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LJ CMS Assessment Activities

Requirements 
Matrix 

Definition

COT 
Presentation 

on 9/5/08

Requirements 
Matrix 

Re-Validation

Hands-On 
User 

Assessments

User Assessment Results

• Overall Ratings
• AmCad “Good”
• Tempe “Good”

User 
Scorecard

• Overall Ratings
• AmCad “Good”
• Tempe “Good”

Functional 
Comparison 

LJ CMS Assessment Activities

Formation of LJ 
CMS ad-hoc 
committee

Vendor/Supplier 
provided with 
“must have” 

critical 
functionality list

Vendor/Supplier 
presentations of 

“must have” 
functionality to 

committee

Ad-hoc 
committee met 7 

times

Developed CMS 
“must have” 

critical 
functionality list

LJ CMS Ad-Hoc Committee Representation

Municipal 
Courts

• Tiffany Wernette
Fl t ff M i i l

Justice Courts

• Joy Dillehay
C 0 i  C t  

Limited 
Jurisdiction 

Courts
• Valerie Avila

M h  C t

AOC

• Karl Heckart
I f ti  • Flagstaff Municipal

• Cathy Clarich
• Glendale City

• Jim Scorza
• Phoenix Municipal 

• Janet Cornell/ 
Samantha Mounsey
• Scottsdale City

• Joan Harphant
• Tucson City

• Coc0nino County 
Justice Courts

• Elvia Carino
• Pima County 

Consolidated Justice 
Courts

• Mark Madden
• Yuma Justice Court

• Mohave County
• Marla Randall/ 

LuAnn Garbini
• Navajo County

• Information 
Technology

• Adele May
• Information 

Technology
• Patrick McGrath

• Court Services
• Melanie Cluff

• Court Services

LJ CMS “Must Haves”

Event driven cascading 
business processes and 

navigation 

Table flexibility and 
management versus 

coding

Fine tuning of screens 
for LJ Courts by job 

function

Check Printing Batch Processing Flexible Reporting

Adaptability  to 
accommodate different 

interfaces between 
courts and their city 
finance departments
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LJ CMS “Must Haves”

Calendar – Mass 
scheduling – Auto FTA 

– Ticklers

Forms -
straightforward setup 
and auto generation

Associating cases at 
case initiation or 

calendar

Interfaces between 
Protective Order 
Module/Process

Outstanding balance 
on demand for case or 

person

Interfaces between 
other state and 

reporting agencies 
(MVD, FARE,  DPS, E-
Citations, CPOR, etc.)

File Tracking

Tempe CMS “Favored” Functionality

Event driven business 
processes and navigation

Contracts

Commitment Orders

Tiered Sentencing

Tempe CMS “Favored” Functionality

Reverse Calculations

Work Group Queues

Batch Processing

Compliance Module

LJ CMS Assessment Activities

Committee Documented 
/discussions 

on both 
products

Pros/Cons 
of each 

application

AmCad Application Pros/Cons

Pros Cons
• No license costs • Conversion experience for non-ACAP courts is 

unknown
• Contractual maintenance and enhancements in place • Generic CMS

• Available resources will improve the capacity to have 
multiple tasks accomplished within a given timeline

• Reliance on vendor for all future enhancements reduces 
control of courts

• Conversion experience with ACAP courts

• Will have completed interfaces

• JP court civil processing will be available with initial 
rollout

• Limited training issues with statewide system

• 6 mo. development cycle (TBD)

• Preliminary deployment in GJ

• Deployment options

• Documentation (user and technical) in place

• Statewide code distribution

• Mature development and quality assurance

• Maintenance/enhancement options (in-house)

• Future proof – enhancement of the product will 
continuously be available to Arizona courts

Tempe CMS Application Pros/Cons

Pros Cons
• No license costs • Limited resources

• Large volume processes for municipal courts • Conversion experience

• Tailored to meet Arizona business processes • JP court civil processing

• Easier to learn and train • Not available until 08/09

• Positive user experience feedback • Maintenance/support

• Documentation (user and technical) in place • Two systems (LJ and GJ) statewide
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LJ CMS Assessment Activities

