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Agenda
Thursday – This session is an “outreach function” and not a formal meeting of the ECFTC; it will be an informal discussion among TC members and non-members to discuss the implementation experience with ECF 3.0

9:00 – 12:00 
Lessons learned from implementations of ECF 3.0

1:00 – 4:00 
Lessons learned from implementations of ECF 3.0

4:00 – 5:00
Conference call with other members of the Technical Committee 

Friday – This will be a formal meeting of the ECFTC; observers will be welcome, but they will not be allowed to make contributions to the discussion because of OASIS Intellectual Property Rights rules

8:00 – 9:00
Special order of business with Mark Ladd, PRIA

Introduction to PRIA

Expansion of ECF 3.0 to encompass property records

9:00 – 10:00
Special order of business with Robin Gibson and Tom Carlson participating by telephone



Planning for the transition from GJXDM to NIEM

TC discussion of and action on Tom Carlson’s “needs resolution” and “GJXDM better” elements definitions lists

10:00 – 12:00
TC review and decision on changes to ECF 3.01 to reflect the issues raised on Thursday

1:00 – 2:30
TC review and decision on changes to ECF 3.01 to reflect the issues raised on Thursday

2:30 – 3:00
Other issues, such as 

The IPR process

Status of our TA support agreement with MTG

3:00 – 4:00
Conference call with other Technical Committee members 

Decisions Made

PRIA will define the use case or cases for expansion of ECF 3.0 to include property records and bring that product back to the Technical Committee.
The Technical Committee decided to adopt the GJXDM definitions for seventeen of the twenty items on Tom Carlson’s “GJXDM Better Summary” list.  The definition for item 4 (chargeOffenseLocationCounty) will be “The name of the county, parish, or vicinage where the offense was committed.”  The definition for item 8 (court) will be “A person or body of persons whose task is to hear and submit a decision on cases at law.”  The definition for item 14 (text) will be the GJXDM definition with the deletion of the word “proxy.”

John Greacen will chair an ad hoc subcommittee comprising himself, Jim Cabral, Tom Carlson, Robin Gibson, Jim Harris, Rex McElrath, and Michael Alexandrou to vet the 51 items on Tom Carlson’s “Needs Resolution Summary” list.  The group will report its recommendations to the full Technical Committee in advance of the November 14th conference call so that these definitional issues can be resolved during that meeting.
The Technical Committee will create a new Outreach Subcommittee to develop a communications plan, including the written and other materials needed to meet the needs of consumers of our specifications.  James Cusick, Jim Harris, and Roger Winters will be members of the subcommittee; James Cusick will serve as chair.

The Technical Committee will make no change in its policy of adhering to the GJXDM and NIEM standards.  

Brian Hickman will be responsible for re-analyzing the use case for service and will make recommendations for changes to the ECF 3.0 specification after the first of the year.
Rex McElrath, with the assistance of the Maricopa County Clerk of Court staff, will develop a proposed modification to the ECF 3.0 specification to allow a filer to submit, and a court to accept, multiple versions of the same document.  The use case to be addressed is the need for a court to receive an official version of a proposed order as a PDF file and to receive the native word processing document as well for the judge to edit.

Jim Cabral will investigate the reported problems with validating implementation schemas against our specification schemas.

Rex McElrath and Terrie Bousquin will make recommendations for additional child support elements to add to the specification.

Rex McElrath and Dr. Laurence Leff will prepare a “problem statement” on the issue of presenting free text and sequence indicators for discussion during the November 14th conference call.  The “problem statement” will bring together the perspectives, research, and experience of the eContracts TC, our Documents Subcommittee, and the Georgia ECF 3.0 implementation.
Jim Cabral will begin drafting the changes needed to accommodate the need identified for:


-
inclusion of the GJXDM judicialOfficerBarNumber element;

-
expanded discussion of the way to handle billing and client ID numbers maintained by filing assembly providers; and

-
more and more realistic schema instance examples (calling on Maricopa County to provide real data for the expanded examples).

Shane Durham will prepare a problem definition for the expanded code structure representation needed within Court Filing Policy.  Don Bergeron and Jim Harris, our liaisons to other OASIS TCs working on the issue of code list representation, will be asked to find examples of how the identified problems can be solved.

