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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Standing Committee on Legal Aid and Indigent Defendants began the Bar 
Information Program in 1982 as one of its efforts to deal with the pervasive lack of funds to pay 
lawyers to represent persons accused of crimes who could not afford a reasonable attorneys fee. 

 
The effects of inadequate fees (and of insufficient support for investigations, expert 

witnesses and appeals in death penalty cases) have been documented in previous Standing 
Committee publications, such as Professor Norman Lefstein's Criminal Defense Services for the 
Poor, which has become the standard reference work on services for indigent defendants, and 
Gideon Undone: The Crisis In Indigent Defense Funding, which contains highlights from a 
hearing held in conjunction with the National Legal Aid and Defender Association on the effects 
of chronic underfunding on the right to counsel. 

Plans for the Bar Information Program are developed by an Advisory Group composed of 
representatives from the Standing Committee, the General Practice, Criminal Justice and 
Litigation Sections and the Young Lawyers Division of the ABA, and the National Legal Aid 
and Defender Association, subject to approval by the full Standing Committee. During the past 
three years, the Bar Information Program has, through publications, grants and technical 
assistance programs, helped many state and local bar associations conduct programs to increase 
fees for assigned counsel, consider creating a public defender system, and otherwise ensure that 
the right to adequate counsel is more than a paper promise. 
 

As a result of its work throughout the United States, the Bar Information Program 
became aware of the need for some kind of publication which would enable bar association 
leaders to find quickly information that could help them determine the status of indigent defense 
services in their area and develop appropriate programs to improve them. While a great deal of 
material on criminal defense issues is published each year, only a small portion of it is likely to 
be useful to bar associations leaders. The task of plowing through piles of seemingly relevant but 
ultimately unhelpful information has slowed many efforts to come to grips with problems in 
criminal defense services. 

 
Hence, the Bar Information Program produced this annotated bibliography, which not 

only reviews all important articles from the past few years, but also lists all known recent reports 



on indigent defense services in each state, and contains the addresses of all institutions available 
to help bar associations interested in guaranteeing access to adequate defense services. 

 
Our plan is to reissue the bibliography each year. We would appreciate receiving 

information about any publications or services not listed in this edition, and any comments about 
the utility of this publication, so that future issues will be as useful and comprehensive as 
possible. 
 
F. Wm. McCalpin 
Chairman, Standing Committee on Legal Aid and Indigent Defendants 
 
 
I. OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND MATERIALS 
 

A. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR DEFENSE SYSTEMS AND DEFENSE 
ATTORNEYS 

 
1. American Bar Association, Standards For Criminal Justice (2nd ed. 1982) 

Esp. Ch. 4, "The Defense Function" and Ch. 5, "Providing Defense Services." 
 

These comprehensive standards for criminal justice are the most often cited 
reference dealing with the provision of defense services. Related standards of 
the American Bar Association which contain provisions dealing with the 
defense function are: al Status of Prisoners (1983), Juvenile Justice Standards 
1980) and Criminal Justice Mental Health Standards (August, 1984). 

 
2.  National Study Commission on Defense Services, Guidelines for Legal  
 Defense Systems in the United States (NLADA, final report 1976). 

 
The National Study Commission was funded through LEAA to review and 
establish guidelines for defender systems in the United States. This 
comprehensive work, containing recommendations and commentary, is the 
most thorough and comprehensive volume dealing with the structure and 
delivery of defense services. A two volume draft report contains even more 
extensive detailed information, and NLADA maintains 18 volumes of 
working papers covering the subject matter areas of the Guidelines. 

 
3. National Legal Aid and Defender Association, Standards for Defenders 

Services, with Commentary (1976). 

Adopted by the NLADA Defender Committee and Board of Directors, these 
Standards parallel the work performed by the National Study Commission, but 
are focused specifically on Public Defender Offices. 

 
  4. New York State Defenders Association, Inc., A Compilation of   
   National Standards for Public Defense Services (Fall, 1978). 
 



This short work contains the full text of the "black letter" standards from the 
ABA, NLADA and the Nationa1 Study Commission, in addition to earlier 
standards adopted by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals in 1973. While not indexed or cross-referenced, this 
single volume represents a handy research and reference tool. 

5. Standards Comparison Chart (Abt Associates, 1980). 
 

This chart compares standards for defense services developed by the ABA, the 
National Advisory Commission and the National Study Commission on 
Defense Services, displayed side-by-side for easy reference. No commentary 
is included. 

6.  National Legal Aid and Defender Association, Standards and Evaluation 
Design for Appellate Defender Offices (1980). 

In a single volume, this work combines standards specifically adopted for 
appellate defender staff programs, including appropriate caseload standards, 
accompanied by an evaluation design by which appellate offices can test their 
ability to measure up to the standards. 

 
7. The first comprehensive set of national guidelines to govern the procedures 

and elements of a contract for defense services. These guidelines emphatically 
state that no contract should be awarded on the basis of cost alone. 

 
 The above standards deal with system structure and design, as well as office 

management. No specific performance standards for individual defense attorneys have 
been adopted at the national level, although several significant proposals have been made, 
or are currently underway. This is particularly true after the stringent test for review of 
the effectiveness of counsel as set forth by the United States Supreme Court in Strickland 
v. Washington, 104 S. Ct. 2052 (1984). The fol1owing list includes reference to current 
attempts to adopt practice and performance standards for defense counsel in criminal 
cases: 

 
1. Trial Performance 

 
o Genego, “The Future of Effective Assistance of Counsel: Performance 

Standards and Competent Representation," 22 Am. Crim. L. Rev. 181 
(1984). 

 
o Lewis, "Toward Competent Counsel," 13 Rutgers L. Jour. 227 (1982). An 

appendix contains proposed guidelines for effective assistance of counsel. 
 

o Erickson, "Standards of Competency in a Criminal Case" 17 Am. Crim. L. 
Rev. 233 (Fall, 1979). Proposes minimum performance standards, based 
on the ABA Criminal Justice Standards. 

 
o Competency Committee of the NLADA Defender Committee, "Draft: 



Proposed Performance Standards Relating to Defense Attorney 
Competency.” (Oct.1984) The NLADA Competency Committee continues 
work begun by the ABA Criminal Justice Section in 1983 and 1984. The 
Committee is made up of criminal defense practitioners and law 
professors, and will propose comprehensive competency standards for 
defense counsel at trial. 

