
ICCES Oversight Committee  

Minutes of Meeting 

 

Facilitator: Jared Pedersen 

Date: June 17, 2011 

Location: Grandview – Arvada, CO 

Attendees: Bob Roper, SCAO CIO; Tom Romola, Private Collections; Jacques Machol  Jr., 

Private Collections; Jared Pedersen, ICCES Manager; Dea Shantz, Boulder 

County Attorney’s Office; (phone); Lisa Hamilton-Fieldman, 20th Judicial District 

Magistrate; Sabra Millet, 2nd Judicial District Clerk of Court; Jody Grantham, 

Water Referee; Jackie Senese, 1st Judicial District District Administrator; Julie 

Hernandez, Public Pro-Se Litigants Rep.; Sabino Romano, 17th Judicial District 

Judge; Reba Nance, Colorado Bar Association; Deborah Sather-Stringari, 11th 

Judicial District Clerk of Court; Andy Toft, Colorado Bar Association,(phone) 

Chris Ryan, Clerk of Court of Appeals and Supreme Court, Ed Hudak, Sherman & 

Howard IT Director, Rita Trujillo, Clerk in Denver County Court, Judge Sylvester 

(phone).  Deborah Wheeler from the County Attorney’s office (phone). Judge 

Mary Celeste (phone)Denver County Court, and Brandie Rome,  

Note Taker: Cathy Daly 

 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

9:15 a.m. Welcome and Introduction Jared Pedersen 

 Jared opened the meeting and welcomed everyone. 

Decisions: 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

9:20 a.m. Status of Small Claims Bob Roper 

Discussion: 

 Jared – Announced that Jefferson County has had about 70 e-filings. The 1st defendant 

response was received from an attorney (with errors).  The filing was rejected because 

the attorney uploaded the response as an attachment.  The issue was resolved with the 

court scanning the document for the attorney. 

 Jackie – Commented that most users are e-filing from home rather than coming in 

specifically to use the terminal.  Jackie remarked there wasn’t much activity at the 

terminal. 

 Deborah – thinks there will be more of a need for a terminal in smaller jurisdictions. 



 Bob– commented that we need some ideas about how to advertise to let users know 

that small claims e-filing is available.  He wondered if there was a better way than just 

having the business cards available at the court houses. 

 Deborah– remarked that smaller jurisdictions might want to pass the information to 

local papers. 

 Jared – says that local newspaper ads is something we’d like to do once small claims is 

available statewide. 

 Jacques Machol – suggested we place something on the judicial website.  

 Jared – responded and confirmed the information for small claims e-filing  is on our 

website. 

 Bob – Suggested we rent an airplane with a flyer. <smile> 

 Julie Hernandez – wanted to know what happens if small claims cases are filed and the 

filers don’t pay.  

 Jared – responded and explained that we’d had a few issues filers not paying, but the 

numbers were very small. 

 Julie Hernandez -was concerned about people following through.  

 Jared – reassured the group that the majority of users were following through with 

payment. 

 

Decisions: 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

9:30 a.m. Plan ahead for small claims and other 
case types 

 

Jared Pedersen  

 

Discussion: 

 Jared – We will go live in Adams County in late July due to conversion issues with JPOD 

and ICON.  Fixes are needed and so the date is being extended.  It’s a lot of manual data 

entry right now in Jeffco and adding another location would be too much.  After Adams 

is added, we’ll probably expand after a couple weeks and move to Pueblo, Arapahoe 

and Douglas.  We’ll have small claims e-filing in place a few weeks at those locations, 

and then flip the switch to statewide. 

 Recent site visits confirmed the intuitive nature of the small claims program.  Users are 

able to easily navigate it.  Jared noted that we will have people to help, the whole ICCES 

staff will provide support if needed.  Our goal is to be statewide by the end of August 

2011. 

 Judge Mary Celeste  - inquired about Denver County being on ICCES by the end of 

August. 



