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Executive Summary and Recommendations 

Executive Summary4 
The Louisiana Supreme Court asked the NCSC for assistance in assessing the demand as well as 
readiness in parishes to expand the use of remote interpreting for cases requiring language 
interpretation, with a focus on video remote interpreting. The scope was to develop a method for 
choosing pilot courts, as well as recommendations for further enhancing remote interpreting services.   
The needs assessment identified a number of parishes that showed willingness to explore remote 
interpretation, spanning different levels of experience in audio and video, as well as scale and size of 
interpretation needs.  Further, the needs assessment identified opportunities for partnership in a 
number of areas both in delivering interpreting services through video, as well as inter-state plans to 
increase the pool of certified interpreters to enhance the flexibility to deliver high quality, cost effective 
interpretation to courts across Louisiana.  Like most technological adaptations in the courts, success 
rests on a number of factors spanning technology, court operations, and interpreter program 
development. 

The 2015-2019 Strategic Plan of the Louisiana District Courts has focused on five justice campaigns with 
providing adequate access to justice a primary effort in “establishing a more open and accessible system 
of justice”.  Among the areas of interest were providing limited English proficiency services.  Remote 
interpreting is one piece of a network of practices to serve this population.  Although the LEP population 
has not grown substantially in the last 10 years in Louisiana, the focus on this group can help build 
services for this group as population dynamics change in the state.   

As a decentralized court system, the Louisiana judiciary faces some challenges in scaling up efforts that 
other states approach through a centralized Administrative Office.   The Louisiana Supreme Court, 
through its Language Interpreter Program5, has developed a pool of certified and registered interpreters 
and makes this list available to the Louisiana courts.  By offering recurring training, pursuing creative 
partnerships both in state as well as with other states in the region, Louisiana continues to improve and 
enlarge access to justice in for those with limited English proficiency.   

Expanding remote interpreting is a strategy to increase the quality of interpreting by linking a pool of 
qualified interpreters with demand around the state, and taking advantage of technology to reduce 
overall costs in providing high quality interpretation services in its district and city courts.  The goal of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court with the needs assessment was to identify an initial pool of courts with 
sufficient demand for spoken and sign language interpretation, willingness to expand remote 
interpreting, and technology assets to explore applications of remote interpreting.  This initial group 

                                                            
4 Acknowledgements:  The project team would like to thank Richard Williams for his leadership and hard work in 
coordinating the working group and serving as a skilled guide in helping the NCSC team in understanding 
Louisiana’s Court System.  Richard has shown leadership in his role in directing the development and 
implementation of a number of areas related to access to justice issues around interpreters.  The NCSC team 
would also like to thank the 20+ participants in the April site visits around the state, whose knowledge and 
openness helped inform all aspects of this report.   
5 http://www.lasc.org/court_interpreters/court_interpreters.asp 
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would form a pilot program to assist in learning and refining business processes for including remote 
interpreters.  Although the needs assessment was broadly targeted at remote interpreting as a strategy 
to reduce costs and increase quality of interpretation, technology choices have impacts on the cost of 
implementation, operational issues around providing different types of remote interpreting, as well as 
determining the level of benefit to court  users.  This report reviews data from a range of sources to 
develop recommendations in developing an initial set of approaches to develop business practices and 
further integrate remote interpreting in judicial business practices.    It also includes broader set of 
recommendations for expanding the use of remote interpretation in the Louisiana courts, as well as 
opportunities for connecting to a nationwide remote interpreter network, currently under 
development.6    

Future Planning Recommendations 
In developing the needs assessment, the NCSC recommends the following strategies to both 
improve the access to the courts for Limited English Proficiency (LEP) litigants and develop cost 
saving business cases for remote interpreting: 

1) Develop an action plan to develop business processes, procedures, or best practices that the 
Language Interpreter Program could implement in its currently funded capacity as a 
clearinghouse and resource center.   

2) Develop business cases that maximize return on investment by choosing remote technologies 
that are appropriate for trial court practices, language demand, and technology infrastructure. 

3) Deploy a pilot partnership with the Louisiana Department of Corrections to utilize the video 
conference equipment already used in a range of district courts, and slated for expansion to city 
courts.   

4) Continue to develop video remote interpreting to gain experience in deploying and 
administering remote interpretation initiatives. 

