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I. Overview 
Considerable variation exists in court in legal terminology among the states.  The NextGen Court 

Business Process Model should allow courts in all states and jurisdictions to incorporate their unique 

terminology while retaining consistency within the model.  The Terminology Translation Tool will 

perform global replacement of terms in the reference model to match the language traditionally used in 

that jurisdiction, while maintaining a relationship with the original terms, so the local instance of the 

reference model can be analyzed to improve the reference model for other courts.1 

The Terminology Translation Tool will allow a court to substitute its own local label for the generic label 

in all of the tables identified below, while maintaining the generic label.  The local label, if it exists, will 

be used in place of the generic label in all system displays and reports.  Only an administrator can 

change the generic label in the model. 

Key tables in the NextGen Court Business Process Model will have a generic label for each entry, along 

with a detailed definition.  The key tables are: 

• Court table 

• Case type table 

• Business process category table 

• Business process group table 

• Court/case type join table 

• Case type/business process category join table 

• Case type/business process group join table 

• Elementary business process table 

• State table 

• Case type/elementary business process table 

• Use case table 

• Use case detail table 

• Document table 

• Use case/document join table 

• Data element table 

• Business rules table 

• User requirements table 

In addition, use case detail language will contain tokens that relate to the label names.  The Terminology 

Translation Tool will substitute the local label for the token, if one is provided.2 

II. Terminology Translation Tool Operation 
Upon starting the application, the user is asked to select the level of the model for which terminology 

translations will be made.  The following options should be offered: 

• Court 

                                                           
1 This is one of the tools that would be developed along with the NextGen Court Business Process Model in a 
future phase of the project. 
2 The developers who create the Terminology Translation Tool may choose a different approach to accomplish this 
purpose. 
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• Case type 

• Business process category 

• Business process group 

• Elementary business process 

• Case state 

• Use case 

• Document 

• Data element 

• Business rules 

• User requirements 

When the selection is made, the system will present the list of values from that table, with an option for 

the user to enter a local label for each of these values.3  If the number of entries is extensive, the user 

should be able to scroll or page through all of the values in the table. 

The substitution of a local label for a generic entry on a table should not affect the database 

relationships with other tables.  The user would indicate the state or local jurisdiction to which the 

terminology translation should apply. 

Operation of Terminology Translation.  The user would be able to enter a search term and select an item 

of terminology for localization. Tokens will exist in text fields of the use case detail table, the business 

rules table, and the user requirements table to indicate generic language that may be substituted.  

Whenever these table entries are displayed or printed, the local label should substitute for the token.  

For example, a use case detail table entry below shows the generic language surrounded by #$ in the 

front and by $# on the backend: 

 Generate #$Order of Judgment and Sentence$# 

The display or printed version of this generic text would be as follows, assuming that #$Order of 

Judgment and Sentence$# was the token for the document name Order of Judgment and Sentence: 

 Generate Order of Judgment and Sentence 

If the court had substituted a local label for this document called “Sentencing Order,” the text should 

read after translation as follows: 

 Generate Sentencing Order 

The system should prompt a user if an entry is made that duplicates a local or generic label entered 

anywhere in the table.  All labels in the table must be unique. 

When all changes are made, the user should be able to save the newly entered local labels and then 

return to the screen where another table can be selected.  At the conclusion of the session, the user 

should have the option to print a report of all local labels added or changed during the session. 

                                                           
3 If any local labels have already been entered, they will be displayed along with the generic label, and the user will 
be able to change these local labels, as well. 
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Users should be able to use the Terminology Translation Tool at any point in their business process 

analysis project. 
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