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I. INTRODUCTION

In November 1972, the state of Virginia launched a pilot public defender
project with thé opening in Waynesboro of the first of three scheduled pilot
public defender field offices. This pilot program, authorized by the
Virginia General Assembly and funded through tlie State's Division of Justice
and Crime Prevention (S.P.A.) is desipned to provide representation to
indigents at the misdeameanor, felony and post-conviction levels, as well as
to represent youngsters in juvenile proceedings. A second office opened in
eastern Virginia at Virginia Beach and the opening of a third pilot office,
postponed because of funding limitations, is slated for Fairfax County.

The remainder of the state will continue to be provided with indigent

defense services by the previous system of assigned private counsel.

Administration of the pilot project is legislatively vested in a
Public Defender Commission with the specific respondibility for prbviding
overall policy supervision and assuring that the services provided con-
form with the enabling statute. The Commission is also responsible for
providing the General Assembly in November 1974 with an evaluation of
the project's operation and an evaluation of the relative merits of the
services provided by public defenders in the pilot offices vis-a-vis
defense services funded through the current system of court~appoiﬁted

counsel.

To conduct this evaluation, a uniform data base and standardized

office policies were needed. In this regard, the Executive Direcctor of
f =y %m”' : the Public Defender Commission, Overton Pollard, requested assistance

through LEAA's Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project at the
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American University in developing a standardized and comprehensive data
recording system for the pilot offices and recommending improvements in

office organization as well as suggesting an appropriate methodology for

conducting the evaluation.

A two-man consultant team from the National Legal Aid and Defender
Association conducted a site visit September 18-21 meeting with Mr, Pollard
at the Public Defender Commission office in Richmond, as well as reviewing
operations of the pilot offices in Virginia Beach and Waynesboro. In the
latter two communities, the consultants interviewed the court clerks of the
District Court, Circuit Court and Juvenile Court® as well as local officials

involved in the project's operation.

ofs

% The District Court has misdemeanor jurisdiction and conducts probable
cause hearings in felony cases. The Circuit Court proceeds in the trial of
a felony matter after there has been a bindover order from the District
Court. The Juvenile Court proceeds in delinquency matters.




gg’{.ﬁ;“a
} ﬁ

o~

"
J
L

b

n

i
o

il

A S el
s

IT. ANALYSIS QF EXISTING STITUATION

The three pilot public defender field cffices have been planned to
serve diverse areas of the state. The Virginia Beach office is located in
the southeast coastal region; the Waynesboro office is in the western area
(Augusta County)and also serves Staunton and Owensborough. The planned
Fairfax County office will be located in the heavily populated northern
portion of the Washington, D. C. metropolitan area.. As noted earlier,
the remainder of the state is provided with indigent defense services

through the existing assigned counsel system,

The Public Defender Commission in charge of the pilot project con-
sists of five lawyer members, with lr., Pollard serving as Executive Director
on a part-time basis. = Since he is principally engaged in the private
préctice of law, he performs Commission functions from his private law
office in Richmond, Virginia, which is over 100 miles from each of the

defender offices.

In conformity with the State Planning Agencf Grant Award, cach of
the two operating defender offices is administered by a full-time
public defender, Each defender has a full-time secretary and a full-time
investigatdr. ihe Virginia Beach Public Defender has three assistant public

defenders, while the Waynesboro Public Defender has two assistant public

defenders. Each of the assistant public defenders is part-time and en-

gages in private practice in addition to his defender work. Each assistant

operates out of his own privatcylaw office, utilizes his own private

secretary, and maintains his own case files.
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ITII. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING REPORTING PRACTICES

A. Develop Case Docketing Syctem

In order to ensure that attorneys cover thelr court assignments and
to enable them to readily determine the next court date a¢ well as the
progress made in each case, an active case docketing system should be
developed} Such a system will require the maintenance of three separate

files for each active case:

1. the open case file itseclf, which should include all pertinent

material such .as client and witness statements, motions, pleadings,
etc., :

2. an index card maintained at the dcfender offiée, and

3. a docket book or calendar. |
All cases should be identified by a public defender file number. Active
cases may be filed alphabetically. Inactive cases, however, should be
filed by public defender number since alphabetical order becomes awkward
when the dead case file becomes extensive, as it will aft~r the first

year of the program's operation.

The open case file should be kept by each attorney in his office.
However, an index card for each active case should be maintained at the
main office and readily available to the sécretary and chicf defeﬁder.
It should contain the néme’and address of the defendant, the charge, the
file number,the next court date, and a summary of what occurred on each
day the case was in court, With this rédord, the chief defender of each
office can keep track of individual cases and determine their stage and

progress without bothering the assigned attorney. The card on active

~cases should be maintained in alphabetical order and filed permanently

in alphabetical order when the case is closed as a cross check. The



docket book or calendar should contaln the next court appearance for each
trdal case s0 that the central office can properly notify defendants on
bond of their next court day and provide such information to relatives
of the defendant, as well as make certain that cach case is covered on

its court day.

B. Collect Data Routinely on Standardized Forms

Sample recommended forms for individual case records as well as
staff attorney caseload summaries are included in Appendix A. These
forms have been designed for potential use in the pilot offic;s to pro-
vide current information regarding individual cases, assist in developing
client interviews, as well as to indicate periodically the level of acti-
vity of the project's operations. Taken together the reporting forms should
‘provide a composite picture of case activity for individual attorneys as

well as the office as a whole.

"The forms  suggested here should be examined carefully by the Executive
Director and his entire staff, professiorial and npn—professional. An all
day meeting of the staff, including secretaries, investigators, and staff
attorneys, should be arranged to review each formkand changes should be
made where advisable. It is essential thét each staff member understands
the forms and that agreement on reporting procedures and. the importance
of ‘accuracy and cbmpleteness in reporting be’established before any. new
methods are employed. The specific terminology and purpose of the individual

forms  are described below:

1, Definition of '"Case"
The term ”case"’refers to any chdrge or group of charges arising

out of one transaction confronting one defendant in a single court
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proceeding at one level of proceedings. Where separate charges
arising out of separate transactions that would have normally been
tried separately are disposed of at one time as part of a plea
bargain, each charge is considered a separate case. Levels of
proceedings are divided into trial, appeilate, and collateral
attack in the trial court. Thus, under the definition, a case
inciudes the bond hearing, the probable cause hearing and all

other trial court proceedings arising out of one transaction,

even though several distinct trial courts are involved, If the
trial verdict is appealed, then statistically the appeal is another
case.,  If a collateral attack proceeding, habeas corpus or other
post-conviction relief is sought in the matter, this action re-
presents another case. Where the collateral attack is appealed,

a third case would result. Where two or more defendants are joinedkk
together for one joint trial, each defendant represents a separate
case,

Explapnation of Forms

a. Form #l-~Client Interview Form

The various categories of information are intended as
checks and reminders to the interviewer of information that is
generally considered important. According to the team{s in-
formation, the investigator in one of the offices is able to
use an electronic récording device for interviews. Such a
technique should bé encouraged and this interviev form should
not'replace electronic recordatién of interviews. Howevér,

it is suggested that the interviewer follow the interview
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form and when the recording is transcribed, that it be trans-

cribed into the suggested interview form.

It is recommended that all initial client interviews be
conducted by the agsigncd attorney and not by an investigator.
While investigators should be introduced to the client by the
attorney and may from time to time obtain supplementary informa-
tion from the client, initial interviews (except interviews
to determine financial eligibility) should be conducted by the
assigned lawyer so that a good relationship between client and
attorney can be established at the outset. The attorney con-
ducted interview can also raise significant questions essential
to. the developrent of the case and a theory for its defense --
i.e., the possibilities of such situations as entrapment, self-
defense, or insanity. An attorney is not only in a position
to best recognize such situations, but is also best able to
develop an appropriate line of’questioning necessary to fully
explore such possibilities.

Form #2--Daily Case Report

This form is intended to be utilized by the attormey assigned
to the case. The Virginia experimental project is unusual in

that while the Defender Director of each of the two offices is

full-time and operates out of the defender office, his assist-

ants are part-time and work from their private law offices.
As a result, the Director of each office has no way of re-
viewing and keeping current with the progress of the cases

assigned to assistants as the cases progress. The Director of




the Virginia Beach office does maintain a monthly court schedule
of the court duties of each assistant; the Director of the
Waynesboro office, however, does not keep such records. It
would be valuable for the director of each office to have
readily available in the defender office ankup—to—date summary
of each case assigned to an assistant. The index card maintained
for each case at the main office can be utilized to note the
progress of the case. At the end of each day the defender
secretary should check the master calendar of court dates,
telephone each attorney who had a court appéarance for a
defender case and record what transpired in the case on the
index card.

Form #3--Attorney Case Summary ‘Report

The assigned counsel should complete this form at the
conclusion of each case.  The original completed form should
be delivered to the defendét office, with a copy retained
by the attorney for his monthly report.

Form #4--Attorney (Office) Monthly Report

Within three days after the month's close each attorney
should turn in this report to the local defender, vThe.report
contains a éummary of all cases that he closed for the month
as’well as other court work in conneztion with all cases; in=
cluding open cases. This form, like the comprehensive Monthly
Attorney Offi¢e chort (form #6) can be utilized as both . the

attorney monthly summary and the office monthly summary. - It
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is suggested that if form {4 1s adopted as the attorney report,
it should also be used to complete the office report,

Form {i5--Monthly Investigation Report

This report should be completed by the investigator and
delivered to the local defender within threc days of the end
of the month., It summarizes the investigator's activities.
Because each of the offices has only one investigator, a copy
of ‘each monthly report may be sent to the Public Defender
Commission Office in Richmond.

Form #6-~Attorney Report-ionthly Office Report

This form is presented as an alternative attorney and
office wmonthly summary. Form number 6 differs from form
number 4 in that it provides a cumulative summary of case status

for the individual monthly total.

In addition to the forms discussed above, a copy. of the FY '73 Annual
Report of the Maryland Public Defender is included in Appendix B as a

suggestion for possible annual data presentation.
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IV, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR. IMPROVING THE OPERATIONS OF THE PROJECT

A. Continue to Strive for High Quality Representation

During the team's site visit, various aspects of defender services
vere discussed with both the staff of each office as well as the Executive:
Director. Such matters as performing intake functions adequately, and
assuring the proper elements and sufficient scope of representation were
discussed. Among those areas deemed of high priority for the project to

deal were the following:

1. Attorneys should enter the case at the earliest possible time -—-
immediately after arrest or before arrest (where the client becomes aware
that he is a principal suspect).

2. The client should be free on bond if possible and bond motions,

where appropriate, should be made promptly.

3. . Istablished standards for determining eligibility were important
in assuring the private bar and the public that only those who were finan-
cially unable to hire their own attorney utilized the project's service.
In this regard, however, the comsultants advised that eligibility be
assessed by either the judge or another agency so that the initial inter-

view between the client and the attorney did not focus on determining

{M ; i g the client's resources.
g %“ T B. Employ All Attorneys on a Full-time Dasis When the Second Year of the
ll ﬁ Grant is Renewed, . ,

gt L%', ' The ftagmentation in terms of staff organization in each defender

l“ office can be detrimental to the development of an effective defender pro-
gram. With assistant defenders working out df their own private law offices,
the possibility of developing cooperation and‘coordination among attorneys

as well as encouraging attorney supervision and specialization becomes
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very difficult. Moreover, where the defender is part-time conflicts may
develop between his private and his defender practice. During the initial
grant perlod, neither the grant provisions nor the budget permit the
employmerit of experienced assistant public defenders on a full-~time basis
and the experimental nature of the ﬁroject discourages full-time attorney
effort. However, when tﬁe grant 1s renewed for the second year, cach

attorney employed by the Commission should have full-time employment status

~at an adequate salary and have a private office in a defender suite.

C. Develop Staff Capabilities to Ixplore Alternatives to Incarceration
Currently no staff are cmplcyed with the professional capabilities

to develop alternatives to incarceration. Personnel such as social

workers with such capabilities are invaluable since, presumably, many

of the defender clients will be convicted and could bcﬁefit considerably

from intelligently developed rehabilitation programs rather than simple

incarceration in a penitentiary or jail.

D. Create Staff’Capability for Developing Alternatives to Jloney Bond

Since the defender clients are indigent, very few: will be able to
obtain funds for a bond for pretrial release. However, chances of ac—
quittal or probation increase if the accused is free during the pretrial
stage.* Thus, thé Defender Commission should request that the grant
renewal for the second year include,funding for such staff functions.

One social worker with para-professional assistance in each office to

perform both the pre~trial and post-trial functions suggested here should

- % See ' Commentary to Standard 1.1, Standards Relating to Prc-T;ial
Release. American Bar Association,. 1968.
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be added experimentally until complete caseload statistics are developed.
Once the programs have operated for a year, a reasscessment of support staff

requirements should be made.

E. Develop an Appellate and Post-Conviction Capability

Since the project has just gotten started, there is no appellate
or other post-conviction caseload. However, second year operations may
require. such a capability. Consideration suould be given to locating a
post-conviction defender unit in either Richmond or in the Waynesboro office.
Either locatiomn has its advantage. Richmond houses both the Virginia
Supreme Court as well as the University of Richmond Law School which could
be utiliéed for student assistance.  On the other hand, an-office in
Waynesboro would be approximately ten miles fgom Charlottesville, the
site of the University of Virginia l.aw School where a law student appellate

program might be developed. In any case, the centralized appellate office

should serve both of the Virginia defender offices.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

A review of the Circuit and District Court docket records indicates
that it would be impossible to reconstruct a case history from docket en-
tries. The Circuit Court clerk; report some court statistics to the
Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals; however the reports do not, among other
things, distinguish assigned cases from retained cases, indicate the out-
come or sentences imposed, or note pre-trial motions and rulings. Hence
the only ﬁay to obtain statistical information about assigned private

counsel cases for comparison with defender cases would be by a case by

case file examination.

Accordingly, the team concludes that no worthwhile statistical com-
parisons of assigned .counsel and public defender services c¢could be made

unless the state was committed to a relatively expensive evaluation program.

