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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Provision 4, item 0450-101-0932 of the Budget Act of 2002 (Stats. 2002, ch. 379) provides
that the Judicial Council shall report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the
Legislature’s fiscal committees regarding:

1. An analysis of expenditures for each of the following categories of interpreters:
interpreter coordinators, certified and registered interpreters, and interpreters who are
not registered or certified, including provisionally qualified interpreters;

2. An analysis of the availability of certified and registered interpreters and whether there
are sufficient numbers of certified and registered interpreters; and

3. Recommendations for increasing the numbers of certified and registered court
interpreters to meet demand.

The main body of this report provides a detailed response to and data for each of these
items. Following are summary responses.

A. Analysis of Expenditures

Interpreter Coordinators. Of the $67 million appropriation for the Administrative Office
of the Courts’ (AOC) Court Interpreters Program in fiscal year 2002--2003, $5.2 million
was spent on trial court staff working as interpreter coordinators and staff interpreters. This
represents a $500,000 increase from fiscal year 2001-2002. The trial courts reported 15.5
authorized funded interpreter coordinator positions, 35 staff interpreters, and 471.1 pro
tempore interpreters (see page 5) for fiscal year 2003-2004." The data in Table 3 from
Schedule 7A, Salary and Wages Supplement to the Annual Budget, detail court-reported
allotments of staff in positions related to interpreting in the court.

Certified and Registered Spoken Language Interpreters. To provide a detailed analysis
of expenditures by category of interpreter, staff from the Research and Planning Unit of
the AOC from October 1, 2002, to September 30, 2003, collected detailed information
from 20 trial courts that were using the Court Interpreter Data Collection System
(CIDCS);” these courts included large, urban trial courts and small, rural trial courts as
well as northern, central, and southern trial courts, The 20 courts accounted for 61 percent
of the expenditures of the AOC’s Court Interpreters Program in fiscal year 2002-2003 and
for 57 percent of total interpreting expenditures by the courts in the same period.

The 2003 legislative report differs from the 2002 legislative report in that it contains data
from a full year—October 1, 2002, through September 30, 2003. The data were obtained

" The 2002 legislative report contained an error in its reporting on interpreter coordinators. Instead of “60.92
;ntcr reter coordinators,” it should have read “60.92 staff interpreters and 15.5 mte%)reter coordinators.”

CIDCS is an Internet-based data collection system used by the courts and the AOC to collect and analyze data on the
use of and expenditures on spoken language interpreters in the frial courts.
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from the CIDCS. This report also contains the most recent full-year expenditure data from
the quarterly financial statements (QFS) for fiscal year 2002-2003 on all facets of court
interpreting: court interpreter staff (excluding pro tempore interpreters) as well as travel
and other operating expenses. Therefore, the data on expenditures by language and
certification status that were obtained from CIDCS and are detailed in Tables 4 and 5
should not be compared to the discussion of the full QFS data for fiscal year 2002-2003,
which are detailed in Table 2.

Spoken Language Interpreters Who Are Not Registered or Certified, Including
Provisionally Qualified Interpreters. Approximately 14 percent of expenditures were on
noncertified or nonregistered spoken language interpreters. Specific uses of noncertified or
nonregistered interpreters varied widely, however, depending on the language and
location,

B. Analysis of Availability and Numbers of Interpreters

Although 86 percent of expenditures were on certified and registered spoken language
interpreters, the availability of such interpreters varies widely in the state. Specific
language needs also vary widely with certain regions showing a growing need for South
Asian and Southeast Asian languages while other areas show a growing need for Eastern
European languages. Additionally, some courts report anecdotally that proceedings are
sometimes delayed in order to ensure the availability of a certified or registered interpreter.
Considering that California continues {o attract large numbers of new immigrants, the
courts will likely experience a steady increase in both the need for interpreter services and
the diversity of languages in which those services are needed.

C. Recommendations for Increasing Numbers to Meet Demand

To address the chronic shortage of qualified spoken language interpreters, the AOC staff
has developed a three-year plan that focuses on key areas such as recruitment, retention,
and employee management efforts.

Additionally, the AOC staff continued the following recruitment activities in fiscal year
2002-2003:

+ Renewed the Incremental Rate Program, which provides working noncertified spoken
language interpreters with a financial incentive to gain the skills necessary for
certification;

« Participated in a survey of private language schools to gauge the ultimate work goals of
interpreting students; and

e Maintained the Telephone Interpreting Pilot Project for rural counties.



1. INTRODUCTION
A. Legal Mandates

According to the California Constitution, “a person unable to understand English who is
charged with a crime has a right to an interpreter throughout the proceedings.”” In
addition, the court must provide a spoken language interpreter for any witness who is
unable to understand, or express him- or herself in, English well enough to be “understood
directly by counsel, court and jury.”*

The Judicial Council is charged by statute to administer statewide standards for spoken
language interpreter certification, certification renewal, professional standards, and
continuing education as well as interpreter recruitment. Certified and registered spoken
language interpreters are required by law to meet certain standards through testing,
completion of ethics seminars, and mandated continuing education.” Government Code
section 68561 and rule 984.2 of the California Rules of Court require the trial court to
appoint a certified spoken language court interpreter. Courts may use noncertified spoken
language interpreters only after conducting a diligent search for available certified
interpreters among state and federally certified court interpreters, administrative hearing—
certified interpreters, and interpreter agencies. If the search is unsuccessful, the trial court
must specifically qualify the noncertified interpreter and find good cause on the record to
use him or her.

During fiscal year 20022003, the Trial Court Interpreter Employment and Labor
Relations Act, Government Code section 71800 et seq. {Sen. Bill 371; Stats. 2002, ch.
1047), noticeably affected the field of court interpreting. The intent of the act is to provide
for fair treatment of interpreters, greater access to the court system for those who need
interpreter services, and sound court management. The Legislature aims for an orderly
transition to an employment-based interpreter structure for those eligible interpreters who
seek court employment. The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is working
diligently to assist the courts with this transition.

The AOC and trial court staff have been heavily taxed by the myriad administrative tasks
involved in this transition. For example, the act required the Judicial Council to develop
rules for the creation and operation of Regional Court Interpreter Employment Relations
Committees (RCIERCs).® The RCIERCSs, in turn, had to set the terms and conditions of

> Cal. Const., art. I, §14.

Evid. Code, § 752.
> Sen. Bill 1304; Stats. 1992, ch. 770. -
¢ Section 71807(b} provides for the creation of a committee fo represent each of the four trial court regions: (1) Region
I—Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo Counties; (2) RBELDH_ 2—counties of the First and Sixth
Appellate Districts, except Solano Coantr; (3) Region 3—counties of the Third and Fifth Appellate Districts; and (4)
Region 4—Counties of the Fourth Appellate District.



employment for court interpreters and adopt reasonable rules and regulations for the
administration of employer-employee relations by April 1, 2003.

By May 1, 2003, trial courts had to begin accepting applications from eligible’ certified
and registered spoken language® court interpreters working in the trial courts as
independent contractors under Government Code section 71804(b}. By March 1, 2003, the
courts had to identify eligible interpreters who had worked as independent contractors
between January 1, 2002, and January 1, 2003, and present to the council and the
recognized employee organization a list of these interpreters.

AOC and trial court staff took on these and other Senate Bill 371 implementation tasks
with minimal increase in personnel.” The state’s uncertain fiscal climate has posed
challenging barriers to the AOC’s applications for funding to increase personnel (in both
the trial courts and the AOC) to implement and administer the act.

B. Court Interpreters Program

Pursuant to Government Code section 68561(a), the council has “designated” eight spoken
languages for which certification examinations are administered—Arabic, Cantonese,
Japanese, Korean, Portuguese, Spanish, Tagalog, and Vietnamese. In 2000 the council
designated an additional five spoken languages for certification—Armenian, Khmer,
Mandarin, Punjabi, and Russian. Due to fiscal constraints, the AOC has not been able to
obtain funds to develop examinations for all five of these newly designated languages.
However, Armenian and Mandarin certification examinations will be completed and
administered in March 2004, and the Russian certification examination should be
completed by the fall 2004 testing cycle. AOC staff has completed a budget change
request for funds to develop examinations for Khmer and Punjabi. Until all the new
certification examinations are completed, the courts are using registered interpreters in
these spoken languages whenever possible.

e To become certified in a designated language, a spoken language interpreter must pass
a state certification examination (with both written and oral components); register with
the Judicial Council; pay the annual $85 fee; and attend a Judicial Council Code of
Ethics workshop.

¢ For any of the nondesignated spoken languages or the five newly designated spoken
languages, an interpreter can register with the Judicial Council by passing an English
proficiency exam (with both written and oral components); registering with the Judicial

" Govt. Code, §{ 71804(a%\p:‘0vidcs that an interpreter is efigible for employment if (1) he or she is certified or
registered; (2) he or she has provided services to the same tria} court as an independent contractor on at least either 30
court days or portions thereof in both calendar years 2001 and 2002, or 60 court days or portions thereof in calendar
year 2002; (3} he or she has applied for the position or court interpreter pro tempore prior to July 1, 2003; and (4) the
ourt has not rejected his or her application for cause,
Govt. Code, (? 71801(a) stipulates that the act does not apply to sign language interpreters,
® The AOC’s Court Interpreters Program received funding for four regional coordinators to facilitate cross-
assignments infra- and interregionally.



Council; paying the annual fee of $50; attending a Judicial Council Code of Ethics and
orientation workshop; and attending a Judicial Council Orientation Workshop.

¢ To maintain certification or registration, a spoken language interpreter must submit
proof of 30 hours of continuing education and 40 law-related professional assignments
biennially.

The AOC maintains a Master List of Certified Court Interpreters of Designated Languages
and Registered Interpreters of Nondesignated

Languages. Table 1 breaks down, by Table 1: Numbers of Certified
) Interpreters, by Language

language, the current total of 1,200 certified Arabic 9
interpreters in the eight designated languages. Cantonese 23
An additional 406 interpreters are registered in Japanese 10
one or more nondesignated or newly designated | Korean 42
langunages, for a total of 1,606 certified and Portuguese b
registered spoken language interpreters Spanish 1,063
’ Tagalog 5
Viethamese 39
Spoken Language Interpreters Total 1,200

Since ]Uiy I, 2003, spoken Eanguage interpreters Source: Ceurt Interpreters Program, AQC, October 2003
used in the California court system can be divided into two categories—pro tempore
employees and independent contractors. Pro tempore employees must be certified or
registered. Independent-contract interpreters may be certified, noncertified, registered,
nonregistered, “opt-out,” or provisionally qualified. These categories correspond to the
languages the interpreters speak, their employment status under SB 371, and the level of
screening they have passed. Definitions of the categories and subcategories follow.

¢ Pro tempore employee: A certified or registered spoken language interpreter who
accepted employment with a superior court on or after July 1, 2003. 10

o Certified interpreter: A spoken language interpreter who has passed the
certification examination in one of the fourteen designated languages for which
there is currently an examination, has attended the Judicial Council Code of Ethics
workshop, and meets biennial continuing education and professional requirements.

o Registered interpreter: A spoken language interpreter who has passed an English
fluency exam, has attended the Judicial Council Code of Ethics and orientation
workshops, and meets biennial continuing education and professional requirements.
A registered interpreter may interpret in any of the nondesignated spoken
languages, as well as in any of the five newly designated languages until
certification examinations are created.

"® Govt. Code, § 71803(a) reads in pertinent part: “In each trial court, there shali be a new employee classification
entitled ‘court interpreter pro tempore’ to perform simultaneous and consecutive interpretation and sight translation in
spoken languages for the trial courts,”
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¢ Independent contractor: An independent-contract court interpreter of a spoken
ianguage other than those independent contractors who opted out of pro tempore
employment under the provisions set forth in Government Code section 71802(b)
{(known as opt-out independent contractors). “Regular” independent contractors may
be certified or noncertified, registered or nonregistered.

O

Noncertified interpreter: A spoken language interpreter who interprets in the courts
in one of the designated languages but has not yet met certification requirements.

o Nonregistered interpreter: A spoken language interpreter who interprets in the
courts in one of the nondesignated languages or the newly designated languages that
do not yet have certification examinations but who has not yet met registration
requirements.

c "Opt-out” independent contractor. A certified or registered court interpreter of a
spoken language who qualified to opt out of employment under the provisions set
forth in Government Code section 71802(b).

o Provisionally qualified interpreter:'’ A spoken language interpreter who interprets
in the courts in any language who has: passed the written examination for that
language, taken the Judicial Council Code of Ethics workshop, been provisionally
qualified under rule 984.2 of the California Rules of Court, and applied for and been
accepted in the incremental rate program. '

American Sign Language Interpreters

In September 2003, the Court Interpreters Program (CIP) Unit of the AOC’s Human
Resources Division assumed administrative control of the American Sign Language Court
Interpreters Program, which was previously under the charge of the Access and Fairness
Advisory Committee’s Interpreters for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Working Group.
Access and Fairness Advisory Committee staff from the Office of the General Counsel
supported the working group.

Since 1996, the California Coalition for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing (CCASDIHI} and
the Registry for Interpreters for the Deaf (RID) have been the two programs that certify
interpreters for the deaf and hard of hearing on behalf of the Judicial Council. CCASDHH
and RID submit a biennial progress report to the Access and Fairness Advisory Committee

"' Any noncertified or nonregistered interpreter interpreting on the record in a criminal or juvenile proceeding must de
provisionally qualified under rule 984.2 of the California Rules of Court. In 1999 the Judicial Council created &
program to provide a financial incentive for noncertified or nonregistered interpreters to obtain certification. Under
this program, an interpreter who has submitted proof of the following is eligible for an additional $13/half day or
$25}13"u11 day for two vears: The interpreter must pass the written exam and attend a Judicjal Council Code of Ethics
workshop. “In addition, the interpreter must take the oral exam within 24 months of provisional qualification to retain
the higher rate. Out of 25 participants in the program, 12 have obtained certification or registration since its inception.
For the purposes of this study, expenditures on provisionally qualified interpreters are included in the discussion of
expenditures on noncertified, nonregistered interpreters,



of the Judicial Council to demonstrate full compliance with the Guidelines for Approval of
Certification Programs for Interpreters for Deaf and Hearing Impaired Persons.”

In fall 2000, the advisory committee’s Access for Persons With Disabilities Subcommittee
determined that an insufficient number of qualified, certified court American Sign
Language (ASL) interpreters are available in California. The progress reports revealed
that only 39 persons were certified to interpret during legal proceedings in the California
courts. Three years later, this number has increased to a mere 43.

CCASDHH and RID are responsible for establishing and maintaining their certification
processes, including testing, certification, renewals, and continuing education requirements
for ASL interpreters. In fiscal year 20032004, the CIP Unit will carry out an
investigation into recruitment and retention of ASL interpreters and the use of ASL
interpreters in California, in addition to overseeing the certification processes of
CCASDHE and RID. These findings will be reported in the 2004 report to the
Legislature.

'* The Judicial Council adopted these guidelines in 1992 in an effort to moniter the performance of the entities it
designated to certify American Sign Language interpreters.



