ct us at NCJRS gOV.

. —_—ee

If you have issues viewing or accessing e conta

e s « o




PR

Yo B U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Office of Justice Programs
&R BRSPS B Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

This publication was supported by Grant No. 96-CT-NX-0001, awarded by the Office of Juvenile Justice, Office of
Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the author
and do not necessarily represent the official position or pohcws of the U.S. Department of Justice.




[ 7ARSO

CHILD
VICTIMS
PROJECT

Model Courts
Status Report

August 1997

PROPERTY OF
National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)
Box 6000
Rockville, MD 20849-6000

A publication of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
The Child Victims Project is an initiative within the Permanency Planning
for Children Project. Additional information about any aspect of project activities is available from:
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
Permanency Planning for Children Project
University of Nevada, Reno, P.O. Box 8970. Reno. Nevada 89507
(702) 784-6012 « hup://ncjfcjunredu « e-mail: ppp@pppncjicj.org




CHILD VICTIMS
MODEL COURTS
PROJECT STAFF

NATIONAL COUNCIL
OF JUVENILE AND
FAMILY COURT JUDGES

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE
AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES

Louis W. MCHARDY

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
JUVENILE AND FaMiLy COURT JUDGES

DEeaN. NATNONAL COLLEGE OF JUVENILE AND
FaniLy Law

MARY V. MENTABERRY

DIRECTOR. PERMANENCY PLANNING FOR
CHILDREN PROJECT

CHRISTINE BAILEY

DivERSION MODEL COURT SPECIALIST/PROJECT

ATTORNEY

CHERYL Davipik
PROJECT MANAGER
KRISTA JOHNS

DIRECTOR OF CURRICULUM
MELANIE ScoTr
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT

1997-98 OFFICERS

Judge Stephen B. Herrell, President
Multnomah County Courthouse
Portland. Oregon

Judge Thomas E. Homnsby
Immediate Past President

Ponte Vedra Beach, Florida

Judge J. Dean Lewis. President-Elect
15th District Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Count
Spotsylvania. Virginia

Judge Gerald E. Rouse

Vice President

Seward County Court

Seward. Nebraska

Judge Paul R. Wohlford

Vice President/Treasurer

Bristol. Tennessce

Judge Emestine S. Gray. Secretary
Orleans Parish Juvenile Count

New Orleans. Louisiana

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
OF TRUSTEES

Judge Constance Cohen

Polk County Juvenile Court
Des Moines, lowa

Judge Leonard P. Edwards
Santa Clara County Superior Coun
San Jose. California

Judge Martha K. Glaze
Clayton County Juvenile Count
Jonesboro. Georgia

Judge Martin A. Herman
Superior Court of New Jersey
Woodbury, New Jersey

Judge Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr.
Family Court of Rhode istand
Providence. Rhode Island
Judge Douglas F. Johnson
Separate Juvemle Count
Omaha. Nebraska

Judge William G. Jones
Criminal Courts Building
Charlotte, North Carolina
Judge Dennis J. Kehm

Circuit Court

Hillsboro, Missouri

Judge D. Bruce Levy

11th Judicial Circuit Coun
Miami. Florida

THELMA SEKIGUCHI

SENIOR ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
MARGARET SPRINGGATE

VicTivs MODEL COURT SPECIALIST/PROJECT
ATTORNEY

PATRICIA J. WHITE

SENIOR STATE TRAINING SPECIALIST
PuBLICATIONS EDITOR

NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE

E. HunTER HursT I

DIRECTOR

GREGORY HALEMBA

SENIOR RESEARCH ASSOCIATE

E. HUNTER HursT IV

RESEARCH ASSISTANT

Judge Robert R. Mallard
Charleston, South Carolina
Judge Gordon A. Martin, Jr.
Massachusetts Trial Count
Newton Centre. Massachusetts
Judge Sharon P. McCully
Third District Juvenile Coun
Salt Lake City. Utah

Judge George W. Mitchell
Superior Court of D.C.
Washington. D.C.

Judge Frederick E. Mong
Hocking County Juvenile Court
Logan, Ohio

Judge Robert W. Page

Hall of Justice

Camden. New Jersey

Judge James W. Payne

Marion Superior Court
Indianapolis. Indiana

Judge Frances Pitts

Wayne County Probate Court
Detroit. Michigan

Judge Veronica E. Morgan-Price
Harris County District Court
Houston, Texas

Judge James A. Ray

Family Count Center

Toledo. Ohio

Judge Stephen M. Rubin

Pima County Superior Court
Tucson, Arizona

Judge Martin Schiff

St. Louis County Juvenile Court
Clayton, Missouri

Judge Robert J. Smith

Henrico Juvenile & Domestic
Relations District Court
Richmond, Virginia

Judge Chet W. Vahle

Hinots Circuit Count

Quincy. lllinois

Judge Coleman B. Yeaus. Jr.
Pittsylvania Juvenile & Domestic
Relations Coun

Chatham. Virginia



1.

I1.

VI

Contents

BACKGROUND — National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges ....4

INTRODUCTION — Child Victims Model Courts Project .. .............. 7

COURT PROFILES

A, Alexandria, Virginia . ... .. .. 12
B. Chicago, IInois . ... . 16
C. Cincinnati, Ohio . . ... . 20
D.  ELPaso, TeXas ..ottt 25
E. Miami, Florida ....... .. .. . . 28
F. Nashville, Tennessee . ... ... e 31
G. Newark, New Jersey .. ... 34
H. Reno,Nevada ......... ... ... i 38
1. Salt Lake City, Utah .. .. ... o 4?2
J. TUCSON, ATIZONA © o oot e e e e e e e e e 47
CONCLUSION L. 51
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS ... .. ... .. ... ... ... .... 55

CURRENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND GOALS

OF CHILD VICTIMS PROJECT MODEL COURTS ................ ... 61



Backeround

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES
PERMANENCY PLANNING FOR CHILDREN PROJECT

ver the past two decades,
child abuse and neglect
in the United States have
continued to attract
attention and to prompt
concern over their long-
term impact on our
nation’s children. Despite concerted social
and governmental responses, the problems
of child abuse and neglect remain of great
concern today.

Federal support was first made available
for the investigation and prevention of child
maltreatment more than 23 years ago with
the passage in 1974 of the Federal Child
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. At
that time, increased public attention was
being focused on government handling of
abused and neglected children. Congression-
al proponents of child abuse prevention
noted that children removed from their
homes for reason of abuse or neglect were
being placed in foster homes, group homes,

and institutions which too often continued

the cycle of maltreatment. Too many chil-
dren lingered in what were intended to be
temporary, short-term placements because
no permanency planning for their futures
was being undertaken.

By 1980, over 302,000 children were
living in out-of-home, temporary care. This
number continued to increase throughout the
1980s until foster care population estimates
reached nearly 500,000 children in 1990.
Many children had endured years of multi-
ple foster care placements without perma-
nent resolution of their dilemmas. Many
were caught in “foster care drift,” growing
up without families and without healthy
emotional or psychological permanency.
These children initially victimized by abuse
or neglect were again being victimized - this
time by government systems.

Many abused or neglected children
needed the protection of out-of-home care.
Yet research indicated that some children
were being sheltered in substitute care sim-

ply because family support and rehabilita-



tive resources were neither feasible nor
available. Some children drifting among
temporary placements had little contact with
social service personnel or family members,
and failed to receive any services to either
reunify their families or to secure new adop-

tive families.

National Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges

Permanency Planning for Children Project
In response to these continuing problems,
Congress in 1980 passed the Adoption
Assistance and Child Weltare Act (P.L. 96-
272). The same year, the National Council
of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
(NCJFCJ) established its Permanency Plan-
ning for Children Project. NCJFCJ members
throughout the nation recognized the critical
role judges could play in improving over-
sight and handling of child abuse and
neglect cases.

The new federal law mandated strict
judictal oversight and improved govern-
ment response to abused and neglected
children. New federal mandates also
applied to state social service agencies.
Compliance with the new mandates was
encouraged by fiscal incentives and tied to
federal funding of state foster care bud-
gets. Social service agencies were required

to make “reasonable efforts” to prevent the

unnecessary out-of-home placement of
children, to safely reunite children with
their biological families whenever possi-
ble, and to find adoptive homes for all
children whose families could not safely

¢

be reunited. These “reasonable efforts”
were to be examined and evaluated, and a
judicial determination entered into the
record which described the quality, timeli-
ness and appropriateness of services. This
judicial determination was now required in
each case in order to continue federal con-
tributions to the state’s cost of foster care.
Prior to the new law in 1980, juvenile
and family court judges had been expected
only to determine whether a child had been
abused or neglected and, if so. whether the
child needed to be removed from the home
or placed under court or agency supervi-
ston. Judges now, however, are required to
regularly review the case of every abused
or neglected child until each is provided
with a safe, permanent, and stable home.
Many judges and state court systems have
neither the ability nor the resources to meet
these legislative demands. Judicial case-
loads continue to increase at the same time
the number of issues, hearings, and parties
add to the complexities of abuse and
neglect litigation. As a result in many
jurisdictions, the quality of the court

process has suffered.




The NCJFCJ’s Permanency Planning for

Children Project, in its recognition of the

need for judicial leadership and collabora-

tion, has addressed systemic improvements

through a number of activities:

Child Victims Model Courts Initiative -
As described in detail in this document,
the Permanency Planning for Children
Project is working with 10 model courts
nationwide to improve court practice in
child abuse and neglect cases. This
effort also provides training and techni-
cal assistance to observer courts and to
court improvement programs in 48
states which are focusing on systemic
change in the handling of dependency
cases. A cornerstone of training and
technical assistance under this initiative
is the National Council’s publication,
RESOURCE GUIDELINES. Improving
Court Practice in Child Abuse and
Neglect Cases. Support for this effort is
provided by the U. S. Department of
Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

Diversion Model Courts Initiative - This
initiative, funded by the Edna
McConnell Clark Foundation, is being
implemented in four model courts
which are developing programs to safe-
ly divert appropriate families from child

protective services into community-

based services. Model diversion courts
have developed and expanded programs
utilizing family group conferencing,
mediation, and court/community collab-
oration, and are serving as examples to
other courts through training and provi-
sion of technical assistance.

Expedited Adoption Initiative - Jointly
funded by the Dave Thomas Foundation
for Adoption and the American Honda
Foundation, this two-year initiative is
examining termination of parental rights
and adoption practice in two model
courts. An Advisory Committee of
national experts has been identified to
develop a best practice manual for use
by courts nationwide to assess and
improve adoption practice through sys-
tems change and community outreach.
Permanent Families Training and Tech-
nical Assistance Initiative - This contin-
uing multi-year effort is funded by the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention of the U. S. Depart-
ment of Justice, and supports
permanency planning training and tech-
nical assistance for courts nationwide.
As a result of this effort, the project is
able to provide faculty and training
materials to many annual local, state
and national judicial and interdiscipli-

nary training programs.



Introduction

Child Victims Model Courts Project

EDERAL SUPPORT for
training and technical
assistance to improve
court handling of child
abuse and neglect cases
was awarded five years
ago by the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
of the U.S. Department of Justice for the
initiative, “Improving the Juvenile and
Family Courts’ Handling of Child Abuse
and Neglect Cases: A Model Training and
Technical Assistance Program Develop-
ment Project.” This effort has come to be
familiarly known as the Child Victims
Model Courts Project.

