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Executive Summary

Over the last several years, court data collection systems have been
developed locally throughout the state to address case processing and resource
management needs. Although these systems were developed to address needs
common to the court system, years of fragmented and disjointed system
development have resulted in incompatible systems and inconsistent data
collection at many levels of court administration. To overcome this, Florida’s
court system is in need of a statewide integrated data management solution. This
will ensure judicial and staff access to essential and uniform data to manage their
caseloads and court operations. Such a solution would also allow for a more
comprehensive evaluation of court performance.

In August 2010, In re: Commission on Trial Court Performance and
Accountability, No. AOSC10-48, then Chief Justice Charles T. Canady directed the
Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability (TCP&A) to identify
essential information necessary to move cases through the adjudicatory process
including key case and work load measures essential for performance
monitoring. Additionally, the TCP&A was charged with establishing uniform data
definitions and standards for this information. In recognition of the far reaching
affects of these charges, the TCP&A, in cooperation with other stakeholder
committees undertook the Trial Court Integrated Management Solution (TIMS)
project to consider the overall data management needs of the trial court system.

The project was organized into three phases. Phase One, the focus of this
report, convened judges and other subject matter experts into divisional
workgroups to identify key case and performance information and uniform data
definitions. The resulting outcome is a court data model that includes standard
definitions created to provide a single uniform language in which all jurisdictions
can communicate relevant court data. The model captures common activity
across all court divisions so that the data elements defined within the model
apply uniformly to every case type, division and jurisdiction. Under Phases Two
and Three, a technological assessment and implementation plan are being
determined that are the most feasible to develop an automated solution that
addresses the needs identified in Phase One.

While the latter phases of the project continue to be evaluated due to
funding implications, the purpose of this report is to introduce recommendations
developed in response to the charges outlined under AOSC10-48, as addressed
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during Phase One. Accordingly, the TCP&A and the Court Statistics and Workload
Committee (CSWC) recommend the following:

1. The Supreme Court accept the case flow diagrams (as delineated in
Appendices E through J) developed by the TIMS Phase One workgroups, as
the information needed to be accessed and tracked by judges, case
managers, and other court staff in order to move cases efficiently and
effectively through the trial court process.

2. The Supreme Court accept the performance measure matrix (as
delineated in Appendix K) as the key caseload and workload information
needed at the circuit and statewide reporting levels essential for
performance monitoring and resource management. However, based on
the feedback received through an outreach of the performance measure
matrix to all chief judges and trial court administrators, further vetting of
these performance measures is necessary to achieve accurate and valid
reporting. In conjunction with the proposed measures, the commission
believes that Florida’s court system needs specific benchmarks that are
reflective of its strategic and long-range goals. The National Center for
State Courts’ High Performance Court Framework suggests a series of
flexible steps courts can take to integrate performance improvement into
their ongoing operations, including:

e Focusing on key administrative principals that clarify high
performance;

e Understanding how a court’s managerial culture can promote
common goals and collegial cooperation;

e Developing the capacity to measure performance; and

e Learning to use the results for procedural refinements and
communications with a variety of stakeholders.

The commission believes that it should be charged with developing the
analytical framework for using the data to measure court performance.

Also, further work is needed to ensure the validity of the measures
proposed to achieve performance monitoring that is useful to the circuits
and state court system, as a whole. The TCP&A will continue, with
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collaborative outreach to the trial courts, to evaluate and refine these
indicators to ensure meaningful measurement.

3. The Supreme Court approve the Court Data Model (as delineated in
Appendix C) as the established uniform data definitions, guidelines, and
standards for data collection and reporting necessary to produce
consistent, automated trial court case management statewide. As the
TCP&A continues efforts to improve both case management and
performance monitoring processes, the CSWC will oversee refinements to
the Court Data Model, as necessary.

The acceptance and approval of these recommendations and the continued
progress of the TIMS project will provide much needed direction for the future
development of automated case and data management systems. Through these
efforts and with continued collaboration with judges and court managers, the trial
courts will be able to improve access to, and the quality of court data for use at all
levels of the court system.
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Introduction
Background

Over the years, a variety of individuals and entities with a vested interest in
improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the judicial branch have recognized
the need for establishing automation systems within the trial court system. Most
circuits and counties have developed automation systems that are specific to
their localities for case management, document management, and scheduling
case events. At the state level, the Office of the State Courts Administrator
(OSCA) has developed summary data systems such as the Uniform Data Reporting
System (UDR);' program management systems such as the Florida Dependency
Court Information System (FDCIS);” and other supporting systems such as the
Judicial Inquiry System (JIS)> which are used or intended to be used statewide by
the trial courts to manage statewide elements of court programs and procedures.

Similar data systems have been developed by outside vendors or
professional associations such as the Comprehensive Case Information System
(CCIS)* developed by the Florida Court Clerks and Comptrollers (FCCC). These

'Uniform Data Reports (UDR) is a data reporting system used by Florida’s trial
courts to provide monthly information to the OSCA on the use of mediators, court
interpreters, court reporting, and expert witnesses. The system was developed
by the OSCA in response to Florida becoming a unified court system in 2004.

’The Florida Dependency Court Information System (FDCIS) is an automated
system designed by the OSCA for dependency court judges and staff to assist with
the management and administration of dependency cases throughout Florida.
*The Judicial Inquiry System (JIS) is a technology initiative which offers the
judiciary and other criminal justice entities access to a streamlined dashboard in
which a user may query multiple data sources through a single point of entry.
Data sources include criminal histories, driver license information, inmate
information, and juvenile information from the Department of Juvenile Justice.
*The Comprehensive Case Information System (CCIS), developed and
implemented by the Florida Court Clerks and Comptrollers, is a secured internet
portal providing a single point of search for statewide court case information.
CCIS users are comprised of the judicial community, state and local law
enforcement, state agencies, and the Florida Legislature.
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systems, like the ones developed by the court, are typically designed to address
specific issues or serve particular constituencies within the greater court body.

Overall, the goal of these automation projects is to enhance the court
system’s ability to efficiently and effectively process cases and manage court
operations, and in turn, better meet the needs of those coming into contact with
the court system. While local automation projects focus on the needs of judges,
court staff, and clerks for specific case activity data to increase the efficacy of the
adjudication process, state level automation projects focus on the needs of the
Supreme Court and Supreme Court appointed committees for uniform and
comparable information to enhance the decision making process. For example,
state level information may assist the Trial Court Budget Commission (TCBC) in
determining resource allocations to the circuits. Further, this information may
assist with performance monitoring by the Commission on Trial Court
Performance and Accountability (TCP&A) to ensure the effective delivery of
services in each circuit.

Taken together, the various efforts to develop automated systems have
resulted in significant improvements in local operational processes. However, the
statewide automation environment continues to be fragmented with large gaps
remaining in the state courts system’s data collection infrastructure and
inconsistent communication existing between local automation systems. Several
common themes underscoring this fragmentation of existing automation systems
were identified in 2010 by the Legislature’s Technology Review Workgroup
(TRW).” In the report the TRW noted that limited data integration between data
collection systems results in duplication of data entry and reduction of data
quality. The TRW also noted that limited to non-existent performance data
hampers the court system’s ability to implement effective process improvement
measures. Further, the lack of standardization between counties and divisions
makes training of judges, staff, and other circuit-wide users difficult. Overall, the
unintended consequences are wasted time, and resources. To address these
issues, a comprehensive data management environment is needed to ensure the
availability of reliable and accurate case data at all levels of the state courts

>Technology Review Workgroup, Plan for Identifying and Recommending Options
for Implementing the Integrated Computer System for the State Court System,
March 2, 2010.
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system. Such an environment can help unify local automation systems, thereby
closing the final gaps in data collection efforts.

Commission Charges

One critical component to establishing any viable data management
environment is the determination of a universal data language that allows local
automation systems to communicate relevant common court activity. To begin
addressing this need to develop uniform, standardized data definitions, in August
2010, In re: Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability, No.
AOSC10-48, then Chief Justice Charles T. Canady directed the Commission on Trial
Court Performance and Accountability (TCP&A) and the Court Statistics and
Workload Committee (CSWC) to:

1. Identify the information, by case type, that needs to be accessed and
tracked by judges, case managers, and other court staff in order to move
cases efficiently and effectively through the trial court process;

2. ldentify the key caseload and workload information needed at the circuit
and statewide reporting levels essential for performance monitoring and
resource management; and

3. Establish uniform data definitions, guidelines, and standards for data
collection and reporting necessary to produce consistent, automated trial
court case management statewide.

