
Comments on Section 1.1 (Message Types) of the LegalXML System Blue Specfication

	Message
	Line #
	Submitter
	Comment
	Subcommittee Proposed Action

	General
	
	Greacen
	In New Orleans we agreed on an additional query, to be named Get Case Documents List.  The query would include the same information as the Get Case Query, but it would return only a list of the document types and their document IDs enabling the inquirer to submit Get Document Queries for each individual document.
	ADD.

	General
	
	Bergeron
	All items of type ID -- should all of these reference the unique ID scheme that was brought forward on May 17 and accepted at that time -- I suggest this is a real good idea.  When I read the point on the unique identifier for the machine, some machines do not have native unique addresses.  The proposal of May 17 covers that condition.
	NO CHANGE. UUIDs will apply to MDE IDs only.  Some IDs, such as FilingID, will be derived from MDE IDs.  Some IDs, such as Personal Identifiers, will be assigned according to a relevant standard.  Other IDs, such as Case ID, will be assigned in an implementation-specific manner. 

	General
	
	Bergeron
	payment information -- this section will be replaced by the UBL information correct?  At minimum we missing the new identifier code that's used for practically all non-card credit card transactions.
	Yes, this will be represented in UBL.  We will need to investigate the additional code to determine whether and how to ADD it.

	General
	
	Bergeron
	should all tables have a column for cardinality?
	NO CHANGE. The “must” and “may” blocks provide minimum occurrence cardinality.  Maximum occurrence will be determine when we develop the schemas. 

	General
	
	Durham
	We need a description of the MessageType which expresses 'your message has been received'. In the use cases, I believe we refer to this thing as a 'MessageReceipt'.  For transactional processes, , the 'MessageReceipt' explicitly acknowledges that the sender's data has been received and will be processed by the receiver.
	ADD the synchronous acknowledgement.

	General
	
	Durham
	Explicitly identifying the 'action' and 'argument' of each MessageType: 

It could be said that the 'blue' message types are a combination of a requested 'action' and 'argument(s)'. 
For example: 'Review Filing' represents a requested action of 'Review' and an argument of 'Filing'. 

1) The document should explicitly define the 'action' being expressed by each MessageType. 

For example: In the section regarding 'Review Filing', something should explicitly describe that this message expresses a requested action  of 'Review', distinct from the argument, 'filing'.  This information will eventually correspond (more or less) to function names in each of our implementation profiles. 

2) Likewise, I think the document should better identify the primary 'argument(s)' being expressed by each MessageType. 

For example: In the section regarding 'Review Filing', the document does not give the reader the sense of how all of the described data can be collectively thought of as a 'filing'.  The document describes a series of 'blue' data elements, but does not show that they are members of a larger 'filing' data structure, which is, itself, thought of as an argument of the overall 'ReviewFiling' messageType.

I'll try to illustrate the distinction this way: 

The current document kinda looks like this: 

ReviewFiling 
       - property1 
       - property2 
       - property3 
       - property4... 

I would advocate an approach more like this: 

ReviewFiling ( filing ) 
        action: ReviewFiling 
                - actionProperty1 
                - actionProperty2 
                - actionProperty3... 

        argument1: filing 
                - filingProperty1 
                - filingProperty2 
                - filingProperty3... 
	NO CHANGE. That would make sense if messages could support multiple actions.  All of the messages defined in blue so far are associated with a single action.  Therefore, there is no value is distinguishing properties of the action from properties of the message data.  Further, – it will the court, not the filer, who decides whether a filing will be “reviewed” or “filed without review.”  So, it makes no sense to have the filer submit an argument for one or the other.

	Review Filing
	100
	Durham
	Receiver ID - What do we mean by Receiver here? 
Do we mean a particular user?  If so, that value is not appropriate in the context of a 'review filing' message. 
The Filing Assembly process will not often (if ever) know the userid to whom a filing is being transmitted.
	NO CHANGE. This refers to the FilingReview MDE ID.

	Review Filing
	100
	Durham
	Payment Information - I do not understand what is meant here. 
I do not believe that the court collects monies from the FilingAssembly MDE (at least, not via a 'blue' defined interaction).  That's the point of PaymentInformation: to express an instrument where 'n' monies may be collected/verified via mechanisms external to 'blue'.
	NO CHANGE. This is to support the court’s collection of money from the filer, not the FilingAssembly MDE.  Shane is correct that we have shifted in our requirements for payment.  Originally we said all payment is outside Blue.  But now we are transmitting within Blue the information needed by the court to collect from the filer

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	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.
	ADD a Filing Assembler Filing ID element.

