GJ Code Standardization and Clerk’s User Group Meeting 

Minutes
Wednesday, December 14th, 2011
1:30 – 2:30
(602) 452-3193 Access Code 7002
Tabled from 11/16/2011:
· Pinal:

· Request to add the following Events:

· “Request: For Order Granting or Denying Custody Hearing” to FL (See Example Below)
· La Paz – Requests further information
· Yavapai - The “Request:  Request for Order Granting or Denying Custody Hearing” doesn’t make sense to me.  Who would make a request to deny a hearing?  If this is one party requesting an order granting a custody hearing and the other party requests an order denying the hearing, would it make more sense to have two separate dockets rather than combining them?  I may be missing something on this one.
· Requesting court is following up on this request to determine if this should just be a generic hearing request and if it does not need to reiterate the wording on the form.  Tabled until next agenda.
·  “Receipt: of Restricted Funds” to GC

· Court orders the petitioner to open a restricted account and provide proof (Receipt of Deposit of Restricted Funds).

· La Paz – Wouldn’t this be better entitled Notice: of Establishment of Restricted Account?
· Request was approved as, “Notice: of Establishment of Restricted Account”.
· “Payment: Forensic Interview” to CR & JV

· Ordered as a fee at the time of Sentencing (in the sentencing judgment) ($500).

· La Paz - What is a forensic interview and what authority permits the assessment?
· Is this being assessed pursuant to ARS §13-1414, which requires the county to pay for the forensic interview, or ARS §13-824, which the court can assign the fee to the defendant?
· Requesting court is following up on this request and this item is tabled until next agenda.
12/14/2011 Agenda:

· Coconino:

· Request to add “Warrant: Violation Warrant” back to code standardization and trigger a Case Status of “Reopened” and a Party Status of “Post Sentence Matters.”

· This was one of the warrant events we end dated when we removed specific warrant events and began utilizing the warrant type codes to signify the warrant type.
· Requestor would like to add this code back to utilize the system’s ability to automatically change the case and party statuses upon docketing of this event.

· Since “Petition: Revoke Probation” already puts the case into a “Reopened” status with a party status of “Post Sentence Matters,” the requestor has requested we add a new case status of “Stayed Post Adjudication” to readily be able to determine if the case is pre or post adjudication.  Since “Warrant: Issued” puts the case into a stayed status, this will be keeping consistent with that while being able to readily see it is post adjudication. 

· In addition, if we add this new case status of, “Stayed Post Adjudication” with the new event of, “Warrant: Violation Warrant,” the requestor requests that the party status automatically change to, “Warrant” as the new case status removes the need for the party status to show it is “Post Sentence Matters.”  Changing the party status to “Warrant” also keeps our status change conventions consistent.

· Apache requests that since “Petition: Revoke Probation” already puts the case into a “Reopened” status with a party status of “Post Sentence Matters,” that if this new warrant event code is added, the case status automatically be changed to “Stayed” and the party status to “Warrant” to follow the same statuses we put for all warrants being issued.  However, since “Warrant: Warrant Issued” already puts the case into “Stayed” status, is there a need for this code?  
· This item has been tabled by the requestor.  The group could not agree if it is required to track if a case is “Stayed” pre or post adjudication.  In addition, even if the court needs to track if a case is “Stayed” pre or post adjudication, there are currently ways of doing this: First, by looking at the warrant type, specifically “Violation Warrant” in this instance, the user will know the case is post-adjudication.  In addition, the user can view the status history and see if a case has been adjudicated.  If the case has been adjudicated and it is now stayed, the user will know it is post-adjudication.  

· A lot of the concerns regarding adding these codes are that it will create additional codes for things that are already captured.  Also, there was concern about training users which “Stayed” status they should use.
· On the other hand, the requestor, as well as some others, said that the ways currently available to track if a case is post-adjudication in “Stayed” status is an additional step.  Even though they can look at events or status history, it would be easier to just have a new case status of “Stayed Post Adjudication.”

