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MCILS BUDGET – FIRST MEMORANDUM  

TO: COMMISSIONERS 

FROM: JWA 

SUBJECT: CASE AND HOUR PROJECTIONS 

DATE: 5/11/2022 

CC:  

Commissioners, the Commission packet for the May 16, 2022 meeting consists of this 
memorandum; a package of supporting materials; and a budget calculator in .xls form, 
attached to the transmittal email.  The spreadsheet may be useful to trialing different 
solutions.  It will perform its calculations properly based on the assumptions set out in this 
memorandum if you do not change any field that is not highlighted in yellow.  There are a 
number of interdependencies that require that you make no other changes, or your results 
may not be valid.  

Pages 1 – 3 of the packet are outputs from the calculator based on three scenarios.  They 
are: 

1. Baseline budgeting with no changes from the current situation, except that we have 
accounted for cost increases; 
 

2. The Staff recommendation for the budget.  This iteration amends the attorney 
payment rate to $150 per hour to approach parity with state-employed attorneys; 
adds one public defense office in FY24 and then three more, for a total of four, in 
FY25; provides funding for training and specialist contracts; and, provides for field 
supervision staff.    
 

3. Baseline budgeting, except that the attorney payment rate has been amended to 
reflect the rate accepted by the State for payment of outside counsel.1 

 

 

1 See page 49 for a score sheet used in awarding contracts under a Request for Proposals for outside 
counsel to provide legal services for the Self-Insured Workers’ Compensation Program.  Note that 
four awards were made at rates ranging from $210 to $270 per hour.  We have used the least 
expensive of those rates in our model as representative of the rate the State will authorize as a 
reasonable attorney fee. 
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I. Assumptions 

The case and hour load assumptions we’ve used are set out on page four of the packet.  
Because FY22 is not over, we have extrapolated the expected caseload from the cases 
that have been entered to date. From the data we have so far, we are expecting a total 
of over 31,500 to have been opened in the system by the end of the fiscal year. 

We’ve included historical data, and calculated that since and including FY17, we see 
an average increase of 4% in the number of cases being opened. We’ve calculated the 
average number of hours spent per case2, and from that we’ve done cost projections 
including the average increase for a set of hourly rates.  The back up data for these 
projections is laid out at pages five through ten.  

Where we’ve provided information on payroll and fringe costs, there are two important 
assumptions in play.  First, all State employees are receiving a 6% pay increase in two 
stages.  The first was a 2% increase implemented last fall.  The remaining 4% will be 
effective at the turn of the fiscal year.  As a result, the expenses related to employees 
will increase the full 6% in FY23 as compared to FY22.  In addition, employees are 
eligible for a step-increase on the payroll scales each year.  Those increases are 
typically around 4%.  As a result, FY24 staff costs will be more than 10% higher than 
FY22, and an additional 4% higher in FY25. 

 

II. Need 

Staff recommends an increase in attorney pay to parity with the resources available to 
State employed attorneys.  MCILS simply does not have the attorney staffing resources 
we need to ensure the provision of counsel on an ongoing basis, and attrition continues 
without an adequate replenishment rate. Pages 11 – 39 consist of a full criminal roster 
run for May 6, 2022.  Page 31, for Machias, is particularly striking. As set out in prior 
memoranda, we have lost 47% of out staffing capacity since January 1, 2019.  

At the same time, the caseload continues to increase.  We are expecting a total increase 
in the number of cases opened this fiscal year of approximately 10%. As of May 6, 
2022, there were 7,401 felony cases pending in the Unified Criminal Docket system, 
an increase over the same date in 2019 of 3,267.  The pending misdemeanor count 

 

 

2 It is important to recognize that the average number of hours spent per case is not the average 
number of hours spent per client.  This is true because clients sometimes have multiple cases 
simultaneously, and because the relatively low number of hours spent on each LOD assignment 
drives the average down.  We’ve worked with the average for consistency, but that average does 
not reasonably reflect on attorney performance.  
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increased by 6,900 to 19,164 over the same period.  The combination of the increased 
pending case count and the enhanced rate at which new cases are accruing would have 
been difficult to serve with the 2019 attorney count.  It will be impossible with the 
reduced attorney pool MCILS has available to serve clients today. 

The solution – the only solution available to us – is to make serving consumers of 
indigent legal services a reasonable proposition.   

 

III. Approach 

Staff recommends that the Commission budget request parity now. We do not have the 
time to continue an incremental approach.  As set out in the demographics 
memorandum in January, parity for assigned counsel means a payment rate of $150 per 
hour.  

Staff also recommends a pivot to a hybrid system, using both employed and assigned 
counsel.  Employed counsel should be used where either: 

i. The volume of cases is adequately high; or,  
ii. Where the attorney to caseload ratio requires it; or both. 

The budget calculator will permit you to trial scenarios with different sets of defender 
offices, and will automatically reduce the number of hours to be staffed by assigned 
counsel in response. We recommend implementing one defender office in FY24, and 
three additional offices in FY25.  

 

/JWA 

 

 

 



  FY24   FY25  

31,629,416$     32,394,424$    

Assigned Counsel Fees:

Counsel Fee Rate: 80$                    

Projected Hours: 342,812 357,407

A/C Burden 98% 98%

A/C Fees 26,884,960$            27,522,758$           

Rural Defender Unit:

(FY23 $965,879) (4% inc.) 1,004,514$               1,044,695$              

RD hours 6750

RD Burden 1.97% 1.89%

Public Defender Units: (ex‐rent/utilities)

Unit Cost 3,197,885.00$  3,325,800.40$         3,458,832.42$        

Unit Count 0 0

PD Burden/Cnty 0% 0% 0%

PD Burden/Total 0% 0%

‐$                           ‐$                          

Non‐counsel Costs and Fees:

(FY22 Proj $882,966) 1,250,000.00$         1,250,000.00$        

Office and Screeners: 1,876,040.00$         1,951,081.00$        

Contracts and Program Costs:

Immigration Law 53,040.00$               53,040.00$              

Justice Works $3.50/per 120,158.50$             125,272.00$            

Legal Research 275,580.00$             275,850.00$            

Training Budget ‐$                           ‐$                          

Specialist contracts ‐$                           ‐$                          

448,778.50$            454,162.00$           

Operating Costs (ex‐DD/Immigration)

FY2022 Monthly 13,231.00$        165,122.88$            171,727.80$           

Field Supervision Counsel

FSC each 188,938.64$     

FSC count 0 ‐$                           ‐$                          
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FY24 FY25

59,437,587$     60,565,164$    

Assigned Counsel Fees:

Counsel Fee Rate: 150$  

Projected Hours: 342,812 357,407

A/C Burden 95% 86%

A/C Fees 48,802,369$            39,293,207$           

Rural Defender Unit:

(FY23 $965,879) (4% inc.) 1,004,514$               1,044,695$              

RD hours 6750

RD Burden 1.97% 1.89%

Public Defender Units: (ex‐rent/utilities)

Unit Cost 3,197,885.00$  3,325,800.40$         3,458,832.42$        

Unit Count 1 4

PD Burden/Cnty 50% 50% 50%

PD Burden/Total 3% 13%

3,325,800.40$         13,835,329.66$      

Non‐counsel Costs and Fees:

(FY22 Proj $882,966) 1,250,000.00$         1,250,000.00$        

Office and Screeners: 1,876,040.00$         1,951,081.00$        

Contracts and Program Costs:

Immigration Law 53,040.00$               53,040.00$              

Justice Works $3.50/per 120,158.50$             125,272.00$            

Legal Research 275,580.00$             275,850.00$            

Training Budget 300,000.00$             300,000.00$            

Specialist contracts 300,000.00$             300,000.00$            

1,048,778.50$         1,054,162.00$        

Operating Costs (ex‐DD/Immigration)

FY2022 Monthly 13,231.00$        165,122.88$            171,727.80$           

Field Supervision Counsel

FSC each 188,938.64$     

FSC count 10 1,964,961.86$         1,964,961.86$        
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  FY24   FY25  

75,317,476$     77,118,906$    

Assigned Counsel Fees:

Counsel Fee Rate: 210$                  

Projected Hours: 342,812 357,407

A/C Burden 98% 98%

A/C Fees 70,573,020$            72,247,241$           

Rural Defender Unit:

(FY23 $965,879) (4% inc.) 1,004,514$               1,044,695$              

RD hours 6750

RD Burden 1.97% 1.89%

Public Defender Units: (ex‐rent/utilities)

Unit Cost 3,197,885.00$  3,325,800.40$         3,458,832.42$        

Unit Count 0 0

PD Burden/Cnty 50% 50% 50%

PD Burden/Total 0% 0%

‐$                           ‐$                          

Non‐counsel Costs and Fees:

(FY22 Proj $882,966) 1,250,000.00$         1,250,000.00$        

Office and Screeners: 1,876,040.00$         1,951,081.00$        

Contracts and Program Costs:

Immigration Law 53,040.00$               53,040.00$              

Justice Works $3.50/per 120,158.50$             125,272.00$            

Legal Research 275,580.00$             275,850.00$            

Training Budget ‐$                           ‐$                          

Specialist contracts ‐$                           ‐$                          

448,778.50$            454,162.00$           

Operating Costs (ex‐DD/Immigration)

FY2022 Monthly 13,231.00$        165,122.88$            171,727.80$           

Field Supervision Counsel

FSC each 188,938.64$     

FSC count 0 ‐$                           ‐$                          
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Case and hour loads:
Cases Fees Hours Per case Growth

FY22 31,584 315,385 9.99 1.10
FY21 28,608 13,949,290$    232,488 8.13 1.05
FY20 27,194 15,743,675$    262,395 9.65 0.99
FY19 27,374 17,314,222$    288,570 10.54 1.03
FY18 26,697 18,978,078$    316,301 11.85 1.04
FY17 25,718 15,064,714$    251,079 9.76

Average 9.99 1.04

Cost projections:
Cases Hours $80 $100 $125 $150

FY23 32,929 328,813 $26,305,019 $32,881,273 $41,101,592 $49,321,910
FY24 34,331 342,812 $27,424,947 $34,281,183 $42,851,479 $51,421,775
FY25 35,792 357,407
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159 $270,966.22 155 $256,645.44147Appeal $1,655.78 $1,232.00

4,162 $2,874,964.61 4,189 $2,877,141.002,175Child Protection Petition $686.83 $656.50

99 $167,977.70 93 $156,929.7018Drug Court $1,687.42 $907.03

61 $22,944.22 55 $20,367.2077Emancipation $370.31 $298.00

6,148 $5,004,034.63 6,213 $5,035,303.836,602Felony $810.45 $496.00

870 $234,398.70 880 $232,443.40907Involuntary Civil Commitment $264.14 $232.00

541 $306,937.88 537 $302,146.51685Juvenile $562.66 $352.00

2,257 $682,729.74 2,218 $668,064.702,348Lawyer of the Day - Custody $301.20 $264.00

250 $66,591.92 241 $64,430.40278Lawyer of the Day - Juvenile $267.35 $240.00

1,540 $501,828.80 1,545 $496,941.141,625Lawyer of the Day - Walk-in $321.64 $296.00

8,501 $3,250,936.80 8,623 $3,283,204.9110,270Misdemeanor $380.75 $276.00

48 $24,445.75 43 $22,603.758Petition for Modified Release $525.67 $517.00

9 $4,806.58 9 $4,806.582Petition for Release or Discharge $534.06 $460.50

726 $644,624.76 746 $649,734.45297Petition for Termination of Parental $870.96 $981.51

76 $218,981.92 74 $214,837.9273Post-Conviction Review $2,903.22 $1,106.00

38 $45,291.10 37 $45,211.1045Probate $1,221.92 $980.10

1,164 $557,451.59 1,174 $555,687.111,204Probation Violation $473.33 $368.23

18 $8,821.37 17 $8,349.3718Represent Witness on Fifth $491.14 $328.00

21 $4,392.00 22 $4,608.002Resource Counsel Criminal $209.45 $215.57

5 $2,848.00 5 $2,848.002Resource Counsel Juvenile $569.60 $78.37

3 $262.00 3 $262.000Resource Counsel Protective Custody $87.33 $80.00

1,778 $1,115,239.89 1,823 $1,125,612.64541Review of Child Protection Order $617.45 $792.00

6 $1,812.96 3 $460.969Revocation of Administrative Release $153.65 $150.40

28,480 $16,013,289.14 28,705 $16,028,640.1127,333Summary $558.39 $491.62

New Cases Average
Amount

Approved PaidVouchers
Paid

Vouchers
Submitted

Submitted
AmountCase Type

Median
Amount

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services

Activity Report by Case Type
07/01/2021 to 05/11/2022

Page: 1 of 1 05/11/2022
5



177 $268,537.26 168 $257,853.52114Appeal $1,534.84 $1,054.06

4,656 $2,669,880.44 4,458 $2,545,612.602,040Child Protection Petition $571.02 $345.00

115 $150,986.00 114 $148,082.006Drug Court $1,298.96 $1,002.91

62 $17,622.08 63 $17,910.0865Emancipation $284.29 $270.00

6,087 $3,975,926.33 5,761 $3,731,035.696,609Felony $647.64 $499.80

1,077 $209,063.27 1,031 $198,434.011,158Involuntary Civil Commitment $192.47 $178.12

849 $388,516.20 808 $372,710.94663Juvenile $461.28 $306.00

2,720 $638,690.87 2,670 $628,180.152,869Lawyer of the Day - Custody $235.27 $210.00

244 $50,513.08 242 $50,192.22284Lawyer of the Day - Juvenile $207.41 $150.00

1,768 $420,127.59 1,714 $407,334.951,852Lawyer of the Day - Walk-in $237.65 $230.67

8,719 $2,875,582.84 8,220 $2,701,918.1510,125Misdemeanor $328.70 $246.00

58 $27,475.95 57 $26,767.957Petition for Modified Release $469.61 $302.13

10 $6,572.88 10 $6,572.881Petition for Release or Discharge $657.29 $266.37

1,163 $742,803.58 1,125 $717,939.15451Petition for Termination of Parental $638.17 $432.00

92 $129,508.97 91 $153,916.8666Post-Conviction Review $1,691.39 $829.02

19 $30,562.20 19 $30,562.2032Probate $1,608.54 $720.00

1,450 $603,585.02 1,392 $582,198.781,402Probation Violation $418.25 $234.00

5 $2,658.00 5 $2,658.008Represent Witness on Fifth $531.60 $492.00

25 $4,110.00 25 $4,080.000Resource Counsel Criminal $163.20 $215.91

5 $468.00 5 $468.000Resource Counsel Juvenile $93.60 $78.37

5 $1,092.00 5 $1,092.002Resource Counsel Protective Custody $218.40 $147.81

2,714 $1,404,154.04 2,627 $1,360,173.83840Review of Child Protection Order $517.77 $364.27

12 $4,464.92 10 $3,596.9214Revocation of Administrative Release $359.69 $305.20

32,032 $14,622,901.52 30,620 $13,949,290.8828,608Summary $455.56 $386.07

New Cases Average
Amount

Approved PaidVouchers
Paid

Vouchers
Submitted

Submitted
AmountCase Type

Median
Amount

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services

Activity Report by Case Type
07/01/2020 to 06/30/2021

Page: 1 of 1 05/11/2022
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270 $384,791.31 268 $383,815.13178Appeal $1,432.15 $999.00

4,615 $2,544,675.29 4,653 $2,558,164.832,241Child Protection Petition $549.79 $574.31

92 $94,967.83 92 $95,015.836Drug Court $1,032.78 $666.40

61 $16,679.82 61 $16,775.8267Emancipation $275.01 $240.00

6,405 $4,928,309.49 6,423 $4,925,775.216,289Felony $766.90 $462.00

976 $203,812.87 966 $202,105.271,024Involuntary Civil Commitment $209.22 $190.84

849 $430,646.88 851 $431,540.88711Juvenile $507.10 $322.00

2,930 $676,914.27 2,940 $679,391.833,068Lawyer of the Day - Custody $231.09 $192.00

339 $66,637.83 340 $66,745.83343Lawyer of the Day - Juvenile $196.31 $156.00

1,144 $281,105.37 1,138 $278,819.311,240Lawyer of the Day - Walk-in $245.01 $222.00

8,348 $3,018,377.62 8,368 $3,032,270.018,664Misdemeanor $362.36 $270.00

51 $22,576.44 50 $21,970.446Petition for Modified Release $439.41 $292.94

13 $6,483.37 13 $6,483.370Petition for Release or Discharge $498.72 $309.90

1,292 $747,582.87 1,298 $751,753.23471Petition for Termination of Parental $579.16 $515.93

112 $195,511.46 108 $164,620.22118Post-Conviction Review $1,524.26 $1,103.10

26 $27,240.04 26 $27,240.0431Probate $1,047.69 $958.12

1,812 $707,755.58 1,818 $711,342.941,745Probation Violation $391.28 $248.00

12 $5,601.00 12 $5,601.009Represent Witness on Fifth $466.75 $189.00

35 $5,676.00 35 $5,538.002Resource Counsel Criminal $158.23 $215.91

12 $1,029.00 12 $1,029.001Resource Counsel Juvenile $85.75 $78.37

9 $1,908.00 9 $1,908.002Resource Counsel Protective Custody $212.00 $147.81

2,915 $1,363,865.46 2,920 $1,369,690.81953Review of Child Protection Order $469.07 $709.71

22 $6,078.28 22 $6,078.2825Revocation of Administrative Release $276.29 $232.00

32,340 $15,738,226.08 32,423 $15,743,675.2827,194Summary $485.57 $404.15

New Cases Average
Amount

Approved PaidVouchers
Paid

Vouchers
Submitted

Submitted
AmountCase Type

Median
Amount

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services

Activity Report by Case Type
07/01/2019 to 06/30/2020

Page: 1 of 1 05/11/2022
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245 $380,035.88 251 $379,498.03162Appeal $1,511.94 $423.00

4,432 $2,651,791.49 4,402 $2,633,583.792,227Child Protection Petition $598.27 $574.00

68 $71,648.00 67 $70,628.004Drug Court $1,054.15 $816.95

77 $26,341.31 77 $26,227.3185Emancipation $340.61 $270.00

6,685 $5,821,413.56 6,659 $5,808,571.246,072Felony $872.29 $534.00

976 $219,954.26 979 $220,449.421,021Involuntary Civil Commitment $225.18 $198.00

933 $452,236.14 936 $461,549.10850Juvenile $493.11 $308.00

2,610 $622,780.42 2,599 $619,881.752,751Lawyer of the Day - Custody $238.51 $204.00

401 $80,118.10 399 $79,070.60419Lawyer of the Day - Juvenile $198.17 $168.00

1,399 $334,066.24 1,400 $334,197.561,545Lawyer of the Day - Walk-in $238.71 $222.00

8,932 $3,635,971.31 8,951 $3,622,294.798,658Misdemeanor $404.68 $273.00

44 $20,647.97 44 $20,635.979Petition for Modified Release $469.00 $392.42

18 $11,863.70 18 $11,647.702Petition for Release or Discharge $647.09 $2,013.53

1,220 $773,219.91 1,212 $769,843.71484Petition for Termination of Parental $635.18 $586.50

114 $191,561.91 115 $193,233.1692Post-Conviction Review $1,680.29 $1,116.00

28 $26,164.71 28 $26,164.7139Probate $934.45 $888.00

2,083 $843,546.55 2,085 $844,080.552,014Probation Violation $404.83 $318.00

32 $13,237.18 33 $13,333.1831Represent Witness on Fifth $404.04 $270.00

46 $6,678.00 45 $6,630.0012Resource Counsel Criminal $147.33 $303.00

3 $132.00 3 $132.006Resource Counsel Juvenile $44.00 $78.37

22 $2,784.00 22 $2,784.009Resource Counsel Protective Custody $126.55 $104.00

2,340 $1,170,122.40 2,329 $1,162,336.76869Review of Child Protection Order $499.07 $695.14

19 $7,166.76 20 $7,448.8013Revocation of Administrative Release $372.44 $453.50

32,727 $17,363,481.80 32,674 $17,314,222.1327,374Summary $529.91 $487.37

New Cases Average
Amount

Approved PaidVouchers
Paid

Vouchers
Submitted

Submitted
AmountCase Type

Median
Amount

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services

Activity Report by Case Type
07/01/2018 to 06/30/2019

Page: 1 of 1 05/11/2022
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289 $415,973.25 309 $456,504.14192Appeal $1,477.36 $1,074.21

3,426 $2,257,415.07 3,753 $2,458,130.881,522Child Protection Petition $654.98 $799.50

84 $65,054.60 89 $71,110.6022Drug Court $799.00 $1,102.67

87 $35,822.58 94 $38,219.9877Emancipation $406.60 $379.53

6,886 $6,051,094.87 7,681 $6,716,965.696,198Felony $874.49 $608.11

992 $224,750.34 1,080 $241,127.911,035Involuntary Civil Commitment $223.27 $197.10

1,067 $486,535.54 1,152 $513,695.02975Juvenile $445.92 $309.00

2,663 $642,288.20 2,958 $711,508.832,726Lawyer of the Day - Custody $240.54 $210.00

464 $89,531.57 522 $101,249.69495Lawyer of the Day - Juvenile $193.96 $150.00

1,374 $327,786.98 1,523 $359,909.621,391Lawyer of the Day - Walk-in $236.32 $216.00

8,934 $3,681,148.32 9,784 $4,026,502.298,703Misdemeanor $411.54 $346.00

43 $20,649.65 53 $24,439.069Petition for Modified Release $461.11 $249.14

21 $16,494.99 25 $17,810.192Petition for Release or Discharge $712.41 $277.83

1,071 $746,303.38 1,185 $818,996.98419Petition for Termination of Parental $691.14 $588.24

101 $334,485.72 103 $335,607.7294Post-Conviction Review $3,258.33 $1,194.00

22 $14,000.48 22 $13,772.4826Probate $626.02 $595.37

2,138 $851,923.17 2,355 $932,536.232,155Probation Violation $395.98 $324.00

24 $8,432.12 32 $11,215.3630Represent Witness on Fifth $350.48 $243.00

0 $0.00 0 $0.000Resource Counsel Criminal $0.00

0 $0.00 0 $0.000Resource Counsel Juvenile $0.00

0 $0.00 0 $0.000Resource Counsel Protective Custody $0.00

1,831 $1,013,159.34 2,026 $1,124,095.72614Review of Child Protection Order $554.84 $485.60