We agreed in New Orleans that the definitive ID (the Filing ID) will be assigned by the Filing Review MDE.

	Review Filing
	100
	Bergeron
	filing ID -- column 2 -- for a reviewed filing -- might be better wording
	REDEFINE: “A (universally unique) identifer for a filing.”  

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	Submission Date and Submission Time – Are these separate elements or are they parts of a single Date/Time element?
	NO CHANGE. This will be determined when we map into schema.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	Court ID – Does this need multiple layers for court unit and court location?
	According to the minutes, “CourtID is the court or part thereof as set forth in its Policy. It could involve a combination of elements, e.g., Department, Division and Location (Buildings, Branch), etc. “ This issue will be deferred to the UML process.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	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.”
	NO CHANGE in the name of the element:  The minutes show that the TC deliberately changed the terminology from “Lead Document” to “Document.”  Include the suggested change in the definition of “Document.”

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	Document Metadata: Document ID – You have introduced the term “resource.”  Is that a technical term?  It is not a domain term.
	REDEFINE to make these definitions specific to court filing.  Suggest definitional change to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	Document Metadata: Document Sequence ID  -- “or” should be “of”
	FIX TYPO.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE: Document Title Text and Document Subject Text.  

ADD: Document Type.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	ADD: Digital signature – A key provided by the signer signifying the signer’s affirmation of the paper to which it is affixed.
	NO CHANGE. To be  provided by the Messaging Profile.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	ADD: Document hash – A SHA 2 or higher hash uniquely describing the document filed
	NO CHANGE. To be  provided by the Messaging Profile.  But will be added to Record Docketing and Review Filing Callback.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	ADD: Entity seal – A digital signature affixed by the sending computer used to validate the entire contents of the filing message.
	NO CHANGE. To be  provided by the Messaging Profile.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	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. 
	REDEFINE as suggested to make it court filing specific.  The original definition comes from the UBL. 

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME and REDEFINE as suggested.

	Review Filing
	100
	Greacen
	ADD: 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.
	We need to be sure that this is included in UBL Payment Information.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	Attachment Metadata: Document Title Text and Attachment Metadata: Document Subject Text – same objections as before.  Substitute “Attachment Document Type”
	DELETE: Document Title Text and Document Subject Text.  

ADD: Document Type.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	CHANGE NAME to Short Case Title but keep in the Review Filing Message.  Case Numbers are most useful to machines while people recognize Case Titles much more easily.  Including Short Case Title provides a nice doublecheck  and validation against the Case Number. Using both should help Filers and Filing Review MDEs catch and correct incorrect case numbers sooner.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.  
	DELETE: Case Category Text.

ADD: Case Type.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	REDEFINE as suggested.  Suggest changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	Case Participants: Case Respondent Party Person – Modify in the same way.
	REDEFINE as suggested.  Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	Case Participants: Case Respondent Party Property – The property in an “in rem” court case against which a claim is made.
	REDEFINE as suggested. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	Case Participants: Case Defense Attorney – The parallel construction would be “Case Respondent Party Attorney.”
	RENAME to Case Respondent Attorney per the minutes from the Salt Lake City meeting. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	REDEFINE as suggested. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	REDEFINE as suggested. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	Case Participants: Case Initiating Party Property – I cannot think of an instance in which property initiates a case.  This category should be eliminated.
	DELETE Case Initiating Party Property. Recommend change  to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	Case Participants: Case Prosecution Attorney – The parallel construction would be Case Initiating Party Attorney.
	RENAME to Case Initiating Attorney per the minutes from the Salt Lake City meeting. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE “Served Participants.”  If a court declines to adopt our approach to the service process, it can maintain the current process and the Filer can certify service in a written statement made part of the Document to be filed – all as is done at present.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE:  See above discussion.

	Review Filing
	103
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE See above discussion.

	Review Filing
	103
	Bergeron
	I think we need more detail on the protocol we’re going to use for sequence ID.  I believe we only need to limit it to an integer value.
	HOLD FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION when the Cabral/Powell/Harris Subcommittee makes a proposal concerning sequencing of partial documents.