5) Develop a focus group and evaluation plan that incorporates user feedback, administrative data, 
as well as suggestions on implementing some kind of pilot that may allow for inclusion in the 
national cloud.   

Project Summary 
This needs assessment builds off the partnership supported by the SJI grant between the Louisiana 
Supreme Court, its Language Interpreter Program, and the NCSC consulting team.   The project had 
three phases:  1) pre-assessment to develop a work plan and needs assessment strategy, 2) gathering of 
survey information and data from administrative and fiscal sources in 6 pilot courts 3) and evaluation 
through site visits and development of the written report.  The NCSC assisted in development of a 
survey which covered types of technology used for remote interpreting, current use situations for 
remote interpreting, and attitudes toward using remote interpreting.  The survey was completed by 6 
courts in March 2015 as a way to assess readiness as well as pilot an ongoing tool for Language 
Interpreter Program use when courts show interest in remote interpreting.   

                                                            
6 http://www.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/COSCA/Web%20documents/NCSC-VRI-RFP-Final.ashx 
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The information from the survey assessed respondent courts’ ability to provide remote interpreting 
services and created an information source, when combined with other data, that allowed the remote 
interpreting working group to understand:  

1. Existing hardware and connectivity within courthouses  for remote interpreting though 
telephonic, computer, and video 

2. Frequency of interpretation  and the fiscal impacts of interpretation at the court level , across all 
language types 

3. Internal and external challenges that may inhibit the use of remote interpreting services. 

By using a range of information sources, the Louisiana Interpreter Program is better able to develop 
pilots and create testable business cases to adjust their model.  
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1.  Understanding Demand for Interpretation Services in Louisiana 
 
Starting in 2012, the Louisiana Supreme Court developed the Language Interpreter Program to support 
and expand language access.  The program has developed and implemented a court interpreter training 
and qualification program, as well as put in place rules of court for interpreter professional 
responsibility.  This goal is to expand access to the courts and is part of a larger movement to provide 
operational and policy support around the state. 

Urban and rural courts face different strengths and challenges with these issues as an urban court may 
have more volume of those needing interpretation services, but may also have a larger pool of 
interpreters to draw from in the local community.  Rural courts may have fewer people by volume 
requiring language interpretation for court events, but the result is a smaller pool of interpreters to 
draw from in the community, such that interpreters would need to travel from outlying areas.  This 
dynamic proves challenging to plan and budget for, since the need for interpretation can vary 
substantially from year to year, along with the type of language in rural areas.  The responsibility falls on 
the Parish or city to fund interpreters, with small and midsized parishes/cities facing challenging 
financial risks as the demand for language interpretation rises for languages without a deep pool of 
interpreters in the community.  The demand for interpretation is only partly for those who attend 
hearings, but also for meetings with attorneys at the courthouse before or after a hearing, and 
assistance required at the service counter.  This creates a more realistic picture of the demand courts 
are trying to meet through its goals of increased access to the courts.     
 
The ability to serve this population is a function of several variables that vary by Parish and court: 

• The number of filings, and resultant hearings 
• Who is using the court in the overall population,  
• The level of English proficiency by court users 
• Their preferred language, 
• The pool of certified court interpreters 
• The pool of available court interpreters for a given court event 

 
In thinking about the demand for language interpretation, a main driver is going to be the size and 
language needs of the underlying Parish population, which includes American Sign Language (ASL) for 
those who are functionally deaf, as well as hard of hearing.  
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Louisiana in the National Context of LEP Growth 
Nationwide, states have seen a growing population of those with limited English proficiency, with 

growth in this population expanding 80% nationwide 
since 1990, from 13 million people to 25million people 
in 2010.    Louisiana is on the low end of American 
states in percent of LEP population at 2.8% and it has 
seen negative growth as seen in Figures 1 and 2.    
Historically, immigration in America was located in 
several states, but in the last 20 years, the dispersion 
has meant more communities throughout Louisiana 
and its southern neighbors are seeing changing 
demography of court users in both urban and rural 
parishes.  