2.  Appellate Performance 

o ABA Criminal Justice Section, Subcommittee on Appellate Competence, 
Draft: Standards for Appellate Counsel Performance (July 1983). Begun in 
1983, and subsequently discontinued, these standards for performance of 
appellate counsel represent the only national document in this area. 

 
3. Capital Case Performance 

o Goodpaster, “The Trial for Life: Effective Assistance of Counsel in Death 
Penalty Cases," 58 N.Y.O. L. Rev. 299 (1983). This excellent article 
contains proposals for both minimum performance standards and 
aspirationa1 standards for defense counsel performance in death penalty 
cases. 

 
o Wilson, Outline of Standards for Representation in Capital Cases 

(NLADA, 1981). A brief outline of considerations in the adoption of 
standards for counsel in capital cases, including criteria for systems, 
experience, training, resources, substantive representation, and 
commitment. 

 
o ABA Bar Information Program, Resource and Reference List, Standards 

for Counsel in Capita1 Cases {May, 1984). 
 

B. STATE STANDARDS FOR DEFENSE SYSTEMS AND DEFENSE 
ATTORNEYS 

 
This section is not meant to be exhaustive, but describes standards for services 
and attorney performance in a number of jurisdictions. 

 
1. California -- Standing Committee on the Delivery of Legal Services to 

Criminal Defendants, Legal Services Section, State Bar of California, Report 
and Recommendations to the State Bar of California Board of Governors: 
Indigent Defense Services in California  (November, 1983). 

2. California -- Santa Clara County Conflicts Administration Program, Salient 
Features (1984). This program handles cases, which cannot be taken by the 
Public Defender Office due to a conflict of interest. Features include 
experiential qualifications for counsel, by "class.” 

 



3.  California -- Abt Associates, San Diego County Office of Defender Services: 
Evaluation and Recommendations, 34-36 (December 1981). Contains a brief 
description of San Diego County’s Qualifications Committees. 

4. District of Columbia -- "District of Columbia Criminal Justice Act Plan," The 
Daily Washington Law Reporter, 994 (May 22, 1981). Proposals contain 
experiential and performance standards for appointed counsel in all Superior 
Court representation. 

 
5. Georgia -- Georgia Indigent Defense Council, Basic Qualifications for 

Indigent Representation (October 1984). Proposed standards submitted to the 
Georgia Supreme Court for inclusion in court rules. 

 
6. Massachusetts -- Committee for Public Counsel Services, Standards for 

Appointment of Counsel in First and Second Degree Murder Cases,  
 December 17, 1984. 

7. Michigan -- Michigan Supreme Court, Administrative Order 1981-7. This 
order promulgates the only state level regulations for an administrative system 
and performance of counsel in indigent criminal appellate cases. 

 
8. New York -- Shapiro, "Defense Standards to be Pub1ished, “ 5  

The Defender 2 (January/February 1984). Subsequent issues of The Defender 
contain standards proposed by the New York State Defenders Association. 

 
9. Ohio -- Ohio Public Defender Commission, Administrative Regulation  

120-1-10 (effective November 16, 1984). Contains experiential criteria in both 
death penalty and other felony contexts. 

 
10. Washington -- Washington Defender Association, Standards for Public 

Defense Services (September 1984). Comprehensive standards including 
qualifications, performance, and, guidelines for awarding defense contracts. 

11 Niblack, "Statewide Public Defender Programs and Overview of Private Bar 
Certification Standards," 53 Wisc. Bar Bul. 23 (December 1980). 

 
 C.  A MODEL SYSTEM 
 

New York State Defenders Association, The Mode1 Pub1ic Defense System and 
The Model Defense Case (November 15, 1984). 

These two models incorporate standards from a wide array of sources having to 
do with the provision of defense services, and also reflect attention to the Code of 
Professional Responsibility. These models were developed to provide objective 
standards for assessment of public defense systems in local practice. 



 
D.  A MODEL STATUTE 

 
National Study Commission on Defense Services, “Model State Defender Act" in 
Goldberg and Lichtman, Guide to Establishing a Defender System, 103 et seq. 
(May 1978). 

This model statute is the only existing national model legislation for defender 
systems. It presumes the existence of a statewide system, but is readily adaptable 
to local systems as 'well. It draws from earlier work by the National Conference 
of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws. 

 
E. NATIONAL STATISTICS, STUDIES AND GENERAL LITERATURE ON 

DEFENSE SYSTEMS AND CRIMINAL DEFENSE LAWYERS 
 

1 Abt Associates, A National Survey of Criminal Defense Systems (1984), with 
appendix, State Profiles of Indigent Defense Services. 

 
This report makes national baseline projections regarding indigent defense 
costs, as of 1982, and also contains exhaustive information regarding current 
criminal defense systems in the United States. A "special report" on the 
National Survey is available from the United States Department of Justice, 
Bureau of Justice Statistics, free on request. 

 
2. Lefstein, Criminal Defense Services for the Poor:  Methods and Program for 

Providing Legal Representation and the Need for Adequate Financing (ABA 
Standing Committee on Legal Aid and Indigent Defendants, May 1982). 

 
This comprehensive report presents information on the need for adequate 
financing for indigent defense, and examines four separate jurisdictions where 
financial problems raise serious questions about constitutional adequacy of the 
system. Also contains extensive appendices with information on financing and 
structure of individual states, as well as an annotated bibliography of technical 
assistance evaluations and reports. This is the "bible" on defense services 
descriptions and financing, as of 1980-81. 

