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Consolidated Case Management System
Functional Standards 

Part One - Introduction

State and local courts collectively have invested billions of dollars in essential information technology to improve the administration of justice and the effectiveness of their operations. A large share of these funds is directed toward the planning, development, implementation, and maintenance of case management systems and the infrastructure required to support them. Historically, much of the analysis and design for these systems—and, consequently, their development and ongoing maintenance as well—has been conducted on a court-by-court or, at best, a state-by-state basis. Most of these efforts, eventually and to varying degrees, have achieved their objectives. Nonetheless, this reinvention of the wheel has resulted in less efficient use of funding and human resources at best, and too often led to costly blunders, compromised system capabilities, or increased complexity of software maintenance and upgrades.
A major underlying cause for this unfortunate situation was the combination of an absence of standards for case management systems and the related attitude among courts that their operations, procedures, processes, and data preferences—and thus their functional requirements—were unique. These factors affected both the in-house development of systems and the acquisition of commercially developed solutions. 

Without a standard set of functional requirements to draw upon as a basis for preparing design specifications for in-house system development, court managers faced two alternatives. They could start the design and development process from scratch or they could try to locate a successful implementation by another court or state judiciary, study its design and operation, and attempt to model their own system after it. All too often the perception of uniqueness either precluded pursuit of the latter approach altogether or had so influenced the design for the potential model system that adaptation by another court would be impractical.
Similarly, to acquire a solution from a commercial software developers, court managers were forced to assess and describe their requirements in an experiential vacuum to prepare an RFP, endeavor to adapt specifications from another court’s RFP to fit their needs, or identify a vendor who had developed a system for another court and attempt to have the vendor adapt that system for their court. The perception of uniqueness often undermined these efforts as well. 
Without national standards, case management system vendors found it difficult to achieve any significant economy of scale. They were forced to respond to each court’s RFP in a highly individualized manner, initially expending substantial resources attempting to map their software to the stated specifications to prove that they could meet the requirements. Then, having won a competitive bid, they frequently encountered an adaptation nightmare in the complexity of successfully modifying a system originally developed to satisfy the demands of a different court—demands usually based in part at least on the vagaries of existing manual procedures. Because of these difficulties, some developers either foundered or abandoned the court market for more profitable opportunities.
Project Background and Standards Development History

Origins of the Standards Development Initiative 
The National Center for State Courts, along with many court leaders, recognized the need for case management system standards at the national level and sought funding to pursue their development. In 1988 NCSC obtained a grant from the State Justice Institute for a project to undertake this work. The challenges proved daunting. When the resulting monograph, Planning, Acquiring, and Implementing Court Automation, finally was published in 1993, it included the following introductory remarks:

[This project]. . .began as an attempt to define standards for the content, structure and functioning of automated court case management information systems. Given the tremendous diversity of the nation's state and local courts, the project's early goals were too ambitious for available resources. Later refinements to the objectives focused the project on the automation process, rather than the product. Nonetheless, to build on the work of this volume, the broader areas of defining standards for the content of these systems should be addressed. 

