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Welcome and thank you for taking the time to review our FY 2020-21 Annual Report.  The 
following pages provide a glimpse into the work involved in representing the indigent this past year. 
Our lawyers have faced continuing challenges as they fight to defend the rights of their clients amid 
a worldwide pandemic.  Rather than slowing down, there was an increase in the number of cases 
arraigned and sent out to trial.  Our lawyers, investigators, management team and staff showed 
tremendous commitment to their work.  

It turns out keeping statistics on case outcomes shows exactly what we thought it would: 
trials are good for clients.  Our recent efforts to track outcomes of cases that proceeded to trial 
demonstrate that clients were better served by going to trial than accepting a plea deal in 52% of 
the cases.  This statistic serves as a reminder of the importance of providing strong advocacy to 
those in need.  To better support our lawyers in their work, we have added paralegals and social 
workers to our available services.  We have also added several dedicated lawyers to the panel to 
address the growing caseloads.  

The benefits of the additional support services have been readily apparent, both in case 
outcomes and in the quality of representation.  I am extremely proud of the work being done by the 
Private Defender Program and grateful for the opportunity to share some of that with our Justice 
partners within the County.  I hope you enjoy this report. 

Lisa M. Maguire, Chief Defender 

GREETINGS FROM THE CHIEF 
DEFENDER 
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In 1963 the United States Supreme Court’s landmark decision in Gideon v. Wainwright1

established that any person accused of a crime who is too poor to employ an attorney has a 
constitutional right to the appointment of counsel at public expense.2 In so ruling, the Supreme Court 
recognized the right to appointed counsel as a fundamental guarantee of the Bill of Rights. 

The Supreme Court’s decision in Gideon compelled state courts and county governments 
across America to move quickly to comply with its mandate to provide indigent criminal defense.  The 
San Mateo County courts initially used what could best be described as an ad hoc system for 
appointing counsel with judges making individual appointments from a list or based on which attorney 
happened to be in the courtroom that day.  Little consideration was given to the type of case or the 
qualifications of the attorneys appointed. 

In December of 1968, the County of San Mateo and the San Mateo County Bar Association 
entered into an agreement to provide indigent defense representation.  Under the agreement, the Bar 
Association would contract with attorneys dedicated to the practice of criminal defense law to represent 
indigent defendants, including youth appearing in juvenile court and those appearing on mental health 
calendars. 

For the past 53 years, PDP lawyers have brought a wide range of experience and skill to a 
variety of cases, ranging from low-level misdemeanors to capital murder cases.  Our representation has 
also included the representation of abused and neglected children, people with serious mental illnesses, 
and elderly people who can no longer tend to their affairs.  In addition, we have provided appellate 
specialists to file extraordinary writs in the Court of Appeal where appropriate to safeguard the clients’ 
pre-trial rights. While the number of criminal cases filed and the complexity of criminal law have both 

1 Gideon v. Wainwright (1963) 372 U.S. 335, 83 S.Ct. 792. 
2 Gideon established the right to counsel in felony cases. Cases that followed Gideon extended the right to appointed counsel 

for indigents to direct appeals – Douglas v. California (1963) 372 U.S. 353; to custodial interrogation – Miranda v. Arizona (1966) 384 U.S.436; to juvenile proce
edings that can result in confinement – In re Gault (1967) 387 U.S. 1; to critical stages of criminal proceedings, i.e., preliminary hearings – Coleman v. Alabama 
(1970) 399 U.S. 1; to misdemeanors involving possible imprisonment – Argersinger v. Hamlin  (1972) 407 U.S. 25; and to misdemeanors that involve suspended 
sentences – Shelton v. Alabama (2002) 535 U.S. 654.

INTRODUCTION 

On June 25, 2019, the County of San Mateo and the San Mateo County Bar Association 
entered into a two-year agreement to provide legal representation through the Private Defender 
Program to indigent persons entitled to the appointment of counsel at public expense, continuing a 
more than 50 year-long arrangement. The most recent Agreement is attached as Appendix 
1. Pursuant to the terms of the Agreement, this report provides detailed information about the
operations of the Program. Included you will also find highlights of the year with details of the work
being performed by both the lawyers and investigators of our Program.

THE PRIVATE DEFENDER PROGRAM’S HISTORY 
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increased substantially since the first Private Defender Program Annual Report was submitted in 1970, 
the PDP has maintained its rigorous performance values and standards.   

The Private Defender Program’s administration during this past fiscal year consisted of 
a total of 15 employees, headed by the Chief Defender, Assistant Chief Defender, two 
Managing Attorneys, for the adult and juvenile panels, an Assistant Managing Attorney, and a 
Chief of Investigations. The Program maintains a robust administrative team (8 positions) and 
accounting team (2 positions), as illustrated in the organizational chart below. 

ADMINISTRATION AND STRUCTURE 
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2021: EXPANDING THE TEAM

Lana joined the Private Defender Program as an Assistant Managing Attorney.  Lana brings 
with her 16 years of experience in criminal justice.  After graduating from UC Hastings College of 
the Law, she served as a deputy public defender in Riverside County representing the accused 
across a variety of cases ranging from misdemeanors to homicides in juvenile and adult court.  
Lana’s commitment to equity and justice also includes community outreach: she served as a mock 
trial coach and as a speaker on criminal justice topics to university students, high school teachers, 
and concerned community members. 

In 2016, Lana relocated to the Bay Area with her family and established a holistic defense 
practice in San Mateo, devoting a substantial portion of her time to representing the indigent in the 
criminal and juvenile justice systems.  Lana actively contributes to youth law, training, and policy as 
an Advisory Board Member with the Pacific Juvenile Defender Center and as a member of CPDA’s 
Juvenile Defense Committee.  Lana serves on the board of the Center on Juvenile and Criminal 
Justice and San Mateo CASA, an organization serving at risk foster and juvenile justice youth.    

Lana was hired to work together with Scott Sherman to share the duties of attorney 
management and to better focus trainings to meet the various needs of the lawyers.  They have 
collaborated on several trainings for the newer lawyers on the panel and they have individually 
taken on projects aimed at improving methods for providing meaningful oversight and feedback, as 
well as for tracking the progress of the individual lawyers to ensure the highest level of 
representation. 

We are excited to have Lana as a part of our management team and appreciate her tireless 
work ethic.  She came in and hit the ground running and hasn’t slowed down yet.  We look forward 
to watching her expand her role in the future. 
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Experience Level of Criminal/Juvenile 
Attorneys 

Number of 
Attorneys Percent of Total Panel 

5 Years & Under 5 4.9% 

6 - 10 Years 9 8.7% 

11 - 15 Years 15 14.6% 

16 Years & Over 74 71.8% 
Total: 103 100.00% 

THE LAWYERS OF THE PRIVATE DEFENDER PROGRAM PANEL 

The PDP panel is comprised of a talented group of attorneys dedicated to the pursuit of justice 
within the criminal justice system.  All the PDP lawyers to whom cases are assigned are in private 
practice in San Mateo County. Presently, there are 103 lawyers on the PDP panel.  Each was 
accepted to the PDP only after a thorough application process was completed.  

Attorneys who seek admission to the PDP must submit an application that details their 
background and experience and must provide references. The Managing Attorney for the division 
performs a detailed background check of the applicant. The check involves not only contacting the 
references provided by the applicant, but also seeking out and consulting other people within the 
criminal and/or juvenile justice community with whom the applicant could be expected to have had 
contact. The Managing Attorney then conducts a thorough interview and makes a recommendation to 
the Assistant Chief Defender and the Chief Defender concerning admission. If that recommendation is 
positive, the applicant will then be interviewed by the Assistant Chief and/or the Chief Defender, who 
will make a final decision and inform the applicant.  

All admission decisions, of course, are preceded by an assessment of the need of the Program 
to add attorneys based on an analysis of current caseloads and projections for the future.  
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NEW PDP ATTORNEYS 

ADULT PANEL: 

Bicka Barlow is a criminal defense attorney 
who has focused her career on cases 
involving forensic DNA evidence. Bicka, who 
has a background in molecular biology, is 
well known for expertise on forensic DNA.  
Bicka has taught criminal defense lawyers 
across California about forensic DNA and is a 
highly sought-after consultant on DNA cases. 
She now brings this expertise to the PDP.  

Jai M. Gohel is one of the most successful 
trial attorneys in the state, winning acquittals 
in murder cases and complex gang cases. 
He has been for more than 25 years, and 
now brings his well-honed skills to his 
indigent clients in San Mateo County. 

Garrick Byers is well-known throughout the 
state as the Statue Decoder for his in-depth 
study and understanding of California 
criminal law. He has been a criminal defense 
attorney for almost 40 years, with most of 
that time as a deputy public defender. Now in 
private practice, Garrick joins the PDP to 
provide support to PDP attorneys on complex 
issues of law.  

Alexander C. Cavanaugh is a recent law 
school graduate who is starting his own 
criminal practice. Alex developed an interest 
in criminal defense in law school and that 
interest strengthened when he clerked for the 
Alameda Public Defender’s Office and 
participated in the USF criminal law clinic. 

Diana Passadori is an experienced, 
aggressive litigator who has been practicing 
mainly family law in the Bay Area for more 
than 10 years but is now transitioning to 
criminal defense. In law school Diana clerked 
for the Santa Clara Public Defender’s Office 
and has been trying to find her way back to 
criminal law ever since.  

JUVENILE PANEL: 

Malorie Street recently retired from the Santa 
Clara County Public Defender Office after an 
accomplished career representing clients in the 
most serious criminal, LPS and probate law 
cases. Malorie opened her private practice in late 
2020 and soon after joined our panel representing 
clients in LPS and Probate Courts. Malorie brings 
her unwavering commitment and deep knowledge 
of this complex area of the law to her clients and 
her colleagues on the juvenile panel.  

Kathleen Durrans is a shareholder at Aaron, 
Riechert, Carpol and Riffle, APC and a certified 
specialist in Estate Planning, Trust and Probate 
Law. Kathleen has authored multiple articles on 
Trust and Estates and is a frequent presenter in 
the areas of Estate Planning and Probate. 
Kathleen joined our panel to represent clients 
facing conservatorships in Probate Court. 
Kathleen is a member of the San Mateo County 
Bar Association and has served on its board since 
2012. She served as President of the Association 
in 2020. Kathleen's passion for representing 
indigent clients is not limited to her work on our 
panel, she is a volunteer with Legal Aid Society of 
San Mateo County.  

Lindsey Dazel a long-time trial attorney in private 
practice representing clients on the Santa Clara 
County Independent defender Office (IDO) and 
this year on our panel. Lindsey handled gang 
homicide and transfer cases at IDO. Prior to 
joining our panel, Lindsey worked at the Santa 
Clara County Counsel Office where she handled 
child welfare cases, and developed valuable 
experience and knowledge of the Indian Child 
Welfare Act (ICWA). Lindsey is a great resource 
for her colleagues on ICWA and soon after joining 
our panel conducted a training for her colleagues. 
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The PDP aims to provide attorneys and their clients with all the resources necessary to provide 
a vigorous, thorough, and aggressive defense. Traditionally, this has included investigators to conduct 
independent factual investigations on the client’s behalf, forensic experts to conduct independent 
testing of evidence, and resources for legal research and writing. In recent years immigration 
consequences have become a significant factor to be considered for clients and the PDP has 
responded with resources to aid our attorneys in providing accurate advice. In an exciting development 
for the PDP, the PDP has added a Supervising Social Worker, Harpreet Samra, to assist attorneys in 
adding social workers to the case team and better help clients.  

SOCIAL WORKERS 

Social workers have been working with criminal defense attorneys since the 1970s and are 
considered critical to a holistic defense model. The holistic defense model aims to address the social 
support needs of a client in addition to the legal needs, to improve client outcomes, reduce recidivism, 
and enhance community safety. That means increasing the case team to more than just attorneys, 
investigators, and forensic experts. 

EXPANDING RESOURCES 

The Social Worker Component by Harpreet Samra, Supervising Social Worker 

My path to working in Indigent Defense Social Work is not your average story of a Social 
Worker.  It all started in 2005, when I moved to New Orleans for graduate school, thinking I would 
come back to my home state of California and work in education.  When I decided to attend Tulane 
University to obtain my Master of Social Work degree, I had only traveled to New Orleans one time, 
in March 2005, five months before Hurricane Katrina would devastate the city.  I had known that 
having a vehicle in New Orleans was ideal, so my father and I packed up my car and began our two-
day drive to Louisiana on Wednesday, August 24, 2005. As we approached Louisiana, there was a 
buzz in the air, but coming from the west coast, we really did not understand what it was.  

(Continued on the next page) 



8 | P a g e

At that time, the skies were blue, and you would never know a storm would be rolling in. On 
Saturday morning, the fire alarm in my graduate school housing building was pulled to alert all 
graduate students that a hurricane was projected to hit New Orleans and that the university was 
evacuating all buildings by 6pm that night. Having only been on my own for one night, as my father 
had already returned home, I had no idea what I would do. I turned to the stranger next to me, a 
woman who coincidentally was also from California, and asked her what her plan was. When she 
also stated that she had no idea where to go, I asked her if she wanted to stick together. 

In many ways, this was my first foray into Social Work – we both were experiencing a 
traumatic situation and had to find strategic ways to cope with it. It took us two hours to book a hotel 
as none were available in the state.  After 12 hours of driving, we ended up in Houston, Texas, 350 
miles away, where we would ride out the storm together.  That night, when we pulled in, there were 
very few cars in the parking lot of our hotel, but by the next morning it was full, of all Louisiana 
residents. 

