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Committee Review of Further Comments from Shane Durham
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This is a response to three additional sets of comments from Shane Durham, dated Thursday, October 6 (4:35 pm Mtn), Friday, October 7 (9:31 am Mtn and 9:59 am Mtn).  
The Review Committee (Jim Cabral, Scott Came, Tom Clarke, and John Greacen) have reviewed those comments and offer the following responses.  
We have identified the following additional issues for resolution by the Technical Committee during its Tuesday, October 11th conference call.
1.  
	Comment
	Review Committee Recommendation

	1.  Shane Durham – I disagree with the following statement in the committee’s earlier response:  “A separate MDE should be defined for each pair of a query and its response so that implementers have the option of assigning queries to different MDEs.”  
	The committee agrees with your criticism of that statement.  The statement should end with the phrase “so that implementers have the option of assigning queries to different applications.”

	2.  Shane Durham – I thought we had decided against the Service MDE’s Get ServiceInformation query.  The Court Record is to act as the repository of service recipient addresses.
	The Court Record is the source of service recipient addresses.  A court could implement service by supporting queries against its operating database to supply service recipient names and addresses.  But many courts will not want to allow queries directly against their operating data bases.  So, we created a Service MDE to which this function is assigned.  As always, courts and vendors can combine MDEs within the same application if they wish.     Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	3.  Shane Durham – Include a filing’s status in the response to a GetFiling query.  I am willing to agree to the existence of a separate 
	A separate MDE should be defined for each pair of a query and its response so that implementers have the option of assigning queries to different MDEs.  The WSDL will define, at a single point, the access for each query and response.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	4.  Shane Durham – GetCalculatedFees should be renamed so that it is not stated in the past tense.
	We agree to change the query name to GetFeeCalculation.  
Note:  We are not aware of CMISs that calculate fees for multiple simultaneous filings in the same case.  Courts whose CMISs do not have that capability should carefully consider whether they can support ECF 3.0 messages including multiple lead documents for a single case.  It may well be that a court’s fee schedule is so simple (e.g., a single filing fee upon case initiation) that acceptance of multiple lead documents in a single filing presents no practical problem with respect to fee payments.  Other courts may find it necessary to prohibit such multiple lead document submission in a single filing because of the payment complications created. 
Note:  “Batch filing” of case initiating documents will not be supported by ECF 3.0 because its scope is limited to multiple lead documents in the same case.  The payment structure assumes that payments are made for a single case.  Filing Assembly MDEs can create the functionality to accept “batch filings” from high volume filers and break them down for filing to meet the one case per filing limitation of ECF 3.0.

	5.  Shane Durham – The status of a filing should be included within the GetFiling Query rather than maintaining a separate GetFilingStatus Query.
	This decision was made long ago.  The TC believes that most inquiries concerning pending filings (as contrasted with accepted filings in the court’s data base) will address only status and do not require return of the entire filing message.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	6.  Shane Durham – We need a query that returns a single document contained in a filing, particularly for service.
	All attachments are included in the GetFiling Query because it returns the entire filing message.  We use exactly the same message for filing and for service.  That message includes all documents as attachments.  There is no use case in which a party would serve only one of multiple documents contained in a filing; if a party wants to ensure that a sealed or confidential message is not served, the party can attach it as a single document in a unique filing message.  Therefore we see no reason for a separate query to obtain an individual document from a filing (as contrasted with a query to obtain a single document from the court’s official records).  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution. 

