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COURT INTERPRETER COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES

August 24, 2007
Matheson Courthouse
Salt Lake City, Utah

Members Present: Hon. Lynn Davis, Chair; Evangelina Burrows; Luther Gaylord; Peggy
Gentles; Daryl Hague; Craig Johnson; Dinorah Judd; Deborah Kreeck Mendez; Hon. Frederic M.
Oddone; Branden Putnam.

Members Excused: Hon. Brendan McCullagh; Brikena Ribaj; Carolyn Smitherman.
Staff Present: Tim Shea; Marianne O’Brien; Rosa Oakes.

Guests Present: Three of the newly certified interpreters: Rachel Webb, Lirio Fernandez, and
Travis Hyer; Gabriela Grostic, Brenda Lake, Grant Anderson.

Welcome & Minutes

Judge Davis welcomed all present. A motion by Judge Oddone to approve the minutes as
prepared was seconded and carried unanimously.

Judge Davis extended a special welcome to new committee member, Evangelina Burrows, and to
newly certified court interpreters, Rachel Webb, Travis Hyer, and Lirio Fernandez.

Tim Shea introduced Marianne O’Brien who replaced Mary Boudreau.
Building Block Request for 2009

Judge Davis noted he will be making the building block request to the Judicial Council on
Wednesday, August 29™. One feature of it will be the advancement of the interpreter pay raise.
The other feature will be highlighting court interpreter testing and training programs and the
confidence he has in court interpreters.

Mr. Shea indicated he has been impressed with the hugely successful pass rate of interpreter
tests, attributing that to a combination of students’ qualifications as well as the instructors and
their ability to prepare students for the examination.

Assessing Interpreter Fees as Costs

Judge Davis distributed copies of two memos concerning court fees prepared by Brent Johnson
on August 15, 2001 and on July 20, 2004. He noted the statutory language is somewhat muddy.
Judge Davis reviewed the second paragraph on the second page of the 2001 memo with the

group. He noted the problem lies in the fact that the costs imposed are not automatically illegal,



but probably should not be done and probably cannot be enforced. Judge Davis is attempting to
contact Brent Johnson to see if there has been any changes since the memos were written.

Luther Gaylord said his understanding of the rule is that courts can recoup interpreter costs by
ordering defendants to pay them, but only for the actual costs.

Judge Davis asked interpreters on this committee if they have seen any cases of an automatic or
standardized request from any court regarding interpreter fees. Some mentioned that fees were
imposed on defendants who did not show up. Salt Lake City Justice Court, Taylorsville Justice
Court, and South Ogden Justice Court are examples of this. In the Clinton Justice Court, an
automatic fee is imposed of $25.

Peggy Gentles suggested that court clerks could be called directly to ask them what procedures
they follow in imposing fees.

After further discussion, Judge Davis summarized that additional, specific information will be
obtained from Mr. Shea, Ms. Oakes, Ms. Mendez, and interpreters in the field and this will be
discussed at the next meeting, before the issue is taken to the Board of Justice Court Judges.

VVoting Membership for Agency for Interpreters for the Deaf

Judge Davis noted that Jennifer Storrer, the ALS interpreter trainer for the Utah Interpreter
Program has attended many of this committee’s meetings as an invited guest. Her inclusion as a
voting committee member has been discussed but nothing has been finalized.

Mr. Shea said he would not recommend it because the courts do not regulate interpreting for the
deaf — it is a state regulated agency. While Ms. Storrer’s contributions to the committee are
worthwhile, the committee does not have a need for another voting member. Ms. Mendez
expressed that others on the committee are not regulated by the court either so that should not be
a factor.

Judge Davis stated if Ms. Storrer wanted to raise the issue, for example, that judges are not
sensitive to the needs of sign language interpreters in specific ways, where else would this issue
be brought except to this committee? She would not need to be a voting member to bring that to
the committee’s attention. If the committee decides to make her a voting committee member, the
recommendation will need to be taken to the Policy and Planning Committee, and if approved, to
the Judicial Council for approval.

After discussion, Ms. Mendez made a motion to allow Jennifer Storrer or other ASL
representative to be a voting member of the Standing Committee of Court Interpreters. The
motion was seconded and carried unanimously.

