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Abstract

The Montgomery County Circuit Court’s annual case processing report evaluates the court’s case
processing performance in relation to the Maryland Judiciary’s statewide case time standards, identifies
factors that may have impacted performance, and highlights strategies to improve case management
processes and ultimately the administration of justice. In September 2017, the court began analyzing its
Fiscal Year 2018 (FY18) case processing performance by producing quarterly results. These results were
shared with the court leadership team as well as judges and department managers. These frequent and
timely reviews and discussions of case processing performance provided the court with an opportunity to
build its data analytic capacity and understand the value of data as a core component of court and judicial
administration. The quarterly case processing performance reviews also inform and engage personnel at
all levels of the organization in dialog about data-informed court and case management. These discussions
often led to additional q  ;tions and the need for more detailed analyses as well as create opportunities to
generate new ideas for improving court performance across multiple operational areas.

In FY18, a total of 15,921 original terminations' comprised of 4,901 civil, 2,058 criminal, 7,741 family law-
other, 288 family law-limited divorce, 704 juvenile delinquency, 197 child in need of assistance (CINA),
and 32 termination of parental rights (IPR) cases were analyzed. Of the 197 CINA cases, 152 are shelter
and 45 are non-shelter cases.

The Montgomery County Circuit Court’s FY18 case processing analysis is performed using cases that
reached the case stop event defined by the Maryland Judiciary’s circuit court case time standards. A key
measure of the annual case processing analysis is the percentage of cases terminated within the Judiciary -
defined time standard. The coutt’s processing performance by case type (the time standard and percentage
goal) for FY17 and FY18 are as follows:

Table 1. Montgomery County Circuit Court Case Processing Performance (% of Cases Terminated within
the Time Standards), FY17 and . .18

Case Type Time Standard | CFOMMARCE  pyyg FY18 g};i:clf
Civil, foreclosure 730 days 98% 96% 95% -1%
Civil, general 548 days 98% 98% 98% 0%
Criminal 180 days 98% 89% 89% 0%
Family, limited divorce 730 days 98% 98% 98% 0%
Family, other 365 days 98% 95% 94% -1%
Juvenile delinquency 90 days 98% 96% 97% 1%
CINA shelter 30 days 100% 99% 95% -4%
CINA non-shelter 60 days 100% 100% 98% -2%
TPR 180 days 100% 100% 100% 0%

Between FY17 and FY18, civil general, criminal, family-limited divorce and TPR case processing
performance remained unchanged. Juvenile delinquency had a slight improvement in performance. Civil-

1 Cases with the following sub-types are excluded from the statewlde case assessment analysis: adoption, asbestos, cases filed
prior to 1/1/2001, domestic violence, friendly suit, o 1e1s’ association, Lis Pendens, peace order, recorded
judgment, reopened, restricted (sealed and expunge - junisdictions for probation, and voluntary placement.



foreclosure, f  ly-other, CINA shelter and non-shelter had declines in perfc  ance. In FY18, civil
general, family-limited divorce and TPR cases met their respective statewide performance goals.

The court continues to actively manage its caseload, monitor its case processing performance, and
implement improvement initiatives as necessary. Recognizing the importance of continuous case
management, the court looks fc  rd to continued collaboration with the Maryland Judici | to access
case processing data and results from statewide applications. Montgomery County Circuit Court’s
commitment to continued dialog and use of data will ensure that quality justice is administered to county
residents in the most efficient and effective manner.
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Data quality review is a core function of the Montgomery County Circuit Court. The review is performed
throughout the year with additional data quality checks conducted for the annual case processing
performance analysis.

Data Quality Procedures Performed on the FY2018 Case Assessment Data

Court Administration and Clerk of the Court personnel conducted audits of originally closed cases and
checked the accuracy of assessment-related court docket entries. Designated court personnel also
performed additional data quality reviews during the data preparation period to obtain the most accurate
FY18 case assessment data.

Data Processing (DP) staff compiled FY18 assessment data into case type-specific data tables. These
tables contain all mandatory and optional data fields defined by the Maryland Judiciary’s case time standard
data requirements. The data collected is reviewed by Quality Control (QC) staff, clerk personnel,
Administrative Aides, and court research personnel to ensure its accuracy and to identify possible reasons
for cases closing over-standard. Notes compiled by QC staff on over-standard terminations and
questionable case information were shared with research personnel.

The court research personnel performed additional data quality checks on the case assessment data. Theit
primary focus was on the calculation of case processing time and cases closing noticeably beyond the time
standards. Research staff coordinated with case management and quality control staff to further explore
questionable case information. All reviews were conducted initially by checking the case assessment
information against the data contained in the court’s case management system and then with the actual
case files and by listening to digital recordings of court events when necessary. All questionable case
information was reconciled following coordination with QC and clerk personnel.

