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Cat Kelly
State Public Defender

A message from the Director….

Each morning in classrooms and assembly halls across this state and nation,
Americans rise to pledge allegiance to their flag and country, “with liberty
and justice for all.” It was the quest for those twin values that gave birth to
our nation over two hundred years ago and today, we continue to honor
them as the defining characteristics of our nation.

Liberty and justice for all. Not just for those who have money. Not just for
those who are influential in their communities. All.

This is the essence of what public
defense is about. Every day, in every
courthouse in every county of our state, Missouri’s public
defenders show up to defend the liberties of their fellow
Missourians. We stand beside those who lack the means to hire
an attorney, to defend them against the accusations made
against them, and in the process we ensure that our justice
system lives up to its name.

Public defenders investigate the case for the defense and re
investigate the case the state claims it has against those accused.
Sometimes the defenders uncover evidence that things are not
at all what the state believed or claimed. Sometimes they
uncover evidence that there is more to the story than the police
or prosecutors knew and the situation is in fact very different
than assumed. And sometimes the defense investigation
confirms that the state got it right, that the defendant did cross
the line and has justly been brought before the court. Then our
job is to figure out why and what would best ensure that this
person gets back on the right track and does not harm society
further by re offending. Mental illness and developmental
disabilities, substance abuse and addiction, homelessness or
other dire economic circumstances, lack of education or job skills
– any of these may be among the mix that influenced a particular
defendant to violate the law.

A recent study showed that 70% of the new admissions to
Missouri’s Department of Corrections are repeat offenders,

driving up both the population and the costs of corrections astronomically. Research also verifies that
development and use of defendant specific sentencing plans that identify and address the
circumstances that led that particular individual into criminal activity in the first place are key in saving
the state the cost of repeat incarcerations and in protecting the public from continued criminal activity.
That is smart, it is just, and it is what public defenders bring to the table in courtrooms across the state.
This is the very real value that public defenders provide to all Missourians, each and every day.

Liberty and justice. That’s what it’s all about.

“Governments, both state and
federal, quite properly spend vast
sums of money to establish
machinery to try defendants
accused of crime. Lawyers to
prosecute are everywhere deemed
essential to protect the public’s
interest in an orderly society….

That government hires lawyers to
prosecute and defendants who
have the money hire lawyers to
defend are the strongest
indications that lawyers in criminal
courts are necessities, not luxuries.

The right of one charged with crime
to counsel may not be deemed
fundamental and essential to fair
trials in some countries, but it is in
ours….

This noble ideal cannot be realized
if the poor man charged with crime
has to face his accusers without a
lawyer to assist him.”

________________________
Justice William O. Douglas

Argersinger v Hamlin
407 US 25 (1972).
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Missouri Public Defenders:
Who We Are & What We Do…

What is the Missouri Public Defender System?

The Missouri State Public Defender System [MSPD] is a statewide system, providing direct representa on to 
over 98% of the indigent defendants accused of state crimes in Missouri’s trial, appellate, and Supreme courts.  
It is an independent department of state government, located within, but not supervised by, the judicial 
branch. Instead, it is governed by a seven member Public Defender Commission, each of whom is appointed 
by the governor.  Commissioners serve staggered six year terms and no more than four may be of the same 
poli cal party.  The Director of the Missouri State Public Defender System, Cathy R. Kelly, is appointed by the 
Public Defender Commission.   

Who quali es for a public defender?

The Public Defender Commission sets indigence guidelines, which are used to determine who is eligible for 
public defender services.  Currently, those guidelines match the Federal Poverty Guidelines.  Strictly applied, 
that would mean an individual making only $11,000 a year would not qualify for a public defender.  According 
to recent reports, Missouri ranks 50th out of 50 states in income eligibility standards for public defender 
services, leaving a wide gap of ineligible defendants who, in reality, s ll lack the means to retain private 
counsel in the market.  Defendants have the right to appeal MSPD’s denial of their applica on to the court for 
an independent review of their eligibility.  If the court nds they are unable to a ord private counsel, the court 
can overrule the public defender denial.   

Who works for MSPD?

MSPD employs 585 employees, 376 of whom are a orneys.  All a orneys employed by MSPD are prohibited 
from prac cing law other than on behalf of clients of MSPD.   The department is divided into a Trial Division, 
an Appellate/Post Convic on Division and a Capital Division, each of which is described in greater detail in a 
on pages. XX, XX and XX, respec vely.   

Non a orney district o ce sta  is made up of inves gators, capital mi ga on specialists, paralegals, legal 
assistants and clerks.  An opera ons sta  provides centralized informa on technology support, scal, and 
human resources services for the 44 district o ces located around the state, as well as managing MSPD’s 
contrac ng of con ict cases to private counsel described in greater detail on page XX. 

Mission Statement

The mission of the Missouri State Public Defender System is to provide high quality, zeal
ous advocacy for indigent people who are accused of crime

in the State of Missouri.

The lawyers, administra ve sta , and support sta of the Public Defender
System will ensure that this advocacy is not comprised.

To provide this uncompromised advocacy, the Missouri State Defender System will supply
each client with a high quality, competent, ardent defense team at every stage of the

process in which public defenders are necessary.
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Trial Division

# of O ces 36

# of Assigned Cases 73,666

# of A orneys 312.00

Cases Carried Forward 29,008

Appellate/PCR Division

# of O ces 6

# of Opened Cases 1,634

# of A orneys 36.50

Cases Carried Forward
(Does not include those

awai ng opinions)

1,564

Capital Division

# of O ces 3

# of Opened Cases 42

# of A orneys 16.00

Cases Carried Forward 76
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FY13 152 207 38,785 39,144 16,692 1,670 986 238 18,477 792 77,999 79,985
FY12 121 197 38,551 38,869 20,948 1,923 1,212 159 20,320 966 84,397 81,871
FY11 148 149 35,753 36,050 22,767 1,893 1,088 119 20,066 913 82,896 80,137
FY10 161 164 34,781 35,106 24,768 2,393 1,141 131 20,147 930 84,616 81,346
FY09 121 180 33,226 33,527 25,181 2,513 1,264 181 19,518 898 83,082 81,704
FY08 158 154 34,766 35,078 26,098 2,715 1,061 182 19,555 716 85,405 85,116
FY07 174 161 35,109 35,444 27,816 3,380 828 129 19,157 743 87,497 85,133
FY06 138 146 35,339 35,623 28,227 3,676 838 46 19,412 710 88,532 83,260
FY05 156 124 33,282 33,562 28,931 3,881 937 120 20,012 688 88,131 87,180
FY04 154 140 34,422 34,716 28,018 4,258 807 98 20,263 756 88,916 86,356
FY03 195 114 35,425 35,734 25,807 4,147 806 103 18,479 832 85,908 81,059
FY02 163 132 33,183 33,478 25,147 3,918 802 64 18,047 750 82,206 77,165
FY01 182 125 29,934 30,241 22,903 4,488 711 82 17,663 698 76,786 73,438
FY00 147 109 28,019 28,275 24,119 4,998 763 76 16,768 739 75,738 69,591
FY99 182 108 28,892 29,182 23,721 4,629 797 112 14,488 809 73,738 74,570
FY98 196 87 31,591 31,874 24,676 4,270 674 138 14,141 689 76,462 74,495
FY97 169 79 29,663 29,911 21,912 4,075 513 156 13,437 839 70,843 67,870
FY96 175 88 30,198 30,461 23,069 3,612 707 178 11,444 1,038 70,509 70,664
FY95 256 109 27,688 28,053 17,696 3,916 719 165 9,362 1,138 61,049 61,710
FY94 255 152 25,338 25,745 17,852 3,374 682 201 8,225 1,017 57,096 52,453
FY93 301 136 24,402 24,839 15,883 3,146 766 249 7,301 872 53,056 52,363
FY92 282 37 25,458 25,777 19,974 3,372 1,129 167 5,321 569 56,309 55,651
FY91 193 63 21,304 21,560 13,941 2,713 588 169 5,051 820 44,842 49,038
FY90 227 109 23,336 23,672 14,627 3,300 732 369 5,834 1,094 49,628 46,425
FY89 193 149 20,838 21,180 12,902 3,298 1,342 418 5,074 1,243 45,457 42,532
FY88 202 161 20,640 21,003 12,427 3,455 1,006 470 4,475 920 43,756 40,117
FY87 199 145 19,254 19,598 11,736 3,564 755 443 4,308 728 41,132 37,081
FY86 166 175 17,042 17,383 10,602 3,328 612 611 3,815 608 36,959 34,491
FY85 152 172 15,397 15,721 9,126 3,500 543 522 3,293 632 33,337 32,410
FY84 176 175 15,048 15,399 9,256 3,058 534 499 2,878 506 32,130 31,730

Aug 13
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Cases Assigned by Case Type
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Missouri Public Defenders:
Salary Informa on

Providing e ec ve assistance of counsel in each case 
demands a well trained, highly experienced corps of 
dedicated a orneys and support sta .  High turnover makes 
this di cult, if not impossible, to provide. A er MSPD began 
hi ng turnover rates of 20 22% in the mid 2000’s, 
reposi oning salary adjustments were enacted to bring 
salaries to the levels shown above. The fact that just these 

small changes were enough to make MSPD's a orney turnover drop several signi cant percentage points  
though s ll among the highest turnover classi ca ons in state government – is proof that most public 
defenders do want to remain in public service if at all possible. However, staggering student debt loans 
($60,000—$200,000) make it extremely di cult for even those who are passionate about public interest 
employment to work for MSPD, make their loan payments, and provide for themselves and their families. 

