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John Greacen Comments on Message Types

1.1.2 Review Filing
Following line 100
Filing ID – In New Orleans we discussed two different Filing IDs – one assigned by the Filing Assembly MDE and another assigned by the Filing Review MDE in its synchronous response.  This is the one assigned by the Filing Assembly MDE.  I would say so.

Submission Date and Submission Time – Are these separate elements or are they parts of a single Date/Time element?
Court ID – Does this need multiple layers for court unit and court location?
Document – We have previously referred to this as Lead Document.  Why the change?  We also used the concept that a lead document is what is to be entered on the court docket or register of actions.   “Pleading” is a highly technical term in the Federal Rules of Procedure, which have been adopted in most states.  It applies only to the filings that frame the issues for a case – the complaint, counterclaim or cross complaint, answer, etc.  So, I would prefer to use the term “Paper” (the term used in the Federal Rules) to be more generic.  You could use “Paper (including, e.g., pleading, application, motion, cover sheet, court form, notice, proposed order, or order) intended for filing in the court record.”

Document Metadata: Document ID – You have introduced the term “resource.”  Is that a technical term?  It is not a domain term.
Document Metadata: Document Sequence ID  -- “or” should be “of”
Document Metadata: Document Title Text and Document Metadata: Document Subject Text – These are new metadata concepts for court filing.  I don’t think they belong.  In my experience courts do not record the actual text of the title; they use the “document type;” and they want to impose the use of standard “document types” on the user.  We also do not record keywords or phrases from the text of a document.  We may record the “charge(s)” in a criminal case or the “cause of action” in a civil case.  But we require the filer to choose them from a limited set of approved terms or statutory or ordinance sections.  Substitute “Document Type” which is used for the Record Docketing Message.
Don’t we need components for:

Digital signature – A key provided by the signer signifying the signer’s affirmation of the paper to which it is affixed.
Document hash – A SHA 2 or higher hash uniquely describing the document filed

Entity seal – A digital signature affixed by the sending computer used to validate the entire contents of the filing message.
Payment Information – I gather that the point here is that this element states how payment has or will be made.  I  suggest the following edits to the second and third sentences -- The form of payment may include a credit, debit, electronic transfer, or deduction from the filer’s escrow account held by the court; if so, the account numbers needed for the court to complete the transaction are included in the message.  If the form of payment is the promise to make a future cash or check transaction, it is sufficient to note the form of payment. If the Filer has made payment to some third-party; such as an online payment service, the payment information contains the receipt number supplied by the payment service. If the Filer is filing an application to waive the filing fee or the court has granted such an application, the filer indicates “Fee waiver sought” or “Fee waiver granted” Strike “still” from the last sentence. 
Filing Fee – This is the name given to the information provided by the court in response to a 1.1.14 query.  It needs to have a different name, such as Payment Amount.  Remember that we agreed that this should be able to convey a maximum amount as an alternative to a specific amount.  We need to have a way of showing that difference.

Payment authorization -- We need to add an element for the Filer to use to authorize the debiting of an escrow account, credit or debit card, or electronic transfer.

Following line 103

Attachment – Do we want to say that this document is not separately entered on the docket or register of actions?  That distinguishes a lead document from an attachment.

Attachment Metadata: Document Title Text and Attachment Metadata: Document Subject Text – same objections as before.  Substitute “Attachment Document Type”