	Review Filing
	105
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME eServiceConsent and retain as a means for a court to implement eService by the consent of a party in a particular case.  This is not a process that we would recommend, but some courts use it. The purpose of the element is merely to express consent to service by electronic means to the address used to submit the Review Filing Messages.  

	Review Filing
	113
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE Case Title.

	Review Filing
	113
	Greacen
	Conform participants and attorneys to my earlier comments.  
	RENAME as suggested.  Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Review Filing
	113
	Greacen
	I believe that we need a convention to attach an attorney to a particular initiating or responding party when there are multiple parties.  
	ADD.

	Review Filing
	113
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME CaseType and Case Sub Type according to NCSC standards.  

DELETE Case Type Specific Information.  Case type specific information will occur at the time of case initiation and we will be defining that information.  The issue of local extensions is being resolved separately.  

	Record Docketing
	119
	Greacen
	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.
	RENUMBER as suggested.  1/1/5 is not intended to be the synchronous response; it is the asynchronous response.

	Record Docketing
	119
	Durham
	Record Docketing - It might be helpful if, at this point, the reader were gently reminded that by 'docketing' we do not mean a singular 'docket entry' destined for a case's register of actions.  By 'docketing', we are referring to a general set of data that is to be recorded into the court record, which may include one or more: case participants, attorneys, register-of-actions entries, calendar events, etc.
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Record Docketing
	123
	Bergeron
	You may want to add been more explicit statement that it does not ensure the information will be stored in the case management system nor the document management system.  Further, it does not ensure that it will be stored at all!
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	Docketing ID – The definition should note that this ID is assigned by the court at the moment of receipt by the Filing Review MDE.
	RENAME to “Filing ID”.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME to “Filing Assembler Filing ID”

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE Submission Date and Submission Time.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	Recorder ID – It needs to be made clear that the Recorder ID can be a machine and not a person.
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	Court ID – Why is this necessary at this point?  This transaction is between two components specific to a single court.
	NO CHANGE.  The Electronic Court Record system may support more than one court.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	See previous comments about “Document,” “Document Metadata: Document Title Text” and “Document Metadata: Document Subject Text”
	DELETE: Document Title Text and Document Subject Text.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME to Sealed Indicator.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	See earlier comments about “Attachment Metadata: Document Title Text” and “Attachment Metadata: Document Subject Text.”
	DELETE: Document Title Text and Document Subject Text.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.”
	ADD: Case Short Title.

NO CHANGE to Case Title.



	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	Case Type Specific Information and Case Category Text – These should be replaced with the Case Type layers as mentioned above.
	RENAME CaseType and Case Sub Type according to NCSC standards.  

DELETE Case Type Specific Information.  See previous discussion.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.  
	GLOBALLY RENAME Case ID to Case Tracking ID.  They are the same.  While some court applications create a temporary case number for a filing initiating a new case and return it in the synchronous response, this number is of no practical benefit to the Filer.  Therefore, there is no reason to create a separate element for Temporary Case Number.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	See earlier comments about case participants and attorneys.
	RENAME and REDEFINE as previously suggested. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE:  We intend that the court create its own notice of scheduled event and file and serve it using the Review Filing Message.  A court can create an XML-based scheduling data exchange mechanism with another entity.  A document can be an XML document or even an XML instance.  There is no need to complicate Court Filing Blue by including this information in the schema.  

	Record Docketing
	130
	Durham
	Next Scheduled Event - The docketing might express multiple events to be recorded.
	DELETE:  See above discussion..

	Record Docketing
	130
	Greacen
	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.
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.  Greacen is correct about victims and witnesses.  But this may have been included as a way to refer to “interested persons” who are not parties.  Do we need an element to refer to such “non-party party types?”

[Filing Related Party not right element – Interested person discussion – New party type? Or attribute refinements – Case other actor? Key word involved – Interested person new element. No legal standing in the case. Related litigation. Bail Bond Holder – example – Case other actor is the answers.] [Witnesses out-of-scope for CF Blue]

	Record Docketing
	132
	Durham
	I think it will be necessary to indicate which CaseParticipants are to be added to the case, and which ones are included simply because they are related to some other part of the docketing (for example, an existing CaseParticpant might be included in the docketing if the court is trying to update the relationship of that existing CaseParticipant to a NEW attorney.)
	NEEDS DISCUSSION:  Is this within the scope of Court Filing Blue, or will the addition to or modification of party information should be made through traditional filings submitted electronically using Court Filing Blue? [Counsel & Parties and this is complex - handling in-scope for CF Blue]

	Get Filing
	132
	Durham
	The docketing should also express: 
Any fees to be recorded.
	ADD.