15 $4,134.04 16 $4,680.0012Revocation of Administrative Release $292.50 $231.00

31,532 $17,286,984.21 34,762 $18,978,078.3926,697Summary $545.94 $479.01

New Cases Average
Amount

Approved PaidVouchers
Paid

Vouchers
Submitted

Submitted
AmountCase Type

Median
Amount

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services

Activity Report by Case Type
07/01/2017 to 06/30/2018

Page: 1 of 1 05/11/2022
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303 $459,073.60 274 $415,058.67192Appeal $1,514.81 $950.09

3,488 $2,368,020.97 3,146 $2,163,104.991,673Child Protection Petition $687.57 $750.42

78 $67,735.34 74 $62,978.623Drug Court $851.06 $721.56

93 $30,505.13 85 $27,555.93115Emancipation $324.19 $264.00

6,691 $5,774,254.76 5,932 $5,103,901.585,850Felony $860.40 $484.49

799 $180,312.51 707 $162,430.78863Involuntary Civil Commitment $229.75 $192.00

974 $473,940.13 877 $434,312.17882Juvenile $495.22 $330.80

2,658 $642,290.51 2,353 $571,605.032,712Lawyer of the Day - Custody $242.93 $210.00

446 $86,679.02 389 $75,842.58492Lawyer of the Day - Juvenile $194.97 $150.00

1,444 $346,538.09 1,287 $312,921.111,509Lawyer of the Day - Walk-in $243.14 $240.00

8,362 $3,487,314.09 7,513 $3,124,267.588,149Misdemeanor $415.85 $330.00

51 $26,037.91 41 $22,140.5012Petition for Modified Release $540.01 $353.21

18 $6,821.76 14 $5,506.564Petition for Release or Discharge $393.33 $285.93

1,070 $772,825.52 953 $691,237.21527Petition for Termination of Parental $725.33 $811.37

81 $147,566.18 82 $147,142.6283Post-Conviction Review $1,794.42 $1,038.00

6 $6,635.74 6 $6,635.7410Probate $1,105.96 $978.74

1,995 $851,454.74 1,767 $763,203.611,945Probation Violation $431.92 $342.00

22 $6,813.06 13 $3,993.8217Represent Witness on Fifth $307.22 $246.00

0 $0.00 0 $0.000Resource Counsel Criminal $0.00

0 $0.00 0 $0.000Resource Counsel Juvenile $0.00

0 $0.00 0 $0.000Resource Counsel Protective Custody $0.00

1,892 $1,073,604.65 1,692 $965,606.93660Review of Child Protection Order $570.69 $947.49

16 $5,546.78 15 $5,268.2820Revocation of Administrative Release $351.22 $321.00

30,487 $16,813,970.49 27,220 $15,064,714.3125,718Summary $553.44 $497.36

New Cases Average
Amount

Approved PaidVouchers
Paid

Vouchers
Submitted

Submitted
AmountCase Type

Median
Amount
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05/06/2022
Court Attorney Name City Phone Bar #Email 010

Homicide
020
Sex 
Offense

025
Serious 
Violent 
Felony

030
Other 
Felony

040
Drug 
Offense

050
Domestic
Violence

060
OUI

070
Other 
Misdeme

Unified Criminal
Docket Alfred

Andrews,  Robert Portland 207.879.9850 8980 robandrews.office@gmail.com; rob.aü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Angers,  Stewart Biddeford 207.283.8442 7885 smangers1@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Avery,  Joshua Lyman 207.985.9465 6181 josh@fairfieldandassociates.com ü ü ü ü

Bobrow,  David Eliot 207.439.4502 9164 djblaw@bedardbobrow.com ü ü ü

Brown,  Gregory Casco 207.838.1663 7003 gbb@maine.rr.com ü ü ü ü ü

Capponi,  Randa Saco 207.590.4070 4864 Randa@capponilaw.com ü

Champagne,  Roger Biddeford 207.284.1200 9273 rmchampagne1@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Connolly,  Thomas Scarborough 207.773.6460 2612 tomconnolly@RCN.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Crockett,  Matthew Windham 619.922.9409 5505 matthew@mcrockettlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Day,  Thaddeus North Yarmou207.829.9300 8472 thaddeus@mainelegalservices.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Edwards,  Andrew Portland 207.530.0102 5267 andrew@northlandlegalsolutions.com ü ü ü ü ü

Ellis,  Cameron Westbrook 207.370.4322 5450 cameron@cameronellislaw.com ü ü ü ü ü

Feagans,  Deborah Gorham 207.222.0539 8154 feaganslaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Gale,  Jon Portland 207.523.3424 8534 jgale@gale-law.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Gomes,  Jacqueline Westbrook 207.252.8989 7360 jllg@jacquelinegomes.com ü ü ü

Greenbaum,  Annie Portland 207.221.5736 5817 aeg@MaineCriminalDefense.com ü ü ü ü ü

Hansen,  Albert Kennebunk 207.467.3767 9064 al@hansenlawofficespllc.com ü

Hitchcock,  Nathaniel Kennebunk 207.292.5736 6009 nathan@mainecdg.com ü

Hoffman,  Charlene Portland 207.828.0777 3220 charleneahoffman@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Unified Criminal
Docket Alfred

Johnson,  Samuel Lyman 207.985.9465 6357 samuel@fairfieldandassociates.com ü ü ü ü ü

Langholtz,  Jeffrey Biddeford 207.283.4744 3539 langholtz@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

LeClerc,  Gregory Standish 207.200.1882 5952 gregoryleclerc@1820law.com ü ü ü

Locke,  Darren East Waterbo 207.247.8514 9177 dlocke1984@yahoo.com ü

Martin,  MIkayla Kennebunk 207.292.5736 00675 mikayla@mainecdg.com ü ü ü

McGarry,  Amy Kennebunk 207.985.4488 8348 amy@mcgarry.com ü ü ü

McGee,  Peter South Portlan 207.772.1470 1203 rpeterm1@maine.rr.com ü ü ü

Mekonis,  Joseph Saco 207.283.6610 8947 jmekonis@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Milton,  Caleigh Portland 207.608.6865 5052 caleigh.milton@cascobaylaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Mooney,  David Portsmouth 603.828.8474 3734 dmooney4law@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Nadeau,  Tina Portland 207.699.8287 4684 tinanadeaulaw@gmail.com ü

Nielsen,  Chris Biddeford 207.571.8555 9739 nielsen.esq@nielsengrouplaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Peltier,  Mark J. Portland 207.358.4909 4698 mark@rdcplawyers.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Quinn,  Daniel West Kennebu207.985.8637 8537 blixx@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü

Raftery,  Patrick Kennebunk 617.504.2047 09758 pkraftery@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Ramirez,  Amanda Newfield 207.608.3916 9592 aramirezesq@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Schmid,  Meredith York 207.337.6040 5879 meredith@schmidlawoffices.com ü ü ü

Segal,  Rubin Portland 207.879.1944 3663 rsegal@rubinsegal.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Unified Criminal
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Slaton,  Ashley Portland 207.221.5736 6328 ash@mainecriminaldefense.com ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Tyler Kennebunk 207.985.1815 4526 tsmith@lokllc.com ü

Wentworth,  Daniel Portland 207.536.7147 6014 daniel@dylanboydlaw.com ü

White,  Russell York 207.363.3833 6876 rbwhiteesq@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Wraight,  Marcus Biddeford 207.517.6680 6317 marcus@wraight.law ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Ashby,  Jefferson Presque Isle 207.760.1400 7509 jashby@ashbylawoffice.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Bailey,  Shamara   07.528.1045 6546 Baileylawfirmme@gmail.com ü

Dubois,  Richard Caribou 207.496.3280 7032 dubois.richard.esq@gmail.com ü ü

Dunleavy,  James Presque Isle 207.764.4193 8315 jdunleavy@curriertrask.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Everett,  Benjamin Presque Isle 207.768.5800 6745 beverett@swansonlawpa.com ü ü ü

Gregory,  Richard Washburn 732.688.0902 10176 richard@rmgregorylaw.com ü ü ü

Hanson,  Allan Caribou 207.492.0300 6814 awhlaw135@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Kenney,  Michele Houlton 207.521.5220 9254 michele@bloomerrussell.com ü ü ü ü

Lavertu,  L.James Madawaska 207.728.7150 1617 ljlavertu@roadrunner.com ü ü

Leonard,  Sean Preque Isle 207.760.7511 6252 sean@law-leonard.com ü ü ü

McNally,  Brian Sherman 207.365.4328 3235 btmcnallyesq@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Pickering,  Jeffrey Houlton 207.532.9988 1644 jeffreypickering62@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Prendergast,  Neil Fort Kent 207.316.4943 981 Prendergastlegal@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Rhoda,  Richard Houlton 207.532.9595 124 dick@rhodalaw.com ü ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü ü

Swanson,  Adam Presque Isle 207.768.5800 5118 aswanson@swansonlawpa.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Tanous,  Nolan Millinocket 207.723.8144 7445 ntanous@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü

Tebbetts,  John Presque Isle 207.760.7251 5453 jtebbetts@tebbettslaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Tzovarras,  Hunter Bangor 207.941.8443 4429 hunter@bangorlegal.com ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Umphrey,  Dan Caribou 207.493.1434 4502 danumphrey@icloud.com ü ü

Ward,  Robert Houlton 207.532.3237 1343 rward@pwless.net ü ü ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Unified Criminal
Docket Auburn

Akinjiola,  Akintoye Auburn 207.489.2160 6106 toye@dionnelaw.me ü ü ü ü ü

Archer,  Jesse Lewiston 207.669.5900 5713 jessejamesianarcher.esq@outlook.co ü

Brown,  Gregory Casco 207.838.1663 7003 gbb@maine.rr.com ü ü ü ü

Charest,  Richard Lewiston 207.577.5029 9514 rickcharest@roadrunner.com ü ü ü ü ü

Clifford,  John Lisbon Falls 207.353.9366 10044 jdcv@cliffordandgolden.com ü ü ü ü ü

Corey,  Paul Auburn 207.330.9216 4702 pdc.ac.ac@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Day,  Thaddeus North Yarmou207.829.9300 8472 thaddeus@mainelegalservices.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Gomes,  Jacqueline Westbrook 207.252.8989 7360 jllg@jacquelinegomes.com ü ü ü

Griffin,  Henry Lewiston 207.233.1876 7491 MaineDefenseLawyer@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hess,  George Auburn 207.782.2072 375 ghess@gppdl.com ü ü ü

Hobbs,  Jameson Auburn 207.370.5297 5100 jh@jamesonhobbs.com ü ü ü

Hornblower,  Donald Lewiston 207.777.1515 7383 donaldhornblower@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Langholtz,  Jeffrey Biddeford 207.283.4744 3539 langholtz@gwi.net ü ü ü

Leary,  Justin Auburn 207.782.3275 3661 justin@sldlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

LeClerc,  Gregory Standish 207.200.1882 5952 gregoryleclerc@1820law.com ü ü

Lobozzo,  Allan Lewiston 207.333.3891 3893 lobozzolaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Mekonis,  Joseph Saco 207.283.6610 8947 jmekonis@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Nadeau,  Tina Portland 207.699.8287 4684 tinanadeaulaw@gmail.com ü

Nielsen,  Chris Biddeford 207.571.8555 9739 nielsen.esq@nielsengrouplaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü ü

Rabasco, Jr.,  Edward Lewiston 207.333.3583 3598 erabasco@lawyers-maine.com ü ü ü ü ü

Ranger,  Jason Lewiston 207.344.6700 9162 JRanger210@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Reeves,  Charles Waterville 207.861.9859 7925 charlesreeveslaw@myfairpoint.net ü ü

Roberge,  Mitchel Lewiston 207.784.1446 6536 mrobergelaw@gmail.com ü ü

Segal,  Rubin Portland 207.879.1944 3663 rsegal@rubinsegal.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Sucy,  Stephen Lewiston 207.751.9272 8130 sucylaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Wraight,  Marcus Biddeford 207.517.6680 6317 marcus@wraight.law ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Unified Criminal
Docket Augusta

Akinjiola,  Akintoye Auburn 207.489.2160 6106 toye@dionnelaw.me ü ü ü ü

Banda,  Darrick Augusta 207.623.3731 9329 dbandalaw@gmail.com ü

Bourget,  Stephen Augusta 207.623.9964 3737 SteveJB64@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Brown,  Gregory Casco 207.838.1663 7003 gbb@maine.rr.com ü ü ü ü ü

Chipman,  Richard Bath 207.319.9226 5951 chipmanlawllc@gmail.com ü

Clifford,  John Lisbon Falls 207.353.9366 10044 jdcv@cliffordandgolden.com ü ü ü ü ü

Cohen,  Jennifer Augusta 603.355.6436 6645 jencohenlaw@gmail.com ü ü

Corey,  Paul Auburn 207.330.9216 4702 pdc.ac.ac@gmail.com ü

Crockett,  Matthew Windham 619.922.9409 5505 matthew@mcrockettlaw.com ü

Dawson,  Andrew Augusta 207.622.6161 4663 adawson@goodspeedlaw.com ü

Dube,  Daniel Lewiston 207.577.8534 5094 lewistonlawyer@gmail.com ü

French,  Justin Brunswick 207.725.5509 5593 trish@rangercopelandfrench.com ü ü ü

Greenbaum,  Annie Portland 207.221.5736 5817 aeg@MaineCriminalDefense.com ü ü ü ü ü

Hobbs,  Jameson Auburn 207.370.5297 5100 jh@jamesonhobbs.com ü ü ü

LeClerc,  Gregory Standish 207.200.1882 5952 gregoryleclerc@1820law.com ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Pelletier,  John Readfield 207.446.2216 3120 John@pelletierlawme.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Slaton,  Ashley Portland 207.221.5736 6328 ash@mainecriminaldefense.com ü ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Docket Augusta

Sucy,  Stephen Lewiston 207.751.9272 8130 sucylaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Unified Criminal
Docket Bangor

Ashe,  William Ellsworth 207.615.1344 4486 will@ashelawoffices.com ü ü ü ü

Bailey,  Shamara   07.528.1045 6546 Baileylawfirmme@gmail.com ü

Bart,  William Bangor 207.945.6111 9775 bill@wgbartlaw.com ü ü

Blaisdell,  William Ellsworth 207.667.2547 8799 wbbiv4th@gmail.com ü

Corbett,  Dawn Ellsworth 207.460.4562 8919 caf683@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Folster,  Kaylee Bangor 207.947.6915 4967 kjf@vbk.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hamrick,  Dennis Bangor 207.299.5067 8201 denhamrick1@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Harris,  Martha Bangor 207.947.0191 156 mjh@plhlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Harrow,  Seth Bangor 207.947.6915 8313 sdh@vbk.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Langworthy,  James Dover-Foxcro 207.564.0400 01009 James@cavanagh-lawoffice.com ü ü ü

Maselli,  William Portland 207.780.8400 3853 williammaselli55@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Mattson,  Harris Bangor 207.992.9158 4876 harris@bangorcriminallaw.com ü

Olesen,  Kelsey Bangor 207.947.4501 6153 kolesen@rudmanwinchell.com ü ü ü

Silverstein,  Jeffrey Bangor 207.992.9158 7115 jeff@bangorcriminallaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Caitlyn Bangor 207.947.4501 5440 csmith@rudmanwinchell.com ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Zachary Bangor 207.573.4229 5343 zachary@lawsmithmaine.com ü ü

Tanous,  Nolan Millinocket 207.723.8144 7445 ntanous@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Toothaker,  Jeffrey Ellsworth 207.667.6755 7523 jefftooth2000@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Tzovarras,  Hunter Bangor 207.941.8443 4429 hunter@bangorlegal.com ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Willey,  N. Laurence Bangor 207.262.6222 808 lwilley@midmaine.com ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Unified Criminal
Docket Bath

Brown,  Gregory Casco 207.838.1663 7003 gbb@maine.rr.com ü ü ü ü ü

Chipman,  Richard Bath 207.319.9226 5951 chipmanlawllc@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Clifford,  John Lisbon Falls 207.353.9366 10044 jdcv@cliffordandgolden.com ü ü ü ü ü

Cohen,  Jennifer Augusta 603.355.6436 6645 jencohenlaw@gmail.com ü ü

Connolly,  Thomas Scarborough 207.773.6460 2612 tomconnolly@RCN.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Corey,  Paul Auburn 207.330.9216 4702 pdc.ac.ac@gmail.com ü

Davis,  Jennifer Topsham 207.725.8788 8923 jdavislaw@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Day,  Thaddeus North Yarmou207.829.9300 8472 thaddeus@mainelegalservices.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Dolley,  Jeffrey Lewiston 207.333.3008 9444 jeffreydolley@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Dube,  Daniel Lewiston 207.577.8534 5094 lewistonlawyer@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

French,  Justin Brunswick 207.725.5509 5593 trish@rangercopelandfrench.com ü ü ü

Gomes,  Jacqueline Westbrook 207.252.8989 7360 jllg@jacquelinegomes.com ü ü

Griffin,  Henry Lewiston 207.233.1876 7491 MaineDefenseLawyer@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hoffman,  Charlene Portland 207.828.0777 3220 charleneahoffman@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Hutchinson,  Benjamin Portland 207.655.6414 5085 brhlaw.me@gmail.com ü ü ü

Johnson,  Samuel Lyman 207.985.9465 6357 samuel@fairfieldandassociates.com ü ü ü ü ü

Langdon-Gray,  Jane Damariscotta 207.619.2469 6022 jane@langdongray.com ü ü ü

LeClerc,  Gregory Standish 207.200.1882 5952 gregoryleclerc@1820law.com ü ü ü

McGee,  Peter South Portlan 207.772.1470 1203 rpeterm1@maine.rr.com ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Docket Bath

Nadeau,  Tina Portland 207.699.8287 4684 tinanadeaulaw@gmail.com ü

Nielsen,  Chris Biddeford 207.571.8555 9739 nielsen.esq@nielsengrouplaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Paris,  David Bath 207.442.7198 6781 Dparislaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Rosenberg,  Peter Brunswick 207.705.0675 9574 pmrlaw@earthlink.net ü

Smith,  Evan Brunswick 207.776.9352 8749 esmith@lawofficeofevansmith.com ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü

Sucy,  Stephen Lewiston 207.751.9272 8130 sucylaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Wright,  Andrew Brunswick 207.558.2302 9545 andrew@andrewwrightlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Zirschky,  David Rockland 207.200.7813 5647 david@midcoastmainelaw.com ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court
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Docket Belfast

Bailey,  Shamara  07.528.1045 6546 Baileylawfirmme@gmail.com ü

Hadyniak,  Tyler Belfast 207.338.1330 6294 thadyniak@maillouxmarden.com ü

MacLean,  Christopher Camden 207.236.8836 8350 chris@camdenlaw.com ü

Mattson,  Harris Bangor 207.992.9158 4876 harris@bangorcriminallaw.com ü

Shehan,  Thomas Searsport 207.218.1555 3978 shehanlawoffice@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Silverstein,  Jeffrey Bangor 207.992.9158 7115 jeff@bangorcriminallaw.com ü

Smith,  Caitlyn Bangor 207.947.4501 5440 csmith@rudmanwinchell.com ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü

Toothaker,  Jeffrey Ellsworth 207.667.6755 7523 jefftooth2000@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Tzovarras,  Hunter Bangor 207.941.8443 4429 hunter@bangorlegal.com ü

Willey,  N. Laurence Bangor 207.262.6222 808 lwilley@midmaine.com ü ü ü

Zirschky,  David Rockland 207.200.7813 5647 david@midcoastmainelaw.com ü ü ü ü ü
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Foxcroft

Bailey,  Shamara  07.528.1045 6546 Baileylawfirmme@gmail.com ü

Bos,  C. Peter Bangor 207.945.5502 2951 info@grayandpalmer.com ü ü ü ü ü

Cabot,  Benjamin Dover Foxcrof207.924.4422 4898 ben@cabotlegalservices.com ü ü ü ü

Folster,  Kaylee Bangor 207.947.6915 4967 kjf@vbk.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hamrick,  Dennis Bangor 207.299.5067 8201 denhamrick1@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Harrow,  Seth Bangor 207.947.6915 8313 sdh@vbk.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Langworthy,  James Dover-Foxcro 207.564.0400 01009 James@cavanagh-lawoffice.com ü ü ü

Maselli,  William Portland 207.780.8400 3853 williammaselli55@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Silverstein,  Jeffrey Bangor 207.992.9158 7115 jeff@bangorcriminallaw.com ü

Smith,  Caitlyn Bangor 207.947.4501 5440 csmith@rudmanwinchell.com ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü

Tanous,  Nolan Millinocket 207.723.8144 7445 ntanous@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Toothaker,  Jeffrey Ellsworth 207.667.6755 7523 jefftooth2000@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Unified Criminal
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Foxcroft

Willey,  N. Laurence Bangor 207.262.6222 808 lwilley@midmaine.com ü ü ü
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Unified Criminal
Docket Ellsworth

Bailey,  Shamara  07.528.1045 6546 Baileylawfirmme@gmail.com ü

Blaisdell,  William Ellsworth 207.667.2547 8799 wbbiv4th@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Bos,  C. Peter Bangor 207.945.5502 2951 info@grayandpalmer.com ü ü ü ü ü

Brown,  Donald Brewer 207.989.3030 8541 don@donbrownlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Coolidge,  Max Ellsworth 207.610.4624 5738 attorney.coolidge@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Corbett,  Dawn Ellsworth 207.460.4562 8919 caf683@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Ferm,  Jacob Ellsworth 207.664.1982 5269 jferm_law@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Folster,  Kaylee Bangor 207.947.6915 4967 kjf@vbk.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Gray,  Mary Brooklin 207.359.2182 7576 mnk30@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hamrick,  Dennis Bangor 207.299.5067 8201 denhamrick1@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Harrow,  Seth Bangor 207.947.6915 8313 sdh@vbk.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Helfrich,  Charles Ellsworth 207.667.8111 8454 charlie@chelfrichlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü

Juskewitch,  Steven Ellsworth 207.667.0483 272 steven@juskewitch.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Mattson,  Harris Bangor 207.992.9158 4876 harris@bangorcriminallaw.com ü

McMullen,  Ronald Ellsworth 207.667.1949 7759 ronmcmullen2002@yahoo.com ü ü ü

Silverstein,  Jeffrey Bangor 207.992.9158 7115 jeff@bangorcriminallaw.com ü

Smith,  Caitlyn Bangor 207.947.4501 5440 csmith@rudmanwinchell.com ü ü ü ü ü

Steed,  John Blue Hill 207.374.2473 5399 jsteed@ellenbestlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü

Toothaker,  Jeffrey Ellsworth 207.667.6755 7523 jefftooth2000@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Unified Criminal
Docket Ellsworth

Tzovarras,  Hunter Bangor 207.941.8443 4429 hunter@bangorlegal.com ü

Willey,  N. Laurence Bangor 207.262.6222 808 lwilley@midmaine.com ü ü ü
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Farmington

Akinjiola,  Akintoye Auburn 207.489.2160 6106 toye@dionnelaw.me ü ü ü ü

Archer,  Jesse Lewiston 207.669.5900 5713 jessejamesianarcher.esq@outlook.co ü

Carey,  Thomas Farmington 207.778.3432 4019 tom@sandershanstein.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Cohen,  Jennifer Augusta 603.355.6436 6645 jencohenlaw@gmail.com ü ü

Corey,  Paul Auburn 207.330.9216 4702 pdc.ac.ac@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Derstine,  Tucker Bridgton 207.803.8349 6202 tucker@atd-law.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Dube,  Daniel Lewiston 207.577.8534 5094 lewistonlawyer@gmail.com ü ü

Lobozzo,  Allan Lewiston 207.333.3891 3893 lobozzolaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Paris,  David Bath 207.442.7198 6781 Dparislaw@gmail.com ü

Pelletier,  John Readfield 207.446.2216 3120 John@pelletierlawme.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Rabasco, Jr.,  Edward Lewiston 207.333.3583 3598 erabasco@lawyers-maine.com ü ü ü ü ü

Ranger,  Jason Lewiston 207.344.6700 9162 JRanger210@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Farmington

Rice,  Curtis Rumford 207.369.0004 9293 curtisjrice@hotmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Sucy,  Stephen Lewiston 207.751.9272 8130 sucylaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Wilson,  Jeffrey South Paris 207.743.2096 4812 jeff@wilsonlawme.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Docket Machias

Blaisdell,  William Ellsworth 207.667.2547 8799 wbbiv4th@gmail.com ü ü

Driscoll,  James Calais 207.454.7641 10089 jedriscoll21@gmail.com ü ü ü

Juskewitch,  Steven Ellsworth 207.667.0483 272 steven@juskewitch.com ü ü ü ü ü

Mahar,  Dennis Calais 207.454.7641 3302 dlmahar@myfairpoint.net ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü

Toothaker,  Jeffrey Ellsworth 207.667.6755 7523 jefftooth2000@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Unified Criminal
Docket Portland

Andrews,  Robert Portland 207.879.9850 8980 robandrews.office@gmail.com; rob.aü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Angers,  Stewart Biddeford 207.283.8442 7885 smangers1@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Avery,  Joshua Lyman 207.985.9465 6181 josh@fairfieldandassociates.com ü ü ü ü

Bobrow,  David Eliot 207.439.4502 9164 djblaw@bedardbobrow.com ü ü ü ü ü

Brown,  Gregory Casco 207.838.1663 7003 gbb@maine.rr.com ü ü ü ü ü

Brunelle Jr,  Roger Portland 207.699.4357 9414 roger@rbrunellelaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Champagne,  Roger Biddeford 207.284.1200 9273 rmchampagne1@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Clifford,  John Lisbon Falls 207.353.9366 10044 jdcv@cliffordandgolden.com ü ü ü ü ü

Connolly,  Thomas Scarborough 207.773.6460 2612 tomconnolly@RCN.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Crockett,  Matthew Windham 619.922.9409 5505 matthew@mcrockettlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Davis,  Jennifer Topsham 207.725.8788 8923 jdavislaw@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Day,  Thaddeus North Yarmou207.829.9300 8472 thaddeus@mainelegalservices.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Donahue,  Temma Portland 207.358.4909 4153 temma@rdcplawyers.com ü ü ü ü

Dube,  Daniel Lewiston 207.577.8534 5094 lewistonlawyer@gmail.com ü ü

Duffett,  Neale Portland 207.775.1515 2328 fortiera@ccdpa.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Edwards,  Andrew Portland 207.530.0102 5267 andrew@northlandlegalsolutions.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Ellis,  Cameron Westbrook 207.370.4322 5450 cameron@cameronellislaw.com ü ü ü ü ü

Feagans,  Deborah Gorham 207.222.0539 8154 feaganslaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Ferguson,  Angus Portland 207.879.1816 8029 attorney@angusferguson.com ü ü ü ü
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French,  Justin Brunswick 207.725.5509 5593 trish@rangercopelandfrench.com ü ü ü

Gale,  Jon Portland 207.523.3424 8534 jgale@gale-law.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Gomes,  Jacqueline Westbrook 207.252.8989 7360 jllg@jacquelinegomes.com ü ü

Greenbaum,  Annie Portland 207.221.5736 5817 aeg@MaineCriminalDefense.com ü ü ü ü ü

Hansen,  Albert Kennebunk 207.467.3767 9064 al@hansenlawofficespllc.com ü

Hewes,  James South Portlan 207.773.4000 7665 Jhewes@maine.rr.com ü ü

Hoffman,  Charlene Portland 207.828.0777 3220 charleneahoffman@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Howaniec,  James Lewiston 207.777.3900 3204 jameshowaniec@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hutchinson,  Benjamin Portland 207.655.6414 5085 brhlaw.me@gmail.com ü ü ü

Johnson,  Samuel Lyman 207.985.9465 6357 samuel@fairfieldandassociates.com ü ü ü ü ü

Langholtz,  Jeffrey Biddeford 207.283.4744 3539 langholtz@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

LeClerc,  Gregory Standish 207.200.1882 5952 gregoryleclerc@1820law.com ü ü ü

Levy,  Nathaniel Portland 207.319.4431 9462 attorney@sethlevylaw.com ü ü ü ü ü

MacLean,  Jason Bridgton 207.647.2263 9336 Jmacle@aol.com ü ü ü ü ü

Martin,  MIkayla Kennebunk 207.292.5736 00675 mikayla@mainecdg.com ü ü ü

McGee,  Peter South Portlan 207.772.1470 1203 rpeterm1@maine.rr.com ü ü ü

Mekonis,  Joseph Saco 207.283.6610 8947 jmekonis@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Nadeau,  Tina Portland 207.699.8287 4684 tinanadeaulaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Nielsen,  Chris Biddeford 207.571.8555 9739 nielsen.esq@nielsengrouplaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Unified Criminal
Docket Portland

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Paris,  David Bath 207.442.7198 6781 Dparislaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Peltier,  Mark J. Portland 207.358.4909 4698 mark@rdcplawyers.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Porter,  Maurice Norway 207.743.0388 9227 bestdefense@mac.com ü ü

Raftery,  Patrick Kennebunk 617.504.2047 09758 pkraftery@gmail.com ü ü ü ü

Rivers,  Kristy South Portlan 774.404.3508 6676 KristyLRiversESQ@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Segal,  Rubin Portland 207.879.1944 3663 rsegal@rubinsegal.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Slaton,  Ashley Portland 207.221.5736 6328 ash@mainecriminaldefense.com ü ü ü ü ü

Sucy,  Stephen Lewiston 207.751.9272 8130 sucylaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü

Wentworth,  Daniel Portland 207.536.7147 6014 daniel@dylanboydlaw.com ü

Wilson,  Jeffrey South Paris 207.743.2096 4812 jeff@wilsonlawme.com ü

Wraight,  Marcus Biddeford 207.517.6680 6317 marcus@wraight.law ü ü ü

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services
Attorney Roster Report by Court

34



Page: 25 of 29

05/06/2022
Court Attorney Name City Phone Bar #Email 010

Homicide
020
Sex 
Offense

025
Serious 
Violent 
Felony

030
Other 
Felony

040
Drug 
Offense

050
Domestic
Violence

060
OUI

070
Other 
Misdeme

Unified Criminal
Docket Rockland

Chipman,  Richard Bath 207.319.9226 5951 chipmanlawllc@gmail.com ü

Cohen,  Jennifer Augusta 603.355.6436 6645 jencohenlaw@gmail.com ü ü

Langdon-Gray,  Jane Damariscotta 207.619.2469 6022 jane@langdongray.com ü ü ü

MacLean,  Christopher Camden 207.236.8836 8350 chris@camdenlaw.com ü

Pagnano,  William Rockland 207.210.4555 8156 wpagnano@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Pratt,  Jeremy Camden 207.236.0020 9966 jeremy@midcoastlaw.com ü

Purdy,  Daniel Waldoboro 207.832.6315 6792 danpurdy@roadrunner.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Evan Brunswick 207.776.9352 8749 esmith@lawofficeofevansmith.com ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü
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Skowhegan

Banda,  Darrick Augusta 207.623.3731 9329 dbandalaw@gmail.com ü

Cohen,  Jennifer Augusta 603.355.6436 6645 jencohenlaw@gmail.com ü ü

Corey,  Paul Auburn 207.330.9216 4702 pdc.ac.ac@gmail.com ü

Geller,  David Waterville 207.873.2722 8116 gellerd@thomas.edu ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Pratt,  Jeremy Camden 207.236.0020 9966 jeremy@midcoastlaw.com ü

Smith,  Stephen Augusta 207.622.3711 8720 steve@mainetriallaw.com ü

Tilton,  Thomas Waterville 207.872.6516 2913 tom@tiltonodonnell.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Tzovarras,  Hunter Bangor 207.941.8443 4429 hunter@bangorlegal.com ü
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Docket South
Paris

Akinjiola,  Akintoye Auburn 207.489.2160 6106 toye@dionnelaw.me ü ü ü ü

Archer,  Jesse Lewiston 207.669.5900 5713 jessejamesianarcher.esq@outlook.co ü

Corey,  Paul Auburn 207.330.9216 4702 pdc.ac.ac@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Derstine,  Tucker Bridgton 207.803.8349 6202 tucker@atd-law.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Griffin,  Henry Lewiston 207.233.1876 7491 MaineDefenseLawyer@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Hess,  George Auburn 207.782.2072 375 ghess@gppdl.com ü

Hornblower,  Donald Lewiston 207.777.1515 7383 donaldhornblower@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Howaniec,  James Lewiston 207.777.3900 3204 jameshowaniec@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Leary,  Justin Auburn 207.782.3275 3661 justin@sldlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Lobozzo,  Allan Lewiston 207.333.3891 3893 lobozzolaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

MacLean,  Jason Bridgton 207.647.2263 9336 Jmacle@aol.com ü ü ü ü ü

Milton,  Caleigh Portland 207.608.6865 5052 caleigh.milton@cascobaylaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü ü
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Unified Criminal
Docket South
Paris

Rabasco, Jr.,  Edward Lewiston 207.333.3583 3598 erabasco@lawyers-maine.com ü ü ü ü ü

Ranger,  Jason Lewiston 207.344.6700 9162 JRanger210@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Rice,  Curtis Rumford 207.369.0004 9293 curtisjrice@hotmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Sucy,  Stephen Lewiston 207.751.9272 8130 sucylaw@yahoo.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Wilson,  Jeffrey South Paris 207.743.2096 4812 jeff@wilsonlawme.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
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Unified Criminal
Docket Wiscasset

Avantaggio,  William Damariscotta 207.563.2655 7724 will@avantaggio.com ü ü ü ü ü ü

Bourget,  Stephen Augusta 207.623.9964 3737 SteveJB64@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Chipman,  Richard Bath 207.319.9226 5951 chipmanlawllc@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü

Cohen,  Jennifer Augusta 603.355.6436 6645 jencohenlaw@gmail.com ü

Davis,  Jennifer Topsham 207.725.8788 8923 jdavislaw@gwi.net ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Day,  Thaddeus North Yarmou207.829.9300 8472 thaddeus@mainelegalservices.net ü ü ü ü ü ü

Dube,  Daniel Lewiston 207.577.8534 5094 lewistonlawyer@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

French,  Justin Brunswick 207.725.5509 5593 trish@rangercopelandfrench.com ü ü ü

Langdon-Gray,  Jane Damariscotta 207.619.2469 6022 jane@langdongray.com ü ü ü

Paradie,  Verne Lewiston 207.333.3583 8929 Vparadie@lawyers-Maine.com ü

Paris,  David Bath 207.442.7198 6781 Dparislaw@gmail.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Pratt,  Jeremy Camden 207.236.0020 9966 jeremy@midcoastlaw.com ü

Purdy,  Daniel Waldoboro 207.832.6315 6792 danpurdy@roadrunner.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Smith,  Evan Brunswick 207.776.9352 8749 esmith@lawofficeofevansmith.com ü ü ü ü ü

Wright,  Andrew Brunswick 207.558.2302 9545 andrew@andrewwrightlaw.com ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü

Yarmosh,  Linda Boothbay Har 207.633.6700 3891 lyarmosh@myfairpoint.net ü ü ü ü ü

Zirschky,  David Rockland 207.200.7813 5647 david@midcoastmainelaw.com ü
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Source: MEJIS Data Warehouse 1
AOC D.Sorrells

4/25/22

Pending UCD Cases as of April 22, 2022

Pending On DD No IA % No IA Pending On DD No IA % No IA Pending No IA % No IA Pending On DD No IA % No IA
Androscoggin 639 77 36 5.6% 2,178 249 319 14.6% 19 4 21.1% 2,836 326 359 12.7%
Aroostook 718 94 67 9.3% 1,091 242 249 22.8% 40 33 82.5% 1,849 336 349 18.9%

Caribou 171 20 21 12.3% 211 64 33 15.6% 2 1 50.0% 384 84 55 14.3%
Fort Kent 92 10 7 7.6% 221 76 42 19.0% 15 14 93.3% 328 86 63 19.2%
Houlton 233 24 20 8.6% 370 46 91 24.6% 14 10 71.4% 617 70 121 19.6%
Presque Isle 222 40 19 8.6% 289 56 83 28.7% 9 8 88.9% 520 96 110 21.2%

Cumberland 1,328 167 120 9.0% 3,753 379 736 19.6% 84 18 21.4% 5,165 546 874 16.9%
Bridgton 23 4 3 13.0% 320 39 52 16.3% 15 2 13.3% 358 43 57 15.9%
Portland 1,281 156 115 9.0% 3,041 298 582 19.1% 51 12 23.5% 4,373 454 709 16.2%
West Bath 24 7 2 8.3% 392 42 102 26.0% 18 4 22.2% 434 49 108 24.9%

Franklin 102 29 12 11.8% 307 86 72 23.5% 28 23 82.1% 437 115 107 24.5%
Hancock 295 30 25 8.5% 550 96 118 21.5% 39 11 28.2% 884 126 154 17.4%
Kennbec 603 69 58 9.6% 1,768 295 361 20.4% 41 4 9.8% 2,412 364 423 17.5%

Augusta 585 66 55 9.4% 1,129 180 204 18.1% 28 2 7.1% 1,742 246 261 15.0%
Waterville 18 3 3 16.7% 639 115 157 24.6% 13 2 15.4% 670 118 162 24.2%

Knox 210 45 19 9.0% 463 154 103 22.2% 20 4 20.0% 693 199 126 18.2%
Lincoln 138 44 13 9.4% 259 106 54 20.8% 9 3 33.3% 406 150 70 17.2%
Oxford 401 45 41 10.2% 869 140 139 16.0% 12 5 41.7% 1,282 185 185 14.4%

Bridgton 33 9 2 6.1% 108 30 10 9.3% 1 0 0.0% 142 39 12 8.5%
Rumford 154 14 13 8.4% 363 50 66 18.2% 3 1 33.3% 520 64 80 15.4%
South Paris 214 22 26 12.1% 398 60 63 15.8% 8 4 50.0% 620 82 93 15.0%

Penobscot 994 17 137 13.8% 2,080 43 630 30.3% 74 30 40.5% 3,148 60 797 25.3%
Bangor 963 17 129 13.4% 1,628 31 452 27.8% 29 10 34.5% 2,620 48 591 22.6%
Lincoln 6 0 4 66.7% 238 1 119 50.0% 16 15 93.8% 260 1 138 53.1%
Newport 25 0 4 16.0% 214 11 59 27.6% 29 5 17.2% 268 11 68 25.4%

Piscataquis 56 1 11 19.6% 124 0 59 47.6% 38 37 97.4% 218 1 107 49.1%
Sagadahoc 156 33 26 16.7% 436 132 85 19.5% 14 4 28.6% 606 165 115 19.0%
Somerset 211 48 21 10.0% 438 113 88 20.1% 17 7 41.2% 666 161 116 17.4%
Waldo 202 38 20 9.9% 328 117 75 22.9% 22 1 4.5% 552 155 96 17.4%
Washington 188 10 16 8.5% 334 29 85 25.4% 36 24 66.7% 558 39 125 22.4%

Calais 88 6 11 12.5% 125 13 33 26.4% 18 13 72.2% 231 19 57 24.7%
Machias 100 4 5 5.0% 209 16 52 24.9% 18 11 61.1% 327 20 68 20.8%

York 1,161 116 239 20.6% 4,319 747 1,151 26.6% 148 70 47.3% 5,628 863 1,460 25.9%
Alfred 1,105 112 224 20.3% 88 19 21 23.9% 0 0 -- 1,193 131 245 20.5%
Biddeford 31 0 10 32.3% 2,423 375 705 29.1% 118 61 51.7% 2,572 375 776 30.2%
Springvale 13 3 4 30.8% 1,201 218 326 27.1% 22 8 36.4% 1,236 221 338 27.3%
York 12 1 1 8.3% 607 135 99 16.3% 8 1 12.5% 627 136 101 16.1%

TOTAL 7,402 863 861 11.6% 19,297 2,928 4,324 22.4% 641 278 43.4% 27,340 3,791 5,463 20.0%

Columns
Pending Number of cases having at least one charge without a disposition, and without a currently active warrant.

On DD Number of pending cases with an Order of Deferred Disposition entered.
No IA Number of pending cases with a complaint filed, but not having an initial appearance or arraignment held or waived.

% No IA Percent of pending cases without an initial appearance/arraignment.

Cases are categorized based on the most serious offense charged. Local ordinance violations filed with the court are not included in the reported counts.
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Source: MEJIS Data Warehouse 1
AOC D.Sorrells

1/10/22

Pending UCD Cases as of January 7, 2022

Pending On DD No IA % No IA Pending On DD No IA % No IA Pending No IA % No IA Pending On DD No IA % No IA
Androscoggin 631 80 49 7.8% 2,033 274 430 21.2% 20 9 45.0% 2,684 354 488 18.2%
Aroostook 720 84 74 10.3% 1,098 208 215 19.6% 20 9 45.0% 1,838 292 298 16.2%

Caribou 183 19 19 10.4% 258 68 25 9.7% 3 0 0.0% 444 87 44 9.9%
Fort Kent 89 7 10 11.2% 185 54 38 20.5% 1 1 100.0% 275 61 49 17.8%
Houlton 206 18 12 5.8% 321 41 69 21.5% 11 5 45.5% 538 59 86 16.0%
Presque Isle 242 40 33 13.6% 334 45 83 24.9% 5 3 60.0% 581 85 119 20.5%

Cumberland 1,315 137 93 7.1% 3,866 370 771 19.9% 114 43 37.7% 5,295 507 907 17.1%
Bridgton 20 1 3 15.0% 338 35 65 19.2% 37 23 62.2% 395 36 91 23.0%
Portland 1,271 130 88 6.9% 3,112 301 562 18.1% 61 19 31.1% 4,444 431 669 15.1%
West Bath 24 6 2 8.3% 416 34 144 34.6% 16 1 6.3% 456 40 147 32.2%

Franklin 91 22 6 6.6% 281 84 54 19.2% 6 1 16.7% 378 106 61 16.1%
Hancock 306 33 18 5.9% 591 96 118 20.0% 43 7 16.3% 940 129 143 15.2%
Kennbec 615 69 53 8.6% 1,660 268 326 19.6% 39 13 33.3% 2,314 337 392 16.9%

Augusta 593 66 50 8.4% 1,071 167 180 16.8% 23 9 39.1% 1,687 233 239 14.2%
Waterville 22 3 3 13.6% 589 101 146 24.8% 16 4 25.0% 627 104 153 24.4%

Knox 196 40 18 9.2% 444 151 71 16.0% 16 2 12.5% 656 191 91 13.9%
Lincoln 133 45 18 13.5% 304 112 50 16.4% 8 1 12.5% 445 157 69 15.5%
Oxford 392 45 51 13.0% 900 144 178 19.8% 21 8 38.1% 1,313 189 237 18.1%

Bridgton 38 6 3 7.9% 125 28 12 9.6% 2 0 0.0% 165 34 15 9.1%
Rumford 153 13 22 14.4% 356 50 93 26.1% 10 4 40.0% 519 63 119 22.9%
South Paris 201 26 26 12.9% 419 66 73 17.4% 9 4 44.4% 629 92 103 16.4%

Penobscot 1,082 21 176 16.3% 2,244 56 815 36.3% 82 45 54.9% 3,408 77 1,036 30.4%
Bangor 1,047 20 166 15.9% 1,764 41 581 32.9% 33 18 54.5% 2,844 61 765 26.9%
Lincoln 10 0 3 30.0% 257 4 153 59.5% 30 24 80.0% 297 4 180 60.6%
Newport 25 1 7 28.0% 223 11 81 36.3% 19 3 15.8% 267 12 91 34.1%

Piscataquis 40 1 5 12.5% 94 1 42 44.7% 14 13 92.9% 148 2 60 40.5%
Sagadahoc 153 31 24 15.7% 440 95 145 33.0% 24 7 29.2% 617 126 176 28.5%
Somerset 178 46 11 6.2% 497 91 144 29.0% 12 1 8.3% 687 137 156 22.7%
Waldo 208 47 14 6.7% 359 136 62 17.3% 15 4 26.7% 582 183 80 13.7%
Washington 160 10 9 5.6% 296 31 75 25.3% 25 15 60.0% 481 41 99 20.6%

Calais 72 6 5 6.9% 115 11 33 28.7% 7 5 71.4% 194 17 43 22.2%
Machias 88 4 4 4.5% 181 20 42 23.2% 18 10 55.6% 287 24 56 19.5%

York 1,164 113 207 17.8% 4,206 685 1,219 29.0% 143 70 49.0% 5,513 798 1,496 27.1%
Alfred 1,112 109 186 16.7% 94 17 18 19.1% 0 0 -- 1,206 126 204 16.9%
Biddeford 24 1 14 58.3% 2,315 356 669 28.9% 106 56 52.8% 2,445 357 739 30.2%
Springvale 16 3 3 18.8% 1,190 197 400 33.6% 24 10 41.7% 1,230 200 413 33.6%
York 12 0 4 33.3% 607 115 132 21.7% 13 4 30.8% 632 115 140 22.2%

TOTAL 7,384 824 826 11.2% 19,313 2,802 4,715 24.4% 602 248 41.2% 27,299 3,626 5,789 21.2%

Columns
Pending Number of cases having at least one charge without a disposition, and without a currently active warrant.

