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Preface

The effort described in this document was one part of a larger program designed to allow the entire Justice and Public Safety community to effectively share information and to communicate that information among the thousands of Justice/public-safety agencies at the local, State, and Federal levels.  Further, this effort was a follow-on to the work that created the Global Justice and Public Safety XML Data Element Dictionary version 1.0 through a reconciliation process that included the work of the RISS (Regional Information Sharing System), Legal XML’s Court Filing Working Group, the Joint Task Force on XML Interstate Criminal History (Rap Sheet) Transmission, and AAMVA (American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators).

To achieve this end, the GI/SWG (Global Infrastructure/Standards Working Group) developed a common XML standard that is stable – so that it can be relied on – but not so rigid that it cannot evolve as community requirements change.

The coordination of the XML standards was an intense effort driven by business requirements of all the participants and sponsored by the Office of Justice Programs.  Without support from all of those mentioned, this effort would not have been a success.

Executive Summary

In the past, single agencies or small groups of agencies would work with a single vendor to develop a unique and proprietary solution to their information sharing needs. While this solved their immediate problem, it created independent islands of information sharing capability with limited ability to share information between islands.  The development of the Global Justice XML Data Dictionary version 3.0 (GJXDD 3.0) represents a significant change in the way practitioners develop their information sharing systems.  Rather than a small group of practitioners working with a single vendor, representatives of large bodies of practitioners participated and communicated requirements to a technical development staff.

This was accomplished through the creation of a group called the XML Structure Task Force (XSTF) under Global’s Infrastructure/Standards Working Group.  The XSTF provided a forum  that enabled a productive relationship to develop between practitioners and development staff.  There were several key elements to that relationship that enabled the success of the development effort:  

· The development staff had no product at stake in the development effort enabling them to really listen to the requirements of the practitioners and to look at those requirements impartially.  

· Practitioners came to the table willing to compromise with each other and willing to consider technical trade-offs provided by the developers.

· The practitioners were involved with key decision points throughout the process to ensure that the product met their needs and to enable practitioner buy-in. 

· The development process provided time for the establishment of trust between the practitioners and the developers.

These factors created an open atmosphere for the work of the XSTF that allowed all the participants to concentrate on achieving the best Global Justice XML Data Dictionary possible.  

The success of the XSTF was enabled by structuring the work into several stages.  First was the collection and analysis of requirements.  Second was establishing an architecture for justice XML applications.  Third was breaking the development of the data types and elements into groups underneath core objects.  Finally, examples were provided to demonstrate the benefits of using GJXDD 3.0 in Justice-oriented document schema development efforts.

1 Introduction

The last decade has seen an amazing revolution in how information is made available and shared among those whose business requires them to make use of that information.  One of the most significant technologies is the Internet, the maturing of which has certainly proven that having information available 24 hours-per-day, 7 days-per-week can significantly change expectations about how and when needs for information should be met.  The Internet took great strides in making significant amounts of information viewable on demand.  However, the need is not only to be able to view the information.  The need, especially for the justice and public safety community, is to be able to take that information and manipulate it.  That includes being able to (1) view the information in a standardized manner that highlights the most relevant information, (2) propagate the information into the next set of forms that needs to be filled out, and (3) combine and synthesize information from disparate sources into a coherent whole.  XML is one technology that offers a solution to take the capability provided by the availability of commodity networks and advance its capabilities to that next level.

XML, or eXtensible Markup Language, is a specification developed by the WorldWide Web Consortium.
  In very basic terms, XML simply provides a mechanism to represent data.  And while there are many ways to do this, XML provides the ability to represent that data in a standard way that is independent of how or where the data is stored or how or where the data is displayed or used.  Further, the mechanisms that enabled the translation between those external systems (those that store and manipulate the data) and the standard format enable those translations to be done at significantly less expense than previous mechanisms.