The initial focus of the Child Victims
Model Courts Project was to establish a
committee of judges and national experts
to develop a useful, step-by-step docu-
ment to help juvenile and family court
judges carefully examine and improve
court handling of child abuse and

neglect cases. The book entitled,

RESOURCE GUIDELINES: Improving
Court Practice in Child Abuse and
Neglect Cases, was developed by judges,
court administrators, child welfare
experts, and others over a period of three
years. Upon its completion in August
1995, the RESOURCE GUIDELINES
document was endorsed by the American
Bar Association and the Conference of
Chief Justices.

The GUIDELINES identify key
aspects of careful, complete and funda-
mentally fair hearings at all stages of
court proceedings. Since the GUIDE-
LINES" nitial publication, the book has
been circulated nationwide. To date,
more than 12,000 copies have been dis-
tributed at state and national training
programs, at each Model Court meeting
and training seminar, to state courlt
improvement programs in 48 states, and
in response to requests from individual
system professionals.

Model state court

Courts and




improvement programs across the nation
now are using the GUIDELINES as a
blueprint for change. Detailed descrip-
tions of work in 10 Model Courts are
provided in the “Profiles” section of this
report. The GUIDELINES continue to
serve as a basic road map toward court
improvements in the handling of child
abuse and neglect cases.

The first Model Court to help refine
and implement the GUIDELINES was the
Hamilton County Juvenile Court in
Cincinnati, Ohio. This court of juvenile
and family jurisdiction continues to serve
as a demonstration site for additional
courts engaged in making systemic
improvements in child abuse and neglect
hearings. Nine additional courts are using
the example of the Cincinnati court and
are selecting methods from the menu of
options in the GUIDELINES to improve
their court operations. NCJFCJ staff
working on the Child Victims Project pro-
vide training and technical assistance to
each of the 10 Model Court sites. For
some Model Courts, the GUIDELINES
represent future, aspirational goals
because these courts cannot realistically
be transformed overnight. Yet the goal-
setting process which each court has
undergone to identify needed improve-

ments serves as a useful model for all

juvenile and family court systems.

In 1996, Hawaii’s juvenile court system
was designated an “Observer Court.” It is
anticipated that in coming years, several
additional Observer Courts will be identi-
fied to participate in the Child Victims Pro-
ject. Observer Courts will include those
which already have begun court improve-
ment efforts independently and which have
requested additional resources available
through the Child Victims Project, including
judicial and multidisciplinary training and
technical assistance.

Each Model and Observer Court has
at its disposal an expert Child Victims
Project staff comprised of permanency
planning experts, attorneys, conference
organizers, writers, management infor-
mation system specialists and support
personnel. These professionals provide
continuing training and technical assis-
tance to all Model and Observer Courts.
Project staff members help courts identi-
fy barriers to permanency, improve coor-
dination and collaboration among system
professionals, and develop and achieve
both short and long-term goals.

Staff assistance is provided to Model
Courts through written research, practi-
cal information and on-site technical
assistance. Model Court representatives

exchange ideas and expertise through




research, written materials, and cross-
site visits. Inter-court study visits and
information exchange allow participants
to identify innovative court procedures
best suited to a particular jurisdiction.

Through this federally supported effort,

project staff also are able to provide
training and technical assistance to state
court improvement programs, to local
jurisdiction-based training activities,
and to nationally-focused training con-

ferences.




Child Victims Projec

COURT

Alexandria, Virginia

Chief Judge

Chicago, Illinois

Judge Nancy S. Salyers
Presiding Judge
Child Protection Division

Cincinnati, Ohio

Judge David E. Grossmann
Presiding Administrative Judge

El Paso, Texas

Judge Patricia A. Macias
Associate Judge

Miami, Florida

Judge D. Bruce Levy
Administrative Judge

Nashville, Tennessee

Judge Andrew J. Shookhoft
Juvenile Court Judge

Newark, New Jersey

Judge Joseph C. Cassini, Il
Superior Court Judge

Reno, Nevada

Judge Charles M. McGee
Second Judicial District Court
Department Two

Salt Lake City, Utah

Judge Sharon P. McCully
Juvenile Court Judge

Tucson, Arizona

Judge Nanette M. Warner
Associate Presiding Judge
Superior Court of the State of Arizona

LEAD JUDGE
Judge Stephen W. Rideout
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ADDRESS

Alexandria Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court
520 King Street, First Fioor
Alexandria, Virginia 22314-3160

Circuit Court of Gook County
2245 W. Ogden Avenue
Chicago, lllinois 60612

Hamilton County Juvenile Court
800 Broadway, 14th Floor Obsewer
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 Court

HONOLULU, HAWAII
Judge Michael A. Town
Family Court of Hawaii
First Gircuit

65th Judicia! District Court
500 E. San Antonio Street, Room 1104
El Paso, Texas 79901

777 Punchbowl Street

11th Judicial Circuit Court Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

3300 N.W. 27th Avenue, Suite #212
Miami, Florida 33142

Juvenile Court of Davidson County
100 Woodland Street
Nashville, Tennessee 37213

Superior Gourt of New Jersey, Family Division
212 Washington Street, 10th Floor
Newark, New Jersey 07102

Washoe County Courthouse
75 Court Street
Reno, Nevada 89501

Third District Juvenile Gourt
3522 South, 700 West
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Pima County Juvenile Gourt
2225 E. Ajo Way
Tucson, Arizona 85713-6295




Alexandria,
Virginia

Alexandria

Iromia

Model Court: Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court
Lead Judge: Stephen W. Rideout, Chief Judge

Area served: City of Alexandria

Estimated population: 112,000

Juvenile population: 17,000

Children in out-of-home placement: 145

Agency: State system with local units

Judges hearing dependency matters: 2

Cases assigned: By prior family involvement; otherwise,
randomly

GAL: Appointed in all cases

CASA Program: Active program provides training for
GAL attorneys

Attorneys. social service agency officials, court
and office personnel gather for a meeting
called by the judges. Some
wonder aloud how their
already good case process-
ing system can be improved. Concern is voiced

over whether additional workloads will mean



additional resources. Before calling the
meeting. the Lead Judge had contacted all
participants to explain the Model Court
Project and to seek ideas on how even bet-
ter, more timely results could be obtained
for children and families. Discussion is
invited on a single issue: “How can we do
better?” The ensuing interdisciplinary
debate identifies unnecessarily long, daily
waiting periods prior to dependency hear-
ings. Judge participants agree to set aside
specific calendar time to hear dependency
cases. They also agree to suspend other
hearings at that set-aside time in order to
avoid any delay. Concern is voiced about
the cumbersome process of guardian ad
litem (GAL) appointments and confusion
about GAL duties. Language is proposed
to provide continuous GAL appointment
Sfrom the initial hearing through termina-
tion of the case, with specific language
describing all GAL obligations. A repre-
sentative of the office of the Court Appoint-
ed Special Advocate (CASA) agrees to
provide GAL training and to make continu-
ing legal education credits available.
Additional dara on potential court
improvemenis is presented and shared
among participants. At meeting's end,

participants’ initial concerns have been

dispelled. The now enthusiastic group of
participants seitles on a date and time for

their next multidisciplinary exchange. m

OURT and social service
agency officials working in
the Juvenile and Domestic
Relations District Court in
Alexandria, Va., quickly per-
ceived a true need for multidisciplinary coop-
eration to improve court practice in child
abuse and neglect cases. Lead Judge Stephen
Rideout began systemic change efforts by

E

Alexandria,
Virginia

inviting representatives of key professions
involved in the dependency process—social
service personnel, attorneys, guardians ad
litem, representatives of the Court Appointed
Special Advocate (CASA) Program, and court
personnel—to discuss their perceptions of the
court process and how to improve it.

Changes are now being instituted with full
interdisciplinary agreement. Following a
series of meetings early in 1996, representa-
tives from Alexandria visited the Demon-
stration Site in Cincinnati, examined
Virginia’s state and local court management
information systems, and worked on a set of
recommendations to the State Court Adminis-

trator to improve case tracking of child abuse



The&i)lue of the Child Victims Model Courts Project is that it allows
us to( take an occasional step back from the day-to-day processing of
these.cases and to conceptualize how we might do them better. We do
this with the other players in the process which likewise allows them
to conceptualize how they can improve their process and how we all
can make it work more effectively in obtaining safe perm/arfé‘n\cy/aﬁd

Alexandria,
Virginia

protection for children in the shortest possible time. | \\

and neglect cases throughout the state. The
court also planned and implemented training
for each of its volunteer CASAs on how to
improve advocacy efforts in child abuse and
neglect cases.

Regular, interdisciplinary meetings contin-
ue. Lead Judge Rideout periodically sends let-
ters, articles, and suggestions to all court
improvement participants so that everyone is
working with the same information. All
changes already made, and future improve-
ments, are designed without increase in either
personnel or programs. Court achievements
instead are being made with available
resources through improved collaboration and
communication among various agencies and
parties.

A primary accomplishment has been

/
—JUDGE STEPHEN RIDEOUT

improved GAL representation for children. A
GAL is now appointed for the life of each
case. Immediately after a case is first filed, a
GAL is appointed from a pool of qualified,
trained attorneys. The GAL is required to
attend multidisciplinary staffings and to sub-
mit court reports at least every six months;
specific duties of representation are set forth in
the final removal order or final protective
order.

Another preliminary improvement has
been the establishment of a one-family/one-
judge system in Alexandria. Judges now
familiarize themselves with cases and reports
from the guardian ad litem (GAL), the CASA,
and the social services caseworker prior to the
hearings on each case. In the past, if the par-

ents failed to appear for a preliminary hearing,



they were given notice of an additional hear-
ing set several weeks before the final hearing
to enable them to request counsel. Now,
counsel is appointed for parents when the
case is filed. Orders in dependency cases are
prepared and distributed to the parties or their
attorneys within a couple of hours after the
hearing. In many cases, the order is prepared
by the judge and handed to the parties before
they leave the courthouse.

The social services agency is held
accountable for filing documents in a timely
manner and for achieving court-approved
goals within the specified time frame. With
the agency responsible for achieving the goals
and advising the court of case progress, all
parties are able to focus on outcomes and
assist in any problems the agency encounters.

At the request of the court, law enforce-
ment now makes a report to social services in
all domestic violence cases in which an offi-
cer observes a child in the home, even where
there is no evidence the child was involved in
the violence. This allows preventive services
to be provided and helps to diminish the
potential for violence against children. When
a domestic violence case comes before the
court, the judge often refers the matter to
social services for investigation even when

the criminal case 1s dismissed.

This Model Court also plans to:

* Participate in a CASA-sponsored, citywide
domestic violence awareness training on
the impact of violence on children.

¢ Provide Judicial Conference training on
recent changes in Virginia abuse and
neglect statutes.

*Place Model Court representatives on the
State Court Improvement Project Training
Subcommittee and the Forms and Policy
Subcommittee.

* Provide additional training for attorneys
who represent parties in dependency
cases and for all judges who hear these
types of cases.

 Ensure that parents are made aware of the
potential impact of each court proceeding
being held.

e Appoint the highest quality attorneys to
represent parties and obtain interpreters
to assist in appropriate cases.

 Set settlement meetings prior to the day
of adjudication hearings so that stipula-
tions can be made and matters resolved
early.

*Implement laws recently passed requiring
hearings on an earlier time frame than had
previously been required.

 Continue diligent agency efforts to locate
fathers early in each case, and request
that the sheritf's office exert similar
diligence in serving fathers.