We will ask Scott Came to develop an indicator for selfRepresentedParty that is different from the absence of an attorney for a party.

The TC will not make any change to the discussion of the returnFilingInformation Message.  We believe that it is adequate as drafted.  The message is intended for the filer only, and not for other parties in the case.

We will address the “chunking” problem identified by implementers with the sneaker net profile and the development of an additional “web service interaction with chunking” profile for appellate court use for obtaining the record on appeal.  

We will ask Robin Gibson to post ECF 3.01 on the OASIS website.

We will release the next version of ECF soon after the first of the year (January 2007) and will include within it all material for which we have received draft proposals by November 29th – two weeks prior to the start of the TC Las Vegas face to face meeting.
We will anticipate a further release, incorporating the conversion of the specification to NIEM 1.1 and GJXDM 4.0 at the same time the following year (January 2008).

First day of the face to face meeting

Don Bergeron and Shane Durham participated in the meeting by conference telephone call.  Don offered other TC members the opportunity to participate by using the Lexis Nexis bridge.  No other TC members were able to accept that offer.
The meeting was not a formal meeting of the Technical Committee.  Rather it was an outreach session sponsored by the Technical Committee to discuss implementation and use of the ECF 3.0 specification.
1.  Status of GJXDM and NIEM

Tom Clarke explained the status of NIEM and GJXDM.  NIEM has circulated a draft of NIEM 1.0 for review and comment.  It contains a set of “core” elements – that appear in exchanges for most if not all domains.  The core includes “universal” elements that are used by everyone, “common” elements that are used in more than one domain, and “structure” elements that are used to describe associations and relationships.  GJXDM will retain control over the “justice specific” elements that are not core.
NIEM and GJXDM plan to converge late in the first half of 2007 with the 1.1 release of NIEM and the 4.0 release of GJXDM,  The XSTF will not make further GJXDM 3.x releases.  The GJXDM 4.0 release will include major modifications to the data structure designed to remedy its current shortcomings.

The TC remains committed to remaining compliant with GJXDM, and now with NIEM.  We need to anticipate the need to conform ECF 3.x to the new NIEM/GJXDM releases during the second half of 2007.

We are fortunate to have strong representation on the NIEM effort.  Our co-chair, Tom Clarke, is chair of the technical advisory committee (NTAC) for NIEM, one of two committees driving the NIEM effort.  The other committee (NBAC) deals with business semantics and is chaired by Paul Embley, who is also the chair of the XSTF.  Scott Fairholm from the National Center for State Courts is the court representative to the NBAC.
Jim Cabral is also heavily involved in the NIEM efforts and, like Tom, serves on several  Global working groups and committees dealing with justice information sharing architecture and standards.  The work of those groups has been strongly influenced by the profiles strategy employed in ECF 3.0.

2.  Input from ECF 3.0 implementers
Office of the Clerk of Court, Maricopa County, Arizona

Maricopa County will be ready to implement its ECF 3.0-based application by the middle of October.  The court has been scanning all incoming filings since 2002; the court is fully conversant with the use of electronic documents.  The court has had a pilot eFiling application for complex civil cases since December 2003, supported by Lexis Nexis File and Serve.  The county’s integrated justice project has created a means for all criminal justice partners to exchange criminal case documents electronically.  The Clerk of Court has been under pressure from the state Supreme Court’s Commission on Technology and from the Presiding Judge in Maricopa County to expand eFiling to other case types.  The Commission on Technology has promoted a “multi-vendor” eFiling model.  Maricopa has implemented this model, with three qualified commercial vendors.  It is not clear at this point to what extent the court will maintain a free public filing portal when the multi-vendor application is launched.  The Commission on Technology has voted to make ECF 3.0, as implemented in Maricopa County, the statewide eFiling standard.

For the most part, Maricopa County has been able to implement the specification as written.  It has encountered a few problems.