If. EXPENDITURES ON AND USE OF INTERPRETERS
A. Statewide

All trial courts in the state report their expenditures on interpreting in Quarterly Financial
Statements (QFS) to the AOC, The QFS for the courts in this study for fiscal year 2002—
2003 are reported in Table 2. These data are reported in broad categories that include
expenditures on personnel (court staff who administer the court interpreter programs as
well as court staff employed as interpreters); expenditures on contract, per-diem
interpreters; and expenditures on travel. Another source of statewide data on interpreters is
the Salary and Position Worksheet—compiled by the AOC and reported on Schedule 7A,
Salary and Wages Supplement to the Annual Budget-—in which all trial courts report the
salaries and job titles of authorized, funded staff as shown in Table 3. A third source of
statewide data is the biannual report on each trial court’s use of registered, noncertified,
and nonregistered interpreters. A fourth source of statewide data is CIDCS, the Internet-
based data collection system in use by most of the superior courts in California.

Beginning in the second quarter of fiscal year 20022003, the AOC launched a centralized
Web-based data collection system for tracking expenditures on interpreter services by
language, case type, and event type. Known as the Court Interpreter Data Collection
System (CIDCS), this system is linked to all 58 trial courts through Serranus, the judicial
branch’s internal Web site. As of November 1, 2003, 51 of the 58 courts had input data
into the system.

CIDCS was created to supplement expenditure data on the use of interpreters in this report
and in the budget change process. Due to the historical development of trial courts under a
dual state-county system of funding, each trial court tracks detailed information on
interpreters differently. Although estimates provided by the courts for the budget process
distinguish between expenditures for two different categories of interpreters—that is,
estimates of certified and registered expenditures are separated from those of noncertified
and nonregistered expenditures—no distinction by language is made in these estimates.
For fiscal year 2003-2004 and beyond, the AOC will be able to draw reports from CIDCS
on use by language, cerfification status, and case type, subject to the superior courts’ fully
using CIDCS to log interpreter assignments.

The data presented in Section C and the appendix are taken from CIDCS for the period
from October 1, 2002, through September 30, 2003 the first year of the system’s use.
Table 4 illustrates data from 20 courts that reported full information on interpreter usage in
CIDCS from October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003, as well as two months of data from
Los Angeles (December 2002 and March 2003.) Through a special arrangement with the
Court Interpreters Program, the Los Angeles court enters only one month of every quarter
into CIDCS due to heavy usage of interpreters and low numbers of staff. Table 5 illustrates



data from the 19 courts that reported full information from July 1, 2003, through
September 30, 2003, when SB 371 first went into effect.

Data were collected on full- and half-day interpreting sessions by language and
certification status as well as by other information such as case type and the number of
cases. Only expenditure data by language and certification status will be presented here.

The data are broken into two tables. Table 4 details the information provided by the 20
sample courts from October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003, Table 5 details the
information provided by 19 sample courts™ from July 1, 2003, through September 30,
2003, the first quarter of interpreter data collection when SB 371 was in effect. Table 5
also illustrates the impact of SB 371 by presenting the data broken down by pro tempore
employees; contract, per-diem and opt-out interpreters; and noncertified or nonregistered
interpreters in both language categories (designated and nondesignated.)

The 20 sample courts—which include courts of all sizes, from large urban courts such as
San Diego to smaller, more rural courts such as Tuolumne—reported that they had used
more than 67 languages during the period from October 1, 2002, through September 390,
2003. As Table 4 illustrates, these 20 sample courts accounted for more than 61 percent of
the $67 million total spent on court interpreting in California and for 57 percent of the
approximately $1.9 billion total expenditures of the state trial courts in fiscal year 2002—
2003.

¥ The Superior Court of Los Angeles County did not provide any data during this period.



01

£00T—7007 4224 (BDS J0 121ERD YN0} 3UY 404 54D 3 pauodal Jou pey Ajunod (eHadWT jo UN0Y Jouadng Yl 'E00Z '1Z J2GIUBAGN JO SY (m

£O07~7007 1234 tRDS1) 'SUawale)s (PouEw g AlISIRND 192UR0G

%00'00T %l E £79'596°99 $ | LL5'62TLL6'Y $ pajepijosuod apimajels
Y% 6b EE %b LT FAS AT &3 A A4 $ | 505'£95'818 $ a1e1s 53 Jo ISIY
%EZT9 Y%0L'E 88L’9/6'0F 5 | TL0'9948780TT $ s1ined paAanins 0¢

(1)A&une) |radw] jo Wnog jousdng
%700 %85°0 SE9'TT $ | 8299007 $ AJUNnon ussseT Jo 34noY douadng
%ED'D Y%69°0 999’12 $ | bbizET'E $ AJUROD BuUIMON] J0 HNOY Jotadng
%5070 %59°1 00€°z¢ $ | £36°4p6'T $ Aunod 940N 12g Jo 1Nod Jouadng
%6070 %BTT 6LF'65 $ 1 9/8'L46" $ AJunol epeasy jo WN0) Jouadng
%G1 %90°T £29°001 $ | pRLRIYE $ Auno) 2i1seys jo 1o joladng
%0270 %98°E 9L0'pET $ ] 069 TLF'E § ATUNOD 1213N§ jO Uno) lolladng
%870 Yokt T £50'881 $ | €ze’10T'E $ Ayuno) odsigQ sin ues Jo 1no) Jouadng
%LE0 %TT'T SZ0°9E $ | 9919011 $ Azunon Jaseld Jo 1noD Jouadng
%E5°0 %88°5 04T°LSE $ | 988'06T'S $ AJuno3 e1ope 40 1N0J Jouadns
9,90 %IE'E £ET Lbb $ 1 509°0SH'eT $ AJUno? zni3 eueRs Jo WNod Jouadng
%I0T %O0T'b 485549 $ . 667'5/¥'91 $ Aunoy asginL jo Uno Jonadng
%IT'T %9E e TL0'9t/ $ 1 PL6'T0C'TE $ AJuna) eleqieg ejues Jo 1N03 louadns
%9T"T %T6Z £96'844 $ 1 2v'104'92 $ Aluna) uinbeor ues Jo JN0D Jouedng
%00 T %681 SPE'6ES $ | 662'64L 68 $ A3unog 1507 2a3Uo) Jo 1Unod Jodzdng
%191 %16°C S9+080°T $ | TL6'PSTLE ¢ A3uno3 023814 UBS Jo 1NoD Jouadns|
%7 %EL 684'959'T $ | 869'sET'6¢ $ AJuno7y oUssI4 30 1N0D Joladng
9%Z8'T %15 S0b'/88'T $ | 9ST'6%0°5L % AJUno) ojUaWRIIeS J0 1N0D JoLDdNg
%E0°S %tT T 965'0£E'E $ | 0S+'009°0ST $ Ajuno) obaig ues Jo 3ino) Jouddng
%61'TY SES b 00S'€52787 $ | £11'659°€29 $ AunoD safabuy $07 Jo 1noY Jouadng

salnlpusdxy
Aayaidiajul sadnypuadx3

IDIMBIELS JO
o, ST saInjpuadxy
12321d191u]

}no) [ejoL 4o
o4 s sainypuadxgy
Jajaidialug

sounyppuadxy Jeyaadiaul

salnjlpuadxy (301

mcmmimaom leay jeas]d ‘1inon Ag suojaadisjur uo seinjipuadx3 jejo] 17 @qel




Table 3: Fiscal Year 20032004 Authorized, Funded FTE Staff
in Court Interpreters Program as of July 30, 2003

Alameda
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
{ontra Costa
Fi Dorado
Frasno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Kern

Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mendocing
Merced
Mono
Monterey
Napa
Nevada
Orange
Riverside
Sacramento
San Benitc
San Bernardino
San Diege
San Francisco
San Joaguin
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta
Siskivou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Tulare
Trinity
Tuclumng
Ventura
Yolo

Yuba
Statewide

Financial Statements,

Pro Tempore
Interpreters (1)

0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
352.0
5.0
5.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
34.0
0.0
3.0
0.0
42.0
10.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
6.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
471.1

Starf
interpreters

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
6.0
0.0
0.0
3.0
2.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
2.0
0.0
0.0
7.0
Q.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
0.0
35.0

Interpreter
Coordinators
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
7.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.5
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
3.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
0.0
15.5

Total Interpreter
Staff FY 03-04

0.0
0.0
0.1
4.0
0.0
0.0
6.0
0.0
0.0
3.0
3.0
359.0
5.0
5.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
35.0
1.0
5.0
0.0
42.0
17.5
0.0
0.0
1.0
8.5
6.5
1.0
0.0
0.0
2.0
6.0
2.0
1.0
2.0
4.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
1.0
0.0
521.6

Total Interpreter
Staff 0203

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
0.0
3.0
3.0
7.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
n.o
1.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
2.0
0.0
0.0
7.9
0.0
4.0
1.0
5.5
0.0
1.0
6.3
0.0
2.0
1.0
2.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
6.0
6.0
1.0
0.0
52.65

Change

0203 to

0304
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
352.0
5.0
5.0
0.0
-1.0
1.0
-1.0
0.0
0.0
34.0
0.0
3.0
0.0
42.0
9.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
6.5
0.0
-0.3
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
468.95

{1} Pro Tempore Interpreters are an added category due to S8 371, These numbers wili be updated quarterly with the Quartesly
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B. By County and Category

Fach court sends an annual report to the AOC listing the number of authorized, funded
positions by position title and program budget area. This report is called Schedule 7A,
Salary and Wages Supplement to the Annual Budget. In July 2003 the trial courts reported
more than 520 full-time equivalent (FTE) authorized and funded staff positions in the trial
courts’ interpreter programs for fiscal year 2003-2004. The overwhelming majority of
these positions were staff interpreters and pro tempore interpreters (as defined by SB 371).

Not all the courts employ staff in their interpreter programs. As Table 3 shows, only about
40 percent of the superior courts—24 of 58—reported authorized funded staff in the
interpreter programs for fiscal year 2003-2004. Differing staffing levels and patterns in the
court interpreters reflect the range of current interpreter usage throughout the state. Most
courts still rely primarily on contract interpreters; however, SB 371 has caused an increase
in the number of pro tempore interpreters. Many courts also use court personnel, such as
courtroom or calendar clerks, to assist with interpreter coordination in addition to their
other duties, but these positions are not listed in Schedule 7A.

The Judicial Council established statewide standards for interpreter pay and authorized
increases in the amounts paid for full-day and half-day interpreting effective January 1,
1999. Two additional increases were authorized and made effective on July 1, 1999, and
July 1,2000." Table 6 shows the changes in payment over time. Certified and registered
interpreters are currently paid 32.5 percent more for a full day of interpreting than they
were when the Judicial Council first established statewide standards for interpreter pay in
January 1999. At the same time, the Judicial Council lowered the wages paid to
noncertified and nonregistered interpreters to provide a financial incentive for new and
existing court interpreters to become certified or registered. Despite the increases in pay
for certified and registered interpreters, compensation for interpreters in the state trial
courts still lags behind the $305 paid to federally certified interpreters for a full day. The
Judicial Council sought but did not receive funding for further rate increases in fiscal year
2001-2002, and it will continue to strive to ensure that California rates are made
competitive with the federal rates.

Table 6: Rates Paid for Interpreters
Certified {Registered) Neoncertified (Nonregistered)
% Half % Full % %
Full Day | Change Day Change Day Change | Half Day i Change
1/1/99 $200 - $105 — $200 — $105 —
7/1/99 243 +21.5 135 28.57 175 -12.5 92 -12.38
7/1/00 265 +9.05 147 8.89 175 0 92 0

" Prior to 1999, pay rates for interpreting varied among different courts.
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C. Summary of Findings from 20 Sample Courts

+ Needs for interpreting in the state courts are dominated by Spanish. Of the $14
million in expenditures reported in the 20 sample courts during the first year of CIDCS
usage, 80 percent were for Spanish language interpreting.

+ Needs for interpreting are also dominated by the Iargest court in the state, the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County. In the first year of CIDCS use, the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County reported two months of interpreter data (December 2002
and March 2003). These two months accounted for approximately 31 percent of the
total interpreter expenditures reported by the 20 sample courts during the first year of
CIDCS usage. The influence of Los Angeles is evident in examining the frequency of
Korean and Armenian interpreting in the courts. Neither Korean nor Armenian
interpreting was a significant expense in the smaller courts in our sample. The need for
Korean and Armenian interpreting in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, where
these languages are the second and third most frequently used, makes them the second
and third largest expenses, respectively, after Spanish in our sample (see Table 4).

+ Statewide, the trial courts have very diverse interpreting needs. As the example
from the Superior Court of Los Angeles County indicates, statewide trends may not
reflect needs for interpreting in individual courts. For the 20 courts in our sample,
interpreters were used in more than 64 different languages, from Albanian to
Vietnamese, during the first year of CIDCS usage. The expenditure data examined for
this report indicate the following:

o Differing interpreting needs across courts can be seen in the diversity of the
languages with the highest expenditures. Although interpreting expenditures were
highest in Spanish in every court, no two courts had the same language for the
second highest expenditure. Asian Indian languages and Russian were the second
highest expenditures in four courts, while the “Other” category used to capture
mostly Meso-American languages was the second highest expenditure category in
three courts.

o South Asian, Southeast Asian, and Eastern European languages are increasingly
important. In many of the courts, including many of the smaller courts such as the
Superior Courts of Shasta and Placer Counties, South Asian, Southeast Asian, and
Eastern European languages have become particularly important. In both the Shasta
and Placer courts, languages from these regions accounted for approximately half of
expenditures on interpreting during the first year of CIDCS usage. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, Russian, Hmong, and Armenian account for over 27
percent of total expenditures on interpreting, while Spanish accounts for
approximately 42 percent.

o The availability of certified and registered interpreters varies across COUrts.
Although the majority of interpreting needs statewide are met with certified and
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registered interpreters when available, within individual courts the availability of
certified and registered interpreters varies considerably. For instance, while in the
Superior Court of San Diego County 93 percent of interpreting was performed by
certified or registered interpreters, in the Superior Court of Lassen County certified
or registered interpreters did no interpreting.

The influence of the size of the court on the availability of certified and registered
interpreters is not clear. It would appear that larger courts have the advantage of
being able to draw from a larger pool of certified and registered interpreters. The
Superior Court of San Diego County, for example, is able to meet 100 percent of its
needs for interpreting in Spanish and Russian with certified and registered
interpreters. However, it also appears that smaller courts have found certified and
registered interpreters to meet their needs. In the Superior Court of Del Norte
County, certified or registered interpreters have performed 100 percent of
interpreting. Additionally, in the Superior Court of Tuolumne County, certified and
registered interpreters have performed 100 percent of interpreting in Korean and
Hmong.
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Il. AVAILABILITY OF CERTIFIED AND REGISTERED INTERPRETERS

The proportion of California’s population that is foreign born—26 percent—is higher than
that of any other state. ¥ California is also the most linguistically diverse state, with 224
languages and innumerable dialects spoken here. ** According to the 2000 U.S. Census,
39.5 percent of Californians (12,401,756) speak a language other than English in their
homes, which represents an increase of more than 4 million from 1990. The 2000 U.S.
Census also revealed that 20 percent of the state’s population (6,277,779) reported not
being able to speak English well and that 3.5 percent, or 1.11 million, of California’s 31.4
million residents over age 5 were iinguistically isolated or spoke no English at all.

