
 
 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 
Friday, June 26, 2020 

12:00 p.m. 
Zoom1 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89181352076 
 

AGENDA 
  

1. Call to Order and Comments by Chairman, Frank Holthaus   
   
2. Adoption of the Agenda*       pg. 281-282 
 
3. Public Comment  

 
 4. Adoption of the Minutes 
  a. June 5, 2020 *       pgs. 283-290 
  b. June 18, 2020*       pgs. 291-299 
 
 5. Policy Committee Recommendation 
  a. Act 99 , Foote Miller-Montgomery Plan    pgs. 300-301 
  b. Proposed Policy*       pg. 302 
 
 6. Miller-Montgomery* 
  a. Authority for SPD to Notify DOA of Changes  
   Pursuant to Act 99 
  b. Status of the M/M Money 
 
 7. Executive Session2,3* 
 
 8. Executive Positions* 
  
 9. FY21 DAF Disbursement*      pgs. 303-310 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 This meeting is being held via a ZOOM video-conference pursuant to Executive Proclamation 75-JBE-2020, Section 2(C). 

2 The Board may vote to go into executive session pursuant to La. R.S. 42:16 by a two-thirds vote of the members present.  The executive session is limited to matters 
allowed to be exempted from public discussion pursuant to La. R.S. 42:17, including character and professional competence of a person; provided, however, such 
person(s) may require that such discussion be held at an open meeting pursuant to La. R.S. 42:17(A)(1).  No final or binding action will be taken during executive 
session. The Board may interview final candidates for the Trial Level Compliance Officer position including: Michael A. Mitchell, David McClatchey and Harry 
Landry and for the Director of Training position: Trisha Ward, Robert Noel and Tracy Schwab. 

3 The Board may vote to go into executive session pursuant to La. R.S. 42:16 by a two-thirds vote of the members present.  The executive session is limited to matters 
allowed to be exempted from public discussion pursuant to La. R.S. 42:17. Accordingly, the Board may discuss the following:  State v. Ian Howard, 15th JDC, Dockets: 
16358 and 163534. 
 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89181352076


 
 
 
 
 10. Holdridge FY21 Contract Renewal*  
 
 11. Legislative Update        pgs. 311-312 
 
 12. Resignation of District Defender Bradley Dauzat   pg. 313 
   District 12 (Avoyelles Parish)-Informational 
      
 13. Announcements 
 
 14. Next Meeting 

 
15.     Adjournment* 
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Louisiana Public Defender Board 
Friday, June 5, 2020 

12:00 p.m. 
Zoom1 

  
Draft Minutes 

 
  

1. A meeting of the Louisiana Public Defender Board, pursuant to lawful notice, 
was called to order by its Chairman Frank Holthaus on Friday, June 5, 2020, via 
ZOOM video-conference (see footnote) at approximately 12:03 p.m.   Mr. Holthaus 
acknowledged quorum. 
 

The following Board members were present2: 
 
Zita Andrus   Chris Bowman   Flozell Daniels  
W. Ross Foote  Michael Ginart    Frank Holthaus  
Lyn Lawrence  Donald North   Chaz Roberts  
Moses Williams  

 
The following Board member was absent: 
 
 Pat Fanning   

 
 The following members of the Board’s staff were present: 
  
  Rémy Voisin Starns, State Public Defender 

Barbara Baier, General Counsel 
Natashia Carter, Budget Administrator 
Jean Faria, Capital Case Coordinator 

 Anne Gwin, Executive Assistant 
 Richard Pittman, Dep. Public Defender, Dir. Juvenile Defender Services  
 Erik Stilling, Information and Technology Director  
 Tiffany Simpson, Legislative Director – Juv. Compliance Officer 
   
2. Adoption of the Agenda.  Judge Ross Foote moved to adopt the agenda which 
was seconded by Mr. Chaz Roberts and passed unopposed.    

 
1 This meeting is being held via a ZOOM video-conference pursuant to Executive Proclamation 75-JBE-2020, Section 2(C). 
2 Mr. Daniels, Ms. Andrus and Mr. Lawrence arrived late at approximately 12:28 pm.  Voting on action item prior to their arrival was not affected 
as quorum was noted with 7 members present. 
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3. Call for Public Comment.  Mr. Holthaus indicated public comment would be 
taken up with each item.  
      
4.   Adoption of the Minutes.   Professor Donald North moved to adopt the 
Minutes of the May 8, 2020 meeting as presented.  Mr. Roberts seconded the motion 
which passed unopposed. 

   
 5. Budget Issues  
 a. Solvency Projections.  Dr. Erik Stilling gave an explanation of the 

solvency projections updated since the last meeting (May 29, 2020).  Mr. 
Starns informed the Board that the Office of Planning and Budget has 
approved the salary waiver (statutory positions) approved by the Board at the 
last meeting.  The disbursal of the waived salary funds (included in the 
projections) left the residual and exigency set-aside funds virtually intact for 
disbursal to the districts.   

 b. District – Immediate Needs.  Professor North asked that each item 
below be taken up individually.  Mr. Starns reported on the financial needs of 
each district as follows: District 11 (Sabine Parish) - $30,551; District 13 
(Evangeline Parish) - $31,637; District 35 (Grant Parish) - $4,025; District 37 
(Caldwell Parish) - $12,074.  He reported a need for $1,118 in District 34 (St. 
Bernard Parish), but District Defender Tom Gernhauser stated that with his 
recent mitigation cuts and recent funds received from the Sheriff, his district 
could make it through June.  Professor North moved to adopt the 
recommendation of the SPD as presented.  Mr. Lawrence seconded the 
motion.  Clarification was made that District 34 (St. Bernard Parish) would 
need the $1,118 and that amount would be included in the disbursal.  
Professor North amended his motion to include $1,118 to District 34 (St. 
Bernard Parish) and Mr. Ginart seconded.  Upon vote the motion passed 
unopposed. 

 c. DAF FY21.  Mr. Starns reported that staff continues to work on a plan 
for the disbursal of funds for FY21 and the two drafts included in the 
materials are not recommendations but presented to start discussions and 
are based on an assumed standstill budget from FY20.  Professor North 
stated he wanted no district to get a zero disbursal and for staff to research 
the districts that had to come back to the Board for funding six months out 
from the initial disbursal.  

 
 6.  Miller – Montgomery Contracts – FY21.  SPD Starns reported that last week 

the Board resolved to renew all contracts; however, there is an unresolved issue 
regarding the Miller Montgomery contract with LCCR.  Specifically, the Board will 
need to decide what the ramifications are of the withdrawal by 34 of the 42 districts 
from the Memorandum of Understanding between the districts and LCCR and how 
they will now treat the statutory funding split.    He indicated he has submitted his 
recommendation in the proposal provided in the materials.   Mr. Roberts asked to 
hear SPD Starns’ recommendation before discussion.  Mr. Starns outlined his 
recommendation as follows:  There are 20 Miller cases and 63 Montgomery cases.  

284



 

3_Board_Jun 5 2020_Minutes 
 

Of those cases, 54 are with the 8 districts3 that did not withdraw their agreement to 
the Memorandum of Understanding.  Twenty-nine cases are from the 34 districts 
that did withdraw.  If a dollar amount is assessed to each case, the money could 
follow the cases.  The cost per case -- considering the total allotment with the 
number of cases -- is a little over $16,000 per case.  One-half of that amount ($8,000 
per case) sent back to each district by case is $232,000.   The money for the other 54 
cases is $432,000.00. It would stay with the 8 districts that did not withdraw and 
could be used to contract with a program.  The remainder of $673,009 would go into 
a Miller-Montgomery reserve fund that the Board would hold for any case that may 
need litigation beyond the initial $8,000.  Application would be made to staff and 
brought to the Board for dispersal on a case by case basis, as needed.   

