 GJ Code Standardization and Clerk’s User Group Meeting 
Agenda
Wednesday, January 15, 2014

1:30 – 3:30
(602) 452-3288 Meeting ID: 2902
1/15/2014 Agenda: - 
	Attendees:  Sue Hall/Apache; Martha Anderson, Debbie Young / Coconino; Anita Escobedo,  Vicki Aguilar, Esther Rios/Gila; Debbie Flores/La Paz; Shannon Branham, Correnia Snyder/Maricopa; Della Hiser/Mohave; Jane Phillips, Andy Dowdle/Pima; Odette Apodaca, Lisa Porter/Pinal; Valeria Fuentes, Juan Pablo Guzman/Santa Cruz; Kelly Gregorio, Sandi Markham, Shaunna Kelbaugh, Becky Hamilton/Yavapai; Stephanie Lujan, Manuel Burboa, Pat McGrath, Karla Williams/AOC. 

· Coconino:
· Request to modify Service: Proof of Service.
· This code changes the party status to SERVED. When docketed to Criminal cases we would prefer it did not change the case status
· AJACS only allows one case/party status per event.  If we remove the party status, it will be removed from all other court types (including Protective Orders).
· This was approved.  The party status will be removed.
· Request to modify Application: Application to Restore Civil Rights - Federal.
· Should code Application: Application to Restore Civil Rights - Federal have the same case status and party status (Open/Active) as Application: Application to Restore Civil Rights / Vacate Conviction (Reopened/Post Sentence Matters).
· Shouldn’t the case status be Re-Adjudicated? And the party status be Terminated-Re-Adjudicated on both of these?
· Is the Application to Restore Civil Rights – Federal always filed on an existing case?
· This was denied and Martha said she will approach it as a training issue.
· Martha also asked that the case status for Order: Restoring Civil Rights be changed to Re-Adjudicated.  That was approved.
· Request to modify Order: Stay
· Should this event change case status to Stayed?
·  If it is used to stay the entire case then the case status should change to STAYED
· If it is used to stay a single action then the case status should not change, but we need to decide if we need an additional code for this scenario.
· This was denied.  If the need arises at a later date, it will be revisited.


· Mohave
· Request to add Minute Entry : Grand Jury Minutes, Minute Entry: JV Initial Appearance, Minute Entry: JV Initial Appearance on Petition to Revoke (they have been provisionally added) 
· All of these were “removed” when the non standard codes were removed from out of our tables.  We are uncertain what other courts are using for these hearing types, but since we have minute entry forms tied to these codes, we are glad they have been provisionally added, and hope that they can stay.  These aren’t the kinds of codes that would only be used by one County.  All of us have grand juries, and all of us have Juvenile Delinquents. 
· Corresponding Hearings will need to be added if approved.
· Minute Entry : Grand Jury Minutes -Several courts noted that they are using Minute Entry: Grand Jury Returns.  After some discussion, it was decided that Minute Entry: Grand Jury Minutes would be tabled. Della will send a document to the courts explaining what her process is and this will be discussed again at the next meeting.
· Minute Entry: JV Initial Appearance – It was decided at the meeting that Della would start using Minute Entry: Detention Hearing.  After the meeting I spoke with another court and found that Minute Entry: JV IA was being used.  I sent a separate email regarding this event.  Final outcome (approved) is that Minute Entry: JV IA will be end-dated and Minute Entry: JV Initial Appearance will be enabled.  The GJ AJACS Team will notify each court when they make the update.  If you have a form associated to Minute Entry: JV IA you will need to move it to Minute Entry: JV Initial Appearance once you are notified by the AJACS Team.  Additionally, Hearing:  JV Initial Appearance will also be added. 
· Minute Entry: JV Initial Appearance on Petition to Revoke was approved.  Hearing: JV Initial Appearance on Petition to Revoke will also be added.