Characteristics of the Questionable Data Uncovered during the Data Quality Reviews

During this fiscal year’s review of the case assessment data, questionable case information was uncovered
as it relates to inactivating, reactivating, or closing a case as well as docket codes used to capture case time
standards’ suspension events. Questionable case information was noted in relation to patty representation
status and date of service. Also, certain programming logic to extract cases and case events was reviewed
and modified to more closely align with the time standard requirements defined by the Maryland Judiciary
(e.g., the inclusion of body attachment as a suspension event in juvenile delinquency cases).

The Montgomery County Circuit Court continues to review and revise its policies and practices related to
the review and reconciliation of questionable case information. Maintaining the integrity of the court
record is of critical importance to the court and is necessary to ensure confidence in the information to
inform case and court management.






Workload — Hearings and Trials
During FY 18, Montgomery County Circuit Court set 7,972 trials and 57,947 hearings and held 1,853 trials

and 39,208 hearings.

* . .ae court set 458 fewer trials (-5%) and 2,333 fewer hearings (-4%) in FY18 than it did in FY17.
‘The numbers of trials set decreased for all case types except for civil while the numbers of hearings
set slightly increased for criminal but decreased for civil, family and juvenile cases between FY17

and FY18.

* The court held 350 more trials (23%) and 1,900 fewer hearings (-5%) in FY18 than it did in FY17.
The number of trials held increased for civil and family cases, and the number of hearings held

decreased for all case types.

Table 3. Montgomery County Citcuit Court Trials and Hearings Set and Held by Case Type, FY17 and

FY18
Criminal Civil* Family Law Juvenile Total
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v _Analysis.
The court has an e  lished Track 3 Civil Settl t Confe  ce program. Additional
analysis of performance in relation to cases that participate in settlement conferences may be
informative. Further, given that Track 3 performance in FY18 (96%) is slightly below the case
processing performance bench (98%) a more detailed analysis of processing of these cases may
reveal opportunities to improve case management practices.

o The court may want to examine the implications of reduced foreclosure filings combined with

its efforts to reduce the existing backlog on its case processing performance in order to more
fully understand performance, which exhibited a gradual decline in recent years.

Recommendations for the Case Management Subcommittee

*  Developing a Working Group to Perform Additional Analyses and Inform Case Management. Establish a working
group to develop a statistical reporting guide that assists courts in their efforts to monitor case
processing, workload, case management, and court operations performance. The guide will: 1) identify
Odyssey and dashboard reporting tools available to support routine analyses of case and court
petformance; 2) describe how to review and discuss results across these different metrics and over
time; 3) suggest additional, more detailed analyses, in particular by DCM track and/or case type, to
review and analyze performance results; and 4) offer templates to translate results into tables and
graphics that clearly explain the performance results for court users.
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Figur B.2 and B.3 provide track-specific terminations and petformance between FY09 and FY18. The
number of Track-specific original case terminations has been relatively stable since FY13 until FY18 when
Track 1 case terminations declined by 34% from 960 to 637 while that of Track 3 increased by 31% from
572 to 749. Figure B.3 displays the court’s case processing performance by DCM Track between FY09
and FY18. The performance of Track 1 cases, which has been the only track where its performance
exceeded the statewide goal of 98%, declined to 97% in FY17 and remained the same in FY18. The case
processing performance of Track 2 terminations improved from 93% in FY17 to 95% i FY18 after
experiencing a 4-percentage-point decline between FY16 and FY17. The case processing performance of
Track 4 terminations, which declined from 77% in FY15 to 70% in FY16 and to 61% in FY17 improved
to 64% in FY18. Track 3 case processing performance declined from 95% in FY15 to 91% in FY16 and
stayed at that level in FY17 and FY18."

Figure B.3 Criminal Case Processing Performance by DCM Track, FY09-FY18

2009 2 ) 20 2012 2013 2014 15 2 5 2017 8
3 .

Case Processing Performance by Case Sub-type

Table B.4 presents the case processing performance by case sub-type for FY18. In the past, the case
processing performance of District Court jury demands and appeals either met or exceeded the 98%
within-standard goal. In FY17, the performance of both bindover-appeals and DC VOP appeals declined
below the performance goal to 96% and 97%, respectively. In FY18, the performance of DC VOP appeals
improved to 100% while that of bindover-appeal remains at 96% and that of bindover-jury declined by 1
percentage point to 98%.