The recession that hit in 2008 was actually much more e ec ve in reducing a orney turnover.  Private law 
rms stopped hiring and senior a orneys on the verge of se ng up their own private prac ce put plans on 

hold, given the state of the economy.  The combina on gave MSPD a temporary reprieve from the revolving 
door, dropping turnover as low as 7.5%, but it was only temporary.  The underlying factors that have 
perennially caused high a orney turnover have not been resolved  Missouri's public defenders s ll 
struggle with staggering student loan debt and s ll are paid less than what their counterparts in criminal 
jus ce are receiving.  Caseloads are s ll overwhelming and lawyers s ll enjoy no immunity from either civil 
liability or disciplinary ac on for their failures to handle that caseload e ec vely, no ma er how impossible 
that task might be.  In FY12, the turnover rate jumped back up to 12% and in FY13 a orney turnover 
increased to almost 16%.   
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Missouri public defenders lag behind not only other Missouri lawyers, but also public defenders in 
surrounding states.  In March of 2006, the Personnel Advisory Board of the O ce of Administra on reviewed 
the salaries of the Missouri Assistant Public Defenders.  Their summary stated:  “The minimum of the pay 
range for the Missouri Assistant Public Defender II is 14% behind the minimum for employees in similar jobs 
in other states.  The midpoint is 18% behind and the maximum is 23% behind.”  As the map below illustrates, 
these discrepancies have not improved in the last seven years.   
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Public Defender Appropria ons 

General Revenue:  Missouri State Public Defender (MSPD) funding is almost en rely from state general 
revenue.  It comes in three appropria ons: 

Personal Service:  Used to pay the salaries of all MSPD employees. 

Expense & Equipment:   Used to pay the overhead costs of opera ons, such as o ce supplies and equipment, 
employee travel expenses, and rent and u li es for the statewide o ces. 

Li ga on & Contrac ng Expenses:  Used to pay the cost of contrac ng cases out to private counsel and 
li ga on expenses on both MSPD cases and those cases contracted out to private counsel.  Li ga on 
expenses include the cost of experts, deposi ons, transcripts, exhibits, independent tes ng of evidence, etc. 

Legal Defense and Defender Fund:  This appropria on is not money given to MSPD but the authoriza on to 
spend money collected by MSPD up to the ceiling of the appropria on.  The collec ons associated with fund 
are the result of Sec on 600.090 RSMo, which requires public defenders to assess liens against the clients 
receiving public defender service.  Payments made on those liens are deposited into the Legal Defense and 
Defender Fund and used to fund all public defender training as well as pay for such miscellaneous 
expenditures as computer lines, WestLaw, bar dues for the system’s 370 a orneys, etc.  In FY13 MSPD 
collected $1.179 million through lien repayments. 

The personal service component of the LDDF appropria on authorizes MSPD to pay the salaries of two 
employees, the system’s Director of Training and the Training Assistant, out of the lien moneys collected 
rather than through the general revenue personal service appropria on. 

Debt O set Escrow Fund:  This again, is not an appropria on of actual money, but an authoriza on for MSPD 
to collect funds through the state’s debt o set program.  Under this program, taxpayers due a refund of state 
income tax who owe a debt to the state may have their refund intercepted and used to pay down the debt 
instead.  MSPD par cipates in this program to collect payments on the liens described above.  The money 
collected through this program is not in addi on to the LDDF collec ons, but a subset thereof. 

Grants:  Another ‘permission’ appropria on, rather than actual money appropria on, this authorizes MSPD to 
collect up to $125,000 in grants from the federal government or other sources.  The last me MSPD collected 
a federal grant was in the mid 1990’s to help begin an Alterna ve Sentencing Program of social workers to 
develop client speci c sentencing plans as a way to reduce recidivism.  That program proved successful and 
was picked up and funded by the state a er the federal grant expired.  Unfortunately, the growing caseload 
crisis and a orney shortage this past decade required MSPD to dismantle the program in order to turn the 
social worker FTE  into more a orney posi ons. 

Actual Funding:  In all, in FY13, MSPD received a total of $37.499 million from the combina on of general 
revenue ($36.321M) and actual collec ons under the LDDF program ($1.178M).   
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Collec ons from clients for the indigent defense services provided to them are generally collected through 
two revenue streams.  Approximately 40% of collec ons comes through state income tax refund intercepts 
by the Department of Revenue.  The remainder is generally collected by courts who collect payments of the 
Public Defender fees along with court costs at the close of a case.  As the chart re ects, collec ons overall 
have steadily declined since the onset of the latest recession, which has of course nega vely impacted 
revenues across the board, both within Missouri and across the na on.  

Nonetheless, this past scal year MSPD aggressively explored op ons for improving collec ons.  Ac ons 
adopted and soon to be implemented include improved district o ce communica on with clients re the 
debts owed and accep ng debit and credit card payments via both the internet and telephone.    

Reten on of a collec on agency to pursue collec on remedies against clients with outstanding judgments 
was also explored, but proved to be much less tenable.  $20.5 million of the outstanding debt owed to 
MSPD is due from former MSPD clients who are currently incarcerated in the Missouri Department of 
Correc ons.  No collec ons agency was even willing to explore the possibility of collec ons ac vi es against 
those individuals.  Excluding the incarcerated debtors s ll le  approximately 252,000 unincarcerated 
individuals with outstanding debts to MSPD and MSPD spent several months in mee ngs and conversa on 
with collec ons en es exploring collec ons ac ons against these individuals.  At the end of the process, 
however, the unanimous conclusion of all ten or so collec on en es contacted in this process was that 
a emp ng legal collec ons e orts against this popula on   those at or below the federal poverty level at 
the me of representa on and most with criminal convic ons hampering s ll further any future 
employment opportuni es  would inevitably wind up cos ng signi cantly more than it would return. Not 
one was willing to undertake the project, even on a trial basis.  With only two clerks handling all of the 
accounts payable and receivable for MSPD, pursing more aggressive collec ons e orts in house is simply 
not an op on; nor, according to the private industry experts, is it likely to be pro table for the state in the 
long run.   
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SECOND REGULAR SESSION
[TRULY AGREED TO AND FINALLY PASSED]

CONFERENCE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR
SENATE COMMITTEE SUSSTITUTE FOR
HOUSE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR

HOUSE BILL NO. 2012
96TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Fiscal Year 2013

Originally Released/
Section 12.400. To the Office of the State Public Defender Appropriated Available Expended

For the purpose of funding the State Public Defender System
Personal Service and/or Expense and Equipment $32,600,474 $32,600,474 $32,600,472

100% flexibility is allowed between Personal Service
and/or Expense and Equipment.

For payment of expenses as provided by Chapter 600, RSMo,
associated with the defense of violent crimes and/or the
contracting of criminal representation with entities outside
of the Missouri Public Defender System $3,721,071 $3,721,071 $3,721,071

From General Revenue Fund $36,321,545 $36,321,545 $36,321,543

For expenses authorized by the Public Defender Commission
as provided by Section 600.090, RSMo

Personal Service $130,196
Expense and Equipment $2,850,756

Note: Release = Collected

From Legal Defense and Defender Fund $2,980,952 $1,178,663.61 $1,125,332

For refunds set off against debts as required by RSMo 143.786,

From Debt Offset Escrow Fund [Funds LDDF appropriation above] [$350,000E] [$760,000] [$758,990]

For all grants and contributions of funds from the federal government
or from any other source which may be deposited in the State Treasury
for the use of the Office of the State Public Defender

From Federal Funds $125,000 $0 $0

Total (Not to exceed 587.13 F.T.E.). $39,426,808 $37,500,209 $37,446,875
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The average direct cost of all cases disposed by the State Public Defender
(including Death Penalty Representa on) in Fiscal Year 2013 was $391.21. The
Trial Division Average was $319.51.

