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AGENDA 
1. Call to Order and Comments by Chairman, Donald North

2. Adoption of the Agenda* pg. 25 

3. Call for Public Comment

4. Adoption of the Minutes, February 4, 2021* pgs. 26-31 

5. FY21 DAF Year End Distribution* pg. 32 

6. FY22 District Assistance Fund (DAF) pgs. 33-57 
a. Formula Discussion and Approval*

7. FY22 Contracts* pg. 58 

8. Building Purchases for Public Defender Offices* pgs. 59-146 

9. Salary Considerations for Chief District Defenders* pg. 147 
a. District 36 (Beauregard Parish)
b. District 12 (Avoyelles Parish) pgs. 148-152 

10. Next Meeting

11. Announcements

11. Adjournment*
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1- Budget Minutes_Feb 4 2021 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 
BUDGET COMMITTEE 

Thursday, February 4, 2021 
1:00 p.m. 

Zoom1  

Draft Minutes 
1. Call to Order and Comments by Chairman.  A meeting of the Budget Committee of
the Louisiana Public Defender Board, pursuant to lawful notice, was duly convened and called to
order by its Chairman, Professor Donald North, on Thursday, February 4, 2021, via Zoom video-
conference (see footnote), at approximately 1:05 p.m.

The following Committee members were present: 

Lyn Lawrence Donald North Chaz Roberts 

The following Committee members were absent: 

Mike Ginart Willie Hunter, Jr. 

The following members of LPDB Staff were present: 

Rémy Voisin Starns, State Public Defender 
Barbara Baier, General Counsel 
Natashia Carter, Budget Officer 
Anne Gwin, Executive Assistant  
Mike Mitchell, Trial Level Compliance Officer 
Bob Noel, Director of Training 
Richard Pittman, Deputy Public Defender, Dir. of Juvenile Defender Services 
Tiffany Simpson, Juvenile Compliance Officer/Legislative Director 
Erik Stilling, I.T. Director   

2. Adoption of the Agenda.  Mr. Lyn Lawrence moved to adopt the agenda.  Mr. Chaz
Roberts seconded the motion which passed unopposed.

3. Call for Public Comment.  No one presented for public comment.

1 This meeting is being held by Zoom video-conference pursuant to La. R. S. 42:17.1 (Act 302 of the 2020 Regular Session) 
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4. Adoption of the Minutes, November 19, 2020.  Mr. Lawrence moved to adopt the
Minutes of the November 19, 2020 meeting as presented.  Mr. Roberts seconded the motion
which passed unopposed.

5. Building Purchases for Public Defender Offices (FY20 $3M Supplemental Funding
Appropriation).

a. District 14 (Calcasieu Parish).  State Public Defender Rémy Starns and District
14 District Defender Harry Fontenot reported to the Committee on the on-going
negotiation for a permanent office building in Calcasieu Parish.  Mr. Starns indicated that
the District 14 (Calcasieu Parish) PDO is the priority office to receive funding for
building acquisition after having been displaced by Hurricane Laura last summer.  Mr.
Starns reported having toured several locations that would meet the PDO’s needs.  He
stated that he is asking the Committee to give Mr. Fontenot the authority to make the
offer to purchase and clarified that the building would be owned by the PDO and the
funds to purchase would go the Mr. Fontenot.  Mr. Lawrence asked for parameters on the
authority to be given.  Mr. Starns indicated that the asking price is $1.2M, so capping Mr.
Fontenot’s authority at $1.2M would give him purchase flexibility.  Professor North
indicated the need for an assessment or official recommendation from someone that
indicates that $1.2 is a reasonable asking price, before giving that authority.

Mr. Fontenot then reported that he put in a conditional offer of purchase for $700,000 and 
received a counteroffer of $950,000. He also reported that the realtor provided a market 
analysis.  Mr. Fontenot indicated the counteroffer is good until Friday, February 5, 2021. 
Mr. Lawrence urged that he request an extension.  Mr. Starns directed Mr. Fontenot to 
get the documentation requested by the committee as soon as possible.     

Mr. Roberts asked if, after purchase approval, there will be a need for additional funds for 
renovations/construction, if the PDO will be able to afford the utilities and maintenance, 
and if Mr. Fontenot has gotten an appraisal.  Mr. Fontenot reported that the building floor 
plan is good so he does not anticipate construction costs to exceed $50,000, that he did 
not want to spend out of pocket for an appraisal and that he would get utility estimates 
from the realtor.  He also reported that he would have renters to offset some of the 
operating expenses.   

The Committee then deferred action on this issue pending information from the realtor 
and moved to the next issue. 

b. District 36 (Beauregard Parish).  Mr. Starns reported that all negotiations are
complete on the building purchase in Beauregard Parish.  The final agreed upon purchase
price is $144,000 with the District office paying all closing costs.  This final purchase
cost is down from the original asking price of $159,000.  The building is located at 112
North Steward Street in DeRidder. Professor North asked for a favorable
recommendation to the full board.  There being no further questions, Mr. Lawrence
moved to recommend the purchase.  Mr. Roberts seconded the motion.  Professor North
reiterated that the Committee will make a favorable recommendation to the full Board to
give the authority to make this purchase.
c. District 13 (Evangeline Parish).  Interim District Defender Trisha Ward reported
that she continues to work out of the prior district defender’s private law office but has
located a building for purchase, turn-key ready, but cannot proceed without Board
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approval.  She also has been advised that it is inappropriate to continue to remain in the 
building owned by the ex-district defender and to whom she must pay rent.  Her 
recommendation is to move out as quickly as possible, but she cannot do so without 
Board approval.  Mr. Starns indicated that he has not toured the proposed building yet but 
would do so in order to have a report for the Board as soon as possible.  Mr. Roberts 
moved for Mr. Starns and staff to research the District 13 office purchase (in Evangeline) 
for a recommendation to the full Board at the next meeting.  Mr. Lawrence seconded the 
motion which passed unopposed.   

Professor North returned to the District 14 (Calcasieu Parish) building acquisition 
discussion. 

Mr. Fontenot reported that the building’s current Property Manager would look for an old 
appraisal of the building, for the estimates on the utilities, and would help with an 
insurance quote.  

Mr. Roberts inquired how Mr. Fontenot would incorporate tenants.  Mr. Fontenot 
reported that his attorneys and support staff would be on the first floor, would utilize the 
75’ x 45’ conference room on the 2nd floor and use the unfinished 3rd floor as storage. 
The remaining space on the 2nd floor would be leased out.  Any rental income would be 
placed in a separate building fund.   

Mr. Lawrence indicated all he needs to see is a current market analysis and real estate 
comparables.  

Mr. Fontenot reported that he has not accepted the $950,000 counteroffer; however, if 
given the authority to do so, the agreement contains a 60-day window in which to meet 
all contingencies outlined within, i.e. inspection, appraisal, and Board approval. 

Mr. Starns indicated he’s asking for the Committee’s recommendation to give Mr. 
Fontenot approval to offer up to $950,000 and sign the agreement providing a 60-day 
window to meet those contingencies including obtaining an appraisal, inspection, and 
Board approval.  Professor North added obtaining clarification on ownership, office 
space rental and costs associated with the final ownership.   

Mr. Roberts then moved to recommend approval of the offer of up to $950,000, subject to 
the following conditions:  an opinion of ownership, the prior appraisal, a market analysis, 
an insurance quote and all typical due diligence items including an inspection, an 
appraisal, Board approval, the estimated operating costs/expenses (utilities, insurance, 
etc.) and who will bear those expenses.  Mr. Lawrence seconded the motion.  
Clarification was made that Mr. Fontenot has the authority to sign a counteroffer of up to 
$950,000 and, provided all contingencies are met within the 60-day window that the 
Board can ratify the purchase at its next Board meeting.  Upon vote the motion passed 
unopposed.   

Mr. Roberts clarified that General Counsel is to provide an opinion on ownership -- how 
it has been done in the past, how it will best work for the Board now.  
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6. Salary Considerations for Chief District Defenders.   Mr. Starns reported the Board
has never had a formal policy/plan for setting the salaries of its District Defenders and he tasked
staff with drafting a plan/proposal.  Mr. Noel reported that the proposal presented in the
materials groups similarly situated districts either by population, level and amount of litigation,
or complexity of litigation, with the amount of time that each district is in court each week. The
resulting tiers also factor in any restrictions that a district defender may have.  Mr. Pittman added
that the proposal attempts to introduce more objectivity into the current process of granting
raises to  District Defenders by looking at several different factors – local support development,
experience level, database compliance, jail visit compliance, and timely filing of accurate
financial reports (which are  indications of  longevity, local support development, administrative
compliance and quality of representation)  built into one basic system that would be relatively
easy to administer and develop.  Also envisioned is that the tiered salary / point plan would be a
5-year process.

Mr. Noel gave a step-by-step presentation of the tiered/point system using District 15 as an 
example.  He clarified that this system would replace the current practice of District Defenders 
submitting requests to the Board and of Budget Committee for salary increase and would provide 
a framework for setting initial salaries of new defenders and raises. 

Mr. Starns reported that this proposal is in the very early stages and that he envisions a vetting 
process for everyone so decisions can be made on the fairest treatment of all defenders.  He 
indicated that a plan for setting salaries is specifically delineated in the Public Defender Act and 
one has never been proposed or implemented in the past.  Mr. Roberts agreed that a metric is 
required for compensating defenders and urged district defender participation in developing a 
formula for how they are to be compensated.  Professor North urged that the same structure be 
provided for the line defenders.  Mr. Noel indicated that staff is working on that. 

District Defender Trisha Ward asked to address the committee on this issue and to get 
clarification on the building rental/purchase issue in her district.  Mr. Roberts reiterated his 
earlier recommendation (that passed unanimously) that the State Public Defender and staff visit 
District 13 (Evangeline Parish) and present a status on the office situation to the full Board at the 
next meeting.  The issue of her salary was taken up at item 7.  

7. District 13 (Evangeline Parish) - District Defender Salary.    SPD Starns reported his
recommendation -- considering the earlier discussion of district defender salaries -- is that Ms.
Ward’s salary remain what she was paid as interim until the statewide salary situation is
resolved.   Professor North asked Ms. Ward if she was amenable to that recommendation.  Ms.
Ward indicated that she was.  Mr. Starns clarified that her salary would remain static until the
Board is able to enact a salary plan and then she and everybody else, going forward, would be
paid pursuant to the approved plan.  Professor North indicated the recommendation would be
brought to the full board at the next meeting.

8. District 19 (EBR Parish) – Interim District Defender Salary.  Mr. Starns reported that
he has appointed Ms. Rhonda Covington as Interim District Defender in District 19 (EBR Parish)
since the resignation of long-time chief defender Michael Mitchell and is asking the Committee’s
approval of her salary of $3,000 per month for that position.  Mr. Roberts moved to recommend
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approval of the District 19 (EBR Parish) interim salary of $3,000 per month.  Mr. Lawrence 
seconded the motion which passed unopposed.2   

9. DAF- Informational.   Mr. Starns reported he meets weekly with a variety of people and
has discussions on the best way to distribute the state funds.  He indicated having input from the
district defenders and getting ideas from them about what does and does not work in efforts to
come up with the best funding mechanism.  Professor North indicated the Budget Committee is
to be included in the process.

10. Next Meeting.  The next meeting was not set.

11. Announcements.  There were no announcements made.

12. Adjournment*.  Mr. Chaz Roberts moved to adjourn.  Mr. Lawrence seconded the
motion which passed unopposed.

Guests:  See attached Zoom participants report. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct account of the 

proceedings of the Louisiana Public Defender Board’s Budget Committee meeting held on the 

4th day of February, 2021, as approved by the Committee on the 10th day of May, 20213. 

___________________________________ 
Donald W. North, Chairman 

2 Ms. Covington was present on the Zoom meeting but had audio problems. 
3 The meeting at which these minutes were approved was held by Zoom video-conference pursuant to La. R. S. 42:17.1 (Act 302 of the 2020 Regular Session) 
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A B C D E

District 

June 2020  

Fund  

Balance 

(ACTUAL 

FY21 

Starting FB 

per 

districts' 

reports)

MONTHLY 

Burn rate  

[Negative 

number = 

growth]

INITIAL FY21 

Ending FB 

Alternate 

Projection: 

Using March 

FB minus 3 

months of burn 

rate

Alt. Proj. change 

in FB

$3,243,551 

REPLENISHES ALL 

Red & Yellow FBs 

to July 2020 

Starting FB  level 

[$313,088 

remains]

Additional Months 

of Burn Rate 

Covered by Ending 

Fund Balance (COL 

D) enhanced by 
Method 1 
Disbursal

$1,714,086 

REPLENISHES all red 

and yellow to 50% of 

starting FB  IF 

ENDING FB is  

BELOW 50%   AND 

pro rata remainder 

$1,842,553 to all

Additional Months 

of Burn Rate 

Covered by Ending 

Fund Balance (COL 

D) enhanced by 
Method 2 

Disbursal

 IF ANY FB 

DEPLETIONS, 

2,001,052 

REPLENISHES 50% of 

DEPLETED Amount, 

pro rata remainder 

$1,555,587 to all

Additional Months 

of Burn Rate 

Covered by Ending 

Fund Balance (COL 

D) enhanced by

Method 3  Disbursal

1 500,512 162,854 698,869           198,357 4.3 144,599 5.2 122,079 5.0

2 316,659 18,306 350,625           33,967 19.2 18,253 20.2 15,410 20.0

3 717,816 9,418 620,716           (97,100) 97,100 76.2 11,559 67.1 58,309 72.1

4 423,367 89,166 747,341           323,974 8.4 85,315 9.3 72,028 9.2

5 181,680 29,832 (6,218) (187,898) 187,898 6.3 109,388 3.7 107,468 3.6

6 231,808 15,782 214,639           (17,169) 17,169 14.7 9,648 14.2 16,730 14.7

7 53,417 21,117 84,587 31,170 4.0 13,515 4.6 11,410 4.5

8 42,375 16,668 60,424 18,049 3.6 9,452 4.2 7,980 4.1

9 180,551 64,258 383,587           203,036 6.0 68,098 7.0 57,492 6.9

10 236,301 21,774 220,430           (15,871) 15,871 10.9 16,556 10.9 21,913 11.1

11 - 26,535         see 42nd CEA 0 0.0 18,396 0.7 15,531 0.6

12 143,278 18,923 195,075           51,797 10.3 21,759 11.5 18,370 11.3

13 37,779 22,299 112,961           75,182 5.1 7,665 5.4 6,471 5.4

14 1,032,385 134,769 1,074,435        42,050 8.0 103,616 8.7 87,478 8.6

15 691,489       173,487       884,171           192,682 5.1 127,564 5.8 107,697 5.7

16 434,372 85,136 539,966           105,593 6.3 73,273 7.2 61,861 7.1

17 155,584 51,960 53,366 (102,218) 102,218 3.0 55,372 2.1 77,236 2.5

18 486,927 9,778 665,564           178,637 68.1 19,262 70.0 16,262 69.7

19 613,530 299,441 (472,842)          (1,086,372)            1,086,372 3.6 918,048 3.1 896,487 3.0

20 235,301 14,629 207,370           (27,932) 27,932 16.1 8,520 14.8 21,159 15.6

21 555,558 180,228 824,976           269,418 4.6 196,436 5.7 165,842 5.5

22 422,181 147,482 578,919           156,738 3.9 85,395 4.5 72,095 4.4

23 163,194 45,437 384,456           221,262 8.5 42,707 9.4 36,056 9.3

24 1,232,406 92,318 1,339,705        107,299 14.5 82,720 15.4 69,837 15.3

25 69,517 22,187 72,098 2,581 3.2 4,851 3.5 4,095 3.4

26 490,367 116,342 597,834           107,468 5.1 96,485 6.0 81,458 5.8

27 235,124 52,593 179,820           (55,303) 55,303 4.5 32,926 4.0 55,450 4.5

28 60,596          14,825         19,270 (41,326) 41,326 4.1 19,481 2.6 27,800 3.2

29 643,424 17,541 641,916           (1,508) 1,508 36.7 14,928 37.4 13,357 37.4

30 178,137 33,416 124,166           (53,971) 53,971 5.3 23,107 4.4 46,494 5.1

31 328,524 30,629 343,628           15,104 11.2 26,560 12.1 22,424 12.0

32 650,890 56,395 692,486.78      41,597 12.3 50,276 13.2 42,445 13.0

33 115,208 14,664 (3,353) (118,561) 118,561 8.1 63,458 4.3 63,068 4.3

34 103,832 26,705 220,461           116,629 8.3 20,059 9.0 16,935 8.9

35 37,879 14,427 74,215 36,335 5.1 10,051 5.8 8,486 5.7

36 71,851 26,739 45,296 (26,555) 26,555 2.7 6,430 1.9 18,706 2.4

37 35,025 13,610 49,415 14,390 3.6 6,970 4.1 5,885 4.1

38 228,537 (550) 233,668           5,131 Growth 278 Growth 235 Growth

39 22,343 9,447 18,982 (3,361) 3,361 2.4 2,459 2.3 3,756 2.4

40 320,083       24,454         199,135           (120,947) 120,947 13.1 6,570 8.4 66,021 10.8

41 929,740 427,202 (276,140)          (1,205,880)            1,205,880 2.8 917,840 2.1 890,300 2.1

42 507,161 16,701 425,582           (81,579)                  81,579 30.4 6,791 25.9 46,523 28.3

3,243,551 3,556,639 3,556,639 

(313,088 

undisbursed)

Method 3

FY21 Solvency Projections Using March 2021 Data for $3.5M Yr-End Disbursal: Three Proposed  Methods

H

Blue= growth (in parentheses) from local revenues alone; pale green =   

accrual of state funds ;  yellow =  solvent through partial depletion of  

fund balances; red = likely to fall short before June 30, 2019.