This widely read publication provided essential foundational guidelines for standardizing the approach to court automation and helped raise awareness among the court community of the need for developing case management system standards. Despite efforts by NCSC and the Joint Technology Committee (JTC) of the Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA) and the National Association for Court Management (NACM), unfortunately, no additional funding sources were available for several years. 
Finally, in 1998 this cooperative desire to move forward with standards development led to the formation of the National Consortium for State Court Automation Standards. The Consortium was modeled along the lines of the existing Consortium for State Court Interpreter Certification and included representatives from interested state and local courts able to contribute funds or expertise to the effort. In early 1999 with funding from an initial contribution by the State of Texas and subsequent smaller monetary or in-kind contributions by several other states, staffing by NCSC, and oversight by JTC, the Consortium tackled the work of developing functional standards for civil case management systems. Aided by the visibility and momentum stemming from this initiative, JTC and NCSC subsequently obtained federal grants from the Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and National Highway Transportation Safety Administration. As the work begun by the Consortium continued through the Standards Working Group under JTC, these grants enabled progressive development of functional standards during the next few years for criminal, domestic relations, juvenile, and traffic case management systems. The final project team in this series completed the draft traffic standards in 2004.
Functional Standards Development Projects
Initial development of case management system functional standards proceeded as a series of individual projects. Each project focused on functional requirements for a single trial court system, based on case type: civil, criminal, domestic relations, juvenile, or traffic. Each project was separately budgeted and usually funded by a different granting agency or other funding source. Finally, each drew upon the expertise of a different group of court practitioners carefully selected for their knowledge and experience relative to the targeted case type for the particular project. All projects were conducted by NCSC court technology staff and consultants with the assistance of joint system development (JSD) teams of court practitioners, and all were conducted under the general oversight of the COSCA/NACM JTC. The projects also used a common approach and development process, and the draft standards they produced all underwent the same established approval process.
Standards Development Methodology
The methodology adopted for developing functional standards was designed to capitalize on successful court automation experiences, identify and extract the functional commonalities across courts to circumvent the minefield of perceived uniqueness, draw upon the expertise of court practitioners, and ensure an appropriate vetting of each set of standards produced. 
Collection of Court Requirements 
For each project NCSC staff collected sets of requirements or system specifications from state and local courts with successful system development projects. Samples included in-house development specifications, RFP specifications, and documentation of features and functions for existing systems. Together, this collection of source documents represented a good cross-section of courts and automation projects.
Formation of JSD Teams
NCSC identified and recruited volunteer court managers and staff from state and local courts to serve on a joint standards development team for the project. The selection process sought individuals with expertise in the case type for which standards would be developed. In addition to a cross-section of courts, the volunteers represented different departments or functional areas and, collectively, provided a comprehensive knowledge across the spectrum of case and financial management functions. For some projects, such as juvenile and traffic standards, subject matter experts from other relevant agencies or organizations were added to the JSD team. Moreover, all teams comprised both operational and technical experts.   
Analysis of Requirements and Drafting of Standards
As court requirements documents were collected, the NCSC consultant compiled them and performed a thorough analysis to identify the core set of requirements common to most courts. Requirements were organized into logical groups by major business function (e.g., case initiation and indexing, docketing, scheduling, and account management). Finally, the consultant prepared a draft standard requirement specification for each function and detailed subfunction. 
JSD Team Review

NCSC generally scheduled three face-to-face meetings for the JSD team to review and discuss the draft document, which was distributed to each participant in advance of the meeting. Each meeting usually lasted two and a half days and involved intensive—often grueling—discussion of individual subfunctions in addition to more general sections and the overall organization and content of the document. The NCSC staff and consultant compiled extensive notes to serve as the basis for later revisions. After each meeting, the consultant would make the necessary revisions and continue work on any uncompleted sections. For the final review session, NCSC invited selected vendor representatives to participate and provide feedback from their perspective. Upon completion of all revisions following the final review session, the final draft version of the document was distributed to the JSD team for verification.
Standards Approval Process
COSCA and NACM established a formal review and approval process to be followed for each set of technology standards produced. This process was intended to ensure the quality of work underlying the development of all standards and to provide adequate opportunity for public review and input by interested and knowledgeable practitioners and court technology professionals. The approval process for the functional standards involved several steps, outlined below, culminating in the endorsement of a standard by the Conference of Chief Justices.

Submission to JTC
The final draft standards document produced by a project team is submitted to the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee for consideration as a “proposed standard.”
JTC Review 
JTC reviews the standards document and decides either to (1) refer the “proposed standard” back to the submitting entity for further revision or (2) disseminate the "proposed standard" for review and comment.
Notification and Public Review 
If JTC accepts the “proposed standard” for review and comment, NCSC disseminates it for review and comment for a period of 60 days or longer. Dissemination includes posting the final draft standards document on NCSC’s website and distributing a notice to a wide group of court-related organizations and groups (a complete list of recipients may be found on the NCSC website).  
Review of Comments 
JTC forwards all received comments to the proposing entity for its consideration. The proposing entity then makes any revisions it believes are appropriate and submits a “recommended standard” to JTC, along with a compilation of all comments and their corresponding responses.