District Location Total Costs
FY13 Cases

Assigned
Cost Per

Assignment
FY13 Cases

Disposed
Cost Per

Disposition

2 Kirksville $242,400 780 $310.77 731 $331.60
4 Maryville $269,655 632 $426.67 607 $444.24
5 St. Joseph $566,600 1,887 $300.27 1,894 $299.16
7 Liberty $902,805 2,775 $325.34 2,676 $337.37

10 Hannibal $428,299 1,264 $338.84 1,227 $349.06
11 St. Charles $591,967 1,360 $435.27 1,489 $397.56
12 Fulton $471,525 1,592 $296.18 1,629 $289.46
13 Columbia $938,590 3,741 $250.89 3,918 $239.56
14 Moberly $506,257 1,644 $307.94 1,611 $314.25
15 Sedalia $493,737 2,010 $245.64 2,028 $243.46
16 Kansas City $2,651,183 5,236 $506.34 5,333 $497.13
17 Harrisonville $619,794 2,174 $285.09 2,022 $306.53
19 Jefferson City $540,644 2,710 $199.50 2,657 $203.48
20 Union $411,764 1,157 $355.89 1,380 $298.38
21 St. Louis County $1,347,693 5,054 $266.66 5,238 $257.29
22 St. Louis City $2,359,506 4,875 $484.00 5,381 $438.49
23 Hillsboro $436,991 1,401 $311.91 1,517 $288.06
24 Farmington $771,719 3,009 $256.47 3,053 $252.77
25 Rolla $846,698 3,516 $240.81 3,848 $220.04
26 Lebanon $540,217 1,918 $281.66 1,930 $279.91
28 Nevada $397,807 1,480 $268.79 1,565 $254.19
29 Carthage $1,206,917 2,779 $434.30 2,655 $454.58
30 Bolivar $468,634 1,508 $310.77 1,368 $342.57
31 Springfield $1,452,140 4,548 $319.29 4,889 $297.02
32 Jackson $920,836 2,472 $372.51 2,488 $370.11
34 Caruthersville $360,351 993 $362.89 1,134 $317.77
35 Kennett $379,137 1,320 $287.23 1,329 $285.28
36 Poplar Bluff $533,188 2,240 $238.03 2,278 $234.06
37 West Plains $390,132 1,330 $293.33 1,372 $284.35
39 Monett $606,185 2,057 $294.69 2,206 $274.79
43 Chillicothe $725,039 1,998 $362.88 1,894 $382.81
44 Ava $302,850 972 $311.57 973 $311.25
45 Troy $451,994 1,234 $366.28 1,212 $372.93

Trial Division Totals $24,133,255 73,666 $327.60 75,532 $319.51

Fiscal Year 2013
Trial Division Average Cost Per Case
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District Location Total Costs
FY13 Cases

Assigned
Cost Per

Assignment
FY13 Cases

Disposed
Cost Per

Disposition

50 Columbia Appellate $730,999 283 $2,583.04 392 $1,864.79
51 St. Louis Appellate $587,772 347 $1,693.87 345 $1,703.69
52 Kansas City Appellate $347,293 158 $2,198.05 161 $2,157.10
67 Appellate/PCR Central A $708,654 363 $1,952.21 363 $1,952.21
68 Appellate/PCR Eastern B $411,142 322 $1,276.84 343 $1,198.66
69 Appellate/PCR Western B $254,454 161 $1,580.46 164 $1,551.55

Appellate Division Totals $3,040,313 1,634 $1,860.66 1,768 $1,719.63

Fiscal Year 2013
Appellate Division Average Cost Per Case

District Location Total Costs
FY13 Cases

Assigned
Cost Per

Assignment
FY13 Cases

Disposed
Cost Per

Disposition

71 Civil Commitment Unit $420,238 43 $9,772.98 19 $22,117.80

Fiscal Year 2013
Commitment Defense Unit Average Cost Per Case

District Location Total Costs
FY13 Cases

Assigned
Cost Per

Assignment
FY13 Cases

Disposed
Cost Per

Disposition

53 Columbia Capital $819,091 2 $409,545.53 7 $117,013.01
54 St. Louis Capital $1,218,590 11 $110,780.92 11 $110,780.92
55 Kansas City Capital $636,954 6 $106,159.01 3 $212,318.01

$2,674,635 19 $140,770.28 21 $127,363.58

strict 53 4 Assigned and 5 Disposed; District 54 3 Assigned and 3 Disposed; District 55 16 Assigned and 23 Dispose

Fiscal Year 2013
Capital Division Average Cost Per Case

Note: In Fiscal Year 2013, the Capital Division provided representation in Non Death Appeals:

These numbers are not included in the Assigned or Disposed Case Totals
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On March 1, 2013, MSPD employees began recording their
me according to task and case type. While public defender
me keeping had been ins tuted once before, in 2006, as

part of a twelve week workload study, this new me
keeping approach is not a one me study, but a permanent
change in MSPD’s way of doing business. Employee me
logs are kept in ve minute increments and completed by all
MSPD employees, not just a orneys.

The me keeping program in use was designed to allow
MSPD management to expand or collapse the number of
categories and tasks tracked. This exibility permits the
periodic collec on of much more detailed data for use in
workload studies or tracking a par cular issue of concern,
while also permi ng the collapse of mul ple tasks into
simpler to use broader categories for the ongoing tracking
of me.

Ini al data from the new me keeping system reveals the
following breakdown of a orney me within the Public
Defender System:

Time Keeping
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These are the trial lawyers, the ones Missouri’s indigent defendants rst turn to upon being arrested and
charged with a crime. The lawyers usually enter on their cases at or soon a er a defendant’s rst appearance
in associate circuit court following an arrest and will con nue represen ng the defendant through the en re
associate and circuit court process – up to and including the plea or trial and, if convicted, the sentencing
hearing. The division consists of 34 district trial o ces, as well as the Civil Commitment Defense Unit [CDU].
Between them, they handle 95.5% of the cases that make up the system’s caseload.

MSPD’s Trial Division a orneys handle every type of state criminal case in which the law includes a possible
jail sentence among the penalty op ons for the court to consider from tra c o enses, conserva on, and
‘Minor in Possession of Alcohol’ o enses up to and including non capital murder cases. (Capital Murder cases
are handled by the MSPD Capital Division.) The Trial Division also handles civil commitment proceedings
under the sexually violent predator statutes and pe ons for release from the Department of Mental Health,
both of which are discussed further below.

An MSPD Trial Division A orney’s prac ce will generally include:

bond hearings for those defendants who are con ned pre trial and seeking release, which can
include verifying a place to stay, nding a sponsor the court is likely to trust, verifying an
employer will take them back to work, etc;
preliminary hearings;
tracking down and reviewing all of the state’s discovery – police reports, lab reports, witness
statements, hospital records, etc.;

interviewing or deposing the key state’s witnesses;
loca ng and interviewing poten al defense witnesses;

tracking down records and evidence that may help establish the defendant’s innocence;
visi ng crime scenes or re enac ng a described crime to see if the real thing matches up with
what witnesses described;
reviewing the results and original notes and data from forensic tests conducted by the state,
determining whether an independent analysis by an expert who doesn’t work for the state is
warranted, and if so, nding that expert and arranging for the tes ng of the evidence;
making ini al assessments of the defendant’s ability to understand the legal proceedings and,
when the defendant exhibits developmental or mental disabili es, arranging for an expert to
evaluate the defendant to make that determina on;
researching the law applicable to the defendant’s case and li ga ng mo ons where it appears
the defendant has not been properly charged, the law has not been followed, or the state is
seeking to put on evidence of ques onable admissibility or reliability;

nego a ng plea agreements with the prosecutor, as well as loca ng and li ga ng for
sentencing op ons that could e ec vely address the problems that resulted in the defendant
ge ng into trouble in the rst place and thus reduce the likelihood of recidivism; or

Missouri Public Defenders:
Trial Division
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if the case is one that goes to a trial, conduc ng that trial, before either a judge or jury, as well as
being present and advising the client concerning all the court appearances a defendant will be
required to make as his case progresses through the criminal jus ce system;
and of course mee ng with and advising the client, and perhaps the client’s family members if
the client requests it, throughout each of the above processes.

As the above list indicates, an a orney’s appearance in court on behalf of a defendant is a very small por on of
the work they must do on a case. When they have too many cases, some of these steps are skipped or fall by
the way side. The state’s evidence is taken at face value, assumed by all to be accurate and mistakes fall
through the cracks, uncaught and uncorrected. The result is that individual defendants and jus ce as a whole
su er.

FELONY OFFENSES: As the pie chart on the following page shows, 50.74% of the Trial Division caseload in FY13
was made up of felony o enses. These are charges which carry peniten ary me, ranging from one to four
years of imprisonment for the lowest level felonies up to life in prison without the possibility of proba on or
parole for the most serious o enses.

MISDEMEANOR OFFENSES: Misdemeanor o enses are those which carry jail me as a possible sentence, but
any jail me imposed would be served in the county jail rather than the state’s peniten ary. The maximum
sentence on the highest level misdemeanor o enses is one year incarcera on.