 
 Discussion followed.  Judge Foote expressed concern that discussion was focused on 

pure money and not the service delivery.  He asked for the chance to look at the 
shift in the policy concept of delivery.  Further he asked that the districts that opted 
out provide a plan on how they would deliver the services.   

 
 Professor North stated that based on the numbers provided no one is overworked 

with Miller-Montgomery cases and this is not a matter of urgency that needs to be 
dealt with today.  Mr. Ginart disagreed and stated that the Board asked SPD 
Starns for a recommendation and a decision should be made.  He also agreed that 
the Policy Committee should review to determine if this is this best way to provide 
the service, that Mr. Clark-Rizzio should have an opportunity to ask questions and 
provide information, and that the District Defenders should provide their plans to 
take their cases or leave them with LCCR after which the Board can make a 
decision from  policy and budget perspectives.   He then moved that the issue go to 
the next Budget Committee meeting and the next Policy Committee meeting and 
thereafter be a recommendation made to the Board at the next Board meeting. Mr.  
Daniels and Mr. Roberts seconded the motion.   

 
 SPD Starns clarified that the issue to focus on is the funding involved is $1,337, 009 

appropriated to the Public Defender Board (non-statutory dedication).  Those funds 
are at the Board’s discretion to use.  Last fiscal year the Memorandum of 
Understanding treated that funding as 65%-side money that was then contracted to 
LCCR.  For FY21, 34 of the 42 districts have withdrawn their consent pursuant to 
the Memorandum of Understanding. The Board needs to decide for FY21 how to 
treat the funding - as 35%-side money and/or 65%-side money.  That decision has a 
sense of urgency because it affects everything else. 

 
 Mr. Holthaus stated that FY 21 is the issue here and the Board does not have to 

have this solved on July 1, rather solved correctly.  He indicated he would like for 
Budget and Policy to review the issue.   

 

 
3 The eight non-revoking districts are District 10 (Natchitoches Parish), District 19 (EBR Parish); District 24 (Jefferson Parish); District 26 (Bossier and Webster 
Parishes); District 29 (St. Charles Parish); District 35 (Grant Parish); District 40 (St. John the Baptist Parish); and District 41 (Orleans Parish). 
:   

285



 

4_Board_Jun 5 2020_Minutes 
 

 Mr. Lyn Lawrence indicated he would need more information on the status of the 
cases – what stage they are in – and assessing funding to them, before voting.  

 
 Judge Foote reiterated that the transition of the cases needs further policy review.  
 
 Mr. Moses Williams stated that the Board should have a better understanding why 

the Districts decided to withdraw from the MOU and that there is not enough 
information to vote at this time. 

 
 Mr. Roberts disagreed that the information is not available rather the decisions are 

tough and that he supports the ideas provided to try to save money.   
 
 Mr. Ginart reiterated that that SPD Starns was asked for a plan, he did a lot work, 

a lot a discussion has been had and the issue needs to go to Budget and Policy in 
order for the Board to make a decision.  He called the question.   The motion was 
restated:  that this issue (Miller-Montgomery Case/MOU) be sent to both the 
Budget Committee and the Policy Committee to consider at the very next meetings 
and to make recommendations back to the Board for its first meeting after those 
recommendations come in.  Mr. Roberts seconded the motion.  

 
 Professor North asked to amend the motion to leave the resources where they are 

right now and for policy and budget review any recommendations afterward.  
 
 Mr. Williams clarified again that the motion is for this matter to be referred to both 

the Budget and the Policy Committee for recommendation to be brought back to the 
Board and that in itself leaves everything at a standstill, so no amendment is 
needed.   

 
 Mr. Holthaus stated that the question has been called and asked for a vote.  Upon a 

roll call vote, the motion to refer the matter to the Budget and Policy Committees at 
their next meetings and return with a recommendation to the full Board passed 
nine in favor and one against (North).  Chairman Holthaus directed both the 
Budget Committee and the Policy Committee at their next meeting to study this 
proposal and make recommendations back to the Board.  He directed staff to place 
it on a Board agenda as an action item after a period that the Board has had time to 
study both Committee’s recommendations.  

  
10. Executive Session4*.  Executive Session was taken early on the agenda.  Mr. 
Daniels moved to go into Executive Session.  Mr. Ginart seconded the motion which 
passed unopposed.   Mr. Daniels moved to return to Regular Session, seconded by 
Mr. Bowman and passed unopposed. 

 
4 The Board may vote to go into executive session pursuant to La. R.S. 42:16 and 42:17 (formerly La. R.S. 42:6 and 42:6.1), by a two-thirds vote of the members 
present.  The executive session is limited to matters allowed to be exempted from public discussion pursuant to La. R.S. 42:17, including character and professional 
competence of a person; provided, however, such person(s) may require that such discussion be held at an open meeting pursuant to La. R.S. 42:17(A)(1).  The Board 
may discuss an LCAC personnel issue.  Additionally, in accordance with La. R.S. 42:17 and La. R. S. 42:19(A)(b)(iii) the Board may discuss the following: St. v Ian 
Howard, 15th JDC, Dockets: 16358 and 163534. 
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Upon return to Regular Session the remaining agenda items were addressed.  
Chairman Holthaus recognized that Mr. Daniels wanted to move to amend the 
agenda to include discussion about district funding.  Mr. Daniels confirmed that is 
his motion and clarified he would like to discuss immediate needs in District 41 
(Orleans Parish).  Mr. Holthaus reported no opposition.  Professor North expressed 
opposition.  Discussion continued.  Mr. Daniels reported that District 41 (Orleans 
Parish) after mitigation efforts and the $137,000 provided by the Board last week is 
still in need of at least another $225,000 to get through the fiscal year.  The 
projections indicated the district in total need of approximately $663,000 through 
the fiscal year.  Dr. Stilling reported that after disbursement of the funds approved 
earlier in this meeting, a $1.319M balance remains in the contingency fund; 
however, there will remain a July shortfall problem district-wide.  Professor North 
indicated his approval with helping District 41 (Orleans Parish) but the Board must 
be prepared for financial crisis in July.  District Defender Derwyn Bunton indicated 
with the $137,000 already provided, he is asking for approximately $223,000 (of his 
original $450,000 request), which he believes will get his district through half of 
July.  Mr. Daniels moved to provide the $223,000 to District 41 (Orleans Parish) 
because they are in a situation where they need that support now and as other 
districts come in line needing support the Board will continue to address those 
requests.  Mr. Ginart seconded the motion.  Discussion continued.  Mr. Daniels 
clarified that District 41 (Orleans Parish) will not make it to July 1 without this 
assistance.  Mr. Ginart reported that Mr. Bunton has addressed the Board on a 
number of occasions and removed requests for need. Further, no one gets money 
more from their local area than Mr. Bunton.  His district has this need to make 
payroll and he (Mr. Ginart) supports providing the additional funding at this time.  
Professor North inquired if the $223,000 will be backed out of the July 
disbursement.  Mr. Bunton clarified that the $663,000 is compounding what the 
projected deficit is through July, so it would not be $233,000 now, then $663,000 in 
July, rather the $223,000 would be subtracted from their projected need in July.  
Mr. Starns indicated that Mr. Bunton made this request in March, but he (Mr. 
Starns) did not come to the Board with a recommendation; however, he wants all 
districts solvent and will do what the Board wants.  Mr. Daniels restated his motion 
that the Board give $223,000 to District 41 (Orleans Parish) and Mr. Ginart 
seconded.  Professor North clarified the motion includes backing the $223,000 out of 
the $663,000 July projected need.  Mr. Daniels agreed.  Upon vote, the motion 
carried unopposed.   