Planning

In response to the Supreme Court’s directive, in September 2010, and
during initial consultations with the Florida Courts Technology Commission (FCTC)
and the Steering Committee on Families and Children in the Court (FCC), the
TCP&A and the CSWC began identifying trial court information needs in
consideration of overall court data management. They noted that the
identification of critical data is of limited benefit unless the automation
infrastructure to collect, store and use it is also available. Therefore, in order to
identify the basic system components necessary to take advantage of the data
identified under these charges, the above committees launched the Trial Court
Integrated Management Solution (TIMS) project.

The purpose of the TIMS project is to develop an automated solution to
address major informational needs of the trial court system and to advance the
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goals and strategies of the Long-Range Strategic Plan of the Florida Judicial
Branch 2009-2015. A project plan was established to identify the sponsors,®
scope, collaboration strategies, and project phases.

Scope

The project’s scope focuses automation on two major trial court functions:
A) case processing and B) performance monitoring. Within case processing are
the following six sub-functions: 1) case intake; 2) document management; 3) case
management/tracking; 4) case scheduling; 5) court proceedings; and 6) resource
management. Definitions for these functions were developed during a Trial Court
Functions Project (TCFP) and approved by the FCTC in early 2010 (see Appendix A
for a complete description).

All trial court divisions and case types in which these functions are
performed by judges, quasi-judicial officers, judicial assistants, case managers,
and other court staff are considered in the TIMS project. This includes
information needs of court committees and clerk of court functions in so far as
they have an impact on the court system’s needs. Non-court related functions
performed by clerk staff are not addressed in this project (e.g., recorder and
financial duties for the county). Overall, the TIMS project is categorized by the
trial court functions and sub functions as defined above. Moreover, the system is
not artificially classified by the case maintenance versus case management
dichotomy.

Collaboration Strategies

The primary committees sponsoring the project identified several
collaboration strategies to ensure opportunities for communication across all
committees, subject matter experts, and stakeholder groups. For instance, they
agreed to assign a project liaison across the commissions/committees; provide
crossover membership on workgroups created for the project; disseminate

® Four court commissions/committees were identified to act as the sponsors of
the project: the Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability, the
Court Statistics and Workload Committee (a sub-committee of the TCP&A), the
Steering Committee on Families and Children in the Court, and the Florida Courts
Technology Commission.
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periodic status updates; and conduct outreach on recommendations prior to final
approval. The overall result of these collaboration strategies is efficient and
effective distribution of work for project phases and tasks that require the
involvement of two or more committees.

Literature and Field Review of Court Technology

In order to gain a better understanding of the current data management
and court technology landscape the project sponsors conducted a survey of
existing studies and reports. In addition, a series of meetings were conducted to
review the current status of court technology and to assess the management
needs of stakeholder committees. The project sponsors also reviewed previous
court management projects including the Probate and Juvenile E-Filing
Workgroups, the Trial Court Functions Project, the Trial Court Assessment
Documents under AOSC03-16 In re: Adoption of Functional Requirements,
Technical Standards and Strategic Plan, and the Case Management Framework
section of AOSC09-30 In re: Statewide Standards for Electronic Access to the
Courts. The sponsors also reviewed major court-related technology reports
issued within the last several years. For a brief description of these past research
reports, see Appendix B.

In conjunction with these reviews was a series of field site visits to circuits
and counties.” The purpose of the site visits was to identify what standards and
processes were in place, what data was available and what data was lacking from
these local systems. The site visits provided significant insight into the challenges
facing the trial courts in developing data management solutions.

Project Phases

As a clearer picture of the court system’s management needs emerged, the
project sponsors considered practical development strategies for moving an
overall solution forward. The three main project phases identified are:

’During the period January through March 2011, staff conducted site visits to five
circuits and ten counties to evaluate existing case maintenance and management
systems.
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Phase One — Answer the Supreme Court’s charges in AOSC10-48 and AOSC12-25°
by developing recommendations regarding: 1) the standardized information that
needs to be accessed and tracked by judges, case managers, and other staff in
order to move cases efficiently and effectively through the trial court process and,
2) the standardized caseload and workload information needed at the circuit and
statewide reporting levels essential for performance monitoring and resource
management.

Phase Two — Perform a technology assessment and develop recommendations
regarding the technological approach that is the most feasible to develop an
automated solution that addresses the needs identified in Phase One.

Phase Three — Develop an implementation plan.

This report addresses Phase One findings.

® Subsequent to the issuance of AOSC10-48, the Supreme Court issued AOSC12-25
extending the deadline for submission of the recommendations.
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Phase One
Guiding Principles

As directed by the Supreme Court’s administrative orders No. 10-48 and
No. 12-25, Phase One identifies information that is both essential to case
processing and managing court resources and necessary to be accessed and
tracked in TIMS. To assist in determining what is “essential,” guiding principles
were established to ensure that the identification of information is based purely
on need and not restrained by fiscal or technological considerations. Two
threshold questions were asked continuously throughout the project to help filter
appropriate data:

e Isthe information necessary and sufficient to move cases through the
adjudicatory process?

e |s the information necessary to measure, manage, and be accountable for the
efficient and effective movement of cases through the adjudicatory process?

Data Collection Methodologies

The first task of Phase One was to identify the information necessary for
the efficient and effective operation of the courts. However, there is an
important distinction between the information needed to process cases and data
needed to convey that information. Data are nothing more than facts about
something; in this case, facts about court activity. When individual pieces of data
are organized and connected in specific ways, these facts convey information. For
example, a judge’s name, a case filing date and a hearing date are simply pieces of
data. In technical terms, they are called data elements but they are just isolated
facts. Connecting these three pieces of data with a case number results in useful
information about activity in the courts. On the most fundamental level, Phase
One of the TIMS project identified specific pieces of data needed by the court,
and also determined consistent definitions for the data and ways of structuring
and relating it so these facts could be combined into meaningful court
information.

Structured this way, data elements, definitions and the relationships
between them establish a “single data language” by which all jurisdictions can
communicate relevant case and court activity. The data provided by this
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language, since it adheres to a consistent set of rules and meanings, can then be
transformed into information needed by judges and other court managers for
processing cases, managing resources, and monitoring performance both locally
and statewide. The practice of identifying data elements and grouping those
elements by rules and relationships for an organization is known as data
modeling. This report advances a Court Data Model (CDM)® that captures
essential court activity data and provides the necessary rules and relationships
that allow this data to be transformed into useable information.

In the early months of the TIMS project, the CSWC considered three
different methods for identifying and defining court data: 1) simple data element
definition, 2) rules-based data identification and 3) data modelinglo. While there
is some overlap among these three methodologies, each offers its own set of
advantages and disadvantages.

Simple data element identification is the most traditional method of
collecting data. Basically, an organization identifies specific facts that it believes
important and then implements some mechanism for collecting those facts. Each
data element is defined so the data collected is consistent throughout the
organization. Data sets identified with this method tend to be very targeted in
nature since the data is typically defined to address a specific need or report. On
the one hand this simplifies collection and minimizes costs. On the other hand, it
reduces flexibility because the data collected is targeted to a known need. What
organizational data will be needed in the future is usually not known.
Consequently, this method does not respond well to developing issues. An

° Data modeling is a dynamic field of data administration that arose out of work in
the 1980’s and 1990’s with relational databases. The basic concepts and
principles of data modeling have been adapted to a wide range of data
integration projects and are used throughout the business sector to help
organizations manage their growing data needs. A full discussion of data
modeling would range far outside the scope of this report. However, useful
introduction to the field can be found at
http://www.agiledata.org/essays/dataModeling101.html

1% 5ee the Glossary located in Appendix O for the technical definitions of these
three methodologies.
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organization is locked into a perpetual cycle of updating these data elements
which are constantly falling behind the actual needs of the organization.

Another disadvantage with simple data element identification is the rules
and relationships that link the individual data elements together are usually
defined separately from the data itself, if defined at all. This adds an extra layer
of complexity upon data management as there may be several different ways of
combining data elements which produce similar, but not the same, reports. Case
aging reports are an excellent example of this disconnect in that most
jurisdictions capture the appropriate data elements but combine them in slightly
different ways to produce reports that provide much the same information but
are not compatible with each other.