California’s statistics on legal immigration show an increasing rate of growth in ethnic
groups unlikely to speak English as a first language. According to statistics released by the
California Department of Finance,'” yearly legal immigration to the state averages more
than 200,000. In the period 1990-2000, legal immigration to California was 2,186,774,
Population increases during this period were particularly significant among ethnic groups
unlikely to have English as their first language. '

Although there are more than 1,600 certified and registered spoken language interpreters in
California, the state’s trial courts are facing a critical shortage of qualified interpreters. As
already discussed, the availability of certified and registered interpreters varies widely
among courts. The needs for specific languages also vary widely among courts, with
certain regions showing a growing need for South Asian and Southeast Asian languages,

In all of the courts sampled, the availability of interpreters in languages other than Spanish
varies. Some courts report anecdotally that proceedings are being delayed in order to
ensure the availability of a certified or registered interpreter. Additionally, Government
Code section 71802(¢)(2) limits the use of independent contract interpreters to 100 days
per calendar year in each county. This limitation poses an additional threat to superior
courts when attempting to obtain certified and registered spoken language interpreters for
al! cases in which spoken language interpreters are mandated. The AOC staff, with the
help of interpreter coordinators, is surveying the state’s courts to determine the extent of
this threat and will choose an appropriate course of action after all data have been
gathered.

Additionally, it is unlikely that 43 certified ASL interpreters are enough to meet the need
for sign language interpreting in the state’s courts.

' Public Policy Institute of California, Just the Facts: Immigration in California (July 2002).

' United States Census, Language Use and English Ability, Persons Five Years of Age and Older, by State (2000).
7 California Department of Finance, Legal Immigration to California by County, 1990~2000.

¥ California Department of Finance, Race-Ethnic Population Estimates: Components of Change in California
Counties, April 1990-July 1959,
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It is clear that California will experience a steady increase in both the need for court
interpreting services and the diversity of languages in which those services are needed,
while not having enough interpreters to meet these demands.

18



IV. RECOMMENDATIONS TO INCREASE THE NUMBERS OF
CERTIFIED AND REGISTERED COURT INTERPRETERS

In 1998 the Judicial Council became responsible for setting payment rates and other
compensation policies for court interpreters. In addition to the recruitment activities
described on page 2, a multipronged strategy is in place to overcome the critical shortage
of certified and registered court interpreters. The components of this strategy include:

« Increased rates and an improved incentive-based rate structure to attract and retain
certified and registered court interpreters;

¢ Active recruitment of individuals fluent in the languages most commonly spoken,
through public service announcements and job fairs at high schools and universities;

» Collaboration with schools and universities (the nation’s first bachelor’s program in
interpreting and translating has now been developed at California State University at
Long Beach),

« Development of a plan highlighting specific steps to incorporate ASL interpreter issues
into the AOC’s Court Interpreters Program;

» Development of standards and/or rules related to the use of team inferpreting for
spoken language interpretations in trials of long duration;

» Development and implementation of a refresher course for interpreters who wish to
return to the interpreting profession after being on inactive status;

« Creation of a policy or rule of court to establish standards for authorizing translation of
documents of criminal proceedings in a format and manner approved by the Judicial
Council;

+ Expansion and implementation of a mentoring program in which experienced court
interprelers serve as counselors and guide new interpreters in languages other than
Spanish;

o Creation of a plan to work with spoken language and ASL interpreter associations to
address language access 1ssues;

« Development of a resource manual for court interpreters, including relevant rules of
court, statutes, protocols, practices, standards, and service-related statistics; and

¢ Development of a plan to seek finds to assist prospective interpreters of languages
other than Spanish in attending courses and workshops in legal interpreting.

Since January 1999, the Judicial Council has raised the pay rates for certified and
registered spoken language interpreters three times. The rate is currently $265 per day
statewide. (Prior to 1999, rates were set by local trial courts and varied from $114 to $210
per day). However, California’s per diem rate for certified and registered spoken language
interpreters remains lower than the federal rate of $305 per day. Additionally, mterpreters
can earn significantly higher compensation for conference interpreting in the private
sector, where rates range from $400 to $800 per day.
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V. CGONCLUSION

As tables 4 and 5 show, certified or registered spoken language interpreters performed the
vast majority of all interpreting in the trial courts. From October 1, 2002, through June 30,
2003, 87 percent of expenditures on interpreters in all languages in our sample of 20 courts
were for certified and registered interpreters. From July 1, 2003, through September 30,
2003, the percentage was 84 in our sample of 19 courts. In designated languages, these
figures are still higher-—with 89 percent of expenditures for spoken language interpreting
going to certified interpreters from October 1, 2002, through JTune 30, 2003, and 86 percent
from July 1, 2003, through September 30, 2003.

Statewide data showing high percentages of expenditures going to certified and registered
spoken language interpreters, however, can mask local shortages of interpreters in specific
languages. Although resolving these shortages would require only a small percentage of
total statewide expenditures on interpreting, the missing languages are serious challenges
to the courts’ provision of access to non-English speakers.

Moreover, the current use of interpreters is limited to constitutionally and legally mandated
interpreter services in criminal matters. It is unciear how interpreting needs are being met
in other important areas of court operations, such as civil and family law, and in legal
proceedings involving persons who are deaf or hard of hearing.

The Judicial Council is committed to seeking expanded funding to ensure that non-English
speakers and individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing have access to the courts and an
ability to participate in court proceedings in a manner equal to those of hearing, English-
speaking people.
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Table 2: Total Expenditures on Interperters by Court Fiscal Year 2002-2003.

Total Expenditures | Interpreter Interpreter | Interpreter
Expenditures | Expenditures| Expenditures

as a % of asa % of

Totat Court Statewide

Expenditures| Interpreter

Expenditures
Superior Court of Los Angeles County 523,655,413 28,243,500 4.53% 42.19%
Superior Court of San Diego County 150,600,450 | $ 3,370,586 2.24% 5.03%
Superior Court of Sacrarnento County 75,049,156 1,887,405 2.51% 2.82%
Superior Court of Fresng County 39,135,698 | § 1,656,489 4.23% 2.47%
Superior Court of San Mateo County 37,154,972 8 1,080,465 2.91% 1.61%
Superior Court of Contra Costa County 49,779,299 | ¢ 939,345 1.89% 1.40%
Superior Court of San Joaguin County 26,701,422 | 4 778,967 2.92% 1,16%|
Superior Court of Santa Barbara County 22,201,974 746,071 3.36% 1,11%
Superior Court of Tulare County 16,475,299 675,687 4.10% 1.01%
Superior Court of Santa Cruz County $ 13,450,605 | ¢ 447,133 3.32% 0.67%
Superior Court of Madera County $ 5,190,886 : 357,270 6.86% 0.53%
Superior Court of Placer County $ 11,064,166 | § 246,025 2.22% 0.37%
Superior Court of San Luis Obispo county $ 13,101,323 | § 188,053 1.44% 0.28%
Superior Court of Sutter County 34716901 ¢ 134,076 3.86% 0.20%
Superior Court of Shasta County 4 9,468,784 1 § 160,623 1.06% 0.15%
Superior Court of Nevada County $ 49778761 % 59,479 1.19% 0.09%
Superior Court of Del Norte County 3 1,947,987 32,300 1.66% 0.05%
Superior Court of Tuloumne County 3,132,444 21,666 0.69% 0.03%
Superior Court of Lassen County 2,006,628 11,638 0.58% 0.02%
Superior Court of Imperiat County{1)

20 Surveyed courts $ 1,108,566,072 | $40,876,788 3.70% 61.21%
Rest of the State % 818,563,505 | $22,417,417 2.74% 33.49%
State Wide Consolidated $1,927,129,577 | $66,945,613 3.47% 100.00%

Source: Quarterly Financial Statements, fiscal vear 2002-2063

(1) As of November 21, 2003, the Superior Court of Imperial County had not reparted their QFS for Q4 FY02-03



Table 3: Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Authorized, Funded FTE Staff in Court Interpreters Program as

of July 30, 2003

Alameda
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
Cantra Costa
Ef Dorado
fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Kern

Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mendocino
Merced
Mono
Monterey
Napa
Nevada
Crange
Riverside
Sacramenio
San Benito
San Berpardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Joaquin
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta
Siskiyou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanistaus
Sutter
Tehama
Tulare
Trinity
Tuolumne
Ventura
Yolo

Yuba
Statewide

(1) Pro-Tempore interpreters are an added category due to SB 371. These numbers will be updated quarterly with the Quarterly
Financial Statements. {2} Los Angeles reparted their pro-tempore interpreters as staff interpreters.
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Tabtle §: Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation _ilanguage as a
by Language and Certification Status of Interpreter, October 1, 2602 to June 30, 2003(1) % of interpretey
Designated Languagas ‘ Non-Designated Languages | L | 9% Certified, expenditures

Tertified Hon-Lettified | Regstersd | Non-Registered] o 29e Total o steren
Spanish $ 8,922,111 % 813,958 3 8,736,108 92% 80.3%
Korean $ 138,924 | § 25,832 $ 164,756 B4% 1.49%
Vietnamese $ 189,941 | % 114,645 $ 212,062 94%; 1.7%|
Cantonese $ 58,816 | 3 107,244 3 186,353 32%: 1.5%:
Taglkg $ 19,3131 % 50,100 $ 136,331 23% 1.1%)
Arahic $ 34,351 % 11,560 ¥ 46,806 73% §.4%
Japanese $ 19,886 3 11,482 $ 34,870 52%| 8.3%)
Portuguese $ 13,9421 % 11,042 $ 19,283 72%,| 8, 2%)
Total Designated Languages $ 9417284 § 1,145,904 $ 10,536,550 B9Y: £6.9%
Armenian (9) 5 55433 168,653 97% 1A%
Mandaxin $ 4,477 §$ 103,347 6% 0.5%
Hmong 118,557 % 62,136 | § 180,693 565 1.5%
Russian 228,408 | % 40315 § 232,439 98%: 1.9%i
Cambadian 108,076 § 52,743 | § 160,820 &% 1.3%
Farsi (10} 57,577 | § 39571 % 61,533 4% 0.5%:
Asian Indien Languages (2) 107,962 | % 34,955 | $ 142,931 768 1.2%
Mien 41,1951 % 35,155 ¢ 76,350 54%; 5.6%
Eastern, Southern European (4} 48,631 | $ 6,154 $ 54,825 BQ%I 0.5%

Other Western European (7) 22,154 | % 35251 % 25,678 H46%

Middle East {6} 14,6101 § 55231 % 20,133 73%
Lactian 108,362: § 855011 % 151,863 55 1.6%)
Tongan 15,970 § 1532 % 31,502 3% £.3%
African Languages (5) 4,241 1 % 334481 ¢ 37,690 11% 0.3%
South Asian, Pacific Istand (3) 21,6031 4 14515 ¢ 36,522 59%h 0.3%:
Samoan 22341 ¢ 6,764 ¢ 8,898 25% 0. 15
All Other tanguages (8) - $ 54,332 % 54,332 0%, 0.4%
Total Non-Designated Languages 1,163,560 $ 424739 | & 1,588,200 73% 13.1%
Totai (% 9417,284| % 11459041 % 1,163,560 % 424,739} § 12,124,B49 8% 100.0%

(5} Inciutes data from Les Angeles for Ceoember 2002 asd Masch 2003 aoky, Téve rest of the submisslons are for Getober 2002 t June 2003,
(2) Incliudes Sengall, Hingk, Punfati, Urdy and Tami

(3) Includes Burmass, Rfian, Fifien Hind, Zlotzno, Indonesian, and Thai.

(4} Includes Aftnlah, Serbian, Croatisn, Czech, Greek, Hungarian, Aulgarian, Polish, Ramanian, Slowsiian, Likrsnien, and Georgin

(5 Inchudes Amharic, Somol, and Tigrinys

(6) Inchudes Krdish, Chaldese, snd Hebrew,

(7) Inchudes Freneh, lezkan, Gresk, Swedish and German

(B} ncludes Latin: Amelican Largusges such as Mixbeeo, Trque, Qanjo'bal, Taotsil and Zapatece.

{9} Anmonian Ichuces Aremenion atd Westem Armenian

{10} Fursd indudes Farst {Parsian of fran)k Dact (Persiar of Afganiskan)



Tal:e 6: Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem [nterpretation

Language as 2

by Language and Certification Status of Ynterpreter, July 1, 2003 ta 30, 2003(1) % of terprete)
Desigrated Langusges Non-Designated | anguages
Pro-Tempare Certified Non-Certiflad Pro-Tempore Registered Non-Registers Language | % Certified,
Cantractor/Opt Lontractar/Opt Total Reglstered
Out Qut

%B;m‘sh ES 1,083,462 1 ¢ 791,061 | 5 232,268 2,106,793 BE%| 79.0%
Vietnamese % 17,2071 % 8,976 | % 26,937 73,119 63%] 2.5
taglog $ - 3 8,0i0:% 24,902 32,951 244 1.2%
Cantonese § 40501 % 0138 2,438 16,626 B! 0.6%
Purtuguese % - s 52357 § 11,254 7% 0,4%|
Korean § 629 | § 3,180 3 10,783 35| 0.9%)
Araic $ Rk HTRYYY e T 6,239 22%| . 2%)
lapanese |5 FLEEET 5,224 11% 0.2%
Total Besi L s B4g,535 : § % 2,262,949 Bi%n| 84.8%
Russizit $ 43,324 | § 12,718 [ 5 1,206 63,258 GB%| 2.4%
Hmong ) 45,226 | § 2,947 [ & 13,044 61,217 T9%; L35
Lizatian k3 18,485 § 18,9921 % 19,000 57,478 67%; 2.2%
Asian Indian Languages (2) 3 15343113 22,994 | § 8,047 41,443 B1%)| 4%
Cambodian 5 14,765 | § 7,167 § 14,782 32,713 558%, 1,2%)
A4 Other Languages (8) 3 - s - s 39 23,259 08 6.9%)
pien 3 - $ 13,845 | § 8,279 23,224 60%)| 3.9%,
Armenian (93 1) 18,637 [ § 2,803 | § 1,757 23,007 B2 0,55
Mandarin $ 2,646 | 5 15930 § g92 18,568 55%| .75
Fars] (10) 3 - 5 550 § 3,835 33,385 719 (3.5 %)
Eastern, Solthers European (4) % - & 9,288 | & 3,011 12,299 76% G.5%]
Aftican Languages {5 % - $ 29118 7,231 10,142 29% G.a%)
South Asian, Pacific Istand (3) 1% 853 | 4 2,348 | % 6,703 §,856 32% A%
ongan % - 3 4,198 | § 2,466 6,557 £3%4] £.29
Middie East (6} $ SR 588 | & 848 4,407 58%| 4.9
Other Western European (7) $ 265 1§ 412 | % 200 1,577 43%, 0.1
Samoan % - 3 1,102 | § 368 1,470 75% 0. 1%
Total Non-Designated Languages 5 & : S ] 158,504 | § 128,878 | § 11745597 405,079 71.5%| 15, 2%
Total $ 1105348 % 248,535 | § 308,065 | § 158,5¢4 | § 128878 | & 117,597 | $ 2,668,028 84% 100.0%

{13 The infotmation presented in this tabie dots not Inciude data From the Suparior Cort of Los Angeles Gounty.