On DD Number of pending cases with an Order of Deferred Disposition entered.
No IA Number of pending cases with a complaint filed, but not having an initial appearance or arraignment held or waived.

% No IA Percent of pending cases without an initial appearance/arraignment.

Cases are categorized based on the most serious offense charged. Local ordinance violations filed with the court are not included in the reported counts.
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Source: MEJIS Data Warehouse 1
AOC D.Sorrells

5/9/22

Pending UCD Cases as of May 6, 2022

Pending On DD No IA % No IA Pending On DD No IA % No IA Pending No IA % No IA Pending On DD No IA % No IA
Androscoggin 628 72 31 4.9% 2,127 243 314 14.8% 14 2 14.3% 2,769 315 347 12.5%
Aroostook 690 95 56 8.1% 1,081 242 269 24.9% 34 27 79.4% 1,805 337 352 19.5%

Caribou 162 20 10 6.2% 204 63 31 15.2% 5 3 60.0% 371 83 44 11.9%
Fort Kent 82 9 4 4.9% 201 74 30 14.9% 5 4 80.0% 288 83 38 13.2%
Houlton 225 24 21 9.3% 386 47 114 29.5% 14 11 78.6% 625 71 146 23.4%
Presque Isle 221 42 21 9.5% 290 58 94 32.4% 10 9 90.0% 521 100 124 23.8%

Cumberland 1,294 163 118 9.1% 3,735 389 751 20.1% 76 22 28.9% 5,105 552 891 17.5%
Bridgton 21 4 2 9.5% 317 38 67 21.1% 17 4 23.5% 355 42 73 20.6%
Portland 1,248 152 114 9.1% 3,022 307 581 19.2% 37 11 29.7% 4,307 459 706 16.4%
West Bath 25 7 2 8.0% 396 44 103 26.0% 22 7 31.8% 443 51 112 25.3%

Franklin 103 29 13 12.6% 284 95 62 21.8% 15 10 66.7% 402 124 85 21.1%
Hancock 299 30 21 7.0% 546 91 115 21.1% 39 11 28.2% 884 121 147 16.6%
Kennbec 615 72 58 9.4% 1,770 306 371 21.0% 51 15 29.4% 2,436 378 444 18.2%

Augusta 596 69 54 9.1% 1,137 184 220 19.3% 38 13 34.2% 1,771 253 287 16.2%
Waterville 19 3 4 21.1% 633 122 151 23.9% 13 2 15.4% 665 125 157 23.6%

Knox 211 44 16 7.6% 485 158 110 22.7% 18 3 16.7% 714 202 129 18.1%
Lincoln 135 42 12 8.9% 251 111 39 15.5% 8 0 0.0% 394 153 51 12.9%
Oxford 417 44 53 12.7% 939 141 191 20.3% 16 9 56.3% 1,372 185 253 18.4%

Bridgton 36 9 4 11.1% 111 30 14 12.6% 2 1 50.0% 149 39 19 12.8%
Rumford 160 13 15 9.4% 397 51 86 21.7% 4 2 50.0% 561 64 103 18.4%
South Paris 221 22 34 15.4% 431 60 91 21.1% 10 6 60.0% 662 82 131 19.8%

Penobscot 1,017 14 150 14.7% 2,039 40 621 30.5% 66 23 34.8% 3,122 54 794 25.4%
Bangor 983 14 141 14.3% 1,621 29 465 28.7% 31 13 41.9% 2,635 43 619 23.5%
Lincoln 8 0 4 50.0% 199 1 87 43.7% 8 7 87.5% 215 1 98 45.6%
Newport 26 0 5 19.2% 219 10 69 31.5% 27 3 11.1% 272 10 77 28.3%

Piscataquis 53 2 6 11.3% 102 5 36 35.3% 19 16 84.2% 174 7 58 33.3%
Sagadahoc 157 38 31 19.7% 473 143 125 26.4% 16 6 37.5% 646 181 162 25.1%
Somerset 221 46 16 7.2% 439 111 102 23.2% 10 0 0.0% 670 157 118 17.6%
Waldo 202 39 19 9.4% 327 117 72 22.0% 27 7 25.9% 556 156 98 17.6%
Washington 183 10 8 4.4% 289 25 42 14.5% 27 12 44.4% 499 35 62 12.4%

Calais 81 6 4 4.9% 108 12 19 17.6% 12 4 33.3% 201 18 27 13.4%
Machias 102 4 4 3.9% 181 13 23 12.7% 15 8 53.3% 298 17 35 11.7%

York 1,176 119 244 20.7% 4,277 751 1,085 25.4% 150 72 48.0% 5,603 870 1,401 25.0%
Alfred 1,120 116 233 20.8% 83 21 16 19.3% 0 0 -- 1,203 137 249 20.7%
Biddeford 30 0 6 20.0% 2,406 380 644 26.8% 121 63 52.1% 2,557 380 713 27.9%
Springvale 14 2 4 28.6% 1,169 218 300 25.7% 20 7 35.0% 1,203 220 311 25.9%
York 12 1 1 8.3% 619 132 125 20.2% 9 2 22.2% 640 133 128 20.0%

TOTAL 7,401 859 852 11.5% 19,164 2,968 4,305 22.5% 586 235 40.1% 27,151 3,827 5,392 19.9%

Columns
Pending Number of cases having at least one charge without a disposition, and without a currently active warrant.

On DD Number of pending cases with an Order of Deferred Disposition entered.
No IA Number of pending cases with a complaint filed, but not having an initial appearance or arraignment held or waived.

% No IA Percent of pending cases without an initial appearance/arraignment.

Cases are categorized based on the most serious offense charged. Local ordinance violations filed with the court are not included in the reported counts.
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MAINE COMMISSION ON INDIGENT LEGAL SERVICES
FY21 FUND ACCOUNTING

AS OF 06/30/2021

4,372,000.00$         4,312,000.00$         4,452,000.00$         
48,000.00$              48,000.00$              48,000.00$              

-$                          -$                          -$                          
80,000.00$              -$                          -$                          

(1,236,587.00)$       (961,785.00)$           (422,569.00)$           
-$                          -$                          -$                          
-$                          -$                          -$                          

3,263,413.00$        3,398,215.00$        4,077,431.00$        15,461,725.00$    
1 (765,783.81)$           4 (1,102,607.41)$       7 (1,426,842.35)$       10
2 (940,166.23)$           5 (1,007,967.84)$       8 (1,298,739.59)$       11
3 (1,428,757.76)$       6 (1,221,776.56)$       9 (1,403,907.03)$       12

(62,405.00)$             13,277.00$              20,550.50$              (9,825.00)$             
(66,300.00)$             13,260.00$              13,260.00$              (26,520.00)$          

-$                          (92 400.00)$             -$                          (92 400.00)$          
0.20$                        0.19$                        (18,247.47)$             495,733.30$         

Q4 Month 12

Counsel Payments Q4 Allotment 4,722,666.00$         
Interpreters Q4 Encumbrances for Justice Works contract 18,752.50$              
Private Investigators Barbara Taylor Contract 13,260.00$              
Mental Health Expert James Drake training contract -$                          
Misc Prof Fees & Serv Q4 Expenses to date (4,240,698.12)$       
Transcripts Remaining Q4 Allotment 513,980.38$            
Other Expert
Process Servers
Swanson Law hotel reimb
Counsel Payments Prior FY
SUB-TOTAL ILS Monthly Total (71,339.62)$             

Total Q1 110,837.23$            
Service Center Total Q2 175,002.15$            
DefenderData Total Q3 173,104.66$            
Parking Fees in Lewiston Total Q4 255,624.89$            
Mileage/Tolls/Parking Fiscal Year Total 714,568.93$            
Mailing/Postage/Freight
West Publishing Corp
Safety/Protective Supplies
Office Supplies/Eqp.
Cellular Phones
OIT/TELCO
Office Equipment Rental
Risk Mngmnt Emploee bonds ins
Barbara Taylor monthly fees
Legal Ads
AAG Legal Srvcs Quarterly Payment
SUB-TOTAL OE

(1,758,780.12)$          

 $                 (6,035.00)

-$                                           

TOTAL

513,980.38$                             

Q2Mo.Q1

4,722,666.00$                          

 $         (1,665,780.45)

(2,115,293.17)$                         
Total Budget Allotments
Total Expenses

Budget Order Adjustment

 $                               -   

 $                    (211.96)

18,752.50$                               

(21,660.05)$               

(714.99)$                     

 $                       (45.84)

 $                 (2,334.16)
 $                    (102.17)

 $                    (531.90)

 $                               -   
 $                 (4,420.00)

 $                               -   

(6,722.21)$                  

 $                               -   

48,000.00$                               

-$                                           

(366,624.83)$                            
(1,758,780.12)$                         

2,560,941.00$                          

INDIGENT LEGAL SERVICES

13,260.00$                               

 $                       (37.82)

Encumbrances (B Taylor)

Budget Order Adjustment

TOTAL REMAINING

Reduction due to encumberance closure

OPERATING EXPENSES

 $               (18,812.50)
 $                    (250.00)

 $                               -   

 $               (11,155.10)
 $                    (350.00)

 $                    (504.00)

Mo. FY20 TotalMo.Q3 Q4

Financial Order Unencumbered Balance Fwd

Mo.

 $               (30,949.00)

FY21 Professional Services Allotment
FY21 General Operations Allotment
FY20 Encumbered Balance Forward   

Account 010 95F Z112 01                                        
(All Other)

Encumbrance (Jamesa Drake training contract)

Encumbrances (Justice Works)

INDIGENT LEGAL SERVICES

-$                                           

 $                 (9,472.76)

 $         (1,737,120.07)

-$                                           

2,113,725.00$                          

 $                    (350.26)

Non-Counsel Indigent Legal Services $                               -   
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About the Sixth Amendment Center

The Sixth Amendment Center seeks to ensure that no person faces potential time in jail 
or prison without first having the aid of a lawyer with the time, ability and resources to 
present an effective defense, as required under the United States Constitution. The 6AC 
does so by measuring public defense systems against established standards of justice. 
When shortcomings are identified, 6AC helps states and counties make their courts fair 
again in ways that promote public safety and fiscal responsibility.
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Introduction

Private lawyers appointed to represent the indigent accused have significant financial conflicts 
imposed upon them by the State of Wisconsin. Evidence suggests financial considerations have 
undermined the constitutional imperative for independent, conflict-free, and effective public 
defense services. As a result, Wisconsin’s ability to provide constitutional right to counsel 
services is undermined.

These are the core findings of the May 2015 report Justice Shortchanged: Assigned Counsel 
Compensation in Wisconsin. The study, commissioned by the Wisconsin Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers (WACDL) and conducted by the Sixth Amendment Center (6AC), in 
cooperation with the Defender Initiative at Seattle University School of Law (SUSL), sought to 
achieve two broad aims1:

• To explain whether the manner in which Sixth Amendment lawyers are paid in 
Wisconsin is in violation of recognized national standards of justice; and,

• To explain the impact the low compensation rate is having on the constitutional right to 
counsel in Wisconsin.

Indeed, that Wisconsin’s compensation rate for Sixth Amendment lawyers is the lowest in 
any state in the country is undisputed. Attorneys defending the indigent accused are paid $40 
per hour, a rate that has not changed in 20 years — since 1995 when the Wisconsin legislature 
reduced the rate from $50 per hour. Although $40 per hour may sound like a decent wage to 

1 The Sixth Amendment Center seeks to ensure that no person faces potential time in jail or prison without first 
having the aid of a lawyer with the time, ability and resources to present an effective defense, as required under the 
United States Constitution. The 6AC does so by measuring public defense systems against established standards of 
justice. When shortcomings are identified, 6AC helps states and counties make their courts fair again in ways that 
promote public safety and fiscal responsibility. 

The 6AC contracted with the Defender Initiative of the Fred T. Korematsu Center for Law and Equality at Seattle 
University School of Law (SUSL Defender Initiative) to help with the research on this project. The SUSL Defender 
Initiative is a law school-based project aimed at providing better representation for people accused of crimes through 
a unified vision that combines research, advocacy, and education.

Assigned Counsel Compensation in Wisconsin

JUSTICE SHORTCHANGED PART II
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some, Justice Shortchanged demonstrates that for the average lawyer $40 per hour is not enough 
even to pay for basic overhead expenses like office rent and utilities. This leaves the appointed 
lawyer without a reasonable fee on which to live.

Worse, Wis. Stats § 977.08(3) requires the state to enter into annual contracts with private 
attorneys set at a fixed rate that is less than would be received under the appointed system 
described above. As Justice Shortchanged made clear, such flat fee contracts invariably produce 
financial incentives for appointed lawyers to triage work in favor of some defendants, to the 
detriment of others.

Justice Shortchanged demonstrates that unreasonable compensation rates and flat fee contractual 
arrangements to represent the poor in criminal courts are constitutional violations because each 
pits the attorney’s financial well-being against the client’s right to conflict-free representation. 
The financial conflicts involved can and do interfere with a lawyers’ ethical obligation to give 
undivided loyalty to each and every defendant.

On May 25, 2017, a coalition of attorneys appeared in the Assembly Parlor of the State Capitol 
to announce the filing of a petition in the Supreme Court of Wisconsin seeking to end financial 
conflicts of interests in the appointment of private lawyers to represent poor people charged 
with crimes in the state. The coalition includes two former Supreme Court of Wisconsin justices, 
the entire leadership of the State Bar of Wisconsin, noted law professors, and numerous high-
profile leaders of the legal community from all ends of the political spectrum whose joint 
interest is to urge the Supreme Court to take action where the legislative branch has failed to do 
so for nearly 40 years. Specifically, the coalition asked the court to raise the appointed counsel 
hourly compensation rate (from $40 per hour to $100 per hour) and ban the practice of capping 
compensation regardless of the time needed to provide effective representation.

On June 21, 2017, the Supreme Court of Wisconsin discussed the petition at an open rules 
conference and voted to proceed with a public hearing, set for May 16, 2018. In preparation for 
the hearing, the Supreme Court of Wisconsin sent the petitioners a letter dated January 19, 2018 
setting out written answers to a series of questions, including a request for information on how 
other states assigned counsel compensation rates change over time. 

This update to Justice Shortchanged by the Sixth Amendment Center (6AC) seeks not only to 
provide that information, but to also analyze why Wisconsin’s rates have been stagnant for so 
long. To do so first requires an explanation of the various ways states seek to implement the 
constitutional right to counsel.

Indigent Defense Services in the 50 States

Although the provision of Sixth Amendment indigent defense services is a state obligation 
through the Fourteenth Amendment,2 defining how states choose to deal with that constitutional 
requirement varies widely. Some states pass on the entirety of its right to counsel duty to local 

2 Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 343-45 (1963).
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governments, while other states delegate no responsibility at all. A significant number of other 
states try to strike a balance between sharing a portion of the financial burden of providing a 
lawyer to the indigent accused with its cities and counties. However, there is wide variation in 
what “shared responsibility” means. Some of these states contribute the vast majority of funding 
while others contribute only a minimal amount. 

To be clear, it is not believed to be unconstitutional for a state to delegate some or all of its 
constitutional responsibilities to its counties and cities, but in doing so the state must guarantee 
that local governments are not only capable of providing adequate representation, but that they 
are in fact doing so.3 This can only be accomplished if there is some state agency charged with the 
oversight and evaluation of defender services. Some states have permanent statewide indigent 
defense commissions or boards that either oversee all indigent defense services (both primary 
and conflict) or are authorized to set and enforce standards — including compensation standards 
— on localized right to counsel services. Other states have similar commissions or boards but 
limit their oversight capabilities to only certain types of cases or certain regions of the state. And, 
in those states that do have commissions or boards, some states insolate these bodies from undue 
political and judicial interference in accordance with national standards, and some do not.

The variations amongst how states deal with the Sixth Amendment does not stop at funding and 
oversight. The number of structural approaches to providing lawyers to the poor is great. City, 
county or state governments may employ public attorneys on either a full-time or part-time 
basis4 or pay for private lawyers to provide representation. Private lawyers may be under contract 
to take an unlimited number of cases for a flat fee, or be paid a single rate per case, or be paid 
hourly (with compensation capped at a set level, or not). And, the authority to set the hourly 
rates, compensation caps and contracted amounts can occur within any of the three-branches of 
government and at any local, county or states-level.

Moreover, a state may have a sound assigned counsel compensation standard but seldom 
rely on such services (e.g., only in the most serious cases). A state may have government-
employed lawyers for the majority of case classification of cases but use private lawyers for only 
select types of cases. other types (e.g., direct appeals), or they may give a first co-defendant a 
government-employed lawyer but assign the second co-defendant a private lawyer. A state may 

3 Cf. Robertson v. Jackson, 972 F.2d 529, 533 (4th Cir. 1992) (although administration of a food stamp program 
was turned over to local authorities, “’ultimate responsibility’ . . . remains at the state level.”); Claremont School 
Dist. v. Governor, 794 A.2d 744 (N.H. 2002) (“While the State may delegate [to local school districts] its duty to 
provide a constitutionally adequate education, the State may not abdicate its duty in the process.”); Osmunson v. 
State, 17 P.3d 236, 241 (Idaho 2000) (where a duty has been delegated to a local agency, the state maintains “ultimate 
responsibility” and must step in if the local agency cannot provide the necessary services); Letter and white paper 
from American Civil Liberties Union Foundation et al to the Nevada Supreme Court, regarding Obligation of States 
in Providing Constitutionally-Mandated Right to Counsel Services (Sept. 2, 2008) (“While a state may delegate 
obligations imposed by the constitution, ‘it must do so in a manner that does not abdicate the constitutional duty it 
owes to the people.’”) available at http://www.nlada.net/sites/default/ les/ nv_delegationwhitepaper09022008.pdf.
4 On top of this, two states (Florida and Tennessee) give the electorate the right to vote into office a full-time 
chief public defender on either a circuit or district basis. Another state (Nebraska) requires counties of a certain 
population threshold to elect defenders while allowing all other counties the option of electing chief defenders. 
California authorizes a single county (San Francisco County) to elect its chief public defender.
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develop and fund a sophisticated delivery system for the representation of people charged with 
felony offenses, and then leave the total responsibility for misdemeanor representation to local 
government — however the cities or counties choose to provide those services.

A state may require local government to design and pay for a local delivery system but then have 
a state-run organization reimburse the cities and counties a percentage of those costs.  Not only 
do the percentage of reimbursement vary in each of these states, but reimbursement plans may 
be based on meeting state-imposed standards (or not), be based on a percentage of criminal 
cases arising in a local jurisdiction (or not), or simply be based on geographical considerations 
(or not). And, some of these states require all counties to participate in the reimbursement plan, 
while others allow local governments to either opt-into, or to opt-out of, the state plan.

Therefore, to answer the question it is first necessary to establish the classification of states that 
are comparable to Wisconsin in terms of: a) funding; b) state oversight; and, c) delivery models.

Categorizing Wisconsin

The Wisconsin State Public Defenders (SPD) is an executive branch agency providing right to 
counsel services throughout the state. The Governor, with advice and consent of the Senate, 
appoints nine people to the Public Defender Board that oversees the SPD. The board appoints 
the chief public defender of the SPD, who is responsible for carrying out the board’s policies and 
directives.

Primary right to counsel services throughout Wisconsin are provided by attorneys who are 
employees of the Wisconsin State Public Defender (SPD). SPD has 35 local public defender 
offices to handle trial level services. For conflict cases, SPD has an Assigned Counsel Division 
set apart from the primary system through ethical screens that oversees private attorneys who 
are appointed on a case-by-case basis. As noted above, private attorneys are paid in one of two 
ways by the state: either an hourly rate; or (in misdemeanor cases only) a flat, per case contracted 
amount. 

National advocates (including the author of this report) have been misclassifying Wisconsin for 
years as a 100% state-funded, 100% state-oversight system with uniform oversight of primary 
public defender services and conflict assigned counsel services.

Indigent defense services in Wisconsin are not 100% state-funded
Although the vast majority of indigent defense representation is funded by the state, there is one 
notable exception. “If lawyers are unavailable or unwilling to represent indigent clients at the 
SPD rate of $40 per hour, or when clients do not qualify under existing SPD eligibility standards 
but nonetheless are unable financially to retain counsel, judges then must appoint lawyers at 
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county expense.”5 SCR 81.02 authorizes counties to pay $70 per hour6 (as opposed to the state 
rate of $40/hour) for attorneys appointed in these instances.

County funding of the states’ constitutional obligations in this regard is not insignificant. 
Although the absence of reliable data will be a common theme throughout this updated report, 
the Sixth Amendment Center reviewed limited data collected by the Wisconsin Association of 
Counties.

Although Wisconsin has 72 counties, data was collected from only 36 of those counties (exactly 
50% of counties). The population of those 36 counties is 2,229,038 (or, 39% of the state’s 
population of 5,726,986). The 36 counties exclude the states three most populated counties 
(Dane, Milwaukee and Waukesha).

The 6AC only reviewed actual expenditure information in 20 of the 36 counties. Therefore, in 16 
counties our review consisted of projections based on their budgeted amount only. 

