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Agenda
Status report from Outreach Subcommittee – James Cusick and Jim Harris


CTC10 SIG


Report on CATO presentation – Gary Graham


Other Subcommittee plans

Status report from Court Document Subcommittee – Rex McElrath and

Roger Winters

Status of changes to be made for ECF 4.0 

 
Conformance to NIEM 2.0 – Jim Cabral

Inclusion of additional elements or structures to support the filing of marked up court documents – Rex McElrath and Roger Winters


Inclusion of additional elements for appellate efiling – Gary Graham

Relabeling of current traffic case structure as civil traffic, local 


ordinance, and parking cases – Jim Cabral

Modifications to the Web Services Service Interaction Profile to include multiple messages in the same transaction to accommodate bulk filing and a means of “chunking” documents too large to be transmitted in a single message – Jim Cabral and George Knecht

Re-examination of the model for service – Brian Hickman

Add enhancements to Court Filing Policy for hierarchies and content,

including changes to support being able to differentiate lists of valid document types by case type and being able to limit the use of particular document types within even more limited contexts  – Jim Harris, Shane Durham and Robert O’Brien 

Change CourtEvent to support multiple documents – Gary Graham

and Jim Cabral

Remap Payments and Receipts to UBL 2.0 – Jim Cabral

Include an email SIP – George Knecht, Gary Graham and Jim Cabral

Make editing changes to improve readability – Roger Winters

Confirmation of future meetings


Las Vegas – Wednesday and Thursday, December 5 and 6 – United
States District Court

Chicago – March 13-14 or 14-15, 2008 in conjunction with the ABA
Tech Show 

Announcement of TC Officer Elections during Las Vegas meeting

4:30 pm – Conference telephone call with TC members not able to attend the meeting
Decisions Made

The committee approved the patch to the WSSIP 1.1 specification posted by Jim Cabral and asked him to prepare a similar patch for the WSSIP 1.0 release.

John Greacen will notify Jim Rebo of CITOC of the approval of ECF 3.1 and WSSIP 1.1 as soon as they are posted in a publicly accessible portion of the OASIS website.

The co-chairs will prepare a short “roadmap” setting forth the TC’s plans for future ECF releases – roughly annual releases to add additional functionality (4.x, which will be backwardly compatible with the 4.0 release) with a further major release in two or three years when required to keep pace with NIEM releases.
The committee is excited at the prospect of Professor Leff’s spending his sabbatical beginning in mid 2008 furthering the court document subcommittee’s efforts.

John Greacen will post the names of the appellate CMS vendors who agreed to provide lists of elements required to open newly filed appeals.  Tom Clarke and Jim Harris will attempt to identify the persons which whom they spoke about alternative ways of presenting the record on appeal.  Gary Graham will have a strawman for appellate enhancements ready for review at the Las Vegas meeting.  Jim Cabral will discuss with Gary Graham the need for a small group session to develop a UML model for appellate filing.  The committee did not favor seeking funding from the LegalXML Member Section Steering Committee to support such a session, feeling that the participants would be willing to pay for their own travel for the session and that MTG would pay for Jim Cabral’s time and travel to facilitate the session.
Jim Harris will review the elements in the traffic structure to determine whether additional elements are required for civil traffic, local ordinance, and parking cases.

The committee tentatively agreed to add two messages to support “chunking” – a message to send a related part of a document and a message to close a session.  Support for chunking will be added as a desirable, but not required, feature of SIPs.  Jim Cabral will revise the WSSIP to support chunking.

The committee approved Brian Hickman’s suggested changes to the text of the specification concerning service.  Brian will chair a group containing Jim Harris, George Knecht, and Robert O’Brien to prepare a further addition to the specification suggesting alternative methods (best practices) for courts and vendors to implement service, including a multi-vendor environment model.
The group validated the requirement for a more elaborate structure for court filing policy and decided to pursue a solution more sophisticated than the one suggested by Shane Durham some time ago, but less complex than the Genericode approach of the Code List Representation TC.  Jim Harris will collect requirements from New York and the efiling vendors.  Jim Cabral will then look for an appropriate technical solution to them.

The committee directed Jim Cabral to update the UBL elements and structure to UBL 2.0.

The technical committee will not pursue the suggestion that it publish an ECF 3.x “lite” specification.  

The hotel for the Las Vegas meeting will be the Tuscany Suites.  The meeting will be held at the US District Court.  