{2) Inetiudes Bangah, Hine, Purabl, Urc and Tamit
(3) Inchudes Burmase, Fifan, fijian Hind, Tlocans, Indanasian, and Thal.

{8} Inchudes Alsanlan, Serblan, Sroaclan, Czach, Gresk, Hungarlan, Bulgacian, Pulish, Remarian, Slovakian, Ukranian, and Geargian

(5) InGudes Ambaric, Somat, snd Tigrnya

(5) Inciudes urdish, Chaidean, and Hebrew.

(7) Indudes French, Malian, Greek, Swecish and German

18) Indiudes Latin Americar Languages such as Mixteca, Trigue, Qfanjolbal, Tzotzil and Zapatecs,
(9) Armenian Indudes Armenlan ahd Western Armeniat:

(10) Fassi Includes Faral (Peisizn of tranjd Dari (Persian of Afganistan}






Appendix A
Expenditures for Interpreter Services in 20 Courts
October 1, 2002, through September 30, 2003

To make a detailed analysis of interpreter use, staff from the Administrative Office
of the Courts’ (AOC) Research & Planning Unit collected detailed interpreter
expenditure data from the superior courts of 20 counties: Contra Costa, Del Norte,
Fresno, Imperial, Lassen, l.os Angeles, Madera, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, San
Diego, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz,
Shasta, Sutter, Tulare, and Tuolumne. '

The principal source of data was the Court Interpreter Data Collection System
(CIDCS). CIDCS is an Internet-based data collection system housed on Serranus,
the court personnel Web site, and came online in October 2002. The data in this
appendix are the first year’s data collected through CIDCS. All of the courts
represented in this appendix have verified that they entered complete information
in CIDCS as of September 30, 2003.

CIDCS data are collected from the interpreters’ Daily Activity Logs and entered
by the interpreter coordinator in each court. An interpreter completes a Daily
Activity Log for every half day or full day worked. The log contains information
on the interpreter, the language(s) interpreted, the session worked (full or half
day), the expenditures associated with the session, the total number of cases
interpreted, and when possible, the case numbers and case types.

Each of the following court studies begins with data reported to the AOC to
provide some points of comparison: County population and number of staff in the
interpreters program according to the Schedule 7A for fiscal year 2003-2004.
Then come data collected via CIDCS specifically for this report: expenditures by
language and by certification status of interpreter. The courts are organized by the
level of interpreting expenditures reported from greatest to least.

Note that the expenditure data collected for this report do not include American
Sign Languages interpreting. Additionally, because the collection periods for the
data in the quarterly financial statements (QFS) and the data presented by
language and certification status for this report differed, comparisons should not
be made between the two.

!Data for these counties were collected from October 1, 2002, through September 30, 2003, with the
exception of Los Angeles, where data were available only for December 2002 and March 2003,



1. Superior Court of Los Angeles County

Los Angeles County is the most populous county in the state with 9,806,577
inhabitants, or 28 percent of California’s population, according to U.S. Census
Department estimates for the year 2003. The court uses interpreters in 640
courtrooms at 63 locations throughout the county. According to Schedule 7A data,
the court employs seven full-time equivalent (FTE) staff members as interpreter
coordinators to manage its court interpreters program.

In December 2002 and March 2003, the Los Angeles County court expended a
total of $4,631,095. Table 1 shows the expenditures for contract per diem
interpreters by language and certification status. Table 1 also shows that almost
97 percent of all spoken language interpreting in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County is performed by certified or registered interprefers. As expected,
Spanish is by far the most widely interpreted language; expenditures for Spanish
interpreting totaled more than $3.8 million of the two months in our Los Angeles
study.

The second largest expenditure by language in the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County is Korean, at $131,500 in December 2002 and March 2003 combined. In
this period, approximately 96 percent of all expenditures for Korean interpreting
were for the services of certified interpreters.

2. Superior Court of San Diego County

San Diego County is in the extreme southwestern corner of the state, bordered by
Mexico on the south and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The U.S. Census
Department estimates that the population of San Diego County in 2003 is just
fewer than 3 million, at 2,906,660. The court reports seven FTE staff working mn
its court interpreters program, all of whom are staff interpreters in the Schedule 7A
tor fiscal year 2003-2004.

Table 2A shows expenditures for spoken language contract interpreters in the
Superior Court of San Diego County by language and certification status totaling
$2,134,552 for the period October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003. As in Los
Angeles County and the rest of the state, Spanish is the dominant language.
Approximately $1.8 million—slightly less than 88 percent of all expenditures for
confract interpreters—goes to Spanish language interpreters, dwarfing the second
highest most interpreted language, Vietnamese, for which $96,371 (approximately
5 percent of the total) was spent from October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003.

Table 2B shows expenditures for spoken language interpreters—both contract and
pro tempore—from July 1, 2003, through September 30, 2003 (hereafter July—
September 2003). The Superior Court of San Diego County spent approximately
$749 million during this period. Eighty-seven percent was spent on Spanish



language interpreting, and 3 percent was spent on Vietnamese language
interpreting.

The percentage of total expenditures for certified and registered contract
interpreters in the Superior Court of San Diego County—approximately 93
percent—is somewhat lower than that in the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County.

When expenditures are broken down by language in Tables 2A and 2B, 100
percent of Spanish interpreting was performed by certified interpreters. Among the
designated languages, all expenditures for Tagalog, Cantonese, and Japanese went
to noncertified interpreters, with Tagalog being the largest expense. Expenditures
for the other designated and newly designated languages were split between
certified/registered interpreters and noncertified/nonregistered interpreters.

3. Superior Court of Sacramento County

Sacramento County stretches from the delta lowlands in the west to the Sierra
Nevada foothills on the east and borders eight other counties. The U.S. Census
Department estimates that Sacramento County is the eighth largest county by
population with 1.3 million inhabitants in 2003. In the Schedule 7A, the court
reports five authorized, funded FTE staff positions in the interpreters program-—2
staff interpreters and 3 pro tempore interpreters— in fiscal year 2003-2004.

As shown in Table 3A, expenditures for contract per diem interpreters totaled $1.1
million in the period October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003. Approximately 89
percent of the spoken language interpreters used in Sacramento County were
certified or registered; a full 99.53 percent of the Spanish interpreters were
certified. Spanish is the language interpreted most frequently, followed by
Vietnamese, Russian, and Hmong. One hundred percent of expenditures for
Russian interpreting were on certified or registered interpreters, and 6 of the next
10 most widely interpreted languages show a majority of expenditures on certified
and registered interpreters.

As shown in Table 3B, expenditures for per diem interpreters, including pro
tempore interpreters, totaled $335,278 in July--September 2003. Spanish language
interpreting accounted for 41 percent of the total expenditures, and within Spanish
language expenditures, 50 percent were on pro tempore interpreters and 30 percent
were on contract interpreters. One hundred percent of the Spanish interpreting was
performed by certified interpreters, as well as 100 percent of the Arabic,
Portuguese, Japanese, and Russian interpreting.



4. Superior Court of Fresno County

Fresno County lies in the middle of the Central Valley, stretching from the
foothills of the Sierra Nevada on the east to Monterey County on the west. The
U.S. Census Department estimates the population of Fresno County in 2003 at
834,632, making it the 10th largest County in the state. In the Schedule 7A, the
court reports six FTE staff working in its court interpreters program in fiscal year
2003-2004. All of these positions are identified as staff interpreters.

Table 4A shows expenditures for contract per diem interpreters from October 1,
2002, through June 30, 2003, totaling $760,274. The data indicate that 67 percent
of these expenditures went to certified or registered interpreters. For Spanish,
Mien, Cambodian, Tagalog, Hmong, and Laotian in Fresno County, interpreter
needs are met using a combination of certified/registered and
noncertified/nonregistered interpreters. In Spanish, for example, 71 percent of
expenditures for interpreting went to certified interpreters ($398,004).

Table 4B shows expenditures for per diem interpreters in July—September 2003,
totaling $275,921. Approximately 75 percent of the expenditures ($206,257) were
for Spanish language interpreting and 73 percent of the Spanish language
expenditures were on pro tempore Spanish interpreters ($151,242). None of the
other designated languages used a pro tempore interpreter during this period.

5. Superior Court of San Mateo County

San Mateo County is bordered on the north by San Francisco and on the south by
Santa Clara, and has a population of 703,202 according to 2003 U.S. Census
Department estimates making it the 13th largest county in the state. As reported in
the Schedule 7A, San Mateo County had one FTE interpreter coordinator in its
court interpreters program in fiscal year 2003-2004.

Expenditures for contract per diem interpreting from October 1, 2002, through
June 30, 2003, totaled $456,121, as shown in Table 5A. Certified or registered
interpreters perform approximately 89 percent of all interpreting in the Superior
Court of San Mateo County. Eighty-four percent of the expenditures ($381,026) in
this period were for Spanish, and 97 percent of the expenditures for Spanish were
on certified interpreters, as shown in Table SA. Tagalog was the second most
interpreted language, with more than 89 percent of the Tagalog interpreting
performed by certified interpreters. Of the 14 nondesignated languages, 6 had
expenditures for nonregistered interpreters. However, these expenditures
accounted for only 2.6 percent of the total spent on interpreting.

Table 5B shows expenditures for per diem interpreting in July-September 2003,
totaling $194,592. Seventy-six percent of the expenditures were for Spanish
Janguage interpreting ($147,470), with 51 percent of the Spanish language



interpreting performed by pro tempore interpreters. Certified interpreters
performed 100 percent of interpreting in Vietnamese and Cantonese. Additionally,
registered interpreters performed all Mandarin, Tongan, Russian, Samoan, and
Punjabi interpreting.

6. Superior Court of Contra Costa County

Contra Costa County is one of the Bay Area counties and has a population of
992,358, according to 2003 U.S. Census Department estimates. The court reported
no FTEs in its court interpreters program in the Schedule 7A for fiscal year 2003—
2004.

From October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003, expenditures for contract per diem
interpreters totaled $533,510; they are shown on table 6A. Spanish language
interpreting accounted for 77 percent of all expenditures during this period
($410,685), and certified interpreters performed 73 percent of Spanish
interpreting. The second highest expenditures were for Asian Indian language
interpreting, accounting for 4 percent of the total expenditures ($19,945).

Table 6B shows expenditures for per diem interpreters in July—-September 2003.
The expenditures during this period totaled $180,565. Certified and registered
interpreters performed 73 percent of all interpreting. The highest expenditure
($141,019) were for Spanish language interpreting, 78 percent of all interpreting
expenditures, while Asian Indian languages accounted for 3 percent ($5,716). Pro
tempore interpreters performed less than 1 percent of the interpreting during this
period.

7. Superior Court of San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County is one of the larger Central Valley counties, with an estimated
population of 614,302 in 2003 according to the U.S. Census Department. The
Superior Court of San Joaquin County listed no FTE positions in fiscal year 2003~
2004 for its court interpreters program. The court also spent approximately
$505,584 on contract per diem interpretations during the period October 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2003, as shown in Table 7A.

Certified or registered interpreters in the Superior Court of San Joaquin County
performed two-thirds of all interpreting during this period as shown in Table 7A.
Of these, Spanish language interpreting had the highest expenditures ($370,032)
accounting for 73 percent of all expenditures, followed by Cambodian and
“Other.” Certified interpreters performed 80 percent of Spanish interpreting.

Table 7B shows the expenditures for per diem interpreters in July—September
2003 in the Superior Court of San Joaguin County. Expenditures totaled $188,761
during this period, and 58 percent of all interpreting was performed by certified or



registered interpreters. Twenty-two percent of interpreting was in non-designated
languages during this period ($41,917), and registered interpreters performed only
23 percent. No interpreting by pro tempore interpreters was reported during this
period.

8. Superior Court of Santa Barbara County

Santa Barbara County is one of the medium-sized counties in our study with a
population of 403,084, according to 2003 U.S. Census Department estimates. The
Superior Court of Santa Barbara County reported 6.5 FTE interpreter staff in fiscal
year 2003-2004—1 pro tempore interpreter, 5 staff interpreters and .5 interpreter
coordinator—in the Schedule 7A.

Table 8A shows expenditures for interpretations in the Superior Court of Santa
Barbara County from October 1, 2002, through September 30, 2003, on contract
per diem interpreters totaling $414,416. Certified or registered interpreters
performed 88 percent of all interpreting, and 95 percent of all expenditures
($395,239) were for Spanish language interpreting.

Expenditures for interpreting in July—September 2003 are shown in Table 8B and
totaled $145,137. Spanish language interpreting accounted for 93 percent of
interpreter expenditures ($135,139), and certified contract or opt-out interpreters
performed almost 100 percent of Spanish language interpreting. Registered
contract or opt-out interpreters performed 95 percent of interpreting in
nondesignated languages.

9. Superior Court of Tulare County

Tulare County, in the Central Valley, is one of the medium-sized counties in our
study with a population of 381,772 according to U.S. Census Department
estimates for 2003. The Schedule 7A lists four pro tempore FTE positions for the
court interpreters program staff in Tulare County for fiscal year 2003-2004.

Expenditures for contract per diem interpreters in the period October 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2003, totaled $479,992. Certified or registered interpreters
performed approximately 62 percent of all interpreting as shown in Table 9A. All
of certified interpreting was in Spanish, whose expenditures accounted for 96
percent of the total. Certified or registered interpreters performed none of the
other interpreting in designated or nondesignated languages.

Table 9B shows expenditures for per diem interpreters in the period in July—
September 2003. Expenditures in this period totaled $172,452. Seventy-five
percent of the expenditures were on certified or registered interpreters, and 32
percent of the expenditures went to pro tempore interpreters ($55,058). A



registered pro tempore interpreter performed 100 percent of Cambodian
interpreting.

10. Superior Court of Santa Cruz County

Santa Cruz County is one of the medium sized counties in our study with a
population of 253,814, according to U.S. Census Department estimates for 2003.
The Schedule 7A lists one interpreter coordinator FTE position for court
interpreter staff in Santa Cruz County in fiscal year 2003--2004.

Expenditures for contract per diem interpreters in the period October 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2003, totaled $295,919 and are shown in Table 10A. Certified or
registered interpreters performed 90 percent of interpreting, and Spanish language
interpreting accounted for 96 percent of expenditures ($284,134). Among the
nondesignated languages, registered interpreters interpreted all Mandarin, Russian,
and Khmer.

Expenditures for per diem interpreters in the period in July—September 2003 are
shown in Table 10B and totaled $104,477. Certified and registered interpreters
performed 75 percent of interpreting, and 32 percent of that was performed by pro
tempore interpreters. Ninety-six percent of expenditures were for interpreting in
designated languages, while only 4 percent for interpreting in nondesignated
languages.

11. Superior Court of Imperial County

Imperial County is one of the smaller counties in our study, with a population of
146,248 according to the 2003 U.S. Census Department estimates. The Superior
Court of Imperial County reported three staff interpreter FTEs on the Schedule 7A
for fiscal year 20032004,

Table 11A shows expenditures for contract per diem interpreting during the period
October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003, which totaled $227,782; 98 percent of
interpreting was performed by certified and registered interpreters. Spanish
language interpreting accounted for 98 percent of expenditures during this period.

