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I.  Introduction

The Superior Court of California, [County of XYZ] a, is in the process of migrating to a new criminal and traffic case management system (CMS).  The court is currently involved in the assessment phase where information surrounding the current environment is being documented and evaluated by the court to determine the best strategies and approaches to use moving forward into future implementation phases.  

This document provides a summary of the court’s current integration environment, along with the alternatives and strategies desired by the court to address each interface.  

A. Local Integration Assessment Methodology Overview

The objective of the Local Integration Assessment Methodology (LIAM) “Light” is to provide a structured process and approach that will enable judicial branch stakeholders to:

· Provide an approach for organizing the assessment of integration capabilities between justice partners and the court.

· Document the current integration environment between the court and its justice partners.

· Determine a strategy and approach for identifying the integration capabilities to be maintained as part of the court’s transition to a new CMS.

· Document a general plan of action for proceeding.

Achieving these objectives will position the court and its justice partners in preparing and planning for maintaining needed integration capabilities for inclusion in an overall CMS transition plan.

The diagram below depicts the LIAM “Light” and the documents related to each phase throughout the process.  You will note that this document serves as the “Desired Integration Capabilities” deliverable shown in Phase III on the diagram.
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B. Document Purpose and Scope

As depicted in the following diagram, Phase II, and its related document, focuses entirely on the current environment, while Phase IV’s scope is limited to the future environment.  Phase III is the transition point and includes information from both the current and future environments, as future strategy is defined based on the current situation.
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The purpose of this document is to outline the court’s strategy to address all current automated information exchanges in the future environment.  As such, this document includes information about both the current and future environments.  The diagram above shows how each of the LIAM “Light” documents have a different focus on content.  

C. Recommended Reading

To provide the appropriate context, we recommend that the reader also obtain and review information contained in the following related document:

· Local Integration Assessment—A synopsis of the automated information exchanges that currently exist within the county today.

D. Document Organization

This is one of the key documents associated with the strategy formulation phase of the LIAM “Light.”  To best serve its purpose of documenting the court’s options and decisions, it has been organized into the following sections:

· Section II—Current Integration Environment.  A section providing a brief overview of information collected and documented in the Local Integration Assessment, including a list of current interfaces.

· Section III—Strategy Alternatives.  Discussion surrounding the viable integration alternatives available to the court to address the current automated information exchanges upon implementation of California’s Court Case Management System (CCMS).

· Section IV—Court Strategies.  A section documenting the court’s decisions on how to address each of the current interfaces, along with the rationale for why each alternative was selected.  

· Sections V—County Strategies.  A synopsis of what county strategies are known by the court at this point in the project.  This includes county-desired routing of transactions and 
technology expected to be used by the court’s justice partners.

II.  Current Integration Environment

A full assessment has been completed as a part of previous phases of the LIAM “Light,” with extensive details surrounding the interfaces.  This section includes a brief synopsis of that work; however, if further details are desired, please contact the court to obtain the Local Integration Assessment document.

A. Level of Automation

The general level of and approach to automated integration differs somewhat by agency.  The following table depicts the means by which the court integrates with its partners and ranks their usage as high (H), medium (M), low (L), and none (N).  Items marked as high are the most heavily used methods of interacting between that agency and the court, whereas items marked as low would be lesser-used means of communication.  

	
	Level of Automation

	Agency
	Automated Exchanges
	Inquiry and Input
	Paper Processing

	DA
	H
	H
	H

	Public Defender
	H
	H
	M

	Probation
	H
	H
	M

	Sheriff
	H
	H
	L


B. Automated Data Exchanges

Automated data exchanges are defined as information exchanges that occur automatically based on triggering or scheduled events.  The following tables summarize the information exchange transactions that are currently automated within the county:

To-Court Exchanges

	ID
	Touch Point
	Logical Exchange Partner

	T-01
	[This table comes from the Phase II document]
	

	T-02
	
	

	T-03
	
	


From-court Exchanges

	ID
	Touch Point
	Logical Exchange Partner

	F-01a
	[This table comes from the Phase II document]
	

	F-01b
	
	

	F-02a
	
	


Intra-court Exchanges

	ID

	Touch Point
	Exchange Direction
	Internal System

	I-1
	[This table comes from the Phase II document]
	Outbound 
	

	I-2
	
	( Inbound
	


For further information regarding the above interfaces (including method and frequency of exchange), please refer to the Phase II Local Interface Assessment document.  

Strategy Alternatives

The current information exchanges can be addressed in one of several ways.  The currently automated exchanges can continue to be automated, or they may be addressed in a manual fashion moving forward.  Once the court determines to preserve the automated nature of any given exchange, it has several options on how to preserve that automation.  The following diagram depicts the decision tree and approach available to the court as alternatives:
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As shown in the above diagram, each exchange may be addressed in one of several ways in the future environment.  These alternatives in many cases are similar between information exchanges; however, a number of factors affect each exchange, which in turn renders certain alternatives impractical.  The court and county have mutually agreed upon several of these factors as documented by the Key Integration Attributes document.

The remainder of this section lists and discusses each of the alternatives depicted above for future automated and manual information exchanges.

C. Automated Information Exchange Alternatives

If the court chooses to maintain the current level of automation for any of the exchanges in its environment, the court must then determine how.  Three primary alternatives for maintaining automation were reviewed by the court:  

Standards-based/CCMS available.  The most desirable alternative in terms of the project is leveraging the AOC’s Data Exchange Specifications (DES) through the AOC’s Integration Services Backbone (ISB).  