The LEP population in Louisiana has declined by 6.6% 
since 1990, which is different from the rest of the 

southern region, which experienced substantial growth.  This was mainly a result of the displacement of 
Katrina and Rita in 2004.  The change in the last 20 years has placed new populations in some parts of 
Louisiana.    This translates into around 2,000 fewer LEP people in Louisiana than in 1990 who might 
need spoken 
interpreter 
services.  
However, these 
statewide 
changes impact 
parishes 
differently as 
most of the LEP 
people by 
population are situated in parishes such as Orleans, Jefferson, and East Baton Rouge parishes.  These 
large urban areas may see most of the population but smaller parishes have seen new demand create an 
imperative to develop or augment resources. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1:  Percent of LEP Population in Southern States, 
2012 

Figure 2:  20-year Percent Change in LEP population in Southern States 



8 
 

The deaf and hard of hearing population is estimated at 2.8% of the population7, and in conjunction with 
LEP rate at 3.2%, means 5.6% of the population may need court interpretation throughout Louisiana.  In 
terms of language need, ASL represent the largest population of those possibly needing court services at 
around 40% of the LEP population, with around 35% Spanish.  Sizable French, Vietnamese, and Chinese 
populations are a part of languages making up the LEP populations present in Louisiana.8 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                            
7  U.S. Census Bureau, 2012 American Community Survey, American FactFinder, Table B18120;  Civilians Ages 18 to 
64 Years Living in the Community for the United States and States—Hearing Disability: 2012. 
8 Migration Policy Institute tabulations from the US Census Bureau’s pooled 2009-2011 American Community 
Survey (for the United States and states), Table B16001. 

Figure 3:  2012 Census of Louisiana LEP population, by Language 
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Louisiana’s 64 parishes are divided into 43 judicial districts.  When applying the LEP percentage to 
parishes, larger parishes tend to have higher percentages of LEP, while numerous smaller parishes have 
larger percentages of LEP populations but relatively small populations.  Although there is a strong 
correlation between a Parish’s size and its LEP population, a number of parishes have larger LEP 
populations compared to their total size and interpreter usage proportional to their size.9 Darker colors 
in figure 4 show parishes with higher LEP populations with darker colors. 

 

Figure 4:  Louisiana Percent LEP, by Parish, labeled by sample of Total Parish Population 

 

  

                                                            
9 Migration Policy Institute tabulations from the US Census Bureau’s pooled 2007-2011 ACS (for parishes), Table 
B16001. 
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Language need varies around the same, but for spoken languages, Spanish is by far the most common 
LEP language, with French-Cajun a distant second.  Like many migration patterns, the location of 
language groups follows a number of patterns and themes such that the 2010 language needs also come 
with a number of other languages.  Most parishes didn’t have a statistically significant LEP population as 
of the 2010 censuses, but that does not account for the need of even small communities in a parish to 
require language access or interpreters.    

 

 

 
  

Figure 5:  Primary Spoken LEP Population by Parish 
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2. Interpreter Use and Remote Interpreting Survey of 6 Courts 
In December 2014, the Louisiana Interpreter Program distributed a survey designed to identify areas of 
court operations, language usage, attitudes, and technology capabilities.10   The assessment tool was 
designed to identify situations when remote interpreting was used, the technology used for remote 
interpreting, and attitudes toward using remote interpreting. This survey covered telephonic, computer-
based, as well as video, and further refined the strengths and weaknesses of implementing either 
technology. The survey results from the 6 court taking survey as a general set of themes in four areas:  
Court management of interpreters, court hardware and connectivity capacity, and attitudes toward 
remote interpretation.  The summary below is a small sample of the six courts to illustrate current 
context.  It is envisioned the Louisiana Court interpretation program would use it to gauge interest by 
subsequent courts via the online survey. The full survey is listed in the appendix. 

Collaboration 
Courts were asked about the range of stakeholders they would need to engage to effectively implement 
a video solution for interpretations.  These stakeholders included those related to the court process as 
well as parish stakeholders.  The collaboration is key since business processes and getting court 
stakeholders comfortable is key initial step in supporting, developing, and implementing a video 
program or growing remote interpreting.  Stakeholders like prosecutors and public defenders need to 
understand and be able to train staff on how to interact and manage the court process from their point 
of view, with the inclusion of a video process.   Law enforcement entities like the Sheriff or Parrish police 
can be key pieces of expanding the use of video interpretation for those in-custody or awaiting 
arraignment.    Survey data showed 3 courts used remote interpreting via computer for jail roll call, 
implying some courts are already collaborating with Sheriffs to use video arraignment systems, but on a 
small scale.  The clerk of court can have a similar influence on services at the front counter and other 
parts of the court, beyond the courtroom.  Thinking broadly about stakeholders, like any cross system 
effort, yields the best results. 

