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A Time of Change

H. Ted Rubin and Victor E. Flarigo
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n Illinois trial court administrator

calls to ask about family courts.
The new chief judge transfers intra-
family misdemeanors to a family court
division along with juvenile and do-
mestic relations matters. “What's been
the experience of other states with this?”
he asks.

» A Missouri juvenile court adminis-
trator phones to talk about what
might be involved if a family court
division is created in his county.
Legislative interest is the spark there.

¢ A planning official in the Rhode Is-
tand state court office inquires about
improving the coordination of abuse
and neglect cases. Judges are inter-
ested’ in coordinating information
about other cases involving these
families.

e In Nevada, the vote of the people,
followed by legislation, launched
family court divisions in the state’s
two most populous counties in Janu-

EDITOR’S NOTE: This article was devel-
oped based upon information gathered
under a grant from the State Justice Insti-
tute (SJI-90-06E-B-063). For a full report
on this project, see H. Ted Rubin and Victor
E. Flango, Court Coordination of Fam-
ily Cases (Willinmsburg, Va.: National
Ceitter for State Courts, 1992). Points of
view and opinions expressed here do not
necessarily represent the views or policies
of the grantor or grantee. The authors
would like express their appreciation to a
number of people at each site who contrib-
uted to this effort; to the National Center
for Juvenile Justice, who did the Utah site
visit; andto Carol Flango and Pam Petrakis,
who edited this manuscript.
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ary 1993. A court official wants in-
formation about family courts in
other states and help in thinking
through the operations of the new
court.

¢ The chief justice of Maine notes in
his 1992 state of the judiciary ad-
dress that the state legislature has
authorized a family court pilot project
in Cumberland County that involves
coordination of cases involving chil-
dren and families in upper and lower
courts.

¢ The Supreme Court of Florida re-
quires all trial courts to develop fam-
ily divisions that include divorce;
custody, support, and visitation sepa-
rate from divorce; domestic violence
protection orders; and adoptions, but
allows local jurisdictions to decide
whether to integrate traditional ju-
venile court matters of delinquency
and abuse into the new family divi-
sions.

* The Judicial Council of Virginia asks
for help in evaluating experiniental
family courts authorized by the leg-
islature for a two-year period.

s (California establishes two demon-
stration family court divisions that
handle probate matters along with
traditional domestic relations and
juvenile matters. If adopted state-
wide, the family division and the
criminal and civil divisions would be
the three main court divisions.

* The Utah legislature directs a task
force to study and recommend
whether the nation's only separately
standing statewide juvenile court
should be integrated into the district
court and whether a juvenile depart-
mentorafamily court division should
be created.

* Study commissionsenvisioning state
courts in the years 2000 and 2020
recommend a family court in Ari-
zona and Colorado; a legislatively
directed task force also expresses en-
thusiasm for a family court division
in Colorado.

These are just some recent indicators
of a rejuvenated interest in courts that
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serve children and families. Since the
1970s, a surge in activity was spawned
by a congressionally inspired child sup-
port enforcement initiative; by the in-
creased use of restrairiing orders in do-
mestic violence matters; and by the
explosion in civil child abuse petitions,
triggered especially by drug-related
abuse (including “crack” babies) and
the tumultuous expansion in child
sexual abuse filings. The AIDS epidemic
affects adoption, termination of parcn-
tal rights, and custody. Recent federal
requirements for the latter petitions,
e.g., reasonable efforts, review, and per-
manency planning hearings, also have
contributed to state judicial workloads.

National court standards have con-
sistently urged the creation of a family
court division of the general jurisdic-
tion trial court, which is authorized to
hear a wide array of child and family
proceedings.! Undoubtedly, national
standards on this issue have been influ-
enced by another national standard
that urgestheunification of trial courts,
i.e., that there be justone trial court in
any geographical location.?

Despite the spate of interest in the
family courts, most states see no strong
reasori to undergo the stress of making
a major change in court structure that
has an uncertain result—especially if
lesser changes will accomplish the same
goals. Only New Jersey (1984) and,
more recently, Vermont (1990) have
established a statewide family court
during the past 18 years. For now, the
interest is in improving the way courts
handle family cases. Despite the lack of
consensus on the mission and jurisdic-
tion of a family court, the need to
coordinate an array of child and family
proceedings is unquestioned.