In FY11 and FY12, indictments were the only sub-type in criminal cases not meeting the 98% goal. In
FY13, the performance of informations also went below the 98% mark and further declined to 95% in
FY14. In FY15, the case processing performance of informations improved and met the 98%
petformance goal, but in FY16 it declined to 94% and remained unchanged in FY17. In FY18, the
performance slightly declined to 93%. The case processing performance of indictments, which has been in

12 A supplemental detailed analysis of the court’s case processing performance by IDCM Track with termination profiles for FY14-18 is
available upon request.

18



decline from 93% in FY11 to 88% i FY15 ned by 4 percentage points to 84% in FY16 and

by an additional 6 percent ints to 78Y% owever, the perfo.  ince improved to 81% in
FY18.
Tahla R A Criming] Caga Processing P-~formance by Case Sub-Type and Termination Status, FY18
"~ 1otal Terminations Within-Standard Terminations Over-Standard Terminations
Case Sub-type N % ACT* N % ACT %WST* N % ACT
Indictment 926 45% 132 750 41% 92 81% 176 76% 303
Information 495 24% 78 460 25% 63 93% 35 15% 274
Bindover-Jury 65 3% 46 64 4% 42 98% 1 0% 340
Bindover-Appeal 539 26% 74 518 28% 68 96% 21 9% 220
e . an o - an - - 0
291
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A supplemental analysis of information and indictment cases by DCM Track for 1 116, FY17 and FY18
was performed. The results are as follows:

e Information cases
o Track 2: 100% terminated within the time standard in FY16, declined to 94% in FY17, but
improved to 98% in FY18, meeting the 98% statewide goal.
o Track 3: 93% terminated within the time standard in FY16 (99% in FY15), improved to
96% 1in FY17 but declined to 94% in FY18.
o Track 4: 74% terminated within the time standard in FY16 (85% in FY15), improved to
77% in FY17 and to 78% in FY18.
e Indictment cases
o Track 2: 96% terminated within the time standard in FY16, declined to 92% in FY17 and
remained at 92% in FY18.
o Track 3: 89% terminated within the time standard in FY16 (92% in FY15), declined to
86% in FY17 but improved to 89% in FY18.
o Track 4: 70% terminated within the time standard in FY16 (76% in FY15), declined to
59% in FY17 but improved to 62% in FY18.

In sum, except for Track 3 informations, the court’s FY18 information and indictment case processing
performance either improved or remained unchanged from . .17.

Case Terminations by Trial and Hearing Postponements

Table B.5, which compares the case processing performance of cases with postponements and those
without postponements by termination status and by DCM Track, makes it clear that all cases, even those
in Track 4, closed within the 180-day time standard without postponements.

Among the cases with postponements, 80% closed within the time standard in FY18, compared to 79% in
FY17, 85% in FY16 and 89% in FY15. In FY15, cases in Track 1 met the 98% goal even with
postponements; however, the performance declined to 96% in FY16 and to 89% in . .17 but slightly
improved to 90% in FY18. The performance of those in Tracks 2, 3, and 4 exhibit the same pattern: a
decline between FY16 and FY17 followed by a slight improvement in FY18: Track 2 - 96% in FY15 =
88% in FY17 = 91% in FY18; Track 3 - 91% —> 84% -> 85%, and Track 4 - 72% => 57% > 59%.
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" Information Gathering. Strengthen the communication with Criminal Department, Courtroom Clerks,
Assignment Office, Quality Control, Administrative Aids, and DCM Cootdinator to identify any case
processing-related issues and events that may have impacted the court’s timely processing of criminal
cases.

*  Analysis™* Expand the coutt’s case processing petrformance analysis by identifying the possible causes
of observed changes in criminal performance. Meet with stakeholders to identify analytic topics of
interest and develop possible actions to address the issues. Discuss the proposed analyses with the
court leadership team. The possible in-depth analyses include:

o Indictment (Tracks 3 and 4) and Track 4 information cases: Examine their progress against
the court’s Criminal DCM plan. In response to the obsetved shift in Track 4 performance,
identify at which stage/event cases statt to deviate from the plan and the factors that may
be associated with deviation.

o Over-standard case terminations in Track 1 appeal cases and Track 2 cases in general:
Identify factors that may have led to their over-standard termination status such as
potential changes in the court’s policy regarding management of appeals in its Criminal
DCM plan, as well as any changes in filing of appeals.

Recommendation for the Case Management Subcommittee

»  Technical Assistance. It is recommended that clarity be provided on how to determine the competency
suspension start in a District Court appeal or jury trial prayer case where the evaluation of the
competency was ordered by the District Court prior to the case arriving in the circuit coutt. One
possible suspension start date is the time when a scheduled event is postponed due to the unavailability
of the evaluation results.

