OASIS Legal XML

Electronic Court Filing Technical Committee

June 8, 2004
Attending: Dr. Laurence Leff, Roger Winters, Tom Clarke, Tom Smith, Robin Gibson, Diane Lewis, Shane Durham, Robert O’Brien, Jim Cabral, Kyle Snowden, Nick Pope, Marty Halvorson, John Greacen, John Messing, Dallas Powell
Actions Summarized

· Robin Gibson will send e-mail to the Technical Committee to see who might be able to attend a face-to-face in mid-July in Texas in conjunction with the NACM meeting and, if enough can attend, find out what dates work best for them.

· John Greacen will ask Tom Clarke whether he can help with 1) drafting the specifications for the technical writer contract proposed for OASIS to enter on behalf of the Member Section’s TCs and, 2) serving as supervisor over the technical writer who would be developing the “Requirements” document for the specification (with input expected from several sources).
· John Greacen and John Messing will make inquiries on the status of discussion in California relative to changes in IP and other aspects of the 2GEFS work, in hopes of being able to work together.

· John Messing will advise Nick Pope of the decisions in New Orleans relating to using XML digital signatures and solicit his help in developing material on that topic to be included in the Requirements document and subsequent specification. 
Face to Face

Robin said it was suggested that the next face-to-face be in conjunction with NACM, which will be in Grapevine, Texas (outside Dallas), July 11 through July 15. There’s a FACT meeting on Sunday, July 11. If we meet beforehand, it would be July 9 and 10 (or the 10th and 11th, if we have no one who’s attending FACT). If after, it would be Friday, July 16 and Saturday, July 17. It was suggested there should be an e-mail request to see who can attend. This might be too late a notice.
We discussed possible sites for a fall face-to-face, yet to be determined. Sites mentioned included Macomb, Illinois, Monterey, and Seattle. We might also meet in conjunction with the NCSC Conference in Las Vegas in December.

Robin will follow up with an e-mail to see who might attend the Grapevine face-to-face, if held. She’ll also follow up with contacts at the National Center regarding December. She said she’ll ask about interest in a fall meeting as well as advise about the December dates.
[Nick Pope who was on the call from England said he wants an opportunity, when Dallas and John Messing are on the call, to discuss XML signature. He did not see a point to remain on the call, as they were not present at that time.]
Marty Halvorson & Rich Himes

John explained that the Steering Committee has authorized entering a contract with a technical writer to support the drafting efforts of all of the LegalXML Member Section TCs. We are beginning negotiations with both Marty and Rich. They were invited to the call. Marty had called in but rang off at this point.
Review Decisions Made on Court Filing-Blue