The next few days were spent glued to the television, watching an already impoverished city 
fill up with water as folks begged for help. Although most of Tulane’s campus had not gotten any 
water as a part of the flood, there were many trees knocked down and my building took six feet of 
water.  All students were told to return home to their families as there was no real idea as to when 
school would start, let alone the city would reopen for people to go home.  When Hurricane Katrina 
made landfall, although the damage to New Orleans was significant, it was initially thought the city 
was spared complete devastation. However, less than 24 hours after the storm hit, three already 
weak levees could not take the storm surge and began pouring water into the city, eventually 
flooding 80% of New Orleans.  Prior to the levees breaking, I was under the impression that I would 
be returning in a few days’ time and naively had spent some of my time shopping for necessities I 
needed for my graduate school apartment. During one shopping trip, I happened to be wearing a 
Tulane t-shirt and a woman approached me to ask if I was okay and offered to help in any way I 
might need. She left me with her business card and told me not to hesitate to call. I realized in that 
moment what a world of privilege I was in. I was one of the lucky ones, who could not only go to a 
hotel during such a crisis but had a total stranger offer to help me. Yet, there were thousands of New 
Orleanians who did not have the same privileges. I knew in that moment that there was a purpose in 
choosing New Orleans as my next home and that no matter what, I would be back to help it pick 
itself back up and rebuild. 

All the universities in New Orleans shut down for the semester. I made my way back to 
California and attended my first semester of school not too far from my parents’ house. In January 
2006, however, I returned to New Orleans and interned in the community while I attended graduate 
school. What I saw was a community that was not only in despair physically, but also emotionally. 
You’re probably wondering where the connection to Indigent Defense comes in.  

(Continued on next page) 



9 | P a g e

INVESTIGATION 

During my internship with Save the Children, I was tasked to do a community-based 
intervention group with eighth grade boys who were fighting at school in the 9th Ward of New Orleans. 
Due to these altercations, many of these boys were becoming system-involved as their “beef” also 
bled into the streets. If you recall, the 9th Ward is what was shown on television during Hurricane 
Katrina, where the storm surge caused a levee to break and a barge to burst through and land on top 
of homes. Most folks who died during the storm were in that community. Many of these boys in the 
group had lost their homes and had to relocate to different schools.  Within the first session, these 
eighth graders realized that the “beef” that they had, stemmed from the trauma they had been 
experiencing all their lives; that was then exacerbated by a tragic hurricane. Yet, they had never had 
the opportunity to process that nor understand it. I did not realize it in the moment, but each session 
with these kids changed me and gave me a better understanding of how and why one’s choices are 
so deeply affected by their experiences.  Later, as I began my work with what acts as the juvenile 
public defender’s office, providing a mental health lens to cases, I was able to take that experience 
and use it for context.  I was able to provide courts with a narrative on not only who a client is but also 
why they might have made the choices that they did. 

When most people think of Social Workers, they see them as individuals who might work for 
child protection type services and/or provide mentorship to their clients.  Yet, Social Workers add a 
side to Indigent Defense that has proven much needed and has provided a piece to holistic 
representation that is unique and unmatched. Although I have only begun my journey here with the 
Private Defender Panel, in the next year I see much growth and expansion when it comes to Social 
Workers on defense teams.  The goal is to make sure a mental health professional is available to 
work on a case no matter the type of case or posture, so that clients’ needs are always respected and 
met, regardless of who they are or where they come from. 

Investigation Update  
By Omar Barraza, Chief Investigator 

I am proud of the work that has been accomplished by our great team of investigators this past 
fiscal year. Conducting investigations during the pandemic was challenging and yet they adapted and 
did an outstanding job. The world of defense investigations has changed so much in the past several 
years, with enormous amounts of discovery requiring investigators to learn new discovery 
organizational techniques.  In addition, as part of the holistic approach to criminal defense, our 
investigators understand the importance of providing a thorough social history background and 
mitigation work.  This is particularly critical to helping our panel attorneys in advocating for clients who 
suffer from mental health disorders.  I am extremely proud of their work and am excited about my role 
of offering more support as the landscape of defense investigations continues to change.  

(Continued on next page) 
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New PDP Investigators 

Indiana Albanes began her career working as a Group Supervisor at San Mateo County Juvenile Hall. 
She then went on to work as a Habeas Corpus Resource Center investigator and a federal probation 
officer. Indiana has a BA in psychology and a master’s degree in social work. She is fluent in Spanish. 

Richard Lee has extensive experience in security and investigation work. He has worked at several tech 
companies including TikTok, Yelp Inc., Uber and Yahoo. Prior to his work with tech companies, he 
worked as an intelligence officer with the CIA. He was an instructor at the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center. Rick has sociology degrees from the University of Pennsylvania (BA) and Princeton 
University (MA). He also has a law degree from University of Michigan Law School and is a member of 
the Michigan and Washington D.C. Bar. 

Connie Cook has a BS from UC Davis in Human Development with a minor in Psychology and a Master 
of Social Work degree from Boston University. She obtained her LCSW in 1997 and began her career 
working at an in-patient psychiatry unit at San Francisco General Hospital. Connie then worked as a 
Federal Probation Officer for 20 years: she was a pre-sentence investigator for 13 years and supervised 
a case load of high-risk offenders for 7 years. 

Chris Eggers joined our group of investigators after a 12-year law enforcement career. He began his 
career with the Oakland Police Department, following which he worked at the San Francisco Police 
Department.  There, he was a Field Training Officer, Report Writing Instructor, and DUI/SFST Instructor.  
He has also completed Drug Recognition Expert training via the CHP.   

Amanda Freel has over 24 years of experience working as a private investigator with experience in 
criminal defense, civil litigation, family law, domestic investigations and background checks. Amanda 
was a Certified Investigation Instructor in the State of California and has taught at The Learning 
Exchange in Sacramento and at the Investigative Career Program in San Francisco.  

In addition, efforts were made this past year to encourage our lawyers to take advantage of the 
support investigators offer, to secure the best outcomes in their cases. In the previous years, 
investigators had been assigned to an average of 936 cases a year. Last year, this figure jumped to 
1286 cases. 

We also added five new investigators to the panel, and I look forward to adding a variety of new 
investigators with different experience and specialties so that our investigation group can grow and 
continue to collaborate and support our lawyers to ensure that our clients continue to be provided with 
exceptional representation. 
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EXPERTS 

Experts are also an integral part of the defense team, whether as consultants or witnesses.   
The range of forensic experts called upon to assist PDP lawyers in the defense of their cases is limited 
only by the Rules of Evidence. Examples of such experts include: 

• Forensic Psychiatrists and Neurologists
• Psychologists
• Physicians
• Serologists
• Toxicologists
• Accident Re-Constructionists
• Social Workers
• Weapons, Tool Mark, and Ballistics Specialists
• Crime Scene Investigators
• Fingerprint and Handwriting Analysts
• DNA Experts

LEGAL RESEARCH 

To effectively represent each client, PDP attorneys have access to a complete library of legal 
research materials through a contract with LexisNexis, their subscriptions to which the PDP partially 
subsidizes.   

IMMIGRATION RESOURCES 

Finally, many of our clients have immigration status issues which complicate the attorneys’ 
representation of their clients and aggravate the potential outcome of the cases. To assist the 
attorneys, the PDP has a contract with the Immigrant Legal Resource Center to provide PDP attorneys 
with legal advice regarding the benefits and risks of the resolution of cases. PDP attorneys take full 
advantage of all these resources as necessary to secure best outcomes. 
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JUVENILE DIVISION 

Juvenile Division Update  
By Ronald Rayes, Managing Attorney – Juvenile 

By the beginning of FY 2020-21, the juvenile office had settled into the “new 
normal” of representing our young clients and their families during the COVID-19 
pandemic. Our juvenile law attorneys carried on with their mission to provide high quality 
representation regardless of the challenges they face.  

Our juvenile court remained open for in-person appearances and offered the option of appearing 
remotely.  To do their part in slowing down the spread, our attorneys would only appear in person when 
necessary and utilized the remote option whenever possible.  

Along with our justice partners, we were able to keep cases moving forward, and we avoided 
creating any back log in cases. Our attorneys sought the release of detained clients at detention 
hearings, and they reported that approximately 70% of the incarcerated children were released at the 
detention hearing. While we missed the personal interaction with the attorneys that is unique to the 
juvenile office, there were some advantages to the virtual platform. One of the advantages was our 
ability to broaden the network of presenters for our in-house training program which will be discussed 
later in this report.  

Our efforts to provide high-quality representation did not stop with the individual clients, we 
recognized that participating in the justice reform effort is also important. We actively tracked and 
supported many important justice reform legislative bills.  The following is a highlight of some of the 
legislative bills: AB624 (The Youth Fair Process Act), which was signed into the law on 9/24/2021; 
AB1127 (Juvenile Three Strikes Reform), AB 333 (The STEP Forward Act, gang enhancement reform), 
SB 203, (Juvenile Custodial Interrogations), SB 823 and SB 92 (Juvenile Justice Realignment).   

We also opposed the State Bar of California working group’s recommendation to extend the 
para-professional program to conservatorships and guardianship. We explained to them the complexity 
of this area of law and the degree of training required to qualify for court appointment in such cases.  

We continue to be involved in the shaping and implementation of SB 823/SB 92 in our county by 
working closely with members of the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council, and its subcommittee.  To 
stay informed on the latest development on SB 823 and SB 92, managing attorney, Ron Rayes, attends 
weekly meetings that bring together a coalition of juvenile defenders and community-based 
organizations throughout the state to share experiences, strategies, and ideas on the implementation of 
the realignment and the creation of secure track programs.  

(Continued on the next page) 
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PDP Second Annual Holiday Pizza Party at YSC 

To spread some holiday cheer to the youth detained at YSC and Camp Kemp, the PDP 
attorneys, investigators, and staff sponsored a pizza party for them.  The party affords the opportunity 
to spend time with the youth and get to know them outside the confines of the courtroom.  Unlike last 
year, due to COVID restrictions, we were not able to serve the youth, nor to eat lunch with them.  
Instead, we delivered the pizza and our well wishes of a giant post card.  We are grateful to 
Superintendent Clark and her staff for taking on these tasks this year and ensuring that the party was a 
success!  

Another transformative bill that was passed during this fiscal year was SB 203, which increased 
the age of youth that must consult with an attorney prior to any custodial interrogation from 15 years 
and younger to 17 years and younger. As part of the planning for SB 203, we expanded our existing 
program to ensure that we can accommodate all calls associated with this change in the law.  The Chief 
Defender sent letters to all the law enforcement agencies in San Mateo County to raise their awareness 
about the new law and remind them that our attorneys are available to provide Miranda consultations 
24 hours a day 7 days a week. We are pleased to report that so far, all the law enforcement agencies 
have been following the consultation requirements in SB 203. 
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Dedication and Commitment 
By Kathy Yolken 

Bonnie Miller started her legal career representing banks and other civil clients. Looking for 
a change, in 1994, she joined the juvenile division of the PDP program.  She enjoyed the challenge 
of practicing juvenile law and soon became a Certified Child Welfare Law Specialist.   Bonnie has 
represented well over a thousand minors and families in San Mateo County, navigating the complex 
and complicated juvenile court system.  Her dedication to her clients and their families is obvious, 
and she has earned the respect of colleagues and judges alike.   

Her no-nonsense style and tireless advocacy have won her multiple awards. In addition, her 
tenure on the Juvenile Justice Commission brought much-needed oversight and policy advocacy to 
the county.  

Thoughtful evaluation, thorough investigation, and creative lawyering have been the 
hallmark of Bonnie's success over her years on the PDP panel.  She was planning to downsize her 
practice before the pandemic, but not wanting to abandon any clients or the program in such a 
difficult time, she kept her demanding caseload and advocated fiercely throughout these trying 
times.   

And what an unusual year this was: utilizing DocuSign and Zoom to keep people distanced 
and healthy, language interpretation via conference calls and lengthy Zoom trials.  During this time, 
our juvenile attorneys, with Bonnie's continued leadership and example, really stepped up to make 
sure that cases continued to move through the courts, clients remained informed, and vulnerable 
children and families received their due process.   

The work that Bonnie started, educating the participants in the juvenile system on critical 
issues such as adolescent brain development and the impact of incarceration on education and 
mental health, will have a long-lasting effect on our program and our court.   Her continued 
dedication to our clients, juvenile law, and this county reflects the very best of the PDP. 

Gina Jett, Kathy Yolken, Carol Koenig, Bonnie Miller 
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The PDP’s staff expansion to include Preet (Harpreet Samra), and the panel’s broad use of 
experts and immigration resources were described above.  The breadth of representation afforded by 
this holistic approach is in keeping with California’s legislative goals of providing alternatives to 
imprisonment in appropriate cases.  Mental Health Diversion (Pen. Code, §1001.36), which was 
effective in June 2018, has been used successfully by the PDP attorneys to secure diversion for 
mentally ill clients who meet the statutory requirements.  This year, the California Legislature has 
created a new diversion statute, effective January 1, 2021 (Pen. Code, §1000.95), which allows the 
superior court to place a defendant on diversion for most misdemeanor offenses for up to 24 months, 
subject to certain conditions.  If the conditions are met, and any mandated restitution is paid, a person 
then becomes eligible to have their case dismissed. 