 
 7. LCLE Grant.  Dr. Tiffany Simpson reported that staff is waiting on the 

survey response submitted to LCLE requesting workstations, PPE, and other 
necessities for district offices.  She indicated that the grant application will be due 
in a very timely manner so a second survey will be sent out to the districts with a 
request to complete them with more detailed information so that all needs are 
included in the request.    

 
 
 8. Division Updates 
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a. Legislative Update.  Dr. Simpson reported she and SPD Starns have 
been active at the Capitol with Legislative Committees since the last 
meeting.  She reported having gotten a very good response from Senator 
White in Senate Finance and that House Bill 1 (Appropriations Bill) has 
passed out of Committee but with several important amendments that 
provide for:  1) the requirement for an 80/20 split of the Public Defense Fund 
to the districts and the use of the current DAF methodology for this year 
only;  2) $1.1 million dollars to the LPDB budget; and 3) and additional $6 
million dollars.  She reported the amendments passed in Committee today 
and are expected to move to the House floor on Wednesday before going to the 
Senate.  Mr. Daniels stated that the 80/20 split, if passed, creates a 
disastrous budgetary management situation and asked Dr. Simpson if the 
source of the recommendation is known and if there is a solution to get it 
removed.  Both Dr. Simpson and SPD Starns indicated today in the House 
Appropriation’s hearing was the first either had heard of the proposal. Mr. 
Daniels asked if perhaps the Board could partner with PDAL to mount 
resources to change the legislation. Chairman Holthaus directed staff to 
provide an opposition paper on the impact of the 80/20 split to LPDB as soon 
as possible.  Mr. Holthaus reminded everyone that the Board is already being 
sued in a case that alleges that at 65-35 the delivery of adequate resources to 
a large segment of our clients is not being met.  This recommendation will 
impact LPDB and possibly the litigation.  
b. Juvenile Update.  Deputy Public Defender – Director of Juvenile 
Defender Services Richard Pittman reported that the first claim under the 
Title 4E reimbursement funding for Parent Representation has been 
submitted for $80,000 for expenditures between October and December of 
2019.  The second invoice that would be for January – March of 2020 is 
expected to be about the same amount.  He is working to expand the funding 
moving forward.   

 
9. Executive Positions.  Mr. Holthaus indicated this was discussed to 
some degree in Executive Session.  Mr. Chris Bowman moved that the Board 
have the State Public Defender interview and select three candidates for each 
of the positions and make recommendations for the Board to conduct 
interviews at the next available meeting and prior to the end of the fiscal 
year.  Judge Foote seconded the motion.  Chairman Holthaus asked to clarify 
if the interviews would be held regardless of Zoom or in person.  Mr. Bowman 
indicated that was correct.  Mr. Holthaus indicated that the next meeting is 
in seven days.  Mr. Bowman agreed a week was too soon to get this done.  Mr. 
Holthaus suggested 14 days.  Mr. Bowman agreed to the extension and Judge 
Foote indicated he would second the motion.  Upon call for a vote, the motion 
passed without opposition.   

  
11. Announcements.  Chairman Holthaus reported that he received notice on 
Sunday night that he was to appear at the Legislature to answer questions by 
Senator Katrina Jackson (Monroe, District 34).  He stated that SPD Starns, Dr. 
Simpson, Ms. Carter and Dr. Stilling appeared with him and they all met with a 

288



 

7_Board_Jun 5 2020_Minutes 
 

large group of Senators who seemed satisfied with the information provided.  He 
thanked those members of staff for appearing with him.  
 

 12. Next Meeting.  Friday, June 12, 2020 at 12:00 p.m. via zoom video-
 conference. 
 

13.     Adjournment.  Mr. Daniels moved to adjourn.  Professor North seconded and 
the motion passed unopposed. 
 
 
GUESTS:  See attached Zoom participants record. 
 
 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct account 
of the proceedings of the Louisiana Public Defender meeting held on the 5th day of 
June 2020, as approved by the Board on the 18th day of June, 20205. 

 
 

___________________________________ 
C. Frank Holthaus, Chairman 

 

 
5 The meeting at which these minutes were approved was held by Zoom video-conference pursuant to Executive Proclamation 75JBE 2020 Section 2(C). 
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Louisiana Public Defender Board 
Thursday, June 18, 2020 

12:00 p.m. 
Zoom1 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81679028934 

DRAFT MINUTES 

1. A meeting of the Louisiana Public Defender Board, pursuant to lawful notice,
was called to order by its Chairman Frank Holthaus on Thursday, June 18, 2020,
via ZOOM video-conference (see footnote) at approximately 12:05 p.m. Mr. Holthaus
acknowledged quorum.

The following Board members were present2: 

Zita Andrus  Chris Bowman Flozell Daniels 
Pat Fanning  W. Ross Foote Michael Ginart 
Frank Holthaus Lyn Lawrence Donald North 
Chaz Roberts  Moses Williams

The following members of the Board’s staff were present: 

Rémy Voisin Starns, State Public Defender 
Barbara Baier, General Counsel 
Natashia Carter, Budget Administrator 
Jean Faria, Capital Case Coordinator 
Anne Gwin, Executive Assistant 
Richard Pittman, Dep. Public Defender, Dir. Juvenile Defender Services 
Erik Stilling, Information and Technology Director  
Tiffany Simpson, Legislative Director – Juv. Compliance Officer 

2. Adoption of the Agenda.  Mr. Mike Ginart moved to adopt the agenda which
was seconded by Mr. Flozell Daniels and passed unopposed.

3. Call for Public Comment.  Mr. Holthaus indicated public comment would be
taken up with each item.

4. Adoption of the June 5, 2020 Minutes.  Adoption of the Minutes was not
addressed.

1 This meeting is being held via a ZOOM video-conference pursuant to Executive Proclamation 75-JBE-2020, Section 2(C). 
2 Mr. Lawrence arrived late.  Voting on action item prior to his  arrival was not affected as quorum was noted with 10 members present. 
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 5. Budget Committee Recommendations.       
 a. Financial Report.  Professor North reported favorable recommendation 

of the  financial report by the Budget Committee.   There was no opposition 
and the report as presented was adopted.        
b. Solvency Projections  
c. Current Needs*          

   i.      District 22 - $51,825 
   ii.     District 34 - $8,375 

 iii.    District 35 - $8,171  
Items 5b and 5c were taken together.  Dr. Erik Stilling reported recent 
solvency projections indicate the following districts in need: District 22 
(St. Tammany and Washington Parishes) - $51,825; District 34 (St. 
Bernard Parish)-$8,375 and District 35 (Grant Parish) - $8,171.  He 
reported District 41 (Orleans Parish) showing a need for $182,804 but 
with recent allocations by the Board the district should make it 
through the fiscal year.  Professor North reported that the Budget 
Committee is recommending disbursement of $51,825 to District 22 
(St. Tammany and Washington Parishes), $8,375 to District 34 (St. 
Bernard Parish) and $8,171 to District 35 (Grant Parish).  There was 
no opposition and the recommendation as presented was adopted.  

 d. FY20 Year End Scrub.  Deputy Public Defender Richard Pittman gave 
a brief explanation of the three scenarios for the distribution of remaining 
FY20 DAF monies.  He reported that Plan B, would provide for an initial 
disbursement of 85% of a district’s July expenses assuming no conviction or 
user fees (CUFs) and return to normal spending in June.  Then, the balance 
of the DAF monies would be distributed to all districts following the initial 
DAF distribution methodology in July of 2019. 

  
 Concerns were expressed by Mr. Chris Bowman and Professor North that 

some districts get little or zero funding under this plan.    Mr. Daniels urged 
that the Board move the resources today if at all possible as districts that 
have made significant mitigation efforts are struggling.   

