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Foreword

Although our Constitution guarantees defendants the right to a lawyer in criminal cases,
the implementation of this constitutional right is applied unevenly across the nation. The Bureau
of Justice Statistics reports that in 1992 nearly 80 percent of defendants charged with felonies in
the nation’s 75 largest counties relied on a public defender or assigned counsel for legal
representation. But too many jurisdictions lack the financial capital-or the political will-to
provide adequate funding, staffing, training, and access to technology that can establish guilt or
innocence such as DNA analysis, and other resources to ensure that every defendant receives
effective assistance of counsel.

The rule of law and fairness in our adversarial system demand that one side in the justice
process not be fundamentally disadvantaged by a lack of resources. The scales of justice must be
balanced if we are to overcome the common perception-held by about 90 percent of Americans
according to an American Bar Association poll-that you get only as much justice as you can
afford.

The National Symposium on Indigent Defense marked the first time in almost 40 years
that the Department of Justice has assembled a conference to address the critical issue of equal
justice for all those charged with a criminal offense, especially those who cannot afford to pay
the cost of representation. This symposium would not have been possible without the fearless
and steadfast leadership of Attorney General Janet Reno. The idea for this symposium resulted
from a conversation the Attorney General had at a meeting she hosted in January 1998 with eight
representatives of the criminal defense bar. The meeting focused on the lack of resources for
indigent defense and the need for collaboration among the components of the adjudication
process to improve indigent defense services. At that meeting, the Attorney General asked the
American Bar Association (ABA) to put together a report on collaborations currently underway
in various jurisdictions among public defenders, prosecutors, and other criminal justice system
agencies. The ABA found that a number of local jurisdictions are making good use of limited
justice system resources by implementing projects that depend on successful collaborative,
interagency planning.

The National Symposium on Indigent Defense was convened to further explore ways in
which the leaders of indigent defense systems can effectively forge alliances, build and
strengthen innovative partnerships, and otherwise collaborate in ways that enhance the
representation of indigent criminal defendants. In addition to defense attorneys, symposium
participants included prosecutors, judges, and victim advocates, as well as legislators and
representatives of key national organizations to ensure that all those who can have an impact on
indigent defense were represented.
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We are pleased to present this report on the proceedings of this important symposium in
the hope that these discussions will contribute to advancing justice for all. As Martin Luther
King once observed, "Peace is not just the absence of violence, it is the presence of justice." We
look forward to continuing to work within the Department of Justice and with our colleagues at
the federal, state, and local levels to ensure the presence of justice for all those who come before

our coups. gz ’ 2 ‘e/ »m/
Laurie Robinson ancy E. Gis %

Assistant Attorney General Director
Office of Justice Programs Bureau of Justice Assistance
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Executive Summary

The obligation of the States to provide legal representation to people accused of crime
who are too poor to retain their own counsel was established by the U.S. Supreme Court as a
matter of Federal constitutional law in 1963, in the case of Gideon v. Wainwright. The attorneys
general of 22 States joined in urging the Court to do so.

In the intervening three and a half decades, States have responded to Gideon in various
ways. Some have shouldered the responsibility themselves, establishing and funding statewide
agencies to provide indigent defense. In others, counties bear the burden. Three service-delivery
models have evolved: governmental public defender agencies, bulk contracts with private
lawyers, and case-by-case appointments. National standards have been promulgated and have
been implemented by States and localities in different ways, covering issues such as maximum
annual caseloads, staffing ratios, resource parity with prosecution and courts, training, attorney
qualifications and performance, and defender independence from the political forces and judicial
branches.

But the extent to which States and localities are succeeding in fulfilling the promise of
Gideon varies widely. Overall, despite progress in many jurisdictions, indigent defense in the
United States today is in a chronic state of crisis. Standards are frequently not implemented,
contracts are often awarded to the lowest bidder without regard to the scope or quality of
services, organizational structures are weak, workloads are high, and funding has not kept pace
with other components of the criminal justice system. The effects can be severe, including legal
representation of such low quality to amount to no representation at all, delays, overturned
convictions, and convictions of the innocent. Ultimately, as Attorney General Janet Reno states,
the lack of competent, vigorous legal representation for indigent defendants calls into question
the legitimacy of criminal convictions and the integrity of the criminal justice system as a whole.

In 1997, the Attorney General and officials of the Office of Justice Programs and the
Bureau of Justice Assistance convened a focus group of 35 leaders of the indigent defense
community and identified 6 areas in which the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) could play
an effective role in promoting strong and stable indigent defense systems.

» Using the DOJ’s leadership role to call attention to the importance of quality indigent
defense services.

* Promoting independence in indigent defense structures.

* Allocating resources equitably among indigent defense and other criminal justice system
components.

* Focusing on these challenges in the juvenile justice system.
* Promoting standards for indigent defense programs.

* Building a capacity for computer technology in indigent defense.

ix
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In the DOJ’s continuing dialogue with the indigent defense community and examination of
potential reforms, attention was also focused on the importance of collaborations between indigent
defense and other justice system agencies in planning, managing, and budgeting for the system as
a whole. The National Symposium on Indigent Defense was organized around these six issues and
the goal of collaboration. Themes emerging from the symposium include the following:

Forging Consensus: Indigent defense is an integral, interdependent part of the criminal justice
system. Advocacy strategies for indigent defense must be addressed systemically, in coordination
and balance with the rest of the system. The symposium’s multidisciplinary attendance—
including defenders, prosecutors, judges, police, legislators, county officials, and bar representa-
tives—similarly was designed to foster dialogue, a recognition of symbiosis, and a collaborative
search for solutions.

Independence: The ethical imperative of providing quality representation to clients should not
be compromised by outside interference or political attacks. Indigent defenders should be subject
to judicial supervision only to the same extent as lawyers in private practice. The primary

means of ensuring defender independence is to provide for oversight by an independent board

or commission, rather than directly by judicial, legislative, or executive agencies or officials.

Statewide Structure: The trend supported by national standards has been toward statewide
indigent defense structures. Organizing defense services through a centrally administered
program promotes quality and uniformity of defense services, as well as cost-efficiencies,
cohesive planning, and accountability. Statewide organization commonly results from an
imminent indigent defense funding crisis, which spurs collaborative planning, study, and
action by bar associations, funding agencies, and the courts.

Equitable Allocation of Resources: Salary parity between prosecutors and defenders is a central
component of all national standards and is an important means of reducing staff turnover and
avoiding related recruitment/training costs and disruptions to the office and case processing. The
concept of parity encompasses all resource allocations, including staffing and workloads, support
staff, investigative and expert services, and technology, as well as access to Federal grant
programs and student loan forgiveness options.

Juvenile Justice: Comprehensive, effective juvenile interventions can help avert future
criminality and the substantial costs of future encounters with the adult courts and correctional
systems. Holistic juvenile team defense includes social workers and mental health professionals,
as well as attorneys, and involves the parents of juvenile clients.

Indigent Defense Standards: Standards are the most effective means of ensuring uniform
quality of indigent defense services. States and localities have adopted standards in a variety of
ways, including by court decision, statute, court rules, and incorporation into indigent defense
services contracts; enforcement mechanisms include requiring local compliance as a condition
of supplemental State funding.

Technology: Technology is increasingly critical to the fast, efficient, and cost-effective
processing of cases. Technology integration and information sharing between indigent
defense and other justice system agencies, as well as parity of technological resources, reduce
redundancy, improve the efficiency of the entire system, and promote earlier disposition of
cases and more appropriate, individualized, and effective sanctioning of convicted offenders.
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Successful Collaborations: Indigent defense as a full partner in the criminal justice system
already exists in a number of areas.

* Criminal justice coordinating committees are a forum for collaborative justice system
problem-solving, planning, and innovation and can address special areas such as drug
treatment, domestic violence, docket management, and indigent defense funding.

* Juvenile justice collaborations with community-based services for offenders in the
juvenile justice system can help avert recidivism. When juveniles are subject to adult
prosecution, coordination among agencies such as courts, police, probation, mental health
and family services, social services, and schools can reduce delays in case processing and
ensure more accurate assess-ments of amenability to treatment in the juvenile system.

*  “Fill the Gap” collaborations among adjudication agencies (courts, prosecutors,
defenders, and court administration) can help them obtain the funding necessary to keep
up with the extra caseloads generated by major funding infusions for other components of
the system, such as police and corrections.

*  Drug treatment courts are one of the most common type of adjudication partnership.
These courts replace the defender’s traditional adversarial role with a collaborative
orientation toward the long-term interests of the client.

» Joint weighted caseload studies are collaborations among courts, prosecutors, and public
defenders on a shared methodology for projecting caseloads and resource needs, which
can improve planning and budgeting for the entire system.

* Juvenile defenders and dependency cases increase defender responsibility for noncriminal
matters, such as representation of both children and parents in dependency, abuse, and
neglect matters, and require new partnerships with other entities, including family courts,
family law bar associations, government agencies, and planning bodies responsible for
protecting juveniles.

*  Mental health courts, like drug treatment courts, are an example of an adjudication
partnership of courts, prosecutors, defenders and treatment providers, emphasizing
placement in community-based residential treatment facilities as an alternative to jail.

» Early entry team defenses, like community policing and community courts, are
community-based defender programs—storefront offices providing a broader range of
representation than conventional programs—and are oriented toward early intervention
and crime prevention.

The unifying themes of the symposium were 1) the necessity of maintaining core values,
civility, respect, and trust, not only within indigent defense programs but in interactions with
other components of the criminal justice system; 2) the challenge of reconciling adversarial
defense skills with the imperative of collaboration in a complex, increasingly interconnected
system; 3) the importance of increasing availability of affordable technology and interagency
information sharing to make all agencies more efficient and effective; and 4) the movement
toward holistic defense services focused less on isolated episodes of legal representation and
more on recidivism prevention and long-term improvement of clients’ lives.
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Message From the U.S. Attorney General

Never before in the history of the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) has there been a
meeting like this historic national symposium on indigent defense. The Department of Justice has
brought together representatives from all levels of government and from every part of the crimi-
nal justice system to explore how we can better collaborate to strengthen indigent defense ser-
vices and, by extension, the criminal justice system as a whole. I applaud the efforts of
Assistant Attorney General Laurie Robinson; Nancy Gist, Director, Bureau of Justice Assistance
(BJA); and everyone in the Office of Justice Programs (OJP) and the Bureau of Justice
Assistance, all of whom worked extremely hard to bring this extraordinary group together.

My experiences as a prosecutor and as Attorney General have taught me just how
important it is for every leg of the criminal justice system to stand strong. Indigent defense is an
equally essential element of the criminal justice process, one which should be appropriately
structured and funded and operating with effective standards. The reality is that despite the U.S.
Supreme Court’s decision 36 years ago in Gideon v. Wainwright that every defendant, rich or
poor, has the right to be represented by a lawyer when charged with a serious crime, many adult
and juvenile offenders are not receiving effective assistance of counsel. But it is not just poor
defendants who have a stake in our system of indigent defense. Just ask a prosecutor, an arresting
officer, or even a victim of crime. Would they rather face a vigorous defense at trial or risk an
overturned conviction and retrial? When the conviction of a defendant is challenged on the basis
of inadequate representation, the very legitimacy of the conviction itself is called into question.
Our criminal justice system is interdependent: if one leg of the system is weaker than the others,
the whole system will ultimately falter.

I believe that all of us, regardless of our position in the criminal justice system, have the
responsibility to work to improve the quality of criminal defense for the poor. Our system of
justice will only work, and will only inspire complete confidence and trust of the people, if we
have strong prosecutors, an impartial judiciary, and a strong system of indigent criminal defense.

I firmly believe that the Justice Department, as the Nation’s leading Federal law
enforcement agency, is uniquely positioned to call needed attention to indigent defense issues
and play an important role in strengthening indigent defense. The Department of Justice has
supported improvements in indigent defense and fostered collaboration among all parts of the
criminal justice system by committing our resources and using our influence to promote adequate
and efficient indigent defense systems. The Office of Justice Programs, the sponsor of the
symposium, and the Department of Justice’s Office of Policy Development have developed a
comprehensive plan for the Justice Department’s work on indigent defense that comprises six
building blocks.

First, our strategy starts with the need for an understanding of the scope and nature of the
most important problems facing indigent defense. I have been engaged in an ongoing dialogue
with the leadership of national defender organizations to get their perspective on what issues and

xiii
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problems should be addressed. At our meetings, we have had wide-ranging, open discussions of
the issues, including the need for reasonable rates of compensation for public defenders

and assigned counsel, increased access to technology for indigent defense lawyers, more
opportunities for professional training, and workable standards for indigent defense.

Also, for the first time since 1983, the Justice Department’s Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) is collecting comprehensive, national data on indigent defense systems. These data will
provide current information about how different jurisdictions operate and identify indigent
defense models that work.

Second, we have made a commitment to educating the public and the criminal justice
community about the importance of a strong system of indigent defense. I firmly believe that, as
the Nation’s top law enforcement agency, we have a responsibility to explain that a strong system
of indigent defense is good for prosecutors, police, victims, the public, and the pursuit of justice.

To further this goal, I have encouraged governors, chief justices, bar association
presidents, and others to use their positions of leadership to play a role in improving indigent
defense services. This year, for example, the Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal
Division, Jim Robinson, spoke about indigent defense issues at the annual meeting of the
National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers. When Department of Justice officials speak
about the importance of indigent defense, they send a message that every part of the criminal
justice system should be concerned about indigent defense.

Third, the Department of Justice has supported efforts to increase funding for indigent
criminal defense. Disparities in resources among different parts of the criminal justice system
have had a corrosive effect on the ability of poor defendants to secure effective representation.
At the Federal level, we have called on Congress to provide the funds necessary to enable
Criminal Justice Act (CJA) Attorneys to earn the $75 per hour rate that they are authorized to
receive. We have also urged State Byrne Program administrators to include defenders on their
policy boards and consider the needs of indigent defense in their planning and funding decisions.
Wherever it is appropriate, we identify defenders as eligible applicants in grant announcements.
For example, under the open solicitation issued by the Bureau of Justice Assistance in 1998, the
public defender in Vermont received a $150,000 grant so that developmentally disabled defen-
dants could be evaluated by medical specialists to determine when necessary accommodations
should be made consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act. These types of programs
ensure that everyone gets treated fairly by the criminal justice system.

While we have supported increased funding for indigent defense, we also have been
working with the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, States, and localities to appropriately
contain the costs of these services. Every part of the criminal justice system, indigent defense
included, must work to deliver quality services at a reasonable cost. Even though indigent de-
fense services are the most poorly funded part of the system, there are ways, such as sharing
technology and pooling resources, to make the system operate more efficiently and effectively.
By doing so, we will be better able to make the case for increased funding.

xiv
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Fourth, I strongly believe that, not only can prosecutors and defenders work together to
improve the system, they can also learn together through joint training. My prosecutors in Miami
told me time and again that some of their best training experiences were at the University of
Florida, where they trained together with public defenders. That is why the Justice Department is
actively exploring possibilities for joint training programs for Federal prosecutors and defenders.

We have also made grants to provide training and technical assistance to State and local
indigent defense service providers. For example, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) is establishing a Juvenile Defender Center to provide resources, training, and
technical assistance through the American Bar Association (ABA). And the Bureau of Justice
Assistance awarded grants to the Vera Institute to train senior managers of indigent defense
services, and to the National Legal Aid and Defender Association (NALDA) to provide technical
assistance and training to State and local defenders.

Fifth, the Justice Department is working to ensure that we bring the tools of technology
to every part of the criminal justice system. Technology creates incredible opportunities for
accessing and exchanging information, managing cases, investigating crimes, and improving the
efficiency and quality of our work. To that end, the Bureau of Justice Assistance announced a
series of awards to support indigent defense training and case management, with an eye to
emerging technological and evidentiary aids.

The sixth building block in our comprehensive plan for indigent defense is improving the
quality of indigent defense by encouraging the development and dissemination of minimum
standards and best practices. I believe this effort is essential if our Nation is to fulfill our
obligation under Gideon to provide competent counsel to every criminal defendant charged with
a serious crime. With a lot of input from the defense bar, we are in the process of developing
links to the Office of Justice Programs Web site—which will be accessible through the Justice
Department Web site at www.usdoj.gov—to enable all who are interested to download “best
practices documents” and other useful materials.

Also, we are collecting information on standards for indigent defense programs and
representation from around the country. An advisory board of practitioners will review these
standards, and the Bureau of Justice Assistance will publish a compendium of those standards
that represent the best in criminal defense practice today. We should evaluate how well best
practices work by identifying a local jurisdiction in which leaders in the court system, the bar,
and the local government will commit to becoming a model jurisdiction for indigent defense by
adopting best practices and minimum standards.

Finally, I would like to go back to where I began and touch again on the important work
taking place at this symposium to improve our indigent defense systems through collaboration.
Collaboration is the motor that drives the engine of progress on indigent defense, and many
powerful models of that motor are represented here today.

* The effort in Fulton County, Georgia’s to improve indigent defense by bringing together
every player in the system to develop a criminal justice plan.
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* Nebraska’s statewide study of indigent defense by a broad-based task force including
representatives from all three branches of State government, leading prosecutors, defend-
ers, academics, and county officials.

* Florida and Arizona’s efforts to “fill the gap* in funding so that the adjudicatory phase of
the process is as well funded as the enforcement and corrections phases.

* Delaware’s project to create a statewide computer system to link all components of the
criminal justice system, including indigent defense.

These examples, and many others, should inspire us to do more.

While we at the Department of Justice have been working to improve indigent defense,
those who provide indigent defense services around the country are the real heroes and heroines
on this issue. [ commit to building our partnership with you. Our efforts at the Justice Department
depend on every other part of the criminal justice system, at every level of government, working
together to provide full luster and sound to Gideon’s trumpet.

Janet Reno
February 1999




. Historical Background on Indigent
Defense Services in the United States

Roots of the modern right to counsel for the
indigent defendant can be found more than a
century ago. Indiana Supreme Court Justice
Frank Sullivan, Jr., cited Webb v. Baird,' a case
decided by Indiana’s high court in 1853, in his
remarks at the symposium. He noted that Webb
recognized a right to an attorney at public ex-
pense for an indigent person accused of crime,
grounded in “the principles of a civilized society,
not in constitutional or statutory law. He quoted
Webb’s enduring message: “It is not to be thought
of in a civilized community for a moment that
any citizen put in jeopardy of life or liberty
should be debarred of counsel because he is too
poor to employ such aid. No court could be
expected to respect itself to sit and hear such a
trial. The defense of the poor in such cases is a
duty which will at once be conceded as essential
to the accused, to the court, and to the public.”

bad

The sixth amendment to the U.S. Constitution
states, “In all criminal prosecutions, the accused
shall enjoy the right . . . to have the Assistance of
Counsel for his defense.” The right to counsel in
Federal proceedings was well established by
statute early in this country’s history and was
reaffirmed by the U.S. Supreme Court long ago
in Johnson v. Zerbst.? The Webb v. Baird deci-
sion, however, was the exception rather than the
rule in the States. Well into the 20th century, most
States relied only on the volunteer pro bono
efforts of lawyers to provide defense for poor
people accused of even the most serious crimes.
Although some private programs, such as the

'6 Ind. 13 (1853).
2304 U.S. 458 (1938).
1287 U.S. 45 (1932).
4316 U.S. 455 (1942).
3372 U.S. 335 (1963).

New York Legal Aid Society, were active as early
as 1896 in providing counsel to needy immigrants
and the first public defender office began opera-
tions in Los Angeles in 1914, such services were
nonexistent outside the largest cities.

The Court developed the sixth amendment
right to counsel in State proceedings gradually
and somewhat haltingly in this century. In Powell
v. Alabama,? the famous “Scottsboro Case” from
the Depression era, the Court held that counsel
was required in all State capital proceedings.
Only a decade later, however, in Betts v. Brady,*
the Court declined to extend the sixth amendment
right to counsel to State felony proceedings. It
was not until 1963, 21 years after Betts, that the
Court again addressed the issue of the right to
counsel in State proceedings involving serious
noncapital crimes. In a dramatic series of deci-
sions, the Court firmly established the right to
counsel in virtually all aspects of State criminal
proceedings.

The most significant decision on the right to
counsel in U.S. Supreme Court history was
Gideon v. Wainwright,” which overruled Betts v.
Brady. The Court held that an indigent person
accused of a serious crime was entitled to the
appointment of defense counsel at State expense.
In an unprecedented early collaboration between
defense counsel and prosecutors, 22 State attor-
neys general joined petitioner Clarence Earl
Gideon in arguing that sixth amendment protec-
tion be extended to all defendants charged with
felonies in State courts. Four years later, with its
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decision in In re Gault,® the Court built on the
Gideon decision to extend to children the same
rights as adults by providing counsel to an indi-
gent child charged in juvenile delinquency pro-
ceedings. The right to counsel in trial courts was
significantly expanded again when the Court, in
Argersinger v. Hamlin,” extended the right to
counsel to all misdemeanor State proceedings in
which there is a potential loss of liberty.

The decisions in Gideon, Gault, and
Argersinger are the best known of the right-to-
counsel cases in the U.S. Supreme Court, but they
were part of a broader array of decisions rendered
by the Court in the past three decades, all of
which protect the right to counsel for poor
persons. The Court recognized the indigent
defendant’s right to counsel at such critical stages
of criminal proceedings as postarrest interroga-
tion,® lineups and other identification procedures,
preliminary hearings,'® arraignments,'! and plea
negotiations.'? After conviction, the indigent
defendant is constitutionally guaranteed the right
to counsel in sentencing proceedings,'* appeals of
right,'* and, in some cases, probation and parole
proceedings.'® In addition, the right to counsel for
indigent defendants often extends, under State or
Federal law or practice, to collateral attacks on a
conviction as well as a range of what might be
called “quasi-criminal” proceedings involving
loss of liberty, such as mental competency and
commitment proceedings, extradition, prison
disciplinary proceedings, status hearings for
juveniles, and some family matters such as
nonpayment of court-ordered support or con-
tempt proceedings, as well as child dependency,

9

©387 US. 1 (1967).
7407 US. 25 (1972).

* Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 437 (1966); Brewer v. Williams, 430 U.S. 387 (1977).

abuse, and neglect situations. Finally, in any
criminal proceeding in which counsel appears,
the defendant is entitled to counsel’s effective
assistance.'® These diverse Federal requirements
under the U.S. Constitution, often supplemented
by more stringent State standards, created enor-
mous pressures on the lawyers who provided
indigent defense. The mandate of the Gideon,
Gault, and Argersinger decisions, as well as the
Court’s requirement to provide counsel at all
critical stages of a prosecution, meant that gov-
ernment would have to assume vastly increased
costs for providing counsel to the poor. Policy-
makers began to think in earnest about more
systematic ways to deliver constitutionally
required defense services.

The first significant collaboration in the
justice sector occurred in 1974, when then-
Attorney General Richard Kleindeinst lent his
own and his office’s support to a project called
the National Study Commission on Defense
Services. The National Study Commission, with
ongoing guidance from the Justice Department,
published its final report, Guidelines for Legal
Defense Systems in the United States, in 1976.
Those enduring guidelines built on an equally
influential set of standards developed in 1973 by
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals (NAC). It was NAC
that proposed public defender caseload standards,
which have formed the basis for all current
workload standards at the Federal, State, and
local levels.'” NAC proposed that a public de-
fender office should handle the following average
number of cases, per attorney, per year:'®

? United States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218 (1967) (lineups); Moore v. lllinois, 434 U.S. 220 (1977) (one-person showups).

Y Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1 (1970).
" Hamilton v. Alabama, 368 U.S. 52 (1961).

2 Brady v. United States, 397 U.S. 742 (1970); McMann v. Richardson, 397 U.S. 759 (1970).
¥ Townsend v. Burke, 334 U.S. 736 (1948); United States v. Tucker, 404 U.S. 443 (1972).

" Douglas v. California, 372 U.S. 353 (1963).
' Mempa v. Rhay, 389 U.S. 128 (1967).
1 Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984).

'" National Legal Aid and Defender Association, 1992, Indigent Defense Caseloads and Common Sense: An Update, Washington, DC.
"* National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1973. Standard 1312.
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Felonies—not more than 150.

Misdemeanors (excluding traffic)—not more
than 400.

Juvenile Court cases—not more than 200.
Mental Health cases—not more than 200.

Appeals—not more than 25.

The NAC and National Study Commission
standards, along with a subsequent generation of
indigent defense standards, continue to provide
clear, comprehensive guidance to defenders,
legislators, policymakers, and other criminal
justice system officials throughout the United
States. Specific areas covered include juvenile
justice (ABA and the National Advisory Commit-
tee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion, 1980), appellate defense services (NLADA,
1980), contracting for defense services (NLADA,
1984), death penalty cases (NLADA, 1988, and
ABA, 1989), assigned counsel systems (NLADA,
1989), performance guidelines for criminal
defense representation (NLADA, 1995), and
defender training (NLADA, 1997). A third
edition of the well-recognized ABA Standards for
Criminal Justice on the Defense Function (1993)
and Providing Defense Services (1992) drew on
many of these standards.

More developed standards in the field of
juvenile representation in abuse and neglect
proceedings followed in 1996. These standards
have been implemented in various ways in the

States, including statutes, court rules, court
decisions or settlement of law suits, endorse-
ment or adoption by bar associations, incor-
poration into contracts for defense services,
adoption after self-evaluation, or outside
evaluation by national technical assistance
providers. Standards were the subject of a
panel discussion that are summarized in this
report (see appendix 8).

The era of the personal computer and the
Internet allows major improvements both
within indigent defense systems and in their
integration into comprehensive criminal
justice information networks. Governments at
every level are learning that parity of techno-
logical resources and shared access to essen-
tial case information are essential to reducing
the costs and redundancy of criminal justice
operations, improving the efficiency of the
entire system, and promoting earlier disposi-
tion of cases and more appropriate, individu-
alized, and effective sanctioning of convicted
offenders. The Federal Government is leading
the way in the inclusion of indigent defense in
these technology integration efforts through
criminal justice information integration
initiatives at the national and international
levels. Information networking, case manage-
ment systems, and computerized case pro-
cessing are three strong tools for defender
program managers to use in the increasingly
sophisticated provision of defense services,
whether in large city or State defender offices
or loosely networked local systems.
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There are three basic models for the delivery
of defense services: the staffed public defender
model, with employees on salary; the assigned
counsel model, in which private attorneys are
appointed to provide defense services either from
an ad hoc list maintained by the courts or through
some more systematic organization of services;
and the contract model, whereby individual
attorneys or firms contract to provide some or all
of a jurisdiction’s indigent defense services.
Today, the majority of indigent defense in the
United States is provided through a staffed public
defender model, particularly in larger urban
jurisdictions. More than half of the Nation’s
counties still use the assigned counsel model.
Most States have organized some form of state-
wide defender services, whether in oversight,
funding, or both. Some States provide statewide
services for a particular kind of representation,
such as appeals or capital representation. The
chief defender is often selected by a commission
or independent board, but many chief defenders
at the State level are chosen by governors, and a
few are chosen or approved by the judiciary.

Conclusions on the current state of indigent
defense are difficult to draw because the last
comprehensive national survey of indigent de-
fense services occurred in 1982. Although the
data in the appendixes are helpful for State-by-
State analysis, a new comprehensive national
study is now under way with Justice Department
funding through the Bureau of Justice Assistance.
An interim report prepared for BJA by the

National Legal Aid and Defender Association in
December 1997 identified the following ex-
amples of significant changes in indigent defense
since the last national survey:

1. More States have adopted a State public
defender system.

2. State offices have expanded in some
Jjurisdictions that use a hybrid of State and
local defense systems.

3. The use of contract defense systems has
increased in many parts of the country.

4. Defender services are expanding to address
the broader needs of clients, including con-
cepts of client-centered representation and
incorporation of civil and administrative
matters related to a client’s case.

5. Experiments have occurred in the creation
of community-based defender offices, as op-
posed to traditional city, county, or State
agencies.

6. Defender performance guidelines have
emerged that describe the tasks of representa-
tion more clearly than ever before.

7. Public defenders have made increased use
of technology to share information and
research and to keep case data."

Indigent defense today, in terms of funding,
caseloads, and quality, is in a chronic state of
crisis.” Indigent defense ranks consistently low
on legislative agendas that focus on popular

' National Legal Aid and Defender Association, National Survey of Indigent Defense System, (Interim Report, December 15, 1997), Washington, DC.

» American Bar Association, May 1982, Criminal Defense Services for the Poor: Methods and Programs for Providing Legal Representation and the Need for
Adequate Financing, Chicago, IL; Special Committee on Criminal Justice in a Free Society, American Bar Association, 1988, Criminal Justice in Crisis, pp. 3543,
Chicago, IL; Report of the Federal Courts Studv Committee, pp. 157-160; Timothy R. Murphy, 1991, “Indigent Defense and the U.S. War on Drugs: The Public
Defender’s Losing Battle,” Criminal Justice 14(Fall); American Bar Association, 1993, The Indigent Defense Crisis, Chicago, IL; Stephen B. Bright, 1994, “*Counsel
for the Poor: The Death Sentence not for the Worst Crime but for the Worst Lawyer.” 103 Yale Law Journal 1835; Robert L. Spangenberg and Tessa J. Schwartz, 1994,
“The Indigent Defense Crisis Is Chronic,” Criminal Justice 13(Summer); “Crisis in the Legal Profession: Rationing Legal Services for the Poor,” Survey of American
Law 837; National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers. October 1997, Low-Bid Criminal Defense Contracting: Justice in Retreat, Washington, DC.
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anticrime measures such as more police and
prisons, longer sentences, mandatory minimums,
death penalties, and other initiatives that signifi-
cantly increase the number and complexity of
indigent defense cases but commonly fail to
accommodate for the impact on already-stressed
public defender programs. The increasing adjudi-
cation of children as adults puts new stress on
indigent defense resources and creates new
challenges for defenders and their criminal justice
system partners to provide broader, holistic
representation and services in a child’s earliest
encounters with the justice system.

Indigent defense services suffer widely from
the combined forces of weak organizational
structures, heavy caseloads, underfunding relative
to other components of the criminal justice
system, and general political hostility to poor
people facing criminal charges. The effects can
be severe.

» Capital defendant George McFarland’s
lawyer, John Benn, slept through much of
his 1992 trial. “His mouth kept falling
open and his head lolled back on his
shoulders . . . again. And again. And
again,” wrote a newspaper reporter. “It’s
boring,” the lawyer told the judge.’! But
the constitutional right to counsel was not
violated, according to the trial judge,
because “[t]he Constitution doesn’t say
the lawyer has to be awake.” The Texas
Court of Criminal Appeals upheld
McFarland’s death sentence, and the U.S.
Supreme Court denied review.

* In one California county last year, a three-
attorney firm provided representation in
more than 5,000 cases in 1 year under a
fixed-fee contract. A single attorney was
responsible for handling all misdemean-
ors—more than 3,500 per year, compared
with the cap of 400 recommended under

national standards. The firm filed no
discovery motions, took only 12 cases to
trial, and retained one part-time investiga-
tor 10 hours per week. The contracting
lawyer acknowledged that there is an
“inherent conflict” that every dollar spent
on an investigator or an expert means one
less dollar in compensation for him, but
regards this as a “political reality.”?

* In 1998, detainees in Fulton County,
Georgia, waited up to a year to be indicted
for simple crimes such as burglary. Defen-
dants awaiting trial often languished for
more than a year in a county jail so
crowded that inmates slept shoulder to
shoulder on the floor. A Federal class
action suit to improve indigent defense
services was settled this year.

* Injuvenile courts across the country,
children are often left literally defense-
less, because overburdened juvenile
defenders do not have the time or the
resources to attend to the particulars of
their cases. As a result, far too many
children languish in the Nation’s over-
crowded juvenile detention and correc-
tional facilities.

In her Law Day remarks this year, Attorney
General Reno stated that “if we do not adequately
support criminal defense for poor Americans,
people will think that you only get justice if you
can afford to pay a lawyer. This perception would
undermine confidence in our system. Skimping
on adequate representation also hurts effective
law enforcement by creating delays and leading
to the reversal of convictions on appeal.”