This alternative is suited best to those transactions that have a high degree of correlation with the DES defined by the AOC and its courts.  If it is not a part of the standards (or if the development of a standard is too far into the future), the alternative would instead fall into the court-specific exchanges option.  

Court-specific.  The vision for the ISB allows for courts to use it for both AOC DES, as well as court-specific needs that are not yet included as a part of the DES.  This alternative assumes that the court will be leveraging the technology and underlying data exchange tools in the ISB with court-specific events.  
This alternative is best suited for addressing high-volume and time-sensitive transactions between the court and its justice partners.  This is also best suited for exchanges where well-defined business rules exist and can be implemented by integration tools.

D. Postponed Information Exchange Alternatives

Should the court choose to address the currently automated information exchange in any way other than retaining the automation, manual information exchange alternatives need to be considered.  The following includes the three primary manual information exchange alternatives discussed on this project:

Data entry.  One possible alternative to address manual data exchanges is to perform manual data entry as required.  Depending on the exchange, this could impact the court or one of the justice partners and would result in system information still being captured, yet requiring manual intervention.  

This alternative can be laborious and time-consuming; therefore, it should be used sparingly and only when the information being exchanged is infrequent or rare or when the data payload is extremely small.

System inquiry.  Access to justice partner systems is a common means by which to obtain information that may be beyond the scope of an agency’s operational information systems.  This alternative provides the court and its justice partner’s access to each other’s information systems for use in obtaining data on demand.  
This alternative is practical when information is only needed sporadically by a stakeholder or the recipient does not have the capability to store the desired information in its own information system.  For example, access to jail behavior is not always needed by the court and extends well beyond the scope of a typical court CMS; therefore, this would be a likely candidate for system inquiry.
Reporting.  Reports provide users with a consistent and regular view of certain information.  This alternative outlines the situation where one or more reports are developed to address a business need and then provided to users on either an ad hoc or regularly scheduled basis; the primary amount of work is involved in the front end developing a report based on user needs.

This alternative best suits users who need certain information on a regular or scheduled basis.  Like system inquiry, it is also ideally suited for scenarios where the information required does not have a logical counterpart in the recipient’s system or is otherwise beyond the scope of said system.  

E. Additional Considerations

Once the court’s desired alterative is selected, additional considerations may be available that slightly modify the desired route.  Often, the court’s overall integration strategy provides guidance or direction at this point in the process.  For example, the court may choose to implement a single-batch information exchange in lieu of many real-time exchanges if the court and county wish to reduce transaction processing costs.  If transactional costs are not a concern, the court may make an entirely different decision.  

Court Strategies

This section lists out the decisions made by the court with regard to the desired strategies for implementing interfaces between CCMS and its justice partners.  The information contained herein serves to document the discussions and decisions the court and its justice partners have made.

It is important to note that while the approaches listed in this section for each interface are those desired by the court, it may be necessary to change to another approach if future planning activity uncovers factors not currently known by the implementation team.  As such, this is a living document and will be updated should anything change regarding these interface plans in the future.  

F. To-court Exchanges

	ID
	Automated Data Exchange
	Automation Method
	Postpone

	
	
	Standards-Based Exchange
	Court-Specific Exchange
	V4-Available Exchange
	

	T-01
	Booking Information
	X
	
	
	

	T-02
	Indictment and Amendments
	
	
	
	X

	T-03
	Defendant Special Handling

[Use rows such as this one to reference exchanges that are addressed elsewhere]
	See TC-01

	T-04
	Person Contact Details
	
	X
	
	


Strategy Rationale

	T-01
	Booking Information
	Standards-Based Exchange

	
	The court wishes to receive booking information from the county so that the court can add person information to the CMS with all relevant person attributes that were collected at booking or otherwise known regarding the subject.  The court also needs this information exchange to update the court calendar with arraignment data so that the court knows what individuals are expected in court for arraignment on any given date.

	T-02
	
	

	
	

	T-03
	
	

	
	


G. From-court Exchanges

	ID
	Automated Data Exchange
	Automation Method
	Postpone

	
	
	Standards-Based Exchange
	Court-Specific Exchange
	V4-Available Exchange
	

	F-01a
	Warrant Issuance
	X
	
	
	

	F-01b
	
	See FC-01a

	F-02a
	
	X
	
	
	


Strategy Rationale

	FC-01a
	Warrant Issuance
	Standards-Based Exchange

	
	The warrant is a highly time-sensitive and high-volume information exchange.  There is a great deal of desire by the court and its justice partners to maintain the automated nature of this exchange.  Since there is a DES-defined schema for this exchange, the court expects to leverage the DES in the development of this exchange.

	FC-01b
	
	

	
	

	FC-02a
	
	

	
	


H. Intra-court Exchanges

	ID
	Automated Data Exchange
	Automation Method
	Postpone

	
	
	Standards-Based Exchange
	Court-Specific Exchange
	V4-Available Exchange
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Strategy Rationale

	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	

	
	


III.  County Strategies

Just as the court defines strategies for how it will integrate with the outside world, so the county must do the same.  This section discusses the conceptual decisions the county has made relating to integration with the court.  These decisions will impact the joint court/county functional and technical designs for interfaces that will be developed at a later point in the project.  

[Include information surrounding the county’s current strategic initiatives and time frames surrounding those initiatives.  Any strategy information relevant to the integration efforts are important to note here so that the vendors know what other project priorities exist.]

A. Desired Agency Routing

[Indicate how the county wishes to route information exchanges.  Some will want to have the court interact directly with the justice partners and other counties will want to utilize county-owned middleware instead.]
B. Desired Integration Technology

[Explain the county’s integration infrastructure and key architectural decisions here.]
� 	Ibid.
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