3.  ABA Standing Committee on Legal Aid and Indigent Defendants and 
NLADA, Gideon Undone - The Crisis in Indigent Defense Funding (John 
Thomas Moran ed. 1982). 

 
National hearing on the subject of funding of indigent defense services held at 
NLADA's national convention in Boston, 1982. A panel from the ABA and 
NLADA heard testimony from a variety of experts, excerpted in this report. 

4. Sylvester, "Indigent Defense in Crisis," 6 Nat. L. Jour. 1, September 26, 1983. 
 



This newspaper article comprehensively examines various examples from 
around the country of lack of funding for indigent defense services, and is 
accompanied by a chart of prevailing attorneys' fees on an hourly basis in all 
jurisdictions. 

 
5. Feldman, "But Who Will Pay the Attorney?”, 22 Judges' Journal 16 (Winter 

1983). 
 

The author examines the inadequate compensation for court appointed 
attorneys and overall problems of inadequate financing of defense programs. 

 
6. Wilson, "Empty-Handed Justice," 22 Judges’ Journal 21 (Winter 1983). 

 
NLADA's Defender Director examines the problems of public defender case 
overload and the tragic consequences that follow for the client, the lawyer and 
the system as a whole. 

 
7. U.S. Dept. of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Report to the Nation on 

Crime and Justice (October 1983). 
 

A broad overview, with charts, graphs and maps, of crimes, victims, offenders 
and the criminal justice system. Contains a chart of prevalent indigent defense 
systems in the country. 

 
8. Benner, and B. Lynch-Neary, The Other Face of Justice: A Report of the 

National Defender Survey (NLADA, 1973). 
 

This is a comprehensive national survey of defense services made in 1972-73. 
The authors studied such areas as: methods of provision of counsel, provision 
of support services, rates of indigency, methods of determining indigency, and 
forecasts of future needs for defense services. 

 
  9. The Right to Counsel and the Indigent - A Symposium," 12 Am. Crim. L. 

Rev. 587 (Spring 1975). 
 

The various articles in this issue examine the quantitative and qualitative 
status of defense services from a theoretical perspective. The articles represent 
some of the most comprehensive and still-timely academic scholarship in this 
area. 

 
 10. Goldberg, and Lichtman, Guide to Establishing a Defender System (U.S. 

Dept. of Justice, LEAA, May 1978). 

This manual, published after the work of the National Study Commission on 
Defense Services, contains a brief but thorough synopsis of potential options 
for local jurisdictions on structure and establishment of various types of 
defender systems, and includes a model state defender act and selected 



bibliography. 
 
11. Kunen, How Can You Defend Those People? (Random House, 1983). 

 The author, a public defender in the District of Columbia for 2-1/2 years, 
 presents a realistic and human look at the criminal justice system and the 
 public defender's part in it. 

 
12. Wise, Criminal Lawyers: An Endangered Species (Sage Publishing, 1978). 

 
The author examines the world of the private criminal defense practitioner 
through interviews with numerous lawyers throughout the country. Topics 
include courtroom performance and the relationship between lawyer and 
client. The author concludes that the private criminal practitioner is basically a 
dying breed. 

 
II. PUBLIC DEFENSE STRUCTURES AND ALTERNATIVES 
 

A. PUBLIC DEFENDER OFFICES 
 

1. U.S. Dept. of Justice, LEAA, Evaluation Design for Public Defender Offices 
(October 1977). 

 
This lengthy manual contains an extremely detailed guide to the evaluation of 
all aspects of public defender office operation. Because of its detail, it is a 
useful resource tool in measuring the quality of service of any delivery model, 
by analogy. 

2. U.S. Dept. of Justice, LEAA, How Does Your Defender Office Rate?: Self-
Evaluation Manual for Public Defender Offices (1976). 

 
This manual was produced as a companion to the Evaluation Design, listed 
above, but was intended as a simplified version which cou1d be conducted by 
public defenders themselves. The manual looks at both the quality of 
representation and the quality of office management. 

3. Wise, and Suwak, “Current Realities of Public Defender Programs: A 
National Survey and Analysis,” 10 Crim.L.Bull. 161 (March 1974). 

 
A study conducted by sociologists after Argersinger v. Hamlin, which 
examines the problem of defense services, and projects future difficulties in 
case overload and inadequate funding. 

 
4. U.S. Dept. of Justice, National Institute of Justice, Operating a Defender 

Office, Vols. I-III (1979). 



 
Prepared for use in conjunction with a series of regional seminars on public 
defender office management, these manuals continue to be a viable training 
design for improvement of management skills, as well as a resource tool to 
defender managers. 

5. Note, “An Appealing Alternative,” 29 Stan.L.Rev. 157 (1976). 
 
This article gives an explanation of the concept of the statewide appellate 
defender system using the Illinois system as an example. Proposals for 
effective implementation of a statewide appellate system follow. 
 

6. National Defender Institute, Multi-County Defender Profiles and Digest of 
Multi-County Systems (1981). 

This collection of papers looks at the multi-county delivery system for 
representation of indigent felony defendants in regional efforts in the states of 
Michigan, Tennessee, Florida, Kentucky, Iowa, Vermont and Kansas. The 
study provides useful data comparing the various defense systems imple-
mented in these jurisdictions. 

 
7. Mounts, “Public Defender Programs: Professional Responsibility and 

Competent Representation," 1982 Wisc. L.Rev. 474 (1982). 
 

This article discusses the origins and the nature of outside pressure on public 
defender programs and how these pressures can affect the quality of 
representation provided. The author also discusses ethical standards in the 
organizational setting. It is suggested that the staff defender must be 
professionally and politically independent if that person is to provide 
competent service. The author argues that major ethical standards ignore and 
provide no guidance to the public defender's unique ethical problems. 

 
  8.  Lidga, "Work Overload and Defender Burnout," 35  NLADA Briefcase 5 

(December 1977). 
 