Future Meeting Dates



Judge Davis noted the future meetings are listed on the agenda and are available online as well.
The group consensus is to leave the meetings as scheduled, even though it means meeting next
month, which is out of the every other month sequence.

Case Law Updates

Judge Dauvis distributed copies of, and reviewed, the most recent cases involving interpreters
nationwide.

Training and Testing Report

Rosa Oakes reported that 18 participated in the English diagnostic test in July in Spanish,
Portuguese, Chinese, Samoan, Polish, and Bosnian. Of those participants, 8 passed both parts of
the test. Judge Davis said he will relay this information to the Judicial Council since it shows the
depth of interpreter need in the courts.

Mr. Gaylord indicated that he was involved in the process of getting the instructors for the most
recent skills building classes. The students felt they were exceptional instructors. He asked if the
AOC has a set plan for when the skill building classes will be given again and if the instructors
will be the same. Ms. Oakes responded the skills-building classes will be held annually. The
court has a contract with the instructors for two years and the same group will instruct next year.
The class cost is $150 for 5 days; $100 for the two-day orientation; $200 for the test; $400 for
those who live out of state to take the test.

Hiring Interpreters as Court Employees

Mr. Shea presented the draft rule regarding court employees as interpreters. The issue is: should
our policies permit courts to hire interpreters as employees? It would be new ground for Utah,
but there are at least 10 consortium states that have interpreter employees.

Currently the rule sort of prohibits and sort of permits employees to interpret. The interpretation
of that varies. It is not adequate as far as a bright line test. The proposal is to prohibit court
employees from interpreting except under two circumstances:

1. The person is hired full time as a court employee and his/her principal job is to interpret
for the court. This rule does not provide the money to do that but provides the authority to
do it.

2. The person is a court employee who interprets as secondary employment. This rule would
codify an existing practice.

Mr. Gaylord stated he thought there was a bright line and that the rule explicitly says court
employees shall not be used as interpreters.

Ms. Gentles read from the Rule that “court employees may serve as conditionally approved
interpreters if it does not take them away from their regular duties.” She noted it says something
similar for approved interpreters but not for certified interpreters.



Branden Putnam was asked if he is ever asked to provide interpreting. He responded that he has
talked with the judges and explained to them why he should not interpret, but if the judge insists,
he does it.

Mr. Gaylord indicated this happens frequently. Sometimes it even occurs in court with probation
officers. Additionally, some justice courts do not ever hire approved or certified interpreters, but
use a staff employee as the interpreter. He expressed his opinion that the genesis for the rule was
because of such practices occurring in some courts.

Mr. Shea expressed the existing rule can be interpreted differently by different people. There is
no leverage to argue the point. The committee identified the employment of court interpreters in
its strategic plan. Amending Rule 3-306 is the mechanism to make that happen.

Judge Davis agreed, stating that the genesis of the rule was the strategic plan and looking at the
possibility of the professionalization of the court interpreter program that might match those in
some other states.

Ms. Gentles said that the committee can put whatever it wants in the rule, but that does not mean
she can create a court interpreter position in her district. Ms. Gentles expressed that her concern
is that the draft sounds like the court has the ability to do more than it can do. The concept in the
rule is that it is more efficient to have a staff interpreter rather than contract interpreters. The
downside to having a staff interpreter is how much time will the interpreter be used for
interpreting? It is something to consider. A rule like this does not change the personnel system.

Mr. Shea indicated he is trying to give permission to courts to hire a court interpreter as an
employee. There is no money attached to this.

Mr. Gaylord said, putting aside whatever the genesis for the rule may have been, he has some
concerns for potential for abuse in mixing roles. Employees are not independent in the way
contract interpreters are. To the extent a person becomes part of a system, independence is lost.
If an employee interpreter must answer to the same judge every day, it creates the potential for
abuse. Mr. Gaylord noted there are staff interpreters in other states, and those states seem to have
worked out the glitches. As a court interpreter employed by the courts, it would be nice to have a
benefits package.

Gabriela Grostic was asked what her experience is as a hired staff interpreter for the federal court
has been. She responded that she knew beforehand that she would be doing more than
interpreting and would be doing some clerk work. She said she does not offer an opinion on a
case if a judge asks her.

Judge Davis indicated there are about 10 states in the consortium that have staff interpreters. The
committee’s strategic plan looks to the future in terms of its ability to have staff interpreters who
can interpret when they are needed and that they would be cost effective in the court system.