Case Title – Courts use the term “case style” or “case caption” to include all the parties on all sides, with the “versus” and the formal roles of the parties (“Plaintiffs,” “Interveners,” etc.)  “Case style” can be used to include the full header for the case, including the “In the name of the court,” the )s separating the parties from the court information, and the court case number and judge, if used by a court.  I cannot imagine that a Filer would submit this information to the court.  The court might send it to the Filer in the acknowledgement of the filing of a complaint initiating a case, but not otherwise.  All that a Filer might submit, is a “short caption” such as State v. Greacen, or Tingom v. Came.  In the applications with which I am familiar that information is displayed for the Filer during the filing process, but only for the purpose of confirming the case number.  Only the case number is returned with the filing because that is all that the court needs to identify the case.  In short, I would delete this item altogether because we already have Case ID.  If this is case initiation, we have to require the designation of each party by party type, etc., so we are not going to have a case where the parties will submit the case title as such.
Case Category Text – This message component conflicts with “Case Type” included below for newly initiated cases.  I prefer the name “Case Type.”  See my comments to those components.  
Case Participants: Case Respondent Party Organization – I would edit the description in this way -- The organization in a court case that is required to answer a complaint or petition for a court order or judgment or a writ requiring it to take some action, halt an activity or obey a court's direction. In an appeal, the party who must respond to an appeal initiated by a party seeking to overturn the trial court decision in whole or in part (called "appellant") in the appellate court. The accused in a domestic violence case or criminal action.
Case Participants: Case Respondent Party Person – Modify in the same way.
Case Participants: Case Respondent Party Property – The property in an “in rem” court case against which a claim is made.

Case Participants: Case Defense Attorney – The parallel construction would be “Case Respondent Party Attorney.”
Case Participants: Case Initiating Party Organization – I would edit as follows -- An organization that brings charges or a suit against another in a court of law. Can be either the state in a criminal case,an organizational or institutional plaintiff or petitioner in a civil case.
Case Participants: Case Initiating Party Person – I would edit as follows -- A personwho  files a lawsuit against another in a court of law. Can be either a victim in a criminal case (in a state where an individual may bring criminal charges against another) or a plaintiff or petitioner in a civil case.
Case Participants: Case Initiating Party Property – I cannot think of an instance in which property initiates a case.  This category should be eliminated.
Case Participants: Case Prosecution Attorney – The parallel construction would be Case Initiating Party Attorney.

Served Participants – Under the model that we prescribed in Salt Lake and reaffirmed in New Orleans, eService cannot be performed before receipt of the synchronous response to the filing from the court.  Therefore, there can be no served participants at the time of this message.  Is this included for the purpose of supporting eService in courts that do not amend their rules to accomplish our model?  If so, we need to rewrite our requirements to include an additional step of acquiring the list of parties participating electronically prior to the filing transaction.

Served Participants: Case Witness; Served Participants: Case Other Actor Organization; Served Participants: Case Other Actor Person; Served Participants: Case Other Actor Property – All of these items should be eliminated because they can arise only in primary, not secondary, service.  Secondary service is restricted to parties in the case, which have already been identified.

Served Participants: Service Method  -- Strike “non e-service;” service on persons served by traditional means is certified to the court by a certificate of service, just as it has always been done.  I am not sure that we even need this category.  Did we define a requirement that the Service MDE must return the method by which service was effected, or just the fact of service?  We left it entirely to the Service MDE to negotiate with its client how service would be performed; I remember mention of email, fax, and placing in an electronic mailbox.
Line 105 – What is the referent to “this” and what is an “eServiceProfile.”  If we are including message components, and an eServiceProfile is a component, it should be included and defined.

Following line 113

Case Title – At the time a case is initiated, it has no title.  A case title is created by the court, not by a party.  This should be eliminated.

Conform participants and attorneys to my earlier comments.  

I believe that we need a convention to attach an attorney to a particular initiating or responding party when there are multiple parties.  

Case Type, Case Sub Type, and Case Type Specific Information – This needs to be conformed to Tom Carlson’s case typing approach.  There is no need for a Case Type Specific Information category.  The Filer should pick from the available case types provided by the court.  There should be four layers and the concatenation process should be spelled out here as well.
1.1.3 Record Docketing

Line 119 – I would prefer to have the synchronous court response appear next in the listing of messages.  I believe that this is 1.1.5, but I am not sure from the way it is constructed.

Following line 130

Docketing ID – The definition should note that this ID is assigned by the court at the moment of receipt by the Filing Review MDE.

