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On January 2224, 2025, the Court held a bench trial on the issues remaining for
resolution in Counts I, TIT and V in this Phase 1 litigation. The trial was conducted pursuant to the
Court’s January 3, 2025 Combined Order on Partially Dispositive Motions. In that Order, the
Court granted partial summary judgment on the issue of liability in favor of the Plaintiff Subclass
members on Count I; granted full summary judgment in favor of the MCPDS Defendants on
Count IT; granted partial summary judgment on the issue of liability under the Sixth Amendment
in favor of Plaintiff Subclass members on Count I11; and deferred ruling on the State of Maine’s

Motion for Summary Judgment on Count v.!

! On February 21, 2025, the Court ruled on two pending motions brought by MCPDS Defendants. The Court granted
in part and denied in part a Motion to Alter or Amend Combined Order on Partially Dispositive Motions and denied
a Motion for Partial Summary Judgment on Relief Demanded in Counts [and IL

]




The Court has reviewed the extensive post-trial filings by the parties on these Counts, the
last of which was received by the Court on February 28, 2025. The Court begins by making
findings of fact upon which it will in part rely when considering the remedy issues for the
Section 1983 claim in Count I, as well ag for the claim for habeas corpus relief in Count 1.2

FACTUAL FINDINGS

The scope of the problem at the close of the evidence

As of January 9, 2025, there were approximately 739 pending criminal cases in Maine
where no counsel had ever been provided by the MCPDS Defendants. O’ Brien Testimony, Jan.
23, 2025, at 64—72.3 This was the credible conclusion of the Plaintiffs’ expert, Dr. Liam O’Brien,
a highly qualified Professor of Statistics at Colby College. Of those cases, about one half of them
remained without assigned counsel for more than 66 days. Id. at 67. Professor O’Brien
conducted this analysis using data provided to Plaintiffs by the MCPDS Defendants for three
points in time: September of 2024, November of 2024, and January of 2025. Id. at 44. He
concluded that the median time that cases are going without counsel has increased from
September 2024 to January 2025. Id. at 76-77.4

In this same time frame, Professor O’Brien identified an additional distinet group of 252

cases in which counsel had been assigned but later withdrew, and no new attorney had been

2 The Court overtules the State of Maine’s standing objection to the Court considering any facts developed in the
three-day bench trial in its decision on the habeas claim in Count 11L. The Court is unpersuaded that factual findings
play no meaningful role in the Court’s consideration of the scope of the remedy available in habcas claims, in
addition to determinations of liability in such claims. See, e.g., Peterson v. Johnson, SJC-23-02, at 4-11 (Jan. 12,
2024) (Douglas, J.) (Findings of Fact).

3 Please note: both the Court and the parties produced transcripts of the audio recording of the January 22-24,2025
trial. The two transcriptions were paginated differently, and thus citations to the record using one transeript do not
fine up with the other transcript. When citing to the record in this Order, the Court is referring to the Court’s official
transcription, not the transcription ordered privately by the parties.

4 professor O'Brien calculated the median number of days these 739 cases have gone without counsel in two
different ways. When calculated from the date the motion for appointment of counsel was granted, the median
number was 66 days. Id. at 57, However, if calculated from the date the case was filed, the median number for cases
for which counsel was not assigned rose to 111 days for that same group of 739 cases, /d. at 71.
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assigned. Jd. at 63, This brings the number of cases without counsel to 991 as of January 9, 2025.
Id. at 73. And just as with the other group of 739 cases, the trend for this distinct group of 252
cases is that “the median is increasing throughout time. So at each time point, it’s getting larger.”
Id at77.

Professor O’ Brien also noted that, in a number of these cases, the defendant has been
without counsel for more than a year. As of January 9, 2025: (1) of the cases in which a
defendant’s motion for counsel was granted or appointment was ordered by a court, but no
counsel has been appointed, and in cases where a defendant has requested counsel but a court has
not yet ruled on that motion, there are a total of 51 cases in which a defendant has been without
counsel for more than a year, id. at 64-67; (2) of the cases in which a defendant previously had
counsel but that counsel withdrew and no new attorney has been assigned, there are a total of 79
cases in which a defendant has been without counsel for more than a year. Id. at 74-75.

MCPDS Defendants’ response to the crisis

Against this background, the MCPDS Defendants attribute the crisis to forces outside
their control. They argue that the number of private attorneys participating in their programs is
insufficient to carry 70 percent of adult criminal cases. Pls.” Ex. 7, Annual Report of Commission
(Jan. 14, 2025), at 3. That percentage was selected by MCPDS as part of its goal fo create a
“hybrid” indigent defense system. Under this model, public defender offices are expected to staff
the remaining 30 percent of the criminal cases requiring assignment of counsel for adult indigent
defendants, Id.

In its Report, MCPDS adamantly defends its caseload standards (often referred to as the
“Chapter 4” standards or regulations)—the points-based limits MCPDS puts on how many cases

a rostered attorney can take in a single year. It asserts that “[t]he idea that PDS standards are too




high and are driving people away is simply not supported.” /d. They note that the trend of
declining participation has been ongoing for “a period of years,” with the exception of an uptick
in 2024. Id. Earlier in the crisis, in a March 8, 2024 memo from Executive Ditector Billings to
the Commissioners, he made essentially the same claim, MCPDS Defs.” Ex. 13, Memorandum
Regarding Unassigned Cases and System Capacity (Mar. 8, 2024). Executive Director Billings
stated that, as of that date, thete were over 20,000 unallocated “points” in the system, id at 1,
and that “for all attorneys not already over their caseload limit, the average carried caseload was
85 points less than their caseload limit.” Id. He drew the following conclusion from the data:
It has been suggested that the implementation of Chapter 4 was the precursor to the
rise in the number of cases needing counsel. However, looking at the number of
cases without counsel over time reveals that the number of unstaffed cases has been
steadily increasing since November of 2023, That rate held steady in January of
2024 after the implementation of the Chapter 4 caseload standards. The current
accelerated rate of increase did not begin until mid to late February of 2024. The
temporal delay and availability of system capacity indicate that the rise in cases
without counsel cannot be ascribed to the implementation of Chapter 4.
Id. at 2. He explained that since the Chapter 4 regulations were implemented, “26 attorneys have
been granted caseload limit waivers. 19 attorneys have been granted waivers that would allow
them to exceed the standard caseload limit of 270 points.” Id. at 1. He ended the memo by stating
that MCPDS staff concluded that “counsel appear to be self-regulating their caseloads and
intentionally maintaining lower caseloads than the maximums permitted by Chapter 4.” Id. at 3.
In other words, he believes the caseload standards are working to the benefit of the system as it
motjvates private attorneys to stay on the rosters if they can control their caseloads.

He indicated at trial, however, that since the Court’s finding of liability on Count 1, that

he had been “fieely granting” waivers. Billings Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 220-21.°

5 In its most recent Annual Report, MCPDS Executive Director Billings wrote that MCPDS undertook emergency
rulemaking in July 2024. Pls.’ Ex. 7, Annual Report of Commission (Jan. 14, 2025), at 3. These rules made it
possible for attorneys to seek waivers for “specialized panels.” Id. Executive Director Billings noted that only one
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The MCPDS Report concludes that the caseload standards should be maintained, and that
“the best way forward to address this crisis is to: (a) continue the buildout of the public defender
offices to geographically cover the remainder of the state, (b) increase to at least a 50% public
defender-private counsel ratio, and (¢) continue with recruitment efforts at the law school level—
both in Maine and elsewhere.” Pls.” Ex. 7, Annual Report of Commission (Jan, 14, 2025), at 3-4.

There is unrebutted testimony in the record, however, that the approach taken to date by
MCPDS for how to use the expertise and experience within the public defender offices (the
District Defenders) has fallen short in addressing the crisis in four of the five regions where
offices now exist, with one notable exception in Region IV, where the Capital Region Public
Defender opened in late 2023. In response to questions from the Court, it was established that
some of the District Defenders in the other four regions are not actually assigning cases to
themselves but are instead supervising Assistant Defenders in cases selected for them by the
District Defenders,

District Defenders were presumably hired because they are experienced and highly
competent attorneys qualified to handle any case type. And it is well understood that one major
benefit of a public defender system is that public defenders are not typically given the option to
pick and choose their cases, But that is what appears to be happening now. The Court
understands that four of the five public defender offices open now are relatively new. And in
ordinary circumstances, the decision to roll out the offices while permitting District Defenders to
personally handle very few or, in some cases, no, adult criminal matters might be completely

defensible. But current circumstances are far from ordinary.

attorney applied for a waiver, and he cites this fact as further evidence that the standards should not be changed or
adjusted during this crisis. /4. The waivers are intended to permit attorneys to exceed the number of points MCPDS
permits attorneys to accrue before they must notify courts and MCPDS that they are no longer eligible to be
assigned to represent defendants for certain case types. Billings Testimony, Jan, 23, 2025, at 219-20.
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Executive Director Billings testified that he is hearing from his District Defenders that

a lot of the cases on the unrepresented list are there because nobody wants them,
and the evidence is in disarray, the discovery is incomplete, there’s an ongoing
battle for discovery, and that it takes a long time to get caught up because you feel
like you are behind in those case. And so there’s a limit to how quickly they can
take cases off the list and still provide high-quality services.

Billings Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 240.

