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On behalf of the Pennsylvania lnterbranch Commission for Gender, Racial, and 
Ethnic Fairness, as well as the Commission's Interpreter Services Committee, we thank 
you for the opportunity to submit this written testimony to the members of the State 
Government Committee of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. Initially, we 
would like to identify the members of the Commission's Interpreter Services Committee 
whose expertise the Commission relies upon in this area. They include Judge Ida 
Chen, Philadelphia County Court of Common Pleas; the Honorable Pedro A. Cortes, 
Pennsylvania Secretary of State; Leonard J . Rivera, Esquire; Lisa Herbert, Esquire, 



Deputy Court Administrator, Allegheny County; Andres Urdaneta, Philadelphia County 
Court Interpreter; Will Gonzalez, Esquire, Executive Director of Ceiba; Pearl Kim, 
Esquire, Assistant District Attorney, Delaware County; and Magisterial District Judge 
Leslie A. Dutchcot, Centre County. We want to thank the members of this committee 
for their commitment to the cause of justice and their work on behalf of the Commission. 

By way of background, the Pennsylvania lnterbranch Commission for Gender, 
Racial, and Ethnic Fairness was established by the three branches of state government 
almost seven years ago. The genesis of the lnterbranch Commission was the 
appointment of a Supreme Court Committee by then-Chief Justice John P. Flaherty in 
the fall of 1999. The nine Committee members were asked to conduct a study to 
determine if women and minorities were receiving equal justice in courtrooms around 
the Commonwealth. I served as executive director of the Committee; Judge Chen 
served as a member of the Committee, and Secretary Cortes and Will Gonzalez served 
on one of the sub-committees. After an intensive three-year effort, the Committee 
presented the Supreme Court with a report of its findings in March of 2003. Entitled the 
"Final Report on Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Bias in the Justice System," it contained 
fourteen chapters, each devoted to a specific topic of study, and 173 recommendations 
designed to address inequities within the system. 

In January of 2005, less than two years after the report was submitted, the Court 
announced the establishment of our Commission. Considered a model among states 
who have undertaken similar efforts, the Commission is a unique fusion of all three 
branches of government in a joint mission to address these issues. It consists of 24 
members whose appointments are divided equally among the three branches of 
government and who include judges, attorneys, legislators, and community advocates 
drawn from around the state. 

Relying on the considerable research already completed by the Supreme Court 
Committee as a basis for its work, the key function of the Commission is to review and 
select recommendations for implementation from the Supreme Court Committee's 
study. The Commission's secondary goals are to raise awareness of the impact of 
gender, race, and ethnicity on the fair delivery of justice in Pennsylvania; to increase 
public confidence in the fairness of state government; and to investigate and implement 
new initiatives not addressed by the study. 

One of the key areas of concern studied by the Supreme Court Committee was 
the inability of Pennsylvania litigants with limited English proficiency to secure access to 
competent interpreters and other language assistance during trials and administrative 
hearings. During the course of the study from 1999-2003, the Committee found that the 
number of Pennsylvania residents with limited English proficiency had increased 
markedly in the past decade. Specifically, the 2000 census revealed that more than 
970,000 persons over the age of four in Pennsylvania speak a language other than 
English at home and that nearly 370,000 do not speak English "very well." 
Consequently, Pennsylvania courts in recent years have requested oral language 
interpretation services in more than 60 different languages and dialects. 
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After reviewing public hearing testimony on this issue, as well as research 
findings and survey data, the Committee found fundamental statewide deficiencies in 
the treatment of LEP litigants. A summary of the study findings on this issue is set forth 
below. (A copy of the full text of those findings and recommendations is attached to this 
testimony.) 

"As immigrant, migrant, and refugee populations grow in many 
Pennsylvania counties, fair access to the judicial system remains a 
significant problem for those with language and cultural differences. 
Despite the obvious need for culturally sensitive oral interpretation and 
written translation assistance to LEP persons, Pennsylvania has no 
statewide system for providing interpreter services in court proceedings. 
Further, Pennsylvania has no system for certifying the competence of 
interpreters in any language, including those languages for which court 
interpreter certification programs have been established in neighboring 
states and the federal courts. The absence of both undermines the ability 
of the Pennsylvania court system to determine facts accurately and to 
dispense justice fairly. 

