Secondary eService V3
This proposal combines the two eService flow models together but introduces other issues from the TC phone call that have not yet been addressed.

eService flow diagram:
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The diagram does not define whether the FilingReviewMessage is sent from the Filing Assembly MDE to the Filing Review MDE before or after the eService steps take place. 

Here are the conditions for this diagram.  

· A user of Filing Assembly MDE A creates and submits a follow-up filing on an existing case.
· The Central Registry has three case participants, and three legal representatives registered.  There are two defendants, one plaintiff, and three attorneys, one for each individual named in the case.

· The three attorneys are each registered in a different Filing Assembly MDE.

· The participants named in the case are not registered in any Filing Assembly MDE.   
(Note) This flow does not function for case initiation which requires primary service.

According to the proposed recommendation all Filing Assembly MDE systems must include an eService MDE.  The steps in the eService system are as follows:

Step 1 – eService A MDE queries eService Registry MDE
 approved by the court.  This registry contains a database with all updated information about case participants.  It could be controlled by the court or outsourced.
(Note – New issue) There is only one eService Registry per court.  

(Note – New issue) Multiple courts may share the same registry.  

(Note – New issue) Because the CMS is the authoritative record of the court for the contact information of case participants, and users can update their address information directly at the courts, the Registry must be updated by the court CMS. There are several options as to how update between the Central Registry and the Court CMS are updated.  One option is that the registry and the CMS interact each time an eService MDE queries the Registry.  Another option is a batch process.  The batch process leaves a potential condition where information is out of date depending on the schedule and frequency of the batch. The standard should not seek to define this interaction, except to require that it be done.
(Note – New issue) It is proposed that the authoritative record of the court for contact information of case participants should be constrained in how the information is updated.  Electronic participants MUST update their profile information through the Filing Assembly MDE and not directly through the CMS interface.  This means that the eService MDE of the Filing Assembly MDE must update the eService Registry when an electronic participant updates their profile. 
 This also means that the eService Registry officially updates the CMS for electronic participants.  The update is therefore a two-way update process and not a one-way update process. All other participants should be updated through the CMS interface.  Therefore, the Registry is only updated by the CMS for the case participants that are not identified as electronic participants.  This will prevent conditions of uncertainty where the Registry does not know when to update their data.  It has been suggested that the CMS will eventually be the registry and this is true, however, this fails to take into account the security issue where many courts don’t want their CMS exposed directly to the web for such queries.
Step 2 – The eService Registry MDE responds synchronously to the eService A MDE with all participant information necessary to electronically serve them and provides updated mailing addresses for those that are not participating electronically. 

(Note – New issue) If the Central eService Registry and CMS update is triggered for each query, this makes the time delay for a synchronous response to take longer, and may cause the need for an asynchronous response. 

(Note – New issue) Within the response from the Central eService Registry to the eService A MDE, there needs to be a method to identify whether a Central eService MDE is registered or not.  This is the data that makes the two models come together. 

Step 3 – eService A MDE broadcasts the eService message similar to the FilingReviewMessage.
(Note – New issue) When a Central eService MDE is registered the Court Policy will identify when to use the Central eService MDE.  There are three conditions:

· Required

· Optional

· Not an Option

If the Central eService MDE is not registered, the “Not an Option” is the default.  When the condition of “Not an Option” or “Optional” exists the eService A MDE can (will) broadcast the eService Message directly to eService MDE B and eService C.  When the “Required” condition exists, eService MDE A will broadcast to Central eService MDE.  For the “Not an Option” or “Optional” conditions no further steps exist.  

(Note – New issue) When the “Required” condition exists to use the Central eService this does not prevent eService MDE A from broadcasting to non registered interested parties to the case, however the information in the message should be different.  The reasoning for this is that the receiving eService MDE must understand that the users are not registered in the case so that it does not seek later to do an official registration. 


Step 4 – The Central eService MDE rebroadcasts the eService message received from eService MDE A to eService B MDE and eService C MDE. 
�


"eService Registry MDE"


We have only identified one function: GetServiceList (or whatever we want to call it ).


 


I feel it might be premature for us to define an 'eServiceRegistry MDE', having only that one function, and no storyboards (yet) to describe how list members might be added, changed, or removed.





I had thought we were going to simply add this function to the ‘CourtRecord MDE’, as we felt it was most likely that the CMS would be where this data is persisted.





However, I think this is probably the right direction and so, I am willing to run with the concept for now.


� 


I thought that, for the short-term, we had resolved the eService Registry would be implicitly maintained by the FilingReview and/or CourtReview applications as filings are reviewed and accepted.  





More or less, a filer's Service profile would be updated to reflect the address of the application which transmitted their filing to the court.  





In this way, a filer gets served at the same application where they assembled their filing.


�I don’t really buy into this as an issue for us to discuss.  The performance issue you mention is should be reasonably resolvabke by an implementor.


�


For each Service Recipient expressed by the registry, there is an ‘address’ (call it what you like), which will identify which serviceMDE shall receive service messages on behalf of that recipient.





There is no need for the consumer of the ServiceList to understand whether or not a service ‘hub’ (ie a centralized service MDE) is in use. For example:





Variation 1


Recipient 1 @ serviceMDE-A


Recipient 2 @ serviceMDE-B


Variation 2


Recipient 1 @ serviceMDE-C


Recipient 2 @ serviceMDE-C





To the consumer of these lists, it should not matter that ‘C’ is actually centralized service system , forwarding its messages onto other serviceMDEs.  Both variations should behave the same from the consumer’s perspective. 


�


Please see prior comments regarding the explicit definition of a central eService component.  





Although we have discussed the need of a  directory to identify all of the participating MDEs of a system, there is no need for  the directory or policy to specifically indicate that a centralized service system exists. 





It should not behave any differently than peer-to-peer serviceMDEs.