Neither Tom Clarke nor Jim Cabral were able to fill in for Dallas Powell and John Ruegg, who were not yet on the call, to cover the Court Filing-Blue issues.
Tom Smith asked about the development of a formal Requirements Document. Is that planned? John Greacen said that our definition of Court Filing-Blue is serving that function. Tom said he feels that is not a formal Requirements Document. Neither Roger nor Robin recalled that we had drafted such a document, but we had discussed the need to have one. Robin recalled there were arguments pro and con for doing that. Shane noted that the outline said it supports functional standards from COSCA/NACM, but he feels that is unreasonably vague. Tom Smith said the Requirements must be done before anything else, to get agreement on what is to be covered in the specification. Jim Cabral agreed that if we are going to have a specification writer on board, it may be useful for their first assignment to translate that definitions document into a formal Requirements Document. Shane said he would like to see functional storyboards (or “Use Cases”) for all of this, but we haven’t developed that clearly. He feels it’s always been ambiguous as to how the systems should interact. Robin asked whether that activity belongs to someone we are going to pay to develop content or is it something to do in a face-to-face and hand over to the writer. Jim Cabral said we have a start; OXCI has already done some of that kind of work that could be adapted to Blue. He feels there are a number of sources one could draw on from our current requirements document, some of OXCI’s work, and some work LA County has done in this area. A requirements writer should be able to put together a rudimentary Requirements document. Jim said he is not suggesting this as a long-term project, but to formalize something we already have, and then to move ahead with writing the specifications. Tom Smith said it would be a detailed specification – every capability in the specification should be traceable back to the Requirements document, he said. The Requirements include basic functional things we’re trying to accomplish, essentially a workflow. Roger said he feels there’s a need for someone to give the technical writer input and material. He asked whether there is a standard format into which this writing could be put. John Messing said that we need a vision statement first. Tom Smith wondered whether that two-page document might serve as a vision statement. 
John reviewed the discussion about Requirements for Dallas, who agreed that would be valuable documentation for a lot of people. He said he was hoping to get information from California, feeling we were on hold while they were deciding whether to join with this effort. In the meantime we could work on the Requirements document. Tom Smith said we have material from our process models and survey that should go into the Requirements document. Dallas said that there was not a lot of detail in those – he would add detail but he is not sure that others will want to do that. The submissions were fairly high level. Dallas said that use cases that document the interaction of one system with another would be of great value to the Requirements document. One relates to the court receiving data and the other is where the court communicates with a legacy system. We should focus on the first, going from the “EFSP to the EFM.” Dallas said that most case management systems don’t have any API at all, so he would not recommend working on that end of the process. He has worked with case management vendors lately and none of them had that API. Dallas said the state of Utah is an example: they have a legacy system with no API. Tom Smith said the whole purpose of the API was to standardize that process so one wouldn’t have to customize it for every system. He said that California has an API specification, a formal definition and specification in 2GEFS. Shane explained how he visualizes this, for example, “Making a docket filing call.” He is not sure how any existing systems affect the nature of the work ahead for us.
John Messing asked whether OXCI wasn’t supposed to be dealing with the interface to a case management system. Jim Cabral said it does contain an architecture for interfacing with CMS systems, and they have run into the same situations that Dallas has been alluding to. They have wrapped those systems with a Web services interface. He said we need to focus on the EFSP to EFM interface first. Tom Smith said that lack of a standardized API will slow down the implementation, a sort of “pay now or pay later” situation. Dallas said we should see them as two separate documents that can be handled separately. John Messing said that if we focused on the filer to EFSP and EFSP to EFM and left the back end open, then a smart vendor may find a way to plug it into their systems. This would be a carrot for vendors. Tom Smith said this would be effective if there were dominant players in the CMS field, but there are none. For example, ACS does not seem to be strong in this area now – Moira has not been active in this group for a while. 
Roger said we are more likely to get this settled by getting a draft Requirements document together. John Messing said we should decide first whether we feel comfortable defining the provisional scope of it or whether we want feedback from our writer first. The definitional document establishes the scope of what we want to accomplish – many agreed with that statement. We could draft use cases for that scope and share those drafts with the writer. Roger wondered whether we couldn’t find a supervisor among us to work with the writer to get the draft together. Sources of data should be OXCI (Jim Cabral), California, Dallas Powell, Shane Durham, Dallas said. If others want to add from their positions – King County, Ruegg and Aerts might help. John Greacen asked whether Tom Clarke might be the right person to supervise that writer. Several felt he would be a good person to do it. John Greacen said he will talk to Tom about taking this on. None objected to the idea. Tom’s job wouldn’t be to be the sole member of the TC to interact with the writer, but to supervise the writer and assist with the interactions with the TC. 

Who will find out from Christopher Smith whether they have made any movement in California towards collaboration with LegalXML? John Messing said he will follow up and make those inquiries. Dallas described how Christopher had said at the New Orleans meeting that there would be communications about how they might modify IP policies and other aspects of 2GEFS in order to make collaboration possible. We are curious as to the status of those discussions. Both John Greacen and John Messing had inquired and Messing will follow up.
John Greacen said that we need to write up for OASIS the specification of what the writer(s) will do for the Member Section. He will be getting Tom Clarke to help him with that. He will call Tom about playing the facilitator role and he will write up a short e-mail for members of the TC setting forth this proposal for a Requirements document with the components that have been discussed. He’ll get some review of that in advance of posting it to the list, to be sure he has it right.
Robin will follow up on face-to-face possibilities in summer, fall, and December.

Other Matters of Concern

John Messing said Nick Pope, the co-chair of the Digital Signature Technical Committee, had a question on the status of the court seal, which they are putting in the DSS Standard, an “entity seal.” Dallas said that we had decided to include that in Blue in New Orleans. Dallas suggested he might write up the requirement and the detail of how that works. John will follow through with Nick Pope with this request. 
Meeting adjourned at 2 p.m. Eastern (11 a.m. Pacific).
--Meeting notes by Roger Winters.