Alexandria,
Virginia
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Chicago,
lllinois

Chﬁgo,

NOoILS

Model Court: Cook County Circuit Court Child Protection Division

Lead Judge: Nancy S. Salyers, Presiding Judge, Child Protection
Division, Circuit Court of Cook County

Area served: Cook County
Estimated population: 5 million
Juvenile population: 1.7 million
Children in foster care: 39,800
Agency: State-based

Judges hearing dependency matters: 17 judges; additional court
hearing officers also hear post-disposition matters and make
recommendations to judges

Cases assigned: Random assignment

GAL: Attorney appointed in all cases

CASA: By appointment at request of parties or on judge’s own
motion

As the judge describes plans for a new
familylcourt conference, the participants in
the two-day training session

look at each other in concern.

Which court would be the pilot
for this project? Would the line workers agree

to work in that court? The judge soon dispels



the notion of a pilot project: no pilot will
be involved. Instead, all court rooms
would be utilizing the new concept for
early case resolution. The head of social
services explains that his entire agency
will be actively working on the new plans
for early case resolution. He explains
how his agency is going to immediately
begin handling cases using new policies
and practices. The lead prosecuting attor-
ney and the lead defense attorney follow
with similar pronouncements. Everyone
involved in a dependency case is going to
strive for early substantive hearings.
timely resolution of cases or issues. and
increased cooperation and collaboration
with one goal in mind: to provide safe.
permanent placement of children as soon
as possible. Under the leadership of the
Judges, the project is moving forward

rapidly. m

ERVING the entire Chicago metro-

politan area, the Child Protection

Division of the Cook County

Circuit Court has been fighting

the gridlock that comes with
overwhelming numbers for many years.
With strong leadership and increased

resources the tide has begun to turn. In 1995,

there were over 50,000 open child protection
cases. Today there are just under 40,000.
This dramatic change was achieved by a tar-
geted effort to close cases no longer in need
of court supervision and by closing more
cases than are opened each month. Even at
the current level, approximately 3% of chil-
dren under 18 in Cook County are wards of
the Child Protection Division.

Presiding Judge Nancy Salyers meets
quarterly with her Child Protection Advisory
Work Group, composed of 30 professionals
trom oftices, agencies and universities serv-
ing the court who address problem areas and
recommend action. At the March 1997
training session, Judge Salyers responded to
dozens of recommendations from 10 Work
Group subcommittees, and goals for the
coming year were identified.

The Permanency Project is a county-
funded effort in conjunction with the Chil-
dren and Family Justice Center of
Northwestern University School of Law.
This project works with Judge Salyers and
the Work Group in the identification and
implementation of procedural changes to
climinate barriers and bottlenecks that keep
children from permanency.

A pilot Diligent Search Center, operated

by Illinois Action for Children, has complet-

Chicago,
lllinois



Chicago,

lllinois

(

)
The Ch/ild Victims Model Courts Project is an invaluable

\ben\eﬁt\to us in Cook County, in that we are continually pro-

\/pelled from the philosophy of best ideas stage to the practice

of best ideals. We know we don’t stand alone and gladly

accept the challenge of achieving timely permanency for

children as an ongoing series of collaborations to change a

system which had lost its focus.

ed 700 searches for absent parents in termi-
nation of parental rights cases, successfully
demonstrating cost and time savings as well
as increased efficiency available through
centralized search efforts for absent parents.

The Illinois Department of Children and
Family Services began an Expedited Adop-
tion Program, based on a similar program
developed at Northwestern’s Children and
Family Justice Center. This program cuts a
year off a child’s wait for adoption in uncon-
tested cases.

In the past year, the court has actively sup-

,/\ / \

—JUDGE NANCY. SALYERS\ }

\ / \ /

ported three pieces of legislation, working in
concert with the Department of Children and
Family Services on all three bills. Legislation
has passed to facilitate parental consent to
adoption and to expedite termination of
parental rights in egregious cases. Another
bill setting the initial permanency hearing at
12 months and providing for hearings each
six months thereafter also is awaiting the gov-
ernor’s signature. A third bill, an extensive
rewrite of the Juvenile Court Act, created
with the cooperation of all offices of the

court, foster parent organizations, social ser-



vices and the governor’s office, also is sched-
uled to be enacted.

New direct services to children include
the opening of the “Children’s Room” by the
Citizens Committee on the Juvenile Court.
This facility provides a cheerful, stimulating
environment for children who must spend
long hours waiting in court. Also late last
year, the court’s annual holiday party was
expanded to allow 700 children to partici-
pate. This successful, expanded use of the
court facility stimulated a desire to do more,
so the court joined with the social services
agency, and the private community to create
“Chances for Children™ a festive event
which brought together families interested in
learning about adoption, children ready to be
adopted, and adoption professionals. Active
games and entertainment made the event an
exciting outing for children, while serious
information passed among adults. The sher-
iff's office was present to fingerprint
prospective adoptive parents, a slale require-

ment that often causes substantial delay.

In April, 200 members of the court
community met together in a two-day
conference, sponsored by the NCJFCJ,
called “Children Can't Wait” to take stock of
the past, look to the future, and prepare to
work together on the following goals:

« Establish and implement a court family con-
ference, in which all parties meet and
exchange information within 60 days of
removal of a child, with specific requirements
set forth that parents must meet in order to
be reunified with their children.

« Adopt a staggered call for dependency
cases.

* Institute temporary custody hearings of one
hour minimum, based on RESOURCE GUIDE-
LINES recommendations.

» Form a subcommittee to explore the impact
of federal welfare reform of the Child Protec-
tion Division.

* Encourage filing of a petition for termination
of parental rights even when no adoptive
home has been identified, with continued
reports and reviews by the judge until adop-
tion is completed.

« Address backlog of termination of parental
rights cases.

* Train judges and hearing officers on subsi-
dized guardianships and adoptions and
establish a court-sponsored orientation pro-
gram for caseworkers.

* Establish court-based Resource Centers
which provide immediate access to services
for families and children as they leave the
courtroom.

* Fully implement the subsidized guardianship
option.

» Expand the Diligent Search Center's
capacity.

+ Continue strategic planning.

Chicago,
lllinois
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Model Court: Hamilton County Juvenile Court
Lead Judge: David E. Grossmann, Presiding Administrative Judge

Area served: Hamilton County encompassing metropolitan
Cincinnati and surrounding vicinity

Estimated population: 900,000
Juvenile population: 250,000
Children in out-of-home placement: 1,300

m Agency: County

Cincinnati Judges hearing dependency matters: 1 judge and 6 magistrates
Ohio ’ filing four full-time dependency positions

Cases assigned: By date of Day One hearing

GAL: Social worker GAL appointed for children with attorney backup
as needed, attorney GAL appointed in any case involving alleged
abuse

CASA: By appointment

The magistrate at a “"Day One” hearing lis-
tens intently while a social service agency
caseworker explains what

services can be offered to

the family of a neglected
child. The magistrate is an attorney appointed

to serve in a judicial capacity, providing advi-



sory recommendations to the court. The
caseworker is explaining what type and
frequency of service would best help this
family. The child's mother angrily inter-
rupts. Although the magistrate serves in a
Judicial capacity, he wears a business suit
rather than a robe. He turns to the angry
mother, patiently explaining that the case-
worker should be allowed to state her
position. He assures the mother that she
will soon be allowed to respond in kind.
The mother quiets. The hearing continues.
The caseworker recommends that this
neglect case be referred to a non-profit
case management organization at work
within the jurisdiction. FCF Management.
Inc. (FCFM) is a non-profit group con-
tracted to serve Cincinnati area children
in need of intensive. coordinated services
Sfrom multiple systems. Children and fami-
lies referred to FCFM can obtain needed
evaluations and appropriate treatment or
placements within 24-72 hours after refer-
ral. The guardian ad litem (GAL) agrees
with the FCFM referral. The GAL is a
social worker in this case because there
was no allegation of abuse. The mother,

supported by her appointed attorney. is

then allowed to respond. She speaks of her

frustration with her child’s many emotion-

al and physical needs and her own strug-
gle with chemical dependency. Acknowl-
edging that the court and service agency
have recognized these problems. she nods
in agreement with the plan for visitation
during treatment and the goal of reunifi-

cation. s

ISITORS to a “Day One”

hearing held in Cincin-

nati’s Hamilton County

Juvenile Court often are

surprised by the informal
mood of the proceedings. A Day One
hearing is the first court proceeding held
immediately after the filing of the com-
plaint. The hearings are organized to
encourage cooperation rather than an
adversarial atmosphere. The hearing repre-
sents an attempt to defuse hostilities, to
gain the cooperation of the parties, and o
assist parties in attacking the problem
rather than each other. Parents have a right
to be represented by counsel; if a parent
qualifies, appointed counsel is offered.
Children are represented by a guardian ad
litem (GAL). If the allegations involve
abuse, an attorney is appointed as GAL. If
not, a social worker is appointed. The

agency is represented by the county prose-

7
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cutor’s office. Because of the presence of
either a judge or a judicially-appointed
magistrate, and because all parties to the
proceedings are represented, it is unneces-
sary in most cases to have medical, psy-
chological, or therapeutic service
providers at the hearing. All parties are
made aware of any reports submitted prior
to the hearing, and do not often dispute
their content.

During Day One hearings, and at all
subsequent proceedings, the judge or mag-
istrate controls his or her own calendar,
and determines the time and date for the
next hearing.

As a result of the Day One hearing, a
case plan is prepared. In most cases, the
case plan goal is reunification; the case
plan outlines the services the agency is
offering to assist the family and chiid
toward this goal and the requirements the
parent must meet in order for reunification
with the child to take place.

Review hearings are scheduled no later
than six months apart, and are routinely
scheduled much more frequently. At the
end of each hearing, all parties remain in
the hearing room until after the magistrate
has finished writing or typing an interim

order. The recommended order is signed,

copied, and handed to all parties. Parties
then have 10 days to object before the rec-
ommendation is given to the judge for
approval.

The Hamilton County Juvenile Court
was one of the first courts in the nation to
establish a working one-family/one-judge
calendaring system. This allows the judges
or magistrates to become familiar with
children, parents, foster parents, and oth-
ers involved in each abuse or neglect case.
In most instances, a single judge or magis-
trate handles each case from its initial Day
One hearing all the way through final dis-
position—whether the family is rehabili-
tated and reunited, or whether parental
rights are terminated.

If a rehabilitated family is reunited, but
the case is later reactivated because of
another incident requiring court interven-
tion, it is once again placed on the same
magistrate’s docket. If the parents’ rights
are terminated, the same judge or magis-
trate continues to review the case at a min-
imum of every six months pending
adoption of the child. The final decision
on adoption of a child is handled by the
Hamilton County Probate Court.

In 1996, the court, with full support

from the state, accepted the bid of a non-
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W7ha/ve been fortunate to work with the National Council

to achieve true, systemic changes in Cincinnati’s

dependency proceedings over the past seven years. Yet we

know that timeliness and efficiency in case processing are

only goals; and efforts to improve court practice in abuse

and neglect cases must be exerted on an ongoing/b}sis.

profit organization, FCF Management, Inc.