As these capabilities became more widely known, efforts at implementing XML-based systems sprung up throughout the justice system.  In observing these development efforts the Office of Justice Programs (OJP) noted that rather than converging on a standard representation of the data that the justice community requires, all the efforts were developing independent and, in many cases, divergent representations.  A big contributor to this divergence is the lack of a legitimate, recognized repository of specifications and standards.  To address these issues and foster interoperability between the emerging specifications, OJP, in cooperation with the Global Infrastructure/Standards Working Group (GI/SWG) of the Global Justice Information Sharing Initiative (Global), decided to provide facilitation to help these efforts reach convergence.
  

This facilitation effort has, thus far, consisted of two phases.  The first phase started with bringing representatives of three significant XML development efforts to a common table.  After adding a fourth developer, the result was Reconciliation Data Dictionary (RDD) version 1.0, 2.0, and 2.1.  The 16 month process that resulted in the RDD, as well as the guiding principles that shaped the RDD, are described in the document Lessons Learned in Reconciling Three Justice XML Development Efforts.

The development of the RDD, and the way the participants came together to work toward a common goal, spurred significant community interest in the RDD and made it clear that the effort should be continued.  This document describes the continuation of the XML data dictionary development effort between the publication of the RDD and the publication of GJXDD 3.0.

2 Goals of GJXDD 3.0

Much of the development of the RDD was a learning experience, and through that process, many ideas emerged that could help improve the utility of elements in an XML data dictionary.  In addition, guidance was issued by both OASIS
 and the Federal CIO
 council regarding best practices in XML design.  Based on the information and comments from various practitioner groups and industry representatives, a set of goals were established by GI/SWG for the GJXDD 3.0 development effort.  These goals are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Goals of the GJXDD 3.0 Development Effort

· Reference architecture and namespaces for a standard Global Justice XML Data Dictionary Schema specification

· Object-oriented data model, named types, extensibility

· Maximize use of standards and best practices

· ISO 11179

· Draft Federal XML Developer’s Guide

· Intelligence Community Metadata Language

· etc.

· Metadata for content, registry support, and infrastructure support

· Value constraints: codes/enumerations, special semantics

· Explicit representation of relationships

· Incorporate a broader set of user requirements

· Data exchange requirements from several efforts

· Functional requirements

· XML Schema version control

· Migration paths

These were the functional goals of the GJXDD 3.0 effort.  In addition, a temporal goal was established.  That was to have a beta version of GJXDD 3.0 ready for public review six months after the start of the effort.  This was a very ambitious schedule for the amount of work required to achieve it.

3 Formation of the XSTF

In order to oversee the process of meeting these design objectives, the GI/SWG established the XML Structure Task Force (XSTF).  The XSTF consisted of four categories of participants: agencies implementing XML to accomplish their mission (i.e., practitioners), commercial XML developers (i.e., implementers), technical support staff, and administrative support staff.  In order for the GJXDD 3.0 effort to succeed, it was critical that the representatives, especially for the practitioners and implementers, have the knowledge to make sound decisions and the authority to make those decisions binding for their organization.  Further, everyone must agree that the current state of information sharing is unacceptable and be committed to making a long-term difference.

The group that was most critical to the success of the GJXDD 3.0 development effort was the practitioner group.  For starters, it was essential to include representatives of the four programs reconciled in the RDD development effort (XML Rap Sheet, Driver History, Intelligence, and Court Filing) all of which are applicable to a large number of agencies throughout the country.  Next it was important to incorporate practitioners that are implementing XML for a large number of business transactions within their domain.  To that end, representatives of two significant efforts volunteered to assist the XSTF with the development of GJXDD 3.0.  Those were from the Upper Midwest Justice Consortium (a group of 8 states implementing an integrated XML justice solution and being spearheaded by the state of Minnesota) and the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (also implementing a comprehensive XML-based integrated justice information system).  Also representing a significant body of practitioners was the Search Group with their Justice Information Exchange Model (JIEM).

To help maintain practicality and ensure that the GJXDD 3.0 could be implemented, it was necessary to include those with direct experience implementing XML standards in commercial products.  Therefore, contractors that were working with the practitioners (mentioned in the previous paragraph) were invited to participate.  In addition, a representative of the Industry Working Group (IWG)
 was asked to participate as someone who would be able to impartially evaluate proposed solutions.

