ELECTRONIC FILING

PROJECT GOALS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
AZTurboCourt is the Court’s designated statewide e-filing system through May 31,
2015. AZTurboCourt’s main components include the Electronic Filing Service Provider
(EFSP), Electronic Filing Manager (EFM), and an optional Clerk and Judge Review
application for use with case management systems (CMS). The EFSP enables users to
interact with the e-filing system described in this section. The EFM stores and transmits
case file information to and awaits, records, and communicates responses from the
destination or “target” case management system. The Clerk and Judge Review
application enables clerks of the court to accept or reject case file submissions. Backend facilities keep track of registered users and provide appropriate access to filed
documents, reviews within the court, and cases available to be viewed by the public.
PROJECT GOALS
LITIGANT FILING
•

Create a Web-based service through which litigants (attorneys and selfrepresented) submit Arizona court case files online, thereby eliminating the need
for physical paper handling.

•

Demonstrate feasibility of a standard, court-provided interface by which litigants
can submit filings using a common facility.

•

Leverage the court-defined data standards in all jurisdictions within and between
the e-filing system and target CMSs in support of the CourTools court
performance reporting initiative.

•

Speed adoption of a statewide e-filing system by implementing a vendordeveloped and -supported:
o Electronic Filing Assembler capable of supporting multiple jurisdictions
and licensed/owned by the Court
o Clerk review system
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o Internet-based EFSP portal that supports both free-form pleadings and
form-based filings.
CLERK/JUDGE REVIEW / CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS INTEGRATION ( AJACS,
APPELLAMATION)
•

Create an integrated Clerk and Judge Review application for the AJACS CMS
that enables clerks to accept or reject case file submissions and transfer the
appropriate data to the CMS.

•

Enable court users and/or the CMS itself to initiate and/or provide automated
responses to filers through the Clerk Review module.

•

Develop XML message interface standards for use between AZTurboCourt and
custom-developed Clerk/Judge Review and the courts’ CMSs.

REGISTRATION SYSTEM
•

Create a centrally located registration system that supports the Court’s enterprise
public-facing online services.

•

Provide support for individuals, businesses, and attorneys for both exempt and
non-exempt entities.

MQ INTEGRATION
•

Situate IBM MQ as the message transport and exchange mechanism between
the statewide e-filing system, specifically the EFM, the CCI, and target CMSs.

•

Route e-filing-related inter-system messages through IBM MQ.

ONLINE PAYMENT PORTAL
•

Allow payment of filing and application fees to be made electronically.

•

Provide reporting necessary for law firms to conduct their billing out to clients.

PROJECT GOALS ACCOMPLISHED IN FISCAL YEAR 2013
•

Over 231,000 filings were electronically submitted to the Superior and Appellate
Courts engaged in e-filing through the year.

•

A two-year extension to the contract was signed outlining work to be conducted
through May 31, 2015.

•

Compiled and released a request for proposals (RFP) for the replacement e-filing
system to be used after May 31, 2015.
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SNAPSHOT
CLASS

STATUS

Utility

New

Enhancement

On-going

Frontier



RISK


Replace/Upgrade

High
Medium
Low

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
STATEWIDE E-FILING PROJECT DETAILS
In the spring of 2008, the Arizona Judicial Council and Chief Justice of the Arizona
Supreme Court, recognizing the opportunities and need for the next evolutionary step in
court automation, directed the Administrative Office of the Courts to initiate a project to
develop a statewide electronic case filing system and implement a pilot court by the
second quarter of 2009. Supreme Court Chief Justice Ruth McGregor elaborated four
key directives to guide this important initiative:
1. The Branch must not create a fragmented system that leaves some courts
behind due to their location or volume.
2. E-Filing must apply to all types of cases in the state, including those for which no
filing fees exist.
3. Arizona must use a court-powered and court-managed system. No vendor must
own or control court documents.
4. The solution chosen must be a first-class system, capable of supplying all the
services that court users need, including case initiation and service of process.
In response, the Arizona Judiciary is constructing an Arizona Court Filing Service which
will provide citizens of Arizona and clients of the courts a single portal with which to
conduct business, no matter the court or type of case. This portal will allow attorneys
and parties to cases in the courts to rapidly access and file information pertinent to
those cases in any court in a seamless, easy to understand way.
Electronic filing focuses on exchanging case file data, documents, and images,
including appropriate and validated indexing information, with case management and
other court-critical information systems. The Electronic Document Management (EDM)
initiative seeks to supplement these court-critical applications, with document and image
storage support. EDM focuses on the processes and the environment for electronic
document creation, storage, management, retrieval, and archiving. Courts currently use
imaging systems to digitize documents received on paper. The digitizing process today
typically requires staff to manually feed documents into imaging systems (scanners).
The most effective and efficient method over the long term is to implement electronic
filing and thus remove the need to manually digitize information. Rules and guidelines
governing electronic filing continue to be created while existing paper-centric rules
continued to be modified one by one.
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The historical strategy has been to:
•

Assist courts in developing alternatives to their records storage and paper case
file routing/tracking challenges.

•

Examine and apply the lessons learned from electronic filing pilots and projects
to a unified, statewide approach.

•

Keep current with electronic filing research and evaluate what is successful
nationally.

•

Continue to work with the national effort to develop common e-filing message
schemas based on Global Justice XML Data Dictionary (GJXDD), Organization
for the Advancement of Structured Information Standards (OASIS) LegalXML,
and National Information Exchange Model (NIEM) specifications.

•

Continue to work with the OXCI national group to develop XML processing
interfaces to case management systems.

The Arizona Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the Courts, is a member of the
OASIS group and has been supporting their efforts towards standardization in the use
of XML for court filings nationwide.
ACJA § 1-506 directs the courts to embrace
Extensible Markup Language (XML) as well as portable document format (.pdf) for
electronic filing submissions. The Commission on Technology has also approved two
specific XML formats for text-based electronic documents: OpenOffice XML (.docx) and
OpenDoc Format (.odt).
The goals of electronic filing are to:
•

Increase the effectiveness of the Court and criminal justice system;

•

Reduce costs;

•

Improve service to the public;

•

Study, coordinate, and plan the transfer of case records electronically to, from,
and between courts;

•

Craft a unified statewide model for electronic filing; and

•

Promote the transition to full production of pilots in different courts to the
statewide model.

The introduction of digital signature legislation in Arizona paved the way for an
environment to support electronic filing of documents. The courts adopted Rule 124
and related technical standards in the Year 2000 to provide for electronic filing. COT
also approved the standards-based electronic transfer of records on appeal from
superior courts to appellate courts. COT has since ratified a set of seven general
principles to govern eventual e-filing solutions.
In June 2008, Chief Justice Ruth McGregor challenged COT to craft a statewide model
for electronic filing on an accelerated timetable that would respond to several
overarching directives. The time was right for implementing e-filing because the
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activities associated with the electronic filing value chain were coming to fruition after
years of effort:
•

Completing implementation of EDMS in appellate and superior courts.

•

Completing implementation of a development, test, and production message
broker, i.e., Enterprise Service Bus.

•

Completing the creation of a common XML message for electronic filing for all
court levels and transaction types.

•

Completing the development of production-grade, message broker-supported
applications that facilitate the placing and retrieving of case file and citation data,
documents, and images into and out of the Enterprise Service Bus environment.

•

Identifying potential short- and long-term funding resources to support the
project.

•

Developing an electronic filing business model that can be deployed throughout
the Judicial Branch.

•

Converting hardcopy court forms into their online equivalents, preceded by court
form conversions from Corel WordPerfect format to Microsoft Word format.

•

Researching and processing the required changes to paper-based filing-related
rules in Arizona courts.

•

Preparing the courts and the public for a paradigm shift from physical paper to
electronic document filings.

•

Creating “cookbooks” that communicate to business partners what is needed to
effectively engage in electronic filing with the courts.

