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Overview of Project

The Differentiated Case Management and Coordination Project, heretofore known as “the project,” was implemented in the Fall of 2003 and concluded April 30th, 2005. The 6th and 7th districts followed the same basic procedure, though variations occurred dependent upon the contextual needs of each district. .  The purpose of the project was to 

“Protect and improve the outcomes for children and families by developing innovative case management practices that promote an efficient use of family and court resources through an expansion of non-adversarial alternative dispute resolution procedures.”

Four goals were set for the programs:

1.  Develop model case management and case coordination procedures that assist courts and families in expeditiously reaching legally appropriate and practically workable resolutions to cases involving children.

2.  Develop intake procedures that provide the court and the parties with accurate and complete information about the entire family for better decision-making.

3.  Strengthen and balance the role of the court to fairly adjudicate and manage cases using a problem-solving approach that focuses on identified needs of the family and promotes long-term resolution.

4.  Develop outcome and impact measures to test and evaluate the differentiated case management tracks and case coordination models as they relate to both the court and families.” (SJI Case Management Grant Policy and Procedures Manual, p. 2).

What follows is a description and discussion of the results of the quantitative and qualitative outcome and impact measures. Implications based on the results are provided with concluding comments from the evaluator regarding project improvement.

Results

Descriptive statistics and data analysis are provided for District 6 and District 7 separately. Both Districts’ data are provided within a “pre-project” and “project” framework. Discussion begins with statistics gained from case management records. Next, results of attorney and parent surveys are provided. Table 1 provides demographic data on family cases regarding: trigger cases, average number of children per family, average number of related cases, and case management tracks. 
Table 1: 6th District Demographic Data
	 
	Pre-Project
	Project

	Trigger Cases
	N/A
	Divorce

81%

	
	
	Modification

15%

	
	
	Paternity 4%

	Number of Children

Per Case (Average)
	1.76
	1.63

	Average Number of Related Cases per Family
	1.97
	.6

	Case Management Tracks
	N/A
	48.5% Mediation

	
	
	28.5% Service

	
	
	11.4% Uncontested

	
	
	11.4% No recommendation

	
	
	0% Fast


Based on a random sampling of cases: 42 Pre-Project; 35 Project deemed usable (i.e., no missing data for the above categories)
As seen from Table 1, the overwhelming majority of trigger cases in the 6th District were divorce cases (81%), followed next by modification cases (15%). The average number of children per family case is relatively low and the average number of related cases was greater for the pre-project time period. This difference may be explained by the presence of two outliers in the pre-project period (i.e. one case had 20 related cases with the other 10 related cases). The most recommended case management track was Mediation (48.5%) followed by Service (28.5%), Uncontested and No Recommendation (11.4%), and no cases being recommended to the Fast track during the project data collection period. 
Judge Ordered Services

For the pre-project and project evaluation period, Judges ordered a variety of services. For sampled cases, judges ordered services in 71.4% of project cases, compared to 88.2% of pre-project cases. For the 35 sampled project cases a total of 38 services were ordered, for an average of 1.08 services per case. For the 42 sampled pre-project cases only 37 had useable data. A total of 67 services were ordered resulting in an average of 1.81 services per case. Partial understanding for this difference comes from Judges’ comments during the focus group. See “Results of Focus Groups with Judges.”  Table 2 highlights Judges’ ordered services. Each cell represents the percentage of cases in which the given service was ordered.
 Table 2: 6th District Judges’ Ordered Services

M= Mediation; FOC= Focus on the Children; MO= Mediation Orientation; PC= Parent Counseling; IPTE= Interim Parenting 
	
	M
	FOC
	MO
	PC
	IPTE
	CE
	NS

	Pre-Project
	9.8%
	23.5%
	5.9%
	3.9%
	11.8%
	31.4%
	

	Project
	37.1%
	20%
	28.6%
	2.9%
	8.6%
	11.4%
	28.5%


Time Evaluation; CE= Custody Evaluation; NS = No service ordered
Most apparent from Table 2 is the increase in use of mediation and mediation orientation. For the project period, the ordering of mediation showed an increase of 27.3% over the pre-project period. For mediation orientation there was an increase of 22.7% from the project period. For the data available for analysis, a decrease in the percentage of services ordered was found for Focus on the Children (from 23.5% to 20%), Parent Counseling (from 3.9% to 2.9%), Interim Parenting Time Evaluation (from 11.8% to 8.6%) and Custody Evaluation. (from 31.4% to 11.4%).  Two initial explanations are possible. First, the data are merely a result of the sampled cases, and may not be representative of all cases during the pre-project and project period. However, if random sampling was conducted, as this evaluator believes it was, then theoretically this sample should be representative of the larger case population. A second possible explanation relates to data management, primarily data gathering and recording. More will be said of this possibility later. 
Data was also gathered on project participants’ attendance in the services described in the section above, with the addition of Silver Linings (i.e, a parallel program to Focus on the Children, but for children). Table 3 shows the services attended and the percentage of participants attending (i.e., yes), not attending (no), those not ordered and the percentage of data not known, for each service. Missing from the table is “parent counseling” as record of attendance was not available.
Table 3: 6th District Project Participants’ Service Attendance

	Plaintiff FOC
	Defendant FOC
	Silver Linings
	Mediation Orientation
	Mediation
	Interim Parenting  Time Evaluation
	Custody Evaluation

	71.4 % Yes


	65.7% Yes


	19.6%Yes


	26% Yes
	28.6% Yes


	8.6% Yes
	14.3% Yes



	20% No


	28.6% No


	80.4% No/Not

Ordered

	21% No
	22.9% No
	11.4% No


	17.1% No

	9% Unknown
	5.7% Unknown
	
	53% Not Ordered
	34.3% Not Ordered

	71.4% Not Ordered


	62.9% Not Ordered




As noted in the discussion of Table 2, the decrease in the percentage of services ordered for Focus on the Children, for example, actually decreased from the pre-project to project time period. When looking at Table 3, however, it is noted that 71.3% (n = 25) of plaintiffs and 65.7% (n = 23) of defendants attended Focus on the Children. One likely explanation for such a disparity is the fact that most, if not all couples, are mandated to Focus on the Children upon filing a case. Thus, a judge may order Focus on the Children for those cases (20% of plaintiffs and 28.6% of defendants) when plaintiffs or defendants have not attended the “mandated” class. Beyond Focus on the Children, Mediation (28.6%) and Mediation Orientation (26%) were the next most attended service, followed by Custody Evaluation (14.3%) and IPTE (8.6%). Not listed in the table, but noteworthy, 22.8% of cases listed as resolved during the project period were done so without services. 
An initial goal of the project as stated in the original grant proposal was to gather data on how many families returned to court within 6 months or 1 year from initial court contact. No information was available. Case managers indicated that “it is too soon to tell” in many of the cases. 
Tests of Significant Difference
The number of hearings and the time to resolution were two key measures of project impact outlined in the original grant proposal; therefore, group comparisons were conducted. Table 4 represents the number of hearings and time to resolution for pre-project and project time periods as well as standard statistical information. 
Table 4: 6th District Group Statistics for Pre-Project and Project Time Period
	 