	Record Docketing
	140
	Greacen
	See previous comments about case participants, attorneys and case type.
	RENAME and REDEFINE as previously suggested. Recommend changed definition to XSTF.

	Record Docketing Callback
	146 & 155
	Durham
	I believe the 'Callback' to 'RecordDocketing' and 'ReviewFiling' need to optionally express the data which was added to the court record.
	ADD missing elements to Record Docketing Callback and to Review Filing Callback because some of the information submitted by the Filer may have been changed/edited in the review process.



	Record Docketing Callback
	150
	Bergeron
	I think we need to have a textual section here and indicating that the purpose of this is to signal the completion of the activity.  It is not an indication of the individual “private” activities that go on within the creation of the court record.  More explicitly, it does not give a field by field value by value confirmation of the private activity.
	NO CHANGE.  The Subcommittee does not understand this comment.  Let Don ask that this be added to the TC agenda if he thinks it warrants plenary discussion.  

	Record Docketing Callback
	153
	Greacen
	See previous comments about Document Metadata: Document Title Text and Document Metadata: Document Subject Text
	DELETE: Document Title Text and Document Subject Text.

	Record Docketing Callback
	153
	Greacen
	See previous comment about Received Date and Time.
	DELETE Submission Date and Submission Time.

	Record Docketing Callback
	153
	Greacen
	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.
	ADD: Document Docket ID.

	Record Docketing Callback
	153
	Greacen
	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
	ADD: Document Docket ID.

	Record Docketing Callback
	153
	Greacen
	Document Hash – A SHA 2 or higher hash uniquely identifying the document as it appears in the court’s record.
	ADD:  Some applications return the hash(es) of the filed documents in the asynchronous response.  This is necessary if the court has modified the document, for instance by adding a file stamp on the top right hand corner of the first page of the Document.  Providing the hash to the Filer also adds an additional layer of security so that the court could identify if a hacker were to have modified the Document in the court record after filing was completed and simultaneously modified the hash in the court record.  The hash returned to the Filer could still identify the alteration..

	Record Docketing Callback
	153
	Greacen
	The contents of the Record Docketing Callback and the Review Filing Callback should both include the name of the judge assigned to the case.
	ADD: Case Participants/Case Judge.

	Review Filing Callback
	155
	Greacen
	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.
	ADD: Review Filing Acknowledgement as suggested.

	Review Filing Callback
	159
	Bergeron
	ibid. my comments at 150 but pertaining to a review of the filing.
	NO CHANGE.  The Subcommittee does not understand this comment.  Let Don ask that this be added to the TC agenda if he thinks it warrants plenary discussion.  

	Review Filing Callback
	162
	Greacen
	See previous comment about Received Date and Time.
	NO CHANGE.  The Filing Assembly MDE may need the Submission Date and Time.  

	Review Filing Callback
	162
	Greacen
	This message must also include Document Address and Document Hash.
	ADD: Document Docket ID to cover Document Address and Document Hash.

	Review Filing Callback
	162
	Greacen
	The contents of the Record Docketing Callback and the Review Filing Callback should both include the name of the judge assigned to the case.
	ADD: Case Participants/Case Judge.

	Query Message
	163
	Greacen
	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.
	ADD as suggested.

	Query Message
	165
	Greacen
	The query message is a request for information from the court identified by CourtID.  
	FIX GRAMMAR. Clarify that Query Message and Response Message are abstract and are not actually implemented as separate messages.

	Query Message
	168
	Greacen
	XXQuery ID – How is this ID derived from the Review Filing Message?
	GLOBALLY RENAME Filing Query ID and XXQuery ID in all queries and responses to “Query ID” and REDEFINE as “Query ID is a unique identifier for the query assigned by the Filing Assembly MDE”. Query ID is not related to Review Filing.

	Query Message
	168
	Greacen
	Inquirer ID – Strike “Get Filing Message.”  This is a universal query definition.
	EDIT query definition to remove reference to “Get Filing Message.” 

	Query Message
	168
	Durham
	Suggest: "A unique identifier for the court to which the query is intended/directed."
In my view, every MDE (FilingAssembly, FilingReview, CourtRecord, futureMde) has the *potential* to include query interfaces.  