In addition to various technical tasks, court staff, the legal community and the public are
becoming more comfortable with living in an electronic world.
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PUBLIC ACCESS TO CASE
DATA & DOCUMENTS
PROJECT GOALS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
PROJECT GOALS
•

Develop and implement a Public Access Strategic Roadmap that accommodates
a new architecture, platform, and analysis. Identify business and external users’
needs as well as methods for dissemination of information including court case
data, documents, and bulk data downloads. Create specifications for interfacing
non-standard CMSs to the central registry of cases and for local EDMSs to
contribute to the central repository of documents.

•

Enhance and support the electronic document and case data repositories
needed to facilitate access to case data and documents by the public and
interested government agencies.

•

Migrate the Victim Notification application to a supported platform and enhance it
to include all courts available in Public Access.

•

Enable the public to obtain copies of publically releasable court documents, in
accordance with Supreme Court Rule 123 and ACJA 1-604.

•

Develop a central document repository (CDR) as the source for inquiry of court
documents. Assess fees for document retrieval using an e-commerce platform.

•

Obtain local court CMS data, document metadata, and document copies or
pointers necessary to support all public-facing online services.

PROJECT GOALS ACCOMPLISHED IN FISCAL YEAR 2013
•

Continued work on the core architectural elements that will drive the future public
access site, specifically the Central Case Index (CCI) and CDR. Awarded
contract to AmCad, Inc., for a solution geared towards fee-based access to
documents and data to supplement the data available in the current public
access facility.

•

Continued efforts to implement the Rule 123 subcommittee’s major
recommendation relating to the types of court documents that can be made

ARIZONA JUDICIAL BRANCH | INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY STRATEGIC PLAN: 2014-2016

194

public and enacting the terms that govern who may gain access to the court
documents. Held numerous design meetings to determine how to best prevent
inadvertent public access to court case records restricted under Rule 123.

SNAPSHOT
CLASS

STATUS

Utility
Enhancement
Frontier

New


RISK


On-going
Replace/Upgrade

High
Medium
Low

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The public access web application provides the public a means by which to search for a
specific party and any related case information at a statewide level. The application
displays basic case information, basic party information, charge information, and case
docket (events) information. A victim notification feature allows users to register and
select cases they would like to track. Whenever the selected data element (case,
charge, disposition, event, minutes, or party) changes on the case, a notification e-mail
is sent to the registered user indicating a change on the case. Currently, this feature is
available only for Maricopa Superior Court cases displayed in public access. The
information on public access is a subset of all data warehouse data; certain information
gets filtered from public access, including witness information, victim information,
probate case types, adoption case types, and any other restricted case types.
Rule 123 authorizes courts to provide remote electronic access to case records. The
types of access include requests for bulk or compiled data and remote electronic access
to case records. Procedures for each method of access have been reviewed and
approved. A brief description of each access method follows.
ACJA Section 1-605: Requests for Bulk or Compiled Data. A custodian of bulk data
may make such data or a portion thereof available through a subscription service and
pursuant to the provisions of Rule 123, Section 1-605, and all other applicable rules and
law. The custodian of bulk data will require the requestor to enter into a dissemination
agreement containing, at a minimum, the terms set forth in Court policy and pay a fee.
Procedures define the “Dissemination Agreement,” e.g., the roles of the requester and
records custodian, the terms that govern how information is created/compiled, and what
information can be distributed.
ACJA Section 1-604 – Remote Electronic Access to Case Records. While Rule 123
authorizes courts to provide remote electronic access to case records, this code section
sets forth the procedure for providing that access. It governs registration and
authentication as well as fees and revenue related to remote access. It stipulates that all
users shall accept a user agreement before any access is granted.
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Proposals were evaluated from qualified bidders to provide remote access to court
documents and bulk data using an e-commerce system to provide timely fulfillment of
requests for court documents, subscriptions for bulk data, and creation of customized
queries/data reports. The contract award was made to AmCad. The AOC and local
courts maintain the information repositories that will feed the online access system.
The AOC will provide the standard interface through which AmCad will request and
retrieve court documents and case information on behalf of individuals and commercial
entities, in accordance with Rule 123.
Work continues on populating the CDR and re-engineering the CCI as necessary to
facilitate remote access to case data and documents.
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JUDGES’
AUTOMATION
PROJECT GOALS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
PROJECT GOALS
•

Streamline and standardize a set of judicial workflows and related business tools
and processes to enable judges to be more efficient and productive on the bench
and in chambers.

•

Interface an automated solution with the statewide CMS application, AJACS, and
enable interfaces with other case management systems in the state.

•

Eliminate the need for paper files and manual processing by providing judges the
ability to manage their cases electronically from start to finish.

PROJECT GOALS ACCOMPLISHED IN FISCAL YEAR 2013
•

Continued formal business requirements analysis for Judge/Clerk Review
functionality (with AJACS application), in support of statewide e-filing project, that
may be developed in conjunction with the judges’ automation tool.

•

Continued collaborating and partnering with large volume, non-AOC-supported
courts and the vendor to build upon the existing AJACS application and develop
a judicial workflow process/solution that meets the needs of all LJ courts.

•

AOC Application Development Team defined and documented business
requirements for vendor development of AJACS-specific bench automation.

•

Court staff and judges from Mesa Municipal Court, along with AOC staff,
received an initial demonstration of bench automation application functionality
delivered by vendor. (Additional functionality and development by vendor is still
pending. Once fully developed and delivered a more robust training session will
be conducted with court staff and judges.)
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SNAPSHOT
CLASS

STATUS

Utility
Enhancement
Frontier

New


RISK


On-going
Replace/Upgrade

High
Medium
Low

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
While digitization has made great inroads in courts’ back offices over the past several
years, bringing electronic documents and workflow to the judge represents the “last
mile” of the effort. Clerks continue to scan documents filed at the counter and
increasingly receive electronic filings, only to routinely print them for the judge’s use in
chambers and on the bench.
The purpose of this project is to provide a solution for the judges which will streamline
judicial workflows and business processes so judges can be efficient and productive in
an all-digital environment on the bench or in chambers.
In mid-2009, judges from various courts and jurisdictions were initially engaged through
meetings and a trip to Colorado where they observed a judges’ automation software
product developed by the Colorado State Judiciary. Numerous likes and dislikes of this
system along with current application likes and dislikes were elucidated over the course
of the meetings and trip. These items were shared with project’s assigned systems
analyst in early 2010 and are being incorporated into the automation effort.
Automation geared specifically towards the needs of judges will interface with the
current statewide CMS application, AJACS, along with all case management systems in
the state to automate their interaction with court cases and parties. The added value
goal of development efforts and the resulting automation tool is to eliminate the need for
paper files and manual processing and thereby provide judges the ability to manage all
their cases electronically.
While the AOC has begun efforts towards designing and building a streamlined and
standardized set of judicial workflows and business processes, additional effort is still
required to finalize this automation effort.
Collaborative efforts are underway with remaining LJ AJACS development both for the
AZTEC Replacement project and the Large Volume LJ development project that will
bring this automation effort closer to reaching its goals.
Additionally, through development efforts by the vendor to support its own e-filing
product, initial Clerk/Judge Review and Document Management capabilities will be built
within the AJACS application that will be of benefit to all courts implementing this
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software. These modifications to the system should be provided to the AOC and all
other nationwide customers at no additional charge as long as application maintenance
and support contracts remain in place.
Following a competitive procurement process, in 2013 AOC awarded a contract to
procure a judicial decision support system designed to reduce the courts’ reliance on
paper and that will allow for real-time updating and viewing of digital case documents. It
is intended to implement the selected system in phases beginning in an appellate,
urban, and rural court. Additional courts may be implemented in later phases. The
selected vendor will provide a system that reduces the courts’ reliance on paper and
allows for real-time updating and viewing, eliminating the need for courts to print, signby-hand, ink stamp, photocopy, courier, fax, post, file, locate, and distribute all
documentation relative to cases handled by each judge.
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INTERNET PUBLIC
INTERACTIVE SERVICE
STANDARDIZED COURT FORMS
PROJECT GOALS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
Goal 1-C of “Justice 20/20” addresses self-represented litigants. For many people, the
cost of legal representation has become prohibitive, as evidenced by the everincreasing number of self-represented litigants appearing before the courts. Arizona
courts are taking steps to provide meaningful assistance to the self-represented so that
they are not denied justice because they lack the benefit of legal counsel. Among those
steps are:
•

Develop and adopt Supreme Court Guidelines defining legal assistance, as
distinguished from legal advice, so that judicial staff can provide appropriate legal
assistance.

