate for court CMS applications.  It does not appear to be needed for ECF.

The specification will contain the following guidance for identifying self-represented litigants – specify the same individual as the party on whose behalf the filing is made and as the attorney (without using a bar number); include a reference from the attorney to the party.  The specification allows multiple attorneys for a party, so a person could be both self-represented and represented if the court allows a limited appearance for a party.  The court should clarify in its human readable Court Filing Policy the circumstances in which the latter will be allowed and the consequences of entering information in this fashion.

The CaseDefendantSelfRepresentedLitigant indicator in GJXDM is usable only in criminal cases and is therefore not broad enough for our purposes.
Tom Clarke reported that the recommendations from the courts to expand the GJXSDM to include elements relevant to case types other than criminal have fallen on deaf ears at the XSTF.  Consequently, the National Center is exploring the possibility of obtaining funding to construct a court subset of the GJXDM for this purpose.
Gary Graham asked whether courts screen filings to determine whether the party on whose behalf the filing is submitted is authorized to file in the case.  George Knecht stated that Maricopa County does not do such a check; anyone can file a document in any case, whether or not s/he is a party to the case.  

Jim Cabral asked the TC to reconsider several of the decisions it had made previously in response to issues raised by Tom Carlson concerning our conformance to the GJXDM.  The TC authorized him to retain the following elements that we earlier decided to delete:

AddressType

HeightMeasureType

WeightMeasureType

OrganizationRelationship

BloodAlcoholContentNumber 

Tom Clarke will research the use by AAMVA of IncidentInvolvedVehicle. We were not able to find an appropriate GJXDM element that meets our needs for identifying the vehicle involved in a traffic citation.
The specification will require the use of the ISO 639-2t standard as the code table for Language.  We will not leave this issue to courts to specify in Court Filing Policy.  The TC chose the 2t standard over the 2b standard; we preferred using the abbreviation used by speakers of a language over the abbreviation for the Anglicized name of the language.
Jim Cabral noted that OASIS recently released UBL 2.0.  He asked if we should use the structure from the new specification in ECF 3.1.  We decided to use the current UBL specification for ECF 3.1 and consider migrating to UBL 2.0 for ECF 4.0.

Tom Clarke suggested that we consider including an allowable configuration document in ECF 4.0.  It would tell implementers where to look in externally referenced standards for the segments to use with the ECF specification.
The TC approved Jim Cabral’s language encouraging local implementers to cache external standards referenced in the ECF 3.1 schemas.

We will add RepresentedPartyReference to CaseAttorneyRoleType.
Tom Clarke pointed out that he and Jim Cabral have been fielding questions from implementers.  They focus primarily on how to write a court specific extension and how to create a court specific constraint schema.  The TC asked Jim Cabral to include instructions concerning these issues in the ECF 3.1 specification.
James Cusick reported on the activities of the Outreach subcommittee.  The Subcommittee has developed a summary overview of the ECF 3.0 specification for lay persons.  It is also preparing a summary technical overview of the specification and more extensive overviews for both lay and technical audiences.  James asked Georgia, New York and Florida to provide slides for the lay overview describing their implementations as additional case studies.  The current overview describes only the Maricopa implementation.
George Knecht has developed a website for an ECF user forum:  www.ecfforum.net. He has not yet populated the site with topics for implementation discussion, but will do so.  He will also include on the site internal Maricopa County discussions of interest to the wider implementer community.

Tom Clarke agreed to provide business and technical FAQ’s for the user forum. 

The TC suggested outreach to vendors of law firm case management systems.  The subcommittee will investigate participating in an ABA technology conference for this purpose.
Jim Harris will attempt to identify trial court IT directors in un-unified states like Georgia, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Texas to participate in the user forum.
Jim Harris will also ask the National Center to provide time for an ECF 3.x implementers workshop as a Special Interest Group at CTC10.

The TC reviewed Rex McElrath’s suggestions for additional child support elements to add to ECF 3.1.