	Project Period
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Number of

Hearings
	Project
	30
	2.5667
	2.59553
	.47388

	 
	Pre-Project
	36
	2.2222
	1.92889
	.32148

	Time to Resolution
	Project
	34
	5.7059
	2.34236
	.40171

	 
	Pre-Project
	48
	7.8750
	6.14930
	.88757


For data analysis, 30 project cases had data available regarding the number of hearings with 36 cases for the pre-project period, regarding number of hearings. The average number of hearings for the project period was 2.56 hearings with the pre-project period having an average of 2.2 hearings. Time to resolution was defined as the time, in months, between the initial filing date and the final disposition date. Thirty-four cases for the project period and 48 cases for the pre-project cases had usable data for data analysis regarding time to resolution. For the project period, the average time to resolution was 5.7 months and 7.87 months for the pre-project period. From this data an independent samples test was conducted to measure whether statistically significant differences existed between the pre-project and project time period. Table 5 provides the results of the independent samples test. 
Table 5: 6th District Independent Samples Test: Number of Hearings 
	t-test

for Equality of Means
	t
	df
	Sig.(2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	Number

Hearings
	.602
	52.6
	.550
	.34444
	.572


Results of a two-tailed t-test revealed no significant difference between the pre-project and project time period regarding the number of hearings a given case may require. Of note, 11.4% of cases were without any hearings. Additional data on the number of hearings follows later in the focus group results section. 
Time to resolution was also examined with the same statistical methods. Table 5 represents the group statistics regarding time to resolution.  For data analysis, 34 cases had useable data available for the project period with 48 cases with useable data for the pre-project period. Table 6 provides the results of the independent samples test.
Table 6: 6th District Independent Samples Test: Time to Resolution
	t-test

for Equality of Means
	t
	df
	Sig.(2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	Time to Resolution
	2.226
	64.3
	.029***
	-2.16


Results of a two-tailed t-test revealed a statistically significant difference (at the .029 level of significance) in time to resolution between the project and pre-project period. Additional data regarding the time to resolution will also be discussed in the focus group results section.
6th District Survey Results
Attorney Survey Results
Attorneys were asked to fill out a survey assessing their attitudes toward the case management project in terms of: services clients are generally ordered to, appropriate resource referral, usefulness of pre-trial conferences, degree to which services affect overall client court cost, degree to which services engaged in affect client outcome, whether they had cases where parties multiple cases were assigned on one Judge, and relatedly, whether having multiple cases before one judge reduced the number of client hearings, and facilitated consistent court orders. A total of 20 surveys were sent out with 12 completed surveys returned, resulting in a return rate of 60%. 


Attorneys provided information as to which services their clients are generally ordered to participate in. Table 7 shows the nine services selected by the attorneys and the percentage of attorneys identifying a particular service as ordered. 

Table 7: 6th District Attorneys’ Identification of Services Ordered

	
	FOC
	IPTE
	MO
	M
	SL
	C
	CPE
	DVE
	SAE

	%

chosen
	91.7
	66.7
	58.3
	58.3
	8.3
	8.3
	58.3
	8.3
	8.3


FOC=  Focus on the Children; IPTE – Inteim Parent Time Evaluation; MO= Mediation Orientation; M= Mediation; SL= Silver Linings; C= Counseling; SAE: Substance Abuse Evaluation; CPE= Custody/Parent Evaluation; DVE= Domestic Violence Evaluaton;

Attorneys identified Focus on the Children, Interim Parent Time Evaluation, Mediation Orientation, Mediation, and Custody/Parent Evaluations as the most ordered services for their clients. This data may provide some insight into the case management data which indicated that judges ordered Focus on the Children in only 20% of the sampled cases. Attorneys clearly believe their clients are being ordered to this class. What is still unclear is whether attorneys’ clients attend the class due to its “mandatory” status, or from Judges’ orders. 


Attorneys were asked to state their attitudes toward various aspects of the case management project. Table 8 summarizes the statistics for each attitude assessed.. For all but “Services Impact on Client Cost” attorneys were asked to identify their degree of agreement on a four- point Likert scale (4 = Strongly Agree, 3 = Agree, 2 = Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree). The question targeting attorneys’ attitudes regarding whether the client services participated in affected client cost in pursuing their court case was assessed on a 3-point scale (3 = reduced the cost, 2 = same cost, 1 = increased cost).
Table 8: 6th District Attorneys’ Attitudes toward Case Management Services
	
	Productive

Services
	Appropriate Referral
	Pre-Trial

Conference
	Services Impact on Client Cost
	Multiple Cases w/ 1 Judge
	Multiple Cases, Case Coord

	Mean
	3.0909
	3.0909
	3.0909
	2.4000
	3.3000
	3.4000

	Median
	3.0000
	3.0000
	3.0000
	3.0000
	3.0000
	3.0000


Table 8 represents attorneys’ degree of agreement toward the utility of various Family Court services. Attorneys indicated agreement (M = 3.09) regarding the productiveness of the services provided by Family Court Services, whether their clients are typically directed to the most appropriate resources for the issues presented, and the helpfulness of the pre-trial conference in managing and moving cases forward. Attorneys indicated stronger levels of agreement (M = 3.3) to the statement that multiple cases seen before one Judge reduced the number of hearings their clients potentially may have otherwise attended. Attorneys indicated the strongest level of agreement (M = 3.4) to the statement that having multiple cases before one judge resulted in consistent court orders. Attorneys’ indicated trending toward believing the services provided did reduce the cost (M = 2.4). Overall, attorneys expressed support for the services provided by Family Court Services. Though no statistical significant findings emerged when examining the impact of the project on the number of hearings, the attorneys that returned surveys strongly agreed that having multiple cases seen by one Judge reduced the number of hearings their clients would have attended had case consolidation not occurred; as well as increasing the degree of consistency in court orders.

Parent Surveys
Parents who went through services provided by Family Court Services were asked to complete and return a survey regarding services attended, and their opinions toward said services. A total of 82 surveys were mailed out, 9 being returned, for an 11% response rate. Table 9 summarizes services parents identified as having attended. 