•

Expand the Judicial Branch’s self-service capabilities on the Web to include
forms, instructions, and other information helpful to those who appear
unrepresented in the limited and general jurisdictions, and appellate courts.

•

Develop simple, easy to use, web-based, interactive forms needed for dissolution
and other domestic-relations-related cases, small claims, eviction actions,
general civil, and probate cases.

•

Expand the breadth of the self-service approach for court users through online
resources.

•

Develop a Web Portal that provides a convenient and unified access point for
filing court cases as well as viewing case-related information statewide.

•

Develop a central document repository as the source for public/party inquiry of
court documents.

•

Provide marketing support to educate the public about the functionality and
convenience of the new electronic access capabilities.

PROJECT GOALS
INTELLIGENT FORMS
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•

Standardize forms data to reduce duplicate efforts in providing court forms to the
public and prepare for statewide e-filing.

•

Automate the entire workflow associated with case initiation and subsequent
filings for select case and form types in the Superior Court, Justice Courts,
Municipal Courts, and Appellate Courts.

•

Deliver self-service forms to the public via AZTurboCourt, based on court rule or
statute.

•

Sustain the support efforts for the statewide AZTurboCourt electronic filing
initiative.

AZTURBOCOURT.GOV
•

Provide the main access point through which all Internet-accessible services are
provided (e.g., e-Filing, FARE, document access, child support calculator, etc).

•

Evolve portal over time as new online services are developed.

PROJECT GOALS ACCOMPLISHED IN FISCAL YEAR 2013
INTELLIGENT FORMS
•

Small claims, justice court civil, and residential eviction forms continue to be used
in Maricopa, Pima, Pinal, Cochise, and Coconino counties. Work continues to
spread these through the rest of the state.

•

Substantial work has been done to move the small claims intelligent forms from a
“print forms” application to a fully integrated e-filing application. This will initially
be tested with the Maricopa Justice Courts.

•

Requirements have been updated for the dissolution intelligent forms application
to include changes in the child support calculations necessary for Arizona.
Agreed to a two-phased approach to implementing this application. The first
phase will include the petition and response along with the model parenting
guide. The second phase will include the child support calculations and the
proposed decree.

SNAPSHOT
CLASS

STATUS

Utility

New

Enhancement

On-going

Frontier



Replace/Upgrade

RISK


High
Medium
Low
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
INTELLIGENT FORMS
In support of the initiatives within Justice for a Better Arizona: A Strategic Agenda for
Arizona’s Courts 2002-2005 to make courts more accessible to the public, the Court
Services Division of the Administrative Office of the Courts began developing a Webenabled virtual self-service center for court forms. Building on a major initiative for
2008-2010 to expand these standard offerings and make the forms more interactive and
user-friendly, the self-service effort was consolidated into the statewide e-filing initiative
and improved from fillable forms to intelligent forms filed using the TurboCourt product.
The current virtual service center on the Judicial Branch’s Internet Webpage provides a
set of common court forms online and leads users through the process of filling out
forms and printing them.
The Adobe Acrobat product was selected as the
development tool for the Child Support Calculator and was relied upon together with
HTML for development of the virtual self-service center.
Internet technology has enabled “one-stop shopping” for pro se litigants. Court
websites are able to point to an AOC website for a user form. That form is filled out,
then printed and delivered, or soon e-filed, to the appropriate court. The current
proliferation of forms covering the same basic subject areas in individual courts greatly
complicates achievement of the goal of standard forms. As electronic filing is
implemented in courts, the ability to submit these forms electronically to the court will be
an enhancement. Form data will be converted to a stream similar to citation data for
use by the case management system, eliminating the need for manual intervention.
Attorneys are the likely candidates to make use of data fillable forms while pro se
litigants will benefit from the intelligent forms option from TurboCourt.
AZTURBOCOURT.GOV
The AZTurboCourt.gov initiative represents an overarching vision to provide Court
automation solutions to the public and government agencies via a common Web portal.
This portal will highlight the different services that are available, describe them in
various levels of detail, and direct the public to the online products and services.
AZTurboCourt e-Filing, for example, is a multi-year endeavor focused on providing
private citizens and government agencies a means to pay for and file court documents
in any court of the State and at any time of the day or night. Since the AZTurboCourt
e-Filing system guides filers through the entire case filing process, including capturing
data and processing input via each court’s case management system, access to justice
will be sped up, the accuracy and completeness of the information entering the court will
improve significantly minimizing the amount of re-work typically associated with manual
case file processing, court forms will be standardized, and the amount of manual paper
handling will be reduced greatly.
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The first AZTurboCourt e-Filing application launched was the Pay & Print intelligent
forms service. This service enabled filers to complete their forms and submit them
over-the-counter. Immediately following the release of the AZTurboCourt Pay & Print
services, integration with the various court case management systems got underway.
Full e-Filing, as it is being called, will allow filers to complete, pay for, and electronically
submit their filings to the court. Full e-Filing will negate the need for filers to physically
travel or have couriers deliver to the various courts.
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STATEWIDE E-WARRANT
SYSTEM
PROJECT GOALS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
PROJECT GOALS
•

Identify and understand the issues and problems faced by warrant processing
today.

•

Identify the desired features to be contained in a statewide eWarrant repository.

•

Foster cross-agency/jurisdiction involvement, cooperation, and buy-in. Deploy a
statewide electronic warrant repository for the benefit of all justice agencies
involved with warrant processing.

•

Develop a single, official source of Arizona warrant information that has high data
integrity.

•

Provide standards-based consistency for warrant processing statewide.

•

Increase automation and workflow to enable limited staff to become more
effective in processing warrants.

PROJECT GOALS ACCOMPLISHED IN FISCAL YEAR 2013
•

Completed documentation of laws, polices, and administrative orders affecting
the warrants process.

•

Conducted several meetings with warrant processing staff and management,
local law enforcement, clerks, prosecution, judges, court administrators, and
sheriff’s department officers from different cities and counties to solicit feedback
about desired improvements and current issues with warrant processing.

•

Continued to foster support and gathered information for the project through
cross-agency/jurisdictional; focus groups, and presentations of the study to
various agencies and committees such as the COT Technical Advisory Council,
Disposition Workgroup, the ACJC Technical Committee, and the ACJC Policy
Committee.
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•

Continued to work in partnership with DPS and ACJC to facilitate cross-agency
support and coordination.