(FCFM) to act as the case manager for
high-end, needy children. While FCFM
case managers set up services, the social
service department workers continue to
maintain responsibility for all cases
referred to FCFM. All dependency refer-
rals made to FCFM are from the social
service department. FCFM provides wrap-
around services to the family members in
a timely fashion. Such services could
include both psychiatric and chemical

dependency evaluations, as well as place-

—JUDGE DAVID GROSSMANN

ment in institutional care facilities. FCFM
is able to have access to the social service
department’s contract with Alcohol &
Drug Addiction Services (ADAS), which
provides evaluations and appropriate treat-
ment facilities for a parent or child within
24-72 hours of the referral. The agency no
longer spends inordinate amounts of time
searching out an appropriate bed or insti-
tution for care. Although the system is
still new, the cost savings and benefits to
children and families are already apparent.

These and other reforms instituted by

m

Cincinnati,
Ohio
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the Hamilton County Juvenile Court have
resulted in a dramatic reduction in the
temporary care population from an esti-
mated 5,000 children in 1990 to 1,500
children in care in March 1997.

Another new program established by
the court helps address truancy problems
in certain schools. This truancy program
was started in 1996 with the sponsorship
of five private corporations which funded
the specialized program at five schools.
Funding supports a magistrate’s weekly
visit and service providers to work with at-
risk children and their families. Addition-
al schools are anxious to be added to the
program.

The Hamilton County Juvenile Court
serves as a national “Demonstration Site”
where improved practice in dependency
cases can be studied for replication in
other courts across the nation. Judges and
other government officials continue to fre-
quently visit the Cincinnati court to study
its dependency process for potential repli-

cation in other court systems.

The Hamilton County Juvenile Court
continues to seek ways to further improve
its system and has set the following goals
for the next 12-18 months:

» Hamilton County Department of Human Ser-
vices will place 150 children in adoptive
homes by June 1997.

* By October 1997, Hamilton County Juvenile
Court and Hamilton County Department of
Human Services will create and develop an
implementation plan concerning policy state-
ments defining acceptable use of long term
foster care and temporary custody exten-
sions.

o Hamilton County Juvenile Court is participat-

ing with 24 counties in Ohio, Indiana, and
northern Kentucky in community awareness
events which will call attention to the need
for adoptive homes.

*» Phase | of implementation of an improved

tracking software system will be in place in
3-6 months. Phase Il will be implemented
within the next 12 months.

 All dependency staff and magistrates will be
trained in the new software system within
12 months.

* By August 1997, Hamilton County Juvenile
Court will set forth standards for the training
and continuing education of guardians ad
litem for children and counsel for parents in
abuse, neglect and dependency cases. The
court will assist with this training.

* Hamilton County Juvenile Court by the end of
1997 will have examined all dependency
cases closed but then again reopened or
reactivated. Identification and study of reacti-
vated cases is expected to help the court
develop strategies for reducing the number
of these types of cases.



Model Court: 65th Judicial District Court
Lead Judge: Patricia A. Macias, Associate Judge

Area served: El Paso County

Estimated population: 670,000 (2.5 million within metroplex of
Juarez and Las Cruces)

Juvenile population: 193,000
Children in out-of-home placement: 491
Agency: State

Judges hearing dependency matters: One judge assigned to
dependency cases; one judge assigned to termination of parental
rights cases

Cases assigned: Entire dependency caseload assigned to one
judge

GAL: Appointed only in certain cases
CASA: By appointment

The mother and father of a child residing in

headphones in the court

room. Four other partici-

pants in the hearing also wear headsets. As

an attorney for the state social service

foster care placement wear

El Paso,
Texas
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agency speaks to the judge. an inter-
preter quietly speaks into a microphone,
translating each word into Spanish for
the participants. As the atiorney finish-
es, the judge states that she would like to
hear testimony from the psychologist
who prepared the evaluation being con-
sidered. The agency attorney knew that
the judge would require this, so she has
brought the psychologist, the therapist
and other service providers to the hear-
ing. The attorney presents lengthy testi-

mony from the psychologist. The parents

have no attorney to question this evi-
dence. However, the judge repeatedly
questions the witness, asking for clarifi-
cation on some points, and for compar-
isons and qualifications. When the
psychologist is finished, the jL.tdge asks
the child's foster parent to take the
stand. The local foster parent group in
El Paso is well-organized; it is unusual
for foster parents to miss any hearing
involving a child in their care. The foster

parent also wears a headset. m

Access to judicial expertise from around the country, on-site

o . C
VISIts £0 other model courts, and direct communication with

the\Ndtional Council for research has provided our court

with invaluable support in our court improvement efforts.

The collaborative efforts encouraged by the ‘Model Court’

process has led all ‘stakeholders’ involved to work creatively

and most important, cooperatively. (\
—JUDGE PATRICIA MACIAS

/



s a recently-designated

Model Court, Texas’ 65th

Judicial District faces

challenges intrinsic to its

geography and diverse
population. El Paso is located immediate-
ly adjacent to the Mexican city of Juarez
(population 1.8 million). The proximity of
the national border, and the movement of
children and families across it, add to the
complexity of dependency cases in this
jurisdiction. Additional challenges faced
by this Model Court include the lack of a
case-tracking system and limited judicial
resources.

Jurisdiction strengths include the exis-
tence of an organized and active foster
parent group whose members play an
essential community role and work closely
with the court in providing safe, stable
placement alternatives for children. Key
stakeholders, including court staff, agency
representatives, attorneys, advocates, and
foster parents were introduced to Model
Court planning late in 1996. A series of
interdisciplinary meetings was followed
by site visits to the Hamilton County
(Cincinnati, Ohto) and Santa Clara County

(San Jose, Calif.) Diversion Model Courts.

These initial discussions, site visits, and
planning sessions have resulted in the
following 1997 Model Court goals:

e Creation of assessment foster homes
designed to decrease the number of foster
care placements and to increase “front-
loading” of services to children and par-
ents.

e Establishment of pro bono legal represen-
tation for children needing documentation
of legal status.

¢ Cooperative program with the Family Law
Association to provide pro bono represen-
tation in child welfare cases with training
to be provided in 1997.

* Appointment of CASA volunteers as
guardians ad litem for children with train-
ing programs and protocols to be estab-
lished.

¢ Provide review hearings via teleconference
when a child is placed in out-of-county resi-
dential treatment.

» Holding a teen summit for teen foster chil-
dren to voice their concerns and sugges-
tions for improvement of the system.

e Establishment of a permanency
planning/adoption task force to improve
court procedures, social work practices,
and develop specific time lines for plan-
ning.

* Establish a mediation program for depen-
dency cases.

El Paso,
Texas




Miami,
Florida
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Model Court: Dade County Juvenile Court

Lead Judge: D. Bruce Levy, Administrative Judge, Juvenile Division,
Circuit Court

Area served: Miami metropolitan and surrounding areas
Estimated population: 2.5 million
Juvenile population: 500,000

Children in out-of-home placement: 1,512 children in foster care
and shelter care; 4,603 children in families under supervision

Agency: State

Judges hearing dependency matters: 3 and one hearing officer
who can hear matters with both parties in agreement

Cases assigned: Random

GAL: A pool of volunteers, with pro bono attorneys to assist,
referred cases which are taken on a priority basis; attorney for a
child sometimes appointed

CASA: Incorporated in the GAL program

Judges, a general master, atrorneys, social service
representatives and guardians ad litem are seated
together around a table dur-

ing a goal-setting meeting

called to identify ways 1o
improve court practice in child abuse and neglect

cases. Each participant appears subdued., over-



The/fvalue of the Model Court is a paradigm shift
\

\
}1)) h‘o\w/we deal with children and families. By concen-

trating on intensive front-end services and strict time

frames, we can accomplish permanency for children in

the shortest possible time.

whelmed by the prospect of broad. systemic
change. Many children remain in out-of-home
placement. including placement with rela-
tives. with little government supervision. It is
difficult to sort out the steps necessary to
make needed changes. A facilitator looks at

the 20 people gathered together and asks

them to identify ways to improve what already

is done well. The participants are then asked
to identify barriers to good practice. There is
general agreement that too many children
remain in out-of-home placement without a
plan for permanency, and that too many chil-
dren await termination of parental rights and
adoption. A rough plan is developed for

approaching these two major problems.

—JUDGE BRUCE LEYY 9

Agency officials agree to have child welfare
workers review the status of children placed
with relatives, and to present permanency
plans for court review and closure, when
appropriate. Judges agree to new court calen-
dar priorities and to emphasize the impor-
tance of timely termination proceedings.

Court improvement efforts have begun. m

IAMI JUDGES, attorneys
and staff early in 1996
traveled to the Demon-
stration Court in Cincin-
1ati, Ohio, for on-site
study of court improvements in dependency

practice. Many were encouraged by what they

Miami,
Florida
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saw. Upon their return to Miami, interdisci-
plinary discussions resulted in a carefully
crafted set of realizable goals to systemically
improve government’s response to abused
and neglected children within the court’s
jurisdiction. Goal attainment has been diffi-
cult because of a heavy court caseload and
resultant backlog, but consistent and contin-
uing cooperation from all participants in the
dependency process has helped initiate the
first of many expected improvements.

In early 1996, Miami was faced with
over 2,600 cases in which 7,000 children
had been in placements with relatives for
extended periods of time. After several
months of intensive work, the number of
cases under court supervision was reduced
to 1,800, and all remaining cases had been
reviewed and scheduled for work-up. With
the assistance of senior judges and judges
from other divisions, the court set aside cal-
endar time to address the backlog of contest-
ed termination of parental rights hearings
and staffing procedures to assure timely case
processing. By May 1997, the court had
closed 237 termination cases and was con-
tinuing to expedite the processing of 347

cases still pending.

Court goals during the next year include
initiation of a Pilot Project and an
Improvement Project. The Pilot Project
will:

¢ Select a limited number of appropriate
“pilot” cases for intensive work by a
Department of Children and Families team
that provides an individualized service plan
and activates appropriate service to divert
cases from court.

e Conduct early substantive hearings for pilot
cases and continue strict time lines for reg-
ular review hearings and permanency hear-
ings.

e |dentify issues and barriers to the process-
ing of pilot cases.

* |dentify barriers to substantive, early hear-
ings and present them to the Improvement
Project for resolution.

The Improvement Project will:

» Create goal-specific work groups involving
staff from all dependency court service
partners.

¢ Prioritize issues for immediate improve-
ment, investigate solutions, implement
change, monitor statistics and evaluate
results.