Many Pennsylvania courts provide interpreters only on an ad hoc basis, 
allowing untrained and incompetent interpreters to translate court 
proceedings. Many individuals are pressed into service, including 
relatives and friends of people in court proceedings. Their proficiency in a 
language other than English, however, does not mean they have the skills 
and training to work as interpreters. Pennsylvania has no system for 
training judges, court officials, or attorneys in issues related to utilization of 
interpreters. Only when an LEP person is a defendant in a criminal case 
do the Pennsylvania courts consistently recognize an obligation or duty to 
provide interpretation services. Many litigants, particularly in civil matters, 
are unable to obtain language assistance. The inadequacy of the services 
clearly hinders [the] courts in their ability to adjudicate disputes justly." 

Soon after the lnterbranch Commission was established in 2005, its Interpreter 
Services Committee conducted a survey of the availability of interpreter and translation 
services within the state administrative agencies. Our study found that of the 42 
agencies surveyed, 24 held hearings and/or conducted intake functions and used 
interpretation services to some degree. 31 % of those agencies required document 
translation services one to five times per year. 5.6% of the agencies required such 
services once or more a day. The rest fell between these extremes. Additionally, 25% 
of the agencies required oral translation services for non-English languages one to five 
times per year, and 11 % required these services once per month. 14% required such 
services two or more times per day. Finally, the most frequently mentioned translation 
service needed was Spanish, followed by sign language, Vietnamese, Russian, 
Chinese, Korean, Cambodian, French, Swahili, and Arabic. 
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Since the submission of the Supreme Court Committee's report in 2003, 
Pennsylvania's population has continued to grow, particularly within its minority 
communities. Between 2000 and 2013, the number of immigrants statewide increased 
by 45% from 508,000 to 738,000. Without immigrants, Pennsylvania's population would 
have declined during those years. In particular, immigration to cities like Philadelphia 
has played a key role in turning around population decline. More than 200 different 
languages are spoken by our immigrant population: the top ten of which make up 85 
percent of the total: Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese, Russian, Arabic, Korean, Khmer, 
Gujarti, French, Creole and Pidgins. According to the U.S. Census Bureau's American 
Community Survey, as of 2011, 480,712 Pennsylvanians spoke English less than very 
well. The same data suggests that there are multiple Middle Eastern, Asian and Pacific 
languages with more than 1000 limited English proficient individuals in Pennsylvania. 
These languages include Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Arabic, Gujarati, Mon
Khmer/Cambodian, Hindi, Tagalog, Japanese, Urdu, Laotian, Persian and Thai. 

These statistics demonstrate not only the tremendous diversity among 
Pennsylvania's population, but also the need for more, rather than less, language 
assistance and document translation, particularly in the courts, for our new residents. 
The services are not only in the best interest of the immigrant population, but in 
Pennsylvania's best interest, as well. Why? Pennsylvania ranks fourth among all states 
in the percentage of people 65 and older, and immigration is necessary to help fill the 
labor force gap created by baby boomers' retirement. 

The increase in our foreign-born residents has been an economic windfall to 
Pennsylvania's economy. Latino and Asian entrepreneurs and consumers add tens of 
billions of dollars and tens of thousands of jobs to Pennsylvania's economy. 

• According to the Immigration Policy Center, immigrants comprised 7.1 % of the 
state workforce in 2011 . 

• According to the Selig Center for Economic Growth at the University of Georgia, 
the 2013 buying power of Pennsylvania's Hispanic/Latino population totaled 
$16.8 billion-an increase of 24.5% since 2010. Asian buying power also totaled 
$17 billion-an increase of 21. 7% since 2010. As of 2010, Latinos and Asians 
owned businesses with sales and receipts of $14.8 billion and employed more 
than 73,000 people. 