SNAPSHOT
CLASS

STATUS

Utility

New

Enhancement

On-going

Frontier



RISK


Replace/Upgrade

High
Medium
Low

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This five-year project addresses the lack of consistent warrant information between
justice systems. Although ACIC functions as the current statewide warrant repository,
many data integrity issues have been exposed with warrants between agency systems.
These data integrity or “out of sync” issues lead to mistrust of the data in any one
system necessitating time-consuming manual verification and processing of warrant
information that should be automated. Processes with warrants are inconsistent across
the state, sometimes manual, and contain many processing holes. Many existing laws,
rules, and policies affecting warrants have been misinterpreted and many were written
without computer automation in mind.
The purpose of this project is to study the current issues with warrants, identify
obstacles to automating warrant-related processes, and determine the desired features
in a new, statewide electronic warrant system. More detailed analysis and technical
design will be completed, leading to a formal proposal for a new system. The solution
will be constructed once cross-agency support, resources, and funding are approved
and allocated.
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Report of the Advisory Committee to Develop Policies for Retention,
Destruction, and Access to Electronic Court Records

“The objective is not simply to adopt new technology for its own sake, but to solve
business process problems, provide prompt, reliable information to decision makers,
and improve service to the public.”
Chief Justice Rebecca White Berch
Justice 2020: A Vision for the Future
of the Arizona Judicial Branch
2010 - 2015