LJ CMS 
Recommendation

LJ CMS Committee Recommendation

Tempe “Pros”

AmCad “Pros”

“Blended” Solution

Tempe 
“Favored 

Functionality”

It All Adds Up

AmCad Base 
Application

Tempe 
“Favored” 

Functionality

LV Court 
Specialized 
Processes

Standardized 
LJ CMS

“Blended”Application Pros/Cons

Pros Cons/Risks
• No license costs • Additional requirements from gap analysis will produce an 

unknown product
• Large volume processes for municipal courts • Make up and management of oversight team
• Tailored to meet Arizona business processes o Self interest vs. global view
• Contractual maintenance and enhancements in place • Specification for AZ could isolate or diminish the vendor’s 

ability to continue to offer enhancements in the future

• Available resources will improve the capacity to have 
multiple tasks accomplished within a given timeline

• Conversion experience for non-ACAP courts is unknown
multiple tasks accomplished within a given timeline

• Conversion experience with ACAP courts • Reliance on vendor for all future enhancements reduces 
control of courts

• JP court civil processing will be available with initial rollout

• Limited training issues with statewide system

• Statewide code distribution

• Mature development and quality assurance

• Future proof – enhancement of the product will continuously 
be available to Arizona courts

• A product that will benefit all LJ courts will yield a more 
significant commitment from LJ Court community

• Best of both applications

• Win Win Solution

Additional Benefits

h h h l

Ensure ongoing maintenance suport

From both software and hardware vendors

Maximize return on investment
By providing the ability to “plug” in-house or market developed functionality 

modules into the standardized statewide CMS application

Increase the return on the technical investment
By leveraging existing functional components, as well as sharing newly developed 

components

Additional Benefits

Enhance decision support capabilities

By standardizing reporting within the application to be consistent with the AOC 
architectural standard ad-hoc reporting tool

Increase the assurance of availability of skilled development staff
By contracting the vendor to provide skilled resources the state has difficulty 

acquiring and retaining

Enhance standardization and increase information sharing

By using a standardized CMS and by using the justice XML and COT architectural 
standards
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Additional Benefits

Increase the ability to exchange data

Between related automation systems based on the new system architecture and 
information exchange standards

Reduce the risk

Of utilizing obsolete and non-sustainable technology

The Stars Are Aligning . . .

Consolidation•This LJ CMS solution takes 
advantage of a great opportunity 
to adopt a standardized case 
management system that meets 
the needs of all the Arizona 
Limited Jurisdiction Courts

Opportunity

•This solution will dramatically 
reduce the number of existing LJ 
systems required to be supported 
in the state.  Courts not 
participating in this solution 
initially could join in as their 
current applications age and 
become un-supportable.     

Consolidation
•This solution provides the ability 
to leverage the funding and 
resources necessary to support 
this standardized case 
management system for the 
benefit of all Arizona LJ courts -
large or small, rural or 
metropolitan.

Alliance

What Will This Alliance Mean? Phases/Cost – Standard ACAP Court

Software Design/Gap Analysis
November 1, 2008 – February 

28, 2009

Development/Testing   
February 1, 2009 – May 31, 

2009

Pilot  Customization/ 
Conversion                                

April 1, 2009 – June 30, 2009

Pilot Implementation/Training 
July 1, 2009 – September 30, 

2009

Estimated Cost to get 
through Pilot Phase 

= $1.2 to $2.9M

Large Volume Impact

Increased 
Complexity

Increased 
Costsp y

Potential Costs for consolidating development efforts and including 
large volume analysis, design and specialized processes  . . .

The Big Picture 

Phases I through IV –
November, 2008 through 

December, 2009

Full Statewide Full Statewide 
Rollout Anticipated

January, 2010

$$$

Estimated Total 
Project Costs =
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Q & A

Questions?
Thank you for your time and consideration