Table 9: Parents’ Identified Services
	
	FOC
	M
	MO
	CPE
	IPTE
	Average # Services

	% Chosen
	55
	33.322
	22.2
	22.2
	22.2
	1.5556


Results should be viewed with great caution given the 11% response rate. 

For the nine respondents, an average of 1.5 services was participated in. Focus on the Children represented the service most attended by parents.

 A narrative will follow to describe parents’ responses to specific items on the parent survey. Thirty-three percent of respondents believed that the above listed services were helpful to them. Twenty-two percent of parents believed the services provided helped in resolving their case. Thirty-three percent of parents believed they learned skills or learned of resources to help with parenting issues. Thirty-three percent of parents believed other resources could have been made available that would have been of assistance. See Appendix A for a description of examples of other services as mentioned by parents. Parents were asked to express their degree of agreement to two statements regarding their court experience on a 4 point Likert scale (4 = Strongly Agree, 3 = Agree, 2 = Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree). Parents responded with ambivalence to whether helpful information was provided regarding their children (M = 2.25). Parents strongly disagreed that there case resolved I about the right amount of time (M = 1.5). 
Given the truly discovery stage the project is in the attorney and parent surveys should be viewed as providing additional perspectives and input on the program and seen in light of their truly low numbers. What follows is a parallel presentation of the 7th District’s pre-project and project data. 

7th District’s Demographic Data
The 7th District’s data is provided in the same format as was used for the 6th District’s data presentation. However, some contextual differences exist and some categories (e.g., types of services provided) may be different. When relevant, such differences will be noted.   Table 10 represents the demographic data gleaned from case management files. 
Table 10: 7th District Demographic Data
	Trigger Cases

%
	Pre-Project
	Project

	
	Divorce

86
	Divorce

60.7

	
	Modification

14
	Modification

38.2

Filial

1.0

	Number of Children

Per Case (Average)
	2.16
	N/A

	Average Number of Related Cases per Family
	.28
	.60

	Case Management Tracks

%
	N/A
	Mediation

64

	
	
	Service

34

	
	
	Uncontested

1.2

	
	
	Fast

0


Based upon a useable sample of  50 for Pre-Project and 89 for Project

The primary trigger cases for the 7th District for both pre-project and project time periods have been divorces (86% and 60.7%, respectively). A decrease of 25.3% from pre- to project time period is noteworthy, though no obvious explanation is apparent. Interestingly modifications, as trigger cases, have increased by 24.2% for the same time period. The average number of related cases per family remains low, despite an increase of .4. The majority of case management track placements go to Mediation (64%), with approximately one-third of all managed cases being placed on the Service track.  No cases were referred to the Fast track. 
Judge Ordered Services
For the pre-project and project evaluation period, Judges ordered a variety of services.  Judges ordered services in 100% of pre-project cases and in 96% of the project cases. For the pre-project cases a total of  66 services were ordered, or an average of 1.32 services per case. For the project cases a total of 155 services were ordered, or an average of 1.74 services per case. Table 11 highlights Judges’ ordered services. Each cell represents the percentage of cases in which the given service was ordered.

Table 11: 7th District Judges’ Ordered Services
M= Modification; FOC= Focus on the Children; CMS= Case management staffing; PE= Parenting Evaluation; ECP= 
	
	M
	FOC
	CMS
	PE
	ECP
	CE
	C
	SV
	GAL
	DAE

	Pre-Project
	30%
	100%
	N/A
	2%
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Project
	55%
	78.6%
	17.9%
	2.2%
	1.1%
	4.4%
	5.6%
	3.3%
	1.1%
	4.4%


Effective Co-Parenting; CE= Custody Evaluation; C= Counseling; SV= Supervised Visitation; GAL= Guardian ad-litem 
DAE= Drug and Alcohol Evaluation; N/A= Service not available 

Most striking in Table 11 is the increase in the variety of services offered by the 7th District during the project period. Overall, for both time periods, the most ordered services are the Focus on the Children class and Mediation, with a slight decrease in the number of orders for Focus on the Children and an increase in the number of orders for Mediation. The percentage of parents’ attendance in the above is not provided as I was unable to access this information.
The number of hearings and the time to resolution were two key measures of project impact outlined in the original grant proposal; therefore, group comparisons were conducted for the 7th District, likewise.  Table 12 represents the number of hearings and time to resolution for pre-project and project time periods as well as standard statistical information. 

Table12: 7th District Group Statistics for Pre-Project and Project Time Period
	
	Project Period
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Number of

Hearings
	Project
	71
	1.56
	1.75
	.208

	 
	Pre-Project
	50
	.46
	.762
	.108

	Time to Resolution
	Project
	46
	8.02
	5.23
	.771

	 
	Pre-Project
	49
	7.98
	5.12
	.732


For data analysis, 71 project cases had data available regarding the number of hearings with 50 cases for the pre-project period regarding number of hearings. The average number of hearings for the project period was 1.56 hearings with the pre-project period having an average of .46 hearings. Time to resolution was defined as the time, in months, between the initial filing date and the final disposition date. Forty-six project cases and 49 pre-project cases had data available for analysis regarding time to resolution. For the project period, the average time to resolution was 8.02 months and 7.98 months for the pre-project period. From this data an independent samples test was conducted to measure whether statistically significant differences existed between the pre-project and project time period. Table 13 provides the results of the independent samples test. 

Table 13: 7th District Independent Samples Test: Number of Hearings 
	t-test

for Equality of Means
	t
	df
	Sig.(2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	Number

Hearings
	-4.707
	102.03
	.000***
	-1.10



Results of a two-tailed t-test revealed a statistically significant difference between pre-project and project regarding number of hearings, with more hearings occurring during the project period than the pre-project period. One possible explanation for such a result relates to the number of services available during the project compared to services available during the pre-project period. The project period provided many more services for possible referral, which may relate to the number of hearings necessary to process the services ordered. 
Table 14: 7th District Independent Samples Test: Time to Resolution

	t-test

for Equality of Means
	t
	df
	Sig.(2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	Time to Resolution
	-.04
	92.3
	.96
	-.04



Results of a two-tailed t-test revealed no significant difference in time to resolution between the pre-project period and the project period. When looking at the mean for the pre-project (M = 7.98) and the mean for the project (M = 8.02) period regarding time to resolution, no change was found. No clear explanation exists, but many possibilities need further study. One possibility is that as the number of services increase so do the number of hearings, thus the time to resolution may not decrease as expected. 
7th District Survey Results
Attorney Surveys 
Attorneys were asked to fill out a survey assessing their attitudes toward the case management project in terms of: services clients are generally ordered to, appropriate resource referral, usefulness of pre-trial conferences, degree to which services affect overall client court cost, degree to which services engaged in affect client outcome, whether they had cases where parties multiple cases were assigned on one Judge, and relatedly, whether having multiple cases before one judge reduced the number of client hearings, and facilitated consistent court orders. Fifty surveys were sent out with 18 being returned, for a response rate of 36%. Attorneys provided information as to which services their clients are generally ordered to participate in. Table 15 shows the nine services selected by the attorneys and the percentage of attorneys identifying a particular service as ordered. 