This type of diversion program has long been in effect for many first offense drug possession 
offenses and has more recently gone into effect for certain felony mental health cases.  However, this 
new law will have a much broader impact, as it covers many of the offenses that we often see filed in 
the misdemeanor courts.  The Court has created a dedicated calendar to address these cases which 
will be heard twice a month on alternating Fridays. 

 As implementation occurs, the misdemeanor diversion scheme will assist many of our clients to 
avoid sustaining convictions for minor offenses, greatly impacting their future employability and success 
in life.  This is another big step in the current trend to decriminalize minor criminal conduct and to 
instead address these issues through treatment and counseling and rehabilitation.    

FORMAL TRAINING

The contract with the County requires that PDP panel attorneys meet the minimum continuing 
legal education (MCLE) requirement every three years.  In practice, many panel attorneys completed 
far more hours than strictly required by the State Bar. PDP attorneys averaged 18.75 hours of MCLE 
for FY 2020 - 21.  21 PDP attorneys had more than 25 hours of MCLE, and 7 attorneys had more than 
40 hours of MCLE.  

The Private Defender Program presented a total of 25 hours of PDP-sponsored continuing legal 
education in the 2020-2021 fiscal year, free of charge to panel members.  These programs are 
accredited to provide both general and specific MCLE credits and are geared to both the adult and 
juvenile panels.  The PDP tracks attendance at these events, requiring verification of attendance. Due 
to the ongoing pandemic, all of the PDP trainings were presented via Zoom. The PDP was pleased to 
see that these programs were well-attended by the PDP panel attorneys and many attorneys have 
remarked on the convenience of being able to attend trainings via Zoom.  

PURSUING ALTERNATIVE OUTCOMES: MISDEMEANOR DIVERSION 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.1: ATTORNEY TRAINING 
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Despite the pandemic, the Juvenile branch offered a record 13 units of juvenile continuing 
education credits. Further, through collaboration with our justice partners and the juvenile court, we 
organized, for the first time, a two-part training addressing the Link between Child Abuse and the 
Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children (CSEC). This training was not only well attended by our 
attorneys, it was also attended by our juvenile court judges, deputies from the Office of District Attorney 
Juvenile Branch, and members from Community Based Organizations.  The success of this training is 
going to serve as a blueprint for more collaboration on future trainings with our justice partners.    

Additionally, the adult division provided three hours of specialized trainings to a cohort of 
attorneys who are new to the practice of criminal law. The trainings, while not given for MCLE credit, 
are critical to ensuring that PDP attorneys who are new to the practice are supported and allowed to 
grow in ways that help the attorneys and their clients. This is discussed in more detail below in the 
section on mentoring. 

The PDP provided the following attorney training during the past fiscal year, all but three of 
which qualified for MCLE credits.   

In addition to the trainings provided by the PDP, an education fund of $750 is available annually 
for each PDP lawyer.  These funds may be spent on education and training programs that are directly 
related to the types of cases the attorney is handling for PDP clients and on memberships in 
professional organizations such as the California Attorneys for Criminal Justice (CACJ) and the 
National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (NACDL).  In addition, the Private Defender Program 
pays for all panel attorneys’ membership in the California Public Defender’s Association (CPDA).  
CPDA, CACJ and NACDL provide excellent legal education programs, presented by talented and 
devoted criminal and juvenile practitioners. PDP attorneys can take advantage of these programs 
through their education funds, and many attended programs which exceeded their education funds.   

There are numerous other resources that are available to PDP juvenile panelists.  The juvenile 
panel attorneys consult and work with the following organizations on juvenile justice law and policies: 
the Youth Law Center, the Pacific Juvenile Defense Center (PJDC), Youth Justice Initiatives and the 
Youth and Education Law Project (YELP).  In addition, juvenile panelists obtain specialized trainings 
pertinent to the juvenile practice from the PJIC, Care Foundation (MAT) https://www.chcf.org, YELP 
and Fresh Lifelines for Youth (FLY). 

Managing Attorney-Juvenile, Ron Rayes serves on the advisory board for PJDC, as well as 
being a member of the San Mateo County Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children Steering 
Committee, a member of the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council and a monthly presenter at the 
Juvenile justice and Delinquency Prevention Commission. 

https://www.chcf.org/
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PDP Seminars July 1, 2020- June 30, 2021 

Date Seminar Title Presenter(s) 

7/9/2020 Jury Trial in the Time of COVID Gerrit Rutgers  
Paul DeMeester 

7/21/2020 
Voir Dire Workshop with Michael Ogul 

Presented by Santa Clara County Public Defender’s 
Office 

Michael Ogul  
Santa Clara County  

Public Defender's Office 
Geoffrey T. Carr  

8/20/2020 Navigating Mental Health Diversion John Elworth 
Mitri Hanania 

9/30/2020 Immigration Webinar Part 1: Stopping ICE Transfers 
in San Mateo County 

Sarah Lee 
Sarait Escorza 
Sean McMahon 

San Mateo County Coalition for 
Immigrants Rights 

11/13/2020 Opening Statements: The Best Part of Trial L. Scott Sherman

1/22/2021 Immigration Webinar Part 2: Defending Immigrant 
Clients in California 

Krsana Avila 
Grisel Ruiz 

1/28/2021 New Laws for 2021 Garrick Byers 

3/4/2021 Racial Justice Act 
Rebecca Young, SF Public 

Defender 
Jane Brown, Alameda Co. PD 

3/24/2021 
Veterans Treatment Court: Everything You Need to 

Know About the Process, Programs and 
Admissions 

Randy Hey  
Dr. Heather McIsaac 

4/8/2021 Duties of PDP Attorneys to their Clients 
(New Attorney Cohort) 

Eric Liberman  
Scott Sherman 

4/28/2021 The Pruno Project: Exonerated Prisoners 
Zavion Johnson 
Obie Anthony 

Presented by The Pruno Project 
and SMCBA 

4/29/2021 Case Theory (New Attorney Cohort) Eric Liberman 
Scott Sherman 

5/5/2021 Discovery in Criminal Cases (New Attorney Cohort) Eric Liberman 
Scott Sherman 

5/13/2021 A Discussion of Bail and Litigation now that 
Humphrey is the Law Marsanne Weese 

6/24/2021 A Discussion of the California Electronic Privacy 
and Communication Act Matthew Sullivan 
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PDP Juvenile Seminars July 1, 2020- June 30, 2021 
Date Seminar Title Presenter(s) 

7/23/2020 Juvenile Record Sealing and Expungement Raul Arroyo-Mendoza 

8/6/2020 Advocating for the Education Rights of Youth 
Bill Koski & Tara Ford 
Stanford Law School 

Youth & Education Law Project 

9/25/2020 PJDC: Juvenile Hall Closures 

Patricia Soung, Juvenile Justice 
Consultant, 

Tshaka Barrows, Burn’s Institute, 
Patti Lee, SFPD Juvenile Division 

(In coordination with PJDC) 

9/26/2020 PJDC - Policing as Trauma; Litigating Race, Adolescence 
and Trauma in a Juvenile Case 

Kristin Hennig 
Georgetown University Professor 

(In coordination with PJDC) 

10/21/2020 PJDC - SB823 Forum Part 1 - What has changed? Pacific Juvenile Defender Center  

10/27/2020 PJDC - SB823 Forum Part 2 - What can we do about it? Pacific Juvenile Defender Center 
(PJDC) 

11/12/2020 PJDC - SB823 Forum Part 3 - What remains the same? Pacific Juvenile Defender Center 
(PJDC) 

11/12/2020 The Indian Child Welfare Act: Protecting the Rights of our 
Indian Families *Juvenile Branch Lindsey Dazel Nichols 

11/29/2020 PJDC - SB823 Forum Part 4– What do we do for clients who 
go to DJJ? 

Pacific Juvenile Defender Center 
(PJDC) 

1/8/2021 
The Link between Child Sexual Abuse and Commercial 
Sexual Exploitation:  Protocols and Services for CSEC 

Youth 
Amanda LeBlanc Freeman, 

Rape Trauma Services 

1/22/2021 
Session II:  The Link between Child Sexual Abuse and 

Commercial Sexual Exploitation:  Protocols and Services 
for CSEC Youth 

Rose Mukhar 

2/18/2021 Juvenile Laws Update Jonathan Grossman 

4/7/2021 Probation Termination & Local Rules for 786 Record 
Sealing Ron Rayes 

4/28/2021 It Starts at Detention: "Defense Strategies for Enforcing 
Probation's Foster Care Obligations" 

Meredith Desautels 
Jasmine Miller 

6/30/2021 E-Filing Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency
Jeff Rolston 

Supervising Clerk Juvenile Div. 
County of San Mateo Superior 

Court 
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The PDP mentoring program is designed to ensure high quality representation by 
assigning experienced attorneys to provide support and guidance to less experienced PDP 
attorneys. All attorneys recently admitted to the Program are assigned a mentor, regardless of 
experience. The mentor/mentee relationships allow for attorneys to grow and improve their level 
of practice. At the same time, the mentor assists PDP management with oversight and quality 
control by providing information about the mentee’s performance as an attorney. 

The Chief Defender selects mentor attorneys who have extensive experience in all phases 
of criminal and/or juvenile defense and who are best suited to provide assistance to the mentee 
attorney based on the mentee’s current experience and practice level. For instance, a mentor 
assigned to an attorney who is new to the practice of criminal law who is handling misdemeanors, 
and a mentor assigned to an attorney who is looking to move from low-level felonies to high-level 
complex felonies will have different needs of their mentor. Thus, it is important for the PDP to 
assign the right mentor for the right situation. 

This past fiscal year, the PDP created a series of training modules for panel lawyers who are 
new to the practice of criminal law, led by managing attorney Scott Sherman. This is the beginning of 
an exciting transformation of the way the PDP trains lawyers. The training modules include ethical 
responsibilities of criminal defense attorneys, how to investigate cases, plea bargaining, suppression of 
evidence, and trial skills, amongst other things. The new lawyers are also provided with attorney 
mentors who are there to support the attorneys and answer questions and offer guidance as needed. 
Additionally, the new attorneys in the program are encouraged to attend group meetings where they 
can discuss their cases with other attorneys and investigators. Engaging in case specific discussions 
allows attorneys to put lessons taught in training modules into practice. Having multiple eyes on a case 
makes for a more thorough analysis of a case and can prevent attorneys from missing issues. 
Additionally, it fosters camaraderie and demonstrates the value of working collaboratively on cases, 
which makes for a better outcome for the client.  

Currently the PDP has a cohort of five attorneys participating in the training program for new 
lawyers. They are aggressive advocates who are making use of their training and support and fighting 
hard for their clients. The PDP looks forward to the great work they will be doing for years to come.  

MENTORING 
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Paragraph 4.d.2 of the Agreement between the County and the Association requires annual 
evaluations of “the professional performance of each Private Defender Program Attorney.”  The Annual 
Report must include a summary of the “number of evaluations conducted and the results thereof” 
without breaching the confidentiality of the evaluations.  This past fiscal year, the attorneys of the adult 
and juvenile panels were asked to complete different forms, in order to better track the responses.  A 
copy of the Annual Survey forms the attorneys were asked to complete are attached as Appendix 4. 

The Chief Defender, Assistant Chief Defender, the Managing Attorneys and Assistant 
Managing Attorney met over several days to evaluate the performance of each PDP attorney over 
the 2020-2021 fiscal year. Using the Annual Survey, writing sample, personal observations by 
management and all other information available, the PDP management team conducted a 
thorough discussion of each attorney. Some attorneys were excused, because they had recently 
joined the panel prior to the end of the fiscal year and had not done enough work for the panel to 
make an evaluation worthwhile, or they did not have a traditional caseload. In the Juvenile Division 
all attorneys are met with annually by the Managing Attorney. In the Adult Division, which has a 
larger number of attorneys, certain attorneys were selected to have a meeting with the Managing 
Attorney. The reasons for meeting with the Managing Attorney of the Adult Division include: 

• Encouraging the attorneys to seek additional training opportunities
• Encouraging additional use of investigators
• Encouraging additional use of experts
• Encouraging the attorneys to have more jury trials in appropriate cases
• Addressing any shortcomings in attorney performance
• Addressing expectations of each attorney going forward
• Seeking feedback from the attorneys about the PDP
• Evaluations by PDP Management include:

• 103 Total Attorneys Discussed
• 86 Annual Surveys received and reviewed3

• 86 Writing samples received and reviewed
• 10 Attorneys in the Adult Division selected to meet with the Managing Attorney
• 18 Attorneys in the Juvenile Division have an annual meeting with the

Managing Attorney

3 17 Attorneys were excused from the annual surveys. Reasons for being excused include attorneys who handle calendars, but 
do not have active caseloads.

PARAGRAPH 4.d.2: ATTORNEY EVALUATIONS 

2020-2021 – Results of the Evaluations 
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In addition to the information collected through the Annual Surveys, there are many other ways 
in which PDP management regularly evaluates the performance of the PDP lawyers. The attorneys of 
the PDP are a wide-ranging group, from death penalty - qualified lawyers with more than 40 years of 
experience to younger lawyers recently admitted to practice. The diversity of experience is one of the 
greatest strengths of the PDP, and any meaningful evaluation must be tailored to the particular lawyer 
whose performance is being evaluated.  Attached as Appendix 3 is a set of Evaluation Standards used 
to generally evaluate attorney performance throughout the year. Listed below are a number of 
measures and methods utilized to conduct such evaluations. 