 
 Mr. Bowman suggested a different calculation where the percentage is based 

upon the total amount that each district received for full year rather than on 
their initial July 2019 DAF distribution/calculation.   Professor North stated 
that all amounts provided to those districts that had to come back to the 
Board for more funding -- after the initial distribution -- should be included.  
Mr. Pittman clarified that the amounts being shown for distribution (where 
some districts get zero) are based on initial July 2019 distribution and does 
not include any of the discretionary funds the Board retained and distributed 
later.  Judge Foote inquired if staff could recalculate the distribution using 
the total amounts received for the whole year.  Mr. Bowman agreed this is 
what should be done.   Mr. Pittman indicated that could be done quite easily.  
Professor North then moved to use the whole year distribution calculation.  
Mr. Bowman seconded the motion.   Mr. Holthaus asked for specificity in the 
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motion and Mr. Pittman asked the Board to decide if it would be approving 
the 85% or 100% distribution plan, as presented.  SPD Starns reported his 
recommendation to be the 85% plan.  Professor North accepted the 
recommendation and Mr. Bowman seconded it.   The motion was then 
restated by Mr. Pittman that after the June distribution approved earlier 
(agenda item 5c) a second distribution is to be made that is based on the first 
cut distribution Plan B that assumes no June or July conviction or user fees 
and return to normal spending in June which amounts to $720,630.93 to the 
districts as listed (pg. 274).  Then, the remaining balance is to be distributed 
based on ratios determined by using all monies distributed to the districts 
throughout the year.  Professor North accepted that motion and Mr. Bowman 
seconded it.  Upon vote the motion passed unopposed.      
  

 e. FY21 DAF.  SPD Starns reported that pursuant to pending legislation 
disbursal of the DAF may have to follow the FY20 methodology and the 
numbers provided reflect that methodology using FY21 proposed allocations.  
Professor North reported that the Budget Committee’s recommendation was 
that staff provide the proposed FY21 DAF to the districts for feedback prior 
to this meeting.  He then moved that the issue be deferred until more 
information is received from the districts and a final status of the legislation 
is known.  Mr. Daniels seconded the motion.  District Defender Paul Marx 
District 15 (Acadia, Lafayette and Vermilion Parishes) reported that 26 of the 
42 districts have indicated “yes” to the disbursement methodology proposal as 
presented.  Mr. Holthaus indicated the Board needs to hear from everyone.  
Mr. Daniels suggested that staff send out the inquiry to the districts and 
report back to the Board.  Professor North called the question.  Upon vote the 
motion passed unopposed and staff was instructed to contact all districts and 
bring the issue back to the full board at the next meeting.     
f. FY21 Professional and Consulting Contracts.  SPD Starns reported 
that the Budget Committee is recommending the approval of the professional 
and consulting contracts.  He reported that his recommendation was to 
approve all of them except the one that provides assistance to the Capital 
Division.  Professor North indicated that the Budget Committee is 
recommending all professional services contracts be renewed.  Mr. Bowman 
asked for an explanation for the one non-renewal recommendation.  SPD 
Starns reported the contract is for Mr. John Holdrige to provide assistance to 
the Capital Division and part of his overall recommendation to the Board is 
do capital services differently moving forward that does not require a contract 
for outside services.  Professor North then asked to modify his motion 
(recommendation) to approve all contracts except John Holdridge.   Judge 
Foote asked to clarify if the recommendation is to cancel or suspend until 
further discussion and decision on how the Board will provide capital 
services.  Professor North indicated that is correct and his motion is to renew 
all the non-controversial contracts except John Holdridge which is to be 
considered separately.  Mr. Ginart seconded the motion which passed 
unopposed.   
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Professor North stated that the Budget Committee recommended the renewal 
of the contract for John Holdridge pending some clarification regarding how 
the Board will deal with capital.  Mr. Starns restated that going forward he 
does not believe that an outside consultant is needed and his 
recommendation is zero but the Budget Committee had a different view 
because a decision has not been decided on capital services.  Professor North 
then moved to approve the contract with John Holdridge tentatively subject 
to the Board making a decision regarding what it will do in relationship to 
capital. Clarification was made that the contract contains a 30-day 
cancellation clause.  Mr. Bowman reminded the Board that it employs a full 
time, on-staff Capital Case Coordinator and Mr. Holdridge is contracted to 
assist that position.  Judge Foote stated that the real issue is whether or not 
the Board is getting any value or needs this particular work.  He indicated 
his support to renew the contract as long as the ability to terminate is there; 
however, he does not want the Board to make fiscal decisions based on 
policies that are not yet in place.  Mr. Fanning agreed with Mr. Bowman that 
with the 501c3 programs, directors and a Capital Case Coordinator there is 
plenty of supervision and resources dedicated to capital and the Board does 
not need to spend the extra money and would have to come back later to 
terminate the contract. 

Mr. Daniels seconded Professor North’s motion to approve the contract 
tentatively and asked to hear from Capital Case Coordinator Jean Faria.  

Ms. Faria reported that Mr. Holdridge is a nationally recognized expert who 
provides training work based on his relationships with other national experts 
in capital defense and as a result LPDB has one of the best trainings in the 
country every year.  In addition, he assists in going through all of the 
assessments and participates in the capital certification process.  For very 
small amount of money it is extremely helpful to have that level of national 
expertise working on LPDB’s capital work.   

Mr. Mike Ginart stated that having reviewed capital for several year he is 
convinced that the same quality of representation is available for less money 
than is being spent.  He suggested that the 501c3’s could pay for Mr. 
Holdridge’s services.  Mr. Chaz Roberts indicated his support for new 
leadership and the SPD’s analysis and thoughts presented on the issue and 
would support the cut.   

Mr. Daniels expressed concern cancelling this contract could result in a lesser 
degree of performance and some quality of defense will suffer.   Mr. Williams 
indicated the change should not be made and until the Board makes decisions 
on how capital defense is provided it should stay with what is in place. 
Professor North called the question.    

Judge Foote asked for clarification on the motion.  Professor North restated 
his motion is to approve the John Holdridge contract tentatively to be 
evaluated every 30 days.  Judge Foote offered an amendment that the 
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contract be renewed with the provision to cancel it with a 30-day notice.  
Professor North accepted the amendment.   Mr. Daniels seconded the motion.  
Upon tie vote, the motion failed.   Mr. Holthaus indicated the issue would be 
brought to the Board at the next meeting. 

6. Executive Positions.  Chairman Holthaus reported because this meeting
contained so many issues that he would move the interviews to the meeting set on
Friday, Jun 26, 2020.   He reported he would announce who SPD Starns is
recommending be interviewed but asked that all members are to review all
resumes.  Mr. Holthaus reported the interviews would be held in Executive Session.

Mr. Bowman expressed concern that at the last meeting it was the consent of all 
Board members that the decision would be made at this meeting.  He indicated the 
Board should move forward. 

Mr. Williams stated that the members do not have the information today to make a 
decision today and want to participate in the interview process. 

Mr. Daniels expressed his frustration that the process has taken so long.  He 
indicated that the SPD hires with the advice and consent of the Board and that he 
is not sure that the Board needs to be involved but if so it needs to be efficient, the 
SPD should provide his choices, and the Board should let him do his job move 
forward.   

Mr. Ginart agreed with Mr. Daniels but reminded everyone that the SPD was to 
recommend three top candidates so that the Board would not have to interview 
everyone.   Then, if there is someone not in that top three that a board member 
wants to interview, they are to provide that information.  