Stakeholder % of Responses who thought 
these are stakeholders 

Clerk of Court 4 of 6 
Commissioner 3 of 6 

Sherriff 3 of 6 
Prosecutor 6 of 6 

Public Defender 6 of 6 
 

Court Connectivity and Hardware Capacity 
A key component of remote interpreting is the ability to connect to the internet or phone lines through 
a reliable and high quality network.   The lack of a quality network reduces the efficacy of remote 
interpreting by causing delays or interruptions of proceedings or in the case of Video Remote 
interpretation, unacceptable delays or choppiness in the images and audio.  Court technology is made 
up of a Parish computer networks often times around the court building, as well as those implemented 
                                                            
10 See Appendix for the full list of survey questions 
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or maintained by the courts.    Of those courts surveyed, funds to supports court technology come from 
several budgets and funds provide for “Technology Modernization” which includes hardware, computer 
networks, and bandwidth capacities as well as file and information sharing.  Each court has its own 
technology approach building off this basic setup, which is a function of the physical building, budget 
and needs, as well as integration with other Parish functions and agencies.  Using “Modernization 
Funds” are a strategy for other courts to upgrade systems to support video remote interpretation.   

The courts survey responded they generally had sufficient bandwidth for video applications, with no 
reports of new work quality effecting their opinion of using video in the courtroom.  Since audio and 
video is a high user of bandwidth compared to other computer applications when using computers or 
internet protocols, courts need sufficient bandwidth (the speed at which the router connects to the 
internet measured in bit per second11) and capacity (room in the system to support more activity).    
High quality audio via Voice over IP can be done with 100kps of bandwidth, while video calling requires a 
minimum of 768kps as well as excess capacity in the system to continue doing other tasks as well as take 
on the requirements of video.  Sufficient bandwidth is a prerequisite to any video solution. 

Other connectivity options such as Wireless Internet (Wi-Fi)12 were provided in 5 of the 6 pilot courts. 
This type of connectively gives more flexibility to courts in how they deploy hardware, in that a Wi-Fi 
connection allows devices to connect to the internet anywhere within the range of the Wi-Fi signal.  4 of 
courts with Wi-Wi provided access throughout the courthouse including public spaces, with the 
remaining Wi-Fi enabled courts provided access in courtrooms, hearing rooms, and court administrative 
offices.  Providing Wi-Fi is a Parish function and underscores the mix of networks, hardware, and 
vendors that courts deal with to implement technology projects as it spans both Parish and Court 
systems.  The availability of Wi-Fi could support more use of mobile video or tablets to allow remote 
interpreting at multiple points, and flexibly deployed.  3 of the courts provided access to the public via 
Wi-Fi. 

Remote Interpreting Infrastructure in the Courthouse 
The survey looked at the three modes of remote interpretation:  telephonic, via computer, and with 
dedicated video equipment.  These three modes serve as platforms for a number of business cases and 
give Louisiana courts a range of deployment options.  Telephonic interpreting can be done with as a 
little as speakerphone and telephone line, while computer based video interpretation and dedicated 
video remote interpretation require substantially more networking equipment, as well as specialized 
hardware and software.   

Telephonic Interpreting 
A larger number of courts have the technology in place to do basic remote interpreting via telephone.  
These deployments require minimal investment in new technology.  Courts that don’t use telephonic 

                                                            
11 Bandwidth is measured in bits per second, but can be expressed in orders of magnitude via kps (kilobits), mps 
(megabits), gps (gigabits) 
12 Wi-Fi is a type of internet connection that only requires a corded connection to the WAN at the endpoint of the 
wireless router.  The wireless router then communicates with connected computers/devices, which can be on 
either a closed network or open/public system.  
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interpreting cited reasons such as judicial preference and having sufficient onsite interpreters to meet 
their needs.  