 Jared – explained Denver County wasn’t ready yet because Denver County CMS has to 

be ready to receive.  We are ready to send. 

 We have one more deployment and then we are finished with small claims.  There will 

be miscellaneous items/enhancements from time to time on small claims, but it is 

finished. 

 Jared – discussed moving to civil with attorneys.  Plan is to focus on the attorney side 

with remaining case types.  It will be available to pro se users but nothing specific at this 

time is being done for pro se.  Attorney pieces are being worked on. 

 Judge Mary Celeste – (phone) asked about the case types. 

 Jared – responded saying our focus is for county and district civil, probate, water and 

domestic relations. 

 Jared – discussed the e-filing feedback he recently received from some local law firms 

and shared the need for us to be able to accommodate their batch filings.  There are still 

two more meetings with law firms. 

 

Decisions:  

 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

9:45 a.m. Setup attorney groups for Civil case 
types; Working with IT personnel 

 

Jared Pedersen 

Discussion: 

 Jared – We are working with the Colorado Bar (Bar) to get some attorney groups set up.  

We are almost ready to begin meeting with them.  Jared says we have some screen 

mock ups to share. 

 Reba Nance – provided a status of what the Bar wants.  Once they finish their list, 

committees and sections, they’ll identify groups --- so the Bar is almost ready. 

 Brandie Rome – shared that invoice samples were ready for review. She shared an 

example of a Lexis billing for the cost of filing one brief through Lexis.  The costs totaled 

$11,000. 

 Bob – commented that we’re starting to get a sense of why Lexis has been fighting so 

hard to keep e-filing. 

 Bob – we are getting into the right business.   

 Jared – we are working with law firms and IT depts. to better understand their needs. 

 Judge Romano – commented about collection agencies use of Lexis. His concern was 

that pro se users be able to file just like attorneys.  In Lexis, pro se litigants without an 

attorney were forced to use an attorney to e-file because of the bar # requirement. 



 

Decisions:   

 Bob and Jared – reassured all that attorneys and pro se users could use our program. 

 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

10:00 Smart Forms Jared Pedersen 

Discussion: 

 Jared – introduced Smart Forms and stated that we are designing them to be an online 

form.  You fill it out and hit submit.  We take the data from the form and store the data.  

If a user wants to view it again, we re-create it from the data.  It’s a huge change from 

scanning and uploading. The reception to this idea has been mixed.  A lot of people are 

used to uploading and the change is hard for them because they don’t understand the 

data storage concept. 

 Deborah – asked about attachments.  Jared explained we would have that but we don’t 

want that to be the norm.  Jared briefly explained the case caption idea. 

 Brandi Rome – asked if users can cut and paste into our smart forms? 

 Jared – introduced the forms summit we would be holding to look at forms. 

 Jared – Smart Forms are a new concept but feels after “demoing” them, it will be very 

similar to a WORD document.   

 We will have the ability to upload documents and asked for assistance to help us 

simplify it. 

 Deborah – expressed a concern that 6 -8 years down the road if users would be able to 

reconstruct a form (taking in the idea that the form had changed) 

 Jared – explained that the old versions will be saved and will be able to be 

reconstructed. 

 Jacques Machol – asked if a list of forms would be available. 

 Jared – explained  how the forms would build dynamically and that we’d use Adobe 

 Judge Romano – asked about the orders.  explain 

 Jared – outlined that orders would be an option. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – wanted to know if there would be a generic motion for 

something we didn’t anticipate.  She also asked about parties that get added from time 

to time.  How will it work with the template and how it will work with a particular case? 

How will we handle the history display?   

  Jared – clarified that since it is data driven, it will populate the form accordingly. 

 Bob– assured the group it would manage the parties as the case moved forward. 

 Sabra – asked who could add parties. 



 Jared – the attorneys can add parties and then the court must accept that the parties 

are approved. 