If we acknowledge that there exists MDEs that are not really part of the court's domain (such as FilingAssembly), and we acknowledge that these MDEs *might* have query interfaces, then we should probably not say that ALL 'blue' queries must express courtId.  Afterall, a query into 'FilingAssembly' might not need to express courtId (depending on what the query is, eh?).

For that reason, and others, I think we might still identify queries in our system that do not have to be restricted by courtId.

For this document, I suggest that we just explicitly list courtId as a member in each of the queries described so far, without including the statement that courtId is *always* present in ALL queries.
	NEEDS DISCUSSION:  Every court filing query should be directed to a particular court.  MDEs that support multiple courts will likely support different services and policies for each court.  However, Shane may be right that we need a mechanism for submitting a query to an MDE in addition to a court. [All messages are to MDEs not to courts – Submitter receives the response.] [Assumes synchronous communication – this may not be true – Remove Court ID from general query and move to individual] [Target is court record or copy of court record] [Do we need to support async court access?] [Async as an alternate/additional set of queries?] [New class for async not called queries] [Call it request / reports?] [Clean up requirements for this as well]

	Response Message
	172
	Greacen
	This is a  message responding to a Query Message
	FIX GRAMMAR.

	Response Message
	174
	Greacen
	All Response Messages MUST include:
	FIX as suggested below.

	Response Message
	174
	Durham
	All QueryResponse Messages..
	FIX as suggested.

	Response Message
	175
	Greacen
	Filing Query ID – Shouldn’t this be XXQuery ID?  Again, why the reference to Review Filing Message?
	RENAME this element in all queries and responses as “QueryID” and redefine as before.



	Response Message
	175
	Durham
	FilingQueryId? I think we mean ‘QueryId’, as in the identifier of the query to which this message is a response.
	RENAME to “QueryID” and redefine as before.



	Response Message
	175
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME as “Query Error”.

	Response Message
	175
	Durham
	FilingErrors? Shouldn't this be some kind of QueryError element? 

The definition is not very clear to me. 

The document sort-of implies that 'no data found' should be an error. 
This is not necessarily true.  

I would think that GetCaseList should be able to return an empty-list, without indicating an error. 

A query error should be generated when: 
* The query arguments are considered to be invalid by the receiver, and the query cannot be processed. 
* The query represents a request for a specific data item, which cannot be retrieved. (another flavor of 'invalid argument')

* The receiving system explicitly fails while processing the query. (kerplooie) 
	RENAME as “Query Error”.  REDEFINE as suggested.

	Response Message
	175
	Durham
	Policy Reference URI - Doesn't this belong in a 'GetPolicy' query, rather than in this general QueryResponse section?
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.  What was this for? [Get Policy Query w/ PolicyResponse]
[What type of policy are we looking for, human, startup or inflow policy use. Human not likely] [Don to update and handle]

	Get Filing
	178
	Greacen
	This query message is a request for a filingidentified by FilingID
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Get Filing
	181
	Greacen
	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.
	NO CHANGE.  We have redefined Filing ID as the ID assigned by the Court.

	Get Filing
	181
	Greacen
	Filing Number – This component has not previously been specified.  I suggested that it be named Court Filing ID.
	RENAME to Filing ID.

	Get Filing
	181
	Greacen
	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.
	NO CHANGE.  Case Tracking ID is the same as Case ID.

	Get Filing
	181
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME to Received Date and Received Time. 

	Get Filing
	181
	Greacen
	This query should return a Filing Status.
	ADD Filing Status.

	Get Filing
	181
	Greacen
	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.
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.  If Get Filing does not return the original filing including documents and attachments, then we probably don’t need this query. [Get filing status only gets status Get Filing gets everything including binary objects] [How does it relate to get document?] [Relates to service where things are less understood.] [This is not clearly fleshed out.] [Filing Status always on GetFiling?]

	Get Filing
	183
	Durham
	Suggestions: Should return a 'filing' data structure, including the state of the filing. 

The filing would be absent of any data that is irrelevant to the query. 
The filing would be absent of any data that is considered to be inaccessible to the requestor. 

(I don't have my GJXDM schema handy...) 
If in GJXDM, the state of a filing is not a property of the filing data structure, well, we should probably fix that. 
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.



	Get Filing Status
	186
	Durham
	I am still unconvinced that we need this query distinct from the 'GetFiling' query.
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.

