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BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION
COURT SECURITY COMMITTEE
February 18, 2009 Meeting

AOC SeaTac Office

18000 International Blvd., Ste. 1106, SeaTac, WA
Meeting Minutes

Members present:  Judge Steve González, co-chair; Judge Paula Casey (by phone); Judge Elizabeth Cordi-Bejarano; Mr. Craig Daly; Ms. Suzanne Elsner; Justice Mary Fairhurst (by phone); Ms. Sonya Kraski; Chief Robert Spinks (by phone)

Members not present: Judge Janis Whitener-Moberg; Ms. Fona Sugg; Mr. Jeffrey Beaver; 
Guests present:  David Swan, BIIA; Lynn Hendrickson, BIIA

Staff present:  Mr. Rick Coplen; Ms. Karen Castillo 
______________________________________________________________________________

Call to Order:  

Judge González called the meeting to order.
Welcome and Introductions: 

Members present on the phone identified themselves.

Approval of Minutes: 

Judge González asked members if there were any amendments for the January 18, 2009 meeting minutes.  Judge Casey moved the minutes be approved without amendment.  The January 18, 2009 Meeting Minutes were approved by acclamation.
Current Incidents Report:

Mr. Coplen referred to the current Incidents Report Log, observing that there appeared to be a decline either in the number of actual incidents or in the reporting of incidents.  Chief Spinks asked what the criterion for reporting is.  Judge Gonzalez responded that there are two definitions – one in the Safety Standards and one on the Incident Reporting Form, but that he feels that the broader definition should be used.  Anything that is considered an incident should be reported, he added.

Chief Spinks asked if law enforcement could have access to do direct reporting, to which Mr. Coplen responded that, if law enforcement would be willing to report directly, that would be very helpful.

Chief Spinks noted that 98.5 percent of law enforcement participates in the Uniform Crime Reporting, so there must be a good way to exchange information with the courts to enable better tracking.

Judge González commented that the committee would be very much in support of law enforcement participating in the reporting of courtroom incidents.
Definition of “Incident”:

Mr. Coplen asked Ms. Kraski to lead out with her comments pertaining to the discrepancies she had noticed in the definitions of “incident” for purposes of reporting.  Ms. Kraski said that, in Snohomish County, she hears about incidents routinely, but she hasn’t seen them in the Incident Report Log.  She said that, when she questioned the Court Administrator as to why, she was told that the Incident Log isn’t taken very seriously because it seems that anything and everything gets reported.  She had also noticed that there were conflicting definitions, she added.

Judge Bejarano noted that the definition in the Safety Standards suggests that a qualifying “incident” is specific to those things that take place only inside the courthouse, while the Incident Reporting Form seems to include events that may take place outside the courthouse in the immediate vicinity. 

Ms. Elsner reported that, in the last DMCMA meeting, it was apparent that there is under-reporting happening.  She said that several questions were asked that indicated that courts need better clarification on just what should be reported.  She added that, once the CSC clarifies some of this, she will bring it back to the group and expects that there will be an increase in reporting.

Mr. Coplen directed the members to the form in the packet entitled, “Incident Reporting Decision Matrix”.  Judge González suggested going through each item on the Matrix to determine whether or not those items should be considered legitimate “incidents” to be reported.

Judge González noted that the Safety Standards define “incident” and the Report Form applies to threats.  He asked whether the committee should amend the Standards and the Incident Report Form, or simply clarify the purposes of each definition.  Judge Casey asserted that, in her opinion, the definition should be amended to match in both documents.

Chief Spinks added that it would be best to have a broad interpretation of any public safety threat or incident, whether within the courthouse, outside the courthouse, or affecting the people in the courthouse.  He encouraged committee members to count all emergency responses, including medical responses, because they impact security staff and make use of that resource.

Judge González asked if an auto accident adjacent to, but not on, court property should be included in reporting.  Mr. Coplen said that the reason it was listed as a possible incident to be reported is that court security may respond to it.  Justice Fairhurst asked if, in such cases, there could be an asterisk to indicate if court security becomes involved, adding that there may be a fine line between over-reporting and under-reporting.

Chief Spinks commented that, in the more metropolitan areas like King County, it wouldn’t be helpful to include every emergency that happens within the vicinity of the courthouse.  But, in the more rural areas, it might be worthwhile.  Judge González said that, in his opinion, emergency responses outside the courthouse should not be included unless they are specifically directed at court personnel.  

Continuing down the list, Judge González asked if an event leading to injury of the public should be included.  He suggested that, if someone falls down the stairs, the risk manager might be more concerned about that than court security.  Chief Spinks noted that court security resources may be used to deal with such an event.