Mr. Bowman clarified that after last meeting everyone was provided all applications 
in a drop box and it was his understanding that SPD Starns was instructed to make 
a recommendation of three candidates for the Board to select from.  Chairman 
Holthaus indicated Mr. Starns provided that list this morning and he will announce 
the names. Discussion was held regarding the need for Executive Session to make 
this announcement.  Mr. Williams moved to go into Executive Session.  Mr. Fanning 
moved that Chairman Holthaus announce who the SPD is recommending.  Mr. 
Bowman seconded Mr. Fanning’s motion.  Mr. Williams reiterated his earlier 
motion to go into Executive Session.  Professor North seconded Mr. Williams’ 
motion.    Judge Foote offered a substitute motion that the Board consider this issue 
in the already scheduled Executive Session rather than at this time.   Mr. Bowman 
indicated he had no problem with that as long as the issue stayed on the agenda.  
Mr. Williams agreed to the substitute motion and the issue was deferred to after the 
scheduled Executive Session.  

7. Salary Increases.  SPD Starns reported that these two salary increases were
approved by the Budget Committee before the pandemic. Mr. Daniels moved to
accept the recommendation of the Budget Committee.  Mr. Pat Fanning seconded
the motion.
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a. District 20 (East/West Feliciana Parishes). The Budget Committee 
recommended a salary increase to $100,380 for District Defender Rhonda 
Covington from her present salary of $90,000.   SPD Starns reported that the 
district has sufficient funds to cover the increase.  The Committee also 
recommended the increase be retroactive to March 1, 2020. 
b. District 34 (St. Bernard Parish).  The Budget Committee recommended 
a salary increase to $100,380 for District Defender Tom Gernhauser from his 
present salary of $94,000.  SPD Starns clarified that the recommendation is 
that the increase is effective only at such time as the district has sufficient 
funds to cover it.   
 
Clarification was made that the earlier motion was to accept the Committee’s 
recommendation to accept both increases.  Upon vote the motion passed 
unopposed.  

    
8. Miller – Montgomery.  Judge Foote reported he believes that Act 99 of the 
2020 Regular Session gets rid of Miller-Montgomery obligations but that the 
District Attorneys have indicated they will seek to undo what just passed.  He 
indicated the need now to shift focus on how to most efficiently maximize on this 
opportunity.  Mr. Richard Pittman reported that the language in the Act is 
unambiguous -- these cases get parole eligibility after 25 years.   
 
Mr. Bowman reported the Board approved a contract at the last meeting for $1.3M 
and at the minimum the Board should cancel that contract or suspend it.  He 
expressed concern  that spending that money for work that is not there is an 
unconstitutional donation of public funds.   
 
Mr. Ginart suggested that the uncertainty whether the new law affects everybody 
and the split within the districts as to what they want to do provides that this 
contract needs to be re-worked; however continuing to send one-twelfth of the 
contract amount to LCCR is not the right way to go.  He reported LPDB has been 
paying a lot of money for this representation and something has to be done to meet 
everybody halfway. 
 
Chairman Holthaus suggested the Board send a notice of intent to terminate the 
contract now, whether it is cancelled in 30 days or not, if notice is sent, the Board 
then has the flexibility to come up with a remedy.  Mr. Robert agreed that the 
current contract as it is written needs to be re-worked and stated that he is in 
support of terminating the contract as it stands today.  Clarification was made that 
he would support the sending of the notice of termination today.    
 
Discussion continued on the renewal of the FY21 contract to LCCR.  Clarification 
was made that the contract has been signed, is in the state’s approval process and 
that there is a clause in the contract allowing for cancellation in less than 30 days.  
 
Mr. Daniels and Professor North expressed opposition to cancellation at this time, 
pending re-design discussions.  
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Mr. Williams reminded everyone that this issue for discussion is whether or not to 
reserve the $1.3M as Miller-Montgomery money.  Further, until it is known what 
the law really means, there is time to revisit the issue.  
 
Judge Foote said that instead of being divisive, the approach should be more 
coordinated to maximize the benefits that the law provides.  He reported  that he 
has been working on a plan for the next meeting . 
 
Mr. Fanning indicated that the law now provides for parole eligibility and it would 
be improper to keep spending money to represent people to try to get them parole 
eligibility when they already have parole eligibility.  Further, because of the 
dramatic change in the laws, notification should be made to the Division of 
Administration that this statute has passed and that there is a change in 
circumstance regarding the FY21 contract in line for approval. 
 
Public comment was heard from District Defender G. Paul Marx District 15 
(Acadia, Lafayette and Vermilion Parishes), District Defender Chanel Long, District 
25 (Plaquemines Parish), District Defender Michelle AndrePont District 1 (Caddo 
Parish), LCCR executive director Aaron Clark Rizzio, Ms. Carol Kolinchak and Ms. 
Cecelia Kappel. 
 
Mr. Chris Bowman indicated that the Board pass a Resolution authorizing SPD 
Starns Rémy to notify the Division of Administration that the contract for the 
Miller-Montgomery cases has changed by virtue of the passage of Act 99.  Mr. 
Holthaus indicated this issue is not on the agenda and either motion to amend the 
agenda –and, if amended -- then that motion can go forward. Or, the issue can be 
included as an action item at next week’s meeting.  
 
Mr. Lawrence moved to amend the agenda.  Mr. Bowman seconded the motion.  
General Counsel Barbara Baier reported a unanimous vote is needed to amend the 
agenda.  Mr. Williams reported he would vote against it.  No vote was taken.  Mr. 
Holthaus reported this issue would go to the Policy Committee and to the Board 
next week.  
 
Mr. Bowman then moved that the Miller-Montgomery money be placed in reserve 
pending further decision of the Board.  Mr. Lawrence seconded the motion.  Ms. 
Baier reported that the Miller-Montgomery item on the agenda is not an action 
item, therefore would also require an amended agenda for motion and vote.  No vote 
was taken and Mr. Holthaus indicated it would go on next week’s agenda.  
 
9. Executive Session.    Mr. Holthaus moved to go into Executive Session.  Mr. 
Ginart seconded the motion which passed unopposed.  Mr. Bowman moved to leave 
Executive Session.  Professor North seconded the motion which passed unopposed.  
 
Upon return to regular session, Judge Foote moved that the Board authorize the 
hiring of Stone-Pigman to both review propriety of filing a writ in the first degree 
murder with the LCAC on the contempt and proceed with filing it if they and SPD 
Starns deem appropriate.    
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Mr. Bowman asked for clarification on the filing of the writ.  Judge Foote clarified 
that the writ is on behalf of the Board and the impact on it.   To authorize Stone 
Pigman to review the Board’s position and to file a writ under the guidance of Mr. 
Starns.   
 
Professor North asked Mr. Williams from a trial attorney standpoint if he believes it 
is the Board’s obligation to pay for an attorney to do this.  Mr. Williams indicates 
that he questions the appropriateness to enter this case on a writ at this time.  His 
suggestion is to allow Mr. Bourke to take his writs toward a resolution first and 
once there is a decision, then the Board can make a determination as to the effect 
on the Board.  At that point, the Board can proceed.   

 
 The was no second to the motion which failed.  
 

Chairman Holthaus then reported that Executive Positions is to be an action item 
on the agenda for the June 26, 2020 meeting.  He indicated if needed the Board will 
go into Executive Session for full flexibility.   

 
Mr. Bowman moved that this issue go on the next agenda to be hired under 
whatever procedure is decided and that it not be removed from the agenda and the 
issue be finalized at the next meeting.  Mr. Ginart seconded the motion which 
passed unopposed.  

 
 10. Announcements.  There were no announcements. 
 

11. Next Meeting.  Friday, June 26, 2020 at 12:00 p.m.  If business is not 
finalized another meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 30, 2020.  Mr. Holthaus 
urged Board members to read all resumes and if any names are to be added to the 
list for interviews to let Mr. Starns or him know so arrangements can be made.   
 