Action by JTC 
JTC will decide whether to approve the proposing entity’s recommendation as a "recommended standard," with or without modifications to the proposing entity’s recommendation. It will then refer the product to COSCA and NACM.
Action by COSCA and NACM 
The COSCA and NACM Boards of Directors will take action, as they deem appropriate, on the "recommended standard." Any outstanding issues will be resolved by the officers of COSCA and NACM and, if the decision is favorable, the “recommended standard” is approved.
CCJ Resolution 13 
The Conference of Chief Justices adopted Resolution 13 on August 2, 2001. This resolution expresses support for the standards and encourages each state judiciary to disseminate the standards, encourage their inclusion in state strategic plans and their use in executive branch systems that exchange data with courts, and direct that courts comply with the standards when acquiring or building new systems unless there is compelling justification not to do so. The complete wording of Resolution 13 may be found on the NCSC website.
Note: during the second half of 2005, the standards approval process was revised and somewhat more formalized by a modified JTC Standards Process that includes establishment of a prescribed Request for Comment (RFC) document structure and standards submission procedure; see http://www.ncsconline.org/D_Tech/jtc/ for more information. 
Standards Consolidation Project
Drawbacks of Separate Sets of Functional Standards
The initial development of functional standards was accomplished through a series of related, but independent, projects directed at case management systems for a single major case type. There were several reasons why this approach was necessary and appropriate. Perhaps the most compelling driving factor was the need to contain both scope and cost. With the establishment of the National Consortium for State Court Automation Standards, the series began with very limited funding contributed voluntarily by only a handful of states. The Consortium identified civil case management system functional standards as being needed immediately and likely to be an achievable goal under the constraints of available funds. NCSC and the JTC Standards Working Group continued pushing the series forward under federal grant funding. Yet subsequent grant-funded projects not only were saddled with the need to define a scope that would permit a reasonable budget but also had to be targeted to the program goals and time frame of the potential funding agency. 
As the standards documents emerged project by project, however, it became readily apparent that there was substantial duplication among the standards. To be sure, each set contained specific requirements applicable to only a single case type (e.g., criminal). Other requirements might apply to two or more case types (e.g., civil and domestic relations) but not to the rest. Moreover, closer examination revealed many instances in which a function that appeared to be unique was, in fact, the same function described in different words and perhaps appearing in a different section in the standards for another case type. Sometimes the main difference between a function in different documents was simply the examples used for each case type. Finally, despite all the duplication, there were instances in which a single project team identified a universal (i.e., not specific to a case type) requirement that other teams had not specified. 
Given this assessment, it was obvious that inconsistencies in wording and organization would increase confusion and make it more difficult for a court or case management system vendor to apply the standards to a comprehensive system development effort. Efforts to identify exchange points for external interfaces with other justice agencies would be hindered also. Furthermore, these inconsistencies would significantly complicate the standards maintenance and updating process as well as any efforts to transition the standards documents into a different vehicle or format. JTC and NCSC concluded that it was essential to consolidate these separate standards documents into a unified set of case management system functional standards.
Consolidation Process
With funding from the Office of Justice Programs, NCSC began work in 2004 on consolidating the sets of functional standards developed for individual case types. The goal was to arrive at a single set of standards containing the requirements universal to all case types while preserving and identifying those requirements unique to a specific case type. The common requirements would reflect functional descriptions distilled from the corresponding individual descriptions in each document and reworded to cover all applicable case types. 
In the first phase of this project, an NCSC technology staff or consultant conducted a detailed analysis and comparison of the individual documents, compiling extensive tables of functions identified as describing the same function. This tedious process required repeated cross-functional searching to locate and verify parallel functions in different documents. The analyst then developed wording for the consolidated function that captured the intent of the individual JSD teams while bridging the inconsistencies between versions, applying to case management systems generically, and including case type-specific examples where needed to clarify context. Once the consolidated description for a function had been prepared, it was given a brief, descriptive heading. Functions that appeared in only a single standards document and clearly applied to only a single case type were identified and captured separately. 
Once all function tables with consolidated descriptions were completed, the project analyst prepared a document organized into sections by major function area in a manner similar to that of the original standards documents. Individual functions were then transferred from the set of consolidated tables to the new, consolidated functional standards document. Functions unique to a single case type were listed at the end of each section and also compiled into a collective set for each case type at the end of the document. The draft document was circulated to a team of court reviewers for comment.
Transition to Business Process Model 