Jurisdiction of family
cases

Seven states now have statewide family
courts. In RhodeIsland, Delaware, and
South Carolina, a family court is a sepa-
rate court with its own administration

and judges. In Hawaii, the District of
Columbia, and New Jersey, the family
court is a division of the general trial
court, and judges may rotate between
the family division and other court divi-
sions. In Vermont, the family courtis a
separate court served by judges drawn
from the upper and lower trial courts.
(In this article, both separate family
courts and family court divisions are
referred to as family courts.)

The most widely accepted definition
of family court requires, at a minimum,
jurisdiction over marriage dissolution,
juvenile delinquency, and abuse and
neglect cases. A family courtshould also
have jurisdiction over involuntary ter-
mination of parental rights, voluntary
termination of parental rights (relin-
quishment), and adoption proceedings,
as well as paternity, custody, support,
and visitation proceedings separate from
divorce.

New Yorkisnotcounted, even though
its legislature created a statewide family
court in 1962, because in New York the
supreme court retains jurisdiction over
divorce. Nevertheless, the New York
Family Court has jurisdiction over cases
that are not usually associated with ju-
venile courts, such as paternity, cus-
tody, support, and visitation matters
separate from divorce. Family courts in
Gulfport, Miss., and East Baton Rouge
Parish, La., also have jurisdiction broader
than that of traditional juvenile courts,
but lack authority over divorce matters.

Should family court jurisdiction in-
clude domestic violence protection or-
ders, both temporary and permanent?
Two-thirds of the states now vest this
jurisdiction exclusively in the general
jurisdiction court.® Inclusion of protec-
tion orders in a family division is logi-
cal, but to be effective requires the coor-
dination of court proceedings with ex-
tensive social service agency and proba-
tion department services.*

Should family court jurisdiction in-
clude intrafamily criminal offenses and
adult mental illness proceedings? Only
Hawaii authorizes intrafamily felonies
in the family division. Hawaii, Dela-
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ware, and Rhode I[sland handle intra-
family misdemeanors as part of their
family jurisdiction. Most often, these
misdemeanors are heard in the lower
trial courts.’ Because juvenile and do-
mestic relations matters are commonly
placed in the general jurisdiction trial
courts, very expansive information sys-
tem efforts would be necessary to cooz-
dinate criminal and civil cases involv-
ing a family.

Some, however, would argue that a
family court should remain a civil court
and, thus, not include jurisdiction over
intrafamily criminal matters, even mis-
demeanors. Should a family court judge
who is to hear the criminal charge of
parental abuse also hear the correspond-
ing civil protection proceeding that al-
leges parental abuse against the same
child?¢ Furthermore, all felonies and
certain misdemeanors have an option
ofajury trial, which means thata family
courtwould require access to court:ooms
that can accoinmodate jurors. Yet, the
same parents and children may be in-
volved in the criminal case, in the pro-
tection of the child matter within the
juvenile court, and in a contested cus-
tody dispute in a domestic court. If
these causes are not heard in the same
court division, where they can be more
readily coordinated, then very clear
intercourt agreements and rules are
needed to coordinate cases and obtain
consistent results.” A coordinated ap-
proach to minimize trauma for a child
witness who appears in two or even
three different proceedings and their
preiiminaries is desperately needed.

Family courts in several states review
the relatively small number of mental
illness comiitment procedures that af-
fect children, while only Hawaii also
includes adult mental illness procedures
in its family division. A family court
may also incorporate certain miscella-
neous matters, such as permission to
marry for underage persons, determina-
tion of whethera young woman is com-
petent enough to decide to have an
abortion, and certain guardianship mat-
ters.

Workleads

Interest in family courts has revived in
recent years. One stimulus is the sub-
stantial growth of case filings in domes-
tic relations.® The domestic relations
caseload now comprises 33 percent of
the civil caseloads of general jurisdic-
tion courts. Divorces constitute 36 per-
cent of this domestic relations caseload;
custody, support, and visitation matters
separate from divorce are 28 percent;
and paternity is 8 percent. The increase
in domestic viclence protection orders
is another part of the domestic relations
workload.’ In addition, juvenile court
caseloads increased by 28 percent from
1984 to 1990.%°