The Justice Department began a dialogue
with the indigent defense community in Septem-
ber 1997, when the Attorney General and officials
from OJP and BJA convened a focus group of 35

21“Asleep on the Job? Slaying Trial Boring, Lawyer Says,” Houston Chronicle, August 14, 1992.
2 Deposition of defendant Jack Suter in Fitzmaurice-Kendrick v. Suter, Civ. S-98-0925 (E.D. Cal.).
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prominent representatives of the indigent defense
community. The focus group identified six
general themes in the field of indigent defense
that must be addressed.

* Advocating for indigent defense services.

* Building an independent indigent defense
structure.

* Allocating resources equitably.

* Meeting these challenges in the juvenile
justice system.

* Developing standards for indigent defense
programs.

* Building the capacity for using technology.

These themes have continued to guide the
Justice Department’s efforts to promote strong
and stable indigent defense systems, including the
National Symposium (see appendixes 1 and 2).

When the Attorney General and OJP/BJA
officials met with eight prominent indigent
defense representatives in January 1998, one goal
was to identify successful indigent defense
programs involving collaborations of public
defenders with other representatives from the
criminal justice community. The group also
identified major challenges to improving repre-
sentation for indigent criminal defendants.

* Ensuring that State and local indigent
defense systems have access to Edward
Byrne Memorial State and Local Law
Enforcement Assistance Program grants
(Byrne grants), Violence Against Women
Act (VAWA) funds, and other Federal
funds available to the various components
of the criminal justice system.

* Managing increasing caseloads of public
defenders.

* Providing indigent defenders with the
same advanced technology available to
prosecutors.

* Promoting the development of indigent
defense institutions in jurisdictions where
indigent defense is unstructured and
reliant on ad hoc assigned counsel.

Attorney General Reno asked the Bar Infor-
mation Program of the American Bar Associa-
tion’s Standing Committee on Legal Aid and
Indigent Defendants (SCLAID) to prepare a
report on collaborations between indigent defend-
ers and other criminal justice system actors. That
report was published as a BJA Indigent Defense
Series monograph entitled Improving State and
Local Criminal Justice Systems: A Report on
How Public Defenders, Prosecutors, and Other
Criminal Justice System Practitioners Are Col-
laborating Across the Country (October 1998).
The monograph identified seven examples of
collaboration in local jurisdictions: criminal
justice planning commissions; cooperation in
programs receiving Federal funds; task forces;
Fill the Gap coalitions (i.e., the funding gap
created when resources are directed to law en-
forcement at the start of the criminal justice
process and corrections at the end, without
attention to the concomitant effect on the adjudi-
cation components in the middle, such as indigent
defense); joint prosecutor/public defender unions;
cooperation in case tracking and criminal history
systems; and fiscal impact statements. Each
example was explored at the National Sympo-
sium (see appendixes 3, 4, and 5 for additional
resources).

In July 1998, at the request of the Attorney
General’s staff, The Spangenberg Group, a
leading private consulting firm in the field of
indigent defense, developed comprehensive,
current, State-by-State data on the structure and
operation of indigent defense systems in the
United States (see appendixes 6 and 7).

Other efforts to improve indigent defense
services are already under way. Since 1993,
OJJDP has funded the American Bar Association
Juvenile Justice Center to conduct activities
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aimed at improving the access to counsel and
quality of representation that children receive in
delinquency proceedings. In 1998, OJJDP pro-
vided funds to ABA to create the National Juve-
nile Defender Training, Technical Assistance, and
Resource Center to provide ongoing support to
juvenile defenders. BJA funded the Vera Institute
to conduct the National Defender Leadership
Project to train defender managers on leadership
skills both within the criminal justice system and
in the community. The Harvard University John
F. Kennedy School of Government received an
ABA grant to convene an Executive Session on
Indigent Defense Systems to discuss the future
direction of defense services.

Against this backdrop, OJP collaboratively
planned this first National Symposium on Indi-
gent Defense. The symposium was an unprec-
edented gathering of participants from all compo-
nents of Federal, State, and local criminal justice
systems and beyond, including defenders,

prosecutors, judges, private practitioners, police,
academics, legislators, court personnel, victim
representatives, policy analysts, technology
experts, social workers, mental health profession-
als, and child and family protection officials.
Teams of criminal justice personnel from the
same jurisdiction all spoke of the advantages of
collaboration with indigent defense. This collabo-
rative context created a unique opportunity to
exchange views and showcase innovative de-
fender programs that are taking big first steps
toward bringing indigent defense into full part-
nership in the criminal justice system.

The remainder of this report is divided into
three sections. Section III uses the six priorities
identified by the Office of Justice Programs focus
group as the lens through which to review the
sessions of the National Symposium. Section IV
lists examples of successful collaborations that
were presented at the symposium, and Section V
provides a summary and conclusion.




Ill. Expanded Strategies for Collaboration by
and With Indigent Defense Systems

A. A Diversity of Voices Moving Toward
Consensus on Indigent Defense

Knowledge about the problems facing indi-
gent defense is not necessarily shared throughout
the criminal justice and policymaking systems,
but those most familiar with the problems en-
countered in indigent defense recognize that the
issues must be addressed systemically. Dialogue
can breed commonality of interest, and a recogni-
tion of symbiosis can lead to solutions.

The symposium’s opening plenary on “Sys-
temic Problem Solving” was typical of the
breadth of perspective on the problems facing
indigent defense. The panel, made up of 10
participants from diverse components of the
criminal justice system, responded to hypotheti-
cal questions posed by Professor Charles
Ogletree from Harvard University’s Law School:

The panelists’ answers to this problem were
creative and diverse. Some, like Detroit Mayor
Dennis Archer and Cook County Commissioner

“We have to make sure we don’t put
100,000 police officers on the street
and not increase funding for the public
defenders to make sure that cases

are heard and indigents are fairly
represented.”

—Bobbie Steele, Commissioner,
Cook County, Illinois

Bobbie Steele, saw the problem as one that could
only be addressed by direct action through sup-
port for quality indigent defense services. Others,
such as Milwaukee District Attorney Mike

Trouble in the State of Bliss

There is some consternation in the land. A few years ago there was a hue and cry to protect the
interests of all citizens in the State of Bliss, because there was so much rampant crime. The legisla-
ture has gotten tough, passing many anticrime measures. More financial support has been given by
the government to law enforcement, judges, prosecutors, and corrections. As a result of that sup-
port, the number of serious crimes has gone down and there’s comfort in the land that the criminal
justice system is working. However, we start to see some cracks because one part of the criminal
justice system, the representation of indigent defendants, is exploding and about to fall apart—not
enough lawyers, not enough resources, not enough training—and clients, who may or may not be
guilty of the charges, are not able to raise their claims and present all of their legal issues. So, there
is a crisis. Is there a way that all of these disparate parts of the criminal justice system can respond
to what we see as a problem in the indigent defense system in our land? What can be done?
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McCann, saw the opportunity for political com-
promise through support by prosecutors for
indigent defense and vice versa. Others noted the
broader implications of failure to support the
defense component of the justice system.

“In our jurisdiction there’s a very

civil relationship between the defense
and the prosection. . . . It is so tempting
in a political campaign to rip a public
defender . . . but [ want to support the
public defender’s funding. I hope the
public defender will support our fund-
ing. . .. I think there’s nothing unethical
in quid pro quo.”

—E. Michael McCann,
District Attorney,
Milwaukee Wisconsin

Eleventh Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals Judge
Rosemary Barkett noted that constitutional
protections were “‘put in place not by a lobby of
criminals, but by people who recognize that if we
ignore some of these constitutional precepts, the
things that democracy holds dear are going to be
eroded.” Systemic approaches that ignore the
provision of constitutionally adequate defense
services are also shortsighted. A leading victims
advocate from Washington, D.C., Anne Seymour,
noted that intimate relationships exist between
victims and offenders, however dysfunctional
some of them may be. Systemic approaches find
both victim and defense representatives con-
cerned about justice. District of Columbia Police
Chief Charles Ramsey noted that “no one is
served when a system breaks down. . . . There is a
tendency to try to jail our way out of our prob-
lems, . . . [and] it becomes even more dysfunc-
tional as you start to throw massive numbers of
people into the system.”

Others noted that the failure to provide ad-
equate defense services has an impact outside the
criminal justice system as well. Cook County
Commissioner Steele found links between the
failure to address issues in the criminal justice
system and the schools, whereas another victim
advocate noted the strong generational link be-
tween drug abuse and criminal justice history,
which affects families’ health, housing, and educa-
tion. Other influences can exacerbate the crisis. A
member of the Maryland House of Delegates,
Peter Franchot, candidly noted that public defense
is “at the bottom of the barrel” in legislative
priority lists but concluded his remarks by stating
that he would return to the legislature that after-
noon to propose additional funding for indigent
defense. A law professor saw indigent defense as a
means of redressing disparities between the rich
and poor in criminal case processing.

A crisis like the one in the State of Bliss
“would cause mayors to begin a dia-
logue with everyone, including our bar
associations and others, to rally around
our lawyers who are giving good quality

work, defending those who have every
right to be defended.”

—Dennis Archer, Mayor,
Detroit, Michigan

Subsequent panels expanded upon the advan-
tages of including indigent defense representa-
tives in systemic discussions on criminal justice,
as well as the consequences of failure to include
them. Among the representatives of indigent
defense were those who come from successful
defender programs, often well established in local
communities and State or Federal governments.
Officials from throughout the criminal justice
system spoke of their collaborations with indigent
defense services to produce efficient and effective
institutions and fairer and more just outcomes.
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B. Building an Independent Indigent
Defense Structure

The primary objective of a defender program
is “to assure that quality legal representation is
afforded to all persons eligible for counsel”
(ABA Standards for Criminal Justice on Provid-
ing Defense Services, Standard 5—1.1). This
requires that the defender function be indepen-
dent—that is, able to make the appropriate
decisions about the most effective means by
which to defend a particular client, insulated from
outside interference or political attacks motivated
by public hostility to a particular client or class
of clients (NAC Standard 13.9). “The legal
representation plan for a jurisdiction should be
designed to guarantee the integrity of the rela-
tionship between lawyer and client,” directs the
ABA Standards on Providing Defense Services,
Standard 5-1.3. “The plan and the lawyers
serving under it should be free from political
influence and should be subject to judicial super-
vision only in the same manner and to the same
extent as are lawyers in private practice.”

The core mission of defense services

programs is “high quality, effective,

and zealous advocacy for the indigent.”
—Michael Judge,

Chief Public Defender,
Los Angeles County, California

The primary means of ensuring defender
independence is to provide for oversight by an
independent board or commission, rather than
direct oversight by judicial, legislative, or execu-
tive agencies or officials. The National Study
Commission on Defense Services recommended
that a special defender commission “should be
established for every defender system,” that the
“primary consideration” in constituting the
commission “should be the independence of the
Defender Director,” and that its membership

should include a diversity of interests and
branches of government—mostly attorneys, but
under no circumstances judges, prosecutors, or
law enforcement (Guideline 2.10). A particularly
important aspect of defender independence is
budgetary: national standards require defender
systems to prepare their own budgets and submit
them directly to the appropriating authority,
rather than allow the judicial or executive
branch to cut or change them before submission
(Guideline 2.8).

Independence is a hallmark in the structure
and operation of the Indiana Public Defender
Commission, an 11-member committee that
oversees some aspects of indigent defense in that
State. There are two significant aspects to the
commission’s independence. First, its members
are appointed from a sufficiently diverse commu-
nity to guarantee its independence. Three are
appointed by the chief justice, three by the gover-
nor, two by the speaker of the house, two by the
head of the senate, and one by the Indiana Crimi-
nal Justice Institute. The political appointees
must be from different political parties. Second,
and more important, in a State such as Indiana,
where county control is strong, the commission
holds the power to reimburse, with State funds,
the costs of indigent defense at the local level, at
50 percent of the costs in capital cases and 40
percent of the cost in noncapital cases. For the
counties to qualify for the funding reimburse-
ment, they must establish an independent county
indigent defense board to preserve the indepen-
dence of the defense function. Of the 92 counties
in Indiana, 20 have chosen the funding reim-
bursement option, and the trend is becoming
increasingly popular each year.

C. Advocating for Statewide Indigent
Defense Structures

Some of the most effective defender collabo-
rations have occurred in the development of new
statewide systems for the delivery of defense
services. The trend over time has been toward

11
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statewide structures, whether in integrated,
staffed offices or through statewide reorganiza-
tion of discrete components of defense services
such as central budgetary control, administrative
oversight, training and other support, or specific
types of representation such as appeals or death
penalty cases.

Statewide organization is a consistent theme
of national standards. In 1967, in the wake of
Gideon v. Wainwright, the President’s Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice recommended that “each State should
finance assigned counsel and defender systems on
a regular and statewide basis.” In 1970, the Na-
tional Conference of Commissioners on Uniform
State Laws, whose members are appointed by the
governors of every State, promulgated the Model
Defender Act, which recommended that every
State establish a statewide defender system under
the direction of a Defender General, “to assure
better coordination and consistency of approach
throughout the State, [provide] better consultation
with several branches of State government, . . .
reduce the administrative burden on court person-
nel, and provide more efficient and more experi-
enced defense counsel services to needy persons
accused of crime.” The 1976 guidelines of the
National Study Commission on Defense Services
call for a statewide organization with a centralized
administration to “ensure uniformity and equality
of legal representation and supporting services
and to guarantee professional independence for
individual defenders” (Guideline 2.4). They
provide that “primary responsibility for funding of
defense services should be borne at the state
level” (Guideline 2.17). ABA Standards on
Providing Defense Services, Standard 5-1.2(c)
suggests simply that “[c]onditions may make it
preferable to create a statewide system of de-
fense.” The commentary to that section notes the
trend toward statewide organization and lauds “the
flexibility of the model” in its more recent itera-
tions. There is substantial value in organizing
defense services through some form of efficient

and consistently administered central program
that provides cost-effective services that meet
constitutional requisites for quality representation.

At the National Symposium, representatives
from three States spoke of diverse sources of
collaboration to develop statewide defense
services. In Minnesota, Nebraska, and Missis-
sippi the processes of statewide organization
were quite distinct, yet the three programs shared
issues. Each dealt with different local histories
and attitudes, and each approached the challenge
of evolution differently. All achieved their goals.

Minneapolis trial court Judge Kevin Burke
and Minnesota’s Chief Administrator of Indigent
Defense Services Richard Scherman described
the transition to State structures. In the mid-
1980s, only 2 of the State’s 10 judicial districts
and 2 of the largest urban areas had separate
public defender agencies. The main reason for
considering a switch to a statewide system was
the risk of a long, serious criminal trial in a small
county, because all counties financed their opera-
tions with local property taxes, which produced a
relatively small budgetary base.

In addition to financial considerations, those
who promoted statewide organization argued for
longevity and stability in the program, as well as
an identifiable mission. They promoted State
financing as the first step toward funding of a
State-integrated justice system. For a legislative
champion, they approached a legislator with a
teaching background, who had no knowledge of
defender systems but was concerned about equal
treatment and understood the financial aspects of
State services.

Years of effort resulted in legislation estab-
lishing the Minnesota Board of Public Defense,
with three nonattorney members appointed by the
governor and four members appointed by the
State supreme court. The board is an independent
agency under the judicial branch’s budget. The
program now has 5 “public defense corporations”
with 720 employees, a $48 million annual budget

12



Expanded Strategies for Collaboration by and With Indigent Defense Systems

from the State legislature, and 200,000 cases
annually. About 65 percent of employees are part
time, but all are paid full State benefits. A notable
collaboration within the program is between
attorney and nonattorney staff. The State public
defender, a lawyer, oversees operations and deals
with legislation. A nonlawyer administrator deals
with personnel and budgets. Key collaborations
contributing to the Minnesota program’s success
include building a broad political base of support
with local commissioners in the counties, work-
ing with local county organizations, working with
unions (the State’s staff defenders are unionized),
tying technology to other statewide systems such
as the courts, and working in collaboration with
prosecutors and the media.

In Nebraska, the coalition for creation of a
State public defender office involved a nationally
known senior partner in a large law firm, Harold
Rock of the Omaha firm Kutak Rock, and Federal
funding through the Byrne formula grant program
to study the development of a statewide defender
system. The impetus for reform was provided by
several lengthy trials in unexpected major cases
in a small rural county.

A task force to study the possibility of start-
ing a State-funded public defender program
began with Mr. Rock as chair. The task force had
representation from the State bar association, the
county commissioners, the State legislature, and
judges from all levels of the courts. The task
force engaged a consulting firm in the field of
indigent defense services, The Spangenberg
Group, to design a study of indigent defense in
the State. The study, which included a survey of
various justice system actors, totaled 150 pages
and was submitted with legislative recommenda-
tions to the Nebraska Supreme Court.

James Mowbray, director of the Nebraska
Commission on Public Advocacy, the state-
wide body that eventually resulted from the
Spangenberg report, told National Symposium
attendees that the report had found “some good

offices” but, “generally, a very dysfunctional
system.” The advantage of using an outside
consulting firm was that it presented a report with
“credibility and data” to Nebraska judges and
legislators. In approaching the legislature, the
task force decided that the “right to effective
assistance of counsel” argument, although consti-
tutionally compelling, would carry little weight in
convincing legislators of the wisdom of statewide
financing and organization. Instead of taking its
bill to the Judiciary Committee, the task force
took it to the Revenue Committee, where it was
called the “County Revenue Assistance Act.” The
bill passed the legislature handily because it
provided property tax relief to the counties.

The Nebraska Commission on Public Advo-
cacy was proposed to defend only first-degree
capital murder charges, which are still its only
charge. However, with additional Byrne grant
funds, the commission was able to fund addi-
tional attorney positions to help the counties with
other serious violent felony and drug offenses.
The program’s budget is under the executive
branch of the State government.

In Mississippi, where the battle for State
funding began almost 10 years ago, two key
actors were former Mississippi Supreme Court
Justice James L. Robertson and the public de-
fender in Jackson County, Mississippi, Beth
Davis, who now serves as the executive director
of the new State system for indigent defense.
Work on a statewide system began in earnest in
the wake of a 1991 decision by the Mississippi
Supreme Court in State v. Wilson, 574 So.2d
1338 (Miss. S.C. 1991). That decision found both
the structure and funding of indigent defense in
Mississippi to be inadequate. By statute, the
maximum fee for any court-appointed criminal
case was $1,000 plus out-of-pocket expenses, and
there were “plenty of circuit judges,” Justice
Robertson told symposium attendees, “who
prided themselves on never approving the full
$1,000.” When the court effectively struck down
the fee maximum, he said, “many counties were
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hit with five-figure bills from court-appointed
lawyers.”

In 1993, the Mississippi Judicial Advisory
Study Committee, working under the mandate of
the State legislature, named a subcommittee to
explore alternatives to the structure and funding
of indigent defense services in the State. At the
same time, the Mississippi Criminal Defense
Lawyers Association used State bar IOLTA
money to fund a statewide study by The
Spangenberg Group, similar to the study done
for Nebraska. A major issue for the committee
was who would be in charge of any proposed
State agency. Thus, the composition of the board
that would select and oversee the State’s public
defender was crucial. Ultimately, the State ended
up with a nine-member board with “each person
appointed by a separate public official or con-
stituency,” including the Mississippi Bar Associa-
tion, the Magnolia Bar Association (an African-
American lawyers association), and the Public
Defenders Association. The State Defender
Office was organized on July 1, 1998.

According to Ms. Davis, executive director
of the Office of the Mississippi State Defender,
much of the early success of the defender’s office
can be attributed to participation in the Vera
Institute’s National Defender Leadership Project.
There she met and collaborated with public
defenders with similar programs and problems.
The importance of pay parity for public defender,
to “attract the brightest and youngest people to
come into this system and lend us their talent,
their intelligence, and their enthusiasm” was
stressed at the Leadership Project.

Each of these three successful collaborations
in the creation of statewide systems was devel-
oped through different processes, and the result-
ant organizations differ in structure and scope of
services. However, these States’ experiences share
four aspects in common. First, each moved to
a statewide structure under the guidance of a
diverse planning body. Second, each State began

its mission out of a local funding crisis, whether
that crisis was a criminal trial that could or did
bankrupt smaller counties or a severe funding
shortage requiring judicial intervention. Third,
each State conducted a systematic study of
defense services, using outside consultants,
before moving into the legislative arena. Finally,
when legislative action was called for, each State
knew which arguments would most likely per-
suade its legislators to adequately fund defense
services.

D. Allocating Resources Equitably

Salaries in public defender offices have
historically suffered by comparison with those of
prosecutors, other State employees or contractors
performing similar legal work, and the private bar.
Salary parity between prosecutors and defenders
at all experience levels is an important means of
reducing staff turnover and avoiding related
recruitment/training costs and disruptions to the
office and case processing. Concomitant with
salary parity is the need to maintain comparable
staffing and workloads—the notion of equal pay
for equal work. The concept of parity includes all
related resource allocations, including support,
investigative and expert services, physical facili-
ties such as a law library, computers, and proxim-
ity to the courthouse, as well as institutional

“In the National District Attorney’s
Association (NDAA), we are looking to
get some rolling back of student loans
for public service, and we have included
public defenders in our proposal.”

—William Murphy, Prosecutor and
Immediate Past President, NDAA

issues such as access to Federal grant programs
and student loan forgiveness options. National
standards affirm these principles. ABA Standards
on Providing Defense Services, Standard 5-4.1
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states: “The chief defender and staff should be
compensated at the rate commensurate with their
experience and skill sufficient to attract career
personnel and comparable to that provided for
their counterparts in prosecutorial offices.” This
standard recognizes that all employees in the
office are entitled to parity, that skill and experi-
ence should be compensated adequately, that
short-term employment is a drain on any office,
and that prosecutorial salaries are the best mea-
sures against which to compare the pay rates and
scale in the public defender program. ABA
Standard 5-1.4 makes clear that, in addition to
attorney salaries, adequate resources should be
provided for investigatory, expert, and other
services necessary to quality legal representation,
not only at trial but “in every phase of the [crimi-
nal] process.” Both ABA Standard 5-4.3 and the
National Study Commission Guideline 3.4 call
for adequate facilities and other material, includ-
ing technology, to permit quality representation.

“Indigent defense services could be
funded as a percentage of the total
amount we spend for some other compo-
nent of the criminal justice system, such
as prosecution or prisons.”

—Ron Goldstock, Former Prosecutor
and Immediate Past Chair,
ABA Criminal Justice Section

Symposium panelists recognized that defining
the scope of and limits on parity can be difficult.
Parity can apply to attorney and nonattorney staff,
to entry-level salaries and salaries for experienced
staff, and to assigned counsel and contract rates
of pay. It may apply to staffing, staffing ratios
(attorneys to support staff or attorneys to investi-
gators), or caseloads. It may be affected by such
procedural questions as the source of payment
(State or county funding, for example), the
capping of payments at a certain maximum, or

the timing of payment. Panelists observed that no
comprehensive formula yet exists for calculating
true comparability of resources for both sides in a
criminal case.

Federal public defenders generally have
salary parity with Federal prosecutors. By statute,
they are to be paid at a rate not to exceed pros-
ecutors’ salaries; salaries of assistant Federal
defenders are set by the Defender Services
Division of the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts at levels “consistent with” comparable
positions in U.S. Attorney’s Offices. The De-
fender Services Division, a 30-person office with
an annual appropriation of about $400 million,
coordinates all Federal indigent defense pro-
grams. It administers a budget and grant process
for about 100 Federal public defender programs
across the country. In recent years, the division
began a project called the Defender Organization
Classification System, which set pay levels for
qualifications and standards for all types of
positions in Federal defender offices. The Federal
public defender program authorizes staffing on a
caseload-per-attorney basis, and caseloads are
based on the number of cases closed by each
attorney in a given year. Caseloads of the staff
attorneys in the program vary widely, from as few
as 35 closed cases per year to as many as 300. A
proposed weighted caseload system for Federal
defenders seeks an average of from 65 to 90 case
closings per attorney, per year.

Payment levels for private attorneys ap-
pointed to represent indigent Federal defendants
in Federal cases, however, whether measured
against attorneys in private practice or against
rates that the Federal Government pays for work
other than indigent defense, are significantly low.
The rate for private attorneys appointed to crimi-
nal cases in the Federal system is generally $45
an hour for out-of-court time and $65 for the 1
out of 6 hours on an average case that are spent in
court. Average law office overhead in the Nation,
however, is about $57 per hour. Attorney General
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Reno recently urged Congress to provide funding
for an across-the-board $75 hourly rate, as Con-
gress itself authorized 15 years ago but never
fully funded. In addition to the issue of hourly
fees, compensation for Federally appointed
counsel is further limited by a $3,500 presump-
tive case maximum, or cap, in felony cases and
by similar caps on investigative expenses and
appeals (see appendix 9).

Other programs have struggled successfully
with parity issues. The Office of the Public
Defender of the State of Connecticut has dollar-
for-dollar parity with prosecutors’ salaries, as
described by the State’s Chief Public Defender
Gerard Smyth. The State legislative debate on
this issue reflected the concern that paying public
defenders less than prosecutors may pose a
constitutional problem. Parity is based on a rough
staffing formula by which the public defender 1s
allocated two-thirds the number of staft positions
that prosecutors’ offices have. Prosecutor salaries
are determined by union negotiations, then
endorsed by the Public Defender Commission.

In New Mexico, the State Public Defender
Department was suffering significant attrition
when its attorneys took prosecution and other
government jobs because the office could not
maintain parity. The attrition rate in the Albuquer-
que felony unit exceeded 50 percent of the 30
felony attorneys in a single year. State Public
Defender Phyllis Subin began meeting regularly
with the governor’s chief of staff and working
with the State personnel office and personnel
board to develop a market-pricing study of pay
scales for all other State lawyers. She hired an
Assistant Public Defender with a Master’s degree
in public administration and a human resources
officer who had just left the State personnel
office. Together they developed additional mar-
ket-pricing studies vis-a-vis the private bar in
New Mexico and public defenders in neighboring
States. The legislature took note of the program’s
cost-effectiveness as well as the destabilizing

effect and case backlogs across the whole crimi-
nal justice system caused by public defender
turnover. The legislature ultimately enacted the
Balanced Justice Act, providing that, whenever
a new judgeship is created, staffing must be
comparably increased in the public defender and
district attorney offices.

E. Meeting Systemic Challenges in the
Juvenile Justice System

Any successful criminal justice system must
include a firm commitment to a comprehensive
program of juvenile justice, with sufficient re-
sources allocated for performance of the defense
function. Effective intervention with troubled
young people can yield lasting benefits in their
lives and save the system from the enormous costs
and time of dealing with those same people in the
adult courts and correctional systems. Panels on

“Client-centered lawyering works for
the client, who sees himself as somebody
worth fighting for; it works for the
criminal justice system when the public
has confidence that our young people
are being adequately represented and
fairly treated; and it works for public
safety because it translates into less
crime.”

—Jo-Ann Wallace, Director,
Public Defender Service
Washington, D.C.

juvenile justice noted the dramatic shifts in the
issue of indigent defense in the juvenile justice
system in recent years. John J. Wilson, the deputy
administrator of the Justice Department’s Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
noted that the stakes are higher now for juvenile
offenders than ever before, with some 17,000
juveniles transferred to adult criminal courts every
year. He drew on findings of an OJJIDP study
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conducted by the ABA and published in 1995, A
Call for Justice, which concluded that “significant
numbers of juveniles were being incarcerated
without benefit of counsel . . . [and] that many
juveniles were not receiving the quality of
representation to which they were entitled.” The
resource issues for juvenile defenders are most
dramatically posed in the study’s conclusion
which stated that the most pervasive problem in
juvenile defense is “exceedingly high caseloads,
with some attorneys carrying 500 cases a year,
300 of which are juvenile cases.” Fees for as-
signed counsel in juvenile cases, too, are a feature
of inadequate resources. Maximum fees of $100
for appointed counsel to handle any juvenile case
in Virginia, for example, are lower than the adult
misdemeanor fee cap of $132 per case.

Defender programs for young people also
suffer from difficulty in the recruitment and
retention of staff attorneys who can provide their
juvenile clients with capable, compassionate
representation. The New York Legal Aid Society
recently reformed its entire organization to more
effectively serve its clients. Under the leadership
of Columbia Law School Professor Jane Spinak,
and with advice from an outside consulting firm,
each Juvenile Rights Division (JRD) office in the
five boroughs of New York reorganized itself into
what were called “delinquency teams.” Teams
were composed of the attorneys, social workers,
support staff, and parents of JRD clients. “What
that meant,” said Professor Spinak, “was that
there was greater joint staff decisionmaking;
there was clearer identification of client needs;
and there was greater openness to a team model
of representation to identifying what the lawyers
do, what the social workers do, what parents can
do, what support staff does.” The lawyer team
members sought more training, and the appeals
unit of the office provided backup, especially on
delinquency issues, thereby permitting the office
to bring back greater use of impact litigation.
Perhaps the strongest sign of its success was that

the new JRD design was later emulated by family
court judges as a model for court restructuring.

JRD also presented another aspect of resource
collaboration in juvenile defense. Working with
the law schools at New York and Columbia
Universities, JRD is collaborating on employing
law students from clinical programs in innovative
ways. Whereas students normally work on a
single case or small numbers of cases in a typical
clinical program, the focal point of this experi-
mental collaboration, said Monica Drinane,
Professor Spinak’s successor at JRD, “is to learn
what a public interest law practice is and also to
be doing things that help the public interest
lawyers manage their large caseloads more
effectively and comprehensively.”

A new collaboration with juvenile defenders
is being forged by the Department of Justice’s
Special Litigation Section of the Civil Rights
Division. The Special Litigation Section works
under two mandates regarding juveniles: the 20-
year-old Civil Rights of Institutionalized Persons
Act (CRIPA), 42 U.S.C. §1997 and the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994, 42 U.S.C. §14141 (see appendix 12). There
are more than 1,000 juvenile detention and
correctional facilities nationwide, according to
Section Deputy Director Robinson Frohboese,
with more than 0.5 million juveniles detained in
the past year. Two-thirds of these juveniles are
minority children, a proportion vastly in excess of
their representation in the Nation’s population.
Some 60 to 70 percent have mental health needs
of some sort, and the vast majority come from
low-income families. With 21 attorneys, the
Special Litigation Section is stretched thin with
current investigations of juvenile facilities in 8
jurisdictions and active monitoring of settlement
agreements in 66 facilities.

In Louisiana, the section is actively involved
in conditions litigation in four secure confine-
ment juvenile facilities, including the Tallulah
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Correctional Center for Youth in Madison. The
director of the Juvenile Justice Project of Louisi-
ana, who is working with the section on the
Tallulah litigation, noted that “Louisiana now has
the distinction of being the only State in the
country where Justice had to actually file a
lawsuit under CRIPA.”

The section is also in the preliminary stages
of exploring the use of Federal law to identify the
inadequacy of defense representation for juve-
niles. Although exploratory at the time of the
National Symposium, such litigation, were it to
occur, would be part of an increasing number of
litigative challenges to the systemic inadequacy
of indigent defense services, but the first such
systemic litigation to be pursued by Federal
prosecutors.

Another effective collaboration for juvenile
defense is the use of mental health experts with
special expertise in working with children. A
clinical psychologist who often collaborates with
defenders in juvenile cases, Marty Beyer, told
symposium attendees that juvenile competency is
not the same as that of adults, which is only
based on mental illness or low 1Q. Instead,
juvenile incompetency may be based on immatu-
rity, including children’s “lack of long-range
perspective; their difficulty in seeing more than
one choice at a time; their problems in trusting
adults; their moral code that says the absolute
wrong thing to do is to snitch, which is just an
adolescent loyalty form of morality; their serious
misunderstandings of defense counsel’s role;
their not seeing legal rights as entitlements
because of childhood experiences; and their
learning disabilities.”

Dr. Beyer urged a “reframing” of arguments
by child advocates. When children return again
and again to juvenile court, she suggested, atten-
tion should be given not only to the child but to

the lack of services that followed previous arrests.