Table 1. Indigent defense spending by county (excluding Dane, Milwaukee, and Waukesha 
counties)
County Pop. Rate Budget Expenditure Hrs. (Budget) Hrs. (Expend.)
Adams 20,875 $70.00  $100,000 1,428.57 
Ashland 16,157 $70.00  $28,000 400.00 
Barron 45,870 $70.00  $765,000 10,928.57 
Bayfield 15,014 $70.00  $15,000 214.29 
Brown 248,007 $70.00  $180,263 2,575.19 
Buffalo 13,587 $70.00  $12,000 171.43 
Burnett 15,457 $80.00  $10,000 125.00 
Calumet 48,971 $70.00  $20,000 285.71 
Columbia 56,833 $70.00  $15,330 219.00 
Crawford 16,644 $70.00  $4,440 63.43 
Door 27,785 $70.00  $12,921 184.59 
Douglas 44,159 $62.50  $176,501 2,824.02 
Dunn 43,857 $70.00  $13,660 195.14 
Florence 4,423 $85.00  $10,000 117.65 
Fond du Lac 101,633 $70.00  $172,000 2,457.14 

5 See State v. Dean, 163 Wis. 2d 503, 471 N.W.2d 310 (Ct. App. 1991). Also see In the matter of the petition 
to amend Supreme Court Rule 81.02 (June 2011), at https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/rulhear/DisplayDocument.
pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=67390 (last visited March 2015).
6 The rule reads: “SCR 81.02 Compensation. (1) Except as provided under sub. (1m), attorneys appointed by any 
court to provide legal services for that court, for judges sued in their official capacity, for indigents and for boards, 
commissions and committees appointed by the supreme court shall be compensated at the rate of $70 per hour or a 
higher rate set by the appointing authority. The Supreme Court shall review the specified rate of compensation every 
two years. . . . (1m) Any provider of legal services may contract for the provision of legal services at less than the rate 
of compensation under sub. (1). . . . (2) The rate specified in sub. (1) applies only to services performed after July 1, 
1994.”
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County Pop. Rate Budget Expenditure Hrs. (Budget) Hrs. (Expend.)
Grant 51,208 $70.00  $40,000 571.43 
Green Lake 19,051 $70.00  $17,965 256.64 
Iowa 23,687 $70.00  $15,941 227.73 
Jefferson 83,686 $70.00  $100,794 1,439.91 
Kenosha 166,426 $70.00  $38,500 550.00 
Kewaunee 20,574 $70.00  $15,000 214.29 
Manitowoc 81,442 $70.00  $40,000 571.43 
Marathon 134,063 $70.00  $200,000 2,857.14 
Monroe 44,673 $70.00  $137,000 1,957.14 
Oneida 35,998 $70.00  $25,626 366.09 
Outagamie 176,695 $70.00  $73,399 1,048.56 
Portage 70,019 $70.00  $74,865 1,069.50 
Richland 18,021 $70.00  $10,000 142.86 
Rock 160,331 $70.00  $63,922 913.17 
Sauk 61,976 $65.00  $71,750 1,103.85 
St. Croix 84,345 $70.00  $60,000 857.14 
Taylor 20,689 $70.00  $5,120 73.14 
Trempealeau 28,816 $70.00  $25,011 357.30 
Vilas 21,430 $70.00  $13,977 199.67 
Washington 131,887 $70.00  $110,000 1,571.43 
Wood 74,749 $70.00  $153,500 2,192.86 
TOTAL  2,229,038   $ 1,770,899  $1,056,586 25,255.49 15,475.51 

It is estimated that $2,827,485 is dedicated to county-paid defender services in these 36 counties.7 
Dividing either the total expenditure or the total budgeted amount for a county by its prevailing 
hourly rate, the 6AC determined that approximately 40,731 hours of attorney time was dedicated 
to county-funded cases (15,475 based on expenditure; 25,255 based on projected budgets).8 If 
the per capita spending of these 36 counties was applied to the total state population, Wisconsin 
counties may be spending more than $7 million dollars per year on these cases.9

7 $1,056,586 based on actual expenditures (20 counties) and $1,770,899 on budgeted amounts (16 counties).
8 Although the majority of counties pay a rate of $70 per hour, the rate is by no means universal. Some counties 
pay a different amount by case-type; some counties pay a different rate in-court of out-of-court; and, some counties 
have a different rate for travel time. To try to help the court project the impact of an increased rate on counties, we 
have used the felony in-court rate to account for the variances.

If all of those hours were paid at a rate of $100/hour, the cost to those 36 counties would be $4,073,100 (40,731 
hours x $100/hour). This is an increase of $1,245,614 over current expenditure/budget ($2,827,485), or an increase 
of 44%. If that increase was pro-rated by county population, it would be an increase of $0.56 per capita ($1,245,614/
total population of 2,229,0380 in the 36 counties). And, if that per capita increase was applied to the total state 
population, the cost of increasing the hourly rate to $100/hour could be $3,200,312 to the counties ($0.56 X total 
state population of 5,726,986).
9 $2,827,485 / 2,229,038 (population of 36 counties) X 5,726,986 (population of state) = $7,264,554.04.
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Again, the provision of Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel is an obligation 
of the states under the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Because the 
“responsibility to provide defense services rests with the state,” national standards unequivocally 
declare “there should be state funding and a statewide structure responsible for ensuring uniform 
quality statewide.”10

State funding is called for by national standards in part because the local jurisdictions most 
in need of indigent defense services are often the ones least able to afford them. In many 
instances, the circumstances that limit a county’s revenue — such as low property values, 
high unemployment, high poverty rates, limited household incomes, and limited educational 
attainment — are correlated with high crime rates. In high poverty areas, more people accused of 
crime are indigent and entitled to public defense services. Further, these counties typically spend 
more on social services such as unemployment compensation or housing assistance, leaving less 
money available for protecting people’s rights under the Sixth Amendment.

Wisconsin is the only state in the country with a state-funded, state-administered public defense 
system that makes its counties pay a higher rate for attorneys whenever the state cannot get a 
lawyer to take a case. 

Wisconsin does not have 100% state oversight nor uniform oversight of primary 
and conflict services
Although the U.S. Supreme Court has never directly considered whether it is unconstitutional 
for a state to delegate its 14th Amendment constitutional responsibility to its counties, if a 
state chooses to place any part of its responsibility on its local governments then the state must 
guarantee that the local governments are not only capable of providing adequate representation 
but that they are in fact doing so.11 To accomplish this, there needs to be a state-entity that has 
the authority to promulgate and enforce uniform standards regardless of whether said services 
are funded by the state or local government. 

Yet, an indigent defendant who is facing the possibility of incarceration in Wisconsin will 
be represented by one of three types of attorneys performing under very different levels of 
supervision and compensation: (1) an assistant state public defender who is employed by the 
State Public Defender (SPD) and who is compensated at an annual salary with all of their 
overhead provided and who receives in-house supervision;12 or (2) a private attorney who is 
paid a maximum of $40 per hour and who must provide all of their own overhead and has only 
limited supervision;13 or (3) a private attorney appointed by a judge who is paid $70 per hour by 
the county and who must provide all of their own overhead and has no independent supervision 
at all.14 

10 Ten Principles of a Public Defense Delivery System § 2 cmt. (AM. BAR ASS’N 2002).
11 Supra, note 3.
12 Wis. Stat. § 977.08(5).
13 Wis. Stat. § 977.08(4m)(c) (2016).
14 Wis. S. Ct. R. 81.02. See also Friedrich v. Dane County Circuit Ct., 531 N.W.2d 32 (Wis. 1995).
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Perhaps to understand Wisconsin’s lack of appropriate state oversight, it is necessary to compare 
Wisconsin to another state. The Massachusetts Committee for Public Counsel Services (CPCS) is 
a 100% state funded judicial branch agency overseeing the delivery of indigent defense services in 
all courts across the state of Massachusetts. CPCS is a board of 15-members, appointed by diverse 
authorities to ensure that no one branch of government can exert disproportionate influence 
over the delivery of right to counsel services.15 Since its founding in 1983, CPCS has traditionally 
provided the bulk of right to counsel representation through assigned counsel, with public 
defender offices handling only the most serious cases in the more urban areas of the state.16 CPCS 
has an extensive process to qualify for assigned counsel panels and the certification requirements 
increase with each level of court and case type.17

Although the Wisconsin SPD has attorney qualification standards too, that is where the 
similarities end. CPCS has an extensive system of supervision for the private bar attorneys. 
CPCS maintains annual contracts with non-profit bar advocate programs in each county. The 
composition of the local volunteer boards is determined according to statewide standards 
promulgated by CPCS. Those bar advocate programs in turn select a volunteer board to 
review attorney applications using CPCS’ minimum statewide qualifications standards. More 
importantly, the county bar programs are also responsible for the actual assignment of cases 
to individual attorneys. Private attorneys accepting public case assignments agree to abide by 
CPCS’ “Performance Guidelines Governing Representation of Indigents in Criminal Cases,” 
and the direct review of ongoing attorney performance is also handled locally. Each county bar 
program maintains contracts with private attorneys who handle no cases, instead acting solely as 
supervisors for the private attorneys who represent clients.

And, because CPCS constantly evaluates the assigned counsel system and tracks an extensive 
amount of data, CPCS knew in 2004 when Massachusetts’ own low rates (then at rates of $40/
hour) were negatively impacting their attorneys’ willingness to take cases. Armed with data, 

15 Governor (2 appointees); President of the Senate (2); Speaker of the House of Representatives (2); and, the 
Supreme Court Justices (9 – of whom five must be: one public defender, one private bar advocate, one criminal 
appellate attorney, one with public administration/finance experience, and one current or former law school dean or 
faculty member). The board appoints CPCS’s chief counsel to run the agency from its central office in Boston.
16 The delivery of direct services at the trial level is divided between two divisions, the Public Defender Division 
and the Private Counsel Division, each with a deputy chief counsel at its head. The deputy chief counsel for the 
Public Defender Division and the deputy chief counsel for the Private Counsel Division sit as equals on the agency’s 
executive team, and ethical screens maintain confidentiality of direct services between one division and the other and 
between each division and the central office.
17 There is no minimum level of experience required for attorneys to handle misdemeanors and concurrent 
felonies in District Court (the lowest level of qualification). Instead, selection is based on merit and interviews with 
the local volunteer board. Attorneys selected must then complete a 7-day training program (or apply for a waiver), 
which involves lectures each day along with small group sessions targeting skills training (client interviews, ethics, 
direct/cross, immigration consequences, etc.). Attorneys seeking approval for Superior Court work are required to 
have handled a minimum of six criminal jury trials as lead counsel within the past five years. A state blue ribbon 
panel of “top notch” attorneys then reviews their applications. Finally, each attorney must complete 8 hours of 
mandatory CLE, with CPCS pre-approving specific sessions. Certain attorneys may also need additional training, 
which is determined by the attorneys and the private bar supervisors. Certification to handle murder cases requires 
a minimum of 10 jury trials, of which five must be felonies carrying a potential of life imprisonment, within the past 
five years.
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CPCS was the plaintiff in the lawsuit18 (joined by the American Civil Liberties Union). Although 
the Massachusetts Court declined to raise compensation rates, it found that defendants were 
being denied their constitutional right to counsel due to the lack of attorneys willing to serve at 
the low rates, stating “[w]e need not wait for counsel’s presence or the articulation of a specific 
harm before we may remedy the denial of counsel in the early stages of a case.” The Court 
ordered that pre-trial detainees be released after seven days if no counsel was appointed and that 
charges be dismissed after 45 days against any defendant who was entitled to counsel and had not 
received one.

Days after the ruling, out of fear that potentially violent defendants were to be released on to the 
streets, the Massachusetts state legislature passed a bill improving compensation for indigent 
defense attorneys and establishing “a commission to study the provision of counsel to indigent 
persons who are entitled to the assistance of assigned counsel.” This resulted in an increase in 
assigned counsel compensation rates and the CPCS budget has more than doubled since 2004.

Wisconsin’s oversight of indigent defense services contrast markedly with Massachusetts. 
First, the SPD does not have diverse appointing authorities for its Board membership. When 
a single branch of government appoints all members that branch exerts undue interference 
whether or not it is consciously done.  That is, it is our national experience, that when a chief 
public defender is appointed by a board that was appointed by a single branch of government, 
that chief defender often does what is in the interests of that branch of government rather than 
what is necessary to ensure constitutionally-effective representation. To be clear, the Sixth 
Amendment Center has not formally study SPD and cannot say to what extent our national 
perspective applies here, but we do note that it is more than possible that the judiciary and 
legislative branches have not acted to raise the assigned counsel compensation rates because they 
do not have co-responsibility for the indigent defense system.  At the very least, it is difficult to 
see SPD taking the same litigation approach to low assigned counsel compensation rates that 
Massachusetts did.

Furthermore, it appears as though the assigned counsel system is not a co-equal part of the 
SPD.  That is, the antagonism between the SPD and the private bar is greater than the 6AC 
has witnessed in many states. The SPD does not employ contracted supervisors for the private 
attorneys and appears to take a ‘hands off” approach once a case is assigned to a private attorney. 
Worse, the state of Wisconsin has no idea of how many indigent defendants are represented by 
county-funded attorneys nor the amount of money spent to secure representation because no 
one is charged with tracking this data. 

Without even knowing which defendants are being defended by which attorneys, the state is 
unable to even begin to ensure that each and every defendant receives effective representation.

18 Lavallee v. Justices in the Hampden Superior Court, No. SJC-09268, 812 N.E.2d 895 (Mass. July 28, 2004).
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Indeed, the lack of uniform state oversight presents equal protection concerns. Each and every 
defendant has a constitutional right to effective representation that is free from conflicts of 
interest.19 As the U.S. Supreme Court stated in Glasser v. United States, “‘assistance of counsel’ 
guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment contemplates that such assistance be untrammeled and 
unimpaired by a court order requiring that one lawyer shall simultaneously represent conflicting 
interests.”20 Importantly, an indigent defendant with whom a public defense attorney has a 
conflict (including the 2nd and 3rd and 4th etc. codefendant in a single case) has exactly the 
same Sixth Amendment right to counsel as does the defendant who has no conflict. Yet, similarly 
situated indigent defendants who are represented by attorneys providing representation under 
such dramatically different financial incentives and receiving significantly differing levels of 
supervision cannot be receiving equal protection of the law when defendant #1 has a supervised 
salaried defender where overhead is covered, defendant #2 is paid $40/hour with no overhead 
and limited supervision, and defendant#3 is paid $70/hour with no state oversight at all.21

Assessing Systemic Effectiveness

The lack of state oversight is not by itself outcome-determinative. That is, the absence of 
institutionalized statewide oversight does not mean that all right to counsel provided by private 
attorneys are constitutionally inadequate. But it does mean that the state has no idea whether its 
Fourteenth Amendment obligation to provide competent Sixth Amendment services is being 
fulfilled. 

Two principal U.S. Supreme Court cases, decided on the same day, together describe the tests 
used to determine the constitutional effectiveness of right to counsel services. United States 
v. Cronic22 and Strickland v. Washington.23 Strickland is used after a criminal case is final to 
determine retrospectively whether the lawyer provided effective assistance of counsel; it sets out 
a two-pronged test of whether the appointed lawyer’s actions were unreasonable and prejudiced 
the outcome of the case. Cronic explains that, if certain systemic factors are present — or 
necessary factors are absent — at the outset of a case, then a court should presume that ineffective 
assistance of counsel will occur. 

19 See, e.g., Wood v. Georgia, 450 U.S. 261, 271 (1981) (“Where a constitutional right to counsel exists, our Sixth 
Amendment cases hold that there is a correlative right to representation that is free from conflicts of interest.”); 
Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 US 335, 346 (1980) (“Defense counsel have an ethical obligation to avoid conflicting 
representations and to advise the court promptly when a conflict of interest arises during the course of trial.”); 
Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60, 70 (1942).
20 Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60, 70 (1942).
21 The Wisconsin legislature was clearly aware that all indigent defendants are entitled to equal protection under 
the law, because it requires the public defender board to: “Promulgate rules establishing procedures to assure that 
representation of indigent clients by the private bar at the initial stages of cases assigned under this chapter is at 
the same level as the representation provided by the state public defender. Promulgate rules to accommodate the 
handling of certain potential conflict of interest cases by the office of the state public defender. The rules shall not 
provide for the automatic referral of all potential conflict of interest cases to private counsel.” Wis. Stat. § 977.02(5), 
(6) (2016).
22 466 U.S. 648 (1984).
23 466 U.S. 668 (1984).
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Hallmarks of a structurally sound indigent defense system under Cronic include the early 
appointment of qualified and trained attorneys with sufficient time and resources to provide 
effective representation under independent supervision. The absence of any of these factors can 
show that a system is presumptively providing ineffective assistance of counsel. It is these Cronic 
parameters that the State of Wisconsin must assure are being met systemically.

Presence of counsel at critical stages
The first factor that triggers a presumption of ineffectiveness is the absence of counsel for the 
accused at the “critical stages” of a case. Arraignments,24 plea negotiations,25 and sentencing 
hearings,26 for example, are all critical stages of a case. If counsel is not present at every one of 
these critical stages, an actual denial of counsel occurs.

A data review suggests that in lieu of paying the $70 hourly rate for representation, counties are 
allowing indigent defendants to enter into plea agreements pro se. The 6AC and Court Data 
Technologies analyzed the rate of pro se representation as recorded in court data. The problem 
appears to be particularly acute regarding misdemeanor representation where attorneys may 
not be inclined to travel for a case that will not last long and/or where a defendant may take, for 
example, a plea deal for time serve pre-trial to be able to get out of jail.

The table next page looks at pro se rates in the more populated counties. Less populated counties 
were eliminated because of the small sample size. For example, although it is quite alarming 
that nearly half (48.44%) of misdemeanor defendants in Florence County were recorded as 
unrepresented in 2016, it is based on only 44 such cases.

The pro se rates in the urban centers of Milwaukee and Dane Counties are about what one would 
expect to find nationally (10% or less). Although not uniformly the case, it is concerning that 
counties further from the Milwaukee-Madison corridor have higher rates of pro se defendants 
and that the rate is increasing.

24 Hamilton v. Alabama, 368 U.S. 52, 53-55 (1961).
25 Lafler v. Cooper, 132 S. Ct. 1376, 1386 (2012); Padilla v. Kentucky, 559 U.S. 356, 373 (2010); McMann v. 
Richardson, 397 U.S. 759, 771, 771 n.14 (1970).
26 Lafler, 132 S. Ct. at 1386; Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U.S. 510, 538 (2003); Glover v. United States, 531 U.S. 198, 203-
04 (2001); Mempa v. Rhay, 389 U.S. 128, 134, 137 (1967).
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prosecution and the defense. Rather, the adversarial process requires states to ensure that both 
functions have the resources they need at a level their respective roles demand. As the U.S. 
Supreme Court notes: “While a criminal trial is not a game in which the participants are expected 
to enter the ring with a near match in skills, neither is it a sacrifice of unarmed prisoners to 
gladiators.”28

Cronic’s necessity of a fair fight requires the defense function to put the prosecution’s case 
to the “crucible of meaningful adversarial testing.”29 If a defense attorney is either incapable 
of challenging the state’s case or barred from doing so because of a structural impediment, a 
constructive denial of counsel occurs. 

In Cronic, the Court points to the deficient representation received by the defendants known 
as the “Scottsboro Boys” and detailed in the U.S. Supreme Court case of Powell v. Alabama30 as 
demonstrative of constructive denial of counsel. The trial judge overseeing the Scottsboro Boys’ 
case appointed a real estate lawyer from Chattanooga, who was not licensed in Alabama and was 
admittedly unfamiliar with the state’s rules of criminal procedure.31 The Powell Court concluded 
that defendants require the “guiding hand”32 of counsel — i.e., attorneys must be qualified and 
trained to help the defendants advocate for their stated interests.

Justice Shortchanged notes that a survey of Wisconsin criminal defense attorneys was conducted 
to discover what impacts exist in Wisconsin in relation to the low attorney compensation 
rate.33 Nearly one half of respondents (49.4%) stated that they represent fewer public defender 
appointed clients than in the past. This is in addition to the 6.8% of respondents stating that 
they no longer take SPD appointed cases at all.34 These results confirm what SPD reported its 

28 Cronic, 466 U.S. at 657 (citing United States ex rel. Williams v. Twomey, 510 F.2d 634, 640 (7th Cir. 1975)).
29 Id. at 656-57 (“The right to the effective assistance of counsel is thus the right of the accused to require the 
prosecution’s case to survive the crucible of meaningful adversarial testing. When a true adversarial criminal trial has 
been conducted – even if defense counsel may have made demonstrable errors – the kind of testing envisioned by 
the Sixth Amendment has occurred. But if the process loses its character as a confrontation between adversaries, the 
constitutional guarantee is violated.”).
30 In 1931, nine young black men stood accused in Alabama of the capital crime of rape. Their trial made national 
headlines, and quickly they became known as the “Scottsboro Boys.”
31 A retired local attorney who had not practiced in years was also appointed to assist in the representation of all 
nine co-defendants.
32 Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45, 68-69 (1932) (“The right to be heard would be, in many cases, of little avail if 
it did not comprehend the right to be heard by counsel. Even the intelligent and educated layman has small and 
sometimes no skill in the science of law. If charged with crime, he is incapable, generally, of determining for himself 
whether the indictment is good or bad. He is unfamiliar with the rules of evidence. Left without the aid of counsel 
he may be put on trial without a proper charge, and convicted upon incompetent evidence, or evidence irrelevant 
to the issue or otherwise inadmissible. He lacks both the skill and knowledge adequately to prepare his defense, 
even though he may have a perfect one. He requires the guiding hand of counsel at every step in the proceedings 
against him. Without it, though he be not guilty, he faces the danger of conviction because he does not know how to 
establish his innocence.”).
33 The survey was sent electronically to 1,277 criminal defense attorneys, using lists provided by WACDL and the 
SPD. These lists include attorneys currently taking cases and those that no longer take cases for whatever reason. 
E-mail analytics show that 166 bounced back as having wrong email addresses. This means that 1,111 surveys were 
sent with 378 people filling out the survey (a 34% response rate).
34 A quarter of the attorneys state that the number has remained the same. 18.5% say that they’ve increased the 
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2013-2015 Biennial Budget Issue Paper: “Although there are currently about 1,100 lawyers on the 
appointment lists, about 25% of them take less than five cases per year and more than 10% take 
one or less cases per year.”35

This is important because there appear to be two distinct classes of appointed attorneys: (a) those 
attorneys that take occasional cases (perhaps out of a self-perceived duty to the Court or SPD); 
and (b) those lawyers that represent a significant number of SPD defendants. But, before delving 
deeper into that divide it is important to note that regardless of how many SPD cases an attorney 
takes on annually, the survey showed that Wisconsin attorneys spend, on average, about 13% less 
time working on their appointed cases than on similar retained cases.