INTRODUCTION
The Arizona Judicial Branch is transitioning from paper-based case records to electronic case
records by digitizing existing paper case documents and by accepting e-filed, “born-digital” case
documents. The Judicial Branch is also developing a technology system that will allow
attorneys, parties, and the public remote access to court documents and data. These efforts help
achieve the critical goal of the Judicial Branch strategic agenda: to strengthen the administration
of justice by using technology to enhance public access to court services and to improve the
efficient management of court information and resources. The Advisory Committee to Develop
Policies for Retention, Destruction, and Access to Electronic Court Records (Electronic Records
Committee or committee) was established to provide recommendations on policy decisions that
are necessary to help reach these important objectives.
The committee’s recommendations are limited primarily to retention and destruction of
electronic case records, not paper case records, for several reasons. First, paper case records are
accepted, processed, and stored quite differently than electronic records, and the principles
involved in handling paper records are distinct from those involved for electronic records.
Second, the policy direction for handling paper case records has long been established, and the
general principles are sound. Third, the local courts’ transition from paper case records to
electronic case records is in varied stages of evolution, largely impacted by the local resources
and storage capacity of the individual courts. Fourth, reliance on paper case records in the courts
is quickly vanishing with the courts’ digitization of existing paper records; the implementation of
statewide e-filing; and the demand for convenient access to electronic records by attorneys,
judges, court partners, the public, and the courts themselves. The committee also considered
public availability of certain electronic records, the long-term cost of storing electronic records,
and best practices in government records management.
While it focused on electronic records, the committee is recommending two changes to the
retention schedule for paper records: (1) extending the retention period for DUI, OUI, and
domestic violence offense case records from seven to eight years after final adjudication and
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satisfaction of sanctions, and (2) establishing a definite retention period of 25 years following the
year filed for juvenile delinquency case records.
It is important to note that the work of the Electronic Records Committee was limited by
administrative order to developing recommended policy direction for court case records.
Therefore, the committee did not address policies for court administrative records. Case records
are the records of a particular court case, whereas administrative records are the records of the
court itself and the various functions of the court, including human resources, finance, and
building maintenance.
CHARGE OF THE COMMITTEE
The Electronic Records Committee was charged with examining and making recommendations
on the following questions:
1. Should policies regarding the length of time case documents and data are made
available to the public online be consistent across court levels and from court to court
within the same level?
2. Given that it is easier to systematically destroy electronic records, are the current
records retention time periods adequate?
3. When the minimum retention period has been met under the existing retention
schedules, is destruction of electronic case documents and data mandatory or
permissive?
4. Once the retention deadline is reached, should originals or copies of documents or
data be retained for purposes of government research and analysis, and, if so, should
those records continue to be publicly available or released only pursuant to court
order?
The committee is to submit a final report of its recommendations to the Arizona Judicial Council
not later than the Council’s December 2013 meeting.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
The Electronic Records Committee members first engaged in informal discussion about
electronic records issues plaguing their own courts and concerns of the public. However, the
committee moved quickly to address more systemic, statewide Judicial Branch policy and
technology considerations. Through these discussions and review of best practices, the
committee developed a strong consensus on the following recommendations for electronic
records retention, destruction, and access:
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1. The length of time electronic case documents and data are made available online or at
a court facility should be consistent within each court level across the state.
2. Although the structure of the current Arizona court records retention and destruction
schedules is generally sound, when considering electronic records, the committee
concludes that the retention period for some limited jurisdiction court case records is
too short, and a clarification is required in the retention period for juvenile
delinquency records in general jurisdiction courts. Therefore, the committee is
respectfully submitting recommended modifications to the existing records retention
schedules as set forth in Appendix B.
For limited jurisdiction courts, the committee also recommends the establishment of
separate schedules for retention of paper case records, records displayed on public
access websites maintained by both the Supreme Court and local courts, and
electronic case records maintained in case and document management systems. The
recommended retention schedules for limited jurisdiction courts are presented in
Appendix C.
Additionally, for limited jurisdiction courts, the committee recommends that local
ordinance violations no longer be displayed on the Supreme Court’s Public Access
website. The design of the Supreme Court’s Public Access website is unable to
identify, track, and support the display of the wide variety of local ordinances that are
continuously created and revised throughout the state. As a result, currently, the
Supreme Court displays only the general term “local charge,” on its Public Access
website, for any local ordinance violation. This sometimes causes harm to the
individual identified as responsible for the local ordinance violation, when others
misinterpret the local charge to be of a serious nature, or even criminal, when it is not.
3. Destruction of electronic case documents and data should be mandatory and
automatic, at a point in time specified in Arizona court policy, as follows:
a. For general jurisdiction and appellate courts, destruction of records should be
mandatory and automatic according to the time periods in the records
retention and destruction schedules (ACJA § 3-402 and Administrative Orders
99-79 and 2001-45), with the proposed modifications herein, while taking into
account any requirement to transfer these records to the Arizona State Library,
Archives and Public Records (ASLAPR). (See also Rule 29, Rules of the
Supreme Court of Arizona.)
b. For limited jurisdiction courts and the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC), case records should be removed from public access websites
maintained by both the Supreme Court and local courts, pursuant to the
retention periods set forth in the current limited jurisdiction court records
retention schedule (ACJA § 4-302), with the proposed modifications herein.
Electronic records should be deleted automatically from case and document
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management systems at the end of the newly established retention period for
electronic records as set forth in Appendix C.
4. Given the extended time periods recommended for electronic records retention for
designated case types, the committee concludes that no special provisions are
required for longer maintenance of data for research purposes.
5. A process should be developed for court personnel or the public to request that court
records in a specific case be permanently retained pursuant to court order, in each
level of court, similar to the current historical records provisions for general
jurisdiction courts in ACJA § 3-402(F). Criteria upon which this decision is to be
made should also be developed.
6. In light of the automation support required for the proposed electronic records
management modifications, the committee recommends the following approach:
a. A 24-month period should be provided to implement the new policies.
b. These electronic records policies should be applied to any case that reaches
the retention period subsequent to adoption of these recommendations.
c. A process should be established by which individual courts may apply to the
Commission on Technology or its designee for additional time to implement
the new requirements, based upon technology resource constraints and
funding.
d. The custodian(s) of records for each court shall institute a plan within 18
months, and provide a copy to the AOC, of how and by when the custodian
will destroy electronic records for all cases that have already reached the
retention period prior to adoption of these recommendations. Courts that use
an AOC-supported CMS can seek the assistance of the AOC in instituting the
plan.
e. Upon adoption of these recommendations, the AOC shall begin removing
electronic case records from the Supreme Court’s existing Public Access
website and the planned e-Access website, regardless of when a case is
destroyed by the local court.
The reasoning supporting these recommendations is provided in detail beginning on page 8.
THE COMMITTEE’S WORK PROCESS
The Electronic Records Committee membership includes judges from trial and appellate courts,
court clerks from appellate and superior courts, practicing attorneys, court administrators from
superior and limited jurisdiction courts, law enforcement, prosecutors, an ASLAPR
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representative, and the public. Once established, the committee moved quickly to complete its
assignment, holding seven full-day meetings and two workgroup meetings over an eight-month
period.
The committee heard from a local expert who uses court records to carry out employment
screenings, data compilation, and criminal case research and ASLAPR representatives who are
knowledgeable about the elements of the cost of digital preservation and the records retention
schedules of other Arizona government entities. AOC representatives provided information
about the history and technology of retaining Arizona court case records; Arizona court records
policy; research and statistical requests received from judicial officers, national court
organizations, the Arizona legislature, academic research organizations, the public, government
agencies, the media, and others; concerns raised about the length of time data is displayed on the
Supreme Court’s Public Access to court information website; the cost of electronic records
storage, and federal court records retention policies.
The committee chair and staff also reported on discussions they had with a consultant and vice
president at the National Center for State Courts (NCSC), a member of the Administrative Office
of the United States Courts, a member of the National Archives and Records Administration
(NARA), a federal court clerk, and others familiar with case records retention policies of courts
around the country.
The committee reviewed research material on topics such as privacy concerns with court records,
government budget cuts impacting the digitization of records, and the mandatory versus
permissive nature of government records retention and destruction schedules. In addition, the
committee considered court case record retention and access policies for the federal courts and
for the states of Washington, Colorado, Utah, Maryland, California, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Vermont, and Wisconsin. Finally, committee staff
reviewed and reported on records retention articles and surveys by policy development
organizations, including NCSC and NARA.
COMPLETING THE WORK
This report presents recommendations for amendments to the Arizona courts’ case records
retention and destruction policies. With the approval of the Arizona Judicial Council and the
Arizona Supreme Court, these policies will be carried out, including revisions to the existing
court records retention schedules. Should an existing court rule or code section need to be
revised to effectuate the recommendations of this report or an entirely new court rule or code
section be proposed, that court rule or code section will be brought before the Arizona Judicial
Council for consideration.
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ELECTRONIC CASE RECORDS: PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE
History and Overview of Records Retention and Destruction Law and Policy of the Arizona
Judicial Branch
In 1991, Rule 29, Rules of the Supreme Court of Arizona, was adopted. This rule requires the
Supreme Court to adopt records retention schedules for Arizona courts, providing:
(A) The Supreme Court shall adopt . . . retention and disposition
schedules identifying the length of time court records must be kept
prior to destruction and purge lists identifying documents to be
removed from case files before storage or replication.
Rule 29 addresses both case and administrative court records at all levels of court: appellate,
superior, justice of the peace, and municipal. The rule further directs that court records shall be
maintained and may be destroyed in accordance with approved retention and disposition
schedules, suggesting that the original intent of the rule was for destruction of court records to be
permissive, not mandatory, with the local court.
As a direct result of Rule 29, four records retention and destruction schedules were developed.
The limited jurisdiction court and general jurisdiction court schedules were adopted in 1991, the
Court of Appeals schedule in 1999, and the Supreme Court schedule in 2001. Each of these
schedules initially appeared as an administrative order of the Arizona Supreme Court; however,
the limited jurisdiction and the general jurisdiction court schedules were subsequently adopted in
the Arizona Code of Judicial Administration (ACJA) at §§ 4-302 and 3-402, respectively.
At the time these records retention and destruction schedules were developed, Arizona courts
operated largely in a paper-based world. The schedules reflect the natural focus of the courts on
paper case records. Now, nearly 25 years after the first records retention and destruction
schedules were developed, Arizona courts are rapidly moving toward a largely electronic world.
Today, case records are either e-filed as a “born-digital” document or scanned by the clerk after
paper submission.
This evolution toward electronic case processing provides benefits to attorneys, the public, and
the court. It offers instant access to case records, allows multiple users to access the same case
record at the same time in different locations, results in almost no misplaced case documents or
files, and requires less physical storage space. However, the change has also given rise to the
need to re-examine the existing records retention and destruction schedules from the perspective
of the growing volume of electronic case records and the diminishing volume of paper case
records.
In addition to Rule 29 and the records retention and destruction schedules, Rule 123, Rules of the
Supreme Court of Arizona, governs access to the judicial records of the state. Rule 123 is the
judicial branch counterpart to the executive branch public records statutes. In 1997, the Supreme
Court chose to exercise its constitutionally derived administrative authority over all state court
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records by adopting Rule 123. This rule governs access to case documents and case data, as well
as court administrative records, in both paper and electronic format.
One of the more well-known provisions of Rule 123 establishes that public access may be
restricted for reasons of privacy, confidentiality, or because it is in the state’s best interests (Rule
123(c)(1)). Additionally, Rule 123 delineates the authority of a clerk of court to remove case
management system (CMS) data and case documents from online display once the records
retention schedule period has been met (Rule 123(g)(5)). Finally, Rule 123 provides that for
cases scheduled to be retained more than 25 years, courts or clerks of court may remove CMS
data and case records from online display after 25 years, provided the data and records are then
retained through an electronically preserved method until the retention schedule period has been
met. In place of the records, the court or clerk of court is to display a notice online that directs
the viewer to contact the court or clerk for access to the case record.
Future Records Projects Impacted by Electronic Records Retention and Destruction Law and
Policy of the Arizona Judicial Branch
Several technology projects are in various stages of development by the Arizona Judicial Branch,
requiring electronic records management policy direction. These new projects, which include eFiling, e-Access, and e-Bench, will help the Judicial Branch strengthen the administration of
justice by using technology to enhance public access to court services and improve the efficient
management of court resources. E-Filing will permit electronic filing of case documents by
attorneys and parties in all courts and all case types across the state. E-Access will provide
remote electronic access to certain case documents and case information for attorneys, parties,
other government entities, and the public. E-Bench will provide access to case documents and
data by judges throughout the Arizona Judicial Branch. Each of these projects is impacted by
electronic records retention and destruction policy, making the timely recommendations of this
committee of vital importance.
Unintended Consequences of Current Records Retention and Destruction Law and Policy of the
Arizona Judicial Branch
The present records retention and destruction policies of the Judicial Branch were developed in a
paper records environment. Now, courts, court partners, and the public are rapidly turning away