However, an effective evaluation could be undertaken less expensively
by utilizing the statistics produced by the recommended forms on the current
project and comparing this data with information on the previous appointed
counsel system gathered through interviews.  Such interviews could be
conducted with pérsons aware and involved in the previous system's opera-

tion -~ i.e., judges, prosecutors, local and state bar leaders, private

‘ practitioners, clieunts, leaders from the client community, and leaders

in the community generally. Such an evaluation would require carcful
preparation and consultation with criminal justice system officials in
the state and should include prepared questions covering the following

areas.
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A, Trompt Disposition

Does the deferder organization dispose of cases in less time, more

time, or dn about the same time, from arrest to final order, as private

assigned counsel? Form 4, parts F and G, and form 6, parts F and G will

provide statistical information about the defender agency's disposal time.
Part G of forms 4 and 6 will also indicate which element in the system, i.e.,
the court, prosecutor or defender is principally respodsible for delay in
dispositions. The measure proposed here may also provide information on

the impact of the organized defenders on the overall administration of jus-

tice by determining time for disposition.

B. Adequacy of Preparation and Thoroughness of Representation

Does a better attorney client relationship exist betwcen the defender

attorney and his client, or between the court-appointed attorney and his

indigent client? Form 1 is designed to encourage the defender attorney to

fully and thoroughly interview the client and develop all facts. However,
that is only the first stage. The defender attorney should periodically

see his assigned client and fully advise the client of the progress in tne

{vw,‘ case. While good results are very important to client satisfaction, it is

;
B ?%:i equally important that the defenders demonstrate a sincere interest in
i X”!ﬂ the client. Frequent coriwltation with the client is also an essential
7 f# ingredient to adequate preparation. |

SRR .
e L

T ?”‘? : : Forms 3 and 4 require repértiug of the number of motions-and hearings
i akﬁ in a case, thus providing statistics on adequacy of representation. The
‘:; i;,! reporting requircmehts may also serve as a chstant'reminder for attorneys

— r of the possibility of filing such motions. Forms 3 and 4 also report the
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amount of attorney and investigator contact with the client. TForm 5
reports on the extensiveness of office investipative procedures and serves
as a constant reminder as to the kind of investigation that should normally
be provided. By providing such information on these forms, it would be
hoped that a future evaluator could then assess the preparedness, skill

and expertise involved in the defender cases. 1t is also expected that
requiring reporting of client contact will encourage more frequent client

contact.

It should be noted that the criteria above are consistent with the
objective of improving the criminal justice system as a whole and more
particularly defense services to the indigent criminally accused. In

Standards Relating to the Prosecution and Defense Function, (Standard

3.6 March, 1970) the American Baf Association recommends that the attorney,
"inform the accused of his rights and take all necessary‘action to indicate
such rights." The standard further provides that the attorney must con-
sider all procedural steps available, including motions and pretrial
release.. It is hoped that the forms will enable an evaluator to assess

how well that standard has been followed by the-dcfender agency.,

C, Measuring Results for the Client in Terms of Dispositidn

Obviously the number and percentages of acquittals is of the utmost
importance in assessing the quality of a criminal legal defense service,
hence the won and lost record is é statistic to be reported,. However,
that statistic alone is not a sole indicator of the quality of the sys-

tem. Regardless of whether one approves of the plea negotiation process, it

is a part of the Virginia criminal\justice system. In many cases, it
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takes as much preparation and skill to plea negotiate effectively as it

does to try a case. What must be determined, therefore, is which pleas

were effectuated as the result of skillful, effective representation and
which'pleas of guilty involved little or no effective representation,
Mofeover, even when a guilty ve;dict after trial is the outcome, the defense
lawyer may still have achieved a substantial victory by a judgment on a

lesser included charge. In such cases where a conviction of a lesser

offense than the one charged results, appropriate credit must be given.

Another factor deﬁonstrating effectiveness of representation is the
dismissal of a . case without trial. Occasionally such a disposition results
because the prosecutor exercised his discretion based on his own assessment
of the case. But many dismissals without trial are the result of the efforts of the
defense attorney who successfully prosecuted pre-trial motions or inves£i~
gated until he uncovered facts exonerating his client which he disclosed
to the prosecutor, Where the dismissal occurred because the defense.
attorney won a hard fought motion to suppress evidence, proper statistical
credit should be given for that achievement. Where the dismissals resulted
because of extensive investigation by the defense which ‘uncovered evidencé
of innocence or made the case impossible to prosecute, appropriate recog-

nition is also in order.

Such efforts must be reduéed to a measuratle statistic so that the
effectiveness of representation may be measured in more than the one dimen-
sion of a won and lost record. ‘As a result,kfotm 4 in Section B2 addresses
itself not only‘to pleas of guilty, but to the results of the negotiation

by’coﬁntingkspecifically pleas to lesser charges, and which result in
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other charges being dismissed and/or probation. Form 4, in section B3
records dismissals in a way that one may assess the defense effort that
achieved the’dismissal. Similarly, B4 and B5 in form 4 and section B of
form 6 measure more than won and lost statistics by identifying guilty
results whereka greater offcnse.was charged and not guilty jﬁdgments of
companion charges. In addition, both forms 4 and 6 in section C provide

statistics on the geverity of sentences imposed.

Thus, the reporting forms suggested by the team are not keyed in

with any court record-keeping system, but designed, rather, to assist a

future evaluator of the pilot project in compiling quickly an objective

3
i; ‘“;l meaningful picture of the activities of the defenders and the quality of
by el .
LI B representation provided. Moreover, the suggested forms, if maintained
by @“gl accurately and reported promptly, should facilitate supervision by the
T T ,
E :{ executive director and the commission.
[ ]
‘*% 3’—4 =
e T
| T —J .
o g {
Do
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VI. = SUMMARY

The forms recommended for use by the Pilot Public Defender Project
are geared to both the current operations of the program as well as its
possible expansion. The forms suggested here will be helpful to the Com-
mission ‘and the defender offices in maintaining records and statistics in
the coming year, The information thereby collected will allow for an accu-
rate, uniform and comprechensive data base which can be utilized for pur-
poses of both adminigtration and evaluation. Such a record-hecping
system should also go a long way toward upgrading the program's capability
for providing cffective services, and it is hoped that these forms will

contribute to that goal.

This data base should be considered the mininum for record collec-
tion. The potential analysis and interpretation of this data may well
lead to modifications of forms used as well as suggest the need for
additional data. Tor this purpose, the Maryland Public Defender Report

can be a useful guide in utilizing such - data effectively.
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D. COURY APPEARANCES IN COMPLETED CASES

Bajl release hearing .
Probable cause hearings :
‘ S
Arzaignments
Continuances
Other -

1
Z.
3.
4
5

.

I

1., PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS PRESENTED N C(:)MPLETED CASES

-.1. Motion to reduce bond
Cranted |

Denicd

Total

2. Molion to suppress evidence
Granted
Denied -

‘Total

3. Molion {o suppress jdentificalion
Granted
Denied

Tolal

___:s\.\\,
-

-

4. Motion to suppress defendant!s statoments .

Granted
Denied,___~
Total

e

- 8, Othermotions:

Total

F.. AVERAGE MONTHLY TIME SPANIN COMPLETED CASES

[y

s

Misdom. | Felonies | Appezls
1, Axrrcst fo first contact with P. D, T777777"]
2. Arxrestto first court appearance i
3, Arrestio trial 11111 11]
4. Arrest to completion of trizl, 77111717
including sentencing 11111111 :
5, Awverage amount of time’ spent
per case (8 hrs. = 1 day) a
6. Notiice of appeal to [iling of JITTITTInN FiklL17
petition for leave to appeal e s B
4. Granting of leave to filing brief J7ITTTTTRTTITTi 7T
g, Filing of state's brief to [iling TTTTTTTTR TN ]
of reply brief R
9. Notice of appeal to decision JTI T T 77
. G. NO. OF CONTIRUAICLS - TOTAL ALL CASES DISPOSED ‘
C 7T OF DURLNG HONTH
1. Hotion of Prosecution o ’

2. Motion of Defense i
3, Order of Court w/o thiien
4, By Agreement of the Partics

-
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A ATTORNEY (OFFICELMONTILY, REPORT

e e s v ey, e o

("o be compluted by each attorney monthiy)

Name of Atlorney

Month of : 1973

Ineationof Office

A. PENDING CASES

1.  No, of ncw cases: 1'. No,
a. Felonies a,
b,  Misdermneanors b.
e, Appeia c.
d, Pos{-conviction_ d.

Totlal New Cases

N

2. No. of pending cases carrvied inlo 3, Nao.
month:
a, TFelonies a,
b, Misdemeanors b.
¢. Appealsa -
d. Jost-conviction

Total Cages Carried
from Previous NMonth

4. NWo. of cases closed during month: 5 No,
a, 'Felonies . a,
b, Misdemecanors . b,
c. Appeals o,
4. Tost-conviclion R d.

Total Cases Clased

of new charges:i¥:

Tclonics

Misdemeanors
Lipps e

Yust-conviction

Tola)l New Charges:
of elients fyee on bond:

Felanices

Migdemceanors
Appenls
Total Bailed Clients

R

of cases carried into next month:

Felonies

Misdemeanors

Appeals

Yost-copviction

Tolal Cases Carried Forward

4 Coant each indictment or complaint as a separate charge for statistical purposes,

%% Jf a Lrial court case has been compleled,: enter
enter the appeal as a rnew cascs, - In this space
were appeals during month,

itas a closcd case and
enter only cases which
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a.  Pre-trial Motions Filed: Lvidentinry
{Check appropriate box) Hearing Held Granted Denied

Discovery Molions

M/ of Particulars

M/Dismiss

M/Buppress Fvidence -

Search and Secizure

M/Buppress Defendant's

Stateinents e e e« o oo

M/Suppress ldentification

Xvidence

W./Severance

M/Reduce Dail

.

Other Molions

b, Yost-trial Nolions:

M /Probation

M /New Triul

M/Arrest of Judgment

: Other Motlions

Natlice of Appezl Filed
Yes "~ No

-

M/for Transcripts Granled

Denicd

Client Interviewed by
1, Altorney - No, of Times

Approximale total Lime spent witli client oulside of court
Approximate tolal time spent in investigation, research & review
2. Investigater X No. of Tirnes, '-;

Approximate time spent with elient outside of court

Approximate time spent in investigation
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(This form is lo be filled out in DUPLICATE at the close of the
case, ond form to be provided to the chiel defender of the office

“and the second form retained permanently in the file,)

CASY, SUMMARY

httorney

Jefendant

date of Appointment

Date of Arrest

Felony

Misdemeanor

Court Disposilion:

1. Court Appecarances

a,  Dail Release Hearings

L, Probable Cause Heavings

c, Arraignments

.d, No. of Conlinuances___
Prosecculion Motion
Déicndant‘s Motion

By Agrcement

Court's Continuance

Reason for Extraordinary
Delay

11, Menneyr of Diepasilion

Withdrew

a, Incligible

b. Relained Pyt Ally.
‘¢,  Conflict of Interest

d. Other

Ploa of Guilty

a;  As Charged

b, Reduced

N e, One or More Other Charges
Dismissed

d. Probition

Ct. Docket No. ’

Public Defender File No,

Date of First Interview Place

Date of Disposition =

“Date Client Released on Barl

Date of Finzal Trial

Dismisscd

a, Ho Probable Cause Heaving
b. After Pretrial Motion Susiained

.+ ¢, Duoving or Afler Trial

d.” After investigation and discussion with
prosecutor oot e
Bench Trial

a, Guilty as Charged

b, Guilly of }esscr

¢, Guilly (ononcor more Charges)

d.  Not{ Guilty {on onc or miore. Charges_

¢, Not Guilty

Jurxy Trials . T

&, - Guilty as Charged -

b.  Guilly of Lesser

c. Guilly {on on¢ or more Charges
"d. Not Guilty (un one or more Charges__

v

¢, Not Guilly

Sentence

No. of Continuances
a. Motion of Prosccutor
b. Molion of Defense ‘ ;
¢, Court Order w/o Hotion From cither
part. ;
d. By Agrecitent of cach Party

-
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CLATUMENTS YO DALICE  PIYSICAL NVIDENCE ADENTIFICATION.
‘ol. ‘ Invol, Yus No \’cs No
Pral Sivgnod When and where seizned Where .
,Conto.n,ts of Statement When
- i Lineup (others viewed)
Where What scized Shoﬁr up
When . Circumsta;u:.cs
ok
. ‘ . '
Complainant's Name Complainant's Address .
‘é t Address of Offensc s
F‘} a«r“‘“’ Defendant's physical characteristics on the date of the offensc charged:
P L i Reard Mustache. - Style of hair .- Iye plasses
By }*il . Hcais Clothing description:
it B Occurrence Wilnessces

Nairne Address

Defendant's Witnegsces

Narne Address

Othey Possible \\-’itncés ¢S

Name Address

SYNOPSIS OF RDEFENDANT'S STATENMENT
(Include full interview, ecither on reverse side or attach
additional puges, ) '

POLICE VIERSIQN OF CASKE

Yossible Avcas for Invesligation

.
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I ) : ‘ v AN ’ Public Defender File Na,
L 'f—"rw fudge Date Appointed
Tourt Docket No,
REPORT ON INTERVIEW WITH DEFERDANT \ .
: Name Charges
; Place of Interview
Address .
) Date of Interview
Date of Bivth Place of Birth
Yow long have you lived in county _ Interviewed by
Notify of Uria) ute:r Address and T'el, No,
) . . . 1
ARREST PARFNTS - SPQUSE - _MILITARY RECORD
- N Date Tiving Branch Yrs,
-y J-:r’ﬂ ; Tlace i Deceased When__ Discharge
R Hour_ | Separated When Overseas
B, x‘*l , N/\RC(‘JI}_Q_S_" Address T Cilatinms
i 1. Type ‘Telephone
E_"n e llow YLong ago? Marricd ; " . MENTAL INSTITUTION
5 No Single Where
- Other ; Why : )
@—“ )
" EDUCATION Children : Dates
igh School ___ Yrs, .
= School .
' Grammar School Yrs, ’
T . ‘ School .
? 1 . EMPLOYMENT
‘E"‘TT,,I 375 N . :
Yrs., Mos.
ST , ‘ )
; o . Yrs: Mos,
j == = , : = zs s
e PREVIOUS RECORD Felony Misdemeanor, Juvenile . Arrest None
. Charges Disposition Dates
;i'w,»:. : ' ’ ’
#
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Section 11, Article 27A

“On or before the 30th day of Seplember of each year, the
Public Defender shall submit a report to the BOARD OF
“TRUSTEES AND TO THE Governor and  {o the General

Assembly. The report shall inelude pertinent dala concerning the

operations of the Office of -the Public Defender including: pro-
jocted needs; 2 breakdown of the number and type of classes
handled and relative dispositions; recommendations for statutory
chanpes including changes in the criminal law or court rules as
may be appropriate or necessary for the improvement of the
aystem of eriminal justice and control of erime and rehabilitation
of offenders.”
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INTRODUCTION

In 3967 the President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice said in its simmary veport, *Many
of the Criminal Justice Systems difheultics stem from its reluc-
tance to change old ways or to putl the same proposition in re-
verse, its reluctance to Lry new ones”,

The Public Defender System came into legislative existenee
July 1, 1971 exeepting Section 3 of Article 27A providing for the
Office of the Public Defender and statewide lewal and supportive
personnel Lo tuke effect Janoary 1; 1072,

By enactment of Article 2754 (The Publie Defender Statuted,
the Maryland Lepislatore in establishing the Office of the Public
Defender in the Exceutive Branch of the Government of the
State of Marvyland, turned its biack on the ol ways and embarked
upon & new order of things in the Jegal representation of the
poor, for whom in the past equal justive under the law was in-
deed & mockery, and the adversary system of criminal justice in
its traditional forni either was ineffective or did not work at all.