1.  The court is unwilling to assume responsibility for maintaining service lists in any implementation of secondary service.  The court initially performed this role in the complex civil case pilot eFiling program but turned the responsibility over to the attorneys and the vendor because the workload became too large for the court to sustain.  Many persons other than parties and attorneys of record ask to be placed on (and removed from) the service list and the complex cases often involve hundreds of parties and even more additional interested persons.  The court now merely maintains the list of attorneys of record, relying on the vendor and the attorneys to maintain the full service list.  The court is responsible for distributing its own orders and notices.  

The discussion disclosed that California is contemplating having an independent third party take responsibility for maintaining service lists.  

The discussion also disclosed the following additional practical issues associated with a court’s choice of a model for electronic service:

-
How to ensure compliance with court security rules governing sealed cases and sealed documents.   How can the court guarantee that it notifies a third party electronic service provider of all sealing orders?  Is it appropriate for a third party service provider to have access to sealed court documents?

-
How to deal with a court’s changing a party designation from the one submitted by a filer to a standard designation for that party used by the court for all purposes?

-
How can the court mesh multiple vendor business models?  If one vendor provides service on a per transaction basis and another on a yearly subscription basis, how will the overall system function?

-
What liability does the court, and vendors, assume in various service business models?  (Nevada employs a user agreement to limit such liability.)
-
Are vendors responsible for identifying new parties automatically (as they process the filings that create them) or is the court or the party itself obligated to notify the Service MDE to be added to or removed from the service list for a case?

-
As a practical matter, is it possible to create a “federated model” Service MDE in which all vendors supporting a particular court share the responsibility for maintaining a joint service list for every case?  Lexis Nexis thinks this is a possible scenario.  However, it is far from clear how it would operate.
2.  The court has a need to be able to receive the same filing in multiple forms, for instance, when a party files a proposed order.  The court needs the document in PDF format for its official files.  The judge needs the document in its native word processing format for purposes of editing the order.  Transforming a PDF back to a word processing document looses so much formatting that it is not an acceptable process.
This creates a new use case for ECF 3.0 – to transmit multiple versions of the same document and to capture metadata differentiating among multiple versions of the same document.

3.  The court has decided not to use the Get Fees Calculation Message.  The court does not want to expend the effort to calculate fees in advance of receiving a filing.  The court has added an additional API to deal with filings submitted with the wrong filing fee.
4.  The court is not using the Notify Filing Review Complete Message.  The court prefers to have vendors or filers use a query to determine the status of a filing.  The court is not clear whether if it provides a response to the filer it has an obligation to send the same message to all parties to the case.

5.  The court is supporting all required parts of the core specification.  It has developed its own customized web services profile and is not using the ECF 3.0 web services profile.

6.  The court has encountered a problem with the size of documents.  The court is concerned about its increased vulnerability to denial of service attacks from allowing large SOAP messages.  (Like many organizations, the court authenticates its users after it receives a message.)  Fewer messages of larger size can overwhelm the court’s server faster than messages of smaller size.  The court originally imposed a 4 MB size limit on filings.  It has now raised that limit to 16 MB.  (We understand that Florida is planning to impose a 25 MB message size limit.)
The ECF 3.0 specification provides a mechanism for breaking a document into multiple pieces and including the pieces as separate attachments to a filing.  However, this process does not address the overall size of the SOAP message.

Maricopa County has developed a process for “chunking” a filing – dividing it into multiple pieces which are sent to the court as multiple filings and reassembled by the court prior to being entered into the court’s database.  

This process, too, creates a new use case for ECF 3.0.  The discussion suggested that our TC cannot hope to solve the larger issue of how web services accept and authenticate messages.  We will, instead, have to focus on providing a structure for receiving large documents in pieces in multiple filings.

7.  The court is currently supporting only subsequent filings.  It is moving toward acceptance of initiating documents.

8.  The court is using DIME attachments and plans to convert to MTOM in the future.
9.  The court faces a difficult policy issue concerning whether to maintain its own public filing portal.  It does not want to compete with the vendors with which it is working.  Public agency filings are handled as integrated justice exchanges and will not use the eFiling process.  There are, however, a number of court-appointed participants in civil cases who should not have to pay transaction fees for electronic filing.  The co-chairs urged the court to maintain its own filing portal for purposes of interoperability testing.