Solvency  Projections for FY21  Alternate Method:

Note that Districts 19 and 20 have no Jan-March reports; 

District 34 no March report.

Method 1 Method 2

F G
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

Spending Gap
District (District 
38/Cameron self‐

sustaining)

CY15‐CY19 Average 
Expenditure Totals per 
District $82K from 38th 

excluded)

Projected FY22  
Revenue (CUFs 

assessed at 80% of 
CY19 Total CUFs ), plus 

unreduced CY19 
Local+Other )

Spending 
Tier

Tier Average 
Spending Gap COVID CUF $ per Case Adjusted Y‐Factor

Adjusted Z‐
Factor

DAF X DAF Y  DAF Z
Large Dists: 

Competitive DAF A 
Amt.   

Large Dists: DAF B 
Amt.  

Large Dists:  DAF C 
Amt.  [Smallest of 
the depletions in 
T6 9hardcopied 

into cell0]

Any or All Districts 
Complaincy  O 

Amt.

DIST # for 
reference   

TOTAL DAF before 
capping

Expected Local 
Governement 

Funding

Projected FY22 STARTING 
FUND Balance (USING 
NOV 2020 data‐‐ highly 

subject to change) 

ACTUAL FY21  DAF
 (for capping)

FINAL Capped DAF: 
Lesser of FY22 (Col. 

17)
 and  Actual  FY21 

(Col 21) 

Projected 
Unenhanced 

6.30.22 OPERATING 
Balance FY21 WITH 

CAP               

FY22 Unenhanced 6.30.22 
ENDING   FB using Capped
DAF   ASSUMING NO O‐
level Funding, No expend 

CUTs

change in 
FB

After CAP

% Change IN FB 
by Year end

% change in FB 
relative to annual 

expends

38 82,498  80,992  0 0 ‐               38 ‐  211,972 0 0 (1,506) 210,466 (1,506) ‐1% ‐2%

122,336          39 150,591  28,254  1 122,336         50 1.00 122,336      39 122,336             0 106,533 106,533 (15,803) (15,803) (15,803) n/a ‐10%

200,612          2 497,976  297,364  2 231,304         126 0.85 122,336      92,623  ‐  2 214,959             439,543 255,440 214,959 14,347 453,889 14,347 3% 3%

140,072          3 611,650  471,578  2 Avg 127 0.85 122,336      92,623  ‐  3 214,959             494,960 0 0 (140,072) 354,888 (140,072) ‐28% ‐23%

258,835          5 572,029  313,194  2 128 0.85 122,336      92,623  5 214,959             84,772 212,278 212,278 (46,557) 38,215 (46,557) ‐55% ‐8%

222,559          6 577,181  354,622  2 242 0.70 122,336      76,278  6 198,614             75,581 166,105 166,105 (56,454) 19,127 (56,454) ‐75% ‐10%

318,138          7 407,752  89,614  2 38 1.15 122,336      125,313                7 247,650             61,318 306,928 247,650 (70,489) (9,171) (70,489) ‐115% ‐17%

231,544          8 307,547  76,003  2 108 0.85 122,336      92,623  8 214,959             38,580 223,841 214,959 (16,585) 21,995 (16,585) ‐43% ‐5%

195,533          10 490,973  295,440  2 214 0.70 122,336      76,278  10 198,614             225,190 251,553 198,614 3,081 228,271 3,081 1% 1%

326,466          11 384,061  57,594  2 36 1.15 122,336      125,313                11 247,650             0 335,249 247,650 (78,817) (78,817) (78,817) n/a ‐21%

201,344          12 399,195  197,851  2 60 1.00 122,336      108,968                12 231,304             183,159 279,292 231,304 29,960 213,119 29,960 16% 8%

309,732          13 376,283  66,551  2 40 1.15 122,336      125,313                13 247,650             17,172 315,931 247,650 (62,082) (44,910) (62,082) ‐362% ‐16%

204,215          20 406,222  202,007  2 205 0.70 122,336      76,278  20 198,614             45,000                 132,711 146,687 146,687 (12,528) 120,183 (12,528) ‐9% ‐3%

244,805          25 360,916  116,111  2 135 0.85 122,336      92,623  25 214,959             64,791 252,570 214,959 (29,845) 34,946 (29,845) ‐46% ‐8%

156,064          28 202,395  46,331  2 84 0.85 122,336      44,033  28 166,370             41,441 145,534 145,534 (10,530) 30,911 (10,530) ‐25% ‐5%

313,707          31 639,110  325,403  2 133 0.85 122,336      92,623  31 214,959             394,504 394,808 214,959 (98,748) 295,756 (98,748) ‐25% ‐15%

109,639          33 271,671  162,032  2 254 0.60 122,336      65,381  33 187,717             0 43,057 43,057 (66,582) (66,582) (66,582) n/a ‐25%

445,367          34 562,779  117,412  2 66 1.00 122,336      108,968                34 231,304             241,059 455,457 231,304 (214,062) 26,996 (214,062) ‐89% ‐38%

198,749          35 283,380  84,632  2 105 0.85 122,336      92,623  35 214,959             69,739 211,341 211,341 12,592 82,332 12,592 18% 4%

178,327          36 405,907  227,580  2 138 0.85 122,336      92,623  36 214,959             91,784 184,286 184,286 5,959 97,743 5,959 6% 1%

183,509          37 227,383  43,874  2 75 1.00 122,336      76,792  37 199,128             119,995 189,748 189,748 6,239 126,234 6,239 5% 3%

186,871          42 447,661  260,789  2 261 0.60 122,336      65,381  42 187,717             203,718 35,666 35,666 (151,205) 52,513 (151,205) ‐74% ‐34%

749,502          9 1,232,701                483,198  3 470,673         53 1.00 1.50 122,336      108,968                359,052                 9 590,357             248,483 946,404 590,357 (159,146) 89,338 (159,146) ‐64% ‐13%

534,954          17 939,554  404,600  3 Avg 86 0.85 1.50 122,336      92,623  359,052                 17 574,011             42,310 503,133 503,133 (31,821) 10,489 (31,821) ‐75% ‐3%

177,631          18 787,795  610,164  3 272 0.60 0.60 122,336      65,381  143,621                 18 331,338             544,086 281,957 281,957 104,326 648,412 104,326 19% 13%

642,231          23 1,178,473                536,242  3 82 0.85 1.50 122,336      92,623  359,052                 23 574,011             314,062 735,257 574,011 (68,220) 245,842 (68,220) ‐22% ‐6%

571,724          27 1,026,415                454,692  3 63 1.00 1.50 122,336      108,968                359,052                 27 590,357             192,715 566,859 566,859 (4,865) 187,850 (4,865) ‐3% 0%

257,345          29 1,020,264                762,919  3 356 0.60 0.60 122,336      65,381  143,621                 29 331,338             629,810 257,010 257,010 (335) 629,475 (335) 0% 0%

374,759          30 833,670  458,911  3 223 0.70 0.75 122,336      76,278  179,526                 30 378,140             0 397,811 378,140 3,381 3,381 3,381 n/a 0%

611,541          32 1,256,734                645,192  3 132 0.85 1.50 122,336      92,623  359,052                 32 574,011             798,942 763,799 574,011 (37,530) 761,412 (37,530) ‐5% ‐3%

316,365          40 852,665  536,300  3 185 0.70 0.75 122,336      76,278  179,526                 40 378,140             137,710 189,987 189,987 (126,378) 11,332 (126,378) ‐92% ‐15%

1,240,572      4 2,149,382                908,810  4 1,240,974     84 1,240,974            4 1,240,974          560,881 1,405,346 1,240,974 402 561,283 402 0% 0%

1,395,346      14 2,597,639                1,202,293               4 Avg 106 1,240,974            14 1,240,974          915,546 1,626,420 1,240,974 (154,372) 761,174 (154,372) ‐17% ‐6%

1,029,485      16 1,789,949                760,463  4 86 1,240,974            16 1,240,974          606,643 1,181,443 1,181,443 151,958 758,601 151,958 25% 8%

1,298,492      26 1,956,361                657,869  4 52 1,240,974            26 1,240,974          681,108 1,484,235 1,240,974 (57,518) 623,589 (57,518) ‐8% ‐3%

1,904,163      1 3,170,304                1,266,141               5 1,785,568     76 1,240,974            544,593.84      1 1,785,568          620,821 2,201,316 1,785,568 (118,596) 502,226 (118,596) ‐19% ‐4%

2,020,906      21 3,470,114                1,449,208               5 Avg 95 1,240,974            544,593.84      21 1,785,568          925,671 2,383,436 1,785,568 (235,338) 690,333 (235,338) ‐25% ‐7%

1,779,269      22 3,159,155                1,379,885               5 83 1,240,974            544,593.84      22 1,785,568          313,865 1,958,923 1,785,568 6,299 320,164 6,299 2% 0%

1,437,933      24 3,556,503                2,118,570               5 157 1,240,974            544,593.84      24 1,785,568          964,243 1,424,126 1,424,126 (13,807) 950,437 (13,807) ‐1% 0%

2,357,932      15 4,230,038                1,872,106               6 3,522,794     94 1,240,974            544,593.84      572,364            15 2,357,932          802,481 2,383,436 2,357,932 (0) 802,481 (0) 0% 0%

2,966,724      19 4,658,977                1,692,253               6 Avg 6 & 7 99 1,240,974            544,593.84      572,364            19 2,357,932          245,000               0 2,383,436 2,357,932 (363,792) (363,792) (363,792) n/a ‐8%

5,243,727      41 8,119,565                2,875,838               6 141 1,240,974            544,593.84      572,364            41 2,357,932          2,200,000            0 2,383,436 2,357,932 (685,795) (685,795) (685,795) n/a ‐8%
Total CY19 56,568,919  24,990,885  Total 125.60 3,670,090         2,594,400  2,441,555  13,650,713                  3,812,157                 1,717,092                 27,886,007               26,379,698               338,544

T1‐3 Exp 17,710,933  8,726,456   T1‐3 Rev Avg  COVID CUFs per case Running Total 6,264,490  8,706,045  22,356,758                  26,168,915              27,886,007              (1,264,871)

T4‐7 Exp 38,857,986   16,183,436   T4‐7 Rev (1,307,006)

Estimated General FY22 $42.5M  Public Defender Fund Appropriation 42,516,191
X‐adjustor dial T1‐3 Y‐ adjustor dial T1‐3 Z‐ adjustor dial T1‐3  70% of general  Appropriation to District Assistance Fund (DAF) 29,761,334

1 0.85 0.75 Remainder for O w FY21 DAF cap 93% of general DAF 27,678,040

122,336   92,623    179,526   3,381,636 7% DAF Contingency Fund (DAFCF) withholding 2,083,293

A‐adjustor dial T4‐6 B‐ adjustor dial T4‐6 C‐ adjustor dial T4‐6 Total to Districts for DAF  29,761,334
1 1 1 DAF X 3,670,090                  

1,240,974  544,594  496,253  USEFUL FACTOIDS: DAF Y 2,594,400
Tot. Proj. Reduced CUFs  24,909,892                DAF Z 2,441,555
Tot CUFS T1‐3 8,726,456                  DAF A  13,650,713

DAF B 3,812,157
Total CUFs T4‐6 16,183,436                DAF C 1,717,092                  
Tot Projected Expds  56,568,919                Total X‐C  27,886,007

Tot Expd T1‐3 17,710,933                Total X‐C after Capping  at FY21 DAF 26,379,698
Tot Expd T4‐6 38,857,986               

 Capped DAF Remaining  for Disbursal O (incl.  7% DAFCF) 3,381,636

93% July Disbursal

ACCRUALS from DAF
 SHORTFALL Amounts

Depletion among Solvent districts

DAF Funding Mechanism with $42.5M Public Defender Fund  $29.7M DAF   4.15.21

7% DAFCF Holdback+Capping Residual
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

Spending Gap
District (District 
38/Cameron self‐

sustaining)

CY15‐CY19 Average 
Expenditure Totals per 
District $82K from 38th 

excluded)

Projected FY22  
Revenue (CUFs 

assessed at 80% of 
CY19 Total CUFs ), plus 

unreduced CY19 
Local+Other )

Spending 
Tier

Tier Average 
Spending Gap COVID CUF $ per Case Adjusted Y‐Factor

Adjusted Z‐
Factor

DAF X DAF Y  DAF Z
Large Dists: 

Competitive DAF A 
Amt.   

Large Dists: DAF B 
Amt.  

Large Dists:  DAF C 
Amt.  [Smallest of 
the depletions in 
T6 9hardcopied 

into cell0]

Any or All Districts 
Complaincy  O 

Amt.

DIST # for 
reference   

TOTAL DAF before 
capping

Expected Local 
Governement Funding

Projected FY22 
STARTING FUND Balance 
(USING NOV 2020 data‐‐ 
highly subject to change) 

ACTUAL FY21  
DAF

 (for capping)

FINAL Capped DAF: 
Lesser of FY22 (Col. 

17)
 and  Actual  FY21 

(Col 21) 

Projected 
Unenhanced 

6.30.22 
OPERATING  

Balance FY21 WITH 
CAP               

FY22 Unenhanced 
6.30.22 ENDING   FB 
using Capped DAF   

ASSUMING NO O‐level 
Funding, No expend 

CUTs

change in 
FB

After CAP

% Change IN FB 
by Year end

% change in FB 
relative to annual 

expends

38 82,498  80,992                   0 0 ‐              38 ‐   211,972 0 0 (1,506) 210,466 (1,506) ‐1% ‐2%

122,336        39 150,591                  28,254                   1 122,336       50 1.00 122,336     39 122,336            0 106,533 106,533 (15,803) (15,803) (15,803) n/a ‐10%

200,612        2 497,976                  297,364                 2 231,304       126 0.85 122,336     92,623                 ‐  2 214,959            439,543 255,440 214,959 14,347 453,889 14,347 3% 3%

140,072        3 611,650                  471,578                 2 Avg 127 0.85 122,336     92,623                 ‐  3 214,959            494,960 0 0 (140,072) 354,888 (140,072) ‐28% ‐23%

258,835        5 572,029                  313,194                 2 128 0.85 122,336     92,623                 5 214,959            84,772 212,278 212,278 (46,557) 38,215 (46,557) ‐55% ‐8%

222,559        6 577,181                  354,622                 2 242 0.70 122,336     76,278                 6 198,614            75,581 166,105 166,105 (56,454) 19,127 (56,454) ‐75% ‐10%

318,138        7 407,752                  89,614                   2 38 1.15 122,336     125,313              7 247,650            61,318 306,928 247,650 (70,489) (9,171) (70,489) ‐115% ‐17%

231,544        8 307,547                  76,003                   2 108 0.85 122,336     92,623                 8 214,959            38,580 223,841 214,959 (16,585) 21,995 (16,585) ‐43% ‐5%

195,533        10 490,973                  295,440                 2 214 0.70 122,336     76,278                 10 198,614            225,190 251,553 198,614 3,081 228,271 3,081 1% 1%

326,466        11 384,061                  57,594                   2 36 1.15 122,336     125,313              11 247,650            0 335,249 247,650 (78,817) (78,817) (78,817) n/a ‐21%

201,344        12 399,195                  197,851                 2 60 1.00 122,336     108,968              12 231,304            183,159 279,292 231,304 29,960 213,119 29,960 16% 8%

309,732        13 376,283                  66,551                   2 40 1.15 122,336     125,313              13 247,650            17,172 315,931 247,650 (62,082) (44,910) (62,082) ‐362% ‐16%

204,215        20 406,222                  202,007                 2 205 0.70 122,336     76,278                 20 198,614            45,000  132,711 146,687 146,687 (12,528) 120,183 (12,528) ‐9% ‐3%

244,805        25 360,916                  116,111                 2 135 0.85 122,336     92,623                 25 214,959            64,791 252,570 214,959 (29,845) 34,946 (29,845) ‐46% ‐8%

156,064        28 202,395                  46,331                   2 84 0.85 122,336     44,033                 28 166,370            41,441 145,534 145,534 (10,530) 30,911 (10,530) ‐25% ‐5%

313,707        31 639,110                  325,403                 2 133 0.85 122,336     92,623                 31 214,959            394,504 394,808 214,959 (98,748) 295,756 (98,748) ‐25% ‐15%

109,639        33 271,671                  162,032                 2 254 0.60 122,336     65,381                 33 187,717            0 43,057 43,057 (66,582) (66,582) (66,582) n/a ‐25%

445,367        34 562,779                  117,412                 2 66 1.00 122,336     108,968              34 231,304            241,059 455,457 231,304 (214,062) 26,996 (214,062) ‐89% ‐38%

198,749        35 283,380                  84,632                   2 105 0.85 122,336     92,623                 35 214,959            69,739 211,341 211,341 12,592 82,332 12,592 18% 4%

178,327        36 405,907                  227,580                 2 138 0.85 122,336     92,623                 36 214,959            91,784 184,286 184,286 5,959 97,743 5,959 6% 1%

183,509        37 227,383                  43,874                   2 75 1.00 122,336     76,792                 37 199,128            119,995 189,748 189,748 6,239 126,234 6,239 5% 3%

186,871        42 447,661                  260,789                 2 261 0.60 122,336     65,381                 42 187,717            203,718 35,666 35,666 (151,205) 52,513 (151,205) ‐74% ‐34%

749,502        9 1,232,701              483,198                 3 470,673       53 1.00 1.50 122,336     108,968              359,052                 9 590,357            248,483 946,404 590,357 (159,146) 89,338 (159,146) ‐64% ‐13%