In brief, under the Act, the Governor of Marvland is vested

with the exclusive authority to appoint a Board of Trustecs, con-
sisting of three members; to oversee the operation of the Publie
Defender System, and who in turi appeint the Public Deéfender.

The Public Defender, with the approval of the Bonrd, has
the power to appoint the District Defenders;, and as many As-
sistant Public. Defenders as may be vequived for the praper
performance of the dutivs of the office, and as provided in the

Budget, All of the Assistant Public Defenders serve at the pleas- .

ure of the Public Defender, and he rxerves at the pleasure of the
Board of ‘Trustees, there being no tenure in any. of the Jegal
positions' in the System, The State is divided into twelve opera-
tiona) Districts, conforming to the geographic boundaries of the

S

District Court, as set forth .in Article 26, Secction 140 of the
Amnotated Code. Bach Distriet is headed by o District Defender
respousible for- all defense activities in his District, reporting
direetly to the QOffice of the Publiec Defender. Ses Exhibit A
{Orpanizational Chart)

With the Distriet Defenders given almost complele autenomy
in their individual jurisdictions, problams peculiar to the locality
can be more speedily and satisfactorily handled, while still adher-
ing. to the same basic standards governing the provision of
etfective Public Defender services, from time of arrest through
to ultimate disposition of the case. .

This most unusual operational chain of command permits,
among other things, the employment throughout the entire sys-
tem of both stall and panel trial lawyers selected for their proven
expertise in the eriminal law field, thus equalizing the profession-
alization of legal services for the indigont accused at a level of
that afforded a defendant financially able to employ his own
coutizel. As viewed by this office, the role of defense counsel
involves multiple obligations, Toward his client he is counselor
and advocate; toward the State proseculor he is a professional
adversary; and toward the Court he is both advocate for kis
client and counszceior to the Court; his ebliration to his client in
the role of advocate, whether as a member of the Public Du-
fender statl, or as puncl attorney, requires his conduct of the

case not to be governed by any personal views of rightz and jus-

tice, but only by the fundamental task of furthering his client’s
interest to the Tullest extent that the Taw permits, Functioning
within this professional code, the Maryland Public Defender
System i simply a single “law flem’' deveting its entire etlurts
exclusively to the representation of the indigent accused,
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REFPORT OF THE PUBLIC DEFENDER
Fiscal Year 1973

The operations of the twelve individual Public Defender
Districts for the period July 1, 1072 to-June 30, 1078 are sum-
marized as follows,

DISTRICT NO. 1
Baltimore City

Distriet Defender ’
Normin N. Yankellow 800 Fquitdable Building
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Total Population: 005,787

No, of Panel Attorneys: 339

No. of District Courts: 14 (9 Criminal — 5 Trafliie)

No. of Juvenile Courts: 8§ (7 Maslers and 1 Judge)

No. of Criminal Courts (Supreme Beneh Levely: - 10

The District 1 Public Defender’s Office closeld out ity first
full year of operaiion mamned by a full-time statl of 50 Javweyers
supported by 16 seevewaries; 30 invesraters, 22 Pullic Delender
Aides, This staff was respensible, in emjunction with panel
attorneys, for providing representution in 17,188 completed
eriminal trinls, Moreover, the stafl provided other defense serv-
iees, oo covnscl for lipe.ups, police interrogations, bail redue-
tions, vieluticns of probation, ete, in 14,440 other instunces. All
told, the District 1 Office provided Keal representation jn 81,687
separate ingtances. Each full-thue stad member provided on the
average over GoD instances of representation during the 1973 fia-
eal year. That same attornpey provided individual representation
in 300 full eriminal trials for 300 ditVerent defendants.

This caselond, of course, varied aceordinge to the individual
attorney’s responsibility, Atlerneys in the Distriet Court, due to
that " Court’s greater cascload, clesed out cunsiderably more
cases than those on the Supreme Bench level who further had
the additional responsibility of sereening all puossible cases Tor
assignment to panel attorneys. During this same. fisenl year
period, 339 different lawyers participated in the handling of
cases as panel attorneys in Distriet 1. ,

For their services, these panel attorneys were paid well in
excess of ‘§400,000, o figure never befure approached in the
annals of eriminal defense in Bullivorve City. During this see-
ond year of operation, RBaltimorg City accepted some 10,145
different defendants as - Public Defender -elients, representing
53.1¢¢ of the entire caseload of the Publi¢ Defender System,

The overview of the operation of District 1. Public . De-
fender's Office presents a picture of an elicient and suceessfal
handﬁn;; of indigent casesy a yust improvement over the plight
of the poor in the past, There are many problems still to be
ironed outy but with the continued cooperation of the Boach,
the privide Bar, the State’s Attorneys and ull oiher members
of the Criminal Justice System, there Wil be dontinued progress,

The Public Defender has soughy involvement in the compues
nity and has participated with many ofragizations and the news
media in presenting infl.n'm:\tiun,:mouL the Public - Defender
System. Throughaul the vear the Distviet 1 Pablic: Defonder
participated as o member of the Mayor's -Coordinating Couneil
o Criminal” Justice. He alsoocooperated with o number of

studenl projects fnvolving evaluation of Dublic Defender cop.
cepls, including Washington and Jefterson Collegre, the Johne
Hopkins University, Amevican University, Loyala College and
the University of Maryland Law School. On humerous ocuasinmg,
stall allorneys talked o chureh, civie and school groups thyoup .
out the State. Such groups included the American Civil Liberties
Union, the ASAL Seminar, the Exchange Club of Baltimore, the
Kiwanis Club of Baltimore, the Baltimore City Grand Jury,
Woadlawn Senior High School, Loyola Collegre, Baltimore ity
Bar Association, the Queenshuvy  Reereation Center, the [ui-
versity of Baltimore Law  Rchool, the Health and Welfore
Council's Correctional Group, WBAL TV on Law Day, the Guil-
Tord School and nunicrous other ecasions ot duly noted. The
reception by these varions groups hias been pratifying and these
experiences hitve proved Lo be most valunble both to the Publie
Defenders involved and to the public

DISTRICT COURTS
=y

Durings fiscal year 1073, in order to moeel the sudden up.
surgre of caselowd brought about by the Supreme Court’s deci-
slon in Arvgersinger v, Hambin, decided on June 12, 1972, it
was necessary to stail the 10 diferent parts of the District
Court. of Baltimore City with 19 attorneys, all expericnecd
and most of whom tried eaces in the District Court for cun
siderable périods of tine before being hived as a fuli-time
meniber of the Public Defender’s Ofice. Representation . wae
provided to. 0,082 different defendants during the 1073 fiaeai
year. Thix represents a caseload of nearly 478 separalé epizodes
of represeutution by ench staf? attorney during the past veur
or slightly better than 2 cases per Court day per man. Nt
only did the stafl attorneys assipned to the District Court handle
the aforementioned cascload, but they also assumed the burden
of trying all appeal eaxes from the District Court to the Supreme
Beneh of Baltimore, plus miny representations in line-ups, efe,

The majerity of these altorneys, seeking to broaden their
experience, have also provided veprvesentution in 2 number of
trials at the Supreme Beneh level after indictment, These hard
working dedieated attorneys make the Public Defonder system
worthwhile and readily ilfustrates that thie publie i3 petting
dollar value for dollar spent. .

The -handling of cases in the District Caurt has evolved
virtually to complete handliing by the Public Defender sl Ondy
in case of conflict are cases assigned to panel attorneys,

S During the pust vear, we have seen the average date from
arrest to tuial reduced to some U diys in Baltimore City District
Court, a commendable fuure whieh, undoubtedly, could not have
been: accamplizhed without the availability of the Publi¢. De-
fendev, The private Bar, simply, cannot meet this staggeripe
casclond i such a short time period with the sanme degree of
efficieney wid eeonviny as do the staft attorneys: There is simply

“not enough-time to prepare, for-trind artor assignment by this ’
Office; nov. could the private lawyvers. afford to work. for the

same dollar thal - we utilize to. employ staft attorneys.

The present work-up of the Distrier Court cise, refinmed
after a yenr and a half's operation, shows excellént veaulls as
to representation of - indijent persons needing the Publie De-
fender representation in that Court, An investipntor i5 issigned
to cach of the 16 Distriet Courts oach duy and interviews all

g



FmmEsons held in the police loek-ups, He further ehecks the Courtl
L, tockets of the night before ta determine other potential Public
gl ender clients, After p person gualifies for Publie Defeomjer
vices, his tase is worked up, offense reports are ordered from
Baltimore City Police Department, (he defendant is inter-
viewed, potentint witnesses are interviewed, and investigation s
de as requived for the appropriate defense of the individual
e, This system assures thavouerh case preparation for the in-
idual defendant, and enablex the Mablic Defender Systom,
within hours of arrest, to begin representation of all judigent
i cdants. The investigator assigned to the Distviet Cowrt also
ists the Assistant: Pablic Defender with his cascload daily.
The present staft’ for the handling of District Court cases
appears to be adeguate for the handling of the caseload ay it
v exisis, That edxelond, over the last U monthe of the year,
remained relatively stable at sHghtly inexeess of ‘800 caxes
#1% month. Absent from another dramatic change in the law,
4 the number of Public Defender elients in the Distriet Courl
77 most likely not change. J€ should be noted that the Public
) “ender representation mmonnis to approximately 527, of the
JTeREcload of he Distriet Courts. The remuining G687 being rep-
ﬁ”;useuted by the private Bav,

4

jWVENlLE COURT
i Having belped redace the extraordinary. backlog of cases
oo~ the Juventle Court during owr first 8 months of operntion,
District 1 Ofee of the Public Defender has continued ite
Jemomplislanents diring the last veur by providivg meaningful
representation tooall juveniie defendints who guaditied for our
vices, The stall in the Juvenile Court Bas been increased fo
o lawyers, 8% of whom are provided for by Federal funds
i uMler an LEAA Grants These Inwyers are supported by 11
< paublic Defender Addes ard 2 veeretaries, AN juvenifes who conie
“are the Baltimore City Juovenile Court are interviewed by
—yhers of the Public” Defonder staff, There interviews axcer-
F71hm the eligibility of the juveniles for Tublie Defender serviers,
mierview the juvenile, interview s pareits and witnesses, and
umulafe all other information thal may be neceszary to the
[E— k?mi\'idu:‘\l case. These fnterviews are c(m.duﬁ'tul in the main by
T e Public Defender Adde, who further assists the autorney in
%u‘iul preparation, help maintain statisties and, in fact, aid incall
T eets of the Juvenile Court opervation,
J Each-day approximutely 40 to 50 juveniles were inter-
Fviewed at arraignment proceedings. Representation was aetu-
3g odly provided during the 10TH fiseal year to 5,112 different
T nile respundents, representing o caseload of approximately
h_ —— R attorney per year. In m!x!ilin.n thereto, s;w?ial
" preblems such as detention heavings, vielutions of probution,
o feche. necessitated further appearances in-Court by theve same
- irneys 1,404 additional times, The operation in the Juvenile
u L oappears to be highly success{ul, which, in turn, s due
wholly to the interest and dedicution® of the statt invelved.

e

o

PREME BENCH
P During the fiest 4 months of operation, the vast mnjority
| of cases elipible for Public: Defender services which would even-
; - || e tried fn the Criminal Court of Baltimore were assigoed
' the Distriet Publie Defender to panel attorneys, That pre-
Tt feedure praved to be highly ineflicient sind unsatisfaetory, Cases
Cowere dismissed, nol prossed ar not indictedt adl throweh little
T o, effort. on the paet of - the assigned allorney. "Assined
"Jl\wl sougeht cases which would eventually be tried oot and,

R s

moreover, the assipnnent of frivolous caznes proved to bg ex-
pensive to the Public Defender Systen. “The sereening: process
which evolved has proven (o be both cficient and successful,
Fight (B) teial attorneys with highest qualifieations nrve as.
signod Lo the Supreme Beneh level These altorneys rolafe as
Administrative  Assiztant  on o weekly basis, During iheir
period of duly, they sereen all cases which are reedived in the
Public: Defender's Offiee for trial on the Supreme Beneh level,
The cases are evaluated by the stiorney as (o complexity and
seviousness and are assigned in accordanee with the experience
of the attorney available on the District 1 panel. The success
of this mode of operation has been evidenved by fewer com-
plaints on hehalf of defendants as Lo assizned counsel.