With development of the draft consolidated functional standards document completed, NCSC staff and consultants began the next phase of improving the utility of the standards through development of a business process model for case management systems. This approach was selected because of the proven value of modeling to help both organizations and system developers visualize the processes and their relationships with each other. Models represent not only the flow of processes and the interactions between processes, but also the interaction of users with the system. For this project the NCSC project team used RequirementsModeler©, a modeling tool developed by URL Integration, Inc. and based on the industry standard Unified Modeling Language (UML).   
The advantage of this approach is that it preserves all the textual descriptions developed by the original standards project teams and subsequently consolidated into a unified document. At the same time it adds the value of diagrams to convey additional information to developers and practitioners. Finally, it provides a more powerful and flexible vehicle with the potential to simplify maintaining, updating, and extending the standards in the future.
Using the new medium of the business process model, NCSC assembled a JSD team of court practitioners and court technology experts to review the consolidated functional standards. The majority of participants were selected because they had served on a previous JSD team for development of case management system standards for a particular case type. In addition to securing proven expertise, this composition ensured that the consolidated standards accurately reflected and sufficiently covered the range of requirements originally identified and described. In addition to a face-to-face meeting, the JSD team participated in several Web conferences to review, discuss, and modify the consolidated standards model.
As the consolidated functional standards model was developed and reviewed, the standards were further refined. Two important benefits were better organization of the standards and numerous improvements in the wording of descriptions for functional standards. In addition, the JSD team repeatedly discovered that functions originally considered unique to a case type, in fact, either were already covered by an existing universal function or should be made universal and applicable to systems for all case types. As a result of such refinements, the standards state the functional requirements more clearly and reflect advances in technology and justice system information since the original standards work began. Moreover, the major functional areas, which had varied in number from 16 to 21 in the original separate standards documents, were collapsed into 13 major sections. Finally, while all of the required functionality determined by the original teams has been preserved, by eliminating unnecessary duplication, recognizing universal requirements, and improving organization, the consolidated standards team produced a functional standards product that is simultaneously more streamlined and more complete.
Incorporation of Appellate Court Functional Requirements

In early 2005, following completion of a consolidated functional standards document during the first phase of the standards consolidation project, NCSC launched a project to develop appellate court functional standards. With funding contributed by several state judiciaries and voluntary participation by appellate court practitioners around the country, this project was designed with a hybrid approach to capitalize on (1) the methodology and work products from the original five trial court standards development projects, (2) the work product and findings from the standards consolidation project, and (3) the availability of cost-saving Web forum and webinar technology for collaborative development.
NCSC formed a JSD team of appellate court experts to work with staff and consultants. Based on a detailed analysis of appellate court case management system specifications provided by several states, the NCSC consultant revised the consolidated functional standards as needed to accommodate the requirements of the appellate courts as well as trial courts. The revisions included expanding descriptions to include appellate examples, modifying wording to describe functions in more universal terms rather than using specific trial court terminology, and adding new requirements unique to appellate courts. When drafting was completed for each section of the revised consolidated document, that section was posted for JSD team review and feedback through a Web forum environment.
As the new consolidated business process model emerged from the second phase of the standards consolidation project, the appellate project team transitioned its work from the consolidated document to the new model, and all subsequent modifications needed to incorporate the remaining appellate court requirements were made directly to the model. The JSD team review of the new consolidated trial and appellate court model was accomplished through two face-to-face meetings of two-and-a-half days each, plus an interim webinar conducted between the two meetings.
Status and Future Development
Despite the accomplishments to date, significant additional work will be needed to deliver to the justice community all of the potential benefits of case management system standards. The process of developing standards is intended to be fluid and ongoing, not only to refine and extend existing standards but to reflect the evolution of technology and improvements in available tools and information among the justice agencies and related entities. The primary goal for this project was to capture, consolidate, model, and package the results of all functional standards development work to date.
In looking ahead to the next steps, the project team identified several “holes” or limitations in the functional standards that should be addressed as soon as time and resources permit. These gaps and issues include the following:
· Use of traditional court terminology to describe functions (e.g., indexing, docketing, calendaring) should be examined in light of the reality of technology-oriented processes

· Information exchanges are not completely identified or defined; touchpoints should be better specified for both internal (e.g., among functional modules and between a module and its supporting off-the-shelf software components) and external (e.g., with other justice agencies’ systems)
· Potential additional functions need to be identified

