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Comments:

1. As in other Legal XML documents, definitions and usage of terms is confused and confusing: what's the difference between "Electronic Filing Provider" and "EFSP"?

2. There is insufficient narrative describing the intent of each requirement.

3. "Court Policy Interface (CPI)" is a poor choice for a name. This document does not describe an interface (the interface to court policy may be nothing more than an FTP address).

4. Context: "Another model to be explored as a method for communicating the details of Court Policy include use of the Query and Response specification and, in particular, its <getPolicy> query."
There is no getPolicy in the Query and Response specification. It was agreed in San Francisco in 2001 that there was no need to limit access to court policy files through an EFM: court policy should be accessible without requesting it from the EFM.

5. Objective: "Communicate the court’s policies in a human-readable format, written so they will be understandable to a person who lacks formal legal training."
This should not be an objective; XML is "human-readable", but those of a non-technical persuasion will have a very difficult time understanding the meaning of court policy files.
6. Court Filing Support: "PCF00008 - Indicate the extent of support for the Court Filing specification’s list of Court locations."
Getting confused here: is the relationship of a court policy file to an EFM (which may serve multiple courts or CMSs), or to an individual court, or to an individual CMS? We've assumed the relationship is to a CMS, because CDC and Q&R are fundamentally defined for each CMS.
7. Court Document Support, Court Forms Support: missing requirement for version constraints?

8. Query-Response Support: "PQR00003 – Indicate limits on the number of queries allowed, for example, in a time period, and describe other restrictions that apply." 
Limiting queries was previously determined to be a bad idea, particularly in light of the Nat'l E-Filing Process Standards dictate that "the only real database is the court's database".
9. Query-Response Support: "PQR00002 – Indicate all limits on the terms and arguments available for a query."
Unclear what this means. Seemingly missing anything about indicating non-normative queries.

10. Court Rules & Administration Support: "PRA00013 – Describe the court’s use of element data typing."
What is this? CDC related?

11. Court Rules & Administration Support: "PRA00014 – Describe the court’s requirements, if any, regarding maximum element data length and size."
PRA00014 – Describe the court’s requirements, if any, regarding maximum element data length and size.
PRA00015 – Describe any constraints on the relationship between elements.
PRA00016 – Describe any constraints on attributes within elements.
PRA00017 – Describe any value constraints on elements.
PRA00018 – Describe any value constraints on attributes.
PRA00019 – Describe any date constraints on elements.
PRA00020 – Describe any date constraints on attributes.

These should be in CDC XML. By virtue of the following, this document isn't supposed to describe CDC XML: "PCF00010 - Indicate the extent of support for the Court Filing specification’s list of Courts available for documents to be filed, Case number format (and other CDC details), describing how the CPI is coordinated with CDC and the court’s Case Management System."

12. Court Rules & Administration Support: "PRA00029 – Describe any pre-qualifications for filers."
First time we've seen anything like this. A court will restrict someone's right or ability to file???
13. Court Rules & Administration Support: "PRA00035 – Communicate the court’s accepted communication protocols."
Duplicates "PRA00046 – Communicate which protocols are supported by the court, e.g., https, SOAP, Web services."
14. Court Rules & Administration Support: Missing a requirement to indicate support for a FIPS 180-1 document hash as per Nat'l E-Filing Process Standards.

15. Access and Notice Support: "PAN00003 – Provide registration of “I Care” for Filers push model and websites."
"PAN00004 – Provide registration of “I Care” for EFP push model and websites."
"PAN00005 – Provide push of policy to registered “I Care” for Public Notice Locations."
"PAN00006 – Provide push of policy to registered “I Care” for Filers."
"PAN00007 – Provide push of policy to registered “I Care” for EFP."
These apparently assume a publish-and-subscribe model: there's nothing about that in the EFM-CMS API requirements, which are presumably a prerequisite for such a capability.

16. Access and Notice Support: "PAN00010 – Declare relationship to EBXML collaboration protocols."
"PAN00011 – Declare relationship to UDDI."
"PAN00012 – Declare relationship to WSDL."
Presumes use of various web services. Do they know what these things do? UDDI would point to court policy: there's no reason for court policy to point to UDDI. Who's done the analysis leading to inclusion of these things as requirements? 

17. Conformance Levels & Requirements Assigned to Each Level.
There's nothing here. By agreement since the Salt Lake meeting, a requirements document is supposed to contain this information.
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