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Introduction – Appreciating the Importance of Access to Justice  
 I thank the Standing Committees for this opportunity to address vital issues affecting the 
lives of people without economic means, their communities, and local and state government.  
 
 As your list of issues to address indicates, access to justice encompasses much more than 
unlocked courthouse doors or waived filing fees. As Justice Black said almost 46 years ago, “lawyers 
in criminal courts are necessities, not luxuries.” That is true in many civil cases as well. When the 
State seeks to take away individuals’ liberty interests – whether by locking them away or taking away 
their ability to associate with their children – justice requires that the State provide them with legal 
counsel if they cannot afford to hire an attorney. And by legal counsel, I don’t mean a lawyer who 
has so many other cases to deal with that any given client gets only five minutes of the lawyer’s time 
before court proceedings begin.  
 
 We all pay, in many ways, when justice goes awry. We don’t pay as dearly as the innocent 
man who rejects an opportunity to end his wrongful incarceration by refusing to express remorse for 
a rape he did not commit. We don’t pay as dearly as the woman whose children are taken away 
because no one investigated her claim that she did not leave the children home alone as her angry 
ex-spouse claimed. If we are empathetic, we pay emotionally, but not as much as they do. 
 
 Whether we realize it not, we also pay a lot in money – for unnecessary prison beds, for 
unnecessary foster care, for retrials after successful appeals, and for compensation to the wrongly 
convicted. We pay even more in spiraling social costs. Distrust of the justice system leads potential 
witnesses not to cooperate with law enforcement. Mistakes in family court rip asunder family ties 
that may not be mended when – and if – mistakes do come to light. Anyone who believes our social 
fabric to be unraveling should consider lack of access to justice in our court system as one cause. 
 
 This is a difficult budget year. Thousands of voices raise legitimate calls to spare their jobs, 
their causes, their communities as the fiscal ax falls. Please – as you weigh competing voices, listen 
also to the silence of those rendered voiceless by their plight. Do not cut existing programs that 
provide people in need with legal recourse in our administrative agencies and civil courts. Do not cut 
our already-impoverished public defense system. And do not postpone until “better days” a chance 
to begin the fundamental overhaul of the public defense system that now-retired Chief Judge Judith 
S. Kaye called for nearly 3 years ago. 
 
The Issues Being Addressed Today 
 I will now turn to a select set of issues relating to access to justice that your invitation asked 
witnesses to address. In the interest of brevity, I am not providing lengthy citations or appendices 
here; I would welcome any requests for written details about anything set out below. 
 
How New York is Meeting its Constitutional Obligation. 
 The concise answer to this important question is that New York is not meeting its 
constitutional obligation to provide meaningful appointed criminal defense counsel. The expanded 
answer is that study after study, hearing after hearing, and example after example show that 
New York is not meeting its obligation.  
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 Look at the 2006 Kaye Commission report, the report of its consultant – The Spangenberg 
Group – and the many prior studies referred to in these documents. Look at the National Legal Aid 
and Defender Association report on Franklin County in 2007, and its “report cards” regarding nine 
other counties in 2007-2008. Look at the amended complaint filed in Albany Supreme Court by the 
New York Civil Liberties Union and the law firm of Schulte Roth & Zabel LLP on behalf of public 
defense clients in five counties. And listen to the silent pleas of public defense clients who could not 
be here today to tell you in their own words about public defense lawyers who don’t have time to 
talk to them. About public defense investigators who don’t go out looking for witnesses but only 
review applications for counsel, checking for reasons to turn them down. About justice courts where 
judges don’t assign counsel in cases where representation is mandated by law and no public defense 
lawyer steps in.   
 
What steps could be taken to make New York's assigned counsel system more efficient and 
effective including the possible state take over of such services? 
  I have, in various capacities, been answering this question for over 30 years. But the early 
steps I urged were not large enough – and too often the institutions I beseeched took even smaller 
steps than I sought. To illustrate the need for taking that big step you invited me to discuss – the 
takeover of defense services by the State of New York – let me share with you a little history of 
what we at NYSDA have tried. 
 