from paper toward electronic case records. Attempting to apply the current paper-based records
retention policies to electronic case records has resulted in some unintended consequences,
including:
 Harm can be caused to individuals whose case data remains on the Supreme Court and
local court public access websites beyond the minimum period prescribed in the current
records retention schedules. Data on this website is often used by companies conducting
employment background searches, tenant screenings, and other investigations, and the
data is sometimes misinterpreted, with detrimental consequences to these individuals.
 Users of the Supreme Court’s Public Access website often do not recognize that data on
the site is received from most, but not all, courts in Arizona.
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 Sometimes case data appears on the Supreme Court’s Public Access website but the
originating court has properly destroyed the underlying case file. In this situation,
alleged errors or discrepancies between the data and the case file cannot be resolved.
 The Supreme Court’s Public Access website does not track, compare, describe, or
maintain the many offenses established by local jurisdictions. Consequently, all of these
charges are identified generically on the Public Access website as “local charge.” This
situation has caused confusion among some users of the site regarding the type and
severity of the local charge.
 When all factors are properly considered, the true cost of retaining electronic case records
is significant. The media on which data are stored will eventually become obsolete or
fail; data can be lost when digital records migrate to new technology; the growing volume
of electronic records being generated is far greater than was ever generated on paper, and
with the added ease of producing new electronic elements, such as sound and graphics,
the size and number of electronic records is growing exponentially; verification of the
chain of custody for electronic records is difficult and costly; hardware purchased for
constant, ongoing government use must be of a high quality and have a lower failure rate
than hardware purchased for the home, at a greater cost; and access speed, security, and
recovery time for electronic data must all be of a high standard, again at a significant
cost.
 Courts across the state but within the same court level do not retain case records for the
same period of time, in part because of differing resources allocated to destruction of
records among the courts. At times, differences in the period of time case records are
retained generate complaints from the public.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
1. The length of time electronic case documents and data are made available online
or at a court facility should be consistent within each court level across the state.
The committee recognizes that consistency of retention periods is expected by
those who use court records across the state, including the public, attorneys,
justice partners, the media, researchers, and others. The committee, therefore,
proposes that consistency be achieved through the recommendations in this
report.
Further, the committee recommends that bulk data requestors and subscribers
receive only the same data that appears on the Supreme Court’s Public Access
website with the proposed retention period modifications herein. Bulk data
requestors and subscribers should receive the same data the general public
receives on the Supreme Court and local court websites. This recommendation
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can be achieved by modifying the provisions of the contracts and data
dissemination agreements entered into with these individuals and entities.
2. Although the structure of the current Arizona court records retention and
destruction schedules is generally sound, when considering electronic records,
the committee concludes that the retention period for some limited jurisdiction
court case records is too short, and a clarification is required in the retention
period for juvenile delinquency records in general jurisdiction courts. Therefore,
the committee is respectfully submitting recommended modifications to the
existing records retention schedules as set forth in Appendix B.
Currently, the retention period for DUI, OUI, and domestic violence offense cases
in limited jurisdiction courts is seven years after final adjudication and completion
of sentence. This retention period was designed around the seven-year look-back
period in statute that may result in an increased charge for a repeat offense. The
committee recommends lengthening this retention period to eight years to provide
a buffer period and enable a prosecutor to obtain a warrant and order records from
another court.
The general jurisdiction court records retention schedule currently establishes a
retention period for juvenile delinquency case records that provides “After
satisfaction of A.R.S. § 8-349 or following the juvenile’s 30th birthday.” The
retention period begins following the year filed. The committee concludes that
this retention period criteria is too vague, and, furthermore, the committee
recognizes that courts do not store juvenile case files by date of birth. A definite
retention period is preferred. Therefore, the committee recommends a definitive
retention period for juvenile delinquency case records of “After satisfaction of
A.R.S. § 8-349 or 25 years. Retention period begins following the year filed.”
The committee is aware that certain state statutes, such as A.R.S. §§ 8-348, 13907, and 13-912.01, currently provide no time limitation within which a person
must apply to set aside a previous conviction or for restoration of civil rights. In
light of these statutes, case records should arguably be retained for a lifespan or
even indefinitely. However, upon balancing practical considerations with the
rights of the individuals who are the subject of these records, the committee
determined that it is impractical for courts to retain case records for a lifespan or
indefinitely. Statutory revisions would help by establishing a time limit within
which such applications must be filed. However, without statutory revisions, the
committee believes that, after balancing all factors, courts should continue to
eliminate case records according to the existing retention periods, with the
modifications proposed herein.
For limited jurisdiction courts, the committee also recommends the
establishment of separate schedules for retention of paper case records, records
displayed on public access websites maintained by both the Supreme Court and
local courts, and electronic case records maintained in case and document
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management systems. The recommended retention schedules for limited
jurisdiction courts are presented in Appendix C.
Limited jurisdictions courts have jurisdiction over a high volume of relatively
low-level offenses, such as civil traffic, misdemeanors and criminal traffic, petty
offenses, parking, local ordinances, and others. Information contained in these
cases is used by employers, background search companies, the public, the media,
and others in a variety of ways and is sometimes harmful to individuals identified
in the case, particularly when an error in the information or a misinterpretation
occurs. Therefore, the committee determined that a three-tiered level of access, as
set forth in Appendix C, should exist for limited jurisdiction court case records.
Generally, the committee determined that the current records retention schedule
found in ACJA § 4-302 is sound and recommended extending only the existing
retention period for DUI, OUI, and domestic violence offense cases from seven to
eight years. However, the committee additionally concluded that information
about these cases should be removed from the Supreme Court’s Public Access
website and from local court websites at the same time as the retention period for
paper case documents to avoid unduly burdening the people who are the subject
of these case records.
Finally, the committee concluded that a local court should retain case information
in its case and document management systems for longer periods of time, in part
to assist the court in ruling upon an application for set aside or for restoration of
civil rights. Therefore, electronic case information will be retained at the court
facility for a longer period of time than the information appears on a court
website.
The committee acknowledges a difference between publishing
information to a court website, thereby permitting the ease of remote electronic
access to the information anywhere that a computer and Internet connection exist,
and requiring a personal visit when information is available only at a court
facility. The proposed retention periods are set out in Appendix C.
Additionally, for limited jurisdiction courts, the committee recommends that
local ordinance violations no longer be displayed on the Supreme Court’s Public
Access website. The design of the Supreme Court’s Public Access website is
unable to identify, track, and support the display of the wide variety of local
ordinances that are continuously created and revised throughout the state. As a
result, currently, the Supreme Court displays only the general term “local
charge,” on its Public Access website, for any local ordinance violation. This
sometimes causes harm to the individual identified as responsible for the local
ordinance violation, when others misinterpret the local charge to be of a serious
nature, or even criminal, when it is not.
Currently, the Supreme Court displays only the term “local charge” on its Public
Access website for a local ordinance violation, with no additional information.
This general term was created by the Supreme Court for all local ordinance
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violations, because the Supreme Court does not have sufficient resources to
identify every local charge in every jurisdiction, by ordinance number and name
of violation. Furthermore, local ordinances change regularly, requiring constant
system revision and maintenance. Therefore, since sufficient resources are not
available for the Supreme Court to identify and maintain all local ordinances
throughout the state, the committee recommends that local ordinance violations
not be displayed on the Supreme Court’s Public Access website.
3. Destruction of electronic case documents and data should be mandatory and
automatic, at a point in time specified in Arizona court policy, as follows:
a. For general jurisdiction and appellate courts, destruction of records should
be mandatory and automatic according to the time periods in the records
retention and destruction schedules (ACJA § 3-402 and Administrative
Orders 99-79 and 2001-45), with the proposed modifications herein, while
taking into account any requirement to transfer these records to the Arizona
State Library, Archives and Public Records (ASLAPR). (See also Rule 29,
Rules of the Supreme Court of Arizona.)
For any electronic document management system (EDMS) and CMS it maintains,
the AOC must program the automatic deletion of electronic case documents and
data in a local court’s EDMS and CMS when the minimum electronic retention
period has been met. A local court must do the same for any non-AOCmaintained EDMS or CMS under its control.
Currently, ASLAPR is unable to accept electronic records from courts and other
public agencies, because it does not have the capacity to accept electronic records
in multiple formats, maintain these records, and provide the records in a usable
format for public research. Therefore, current practice dictates that Arizona
courts cannot transfer electronic records to ASLAPR; instead, courts must retain
these records in house. However, ASLAPR is pursuing funding to enable it to
accept electronic records from courts and other state agencies; once this is
achieved, general jurisdiction courts will be able to transfer electronic case
records to ASLAPR, pursuant to the records retention schedule.
Compliance with the case file purge lists found in ACJA § 3-402 may no longer
be practical or necessary when working with electronic records. The purge lists
were originally established to enable clerks of court to remove certain paper
documents from a file, thereby reducing the volume of the paper file for long-term
storage. Now that courts operate primarily with electronic case records,
compliance with the purge lists may be more cumbersome than simply retaining
the entire electronic case file intact.
b. For limited jurisdiction courts and the AOC, case records should be removed
from public access websites maintained by both the Supreme Court and local
courts, pursuant to the retention periods set forth in the current limited
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jurisdiction court records retention schedule (ACJA § 4-302), with the
proposed modifications herein. Electronic records should be deleted
automatically from case and document management systems at the end of the
newly established retention period for electronic records as set forth in
Appendix C.
For any EDMS and CMS it maintains, the AOC must program the automatic
deletion of electronic case documents and data in a local court’s EDMS and CMS
when the minimum electronic retention period has been met. A local court must
do the same for any non-AOC-maintained EDMS or CMS under its control.
The committee noted that the proposed revisions to the records retention schedule
for electronic records are not impacted by ACJA § 1-401: Minimum Accounting
Standards (MAS). Although MAS requires each court to undergo an external
review of its accounting records, procedures, automated financial management
system records, and internal controls at least triennially, the code section does not
require the external auditor to begin the triennial review at the point the last
review was completed. The code section requires only that the court undergo a
review every three years. Therefore, when conducting the review, the external
auditor generally reviews court case financial records over a specific period of
time, often in the current fiscal year. The language found in ACJA § 1-401 may
need to be clarified to express this position more clearly.
4. Given the extended time periods recommended for electronic records retention
for designated case types, the committee concludes that no special provisions are
required for longer maintenance of data for research purposes.
The AOC regularly receives requests for research and statistics from Arizona
courts (such as for the purpose of calculating judicial productivity credits), the
Arizona legislature, Arizona probation departments, national court organizations,
academic researchers, the media, the public, and others. The AOC must retain
sufficient data and be able to collate, aggregate, organize, and extract this data to
respond to inquiries. The retention periods for limited jurisdiction case and
document management systems proposed in Appendix C provide data for a
sufficient period of time to enable the AOC to continue to respond to these
requests. By extending the retention period for limited jurisdiction court
electronic case records stored in case and document management systems, as
proposed in Appendix C herein, the data research needs of the AOC and
individual courts will be accommodated.
5. A process should be developed for court personnel or the public to request that
court records in a specific case be permanently retained pursuant to court order,
in each level of court, similar to the current historical records provisions for
general jurisdiction courts in ACJA § 3-402(F). Criteria upon which this
decision is to be made should also be developed.
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ACJA § 3-402(F), which is limited to general jurisdiction court case records,
establishes a procedure by which a case can be designated as historically
significant or as a landmark case. The code section further identifies the clerk’s
responsibilities for processing and archiving such a case at ASLAPR.
Although the code section sets forth the factors a court must consider in deciding
whether a case is a landmark case, it does not set forth factors for determining
whether a case is historically significant. The committee believes that specific
criteria should be developed for applicants and courts to rely upon in requesting
and reaching a decision on whether a particular case file should be retained
beyond its scheduled retention period, either as a historically significant case or as
a landmark case. Furthermore, the committee believes the criteria and procedures
should be extended to all levels of court throughout the state, not just the general
jurisdiction court.
The committee believes the AOC should work with ASLAPR in establishing
these provisions in the records retention schedules for all state courts in Arizona.
6. In light of the automation support required for the proposed electronic records
management modifications, the committee recommends the following approach:
a. A 24-month period should be provided to implement the new policies.
b. These electronic records policies should be applied to any case that
reaches the retention period subsequent to adoption of these
recommendations.
c. A process should be established by which individual courts may apply to
the Commission on Technology or its designee for additional time to
implement the new requirements, based upon technology resource
constraints and funding.
d. The custodian(s) of records for each court shall institute a plan within 18
months, and provide a copy to the AOC, of how and by when the
custodian will destroy electronic records for all cases that have already
reached the retention period prior to adoption of these recommendations.
Courts that use an AOC-supported CMS can seek the assistance of the
AOC in instituting the plan.
The committee believes that these cases can and should be deleted in due
course and that courts should be given time to institute a plan as to how and
when deletion will occur.
e. Upon adoption of these recommendations, the AOC shall begin removing
electronic case records from the Supreme Court’s existing Public Access
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website and the planned e-Access website, regardless of when a case is
destroyed by the local court.
ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE COMMENTS