Ms. Gentles expressed that this does not get to Mr. Gaylord’s issue about abuse in some courts of
using a staff employee as an interpreter.

Mr. Gaylord said, if the committee is talking about looking to the future and possibly hiring
certified interpreters as court staff, that is fine. If there is a back door being opened that would
allow justice courts to hire someone as a clerk and then enlist that person in interpreter duties for
the rest of the day, that serves to undermine the self-employed interpreters.

Ms. Gentles replied that the draft requires the employee to be certified, and if a certified
interpreter wants to work at a justice court for $9 an hour, that is his or her decision. All this
committee should care about is the qualification of the interpreter.

Judge Davis stated he does not read the draft rule as undermining interpreters, but rather as
advancing the committee’s strategic plan relative to its future view.

Ms. Grostic was asked if she experiences a conflict of interest when she is interpreting in a jury
trial when she has been hired by the federal court. She responded there is no conflict of interest
at all because she does not speak to either prosecuting or defending attorneys.

Ms. Gentles indicated there are ways to make sure everyone understands the ethical obligations,
whether they are independent contractors or employees. It is a concern but can be addressed.

Ms. Oakes stated the Riverton City Justice Court sent an employee to the skills building
workshops and paid for the training.

Ms. Gentles noted that second language stipends are paid to court employees who speak a
language other than English to help people at the counters with questions. It is customer service.
Those employees do not interpret in court.

Ms. Shea indicated that if the independence of interpreters needs to be addressed as part of this
rule, that can be done. Judges do not ask employees to do things they know to be contrary to a
code of conduct. He expressed that there is not a conflict of interest between an interpreter who
happens to be a court employee, and the defendant, the defendant’s’ counsel, prosecutors, and
judges because the interpreter’s only interest is to give an accurate restatement of what is being
said. Their interests are not aligned with anyone in the case. It appears there is a practice in some
courts to use court staff to interpret. The attempt to simply prohibit the practice is being eroded.
Mr. Shea stated he agrees with Ms. Gentles that the court’s interest is in ensuring the
qualifications of those who interpret.

Mr. Gaylord asked if the justice courts are doing whatever they want, since the issue he brought
to the attention of the AOC of the practice of using a staff employee exclusively as an interpreter
in the Weber County Justice Court is in violation of the rule and has not been corrected.

Mr. Shea responded that the rule permits judicial discretion and no one is going to argue with
judicial discretion.



Mr. Gaylord said that is not discretion, but rather a failure to exercise discretion. For example, if
I am a judge who generally uses court interpreters but decide in a particular case I am going to
use a probation officer as an interpreter for whatever reason, | can exercise that discretion. If my
blanket rule is I never call interpreters, | use my clerk instead, that is not discretion. It is a failure
to discern.

Judge Davis agreed.

Craig Johnson made a motion that language be drafted to incorporate conflicts of interest,
perceived or otherwise, and any other problems with impartiality into the rule. The motion was
seconded and carried unanimously.

Dinorah Judd said it may be useful to readdress education issues with the judges, including what
would be unethical to ask of interpreters. Judge Davis responded that new judge orientation
includes a presentation by him and by Ms. Oakes about interpretation issues. There are periodic
attempts to provide further education to judges as well. Committee members should look for any
opportunities to do so.

Ms. Judd said she educates judges and staff whenever she can, particularly when she hears of
lines being crossed. Some interpreters may be better received in their educational attempts than
others. How are interpreters protected in their attempts to educate?

Judge Dauvis stated that as the presiding judge in his district, some issues have been brought to
him by an interpreter which he raises with the judges in the district. He hoped that district to
district, this can be done without burning bridges with interpreters.

Ms. Gentles added that each district has a presiding judge with administrative responsibility that
can handle interpreter issues. Judge Davis noted that interpreter coordinators could also help.

Ms. Judd asked how justice court judges and staff are educated, since they seem to have the most
interpreter issues. Judge Davis agreed that more issues with interpreters are seen in justice courts.
He expressed he would like to see how other states address some of the concerns that have been
raised here. In the meantime, Mr. Shea will redraft the rule to include the issues raised here.