10.  The court has encountered problems validating messages.  It is not clear whether the validation problem arises from the GJXDM or from some other source.  The discussion noted the TC’s intent that implementers cache the schema locally rather than access it through an http address for each validation.  Maricopa County will provide the TC with a list of troublesome elements.
The Maricopa County Office of the Clerk of Court will share its specification and application with the TC.

Georgia Administrative Office of the Courts
The Georgia AOC’s implementation is quite different in scope.  It focuses on exchanges within a single case type – child support cases – involving a single filer – the Office of Child Support Services – and three pilot Georgia counties.  In one of the counties (Bibb County) child support filings constitute 56% of all filings.

The Georgia application uses OXCI, the GJXDM, and ECF 3.0.  It implements all ECF 3.0 MDEs in a single application, preserving the exchanges among them sufficiently to allow vendors wishing to participate in a part of the process to do so.  

The application includes service – using a mechanism not contemplated by the TC but fully supported by ECF 3.0.  Documents are sent electronically to the sheriff’s office.  The sheriff’s office prints the documents and serves them by hand on the parties.  It them prepares a return of service which it sends electronically to the court, which forwards it to the Office of Child Support Services.
The Georgia AOC has successfully tested the ECF 3.0 specification across multiple platforms and programming languages.

The problems encountered have been primarily with court case management information systems and business processes – not with the ECF 3.0 specification.

Because of the focus on child support documents, the court does not use many of the ECF 3.0 elements.  It has extended ECF 3.0 to add additional child support elements.

Georgia is committed to the use of fully marked up documents.  It has had to supplement ECF 3.0 for this purpose.  All child support documents in Georgia are form-based.  Filers insert prose into the forms.  GJXDM has no element for prose.  Georgia has implemented tags for prose segments and for their sequencing in a document.  The XML document, together with the stylesheet, is the official record. The XML is transformed, using XSFLO, into PDF format for purposes of presentation.  Georgia has no requirement for formatting information within the prose; in fact, it desires to exclude formatting information from prose segments.

Discussion ensued between Dr. Leff and Rex McElrath concerning the options available for tagging free text in documents, including the investigations and deliberations of the Court Documents Subcommittee of the ECFTC and the eContracts TC.  Options discussed included BNML from Australia (the eContracts choice), RelaxNG, XHTML, and Schematron.

Georgia has not yet upgraded the state Supreme Court efiling application to employ ECF 3.0.

Lexis Nexis File and Serve

Lexis Nexis used the ECF 3.0 specification to create an application for collection agencies in one state to send multiple filings to it in a single message.  Lexis Nexis then transforms the filings for submission to the court.  Hundreds of filings can be contained in a single zip file message.  The filings are validated against the schema, Lexis Nexis policies and court policies.  The Lexis Nexis application allows the court to accept the filings individually or as a batch.
The application uses web services, but does not implement the ECF 3.0 web services profile.  It does implement the ECF 3.0 queries.

This application required significant changes to the specification, which does not support filings in multiple cases in the same message.

Lexis Nexis had to add a number of elements to the ECF 3.0 specification, including:

-
a company billing reference;

-
the GJXDM judicialOfficerBarNumber; and
-
IDs for each actor.
Shane Durham will provide the Lexis Nexis schema and a list of the added elements and each element’s purpose.

The Lexis Nexis application supports “chunked” MTOM attachments and URLs. 

Lexis Nexis has found that it needs a more complex structure to represent “context restrictionts” within court policy.  For instance, ECF 3.0 provides a structure for allowable document types.  Lexis Nexis found that it needs to differentiate allowable document types by case type.  Likewise, a court may accept initiating documents for some but not all case types.  Discussion suggested that some courts require a cover sheet for initiating filings in some, but not all, case types.