Because the practitioners and industry representatives have regular jobs to perform in addition to helping with the GJXDD 3.0 development effort, it was necessary that significant staff resources be applied to the XSTF in order to ensure timely development of the product.  To that end, OJP and the NIJ (National Institute of Justice) provided funding to three organizations to provide staff support to the XSTF.  One organization (the Institute for Intergovernmental Research
) provided administrative and logistical support.  The other two organizations, the Institute for Telecommunication Sciences (ITS)
 and the Georgia Tech Research Institute (GTRI)
, provided technical support.  The bulk of the GJXDD 3.0 development effort was staffed by GTRI, who has significant experience in object-oriented program and database design.  As the technical developer of the RDD, ITS brought significant experience in addressing practitioner requirements in their role as technical overseer of the development effort.

The final element to the formation of the XSTF was the selection of a chairperson.  It was essential that the chair of the group be someone that was respected by both the practitioners and the implementers as well as someone who could effectively move discussions along when they were moving toward a stalemate.  The GI/SWG selected Paul Embley of the Practitioner Resource Group to perform this function.

4 Kicking off the XSTF

In order to make an attempt at meeting the timeline for the GJXDD 3.0 development effort, it was essential that the XSTF work very effectively and efficiently.  This included the use of conference calls, email discussion lists and web-based forums in an attempt to minimize the cost (in both time and money) of face-to-face meetings.  In order to set direction for implementation of the GJXDD, a kick off meeting was held at GTRI in May of 2002.  This meeting served several purposes.  First, it allowed the participants to get together, share information about their requirements, and develop trust and understanding. Second it established the tone and pace for the work that needed to be accomplished.  Third, it allowed the participants the chance to set the technical constraints that GTRI would follow in developing the GJXDD.

A list of the guidance provided to GTRI from the first meeting follows:

· GJXDD 3.0 would be implemented as a reference-able schema.  This allows for unambiguous definition and reuse of information components expressed in XML.

· A reference architecture will be developed that :

· Contains reusable named types

· Contains standard element names that convey specific semantics

· Has a well defined extension mechanism

· Supports the development of standard business context schemas (e.g., document and transaction schemas)

· Supports the evolution of the GJXDD

· The GJXDD development will use an object-oriented approach, including the concepts of inheritance, extension, named types, and standardized element names.

· GJXDD provides the facility for both IS-A and HAS-A relationships and many of the relationships will be defined during the development effort.

· A limited survey of current XML development efforts will be conducted and, if possible, the requirements of those efforts will be included in the GJXDD.

· Multiple elements to represent the same data will not be allowed.  (i.e., no aliases for element names)

· The GJXDD will operate under a defined named target namespace.

· Version numbering will occur both in the file naming convention and within the schema itself.

· The GJXDD will contain sufficient internal documentation that a taxonomy or ontology should not be needed.

· The master version GJXDD will be in a Microsoft Access database format.

· A rich set of metadata will be defined for inclusion in GJXDD 3.0.

· Element and type names will be developed using applicable standards.  Those standards include ISO 11179, Federal XML Developers Guide, OASIS Standard Property Terms, and the Intelligence Community Standard for Core Metadata.

· A set of core objects will be developed that can be reused and extended to make more specialized objects.  The first core object that will be developed and agreed upon will be the Person object.

With this set of requirements it was possible to allow the technical staff to go to work and begin to work on developing the strawman for XML data dictionary that would meet many of the information sharing requirements of the Justice community.  However, it was made clear that when there was doubt about the direction a particular solution should take, the XSTF was to be given the opportunity to examine the situation and choose a solution.  In addition, as the technical staff developed proposals for the core objects, those proposals were presented to the group for feedback, especially to ensure that the objects would meet the requirements of the constituencies represented on the XSTF.