JUVENILE CASES: Missouri’s juvenile courts have jurisdic on over anyone under the age of 17 who is accused
of commi ng an o ense that would be a crime if that person were an adult. They also have jurisdic on over
various ‘status o enses’ – things that apply only to juveniles and not to adults. Examples of these would be
Truancy and Incorrigibility. Some Missouri courts appoint private a orneys for juveniles who cannot hire their
own a orneys, but a number of coun es, par cularly those in the urban areas with more signi cant juvenile
caseloads, con nue to rely on the public defender to provide defense representa on to these children.

PROBATION VIOLATION CASES: These are cases in which the defendant has already been through the court
system on an underlying charge and placed on proba on. The new case arises from the allega on that the
defendant has in some way violated the condi ons of his/her proba on. Viola ons can arise from new
criminal behavior, whether or not any criminal charges were led; so an arrest alone can be grounds for a
proba on viola on. A defendant may also face a viola on proceeding for what are known as technical
viola ons, which are viola ons of condi ons put in place at the me of the proba on. These can include such
things as failing a drug test, failure to report to the proba on o cer as instructed, failure to complete an
ordered treatment or educa on program, etc.

Types of Cases Handled by the Trial Division
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PETITIONS FOR RELEASE: Another type of civil commitment in which public defender is involved are those
following a nding of Not Guilty by Reason of Insanity [NGRI]. A defendant found to be NGRI is automa cally
commi ed to the Department of Mental Health for treatment. Pe ons for Release are the requests by those
so commi ed to now be released from the Department of Mental Health. Some who have already been
released from the mental ins tu on on a condi onal release are asking to be uncondi onally released, free of
the ongoing supervision and condi ons of the Department of Mental Health. The issue in both such pe ons is
whether the defendant’s mental illness is su ciently under control that he or she no longer poses a threat to
themselves or to others. Unlike the SVP commitments discussed above, these pe ons are li gated before a
judge, rather than a jury.

FAQ: Why does MSPD count proba on viola ons as separate cases when the courts and prosecutors do not?

It is the prac ce of Missouri’s prosecutors and courts to hold open the original case out of which proba on
arose, for the dura on of the proba onary period. As a result, they then treat proba on viola ons as simply
another proceeding within the original case.

By contrast, it is the prac ce of MSPD and the defense bar as whole to close out a case once the defendant is
placed on proba on. Neither group of defense a orneys, private or public, is willing or able to commit to
con nuing to represent, counsel, or maintain contact with that client over the course of his / her proba on
(which on a felony case can last up to ve years) as would be ethically required of them as defense counsel if
they maintained these as open cases for the dura on of the proba onary period.
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If a proba on viola on is later led, private defense a orneys generally expect a separate retainer in order to
represent the defendant on that proba on viola on. This is why MSPD winds up with many proba on viola on
cases in which the defendant had private counsel on the underlying charge. The defendant cannot come up
with the addi onal money to pay the private a orney to handle the new proba on viola on ma er. By the
same token, MSPD is seldom in a posi on to re assign to the defendant the same a orney who handled the
underlying charge in his case. In either situa on, therefore, a new a orney client rela onship must be
established just as in any other new case.

The evidence of viola on is gathered and reported to the court and prosecutor by the proba on o cer. The
review of that evidence, inves ga on of its accuracy, the review of the law that applies to the circumstances of
this revoca on proceeding and the inves ga on into and presenta on to the judge of other sentencing
alterna ves in lieu of revoca on is the obliga on of defense counsel. If done correctly, this is very comparable
to the work that is required in any other criminal case and therefore MSPD counts it as a case in its own right.

COUNTY VS CIRCUIT SYSTEMS

Missouri's 34 trial o ces provide defense representa on to indigent defendants in all of Missouri's 114
coun es plus the City of St. Louis. Some of the urban o ces serve only one county, but most of the o ces
serving rural coun es are responsible for several coun es. The o ce with the largest geographic spread is
District 43, located in Chillicothe, which serves eleven coun es. Most o ces, however, cover between three
and ve coun es.

Currently, the geographic areas covered by defender o ces do not coincide with Missouri's judicial circuits,
even though the district numbers assigned to each o ce will o en be the same as that of one of the judicial
circuits the o ce serves. For example, one public defender o ce may serve only two of the three coun es in a
par cular judicial circuit, while also providing service in two coun es from an adjoining judicial circuit.

This arrangement will be changing as the result of legisla on enacted in the Spring of 2013. HB215 requires
that the Missouri Public Defender Commission, which is responsible for determining where public defender
o ces are established and their boundaries of service, begin the move toward making public defender districts
congruent with judicial circuits. A plan for implemen ng that change is due to the legislature by December 31
of 2015 and nal implementa on of the revised districts is to be completed by December 31, 2018. Under the
legisla on, one district o ce may serve more than one judicial circuit, but circuits may not be split between
more than one district o ce.
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Public Defender Trial Division
District Map

Fiscal Year 2013
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Case
Type

Description Opened Cases Closed Cases

15 Murder 1st Degree 127 110
20 Other Homicide 182 168
30D A B Felony Drug 3,322 3,272
30F A B Felony Other 3,923 3,810
30X A B Felony Sex 660 645
35D C D Felony Drug 6,865 6,925
35F C D Felony Other 21,923 22,270
35X C D Felony Sex 374 369
45M Misdemeanor 14,008 14,999
45T Misd. Traffic 2,322 2,782
50N Juvenile Non violent 909 925
50S Juvenile Status 102 98
50V Juvenile Violent 618 590
60 Mental Health Release Petitions 23 27
65F Probation Violation Felony 14,323 14,279
65M Probation Violation Misd. 3,899 4,191
75 Special Writ 5 5
82 Appeal Other 2 2
99 Unknown 79 65

73,666 75,532

Fiscal Year 2013
Trial Division

Cases by Case Type
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MSPD tracks both assigned and disposed of cases for each scal year, and both of those numbers for
FY2013 can be found within this Annual Report. However, those two numbers are generally not
tracking the same cases. Many cases take more than a year from assignment to disposi on and many
more do not fall neatly, start to nish, within a single scal year. The below chart re ects the reality that
no lawyer begins the scal year with an empty le drawer. At the start of FY2013, Missouri's public
defenders had over 29,000 pending cases already on their desks, to which another 73,666 new cases
were assigned over the course of the scal year.
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MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM
Trial Division O ces

Area 2 Adair, Knox, Schuyler, Scotland Coun es
Kevin Locke, District Defender
905 E. George
Kirksville, MO 63501
660 785 2445 FAX: 660 785 2449

Area 4 Andrew, Atchison, Gentry, Holt,
Nodaway, Worth Coun es

Michelle Davidson, District Defender
305 North Market
Maryville, MO 64468
660 582 3545 FAX: 660 562 3398

Area 5 Buchanan County
Sue Rinne, District Defender
120 South 5th Street, 2nd Floor
St. Joseph, MO 64501
816 387 2026 FAX: 816 387 2786

Area 7 – Clay, Clinton, Pla e Coun es
Anthony Cardarella, District Defender
234 West Shrader
Liberty, Missouri 64068
816 792 5394 FAX: 816 792 8267

Area 10 Clark, Lewis, Marion, Monroe,
Ralls, Shelby Coun es

Todd Schulze, District Defender
201 North Third Street
Hannibal, MO 63401
573 248 2430 FAX: 573 248 2432

Area 11 St. Charles, Warren Coun es
Tara Crane, District Defender
300 N. Second Street, Suite 264
St. Charles, MO 63301
636 949 7300 FAX: 636 949 7301

Area 12 Audrain, Callaway,
Montgomery Coun es

Jus n Carver, District Defender
2800 Cardinal Drive
Suite B
Fulton, MO 65251
573 592 4155 FAX: 573 642 9528

Area 13 Boone County
David Wallis, District Defender
601 E. Walnut
Columbia, MO 65201
573 882 9701 FAX: 573 882 9147

Area 14 Chariton, Howard, Linn,
Macon, Randolph Coun es

Ray Legg, District Defender
3029 County Road 1325
Moberly, MO 65270
660 263 7665 FAX: 660 263 2479

Area 15 Cooper, Lafaye e, Pe s,
Saline Coun es

Max Mitchell, District Defender
110 S. Limit
Sedalia, MO 65301
660 530 5550 FAX: 660 530 5545

Area 16 Jackson County
Ruth Petsch, District Defender
Oak Tower, 20th Floor
324 E. 11th Street
Kansas City, MO 64106 2417
816 889 2099 FAX: 816 889 2999
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Area 17 Bates, Cass, Henry,
Johnson, St. Clair Coun es

Je rey Mar n, District Defender
502 Westchester Avenue
Harrisonville, MO 64701
816 380 3160 FAX: 816 380 7844

Area 19 Cole, Miller, Moniteau, Osage Coun es
Jan King, District Defender
210 Adams Street
Je erson City, MO 65101
573 526 3266 FAX: 573 526 1115

Area 20 Franklin, Gasconade Coun es
Lisa Preddy, District Defender
300 East Main Street
Union, MO 63084
636 583 5197 FAX: 636 583 1740