Steve Harper, creator of the Sentencing Advocacy
Project for juveniles in Miami, Florida, urged

deeper collaborations of defenders with
psychologists. Defenders need to use mental
health experts before trial, not only to help them
evaluate their juvenile clients, but to advocate.
The clinical expert can go with the defender to
the prosecutor’s office to explain the full psycho-
logical framework of the accused juvenile to the
prosecutor.

Additional innovative approaches to enhanc-
ing resources and building collaborations in the
juvenile justice area are discussed in Section IV,
Collaborations: Indigent Defense as a Full Partner
in the Criminal Justice System, including coordi-
nated transfer of juveniles to adult criminal courts
in the Baltimore Youthful Defender Unit; holistic
sentencing advocacy for children in Miami; early
entry of social workers in the Maryland Detention
Response Unit; and postadjudication advocacy for
children in Kentucky.

F. Developing Standards for Indigent
Defense Programs

National standards for indigent defense are
comprehensive, dealing with virtually every
aspect of representation, as well as the recom-
mended structures for defense services. State and
local jurisdictions increasingly have adopted their
own versions of standards for defense representa-
tion and defense systems, much as local ethical
and disciplinary rules are adopted from national
models (see appendix 8). However, many State
and local indigent defense systems either have

“You've got to have enough confidence
in yourself and in your office to say that
we are as good as you all. And we are
going to be a part of this, and you've got
to treat us as equals, and they eventually
will.”

—Karl Dean, Public Defender,
Nashville, Tennessee
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not adopted local standards or have not taken full
advantage of those standards that do exist.

The first national standards for indigent
defense were developed almost 30 years ago by
the National Advisory Committee on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals, appointed by Attor-
ney General Richard Kleindeinst. Those stan-
dards were followed by the publication of the
Institute for Judicial Administration/American
Bar Association Standards Relating to Juvenile
Justice. Dennis Keefe, Lancaster County public
defender in Lincoln, Nebraska, and chair of the
Bar Information Project of the American Bar
Association, noted that although national stan-
dards are not binding on any State or local pro-
grams, national and local standards have served
widely as both “minimums” and “models” in
court decisions, statutes, court rules, and indigent
defense service contracts. The Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration in the 1970s required
any applicant for indigent defense funding to
implement the requirements of Argersinger v.
Hamlin, the U.S. Supreme Court case extending
the right to counsel to any misdemeanor case
involving a potential loss of liberty, and follow
the caseload standards of the National Advisory
Commission. In 1998, an ABA resolution called
upon all States, bar associations, and courts to
adopt enforceable standards relating to the opera-
tions of indigent defense systems and to make
substantial compliance with those standards a
necessary predicate to funding.

A good example of the effective use of stan-
dards is in Indiana. The Indiana Public Defender
Commission proposed, and the State supreme
court adopted, a rule on capital defense, Indiana
Criminal Rule of Procedure 24, which drew
heavily from prevailing national standards on the
provision of defense services in capital cases. As
explained by Indiana Law School Dean Norman
Lefstein, chair of the Public Defender Commis-
sion, the rule requires two qualified attorneys and
sets forth experiential requirements for lead
counsel as well as co-counsel. It also requires

continuing legal education (CLE) for capital
defense representation, with a minimum of 12
hours of experience within 2 years of the date of
appointment. A special duty is imposed on judges
to assess the defense lawyers’ workload to deter-
mine whether the lawyer can handle the capital
case, and the lawyer is also required to assess
workload. A public defender cannot be appointed
in a capital case if the defender, at any time
during the pendency of the capital case, has more
than 20 open felony cases, and no felony case can
be set for trial within 30 days of the date of trial
in a capital case. Lawyers are paid $70 an hour, in
and out of court, with no cap on fees, and counsel
must be provided with adequate funds for investi-
gative, expert, and other services necessary to
prepare and present an adequate defense, includ-
ing the sentencing phase. In Indiana, as discussed
above, compliance with standards is a condition
of State funding in both capital and noncapital
cases.

G. Building a Capacity for Using
Technology

Case management, computerization, and
technology issues all are aspects of long-term
program stability for indigent defense services
and are increasingly critical to the fast, efficient,
and cost-effective processing of cases—not only
by the defender program but by the criminal
justice system. A significant problem is that many
defender programs lack technology altogether.
This section describes some of the innovations in
technology by indigent defense programs and
summarizes new partnerships between defenders
and other justice system components.

Significant technology innovation and assis-
tance comes from the Federal Government. OJP
General Counsel Paul Kendall described a major
OJP initiative to develop an intergovernmental
justice information protocol that would permit
information sharing among all components of the
criminal justice system. Indigent defense services
are included because the Omnibus Crime Control
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and Safe Streets Act defines “criminal justice”

as “activities of the courts having criminal
jurisdiction and related agencies, including, but not
limited to prosecutorial and defender services.”

Today, OJP spending on technology integra-
tion has three targets identified by Attorney
General Reno. First, it seeks a greater measure of
cooperation between Federal, State, and local
governments and private industry. Second, it
seeks to prevent “smokestack” development,
whereby isolated and unlinked efforts of indi-
vidual agencies occur but no information is
shared among agencies or across jurisdictions.
Third, it draws attention to privacy and security
concerns as systems grow larger and more inte-
grated. The overall objective is to improve the
effectiveness and fairness of the criminal justice
system through better information sharing.

“Information techno’ogy has changed
and will continue to change the para-
digm of our current notions of the
practice of law. It will change your office
and the criminal justice system in almost
every way imaginable.”

—Jeff Gale, Chief Deputy State Public
Defender of California

In addition to nationally coordinated efforts
of technology collaboration, local programs have
shown great skill and creativity in implementing
technology integration. In the 12th Judicial
Circuit in Sarasota, Florida, as described at the
symposium by Toby Hockett, chief assistant
public defender, and Janice Lovern, executive
director, State Attorney’s Office, who collabo-
rated on the project at the request of the chief
Jjudge of the circuit, meetings began with the
circuit’s court clerk, the sheriff, the State attorney,
and the public defender (see appendix 10). Their
mission was more efficient operations through
systemic approaches. After surveying the office

staff, they found duplicate data entry was
frequent and delays in information transfer were
chronic. Their solution was to put out bids for a
computer company to provide the whole system
with hardware and software that would eliminate
duplicate data entry, increase accuracy of infor-
mation, and make the system run smoother. The
initial contract, signed in October 1994, was for
nearly $6 million.

Three basic components exist in the system
now. There is a module, or data packet, for the
sheriff’s department, the clerk, the State attorney,
the public defender, and the corrections depart-
ment. Access to data in the system is provided to
each agency based on its role in the criminal
justice process; some information may be kept
confidential based on role division. The public
defender office has added systems for conflicts
checks and mental health issues. The system
permits the sheriff to enter standard data every
time a person is arrested. After using those cata,
posted to networked computers, to conduct intake
at the State Attorney’s Office, the information
is passed through the network to the public
defender’s office, where the intake staff can click
on the entered data. The office decides whether to
accept the case for assignment and, if accepted,
passes the file on to the attorney’s desktop com-
puter. A single body of baseline data is consis-
tently kept throughout this process. Future
possibilities include the use of scanned docu-
ments and electronic signature, which would
significantly reduce paper pleadings.

H. Establishing Case Management

Case management approaches in defender
programs can vary widely. The approaches to case
management and work overload in New York
City’s Legal Aid Society and Miami’s Dade
County Public Defender programs could not be
more different. One of the most sophisticated case
management systems in a large defender office is
that of the Legal Aid Society of New York, which,
despite its size and longevity, has only recently
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begun systematic development of a predictive
case-weighting system. The model was developed
because of two significant shifts in the organiza-
tion’s structure in the past 5 years: a downward
spiral of funding in a competitive market for
defense services and a dramatic shift in the office’s
caseload toward misdemeanors. The Legal Aid
Society maintained data that counted and mini-
mally tracked only assignments and dispositions of
over 2 million cases during the prior 10-year
period, but it needed a system that would permit
predictive decisionmaking for staffing and budget-

ary purposes.

The Legal Aid Society decided to track three
primary elements of cases: first, the size of the
entire pool of indigent defendants in New York
City; second, the number of anticipated misde-
meanor and felony arraignments that went to the
office from that pool; and third, its staffing
resources to deal with those assignments.
Michelle Maxian, attorney-in-charge, Criminal
Division, called the resulting system “an interac-
tive computer model that is premised on variable
assumptions and actual past performance for the
past 3 years that predicts, within a range of
reliability, what our intake and caseload will be
for the next 12 months.” That information is
available for estimates of anything from one
attorney’s caseload to estimates of caseloads for
the entire division of 400 lawyers. She noted that
any system that is developed must be simple.
“The more sophisticated your use of the data, the
less related it is to what I can ballpark as a man-
ager . . . . And to the extent that it seems unreal, it
also seems unreliable to me.”

With the new system in place, David
Newhouse, an outside consultant working on
computer issues in the office, noted that the office
was able to anticipate that if it had 4 “fully
certified” felony attorneys in court every day,
those attorneys would pick up an average of 4.6
felonies and 5.4 misdemeanors per day. Although
there are some seasonal variations in caseload

and some distortions caused by particular events
such as higher arrest rates in some locations, the
system is accurate over time. The new system has
been operating for about a year. During the last
fiscal year, estimates were accurate to within 3 or
4 percentage points when compared with the
actual work of the office.

Bennett Brummer, the public defender for
Dade County, Miami, Florida, had a more hard-
line perspective on case management. “What
works out there,” he argued, “is raw political
power.” From his perspective, case management
must be seen from both the management and
litigation points of view. His response to case
overload, when it first occurred in 1989, was to
visit the chief judge of his circuit and ask the
judge what to do with the excess cases that his
office could no longer handle. Although that
request resulted in new staffing for the office, the
problem of case overload continued. He returned
to the judge with the same issue, and this time
told the judge that his office would have to
consider motions to withdraw due to case over-
load. Although the judge ultimately must decide
the limits on caseload, the threat of litigation may
be necessary to accomplish caseload limits.

This view comports with prevailing national
standards, which contemplate refusal of addi-
tional appointments. Standard 5-5.3 of the ABA
Standards on Providing Defense Services says
that defenders “must take such steps as may be
appropriate to reduce their pending or projected
caseloads, including the refusal of further ap-
pointments” when that caseload “will lead to the
furnishing of representation lacking in quality or
to the breach of professional obligations.” The
commentary to that standard states that in a
defender program with excessive workload,
“additional cases must be refused and, if neces-
sary, pending cases transferred to assigned coun-
sel.” National Study Commission Guideline 5.1
urges setting maximum pending workload limits
for defender offices, with suggested criteria to
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determine if workload is excessive. Drastic steps
such as refusal of appointments, withdrawal from
pending cases, or the threat of litigation on

caseloads have sometimes been the last resort of
severely overloaded defender services programs.
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IV. Collaborations: Indigent Defense as a Full
Partner in the Criminal Justice System

Several initiatives have attempted to make the
best use of limited justice system resources by
implementing projects that depend on collabora-
tive interagency planning. This section provides
descriptions of successful programs.

A. Criminal Justice Coordinating
Committees: Los Angeles County,
California, and Fulton County, Georgia

The Los Angeles County Criminal Justice
Coordinating Committee was created by the Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors in 1981 to
provide a forum for improving the efficiency and
the effectiveness of the justice system by bringing
together leaders from each of its components.
The committee’s 40 members include traditional
actors in the criminal justice system as well as
city officials, educators, directors of the mental
health and alcohol and drug programs, and
representatives from Federal law enforcement
agencies (see appendix 15).

The committee operates in one of the largest
urban jurisdictions in the United States. The 5-
member county board of supervisors controls an
annual budget authority of more than $13 billion.
Michael P. Judge, chief public defender for the
County of Los Angeles, runs a countywide
operation with 40 offices and more than 600
lawyers; the chair of the board acts as his imme-
diate supervisor. The Criminal Justice Coordinat-
ing Committee, in turn, operates with about 30
different subcommittees and working groups.
Representatives from the public defender office
serve on all of these subcommittees. The public
defender’s office has held a seat on the committee
since its inception. In describing his vision for the
role of indigent defense representatives in the

committee’s operations, Mr. Judge said that he
seeks “a dynamic kind of collaboration, the
notion that the public defender can and should be
a leader in the process, bringing our values and
perspectives to the criminal justice initiatives that
do occur. My vision is not to expand my office
unless it’s absolutely necessary. My vision is to
achieve better outcomes.”

Mr. Judge believes that the committee’s best
program has been the drug treatment program run
in conjunction with the drug courts. The role is
not the classic adversarial one for the defenders,
but the design of drug court permits defenders to
be, in Mr. Judge’s words, “responsible for life
outcomes.” He points to the fact that Los Angeles
developed the quickest settlement rate in drug
felonies in the Nation, in some instances within 2
days of arrest. The quick settlement allows clients
to gain access to diversion and treatment pro-
grams that provide longer term solutions for
them. The defender office also was able to have
an effective impact on a diversion program from
the three-strikes law in California. Another recent
success came in the area of domestic violence
courts. The public defender program obtained a
grant to hire licensed clinical social workers to
identify community-based resources and gain
access to them for the office’s clients.

The committee also provided a forum for the
public defender to resist undesirable initiatives,
such as proposals for nonunanimous and 6-person
juries, elimination of juries in cases with a
punishment of 6 months or less, professional
jurors, and a proposed option for prosecutors to
eliminate the potential of jail time from lesser
misdemeanors, which would therefore eliminate
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not only the right to a jury but also the right to a
counsel.

The justice system budget for Fulton County,
Georgia, is the largest aggregate budget in the
county (see appendix 16). What became the
Fulton County Justice System Coordinating
Committee, however, grew not from a general
effort to coordinate the various components of the
justice system, as in Los Angeles, but from a
single issue: shortcomings in the public defender
office.

Steve Kinnard, now chief circuit mediator for
the 11th Circuit Federal Court of Appeals in
Atlanta, served from 1991 to 1998 as facilitator
for a group that became known, in 1995, as the
Fulton County Justice System Coordinating
Committee. In October 1990, an outside consult-
ing group came in at the request of the Fulton
County Superior Court and the county manager
to analyze and write a report on the operations of
the public defender program of Fulton County.
The report concluded that the indigent defense
system was “disjointed and fragmented, there was
a lack of communication and coordination among
the various agencies, the attorney caseloads were
way too high, and the office was underfunded.” It
urged an emergency appropriation for the office
and appointment of a Blue Ribbon Committee by
the president of the Atlanta Bar Association to
look into the situation and make further recom-
mendations. The Fulton County Justice Commis-
sion was the result of those efforts.

The commission had 21 members, named by
the Atlanta Bar Association. In March 1991, it
began its work, meeting not only about the public
defender’s office but also about Fulton County
criminal justice issues in general. It met with the
county commissioners, noting that the public
defender office’s budget at the time was less than
$1.8 million. The county commissioners told the
commission to go to the State for funding, an
effort that proved unsuccessful. However, the
commission’s local negotiations with the Budget

Subcommittee of the County Commission
resulted in a 1992 budget that raised salaries of
all public defenders. Over time, the budget
increases for the public defender program contin-
ued, and today the office’s budget has climbed to
about $5.5 million.

Between 1992 and 1995, a growing group of
criminal justice officials, known as the Fulton
County Justice System Ad Hoc Committee,
continued to meet monthly to discuss budgets for
the public defender and justice system operations
in general. “People began to understand the
problems of the other components,” Mr. Kinnard
noted. “They began to develop a common lan-
guage.” No such dialogue had taken place before
in the justice system, particularly between public
officials and criminal justice participants. In
October 1995, the Fulton County Justice System
Coordinating Committee was institutionalized to
implement a master plan for the county’s justice
system. The new coordinating committee, now
made up of representatives from 19 city, county,
and State agencies, publishes press advisories and
a monthly newsletter and is developing a compre-
hensive case management system with outside
consultants. It has developed various teams
studying preindictment issues, postindictment
issues, clerk’s office support, forms, data man-
agement and information, and backlog reduction.
During the past year, the committee allocated
approximately $2 million for a new pretrial
services unit and another $2 million for a new
complaint room for the prosecutor’s office. The
program received its full budget request of $19.6
million for fiscal year 1999, after receiving only
$4.2 million of an $8 million request in 1998.
The committee has attracted more than $28
million for new projects to date, 96 percent of
which are locally funded.

B. Defending Juveniles Charged as Adults:
Maryland and Chicago

Juvenile transfer to adult courts experienced
a precipitous rise in the past decade. In the past
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8 years, 40 States expanded transfer, lowered the
age for transfer, or expanded the categories of
offenses making juveniles eligible for transfer to
or for original jurisdiction in the adult court. The
State of Maryland and the city of Chicago have
developed successful collaboration strategies to
deal with this trend.

The Youthful Defender Unit in the Maryland
State Public Defender Office in Baltimore was
created in July 1995 and is staffed by two attor-
neys. It was created when Maryland law was
changed to require that a much broader category
of juveniles be prosecuted in the adult courts. In
attempting a systematic response to the problem,
the original goal of the unit was total vertical
representation—that is, once one of its lawyers
becomes involved in a juvenile case, that lawyer
follows it wherever it goes, throughout the adult
or juvenile process. The unit’s attorneys are
allowed discretion in limiting caseload to permit
the movement with cases that vertical representa-
tion requires.

Collaboration with others in this newly
revised process grew out of another mandate to
the Youthful Defender Unit. The unit was charged
with examining the process by which new cases
were being handled, and if defects or shortcom-
ings in the system were discovered the unit’s
supervisor, David Addison, was allowed to work
on those issues as well. As Mr. Addison worked
in the system, he discovered that there were
significant delays in the process of consideration
of motions to transfer cases out of the adult
courts and back to juvenile court. To attack the
problem, he had an undergraduate intern from
Johns Hopkins University develop a timeline of
how long it took for each link in the consideration
of such motions to be accomplished. If the law
had been followed, 2 months should be required
from the time the case came to circuit court until
it was ready for a transfer hearing. The study
showed, however, that the actual time was 7
months to 1 year. This was a serious shortcoming;

time is crucial when dealing with juveniles
because one of the criteria for deciding whether
transfer is appropriate is age and delays work to
the prejudice of clients who may age a year
before being heard.

As a result of the unit’s findings, the Ad Hoc
Task Force on Juvenile Transfers was created.
The task force was made up of Mr. Addison, the
judge in charge of the Criminal Division, and
representatives from the Medical Services Office,
the Department of Juvenile Justice, the clerk’s
office, and the State Attorney’s Office, particu-
larly its Juvenile Court Division. Working to-
gether, the group members came up with several
innovations. First, they devised a standard motion
to trigger the request for transfer. Second, they
modified the form used by the Medical Services
Office to include more useful information for
them and for other recipients of the report. Third,
all motions were filed directly with the judge,
cather than with the clerk, so that copies could be
sent from there to the clerk, the Department of
Juvenile Justice, and the Medical Services Office.
In certain expedited situations involving vulner-
able juveniles detained in adult facilities, the
process of transfer to a juvenile facility can be
completed in as few as 7 days.

In Chicago, there are two significant
difficulties in getting information about children
threatened with transfer to adult proceedings,
according to Carl Bell, a psychiatrist and presi-
dent of the Community Mental Health Council.
First, the juveniles are likely to have multiple
problems and may be involved with several
agencies such as public health, family services,
police departments, and schools. The problem of
getting accurate and complete information about
children for court assessments by doctors is
daunting. Second, the reports that are provided by
social services and psychiatric evaluative person-
nel are often filled with what Dr. Bell called
“psycho-babble” and are not helpful to the court
in assessing a course of action.
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months, depending on how well they respond.
The drug court also helps with housing and other
social programs and permits home visits by
police. Because of Mr. Chase’s concern about
letting police officers into his clients’ homes, the
New Haven program gives advance notice of
police visits. Mr. Chase expressed respect and
trust for the judge and prosecutor who work with
him and his clients in the drug court. Even the
police have become willing participants. After 3
years of participation in the program, Mr. Chase
concludes that the drug court is a success. “My
view as a public defender has to be a long-term
view,” he said. “I need my drug court clients to
succeed.”

Theda James is Misdemeanor/Juvenile Bu-
reau chief in the Office of the Public Defender in
Tampa, Florida. She works with a voluntary,
prediversion juvenile drug court. A contract for
participation is signed by the parent, the child, the
prosecutor, and the defense attorney. For all of
the participants, training in the model is crucial
because adversarial style is sacrificed to a coop-
erative effort to ensure the client’s success.
Treatment is the focal point. She concludes that
“if a child completes this program, then we’ve all

2

won.

Paul Newton is a staff attorney with the
Metropolitan Public Defender’s Office in Port-
land, Oregon. He is supervisor of Portland’s adult
drug court and the community court. After some
resistance to abandonment of adversarial repre-
sentation of his clients, he found that he could
figure out ways to present his position without
litigating. Now his narrow goal is dismissal of the
charges because, if clients succeed in either
community court or drug court, their cases are
dismissed. From a broader perspective, however,
he is trying to get and keep clients out of the
system. “I’m trying to keep them out of a system
that dehumanizes, humiliates, and treats them
badly,” he said.

E. Detention and Sentencing Advocacy for
Juveniles: Baltimore and Miami

Defender programs representing juveniles
often embrace a more holistic philosophy based
on the premise that children are fundamentally
different from adults in all ways: socially, emo-
tionally, cognitively, and developmentally. It is
not enough, said Patricia Puritz, director of the
Juvenile Justice Center of the ABA, to merely
represent children. “You really have to get to
know who your client is,” she said. Defenders
must ask themselves, “who is this child before
you?”

In juvenile detention facilities in Maryland,
children are generally locked in their rooms and
receive poor educational services inside the
facility. About 80 percent are represented by the
public defender. The Detention Response Unit of
the Office of the Public Defender in Baltimore,
Maryland, was created to deal with children who
are detained not because they are accused of
serious crimes but because they are bothersome.
These juveniles, said Mary Ann Scali, an attorney
and social worker with the unit, “who have gotten
into a fight with their sister and the parents called
the cops; their mom got a new boyfriend and
decided that she didn’t want the child at home
any more; a girl who decided that she needed to
steal diapers for her baby; or girls who don’t want
to be home because they can’t get along with
either of their parents.”

The unit was designed to deal with two
related issues: the overrepresentation of minori-
ties in juvenile facilities and the provision of
effective assistance of counsel to detained juve-
niles. Funding for the program came from a joint
grant proposal by the public defender office and
the Juvenile Justice Advisory Council, under
which the public defender hired an attorney and a
social worker to work specifically on these two
issues. Later, the grant was doubled to two social
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workers and two attorneys working in all of the
juvenile facilities statewide. One of the benefits
of collaboration with the Juvenile Justice Advi-
sory Council is that its name gives public defend-
ers and social workers immediate access to
clients in any facility.

By having the kind of early intervention the
Detention Response Unit can provide, Ms. Scali
said the attorneys are able to gain the trust of the
child and provide a much-needed service. “Hav-
ing the child removed from the facility and
actually wrapping those community-based ser-
vices around them and putting them back in a
better environment makes a huge difference,” she
concluded. “We see many fewer of our clients
coming back” (see appendix 17).

Florida law permits the prosecutors unfettered
discretion in the transfer of children as young as
14 from juvenile to adult court, and a grand jury
can indict at younger ages. As a result, Steve
Harper, a Dade County public defender, said that
in the Miami Public Defender’s Juvenile Section,
a separate unit in the public defender’s office,
they now have about 1,300 cases transferred
from the juvenile to the adult system. The office
represents children ranging in age from 11 to 17.
Although the adult court assumes jurisdiction, in
a number of cases the child can be sentenced as a
juvenile, and transfers back to the juvenile court
can occur on a negotiated plea.

Working from the premise that the mandate of
the office is not just to provide representation but
to try to have meaningful effects on the lives of
clients, the program obtained more than $100,000
in grants from BJA to fund two social workers
and a full-time lawyer who, in addition to two
attorneys contributed by the office, worked with
outside consultants hired to put together a juve-
nile sentencing project.

The program has assessment, advocacy, and
programming components. The initial objective

of the program is to get a clinically based assess-
ment of children transferred to the adult system.
“We wanted to provide a very comprehensive and
thorough assessment of who they are, what they
need, what their strengths are,” said Mr. Harper.
The office then proposes a sentencing outcome
for the child that includes a recommendation for a
particular program. Of the 1,300 juveniles who
were waived in during the past year, only 23
received juvenile sanctions in the adult system, a
result that supports the need for the sentencing
advocacy program.

Marty Beyer, a clinical psychologist from
Great Falls, Virginia, who has worked with
children and families in the juvenile justice
system for more than 20 years, discussed issues
of adolescent development, offering not just new
strategies but new moral insights into defender
representation in that context (see appendix 14).
Dr. Beyer urged a developmental perspective in
juvenile representation. These theories can be
applied at waiver hearings, at the hearing or trial,
or later at the dispositional stage. Overall, the
developmental perspective holds that children do
not think in the linear style of adults. First, she
said, “adolescents don’t anticipate. They don’t
plan well. They have a lot of accidents because of
their cognitive, not their intellectual, limitations.”
Second, children take a lot more risks than adults.
Third, adolescent thinking can be inflexible.
Adolescents only have the capacity, she asserted,
for a “plan A, not a plan B.” In addition, adoles-
cents have not completed their moral develop-
ment. Loyalty and fairness are the moral rules
that kids operate by, and loyalty is the stronger of
the two. She finds that one of the most difficult
things to assess is a child’s remorse. “It’s too
easy,” she concluded, “to take at face value a
kid’s lack of shame and not recognize that their
ability to talk about their victim has to do with
their feelings of guilt and their immaturity in
handling those guilt feelings rather than a lack of
remorse.”

29



National Symposium on Indigent Defense

F TheTennessee Weighted Caseload
Study

The Tennessee General Assembly created a
statewide system of public defense in 1989.
Before that time, the two largest cities, Memphis
and Nashville, had locally funded public defender
programs whereas the rest of the State used
assigned counsel. After a successful pilot project
creating four new public defender offices in the
State promoted by the Tennessee Bar Association
in 1986, the legislature was convinced that a
public defender system would provide more
systematic defense services and hold down costs.
As originally adopted, the legislation created
staffing levels defined by statute as one-half the
number of attorneys in the district attorney’s
offices.

But from the start, public defender caseloads
were a major problem. In 1991, caseloads rose 26
percent, mostly because the office had been given
appellate as well as trial responsibility for cases.
In 1992, it had risen to crisis levels: 653 cases per
attorney, including all types of cases from felony
to misdemeanor and appeals. As described by
State Public Defender Andrew Hardin, the pro-
gram had two significant methods by which to
control caseloads: conflicting out and work
stoppage. The first alternative was of limited
utility, so the second alternative finally was
invoked by the Knox County public defender in
1992, when he decided that his office could not
take any more cases and render effective assis-
tance of counsel. The trial judges shut down the
general sessions courts from public defender
representation and started appointing everyone in
Knox County who had a law license, including
U.S. Senator Howard Baker and U.S. Department
of Education Secretary Lamar Alexander. After
prominent members of the bar complained of
receiving appointments, the legislature started to
listen.

In part because of the staggering caseload
figures, the legislature gave the office 41

additional full-time attorneys statewide. After
consistent increases in both 1994 and 1995, the
office was able to get help from a Byrne grant to
employ private counsel to handle some appeals.
With a sharp increase in the number of capital
cases in 1996, caseloads again rose to more than
670 cases per attorney. That situation repeated
itself in the 1997-98 fiscal year.

Judges and prosecutors were pressing the
legislature for additional funding. Homicides
and capital prosecutions were creating serious
stresses on small county systems not accustomed
to long and expensive trials. The legislature, tired
of dealing with the three unconnected, apparently
subjective sets of requests, started asking for an
objective, fact-driven formula that could be relied
upon over time to link and project workloads and
budgets for all three agencies. The result was the
agencies’ proposal for a joint weighted caseload
study. To develop a funding formula for equitable
and proportionate funding among the agencies in
the future, all three agencies’ workloads were
examined, incorporating shared assumptions
about the number and type of cases, the workload
weight attached to different types of cases, the
workload capacity of staff, and the inherent
interdependence of all agencies’ workloads.

The Tennessee legislature made clear that
until such a study was complete, there would be
no funding for any additional judicial resources.
An amendment was added in the general appro-
priations act authorizing payment for a judicial
weighted caseload study to be prepared under the
auspices of the State comptroller’s office and
completed by April 1, 1999, in time for consider-
ation during the fiscal year 2000 appropriations
process.

G. Juvenile Defenders and Dependency
Cases: District of Columbia and
Maryland

Defender programs have increasingly taken
on civil matters that grow out of their criminal
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caseload. This happens because there is often a
loss of liberty at stake, because there is no other
agency available, and because the clientele are,
like criminally charged clients, indigent and
entitled to the services of counsel. Examples of
such civil matters are representation of children
and parents in dependency, abuse, and neglect
matters. Although national standards suggest that
defender offices should be limited in their repre-
sentation to proceedings “arising from or con-
nected to the initiation of criminal action against
the accused” (ABA Standards on Providing
Defense Services, Standard 5-5.2), the line
between civil and criminal matters is increasingly
blurred when personal or familial losses of liberty
are at stake.

Attorneys in abuse and neglect matters in the
District of Columbia are controlled by the Coun-
cil for Child Abuse and Neglect (CCAN) program
of the D.C. Superior Court. Director Lori Parker
anc her 3-person staff administer CCAN as a
branch of the Family Division. About 400 attor-
neys take cases as assigned counsel, representing
parents and children in abuse and neglect cases.
For the past 3 years, an average of 1,500 petitions
for abuse and neglect have come into the D.C.
Superior Court. Children are automatically
entitled to counsel, but parents must prove finan-
cial eligibility. She estimated that 95 to 99 per-
cent of the parents qualify for counsel, even
though income and asset levels to qualify for
appointment are very low. The program never has
a problem with recruiting new attorneys, who are
required to participate in a 2-day training pro-
gram and 16 hours of continuing legal education
a year. They also hold bimonthly brown bag
lunch training sessions on areas most desired by
the panel attorneys.

Lawyers for children are guardians ad litem,
and counsel must agree to represent either party
in proceedings. Every year, the program brings
on about 50 to 60 new attorneys. Lawyers in the
program are affiliated in the Family Trial Law-
yers Association. Whereas recruiting and training

new lawyers is fairly easy, maintaining attorneys
on the list and holding them accountable is more
difficult. The D.C. Bar has no formal continuing
legal education requirements, so attorneys in the
program resist more rigorous standards.

The Maryland public defender initially took
cases of parents in abuse and neglect proceedings
if they met financial eligibility guidelines. Some
90 to 95 percent were indigent. However, the
number of clients rose and the State never supple-
mented the office’s budget for this representation,
so the program asked to be relieved of representa-
tion of abuse and neglect matters because they
were not part of the office’s statutory mandate.
The office agreed to take on the cases when the
government supplemented the budget, and in
1991 the office set up the Children in Need of
Assistance (CINA) Unit to handle these matters.

As in the District of Columbia, the program
works with assigned counsel panel attorneys.
Recruitment for the program is not difficult
because the young lawyers take the job “and
within 2 months you’re in court and the case is
yours,” according to CINA Chief Attorney Vanita
Taylor. However, because fees for these cases are
$30 an hour for out-of-court work and $35 an
hour for in-court work, with fee caps in the cases,
retention in the program is a big problem. Law-
yers, once trained, often quit the program, so the
CINA Unit began using staff attorneys.

An example of collaboration within a large
public defender office began when the Maryland
CINA Unit joined with the juvenile, appellate,
misdemeanor, and felony units to create the
Family Justice Committee, which meets every 3
months. That committee watches for changes in
the law and prepares positions for the office to
take on proposed legislation. One example of its
work was a proposal to hold parents criminally
responsible for their children’s wrongdoing when
the children are adjudicated by the drug treatment
court. The program simply refused to participate,
an option which Ms. Taylor said it had because it
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exclusively control the contract for provision of
counsel to parents in CINA cases. Another ex-
ample was legislation that permanently removed
children from the custody of a parent who is
convicted of certain offenses, permitting only
supervised visitation. After consultation among
the members of the Family Justice Committee,
the office opposed the legislation. Collaboration
permitted a unified approach by diverse units in a
larger program.