5 Collecting Requirements

One of the first technical issues to address was to collect and examine as many of the information sharing requirements of the Justice community as was possible.  This was done in two ways.  The first was to have those participants with active XML development projects to contribute their requirements.  The second was to do a brief web survey to see what requirements other projects had made available on the internet.  This resulted in the examination of 28 requirements documents from 19 different sources.  Table 2 shows source organization, document name, document version and document date for the requirements sources used in the development of GJXDD 3.0

Table 2.  Requirement sources used in the development of GJXDD 3.0.

	Source Organization
	Document Title
	Version
	Date

	NLETS
	Standard Driver History Record
	1.02
	September 10, 2002

	ANSI/NIST
	ANSI/NIST-ITL 1-2000 (NIST Special Pub 500-245) Data Format for Interchange of Fingerprint, Facial, and Scar, Mark and Tattoo (SMT) Information
	1-2000
	July 27, 2000

	CAP
	Common Alerting Protocol (CAP)
	0.7
	March 07, 2003

	CJIA
	Washington Justice Information Network (JIN)
	
	

	DCMI
	DCMI Metadata Terms
	1.1
	March 04, 2003

	DoD
	DoD 5015.2-STD Design Criteria Standard for Electronic Record Management Software Applications
	
	June 19, 2002

	FBI
	Electronic Fingerprint Transmission Specification
	7.0
	January, 1999

	FBI
	National Criminal Information Center (NCIC) 2000
	
	December, 1999

	FBI
	National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS)
	
	

	FBI + NLETS
	Interstate Criminal History Transmission Specification (RapSheet)
	2.2
	November, 2002

	Global ISWG + NTIA
	Reconciliation Data Dictionary (RDD) - Justice and Public Safety XML Data Element Definitions
	1.0.1
	October 16, 2002

	ICJIS
	Maricopa County Data Dictionary
	1.3
	

	ICMWG
	Intelligence Community Standard for Core Metadata
	1.1
	March 24, 2003

	MN
	CriMNet
	1.0
	

	NCSC
	Concepts for a Judicial XML Namespace and Data Tag Dictionary
	1.0
	May, 1999

	NIJ + DISA
	Criminal Information Sharing Alliance (CISA) - Arizona - formerly Southwest Border States Anit-Drug Information System (SWBSADIS)
	
	

	NIJ + DISA
	Criminal Information Sharing Alliance (CISA) Data Dictionary - formerly Southwest Border States Anit-Drug Information System (SWBSADIS)
	2
	

	NIJ + DISA
	Criminal Information Sharing Alliance (CISA) - Texas - formerly Southwest Border States Anit-Drug Information System (SWBSADIS)
	
	

	NIJ + FBI + DARPA
	InfoTech
	2.0
	May, 2002

	OASIS
	Court Filing
	1.1
	July 22, 2002

	OASIS
	Arrest Warrant
	
	September 25, 2001

	OASIS
	Charging Document
	
	February 18, 2002

	OASIS
	Incident Report
	
	May 01, 2002

	OASIS
	Sentencing Order
	
	May 20, 2002

	OASIS
	XML Common Biometric Format Committee Specification
	
	March 25, 2003

	RISS
	RISS Data Exchange Specification
	1.0
	January 23, 2002

	SEARCH
	Justice Information Exchange Model (JIEM)
	
	

	UN/CEFACT
	Electronic Business XML (ebXML) Core Components Technical Specifications
	1.9
	December 11, 2002


Combined, these data sources had approximately 16,000 data elements, or requirements.  However, many of these data requirements were redundant.  For example, there were several different data elements that represented a person’s surname (e.g., lastName, LastName, LName, Last, NameLast, FamilyName, and Surname).  It was the task of the technical staff, particularly the staff from GTRI, to go through these 16,000 requirements and remove the redundancies.  

To start, the 16,000 requirements were loaded into a database, along with such definitions as were available.
  Using the database search features, the requirements were grouped into like categories as well as they could be.  Those elements that could not be grouped automatically were grouped by hand.  