Filing ID – This is the ID assigned by the Filing Assembly MDE.  I assume it is persisted just for tracking purposes.  The court’s ID is the Docketing ID.

Submitted Date and Time – At this point, no one cares what time the message left the control of the Filer.  All that counts is the Received Date and Time.  We discussed this extensively in New Orleans and decided that there would be a single such value and that the court would assign it at the moment of receipt.  I see little reason to persist the Submitted Date and Time.  We must have a Received Date and Time.

Recorder ID – It needs to be made clear that the Recorder ID can be a machine and not a person.

Court ID – Why is this necessary at this point?  This transaction is between two components specific to a single court.

See previous comments about “Document,” “Document Metadata: Document Title Text” and “Document Metadata: Document Subject Text”
Requests To Seal – At this point, the court – by a person or an automated response to a request to seal, has decided that the document will or will not be sealed either permanently or until a judge makes a permanent decision.  This should be named something like “Sealing Instruction” directed to the CMS and DMS.
See earlier comments about “Attachment Metadata: Document Title Text” and “Attachment Metadata: Document Subject Text.”

Case Title – This component is appropriate at this stage.  However, it may need two different elements – one for the “Case Style” and one for the “Short Caption.”

Case Type Specific Information and Case Category Text – These should be replaced with the Case Type layers as mentioned above.

Case Tracking ID – This is called Case ID in the Filing Review Message and below line 136 in this Message.  The only justification for having a different component is to record a tracking number assigned before a case number is available.  If that is the purpose, it should be so defined.  
See earlier comments about case participants and attorneys.
Next Scheduled Event: Court Event Activity – This strikes me as CMS-specific information.  It is probably a good idea to include such a component for a court to use to convey additional information, but I would not define it so tightly.  My suggestion for the definition – Additional information concerning a Next Scheduled Event: Court Event.  In any event, the examples must be changed because in a criminal case the activities to occur are defined by the nature of the event itself, such as initial appearance, bail review hearing, arraignment, sentencing hearing, etc.

Filing Related Party – I do not believe that we should introduce this concept of metadata concerning a witness into Court Filing Blue.  I believe that parties can notify the court about witnesses in the papers they file.  But, if we are going to introduce it, we need to include it in the Filing Review Message in order for the court to receive the information to include in its record.

Following line 140

See previous comments about case participants, attorneys and case type.

1.1.4 Record Docketing Callback
Following line 153

See previous comments about Document Metadata: Document Title Text and Document Metadata: Document Subject Text
See previous comment about Received Date and Time.

I am concerned that we use the same term for the Document ID at every step in the process, although I believe the Document is assigned different IDs  by the Filing Assembly MDE, the Filing Review MDE and the Court Record MDE.

I believe that we need to have two additional components for this message:

Document Address – An address for Filers to use to refer to this Document in subsequent filings

Document Hash – A SHA 2 or higher hash uniquely identifying the document as it appears in the court’s record.

1.1.5  Review Filing Callback

Line 155 – I do not believe that this is intended to be the synchronous message returned at the moment of receipt of the filing.  That message needs to be specified.  It includes at least:

Filing ID

Submitter ID

Received Date and Time – the official date and time at which the filing was received by the court.

Court Filing ID – the universally unique identifier assigned to the filing message by the court

It may also include a hash of the document(s) received by the court.

Following line 162

See previous comment about Received Date and Time.

This message must also include Document Address and Document Hash.
1.1.6 Query Message

Line 163 – We need an introduction pointing out that all of the queries are mandatory except for 1.1.10 and that courts should review the CCJ/COSCA Report on Privacy and Access to Court Records before they implement these queries.  What a court chooses to return is up to the court.  But the court has to support the mandatory queries, even if it returns no information for some of them.

Line 165  The query message is a request for information from the court identified by CourtID.  

Following line 168

XXQuery ID – How is this ID derived from the Review Filing Message?

Inquirer ID – Strike “Get Filing Message.”  This is a universal query definition.