 When I embarked on what I do not view as a quixotic effort to improve public defense 
services in New York State, I spent several years seeking private foundation and corporate funds. A 
small seed grant from the North Shore Unitarian Society Veatch Program in 1978 allowed NYSDA 
to hire an Executive Director, and I continued, in that capacity, to search for private funds. Then we 
were told to go to state government, as it was the State’s obligation to improve the system of public 
defense representation. So we did. In 1981, NYSDA’s Public Defense Backup Center was first 
funded by the State through a joint agreement of the Senate and Assembly. There was consensus 
then that the state’s public defense system was defective and that a centralized office housing 
expertise could help counties save money and public defense lawyers save time. 
 
 For many years after the Backup Center first began assisting public defense lawyers, 
programs, and counties, NYSDA urged the State to fund a healthy share of public defense costs, but 
likewise urged that localities pay what was needed for effective representation. A county-based 
system with an infusion of state funds – New York’s County Law Article 18-B structure but with 
more state money to run it – remained our model till the 21st Century rolled around. This 
continuing structure requires counties to choose an assigned counsel program, legal aid society 
contract, county public defender, or some combination, to provide mandated legal services. 
Unfortunately, it also permits a patchwork of different eligibility guidelines, a dearth of oversight, 
and drastic differences among localities as to quality of representation. 
 
 NYSDA continues to provide training, research, and technical assistance across the state, 
and we need continued funding to do so. But some years ago NYSDA realized that our best efforts, 
and those of others, cannot “fix” a fragmented system in which the quality of mandated legal 
services depends on which county is providing them. Others came to the same conclusion. In 2006, 
Judge Kaye’s Commission called for a complete overhaul of the existing system.1   

                                         
1 For those less familiar with the history of public defense in New York State I set out the following. In 1965, in the 
wake of Gideon v Wainwright and People v Witenski, the State delegated to counties (and New York City) the obligation to 
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 In other words, when economic times were still good, the State was urged to create an 
adequately state-funded, statewide defender system headed by an independent public 
defense commission.  
 
 The State changed nothing, despite the urging of those knowledgeable about the problems. 
From the New York State Bar Association and Black, Puerto Rican, Hispanic and Asian Caucus to 
the growing coalition of more than 200 organizations and hundreds of individuals in the Campaign 
for an Independent Public Defense Commission, the call for systemic change continues, but has yet 
to be heeded. So the problems persist. It is past time for the State to step in. 
 
The effect of the 2004 increase in hourly rates paid to counsel assigned pursuant to County 
Law Article 18-B. 
 I should be able to point to a legislatively-ordered report to shed light on this issue, but I 
cannot. When the State Legislature raised the assigned counsel rates in 2003, effective 2004, and 
provided some state money to localities for public defense, it also called for creation of a task force 
to study the adequacy of the new rates. That measure sunsetted on June 30, 2006 without the 
appointment of task force members, the required study, or any report assessing quality of public 
defense services in the wake of the legislation.   
 
 We do know that the rate increase led to many changes in the methods localities used to 
provide public defense services. To avoid paying the higher rate to individual private lawyers, a large 
number of counties and New York City shifted cases away from assigned counsel to new or existing 
institutional providers. The Spangenberg Group included this information in its report in 2006. The 
system switches were carried out in many localities with no eye toward quality, but only a concern 
for the fiscal bottom line.  
 
 The rate increase effective 2004 was the first in 17 years. Stagnant rates had driven 
experienced attorneys from the practice of public defense, plunging the system into crisis. A lawsuit 
by the New York County Lawyers Association was one of many factors that finally pushed the State 
into action. As New York County Supreme Court Justice Lucindo Suarez observed in that case, the 
“magnitude of the problem is evidenced by the bellowing cries for reform sounding for years from 
every corner of the New York legal community.”  
 
 As shown by the Kaye Commission report over two years after the rates increased, 
public defense problems continued. The piecemeal effort to improve public defense services 
in New York State failed to change a fundamentally flawed system.  
 