534,954        17 939,554                  404,600                 3 Avg 86 0.85 1.50 122,336     92,623                 359,052                 17 574,011            42,310 503,133 503,133 (31,821) 10,489 (31,821) ‐75% ‐3%

177,631        18 787,795                  610,164                 3 272 0.60 0.60 122,336     65,381                 143,621                 18 331,338            544,086 281,957 281,957 104,326 648,412 104,326 19% 13%

642,231        23 1,178,473              536,242                 3 82 0.85 1.50 122,336     92,623                 359,052                 23 574,011            314,062 735,257 574,011 (68,220) 245,842 (68,220) ‐22% ‐6%

571,724        27 1,026,415              454,692                 3 63 1.00 1.50 122,336     108,968              359,052                 27 590,357            192,715 566,859 566,859 (4,865) 187,850 (4,865) ‐3% 0%

257,345        29 1,020,264              762,919                 3 356 0.60 0.60 122,336     65,381                 143,621                 29 331,338            629,810 257,010 257,010 (335) 629,475 (335) 0% 0%

374,759        30 833,670                  458,911                 3 223 0.70 0.75 122,336     76,278                 179,526                 30 378,140            0 397,811 378,140 3,381 3,381 3,381 n/a 0%

611,541        32 1,256,734              645,192                 3 132 0.85 1.50 122,336     92,623                 359,052                 32 574,011            798,942 763,799 574,011 (37,530) 761,412 (37,530) ‐5% ‐3%

316,365        40 852,665                  536,300                 3 185 0.70 0.75 122,336     76,278                 179,526                 40 378,140            137,710 189,987 189,987 (126,378) 11,332 (126,378) ‐92% ‐15%

1,240,572     4 2,149,382              908,810                 4 1,240,974    84 1,240,974          4 1,240,974        560,881 1,405,346 1,240,974 402 561,283 402 0% 0%

1,395,346     14 2,597,639              1,202,293             4 Avg 106 1,240,974          14 1,240,974        915,546 1,626,420 1,240,974 (154,372) 761,174 (154,372) ‐17% ‐6%

1,029,485     16 1,789,949              760,463                 4 86 1,240,974          16 1,240,974        606,643 1,181,443 1,181,443 151,958 758,601 151,958 25% 8%

1,298,492     26 1,956,361              657,869                 4 52 1,240,974          26 1,240,974        681,108 1,484,235 1,240,974 (57,518) 623,589 (57,518) ‐8% ‐3%

1,904,163     1 3,170,304              1,266,141             5 1,785,568    76 1,240,974          544,593.84     1 1,785,568        620,821 2,201,316 1,785,568 (118,596) 502,226 (118,596) ‐19% ‐4%

2,020,906     21 3,470,114              1,449,208             5 Avg 95 1,240,974          544,593.84     21 1,785,568        925,671 2,383,436 1,785,568 (235,338) 690,333 (235,338) ‐25% ‐7%

1,779,269     22 3,159,155              1,379,885             5 83 1,240,974          544,593.84     22 1,785,568        313,865 1,958,923 1,785,568 6,299 320,164 6,299 2% 0%

1,437,933     24 3,556,503              2,118,570             5 157 1,240,974          544,593.84     24 1,785,568        964,243 1,424,126 1,424,126 (13,807) 950,437 (13,807) ‐1% 0%

2,357,932     15 4,230,038              1,872,106             6 3,522,794    94 1,240,974          544,593.84     572,364           15 2,357,932        802,481 2,383,436 2,357,932 (0) 802,481 (0) 0% 0%

2,966,724     19 4,658,977              1,692,253             6 Avg 99 1,240,974          544,593.84     572,364           19 2,357,932        245,000                  0 2,383,436 2,357,932 (363,792) (363,792) (363,792) n/a ‐8%

5,243,727     41 8,119,565              2,875,838             6 141 1,240,974          544,593.84     572,364           41 2,357,932        2,200,000              0 2,383,436 2,357,932 (685,795) (685,795) (685,795) n/a ‐8%
Total CY19 56,568,919  24,990,885  Total 125.60 3,670,090         2,594,400  2,441,555  13,650,713                 3,812,157                1,717,092                27,886,007              26,379,698               338,544

T1‐3 Exp 17,710,933  8,726,456  T1‐3 Rev Avg  COVID CUFs per case Running Total 6,264,490  8,706,045  22,356,758                 26,168,915             27,886,007             (1,264,871)
T4‐7 Exp 38,857,986  16,183,436  T4‐7 Rev (1,307,006)

Estimated General FY22 $42.5M  Public Defender Fund Appropriation 42,516,191
X‐adjustor dial T1‐3 Y‐ adjustor dial T1‐3 Z‐ adjustor dial T1‐3  70% of PDF Appropriation to District Assistance Fund (DAF) 29,761,334

1 0.85 0.75 Remainder for O w FY21 DAF cap residual 93% of general DAF 27,678,040

122,336  92,623  179,526   7,162,783 7% DAF Contingency Fund (DAFCF) withholding 2,083,293
3,781,147

A‐adjustor dial T4‐6 B‐ adjustor dial T4‐6 C‐ adjustor dial T4‐6 Total to Districts for DAF  33,542,481
1 1 1 DAF X 3,670,090  

1,240,974                   544,594   496,253   USEFUL FACTOIDS: DAF Y 2,594,400
Tot. Proj. Reduced CUFs  24,909,892               DAF Z 2,441,555
Tot CUFS T1‐3 8,726,456                 DAF A  13,650,713

DAF B 3,812,157
Total CUFs T4‐6 16,183,436               DAF C 1,717,092  
Tot Projected Expds  56,568,919               Total X‐C  27,886,007

Tot Expd T1‐3 17,710,933               Total X‐C after Capping  at FY21 DAF 26,379,698
Tot Expd T4‐6 38,857,986              

 Capped DAF Remaining  for Disbursal O (incl.  7% DAFCF and add't'l $3.7M) 7,162,783

ACCRUALS from DAF
 SHORTFALL Amounts

Depletion among Solvent districts

Additional $3.78M plus $29.7M DAF Allocation from $42.5M Appropriation

7% DAFCF Holdback+Capping Residual 93% July Disbursal with additional $3.78M also set aside

Additioinal $3.7M appropriation
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

Spending Gap
District (District 
38/Cameron self‐

sustaining)

CY15‐CY19 Average 
Expenditure Totals per 
District $82K from 38th 

excluded)

Projected FY22  
Revenue (CUFs 

assessed at 80% of 
CY19 Total CUFs ), plus 

unreduced CY19 
Local+Other )

Spending 
Tier

Tier Average 
Spending Gap COVID CUF $ per Case Adjusted Y‐Factor

Adjusted Z‐
Factor

DAF X DAF Y  DAF Z
Large Dists: 

Competitive DAF A 
Amt.   

Large Dists: DAF B 
Amt.  

Large Dists:  DAF C 
Amt.  [Smallest of 
the depletions in 
T6 9hardcopied 

into cell0]

Any or All Districts 
Complaincy  O 

Amt.

DIST # for 
reference   

TOTAL DAF before 
capping

Expected Local 
Governement 

Funding

Projected FY22 
STARTING FUND Balance 
(USING Feb 2021 data‐‐ 
subject to change) 

ACTUAL FY21  
DAF

 (for capping)

FINAL Capped DAF: 
Lesser of FY22 (Col. 

17)
 and  Actual  FY21 

(Col 21) 

Projected 
Unenhanced 

6.30.22 
OPERATING  

Balance FY21 WITH 
CAP               

FY22 Unenhanced 
6.30.22 ENDING   FB 
using Capped DAF   

ASSUMING NO O‐level 
Funding, No expend 

CUTs

change in FB
After CAP

% Change IN FB 
by Year end

% change in FB 
relative to annual 

expends

38 82,498  80,992                   0 0 ‐              38 ‐   226,526 0 0 (1,506) 225,020 (1,506) ‐1% ‐2%

122,336        39 150,591                  28,254                   1 122,336       50 1.00 122,336     39 122,336            21,283 106,533 106,533 (15,803) 5,480 (15,803) n/a ‐10%

200,612        2 497,976                  297,364                 2 231,304       126 0.85 122,336     92,623                 ‐  2 214,959            361,731 255,440 214,959 14,347 376,078 14,347 4% 3%

140,072        3 611,650                  471,578                 2 Avg 127 0.85 122,336     92,623                 ‐  3 214,959            634,145 0 0 (140,072) 494,073 (140,072) ‐22% ‐23%

258,835        5 572,029                  313,194                 2 128 0.85 122,336     92,623                 5 214,959            5,936 212,278 212,278 (46,557) (40,621) (46,557) ‐784% ‐8%

222,559        6 577,181                  354,622                 2 242 0.70 122,336     76,278                 6 198,614            209,385 166,105 166,105 (56,454) 152,931 (56,454) ‐27% ‐10%

318,138        7 407,752                  89,614                   2 38 1.15 122,336     125,313              7 247,650            93,523 306,928 247,650 (70,489) 23,035 (70,489) ‐75% ‐17%

231,544        8 307,547                  76,003                   2 108 0.85 122,336     92,623                 8 214,959            63,232 223,841 214,959 (16,585) 46,647 (16,585) ‐26% ‐5%

195,533        10 490,973                  295,440                 2 214 0.70 122,336     76,278                 10 198,614            223,406 251,553 198,614 3,081 226,487 3,081 1% 1%

326,466        11 384,061                  57,594                   2 36 1.15 122,336     125,313              11 247,650            0 335,249 247,650 (78,817) (78,817) (78,817) n/a ‐21%

201,344        12 399,195                  197,851                 2 60 1.00 122,336     108,968              12 231,304            190,136 279,292 231,304 29,960 220,096 29,960 16% 8%

309,732        13 376,283                  66,551                   2 40 1.15 122,336     125,313              13 247,650            116,251 315,931 247,650 (62,082) 54,169 (62,082) ‐53% ‐16%

204,215        20 406,222                  202,007                 2 205 0.70 122,336     76,278                 20 198,614            45,000                207,370 146,687 146,687 (12,528) 194,842 (12,528) ‐6% ‐3%

244,805        25 360,916                  116,111                 2 135 0.85 122,336     92,623                 25 214,959            65,069 252,570 214,959 (29,845) 35,224 (29,845) ‐46% ‐8%

156,064        28 202,395                  46,331                   2 84 0.85 122,336     44,033                 28 166,370            19,641 145,534 145,534 (10,530) 9,111 (10,530) ‐54% ‐5%

313,707        31 639,110                  325,403                 2 133 0.85 122,336     92,623                 31 214,959            341,941 394,808 214,959 (98,748) 243,193 (98,748) ‐29% ‐15%

109,639        33 271,671                  162,032                 2 254 0.60 122,336     65,381                 33 187,717            0 43,057 43,057 (66,582) (66,582) (66,582) n/a ‐25%

445,367        34 562,779                  117,412                 2 66 1.00 122,336     108,968              34 231,304            220,461 455,457 231,304 (214,062) 6,399 (214,062) ‐97% ‐38%

198,749        35 283,380                  84,632                   2 105 0.85 122,336     92,623                 35 214,959            74,589 211,341 211,341 12,592 87,181 12,592 17% 4%

178,327        36 405,907                  227,580                 2 138 0.85 122,336     92,623                 36 214,959            88,382 184,286 184,286 5,959 94,340 5,959 7% 1%

183,509        37 227,383                  43,874                   2 75 1.00 122,336     76,792                 37 199,128            27,972 189,748 189,748 6,239 34,211 6,239 22% 3%

186,871        42 447,661                  260,789                 2 261 0.60 122,336     65,381                 42 187,717            460,006 35,666 35,666 (151,205) 308,800 (151,205) ‐33% ‐34%

749,502        9 1,232,701              483,198                 3 470,673       53 1.00 1.50 122,336     108,968              359,052               9 590,357            401,099 946,404 590,357 (159,146) 241,953 (159,146) ‐40% ‐13%

534,954        17 939,554                  404,600                 3 Avg 86 0.85 1.50 122,336     92,623                 359,052               17 574,011            39,672 503,133 503,133 (31,821) 7,851 (31,821) ‐80% ‐3%

177,631        18 787,795                  610,164                 3 272 0.60 0.60 122,336     65,381                 143,621               18 331,338            674,663 281,957 281,957 104,326 778,989 104,326 15% 13%

642,231        23 1,178,473              536,242                 3 82 0.85 1.50 122,336     92,623                 359,052               23 574,011            386,522 735,257 574,011 (68,220) 318,303 (68,220) ‐18% ‐6%

571,724        27 1,026,415              454,692                 3 63 1.00 1.50 122,336     108,968              359,052               27 590,357            180,256 566,859 566,859 (4,865) 175,392 (4,865) ‐3% 0%

257,345        29 1,020,264              762,919                 3 356 0.60 0.60 122,336     65,381                 143,621               29 331,338            639,685 257,010 257,010 (335) 639,350 (335) 0% 0%

374,759        30 833,670                  458,911                 3 223 0.70 0.75 122,336     76,278                 179,526               30 378,140            138,880 397,811 378,140 3,381 142,261 3,381 n/a 0%

611,541        32 1,256,734              645,192                 3 132 0.85 1.50 122,336     92,623                 359,052               32 574,011            682,220 763,799 574,011 (37,530) 644,690 (37,530) ‐6% ‐3%

316,365        40 852,665                  536,300                 3 185 0.70 0.75 122,336     76,278                 179,526               40 378,140            200,075 189,987 189,987 (126,378) 73,697 (126,378) ‐63% ‐15%

1,240,572     4 2,149,382              908,810                 4 1,240,974    84 1,240,974          4 1,240,974        772,172 1,405,346 1,240,974 402 772,574 402 0% 0%

1,395,346     14 2,597,639              1,202,293             4 Avg 106 1,240,974          14 1,240,974        1,156,798 1,626,420 1,240,974 (154,372) 1,002,426 (154,372) ‐13% ‐6%

1,029,485     16 1,789,949              760,463                 4 86 1,240,974          16 1,240,974        544,399 1,181,443 1,181,443 151,958 696,357 151,958 28% 8%

1,298,492     26 1,956,361              657,869                 4 52 1,240,974          26 1,240,974        641,599 1,484,235 1,240,974 (57,518) 584,081 (57,518) ‐9% ‐3%

1,904,163     1 3,170,304              1,266,141             5 1,785,568    76 1,240,974          544,593.84     1 1,785,568        667,170 2,201,316 1,785,568 (118,596) 548,574 (118,596) ‐18% ‐4%

2,020,906     21 3,470,114              1,449,208             5 Avg 95 1,240,974          544,593.84     21 1,785,568        916,070 2,383,436 1,785,568 (235,338) 680,732 (235,338) ‐26% ‐7%

1,779,269     22 3,159,155              1,379,885             5 83 1,240,974          544,593.84     22 1,785,568        623,630 1,958,923 1,785,568 6,299 629,928 6,299 1% 0%

1,437,933     24 3,556,503              2,118,570             5 157 1,240,974          544,593.84     24 1,785,568        1,378,157 1,424,126 1,424,126 (13,807) 1,364,350 (13,807) ‐1% 0%

2,357,932     15 4,230,038              1,872,106             6 3,522,794    94 1,240,974          544,593.84     572,364           15 2,357,932        932,761 2,383,436 2,357,932 (0) 932,760 (0) 0% 0%

2,966,724     19 4,658,977              1,692,253             6 Avg 6 & 7 99 1,240,974          544,593.84     572,364           19 2,357,932        245,000             0 2,383,436 2,357,932 (363,792) (363,792) (363,792) n/a ‐8%

5,243,727     41 8,119,565              2,875,838             6 141 1,240,974          544,593.84     572,364           41 2,357,932        2,200,000          0 2,383,436 2,357,932 (685,795) (685,795) (685,795) n/a ‐8%
Total CY19 56,568,919  24,990,885  Total 125.60 3,670,090         2,594,400  2,441,555   13,650,713                 3,812,157                1,717,092                27,886,007              26,379,698               338,544

T1‐3 Exp 17,710,933  8,726,456  T1‐3 Rev Avg  COVID CUFs per case Running Total 6,264,490  8,706,045   22,356,758                 26,168,915             27,886,007             (1,235,607)
T4‐7 Exp 38,857,986  16,183,436  T4‐7 Rev (1,887,836)

ACTUAL FY21 $48.19M  Appropriation 48,193,876
X‐adjustor dial T1‐3 Y‐ adjustor dial T1‐3 Z‐ adjustor dial T1‐3  70% of general  Appropriation to District Assistance Fund (DAF) 33,735,713

1 0.85 0.75 Remainder for O w FY21 DAF cap 93% of general DAF 31,374,213

122,336  92,623  179,526   7,356,015 7% DAF Contingency Fund (DAFCF) withholding 2,361,500

A‐adjustor dial T4‐6 B‐ adjustor dial T4‐6 C‐ adjustor dial T4‐6 Total to Districts for DAF  33,735,713
1 1 1 DAF X 3,670,090                  

1,240,974                   544,594   496,253   USEFUL FACTOIDS: DAF Y 2,594,400
Tot. Proj. Reduced CUFs  24,909,892               DAF Z 2,441,555
Tot CUFS T1‐3 8,726,456                 DAF A  13,650,713

DAF B 3,812,157
Total CUFs T4‐6 16,183,436               DAF C 1,717,092                  
Tot Projected Expds  56,568,919               Total X‐C  27,886,007

Tot Expd T1‐3 17,710,933               Total X‐C after Capping  at FY21 DAF 26,379,698
Tot Expd T4‐6 38,857,986              

 Capped DAF Remaining  for Disbursal O (incl.  7% DAFCF) 7,356,015

93% July Disbursal

ACCRUALS from DAF
 SHORTFALL Amounts

Depletion among Solvent districts

DAF Funding Mechanism with FY21 HB1 33.7M (70%)of total appropriation DAF 4.15.21

7% DAFCF Holdback+Capping Residual

35



1 
 

 
 
Please accept this memorandum relative to the above referenced matters.  I begin with 

the DAF Disbursal Mechanism which is something the LPDB has never had in its 14-year 
existence.  The next section will address salaries for Chief public defenders, which is also 
something the LPDB has never done in its 14-year existence.  Finally, I address 
“Regionalization” which is also something the LPDB has never done in its 14-year existence. 