Furthermaore, Supremie Dench atlorneys have reacied to
assuming o preator awd preater cascload on thelr individual
purts as Publie Defender funds were depleted for payment to
panel attorneys, The problem was shnply that the $220,000
allotted i our budget for panel altorney fees was insufficient
to adequately pay menbers of the private Dar who had made
themselves availuble o the various panels, Althetgh feer were
time and time apain deastically reduced by the Distriet Public
Defendery: to keep within burgetary lmits, there was still ex-
pended nearly $1,990,000 for panel attorney feea, Of this amount,
more than one-third went to members of the Baltimore City Buar,
With 330 lawyers participating, the anounts colleeted hy the
individual panel attdrney has declined  considerably on the
average. In face of this finaneial dilemaa, nearly 4008 of the
Suprenie Hewneh caseload is now. being absorbed by Public
Diefender stafl, The remaining 604, has been and will continue
to he assipned 1o the pavel attorneys,

COLLATERAL PROCEEDINGS

During the firsf six nteuths of cperation, a mest ticuble-
somte aren in Distriet 1 was the hundling of post convictions,
defective delinquents, habeas dorpus procecding s and viclations
of probation by assigned panel atiorneys. Muany of these pro-
cepdings are exceedingly time consuming and are for the most
part frivojous in nature. This proved to be an extremely expen-
sive portion of the Public Defender operation, Coupled with the
monetary factor was a4 growing reluctanee of the members of
the private Bar to handle such procecdings. To meet this
problem head-on, a stafl of 5 lawyers liave been assigned to
this area, supported by 5 Public Defender Ajdes and 1 secre-
tary. Today, virtually ‘all of the afurementioned prececdings,
excepting defective delinquent hearings, are now heing handled
by the stafl atlorneys,

These lawyers have been: handling, individually, between
20 and 30 such heavings per moenthy o considerable cascload in
view of the camplexity of the habeas corpus and post convietion
procecdings. They also huve assumed the defense of many cases
on the Supreme Beneli level, and  huve assisted in providing

crepresentation: to the Distriet Court when needed. As a result

of providiug a stall for collateral: proceedings, there has evolved
an extremely competent group of specialists giving superior
reprexentation to all indigents in this field,

APPEALS
The problems of management of Appelinte proceedings has

required the asdirpment. of 1 fall-tivie - Assistant Publie’ De-

fender,: togethier with o sveretary and investigator to this area
of srepresentation, AU appeals gre sercened by this Assistant
aid his - investigator both-as e eligibility of the individual
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appellant and as to the nature and complexily of Lthe appeal,
Ninety pereent (90427) of all appeals ave thereaflter assimned (o
w speeial Appellate panel of private atlorneys. The remuining:
109 of appeal cases represents wreas of special intevest re-
tained by members of the Publie Defender staff,

ILis envisioned in the future, in view of the effeetivencss af
the appelate operation-in . Baltimore City, that this division will
be transferred tnder the juriedietion of the Centeal Public
Defender Ofice: for the handling of appeals statewide in a
similar manner.

.

INVESTIGATORS

The investigative stafl of the District 1 Office has grown
to 30 fuli-time employecs. While they operate under the direct
supervision of the Chicf of the statewide Public Defender Sys-
tem il has become necessary beestuse of the complexsity of their
duties 1o designate certain menbers of the staff to supervise
rarious investigative funclions. Although: the operation of in-
vestigative services in Distriet 1 has been efiicient (all that is
asked of (he investigators bas heen accomplished fn an exvmplary
manner) there is imminent danger that piving additional re-
sponsibility and supervizory eapacity to a few members of the
stafl' will cause considerable stad] dissension if these individuals
are nob piven. an increase in grade over thoze who they st
supervise, 1he various functions of the investigative services
consist of the following assignments: a moneral supervisor for
District 13 a review desly 10 investicators -assigned daily to
eech of the Distriet Courtsy 3 investigators assigned daily 1o
the Baltimere City Jaily -1 investigntor who investipates all
appellate proesedings; 4 investipators who are assipned to the
District 3 Odice for the pmipese of interviewing walk-in clients;
angd 10 of whan are placed on special assionmoents to do inves-
tigalion on w case-by-case basis, providing such sérvices for
both siaft and panel attorneys in &l Courts, inecliding the
Supreme Bench, District Court and Juvenile Court

The Public Defender Investigator has proven to be a dedi-
cated cnployee who threugh his perseverance and diligence has
enabled iy many instances the indigent delfendunt to present a
complete defense herctofore unavailable,

Ficld Investigations

Tolal Investigations . cooccmmccncee s 1,205
Requested by Staff Atlorneys oo 1,010
Requested by Panel Atlorneys oo o 165

1,205
Yelony Investigalions —ooiimoiicaisnmaooaoa. . 482
Misdemennor Investizntions ooocniliimiveudin 223

1,205
Adult Defendants ... . cceann e ——Zl. 1,088
Juvenile Defendants o i o i e i 152

1,205

Office Operations
Applicants Accepted oo iomomi el 2,571

Applicants Rejeeted o wivoiaeiiadnmanmmanas 616
Applicants Referved . ool mvmoionin o 1,821

(Legal Ald, Lawyer Reforral or
olther appropriate agency)

Totdl Ofice Contraels —oo oo 4,408

SECRETARIES

The seeretarial staff of the Distriet 1 Office now comprises
16 stenographers whe only through their tremendous logalty
and devotion provide stenopraphic services Lo 50 lawyers and 3
investigators, as well as to supervise the maintenance of files,
handle phone inquiries and messages, cte. One (1) seeretary
is assipgped to the District Public Defender; 1 to-the Assistant
who handles appeals; 4 are assigned Lo the Supreme Beneh
attorneys; 2 to the Juvenile Courti 2 to the "nvestigators: 1 to
the District Court atiorneys; 2 to the Collateral Proceedings
atlorncys; and 3 exclusively for the maintenance of (he filus.

Apain a particular note of appreeiniion must be extended
to these dedicated employees without whom the whole Distict
1 operation would flonnder.

RUBLIC DEFENDIER TRAINING PROGRAMS

The Distriet 1 ublic Defender's Qifice in its effort to pro-
vide the best representation possible te all who qualify for jis
serviees has initisted several different training programs, First,
an in-house training program has been provided for the inves
tigator and Public Defender Alde stoff, Throughout the Tall
and Winter months and early Spring of fiscal year 1073, twice
weekly sessions were conducted at which time the varicus
nwenmbers of the Public Defender stafl and outside lecturers dis-
cussed with the investirators and aides various aspeets of their
duties, particularly with regard to the art of interviewiny and
the handling of the individual elient. We yeere fortunate during
these sessions to have experts from the Baltimore City Volice
Department, the Federal Nareotics Burczu and other agencies
to provide lectires and films for us, '

Additionally, a day long sensinar was held at the University
of Maryland, Adult Eduestion Center; eoncerning the role of
the police and Courts, Judge Gorstuny of the Distriet Court
and Judge Ragin of the Seeond Circuit Court provided a mort
inferesting insight as to what those Courts consider te be their
funetions, Lieutenant Ford of the Washingion, D.C, Meotro-
politan  Police Department presented our personnel with an
excellent insight as to police techniques; while Profeesor Tom-
linson of the Universily of Maryland Law -School brought us
up ‘to date with recent - constitutional - developments in the
criminal law through Supreme Court decisions, .

Other geminars are planned in the future, oneg, in particular,
will emphasize the corrvect procedures for interviewing criminal
defendants, particularly with regard o the defense agpects of
his case.

The “stafl’ altorneys meet at least on -a monthly basis {o
discuss various problems within their areas of expertise and
are kept up Lo date with recent developments in the Courts and
in the eriminal law, .

Furtherniote, for the last 2 years, a joint seminar hus Leen
held witly the State’s Attorney’s Asgoeiation at the Adult FEdu-
cation Center, University of Maryland, at the time the Courts
hold their Judicial Confevence, This past Spring, a 3 day
seminr was condueted covering a farge number of topies
regarding problems peenline both o the defense and the proce-
cution, with partieular emphasis on the forensic scietices, Thexe
seminars have been a worthwhile oxperience, and it s hoped
that they will be continued in the fulure, ‘

Anothor equally. siecessful - program has been developed
with the University of Baltimore Law School and the University
of ‘Murylamd Law Hchool, Intern. Proprams have been initiated
wherein Jaw students are -given ‘eredit for work done in- the
Oftice of the Public Defender. During the fiscal year 1973, 48

b



= ewktudents from (hose law sehools participated in Pulilic Defender
work. These students tool purt in actual trials, did considerubfe

lc;:ul research and, in many instances, illed in Tor investizators,
B : -fulﬁllhm his yole in an exeniplary manner, These Inlorn Pro-
B e ekrrams, we believe, are extremely heneficial Lo {he student, They

| cnal)’le l}w student to relute his neademic work to- (he practical
“oapplieation of the iaw, Morcover, the Public. Defender Syetem
v is able to provide more service to the public: by virtue of the

F=wEadditional man- hours provided throtgh this prorram,

1 o Of particular note is Professor Peler Smith's clazy of the
'-‘Umverxity of Marylane Law School which operates exclusively

in the Juvenile Court. Kight (8) students, in conjunction wikh
g W Professor Smith, handled individual causes of juvenile reepond-
' ents; several of which brought about meaningful Ltigation in
he juvenile area.

JISTRICT NO. 2
Jarchester, Wicomico, Somerset
~ & Worcesler Counties

¢ Jistriet Defender
b= rwA{red T, Truitt, Jr. 1 Plaza Rast
Salisbury, Maryland 21801

. F:

7.0, Box 140
B, r——l Berlin, Maryland 21181
. ' Prince William Strent

-ty

— Princess Anne, Maryland 21853
=== T "oial Population: 127,007 :
vair doe Yo, 6f Panel Attorneys: 50

» o, of District Courts: 4

No. of Circuit Courls: 4 (Juvenile)

The District 2. Qffice of -the Public Defender, now firmly
established in its permanmt headguarters located -at 1 Plaza
; East, Salisbury, Maryland, has succedsfully completed its first
) vear of operation in-the face of a dramatic inerease in

seload. That easeload could, in no way, have been anticipated
I7 “when the Systent started in light of the projection of figures
,,,,, i Jor the years immediately preceding the establishment of the
i ‘g ublic Defender. System, as. appointments made by the Court

ere minimal. ~

TEOOPTTE  Statistical data indicales that 1,178 cases were completed
‘ the District 2 Office, a 80 increase over the initial ¢
onths Public Defender operation which, in itself, was a sig-
fieant inerease over previous appointments, The District is
“Thow staffed, in addition to the District Pablic Defender, with 2

vssistant Publie Defunders, 1 of -whoni §s on a part-time basis,
: N seeretaries and -1 investigntor. Oices are alse maintained
i 2 Bevlin, Maryland as well as Princess -Anne, Maryland,

—
=1

Durings the 1073 ficeal yvear, the local Dar in Districl 2 hasg
L maost cooperative; the number of private attorneys avail.
able for the panels now having boen inersaced Lo 50, The rely.
tifmizhip wilh‘tho lar and the sharving of the enselomd withy
slafl attorneys in (s Dictriet has been particularly prutifvine,

H the easeload should continue (o grrow ab its present Fits,
jitomay well be abeorbad by thrusting more enseload Lo U
stadl and, hopefully, by the coptinuing inereased cooperation
of the private -Bar. If there is this inereise in caseload, addi.
tinnal sceretarial hielp will be needed in this immediate future,

DISTRICT NO., 3
Quaen Anne's, Talbot, Cecil,
Carcline and Kent Counties

Disdriet Defender .
Julin W, Sause, Jr, 115 Tawyers Row
Centreville, Marvland 21617

204 F, Muin Blreot
Elkton, Maryland 21921

118 Market Street
Denton, Maryland 2102y

Total Population: 131,322
No. of Panel Attorneys: 45
No. of District Conrts: 3

No. of Gircuit Courts: §
(Juvenile)

District 3, well-in caommand of its operation during its initial
months, hes equuidly met tie challenge doving its first full year
af operation. ~ ‘ :

Fuced with the demands of 107 Courts, widely separdted
into 5§ Counties and an ever increasing caseload, Distriet 3 in
cooperation with the Courts and the local Bar, has mare than
furnished adequate defense services to indigent  defendants
throughout the ayrea, During 1978, the number of private attor-
neys who have made themselves available as panel attornevs
has significantly Increased o 45,

In the meantinwe, the staff has prown with an additionad
purt-time - Assistant  Public Defender to 2 Assistants in addi-
tion tu the Distriet Public. Defender. One (1) investigator
services the 8- stafl’ attorneys and the panel atlorneys, while .
seevetary  sérves the  entire stafl. Ofices ave maintained in
Centreville, Marvland  whids is the headguarters of - Disteict

S8 Bldton, Mavylod snd inc Denton, - Marviand, Daring  the
i »

fiseal year, H41 cases wére -aceepted s Public Defender elicnts,
y

Awith 604 of those cises being assigned to panel attorneys.

—



DISTRICT NO: 4
Charles, st Mary's
and Calvert Counties

Distriet Defondor
Franklin 13, Olmated 2000 Courl House
L Plhilay Maryland 206 10

S138 Courls Square Puibling
Leonardtown, Maryland 20850

Court Houge
Prince Prederick, Maryland 20678

Total Pupulution: 115,748
No. of Punel Attorneys: 72
No. of District Courts: 8

No. of Cirevit Courts: - 3
(Juvenile)

The Public Defender’s Office Tor 1 11t I, comprising of
Charles, 86 Mary's and Calvert Cotnle tostatfed by a Distriet
]’ubh‘c ])('f&'h(l('l‘, Hm .'\:'«.\l’:il{lnt‘ I'lH'“t' “v‘h‘lhlt*l', 3 .\j('cl'u[:;l‘i(';:
and an investipator, The headytarters 1. hented in La Plata,
Muryland with branch ofiices in Leanardtown and  Prinee
Frederick,

For the fizcal yewr 1673, we mpevepted for pepresentation
LITL caves onn an averige of 85 caiee oy month O the eases
accepted, 680 wore assiirmed to pasin ] ahhenevs ad B9 wore
handled by etaflf lawyers, Durving thi- Peved, U pandl glorneys
parlicipated in Publie Dotendor worl Wl 17 experieneed
@ 40',; nerease of vasclead vyer the mera nurthe of ul‘.ggi;;tiun,
it s expeeted Tor fiseal year 1070 o o o eid will inerease
only fo 00 cuces per awmenth, This atbiopabed jnereiae could
normally. be absorbed by existine ~0i0 30 10 were not fur the
diverse Joeation of the Conrte in the trive e arva. Fven Lased
upon the present caceload, an addithoral \ o« dignt Pablie Dos
Tender is needed {0 ceonomically handte . Diatriet Court frials
in’ Calvert Cowity. The prescnt inve-Crative needs do not
requive any additional help in this diva

DISTRICT NO. 5
Prince George's County

Distriet Nefender
Edward P. Camus , VS Pralt Street
Upper Maero, Marvlamd 20870

HES - Oxon Hill Road
Oxen Wt Marvland 20021

208 Couniy Rerviee Ruilding
Myatesale, Maryland 207381

Total Topulation: 661,082

No, of Panel Attornoys: 140

. No, of Distriet Courts: 3

No, of Circnit Courts: 1

Iistriel 8% headyvatters o Joeated in Upper Marlboyn,
Mavylind . with beaneh offives in Oxon Hill, Mavvland st
Hyattsvie, Mauryland, Presently, the ofliee s stafted  with
seevelaries, 3 investigators, £ Public Defender Ajdes and 4
stafl atforneys,

Baring the pact year, with the Inlp of the Supreme Cour
and other catices, our caselond fnepesed approsimately 2oe;
aver the preceding periel To bandie this caseivad, we had no
increase in stafl wnd thue, the indisidoal responsibility for the
accomplishment of oor tark was purhed 1o its Hmit,

The number. of reperted ecases continuss o inerens¢ over
last year, even thouph the FBT md the Joenl polive statistios
indivate that erfime ison the deeline, 10 their fipures are aceusite,
itis havd {o eaplnin why we are getting Tar more eares Uhan
last yenr.