Table 15: 7th District Attorneys’ Identification of Services Ordered

	
	FOC
	PC
	SV
	M
	ECP
	CMS
	SAE
	CPE
	DVE

	%

chosen
	100
	22.2
	16.7
	66.7
	11.1
	16.7
	5.6
	55.6
	22.2


FOC=  Focus on the Children; IPTE – Interim Parent Time Evaluation; M= Mediation; SL= Silver Linings; CPE= Custody/Parent Evaluation; DVE= Domestic Violence Evaluation; SAE: Substance Abuse Evaluation; PC= Parenting Coordination; SV= Supervised Visitation


For the 7th District, IPTEs, Mediation Orientation and the Silver Linings Program were not services that attorney’s clients participated. The former two are not offered, and the latter is just beginning in the 7th District. Conversely, the 7th District utilizes Supervised Visitation and Parenting Coordination, whereas the 6th District does not. Focus on the Children, Mediation, and Custody/Parenting Evaluations represent the most ordered services from attorney’s viewpoint. 
Attorneys were asked to state their attitudes toward various aspects of the case management project. Table 16 summarizes the statistics for each attitude assessed. For all but “Services Impact on Client Cost” attorneys were asked to identify their degree of agreement on a four- point Likert scale (4 = Strongly Agree, 3 = Agree, 2 = Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree). The question targeting attorneys’ attitudes regarding whether the client services participated in affected client cost in pursuing their court case was assessed on a 3-point scale (3 = reduced the cost, 2 = same cost, 1 = increased cost).
Attitudes Table 16: 7th District Attorneys’ toward Case Management Services
	
	Productive Outcome
	Appropriate Referral
	Pre-Trial

Conference
	Services Impact on Client Cost
	Multiple Cases w/ 1 Judge
	Multiple Cases, Case Coord

	Mean
	3.1250
	3.18
	3.1250
	2.5556
	3.3077
	3.4615

	Median
	3.0000
	3.0
	3.0000
	3.0000
	3.0000
	3.0000


Attorneys indicated firm agreement with the issue of: services engaged in by participants affecting outcome of case (M = 3.125), clients being referred to the most appropriate resources (M = 3.18) and the helpfulness of pre-trial conferences (M = 3.125). Attorneys indicated agreement, trending toward strong agreement, with the issue of: multiple cases before one Judge reducing the number of hearings their clients may have otherwise been required to attend (M = 3.3), and multiple cases before one Judge resulting in consistent court orders (M = 3.46). Regarding services affecting client costs in their court cases, attorneys were between costs being the same and reducing the cost (M = 2.55). Overall attorneys showed support for court services and provide information regarding the number of hearings that contradicts the t-test results indicating a significant difference in the number of hearings, with more during the project period. 
Parent Surveys
Parents who went through services provided by Family Court Services were asked to complete and return a survey regarding services attended, and their opinions toward said services. A total of 100 surveys were mailed out to parents receiving services though Family Court Services, with 12 being returned, leaving a response rate of 12%. Parents were asked to identify the services they participated in during their court process. Table 17 summarizes the percentage of all parents who participated in a given service.
Table 17: 7th District Parents’ Identified Services
	
	FOC
	M
	CMS
	CPE
	ECP
	Average # Services

	% Chosen
	75
	58.3
	8.3
	16.7
	25
	1.83


FOC= Focus on the Children; M= Mediation; CMS= Case Management Services; CPE= Custody/Parenting Evaluation.; ECP=  Effective Co-Parenting. 

Parents in the 7th District participated in Focus on the Children and Mediation more than any other services. Effective co-parenting, which is not available in the 6th District, was participated in by 25% of participants. Mediation Orientation and IPTEs were not options for the 7th District parents. What follows is a narrative of parents’ responses to the remaining survey items. Eighty three percent of parents who returned surveys agreed that the program services provided were helpful. Thirty-three percent of parents strongly disagreed that the program services were helpful in resolving their case, an additional 25% disagreed, as well as agreed to this statement. Fifty-eight percent of parents believed they learned skills helpful in resolving parenting issues. Sixty six percent of responding parents believed they received helpful information focused on their children. In total the parent and attorney surveys provide an additional perspective as to the impact of the program. However, caution must be taken not to discern much significance from the parent survey with the response rate of 12%. 

Data gathered from case management files, data analysis related to time to resolution and number of hearings, and attorney and parent surveys provide descriptive statistics and a quantitative perspective on the impact of the project. What follows is discussion and presentation of the qualitative portion of the evaluation.
Focus Group Interviews
6th and 7th District Judge Focus Group

One focus group was conducted with each district’s Judges. Four Judges were in attendance for the focus group with the 6th District Judges and 6 for the focus group with the 7th District Judges. The intent of the focus groups was to get rich description of Judges’ experience of the impact of the project on: their decision making, the expediency of case processing, conflict between parties, as well as specific examples of the project’s impact. I asked four main questions related to the aforementioned impact of the project. Follow-up questions were asked as needed. Frequently my task was to simply facilitate the Judges to question each other, or build off one another’s comments. Interviews lasted approximately 1 hour. Focus groups were audio-taped, and transcribed by a professional transcriptionist aware of the importance of confidentiality. I analyzed transcripts using open and axial coding, and the constant comparative method (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Presentation of results will involve discussion of main themes and the relationship of these themes to one another. Support for themes and their relationships will be provided by sharing excerpts from the interviews. The results from the 6th and 7th District’s focus groups will be provided together to highlight variations on themes and the contextual influences for such variations. 
Participants were initially asked the following: “In what ways, if any, did the case coordination project assist you in making decisions regarding the cases before you?”

What struck most Judges first and foremost about the impact of case coordination was the access to new information.  New information was defined as case relevant information that provides a fuller understanding of a given case. (In the excerpts used P6 = 6th District, and P7 = 7th District) Participants described new information this way:
P6: having more information about other cases that are in the system that I may have not otherwise known about, give me new information that is relevant to the decision making process 
P6: you can get a flavor of what this family is about…. put some flesh on the                      bone
P6: the Judge can receive a great deal of information that’s useful, through mediation, through all the other sources, through coordination of information through the files.