*  Developing a Working Group to Perform Additional Analyses and Inform Case Management. Establish a working
group to develop a statistical reporting guide that assists courts in their efforts to monitor case
processing, workload, case management, and court operations petformance. The guide will: 1) identify
Odyssey and dashboard reporting tools available to suppott routine analyses of case and court
performance; 2) desctibe how to review and discuss results across these different metrics and over
time; 3) suggest additional, more detailed analyses, in particular by DCM track and/or case type, to
review and analyze performance results; and 4) offer templates to translate results into tables and
graphics that clearly explain the performance results for court users.

" The Administrative Judge in collaboration with the DCM Coordinator has been engaged in discussions with the judges as well as justice
stakeholders about criminal case processing performance. Liffores ~<e underway to address those factors likely contributing to recent declines
in performance. Additional data was obtained from the court’s] 1 Prc  ing Department to conduct a more detailed analysis.
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" zk 1: Uncont divorce with summons — 2,750 terminati 18 (2,60C © FY17. ~ 5551
FY16, 2,255 in FY15, 2,268 in FY14, 2,449 in ., .13, 2,575 2,333 in FY11; 2,263 i1n, 1 10)

Track 2: Divorce with no physical custody issues and limited discovery — 728 terminations in FY17
(819 in FY17, 769 in FY16, 771 in FY15, 801 in FY14, 786 in FY13, 928 in FY12; 809 in . . 11;
869 in FY10)

Track 3: Divorce with physical custody issues and/or moderate discovery or Physical Custody— 606
terminations in FY17 (612 in FY17, 599 in FY16, 570 in FY15, 573 in FY14, 552 in FY13, 567 in
FY12; 516 in FY11; 551 in FY10)

Track 4: “Complex” cases involving extensive property holdings, complicated business valuations,
significant assets held in various forms, pensions, alimony and other suppott issues along with
custody, visitation and divorce — none in FY18 (3 in FY17, 4 1n FY16, 6 n FY15,9 in FY14, 3 in
FY13, 6 in FY12; 5 in both FY11 and FY10)"

No Track (‘Track N’): Cases with other issue(s) such as guardianships, uniform support, change of
name, patetnity, URESA, emergency psychological evaluation, and waiver of court costs — 2,897
terminations in FY18 (3,163 in FY17, 3,495 in FY16, 3,685 in FY15, 3,559 in . 114, 3,581 in FY13,
3,642 in FY12; 3,547 in FY11; 3,339 in FY10)

One of the notable changes in the number of terminations by DCM track is the increase in Track 0
terminations, which increased from 700-800 per year between FY10 and FY15 to over 1,000 in FY16 and
+ 117, The increase presumably resulted from the change in the state divorce law that took place on
October 1%, 2015 to remove the one-year waiting period for the couples with no minor children who
mutually consent to divorce and agree on a property division. This increase appears to have resulted in the
observed increase in FY16 terminations. However, in FY17, this increase was largely offset by the equally
large decline in terminations in Track N cases — 336 between 1116 and FY17. This reduction resulted
from a change in the court’s policy on filings of some Track N cases. Under the new policy, implemented
in January 2017, some petitions such as waiver of court costs, which were filed as separate cases, are no

lo; _ :treated as such and are now filled as pleadings within the substantive case. Track 0 terminations
remained high in FY18 and Track N terminations continued to decrease. In particular, the number of
Track 0 t nations was 1,043 in FY18, comparable to 1 117 (1,036) Track N termination further
declined to 2,897 in FY18 from 3,163 in FY17.

Table C.3 presents the number and distribution of case terminations and their case processing
performance by DCM Track for limited divorce and other family-law cases. The top portion of the table
provides the performance of limited divorce cases. The performance of Tracks 2 and 3 terminations,
which improved from 98% to 100% and 94% to 95%, respectively between FY16 and FY17, declined to
99% and 94% in FY18.

The bottom half of the table presents the DCM Track-specific case processing performance of other
family-law cases. As observed in previous years, 84-85% of the overall terminations ate comptised of
cases in Tracks 0, 1, and N with relatively high performance. The performance of Track 1, which declined
from 100% to 95% between FY15 and FY16 and then slightly improved to 97% in FY17, declined back to
the FY16 level (95%). The performance of Track N also slightly declined from 99% to 98% between
FY17 and FY18. The remaining 15-16% of the terminated cases are contested divorce, custody, and other

17 As of January 2016, the coutt no longer assigns newly filled cases to Track 4. Cases meeting certain criteria including case
complexity are now processed by the court’s One-I' ™ -One-Judge (1F1]) procedure.
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cases closing over-standard without postponements. Reducing the number of over-standard terminations
by ©  ating 132 over-standard cases without postponements ir. ..ack 1 and Track N would have
improved the overall case processing performance close to 96% i . . 18. Adding those in Tracks 2 and 3
(141 cases) would have made the overall performance close to 98%.