The spring meeting will be held on March 17 and 18 in Louisville, Kentucky.  Jim Cabral will find a suitable venue and host the meeting.  The TC will attempt to set up a meeting with law firm case management vendors in Chicago on Tuesday, March 12th in conjunction with the ABA Tech Show.  Jim Harris and Tom Clarke will identify the leading vendors; the Outreach Subcommittee will then arrange the meeting.  John Greacen will attempt to orchestrate a presentation for the Tech Show involving Judge Peter Swan, George Knecht, and a lawyer from Phoenix, highlighting Maricopa’s experience with ECF 3.0.
The committee will not hold the scheduled October conference call.

Discussion

Status of ECF charter – We are awaiting OASIS action to approve our charter.
Approval of ECF 3.1 patch – The committee approved the patch to the WSSIP 1.1 specification posted by Jim Cabral on the TC list and asked him to prepare a similar patch for the WSSIP 1.0 release.  The patch solves a problem brought to our attention by Wiznet.

Approval of the ECF 3.1 release by CITOC and the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee – John Greacen will notify Jim Rebo of CITOC of the approval of ECF 3.1 and WSSIP 1.1 as soon as they are posted in a publicly accessible portion of the OASIS website.  George Knecht is working with Mary MacRae of the OASIS staff to get the specifications posted.

Outreach Subcommittee status report
CTC10 provided three opportunities for exposing the work of the technical committee to a wider audience.  Adam Angione and Robin Gibson were responsible for preparing and printing a new three-fold brochure on the technical committee and the ECF 3.1 specification.  The brochure was distributed in various CTC10 venues.  

John Greacen, Jim Cabral and George Knecht participated in a session on the Real World Application of National Information Exchange Standards that played twice to large audiences.

James Cusick and Jim Harris organized and facilitated a one hour Special Interest Group session on Wednesday evening that also drew a large audience of at least 50 people.  Spokespersons from Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, and New York announced that their states were implementing the specification.  (We also learned that courts in Annapolis, Maryland, Missouri, and Utah have, or soon will, require vendors to implement ECF specifications.)  There was extended discussion – and lack of agreement – on the desirability of multi-vendor efiling implementations.  One vendor complained that the TC produces releases too frequently – imposing heavy costs on vendors to modify their products to maintain compliance with the standard.  He publicly promised to implement ECF 4.0 if the TC promised not to issue further releases for three years.  A participant said that the specification is unnecessarily complex and asked the TC to develop and publish an ECF “lite” specification.

The committee discussed the merits of declaring a moratorium on future releases after ECF 4.0.  The consensus was that we should not make such a commitment.  We need to maintain the standard’s currency in the technology environment.  Tom Clarke noted that NIEM has made informal but public commitments that it will not issue its 3.0 release for at least two years – until further subject matter content has been normalized.  Jim Cabral noted that NIEM will undoubtedly incorporate many of the ECF extension elements in future NIEM releases.  For the TC to migrate to those NIEM releases will require a major release, because elements will move from the extension schema to the NIEM subset schema – breaking applications using the previous schemas.  
However, the group felt it would be valuable to provide implementers with a “roadmap” of our future plans.  The co-chairs will prepare for the TC’s review and approval such a “roadmap” setting forth the TC’s plans for future ECF releases – roughly annual releases to add additional functionality (4.x, which will be backwardly compatible with the 4.0 release) with a further major release in two or three years when required to keep pace with NIEM releases.

The group discussed how to take advantage of the ABA Tech Show in March 2008 to bring attention to ECF 4.0.  The TC will attempt to set up a meeting with law firm case management vendors in Chicago on Tuesday, March 12th in conjunction with the ABA Tech Show.  Jim Harris and Tom Clarke will identify the leading vendors; the Outreach Subcommittee will then arrange the meeting.  
John Greacen will attempt to orchestrate a presentation for the Tech Show involving Judge Peter Swan, George Knecht, and a lawyer from Phoenix, highlighting Maricopa’s experience with ECF 3.0.  Jim Cabral is planning to have a booth at the vendor show and will distribute our materials.  We decided not to attempt to set up and man a separate OASIS booth or a table top display on the final day of the Tech Show.  

Additional efforts of the Outreach Subcommittee focus on:


-
further distribution of the new brochure

-
stimulation of the use of the implementers’ discussion forum that George Knecht has set up, and

-
completion of materials for presentations (Jim Harris is taking the lead on this effort).