How Performance is Evaluated 

I – Caseload Monitoring 

The PDP uses case management software to assign cases to PDP members.  Attorneys and 
investigators use this case management software for billing. The PDP is able to monitor attorney 
caseloads in order to ensure attorneys are not taking on too much work. Caseloads are monitored 
regularly and there is a quarterly meeting dedicated to formally reviewing the number of case 
assignments and caseloads for each panel attorney, which is discussed below. 

II- Motions Practice

All motions that are filed in a case must be submitted through the case management system for 
review by management. If the motion is not submitted, the lawyer will not be paid for that motion. This 
affords the PDP the opportunity to review the attorney’s written work product on a regular basis 
throughout the year.   

Each attorney must submit a motion or brief that represents the attorney’s original work as part 
of the Annual Survey. The survey also tracks the filing of motions on significant substantive issues such 
as: 

• Motions to Suppress Evidence (Penal Code Section1538.5)

• Motions to Dismiss (Penal Code Section 995)

• Motions for Impeachment Evidence (Pitchess Motions).

III- In-Court Observations

Managing Attorneys regularly attend court calendars and trials to personally assess the 
courtroom skills of PDP lawyers. These administrators observe PDP lawyers in jury trials, court trials, 
hearings on motions, superior court reviews, and pretrial conferences with or without advance notice. 

The Chief Defender and Assistant Chief Defender are notified each week about which cases 
and lawyers are scheduled to appear on the following Monday’s trial calendar. Most PDP lawyers 

ADDITIONAL EVALUATION STANDARDS 
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handling misdemeanor and felony cases, and all of the lawyers handling juvenile court cases, were 
thus observed. In-court observation was, again, limited due to the Covid-19 orders limiting public 
access to the courts, however, management observations resumed by means of Zoom and audio 
access to court hearings. 

Additionally, PDP management periodically receives feedback from the judiciary concerning the 
in-court performance of PDP panel attorneys. 

IV– In-Person Contact 

The PDP fosters a collaborative environment with its lawyers. The Chief Defender, Assistant 
Chief Defender, and the Managing Attorneys are all knowledgeable, accomplished and experienced 
trial attorneys whose doors are always open to PDP lawyers to come and discuss case tactics and 
strategies. These discussions are beneficial to the attorney and their client, and they also provide an 
evaluation opportunity for the PDP management. 

To secure the assistance of an expert in a case, the assigned lawyer must contact the Chief 
Defender, Assistant Chief Defender, or Managing Attorneys and explain why the specific case requires 
the assistance of an expert. This presents a good opportunity for administrators to acquaint themselves 
with the manner in which the attorney is preparing the defense of his or her case in the context of the 
facts presented by the prosecution and those gathered by defense investigation. 

In addition, management meets regularly with assigned mentors, who provide a valuable insight 
into the skill level and progress of new panel attorneys. 

When Performance is Evaluated 

I – Quarterly Caseload Reviews 

The Chief Defender, Assistant Chief Defender, and Managing Attorneys meet quarterly to 
discuss caseloads and performance of all panel attorneys based upon the factors above as well as 
trials held over the last quarter. PDP management reviews the types and numbers of cases each 
lawyer is being assigned by analyzing the DefenderData case management system. This enables the 
PDP to monitor individual caseloads and ensure that the right case is assigned to the right attorney, 
i.e., an attorney with the right skill set and time and ability to take on the case. PDP staff is also
consulted at the quarterly meetings for input on the professionalism of the attorneys.

II – Annual Surveys 

As discussed above, an Annual Survey yields significant factual data which the PDP uses to 
verify and track attorney use of training resources, investigators, and experts, as well as the degree of 
significant litigation and motion practice and the results thereof. The analysis of this data allows the 
PDP to closely monitor the individual panel attorneys, and to identify any problem areas. 

The Chief Defender, Assistant Chief Defender and Managing Attorneys meet and go over each 
and every annual survey. The parties then discuss which attorneys are candidates to move up to more 
advanced cases, which attorneys need improvement, and which attorneys need to be called in for a 
meeting to discuss the results of the annual survey. 
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While an Officer of the Day (OD) is available every business day to receive complaints pursuant 
to the Agreement, the role of the OD is far more expansive, and the OD is an excellent resource for the 
entire community.  The OD spends many hours each week simply answering questions, calming fears, 
and giving advice to members of the public who call for help.  ODs, as a group, average between 50 to 
100 inquiries from the public each week through telephone calls and drop-in visits to the PDP office.  
The ODs are happy to answer any questions of the public that relate to criminal law – their area of 
expertise.   

The PDP administration uses a centralized system to record and document all complaints 
received, whether they come in by phone, letter or an in-person visit.  All complaints, along with a 
description of the issue and resolution, are entered into the DefenderData Prime system designed 
specifically to track complaints.  The system allows the PDP administration to search all entries to 
better track an individual client’s complaint history, as well as whether numerous complaints are being 
made against a specific attorney.  The DefenderData system is used to create case assignments and it 
also serves as the PDP billing system.  The PDP uses this companion system to record complaints by 
individuals, attaching those complaints to their specific cases.  Everyone who handles complaints or 
complaint resolution in the PDP office uses this centralized system to obtain the same information, 
track the history of the case and determine if previous complaints have been made.  The entire staff 
has received special training on using DefenderData for this purpose to ensure there will be uniformity. 

When clients have complaints, their first point of contact is usually the Officer of the Day.  The 
OD will discuss and review any complaints with the clients and attempt to resolve any issues, if 
possible.  Many complaints can be resolved with an open discussion or a simple phone call to the 
appointed lawyer.  A request to speak with the OD’s supervisor, if made, is always honored and the 
Managing Attorney will meet with the client. 

When issues cannot be readily resolved, at times, clients will ask for a different attorney to 
handle their case going forward.  The OD reviews the request and provides a recommendation to 
management.  If the OD recommends a new lawyer be appointed, that recommendation is almost 
always followed, and a replacement attorney will be appointed.  If the OD does not believe a different 
attorney is warranted, then that decision will be reviewed by one of the Managing Attorneys.  If the 
Managing Attorney believes a new attorney is appropriate, then a new lawyer will be assigned to 
handle the case.  If the Managing Attorney does not believe a new attorney should be appointed, then 
that decision will be reviewed by either the Assistant Chief Defender or the Chief Defender.   

      Clients are also informed of their right to seek a Marsden hearing to have a judge determine 
whether different counsel should be assigned to their cases.  The PDP will always abide by a ruling of 
the superior court.  Further, clients are informed of their right to file a complaint with the California State 
Bar if they feel such a complaint is warranted.   

The County Agreement, in section 4.d.3, sets forth the complaint procedure.  A flowchart 
describing the client complaint process was disseminated to all staff and panel attorneys.  The 
complaint flowchart is found on the next page. 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.3 CLIENT COMPLAINTS 
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In the fiscal year ending on June 30, 2021, there were 2671 calls to the OD, which fell 
into the following categories: 

INQUIRIES:  2,545 

General Inquiries (examples from this fiscal year include): 

“How much experience do your lawyers have?” 
“Does San Mateo County court allow people to watch court on zoom?” 
“Cop’s harassing me, can I file a motion?” 

Specific Inquiries (examples from this fiscal year include): 

“Can I get my charges expunged?” 
“I am out of state and can’t travel because of COVID, can I appear on zoom?” 
“I missed a court date, can you help me get a warrant recalled?” 
“Somebody told me about something called Humphries, do I have to pay to get my husband out?” 
“I hear they are diverting misdemeanors, am I going to face my DUI?” 
“My son has psychological problems, can he get mental health diversion?” 

COMPLAINTS: 126 total, divided into two broad categories, as follows: 

Relationship Issues: 78 (examples from this fiscal year include): 

“My case is over and I want my lawyer to give me my discovery.” 
“My lawyer doesn’t answer his phone.” 

Performance Issues: 48 (examples from this fiscal year include): 

“I don’t want my lawyer, I want to get a member of the dream team.” 
“I am on the eve of trial and nothing has been done.” 
“My lawyer waived time, but I did not want to.” 

Managing Attorneys reviewed documentation of each and every inquiry or complaint 
prepared by the ODs. In each instance of a client complaint to the OD, the attorney 
involved was notified and asked about the client’s complaint. The OD also reviewed the 
available court records and PDP client information to determine the appropriate disposition 
of the complaint. 

There were three Marsden motions granted by the Court during the year based on the Judge’s 
assessment that there had been a communications breakdown between the attorney and the client. No 
Marsden motions were granted based on allegations of ineffective assistance of counsel.  

Five percent of the total inquiries were complaints, and just two percent raised perceived 
performance issues. Several of the received phone calls from clients to the OD included praise and 
thanks for their court-appointed attorney or thanks for the assistance of the OD. 
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Paragraph 4.d.4 of the Agreement between the County and the Association requires a report on 
the caseloads of PDP lawyers.  It states: 

The Association and County agree that the number and type of cases for which a 
lawyer is responsible may impact the quality of representation individual clients 
receive. While there are many variables to consider, including the seriousness or 
complexity of each case and the skill and experience of the individual lawyer, useful 
information might be gathered from an evaluation of the caseloads of Private 
Defender Program attorneys. To this end, the Private Defender Program shall 
include the caseloads of each Private Defender Program attorney by types of cases, 
as well as the average caseloads for the Private Defender Program as a whole in 
the annual report. . . 

Under the Association’s Agreement with the County, the PDP is obligated to represent all 
indigent persons entitled to appointed counsel at public expense. Such representation is not 
limited to criminal and juvenile cases. The broader range of representation for which the PDP is 
responsible is described in detail in the Agreement attached as Appendix 1 and below. 

Cases are assigned to attorneys based on their ability, training and experience, their 
availability to appear on the dates set for a particular case, and an assessment of the attorney’s 
current caseload, which is determined from the Program’s case management software, as well as 
discussions with the attorneys. The Office Manager and her staff assign routine adult cases, while 
the Chief Defender or Assistant Chief Defender reviews each non-routine case to assess the level 
of seriousness and complexity and makes the assignment to a qualified attorney. 

All of the cases that come to the Private Defender Program Juvenile Office are reviewed by 
the Managing Attorney, who then assigns them to the individual attorneys. These assignments are 
based on complexity of the case, the seriousness of the allegations in the petition and the caseload 
of the attorneys.  Great emphasis is given on maintaining continuity of attorney where possible. 

Attached as Appendix 5 is a document entitled, “Private Defender Program Case Counts 
for the Year Ended June 30, 2021.” 

Attached as Appendix 6 is a chart reflecting the number and types of cases that each 
attorney on the Private Defendant Panel was assigned during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
2021. The case type corresponds to the case types defined in Section 2 of the Agreement, which 
is attached as Appendix 1. 

A summary of the case types precedes the figures in Appendix 6. Appendix 6 includes 
information in columns and rows in addition to the Types A, B, C, and E. Specifically, the last 
column labeled “Type X” reflects services Private Defender Program attorneys provide and for 
which they are compensated, but which are not individual cases. A complete description of the 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.4: ATTORNEY CASELOADS 
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services set forth in the column labeled “Type X” is in Paragraph 1 of the Agreement, attached as 
Appendix 1, labeled “Services.” 

Also included is a row labeled “Attorney Unassigned,” which encompasses a wide variety of 
cases. For example, it applies to cases in which an attorney is assigned, and the defendant thereafter 
fails to appear. If the client returns to court within sixty (60) days of the failure to appear, then the 
previously assigned attorney is expected to resume representation of the client and no additional 
case fee may be billed. The category also includes cases that were arraigned and for which the 
Private Defender Program had been appointed, but which had not been assigned to an attorney or 
which were in the process of being re-assigned to an attorney as of June 30, 2020. The “Ancillary 
Services” row of Appendix 6 corresponds to Paragraph 12 of the Agreement (attached as Appendix 1) 
and encompasses cases in which the court appoints the PDP to provide services, such as 
investigation and expert consultation, to defendants who are represented by private counsel but do 
not have sufficient funds for the ancillary services. Finally, the “Stanford Clinic” row refers to cases to 
which the PDP was appointed and which were assigned to Stanford Law School students, who were 
mentored by Private Defender Program attorneys, and advised by Stanford professors Ronald Tyler 
and Suzanne Luban. (See below for more information about the relationship between the PDP and 
the Stanford Criminal Law Clinic.) 

Even with the inclusion of these additional categories, Appendix 6 underrepresents the 
quantity of work that the Private Defender Program provides to the indigent community: the chart 
reflects only those cases that were arraigned during the fiscal year of July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021, 
and does not include continuing cases which were arraigned before July 1, 2020. 

Both the County and the Private Defender Program recognize that meeting with a client early in 
their case is important “in order to obtain information necessary to provide quality representation in the 
early stages of the case and to provide the client with information concerning the lawyer’s 
representation and the course criminal cases take in the San Mateo County Superior Court.” 
(Agreement, paragraph 4.d.5.)  In light of this recognition, Paragraph 4.d.5 of the Agreement with the 
County requires a report annually on the subject of attorneys’ initial meetings with their clients. Initial 
visits with in-custody clients after appointment and before the next court appearance are a requirement 
specifically set forth in the Practice and Procedure Manual of the Private Defender Program. 

The Agreement requires a report regarding the annual results derived from the system by 
which the Private Defender Program “monitors the occurrence of early interviews of incarcerated 
clients, taking into account the factors that affect the ability of Private Defender Program lawyers to 
make early jail visits, including but not limited to the number of days between arraignment and the 
next court appearance and the speed of assignment of cases to individual lawyers.” 