Tybera

Tybera has found that courts need a great deal of guidance about implementation of electronic filing solutions.  The ECF 3.0 specification was not intended to provide that guidance.  However, some courts and states seem to feel that requiring compliance with ECF 3.0 relieves them of the need to think through their own business and policy issues.  For instance, many courts seem to be unaware of the limitations and complications imposed on electronic filing by case management systems.  States are not aware of the consequences of multiple court case management systems on statewide eFiling implementation efforts.  
Florida envisions an eFiling application different from anything contemplated by ECF 3.0 – a single user filing interface and 64 different clerk review applications for the state’s 64 counties.  The MDE structure of ECF 3.0 may well support the contemplated state business model, however.
Tybera has identified these specific issues with the ECF 3.0 specification:

-
There is no structure for identifying a self-represented litigant;

-
Metadata needs to be structured so that it relates to each document, not to each filing, so that a court can accept and reject individual documents submitted within a single filing.
-
Courts can substitute a standard party name and other party information for the party information submitted by the filer in, and accompanying, a filing.  ECF 3.0 needs to be able to accommodate that use case.

-
Documents that relate to a particular charge need to accommodate changes to that charge.

Tybera suggested that the OASIS TC needs to assert ownership over its own data element structure so that its specifications do not change whenever the NIEM and GJXDM standards change.  

New Jersey Administrative Office of the Courts

The New Jersey Administrative Office of the Courts has had a statewide eFiling application in place for small claims filings since 1999.  (The TC members noted that this implementation date predates the recently issued patent to eFiling.com.  Federal court eFiling implementations also predate the patent.)  It has found that savings of storage space for paper case files from this limited application has enabled it to add a new courtroom in one courthouse.

The state is rewriting its eFiling application.  It will need to interface with seven or eight different case management systems that support different case types.  The court will continue to provide all MDEs.  However, the New Jersey AOC does intend to allow vendor interfaces for at least some case types.  
In New Jersey at least some types of filings are served by hand by court officers.  (It was also noted that court staff in Arizona are required to perform mail service for small claims filings at the request of a party.)

New Jersey asked the TC to provide more and better examples of schema instances as part of the specification – to illustrate more fully the use of the specification for different case types and in different situations.

Conference call with TC members – September 21

John Greacen reviewed with TC members on the conference call the input received during the day.

Gary Graham noted that the file size issue is relevant to transmission of the appellate record on appeal – in which multiple trial court electronic documents are sent as a single submission along with an index identifying each of them.  Brian Hickman asked why there is a need to transmit electronic records in the trial court’s database to the appellate court.  Why can’t appellate judges and court staff access the trial court’s records in the trial court database remotely like other users do?  Gary suggested two reasons for transmission of the record on appeal – (1) Trial courts may be unwilling to manage appellate judges and staff as users of their trial court information system applications.  (2) Appellate court staff desire to use word search applications in their review of the trial court record for research purposes.  The word search applications are maintained by the appellate court, not by the trial court, and the appellate staff will want to search the entire trial court record, not individual trial court documents, for key words.
Second day of the face to face meeting

This was a formal meeting of the Technical Committee.  While two guests were present, they did not participate in the committee’s deliberations although they did have an opportunity to present their points of view to individual TC members who were present.
3.  Presentation from the Property Records Industry Association – Mark Ladd 

Mark Ladd presented an overview of the purpose, structure, and work of the Property Records Industry Association (PRIA) and its eRecording XML specification.  PRIA coordinates its specifications with MISMO – the mortgage industry trade association.

The members present welcomed PRIA as a member of OASIS and of our TC.  Jim Cabral suggested that PRIA explore the possibility of conducting its XML standards work as an OASIS LegalXML Member Section TC to ensure the fullest coordination of its work with that of the ECFTC and the eNotary TC.

The time available did not provide an opportunity to fully explore the reasons why electronic filing specifications should include data elements for deeds, mortgages, and other property records.  Mark Ladd will explore that issue and prepare a written use case for consideration by the TC at a future meeting. 
4.  Review of Tom Carlson’s lists of “GJXDM Better” and “Needs Resolution” Element Definitions

Tom Carlson and Robin Gibson joined the meeting by conference telephone call.  

The Technical Committee decided to adopt the GJXDM definitions for seventeen of the twenty items on Tom Carlson’s “GJXDM Better Summary” list.  The definition for item 4 (chargeOffenseLocationCounty) will be “The name of the county, parish, or vicinage where the offense was committed.”  The definition for item 8 (court) will be “A person or body of persons whose task is to hear and submit a decision on cases at law.”  The definition for item 14 (text) will be the GJXDM definition with the deletion of the word “proxy.”

