 GJ Code Standardization and Clerk’s User Group Meeting 

Agenda
Wednesday, June 20th, 2012
1:30 – 2:30
(602) 452-3193 Access Code 7002
6/20/2012 Agenda:

· Yavapai:

· Request to add make the following changes to case/party statuses:

	Description
	Case Category
	Current CS Case Status
	Yavapai Requested Case Status
	Current CS Party Status
	Yavapai Requested Party Status
	Comments

	Judgment: Civil Judgment
	CR
	
	Adjudicated
	
	Terminated – Judgment/Order
	 

	ORDER: Certifying For Adoption
	AD
	Adjudicated
	Adjudicated
	 
	Certified as Adoptive Parent(s)
	


· Request to automatically change the case status to “Stayed” for the event “Order: Juvenile Diversion”.
· Standardization already has the party status changing to “Juvenile Diversion”, however, it has been noted that this is not currently set in AJACS.  This information has been given to the AJACS team to update.

· Request a new payment event code of “Payment: Law Library Postage & Handling”.

· The new event we are requesting is for the law library, but for postage and handling, which should be set up the same as the copy fee code, but this event would need to go to our general fund.  Our law library is not set up to take credit cards so we receipt for them and the monies to go to their fund.  

· Pinal:
· Request to add “Order: Dismissing Post Judgment Petition/Motion/Request” to FL.

· Request to automatically change the case status to “Re-Adjudicated” and the party status to “Terminated – Re-Adjudicated”.

· Request to add “Minute Entry: Dismissing Post Judgment Petition/Motion/Request” to FL.

· Request to automatically change the case status to “Re-Adjudicated” and the party status to “Terminated – Re-Adjudicated”.

· Request to add the following event entry types:

· “Allegation: Allegation” to CR

· The Attorney General & County Attorney don’t always specify their pleadings to match the three choices and we need a general one.

· “Plea Agreement: With Waiver of Preliminary Hearing” to CR & JV

· This document is filed in most of our EDC cases and we are utilizing the “Plea Agreement: Plea Agreement” event and adding comments.

· “Statement: Probable Cause Statement” to CR & JV

· We receive these on a daily basis in criminal cases and we are utilizing the general “Statement: Statement” event and adding comments.

· “Application: Application for Order on Forfeiture & Allocation of Property” to CV

· County Attorney files in every civil forfeiture proceeding and we are utilizing the general “Application: Application” event and adding comments.

· “Affidavit: Affidavit of Forfeiture Remission or Mitigation” to CV
· County Attorney files in forfeiture cases and we are utilizing the general “Affidavit: Affidavit” event and adding comments.  Statement could also be used instead of Affidavit.

· “Notice: Notice of Release of Property” to CV
· County Attorney files in many forfeiture cases and we are utilizing the general “Notice of Filing Miscellaneous Document” event and adding comments.
· When a charge is ordered “undesignated”, what are the other court’s doing to notate this in AJACS?  We are placing it in the notes area in the adjudication screen but this does not reflect in public access.  Not sure if group agrees an event and/or indicator should be placed in the Register of Actions.

· When processing a default pleading and the attorney labels it “Motion for Default without hearing”, do you train staff to utilize the “Affidavit” events to capture the document or do you utilize the general “Motion” event and add descriptive?

· AOC – Tabled from 5/16/2012 meeting:

· Request to add “Payment: Notice of Appeal 12-904” to CV, effective 7/1/2013.

· Pursuant to SB1193:

·     Initial case filing fee                                      

      



Filing complaint, NOTICE OF APPEAL
     



UNDER SECTION 12‑904 or petition                        166.00

· Request to add “Payment: Notice of Appearance 12-907” to CV, effective 7/1/2013.

· Pursuant to SB1193:

· B       Subsequent case filing fee                                   

      



Filing answer, NOTICE OF APPEARANCE
       


   
UNDER SECTION 12‑907 or initial appearance          $    88.00
· After discussion, this item has been tabled.  

· I further researched this issue after the meeting and determined that, since the filing fee for these is still the same, these can still be filed under the case type of “Unclassified Civil” and the case subtype of “Administrative Review”.  The only change that SB1193 made is that these are no longer referred to as “Complaints”.  Rather, they are now referred to as “Notice of Appeals”.

· Since the fees are the same as the complaints, and the document storage fee and lengthy trial fee are assessed, along with any appropriate local fees, the same fee schedule for complaints can be used and no new case type is required.

· In addition, we do not need a new payment event code of “Payment: Notice of Appeal” because these fees are assessed at case initiation.

· Since the “Notice of Appearance” is essentially an Answer, with the same fees attached, the courts can use “Payment: Answer/Civil” or we can add a new fee of “Payment: Notice of Appearance – Administrative Review” with the same fee schedule as the “Payment: Answer/Civil”.

· Finally, since these are new cases and not a Notice of Appeal on an existing case, it has been suggested we add a new event code of “Notice: Notice of Appeal – Administrative Review” because the current code of “Notice: Appeal” sets the case status to Reopened; which is correct, but these are new cases and should set the status to “Open”.  I will add this to the June agenda.
· It has been noted, that while this was discussed at the last meeting, there isn’t a case status or party status attached to “Notice: Appeal”.  This was left out because the group did not want this changing the status.  Thus, do we still require a new code to set the case status to “Open”, or can the courts use “Notice: Appeal”?

· Addendum:

· La Paz:

· Request to have “Warrant: Issued” set to restricted.

· La Paz had a couple of instances where identities were stolen due to demographics being available on warrants.  They would like to restrict “Warrant: Issued” so only those users with access can view the event and accompanying warrant.
· The warrant flag will still display on the case for all users.

· The warrant will no longer display on public access.