Another characteristic of these
workloads encourages new court struc-
tures or procedures and at the same time
intimidates officials away from improv-
ing case handling. Many family cases
involve multiple hearings until a dispo-
sition is made. For example, divorced
parties reopen support and visitation
provisions from earlier decrees; child
support is set, goes unpaid, results in an
enforcement action, goes unpaid, re-
sults in further enforcement actions,
and will require regular updating pro-
ceedings. Similarly, delinquent juve-
niles reoffend frequently, necessitating
new detention hearings, adjudicatory
hearings, and dispositional hearings;
commonplace in abuse and neglect pro-
ceedings is a review hearing that is re-
quired at six-month intervals following
removal into protective custody. Dys-
functional families have many prob-
lems that require court involvement.
About 20 percent of divorces involve
multiple related cases within several
years before or after the divorce.!!

Multiple cases invelving
families

Theneed for coordinationamong courts
and between courts and social service
agencies, as well as the fundamental
rationale for family courts, is based on

the premise that multiple cases involv-
ing members of the same family occur
frequently. If each family were involved
in one brief court contact once in the
lifetime of each of its members, there
would be no benefit to consolidating all
cases involving the family in one court,
or in designing recordkeeping systems
to identify related cases involving the
family. The National Center for State
Courts, assisted by the National Center
for Juveniie Justice and supported. by
the State Justice Institute, has been en-
gaged in a study to help courts answer
this question.!? The methodology used
was exploratory and had shortcomings,
but the findings point the direction for
future research on case coordination.

Court clerks at three sites distributed
one-page surveys to parents who came
to court on a delinquency matter, on a
child abuse or neglect matter, or on a
divorce that involved children. The
parties checked off, from a lengthy list,
those case types that had involved their
family members in court during the past
five years. Research staff also inter-
viewed the key actors in these courts
and examined 1,152 divorce, abuse and
neglect, and delinquency records. They
looked in the court’s information sys-
tem, case files, probation department
reports, social service department re-
ports, and psychological reports for ref-
erences to other court cases involving
this family and the nature and frequency
of these cases.

Research sites

The research sites were the family divi-
sion of superior court, Hudson County
(Jersey City), N.J.; circuit court and juve-
nileand domesticrelations court, Fairfax
County (Fairfax), Va., and district court
and juvenile court, Third District (Salt
Lake City), Utah. Reasons for the selec-
tion of the three different sites for project
research are pertinent to current devel-
opments regarding families in court.
Hudson County was selected because
the family division is part of the general
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Figure 1

Proportion of Related Cases: Client Survey Responses Compared with Court Record Examination

Divorce
Client Court

Reports Records
County (Percentj {Percent)
Hudson 20 16
Fairfax 50 3
Salt Lake 25 28
Totals 25 16

jurisdictior trial court, the state court
administrator’s office has provided ex-
tensive assistance to family divisions
across the state to help them achieve
their objectives, and the state has ad-
vanced automation of court records.

Fairfax County was selected because
it was the site of one of Virginia's experi-
mental family courts. The general juris-
diction trial court—the circuit court—
has jurisdiction over divorce and adop-
tion. The juvenile and domestic rela-
tions court hears abuse and neglect,
delinquency, parentage determinations
and child support enforcement mat-
ters, domestic violence protection or-
ders, misdemeanor prosecutions relat-
ing to crimes against family members,
civil mental illness procedures for juve-
niles and adults, and custody, visita-
tion, and support matters separate from
divorce. Appeals aretaken to the circuit
court, where they are heard de novo,
rather than to an appellate court. For
the purposes of the experiment, up to
20 percent of divorces were heard by
judges of the juvenile and domestic
relations court, and appeals of divorce
cases and the other domestic relations
jurisdiction of the court were made di-
rectly to an appellate court rather to the
circuit court. Assessment of the experi-
mental changes in jurisdiction and pro-
cecures will help policymakers in that
state determine how the courts will
handle families.