For the Judges in these focus groups case coordination provided access to relevant, useful information in service of better decision making. The most dramatic description of what the experience of greater access to information felt like was described with the following: 

P6:.. in the old system the Judge was like an ostrich with his head in the sand and the only thing that he saw was what the parties agreed he could see and now we have far more sources of information that are legitimate and allowable, and we can access them quickly. 


Earlier entry into the decision making process was described by many Judges as one consequence of access to new information. Not only was the coordination of cases providing new information but also earlier access to the information. 
P6: ..new case files are brought in to my attention that it is much earlier than they ever have been brought to my attention before. We had a policy that they were supposed to be but they never were, and with now having someone to coordinate, I have someone I know is going to be looking at those cases. And where early action is needed, there’s an ability then to take that immediate action.
P6: I’ve made them now at an earlier point in the case process than I have in the past, like I said, I get the case file a whole lot sooner than what it was before. 
P7: ..the idea of  being able to identify again, as soon as possible, what services might be needed for parents…and get them started down the right path
Earlier entry into a case, and thus the decision making process, provided numerous positive opportunities. 
P6 I think it [earlier entry] makes a difference in how you manage a case; whether you feel you need to do something immediately in terms of setting a status conference or get into the case quicker because you know of a pending DVO case…..
P7: I believe I’ve seen more consolidation of the cases for the same family….a significant benefit because we’re achieving a unity there which is good. We don’t have potentially conflicting cases going on involving the same people.
P7: I hate to use the word empowering, but we do seem to have a lot more options in terms of what kinds of evidence you’re going to have the attorneys focus on and then bring to you.

Such early entry was described as not only providing for the accessing of information sooner, but also in improving the overall services provided. Again and again Judges communicated the bottom line benefit that having more information, sooner, has on parties.

P6: ..its more efficient for solving problems. For example, if I have a child protection case and we have steps that have to be taken to reunify children with parents, and at the same time they have a no contact order, so, in a criminal matter they can have no contact with each other, you can’t progress in working through the counseling and supervised visits in the child protection case. And …where if you know both of those things you can allow for contact as well as restrictions, but coordinate those types of things. So, it’s far more efficient, and better for the people whose problems you’re trying to solve.
So the larger impact on decision making of having more information, sooner, is greater efficiency in solving problems; and thus helping people live better lives. Others said,

P6: ..and where early action is needed, there’s an ability then to take that immediate action, and maybe getting some results down the road.
P6: If I see two blue files attached together, then I’m thinking, “There’s a lot of issues involved here and take a closer look to it and maybe respond to it more quickly.

P6: ..you get them in a domestic violence, you know there’s a divorce coming. You can start planning ahead about, you can decide how you’re going to decide the DVO because you know you’ve got the divorce and you can get moving on the IPTE on that …and you know you’re in control of it so you know that the…today, is going to be subject to review in two weeks when you get that IPTE back. I think it effects how you make the decisions in those cases

Not only does efficiency relate to the organization of services for the sake of the parties, efficiency was also identified as having a positive consequence for the Judges, themselves.

P6: Just the time, they have not added any new Judges to the State in how many years? Its been almost ten or so, but the work load continues and that means you just have to do it more efficiently if you’re going to get it done. This allows us more efficient use of time than having four Judges each have a hearing and handle these different issues. Because when you do it in one case almost in the same amount of time that each Judge would have to take individually. By the time you get people together, you bring them in, you sit down, you go to court, you take care of it, so it’s just a very efficient system. An example would be a case I had this morning where I have a child protection case and I have a divorce modification case dealing with which parent gets custody of the kids. Those issues are existing in both cases. I can’t solve one without the other and by solving the custody issue, it would help me resolve the child protection.

Distinct from efficiency, though intimately related, is the notion of consistency. Throughout the interviews Judges spoke of the importance of consistency in court orders for the sake of the parties. 

P6: ..assists in the decision making in that you can have decisions that are consistent with each other, In these cases, when they’re not coordinated, it’s not uncommon to have decisions made by different Judges that may be in conflict because different cases have different purposes in what you’re trying to accomplish. If you can combine them into one big picture, you can enter decisions that support each other rather than not. 
P7: one benefit of getting these matters in front of the same Judge at the same time is that whatever court orders come down in a case are at least consistent with each other and the parties don’t find themselves, at least as often, don’t find themselves in the position where they’re faced with conflicting requirements

Consistency also related to access to new information.
P6: …but all of this kind of consistency coming together increases our ability to make better decisions and based on evidence which is reliable and validated rather than just, oh, “that’s my opinion and I’m going to go with that.”
When questioned as to whether case coordination had any impact on conflict between parties, some Judges spoke to its direct impact on hearings.

P6:  Any time you can eliminate a nasty contested hearing its good.  I get most of the temporary orders where they want to come into court and argue over temporary custody/visitation. I will call the custody case manager. I’ll talk to the attorneys about an IPTE, defuse the situation. Custody case manager, or Family Court Services comes down and talks to these people and says “here’s what we’re going to do, we are going to send you to an expert, going to get a report of the evaluation and see if we can resolve it.” The lawyers are happy with it and I have avoided a hearing. 
P6: ..when the whole picture is being laid out, people are more willing to compromise and settle because they know they’re not hiding anything. So they know that the whole picture is going to be there and so, you know,  they’re not going to get some advantage by hiding this or hiding that and they’ve go this big mountain of problems out there and they’re more willing to settle everything instead of fighting this little war and that little war, might as well resolve it all. 

P6: More information and fewer secrets model of dealing with these cases…under this system the goal is to get information. I think the parties feel better about the fact that the court is trying to gain more, better information about their case.

P6: ..don’t have to tell these ugly nasty stories, pointing fingers and accusations.

P7: Parties seem to fight less about, say…visitation. A lot of times the fine details over visitation disputes. Those seem to be worked out more frequently.

P7: Sort of the acrimony in the trials has gone way down too.
 
Primary to the experiences of the Judges of the 6th and 7th District who participated in these focus groups was an appreciation for the new information gained from case coordination. New information, coupled with earlier entry into the process led to greater efficiency in Judges’ decisions. Likewise, new information allowed access to important information that provided Judges greater opportunity to strategize the management of cases, and increase the overall consistency of their actions.  Numerous positive consequences resulted beyond expediting the process. Judges had experienced first hand how conflict in hearings/courtrooms had decreased; conflict not simply between the Judges and the parties, but between the parties themselves. Data analysis revealed that central to the process described above was access to resources: information and people. 