Judge Casey remarked that she views incident reporting differently, adding that, if there is good court security, there shouldn’t be a lot of incidents.  She said that she would really want things that threaten the security of the people using the courthouse.   She added that, looking at the list, she wouldn’t include anything until “threats from the public” (13th on the list of 23 items) through “quarrels in the workspace” (18th on the list).  Justice Fairhurst expressed her agreement with Judge Casey’s recommendations.

Chief Spinks opined that it’s important to know the total impact to a court’s security resources, to determine, for example, whether it’s justifiable to keep or hire more security personnel and to get a more global picture.  

Justice Fairhurst commented that she thinks the committee needs to take a step back and think about the purpose of the report or the information to be gathered.  She said that the focus should be more on the actual security and safety.  Referencing the concern that people aren’t reporting because of concerns about over-reporting, she added that the committee needs to be clear on the purpose for gathering the information.  

Judge González suggested that the definition of incidents in the Standards is too narrow, and that the incident reporting form definition is closer to the mark.  He added that intrusions into the court computer systems should also be included.

Judge Casey noted that the emphasis on “threat” or “threatening” definitely clarifies the decision-making matrix.

Judge González commented that, when an event such as a fire happens, they would want to include arson or suspected arson.  Mr. Coplen noted that facility evacuation (item 8 on the list) is also included as an event.

Judge González asked the committee if they would approve having him, Mr. Coplen, and Chief Spinks work together to refine the Incident Reporting Decision Matrix and the Safety Standards.  He asked Mr. Coplen if amendments to the Safety Standards would need to be brought back to the BJA.  Mr. Coplen responded that they could probably do this in writing without having to present it to the Board.

Judge González asked if there are any other amendments that members think might need to be made to the Safety Standards.  He suggested this be a topic for discussion in the March 27 teleconference.  

It was generally agreed that it would be a good idea for members to review the Safety Standards for other possible amendments prior to sending the document to the BJA.   Mr. Coplen said he will send the Safety Standards to all the members as a Word document so they can make changes within the document.

CSC Judicial Conference Presentation

Mr. Coplen reported that, although he hasn’t received a formal reply, he heard indirectly that the CSC presentation proposal had not made it to the final cut, so it is unlikely that we will be making a presentation at the Judicial Conference.
Other Business:

1. DMCMA presentation

Ms. Elsner reported that she has been working with Mr. Coplen to put together a court security presentation at their DMCMA meeting.  A WSP officer will make the presentation, and it will include information about the Crisis Communication Plan.
2. Courtroom Security Checklist

Judge González took up this topic, informing members that the current document is still in draft form and that the final document recommended by the King County Security Committee has not been formally adopted.  He proceeded to go through the draft document with the committee.

Judge Casey commented that the draft looks great and looks like it could be adapted to apply statewide.  There was general agreement by all.  Judge Bejarano commented that the Home Security Checklist is also very good.  She said that she particularly was interested in the capability for judges to have their phone numbers and addresses “flagged” by the police department.  Judge González replied that this service is not available in every county; some of the more rural areas would not be able to provide it.

Judge González asked the committee members to review the Courtroom Security Checklist prior to the next meeting with the purpose of suggesting other items that should be included in the document.

Mr. Coplen suggested that some of the ideas Judge González had for protecting personal security should go in the Standards as part of the model.  Judge González replied that, as an example, if a judicial officer owns real estate, there is the ability on the internet to find that home, file liens, and make threats.  If the home is owned under a trust, it’s recorded under the trust’s name, which makes it more difficult to find.  It doesn’t change the fact that our voter registration has to be listed with our address, so it’s still out there, but harder to find. Mr. Coplen said that one of the things California is doing is providing the ability to protect voter registrations of judges to make sure they aren’t publicly available.  Judge Bejarano noted that this would require a legislative change.  Judge González added that it is not a short-term project, so it would have to be looked at carefully; he asked the committee members what they think about pursuing the California model.  Justice Fairhurst replied that, at the last meeting, there was talk about pursuing this further to come up with different models, and putting together a work group to look at this issue.

Mr. Coplen commented that, in California, law enforcement officers were included with judges to protect their information.  He asked Chief Spinks if WASPC had pursued this or if they would be interested in doing so.  Chief Spinks replied that, if there’s a coalition of people rather than just one or two groups raising a flag, it might have a greater effect.

Judge Casey commented that she supports the validity of this project, but sees two:  The security of judicial officers and that of law enforcement.

Next Meeting and Adjournment:
Judge González reminded the members that the next meeting of the Court Security Committee will be a teleconference on Friday, March 27 from 12:15 pm to 1:15 pm.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Karen Castillo

Administrative Assistant

AOC