« |nitiate Work Group action on Pilot Project
barriers.
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Model Court: Juvenile Court of Davidson County

Lead Judge: Andrew J. Shookhoff, Juvenile Court Judge
Area served: Davidson County

Estimated population: 511,000

Juvenile population: 116,000

Children in out-of-home placement: 700

Agency: County

Judges hearing dependency matters: One judge, one full-time n
referee, one part-time referee Nashville,
Cases assigned: Judge hears dependency matters, all petitions for Tennessee

termination of parental rights, and appeals from referee decisions;
referees receive assigned cases

GAL: Appointed by the court on its own motion or on motion of a
party

CASA: Referral made by the court

Seated in a circle, a group of men and women
look warily at each other. One man stands and
introduces himself as the

facilitator of this Family

Unity Conference, also known
as a family group conference, called in response

to problems being experienced by a child and




Nashville,
Tennessee

The Model Courts Projects has helped us identify strategies for improving our

fiandling of neglect and abuse cases. The flexibility of the project is one of its

greates{gréngths. While the RESOURCE GUIDELINES provide a standard

against which to measure our practices and a conceptional framework for

improvement, we are able to choose our priorities based on the particular

strengths and needs of our jurisdiction. The project supports, encourages, and

provides technical assistance and expertise to help us. However, it recognizes

that we must ultimately be responsible for necessary leadership and

commitment. The project has provided us with a wonderful opportunity to draw

on the expertise of others around the country for training and to learn from the

experience of other courts so that we are not reinventing the whgel.

mother. The facilitator asks others in the cir-
cle to introduce themselves and to explain
their relationship to the case. Present are the
maternal grandparents, paternal grand-

mother, two aunts, one uncle, the minister

Sfroni the mother’s church, one of the moth-

er's girlfriends, and a neighbor from next
door. Over the next hour, the conversation

about what to do with this family in crisis

\

/
__JUDGE ANDREW SHOOKHOFE

moves back and forth among the partici-
pants. At times heated arguments break out.
The facilitator gently brings the parties back
to focus on the issues and the discussion
progresses. After a plan of action is formed
and agreed upon, the participants sit back
and relax. Conversations break out among
them and members of an audience invited to

witness this training exercise. The facilita-



torltrainer then leads the discussion into
ways that the participants can begin to
incorporate Family Group Conferencing into

their dependency caseloads. m

RAINING in the Family Unity

Model was initiated after a

Model Court orientation

meeting identified alternative

dispute resolution, including
family conferencing and mediation, as a use-
ful new tool in court handling of child abuse
and neglect cases. After initial training in
the Family Unity Model, the court now is
working with small groups of social service
staff who participate in actual family confer-
ences. This process will allow staff members
to gain experience, and then to teach new
techniques to other caseworkers. Increasing
familiarity with the Family Unity Model also
will allow court and social service personnel
to more quickly recognize the types of cases
which would benefit most from family
group conferences.

Key members of the court recently
attended a two-day training in mediation at
the Santa Clara County Superior Court in
San Jose, Calif., which is serving as a
National Demonstration Site for mediation

and family group conferencing.

This Model Court is in its initial stage of
setting goals and beginning improve-
ments. Goals set for the coming year
include:

¢ Developing and applying Family Group
Conferencing techniques in appropriate
cases.

* Providing improved advocacy for parents
and children by appointing qualified coun-
sel prior to the first hearing.

e Establishing guidelines for appointment of
counsel.

* Expediting termination of parentat rights
petitions.

¢ Reorganizing and increasing staff for fos-

ter care/permanency planning review hear-

ings.

¢ |nvolving the court in the recruitment of
adoption and foster homes.

e Enhancing information systems to produce
standard reports and to provide computer-

ized scheduling and tracking.
* Targeting projects to improve drug and

alcohol services and services for seriously

emotionally disturbed children.

Nashville,
Tennessee
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Model Court: Superior Court, Family Division, Essex County
Lead Judge: Philip M. Freedman, Presiding Judge

Jurisdiction: Essex County, Newark, and other urban and suburban
areas

Estimated population: 778,000

Juvenile population: 189,000

Children in out-of-home placement: 2,864
Agency: State

Judges hearing dependency cases: 3 judges, including one
assigned to hear all termination of parental rights cases

Cases assigned: By docket number
GAL: Appointed in all cases
CASA: Referred by the court, cases accepted according to priority

Child Placement Review Boards: Volunteers serve on 10 boards
reviewing all voluntary placements, which include an estimated 80%
of children living out of home

On a Wednesday morning, four of five members of
the Child Placement Review Board are meeting in
a small conference room on the
first floor of the historic, crowd-
ed courthouse in downtown

Newark, N.J. They are joined by a social services



representative. Before beginning their work,
they compare stories about parking snags
and traffic problems. A large stack of files
sits before the chairperson. Each file folder
represents a case not heard on the prior Fri-
day’s calendar which had to be continued
for this Wednesday morning. The volunteer
members of the Review Board each had
agreed to make another trip downtown 1o
finish their work. They begin discussion of
the first case. which involves a young girl.
An identifving sticker attached to the file
indicates that the Court Appointed Special
Advocate (CASA) Office has reviewed the
file. determined that CASA would potential-
Iy take the case based upon a prioritized set
of criteria, and is monitoring the case for
future action. The child's foster mother is
present and is invited to testify. Board mem-
bers review the complete file and ask the
supervising social worker to place a tele-
phone call 1o the caseworker to review some
information. The board members discuss the
case. apply their experience over past years
of volunteering, teaching, and social work:
and analyze the case plan and progress.
After more than an hour's discussion, the
members complete their recommendations
for the judge. These recommendations are

sent to the judge for approval. =

PPROXIMATELY 80 percent

of children living outside

their homes in New Jersey

are placed through volun-

tary agreements. These
children are overseen by state Child Place-
ment Review (CPR) Boards made up of
carefully screened and trained volunteers.
CPR Boards report to the judge assigned to
each case. The || boards meet at least once
each month for & minimum one-half day to
review their large caseloads.

Model Court improvement efforts in the
Superior Court, Family Division, Essex
County are principally dependent upon the
commitment and enthusiasm of profession-
als at work within the system, and of the
broad array of volunteers serving on CPR
Boards and as Court Appointed Special
Advocates (CASAS).

Because increased funding is not imme-
diately available to support court improve-
ment goals, important, cost-neutral
innovations have been identified. With court
support, agencies have begun working
together on several collaborative projects.
One of these is the establishment of a one-
family/one-judge calendaring system under
which judges hold review hearings on liti-

gated cases at least every 3-4 months. All

Newark,
New Jersey
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The/assistance and training provided by the Child Victims

Modgl/ Courts Project are key elements in attempting to

improve services the court gives to children and parents who

become involved in the child welfare system.

disciplines agree that frequent review and
monitoring is needed to move cases for-
ward. In litigated cases, the public defender
is appointed to be a law guardian for the
children; at times, the public defender’s
office may also represent the parents.
Under the direction of a family court
manager, and with the support of the court,
employees have been reassigned and offices
re-organized throughout the family court.
Training in permanency planning and
improved court practice is being planned
and implemented for both court and agency
personnel. Both new and re-assigned
employees have begun building a consensus

for action, with new ideas for improvement

—JUDGE PHILIP FR‘I]EEDI/V!AN

encouraged. CPR Board chairs have been
involved in many discussions. New board
members have been recruited and trained
and plans have been made to increase the
size and number of CPR Boards.

The CASA director has initiated an
improved case tracking system for CASA
administrators under which a case is
reviewed as soon as it is filed to determine
whether a CASA appointment is necessary.
CASA volunteers are trained for a minimum
of 28 hours and provided additional educa-
tion as necessary. Progress also continues
on Essex County’s participation in the New
Jersey Family Automated Case Tracking
System (FACTS). This tracking system,



supported by the New Jersey Supreme
Court Information Services Department,
develops reports needed to track each
guardianship (termination of parental rights)
case within the county. An on-site training
program was held in April 1997, and future
judicially-sponsored training is scheduled
for all protective system partners.

Although petitions for court intervention
may not be filed immediately after place-
ment of a child, social services begins 1o
provide an array of services to families and
children upon the initial referral. Workers
are dedicated to assuring reasonable efforts
to safely avoid removal of a child from his
or her family and to promote timely and
safe reunification. Already there have been

notable increases in: the number of volun-

teers available to review the large number of

children in out-of-home placement; and the
availability of counsel for parents in litigat-

ed cases.

Court goals for the coming year include:

* Establish a multidisciplinary steering com-

mittee made up of participants from all
sectors involved in dependency cases to
work collaboratively on improvements for
the court and the system.

Provide a substantive hearing within one
week of involuntary removal of a child
from the home.

Establish a policy on adjournments (contin-

uances) so that all parties are aware of
the limited provision for continuing a case
from a set hearing date.

Change the calendaring system to enforce
the one judge/one family system.

Continue open communication between
judges and the foster care review board
members to enable each to operate more
effectively.

Continue data information system improve-
ments to allow access to tracking informa-

tion about children in out-of-home
placement.

Newark,
New Jersey
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Model Court: Second Judicial District Court

Lead Judge: Charles M. McGee, District Court Judge, Family
Division

Area served: Incorporated cities of Reno and Sparks and outlying
areas of Washoe County

Estimated Population: 300,000

Juvenile Population: 79,000

Children in out-of-home placement: County supervised: 60
m State supervised: 500
Reno, Agency: County (short-term cases); State (long-term cases)
Nevada

Judges hearing dependency matters: two judges and one master

Cases assigned: By family if prior involvement; otherwise, by date
of filing
GAL: Appointed; cases taken on a priority basis

CASA: Yes, as resources allow

The courtroom is crowded. At a table in front
normally reserved for defendants sits a young
woman. Her happy gestures

and smiling face belie the

harsh criminal drug prosecu-
tion and loss of parental rights she faces. But

her criminal charges wait in abeyance. If she



successfully completes the Family Drug
Court program, the charges will be dropped.
She knows she is doing well with her second
chance. As the judge asks about her new
boyfriend, onlookers erupt in laughter. The
Judge looks benignly around the room, and
explains, I am going to ask all of you
about your relationships, because that is the
main reason for failing in sobriety. You nust
choose whether you want to work to get
your children back or to get into a relation-
ship that could harm you." In answer to his
concern, the woman confirms that nothing is
as important to her as having her baby
home with her. The judge acknowledges that
she is doing well and tells her he will see
her in two weeks. When the judge calls the
next name on the court docket, onlookers
stand and cheer because it is this Family
Drug Court participant’s graduation day.
The judge stands, takes off his judicial robe,
steps down from the bench and greets the
former defendant with a hug, sayving, "'l now
greet you as a friend: I no longer sit in judg-

ment of you." m

ASHOE COUNTY’S
[8-month-old Family
Drug Court is an
acclaimed success.
Parents in danger of
losing their children and in danger of crimi-
nal prosecution for their abuse of alcohol or
drugs are aliowed to participate if: they
show a desire to become sober and abstain
from drug use; take parenting classes; and
adhere to a strict court appearance schedule.
The normal program lasts one year. Gradua-
tion is tied to maintaining a clean and sober
record during the year, making improve-

E

Reno,
Nevada

ments in lifestyle, and their obtaining reuni-
fication with their children or agreeing to
relinquishment and open adoption of the
children. So far, 25 participants have suc-
cessfully graduated from the Family Drug
Court program.

In addition to its Family Drug Court, the
Family Division of the Washoe County Dis-
trict Court has developed system-wide pro-
cedures to ensure that all children and
families involved in abuse and neglect cases
come to the court’s attention as early as pos-
sible. Court scheduling of all dependency
cases was recently revamped in response 10
recommendations from a multidisciplinary

Technical Working Group studying court
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[ am/a/rln/azed that I never really saw or understood the

AT , ,
lr\uu‘stwe/\ in the courts here until I really started looking.
4

One of the main goals of this project needs to be raising the

consciousness of others, including the public and

governmental officials, to the reality of the pr(}blé‘m. Ve

and social service agency operations.

The Technical Working Group 1s com-
prised of court personnel, county and school
officials, volunteers, prosecuting attorneys,
agency attorneys, attorneys for parents, and
representatives of law enforcement, social
services, and the office of the Court
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA). The
group has been meeting regularly to formu-
late plans for improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of child protection and service
delivery. The group’s initial recommenda-
tions have prompted the court to schedule

longer preparation periods and longer hear-
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ings in the early stages of a case, front-load-
ing the process to help secure timely and
appropriate service delivery.