 
I. DAF Disbursal Mechanism 

 
A. Introduction 

 
The United States Supreme Court’s opinion in Gideon v Wainwright created the 

modern notion of the American “public defender” in 1963.1 Gideon announced that under the 
United States Constitution, each state had an obligation to provide counsel to poor people 
accused of felonies.2  In 1966, Louisiana, to its credit, attempted to address this unfunded 
mandate by creating local Indigent Defender Boards (“IDBs”) and paying for them by placing 
a fee upon each conviction that would be collected like other fees or costs of court and 

 
1 372 U.S. 335 (1963). But See Garza v Idaho, 586 US____(2019)(Thomas,j. dissenting) ; Ramos v Louisiana 590 U.S. 
______(2020)(Alito, j. dissenting ). 

Justice Thomas in his dissent in Garza v Idaho , 586 US____(2019)(Thomas,j. dissenting) called for his colleagues to 
join him in rethinking Gideon v Wainwright (“. . .[the majority in Gideon did not] attempt to square the expansive 
rights they recognized with the original meaning of the ‘right to have the Assistance of Counsel. Amdt. 6") Justice 
Thomas went further and said he would “proceed with far more caution” in expanding upon what he considers to 
be overgenerous Sixth Amendment precedent which he finds is based on “dubious authority.”  

Justice Alito, in his dissent in Ramos, seems to be joining him and now appears to be actively recruiting others, viz 

1.  Begins by asserting that the majority in Ramos gives the doctrine of stare decisis “rough treatment” by overruling 
Apodaca v Oregon after 48 years of reliance. 

2.  Lists a number of cases from “roughly Apodaca’s time” including Gideon v Wainwright which is only 9 years older 
than Apodaca and asks rhetorically “Are they all now up for grabs?” 

3. Ends his dissent with this ominous statement: “ By striking down precedent upon which there has been massive 
and entirely reasonable reliance, the majority sets an Important precedent about stare decisis. I assume that those 
in the majority will apply the same standard in future cases.” 

Of course, there were public defenders in America pre-Gideon. Gideon was the first understanding of a Sixth 
Amendment right to counsel for indigents.  Prior to that the Courts dealt with the issue through the Due Process 
clause on a case-by-case basis and some states established offices of the public defender in the 1920s and 1930s, 
well in advance of Gideon.  See Powell v Alabama, 287 U.S. 45 (1932)(“The Scottsboro boys”). 

2  This right to counsel was later expanded to misdemeanors where jail time was a possibility. Argersinger v Hamlin, 
407 U.S. 25 (1972). Since then, the right to counsel was expanded again to include the effective assistance of 
counsel in Strickland v Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984). 
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disbursed to the local IDBs– a step I am sure everyone thought was reasonable at the time.3 
Other states did the same. What is peculiar about Louisiana is we never took the next step for 
funding indigent defense, instead simply incrementally raising the amount of the fee to the 
present day $45, creating a $40 “application” fee, and allowing for moneys claimed as a result 
of bond forfeitures to go to the local IDB. About 3/4 of the collected revenue from these 
Conviction and User Fees (“CUFs”) are from speeding tickets. While other states collect 
similar CUFs, Louisiana is the only state who funds its indigent defense system primarily by 
them. Except in the 41st,19th, and a little from the 20th, there are no “local” contributions to 
indigent defense. Local contributions would be a portion of a sales tax, a millage, or an 
appropriation from the Parish Police Jury, Parish Council, or Parish Commission.4 While this 
is a longstanding problem, only the legislature can do anything about it. The Louisiana 
Constitution removes authority from every other branch of Government from acting in this 
area.5 

As stated, these CUFs are the primary source of funding for the LPDB.  The state also 
appropriates annually, a certain amount of state money to supplement these CUFs by placing 
money into the District Assistance Fund (“DAF”).  Due to the woeful inadequacy of the 
CUFs scheme devised by the legislature, substantially all of the districts and the LPDB itself 
heavily rely on these state DAF funds.  Since 2007, the DAF appropriation has been as 
follows, to-wit: 

Further, the LPDB has never had an adequate disbursal method and has adopted an 
approach similar to how a momma-bird would feed her 42 nested babies with a single worm.  
This approach is unsustainable.  I address this long overdue matter here. 

B. DAF Background

The District Assistance Fund (“DAF”) has always been intended to supplement local 
district defender’s offices. As discussed above, the legislature intends for CUFs to be the 
primary source of funding to the local district defender offices. CUFs are an inadequate, 
unreliable, and insufficient funding source and thus, over the years, the LPDB has overly 
relied on the state appropriation to run the system.  Over the years, CUFs have gone from 

3 See State v Citizen, 898 So.2d 325,330 (La. 2005). 

4 Some districts do receive a form of a concession or an accommodation such as free or reduced rent.  Payment of 
utilities and the like.  These resources can be rightly called “local” funding.  While these resources do not jump out 
on a spreadsheet, the cumulative effect of them can have a dramatic impact on the bottom-line of the public 
defense budget. Encouraging the chiefs to seek and receive these forms of local assistance are a focus of my efforts. 

5 La.Const. 1974, Art. I§13. (“ The legislature shall provide for a uniform system for securing and compensating 
qualified counsel for indigents.”); See Also State v Peart 621 So.2d 780 (La. 1993)( holding that no person has a right 
of action to sue for enforcement of the last sentence of Article I, Sec. 13 of the Louisiana Const. of 1974); Art. II La. 
Const. of 1974 (“Distribution of Powers”). 
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$18 plus optional increases at the discretion of the District court Judges to a mandatory $35 
recently increased to $45. Contrary to plan, the last additional increase in CUFs assessments 
has actually resulted in a decrease in CUFs amounts collected as prosecutors moved more and 
more to diversion programs and the increased assessment impacted some people’s ability to 
pay. 

While the amount of state appropriation (DAF) has always been an issue, the biggest 
problem the system has been faced with in this regard is the proper distribution of these 
limited funds.  Historically, LPDB has tried to come up with a “formula” to deal with this, 
and they have based the various formulas on caseload analysis. None of these have worked.  
What the LPDB has seen during the entirety of its almost 14-year existence is constant 
complaints regarding DAF distribution. 

 The first plan adopted in 2007 was the “Gradney Plan” implementing a caseload plan 
that relied caseload numbers derived from the past database and then evolving into the current 
database.  Caseload analysis is flawed at the very outset because of how cases are defined by 
the Louisiana Public Defender Act and relies heavily on input from individuals at the local 
level.  Until 2020, lack of compliance with accurate entry has been a major problem.  

Caseload Determinations 

The first issue is the statutory definition of a case.  A major fight over Act 307 arose over how 
to define a case.  Ultimately cases were defined by the institution of a Bill of Indictment or a 
Bill of Information.  Our case counts vary as a result of decisions in each parish by the 
District Attorney as to whether to accumulate Charges in one bill or file separate bills for 
each charge.  An example is that someone who wrote 100 bad checks could either be charged 
in one bill with 100 counts of Issuing Worthless Checks or have 100 separate bills of 
information charging each count separately.  The evidence as late as March 2020 is that 
caseload counting varies dramatically from parish to parish.  Parishes within Districts often 
vary in the method of charging usually having the more urban parish accumulate all counts 
within the same bill and the rural parish billing separately. 

The following chart illustrates the case to client ratio in each district: 

District Active Cases as Feb 2021 Clients Ratio of Client to Cases 
1      6,240       4,168     1.50 
2   761  509     1.50 
3      1,106  655     1.69 
4      4,517       3,282     1.38 
5   624  583     1.07 
6   924  409    2.26 
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7                 804           327              2.46  
8                 425           312              1.36  
9              3,005        2,169              1.39  
10                 661           417              1.59  
11                 735           469              1.57  
12              1,452           446              3.26  
13              1,121           784              1.43  
14              4,152        2,925              1.42  
15              7,157        5,244              1.36  
16              3,524        2,734              1.29  
17              1,654           911              1.82  
18                 722           625              1.16  
19              6,293        4,629              1.36  
20                 611           360              1.70  
21              5,179        3,930              1.32  
22              4,617        3,495              1.32  
23              3,156        2,106              1.50  
24              6,351        4,520              1.41  
25                 525           337              1.56  
26              3,656        1,829              2.00  
27              2,267        1,801              1.26  
28                 212           141              1.50  
29                 754           574              1.31  
30                 660           444              1.49  
31              1,113           747              1.49  
32              1,434           909              1.58  
33                 323           304              1.06  
34                 663           503              1.32  
35                 265           216              1.23  
36                 716           500              1.43  
37                 339           257              1.32  
38                 388           168              2.31  
39                 312           188              1.66  
40                 960           585              1.64  
41              9,760        6,476              1.51  
42                 600           512              1.17  

Grand 
Total            90,738      62,500              1.45  
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The second issue with looking to Caseload is ensuring their accuracy.  As stated earlier only 
one district to date has a documented penalty associated with failure to comply with the 
requirements of providing accurate data.  The lack of data base compliance and the spotty 
record of trial compliance prior to 2020 led to data that was far from accurate because no one 
was enforcing the entering of case data for either the districts or programs.  Compliance 
varied from very good in some districts to extremely poor in others.  The programs were not 
forced to use the database as well.   

A review of the database in August of 2020 indicated over 61,000 cases in the system statewide 
were allowed to go from “Open” to “Auto Dormant.”  Auto Dormant cases are cases that no 
entry of any kind has been made for differing periods of time ranging from 1 year to 4 years.  
The issue for case counting is that cases that should be closed in the system are counted as 
open cases resulting in inflated case counts in districts that have poor database compliance.  
Mr. Gradney in the initial DAF formula recognized this as an issue in 2007.   Currently 
compliance has risen to 92.45% from 73% in August. (Please see the accompanying excel 
spreadsheet labeled Chief and Line Salaries for Statistics as of March 2021) 

Other plans put forward such as the “Ledoux plan” sought a formula based on Full Time 
Equivalents to measure attorney workload, reserve spending and costs.  Others based on the 
Delphi Study on caseloads which cannot be accurately replicated from state to state have also 
been employed.   

The Gradney Plan 

Board Minutes November 27, 2007 

Mr. Gradney received requests for $1.4 million in additional funding.  He recommended that 
$386,950 be distributed to 13 districts making the requests for funds for conflict cases.  No 
district would receive less than $12,700 and all districts except Orleans would receive 100% of 
their requests.  Orleans received 80% of the request as its requests were far greater than the 
others. 

April 21, 2008 DAF Formula Plan 

The first attempt at a formula was proposed by Budget Director Clark Gradney for the Fiscal 
year 2008-09.  The plan relied on case weighting.  The formula-based distribution on assigning 
units to different types of cases.  It also relied on the ABA standards for annual Attorney 
Caseload.  It is attached to the materials.   

The plan took into account fund balances limiting reserves to no more than 30% of its total 
estimated annual revenue.   
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The major problems with the plan are as follows: 

1. It relied on caseload numbers that were unverifiable and relied on the enforcement 
of database entry.  To this date, this is issue is still problematic. 

2. It is questionable that the assigned units per case type is a true indicator of the 
work. 

3. The formula also relied on an additional $54 million to fully fund each district.  
The figure 13 years later has still not been reached. 

Ledoux Plan 2009 DAF Formula 

The formula created for 2009 DAF relied on factors of: 

1. Ideal Caseloads 
2. Operating Expenses 
3. Line Attorney Average Salaries 

The factors all relied as the 2008 calculation upon ABA standards and ideal caseloads.  The 
initial flaw in the plan was identical to the previous formula, it relied on caseload information 
that was inconsistent throughout the state.  This issue made the calculation of FTEs 
irrelevant.   Determining need by caseload is fraught with the issue of Districts whose 
caseloads are inflated by the charging decisions of the District Attorney and the failure to 
close cases in the database by individual districts, thus inflating the open case counts. (Note 
that in 2020 there were over 61,000 auto dormant cases in this State.) 

The 2nd factor assumed cost of living in each district based on the expenditures of that district.  
The formula also relied on the best estimates of near future funding needs are made by using 
past or preceding year’s actual caseloads, actual salary and operating expenditures.  Again, the 
definition of caseload is flawed. 

The Formula: Step One - Determination of District’s Total Projected Expenditures 

 

 X        = Total Costs to Meet   

                NAC Recommendation 

 

      

Step Two – Determine Impact of Local Funds on Total Projected Expenditures 

             
           -           

     
            Total Costs to Meet 

  

Local Reserve Spend 
downs + Local 

Funding 

NAC 
Recommended                           

Number of 
Attorney FTEs 

(based on actual 
  

District Average  

Attorney Salary 

+ 

Average Operating 
   

( ( ) )   

) ) ( (
 

= Ideal Amount 
Needed from the 
DAF by a District 
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 Step Three – Determine Appropriate Proportion (%) of DAF District Needs 

Step Four – Determine Appropriate Disbursement Amount from DAF for District 

     
   X

DAF 2010 2nd half Shortfalls 

The Board created a surplus funding mechanism, retaining emergency funds from the 
appropriation and later giving priority to those districts requesting emergency funds to 
survive until the end of the fiscal year.  If those funds in surplus were not disbursed to districts 
in need, then the remained would be distributed by the formula for the given year. Please see 
the accompanying chart. 

This method continued to be the favored method of distribution for a few years.  The records 
are not clear as to what other methods may have been used.  The largest change occurred with 
the increase in Court Costs to the present $45 per case.  As noted by the board minutes of 
May 21, 2013, instead of an increase in what we now call CUFs many districts saw a decrease 
in this type of funding. 

Continued Developments prior to Act 571 Board 

At the October 29, 2013 meeting, the Board authorized delegating authority to the staff to 
renew the contracts of 501 c 3 entities and distribute the 2nd half of the DAF to the Districts. 

March 10, 2014 Policy Committee recommended omitting any locally obtained funds from 
the DAF Calculation.  No action was taken by the Board. 

May 12, 2014 Methodology presented by Stilling.  Adopted. 

March 24, 2015 Board reduced the distribution to the 1st JDC based on erroneous case counts 
in the misdemeanor section.  The only documented instance of a District being punished.  

May 12, 2015 Dixon allowed to distribute surplus as he saw fit by the board. 

Total State DAF 
Funding Actually 

Allocated 

( ( = ) ÷ Total of All 42 Districts’ 
Ideal Amounts Needed 

from the DAF 

Ideal Amount 
Needed by a 
Given District 
from the DAF 

) Percentage of the DAF a 
Given District Should  
Ideally Receive  

Percentage of the 
DAF a Given District 

Should Ideally 
Receive 

( ) (
 

) = Actual Amount a
Given District 
Will Receive 
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Dixon’s explanation for distribution was that districts currently in ROS and to those who 
experienced a decrease in DAF from FY15 to FY 16 in excess of 33% as a result of the 
inability to utilize the adjustment formula because of shortfalls. 

2016 Explanation of DAF formula in Board Training Materials 

DAF Assumptions: 

Goal: Ensure every district is solvent by year’s end 

Pro Rata Disbursal fairly distributes insufficient state funds 

District funding needs estimated on workloads which are compliant with trial court 
performance standards. (Never met because performance standards were never truly 
monitored) 

Current spending levels vary according to local market values capturing savings for the state 

Districts maintaining a fund balance in excess of 50% of the total of annual expenditures 
amount are required to apply this excess against expenditures. 

