A Note Regarding In-Progress Changes to Query and Response Specifiction

Shane Durham

Tuesday, October 08, 2002

By the end of today I intend to post a new draft of the Query And Response proposal.

I wanted to tell you what to expect, and, at the end of this memo, describe a technical issue that needs resolution (and my suggested approach). 

 Changes agreed to at last week's meetings:
 

· Renamed 'GetActorRole' to 'GetCaseActorList' to better reflect its functionality.
 NOTE: Another rename suggestion, from Mo, I would like to implement: - Rename 'GetAssociatedCase' to 'GetCaseList' (or GetActorCaseList) to eliminate confusion over the term 'Associated Cases'.  Any objections?  

 
· Substituted existing compound data structures from CourtFiling for the prior proposal's response elements.

 

· Where necessary, defined new CMS-related data structures (DocketEntry, and CaseActorStatus)

 

· Identified how data structures are used in the 'standard query and response' set.
I am including an indication of which minimal values should be populated to form a 'standard' response.. and which sub-elements must be included (even if left blank) merely as an unintended consequence of their ‘required’ definition in CourtFiling. 

 

· Segregated the proposed Policy DTD from the Query Syntax. 

I am simply separating the prior spec paper into two papers: one to describe the Query/Response syntax (and the 'standard' queries), and a second paper to offer a proposal for how a court might express query policies.

 

· Removed material expressing a 'published privilege level' approach to security.

It is suggested that the remaining QueryAndResponse 'authentication' tag is consistent with CourtFiling’s approach to security: it is a placeholder.  The authentication tag provides a facility to express the identity of a requestor, which is the basic information necessary to implement a security methodology.  It says nothing of where that identification could be obtained or how it is to be implemented, leaving a court free to implement whatever approach they choose, if any.  

 

I suggest that we include some specification language stating that we intentionally have not defined a security methodology for queries (or filings) and, absent of a court-defined solution, the specifications are appropriate for the exchange of public case data only.  (Any takers on composing this statement?)
 

Note: A security methodology should be a top priority of future LegalXML work.  I believe it could likely be handled by the messaging protocols we are already evaluating, such as eBXML.

 

 

Now, I need to describe a technical issue and offer my best suggestion for resolution:
 

HOW TO RE-USE COURT FILING ELEMENTS:

To avoid explicitly re-defining all of the CourtFiling elements into the QueryResponse DTD, it looks like we need to make a couple of minor, almost editorial, changes to the way CourtFiling DTD and QueryAndResponse DTD are expressed.
 

My minimal suggestions below will have no effect on the final XML structures that express CourtFiling.  These suggestions only affect the way the DTD is written.  The suggestions are intended to help facilitate sharing the rules of data structures between QueryAndResponse and CourtFiling. 

Although the new DTD makes no changes to the structure of CourtFiling 1.1, the suggested changes constitute a type of editorial change and therefore should require a new dated version of the CourtFiling DTD to be published. 

This is what I suggest:

Remove CourtFiling’s definition of Query and Response.

(courtFiling does not need to include query and response)
<!-- <!ELEMENT courtFiling (filing+ | confirmation+ | query | response)> --> 
<!ELEMENT courtFiling (filing+ | confirmation+)>
 

(courtFiling does not need to include query and response)
<!-- <!ELEMENT query ANY>   -->
<!-- <!ELEMENT response ANY> -->
Create a REFERENCE ENTITY at the top of CourtFiling to represent 'Legal'. 

By using a REFERENCE ENTITY, other DTDs, such as QueryResponse, can later redefine the REFERENCE ENTITY.

<!ENTITY % LEGXML_LEGAL     " legal (courtFiling) ">
 

(implement ENTITY REFERENCE)
<!-- Court Filing content -->
<!-- <!ELEMENT legal (courtFiling)> -->  
<!ELEMENT %LEGXML_LEGAL; >
In QueryAndResponse DTD, include the DTD tags that will copy in the entire CourtFiling DTD. 

By copying in the CourtFIling DTD, the CourtFiling data structures can be included, and validated, by the QueryAndResponse DTD.

 

<!ENTITY % LEGXML_COURTFILING_1_1 SYSTEM "CourtFiling2002_02_18v2.dtd">
%LEGXML_COURTFILING_1_1;
 

In QueryAndResponse DTD, redefine the CoutFiling DTD's 'Legal' definition to include 'query' and 'response'.
The redefine approach allows us to include Query and Response structures, including those borrowed from CourtFiling, in a LegalXML message.

 

<!ENTITY % LEGXML_LEGAL     " legal (query | response) ">
 

These changes will have the effect of allowing Query/Response DTD to copy in data structures from CourtFiling DTD.  

These changes will allow a programmer to validate a complete Query/Response message (including the header) by referencing the QueryAndResponse DTD, which will, in turn, reference the CourtFiling DTD.  

I am working diligently and eagerly anticipate your feedback,
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