Cases that are in disarray are exactly what might be expected when cases linger without

representation by a skilled practitioner who could resolve or ameliorate what the District

Defenders describe. And it would seem obvious that these cases arc exactly the sorts of cases that

the District Defenders should personally be taking on—particularly for defendants in custody.

Here are the numbers of cases that have been selected by four out of the five District

Defenders (DDs) for assignment to their Assistant Defenders (ADs), and to themselves:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The Aroostook County DD personally handles no adult criminal cases of his own.
Instead, he handles “a few juvenile cases” and acts as “Lawyer of the Day” (LOD) in
Fort Kent and sometimes in Madawaska. He supervises two ADs who each have 70—
75 cases. Billings Testimony, Jan. 24, 2025, at 8-11;

In the Highlands Region of Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties, the DD personally
handles no adult criminal cases of her own. Instead, she supervises one AD who has
11 cases, and one AD who has 20 cases. id. at 7-8;

In the Downeast Region of Hancock and Washington Counties, the DD has 14 cases
of his own, two of which are on deferred dispositions. As of the close of the evidence,
he had no ADs to supervise. id. at 8;

In the Tri-County Region of Androscoggin, Franklin, and Oxford Counties, the DD
personally handles 13 adult criminal cases. He supervises one AD who, as of January
24,2025, had 2 cases (but who he hoped would be able to take 12 to 15 more cases in
the near future); one AD who has 12 cases; one AD who has 24 cases; and one AD
who has 40 cases. He also supervises one AD who, as of the close of the evidence, did
not have any cases assigned to him. Tarpinian Testimony, Jan. 24,2025, at 74-77.




MCPDS is understandably concerned with the Assistant Defenders being “overwhelmed”
if they have to take too many cases while they are still being trained. However, no MCPDS
representative has articulated a credible reason why the District Defenders themselves cannot
take “off the spreadsheet” the most difficult cases, meaning cither that the case or defendant may
be particularly challenging—especially when those defendants are in custody. To put it in simple,
mathematical terms, if each District Defender personally handled approximately ten
unrepresented defendants who are now in custody, the “in custody” column on the spreadsheet
would be cut in half.

The testimony at trial also establishes that no one from MCPDS’ central office is
maintaining an internal list of the unrepresented, incarcerated defendants or where they are
located—much less attempting to actually visit them in the jails. Instead, they wait to receive the
data from the Judicial Branch, and then forward that data three times per week to “all eligible
counsel,” Maciag Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 183—85. Deputy Director Maciag and Executive
Director Billings explained that MCPDS does not have the staff to make calls or otherwise reach
out to private counsel to take adult criminal cases and often rely upon court clerks to make such
calls. Billings Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 198-99. He did note, however, that MCPDS recently
conducted a pilot program to recruit private attorneys to represent parents in child protective
cases. Id. at 254. A private attorney was hired to wotk with the Lewiston District Court clerks to
make calls to find counsel willing to be assigned. Jd. He stated that her success rate was
approximately sixty percent. Id. He did not indicate if MCPDS was considering using this model
to try and similarly convince private atforneys to take criminal cases off the untepresented list.

In his oral closing argument, Counsel for MCPDS suggested to the Court that their

proposal for a remedy to the ongoing Sixth Amendment violations found in Count [ was




essentially the budget they had proposed be included in the Governor’s budget for the next
biennium, MCPDS Defendants® Closing Argument, Jan. 24, 2025, at 116, which means that
MCPDS is addressing the current crisis by focusing on obtaining additional resources.

Executive Director Billings testified about the budget MCPDS submitted for
consideration by the Governor. Billings Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 249-59. Because an
insufficient number of private attorneys are willing to take cases, the proposed budget would
permit MCPDS to roll out three more public defender offices: one in the Midcoast, and two in
the most populated counties in Maine, Cumberland and York. Billings Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025,
at 251; Pls.” Ex. 7, Annual Report of Commission (Jan. 14, 2025), at 9, 15, Their goal is for
public defender offices statewide to take on 50 percent of adult criminal cases, as opposed to the
30 percent of adult criminal cases they are supposed to be handling now. Billings Testimony, Jan.
23,2025, at 255; Pls.” Ex. 7, Annual Report of Commission (Jan. 14, 2025), at 15, Their budget
included financial incentives for private attorneys to take more cases, along with the creation of
three new positions tasked specifically with soliciting private attorneys to take cases “off” the
unrepresented list. Billings Testimony, Jan, 23, 2025, at 25152, The proposal was modeled after
the State of Oregon, which has faced similar problems to Maine in providing counsel for indigent
defendants, /d. af 244-43.

Unfortunately, to date, MCPDS has been unable to persuade other State actors in the
Legislative or Exccutive Branches to go along with this proposal, According to Executive
Director Billings, “[t]he next word we saw was in the release of the Governor’s budget, where
we had no new positions and we do not have the $12 million that we need to pay the rostered

attorneys.” Id. at 257.




The parties are awate that the Court has no authority to order the Legislature to
appropriate the funds requested by MCPDS. And the Court would emphasize that it has no
intention of ordering any particular District Defender to take a particular case. Nor does it have
authority at this stage of the litigation to order MCPDS to consider suspending caseload
standgrds or to implement a pilot program such as the one that was so successful in finding
attorneys for parents in child protective cases. The Court’s purpose in asking about capacity was
not part of an agenda to micromanage MCPDS, The Court’s questions were designed to
determine if there was as a factual matter some reserve capacity in the system. It appears to the
Court that there is.

The factual findings about these issues are manifest from the trial record, and some of
them they will play a part in the legal analysis conducted by the Court on the Counts remaining
in this litigation.

COUNT1

The Phase I Subclass of unrepresented Plaintiffs (hereinafter, “the Plaintiffs™) prevailed
on the issue of liability under Count I, the Section 1983 claim. The Court found that the Sixth
Amendment requires MCPDS Defendants to provide Plaintiffs with continuous representation
from the time the rfght attaches at a defendant’s first appearance or arraignment, throughout
pretrial events and proceedings, and throughout the plea-bargaining and trial processcs.

Plaintiffs now seek a declaratory judgment consistent with those conclusions, and a
permanent injunction requiring the MCPDS Defendants to provide continuous representation.

In order to obtain permanent injunctive relief, Plaintiffs must succeed on the merits; and
they must establish that 1) they would suffer irreparable harm if the injunction is not issued; 2)

the hatm to the Plaintiffs outweighs any potential harm to the Defendants; and 3) there are public




interests beyond the private interests of the Plaintiffs that would be served by issuance of the
injunction. Ingraham v. Univ. of Me. at Orono, 441 A,2d 691, 693 (Me. 1982); < itzpatrick v.
Town of Falmouth, 2005 ME 97, § 18, 879 A.2d 21. “Failure to demonstrate that any one of three
criteria are met requires that injunctive relief be denied.” AUl for Retired Ams. v. Sec’y of State,
2020 ME 123, 9 11, 240 A.3d 45. The most critical factor independent of success on the merits is
the demonstration of irreparable harm. Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 434 (2009).

Before addressing whether Plaintiffs have established these three criteria, the Court must
address a legal issue, raised for the first time by the MCPDS Defendants almost two years after
this litigation commenced—that the MCPDS Defendants are entitled to “quasi-judicial
immunity” and that therefore Plaintiffs are not entitled to any injunctive relief, as a matter of law.

In support of their argument, the MCPDS Defendants rely upon cases primarily from
jurisdictions that take markedly different approaches than Maine as to how separate branches of
government manage the authority and responsibility allocated to them to run indigent defense
systems, Remarkably, after many months of asserting that the Judicial Branch has no authority
over how MCPDS operates, in part because only MCPDS can determine what attorneys are
qualified or eligible to be appointed, MCPDS now assetts they are protected from being
subjected to injunctive relief by judicial or quasi-judicial immunity because all they do is
“facilitate” the work of the courts. In order to make that argument, the MCPDS Defendants must
now characterize their role differently. They now describe their obligation to provide counsel to
indigent defendants as working under the courts, and as essentially ministerial. The Court rejects
this argument for a number of reasons.

As noted, the MCPDS Defendants have repeatedly claimed that jurists in Maine have no

authority to determine whether an attorney is qualified or eligible to be appointed. They cite to
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the “Clifford Commission,” which in 1999 “recommendfed] that Maine implement an indigent
legal services system that is independent from the judiciary, and that provides the training and
oversight necessary to ensure quality representation to Maine’s citizens.” MCPDS Defs.” Ex. 9,
Clifford Commission Report, at 10. The Report was admitted into evidence as a Defense Exhibit,
and it is also posted on the MCPDS website. See Maciag Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 132-36;
see also Report of the Indigent Legal Services Commission, at 10 (Feb. 2009), hitps://www.
maine.gov/pds/sites/maine.gov.mcils/ﬁ1es/documents/Clifford-Commission-Report.pdf.

The Clifford Commission specifically recommended that the Maine Legislature create a
new state agency, outside of the Judicial Branch and with its own budget, and that it be given the
exclusive authority to set its own standards for “the selection, training, and performance review
of appointed counsel,” MCPDS Defs.’” Ex. 9, Clifford Commission Report, at il.

In 1999, in response to this Report, the Maine Legislature did just that. It specifically
removed from the Judicial Branch the authority to make determinations as to which attorneys
were qualified or eligible to represent indigent defendants. Maine jurists still retained the
authority and obligation to determine indigency, M.R.U. Crim. P. 44A, and to appoint counsel,
M.R.U. Crim. P. 44, but only from rosters populated by attorneys MCPDS deemed qualified.