Salt Lake County was selected be-
cause itrepresents the dominant Ameri-
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Child Abuse/Neglect Juvenile Deiinquency Overall
Client Court Client Court Client Court
Reports Records Reports Records Reports Records
(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
16 42 23 30 21 25
43 70 48 41 48 38
48 63 61 71 41 53
35 64 42

can method of handling families in
court, i.e., domestic relations matters
are in one court or court division (dis-
trict court) and child protection and
delinquency matters arein another court
or court division (juvenile court). Selec-
tion was made, also, because of a statute
that provided that contested custody,
support, or visitation dimensions of a
divorce shall be transferred from a dis-
trict court to the juvenile court when
the child or children of the parties are
already within the juvenile court’s ju-
risdiction. Further, for abuse and ne-
glect cases, Utah’s code of judicial ad-
ministration requires the county attor-
ney to file notices in both courts stating
whether there is a related matter in the
other court. The code also requires
private attorneys who file domestic
matters in which custody of children is
an issue to inform the court whether
any case concerning these children is
pending in juvenile court. This type of
cross-court collaboration can be useful
in preventing conflicting decisions or
multiple hearings in different courts
that involve the same family.
Monmouth County (Freehold), N.]J.,
although notincluded in the study, was
visited to evaluate an innovative family
division concept—one family; one case
management team; one judge. Three
case management teams, consisting of
clerks, probation officers, and social ser-
vices professionals, each serve a particu-
lar catchment area of the county. The
case management teams conduct in-

48 34 41

take screening to determine whether
delinquency and status offenses should
be filed; provide information regarding
community resources available to per-
sons who are filing domestic violence
protection orders; interview parties in-
volved in child support matters to clarify
procedures and seek agreements; con-
ductdisputed child custody evaluations;
and mediate some issues in dissolution
proceedings. Because three family divi-
sion judges each serve a particular
catchment area and have a particular
case management team associated with
them, different family members inter-
act with the same case management
team and the same judge regardless of
the type of family cases involved. One
other family division judge hears di-
vorces, and another hears juvenile de-
linquency cases countywide. These two
judges also are served by the three case
management teams, so family mem-
bers will have the same team regardless
of case type. Clerical staff on a case
management team arrange case sched-
uling and recotdkeeping. Juvenile pro-
bation officers, who perform field su-
pervision functions with adjudicated
delinquents, are not part of a case man-
agement team because they are em-
ployees of the probation agency and
not of the court. But through coopera-
tive agreements these field officers are
assigned to particular catchment areas,
and become, in effect, additional team
members.



Figure 2

Divorce, Abuse and Neglect, and Delinquency Cases and Their
Relationship to Other Case Types from Court Records

CaseType

Divorce

Spousal Support
Custody

Child Support

Visitation

Domestic Assault

Child Abuse and Neglect
Intrafamily Criminal
Termination of Parental Rights
Adoption

Juvenile Delinquency

Child in Need of Supervision/Services (CHINS)

Totals

Related cases involving
families

Overall for the three sites, 34 percent of
courtclientsreported thata family mem-
ber had experienced another (and dif-
ferent) family-related. proceeding dur-
ing the past five years (see Figure 1).
This number may be an underestimate
because families involved in litigation
may be reluctant to discuss prior cases,
or indeed may not remember them.!® A
court record search at the same three
sites revealed that 41 percent (474 of
1,152 searched records) of cases found a
prior case involving a family member.
Because these families tended to be in-
volved in multiple cases, these 474 cases
resulted in a total of 798 companion
cases. Parents involved with child abuse
and neglect proceedings recorded the
highest number of companion cases, 64
percent overall at the three sites.

In sum, a sufficient number of fami-
lies had been in court before on a vari-
ety of cases and with enough frequency
to encourage further consideration to
mandating case coordination.

Even the proportion of related cases
obtained from court records may un-
derestimate the number of companion
cases because clients may have recently

Divorce Child Abuse/Neglect Delinquency Totals

23 74 74 171
3 0 1 4

6 78 33 117
8 7 9 24
2 11 1 14
42 21 12 78

4 58 47 109
2 31 27 60
0 6 0 6

5 2 8 15
3 45 56 104
0 24 79 103
98 357 347 802

moved into the community, and court
records could be in other counties or
states. Moreover, we searched records
for the previous five years. Obviously,
the further back records are searched for
cases related to the family, the more
related cases one is likely to find.
Parents involved with abuse and ne-
glect proceedings earlier were involved
with divorce and with custody matters
separate from divorce (see Figure 2).
Divorcing parties had the siallest num-
ber of related court cases and few prior
occurrences with abuse and neglect or
delinquency proceedings. Negative
implications for the consolidation of
divorce and juvenile jurisdiction in the
same courts should not be drawn from
this finding because (1) parents of abused
and neglected children are very heavily
engaged with divorce and custody mat-
ters, and parcnts with delinquent chil-
dren have many prior divorces and a
considerable number of custody pro-
ceedings, (2) these two sets of parents do
come to court on domestic assault pro-
ceedings, child support and visitation
concerns, and intrafamily criminal pro-
ceedings, and (3) divorcing parties will
often have children too young to be
engaged in delinquency, so in reality a
stronger tie may exist between divorce

and delinquency if the time frame of
the research is extended.