Once the requirements were grouped together, definitions were analyzed to determine those that represented the same piece of information.  The technical analysis boiled down the 16,000 original requirements to approximately 1,600 unique properties that could be used to unambiguously represent all the data needed to meet the set of 28 requirements documents.  Before these 1,600 properties could be turned into the named types and data elements, it was necessary to define the reference architecture that would enable the GJXDD to be imported and used by the Justice community.

6 Defining a Reference Architecture for the Dictionary

In order to understand how the GJXDD fits into the larger scheme of information sharing in the Justice community, it is necessary to define the architecture for justice XML information sharing.  Such an architecture needs to include the dictionary schema, document schema, document instances, and mechanisms for local extensions to the dictionary and document schemas.  Figure 1 provides a reference architecture that incorporates all of these features. In the figure, W3C XML references are outlined in red, GJXDD is outlined in blue, local extensions are outlined in green, document schemas are outlined in black, and instance documents are green.  Namespace references are represented by red arrows, and type and element imports are represented by blue arrows.
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Figure 1. Reference Architecture for justice XML information sharing.

There are several points about the architecture that are worth noting explicitly.  First is to note that all documents and types rely on the W3C schema and instance definitions for support.  The import and extension/restriction capability provided by the W3C schema definition also provides for one of the more important features of the architecture: the ability to create local extensions to the GJXDD, essential for meeting the needs of agencies with unique situations and while agencies are waiting for an official update to the GJXDD.  Also, using components from the dictionary schema in no way restricts the components that can be contained in the XML document that an agency needs to conduct its business.  Finally, it’s important to note that the GJXDD does not just contain elements that can be imported by reference; it also contains support and entity types that can be reused, extended or restricted, as needed.

The XSTF spent a fair amount of time examining the architecture.  Once all the participants were comfortable that the architecture would provide them the means to have all their requirements met, the architecture was accepted as the basis for developing GJXDD 3.0.

7 Using Standards to Create Type and Element Names

The shift to using standards, especially ISO 11179, in creating element and type names required a significant shift between the RDD and the GJXDD.  In the RDD, element names were intentionally short, and were reused in different contexts with the same tag name.  This had the down side of occasionally creating ambiguity or a tag name whose use was not fully clear.  ISO 11179, on the other hand, provides guidance on creating tag names that are more precise, structured, and consistent.  These tag names, however, can be quite lengthy.  

The decision to use 11179 was not made lightly.  The XSTF spent significant discussion time on the tradeoffs between the two naming methods.  There were several XSTF participants whose historical working method was to reduce the data to a set of codes to minimize the number of bits that have to be transferred across the network.  On the other hand, using a standardized approach enables the creation of tag names that are semantically precise and globally understood, enabling semantic understanding of data regardless of whether it’s contained in a well structured document with rich context or a message-oriented format that may be weak in context.  It also relieves the burden of figuring out how to best abbreviate names and code data.  In the end, the ISO 11179 approach was deemed the better choice.

Figure 2 shows an example of how a marginally defined tag name from the RDD can be redefined using the ISO 11179 principles.  In the figure, the physical name of the element is Brand.  This is also known as the property term.  In the RDD, brand is defined as “contains information about an odometer or title brand” (i.e., a label or designation permanently associated with a particular vehicle’s title or odometer).

In addition to the property term, ISO 11179 recommends adding object class, a representation indicator, and as many qualifier terms as necessary to avoid ambiguity.  In the example, the object class term that is added is Vehicle because Brand is a data element that contains information about a vehicle.  The representation term for our example is Code, indicating that there is a predefined (i.e., enumerated) list of values that this data element can contain.
  Finally, qualifier terms are added to the definition.  In the example, the word Odometer was added as a qualifier.  The resulting tag name is VehicleOdometerBrandCode.