Resources emerged as the central facilitative factor to the success of the case management and coordination project. Case managers accessed, coordinated, disseminated, and linked information to and from court personnel and the families involved in Family Court Services. Resources were both human and technological. The following statements from Judges capture the multifaceted duties of those individuals involved with case management and coordination. 

P6: It [coordinating of cases] gave us an additional resource, of having someone who knew their way around through the system, who had time, and the assignment to bring those cases together. So, that was a big help instead of having my clerk having to say, “ok, let me go search out and see what’s going on”……..we had the assistance of somebody doing that for us, getting us the cases we needed, and then in having those cases all together, it assists in the decision making, in that you have decisions that are consistent with each other.
P6: So its helped that process, where someone else says, “hey, this was just filed, and it ties in with that case, do you want it. We can get it over to you,” instead of having to hunt and search for cases. It flows better.
P6: Its two different types of resources. You have a human resource, somebody who’s looking at the cases.. and then the actual improvements of looking at, “how can we use the computer system better to coordinate”….both of those helped.
P7: It’s that people going through litigation, they want their story to be heard and sometimes it doesn’t mean that they have to have it heard before the Judge, they just want to vent. So they can vent to the mediator or they can vent to Family Court Services, and once they have the fundamental information…then they get there and then they have an opportunity to express their wishes and these sorts of things so they don’t have to have this cathartic process on the witness stand.
P6: …we have also developed forms that are pretty consistent for use in ordering mediation, ordering IPTE and custody evaluations. Those forms can be produced by the custody case manager.
P6: ….I like the idea of dealing with someone that’s familiar with that terminology and those forms, so I don’t have to look closely at developing a new form or having my clerk do it…

P6: and confidence in the product that is coming out. Because it is a standardized form, that’s used pretty much consistently.
P6: …having the resource so you don’t have to go into court. Having the resource immediately available so the parties aren’t upset because they came to court and nothing happened.


Resources appear to be at the core of what Family Court Services provides for the court and the community. The impact of resources is broad, ranging from connecting Judges to case files, finding a party a qualified mediator, to enhancing data management. Another variable important to case coordination and the services provided by Family Court Services are the attorneys. 

Attorneys were identified by Judges in both districts as having a vital role to the success of the “new problem solving” court. However, the districts did vary on their experience with attorneys. In the 6th District, Judges acknowledged that the project is still relatively new and some attorneys are still acclimating to the court climate change. 

P6: …what I have seen, that it [case coordination] has affected our practitioners, and I’m talking about attorneys that practice law. In some ways they like the consistencies, in other ways they’re saying “its affecting my ability to be an attorney and to handle all the things involved.” ……I think for a period of time, I’m talking years, the approach of the court is going to affect the practice by the practitioners. 
P6: ....some attorneys are uncomfortable with that because they say “you know what my client’s really like” and they don’t like that. 
P6: ..but they’re not always happy that they are not in control of their situation. That their clients are going to have to meet with independent people and talk to them and share information….that’s uncomfortable.
Despite some tension with some attorneys and the new court culture, the 6th District Judges have seen some changes with the attorneys.
P6: You see progressive attorneys realizing that this helps in conflict resolution. There are still groups of attorneys that aren’t focusing on conflict resolution, but more on the battle itself and they have a hard time. 

P6: most of the attorneys say, “ok, I can see the handwriting on the wall, I know where this is going to go and I know what the Judge is going to do” and for that reason, they come up with far more agreements at this point…
Contrastingly, the 7th District Judges have found the majority of attorneys to be supportive of the program. 

P7: I think the local bar has come to accept all…where as a few years ago they were still fighting it, now they’ve accepted it. I think everyone is just kind of on board

P7: requesting services is attorney driven because our attorneys are on board

P7: It used to be “we want to get this set for trial”.  Now it’s, well, maybe we could have family court services do this or that.

P7: …culture was changing so the attorneys are on board. They know that their time can be better spent if they can settle cases and still get paid their hourly wage.

Judge unity was one variable that has been utilized to encourage a change in the court culture, away from an adversarial model to a problem solving model.  
P6: ….we seem to be unified as Judges, that when policies are put into place, that we tend to support that those policies won’t work against. …..But because there is coordination and support mutually for the program before we went into it lends authenticity to the practitioner to have them know that it doesn’t make a difference which Judge I go to, its going to be enforced.
P7: that requires real good cooperation among the Judges (consolidation of cases and handing cases over to other Judges who may already be involved in a companion case).
Being unified seemed to strengthen each Judge’s resolve in moving forward not only with the change in culture but also with day to day decisions. 

Judge power was another variable influencing the transition to a new model of handling custody cases.  At times Judges in both districts found it important and sometimes necessary to enact their power as Judge.
P7: we want to provide leadership to get the information necessary to make informed decisions and to make it official. Engage the resources and so I think I do the same thing in divorce court that I do in drug court.

P6: ..it is important to see that they are told that by an authority figure early on in the proceedings so that they understand that their attorneys have to work within the framework.

P7: it’s the insistence on focus on the children, the insistence on mediation
P7: and then we began to formalize it…we want parents to go to that program and participate even if they, even if there’s a default or an agreement stipulation, because we believe its preventive and therapeutic. 
Overall, Judges in the 6th and 7th District were able to identify their perspectives as to the impact of case coordination on their decision making process in domestic relations cases. They highlighted a process that accesses new information, and provides earlier entry into custody cases. Judges detailed their personal stories of how case consolidation provides efficiency and consistency in the delivery of service. Resources were identified as central to case management and coordination functioning. Beyond the other facilitative factors (attorneys, judge power, judge unity) barriers to successful consolidation were identified, though not detailed. 
Judges identified attorneys as one source of potential barrier to successful consolidation. Attorneys not “on board” with the new model of problem solving find ways to slow down the process through the use of “continuances” and “disqualifications.” Though not elaborated upon, some Judges would prefer a better court process be developed to inhibit the use of “continuances” and “disqualifications.”  A few Judges also mentioned that certain “personalities” of the attorneys act as barriers; as well as years of practice, training, and so forth. More detail was not given and further study is needed into barriers to successful consolidation. 
Resources, or lack thereof, were also identified as potential barriers. Most specifically, some Judges believed a lack of resident Judges in a community and use of visiting Judges from rural areas facilitated the attorney practice of calling for a “continuance.” Such a strategy slows the coordination process, and inhibits parties from getting the help they need, according to one Judge. Additional details were not provided by other Judges and this appears to be another area for further inquiry. 