Expenditures during the period July—September 2003 are shown in Table 11B and
totaled $72,311. As in Table 11A, certified and registered interpreters performed
98 percent of interpreting during this period, and 98 percent of the expenditures
were for Spanish language interpreting.

12. Superior Court of Madera County

Madera County is in the Central Valley ringed by Fresno, Merced, Mariposa, and
Mono Counties. It is one of the smaller counties in our study, with a population
estimated at 130,263 according to U.S. Census Department estimates for 2003.



The Schedule 7A lists 5 pro tempore interpreter positions in the coust interpreters
program for fiscal year 2003-2004 at the Superior Court of Madera County.

Expenditures during the period October 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003, are shown
in Table 12A, and totaled $187,366. Certified and registered interpreters
performed 79 percent of interpreting, and 99 percent of interpreting expenditures
were for Spanish language interpreting.

Table 12B shows the expenditures for per diem interpreters in July—-September
2003, totaling $70,827. Certified and registered interpreters performed 86 percent
of interpreting during this period, and Spanish language interpreting accounted for
98 percent of interpreting expenditures.

13. Superior Court of Placer County

Placer County is in the heart of Gold Country and has a population of 278,509 in
2003 according to U.S. Census Department estimates. No FTE court interpreter
program positions were reported in the Schedule 7A for Placer County for fiscal
year 2003-2004.

Expenditures for contract per diem interpreters during the period of October 1,
2002, through June 30, 2003, are shown in Table [3A. Expenditures during this
period totaled $123,666, and 63 percent of the expenditures (§77,458) were for
Spanish language interpreting. Certified and registered interpreters performed 81
percent of the interpreting.

Table 13B shows expenditures by language and certification status in July-
September 2003, Expenditures during this period totaled $45,154, and 54 percent
of the expenditures ($24,360) were on Spanish language interpreting. Certified and
registered interpreters performed 78 percent of interpreting overall and 100
percent of the interpreting in Vietnamese, Cantonese, Arabic, Punjabi, Romanian,
Mandarin, and Hindi.

14. Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County

San Luis Obispo County is one of the medium-sized counties in our study in terms
of population but is one of the smaller counties in regard to interpreting
expenditures. The U.S. Census Department estimates the 2003 population of San
Luis Obispo County at 253,408. No FTEs are reported in the Schedule 7A in the
court interpreters program in San Luis Obispo County in fiscal year 2003-2004.

Table 14A shows expenditures by language and certification status for contract per
diem interpreters in the Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County from October
1, 2002, through June 30, 2003. Expenditures during this period totaled $135,634,
nearly all (99 percent) of which were for Spanish language interpreting.



Expenditures for per diem interpreting during the period July—September 2003 are
shown in Table 148 and totaled $44,295. Ninety-nine percent of the expenditures
were for Spanish language interpreting, and certified and registered interpreters
performed 82 percent of the total interpreting.

15. Superior Court of Sutter County

Sutter County is one of the smaller counties in our study, as the U.S. Census
Department estimates its total population at 82,580 in 2003. One pro tempore
interpreter FTE is listed for the Superior Court of Sutter County in the Schedule
7A for fiscal year 2003-2004.

Expenditures for contract per diem interpreters during the period from October 1,
2002, through June 30, 2003, are shown in Table 15A and totaled $79,396. Sixty-
four percent of the expenditures ($50,708) were for Spanish language interpreting.
Certified and registered interpreters performed 83 percent of interpreting overall
and 100 percent of the Vietnamese, Hindi, Mien, Khmer, and Ukrainian
interpreting.

Table 15B shows expenditures for per diem interpreters during the period in July—
September 2003, which totaled $24,010. Expenditures for Spanish language
interpreting accounted for 75 percent of interpreter expenditures ($17,982), while
expenditures for Punjabi language interpreting accounted for 16 percent (§3,945).
Certified and registered interpreters performed 75 percent of all interpreting during
this period, and pro tempore interpreters performed 72 percent of the total
interpreting.

16. Superior Court of Shasta County

Shasta County’s population is estimated to be 171,799 in 2003, according to the
U.S. Census Department. No FTE positions in the court interpreters program are
reported in the Schedule 7A for fiscal year 2003-2004.

Table 16A shows expenditures for contract per diem interpreters for the period
from October I, 2002, through June 30, 2003. These expenditures totaled $52,796.
Spanish language interpreting was the most expensive ($21,281), followed by Lao
and Mien ($14,053 and $11,948, respectively). Certified and registered
interpreters did 39 percent of all interpreting.

Expenditures for per diem interpreters during the period July-September 2003 are
shown in Table 16B, and totaled $23,041. In contrast with the other courts in our
study, Lao language interpreting accounted for 34 percent of the expenditures
($7,790), as compared to Spanish language interpreting with 32 percent (§7,449),
and Mien language interpreting with 31 percent (37,065). Certified and registered



interpreters performed 62 percent of the interpreting. Pro tempore interpreters
performed no interpreting during this period.

17. Superior Court of Nevada County

Nevada County is bordered by Placer County on the south, the state of Nevada on
the east and Sierra and Yuba counties on the north. Its population in 2003 1s
estimated at 95,047 according to the U.S. Census Department, The Superior Court
of Nevada County reported no FTE positions in its court interpreters program in
the Schedule 7A for fiscal year 2003-2004.

Expenditures for contract per diem interpreters during the period October 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2003, are shown in Table 17A. The expenditures during this
period totaled $26,335; nearly all of this (96 percent) was for Spanish language
interpreting. Certified and registered interpreters accounted for only 26 percent of
interpreting during this period. This may be due to the relatively remote location
of Nevada County.

Table 17B shows expenditures for per diem interpreters during the period in July—
September 2003, totaling $14,797. Eighty-four percent of the expenditures were
for Spanish language interpreting. Certified and registered interpreters performed
51 percent of interpreting overall and did all of the interpreting in Vietnamese and
Portuguese. Pro tempore interpreters performed no interpreting during this period.

18. Superior Court of Del Norte County

Del Norte County has a population of 27,482 according to the 2003 estimates
provided by the U.S. Census Department. The Superior Court of Del Norte County
reported no FTE positions in the court interpreters program in the Schedule 7A for
fiscal year 2003-2004.

Expenditures totaling $14,418 during the period October 1, 2002, through June 30,
2003, are shown in Table 18A, Spanish was the only language interpreted during
this period, and a certified interpreter performed all interpreting.

Table 18B shows expenditures on interpreting during the period in July-
September 2003, which totaled $5,350. As in Table 17A, all of the interpretations
were in Spanish and a certified opt-out interpreter performed all interpreting.

19. Superior Court of Tuolumne County

Tuolumne County is the third smallest county in our study, with an estimated
population of 55,850 in 2003 according to the U.S. Census Department. The
Superior Court of Tuolumne County reported no FTEs in the court interpreters
program in the Schedule 7A for fiscal year 2003-2004.
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Table 19A shows expenditures on contract per diem interpreting from October 1,
2002, through June 30, 2003. These expenditures totaled $8,428. Seventy-eight
percent of the expenditures ($6445) were for Spanish language interpreting, and
12 percent were for Korean language interpretation ($1,027). Certified and
registered interpreters performed 91 percent of all interpreting during this period.

Expenditures on per diem interpreters from July—-September 2003 are shown in
Table 19B. Expenditures during this period totaled $4,772. Spanish language
interpreting accounted for 83 percent of the expenditures during this period
($3,970), while “Other” language interpretations accounted for 13 percent ($600).
Certified and registered interpreters performed 83 percent of all interpreting during
this period. Pro tempore interpreters performed no interpreting during this period.

20. Superior Court of Lassen County

The Superior Court of Lassen County is the second smallest county in our study
with an estimated population of 34,007 in 2003, according to the U.S. Census
Department. The Superior Court of Lassen County reported no FTEs i the
Schedule 7A for fiscal year 2003-2004.

Table 20A shows expenditures on contract per-diem interpreters from October 1,
2002, through June 30, 2003. These expenditures totaled $7,848, and 100 percent
of the expenditures were for Spanish language interpreting. Certified and
registered interpreters performed 13 percent of the interpreting.

Table 20B shows expenditures on per diem interpretations totaling $2,701 in July—

September 2003. All of the expenditures were for Spanish language interpreting,
and noncertified or nonregistered interpreters performed all interpreting.
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Tabte 1; Superior Court of Los Angeles County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, December 2002 and March 2003 Language as a
Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages % of
Certified Non-Certified Registered | Non-Registered | Language Total | % Certified, [interprater
Registared |expencitures

Spanish $ 3,695,823 | § 146,090 $ 3,835,813 96% 82.8%
§g_r_ean $ 126,838 | & 4,672 4 131,510 96% 2.8%
Vietnamese 3 75876 | $ 12,001 $ 87,877 86% L.9%
Cantonese % 33,386 | % 4,600 $ 37,986 88% 0.8%
Taglog % 13,242 | & 8,762 3 22,004 50% 0.5%
Arabit $ 23,066 | ¢ 833 3 23,805 S6% 0.5%
Japanese § 16,202 | § 2,836 3 18,038 85% 0.4%!
Portuguese % $ 1,841 $ 5,034 79% 0.1%
Total Designated Languages $ 174,841 3 4,163,267 96% 89.0%
Armenian (1) $ 111,462 | § $ 111,898 99% 2.4%
Mandarin $ 64910 | § - $ 64,910 100% 1.4%
Russian $ 60,927 | § 298 1% 61,225 160% 1.3%
Cambodian ] 0,651 1 8 €70 % 51,421 79% 1%
Farsl {2} $ 7017 g 368 [ % 27,385 99% 0.6%
Asian Indian Lenguages {3} 48 21,283 1% 3644 | § 24827 85% 0.5%
South Asian, Pacific Island {3} 3 741 27301 % 20,131 86% 8.4%
Laotian $ 10,872 | ¢ 9,237 i 3 20,105 54%: 0.4%
Other Western European (5) $ 16,977 | % 490 | 17,467 7% 0.4%
Hmong $ 13,227 | § 5,108 | % 16,335 65% 0.4%
Eastern, Southern European (4) 14 11,300 | ¢ 2,037 i % 13,337 85% 0.3%
Mien H 4363} % 5507 | % 9,669 43%, 0.2%
(All Other Languages (8} S - $ 8,100 | 3 8,100 0% 0.2%
Tongan $ 3,291 [ % 4713 | § 8,004 41% 0.2%
Micidle Farst {6} g 4604 | ¢ 569 | & 5,173 89% 0.1%
African Languages (7) ] 1942 [ $ 26271 % 4,569 43% 0.1%
Samoan % 340 % 285314 3,168 10% 0.1%
Total Non-Desk 11 g % 408,052 | § 59,776 | § 467,828 B87% 10.1%
‘total % 3,5988427 % 305,033 % 408,052 § 59,776 % 4,631,095 95% 100.9%

{1} Includes Arpnentan, Western Armenian
(2} tncludes Farsl, Tlar, and Pashio

(3} Includes Bengall, Gujaratt, Hindi, Punjabi, Urdu
(4} Includes Sukgarlan, Bosaian, Croatlan, Polish, Romanian, Serbian, Ukranian

{5} Inchidkes French, Genman, Greek, Itafan
{8) Inchudes Chaldean, Hebrew, Kuedish, Turkish

{7} Includes Amharic, Somal, Tigrinys
{B} Includes Burmese, Tlocane, Taiwanese
{9) Includes Latin Amesican Languages
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Table 2A: Superior Court of $an PHego County

Expenditures on Contrack, Par Diem Interpretation, October 2, 2002 t June 30, 2003 [Larguage as &
Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages % of interpreter
Certified Mon-Certified | Registered hon- tLanguage Total | % Certified, [expenditures
Registered Registered
Spanish $ 1,853,648 | & & 1,854,108 1060% 66.9%)
Viethamess 4 51,336 | % & 96,371 53% 4.5%|
Tagalog ) i $ 23,145 0% L1%
Korean s 1,043 1% 5 8,873 17%; 0.4%)
Arabic 3 2,854 1 § 5 8,636 32%) 0,4%]
J 5 13 5 5,887 0% 6.3%,
Canmnese % - 5 5 4571 0% 0.2%|
Portlguese % 235218 g 3,009 8%, 0.1%
Total D i 1 $ 1,911,243 1 & $ 2,005,795 Q5% 94.0?_/;
African Languages {1} $ 25834 | % 25,834 (% 1.2%;
Laotian $_ 5916 s 26241 6E% 1.0%,
Middle East (2) §_ 495 1% 14,560 7% 0.7%
Russtan 5 - 3 13,352 100% (L E%|
Farsi L9358 47165 12,509 87% 0.6%)
Cambadian s 13606 s 12,605 0% 0.6%
Mandarin 10,106 | 8 368 | § 10,474 960k 0.5%)
Cther - $ 4,365 | § 4,395 0%, 0.2%
£astern, Southern European {3) 2,699 | ¢ 1362 | % 4,061 66%, 0.7%:
Cther Western Eurppean (4) 1,029 | ¢ 1,840 | 8 2,869 36%, 0.1%
Asian Indian Languages (5) 516 | 8 1,817 | 3 2,333 22% 0.1%
Hmong - $ 1,187 | 4 1,187 (1% 0.1%:
Armnenian 285 | § 828 | ¢ 1,093 24%, 0.1%
Samoan - % 1,080 % 1,080 0% 0. 1%
South Asian, Pacific Istand (A} 798 ; % 184 i % 982 81% 0.0%
Total Non-Designated Languages 63,671 | $ 65086 | § 128,757 4% 6.6%
Total ts 1911243 |$ 94551 $ 63,671 & 65086 % 2,134,552 93%| 100.0%
(1) Indludes Tigrinya, Sormall, Amharic (2) Inchudes Chaldeen, Hebrew, Kurdish (3] Includes Alsanian, Bugaran, Caech, Hungarisn, Pofish, Romanian, Serbian
(4 Indudes French, Genan, Itatisn (5) Incluges Bengall, Hincll, Punjstl, Urdy (8} Includes Burmese, Tiocane, Thal

Table 2B: Superiar Court of San Diege County

Expenditiras ot Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July i, 2003 to September 30, 2003 Language as a
Designarted Languages Non-Designated Languages % of
Pro-Temaore Cenified | ton-Certified| Pro-Tempore Registerad Nen- Language interpreter
Contract/Opt Contract/Opt Cut | Registered Total % Certificd, jExpendituses
Out: Registored

$ 550,432 | $ 132,415 £ % 6i7 % 663,524 100% 88.6%

s §_ 16047 |3 7,600 s a3gar | 58% 3,2%,

$ 3 - {s 987 $ 9,387 0% L 3%

% 5 - 15 AGI6 5 4616 % 0.6%

ore § $ - i3 2,397 4 2,397 3%, 0.3%

Tapanese s s 1% 2086 s 2,056 0% 0.3%

Cantonese $ 13 - $ 1,003 $ 1,003 0% 0.1%)

Portuguese 3 - 3 550 1% 52 $ 651 B 0.1%

Total Designated Languages $ 550,492 5 % 128,021 1 % 5 $ 707,280 96% 94.4%|

African Languages (1) . $ - 3 7231 | § 7,231 Q% 1.0%,

Lan 4472 ] § — 15 2583 7,030 64%) 0.9%

Farsi (2) L 247015 LA 8 4,288 8% 0,65

Mandarin 2,205 % 1911 | 8 - § 4,116 100 {.5%

Middle Eastern Languages (3} 1,971 [s 588 | 3 1,388 1 % 3,947 65% 0.5%

A4 Ocher Languaages {4} -] 3 - ES 3811 % 3,811 (% 3.5%.