Another possibility to improve the overall case processing performance may be to address postponements
in Track 1 and N cases since, without postponements, most of the cases close within the time standard.
By eliminating the 53 over-standard terminations in postponed cases in these tracks, performance would
improve by a half percentage point.

In FY18, cases without postponements are likely to close within the time standard with 4% closing over-
standard. With one postponement, however, the likelihood of over-standard termination increases to 17%
(see Table C.5); with two postponements, the likelihood close to double, 30% of cases being closed over-
standard; with 3 or more postponements, the likelihood of an over-standard termination reaches at least
50%. Among contested divorce cases (I'racks 2, 3 and 4), 17% were closed over-standard without any
postponements; 39% with one postponement, over 60% with two postponements, and over 80% with
three or mote postponements.

Table C.5 Other Family-Law* and Contested Divorce Case Terminations by the Number of
Postponements and Over-Sta=-~rd Terr~i~ation Status, . .18

All Cases Contested Divorce
Number of Over-Standard Over-Standard
Postponements N Terminations N Tavminatingg
\T 0/ IN \)/0
U 6,837 215 4% 320 141 17%
1 637 107 17% 232 90 39%
2 201 61 30% 65 43 66%
3 32 19 59% 16 14 88%
4 20 14 70% 7 6 86%
5 or more 14 13 93% 8 8 100%
Total 7,741 489 6% 1,154 302 26%

* R :
Excludes limited divorce cases.

In terms of reasons for postponing court events (1,303 in total), the top three have remained unchanged
over the past four fiscal years: “Calendar Conflicts” (22%, 283 of 1,303 postponement in FY18, 18% in
FY17 and FY16 and 16% in FY15), “Discovery/ ADR Incomplete” (21% (261 of 1,303) in FY18, 18% in
FY17,16% in FY16 and 15% in FY15), and “Letter/Line of Agreement Received” (12% (150 of 1,303) in
FY18, FY17 and FY16 and 14% in FY15). In FY15 and FY16, the fourth most prevalent postponement
reason was “Weather/Court Emetgencies/Administrative Court Closure” (8% in FY16 and 6% in FY15)
while in FY18, as well as in FY17 it was “Illness, Medical Emergency or Death” (7% (85 of 1,303) in FY18
and 6% in FY17). These top four postponement reasons accounted for 62% of all the postponement
reasons an FY18 (55% in FY17). “Calendar Conflicts” and “Discovery/ ADR Incomplete” are also two of
the most frequently cited postponement reasons among over-standard terminations and account for 19%
and 27%, respectively in FY18 (18% and 23% in FY17).

Case Terminations by Main Charge

As observed in FY17 and FY16, over 40% (3,216 cases) of the 7,741 cases terminated in FY18 had
absolute divorce as their main charge. In FY18, 20% (1,535 cases) of the cases had custody as their main
charge, compared to 15% in FY17 and 13% in FY16, presumably reflecting the increased Special
Immigrant Juvenile Status (SI]S)-related custody case filings. Another 11% of the FY18 cases had name
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change as their main cha | followed by unifc ~ sup| tcases (9%) anc »Hpoin' nt of guardian 3
(7%). Combined, the cases with five charges account for almost 90% of the case terminations in FY18

(and FY17).

While less than half of the family law cases terminated over the past three fiscal years are divorce-related
cases, these cases represent 80% of over-standard cases in FY17 (71% in FY16 and FY15). Because
divorce cases typically involve custody/access and property/financial issues, it may be reasonable to expect
some of these cases to take longer than others. As the last three columns of the table indicate, 11-12% of
divorce cases result in over-standard terminations, indicating that they have a substantially higher
likelihood of closing over-standard when examined by applying the original 365-day time standard to all
family law cases

Special Immigrant Juvenile Status (SIJS) Case Processing Performance

In FY16, the court focused on improving its processing performance of cases accompanied with a petition
for Special Immigrant Juvenile Status (SIJS). Due to the nature of the cases where parties attempt to
establish legal residency of unaccompanied non-citizen children during the process of determining custody
ot appointing a guardian, additional time is required to serve their birth parents and/or guardians who
often reside outside of the country.

Table C.6 compares the case processing performance of two types of cases in other family-law cases —
appointment of guardian (‘guardianship’) and custody cases — with and without a SIJS request for FY16,
FY17 and FY18."” As shown in the top portion of the table, the number of guardianship and custody
cases increased by 20% from 1,615 in FY16 to 1,944 in FY18. During these three fiscal years, the number
of cases with a SIJS petition (‘SIJS cases’) nearly doubled from 378 to 754, increasing the percent from
23% to 39% while the number non-SIJS cases increased by less than 20. In FY16, the case processing
performance of SIJS cases is substantially lower at 72% compared to non-SIJS cases (96%). While the
petformance of SIJS cases substantially improved to 95% and became nearly identical to that of non-SIJS
cases in FY17, the performance of SIJS cases declined to 91% in FY18.

