GJ Code Standardization and Clerk’s User Group Meeting 

Minutes
Wednesday, September 21st, 2011
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(602) 452-3193 Access Code 7002
9/21/2011 Agenda:

· La Paz:
· Request to automatically change the case status to “Adjudicated” and the party status to “Terminated – Administrative” for “Notice: of Removal to Federal Court.”
· Currently the case/party status is set to automatically change to “Stayed – Federal Court”/”Stayed – Federal Court.”
· USC §28-1441(c) states:
· Whenever a separate and independent claim or cause of action within the jurisdiction conferred by section 1331 of this title is joined with one or more otherwise non-removable claims or causes of action, the entire case may be removed and the district court may determine all issues therein, or, in its discretion, may remand all matters in which State law predominates.
· USC §28-1441(e)(2) states:
· Whenever an action is removed under this subsection and the district court to which it is removed or transferred under section 1407 (j) has made a liability determination requiring further proceedings as to damages, the district court shall remand the action to the State court from which it had been removed for the determination of damages, unless the court finds that, for the convenience of parties and witnesses and in the interest of justice, the action should be retained for the determination of damages.

· According to federal law, the federal court may remand the case to State court for damage determination.  However, the requesting court states they have not had one case remanded out of the last ten, thus it would be easier to Adjudicate this case, and if it is remanded, they can reopen it.
· No Objections.
· Request to automatically change the case status to “Adjudicated” for the following event entry types:
· Order: Terminating Guardianship/Conservatorship
· Discussion occurred and it was noted at the 5/18/2011 GJ Code Standardization meeting that the, “Order: Terminating Guardianship” was to change the case status to, “Closed” once all courts were on 3.6.  All courts are now on AJACS 3.6, thus, “Order: Terminating Guardianship” shall change the case status to, “Closed.”  
· The request for this code, “Order: Terminating Guardianship/Conservatorship” to to automatically change the case status to, “Adjudicated” was changed to automatically change the case status to, “Closed.”  There were no objections to this change.
· Order: Terminating Conservatorship
· Both of these already change the party status to “Terminated – Court Order.”
· After discussion, the group agreed, “Order: Terminating Conservatorship” shall automatically change the case status to “Closed.”
· “Order: Terminating Guardianship” already changes the case status to, “Adjudicated,” and the party status to, “Terminated – Court Order” in code standardization.
· Request to add “Civil Arrest Warrant” warrant type to Family Law.
· No Objections
· Request to add “Order of Detention” warrant type to JV.
· Once the judge orders a warrant for a juvenile’s arrest he would request an order of detention be issued. With the minutes or order from court we would create an event of Order: Detention for that particular order and once the clerk creates the detention order (warrant) we would use Warrant: Issued as the event and select order of detention under the warrant type drop down. 
· No Objections.  The requesting court was informed to enter the event code of, “Warrant: Issued,” and to select the warrant type of “Order of Detention” for these warrants.
· Pinal:
· Request to add the event entry type of, “Acceptance: of Conservatorship” to Probate.
· No Objections
· Coconino:
· Currently, the disposition codes of, “Judgment/Conviction Set Aside” and “Set Aside Pursuant to 13-907” exist in AJACS but not standardization.  Should these be added to standardization or end dated in AJACS?
· Discussion occurred and it was decided to add the above codes into Code Standardization.  It was also decided to add “Set Aside Pursuant to 13-905” and “Set Aside Pursuant to 13-905 and 13-907” to Code Standardization and AJACS.  These may need to be modified for ADRS and for DPS.  I will follow up with the ADRS team at the AOC to determine what DPS is requiring for ADRS.  At that time, we may need to make changes and possibly add a “Restoration of Gun Rights” disposition code.
· If the above dispositions are entered into standardization; upon docketing the set aside order, should the courts also change the dispositions to one of the above set aside dispositions, or should they only be docketing the order and leaving the disposition as is?  
· Yes, the courts should be entering the correct disposition code at the time of docketing the set aside order.  This is a training issue and court staff shall be informed to enter the correct disposition code when docketing the set aside order.
· Yavapai:
· Request to have the following Event Entry Types automatically change the case status to “Adjudicated.”
· Statement: Closing Statement
· Two courts opposed this as they do not close the case until the court enters an order closing.  However, the rest of the courts agreed this should be “Adjudicated” once the closing statement is docketed as there is no requirement for the court to order the case closed (See ARS §14-3933(B)).  Thus, “Statement: Closing Statement” will change the case status to “Adjudicated.”
· The group also agreed that this should automatically change the party status to “Terminated – Closing Statement.”
· Bond: Proof of Authority
· After discussion, the group agreed to change this event from “Bond: Proof of Authority,” to, “Miscellaneous: Proof of Authority.”
·  There were no objections to automatically changing the case status for “Miscellaneous: Proof of Authority,” to, “Adjudicated.”
· Affidavit: of Succession to Real Property
· No Objections to automatically change the case status to, “Adjudicated.”
· AOC:
· Issue from the Attorney General’s office:
· They would like to know how many cases there are where the defendant pled Guilty but Insane and are also disposed of as Guilty but Insane.
· Question:
· Are the courts using plea codes and are you entering them at arraignment? 

· I think there could be a couple of ways of looking at this.  If the courts are using plea codes and entering Guilty/Insane and then there is a disposition of GI, then that would cover it.  If the courts are not entering Guilty but Insane plea codes because the defendant first entered a Not Guilty plea and then changes it to Guilty but Insane, but it remains Not Guilty as a plea code, then we would have to look at Rule 11 events.  If the defendant changes their plea to Guilty but Insane after initially pleading Not Guilty and you are using plea codes, do you change the plea entered or does it remain the first plea entered?

· The courts are entering the plea code at the time of disposition.  Thus, this information can be acquired looking at the plea code “Guilty/Insane” and the disposition code of, “Guilty but Insane.”

· Addenda:

· La Paz:

· Request to add the currently existing event entry type of, “Notice: Change of Judge Rule 42(F)” to FL.

· Since ARFLP 6 requires the notices in Family Law cases be made in accordance with ARCP 42(F), I believe this is the code we should use and we should not create a new Change of Judge code for ARFLP 6.

· No Objections

· Pinal:

· Request to add “Serbian” as a language code.

· No Objections