FY17 caseload projection based on FY16 actual caseloads (New Cases received in 
FY16+pending cases) 

CASE VALUE ADJUSTMENTS 

1 misdemeanor= 1 Unit 

1 Capital (Death Penalty) = 90 Units 

1 Felony/Revocation/Post Conviction Review = 2.25 Units 

1 Juvenile/Family in Need of Services (FINS)=1.8 Units 

1 Child in Need of Care (CINC) case=4.5 Units 

1 Traffic/Child Support-Related/Extradition= 1 Unit 

DAF FORMULA 
 
step 1) calculate total FTE attorneys needed to compliantly cover the actual district caseload: 
 
district’s total cases (adjusted by LIDAB STDS. into standard time-and-effort units) 450 
(450 = LIDB-recommended annual maximum standardized time-and-effort units) e.g: 45,000 
district-wide caseload time-and-effort units÷450=100 fte attorneys needed 
 
step 2) calculate district’s average cost per attorney (all actual salaries/contracts paid divided 
by total FTEs actually engaged): 
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total of all line attorney salaries & contract amounts paid 
total number of FTE attorneys engaged 
e.g. $5,000,000 annual salaries expenditure for all line attorneys ÷ 100 FTEs=$50,000
av./atty

step 3) calculate the district’s overhead costs per attorney 
(including traditional bricks-&-mortar overhead plus 
supervisory/support staff costs-excluding salaries of line attorneys): 

district’s total annual overhead expenditures 
total number of FTE attorneys actually employed/contracted 
e.g. $1,000,000 annual oe expenditures ÷ 100 FTE attys. = $10,000
overhead per atty

step 4) calculate district’s total funding truly needed for 
compliance: (district av. atty. salary + overhead/atty) x # FTE attorneys needed for 
compliance  [from step 1 above] 
e.g. ($50,000 + $10,000) x 100 FTE needed = $6,000,000 needed for
compliance

step 5) deduct local revenues (projected) and actual mandatory 
reserves spend-down from district total needs for compliance to derive state DAF support 
needed: district total needs – (local revenues + spend-down) = district’s 
state DAF support needed e.g. $6,000,000 - ($3m local revenues + $0 spend-down) = 
$3,000,000 DAF needed 

step 6) calculate state-wide total funds need for compliance (total of all districts’ funding 
needed for compliance) 

e.g. district A needs + district B….district Z = funds for compliance=$30,000,000* 

*please note: this $30m figure was fabricated for purposes of
illustration, and does not derive from any of the other formula examples above

step 7) calculate each district’s portion of the total state DAF 
needed for compliance: district a funds needed ÷ total state funds needed for compliance  % 
state DAF needed 

e.g. $3,000,000 ÷ $30,000,000 = 10% (dist A needs 10% of total state needs)

step 8) multiply district’s portion of state total DAF by actual DAF funds appropriated by the 
legislature to derive district’s actual DAF disbursement: 
appropriation for DAF x district’s portion of state DAF needed = 
district’s DAF amount DAF appropriation of $20,000,000 x 10% = $2,000,000 DAF 
disbursement for district A 
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DAF Adjustment Formula 

goal: keep shortfall districts from insolvency/ROS by shifting the bare minimum DAF funds 
from accruing districts in direct proportion to their share of total statewide accrual in order to 
most fairly cover the shortfall. 

step 1) determine the statewide shortage among shortfall districts 
step 2) determine the total statewide accrual among all accruing districts 

step 3) determine the proportion of total statewide shortage from the DAF of each accruing 
district 

Meltdown on February 16, 2016 

The budget crisis at the beginning of 2016 resulted in new Governor John Bel Edwards 
threatening draconian cuts after his inaugural in January of 2016.  Each agency was told to 
plan cuts. LPDB went beyond mere planning and released a plan of cuts that led to legislation 
in the 16th JDC to create a separate fund for city court public defense and to the move to 
create Act 571. 

Dixon proposed 3 scenarios to address a $20 million dollar cut.  The scenario provided 

1 no funding at all to the districts 
2 no funding to the contract programs 
3 an equal 65% cut to the DAF and contract programs effective March 1, 2016 and 

the implementation of statewide ROS plan prioritizing adult felony defendants, 
acceptance of no new Sex Offender Assessment Panel(SOAP) matters, cessation of 
new CINC cases, appeals, non-support, curatorships, Miller and capital cases.  
Additionally, effective July 1, 2016 the cessation of new misdemeanor, juvenile 
delinquency and FINS, and new adult felony cases if defendant is not incarcerated. 

Scenario 3 was adopted by the board on a 6-2 vote.  Less than one month later a bill 
restructuring the Board was filed in the legislature by Representative Sherman Mack.  No 
cut took place and Act 571 passed both House and Senate by overwhelming majorities. 

Act 571 provided for a minimum distribution to the districts of 65% of the state 
appropriation not otherwise earmarked. 

June 27, 2017 Year end FY17 DAF was disbursed pro rata. 

Attempts at reaching a new DAF formula in 2017-2018 

Multiple plans were put forward including plans from PDAL, the 15th JDC and the 40th JDC.  
The PDAL plans were two-tiered insuring the solvency of small districts while presenting 
multiple scenarios for disbursement to larger districts.  The 15th plan was based mainly on 
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population and caseload.  All plans were rejected in favor of a Hybrid Plan presented by Judge 
Foote.  

August 8, 2019 

 The State then shifted from Fiscal Year 2019 to Fiscal Year 2020. The new fiscal year brought 
an increased legislative appropriation. This has meant, among other things, more funds 
available to the districts through the 65% rule.  
 
Staff calculated the DAF based on the board approved methodology and distributed 
$22,638,233.72, which is about $2 million more than was distributed in July of 2018. Much of 
that increase was absorbed to make up for sharp declines in local revenues in the 4th, 15th, 
and 19th districts, all of which would be at great risk of insolvency if not for the increases. 
Insolvency in those large districts would be difficult to cover with exigency funds and would 
threaten the entire public defense system. With the substantial increases in DAF distribution 
to those districts, any shortfall that develops during the year should be manageable.  
 
In addition to increasing the amount distributed to the districts, the increased legislative 
appropriation and the distribution method approved by the Board has allowed us to increase 
our holdback. At this time, the Board had $1,966,342 in district-dedicated funds to distribute, 
with no districts in obvious need of funding to remain solvent through the year. As always, 
local funding is tenuous, and every year we are faced with some number of districts whose 
local funding declines unexpectedly. Staff is monitoring every district’s financial reports to 
assess their financial health and solvency and will keep the Board apprised of needs as they 
develop.  
 
Staff also distributed the $979,680 CINC fund appropriated by the legislature, in its entirety, 
pro rata by the number of CINC cases in the districts. 

2020 

CUFs funding has declined since the summer of 2018.  

The 2020 Legislative session increased the minimum appropriation to 70% and required the 
same disbursement procedure employed in 2019.   

 

All of the prior funding options failed from 2007-2019 because they were 
fundamentally flawed.  Caseload comparisons were never “apples to apples” and using 
“weighted” caseloads are purely subjective, unscientific, and unreliable.  Whatsmore none of 
these measures actually measure what an individual attorney does in working on a case.  My 
mentor Sam Dalton was revered for “treating all cases like they were capital.”  How does that 
square with weighted caseloads or even actual caseloads?  The answer is not at all.  These 
formulas do not take into account other important factors such as the prior criminal record of 
the accused, the availability of the multiple offender statute, the persistence of any victim, the 
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predilections/charging practices of a specific DA or Judge, or any of a whole host of other 
factors that are part of a lawyer defending a person accused of a crime.  As such, funding an 
office using a formula based upon spreadsheet numbers of cases can never work. 

C. The District Assistance Fund Distribution Mechanism (“DAFDM”)

The many-years efforts tried by the LPDB shows that caseload funding formulas do
not work as an efficient and effective means to disburse state funds to district defender offices. 
There at least three reasons that such an approach is fundamentally flawed.  First, caseload 
weighting formulas are too subjective and cannot account for how much time a particular 
lawyer spends on any particular case.  Also, they completely ignore real factors that account 
for time spent defending a case such as whether the accused is a convicted felon and may be 
subjected to the Sword of Damacles that is the Louisiana Multi-Offender law.  Second, 
comparing cases inter-district is apples to oranges because cases are counted in a variety of 
different ways based upon nonobjective factors such as the predilections of the different 
Clerks of Court, Judges, and District Attorneys.  Third, caseloads ignore fixed costs of 
operating an office particularly in rural areas.  The result of this inherently unsound approach 
is less money than is needed to about 2/3 of the district defender offices in Louisiana while 
being overgenerous with state funds to a very few.  LPDB must change the way it disburses 
DAF and address the inherent flaws of previous attempts.  The DAFDM does all of that and 
provides a framework to build off of for the future. 

Every district must have a functioning office.  This means a physical space with 
supplies, staff, lawyers, and the ability to meet with the accused people we represent and 
defend them in court.  These are costs associated with public defense that are independent of 
any “caseload.” 

Part One 

The DAF Disbursal Mechanism (“DAFDM”) is a function or process designed to disburse 
DAF funds in an equitable manner.  Going forward, regular tweaks should lead to even 
greater efficiencies and equities.  The premise of the DAFDM is that each district needs a 
solvent and operational office that is able to defend the people who qualify for indigent 
defense services.  To account for inherent operational costs, we ranked all 42 districts by 
CY19 expenditures (Pre-COVID Pandemic) and identified as the baseline District 39, the 
single lowest spending district.  (We assign District 38 as Tier Zero as it is generally self-
sufficient and excluded from all funding except the final funding level O as discussed below.).   
See Attachment 2.  Once ranked, we separated all 42 districts into seven “tiers.” Beginning 
with Tier Zero and continuing with Tiers I-VI. See Attachment 3.  

Each tier implicates a different and cumulative, level of funding. These levels are based on 
each Tier’s average gaps between a five-year average expenditures and estimated FY22 locally 
sourced funds including but not limited to CUFs. To estimate these, we used 80% of CY19 
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local funding sources (adjusted downward to account for expected reductions in the aftermath 
of the pandemic). The Tiers’ corresponding disbursal levels (average spending gaps) are shown 
in Attachment 4. 

Each Tier engages a distinct and cumulative disbursal level. The disbursal levels are 
categorized into Disbursals X, Y and Z for Tiers I-III and Disbursals A, B and C for Tiers IV-
VI and the DAF is spread cumulatively according to these categories, based on each Tier 
average spending gaps: 

Tier District(s) Disbursal Level 

 0  38 O 

 I  39 X 

II          2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 20, 25, 

     28, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 42  Y 

III  9, 17, 18, 23, 27, 29, 30, 32, 40  Z 

IV         4, 14, 16, 26  A 

V  1, 21, 22, 24  B 

VI  15, 19, 41  C 

Disbursal O is accessible to all tiers, Zero-VI 

Tier II districts receive funding from disbursal levels X and Y. Tier III districts receive funding 
from disbursal levels X, Y, and Z. Tier IV districts receive funding from level A. Tier V 
districts receive funding from disbursal levels A and B. Tier VI districts receive funding from 
disbursal levels A, B, and C. 

If any district, in any tier, desires more funding for whatever reason, or needs more funding to 
shore up any shortfall, they can apply to the State Public Defender for O disbursement level 
funding for the rest. 

Disbursal O is a special funding level. It replaces the “residual fund”, the “capping fund”, and 
the “emergency fund.”  Disbursal O is the total of all remaining DAF dollars after Disbursals 
X- Z and A-C. It can be used for any and all things.   It can shore up insolvency or add an
additional attorney for example. Note that Disbursal C (which is only accessible to Tier VI
districts 15, 19 and 41) is the exception to this “Tier Average Spending Gap” procedure.
Instead of the Tier Average Spending Gap, Disbursal C gives the smallest Spending Gap in the
range after accounting for the contributions of Disbursals A and B.

Amounts in each Funding Level and District Share: 6 

6  Y = ($231,304 -$122,336) x 85% = $92,623     Z = ($470,673 - $231,304) X 75% = $179,526.   
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Amount District Share 

X =  $122,336 

Y = $92,623 

Z = $179,526 

A = $1,240,973 

B = $544,594 

C = $572,364 

O = ALL funds remaining from the original (hypothetical) $30,100,000 DAF 

Part Two: 

Per the Disbursals described above, each district in Tiers I, II, and III receive 100% of the 
projected gap between spending and locally sourced funding in Tier I districts. This is the X-
level funding and goes to all districts in these tiers. Each district in Tiers II and III start with a 
baseline of 85% of the remaining projected gap between spending and locally sourced funding 
in Tier II districts7 and 75% of the projected gap between spending and locally sourced 
funding in Tier III districts, after accounting for all lower level funding. I.e., after accounting 
for X-level funding for Tier II and X- and Y-level funding for Tier III. These are the Y-level 
and Z-level funding, respectively. These baseline amounts in Y-level and Z-level funding are 
adjusted up or down if the projected CUFs received per case (using a historical average of cases 
entered into the system for the district) deviates substantially from the average. This 
modification was necessary to avoid large shortfalls in districts with historically poor revenues 
from CUFs and sizable accumulations in some other districts.  

Considering that averages are used, the need for these upward and downward pressures on the 
disbursal becomes obvious. When an average is disbursed, it is likely that about half of the 
districts receiving the tier average have a spending gap above that average and thus the average 
is insufficient for them. Meanwhile the other half of the Tier are below the average spending 
gap and actually receive a windfall from the average. See Attachment 5.   

For the larger districts, Disbursal A is provided to all districts in Tiers IV, V, and VI. 
Disbursal A is 100% of the average gap between projected spending and projected locally 
sourced funding for Tier IV districts. Disbursal B is provided to all districts in Tiers V and VI, 
and is 100% of the remaining gap between projected locally sourced funding and projected 
expenditures in Tier V after applying Disbursal A.  

Disbursal C is provided only to those districts in Tier VI (Districts 15, 19, and 41) and 
corresponds to the lowest projected depletion among these three districts after accounting for 
CUFs and Disbursals A and B to those districts.  

7 There is a built-in exception to this statement for districts in which the gap in spending between the district and 
District 39 was less than the gap between the average expenditures in the tier and the average revenues, an 
exception which impacted the 2 smallest districts in the tier by expenditures, Districts 28 and District 33. This 
reflects that those two districts are more similar to the 39th in terms of size and need than to the average of the 
Tier.  
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Despite these tweaks, some districts still fall short while others would need to deplete fund 
balances to varying extents. Therefore, a final means of reducing overpayments was instituted: 
the sum-total of all the disbursements to each district is capped at their FY21 DAF amount. 
The capping funds move to Disbursal O to which a capped district is welcome to apply for 
additional funds.  Districts can apply so that they can receive Disbursal O funds on July 1 
(theoretically) or soon thereafter. 

Part Three: 

Every district can access “O” funds through an application process. This will be a normal part 
of the process and it is expected that almost every district will apply for O funds at some 
point in the year.  Theoretically, districts can receive “O” funding on July 1 or shortly 
thereafter. 

To access “O” funds, a district will need to complete an application and send it to the State 
Public defender. We will evaluate it based upon need, availability of funds and the district’s 
compliance with several, if not all, “Compliance Factors.” Compliance Factors are, to wit: 

1) Adherence to Guidelines/Standards
2) Reporting Compliance
3) Database Compliance
4) Time-and-Effort Sheets
5) Financial Reconciliation Status
6) Audit Acceptability Rating
7) Site Visit Acceptability Rating
8) Caseload/Workload Score
9) Compliance with Title IV-E Reporting and Accounting

COMPLIANCE.  

A. Adherence to Guidelines/Standards

1. District Defender and Contract Program Directors should be familiar with the guidelines
and standards established by the Louisiana Public Defender Board in the areas in which
they practice. The standards were approved by the Louisiana Public Defender Board,
promulgated by the Office of the Governor, and can be found in the Louisiana Admin.
Code title 22 as follows:

a) Performance Standards for criminal defense representation in indigent Capital
cases LAC 22: XV. Chapter 19;

the Capital Defense Guidelines, which can be found at LAC 22: XV,
Chapter 9;

2. Louisiana Public Defender Board the trial court performance standards LAC 22: XV,
Chapter 7;
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3. Louisiana Public Defender Board Trial Court Performance Standards for CINC 
representation of indigent parents in the child in need of care and termination of parental 
rights cases LAC 22: XV, chapter 11; 

 
4. Louisiana Public Defender Board Trial Court Performance Standards for attorneys 

representing children in delinquency proceedings. 
 

5. District Defenders and Contract Program Directors are obligated to ensure that their 
subordinate attorneys and subcontractors follow the Louisiana Public Defender Board’s 
guidelines and standards to represent indigent clients subject to the available resources. 

 

6. District Defenders and Contract Program Directors are also obligated to ensure that their 
attorneys and contractors adhered to the Louisiana Attorney’s Code of Professionalism 
and Ethics. 

 
B.       Reporting and Database Compliance 
 

1. District Defenders should be familiar with the guidelines and obligations contained in 
sections 2.4 through 2.23 of the Contract for Public Defender Services executed between 
the District Defender and the Louisiana Public Defender Board in the performance of 
his/her duties. These include monthly reports regarding revenues and expenditures, 
monthly caseload reports, monthly compensation reports, supervision of the work of the 
District personnel, the deployment of time and effort sheets in a format to be approved by 
the State Public Defender; community advocacy, and other duties as directed by the 
contract for services. 
 

2. District Defenders shall supervise the defenderData database’s use by the District’s 
assigned personnel to assure that the required information regarding clients represented 
by the District is inputted in an accurate and timely manner. 

 
C. COMPLIANCE Factors for “O” Funding: 
 

A primary obligation of the Louisiana Public defender Board is to administer the  
“public defender fund, which supports all 42 judicial districts”.  The board should 
distribute those funds necessarily and equitably. District defenders should comply with 
the policies and standards approved by the board. After the initial distribution of funds to 
the districts through the district assistance fund, based on the formula approved by the 
board and the approved budgets submitted by the district defenders for their jurisdictions, 
occasionally, a district will require additional funds. The district will be required to apply 
for those extra funds to be distributed from the “O” section of the DAF formula. A 
request from a district for such funding shall trigger a compliance audit in stages as 
follows: 

 
a.   In the event the district is requesting 1.5 % or less of its approved July 1 budget, there 

will be no requirement for a special compliance audit; 
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b. In the event the district is requesting 1.5 % to 2.9 % of its approved July 1 budget,
there will be the requirement for a special compliance audit in the form of
determining whether the district has accurately and timely reported its monthly
budget revenues, expenditures, and reconciliation financial reports; including its
compensation reports; has complied with its database reporting; and its obligation to
supervise district personnel;

c. In the event the district is requesting 3 % or $150,00 or greater of its approved July 1
budget, there will be the requirement for a special compliance audit or site visit in the
form of the examination of the operations of the office pursuant to the District
Defender Contract, policies and standards of practice as approved by the board in
consultation with the District Defender and State Public Defender or his designees.

d. Notwithstanding the rules enunciated under a B and C of this section, nothing will
remove the discretionary authority of the state public defender to direct or institute a
performance compliance audit or site visit of a district.  The rules do not prevent the
trial level compliance officer from monitoring compliance as required by the board
and mandated by the Standards of Practice.