· This matter will be added to next month’s agenda for further consideration.

· Gila/AOC

· Child cases of consolidated cases get the case status of “Consolidated.”  Should the child cases with case statuses of “Consolidated” be treated as “Inactive” for reporting reasons and be adjudicated when the parent case is adjudicated?

· According to the CourTools group, once a case is consolidated and is considered the “child” case, it will receive a case status of “Consolidated.”  The child case will remain “Consolidated” even after the parent case changes to “Adjudicated.”  For statistical reporting purposes, the child case is treated as “Outgoing: Disposed.”

· Should cases remanded to the Grand Jury have a case status of “InactiveStayed?”
· Yes, cases that are remanded to the Grand Jury should have a case status of “Stayed."  Generally, a case should be brought again under the same case number, but if it is not, the court should order the initial case dismissed and proceed under the new case number.

· Pinal:

· Request to add “Payment: Court-Appointed Advisor” to FL pursuant to Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure 10(F) 

· ARFLP 10(F):

· F. Fees and Expenses in Custody Proceeding. The court may allocate fees and expenses between the parties as the court deems appropriate.
· ARFLP 10(A)(1) allows the court to appoint one or more of the following:

a. a best interests attorney;

b. a child's attorney; or

c. a court-appointed advisor.
· The group agreed the court should be using “Payment: Miscellaneous Fees,” which already exists in code standardization, for this.  The code was not approved and will not be added to code standardization.
· However, the Court contacted me after the meeting to request this be put on the next agenda because the Judge confirmed they do collect money for this and the court would like the specific code for tracking.  This will be added to the next agenda.
· Request to add the following Minute Entries to FL:

· Minute Entry: Appointing Best Interests Attorney (See Example Below)

· Minute Entry: Appointing Guardian Ad Litem

· Minute Entry: Appointing Court-Appointed Advisor
· No objections, these codes will be added to code standardization.

· Pima:

· Request to add the following Party Roles:

· Interpleader – Plaintiff

· Interpleader – Defendant
· The group agreed that the codes requested above should be added only to Pima’s AGAVE CMS for the one case they need them for.  These will not be added to code standardization.
· Grandparent
· The group agreed the requesting court should not be using “Grandparent” as a party role and it will not be added to code standardization.  In a custody/divorce case where a grandparent petitions the court for custody after the case has already been initiated, the requesting court should use “Petitioner” as the party role because that is true party role, even though they are a grandparent.
· AOC:

· Request to add ““Petition: Petition for Extension of a Stay of Proceedings” to FL.
· Rule petition R-11-0022, which was adopted on an emergency basis in July following a legislative change (ARS §25-381.18(B)), allows a party in a domestic relations case to petition the court for an extension of what is currently a 60-day stay of proceedings for up to 120 additional days in order to attempt or to complete marital reconciliation.

· Court user can manually set tickler based on court order granting an extension of time for stay of proceedings.
· ARS §25-381.18(B):
· B.  IF EITHER PARTY WISHES TO EXTEND THE STAY PRESCRIBED PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION A, THAT PARTY MUST FILE A PETITION WITH THE COURT THAT STATES THE BASIS FOR THE EXTENSION AND INCLUDES A PLAN FOR RECONCILIATION OR A COUNSELING SCHEDULE.  THE COURT MAY GRANT A REASONABLE EXTENSION OF UP TO ONE HUNDRED TWENTY DAYS IF THE MOVING PARTY ESTABLISHES GOOD CAUSE FOR THE EXTENSION.  THE COURT SHALL NOT GRANT AN EXTENSION IF THE OTHER PARTY OBJECTS WITH GOOD CAUSE.
· No Objections, this code will be added to code standardization.
Addendum:

· Apache:

· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Generic)” Currently exists in AJACS, but not in Code Standardization.

· Request to add this code to code standardization and change “(Generic)” to “(Standard).”