• According to the Fiscal Policy Institute, in 2010, Pennsylvania immigrants were 
more than 50 percent more likely to own a business than the overall state 
average. 

Pennsylvania's ongoing change in racial and ethnic composition also presents 
powerful opportunities, and some challenges, for the court system. On the one hand, it 
will allow the court system to create a more diverse workforce to better serve the needs 
of diverse residents and better reflect the community. With a more diverse workforce, 
the courts can reap the same benefits corporations across the country have discovered 
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- namely, fresh ideas from people with different experiences and backgrounds, 
increased productivity among workers, increased credibility among its diverse 
constituents, and an enhanced ability to hire qualified diverse workers. In particular, 
public trust and confidence are fostered in a justice system that is administered by 
diverse individuals who resemble those who have business with the courts. 

The increase in foreign-born residents has also brought changes in the manner 
in which the Pennsylvania courts conduct their business. Specifically, the courts have 
established a new system for providing interpreter services to limited-English speakers 
who use the courts. In 2006, the Pennsylvania legislature passed Act 172, providing for 
the establishment of an interpreter program that will provide certified interpreters in 
judicial and administrative proceedings throughout the state. Thereafter, the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court established within the Administrative Office of the Courts 
an Interpreter Services Program. The director of this program is Osvaldo Aviles who 
has done a fine job since then, establishing a statewide list of certified or otherwise 
qualified interpreters available to all judicial districts in the Commonwealth. The goal is 
to establish a statewide system of certified interpreters in the Pennsylvania courts. As 
stated previously, the Supreme Court Committee's findings indicate that such a 
statewide system is vital to the administration of justice in Pennsylvania. 

Our work in the area of the provision of interpreter services to users of the justice 
system has prompted us to review a recently proposed bill by Representative Warner 
(H.B. 1506), which proposes to establish English as the official language of 
Pennsylvania. On the basis of our research and experience in this area, we wish to 
express our strong reservations about this legislation. 

To begin with, our Commission is very concerned with the entire notion that such 
legislation is needed. To our knowledge, nowhere on the planet is English under 
assault. English is uniformly considered to be one of - if not THE - most important 
language in the world. The option of learning English exists in every modern nation and 
even in some third-world countries. There is no doubt that writing, speaking and 
reading English well is the key to success in the United States. English IS our official 
language in the United States, and that fact neither deserves, nor merits, special 
consideration. 

There is nothing to be gained in such a pronouncement, but there is much to be 
lost. We believe it drives a deep and unnecessary wedge into our society. At best, it is 
patronizing and espouses a false sense of patriotism; at worst, it reflects a biased 
perspective that minimizes the usefulness of other languages. English is taught in 
Europe, Asia, Africa, South America and other continents. Those students speak at 
least two -- sometimes three -- languages proficiently. The American education system 
should foster, not restrict, the capacity of its students to become fluent in more than one 
language to enable them, at a minimum, to be able to conduct business in the global 
economy. 
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Beyond our strong opposition in principle to this legislation, for the reasons stated 
above, the Commission wishes to point out specific sections of the bill that are 
particularly flawed. First, Section 7 "Enforcement" states that "[e]lected and appointed 
officers of the Commonwealth and its political subdivisions shall take all reasonable 
steps to ensure that the role of English as the official language is preserved and 
enhanced." In our view, this provision is so vague as to violate the Due Process Clause 
of the U. S. Constitution, in that its language does not convey a sufficiently definite 
warning regarding the proscribed conduct. What does the phrase "ensuring that the 
role of English as the official language is preserved and enhanced" mean? How could a 
government official possibly know what actions he or she should or should not take on a 
daily basis in order to comply with such a mandate? 

Moreover, there are significant costs associated with this legislation. Who is 
going to pay the costs of defending against possible lawsuits brought against 
government officials for failure to enforce the law? The answer is the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. In this time of huge deficits and serious fiscal constraints, the legislature 
should only draft legislation that is necessary and that would not increase costs for the 
Commonwealth. The legislature also should be working to avoid government waste, 
including the waste of personnel time. Isn't it likely that such litigation will involve the 
expenditure of significant amounts of time and energy by government attorneys and 
other personnel defending against such suits? 