The Technical Working Group also was
responsible for the appointment of a new
integrated case manager to handle cases
involving families with more than two chil-
dren whose needs involve different agen-
cies. The case manager was first hired in the
Fall of 1996 and given a discretionary bud-
get to work with different agencies and ser-
vice providers, and thereby reduce or
eliminate delays in case processing.

Technical Working Group members



and related Washoe County representatives
also have recetved training in how to identi-
fy available federal program supports and
then how to maximize the use of federal
foster care funds. The interdisciplinary
Working Group continues its study of
potential improvements in government’s
response to abused and neglected children.
The preliminary findings were presented to
and approved by the Washoe County Com-
mission early in 1997. The court is working
with the commission on the goals proposed
by the Working Group.

Because of a split in jurisdiction between
the county (short-term cases) and state
social services (long-term cases), much of
the focus in this Model Court has also
involved statewide improvements. Washoe
County judges working with the Nevada
Juvenile Justice Commission have been
authorized to review and help establish
juvenile policy for the state. The result this
year will be a legislative proposal to revise
the entire continuum of care in dependency
cases—from community resource-sharing
and improved access to services, (o integrat-
ed and seamless case management for fami-

lies in need.

In addition to this legislative proposal
and work on the Technical Working
Group proposals, the court is pro-
gressing toward its 1997 goals which
include:

» Enhancing services through the Family
Drug Court, the Governor's Family-to-

Family Project, and the collaborative Fami-
ly Resource Centers to achieve early reuni-

fication whenever possible.

* Proposing legislation to allow custodian-
ships which are permanent placements
and which recount reasonable efforts
made.

¢ Proposing legislation to expand areas of
court jurisdiction to allow court interven-
tion in a case involving a “threat of harm.”

* Revising confidentiality laws in dependen-
Cy cases.

* Initiating a special collaborative project to
provide for prioritization of adoption
efforts for special needs children.

e Proposing legisiation to shorten the time
period for obtaining permanency.

e Instituting a program to allow appointed
and trained counsel to be given to all indi-
gent parents in the initial hearing.

¢ Providing additional training for foster
parents.

Reno,
Nevada



Salt Lake City,
Utah

Salwﬂie City

Model Court: 3rd Judicial District Juvenile Court

Lead Judge: Judge Sharon P. McCully, Juvenile Court Judge
Area served: Salt Lake, Tooele, and Summit Counties
Estimated Population: 823,000

Juvenile Population: 273,000

Children in out-of-home placement: 2,300

Judges hearing dependency cases: 8

Agency: State-based

GAL: Attorney appointed for every child

CASA: Statewide program; volunteers appointed at court's
discretion or may request case appointments

The Salt Lake City courtroom looks much
like any other courtroom, except for a large
number of men and women seated at counsel
table in front of the judge. A hearing is
being held to consider a termination of
parental rights case. Sit-
ting side by side along the
length of the table are: a
deputy attorney general representing the

social service agency; an attorney guardian



ad litem (GAL), appointed immediately
after removal to represent the children
at issue; a defense attorney, appointed
early in the case to represent the par-
ents: and the mother and father. Also
present in the courtroom are a case-
worker and a representative from the
Court Appointed Special Advocate’s
Office (CASA) who works with the GAL.
Because the children involved were
infants when removed. they were auto-
matically placed with a foster/adoption
family to begin the process of healthy
attachment and possibly shorten adop-
tion procedures. The fosterladoption
parenis also are present in the court-
roont, and watch nervously as the pro-
ceedings begin. The attorneys and
advocates know each other well because
they function as a “team™ assigned 1o
this courtroom, servicing all dependency
cases set before this particular judge. In
this jurisdiction, the “permanency”
hearing must be held within 12 months
after the filing of a petition. but may be
scheduled even sooner. In this case, a
petition for termination of parental
rights was filed immediately after the
[2-month dispositional review hearing,

with the termination hearing set soon

after. Under federal law, the permanen-
cy plan must be in place within 18
months of the removal of the child from
his or her home. The judge calls the

hearing to order. m

ALT LAKE CITY courts started

changing their handling of

dependency cases soon after

a consent decree was entered

in a lawsuit in Utah protest-
ing the duration and quality of foster
care provided for abused and neglected
children. Working closely with the Salt
Lake City judiciary, interested legisla-
tors in 1994 made significant statutory
modifications. These new laws and a
related increase in funding were aimed
at reducing the number of children in
placement longer than 12 months, and at
devoting increased time and resources to
Utah’s growing number of children in
foster care.

A year after the new laws were enact-
ed, the processing of newly-filed depen-
dency cases had improved in both
timeliness and efficiency. However,
long-term cases continued to languish in
the court system. Additional legislation

prompted a temporary, targeted initia-

Salt Lake City,
Utah



Salt Lake City,
Utah
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We were fortunate to have our State Legislature incorporate
(ma]or (changes suggested by the RESOURCE GUIDELINES into

\\/the l{l}v of Utah, and to provide resources to allow us to make

the improvements. The families and children of Utah have

benefitted from the focus placed on achieving permanency within

a short time period.

tive which provided additional judges
and staff assigned to move existing
cases to permanency as quickly as possi-
ble. This phase successfully concluded
last year with the permanent placement
of 700 children.

Continuing cooperation between judi-
cial and legislative leaders has fostered
even more foster care system improve-
ments. Through state-based efforts, as
well as continued involvement in the
Child Victims Model Courts Project,
judges in Salt Lake City, together with

advocates and attorneys, have set new

—JUDGE SH?QCCULLY

goals, instituted systemic changes, and
continue to plan future improvements.
Shelter hearings are now held within
72 hours of a child’s removal from his
or her home. During the first 72 hours,
the case worker, parents, educators,
clergy, and the court appointed guardian
ad litem (GAL), meei to discuss the pos-
sibility of reunification, placement alter-
natives, and each child’s particular
needs. Judges dedicate at least one-half
hour to hearing all parties at the shelter
hearing. Because of a statutory change

mandating the hearing be held within 72



hours instead of 48 hours, the parties
have more time to prepare for the hear-
ing, locate relatives, and obtain reports.
All hearings are held within a strict time
line. The dispositional review hearing at
which the permanency plan must be
established is held within 12 months of
the removal. The case must be finalized
within 18 months.

Specific time is set aside for a more
comprehensive shelter hearing, so sched-
uling is easier. The court has implement-
ed a one-family/one-judge system. In
response to scheduling needs and large
caseloads in each courtroom, the court
and attorneys have developed a “team
approach,” with one deputy attorney
general, one attorney appointed to repre-
sent the parents, and one child’s GAL
handling all cases before a particular
judge. Supported financially by the leg-
islature, additional attorneys were hired
so each courtroom-dedicated team can
function effectively.

As a result of the innovations
imposed by the legislature and the court,
agencies and attorney practices also
have changed. Representatives of the
various sectors meet often for cross

training and panel discussions. The Fam-

Goals set for the coming year include:

» Send Salt Lake City Model Court represen-

tatives to on-site training at Santa Clara
County Superior Court, San Jose, Calif.,
where both innovative mediation and family
group conferencing techniques are being
applied to child welfare cases.

Develop a plan for implementing mediation
and family group conferencing in appropri-
ate cases before Salt Lake City juvenile
and family courts.

Institute Salt Lake City-specific calendaring
changes, including second pre-trial meet-
ings before each trial to be used as a non-
adversarial settlement conference.

Conduct permanency hearings at nine
months following removal, with petitions to
terminate filed within one month of the
hearing. Termination hearings could, there-
fore, be held closer to the 12-month dead-
line.

Better define kinship preference and
remove statutory barriers from quick kin-
ship placement. Improve reunification ser-
vices provided to parents whose children
are in kinship placements as opposed to
foster care.

Conduct interdisciplinary training on place-
ment options and services available to chil-
dren and parents.

Increase funding for defense attorneys rep-
resenting parents.

Create a court administrative position to
track, monitor, and evaluate court perfor-
mance in dependency cases.

Salt Lake City,
Utah



Salt Lake City,
Utah

ily Agency Communities Together
(FACT) collaboration brings a case to
the table for joint creative placement
with pooling of money and resources to
address the problem. This initial effort
often results in services being identified
and provided that allow a child to
remain safely in his or her home.

Two Children’s Justice Centers have

been opened as facilities where agencies
can provide coordinated investigations
and where a caseworker and law
enforcement officer can interview a
child in a non-threatening environment.
A multidisciplinary death review is held
in response to the death of any child who
has been the subject of a dependency

review or action.




Tucson
rizond

Model Court: Pima County Juvenile Court
Lead Judge: Nanette M. Warner

Area served: Pima County

Estimated Population: 900,000

Juvenile population: 102,000

Children in out-of-home placement: 850

Agency: State

Judges hearing dependency matters: 9 judges and hearing u
officers . Tucson,
Cases assigned: Rotating calendar Arizona

GAL: Attorney appointed for every child

CASA: Statewide program; volunteers appointed at court's
discretion or may request case appointments

Seated around a table are each of the judges
and hearing officers who hear dependency
matters. Joining them are representatives
from the state attorney gen-
eral’s office, the Behav-
ioral Health agency,
administrative office of the court, social ser-
vice agency, foster parents organization, and

private attorneys. One after another, the



Tucson,
Arizona
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Our’ Model Court process has empowered the entire

[

{\ \fa#nil§’\to be responsible for the children. Children are

\
" being placed sooner in kinship placements. Parents are

actively engaged early in the case plan and know they

will lose their children if they do not quickly remed

the problems.

participants raise their hands to suggest
improvements in the Tucson court sys-
tem. Many volunteer to participate on
subcommittees to put the best sugges-
tions to work. The participants are
enthusiastic about the potential for
change in court policies and practices.
All agree to work together on a pilot
project so that any problems can be
identified and rectified before changes
are applied throughout the court system.
Volunteers are assigned to various sub-
committees to design the pilot project.

This will entail: development of standard
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orders, subpoenas, and notices; training
for private counsel to be appointed to
pilot project cases; and a decision on
the types of cases to be examined
through the pilot project. Case selection
is expected to be integral to the quality
and quantity of information available to
the improvement committee. The partici-
pants soon realize that they need some
additional training in dealing with
social service delivery systems and fund-
ing; training sessions are scheduled for

the coming months. m



N ORIENTATION meeting
for the Child Victims
Model Courts committee
was held in Tucson in
November 1996. Forty

individuals, including lead judges from

other Model Courts, participated in the
meeting where ideas for improvement
were exchanged and preliminary goals
set. Under the leadership of Judge
Nanette Warner, monthly meetings were
scheduled to further define and imple-
ment the goals set at the orientation
meeting.

An early goal was the establishment
of a pilot court project, to begin in 1997,
in which cases directed to one court
would be front-loaded and held to a
strict time line for adjudication, disposi-
tion, and review. Through a continuing
series of monthly meetings, the commit-
tee established subcommitiees to deal
with particular areas identified for the
pilot project examination. Standard
notices were drafted and approved to
allow the parties to know when the first
substantive hearing was to be held and to
provide for appointment of counsel.
Standard orders were drafted to enable

judges to immediately distribute orders

at the completion of each court hearing.
Social service agency intake teams were
identified to work in conjunction with
the pilot project and to be trained in the
requirements of the RESOURCE
GUIDELINES.

Goals for the coming year include:

¢ Expanding this Child Victims Model Court
pilot project to include all the courts within
3-6 months.