FLATS and OPI Testing

Professors Daryl Hague and Brikena Ribaj have been researching some testing that could
possibly help the courts with their interpreter testing. Today Professor Hague reported on the
following:

1. FLATS testing is available at BYU and over the internet. It is a low level test designed to
winnow the chaff from the grain initially. There is both an oral and written component to the test.
The test cost is $40 for each test. This is done in 50 languages, which includes all the major
languages. Returned missionaries take this exam to earn some college credit.



2. OPI (Oral Proficiency Interview) testing is a creation of the American College to Teachers of
Foreign Languages. It is an academic learners’ scale in which there are several classifications:
novice, intermediate, advanced, and superior. Within each of those categories there are low, mid,
and high levels. Those on the advanced levels can answer hypothetical situations in the language.
Those on the superior level can also respond to cultural questions in the language. Before
missionaries are sent out, they reach at least the advanced level. BYU is not in a position to offer
this testing to the courts. However, there is a group called Language Testing International that
has a website and is a licensed provider of OPI. They market the OPI to various government
agencies. The interview is the examination, takes 15 to 30 minutes, and is done telephonically. It
must be proctored. It is $139 per test.

Ms. Oakes indicated that the Tennessee court uses the OPI testing. The candidates who take the
test come to the office and call in to the Language Testing International center.

3. SOPI - This is a test offered at BYU. It is the interview but is computerized so everyone is
getting the same questions. The test-takers speak into a microphone and a certified reviewer
reviews the answers. They try to achieve consistency in the live interview through the
certification process.

4. The Language Testing Center at BYU has created and sold major diagnostic tests throughout
the United States for many universities. The name of the program is Oral Testing Software. BYU
can develop a test specifically designed to measure capabilities for court interpretation. They
have done this for IHC. The program is a shell so appropriate questions would need to be
created. What is intriguing about this is that it allows for all kinds of things. For example, the
test-taker could look at a video clip and describe what is happening on the clip. This can measure
vocabulary, intonation, accent, etc. Or, there could be a clip of a courtroom situation which the
test-taker could interpret. It is likely a grant could be obtained for BYU to develop this with this
committee if we choose to do it. After it is developed the cost would be free to the state as long
as BYU maintains the intellectual property rights to it.

Professor Hague was asked how a team would be put together to write the tests. He responded
the team consists mainly of people who are experts in test creation and design. BYU has two of
the leading test designers in their language department in the nation that could do that. In the
IHC software, all the items on the test were reviewed by professional medical interpreters. For
Spanish, the courts are set and there is no reason to use this, but this would be valuable to use for
languages other than Spanish.

Mr. Shea asked what level an approved interpreter should land on the OPI scale. Professor.
Hague responded an approved interpreter should be on at least the advanced high level. The scale
would not be high enough for certification purposes in other languages. Ms. Oakes expressed it
would be a good tool to use to prepare approved interpreters for the consortium’s certification
test.

Prof Hague was asked how long it might take to develop software for other languages. He
responded it would probably about 6 months but the money to develop it would need to be in
place first.



Mr. Shea indicated that he and Ms. Oakes have discussed for many months about how to come
up with some kind of testing mechanism for approved languages. He said he is intrigued by the
possibilities presented by Professor Hague. If the testing software has some capability to be court
specific, he would like to pursue it.

Judge Dauvis said this will be explored further with Professor Hague.

Interpreter Payments

Mr. Gaylord stated the immediate problem appears to have been resolved and all interpreters are
receiving their payments timely. Further comments about interpreter payment will be reserved

for the next meeting.

Judge Davis indicated that if committee members have other concerns as it relates to interpreter
payments, those can be voiced at the next committee meeting.

The meeting was adjourned.



Recoupment of Court Interpreter Costs.

Salt Lake City Justice Court. Marian Graves. Absolutely does not happen.
Riverton Justice Court. Yvettita MacKay. | am not aware of this.

Taylorsville. Judge Marsha Thomas. Has never been requested. She has never
imposed. Judge Michael Kwan. Investigating a flat fee, but it will be less than the
actual cost. Nothing has been imposed for almost 5 years.

4. West Valley. Alejandra Cheevesich. Have not seen or heard of defendants
paying for interpreters.

South Ogden. Judge Scott Waterfall. Charges a flat rate of $30.