 Deborah – Clerk accepts the pleading but the judge is the one who must rule on the 

amendment.  Parties should not be added by attorneys.  Deborah continued to say that 

pro se parties want to file into a case but are not parties to the case.  How will we 

manage it?  They cannot be matched to a party.  Sabra confirmed.  The court technically 

has to accept the document.  Once again, the judge has to approve. 

 Chris Ryan – stated they have to file a Motion to Intervene. 

 Deborah – says it’s a two tier process.  In Lexis now, they have to scan and upload and 

attribute a party to it. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – there is a big category of people GAL, etc… they cannot file into 

Lexis…we need to create a category of non-parties who are allowed to file into a case. 

 Sabra – says they are called “temporary” parties in Lexis.  Denver calls them “Movant” 

and adds them that way.  Different jurisdictions manage it differently. There needs to be 

a way to file into a case temporarily until the judge rules on it. 

 Magistrate Fieldman and Brandie Rome – each expressed the need to streamline this 

issue and asked for the addition of a category of people who are officially affiliated with 

a case without being a party. 

 Deborah – expressed the need to take decisions off of the reviewing clerks and place 

them back with the court. 

 Jody Grantham – wants to be sure there’s a generic motion. 

 Jared – stated this will be discussed at the forms summit. 

Decisions: 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

10:35 Forms Summit Jared Pedersen  

& Bob Roper 

Discussion: 

 Jared – we are currently reviewing our forms and have scheduled a forms summit to 

discuss and review all forms from county & district civil, domestic, probate and water.  It 

was noted by Jared that county civil had 8 or 9 forms that had never been filed. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – asked about the County Civil Rules Committee and if they would 

have a say since most forms were created because of a rule? 

 Jared – asked if the rules stated that specific forms were required or if it was more 

important to make sure the content needed was available in a form. 

 Bob – it gets more complicated.  Is this form required by Statute or Rule, or is it the 

information?  We found so far, there is no statewide form.  There’s a JDF form but some 



jurisdictions make up their own forms or don’t use them.  Different members of the 

bench had their own forms and so do attorneys. 

 Bob – continued:  it became abundantly clear to us that this project won’t work with 64 

versions of the form.  We were working under the misconception that just because 

there’s a JDF form doesn’t mean people are using it.  A data based system means forms 

will be standardized as they ought to be.  We are going to focus initially on the 5 case 

types from Lexis -- not criminal at this time.  There will be give and take and not a lot of 

tolerance for nit picking on forms.  We will have to make adjustments.  We do not want 

to automate a bad business practice.  There isn’t much sense in creating 800 forms if 

800 forms are not needed.  Forms are valuable and we need to keep that concept, but 

they will have to be standardized.  We may have to leave a section at the bottom of 

forms for local variance. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – recommended we ask Carol Haller.  She is concerned about 

domestic forms and recommended family court facilitators also be involved in the forms 

summit.   

 Deborah – stated the goal, no paper filed.  So if someone comes to the counter are we 

sending these people to the terminal to file it? 

 Bob – responded, that yes, this is the end result.  

 Jared – suggested the court scan it for the user. 

 Bob – added that when you scan, you lose data, and then the clerk will have to key in 

the data themselves.  This is extra work for the courts. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – posed the question. “Will DOC will have access?” 

 Bob – responded that every new inmate is getting an IPAD. <smile>.  

 Bob – continued and stated he wasn’t sure. 

 Chris Ryan – shared that inmates are currently charged 25 cents a copy and so we’d 

have to come up with some creative ideas for them.  

 Magistrate Fieldman – expressed that there is a category not on Lexis – judicial bypass – 

highly confidential.  How will we manage this type of case? 

 Bob – thanked Magistrate Fieldman for the question.  This will have to be decided. 

 Brandie Rome – asked, how do we keep someone from uploading something malicious 

to an account? 

 Reba Nance – we need some kind of security to protect our records. 

 Jared – explained our permissions and Bob confirmed that we do many things to protect 

our system. We track whether you’re an attorney and we do distinguish between the 

two. 