• 4 courts had telephone integrated into courtrooms, or telephones with a speakerphone 
• 2 courts had some kind of telephonic device available at the service counter 
• 1 court said they allow appearances by telephone 

Computer-Based Interpreting 
Computer based remote interpreting entails using computer hardware in the form of notebook 
computers, desktop computer hardware, or tablets to enable remote interpreting using software 
applications, such as Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP), closed circuit, or video calling applications13.  3 
courts reported using computers, with the majority for jail roll call with the jail.  Judicial preference, as 
well as having sufficient onsite interpreters to meet their needs were main reasons for not using 
computer-based video in more hearings for interpreters. 

• 3 courts reported using computer based interpreting in 2013. 

Video  
Video conferencing uses dedicated conferencing equipment that either is in a fixed location, or can be 
used via a mobile unit in conjunction with network connectivity, often via Wi-Fi.  It tends to also include 
flexible headset and staging of participants and is more tailored than using a computer by it self.  
Possessing video conferencing equipment does not necessarily mean it is used for interpreting or court 
hearings. All 6 courts reported allowing video for interpreting, with only seven reporting using it more 
than 1-2 times per month.  Judicial preference against using video for remote interpreting and 
availability of onsite interpreters was a common reason for not using video, as was the need for more 
information on the technology and available vendors.  

• All 6 courts surveyed possessed video conferencing equipment.  Of these, 2 had a video system 
available that was integrated in to their courtroom for interpretation, with 3 of those surveyed 
having access to mobile units.   

• Sherriff’s facilities and jails was also listed as locations providing interpretation for in-custody 
defendants during arraignment or other hearings. 

• The quality of hardware and network capacity was not widely seen as obstacles for not using 
video for remote interpreting. 

• Since the DOC provides video services in a number of courts (18 as of January 2015), this is an 
area that several courts have experience with and may be an area for more exploration in 
applying it to video remote interpreting. 

Developing a Pilot from those Willing to Expand Remote Interpreting 
Developing a pilot set of parishes depends on a number of technology factors as well a current 
infrastructure, but is also heavily dependent on a willingness to explore new technologies and business 
processes.  The NCSC developed an RFP for a national cloud14, rather than each court setting up its own 
remote interpreter system, and this would establish a national call center for identifying and using 

                                                            
13 Skype and Facetime are common voice and video calling applications. They are considered proprietary and listed 
here only to illustrate common consumer technology approaches that may apply to use-cases in the courts. 
14 http://www.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/COSCA/Web%20documents/NCSC-VRI-RFP-Final.ashx 
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remote interpreter (RI) services.  Each court would need to establish video systems to then interface 
with remote interpreters video.   

The survey explored courts’ willingness and experience with remote interpreting to develop a more 
refined list of who might be amenable to pilot remote interpreting with video.  A pilot configuration 
would take advantage of certain economies of scale to lower marginal costs of providing each 
interpretation, as well as centralization of certain administrative functions.  Specifically, the use of block 
scheduling of interpreters from a list of certified interpreters would serve a primary goal of providing 
higher quality services, as well as efficiency for court clerk staff in not having to coordinate and schedule 
multiple interpreters and hearings.  In the survey, only 2 of 6 used block scheduling.       

Of the 6 courts in in the survey, all 6 
were willing to expand their use of 
remote interpreting.  However, all had 
needs in expanding the service such that 
there was need in upgrading hardware, 
buying new hardware, as well as 
increasing the pool of interpreter 
resources like materials and guides.   

Building a possible list of pilot sites could 
use a phased approached, such that 
courts using block scheduling would be 
part of a first round; with a second round 
including, those not currently block 
scheduling.  Using block scheduling as a 
threshold would be give prospective 
second round parishes time to align the 
business processes required to 
effectively use remote interpreting 
through a centralized location.  The 
breadth of Parish types in terms of 
experience with remote interpreting 
creates an opportunity to experiment 

with different business cases, as well as better understand the needs of courts at different phases of 
remote interpretation, as well as size and demand for language types.  Video is not a requirement of the 
pilot, but if the business case can be made, then then video would a priority.  

