 GJ Code Standardization and Clerk’s User Group Meeting 
Agenda
Wednesday, February 19, 2014

1:30 – 3:30
(602) 452-3288 Meeting ID: 2902
2/19/2014 Agenda: - 
	Attendees:  Sue Hall/Apache; Vicki Barton, Casey Streeter/Cochise; Martha Anderson / Coconino; Anita Escobedo,  Vicki Aguilar, Esther Rios, Terri Griego/Gila; Debbie Flores/La Paz; Della Hiser/Mohave; Jane Phillips, Andy Dowdle/Pima; Sandy Offt/Pinal; Valeria Fuentes, Dolly Legleu, Juan Pablo Guzman/Santa Cruz; Kelly Gregorio, Sandi Markham, Karen Wilkes, Donna McQuality, Renee Braner/Yavapai; Stephanie Lujan, Manuel Burboa, Pat McGrath, Karla Williams, Cindy Cook/AOC. 


· Apache:
· Request Affidavit: Declaration for Modification of Child Support 
· This code will be used to keep us on track with one standardization code. We are currently using Notice, Affidavit and Miscellaneous.  We want to standardize to one code. 
· This request is granted.

· Gila:
· Request clarification on parties and minute entries:
· Our local practice has been to attach all minute entries to the State.  We see that this changes the State's party status, when it should be the defendant's party status that changes.  Are other counties attaching minute entries to the defendant?   We generate our minute entries through Scheduling; sentencings or any minute entries requiring  a signature are not finalized (in Scheduling) and are manually docketed.   
· Gila will change their process and start attaching M/E’s to the defendant(s). 

· Mohave
· Discuss request to add Minute Entry: Grand Jury Minutes (tabled at last meeting)
· 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.
· You will note that we do use Minute Entry: Grand Jury Returns. The document for Minute Entry: Grand Jury Minutes is something that the Grand Jury Foreman signs. The document that is the Indictment is also signed by the Grand Jury Foreman. (See attached document for examples)
· This has been out in the courts provisionally and is being used by several courts so this will be granted. Della noted that they will review their process to determine if they want to change it.  The matching hearing type will also be added.

· Yavapai
· Request to add Order: Setting Prob Violation MC or Order: Setting PVMC (Probation Violation Management Conference).
· Even though we have an event for Order: Setting Violation Hearing, the violation hearing and a PVMC are very different things.  It’s confusing because a violation hearing is an actually hearing in court with witnesses and the like, while a PVMC is just like a status conference.  
· It will be used to reflect a Probation Violation Management Conference as opposed to a Violation Hearing.
· Currently using Order: Setting with comments.
· No other courts stated that they would use this event, therefore, it is denied.

· Discuss request to modify Order: Rule 26.5 Evaluation (tabled from last meeting)
· 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. 
· 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
· Below is an excerpt from Rule 26.5.  This is the only reference to time in the rule.  
· [bookmark: SearchTerm][bookmark: SR;456]If the need for mental health examination or evaluation is not revealed until after the pre-sentence report is prepared, or if the need for additional testing or examination becomes apparent at a prehearing conference, the court may delay sentencing for up to an aggregate of 70 days after the determination of guilt. Reports from examiners or evaluators ordered prior to a prehearing conference, if any, are due (unless the court directs otherwise) at the same time as the pre-sentence report--2 days before sentencing. See Rule 26.4(b). 
· The request to have the party status default to Rule 26.5 was approved on 5/26/09.  
· Please be prepared to vote on this. One vote per court.
· Results of voting – 4 = Yes. 2 = No. 3 = Majority (Yes). 3 = No opinion.  Party status will remain Rule 26.5.



· AOC	
· Discussion on Warrants and when to Quash.  
· Current functionality - 
Warrant:  Arrested:   Leaves the case status at Stayed and party status at Warrant but it removes the flag.
Warrant: Served/Executed: Case status remains at Stayed and party status at Warrant and the flag remains.
Warrant: Quashed:  Case status changes to Open and party status to Active and flag is removed.

· AJACS can be updated so that when the first two events shown above are docketed, the warrant id numbers remain untouched.  The status will not be changed to open until the defendant appears before the judge in the issuing court and the warrant is Quashed.  At that time the warrant number will be associated to that quashing event.
· Please be prepared to vote on this. One vote per court.
· Courts could not agree to vote.  I asked each court to send me an outline of their process and how they believe the statuses should work.  This item is tabled.

· Case Consolidation and case status
· Per Bert, at case consolidation, case status on child case should change to consolidated.  Once parent case is adjudicated, child case needs to be manually updated to match parent case. See screen shot below from Statistical Reporting Standards for the Supreme Court.
[image: ]
· Please be prepared to vote.  One vote per court.
· Courts believe the info is out-dated.  Cindy Cook will follow up with Bert, therefore, this item is tabled.

· Duplicate Events – in the process of defining events, I have found several events that may be duplicates.
· Are ‘Certificate: Transmittal’ and ‘Certificate: Transmittal Certificate the same thing?
· Are ‘Letters: and Acceptance’ and ‘Letters: Acceptance’ the same thing?
· Are ‘Motion: Set Restitution Hearing’ and ‘Motion: Restitution Hearing’ the same thing?
· Are ‘Notice: Dismissal/Case’ and ‘Notice: of Dismissal/Case’ the same thing?
· The courts agreed that these are duplicates.  I will be end-dating the highlighted events shown above.

· Miscellaneous items:
· ‘Certificate: of Notary Public’ has only been used twice in all courts.  Can we end-date?
· Courts want this to remain as is just in case there is ever a need.
· What case/party status should default on Notice: Automatic Transfer to Adult Court?
· Sandy Offt proposed ‘Adjudicated/Terminated Transferred’ and no courts opposed so it will be changed to the proposed statuses.
· In preparation for the new Rules of Civil Procedures that are effective 4/15/14, we have created some new ticklers and events to comply with the Rule.  I will be adding them to the agenda next month.  One of the ticklers that evolved from a Case Flow Manager’s meeting was a request for a 60-day tickler to send a notice to the plaintiff that the case will be dismissed in 60 days for lack of service.  We would like to discuss in this meeting to determine if it should be a local code or statewide code.  Please be prepared to discuss your civil process.
· Courts believe it should be a local value.  I told the courts that Stephanie would be contacting them regarding the new events and ticklers to comply with the new rules and that they could let her know their preference about whether or not they want to use the 60-day tickler.

· Time Standards request for new codes:
· There was a request for 9 new codes to assist with computing excluded time.  Courts noted that they already calculate excluded time without the requested codes and do not feel they are necessary therefore, 7 of them were rejected.  The only codes requiring further discussion are regarding the Service Member Civil Relief Act.  The courts wanted to know if the case would be stayed if there were other parties on the case.  After the meeting, Cindy provided information from the rule.  That was forwarded to the courts with a request for feedback by 1/26/14.  I will send out an email after I have compiled all of the information.
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Consolidation does not terminate a case. Although no further documents are entered in a
physical case file nor entries made on a case docket, for case processing purposcs (c.g., time
standards), thé case is not terminated until the case with which it was joined is terminated.

[NOTE: This was actually a contested position. An alternate position siates tha the case is
terminated because all further reference (0 its issues and pariies from then on will be to the
case with which it was joined, i.c., adninistratively, it no longer exists. As a practical matter,
different courts do it each way. Neither is "incorrect”, but consistency is necessary for
statistical purposes. Both positions were presented 10 and voted upon by the AJC Superior
Court and Limited Jurisdiction Courts Commitiees ai their September, 1994 meeings, in
which the above definition passed.|