                                                                                                                                   
provide public defense services. Over the years, the system developed severe problems, and in 1981 the Legislature 
contracted with NYSDA to establish the Backup Center, as noted above. For two decades we strove – and are still 
striving – to make improvements within the county-by-county system created in 1965. In 2001, at the same time that an 
Appellate Division Committee called for state legislative overhaul and The New York Times endorsed the need for a blue 
ribbon oversight commission, NYSDA called upon the State to establish an Independent Public Defense Commission. 
The original authors of County Law 18-B (Michael Whiteman, Richard Bartlett and Warren Anderson) then formed the 
Committee for an Independent Public Defense Commission, which joined in the call. The crisis in the courts arising 
from deflated assigned counsel fees (unchanged for 17 years) led the State in 2003 to raise those fees. That was 
accompanied by creation of the Indigent Legal Services Fund (ILSF) to help counties improve public defense quality. 
Judge Kaye’s post-ILSF study of the public defense system declared it unconstitutional in 2006.  
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The use counties have made of financial support received from the state, including monies 
received through the new Indigent Legal Services Fund. 
 NYSDA, as part of its contractual duty to the State to “review, assess and analyze the public 
defense system, identify problem areas and propose solutions in the form of specific 
recommendations to the Governor, the Legislature, the Judiciary and other appropriate 
instrumentalities” is in the process of completing a report of how the Indigent Legal Services Fund 
(ILSF) has functioned. That review demonstrates that the maintenance-of-effort (MOE) provisions 
intended to ensure that ILSF money was used to improve quality of defense services, not supplant 
local spending on them, have failed: 
 

• The share of county budgets spent on public defense has declined since inception of the 
ILSF.  
 

• The ILSF reporting process has resulting in only a handful of counties being required to 
account even minimally for how they spent state funds.  

o Of 174 submissions to the Comptroller’s office in the three-year period that ILSF 
distributions have been made, only eleven resulted in scrutiny of how the state funds 
were spent.  

o In 2006, all 57 counties and the City of New York passed the local spending 
threshold without any review of quality improvements made with their 2005 
ILSF distribution ($51,551,719). 

o In 2007, 50 counties and the City of New York passed the local spending 
threshold without any review of quality improvements made with their 2006 
ILSF distribution ($52,082,557). 

o In 2008, 53 counties and the City of New York passed the local spending 
threshold without any review of quality improvements made with their 2007 
ILSF distribution ($66,695,954). 

o The state paid out $173,537,767 from the ILSF between 2005 and 2007, and only 
$3,253,922 – 1.9% – has received even minimal scrutiny. County reports due soon 
will undoubtedly reveal no greater information on how last year’s $76,944,550 was 
spent. In other words, we know almost nothing about what the State has 
gotten for its quarter-billion dollar outlay to date. 
 

• Examination of the submissions revealed that the ILSF process has not required rigorous 
accounting or true quality-driven review.  
 

• Of the 23 instances where counties failed to exceed prior year spending, 6 resubmissions 
included additional spending without justification or explanation.  
 

• In 2008, Ontario County argued in its resubmission that $313,144 of its 2007 ILSF 
distribution had been spent on improvements to the organization of the court calendar and 
increases in electronic communication. This argument was accepted by the OSC and Ontario 
received the entirety of their ILSF distribution. 
 

• Hamilton County was awarded ILSF funding in 2007 after it reported local spending on 
public defense had reduced by 17% while the total number of criminal cases disposed in the 
county increased by 26%. 
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• In 2008, Genesee County included $4,352 in indirect costs for “building and grounds 

cleaning and maintenance services” as part of their resubmission expenses. This amount, 
along with other indirect costs pushed 2007 local spending over the 2006 level. 

 
• In several instances, counties that unsuccessfully attempted to show they had used ILSF 

money to improve quality then successfully resubmitted their ILSF documents to show a 
higher level of local spending with little or no justification. Therefore, their use of ILSF 
money to improve quality was not fully evaluated. 
 

• There have been instances where counties appeared to indicate they are supplanting local 
funds with the ILSF money (Clinton 2007, Orange 2007); once those statements were 
removed in subsequent submissions, they received their next ILSF distribution. 
 

• As part of alleging the use of ILSF funds to improve quality, several counties have claimed a 
cost-saving benefit from the creation of Conflict Defender Offices; however, the quality of 
representation provided within the Conflict Defender offices is never evaluated. 

 
 And how counties have used state funding to support public defense is in large measure a 
function of what the State has supplied or not supplied. Because no one is minding the store, 
important programs supporting the State’s Sixth Amendment obligation have gone wanting. The 
Neighborhood Defender Service of Harlem, clearly in need of a $1 million appropriation, is here as 
a supplicant to receive restoration of a quarter of that amount. The Indigent Parolee Representation 
program, estimated years ago to need $5 million dollars for adequate funding, needs a minimum of 
$1.6 million to restore it, but even this amount has been cut by the Governor.  
 