12.     Adjournment.  Mr. Roberts moved to adjourn.  Professor North seconded which 
passed unopposed.   
 
 GUESTS (see Zoom guest list, attached) 
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct account of the 
proceedings of the Louisiana Public Defender meeting held on the 18th day of June 
2020, as approved by the Board on the 26th day of June, 20203. 

 
 

___________________________________ 
C. Frank Holthaus, Chairman 

 
3 The meeting at which these minutes were approved was held by Zoom video-conference pursuant to Executive Proclamation 75JBE 2020 Section 2(C). 
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The Louisiana Public Defender Board (LPDB) shall create a Miller/Montgomery 
Fund (M/M Fund) originally funded in the amount of $1,337,009. This M/M Fund 
shall be used to support District obligations for representation of JLWOP cases 
arising under the Supreme Court requirements in the Miller and Montgomery case 
law. The M/M Fund shall be allocated to the cases currently pending under both 
Supreme Court cases and all future Miller cases. The LPDB shall allocate $12,000 per 
case currently pending with the reserve to be used for future cases or extraordinary 
expenses in current cases as determined by the LDPB.  
 
District Defenders can decline the representation of Miller/Montgomery cases in 
their jurisdiction and assign their interest in the M/M Fund to LPDB for contracting 
with appropriate programs or other District Defenders for representation of all 
Miller/Montgomery cases within their jurisdiction.  
 
District Defenders electing to handle their own Miller/Montgomery cases shall be 
allotted the per case allocation to be paid out of the M/M Fund in equal monthly 
payments during the pendency of the case. Upon termination of a case monthly 
payments associated with that case shall cease.  Upon itemized showing of expenses 
directly associated to the terminated case that exceed the cumulative monthly 
payments allotted to that case the LPDB in its sole discretion can reimburse the 
District out of the M/M Fund. 
 
For Districts, individually or in joint effort with other Districts or Programs that 
have created dedicated Miller/Montgomery teams working exclusively on 
Miller/Montgomery cases the monthly allocation shall continue to be paid through 
the end of the fiscal year or until such time as the dedicated Miller/Montgomery 
team is reduced or disbanded. The LPDB shall have full discretion to alter the 
monthly payments to such District with 30 days written notice.  
 
Districts maintaining their Miller/Montgomery cases are allowed, and encouraged, 
to partner with other districts and service delivery programs to share resources 
including but not limited to investigators, experts, mitigation specialist and counsel. 
Nothing in this policy is meant to impede sharing of resources by mutual agreement.  
 
Service delivery programs currently handling Miller/Montgomery cases shall 
receive the allocation attributed to the cases handled by their respective offices, 
paid on a monthly basis. The LPDB is authorized to amend current contracts to 
reflect the amount resulting from the total number of cases being handled on behalf 
of and at the request of the Districts seeking to assign their representation to said 
program. The monthly allotment for cases to be handled by Districts seeking to 
provide their own representation shall continue to be paid to the program currently 
handling the case until such time as the District and the program have worked out a 
transition plan and the Court having jurisdiction of the case has authorized 
substitution of counsel. Nothing shall prevent Districts seeking to provide their own 
representation from contracting with a program currently enrolled in specific cases 
to continue with representation, sharing of support personnel, or any other 
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arrangement that benefits the represented client. It is specific intent of this policy 
that a District does not have to elect to take all the cases or all aspects of any 
particular case if agreement is reached with the program currently handling the 
specific case.  

The LPDB shall retain full control and discretion over the use of the M/M Fund to 
authorize expenditures in excess of the amount allotted to any one case upon 
showing of need. The LPDB shall also have full authority to transfer funds into or out 
of the M/M Fund as deemed necessary. The LPDB also reserves the right to amend 
monthly payments up or down to programs or Districts upon determination that the 
costs or expenses are supported by the pending caseloads of such District or 
program. Such amendment to monthly payments shall not be made without 30 days 
written notice. This notice shall not be required in cases that terminate in Districts 
without dedicated exclusive Miller/Montgomery teams.  

All funds remaining in the M/M Fund shall be available to the LPDB to be directed to 
other uses as it deems necessary.  
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POLICY 
 

On the 26th day of June, 2020, at a meeting of the Louisiana Public Defender Board, 
held by Zoom video-conference pursuant to Executive Proclamation 75-JBE-2020, 
with a quorum of members present, the following business was conducted: 
 
 
It was duly moved and seconded, that the following Policy be adopted: 
 

That the State Public Defender is authorized to consult with counsel and act upon 
such advice as deemed proper in the State Public Defender’s discretion and upon 
notice to the Chairman of the LPDB, the Chairman of the Budget Committee and 
the  Chairman of the Policy Committee.  

 
 
I CERTIFY THAT the above and foregoing constitutes a true and correct copy of the  

Policy resulting from a meeting of the Louisiana Public Defender Board held on the 

26th day of June, 2020, via Zoom video-conference pursuant to Executive 

Proclamation 75-JBE-2020. 

 
 

___________________________________ 
C. Frank Holthaus, Chairman 
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HB1 FY21 DAF at $31M per the current FY20 Formula

District

Col 1
Pro rata % of the Total State Funding 
Needed by Each District (districts 
with surplus local revenues after 
total expenditures not included in 

Distribution)

 Col 2
DAF Amount from 

$31M  DAF Pro Rata 
based on % of total 

statewide need in Col 1 

 Col 3
Operating Balance 

(Revs, Spenddown and DAF 
minus Expends) ASSUMES 

71% CUFs in FY21 

 Col 4
Estimating FY21 Ending FB 
(after depleting or accruing 

FB) 

 Col 5
% of accrual 
total among 

accruers 

 Col 6
Solveny Modification 

Decrease NEEDED 

 Col 5
Solveny 

Modification 
Decrease availabe 

 Col 8
Solvency Modification Increase  

 Col 9
Final DAF BEFORE 

enahancements in Cols. 6 & 7 

 Col 10
Final FY21 DAF  after capping  

 Col 11
Final FY20 Ending 

fund balance 
assuming 71% 

CUFs 

 Col 12
Est. FY20 Ending 
FB as % of Total 
Annual Expends 

1          7.8% 2,489,454                         444,485 722,992 11.1% 288,138 288,138 2,201,316                                      2,201,316                                           434,854 14%

2          1.0% 314,243                             90,710 347,698 2.3% 58,803 58,803 255,440                                          255,440                                              288,895 56%

3          0.6% 198,998                             361,930 667,755 9.1% 234,622 198,998 ‐                                                   ‐                                                       468,757 77%

4          4.6% 1,468,812                         97,904 423,385 2.5% 63,466 63,466 1,405,346                                      1,405,346                                           359,918 17%

5          0.7% 212,278                             (95,027) 15,878 212,278                                          212,278                                              15,878 3%

6          0.5% 166,105                             (110,341) 81,362 166,105                                          166,105                                              81,362 14%

7          0.7% 232,681                             (97,583) (74,247) 74,247 306,928                                          306,928                                              0 0%

8          0.5% 162,720                             (79,657) (61,120) 61,120 223,841                                          223,841                                              0 0%

9          3.7% 1,172,397                         348,619 434,134 8.7% 225,993 225,993 946,404                                          946,404                                              208,142 17%

10        0.9% 285,034                             51,648 258,703 1.3% 33,481 33,481 251,553                                          251,553                                              225,223 46%

11        1.0% 316,706                             (18,543) (18,543) 18,543 335,249                                          335,249                                              0 0%

12        1.2% 374,611                             147,040 259,137 3.7% 95,319 95,319 279,292                                          279,292                                              163,818 41%

13        0.4% 131,963                             (183,968) (183,968) 183,968 315,931                                          315,931                                              0 0%

14        5.6% 1,783,873                         242,889 1,146,627 6.1% 157,453 157,453 1,626,420                                      1,626,420                                           989,174 38%