Explores the costs of training a new public defender and argues that it would 
be less expensive to lighten the workload of defenders to avoid staff burnout 
than to pay the costs of training a new defender every two years. 

9. Wilson, "From Where I Sit: Too Many Masters, the Public Defender's 
Institutional Schizophrenia" 38 NLADA Briefcase 2 (Fall 1981). 

 
Explores the roles a public defender must play as litigator, administrator and 
politician. The author takes the position that there are inherent institutional 
conflicts within these roles. 

 
 



B.  ASSIGNED COUNSEL SYSTEMS 
 

1. Eisenberg, “The Private Bar and Indigent Criminal Defense - An Overview," 
37 NLADA Briefcase 121 (November 1980). 

 
The author presents an overview of the private bar's involvement in indigent 
defense from the past to the present. 

2. Respess, “The Court-Appointed Counsel," 5 District Lawyer 48 (May-June 
1981). 

 
The author argues that compensation for indigent defense services should be 
modeled after the Medicaid system. Defendants should be allowed to choose 
their attorney and have the attorney bill the county. The author argues that this 
would improve attorney-client relationships and the quality of defense. 

 
3. Kendall, “The Law: The Indigent Accused as a Consumer of Defense 

Services: Experimentation with Supplementary Voucher Systems,"  
 9 Forum 24 (Cal. Attys. for Criminal Justice, Sept.-Oct. 1982). 

 
The author compares the non-indigent client's right to choose an attorney 
against the indigent's and argues that the indigent should have the right to 
choice of counsel, concluding that this would eliminate tension and 
resentment that is common between a public defender and client, affect the 
future behavior of the client, and give an overall impression of fairness to the 
criminal justice system. 

 
  4. Gonzales, Judicare: A Report on Legal Aid Presented to the Judicial Counsel 

(June 1983). 
 

This report, prepared in New Mexico, gives information and historical 
background on the judicare program. Judicare is a delivery system, which 
allows the client to have a choice of counsel. While offered as an alternative 
to the public defender system in New Mexico, no aspect of this proposal was 
adopted. 

 
5. Kutak, "Pro Bono: Should it be Mandatory?”, 37 NLADA Briefcase 90 

(November 1980).  
 

Argues that there should be a mandatory obligation on the part of the private 
bar to provide much-needed legal services to the indigent client. 

6. Shapiro, "Should the Bar be Drafted? The Enigma of the Lawyer's Duty to 
Serve," Bar Leader (Sept.-Oct. 1981). 
 
A well-written discussion taken from a long article (55 N.Y.U.L. Rev. 35) of 
the author's argument that there is no constitutionally valid basis for requiring 



"pro bono" service of lawyers. 
 
 C. "MIXED SYSTEMS" - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE DEFENDERS 
 

1. Eisenberg "Role of the Private Bar in the Delivery of Legal Services to Indigent 
 Persons Charged with Criminal Offenses" (NLADA, August 1982). 

  
The author argues that the division of legal services to poor people between 
civil and criminal cases is neither logical or efficient and that delivery in both 
types of cases must be the joint responsibility of full-time salaried staff 
lawyers and members of the private bar working through a "mixed" system. 

2. Graae “The Private Bar and Indigent Criminal Defense: The District of 
Columbia’s New Criminal Justice Act Plant" 37 NLADA Briefcase 118 
(November 1980). 

 
A report on the "mixed" system utilized by the District of Columbia including 
proposals for a revamp of that system while retaining the essential direction of 
staff and private bar involvement. 

 
 
 D.  CONTRACT DEFENSE SYSTEMS 
 

1. NLADA, Guidelines for Negotiating and Awarding Governmental Contracts 
for Criminal Defense Services (as amended, December 1984). 

 
The first comprehensive set of national guidelines to govern the procedures 
and elements of a contract for indigent defense services. The Guidelines 
emphatically state that no contract should be awarded on the basis of cost 
alone. 

 
2. Spangenberg, "Contract Defense Systems Under Attack: Balancing Costs and 

Quality," NLADA Briefcase (Fall 1982). 
 

An article describing the extent of current use of contract systems, complete 
with state-by-state analysis of variations of the contract delivery model. 

3. Wilson, Contract Bid Programs: A Threat to Quality Indigent Defense 
Services (NLADA, March 1982). 

 
This article criticizes the trend toward use of low bid contract programs to 
provide services, based on cost alone. The author argues that the evidence 
shows that the savings these programs provide are illusory and that the quality 
of defense provided is not adequate. 

4.  Guidelines for Accreditation of Defender Agencies, Seattle-King County Bar 
Association, Indigent Defense Services Task Force (Final, July 15, 1982). 



 
These guidelines were proposed as a means to guarantee considerations of 
quality as well as cost in the use of a contract system in Seattle, Washington. 
Under these guidelines, defender agencies would be required to obtain 
accreditation prior to entering the bidding process, with accreditation being 
awarded by a broadly-based policy board. 

5. Report and Recommendations to the State Bar of California Board of 
Governors: Indigent Defense Services in California, Standing Committee on 
the Delivery of Legal Services to Criminal Defendants, State Bar of California 
(November 1983). 

 
Following a series of symposia held throughout California, this Committee 
submitted its final report, describing the three prevalent systems (public 
defender, assigned counsel, and contract) and recommended the use of public 
defender offices "in densely populated areas." The Committee recommended 
the establishment of a five member state bar commission on the delivery of 
defense services to the indigent accused, whose purpose would be to review 
local proposals for provision of services, after which the commission would 
approve or disapprove of the proposal. Such declarations would be advisory 
only. 

 
6. 1983-84 Orange County Grand Jury: An Investigative Report on Public 

Defense Services (Orange County, California, February 16, 1984). 
 

This report contains an in-depth fiscal analysis of the Orange County, 
California public defender office by Arthur Young and Company, and 
concludes that a public defender office is more cost-efficient than a contract 
system. 

