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Court Funding Implementation Committee
Kilroy Tower, SeaTac

October 27, 2006
Members present:  Chief Justice Gerry Alexander, co-chair; Judge Deborah Fleck, co-chair; Mr. Wayne Blair, vice-chair; Mr. John Cary; Ms. Pam Daniels; Mr. Kirk Johns; Judge Eileen Kato; Judge Robert McSeveney; and Judge Christine Quinn-Brintnall 
Guests present:  Mr. Jim Bamberger; Ms. Martha Harden Cesar; Ms. Joanne Moore; Ms. Kelly Stockman Reid; Mr. Scott Smith; and Ms. Sandi Swarthout
Staff present:  Ms. Anita Gausepohl and Mr. Jeff Hall

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Chief Justice Gerry Alexander, co-chair.

Approval of Minutes

Chief Justice Alexander asked for an approval to the minutes of the August 31, 2006 meeting as published.  The minutes were approved.

Interpreter Policy Legislation

Mr. Hall presented draft policy recommendations for RCW 2.42 Interpreters in Legal Proceedings and 2.43 Interpreters for non-English-speaking persons.  The changes were based on the OCLA Oversight Committee meeting with Representative Lantz.  He stated that Representative Lantz was very interested in the interpreter legislation.  Mr. Hall asked the committee to review the draft and decide which sections should be kept, eliminated, or changed.  


The committee discussed the need for policy legislation and it was agreed that with the support of Representative Lantz it was a good idea to propose the legislation.  However, they should limit the request to ensure the fiscal note would not be too large to get the proposal to pass.


The committee reviewed the draft policy for RCW 2.43.  Concerns regarding the civil proceedings were discussed.  The new section one was much broader and did not limit the requirement for providing an interpreter in civil matters to indigent cases only.  The question arose as to whether the courts should be required to pay for interpreters in all civil cases and the dramatic impact of the cost for such changes.  The original statute did require the courts to provide interpreters in indigent cases for all legal proceedings and for all cases in other proceedings (i.e., criminal, grand jury, mental health, etc.).  In addition, the committee discussed new sections four and five regarding law enforcement agencies and determined that this portion could have a negative impact and should be stricken.  The committee also discussed the new sections two, three, and six referencing juvenile proceedings, activities ordered by the court, and funding of counsel for indigent persons with concerns referencing the cost impact.  They agreed with adding the alternate section three providing that the state should reimburse the appointing authority for half of the expense for certified and registered interpreters.  


After review of all sections in RCW 2.43 the committee agreed that the original statute language for providing interpreter services in sections two and three should be kept, and that the alternate section three be added to provide that the state fund fifty percent of the interpreter costs.  All other amendments should be kept simple to limit the cost of the proposal.  The committee agreed with the proposed amendments for RCW 2.42.

It was suggested that Mr. Hall complete the changes for the interpreters policy amendments sent them out to the associations providing them the information on proposed policy legislation that will be forwarded to Representative Lantz.  Mr. Hall stated that he should be able to make the appropriate changes and forward them by the next association board meeting on November 
Message Sub-Committee Report

The sub-committee that was designated to design a message for 2007 legislation provided a handout that proposed a common message for each area.  The draft was three pages but will be put into a larger one page double sided handout.  The committee commended the group on their efforts.  They suggested not changing any of the verbiage and to maintain the message using the stories shown.  There was also a suggestion of adding photo’s of individuals but putting a clause on the handout that names had been changed for compliance with privacy act.  The sub-committee will continue to work on the document and send out the final copy to the committee.  

In a separate handout, Joanne Moore developed a draft Budget Request Highlight guide mimicking the budget request highlight that is sent forward by the Governor.  Because the judicial budget is separate from other agency requests submitted by the Governor and is such a small amount in comparison, it does not get a great amount of public recognition.  The suggestion is to provide a handout showing what the budget request is, what the funds are used for, and how the funding would benefit the state.  The suggestion was to have the document ready for use at the State Judiciary Speech the Chief will give in January.  The committee agreed that the handout would be beneficial for public recognition and that it should be presented during the January report.  Ms. Moore asked that any edits or comments to the handout be sent to her.  
Pre-session Activity Timeline


The activity timeline for Justice In Jeopardy activities was provided for review and comment.  Mr. Hall asked that any additions or changes be sent to him.  

Next Meeting


Mr. Hall asked if it was necessary for the committee to meet again before or during legislative session or if the group felt that everything had been covered for the upcoming session.  Mr. Cary asked about updates during legislative session suggested that the stakeholders should be kept informed.  It was also suggested that any key people that had access to talk with legislative representatives and senators be kept informed.  Judge Fleck suggested that Mr. Cary and Mr. Johns coordinate in writing update columns for the newsletters associated with WSBA.  Mr. Cary stated that he would work with Mr. Hall to come up with a plan to keep people informed of legislative progress.

The committee agreed not to set a date but rather utilize email to discuss any additional details prior to legislation and if they found a future meeting was necessary it could be setup at a later time.  


There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.






Respectfully submitted,
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