  

Figure 6:  Needs of Surveyed Courts in Expanding Remote Interpretation 
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3.  Recommendations 
During the NCSC needs assessment, the project team, in conjunction with the Louisiana Court 
Interpreter Program staff developed a set of recommendations based on the 6-county survey, site visits, 
and partnership meetings with the Departments of Corrections. The goal of the needs assessment was 
to profile the demand for interpretation and assess readiness or opportunities to expand the use of 
remote interpreting, with a particular focus on video applications.  The idea would be to develop a pilot 
project for a small number of Louisiana Courts. 

1. Develop an action plan to develop business processes, procedures, or best practices  
The Louisiana Court Interpreter’s program should focus its role during the pilot as a hub for a reasonable 
amount of best practices and policies.  The documents and resources developed for the pilot were 
meant to support this development and serve as ways of building on what is being done around the 
country. By customizing some of these templates for Louisiana, the state could have materials and 
process ready for courts who are interpreted in pursuing video remote interpreting. 

Further, a working group could be helpful in developing hearing type appropriate operational guidelines 
for courts of when to use interpreters remotely, such that goals of due process an efficiency are 
balanced.  Remote interpreting is more commonly used in non-evidentiary hearings or other short 
events.  With courts so diverse in their adoptions and processes around remote interpreting, a helpful 
guide would be more explicit explanations to help judges and court staff make the best choice for their 
case.  Like all business processes, guidelines and decision assistance is invaluable in the range of cases 
coming through Louisiana courts.  

Block scheduling does not appear to be commonly used in Louisiana anecdotally, such that better 
utilizing this practice of grouping interpreters on the same day or court calendar will help with 
controlling costs, avoiding idle time of interpreters waiting for hearings in person, and better enable a 
court to take advantage of remote interpreting or on-demand video interpreting. 

Leveraging existing judicial education seminars or conferences to promote best practices could serve as 
a natural venue to give judges from city courts and districts information. Further looking at rules of court 
locally can also help to streamline and harmonize practices around the state, as well as where to go for 
technical assistance on implementing remote interpretation in Louisiana.  

2. Develop business cases that use strategies to maximize return on investment 

Business cases are developed by capturing the reasoning for initiating a project or task and present the 
need to allocate resources, in money or staff effort.  A rigorous business case captures the qualitative 
and quantitative aspects of proposed project.  Developing business cases that are specific to 
applications found in courts would ensure priority is given to processes and situations that will benefit 
from using telephonic and/or video remote interpreting.   Although some business cases will apply to 
multiple courts, each court should develop or be assisted in creating a business case for its unique 
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situation by choosing remote technologies that are appropriate for the trial court practices, language 
demand, and technology infrastructure.15 

In general, the business case lays out the proposed costs of remote interpreting implementation, the 
alternatives considered, and the benefits in efficiency and cost of staff time, both from the courts as well 
as other agencies with which the courts work.  Business cases should also consider not implementing 
remote interpreting in a court if the business case cannot be made using cost benefit analysis, or if other 
factors reduce the value or likelihood of success.     

Several business case concepts emerged during site visits for using video remote interpreting in: 

• ASL interpretation where no certified interpreter is readily available ,  

• hearings involving in custody defendants,  

• mobile video conferencing to lower costs of fixed machine,  

• agencies to supplement the local pool of qualified interpreters,  

• remote interpreters via telephone or video at the service counters of courts.   

Each of these concepts or ideas requires slightly different analyses to determine the worth of pursuing 
in specific court, both in terms of implementation costs and support, as well as benefit to the courts in 
increased access.  Some of this work was begun with a working group during the needs assessment and 
could be continued to better document and expand the scope of remote interpreting 

3. Develop a pilot partnership with the Louisiana Department of Corrections  
The DOC would seem to be a likely entity to collaborate and expand video capability.  The DOC’s need 
for qualified interpreters for its inmates along with Supreme Court’s growing qualified interpreter roster 
could prove to be an enticing partnership.  

One of the biggest implementation challenges for deploying a video remote interpreting approach is to 
solve the technology, placement, and resourcing of a solution.  The ideal use case for video conferencing 
in courts is one that serves multiple purposes and acts as a technology platform to link multiple remote 
entities to 1)increase efficiency of the court process in time, 2) realize cost savings in the justice system 
as a whole, 3) increase quality of representation or access to justice, or 4)reduce risks or liability in 
transporting in-custody offenders.     