7. Geil, "Providing Quality Services Utilizing Indigent Defense Contracts" 
(ABA Bar Information Program, December 8, 1983, rough draft). 

 
The author discusses the use of contract systems in Portland, Oregon in 
providing high-quality criminal defense for indigent defendants. The author 
offers various suggestions as to how that contract system can work. 

 
8. State v. Joe U. Smith, 6027-PR (Ariz. S.C., April 3, 1984). 

 
This decision reverses and remands the appellant's conviction on grounds that 
the system, which provided him an appointed 1awyer through a competitive1y 
bid contract system is unconstitutional. Such a system denies due process and 
the right to counsel. The contract-bid system fails to conform with national 
standards and guidelines by failing to provide adequate support, failing to take 
into account the competency of the attorney, failing to take into account the 
complexity of each case, and failing to take into account the time the lawyer is 
expected to spend in representing his share of indigent defendants. (The brief 



of NLADA as amicus curiae is also avai1able.) 
 
 E.  COMPARISON OF SYSTEMS 
 

1. Silverstein, Defense of the Poor in Criminal Cases in American State Courts, a 
Preliminary Summary (1965). 

 

The author conducts a state-by-state study exploring the individual indigent 
defense systems. A comparison is made of the strengths and weaknesses of 
assigned counsel systems and defender systems in the areas of finance and 
disposition of cases. The author also compares specific aspects of case 
representation in both systems, such as early provision of counsel and 
eligibility determination. 

 
2. Lehtiner, with Gerald W. Smith, "The Relative Effectiveness of Public 

Defenders and Private Attorneys," 32 NLADA Briefcase 13 (March/April 
1974). 

 
Study by two sociologists examining all criminal cases in the superior court of 
Los Angeles County for 1968, comparing the performance of public defender 
attorneys with private retained attorneys. The author concludes that outcomes 
by either type of counsel are relatively equal. Once major demographic 
characteristics such as offense and prior record are held constant, there are 
only marginal differences in the actual dispositions. 

 
  3. Herman, Counsel for the Poor: Criminal Defense in Urban America (1977). 
 

This book examines the provision of defense services in several large urban 
jurisdictions in the United States. Data comparing public defenders with 
privately-retained and court-appointed counsel concludes that, except in the 
costliest cases, appointed lawyers provide representation as effective as 
retained. Despite this fact, the public continues to perceive significant 
differences between the quality of representation provided by retained versus 
appointed counsel. 

4.  The Defense Counsel, William F. McDonald ed. (1983). 

 
This compilation of articles addresses several aspects of defense 
representation, including focus on indigent defense services, the expense of 
providing such services by assigned counselor public defender offices, as well 
as chapters comparing differences in case disposition between public 
defenders and retained counsel. 

 
 5. Rose and Spangenberg, Action Plan for Legal Services, Part Two: Report on 



Criminal Defense Services to the Poor in Massachusetts (1978).  
 

Summarizes three-year research project by the Boston Bar Association 
comparing quality of representation based on outcomes in trial courts of 
Massachusetts. The authors conclude that type of attorney has little effect on 
the outcome of cases. 

 
6. Stover and Eckart, “A Systematic Comparison of Public Defenders and 

  Private Attorneys,” 3 Am. of Crim. Law 265 (1975). 
Compares public defenders and private attorneys in felony cases. Focusing on 
outcomes, the authors find no significant difference in the conviction and 
sentencing outcomes by either type of counsel. Real differences exist with 
regard to workload, experience, and public perception. 

 
7. Dahlin, “Toward a Theory of the Public Defender's Place in the Legal 

System,” 19 S.D.L. Rev. 87 (Winter 1974). 

The author explores defendant attitudes toward public defenders and retained 
private counsel, offering explanations for these attitudes as a means to reform 
the public defender system. Defendants believe that public defenders do not 
work as hard as private counsel, are not as effective as private attorneys, and 
that pub1ic defenders are 1ess concerned with them as individuals. However, 
the author finds no difference in competence between public defenders and 
retained counsel. 

 
III. FINANCING DEFENDER SYSTEMS A. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
A. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
1. Reid, "A1ternative Funding: Bar Associations and State and Local 

Government, II 38 NLADA Briefcase 107 (Winter 1981). 
 

Reviews the possibilities for civil legal service funding from bar associations 
and from state and local government sources such as filing fees, legislative 
appropriations, and taxes. Excellent application to defender programs as well. 

 
2. Wagner, "Through the Money Maze,” NLADA Briefcase 13  (Winter 1980). 

 
The author discusses funding resources for legal services activities. Sources 
discussed include federal government, public contributions and foundations 
and corporations. 

 
  3. Fairlie, "Gideon's Muted Trumpet: The Need for Federal Funds for Appointed 

Lawyers in Criminal Cases," 69 ABA Journal 172 (Feb. 1983). 
 

The author contends that we have not 1ived up to the mandate of Gideon v. 



Wainwright. He argues that the lack of funds to pay attorneys in felony cases 
is a major concern for the bar and the public. 

 
  4.  Lerner, “The Center for Defense Services: A Proposal for Federal Funding," 

35 NLADA Briefcase 38 (March 1978). 
 

Description of a proposal for a National Center for Defense Services. The 
article argues how a federally funded center would improve the quality of 
indigent defense. 

  5. Lefstein and Portman, "Imp1ementing the Right to Counsel in  State Criminal 
Cases, “ 66 ABA Journal 1084 (Summer 1980). 
 
This article gives a brief history of indigent defense services and examines the 
proposed National Center for Defense Services bill. The authors argue that the 
bill would help to solve problems of funding, case10ad and defender 
inexperience. 

 
6. The Center for. Defense Services: A Draft Discussion for Proposal for the 

Establishment of a Non-Profit Corporation to Strengthen Indigent Defense 
Services, American Bar Association, Standing Committee on Legal Aid and 
Indigent Defendants (February 1978 Draft). 