 Aid to Defense, a program once funded in parity with the prosecution, is now available in 
only 30 counties while Aid to Prosecution is in all 62 counties. Aid to defense is now a mere shell of 
its former self. In 1988 the program was funded at $20 million dollars; today’s budget – a 12% cut 
from last year – promises but $9,846,000.  
 
 The net effect of having no state oversight of the comparatively minor state public defense 
budget – let alone the impoverished underlying county-by-county system – is that public defense is 
slowly wasting away. 
 
The statutory formula for distribution of such funds and its relationship to the quality of 
legal services. 
 Other flaws exist in the ILSF distribution process besides those described above. When 
counties are found to have failed the MOE provisions, their share of the ILSF distribution goes to 
other counties. This provides an unexpected influx of funds for which the recipient counties cannot 
have planned and therefore may not be able to use well, and denies the noncompliant counties 
needed funds for public defense. Further, the incentive that denial of ILSF funds was to have 
provided to counties to keep spending up has been blunted by legislative action giving failing 
counties an amount equal to all or much of what they would have received had they been MOE 
compliant. In one year, this actually led to the State adding money in its budget to make counties 
whole, while last year the Legislature directed the Comptroller to hold funds while a one-time “fix” 
was designed to save non-compliant counties from a loss of their full distribution amount. The well-
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intentioned maintenance of effort provisions have failed, while the formulaic distribution of funds 
to counties according to their own expenditures deprives public defense clients in under-spending 
counties of a truly fair share of state money. 
 
 Most importantly, the statutory distribution formula has undermined the statute’s intention 
that all state funds be used to improve quality. The MOE’s threshold test – did a county match or 
exceed its prior year’s local expenditures – has proven a poor method for ensuring that counties do 
not supplant, and an ineffectual mathematical proxy for maintaining quality. The threshold test has 
been administered in a way that allowed counties to back-fill their financial data to “re-pass” that test 
by putting forward previously unreported and sometimes questionable net local expenditures.  
 
 As noted above, the vast majority of counties are never scrutinized for quality in any fashion. 
And the public defense system described as ‘in crisis’ in 2006 by the State’s Chief Judge daily grows 
worse. What would make sense, and what has never been done, is the showing by counties – all 
counties – that state money is being used to improve quality.  
 
The effect of proposed cuts to funding on the provision of criminal legal services. 
 Any cut to public defense providers cuts into bone. When economic times were good, public 
defense was often cut or flat funded. As I told the Finance and Ways and Means committees at their 
public protection hearing last month, NYSDA is slated to receive $500,000 less this year than it did 
in the year 2000. The few other public defense programs that receive state funds have likewise seen 
cuts or stagnation for many years, leaving them no ability to absorb further cuts. And as noted 
above, local funding of public defense has not kept up with other local expenditures. Declining 
budgets mean declining services. Meanwhile, the Legislature has added criminal penalties and 
collateral consequences in every session, often in tandem with federal provisions that affect those 
convicted of crimes. This requires more public defense lawyer time and more training. Increasing 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement activity has made knowledge of immigration consequences 
vital for every lawyer with a noncitizen client. Changes to the Rockefeller Drug Laws – and I hope 
there will be more – make persuasive advocacy at sentencing more important than ever. Defense 
cuts that deprive counsel of time to prepare and present sentencing plans will undermine 
the informed exercise of judicial discretion. Obviously, cuts will also deprive public defense 
lawyers and their clients of access to the experts increasingly necessary to present a defense and of 
other vital defense preparation. 
 
The effect the deteriorating economic environment is having upon the demands for services.  
 The effects of the economic downturn on caseloads haven’t been measured yet to my 
knowledge, but history and common sense tell us that increased unemployment will be accompanied 
by increased crime rates. People will take desperate measures to save their homes or feed their 
children. The Albany Times Union carried an article this last Sunday2 indicating that nationwide, 
thefts, burglaries, and robberies are rising, as is expected during recessions. The article discussed 
how this would exacerbate the effects of public-safety budget cuts, but did not mention public 
defense budgets. Yet it is clear that with unemployment rising and cuts in earnings increasing, more 
people will be eligible for public defense services if they are brought into criminal or family court. It 
takes little imagination to envision the disaster for individuals and for public defense 
services that will ensue when a rise in crime and a rise in family problems related to the 
stress of economic woes are added to budget cuts in every government sector. The long-
                                         
2 Tony Pugh, “Recession-related crime wave likely,” Times Union, February 22, 2009, page A3. 
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standing underfunding of public defense services that has left programs without any ability to absorb 
further cases or funding cuts needs to be addressed in this year’s budget. 
 
