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Committee Review of Further Comments from Shane Durham

October 10, 2005

This is a response to three additional sets of comments from Shane Durham, dated Thursday, October 6 (4:35 pm Mtn), and 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.  Whether we maintain the Service MDE.
2.  Whether we dispense with the GetFiling query.  If the Technical Committee decides to keep the GetFiling query, it will need to resolve the following issues:
A.  Should the GetFiling query include filing status?

B.  Should we construct a further query to return a single document from a pending filing?

3.  Should the Court Policy MDE be subsumed within the Filing Review MDE?

	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 with the function of handling this query.  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 GetFilingStatus query if the committee will agree to include filing status in the larger query so that a filer does not have to submit two queries to get a filing and filing status.
	On further reflection, the committee has concluded that there is no longer a use case for the GetFiling query.  The purpose of the query is to return a complete filing, including the filing metadata and the documents submitted for filing.  We created the query when we were contemplating a service model that supplied only a URL for the filed document, not the document itself.  The current service model delivers the complete filing to all parties in the case.  We believe that this removes the use case for a query to obtain that information from the court.  The only persons served by the query now are non-parties – in effect the general public.  Public access to court information is beyond the scope of ECF 3.0.  And courts will want to provide access to official records, not to filed documents awaiting processing.  Consequently, we now believe that the only filing query that should be included within ECF 3.0 is GetFiling Status.

Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	4.  Shane Durham – We should support a separate query that would return only a single document from a filing.
	As noted immediately above, the committee takes the view that the only filing query for which we have a current use case is GetFilingStatus.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.

	5.  Shane Durham – I am willing to agree that for ECF 3.0 there should be only one source of policy, if the Filing Review MDE is the source of policy.  Let’s define that source as Filing Review.GetPolicy().  We can therefore eliminate a separate Policy MDE.   
	The committee disagrees.  By maintaining a separate Court Policy MDE we maintain the maximum flexibility for implementers.  Some may choose your preferred course and combine the Court Policy and Filing Review MDEs in the same application.  But implementers should not be required to do so.  Submit the issue to the full TC for resolution.
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