In addition, the Commission has concerns about Section 8 of H.B. 1506, which 
sets forth a series of "limitations" to the provisions of the bill. Specifically, Section 8 
provides no exception for interpretation and translation services for hearing-impaired 
individuals or for limited-English speakers. We urge that these exceptions be added to 
Section 8 of H.B. 1506. 

In addition to these particular sections of the proposed legislation, the 
Commission has another deep concern with this bill, in that it appears to lend support to 
the notion that the Commonwealth should be providing less, rather than more, services 
for our residents who do not speak English proficiently. Our studies revealed a huge 
need for such services in the justice and the state administrative systems, and these 
systems are not permitted to distinguish between legal and illegal immigrants in 
providing interpretation and translation services. The justice system has no choice but 
to make sure that litigants understand what is going on in court. When people are 
unable to comprehend or participate fully in court proceedings in which they are parties, 
fundamental notions of justice and fairness are called into question. Substantial legal 
authority exists to support the proposition that the U.S. Constitution, and the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. Section 2000d et seq., obligate the states to provide 
comprehensive language services to make the court system accessible to LEP persons. 
This obligation is particularly compelling when LEP individuals must participate in court 
proceedings. 

Not only are individuals' constitutional rights jeopardized by inadequate language 
services but the ability of the court system to determine facts and dispense justice is 
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compromised as well. Determining the facts is a critical function of any trial court or 
administrative hearing. Whether the fact finder is a judge or jury, inaccurate renditions 
of testimony threaten the integrity of the proceeding. 

Thus, we consider interpreter and translation services to be critical to the courts' 
job of dispensing justice in this Commonwealth. If those services are curtailed, the 
justice system cannot function properly. 

The Commission is aware of the "limitations" contained in H.B. 1506 including 
one for situations when "justice" requires the use of other languages. We remain 
concerned, however, that the "spirit" behind the legislation could make it much more 
difficult for the courts to obtain the funding they will need for providing the interpretation 
and translation services that are so critical to dispensing justice. It is also likely to 
reduce the ability of many immigrant residents of Pennsylvania to obtain language 
services in the future to help improve their command of the English language, in spite of 
the exception for education contained in the bill. The prospect of servicing litigants in 
the future who are even less fluent in English simply compounds the burden on the 
courts, which are bound by the U.S. Constitution to provide those services to 
immigrants who do not speak English proficiently. 

In closing, we appreciate the Committee's efforts to gather information and seek 
an understanding of these issues before taking action. After carefully reviewing this bill, 
however, we feel strongly that it should not be passed. As we stated in more detail 
above, It is unnecessary, since all of our citizens, even those who are recent 
immigrants, recognize that English is indeed our official language, and that it is counter
productive for anyone to choose not to learn it. Secondly, some of the provisions of the 
proposed statute are unconstitutionally vague and will result in significant costs to our 
Commonwealth without adequate cause. And finally, this bill is likely to encourage 
some individuals to discriminate against and otherwise mistreat innocent human beings 
who are new to our country. None of us would want to be responsible for that, as many 
of us are descendants of immigrants who were treated very poorly during their lifetimes. 
We believe in fair and equitable treatment for all, especially the most vulnerable among 
us. 

Thank you. 
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Final Report of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court Committee 
on Racial and Gender Bias in the Justice System 

Chapter 1: Litigants with Limited English Proficiency 

GENERAL FINDINGS: 

• SOME COURTS ARE ALLOWING CASES INVOLVING LEP PARTIES, 
INCLUDING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS, TO PROCEED WITHOUT 
INTERPRETERS. 