 Some individuals will succumb to mental illness because of economic stress and some of 
those will wind up in the criminal justice system or in family court as a result of their illness-driven 
behavior. Our jails and prisons have already become the new “snake pits” for persons with mental 
illness whose behavior threatens or bothers others; if community treatment centers and other 
sources of support close or cut back, this trend will only escalate, increasing the need for public 
defense services.  
 
 Around the nation, we see stories about public defender offices and programs telling courts 
they cannot accept further cases. In Florida, Kentucky, Missouri, and Tennessee, and in Minnesota, 
Maryland and Arizona, public defense programs whose caseloads have grown excessive are turning 
back cases or suing for the right to do so. A recent New York Times article on this issue noted that 
New York City’s Legal Aid Society is struggling with rising caseloads as well.3 And excessive 
caseloads in programs around New York State have been noted repeatedly in studies and hearings, 
with caseloads sometimes exceeding 1000 cases per attorney per year.  
 
 The Spangenberg report in 2006 found high caseloads across the state. In Monroe County, 
Spangenberg found 1,000 cases a year per lawyer in town and village courts and well over 800 in the 
City Court there – drastically higher than national standards. Appeals caseloads were so excessive the 
office had a two-year backlog. Similarly, the Buffalo Legal Aid office reported City Court caseloads 
of 700 to 1000. Mixed caseloads that include felonies should be a great deal lower. The New York 
State Bar Association’s standards condemn felony caseloads that exceed 150 per year (and fewer 
depending on local circumstances such as distances to courts, lack of investigative and paralegal 
services to assist attorneys, prosecutorial charging policies, etc.).i Yet Spangenberg found caseloads 
averaging 372 cases per year in Broome County, with felony attorneys handling about 220. 
 
 In 2007 and 2008, the National Legal Aid and Defender Association issued report cards on 
nine New York Counties, and found crushing caseloads continued. One institutional office in 
Sullivan County had a 2006 caseload of 615 matters per part-time attorney (490 misdemeanors plus 
125 felony cases), a caseload about 50% higher than national standards for full-time attorneys doing 
only misdemeanors. In the Public Defender Office in Jefferson County, two of the public defenders 
were found to have 363 felony cases per year, more than twice the national standard for felony 
representation – and this did not count other types of cases. In Cattaraugus County, mixed caseloads 
averaged well over 348 cases per attorney, an excessive caseload under national standards made 
worse by the fact that the office had only one investigator. 
 
 Excessive caseloads mean that lawyers lack the time to investigate their clients’ claims of 
innocence. Lawyers too busy to listen to their clients’ stories will fail to realize that those clients have 
defenses to the charges against them, defenses that could lead to acquittal or conviction of much 
lower offenses if properly presented to the prosecution or a jury. Lawyers who can do no more than 
help process multiple cases at arraignment will wind up urging clients to accept plea offers that carry 
collateral consequences the clients cannot bear, such as deportation or ineligibility for licensure and  
public assistance. In family court, similarly, overwhelmed lawyers cannot help their clients get the 

                                         
3 www.nytimes.com/2008/11/09/us/09defender.html?_r=1&ei=5070&oref=slogin&emc=eta1&pagewanted=print  
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counseling and other services they need to meet court-imposed obligations in order to maintain their 
parental rights.  
 
 These are not future problems. These are current problems that will get worse. Every further 
deprivation of funding for public defense services will increase the likelihood that innocent people 
will be convicted, that clients entitled to competent assistance of counsel will get little or no 
assistance at all, and that community trust in our justice system, already damaged, will plunge further. 
 
 The direct and indirect costs of not providing criminal legal services  
 I mentioned above some of the costs of not providing adequate criminal and family court 
legal services. These include:  

• Fiscal and social costs due to improper pretrial incarceration in criminal cases. Lack of timely, effective 
advocacy leaves clients in jail, costing them jobs, housing, and their families.  