John Greacen will chair an ad hoc subcommittee comprising himself, Jim Cabral, Tom Carlson, Robin Gibson, Jim Harris, Rex McElrath, and Michael Alexandrou to vet the 51 items on Tom Carlson’s “Needs Resolution Summary” list.  The group will report its recommendations to the full Technical Committee in advance of the November 14th conference call so that these definitional issues can be resolved during that meeting.
5.  Review of the revised draft of the ECF 3.0 Technical Introduction – Jim Harris

Few members present had an opportunity to review the most recent draft of the Technical Introduction.  The discussion on the previous day had focused on many policy and business decisions that implementing courts and states need to consider that go well beyond the scope of the current document.

The Technical Committee will create a new Outreach Subcommittee to develop a communications plan, including the written and other materials needed to meet the needs of consumers of our specifications.  James Cusick, Jim Harris, and Roger Winters will be members of the subcommittee; James Cusick will serve as chair.

6.  Review of issues raised during the outreach session
The Technical Committee will make no change in its policy of adhering to the GJXDM and NIEM standards.  Tom Clarke did note that the NIEM structure does contemplate that individual domains will “own” the data elements unique to their businesses.  However, the GJXDM XSTF will continue to serve as the governance structure for all justice content, including court-specific data elements.  

Brian Hickman will be responsible for re-analyzing the use case for service and will make recommendations for changes to the ECF 3.0 specification after the first of the year.

Rex McElrath, with the assistance of the Maricopa County Clerk of Court staff, will develop a proposed modification to the ECF 3.0 specification to allow a filer to submit, and a court to accept, multiple versions of the same document.  The use case to be addressed is the need for a court to receive an official version of a proposed order as a PDF file and to receive the native word processing document as well for the judge to edit.

Jim Cabral will investigate the reported problems with validating implementation schemas against our specification schemas.

Rex McElrath and Terrie Bousquin will make recommendations for additional child support elements to add to the specification.  Rex will contribute elements developed in the course of the Georgia ECF 3.0 implementation.  Terrie will contribute elements from the National Center’s child support IEPD effort.
Rex McElrath and Dr. Laurence Leff will prepare a “problem statement” on the issue of presenting free text and sequence indicators for discussion during the November 14th conference call.  The “problem statement” will bring together the perspectives, research, and experience of the eContracts TC, our Documents Subcommittee, and the Georgia ECF 3.0 implementation.

Jim Cabral will begin drafting the changes needed to accommodate the need identified for:


-
inclusion of the GJXDM judicialOfficerBarNumber element;

-
expanded discussion of the way to handle billing and client ID numbers maintained by filing assembly providers; and

-
more and more realistic schema instance examples (calling on Maricopa County to provide real data for the expanded examples).

Shane Durham will prepare a problem definition for the expanded code structure representation needed within Court Filing Policy.  Don Bergeron and Jim Harris, our liaisons to other OASIS TCs working on the issue of code list representation, will be asked to find examples of how the identified problems can be solved.

We will ask Scott Came to develop an indicator for selfRepresentedParty that is different from the absence of an attorney for a party.

The TC will not make any change to the discussion of the returnFilingInformation Message.  We believe that it is adequate as drafted.  The message is intended for the filer only, and not for other parties in the case.

We will address the “chunking” problem identified by implementers with the sneaker net profile and the development of an additional “web service interaction with chunking” profile for appellate court use for obtaining the record on appeal.  

We will ask Robin Gibson to post ECF 3.01 on the OASIS website.

We will release the next version of ECF soon after the first of the year (January 2007) and will include within it all material for which we have received draft proposals by November 29th – two weeks prior to the start of the TC Las Vegas face to face meeting.

We will anticipate a further release, incorporating the conversion of the specification to NIEM 1.1 and GJXDM 4.0 at the same time the following year (January 2008).

Conference call with other TC members – September 22

Tom Clarke reviewed with other members participating on the call the decisions made during the course of the day’s meeting.
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