LPDB: 

“Compliance” Committee - A standing Committee of the LPDB will monitor and approve 
“O” funding Applications.  This Committee will also review compliance factors for relevance 
and efficacy. These Compliance factors will also be used to determine eligibility for Chiefs to 
apply for pay raise. 

 “DAF” Committee.  A standing Committee of the LPDB who works year around to tweak 
the DAFDM. 
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Attachment 1.   Historic Trend in Budget Request and Actual Appropriation. 
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Attachment 2:  Scatterplot of Districts’ CY19 Expenditures 
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Attachment 3.  Districts in Spending Tiers 

(Please note: Due to the constraints of the heat map software, a  maximum of only six colors are allowed, so 
District 38 is yellow where in actuality it should be white.)  
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Attachment 4.  Tier Average Spending Gap 
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Attachment 5.  Averages in Light of Bell Curves – A Blunt instrument. 

 

57



501(c)3 
PUBLIC DEFENDER ORGANIZATIONS

FY21 Actual
FY21 remaining as 

of 04/30/2021
FY22 Budget 

Request
SPD FY22 

Recommendations 
Notes

Baton Rouge Capital Conflict Office (BRCCO) - 
operating

1,280,009$             323,863$                1,280,009$  

Capital Defense Project of Southeast Louisiana 
(CDPSLA) - operating

1,280,000$             323,863$                1,280,009$  

Louisiana Capital Assistance Center (LCAC) - operating 1,390,000$             353,863$                1,390,000$  

Capital Post-Conviction Project of Louisiana (CPCPL) - 
EW--Trial - this is  LPDB EWF - CPCPL is administrator 
for LPDB

595,000$                127,841$                595,000$  

TOTAL Capital Trial Programs 4,545,009$             1,129,431$             -$  4,545,018$  

Capital Appeals Project (CAP) - operating 1,170,009$             290,749$                

FY21 Amended to reduce original 
amount $1,190,009.00.

Still negotiating new amount and 
scope of work

Capital Post-Conviction Project of Louisiana (CPCPL) - 
EW-Post Conviction "Ancillary"

365,000$                84,280$  365,000$  

Capital Post-Conviction Project of Louisiana (CPCPL) - 
operating

1,250,036$             314,133$                1,265,036$  FY21 Amended to reduce original 
amount $1,260,036.00

TOTALS 2,785,045$             689,162$                -$  1,630,036$  

Louisiana Appellate Project (LAP) - operating 1,323,891$             295,258$                1,323,891$  

FY21 Amended to reduce original 
amount $1,523,891.00

Form LASR; LA Service Region

Innocence Project of New Orleans (IPNO) -operating 360,000$                90,000$  360,000$  

La Center for Children's Rights (LCCR) - operating 460,000$                115,000$                508,200$               0

La Center for Childrens' Rights (LCCR)-Miller Cases 893,489$                187,122$                972,752$               0
FY21 Amended to reduce original 

amount $1,048,489.00

Capital Appeals Project (CAP)-Miller, Conflict Cases 130,000$                32,500$  Still negotiating new amount and scope 
of work

IPNO - EW JLWOP - Administrator for LPDB 121,511$                23,235$  
FY21 Amended to reduce original 

amount $161,511.00
TOTALS OTHER 501(c)3 PROGRAMS 3,288,891$             743,116$                1,480,952$           1,683,891$  

McCoy 1 - Hampton* (LDiGiulio) 18,380$  3,609$  FY21 Amended to reduce original 
amount $30,000.00

McCoy 2a - Tyler (Rconner)* 59,101$  3,609$  FY21 Amended to increase original 
amount

McCoy2b-Tyler (BSothern)* 57,512$  3,609$  FY21 Amended to increase original 
amount

McCoy 3 - Robertson (Anovod)* 14,174$  3,609$  FY21 Amended to reduce original 
amount $30,000.00

Totals McCoy** 149,167$                14,434$  -$  60,000$  

Total Capital Contracts 7,330,054$             1,818,593$             -$  6,175,054$  

Other 501(c)3Contracts 3,288,891$             743,116$                1,480,952$           1,683,891$  

Total - McCoy 149,167$                14,434$  -$  60,000$  

Total Amounts 10,768,112$           2,576,143$             1,480,952$           7,918,945$  

Professional Contracts FY 21 Actual FY 21 remaining
FY22 Budget 

Request
SPD FY22 

Recommendations

Brian Buel 1,800$  450$  1,800$  1,800
David Newhouse* 1,900$  100$  4,000$  4,000
Don Dovie 7,200$  1,800$  8,000$  7,200
Stone Pigman Walther Wittmann* 21,854$  6,964$  0 expires 04.30.2021
Stanley Reuter 75,000$  56,774$  56,774 Carryforward
Angola 5 - CAP* 76,360$  76,360 Carryforward
Angola 5 - CPCPL* 17,387$  17,387 Carryforward

TOTALS 107,754$                159,835$                13,800$                 163,521

*Carry forward monies from prior yrs

FY21 501(c)3 CONTRACT AMOUNTS

FY21 PROFESSIONAL AND CONSULTING CONTRACTS
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As of 05/05/21 

Building Fund Applications 

Buildings Purchased with Available Funds 
District Tier Purchase Price Rationale 
36th (Beauregard) I $148,000 No office in the district following Hurricane Laura 

Buildings Approved for Purchase 
District Tier Requested Amount Rationale 
13th (Evangeline) II $94,865 purchase No office in the district following the departure 

of former District Defender 
20th (East 
Feliciana) 

II $125,000 purchase plus 
$20,000 renovation 

District is seeking to purchase its current space, 
the landlord has placed the property for sale. 

17th (Lafourche) III $199,000 District is seeking to purchase its current space to 
eliminate financial obligation of $2,450. 

18th (Iberville, 
Pointe Coupee, 
West Baton 
Rouge) 

III $170,000 purchase plus 
$80,000 renovation 

District entered into a lease agreement in 
Iberville Parish, after losing long-term in-kind 
space donation. 

5th (Franklin) V $125,000 There is currently no office space in Franklin 
Parish, the district is seeking to have an office in 
each of the district’s three parishes. 

Building Fund Requests Recommended for Immediate Consideration 
District Tier Requested Amount Rationale 
14th (Calcasieu) I $790,000 purchase plus 

$300,000 renovation 
No office in the district following Hurricane Laura 

Total Recommended for Purchase & Renovation 

$1,090,000 

Total Funds Expended for Purchase & Renovation 

$148,000 

Total Approved for Purchase & Renovation 

$813,865 
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As of 05/05/21 

Building Fund Requests that will be Considered at a Later Time 
District Tier Requested Amount Rationale 
13th (Evangeline) II $80,069 renovation District seeking to make repairs on an older 

building 
12th (Avoyelles) II $180,000 purchase plus 

$55,000 renovation 
The District Defender has already 
announced plans to separate from service 
which will leave the district with no public 
defender office.  Recommendation is to wait 
until a new District Defender has been 
selected. 

8th (Winn) III $200,000 purchase plus 
$50,000 renovation 

Present office space presents health and 
safety issues.  The health and safety issues 
limit client accessibility. 

32nd (Terrebonne) III $572,000 District is seeking to purchase its current 
space to eliminate financial obligation of 
$5,000 per month. 

5th (West Carroll) V $100,000 There is currently no office space in West 
Carroll Parish, the district is seeking to have 
an office in each of the district’s three 
parishes. 

3rd (Lincoln) n/a $420,000 District looking to replace District 
Defender’s private law office space with 
commercial space.  

9th (Rapides) n/a $258,972 plus several 
hundred thousand in 
renovations 

Present office space presents health and 
safety issues. 

Ineligible Requests 
District Tier Rationale 
7th (Catahoula, 
Concordia) 

IV District requests $8,000 to renovate donated space in the courtroom.  

35th (Grant) II* District defender requests to purchase his own building.  While the DD 
maintains that he will resign immediately if approved, the request is 
ineligible according to the terms of the approved fund which requires the 
DD to resign prior to consideration. 

Total of Properties for Later Consideration 

$2,216,041 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☒   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☐   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☒   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☐   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

  

District:   14  District Defender:   Harry Fontenot 

# of Parishes in District:   1   

# of Offices in District: 1 

District caseload:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
12    Full-time  13    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
16    Full-time  16    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      8    
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes ☐ No
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Parish:   Calcasieu 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile 

Status: ☐   PD owned ☐   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☒   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: 0 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Calcasieu 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   715 Ryan St., Lake Charles, la. 70601 

Proximity to courthouse:   3 City Blocks 

Asking/sales price:   $1,200,000 

Square footage:   26,000 

Number of offices:   25 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

 If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   Hurricanes Laura and Delta destroyed over 70% of all buildings in 
the parish.  This building survived with minimal damage. Other buildings meeting our needs in size, 
location and price are not available. 

 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   The 
office has enough office space to rent.  District intends to use any income from rentals to offset 
liabilities.  
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   4 

Renovation Proposal 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

Proposed renovation:  ☒  Existing building ☐ Newly purchased building

Parish:   Calcasieu 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal  ☒ Juvenile

Address:   715 Ryan St., Lake Charles, la. 70601 

Renovation budget:   $300,000 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

The building needs substantial renovations to meet our needs and to be able to use additional space 
for rental. 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☒Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month

☐ Entity did not respond to request

☐ Entity willing to sell office space

☒ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   5 
 

 

Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

Calcasieu parish was devastated by Hurricanes Laura and Delta.  The building owned by the parish and 
rented by the PDO was completely destroyed. 

The district has been without offices as most buildings were destroyed or damaged.   

The La. Legislature designated the building funds in order for districts to buy or build permanent office 
spaces.  The Legislature designated Calcasieu Parish and having priority to the funds in order to 
establish a building in the district.  
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    13th Judicial District Public Defender 
Trisha Ann Ward 

Interim District Defender 
       801 W. Lincoln Road, Ville Platte, LA 

 337.363.2229 (o) / 504.308.1358 (f) / 225.405.6884 (c) 
 trisha@wardlegalteam.com 

January 5, 2021

Dear Remy:  

Please find attached the application for funding a public defender office in the 13th 
Judicial District.  

Three properties were seriously considered, two appraised, and one submitted. The 
second property considered — one I intended to include in this proposal — did not 
materialize because of a non-negotiable term that the rent for half of the property 
currently occupied by Judge Saunders would be paid to the current co-owner and not to 
the district. I imagine this is a non-starter, correct? 

Very best, 

Trisha Ward 

Cc: Richard Pittman, Bob Noel, Tiffany Simpson 
Encls. 

FROM: Trisha Ward

TO: Rémy Starns

RE: 13th PDO 
Request
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☒   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☐   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☒   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☐   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

District:   13th Judicial District Evangeline  District Defender:   Trisha Ward 

# of Parishes in District:   1   

# of Offices in District: 1 

District caseload:   1700-2000 (not including revocations; still updating data from a PD who left Dec. 31st). 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
0    Full-time  7  Contract (had 8 until January 1st) 

Number of attorneys needed: 
2    Full-time  6 or 7    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff: Two clerical workers.    
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 

Current Office Space 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes ☐ No
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Evangeline 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal ☒ Juvenile

Status: ☐   PD owned ☒   Commercial rent (split by former DD and Trisha Ward)      ☐   In-kind 
donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: None for State (personal expense) 

Parish:   Evangeline 

Jurisdiction: ☒ Criminal ☒ Juvenile

Address:   128 Young Street 

Proximity to courthouse:  1 block 

Asking/sales price:   Appraised price of $94,865. 

Square footage:   128 Young = Building 2,112 sq. feet. (See p. 5 of attached appraisal for total listing. 
For example, there is an extra lot the owner purchased for parking that equals 13,294 sq. feet). 

Number of offices:   1 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes ☐ No

Is there space to add cubicles for staff? ☒ Yes ☐ No

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐ Yes ☒ No

If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected: No state properties are available. We did approach the police jury 
and the judges to seek space in the courthouse. That did not pan out. 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met: The 
current owner intends to phase his practice out over the next year. He will pay rent as provided by 
the terms of the disbursement of these funds. Another contract lawyer expressed interest in also 
renting space in lieu of paying for an independent office. The office only recently attempted to 
pursue, and has successfully, sources of local money, as well as collecting application funds.    
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

 

 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☐   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Renovation budget:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☐Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   4 
 

Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

Currently the Public Defender Office is located in the former district defender’s office. The office is not in 
walking distance from the courthouse. The building does not have a conference room thus no place to 
privately meet with clients. The incoming district defender works out of the storage closet. 

The 13th JDC PDO, for the first time, hired someone from Opelousas. Because travel is often an 
impediment for clients, we need a place for this attorney, as well as current employees who do not have 
offices close to the courthouse, to meet with clients. This is vital. 

Close proximity to the courthouse will also aide efforts to have out of jail clients walk over after 
arraignment to provide information to the intake staff and make it easier for our data entry employee to 
run over for 72s when often summoned at the last minute.  

Importantly, a goal of mine is to engage in community outreach to foster goodwill and start to rebuild 
trust in our office. I believe having a dedicated public defender office demonstrates independence from 
others in the “system” and a higher level of professionalism.  
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Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Survey of Available In-Kind Office Space  
 

Parish 1  Evangeline         Parish 2  Click or tap here to enter text.   ☐N/A       Parish 3  Click or tap here to enter text.   ☐N/A 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District 
Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court? 
☒Yes                       ☐No 
 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District 
Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court? 
☐Yes                       ☐No 
 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District 
Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court? 
☐Yes                       ☐No 
 

 

If yes, please complete for each parish (if no, please skip): 

Entities contacted: 
The police jury and the Chief Judge of the 13th. 
 

Entities contacted: 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Entities contacted: 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

 
☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office 
space at no cost 
 
☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap 
here to enter text. per month 
 
☐ Entity did not respond to request 
 
☐ Entity willing to sell office space 
 
☒ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the 
space offered was not suitable to meet the 
PDO’s needs 

 
☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office 
space at no cost 
 
☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap 
here to enter text. per month 
 
☐ Entity did not respond to request 
 
☐ Entity willing to sell office space 
 
☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the 
space offered was not suitable to meet the 
PDO’s needs 

 
☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office 
space at no cost 
 
☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap 
here to enter text. per month 
 
☐ Entity did not respond to request 
 
☐ Entity willing to sell office space 
 
☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the 
space offered was not suitable to meet the 
PDO’s needs 

 

If no: 

If the District Defender has not contacted their local police jury/parish government(s) nor the district court within the last two years to determine 
the availability of office space for the Public Defender’s Office, the District Defender shall make an inquiry to the appropriate entities.  The results of 
these inquiries shall be reported to the Louisiana Public Defender Board by December 11, 2020.  
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MARK BULLER 
Appraiser 

P.O. Box 600 

Ville Platte, LA 70586 

Telephone (337) 363-3854 

Fax (337) 363-3902 

 

 

December 7, 2020 

 

 

David Marcantel 

302 East Nezpique Street 

Jennings, LA 70546 

davidmarcantel@cfweb.net 

 

         RE:  Property Valuation 

         Coreil Law Office 

         128 Young Street 

         Ville Platte, LA 70586 

 

Dear David: 

 

At your request I visited the law office of C. Brent Coreil located at 128 Young Street, Ville 

Platte, LA.  The purpose of my visit was to determine the current fair market value of this 

property together with all improvements.  You requested that I mention some comparable sales 

in order to adequately define the market value of the subject property.  This report will be for 

valuation purposes only and would not be considered valid should any type of legal action or 

legal proceeds of any manner occur on this specific piece of property a more detailed report 

would need to be performed.  

 

For purposes of this report fair market value shall be defined as the most probable price which a 

property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to a fair 

sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably and assuming the price is not 

affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a 

specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby:  (1) buyer 

and seller are typically motivated; (2) both parties are well informed or well advised, and each 

acting in what he considers his own best interest; (3) a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in 

the open market; (4) payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial 

arrangements comparable thereto; and (5) the price represents the normal consideration for the 

property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone 

associated with the sale. 

 

The subject property consists of the following legal description:  Lots 17 & 18 of Block 32 of the 

Young West Addition.  Each lot is 46’X144.5’ so the total dimensions of the lot is 92’X144.5’ or 

13,294 square feet.   
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Improvements include a masonry building with a composition roof on a concrete slab.  The 

exterior walls are painted cinder block.  The building has 2,112 square feet of heated and cooled 

area with a 161 square feet of storage areas, a 240 square foot front porch, and a covered patio 

and carport that is an additional 364 square feet.  Interior improvements consist of painted 

sheetrock walls.  The floors are a mixture of carpet, hardwood, vinyl, and tile.  The building is 

centrally heated and cooled.  The interior consists of four offices, a conference room, two 

restrooms, waiting room/lobby area, and a clerical area.  The building was originally a house that 

was completely gutted and remodeled by Mr. Coreil and designed specifically as his law office.  

Improvements are in good condition.  I have been in this office many times since it was 

converted into a law office and there is some minor deferred maintenance where you have some 

cracks in the exterior walls, but this has been like that since it was done 25 years ago and there 

has been no other evidence of any further deterioration.  What it is, it’s done and finished with 

and I don’t consider it to be a major structural issue.  Mr. Coreil has been using this building 

daily for many years as his law office with no issues.  There is street parking and parking on the 

north side of the building.  He does own another lot that touches his that has nothing on it.  He 

had adequate vehicular parking for him and his staff on the existing lot where the building is and 

the clients would do street parking because it is not a real busy street.  There’s curb, gutter, and 

sidewalk streets in front of the building so it’s not difficult to find a parking place and if you 

need additional parking you could limestone the vacant lot north of the office and park easily 

another 7 or 8 cars on the property.   