Area 21 St. Louis County
Stephen Reynolds, District Defender
100 S. Central, 2nd Floor
Clayton, MO 63105
314 615 4778 FAX: 314 615 0128

Area 22 St. Louis City
Mary Fox, District Defender
Mel Carnahan Courthouse
1114 Market Street, Suite 602
St. Louis, MO 63101
314 340 7625 FAX: 314 340 7595

Area 23 Je erson County
Val Held, District Defender
P.O. Box 156
300 Main Street
Hillsboro, Missouri 63050
636 789 5254 FAX: 636 789 5267

Area 24 Iron, Madison, Reynolds,
St. Francois, Ste. Genevieve,
Washington Coun es

Wayne Williams, District Defender
Liberty Hall Professional Building
400 N. Washington Street, Suite #232
Farmington, MO 63640
573 218 7080 FAX: 573 218 7082

Area 25 Crawford, Dent, Maries,
Phelps, Pulaski, Texas Coun es

Chad Picker, District Defender
901 Pine, Suite 200
Rolla, MO 65401
573 368 2260 FAX: 573 364 7976

Area 26 Camden, Laclede, Morgan Coun es
Karie Comstock, District Defender
288 Harwood
Lebanon, MO 65536
417 532 6886 FAX: 417 532 6894

Area 28 Barton, Cedar, Dade, Vernon Coun es
Joe Zuzul, District Defender
329 C North Barre
Nevada, MO 64772
417 448 1140 FAX: 417 448 1143

Area 29 Jasper, McDonald, Newton Coun es
Darren Wallace, District Defender
115 Lincoln Street
Carthage, MO 64836
417 359 8489 FAX: 417 359 8490

MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM
Trial Division O ces
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Area 30 Benton, Dallas, Hickory,
Polk, Webster Coun es

Dewayne Perry, District Defender
1901 South Wommack, Suite B
Bolivar, Missouri 65613
417 777 8544 FAX: 417 777 3082

Area 31 Chris an, Greene, Taney Coun es
Rodney Hackathorn, District Defender
630 North Robberson
Spring eld, MO 65806
417 895 6740 FAX: 417 895 6780

Area 32 Bollinger, Cape Girardeau,
Mississippi, Perry, Sco Coun es

Christopher Davis, District Defender
215 North High Street
Jackson, MO 63755
573 243 3949 FAX: 573 243 1613

Area 34 New Madrid,
Pemiscot Coun es

Brandon Sanchez, District Defender
407 Walker Avenue
Caruthersville, MO 63830
573 333 4066 FAX: 573 333 0756

Area 35 Dunklin, Stoddard Coun es
Ian Page, District Defender
P.O. Box 648
1087 Commerce Drive
Kenne , MO 63857
573 888 0604 FAX: 573 888 0614

Area 36 Butler, Carter, Ripley, Wayne Coun es
Steven Lynxwiler, District Defender
2323 North Main
Poplar Blu , MO 63901
573 840 9775 FAX: 573 840 9773

Area 37 Howell, Oregon, Shannon Coun es
Donna Anthony, District Defender
1314 Webster Street
West Plains, MO 65775
417 257 7224 FAX: 417 257 7692

Area 39 Barry, Lawrence, Stone Coun es
Pamela Musgrave, District Defender
P.O. Box 685
305 Dairy
Mone , MO 65708 0685
417 235 8828 FAX: 417 235 5140

Area 43 Caldwell, Carroll, Daviess, DeKalb,
Grundy, Harrison, Livingston, Mercer,
Putnam, Ray, Sullivan Coun es

Kelly Miller, District Defender
500 Youssef
Chillicothe, MO 64601
660 646 3343 FAX: 660 646 4228

Area 44 Douglas, Ozark, Wright Coun es
Kevin Babcock District Defender
P.O. Box 951
404 East Washington Street
Ava, MO 65608
417 683 5418 FAX: 417 683 5820

Area 45 Lincoln, Pike Coun es
Tom Crocco, District Defender
240 West College
Troy, MO 63379
636 528 5084 FAX: 636 528 5086

MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM
Trial Division O ces

24



Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 2—Kirksville

District 4—Maryville

District 5—St. Joseph
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 10—Hannibal

District 11—St. Charles

District 7—Liberty
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 14—Moberly

District 12—Fulton

District 13—Columbia
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 15—Sedalia

District 16—Kansas City

District 17—Harrisonville
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 19—Je erson City

District 20—Union

District 21—St. Louis County
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 24—Farmington

District 23—Hillsboro

District 22—St. Louis City
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 28—Nevada

District 26—Lebanon

District 25—Rolla
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 29—Carthage

District 30—Bolivar

District 31— Spring eld
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 32—Jackson

District 34—Caruthersville

District 35—Kenne
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 37—West Plains

District 39—Mone

District 36—Poplar Blu
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 45—Troy

District 43—Chillicothe

District 44—Ava
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District
#

District
Name

Cases
Assigned

Cases
Disposed

2 Kirksville 780 731
4 Maryville 632 607
5 St. Joseph 1,887 1,894
7 Liberty 2,775 2,676

10 Hannibal 1,264 1,227
11 St. Charles 1,360 1,489
12 Fulton 1,592 1,629
13 Columbia 3,741 3,918
14 Moberly 1,644 1,611
15 Sedalia 2,010 2,028
16 Kansas City 5,236 5,333
17 Harrisonville 2,174 2,022
19 Jefferson City 2,710 2,657
20 Union 1,157 1,380
21 St. Louis County 5,054 5,238
22 St. Louis City 4,875 5,381
23 Hillsboro 1,401 1,517
24 Farmington 3,009 3,053
25 Rolla 3,516 3,848
26 Lebanon 1,918 1,930
28 Nevada 1,480 1,565
29 Carthage 2,779 2,655
30 Buffalo 1,508 1,368
31 Springfield 4,548 4,889
32 Cape Girardeau 2,472 2,488
34 Caruthersville 993 1,134
35 Kennett 1,320 1,329
36 Poplar Bluff 2,240 2,278
37 West Plains 1,330 1,372
39 Monett 2,057 2,206
43 Chillicothe 1,998 1,894
44 Ava 972 973
45 Troy 1,234 1,212

73,666 75,532

Fiscal Year 2013
Trial Division Cases

Assigned and Disposed

Trial Division Totals
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County Opened Closed County Opened Closed County Opened Closed

ADAIR 761 734 GREENE 2,578 2,835 OZARK 156 158
ANDREW 167 160 GRUNDY 217 205 PEMISCOT 514 571
ATCHISON 58 52 HARRISON 208 202 PERRY 212 210
AUDRAIN 730 704 HENRY 352 359 PETTIS 805 775
BARRY 599 594 HICKORY 87 93 PHELPS 1,086 1,239
BARTON 184 210 HOLT 68 65 PIKE 322 318
BATES 377 367 HOWARD 143 136 PLATTE 663 658
BENTON 306 297 HOWELL 941 963 POLK 422 424
BOLLINGER 92 98 IRON 234 228 PULASKI 909 1,011
BOONE 3,551 3,735 JACKSON 5,435 5,494 PUTNAM 101 94
BUCHANAN 1,952 1,956 JASPER 1,847 1,815 RALLS 136 133
BUTLER 1,219 1,199 JEFFERSON 1,445 1,542 RANDOLPH 645 640
CALDWELL 178 178 JOHNSON 577 549 RAY 394 367
CALLAWAY 789 840 KNOX 33 28 REYNOLDS 94 80
CAMDEN 662 691 LACLEDE 811 774 RIPLEY 419 467
CAPE GIRARDEAU 856 884 LAFAYETTE 499 552 SALINE 406 402
CARROLL 160 150 LAWRENCE 825 814 SCHUYLER 56 42
CARTER 179 160 LEWIS 160 153 SCOTLAND 63 63
CASS 682 611 LINCOLN 964 930 SCOTT 744 748
CEDAR 318 366 LINN 320 317 SHANNON 187 183
CHARITON 86 95 LIVINGSTON 421 377 SHELBY 91 81
CHRISTIAN 930 980 MACON 336 314 ST. CHARLES 994 1,170
CLARK 160 145 MADISON 292 283 ST. CLAIR 165 152
CLAY 1,567 1,457 MARIES 92 107 ST. FRANCOIS 1,497 1,480
CLINTON 279 272 MARION 700 696 ST. LOUIS CITY 4,635 5,242
COLE 1,774 1,729 MCDONALD 247 247 ST. LOUIS COUNTY 4,928 5,055
COOPER 355 344 MERCER 62 40 STE. GENEVIEVE 320 319
CRAWFORD 729 762 MILLER 499 510 STODDARD 637 626
DADE 130 137 MISSISSIPPI 479 505 STONE 405 469
DALLAS 218 196 MONITEAU 164 140 SULLIVAN 101 96
DAVIESS 139 160 MONROE 74 66 TANEY 1,225 1,231
DEKALB 136 145 MONTGOMERY 173 202 TEXAS 532 528
DENT 425 498 MORGAN 366 381 VERNON 911 918
DOUGLAS 252 256 NEW MADRID 425 479 WARREN 283 272
DUNKLIN 753 781 NEWTON 836 753 WASHINGTON 587 605
FRANKLIN 1,123 1,304 NODAWAY 210 199 WAYNE 612 623
GASCONADE 145 181 OREGON 221 227 WEBSTER 422 439
GENTRY 52 58 OSAGE 115 93 WORTH 12 11

WRIGHT 446 473

73,666 75,532

Fiscal Year 2013
Trial Division

Opened and Closed by County
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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15 YEAR COMPARISON—TRIAL DIVISION CASELOAD— 
CLOSED CASES BY COUNTY 
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MSPD’s Appellate/PCR Division consists of six o ces, with two o ces located in St. Louis, two in Columbia, and two in
Kansas City. In St. Louis and Kansas City, both o ces do both appeals and PCR’s and handle con ict cases for one
another. Having a second o ce down the hall avoids having to transfer con ict cases to an a orney on the other side
of the state. In Columbia, one o ce handles exclusively appeals and the other o ce handles exclusively post
convic on cases.