Court Document Subcommittee status report – Rex McElrath reported that, while Georgia has been doing further work on marked up documents, it has not been shared with the other members of the subcommittee.  The Technical Committee members are excited at the prospect of Professor Leff’s spending his sabbatical beginning in mid 2008 furthering the court document subcommittee’s efforts.  Professor Leff’s work will be conducted under the direction of the Court Document Subcommittee to ensure that its technical and substantive direction is consistent with the larger efforts of the TC.
Status of changes to be made for ECF 4.0 

 
Conformance to NIEM 2.0 – Jim Cabral reported on his investigation of the tools that NIEM has made available with its 2.0 release.  While they are considerably better than those provided for GJXDM, they are not sufficient to support fully automated creation of subset schemas.  For instance, one of the tools accepts XMI exported from Argo and identifies (and prioritizes) elements that may be appropriate for each required element in the UML data model; however, the mapping produced is not robust enough to eliminate the need to map elements individually to generate the NIEM subset schema.  The National Center has developed a NIEM Wayfarer application; it is available on the NCSC website.  NIEM does provide a tool to publish an IEPD for review and comment; that mechanism provides us with a way to obtain broader input on our proposed products.

Inclusion of additional elements or structures to support the filing of marked up court documents – Rex McElrath reiterated the position of the Court Document Subcommittee that no additional elements or structural changes in ECF 3.1 are required to support transmission of fully marked up court documents.
Inclusion of additional elements for appellate efiling – John Greacen talked with several vendors at CTC10 about providing the committee with lists of elements used to open a new appellate case.  He will post the names of the vendors so that Gary Graham can follow up.  Tom Clarke reported that he and Jim Harris had talked with several appellate clerks doing efiling projects.  They spoke of the significance of different approaches to making references to document content – page and line versus paragraph references.  Tom and Jim will try to remember the names of the persons with whom they spoke and forward the information to Gary Graham.
The committee designated this topic as one of the key subjects for the Las Vegas face-to- face meeting.  During the conference call at the end of the meeting, Gary agreed to have a strawman prepared for discussion prior to the meeting.

Jim Cabral will discuss with Gary Graham the need for a small group session to work through a UML model for appellate filing.  The committee did not favor seeking funding from the LegalXML Member Section Steering Committee to support such a session, feeling that the participants would be willing to pay for their own travel for the session and that MTG would pay for Jim Cabral’s time and travel to facilitate the session.

Relabeling of current traffic case structure as traffic, civil traffic, local ordinance, and parking cases – The committee reviewed its decision from the Albuquerque meeting and confirmed that it intends merely to relabel the current traffic data structure as traffic, civil traffic, local ordinance, and parking. Jim Harris will determine whether additional elements will be needed to support any of these additional case types.  

Modifications to the Web Services Service Interaction Profile to include multiple messages in the same transaction to accommodate bulk filing and a means of “chunking” documents too large to be transmitted in a single message – Jim Cabral stated that the bulk filing issue can be resolved simply by allowing filings in multiple cases within the same efiling message.  
The chunking issue will require a more substantial change.  All current messages defined in the specification are either synchronous or asynchronous, but do not require the creation and maintenance of an open message “state” between sender and receiver to accommodate multiple messages.  Maintenance of an open “state” or session will be necessary with chunking in order to avoid confusion in receipt and assembly of multiple parts of a single document.  “Chunked” messages will be needed not only to send large documents to the court, but also to send them to the court record and to return them to requestors in response to queries.  
Jim Cabral agreed to follow up with Maricopa County technical staff to learn how they have implemented chunking and to find out how the Justice Reference Architecture deals with this issue.  
The committee decided tentatively that the least complex solution appears to be the modification of each message that may involve chunking to include a flag for the existence of multiple chunks – which will cause the receiving application to maintain the state until all chunks have been received – and the creation of two additional messages.  The first would transmit a part of a chunked message.  The second would close the session.  These “chunking” messages would be reusable with all ECF messages. The requirements for SIPs would be amended to include chunking as an optional feature of all ECF SIPs.  We will also have to change the WSSIP to incorporate chunking.
Re-examination of the model for service – Brian Hickman presented a paper reviewing the federal rules of civil procedure and our current service model.  He proposed changes to the wording of the specification to make clear that the legal responsibility for service remains with the filer, regardless of the process used to effect service.  He noted that in some situations, the filer of a document is required by law to send copies to entities that are not parties to the case and therefore would not be included in a court’s service list.  Robert O’Brien noted that some courts do not have their service list in an automated format – merely preparing envelopes from names and addresses appearing in the court’s paper case file.  Brian posted his report to the TC list.  It is attached to these minutes.  The members present approved inclusion of Brian’s proposed changes in the specification.  No changes are required for the schemas or the UML model.
Discussion of service ventured into the possible mechanisms by which a lawyer, a court, an efiling vendor, and multiple efiling vendors in a multi-vendor environment could create, maintain, update, and make available lists of persons to be served and their addresses.  Brian will chair a group containing Jim Harris, George Knecht, and Robert O’Brien to prepare a further addition to the specification to suggest alternative methods (best practices) for courts and vendors to implement service in a multi-vendor environment.