 

As I discussed with you it is very difficult to find comparable sales of similar properties that 

have sold.  There’re a very few sales of buildings that sell in this area especially a commercial 

building that sell on an annual basis.  There have been a few sales within walking distance of the 

subject some of them happened about 3 or 4 years ago, but property values have not changed in 3 

or 4 years.  What was selling 3 or 4 years ago are still selling for the same price today so we’re 

not seeing any changes in market values because Evangeline Parish, LA is such a small rural 

community so I’m going to mention several sales of buildings that have sold.  I’m going to 

extract the value of the land and if there were any improvements that went with the sale such as 

inventory to come up with a net square footage value of the building only so we can adequately 

determine the market value of the subject property.  There have only been a couple of land sales 

that have sold in the recent past so I will put in the land sales and several building sales. 

 

Comparable Land Sale 1:  Drouet Vidrine Residuary Trust sold a property to Ville Platte 

Medical Offices, LLC in October 2020.  The sale is recorded under Act No. 645798 Evangeline 

Parish, LA records.  There was 1.29 acres and it sold for $60,000.00.  The lot was 56,192.4 

square feet so that comes out to $1.06 per square foot.  This property had frontage on Jack Miller 

Road which is a commercial area across the street from the hospital.  There are several medical 

offices, physical therapy offices, etc. on this road.  They’re actually in the process of building a 

new medical office on the land that adjoins this property as of the date of this appraisal.  All 

utilities were available to this property. 

 

Comparable Land Sale 2:  Dulcie LaHaye, et al sold a lot to Heinen Medical Properties, LLC in 

September 2018 recorded under Act No. 632957 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The sale was 

for $27,500.00 and the lot was 27,500 square feet, therefore the sale was for $1.00 per square 

foot.  The property is located on the corner of West LaSalle Street and Dupre Street which is also 

considered to be commercial property.  They have since built a medical office on the site.   

 

I will mention several comparable building sales that sold. 
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Comparable Building Sale 1:  Christy Ardoin, et al sold a building to TASHANA, LLC located 

at 523 W. Main Street, Ville Platte, LA in September 2017 for $85,000.00.  The sale is recorded 

under Act No. 627179 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The lot was 15,600 square feet and is 

worth $1.00 per square foot so the value of the building only was $69,400.00.  The building had 

1,800 square feet which comes out to $38.55 per square foot for the building only.  This was an 

older wood frame home, but it had been completely redone on the inside.  There were gifts and 

antiques that were sold in the building and it is still being used for that now.  There is also a 

beauty salon in the back section of the building.  It was originally a house just like the subject 

property is, but it was converted to a business about 30 years ago.  It has hardwood floors on 

piers and the condition of the building is considered to be good.  I would say it is similar to the 

subject property, but it is on Main Street so maybe a little bit more exposure being fronting on 

Main Street. 

Comparable Building Sale 2:  Alicia Kelly Law Offices, LLC sold a building to Deen 

Enterprises, LLC in February 2018 for $35,000.00 located at 615 W. Magnolia Street, Ville 

Platte, LA.  The sale is recorded under Act No. 629841 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The lot 

was 10,920 square feet, therefore the building sold for $24,000.00 and it was 1,200 square feet so 

that comes out to $20.06 per square foot for the building only.  This property is also just about a 

block away from the subject property.  It is wood frame in construction on a corner lot close to 

the Courthouse.  This was originally a house that was made into a law office for Mrs. Kelly and 

then she ended up moving offices.  The building is not in as good of condition as the subject 

property is.  It is smaller, the rooms were small in it and it didn’t have the space that the subject 

property has.   

Comparable Building Sale 3:  Southern Comfort Community Homes, LLC sold a building to 

Pavillion Property Holdings, LLC in January 2019 located at 524 W. Main Street, Ville Platte, 

LA.  The sale was for $43,900.00.  The lot was 7,500 square feet and is worth $1.00 per square 

foot, therefore the building sold for $36,400.00 and it was 1,200 square feet so that comes out to 

$30.33 per square foot.  This building is also just two blocks from the subject property.  It was 

wood frame in construction and was originally used as a law office and then it became just an 

office for an agency.  It had frontage on West Main Street and it only had street parking.  I would 

say the condition of the office is similar to the subject it’s just smaller in size. 

Comparable Building Sale 4:  Lula Soileau, et al sold a building to Medical Services Unlimited, 

LLC located at 1535 W. Main Street, Ville Platte, LA for $60,000.00.  The sale was in 

November 2018 and recorded under Act No. 634874 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The lot 

was 22,500 square feet and is worth $1.00 per square foot, therefore the building sold for 

$37,500.00.  The building had 1,680 square feet which comes out to $22.32 per square foot.  

This building was wood frame in construction with concrete parking.  It was specifically 

designed as a home health agency and that’s what it is used for today, but it could have been 

used for almost anything.  It had several offices in it and a clerical area.  It wasn’t in as good of 

condition as the subject property, but it is in a favorable marketing area.  

Comparable Building Sale 5:  Daniel Poret sold a building to Evelyn Filipinas located at 222 

Calcasieu Street, Ville Platte, LA for $40,000.00 in July 2018.  The sale is recorded under Act 

No. 632054 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The lot was 4,002 square feet which is worth $1.00 

per square foot, therefore the building value was $35,998.00.  The building was 1,460 square feet 

which comes out to $24.65 per square foot.  This building is across the street from the 

Courthouse definitely in a commercial location.  It was used as a CPA office, but it could easily 

have been converted to a law office.  It was purchased to put some type of state agency in it.  It 

had two offices, two restrooms, a conference room and it was in inferior condition to the subject 

property.  It was in a good location across from the Courthouse. 
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Comparable Building Sale 6:  EUCO Finance Company, Inc. sold a building to Phillip Kelly 

located at 417 W. Magnolia Street, Ville Platte, LA for $45,000.00 in January 2016.  The sale is 

recorded under Act No. 617799 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The lot is 5,450 square feet and 

worth $8,175.00 which is $1.50 per square foot, therefore the net value of the building only was 

$36,825.00.  There was 1,680 square feet which comes out to $21.92 per square foot.  This was a 

cinder block building with a brick front and a metal roof.  It was in bad shape at the time of the 

sale.  It hadn’t been occupied in probably 7 or 8 years.  Mrs. Kelly had to pretty much gut this 

building and start from scratch.  It did have a roof on it and walls, she just had to redo the inside.  

It was a great location across the street from the Courthouse and only a couple of blocks from the 

subject property so similar in location.   

Comparable Building Sale 7:  Charles Tate, et al sold a building Lance Kincanon located at 118 

Court Street, Ville Platte, LA for $42,000.00.  The sale was in April 2016 and recorded under 

Act No. 619196 Evangeline Parish, LA records.  The lot was 1,296 square feet which is worth 

$2.00 per square foot so that comes out to $2,592.00, therefore the net value of the building was 

$39,408.00.  There was 1,200 square feet so it comes out to $32.84 per square foot.  I appraised 

this building for the sale.  The building was a cinder block building that had 600 square feet 

upstairs and 600 square feet downstairs.  It was used as a law office for many, many years.  The 

building was in poor condition the wiring, the plumbing, the windows needed to be redone, the 

floors needed to be redone.  I actually appraised it for $20,000.00, but it sold for $42,000.00.  

The purchaser was very motivated and had the cash to buy it and wanted that location.  They just 

had to have that location so the seller benefited from that and he got a premium for the building.  

This building was not worth $32.84 per square feet in its condition.  It hadn’t been used in about 

10 years and the electricity had been off that whole time.  It was just basically a shell of a 

building that had to be completely gutted and it’s in the process of being gutted and remodeled at 

this time.  I’m not going to put a lot of emphasis on this comparable sale. 

As you can see from all of these comparables that were discussed they range from $20.06 per 

square foot to $38.55 per square foot.  Most of them sold in the lower $20.00s a couple of them 

sold around $30.00 per square foot, but some of these buildings were not in as good of condition 

as the subject property.  Although most of these comparables sold at $22.00 to $23.00 per square 

foot for the building only they were not in as good of condition.  You also have to realize that it’s 

difficult to sell commercial property in our area.  There’s not much demand for property here on 

a commercial basis and unless a young attorney comes into town or there’s some kind of state or 

federal agency that needs a building no one from the general population is going to buy these 

buildings so I’m going to use the comparables because they aide me in determining the value of 

the subject what other buildings have sold for and then I’m going to adjust upwards on most of 

these buildings because they weren’t in as good of condition as the subject property and I will 

take that into consideration in arriving at a final market value. 
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Considering all of the above information discussed, the fair market value is as follows: 

 

 Building 2,112 sq. ft. of heated and cooled area @ $35.00/sq. ft.   $  73,920.00 

 

 Storage Building 161 sq. ft. @ $10.00/sq. ft.     $    1,611.00 

 

 Covered Patio & Carport 364 sq. ft. @ $10.00/sq. ft.    $    3,640.00 

 

 Front Porch 240 sq. ft. @ $10.00/sq. ft.      $    2,400.00 

 

 Land – 13,294 sq. ft. @ $1.00/sq. ft.       $  13,294.00 

 

 Total Market Value:        $  94,865.00 

 

If I can be of additional assistance, please contact me. 

 

         Sincerely, 

          
         Mark Buller 

        LA State Certified Appraiser #R472 
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FLOOR PLAN 
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DAVID MARCANTEL 

128 YOUNG STREET 

VILLE PLATTE, LA 70586 

 

 

 
FRONT OF OFFICE 

 

 
REAR OF OFFICE 
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DAVID MARCANTEL 

128 YOUNG STREET 

VILLE PLATTE, LA 70586 

REAR OF OFFICE 

LOBBY 
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DAVID MARCANTEL 

128 YOUNG STREET 

VILLE PLATTE, LA 70586 

 

 
CLERICAL 

 

 
CONFERENCE ROOM 
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DAVID MARCANTEL 

128 YOUNG STREET 

VILLE PLATTE, LA 70586 
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OFFICE 
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DAVID MARCANTEL 

128 YOUNG STREET 

VILLE PLATTE, LA 70586 

 

 
OFFICE 

 

 
OFFICE 
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DAVID MARCANTEL 

128 YOUNG STREET 

VILLE PLATTE, LA 70586 

 

 
KITCHEN 

 

 
RESTROOM
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MARK BULLER 
Appraiser 

P.O. Box 600 

Ville Platte, LA 70586 

Telephone (337) 363-3949 

Fax (337) 363-3902 

 

 

 

 

APPRAISAL SERVICES FOR:       $450.00 

 

 

David Marcantel 

302 East Nezpique Street 

Jennings, LA 70546 

davidmarcantel@cfweb.net 

 

ON:   

 

Property Valuation 

Coreil Law Office 

128 Young Street 

Ville Platte, LA 70586 

 

 

 

Dated:  December 7, 2020 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☐   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☒   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☐   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☒   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

  

District:   20  District Defender:   Rhonda Broussard Covington 

# of Parishes in District:  2 2 

# of Offices in District: 2 

District caseload:   901 as of 11/23 for the year 2020 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
1    Full-time  3    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
1    Full-time       Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      3   (1 part-time) 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 
 

Current Office Space 

 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes For EF  ☒   No for WF  
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:  East Feliciana Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Status: ☐   PD owned ☐   Commercial rent ☒   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: Parish pays my office rent of $750/month.  Owners 
of the building are wanting to sell and we would be without an office in EF.  WF provides a small 
room in the courthouse 

Parish:   East Feliciana 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   12213 Jackson St., Clinton, LA 70700 

Proximity to courthouse:   2 blocks 

Asking/sales price:   $125,000 

Square footage:   1295 feet heated area  - 773 feet of porches and deck 

Number of offices:  5 Click or tap here to enter text. 

Is there a conference room? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

 If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   There aren’t any state buildings that I know of in this town.  
There are no vacant offices. 

 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:  If the 
property is purchased the upkeep can easily be maintained by the funds the police jury gives us each 
month.  It is my understanding that those funds would continue.  We will be out of an office if the 
owner sells. 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

 

 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☒   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   East Feliciana 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   12213 Jackson St., Clinton, LA  70722 

Renovation budget:   $20,000 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   The building needs to be painted and 
minor plumbing needs to be done to fix a leaking claw foot bathtub. 

 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☒Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☒ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost in WF & pay rent in EF 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   4 
 

Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

In East Feliciana, I requested funds from the police jury to help me with rent.  They granted that relief.  
They mail this office a check each month to pay the rent and I send the money to the property owners.  
The owners wish to sell and the property is in a good location because it is very close to the courthouse.  
We have been here for the last 8 years and are satisfied with the property, which is a house.  The 
building is in very good shape, but does need to be painted, and needs some minor plumbing.  The 
house does not have a conference room – there is an area that could be used as such but we use it as a 
file/copy/common area.  If a conference room is needed, we can use the one at the clerk’s office.  It is 
used by many people and is secure and private.  It is one block away from this office.  
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☒   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☐   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☐   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

Overhead could be reduced.  Our office is old and needs new wiring and lighting.  It’s not feasible for us 
to expend monies on something we don’t own and could be sold at any time.  

District:   8th JDC  District Defender:   Herman Castete 

# of Parishes in District:   1   

# of Offices in District: 1 

District caseload:   453 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time  4    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time  4    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      2    
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 
 

Current Office Space 

 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 
 

Parish:   Winn 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Status: ☐   PD owned ☒   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: Click or tap here to enter text. 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Winn 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   116 W. Main Street, Winnfield, LA  71483 

Proximity to courthouse:  1 block 

Asking/sales price:   $200,000.00 

Square footage:   3,000 

Number of offices:   10 plus 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

 If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

There are no state properties for sale or rent. 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   
Mortgage payments instead of rent. 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   4 
 

Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

None available.  None received. 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☒   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   Winn 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   113 East Main Street, Winnfield, LA  71483 

Renovation budget:   $50,000.00 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Relocate offices.  Have the offices inspected.   Have repairs made to leaking windows.  Probable roof 
repair required.  When the building was inspected it was fine with the exception of wiring and 
general  repairs that  were needed due to not being used for a few years.    

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☒Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   5 
 

 

Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

Our offices would be mold free.  Office spacing would be much better and exposure to COVID would 
be greatly reduced.  Our building has mold, poor wiring, the roof sometimes leaks, the plumbing isn’t 
the greatest, and wall outlets have caught on fire. We would be able to hire a much needed second 
secretary.  Presently that isn’t an option because they would be in the same office with an immune 
compromised individual and would present a very unsafe workplace. We would have room for our 
files.  We presently just have boxes stacked on top of boxes.  Stuff is in every corner because we have 
run out of space.   We work with poor lighting because all the fixtures need to be replaced.  The 
balasts are burned out and the fixtures are so old they must be replaced instead of being repaired.  
Our clients wouldn’t have to remain outside if there is someone else in the lobby; there is room for 
only 1 person at a time.  There would be a permanent office and overhead would be reduced.   
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☒   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☐   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☒   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

  

District:   17th - Lafourche  District Defender:   Andrea Cheramie Stentz  

# of Parishes in District:   1   

# of Offices in District: 1 

District caseload:   3,139 as of 12/31/20; 3,313 as of 4/20/21 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
7 (including chief)     Full-time  6    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
7    Full-time  7    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      5    
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 
 

Current Office Space 

 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 
 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Lafourche 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Status: ☐   PD owned ☒   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: $2450.00 plus utilities of approximately $500.00 

Parish:   Lafourche 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   204 Green Street 

Proximity to courthouse:   Across the Street 

Asking/sales price:   199,000.00 

Square footage:   3072 

Number of offices:   7-8 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

 If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   There is no available government property in the vicinity of the 
courthouse. 

 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   The 
current rental obligation is $30,000 per year, any maintenance required would be substantially less 
than our current obligation and will be budgeted for.  There also local grant opportunities for 
improvements.  
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

 

 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☐   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Renovation budget:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☐Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   4 
 

Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

 

The Lafourche Parish IDB office is ideally located, convenient for staff and clients.  With some minor 
modifications and improvement, the office can provide adequate working space for all employees.  
The district is currently in a long-term lease that expires in October 2022 with a monthly obligation of 
$2,450.00.  

Considering the rental obligation and the purchase of this property for $200,000.00, the amount 
required for sale, the sales price would pay for itself in less than 7 years.  Further, our utility expenses 
(electricity $400-$600) can be lessened by making improvements to insulation/ductwork which should 
be minimal in expense. 

Local grant money may be available for improvements to the building.   