As indicated before, using ISO 11179 yields significantly longer tag names.  However, because the goal of the project was to improve semantic understanding of exchanged information and the labels associated with that information, the benefits of using 11179 outweigh the drawbacks.  Further, using a defined algorithm for tag name generation encourages consistency in tag names, even when those tag names may be developed by different organizations.  In the case of GJXDD 3.0, the algorithm enabled the technical staff, particularly those at GTRI, to create strawmen tag names that had a high likelihood of acceptance by the XSTF and speeding up the overall process of development.
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Figure 2.  ISO 11179 Data Element Naming Syntax

8 Defining Core Objects

In Section 5, it was mentioned that the requirements sources initially listed approximately 16,000 data elements.  Because there was significant duplication between requirements sources, it was estimated that a complete set of data elements that would meet the requirements of all sources would only be 10% to 20% of that number of elements.  In order to prevent participants of the XSTF from becoming overwhelmed by the number of options and number of elements that need to be considered, it was very important to pick an appropriate starting point and methodology for grouping elements into chunks that could be addressed by the group.

In analyzing the data sharing requirements (see Section 5), it became apparent that approximately 96% of the information that needed to be exchanged could be categorized as necessary to describe one of eight core objects: Activity, Relationships, Person, Property, Location, Document, Organization, and ContactInformation.  The remaining 4% of the requirements constitutes miscellaneous general properties and primitive support types.  Grouping the requirements into components of core objects provided the “chunking” that was necessary to give the XSTF members manageable pieces to work on.

The next step was determining which core object should be used as the starting point for the XSTF.  There was one core object that all requirements had in common: Person.  In addition, the expertise inherent in the XSTF committee leant itself well to ensuring that the Person object would be well defined; containing enough information to be useful, but not so much that it was unwieldy.  Therefore, it was with the Person object (i.e., the PersonType definition and those types that were derived from the PersonType definition) that was chosen as the starting point.

The technical staff at GTRI provided a strawman definition of the Person object and its derived types in a matter of a couple of weeks.  The XSTF then reviewed this object and provided feedback to GTRI in an iterative process that took several weeks.  Figure 3 shows the PersonType object and the types that were derived from it as of the April 2003 beta release of GJXDD 3.0.

The derived types shown in the figure include all the basic components included in the PersonType (e.g., name, residence, employment, physical description, and identifying number information) and additional components that are required for that particular category of person.  For example the VictimType includes all the components of PersonType, plus information on property damaged or stolen, injuries received, medical treatment sought, whether prosecution is sought, and disposition.  In addition to the basic PersonType object, the requirements examined for the development of GJXDD 3.0 required seven different extension structures and fourteen different subtypes.  These are reflected in Figure 3.


[image: image2]
Figure 3. Types derived from the PersonType core object.

With the precedent set in the development of the Person object and its derived types, the technical staff was able to proceed with the development of the other core objects and their derived types.  The objects that were put off until last were the Activity object and Relationships.  Activity was deferred because it, by itself, comprises approximately 45% of the required data elements and types.  Relationships were deferred because it is necessary to know all the objects before the relationships between them can be fully defined.

As the technical staff developed proposals for each object, those proposals were provided to the XSTF for evaluation and feedback.  This was primarily accomplished through email and teleconference.  Face-to-face meetings were generally used to look at issues where practitioner input was needed in order to establish technical direction.  This allowed the technical staff the opportunity to educate the practitioners regarding the technical advantages and disadvantages of particular directions.

As previously indicated, the most complex core object was the Activity object.  This object has the highest number of derived types (more than 50) and also has the highest diversity of derived types.

9 Providing Examples

Once the core objects were drafted and under review by the XSTF, it was possible to draft some sample XML document schemas that could reveal the benefits of using GJXDD 3.0.  To this end, the technical staff used a few of the document schemas used to generate the requirements, and re-generating those document schemas under the GJXDD 3.0 architecture.  The results were dramatic and served to increase interest in the final product.  

One example document schema, incident report, was based on the requirement provided by the Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department.  The original XML schema for incident report was approximately 25 printed pages and took several weeks to construct.  The XML schema using GJXDD 3.0 was less than one page and was constructed in a couple of hours.  The dramatic difference was especially appreciated by the practitioners who recognized both the time and cost savings of being able to implement document schemas based on the GJXDD 3.0.