Appeals: Direct appeals are the rst step in seeking to set aside or overturn a convic on a er a trial. The process
involves asking the Court of Appeals and /or the Missouri Supreme Court, to review and grant relief because of
mistakes made by the trial court. The a orneys review the trial transcript, the trial court le, all the legal documents ,
and evidence introduced in the case and then present to the appellate courts, through wri en briefs and oral
argument, the errors that were made in the lower court and the law suppor ng relief. MSPD’s appellate a orneys
handle cases in the Eastern, Western, and Southern Courts of Appeal and in both the Missouri and U.S. Supreme Court.

Post convic on Cases: Post Convic on cases (or PCR’s) are collateral a acks on a convic on a er the appellate
process has been exhausted, and can include challenges to the legi macy of the appellate process in a case as well as
of the trial court proceedings. Unlike an appeal, which can only follow a trial, a PCR can also be led a er a guilty plea.
These proceedings are conducted in the circuit courts in all 114 coun es across the state + the City of St. Louis and
include capital as well as non capital cases.

In a post convic on case, the focus is on cons tu onal viola ons that could not be corrected at the appellate level.
E.g, if an a orney fails to object at the right me at a trial, the trial court’s mistake is not preserved for appeal and the
appellate court will usually not review it. However, through a PCR proceeding , a court can examine the a orney’s
failure to make the right objec on and the likelihood the defendant would have go en relief on appeal had the
a orney done it correctly. If the court in the PCR hearing nds that, but for the a orney’s ine ec veness, the
defendant likely would have had a di erent result, relief may be granted.

A orneys handling PCR cases must do much of the same work as their appellate counterparts reviewing the trial
transcript, the trial court le, all the legal documents , and evidence introduced in the case; but instead of then wri ng
briefs and doing oral arguments for the appellate court, they dra mo ons to set aside the convic on and conduct
eviden ary hearings at the circuit court level. To prepare for these, the PCR a orneys must gure out what the trial
a orney should have done, but didn’t, and then do it themselves. This can include a fair amount of case re
inves ga on, such as loca ng and presen ng witnesses the trial a orney failed to locate or present, presen ng the
tes mony of an expert the trial a orney failed to obtain, or pu ng on new evidence of innocence that was never
provided by the state prior to trial. If a post convic on claim is denied at the lower court level, there is a right to an
appeal of that denial.

Private A orney Cases: In addi on to the direct appeals and post convic on ma ers arising out of cases ini ally
handled at the trial level by public defenders, our Appellate/PCR a orneys get many cases from the private bar. It is
frequently the case that the money to pay counsel has run out by the me a trial is complete and the appellate and
post convic on processes therefore fall back to the public defender.

Public Defender
Appellate/Post Convic on Relief Division
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MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM
Appellate Division

Appellate Central District 50
Ellen Flo man, District Defender
Woodrail Centre
1000 West Nifong—Building 7, Suite 100
Columbia, MO 65203
573 882 9855 FAX: 573 882 4793

PCR Central District 69
Steve Harris, District Defender
Woodrail Centre
1000 West Nifong—Building 7, Suite 100
Columbia, MO 65203
573 882 9855 FAX: 573 882 9468

Appellate/PCR Eastern District 51 (A)
Sco Thompson, District Defender
1010 Market Street—Suite 1100
St. Louis, MO 63103
314 340 7662 FAX: 314 340 7685

Appellate/PCR Eastern District 68 (B)
Renee Robinson, District Defender
1010 Market Street—Suite 1100
St. Louis, MO 63103
314 340 7662 FAX: 314 421 7685

Appellate/PCR Western District 52 (A)
Susan Hogan, District Defender
920 Main Street, Suite 500
Kansas City, MO 64105
816 889 7699 Fax: 816 889 2001

Appellate/PCR Western District 69 (B)
Laura Mar n, District Defender
920 Main Street, Suite 500
Kansas City, MO 64105
816 889 7699 Fax: 816 889 2001
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Area 50 Area 67 Area 51 Area 68 Area 52 Area 69
Death Penalty

Opened 2 1 3
Closed 1 2 4 7

Felony Appeals
Opened 192 55 52 28 32 359

Closed 254 41 48 23 36 402

Misdemeanor
Appeals
Opened 18 1 4 23

Closed 18 1 5 1 1 26

Juvenile Appeals
Opened 3 3 2 8

Closed 3 4 7

Post Plea PCR
Opened 219 123 110 60 74 586

Closed 232 131 111 70 59 603

Post Trial PCR
Opened 102 59 61 21 19 262

Closed 82 65 63 32 29 271

PCR Appeals
Opened 56 31 102 98 38 31 356

Closed 93 45 106 116 27 38 425

Opened 12 11 7 4 3 37
Closed 23 2 1 1 27

Appellate Division
Totals

Opened 283 363 347 322 158 161 1634
Closed 392 363 345 343 161 164 1768

Totals
Opened 1634

Closed 1768

Fiscal Year 2013
APPELLATE DIVISION CASELOAD

Cases Opened and Closed
Central Eastern Western

Columbia St. Louis
Totals

Central Eastern Western

Kansas City

646 669 319

Other (DNA, 29.07, 29.13, Rule 87,
State's Appeals, 29.27, Writs, CDUs, etc)

Columbia St. Louis Kansas City

755 688 325
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2007 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 50

Columbia

Central Appellate

District 67

Columbia

Post Convic on Relief Central

District 51

St. Louis

Appellate/
Post Convic on Relief

East A
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Cases Opened and Closed – By District
Fiscal Year 2007 to Fiscal Year 2013

Opened Closed

District 68

St. Louis

Appellate/
Post Convic on Relief

East B

District 52

Kansas City

Appellate/
Post Convic on Relief

West A

District 69

Kansas City

Appellate/
Post Convic on Relief

West B
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Missouri Public Defenders
Capital Division

MSPD’s Capital Division provides defense representa on in Murder First Degree cases in which the state is 
seeking the death penalty.  They also handle direct appeals in cases in which a sentence of death has been im
posed.  If their caseloads permit, they may occasionally also take on a non capital murder case from an over
loaded trial o ce. 

The division consists of three o ces, one in St. Louis, one in Columbia, and one in Kansas City.   Because of the 
complexity of death penalty cases, a orneys handling capital cases are limited to no more than six open capital 
cases at a me.  Two a orneys, an inves gator, and a mi ga on specialist are assigned to each case. 
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MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM

Central District
 Donald Catle , District Defender 
 Woodrail Centre 
 1000 West Nifong—Building 7, Suite 100 
 Columbia, MO  65203 
 573 882 9855 FAX: 573 884 4921 
 
Eastern District
 Robert Wolfrum, District Defender 
 1010 Market Street—Suite 1100 
 St. Louis, MO  63103 
 314 340 7662 FAX: 314 340 7666 
 
Western District
 Thomas Jacquinot, District Defender 
 920 Main Street, Suite 500 
 Kansas City, MO  64105 
 816 889 7699 Fax:  816 889 2001 
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Missouri Public Defenders
Commitment Defense Unit

MSPD’s Civil Commitment Defense Unit was created 2003 in response to Missouri’s adop on of new ‘Sexually Violent 
Predator’ civil commitment  laws.  A er a person convicted of certain sexual o enses has completed his prison sentence, 
the state may seek to have him adjudicated as a ‘sexually violent predator’ and have him civilly commi ed to the state’s 
Sex O ender Rehabilita on and Treatment Services ins tu on.  The public defenders working in MSPD’s Civil Commit-
ment Defense Unit [CDU] provide defense representa on to these defendants during both their ini al commitment hear-
ing and jury trial and therea er, at a new jury trial every year for each inmate to determine whether he or she remains a 
danger to the community. 