Civil and criminal cases are permitted to proceed without interpreters for parties who 
cannot participate because of their limited English proficiency. Proceedings sometimes 
go forward even when it is apparent that the LEP party needs or has requested an 
interpreter. Fifteen percent of community agencies surveyed by the Committee reported 
clients being refused an interpreter in a court proceeding. Two witnesses recounted 
instances in juvenile court proceedings in which the parents were forced to rely upon 
interpretation by the juvenile defendant. Another witness observed an arraignment that 
was conducted without an interpreter, in which a police officer, following uninterpreted 
questioning of the defendant, presented inaccurate and prejudicial testimony to which 
the defendant could not respond. Judges, noting a person's rudimentary English skills, 
may improperly fail to appoint an interpreter even though the person is unable to 
understand or participate in the proceeding without an interpreter. The court system 
appears to recognize the problem, but often does not provide assistance to language 
minorities. All of the judicial districts responding to the State Association of Court 
Management survey agreed that the courts should provide interpreters to criminal 
defendants, and about 40 percent thought interpreters should also be provided in civil 
cases. The survey, however, did not determine the extent to which courts actually 
provide services. In Philadelphia, for example, the courts provide interpreters for 
criminal defendants and for Family Court matters, but not for civil matters. The 
community agency and court administrator surveys suggest that interpreters are 
generally not being provided around the state in civil cases. 

Translations of many essential documents, such as complaints and waiver forms, are 
not available in Pennsylvania, and there are no document translations into languages 
other than Spanish. Individuals who receive the documents may rely upon family or 
friends for translation, or upon brief oral summaries that may be incomplete or 
inaccurate. 
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+ SOME COURTS ROUTINELY ALLOW UNTRAINED, NON
PROFESSIONAL INDIVIDUALS, INCLUDING RELATIVES AND 
FRIENDS, TO ACT AS INTERPRETERS. 

Several bilingual advocates who were in court to serve as 
witnesses complained that judges had drafted them to 
serve as interpreters, despite their apparent involvement in 
the case and their lack of specialized training. 

Since many courts do not provide professional interpreters, LEP litigants are often 
forced to rely upon any readily available person as an interpreter. Community agencies 
responding to the Committee survey reported that family and friends are the most likely 
source of interpreters, followed by the agencies and the courts. Such people often lack 
training in interpretation for court hearings, and they may be less than fluent in one or 
both languages. Several bilingual advocates who were in court to serve as witnesses 
complained that judges had drafted them to serve as interpreters, despite their apparent 
involvement in the case and their lack of specialized training. 

When unskilled interpreters appear in court, the LEP party is likely to comprehend only 
a part of what is occurring. The interpreter may fail to interpret some portion of the case, 
may fail to summarize what is being said, or may interpret erroneously. The interpreter 
may give legal advice to the litigant, answer on his or her behalf or change the meaning 
of what he or she has said. 

Judges and attorneys who are unfamiliar with the methods used for interpreting are 
generally unable to identify shortcomings in, or the accuracy of, an interpreter's 
performance. Interpreting techniques are not difficult to understand, but to most 
untrained people they are neither natural nor intuitive. Untrained participants in an 
interpreted dialogue, like untrained interpreters, tend to make the same errors. 
Untrained judges and attorneys also do not intuitively grasp that even a fully bilingual 
person cannot interpret well without special training. 

+ PAID COURT INTERPRETERS ARE PERMITTED TO INTERPRET 
WITHOUT ANY DEMONSTRATED COMPETENCY, ESPECIALLY 
WHEN THEY ARE WORKING UNDER CONTRACT. 

Courts may hire staff interpreters to handle high-volume languages such as Spanish. In 
Philadelphia, as mentioned above, two of the seven Spanish staff interpreters had less 
than adequate scores on a screening exam, while the others scored extremely well. The 
test results reflected both the strength and weakness of Philadelphia's screening 
process for staff interpreters. 
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Contracted interpreters are often used in court for less familiar languages or in rural 
counties. Frequently, these interpreters are subcontractors or employees of interpreting 
agencies. The interpreters tend to be tested according to what one court interpreter 
administrator calls the "appearance standard," meaning the court is satisfied when an 
interpreter: 1) is available; 2) shows up on time; 3) is appropriately dressed and 
appears professional; 4) appears to be bilingual; and 5) elicits no complaints.27 The 
NCSC Philadelphia study further noted that the court did not test or screen contract 
interpreters, but instead relied on the interpreting agencies to assure adequate skills 
and training. Based on its experience, NCSC staff noted that without careful testing and 
screening, most agency interpreters are not qualified to interpret. More than one witness 
testifying before the Committee complained of interpreters lacking the fluency required 
for court work, or lacking knowledge of proper techniques. Incompetent interpreters may 
"lose" or distort important evidence, and they may fail to communicate to an LEP person 
what is happening in the proceeding. 