 Jody Grantham – expressed concerns for water cases in the same fashion. 

 Deborah – will attorneys who enter an appearance be able to see the entire case as 



opposed to only new information going forward? 

 Bob – confirmed this request. 

 Bob – remarked that e-citations had the same issue.  Paper v. e-citation -- Judges gave 

up their emotional attachment.  Paper on demand is a culture change. 

 Judge Celeste – on (phone) remarked that Denver County is paperless for traffic and 

that is was a combined effort with Denver Police, Denver Sheriff and the Denver County 

Court.  Judge Celeste inquired if anyone else is paperless in traffic?  Judge Celeste asked 

if our forms changes would affect Denver County traffic forms. 

 Bob – replied that currently Weld County is paperless with traffic and yes, traffic forms 

will be revised.  Bob also stated we’d rely on the expertise of Denver County to help us. 

 Jared – said we’d send out dates for the forms summit which will be July 8, 11th 12 and 

afternoon of the 14th.  Judges will be involved on the 15th at the judges meeting 

downtown.  That meeting is scheduled all day. 

 Jody Grantham – requested that water clerks be involved.  

 Bob – yes. 

 

Decisions: 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

11:15 CJD 11-01 Revision Suggestions 
 

Bob Roper 

Discussion: 

 Bob – introduced CJD 11-01 He talked with an attorney about Section 3C – document 

format section.  This contradicts Section 5.  Bob says both statements are true but are 

contradictory.  Some changes are being suggested to clarify this issue. 

 Deborah – stated that when a complaint is filed with attachments, they are in fact 

tagged as exhibits.  She suggested clarification about that issue. 

 Bob – asked about addendums – are those an exhibit or a part of the pleading itself. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – said they are called exhibits.   

 Bob – asked Chris Ryan to give us his ideas.  Chris Ryan says it’s a problem.  He wants 

accepted exhibits uploaded first and then those “offered” uploaded later.  Things 

offered in trial are exhibits.  They need to be distinguished.  Exhibits are introduced at a 

hearing and attachments are separate. 

 Bob – referenced small claims and outlined how and when exhibits are introduced. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – says small claims shouldn’t have discovery.  She says if we 

distinguish we may end up with duplicative items.  Her perspective, it’s going to be less 

of a problem with electronic filing.  At the small claims level, part of the problem is 

different jurisdictions do different things.  If people go to mediation prior to hearing, 



then it’s a good idea to have exhibits filed in time for the mediation.  It may make more 

sense to say, upload it now but the court doesn’t have to look at it right now. 

 Brandie Rome – attorneys attach because they want to reiterate something that’s 

already been filed.  

 Magistrate Fieldman – already sees this and that things are not being reattached.  She 

just wants to know where she can find it.  There are things we tell attorneys at the 

district court level, we are telling them we don’t want to see interrogatories unless 

there’s a dispute about them. 

 Bob – Confirmed this idea. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – attorneys are using Lexis as a serve only.  She thinks tickle 

systems can be built into JPOD so judges can see what they want. 

 Miscellaneous comment – just because something is attached doesn’t mean   -- 

appellate records use admitted evidence. 

 Judge Mary Celeste – Attachments are different from exhibits. 

 Deborah – agreed.  She wants a distinction. 

 Judge Mary Celeste – (phone) What is the question?  How do we delineate them? 

 Bob – this surfaced in terms of a requirement to restrict what a pleading would be filed 

as at 200 PBI or if it was an exhibit which is required to be filed in color. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – if you attach, then no color.  She doesn’t think it works.  She 

wants it filed in a form that’s legible.  She doesn’t like making the black and white and 

color distinction is not good.   

 Bob – the primary reason for this was the size of the document in electronic format.  

Some attorneys were filing a pleading in color and it quadrupled the size of the 

document.  That’s why the color distinction was made. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – Many attorneys are having staff draft in Word so the pleading 

cannot be altered.  Attorneys are particularly concerned with security.  Lexis is scanned 

based so things cannot be altered.  She thinks attorneys will worry their documents 

won’t be secure.  Form based system won’t have the issue. 