Since the infrastructure purchases such as video and networking equipment tend to be fixed costs, with 
far smaller operating costs to either add one more unit of, deploying a court’s video system in a way 
that meets multiple uses is the most cost effective as well as easiest to manage.    Further, solving a 
single business case can be cost prohibitive, but using video for multiple business cases reduces costs in 
providing video to a larger range of users.  The investments made to improve court infrastructure, buy 

                                                            
15 
http://www.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/Future%20Trends%202014/Video%20Remote%20Interpretation%
20as%20a%20Business%20Solution_Clarke.ashx 



17 
 

video technology, and develop business process create the platform other opportunities.  Some 
Louisiana Courts have already started such a process.   

The Louisiana Department of Correction, beginning in 2009, began to deploy video conferencing systems 
to number of courts in an attempt to leverage costs savings involved in transporting offenders to their 
home courts for proceedings involving their case, or issues once inside the DOC.  The DOC has placed 
and operated video conferencing equipment in 15 courts.  Operating under a pilot program funded by 
the DOC, the DOC avoided 350 transportation events for prisoners in FY13-14 by using video.  More 
important for the VRI project in Louisiana, the DOC set up a process that can be leveraged by courts in 
expanding video remote interpretation. Once court received the multi-point conferencing unit from 
DOC, they use court bandwidth and technology to connect courtrooms to other video systems with an IP 
address.16  Although bandwidth and technology is variable between courts, indications are that most 
courts in the initial pilot had sufficient bandwidth to meet the needs of delivering video. 

To date, the system has focused on hearings involving DOC inmates and the courts in its use of the video 
system.  By levering the existing technology as well as a connecting to the Supreme Courts growing pool 
of certified interpreters, courts can improve the DOC use of certified interpreters for its hearings 
involving its inmates.  Since arrangements are made a number of days in advance, the DOC would go 
through its existing process listed below in figure 7, but when the need arises for an interpreter and the 
DOC has determined a video hearing is appropriate, they would use a certified interpreter.     The 
interpreter could then use a DOC location as way to access the video systems.  Refurbishing an office in 
the DOC headquarters in Baton Rouge for interpreter use would be a way to get a consistent setup and 
experience to handle remote interpreting events from multiple jurisdictions. In instances where 
transportation occurs, the use of the Supreme Court’s list would still assure courts are using certified 
interpreters for inmate related hearings as well.    

 

Figure 7:  Current DOC Video Services Process 

                                                            
16 An Internet Protocol address (IP address) is a numerical label assigned to each device (e.g., computer, printer) 
participating in a computer network that uses the Internet Protocol for communication. An IP address serves two 
principal functions: host or network interface identification and location addressing. Usually assigned, this IP 
address can follow a device (such as a mobile video cart) or be a location specific to an internet connection, like 
the connection available in a courtroom.     
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The partnership would also allow courts to use the existing DOC funded equipment for other types of 
hearings, with video remote interpreting being a clear use in this case.  Using the unique IP address of 
the interpreter and court, the court would connect to the interpreter via the video system.   

This partnership could develop multiple uses that provide benefit for the DOC, who buys and maintains 
the equipment and gets some level of cost savings, as well as through improvements using certified 
interpreters to increase access to justice.   

4. Continue to gain experience in administering remote interpretation initiatives. 
As courts in Louisiana see a need to develop systems to support interpretation, the challenge of having a 
way to connect to a pool of certified and qualified interpreters is a daunting one.  To address this, the 
NCSC recently released an RFP to develop a call center and “national cloud” to link courts to certified 
interpreters.   This approach, although on a national scale, can be piloted and experimented with in the 
locally in Louisiana.     

One of the most persuasive business cases for remote interpreting can be made when there is a pool of 
certified interpreters available to meet court needs.  To increase the pool of interpreters available in the 
state, Louisiana and other southern states have begun creating reciprocity agreements.   This could 
create a pool of interpreters who, although possibly living out of state, could interpret in Louisiana 
courts.  Once an interpreter has registered in Louisiana, they can then take the NCSC test as 
administered in Louisiana to become certified.  