 
Documents the failure of the American justice system to deliver the effective 
assistance of counsel and discusses a proposed federal role for improving 
defense services. 

 
  7. McDaniel, “The Right to Counsel: Whose Responsibility?”, 37  Jour.of the 

Mo. Bar 498 (Dec. 1981). 
 

"The author recognizes the financial problems of Missouri1s public defender 
program and discusses proposals made by the Missouri Bar suggesting a new 
system which provides effective assistance of counsel for all defendants 
meeting financial eligibility requirements. Some suggestions include: five 
year prior criminal practice experience requirement, utilization of full- and 
part-time public defenders, regional supervision, etc. 

 
8. Parker, "Client Trust Accounts: A Funding Source for Legal Services,” 54 

N.Y. St. Bar Jour. 359 (Oct. 1982). 
 

Author discusses the use of client trust accounts as a funding source for legal 
services to the poor. The article gives an overview of the success of the 
mechanism, recent developments that have removed several obstacles to its 
implementation in the United States, and objections to the plan. 

 
 
 



















































Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project  
c/o Reference Librarian 
American University Law Library 
4400 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20016 
ph. (202) 686-2605 

 
Library 
National Center for State Courts  
300 Newport Avenue  
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185  
ph. (804) 253-2000 

 
Abt Associates, Inc. 
55 Wheeler Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138  
ph. (617) 492-7100 

 
Abt Associates maintains the complete library of the Criminal Defense Technical 
Assistance Project, which received LEAA funding after 1979. 

National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
1815 H Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
ph. (202) 872-8688 

 
National Defender Institute, 
P.O. Box 110 
Evanston, Illinois 60204  
ph. (312) 328-0088 

 
 
STATE BY STATE LISTING OF PUBLIC DEFENDER AND CRIMINAL DEFENSE 
LAWYER ASSOCIATI ONS 
 
Alabama 
 

Alabama Criminal Defense Lawyer's Association  
P.O. Box 1147 
Montgomery, Alabama 36101 
ph. (205) 263-0003 

 
California 
 

California Attorneys for Criminal Justice  
311 South Spring Street No. 502 
Los Angeles, California 90013 



ph. (213) 620-1081 
 

California Public Defender Association  
1717 K Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, California 95814 
ph. (916) 448-1383 

 
Florida 
 

Florida Criminal Defense Lawyers Association  
200 Southeast First Street 
Suite 500 
Miami, Florida 33131 
ph. (305) 358-7477 

 
Florida Public Defender Association (Coordinating Office) 
135 South Monroe Street 
Suite 120 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
ph. (904) 222-6603 

Georgia 

Georgia Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
92 Luckie Street, NW  
Atlanta, Georgia 30303  
ph. (404) 237-0700 

 
Illinois 
 

Illinois Criminal Defense Lawyers Association  
29 S. LaSalle 
Suite 440 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 
ph. (312) 782-8520 

 
Illinois Public Defender Association  
300 East Monroe Street,  
Suite 100  
Springfield, Illinois 62701 
ph. (217) 782-7203 

 
Iowa 
 

Iowa Public Defender Association  
707 1/2 Avenue G 
Fort Madison, Iowa 52627 



ph. (319) 372-3887 
 

Michigan 

Criminal Defense Attorneys of Michigan 
1200 Sixth Avenue,  
Third Floor North Tower 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
ph. (313) 256-2814 

 
Mississippi 
 

Mississippi Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers, Inc. 
309 Barnett Building 
200 S. President Street 
Jackson, Mississippi 39201 
ph. (601) 948-5105 

 
Missouri 
 

Missouri Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers  
P.O. Box 28306 
Kansas City, Missouri 64118 
ph. (816) 436-9550 

 
New York 
 

New York State Defenders Association, Inc.  
150 State Street 
Albany, New York 12207 
ph. (518) 465-3524 

 
Oklahoma 
 

Oklahoma Defense Lawyers Association  
217 N. Harvey, Suite 100 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102 
ph. (405) 326-6453 

 
Oregon 
 

Oregon Criminal Defense Lawyer's Association  
7 East Broadway, Suite 301 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
ph. (503) 686-8716 
 



Pennsylvania 
 

Public Defender Association of Pennsylvania  
121 North Broad Street 
10th Floor 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 
ph. (215) 568-3190 

 
South Carolina 
 

South Carolina Public Defender Association Judicial Center 
P.O. Box 192 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
ph. (803) 765-2592 

 
Tennessee 
 

Tennessee Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
207 Third Avenue, North Building 5th Floor 
Nashville, Tennessee 37201 
ph. (615) 254-1471 

 
Texas 
 

Texas Criminal Defense Lawyers Association  
600 W. 13th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
ph. (512) 478-2514 

 
Washington 
 

Washington Defender Association  
202 Smith Tower 
Seattle, Washington 98104 
ph. (206) 447-3923 
(206) 623-4321 

 
 
STATES WITH STATEWIDE TRIAL AND/OR APPELLATE PROGRAMS PROVIDING OR 
COORDINATING DEFENSE SERVICES 
 
 
Alaska 

 
Public Defender Agency  
716 West Fourth Avenue  



Suite 500 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501  
ph. (907) 279-7541 

 
Ca1ifornia 
 

Office of the State Public Defender  
1390 Market Street 
Suite 425 
San Francisco, California 94102  
ph. (415) 557-1600 

 
Colorado 
 

Colorado State Public Defender  
1575 Sherman Street 
Suite 718 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
ph. (303) 866-2661 

 
Connecticut 

 
Division of Public Defender Services  
999 Asylum Avenue 
Suite 205 
Hartford, Connecticut 06105 
ph. (203) 566-5328 

 
Delaware 

 
Public Defender of the State of Delaware  
State Office Building 
Fifth Floor 
Eighth and French Streets  
Wilmington, Delaware 19801  
ph. (302) 571-3230 