10 Finalizing the Beta Release

The interest generated by the example document schemas reinforced the need for GJXDD 3.0.  There was significant interest in the justice community and, because of that, significant pressure to get a product out.  In order to best serve the community and seek the widest feedback possible it was decided that a beta version of GJXDD 3.0 would be released for public comment.  A face-to-face meeting of the XSTF was held in March 2003 at GTRI to cover the most significant issues relating to this beta release.  The issues that affected the release of the beta included:

· Are the definitions of all the tag names accurate and sufficient?

· Is the documentation accurate and sufficient?

· Are there performance issues that make loading the dictionary into a validator other application impractical?

· What is the best mechanism to deal with code tables (e.g., the codes from NCIC 2000)?

· How will feedback be provided, received, and addressed?

· Which secondary relationships need to be added before the beta and which can be added during the review cycle?

· Is the GJXDD ready for public release?

The issue that took the most time during the meeting was ensuring the accuracy and sufficiency of the definitions of the tag names.  To accomplish this review, practitioners were assigned groups of tag names based on area of expertise and were asked to conduct the review as homework in the evening.

The other issues resolved during the meeting were those regarding dealing with code tables (as separate schemas to be imported) and feedback (via a website form).  Some progress was made on the other issues, but portions of them were deferred as improvements that could be accomplished in parallel with the public review process.

11 Summary

The development of GJXDD 3.0 represents a significant paradigm shift in the development of justice information systems.  In the past, single agencies or small groups of agencies would work with a single vendor to develop a unique and proprietary solution to their information sharing needs. While this solved their immediate problem, it created independent islands of information sharing capability with limited ability to share information between islands.  Rather than continuing the small group paradigm, representatives of large bodies of practitioners were brought together with a technical development staff in a group called the XML Structure Task Force (XSTF) under Global’s Infrastructure/Standards Working Group.  The XSTF provided a structure that enabled a productive relationship to develop between practitioners and development staff.  There were several key elements to that relationship that enabled the success of the development effort:  

· The development staff had no product at stake in the development effort enabling them to really listen to the requirements of the practitioners and to look at those requirements impartially.  

· Practitioners came to the table willing to compromise with each other and willing to consider technical trade-offs provided by the developers.

· The practitioners were involved with key decision points throughout the process to ensure that the product met their needs and to enable practitioner buy-in. 

· The development process provided time for the establishment of trust between the practitioners and the developers.

These factors created an open atmosphere for the work of the XSTF that allowed all the participants to concentrate on achieving the best Global Justice XML Data Dictionary possible.  

The success of the XSTF was enabled by structuring the work into several stages.  First was the collection and analysis of requirements.  Second was establishing an architecture for justice XML applications.  Third was breaking the development of the data types and elements into groups underneath core objects.  Finally, examples were provided to demonstrate the benefits of using GJXDD 3.0 in Justice-oriented document schema development efforts.  These efforts culminated with the release of the first beta version of GJXDD 3.0 in April, 2003.

Appendix A – The Role of OJP and the Global Inititative

The Global Justice Information Sharing Initiative (Global) is “an effort to advise the Attorney General regarding the concurrent planning and design efforts now underway in the area of justice systems integration, as well as to advise [OJP and] the Attorney General regarding the new and developing technologies that bear upon justice information sharing.”  In fulfillment of this mission, the Global Advisory Committee created four working groups, including the Global Infrastructure/Standards Working Group (GI/SWG), “which is responsible for 1) conducting an examination of justice information management and infrastructure activities with the goal of determining how each activity relates to Global, and 2) reviewing the major standards-related efforts currently underway and providing recommendations to remedy the breakdowns in interoperability.”  It is the latter responsibility through which GI/SWG provides significant benefits to the Justice community with regards to information sharing by working closely with OJP (and its technical support staff), and is also the reason OJP is interested in developing as much commonality as practical among the various information sharing efforts throughout the Justice and Public Safety (J/PS) communities.