* Establishing a one judge/one family
system.

e Improving the calendaring system.

e Implementing complete, substantive
hearings at the earliest possible time.

e Improving data collection and information
retrieval systems.

 nterdisciplinary training to improve
court/agency collaboration in dependency
cases.

Tucson,
Arizona







Conclusion

A plan for action

Each of the 10 Model Courts at work
in the NCJFCJ’s Child Victims Project
faces unique opportunities and barriers as it
struggles to better serve children and fami-
lies. Althbugh each court must find indi-
vidual approaches to systemic change,
benefits can be derived from several strong,
common elements available to all juvenile

and family court systems:

1. Judicial leadership and inspiration;

2. Collaboration and commitment from
all parties;
Realistic goal setting;

4. Directed efforts;

5. Data collection and measurement.

Judicial leadership and inspiration

Lead Judges at work in the Child Vic-
tims Model Courts Project have been able
to coalesce divergent professions to work
together, asking each to assess strengths
and weaknesses, identify barriers to
improved practice, and set attainable, inter-

disciplinary goals. This positive, interdisci-

plinary cooperation has been a success fac-

tor in all 10 Model Courts.

Collaboration and commitment
from all parties

Several Model Courts initially believed
that effective improvements were hindered
by a lack of additional court funds. Without
sufficient funding for additional staff,
judges, caseworkers, or services, true Ssys-
temic change was considered beyond
reach. Encouraged by the example of cost-
neutral improvements at the initial Model
Court in Cincinnati, and aided by technical
assistance from the Child Victims Project
Staff, Lead Judges initiated careful and
comprehensive study of the way each court
conducts business.

Model Courts found that while judicial
leadership was necessary, close collabora-
tion with service providers, agency admin-
istrators, and attorneys also was essential.
Model courts in Alexandria, Miami, and
Salt Lake City brought parties together to
plan changes. Nashville and Chicago asked

Child Victims Project staff to develop and




implement interdisciplinary training. Tuc-
son and Reno developed and assigned
teams to work in specific areas, identify
problems, and propose solutions.

When lack of funding was identified as
a true barrier, the courts worked with agen-
cies and attorneys to develop improve-
ments involving only minimal funding
outlays. In El Paso, immigration attorneys
came forward to volunteer their expertise
in obtaining documentation for children in
placement. In Cincinnati, the court worked
with providers to establish a non-profit
management organization to oversee ser-
vice provision to multiple-need families.
Tucson and Miami initiated pilot projects
to carefully identify and track all court
improvement costs and potential savings or
redirection of funding to benefit dependent
children.

Model Court participants agree that
improved permanency planning for victims
of child abuse and neglect holds the poten-
tial for significant government cost savings
or redirection of funding to benefit depen-

dent children.

Realistic goal setting
At the beginning of the Child Victims

Project, many Model Court participants

envisioned sweeping, immediate changes
in court policies and practices. As project
efforts continue, participants increasingly
are recognizing the need for attainable
improvements and realistic goal-setting.
Model Court judges, agency personnel,
service providers and attorneys together
are taking small steps toward improved
practice in child abuse and neglect cases.
Under the guidance of Child Victims Pro-
Ject staff, these short-term goals are allow-
ing court systems to design and work
toward consequent long-term improve-
ments. These designated Model Courts
now are effectively moving toward true
systemic improvement in dependency poli-
cies and practices.

For example, Miami Model Court par- ‘
ticipants determined that immediate, com- |
prehensive change in the face of an
overwhelming caseload was impossible.
The Model Court then began with a small
pilot project to identify case processing
inhibitors and structure change within a
controlled setting. The Model Court in
Tucson also has initiated a pilot project
with plans to expand court improvements
to the entire jurisdiction within six months.

Newark’s Model Court determined that

the establishment of a new one judge/one



family system was essential to improving
its dependency process. The Model Court
in Nashville is placing great emphasis on
the development and implementation of
training for front-line workers and facilita-
tors in alternative resolution of cases,
including mediation and family group con-

ferencing.

Directed efforts

Using realistically set goals, Model
Courts continue to move toward systemic
change. With the inspiration and guidance
of Lead Judges, diverse professionals are
being engaged in the project, barriers are
being identified and eliminated, and inno-
vations are being put into place.

In Salt Lake City, prosecution and
defense attorneys initially struggled with
new calendaring procedures. The attorneys
proposed a new concept to judges who
enthusiastically agreed to using individual
“teams’ comprised of a prosecuting attor-
ney, a child’s attorney, and a contract par-
ent’s attorney. As a result, calendar
conflicts are now minimal and cases are
heard promptly without undue continu-
ances.

In Chicago, parents’ difficulties in

accessing services was quickly recognized

and a new Resource Center was put into
place at the court house. Caseworkers can
now go directly to the Resource Center
with parents immediately following a hear-
ing to help them arrange appointments,
evaluations or classes.

In Reno, judges, attorneys, and agency
personnel together addressed the County
Commission with the need to increase
resources for abused and neglected children.
Through these interdisciplinary, cooperative
efforts, additional allocations were made
available to fund increased attorneys, case-

workers, and court personnel.

Data collection and measurement

Nearly all 10 Model Courts continue to
struggle with antiquated or non-existent
data collection systems. And nearly all
project participants agree on the impor-
tance of adequate tracking, calendaring,
and monitoring of each case before the
court. Several courts are in the process of
re-evaluating data collection and retrieval
procedures, and, with Child Victims Pro-
ject staft assistance, continue to make
progress in information management. Most
Model Courts presently are engaged in
determining the status of their computer-

ized systems and in developing baseline



improvements. Model Court participants
are particularly interested in their ability to
demonstrate increased timeliness in case
processing, cost savings, and increased

efficiency in case monitoring and tracking.

Project future

The interim information contained in this
Child Victims Project Model Courts Status
Report provides a brief look at progress
which continues on a daily basis. Achieve-
ment of both short and long-term goals will

again be examined in a Second Annual

Model Courts Status Report to be pub-
lished in 1998. In the meantime, updated
information on activities in all Model and

Observer Courts is available from the:

National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges

Permanency Planning for Children
Project

University of Nevada, Reno

P.O. Box 8970

Reno, Nevada 89507

(702) 784-6012

Internet address: http://ncjfcj.unr.edu

e-mail: ppp@pppncjfcj.org




erformance
Measurements

HEN assessing court improve-
ment, it is helpful to draw

upon established quality assur-

ance measures used both in public agencies

and in private business to develop perfor-

mance measures. These can be categorized

in four general areas: capacity; process;

products; and outcome measures.

Capacity: Assuring the capacity to pro-
vide an acceptable level of service. Can
include court and staff knowledge and
experience in the dependency/child
abuse and neglect arena, numbers and
workloads of judicial officers and staff,
use of alternative dispute resolution and
diversion activities, and types of avail-
able services.

Process: Assuring that the efforts con-
form to accepted standards of good
practice. Can include a focus on front-
loading the court process, more com-
plete and thorough hearings, efticiency

and ‘“user-friendliness,” a one-

Products: Includes two areas. First,
assuring that there are tangible proto-
cols, curricula, legislation, or other mea-
sures to help institutionalize
improvements. Secondly, assuring that
the resources being committed are
directed to identified needs; i.e., that a
needed service is accessible and avail-
able in the community for the intended
consumers (or that reallocated budget
funds are directed toward activities that
will improve court practice in tangible
ways).

Outcome measures: Assuring that
actions taken have the intended effect
for children and families. Can include
length of time children are in placement,
reduction in the number of placements,
satisfactory in-home services or returns
home, and effective use of adoption and
other alternatives to achieve permanent
placements for children.

For a court to measure its performance in

family/one-judge hearing system,  these four ways, a dual approach is necessary.

improved time lines, planning activities,  First, an acceptable minimum performance

and “due process.” must be met by addressing safety issues and



meeting statutory requirements. Second, opti-
mal performance should be encouraged
through innovative programs, new processes
and systems change. Both are critical to
achieving a high performance court.

At the beginning of the project, many of
the Model Courts faced barriers in address-
ing the first concern: performance was
below minimum because of failure to adhere
to statutory guidelines. There was lack of
collaboration among key players; and a fail-
ure to allocate needed services, staff, and
attention to address the basics of the depen-
dency system. To date, all the Model Courts
are setting guidelines to achieve and to mon-
itor minimum performance levels for good
practice. The courts are also identifying
quality enhancement measures.

Examples of the Model Court changes
being made in each performance area are set
forth below. Further improvements are out-
lined in the detailed descriptions of each
court. The enhancement changes set forth
below are jurisdiction-specific. However,
many of the substantive ideas can be utilized
by other courts seeking to improve basic
dependency practice and implement mean-
ingful change.

In making improvements affecting court
capacity:

» The Hamilton County Juvenile Court,

working with the social service agency,

mental health agency, and service
providers, established a non-profit man-
agement organization to coordinate ser-
vices for multiple needs children and
families.

* The Essex County Juvenile Court in
Newark increased solicitation efforts to
interest more volunteers in the Child
Placement Review Boards. As a result,
additional Review Boards are being
established with a goal of having cases
heard more frequently.

* A special department was created with-
in the Office of the Public Defender in
Cook County, Chicago, to encourage
experienced people to remain as depen-
dency advocates.

* Many of the Model Courts, including
Salt Lake City, Chicago, Nashville, and
El Paso, are working toward diverting
cases into alternative resolution proce-
dures, such as mediation or family
group conferencing, thus freeing court
time for faster resolution of contested
cases.

Several courts have made process
improvements: -

» The Dade County Juvenile Court in
Miami allocated specific calendar time
to address a backlog of contested termi-
nation of parental rights hearings and to

improve staffing procedures to assure



timely case processing.

+ The Juvenile and Domestic Relations
District Court in Alexandria set aside
specific days and times for hearing
dependency matters and now suspends
other hearings to adhere to the new
timetable; dependency hearings are held
without delay.

+ In the Pilot Project court in the Pima
County Juvenile Court, Tucson, the par-
ties and their zittorneys meet prior to
hearings, during which protocol stipula-
tions are made and issues resolved. This
results in fewer contested issues and
more expeditious hearings.

» The attorneys and CASA volunteers in
the 3rd Judicial District Court in Salt
Lake City proposed a change in repre-
sentation of parties so that a team serves
each judge/courtroom. This proposal,
enthusiastically endorsed by the judges,
allows each court to operate indepen-
dently without delays caused by calen-
dar conflicts of attorneys.

Product improvements by the Model
Courts have resulted in legislation, court
rules, and organizational changes. These
improvements are often the most difficult
and time-consuming to finalize; the results
can often be replicated by other courts and
applied consistently even when judges or

personnel change. Courts which have made

measurable product improvements include:

« Legislation in Ohio has changed the
time lines for hearings and permanency
decisions for the Hamilton County
Juvenile Court in Cincinnati.

« Judges from the 3rd Judicial District
Court in Salt Lake City worked with
legislators over the past three years to
change the laws regarding hearings,
standards of proof, and presumptions in
dependency cases.

« The Child Protection Division of the
Cook County Circuit Court in Chicago
is establishing a resource center at the
courthouse to serve families after each
hearing by helping to schedule appoint-
ments and to establish services ordered
by the court.

+  The Family Division of the 2nd Judicial
District Court in Reno established a
Family Drug Court. Parents are diverted
from the criminal justice system into an
intensive year-long program of recovery
and services, aimed at safe reunification
with their children.