H. Mental Health Court in Broward
County, Florida, and Neighborhood
Defender Services in Harlem

Some defender programs are so unique and
innovative that they stand alone in their structure
and organization. Such is the case with the
Mental Health Court in Broward County, Florida,
and Neighborhood Defender Services (NDS) in
Harlem.

The largest provider of indigent mental health
services in most areas is the local jail, due in part
to the gradual shift in recent years away from
institutionalization and toward criminalization of
the mentally ill. Nationwide, it is estimated that
about 10 percent of incarcerated people are
mentally ill; approximately 200,000 on any given
day. The percentages are 5 percent among women
and 20 percent for juveniles. In Broward County,
Florida, about 20 percent of all clients coming
through the system are clients of the local pro-
vider of mental health services. The Broward
County jail has almost twice the number of
mentally 11l inmates as the State hospital in
Broward County, a facility that serves a four-
county area.

The development in the 1960s of drugs that
allowed management of serious psychiatric
illnesses resulted in a vast movement, supported
by liberals and conservatives alike, toward
deinstitutionalization of the mentally ill, with a
commensurate reduction in the number of beds in
State institutions. However, systemic costs are

much greater for the mentally ill in jail. First,
their average length of stay in jail can be as much
as five times as long as that of nonmentally ill
inmates. Additional costs include psychiatrists,
special jail cells, and medications. In addition, the
medications that mentally ill inmates receive in
jail may not be as effective in treating their
illnesses as medications they could get in medical
facilities.

Doug Brawley, chief assistant public defender
in charge of courts, Broward County Public
Defender Office, Fort Lauderdale, Florida, was
instrumental in creating the first Mental Health
Court in the Nation. Because so much of the
initial contact with the mentally ill is made by
police or caseworkers, he said, “if the police
diverted all the minor misdemeanors with mental
health problems and didn’t put them in custody,
or the caseworkers were more active, there would
be very little need for a criminal justice system.”
When he focused his representation on the men-
tally ill about 7 years ago, before creation of the
Mental Health Court, he felt that his job as a
defender was to get mentally ill defendants out of
the system as quickly as possible by having them
plead guilty to time served. But that created an
endless cycling of people in the system.

As a partial solution, he and others began to
press for competency exams, arguing that the
office would not plead guilty when the client was
incompetent. However, many people actually
stayed in custody longer with that argument. Mr.
Brawley conducted a publicity campaign using
30 or 40 articles that highlighted mentally ill
people in jail, showing how misguided that policy
was. When the press coverage of the issue ceased,
the public defender’s office began its own news-
paper, the Mental Health Court News, which was
sent to judges and local hospitals and was posted
on the office’s Web site.

As a result of the campaign, a local legislator
helped the office get funding for residential
treatment. The courts responded by creating the
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Mental Health Court, in which the judge dis-
penses what she calls therapeutic jurisprudence.
If a defendant wants a trial, the case is returned to
the trial division, but the judge’s knowledge of
local service providers has made her quite effec-
tive in obtaining treatment alternatives, supported
by ample resources to make mental health assess-
ments. Because the court is focused on keeping
mentally ill offenders out of jail, treatment pro-
viders are available and there is information
about noncustodial alternatives. The court also
uses psychology interns; local college students
finishing a doctoral program in psychology have
volunteered to develop a screening instrument
that could get more people into the program.

Unlike a traditional public defender office
that reacts to criminal charges by waiting for
appointments from the courts, Neighborhood
Defender Services (NDS) of Harlem was created
to try to rethink the provision of indigent defense
services. Traditional public defender offices, said
NDS Director Leonard Noisette, are structured
more for the convenience of judges, prosecutors,
and lawyers—everyone but the defendant. The
structure of the traditional office is to respond to
the needs of the court by providing representation
to qualified people who appear before the court
without representation. Client focus was one of
the reasons that the Harlem office was commu-
nity based. Harlem was chosen for a number of
reasons. First, it had the most in-borough pros-
ecutions, so office personnel were not stretched
by having to travel to several courthouses. Sec-
ond, it had a rich political history and a strong
network of other service providers, which would
be important for full-service delivery. The office
represents only people who reside within a
defined geographic area in Harlem.

A second feature of the office is early entry
into representation of its clients, with service
provided on request, even at the police precinct
and before formal charging. The office prefers to
accept cases prior to the first court appearance,
but it will accept cases up to the sixth day after

the first appearance. Early entry has its greatest
impact on the office’s ability to conduct early and
effective factual investigation. For instance, the
office very aggressively seeks and finds witnesses
and tries to take written statements, and there
have been a number of instances in which its
teams have contacted witnesses before the district
attorney’s office. Although early entry into cases
did not cut down on case-processing time or
pretrial release rates in statistically significant
ways, the positive effects of early entry are most
notable in ultimate results. Research conducted
by the office shows that as a result of early entry,
its clients serve significantly fewer days of
incarceration overall.

The third major component of the program is
team defense. Rather than assigning a single
lawyer a caseload, the office makes a group of
people collectively responsible for representation.
The teams are composed of a supervising attor-
ney, four staff attorneys, an investigator, a social
worker, and an administrative assistant. One
lawyer is assigned lead representation. The
method has proved to be effective in helping the
investigator and social worker on the team under-
stand their roles and how their work relates to the
overall representation.

A fourth component is comprehensive repre-
sentation of clients in civil matters that arise out
of criminal proceedings, such as forfeiture pro-
ceedings related to drug charges; eviction pro-
ceedings as a result of a family member being
arrested and charged with a crime; family court
proceedings if a family member is accused of
abuse and neglect and is also facing termination
of parental rights proceedings; or police miscon-
duct cases in which a client in a criminal case has
alleged police abuse. In assessing the success of
the Neighborhood Defender Services, Mr.
Noisette recommended that defenders and others
in the system expand their definition of the notion
of value. “We really have got to begin to define
value differently than how much it costs to
process how many cases.” Some very significant
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components of the value of a system of defender
services may be difficult to quantify. “What is the
value of working with someone after their case is
over? What is the value of keeping a family
together? What is the value of providing job

placement in terms of reducing the number of
people coming back into the system?” An acces-
sible office in one’s own community and the
ability to choose one’s own lawyer, Mr. Noisette
observed, have benefited clients significantly.
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V. Conclusion

Collaborations, partnerships, affiliations, or
coalitions—no matter what the name, the clear
message of the National Symposium on Indigent
Defense was the value of working in community.
At least four themes ran through an agenda of
coalition building and systemic thinking. First
was the necessity of maintaining core values,
civility, respect, and trust, not only within the
program but in interaction with other components
of the criminal justice system. Second, although
the role of systemic actor is not new to many
successful public defender systems, a shifting
national terrain requires more effort in combining
the political skills of the manager with the classic
defense skills of the advocate. True leaders must
also be good managers. Third, that same shifting
national terrain includes a shared commitment by
the justice system to the efficiencies of informa-
tion sharing and economies of scale in technol-
ogy use. The options created by reasonably
priced new computers and other technologies,
combined with new cooperation agreements
across the justice system, put these assets within
reach of virtually all organized defender pro-
grams. Fourth, and perhaps most important, there
is a change in the vision of the role of the public
defender in providing legal services to the office’s
clients. Instead of seeing an endless succession of
individual cases moving through the assembly
line of the courts, defenders are beginning to see
and develop new programs that treat their clients
more holistically, focusing on their grounding in
families and the broader community. Diversion
and treatment alternatives to prison are sprouting
up in public defender programs mostly on behalf
of children, who are the most vulnerable, impres-
sionable, and fragile of our community assets.

The fact that so many of the innovative
programs target populations of color also speaks
to deeper societal divides in need of attention.
“Long-term impact” on clients’ lives was men-
tioned as a goal of many collaborations by
defender programs, in contrast to “repeated re-
presentation.” Prevention, focusing on strengthen-
ing family and community, is seen as an impor-
tant part of the defender’s role.

“If you go into a collaborative effort as
a defender to batter down the doors, you
are going to fail. But if you go into the
collaborative effort understanding what
your values are and where you're not
going to give, but also understanding
that the other parties at the table also
have their own core values, then you can
find areas of common work where you’ll
succeed.”

—Jim Hennings, Executive Director,
Metropolitan Public Defender Service,
Portland, Oregon

Attorney General Reno and her Justice
Department staff, in demonstration of their own
commitment to collaboration, continue to hold
regular meetings with the representative of the
defense bar to discuss ongoing concerns. Plans
are already under way for a Second National
Symposium on Indigent Defense that will build
on the 1999 symposium’s profiled programs and
successes. At the close of the symposium, BJA
Director Nancy Gist urged defenders to write a
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letter to her if they were interested in learning
more about BJA’s programs or resources.

“We will serve as a broker and hook you up with
what it is that you are looking for—the informa-
tion or the technical assistance,” she said. She

also noted that OJP is in the process of putting
together a special Web site with information
resources available within OJP for defender
organizations.
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Resource Organizations for Indigent Defense

U.S. Department of Justice — Office of Justice Programs

www.ojp.usdoj.gov/

Includes the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the US’s primary source for criminal
Justice statistics, and the Bureau of Justice Assistance, which supports innovative
programs that strengthen the Nation's Criminal Justice System by assisting state
and local governments in combating violent crimes and drug abuse

U.S. Department of Justice — Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

ojidp.ngrs.org
Primary federal agency dealing with juvenile issues.

National Criminal Justice Reference Services (NCJRS)

WWW.NCJIs.org
Searches Federal sources for crime and justice information, research, statistics,

and funding opportunities

National Legal Aid & Defender Association (NLADA)

1625 K Street, NW

Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

(202) 452-0620

(202) 872-1031 (fax)

www.nlada.org (maintains links to many state and local defense organizations)
e-mail: info@nlada.org

NLADA provides a wide range of services and benefits to its individual and
organizational members. It works to improve the American system of justice by
seeking adequate funding and promoting high standards for the delivery of legal
assistance

National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (NACDL)

1025 Connecticut Ave., NW

Suite 901

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 872-8600

(202) 872-8690 (fax)

www.nacdl.org/ www.criminaljustice.org

e-mail: assist@nacdl.com

Ensures justice and due process for persons accused of crime; fosters the
integrity, independence, and expertise of the criminal defense profession, and
promotes the proper and fair administration of criminal justice
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The Association of Federal Defenders of America

8530 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 404

Beverly Hills, CA 90211

www.afda.org

e-mail: defense(@afda.org

Provides attorneys with the educational resources and support that are essential
to effectively represent defendants in federal district and appellate courts

ABA- Criminal Justice Section

740 15" Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20005-1009
(202) 662-1500

(202) 622-1501 (fax)
www.abanet.org/crimjust/home. html
e-mail: crimjustice@abanet.org
Plays an active leadership role in bringing ABA views to the attention of state and
federal courts, and other judicial, legislative, and executive policy making bodies

ABA- Standing Committee on Legal Aid and Indigent Defense
www.abanet.org/legalservices/sclaid.html
Advocates for effective civil legal aid and indigent defense services

Death Penalty Information Center

1320 18™ Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 293-6970

(202) 822-4787 (fax)

www.essential.org/dpic/

Serving the media and the public with analysis and information on issues
concerning capital punishment

The Sentencing Project

918 F Street, NW

Suite 501

Washington, D.C. 20004

(202) 628-0871

(202) 628-1091 (fax)

www. sentencingproject.org

e-mail: staffl@sentencingproject.org

Provides resources and information for news media and the public concerned
with criminal justice and sentencing issues. Promotes defense- based alternative
sentencing program services nationwide
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OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS INDIGENT DEFENSE GRANTS

No. Of Grants = 20

FISCAL YEARS 1998 AND 1999

Total Amount of Awards= $5,686,887

Technical Assistance and Training

Funding Source
OJJDP

BJA

0OJIDP

BJA

BJA

Project Title

Juvenile Defender Center
Staff Trng. & TA

Legal Representation
Education Courses

Juvenile Automatic Transfers
To Adult Criminal Courts
State Commission Project

Open Solicitation Program-Emerging Issues

BJA
BJA

BJA
150,000

BJA

Sentencing Pilot Project for
Juveniles Sentenced As Adults
Develop Policies to Minimize
Racism in Justice System
Establish Triage System

to Identify ADA Clients
Special Court Session to
Address Homeless Person
Cases

Grantee
ABA Juvenile Justice Center
NLADA
Suffolk University Law School

The Sentencing Project

ABA Standing Committee on

Legal Aid and Indigent Defendants

Public Defender, Miami, FL
King Co WA Public Defender
Office of Defender General, VT

Office of Public Defender
San Diego, CA

Emerging Issues Solicitation-Management Technology

BJA
BJA

BJA

BJA

BJA

Courtroom Presentation Systems TN District Public Defenders

Update Computer-Based Case
Management System
Computer Case Management
Equipment Purchase

Legal Seminars on DNA and
Genetics

Purchase Office/Computer
Management Software

NY Legal Aid Society
Navajo Co AZ
El Paso, TX Public Defender

Rosebud Sioux Tribe

Amount
$299,973
250,000
1,300,000
(Earmark)
199,439

170,066

150,000

146,000

105,725

80,000
80,000

34,633
50,791

12,050



Research and Studies

Funding Source Project Title

BJA/BIJS National Survey of Indigent
Defense Systems

NIJ Standards Impact Study

BJA Compendium of Best Practice
Standards

BJA State Commission Project

Leadership Development

BJA Executive Session on Indigent
Defense Systems
BJA National Defender Leadership

Grantee

NORC

NLADA
IL&]J

ABA/SCLA&ID

Harvard Law School

Vera Institute of Justice

Amount
$270,473

48,221
59,941

170,066

790,695

1,086,000



Appendix 6

The Spangenberg Group,

Indigent Defense in the United States:
A State-by-State Overview
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Appendix 7

The Spangenberg Group,

Statewide Indigent Defense Systems:
Organization and Structure






0T8€-696 (L19) SOPTO VIN ‘UOIMAN 1SOM ‘19218 umouaiepy 1001 dnor)y Sroquadueds ayg 8661 AInr ¢
WL GONEULIOJUL IRE] UONRIDOSSY 1ug] URdLIUY ayy Jo jieyaq uo dnoiry aquauedg oy, £q pasedarg

'$3sEd uondIAu09lsod [ejides ul siouosud
1u281put 10 jasunod jo juswyutodde jo

snjeis ay) uo uodas [enuue asedald WN0D oY)
0} Jeq 2)eAnd 2y) Jo s1aquiaiu jo uonesuaduwiod
puswwosas pue sJuijjiq Ised maIAaYy

‘[asunoa pajutodde £q asn 10y yueq jouq
ureiuew pue dojaAa( °sased uondiAuodlsod
{endes ur sKauione pajutodde 01 $351A198
apraoad o) su1adxd pue sioie8nsaaur Aojdwiz
‘pavjienb os sKawonie jo 191504 € UtRIULELY

o1 pue siunwutodde ased seaqey Ajeuad yieop
1ok 0} sAdWONE 11N1231 0} 1NOD Swasdns
Y1 Ym0 'SHINOD [BIIPI) pur JjelS

11 SUONOR uoNdIAUOIISOd Ut BILLIOJIEY) U Yieap
O] PA2UNUAS pUr PAIAUOD uos1nd ywadipur
Aue Judssaidai 0y sfawone og o1 dn asgg

“PiToq 3y jo [j1m 3y

18 $3A19S “awim 1ey) Suunp s3uipaasoud ajtuaan(
JO [BulwLId Ul Suos1ad PA)DIAUOI 10 PISNIJE JO
uoneiuasaidos ay) ut 3duan1adx3 jenueisqns ssassod
pue usunuiodde Juipadaid sieak aary oYy Sunnp
A DIRIS BIWIOJE, ) JO 12QUIDW 2 1SN SI019D1(]
Jo picog £q pawtodde 1039311(] 2ANNDIXT]

3019921} AAnNIIx: | Jwoddy

“SULI)

1eak anoy aqidna st Ayoeded yuatuasiogua
me[ e ul 10 J01nd3so0ad *a3pn( se Juiyiom
12Ame| ON ‘sAawone aq Isnw ([ L1aquisw
picoq 3uo jutodde [jeys s19afoigd Mejpaddy
AL} S, @IS M) JO yor:] -jeuag ) Aq
PAULUOD SI01D21(] JO PICOF] IIGUIDW-DAL]

(youesg ferdtpny)
19)u3)) 221N0SY
seaqge}| enuojle;)

VINHOANIV)

‘wodar enuue a1edal] wasAs 1opudgap

a1gnd o} patejas wesdoad Juiuies ausauo))
jurg joug mejadde wmuepy Psunod
pawodde -1noa pue siopuagap stgnd e Aq
asn 10 “213 ‘sayme)s ‘suotuido 1Nod uleluIe |y
‘SpJepueis s,uoissiwwod o3 juensind sainpasosd
anuewiopiad Aawone wawajdw| uoissiuuiod
10§ 123pnq asedald ‘walsAs 1apuajap

o1iqnd jo uoneiado Jo sp10da1 uteuIEN

"UOISSILLILLOD JO [[IM 1B SIAIIS
'sased [ended Jo asuagap ut dualsadxa aaey ISy

"S19pudjap d1jqnd [eL) Yim s)de1uod
szuoyiny ‘syjusunuiodde ases jended
1dador 0) payrgenb pure Juipm skowope
areaud joisi| uteluiepy C|asunods paudisse
ajeand pue s1apuajap sqnd e 20ty
aejaddy 2 s1d1guo;) ende;) “010a11(]
9A1IN23XY JO ddouewno)iad ajenjeay
“1012211 3ANNdax7 Jutoddy saoijjo
1apudjap a1qnd [ewn woyy spodas [enuue
annbay 's3dyjo 1opuagap drignd (e
10§ s193pnq aa01ddy ‘walsAg 1apuaja(y

TR INTEYS

-DA1} 9A1DS “AJUNOD DWIES UIOL) SIIQUIAL OM)
ON "19UISIP [EU0IsSITUOD JwWwes Jo SjudpIsas
0M] UBY) 210W ON “itey)) Se Jaquidw

auo sajeudisap Jowaron -a3pnf Alunod

U0 1SEI] B ‘asuajap [eulwid ut pasuauadxa
sAauloye sesuely pasuadl] Inoj 1sed|

(AKduade aannaaxy)
UOISSILIWOY) J2pu3jad
aqng sesuexysy

20150 aejjadde pue 1a1gjuod jendes asiasadng ‘uoissiuwo)) £q pajutodde 1013a11Qg 9ANNIIXY 211qnd Joj spiepuels pue satdijod ysiqeiss 18 J0wdA0n) Aq pajutodde s1aquuswt usaag SVSNVIUV
a|qeaidde yoN JuoN sjqesijdde JoN ENIN VYNOZINY
‘sauniqesip yim
SUDZIID 10] JOIRAIISUOD PUR URIPIENG) NN (uonensunupy jo
se sy £aundy aapuagac) mpgn eysepy o) ywawedag ‘Aounfe
HHOT] SISED U0 Ut nonejnasawdan sopraoi | AAnndax:|) Laeaoapy
“SJ0PUAJJO SNIEYS puE UAP[IYD PAd|Fou "JOWIDAOL) JO [[IM g Jo 230
pue pasnqe 10j W] py suelpiens) sapiaodd | e saasag “iowaaon) Aq pajutodde ajes0apy d1gng Jjqeajdde JoN uoN VISVIV
‘panqiyosd
aonoesd ajeand awn-|nyg “sainitpuadxa 'asNed Pood 10j IA0WIAL UBD 10WIIAON) (uonenstuiwpy jo
pue suonisodsip ‘sasea jo sad£1 pue saquinu ‘1eqQ JO JI9QUISN “UOlBULILJUOD 2ANE|SI3I| sasinbas juswpedaq ‘Aouade
10 1noD dwaidng % aimesi3s) 01 wodar | [emauds tuual seak-inog -Bumis yutof ur aimeysi3a) 2AN3xg) Aouady
|enuue Jrugng ssako0jdwd 110 pue s1opuajap 10 fuolew Aq paunjuo;) “|1ounod jriaipnf 10puaja] Aqng el
algqnd jueisisse [onuod pue asiasadns ‘yuioddy JO suotieuuou wolj 1owaaon Aq pajutoddy algeadde yoN JUON VISVIV
aiqedtjdde JoN SuoN a|qeoidde 10N SuoN YINVEV1V
sapiiqisuodsay suonedyijen) 7p SwId Y, sapiiqisuodsay weidosg jo adAy,
¥ sanun( 13puajaq dAqng ¢§§320.1] UON)IIIS LIPUII( dqnd 7® sann( uoissiunuo)) uoIsSIuIwo)) ALVIS

SINALSAS ASNIJAd INADIANI AAIMALVILS




078€-696 (L19) S9YTO VIN ‘UOIMIN 1S9 1921S umondlepy 1001 dnoin Sraquadueds sy 8661 AInf ©
wesJo1d UONEULIOJU] JBE] UOHBIDOSSY Jeg] UBdLIaWY 3y Jo Jjeyaq uo dnoiry S1aquafueds sy |, Aq paredalg

'sajnu 10 saidijod Asessadou 1dopy
‘saakoldiua ayjo pue siapudjap aejjadde
meys Aindap Kogdwezg wodas prnuue auedaad
1) asunjop sawd jepded ayy e ajedidpnaed

‘asned pood 10j Ajuo parowas ‘wia) Jeak

-inoyg ‘me| Sutdnoed asusuadxa 1834 aal 1sed) 18
Yim oyep] ut 3o119e1d 0) pasuad| Aawoye aq Isnw
1OPUDJIP JNGNG INUWOD Y} JO 1IN 0151 }O
x3 s1 *2auBisap Jay 4o ‘unod awaidns oyepy Y jo
aonsnl Jayd ay |, “Jowaaod ay) Aq pajutodde 33ie)
18 U3Z1110 © pue ‘aa)1wwod sajni pue Aerdipnl
2ITUIS DY) JO UNUNTYD ‘UOIBIJOSSE 18q NTIS

oyepp ay o uaptsaad ap jo pastadiuod s punued

(so1ounfy Sunuanon)
=198 Jo uawnedag)

{21YM $21IUNOI ISOY) Ul SISUJJO AUOY3) JO e AQ papuawiuiodal suosiad $-Z Jo 1S1| € wodyy ay ) sapuajaq
PO121AUOD Sluepuajap Juadiput 0y uonejuasaidas 9)BU3S 3y WOLJ JUISUOD PUB IDIAPE YIIM J0UIdA0T aqnd arejjaddy aeyg
uondiauodsod pue Jejjadde apiaos g ay1 £q payutodde 1apuajaq Aejjaddy g ajqeaijdde 10N JuoN OHVdI

[ERIIUR |

ME| JEUIWLD ury) 1Yo 2o1omad deaud pur 123pngj jo

ut 23eJua pue swn-ued aq Aew s1puajap “13pudjag d1qnd Jo uoIsIdP ‘s1oquiaws £q paldagas juawpeda(g ‘Aouage
sngnd jueisissy ‘jauuosiad poddns ioyro ‘uonisod swin-jing yusawAojdws aroaddy “1apuajaq aqng ueuuiey) “Ajunod yaea uLoj JIquIaw 3uQ 9AIN23XT) 19pudjaq

pue s1o1e3nsaaut ‘s1opunjap sqnd jueisisse ‘emep] ul mep 2o1nsesd 0) payiend) ‘wid) seak wodde [jeys “1apuaja(] s1gng Mels Jo ‘2.nseald s,J0W3A01) J8 3A12G "J0WIA0Y) Aq aqng Aeis Jo Y0
Kordwa :j19uno) jo jeaosdde 03 133fqns | -ino. -{1ouno)) Aq patutodde 1apuajaqg stqng el 2010 Jo Apoq uiwanod aq {eys [1ouno) pajutoddy {15uno)) 19pudja(] JIQUIAL IAL] HVYMVYH
‘198pnq asedasqd -Sururen pue diay [estutd (youesq

|e31uYd3) Yiim SAIWIONE [EI0] IPIAOLY
*$19pudjap [eso} woddng “spicpuels yim
K1dwos ey sweidoid 1apuajap signd jeao)

'SWI2) 183K INOJ 10) PANII|IS
“S19U0ISSIUIWOD AJUN0d OMm) pue ‘suossad

leatpnf utyiim
A5uade Jesedss)
[19un0)) asuajaq

‘aInjels 0) spuny Jjels sAswpy sweidosd jeso| Ae| 221y ts19Ame| U2) S12QWIdW §199]IS 1uodipuj eidi0an
ul paulejuod Jou sanijiqisuodsas pue sanngg ‘112uno)) Aq p3}2ajas 1012a11(] 10§ SauljapIng pue spiepue)s puNRLWOIDY uno) awaidng {19UN0I J2qUIAL UYL YION0In
's19puajap dnqnd padaga sy 0} mey
ased juauiad sajeInand pue tjjeis dpuajop
31iqnd 10§ Suturen s10puEd tsiumudoldanp
aane|si3a) yuduiuad ssopuo tssanoad
1sanbas 103pnq A i ssapuajap aqnd
1IN2113 A} pue UAULIACT Jo sayduriq
93.y) 3y) Aq pasn pue J503 un Lowione
puE PEOJISED UO PIseq e YdIym e|nuLIoj ‘vad: 3y
3uipun;j [enuue sasedaid ‘peojyiom Yim ssaom OADdd YL JJeIs aanelsiulwpe (00adi)
12pu3jap ajqnd sazAjeue ‘siopuajap sngnd pue aAnedsaaul 1apuajap d1qnd woyy 321JjQ uoneuIpioo)
woJj uoneunsojui 193pnq pue peojased 2231de aAnejuasaidal U0 pue Jjels 1puajop 1apuajaq aqnd
51931103 ‘s3unaaw v(ld.j SMeUIPI00d 211qnd jue)sisse A} Jo saAnruasasdal epuol] {(vadd)
0QdDd4d 4L Tpuopf ut wasks 0M1 ‘epUO] Ut SI3pudjap diqnd palddld uoneId0SSY Jopudjaq
12puajap atqnd ayi dojdaaap pue ajowosd 0Z 241 jo pastidwod s1019a11(] Jo pieog] ayqny epuoj
sjqeardde yoN sjqeorjdde JoN 1.y samanoe ur sodedud v d.f YL e Aq pawaaod st v(d.] M inq *as 1ad auoN vanoid
sanipqisuodsay suoyedyjijend) 7p s, sapijiqisuodsay wesdoag jo adAy
¥ sanng 13pudgaq Mqnd ¢§$330.4J UONIIAS 1IPUIJIQ dMqnd 2 san( uolssmnuo)) uoissiuuo)) ALVLS

SINALSAS ASNAIJAA INADIANI JdIMILVILS




0TRE-696 (L19) SIYTO VIN ‘UOIMIN 15O 1221 umouatepy 1001 dnoir)y raquafueds ayy 8661 AInf @
weldolf uoljeULIoju] JBf] UONTIDOSSY IRl UBDLIAWY Y] JO Jjeyaq uo dnoary Siaquafuedg ay |, Aq paredaly

‘wodays [enuue aaedalg pieog]
Jo sampasoud ‘saidijod ‘uotiesado asiatodng
"pAeOg] JO 1921JO 2ANNIIXT JIIYD) S 2AI9S

‘ME| [EUIWLD
ut L11]1qe puB JUDLLUIIWUIOD JBIISUOLUIP PUE Sesuey
ul pasuadl| aq isnw oym 1012211 siutodde pieog

‘skawone

ajeansd pue s1opuajap s1qnd o1 aauessisse
[e21uY331 ap1Avld "uonruasaidas
JOURIUIPSIU JO] SDNUNOD 10 SINID

iim pue uonejudasasdas asudpop Juadiput
apiaoid 0) sKawone (iim $)dEHU0D Ojul
191uz] $291J10 1apunjdp ngnd ysiqeis:g

‘sweadosd Suruien) 1dnpuo) uonejuasasdag

35U2Jap JU3ZIpul UO SINISIIEIS UIRIUIBIA
'$13puajap d1qnd pue 1012311 utoddy

‘suua) 18ak-92ay | ‘jouuostad

UDWII0JUD me| 10 [e1dipnf aq Aew
s1aquidw oN ‘uoneindod 000001 4340 Yim
L1unod yoea uiod) 19kme| sesuey pasaisidal
(a1 01 dn pur) duo Iseap 1y 1OSI(
[RUOISSUT U0, ) 1910 1]8D WOl) JdquowWw

3u0 1SE3| 1B pur “10Ame| sesuey pasaisidal

T S1WoyMm JO 3Uo *1LISI(] [euolssoI3uo)) 15114
woty s1quIdw om |, aeuds Aq pauntjuod
pue jowdA0r) Aq pautoddy “siakme|

-UoU INOJ ‘s13AME| 3A1J :S19QUIAW JUIN

(Kouade youeiq
DANNIIXT]) SINAIDG
asudja(] WAdipuy
Jo pieog ojelg
SVSNVM

2522 2Ye} 0) dpqrun apudjop Mmgnd

unm sAsutone Yim 1denuo)) ‘wesdosd asuagop
1undiput 13puajap s1qnd-uou MeUIPI00))
'$221J§0 19puajap d1qnd g1 ||e 9951940

‘EMO] Ul me[ 93110e1d 0] pasuadl] uud) 1esk-1noy
“Jowdaon Aq pajutodde 1apuaja(] d1qnd el

(youesq

2AND2XY UIYIM
Kauade juapuadapur)
10pudga(g agng
Q'S 241 JO 0

aiqeaijdde 10N suoN YMOI
(A>uage
Jed1pnr) (Japuajap
s11qnd uo1}d1Au03
‘s1eak 2211} JOj BUCIPU] -1sod 2je1g) euelpU]
's3uipaanosd uonaauod ut 1akme Judnorigd uapISay W) 183K-1n0, JO 1apu3je(q d1iqng
-150d wt syuepuagap wwadiput e judsaaday “UNno;) awaidng £q pautodde sapuaja( agng a|gqeonddre joN AuoN VNVIANI
“JeyD) Jaquuaw 3uo djeudisap s1aquiapy
'$9240)dwd 11N03 10 S1331JJ0 JUSWIIIIOJUI mE|
‘puny asuajap drgnd ON ‘ud] 183£-1n0,{ "Meudg 241 Jo asodwaj]
Jo uoneiodo uo podas (rnuue asedaay 01 19%eads Aq pmuodde ‘s1aquinw 3)cung (A5uade |edipnf)
"BUBIPUL UL SIDIAIDS dSUDJIP Juadiput jo om) tasnojj ap jo sayeadg oy Aq pmutodde (uoneyuasasdas
K39A113p 3y uIwdIU0D SUOIIEPUINULNIIL SIOQUUIW DSNOL| OM] *IMIISU] 2dnsSn[ {endea-uou
e\ "Pasinquiiai 3q Aew sa1unod |eunuis)) eueipuj jo pseog Aq pajutodde suo pue [ejides o) pieoq
Yo1ym 19pun 3|npayds 33§ pue sauljapind Ldonsnf Jary) Aq parutodde a1y ‘rowzr00 £21104) uoissiwuwo)
1dopy ‘saseo endes-uou pue [endeds ut Aq pmurodde 221y :s1aquIaw UaA|g 19puajeq dqng
3|qeatjdde 10N ajqeojdde JoN SID1AI3S ISUJIP 1uaTipul 10j spiepuels 13§ 1UOISSILWIO)) JapUaja( d1|qnd VNVIANI

(yuawpedap feipng

‘uua) aeak ays jo K>uale)

"SI9PU3JIP [IAI| [BL) ISISSE ‘stoul|jj ui mej 3ondesd | 19pudjaq diqng Mefaddy ay) jo [essuusip -X1S 3U0 $IALNS “Jiey) siutoddr Jowdaon 12pudjaq Aejaddy

pue uter] °alels Ayl punose sadtjjo ysijqeisy 01 paytend) ‘w3 1eak-1no4 ‘uno) awaidng puawwodas ue)) “Aajod uo 1apuajaq ‘sieq pue sunod snouea Aq pajutoddy arg Jo 2130
‘sjeadde jeuiund ur uoneiuasasdal apiaoig stouij|] £q pajutodde 1apudjaq aejjaddy selg a11qng Aejjaddy asiapy 193png saoiddy 'SI2QUIAW SUIN "SJaUoISSILWO)) JO pieog SIONITTI
sapiqisuodsay suonedjieng) 7 Swad |, saniqisuodsayy wesdoag jo adKy