Rules-based data identification is the newest of the data identification
methodologies. It is a method of capturing essential pieces of data supporting the
operations of any set of business processes by defining a set of rules to which the
information must conform. Any piece of data conforming to those rules is
captured and identified as belonging to that data element. This method has the
advantage that it can extract data from a wider range of non-traditional data
sources such as unstructured text documents and audio files providing more
options for automated data collection. The largest disadvantage is that the
definition of the necessary rules is a complicated and difficult process often
requiring experts in the art. Rules-based identification is a subfield of artificial
intelligence. While great strides in this area have been made, there are still only a
few private companies providing software. It is unlikely the court system could
field the level of personnel necessary to support these systems, opening the
potential for vendor lock-in. Additionally, the rules defined are highly dependent
on procedures and practices within the jurisdiction. It is likely that a completely
different set of data identification rules would have to be developed for each
county and circuit.

Data modeling represents a methodology somewhere between simple data
element identification and rules-based data identification. Data modeling
partitions the universe of all essential information of interest to the court into a
small number of distinct categories. A data model identifies the areas of
information important to an organization. For example, the TIMS project
determined that the court required information about “cases,” “events,”
“adjudication activity,” “operations activity” and “actors” in order to move cases
through the system. The data modeling process then categorizes each of these
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areas into successively smaller pieces until the essential facts about the
information are revealed. Because the process starts by considering high level
information needs first, a data model identifies natural groupings of facts such as
data related to a hearing (event) or demographic data about a defendant (actor).
The process also defines relationships between these pieces such as how two
cases may be associated or how two actors in a case are associated. Ultimately, a
data model defines as series of data elements facts with definitions, that satisfies
the groupings and relationships of the model. Together, the data elements,
definitions and relationships provide a natural way to capture and convey the
critical information required by the court.

Court Data Model

Based on previous court data collection experience, limitations of the other
data model options, and its inherent advantages (i.e., the natural capture of data
and data commonality across jurisdictions) the CSWC determined the data
modeling methodology to be the most efficient and cost effective way to satisfy
the charges of the court. Appendix C provides diagrams of the Court Data Model
beginning with the areas of information, then moves to a more detailed
breakdown, and culminates with a list of data elements and definitions.**

There are several advantages to choosing the data modeling methodology.
First, it allows the TIMS project to treat each of the three charges as aspects of a
single charge. Thus, work on identifying essential case information contributed
substantially to the development of potential performance measures. The
development of potential performance measures identified necessary changes to
data element definitions. Those changes provided key insights into court activity
and relevant performance measures.

1 As with the simple data identification method, it is possible to define more than
one set of relationships between the elements in a court data model. Different
relationships would define slightly different models which means that certain
information would be harder to derive from the model. As the charge to the
TCP&A directed the project to focus on information necessary to move cases
through the adjudication process, the CSWC adopted a CASE-EVENT approach to
the CDM. Essentially, this means that the relationships in the model are
optimized to collect data and provide information on case activity and court
events. That being said, the CDM as presented was designed to provide a great
deal of information on the other important areas of court activity.
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Another advantage of data modeling is that it allows for the natural capture
of data at the point the activity occurs. Thus, data about a hearing is captured by
the system when the hearing is scheduled rather than afterward by a person
entering the hearing information (data element definition) or via a program
analyzing the calendar (rules-based identification).

Finally, data modeling focuses on defining the elements and relationships
common to all jurisdictions and activity, rather than on procedural elements
which may differ in varying degrees due to local demographics or practices.

In April 2011, upon adopting the data modeling methodology, the CSWC
approved an initial Court Data Model including basic data elements and
definitions to begin work on Phase One of the TIMS project. To refine this initial
data model, six divisional workgroups were established in May 2011, one for each
of the following court divisions: Criminal, Civil, Family, Probate, Civil Traffic, and
Problem-Solving Courts to refine this initial data model and ensure was complete
and appropriate to the charges. Members selected to serve on these workgroups
included those on the front-line of processing cases and other subject matter
experts, such as judges, trial court administrators, case managers, and clerk of
court staff. Members of each workgroup are identified in Appendix D.

Charge One - Case Activity Information that Needs to be Accessed and Tracked

Each workgroup met several times via conference call. At the start of the
process, workgroup members focused their attention on identifying the major
events associated with moving cases through the system. As such, they reviewed
when documents are filed, hearings are conducted, and signed orders are
entered. They also reviewed smaller non-recordable activities such as case
screening tasks. Every task was reviewed carefully to ascertain whether it met
the definition of an event, and as such, would need to be recorded and tracked as
part of a TIMS system.

The workgroups were then asked to identify essential information
necessary for processing cases, based solely on need; cost was not a
consideration. From these discussions, the workgroup members determined the
general case flow processes of their respective divisions. Decision points within
each case were identified with the aid of case flow diagrams that provide a
graphical overview of the critical stages of a case. Essential information needed
to move a case through those decision points was identified and mapped to the
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Court Data Model. The case flow diagrams can be found in Appendices E through
J.

The workgroups recognized that no circuit operates exactly like another.
Each circuit, and sometimes each county within a circuit, has unique case flow
processes dictated by any number of factors. For example, during the Phase One
workgroup process it was noted that in some jurisdictions judges may require
hearings at any time due to extenuating circumstances or for processing certain
matters deemed necessary at local or individual judge discretion. It was noted,
during the Probate Workgroup process, hearings specific to original wills are
scheduled on an ad hoc basis or at local judge discretion. Interestingly, one judge
indicated she automatically requires hearings to obtain lost or destroyed original
will documents because she discovered, by experience, these lost documents can
be located if parties are present to discuss and identify potential solutions. Thus,
these hearings, if successful, can save time in processing the case.

Such variations were carefully considered as efforts moved forward to
define a common framework that all circuits could use.

Charge Two - Caseload/Workload Information Needed for Performance
Monitoring

In addition to preparing the case flow diagrams, Phase One identified the
standard caseload and workload information needed at the circuit and statewide
reporting levels to accomplish essential performance monitoring and resource
management. As indicated in the National Center for State Courts (NCSC),
CourTools, “effective measurement is key to managing court resources efficiently,
letting the public know what your court has achieved, and helping identify the
benefits of improved court performance.” To that end, each divisional workgroup
developed a set of potential performance measures included collectively as
Appendix K. At a minimum, these include nationally recognized measures, such
as: 1) the number of cases disposed; 2) clearance rates; 3) time to disposition;
and 4) age of pending caseload. Additional division specific measures (e.g.,
number of petitions for restoration of rights filed in guardianship cases) were also
identified by the workgroups.

The workgroups also identified a number of strategies to assist with court
performance including a determination of whether the measure was “required,”
“essential,” or “proposed.” “Required” measures are those measures mandated
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by statute, rule or program guidelines. “Essential” measures are those proposed
by state or national organizations as necessary for effective program or court
management. For example, the CourTools set of measures published by the NCSC
provides a package of measures proven effective in many courts nationwide.
Finally, the workgroups offered several “proposed” measures, however, noting
these measures may not be universally applicable as the usefulness of these
measures may vary depending on local practices. Individual jurisdictions may
wish to implement some portion of these measures as best suit their operations.

The list of performance measures, as developed by the workgroups,
provided a starting point in determining if the Court Data Model could support
the capturing of the data that would be required to calculate the measure. The
Court Data Model was evaluated for each “required” or “essential” measure to
ensure that these measures could be computed from data within the model.
Additional fields were added as necessary. However, some “proposed” measures
are outside the scope of court activity such as those requiring a physical review or
other activity not performed by court personnel and, therefore, cannot be
captured by the Court Data Model (e.g., Integrity of Case File). With the
exception of those measures requiring manual data collection, such as surveys, or
those that involve non-court agencies, “required” and “essential” measures have
been incorporated into the Court Data Model. “Proposed” measures are included
to the extent the data for the measures naturally exist within the Court Data
Model. In other words, additional fields were not added for the “proposed”
measures.

The list of performance measures was distributed to all chief judges and
trial court administrators for their review. Based on feedback received, the
commission believes that further vetting of the performance measures is
necessary to achieve accurate and valid reporting. Moreover, it is the belief of
the commission that in conjunction with the proposed measures, Florida’s court
system needs specific benchmarks that are reflective of its strategic and long-
range goals. The commission cites to the National Center for State Courts’ High
Performance Court Framework.”> The framework suggests a series of flexible

2 The National Center for State Courts’ High Performance Court Framework
hyperlink: http://ncsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cgi-
bin/showfile.exe?CISOROOT=/ctadmin&CISOPTR=1874.
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steps courts can take to integrate performance improvement into their ongoing
operations, including:

e Focusing on key administrative principals that clarify high
performance;

e Understanding how a court’s managerial culture can promote
common goals and collegial cooperation;

e Developing the capacity to measure performance; and

e Learning to use the results for procedural refinements and
communications with a variety of stakeholders.