• Wasted lives. Without quality public defense services, innocents may be convicted and minor 
offenses may be overcharged, leading to wrongful incarceration. 

• Fiscal and social costs resulting from lack of effective sentencing advocacy. Assembly line sentencing 
rather than individualized advocacy for appropriate programs leads to recidivism instead of 
reentry.  

• Unnecessary break-up and other harm to families. Public defense attorneys for parents in family 
court lack time to prepare and effectively advocate for their clients. 

 
The State has a constitutional and statutory duty to provide public defense services. Those services 
cost money. The failure to provide quality services carries high costs as well.  
 
 Today, the State faces a fiscal crisis. That crisis cannot justify continuing to deny quality 
representation to those the State seeks to deprive of liberty or family. Access to justice issues 
increase in bad times. Spending less state money for such services now is unconscionable; refusing 
to improve how state money is spent for such services is unwise. All public defense programs that 
have traditionally received state money should receive the budgets they need this year. But the State 
must also move toward real public defense reform. 
 
Start now to implement an Independent Public Defense Commission. 

A complete overhaul of the system will take time and planning. With a very modest 
investment from a special revenue account, the Legislature can institute change by creating the 
Independent Public Defense Commission and empowering it to carry out that planning.  
 
 We are proposing for this year, and for the next two years (the phase-in period envisioned by 
the Kaye Commission and other informed observers), $3 million per year be dedicated from the 
Indigent Legal Services Fund administered by the Comptroller to the start-up expenses and 
establishment of the Independent Public Defense Commission. This would be followed by a 
complete transfer of administration from counties to the State accompanied by a county cap formula 
as to their ongoing fiscal contribution. 
 

During the three year phase in period: 
• The Governor, pursuant to the statute, will appoint able, experienced, and uncompromised 

commissioners committed to competent high quality public defense services. 



9 
 

• The Commission will hire staff and contractors (who in some cases will be temporary and be 
different from the staff of 2012). 

• Consult with NYSDA pursuant to NYSDA’s obligation to review, assess, and analyze the 
public defense system and make recommendations to the Governor, the Legislature the 
Judiciary and other appropriate instrumentalities, and for technical assistance.  

• Engage in a fair and unbiased system wide evaluation of current provider systems and offices 
pursuant to NYSDA and New York State Bar Association standards. 

• Facilitate a process in which current providers and counties will feel safe enough to reveal 
deficiencies and facilitate a self-evaluation process by current providers. 

• Adapt the Public Defense Case Management System developed by NYSDA to become a 
statewide system and place several more versions in family court venues while deploying 
version 10 throughout the state in current sites. 

• Adopt a uniform definition of a case. 
• Cost out the current system. 
• Develop proposed revenue streams. 
• Design scope reduction strategies which can reduce the costs of implementing the right to 

counsel without harming any clients or collateral client rights in the process. 
• Project the cost of standard-based improvements. 
• Identify and design economies of scale releasing revenue for quality improvements. 
• Develop a plan for regions and intra-regional service delivery. 
• Prepare a staffing plan for the new system. 
• Design contracts for not for profit providers. 
• Develop a conflict plan. 
• Identify public defender offices to incorporate into the state system. 
• Identify not for profit offices to contract with. 
• Develop an integrated case management system for private lawyers assigned to public 

defense cases. 
• Design, with meaningful input from private bar representatives and bar associations, the 

nature of a reformed assigned counsel system, assuring appropriate numbers of qualified 
lawyers, full utilization of investigators and experts, private lawyer caseload restrictions, 
training, and deployment of appropriate numbers of such lawyers in individual cases and for 
the purpose of assuring institutional lawyer workload limits. 

• Develop professional and system standards that will be binding in the state-administered 
system and will represent the basis for performance measurement and budgeting 
development. 

 
 Access to justice for public defense clients cannot wait any longer. The Legislature 
must begin now to implement this reform.  
                                         
i NYSDA does not endorse the 150 felony caseload number, which is too high in all circumstances. Well-known attorney 
Jack Litman said at a fact-finding hearing on public defense that he considered 40 to 60 cases per year a heavy caseload 
and did not know “how any criminal defense attorney worth his or her salt can do really much more than that, and really 
be totally effective.”Fact-Finding Hearing on Public Defense Services Before the League of Women Voters and the New 
York State Defenders Association,” New York, NY (October 14, 1998), pp. 213-214. 