During this Iast yemy we instituted, with the aid of the
State’s Attorney's Ofee and the Ivstifet Ceurt Judpos, o pre.
trind release vrogram dnthe District. Court, Daily, the py
“jailees" are interviewed by either vur Publie Defender Alde,
investipgantor or available altorney in sider to smeure an affidavit
of indigevey ansd (o bring to the stlettion of the District Conrt,
Jurdire any Tuets pertivent in o bond Learing. Predly, n Diarrict
Court Judgre holds bond Benvings for all new deilees nrdd thoee
asking for o veview of theiv Lond This bas yesulted i mnre
reasonnble bonds for defendants and buss decreased oup il
populidion considevabily, Thus, while the counly has saved a
considerable st of meney, we have fuervaserd tremendogsly
our work load by pursuning this propraun which is averaging:
POl cases per ponth,

Our Huison with the District Court and Cireuit Couyt
Judpres appewrs more than adeguate, aml we have  haed no
complaints from the Boeneli vegarding cur services,

Oy working = with the Sherdf's Departntent appear to huve
restulted in boetter conditions at our losal jail Dadly, v have
at Teasy Toof our stafl in the jail to seceive specific and pgenibral
complaints, fneluding jail conditiony, We perform this servien
in order to build confidence in - the defendants of our repres
sentation of them and or browd interest in their welfare.

The Upper Marlboro Distriet Court lias just opened an-
other Court room, Two €21 ruonts will be operating there on &
full time basisy 2 are operating in Oxon I and 2 are operating
in Hyattsville. Thus, 6 Distriet Courts operate daily, placing
additivnal daily eare burden upen our stdf. We arve handlinge
Juvenile Court  procecdimes entively through panel attorneys
Jor lack of availuble stall.

The Tnvestigators being vequested by panel attorneys have
increased drastieally over lust year, Our staff attorneys handle
a considerable number of Cirenjt Cowt cases that need inves-
tigations, and we find ourselves unable to handle suel investi-
gations. with 3 investipators, Presently, our investipatars are
assisting in each District Court on o daily basis and thus, ut
least half their day is taken up in cthe Courts, Jeaving very little
time for the investigations mecessavy;

With & investinators wnd 2 Public Defender Ajdes aetively

handlimg ease investipations, ote., 1 additional secreliyy is nreded

to exclusively handle the dietation and paper work jpenerated
therefron, : . ‘

One (1) additiona! typist-clerk is needed to Tandle the more
rouline duties and specifically ta work on our colleetion proges
dure and all the associated paper work that results from our
caseluad, ~ - o

N {Juvenile)
[_r ;{ e ULS, Commisgioner: 1
s e
!
e By .
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wISTRICT NO. G
Montgomoery County
istrict Defender

L. Janves. MeKenna 414 ITungerford Drive
Rockville, Maryland 20850
atola] Pomdation: 522,800

Wo. of Pancl Allorneys:

171
No, of District Courts: 6
K (Juvenile) |

%.5. Commissioner: 1

So. of Cireuit Cowrts: 1

The Montgomery County Public Defender, J. Janes Me-
Keong, {ook office on Aprit 1, 1673 alter John J. ditehicll wvas
Cmpeinted Judge in the Distriet Court, This District is staffed
= the Public Defénder, 5 Assistant Poblie Defenders, 4 full-
Tﬂmc seeretaries, 3 investigators and 1 interviewer.

Sach of the Distriet Cowrts arve handled almoest entively by
afl ‘atlorneys. One (1) exeeption to this is the Juvenile Court
hick is being handled by attofneys frem the Bar Association

oh =« daily Lasis, Thiv is a pilot program wherehy an attorney
is assigned to all the ecases in Juvenile ‘Coust on a particular
’ STy In the Circndt Courd, there is bostatf atlorney availahle o
___gtidle mast beneh waryants, some Civenil Court eases and all

arraipnments. By proeviding w sl attorney Lo stand-in at
g carrdipumients for the panel stforieys, there has been a preat

i cost for pane! attorneys! The venuining cases which our

ittt i unable to handle are paneled out to an attovney on the
7 panel st Two hundred seventeen (217) manbers of the Mont-
g eotnery County Bar Assceciatien make their servives availalde
Cthe Pubdie Dofender System and this number is inereasing

et 113
: The investipators fiterview the prospective clients to see if
1. they qualify for the service of the Public Defomder, investigate
" interview witnesses for both the stafl and punel lawyers'
_,_,!xscs\ visit the Jock-up and local Jail and wre availuble to screen
4 prellem eallss In addition, 1 investigator has been assipned to
.o tbe Cireuit Court arraipnment along with the stad attorvey in
der that each defendant at’ avraienment who has not already
—mett interviewed cun be. This” enables the Cotvts Lo pracecd
* O with the ar dignment instead of continuing the ease until a
[ SRS T 1 F R Ao

© With the inerense of 3 more-full-time seeretaries since this

seemiie sl veary) this Disrict hag beene abile to jnitinte new fling-

systems, begin a motion forny file Jor staff and panel nttorneys,
1 handle preblens and questions that arir¢ Tromy both altor-
vs and clients,” This is in addition to the usual lepal scere-
rial work that is dope day by day. .

There have been seceral improvements in the comporitiun
d operation of vur Ofice over the past vear. The statd has
con from 3 Assistant Pablic Deferders to 5, and we have
Mauired 3 mwre seerelaries, Theses acquisitions - are necessary
to- kvep. pace with ‘our ever inereasings caseloid,

In view of the over increasing workloml al the Distviet
art level, espocially Juvenile eauses, it will spon by neeessary
Uondd 1 more nyestipnlor tos v staft, Phis woenld enable 1
investigator ta handle all imterviews in the Detention Center,
brer Siormatory or State Institutions without taking an investig-

£ oaweay oo the Distriet Court, Fially; it would b vepy

beneficial o have a faw elerk in the office able to draw up
mations and do vereareh that would free onr stafl attorneys for
more important tuasks.

DISTRICT NO. 7
Anne Arundel County

Distriet Defender
T. Joseph Touhey Maryland National Bank Blide,

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

91 Aquahart Road
Glen Purnie, Maryland 21061
1

Total Dopulation: 208,042

No. of Panel Atterrieys: 41
Nu. of District Courts; 3

No. of Cireoil Courts: 1
(Juvenile)

The operational - aetivities " of the Ofee of the Publie
Befender in Anne Arundel Coundy are headqurtered at’ the
Marylowd Natwnal Bouk Building,  Church Cirele, Annapolis,
Maryland, sdiaesrt to the Anne Arundel County Cirvenit Court.
Aedditionaily, tds- Distviet waintains a braneh office in Glen
Burnie, Maryhund in -a suite of offices contiguous with the
Distriet Court of Maryland which operates 3 Court rooms zt
thiz loeation, District 7 s sta¥ed by a total of 7 experienced
trial sttorneys in addition to the Distriet Publie Defender, 4
investigators and 4 secretavies,

With thix present compliment of attorneys and’ investiga-
tors, the daily eperational plan for this oflice urovides for the
appearance. of 5 stafl attorneys nt-the Cirenit Court and Dis-
trict Court in Annapolis; together with 2 investigators. Addi-
tionally, 2 stofl attorneys and 2 investipators maintain’ daily
ottice hours at the District Court faeility in Glen Burnie, during -
all Court sessions and working hours. Attormeys are 1equired
to make daily appearances in Court, and stand available to
veeeive cases referred to them by the Presiding Judge or by
Court Commissiouers, Of those attorneys assipned to the Circuit
Court in Auwnupolis, 1 atlorney provides daily reprdsentation
to- indigrents in the District -Court, while 1 attorney is vegu-
larlyassipned to Juvenile proceedings at the Cireuit Court level.
The remaining 3 stafl” attorneys assigned to the Circuit Court
in Annapolis provide representution at (e Circuit Court Jevel
in as many eases us fedasible,

ring - the fisen] year of operations between July, 1972
throgirh June, 1973, the véeords of Distriel 7 reflect that a total
of L8 cuses were reveived for vepresentation. Of thol fotal
nmumber of cases received, 1,391 were closed, OF the total number

received for representation, Y00 enses were assigmed to panel

attorneys, the renminder of cases were handled by stidl attor-
teys nssigned 1o this office, The vecords of this office Turther
reflect that atotal of 117 individuals applied Tor replesentation
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by this office bul were declined representation based on &
finaneinl disclosure of avsels suflicient to retain private counsel.

With regard to future operations of this oflice, it is antici-
pated that the present stall is adequate o meet ecurrent noeds.
I the event, however, that the caseload for this Jurisdiclion
would inciease by 107, within the next 6 mionths of operations,
it is suggrested that the addition of 1 staff attorney to the existing
stafl would be neceszary to meet. the mounting easceload and at
the same time, maintain the same high standard of performance
by all” personnel. Additionally, it is anticipated that during
the next ealendar year, a District Court building will "he con-
structed in Annapolis with the result Lhat this oflice will be
required to provide siafl attorneys and investigaiors at 3 dif-
ferent Court Joeations. At the time of the commencement of
operation of this new Court facility, it is similmly expeeted
that an additional stafl’ attorney will be: required in addition
to 1 investigalor to provide adequate service to the publie al
caclt of the 3 Court facilities,

DISTRICT NO. 8
Baltimore County

Distriet Defender
Paul J. Fecley 101 Jefferson Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

Total Population: 620,109

No, of Punel Attorneys: 111
No. of District Courts: 7

No. of Cireuit Courts: 1
(Juvenile)

The Public Defender’s Office for Distriet 8 consists of §
Assistant. Public Defenders, 1 of whom funetions as the first
assistant to the Distrret Public Defender, 1T investightor who
doulldes in the District Court since he is an attorney, and 2
secretaries, : )

.Theve are 7 separate Distriet Courts spread throughoeut
Baltimore County which comprizes Distviet & These Courts
held a total of 24 niorning and afternoan eriminal ‘sessions,
Each of these sessions are atteaded by 1 of our stal attorneys
in order to represent-any indigent defendants ealled fTor trial
at the session,

Yapel attorneys arve not appeinted to represent any de-
fendants at the Distriet Court level, Our stall’ atlorneys nre also
present in any: Preliminary heavings held in the Distriet Court.
AL the Civeuit Court level, ot all of the defemtlants are repre-
sented by panel atlorncys seleeted . from a listeof 111 sueh
attorneys. The totad number of cuses handled during the year
by the Distriet § Office wus 2,025 of whieh 520 were in the
Circuit Court wind 1,005 0. the Distriet Courts AU the ond - of
the fiscatl year, there were 176 cases which hive been assigned
to members of the panel, dwaitipg trinl oo the Cireunit. Court
Tovel and 138 cases awaiting trind Ly our stall attorneyvs at the
Distriet Court lovel, The figures showing the number of eases
reported by the ofice. during this year would tndicenty o enees
Joad inercase of 100 over theivomparable figgates vopresentuggy
the first ¢ months of operation of the Public Defender System.,

We see no appreciable ehange in the number of defendaniy
that ‘our office deals with and we, therefore, anticipate thgt
we ean’ fulfill vur vesponsibilitics” under the present svstem
durings 1071 fiseal year at the same number of personnel as
al present.

DISTRICT NO. 9
Harford County

Digtrict Pefender
Tlenry C. Bngel, Jr, Tauitable Buildinge

Bel Air, Maryland 2101.¢
Total Population: 115,378
No. of Panel }\tiorn,(r,vs: i4
No. of Distriet Courts: 3

No. of Circuit Courts: 1
(Juvenile — 1 Mastor)

The District 8 Office shifted from a Coanty Publie De-
fender’s Office of some 6 years ¢xperience to a State Office on
July 1, 1972, Inasmuch as the County Bar Association, the
Courts and other intevested pavties were used to working with
a Public Defender System, the transition was quile smooth and
the Oftice has progressed aecordingly. On October 2, 1972, the
office moved Lo it expanded quarters in the Yqguitalle Building,
adjucent to the Bel Air Distriet Courts of Distriet No, 9. The
stall comprizes - o Distriet Public Defender and 8 Assistant
Public Defenders, the secoud having been added to the stall on
danuary 3, 1078, There is also an investigalor assipned to the
District and a secrelary, The personnel situation appears to
be. stable; however, inasmuch as the staff handles a lanre
peveentuge of the oflice cases, all appeals and other proceedinys,
entailing a consideralle amount of secretarial vwork, it is‘antici-
pated that ap additional oflice seerclary might bie necessary in
the futuve,

Fourteen (14) members of the MHarford Counly Bar have
made themselves available to the Office as panel altorneys, bt
on asrather limited basis,

During the fiseal year just epnded, the Office. aceopled 757
defendants for representation, o substantial incrcase over it
last year as a County Odice when 448 defendants were aceeptod,
A portion of the inerease is, of course, atiributable to the
Avgersinger decision and, also, to the ciose proximity now ¢f
the Office to the main operation of the District Court. The stall
provides service {o the Distriet Court which sits at 2 Divisions
at Bel  Adv and; also, sits 2 days ‘a week in remote locations
at Aberdeen and Havre de Grace, Maryland, We slso provige
service in both of the Clrenit Courts wnd before the Juvensis
Master. ) ) .

As stuted, the Harford Ceunty Bar, Beneh and other 3
lated Law Enforcement and Judicial Agencies were all fumiliar
with- the aperation of the Public Dufender System and ther
atmosphere of pood couperation between all coneerned hna vofs
tinued “to exist throuph. our seveath year of opetation. T

Cwe Teely has niude 36 muoeh easier for the Oflice Lo provide

adequutte represeatation and service to our elieuts,
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DISTRICT NO. 10

Howard and Carroll Counties

Districl Defender

Bernard . Goldberg 3601 Park Avenune

Eiticott City, Maryland 21043
16 Courl Street

) Westminster, Maryland 21157

Total Popwlation: 130,917

No. of Pancl Atlormeys: 46

No. of Dislrict Courts: 3

' Y No..of Circuit Courts: 3
) (Juvenile ~— 1. Mastler)

The  headguartérs for’ Dislriet 10 Offices of the- Public
“Defender is located in Bllicott City, Muryland with a branch
T oflice in Westminster, Maryland, The staff is comprized of a
) Distriet Tublic Defender and -2 Assixtant Publie Defenders.