 
District of Columbia 

 
Public Defender Service for the District of Columbia  
451 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
ph. (202) 628-1200 

 
 

 



Hawaii 
 
Office of the Public Defender  
Suite 200 
200 North Vineyard Boulevard  
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 
ph. (808) 548-6273 

 
Illinois 
 

Office of the State Appellate Defender  
300 E. Monroe Street 
Suite 100 
Springfield; Illinois 62701 
ph. (217) 782-7203 

 
Indiana 

Public Defender, State of Indiana  
309 West Washington Street 
Suite 501 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
ph. (317) 232-2475 

 
Iowa 

 
Office of the State Appellate Defender  
First Floor 
Lucas Building 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
ph. (515) 281-8841 

 
Kansas 

 
State Board of Indigent Defense Services 
535 Kansas Avenue  
Suite 1202 
Topeka, Kansas 66603  
ph. (913) 296-4505 

 
Kentucky 

 
Office for Public Advocacy  
Third Floor 
State Office Building Annex  
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601  
ph. (502) 564-5211 



 
Maryland 
 

Public Defender 
State of Maryland  
Administrative Offices  
Tower Building 
222 East Baltimore Street  
Baltimore, Maryland 21202  
ph. (301) 659-4830 

 
 
Massachusetts 
 

Committee for Public Counsel Services 
80 Boylston Street 
Room 600 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116  
ph. (617) 482-6212 

 
Michigan 
 

Michigan State Appellate Defender's Office 
Third Floor, North Tower 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
ph. (313) 256-2814 

 
Minnesota 
 

State Public Defender 
229 19th Avenue South 
95 Law Building 
University of Minnesota  
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455  
ph. (612) 373-5725 

 
Missouri 

 
State Public Defender  
P.O. Box 1704 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102  
ph. (314) 751-2500 

 
 
 



Nevada 
 
Nevada State Public Defender 
Capitol Complex  
Carson City, Nevada 89710 
ph. (702) 885-4880 

 
New Hampshire 

 
New Hampshire Legal Assistance, Inc.  
Public Defender Program 
117 North State Street 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 
ph. (603) 224-1236 

 
New Jersey 
 

Department of the Public Advocate  
Office of the Public Defender  
520 East State Street, CN850  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
ph. (609) 292-1887 

 
New Mexico 
 

New Mexico Public Defender Department State Office 
215 West San Francisco Street 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
ph. (505) 827-3900 

 
North Carolina 

 
Office of the North Carolina Appellate Defender  
P.O. Box 1070 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 
ph. (919) 733-9490 

 
North Dakota 

 
State Court Administrator  
North Dakota Supreme Court 
State Capitol 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58505  
ph. (701) 224-2689 

 
 



Ohio 
 

Office of the Ohio Public Defender 
20 East Broad Street  
Columbus, Ohio 43215  
ph. (614) 466-5394 

 
Oklahoma 
  

Appellate Public Defender  
Oklahoma Center for Criminal Justice  
300 Timberdell Road 
Norman, Oklahoma 73019 
ph. (504) 364-6153 

 
Oregon 

 
State Court Administrator 
Judicial Department 
Supreme Court Building  
Salem, Oregon 97310 
ph. (503) 378-6046 

 
Rhode Island 
 

Office of the Public Defender 
State of Rhode Island 
Providence County Courthouse  
250 Benefit Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02902  
ph. (401) 277-3492 

 
South Carolina 

 
South Carolina Office of Appellate Defense  
1401 Calhoon Street 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201  
ph. (803) 758-8601 

 
Vermont 

 
Office of the Defender General  
State of Vermont 
State Office Building 
141 Main Street 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602  



ph. (802) 828-3168 
 
Virginia 
 

Judicial Planning  
Supreme Court of Virginia  
Administrative Offices  
100 North Ninth Street  
Richmond, Virginia 23219  
ph. (804) 786-6455 

 
West Virginia 

 
West Virginia Public Legal Services  
1900 Washington Street East  
Building 5, Room A-217 
Charleston, west Virginia 25305  
ph. (304) 348-3905 

 
Wisconsin 
 

State Public Defender 
P.O. Box 7862 
340 West Washington Avenue  
Madison, Wisconsin 53707  
ph. (608) 266-0087 

 
Wyoming 
 

Wyoming State Public Defend   
402 Hynds Building 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002 
ph. (307) 777-7137 

 
 
STATE-BY-STATE DEFENDER OFFICE MATERIALS 
 
Alaska 
 

In Re: John W. Wood, (Case No. 3AW-81-6112, Sup. Ct. of Alaska) (Filed  
December 14, 1982). 

 
Arizona 

 
Annual Report 1980-1981, Maricopa County Public Defender, 1980.  
 



Annual Report 1978-1979, Maricopa County Public Defender, 1979. 
 
California 
 

Confidential Memorandum: To Honorable Robert A. Roumiguiere, 
President et. a1. From Ruth Young, Public Defender's Office, Regarding: Marion County 
Public Defender's Office, January, 1983. 

1981 Judicial Council Report, Jud. Council of California, 1981. 

Santa Clara County Public Defender - Annual Report, 1980-1981. 

Memorandum: To Spangenberg, From Wilson RE: My Recommendations Following San 
Diego Eva1uation. January, 1981. 

 
1980, Judicial Council Report, Jud. Council of California 1980. 

Santa Clara County Public Defender - Annual Report, 1979-1980. 

Public Defender of Solano County State of California Annual Report, 1980. 
 

Wilson, - Notes from Visit to San Diego, California Defender Office, October 20-24, 
1980. 

Annual Report of the Public Defender, City and County of San Francisco, Jeff Brown 
Public Defender, Nov. 15, 1980. 

 
San Diego County Contract Defense System, Evaluation materials, CDTAP, Oct., 1980. 

 
Statement of Work, Santa Clara County California Technical Assistance Project, 
NLADA/NCDM, January 1978. 