15        6.9% 2,196,173                         (429,822) (351,822) 351,822 2,547,995                                      2,383,436                                           (164,559) ‐4%

16        4.0% 1,261,485                         123,475 454,113 3.1% 80,043 80,043 1,181,443                                      1,181,443                                           374,071 21%

17        1.7% 532,786                             (59,837) 29,653 (29,653) 503,133                                          503,133                                              0 0%

18        1.0% 331,626                             76,621 470,518 1.9% 49,669 49,669 281,957                                          281,957                                              420,849 53%

19        7.5% 2,383,436                         (253,817) 92,938 2,383,436                                      2,383,436                                           92,938 2%

20        0.5% 146,687                             (65,974) 148,637 146,687                                          146,687                                              148,637 35%

21        10.7% 3,381,888                         1,193,712 1,618,795 29.9% 773,826 773,826 2,608,062                                      2,383,436                                           620,343 18%

22        4.6% 1,470,185                         (484,531) (488,738) 488,738 1,958,923                                      1,958,923                                           0 0%

23        2.3% 735,257                             11,540 88,807 735,257                                          735,257                                              88,807 7%

24        4.5% 1,424,126                         (291,121) 668,732 1,424,126                                      1,424,126                                           668,732 19%

25        0.3% 83,510                               (175,060) (169,060) 169,060 252,570                                          252,570                                              0 0%

26        5.2% 1,661,115                         272,858 681,085 6.8% 176,880 176,880 1,484,235                                      1,484,235                                           504,205 26%

27        1.8% 566,859                             (66,670) 83,575 566,859                                          566,859                                              83,575 8%

28        0.5% 145,534                             (17,700) 31,697 145,534                                          145,534                                              31,697 16%

29        0.8% 257,010                             (117,149) 354,784 257,010                                          257,010                                              354,784 35%

30        1.3% 397,811                             (37,868) 54,853 397,811                                          397,811                                              54,853 7%

31        1.4% 457,267                             96,349 372,110 2.4% 62,459 62,459 394,808                                          394,808                                              309,651 47%

32        2.7% 865,556                             156,972 643,088 3.9% 101,757 101,757 763,799                                          763,799                                              541,331 43%

33        0.1% 43,057                               (90,632) 9,099 43,057                                            43,057                                                9,099 3%

34        1.1% 345,347                             (110,110) (110,110) 110,110 455,457                                          455,457                                              0 0%

35        0.5% 173,043                             (38,298) (38,298) 38,298 211,341                                          211,341                                              0 0%

36        0.3% 110,708                             (102,530) (73,578) 73,578 184,286                                          184,286                                              0 0%

37        0.4% 120,001                             (69,747) (69,747) 69,747 189,748                                          189,748                                              0 0%

38        0.0% 4,791                                 158,264 199,513 4.0% 102,595 4,791 ‐                                                   ‐                                                       194,723 236%

39        0.1% 42,331                               (83,999) (64,203) 64,203 106,533                                          106,533                                              0 0%

40        0.4% 113,117                             (307,780) (76,871) 76,871 189,987                                          189,987                                              0 0%

41        9.6% 3,044,346                         (1,026,926) (928,035) 928,035 3,972,381                                      2,383,436                                           (1,588,944) ‐20%

42        0.4% 116,912                             125,331 349,161 3.1% 81,246 81,246 35,666                                            35,666                                                267,915 60%
100% 100.0% 2,585,749                             2,452,321                        2,678,687 31,948,205 29,970,075
31,721,839                        3,988,805                                               (2,585,749)                                       133,428                          

16  Districts' collective Accruals Accruals

Capping Residual (15th, 21st &
41st)

1,751,763  (1,753,503)

Shortfalls

(1,588,944)                 

Actual Pub Def Fund 70% dedic. To DAF 95% DAF 

47,702,013 33,391,409 31,721,839

14,310,604 30% for LPDB‐side (admin, programs)

1,669,570 remains for 5% Continigency Fund

 16 districts' Collective Shortfall before solvency 
modification 
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District Responses to Requests for Input on DAF Distribution 
 
Summary: 
 
The following districts express approval of the distribution listed on p. 120 of the Budget 
Committee book without significant elaboration: 

 
4, 9, 14, 16, 21, 23, 24, 29, 31, 32, 34 

 
The following districts express approval, with significant elaboration: 

 
2, 11, 13, 15, 42 

 
The following districts object, with elaboration or suggested alternatives 

 
38, 40, 41 

 
Individual District Responses 
 
2: 
 
Richard: 
2nd JDC can accept the money proposed on page 120 for the coming fiscal year. I am hesitant to 
accept methodology outlined because of the “solvency factor” component. However, the law is 
the law, and if the legislature mandated using the same methodology-then so be it.  
Regards 
Don Kneipp 
P.S.  As far as methodology goes, I continue to support Remi’s tier system proposal.  It presents 
a fair and equitable approach., taking everything into consideration.  
 
4: 
 
Hi Richard,   I can live with the distribution amount on page 120 and I have no issues with the 
funding mechanism. Thanks, Mike Courteau, District Defender 4th District  
 
5: 
 
No Comment from the 5th. 
 
Ellis 
 
9: 
 
Richard:  
 
I’m ok with page 120. for District 9. 
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Dee Dee 
 
11/42: 
 
Richard, I am not qualified to comment on "methodology" set forth in yours regarding FY 2019-
2020.  This was developed over time and I certainly don't know if this is complete although I feel 
pretty sure that it is.  Additionally, the projections on the Budget Committee materials on June 
15, 2020, on pages 120-121 are based on two different figures for available DAF of 31M and 
35M, perhaps based on two different interpretations of how the House intended the additional 
7M in their appropriation to be applied.  Perhaps I misunderstood what some of the Board 
members requested, but my belief was that what was wanted was a poll of DDs regarding page 
120 and the ability to go forward with the number contained on that page for DAF for the 
districts.  This was despite the poll already performed by Paul Marx on behalf of PDAL toward 
that same purpose and in which many of the DDs participated.  All that notwithstanding, I would 
estimate as best I can considering all the unknowns, that the 11th JD Indigent Defender Office 
can get through FY 2021 with the $ 335,249 outlined on page 120 and the 42nd will make do 
with the $ 35,666.  Since the projections on page 120 are based on 31M, I would expect the 
projected numbers to be somewhat higher since the actual potential lowest amount is $ 
33,391,409  From my perspective, we should be looking at the projections on page 121 because 
if this gets past the Senate intact that is how it should be interpreted. 
 
 
13/31: 
 
This is in response to your request for comments about the proposed formula and the proposed 
DAF for fiscal year 2021.   
District 13 has no objection to the proposed $315,931 figure and District 31 has no objection to 
the proposed $394,808, both shown on page 120 of the materials. 
 
Further, District 31 has no objection to the proposed $441,911 figure shown at page 121 of the 
materials if 35 million is to be distributed. 
 
District 13 does object that it appears that if the amount to be distributed is 35 million, instead of 
31 million, the "formula" does not give District 13 any of the additional 4 million.  I do not 
understand the formula or why the formula would freeze District 13 at the amount that it would 
receive under the 31 million distribution calculation, even though it appears that there will be 
more than 31 million to distribute in DAF.  If more than 31 million is available for distribution, 
District 13 requests to receive an equitable share of the additional money distributed. 
 
David E Marcantel 
District Defender of District 31 
Interim District Defender of District 13 
 
14/38: 
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Richard,  
 
For the 14th JDC, I can live with the proposal of column 10 of page 120. 
 