The PDP administration employs a variety of methods to monitor whether and how far in 
advance of the first post-arraignment court appearance PDP attorneys are visiting their in-custody 
clients. These include reviewing the billing records of special fee cases, observation of attorneys at 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.5: INITIAL CLIENT MEETINGS 



28 | P a g e

court appearances, court complaints, client complaints, and information the attorneys provide on their 
responses to the Annual Survey, a copy of which is provided in Appendix 4. The PDP administration 
is working to develop a more automated crosscheck through its software system for all cases, 
including non-special fee cases. 

In this fiscal year, PDP attorneys representing in-custody clients reported meeting with their 
clients before the initial substantive court appearance an average of 99% of the time or more. PDP 
attorneys also reported that they attempted to contact their non-custodial clients via letter to the 
address supplied on the criminal complaint, or by telephone at the number provided by the client to the 
arraignment calendar attorney.  In addition, the attorneys tried to return calls to the number provided by 
clients to the PDP administration when those clients called to get the name of the attorney assigned to 
their case(s). 

In recognition and acknowledgment of “the significant impact that the criminal justice system 
has on our community,” Paragraph 4.d.6 of the Agreement between the County and the Association 
calls for a report on the Community Outreach efforts of the Private Defender Program during the 
fiscal year. Both the juvenile and adult panels participated in significant community outreach this 
fiscal year, across a broad range of areas. 

Over the last year, the Private Defender Program has been building on its relationships with 
community organizations. While it has been slowed by the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, the PDP is 
proud of the work that it has been doing in the community.  

Expungements and Record Clearance 

The PDP is proud to provide record clearance services to the low-income people of our 
community. While some former clients will contact their PDP attorney to assist with expungements, the 
PDP maintains its officer of the day to assist callers, whether or not they were a prior PDP client.  In FY 
2020 - 21 the PDP assigned 381 cases for record clearance. 

Live expungement events with the PDP have been on hold due to the pandemic, but the PDP is 
excited for a future where we can again meet with people in person and work with partner organizations 
to reach the greatest number of people.   

Meetings with Community Organizations 

San Mateo County Coalition for Immigrants Rights 

During the last year, the PDP has had several virtual meetings with the San Mateo County 
Coalition for Immigrant Rights ("SMCCIR"). SMCCIR, founded in 2008, advocates for the rights of 
immigrants in the immigration and criminal legal systems. These meetings provide a valuable 
conversation with the PDP providing and receiving information about our immigrant clients. The PDP is 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.6: COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
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proud to be a partner with this organization which does tremendous work in our community defending 
the rights of immigrants.  

ACLU North Peninsula 

The ACLU is synonymous with civil rights, and the PDP over the last year has been working to 
tighten its relationship with ACLU's North Peninsula ("ACLU-NP") chapter. In meetings between the 
PDP and the ACLU-NP both sides can talk about conditions and issues our clients face. 

Silicon Valley De-Bug/San Mateo County Participatory Defense 

The Private Defender Program has been growing its relationship with Silicon Valley DeBug's 
San Mateo County Participatory Defense ("De-Bug"). De-Bug attends court hearings and is a great 
voice for the community and people who feel disenfranchised and intimidated by the criminal justice 
system. In regular meetings the PDP can hear the concerns of De-Bug and the people both 
organizations serve and work together on solutions. Part of that has been through community outreach. 

During the last year the PDP has been invited by De-Bug to present at two community meetings. 
Both meetings were virtual, due to COVID-19, but both were productive. Spanish interpretation was 
provided by the PDP.  The first community meeting was a “Know Your Rights” seminar for community 
members. Managing Attorney, Scott Sherman, presented to community members and answered 
questions related to interactions with law enforcement, including the local police and ICE.  The second 
community meeting was to "Meet the Private Defender Program." De-Bug had found that people were 
unsure about how the PDP's model worked. Chief Defender Lisa Maguire, and Managing Attorney, 
Scott Sherman, presented to community members about who management of the PDP is, who the 
PDP panel attorneys are, and the support available to those attorneys and their clients such as experts 
and investigators. Chief Defender Maguire also answered many of the questions and concerns of 
attendees.  

The PDP is hopeful that these meetings will improve its reach in the community and build an 
understanding of the excellent services provided by the PDP.  

PDP Supports Local Law Schools 

Stanford University School of Law - Criminal Defense Clinic 

In 2010, the PDP entered into a relationship with the Stanford University School of Law’s 
Criminal Defense Clinic. The PDP assists Professors Ron Tyler and Suzanne Luban with selecting 
cases which are appropriate for their students, and provides PDP panel attorneys to mentor their 
students. The panel attorneys who act as mentors inform the students about the process and assist the 
students and professors by informing the students about the day-to-day practice of indigent defense, 
informing the students about the practice of law in the San Mateo County Superior Court, and advising 
on caselaw and strategy. The experience is rewarding for the students and the attorney mentors. 

UC Hastings School of Law – Individual Representation Clinic 

The PDP has for several years assisted the UC Hastings Individual Representation Clinic 
("IRC"). The IRC places students as lead attorneys in clients' cases, with faculty providing support. In 
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the fall those students represent people trying to clear their criminal records. The PDP assists by 
screening cases for the IRC, providing assistance as requested by students, and by having a PDP staff 
attorney guest-lecture a class related to fines and fees and expungements. Last year the class was 
taught via Zoom, but it is hoped that they will be back in person in coming years.  The class is an 
opportunity to explain to students the procedures and intricacies of San Mateo County Superior Court 
and to explain how the PDP can be of assistance to those students. 

The PDP is proud to be associated with these prestigious institutions and to play a part in 
educating future attorneys. 

In a further attempt to monitor client relations, and at the request of the Board of 
Supervisors, the PDP administration began sending out client surveys in November of 2013. The 
clients who receive the surveys are selected at random from recently closed cases. The surveys 
are mailed, in Spanish and English, along with self-addressed stamped envelopes, in the hopes of 
facilitating a prompt return of the surveys. The surveys are also available on the PDP website, in 
Spanish and English, and are available at the PDP Offices in the lobby. 

The survey asks seven questions and invites expanded explanations of answers, as well as 
seeks any additional comments that the clients may wish to offer. The questions are crafted to 
determine if the clients felt that they had adequate opportunity to communicate meaningfully with 
their lawyers, and to determine if the clients believed that they received quality representation. 

The questions that address whether or not there was sufficient opportunity to communicate with 
counsel include: 

“Did your attorney return phone calls?” 
“Did you have a chance to meet with the attorney before the first court appearance?” 
“Did you have enough time with your attorney to discuss your case?” 
“Did your attorney explain sufficiently what was going on with your 
case?”  

The questions that address adequacy of representation include: 

“Did your attorney appear to be prepared in court?”  
“Was your attorney on time for meetings with you?” 
“Were you satisfied with the overall representation of your attorney?” 

Surveys are also available in the Juvenile Court lobby. Each survey has a stamped 
envelope, addressed to the PDP Office, to facilitate the return of responses. Note that client 
surveys are not mailed directly to juvenile clients in light of the confidentiality issues and the 
restrictions set forth in Welfare & Institutions Code, section 827 related to that client base. 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.7: CLIENT SURVEYS 
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The PDP administration sent out a total of 426 surveys during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 2021, receiving 35 replies, 33 of which were positive.  The 8.2% return rate is higher than in 
previous years, and we continue to hope for an even greater result.  In terms of the response rate, a 
continuing issue with the surveys sent out in the mail is related to the transient nature of our client 
base.  We are, however, pleased to report that of the responses received, 94% of the clients were 
happy with the performance of their attorneys. 

This last fiscal year was full of challenges brought on by the continuing Covid-19 pandemic, and 
the impacts were significant in the criminal justice arena.  Even under these adverse circumstances, 
the attorneys on the Private Defender Panel tried numerous cases to successful results.  We are proud 
to share the details of some notable advocacy by our panel members, and with our new ability to track 
trial outcomes, we are now able to share these statistics below.   

Trial Statistics 

FY 2020-21 was a successful year for panel attorneys. Adult Division attorneys reported 56 
cases were sent out for trial, despite the COVID-19 pandemic. The PDP attorneys valiantly represented 
their clients and were successful even in the face of COVID-19 obstacles. Courtrooms were not set up 
in their normal fashion. Jury selection occurred at the San Mateo County Event Center. Everyone was 
masked and required to comply with social distance requirements. Jury boxes housed the prosecution 
attorneys and the defense. The opposing sides of the jury box were separated by plexiglass. Plexiglass 
also was on the witness stand, so the witness could remove their mask to allow the jury to see the 
witness’s face. The jury was scattered around the room at tables typically reserved for plaintiffs and 
defendants, and amongst the seats typically reserved for the public.  PDP panel attorneys persevered 
and thrived. 

33 attorneys on the Adult Panel had a case sent out for trial – 32 jury, 1 bench 
8 of the attorneys on the Adult Panel had multiple cases sent out for trial 
5 attorneys on the Adult Panel had 3 or more cases sent out for jury trials 

Of the total PDP cases sent out for trial there were: 

25 misdemeanor trials 
2 competency trials 
29 felony trials 

The results of cases sent out for trial were strong, with 66% of PDP cases that were sent out 
resulting in an outcome that was the same or better than the initial pretrial offer.  

 STRONG ADVOCACY 
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52% (29) reported a better outcome after being sent out from trial, than the plea offer. 
14% (8) reported the same outcome after being sent out for trial, than the plea offer. 
34% (19) reported a worse outcome after being sent out for trial than the plea offer. 
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Jury Trials in The Time of Covid-19 
By Kirsten Keith 

2020 was a year of challenges that we have never known before and our court system had 
to rise to the occasion to keep us as safe as possible while not violating our constitutionally 
guaranteed rights, including the right to a speedy trial. 

On March 4, 2020, Governor Newsom declared a state of emergency in California due to 
Covid- 19, which was followed on March 13, 2020, by President Trump declaring a national 
emergency. Beginning on March 16, 2020, California counties began issuing stay-at-home orders. 
On March 19, 2020, Governor Newsom issued an Executive Order demanding that all Californians 
stay home, subject to certain limited exemptions. Courts were included in this exemption. Schools 
were closed statewide. At that time, there was no known cure or vaccination for Covid-19. On 
March 23, 2020, a Statewide Order by Honorable Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye, Chief Justice of 
California, suspended all jury trials for a period of sixty days. Courts were only allowed to conduct 
trials at an earlier date, upon a finding of good cause shown or using remote technology, when 
appropriate. 

It was under these circumstances that I found myself going to trial for the first time during 
Covid-19 for my client who I was appointed to represent in July, 2020 on a time not waived case. 
Her horrible judicial odyssey began in November 2016 and did not end until San Mateo County 
jurors found her not guilty of all charges on August 27, 2020. My client is a black woman and the 
Black Lives Matter Protests were erupting across the country. George Floyd was murdered by 
police in Minneapolis on May 25, 2020, just three months earlier. My client had also been treated 
atrociously at the hands of police and it was all on body cam videos. Emotions were raw. 

We were sent out to jury trial on August 17, 2020. Pre-Covid, all jurors reported to the jury 
room in the basement. Things were different now. I remember arriving at the Hall of Justice feeling 
nervous about the health situation and whether or not it was a good idea to go to trial in the middle 
of a pandemic. I remember seeing the jurors lined up outside around the building and court staff 
using a bullhorn to communicate with them. They were masked and waiting to go through a white 
tent to have their temperatures taken before being allowed into the building. 

Everything seemed odd and out of sorts. 

We were told to report to courtroom 2M on August 21, 2020 to start picking jurors. 
Courtroom 2M was the only courtroom in the courthouse large enough to allow potential jurors to 
properly socially distance from each other. Jurors not in the courtroom were in the basement 
socially distanced, listening and watching yet another zoom meeting of everything that was 
happening in Courtroom 2M. The Judge would periodically ask them to raise their hands to confirm 
that they could hear us. Needless to say, it was all very strange. I kept thinking that it felt like a bad 
sci-fi movie but this was actually our new reality. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Inside the courtroom, everything was different for us. I was now seated in the jury box with 
my client spaced six feet away from and behind me. The prosecution was also seated in the jury box 
with his investigating officer seated six feet from him. There was a short plexiglass screen dividing 
us from the prosecution. The jurors were seated at the counsel table and in the audience gallery. 
There weren’t many of them inside 2M as all were spaced apart, with mostly empty chairs. There 
were numbers for jurors 1 through 18, but you couldn’t read the numbers because they were 
blocked by the juror’s heads. During a later trial, the judge granted my request to have all jurors 
move one chair to the right so that their numbers were actually visible, and we would know who they 
were. 

After we picked the jury, we moved to a smaller courtroom, where once again the same 
seating arrangement was set up. We no longer had a desk and had to do everything on our laps. It 
was very difficult for the jurors to hear because the only speakers in the court room were in the jury 
box and everyone, including the witnesses, wore masks at all times. This made it extremely 
challenging to evaluate the credibility of witnesses, as all you could see were their eyes.  

My client felt alone as there was no room for any of her family members to be in the 
courtroom to provide emotional support for her and to show the jurors that she had people who 
cared about her. The court allowed a call-in line for listeners, but they had to make a request the 
day before to have access to the call-in line. Even if they had access, I was informed that the 
sound was garbled or too low and that it was just too hard to hear everything. 

After closing arguments, everyone left the courtroom and the jurors were sequestered there 
to deliberate, instead of in a smaller jury room which was no longer safe. They were told not to go 
behind the clerk’s or judge’s desk, nor use the phone, nor read any of the legal reference books in 
the courtroom. 