· Requestor would like the word “Generic” to be changed to “Standard”.  It is showing up on their ROA as “Generic” and they feel that the connotation of generic reflects negatively.
· No objections, “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard)” will be added to code standardization.  “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Generic) shall be end dated in AJACS.
· Request to add the following Minute Entry Events:
· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard) Administrative” to AD
· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard) Civil” to CV
· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard) Criminal” to CR (Already exists in AJACS)
· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard) Family Law” to FL
· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard) Juvenile” to JV
· “Minute Entry: Minute Entry (Standard) Probate” to PB
· Currently, Apache uses “Minute Entry: Minute Entry” for scanning in Minute Entries not generated in AJACS.  
· This request is for “Generic/Standard” Minute Entries which do not fall under the specific Minute Entries and Minute Entry forms that they currently have populating from specific Minute Entry Event codes in AJACS.  They require a different code for each court type because each “Generic” form has different formatting, headers, merge codes, etc…
· No objections, all of the above codes will be added to code standardization.
· Pinal/AOC:
· Define the following Address Types:
· Employer – We currently have “Business” defined as, “The address of a person’s place of employment.  A person may have multiple active employers.”

· Should the definition of “Business” be the definition of “Employer” and should we change the definition of “Business” to, “The address of an organization?”
· The group agreed “Employer” should be defined as, “The address of a person’s place of employment.  A person may have multiple active employers.”

· The definition for Business should be changed to, “The address of an organization.”

· Department of Revenue – Do we need an address for this?  Wouldn’t the Department of Revenue be a party on a case and be entered as an organization with an address type of “Business?”
· The group agreed this should be removed as an address type from code standardization.
· FARE – How should this be defined?
· I followed up with the FARE unit who did say this address type is needed.  The definition of this address type is, “These are inbound only from ACS to alert the court of an address that FARE has found either is good through skip tracing, or determined is bad via returned mail.”
· These must be kept separately from all other address types in order to keep a history of FARE address activity that the court and FARE can easily identify. 

· Restricted – Should this be defined as, “Address of a person that is confidential by Court Order?”
· The group agreed this should be defined as, “The court ordered protected address of a person.
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Rule 68. Conciliation Court Services; Counseling, Mandatory Mediation, Assessment or
Evaluation and other Services.

A. Con

tion Counseling/Petition for Conciliation.

1. Filing a Petition for Conciliation. Either spouse may file a Petition for Conciliation
pursuant to A.RS. § 25-381.09 for the purpose of preserving the marriage or resolving
controversies through counseling. The petition shall be filed with the clerk of the court or
submitted directly to the conciliation court as provided by local rule or administrative order.
When an action for dissolution, legal separation, or annulment is pending, the original Petition
for Conciliation may be filed in the court file or in a separate file with 2 notice or minute entry of
the filing of Petition for Conciliation filed in the court file as provided by local rulé or
administrative order. A copy of the Petition for Conciliation will be sent to conciliation court.

2. Period of Jurisdiction; Stay of Proceedings; Temporary Order: Extension,

. Upon the timely filing of a Petition for Conciliation, counseling shall be
conducted and completed within sixty (60) days of the filing of the petition, unless an
extension of any stay of proceedings has been granted pursuant to subsection (d). During
this time, no action for dissolution, legal separation, or annulment shall be filed and any
pending action for dissolution, legal separation, or annulment is stayed, unless the court
lifts the stay before the expiration of the sixty-day period or grants any other extension.

b. There shall be no more than one (1) stay during any twelve-month period in
any case.

c. During the stay, the court may proceed to hear and enforce Petitions for Orders
of Protection pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-3602 and any requests for temporary orders as
allowed by ARS. § 25-381.17.

d._A party may petition the court for an extension of the stay of proceedings. The
petition must state the basis for the extension and include a plan for reconciliation or a
counseling schedule. The court may grant a reasonable extension of up to one hundred
twenty days if the moving party establishes good cause for the extension. The court shall
‘not grant an extension if the other party objects with good cause.

B.— F. [No changes]