At the me this program was created, MSPD received two addi onal a orneys to handle the an cipated increase in work-
load from these new commitment proceedings.  Today, MSPD has had to pull three more lawyers from the overloaded 
Trial Division to help handle the growing CDU caseload. 
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MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM
Civil Commitment Unit

COMMITMENT DEFENSE UNIT
 
 Je  Stephens, District Defender 
 920 Main Street, Suite 500 
 Kansas City, MO  64105 
 816-889-7699 FAX: 816-889-2001 
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Missouri Public Contract
& Con ict Assignments

Administra on of Contrac ng: 

MSPD contracts with three experienced private criminal defense a orneys to administer the case contrac ng 
func on within designated regions, as shown in the map below.  The MSPD Deputy Director administers the 
contrac ng of cases in the Northwest Region of the state, as well as overseeing the work of the Contract 
Coordinators and the contrac ng func on as a whole.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Each Contract Coordinator is responsible for recrui ng and qualifying private 
a orneys within their designated regions to serve as MSPD Panel A orneys – 
private criminal defense a orneys who accept cases on contract for MSPD.  As 
cases to be contracted are iden ed, they are forwarded to the appropriate 
Contract Coordinator, who assigns the case to an appropriately quali ed a orney 
from the pool of Panel A orneys for a par cular county.  By spreading among four 
people, the responsibility that was previously handled by only one, MSPD has 
signi cantly reduced the amount of me it is taking to get private a orneys 
assigned to contract cases without adding any addi onal administra ve sta .   

Types of Cases Contracted 

MSPD contracts out two kinds of cases: 1)  those which are a con ict for the local 
public defender o ce to handle;  and 2) caseload relief contracts.  The contrac ng 

process is the same for both.  Only the reasons for the contrac ng di er. 

Dan Gralike 

Deputy Director 

63



Con icts Cases:  Con ict cases are those in which the lawyers or sta  of the local public defender o ce 
have a con ict of interest in represen ng the defendant.  This is most o en because the o ce 
already represents a co defendant with opposing interests or  may have previously represented 
the person who is now the vic m or a key witness in this new case.  Occasionally the con ict is 
because the vic m is a friend or family member of someone in the o ce.  Under the Rules of 
Professional Responsibility governing a orney prac ce, lawyers are not permi ed to accept 
representa on in cases that present a con ict of interest.  As a result, these cases must go 
elsewhere.   

 The majority of con ict cases are assigned to a di erent, geographically close public defender 
o ce.  Some mes, however, there are not enough nearby o ces to go around, as is o en the in 
cases involving  mul ple co defendants.  O en, it is neither feasible nor e cient to assign 
con icts to another defender o ce, which necessitates an a orney traveling to another county 
for just one case or to see one client.   In s ll other situa ons, the o ce that would normally be 
assigned a con ict case is especially short sta ed or overloaded and unable to take on the 
addi onal cases.   In these situa ons, the con ict cases are contracted out to private counsel.   

Caseload Relief Contracts: As has already been described, MSPD is su ering from a system wide 
caseload crisis.  One a empt to address this cri cal problem has been through the contrac ng of 
some of the case overload in especially cri cal jurisdic ons out to the private bar.  

 
Fee Schedule for Contrac ng  

MSPD u lizes a modi ed at fee rate for contract cases.  This is 
a base fee corresponding to the type of case with provisions for 
addi onal payment if the case should go to trial. The base fee 
may also be nego ated upward if the case is a par cularly 
complex one or has special circumstances that may require 
work above and beyond the norm for its case type or if we are 
unable to locate a quali ed a orney who will take the case at 
the rate on the schedule, as does some mes happen.  The 
typical contract fee schedule used by MSPD in FY13 is to the 
right. 

Li ga on expenses  (expert witness fees and travel costs, 
deposi ons, transcripts, case inves ga on, etc)  are not 
included in the a orney’s fee.  Those types of expenditures are 
approved separately and must each be submi ed to MSPD for 
approval by MSPD’s Deputy Director prior to being incurred.   

In FY13, MSPD contracted approximately 3.35% of its total 
caseload to the private bar.  In FY07 and FY08, MSPD was given 
$1.15 million to contract out case overload to private counsel, 
but in FY09, that amount was reduced to fund twelve new FTE 
and the contrac ng of case overload was cut back accordingly.  
The FY13 appropria ons included an extra $1.163 million in contrac ng funds for caseload relief for MSPD.   , 
$441,941 of which was immediately released by the Governor.  The remaining $721,071 was released in later 
April 2013 

In FY13, MSPD spent just over $2,238,357 to contract out 2,614 cases, at an average cost per case of $856.30.
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District # Total
District
Totals

District # Total
District

Totals
ADAIR 02 78 CRAWFORD 25 34
KNOX 02 DENT 25 26
SCHUYLER 02 3 MARIES 25 6

81 PHELPS 25 29
ANDREW 04 10 PULASKI 25 47
ATCHISON 04 3 TEXAS 25 16
GENTRY 04 1
HOLT 04 158
NODAWAY 04 11 CAMDEN 26 85
SCOTLAND 04 1 LACLEDE 26 12
WORTH 04 MORGAN 26 13

26 110
BUCHANAN 05 44 BARTON 28 3

44 CEDAR 28 8
CLAY 07 23 DADE 28 12
CLINTON 07 2 VERNON 28 34
PLATTE 07 6 57

31 JASPER 29 75
CLARK 10 18 MCDONALD 29 7
LEWIS 10 6 NEWTON 29 33
MARION 10 7 115
MONROE 10 1 BENTON 30 15
RALLS 10 7 DALLAS 30 7
SHELBY 10 1 HICKORY 30 2

40 POLK 30 23
ST. CHARLES 11 12 WEBSTER 30 9
WARREN 11 13 56

25 CHRISTIAN 31 92
AUDRAIN 12 10 GREENE 31 63
CALLAWAY 12 12 TANEY 31 68
MONTGOMERY 12 1 223

23 BOLLINGER 32 1
BOONE 13 101 CAPE GIRARDEAU 32 23

101 MISSISSIPPI 32 34
CHARITON 14 1 PERRY 32 10
HOWARD 14 1 SCOTT 32 23
LINN 14 6 91
MACON 14 37 NEW MADRID 34 13
RANDOLPH 14 23 PEMISCOT 34 12

68 25
COOPER 15 23 DUNKLIN 35 23
LAFAYETTE 15 6 STODDARD 35 23
PETTIS 15 25 46
SALINE 15 15 BUTLER 36 37

69 CARTER 36 2
JACKSON 16 40 RIPLEY 36 15

40 WAYNE 36 23
BATES 17 6 77
CASS 17 9 HOWELL 37 74
HENRY 17 2 OREGON 37 11
JOHNSON 17 18 SHANNON 37 3
ST. CLAIR 17 14 88

49 BARRY 39 19
COLE 19 28 LAWRENCE 39 104
MILLER 19 6 STONE 39 25
MONITEAU 19 1 148
OSAGE 19 3 CALDWELL 43 1

38 CARROLL 43 4
FRANKLIN 20 11 DAVIESS 43 1
GASCONADE 20 6 DEKALB 43

17 GRUNDY 43 5
ST. LOUIS COUNTY 21 204 HARRISON 43 6

204 LIVINGSTON 43 6
MERCER 43

ST. LOUIS CITY 22 51 PUTNAM 43 3
51 RAY 43 15

JEFFERSON 23 20 SULLIVAN 43 5
20 46

IRON 24 12 DOUGLAS 44 17
MADISON 24 21 OZARK 44 11
REYNOLDS 24 4 WRIGHT 44 7
ST. FRANCOIS 24 90 35
STE. GENEVIEVE 24 27 LINCOLN 45 20
WASHINGTON 24 18 PIKE 45 3

172 23
APPELLATE & OTHERS 217

217
2614 2614

FISCAL YEAR 2013
NUMBER OF CASES TO PRIVATE COUNSEL

BY DISTRICT AND COUNTY
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Code Case Type Description

# of
Conflict

Cases
Contracted

# of
Overload

Cases
Contracted

Total

110F Direct Appeal Felony 0 18 18
110I Direct Appeal Interlocutory 0 1 1
110J Direct Appeal Juvenile 0 3 3
110S Direct Appeal Misdemeanor 0 0 0
124A Rule 24.035 Appeal PCR Appeal 2 3 5
124M Rule 24.035 Motion Post Plea PCR 6 116 122
124SA Rule 24.035 Appeal State's Appeal 0 1 1
129A Rule 29.15 Appeal PCR Appeal 2 0 2
129M Rule 29.15 Motion Post Trial PCR 15 1 16
175T Writ Trial 0 46 46