4 MLR.S. § 1804(2)~(3) (It is explicitly the “duty” of MCPDS to “determinfe] . . . whether an
attorney meets the minimum eligibility requirements to receive assignments or to receive
assignments in specialized case types,” to “ensute an adequate pool of qualified attorneys,” and
to “ensure the delivery of high-quality, effective and efficient indigent legal services.”), When
read in tandem with Rule 44 of the Maine Rules of Criminal Procedure, this is abundantly clear.
“Assigned counsel must be designated by [MCPDS] as eligible o receive assignments for the

type of case to which counsel is assigned.” MLR. Crim. P. 44(a)(1) (emphasis added). And
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notably, under certain circumstances, the Commission has authority, pursuant to procedures they
established, to “accept the initial assignment made by the court or substitute other counsel for
counsel assigned by the court.” Id.

The Law Court recently had occasion to review an administrative appeal brought by an
attorney who claimed he was aggrieved by action taken by MCPDS. In Gordon v. Maine
Commission on Public Defense Services, the Law Court explained the process in Maine for
attorneys who challenge MCPDS decisions as to their ability to remain on rosters. 2024 ME 59,
13-7, 320 A.3d 449. Attorney Gordon requested an intra-agency appeal before a hearing officer,
who denied his appeal. 7d. § 8. MCPDS then ratified the decision of the hearing officer. Id.
Attorney Gordon’s only recourse was to seek review in the Superior Coutt, which was of course
required to show great deference to MCPDS’s decision about his eligibility. /4. § 11. That
deference resulted in Attorney Gordon having to appeal to the Law Court, which also described
its authority to overturn MCPDS’s decision as “deferential and limited.” Id. The Law Court
stated: “[W]e do not substitute our judgment for that of the agency on questions of fact.” Id. The
question of fact the Law Court was refetring to was Attorney Gordon’s eligibility to stay on the
rosters maintained by MCPDS, This decision refutes the MCPDS Defendants’ new position that
all they do is “facilifate” the court assignment process.

‘The Court has nevertheless reviewed the cases cited by the MCPDS Defendants and finds
them inapplicable, There is simply no comparison between the defendants sued in those cases to
the MCPDS Defendants. The defendants in the cases cited were actually working directly with

and under the supervision of jurists who determined whether an attorney was eligible to be
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assigned to represent an indigent defendant. The MCPDS Defendants’ reliance upon the
Penobscot Superior Court’s Carey case is also completely misplaced.®

Irreparable harm

Plaintiffs called a number of witnesses to testify about the harm they claim is irreparable
for persons who are charged with crimes punishable by jail or incarceration, but who must wait
an indeterminate amount of time before counsel is finally appointed. MCPDS Defendants claim
that the factual record at the most created “speculative harms” because Plaintiffs failed to call
any witness or produce evidence that any Plaintiff’s “right to a fair trial has been irredeemably

lost.” Instead, MCPDS Defendants suggest that hundreds of individual Plaintiffs, who are

6 The MCPDS Defendants cite to three federal cases in support of their immunity argument. None of them are
analogous to Maine’s system of administering public defense services.

The first is Roth v. King, concerning the “Family Court Panels Committee,” which was established to work
in consultation with the presiding and deputy presiding judges of the District of Cotumbia Family Court to
recommend panels of designated and approved attorneys to represent indigent parties in juvenile delinquency
matters. 449 F.3d 1272, 1277 (D.C. Cir. 2006). The defendants in the suit, a group of judges and public defense
employecs, were judicially immune from injunctive relief—the judges because they were acting in a “judicial
capacity” when selecting attorneys for inclusion on the panels and the public defense employees because, by staiute,
they were tasked with coordinating with and assisting judges during the panel process. Id. at 128687,

Second is Durrance v. McFarling, in which a practicing attorney sued two judges for removing him from a
“felony defendant appointment list.” No. 4:08-cv-289, 2009 WL 1577995 (E.D. Tex. June 4, 2009). Under Texas
taw, a panel of judges in each county created and maintained a list of attorneys eligible for felony appointments. Id.
at *1. The defendant-judges had judicial immunity from suit because the steps they took fo assist in removing the
plaintiff-attorney from the felony appointments list related to the “general function[s} normally performed” by a
judge in that jurisdiction, /d. at *4, '

Third, in Ashford v. Bowie, a practicing attorney’s application to be placed on a list of attorneys eligible to
receive court appointments in murder cases was denied by a panel of judges and attorneys. No. 8:1 5CV§, 2016 WL
4186952 (D. Neb. Aug. 8, 2016) (vacated and remanded on unrelated grounds by Ashford v. Douglas Cnty., 880
F.3d 990 (8th Cir. 2018)). The attorney sued the panel members, alleging their decision was raciaily motivated. Id. at
*1. The Nebraska legislature expressly tasks judges with the appointment responsibility in cases with indigent
defendants. NEB. REV. STAT. §§ 29-3902 to -3906. The judges in this particular county had created a panel of four
judges, two private practice attorneys experienced in criminal defense, and the County Public Defender to consider
applications to the appointment list. Ashford, 2016 WL 4186952, at *2. The defendani-judges had judicial immunity
from suit, and the defendant-public defender had quasi-judicial immunity from suit, because they were engaged in a
Judicial act, rather than an administrative or executive act, under Nebraska law. Id. at *3.

The MCPDS Defendants’ reliance on a Maine Superior Court case and its progeny at the Law Count is
similatly misplaced. In the Carey case, three of the named defendants were entitled to quasi-judicial immunity from
suit because they were all Judicial Branch employees (court clerks) engaged in the “seemingly” judicial act of
appointing counsel. Carey v Me. Bd. of Overseers of the Bar, No, CV-17-17, 2017 WL 6513581, at *17 (Me. Super.
Ct, Oct. 25, 2017). On appeal, the Law Court concluded defendant MCILS (today, MCPDS) and Judicial Branch
employees were immune from suit under the Maine Tort Clains Act. Carey v. Bd. of Overseers of Bar, 2018 ME
119, § 25, 192 A.3d 589. The defendants in the Carey case were being sued for damages. Id. 121, 30 n.5.
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represented for one day only by “Lawyers of the Day,” should try and convince trial judges at
seven-day review hearings that their individual cases should be dismissed for lack of a fair
trial—even though those Plaintiffs have not come remotely close to having a trial at all because
the MCPDS Defendants have failed to provide them with representation. Essentially, they argue
that the Court should say the current situation is “good enough”-—that the hundreds of Plaintiffs
should wait patiently in jails or in the community while on bail until a lawyer is finally provided
who might then file motions to dismiss their cases at some undetermined point in time. In some
respects, they are reiterating arguments already rejected as to whether this case should have been
brought as a class action, as well as their arguments regarding whether any Plaintiff has actually
gone without counsel at a “critical stage.” The Court stands by its previous rulings on both those
issues.

MCPDS Defendants also argue that Plaintiffs overstate federal case law when they assert
that deprivation of any constitutional right constitutes irreparable harm. The Coutt agrees with
the Defendants that, for purposes of obtaining injunctive relief, Plaintiffs must establish actual
harm.” However, after reviewing the factual record in the form of testimony and exhibits, the
Court concludes that Plaintiffs have established actual harm, and that it is irreparable.

Plaintiffs called a number of highly experienced defense attorneys, who testified at length
about what is lost if counsel is not promptly assigned to provide continuous representation
throughout the criminal process. Attorney Amber Tucker, Attorney Walt McKee, Professor Eve

Primus, and Professor Rachel Casey all testified credibly about the harms experienced by

7 The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court has found that actual denial of the right to counsel entitles a criminal
defendant to relief even without a specific showing of harm due fo the absence of counsel. Because unrepresented
defendants “could not be expected by themselves 1o assess and to demonstrate the seriousness of any harm to them,”
“it is enough that they have shown a violation of that right that may likely result in irremediable harm if not
corrected.” Lavailee v. Justs. in the Hampden Superior Ct., 812 NLE.2d 895, 905 (Mass. 2004) (emphasis added);
Carrasquillo v. Hampden Cnty. Dist. Cfs., 142 N.E.3d 28, 44 (Mass. 2020) (emphasis added).
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unrepresented defendants when they are not able to conduct initial investigations;® when they are
not able to participate in timely bail hearings;’ when they are not able to meaningfully engage in
plea bargaining;'® about the harm to the attorney-client relationship;'! along with a myriad of
significant personal costs,'? including lost housing, employment, and familial relationships.

A number of the MCPDS Defendants’ own experts corroborated important aspects of
Plaintiffs’ witness testimony, including Commissioner David Soucy, Commission Chair Joshua
Tardy, District Defender Frayla Tarpinian, Deputy Director Eleanor Maciag, and Executive
Director Jim Billings.

Commissioner Soucy testified that “[e]vidence is lost when there are delaysl,]
[m]emories fade, tapes ate destroyed, opportunities are lost because of the timelines imposed by
the court.” Soucy Testimony, Jan. 22, 2025, at 214, He also testified about the importance of
appointing counse! promptly so that discovery issues can be addressed. Id. at 212—13. He
corroborated Professor Casey’s testimony when he stated that the prompt appointment of counsel
is a reasonable expectation of the client in establishing the attorney-client relationship, as a client
“needs some reassurance that their case is being addressed.” Id. at 214--15.