A national survey

A national survey of courts in 150 loca-
tions was conducted to identify interest
in and progress toward improved case
coordination. The survey also enabled
project staff to determine the extent to
which conclusions drawn on the bases
of an in-depth study of three sites could
be generalized to the nation.
Respondents were asked how impor-
tant it is to know whether family mem-
bers are currently involved in either
current or previous court actions in-
volving the families. Seventy-one per-
cent of the respondents believed that it
is very important, and 27 percent be-
lieved it is somewhat important that
judges and court officials be informed
of current court actions. Sixty-two per-
cent said it is very important, and 34
percent said it is somewhat important
to know about previous court actions
involving the family. All respondents
from states with family courts consid-
ered case coordination very important.
Only 3 of the 195 respondents asserted
that it is not important to know about

SUMMER/FALL 1993 31



current or previous related cases involv-
ing a family.

With respect to the number of cases
associated with other family-related
cases, respondents estimated the fol-
lowing.

Number - Proportion
of of related
Case type respondents cases

Child abuse 162 49 percent
and neglect
Juvenile 172 34 percent
delinquency
Divorce 132 24 percent

Respondents reported that child
abuse and neglect cases were most likely
to occur in conjunction with divorce,
delinquency, or another instance of
abuse or neglect, perhaps of a sibling.
Delinquencies were most likely to be
associated with divorce, abuse and ne-
glect, or delinquency (either a prior
offense or an offense involving a sib-
ling). Divorce cases were most related to
other court contacts for child custody,
abuse or neglect, or domestic violence.

Case coordination regard-
less of court structure

The need for information regarding
other cases involving the family and the
need to coordinate these cases with con-
current cases that involve this family is
manifest, regardless of the type of court
structure used in the states.

Even placing jurisdiction over rele-
vant case types in a family court or
family division of a general jurisdiction
court is just the beginning of a complex
process of case coordination. First, in-
terested and committed judges must be
assigned to family cases. Second, ongo-
ing, specialized training must be pro-
vided to the judges, court staffs, and
professionals hearing family cases.
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Third, ditferent attorney bars involved
with these different types of proceed-
ings must be accommodated (the pub-
lic bar in the juvenile court and the
privatebar in the divorce court). Fourth,
coordination with social service profes-
sionals must be improved so that pro-
bation, social service agency, child cus-
tody evaluation, and psychologist re-
ports are received promptly, and their
representatives are present and prepared
for court hearings as scheduled. Fifth,
the calendar must be managed to maxi-
mize the continuity of judicial hearing
officers (if the case is such that the judge
would benefit from prior information)
or, at the very least, so that information
about prior cases involving different
family membersisavailable to the judge
hearing the present case.

Courts should review their ap-
proaches to judicial assignments to the
juvenile, domestic relations, or family
courts so that assignments are made for
atleast 12 months and preferably for 24
months. Medium- and large-sized trial
courts that have no specialized family
division might want to designate some
judges as specialists in family matters.
On the other hand, terms shuwld not be
so long that judges burn out or develop
an attitude of ownership over courts.
Some family or juvenile court systems
deliberately restrict judicial assignment
to nomore than six months or one year
to prevent reduction in judicial objec-
tivity caused by overfamiliarity with a
family who regularly appears before
them.