	7.  Shane Durham – Queries need to be defined for the service function, such as GetServiceDeliveryHistory/Status Queries.
	We have defined a GetServiceInformation Query to obtain names and addresses of persons entitled to service in a case.  The business model for service merely delivers filing messages to a filer’s MDE, not to the filer.  Service is complete at that point (and that is a lot more precise than sticking a letter in the US mail).  A synchronous acknowledgement is returned to the service MDE upon receipt of the filing by the filing assembly MDE.  We do not perceive a use case for additional queries. Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	8.  Shane Durham – We need a GetPolicy Query.  (This comment is connected with Shane’s proposal that every MDE have its own policy component.)
	We already have a Court Policy Message defined in the domain model.  It sends a courtID and returns the contents of the Court Policy file.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	9.  Shane Durham – We must have a MessageAssembled Timestamp – the time at which a component assembled a message.
	Our current business model contains only three date/time elements relating to filings – “submitted” which is the time a message is sent by a filing assembly MDE; “original message receipt” which is the time the filing review MDE receives a message; and “received” which is the time the court record MDE receives record docketing message from the filing review MDE.  (The current definition of this element needs to be revised to make this clearer.) We agree that we need a fourth – “docketActionDate” and “docketActionTime,” which would be defined as the time a document is entered onto the court docket and recorded in the court’s DMS.  See item 16.  But these are the only message dates/times for which we perceive a defined use case.  
Court rules hold the filer responsible for getting a filing to the court; when the filer “assembled” the filing is no more relevant to the court than the date/time the filer drafted the document to be filed.  If a local court wants this information, it can create a local extension element.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	10.  Shane Durham – We must have MessageReceived Timestamp – the time at which a component received (or refused to receive) a sender’s message.
	This is the originalMessageReceipt Date/Time.

	11.  Shane Durham – We must have a FilingAuthorized Timestamp – the time when a user approved (released) a filing to be sent to the filing review process.
	We have not defined a use case for such a date/time.  The committee sees this as an issue of interest only between a filing assembly MDE and its client filer.  Should a local court want to have this information, it can create a local extension element. Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	12.  Shane Durham – We must have a FilingReceived Timestamp – the time when the filing review MDE received (lodge) a filing.
	This is the originalMessageReceipt Date/Time.  The dates/times for receipt of a message and of a filing are identical.  A filing review does not receive a filing other than in a filing message.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	13.  Shane Durham – We must have a FilingReviewed Timestamp – the time the filing review process (or user) decided that the filing was to be accepted or rejected.
	This is the receivedDate/Time.

	14.  Shane Durham – We must have a FiledTimestamp – the legally effective date assigned to a filed document.  A court may order that a document be deemed filed on a date and time other than the date and time it was received.
	A court may order that a filing be accepted nunc pro tunc at a date and time other than the time at which it was actually received.  But that is a matter for the court’s CMIS, not for electronic filing.  A GetCase Query will return whatever filing date/time is included in the CMIS.  There is no need for an eFiling application to return this as a unique data element.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	15.  Shane Durham – We must have a DocketingReceived Timestamp – the time when the court record process receives a docketing.
	We use, instead, the “received” date/time which is the time when the review filing MDE sent the docketing message to the court record MDE. Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	16.  Shane Durham – We must have a DocketingRecorded Timestamp – the time when the court record process completes (or is unable to complete) a docketing.
	We agree that we need to add date/time elements for the time a document is entered on the court docket and committed to the court’s document management system.  We suggest the element names docketActionDate and docketActionTime.   These will be added to the Record Docketing and Review Filing Callback Messages.

	17.  Shane Durham – We should adopt a model for person-organization relationships that is independent of the model used by GJXDM, which Tom Carlson has admitted has significant “limitations.”  See Shane’s specific recommendations on lines 190 through 336 in the attachment to his posting of September 26th at 3:38 pm.
	The TC decided years ago to conform to the GJXDM.  The person and organizational relationships are a central feature of the GJXDM model.  We are not at liberty to disregard them if we are to maintain faith with our earlier and long standing commitment.  Were we to reject these aspects of the GJXDM, our specification would likely be viewed as non-conformant. We, too, have found this aspect of the GJXDM awkward and less than optimal.  However, we have developed a fully workable domain model using it.  Changes will have to await the development of future versions of GJXDM and/or NIEM, and a corresponding future ECF release.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	18.  Shane Durham, seconded by Dallas Powell – We must develop a sample instance or instances of the schemas as an additional test of the sufficiency of the domain models and schemas.
	That is part of the ECF 3.0 completion plan.  MTG has agreed to produce those artifacts.
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