Commission Chair Tardy confirmed it is important for people to have counsel at bail
hearings because of the substantive rights at stake in those hearings. Tardy Testimony, Jan, 22,

2025, at 204,

$ Tucker Testimony, Jan, 23, 2025, at 13-16, 19; McKee Testimony, Jan. 22. 20285, at 29, 30-32, 35-36; Primus
Testimony, Jan. 22, 2025, at 106-08,

9 McKee Testimony, Jan, 22, 2025, at 44, 46-47, 62, 64; Primus Testimony, Jan., 22, 2025, at 110-11.

10 Pyucker Testimony, Jan, 23, 2025, at 16 —17, 18; McKee Testimony, Jan, 22, 2025, at 37, 39-40; Primus Testimony,
Jan, 22, 2025, at 108112, 11415,

t Primus Testimony, Jan. 22, 2025, at 10405, 106.

i2 Casey Testimony, Jan. 22, 2025, at 77, 79, 80-87; Tucker Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 18-19, 20; McKee
Testimony, Jan. 22, 2025, at 49.
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District Defender Tarpinian (Region IV) reiterated the barriers facing an unrepresented
defendant who tries to conduct their own investigation or receive or interpret the discovery in
their case. Tarpinian Testimony, Jan. 24, 2025, at 88-90. And she testified about the importance
of having an attorney to address any discovery issues carly in a case, id. at 49-52, particularly
when considering the difficulties often encountered with the automatic discovery system. Id. at
45—-47. She also testified about the challenges facing an unrepresented defendant in drug cases
specifically—defendants may be unfamiliar with drug lab testing delays and the implications of
those delays on their case. Id. at 46-47, 89-90.

Deputy Director Maciag testified that delays in appointment result in delays in necessary
witness interviews being conducted. Maciag Testimony, Jan, 23, 2025, at 38.

And Executive Director Billings did not disagree with Plaintiffs’ position that
unrepresented criminal defendants are unable to meaningfully participate in plea negotiations
without the assistance of counsel. Billings Testimony, Jan. 23, 2025, at 98. He fusther testified
that there are unrepresented defendants who feel “trapped in a coercive system” and plead guilty
just to get out of jail. /d. at 98.

While it is true that Attorneys McKee and Tucker and District Defender Tarpinian
testified that the kind and extent of harm could vary case to case, these concessions did not
undercut the Plaintiffs’ central premise that gaps in representation throughout the criminal
process cause harms that cannot be repaired or remedied.

The Court finds that Plaintiffs have produced credible and compelling evidence of
irreparable harm caused by the MCPDS Defendants’ failure to provide continuous representation
at all critical stages of the criminal process. While the MCPDS Defendants are correct that the

presumption of prejudice, see Penson v. Ohio, 488 U.8. 75, 83-89 (1988); Van v. Jones, 475 F.3d
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292, 31112 (6th Cir. 2007), does not relieve Plaintiffs of their obligation to establish real harm
to be eligible for injunctive relief, the Court concludes that Plaintiffs have amply established real,
irreparable harm through the testimony of their experts, and as corroborated by a number of
Defense witnesses.

Balancing of harms and the public interest

Plaintiffs must also establish that the harm to them outweighs potential harm to the
MCPDS Defendants, and that the issuance of an injunction is in the public interest. The parties
correctly recognize that when the respondent is a state government or the federal government,
the balancing of equities and the public interest merge, Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 435 (2009).

Plaintiffs claim that no harm will befall the State if the Court issues injunctive relief for
the Plaintiffs, as the MCPDS Defendants would simply be required to follow their statutory and
constitutional obligations. Plaintiffs also claim that if counsel is provided to in-custody
defendants within seven days of their initial appearance, the criminal justice system in Maine
will “guarantee efficiency, make criminal proceedings less burdensome on all involved, and will
prevent cases from being needlessly delayed.” Pls.’ Post-Trial Br. 15. Defendants assert that
injunctive relief will harm their interests and the interest of the public by impeding their efforts
to increase capacity to provide defense counsel for indigent defendants. And the Defendants
question the “last-minute focus on Maine’s emerging public defenders’ offices as somehow the
problem” as an “unfortunate and unproductive detour.”

The Court understands that its ability to issue injunctive relief is limited to the leeway
granted to the Judicial Branch in Burr v. Depariment of Corrections, 2020 ME 130, 9 18-28,
240 A.3d 371, The Defendants properly focus on the controlling language. The Law Court in

Burr made clear that when a plaintiff has prevailed on the merits of a Section 1983 claim against
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a state agency, meaning that a court has ruled a constitutional violétion has occurred, the court
may grant injunctive relief requiring agency actors to comply with the Constitution without
violating separation of powers principles. /d. 44 23,27. Puta different way, agency actors are not
“harmed” if they make decisions about compliance which might result in them doing things
differently than they did before a constitutional violation was found, so long as it is the agency
who decides which changes to make which would enable it to fulfill its constitutional
obligations. For MCPDS that means providing counsel consistent with the requirements of the
Sixth Amendment. See 4 M.R.S. § 1801 (establishing MCPDS, “whose purpose is to provide
high-quality, effective and eflicient representation . . . consistent with federal and state
constitutional and statutory obligations.”) and id. § 1804(3)(D) (including among MCPDS’s
duties to “ensure an adequate pool of qualified attorneys.”).

The Court has concluded that the balance of harms weighs significantly in favor of
Plaintiffs, and they have thercfore established the third criteria for obtaining injunctive relief.

Finally, the public interests in providing the relief requested are significant. They would
include the public interest in a fair, functional, and stable criminal justice system; the public
interest in the protection of the liberty interests for all the citizens of Maine who are charged with
crimes punishable by incarceration; and the public interest in ensuring that the presumption of
innocence is meaningfully protected against the power of the State through the effective
assistance of counsel.

INJUNCTION ON COUNT I
Before issuing the injunction, the Court will set out its analysis on how to provide a

meaningful remedy for Plaintiffs while adhering to the standard set out in Burr. 2020 ME 130,
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27,240 A.3d 371 (“To . . . enjoin specific conduct that the court found unconstitutional [is] a
power that rests with the judiciary.”).

The Court will order the MCPDS Defendants to provide continuous representation as
required by the Sixth Amendment. The Court understands that the Defendants are constrained by
the resources that the Executive and Legislative Branches have provided. There is nothing in the
trial record, however, that gives the Court any confidence that those branches will soon be
providing the resources that the Defendants state they need. The Court also understands that
advocates for improvements in Maine’s indigent defense system have always had their work cut
out for them. After decades of neglect by State actors, they have had to fight every step of the
way to create a system that is independent from the judiciary, free from political interference,
and adequately resourced.

What follows is the Ninth Circuit’s desctiption of where things stand in Oregon for
indigent defendants who are presumed to be innocent but remain incarcerated for indeterminate
amounts of time without the benefit of counsel:

The state arrests a citizen and incarcerates him pending trial. Days, weeks, and

months pass without any legal representation. He seeks relief from the authorities—

surely a lawyet should help him? In response, he gets a shoulder shrug, a promise

that they are “working on it,” and nothing more. He remains in jail, without legal

counsel or any relief in sight. You might think this passage comes from a 1970s

State Depariment Report on some autocratic regime in the Soviet Bloc.

Unfortunately, we do not need to go back in time or across an ocean to witness this

Kafkaesque scene. This is the State of Oregon in 2024. . .. Yet, due to an “ongoing

public defense crisis” of its own creation, Oregon does not provide indigent

criminal defendants their fundamental right to counsel despite Gideon’s clear
command.
Betschart v. Oregon, 103 F.4th 607, 612 (9th Cir, 2024).

Lest anyone believe that the Ninth Circuit was being overdramatic about what Oregon is

facing, or how their problems compare to present circumstances in Maine, some perspective is in
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order. Oregon has approximately three times the population of Maine. In Betschart, the federal
District Coutt and later the Ninth Citcuit were contending at separate points in time with
approximately 100 unrepresented indigent defendants who remained in jail pending trial. 103
F.4th at 613. In Maine, while the numbers of unrepresented indigent defendants fluctuate week to
week, the number of incarcerated unrepresented defendants fluctuates between 50 to 100. See
Pis.” Washer Dep. Ex. 5. Given this, it is fair to say that the situation in Maine is two or three
times worse than the situation in Oregon for incarcerated unrepresented defendants. There can be
no serious dispute that unrepresented defendants who are incarcerated confront the most
significant harms and impediments to obtaining their Sixth Amendment rights. See supra pp. 5-8
(loss of physical liberty, housing, and employment, to name a few). Therefore, the Court believes
the focus of the injunction must be to require the MCPDS Defendants to provide representation
for the incarcerated Plaintiffs.