· Functional requirements for other special trial court case types must be incorporated into the consolidated standards

· A functional standards implementation guide should be developed and should include examples for specific case types

· The functional standards should include links to The State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, CourtTools, data exchange models, E-filing standards, and other evolving standards and tools

· The standards should be expanded to include outside (other) actors

· The coverage of management and statistical reports requirements should be expanded

· Requirements for code translation tables should be examined, and possibly updated and expanded

· Data needed to support all functions should be more completely identified and documented
· Court functional standards should be tied to the Global Justice XML Data Model (GJXDM) Information Exchange Package Document (IEPD) development efforts and other work in progress to advance the goal of establishing standards for functions, data, and services required by courts and justice agencies.
Future projects must address these gaps and continue moving the standards initiative forward. Some of this work (e.g., incorporation of appellate court requirements) is already in progress or planned for the immediate future. As the consolidated functional standards are updated, they will be released using a version control process. 
How to Use the Functional Requirements Document

Purpose and Intended Usage

The purpose of the functional standards is to provide general guidance to state and local courts and court case management system vendors engaged in or planning for development, overhaul, or assessment of a case management system. The standards describe the general, minimal capabilities required in terms of the business functions they must support. Functional standards describe what a system should do, but they leave the question of how the system should accomplish the desired functionality to the system designer, as the “mechanics” of the system are highly dependent upon system architecture and technology capabilities at design time. Furthermore, functional standards present only one component—albeit a central one—of the specifications needed for system development. Courts also must define requirements for technology infrastructure and performance, data, training, maintenance, and other aspects of the overall system.  
The functional requirements presented here are global in scope. They have been distilled from a collection of requirements for systems developed for a particular local court or state court system. As such they are broad, but shallow. Intended to represent a relatively high-level view of requirements, they are stated in sufficiently general terms to be applicable to the common core needs of nearly all courts at both the trial and appellate levels. In addition, because the consolidated standards are (unless indicated otherwise) intended to apply to systems designed for any major case type, most descriptions employ case-neutral terms, such as party, filing, hearing, document, etc. Examples that may be included are intended to help illustrate or further clarify the meaning of a functional description—they are not intended to be an exhaustive list. At the same time, however, the standards are sufficiently comprehensive in scope that they may include functions deemed by some courts to be neither necessary nor desirable.
For effective use of the standards, state and local courts are expected to select, modify, and add requirements as needed when developing RFPs and internal requirements definitions. No state or local court should consider simply presenting an intact version of these standards in its requirements definition document. In addition, many functional requirements are intended to be driven by statute, court rule, or local or state business operational rules and conventions. This point is emphasized in several functions by the use of expressions such as “in accordance with local business rules.” While this flexibility is essential for global standards, it anticipates that the state or local court will specify the corresponding operational rules for each applicable requirement. In summary, the consolidated standards are intended to provide courts with the ability to customize the requirements and add details and specificity as needed for a particular system. The extent to which the courts discharge this responsibility will largely determine the success of their projects. 
Key Concepts and Conventions

The consolidated functional requirements standards are presented as a set of major business functions common to all courts. The original standards development project teams identified major functional categories into which could be grouped the activities associated with processing and managing cases throughout their court lifecycle. Although court activities do not always proceed in a simple, sequential pattern, the teams ordered the major categories to reflect the general flow of cases through the court plus the ancillary, supporting activities and utilities needed to accomplish case processing and management. The consolidated standards model retains this same general order of functional categories common to all case types, while resolving the differences among the individual sets of standards to arrive at 13 major business functions:
1. Case Initiation and Indexing