Add enhancements to Court Filing Policy for hierarchies and content,

including changes to support being able to differentiate lists of valid document types by case type and being able to limit the use of particular document types within even more limited contexts  – The group validated the requirement for a more elaborate structure for court filing policy – including nested code lists and context restrictions on the use of some codes – and decided to pursue a solution more sophisticated than the one suggested by Shane Durham some time ago, but less complex than the Genericode approach of the Code List Representation TC.  Jim Harris will collect requirements from New York and the efiling vendors.  Jim Cabral will then look for an appropriate technical solution to them.

Change CourtEvent to support multiple documents – This change requires only a change in the cardinality of the document element.
Remap Payments and Receipts to UBL 2.0 – Jim Cabral reported that there are no changes to the elements and structure that we reused from UBL 1.0 in the UBL 2.0 release.  The members debated whether, under those circumstances, to make any change to the ECF 3.1 specification, or whether to support both UBL 1.0 and UBL 2.0 in future ECF releases.  The committee directed Jim Cabral to update the UBL elements and structure to UBL 2.0; ECF 4.0 will support only UBL 2.0.
Include an email SIP – The members present made clear their opposition to the use of email as the means for exchanging ECF messages. The email SIP should make clear that its only approved use is for the transmission of courtesy notices, not for official information exchanges.  Jim Cabral will take the lead in drafting an email SIP.
Make editing changes to improve readability – Roger Winters’ edits of the ECF 3.1 specification that went beyond the scope of the changes from ECF 3.01 to ECF 3.1 will be included in ECF 4.0.
ECF “lite” – The committee discussed the suggestion made at the CTC10 efiling SIG that it publish a simplified version of ECF 3.x.  Jim Cabral noted, as he had at the SIG, that very few of the elements in ECF 3.x are required; consequently, implementers are required to incorporate only a small portion of the schema in their applications.  He suggested that we reconsider any elements that implementers feel should not be required but that we not pursue an ECF 3.x “lite” specification.  The members present agreed with that recommendation.
Election of officers for 2008

The TC will elect officers for 2008 during the Las Vegas face-to-face meeting in December.  Tom Clarke announced that he will not be a candidate for public sector co-chair.  He reported that he and John Greacen had approached Ron Bowmaster – CIO for Utah – to take his place.  The TC previously asked CITOC to provide one of its members to serve as the public sector co-chair; Ron’s interest in the work of the TC provides us with an opportunity to accomplish that objective. 
Future meetings
The hotel for the Las Vegas meeting will be the Tuscany Suites.  The meeting will be held at the US District Court.  The principal topics for discussion will be enhancements required to support appellate efiling and changes to court filing policy.  In order for the TC to meet its spring 2008 deadline for completion of ECF 4.0, it will be necessary to decide in Las Vegas at least on the requirements for these two ECF 4.0 components and the structure to be used for adding them to the specification and schema.  
The spring meeting will be held on March 17 and 18 in Louisville, Kentucky.  Jim Cabral will find a suitable venue and host the meeting.  The TC will attempt to set up a meeting with law firm case management vendors in Chicago on Tuesday, March 12th in conjunction with the ABA Tech Show.  Jim Harris and Tom Clarke will identify the leading vendors; the Outreach Subcommittee will then arrange the meeting.  John Greacen will attempt to orchestrate a presentation for the Tech Show involving Judge Peter Swan, George Knecht, and a lawyer from Phoenix, highlighting Maricopa’s experience with ECF 3.0.

The committee will not hold the scheduled October conference call.

Telephone conference call
These minutes include all matters discussed during the conference call on October 5, 2007.
Revisiting Service Lists in ECF 3.x

Brian Hickman

PURPOSE
This note revisits service lists as implemented in ECF 3.x.