The injunction requiring MCPDS Defendants to provide representation for plaintiffs and
lo prioritize incarcerated plaintiffs does not violate the doctrine of separation of powers

The parties have spent a lot of their efforts over the last two years arguing about who or
what is responsible for the current crisis. Cleatly, the MCPDS Defendants have, along with the
courts, struggled to respond to their day-to-day obligations while at the same time trying to
figure out how to best address the growing problem. But if all the parties or system participants
do—including the courts—is assign blame to others, nothing will change. And the result will be
the normalization of egregious, ongoing violation of fundamental rights. It will then become
acceptable in the State of Maine to arrest indigent defendants, hold them in custody for
indeterminate periods of time, and deny them access to their State and federal constitutional

rights simply because they are poor.
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The Court is keenly aware that the MCPDS Defendants did not think it appropriate for
the Coutrt to elicit at trial information about the efforts made by its central office to address the
problem, along with the capacity of its District Defenders to provide representation. The
Defendants misapprehend why the inquiry was important. Again, it was not part of a plan by the
Court to take over the agency or to micromanage it. The Court is also aware that the MCPDS
Defendants have argued strenuously since the earliest days of this litigation that they have
absolutely no ability to comply with any Court order as they are understaffed and under-
resourced. And they insist that requiring them to do anything at all would violate the separation
of powers doctrine.

The Court is not ordering the MCPDS to violate any of its own regulations or standards.
However, it was important for the Court to know how MCPDS has approached the crisis it
confronts before the Court decides if it should impose the extraordinary remedies that
Plaintiffs—and indeed, sometimes the Defendants—are asking the Court to impose.'?

The remedy that must be tried first is representation for incarcerated Plaintiffs. That is the
primary goal of the injunction the Court has concluded it must issue on Count L. Prioritizing
incarcerated Plaintiffs is integral to the relief required in this case, in recognition of the

undeniable fact that the incarcerated Plaintiffs experience the most direct and significant harms

in terms of loss of liberty, harms caused by the Defendants’ failure to provide counsel for them. '

13 See, e.g., Tarpinian Testimony, Jan, 24, 2025, at 86-87 (Question by Attomey Kevin Martin for Plaintiffs: “If
sheriffs were ordered to release persons who had been held for seven days without counsel, would that interfere with
the operations of your public defender’s office?” Answer by District Defender Tarpinian; “It would not.” Question
by Attorney Kevin Martin for Plaintiffs: “And if charges were dismissed against persons who — who had gone
without counsel for 45 days, would that interfere with the operations of your public defender’s office?” Answer by
District Defender Tarpinian: “No. It would help.™).

“ The Court would emphasize that the MCPDS Defendants are not being ordered to comply with any Lavallee-type
protocol as a remedy in Count L. See infra pp. 35-39, The statutory framework that resulted in the “Lavallee
protocol,” discussed further under Count 11l and used by Massachusetts to solve their indigent defense crisis, is
obviously different from a Section 1983 claim, The Lavallee and Carrasquillo cases are important, however, in part
because Massachusetts was able to implement guardrails to ensure that the couts would not encroach on the
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There is some existing capacify in the system which would enable MCPDS to presently
comply with their obligation to provide continuous representation under the Sixth
Amendment for at least some of the incarcerated, unrepresented indigent defendants

The Coutt’s factual findings from trial establish that there is some capacity within the
system which would give MCPDS Defendants the ability to comply with their obligations to
provide continuous representation for Plaintiffs, particularly for unrepresented indigent
defendants who are incarcerated for an indeterminate amount of time. Steps they could consider
include retaining counsel, as they did in child protective cases, to make calls to find counsel
willing to take cases “off the spreadsheet.” They could also escalate their efforts, as Executive
Director Billings indicated in his testimony, to offer waivers to private counsel.’® According to
him, there are clearly excess unused “points” in the system.

The Defendants could also immediately require District Defenders to take cases off the
in-custody, unrepresented spreadsheet, even if that means that they take the cases “nobody
wants.” Cleatly some of the District Defenders are handling just a few of their own cases, if any.
As the Court noted in its Findings, if the District Defenders each took 10 cases off the in-custody
unrepresented spreadsheet, the spreadsheet would essentially be cut in half.

All of the above could occur almost immediately. But as Burr held, the Court has no
authority to micromanage or set policies for the agency. And so the Court feels compelled to

emphasize if is not ordering MCPDS to take any of those steps. It is completely up to them to

independence of the agency charged in the Commonwealth to run its indigent defense system, while at the same
time ensuring that a meaningful remedy was provided for unrepresented indigent defendants.

Tn both Lavallee and Carrasquillo, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court began by recognizing the
limits of its authority under its own separation of powers doctrine, and it approved the imposition of extraordinary
remedies only as a last resort. The process required under Lavallee was for the trial court to establish as a factual
matter that the agency had been given the opportunity to provide counsel consistent with its obligations and
standards, and then fo establish that capacity within the system to provide representation had been exhausted before
any other remedies would be imposed, Lavallee, 812 N.E.2d at 911-12; Carrasquillo, 142 N.E.3d at 50 --52,

15 Other efforts would obviously require changes in rulemaking but could be considered, including temporarily
suspending or modifying caseload standards or requiring LODs to remain on a case until trial counsel is available,
thus providing continuous representation.
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decide how they intend to come into compliance with the Sixth Amendment, but the options
described do exist. Burr, 2020 ME 130, § 27, 240 A.3d 371.

The Court agrees with the Plaintiffs that Defendants should be given a reasonable amount
of time to decide how to comply, and they will be given a deadline to provide their plan to
opposing counsel and to the Court.

The time frame for providing representation for incarcerated Plaintiffs will also be the
timeframe under which the MCPDS Defendants are required to prepare a plan for how to come
into compliance with their other ongoing obligations to provide counsel for unrepresented
indigent defendants in Maine.

The Coutt cannot and does not expect miracles. The Defendants can only do what is
possible. But it is clear that the Defendants have not been prioritizing finding or providing
counsel for the incarcerated Plaintiffs “on the spreadsheet” who are waiting for MCPDS to do
just that, Each and every one of these individuals has been found indigent by a court, Each one of
them appears to be a Subclass member. The Defendants must prioritize finding counsel for them,
and the Court believes the Defendants can do so using existing resources. How they choose to do
that is up to the MCPDS Defendants, and the Court is confident that MCPDS can find a way to
provide counsel for some, if not all of the incarcerated Plaintiffs.

After MCPDS has an opportunity to provide counsel for the unrepresented Plaintiffs, it
will likely be necessary for the Court to provide Plaintiffs with other forms of relief not available
to them in Count I. The Court will address those proposed remedies further in Count I11; but
again, to be clear, they are not a part of the remedies being provided in Count L.

On Count !, the Court issues the following Order:

(1) The Coutt declares that the MCPDS Defendants are required to provide continuous
representation for all Subclass Members as previously defined by the Court, and further
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declares that they have failed to do so in violation of the Sixth Amendment to the United
States Constitution.

(2) The MCPDS Defendants are ordered to create and file with the Court a written plan on
how they intend to remedy the ongoing violations of the Sixth Amendment for ail
Subclass members, whether they are in-custody or in the community subject to bail
conditions, and to do so by April 3, 2025.

(3) The MCPDS Defendants are further ordered to priotitize and to make good faith efforts
to actually provide counsel for the unrepresented, incarcerated defendants who, as of this
same date, are listed on the so-called “without counsel” spreadsheet, and to do so by
April 3, 2025, They must also by that date advise the Court as to how successful they
have been in these efforts.

COUNT 1II

In its January 3, 2025 Order, the Court granted Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment
on the issue of liability only for Count I1I based on their successful arguments regarding
violations of the Sixth Amendment on Count I, The Court reserved ruling “on any arguments the
parties might make as to primacy or co-extensiveness between the Sixth Amendment and Article
I, Section 6 of the Maine Constitution.” Jan. 3rd Order, at 40.

At the January 6, 2025 Pretrial Conference and again before trial commenced on January

22, 2025, counsel for Plaintiffs and for Party-in-Interest State of Maine stipulated that Article I,

Section 6 of the Maine Constitution conveyed at least the same, if not more, constitutional
protections to Maine citizens as they enjoy under the Sixth Amendment.

Consequently, the Court will now find that Plaintiffs are entitled to habeas relief under
both the Sixth Amendment and Article I, Section 6 of the Maine Constitution for failing to

provide continuous representation to indigent defendants at all stages of the criminal process.

24



Habeas remedies and the parties’ Count HI arguments

Article I, Section 10 of the Maine Constitution states that “the privilege of the writ of
habeas corpus shall not be suspended, unless when in cases of rebellion or invasion the public
safety may require it.” Me. Const. art. I, § 10. The Law Court has found that the writ of habeas
corpus is broadly available to secure the right of personal liberty to anyone who has been
illegally deprived of his freedom. Stewart v. Smith, 101 Me. 397, 64 A. 663, 664 (1906). It has
been held to apply not only to persons accused of a crime, but also to persons who have been
held against their will as mentalky ill if their detention violates their constitutional rights. 4.5, v
LincolnHealth, 2021 ME 6, ] 11, 246 A.3d 157.

In Maine, “[e]very person unlawfully deprived of his personal liberty by the act of
another . . . shall of right have a writ of habeas corpus according to the provisions herein
contained.” 14 M.R.S. § 5501, The Plaintiffs argue that in Maine, habeas remedies atre available
to persons subject to physical custody in jail or prison, but also to persons whose liberty is
restrained by the imposition of bail conditions and personal recognizance, if the deprivations
they endure are unlawful.