2. Docketing

3. Scheduling

4. Document Creation and Tracking

5. Calendaring

6. Hearings

7. Disposition

8. Post Disposition Compliance and Execution

9. Receipt Accounting

10. Bookkeeping Accounting

11. Records Management

12. Configuration Maintenance, Security, and Integrity

13. Management Reporting.

The major business functions are identified using terms that, while in common usage among courts, may carry different connotations in different courts. For example, docketing refers to a range of activities associated with maintaining information in court records and capturing and recording events to reflect a complete case history. Although the docketing business function and the activities it encompasses may reflect a broader meaning than some court practitioners assign to the term, at the same time it does not refer to placing cases on a court calendar or “docket” as the term is used in a few courts. Other terms that may cause confusion include scheduling and calendaring—especially with regard for the distinction between them as they are applied in the standards. To avoid confusion over the meaning and context of seemingly commonplace terms, readers must ensure that they understand the use of each term as it is explained in the descriptions for each business function and the activities it includes. 
Guide to the Court Business Function Model Report
Part Two of the standards document consists of a report generated by RequirementsModeler© from the consolidated standards business function model. The report depicts the model through a combination of diagrams and text. This section briefly explains the format and organization of the generated report. Please note that the graphical and textual examples presented in this section may differ somewhat from the current version of the actual model.
Table of Contents
Because of its size and nature of generation, the general Case Management System (CMS) report begins with a separate Table of Contents. In it, readers will see that information is sorted by Business Functions and Use Cases. Business functions describe a grouping of common or related processes. Use Cases describe how actors use the system to accomplish business goals.  
Business Functions
Business Functions are a description for a grouping of common business practices. Think of Business Functions as the chapters of the report – they describe a grouping of processes that fit a section of a Court’s business model. Together, they tell the entire story of the functionality a CMS should contain.

The Business Function descriptions constitute the greater part of the general CMS report. When reviewing an individual Business Function, readers will first find a Business Function definition, which describes the specific functional area in CMS. 
Use Case Diagrams

Immediately following the Business Function definition, readers will see the first of two graphical depictions of information: the Use Case Diagram. Use Case Diagrams depict how actors interact, or relates with the system to accomplish a business goal. The Use Case Diagram also summarizes the relationship of one Use Case to another.

The “stick figures” are system actors, which are either a provider or user of a system service. The ovals are the Use Cases themselves, which describe how a system can be used, from an actor’s point of view. Use cases show the functionality of a system, and are described in terms of how an actor interacts with the system to accomplish a business goal. 
Below is an example of a Use Case Diagram, from the Disposition section of the CMS specification report.
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In addition to depicting the relationships between actors and Use Cases, the Use Case Diagram also portrays relationships between Use Cases.  You will note that this Use Case Diagram depicts an extension between the Dispose Case Use Case and the Case Closure Use Case. An <<extend>> relationship between Use Cases means that the base Use Case (Dispose Case in the example above) may also include the additional behavior depicted in the extending Use Case (Case Closure).

In addition to the <<extend>> relationship, there may also be <<include>> relationships – an <<include>> relationship – depicts that the behavior in the extended Use Case always occurs when the process described in the base Use Case occurs.

The CMS specifications contain <<extend>> and <<include>> relationships.

What is in a Use Case?

Use Cases begin with the definition of the functional area it is representing. These definitions discuss how the actors use the system to accomplish a specific business goal. They describe specific interactions between the actor and the systems, and the specific activities the actor must accomplish to complete the process.

Here is an example of a good Use Case definition, for the Case Acceptance Use Case:

Case Acceptance includes the activities that occur as new cases are entered into the court computer system. Then the information and filings (e.g., complaints, petitions) regarding the case can be recorded, retained, retrieved, used to generate forms and other documents, and combined with information from other cases to develop reports on court activity. These entries conform to locally used conventions regarding a structured case number, title or description, and other basic information.

Activity Diagrams

The next thing the reader will see is the Activity Diagram. The Activity Diagram is used to describe the activities and actions occurring in a process flow. Below is an example from the Type Case Use Case in CMS. The Activity Diagram flows from top to bottom.
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The specific elements of the Activity Diagram, as depicted in the call boxes above, include:

· Activity, the specific steps that comprise the overall process;

· Transition, the relationship between two elements; when the first is satisfied, the following event can occur. In RequirementsModeler©, notes and alternative flows that describe the process flow are reported in the transitions between activities;

· Decision Point, or the point at which different process flow paths are possible

· Condition, a qualifying factor that affects the flow of activities (report complete/report not complete, additional resources required/no additional resources necessary); and 

· State, or the overall condition of an object going into or coming out of a specific process. States either begin or end an Activity Diagram. They are also known in the report as Pre-Conditions and Post-Conditions.
Following the activity diagram is a chart summarizing the actors and their relationship to the Use Case. The following is an example of a chart from the Case Indexing Business function in the CMS report:

	Actor
	Relationship
	Description

	Court Clerk
	Performs
	The clerk of the court.