When the jurors came back with verdicts of not guilty on all counts, I turned around to face 
my client and we elbow bumped each other and started to cry. She later told me she really wanted 
to hug me but couldn’t because of Covid-19. It was an extremely emotionally draining moment for 
us. A few of the jurors remained in the hallway to speak with me after the case was completed. 
They expressed how horrified they were at what had been presented as evidence. One of them 
told me the videos were so disturbing that she wasn’t sure if she could handle the case. 

I watched the movie Shawshank Redemption again recently and reflected on how 
absolutely important the work we do to defend and fight for our clients every day is. I called my 
client as the credits rolled, just to say hello and see how she is doing. She is still suffering from the 
horrible repercussions of being accused of a crime. She lost her real estate license because of the 
charges brought against her. That was her only source of income, However, she persists. The trial 
system we currently have may not be perfect, but nevertheless, we work to ensure that trials 
continue and that our client’s rights are protected to the fullest extent of the law. 
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Bail Reform, Law, And Practice  
By Lana M. Kreidie, A ssistant Managing Attorney 
with Contributions From Marsanne Weese, Esq. 

Bail is a key to freedom for the accused who have not yet been proven to be guilty of any 
crime.  Private Defender panel member Marsanne Weese has been active at both the trial and 
appellate level in addressing bail inequities in our County.  She described the value of this freedom: 
“Affordable bail gives me hope that clients would be out of custody.  Clients that are out of custody 
can assist me more in their legal defense.  It is easier to speak with them.  It is easier for them to 
obtain documents that I may need. It is easier for them to review the discovery to assist me with 
their defense…being out of custody is necessary for a good defense.” 

Naturally, there is a balancing needed between the concern for public safety and the right to 
bail or release pending trial. Here in California, this balancing was addressed in Article 1, Sections 
12 and 28 of the California Constitution.   Article 1, Section 12 prohibits excessive bail and requires 
release on bail, with very limited exceptions for crimes deemed particularly violent, where the State 
can prove by clear and convincing evidence that the person would present a substantial likelihood 
of causing great bodily harm if released.  Section 12 also grants the court discretion to release 
individuals without requiring any bail and provides guidance to Courts when they are deciding the 
amount of bail, charging the courts with considering the seriousness of the offense charged, the 
previous criminal record of the defendant, and the probability of his or her appearing at the trial or 
hearing of the case.  Article 1 Section 28 informs these standards by giving voice to community 
members who reported being victims of the alleged crime.  

Regardless of this clear Constitutional guidance, bail amounts have been set so high as to 
be largely unaffordable for many of the clients we serve, disproportionately impacting people of 
color and people who could not afford bail.   

Our communities want to eliminate these inequities and reclaim the right to affordable bail 
while safeguarding public safety. They understand that people accused of a crime are human 
beings with a story, a life, a home, and a family. Most of these people do not present the 
substantial risk required for a denial of bail under the CA Constitution.  Unjustified pretrial 
incarceration, based only on an inability to pay damages the individuals, their families and society 
at large.  But when the accused are out of custody, Ms. Weese explains, they can “work on their 
challenges, attend therapy or classes, in a healthy setting; they can continue to have relationships 
with their loved ones and can continue working to support their families.  Their income is so 
important to putting food on the table, to providing medical care, to prevent loss of their home.  And 
they can assist with their defense in a meaningful way.”  

(Continued on next page) 

Lana Kreidie
Marsanne Weese
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To accomplish this, justice partners across the state, including the attorneys on the 
PDP panel, have rolled up their sleeves and advocated for a more equitable balance 
between the right to be free of excessive bail and public safety.  Ms. Weese explains, “It’s 
not just about trying to protect constitutional rights, it’s about changing a culture.”  And on 
March 25, 2021, the California Supreme Court agreed in a published opinion, In re 
Humphrey, the Court held:  

The common practice of conditioning freedom solely on whether an arrestee can afford bail 
is unconstitutional.  Other conditions of release —such as electronic monitoring, regular 
check-ins with a pretrial case manager, community housing or shelter, and drug and 
alcohol treatment —can in many cases protect public and victim safety as well as assure 
the arrestee’s appearance at trial.  What we hold   is   that   where   a   financial   condition   
is   nonetheless necessary, the court must consider the arrestee’s ability to pay the stated 
amount of bail —and may not effectively detain the arrestee “solely because” the arrestee 
“lacked the resources” to post bail. 

When the California Supreme Court speaks, everyone stops, listens and adjusts. We at the 
Private Defender Program have participated in the effort to change the practice of excessive bail, 
with Ms. Weese at the forefront of the efforts to reform bail practice through advocacy in the trial 
and appellate courts.  Ms. Weese has brought several trial court bail motions and has raised 
significant legal issues affecting bail law and procedure in the appellate courts. At the trial court 
level, a scientific risk assessment is now used to assist courts with the question of whether release 
without bail can be achieved.  Bail amounts have also been adjusted and defense attorneys 
provide the court with a broad range of options in an effort to avoid the setting of excessive bail.  
Ms. Weese describes: “I’ve had to look at the individual when I bring a bail motion.  I have been 
presenting alternatives to bail or filing motions to reduce bail that present my client’s financial 
conditions.  I have been setting up GPS monitoring for clients, or looking for therapy or getting 
letters from the client’s job so the court can release them on alternative measures to bail or 
consider the client’s financial condition when setting a bail amount.”    

However, even with these efforts, challenges remain. Now that Humphrey has disapproved 
the setting of unaffordable bail, the defense bar reports a post-Humphrey rise in an outright denial 
of bail.  In the same way that public safety concerns fueled excessive bail, public safety concerns 
are now fueling an increase in complete denial of bail.  

This reported shift to a more frequent denial of bail despite the Humphrey decision 
demonstrates that the reform efforts have just begun.  Ms. Weese explains that changing practice 
doesn’t stop with motions in the Superior Courts.  Pre-trial appellate advocacy will be important, as 
it was in the Humphrey case.   

Private Defenders have been and must continue to do the work of reforming this culture 
day in and day out. 
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Paragraph 4.d.8 of the Agreement requires that the Annual Report “include the annual 
budget of the program, setting forth the costs of the operation of the program for the year, including 
fees for attorney’s services, investigation and other ancillary defense services as well as the cost of 
administration.” 

Appendix 7 presents the Private Defender Program budget including an agreement with the 
Superior Court County of San Mateo for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2021. The PDP, pursuant to 
the agreement with San Mateo County, managed a budget of $19,468,800, broken down as shown in 
the chart below: 

PARAGRAPH 4.d.8: ANNUAL BUDGET 
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PDP BUDGET FY 2020-2021
 Attorney Fees

Support Services (Investigator/Paralegals/Social
Workers)

Expert & Related Services

Personnel (salary, wages, benefits & taxes)

Professional Fees (IT, Accounting, HR, Audit, Tax
& Legal Services)

General, Administrative & Office Expenses
(Equipment rental, computer software and
equipment, publications, office supplies,
telecommunications)
Continuing Education & Training
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Members of the PDP generously donated enough money to purchase holiday gifts for the 
children of six different families struggling to make ends meet.  Each of the children were able to make 
a wish list and through the combined efforts of our lawyers and investigators, each wish was granted.  
In addition to clothes, sporting goods, toys and video games, each family received a generous Target 
gift card for the parents to use at their discretion.  I have no doubt that it meant the world to those 
children to receive a little something special during such difficult times.   

PDP TOY DRIVE 
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Mitri Hanania 

Each year at the San Mateo County Bar Association’s Installation of Officers event, the 
PDP specially recognizes one of its own members with the Dennis L. Woodman Memorial award, 
which is presented to a PDP lawyer who “heedless of opposition and with ceaseless determination 
fights for those whose liberty or lives are in peril.” Nominations are sought from the PDP panel 
attorneys and the PDP Committee then selects the award recipient. The value of the award is all 
the greater because it is chosen by one’s peers. Members of the PDP committee and the PDP 
staff are ineligible for the award.  

This year Managing Attorney, Scott Sherman, presented the award to Mitri Hanania. Mitri 
has been a PDP attorney for over 20 years.  His heart, compassion, devotion and dedication to all 
of his clients is inspiring.  He is a resource for all PDP attorneys and is always generous with his 
time, knowledge and expertise.  Mitri is respected, not just by the defense bar, but by the entire 
criminal justice system, including prosecutors, judges, court personnel and literally everyone he 
encounters.  As one PDP lawyer succinctly states, “He is a good, decent, loving, compassionate, 
extremely intelligent and genuinely humble person who does good in the world.”  Mitri is an 
outstanding choice to receive this prestigious award. 

THE WOODMAN AWARD 



40 | P a g e

The Private Defender Program is proud that after more than a year in pandemic restrictions we 
were able to gather together with our lawyers, investigators, staff, and their families for a picnic in Red 
Morton Park in Redwood City. During the pandemic our teams of defenders have continued to fight for 
the rights of the accused and to ensure that those people are treated fairly.  

PDP PICNIC 
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CONCLUSION 

We hope that this Annual Report provides a comprehensive overview of the exciting year of 
growth and change for the PDP over the last fiscal year. Thanks to Renee Berenson for helping 
with the assembly of the Annual Report, and to Eric Liberman (Assistant Chief Defender), L. Scott 
Sherman (Managing Attorney), Ron Rayes (Managing Attorney) and Lana Kreidie (Assistant 
Managing Attorney) for their help in collecting information and for drafting parts of this report.  

Thank you to the SMCBA Board of Directors, as well as the County of San Mateo for their 
continuing support of our program. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lisa Maguire 
Chief Defender 

















































































































































































1. Email *

2.

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June
30, 2021 -- All PDP A�orneys
We are conducting the Annual Survey of current members of the PDP panel relating to the 
period of July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021.  The last survey was conducted in July of 
2020.  Please answer the survey questions completely.  

All responses must be completed no later than Monday, August 3, 2021.

*Please read each question carefully and follow these directions

---The surveys are divided into three portions: (1) All Attorneys (2) Adult Cases (3) Juvenile 
Cases
---Panel members who handle juvenile and adult cases must fill out ALL THREE surveys 
completely.
---Even if the answer to any Survey question is “none”, please answer each question of the 
Survey and submit it. 
---Panel members who do not submit their Surveys by the due date may not be assigned 
further cases until the 
   Survey is submitted.
---All PDP panel members must fill out this survey completely.
---Panel members who do not submit their Surveys by the due date may not be assigned 
further cases until the Survey is submitted.

The survey responses will be reviewed initially by staff.  Thereafter, you may be invited to 
review your responses with a staff member.

* Required

Your Name *

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- All PDP Attorneys https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1shXTS9GWygezmnwKPZzpKZk...

1 of 7 12/13/2021, 2:07 PM



3.

4.

Mark only one oval per row.

5.

Please provide the percentage of time spent on PDP assigned cases. *
OUT OF YOUR WHOLE LAW PRACTICE---THE PERCENTAGE OF TIME YOU SPEND WORKING ON PDP
ASSIGNED CASES. So, if you spend all of your work time on your PDP cases, your percentage would be
100%. If you work 40 hours per week on your law practice and spend 10 hours on your PDP cases, your
percentage would be 25%. If you work 100 hours per week on your law practice and you spend 10 hours
on your PDP cases, your percentage would be 10%.

What percentage of your practice is dedicated to the following areas (including
non-PDP work)? *

100%
75% or
more

50% or
more

25% or
more

Less
than
25%

0%

Adult Criminal

Delinquency

Dependency

Conservatorships

Probate

Other

Adult Criminal

Delinquency

Dependency

Conservatorships

Probate

Other

Please provide the TOTAL number of the hours of MCLE you have earned during
this time period. *

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- All PDP Attorneys https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1shXTS9GWygezmnwKPZzpKZk...

2 of 7 12/13/2021, 2:07 PM



6.

7.

Check all that apply.

Yes

No

8.

Please list the courses you took for MCLE credit during the period covered by this
Survey, the subjects of which were directly related to your work on PDP cases.
Please include the name of the provider (e.g., PDP, CEB, CPDA, CACJ, PJDC, etc.),
and the number of hours of MCLE credit earned. *
Do not forget to include PDP provided seminars.

Have you used all of your PDP education budget? *

If not, why not?

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- All PDP Attorneys https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1shXTS9GWygezmnwKPZzpKZk...

3 of 7 12/13/2021, 2:07 PM



9.

Other:

Check all that apply.

Lexis (through PDP)

Lexis (on your own)

Westlaw

OnLaw (CEB Online)

FastCase

Google Scholar

I don't use online research

10.

11.

Check all that apply.

Please check the online research services you used in your practice during the
period covered in this survey. *

If you do not use online research, please state the research materials in your
library you relied upon during the period covered in this survey.

Please state the approximate percent of your cases in which the client had some
type of immigration issue *

50% or
more

25% or
more

10% or
more

1% or
more

None

Not
applicable

to my
practice

Adult
Criminal

Delinquency

Adult
Criminal

Delinquency

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- All PDP Attorneys https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1shXTS9GWygezmnwKPZzpKZk...
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12.

Check all that apply.

13.

14.

Please state whether or not you consulted with the Immigrant Legal Resource
Center (ILRC) for their assistance. *

Yes

NO-I did
have clients

with
immigration
issues, but

did not
consult
ILRC.

NO-I did not
have any

clients with
immigration

issues.

Not
applicable

to my
practice.