Brigham City Justice Court. Hand-written sign on the door: Interpreter $20. In
less than an hour, Judge Christensen saw 2 cases with a Spanish interpreter and
they were each assessed $20 for less than 5 minutes. Deborah Mendez.

whN e

o o

77-18-7. Costs imposed on defendant -- Restrictions.

Unless specifically authorized by statute, a defendant shall not be required to pay
court costs in a criminal case either as a part of a sentence or as a condition of
probation or dismissal.

77-32a-2. Costs -- What constitute.

Costs shall be limited to expenses specially incurred by the state or any political
subdivision in investigating, searching for, apprehending, and prosecuting the
defendant, including attorney fees of counsel assigned to represent the defendant,
interpreter fees, and investigators' fees. Costs cannot include expenses inherent in
providing a constitutionally guaranteed trial or expenditures in connection with the
maintenance and operation of government agencies that must be made by the public
irrespective of specific violations of law. Costs cannot include attorneys' fees for
prosecuting attorneys.

78-24-4. Interpreters -- Subpoena -- Contempt -- Costs.

(3) If the court appoints an interpreter, the court may assess all or part of the fees
and costs of the interpreter against the person for whom the service is provided. The
court shall not assess interpreter fees or costs against a person found to be
impecunious.

10



Chief Justice Christine M. Durham Daniel J. Becker
Utah Supreme Court M E M O R A N D U M State Court Administrator
Chair, Utah Judicial Council Myron K. March

Deputy Court Administrator

To: Court Interpreter Committee
From: Rosa Oakes
Date: September 14, 2007

Re: Scheduling Court Interpreters

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

It is time to re-assess interpreter scheduling practices that have evolved in different
ways across the state. Years ago, the courts created interpreter coordinators in each
district to be the central scheduling agent for the district, but that responsibility did not
uniformly take hold. Quoting from the interpreter coordinator job description:

e Develops and implements a scheduling and tracking system for managing
court room interpreter requests within the court facility.

e Tracks work hours reported by interpreters and coordinates with appropriate
district payroll personnel to assure accurate payment.

e Assures that adequate interpreter coverage is provided for juvenile and
district court calendars.

The complete coordinator job description is attached. It shows the intent that the
coordinator be fully immersed in the district’'s language needs and resources. In-court
clerks and probation officers, who have many, many other specialized tasks, cannot be
expected to be as thoroughly immersed as can a single person. Unless the coordinator
has the daily contact with interpreters necessary for scheduling, the coordinator will
remain a marginalized position.

Although every district has an interpreter coordinator, interpreter assignments are
made primarily by in-court clerks and probation officers.

Interpreter Scheduling in the Utah State Courts

District Court Juvenile Court
District Assignments Assignments
In-Court Clerks or
First — Brigham City In-Court Clerks Probation Officers
*First — Logan Coordinator In-Court Clerks

The mission of the Utah judiciary is to provide the people an open, fair,
efficient, and independent system for the advancement of justice under the law.

outh State Street / POB 140241 / Salt Lake City, Utah 841141);41 / 801-578-3808 / Fax: 801-578-3843 / email: tims@email.utcourts.gov



Page 2

District

District Court
Assignments

Juvenile Court
Assignments

Second — Ogden

Coordinator

In-Court Clerks

Second — other than Ogden

In-Court Clerks

In-Court Clerks

Third

Coordinator

Coordinator

Coordinator — sometimes

Fourth Coordinator Probation Officer

Fifth In-Court Clerks In-Court Clerks

Sixth - Richfield Coordinator Coordinator

Sixth — other than Richfield | In-Court Clerks In-Court Clerks

Seventh In-Court Clerks In-Court Clerks

Eighth Coordinator Coordinator

*Rely on Spanish interpreter to be present every day.

The current, uncoordinated scheduling creates inefficiencies that cost the
interpreters time and the courts money:

e Interpreters often travel long distances even though equally qualified
interpreters may be available in the area.

e Interpreters are often informed about canceled hearings upon their arrival at
court.

e Several interpreters might be called by different clerks to work multiple
hearings in the same building, even though one interpreter could cover them.