» sannq 1puadjaq dxanqng .mnouc.-n— UuonNIIPS 1pudja(d ANiqnyg 2 sann( uoissiunuo)) uoissijwwo)) ALVIS

SINALSAS ASNAJAA INIODIANI HAIMALVLS




0Z8E€-696 (L19) S9¥TO VIN ‘UOIMIN 1S9 1921 umoualepy 1001 dnoiny Sraquadueds ayy 8661 AInf @
wesdosd uonrwIoju] 1Rg] UONRINOSSY gl URdLIBWY ) Jo Jieqaq uo dnoiry Siaquaduedg oy p, Aq paredoasg

‘|asunod ajeanid 10y sagdpnf Aq
payniad sjuswAed (e szuoyiny danIwwWo)
A1 AQ PaULIP SE SINNP WO "ININUUIOD

29N jo ansed|d je $IA19G

‘a1mielS Aq pajesawnud sanijiqisuodsas

pue sannp JaY10 Jo 1s1| 2AISUXY

'sanndap om) pue [asunod jaiyd jutoddy
‘wodas enuue asedalg ‘suoisiaip deaud
pue oijqnd ui [asunoa Jo [eAOWI pue
uonesyijenb 1oy pue Suiuren 10 saurpapingd
ystiqeisg "Aouaipui jo spiepuess wiojiun
Ys1|qeisg ‘SuOISIAIp [sunod ajearsd

a0 ayi £q padayd aiey)
‘W9 18aK-0a1y ], "uno)) [erdtpnf awardng

(Kjuo sasodind 128pnq
10j youeuq [e1dipng
{Koualde yuapuadapur)
LERIVNEINIENTT IV
a1qng 10§ MIWWO))

10 SUOISIAIP SnOLEA O UOISIAIAANS ([e1dA() | Aowony aonuwo)) Aq pautodde jasunoy) Jory) pue |asunod d1jqnd 10j spiepueys ysi|qe)s:] Jo saansng £q poyutoddy  “s1aquuow uday,| SLLASNHDOVSSVIN
‘sjaued Aawioye (20| JO dduBUUIEW
S1apuajap 1ousIp asiazadng spsodas utejutey
sa011J0 fje Jo uonesado soj Anpiqisuodsas
[E10UDE) JOLNSIP YITD UL DI JO DUO

1sea] 1o urejuiely saskojdwa 1oyio jutoddy "SI JUBAD|L

"S19pUAJI( 191ISI JO INIAPE YIIM SIIPUIJIP [1e U0 Japudja d|qngd SIAPY "19pudjaqg 'sagsnu] Aq (A>ud3e

sipgnd yuesisse yutoddy  -1ounstp (eraipnl yoea -2on0eud ul s1eak aAly snid puejkiejy ui paniwpe alqng utoddy “spieog] A10s1Apy 1o1SIp Ajjenuue pajeusisap Jiey) ‘uLd) 1edk-2314 | 2A1IND3XT) Japudja(]

ut 1apuagac] 1wusig 1sdtf wutoddy jeaoidde Aawony 'saaisnu | jo ainseaid ayj 1 st uua g JO Sa1IANIR 2)RUIPIO0)) 31O 12pUI}I] “J0WwdA00 Aq pajutoddy ‘sAawojie aanoe 2q 211qnd 2y} Jo YO

paeog] Yim 1apuaga( d1qngd Aindag wutoddy 'sagsnu| Jo preogy Aq pautodde 1apuaja( d1qngd s11qng jo uonesado 5a13sqo pur Apms 1SNt OM] ‘$2)ISNU |, JO PIEOE] J9QUUIAW-d21Y |, ANV IANVIN

a|qedijdde 1oN QuoN aiqeandde JoN SuoN ANIVIN

‘saut|apingd pue spacpuels

sit 3utdi0jud ut pieog ISISSY 'pung 2duUeISISSY
1UISI pue pung unsa /ssounp wadxg ut
saiuow adeuepy swesdoid vonedury jeide)
pue uoistai(] aejjaddy ur sAdwone asiaadng

‘w3l 5105 pieog “2dn0esd jeunuLd
ut 35uaiadxa Joud sieak aay Yitm Aowony
‘paeog] AQ P2939S 1301} §() FANNIAXT JOYD

“SPUN,| DIURISISSY 1DLNSIC)

pue 3unsa ] /ssaulip Lodx;:| 9419001 0
SPIBOQ JIPUIJIP 1DMSIP 10§ SAul{apind pue
spaepuess A11[1qi8112 19S "pung Adue}SIsSy
1PUISIQ 2Y) pue pun,| 3unsa/ssaulip
yadx3g ay) 10§ Aotjod 195 “s1opuajap orgnd
awiil-[|nj 1euoi3a1 133|208 "u0idas 1aed ut
K19A1]9p 10§ wAsAs seudoidde 1sow 193198
‘suoi3as oyut deys apialpgng ‘weldoid
2pImalels 10j sauljapInd pue spiepues
uwojiun ysiqeisg “aieiy)) 19919 saquuap

‘s19Ame| |eunwied

pasuaLadxa 22141 1583] 1y "S19quuAL 19Ame|
-uou 231Y3 uey) 10w JON dUISIJ LNO)
awaidng 15114 WOLJ J9qWIBU [EUONIPPE JUQ
*SI9UISIP 1IN0 dwaidng XIS 3y} Jo Yoed woyj
19quuawt 3uQ “SuLa) Jeak-331Y) I|qemaudy
*sasusn( jo Ajuofew Jo 3ousundu0d

Yitm uno,) awaidng jo adusnr jaiyd

Aq payutoddy  “s1aquIdtu uddfiy 01 UIAIS

(3(ny uno) swaidng
Aq pareasd youeiq
2ANNIIXT UIYNM
Aduade ajesedas)
weis3o14 Jopudjeq
1u33ipuj euesino
VNVISINO1

"UOISIAI(] A9BJ0APY PUE UOI131014 10} pJeog

'$3sed Jo Suljpuey Yiim 215§133ul

JON 133pnq [enuue Jdope pue malAay
‘uoddns [esutjod 21e19u3 pue uonesnps
aiqnd ui 38e3ug -aouewi0§13d mataal

“Me20APY NN N1 Aq pautodde paeog
KIOSIAPE UDZ7N1D ADQUUIDWI-£ | ® 0S|V U]
AEDA-0U0 0) BOISSIULLO, ) £Q PAID]D Ny, )

“S|RIDI}JO JUIUIIIOIUI me| 10 S1oIndasosd oN
W) 183K-1n0y4 “picog AIOSIAPY AJBI0APY
pue uod3)014 AYInuay Aq paniwuqns Isi|
woly JowdA0n Aq pajutodde Juo ‘uonerdossy
1eg AQ panwugns A JO 1S1| WOLJ JOWIA0D)
Aq pajutodde s1amej [eunuud om) ‘uno)

(Youesq aAnNdaXy
uiym Asuage

K10s1Apy Jaquusw-/ | yutoddy volssiwwo)) ‘uud) 182k | pue 31ed0ApY d11qQng JO uoisialadns |e1auad awaidng Aq om) ‘a1euas ay) jo yuapisard Aq aje1s yuspuadapur)
J0 15quuaw FunOA-UOU ‘01d1JJO X3 SE IAIIS -In0y4 "35udladx3 s1eak A1} Yiim deg AYomuay | oapraoid Jeis Sunda|as ut Aed0APY djqnd | duo ‘1axjeads £q suQ “1owaaon Aq pajutodde Koesoapy
|1puuosiad 1ayio pue s1opuajap aljqnd yuelsisse JO JaquIdy "uoissiuuio)) Aq paniwgns sa3uNLOU ISISSY "31BJ0APY d1|qnd 10§ SIIUIUOU siaquuaut om |, "S|ooyas mej AXonmuay a11qnd jo wawuedaqg
wtoddy “19puajaq atiqng Ainda(g utoddy woyy JowdAorn) Aq pajutodde 3)e20ApY d1jqnd | Se SA3WI0}E 221y] JOWIIAOL) 0) PUIWIWOIIY Jo sueap snid s1aquiaw pajutodde sulN AMDNLINAM
sapijiqisuodsay suoyedyien) 7 swWId ], saniqisuodsayf weidosg jo adA g

¥ saun 1dpuadja dqng ¢§$3201J UONIIIS JIpuUdJIq aHqng 7 sanun( uoissiuruo)) uoisstwwuo) JLVIS

SIWHLSAS ASNIAAA INIADIANI AAIMALY.LS




078€-696 (L19) S9OYTO VIN ‘UOIMIN ISIM 33548 umonaiep 1001 dnoir) Fiaqualueds ay | 8661 Anf ¢
wefold uonewIoju IBg] UONRIDOSSY 1Bg] UBDLIdWY 3y} JO jjeyaq uo dnoiny Siaquaduedg oy |, Aq pasedas g

‘uoyssiwwo)) jo [eaoldde yiim sadtaIas

1883] 10§ 1n0 19eU0) ‘Sututes asiatadng
‘uoissiwwo)) o 133pnq o1 wodas [enuue
mugng saakojdwa Jo yiom asiasadns pue
1Pa0(] uoneado 2rwpIood pue aasaupy

‘uonexnsiuwpe
Jsuuosiad ut pasuauiadxa os(e ‘aoustadxa

ME] [BUILLILID [BHUTISQNS YIm ASWONY "uud)
1eak-an0,] uoissiuwo, )y Aq pautodde 1010a11()

‘|asunod pauisse 10§ 3|nPays 22J
aroiddy skawone ageand yum 1oenu0)
‘sianew A1e}a3pnq uo asIApY walsAs

Jo 2duapuadaput ainsud o) uonedInpa
s1qQngd '1012311p 10} 1UOW pue duewiojsad
391JJ0 M31AdY saunpadoid juawkojdwa
ystqeis:y sanndap pue 1010201p 129105

‘staquuswt Aq

Pa192[2 1Y) "310A INOYIIM JIQIILW O1D1}}O
X3 S1 Japuaja 21qnd A.IS WL} JBIL-XIS
‘3]BUIS JO JUISUOD PUE DIAPE YlIM J0WIA0D)
Aq paintoddy “Kued swes woyy inoy

ueL[} 210W 0U 'SIIAME[ JNOJ 1SIIQUIAU UIAIS
SUHOISSIULLO,) 19PUJAC] 1N ]

(youeig

le1ipng ut yuawpedap
Juapuadapur)
19pudjaq

d1gnd .S Jo 910
NNOSSIN

‘wasAS ayy 10§ santjiqisuodsal

Bunuodas pue Sunadpngq ([e swnsse ‘waisAg
1punjac] a1gng aptmels o ut Sunedionaed
sAowone aeand pue spudgap sIip

10] jurq jauq pue Aieiqi| me| e ulejuicw pue
apidwod sieunwas Sutuien pue 371, apiaoid
‘sased [ejided Suipn|oul ‘sased [enpiatpul

o1 sjusunjutodde 1dasae o1 ajqe pue Jurjjim
sKautoie Jo sisif uielulew Layioue 0 ad1jjo
13ULISI U0 WOLJ SISTI PEOJIIAN JO 1D1JU0D
udisse-a1 ‘wIsAs apimalels ayl 10§ Suryiom
sAawone |[e 10} Sprepuris dduriusojiad

pue uoneayienb ysipqeisoa tspiepueis projased
pue Lupiqidipa Kouadipur dojaaap ‘suoisial(]
aejpddy pue sidyuo)) ayy asiazadns

S101NS1P N0 112110 YIed Ul J3pudja( 1usiq
v jutodde :apnjaut 11019301 2A1IN2XT Y3

o1 21edapap Aot 1t yaym ‘sannp s uoISsHuwo;)

Jusunuiodde oy soud sieak inoj Joj 1ddississipy
ut me| 2o119e1d 0) PasuaN| “Jakme] [eulutd
paduaiadxa ue aq [jeys 2010211 AA1IN29XY

‘sannp asayy ‘wed ut 1o djoym ut ‘1039311(]
2AnN32x3 3y 0) Aedajap Aew voissiwwo))
oy, iddississi Jo aies o) inoydnoag
wasAs 1apuajop ojgnd aanaayja

pue 3A1suaya:dwod e 10j spiepuels pue
satdtjod 2210§ua pue juawajdwi ‘ysi|qeisa
‘WASAS Japuaja(g ANqnd pimatIS

3y} JO 1010231(] 2ANNDIX:] ue Juoddy

‘swiay aeak-da1y)

DALDS SIDYUUDIAL SIDQLUAY Funoa-uot pur
suosiei} oanels18a) se 0A10s ‘s2oudisop noy)
10 2010 g Aserpng saanejuasaidoy
Jo asnopy pue 2awwo)) Aedipnf

91eUdS 2yl JO uTwIIey) Y], "1aqUIdW

auo jutodde yoea uoneidossy siapuajag
YN, dY1 JO JUdPISIL | NP pue seg) eljoudep
ay) Jo Juapisaid ‘regl iddississiy ay) jo
Judpisald ‘iddississt jo aieis i jo sadpny
1UNO;) A1UN0)) JO 95U U0D) ‘SW JO NI )
3o sadpng unon ) Jo sudsdjuo)) ‘iddississipy
Jo uno) swaidng ays jo susnf Jawyd
‘saAnejuasaiday jo asnoy ays jo 1axeadg
‘1OWISA0N) JUBUIINDIT “JOWIDAOD) Y| "IALIIS
Aew s101n3as01d 2ANOE OU ‘SI2QUISW JUIN

1ddississiy jo e
a4} JO uOISSILWO))
Japuajaqg Hiqnd
1ddISSISSIN

swesdosd Juinen

11puo) 1asunod pajaodde ao aopuajap orqnd
psip e Aq parsanbas usyas sased 1saadul
JOIuod Ul uoneuasaida, 118188
sasex uadiput e ut vonejuasaadas uipoadosd
uondiauoa-isod pue ajejjadde apraoag

‘uomsod awn-ing

‘W) 1eak-1n0j 01 pajutodde 10pudjac] dgngd ATl

‘wa)sAs pajutodde-1nod pue siapudjap
a11qnd 15151 pue J1eIS 10) SPIEPUBIS 19§
‘asuajap o1jqnd 10§ spunj jo uonnquisip
105 saunpasoid ysigeisiy -sdiods

asuajap otqnd pue 1puaga() Mg Mg
1O 221§ ‘parog 10) 10Tpng pudtLIodny
‘wodas jenuue aredas) o nsinupy
Joy) wutodde Aewr stey ) “1apuajag)
aliqng areig wwodde pue sieyds 199§3]

“10wdAoty Aq pannodde s1oquusw angnd om
1no,) aaadng Aq patutodde ‘siomdasoad se
PAKOdWd Jou ING MEp RURULID YiiMm Jepae)

sAowone oy uno)) awasdng g pajmodde

33pnl LNOD 1DLNSIP 2UQ SIDQUWIAU UIADS

(youelq

feipag unitm Aounde
aeardas) asuagaq
J1gn Jo pieog ALY
VLOSINNIN

‘syuadiput

01 $291A19s ajej[adde apiaoid oym sAawone
paiutodde-11n03 0) ajqejicae yueq jaliq
wiejuiew pue aredard "peojases ajqeadeuews
e uieluiey uoneiuasaidas ayejjadde apraolg

'asned 10 paAoLual aq Ajuo ue)

‘uoissiwwo?) Aq uasoyd 1apuajag ejjaddy aeig

‘Is1] uo sAawone 40} Suiuren 1D apiaolg
‘sased aejjadde Jusdiput ur yuosunuiodde
10} payijenb pue 3urjjim skawone

Josip weyuiey ‘wesloud 10§ spaepuels
dojaaag ‘weaBoud asunjap arejjadde
dojanag 19pudja( aejjaddy seig asooy)

“1901JJ0 JUdWIDI0JUI
me| 10 10indasoid ‘a3pnl Sumiis e Jaquisw

ON w3} Jeak-1no, -Aawone-uou auo

t1eg] 21elS AQ PIPUIWLWOIIL OM) ‘UOIIRIDOSSY
sagpnf uediyosiy £q papusawiwiodds

auo ‘sjeaddy jo uno) Aq papuswiwosas

3uo0 ‘uno)) dwaidng Aq papusuILIodas

om] “lowdaon) Aq pajutodde siaquiaw usaag

(yaueiq jeratpnf jo
Kouade) uoissiuwo)
19puajaq ejjaddy
*301JJ0 19puajag
oejjaddy el
NVOIHOIW

sapiiqisuodsay
» sannq 1apudga( Nqnd

suonedgjijen)) 7p swad |,
£§§320.1J UOI}II[IS JIPUIJI( Nqng

sapiqisuodsay
79 sann( UoISSNUWO))

uoISSIWOo))

SINALSAS ASNAJAA INADIANT AAIMALV.LS

weadoag joadAy
ALVLS




078€-696 (L19) S9VZ0 VIA ‘UOIMAN 1SaM 1921S umonatep [001 dnoity f1aquadueds ayy ge61 AInf &
weidold UOHEWLIOJU] JBg] UONBIDOSSY JBf] UBDLISWY 3y} Jo Jieyaq uo dnoiry Siaquafueds sy | Aq paredarg

(a1e20ADPY

Jlqnd 3yi jo uoisiAlg

‘[asunod paudisse ajesuadwiod pue 23euyg Jo ued ‘Aouady
'S2UNOD || 10j WISAS J1apuajaq dlqnd *Kasiaf mapN ut 2o10ead 2A1IND3X3) J2puajaq

g ysiqeisy ‘jauuosind woddns se [jom se ul pasuaiadxa ‘Aswony uud) 1eak-aal] -91eUIS 11qnd 2y1 Jo 221130
s1opuajap o1 qnd yueisisse pue Kindop witoddy | jo 1uasuos pue adiape Yitm Jowaron £q pautoddy alqeandde oN AON AASHAF MAN
‘SN0d '$1019211 Jo pieog] 1Yy3is1aa0 (youeuq je1dipng)

awaudns pur souadns *edidtuna 1osip
o e spuanbuigap se sadueya sajpuaan( 1o sased
[euid ur spuepuajap juafipur juasaaday

'$10392.11p JO pieoq
s, uonraodiod oy Aq payaaas si 10puaja] diqng
aapysdwiri| mON 2 JO J01D21(] IANNDIXG] MY,

“I012211C) DANNIIXG] 19D|OY

Ue SEY PUB [1DUNO;) [EIDIPN[ Y)Y YIM
19R0U03 Japun uoijesodiod wjoud-uou Neaud
© S1IOPUAIACE YN dnysdwaep) maN ay,

Japuajaq dnqnd
anysdwep| maN

TAMMSIAVIH MIN

‘s1anew K1e1a3pnq pue [easy) ¢|asunod

J0 23u33adwod {|asunod jo ssueunoylad
‘|asunoad paudisse pue weidosd 1opuajap
311qnd u3am12q SIsed Jo uonedo||e :0}
paedas ut swesBoad ywndipur Jo uoisiazadns
|e12u38 pue $31AIIS ISUIJOP JO uoisIAod

‘sAawione aq 1snut twoym

J0 1n0j “Jowdaon) Aq pajutodde s1ay1o usaas
$421D 1UNno)) Jouadng wouj aAneiuasaidas
‘{(o131j30 x3) uoneldossy ieg anysdwepy maN
10 1uapIsald (015911J0 X2) |esduan Adwuony
$(01911J0 X2) UONEBIDOSSY SIS LNO.)

10j sAawone [enpiatpul pue suonesodiod | 1omsiq pur [edidiuny asysdwepy maN sy jo (Aouae
‘|1duUno) 15puajap [ed30] Yyitm funaenuod 1uapIsald ‘aeqoud ‘Jouadng ‘ouiaidng :jaaa) yosueuq [erdipnf)
[RISIPNS 34} Y1IM 1DEIIUOD B Ul PIUILIU0D apnjdut asudjap Juddiput o) parejas 1NOJ YIB WO PIIIIIS JUQ "SIAqUIdW [1ouno)) (etdipng
21e SO111{1q1SuU0dsal §,1019241(] 2ANNIIXT "M0]aq 32§ sanijiqisuodsal s,|19uno) [e1aIpnf ay | ua3UNO, "[19UNOD) [BIJIPN[ [IAJ[-INBIS AYIHSAINVH M3AN
-aime|si3a) o} wodas jenuuy 133pnq (A>uage
|enuue asedarg -suwieadoud asay) Jo sanianoe youeuq [e1d1pnr)
32519AQ "WIASAs Aels Jo ued aq 03 2s00Yd “Jaquiawt Jegq 19puaja( d1jqnd Ae1s
oYM SANUNOD [[7 .10) WNSAS IPIMIIS SHQRIST] EPRAIN “JOWDIA0N) AQ PAIIIDIS WL} 183K-IN0, ajqeajdde joN auoN VAVAIN
'S21UNOD S,BYSEIgIN
wodj sasuadxa Jo paiyl-auo Jo 1940531 pue
spunj je12usd woy s1198png JusWIWWOD
swerdoad Suiuiey ‘Josunod PIACHSUOWAP J0 DUILHAXD ISUIJIP [rUNULD
DISIDA() CUOISSIULLOD dY) Jo uoneiddo oy aog 19142 £100]0S SUOISIAIP J2JUID DOIN0SDL yum s{owione patjtend) pauejes-uoN “iegg
streadoad pue spaafoad amsiuwpe pue ysiqeisy *a5UJIPp Kuojay pue ajejjadde ‘uonednyy ended | meig Aq pasedasd 11 wouy siutodde Jowiaaon
‘1oday [enuue pue 129pnq asedald “pun) ased jeaided Juipnpdul 9ouai1adxa asuajap Jeunut) sit y3noayy suossad Juadipur o1 dueysIsse ‘a8.e| 1e suonisod om) pue 1eys dISIp (Aouale
voddns uone3ni| pue suoisialp ased Jofew | 3on3e1d BYSEIGIN SIBIK A1 "UOISSILWIOY) JO 1M 9A1231)9 Suipiaoad ul sanunod isisse [e1d1pn( yoes 10oj SIqUISW XIS :SIIqUUdW youeliq 9A1N2IxX])
pue [endes ‘arej(adde jo uoisialadns |jesarQ 1B SIAIIS "UOISSILIWOY) AQ P3lII|as |IsuNo)) JAIYD) 0) $301N0S31 PUB $3DIALIS |83 apIAOIg auIN "A9BJ0APY d1[QN 10j UOISSILILLOD) YISVIGAN

‘sjutodde 28pn(
UNoY) awaidng 10 je J1 ased awnssy sjeadde

‘|asunod
10J SPJEPUBIS ISUIJIP [PUILID VRI(]

*S1894A 0M] JO JUO ‘SuLd)
pa1233e1§ “sowaA0n) Aq pajeutwiou uosiad
Ae| 2uQ "95udLAdX3 ASUAJIP jRUNLLID dARY

(Aouade youeuq

ut Anjiqisuodsas awnsse 10 ut djajy -9duelsisse 'uol}dIAL0I-1sod 3lels pue feuy 1e ISunod 1SN oym ‘seg] 31elS Aq pajeunuou ‘skawione 2AUN3xT) JIpudjaqg
DANDIJJaUL swiepd Juepuajap ji sjeadde 10 ] wudy oN Jo syuaunurodde 105 151 Kawone 1aed aanyL "uonemossy sadpng Aq pajeuiwiou | aqng arejaddy aeig
uol21Au02-1s0d ajeys ul uoneluasaidal sapiaolg ‘uoissiuwio)) Aq pany 19puajaq aejjaddy aeig djaH "19pudjaQ d1qng ejaddy 1uoddy a3pn( |9A3] (1N DU "SIIQUIAW DAL VNVINOW
sanijigisuodsay suonedjiend) 7p swaad |, saniqisuodsay weidosg jo adAy

2 sannq Japudjaqg Mqngd ¢$§320.14 UO1)IIAS IIPUdJI( Nqnd 29 SN UOISSIULI0)) uoIssiuwo)) ALVIS

SINALSAS ASNHJAAA LNADIANI JAIMILYV LS




078€-696 (L19) S9YTO VIN ‘UOIMIN ISIM 1330S umonajepy [001 dnoan) di1aquaduedg ayy 8661 AInf ©
weifo1] UOHRULIOJU 1RF] HONRIDOSSY 1RE] UBDLIAWY 3 JO Jieyaq uo duoiy Sraquadurdg sy, Aq pasedasg

‘Bututeny 15npuo) "sH0§Yd Iane|sI3a] ut Jeyaq
S,WA1SAS U0 19y 'SJapuayap yuadipul 0] JOSIAPY
‘sjupwutodde ases jeydes-uou pue jendeds

10§ sfawone aeand jo isi) daay '198pnq
wAsAs aredard 'sanunod esinj pue ewoyeO
Jo uondooxa yim ‘wasks ajeis dojaaa(g

‘asuajap

[euwd Ul pasuanadxy s1eak unoj 1oy Aswio)e
elioye|yO Se pasuadl] ‘pieog jo anseaid

18 52A13s pue £q pajutodde J012a11Qg 2AnNd9xg

'1030311 3ANN29xT yutoddy ‘speojaseds
winwixew uo satdrjod ysijqeisg ‘skawone
9sudjap Juadiput Jo [19unod K1osiape
yutoddy 193pnq aaoiddy “swesSoud
3sudjap 1uadipui 1oj sadijod axepy

“aey)) sajeudisap

IOWA0D) "SI2AME| 221Y) ISEI| 1Y "I)BUIS

JO 1u3sUOD pue dIAPE 0} 132[qns ‘JowdA0D) Aq
patutoddy “swua) 18ak-2A1) 10§ SIOQUIDLU DALY

(A>ua3e youeiq
2ANN23xY) preog
wasAg asuajaqg
wadipu ewoyeplQ
VWOHY'IMO

‘sainpasosd
vonesuadwod ysiqeisg uoneuLojul
|e1aueut) pue sp10das dody spiepuels

UOISSIWIUOY) JO dduEUMUITIL 3SIA1adNgG
"13puaja(g d1iqnd el wuelsissy juioddy

“19qWIdW teq NeIg
*92u9112d X3 sJedK IN0j JO Wnwiuw yiim Aduiony
‘uoissiwwo)) Aq paiutodde sapusjag aiiqngd arelg

's133pnq aaouddy ‘speojasen pue spiepuers

K3unBiput ‘uonesuadwod se yans sapuajac]
s11qngd 10} sojna ysiqers:] uonejuasaadag
1233 31eUIp1003 pue asiA1dns ‘apiaosg

‘SuLd} Jrak-1no,|

'S1aquIaW Jeq 3Je SI9QUIAW IN0j ISEI| JB pue
ftey) uno)) swaidng £q pajutodde siaquusw
no,} *Aued jeanijod yord wol) e woym jo
0M] LI0WIA0D) £q pajutodde ano.j “1ounaot)
£q pajutodde trey) siaquuawa dUIN

(Yyouesq dA1INDIX:] MYy
UIY)IM UOISSILUUWOD
yuapuadapur)
uoISSILIWO))
Japuagacl Agnd oy
OIHO

ajqearjdde oN

SuoN

"safipn(

[BL1) JO SUOISIDOP 22} pondsip MaIAdY
'SII1ALIS ASUIJAP WD iput J0) soutdping
1dopy "s331A40S dsuajap yuadipur a1
SI9UISIP [B121PN[ PUR SINUNOD O ADULISISSE
1ea1uyd9) pue soutpopind ‘Juuuryd
apiaoid "193pnq pue uodas jenuue
21edaij ‘ejep PEO[ISED PUB 1SOD MIIADY

‘Jjers sapraoid 1ojensiuiwpy

uno;) Mmeis ey siutodde aonsng

191 suud) Jeak-0aay |, (esaudr) Anwony
AqQ papuatutodar om) pue Legp ms Aq
papuawwodas dauyy tadpnr Supisaig jony)
Aq papuswitiodar 38pnl suo sanuno) jo
UONEIOSSY BlOYR(] IHON AQ PIPUILIUOIIL
aAneIuasaidos Judwwanod Kjunod

suo :syutodde asnsnf ja1y) "s1dquidw Sy

(A5unle

[eI21pN[) UoISSILILUIO))
siwadipuy 10§ jPsuno;)
|e397] mioyeq] yuoN
VLOMVA HLYON

‘s3uipaasoad uonsiauon-isod Kjjeund

yirap (rsopaj pue ajeis 10§ sKowone Jupim
‘payijenb inuday “sased jejided ul sjuepuajop
Funuasaidar skawone yum 1ynsuo;) ‘uiuien
1) apraos] jueq jauq mejpadde uiepuiepy
siuafipur o) uonreiuasaadas mejpadde apraos g

aansng jaiy,) Aq paiutodde 1apuagaq) arejpddy

aqeaydde yoN

aUON

(A>uade youruq
[e1a1pny) 2O
1opuajaq aiejaddy
VNITTO¥VD
HLION

‘spiepuels
uonesjienb A3wone ‘aoudiaguod [edipnf ayy
1O PIROG 2ANTHSIVIWLPE IY) YUM UOHITINSUOD

ul ‘Funungap a0) Anpgisuodsar smy

OS] 1 ISADIAIS HONEINSUOD pue uoneudsaidas

19211p Y10q sapiaoiad 221130 1apudya]
ende) ayl jyels Jay1o pue siojednsaaul
‘s1apuajap jenden Lindap se skowone

211y ‘$1019211(] JO PIBOE YliM UOIIEI[NSUOD Uf

'$1013311] JO pieog 2d4JO
13puajaq [ende) Aq paraajas 1apuaja( |eide)

*231JJ0 3y} 0} A1eSSId0U

JJels Jayjo pue si103e3nsaaul ‘sAawolje
JO Jaquinu 3y ‘1apuaja(g (ende) ay) yim
‘auluuzdg “1apudja( [ende) eiuoddy

SULD) JeaA-20m) L ApQuassy

gl Jo sayeadg oYy £q ouo pue t3jeuag Yy
Jouapisaid Kiesodway ayy £q suo ‘sjeaddy
Jo unoD ays jo a3pn( jaryd ay Aq pajutodde
3U0 151019311 JO pieOg 1IQUIdW-2IY |

(youryq

jerdipng wi Aouade
wuapuadapuy) 33130
Japuajeq |ende)
MYOA MAN

‘aunseajd 13yy/s1y 18 24195 oym s1apuajap siqnd
1psip wtoddy  s1ousip 12pudyap ayqnd
1201 ysi|qeisy ‘)asunod poudisse 10) ANpayss
23135 udwiedap jo suonelado (e aSeuepy

‘uonn2asold 10 asuajap

U1 paouaniadxa s1 pue Juawujutodde o) soud sieak
9A1J 10J A1 ASwlony "JOWIA0D) Jo aunseaid

18 59A195 pue Aq pajutodde sapuajaq aqnd JayDd

a|qeatdde yoN

suoN

(wswpedap
3ANNIIXY)

1opudja(] aqnd el
ODIXIANW M3AN

sanipqisuodsay
» saun( 12pudja( Agng

suonedIEn) 2 SWIdJ,
533044 U0)IIS JIpuUdJI( ANqnd

" sanqusuodsay
2 SAN(] UOISSHULLIO))

uoiss{uwo)

SINALSAS ASNIAHA INIDIANI 3AIMILVLS

weadosg jo adiy
ALVLS




0T8€-696 (L19) S9YTO VNl ‘UOIMIN 1S3 1915 umowatep 1001 dnoit) Faaquadueds oYL 8661 AInf O
wei3old uoleuULIOJU] Jeg] UOHBIOOSSY leg] UBdLIAUIY 3Y) JO Jjeyaq uo dnoir) S1oqualueds sy £q paredaig