1.1.7 Response Message

Line 172  This is a  message responding to a Query Message

Line 174  All Response Messages MUST include: 

Following line 175

Filing Query ID – Shouldn’t this be XXQuery ID?  Again, why the reference to Review Filing Message?

Filing Error – This is the wrong name for this component.  It suggests that the court made an error in filing the information requested.  It should be named “Query Error” to signify that the requestor made an error in specifying the query.

1.1.8 Get Filing

Line 178  This query message is a request for a filingidentified by FilingID

Following line 181

Filing ID – This refers to the ID assigned by the Filing Assembly MDE.  I believe that we contemplated the court’s substituting its own Court Filing ID.  If so, the name should change and the reference would be to A (universally unique) identifier from the Review Filing  Synchronous Response Message.
Filing Number – This component has not previously been specified.  I suggested that it be named Court Filing ID.

Case Tracking Id – If the filing is in a case with a case number, this will be Case ID, not Case Tracking ID.  I don’t know how to note that.

Recording Date and Time – If the filing has been recorded, then the query will be a Get Document Query, not a Get Filing Query.  So, the Date and Time to be returned should be Received Date and Time.

This query should return a Filing Status.

At one time, we also discussed having this query return the Documents and Attachments included in the Filing.  That seems to be the only distinction between Get Filing and Get Filing Status.
1.1.9 Get Filing Status

Following line 190

Inquirer ID – Should read Get Filing Status Message.

See previous comments about Filing ID, Case ID and Filing Number

See previous comments about Recording versus Received Date and Time.
1.1.10  Get Filing List  -- This query is optional for the court to implement.

Line 196 – If you had the Filing Number, you would not have to make this query.  It should be by Filer or by Case and should include a time interval parameters.
Following line 202

I don’t think there is any reason to return Case Tracking ID or Recorded Date and Time (or Received Date and Time) or Filing Status.  The purpose of this query is merely to return the Filing Numbers (or Court Filing IDs of all filings submitted by a Filer during a time interval or submitted in a case during a time interval.

1.1.11 Get Case
Line 205 – This is a query for the entries in the docket or register of actions for a specific case, identified by its case number.
Following line 209

Case Tracking ID should be Case ID.

Following line 212

Case Category Text – Should be Case Type, including our four layers.

Case Tracking ID – There is no reason to return a Case Tracking ID.  The query requires the submitter to include the Case ID

The query must also return Docket or Register of Action information.  

1.1.12 Get Case List
Line 215 – Do we really intend to allow an inquirer to obtain a list of all open or closed cases (case status) or all criminal cases (case type)?  I would limit the query to cases involving particular parties or attorneys.

Following line 219

If we do intend the broader subject matter, the search parameters should not all be required but should be provided in the alternative.

Following line 222

All this query should return are case numbers and case titles.

1.1.13 Get Document
Following line 228

Case Tracking Id – Should be Case ID

Case Docket ID – Should be the Document ID assigned by the court at the time of Record Docketing.  There is no need to identify a docket – only a document.
Following line 231

I see no reason to return all the metadata.  All the inquirer wants is the document itself.

We do need to return the Attachments as well as the Lead Document.

1.1.14 Get Calculated Fees

Line 234 -- This query is a request for determination of the court fees required to file a specific document in a case.

Following line 237

Can’t we make the query very simple by specifying that it send all the information in the Review Filing Message?

Following line 240

I see no need to include Submission Date and Time, Case Tracking ID, or Payment Information.  Payment Information is defined as the data the Filer submits to the court.  All the filer needs is the filing fee amount.  

1.1.15 Get Available Service Recipient’s List

Following line 246

Case Tracking Id should be Case ID.

Following line 248

We do not need to serve the judge.

We need to serve the attorneys of the participants.  We serve the participants themselves only if they do not have attorneys.  

We need to have the electronic addresses of the electronic participants.
We do not include service information here.  

We need additional messages for the Service MDE to send the filing to the eService Recipients and for the Service MDE to inform the court that service has been effected.
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