• THE ABILITY OF THE COURT SYSTEM TO DETERMINE FACTS AND 
DISPENSE JUSTICE IS COMPROMISED BY INADEQUATE 
LANGUAGE SERVICES. 

Courts and juries in cases involving untrained interpreters routinely receive inaccurate 
or incomplete testimonial evidence. In such cases, many litigants and witnesses may 
fail to comprehend questions fully, and may be unable to communicate fully in English 
what they know. When parties fail to understand the testimony of a witness, they may 
be unable to assist counsel in effective cross-examination. 

Determining the facts is a critical function of any trial court or administrative hearing, 
and the current system of interpreting undermines the court's capability in this area. 
Whether the factfinder is a judge or jury, inaccurate renditions of testimony threaten the 
integrity of the proceeding. In this regard, many observers do not understand that poorly 
interpreted witness testimony is similar to hearsay testimony. Professional interpreters 
adhere to the standard of consecutive interpreting: add nothing, change nothing, omit 
nothing. Untrained interpreters, on the other hand, tend to summarize questions and 
answers, respond for the witness, and gloss over nuances in language that may be 
critical to the evidence. Interpreters may also make simple errors in phrasing or word 
choice because of an inadequate command of one or both languages. When the 
factfinders, in turn, misunderstand the interpreters, a second layer of distortion can 
occur. On another level, an interpreter's skill and appearance may influence subtle 
credibility determinations made by the factfinder. Intonation, hesitation, emotion, eye 
contact, and deference may all contribute to the appearance of honesty or deceit. 
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• THE LACK OF STANDARDS IN PENNSYLVANIA FOR THE USE OF 
INTERPRETERS AND FOR DETERMINING INTERPRETER 
COMPETENCY COMPOUNDS THE PROBLEM OF PROVIDING 
ACCESS TO JUSTICE FOR LEP PERSONS. 

Deficiencies in court language services exist across the Commonwealth. No jurisdiction 
is adequately meeting the need for interpreters, and the standard of work performed in 
all jurisdictions reflects the lack of uniform standards, training, and testing. This situation 
persists despite a growing national consensus on the need for court interpreting that 
has already placed Pennsylvania in a shrinking minority of states. 

The court system would benefit greatly from the development of statewide standards for 
performance and certification of court interpreters and from training for judges and court 
staff on working with LEP parties. Standards and protocols and model codes are readily 
available. 

Certification exams, which are extremely expensive to design and validate, are available 
to members of the State Court Interpreter Certification Consortium, and other states 
have developed protocols to screen interpreters in languages for which certification 
exams have not yet been developed. 

Court administrators suggested in the survey that they are receptive to the development 
of uniform standards. More than 50 percent said they preferred statewide testing and 
certification of interpreters rather than local or regional control. More than 33 percent 
favored joining the consortium, while 59 percent wanted more information before 
deciding. 

Pennsylvania, unlike many states, has no ethical standards for court interpreters. The 
Commonwealth could adopt a model ethical code that is in use elsewhere, incorporating 
sections on testing for interpreters, training in ethics, and rule enforcement. 