Lot Fach of {he Assistant Public Defenders iz in the respective
fe ] " affices as sel forth above. Each of the 2 offices ix assigmed 1
d: ®. seeretary and 1 investigator

: During the 1978 fiscal year, the District 70 Offtee accepted
e 4.0 1,143 indipent defendants as clients, a 0% increase over the
%f Afirst 6 months of eperation,
Ty aj{i The 2 altorneys, together with 40 panel attorneys Ifrom

the Bars of Howard and Carroll Countics, have provided the
i . megessary vepresontation for these "defendants,

B The Distriet operation continues to progress with winimul
:fﬁ—l difficultics, althovgh there is @ very apparciud need Tor additional
supportive services fo the stafl and panel attorveys, Le. at least
o -1 additional investigater will be nccessary in the immedinte
i; o Tuture

DISTRICT NO. 11
Frederick and Washingion Counties

Distriet Defender
L William R. Leckemby, Jr 18 Wesl Church Street

Frederick, Marylund 21701

*100 W, Washinpgion Street
Hagerstown, Maryhmd 21740

Total ‘l’opulntimw: 188,756
No. of Pancl Attorneys: 39
No. of District Courts: 8
No. of Girenit Courts: 1

{Juvenile)

Frederick and Washington Counties comprise. District 11,
The operations for the office are headguartered in Frederick,

Pistriel Pablic’ Defender handles  the easelond . Tor” Fredevick
Comity assisted by a seeretary and an investirator, An addi-

Maryland with braieh office i Hlngerstown, Mavvland, The

tional investignlor and sceretary assist the Assistant Tublie
Defender-who handles the enselead fur Washinglon County,

The work lond. during the 1973 fizend year. suvstantinlly
incrensed Lo 1,000 pares tecepled, répresenting a 670 increase
over the first 6 months of operation, Throurh the cooperntion
of 39 mwembers of the privates Bar on the Distriet 11 panel,
we have been able to handle the inerease with little problem, -
With the continued growth of Distriel 11, it is reasonable {o
conclude that there will Le a contivued easeload inerease which,
most likely, will nocessitate the employment of additional staff
in the future,

DISTRICT NO. 12
Allegeny and Garrett Counties

Distriet Defender

Paul J, Stukem 227 - Algonguin Hotel

“Cumberlund, Maryland 21502
105,520
No. of I’anel Attorneyss 11

Tolal Population:

No. of District: Courts: 2

No. of Cireuit Courtsy 1
(Juvenile)

The Public Defender’s Office in District No. 12, consisting
of Allegany aund Garrett Counties, is manned by 1 Distriet
Public Defender and. 1 zeeretiary operating from Ofiees located
in Cumberland, Marylund, Lhere are ho Assistant Public De-
fenders or investigators azsigned to this Qffice.

During the past fiseal year, District No. 12 has accepted
449 tndigent defendants as clients.

Bleven (11) members of the Allegany and Garrett County
Bars presently. compriseé the panel for Distriet No, 12, with §
of these attorneys residing in Allegany County. The majority of
cases defended by this. Oflice in Allegany County . ave handled
by the Distriet: Publie Defender, and qearly all of the cases
defended by this Ofee in Garrett County and asdiyned to the
2 panel attorneys éperating in that avea, with the assistanee of

“the Distriel Public Defender and panel attorneys from Allepany

County when necessary.

As the system is-presently. operating, it does nol appear
tiat thore will be any particular case or work load. problems
through- June, 1074 The. District Fublic Pefender and the
panel attorneys are able Lo handle the presen( eagelond without
any great diflieully, wind itdoes not appear necessary that addi-
tional stafl attorneys- be assipued to Distyiet No, 12 at the
present Uhne, c )

The only addition to the stafl in District No. 12 which
wounld appear desivable at the preseut time would be that of an
investiputor whe could sasist the Distriet Public Defender and
panel attorneys in both Allegany and: Garrett Counties,

Population figures seeuved from Population Divivion, Ted-
eval Government, Suitland, Mavyland (7. 14/73).
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PROJECTED NEEDS

The Decision of the Supreme Courl in Argersinger vs,
Hamlin, No, 70-6015 on June 12, 1072 for all practical purposes
emasculated Seetion 2 () of Article 274 of the Annotated Code
of Maryland (the Puabliv Defender Statute), which Hmited repro-

sentation by the Oflice of the Public Defender fo those indirents

accused of a Yserjous erime”; i.e., any Telony or misdemeanor fur
penalty for which involved the possibility of confinement for
more thun thiee nmonths or a fine of niere than F#500.00. The
Decision holds that e accused pevson ntay be deprived of his
liberty as o vesult of any criminal prosecution in which he is
denied the assistanee of coungel without, regavd to whether the
erime chiurged is a misdemeanor or a felony, or the duration of
the jail sentence, thus opening for possible Public: Defender
representation all indipents chavged with vielation of:

0} Article 66%: of the Auwnolated Code of Maryland
(Traffic Laws), practicatly all moving violation seetions thereof
carrying o minimum penalty of two months imprisonment,

b) Sectjon 123 of “Article 27 of the Annoluted Code of

Maryland (Criminal Coded, Disorderly Comduct cavrying penalty

of sixty deys imprisenment, plus $50,00 - {ine,

ey Seetion 88 of Arvticle 27 of the Anmnotated Code of Mavys
land (Criminal Code), Desertion and Nen-support of Wife and
Child, carrying three years imprisomnent and fine of $100,00,

The finpact of Awrersinger upon the Public Defender Sys-
tem is dramatically pointed up by o vomparizen of the statis-
tical duta contained in the First Report of this oftice for the
operations) period Jenuary 1, 1972 to June 89, 1972, and the
present report, Ino the six munths ple-Argm reinger, the state-
wide District cacclend toteted 18,270 {see p. 27, First Report of
Public Defendery. I the same rate had continued throughout
the Zwelve wonths we would have preocessed 52,652 cases How-
ever; as shown on page 17 of this report, the twelve Distriets,
for the perfed of July 1, 1472 to June 30, 3973, jrecessod
52,117 cascs, or an everell dnereasc of S0 0 As sel fovth in the
fiseal summury of the Department of Fiseal Serviges to the
1078 Lepisluture, “The size of the Pullie Defender Program
is not ‘within the control of {he Ageney, as every indigent
defendani must be supplied counvel at State expense and the
number of defendants is beyend the control of the Juliviary or
the Office of the Public Defender”. *Thux it appears thet the
Agency-is ovly funded by the Erceutive to haidle 32,825 of the
45,570 new cascs, plus 20,886 pending of the cascloud projected
for the Fiscel Year 1874

That an-cighteen months okl System, starvting entirvely. frem
“corateh’”, has been able o cliciently abeorh sueh a- elimatie
inerense and demand for defender serviecs, s due almust en-
tirely to the tremendous Juyalty and devotion to duty of the
entire Public Defender legal staff, administrative personnel, and
the splendid cooperation of the Bench and organized bar,

The plain and ineseapahble fact is that we camyot continue
indefinitely to handle n cuseload of such proportions or effec-
tively furnish coifuteral defense services mecting the Leriskative
Mundate of Article 27A without either fizeal fnsolvency or loas
of dedicaded persounel, Necessarily, the alternatives are gpecifie
enaetment of lepishtion leading to relief on. eevtuin types of
cases, ar diminution of Public Defender standards of profes:
sional representation, ~

o A emall pereentage of wallie ease veprosentation was
elimibated by Senate Bl 1046 (1073} etlective Jaly 1, 1978,

‘provessing- persannel,

RECOMMIINDED LEGISLATION

Scetion 11 ol Arvticle 8T requires this Ofce to recommend
necessary Statutory changes in the Criminal Law., Without in.
fringinge on the priority aml presentation” by the Commission
ot Criminal Law of the propered Criminal Code Lo the Lepiaia.
ture, we can think of nothing more urgent and vitalin propoad
legislation than to follow the supgestion of the Supreme Court
to reclassify specific non-violent  crines wherein the aceused
indiprent now has acconstitutional ripght to counsel. We aceord-
ingly again sugrest lepislation be cnacted whereby:

a) Al charges of Nem-suppart; now eriminal offenses under
Section 88 of Article 27 of the Annotided Codey be treated ns
civil procvedings and processed in the FEqu™y Courts of this
State, Precedent for this is presented by Scetion 66 of Article
16 of the Annotated Code of Maryland, whercin all Paternity
eases Tovtuerly eviminal (bastardy) are now ¢ivil provecding.,

Stranpely. enough, tnder the present Law of this St
a persan failing Lo support his legitimute children ds pailty of &
misdemeanor, tried in the Criminal Court, and Taces impri-on-
ment of three yeurs; whereas, if he fails to support hix illopinie
mate children, provecdings against him arve civily, and bandhed
in the Equity Court,

L) That the pepalty for Disorderly Conduel, under Article
27 See. 129 of the Annointed Code of Maryland, be mnendded
to provide for a fine only,

¢} A Constitutional Amendmont Lo remove majority  of
Traflic Viekations under Article 90 Tfromiithe Court Systom, nid
transferred (o o Bpecialived Administrative Dody.

It is estimaicd, and our expericnee Lo date indivates, that
enactment of such lepisdiition would reduee present cascload m
specifie” tratlie, non-support heavings, dnd disorderly - conduet
triuls, by 80,000 cases,

d) Fection 7 (d)r of  Artiele 274 should be amended to
provide for the Ofied of the Public Defender to docket & Jien
in appropriate crses for the reasonsble value of legal servieos
upon perseralfa, as well azoall real property (exclusive of
residence), Section 7 (e should adso be amended L6 provide that
the Lien Docket in Bultimore City be maintained in the OMee
of the Clerk of the Superiur Court of  Baltimore City, rather
than as pow vested in the Office of the Court of the Supreme
Jench, and that all lens whether arising out of the Cireui
Court or the Distriet Court, be maintained in one len doehet
per jurisdiction, and preferably. ab the Circuit Ceurt level, The
reasons for the suggested amendments in chronglogical order
are as fullows:

1. Very few persons who qualify for our serviees own real
estate, whereas many have some personal property.

20 That the Othee of the Clerk of the Supreme Bench hus
neither the staff nor favilities to maintain a Lien Docket, and
ifvested in the Clerk of the Superior Court of Baltimore City
would greatly assist the searchers and other persons interested
in Hens and judpments, )

3.0 That docketing ol liens at the Cireuil Court originaliy
suther than dividing hetween the Distriet Court and the Cireuit
Court would avoid duplication of lien records and gervices of

4. Lepislation palterined after the Welfare Fraud Law,
Article 27, Seetion 230A, affording w eviminal sanction apainst
someone who difravds the Otfice of the Palilic Defender of legal
services through false and’ fradulint statements as to asiets
and Habilities, Under the present Status the only  erimital
sanction availuble is that of perjury; whieli 1 many cases jprht
not be sustainable beenuse of Tailure to administer paths,
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@ ignorance of the Dmplications involved in Lhe execution of the
application for defender services, ote.

T the meantime, we are pledied Lo carry out our Jegislative
nd.mopral commitnments 1o assure cffective assisfance and con-
Linuity of counsel o the thousands of indizrents aceused, from
time of arrest to ultimate dispozition in the Courls of this State.
Jecause this objeetive cannot T aceomplished within nur prezent
udgel fiseal limtiations, the proposed Publie Defender Budgel
for Fiscal Year 1075 vefleets Lhe hasie minimum legal and snp-
‘portive personnel to meel our responsibilitics. (See Exhibit 1B)

UBLIC DEFENDER STAFF vs
ASSIGNED COUNSEL

Seetion 6 of Avticle 27A delineates {he appointment, duties,
nd yespeetive responsibilities of the Distriet Public Defender
pand panel atternevs of the individual Distriet,

Section 6 (b) slates that, “eweepl in hose ecasés where
greprescidatiue is provided by an atiornen in {he Ofiice of the
Picblic Defonder, the District Publie: Pefender shall appoing
attorneys from the appropriate panels to vepresent ndipents,
the maximany. use of panel attorncys shall be made fusofur as
waclicablc!,

This office has constroed “practicable” to mean within
sudget Hmiations and availability of competent eriminal 1oint
lawyers, and as of the present date we are working daily with
iotal statewide panels numbering 1,001, BDeeause of wttempts
o amend Section 8 (b)) in the 1073 Legislature throngh H.B.
$5H33, Inter vetoed by the Governor, and due W whal seems to
be a misundorstanding in some legal and lepislative cireies of
he problens that are nvolved in the assipmnent of counsel,
Bt ight be well Lo bear in mind the revolutionary changed since
@63 when the Supreme Court, inoGideon vs Wainwright (372
V.S, 8853, eapluded onto the scene requiring counsel Tor all
indipents - accured of felonies, up Lo “Argersinger vs Hamiin
10T LS, 25, 1072), mandating a Constitutional Ripht to wigone
wecnscd of ary erime inowkich theve is awy possibility of in-
carceration, With Public Defender stulewide indigent mopresen-
sation standing now at - almosl 60,000 annually, it is
mpractical and fiseally impossible to expoct private practi-
foners, no miiter where loeated; to undertake the muss of
representation of the indigent accused, In many localitics, par-
feularly in the rural aveas, there are net sufficient attorneys
svailable at the private bav, nov it is realistic to assume thac
B pmvate counsel, most-of whom are non-criminal- practitioners,
W e CAn undertake com}wt('nil.\' the complex and constantly changing

: ‘epresentation.

“ Numerous studies, includings that of the President’s Coms
T mission on Luw Enforcement (1970, National Conlerence on
} Lepal Manpower Neceds (1970), and \ irginia Bar Assacintion
leport Lo the Governer and General Assembly -of VirpFinia

TS

19%1), all conclude that an exclusive defender legal system
has the advantapge of both economy and etliciency over the

rianized bar [ndigent Defense Program, either Court appointed
r administratively assigned. \'c\'vx'thvh':’ﬁ, our-experivnee. dur-
| e the past eipghteen moenths has solidified our stated position
i thit only. the combiinativn: of @ professivnal - Pubilic Defender
Leeetadl and private criminad practitioners, depending upon - and
A vorking hand-in-hand with each other, can furnish. the expert

Ceivpe of defense gervices to the indigent aceused, us mandated
? by the Maryland Legizlatupe under Avticle 274, and to which
fss 10 br she s constitutionaly and morally entitled,

[

probilems peentine (o his District amd how best  to effcelively
handle the eascload within the budyet limitations, A 1oview of
the reports on the individual Distrielts and  statistieal daty
pertaining therelo eleaddy establishes that the results obtained
for our chents reprecents the joint efforts -of profes:iona]
advoeates, both stafl and private, operating in the highest
traditions of the Bar.