Outcome measurements are divided into
two separate areas: those of direct benefit to
individual clients (i.e., children and fami-
lies) and those with impact on the entire
population of abused or neglected children
in foster care and their families. Courts

which have made improvements in the last



year, with measurable outcomes directly

benefitting children and families include:

» The 3rd Judicial District Court in Salt
Lake City established an intensive
effort to reduce the number of children
in care without a permanent plan; per-
manent plans were established for 700
children in this effort.

» The 65th Judicial District Court in El
Paso worked with immigration attor-
neys and Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service officers to provide
documentation to 491 children in sub-
stitute care, avoiding the threat of
deportation for these children.

» The Dade County Juvenile Court in
Miami reduced the number of cases
under court supervision from 2600 to
1800, with the remaining cases
reviewed and scheduled for work-up. In
addition, an intensive effort to reduce
the backlog in contested hearings for
termination of parental rights resulted
in closure of 237 cases and expedited
hearings set for the remaining 347
cases.

» The Child Protection Division of the
Cook County Circuit Court in Chicago
targeted cases open but no longer in
need of close supervision and reduced
the number of open child protection
cases by 10,000.

All the Model Courts have achieved
systemic improvement through the estab-
lishment of collaborative working groups.
In many cases, close collaboration among
the court, agency, and attorneys had not
been tried before. Increased collaboration is
seen as a primary benefit of this Model
Court project and an essential element in
systemic change. Courts also have made
other improvements with outcomes affect-
ing the environment of dependency and
child protection, including:

*  The Family Division of the 2nd Judicial
District Court in Reno, which is work-
ing toward revising the child protection
system to provide a continuum of care
— from community resource-sharing
and improved service accessibility to
integrated and seamless case manage-
ment for families in need.

»  The Hamilton County Juvenile Court in
Cincinnati, which has established a
new working relationship with 24
counties in three states to improve the
ability of each county to find adoptive
homes for children freed for adoption.

* The Juvenile and Domestic Relations
District Court in Alexandria, which has
fostered an open line of communication
between the police department and the
social service agency to allow discus-

sion of potentially harmful situations to



be investigated prior to injury or harm to
a child.

Project Future

Each Model Court has established goals
for the coming year. Training and technical
assistance visits have been scheduled for
courts interested in specific areas of
improvement. A summit meeting of all
Model Court Lead Judges will be held in
October 1997. This meeting will provide
judges and other project participants an
opportunity to share ideas for improvement
and solutions for challenges facing each
court.

The interim information contained in
this booklet represents the first progress
report of the Child Victims Project Model
Courts. Project achievements will again be
examined in a second annual Model Courts
Status Report to be published in 1998. It is
hoped that other courts interested in making
improvements in the dependency process
will contact the National Council of Juve-
nile and Family Court Judges to obtain sup-

port for planned improvements. Updated

information on all court activities is avail-

able from the:

National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges

Permanency Planning for Children
Project

University of Nevada, Reno

P.O. Box 8970

Reno, Nevada 89507

(702) 784-6012

Internet address: http://ncjfcj.unr.edu

e-mail: ppp@pppncjfcj.org

The chart on the following two pages
outlines many major goals set and improve-
ments made in the Model Courts. It does not
list all of them. The improvements listed
may fit into more than one of the perfor-
mance measures. Reforms are jurisdiction-
specific and have been developed in
response to the needs and current practice in
each court system. Model Courts have been
at work on reform for varying time periods
— some for several years, and some for sev-
eral months. As such, the following chart is
not meant as a comparison, but is instead a
statement of current accomplishments and

goals in each Model Court.






Current
Accomplishments

and Goals
of
Chlld VICtlmS CE
Project
Model Courts




COLLABORATIVE

ADJUDICATION

team was
established in the fall
of 1996 and
continues to meet on
a quarterly basis. A
smaller steering
committee meets
every two weeks to
work through
probiems

time certain hearings,
and no continuance
policy implemented
on 1/1/97. Beginning
8/1/97 the judges will
alternate dependency/
delinquency weeks

Pre-hearing meetings
to resolve
uncontested issues;
preliminary protective
substantive hearings
will be heard within
5-8 days from
removal

later than 12 months
with minimum
reviews every 6
months

minimum of every six
months

MEETINGS: REMOVAL THROUGH  THROUGH
COURT/AGENCY/ CALENDAR INITIAL (SHELTER) PERMANENCY POST PERMANENCY ALTERNATIVES TO
ADVOCATES IMPROVEMENTS HEARING HEARINGS HEARING COURT HEARINGS
ALEXANDRIA Held routinely to One judge/one family; Early substantive PP hearing at
exchange set time for hearings hearing five days from 12 months from
information removal. New disposition under new
legislation provides legislation
adjudication at 5-day
hearing or within
30 days
CHICAGO Regular meetings; One family/one judge;  Goal: court-family Goal: PP hearingat 12 Goal: implement Goal: non-litigation
umbrella workgroup Goal: staggered call conference w/in 60 months; subsidized conferences to
of 5 key players meet days of removat; Goal: expedited TPR guardianship option resolve disputes
regularly to discuss Goal: early procedure in without court
solutions substantive hearing egregious cases hearing
CINCINNATI Held on a reguiar One famity/one judge; Early substantive Strict timelines Goal: expedited TPR Case staffing;
schedule set times for hearings hearing observed; PP process; adoption family
hearings at 12 projects in progress conference
months
EL PASO Regular meetings and One family/one judge; Early substantive Substantive hearings Goal: increase Goal: mediation
training held for all set times for hearings hearings; triage foster ~ held often; PP hearing  subsidized
service providers and homes for at 12 months; review guardianship options
attorneys assessment of hearings via
Services teleconference
MIAMI Change Management Goal: move 18- Goal: begin Goal: conduct PP TPR backlog project Mediation in all cases
Team working with month PP hearing implementing hearing within 12 in process before TPR hearing;
interagency from Citizen Review Resource Guidelines months; mediation considered
workgroups Panel to judge hearings on limited Goal: expedite TPR in before initial hearing
cases egregious cases
NASHVILLE Collaborative efforts One judge/one family Early substantive Goal: PP hearing by Improving foster Increasing use of
used to identify court hearings; targeting 12 months; care/PP review mediation and
improvement goals services for expediting TPR hearings family group
drug/mental health petitions conferencing
NEWARK Goal: establish Goal: change Goal: provide Goal: PP hearing by
multidisciplinary calendaring systemto  substantive hearing 12 months
steering committee enforce one judge/one  w/fin one week of
family removal
RENO Active technical One judge/one family; Integrated case Regular reviews; Increased efforts for
working group hearings rescheduled manager works on Goal: legislation to adoption of special
recommends goals to allow more time multiple need cases; shorten time for needs children
and priorities early substantive permanency hearing
hearing
SALT LAKE CITY Collaboration One family/one judge; Shelter hearing w/in Strict timelines for Goal: develop plan for
resulted in “teams” time certain hearings; 72 hours; extended hearings; use of mediation and
established to Goal: pre-trial at hearing from 5 min. recommended PP family group
service each court 9 months to 30-40 min.; hearing at 9 months conferencing
agency/ family for infants
meeting before
hearing
TUCSON Multi-disciplinary One judge/one family, Pilot project: Goal: PP hearing no Court reviews Goal: Mediation and

family group
conferencing.
Working with AG to
improve mediation
program and
mandatory settlement
conferences in all
contested cases



MANAGEMENT

NOTICE/ COUNSEL/ INFORMATION

SERVICETO COUNSEL FOR GUARDIAN FOR SYSTEM ADDRESSING OTHER
PARENTS PARENTS CHILDREN TRAINING IMPROVEMENTS BACKLOGS IMPROVEMENTS
Orders in case given Appointed when case improved GAL improved CASA Working with State

to parents at time of is filed, avoiding appointment for life of  training Court Administrator

hearing; Goal:
improve diligent
search

Goal: improve ditigent
search

Orders given to
parents at time of
hearing

Goal: improve diligent
search procedures

Standard notices and
orders drafted for
pilot project; parent
given court date for
PP hearing and
attorney assignment
at the time of service
of the temporary
custody notice. Goal:
full court implemen-
tation by April 1998

delays

Appointed early in
case

Appointed at first
hearing if qualify

Rarely, uniess parent
is incapacitated or at
TPR; Goal

Appointed at
beginning of case;
pursuing continuity of
legal counsel

Goal: appoint counsel
prior to first hearing

May be appointed
from Public Defender
office

Goal: institute
program for
appointment of
counse! for indigent
parents

Attorney appointed
prior to first hearing;
part of court team

Attorney appointed
for all parents at time
of delivery of the
temporary custody
notice

case; GAL gives court
regular reports

Appointed

Social worker GAL
appointed; if abuse
case, attorney GAL
appointed

Attorney appointed

GAL appointed via
state guidelines;
attorney when
appropriate

Goal: appoint counsel
prior to first hearing

Litigated cases:
attorney appointed for
children

Attorney appointed at
first hearing

Attorney appointed at
removal

Attorney appointed at
the time of the
delivery of the
temporary custody
notice

Increase training on
guardianships and
adoptions and for
imptementation of
new legislation

Training in use of new
software program
within 12 months;
standards to be set
for training of GALs

Goal: training and
protocol for GALS

Topics selected by
Change Management
Team

Increase training in
family group
conferencing and
megiation

7 Goal: provide

additional training for
foster parents

Goal; interdisciplinary
training on options &
services available

Interdisciplinary
training provided
to improve
court/agency
collaboration on a
quarterly basis

to improve case
tracking

Goal

Improved tracking
software to be instatled
in 3-6 months allowing
judges to input and
access information
from the bench

Goal: case tracking
and management

Goal: analyze current
systems and
determine linkages
and improvements

Enhance system to
provide standard
reports, scheduling
and tracking

Tracking system;
Goal: continue
improvements

Goal: improved case
tracking and
scheduling system

Court is using the
JCATS system from
Canyon Software for
data collection during
the model project.
Goal: improved data
collection and data
retrieval systems on
main frame computer
in statewide system

Already decreased
numbers of children
in care; Goal: address
backlog of TPR
petitions

Study being done on
children in long-term
foster care and on
reactivated cases

Pro-bono attorneys
used to address
backlog in
documentation of
children

Intensive TPR case
management to avert
backlogs; hearings by
General Master to
regularly review
relative placements

Intensive effort
resulted in complete
elimination of backlog
of children in care
over 18 months
without permanent
plan in 1995.

Backlog identified
through FFK cases.
More active judicial
involvement through
more frequent
reviews and TPR trials
with no continuances

Goat: court-based
resource center for
immediate access
to services

FCF Management, Inc.
established as
managed care system
for multiple need
children/families

Teen summit of foster
care teens; active
foster parent program
and participation

Improved response to
family viotence,
related criminal cases
and substance-exposed
newborns/siblings

Court involvement
in recruitment of
adoption and foster
homes

Foster care review
boards and CASA
volunteers active

Family Drug Court
works with drug/
alcohol impaired
parents to achieve
reunification or
permanency

Goal: conduct PP
hearing at 9 months;
legislative changes
have set strict
timelines and
responsibilities

Pilot project in two
courtrooms to identify
needs and barriers to
full implementation.
Full time staff
provided to
coordinate project.
Treatment services
provided to model
court cases on
accelerated basis




NOTES
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