For a variety of reasons, the courts should return to the original plan in which the
coordinators schedule court interpreters:

a growing interpreter roster

clerk turn-over

growing and diverse language needs

lack of coordination within and among districts

varied methods of scheduling

the break in communication between interpreters and the courts

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

A process that offers a well-designed structure using tools already available to the
courts should be thoroughly examined. By implementing a resource calendar on the
courts’ GroupWise email and calendaring system, coordinators could assign
interpreters. Proxy viewing privileges would allow coordinators across the state to track
assignments and avoid conflicts. Assignments could be spread more evenly among
interpreters. Several assignments could be grouped, and the coordinator could more
easily dispatch interpreters for last-minute assignments.
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Court Interpreter Committee
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Reducing the number of people involved in the assignment process would improve
accountability. Using a common GroupWise calendar would prevent overbooking.
Interpreters, clerks, and administration would deal with one contact person who acts as
a traffic controller. The coordinator would become familiar with individual interpreter’s
availability and willingness to accept assignments.

FAMILIAR FEATURES

CORIS, the district court case management system, is already programmed to
automatically send an email to the coordinator when an in-court clerk schedules a
hearing at which an interpreter is needed. The email includes the date and time of the
hearing and the language to be interpreted. CARE, the juvenile court case management
system, should be programmed to do the same. The coordinator would then use
GroupWise calendaring to schedule a particular interpreter. In the language of the
GroupWise program, each interpreter would be identified as a “resource.” A coordinator
would schedule an interpreter — a resource — for a particular day and time. Other
coordinators around the state could, by “proxy,” view the schedules for each interpreter.

OPERATIONS

Because GroupWise spans district court and juvenile court, one person can
schedule for both courts. The Third Judicial District uses essentially this system with
one full-time interpreter coordinator. It is unlikely that the volume in the other districts,
would warrant a full-time person, but interpreter scheduling should be the responsibility
of one person, with appropriate back-up, even though that person would have other
responsibilities. The trial court executive would evaluate what percentage of a person’s
time these tasks would require.

CONCLUSION

The Court Interpreter Program has grown for many years, and today it is a well-
established program. One might argue that because interpreters are somehow routed to
wherever their services are required, the status quo must be working. Nevertheless, the
current system functions like a rickety washing machine that must be kicked and
bumped in the right places to complete its cycle. The minimal modifications described
here would make a significant positive impact on clerks, interpreters, judges, and
administration.
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UTAH STATE COURTS I

CLASS TITLE: COURT INTERPRETER COORDINATOR CLASS CODE: 10683
EEO JOB CATEGORY: Paraprofessional STEP RANGE: 36 - 51
EFFECTIVE DATE: 2/01

GENERAL PURPOSE

Under direction from a Court Executive, Clerk of Court or Operations Manager, oversees interpreting services
within the district including developing and implementing an assignment and scheduling system for
courtroom interpreter requests and translating activities to assure adequate coverage for court calendars.

EXAMPLE OF DUTIES: (Any one position may not include all of the duties listed, nor do the listed
examples include all duties which may be found in positions of this class.)

Develops and implements a scheduling and tracking system for managing court room interpreter requests
within the court facility. Assures that interpreters utilized are appropriately certified or approved.

Tracks work hours reported by interpreters and coordinates with appropriate district payroll personnel to
assure accurate payment.

Identifies problem areas related to the interpreter program and assumes leadership in resolving such issues.
Assures that adequate interpreter coverage is provided for juvenile and district court calendars.

Evaluates, determines deficiencies, progress and training needs of approved court interpreters. In coordination
with administration, provides, arranges for and/or develops appropriate on-going training for court
interpreters.

In coordination with administration, assists with training new interpreters in court protocols as well as
assisting with the Court Interpreters Certification program as needed. Attends and participates in Court
Interpreter Advisory Committee meetings and juvenile and district court staff meetings as requested.

Performs other related duties as assigned.

MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS

Three years of administrative support experience in a customer service environment plus two years court
experience or an equivalent combination of education and experience.

Special Requirements:
None
Necessary Knowledge, Skills and Abilities:

Understanding of court systems and related agencies. Familiarity with local ethnic minority populations.
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Court Interpreter Coordinator - page 2

Ability to oversee and coordinate assignments of other court interpreters as well as evaluate work and
determine training needs.

Ability to oversee the work of others; communicate effectively, both verbally and in writing; establish and
maintain effective working relationships with allied agencies, employees, and the public; follow written and

verbal instructions.

Working Conditions:
Office Environment
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