Sufficient time 
Having been assigned unqualified counsel, the Scottsboro Boys’ trials proceeded immediately 
that same day.36 Powell notes that the lack of “sufficient time” to consult with counsel and to 
prepare an adequate defense was one of the primary reasons for finding that the Scottsboro Boys 
were constructively denied counsel, commenting that impeding counsel’s time “is not to proceed 
promptly in the calm spirit of regulated justice, but to go forward with the haste of the mob.”37 
Insufficient time is, therefore, a marker of constructive denial of counsel, and the inadequate time 
may itself be caused by any number of things, including but not limited to excessive workload or 
contractual arrangements that produce negative fiscal incentives to lawyers to dispose of cases 
quickly.

A lawyer must be appointed early to represent the accused so that she can work with the client to 
develop the level of trust that is essential to her ability to be effective – what the Supreme Court 
has described as “those necessary conferences between counsel and accused which sometimes 
partake of the inviolable character of the confessional.”38 However, the work of the 6AC shows 
that surveyed attorneys reported that they spend 37% less time, on average, meeting with their 
appointed clients than they do with their retained clients. 

Motions are a vitally important component of an attorney’s litigation strategy. Where the 
government’s evidence was acquired through an unlawful search, as one example, a defense 
lawyer’s motion can suppress such evidence, thereby increasing the chances of a better plea offer 
from the prosecution or maybe even obtaining a dismissal of the charges entirely. As the judge 
in the Federal lawsuit challenging the constitutionality of the indigent defense services in two 
Washington cities noted, “no hard and fast number of pretrial motions or trials is expected,” but 
when hardly any motions are ever filed, and the number of trials is “incredibly small” it is a “sign 
of a deeper systemic problem.”39

number of appointed cases they have accepted.
35 SPD, 2013-2015 Biennial Budget Issue Paper, provided to authors by SPD staff.
36 Over the course of the next three days, four separate all-white juries, trying the defendants in groups of two or 
three at a time, found all nine of the Scottsboro Boys guilty, and all but one was sentenced to death. The youngest – 
only 13 years old – was instead sentenced to life in prison.
37 Powell, 287 U.S. at 56-59.
38 Id.
39 Wilbur v. City of Mount Vernon, No. C11-1100-RSL, 989 F. Supp.2d 1122 (W.D. Wash. Dec. 4, 2013).
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The Wisconsin survey revealed that attorneys who have a higher number of public defender cases 
tend not to file motions in their cases, and they are more likely to resolve cases by their public 
defender clients pleading to the offense charged. This suggests that attorneys with many SPD 
cases are prioritizing speed in order to make representation more profitable. Even if that is not 
the conscious intent, the pressure of having to make a living can have that effect.

Independence of the defense function
Perhaps the most noted critique of the Scottsboro Boys’ defense was that it lacked independence 
from governmental interference. As noted in Strickland, “independence of counsel” is 
“constitutionally protected,” and “[g]overnment violates the right to effective assistance when it 
interferes in certain ways with the ability of counsel to make independent decisions about how to 
conduct the defense.”40 In specific relation to judicial interference, the Powell Court stated:

[H]ow can a judge, whose functions are purely judicial, effectively discharge the 
obligations of counsel for the accused? He can and should see to it that, in the 
proceedings before the court, the accused shall be dealt with justly and fairly. He 
cannot investigate the facts, advise and direct the defense, or participate in those 
necessary conferences between counsel and accused which sometimes partake of 
the inviolable character of the confessional.41

While Cronic and Powell focus on independence of counsel from judicial interference, other U.S. 
Supreme Court decisions extend the independence standard to political interference as well. In 
the 1979 case, Ferri v. Ackerman,42 the United States Supreme Court stated that “independence” 
of appointed counsel to act as an adversary is an “indispensable element” of “effective 
representation.” Two years later, the Court observed in Polk County v. Dodson43 that states have a 
“constitutional obligation to respect the professional independence of the public defenders whom 
it engages.” Commenting that “a defense lawyer best serves the public not by acting on the State’s 
behalf or in concert with it, but rather by advancing the undivided interests of the client,” the 
Court notes in Polk County that a “public defender is not amenable to administrative direction 
in the same sense as other state employees.”44 The Cronic Court clearly advises that governmental 
interference that infringes on a lawyer’s independence to act in the stated interests of defendants 
or places the lawyer in a conflict of interest causes a constructive denial of counsel.

Wisconsin interferes with the defense by imposing financial conflicts of interests on the 
attorneys. As reported in Justice Shortchanged, in November of 2013, the Wisconsin State Bar 
Association published the results of its 2013 Economics of Practice Survey.45 For 2012, Wisconsin 

40 Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 686 (1984).
41 Powell, 287 U.S. at 61.
42 444 U.S. 193, 204 (1979).
43 454 U.S. 312, 321-22 (1981).
44 Id.
45 Wisconsin State Bar Association. 2013 Economics of Practice Survey: Results published in Wisconsin Lawyer, 
November 2013, Volume 86, Number 9, available at: http://www.wisbar.org/newspublications/wisconsinlawyer/
pages/article.aspx?Volume=86&Issue=9&ArticleID=11150 (last visited March 2015).
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private practitioners had median total annual overhead expenses of $102,050. To calculate an 
average overhead rate, the annual median expenses must be divided by twelve months and then 
divided again by the number of hours the average attorney works in a month. Based on the 
WSBA survey, the average practitioner spends approximately $8,500.00 on overhead expenses 
per month.46 The WSBA survey reports that Wisconsin attorneys work, on average, 47 hours per 
week.47 Assuming the average month consists of 4.33 weeks,48 Wisconsin attorneys work about 
204 hours per month.49 This means that the average overhead rate in Wisconsin is $41.79,50 
or slightly more than the total $40 per hour compensation offered by the state. Because the 
Wisconsin assigned counsel hourly compensation is not sufficient to cover overhead expenses, it 
is easy to conclude that attorneys are not paid a “reasonable fee” above and beyond that. 

Implications of a Cronic Analysis in Wisconsin 

Between 2009 and 2017, courts in six states have allowed civil class action lawsuits to go forward, 
where the plaintiffs allege that indigent criminal defendants are being systemically denied their 
right to counsel based on the Cronic criteria explained above. In each of these cases, the courts 
have concluded that indigent defendants do not have to wait until their individual criminal cases 
are concluded and then prove that they received ineffective assistance of counsel. Instead, the 
courts have held that indigent defendants may seek to vindicate their right to counsel before it is 
denied to them in the first place.51

Again, the Cronic Court explains that, when actual denial of counsel occurs or when a lawyer 
provides representation within an indigent defense system that constructively denies the right 
to counsel, the representation is presumptively ineffective. The government bears the burden 
of overcoming that presumption. The government may argue that the defense lawyer in a 
specific case will not be ineffective despite the structural impediments in the system, but it is the 
government’s burden to prove this. 

But, as the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals noted over 30 years ago in Wahlberg v. Israel,52 “if 
the state is not a passive spectator of an inept defense, but a cause of the inept defense, the burden 
of showing prejudice [under Strickland] is lifted. It is not right that the state should be able to say, 
‘sure we impeded your defense — now prove it made a difference.’”53

46 $102,050 divided by 12 equals $8,504.17.
47 Supra note 22.
48 Dividing 52 weeks per year by twelve months equals 4.33 weeks per month.
49 Multiplying 47 hours per week by 4.33 weeks per month equals 203.51 hours per month.
50 This figure is calculated by dividing the monthly overhead expenses ($8,504.17) by the average number of hours 
worked per month (203.51 hours). 
51 Duncan v. Michigan, No. 278652 (Mich. Ct. App. June 11, 2009); Hurrell-Harring v. New York, 930 N.E.2d 217 
(N.Y. 2010); Heckman v. Williamson County, Texas, No. 10-0671 (Tex. June 8, 2012); Phillips v. California, No. 
15-CE-CG-02201 (Cal. Super. Ct. Apr. 13, 2016); Kuren v. Luzerne County, 146 A.3d 715, 178 (Pa. 2016); Tucker v. 
Idaho, No. 43922 (Idaho Apr. 28, 2017).
52 766 F.2d 1071 (7th Cir. 1985).
53 Id. at 1076. 
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This is precisely the situation in Wisconsin. Because the state itself fails to keep reliable data to 
allow petitioners or others to conclusively show that the low compensation rates is negatively 
impacting the quality of representation, it is not right for the court or others to conclude 
therefore that no problem exists. 

The Appendix is a timeline of attempts by petitioners to collect data. Additionally, the Sixth 
Amendment Center attempted to survey Circuit Court Judges to see whether the low assigned 
counsel compensation rates were having a negative impact on the quality of representation. 
Although some judges were forthcoming in their criticism of the low rates, none authorized us to 
use their comments publicly for fear of political backlash.54

Putting Wisconsin in context of all of the 50 states

Now that Wisconsin is properly categorized it is necessary to categorize all states by funding, 
state oversight, and delivery systems before discussing how the other states change their assigned 
counsel compensation rates.

Funding
There are three broad classifications for how states fund the right to counsel:

• State-funded services: This classification is defined as those states that relieve its local 
government of all responsibility for funding right to counsel services even if alternative 
revenue sources (e.g., court fines and/or fees) are used in addition to state general 
fund appropriations. Also included are those states that allow, but do not require, local 
governments to augment state indigent funding if they so choose. 

54 The 6AC reached out to 38 Circuit Judges (38) in the following thirteen counties: Bayfield, Brown, Columbia, 
Green, La Crosse, Manitowac, Marathon, Rusk, Sawyer, Shawano, Washington, Waushara, and Wood. The response 
rate was poor (only five judges responded). Most indicated that the assigned counsel compensation rates were 
negatively impacting practices.

The most vocal of respondents stated that the inability of SPD to properly serve his county means that he has to 
rely on assigned counsel to a greater extent than others.  He said there are some attorneys willing to take cases at the 
$40/hour rate but that he was not impressed with their quality. He has started to get SPD on the record regarding 
their efforts to find attorneys.  He recently asked in a case how many calls the SPD placed to lawyers and they said at 
least 45.

He finds himself in a bad position because he considers it to be un-American to hold people in jail without 
attorneys. At the same time, he does not want to release someone on to the streets if the person poses a serious threat 
to public safety. He therefore spends a “significant” amount of time assigning lawyers under the $70 rate. He says he 
has a list of local attorneys that he knows simply “waits it out” by refusing the $40/hr rate knowing that the judge will 
eventually call them to work at the $70/hr rate.

We talked at length about why he thought other judges have been reluctant to talk to me.  He said that it is all 
politics. No one wants to be the person out in front of this issue. He said, “I too don’t want to be the face of this 
issue.”

One other judge said that she is seriously considering conscripting the local bar to provide services pro bono.
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• Mixed state and local-funded services: This classification includes all states that require 
local governments to share the funding costs of providing the right to counsel. This 
category includes states that provide almost all right to counsel funding as well as those 
where cities and counties shoulder the majority of funding. The thing that distinguishes 
the states in this category that provide less than half of all indigent defense funding from 
those in category C (below) is that the state governments in this classification spend a 
significant sum of money on trial-level services in a significant number of regions in the 
state. 

• Minimal or no state-funded services: The states in this classification obligate their local 
governments to bear the vast majority of costs for indigent defense services while the state 
contributes minimal to no state funding. This includes those states that pay for all, or a 
portion of, indigent appellate services but leave all funding responsibilities for indigent 
trial-level services to its local governments. 

Table 3. Right to counsel funding by state
Category State
A. State Funded
26 States (52%)
 
 

Alabama Florida Maryland New Mexico Virginia
Alaska Hawaii Massachusetts North Carolina West Virginia
Arkansas Iowa Minnesota North Dakota
Colorado Kentucky Missouri Rhode Island  
Connecticut Louisiana Montana Oregon  
Delaware Maine New Hampshire Vermont  

B. Mixed 
Funding 
12 States (24%)

Georgia New Jersey Oklahoma Texas  
Indiana New York South Carolina Wisconsin  
Kansas Ohio Tennessee Wyoming  

C. Minimal State 
Funds
12 States (24%)

Arizona Illinois Nebraska Utah  
California Michigan Pennsylvania Washington  
Idaho Mississippi South Dakota  
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Twenty-six states (52%) relieve all local government of the financial burden to fund the right to 
counsel. Twenty-one states in this classification provide right to counsel funding through a state 
general fund appropriation.55 Three of these states (Arkansas, Kentucky and Virginia) allow local 

55 Even this statement is not entirely accurate. Fourteen states have other (minimal) funding sources: 1) Arkansas: 
The Arkansas Public Defender Commission is state-funded except “[t]he cost of facilities, equipment, supplies, and 
other office expenses” and “additional personnel” beyond public defenders, secretaries, and support staff, which 
costs are borne by the counties. See Ark. Code Ann. § 16-87-302; 2) Florida: Funding for all public defenders’ 
offices “shall be provided from state revenues appropriated by general law” and counties are not required to 
provide any funding other than for the local facilities, utilities, and communications services. Fla. Const. art. V, 
§ 14; 3) Kentucky: The funding for the Department of Public Advocacy (DPA) comes predominantly from the 
state general funds, but also from three special funds: court-ordered partial fees paid by clients who are financially 
able to pay toward the cost of their representation, Ky. Rev. Stat. Ann. §31.211 (West 2010); DUI services fees 
assessed on every person convicted of a DUI, Ky. Rev. Stat. Ann. §189A.050 (West 2010); and court costs of which 
DPA receives 3.5% capped at a maximum of $1.75 million, Ky. Rev. Stat. Ann. §43.320(2)(f) (West 2010); 4) 
Massachusetts: The Committee for Public Counsel Services funding is a general appropriation, although a portion 
of the appropriation comes from fees assessed on indigent clients to defray the cost of public representation. Mass. 
Gen. Laws Ann. ch. 211D § 2A (West 2010); 5) Minnesota: A general fund appropriation is augmented through 
a non-reverting special revenue fund that comes from fees assessed on indigent clients to defray the cost of public 
representation, Minn. Stat. Ann. § 611.20 (West 2012); 6) Missouri: Funding for all public defense services is 
provided through a general appropriation, except that cities and counties provide office space and utilities. Mo. Rev. 
Stat. § 600.040 (2015). There is also a “Legal Defense and Defender Fund” that holds receipts from fees assessed on 
indigent clients to defray the cost of public representation, which are used for designated defense-related expenses. 
Mo. Rev. Stat. § 600.090, .093 (2015); 7) Montana: Funding is predominantly through a general appropriation, 
but the state also has a special revenue fund that holds a public defender account that receives various assessments, 
Mont. Code Ann. § 47-1-110 (2015); 8) New Mexico: Funding is through a general fund appropriation, N.M. Stat. 
Ann. § 31-15-5 (West 2010), plus a small Public Defender Automation Fund, N.M. Stat. Ann. § 31-15-5.1 (West 
2010), that receives application fees collected from those seeking to have a public defender appointed, N.M. Stat. 
Ann. § 31-15-12.C. (West 2010); 9) North Carolina: Funding is through three line items in the general appropriation 
budget: the Indigent Defense Service fund; the Public Defender Service fund; and the Indigent Persons’ Attorney Fee 
Fund. Every person applying for counsel in trial-level criminal cases is also assessed a mandatory $60 fee, of which 
$55 is remitted to the state Indigent Persons’ Attorney Fee Fund. N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-455.1. Convicted clients 
who are capable of paying for some portion of their representation can be assessed a fee, which is collected by the 
local court and deposited to the state treasury. N.C. GEN. STAT. §§ 7A-455. A small amount of funds is collected 
by the county or municipal court as a facility fee, imposed as a cost assessed against criminal defendants, and the 
collected funds remain in the coffers of the locality to defray facility costs. N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-304(a)(2); 10) 
North Dakota: Funding is primarily through a general fund appropriation, though there is also a small special fund 
that receives money from court administration fees and indigent defense application fees; 11) Oregon: The state 
provides all funding, and 98% of that is through a general fund appropriation, while the remaining 2% is through 
the Public Defense Services Account, which is continuously appropriated to the Commission, Or. Rev. Stat. 
Ann. § 151.225 (West 2013). The Public Defense Services Account receives: reimbursements from public defense 
services clients who are financially able to pay a portion of the cost of their representation, Or. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 
135.050(8), 151.487,151.505, 419A.211, 419B.198, 419C.203, 419C.535 (West 2013); 12) Rhode Island: Funding is 
predominantly through a general appropriation, R.I. Gen. Laws  § 12-15-7 (2010), although the Office of the Public 
Defender is authorized to accept grants and funds from other than the state, which are deposited into a restricted 
receipt account for the use of the public defense system, R.I. Gen. Laws  § 12-15-5 (2010); 13) Vermont: The largest 
portion of the funding is through a general fund appropriation. Additionally, there is a Public Defender Special 
Fund that receives money from: indigent clients who are financially able are required to reimburse the state for their 
representation, Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 13 § 5238 (2015); and, a surcharge assessed against every person convicted of 
operating a vehicle under the influence of alcohol, VT. Stat. Ann. tit. 23 § 1210(j) (2015); 14) Virginia: Funding 
is provided by almost entirely from a general fund appropriation. Counties and cities may, but are not required to, 
supplement the compensation of the public defender attorneys. Va. Code Ann. § 19.2-163.01:1 (2010). Convicted 
clients are assessed the cost of their representation as a cost of prosecution and collections go to the Commonwealth. 
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governments to augment state funding with local funding if they so choose.56 Two other states 
use alternative revenue streams as their primary funding method (Alabama57 and Louisiana58), 
but do not require local governments to fund services.

Twelve states (24%) require shared funding for the right to counsel indigent defense services 
between state and local governments. Wisconsin is the only state that requires counties to fund 
indigent defense services when the state system has a conflict or is unable to secure private 
attorneys to take cases. Two states (Oklahoma and Tennessee) provide almost all funds for 
indigent defense representation, but each state has counties that fall outside of full state funding.59 

Va. Code Ann. §§ 19.2-163, -163.4:1 (2010).
56 In Kentucky, Jefferson County (Louisville) augments state funding of the right to counsel. Arkansas counties 
and municipalities both may augment state funding although only the city of Little Rock has chosen to do so. No 
Virginia counties contribute to indigent defense funding though they are statutorily allowed to augment state funds. 
57 Alabama assesses a filing fee in civil court matters that is collected in a central fund dedicated to indigent defense 
services ALA CODE § 12-19-251 establishes the “Fair Trial Tax Fund” (“Fund”). ALA CODE § 12-19-72 requires 
circuit and district courts to assess, collect and remit civil filing fees to the Fund in the following manner:  a) For 
cases filed on the small claims docket of the district court in which the matter in controversy, exclusive of interest, 
costs, and attorney fees, totals one thousand five hundred dollars ($1,500) or less, seventeen dollars ($17) to the 
Fair Trial Tax Fund; b) For cases on the small claims docket of the district court in which the matter in controversy, 
exclusive of interest, costs, and attorney fees, exceeds one thousand five hundred dollars ($1,500), twenty-one 
dollars ($21) to the Fair Trial Tax Fund; and, c) For cases filed in circuit court, twenty-five dollars ($25) to the Fair 
Trial Tax Fund. By statute, if the amount in the fund is insufficient to cover the annual costs of indigent defense 
representation, the difference must be covered by the state General Fund. ALA CODE § 12-19-252.
58 The majority of funding for trial-level indigent defense services in Louisiana comes from non-governmental 
generated revenue in the form of court fines and fees. Each judicial district has a Judicial District Indigent Defender 
Fund that receives money collected by the courts within that jurisdiction from a $45 fee assessed on convictions 
for all offenses other than parking violations and on bond forfeitures. La. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 15:168 (2015). Clients 
seeking appointed counsel are also assessed a nonrefundable $40 application fee that deposits to the local Judicial 
District Indigent Defender Fund. La. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 15:175.A.(1)(f)-(h) (2015). Clients who are financially able 
may also be ordered to make reimbursement for their representation, and payments are deposited to the local 
Judicial District Indigent Defender Fund. La. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 15:176(2015). The funds deposited to the Judicial 
District Indigent Defender Fund are non-reverting and remain permanently within the judicial district where they 
are collected. La. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 15:168 (2015).

The single greatest revenue generator for indigent defense is a special court cost (currently $45) assessed against 
every criminal defendant convicted after trial, pleads guilty or no contest, or who forfeits his or her bond for 
violation of a state statute or a local ordinance other than a parking ticket. The result is that the most significant 
funding for trial-level defense services in Louisiana comes from fees assessed on traffic tickets.There is no correlation 
between what can be collected through traffic tickets and the resources needed to provide effective representation. 
Reliance on fee-generated funding of public defense places law enforcement officers in the unenviable position of 
dramatically decreasing indigent defense revenue when they uphold public safety concerns. For example, a Louisiana 
Sheriff may determine it is in the community’s best interest to focus his own limited resources on the prevention of a 
particular type of crime (e.g., the spread of opioids or methamphetamines). Objectively, that decision to shift police 
personnel from traffic enforcement to drug prevention may be the exact best thing for public safety. At the very least, 
it is a public policy that local voters in Louisiana can either support or reject when re-electing a Sheriff in a future 
election. However, the rededication of police resources in such a hypothetical would result in a decrease in public 
defense revenue while contemporaneously causing an increase in the need for public defense attorneys to represent 
those accused of drug crimes. Putting law enforcement in this position simply makes no sense.
59 Oklahoma County (Oklahoma City) and Tulsa County (Tulsa) fund their own indigent defense services. Services 
in the rest of Oklahoma are state-funded. Public defender offices in Davidson County (Nashville) and Shelby County 
(Memphis) receive some state funding but each county must contribute significant local funding as well. All other 
indigent defense representation in Tennessee is state-funded.
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As the result of a class action settlement, another state (New York) provides all funding for 
trial-level services in five counties.60 Two states (South Carolina and Wyoming) have state-
administered indigent defense services but ask all of their counties to fund a portion of the cost.61 
Two states (Kansas and New Jersey) split the cost of representation by case-type.62 In four states 
(Georgia, Indiana, Ohio, and Texas), counties are required to fund trial-level services, but the 
state then provides some amount of funding to reimburse some portion of the counties’ costs.63

 

60 In October 2014, the State of New York settled a class action lawsuit, Hurrell-Harring v. New York, that alleged 
defendants were being deprived of their right to counsel in five upstate counties. As part of that settlement, the state 
is required to fund and administer defender services in those five counties. The state of New York also currently 
provides some limited resources to improve defender services in other counties through a centralized grant-making 
office. 