The commission believes that a critical additional step is necessary in the
performance measurement process beyond merely identifying individual data
points. Specifically, it should be charged with developing the analytical
framework for using the data to measure court performance.

Charge Three - Uniform Data Definitions

As discussed previously, standard definitions created as part of the Court
Data Model provide a single uniform language in which all jurisdictions can
communicate relevant court data. The Court Data Model captures common
activity across all court divisions so that the data elements defined within the
model apply uniformly to every case type, division, and jurisdiction.

To apply the Court Data Model is not simply a matter of collecting bits and
pieces of information and storing them in a data base. These endless bits of
information are important, but just as often it is the relationships between the
data that are most meaningful. For example, the date a case is filed is a useful
piece of information. The filing date coupled with the current date identifies how
long a case has been before the court and thus becomes a useful case
management tool. Add to this the number of hearings held and the results
provide a measure of how complex a case may be or how much judicial labor may
be required to dispose of the case.

The Court Data Model is designed to capture these sorts of relationships in
addition to the actual data elements themselves. Data modeling begins by
identifying a set of areas in which the court is interested in collecting information.
For example, the court needs to collect information on cases. It may also be
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interested in information on events such as hearings and trials or about issues
such as due process motions. Many current court programs or processes require
information about the actors in a case such as defendants or children. These
broad areas of interest are called entities within a data model. These entities
form the building blocks of the Court Data Model.

Among these different entities, or areas of activity, there exist a variety of
associations which are also of interest. For example, a case may have one or
more related cases (case association). An actor in a case may be a plaintiff in one
case but be a defendant in another. In reality, most performance measures are
representations of associations within and between cases. For instance,
clearance rates express the association between cases filed and cases disposed.
Case complexity and time to disposition are related to the issues involved in a
case.

Descriptive Data Elements

Within the Court Data Model’s entities or building blocks are a number of
descriptive data elements. Typically between six and twenty data elements are
required to describe an entity. For example, the case entity may be defined to
capture the essential information about a case such as uniform case number,
division assigned, judge assigned, date filed, or date disposed. Associated with
each case might be another structure capturing information about events in the
case (case event) such as date and time of a hearing, who rescheduled a hearing
and why. Another entity may capture information about the persons involved
with the case (actor) such as name, contact information, age (for dependency)
and so on. From there, a picture of court activity is constructed for a complex
case from a reasonably small set of building blocks each consisting of a small
number of data elements. The Court Data Model with its collection of entities
and constituent data elements, combined with the definitions for these elements,
answer charge three of AOSC10-48. See Appendix C.

Benefits and Constraints of the Court Data Model

The Court Data Model provides a flexible setting for the sharing of data
across systems by providing a consistent structure for presenting and interpreting
court-related data. One of the most complex obstacles to using and sharing data
branch-wide, is that county or circuit specific data collections systems collect and
store data differently, which makes the consolidation of that data difficult, if not
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impossible. The Court Data Model provides a common language that all agencies
can use to exchange court-related data. It is not necessary that each county or
circuit maintain their data in the format of the Court Data Model, only that the
data conform to the data model as it is shared with the courts.

There are two major benefits of the Court Data Model. First, it allows court
activity to be viewed from many different perspectives depending upon need.
Court activity may be viewed by judges in terms of cases to manage and dispose,
by case managers in terms of defendants or minor children (e.g., dependency
cases) or by analysts who examine events or actions. Second, it allows data to be
collected as a natural course of case processing activity thereby minimizing data
collection needs. Data about the hearing is captured as the hearing is scheduled
so that a person does not need to provide it later. A case is marked as disposed
when the final disposition document is filed, removing the need for a person to
update the case record.

One important constraint of the Court Data Model is that it does not
directly extract “content” from court documents. The model only identifies
activity. For example, it will capture information such as the date a document
was filed, or the date a guardian was appointed, but not the guardian’s name
which is contained in the document. However, the Court Data Management
Framework discussed below is designed to include certain requisite capabilities
necessary to enable the extraction of document content should the Supreme
Court deem it necessary in the future.

Court Data Management Framework

To achieve all of the benefits of the Court Data Model requires a data
management framework that provides the tools and capabilities to take
advantage of the model. Concurrent to the work of Phase One, a possible court
data management framework was developed as a means to illustrate the full
scale workability of the Court Data Model. A data management framework
specifies the tools and automated capabilities necessary for effective data
management. A set of fifteen capabilities are identified as potential requirements
of a viable integrated data management system. See Appendix L for the
capabilities and Appendix M for a diagram on how the framework could function.
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Integrated Trial Court Adjudicatory System

In consideration of the practical realities and finite number of resources
currently available to the trial courts, a distilled version of the Court Data
Management Framework was developed to minimize the need for new systems
and resources. This framework is commonly referred to as the Integrated Trial
Court Adjudicatory System. For reference purposes, this diagram may be found in
Appendix N.

Recommendations

As directed in AOSC10-48 and AOSC12-25, the Commission on Trial Court
Performance and Accountability and the Court Statistics and Workload
Committee recommend the following:

1. The Supreme Court accept the case flow diagrams (as delineated in
Appendices E through J) developed by the TIMS Phase One workgroups, as
the information needed to be accessed and tracked by judges, case
managers, and other court staff in order to move cases efficiently and
effectively through the trial court process.

2. The Supreme Court accept the performance measure matrix (as
delineated in Appendix K) as the key caseload and workload information
needed at the circuit and statewide reporting levels essential for
performance monitoring and resource management. However, as noted
the commission has received feedback on the performance measure matrix
from chief judges and trial court administrators and has concluded that
further vetting of these performance measures is needed.

In conjunction with the proposed measures, the commission believes that
Florida’s court system needs to establish specific benchmarks that reflect
its strategic and long-range goals. The commission therefore recommends
following the National Center for State Courts’ framework of flexible steps
to integrate performance improvement into their ongoing operations,
including:

e Focusing on key administrative principals that clarify high
performance;

e Understanding how a court’s managerial culture can promote
common goals and collegial cooperation;
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e Developing the capacity to measure performance; and

e Learning to use the results for procedural refinements and
communications with a variety of stakeholders.

The commission believes that it should be charged with developing the
analytical framework for using the data to measure court performance.

Also, further work is needed to ensure the validity of the measures
proposed to achieve performance monitoring that is useful to the circuits
and state court system, as a whole. The TCP&A will continue, with
collaborative outreach to the trial courts, to evaluate and refine these
indicators to ensure meaningful measurement.

3. The Supreme Court approve the Court Data Model (as delineated in
Appendix C) as the established uniform data definitions, guidelines, and
standards for data collection and reporting necessary to produce
consistent, automated trial court case management statewide. As the
TCP&A continues efforts to improve both case management and
performance monitoring processes, the CSWC will oversee refinements to
the Court Data Model, as necessary.

On behalf of the primary committee sponsors, the TCP&A and the CSWC
would like to extend its appreciation to the Supreme Court for their time and
consideration of these recommendations. As noted in the NCSC’s December 1,
2010 publication, A Framework for Logical Data Models in the Courts, prior to
commencing any large-scale integration project, consideration must first be given
to arriving at a high-quality data model. The Court Data Model, as developed for
purposes of the TIMS project, if approved, will provide much needed direction for
future system integration efforts within the court system.
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Appendix A — Automation of Trial Court Functions

Introduction

There is a need for the State Courts System to document and clearly articulate, to the
legislature and others, the comprehensive automation requirements of the trial courts within a
framework of defined functions and in accordance with the mission, vision, goals, and
strategies of the Judicial Branch. This issue, while discussed for many years, was brought to the
forefront by SB1718 and the publication of AOSC09-30 IN RE: Statewide Standards for
Electronic Access to the Courts. The question of priority in automation was specifically raised
by the legislature’s Technology Review Workgroup (TRW) in questions posed to the Florida
Courts Technology Commission (FCTC) at their November 2009 meeting. In particular, the TRW
asked:

® What court functions need to be automated/integrated in the various court divisions?

® What is the recommended business priority and implementation sequence?