	Judge
	Approves
	An adjudicator; a senior official in a court of law.


Flow of Events

After the Activity Diagram and the Relationship chart, the reader will see a section with the heading: Flow of Events. In this section each activity depicted in the Activity Diagram is described.  

In many cases there are notes captured in the sequence of events that help define the process flow or provide additional information about a particular activity. These notes are depicted in a chart between activity definitions. Sometimes there are also notes that capture alternative process flows, such as a difference in process between a large and small agency. Below is an example of a Flow of Events taken from the Use Case: Produce and Track Schedules, which includes notes that highlight technical requirements. 
Flow of Events

3.7.1 Track Schedule Modifications

Track and output schedule modifications (e.g., judge or mediator's schedules, or courtroom reassignments) over specific period.

3.7.2 Include Case Age in Displays

Include case age with any display of case status or adherence to schedules (e.g., tracking conformance to time standards).

3.7.3 Produce Schedules

Produce upon user request (including ability to reproduce, redisplay, or reprint) schedules for various events, hearing types, dates, and facilities (e.g. mediator's, arbitrator's schedule by day).

3.7.4 Output Schedules for Case Participants

Print or display schedules for various persons (e.g. other judicial officers; attorneys; other participants such as law officers, domestic relations service providers, child support agencies, child welfare agencies, other governmental agencies if their schedules in system), event and hearing types, dates, and facilities (e.g., courtrooms) for each time interval within specific period.

3.7.4.1 Notes

	Detail

	[Technical Requirement] Provide for real-time selective electronic notifications (e.g. email) as determined by the user.


States: Pre- and Post-Conditions

The last detail of information included in a description of a Use Case is the Pre- and Post-Conditions, or the state both before and after the process. Like notes and alternative flows, states are depicted with short tables that include a definition of the state.   

In many cases, processes begin with activities rather than states. As such, the Pre-Condition field is often blank in the report. Here is an example from the CMS specifications:
Pre-Conditions

None

Post-Conditions

	Post-Condition
	Description

	Schedules Changed
	Schedules have been changed.


 “ Utilize” Activities

Utilize is a key word in RequirementsModeler© that carries with it special meaning. You will see many activities that begin with the word Utilize (e.g., Utilize Type Case, Utilize Person Identifiers). These activities simply refer to a process—or Use Case—that is used elsewhere in the model. When you see Utilize begin an activity, you should refer entirely to that original Use Case where the process in question is described in full detail.

An example will make this clearer. In the Case Initiation and Indexing Business Function, the Case Acceptance Use Case includes an Activity called “Utilize Type Case.” Below is the overall flow of that Activity Diagram:
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In this flow, the “Utilize Type Case” activity refers to the circumstances under and the point in the Case Acceptance process where the clerk determines the type of case that is before him/her. The clerk will use the process described fully in the “Type Case” Use Case.

Glossary

Once all of the Business Functions, Use Cases, and Activity Diagrams have been presented, the report concludes with a glossary of all relevant terms, grouped by the reports key terms: Business Functions, Use Cases, Activities, Actors, and States. This glossary provides a quick reference to the terms that have been used throughout the document.
Additional Resources

As an aid to courts ready to apply the functional standards to an evaluation of their own system specifications or development of specification for an RFP, the consolidated functional standards package includes a set of requirements tables generated from the business model. The tables list each business function, use case, and activity. They may be used as a template for courts to prepare their own detailed specifications tables. For example, courts can delete rows containing requirements not applicable to their operations, add rows to contain additional requirements not included in the standards, and edit existing descriptions to provide the details and specificity appropriate for their system requirements. 
The spreadsheet includes five column headings: Business Functions, Mandatory, Desirable, Meets Requirement, and Comments. Courts may wish to change these headings or add other columns with headings to produce a custom checklist. The tables are supplied as an Excel worksheet so that courts can easily import and customize the tables for their own purposes.

Note: The Excel worksheet provides a format and basic listing of requirements in the order in which they appear in the document. Rows contain only the names for functions, use cases, and activities, plus headings for special requirements and notes, without descriptive text. 
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