Cambadian $ - $ 1653 % 3,653 9% 5%

& 2,940 | 3 - $ 2,540 060% 0.4%:

ri Eutapean Languages {5) 3 - 3 1487 1% I 457 0% 0.2%:

Western European Languages (6) 265 % 147 | 5 04 1 3 1,106 37% 0.1%

[ Thai 853 | § - s $ 853 100% 0.1%

Punjabi - s - Is 7221 2z 0% 0.1%

Armnenian - § - H 3685 s 368 0% 0.0%

Hrong - 18 - |5 92 |5 52 0% 0.0%]

Samaoan - 5 % - % 92 | % 92 0% 9.0%|

‘Total Non-Designated Languages 3 S 5 5 9,766 1 $ BO56 ;& 23914 | $ 41,736 43% 5,55

otal g k50,402 | $ 125021 | % 27,768 § 97066 § 8056 & 23,914 | $ 749,016 93% 106.0%

{1} inchudes Amharlc, Somakt, Tigirya (2) Inciuges Fars, Darf, Fashie {3} inciutes Chaidean, Kerdish, Turkish

{4y Includes Meso-American Languages (5} Incluoes Sulgarian, Croatian, Czech, Polith, Anmanian, Serbian, Slovak, Ukranian

{6} Incladas French, German, ltakan
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Table 3A: Superior Court

actarmento County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interprotation, O ber £, 2002 to Juse 30, 2003 Langlage as & %
Designarted | Non-Desy {anguages of interpreter
Centified Hor-Cestified | Registered Nos- Language Total| % Certifled, [Expenciires
Reqgistered Registered
Epanish 440,484 | § - 3 440,484 100%: 44.0%
Wietnamese 44,839 | § 27,365 § 72,204 62% 7.3%,
Cantonese 13,692 | % 11,181 ¥ 24,873 55% 2.55%,
Karear, R ENEED s 5,938 0% 0.7%
Tayalog N 5 38490 3 3,B50 0% (1.4%
Japarese 3,137 1% 92 3 3,229 97%; 0.2%
Arabic 2,764 1 & % 2,764 16096 0.3%:
Portuguese 106 | § 5 306 160% 0,08
‘ll'g_t‘ﬁl Desil { Languages 505,222 | $ s 554,688 91% 55.,4%)
Russian $ 124245 % - 3 124,248 100% 12.4%
Hmong 1s 0,280 | % HE54 | & 94,834 T 9.1
Armenian (9) 5 47458 [ § - % 47,4458 100% 4,7%;
180 5 0874 | 8 B2t s 35,252 9% 3.55%:
Asian Indlan Languages {1} s smels - 1s 5,726 100 3.6%
3% 21,081 1 % 11,745 | ¢ 32,825 £4%
i?ﬂu{hem European (1) % 27,196 1 § 2,088 | % 28,254 G3% 2,
Farst s 15,008 | ¢ K] 15,078 100% 1.5%]
Cambodian S 9227 | § ) 227 100% 0.9%)|
Tongan < 2618 1% & 8,977 20% 0.9%
South Asian, Pacific Istand (3) $ 853 1 % 4 5,305 16% £.5%
Samaan H RE 3 2,831 0%| 0.3%,
| Other Western Furopean (4} 5 1,923 % $ 2,015 55% 0.2%
Marddarln 3 3,294 1 § % 1,846 708 0.2%
Cther 3 - 5 % Lit 0% 0.1%
Amharic $ 922 | % 1 1,021 91% Q.1%|
Total Non-Besignated | 3 : ;i $ 3BB7R2 1% 5B3G56 | % 447,138 87% 44.6%
Tetal | 5 05,222 | § 49466 $ 388,782 § 58,356 8§ 1001836 89% 100.0%!
{1) inclades Hindi, Punjand, Lrdus {2} tnchades Bosrian, Croatian, Czecs, Hungarlan, Romanian, Setbian
(3) Feiuges Fjlan Hindwstant, Indenestan, Thal {4) Includes French, Graoek, alian
‘Table 38: Superior Court of County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 3C, 2003 Language as &
Designated Languages . N(Jn-{)e,wg}na.f&'.ftsﬂgu‘?gﬁ i %t of .
ro-Tempore Certificd | Non-Certifled | Pro-Tempore|  Registered | Non- | Interprater
" i Contract/Cpt = (.untr:gt,’()pt Out; Registered | Larguage Total, o, cerfed, |expondituses
Ot : : Reqisterad |
|
Spanish $ 68,762 | § 687511 4 - $ 138,514 106% 41.3%|
Vietnamesa g 167221 % - & 9,647 5 25,168 62%) 7 £
Cantonese § . 3 80501 % 4,012 3 o067 849% 2.7%|
Tagaiog 5 AL §__ 305h ¥ 3,058 0%l 0.9%
Korear: S BE s e s 2,208 %[ 0.7%
Japanese -] g 588 | § 3 588 £00% 0.2%
Arabic $ - |5 264 | ¢ s 204 | 100% 0.1%
Portugese 3 B 147 5 - s 147 100% 0.0%
Yotal Desi d 1 % 84,424 | § 7BA35 | § 15925 [ommins $ 179,244 1% 53.5%
Russlar : $ BTN 4,795 | § - § 43,565 100% 13.0%
Hmong $ 3463 i ¢ 2,766 1 § 2,825 1 8 37,054 F2% 11.1%
Armeaniar 5 83537 | § - 736 | 4 19,273 955 5.7%
Aslan Indlan Lanrguages {1) % 7561 1§ 5,428 | % 13,580 100%: 4.2%
Mign 5 - $ 0,619 | & 1,923 | % 11,542 83% 3405
L aey $ 5 9884 | § 368 8 10,252 367 3.1%
Lastern European Languages (2} $ s 7818 | ¢ 1,003 | 3 8,821 8% 2.6%
Farsi $ $ 4,764 | § - H 4,764 1007 L4%
South Aslan Languages {3) $ 3 2,193 1 8 £33 1% 3150 b 1.1%
Tongan 3 - $ 524 | § 2,190 1 ¢ 2,714 15% B
African Languages (4) ¥ - 5 LS [ % - H 1,851 100%| (67|
Martarin 5 - 3 853__5‘_ 184 | % 1,037 82% 0.3%|
Cambadian $ - § 481 | % $ 481 100%, 0.1%%|
Samoan 5 - 5 - $ 276 | § 27 o0 0.1%|
Ocher s s EE 97 | % 9 0% 5.0%
Total Hon-Designatod § $ 96330:i% 51,978 i ¢ 10930 £ 155 238 S3% 47.5%;
Total - € $ 84484 [ & 78835 1§ 12,867 ¢ 96330 $ 51,878 % 10,830 | % 335,278 83% 100.0%%]
{1 Includes Kindi, Punjabi, Lrdu {2} Includes Basrilan, {roabian, Cxech, Hungarian, Romanian, Serbian
(3) Inclucies Fjian Hindustani, Indanssian, Thal 4) Includes Armtarie, Somai, Tlgenya
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Tabie 4A: Su,

Cg_u_rtmgf ?resﬂg County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Intarpretation, Cctober 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 tﬂ}anguage a3
Desig L | Won-Designated Languages | Jo uf
Terffied | Hon-Certed | Registered Hon: |Longuage Total) % Cerifies, | D EPEE
£ Registered..L_ Registered i~
Spanish 398,004 164,645 L 1% 562,649 71%: 74.0%|
[Vietnamase o § 4511 0% 0.6%
Arabic § 2,912 28% 0.4%
Korean 4§ 1,486 0% (1.2%
T agalug 5 489 0%, {.1%
Cantonese $ 936 0%, 0.1%,
Japanese 5 184 0% 0,0%]
Total Designated Languages 1§ 573 YA8 70%s 75.5%
3 § $ 57,061 56% F.5%:
$ 4 $ 54,217 64% 7.1%
L ) $ § 42,222 84tk 5.6%
f\"s_i;g Indian Languages (1} 5 & % 14,481 26% .55
Armienian 5 3 § 7,510 A5%: 1.0%
Oiher 3 $ & 4,553 0% {0.6%
Mien 3 $ § 3,482 § 100% {.5%
Russian s § $ 2,34 13% 0.3%)
Africen Languages (2} $ § § 276 % D0
ltalian 5 £} 3 184 0% 0.0%|
Indanesian s 5 5 92 0% 0.0%
tandarin 5 - H 92 1% Era 05 0.0%
Total Non-Designated Languages $ 111,753 1 & 74,774 | § 186,528 60% 24.5%,|
Total 1$ 39881816 174930 |$ 151,753 | § 74,774 | § 760,274 57% 100, 0%
(1) Includes Hindi, Punjabi, trdu {2) Includes Samali, Tlgrirya
Table 4]3_: Superior Court of Fresno County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2001 to September 30, 2003 Language as
Designated Languites Non-Designated Langiages | % Certified, ] 2% of
Pro-Tempore Certifiedd | Non-Certified | Pro- Tempare Registersd Mon- -g Language | Registered | terpreier
Contract/Opt | Contract/Opt Out|  Registere¢ | Total i expnditures
Out - i
Spansh  lg § 206,258 7o 748%
Vietnamase § 1,932 (% 0.7%
Arabic § 1,066 0% 0.1%,
Korean 5 237 B3% 0.4%
Total Designated Languages $ 209,493 T7% 76.0%
Lao s $ § 21,879 4% 8.0%
Hmong $ 5 § 17,458 5% 6.3%
Cambodian $ - 5 994 [ § 11,462 91% 4. 2%|
Asian ndian Languages {1Y % 2,118 5 § 3,784 1 s 5,882 36% 2.15!
[Armenian s 24701 8 7% |3 3,206 % 1.2%
Other (3) 5 - [s  amils 203 0% 0.8%
Russian % 1332135 757 1§ 2,089 64% 0.8%
Mien 3 LO78 | % - 3 1,078 360%, 0,44,
Turklsh $ - % 460 3 § 460 % 0.3%
Mandarin & - 5 287 | % 267 0% 0.1%
Other Western European {2) § - 3 1847 % 194 % 0,1%
Farsi - 3 - $ LT R 92 6% 0.1%
Total Non-Desighated Languages 37,614 i % 6,998 ‘ $ 21,817 | 66428 67% 24.,0%
Total lg 151,242 | $ 10,774 | $ 47,476 4 37,614 % 6,968 § 21,817 | § 2750921 ] 75%: 164, 0%n!

{1} Includes Hindi, Punjabi, Urdy

{2) Inciudes French, Tafian
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Table SA: Superior Court of San Matea County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Biem Intergretation, Oclober I, 2002 to June 30, 2003 Language as a
Designated Languages | Mon-Designated Languages % oF
Certifed MNonCertified | Regstered Mon- | Language Total| % Cerilfied, [interpreter
Reqistered Registered expenditares
Spanish $ 370,767 | § 10,759 381,026 9?“;‘9 84
Tagalog g 15,388 [ & 1,880 17,288 89% 45;
G 3 2665 | % 9,665 100% 2%
Vigtnamese % 82371 % 5237 100%% 1%
Karean $ 581713 6,104 Q2% 1%
Portuguese 13 - $ 2,449 0% 1%
Japanese & - 3 528 0% 0.1%
Total Designated Languages 5 407,176 § 5 423,297 G6 93%
Tongan - 5 122581 % s 12,258 100% 3%
Mandarin $ 9481 | § 252 | % 9,733 97% %
Russian s 4504 | $ - ¥ 4,504 100% 1%
Samoan § 1.761 | § - 3 1,751 100%: 0.4%
Lao § B57 [ 4 - 3 857 100% 0.2%
Punjati 5 441 | § sis 766 58% 0.2%
Urdu $ 6771 % - 5 677 100% 0.1%
Ukranian $ 640 i § - $ 40 100% 0%
French g 285 | & 282 | & 567 50% 0.15%5|
Burmese $ ] 276 | § 276 0% 0.5%
Farst $ - 5 287 | § 67 0% 0.3%
German $ 265 | % - % 265 100% 0.1%
Hindi 5 189 |3 K 169 100% 0.0%
Persian of Afgan.(Dari) $ - 5 2 G2 0%, 0.0%
Total Non-Designated Languages $ 31330 1§ 1494 | S 31,823 5% 7%
Total $ 407,176 | $ 15122 {3 31330 (% 1494 % 456,121 89% 100%
Table S5B: Superior Court of San Mateo County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 Language as
Designated Languages i -Designated Languages %, Certified, |8 % o
Pro-Tempare Certified | Non-Certfied| Pro-Tempore]  Registered Non- Language | Registered jinferpreter
Conlract/Opt Contract/Qpt Cut | Registered Total [expenditures
Out,
Spanish $  S5713 (4 16475 § 147,470 5% 76%
Tagalog $ Tt s 4,774 § 11,5985 60% %
Vietnamese § 55591 s 70M 00%] 4% ]
Cantonese 3 1778 1 s 15 5071 100% 3%
Portugiese 3 - 15 § 3,453 0% 2%
Japanese 3 - $ 15 2,205 0% 1%
Korean $  5mis s 101 W00 1%
Totaf Designated Languages $ 70,790 | § 26911 | § 178,244 85%]  82%
Mandatin £ - 3 8726 | 5 |3 9,726 100% 5%
Tongan & - ] 1,735 [ % - $ 1,735 100% 1%
Russizn s - s 1,403 | § $ 1403 00%| 1% |
Samoan § - H 1,162 | & $ 1,102 100% 1%
Purgabi $ - ] 7351 % 3 735 105% G
Croatian $ - § 452 1 $ - § 492 100% 0%
Farsf § - $ - i % 50} s 350 0% 0%
Hind $ - s 299 ¢ R 94 100%] 0%
iBurmese ] - $ - 3 84i% 184 0% 0%
Lag § - ] 733 % - $ 79 100% 0%
Urgu $ - 4 147 | & - 3 147 100% )
Totai Non-Designated Languages : % - % 15,814 | § 534 [ $ 15,348 97% 8%
Total 1% 80,543 | § 70,790 1 § 26911 % - $ 15614 § 534 | 5 164,582 86% 100%
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Tabie fiA: Supericr Court of Contra Costa County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, Gotober 1, 2002 ta June 30, 2003 Lanquage 25 2
Dasignated Languages Non-Designated Lanmmages . inuk::p reter
Certlfied [ tonCerifiec Registerad Noa- Llanguage Yotal | % Cedtified, expenditures
H Ragistered Registered
Spattish 3 303,327 | § 3 410,685 3% T7%
Vietnamese f 1,721 | % s 17,365 7% 3%)
Portuguese ] 6722 | & % 10,446 4% 2%|
Tagateg $ . SL 3 7,807 9% 1%
Cantonese $ 3,762 1% 5 5,529 68% 1%
Karean s 1,606 | § 3 3,793 59% 1%
Arabic $ 1228 1% s - 1,228 100% 9%
Tapanese $ - % $ 961 B %
Totai D L $ 32738584 | 3 3 457,81% 72% 86%
fsian Ineian Languages {1} $ s 18,945 928 48]
3 $ 17,461 4554 2%
$ $ 10,677 | 9B%: 250
3 S 7,715 7% 18]
% $ 4,679 90%! 184
] % 3,875 1009 %
Eastern European (1) $ % 2,967 B5%| 1%
Tongan 3 5 2,255 7% 0%
Cambodian % % 2,146 0%, 0%
afien ¥ Ts 1675 0% o%
focano $ $ 920 0% 0%
Tigrinya [ s ax 100% 0%
Al Other Languages [} [3 164 0%, 6%,
Samaan 13 5 169 (%] (%
Total Non-Designated L B $ 52,937 | § 17754 | % 75,651 7% 14%
Total 537,386 | $ 130433 | § 57,037 | § 17754 | § 533,510 B1% 100.0%
(1) Indudes Hindi, Punjabl, Urdu {23 Incluges Butgarian, Croatian, Pofish
Tahle 6B: Supedar Courf of Contra Costa County
Language as
Expenditures an Per Diemn Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 a3 9% of
Desipated {anguages Non-Designated Languages i b Certified, |Interpreter
Pro-Tempore Certifiext NonCertifed | Pro-Tempore Registered hen- Language | Registered |expenditures
Centractor/Opt Contractor/Opt Out | Registered Total
Enit
Spanksh - 4 106,281 | 8 34,728 1% 141,019 75% 78%,
{viermamese - 5 3,108 |5 1,293 ] 4,403 7i% 2%
Tagalog § 168 1 % 3,396 % 3,563 5% 2%
Portuglese - H 4137 [ ¢ 213 § 4,332 95% 2%
Cantonese 756 | % 147 | % 4723 ¢ $ 1,326 68%: 1%|
Korean 147 18 2941 % 649 § 3 1,090 6% 1%
Yotal Designated Languagas 5 154,126 § £ 155,733 74% BE%s!
Asian hiwdian Languages {1} % $ 8716 % $ . 576 100%6: 3]
Lao 5 I 5 3,289 | % 273 3,551 94% 2
Mien [ 5 -8 3190 s 3,170 0% 1
Farsi (2} 3 5 1,498 [ $ 1,158 | § 2,656 56% 19|
Cambodian § - § 351 ¢ 2,250 % 2,285 2% 1%
Mandarin $ 441 | % 1,841 | § - $ 3,282 1005 1%
Tongan 3 - $ 1,932 | § 276 | § 2,208 H%) 1%|
Tigrinya 5 3 3,060 | 5 [ 1,060 100% 1%
fussian 4 4 999 i ¢ - $ 999 105% 15|
Yocane 5 s - s 543 | 5 543 0.0% hEA
i s - 4 - 3 308 | % 308 0.0% 0%
All Cther Languages H 3 - $ 92 13 92 0.0%! 0%
Total Non-Designated Languages $ 441 | % 16,366 | $ 8,025 | & 24,832 68% 1454
Total $ 903 : % 114,126 | § 40,704 | § % $ 8,025 | ¥ 180,565 T3% 100%:

{13 Tncludes Hindi, Purb, Lirdu

{2} tneludes Farst, Dar, Pashto
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Table 7A: Superior Court of San Joaquin County

H Expenditures on Cn;tract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 20021 to June 30, 2603 Language as a
{ Designated Languages | Won-Designated Languages % of interpreter|
Certified Non-Certifisd | Registered | fon- Language Total | % Certified, |expenditures
"""W"—ﬁ' ‘[ Reqistered. Registered
Spanish $ 297,076 72,957 5 370,032 §0°% 3%
d 17,562 % 17,562 0% 3%|
Porfuguese s 1,340 0% 0,3%
Arabic $ 1111 0% 0.2%:
Cantonese $ 594 10G% 0.1%
Korean $ 383 0% 0.1%
Tagalog . $ 92 0% 0.0%)
L'Al:?tal Designated 1 $ 350,995 T&% 7%
{Cambodian 5. 18,598 | § 41,952 55% 8%
Qther $ Ts 235831 g 23,583 0% 5%
Lao $ - $ 14,247 | § 14,247 0% 3%
tPunjabt § 12404 |5 L300 s 13,704 % 3%,
leBng $ 1,794 | 4 12,204 | § 13,498 10%: %
Mandarin % - & 2,300 08 2,360 0% 4,597
Ilpcana 1,381 | % 1,381 0% 0.3%
Urdu 5 1,281 1% 1,281 0% (%)
[ Hindt 882 | 3 106 | ¢ 83% 0%
Farsi $ 867 | § 0% 0.1%%]
5 s 0% 0%
Romanian 319 | 5 - 5 1004 0.1%)
iCroatian $ 6| 0% 0.0%
Russian i3 92 % 0% 0.0%)
Miets : - E) LR R] 0% 4.8%:
Total Non-Designated Languages e R $ 37,853 | % 76,7351 4% 114,588 33%; 23%
Total i§ 297570 $ 93,426 | ¢ 37,853 | § 76,735 § 505,584 B6%0] 160%
Tahble 7B: Superior Court of San Joaguin Coun}v
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2001 to Septe , 2003 Language as
1 Designated {anguages Non-Dasignated Languages 2 % of
{ Pro-Tempote Certified  : Non-Certified] Pro-Tempore Registered | Non- Language Interpreter
i Contract/Opt Gut | Contract/Opt Out | Registerad Total % Certified, expeaddifures
! i | Registered
Spanish s 5 00,147 [ § 39,349 44 139,490 72% 73.9%
Vigtnamese is - $ - i 6,218 4 6,228 0% 3.3%
Korean [s - 5 - 5 249 § 249 0% 0.1%
Pariuguese 1% S 4 785 14 785 3% 0,49/
Arabit $ $ - s 42 5 492 G“{a 0.0%,
| Yotal Designated Languages $ ¥ 100,142 | § 46,702 S $ 145,844 68% 77.8%
:Cambodian s R $ 7885 § 14,533 46% 7.7%
All Other Languages {B) 3 - | 5 5 3634 | 8 9,634 D% 5.1%
Lag % [s $ 383618 4,896 % LE%
Punjabl g s 5 1564 1% 4542 65% 2.4%
{Hmong 3 - 1% $ aMI(s 4,418 0% 2.3%
Tiocano 5 T 5 49018 1907 0% 10,
Urdu $ H - s swls gl 9% 0.5%
Fijian tindustani 5 s - s str]s 552 0% 0.3%
Mondarin $ s STy 27618 216 0% 0.1%
IRUssian 4 i § - s S 92 0% 0.0%
Dari 4 - 13 - s g2 lg 92 % 0.0%
Total Nen-Designated Languages _ $ - 13 9,628 | $ 32,289 ‘ % 41,917 23% 22.2%
Total 100,142 | § 46,702 | § - |s 9,628 1 § 32,280 | § 188,761 | 58%|  100.0%
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Table 8A; Superior Court of Santa Barbara County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Biem Enterpretation, Octaber 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 Language asa
Jesignated Languages Non-Desigrated Languages Language . _% of
Certified Non-Certified | “Registered | Mon-Registered| o Y Cerulied, |nterpreter
- Registered |expenditures
Spanish $ 356,400 | § 38,838 : H 395,239 G0%| F5%
Korean $ 971 | & 848 § 1820 53% 04%
Arabic & 1692 | 5 32 £ 1,784 95% 04%
5 - $ 1,181 H 1,181 0% (3%
$ - 3 750 H 750 &% 0.2%)
$ 413 | $ M $ 413 100% 0.1%
3 3361 ¢ - $ 336 100% 0.5 %
‘Total Designated languages $ 359813 1 § 41,710 $ 401,523 98%% 97%
Otfer % 8,250 [ 2%
Mandarin 5 § 2,297 83% 1%,
Ifiocanc 1 $ 578 0% 0.2%
Ukranian 5 5 40 100% 0.2%
Russian 4221 % - § 22 100% 2.1%,
Purjabi - ¥ 335 | $ 325 0% 0.1%;
Hrong - ] 82| s 282 G%. 0.1%:
Tetal Non-Designated Eanguages 3,106 1 § 9,787 | § 12,893 24% 3%
Total [$ 359813 % 41,710 3,106 | $ 9,787 | $ 414,416 88% 100%
Table 88: Superior Court of Santa Barbara County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem P ion, July i, 2003 to September 30, 2003 Language as 8
i Designated Languages Non-Designeted Languages i % of
T Pro-Tempore Certified Non- Pro-tempore Registered Hon- Language | % Certified, |interpreter
Contract/Opt | Certified Contract/Opt | Registered Yotal Registered jexpeniitures
Qut. Qut
Spanish $ 505315 118766 % 320 § 135138 8% 3%
Korean 4 - H 2,356 | § 184 3 2,540 0% %
Viethamese § 14 695 1§ - 1 695 39% %
Tagalog 5 - 5 - 5 166 5 166 0% 0%
Total Designated Languages 122,817 $ 138,541 65% a5%
Other : t 4100 s 4,100 0% 3%
Armenian $ EAERE 652 §1% 0%
Mandaria s - § 641 180% 0%,
Hocano $ 542 | % 542 180% o
Halian & - 5 265 100% 0%
Russian % - 3 212 99% D%
Hmong § 1841 % 184 0% 0%
Total Non-Designated Langusges s 5146 § 8,597 55% 5%
Total 15,053 | & 122,817 | § 670 $ 5146 | $ 145,137 5% 160%
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Fabie 9A: Superior Court of Tulare County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Biem Enterpretation, October ¥, 2002 to June 30, 2003

}Languaga asa

Lesignated Languages Nor-Designated Languages Language o Certified !% of
Certified | Non-Certified | Registered | Nen-Registered Total Registerad
Spanish $ 299,387 | ¢ 159,335 § 459,322 §5% Bh%|
Aradic 3 - $ 1,264 |0 $ 1,264 0% 0%
F H - 3 1,186 & 1,196 0% G
Korean 5 - is 421 5 421 0% 0%
Viethamese § - H] 304 12 $ 304 0% 0%:
Yotai Designated Languages $ 299387 8§ 163,119 i $ 462,506 65%: BE%
Lag : i $ $ 10,438 0% 2%
Hiocano $ $ $ 3,156 0% 1%
Hemong 5 $ H 2,855 G% 1%
Punjabi $ - $ 914 | § 914 0% 0%
Other H - § 1121 % 112 0% 0%
Total Non-Designated Languages 3 $ - $ 17,486 | § 17,486 0% 4%
Total 1% 209,387 |§ 163,118 | § - $ 17,486 | $ 479,992 | 62% 1006%

Table 98; Superior Court of Tufare County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2063 Language as
. . Language i % Certified, .a % of
Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages . interpreter
Total Repistered "
- exnendiees
Pro-Tempore Certified Non- Pro-Tempore Registered Non-
Contract/Opt Out| _ Cerlified Registerad
‘ I

Spanish § 55,058 | ¢ 52,106 | § 59494 $ 166,658 64% 97%
Portuguese $ - $ -.s 819 ] 819 0% 0%
Viethamese $ - 5 - $ 237 3 237 T %
Total Dy d Languages $ 55058 | % 52,106 | $ 60,550 F 167,714 64% 97 %
130 $ 5 % 1,840 0% 1%
liocano 5 2 $ 1371 0% 1%|
Purnjabt 3 - 13 436 1 § 436 0%, 0.3%
Mies ¥ 5 - § 368 1% 368 P D2%
Armenian % 4 - $ 334 1 ¢ 334 0% 0.2%
Cambodian k] 3 - $ - $ 237 100%; 9.2%
Hrrang H 1 R 92 | % a2 % 0.1%
Total Non-Designated Languages : 5 F . $ 4441 | § 4,738 6% 3%
Total [s ss0881s 52,106 : $ 60,550 ¢ 297 % “ $ 4441 | § 172452 T5% 100%]
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Table 10A: Superior Court of Santa Cruz County

Expentitures on Conract, Per Diem Interpretation, Oclober 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 Language as a
Desigmated! Languaces Non-Designated Languages Language ‘ % of
Certified | Non-Ceriffied | Registered Non- Yotal % Certified, {interpreter
Registerad Registared_jexpenditures
Spanish 59,745 24,390 264,134 g1 96%,
Arabic 1,761 50% 1%
Kaorean 1,425 8% 0%
Tagafoq 343 88% 0%
Camonese 393 0% 0%
Vietnamese 297 60% 0%
Japanese 211 100%% 0%
Totaj Designated Languages 289,164 91% 98%
Othyer 1,883 0% 1%
Russian 1,616 100% 1%
Khmer 983 100% 0%
Punfabi 918 | 81% 0%
Thai 828 45% 09|
ltdian 27 0% 0%
Mandarin 184 100% 0%
Hiocano 115 0% 0%
Total Non-Designated Eenguages 5,755 58% 2%
Tota! 295,915 D0 100%
Table 10B: Superior Court of Santa Cruz County
| Expendituras on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2043 Language as
| Designated Langua i Nan-Designated Languages a % of
Pro-Tampore Contifizd | Non-Certified] Pro-Tempore] Registerad “Har- Language interpreter
Contract/Opt Contract/Opt | Reglstered Total % Cartified, |expenditures
out Oud. Registerad

Spanish § 3393318 55105 % s 9874 0% 5%
Tagalog § i3 631 | § 3 A25 564 1%
Vigtnamese H Y e g% 371 0% %
Tatal Pesignated Languages $ 33909331 % 557356 | % E $ 100,240 89% 96%
1Other : s § $ LA77 0% 1%
Russian 'y § $ I3 21 100% 1%
Punjabl $ $ ¥ 3 764 1008 1%
Mandatin 5 $ $ 3 545 100% 1%
Croatian $ $ $ $ 517 100% 0%
Italian $ $ § 3 114 % 0%
Total Non-Designated Languages SR 13 E % $ 4,237 §2% 4001
Total ) s 33033 § K536 1§ 10,571 % 178 % 2475 § 1,590 | & 104477 75% 100%s
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Table 11A: Superior Court of Imperial County