To conclude, Judges were asked to provide personal stories that highlight the impact of case consolidation on their activities as Judge. Here are a couple of examples of stories and concluding comments:

P6: I know a particular case that always stands out in my mind as the most efficient example of combining cases… where I had a family with one mother, four fathers, five different cases including child protection, criminal misdemeanor abuse of a child, criminal restraining order, restraining orders. We had one hearing and got an order in all five of the pending cases in one hearing that were consistent with each other …..resolved the whole thing, even though we had a courtroom full of about ten attorneys.

P6: Its evolving and will get better. Just like anything. You’ve got to start somewhere. And even though you don’t agree with everything, you’ve got to start somewhere. You’ve got to put it into place and then you’ve got to observe… and what I’ve seen so far is people have changed…and that involves both with practitioners and with court personnel and with Judges those all have to work together.

P6: I know our computer systems can do a lot more for us as we let them in that, we’re even going through a change where you can actually tie names together which is a major increase in that, you know, John E. Smith in one case, John Smith in another, Johnnie Smith in another. It’s the same person and we’re treating them as different people in our court computer system…simple things like that can have a major impact on the system and the people who have been going through this process.

P6: Its an evolving process we got into. I don’t think we realized how large it was when we got into it and how much we had to do to consolidate these cases and find conflicting cases. We made some mistakes, we’ve corrected those, we’ve found better ways of doing things and I think there’s a lot left to do to perfect it. It is a start and we’re learning from our mistakes and we’re making it better all the time. 
Limitations
The evaluation of the Case Management and Coordination project utilized four methods of gathering data regarding the project’s impact and process. Case management files were used to develop demographic data as well as provide descriptive statistics, leading to a comparison of the project to pre-project cases across the variables time to resolution and number of hearings. Though statistically significant results were found with time to resolution (6th District), caution is necessary when making conclusions about the project. The independent samples test conducted merely speaks to differences in group means. The test does not address associations between variables. In terms of statistical power, such tests, whether the independent samples test or tests for associations (i.e., correlations) require much larger sample sizes to provide adequate effect sizes. 
The second and third means of analysis were attorney and parent surveys. Though attorney surveys had return rates of 36% (7th District) and 60% (6th District) which are seen as adequate to good, the actual number of respondents was 18 and 12, respectively.  Continued surveying of these populations is needed to better sample the respective populations. 

The fourth means of data analysis utilized were focus groups. Despite the strength of focus groups to access in-depth descriptions of human experience, results are not intended for generalization. Rather, results are time and context bound. At issue is whether the reader of the results finds the context of the participants adequately “fitting” his or her context of practice. The greater the “fit” between contexts, the greater the likelihood of transferable results. 

The results of these methods of data analysis should be viewed as a whole. This evaluation was truly exploratory in nature and should only be viewed as a starting point for further evaluation. 

Implications
The intended goals of the Differentiated Case Management and Case Coordination Project were multiple and focused on the development of procedures for data management and use in the coordination of cases related to family court services. Toward this end the project was successful. Both districts developed forms and procedures for data gathering and management that appear to generally “work.” Forms were reviewed throughout the process and modified when improvement was needed. Such a process is central to action research-to which this project very much was. 
As evaluator I can provide an “outside” perspective. I found the 6th and 7th Districts very passionate toward their work, invested in improving the work they do for the sake of children and children’s families; and in very different places developmentally. As mentioned by so many Judges in the 7th District, participation in the project seemed odd as many of the project goals were in place and being utilized prior to the evaluation period. Requesting comments on pre-project and project time periods seemed futile as Judges’ viewed the project’s process implementation as more fluid than having a distinct start date. Judge’s comments on attorneys involvement in the process highlights my clear sense of the 7th District being further “down the road” of integrating a problem solving court philosophy into practice than is the 6th District. Likewise, the package of services available to parties is more extensive in the 7th District when compared to the 6th District. Attendance in Focus on the Children also appears greater in the 7th District, partially due to the developmental issue previously discussed. More Judges, practitioners and service providers seem “on board” than currently exists in the 6th District, facilitating greater program coherence and adherence. Resources play a vital role in this matter.

Key to a successful case management and coordination program is resources: human, informational, and technological. With the implementation of the grant, the 7th District has two full-time people focused on family court services and the related case management and coordination process. Such focus leads to the detailed, computer-centered data management structure in place in the 7th District. Such a data management structure facilitates case coordination, and more importantly, program evaluation. The 6th District has one full-time employee in the family and drug court system along with a person who splits their time between family court case management duties and those of clerk duties. The result is two people stretched beyond their means. The human resources of the 6th District are very competent; yet when adequate time for case management and coordination is infringed upon, the expediency and thoroughness of the process is threatened. A central force facilitating the 6th District’s movement “down the road” will be increasing the human resources devoted to the case management and coordination program.
Another goal of the project was to examine its impact on the process of service delivery and the expediency of parties’ movement through the process. The number of hearings per case was a key variable in this project. Mixed information emerged regarding hearings. Though the number of hearings were not found to be significantly different between pre- and project time periods for the 6th District, a significant difference was found in the 7th District. However, the difference runs opposite of what would be expected. In the 7th District there were more hearings during the project period than the pre-project period. Muddying the picture more were the views of Judges and attorneys who viewed the project as decreasing the need for hearings, and thus their number. Additional on-going data collection and analysis is suggested. Specifically, follow-up study of program participants is imperative for more accurate assessment of project impact. Upon reflection, more services are now available to parties than during the pre-project period. Whether more services available leads to more services ordered and thus more hearings is unknown. A larger sample size is needed to better understand this issue. Common sense does suggest that this may be the case. Though case coordination may eliminate the number of hearings (as mentioned by Judges and attorneys), more services ordered may require more hearings to process the services; in short, a “wash” effect.   Significantly, the time to resolution was less for project cases versus pre-project cases in the 6th District. This finding may be due to the interaction of fewer hearings due to case coordination and parties benefiting from involvement with more services (i.e., resources). This was not the case for the 7th District as no significant differences in time to resolution were found. Again, such associations and effects can be examined for, but only with much larger sample sizes. 
Overall, the Differentiated Case Management and Coordination Project provided promising results. The bottom line for many involved in the project is the creation of better contexts in which children may thrive. Toward that end, family court services’ role is central. The provision of services, sooner, serves a preventative function. The challenge remains as to how to access families even sooner, as well as the procurement of support to better allow family court services to function as fully as possible. 
I would like to conclude by giving thanks to Viki Howard, Kerry Hong, Laurie Hernandez, Ann Just, and Gary Schreiner who responded in a timely fashion to my not so timely requests for more information. Your patience and passion for the work you do will sustain you in future endeavors. 
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Appendix A: Narrative of Parents Comments on Survey
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Appendix B: Narrative Comments on Attorney Surveys