The exorbitant current rental obligation being extinguished would allow for additional funding to be 
redirected to providing additional services to clients, including expanding investigative services and 
mitigation efforts for which this office currently lacks appropriate resources. 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

Demographic Information 

Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☐ Purchase of Building
☐ Renovation of Existing Building
☐ Purchase and Renovation of Building

Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐ Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster
☐ Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender
☐ Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead
☐ Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space
☐ Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish

District:   Click or tap here to enter text.  District Defender:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

# of Parishes in District:   Click or tap here to enter text.  

# of Offices in District: Click or tap here to enter text. 

District caseload:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time Click or tap here to enter text.    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time Click or tap here to enter text.    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      Click or tap here to enter text.  
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 

Current Office Space 

Has potential office space been selected? ☐   Yes ☐ No
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile 

Status: ☐   PD owned ☐   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Proximity to courthouse:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Asking/sales price:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Square footage:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Number of offices:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Is there a conference room? ☐   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☐   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☐   No 

If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☐ No 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   Click 
or tap here to enter text. 
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

 

 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☐   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Renovation budget:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☐Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☒   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☐   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☒   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

  

District:   32nd  District Defender:   Anthony Champagne 

# of Parishes in District:   one   

# of Offices in District: one 

District caseload:   5,065 ( per 2019 annual report) 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
8    Full-time  9    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
N/A    Full-time  N/A    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      8    
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   2 
 

Current Office Space 

 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 
 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Terrebonne 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Status: ☐   PD owned ☒   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: $5,000.00 

Parish:   Terrebonne 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   504 Belanger St., Houma, LA 70360 

Proximity to courthouse:   Next Door 

Asking/sales price:   Current Appraisal is $572,000.00 But landlord says he may take less 

Square footage:   4400 sq. ft. and includes 22 paved parking spaces 

Number of offices:   14 (building was originally built as a private law firm office 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

 If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   There were no government owned buildings in the vicinity 
available 

 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   In the 
last ten years this office has paid, pursuant to written lease agreement, approximately $600,000.00 
in rent, an amount surpassing the value of the property. The lease has just been renewed for 
another 5 years. However, the landlord has advised that he may be interested in selling the property 
 

103



LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 
 

Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

 

 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☐   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Renovation budget:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☐Yes                       ☒No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

As indicated above we have paid approximately $600,000.00 in rent pursuant to written lease in just 
the last 10 years. The location is perfect for this office. It is next door to the Court House, was built as 
a law firm office building and has 22 paved parking spaces as part of the property. We have just 
signed a 5 year renewal of the lease for $60,000.00 per year. It would make much more sense to 
purchase the building than to continue paying this amount of rent. $60,000.00 per year could be put 
to much better use than paying rent forever. I met with our landlord about a week ago and he is 
interested in selling. He provided me with his last appraisal with a value of $572,000.00. He indicated 
that he might be willing to sell for less than that but he did not indicate how much less. Of course, if 
we could purchase the property the landlord would be willing to agree to a mutual cancellation of the 
lease. 
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Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☐   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☒   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☐   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☒   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

  

District:   2  District Defender:   Don Kneipp 

# of Parishes in District:  3 Click or tap here to enter text.   

# of Offices in District: 2 

District caseload:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time  6    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time  2    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      2    
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Current Office Space 

 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 
 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Bienville and Jackson 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Status: ☐   PD owned ☐   Commercial rent ☒   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Parish:  Claiborne Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   main street –courthouse square Homer Louisiana 

Proximity to courthouse:   50-75 feet 

Asking/sales price:   $85,000. 

Square footage:   3100. 

Number of offices:   interior unfinished 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

 If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   have been advised that no state building is available  

 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   
monthly operating expenses would hopefully be covered by DAF funding 
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Renovation Proposal 

 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

 

 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☐   Newly purchased building 

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Renovation budget:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☒Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost 

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month 

☐ Entity did not respond to request 

☐ Entity willing to sell office space 

☒ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs 
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Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

2nd Judicial District Public Defender fund needs a presence in each of the 3 parishes that comprise its 
district. Bienville Parish Police Jury has in kind donated space in Bienville Parish courthouse.  
for the last 2 years office space in Jackson parish has been rented from Commercial landlord. Jackson 
Parish Police Jury voted to in kind donate office space in Jackson Parish courthouse in March 2021 
with occupancy to become effective sometime in April 2021. Similar efforts to obtain office space in 
Claiborne Parish have proved to be futile. At the encouragement of Bob Noel, a search began 
Claiborne Parish to locate a building to purchase. The District Defender has inspected 5 different 
buildings that are located on the courthouse square in Homer, La. Each one of them is in need of 
renovation and/or repair. There is one that is the approximate size desired and happens to be the 
least expensive of the ones available.  
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 
 

 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

 

Demographic Information 

 
 
Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☐   Purchase of Building   
☐   Renovation of Existing Building   
☒   Purchase and Renovation of Building 

 
Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐   Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster 
☐   Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender 
☐   Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead 
☐   Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space 
☐   Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish 

The 9th JDC does not fit into any of these Tiers.  

District:   9th JDC  District Defender:   Deirdre Fuller 

# of Parishes in District:   1   

# of Offices in District: 1 

District caseload:   5,130 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time  17    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time  23    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      8    
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Current Office Space 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes ☐ No
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   Rapides 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile 

Status: ☐   PD owned ☒   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: 1,500.00 

Parish:   Rapides 

Jurisdiction: ☒ Criminal ☒ Juvenile

Address:   1335 Jackson Street 

Proximity to courthouse:   4 Blocks 

Asking/sales price:   Unknown 

Square footage:   6166 

Number of offices:   12 

Is there a conference room? ☐   Yes ☒ No

Is there space to add cubicles for staff? ☒ Yes ☐ No

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐ Yes ☒ No

If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   No state-owned buildings are available.  The local Community 
College has purchased almost all available buildings and/or lots in the downtown area around the 
courthouse for expansion of the college or for parking.  The proposed building is owned by the 
Rapides Parish School Board. I believe that if I am unsuccessful in securing this location, the 
opportunity for the Public Defender to remain anywhere near the courthouse will be a significant 
problem in the future.  

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☒ No 

127



LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   3 

Renovation Proposal 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☒ Newly purchased building

Parish:   Rapides 

Jurisdiction: ☒ Criminal ☒ Juvenile

Address:   1335 Jackson Street 

Renovation budget:   Unknown at this time.  I am contacting a contractor to schedule a time to 
visit the site and to me provide an estimated renovation cost. 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   The building originally contained about 
13 offices , a conference room, a kitchen, lobby, storage space, 5 bathrooms and a copy area for 2 
commercial copiers.  It was revamped into classrooms to house a Head Start Center.  The proposal 
is to return it to its original office configuration which would satisfy our long-term office needs. 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☒Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month

☒ Entity did not respond to request

☐ Entity willing to sell office space

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs
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Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

Our current office space is rat infested.  The landlord has provided pest control but the problem 
persists.  The last rat exterminated 2 weeks ago was 12 inches long (per the exterminator).  We will be 
forced to vacant this building at some point due to this issue and the fact that it is crumbling down 
around us.  Additionally, the building is 1500 square feet and does not have enough space for the 
current staff or for future growth. I will need additional staff members when I am able to hire more 
lawyers and the ability to hire any potential full-time attorneys is non-existent because I don’t have 
space to house them.  Currently, my office is the library/conference room due to lack of space.  Lastly, 
the proposed building has a parking lot large enough for the staff and the public. 

FYI, I located an office space for rent large enough for our needs located 2 blocks from the courthouse 
in an abandoned bank building.  The asking monthly rental price is $6,650.00. 

*Please note that I used the caseload number for 2019 because the 2020 number is skewed due to
COVID-19.
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LPDB Building/Renovation Fund Application FY21   1 

Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

Demographic Information 

Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☐ Purchase of Building
☐ Renovation of Existing Building
☒ Purchase and Renovation of Building

Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐ Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster
☐ Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender
☐ Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead
☒ Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space
☐ Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish

District:   Concordia  District Defender:   DERRICK CARSON 

# of Parishes in District:   2  

# of Offices in District: 2 

District caseload:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time 5    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
Click or tap here to enter text.    Full-time 2    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      3   
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Current Office Space 

Has potential office space been selected? ☐   Yes ☒ No
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   CONCORDIA & CATAHOULA 

Jurisdiction: ☒ Criminal ☒ Juvenile

Status: ☐   PD owned ☐   Commercial rent ☐   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 
SPACE PROVIDED BY POLICE JURY NO RENT 

C t thl  fi i l bli ti  f  ffi  Cli k  t  h  t  t  t t

Parish:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Jurisdiction:  ☐   Criminal   ☐   Juvenile  

Address:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Proximity to courthouse:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Asking/sales price:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Square footage:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Number of offices:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Is there a conference room? ☐   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☐   Yes  ☐   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☐   No 

If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☐ Yes        ☐ No 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met:   Click 
or tap here to enter text. 
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Renovation Proposal 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

Proposed renovation:  ☒  Existing building ☐ Newly purchased building

Parish:   CATAHOULA 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal  ☒ Juvenile

Address:   CATAHOULA PARISH COURT HOUSE, HARRISONBURG, LA. 

Renovation budget:   8000.00 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   Click or tap here to enter text. 

NEED TO REDO WALLS WHERE HAVE CRUMBLED EXPOSING MILDEW AND CRUMBLING PLASTER 
CAUSING AN INCREASE IN ALLERGIES AND SICKNESS 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☐Yes                       ☒No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month

☐ Entity did not respond to request

☐ Entity willing to sell office space

☐ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs
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Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

At present the Police Jury provides space for the 7th in Concordia and Catahoula, both office are small 
and not really adequate space.  In Concordia there is no way to expand.  In Catahoula office is small 
but has crumbling walls exposing old plaster and mildew which has caused increase in allergies and 
sickness. 
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Louisiana Public Defender Board 

Building and Renovation Fund Application Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 

Demographic Information 

Purpose of Application (please select one): 
☒ Purchase of Building
☐ Renovation of Existing Building
☐ Purchase and Renovation of Building

Please Check the Tier Status on which the Application is Based: 
☐ Tier I: District lacks office space as a direct result of a natural disaster
☒ Tier II: District lacks office space following the departure of the District Defender
☐ Tier III: District is paying exorbitant rent, purchase of permanent space will reduce overhead
☐ Tier IV: District relies on other governmental entity for office space
☐ Tier V: Multi-parish district, lacks adequate access to public defender services in one or more parish

District:   35th District Defender:   ROBERT L. KENNEDY  

# of Parishes in District:   1  

# of Offices in District: 1 

District caseload:   590 as shown on caseload report for CY 2020 to date 

Number of attorneys engaged: 
  NONE    Full-time 2    Contract 

Number of attorneys needed: 
NONE AT THE MOMENT    Full-time NONE AT THE MOMENT    Contract 

Number of clerical, investigative, and mitigation staff:      2/ HIRED WHEN NEEDED/NONE   
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Current Office Space 

Has potential office space been selected? ☒   Yes ☐ No
(Complete next section if a proposed office space has been found) 

Proposed Office Space 

Parish:   GRANT 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile 

Status: ☒   PD owned ☐   Commercial rent ☒   In-kind donation ☐   No office in parish 

Current monthly financial obligation for office: PRIVATE LAW OFFICE CLOSED 3 YEARS AGO 

Parish:   GRANT 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   352 2ND STREET, COLFAX, LA 71417 

Proximity to courthouse:   1 BLOCK  

Asking/sales price:   $120.000 

Square footage:   1200  

Number of offices:   5 

Is there a conference room? ☒   Yes  ☐   No 

Is there space to add cubicles for staff?  ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

Is this property a state-owned building? ☐   Yes  ☒   No 

If no, please explain in detail if a state building was considered and the reason why another 
property was ultimately selected:   Office was requested from parish and town of Colfax.  Town 
never responded.  Second floor of annex would have to be shared and no elevator. 

Is the property currently owned by the District Defender (purchase will only be considered if the 
District Defender has previously provided notice of intent to separate service)? ☒ Yes        ☐ No 

If purchase is approved I will immediately resign. 

Please explain, how the ongoing financial obligations of the proposed property will be met From  
the building and renovation program. 
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Renovation Proposal 

In-Kind Donation of Office Space by Other Entity 

Proposed renovation:  ☐  Existing building ☒   Newly purchased building

Parish:   GRANT 

Jurisdiction:  ☒   Criminal   ☒   Juvenile  

Address:   352 2ND STREET, COLFAX, LA 71417 

Renovation budget:   NONE 

Describe the scope of the proposed renovation in detail:   NONE 

In the last two Fiscal Years has the District Defender requested office space from the local 
government or district court?  ☒Yes                       ☐No 

Results of In-Kind Donation Request 

☐ Entity willing to provide the PDO with office space at no cost

☐ Entity willing to offer lease at    $ Click or tap here to enter text. per month

☒ Entity did not respond to request (Town of Colfax did not respond)

☐ Entity willing to sell office space

☒ Entity did not offer space to PDO or the space offered was not suitable to meet the PDO’s needs

Space was on second floor of annex, would have to be shared and no elevator. 
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Please provide an explanation detailing why the district should be selected to receive building and/or 
renovation funds:  

There is no public or private property for rent or sale other than this office.  Recently an old office 
across the street became open but before things could be confirmed for rental it was leased by the 
State of Louisiana and it is my understanding that it is a long term lease. R.S. 15:161 requires that 
every judicial district have a public defender office which this district has had for 52 years. 

As stated above rental or sale  property does not exist. 

146



District

District Defender 
Classification (+ signifies 

management of 2 districts; * 
and bolded name signifies 

grandfathered salary)

Chief District Defender  
(bolded name signifies 
grandfathered salary

Board-Approved 
Annual Contract 
Compensation 

Amount

Statistics:
Average 
(Mean), 

Minimum and 
Maximum of 

Range

1 DD4 Michelle AndrePont 100,000  121,600  
15 DD4 G. Paul Marx 129,000  100,000  
19 DD4* Mike Mitchell/interim  Covingt 110,880  139,720  
21 DD4* Reggie McIntyre 119,600  
22 DD4 John Lindner 115,000  
24 DD4* Richie Tompson 139,720  
41 DD4 Derwyn Bunton 137,000  
4 DD3* Mike Courteau 123,000  105,195  
9 DD3 Deirdre Fuller 90,085  90,085  
14 DD3+ Harry Fontenot 120,000  123,000  
16 DD3 Maggie Simon LeBlanc 97,500  
23 DD3 Alan Robert 110,000  
26 DD3 Michael Miller 97,500  
32 DD3* Tony Champagne 98,280  
3 DD2 Rick Candler 90,000  86,213  
5 DD2 John Albert Ellis 90,000  57,781  
17 DD2 Andrea Stentz 90,000  105,622  
18 DD2* Jerome D'Aquila 66,180  
27 DD2* Ed Lopez 95,124  
29 DD2 Fenwick Swann 95,000  
30 DD2 Tony Tillman 105,622  
42 DD2+* Steven Thomas 57,781  
28 DD1+ Derrick Carson 25,995  84,922  
38 DD1+ Harry Fontenot 10,000  39,600  
2 DD1 Don Kneipp 87,000  100,380  
6 DD1 Angela Claxton/Ellis interim 100,000  
7 DD1+* Derrick Carson 74,232  
8 DD1* Herman Castete 85,000  
10 DD1 Brett Brunson 100,380  
11 DD1+* Steven Thomas 57,781  
12 DD1 Brad Dauzat/ 70,000  
13 DD1 Trisha Ward 85,000  
20 DD1 Rhonda Covington 100,380  
25 DD1 Chanel Long 95,000  
31 DD1* David Marcantel 87,888  
33 DD1 Chad Guidry 90,000  
34 DD1 Tom Gernhauser 100,380  
35 DD1* Robert Kennedy 84,089  
36 DD1 David Wallace/Tony Tillman 90,000  
37 DD1* Louis Champagne 86,874  
39 DD1* Brian McRae 39,600  
40 DD1* Richard Stricks 95,000  

FY 21 Chief District Defender Salaries
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From: Rémy Starns
To: Anne Gwin
Subject: Fwd: AVOYELLES PARISH IDB
Date: Monday, April 26, 2021 5:27:58 AM

Please include the below email in the materials. 

Rémy Voisin Starns
301 Main Street, Suite 700
Baton Rouge, LA 70825
(225) 219-9305

From: JudgeB <judgeb@12thjdc.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:18:13 AM
To: Rémy Starns <rstarns@lpdb.la.gov>
Cc: Chad Guillot <chadguillot@hotmail.com>; bradley.dauzat@yahoo.com
<bradley.dauzat@yahoo.com>; Kerry Spruill <judges@12thjdc.org>; Norma Lemoine
<norma@12thjdc.org>; laniebb318@gmail.com <laniebb318@gmail.com>;
(criddle@avoyellesda.org) <criddle@avoyellesda.org>
Subject: AVOYELLES PARISH IDB

Remy

Some info for you concerning Avoyelles Parish IDB.

I received a call last week from Allen Holmes who is a member of the Avoyelles Coalition Task Force.
This is a group of ministers who are really active in community activities.

Allen informed me that he or they would soon be filing a lawsuit in Federal Court concerning the lack
of minority hiring of attorneys by Avoyelles IDB. In this conversation we reviewed the history of IDB
in Avoyelles and we talked about the few minority attorneys who have been employed by Avoyelles
IDB in the past. I also pointed out to him Avoyelles IDB has not had any applications by minority
attorneys that I am aware of.

As luck would have it, I received a visit about 30 minutes after this conversation from a minority
attorney who was born and raised in Marksville but has been practicing law in Natchitoches since
2005, which practice included stints with IDB in Caddo and Rapides Parishes. This young lady,
Samantha Ford, was asking for my opinion as to whether or not she could make a living here if she
moved her practice here. She also talked lots about her desire to work for IDB. I sent her to the IBD
office, and it is my understanding that she has sent in her resume and is applying for a job.

I have also received a copy of another resume/application that was sent to IDB from another
minority attorney.

So, it appears that changes may be on the way! It certainly would help if the situation with the new
director would be resolved soon. Chad Guillot has informed me that he was the only applicant for
the position but that there is a delay in naming him because there may be a move to place Avoyelles
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IDB under the control of another District IDB. If this occurs, it would be devastating to the criminal
justice system in Avoyelles.

When I first began serving as Division B Judge more than 24 years ago I implemented sources of local
revenue for IBD. This was done at the time over a big objection from the District Attorney. However,
having been an IBD attorney for 3 years in the late 1980’s I developed a deep concern for the
financial well-being of IDB. My thoughts have always been that if local funding is secured for the
DA’s office then it should also be secured for IDB. It is my belief that this local funding has been a big
boost for the Avoyelles IDB office. If this office is moved to another parish I do not know if there
would remain a need for this local funding. It is certainly an issue that would need to be looked at
closely.

Please keep me posted on the plans for Avoyelles IDB.

Thanks
Billy
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