Courts are not only a repository of records for their own use, but, as a matter of policy,
the Judicial Branch needs to retain records, for a reasonable period of time, for use by
others, including the public, other government agencies, and private businesses.



Imaged case documents and e-filed (born digital) case documents should be treated the
same for retention purposes.



The electronic version of a case document maintained by the local court as an original,
whether filed on paper or electronically, is the original document.



Depending on whether electronic documents and data are located on a local EDMS, in a
local CMS, at the AOC, or published to the Internet, the custodian of the documents and
data may be the local court, the judge, the elected clerk, or the AOC.



Before deleting records from a local court, the AOC must first advise the local court of its
intent to delete.



When the local court is to delete electronic records, it must do so following the records
retention schedules and may do so without first confirming its intent to delete with the
AOC.



Any EDMS and CMS constructed or procured by any court from this date forward should
delete case data and documents from the local court’s EDMS and CMS automatically
after first giving notice to the local court.



Any deletion of electronic documents and data by a local court must be accomplished in a
manner that successfully triggers a corresponding deletion within the statewide data
warehouse, central case index, or the central document repository, as applicable.



Further study and examination are required to address the requirements for sex offender
registration. A.R.S. §§ 13-3821 and 13-907 either require a defendant to register as a sex
offender upon conviction of a third or additional offense or permit a judge to order a
defendant to register as a sex offender upon conviction of certain offenses. A time limit
for conviction of a subsequent offense is not identified. Arguably, a sex offender case
should be retained for a lifespan, or even indefinitely, since proof of a prior conviction is
established by a certified copy of the court order of conviction. Sex offender registration
requirements must be reconciled with the court case records retention schedules. This
could be done by establishing a definition of “completion of sentence” in the records
retention schedules, the creation of a flag in the CMS to identify these cases, or by
another method.
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The Supreme Court may wish to consider changing from a permanent retention period for
some of its case documents to a fixed number of years.

CONCLUSION
During this time when courts are transitioning from paper-based to electronic case records, it is
important to establish guiding principles for the retention and destruction of electronic case
records. The principles developed by this committee will help in the development of the eFiling, e-Access, e-Bench, and other electronic case records projects – projects that will help the
Judicial Branch strengthen the administration of justice by using technology to enhance public
access to court services and improve the efficient management of court resources.
By obtaining input from all aspects of court management, as well as users of court records, the
committee sought to balance the competing interests of access to case records with the privacy
rights of the individuals who are the subject of those records. Furthermore, the committee
considered the practical and legal requirements and responsibilities of the courts, the users of
case records, and the individuals identified in the records in developing these recommendations.
This report presents recommendations for amendments to the Arizona courts’ case records
retention and destruction policies. With the approval of the Arizona Judicial Council and the
Arizona Supreme Court, these policies will be carried out, including revisions to the existing
court records retention schedules. Should an existing court rule or code section need to be
revised to effectuate the recommendations of this report or an entirely new court rule or code
section be proposed, that court rule or code section will be brought before the Arizona Judicial
Council for consideration.
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APPENDIX A
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
____________________________________

In the Matter of:

)
)
ESTABLISHING THE ADVISORY
)
COMMITTEE TO DEVELOP POLICIES )
FOR RETENTION, DESTRUCTION,
)
AND ACCESS TO ELECTRONIC
)
COURT RECORDS
)
____________________________________)

Administrative Order
No. 2013 - 33

The Arizona Judicial Branch is currently digitizing court records by implementing
electronic document management systems and a statewide e-filing system, and developing an
online system that will allow individuals to remotely access, view, and print court documents and
data. These new systems help achieve the important goal of this Court’s strategic agenda to
strengthen the administration of justice by improving efficiency of case processing and by using
technology to enhance public access to court services.
Rule 123, Rules of the Supreme Court, as well as the records retention and destruction
schedules in the Arizona Code of Judicial Administration (ACJA), similar Administrative
Orders, and various statutes govern the retention and management of case documents and data
throughout the judicial branch of Arizona.
Historically court records have been paper based. Additional direction and clarification
is needed to manage digital records.
In accordance with ACJA § 1-104, the Chief Justice establishes advisory committees to
the Arizona Judicial Council to assist the Council in carrying out its responsibilities. Therefore,
pursuant to Article VI, Section 3 of the Arizona Constitution and ACJA § 1-104,
IT IS ORDERED that the Advisory Committee to Develop Policies for Retention,
Destruction, and Access to Electronic Court Records is established to examine and make
recommendations on the following questions:
1. When the minimum retention period has been met under the existing retention schedules,
is destruction of electronic case documents and data mandatory or permissive?
2. Given that it is easier to systematically destroy electronic records, are the current records
retention time periods adequate?
3. Should policies regarding the length of time case documents and data are made available
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to the public online be consistent across court levels and from court to court within the
same level?
4. Once the destruction period is reached, should originals or copies of documents or data
be retained for purposes of government research and analysis and, if so, should those
records continue to be publicly available or released only pursuant to court order?
The Committee shall report its recommendation to the Arizona Judicial Council not later than
at the Council’s meeting in December 2013. Additionally, since this Court is aware that court
records are used by many different groups, including law enforcement, government entities,
members of the public, background search firms, credit reporting services, attorneys and their
staff, and researchers, the Committee shall attempt to seek widespread public input in
formulating recommendations.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the individuals listed in Appendix A are appointed as
members of the Committee beginning upon entry of this Order and ending on December 31,
2013. The Chief Justice may appoint additional members as necessary.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Committee meetings shall be scheduled at the
discretion of the Chair. Pursuant to ACJA § 1-202, all meetings shall comply with the public
meeting policy of the Arizona Judicial Branch. The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)
shall provide staff for the Committee.
Dated this 20th day of March, 2013.