'saueiq| meq

WwnWiuIW Yitm s13puajap otiqnd apiaoid ders
0} UoISSILIQNS 10§ JLSIP Y913 10) S193pnq
atedard JUSWUIIA0S lelS JO SIYIURIQ SNOLIBA
Juowe uosiel] se aa1ag -sampiqisuodsal 113y}
218UIP100J 01 S13puajap atjqnd 1LSIP ISISSY

w9y Jeak-1y319 10§ 23u219§U0)
ayYy Aq p3193]3 S1 oym A1e121938 9A1IN2IXTY
U Sey 35u213Ju0)) JIPUajaQ AN|qnd ISI YL

‘MO[2q 935 1nq ‘3|qedijdde JoN

*mo}3q 23s 1nq ‘a|qedijdde JoN

(yauesq [erdipng

a1 Jo Aouage)
205u213ju0)) S19puUJaq
a1qnd 1sig
JISSANNIL

aqeardde 10N auoN ajgqeandde JoN AUON V.LOMYA HLNOS
“Wid) 1834-2U0 10§ ueudiey)) s190|d
uolssiwo)) "2audisap siy 10 saAneudsaday
JO 3sNO}| A JO AMIunu0,) Kredipng ay)
J0 uruustey; ) pue 22aufisap Sy 10 20PIUUO,)
Kie121pn[ ajeuas ay) Jo uewiey;) {1duno))
[e1d1pn[ Buljose]) YINOS dY) JO ueuultey)
RJTENIE) ‘uoneldossy s1aAme] |eu ] euijole) yinos (Youeiq 2AnN29x37x
‘uaunoe|d Aselunjoaul 15410 10 JUdUHIULOD Kouadipus ysigqeisg 193pnq jenuue 34} JO JuIPISAL] ‘UOHLIIOSSY teg eut|ole)) uiynm Ao>uade aers
1A w Suipaadod Aur Jo uoIsSIdAP 10 LUNOD aroiddy -asuapa(] Aejpaddy gy jo ) | yinog oy jo apisasg tuonerdossy s1apuagag) 1uapuadapur) asuajacy
[eu) Ut uoldIAuOD € Jo [eadde ui syuepuajap ‘eutjose) ay) jo uonesado ayy 10y sadijod ysijqeisa a1qny eutjose)) YInos Yl JO Juapisald aejjaddy jo 231130
1wadiput wuasasday “s2akopdwa 105 Jutuien yinog ut me| a3119e1d 0) pasuadl] ‘uua) Jeak 10 U031 ‘UNO)) wAidng jo Sajny | {|ooydS meT] BUIjOIE)) YINOS JO A)SIdAIUN 3Y) VYNI'TO¥VD
ysiye uoIssItWw, ) 03 193png mugng -100j 0} uoissiuwo, ) Aq payutodde Kowony jJoy) 01192[qns ‘Aepy “Kawony jang, ) moddy Jo uraq] :asuapa(] Mejaddy uo uoissiuwo)) HLNOS
‘uolssiuwo)
Jo sjuatuasinbas 1no Aused pue jjers asiazadng
'S35UAJJO Ut payy1dads uo pasodwi sauyy
afieyouns pue s33j uonesyydde sapudjap sqnd
JO HONNQINISIP pue UOIIAJ[OD 1ASIUNUPY
‘sased fijeuad Yieap wi sjusunuiodde 1doadoe ‘SWIAY JB3K-In0y Hiey) ST SIALIS oym Ifie| (youeiq 2AnNIIx7
o1 patjijenb sAowope Jo 51| uiTiuiepy “asudjap -1C J1B)S WOJJ U “IINSIP |euoissSuod uiyum Kouafe
wafipur uo A|quiassy [esdoudn) o) oday 4IE3 WOolj U "UOHIBIIOSSY JPUdjaq 1uapuadopus) asudjaq
“DPIMIIEIS ISUAJIP JUITIpuL Uo SONSHEIS “asuagac] wadipuy jo 291)30) ANYng TUHOIE,) YINOS JO UOHEPUNULLINIII waTipup jo 2130
pdtio) S2IUNOD OF SPUN MBS angIsICl 10 uonrsado asiasadng -asuagac wadipug uo Jowdaony £q pauodde ssaquinu VNITOMV.)
“asuajac] Wwadipuy Jo adp5() ASIUNUPY ‘uoissiuo ) £q payutodde 1019011¢) 2AnNIIXGY JO IO JO J012211(] ARNIIK: | Jnenddy UIADG -ASUAFA(| UATIpup o toISSILLD,) HLNOS

(ysuraq AnN2xg

‘suot3a1 Aq wasks ‘2ousuadxa Jo Aouale) 1apuajaq

apImaleIs 9351940 pue dojaaaq Auessaoau s1eak aAy yum Aowony ‘uud) 1eak-da1y] °91eudg alqnd 3yl Jo 321330
se sjueisisse 12a11p pue asiaadns yuioddy | o Juasuod pue 3d1Ape Yim 10wdA0n) Aq parutoddy a|qeandde JjoN auoN ANV'ISI 3AOHY
3|qeadde JoN auoN sjqeaiidde JoN suoN | VINVATASNNAd

‘wiesdoud Jo £arjod Buiysiiqeiss (youeuq jerdipng

‘Ajjenuuelq ‘panquyosd 10j 3|qisuodsoy om0l Aq Jo Asuade) 201130

anje|si3ac] o) pioday (1apiaoid yoenuos) | aanoesd ajeand awn-jin, ‘uugy Jeak-1noyg -youeiq u2s0Yd UBWLIIEYD) "19PUI)3(] N|qQN ] LIS “SIId) JBIA-1n0j 10§ uno)) awadng Jo adusnf | 1apuajaq] Jqnd el
|2 pue (Jjeis-uo) aejjadde - sjaasp om | [e121pnf J9pun 211w Juapuadapul Aq pa1dajas | 1939195 “sjeadde apimaieis 10j £dij0d aye Ja1y) Aq pautodde pieog saquiawu-xig NODINO
sapifiqisuodsay suonedyIfEN) %P SWII], sapijiqisuodsay weidosg jo adiy

» sannQ Jpuldja anqng .mmueo._m UO01}II[3S 1pudja(q Niqng 72® saun( uoissiwwo) uoissiwtwao) ALVIS

SIWALSAS ASNAAAA LNADIANI AAIMALVLS




0Z8E-696 (L19)  S9YTO VIN "HOIMIN 1S0M 1330S umorrate g 1001 dnoary Tiaquadueds au 1, 8661 AInr ¢»
weadol ] vONRULIOJUL JRg] UONBIDOSSY JBg] UBDLIBWY 3Y) JO Jjryaq uo dnoary Siaquaduedg oy ), Aq paiedasy

amesi3a) mms Aq
PAIRpUTLWL $ID11J0 JOPUAPAP d1(qnd [RI0] DSIIA0
pur ysyqms:p pes aatpp -aaigjo dn s1as el

‘pasuauadxa pue aeg] deig
CIuISIIA JO J2QUARY UoISSIUWo) o dunseald e
SIAIDS OYM J01IDII(] IANINIIXT S1II[IS UOISSILUWOD)

‘s1apuajap orgnd peay rnpiatpur pue
1012241 9ANNIXZ] 1IDYIS HOISSIULUO,)
19puajag QN JO UOHBAISIUILIPE DISIIA()

‘SuLId) Jeak-oa1y ],

adoad Aey 2aay) ‘sAawone Juonaead sy
*Sadpnl 02ay |, SO, ) DNSNE O SN0, )
ISNOF] PUB JJBUIS LIIM UOIIEINSUOD Ul SNV} |
ay) jo saxeads Aq pmutoddy “s1aquia duiN

(yduraq [edipng Jo
Aouae) uorssnuuto )
1pudjoq dgng
VINIDYIA

“IOIEUIPIOOd

PATISSE ST DAIDS 0] 10 JO IDGUIDUE HIM
Lenuo ) 1puagap sgnd e Lq papeay sadgjo
[eaof ysiqmsa Aepy sAawone eaud o)

mo unosenuod £q 1o s1apudjop o1iqnd Aindap
pue siopuajap sgnd nuyy wesdoad saresad()

unod

"UL9) 1e2A-1N0,] "DIBUIS JO JUISUOD PUE IDIAPE
Yim Jowaaon Aq pajutodde jeiduan) 19puajaq

ajqeardde JoN

JUON

(Jouriq aanndaxi|

Jo Aduade) |ridudr)
19pudja(] 3yl 3o 32O
LNOWIIA

aigrondde JoN

JuoN

algeandde joN

JUON

HVLN

a1geandde yoN

auoN

aiqeandde joN

JUON

SVXd.L

's3uipaasoud Ayjeuad yieap ajers

ut uotieluasaidal apiaoad ) 1eq 3y} Jo s1aquIdL
patjtienb pinuoas tsases (ended ui sjuepudjop
Funuasaidai siakme o) $201419s Junjnsuod

pue Swuieay 1 1D apraoad tsownsd jended

10 PAIAU0D 10 padieyd sjuadiput juasasdal
oym jasunod ateaud pue s1opuajap d1qnd

10] yurq jauq pue s[elsajew Jo asnoy3uuea|d
wiepew Gyers woddns pue stojednsaaur
'SI0PUDJAP UONDIAU0I-Is0d Jur)SISST
IBAP 0) PAOUIUDS PUE PIAIDIAUOD suosiad
Jipur o) voneuasaadar (edag apraodg

‘uonedni| ases jeyides ur sousnadxa
paegisuowdp ssassod pue d2assauua], jo 1IN0
awaidng yim Suipueis pood ur 1akmey aq Isny

WD IBIL-IN0.] "UOISSILUILO,) JIPUIJI(] UONDIIAUOD)

-180 £q porarodde 10punga(] GOHANAUO, )-1SO]

“IDPUIJA(] UOTDIIAUO,)-1SO
10 931J0 2y 10§ 133pnq jenuure asedaad
L12pUaIa(] UONMNAUO, )-150,) 1oddy

‘sw9) Jeak

-1N0J 9AI3S '335S2UUI | JO 14NO)) awaidng ay)
Aq pajutodde 2211 ‘saaneiuasaiday jo asnopy
ayy jo saxyeads ayy £ pajutodde om) tqowda03
Jucunnat s Aq pajutodde om) Liowdaor
ayp Aq panmodde om) siaquudtu SN

UOISSIWIWIOD) J2pUAJa
UOHIIAUOD-ISO4 pue
JIPUJI(] UONDIAUO)
-1504 3y} Jo 32O
AASSANNIL

'$§2501d Ma1AD1 1a OO dojaadp

pue ‘sainjipuadxa [asunod pautodde-unod
10j 103pnq [enuue 198 ([asunod paudisse

10J 3|npayds uonesuaduind 19s tsjucpuajop
1uadiput Sunuasasdas sAawone asuajap
|BUILILID 10] SPIBPUEIS 10S 'S19pUI)IP
1011SIP 10j PEO[ISEI I[qEUOSEII JUILIAAP
{UOIBULIOJUI 35D 193]{0) 'LUdSAS 11N0)
3)e)S Ul $3I1AI3S Asudjap 1uddiput 1oj urd
2AIsuaya1dwod e dofaAad(] "uoIssIo ) jo

N0 swardng

Aq pajutodde siey ) suudy 1eaK-221y |

“3jn1 uno) swaidng ySnosy uoissiuwo))
Jo uoneald 1o} paysnd oym suoneziuedio
1auonnad Aq apew suotepuIWL0IAI

woyy uno)) swaidng £q pajutodde s1aquisw
UDAD[T] "99SSOUUIJ, JO 1IN0 dwaidng Ay

(youesq

|e1a1pnf) 33ssauua] jo
uno) swaidng ays jo

UOISSILWOD) asuajaqg

1A ipuj 23ssuUUI |

“aaoqe 208 Ing *aqeordde joN “aaonge 295 1nq ‘ajgeatjdde joN | uonesado so5 sopna idopy sinangjo uoddy 10 UOISSIUWO,) ISUDIC] WdTipuf dassauUd |, AASSANNAL
sapiqisuodsay suonjedjijend) 7% swII ], sapiqisuodsay weadosg Jo adiy
¥ sonn( Japuaja¢f Aqng $§§330.1 UOI)II[IS IIPUIJI( NqnJ 29 SaNN(] UoISSHU0) uolssiunuo)) ALVILS

QAT I C X Q AACKNI T I TNADIANT AATIAAALIVIS



028€-696 (L19) S9HZ0 VIN ‘UOIM3N 1Sap ‘19a1S umouaiepy 1001 dnoary Jroquaduedg oy 8661 Anf @
weiJold uolewoju] Jeg] UOHEBIDOSSY leg] URDLIAWY Y} JO Jjeyaq uo dnoiny F1aquadueds sy £q patedaig

“SInuoIssiutiod Aiunod pue adpnf

12LHSIP WOL) SUOHEPUDUWLO03L uodn J10wdA0L)
Aq parutodde 151L1s1p Yoes ul Japuagap

a11qng dwn-{[nj 2q 03 Wway) 21nbas Aew
13puAa(] d1|qng Japuadjag d1iqnd jo ainseajd
17 2A1DS pue 10wdAnn Aq payutodde s1opuajop
qnd ueIsIssy  apImdIeIs uldsAs 1opuajop
S11qnd Jo uone1ado 39S19A0 pue SIIUISIP

‘uonndasosd 10 asudjop ur ddudundxa
i Jegl Suiwodp Jo 1aquiapy payidads uuay

(A5ua3e aannnaxa)
Jopudga(] dtqnd e

ut wesdoud sapuajap onqnd sgsturupy ON ‘1owanon) Aq pajutodde 1apuaja( di|qnd .S ajqeondde yoN 2UON ONINOAM
'$301A13s JO U0ISIA0Ld 10§ suoneziuedio
1opuajap os1jqnd [e20] pue sa1duade |e1dpay
)M JOBIIUOD) “[EIUApIdUl pue K1Bssaddu
SaUNP 13410 jje uuojid] swesdord
Jjeis jutoddy pacogy Aq pardaap ouoq oud pue sjuswAed ‘spiepueis (youeiq
se uonruasaidal 10§ 100 spoeRuod enodaN o1 p1edas ut [asunod jeand jo Juswudisse SAIINIXT UM
“IEg] WISUOISIA JO Jaquuatu Aue o) Sased 10§ sajni aednwol Kouafipui jo ‘picog] Aq KsudJe yuspuadaput)

rdapag) parogg 011Apng jeinuaig mugns
pue ejep mepuiey saonjo opudagap sgnd
jeaordag pue ajeis (je jo uonesado astatadng

WD) JEIA-DAL] ITE] UISUODSIA JO IDQUIDN
‘preog] Aq pautodde 1apuaja(g dgng meis

SPIEpUR)S ARTINUOL] JOUIDAO) O) JUgNS
pure 0dpng oacuddy Kiejes ysigeiso
pue 19puajd(] Anyng Meis wroddy

P22 sEaey ) CStaay arak-dang | sAawone
ag s datpsen] 1y aeuag Aq paaoadde
20WwdA01) Aq pojutoddy  S10quudtY duIN

19puajaQq MNQNd
20)S UISUOISIM

NISNOJOSIM

ajqeondde JoN

JuoN

a|qeandde joN

JuoN

VINIDYIA LSaM

‘uoneuasazdat panp

apraoad Jou S20p SUJI(Y YN JO IO

2L ‘papiaoid aq pinoys sadlAlas Aawone moy
auuud1ap o) sjeadde Jo unod 3y} Jo uolsIAIp
yoea jo s33pnl pue unod swaidns ays Yum
S2IRUIPI00D tsased Aouadipur uo aumeysi8o)

241 0} s1odal pue uotieWIOJUI §193}|0d
‘spiepueys Aouadiput spuaWIW0dal tasuajap
wadiput grejjadde o) pajejas sisod 105 193png

*35us11adxd A1osiaiadns 1o jeuafreuew usaoid
ssassod pur ‘sjuepuajap jeulwsd pajuasaidas ‘sieak
aAY 1sea| 1e 10 uoj3uiysepy ul me] paanoeid saey
SNW 1010211 "MW KIosIApyY Aq panuuqns

"asudjag

"UOIIBIDOSSY Jeg eI
uoiBurysepy ayi £q pajurodde 1aquuiatu auo
pue ‘32111WwWod IA1INIIXI sjeadde jo unod

oy Aq pautodde uossad auo ‘saanejuasaidar
10 35n0Y 313 JO SISQIDW OM) PUE SIO)EUSS
om] ‘10waaod ayy Aq paturodde sKauioye-uou

. (youesq
le1a1png ayy jo Kouale
wuapuadaput) asuajag

rHuaiq e 24niefst3s| MNEIS 0} SUQGNS SINAIDS SALUBU DIA) JO 11| WOLJ S)II|IS YIYM ‘UN0D 311qN4 JO MO MY JO 101221 10) om} $2ansnf Jaiyd ayy Aq pajutodde suossad a1qnd jo 210
asuajap ajepadde jcunund (e sstuwpy awaidns ay) Jo aansead ay) 1e $2A10S 10152110 uno) swaidng ayy oy soweu 2 iuqng | 921y s1oquiaw autu sey 2o, K10S1ApY NO.LONIHSVAA
sanliqisuodsay suonedyyijend) 7 S, saniqisuodsay weifo1g jo adA

¥ sonng 1puaja dqn g £§$320.4] UON)IIIS JIPUIJI( dHqnd 2 sanNn( uoIssIuwn)) uolssIuuo)) ALVLS

SINALSAS ASNAAHA INIODIANI JAIMALVLS




Appendix 8

Standards for Indigent Defense






Standards for Indigent Defense

Spangenberg Group, Indigent Standards and Guidelines Index (1998) (state and local
standards index, available on the web from <http://www.NACDL.org>).

NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION, DEFENDER TRAINING AND
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (1997).

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, STANDARDS OF PRACTICE FOR LAWYERS
REPRESENTING ABUSED AND NEGLECTED CHILDREN (RESOLUTION, 1996).

NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION, PERFORMANCE GUIDELINES
FOR CRIMINAL DEFENSE REPRESENTATION (1995).

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION STANDARDS FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE: PROVIDING
DEFENSE SERVICES (3*ED.1992).

NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION, STANDARDS FOR THE
ADMINISTRATION OF ASSIGNED COUNSEL SYSTEMS (1989).

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, DEATH PENALTY (1989).
NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION, STANDARDS FOR THE
APPOINTMENT AND PERFORMANCE OF COUNSEL IN DEATH PENALTY

CASES (1988).

NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION GUIDELINES FOR
NEGOTIATING AND AWARDING GOVERNMENTAL CONTRACTS FOR CRIMINAL
DEFENSE SERVICES (1984).

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS (1980).

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION, STANDARDS FOR ADMINISTRATION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE (1980).

NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION, STANDARDS AND
EVALUATION DESIGN FOR APPELLATE DEFENDER OFFICES (1980).



NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER ASSOCIATION GUIDELINES FOR LEGAL
DEFENSE SYSTEMS IN THE UNITED STATES: NATIONAL STUDY COMMISSION
ON DEFENSE SERVICES (1976).

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE STANDARDS AND
GOALS, COURTS (1973).
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Defender Services Division,

Compensation of Federal Defenders and Staff:
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COMPENSATION OF FEDERAL DEFENDERS AND STAFF --
PARITY WITH U.S. ATTORNEY OFFICE COMPENSATION

Framework of Compensation Systems for Federal Defender Staff

For compensation purposes, there are thres categories of employees in federal defender
organizations, and each category has its own separate system of compensation. The three
categories are:

(1) the Defender (Federal Public Defender or Executive Director of a Community Defender
Organization);

(2) assistant federal defenders (staff attorneys, all of whom are un-graded); and

(3) “graded” employees (everyone else).

Compensation of the Defender

1. Federal Public Defenders (FPDs)

The Criminal Justice Act (CJA), 18 U.S.C. 3006A, provides that each FPD’s salary shall
be determined by the court of appeals of the circuit in which the federal public defender
organization (FPDO) is located, at a rate not to exceed the salary of the U.S. attorney in the same
district(s).

Accordingly, each circuit court of appeals has established its own policy regarding how
the FPD’s salary is to be determined. Six of the twelve circuits have policies requiring that all
FPDs in the circuit be paid the same salary as the U.S. attorney in the same district. Four circuit
policies require their FPDs’ salaries to be set at some specified amount less (e.g., $500 less) than
the U.S. attorney’s salary. The two remaining circuits use formulas for determining FPD salaries
based on a combination of factors including the salary of the U.S. attorney, the salary of the
highest paid assistant U.S. attorney, and/or the maximum allowable salary payable to a court unit
head in the same district.

Whenever there is a change in the U.S. attorney’s salary or in any other factor that
dictates a change in FPD salaries pursuant to a circuit’s FPD compensation policy, the Defender
Services Division (DSD) requests the AO’s Human Resources Division (HRD) to adjust each
affected FPD’s salary accordingly. HRD processes the payroll for all FPDO staff.

Note that all U.S. attorneys within the 48 contiguous United States earn the same salary.
For 1999, that salary is $118,400. The salary for U.S. attorneys in Alaska, Hawaii and U.S.
territories is $118,400 plus a “non-foreign COLA” adjustment of between 10 - 25% depending
on location.
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2. Community Defender Organization (CDO) Executive Directors

The CJA does not address compensation for CDO employees. However, DSD policy
requires that CDO Executive Director salaries are to be determined by the CDO’s board of
directors, subject to the restriction that the Executive Director’s salary may not exceed that of the
U.S. attorney in the district. This restriction is intended to maintain consistency between the
salaries of Executive Directors and FPDs.

Each CDO manages its own payroll and cuts paychecks for its employees.
mpensation of Federal Defend anization Staff

1. Generally

The CJA provides that compensation paid to FPDO employees shall be determined by the
FPD at a rate not to exceed that paid to employees in the U.S. attorney’s office having “similar
qualifications and experience.” U.S. Judicial Conference policy states that FPDO staff salaries
should be consistent with those of U.S. attorney’s office employees having “similar
qualifications, experience, and responsibilities.”

In its March 1993 report, the Judicial Conference stated that the CJA contemplates equal
pay between FPDO staff and comparably experienced and qualified staff in the U.S. attorneys’
offices. The Conference said that such parity will reflect the importance of the work performed
in defender offices and will assist in recruiting and retaining qualified and diversified personnel.

Accordingly, DSD has established policies for compensation of AFDs and other staff
which are consistent with the compensation policies applicable to staff in U.S. attorney’s offices.
Because the Judicial Conference’s Committee on Defender Services evaluates and approves
CDO grants based upon the assumption that CDO employees will be compensated in accordance
with the policies applicable to FPDO employees, all compensation policies are applicable to both
FPDOs and CDOs. |

FPDOs and CDOs use DSD’s policies and salary charts to make all salary
determinations.

2. Assistant Federal Defenders (AFDs)

DSD’s policies on compensation of AFDs are generally identical to those applicable to
assistant U.S. attorneys. These policies primarily include: (1) the use of charts for determining
AFD starting salaries and annual performance-based increases, and salary “cap” charts (see
samples attached), all of which are basically identical to the charts used in U.S. attorney offices;
and (2) written policies for applying these charts, which are consistent with those used in U.S.
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attorney offices. DSD also authorizes the same annual cost of living increases for AFDs as those
authorized for comparable assistant U.S. attorneys.

By using the same salary charts and compensation policies as those used in U.S. attorney
offices, defenders are assured that their AFDs’ salaries are consistent with those of comparable
assistant U.S. attorneys in the same district.

3. Graded Employees

Graded employees are compensated pursuant to a prescribed range of grades available to
their job classification. The graded pay tables applicable to these employees (showing the salary
amount of each grade and step -- see attached sample) are identical to the “GS” scales used in
U.S. attorney offices. However, due to the many differences between the responsibilities of
graded employees in federal defender organizations as compared to those in U.S. attorney
offices, a job classification system has been developed for graded personnel in federal defender
offices which is significantly different from the classification system used in U.S. attorney
offices. In fact, there are several job classifications in the defender organization classification
system (DOCS) that are not available in U.S. attorney’s offices because the specific
responsibilities do not exist in U.S. attorney offices. E.g., defender organizations employ their
own investigators while U.S. attorney offices do not (they rely on investigators from the FBI and
other federal agencies.) Attached is a chart showing all DOCS position classifications and the
grade ranges assigned to each.

In developing the DOCS classifications and the grade ranges assigned to each, every
reasonable effort was made to promote consistency between the salaries paid to employees
having comparable responsibilities in federal defender and U.S. attorney offices. In addition, all
policies regarding grade promotions, step increases, and other aspects of graded compensation
are identical to those in the U.S. attorney’s office. Annual cost of living increases authorized for
graded staff are the same in both offices.

One significant advantage in terms of compensation for graded employees in U.S.

attorneys offices is that they may receive cash awards. Federal defenders declined to institute an
awards program for their employees.

Attachments



1999 LINE AFD SALARY CHARTS”

Enter the Appiicable 1999 Locality Rate:™  [JIEN »

Office Location(s)™
with this locality rate:

Starting Salary Chart
Calendar Year 1999
Years of Attomey
AD Level Experience Starting Salary Ranges
At Least Less Than
AD-21 0 - 4 40,125 - 55,211
AD-24 4 - 5 43,989 - 60,505
AD-25 S - 6 48,224 - 66,328
AD-26 6 - 7 52,882 - 72,733
AD-27 7 - 8 57,964 - 79,720
AD-28 8 - 9 63,575 - 87,396
AD-29 9+ 69,662 - 95,812

APR Increase Chart (and AD level maximums)™"
Calendar Year 1999

SALARY RANGES

Years of Attomey for "Meets or Exceeds for "Substantially Exceeds
AD Level Experience Expectations™ AFDs Expectations” AFDs
At Least Less Than

AD-21 0 - 4 40,125 - 55,211 45154 - 60.240
AD-24 4 - 5 43989 - 60,505 49,494 - 66,010
AD-25 5 - 6 48,224 - 66,328 54258 - 72,362
AD-26 6 - 7 52,882 . - 72,733 59,499 - 79,350
AD-27 7 - 8 57,964 - 79,720 65,216 - 86,972

AD-28 8 - 9 63,575 - 87,396 71,515 - 95,336

AD-29 9+ 69,662 - 95,812 78397 - 104,494

Use these charts to determine starting salaries and APR salary increases for non-supervisory/
non-senior litigator AFDs (Line AFDs) for all such salary actions effective between January 4,
1999 and January 2, 2000. All policies necessary for the proper use of these charts are found
in the October 1, 1998 AFD Appointment and Compensation Policies document.

Each organization located within the conterminous United States must enter the appropriate
locality percentage rate in this space, pursuant to the instructions provided with these charts.

If your organization has office locations in more than one locality rate area, a separate version
of these charts should be prepared for each applicable locality area, pursuant to instructions
provided in the WordPerfect memorandum accompanying this chart.

**** Shaded amounts in the right hand column represent the maximum allowable salary for each
AD-level. Any AFD salary that exceeds the applicable AD-level maximum is subject to the

“red-circled rate” policies found in section 11.B.4. of the AFD Appointment and Compensation
Policies document. d



1999 SALARY CAPS*
FOR SUPERVISORY AND SENIOR LITIGATOR AFDs
IN PAY PLAN B AREAS™

Enter the Applicable 1999 Locality Rate™*: _ %

Office Location(s)
with this locality rate:

Pay Cap Level Salary Cap#

Level 1 (FirstAssistants) =000 e $117,569

Level 2 (Second Level Supervisors) = ceceveeeeenees 112,752
Leveis 3 &4 (All Third Level Supervisors

and all Senior Litigators) = ... seceneeee 108,358

112,752

This chart is applicable to salary actions effective January 4, 1999 through January 2, 2000.
Policies to be used in applying this chart are found in the October 1, 1998 AFD appointment
and compensation policies document.

Pay Plan B areas include all districts EXCEPT: CA-C, DC, FL-S, NY-S&E, IL-N, TX-S, PA-E,
and NJ.

Each organization located within the conterminous United States (except in districts listed
in footnote ™ above) must enter the appropriate locality percentage rate in this space,
pursuant to the instructions provided with these charts.

Cap amounts reflect the full 1999 ECI increase and any applicable locality adjustments, except
when such adjustments would resuit in 8 cap that exceeds the 1999 "celing” of $118,300.
In such cases, reduced adjustment(s) are applied so that the cap amount is held to $118,300.
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Appendix 10

Sarasota County, Florida,

Criminal Justice Information System: Outline
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SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA
CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM

OUTLINE

Agency Structure
a. Chart
b. Agreement
1. Selecuion of CJIS Team Members
a. Duties
b. Knowledge
c. Cooperation

Selecuon of Working Groups

a. Users
1. Individuals with knowledge of svstem
2. Technical staff

b. Interviewing

c. Cooperation

d. Consultant
“Thinking outside the box”

Questionnaire to Users

Request for Proposal
a. Functional Specifications
b. Technical Specifications

Selection of Vendor
a. Qualifying Vendors
1. Written Responses
2. Demonstrations
b. Contract Negotiations
a. Mediator

Design of System
a. Applications
1. Sheriff
. Courts
. Compound Documents
. Software Components

HOL LD

b. Electronic Document Exchange
1. System Generated Images

. Scanned Documents

. Electronic Signature
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Outline - Page 2

7. Development of Uniform Report
a. Probable Cause Affidavit
b. Data Collection for State Tracking System
c. Standard Code Tabies between Agencies

8. System Testing and Implementation
a. Module Testing
b. Bug Testing
1. Report Form
c. Security Testing
2. User Roles
d. Workflow Testing
e. Partial Implementation
1. Sheriff’s Modules

9. Initial System Training
a. User Training

10.  Office Processes
a. Inter-Agency Workflow
b. Workflow between Agencies
c. Security of Information

11.  Final System Implementation
a. Plan for faiiure
1. Disaster Recovery Plan
b. Final User Training
1. Super-Users
2. End Users
3. Technical Staff
c. Final Conversion

12. System Maintenance
a. Project Director
b. Team Members



CURRENT CJIS SYSTEM AVERAGE CASELOAD
FOR ALL AGENCIES

1973 1991

SHERIFF 18,500 57,500

DUPLICATE
ENTRY

CLERK of the CIRCUIT COURT

STATE ATTORNEY

DUPLICATE
ENTRY

——.

2w PUBLIC DEFENDER

1
|
DUPLICATE
ENTRY @@
(®® PROBATION

9 TOTAL VIRTUAL CASELOAD
DUE TO DUPLICATION
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92,800 287,500
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SARASOTA COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT TEAM

STATEMENT

In April, 1991, representatives who comprise the criminal
justice agencies for Sarasota County, and members of the Sarasota
County Management Information Systems Department met and formed
the Sarasota County Criminal Justice Information System Quality
Improvement Teamn.

The Quality Improvement Team is comprised of delegates from
the following offices:

Sheriff
Clerk of Circuit Court
State Attorney
Public Defender
Court Administrators QOffice
Department of Corrections
Management Information Systems

The team determined that its mission should be to review,
discuss and recommend a mechanism that will bring representatives
of all the criminal justice agencies in Sarasota County together
in order to provide the best possible information sharing
capabilities.

The Quality Improvement Team has been meeting over the last
five months to review the current procedures, problems, and goals
of the agencies involved. At the bi-weekly meeting, held
September 6, 1991 the team concurred on the following
observations and goals:

1. All the criminal justice agencies agreed to work
together to outline a long term approach to
enhancing the local criminal justice information
system, whether it be through a totally new system
or a re-write of existing system.

2. While a long term approach is being developed, the
agencies agreed to define and implement short term
goals that will enhance the exchange of information,
even though duplication of some information will have
to be maintained until the long term goals can be
implemented.

3. Financial savings, whether through personnel time or
operating costs, could be achieved for all agencies
through a joint information sharing venture. Inform-
ation sharing would eliminate the need for duplication
or re-entry of information required by each agency.



Quality Improvement Team
statement - Page Two

Information sharing would allow ccmmon data element
information entered by one agency to be used by any
other agency requiring the same information, if the
agency has a legal right by law to receive the
information.

4. Resources could be shared between agencies. Resources
could include personnel, software, and hardware. How-
ever, any system, whether software or hardware, must
be responsive to users, provide for rapid modlf-catlon
capabllltles, and provide day to day performance to all
agencies, without degrading the ability of any one
agency to obtain vital information 24 hours per day,

7 days per week.