THE PLEA BARGAINING PRACTICE

We think the position of the Ofice of the Public Defondey
on the dispesition of eares through the vo-called plea bargain-
ingr process should be clearly stated,

In our n}nmun the entire practice of plea barpaining as
carricd on today is complelddy vepugnant tu the adversars s s-
tem inthat it destroys the preswmption of mmocence, prostitute;
the lawyer-client relationship, and encourages defonse om
to fgnore his fondamental duty of furthering his client's interest
to the fullest extent that the Inw permits, substituling, there
Tore, the bargain basement atmosphiere of plea nepotinting n
the exclusive premise of o redueed centence for a erime of which
his elieut may not be puilty or of which the State could net
prove Lis or her guilt ut wr o adversary trink

To quute from the recent 1eport of the Nutional Advizory
Comnienion on Criminael Justiee on Standards and Goals- “Piea
negotintion ot ouly serves na legitimaty Tunction in the pro.
censing of eriminal defendants, but it also encourages irra-
tionahity In court process, bt.:dvns the exercise of inelividual
rphts amd o ‘d.u'"mw the right of innoeent defendants (o be
weguitted”,

Basically, whetber a deferdant is convieted should depend
exelusively upon the evidenve o comviet him of the char o
while the dizspocition {o be made of the einvieted defendant
should depend upon what sction best serves vehabilitation i
deterrent requivites. Neecssarily, these Tundamenial foctors
are:Jost in the horse trading of plea nepotintions, whersin
the delfense counsel - endeavors Lo’ sell a - gruilty plea to his
clivnt in exchange for o promize of o lenient or lesser sintence,
while the prosecutor makes colieessions on the basis of an over-
londed trial docket, Toeal juil conditions or both.

Ironically cnough, plia barpaining would have little if any
piree in the administration of eriminal justice were the proses
cutor to only charpe the defondant with offenses for which the
admisrable evidence was sullicient to support & puilty verdiel.
The reasonr for not doimgr ro, Hos almost excinsively in the
Tact that in Baltimore Clty, as in mest wrban areas, the polive
place multiple charres ind Jine with the prosceution’s: theory
that placing the defendunt in the position of facing a4 munber
of eharges of greater mud “lesrer  degree f‘mht.ttrs the in-
evituble! bargaining fm pleas of "guilty,

Plew bargaining per se wviolates, therefore, fundmmental
principles-of due process of law in general, the judicial process
incpardcular, crodes Jnwenforeement, and publie respect for
the entire system of eriminal justice,

Trreapective of Uie degrading hpuet that plea barvgaining
has upon the public’ concvpt of criminal justice, it is generafly
condonal on the premsize that it is not possible with present
rerourees Lo aetually try even a fraction of those persons charpedl
by the State. While the shortCanswer might lie in more intelli-
poent sereening of ¢lutrpres by the Stale, this oflive does not believe
that “the cudjustifies the weans, and takes issue thats ples

] The dispersion of indigentenses o panel orstadl attorneys © baegaining shoukd boocan-idersd an efsential or indispensable
| ey et entively up to the District Defentder as he kuows the o elenent i the eripinad process,
i
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In Hight of the various decisions of the Sopreme Cour”
in those eases where the cient consents s ith fll knoswledjze of
allof the eontingeneies invalved s alfter confronted with the
results of a thorouph worksup of the fucts and applicible law
of the case meinst him, our stafl is anthosrizad i theiv best
professional judpment to diveuss with the pracceution in advance
of any scheduled trial date, the passibilities of the entry of a
plea. This practice may indeed slow down the assembly line
speeding budies of the indigent aecused throuph the System, It
must, however, be remembered that where there are reasonably
disputed questions of law and fact, the lune {tself shonld nof
wrevide an iwcentive for either the State or the aecised to
Cawaive through plea bargaining « full and fair vesolidion of the
issines I oan adeeriary frial, 14 is within this context of due
process that our professionsd statl will continue to function o
the end of advanciug the trie sdministration of eriminal justive,

COLLECTION PROCEDURES AND VPACT
OF RECENT DECISIONS

Seetion 7 (¢, d; 1) of the Act requires the Public Defender
in the name ol the Stite to colleet all menies doe to the Stute
Ly way of rehmbursement fron those defendants who huve oy
reasonably expect Lo have mieans to meet some part of the
expenses for services vendered o them by the Ofice of the
Pablie Defender, As set forth elseshoere in this report, the

wsting: constitulional Beue of whother an indigent defendant
found notqgeoilty could be foreed Lo veimburse the State for the
reasoimble cont of defendsr services, but il seems obvione. the
present trend of the Courts ds o requive representation based
upon the fimancial status of the accused al the time of arrest
and or placing of charjres frrespective of his enrninge capueity,

This follows Lo somie extent Seetion 7 () of the Act that,
“eligibility for the services of the Ofice of the Publie Defendey
shall be determined on the basis of the need of the person’, and
throws open the door to Public Defender representation of counts
less mwitbers of persons withoul cash at the line of arrest, bug
with other finanees und Tuture eariing capacity, and who would
not be erdinarily eligible for our services, The only realiztie
salution - seems o die i the removal of many minm offenwes
from the Criminal Court Syslem and: transfer to nons judicial
entities, or changing certain eriminal aets o, Civil procecdingr,
Recommendations along this line within constitutional ruidelines
appear elreschore in thi sepori, .

In any event, our experience during the past months indi.
cates that despite all safcpnards that mipht he evohed in the
area of ¢lgibility, ete, (hat sewme pereentage of our elents will
attenpt o defrand the State, but hopefully suel incidents ean
be kept to the wminimum,

REIMBURSEMENTS RECEIVED FROM DEFENDENTS

individual Divtriet Offices have azséssad eXpenses of represen- DISTRICYS 1.12
tation, colleeted and deposited to the eredit of (he State Treas .
urer’s Office, the Fiseal Year, a total of $47.391.23 cush, July 1, 1972 to June 30, 1973
We have been eiremmspeet in the administration of Section  Pistriet Nember Amount
7..0ne redson was the question of its constitutionulity by virtue N T $ 780550
of the Supreme Court devision in Stranpe vs Kansas (0 U8, 2 . e e i e e 1,215
Law Week 471 of June 12, 1472, wherein it was hold that the 5 . e el . 24BRIA
Rapsas Publie Defonder. vecoupnient of the Indipent Legnl E e e T R -8 ol
Expenses Act was in violation of the cgual probition clause O e e 7,205,446
of the U8, Constitution, Secondly, wiy etr inherent conrern G .. e e L L 2,010,0]
that the State, after forcing counsel nol of his chofen upon an T VUSSR SO 298 & ) R {0
indigent could end up bevaming the larpeat priority judgment B e e e 6,280,007
tHen holder against any future assets that he ar she may e e e e . 506,025
require, 10 ... ) el oo 3,151,000
On August 1, 1972, the Alorney General of Maryland ren- - 11 ... . 0. e . 301,00
dered an opinion halding Section 7 (e, d, £) of Avticle 27A,in 12 . S DU 220.00
light of Strange vs Kunsas supra, “was eonstilutional since ey oo
n;}mlg othor t)fhu:s it does riot d(]-n,\' any stbstantive exvnption FOTAL e wrmsmvene SATINLIG

~to other debtors, and thereby avoids the constitutional infirmi-
ties found in the Kansas Defender Statute. We have accordingly
been reviewing our adninistrative procedures for ‘determining
ceriteria of indipency under the Act and entering into arrange-
“pientso with the new State Apency, Central Colleetion Unit) of
The Department ol Budpet and  Fisead Planning, Seetion 71
(c-1) of Article L1, created by the 1078 Legizlature (1B, IR
to handle colleetions of wulstanding expetises of representations,
In this comnection it is pertinent to point out that (he California
bAmwllutu Courti -in People” vs Jones (Clearingliouss  =bgo3,
Aprib 12,1078, held that assessment of Pablic Defender atlor-
neys fees to an indigent wha was found nob-guilty must be hased,
“on presest ability” to pay The Court did not veaeh th ulevs

; @ Moate vs Michipuy, 3% ULS0 153 (1a57y MeCurthy v
CULSL, 80 USSR (a6 ¢ Buykin v .-\]:l]);n)l:l,‘:ﬁ':) U.S. 248
SLH069) 5 Rrady vs VWS, 792 (1970)% Notth, Cavoling ve Alford;
00 LS, 20 39T s Santobelle vs  New York, «01 1,3, 287
(1971).

See also Peoplevs “Byedy 120 Mich, - App. 186 (1vnyy,
Levin (4) coneurring spinioton plea binrguining,

EXPANSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT
TO COUNSIEL

On May 14, 1073, the U.8, Supreme Court, in Gapgnon vs
Seavpelii (#71-12953, held that w probationer as well as o
paralee is entitled o first, n preliminary, and thep a final
heaviug prior to. any  revoention of probation o parcle, The
Cuurt further beld that counsel should be provided in those
enses whoere, after having been informed of his right to reguoest
counsel, a probutioner makes 2 request based on a timely claim
that be o not committed e aliopad violation, of the conditinn
upnn which he Beoat diberty, oro that even i0 the vielation is

uneontested there are substantial redsons which Justify or miti-

pate or make reveention inappropriate, or that where the
veasons are sitfliciently complex or otherwise difficult (o develop,
the State will be requived to provide at its expense counsel for
all indiyert probatjoners o parolees, ‘
The-Soprene Court devisjun fallowed e M‘:n‘_\*l:md Court
of Speeind Appenls ip Pl v State (18 ML Appenl Ty,
wherein Chiel Judpe Charles B, Orth, Ji, for the Court, held,
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L “If it reesonably appears that due process would be so affronted

¥ lack of assistance of counsel, the DPublic Defender should
. rovide représentation, and if the Public Defender declines to
g‘:;&o so the Court should appoint counsel”, ‘
. Statewide stutisties on the number of original and revoca
Lion hearings can only be approximated, bul number at least
000 annually, of which the vast majority qualify as indigents.
In June 1972, as a resull of the holding in Anderson vs
Solomon (Civil Action #70-247-TY, the U.S. District Court for
he District of Marvland faced the challenge of the constitu-
fonality of commiting persons to hospilals Tor the mentally
isordered without affording such persons a basic hearing in
which they would be entitled to present evidence of sanity. A
. celllement of the issues resulled in certain Regulativns adopted
¥ the State Department of IHealth and Mental lygiene, re-
wuiring an administrative hearing be held prior to or immedi-
ately following the involuniary mental hospitalization of any
- werson, and that each proposed patient be notified of his right
o consult and to have legal counsel. The number of such
ommitments has been estinmated hélwecn 7-8000 qrnually.
4 To date this oflice has taken the position that abzent a
!P : » ‘pecifie Conslitutional Right to Ceunsel, we are oblipated only

o furnish representation to a qualified indigent in pending
“®State Court proceedings, as the language of Section 4 (2) of
Article 27A refers to speeific Courts, and Section 4 (2-¢) per-
~ains to representation only to the Ceurts of this State, and
=0t where sameone is Tacing inveluntary admission under the
U afTadavit or diapnostic statement of twe qualiffied psychiatrists.
Necessarily, where there i3 some speiitie action pending in a
T State Court inidated by an inmate commitled to one of the
"pental institutivns and who meets our gualifications of indi-
o éfency, ful consideration has been and will be given to’ repre-
sentation by this office. We bolieve the pusition that we huve
“ssumed is legally ard morally valid, and- uny change will
L__ _ﬂ"dimp]y have {0 await a fulure Supreme Court decision ‘on the
. T Constitutional Right of Counsel in cases of ‘this nature.

" NVESTIGATIVE SERVICES
...w & The Investigative Division is headed by a Chief Investigator
} Altachied to the staft of the Public Defender, and reporting
e wengivectly 1o him' on the over-all operation and deployment of
: " nvestigation porsonnel throughout thie twelve Districts™ of the
b, ——Systent. Specific direction dnd responsibility for the workload
of the investigator, both for the stafi and panel attorneys in
s he cassigned  District s left entirely up to the Distriet
" Jefender. ANl investigative personnel must meet the rigid ve-
—=fuirements and qualifications of the Public Pefender System
as eslublished by the Marylind State Departiment of Personnel,
~and. are full time employeces. Reeruitment for these very
“cnsiti\'c and importanl positions started in-April 1072, after
K vifieation from the Department of qualified applicants.

Qur expericned to date with ‘investigative personnel has

mew, 1.0, that ne more vital weapon of defense exists than the
IR ccuring  and correlating of the fucts of the cuse by a profes-
sional investigntor,” :

~.~~~§~ stablished whaut most of the st and pancl atiorneys already

.

® Gee Bxhibit A for deplovment by (Ifslt'ict.

STATISTICAL REPORT-—
ALL PUBLIC DEFENDER DISTRICTS

July- 1, 1972 - June 30, 1973

IL bhas been suid thal statisties in povernment are usually
presented to justity the existence of the ageney, Lut in our ease
the figrures subinitied nol only indicate the tangible overall
work load and end-results of our activity  during the Wiseal
Year, but in analysis points oul the ditferences ‘that exist in
our. clients background, wake-up, and eriminal proclivity from
Distriet to District.