 
Santa Clara, Office of the Public Defender Annual Report, 1977-1978. 

 
 Policies and Procedures Manual, Santa Clara County Public Defender, Nov. 1977. 
 
 Annual Report: 1976-1977, Public Defender, County of Santa Clara, California, 1977. 
 

Portman, A State Public Defender's Office: Boon or Boondoggle?, 42 Cal.St.B.J. 92 
(1972) 

 
Some Determinants of the Method of Case Disposition – Decision Making by Public 
Defenders in Los Angeles, Law & Society Review, 1973. 

 
The Public Defender System in the State of California, Maneuso, 1963. 

 



Canada 
 

1983 Commission des Services Juridiques, Ann. Rep. 11. 
 
 
Connecticut 
 

Consultant Handbook, Connecticut Technical Assistance Project, NLADA/NCDM, 1976. 
 
 
District of Columbia 
 

Public Defender Service for the District of Columbia, 12th Annual Report Fiscal Year, 
1982. 

 
Public Defender Service for the District of Columbia, 11th Annual Report Fiscal Year, 
1981. 
 
Public Defender Service for the District of Columbia, 8th Annual Report Fiscal Year, 
1978. 
 
District of Columbia – Correctional Services Program – Public Defender Service, 1st 
Report, 1974. 
 
District of Columbia – Public Defender Service, Annual Report, 1st FY1971. 

 
Illinois 
 

F.Y. 1978, Annual Report to the Board of Commissioners, Office of the State Appellate 
Defender, July 1978. 

 
Indiana 
 

Apri1,1982 Through June, 1983, Office of the State Public Defender, Annual Report. 
 
Kansas 
 

Consultant Handbook: Systems Development Study: State of Kansas, NLADA/NCDM, 
April, 1977. 

Maryland 

Report of the Public Defender, Fiscal Year, 1982, Office of Public Defender, State of 
Maryland, 1982. 

 
Maryland Office of the Public Defender, Tenth Report, Fiscal Year 1981,1981. 

 



Maryland Public Defender, Fiscal Year 1980, Ninth Report, 1980. 
 

Mississippi 

Letter from Mr. James W. Fletcher, President Public Defender Association, to Mr. Burton 
H. Shostak (April 9, 1982) (Implementation of new Public Defender System).  

Letter from Mr. James W. Fletcher, President Public Defender Association, to NLADA 
(March 31, 1982) (Budget for Fiscal Year 82-83, State-wide). 

 
Missouri's Public Defender and Appointed Counsel Program Annual Statistical Report, 
July 1, 1979 - June 30, 1980, Public Defender Commission, 1980. 

Missouri's Public Defender and Appointed Counsel Program Annual Statistical Report, 
July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979, Public Defender Commission, 1979. 
 
Report to the Missouri General Assembly, Public Defender Commission, October, 1977. 

 
Nevada 

Annual Report, Washoe County Public Defender, 1977-1978.  
 
New York 

Annual Report, Oneida County Public Defense, 1983. 

Annual Report, 1982, The Legal Aid Bureau of Buffalo Inc. 1982. 
 
North Dakota 
 

Letter from Bruce Bohlman, Chairman, to Members of the North Dakota Legal Counsel 
for Indigents Commission (April 6, 1984) (Meeting schedules for Thursday, April 19, 
1984; attached agenda, including: Fred Lesson, "Oregon Can't Recoup Fees from 
Acquitted Indigents", February 27, 1984, the National Law Journal and Fitch v. Belshaw, 
-- F. Supp. -- (D. Or. 1984). 

 
Letter from Justice Vernon R. Pederson, Chairman, Judicial Planning Committee to 
Members of the North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents Commission (August 1, 1982) 
(Request for Comment on the Draft North Dakota Judicial Minister Program for the 
Brennison Ending June 30, 1983 - Comment Period Ending September 15, 1982.) 

 
Letter from Bruce Bohlman, Chairman, North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents 
Commission to Juvenile Supervisors (July 16, 1982) (Request for Comments on 
Committee proposal for Indigent Defense Guidelines). 

 
Letter from Bruce Bohlman, to North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents Commission 
(June 7, 1982) (Seventh Commission Meeting set for Thursday, June 17). 



 
Letter from Bruce Bohlman, Chairman, North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents 
Commission, to Presiding Judges Bakken, Berning, Hunke, Gruff, and Backes (May 
implementation - Counsel Fees). 

 
Letter from Bruce Bohlman, Chairman, to North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents 
Commission (November 10, 1982) (Indigency Criterion). 

 
Ohio 

Annual Report, Ohio Public Defender Commission, 1980.  

Ohio Public Defender Commission - Annual Report, 1979. 
 

Cincinnati Evaluation - Books I and II, 1975. 
 
Vermont 
 

1982 Annual Report 7, Offices of the Vermont Defender General. 
 

Vermont - Office of the Defender General - Annual Report. Third, 1978. 
 
Virginia 
 

Fourth Report of the Virginia Public Defender Commission to the Governor and the 
General Assembly of Virginia, Sept., 1979. 

Virginia's Pilot Public Defender Program - Report of the Virginia Public Defender 
Commission to the Governor and the General Assembly of Virginia, June 1976. 

Washington 

Accounting Manual, Seattle-King County Public Defender Association, no date. 
 

West Virginia 

West Virginia Public Legal Services Council, Annual Report, 1982 (also 2-volume 
index). 

Wisconsin 
 

State Public Defender Trial Representation Division Annual Report, July 1978-June 
1979, Ron Brandt, Deputy State Public Defender, Feb. 1980. 

 
State Public Defender, Provisions of the  1977-79  Executive Budget, State of Wisconsin 
1977. 



State of Wisconsin, January 1, 1976 Final Population Estimates, Bureau of Program 
Management, 1976. 
 
Criminal Law - Term of the Wisconsin Supreme Court, August 1972 - August 1973, 
1974. 
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