____________________________________
REBECCA WHITE BERCH
Chief Justice
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APPENDIX B
RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS TO EXISTING RECORDS RETENTION SCHEDULES

LIMITED JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD

COMMENTS/REASON

A. Civil case records
-

Civil other than traffic 1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
judgment

No change
recommended

-

Civil other than traffic 5 yrs. after final
judgment
– small claims

No change
recommended

-

Parking violationsstatute only

6 months after
satisfaction of
sanctions

No change
recommended

-

Civil traffic

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions.

Civil traffic case documents
may be used to review the
36-month look-back period
when multiple violations of
the motor vehicle financial
responsibility requirement
have occurred (A.R.S. § 284135(E)(3) and other
purposes. Additionally, civil
traffic case records are used
by local courts when a claim
of false identity arises. Civil
traffic case data is also used
by local courts and the AOC
to analyze trends, prepare
budgets, compute judicial
productivity credits, respond
to legislative inquiries, and
for other reasons.

-

Local ordinances

6 months after
satisfaction of
sanctions – 1 yr.
after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions

A local charge must be
identified as a separate case
type to emphasize that the
Supreme Court is not to
publish any information on
its Public Access website on
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LIMITED JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD

judgment

COMMENTS/REASON
a local charge. Since the
Supreme Court is unable to
provide specific information
on an ordinance violation, the
Supreme Court should not
publish any information on
an ordinance violation.

B. Criminal case
records (applies to
both adult and
juvenile cases)
-

Misdemeanors and
criminal traffic

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
completion of
sentence.

No change
recommended

-

DUI, OUI, and
domestic violence
offenses

7 yrs. after final
adjudication and
completion of
sentence

8 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions

A buffer period is needed,
beyond the seven-year
statutory look-back period, to
obtain a warrant and order
records from another court.

GENERAL JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE
-

-

Civil – General
Includes:
Administrative review
Contract
Declaratory judgment
Department of
Economic Security
(DES) instant judgment
Eminent domain
Foreign judgment
Habeas corpus
Malpractice
Name change
Non-general stream

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD
50 yrs. for cases
filed after 1959;
Permanent for
cases filed prior
to 1960

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD
No change
recommended
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REASON

GENERAL JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE

-

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD

adjudication water
rights
Quiet title
Restoration of civil
rights
Special action appeal
Tax appeal
Tort general (all nonmotor vehicle
Transcript of judgment
Other unspecified nondomestic relations civil
case categories

-

Family court cases –
with children

75 yrs. for cases
filed after 1959;
Permanent for
cases filed prior
to 1960

No change
recommended

-

Family court cases –
without children

50 yrs. for cases
filed after 1959;
Permanent for
cases filed prior
to 1960

No change
recommended

-

Probate
Includes:
Conservatorship
Combination
Conservatorship/Guardi
anship
Guardianship (adult and
juvenile)
Adult adoptions
Non-case specific
filings

100 yrs. for cases
filed after 1959;
Permanent for
cases filed prior
to 1960

No change
recommended

-

Criminal - General

50 yrs. (for cases
filed after 1959);
Permanent (for
cases filed prior
to 1960)

No change
recommended

-

Juvenile dependency

100 yrs. (for

No change

-

-
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REASON

GENERAL JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE

-

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD

(includes Indian Child
Welfare Act Cases.
Also includes sealed
dependency materials)

cases filed after
1959);
Permanent (for
cases filed prior
to 1960)

recommended

Juvenile delinquencies
(includes citations,
juvenile orders of
protection, injunctions
against harassment,
incorrigibility and
sealed delinquency
materials)

After satisfaction
of A.R.S. § 8-349
or following
juvenile’s 30th
birthday, A.R.S.
§ 13-912.
Microfilm and
dispose in
accordance with
court order. The
juvenile court
may authorize
the microfilming
or destruction of
these cases or
orders of
protection/injunct
ions against
harassment
issued pursuant
to A.R.S. § 133602.

After
satisfaction of
A.R.S. § 8-349 or
25 yrs.

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD

Retention period
begins following
the year filed.

REASON

Since courts do not store
these records according to the
age of the juvenile, a timecertain for destruction is
needed. The youngest age a
juvenile can be charged with
delinquency is eight years
old; therefore following the
statutory requirement for
retention found in A.R.S. §
13-912 (of the juvenile’s 30th
birthday), a retention period
of 25 years, being more than
the 22 years at which the
youngest juvenile charged
will reach the age of 30, is
adequate and provides a
buffer of three years.

COURT OF APPEALS
RECORD TYPE
-
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REASON

SUPREME COURT
RECORD TYPE
-

PRESENT
RETENTION
PERIOD

Permanent
Record on appeal
from lower court
agency for: Denied
Petition for Review:
Civil and Criminal,
except those involving
Post-Conviction Relief
in death penalty cases.

PROPOSED
RETENTION
PERIOD
5 yrs. after date
of final
adjudication
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REASON
This time period is in line
with other state supreme
courts.

APPENDIX C
NEW LIMITED JURISDICTION COURT ELECTRONIC RECORDS RETENTION SCHEDULE
FOR PUBLIC ACCESS WEBSITES AND CASE AND DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

LIMITED JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE

CURRENT/
PROPOSED RECORDS
RETENTION
SCHEDULE

SUPREME COURT
AND LOCAL
COURT PUBLIC
ACCESS
WEBSITES

CASE AND
DOCUMENT
MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS
10

A. Civil case records
1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
judgment

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
judgment

5 yrs. after final
- Civil other than
traffic – small claims judgment

5 yrs. after final
judgment

5 yrs. after final
judgment

- Parking violations – 6 mos. after satisfaction
of sanctions
statute only

6 mos. after
satisfaction of
sanctions

1 yr. after satisfaction
of sanctions

- Civil other than
traffic

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of judgment

- Civil traffic

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of sanctions

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions

- Local ordinances

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of sanctions

Not available on the
Supreme Court’s
Public Access
website. May be
available on a local
court website.

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of
sanctions

- Misdemeanors and
criminal traffic

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
completion of sentence

5 yrs. after final
adjudication and
completion of
sentence

10 yrs. after final
adjudication and
completion of sentence

- DUI, OUI, and
domestic violence
offenses

8 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of sanctions

8 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of

10 yrs. after final
adjudication and
satisfaction of

B. Criminal case
records (applies to
both adult and
juvenile cases)
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LIMITED JURISDICTION COURT
RECORD TYPE

- Petty offenses

CURRENT/
PROPOSED RECORDS
RETENTION
SCHEDULE

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
completion of sentence
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SUPREME COURT
AND LOCAL
COURT PUBLIC
ACCESS
WEBSITES

CASE AND
DOCUMENT
MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS

sanctions

sanctions

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
completion of
sentence

1 yr. after final
adjudication and
completion of sentence