DISAMBIGUITY

The term, Service, has three different meanings relevant to a discussion of service lists.  To reduce ambiguity, this note will refer to these as primary, secondary and tertiary service.  Each of these types of service serves different purposes and is constrained by different rules of civil procedure.

PRIMARY SERVICE OF PROCESS

The purpose of primary service is to obtain jurisdiction over the defendant in a lawsuit.  
In Federal Courts, FRCP 4 provides the specific rules controlling primary service of process.

It is the opinion of the Electronic Filing Committee, Science and Technology Law Division, of the American Bar Association that Electronic Service of Process is not permissible pursuant to existing sources of law.  

This restriction probably extends to tertiary service of process.

SECONDARY SERVICE OF PROCESS

The purpose of secondary service is for the exchange of documents as between parties who have previously been brought into a lawsuit via primary service of process.  

In Federal Courts, FRCP 5 provides the specific rules controlling secondary service of process.  FRCP 5 covers the exchange of:

· orders;

· pleading subsequent to the original complaint,

· discovery requests;

· written motions;

Application of Electronic Delivery to Secondary Service

The use of electronic means to complete secondary service is authorized by FRCP 5(b), but only when the recipient has given their consent, in writing, to receive secondary service via electronic delivery.  When authorized by a local rule of court, a party may serve documents through “the court’s transmission facilities”.  Service by electronic means is not effective if the sender learns that the attempted service did not reach the person to be served.

TERTIARY SERVICE OF PROCESS

The purpose of tertiary service of process is to enforce a judgment for payment of money by collecting the money not from the judgment debtor, but from persons owing money to the judgment debtor.  

For example, a bank is the debtor of its depositors; and, an employer is a debtor of its employees to the extent that wages have been earned and are owed.  

A common example involves an order of child support.  The parent subject to an order to pay child support is the judgment debtor.  The judgment debtor’s employer owes wages to the judgment debtor.  Tertiary service involves delivery of an order of the court to the employer to withhold a portion of the judgment debtor’s wages and to deliver this money to the court or state agency in payment of the debt.

The Federal Rule on Tertiary service of process is FRCP 69

This note will treat tertiary service the same as primary service of process.  

ANALYSIS

LegalXML’s ECF 3.1 standard provides the following guidance on the exchanges that are within the scope of the standard and those exchanges that are outside the scope of the standard.

In addition to filing of court case documents, this specification supports “secondary service” – the delivery of copies of filed documents to persons who have already been made parties to a case.  This specification does NOT support “primary service”, which entails the service of summonses, subpoenas, warrants, and other documents that establish court jurisdiction over persons, making them parties to cases.  Therefore, this specification does NOT support the following automated information exchanges:

· A query by a filer seeking from the court record system the names and addresses of parties in a new case who must be served to establish court jurisdiction over them in the new case, and

· Transmission of copies of or links to documents submitted for filing to any party in a new case or any newly added parties in an existing case.

ECF 3.1 also provides that,

“the Filing Assembly MDE MAY obtain service information for all parties in an existing case at any time by invoking the GetServiceInformation operation with the appropriate case number on the Court Record MDE.  In order to provide this information, the Court Record MDE MUST have access to the official registry with all updated information about case participants.  There MUST be only one such registry per court, though multiple courts MAY share the same registry.  The Court Record MDE responds synchronously to the Filing Assembly MDE with all participant information necessary to electronically serve them and provides updated mailing addresses for those that are not participating electronically.

If the court provides a hub Service MDE, the electronic service information returned from this query MUST include the court’s Service MDE ID for all case participants.

A party to a case is always the official target of service.  In practice, the system will actually deliver to pro se litigants and to attorneys as intermediaries.”

IDENTIFY THE PROBLEMS WITH THE SERVICE MDE

As currently written, ECF 3.1 deviates from current practice in the legal community.  ECF 3.1 assumes the Court will maintain the “official registry”, the service list, with updated information about case participants.  This does not work for the following reasons.

1.  The duty to serve documents on all entities entitled to receive service rests with the filer, and not with the court.  When the filer is an attorney, the duty to effect service comes with liability.  The filer’s liabilities include:

· Reputational risk with the court;

· Reputational risk with the client;

· Professional Responsibility and potential Professional Discipline; and 

· Financial risk, should the filer have to bear the cost of duplicating service.