Any resources allocated to the CJIS project would have
to be in compliance with any legal or statutory obliga-
tions for obtaining, reviewing or disseminating infor-
mation.

Submitted and approved for dissemination this Jiorp day of
September, 1991. o ““\>
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Technology for Beginners:What Is Out There
and Where Do | Begin?
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Introduction

The following materials are prepared in response to the question, Technology for
Beginners: What Is Out There and Where to Begin? The materials assume that
there is some base level of funding, and the policy makers for your particular
district or system have made a commitment to a technology investment.
Assuming for the purposes of this presentation that those two hurdles have been
cleared, these materials address trial level attorneys and attempt to point out a
few ways that technology can assist and improve the effectiveness of the
representation we provide our clients.

Unfortunately, due to the subject of this document, it may get slightly technical at
times. We have tried to explain as much as possible as we go along. If you have
a technically inclined employee or outside help, they will have no difficulty in
assimilating the information that follows. We suggest that you find a good local
computer consultant to work with you, not only to acquire and install your
hardware and software, but also to help design an information system specifically
for your office. Ask for client references and follow up with them, and you should
have no difficulty finding a consulting firm you can rely on.

Using Computers to Increase Your Office’s Capability

In a legal office of any size, it is becoming more important than ever to automate
common tasks with the use of computers in a networked environment. Due to the
increase in caseloads of most public defense offices it is becoming more difficult
to provide quality client representation. Office automation can help staff members
accomplish more work in less time, expending less effort.

Office automation includes the use of high-speed computers, quality case
management and research software, and a network to allow sharing of
information between attorneys, their secretaries, and support staff.

With the advent of the Internet and CD-ROM-based research materials, it is
easier than ever to find and make use of valuable information. Quality research
equals quality representation. Most attorneys, especially Public Defenders, have
such heavy caseloads that it is not really feasible to spend hours poring over
books, looking for obscure references that may help your current client.
Computers, legal software, and the varied research materials now available to
Public Defenders make it much easier to maintain your case files, do research,
and manage your court docket.



What is a Network?

A network is simply an arrangement whereby several computers are connected
together using a special cable. Through this cable files can be shared. stored,
and printed.

Using the network, a group of computer users can share a single or multiple
printers, scanners, research tools, etc. A network makes it possible to use and
share information on an office-wide basis.

What Brand of Computers Should We Buy, and From Whom?

There are many different brands of computer systems currently on the market.
Each company will tell you, at great length, why their computers are better than
their competition’s. Don't be overly concerned, though, about brand names. The
truth is that they are all fairly similar.

It makes little difference where you buy your computer, as long as you buy the
most powerful you can afford. There are literally hundreds of brands, but there is
very little to differentiate between them. Most computers use the same
components internally. More important than brand choice is forming a
relationship with a computer vendor that you can depend on to help you keep
your computers running smoothly.

The best course of action in choosing a vendor is to ask others in your area for
their experience with local computer companies. Like buying a car, you'll
eventually find someone with a good reputation. Ask potential vendors for
references. If a dealer can provide good references, you can feel confident about
doing business with him or her.

Beware the temptation to buy low-cost superstore-type computers. These are the
sort generally sold in office supply houses and consumer-oriented department
stores. These are not really suitable for use in a networked environment, as they
have limited upgradability, and have been designed for use in a “home”
environment. Some of the lower-cost superstore computers are very, very difficult
to setup on a network. In general, you will have better results from a well-
established local computer store or consulting firm that sells “generic” or dealer-
brand computers. These systems are designed for network use, component by
component, and can accept a wide variety of upgrades and expansions.

Mail-order computers from companies like Dell or Gateway are generally
acceptable for networked use, but if you have a failure in a computer component,
it can take days or weeks to get a repair done. In most cases it is preferable to
use local computer consuitants or stores, as you can establish a face-to-face
relationship with the vendor, and repairs can generally be effected in a more
timely fashion.



How Much Will Computers Cost?

The cost of your computers will vary more with their power level than with their
brand name or vendor. You may have heard that it is best to use one type of
processor (the computer’s brain) over another. According to whom you are
speaking with, this can develop into & discussion approaching religious fervor.
So, should you buy a computer with a Pentium |l, a Celeron, an AMD. a Cyrix, or
some other type of processor?

Intel Pentium 1l processors are premium, and will serve you well. If you can afford
the extra $100 to $200 per computer, then you would do well to buy Intel Pentium
Il processor-based systems. Generally, you will do just fine with an AMD or Cyrix
processor, though, and will save significant money in the process. The Intel
Celeron processor is not as powerful as an AMD or Cyrix processor, and the
performance decrease is more significant than the money you would save.

An Intel Pentium Il processor-based computer will cost $1,300-$1,500 with a
processor in the 350MHz speed range. An AMD processor-based computer will
cost from $1,000 to $1,300 for the same level of power, while a Cyrix processor-
based computer will cost from $800 to $1,000. We have found very little
difference in the processing power of these three processor brands. The Intel
Celeron processor generally costs about the same as an AMD processor, but
displays inferior performance compared to any of the other processors.

Keep in mind that prices and power levels are continually changing. Within ninety
days of the day you read this, these same computers will probably cost less and
more powerful processors will have moved into their places. Historically, the
power level of computers doubles about every eighteen months. There is no use
waiting for a better computer; you'll not have the use of a computer while you are
waiting, and when you find the one you consider the better computer, it, too, will
be outperformed by newer machines within ninety days. Don’t despair, though;
you can get three to five years of use out of any good computer system without
worrying about upgrading or buying new systems. With yearly upgrades, the
system will serve you for a very long time indeed.

How Fast Should Our Computers Be?

As of this writing, it is best to buy computers that are at or above 300MHz speed
in terms of processor speed. 350 to 450MHz processors are now available, with
those over 350MHz costing significantly more. The 350MHz speed and below are
the most cost effective for the next several weeks. Several of the processor
manufacturers are in the process of releasing processors that exceed 500MHz
barrier, but you can expect to pay $2,000 or more for machines with these
processors. Unless you are really strapped for funds and have found a great
deal, do not buy computers that have processor speeds less than 300MHz. New
300MHz computers are available for less than $1,000 each, and a 266MHz



system may only save you $10 to $20 per workstation. Sub-300MHz processors
are not worth their cost, unless you can get some good used computers. Beware
of buying any used system that has a processor speed of less than 200MHz,
since Windows 95/98 slows down considerably on systems slower than 200MHz.

What Other Criteria Can Be Used to Judge a Computer?

The storage capacity of a computer’'s hard disk deserves a little attention, as well,
since it dictates how much software can be installed on the computer, how much
data it can store locally, and, to a limited extent, the speed of the machine. We
recommend that you do not buy computers with hard drives smaller than 3.2
gigabytes, with 4.3 gigabytes or more being preferable.

Make sure that your new computer has at least 32 megabytes of SDRAM
memory, with 64 megabytes or more being preferable.

The video card provides the computer with the ability to display information and
graphics on the monitor. An underpowered video card can slow down the
computer’'s performance significantly. At a minimum, you will want a PCI bus
video card with 4Mb of memory. Video cards with more memory or AGP bus
architecture are preferable.

What Are the Minimum Specifications for a Network Workstation?

v 300 MHz speed using one of the following processors: Intel Pentium I, an
AMD K6/2, or a Cyrix 6x86 Mii

v' Pentium-level motherboard with 512K Cache and a PC-100 (100MHz)
bus, AT or ATX form factor

v A minimum of three PCI slots and two ISA slots, with more slots and/or an
AGP slot preferable

v 32 Megabytes SDRAM in 168-pin DIMMs, 100Mhz, 7 nanosecond
v 3.2 Gigabyte hard drive, UltraDMA, EIDE, 8-10 millisecond seek time

v" SuperVGA PCI or AGP bus Video Card (prefer AGP) with 4 to 8
megabytes of memory onboard

v PCI Network Card with either 10 or 100BaseT, or 10Base?2 interface
(according to the network wiring scheme)

v 1.44 Megabyte 3.5” Floppy Drive

v 14" monitor (larger preferred) SuperVGA, .28 mm dot-pitch, non-interlaced



v Keyboard, mouse, and mousepad

v Minitower or desktop case with 230 or 250 watt UL power supply

v" Windows 95/98 or Windows NT 4.0 Workstation operating systems
Networking Small Law Offices

In a small legal office, with one to five attorneys and their support staff using up
to five computers, it may be most reasonable to build implement a peer-to-peer
network scheme.

A peer-to-peer network is the most basic network architecture. It simply connects
all the computers together so that they can share files and printers. A tape
backup unit can be installed on one of the computers so that mission critical data
may be backed up nightly for each terminal on the network.

Some use a peer-to-peer network and make one of the computers a non-
dedicated file-server. This file-server computer can be used as a normal network
workstation, but everybody on the network stores his or her files on this
computer. This is a safer since all data files are in one place and are more easily
backed up on tape.

A peer-to-peer network normally uses one of two wiring schemes: 10Base2
(Coaxial cable) or 10BaseT (Category 3 Twisted Pair — like phone wire except
with 8 wires).

10BaseT is more up-to-date and is preferable for more than two computers.
Expect to pay around $80 to $100 per computer for network wiring and labor in
addition to buying a network hub to connect all the systems together and direct
network traffic. The hub should cost between $150 and $300, and should have
up to eight network ports.

If you only have a couple of computers to network together, a 10base2 coaxial
network is fine and should cost about $100 to install, depending upon the
physical distance between the computers. No hub is required for a 10Base2
network.

Example costs of a five terminal 10BaseT peer-to-peer network

Per terminal wiring $100.00 $500.00
8-Port hub $200.00

$700.00



Make sure that any computers you purchase have network cards preinstalled or
you will need to price one network card per computer at around $50 per card.

As of this writing, 100BaseT networks (Category 5 UTP) are becoming feasible.
These networks cost about twice what a 10BaseT network costs to install, but
can run up to ten times faster.

If you do new network wiring it is a good idea to request “Category 5" wiring since
that scheme will support both 10BaseT and 100BaseT, permitting you the option
of upgrading to 100BaseT at a later date without having to run new network
cable. The extra costin a 100BaseT network comes from the price of the hub
and network cards; they are significantly more expensive than their 10BaseT
counterparts.

10BaseT (10 Megabits per second) generally provides more than enough speed
for a small peer-to-peer network.

Networking Medium to Large Legal Offices

When you exceed five to ten computers, your network is going to have
significantly more traffic, reducing overall network performance. It is no longer
feasible to use the peer-to-peer arrangement; instead, it is preferable to install a
100BaseT network in larger systems. This affords you the extra speed you will
need.

It also becomes necessary to put in place a special, dedicated computer called a
server. This computer will cost from two to five times what a normal computer
costs. As you get into networks from 25 to 50 computers, it is necessary to
increase the power of the server, and, in most cases, add more than one server
to the network.

For optimal performance, it is recommended that you have one server for each
twenty-five computers in your network.

What Are the Minimum Specifications for a Network Server?

v" 400 MHz speed incorporating one or two Intel Pentium Il or Pentium I
processors (prefer dual-processor system)

v Pentium-level motherboard with 1024K Cache and a PC-100
(100MHz) bus, AT or ATX form factor

v A minimum of three PCl slots and two ISA slots, with more slots and/or
an AGP silot preferable



v 128 Megabytes SDRAM (per processor) in 168-pin DIMMs, 100Mhz, 7
nanosecond

v" Two 9.5 Gigabyte hard drives, UltraWide SCSI, 8 to 10 millisecond
seek time, with RAID level one (disk mirroring)

v" Adaptec 2940 Ultra Wide SCSI adapter (prefer using two SCSI
adapters, one for each hard drive to allow not only disk mirroring, but
also disk duplexing — one SCSI adapter per hard drive with mirroring)

v" SuperVGA PCI or AGP Video Card (prefer AGP) with 4 megabytes of
memory onboard

v PCI Network Card with either 10BaseT or 100BaseT network interface
(according to the network wiring scheme). Use a very high quality card
such as a 3Com Fast EtherLink card with parallel processing)

v 1.44 Megabyte 3.5” Floppy Drive

v’ 32X CD-ROM drive
v Keyboard, mouse, mousepad
v 14" SVGA Monitor, .28 mm dot-pitch, non-interlaced

v' Full-tower case with 250 or 300 Watt UL power supply (prefer dual
redundant power supplies)

v' Four high-efficiency cooling fans

v Windows NT 4.0 Server operating system (Novell NetWare 4.x could
be considered as an alternative, but NetWare is losing popularity for
new installations due to its complexity)

What Sort of Network Architecture is Recommended for Larger Networks?

The wiring scheme for larger networks needs to be of the 10BaseT or 100BaseT
Category 5 UTP level with a hub. It is not advisable to use 10Base2 (coaxial)
wiring on a network over five terminals. A 10Base2 network is similar to a strand
of Christmas tree lights - if one computer loses its connection to the network, all
of the computers lose their network connections. On a 10BaseT or 100BaseT
network, if one terminal breaks its connection, only that terminal is affected and
the network continues to function normally.

Larger networks will require hubs with more capacity, or multiple hubs. Do not
exceed four hubs on your network, since that could cause some instability in the
network. Each hub should be connected with a backbone wire to each other hub.



This will permit multiple hubs to function as one, eliminating timing problems in
the direction of network traffic.

Keep in mind that the wiring scheme you use requires you to match the
computers network cards to that scheme. Decide what type of wiring scheme you
will use before buying your computers. If you already own the computers, make
sure that the hubs and network cards you order match your wiring scheme; they
cannot be mixed and matched

What Will a Larger Network Cost?

It is harder to examine the cost of a larger network since there are so many
variables. Generally, each network connection to a computer will cost from $80 to
$100 for the network wiring itself. Each hub will cost from $300 to $1000
according to the brand, warranty, quality, and capacity of the hub unit. You can
buy hubs with four to forty-eight ports of capacity (one is occupied by each
computer on your network). Most networks use twelve to twenty-four port hubs
and stack them (with a maximum of four hubs in a stack).

What is Windows NT 4.0, and What is Its Significance?

Windows NT 4.0 is today’s operating system of choice for business use. This
powerful operating system allows use of server systems like the Intel Pentium ||
or Pentium lll fileserver. NT can manage up to four processors, giving you room
for future expansion of your servers. NT is very simple to administrate. One
person could be appointed as Network System Administrator, and would oversee
the file-server security, user files, etc. NT makes it very simple to do these things.
The entire NT file-server user interface is based on the easy-to-use Windows 95
look and feel. If you are comfortable with Windows 95, then NT will feel very
familiar to you. There are other network operating systems available, but NT is
outselling them two to one. There are very good reasons for this, and one of
them is ease-of-use.

Windows NT 4.0 is a C-Level Secure Network Operating System, as specified by
the federal government. This means that you can set up security to protect
critical office information, both from theft by break-ins and from the prying eyes of
those who do not need access to critical data. You will be able to segregate all
sensitive information such as payroll data, so that only those who are allowed
access can see the files. No one else will be able to access the directory
containing the protected information.

NT also includes several very powerful features that you may find useful. One is
the Remote Access Service, which allows those with authorization to log in to the
server from a home computer by dialing in with a modem. The authorized person
will have full access to company files and data. The actual methodology for using
data while connected through an offsite computer is no different from working



while in the office; the same actions are used to open and save files. In effect,
you have extended the office network right into your home, through the phone
lines.

Another of NT’s powerful features is interoffice e-mail. E-mail gives you the ability
to send important notes, documents, or images back and forth between key
members of your staff without leaving your computer terminal. It is very simple
with Windows NT to establish e-mail connections to the outside world through the
Internet.

NT allows you to assign different levels of power to different users. One
employee may be able to only view certain files; another will be able to view and
make changes to those files. One user may be able to work with sensitive data,
while another employee cannot even see that data in any way. It is all controlled
by the user database, setup by the administrator as the server is installed, and
then maintained as employees come and go. NT makes the entire network
system simple to administer.

With NT you have the capability to connect to almost any other type of network
system through the use of common networking protocols such as NetBEUI,
IPX/SPX, TCP/IP, NetBIOS, and others. Connections may be established
between workstations, servers, and standalone devices through the network via
network cabling or modem dialup.

Windows NT 4.0 has become the preferred operating system for network servers
and even desktop workstations. It is easy to use, and very powerful. It works
directly with Windows 95/98.

Case Management

The computer’s greatest strength is the ability to store, retrieve, and sort through
staggering amounts of data, quickly and accurately. This capability is perfectly
suited to the law office, where files burgeoning with memos, reports, and Post-It
notes cover every available flat surface. A good case management application
can serve as your digital assistant, making the contents of every file in your office
accessible in an instant. There are two approaches you may take towards
acquiring a case management system.

Your first alternative is to purchase one of the several commercially available
case management systems. You will find that all case management systems will
incorporate certain core features, such as the ability to store various types of
information regarding individuals, charges, and cases. Your choice of case
management systems must therefore be made based upon other features and
factors. Here are a few suggestions:



Operating System Support

It is always safest to insist upon software designed specifically for your
operating system. Remember that MS-DOS software may have
incompatibility issues with contemporary operating systems like Windows
98 and Windows NT 4.0.

Data Export Support

You should verify that the case management system has the capacity to
export its data to a generic format, such as comma-delimited text. If, for
some reason, you decide later that you want or need to switch to a
different case management system, it will be of utmost importance to you
that your existing data can be transferred to the new system. Without data
export support, you may find yourself stuck with a system that doesn’t
work for you.

Year 2000 Compliance

As threadbare as the term is quickly becoming, Y2K compliance is of
paramount importance, particularly in data warehousing software such as
a case management system. Believe it or not, many software applications
(and even operating systems) currently on the market are not Y2K
compliant.

Workgroup Capabilities

One of the biggest benefits of implementing a case management system
is the ability to work together more easily and efficiently. We have a
number of different ways that our attorneys work together on cases,
including vertical representation and defense teams. A good case
management system can simplify this sort of teamwork by allowing
multiple attorneys to be associated with a case within the system,
permitting attorneys to contribute jointly to a central Trial Notebook,
providing a case journal that attorneys and support staff can access and
contribute to, and facilitating workgroup scheduling and task assignment.

Reporting Functionality

For many indigent defense offices, funding is based upon documented
caseload. Providing accurate statistics can be a daunting task, particularly
if much detail is required. A good case management system will provide
flexible reporting functions that will permit you to extract the data you need
in the format you need it. Reporting functions are often treated as an
afterthought in case management systems; remember that the data in



your system is no good to you if you can’t make it work for you, on your
terms.

If none of the existing case management systems fit your needs, your second
alternative is to have a case management system designed specifically for your
office. This is not as unattainable a goal as it may sound at first; new rapid
application development tools and a glut of young computer professionals make
such a project feasible in terms of both time and money. Depending upon the
size and workload of your office, the resources expended in the development of
custom software may well be dwarfed by the amount that would have been
wasted in trying to accommodate the eccentricities of an existing case
management system.

Computerized Legal Research

Computerized legal research is the standard for lawyers today. Both CD-ROM
systems and the multitude of research opportunities available on the Internet
need to be utilized by attorneys in order to stay on top of rapidly developing case
law and legislative actions. In offices with more than one or two attorneys,
sharing research disks or setting up one terminal to serve as a research tool is
burdensome. Networking these systems makes the information immediately
retrievable at each individual workstation.

Computerized legal research generally permits you to search through a large
number of documents to locate search terms of your choosing. These searches
are instantaneous and result in concise listings of references pertinent to your
issues.

Premise

The Premise CD-ROM system, published by the West Publishing Co., includes
state and federal case law reporters, digests and legal codes. In our network, we
have established several CD-ROM servers whose sole function is to house
multiple CD-ROM drives that can be shared across the network. Each attorney
can access the materials from any network terminal at any time. Research
projects can be saved by topic or client name. Entire cases can be printed and
attached to briefs and memoranda. Selected sections can be copied and inserted
directly into the body of a manuscript. Links within cases can be followed from
one reporter or digest or code system to another, permitting attorneys to
complete projects that would have previously required moving from one book to
another, without leaving the computer screen. Updates to the materials are sent
on a quarterly basis, with online access to the newest materials provided at no
additional cost.



Shepard’s Citations

In order to assure that the case law being cited is current. Shepard’s Citations
can be added to the server system. The Shepard’s system not only displays
cases which have interpreted, approved or reversed the legal issue the attorney
is researching, but permits one to move from case to case to follow the history of
the case or the legal issue involved.

The Internet

State bar associations and court administrations organizations often provide up-
to-the-minute case law as it is released by the appellate courts. The Tennessee
Bar Association provides such a service. Attorneys who subscribe to the TBA’s
Opinion Flash program receive a short digest of every new case released by the
Tennessee Supreme Court, Court of Appeals and Court of Criminal Appeals on
their internet server daily. Links at the end of the digest can be followed to
receive the full text of the opinion and the opinions can be searched for terms.
Similar releases are made by the Administrative Office of the Courts and can be
access at their web site at no cost but are not searchable.

The Tennessee Legislature provides up to the minute information about new
legislation pending before the House and Senate and the results of legislative
actions on new bills. Other state administrative offices provide similar information
that can be of assistance to lawyers. Specialized bar associations, both on the
state and national levels, provide links to sites of interest to their members and
information about training opportunities. Scholarly works on just about any
subject an attorney might encounter in handling his caseload can be accessed
on the Internet from various professional organizations and universities across
the nation.

Most of the federal district courts and federal circuits courts also provide copies
of their opinions on internet sites. The United States Supreme Court makes
opinions and briefs available at their official web site and Cornell University
provides a free service which sends short digests of US Supreme Court cases to
subscribers via e-mail as soon as they are released.

Extras

Once you have a basic computer network in place, there are many varied
hardware devices you may find beneficial to your practice. These items vary in
price, complexity, and utility. Several ideas are listed below. (Bear in mind,
though, that the world of specialized computer hardware is virtually infinite; if you
can imagine an application, chances are that at least one piece of hardware is
available for specifically that purpose.)



Distributed Internet Connectivity

Once your individual workstations are connected in a Local Area Network,
they can share devices and resources. Rather than install modems
connected to dedicated phone lines at each individual terminal, you can
distribute Internet connectivity from a communications server with muitiple
shared modems or from a single dedicated high-bandwidth Internet
connection. By localizing internet connectivity to a single server, high-
speed access can be provided to all users with minimal hardware and
simplified administration, while facilitating network-wide sharing of a single
internet account as well as usage auditing.

Videoconferencing

With the addition of a small video camera and video capture card to a
standard networked workstation, you can videoconference with similarly
equipped colleagues across the Local Area Network (or across town, if
you have a high-bandwidth connection). Various combinations of
hardware and software permit videoconferencing with audio or chat.

Digital Still Cameras

Digital photography has both advantages and disadvantages as compared
to traditional photographic processes. On the plus side, digital photos do
not require developing or processing; the camera interfaces directly with
the computer, making images immediately available for viewing, e-mailing
to colleagues, or storing on disk for transportation or cataloging. Digital
“film” occupies less space and is significantly less sensitive to
environmental conditions than 35mm film. On the negative side, digital
photos are of lower resolution than regular photos. They are intangible; if
you want a hardcopy, you must print one out on a color printer. Digital
cameras are slightly more sensitive to lighting conditions, making the
perfect photo a little more elusive. We have chosen to employ a
combination of digital and 35mm photography in our investigations.

Digital Video Cameras

VHS-quality video is usually adequate for internal use, but sometimes you
will be recording material that may prove useful in court. Rather than hire
a videographer with production-quality equipment, you might want to
consider purchasing your own digital video equipment. With digital video,
you are assured of CD-quality audio and crisp, high-definition video. Non-
linear editing can be effected on a computer workstation, and the edited
final product can be laid down on digital videotape, S-VHS tape, or VHS
tape. The end result is first-generation, broadcast quality video that can be
used to make striking in-court presentations. Digital video cameras are



smaller and lighter than their VHS, VHS-C, or Hi8 counterparts. and
provide a richer feature set. Digital video cameras also incorporate the
functionality of digital still cameras, allowing you to record an hour and a
half of digital video, several hundred digital still photos, or any combination
thereof to a single, compact digital videotape.

Digital Data Projectors

If you often give presentations inside or outside the office, a digital data
projector can be a powerful asset in getting your point across. The
projector displays images from a computer workstation or laptop on a
large screen, facilitating multimedia presentations, digital slideshows, and
group software training. A digital data projector can also be an effective
tool in a courtroom. Exhibits can more effectively be displayed to the jury
and witness examinations are more meaningful in conjunction with the
visual display.

Laptop Computers

In the courtroom, when you are away from your office, or visiting a client at
a detention facility, a laptop computer can offer you access to your
documents, your Internet connection, and your case management system.
Laptop computers have distinct advantages (such as portability and
connectivity) and disadvantages (like expense and non-upgradability).
Docking stations with port replicators permit the laptop to be attached to
full-size hardware (monitor, mouse, and keyboard) while in the office,
allowing the same computer to be used in the office or on the go.

Personal Digital Assistants

A cross between laptop and calculator, Personal Digital Assistants
(commonly called PDAs) are fairly small and reasonably inexpensive. A
PDA gives you access to your contacts, appointments, to do lists, and
notes while you are away from your computer. When you get back to your
office, you place the PDA in a special cradle, signaling it to synchronize its
data with the data in your computer’'s Personal Information Manager (or
PIM, like Microsoft Outlook). PDAs offer dynamic data access without the
expense or bulk of a laptop, though power and versatility are sacrificed.

Scanners

A powerful tool for digital data storage, scanners allow you to take printed
material and capture a digital image of it within the computer. Once inside
the computer, photos can be cropped, enlarged, enhanced, and saved on
disk. Documents can be analyzed with Optical Character Recognition



(commonly referred to as OCR) software and translated into editable text
within your word processor.

Supplemental Funding Sources

While our co-presenter, Fern Laethem, addressed funding issues in detail, we
wanted to briefly address three specific supplemental funding mechanisms that
are specific to our system, but have been a wonderful source of funding for our
office. While our office is a state-supported office, we receive “local money” as a
supplement to our state budget.

In 1992, the Tennessee State Legislature passed a public defender reform bill
that addressed questions of funding and staffing for the thirty-one district public
defender offices in Tennessee. In that legislation, a provision was inserted to
help maintain a “balance of power” between the district attorney general (usually
possessing sufficient political influence resulting in funding) and the district public
defender (usually possessing insufficient political influence resulting in funding
deficits). The Tennessee Legislature passed Tennessee Code Annotated §16-2-
518, requiring local governmental bodies to increase funding to public defender
offices by 75% of any increase in local funding for positions or office expenses
provided to the local district attorney general’s office. The state legislature did not
send a “funding mandate” to local governments. The local governmental bodies
have the option of supplementing the budget of their district attorney general’s
office, which is a state office, receiving state funding. The effect of the legislation,
however, is to preclude local governmental bodies from shifting the appropriate
state determined balance of power with regard to staffing and other funding by
supplementing the district attorney’s budget and refusing to supplement the
same district’s public defender office. The legislation required that a “base year”
be established and the existing local funding for the district attorney’s office be
exempted. However, any subsequent year increase in local funding to the district
attorney office must be accompanied by a 75% contribution to the district public
defender office to the extent that those supplemental funds go for staffing or
office expenses. (T.C.A.§16-2-518 is included in the Appendix, Document 1).

Additionally, the Tennessee Legislature passed Tennessee Code Annotated §40-
14-210, allowing any county, in misdemeanor and felony prosecutions to collect a
fee of $12.50 for the purpose of defraying the costs of legal representation and
support services provided indigent defendants in criminal proceedings. Following
the passage of that legislation, the Knox County Commission authorized the
assessment and collection of such a fee. Further, the County Commission
specified that all funds collected pursuant to that legislation “...shall be provided
to the Public Defenders Office for the Sixth Judicial District and that in no event
shall those funds be used for any purpose other than providing representation
and support services to indigent defendants in criminal proceedings.” (T.C.A.§40-



14-210 and Resolution R-94-6-133 contained in Appendix, Collective Document
2).

In 1983, (amended in 1985) a Private Act, (Original House Bill 1221, Amended
House Bill 1052) was passed by the Tennessee Legislature providing the sum of
$1.00 (later amended to $2.00) “...shall be added to the litigation tax on each
warrant in Knox County General Sessions Court and shall be used for the
disbursement to attorneys who are appointed to represent indigents in Knox
County General Sessions criminal cases.” Further, the Act provided that a
uniform, fixed fee of no more than $50.00 per defendant should be payable to
appointed attorneys for services rendered in the representation of indigent
defendants at the General Sessions Court level. The Knox County Commission
passed Resolution 85/5/F, ratifying the private act.

The Knox County Law Director opined in 1991 that the Public Defenders Office
for the Sixth Judicial District should be considered an “appointed attorney” for the
purposes of allowing us to draw on the funds collected pursuant to the Private
Act. (House Bill 1221 and 1052 as well as Resolution 85/5/F contained in
Appendix, Document 3).
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FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY RIGHTS OF
CONFINED JUVENILES

THE VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 1994, 42 U.S.C. § 14141 (copy attached), AS IT APPLIES
TO JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTION FACILITIES AND THE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

SPECIAL LITIGATION SECTION, CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION

P.O. BOX 66400
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20035-6400
(202)514-6255
° Enacted in 1994 as part of the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act.

° The Act prohibits a pattern or practice of conduct by law enforcement officers
or by officials or employees of any governmental agency with responsibility for
the administration of juvenile justice or the incarceration of juveniles that
deprives persons of their Constitutional or federal statutory rights.

® Gives the Attorney General authority to initiate a lawsuit to obtain equitable and
declaratory relief to eliminate the pattern or practice when she has reasonable
belief that one exists.

° In the context of juvenile corrections, the types of conduct covered would
include abuse of confined juveniles as well as conditions of confinement that
violate the Constitution or federal statutes, such as the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Acts, and the
Americans with Disabilities Act. Also covered are violations of juvenile federal
rights during the arrest and delinquency process.



Police Misconduct Provision of
The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act 1994

42 USC § 14141
Current through P.L. 105-165, approved 3-20-98

§ 14141. Cause of action

(A) Unlawful conduct

It shall be uniawful for any governmental authority, or any agent thereof, or any person acting onbehalfofg
governmental authority, to engage in a pattern or practice of conduct by law enforcement officers or by officials or
employees of any governmental agency with responsibility for the administration of juvenile justice or the
incarceration of juveniles that deprives persons of rights, privileges, or immunities secured or protected by the
Constitution or laws of the United States.

(B) Civil action by Attorney General

Whenever the Attorney General has reasonable cause to believe that a violation of paragraph (1) has occnn'ed, the
Attorney General, for or in the name of the United States, may in a civil action obtain appropriate equitable and

declaratory relief to eliminate the pattern or practice.



FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY RIGHTS OF CONFINED
JUVENILES

CIVIL RIGHTS OF INSTITUTIONALIZED PERSONS ACT (CRIPA)
42 U.S.C. § 1997 (copy attached)

SPECIAL LITIGATION SECTION, CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION
P.0O. BOX 66400
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20035-6400
(202) 514-6255

OVERVIEW:

® Enacted in 1980 in response to national concern about institutional conditions

® Gives the Attorney General standing to redress unlawful conditions in publicly
operated residential institutions, including juvenile detention and training facilities, facilities
serving people with mental retardation and other developmental disabilities, mental health
facilities, nursing homes, jails, and prisons

® Jurisdiction under CRIPA includes all 50 states, the District of Columbia, the
- Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the U.S. territories, counties, and cities

® Gives the Attorney General pattern or practice authority to enforce consumtlona.l
and federal statutory rights, including: Individuals with Disabilities Education Act; Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act; and Americans with Disabilities Act

® Focus is on systemic deficiencies rather than individual, isolated problems

INVESTIGATIONS:

® [nitiated by complaints from parents, residents. staff, advocates. media reports,
U.S. Attorneys, and other sources

® [nvestigations are conducted by expert consultants. attorneys. and paralegals

® QOn-site tours of facility and observation of conditions; interviews with
administrators, staff, residents, relatives, and advocates: review of records and other
documents

® Broad range of inquiry, including adequacy of basic care. medical services,
psychiatric treatment, training, rehabilitation, education. protection from harm and abuse,
freedom from undue restraint, staffing, sanitation, and fire safety

OUTCOME OF INVESTIGATIONS:

® Report of findings and legal conclusions in "49 day letter” sent to the jursidiction

® Resolution occurs most frequently through consent decree filed in federal court
detailing remedial steps the jurisdiction agrees to take

® Consent decree is monitored by Special Litigation staff in conjunction with experts,
monitors or special masters; contempt actions filed for non-compliance if the jurisdiction is
unwilling to agree to further remedial actions

e Attorney General is authorized to file suit when necessary: adversarial litigation is
used only as a last resort
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Recent emphasis on funding the "front end" of the criminal justice system - the

police - has resulted in substantial statewide increases in the number of arrests and court
filings. This pressure on the "middle part" of the system - prosecutors, public defenders

and the courts - has resulted in significant delays in case processing times.