Florida Courts Technology Commission Recommendations

The ultimate goal of any court automation project should be to assist the Judicial Branch in
protecting rights and liberties, upholding and interpreting the law, and providing for the
peaceful resolution of disputes. Further, automation should assist with improving the
accessibility, fairness, effectiveness, responsiveness, and accountability of the court system.
While consideration was given to several criteria such as: frequency/effort/scope, complexity,
ease of implementation, cost, and workload/productivity; the FCTC placed the greatest
emphasis on the importance of the function to strategic goals provided in the Long-Range
Strategic Plan, which may be located at:

http://www.flcourts.org/gen public/stratplan/2009LongRangePlanMain.shtml). Attachment A
provides the methodology used to achieve these recommendations, Attachment B provides
finalized definitions for each function category and decision criteria, and Attachment C provides
the detailed functions for each category.

What court functions need to be automated/integrated in the various court divisions?

A set of common trial court function categories has been identified for automation across all
court divisions, as follows:

e Case Intake

e Case Management/Tracking
e Case Scheduling

e Resource Management

e Court Proceedings

e Document Management
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e Budget & Financial Management

e Personnel Management

e Research & Data Management

e Technology Management

e General Administration, Management & Oversight

What is the recommended business priority and implementation sequence?

The below ranking should not be interpreted to define the importance of each function
category relative to the court system. The court believes that all function categories are
important to its operations and should be automated to some degree over time. However, as it
is not practicable to automate all functions simultaneously, the below list is provided as a
reasonable implementation scheme. Function categories given the same priority should be
implemented concurrently to ensure inherent dependencies are addressed and operational
relationships are maximized.

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Case Management/Tracking, Case Intake, Document Management, and Case Scheduling
Court Proceedings and Budget & Financial Management

Resource Management and Research & Data Management

Personnel Management

Technology Management

General Administration, Management, & Oversight

ATTACHMENT A - METHODOLOGY

The methodology utilized to answer the TRW questions involved a four step process:

1.

3.

Information Gathering — Office of the State Courts Administrator staff compiled
information on court functions using a variety of sources including: Supreme Court Orders
(AO09-30, AOSC03-16), National Center for State Courts information, and individual circuit
processes and procedures. Input was requested from all circuits.

Function Distillation and Evaluation — Office of the State Courts Administrator staff distilled
all available information sources into a comprehensive list of function categories. A
decision process was also defined to evaluate these functions.

Trial Court Administrators Meeting — Trial Court Administrators (or their designees) met to
finalize the court functions list and to determine the relative importance and
implementation priority of those functions. The Trial Court Administrators arrived at their
results through the use of a decision matrix methodology that evolved over four phases: 1)
review and adjustment of court function categories and decision criteria, 2) assignment of
weights to decision criteria and ranking of function categories by each decision criteria, 3)
refinement of rankings, 4) evaluation of implementation priority in terms of overall value to
the court system.
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4. Presentation of Results to the FCTC - The results of the Trial Court Administrators Meeting
were presented to the FCTC. The FCTC reviewed the results and finalized their
recommendations for response to the TRW.

ATTACHMENT B — DEFINITIONS

General Definitions (as used for this exercise)

® Function- Any court-related activity or project performed by court or clerk staff in the
trial courts.

® Automation- The application of technology to the accomplishment of a function to
allow that function to be performed with greater speed or accuracy, more frequently,
with less human interaction or at a reduced cost.

® |ntegration- Any project that ties two or more computer systems together to share
operations or data.

Trial Court Function Categories and Definitions (as used for this exercise)

Case Processing- Those functions that involve the efficient and effective processing of cases
through the court system. This broad category consists of the following subcategories:

® Case Intake- Those functions related to the filing and perfecting of court pleadings.

® Case Management/Tracking- Those functions involved in moving cases through the
various stages of the trial court process leading to greater certainty, predictability, and
efficiency in how a case is progressing through the system.

® (Case Scheduling- Those functions related to calendaring and scheduling proceedings
and case events.

® Resource Management- Those functions related to the assignment, monitoring, and
analysis of resources that support the adjudicatory process and ensure the protection of
due process rights.

® Court Proceedings- Those functions related to the processing of cases in the courtroom.

® Document Management- Those functions involved in the processing, maintenance and
handling of court documents.

Administration- Those functions that support the efficient and effective operation of the
court system. This broad category consists of the following subcategories:
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e Budget and Financial Management- Those functions related to financial management of
court resources.

® Personnel Management- Those functions related to the management, retention, and
training of court personnel.

® Research & Data Administration- Those functions related to the processing, analysis,
and presentation of court data in support of court operations and management
decisions.

® Technology Management- Those functions related to the use of technology within the
court system.

® General Administration, Management, & Oversight- Those functions related to
efficient oversight and management of the court system that do not fit into other
Administration categories.

Decision Criteria and Definitions (as used for this exercise)

Importance to Strategic Issues:

This criterion considers the relevance of a function/automation project to the court’s
mission, vision, strategic issues (including Judicial Branch Long-Range Strategic Plan
goals 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 4.1, and 5.1) and other core concerns.

Frequency/Effort/Scope - This criterion considered the automation of a particular
function in terms of the scale or scope of that automation on the court system including
volume, labor and statewide applicability.

Complexity - This criterion considers how involved the function is by looking at
interactions between different process components including expected iterations with
other data systems or sources, external agency coordination and other functional
dependencies.

Ease/Difficulty of Implementation:

This criterion considers the how difficult or easy automating a particular function might
be including a consideration of the cultural and process changes required, and existence
of prototype or pilot systems related technological issues.

Monetary Cost:
This criterion considers how much the automation of a function would cost compared to
how much it would save or the value it would provide.
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Workload/Productivity:

This criterion considers the impact of automation on key aspects of court workload and
productivity including primary and secondary judicial workload and judge/staff
productivity and availability.

ATTACHMENT C - TRIAL COURT FUNCTIONS DETAIL

CASE PROCESSING

1) Case Intake e publicinformation, education, and assistance*
e ministerial pro se’ assistance

o filing of cases

e review of affidavits

e perfection of case pleadings

2) Case e publicinformation, education, and assistance*
Management/ e pro se’ assistance
Tracking e initial review and assessment for differentiated case management

e monitoring/triggering/notification of case events/progression (tickler system)

e tracking/coordinating crossover cases

e tracking attorney information

e attending/participating in pre-trial interventions

e attending/participating in case conferences

e tracking discovery

e monitoring the need for services & providing referrals

e tracking competency and other evaluation reports (i.e., GAL, home study,
service provider)

e tracking compliance with court orders

e tracking treatment and test results

e tracking substance abuse history

e tracking drug court client academic, employment, housing, health, income,
etc.

e processing child support delinquent judgments and drivers license suspensions

e tracking traffic violation information (including drivers license suspensions)

e jail population monitoring

e review & authorization of search warrants

e review & authorization of arrest warrants

e tracking arrest information

e tracking offense information

e tracking booking information

e tracking length of time in custody

e tracking terms of probation

e tracking defendant/litigant/juvenile demographics

e tracking extradition

e tracking school information and child placement (for juveniles)

e case closure

3) Case e docketing/scheduling proceedings (tickler system)
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Scheduling

calendaring
public information, education, and assistance*

4) Resource
Management

monitoring/analyzing use and cost of resources

assigning and providing court reporting services

requesting, assigning, and providing court interpreting services
coordinating/tracking/providing ADR/mediation services
processing court-appointed attorneys

tracking/processing guardianship examiners and other expert witnesses
drawing jury venire and pool

summons jurors

reviewing jury excusals

orientation and swearing in jurors

assigning jury panels

enforcing failure to appear for jury service

maintaining jury lists

public information, education, and assistance*

5) Court
Proceedings

pre-hearing preparation (e.g., case review, legal research, witness lists)
attending/participating in court proceedings (e.g., first appearances, pre-trial
hearings, grand jury hearings, motion hearings, trials, panel conferences, pre-
disposition hearings, disposition hearings, status hearings, judicial review
hearings, post-disposition hearings, etc.)