In June 2016, the New York General Assembly and Senate both unanimously passed a bill to have the state of 
New York state reimburse its counties and New York City for all expenses for the right to counsel phased in over 
seven years: 25% in 2017; 35% in 2018; 45% in 2019; 55% in 2020; 65% in 2021; 75% in 2022; and full reimbursement 
as of April 1, 2023 and every year after. If signed by the Governor, New York will be reclassified as “state-funded” if 
and when that statutory promise is fulfilled.
61 The South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense is a statewide, state-funded organization charged with 
overseeing the state’s delivery of indigent defense services. The commission hires and pays the salary of chief public 
defenders in the16 state court circuits. However, although the circuit defenders are state employees, the assistant 
public defenders are employees of one of the counties within their circuits.

The Wyoming Office of the Public Defender (OPD) directs the delivery of all right to counsel services across the 
state. However, counties are statutorily required to reimburse the state 15% of costs based upon an equitable formula 
that takes into account such factors as population, property valuation, and level of serious crime. Thus, all indigent 
defense budget decisions occur at the state level.
62 Kansas pays for all appellate and felony representation while its counties pay for misdemeanor and juvenile 
delinquency representation. New Jersey funds appellate, felony and delinquency representation while municipalities 
fund misdemeanor representation.
63 The Georgia Public Defender Standards Council (GPDSC) does not directly provide services to clients but rather 
it provides support of various types and serves as the fiscal officer for circuit public defender offices, Ga. Code Ann. 
§ 17-12-6 (2015). Under certain circumstances, single county judicial circuits can elect to “opt-out” of the circuit 
public defender system and instead use an alternative delivery system if: (1) the existing system had a full-time 
director and staff and had been operational for at least two years on July 1, 2003; (2) GPDSC determined the system 
meets or exceeds standards; (3) the county submitted a resolution to the GPDSC by September 30, 2004 requesting 
to opt out; and (4) the county fully funds the system, though the Council will still provide some funds to that county. 
Ga. Code Ann. § 17-12-36 (2015).

Indiana reimburses those counties that opt to meet state-standards up to 45% of the cost of providing indigent 
defense representation in non-capital trial services (excluding misdemeanors) and 50% for capital trial services. 
However, thirty-seven of Indiana’s 92 counties do not choose to participate in the state’s non-capital case 
reimbursement program as of the end of 2015. And, while any county with an indigent death penalty case can apply 
for reimbursement of 50% of their defense expenses, only 43 counties have ever done so.

The Ohio State Public Defender (OSPD) provides direct representation in only non-death adult appeals and 
post-conviction cases. Trial-level services are the responsibility of the state’s 88 counties, though a county may opt to 
contract with the OSPD to provide these services (only 10 counties have done so). OSPD also reimburses counties up 
to 50% of the costs of providing trial-level representation.

The Texas Indigent Defense Commission (TIDC) disseminates state funding to counties to offset the cost of 
meeting TIDC standards. Additionally, TIDC has increasingly provided state funding for regional (multi-county) 
delivery systems for certain case-types. For example, the Lubbock Regional Capital Defender Office represents clients 
in death penalty cases in 94 counties scattered across the state. TIDC funds a regional defender office to handle adult 
felony and misdemeanor cases in Bee County, Live Oak County and McMullen County, while juvenile delinquency 
and mental health matters are still funded locally.
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In twelve states (24%) there is negligible to no funding of trial-level services by the state, leaving 
local government to bear the vast majority of costs for indigent defense services. Three states 
(Idaho, Michigan and Utah) recently enacted statutes that when fully implemented will provide 
significant state money to local jurisdictions to meet state-imposed standards. Each of these three 
states will be re-classified as “mixed state and local-funded” states whenever implementation 
occurs. 

Two states (Illinois and Mississippi) provide minimal funding for a minimal portion of trial-
level indigent defense services while providing state-funded appellate services.64 One state 
(Nevada) provides representation in counties that opt-into a state-run public defender office, 
though counties must still pay a significant portion of the cost of that program (80%).65 Another 
state (Nebraska) has a limited state-funded office that provides direct representation in some 
capital trials, appeals, some serious non-capital felonies involving drugs and violent crime, and 
otherwise serves as a resource and training center for the county-based systems. Three other 
states (Arizona, California and Washington) provide no state funding of trial-level services but 
provide state funding for some other services.66 Two states (Pennsylvania and South Dakota) 
provide no funding of any indigent defense representation.

State oversight
There are also three broad classifications for how states oversee right to counsel services:

• Statewide commission: States in this classification have one or more commissions or 
boards that oversee all indigent defense services for all case-types for all regions of the 
state.

• Limited commission: States in this classification have commissions or boards. However, 
those commissions either: a) oversee some, but not all, case-types; or, b) oversee some, 
but not all, regions of the state.

• No state commission: The states in this classification have no commissions overseeing any 
portion of indigent defense services.

64 55 ILCS 5/3-4004.2 requires Illinois counties with populations above 35,000 must maintain a county public 
defender office; 42 of the state’s 102 counties meet this threshold. The remaining 60 select whatever method they so 
choose. In counties maintaining public defender offices (whether compelled or by choice) the state covers 66.6% of 
the cost of the chief defender’s salary (55 ILCS 5/3-4007I). 

The Mississippi Office of the State Public Defender (OSPD) houses an Office of Capital Defense Counsel that 
handles some trial-level capital representation.
65 Currently only White Pine county and the independent city of Carson City participate.
66 Arizona pays “a portion of the fees incurred” by a county when appointed counsel is designated to present a 
capital defendant in state post-conviction relief. California funds the representation of individuals in direct appeals 
and post-conviction proceedings, in both capital and non-capital cases. The state funded Office of Public Defense in 
Washington contracts with private counsel to provide direct representation in direct appeals and civil commitment 
cases, as well as dependency and termination of parental rights in a limited number of counties.
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for indigent defense commission members to be appointed from diverse authorities, such that 
no one branch of government can exert more control over the system than any other branch. 
Some commissions are more independent than others. There is a direct correlation between the 
extent to which states authorize commissions to hold state or local services accountable to state 
promulgated standards, and the quality of services rendered.

Twenty states (40%) vest the oversight of all indigent defense services with one or more statewide 
commission or board, though the composition and authority of those commissions vary greatly. 
Statewide commissions in fourteen of these states meet the national standard for independence 
while commissions in six states69 do not.

Fifteen states (30%) have commissions with limited authority, although the degree of those 
limitations can vary widely.70 Limited commissions in ten states meet the national standard for 
independence while limited authority commissions in five states71 do not.

Fifteen states (32%) have no state commission overseeing indigent defense representation. 

Delivery of trial-level services
The “delivery of trial-level services” differs from “funding” in that the delivery model 
classifications are concerned with how services are organized and regardless of whether state or 
local government pays for those services. For example, a state may pay all costs of representing 
the indigent accused but leave local governments or local courts responsible for the manner 
in which those services are delivered (public or private attorneys) and/or operated (i.e., on a 
court-by-court basis or on a multi-county, regional basis). Conversely, a state may require local 
governments to help pay for Sixth Amendment services but gives the choice of delivery system 
and the responsibility for daily management of trial-level services entirely with the state.

There are three broad classifications for how states administer right to counsel trial-level services:

• State-run services: This classification is defined as those states that relieve its local 
government and courts of all responsibility for administering trial-level right to counsel 
services. 

69 In four of the states the governor makes all appointments (Arkansas, Hawaii, Missouri, and, West Virginia) In 
two states (Colorado and Oregon) the judicial branch makes all of the appointments.
70 One state (North Carolina), for example, has very broad authority to set and enforce standards, but other 
state and local entities may infringe on that power. The North Carolina commission has apparent broad authority 
to oversee both primary and conflict services. Despite this the authority to change local delivery service models 
statutorily requires a legislative act after input from local actors (county bar associations, judiciary, etc.). 
Additionally, the presiding judge of the Superior Court in the North Carolina district has the authority to hire the 
local chief public defender. Seven states have commissions that oversee only a part of services statewide. These may 
be commissions that oversee representation in some counties or regions or commissions that oversee a certain 
case-type (e.g., direct appeals). The seven states are: Idaho (trial-level only); Illinois (appellate only); Kansas (felony 
and appellate only); Nebraska (capital trials/appeals and limited non-capital felonies); Nevada (rural counties only); 
Oklahoma (rural counties only); and Tennessee (capital post-conviction only). Six states (Georgia, Indiana, New 
York, Ohio, South Carolina, and Texas) have commissions that offer state support to county-based systems. 
71 The governor appoints all commission members in four states (Georgia, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin). 
The judiciary appoints the members of Illinois’ limited authority commission.
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• Mixed state and local-run services: This classification includes all states that require the 
shared administration of indigent defense services with state and local governments. 
This includes states with a state-run agency for certain case-types (felony), but where 
local government administers other case types (misdemeanor). Also included in this 
classification are those states where a state-run agency administers indigent defense 
services in certain regions of the state, but where local governments administer defender 
services in all other regions.

• Minimal or no state-run services: The states in this classification obligate their local 
governments to administer the vast majority of indigent defense services. This includes 
those states that may administer all, or a portion of, indigent appellate services but leave 
all administration of indigent defense trial-level services to its local governments.

Table 5. Delivery of trial-level services by state
Category State
A. State-run 
services
23 States 
(46%)
 
 

Alaska Hawaii Massachusetts New Mexico Virginia
Arkansas Iowa Minnesota North Dakota West Virginia
Colorado Kentucky Missouri Oregon Wyoming
Connecticut Maine Montana Rhode Island  
Delaware Maryland New Hampshire Vermont  

B. Mixed-run 
services
8 States (16%)

Florida New Jersey New York Ohio  
Kansas Nevada Oklahoma Wisconsin  

C. Local-run 
services
19 States 
(38%)
 

Alabama Idaho Michigan Pennsylvania Texas
Arizona Illinois Mississippi South Carolina Utah
California Indiana Nebraska South Dakota Washington
Georgia Louisiana North Carolina Tennessee  

Whether indigent defense trial-level services are organized at the state or local-level, or a 
combination of both, has less of an impact on the quality of services as either state-funding or 
state oversight of services.

Twenty-three states (46%) administer all trial-level indigent defense services at the state-level. 
Twenty states72 vest a single public defense agency with the administration of all indigent defense 
services (both primary and conflict) for all case-types.73 Two states (Alaska and Colorado) have 
two separate state public defense agencies, one for primary services and one for conflict services. 
One state (Rhode Island) has a state-administered public defender office for primary services. 
Conflict representation is provided by a panel of private attorneys, paid hourly on a per-case 
basis, and administered by the Rhode Island Supreme Court.

72 Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, and 
Wyoming.
73 All case-types include: appellate, felony, misdemeanor, juvenile delinquency and, if applicable, state civil right to 
counsel cases (e.g., termination of parental rights, children in need of services, etc.).
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Eight states (16%) have mixed state and local-run indigent defense services. Wisconsin would be 
classified as state-run services but for the representation provided by counties when the state-
system has a conflict and cannot secure a private attorney to take the case. Two states (Kansas 
and New Jersey) split the administration of trial-level services representation by case-type.74 
Four states (Nevada, New York, Oklahoma and Ohio) administer trial-level representation for a 
portion of their counties.75 

One state (Florida) elects chief public defenders on a circuit basis that have sole authority for 
the operations of primary right to counsel services in each circuit and is therefore considered to 
have local-administration. Florida’s conflict trial-level representation is shared between the state 
and the local courts. Five state-run regional conflict defender offices covering each of the state’s 
five appellate jurisdictions provide representation when a circuit public defender has a conflict, 
Tertiary representation is provided by private attorneys paid on an hourly basis or under contract 
to the local judiciary.

Nineteen states (38%) administer trial-level indigent defense at the local level. Thirteen states 
require local government to administer all services.76 

Comparing how assigned counsel compensation is raised in all 

50 states

Taking into account indigent defense service funding, administration, and state oversight, 
there are 27 possible permutations that states can use to implement their Sixth and Fourteenth 
Amendment obligations.77 If states were spread out evenly over these classifications it would 

74 Kansas administers all appellate and trial-level felony representation while its counties administer all 
misdemeanor and juvenile delinquency representation. New Jersey manages all appellate, felony and delinquency 
representation while municipalities operate misdemeanor trial-level representation.
75 Nevada administers public defender services in those counties that opts-into the state systems and agrees to 
share the costs. New York administers services in five counties. Oklahoma provides services for all rural counties 
outside of Oklahoma Coty and Tulsa.  Ohio provides services to those counties opting to have services administered 
by the state.
76 Arizona, California, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
Texas, Utah, and Washington.
77 State-funded, state administered services under a commission; 2) State-funded, state administered services 
under a limited commission; 3) State-funded, state administered services under no commission; 4) State-
funded, mixed administered services under a commission; 5) State-funded, mixed administered services under a 
limited commission; 6) State-funded, mixed administered services under no commission; 7) State-funded, local 
administered services under a commission; 8) State-funded, local administered services under a limited commission; 
9) State-funded, local administered services under no commission; 10) Mixed-funded, state administered services 
under a commission; 11) Mixed-funded, state administered services under a limited commission; 12) Mixed-
funded, state administered services under no commission; 13) Mixed-funded, mixed administered services under 
a commission; 14) Mixed-funded, mixed administered services under a limited commission; 15) Mixed-funded, 
mixed administered services under no commission; 16) Mixed-funded, local administered services under a 
commission; 17) Mixed-funded, local administered services under a limited commission; 18) Mixed-funded, local 
administered services under no commission; 19) Local-funded, state administered services under a commission; 
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systems of every state, and instead it addresses only the primary court system in which felonies 
are prosecuted.

Many states have special provisions governing compensation rates in certain types of cases (such 
as death penalty or juvenile cases) that differ from the compensation paid to private attorneys 
more generally. This response does not attempt to address how rates of compensation are set in 
every type of case in which private attorneys are appointed, and instead it addresses the most 
broadly used system of compensating private attorneys in Sixth Amendment cases.

It appears that all states have some sort of default fallback provision that allows a judge, in the 
interests and necessity of justice, to directly appoint a private attorney and pay that attorney 
something reasonable. This memo does not attempt to identify the authority upon which judges 
are allowed to do that in every state.

With those caveats, following are the mechanisms that set the rates of compensation paid 
to private attorneys to provide Sixth Amendment representation as of 2018 and any express 
provisions for reviewing the appropriateness of those rates of compensation.

State-Funded, State Administered (21 states)
Eighteen states allow the state run public defense agency to set compensation rates on their own 
(provided they can advocate for such resources in the state budget process):

• Arkansas – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $ 50 to $ 100. Arkansas Public 
Defender Commission, Payment & Expense Reimbursement Guidelines (Aug. 
2012).

• Connecticut – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $ 50 to $ 100, and also fixed fees by 
case type. Office of Director of Assigned Counsel, Conn. Div’n of Pub. Defender 
Serv., Guidelines for Assigned Counsel – Criminal (July 1, 2011).

• Delaware – hourly rates by case type and geographic location, ranging from $ 60 to $90, 
with maximum of 125 hours per case, and also fixed fees by case type and geographic 
location. Delaware Office of Conflicts Counsel, Policies and Procedures 
Governing Attorney Billing and Compensation (June 27, 2017).

• Kentucky – fixed fee by case type. Kentucky Department of Public Advocacy (per TC).

• Maine –  $60 hourly rate, with maximum fee per case based on case type. Code Me. R. 
94-649 ch 301 §§ 2, 4 (2016).

• Maryland – $90 hourly rate, with maximum fee per case based on case type. Md. Regs. 
Code § 14.06.02.06 (2017). “As the annual budget permits, panel attorneys will be 
compensated at the same hourly rate at which federal panel attorneys are compensated 
for indigent criminal defense representation, effective July 1, 2007.” Md. Regs. Code § 
14.06.02.06.A. (2017).
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• Minnesota – varies by judicial district; fixed monthly fee for specified number of cases. 
Minnesota Board of Public Defense (per TC).

• Missouri – fixed fee by case type, plus fixed daily fee for trial. Missouri State Public 
Defender, MSPD Case Contracting Panel Attorney Contract Rates (June 10, 
2016).

• Montana – $62.50 hourly rate, with maximum 150 hours billing monthly. Montana State 
Public Defender (per email); see also Montana State Public Defender, Fee Schedule 
(Oct. 3, 2016).

• New Mexico – two-year contracts let in response to Request for Proposal. New Mexico 
Public Defender Department, Contract Counsel Legal Services, Policy 200-007 
(2012).

• North Dakota – $75 hourly rate, with maximum fee per case based on case type; and 
also fixed fee monthly contracts. North Dakota Commission on Legal Counsel for 
Indigents, Policy on Payment of Extraordinary Attorney Fees (undated).

• Oregon – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $46 to $61. Oregon Public Defense 
Services Commission, Public Defense Payment Policy and Procedures (Apr. 1, 
2017).

Two of these states set rates by court rule or administrative order:

• Colorado – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $70 to $90, with maximum fee per 
case based on case type. Chief Justice Directive 04-04 at Att. D(1) (Colo. Nov. 2014).

• Vermont – $50 hourly rate, with maximum fee per case based on case type. Admin. Order 
4, § 6 (Vt.)

In three of these states, assigned counsel compensation is set by statute:

• Hawaii – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $60 to $90, with maximum fee per case 
based on case type. Haw. Rev. Stat. §§ 571-87(b),(c), 802-5(b) (2017).

• Massachusetts – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $53 to $100, with maximum 
hours billable yearly. Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 211D, § 11 (2017).

• West Virginia – $65 hourly rate in court and $ 45 out of court, with maximum fee per 
case based on case type. W. Va. Code § 29-21-13a (2017).
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Finally, in four states assigned counsel compensation is established under multiple authorities:

• Alaska – $75 hourly rate, with maximum fee of $1,000 per case. Alaska R. Ct. Admin. 
12(e)(5)(B); hourly rates by experience of attorney, ranging from $ 60 to $85, with 
maximum fee per case based on case type, and also fixed fees. Office of Public Advocacy 
(per TC).

• Iowa – hourly rate by case type, ranging from $60 to $70, Iowa Code § 815.7 (2017), 
with maximum fee per case based on case type and maximum hours billable daily, Iowa 
Admin Code r. 493-12.5(1),-12.6 (2017). The State Public Defender is required to review 
the maximum fee per case limits “at least every three years.” Iowa Code § 13B.4(4)(a) 
(2017).

• New Hampshire –  fixed fee per case “unit. New Hampshire Judicial Council, 
Contract Attorney Unit Schedule (FY 2018); hourly rate by case type, ranging from 
$ 60 to $100, with maximum fee per case based on case type. N.H. R. Sup. Ct. 47.

• Virginia – up to $90 hourly rate, Supreme Court of Virginia, Chart of Allowances 
(Feb. 1, 2018), with maximum fee per case based on case type, Va. Code Ann. § 19.2-163 
(2016).

State-Funded, Mixed Administered (2 states)
One state sets assigned counsel compensation by court rule or administrative order:

• Rhode Island – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $30 to $100, with maximum fee 
per case based on case type. Executive Order 2013-07 (R.I. July 15, 2013).

One state sets compensation by statute:

• Florida – fixed fee by case type, ranging from $375 to $25,000. General Appropriations 
Act, 2017 Fla. Laws. Ch. 2017-70 § 4 Specific Appropriation 782. Rate of compensation 
reviewed by legislature as part of the General Appropriations Act.

State-Funded, Local Administered (3 states)
Two of these states allow the state run agency to set compensation rates on their own (provided 
they can advocate for such resources in the state budget process):

• Louisiana – varies by parish/court/judge. Louisiana Public Defender Board (per TC).

• North Carolina – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $55 to $90; and also fixed fee 
by case type in 6-county pilot; and also fixed fee contracts for a minimum to maximum 
number of cases. North Carolina Office of Indigent Defense Services, Private 
Assigned Counsel Rates (Nov. 1, 2017); North Carolina Office of Indigent 
Defense Services, District Court Fee Schedule (June 1, 2017).
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One of these states sets compensation by statute:

• Alabama – $70 hourly rate, with maximum fee per case based on case type. Ala. Code §§ 
15-12-21(d), 15-12-22(c) (2016).

Mixed Funded, State Administered (1 state) 
The one state in this category sets assigned counsel compensation rates by court rule or 
administrative order:

• Wyoming – up to $100 hourly rate in court and minimum $35/maximum $60 out-of-
court. Wyo. R. Crim. Proc. 44(e).

Mixed Funded, Mixed Administered (17 states)
Three of these states set policies through the state administered agency:

• Georgia – varies, but most frequently fixed fee in exchange for specified number of cases 
plus additional fixed fee for cases that go to trial. Georgia Public Defender Council (per 
email).

• Michigan – varies by county; proposed standard sets minimum hourly rate by case type, 
ranging from $100 to $120. Michigan Indigent Defense Commission, Minimum 
Standards for Indigent Criminal Defense Services, standard 8 (Fall 2017) 
(proposed). “These rates must be adjusted annually for cost of living increases consistent 
with economic adjustments made to State of Michigan employees’ salaries.” Michigan 
Indigent Defense Commission, Minimum Standards for Indigent Criminal 
Defense Services, standard 8 (Fall 2017) (proposed).

• New Jersey – $60 hourly rate in court and $50 out of court, with maximum 9 hours billing 
daily and 1500 hours billing yearly. New Jersey Office of the Public Defender, Pool 
Attorney Guidelines and Application Process (2018).

One of these states sets compensation via court rule or administrative order:

• Tennessee – $50 hourly rate in court and $40 out of court, with maximum fee per case 
based on case type. Tenn. Sup. Ct. R. 13 § 2.

Ten states set compensation through statutes:

• Idaho – varies by county contract. Idaho Code § 19-859 (2017).

• Illinois – reasonable fee, other than in Cook County; in Cook County, $40 hourly rate in 
court and $30 hourly rate out of court, with maximum fee per case based on case type.   
725 Ill. Rev. Stat. ch. 38, para. 113-3 (2017).

• Indiana – varies by judge. Ind. Code § 33-40-8-2 (2017).
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• Mississippi – varies by judge, with maximum fee per case based on case type. Miss. Code 
Ann. § 99-15-17 (2017).

• Nevada – hourly rate by case type, ranging from $100 to $125, with maximum fee per case 
based on case type. Nev. Rev. Stat. § 7.125 (2017).

• New York – hourly rates by case type, ranging from $60 to $75, with maximum fee per 
case based on case type. N.Y. County Law § 722-b (2017).

• Oklahoma – fixed fee “best offer” contract or maximum fee per case based on case type. 
Okla. Stat. tit. 22, § 1355.8 (2017).