As Bultimore City, Distriet No. 1, represents 57,946 of the
total State cascload, we have set forth its operation statistically
in the Distriet, Supteme Benel, and Juvenile Couris, and for
purposes of comparizen in combination with the other Distriets,

I is interesting {o note that of the tolal number of Public
Defender clients which we represented in all Distriets during
the period, 19740 were subjecied to incarceration or juvenile
detention centers, while 80.3¢¢ were released wnder sonte form
of supcrvivion, or as the vesult of dismissals or findings uf
innceonee, Sce Exhibit D,

The significance of these figures while perhaps indicaling
the professional competeney of our ublic Defender personnel,
also reficels the great strides raude sinee our hiception, January
1, 1872, by all of the components of the Criminal Justice System
in Maryland. (Public Defender, State’s Attorney, ‘and Bench),
to handle such a caselead al all judicial Tevels, vet at the same
{ime affording the acuzed a speedy, just, and fair trial, “Ag-
sembly lne justice”, so familiar in the past, and partienlarly

to the indigint aceused, is now ended. 3More than ever before

trial issues ave being nuarrewed, rules of evidence strictly
adhered to, and prosecution testimony and evidence maore care-
fully examined and cvaluated, to the end that ne matter what
the ultimate dispesition of the case may be, none of our clivuts
will be able to truthfully say that he or she did not receive
cqual justice under the law,
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EXNIOIL B 2?;02.’.00.0‘1 Orfimjcr n;n"h.»»}i‘i& ‘D’af(«ndor

(Frogram o, ana fitde)

Pubilie liefondor

{Srvate Aprncy’)

1973 Tt
ACTUAL APPROPRIATION .
o Number of Authorized Jnaitions 143 178 179
Salnries and Wagen 1,962,520 2,208,858 2,566,189
. Technieal and_Specinl Jees 1,294,935 1,050,000 1,661,000
_Communication __ e Lo 53,h36 L8, 7k9 . 58,573
. Travel R e R }3;325 e . 2.8,\ 200 _ . 3141658
_Yood S S SO N T ST
LKuel and  Utiliddes - - e AU, e
- Motor Yehicle Operation and Maln{enange . IR WY 1Ty C.930 ... 1,526
Contractual Services DU L. ..265,136 L6L,057 . ...300,000
. Supplies snd Materialy e oo e b -.)_’Ls 459 103,725 .,35: 837
- Xeuipment « Replacement . . R, S . e e DA,
Euvipment - Additionel U o 84,976 . oo 16aks 3,000
. Girants, Subsidses snd Cantributivns . SR e o DRI U Ve
. Yixed Chargea - i RTINS L. 189,3L9 S 196,523
Lannd and SLruclurea oo e e e e e e i . - R e e e
Total Opereting Yapenses 572,116 627,517
. -_Tetal Dxpenditure o 3,029,571 byiec 013 ] L,B85,008
Original, General Fund Approgriation. © - " "3 708,159 e R
Transler of Geners! Fund Appropristion R B o 121,L22 - o o
Total General Tund Anprapriation B ER9ERY ) Y
Less: General Yund Beversion i e D el e
_ Net Genersl TTund Experditure - . e N 3,{‘?94571 h,l90, 013 . .._,_w-l&;&,"gs, OQL') L
Exhibit C . 1575 = High
197k 197 Total 1975 Ragunst Irpact Total
C1ABSIFICATICH CF EMPLOYMENT Gen, Fd., Grant d. For Feqguest Grant Fd.. Grant Fd, Reaquest
) Pos. (L=44) 157k Gen. Fd. (LERA) (LE2A) 1575
et o , .
i : Publie Iofender 1 1 3 3
i ! Deputy Public Defendar i 1 1 1
gy Pt Administrative Aszistant Putlic Defender 1 1 .
: District Public Defender IIT g S ) 5
cad L District Tyvlic Iefender 11 b 4 k I
N ) " District Public PDafender I 3 3 3 .3
i Assistani Peblic Defender ITI 15 15 15 5 20
Sy R Assistant Pablic Dafender IT 51 15 66 s3 15 68
o Chief Tnvestigator; Public Tefender 1 1 1 1
Gy Invéstipater; utlic Difender 29 23 52 29 23 52
sy o melE A Public Defender Aide 10 15 25 10 15 2 27
; Law Clerk 2 2 2 2
_ o Administrater 1 1 1 1 1
S S R Office Supervisor I b] 1 1 1
B Operaticns Speclalist I ° 1 1 1 b}
P S Accounting Associafe III 1 1 1 1
: ‘ : Accounting Associate IT 1 1 1 1
: Orfice Secretary ITI I (A i b
R C S - 0fice Secretary IT 32 32 32 3z
; Office Secrutary I 8 8 8 2 10
[T A S Research Aralyst V 1 1 1 1
: ] : Jaministrative Alde IX X 1 1 1
X Adninistrative Alde T 1 1 1 1
N e PR coston Personrel Associate I , 1 L 1 1
oo ' Stenographer - Clerk IIT 1 b b3 1
PO Typist < Clerk I 1 b} 1 1
: !. Total 178 53 (22! 179 53 9 2l
S b
: ‘ & Orant Funds - LEAA« Available Only Throuph March 315 1975.
. —
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DISTHICT Ko, 1 -~ 12
LOLiv : Al Cowrts
Feriody Juiy 1, 267¢ Lo June 20, 1973

Total Number of Cases COmpleted suvsievesivavessscnnsnsssmenssnssssennns S0,627

Total Expenditures (Including LEAA Crants)ee..veiiviieviseasernd§l,363,36h.05

Average Cost Fer Case (Including Fayments ‘o Prnel ALLorneya)..ese..... $89.85

Total Fees Faid Faned Atterncys sereesenaeniareiness $1,178,672.76

Average Cost Per Case of Poyments to Panel ALLOrneyS....eiececsvigeens $25L.LB

Ferica: 1o Jere 3, 3673

Percenl of a vrinsg Lerrleted

IZETRILT KO D DISTRICTE Nu. 2 - 12 TCTALS
Carus k Liner SULES Cirar lares Citer
Corpleled | felense Tetel Cerjleted - | Dufense Tetal Gerpleted | Defencse Totald
ervices Services Servicas
1,557 I, Lk 25,0006 13,373 B,046 21,k21 26,330 22,107 0,057
Cases Corplcted . )
Fercent Cerpdeted
[ [+
By District Lo. 1 51.9%
he.19
Py Distrigts 2 - 12 h2.17
A 100%
Total

— 8



EXHIBIT D

TERIULT duly
Fereenl Fedraned

L 1472 Lo dene 30, 1573

DLEGETo N Ny 3

SO R Ly T o TOTALS
Oran. Chy
Juv, Mat, | Suprere Total Juve| Digt. Tobul dJuv,} ot | Crim, Totad
50l
et
Total Cases SHA) SLEP ALY 17185 27 ) 1806 12076 et [ P1188 616 316N
lrog:
trivate Counpnel {357 1 (&) {15) {(1¢r) (7)1 (zum) S L (essy o oley (1775)
Held fer Orand dury _{665) [(1£))] (%0) (50) (G06) (506)
Yet Tases Cerpletnd 1) 73 ohn Jhety 17511218 11373 3 | 1Eatk 4_21,7‘1 nf3n
lres:
Jarl /Correcticnal
Institutions 618 1379 el 2ERE ML e e &3 3 GhY Lot
Feleased Lol 01y, 3535 Jinhs 11yl ente B AT [l B Lan ! PR
Jereend Feleaved [39:4 &3 .cy £ .67 £0, %7 ] Lyl 76,y I HY L6, B pn g £ 0y By o
DISTRICT K2, 1 PISTRICTS KO, 2 =12 T0TALS
onim,s Sty
Juv . Dist. Supremg | Total duv, st Tot.al duv Irnst. | Crim, Total
fennh |
Cases Corpleted rile | 7akk 2471 1log? 17 11432 | 13373 &Ll 38996 L 2hnn 20150
FTercent Corpleted
By District o, d 52.8%
Py Metricts? - 12 hr.2%
Total 1007
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DETAIL B0 D AT Gl SAL IICET
CULETo: AT mnris (rooel % ouvinide Gausce)
July 1, e Lo JSvree S, g s

WORYI CAD

The Office of Lthe Public Defender previded counsel for

23,t0k

indipent defendants; facing a total of charges

30,00

DISIOSITICY

e

Private courcel was retained in -

1,h01

cases: Of the balawce rerresented

46

defendants were held for the Grard Jurs
representing approrimately

)1 7

Priscn/Jdaid/Correcticnad Institution terms were received in

Cases, Iepresenting apbroxs rateldy

N
o b
R, 53

The balance of

16,76

A

gefendarls vere roleasod, eithor under sere sort of
eupervisicn ov as . result of dismissals or findings of
inrccernce, repreconting aprrovirately

784

of the total casecs.

ACTIVITY

The daily averape of cerpleted cases was

86

The eyverzll profile of e averare deflendant sceking

rerresentation by the ¢ffice of the Tutile Deferder in
A YOW.g,

28

year = 010 WIre WO TEPTLEENLE Y
of the delenaants, willh an Unerpicynen NS
8cg

The majoriiy of the defendants cr approximatcly
are raltc. :

Approxivately

32%

are head of hcuseneid,

Those shown on welfare are

1217

Those addicted to drups'in cre ferm cr another are

30.7¢

The average education in years is

10

Of the 1otal charges,

15

are misdereanors.

20—
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DISICSITION
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defendants were held for the Grand Jury
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The Office of thn Public Defender provided counsel for

12,106

indigent defendants, facing a tntal of charges

0,2

DISIOSITION

Private counse) was retained in

cases. Of the Lalance represented

defendants were held for the Grand cury
representing approximately :

cases, representing wpproxirately

The balance of

innocence, represeniing approximately

of the total cases.
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Prison/Jdail/Gorrecticnal Irstitution terms were received in 2362
g
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75.4h%
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The daily average of corpleted caces vas
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The cverell profile of the averire deferdant ceeking
representaticn by the office of the iublic Iafender s
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of the defendants, with an unerpleoyrent rate ol AT
The rajority of the defendants c¢r approxirately 86.1¢
are male,
soproximately 32.7%

are head of hcuselicsd.

Those shown on welfare are

7.37

Those addicled t¢ drugs in one form or arother are

26.1%

The average vweekly wage of those shown is

$B0

The average education in years is

1¢

of the total charges,

7€ .64

are rdsodeneanors. o



i I"T‘ ?-"

,--1"

1nL.‘J t

TYLFS OF Cit

(v?iﬂ I 7
RS R IV A, |
COlitog
TERVET
VoY o ¢ ¢ o
- "].f',_,.. O Ode e "VLL.,
Jotal la-uq e ~-}IL--‘ IS V% : g
ety " - RERENN UV CVETIN
Y 3 . 0 T - 11 n
~—er :-,:L‘ AN PR o Rt BUSRE SRR R LA S
-» e y N . - ” » et o
Felor SRS W0 SN WA T8 S A W LA OO % LAY A8 I A SR WAAN PONRIE XS Y YL, hale, L0 BN ok
M m“,».‘"w’. 7. I Tl A SE TR T Y i R N b . vy )
ot ok 4t B e EXSIN SO ESFRIUI IR SIS TN USSP SR SHP SSS0R
Ot Shean ¢ s

B 3
¢, Ik

el
v

A Y
R
LI
G, v
L
He £70
I I o
g, U ‘:‘E . .
B A e S Ll T TSR D DAL I R e > & Fvan
PR TE) s A ’ [ v - et v v
R Suma ettt i o o d e S s & e - s b I .. < e s wame S R |
1, LT : T e - T s Sy
LR L g PR - e A L T D e e LS 4 -y
R . A . H s i £% o Qo
: s o Cae
0 - DY P - " ~ c¢ EPI
- : “ PN B S M :
bot coCen Iy 2
i " DARCH
tey, b P o b0 S £i} = g L [4%] 7Y
e G e = EES SRR SNY PUSPEP. & S S 4 S
" . - B L o . . ¥ %2 R
Lo, YRGS NPT S b E . BTN VAN
" B ) - <
- o f S— PA
p: N T A !
’, . = 3 3 3
A . 2 v B
. 3 D it G L e -l it 3.
" “~r E v t
I 2 ! et
: P Y 3
Sk : 3 ; ]
' .\ [an ~ & ~E L i v b £y k] LT
July o pupy Terd, Oed, o Hew, Jare  Ioby Mar, Are, o lay
[ Bl o8, s £ B X e “ry o
B e - v 4
. R . Sk p . BN ...

L it
L
. s
N - :
"' — i ¢ -
N E
hot VLol ) K oy
D.  Heal of Lousthold 1 v .23 L 1 3 aneg
F, - Welfare Ferivient v S 67 (43 [ % te 14 73 £4 6 Lan
S, Allieticns )
I Zice 78 rh 1ne ] A 113 217 Jre e 201 1y 122 18
=y 5 et R - g o
2, Lomeatops & t i Py 5 . ’ T, i 7 T3
3. Py T e d s o e iy 0
o Aelectste s B : - N : : K . 7
L. TF-barsciie b ¥ B N ar i R L T T3 %
5. G : 5 % C : '
. 2 B - 44 &+ B LR b4 e
6. D Tt 1L T i
G, Erpleced N <FT I e e i d Al 343
yo—r - - oy T F Syt rvitgl
) W oriy e [EXN] h R R . i Y B R i e
H, Unerplesosd (S5 e L3 £07 358 el & £en 635 35
I, Flueaticen (Sve oo Years) e 3t J 1. 1. M3 e i e 1 10 0
TIEICEITION (LEFENLAT)
s hantain ulle
1. fweleace 1y oaperviced . !
fotenord £ fEn YEY] el {al, v TR £7h GRS [48i3 L8 811 eIl
—— PREAIEE () 15
2. heda oy v Tl . . : ¢ t 1 g . i 11 “_}
RS VIEOTI D Y. Eamd ey T ~ ey e pre-basand
3‘ :.'_:-“JJ FAiAl st 3 Vo N . e K ool PO RSN H
Lo Froavate ounoe 2t f G - o N L o 36 ] LR
5y Ouher OOy ,“:'G‘l:‘) | & 20 . | " Y i v oL L bl e




# )
g
E? ' ;
g e
-
V 3 S
N
Wq& T :
b S
I B
e oy ="

et e
_— T
e

i
f

JUVENILE PROCEDURES

Elsewhere in {his report appear numerous references lo our
operation in the Juvenile Courls throuprhout the State, Decause
of whatl seems to be a general lack of knuwledpe of our fune-
tioning in the juvenile area, we foel iU vitally important that
our procedural policy in juvenile cases be eloavly stated, It is in
fact quite simple, Our stafl and punel attorneys operate in the
Juvenile Courts on the exclusive premise that the adversary
system is the most reliable and just method of fuact finding, and
that the indigent ju cenile has a constitutional if not a moral
right to an allorney. who will defend him. competently and
vigorously to the fullest extent of the law, and not altempt lo
play the role of father, judge, probation oflicer, or social service
worker.

We are fortified in the strength of our advocacy position not
only by the results obtained Tor our juvenile clicnts as shown
in the statistics, but beeause we carnestly believe that only
through such type of legal representation is the aceused juvenile
or adult afforded a fair and just trial,

u— 4
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Tne Offize of the Fublic Defender provided counsel for 6683
indigent defendants, facing a tot:l of charges uel7

DISFOSITICH

In ‘addition to the above, private counsel was rebained in 377
cases.

Correcticual Institution terms were received in . 932
cases refresenting apprexiralaly 135
of the tolal cases,
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