locating dockets

accessing and reviewing case information (locate via case indexes, view
multiple documents/pages at the same time)

accessing and processing forms

reviewing motions and other case pleadings

communicating with participants

rescheduling cases (continuances)

disposition of cases

prepare, review, edit, sign, and print orders/judgments

preparing sentencing forms

determining need to transfer cases

taking court minutes

public information, education, and assistance*

6) Document
Management

case file maintenance

archiving and destruction

review exemptions for public records

information redaction/ensuring the protection of confidential information
photocopying

certifying/notarizing documents

processing citations

processing official court documents (i.e., orders, judgments, notices,
summons, subpoenas, writs)

processing financial affidavits

processing reopened cases

processing appeals
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e processing case transfers

e maintaining list of process servers

e preparing documents for court proceedings

e maintaining court attendance record

e evidence/exhibit maintenance & disposal

e publicinformation, education, and assistance*

ADMINISTRATION

7) Budget & e monitoring budget allocations, expenditures, balances
Financial e developing state and county budget requests
Management e processing budget amendment requests
e collecting and dispersing filing fees, fines, costs, payments, and special
assessments

e processing fee waivers

e bond processing

e paying jurors & witnesses

e indigence determination

e auditing and authorizing bills and vouchers for payment
e financial auditing

e purchasing and procurement

e contract management

e grant management

e publicinformation, education, and assistance*

8) Personnel e processing payroll

Management e processing benefits

e processing timesheets

e position advertising

e processing applications

e holding new employee orientations

e processing performance reviews

e maintaining personnel files

e coordinating fair employment issues

e publicinformation, education, and assistance*

9) Research & e data management system development

Data Management | ¢ data collection/transmission

e dataentry

e maintaining databases/data warehouses

e data quality control

e record searches

e developing reports/data output

e processing data requests

e performance measurement (e.g., monitoring- access & fairness, workload
coverage, timeliness, quality & uniformity of services, efficient use of
resources, reliability & integrity of records, collection rates, employee
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satisfaction, etc.)
e publicinformation, education, and assistance*

10) Technology e application research & development
Management e programming

e technology training

e maintaining technology systems

e other technology support services

e publicinformation, education, and assistance*

11) General e supervision
Administration, e program oversight
Management, & e strategic planning
Oversight e policy development

e internal legal support

e development of administrative orders

e training & staff development

e emergency management

e space planning & utilization

e ADA coordination

e security planning

e intergovernmental coordination

e acting as a member or staff of committees
e administrative support

e publicinformation, education, and assistance*

*Note: Public information remains a critical strategic concern for the court system that
engendered a good deal of debate during this project. A solid case can be made for breaking
Public Information out as a separate function to illustrate its importance to the court. An
equally strong case can be made for including it as an integral element of all the other functions
illustrating its pervasive character. Ultimately, it was decided to incorporate public information
as an integral component of the other court functions as this expression more closely fits with
the mission and strategic vision of the courts.
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Appendix B — Literature Review of Court Technology

There have been a significant number of stakeholder issued reports pertaining to
the need for better automation in the trial courts.

Article V Technology Board Report (2006)

For instance, in January 2006, the Article V Technology Board issued a final
report to assist with accomplishing the integration of disparate information
systems for the benefit of the court system and the various entities involved with
the court system. It recommended several actions such as: the creation of a
catalog of common data elements; the determination of data exchange standards
and protocol; and the design of standards and protocol for infrastructure,
network, security, and access.

Technology Review Workgroup Report (2009)

In 2009, the Legislature directed the Technology Review Workgroup (TRW)
to study and develop recommendations pertaining to trial court technology. In its
February 1, 2010 report, Plan for Identifying and Recommending Options for
Implementing the Integrated Computer System for the State Court System, the
TRW provided several findings and conclusions including:

o The state does not have a comprehensive statewide strategic plan that
establishes a road map for developing and implementing the integrated
computer system for the state courts.

o There is no agreed-to business process model or system architecture for
the integrated computer system for the state courts.

o Uniform standards needed to implement the integrated computer system
cannot be established until the business processes represented by the
terms “case management” and “case maintenance” have been defined.

« The state court system has not identified statewide systems of record for
one or more functions in each court division.

Court Statistics and Workload Committee Report (2010)

Further, in March 2010, the Court Statistics and Workload Committee
(CSWC) of the TCP&A issued a report titled, Case Management System Design
Framework. This report was developed in response to a charge from the
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Supreme Court in AOSC08-32 to develop long term plans for technology to
support trial court information needs. The CSWC report covers design principles,
the use of current data collection systems, security and confidentiality, and the
need for other standards.

Florida Judicial Branch: Long-Range Strategic Plan (2009-2015)

Finally, one of the most important documents addressing automation of
trial court functions is the Long-Range Strategic Plan of the Florida Judicial Branch
2009-2015, in which the Supreme Court adopted several goals and strategies that
speak to automation and its purpose of achieving the mission and vision of the
judicial branch and how it may assist with improving accessibility, fairness,
effectiveness, responsiveness, and accountability of the court system.
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Appendix C — Court Data Model

o| This subject area captures information necessary for the court
| system to effectively manage its operations including court
administration, resource and facilities management, trial cou
logistics and operations research

OPERATIONS (OP)

4

N

CASE (CA)

This subject area involves court activity
associated with the adjudication of cases
brought before the courts including the

component aggregation of mattters and
issues that may comprise a case.

A case entity represents a collection of
legal documents, reference materials
and other records bringing a matter
before the courts and including
documents, reference materials and
other records documenting the activities
of those associated with the case to
bring the matters involved to a legal
resolution.

EVENT.

ADJUDICATION (AD)

This subject area captures information required by the court to
efficiently and effectively move cases through the court
system. This may include procedural elements such as actions
required by statute, operational elements such as case
management reports or due process elements such as
interpreters or expert witnesses. This area is also concerned
with tracking the activity on a case that is not recordable as an

A case record

+ Tracks participation

+ Aggregates components
+ Tracks trajectory

- /

This subject area involved the information required by the cou
to effectively manage the people and organizations that are
o involved in the court system. This area includes people such
| as defendants, attorneys and court staff. It also includes
organizations that interact with the courts including state’s
attorneys, public defenders, law firms and state agencies.

ACTOR (AC)

A

o/

/ N

EVENT (EV)

This subject area involves the court
activity associated with events that occur
within the court particularly as it relates
to the adjudication of cases.

An EVENT defines a significant
(recordable) happening that occurs in
legal proceedings, or that is scheduled
to occur, and involves the court officially
doing something or recognizing
something done. It may involve activity
such as the filing of a document, the
scheduling of a hearing or case
conference, acceptance of a report etc.

Thus the EVENT subject area is
primarily concerned with documents filed
(including orders/judgements issued),
meetings scheduled or held and other
activities as entered on a CASE docket.
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PERSON

This sub-entity defines the
actual people that are involved
in a specific case and in the
court system in general. It
uniquely identifies names,
contact info, demographic
information, certification and
bar numbers and other relevant
information pertaining to the
] actors wi!hinpa case. ¢

The PERSON model provides
for the capture of physical
characteristics, person
identifiers and demographics
expressed as a set of key-value
pairs

A PERSON is a sub-entity of
the ACTOR entity and are

assigned to CASE ROLES

PERSON NAME
This entity tracks the relevant
name information about a
person within the courts

including firs and last names,
aliases, and the dates for which
this particular name was valid
(as in the case of married or
divorced persons)

CONTACT MECHANISM

This entity tracks the method
of contact for the person
defined. This entity provides
€ for one or more postal
addresses, telecommunications
addresses (phone, fax, cell
etc.) and electronic addresses

(email, web, twitter, skype
etc.)

SR

PERSON DEMOGRAPHIC

This entity tracks various
demographic information of
interest about the person
o< including date of birth, sex,
race elc.gNol all possible
demographic information
needs to be collected. The
information needed varies
greatly depending on the role
the person plays in a case.

-~/
Y

PHYSICAL

CHARACTERISTIC
This entity tracks various
physical characteristics of
interest about the person
——Q¢ including height, weight, hair
color etc. Not all possible
physical information needs to
be collected. The information
needed varies greatly
depending on the role the
person plays in a case.

-/

PERSON IDENTIFIER
This entity tracks the various
identifiers that might exist for
an actor such as SSN, Drivers
License number, etc. This
information is helpful in

matching persons with related
cases , parents and children
etc. Not all possible physical
information needs to be
collected. The information
needed varies greatly
depending on the role the

person plays in a case.

PERSON DEMOGRAPHIC

demographic information that
could (but not necessarily has
to) be collected

PHYSICAL
CHARACTERISTIC TYPE

demographic information that
could (but not necessarily has
to) be collected

PERSON IDNETIFIER

demographic information that
could (but not necessarily has
to) be collected

This entity defines the types of

This entity defines the types of

This entity defines the types of

(resson pEMoGRAPHC)

PERSON DEMOGRAPHIC

CASE ROLE TYPE
This entity defines what
demographic information is
required to be collected for
each specific CASEROLE
TYPE. For example, the role
of minor child may require
tracking a birth date whereas
the role of deceased (in
probate) may require a date of
death.