The middle and bottom porttons of the table provide the number and case processing performance of
guardianship and custody cases by SIJS status for the same three fiscal years. As the first column of the
table indicates, the increase in the overall number of cases and that of SIJS cases are largely brought by
custody cases; in particular, between FY17 and FY18, while the number of SIJS guardianship slightly
decreased, that of SIJS custody cases doubled. It is equally clear that the declined performance among
SIJS cases in FY18 was solely caused by that of custody cases; while the performance of SIJS guardianship
cases improved from 97% in FY17 to 98% in FY18, thus meeting the performance goal, that of SIJS
custody cases declined from 94% to 90%. Between FY16 and FY17, despite the increased case
terminations, the performance of SIJS cases, both guardianship and custody cases, improved. Last year we
a~ Tuted this improvement largely to the special assignment of judges and magistrates to hear those cases
and the implementation of additional case management processes to advance the cases without delay.
While this arrangement was still effective among SIJS guardianship cases in FY18, among custody cases
which experienced a large increase, the performance declined. It may be worthwhile to conduct a detail
review of how the court processed SIJS custody cases to identify factors that may have contributed to the
decline and devise solutions to address the issues.

' Most of SIJS cases have either custody or appointment of guardianship as a main charge. In FY16, there were seven SIS
family law cases that were neither custody nor guardianship. In FY17, there were three such cases. They are excluded from the
analysis.
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= Developing a Working Group to Perform Additional Analyses and Inform Case Management. Establish a working
up to developa  istical reporti ude  tassists courts in their efforts to monitor case

processing, workload, case management, and court operations performance. The guide will: 1) identify
Odyssey and dashboard reporting tools available to support routine analyses of case and court
performance; 2) describe how to review and discuss results across these different metrics and over
time; 3) suggest a more detailed analyses, in particular by DCM track, case type and/or main charge
(causes of action), to review and analyze performance results; and 4) offer templates to translate results
into tables and graphics that clearly explain the performance results for court users.

Recommendations for Working Group Initiatives-Future Statewide Performance Analyses

® Itis recommended that the subcommittee request Court Operations Department to initiate a focused
analysis of case processing performance of cases with heavy judicial involvement such as divorce and
custody cases and cases with additional complexities such as SIJS matters. Analyzing case processing
performance of these cases also aligns with the existing national standards such as the Model Time
Standards.”

* Itis recommended that the subcommittee develop a working group to examine the feasibility of
analyzing the impact of attorney representation at the time of case disposition on courts in terms of
case processing performance and court resources. This recommendation was submitted last year, and
Court Operations Departments was requested to investigate if Odyssey has any relevant reports
available.

203720 Duizend, R, Steelman, 1D_and Suskin, L. 2012, Model Time Standards for State Trial Courts. National Center for State Courts,
Williamsburg, VA.
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County Circuit Court personnel. The court may also want to share juvenile petformance results with
justice  teholders including t!  Department of Juvenile Servic  and collaborate on the identificat 1
of possible improvement initiatives.

Data Review. Coordinate with the Family Division Setvices Coordinator, Deputy Family Division
Services Coordinator, and Supervising Family and Juvenile Case Manager on the review of over-
standard, Track 2 juvenile delinquency cases to identify possible case management improvement
opportunities.

Data Reports. Discuss with the Family Division Services Coordinator, Deputy Family Division Services
Coordinator, and Supervising Family and Juvenile Case Manager the types of case processing
performance analyses that they would find most useful to inform case management.

Recommendations for the Case Management Subcommittee

Recommendations for Working Group Initiatives-Future Statewide Performance Analyses. It is recommended that
the subcommittee work closely with or establish a worki  group that collaborates with the AOC’s
Department of Juvenile and Family Services on the identification of more detailed juvenile-related
performance metrics. The court has found it useful to examine delinquency case processing
performance by detention status and in accordance with statutory timelines for adjudication and
disposition. Being able to segment case processing performance across the life of a case allows users
to better understand where they may need to focus their case management strategies and improvement
mitiatives. This recommendation was acknowledged by the Case Management Subcommittee as part
of the FY17 recommendations and “tabled until a later date.”
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Figure E.2 provides the resolution profiles of CINA shelter cases from FY15 to FY18. The profiles reflect
the cumulative percentages of cases that reached adjudication by day. The profiles fo1 . .17 and FY18
highlights the improved case management by encouraging eatly case resolution between 15" and 25" day.
By day 25, while only 35% were disposed in FY15 (46% in FY16), over 60% of the cases were disposed in
FY17 and FY18. This gap remains unchanged by day 30, resulting in the improved percent of cases closed
within the 30-day time standard in FY17 and FY18.