The United States Supreme Court has held that the “Great Writ” is not just available to
individuals held in “actual, physical custody in prison or jail.” Jones v. Cunningham, 371 U.S.
236, 238 (1963). Instead, the Court looked to the use of habeas in common law England,
concluding that “there are other restraints on a man’s liberty, restraints not shared by the public
generally, which have been thought sufficient . . . to support the issuance of habeas corpus.” Id.
at 240. These other restraints, the Court concluded, included parole, which “significantly
restrain[s] [an individual’s] liberty to do those things which in this country free men are entitled

to do” and thus was “enough to invoke the help of the Great Writ.” Id. at 243. The habeas
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remedy “is not now and never has been a static, narrow, formalistic remedy; its scope has grown
to achieve its grand purpose—the protection of individuals against erosion of their right to be
free from wrongful restraints upon their liberty.” Id. at 242-43.

The language in Maine’s habeas statute does not dampen or limit the scope of the “Great
Writ” under common law. Maine’s habeas law embraces the spirit of the remedy by explicitly
affording relief beyond only release from physical detainment—repeatedly using the language
“imprisonment or restraint” when referring to the unlawful deprivation of an individual’s
personal liberty by the action of another. See, e.g., 14 M.R.S. §§ 5510, 5511, 5515, 5518, 5521-
23, Basic statutory interpretation tells the Court that “restraint” refers to something distinct from
“imprisonment.” When considered in concert with the history of the “Great Writ,” the Court
concludes that the “unlawfully depriv{ation] of . . . personal liberty,” id. § 5501, can include
more than physical custody in a Maine jail or prison.

Plaintiffs clarify that what they are seeking is a conditional writ, which they describe as
the “most common and least intrusive form of relief: a conditional order of release from the
unlawful restraints on their liberty.” Pls.’ Post-Trial Br. 26 (citing Wilkinson v. Dotson, 544 U.S.
74, 89 (2005)). With a conditional writ, “the state is given a window of time to cure the infirmity
within which it might cure the error.” Satterlee v. Wolfenbarger, 453 F.3d 362, 369 (6th Cir,
2006). If the state fails to comply with the stated conditions, the conditional writ of habeas
corpus “requires” release. Id.

While not exactly conceding liability in Count III, Counsel for Party-in-Interest State of

Maine (hereinafter “State”)'® agreed that the issues regarding what remedy, if any, should be

16 Maine's 16 county sheriffs were named as necessary Respondents as they are the custodians of approximate 100
Plaintiffs who are incarcerated in Maine county jails. They were remotely present for all trial proceedings and were
given the opportunity to call witnesses, examine witnesses, and make argument. None of them called or examined
witnesses, but the Court has reviewed their written submissions and will grant their requests to provide names of
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provided in Count ITI was at this stage more of a legal than factual matter, And it does not
challenge the concept that release is required if an individual’s detention is illegal. At the same
time, the State makes the argument that the Court must conduct an individualized, fact-specific
inquiry into what remedy is appropriate for an individual, now that the Coutt has found that their
rights to counsel under the Sixth Amendment and Article I, Section 6 have been violated by the
MCPDS Defendants.

The State relies in large part on United States v. Morrison, 449 U.S. 361 (1981), for its
oft-cited language that as a general rule in cases involving violations of the Sixth Amendment,
“remedies should be tailored to the injury suffered from the constitutional violation and should
not unnecessarily infringe on competing interests.” Id, at 364.

In Morrison, which was not a habeas case, the Supreme Court reversed a Third Circuit
decision dismissing with prejudice an indictment where DEA agents had intentionally contacted
the defendant, who they knew was under indictment and had retained counsel, /d. at 362-63. The
agents made disparaging statements to her about her attorney and essentially told her that if she
did not cooperate with them, she would face a harsh sentence. Id. at 362. She declined to
cooperate with them, but they tried again. /d. She informed her attorney, who was able to
convince the Circuit Court that the federal agents’ conduct merited dismissal of the indictment
with prejudice. Id. at 363. The Supreme Court reversed, saying there was no evidence their
conduct had prejudiced the quality of her representation or had adversely affected her legal

position, Id, at 366-67.

Class Members who are in jail, which jail they are currently held, and what is expected of any sheriff as far as
transporting that individual to any proceedings, and obviously providing as much advance notice as possible to the
sheriffs and their attorneys before any in-court proceedings occur.
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It is somewhat mystifying why the State believes Morrison controls how the Court
should respond to the constitutional violations found under Count III given the facts of Ms,
Morrison’s case. Ms. Morrison actually had an aftorney, an effective one to boot. The Morrison
Court explicitly distinguishes its decision from the facts of Gideon v. Wainwright, because, of
course, Mr. Gideon had no attorney. Id. at 364 (“In Gideon v. Wainwright, the defendant was
totally denied the assistance of counsel.”) (internal citations omitted).

To the extent the State suggests that Morrison requires Sixth Amendment remedies be
provided in proportion to the harm caused, the Court agrees with that general principle. But to
the extent the State suggests Morrison stands for the proposition that a dismissal can never be an
appropriate remedy for a Sixth Amendment violation, the Court disagrees. There is simply no
language in Morrison to support the State’s position, The Cireuit Court dismissed her indictment
with prejudice even though she had an attorney, and, understandably, the Supreme Court found
the Circuit Court had gone too far. In this case, Plaintiffs do not seek that kind of relief. The
dismissals they seek are dismissals withouf prejudice, meaning that if their cases are dismissed,
they could and should expect that they will be charged again by the State. By contrast, Ms.
Morrison walked free until the Supreme Court held otherwise.

The Court is aware that some trial courts in Maine have been using a form that cites
Morrison at the so-called seven-day review hearings that were established by the Trial Chiefs of
the Superior and District Courts in November of 2023. Pls.” Ex. 1, Order on Delay in
Appointment of Counsel at an Appearance Pursuant to the Standing Order on Initial Assignment
of Counsel (dated Mar, 22, 2024). The so-called Standing Order required that any indigent
person who was being held in jail for more than seven days without counsel be brought before a

judge to “review” their status. It appears that many jurists routinely find violations of the Sixth
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Amendment at these hearings, and those that use the form order check a box that cites to
Morrison. The form states in pre-printed language that the defendant is not subject to release as
the defendant’s right to counsel “does not outweigh the competing interests including society’s
interest in the administration of criminal justice.” Id. It is not clear if the meaning of that phrase
is ever explained to the defendant who is simply returned to custody and their cases remain on
the court’s docket.

To be clear, this is not a Judicial Branch form, despite its appearance to the contrary.
Mote concerning is that it blithely cites to language in Morrison about the “State’s competing
interest including society’s interest in the administration of criminal justice” as a reason to deny
any remedy at all to a criminal defendant who has been held in jail without counsel, which was
hardly Ms. Morrison’s situation. The Court concludes that Morrison does not control its decision
in Count IIL

Dismissal without prejudice as a pre-conviction remedy

Counsel for the State argues that dismissal without prejudice is not an appropriate habeas
remedy in the pre-conviction context. The Court has concluded otherwise.

Plaintiffs are being denied the right to counsel at critical stages—during bail hearings, the
investigatory phase, and plea bargaining, The Plaintiffs who are not in-custody but are instead in
the community on conditions of release are nevertheless being deprived of their personal liberty
by these conditions. The restraints on liberty are numerous, and any practitioner of criminal law
could list them from memory: conditions of release restrict a defendant’s freedom of movement;
freedom of association; where they may live and with whom; where they may be employed;
what they may own or possess; whether they may access the Internet, ctc, See 1S M.R.S. §

1026(3)(A)Y(1)—(19); see attached JB Conditions of Release form and Bail Bond form. Violation
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of any condition imposed is itself a crime. id. § 1092, The State can also move to revoke a
defendant’s bail and obtain a warrant for the defendant’s arrest. Id, § 1095-96. Upon the State’s
motion, the court can then order the defendant be held without bail pending trial. Jd. § 1097.

It is the ongoing violations of the Plaintiffs’ right to counsel under the Sixth Amendment
and Article [, Section 6 that make these restraints unlawful. They may live in the community, but
significant liberties have been taken away from them. And while being deprived of their liberty
by the State, it is the State that has failed to provide them with an attorney.

The State’s argument fails to appreciate that Plaintiffs cannot be free of these restrictions
unless and until the charges against them have been resolved; only then does a court declare that
they are “released” from bail and bail conditions, Their argument fails to grasp that the Plaintiffs
do not have access to the court to resolve their case because the Maine courts cannot
constitutionally require them to stand trial—or even attend a dispositional conference—until an
attorney is provided by the State. The Court has concluded that the circumstances of these
Plaintiffs constitute “unlawful depriv[ation] of . . . personal liberty” entitling them to a writ of
habeas corpus. See 14 M.R.S. § 5501.

In addition, habeas in Maine is not just a post-conviction remedy. Indeed, Maine law
explicitly recognizes that an individual’s liberty can be unlawfully restrained before conviction.
See, e.g., 14 M.R.S. § 5511 (“any party alleged to be imprisoned or restrained of his liberty but
not convicted and sentenced” (emphasis added)). The fact that they have not been convicted does
not foreclose redress. The Plaintiffs’ right to counsel under the Maine and United States
Constitutions is being denied, and while waiting for the State to provide counsel they must live
with significant loss of liberties. And “every right, when withheld, must have a remedy, and

every injury its proper redress.” Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch, 5 U.S. 137, 147 (1803).
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The role of public safety in habeas clgims

The State also objects to releasing any Plaintiff who may present public safety concerns
and has repeatedly taken to reminding this Court of what happened when a trial court judge
lowered bail for one defendant following a review hearing. After being released, the defendant
assaulted his former partner and killed another person.