 Deborah – does it apply only to attorneys or to everyone? 

 Bob  – everyone 

 Judge Mary Celeste – (phone) if you believe that the exhibit or the attachment needs to 

be in color for demonstrative purposes, please do so in color. 

 Magistrate Fieldman – asks Bob if he’s talked with the Rules Committee about these 

potential changes. 

 Bob asked her for assistance in formulating some ideas for presenting to the Rules 

Committee. 

 



Decisions: 

 Bob – we’ll re-craft the CJD and send it out for review and comment.  When everyone 

agrees, we’ll send to Chief for revision. 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

11:30  CJD 08-02 Pricing Change 
 

Bob Roper 

Discussion: 

 Jared – CJD in effect since 2008.  It needs some adjustments because of small claims 

pricing for e-filing.  Carol Haller added a section in there to allow for the collection of the 

$6 fee.  Non party to view $5.  This info added in to that CJD. 

 Bob – says we’ll have to have another discussion about what to charge for e-filing.  We 

need to start thinking in those terms.  Should some case types be charged differently?  

What are the operating expenses, net work requirements and equipment 

requirements?  Fiscal year 2013 -- statewide for the entire year is about $6 million just 

in expenses.  Estimates are that we’ll bring in way more.  We don’t want to overcharge.  

We want to ultimately reduce the costs.  We just don’t know what the revenue is likely 

to be because Lexis has not been forthcoming.  No decisions on this today.  The whole 

thing is open, - - filings per case, per transaction, convenience fee for credit cards. 

 Judge Mary Celeste – (phone) asked about the total cost of bringing in house = $6? 

 Bob – Yes.  Next year, we’ll bring on 8 or 9 employees for support.  They support courts 

and external customers. 

 Brandie Rome – how much does Lexis charge? 

 Bob – Lexis has one person in Colorado to manage all the courts in Colorado.  With 8 

people, we’ll have good training and staff  

 Celeste isn’t there a decrease in annual costs?  The $6 is a one- time cost isn’t it? 

 Jared – no because we replace equipment every 3 years. 

 Bob – software costs, vendor costs.  It’s laid out in a budget what these costs are. 

Storage capacity will increase exponentially.  We have to make sure that revenue that 

comes in is enough to cover. 

 Deborah – Wants to make sure the revenue is fixed so it isn’t used to support other 

deficits. 

 Magistrate Fieldman wants to make sure her equipment is current and able to handle 

the e-filing demands.  When we change a mindset to a computer being a basic working 

tool, equipment has to be current and useable. 

 Bob – reiterated we’d ultimately like to reduce costs to the customer. 

 Jackie Senese – asked about refunding fees with a few of their cases. 

 Julie Hernandez – asked for clarification on the view and print charge. 



 Sabra – thought “non-refundable” should be included in the wording. 

 Bob - agreed. 

Decisions: 

 Hopes to have an updated CJD for this signed in the next few weeks. 

 

Time Agenda Item Presented By 

 Management Reports Jared Pedersen 

Discussion: 

 Reminder from Jared:  Please send management report ideas to him.   

Decisions: 

 

 

Things to Remember: Send management or other report ideas to Jared. 

Concerns/Fears: Miscellaneous – question about CMS from Judge Mary Celeste – as we 

look at this project, it might be positive to have the state do the 

maintenance on behalf of Denver County -- She will talk to County 

Judge John M. in August.  Bob wants to show them some of the new 

features.   

Deborah Sather-Stringari is concerned about visiting judge issue as it 

relates to e-filing.  Problems with Lexis now and the process is 

ended…then another party is added for service.  Adding a recipient is 

needed. 

Meeting Adjourned: 11:40 a.m. 

Next Meeting Date: July 8, 2011 9:00 a.m.  @ Grandview.  

 