Expenditiures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 38, 2003 Language s a
Designated Languages Norn-Designated Languages]  Language % Certified, Yo of
Certified Non-Certified| Registered [ Nen- Total Registereq | METRreter
Spanish $ 222276 8 ¢ 224,080 99% 98%
Vietnamese ¥ - § $ 2 444 0%+ 1%
Korean $ - § 1,083 g 5,083 Q% 0.5%
Total Desianated | i$ 222,276 | $ $ 227,607 98% 100%
Mandarin $ 175 §%: 0. 1%
Total Non-Designated Languages 175 % 175 0% 0.1%
Total 175 | & 227,782 8% 100%
Table 11B: Superior Court of imperial County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, Juiy 1, 2003 to September 30, 2063 Language a5
Designated (angusges Nan-Designated Languages a % of
Pro-Tempore Certified  ; Non-Cert¥fied Prn-Tempore§ Registered Mon- Language ] Interpreter
Contract/Opt Contract/Cpt | Registered Towml % Certified, | o res
Ot Registered
Spanish -3 __i?,()?Z $ 239123 - % 70,995 100% 98%
Horean 3 L - s 1 § 1,051 0% 1%
Total Designated Languages $ 47,073 | § 23,922 | % 72,046 99% 100%
Mandarin $ 265 0% 0%
Total Non-Designated Languages & 265 ﬂ%i 0%a
Total s 47073 4§ 23922 % 1,051 % - § - 265 % 72,311 98%s| 100%
Table 124: Superior Court of Madera County
iLanguage as 3
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 1% of
Dosipnated Langtiages Non-Designated Languages Language jinterpreter
o . 5 ﬁ ; ¥
Certified Non-Certified | Registered Hon- Total ¥ Certifled, texpenditures
N | Req|stered Registered
Spanish 147,970 ¢ 37,592 $ 185562 80% 99
Total Designated Languages § 185,562 B0% 98%
Funiabi § 73 % 736 0.0 0.4%
Russian $ 359 1 % 358 0.0% 0.2%
cher & 380 | 8 350 0.0% 0.2%]
Hmong H 267 | 267 0.0% 0.1 %,
Urdu § 92 % 92 6.0% 0.0%)
Tatal Nen-Designated Languages $ 1,804 | § 1,804 ¢ 0.0% 1%
Total ‘% 147,970 .% 37592 1¢ - | 4§ 1804 % 187,366 | 79% 100%!
Tahle 12B: Superior Court of Madera Counly
Langtiage as
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 {2 % of
“““““ Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages Interpreter
Pro-Tempure | Certified | Non-Certified|Pro-Tempore | Registered Naon- Language expenditures
Contract/Opt Contract/Opt | Registered Fotal % Certified,
Out Registered
< panist s 60797 % - 8,842 {5 sop3s 5% 99%,
Total Designated Languages 1% 69,639 B7% 98%
Hmang $ 853 %! 1%
[otner $ 335 0% 0%
Total Non-Designated Languages $ 1188 0% 2%
Total $ 70,827 B6% 100%




Table 13A: Superior Court of Placar County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 {anguage as
Designated Languages N {3 il | F: % of
Certifiert Non-Certified Registered Non- Total % Certified, |Interpreter
Registered Registered |expenditures
Spanish $ 63,076 | 3 14,383 5 77,358 81% 83%
Vietnamese $ 7,678 | % - $ 7678 100%. &%
Tagalog $ [k 3,264 3 3,264 0%, 3%
Portuguese $ % 232 § 292 % 1%
Arabic $ Si5 % § 515 100% 0%:
Cantonese 5 . $ ) 114 0%, 0%
Totai i L 4 71,268 ; % $m—85,92t 79% ?3%
Russian $ LT 18,868 9% 15%
Asian Indéan Languages {1} § 663§ § 5,542 88% 4%,
Ramanian 3 - $ 3,800 106% 3
Other 5 LAT3 8 1,475 % 1%
Other European (2) 5 334 | 9 534 ool 1%
Armienian % - ¥ a7¢ 100% 1%|
Fars $ 8513 758 63% 1%
Mandarin ) 244 | % 743 67% %]
Hmong 1] 34113 341 0% 0%
Lao ) - $ 304 100% %
Total Non-Designated Languages $ 5305!s% 33745 84%! 27
Total | % 71,268 | § 18,653 | § 284361 $ 5309 [ § 323,668 §1% 100,084
{3} Indluies Hindi, Purdabl, Urdu {2} Inciudes Bosnlan, German
Table 138! Superior Court of Placer County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2803 to September 30, 2003 Language as
Designated Languages i Nom-Designated Languages @l
ProTempare | Gertified Won-Certified; Pro-Tempord  Registered | Non- Language | % Canffied, | interpreter
Contract/Opt Cut i Contract/Cpt i Registered Tatal Registered | expenditures
I faf
Spanish § 24,360 80%: 54%:
Tagaiog § 383 % %
Victnamese 3 1,224 100% 3%,
Partuguese $ 656 0%, 104
Cantonese 3 15% 100%, 0%
Arabic $ 171 100% 0%,
Total Dasi d La $ 30,105 70% 67 %]
Russian % $  I0,70% 99% 24%)
Punjabt 5 % 3,001 100%; A%
Farsi 5 s 1,155 1% 39
Romanian 5 $ 461 100%. 1%
Mandarin 3 3 226 100% 1%,
Hmang H . 213 0% 0.5%:
Hindi 5 5 § 17 100%) 0.4%]
Bpsnian 43 - s - E i21 )% 123 6% 0.3%)
Tatal NanD. ted L i e 1¢ 12,727 [ § 1,505 | & 817 | § 15050 95% 33%;
Total s - 1% 20,938 | § 9,367 $ 12727 $ 1,505 § 817 | § 45354 | 78% 100%
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Table 14A: Superior Coust of San Luis Qbispo County

Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2003 to June 30, 2003 |LEHQU395 as
Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages] | 2 % of
Cartified | Non-Certified] Registered None Totr | Y Certifed, |interpreter
Registered |expenditures
Spanish $ i ¥ 133,659 100%. 99%
‘Total Designated Languages } $ $ 133,659 100% 909y
Tliocano L LEEO s 1660 0% 1%
Mandarin £ JiE | & 315 0% 0%
Total Non-Designated Languages - 3 1975 § 1,975 0% 1%
Total - $ 1,875 | $ 135,634 99%, 100%%
Table 34B: Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County
Expanditures on Contract, Per Diem Enterpretabion, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 Language as
Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages %4 Cortified, 8 %of
Pro-Tempore Certified | Non-Certified|Pro-Tempare | Registered Non- Language iRegistered | interpecter
Contract/Cpt Contract/Opt | Registered Total axpenditures
ot o ._ ;
Spanish K - s asiels $ 52,168 83%| 99%)
Tagalog 3 - 13 3 H 92 0%} (%
Total Dasignated Languages $ $ 43,326 1 % $ 43,17 B83% 8§89
Tiocano $ - s - % 276 | § 276 0% 1%
Other $ L Bk 421 242 5% 0%
Tatal Non-Designated Languages 5 - $ - $ 518 % 518 D% 1%
Total i % - % - % 518 | § 44,295 B82%l 100%
Tabke 15A: Superior Court of Sutter County
Fxpenditures on Contract, Per Diemt Interpretation, October 1, 2002 £o June 30, 2003 Language as a
Designated Languages Non-Desionated Lavguages | ) 9% Cartiicd, T/:t;fmter
Certified | Non-Certified | Registered |Mon-Registered Total Registered expendiures
i
Sparish 3 48381 § 727 § 50708 | 29% 64%
Vielnamese § § 530 | 100% 1%
Korean $ $ 265 0% 0%
Cantonese 3 $ 184 9% 0%
i Total Designated 1 $ $ 51,687 98% 65%
Punjabi $ E 20,983 43% 26%
Hirit 3 $ 1,697 100% 2%
[Hrmong 1470 | § 92 [ § 1562 94% 2%
Russian 1375 [ % - $ 1,487 9% 2%
Mien 871l s - $ 871 100% 1%
Khmer 530 i s - 3 530 100% 1%
|Lac 182i% 129 | % 312 58006 0%
Ukrainian 95§ - H 195 150% 0%|
Farsl {Persian} K] 184 1§ 184 0% 0%
Total Non-Desiginated Languages % 15283 1§  12425: % 37,821 55% 35%
Total $ 5058118 L3176 % 15283 [$ 124254 79,396 83% 140%
Tahle 158: Supsetior Court of Sutter County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2603 te September 30, 2003 Language &8
Designated Languages Non-Designated Languages a % of
U Pro-Tempore]  Cerified | Non-Certified | Pro-Tempore | Registered Non- Language ; % Certified, | Interpreter
Contraci/Opt contract/Opt | Registered Total Registered |expenditures
Qut Out
Spanish $ 16577 | 1044 | § 4 17,883 58% 75%
Vietnamese &3 - ] 306 | § $ 306 100% 1%
Fotal Designated § $ $ 350 | $ $ 18,288 98% 76%
Punfabi ‘ o § $ $ 3,945 0% 16%]
Hmong $ E § % 812 100% 3%
Hindi § $ ] 4 582 100% 2%
Mandarin B 4 [ 3 186 100% 1%
Total Non-Designated Languages R i i $ 631 | $ 4539 :3% 552 | % 5,722 S8 24%
“Total 1% 16577 | % 1,350 | 3621 % 631 (¢ 4539 :% 5521% 24010 75%] 100%
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Table % Superiar Court of Shasta County

Total

Expenditures an Cantract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 Language as
esignated Languages Non-Designatedt Langusges a % of
Certified Non<ertified | Registered | Non-Registered | Language Totad | % Certified, |interpreter
Registered |expenditures
Spanish § 4908 § s 21,282 23% 0%
Vigtnamese 1,293 $ 1,293 100%; 2ot
Total Designated Languages 5 22,575 27% A3%
130 $ 14,053 78% 27%
Mian P $ 11,948 1% 3%
[Thai $ 2,165 100% 4%
Punjabt 5 $ 1,949 100% 4%
Rugsian § $ $ 105 0% 0%
Totat Non-Di i $ ] § 30,221 52% 57%
Total [$ 6203 s 1637215 18769:% 11452|% 52,796 | 39% 100%;
Tahle 168: Superior Court of Shasta County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 iLanguage as
Designated {agiuages No-Designated { angudges ja o of
Pro-Tempore | Certified | Mon-Certified | Pro-Tempore Registered Mon- | Language | % Certified, finterpreter
Contract/Cipt Contract/Opt Out | Reglsterad | Total | Registered |expenditures
Qut.
Spanish $ - 4#5 3,863 | & 3,587 7,449 52% 32%
Total Dasignated Languages $ e 3,863 3547 5 7,449 52% 329%
Lag A5 | 8 7,730 85%, 4%
Mien 3,818 | % 7,066 46% 31%,
Punjabi - 1s 526 [ 20|
Russian 210 | 210 0% 1%
Total Non-Designated Languages 5,173 | $ 15592 67% 68%
Total 5,173 | 5 23,041 H2% 100%
Table 17A: Superior Cowrt of Nevada County
Language as a
Expendituras on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 % of
Designated {anguages Non-Oesignated Languages Language ) Interprgter
Cerlifled | Non-Certified | Registered Nor- Total | 10 Certified, expenditures
i Registered Registerad
Spanish $ 6,009 | § 19,22'.;—1 3 25,236 24% 96%|
Vietnamase $ 363 | & - 3 369 100% 1%
Portuguese $ 567 § i § 567 100% 2%
Total Designated { 0 $ 6,986 % ; 1§ 26173 27% 99%
Punjabi $ B s 162 | § 162 3.0% 1%
Total Non-Besignated Languages S % - 3 162 | % 162 0.0% P
Totat i$ 6946 3 19227 % .« 1% 162 % 26335 26% 100%
Table 17B: Superior Court of Nevada County
Expenditures on Coatract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 te September 30, 2603 Language as
i Designated Languages i Non-Designated Languages a%of
Pro-Tempore | Certified Non-Certified Pro-Tempore | Registerad | Non- Language |% Certifizd, mlerpre.ter
Contract/Opt i Contract/Opt | Ragistered Total Registered | expanditures
oyt ! Out |
\ { ,
Spanish $ 789 % I 47% 84%
Yistnamese $ 2,085 |4 \ 100% 10%
Portuguese % a2 | 1 100% L%
Totai Designated Languages $ 10,438 i % 5454 96%
Russian ‘ 0% 4%
Total Non-Designated Eanguages 0% 49/
51% 1069
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Tabile 18A: Superior Court of Del Norte County

{Languzge as
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 {a % of
l Designated Languages | Nem-Designated Languages! | interpreter
1 = 1 - nguage | . e o
‘- Certified | Non-Certified] Registered Nor- Total % Certified, jexpen itures
: Registered Registared |
Spanish 3 14418 % - $ 14,418 100%: 100%
Total $ 14418 1 $ LI - 0% - ! $ 14,418 100%% 100%
Table 18B: Superior Court of Del Norte County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, Juiy 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 Language as
T G,
Designated [anguages Nor-Designated Languages J i ;t:r Orfeter
Pro-Tempare| Certified  [Non-Certified!Pro-Tempore | Registered Nor- | kanguage | e e‘; ditures
Contract/Opt]  Contract/Opt| Reglstered Total % Certified, s
Qut [ ou | Registered
|
Spanish $ - $ 5,350 1 3 -k % 5,350 100% 104%
Total ‘s - |3 5350|353 - [ - is - lsg - s 5350 100%%| 100%
i i i ; | )
Table 19A: Sup Court of Tuloumne County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 |Language as &
Designated tanguages | Mon-Designated Languages | paneara !% of
Certified | MonCertified] Registered | Fen- ot | % Certified, [Interpreter
Redisterad Registerad jexpenditures
Sparish $ 5437 |$ 17 5 6554 98%] 78%
Karean $ 10271 % % 1,027 100% | 12%
Cantoness H - $ $ 348 0% 4%
Total Designated Languages $ 7464 | $ H 7,929 9455 94%
Other 3 300 0% 4%
Hinong $ 199 106% 2%
‘Yolal Non-Designated Languages 3 459 3 400, £%
Total § 8428 91% 100%
Talde 198 Superior Court of Tuclumne County
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2003 iLBHQUBge as
1a % of
““““ o, iF, H
Designated i angusges Non-Designated Lenguages ;;g%:gf:’ g:s;iz::zi "
Pro-Tempore |  Certified | Nom-Certified | Pro-Tempore | Registered | Non- Language " i
Cortract/ Gt Contract/Opt] Registered Total
out L
Spanish . $ 3870 100% 83%
Total Designated Languages $ 3,970 106%4 83%
Other % 600 0% 13%
Farsi 4 202 1% 4%
Total Non-Designated Languages i % 802 0% 17%
TFotal 15 4,772 83% 100%

26



Table 20A: Superior Court of Lassen County

Language as a
g
Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, October 1, 2002 to June 30, 2003 i}:t;fpreter
Designated Languages | Non-Designated Languages) Language | | ‘ expanditures
Certified | Non-Certified| Registered ] Nore | ot % Certified,
Registered i Registered
Spanish 3 1,013 1§ 6835 $ 7,848 13% 100%
Totat l's 1,013 % 6,835]% - % - 1% 7848 13% 100%

Table 208: Superior Court of Lassen County

L Expenditures on Contract, Per Diem Interpretation, July 1, 2003 to September 30, 2603 JLaﬂguage as
' Designated Languages f Nor-Designated Languages a % of
Pro-Tempare | Certified ~ | Non-Certified]Pro-Tempore | Registered | Non-Registered | Language ‘ interpreter
ContractfOpt i | Contract/QOpt Total % Certified, |expenditures
Gt ! 1{ o3 Registered
!

Spanish $ - 3 - % 2,701 & 2,701 (% 100%
Total $ - i3 - $ 2,701 | % | $ [ $ 2,701 ; 0% 100%
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