The TC approved the addition of a work address to the core message, with the understanding that it will use the same structure as existing address elements in the specification.

We will add an InterpreterNeededIndicator element. 

We will include a SocialDetails element in which a filer can include free text about physical disabilities, active military status or other relevant personal characteristics.  The specification will alert users that the TC intends to replace this text element with a code list in ECF 4.0.  

We will include the proposed child support judgment elements within the family/child support specific message.  We will not include judgment element(s) in the core message for ECF 3.1.  These decisions followed extensive discussion of whether there are core judgment elements.  Rex McElrath argued that there should be a core generic element for a financial obligation.  John Greacen argued that judgment elements vary significantly from case type to case type and that the meaning of a financial obligation can only be determined from the point of view of the case type in which it is entered.  The TC resolved the issue by postponing consideration of the inclusion of core judgment elements until ECF 4.0. 

The TC agreed to Rex’s proposal for additional elements to add to the family/child support specific message and concurred in his decision about other elements that would be left to local court extensions.

The TC received a report from Gary Graham on the Appellate Subcommittee.  He reported that the Subcommittee has assembled lists of appellate case management elements from several jurisdictions and has initially explored the boundaries of its assignment.  The TC instructed the Appellate Subcommittee not to include within its scope appeals from limited jurisdiction courts to courts of general jurisdiction using trials de novo.  It should, however, include limited jurisdiction appeals on the record within its scope.  The Subcommittee should first develop materials supporting the traditional appellate function (from the general jurisdiction trial court to the intermediate court of appeals or court of last resort and from the intermediate court of appeals to the court of last resort) before addressing lower court appeals to the general jurisdiction trial court.  It will include both state and federal appellate court needs.

The Appellate Subcommittee should also develop use cases before proceeding further.  The most important of those use cases will address how to handle the record on appeal.  Several TC members urged that the record be accessed in the trial court rather than transmitted electronically to the appellate court’s database.
The TC endorsed the Subcommittee’s plans to try to get on the agendas of NCACC, CATO and CASA to recruit participation in its work.  If CATO is an official organization, it may be able to join OASIS and support participation by multiple members. 

John Greacen will send a message to the list telling members to let George Knecht, the new webmaster, know whenever they want him to post some material to the website.

The TC approved the proposed revised charter, with the addition of language concerning the outreach process in the deliverables section of the charter.  John Greacen will submit it to OASIS management for official approval by the TC.

The TC reviewed the contents of ECF 4.0:

1. Conformance to NIEM 2.0

2. Inclusion of additional elements for appellate efiling

3. Inclusion of additional elements needed for civil traffic, local ordinance, and parking cases

4. Modifications to the Web Services Service Interaction Profile to include multiple messages in the same transaction to accommodate bulk filing and a means of “chunking” documents too large to be transmitted in a single message

5. Re-examination of the model for service

6. Expansion of court filing policy to include hierarchical structure

7. Expansion of case event to support multiple documents
8. Development of a code list for SocialFactors

9. Inclusion of judgment elements in the core message
George Knecht will explore the addition of two other items:
a. Notify filing complete and other messages

i. Confusion of IDs

b. Fee collection

i. The specification does not deal with transfers of funds and reconciliation when an efiling vendor makes a lump sum payment of fees to a court.
Robin Gibson will work with Jim McMillan at NCSC to obtain a room for our meeting in October following CTC10.  She will approach the Tampa court if a CTC10 room is not available.

The August meeting will take place in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court in Albuquerque.  The Greacen family invites all TC members to a barbeque at their ranch two hours north of Albuquerque on Saturday, August 3d – the day following the TC meeting.
Tom Clarke noted that we will have scheduled three consecutive face to face meetings in the West.  He asked that we be more careful about geographical equity for TC face to face meeting sites in the future.
These minutes include deliberations and decisions made in the course of conference calls on both Wednesday and Thursday.
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