GJ Code Standardization and Clerk’s User Group Meeting 
Agenda
Wednesday, September 17, 2014

1:30 – 3:30
(602) 452-3288 Meeting ID: 2902
9/17/2014 Agenda: - 
	Attendees:  Teri Softley/Apache; Vicki Barton/ Cochise; Corrine/Mohave; Kathy Whittiker/ Maricopa; Jane Phillips, Andy Dowdle/Pima; Odette Apodaca/Pinal; Valeria Fuentes/Santa Cruz; Donna McQuality, Kelly Gregorio, Karen Wilkes, Renee Braner, Shaunna Kelbaugh, Becky Hamilton/Yavapai; Daniel Salcido/ Yuma; Stephanie Lujan, Carolyn Kolia, Karla Williams, Pat McGrath/AOC.

· Cochise:
· Request for new event code: Notice: Notice to Defendant of Effect of Voluntary Absence. 
· Used in all new criminal cases to notify defendant of the importance of being present at all hearings (see attached).  As this is such an important form for the defendant, we felt that it should have a more specific code so it could be better identified in the ROA.  Court is currently docketing as Notice: Notice.
· AOC recommendation is to use Notice: Non-Appearance 
· Withdrawn

· Request for new event code: Order: Modifying Support
· We currently have Petition: Modify Support that will re-open a case; however, we don't have a corresponding code to re-adjudicate the case.  We would like to request that a code be created that will do this, such as Order: Modifying Support.
· AOC recommendation is Order: Modifying Child Support. With agreement from workgroup, this event could be set to trigger the case status of ‘Re-Adjudicated’.
· Withdrawn

· Request to default Restricted and Sealed on: Report: Guardian Report.
· Request that when docketing Report: Guardian Report that the flags are already checked for Restricted and Sealed, per statute (Local Administrative Order 2013-005 and Arizona Rules of Probate Procedure Rule 7). Statute requires that these documents are placed in a separate confidential folder; therefore, the codes should automatically be checked upon docketing.
· Denied.  Most courts noted that they do not restrict these reports unless they contain personal information such as account or Social Security numbers. 
· Request to remove the default status on Request: For Hearing on Injunction Against Harassment.
· Isn’t an Injunction Against Harassment case supposed to stay adjudicated even if the defendant requests a hearing? Consequently, the only time the case status may get changed after a hearing could occur, if the Injunction is dismissed after the hearing. 
· Why do we use in Superior Court adjudicated, then reopened, then re-adjudicated? In the Limited Jurisdiction you use closed and it remains closed and eventually is completed, it’s never reopened again. I didn’t see anything in the civil rules that an Injunction needs to be reopened once a party requests a hearing. At the same time we are not using this methodology for stand-alone Orders of Protections. Shouldn’t an Injunction of Harassment just remain adjudicated once it’s granted and was served?
· After discussion, courts want to leave default status on this event but they also want to change default status on ‘Request: Hearing on Order of Protection’ to case status to ‘Reopened’ and party status of ‘Post Adjudication Matters’.


· Pinal:
· Request to modify existing default party status on Petition: Appoint Successor Conservator, Petition: Appoint Successor Guardian and Petition: Appoint Successor Guardian/Conservator.
· Change default status of Active to Post Adjudication Matters for the 3 events shown above.
· Court agreed to change the default party status to ‘Post Adjudication Matters’ for these events. 
· Courts also asked that the default party status on the corresponding order ‘Order: Appointing Successor Conservator’, ‘Order: Appointing Successor Guardian’ and ‘Order: Appointing Successor Guardian/Conservator’ be removed.

· Yavapai:
· Request to modify existing default case status on Verdict: Acquitted/Not Guilty.
· Remove the automatic case status of adjudicated associated with the docket code Verdict: Acquitted/Not Guilty.  NOTE:  This is the only Verdict docket which changes the case status. 
· We docket each verdict individually.  There may be a combination of guilty and not guilty verdicts for any given case.  If even one verdict is guilty, the case would not be adjudicated.  For accurate reporting purposes, we are currently having to manually change the case status and go into the Status History to delete the adjudicated status created by this docket entry.
· Granted.

· Yuma:
· Request to automatically change case status when Judgment: Judgment and Sentence is used.
· Upon further review and in light of new information that multiple adjudications within the case status will not have an adverse effect on our Monthly Criminal Stat Reports we would like to go back to ‘Adjudicated’ for case status on event Judgment: Judgment and Sentence.
· The possibility of missing any in our stats outweighs any work that will have to be done in cleanup. It is better to have duplicate adjudications in our case status and ensure that the case is being counted than risk the chance of a minute entry not being done in time of the stat reports being run and have that case be missed in the count.
· Granted.


· AOC:
· Request for new code: Indicator: NICS Removal
· A new event is needed for the purpose of a NICS correction. For example, if I inadvertently send case record info to NICS from event code misuse or case number error, we will need a process to recall that info from NICS. Since there probably won’t be a document associated, we’ll need an INDICATOR that triggers the information being removed from NICS.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Granted. The courts do not want it to display on Public Access so Stephanie will not assign a data-warehouse number.

· Additional discussion
· Pat noted that he had a response regarding the use of Secretary of State Certificates versus the Report. The state will accept the report as long as the specific statutes (A.R.S. 16-165A4 and 16-165C) are referenced in the email sent with the report. Coconino and Yuma said that they have been using the report instead of the certificates for year.  Debbie in Coconino also noted that she does not add a docket event to each case referenced on the report.
· Some courts are not being able to use the GJ Request Form on the GJ Standards website.  We believe it may be due to a different version of Adobe.  The courts will each try to send a form so that we can determine which courts are having an issue.  I will add this as an agenda item for October.
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