Regarding The Use of reviewed:DocumentDocketID

At the Face to Face meeting in Las Vegas (Dec. 5-6, 2007), an issue was considered regarding the efiling of an amendment to a Record On Appeal when the amendment would strike or remove one or more documents from the record. Consideration was given to the best approach to use to identify or specify the document to be removed or stricken. After some discussion, it was resolved that it would be best to identify the document using the ‘Document ID’ returned on the FilngReviewCallbackMessage. Specifically, as I understood it during the meeting, the proposal was to use /reviewed:ReviewedDocument/j:DocumentDescriptiveMetadata/j:DocumentID/ID.
It was communicated during the meeting that this element was intended to be used to uniquely identify the document in the court’s environment. The ECF specification does not identify how this should be done, but the use of a URL was suggested as an appropriate approach. The use of a URL could provide the filer with a means to access the document without employing the DocumentQueryMessage. Other approaches for uniquely identifying a document within a Court Record MDE environment were also suggested; one such example was the use of a unique value from a document management system, such as the ‘document handle’ provided by the OnBase document management system. It is not a requirement for Court Record MDE’s to provide access to documents through this unique document ID.
A question was raised as to whether the proposed /reviewed:ReviewedDocument/j:DocumentDescriptiveMetadata/j:DocumentID/ID element was the proper element into which to return the Court Record MDE unique document identifier value. I believed that perhaps this element was intended to return the Filing Assembly MDE unique document identifier value so that the efiling result for each submitted document would be unambiguously understood by the Filing Assembly MDE. I asked for, and was granted an opportunity to further review this before finalizing the details of the decision made during the meeting.

After looking into this, I have concluded that the element which is intended to be used to send the Court Record MDE unique document ID value is /reviewed.ReviewedDocument/DocumentDocketID/ID and not /reviewed:ReviewedDocument/j:DocumentDescriptiveMetadata/j:DocumentID/ID.

Note the definition for /reviewed.ReviewedDocument/DocumentDocketID:
The identifier from the court record system used to identify the document. This attribute is populated by the MDE/process that is authorized to create docket identifiers; the attribute will not be present before that creation takes place. For example, if the clerk review process creates docket identifiers, then this attribute will be present in the RecordDocketingMessage that goes to the court record MDE. However, if the court record process creates docket identifiers, then this attribute will not be present in the RecordDocketingMessage, but will be present in subsequent callbacks. This attribute will be absent in callbacks when the ReviewedDocument was rejected, either by clerk review or the court record system.
Whereas the definition for DocumentID is:

A unique and unambiguous reference to the resource within a given context.
Granted, the definition for DocumentID is its generic element definition, and does not reflect its more specialized purpose with its usage location within the XSD. However, an unambiguous means must exist for the Filing Assembly MDE to know the result of each submitted document. This can be accomplished by setting the /reviewed.ReviewedDocument/DocumentDocketID element value to the value provided in the CoreFilingMessage  /FilingLeadDocument/j:DocumentDescriptiveMetadata/DocumentID/ID value or the /FilingConnectedDocument/j:DocumentDescriptiveMetadata/DocumentID/ID. When returning the FilingReviewCallbackMessage, the FilingAssembly MDE document identifier value is again placed into the same elements as in the CoreFilingMessage. The Court Record MDE unique document ID is instead placed in the /reviewed.ReviewedDocument/DocumentDocketID/ID elements. This permits the Filing Assembly MDE to relate the Court Record MDE Document ID to its own Document ID in an unambiguous way.
As an aside, while investigating the Document ID issue, I observed the definition for ReviewedDocument:
This association will be present for every document that is reviewed by clerk review. For documents that were rejected by the clerk review process or the court record system, only the documentStatusCode, originalDocumentID, and (optionally) the documentStatusReasonDescription will be present. For documents that were accepted and recorded, all attributes will be present, except for documentStatusReasonDescription, which may or may not be present.
This definition sets forth requirements for element population when the document has been rejected. The element names referenced cannot be located and may reflect former (i.e. ECF 1.0) names. This should be corrected.

Also, there is a typo in the definition for ReviewedDocumentType within the 

<xsd:documentation>A document that has been reviewed through the clerk review process, and that potentially has been or will be reocrded in the court record system.
I also question the definition for SealedDocumentIndicator within the context of ReviewedDocument; the current definition is:

Clerk's instruction to court record system to seal this document.
Since this message (i.e. FilingReviewCallbackMessage) is communicating to the Filing Assembly MDE and not the Court Record MDE, should this not be understood as an instruction from the court to the Filing Assembly MDE to seal the document?