10 Murder 1 Death Penalty 0 1 1
15 Murder 1 Non Death Penalty 9 4 13
20 Other Homicide 8 2 10
30D A B Felony Drug 207 48 255
30F A B Felony Other 128 41 169
30X A B Felony Sex 12 5 17
35D C D Felony Drug 210 123 333
35F C D Felony Other 493 439 932
35X C D Felony Sex 6 4 10
45M Misdemeanor (other than Traffic) 170 153 323
45T Misd. Traffic (RSMo. 301 307) 17 22 39
50N Juvenile Non violent (all other) 19 7 26
50S Juvenile Status 1 0 1
50V Juvenile Violent (crimes against persons) 11 3 14
60 552.040 Release Petitions 0 1 1
61 Sexual Predator Hearing 1 0 1
65F Probation Violation Felony 106 76 182
65M Probation Violation Misd. 36 37 73
99 None 0

1459 1155
Total Private Counsel Conflict & Contract Assignments 2614

Fiscal Year 2013
CONFLICT and CONTRACT ASSIGNMENTS

By Case Type
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District  2 

Public Defender’s Office 

905 East George 

Kirksville, MO  63501 

660-785-2445 

Kevin Locke
District Defender
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District  4 

Public Defender’s Office 

305 North Market 

Maryville, MO  64468 

660-582-3545 

Michelle Davidson
District Defender
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District  5 

Public Defender’s Office 

120 S. 5th Street, 2nd Floor 

St. Joseph, MO  64501 

816-387-2026 

Sue Rinne
District Defender

69



District  7 

Public Defender’s Office 

234 West Shrader 

Liberty, MO  64068 

816-792-5394 

Anthony Cardarella
District Defender
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District 10 

Public Defender’s Office 

201 North Third Street 

Hannibal, MO  63401 

573-248-2430 

Todd Schulze
District Defender
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District  11 

Public Defender’s Office 

300 N. 2nd Street,  

Suite 264 

St. Charles, MO  63301 

636-949-7300 

Tara Crane
District Defender
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District  12 

Public Defender’s Office 

2800 Cardinal Dr., Suite B 

Fulton, MO  65251 

573-592-4155 

Jus n Carver 
District Defender 
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District  13 

Public Defender’s Office 

601 East Walnut 

Columbia, MO  65201 

573-882-9701 

David Wallis
District Defender
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District  14 

Public Defender’s Office 

3029 County Road 1325 

Moberly, MO  65270 

660-263-7665 

Ray Legg
District Defender
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District  15 

Public Defender’s Office 

110 South Limit 

Sedalia, MO  65301 

660-530-5550 

Max Mitchell
District Defender
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District  16 

Public Defender’s Office 

Oak Tower—20th Floor 

324 East 11th Street 

Kansas City, MO  64106 

816-889-2099 

Ruth Petsch
District Defender
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District 17 

Public Defender’s Office 

502 Westchester Avenue 

Harrisonville, MO  64701 

816-380-3160 

Je rey Mar n 
District Defender 
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District 19 

Public Defender’s Office 

210 Adams Street 

Jefferson City, MO  65101 

573-526-5210 

Jan King
District Defender
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District 20 

Public Defender’s Office 

300 East Main Street 

Union, MO  63084 

636-583-5197 

Lisa Preddy
District Defender
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District  21 

Public Defender’s Office 

100 S. Central, 2nd Floor 

Clayton, MO  63105 

314-615-4778 

Stephen Reynolds
District Defender
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District  22 

Public Defender’s Office 

Mel Carnahan Courthouse 

1114 Market St., Suite 602 

St. Louis, MO  63101 

314-340-7625 

Mary Fox
District Defender
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District  23 

Public Defender’s Office 

PO Box 156 

300 Main Street 

Hillsboro, MO  63050 

636-789-5254 

Val Held
District Defender
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District  24 

Public Defender’s Office 

Liberty Hall Building 

400 N. Washington Street 

Farmington, MO  63640 

573-218-7080 

Wayne Williams
District Defender
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District  25 

Public Defender’s Office 

901 North Pine 

Suite 200 

Rolla, MO  65401 

573-368-2260 

Char Picker
District Defender
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District  26 

Public Defender’s Office 

288 Harwood 

Lebanon, MO  65536 

417-532-6886 

Karie Comstock
District Defender
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District  28 

Public Defender’s Office 

329 C North Barrett 

Nevada, MO  64772 

417-448-1140 

Joe Zuzul
District Defender
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District  29 

Public Defender’s Office 

115 Lincoln Street 

Carthage, MO  64836 

417-359-8489 

Darren Wallace
District Defender

88



District  30 

Public Defender’s Office 

1901 South Wommack, 

Suite B 

Bolivar, MO  65613 

417-777-8544 

Dewayne Perry
District Defender
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District  31 

Public Defender’s Office 

630 North Robberson 

Springfield, MO  65806 

417-895-6740 

Rodney Hackathorn
District Defender
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District  32 

Public Defender’s Office 

215 North High Street 

Jackson, MO  63755 

573-243-3949 

Christopher Davis
District Defender
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District  34 

Public Defender’s Office 

407 Walker Avenue 

Caruthersville, MO  63830 

573-888-0604 

Brandon Sanchez
District Defender
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District 35 

Public Defender’s Office 

PO Box 648 

1087 Commerce  Drive 

Kennett, MO  63857 

573-888-0604 

Ian Page
District Defender
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District  36 

Public Defender’s Office 

2323 North Main 

Poplar Bluff, MO  63901 

573-840-9775 

Steven Lynxwiler
District Defender
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District  37 

Public Defender’s Office 

1314 Webster Street 

West Plains, MO  65775 

417-257-7224 

Donna Anthony
District Defender
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District  39 

Public Defender’s Office 

PO Box 685 

305 Dairy 

Monett, MO  65708 

417-235-8828 

Pamela Musgrave
District Defender
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District  43 

Public Defender’s Office 

500 Youssef 

Chillicothe, MO  64601 

660-646-3343 

Kelly Miller
District Defender
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District  44 

Public Defender’s Office 

PO Box 951 

404 Washington 

Ava, MO  65608 

417-683-5418 

Kevin Babcock
District Defender
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District  45 

Public Defender’s Office 

240 West College 

Troy, MO  63379 

636-528-5084 

Tom Crocco
District Defender
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District  50 

Appellate Central 

Public Defender’s Office 

100 West Nifong—Bldg 7 

Suite 100 

Columbia, MO  65203 

573-882-9855 

Ellen Flo man 
District Defender 
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District  51 

Appellate/PCR—East A 

Public Defender’s Office 

1010 Market Street 

Suite 1100 

St. Louis, MO  63101 

314-340-7662 

Sco  Thompson 
District Defender 
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District  52 

Appellate/PCR—West A 

Public Defender’s Office 

920 Main Street 

Suite 500 

Kansas City, MO  64105 

816-889-7699 

Susan Hogan
District Defender
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District  53 

Central Capital 

Public Defender’s Office 

100 West Nifong—Bldg 7 

Suite 100 

Columbia, MO  65203 

573-882-9855 

Donald Catle  
District Defender 
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District  54 

Eastern Capital 

Public Defender’s Office 

1010 Market Street 

Suite 1100 

St. Louis, MO  63101 

314-340-7662 

Bob Wolfrum
District Defender
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District  55 

Western Capital 

Public Defender’s Office 

920 Main Street 

Suite 500 

Kansas City, MO  64105 

816-889-7699 

Tom Jacquinot
District Defender
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District  67 

PCR—Central 

Public Defender’s Office 

100 West Nifong—Bldg 7 

Suite 100 

Columbia, MO  65203 

573-882-9855 

Steve Harris
District Defender
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District 68 

Appellate/PCR—East B 

Public Defender’s Office 

1010 Market Street 

Suite 1100 

St. Louis, MO  63101 

314-340-7662 

G. Renee Robinson
District Defender
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District  69 

Appellate/PCR—West B 

Public Defender’s Office 

920 Main Street 

Suite 500 

Kansas City, MO  64105 

816-889-7699 

Laura Mar n 
District Defender 

108



District  71 

Commitment Defense Unit 

Public Defender’s Office 

920 Main Street 

Suite 500 

Kansas City, MO  64105 

816-889-7699 

Je Stephens
District Defender
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MISSOURI STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
COMMISSION

Douglas A. Copeland, Chair
231 South Bemiston, 12th Floor
Clayton, MO 63105
PHONE: 314 726 1900
FAX: 314 722 2231

Eric Barnhart
1221 Locust, Suite 415
St. Louis, MO 63103
PHONE: 314 724 9884

Muriel Brison
5945 Old Zero Road
Berger, MO 63014
PHONE: 573 486 2152

Nancy M. Watkins
Schuchat, Cook & Werner
1221 Locust Street, Suite 250
St. Louis, MO 63103
PHONE: 314 621 2626

Vacant Commissioner #1

Vacant Commissioner #2

Vacant Commissioner #3

Missouri
State Public Defender System

Cat Kelly, Director
State Public Defender
231 E. Capitol Avenue
Je erson City, MO 65101
PHONE: 573 526 5212
FAX: 573 526 5213

Missouri State Public Defender
Web Site

h p://www.publicdefender.mo.gov
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