Adult
Criminal

Delinquency

Adult
Criminal

Delinquency

If you had clients with immigration issues, but did not consult with the ILRC,
please state why not.

Please state which sources/resources you used to assist you in providing
accurate legal advice to your clients concerning the immigration consequences
of a particular case in addition to ILRC.
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15.

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

16.

17.

18.

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

Have you been assigned to mentor another PDP attorney? *

If you have been assigned as a mentor, please list the attorneys you mentor. *

Who is your PDP mentor?

Do you carry your own malpractice insurance? *

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- All PDP Attorneys https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1shXTS9GWygezmnwKPZzpKZk...
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19.

Other:

Check all that apply.

Dropbox

Google Drive

Box

Microsoft OneDrive

SugarSync

Onehub

I do not use cloud storage.

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

What cloud storage service provider(s) do you use? *

 Forms
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1. Email *

2.

3.

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June
30, 2021 -- Adult
We are conducting the Annual Survey of current members of the PDP adult panel relating to 
your activities on cases pending during the period of July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021.  
The last survey was conducted in July of 2020. Please answer the survey questions 
completely.  

All responses must be completed no later than Monday, August 3, 2021.

*Please read each question carefully and follow these directions
---The surveys are divided into three portions: (1) All Attorneys (2) Adult Cases (3) Juvenile 
Cases
---Panel members who handle juvenile and adult cases must fill out ALL THREE surveys 
completely.
---Even if the answer to any Survey question is “none”, please answer each question of the 
Survey and submit it. 
---Panel members who do not submit their Surveys by the due date may not be assigned 
further cases until the Survey is submitted.

The survey responses will be reviewed initially by staff.  Thereafter, you may be invited to 
review your responses with a staff member.

* Required

Your Name *

Please state or estimate the percent of all your cases in which you used the
services of a PDP investigator to assist you with the investigation and preparation
of your client’s case.

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Adult https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/133o_phyfHrrUDmqDMj4uantT...
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4.

Mark only one oval.

Other:

Yes

No

5.

6.

Did you work with any experts in the past year?

Please list the experts you have worked with over the past year, and the areas of
expertise in which you used an expert consultation.

If a Marsden motion has been granted in a Private Defender case assigned to you,
or a finding of inadequacy of counsel by a trial or appellate court in your
representation of a PDP client during the past fiscal year, please give the name of
the defendant, case number, and give a brief description of the basis for the
Court’s ruling.
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7.

Mark only one oval.

Not applicable

copy emailed to: smcprivatedefenderprogram@gmail.com

8.

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

I do not do trial work

9.

Mark only one oval.

I have completed the trial form for all of my trials.

I have not completed the trial forms, but I will within 5 days of submitting this survey.

10.

If the court's ruling is written, please provide a copy.
email copies to: smcprivatedefenderprogram@gmail.com

Have you had a jury or bench trial in the time period between July 1, 2020 and
June 30, 2021?

If you have had a trial during that time period, have you completed the mandatory
PDP Trial form for all of your trials? *

If you have any comments or suggestions regarding the Trial Form, please put
them here.
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11.

Mark only one oval.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Please list the total number of PDP misdemeanor cases that were dismissed on
the master trial calendar or in an assigned trial department after the case was
confirmed for trial on the morning trial call during July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021
time period
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26

27

28

29

30

12.

13.

Please provide case name and case number for the PDP misdemeanor or felony
that were dismissed on the master trial calendar or in an assigned trial
department after the case was confirmed for trial on the morning trial call,
during July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 time period.

Please list two adult PDP cases which went to an evidentiary hearing on issues
raised in written points and authorities. Provide the client’s name, the case
number, the Judge before whom the motion was litigated, and the result. *
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14.

Mark only one oval.

copy emailed to: smcprivatedefenderprogram@gmail.com

15.

Mark only one oval.

More than 10

6-10

2-5

1

None

16.

Mark only one oval.

More than 5

2-5

1

None

I do not handle felony matters

Please attach a copy of a motion or brief, which you researched and wrote
yourself, on substantive issues (not routine continuance motions) and filed in
Court during the period between July 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021. *
This should be a brief or motion or response to a DA’s motion and should be based on your own legal
research and writing. Do not submit a continuance motion (unless it had extraordinary issues) or an in
limine motion which you file in every trial you have, or a canned brief you obtained from any other source
to which the only modification made was to change the caption and include a brief statement of the
facts of your case. This brief or motion is to be an example of your work, and your work alone.

How many 1538.5 motions have you filed in the last year? *

If you handle felony matters, how many 995 motions have you filed in the last
year? *

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Adult https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/133o_phyfHrrUDmqDMj4uantT...
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17.

Mark only one oval.

More than 5

2-5

1

None

18.

Mark only one oval.

More than 5

2-5

1

None

19.

20.

How many Pitchess motions have you filed in the last year? *

How many motions to compel discovery have you filed in the last year? *

How many bail/release motions have you filed in the last year? *

Please list other substantive motions you have filed in the last year (e.g. Non-
statutory 995, Motion to Dismiss, Brady violations, Recusal motions) *

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Adult https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/133o_phyfHrrUDmqDMj4uantT...
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21.

22.

23.

24.

Other:

Check all that apply.

Phone

Text

Email

Letter

25.

If you have not prepared and submitted any briefs or motions during this last
year, please explain why not. *

Please estimate the percent of in custody clients whom you have visited in
custody before the first court appearance after the arraignment. (This includes
video and phone visits due to COVID.) *

Please estimate the percent of out-of-custody clients with whom you met in-
person before the date of the first court appearance after arraignment. Due to
COVID, in-person can include meetings via video or phone calls, if the client
elected a phone call. *

With regard to your clients who are not in custody, please describe what method
you use to contact them before the first court appearance after arraignment? *

If other, please list:

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Adult https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/133o_phyfHrrUDmqDMj4uantT...
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1. Email *

Dependency and Juvenile Justice Attorneys

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June
30, 2021 -- Juvenile
We are conducting the Annual Survey of current members of the PDP juvenile, LPS and 
Probate Panels relating to your activities on cases pending during the period of July 1, 
2020, through June 30, 2021.  The last survey was conducted in July of 2021. Please 
answer the survey questions completely.  

All responses must be completed no later than Monday, August 2, 2021.

*Please read each question carefully and follow these directions
---The surveys are divided into three portions: (1) All Attorneys (2) Adult Cases (3) Juvenile 
Cases
---Panel members who handle juvenile and adult cases must fill out ALL THREE surveys 
completely.
---ALL Responses MUST be delivered electronically. 
---Surveys which are incomplete will be returned.
---Even if the answer to any Survey question is “none”, please answer each question of the 
Survey and submit it. 
---Panel members who do not submit their Surveys by the due date may not be assigned 
further cases until the Survey is submitted.

The survey responses will be reviewed initially by staff.  Thereafter, you may be invited to 
review your responses with a staff member.

* Required
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2.

3.

4.

Please list all PDP W & I 602 Jurisdictional and contested Dispositional Hearings
you have tried between July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2021. Provide the case number,
the Judge before whom the case was tried and the result.

Please list the number of PDP W & I 300 contested hearings you participated in
from July 1, 2020 until June 30, 2021 in which witness testimony was given. For 3
of these contested hearings, please provide the case number, the Judge before
whom the case was tried, and the result of the hearing.

Please list 1 PDP W & I 300 contested hearing in which witnesses were called and
you were the moving party. Provide the case number, the Judge before whom the
case was tried and the result.

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Juvenile https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1tsd-FJmqDjIyGT0FwU5kCrOK6...

2 of 9 12/13/2021, 2:08 PM



5.

6.

7.

8.

Please list PDP W & I 300 or W & I 602 cases in which you filed written points and
authorities.

Please list two PDP W & I 602 cases which went to an evidentiary hearing on
issues raised in written points and authorities. Please provide the case numbers,
the Judges before whom the motions were litigated and the results.

Please list the PDP W & I 602 cases in which you used an investigator. Name the
investigator used.

Please list the PDP W & I 300 cases in which you used an investigator. Name the
investigator used.

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Juvenile https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1tsd-FJmqDjIyGT0FwU5kCrOK6...
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9. Please list the PDP W & I 602 or 300 cases in which you used an expert. List the
case number, name the expert(s) used, and the issue involved.
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10.

Mark only one oval.

Form will be distributed separately in the Juvenile Office. Please sign and return to
Ron or Terri.

*For Juvenile Panel Delinquency attorneys, please provide certification of
compliance with the provisions of California Rule of Court 5.663 in regard to the
responsibilities of children’s counsel in delinquency proceedings and Rule of
Court 5.664 in regard to the training requirements for children’s counsel in
delinquency proceedings; and for Juvenile Dependency attorneys, please
provide certification of compliance with the provisions of W&I Code section 317
and the provisions of California Rule of Court 5.660 in regard to attorney
caseloads and training requirements for competent counsel in Juvenile
Dependency matters.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Dependency Cases

Please list the PDP W & I 602 cases in which you raised competency or litigated
In re Gladys R. issues.

Please estimate the percent of W &I 602 juvenile clients you represented from
July 1, 2020 until June 30, 2021 that were in detention?

For the same time period, please estimate the percent of the W &I 602 detained
juvenile clients you visited (in person or remotely) while they were detained?

For the same time period, please estimate the percent of detained W&I 602
juvenile clients that you were able to secure their release at the detention
hearing?

For the same time period, please estimate the percent of W &I 602 juvenile
clients that you met with (in person or remotely) prior to the arraignment
hearing.
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16.

17.

18.

Check all that apply.

Once a Month

Once a Quarter

Once a Year

None

19.

Mark only one oval.

Other:

Yes

No

Please list the number of children you currently represent in PDP W & I 300
cases.

Please list how many of these children your did you visit between July 1, 2020
and June 30, 2021? Indicate how many of these visits were in person and how
many were remote.

How often did you visit each child between July 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021?

Do you visit your child clients after a court hearing?

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Juvenile https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1tsd-FJmqDjIyGT0FwU5kCrOK6...
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20.

Mark only one oval.

Other:

Yes

No

21.

22.

23.

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

Skip to question 25

LPS and Probate Attorneys

Do you visit your child clients after a new placement?

Please list the number of cases that you have used Deborah Crandall to assist
you in the representation of these children.

If you represent a child or children that had a new placement between July 1,
2020 and June 30, 2021, please list in how many of these cases did you use
Deborah Crandall to visit the child(ren) in the new placement.

Are you in compliance with the qualifications and the annual education
requirements provided in the applicable California Rules of Court (Rules 7.1102
and/or 7.1103)?

PDP Annual Survey July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021 -- Juvenile https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/1tsd-FJmqDjIyGT0FwU5kCrOK6...
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24.

25.

Survey Submission

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

If you are currently not in compliance with the requirements of the applicable
California Rules of Court (7.1102 and/or 7.1103), please indicate when do you
anticipate to meet these requirements?

Submitted by: *
Please provide your full name and date:

 Forms
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July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March April May June Year End Grand
2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 True-up Totals

"A" CASES
1170(D) 2 2 4

 1367, 1368 0

 Appeals 1 1 1 2 1 1 7

* Contempts 6 7 2 3 1 5 1 1 1 2 5 (3) 31

* Probate 8 6 8 7 6 13 4 2 10 5 4 2 75

* Probate / Medical Consent 2 1 (1) 2

* SVP 1 1

SVP / Criminal 0

Parole Violation 2 8 5 5 5 3 3 4 7 5 2 8 57

PRCS 5 11 14 12 6 8 3 6 3 13 7 8 96

Probation Violation 49 41 43 35 35 38 37 34 64 50 55 58 5 544

Sexually Violent Predator (SVP) 0

* Adoption / Guardianship 1 1 1 (1) 2

* Military Civil Relief Act 0

Witness Representations - GJ 0

Witness Representations 1 1 1 3

Special Assignment / Witness Rep 0

187 1 1

187 - DP 2 1 3

187 - Spec Circ 0

187 - DP - GJ 0

187 - GJ 0

Life - GJ 0

Super Felony - GJ 0

NGI Extension 1 1 2 4

Other Mental 0

3 Strikes Review 0

3 Strikes / 1 Strike Life 2 1 1 1 5

Life 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 12

P47 1 1

P64 1 1

P57 0

SB-1437 1 2 4 2 2 1 1 2 15

Super Felony 67 97 115 119 97 120 64 95 103 115 112 141 5 1,250

Calendar Closed 0

Superior - Consolidated PV 0

Superior - Unconsolidated PV 0

Writs / Criminal Superior 0

Writs 0

YOP - Resentencing 0

Veterans Resentencing (AB865) 0

859a 4 6 7 1 1 3 5 2 4 3 1 37

Restitution 1 2 1 6 4 3 1 1 (1) 18

   Monthly Totals 145 180 200 185 161 190 131 150 187 206 190 232 12 2,169

   Cumulative Totals 145 325 525 710 871 1,061 1,192 1,342 1,529 1,735 1,925 2,157 2,169