For justice to be meaningful, it must be swift and fair. Arizona standards establish

that 90% of criminal cases should be disposed of within 100 days, and 99% within 180
days.

Projects to "reengineer" the criminal case processing system - collaborative efforts

involving all the criminal justice stakeholders in a county, have been developed and
implemented in an attempt to manage these ever increasing caseloads and delays.
Expansion of these projects across the state has been facilitated by the enactment of 1998
legislation that provided funding for this purpose. This report provides information on

these reengineering efforts.
Significant findings of the projects include:

> Reengineering is a proven concept. The projects have resulted in substantial
reductions in case processing times, with the associated savings in staff and jail
costs. Forexample, Coconino County, the first county to complete a reengineering
project, reduced the average number of jail days per defendant from 173 to 55
days. The Yavapai County reengineering effort resulted in a decrease of 95 days

in the median case processing time.



Impiementation of the projects has been greatly enhanced through utilization of
automation. Automated court databases allow for management of caseloads and

provide accountability measures.

There are limits to the improvements that can be realized through reengineering
alone. Some additional resources are needed to fully implement and sustain the

case flow volume once reengineering takes place.

As the criminal caseloads continue to increase, "slippage" of the improvement in

the case processing time will occur, if additional resources are not added.

Prompt resolution of cases is dependant upon the improvements that can be

realized through reengineering projects and adequate resources for the "middle

part" of the system.



BACKGROUND

Between fiscal vears 1992 and 1996, local. state and federal funding initiatives

resulted in a 21% increase in the number of police officers on the streets in Arizona.
Additional law enforcement officers have contributed to a corresponding increase of
almost 25% in the statewide arrest rate for all offenses and an increase of more than 22%
in the criminal felony filings in the Superior Court. During that same time period, the
length of time to process criminal cases increased significantly. For example, between
1991 and 1997, case processing time for 90% of the criminal cases in the Superior Court
in Maricopa County increased by 95 days. Although Arizona standards establish that 90%
of criminal cases should be handled within 100 days, by 1997 it took 290 days to process
90% of the cases in the Superior Court in Maricopa County. This delay in case processing
time has an adverse impact on jail populations, victims, the processing of civil cases, and

on the general public who expect timely handling of criminal cases to protect their safety

and well-being.

Under the leadership of Supreme Court Chief Justice Thomas Zlaket, the Arizona

criminal justice community proposed the "Fill the Gap" legislative initiative during the
1998 legislative session to address this problem. The goal of this effort, to provide swift,
fair justice by processing 90% of the criminal cases within 100 days and 99% within 180
days, is a component of Justice 2002, Chief Justice Zlaket's strategic plan for the judicial
department. The "Fill the Gap" effort resulted in the Legislature establishing the Criminal
Case Processing Improvement Fund and appropriating $350,000 to the fund for criminal
"reengineering” projects to improve the processing of criminal cases in the Superior Court
and justice courts. Senate Bill 1378, Chapter 182, Laws 1998, directed the Arizona
Supreme Court to allocate monies in the fund to counties for the planning and
implementation of collaborative projects to improve the processing of criminal cases. The

legislation also specified that in order to be eligible for funding, a county must submit a



plan to the Supreme Cour that demonstrates how the criminal justice entities in the
county will work together to address problems with criminal case processing. The new
statutory provisions also direct the Administrative Office of the Courts to submit a report
to the Legislature, Governor. each county board of supervisors and the Arizona Criminal

Justice Commission on the progress of the projects by December 1, 1998.

Reengineering is a collaborative process involving the public defenders,

prosecutors, courts and other criminal justice stakeholders in each county to improve the

processing time of criminal cases. The process typically consists of three stages:

1. Analyzing existing problems in processing criminal cases,

2. Developing innovative methods to more efficiently and effectively dispose
of cases, and

3. implementation of these new methods. A critical component is the
establishment of benchmarks to measure the current case processing time

and improvements realized through the reengineering process.

Pursuant to the statutory provisions, the Administrative Office of the Courts

developed and distributed to each county information regarding the application process
for funding. The application specifies that courts that receive funding must establish a
consistent statistical reporting method that will provide information on the success of the
reengineering project. Included in the required information are statistics on the number

of criminal filings, pending criminal cases, and disposed criminal cases.

During the summer of 1998, the Administrative Office of the Courts also

conducted meetings with judges and court administrators from around the state to provide
information and assistance on successful case management techniques and reengineering

projects. Although there are different needs and problems in each county in regard to the



processing of criminal cases, there are also similarities. The Administrative Office of the
Courts has encouraged and facilitated the sharing of information and ideas among the

counties and will continue to perform this role as the reengineering projects are
developed and implemented.

To assist the counties with their reengineering projects, the Administrative Office

of the Courts issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to identify qualified consultants to
conduct criminal case flow studies. Maureen Solomon, a nationally recognized expert on
case processing, was retained and is currently working with identified counties. Ernie
Friesen and Harvey Solomon, other nationally recognized experts in this field, are

currently working with some of the other counties.
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DEVELOPMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF DELINQUENTS

1. What are trus young person's strengths?

2. How marure are this young person's thought processes? At the timeof the
offense, to what extent was this young person able to anucipate? reacting to threat?
minimizing danger? seeing only one choice? Could this young person foresee the
outcome of his/her acuons? Was this young person able to plan like an adult, and under
stress. how did he/she react if things did not occur as pilanned? If the young person was
carrying a weapon. to what extent had he/she envisioned using the weapon to cause
injury? What else is informatve about this young person's intent at the time of the
offense?

3. What morai values was this young person brought up with in his/her family?
What is this young person's understanding of fairness, rights, and responsibility? Does
this young person consider loyaity a higher moral principle than conventional views of
right and wrong? How does this young person view the wrongness of the offense, and
how does he/she explain 1t if the offense was a violation of his/her moral values?

4. Who is this young person most attached to? Does he/she feel a sense of
belonging?

5. Who does this young person show the most empathy for? What are the
young person's feelings for his/her victim? Could this young person's adolescent
bravado and/or his/her view of the offense as accidental be misinterpreted as a lack of
remorse?

6. What connecuons. if any, exist between his/her childhood trauma and the
offense? Does this young person need help recognizing that he/she is not to blame for
childhood negiect. physical or sexual abuse, or domestic violence? Does he/she need
help gerting out of a victim role? How much loss has the young person experienced?
To what extent has the young person grieved these losses? Is this young person
unusually controlling because of early victimizatuon?

7. What connections, if any, exist between this young person'’s history of school
failure and the offense? Is this young person primariiy an auditory learer, a visual
learner, or someone who leamns best by doing? Is he/she aware of this lmmg style?
Does he/she need to deveiop compensatory skills for difficulties in processing visual or
spoken information? What is this young person's current reading and math skill level?
What is this young person's school history, including most recent [EP objectves? Does
he/she require special teaching techniques to follow instuctons or to organize material?
What specifically are the triggers of school behavior problems for this young person—
does he/she have difficuity concentrating? does he/she feel picked on by teachers or
students? Is school non-attendance caused by boredom or being embarrassed by lack of
skills? Does this young person have sports/music/art or other special interests that
should be built on?



8. Is this young person’s delinquent behavior a method of getting attention? [s
this young person's deiinqueat behavior a method of gaining controi? Does this young
person's delinquent behavior express anger?

9. To what extent 1s this young person'’s delinquency driven by a need for peer
approval? What 1s this voung person good at? Does he‘she need to be taught to
appreciate seif more’

10. Does this young person have an anger cycle or a fear cycle? Does this
young person over-react to perceived hostility from others? Does this young person
need to improve his/her ability to regulate specific behaviors? Does this young person
need to improve his/her ability to express what he/she wants in effective, non-
aggressive ways? [n whnat ways, if any, was this young person's anger cycle or fear
cycle operatng dunng the offense?

1. What connecuons. if any, exist between this young person's substance abuse
and the offense? What is the extent of this young person’s use of alcohol and drugs?
Does this young person use substances to relieve depression or hopelessness?

12. Does this young person have a positive view of him/herselif in the future?
What type of vocauonai instruction and/or employment assistance would fit this young
person?

13. Having idenufied the young person's strengths and clarified what additionai
areas of development remain for this young person. what are the specific services that
would meet his/her emotional. educational and other developmental needs and buiid on
those strengths? What kind of a serting 1s likely to have the identified services to meet
these needs and build on those strengths? What kind of a setting would not meet this
young person's needs or wouid be harmful to this young person?

4. How amenable is the young person to the services recommended? What is
the prognosis for this young person if these services are provided?

Marty Bever. Ph.D.
703-757-0292
73243.1605@compuserve.com

10/98
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THE COUNTYWIDE CRIMINAL JUSTICE
COORDINATION COMMITTEE

The Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination Committee (CCJCC) is an advisory
body established in 1981 by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors to
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the local criminal justice system.
Originally created as part of a comprehensive program to reduce violent crime, the
40-member Committee brings together virtually all of the top leaders in criminal
justice and local government to form a unique policy-level forum whose overall
purpose is to strengthen interagency coordination, communication, and cooperation.

The CCJCC is a voluntary organization. It has no statutory powers or legal
authority, nor does it have independent authority to set policies or determine
resource allocations. Yet, the Committee is able to play a leadership role in
addressing a variety of countywide justice issues because of the commitment and
support of its members. This membership reflects the support of municipal, county,
state, and Federal jurisdictions, and includes law enforcement executives,
prosecutors, judges, court administrators, criminal justice agency heads, as well as
elected officials and key leaders from the disciplines of health services, mental
health, and education.

COMMITTEE ORGANIZATION

The CCJCC organization reflects the size and complexity of the countywide criminal
justicé system in Los Angeles. Covering an area twice the size of the state of
Delaware with a population exceeded by only seven states, this system reflects
multi-jurisdictional problems and planning issues that are more typically associated
with statewide justice systems. Within the County of Los Angeles, there are 47 law
enforcement agencies, 24 independent municipal courts, 10 regions of the Supenor
Court. and a County jail system that is capped by a Federal court order of 20,000
inmates. The County is also the major part of some of the nation's largest and most
complex Federal law enforcement and judicial regions.

Mirroring the complexity of the County jurisdiction, the CCJCC now consists of 40
members. including elected officials from the County and city government, judges
representing the Superior and Municipal courts, the District Attorney, the Los
Angeles City Attorney, the Public Defender, and the Chief Probation Officer. Law
enforcement is represented by the Sheriff, the Los Angeles Police Department
Chief. and the elected representative of the County's 47 police chiefs. Federal law
enforcement is represented by the United States Attorney, local heads of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Drug Enforcement Agency, and the Immigration



and Naturalization Service. Also, reflecting the growing recognition of the inter-
dependencies between criminal justice and other elements of the larger community,
the CCJCC mempership now includes top level executives from health services,
mental health, ana education.

The Committee. which meets monthly and is always chaired by the Chairperson of
the County Board of Supervisors, encourages the support and personal
involvement of its principal members. The Board of Supervisors also supports the
Committee by providing full-time professional staff, who are administratively
assigned to the Board's Executive Office. (See Attachment A for Committee
Organizational Rules)

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Working largely through an organization of subcommittees and specialized task
forces. the CCJCC has been successful at creating a wide variety of new programs
and at forging partnerships to address issues of countywide importance. These
high-level working groups are an essential part of the CCJCC. Typically refiecting
a cross-section of agency perspectives and expertise, these groups are organized
around specific justice system issues and problems or around much broader subject
areas with long-term strategic importance. (See Attachment B for CCJCC
Subcommittees)

Whatever the subject area, the underlying goal of these high-level subcommittees
and working groups is to build consensus and promote interagency coordination
and resource sharing. Their cooperative planning and problem solving efforts have
generated over the years a wide range of new programs, policy and legislative
recommendations. multi-agency plans. and long-term countywide strategies.

ail Overcrowding

Overcrowded jaiis and juvenile halls have severely impacted the local justice system
for many years. The overcrowding of the County's detention facilities is the resuit
of numerous systemwide issues that transcend agency and jurisdictional
boundaries. Solutions to alleviate the congested conditions of the facilities require
approaches calling for extensive cooperation and coordination of every organization
within the justice community. The CCJCC has developed and implemented a wide
range of strategies to help bring relief to our adult and juvenile detention systems.
Some of these strategies, such as those targeting own recognizance releases and
diversion (which strengthened the release criteria for defendants), have helped to
reduce the number of pre-trial inmates entering the jail system. Other efforts, such



as expedited arraignment programs (where case disposition is provided at the
earliest possible court proceeding)-and accelerated probation reports (which reduce
the in-custody time of the defendant from conviction to sentencing), have quickened
the processing of court cases involving in-custody, pre-sentenced inmates.

Criminal Aliens

The Committee has also been instrumental in documenting the impact of criminal
aliens on jail overcrowding and local justice system costs. In May 1990, the CCJCC
conducted the first comprehensive study of deportabie foreign-born inmates in the
County jails. This research determined that over 11% of the County's jail population
consisted of deportable aliens. A follow-up study completed in July 1992 further
documented that approximately 40% of the deportable aliens were rearrested within
one year of their release from jail. Through these studies it was estimated that
deportable criminal aliens account for over $75 million in County justice system
costs. A third study compieted in 1997 revealed that the proportion of deportable
aliens in the jail had increased to 17% and that one-year re-arrest rates had gone
up to 45%. The CCJCC is now actively working within the County to develop and
support aggressive legislative and operational strategies to address the problem of
criminal aliens.

Street Gangs

Established in 1981 and added to the CCJCC as a subcommittee in 1985, the
Interagency Gang Task Force provides a countywide forum for the development of
cooperative strategies to combat gangs and gang-related crime. The Task Force
has become known throughout the State as a model for multi-agency coordination
and cooperation as a result of its reports to the Board of Supervisors, projects
related to community mobilization, and a number of other activities including gang
prevention publications such as the "Networker' and the "Gang Prevention
Resource Guide".

Data Processing and Video Technology

In the area of technology, the CCJCC has played a major leadership role in creating
a'model approach for the coordinated development of justice information systems.
Through the Information System Advisory Body (ISAB), numerous individual justice
agencies are willing partners in cooperative systems development, resource
sharing, and development of countywide standards for data exchange and
reliability. The Committee, through ISAB, created the County's first comprehensive,



long-range information systems master plan in 1983. The plan provided the
"plueprint” for an integrated countywide network of 20 independent criminal justice
information systems and system interfaces, and included a plan for long-term
financing and systems development. Now known as the Los Angeles Justice
Information System (LAJIS), this system will arguably be the largest integrated
system of local government computer applications in the world. (See Attachment
C)

ISAB also provided the leadership to develop plans for a high-speed countywide
digital communications network to serve the local criminal justice system. When
completed, this network will interconnect every major County justice facility and be
capable of supporting a wide range of telecommunication services including data,
voice, fax, e-mail, image, and video.

In the area of video communication, the CCJCC has been at the forefront in
developing cooperative approaches to video arraignment and video conferencing
systems. The Committee has implemented five major pilot projects and in 1992
developed the County's first long range strategic plan for criminal justice video-
conferencing systems.

Legislative Strategies

The CCJCC has been active in supporting a wide range of critical State and Federal
legislation to improve the local justice system. The Committee has also played a
leadership role in developing statewide measures for County sponsorship to
improve the criminal justice system. Most noteworthy of these efforts was a
comprehensive bill on computer crime. The bill was developed by the Committee,
approved by the Board as a County-sponsored measure, and signed into law in
1987. Additionally, the CCJCC has originated legislative proposals in areas of
revenue collection, child abuse, and video arraignment, and currently advocates a
number of legislative proposals regarding the apprehension and deportation of
cnminal aliens.

Special Projects

The CCJCC has been especially successful in promoting cooperative strategies to
solve specific justice system problems. Cf particular importance are projects
involving drug treatment courts, jail-based drug treatment, emergency response
planning. electronic monitoring home detention, regional vehicle theft enforcement,
and local implementation of the "3-Strikes" legislation. These projects have brought
justice agencies together into working partnerships that have tested new ideas and



innovative programs as well as increased awareness and understanding of
systemwide issues.

Summary

The Committee's accomplishments since 1981 have reaffirmed the Board's originai
belief that cooperation, coordination, and communication are vital to the
effectiveness and efficient operation of our local criminal justice system. The
CCJCC has provided an effective forum for systemwide discussions of critical
issues and common problems that have produced innumerable improvements in the
administration of justice in Los Angeles County.



'S'd'0'D

Attachment B

wwo) bupes)s ‘'v'a'vy
wesboid 993N

sjuowubissy

{ejpeds

spefoid
Ajesoqe|jon

Bui4 esed adv

NINVFY

Ajnoag/spiepuels ~
Gunayieyy ~
Bujuuely abuey 6uoq ~ ) ‘Yo31 unoj bnig ~
spajoid SIrvy ~ (s103roud ) U291 suany f wp ~
MOMISN ~ Adnjod ~
€3jqe} uounuo)d ~ woyaj -
1abpng ~ 1B2)UYd3| sNMS-€ ~

suno) 6rug
pazyepadg

sweisboig
uno) 6rug

+d ‘19 uojdwo)
Xid .
w._o_“.n_ IN _ 10(0id WomaN epImAIUN0D 12 nw_oa:< so1°3
swa edepolu SIFVY wawubleny 99 0 .mao...._m.w,
SMD SWivr J21U9D IIND-$SIYdNd ...w ﬂ”no... . \"
uswubjessy ajepuay
Sdv SHHOD | Giesy oy o 510 150M /EDruOYY eluee
SWwojsAg swoisAg swajsAg ) ‘1D euepesed
Kejapdosg Aiejaudory 6uppuazuon 19 6 eyuanng 10 OpuoH oy 66-F ‘pe)s
wawpedag avsi ospIA 19PusHO pRUIUES ‘8@ sunoD ey 1) euowog

pauveld
suno) 6nug
MoN

LCERR)
eulig / o0V
dro/Toa
eulig / droo alels

SINVYO ,

Rajoid SINDQ ~
s3Pwwon $9INUWwo)
bBujpuels 0H pVY Hopnold .ﬁﬁuﬂ% ~
(esodad) sab noo Brug ~
92UI|OIA UNY ~ 1UaWa010ju3 jeUoiBeY ‘PI00D pPNf Unod brug
1epuajO I Ayeiwapy ~ ApriS onendog yer -
SIfr3o ~ wwod
esuodsay Aouabiewgy ~ oveo ~ Nwwon Gujpuels
diysioquenw ~ ‘dVHL ~ OANINDIX] S$123roNd
SMINS-¢ ~
spieog punod (avsi) Apog 0djjjunuooqng
noo.n_..szooaam Aouebe-jnyy Gujjeuipsoon Aiosjapy swaisAs a:u”.ﬂ%:uw”wo.c. T TIVAT T T, wbisieno
H PV peozjepads SaIsnf epuIANng uojjeunoju uno) brug

JIrDD

6661 Ateniqad

S10300¥d B S3FLLINWODENS

931IWWO0D UoRRUIPIO0D BDISN[ Ul SPIMAIUNDY






Appendix 16

Collaborative Efforts Involving Indigent Defense:
Fulton County, Georgia’s Experience






COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS
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STEPHEN O. KINNARD, CHIEF MEDIATOR
11TH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS

TOM C. ULBRICHT, JUSTICE SYSTEM COORDINATOR
FULTON COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT



ORGANIZATION CHART
JUSTICE SYSTEM COORDINATOR AND STAFF

JUSTICE SYSTEM
COORDINATING SUPERIOR COURT
COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATOR-
ATLANTA/FULTON ADMINISTRATIVE
COUNTY EXECUTIVE SUPERVISION
COMMITTEE

CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION,
JUSTICE SYSTEM
COORDINATOR-

TOM ULBRICHT

JUSTICE SYSTEM SUPERIOR COURT
ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER-

COORDINATOR- CRYSTAL DRAKE
GLENNETTE HARRIS




FULTON COUNTY JUSTICE SYSTEM MAJOR COMPONENTS

Board of Commissioners

Superior Court

Superior Court

Administrator

Superior Court Clerk

District Attorney

Public Defender

Juvenile
State Court Court
Juvenile Court
Administrator
| State Court
Administrator
Marshal/State Ct. Clerk
Solicitor
Police Department

Conflict Defender

Sheriff/County Jail




CITY OF ATLANTA JUSTICE SYSTEM MAJOR COMPONENTS

City Council
Public Safety Committee Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council
Municipal Court Traffic Court
Municipal Court Municipal Court City Public Defender City Solicitor
Public Defender Solicitor

Pre-Trial Services

Bureau of Corrections/

. Atlanta Police Department
Municipal Pre-Trial Detention Center P
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FULTON COUNTY JUSTICE SYSTEM

PROBLEMS

AND SOLUTIONS

SOLUTIONS

FACILITIES/ Jail Expansion
STAFFING -Temp. Pre-Trial Modular Unit

- Intake/Food Svc./Pre-Trial

Jail overcrowding
-(200% capacity)
-understaffed 40-50%

-Federal Lawsuits

- 1600 new beds
New Pre-trial unit
Complaint Room

PROBLEMS

12.000 case backlog Independent Info syste

Need 7 more Judges No aut disposition

oo, cuedipsiion

understaffed 30% 0 nter Cepugovt SYs!

120 days to indict No case/ad hoc reporting
CASE INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Differentiated Case Tracking (JMI) CJIS Implementation
System Integration

Case Management Software

SOLUTIONS



SUCCESS TO DATE FROM COLLABORATION

1. Created Atlanta/Fulton County Justice System Executive Committee

2. Created Comprehensive Justice Information System (CJIS) Policy Board
3. Attracted $26 million for CJIS Projects

4. Collaborated on Information Sharing between City and County

5. Supported effort to fund and create a Complaint Room. Attracted $2 million
for the effort, to date.

6. Brought the jail population down from 4350 to 3500.

7. Have created a new Pre-trial Services Unit staffed with 30+ individuals. Have
created a supervision unit with over 200 clients. Projected to be 3500 by end of
the year.

8. Obtained bond funds for jail expansion and new pre-trial facility with 2 court
rooms.

9. Have obtained funding for 4 consulting contracts for planning and
implementation programs. (Pre-trial, Superior Court Clerk, Case Management, and
Justice System Implementation Program).

10. Have helped put Public Defender and Conflict Defender on equal basis with
Prosecution.

11. Have helped streamline the bindover information flow process and moving
toward paperless information flow.

12. Have created a new Drug Court, Drug Treatment Facility, and a new Family
Court



LESSONS FROM THE FULTON COUNTY
JUSTICE SYSTEM COORDINATING COMMITTEE INITIATIVE

1. A high percentage of defendants in a local criminal justice system are indigent.

2. Some problems that impact on indigent defense do not directly involve the
public defender’s office.

3. The public defender needs to be at the table and needs to be seen as an equal,
not a stepchild.

4. There is no public awareness of the problems confronted by a local criminal
justice system. It is out-of-sight and out-of-mind for most of the public. Many
public officials are not aware of these problems. For example, none of these
problems have become part of the ongoing debate about the response to crime and
what to do about it.

5. Local criminal justice systems generally address problems only in response to a
crisis. Justice planning needs to become institutionalized in local government.

6. There is no identifiable public constituency for the problems in the local
criminal justice system. The components of the local justice system must be their
own constituency.

7. There needs to be coordination of the various segments of the local criminal
justice system for there to be any change. You need some type of forum
(committee) that is actively engaged in addressing all the needs of your local
justice system. It needs to meet regularly. It needs to have its own staff. It needs
to establish short-term and long-term goals. It needs to develop an evolving
“justice system plan.”

8. You need a strong administrative infrastructure to support the components of
your local justice system. In addition to the key justice system departments, the
information technology department, finance department, and city or county
manager’s office, need to be actively involved with whatever committee is
established.



9. Judges need to understand the dynamics and challenges of the entire local
justice system and need to lead as a group.

10. Involvement of the appropriate local public officials is crucial to any change.
Public officials will fund the local criminal justice system appropriately when:

- they understand that it is an interrelated system;

- they appreciate the total budget impact of the local criminal justice system
and the increasing demands made on that system and their respective
budgets;

- they appreciate that it is in their economic self-interest to insure that their
local criminal justice system, including the defense function, has the
resources and administrative support needed to address its tasks;

- they are presented with solid information on which to make sound fiscal
decisions.

11. When you present a unified front you can be successful.

12. “Problems in indigent defense” is probably not the theme that will lead the
charge to an improved overall justice system. We suggest “a rising tide raises all
boats.” Indigent defense has its best long-term chance of improvement when you
improve the entire local justice system.
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Office of the Maryland State Public Defender,
Juvenile Court Division,

The Detention Response Unit






STATE OF MARYLAND

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC DEFENDER ST ete berenon
{410) 7678479

DISTRICT #1 BALTIMORE CITY Beruny poatic Serencen
JUVENILE COURT DIVISION i TeT7e

201 SAINT PAUL PLACE, SUITE 200 ;ﬁgt&i& K. HILDRETH

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202 10 7678471

Ph. (410) 333-4899, ext. 280 Fax(410) 333-8791 MICHAEL GAMBRILL

PARRIS N. GLENDENING DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENDER
‘GOVERNOR (410) 3334335

The Detention Response Unit

In July of 1994, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Council of Maryland (the local State Advisory
Group) awarded the Office of the Public Defender a federal grant from the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to establish the Detention Response Unit (DRU). The
DRU is now funded through the joint efforts of the Office of the Public Defender and the
Department of Juvenile Justice. The DRU is designed to address the over-representation of
minority youth in secure detention and to improve the quality of representation for detained

youth .

The DRU staff consists of two attorneys and two licensed social workers who work at the
detention facilities and in the courts throughout Maryland. The DRU attorneys and social
workers receive cases through screening the secure detention population and from juvenile
court attorneys. The DRU has offices at three of the state’s secure detention facilities which
allows them to maintain direct contact with youth and the facilities’ staff. Maintaining a
presence at the facilities enables the DRU to concentrate its efforts on the target population
by talking to youth and helping them access community programs, by locating family
resources and by working with the Department of Juvenile Justice to develop appropriate
placements for committed youth.

Through the collaborative efforts of the DRU attorneys and social workers the unit seeks
immediate reviews of detention orders when alternative ramily or community resources are
accessed; advocates for holistic dispositions by doing psvchosocial evaluations and providing
expert testimony; minimizes both pre-disposition and post-disposition time in secure
detention by advocating for less restrictive environments and by bringing court reviews to
expedite release. The social workers act as both information gatherers and sources of expert
opinion for the attorneys. The attorneys then use this information and/or expert testimony to
advocate for alternatives to secure confinement.

This intensified approach to representation of detained vouth has successfully reduced the
duration of detention and increased the use of appropriate alternatives to secure detention in a
substantial number of cases. Consequently, the DRU has begun to accomplish its goals of
reducing the over-representation of minority youth in secure confinement and improving the
quality of their representation.
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Planning and Implementing a Drug Court
or Community Court






Counmye op YOLO®

Woedland, California 95695

e ity S it S

JAMES S. EGAR 814 North Street (530) 666-8155 FAX (530) 666-8405
PUBLIC DEFENDER OF YOLO COUNTY

NAT YMP
INDI T DEFE

PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTING A DRUG COURT OR COMMUNITY
COURT

There are few absolute rules that apply in all situations when it comes to
establishing drug or community courts. However, having made mistakes as well as
having success has been a good teacher. It is with this experience in mind that the
following suggestions are respectfully offered for your consideration.

1. Don’t depend on outside funding unless necessary and then only to the extent
required by your particular circumstances.

Yolo County began its drug court operation based upon the cooperation of the
criminal justice partners and a small appropriation ($40,000) from the County for drug
testing. A great deal was accomplished by re-organizing the court calendar and the part
time assignment of a prosecutor, defender and probation officer. County Alcohol and
Drug department personnel provided the initial treatment component. The mutual inter-
dependance of local participants together with a strong commitment to succeed enabled
the drug court and later the domestic violence court to be implemented.

2. Avoid adversarial relations that are not absolutely necessarv (don’t have fights
you don’t have to engage in).

Remember this is a collaborative process. Rarely, will any partv have all things
their way. For example, California law changed to require guilty pleas before
enrollment in drug diversion programs unless the prosecutor agrees to the contrary.
However, laboratory results and police reports are often not available for some time
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after arraignment. Therefore, defenders could not competently plead their clients guilty
without review of the evidence. All this combined to significantly delay the prompt
identification and enrollment of eligible drug court participants as recommended in the
Key Components of Drug Courts published by the Department of Justice. Local
prosecutors and defenders compromised to allow enrollment in drug court immediately
after arraignment without a guilty plea to encourage and promote treatment aspects.
Prosecutors concerns for cases becoming stale were met by mandating deferred pleas
for all participants who had not completed the treatment program within nine (9)
months of enrollment. This arrangement addressed and reconciled competence of
counsel issues, stale prosecution issues and speedy treatment issues.

3. Training is critical for all participants.

Judges, prosecutors, defenders and probation officers are all skilled professionals
in their fields. However, that expertise doesn’t automatically confer competence
concerning treatment, substance abuse or psychological components of abuse.
Remember, these collaborative courts are a marriage of legal and treatment/therapeutic
components. They are successful because both criminal justice and treatment issues
are incorporated. There is no substitute for education. Many organizations including
the Office of Justice Programs of the U.S. Department of Justice, National Association
of Drug Court Professionals and National Drug Court Institute offer outstanding
training programs for all of the various players in the collaborative courts.

4.  Non traditional approaches may be required to achieve success.

The traditional adversarial criminal justice system approach to substance abuse
and domestic violence has resulted in limited results. Drug courts have demonstrated
markedly better achievements with this same population. How can ethical
responsibilities be reconciled with treatment needs?

For instance, defense attorneys often voice concems about confidentiality
requirements or fiduciary obligations which may be infringed on by drug court models.
These concemns are both valid and appropriate. Perhaps they can be addressed by true
informed consent in advance of enrollment. Attorneys and clients must confer and be
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aware that drug court is not for everyone and that once enrolled the attorneys approach
may change from traditional advocate to counselor (at law). It may be appropriate to
divulge certain information about a client. This should only be done after fully advising
the client in advance of enrollment in drug court and agreement with this practice. It
is in essence a waiver of some traditional ethical responsibilities. Informed consent is
a key.

5. Reach out and involve diverse groups in planning and implementing drug courts.

The temptation is to rely on traditional criminal justice participants in planning
and implementing drug and community courts. It is true that they are key players who
must be involved. However, there are many other entities who can be involved to
develop a stake in the success of these programs.

Police departments can be powerful allies who are likely to be supportive upon
learning of increased supervision and diminished recidivism resulting from drug courts.
School districts may be involved and have a strong incentive to support drug courts.
The clergy and religious community are usuallv willing participants in programs
designed to ameliorate substance abuse. The corporate and business communities may
provide support and resources and often provide valuable assistance.

Local governmental entities such as cities, districts and associations should be
involved if possible. They will probably be relieved to learn of the drug courts
functions and will be among the principal beneficiaries of its work.

These suggestions are by no means a comprehensive list. Your jurisdictions may
require different attention. Please feel free to contact our office if we can be of any
assistance with your courts.

FPROPERTY OF
~aiional Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)
% 6060
Pankyills MD 20BAG-60040

*U.S. Government Printing Office: 2000 — 461-092/00087
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