As long as the filer has the duty to effect service, the filer, and not the court, should maintain their own service list.
2. The multiple e-filing vendor problem.  Absent contract, e-filing vendors do not have a duty to:

· Serve documents upon participants contracting with a competitor e-filing vendor;

· Serve documents upon participants who have not contracted with any e-filing vendor; or 

· Synchronize service lists with other e-filing vendors.  

In the multi-e-filing vendor scenario, the filer must know if his e-filing vendor can complete service upon another participant, or not.  Even when the court can serve the court’s orders upon the parties via multiple e-filing vendors the court may not know if parties can serve each other across e-filing vendors.  This problem is less a technical problem then a problem of contract.  The court’s service list is inadequate if parties cannot rely upon it to serve across e-filing vendors.
5.  The business problem.  For secondary service, ECF 3.1 does not address the question of money.  How does service upon participants contracting with a competitor e-filing vendor fit into the business model?  How are fees shared between e-filing vendors?  This also is less a technical problem then a problem of contract.  Unless vendors cooperate, they cannot be expected to synchronize service lists.  
6.  The service list update problem.  Parties change attorneys.  Attorneys change law firms.  In some lawsuits, the identity of the plaintiff’s and defendants can remain fluid for some time.  A service list is only valuable if it is current.  Again, who has the duty to maintain the list?  Who bears the liability for maintaining the accuracy of the service lists?  Under current law, it is the filer.

7.  Discovery.  The largest volume of documents exchanged during civil litigation occurs during discovery.  ECF 3.1’s definition of secondary service is limited to” – the delivery of copies of filed documents to persons who have already been made parties to a case.”  Secondary service also includes service of documents upon parties that are not filed with the court.  In discovery, it is common to serve a discovery request upon a non-party, with a copy served upon all other parties.  ECF 3.x could be extended to support the delivery of documents as between the parties that are not filed with the court.  ECF 3.x could also be extended to support the hybrid case where primary service is performed on a non-party outside of the e –filing system and secondary service of a copy of the document is served upon all other parties via the e-filing system.  A party may include a non-party on their service list.  The court will not add the non-party to their service list.
8.  Service upon participants who are not parties.

There are other scenarios where a list of the parties in a case, and their attorneys, is a subset of the entities entitled to receive service.  Therefore, parties cannot rely on the court’s service list to identify everyone entitled to service.  Examples of non-parties entitled to service of orders include:

A.  Child Support.  Service of proposed child support orders upon the state child support agency or district attorney.  Although they are not parties to a case, have never appeared, and are not reflected in the court’s service list, they may be entitled to receive service of certain orders.
B.  The Sheriff.  Although the court may issue an order to the sheriff, the plaintiff may have the obligation to serve the sheriff, not the court.  The sheriff is not included in the Court’s service list.
CONCLUSION

The Court does not have a duty to maintain an official list of all entities entitled to service in all situations.  Courts have not assumed liability to litigants who rely on the court’s service list.  Under current law, the duty and the liability for completing service remains with the filer.  Therefore, the filer should maintain its own service list.  
Even if the court’s service list is not a “master list” of participants entitled to receive service there is value in making the list available to filers.  If filers can access the court’s service list, they can compare it to their service list as an aid in identifying missing or out of date information.

RECOMMENDATION

I therefore recommend the TC make the following change the ECF 3.x standard.

The Filing Assembly MDE MAY obtain the Court’s service information for all parties in an existing case at any time by invoking the GetServiceInformation operation with the appropriate case number on the Court Record MDE.  The service list returned by the GetServiceInformation operation assists the filer to maintain the filer’s service list and is not a substitute for the filer’s service list.  To provide this information, the Court Record MDE MUST have access to the court’s registry with all updated information about case participants.  There MUST be only one such registry per court, though multiple courts MAY share the same registry.  The Court Record MDE responds synchronously to the Filing Assembly MDE with a service list reflecting the most current contact information available to the court necessary to complete secondary service, whether electronically or by other means.

If the court provides a hub Service MDE, the electronic service information returned from this query MUST include the court’s Service MDE ID for all case participants who have one.

A party to a case is always the official target of service.  In practice, the system will actually deliver to pro se litigants and to attorneys as intermediaries.

The duty to complete secondary service is upon the filer, and not the court, except when the court is the filer.

The GetServiceInformation operation returns a service list current as of the transaction.  No assumption can be made that the data returned by the operation will remain current for use at any future point in time.