"B" CASES

187 - DP 1 1

187 - Spec Circ 0

187 1 1

3 Strikes / 1 Strike Life 1 1 1 2 1 1 7

Calendar Closed 5 4 3 1 1 4 1 4 10 3 10 (1) 45

Criminal Contempt 1 1 2

DV Misdemeanor 42 63 38 43 47 52 31 44 44 58 37 46 (6) 539

Felony - No SCR 102 109 106 103 101 100 81 87 118 150 94 126 21 1,298

Felony / SCR 97 119 80 87 87 90 46 62 124 118 107 132 (12) 1,137

General Misdemeanor 226 255 262 243 263 222 113 155 576 914 864 1,066 12 5,171

Life 2 1 4 1 1 9

Minor Traffic / Infractions 31 20 31 27 7 28 25 20 77 131 149 41 5 592

Probation Violation 49 50 38 30 31 37 28 35 73 124 106 94 7 702

Lineups 0

Lineups / Special Assignment 0

3 Strikes Review 0

Writs / Criminal Municipal 0

Witness Representations 3 1 2 5 1 2 14

   Monthly Totals 554 621 561 538 541 534 327 406 1,021 1,508 1,362 1,516 29 9,518

   Cumulative Totals 554 1,175 1,736 2,274 2,815 3,349 3,676 4,082 5,103 6,611 7,973 9,489 9,518

"C" CASES-LPS
 LPS - Regular 4 8 5 3 4 6 1 3 7 8 1 4 12 66

LPS - DNR / Medical Consent 3 3 1 2 4 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 24

 LPS -  Rehearing Petition 2 2 2 2 8

LPS - Writs 6 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 6 3 5 3 (1) 55

    Monthly Totals 13 17 13 12 13 13 7 9 15 14 8 8 11 153

   Cumulative Totals 13 30 43 55 68 81 88 97 112 126 134 142 153

"E" CASES
P57 0

P47 0

602 - GAL 0

602 -Delinquency 40 58 46 24 24 24 14 21 16 27 23 22 (2) 337

Witness Representations - JV 0

Miranda - SB 395 31 32 30 31 31 31 31 35 31 32 33 32 1 381

Prob. Req. Miranda Advice 3 3 1 6 3 4 9 16 7 5 57

Monthly Totals 71 93 76 58 55 56 51 59 51 68 72 61 4 775

   Cumulative Totals 71 164 240 298 353 409 460 519 570 638 710 771 775

"X" CASES
X - Other Services 190 168 155 181 133 153 127 140 217 240 181 207 34 2,126

Monthly Totals 190 168 155 181 133 153 127 140 217 240 181 207 34 2,126

   Cumulative Totals 190 358 513 694 827 980 1,107 1,247 1,464 1,704 1,885 2,092 2,126

.

MONTHLY GRAND TOTALS 973 1,079 1,005 974 903 946 643 764 1,491 2,036 1,813 2,024 90 14,741

FY 2021  CUMULATIVE GRAND TOTALS 973 2,052 3,057 4,031 4,934 5,880 6,523 7,287 8,778 10,814 12,627 14,651 14,741

.

  

* = "A" & "B" Type Civil Cases

All "C" Cases are Civil Cases

“X” : Accounts for  ‘Services’ as defined in Addendum 1 to the Fee Schedule (effective 6/1/17) which is attached to the Agreement of 6/1/17.

NOTE:  Delays in adding cases into our computer system may result in case counts being understated.  The "Year End True-up" column adjusts for

      cases added in subsequent months.

I = Incomplete data for this period.            

                                                 PRIVATE DEFENDER PROGRAM CASES COUNTS
                                           FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2021

PDP Case Counts For June 2021 With Year End True Up FY2021(Final)



Private Defender Program Case Types 

"Type A" cases cover a wide array of civil and criminal cases. These range from 

felony cases arraigned in the Superior Court after preliminary hearings and other 

proceedings have been concluded ("Arraignments"), to civil proceedings, such as 

paternity, probate conservatorships, adoptions, and extensions of commitment pursuant 

to the Sexually Violent Predator Act. The Type A category also includes petitions filed 

pursuant to Proposition 47. 

"Type B" cases generally originate in what was the Municipal Court before the 

unification of our court in 1998. This category itemizes the number of misdemeanor 

cases, felonies through preliminary hearings, and other miscellaneous criminal cases in 

which the PDP was appointed. 

"Type C" cases describe those in which the PDP was appointed in various 

mental health proceedings. Included here are cases filed pursuant to the provisions of 

the Lanterman-PetrisShort Act (LPS cases), in which the involuntary commitment of 

persons who are gravely disabled, or alleged to be a danger to themselves or to others, 

as the result of a mental disorder is at issue. 

Originally "Type D" cases described those Juvenile Dependency cases in 

which the PDP was appointed and was part of the agreement with the County. 

These cases are now governed by an Agreement with the Court and are now reported 

to the court and not to the County. They are included in this report to give the County the 

opportunity to see all of the cases PDP attorneys handle. 

"Type E" cases describe those Juvenile Delinquency cases to which the PDP 

was appointed. 

"Type X" cases include, in addition to their regular caseloads, several PDP 

lawyers who appear at and cover regularly scheduled court calendars, which is a time 

set aside by one judge to handle a significant number of cases that are at the same 

procedural point of the criminal justice process. Attorneys with extensive serious felony 

experience handle the arraignment calendars for those clients who are in custody. In 

addition to the in-custody calendar there are six weekly out-of-custody arraignment 

calendars, all of which are staffed by PDP attorneys. In addition, there are several 

regularly scheduled calendars for the various specialty court calendars including 

Pathways Mental Health Court, Bridges (Probation Department Drug Program), Laura's 

Law Court, Drug Court, Penal Code 1370 (not competent to stand trial) Court, 

Restitution Court, Domestic Violence Review, Veterans Treatment Court and Military 

Diversion. In addition to these calendars, the LPS cases are heard weekly. 



PDP Caseloads by Attorney and PDP Averages
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021

Randomized 
Attorney 
Number

% of time spent on 
PDP Cases

A B C D E X

15 100% 4 2 0 0 0 0

62 40% 19 23 0 0 0 1

79 90% 81 206 0 0 0 106

40 90% 102 208 0 0 0 2

93 1 0 0 7 22 0

75 100% 5 3 0 0 0 50

67 98% 63 68 0 0 0 30

28 50% 7 4 0 0 0 21

87 100% 0 251 0 0 0 29

66 30% 2 0 0 0 0 3

48 90% 27 192 0 0 0 38

2 90% 14 30 0 0 0 3

8 50% 2 1 0 0 0 1

60 90% 0 33 0 0 59 0

22 50% 5 11 0 0 0 1

ANCILLARY 
SERVICES

9 15 0 0 0 0

19 95% 38 278 0 0 0 1

102 3 34 0 0 0 0

86 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0

101 100% 0 1 0 36 112 12

65 95% 0 0 0 0 107 1

49 65% 61 107 0 0 0 1

24 95% 3 311 0 21 50 0

57 1 0 0 0 49 0

11 98% 4 11 0 0 0 13

52 5 0 0 0 0 0

36 35% 2 0 0 0 20 29

33 100% 20 0 0 37 0 2

76 90% 79 142 0 0 0 125

35 70% 41 76 0 0 0 3

85 100% 23 51 0 0 22 92

90 2 0 0 0 0 0

4 100% 2 365 0 0 0 0

88 100% 47 68 0 0 0 0

12 100% 86 310 0 0 0 57

73 8 0 2 10 9 6

3 95% 39 172 0 0 5 1

7 60% 69 209 27 0 0 39

Page 1 of 3



PDP Caseloads by Attorney and PDP Averages
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021

Randomized 
Attorney 
Number

% of time spent on 
PDP Cases

A B C D E X

82 90% 1 357 0 0 0 16

91 50% 5 10 0 0 0 0

17 20% 19 0 30 0 1 15

41 40% 1 2 0 0 0 6

69 100% 2 308 0 0 0 192

98 80% 0 0 0 0 0 69

70 0 0 0 4 61 13

80 80% 37 95 0 0 0 2

51 1 0 0 0 0 8

29 90% 57 73 0 0 0 27

83 10 0 0 0 0 0

81 90% 8 220 0 0 0 0

37 90% 40 290 0 0 0 22

20 75% 36 330 0 0 0 32

78 98% 0 144 0 0 0 0

77 0 0 0 0 0 51

6 15% 1 1 11 0 32 10

25 3 0 0 0 0 0

31 90% 0 1 0 34 58 1

5 95% 58 172 0 0 0 25

53 90% 12 290 0 0 0 36

23 75% 20 30 0 0 0 0

94 0 0 0 0 0 3

1 100% 0 189 0 0 0 92

84 90% 16 135 0 0 0 33

45 75% 5 28 0 0 0 1

72 90% 128 52 0 0 0 226

34 0 0 0 1 0 0

50 99% 0 297 0 0 0 0

32 95% 19 74 0 0 0 51

14 85% 65 349 0 0 0 32

97 60% 13 14 0 0 0 1

61 35% 7 20 0 0 0 0

16 75% 0 112 0 0 0 0

68 40% 5 5 0 0 0 0

58 90% 25 120 0 0 0 6

89 31 103 9 0 0 9

46 85% 67 186 0 0 0 0

43 75% 76 323 26 0 35 36
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PDP Caseloads by Attorney and PDP Averages
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021

Randomized 
Attorney 
Number

% of time spent on 
PDP Cases

A B C D E X

54 40% 2 0 0 0 0 0

42 40% 3 2 0 0 0 0

21 20% 25 0 0 0 0 19

13 90% 63 184 0 0 0 0

59 30% 3 6 0 0 0 0

30 50% 17 97 0 0 0 0

ATTORNEY 
UNASSIGNED

65 483 0 18 1 17

26 100% 1 8 0 0 0 187

39 35% 4 76 0 0 0 0

63 0 0 0 0 0 0

56 80% 1 0 0 31 19 1

64 100% 63 139 0 0 0 0

38 90% 50 274 0 0 0 44

74 95% 2 0 0 0 0 1

95 98% 35 220 0 0 0 58

100 0 0 19 0 0 0

10 65% 0 0 0 27 50 3

55 95% 2 69 29 38 1 1

99 75% 32 154 4 0 1 1

96 40% 0 26 0 0 0 0

18 70% 21 54 0 0 0 3

47 75% 40 90 0 0 0 0

71 99% 91 69 0 13 61 60

44 1 0 0 0 0 21

27 97% 6 55 0 0 0 28

2169 9518 153 277 775 2126
Average Time 
Spent on PDP 

Cases 76%

Totals
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San Mateo County Bar Association
Budget vs. Actual with Monthly Trend
Private Defender Program
As of June 30, 2021
Reporting Book:
As of Date:
Location:
 
 
 
 Actual BUDGET
  Revenues over Expenditures     
    Revenues         
      Program Service Revenue             
        Program Revenue                 
          SM County Contract Revenue 19,468,800.00 19,468,800.00
          AB109 Probation/Parole 298,952.56 233,000.00
          Court Funding 300 W & I - JV 1,045,391.13 923,000.00
          JCC Funding 305,000.00 0.00
        Total Program Revenue 21,118,143.69 20,624,800.00
      Total Program Service Revenue 21,118,143.69 20,624,800.00
      Investment Income             
        Investment Income 9,744.78 3,800.00
      Total Investment Income all 9,744.78 3,800.00
    Total Revenues 21,127,888.47 20,628,600.00
    Expenditures         
      Program             
        Attorney Fees 10,798,151.45 13,434,755.00
        Support Services (Inv/Para/SW) 2,221,217.06 2,270,000.00
        Expert & Related Services 911,335.59 1,450,000.00
        Answering Service & Other Expenses SB395 2,243.58 2,600.00
        Education Reimbursements - Attorneys 32,010.22 54,000.00
        Education Reimbursements - Investigators 750.00 9,950.00
        In-House Training Sessions 0.00 20,000.00
        Lexis Nexis 116,830.00 77,535.00
        Other Program Expense 6,923.91 0.00
        Discovery Costs 11,030.37 3,000.00
        Events Expense 1,847.01 5,000.00
        Card Key Expense 430.00 1,600.00
      Total Program 14,102,769.19 17,328,440.00
      Personnel             
        Salary and Wages 1,876,047.19 1,940,581.00
        PR Benefits 509,399.98 557,573.00
        PR Taxes 120,165.25 155,246.00
      Total Personnel 2,505,612.42 2,653,400.00
      Occupancy 198,766.09 194,194.00
      Professional Fees             
        IT Services 22,614.00 31,600.00
        HR & Payroll Consulting 36,582.83 35,250.00
        Other Professional Services 9,084.00 25,000.00
        Accounting Services 70,262.46 72,000.00
        Audit & Tax Prep Fees 33,267.00 36,550.00

Year To Date
06/30/2021



        Legal Services 22,161.45 10,000.00
      Total Professional Fees 193,971.74 210,400.00
      General and Administrative Expenses             
        Credit Card and Other Service Charges 596.65 0.00
        Depreciation 786.00 0.00
        Due and Subscriptions 5,439.50 4,700.00
        Equipment Rental 11,713.51 10,975.00
        Facilities 7,882.78 5,000.00
        Insurance 70,165.43 66,174.00
        Meals and Entertainment 880.24 3,000.00
        Office Expenses                 
          Publication and Books 8,979.34 8,000.00
          Office Supplies 18,207.17 32,698.00
          Computer Hardware & Equipment 10,614.50 7,027.00
          Computer Software 51,823.19 54,000.00
        Total Office Expenses 89,624.20 101,725.00
        Other Expenses 0.01 0.00
        Postage and Delivery 982.70 0.00
        Repairs and Maintenance 425.50 0.00
        State and Local Taxes 0.00 1,442.00
        Telecommunication 51,277.61 44,850.00
        Travel Expenses 0.00 4,300.00
      Total General and Administrative Expenses 239,774.13 242,166.00
    Total Expenditures 17,240,893.57 20,628,600.00
  Total Revenues over Expenditures 3,886,994.90 0.00
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