CINA Shelter Case Terminations and Postponements

The postponement analysis is based on both hearing and trial (adjudication hearing) postponements.
While adjudicatory postponements have a direct impact on case processing performance, multiple non-
adjudicatory hearing postponements may result in postponing the adjudicatory hearing, thus impacting the
case time. In FY18, 61% (92 of 152 cases) had at least one postponement (62% in FY17, 61% in FY16
and 80% in FY15). Of the postponed cases, 62% had one hearing postponement (70% in FY17, 52% in
FY16, 44% in FY15), 28% had two (26% in FY17, 38% in FY16, 41% in FY15), and 9% had three (4% mn
FY17, 3% in FY16, 9% in FY15). In FY15 and FY16, 5-6% of cases had four or five postponements
whereas in FY17 no case had four or more postponements and in FY18 there was only one case. As
shown in Table E.2 (see below), all CINA shelter cases without postponements closed within the 30-day
standard. Among the postponed cases, 91% in FY18 closed within the 30-day time standard compared to
FY17 when 98% of the postponed cases closed within the standard. However, the FY17 and FY18
petcentages contrast with the results from FY16 and FY15 when only 63% and 46%, respectively of
postponed CINA shelter cases closed within the standard.

While the percentage of cases with at least one postponement is comparable among FY16, FY17 and
FY18 (61%, 62% and 81% respectively), the percentage of cases postponed once that are over-standard
has dramatically improved over the past three fiscal years. Cases with one postponement closing over-
standard reduced from 42% in FY16 to 3% in FY17 and to 2% in FY18. These reductions underscore the
court’s effective postponement management that aims toward within-standard case disposition while
allowing events to be postponed instead of unilaterally denying requests for postponements.

Table E.2 CINA Shelter Case Terminations by Postponements and Termination Status (Within or
Over the 30-day Standard), FY18

| e I Terminations Within-Standard Terminations M-~r-Standard Terminations
Postponement Status N %, ACT* N r:/o of ACT* N % of ACT
—erall Overall
With Postponements 92 61% 24 84 v1Y0 21 8 9% 50
With~+ Postponements 60 39% 20 60 100% 20
Total 187 100% 22 144 95% 21 5 Y% v

* ACT = Average Case 11me (in days)

Among CINA shelter cases with postponements reported in 1 1 18, the most frequently cited
postponement reasons are “System-Generated Initial Trial Date Not Conformed to Counsels’ Availability”
(64 of 137 postponements, 47%), “Calendar Conflicts” (30, 22%) and ‘Party(s) Not Present’ (11, 8%). In
FY17, “Calendar Conflicts” was the most frequently cited reason (42%), followed by “System-Generated
Initial Trial Date Not Conformed to Counsels’” Availability” (36%). In FY17, no postponed ovet-standatd
cases have “Calendar Conflicts” reason; in FY18, however, 30% of the postponements with this reason
resulted in over-standard case termination. In FY17, one of the two over-standard cases have “System-
Generated Initial Trial Date Not Conformed to Counsels’ Availability” as its postponement reason, and
the other “Discovery/ ADR Incomplete and/or Discovery Disputes/Additional Time Needed to Prepare”.
In FY18, the former was associated with one over-standard case, and the other with none.
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Information Sharing. FY18 case processin esults will be communicated to the

Montgomery County Circuit Court juvt uvenile bar, as well as clerk and administra:
personnel. The court may want to shat rerformance results with justice stakeholders
including Department of Health and H nd collaborate on the identification of possible

improvement initiatives.

Analysis. With such short statutorily def ines, ongoing monitoring of active and recently
closed child welfare cases is critical. Tt ‘ontinue its quarterly analysis of case processing
petformance to provide close-to-real time feedback to the Family Judge-In-Charge, the Family
Division Setvices, and other court staff involved in managing child welfare cases to identify and
address any issues. Coordination and collaboration with the Family Judge-In-Charge, the Family
Division Services Coordinator, Deputy Family Division Services Coordinator, Permanency Planning
Liaison, and Supervising Family and Juvenile Case Manager will continue to ensure data is available
and accessible to inform case progtess and the development of improvement initiatives (as needed).