	Get Filing Status
	190
	Greacen
	Inquirer ID – Should read Get Filing Status Message.
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Get Filing Status
	190
	Greacen
	See previous comments about Filing ID, Case ID and Filing Number
	RENAME as Filing ID and Case Tracking ID.

	Get Filing Status
	190
	Greacen
	See previous comments about Recording versus Received Date and Time.
	RENAME to Received Date and Received Time. 

	Get Filing Status
	192
	Durham
	Suggestion: Should return a 'filingSummary' structure consisting of: 
'courtid, filingId, state, received timestamp, CaseId (or 'new'), whatelse?..."
	ADD Case Tracking ID, Case Title and Case Short Title.

[Get Filing List should provide metadata on a filing? More than a pick list.] [There may be not true status – check on usecase – get may cases? Searching on self or on others?] [Query to court record of filings?] [ Syntax should be open court and will constrain.] [Straw list of elements] [Shane will send proposed list]

	Get Filing List
	196
	Greacen
	Get Filing List  -- This query is optional for the court to implement.
	REDEFINE.

	Get Filing List
	196
	Greacen
	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.
	DELETE Filing ID and Filing Number.

ADD: Received Time Range.



	Get Filing List
	201
	Durham
	Should return a list of 'filingSummary' structures (as noted above. See 323).
	ADD Case Tracking ID and Case Title and Case Short Title.

Make it clear that the response includes information on multiple filings.

	Get Filing List
	202
	Greacen
	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.
	NEEDS DISCUSSION:  The Received Date and Time or Filing Status may help the user select the appriopriate filing from the list.

	Get Case
	205
	Greacen
	This is a query for the entries in the docket or register of actions for a specific case, identified by its case number.
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Get Case
	208
	Cabral
	
	REDEFINE as “This is a query for information on a particular case”.

	Get Case
	209
	Greacen
	Case Tracking ID should be Case ID.
	NO CHANGE.

	Get Case
	209
	Durham
	Case Subset Text - This is intended to allow a requester to 'GetCase', with or without parties, with or without the register of actions, etc.

It is intended to be a very flexible approach to getting portions of a case. 
However, for the implementer of the query, I think this approach will be generally difficult and inefficient to use. 

It would be very difficult to look at an xpath statement and determine which database tables and records must be accessed, and, more importantly, which ones can be ignored, such that I am getting only the data necessary to satisfy the xpath statement.

Because xpath syntax is quite flexible, it would be tricky to parse the xpath syntax, and decide whether or not I need to retrieve (i.e. compose SQL) for ALL data from the register of actions.  Likewise for caseparticipants and calendarEvents.  

As an implementer of this xpath approach, I think I would have to FULLY assemble an XML message, consisting of ALL case entities (dozens/hundreds of parties, dozens-thousands of register of action entries, etc.), and then apply the xpath to eliminate the un-requested values.  

While this is possible, my concern is that it is not a very efficient approach.  
And, the whole point of the sub-case arguments, is to make the query faster (by eliminating unnecessary data). 

I think this query needs some more strongly defined arguments for the most common restrictions of the most expensive data from the case-folder.
Strawman: 
I propose adding these arguments: 

PartySelectionCriteria 
- can indicate when NO caseParticipants are to be included in the caseFolder 
(note: the output might still include caseParties, if the implementer believes it is necessary to express the parties due to their relationship to other case data.  For example, to fully express a docket entry, it might be necessary for the case to include a caseParty representing the 'filer' of the docket entry, even if the query arguments did not ask for ANY parties to be included).

-?- can indicate a range of caseParticipants to be retrieved by date (date added to the court record) 
-?- can indicate a range of caseParticipants by relationship to case (defendant, plaintiff, etc) 
-?- combinations of the above. 

RegisterOfActionsSelectionCriteria 
- can indicate when NO data from the register is to be included in the caseFolder 
-?- can indicate a range of RoA to be retrieved by date (date added to the court record) 
-?- can indicate a range of RoA by type (motion,judgement, etc...) 
-?- combinations of the above. 

CaseCalendarSelectionCriteria 
- can indicate when NO data from the calendar is to be included in the caseFolder 
-?- can indicate a range of calendar events to be retrieved by date (date scheduled) 
-?- can indicate a range of calendar events by type (hearingX, hearingY, etc...) 
-?- can indicate a range of calendar events by location 
-?- combinations of the above. 
	NEEDS DISCUSSION

[Specific queries and or xpath based rather than xpath only] [Court Policy?] [Flags is another based on controlled vocabulary / list of arguments – Shane Straw a beginning more coming][Separate Queries subsets of the primary] [Policy args offered]

	Get Case
	211
	Durham
	I don't have my GJXDM schema handy to offer decent suggestion here. 
Conceptually, it should be a CaseFolder, with or without CasePartyList, with or without RegisterOfActions, with or without CalendarEvents.