In meeting their responsibilities, the GI/SWG has assembled a group that provides an outstandingly broad representation of users in the Justice community.  This representation virtually guarantees that recommendations generated by the GI/SWG will address the widest possible range of the justice community’s requirements.  On the other hand, the OJP, in fulfilling its responsibility of providing a suite of interoperability standards for J/PS information sharing, has assembled a team of technical experts knowledgeable in adapting user requirements into technical specifications and standards.  It is envisioned that, with support from the technical experts, the GI/SWG, and its member organizations, can recommend a suite of information sharing interoperability standards to the Global Advisory Committee.  In turn, Global can recommend standards to the OJP and the Attorney General for adoption as “the standard solution” for the information sharing interoperability issues confronting the justice community.  Such a standard might be, for example, a data dictionary for use by the whole of the J/PS community.

Appendix B – Representation Terms used in GJXDD 3.0

1. Amount – Monetary value with units of currency.

2. BinaryObject – Set of finite-length sequences of binary octets.

(secondary:  Graphic, Picture, Sound, Video)

3. Code – Character string that for brevity represents a specific meaning.

4. DateTime – Date+time; point in time.
(secondary:  Date, Time)

5. Identifier – Character string used to establish identity of, and uniquely distinguish one instance of an object within an ID scheme.
(authorized abbreviation is ID)

6. Indicator – Boolean (exactly two mutually exclusive values).

7. Measure – Numeric value determined by measurement with units.

8. Numeric – Assigned or determined by calculation. 
(secondary:  Value, Rate, Percent)

9. Quantity – Non-monetary numeric value or count with units.

10. Text – Character string generally in the form of words. 
(secondary:  Name)
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NOTE: Types listed in the same box have equivalent structure but are provided as different types to preserve semantic meaning.
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� The lessons learned document from the reconciliation effort is available from � HYPERLINK "http://www.it.ojp.gov/process_links.jsp?link_id=2224" ��http://www.it.ojp.gov/process_links.jsp?link_id=2224� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.w3c.org" ��http://www.w3c.org� 


� The role of OJP and Global is further discussed in Appendix A


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.it.ojp.gov/process_links.jsp?link_id=2224" ��http://www.it.ojp.gov/process_links.jsp?link_id=2224�


� Organization for the Advancement of Structured Information Systems, � HYPERLINK "http://www.oasis-open.org" ��http://www.oasis-open.org� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://xml.gov" ��http://xml.gov� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.diffuse.org/meta.html#ISO11179" ��http://www.diffuse.org/meta.html#ISO11179� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://xml.gov/documents/in_progress/developersguide.pdf" ��http://xml.gov/documents/in_progress/developersguide.pdf� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.xml.saic.com/icml/" ��http://www.xml.saic.com/icml/� 


� This is not a comprehensive list of practitioners participating in the XSTF.  In fact, there were several additional participants who were representing efforts within a single state or agency.  Their inclusion or exclusion here in no way indicates the relative value of their contribution.


� The mission of the Industry Working Group (IWG) is to contribute to the implementation of integrated justice information systems (IJIS) throughout the country by applying the knowledge and experience of the Information Technology (IT) industry.  For more information see � HYPERLINK "http://www.ijis.org" ��http://www.ijis.org� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.iir.com" ��http://www.iir.com� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.its.bldrdoc.gov" ��http://www.its.bldrdoc.gov� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.gtri.gatech.edu" ��http://www.gtri.gatech.edu� 


� Importing the requirements into the database was automated through software developed by GTRI that processes XML schemas and produces a file that can be imported into Microsoft Access.


� Representation terms used in GJXDD 3.0 are based on the Universal Data Element Framework (UDEF), with an addition to provide for named types.  See Appendix B for a complete list of representation terms used in GJXDD 3.0.  For more information about UDEF, see � HYPERLINK "http://xml.coverpages.org/udef.html" ��http://xml.coverpages.org/udef.html� 


� A full technical description of the PersonType and the derived types can be found on the Global Justice XML Data Model website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.it.ojp.gov/jxdm/" ��http://www.it.ojp.gov/gjxdm/�.


� More information on example implementations can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://justicexml.gtri.gatech.edu/impl/index.html" ��http://justicexml.gtri.gatech.edu/impl/index.html� 
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