No Judge or Justice in either the District or Superior Coutt needs to be reminded about
the consequences of decisions that they make every single day in Maine courtrooms. Public
safety is always top of mind for many decisions Maine jurists make in criminal cases. It is
important, however, to remember that given the conditions under which most jurists work when
making bail decisions, they are often expected in a matter of minutes to apply the bail code to an
unpredictable number of individuals, and to do so in reliance upon information supplied by
others in the criminal justice system who may also be working under difficult conditions. Jurists
in Maine are not permitted to conduct their own investigations of the facts of a case or the
personal characteristics of a criminal defendant. If the information conveyed is inadequate, or if a
judge makes a decision based on information from others, or, as often happens, an agreement is
reached by prosecutors and defense counsel that bail should be lowered or a defendant released,
judges have come to understand that they will likely be the person blamed or berated for
whatever dangerous act a criminal defendant might decide to commit after their release.

Tt is sometimes the case, however, that the Maine and United States Constitutions actually
require that someone be released from custody or restraint. For example, when a jury finds that
the State has not proven a defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt, they are instructed that
they must follow the Constitution and return a verdict of not guilty. Unless the defendant is held

on other charges, that means they are released into the community, even if they are dangerous,
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The jury is not permitted to consider public safety; they must follow the law and the
Constitution. When the Law Court reverses a criminal conviction due to prosecutorial
misconduct, ot because a defendant’s Fourth, Fifth, or Sixth Amendment rights have been
violated by State actors, the person released may have actually committed a violent act, or they
may go on to commit a violent act upon their release. Recently, in State v. Akers, 2021 ME 43,
259 A.3d 127, the Law Court reviewed a jury’s conviction of a defendant for intentional or
knowing murder after the defendant killed his neighbor with a machete. The Law Court vacated
the defendant’s conviction for violations of his Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendment rights
stemming from two illegal, warrantless searches and involuntary inculpatory statements by the
defendant. Public records confirm that upon remand to the Superior Court, the State was
compelled to dismiss the charges against the defendant because it lacked the evidence required to
sustain a conviction. In the Law Court’s Akers decision, it never weighed the violence that the
defendant committed and was convicted of against the potential risk to public safety in
determining that the defendant’s rights had been violated. Instead, the Law Court was compelled
by the law and the Constitution to find that his conviction “must be vacated.” Id. § 50.

Just like a Maine jury, jurists on the Law Court, the Superior Court, and the District Court
must all follow the law and the Constitution, Every Maine jury and every Maine jurist takes an
oath to do so. So when these difficult decisions are made, it would be extreme unlikely that it
occutred because a jury or a jurist did something they simply felt like doing. It would be because
a jury or a jurist took an oath to uphold constitutional standards and to follow the law. And in a
habeas claim, release from custody or from restraint is required if the restraint is illegal.

The Plaintiffs in this case have not been convicted of the crimes for which they are

charged. Each of them is still presumed to be innocent under the Maine and United States
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Constitutions. And yet many of them remain in custody, without counsel. Their only access to
due process is to be brought before a judge every seven days, represented by counsel who are
permitted by the MCPDS rules to represent them for all of one day. They are brought before
judges, most of whom are essentially doing bail hearings—not habeas hearings. The Maine Bail
Code does not permit a judge to dismiss a case, and it was never designed or intended to provide
remedies for the constitutional violations at issue here. As Justice Douglas stated in Peferson v.
Johnson, the Review Hearings were never intended to be the solution to this crisis. SJC-23-02, at
29-30 (Jan. 12, 2024) (Douglas, J.) (“{TThe regular status hearings held pursuant to the Standing
Order are intended as a limited, short-term response to an on-going crisis, and do not justify
indefinite delay by the State in assigning counsel to in-custody defendants entitled to a court-
appointed attorney.”).

The Court fully intends to factor in the legitimate concerns about public safety expressed
by the State in their argument regarding habeas relief, just as the Ninth Circuit did in Befschart.
And while Morrison stands for the proposition that judicial refief provided for violations of the
Sixth Amendment must be proportional to how grievous the violation was and what harm has
been caused, it is not a habeas case, and it never mentions the phrase “public safety” anywhere,
More importantly, Morrison should not be read as a reason for Maine courts to do nothing when
significant systemic failures have resulted in the complete lack of counse! for a significant
number of indigent defendants,

Reducing backlogs or MCPDS caseloads by dismissing cases

It has also been suggested at various times that dismissing cases through this lawsuit
could work as a curative case management tool to reduce trial court backlogs or somehow help

MCPDS address its ongoing challenges. The suggestion has come from both sides and at various

33




stages of this litigation, The Court categorically rejects these as improper considerations, and
they will not play any part in this Order.

It may become necessary for the Court to dismiss cases, but if that happens the Court
understands it is unlikely that other systemic problems will be solved. Prosecutors will likely
continue to file more cases than the court system can handle, and no court can stop them from
filing anything they choose to. MCPDS will in all likelihood continue to struggle with being
under-resourced, which in the current budget before the Legislature means that they will be
unable to roll out more public defender offices and that they could run out of funds in the next
year or so to pay the private attorneys who are currently willing to take cases. Those are
problems no court in Maine has any authority to remedy.

HABEAS RELIEF ON COUNT IlI

After considering the arguments of counsel and reviewing pertinent case law, the Court
has concluded that Plaintiffs are entitled to habeas relief, The nature of the remedies available to
a Plaintiff under a Section 1983 claim and a habeas claim are quite different. However, the Court
will attempt to structure the relief provided for each Count to be as consistent as possible.
Therefore, the timelines established in Count I are intended to give the MCPDS Defendants (who
are not named Defendants in Count I1I) the time and opportunity to comply with the initial
requirement of the Court’s injunction that they provide counsel for the incarcerated Plaintiffs.
The starting date for carrying out the habeas relief will be delayed briefly to see how many
Plaintiffs remain in custody after the MCPDS Defendants decide how to comply with the Court’s
injunction and provide counsel for them. To be clear, however, the Court does not intend to wait

indefinitely to provide relief under Count III while MCPDS decides what to do in Count L.
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Three cases from other jurisdictions provide the framework for how habeas relief will be
provided. These cases, Betschart, Lavallee, and Carrasquillo, are really the only cases this
Court, or any court, has to go on. And that is because only a few states—Oregon, Massachusetts,
and now Maine—have found themselves in this position facing similar crises.

The Court will rely upon the aforementioned cases: Betschart, which was a class action
habeas case, 103 F.4th 607 (9th Cir. 2024); and two cases from Massachusetts which predate
Beischart but were not habeas cases, Lavallee, 812 N.E.2d 895 (Mass. 2004), and Carrasquillo,
142 N.E.3d 28 (Mass. 2020). What they have in common s that all three provided meaningfil
remedies for Plaintiffs identically situated to the Plaintiffs in Maine. In the Court’s view, they all
offer sound approaches for providing relief that is proportionate to the gravity of the violation
and harms caused, while at the same time ensuring consideration of other important public
concerns, including public safety.

In Betschart, the Ninth Circuit on May 31, 2024 affirmed the granting of habeas relief
issued by the United States District Court in Oregon. 103 F.4th at 613. The case was filed as a
class action brought by federal public defenders on behalf of state indigent defendants who were
eligible for appointment of counsel but who remained unrepresented for indeterminate periods of
time in local jails. Id. at 611, 613.

The District Court granted a temporary restraining order, and applied essentially the same
standards that this Court did for Count I. /4. at 614. The District Court declared that the State of
Oregon was violating the Sixth Amendment, and it ordered that the sheriffs who had custody of
the class members release them unless the State of Oregon provided representation within seven
days of the defendant’s initial appearance, or within seven days of the withdrawal of previously

appointed counsel. /4. Each released class member was brought before a state court judge to set
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reasonable bail conditions to address the State’s concerns regarding public safety. /d. at 613;
Betschart v. Garrett, 700 F.Supp.3d 965, 988 (D. Or. 2023). The District Court denied relief to
persons who were charged with certain offenses if the Oregon Constitution prohibited pretrial
release. Betschart, 103 F.4th at 614. And it made clear that relief would not be available for
defendants who repeatedly “fired” their attorneys in order to be released. Befschart v. Garrelt,
No. 3:23-CV-01097-CL, 2023 WL 7621969, at *1 (D. Or. Nov. 14, 2023).

The Maine Superior Court is clearly not the Ninth Circuit. But closer to home and
Maine’s jurisprudential traditions, the Commenwealth of Massachusetts in 2004 and again in
2020 confronted the same problem that exists in Oregon, and now in Maine. The approach taken
by the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court in both begins with an explicit recognition that
coutts in the Commonwealth are constrained by the doctrine of separation of powers but could
nonetheless provide a meaningful remedy for unrepresented defendants.