	Attorney Comments  Item #9 (Additional Resources)
	Other Comments: Improvements

	Parenting Coordinators
	The courts, not wanting to hear cases, funnel clients into “one size fits all” solutions which often don’t fit

	IPTE Unproductive: IPTE is not well coordinated between courts & counselors. Evaluators won’t testify and some judges will not even open the envelope for IPTE without the evaluator’s testimony. Meanwhile our clients have paid for the IPTE and time has been wasted. If the process becomes more costly and is not beneficial, what have we accomplished?
	Keep up the good work

	Actual court time. The judges need to start hearing cases again
	More ADR directly available through FCS for mediation, evaluation, for income qualified people

Perhaps contract with a few Ph.D. and mediators to perform services

	I’d like to have more specific means to force things to a parenting coordinator with cases where people simply are not acting mature and reasonable with each other
	Need more mediators and co-parenting for infants

	Look at Bannock City’s IPTE program which gets high conflict cases into a parenting evaluation quickly
	I like what Pocatello does with Steve Bezdeka/Kerry Hong and others-they give the Judge direction before any hearing can be scheduled

	I think that one of the most important resources or assistance to the clients is court order settlement conferences between parties, counsel, and then on occasion, third parties
	We need more guidelines on visitation for infants and the very young

	I would like to have a court approved list of counselors doing custody evaluations
	

	A current referral list for counselors, mediators, visitation supervisors, etc.
	


Appendix C: Analysis of 6th District’s Mediator’s Focus Group

In March I was contacted by the 6th District’s Family Court Services informing me of local mediators who wished to share their experience of the case management and coordination project.  A focus group was scheduled and on April 15 I met with three mediators. One had experience as a paralegal, one a newly trained mediator who was also a licensed professional counselor, and one an attorney. Participants were initially asked “From your perspective as a mediator what is your overall experience of being a mediator with the project?” The mediators who participated in the focus group identified mediation as serving a function described as decreasing emotionality. Decreasing emotionality relates to parties being able to express their emotions to the mediator. 

P1: I see people tend to use it and I think it’s really constructive, the way they use it as a sort of decompression forum. Everything gets amped down a little bit. 

P2: They come in and it’s a really great way to initiate them into a more constructive process than just straight up litigation and confrontational stuff. 

P3: I think the mediation process, you said amping, amping down…I think it does take it from a high conflict so you can amp it down to a lower level of conflict and it brings that human element into it.


Though the mediators believed mediation provided a valuable function as it helped to decrease emotionality, the issue of suitability arose. Suitability referred to the parties understanding of mediation and readiness to use mediator to resolve their case. 

P1: but they are not always completely ready….and if one person is ready and the other is not in the beginning and you’re frontloading it [referring to getting parties into service early in the case management process] you’re not going to get as far.

P2: Sometimes they don’t even understand, they’ve gone to lawyers, I’ve seen this for years, and depending on the lawyer, but often times that’s what they get. You said they come and they and they don’t know what to expect from the divorce process and their initial contract. 

P2: ..they were told by a secretary, “you’ve been ordered to go to mediation. So they’re expecting to see me in robes and make the decision for them so we have to just start from scratch.

The discussion of suitability led to the mediators discussing how parties entering mediation could come better prepared to benefit from it. 


P:1 I think a lot of it depends on prep

P3:When I get people who come in and have just a totally bizarre view of what child support is all about, you have to spend a lot of time educating them.

P2: they’ve been scheduled to the class [Focus on the Children] after they’ve been scheduled for the mediation which isn’t helpful. I usually spend well commonly spend half an hour explaining to them what it [mediation] is, what my purpose is, what the processes are and how the whole things going to work and they have tons of questions about that. That’s sort of a waste really, you know, where we could get right into it if they already knew that stuff. 


Mediators believed that if everyone in the case management process was “on board” the overall process could become more efficient. 

P2: ..they [the parties] are even more empowered if everybody is on the same page. If the attorneys are onboard with the mediators and everybody understands the different functions and how the different functions could be mutually beneficial then it is really empowering and really effective. 

P3: I think it will take time. I mean that the fact that the Judges are on board will contribute to attorneys getting on board, but I think we’ll have to teach attorneys skills about how to get their clients ready for mediation.

Mediators firmly believed that greater integration of information and communication between the courts (judges), attorneys, and the mediators could lead to better, more effective and less time consuming services. One variable that affects the greater integration of information is when parties, one or both, are pro se. 

P1: The real challenges are both parties pro se, although sometimes I think its worse when one’s pro se and one’s represented. When both are pro se, and that’s what we’re getting….its a challenge

P2: they’re at a tremendous disadvantage, I think, when the other side is represented. When both are unrepresented there could be great disparities  and kind of skill and negotiating skills and understanding the process and whatever but I think you can neutralize that….they can work in mediation but it adds extra effort to the process. 

As the interview ended I asked if there was anything essential that needed to be said or hasn’t been said about their experience with the case management and coordination project. Mediators were quick to point out the value of the case coordinator.

P2: I think the key role of the coordinator function there. I think that if we didn’t have her functioning in that role, if we were back to the old days of Judges just saying in a status conference, “I’m going to send this out for mediation, I think it would shift a lot of logistics back onto the mediators office because the mediator can’t do it. I mean I won’t. 

P2: ..we’re learning more and more that [person’s name] can be a resource for us. 

P3: well, the whole coordination thing that she does is totally valuable.

P2: But I think that’s something that needs to get back to the powers that be that if we’re going to try to run the system the old way with each individual judge and their clerk trying to  kind of interface with this array of mediators… that’s going to be a mess. 

P1: I don’t think it [family court services] would happen if there wasn’t some sort of coordination function in the courts and it doesn’t seem to me that it’s a big deal, given all the resources that you’re saving by the process to develop that one resource to keeping the process going. 

Mediators generally expressed support for the case management and coordination project. More integration of information and preparation of parties of mediation are specific recommendations the mediators had for family court services. Final comments on the project are as follows:

P1:I think that’s great that we’re doing it and I think really what it’s going to require is society, a societal shift, to realize that these family disputes should be handled in a different way than a car accident case or a somebody beat you up in a bar and knocked your teeth out….we’re going to just have a different approach.

P2: I think this kind of thing is good. I think this is a long time coming to the courts to use some of the approaches of the social sciences, to try something, to analyze it, to…be open minded toward the results of it.