One of the most intractable dilem-
mas facing courts is the need to provide
continuity to families requiring court
services on a variety of cases and, at the
same time, to permit rotation among
judicial assignments both to enhance
professional opportunities and to avoid
judicial fatigue. Judicial officers, some-
times known as court commissioners,
magistrates, masters, and referees, and
used primarily to assist with domestic
relations and juvenile proceedings, may

be one way to resolve the dilemma. ( As
used here, the term refers to the Ameri-
can Bar Association description of “Ju-
dicial Officers Assisting Judges” [Sec-
tion 1.26], that is, “legally-trained offic-
ersof the court performing limited judi-
cial and quasi-judicial functions under
the authority of judges.”*) By provid-
ing a single point of contact for families
coming into court, judicial officers re-
duce the.need for repeated judicial con-
tact with the family, thus preserving the
objectivity of the judge for the cases
that eventually go to trial. By providing
judicial officers to dispose of uncon-
tested cases and to narrow issues in
contested cases to those requiring trial
or adversary proceedings, courts free
the more expensive time of judges to
conduct trials and perform other tasks
that only judges can do. The recent
report America’s Children at Risk makes
it clear that delegating cases to judicial
officers does not diminish the impor-
tance of these cases. Rather, it reflects
the belief that the duties of judges, “the
highest paid and scarcest court person-
nel—should be limited to the resolu-
tion of issues that are best served by the
adversarial process.”!s

Systems can be designed to accent
greater continuity of representation
among prosecutors, public defenders,
guardians ad litem, and child protective
service workers. For example, one St.
Paul, Minnesota, prosecutor is respon-
sible for all child abuse and neglect cases
in the juvenile division and oversees
the attorneys who prosecute the crimi-
nal charges that involve the same chil-
dren as victims in the criminal division.
A guardian ad litem can represent the
child in the juvenile division; represent
the same child who is involved as a
victim in the criminal division; and be
appointed to represent the same child if
thereis a custody concern in the domes-
tic relations division. Presiding judges
should review the assignment schemes
of these agencies and encourage
lengthier appointments.



Courtsshould improve coordination
with probation departments and social
service agencies. A nurnber of commu-
nity agencies may be engaged with
different family members. The differ-
ent agency representatives involved
should be encouraged to coordinate
their actions and provide information
to the other professionals regarding
their case activities. If agencies could
coordinate the service delivery under
the auspices of one case manager, that
would be even better. While some
family members require separate spe-
cialists, the concept of one family/one
probation officer or one family/one
social worker should be more actively
demonstrated. A court that is inter-
ested in coordinating the hearings that
involve different family members will
be more interested in bringing these
agencies together to encourage their
coordination of service delivery or case
consolidation.

An automated information system
is a precondition to linking family case
information to related cases involving
family members. Software programs
can be designed to inform court offi-
cials about previous and concurrent
courtinvolvement. Forexample, stron-
ger coordination of domestic relations
matters, divorce, separate-from-divorce,
and domestic violence protection pro-
ceedings may be profitable. Informa-
tion on intrafamily criminal assaults
could be shared as needed. If these
different case types now are heard in
different courts, the feasibility of ac-
cessing familyrecord information across
courts should be explored.

More statutes and supreme court
rules should be enacted similar to the
Utah provision that mandates transfer
of child custody, support, and visita-
tion issues from the divorce court to the
juvenile court when the child is known
to the latter. Courts should consider
emulating the Utah provision that man-

dates public and private attorneys to file
notice with a court when the family or
the children are known to be engaged in
other family-related actions. Similar
local court rules can be created, as well.
The Uniform Child Custody Jurisdic-
tion Act adopted by the states requires
that parties and attorneys inform the
court on initiating a new action that
involves custody or support of the status
of any prior actions that concern the
same children in another domestic rela-
tions or juvenile court. Attorneys ac-
knowledge that compliance would im-
prove if they were monitored more regu-
larly and effectively by judges.

Courtsystems should alsoreview their
particular authority to consolidate
cases.'® State and local rules of court can
provide for the coordination if not the
consolidation of certain proceedings,
e.g., custody proceedings, that are filed
in different divisions of a court or differ-
ent courts,

States should cornsider a statute simi-
lar to the California Welfare and Institu-
tions Code §355.7 that provides that
the testimony of a parent, guardian, or
another person who has custody of a
child who is subject to child abuse and
neglect proceeding shall not be admis-
sible as evidence in any other action or
proceeding.’” This provision removes
the opportunity for a party to obtain a
continuance in the abuse and neglect
proceeding in juvenile court while a
criminal proceeding is pending since
the juvenile court testimony will not
compromise the right against self-in-
crimination.

In sum, the availability of informa-
tion on related cases involving the fam-
ily, court coordination of cases, and
intraagency coordination to improve
service delivery should become hall-
marks of tomorrow’s courts that serve
families, regardless of how those courts
are organized. scj
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