· Request to add Receipt: Exhibits Destroyed
· There are two ways that an exhibit can be “gotten rid of”.  We either release them back to the submitting party, or they are destroyed.  At the expiration of the retention time, we send out the mandatory notices to the parties notifying them (basically) that they need to come and get their exhibits, or they are going to be destroyed.  Our process involves a form that is sent to the parties and they “mark a box” if they intend to pick up their exhibits, and they “mark another box” if they don’t want their exhibits, and give us permission to destroy them.
· There is already an event code in AJACS for Receipt: Receipt for Release of Exhibits.  We need an option for when the exhibits are to be destroyed instead of released.
· This was approved.
· Discussion: 
· We are wondering how other courts handle exhibits for cases where one exhibit is marked for more than one defendant.  For example, if two co-defendants are being tried together in one trial, do they mark the exhibits into each case, or do they mark them only once?
· After discussion with other courts, Della decided that they will be marking the exhibit for both cases.


· Pinal
· Request to add Notice: Non-Appearance
· In certain IVD cases the State does not need to appear because the issues are not related to Child Support matters.  The state will file a "Notice of State's non Appearance."  The code requested is "NOTICE: NON-APPEARANCE". This code will be used specifically for the "Notice of State's Non-Appearance"
· Court is currently using “Notice: Filing Miscellaneous Document
· Other courts noted that they would use this.  This was approved.
· Tabled Requests
· Request to add Indicator: Finding of Dependency with ability to choose parties and enter comments. Sandy will check to see if Order: Dependency can be used as it is in other counties.
· Request to add Indicator: Mediation Scheduled with ability to choose parties and enter comments. Sandy will check to see if Order: Dependency can be used as it is in other counties.
· Sandy Offt requested that these be removed.

· Yavapai
· Request to modify Order: Rule 26.5 Evaluation
· The event "Order: Rule 26.5 Evaluation" was updated changing the party status to Rule 26.5 and we do not think this is a correct party status.  A Rule 26.5 evaluation is merely an evaluation post plea or post verdict, but before sentencing.  That evaluation does not toll time like a Rule 11 does.  It should stay as a case status of open and a party status of Active.   We are not sure when this was agreed upon by GJ Standardization. 
· I have also been unable to locate information regarding when this change was authorized. This was approved on 5/26/09
· There was discussion between Sandy and Sue.  Sue noted that some courts do not set the sentencing date until the evaluation comes back and she believes that when it comes to time standards, the Rule 26.5 party status could be a tool for time calculation.  Sandy does not believe that is true.  She stated that when the event is ordered, that it adds 30 days to sentencing parameters.  We decided to table this item and I will do some research and have an update on the next agenda
· Request to modify Order: Adjudication
· Requesting the party status of (Adjudicated:  Delinquent) be removed from event "Order: Adjudication".    We noticed on December 19, 2013 a party status was added.  In Yavapai we have used Order: Adjudication for both dependency and delinquent cases.    Or is there any suggestion of what event we could use.
· This was approved
· AOC
· Three payment events were provisionally approved back in August of 2009 but never made it to the Code Standard’s agenda in Sept, Oct, Nov or Dec of that year. So they never made it into Code Standardization and were end dated during AVT clean up.  They have been provisionally added to Pinal.
·  PAYMENT: CONCILIATION COURT NO SHOW FEE           
·  PAYMENT: CONCILIATION COURT PARENTING COORDIANTION FEE   
·  PAYMENT: CONCILIATION COURT HIGH CONFLICT COURSE FEE
· These are local fees but they still need to display in GJ Standards in order to keep all court databases standardized.  If any other courts need these types of local fees, please contact Stephanie.  She will need the Admin Order authorizing the fees in order to set it up.
· These were approved

· Discussion on case consolidation.  Santa Cruz believes that the child case should have a case status of adjudicated.  Della stated that the child case status changes to Consolidation automatically upon consolidation of the cases.  After testing by her and I, we found that the status actually remains open on the child case.  I will be discussing this with Pat for report purposes and Bert for stat purposes.  I will have an update on the next agenda.
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