Training for interpreters and those who work with them is a critical component of a court 
interpreter system. Judges need to learn how to determine if an interpreter is needed, 
how to establish the competence of the interpreter, and how to supervise the interpreter 
in the court system. Lawyers, likewise, can benefit from instruction in working with 
interpreters. Justice would be served if training were mandatory for the bench and the 
bar. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

TO THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

The Committee recommends that the Court: 28 

1. Establish for all courts of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania a policy 
that all persons, including parties to judicial proceedings, witnesses 
appearing therein, victims in criminal proceedings, and members of the 
public seeking information from offices of the courts, shall have equal 
access to justice in the judicial system of Pennsylvania without regard to 
their English language proficiency.29 

2. Require that all courts provide qualified interpreters to litigants at no 
charge, in order that LEP parties and witnesses may fully and fairly 
participate in court proceedings and obtain reasonable access to the 
court system. 

3. Require that the courts translate forms and other documents to the 
extent necessary to provide access to the court system to those unable 
to read English. 

4. Require that all court interpreters obtain certification pursuant to a 
recognized statewide certification program, maintain their proficiency 
through continuing education, and adhere to standards of professional 
conduct. 

5. Require the adoption of a code of professional responsibility for 
judicial interpreters together with mechanisms to assure that all 
interpreters are familiar with the code and are subject to discipline for 
any violation. 

6. Establish within the Administrative Office of the Pennsylvania Courts 
(AOPC) a language Services Office,30 similar to those established by 
other states, staffed by professional administrative personnel 
experienced with issues related to court interpretation and translation, 
and funded sufficiently to carry out its mission. (Please refer to Endnote 
30 at the end of this chapter for a full listing of suggested services to be 
provided by a language Services Office.) 
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Endnotes: 

281n its comments to the proposed Rule of Court Administration relating to Equal Access 
to Justice in the Courts of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the Supreme Court of 
Pennsylvania should note that it anticipates that in implementation of that Rule, courts 
will utilize the guidance which has been provided under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 relating to National Origin Discrimination Against Persons With Limited 
English Proficiency pursuant to United States Presidential Executive Order 13166, 
"Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency." 

29The Committee notes that during the study, similar concerns were raised regarding 
the needs of the hearing impaired. The Committee determined that the needs of the 
hearing impaired were beyond the scope of its study but urges the Court to consider 
addressing the needs of the hearing impaired and citizens with limited English 
proficiency at the same time since they involve similar issues and solutions. 

3°The Language Services Office shall be responsible for: 
a) Enrolling the Pennsylvania Unified Judicial System as a member of the State 

Court Interpreter Certification Consortium of the National Center for State Courts; 
b) Establishing procedures for the employment, training, compensation, qualification, 

and approval of staff and contracted court interpreters during the transition to 
statewide certification standards; 

c) Creating a comprehensive statewide system to assure qualified judicial interpreters, 
including: 

i) Adopting standards for the skills and qualifications required for different levels 
of expertise of interpreters as well as job descriptions for interpreters and 
supervisors; 

ii) Assessing the need for and implementing orientation training, certification 
training, and continuing professional education; 

iii) Overseeing the administration of consortium certification exams in available 
languages needed by the courts; and developing testing protocols for 
languages for which consortium exams are not developed; 

iv) Determining the advisability of and standards for certifying knowledge of the 
Code of Professional Responsibility for Judicial Interpreters; and 

v) Developing guidelines for compensation scales for staff and contracted 
interpreters at various levels of proficiency and experience. 

d) Creating and managing a statewide administrative system for interpreting, 
including: 

i) Recruiting and hiring staff interpreters and contracted interpreters; 
ii) Creating a system to assign interpreters efficiently, as needed, to proceedings 

across the state to assure maximum use of the most qualified interpreters and 
the avoidance of delay for the courts, the litigants, and the interpreters; 

iii) Supervising the work of interpreters to maintain quality and professionalism; 
and 
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iv) Gathering and analyzing data on the need for, use of, and cost of the 
interpreter program, and making recommendations for improvement of the 
system. 

e) Developing protocols for the use of interpreters in courts and courthouses, including: 
i) Adopting a bench guide for judges to consult in the proper utilization and 

supervision of interpreters in judicial proceedings, including standard voir dire 
questions for court interpreters and for witnesses and/or litigants to determine 
whether appointment of an interpreter is necessary; 
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