CasePartyList contains 0 or more parties 
RegisterOfActions contains 0 or more actions (aka docket entries) 
(note: A docket entry refers to 0 or more documents) 
CalendarEvents contains 0 or more calendar events 
	ADD Docket and Court Case Calendar.

	Get Case
	212
	Greacen
	Case Category Text – Should be Case Type, including our four layers.
	RENAME CaseType and Case Sub Type according to NCSC standards.  

	Get Case
	212
	Greacen
	Case Tracking ID – There is no reason to return a Case Tracking ID.  The query requires the submitter to include the Case ID
	NO CHANGE.

	Get Case
	212
	Greacen
	The query must also return Docket or Register of Action information.  
	ADD RegisterOfActions.

	Get Case List
	215
	Cabral
	
	ADD Query ID to the query and response.

	Get Case List
	215
	Greacen
	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.
	NO CHANGE.  The Inquirer ID, security credentials and access controls allows to court to control who can run this query.

	Get Case List
	219
	Greacen
	If we do intend the broader subject matter, the search parameters should not all be required but should be provided in the alternative.
	MAKE OPTIONAL all search criteria except Inquirer ID and Court ID.

	Get Case List
	221
	Durham
	Suggestion: Should return a list of 'caseSummary' elements. 
caseTitle, courtId, caseId, caseClassification, caseInitiationDate, caseStatus...
	NEEDS DISCUSSION

[Use basis filing list straw from Shane]

	Get Case List
	222
	Greacen
	All this query should return are case numbers and case titles.
	DELETE Case Type Specific Information.

	Get Document
	228
	Greacen
	Case Tracking Id – Should be Case ID
	NO CHANGE.

	Get Document
	228
	Greacen
	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.
	RENAME to Case Docket Document ID.

	Get Document
	231
	Greacen
	I see no reason to return all the metadata.  All the inquirer wants is the document itself.
	DELETE all Document Metatdata elements.

	Get Document
	231
	Greacen
	We do need to return the Attachments as well as the Lead Document.
	NO CHANGE.  The query supports both Documents and Attachments.  They are all just documents with Document IDs.

	Get Calculated Fees
	233
	Durham
	Can we somehow better indicate that these arguments are, collectively, a 'filing'?
	REDEFINE to indicate that this is a version of Filing.

	Get Calculated Fees
	234
	Greacen
	Line 234 -- This query is a request for determination of the court fees required to file a specific document in a case.
	REDEFINE as suggested.

	Get Calculated Fees
	237
	Greacen
	Can’t we make the query very simple by specifying that it send all the information in the Review Filing Message?
	NO CHANGE.  Since it is a query, it is not identical to Review Filing.

ADD: Query ID to the query and response.

	Get Calculated Fees
	240
	Greacen
	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.  
	DELETE Submission Data and Time, Case Tracking ID and Payment Information.

	Get Avaialble Service Recipients List
	242
	Durham
	We had discussed at one time that this query could go away, if the CaseParticipant information in the 'GetCase' query were extended to describe ServiceRecipient properties.
	NO CHANGE.  The TC agreed to retain this query in New Orleans.

	Get Avaialble Service Recipients List
	246
	Greacen
	Case Tracking Id should be Case ID.
	NO CHANGE.

	Get Avaialble Service Recipients List
	248
	Greacen
	We do not need to serve the judge.
	DELETE Case Judge.

	Get Avaialble Service Recipients List
	248
	Greacen
	We need to serve the attorneys of the participants.  We serve the participants themselves only if they do not have attorneys.  
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.  In this case, how would we handle pro se’s? [Parties severed if no attorney – Party is always that target of service. Attorneys are intermediaries] 

	Get Avaialble Service Recipients List
	248
	Greacen
	We need to have the electronic addresses of the electronic participants.

We do not include service information here.  
	ADD: Filing Service MDE to each Case Participant.

	Get Avaialble Service Recipients List
	248
	Greacen
	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.
	NEEDS DISCUSSION.[Start Here]