For the 38th JDC, I think I can survive with the proposal of page 20 but do not think it's fair for a 
few reasons and could possibly harm us and all our efforts for additional funding. .  The LPDB is 
charged with providing uniform funding.  $0.0 for any district is hardly uniform.   Cameron 
Parish is the largest parish in the state with the smallest population.  However, it is the parish 
seeing several Liquified Natural Gas Plants being built.  Therefore, the actual population is 
multiples of the official census with foreign and out of state workers living in man camps and 
mobile home parks.  Also, basically every attorney residing in the parish is either the Judge, DA, 
or  an ADA.  I have to pay out of parish attorneys to handle the cases and it is a minimum one 
hour drive one way to the courthouse.  It does get expensive but I keep the costs down and 
negotiated with the Parish Government for free rent.  If the Parish Government finds out that our 
district gets $0.0 funding because they give us free rent there may be a problem.The Legislative 
Delegation from Cameron Parish all voted to increase our funding.  I meet with them multiple 
times a year and am always holding my breath should they ask the question about why their 
parish is left out of the funding mechanism..  It will be impossible to explain how their district 
gets none of the funding they support and how their districts realize a $0.0 return on the taxes 
paid by their constituents.  I think it's important to remember that the citizens of Cameron Parish 
pay taxes and would like to see a return on these taxes as most other parishes.   
 
15: 
 
15th  accepts this distribution as the best under the circumstances. 
 
We do not do so to waive argument about underfunding, to accept the fact that we are not 
sufficiently funded to implement best practices, but to acknowledge the board has limited 
resources and under the current circumstances and consistent with the Legislative Authority to 
control government spending this distribution is best under all the prevailing conditions. 
 
Thank you.   
 
 
G Paul Marx-District Defender 
15th Judicial District of Louisiana 
600 Jefferson Suite 902 
PO Box 3622 
Lafayette, La. 70501 
 
 
16: 
 
I support p. 120 of the Budget Committee materials. 
 
Thanks,   
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Maggie Simon LeBlanc 
District Defender 
16th JD Public Defender's Office 
301 E. St. Peter St., Ste. 101 
New Iberia, LA 70560 
Phone: (337) 365-4006 
Fax: (337) 365-0410 
 
21: 
 
Good Morning, 
 
Please be advised that the 21st JDC Office of Public Defender agrees to the DAF Methodology on Page 120 of the 
Budget Committee material for the June 15, 2020 meeting. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Ramona L. Correnti 
Administrator 
Office of Public Defender 
P. O. Box 1004 
Amite, LA  70422 
(985) 748-4922 
amitepd@bellsouth.net 
 
23: 
 
Thank you for the information. The 23rd approves and consents to the DAF distribution shown on 
page 120.  I do however doubt that the board took the pandemic into consideration last year.   
 
 
24: 
 
Richard, 
 
Please note that the 24th. PDO is in support of the DAF distribution model as spelled out in the 
document referred to as the one on " page 120 " of the budget committee agenda. 
I hope this is sufficient for your information. 
 
Richie 
 
29: 
 
As stated before to Paul Marx when requested last week, the 29th JDPDO is OK with the 
amounts in p. 120.  We’d rather, as I’m sure would most, to have p.121, but we can survive on p. 
120.   
 
32: 
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I am in favor of the methodology used to arrive at what appears on p. 120 of the document to 
which referred. 
 
Tony Champagne 
32nd JDC 
 
 
34: 
 
Richard, 
 
The 34th approves of the distribution as stated. 
 
Tom G. 
 
40: 
 
If the “same methodology” uses expenses as part of the formula that “bakes in” an unfairness in 
the distribution. 
 
Those who spend down to their last dollar are rewarded with continued high DAF regardless of 
the nature of the expenditures, the ability of others to pay for those goods, services, or salaries at 
that rate. 
Certain mandated expenditures should be covered by DAF for every district. 
Those include: 
● the entirety of the Chief’s salary, set by the Board 
● Board-mandated insurance policies, some with a million dollars coverage, and 
● the cost of state-mandated audits which can be performed by a select group of CPAs whose 
fees are set by them at ever increasing values. 
 
Every district should get DAF in the sum of those amounts as a minimum. 
The balance should be distributed so that prudent administrators who make cuts in expenditures 
one year are not the following year granted less DAF or are forever bound to that level of 
spending, or those who maintain a fund balance as a prudent reserve are not punished every year 
for that. 
 
And, the balance should not be distributed rewarding big spenders who are able to pay for goods 
and services that less wealth districts cannot, so that clients in poorer districts will never get the 
same quality of services other districts can provide. 
 
The balance should be distributed to districts based on objective criteria such as: 
DA Warrants in the District as a percentage of the Warrants state-wide  OR 
population as a percentage of the population state-wide  OR 
case filings reported to LASC as a percentage of the state-wide total  OR 
caseloads shown in DefenderData, as a percentage of the state-wide total  OR 
a combination of criteria such as an average of the above percentages. 
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41: 
 
Hey Richard, 
 
Thanks for taking the time to gather this input. I know how hard the team in Baton Rouge works, 
and I sincerely appreciate the care you all take in allowing input before making decisions and 
recommendations. I understand difficult decisions have to be made each year, and I appreciate 
the time everyone dedicates to arrive at a funding decision. 
 
CONCERNS ABOUT DAF DISTRIBUTION AND METHODOLOGY 
 
OPD (the 41st Judicial District) objects to the DAF distribution, popularly referred to as page 120 
(corresponding to its page number in the 6/15/20 LPDB Budget Committee materials). This 
configuration reduces OPD’s DAF distribution by $253,884, as compared to FY20. We cannot 
agree with a quarter-million-dollar reduction. 
 
I understand currently HB1 states the LPDB has to utilize the same methodology as was used in 
FY20 in order to distribute FY21 funds. This produces a reduction for us, because we are capped 
by whatever Baton Rouge (19th Judicial District) receives, and Baton Rouge’s DAF is reduced 
compared with FY20. This is largely because current methodology uses CY19 Baton Rouge 
spending (a key component of the formula) as a point of departure for building out Baton 
Rouge’s distribution. Consequently, since OPD can’t receive more than the district with the 
highest filings (Baton Rouge) – a process termed “capping” – Baton Rouge’s reduction is OPD’s 
reduction. While OPD is not a fan of capping, that is a discussion for another day. OPD believes 
this outcome can be remedied without amending HB1 and without violating HB1’s instruction. 
 
A legal and more appropriate interpretation of HB1’s instruction to use the same methodology 
should be that the LPDB utilizes expenditures that don’t bake in service restrictions for Baton 
Rouge (or anyone). The whole reason the current proposed distribution utilizes CY19 
expenditures is to avoid institutionalizing skewed (below-standard) operations resulting from the 
pandemic. I submit that means the methodology, at its core, intends to calculate a distribution 
based on non-skewed (and non-ROS) expenditures. It is well within the orbit of the current 
methodology to use Baton Rouge expenditures that are not just pre-Covid-19, but also pre-ROS 
as the point of departure for calculating DAF distribution. 
 
In support, this part of the methodology is particularly relevant: “Calculate expenditures based 
on CY 19 expenditures, prior to pandemic expenditure mitigation.” 
 
If LPDB already recognizes that CY19 expenditures can’t be fully used because they don’t 
accurately implicate need, why use Baton Rouge’s ROS-based numbers, which are similarly 
inaccurate? To be sure, DAF amounts determined at the beginning of FY20 did not contemplate 
a pandemic. In no event does our profession have the resources needed to fully realize our 
obligation to professional, ethical, and constitutional representation. At the same time, I don’t 
believe the LPDB has to sew in any additional inadequacy into our DAF distribution. I do not 
believe the law intended this to happen, and I don’t believe the law forces this to happen. 
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So OPD respectfully objects. 
 
If you have any additional questions or would like to correspond further, do not hesitate to 
contact me. I thank you in advance for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Derwyn Bunton 
Chief District Defender 
Orleans Public Defenders 
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