PHYSICAL

CHARACTERISTIC CASE
ROLE TYPE

This entity defines what
physical characteristics are
required to be collected for
each specific CASE ROLE
TYPE. For example, a
dependency case may require
the eye color for the role of
minor child whereas the role
of expert witness may require
no physical characteristics

information

PERSON IDENTIFIER
CASE ROLE TYPE

This entity defines what
identifier information is
required to be collected for
each specific CASE ROLE
TYPE. For example, the role
of plaintiff attorney might
require a Florida Bar Number
whereas the defendant in a
criminal case may have an
OBTS (fingerprint) number.

./

CASE ROLE TYPE

This entity provides a
description of the different
CASE ROLES

W
)

SETA

ALILN3 ¥OL10V
[2po ejeq [en}dasuod SIILL

(65/0 LIeloe NOS¥3d

(

Page 37



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 38



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 39



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 40



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 41



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 42



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 43



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 44



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 45



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 46



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 47



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 48



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 49



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 50



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 51



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 52



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 53



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 54



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 55



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 56



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 57



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 58



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 59



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 60



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 61



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 62



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 63



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 64



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 65



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 66



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 67



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 68



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 69



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 70



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 71



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 72



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 73



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 74



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 75



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 76



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 77



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 78



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 79



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 80



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 81



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 82



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 83



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 84



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 85



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 86



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 87



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 88



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 89



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 90



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 91



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 92



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 93



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 94



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 95



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 96



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 97



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 98



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 99



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 100



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 101



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 102



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 103



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 104



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 105



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 106



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 107



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 108



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 109



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 110



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 111



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 112



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Appendix D — Phase One Workgroup Members
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Appendix E — Probate Division Caseflow Diagrams

Page 123



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 124



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 125



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 126



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 127



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 128



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 129



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 130



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 131



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 132



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 133



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 134



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 135



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 136



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 137



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Page 138



Trial Court Integrated Management Solution — Phase One

Appendix F — Civil Division Caseflow Diagrams
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Appendix G — Family Division Caseflow Diagrams
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Appendix H — Criminal Division Caseflow Diagrams
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Appendix | — Traffic Division Caseflow Diagrams
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Appendix J - Problem Solving Courts Caseflow Diagrams
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Appendix K — Performance Measure Matrix
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Appendix L — Court Data Management Framework

A court data management framework is a framework that specifies the
tools and automated capabilities necessary to effective branch-wide data
management. To obtain this product, a state and national literature review was
conducted and existing data collection processes were evaluated. Previous
attempts to define court data elements were reviewed and a number of site visits
and vendor presentations of case management systems were conducted.

From these efforts, a set of fifteen capabilities that are essential
requirements to a viable integrated data management system were identified as
shown below:"

1. A mechanism to automate the tracking, processing and response to
documents filed with the court for action. This includes automation
involving both the type of document and specific content as well as
automated email notifications when certain documents are filed, and
notification ticklers when certain dates are approaching or have passed.

2. A mechanism for judges, judicial assistants, and case managers to
monitor and manage their case loads. This includes document access,
case scheduling and continuances, order generation, issue tracking and
differentiated case management. This system would also allow for the
generation of case aging reports.

3. A mechanism for judges to efficiently manage case files in a courtroom
setting. This includes document reference, case scheduling and
continuances, issue tracking and disposition.

4. A comprehensive set of common definitions identifying: case related
data necessary to move cases efficiently and effectively through the
court system and performance related information necessary to

® An important insight into the current state of court management is that each
jurisdiction has implemented a portion of these requirements in an effort to
address local needs using local resources. This creates a certain amount of
similarity between different circuit systems while masking fundamental
differences that have prevented widespread, adoption of these local solutions.
Also note that data management needs specific to circuits that may be over and
above those common to all jurisdictions were not identified.
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effectively manage court operations both at a local and state level.
These are among the most critical information needs within the court
system today. The Court Data Model as described in the previous section
discusses this need in greater detail.

A single method for clerks of court and other external agencies to
transfer data to and from the courts. This refers to the technology used
to transfer data into and out of the court system. While all data
transferred to and from the courts should follow the Court Data Model
structure, the actual technology used to transfer that data to the courts
can vary widely. A court data management system should specify a well
established, simple and secure mechanism for data transfer to and from
clerks of court and other external agencies.

A long term record of court activity to provide the court system with
basic information on its operations. This includes case inventory
tracking, case activity management, hearing and conference
scheduling/rescheduling, judicial assignment, and other resource usage
statistics.

A common method of inter-system communication so that different
data systems in various circuits can communicate to share data and
services. This refers to the technology used by the different components
that will comprise the courts data management solution to communicate
and to share data and services. Within TIMS, this allows circuits to mix
and match the pieces that are already available and to select those
components that best enhance local operations.

A universal set of tools that local jurisdictions can use to develop and
expand the TIMS system to meet their specific needs. This tool set
defines a common environment in which circuits can develop new
solutions to local problems. More importantly, this tool set enables these
local solutions to be transmitted to the entire court system with relative
ease since all circuits would have the basic capability to use these
solutions. This capability will allow the courts to enhance the TIMS
system statewide by implementing and deploying field tested tools with a
proven usefulness.
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Both short term case document storage for daily use along with
warehousing capability for long term management and monitoring data.
The TIMS is designed to work with existing clerk of court systems and not
to supplant them. Thus, it is not necessary or desirable to replicate the
documents stored in clerk systems. However, to ensure ready availability
of electronic court documents and to resolve certain networking issues,
the TIMS must provide short term storage capability for case documents.
Alternately, the court has a strong interest in the long term storage of
case activity data which is necessary for case tracking and operations
management. This information would then be stored at the circuit level.

A mechanism to develop and provide ad-hoc reports on the full range of
data captured. This will enable the court system to quickly respond to
emerging data requirements and provide the necessary tools to respond
in a timelier manner.

A mechanism to manage supplemental resources such as general
magistrates, hearing officers, senior judges, court interpreters, court
reporters, and expert witnesses.

A mechanism to manage court material resources such as equipment
and facilities as well as court administration staff and budgets.

Capture necessary data as a consequence of the natural processing of a
case. The court system needs considerable data about court activity to
manage its operations effectively. It is not practical that staff be
dedicated solely to the effort of collecting this data. Therefore, the
collection of court activity data should arise from the natural activities
necessary to process that event. Manpower is expensive and inefficient.
Wherever possible, needed data should be captured automatically, by the
system at the point closest to the source. For example, when a motion is
filed, the system should capture information such as date and time of
filing, type of motion, attorneys name, plaintiffs name and so on at that
point in the process rather than requiring this information to be entered
later.

A flexible design that enables circuits to maintain their existing
investment in data systems while systematically allowing those systems
to evolve to use a common set of standards. While there is a great need
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to standardize court data management across the state, the operating
environments of the circuits are sufficiently different as to require
considerable flexibility to address local problems and procedures.
Additionally, many jurisdictions have considerable investments in
management systems that currently meet their needs. It is not necessary
to supplant an existing system that works well. Consequently, the TIMS
system must be developed to embrace both standardization and
flexibility.

15. Conformity of data transfers in and out of the TIMS to a defined data
model as approved by the Supreme Court. The Court Data Model will
standardize the transfer of data to and from the courts by defining
uniform data structures for all users. This will ensure that data received
from different jurisdictions is comparable. The use of a single data model
will help ensure the long-term quality of court data by identifying areas
where data collection is deficient.

Subsequent to the identification of the fifteen required capabilities, the
software components necessary to provide these capabilities were identified.
Further, to ensure local circuit systems maintain common capabilities and can
share data, standard configurations for these components were defined. Taken
together, the fifteen required capabilities, requisite software, and a standard tool
configuration define a coherent court data management framework that will
allow the court system to better manage its resources thereby, improve the
adjudicatory process.

The proposed TIMS data management framework organizes the requisite
software and tool configurations into three major groups that encompass
operational areas of court data management. Figure 1 presents a graphical
overview of three major operational areas and are referred to as subsystems.
Specifically, these subsystems are: 1) the Adjudicatory Subsystem, which
provides essential services to judges and case managers; 2) the Court Operations
Subsystem, which provides management data and other services to court
administration; and 3) the Core Subsystem, which provides essential automation
services to the rest of the system. Together, these three subsystems form a TIMS
framework.
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Appendix M - Court Data Management Framework Diagram
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* To keep the diagram readable, not all functional areas of the TIMS system are presented.