Recommendations for the Case Management Sub-committee

Recommendations for Working Group Initiatives-Future Statewide Performance Analyses. Since a large portion of
the court’s case processing activity related to child welfare cases occurs post-adjudication, it is
recommended that the subcommittee establish a working group or coordinate an initiative with the
AOC’s Department of Juvenile and Family Services (DJFS) to expand the analysis of child welfare case
processing performance.

o The DJFS has been collecting and reporting on post-adjudication child welfare timeliness
measures for several years. With their interest in engaging coutts in this reporting, the time
may be ripe to coordinate statewide discussions drawing upon the lessons learned from the
annual case assessment analysis.

o Working with the AOC Court Operations Department and JIS, the DIJS may want to review
the Enterprise Custom Reports (ECRs) available from Odyssey for its accuracy in data capture
and calculation of metrics. The department may also want to provide circuit courts with a list
of Odyssey codes used to capture key events in child welfare cases and calculate time between
those events.
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Appendix A. AOC-Court Operations Aj :lated Items

As the court engages in I......_ conversion ent activities, opportunities are created to
participate in statewide dialog about Odyss: teation and reporting. Frequently this dialog
links to aspects of caseflow management. "...c .c....... are applications-related items that may be of

interest to AOC-Court Operations as they create/review Odyssey case events, develop Enterprise Custom
Reports (ECRs), and continue to support local courts’ case management efforts.

General. Establish a working group to provide Odyssey code cross-walks for all case management
related Ente  1se Custom Reports (ECRs) and/or Odyssey canned reports similar to the time
standards Quick Reference Guides (http://courtnet.courts.state.md.us/circuit/ qrg.html#time) so that
courts have a clear understanding of how the reports are pulling information from Odyssey.

Civil-General. Clarify in the Circuit Courts Caseflow Assessment Tramning Guide that Odyssey case
event ‘Demand for Arbitration’ (DARDA) is to be used only when the court has granted a stay/order
for non-binding arbitration. Encourage courts to document the recommended use of this case event
in local, civil business process manuals. {Note: A discussion about the referenced case event was raised
during a MDEC-MCCC Dev Integrations Meeting with Lisa Preston. }

R (e Recommend adding the date of FOMAC-Foreclosure Mediation — Agreement
Contingent Future Events as a viable 1spension end for ‘Foreclosure Mediation Outcome Date’.
{Note: A discussion about the referenced case event was raised during a MDEC-MCCC Dev
Integrations Meeting with Lisa Preston. }

AOC-CC. . Civil B&T Reportting. The court annually reports Business and Technology (B&T)
statistics fot the Matyland Judiciary as well as uses that information to inform local B&T (as well as
ASTAR) case management. The following case events were created to support MDEC conversion:

o Request-B/T track assignment: Case Event REQBT

o0 Otder-B/T track assignment: Case Event ORDBT

o Request-ASTAR track assignment: Case Event REQTA

0 Order-ASTART track assignment: Case Event ORDTA

These Odyssey case event codes were obsoleted. To support this annual reporting to the AOC, the
coutrt uses the 'Request-B&T" and 'Order-B&T" docket codes. Unless an ECR currently exists (and is
not created from case events), the referenced case events may be necessary in production to support
future reporting of this information. {Note: A discussion about the referenced case events/AOC
reporting was raised on the conversion log (state SharePoint site) used for Phase I MCCC code
mapping with Toba Owonubi.}

™ 7 quency: The local court performance supplemental juvenile delinquency performance

‘analysis based on the fii = achieved at the adjt © tonhearing * " 7 position hearing. In

particular, the following case event codes were created for MDEC conversion mapping purposes:

o Outcome: Found Delinquency; Case Event OUTFD

o Outcome: Found Not Delinquent; Case Event OUTFN

o Outcome: Found Involved; Case Event OUTFI

o QOutcome: Found Not Involved; Case Event OUTNI
The found involved/found not involved findings at adjudication in juvenile delinquency cases are
similar to the active Odyssey case events Facts Sustained (HOFTS/Facts Not Sustained (HOFNS)
used at adjudication for child welfare cases. It may be necessary to create active Odyssey case event
codes to extract ese juvenile delinquency findings to support local court analyses unless data is
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http://courtnet.courts.state.md.us

available through other Odyssey moc

Juvenile Delin - . (JIS Service Noa
2018 MDEC Event Code Review W«

order/outcome codes to suppott the
Now Ticket includes the UCS codes
suspension dates (JPTU, JPTS). Thet
JPTO; JPTU; and JPTS. The inciden:
Operations. {This item has been disc
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of events).

218024): A discussion occutrred at the October 16,
tding the juvenile predisposition treatment program
»nile delinquency time standards. The JIS Service
tously used to capture the start (JPTO)/end

tin creating the Odyssey codes that align with:

ange request, which will be provided by AOC-Court
of the AOC-COD MDEC case event wotkgroup. }





