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Supreme Court Dissolution Task Force

Point of First Contact Sub-Committee

October 30, 2007

Present:  Judge Paul Bastine, Senator James Hargrove, Stevens County Clerk Patricia Chester, Julie Mckay, Jim Bamberger (Office of Civil Legal Aid), Jorene Moore (King County Family Court Services), Kevin Black (non-partisan staff senate counsel), Josh Guintoli (Senator Roach’s legislative aide), Carrie Morris (domestic violence lobbyist); Michael Santana (AOC)
These minutes were approved November 12, 2007.

Next Meeting:
November 12, 2007 at 1 p.m., Gonzaga University School of Law in the Dean’s Conference Room.  

All the sections of law referred to in these minutes are under 2SSB 5470, Laws of 2007, Chapter 496.

Action Items For November 12 Meeting

· Judge Bastine will set the agenda.

· Stevens County Clerk Patricia Chester will investigate the clerks association’s position regarding whether §201’s Point of First Contact Program (PFCP) should be supervised by the judiciary or by the county clerks.

· Senator Hargrove’s staff is going to inform the committee what is meant by the language of §201(1)(g) that references Chapter 26.09 RCW. 

Decisions

· The sub-committee’s members chose Judge Bastine as the sub-committee’s chair.

· This sub-committee should address the issue raised in §303(4) regarding how the screening will be done in cases in which it is necessary to determine the appropriateness of a comprehensive assessment regarding the impact of a limiting factor on the child and the parties.

· This sub-committee should not address §306(1)(c)(i) regarding venue for filing and modifying petitions.  This issue should be addressed by the full Task Force.  

Minutes

Commenced: 
Approximately 11 a.m.

The PFCP will be used to screen possible parties to a dissolution to make sure they are getting the appropriate evaluations and services. The PFCP’s first contact with parties should be in person, and not through mailed documents.

In what part of government should the PFCP be based?  The two options are the judiciary and with the executive branch in the clerk’s office. 

The program should be flexible as to how the program is structured.  In some counties the current facilitators are doing a similar job.  In other counties someone other than the facilitators may do it.  It was then pointed out that a domestic violence screening is a judicial determination and that because of liability issues it may be better for the judiciary to do the PFCP.

The PFCP should be a separate responsibility from the facilitators.  The two different programs would have two different types of responsibility.

There was concern raised as to how the PFCP could and would be administered in rural counties that do not have a lot of resources and where it may not be easy for the public to reach a courthouse.

One suggestion for rural counties is to regionalize the PFCP so that the PFCP representative would travel to a few different counties in one week.

It was suggested that rural family support centers (crisis support centers) would be a good place to base the PFCP, but this may cause conflict of interest issues because both parties would need the services of such centers.

The committee also discussed how and what materials will be produced by the PFCP for the public considering that some members of the public have language and reading issues.  The materials of contact could include DVDs, CDs, and written material.

Other items suggested for possible future consideration by the subcommittee were determining the criteria for staff handling first contact and issues dealing with persons who are not represented while the other party has legal counsel.  

Adjourned:  
Approximately 11: 45 a.m.