• South Carolina – $60 hourly rate in court and $40 out of court, with maximum fee per 
case based on case type. S.C. Code Ann. § 17-3-50 (2017).

• Texas – reasonable fee varies by county plan that must state fixed rates or minimum and 
maximum hourly rates. Tex. Crim. Proc. Code Ann. § 26.05 (2017).

• Utah – reasonable compensation varies by county but with maximum fee per case based 
on case type. Utah Code Ann. § 77-32-304.5 (2017).

Finally, three mixed administered, mixed funded states have more than one authority for 
assigned counsel compensation:

• Kansas – $80 hourly rate except chief judge of each judicial district can lower and State 
Board of Indigents’ Defense Services can lower, Kan. Stat. Ann. § 22-4507(c) (2017), and 
rate currently lowered by BIDS to $70 hourly rate, with maximum fee per case in certain 
case types, Kan. Admin. Regs. 105-5-2, 105-503, 105-5-6, 105-5-7, 105-5-8 (2017).

• Ohio – varies by county, Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 120.33(A)(3) (2017), with maximum 
$60 hourly rate in court and $50 out of court, and maximum fee per case based on 
case type, Ohio Public Defender, State Maximum Fee Schedule for Appointed 
Counsel Reimbursement  (2003).

• Wisconsin – $40 hourly rate. Wis. Stat. § 977.08(4m) (2017); $70 hourly or higher, paid 
by counties when state cannot get attorneys at the $40/hour rate. Wis. Sup. Ct. R. 81.02.

Local Funded, Local Administration
One state sets compensation by court rule or administrative order:

• South Dakota – $94 hourly rate. Letter from Greg Sattizahn, State Court Administrator, 
South Dakota Unified Judicial System, to Thomas Barnett, State Bar of South Dakota 
(Nov. 15, 2017), pursuant to South Dakota Unified Judicial System policy on court-
appointed attorney fees (“court-appointed attorney fees will increase annually in an 
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amount equal to the cost of living increase that state employees receive each year from the 
legislature”). South Dakota Unified Judicial System policy on court-appointed attorney 
fees.

One state (Nebraska) gives authority on compensation completely to local governments and four 
states statutorily set rates requiring only ‘reasonable” rates:

• Arizona – reasonable compensation. Ariz. Rev. Stat. § 13-4013(A) (2017).

• California – reasonable sum. Cal. Penal Code §§ 987.2(a),(b), 987.3 (2017).

• Pennsylvania – reasonable compensation varies by judge. 16 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 9960.7 
(2018).

• Washington – reasonable compensation varies by court. Wash. Rev. Code § 36.26.090 
(2017).

ANALYSIS OF HOW STATES CHANGE COMPENSATION RATES

Those states that fund 100% of indigent defense services and that administer services at the 
state-level through an independent agency and that set rates through the normal budget process 
through that state agency tend (but not always) to have reasonable rates that increase with some 
regularity over time. 

The states that are in the “middle” (i.e., those states that have mixed funding and mixed oversight 
to varying degrees), struggle to keep compensation rates reasonable. This is especially true when 
compensation is set by statute, as is done in Wisconsin, rather than by a state agency through the 
normal budget process or by Court Rule.

Conversely, those states with little or no state involvement in right to counsel services have the 
least protections to ensure that assigned counsel attorneys are paid a reasonably rate.

There is one notable exception to all of this: South Dakota. All right to counsel services in South 
Dakota are provided by the counties and cities. The State of South Dakota has no involvement 
in the oversight of indigent defense services and very limited involvement in the funding of 
the right to counsel. The vast majority of South Dakota’s counties rely on private attorneys 
for indigent defense services, with only three counties electing the public defender model [in 
Lawrence County (Spearfish), Minnehaha County (Sioux Falls), and Pennington County (Rapid 
City)]. Perhaps because South Dakota is one of only two states (Pennsylvania is the other) that 
contribute no funding for indigent defense services with no state oversight, and that relies 
extensively on private attorneys to provide services, the South Dakota Supreme Court has step 
in to ensure a reasonable fee for attorneys (currently $94 per hour and increasing annually in an 
amount equal to the cost of living increase of state employees). 
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Moreover, the South Dakota Court has interpreted the all this to ban the practice of flat fee 
contracting. This makes at least four states that have banned the type of contracts that cause 
conflicts of interest between the indigent defense attorney’s financial self-interest and the legal 
interests of the indigent defendant, including:

• Idaho. County commissioners may provide representation by contracting with a defense 
attorney “provided that the terms of the contract shall not include any pricing structure 
that charges or pays a single fixed fee for the services and expenses of the attorney.”78

• Michigan. The Michigan Indigent Defense Commission is statutorily barred from 
approving local indigent defense plans that provide “[e]conomic disincentives or 
incentives that impair defense counsel’s ability to provide effective representation.”79

• Washington. The Washington Rules of Professional Conduct decree that “A lawyer shall 
not: (1) make or participate in making an agreement with a governmental entity for the 
delivery of indigent defense services if the terms of the agreement obligate the contracting 
lawyer or law firm: (i) to bear the cost of providing conflict counsel; or (ii) to bear the cost 
of providing investigation or expert services, unless a fair and reasonable amount for such 
costs is specifically designated in the agreement in a manner that does not adversely affect 
the income or compensation allocated to the lawyer, law firm, or law firm personnel.”80

• Nevada. Announcing that the “competent representation of indigents is vital to our 
system of justice,” the Nevada Supreme Court banned the use of flat fee contracts that fail 
to provide for the costs of investigation and expert witnesses and required that contracts 
must allow for extra fees in extraordinary cases.81

Conclusion

The Sixth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution was created to prevent the tyrannical impulses of 
big government from taking away an individual’s liberty without the process being fair. It does 
not solely apply in good economic times. 

Despite this, there is some evidence that financial considerations may have trumped the 
constitutional imperative for independent, conflict-free representation in Wisconsin. In 2011, the 
Wisconsin Court expressed concern about the adequacy of assigned counsel fees in the context 
of a petition to amend Supreme Court Rule 81.02. The Petition asked the Court to increase 
the court-appointed rate to $80, tie it to the Consumer Price Index, and provide that SPD-
appointed rates be not less than the Rule 81.02 rates.82 Despite the Court’s “sincere concern” and 

78 Idaho Code § 19-859 (2015).
79 Mich. Comp. Laws § 780-991(2)(b) (2016).
80 Washington R.P.C. 1.8(m)(1) (as amended through Sept. 2015).
81 Order, In re Review of Issues Concerning Representation of Indigent Defendants in Criminal and Juvenile 
Delinquency Cases, ADKT No. 411 (Nev. filed July 23, 2015).
82 Id.
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recognition of the “extensive anecdotal evidence” that “shortfalls may compromise the right to 
effective assistance of counsel”83 in Wisconsin, the Court denied the petition, in part, because of 
“a particularly challenging budgetary environment” for the legislature. 

If the Court is worried about separation of powers concerns, it need not be. The Court has 
inherent power to ensure the effective administration of justice in the State of Wisconsin.84 
Although the legislature holds the power to pass budgets, an expenditure policy that creates a 
financial conflict of interest in which the constitutional right to counsel is compromised cannot 
be allowed to stand. The Court should not fear that passing a court rule increasing pay will 
necessarily result in forcing the legislature to expend more money. The Wisconsin legislature 
can, for instance, work together to increase the reliance on diversion that could move juvenile 
and adult defendants out of the formal criminal justice system and provide help with potential 
drug or other dependencies. Similarly, lawmakers can change low-level, non-serious crimes to 
“citations” — in which the offender is given a ticket to pay a fine rather than being threatened 
with jail time thus triggering the constitutional right to counsel.85 By shrinking the size of the 
criminal justice system, Wisconsin’s funding requirements under the right to counsel could be 
mitigated, even with increased rates of pay for attorneys.

It is easy for policymakers, especially in hard economic times, to say that they do not want to give 
more taxpayer resources to lawyers. But if the failure to pay a reasonable rate creates financial 
conflicts of interests that result in lawyers triaging the Sixth Amendment duty they owe to some 
clients in favor of others, then Wisconsin is in violation of the U.S. Constitution — a situation the 
policymakers may want to address to avoid costly systemic litigation. 

83 Id.
84 See, e.g., State ex rel. Friedrich v. Circuit Court for Dane County, 192 Wis. 2d 1, 531 N.W.2d 32 (1995).
85 For example, jurisdictions in Washington State have developed diversion programs for suspended driver license 
cases, resulting in reducing caseloads by one-third. See, Robert C. Boruchowitz, Fifty Years After Gideon: It is Long 
Past Time to Provide Lawyers for Misdemeanor Defendants Who Cannot Afford to Hire Their Own, 11 Seattle 
Journal for Social Justice 891, 922 (2013).
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Appendix

Attempted data collection

Throughout the process of researching and drafting the original Justice Shortchanged report, 
the Wisconsin Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (WACDL) attempted to secure data for 
review by the Sixth Amendment Center (6AC). Those efforts eventually proved fruitless because 
of a perceived lack of cooperation by the State Public Defender (SPD). Below is a timeline of the 
data collection efforts based on a review of email communications:

• In 2014, WACDL worked with Court Data Technologies (CDT) to determine what data 
was publicly-available. WACDL Board wants to compare five categories of attorneys across 
four types of cases:

o The attorney categories are: (1) SPD staff, (2) SPD private bar, 3) privately retained 
attorneys, 4) pro-se defendants and 5) Dean appointments.

o The case types are: 1) second degree sexual assault (all varieties) 2) Misdemeanor 
Battery - domestic violence 3) Delivery of THC and 4) Class H & I felonies (focus 
on whether expungement (expunction) was ordered. 

o With regard to the other three case types, want to analyze: was there a trial, and 
the outcome; was there a plea to the original charge(s) or an amended charge(s); 
finally, look the sentencing of those three case types - i.e. probation, jail, prison.

• By the end of 2014, Court Data Technologies determines that the data initiative cannot 
happen without obtaining SPD data.

• In January 2015, WACDL emailed the SPD asking for SPD to send data directly to CDT. 
Data needed is summarized as follows:

o For all cases appointed by the SPD from the start of TIS II (2/1/2003) to the 
present:

1. Name
2. Case Number
3. Defendant name
4.  Bar numbers of all Attorneys and dates of representation; 
5. Whether that bar number is a Staff or private bar attorney

• After initial decision to make data available to CDT/WACDL issues begin to arise.
• In February 2015 WACDL is told that SPD will not give them client names or case 

numbers. SPD will not include the CCAP case numbers.  SPD will apparently give 
WACDL everything else in their system. CDT indicates it has identified a work-around 
using the SPD internal case number. 

• By March 2015, WACDL still did not have the data. A March 4, 2015 email from SPD to 
WACDL, responding to “multiple phone calls” stated: “ We are working on it as quickly 
as possible.  It is not an easy task to pull over a decade’s worth of data, particularly with 
only 1 out of 4 IT staff who is able to access the data.  Yesterday morning Devon and I met 
with the IT staffer to make sure he is pulling the right fields.  It looks like he is on the right 
track in compiling the necessary data.”

• On a March 6, 2015 phone call between CDT and WACDL, CDT describes in an email the 
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need for the SPD internal case number as critical for the work-around that CDT will use 
to analyze the data, critical because it contains coding for the attorney assigned to the case 
(staff vs assigned counsel) Since the SPD internal case number is only used in the SPD 
database, it can’t be used to identify the defendant in any way, and therefore is considered 
“safe”.

• On March 23, 2015 an email from WACDL to CDT describing a meeting that day with 
SPD, stated that SPD has pulled 20 fields from data in Dane County as a “preliminary 
sample” to prove usability. WACDL writes: “The SPD is worried about the largely 
theoretical possibility that someone could trace the SPD file number back to an individual 
client if they disclosed the whole number.  WACDL argued that that was far-fetched, 
and they said that the have pulled other fields that have the other, non-confidential 
information (County, staff vs. private and case type), and they are willing to give those 
to us.” WACDL asks in the meeting if SPD could provider SPF file numbers with the last 
portion redacted (the sequential file number that appears to be of concern to SPD) SPD 
states that they thought they could do that easily enough.  

• The back and forth continues and the 6AC publishes Justice Shortchanged with this data 
to analyze (May 2015).

• After the publication of the report, SPD makes data available in June 2015.
• WACDL engages CDT to conduct a data analysis on the SPD data. Although, CDT has 

received data from SPD, SPD substituted a random file number that ties counts of single 
cases together rather than using the SPD internal file number with coding., CDT to 
WACDL tells them that they cannot use the data for analysis.

• In July 2015, SPD relates that it does not want to release any case identifier, since that 
potentially could expose client confidentiality.  CDT responds that this is confusing logic, 
since case numbers and defendant names are public record, even for cases handled by 
the SPD.  The only thing CDT can’t get from public records is the attorney categorization 
(staff vs assigned counsel).  CDT comes up with the idea of providing the case numbers to 
SPD -- so there is no reveal of this information by SPD - and SPD would simply match the 
provided case numbers with an attorney category.

• By August 2015, WACDL advises SPD that the randomized file number prevents the 
analysis WACDL is trying to do. WACDL proposes that WACDL provide SPD with 
case numbers, and that SPD simply return the case numbers with an attorney category: 
“Maybe there is a work-around that preserves client confidentiality and gets WACDL what 
it needs.” WACDL can generate a list of specific cases by county and circuit court case 
number.  It might run to a million cases over a term of 10-years but should be relatively 
simple to query in eOPD.  If we were to generate that list and get it you, your IT people 
could write a query to answer for each case whether the SPD:

1.  appointed a staff lawyer;
2.  appointed a private attorney; 
3. appointed to a contractor; or 
4. did not appoint. 

Would this be acceptable to the SPD?”
• Later that month, SPD asks for a one year-one county sample of the data that WACDL 

would provide.  Three hours later, CDT provides WACDL with the sample Excel file with 
three columns: county name, county number (e.g. Milwaukee 40) and case number (e.g. 
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2015CF1234) which is sent to SPD. 
• In September 2015 SPD informs WACDL that after internal consultation, “Answering 

the question via the spreadsheet example spreadsheet you sent appears to us as still a 
confidentiality issue.”

• Although WACDL and CDT thinks their last offer was simple and straight forward (“We 
give you a case number, you tell us if the attorney was staff or assigned, or not SPD. 
What is confidential about that?”) WACDL suggest to SPD that they would sign a non-
disclosure agreement. Whatever “ethics” are involved with disclosing this information, it 
does not mean that people do not see this information.  Lots of people have access to this 
information, they just agree not to make it public. 

• This too is not acceptable to SPD and the data project is officially terminated in November 
2015.

When the Supreme Court of Wisconsin voted to proceed with a public hearing on assigned 
counsel compensation rates at its open hearing on June 21, 2017, the 6AC put forth another 
proposal to WACDL detailing the data likely needed to convince the Court to raise the rates.
It was our opinion that the Court likely will not declare the current rate unreasonable unless it 
has hard evidence that the low rate is affecting the representation provided. We proposed the 
following data efforts:

The petitioners need to establish firm evidence that there are fewer lawyers willing 
to take cases. SPD should gather annual data over a 10-year time frame showing 
the attorneys willing to take cases and which county panel lists these attorneys are 
on. Also, this effort needs to identify attorneys removed for disciplinary reasons 
(as opposed to removing their names from panels voluntarily) and any known 
disciplinary actions and IAC litigation against current panel attorneys.

Simultaneously, SPD should establish the following annual data points over the same 10-year time 
period, by county: 

• Total number of indigent defense cases by case type (felony, misdemeanor, and 
delinquency);

• Number of indigent defense cases represented by SPD by case type;
• Number of indigent defense cases represented by assigned counsel at $40/hour rate or 

lower by case type;
• Number of cases where the defendant was determined not indigent by SPD and 

represented by $70/hour county-paid attorney by case type;
• Number of cases where defendant proceeded pro se by case type; and
• Number of cases where defendant retained an attorney by case type.  

These data sets will help establish that certain counties are being forced into a choice of either 
paying $70 per hour when SPD cannot provide counsel, or actually denying counsel to indigent 
defendants altogether. Currently available information suggests that the latter option is far more 
common.
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In June 2017, Measures for Justice released initial data for the years 2009-2013, indicating that 
on average in Wisconsin: a) 3.16% of all people pleading guilty to a felony do so without an 
attorney86; and b) 28.91% of all people pleading guilty to a misdemeanor do so without a lawyer.87 
However, the two large metropolitan areas of Madison and Milwaukee significantly skew these 
averages. When one looks at northern Wisconsin, in particular, the numbers are alarming. For 
example, more than half (52.75%) of all misdemeanor defendants in Burnett County plead 
guilty without a lawyer.88 In Bayfield County, 30.51% of felony defendants plead guilty without a 
lawyer.89

If petitioners can prove that attorneys who were once willing to take cases in the northern part of 
the state are no longer willing to travel at the current rate and that has resulted in the actual denial 
of counsel, the Court may be willing to declare the rates unreasonable. 

However, this data initiative hit the same hurdles as earlier efforts. First, Measures for Justice were 
unwilling to share data with us. Thus, the efforts had to be duplicated by CDT.

In July 2017, the 6AC first contacted SPD with data requests. There were delays associated with 
other priorities and a focus on working with counties to get $70/hour case information.  In early 
December 2017, the 6AC formally requested that SPD provide: 

Total number of cases by county that were handled by SPD by case type for each 
year from 2014 through 2016. Ideally, you could breakdown the SPD numbers 
into two broad categories: those cases handled by staffed attorneys and those cases 
handle by assigned counsel. “Case type” should be defined as top charge at the time 
of arraignment (not disposition). Also, I understand that the attorney of record may 
change during the life of a case (e.g., if a conflict is found late or if the defendant 
retains counsel after initial appointment). To remain consistent, the “attorney type” 
(I.e., public defender or assigned counsel) should be the attorney of record at the 
start of the case.

In mid-December the 6AC was told by SPD that the request could be filled “in relative short 
order.” The data was received in February 2018. However, the 6AC was not able to use the data as 
we intended. A concerted effort should be made in Wisconsin to ensure that courts are collecting 
uniform indigent defense data about all public defense providers regardless of how they are paid 
and reporting it to a central publicly-available repository.

86 Measures for Justice, Guilty Plea Without Attorney in Felony Cases, Wisconsin, https://measuresforjustice.
org/portal/exploration?l=WI&m=42 (last visited Jun. 28, 2017).
87 Measures for Justice, Guilty Plea Without Attorney in Misdemeanor Cases, Wisconsin, https://
measuresforjustice.org/portal/exploration?l=WI&m=15 (last visited Jun. 28, 2017).
88 Measures for Justice, Guilty Plea Without Attorney in 
Misdemeanor Cases, Wisconsin, https://measuresforjustice.org/portal/
exploration?l=WI&m=15&sl=WI007&sm=15&fg=1&f=1&c=m&p=WI007&md=0&ef=15.1 (last visited Jun. 28, 
2017).
89 Measures for Justice, Guilty Plea Without Attorney in 
Misdemeanor Cases, Wisconsin, https://measuresforjustice.org/portal/
exploration?l=WI&m=15&sl=WI013&sm=15&fg=1&f=1&c=m&p=WI013&md=0&ef=15.1 (last visited Jun. 28, 
2017).
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Andrus, Justin; Maciag, Eleanor  
From: Gariepy, Rachel  
Date: May 9, 2022 
RE: Comparative Cost Summary   
 
Good Afternoon Directors, 
 

This memo is to update you on the outcome of my comparative cost analysis. Due to the 
nature of the 2020 pandemic, there was limited relevant data available for that fiscal year. 
However, the data analyzed and presented in this analytical summary is from 2019, 2020 and 
2021. The purpose of this summary is to provide insight into the comparative cost of living 
within the United States, and further strengthen our parity request for counsel.  
 
 

I. General Overview  
 

In order to obtain effective assistance and representation of counsel, the State of Maine- per 
recommendations from various organizations such as the 6th Amendment Center- must reach 
parity regarding compensation to contracted attorneys with MCILS.  

 
Rising inflation coupled with a shortage of seasoned lawyers interested in partaking in 

indigent defense, can be seen and felt Nationwide. Many other public defender programs across 
the nation are suffering from the same parity issues as MCILS. However, some states have been 
successful in reaching a more reasonable level of parity with their defenders. 

 
II. Comparative Cost of Living 

 
The Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers (CPI-U) is a measure of the average 

change over time in the prices paid by urban consumers for a market basket of consumer goods 
and services. Indexes are available for the U.S. and various geographic areas. Based on the CPI 
Summary released by the U.S Bureau of Labor Statistics for 2021- over the last 12 months, the 
all items index increased 8.5% before the season adjustment. This is the largest increase since 
December of 1981. (U.S Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022).  

 
While the Nation sees the largest CPI-U increase since 1981, wages have yet to see a 

significant increase. In fact, the median household income was $67,521 in 2020, a decrease of 
2.9% from the 2019 median of $69,560. (Shrider, E. et al., 2021). Similarly, the nationally 
estimated annual wages for state government lawyers in 2021 is $101,110. (U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 2021). Though the annual estimated wages for state government lawyers may 
seem substantial, it is important to remember that the estimated wage does not account for 
overhead fees that the lawyer is responsible for.  

94



 
III. Similar MAC Programs 

 
As you know, the Public Defense Summit held by the ABA in April 2022, discussed 

management and oversight of assigned counsel and contract systems. During the last session of 
the summit, compensation and related issues was the topic of conversation. Derrick Mason, who 
is the Executive Director for Indiana’s Public Defender’s Office, gave testimony as to what their 
managed assigned counsel (MAC) are paid.  

 
Currently, the compensation rates in IN for non-capitol cases are set at $90 an hour, with 

Capital cases currently set at $129 an hour and will go up in 2023. (Mason, 2022, 1:00:43). 
Keeping in mind that roughly 50% of a lawyer’s annual wages goes to overhead fees, the 
average indigent defense lawyer in IN who makes an average of $54,500 annually- would make 
$14 an hour after overhead. The living wage for 1 working adult with o children in Indiana is 
$16.04. (Nadeau, A. 2021).  

 
IV. Recommendations 

 
To compensate for the rise of inflation, many programs, like social security, will adjust 

benefits based on current cost of living expenses. It is imperative that Maine follow the 
recommendations suggested in the 6AC report to reach parity for counsel. Additionally, it is 
reasonable to consider an hourly rate for counsel that shall be subject to review and adjustment 
on a biennial basis.   
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