Court data enters the TIMS framework from the clerk of courts and other justice
partner agencies. This data is processed by the Core Subsystem. Within the Core
Subsystem certain data is extracted and stored while other data is compiled and
an electronic case file is built. Some benefits of automation are available from the
Core Subsystem such as automated ticklers to notify judges of certain documents
filed or hearings scheduled. Along the right hand side of the diagram, the
Adjudicatory Subsystem can access the electronic case file built by the Core
Subsystem as well as any data stored by the system. Thus, judges, judicial
assistants, and case managers will have the full range of case data available to
them to manage their caseloads. Similarly, the Court Operations Subsystem will
also have access to data processed by the Core Subsystem. Reporting capabilities
built in to the Core Subsystem, along with the data defined by the Court Data
Model, will provide a complete range of management reports. These reports will
include case inventory reports, case aging reports and resource utilization reports.
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Appendix N — Integrated Trial Court Adjudicatory System
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Appendix O - Trial Court Integrated Management (TIMS) Glossary

The terms and definitions provided in this glossary are those used throughout the
Trial Court Integrated Management Solution (TIMS) project. In some instances,
the terms used in the TIMS project may have more than one common meaning.
This glossary is intended to provide a meaningful context for these terms and how
they are used to define the project. Definitions denoted with a (1) were adapted
from The Data Reference Model, Federal Enterprise Architecture Program,
Version 2.0, November 17, 2005.

Adjudicatory Subsystem

The collection of components within the TIMS system that encompasses the
functional areas of case processing. In addition to including the modules related
to case processing, the subsystem includes a judicial view (or adjudicatory
interface) that allows the user (judges, judicial assistants, case managers, etc.) of
the subsystem to view and manipulate case processing data.

Automation

The application of technology to accomplish a function which allows that function
to be performed automatically with greater speed or accuracy, more frequently,
with less human interaction, or at a reduced cost.

Case Management

A systematic administration and allocation of resources, including judicial
attention and leadership, time, court staff, court technology, and the resources or
parties and communities, directed to enhancement of the quality, timeliness, and
efficiency of the judicial system. Case management develops and maintains
reasonable and achievable policies and practices, identifies, collects and organizes
critical case information, responds appropriately to characteristics of cases and
parties, organizes the movement of cases, ensures that necessary activities and
events occur, marshals and prioritizes court and community resources, promotes
reasonable and consistent expectations, provides critical information to judicial
leaders and court managers, and promotes accountability and ongoing
improvement (TCP&A, 2001).
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Case Processing

A broad grouping of court activity that encompasses the functional areas of case
intake, case management/tracking, case scheduling, court proceedings, document
management and resource management.

Conceptual Data Model (CDM)

An expansion of the Subject Area Model (SAM). The CDM takes each area
identified in the SAM and adds additional details to ensure that the model covers
the organization’s interests completely. The CDM will provide a more detailed
description of the subject area. The subject areas are referred to as entities. For
example, the case area identified on the SAM is expanded to include a case entity
along with the related entities case association, case notes, court management
and case management. The model also identifies the data elements that describe
each entity and the relationships between each entity.

Core Subsystem

The component of the TIMS system that provides essential data transfer, data
storage, service dispatch, and automation services. Case data is transferred from
the clerk of courts into the TIMS system via the TIMS Core. User subsystems, such
as the adjudicatory or court operations subsystem request services and transfer
data among other elements of the system use TIMS Core services. The TIMS Core
also provides the platform for automation services, including the processing and
extraction of document metadata, case event ticklers, and automated event
emailing. The TIMS Core should contain any function that is used in common
between two or more modules of the system. For example, since both the
adjudicatory subsystem and the court operations subsystem require scheduling
functionality, a general purpose scheduling module may be implemented in the
Core that would provide scheduling services to both subsystems. The TIMS Core
encapsulates, at a minimum, 1) a module to receive, parse and transfer data
submitted (usually in XML or pipe delimited formats) using standard data transfer
protocols such as sFTP and SOAP, 2) industry standard SQL data storage facilities,
3) a document management or content management module for tracking case
documents and related information, 4) a service dispatch module to process data
and service requests from other components of the TIMS system, 5) a scripting
engine to provide for TIMS system automation and 6) a rules-based task engine to
allow for user-defined automation.
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Court Operations Subsystem

The collection of TIMS system components that encompasses the functional areas
of Court Operations Management. In addition to including the modules related to
court operations management, the subsystem includes a manager viewer (or
management interface) which allows the user (trial court administrator, court
analysts, case managers, etc.) of the subsystem to view and manipulate court
operations data.

Data Capture

A collective group of actions by which information is collected, interpreted and
then stored into a database.

Data Element

A specific piece of information identified by rule, statute, forms and any other
pertinent information related to a specific court division which contributes to a
complete description of court activity. Data elements may be defined
independent of a data model or may be grouped together into entities within a
data model to describe the activity of the court. Data elements are also called
attributes of the entity.

Data Element Definition

A method of identifying essential pieces of information supporting the operations
of any set of business processes whereby a comprehensive set of data elements is
identified and defined for each process. Data elements are identified by
reviewing business rules, regulations, reporting requirements and from user input
into critical needs. While effective in identifying small to medium numbers of
data elements, this methodology is inefficient for large numbers of elements as
the costs of capturing and maintaining these data sets increases non-linearly with
the number of elements. This methodology does not explicitly capture
relationships between data. See Data Element, Data Model, Rules Based Data
Identification.

Data Model

The representation of the information required supporting the operation of any
set of business processes and/or the system used to automate them (1) and/or a
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graphical and/or lexical representation of data specifying their properties,
structure and inter-relationships (ISO 11179-3). A data model partitions the
universe of all essential information of interest to the court into a small number
of distinct categories. Each of these categories contains a small number of data
elements, with definitions, that completely describe the category. Additionally,
relationships between the different categories and between the specific data
elements is also defined.

Document

A file containing unstructured and/or semi-structured data. A discrete and unique
electronic aggregation of data produced with the intent of conveying information
(1). An American Standard Code for Information Interchange (ASCIl) document is
unstructured. A document may also be semi-structured if it conforms to machine
interpretable conventions such as headings or subheadings (accessible Portable
Document Format (PDF) documents are semi-structured) or if it contains
embedded self-describing metadata such as Extensible Hypertext Markup
Language file (XHTM) or other tagging system.

Entity

The area of interest to the organization. Entities are composed in individual data
elements called attributes that capture a specific piece of information about the
entity. For example, the case entity is described by the data elements uniform
case number, date case initiated, etc.

Framework

A conceptual description of the components and other elements from which a
working system can be built. A framework defines the boundaries of the system
to be built and may constrain the operation of the components within.
Depending on design considerations, the description of each component or
element will vary in detail as necessary to clearly set boundaries and ensure the
components work properly together.

Function

Any court-related activity or project performed by court or clerk staff in the trial
courts.
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Integration

Any project that ties two or more computer systems together to share operations
or data.

Performance Monitoring

A set of tools and practices used to systematically monitor court operations. It
identifies the functions that involve monitoring performance at both the state
and local level including indicators of: access and fairness, workload coverage,
timeliness, quality and uniformity of services, efficient use of resources, and
reliability and integrity of records.

Rules Based Data Identification

A method of identifying essential pieces of information supporting the operations
of any set of business processes by defining a set of rules that the information
must conform to. Any piece of data conforming to those rules is captured and
identified. Rules based data identification is commonly employed in artificial
intelligence systems. The complex rule system imposes a high overhead and is
inefficient for semi-structured data. This method is well suited to extract
information from unstructured documents. Additionally, this methodology does
not explicitly capture relationships between data elements.

System

A network of that interacting, interrelated, or interdependent hardware,
software, definitions and protocols forming a complex whole that, collectively,
accomplish a specific broad task. For example, a court data management system
is comprised of the hardware, computer applications, data definitions and
communication protocols necessary for the court to manage its court activity
data. A system refers to an actual implementation of a framework.

Subject Area Model

A diagram identifying specific areas of interest to the organization. Within the
TIMS project, these areas of interest are usually broadly defined to identify
significant elements of court activity such as case, actor, or event. Subject area
models typically identify basic relationships between these areas such as “one or
more actors may be associated with a case.” A SAM is the starting point for
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further model development and typically consolidates the areas of interest into
between ten and twenty subject areas. This summary helps the organization
maintain focus on important conceptual areas of activity.

Tool Set

A defined set of utility programs provided as part of a computer operating
environment that assist the administrators and power users of that system in
carrying out tasks on that system. A standard set of utility programs available in
every location provides consistency and ensures that the system in each location
has a known set of capabilities.
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