This relatively new opportunity, along with increased use of remote interpreting is further assisted in a 
reciprocity clause where Court interpreters, who are certified by the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts or are certified by the Courts in another state from having passed the NCSC Oral 
Certification Examination, can also register in Louisiana.   Video remote interpreting, along with a pool of 
interpreters from around the region using reciprocity agreements are another way to build experience 
in using and deploying remote interpreting in courts.   

Another way to leverage existing resources is to build relationships within the parish justice system 
across stakeholders and locations. Each parish may have a slightly different way of resourcing or funding 
inter-governmental work in facilities, such as police juries or parish councils.   

5. Develop evaluation plans that incorporates user feedback and administrative data  
Once engaged in the pilot, courts should develop a standard set of administrative data to review and 
evaluate questions of process as well as efficacy of any new remote interpreting system, as well as 
suggestions on implementing some kind of pilot that may allow for inclusion in the national cloud.  This 
data would be augmented by routine interviews, site visits, and focus groups to monitor successes and 
implementation gaps.  Administrative data should include, but not be limited to: 

• language being requested,  
• date of interpretation request,  
• whether there was a successful match of interpreter and need,  
• Time spent waiting 
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• Time spent interpreting 
• cost of services broken out,  
• type of hearing or event,  
• the courtroom location of the instance.   
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7. Appendix 

Data Sources and materials for the needs assessment 
This needs assessment took advantage of several sources of data which provided a fuller picture of the 
situation in Louisiana.  The variables used in this report to analyze trends in the LEP and deaf population, 
survey courts for assessing their use of remote interpreting, and interview protocols for site visits follow 
as an appendix. Deeper analysis of cost and use data would allow for better estimation of demand for a 
given court, as well as improve the creation of business cases for courts and language applications.  It is 
difficult to project usage into the future without more detailed records and possible sampling of the 
local population as many of the assumptions about future demand are based on populations that are 
not often represented in census data, or in typical usage in the courts.    The appendix documentation 
that follows includes documentation of the information sources used in this report. 

Estimating Language Demand in Louisiana 
In developing the information for the needs assessment, the NCSC developed several datasets based on 
the US Census, and compiled by the Center for Migration at University of Minnesota.    This data give 
states and Parish estimates of the limited English speaking population overall, as well as by language 
type.  Understanding broad trends in migration to and from Louisiana helps explain the role that remote 
interpreting can play in supporting courts as the LEP population continues to grow.  The data on deaf 
and hard of hearing are from the national estimates of those hard of hearing or deaf through the US 
census.  This question may overestimate the impact on courts, since the threshold question is “hard 
time hearing on the phone”, but provides a base for the population. 

Survey Assessment of Interpreting Technology and Practices  
The survey tool developed by the Louisiana remote interpreting workgroup was designed to compile 
technology and interpretation usage, beyond what was possible in administrative data.  By compiling 
data about a range of court practices and inventory, the needs assessment was able to suggest a 
method for pilot sites choices, as well as a full assessment of the state of Louisiana’s usage of remote 
technologies.   

Site Visits Interview Planning 
In April 2015, NCSC and Louisiana language program staff participated in 4 court site visits to Louisiana 
city, and districts courts, and the Department of Corrections to understand issues with interpretation 
broadly, as well as around remote interpreting.  In these meetings, the site visit team met with key 
stakeholders such as Judges, Clerks of Court, District Court Administrators, Court Staff, Staff 
Interpreters, contract interpreters as well administrative heads from the Director’s Office. The four court 
sites were the 26th JDC, Orleans Criminal Court, 24th JDC, and Baton Rouge City Court.  (Although the 16th 
JDC as well as Hammond City Court participated in initial workgroups, the site visit schedules were 
unable to accommodate them.)   These courts were chosen because they had some experience using 
video, and expressed a desire to expand in this area.  The site visits also included collaborative meeting 
with the Louisiana Department of Corrections on practical issues around expanding the use of existing 
video conference equipment around the state.   
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The site visit team used a semi structured interview format to both prepare parishes for the types of 
questions as well as ensure some amount of uniformity in the questions asked across parishes.  Since 
the survey provided a great deal of context, each Court interview protocol drew from a similar bank of 
questions, but were slightly edited to delve deeper.   

 

 

Figure 8:  May 2015 Site Visit Parishes, labeled by Percent LEP and Total 2010 Population 
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