First, in Lavallee, a group of indigent criminal defendants being held pretrial without
attorneys sought relief in the form of a writ by the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court
pursuant to Mass. G.L. ch. 211 § 3. Lavallee v. Justs. in the Hampden Superior Ct., 812 N.E.2d
895, 899-900 (Mass. 2004). Petitioners alleged that Massachusetts’s “chronic underfunding” of
its assigned counsel system led to an insufficient number of attorneys willing to accept indigent
defense cases. Id. at 900. The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled that the petitioners
were being denied the right to counsel under its state constitution. /d. at 901. To address the
petitioners’ complete denial of the right to counsel, the court fashioned a remedy recognizing that

[t]he harm involved here, the absence of counsel, cannot be remedied in the normal

course of trial and appeal because an essential component of the “normal course,”

the assistance of counsel, is precisely what is missing here, The course of the
proceedings in these cases is per se not normal.
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Id. at 907. The court established what is now known as the “Lavallee protocol”—every week, the
clerk of the county courts would be required to prepare a list of the unrepresented criminal
defendants to forward to the district attorney, the attorney general, the chief counsel for the
public defenders, and the judges tasked with administrative and scheduling decisions. Id. at 911
12. Using this list, the administrative judge would schedule a status hearing as to each defendant
who had either been held in custody for more than seven days or whose case has been pending
for mote than forty-five days, Id. at 912, At the hearing, the judge would determine whether the
public defense committee has made a “good faith effort” to secure representation for each
defendant. Id. If, despite a good faith effort, there was no counsel available to represent a
defendant, the judge was required to, if the defendant had been held in custody for seven days or
more, order the defendant be released from custody, subject to conditions; or, if the defendant’s
case had been pending for forty-five days or more, order the defendant’s charges be dismissed
without prejudice until counsel could be made available to the defendant. Id. at 91213, This
solution, the court reasoned, acknowledged that “[t]he duty to provide . .. counsel falls squarely
on government, and the burden of a systemic lapse is not to be borne by defendants.” Id. at 911,
In 2020, the indigent defense attorney shortage recurred. In Carrasquillo v. Hampden
County District Courts, 142 N.E3d 28 (Mass, 2020), a shortage of defense attorneys available
on atraignment days led a judge to order a public defense office to provide counsel “who shall
accept appointment in all cases as ordered by the Court.” Id. at 41. The overseeing public defense
committee filed an emergency petition for a writ, seeking to vacate the judge’s order, Id. at 42,
The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled that the judge’s order was invalid because it

infringed on the committee’s statutory authority to control caseload limits, but it reaffirmed the
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Lavallee protocol as an appropriate method for remedying constitutional violations for
deprivation of counsel. Id. at 35, 44, 47, 49-51,

Notably, the condition of indigent defense in Massachusetts has improved since the
Carrasquillo decision. After the Supreme Judicial Court’s opinion in March of 2020, a single
justice of the high court required the parties to regularly provide the court with information so
that they could periodically assess whether the Lavallee protocol was still required in the county
courts. Carrasquillo v. Hampden Cnty. Dist. Courts, 2021 WL 5441084, at *1 (Mass. Oct. 21,
2021) (Wendlandt, J.). After months of “deteriorating” circumstances in which the number of
indigent criminal defendants without counsel increased, with a dispute as to whether the public
defense committee actually lacked the capacity to represent indigent defendants, the single
justice assigned a retired associate justice to the case. /d. The retired justice was ordered to
prepare a report for the court discussing the causes of the indigent defense counsel shortage and
possible solutions based on the parties’ joint recommendations. I

The retired justice submitted his report to the court in March of 2022, and in June of
2022, the single justice lifted the Lavailee protocol. Carrasquillo v. Hampden Cniy., 2022 WL
2902767, at *1 (Mass. June 30, 2022). The “crisis ha[d] abated”; there were just two
unrepresented indigent defendants in Hampden County, each having been on the list for less than
four days. Jd. The justice attributed the change in circumstances “largely, if not entirely, to the
extraordinary efforts of the parties to address the problems and find solutions.” Id. The public
defense committee had successfully opened a second office of twelve attorneys in the county,
had increased rates for private attorneys, and waived the cap on the number of hours a private
attorney could bill for the year. Jd. The justice noted that these changes, while perhaps brought to

bear by the “awareness of the urgency” required by the Lavallee protocol, would continue to be
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effective even without the protocol in place, /d. The county courts would continue to circulate
weekly lists of unrepresented defendants, and the public defense committee would continue to
provide the court with periodic six month updates, including (1) the number of unrepresented
defendants and specifically the number in custody; (2) the length of time each has gone without
counsel and the charges pending against them; (3) the current caseloads of public defenders and
private contracted attorney; and (4) the committee’s efforts to increase the availability of counsel
for unrepresented defendants, including the status of any ongoing efforts to petition the
Legislature for continued additional funding. /d. The county courts and the district attorney
would be invited to file a response to each update. Id.

In Lavallee and Carrasquillo, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ordered the
same relief as Betschart and more. It ordered both release from custody after seven days and
dismissal without prejudice after forty-five days without counsel.

Importantly, however, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court also added one critical
requirement to the findings made at individual hearings where eligibility for relief would be
confirmed and provided. In part in recognition of the separation of powers and the authority
delegated to the agency in the Commonwealth to staff and administer indigent defense, it
required the Court to hear from those state actors about their ability and capacity to provide
counsel, and to establish as a factual matter that, despite “good faith efforts,” the agency was
unable to do so. See Lavallee, 812 N.E.2d at 912. Only if capacity was truly exhausted in an
individual case would the court step in.

The Court would emphasize what it stated as to Count 1. The most appropriate remedy it
can provide to Plaintiffs is representation. Release or dismissal without prejudice pursuant to this

Order may be necessary, but only as a last resort, However, if representation has become
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available at the time the Court issues relief for individual Plaintiffs, the constitutional violation
has been remedied.

While neither the Maine Constitution nor Maine’s habeas statute, 14 M.R.S. §§ 550146,
provides for the very limited factual inquiry the Court will require, Plaintiffs do not object to the
Court requiring this “check” to ensure that the appropriate remedy is being provided. Plaintiffs
here seek a “conditional remedy” and the Court believes it has the authority to add another
condition to that remedy by requiring that a representative from MCPDS—who the Court
understands is not a party to Count [ll—advise the Court it has had an opportunity to find
counsel, and whether it has made a good faith effort to do so before the Court acts, That factual
determination is required by the separation of powers, and the Court trusts that MCPDS will
cooperate in providing this information when requested by the Court,

The Court therefore concludes that Plaintiffs are entitled to habeas corpus relief for
violations of their Sixth Amendment and Article I, Section 6 rights to continuous representation.
Relief will be provided as follows:

1) On April 7,2025 at 10:00 a.m., counsel for the parties in this matter, including
counsel for the Maine county sheriffs, shall attend a hearing at the Capital Judicial
Center to set the course of future habeas proceedings. By that date, the Court should
have received information from MCPDS regarding their efforts to provide counsel for
incarcerated Plaintiffs. The first round of hearings will prioritize any Plaintiffs who
remain incarcerated, and relief will be provided to them consistent with this Order.
Any attorney for the sheriffs may appear remotely.

2) Counsel for the parties shall have by that date agreed to and prepared a list of all
Plaintiffs who are incarcerated awaiting appointment of counsel in any Maine jail or
correctional facility. The list shall include the name and physical location of any
Plaintiff, and shall be shared with all Maine sheriffs, all District Attorneys, the Office
of the Attorney General, and the Executive Director of MCPDS. The list shall be
based upon the Counsel Needed spreadsheets provided to MCPDS by the Judicial
Branch. The list shall also include the docket numbers for any pending charges for the
Plaintiffs,

40




3)

4)

3)

6)

7

8)

%)

The Court will conduct several court sessions at several locations in northern, central,
and southern Maine during the month of April 2025. The court locations and dates of
each session will be provided no later than April 7, 2025, The locations will be
determined with the goal of assisting the sheriffs in arranging transport for any
Plaintiffs in their custody.

Only Plaintiffs held in physical custody shall receive notices to appear at the first
round of hearings conducted in April of 2025. Other hearings for Plaintiffs who are
out on bail will be the subject of habeas relief hearings beginning in May of 2025 on
a schedule to be discussed and set by the Court at the conference on April 7, 2025.
Ongoing hearings are expected to be necessary for Plaintiffs in and out of custody.

MCPDS will provide counsel for these Plaintiffs at every hearing conducted.

The Court will rely upon the physical court files which it will have in its possession at
cach hearing in determining whether the individual is a Class member, and as to any
pertinent dates for when the individual first appeared before the court, when bail was
set and in what amount, and how long they have been held. The Court will be assisted
by a cletk who will have access to MEJIS during any court proceeding,

The sheriffs do not need to personally appear at these hearings, but they shall
designate a representative to appear who can verify how long the person has been
held, and on what charges.

At the hearings for incarcerated Plaintiffs, the Court will determine if MCPDS has
made a good faith effort to secure representation. This determination for the hearings
conducted in Aptil of 2025 shall be made in person by an MCPDS employee
designated by the agency. After the first round of hearings, the Court is willing to
accept written affidavits submitted by the MCPDS Defendants so long as the
information is individually tailored to each individual Plaintiff.

At the hearings for incarcerated Plaintiffs, the Court will hear from counsel for the
individual, from the prosecuting attorney, and from the MCPDS representatives. The
Court will also hear from Class Counsel and from any attorney from the Office of the
Attorney General who has been involved in this litigation if they wish to be heard.

10) After hearing from the parties, the Court will make the following determinations:

a. Whether the individual Plaintiff is a Subclass member as defined by the Court;
b. Whether MCPDS has made good faith efforts to secure representation for the
individual; and
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c. Whether there is still no attorney available to represent the individual,

If the Court determines that, despite the good faith efforts of MCPDS and any efforts by
others to find representation for the individual, there is still no counsel willing and available to
represent the individual, the Court shall order as follows:

For any Subclass member who has been detained and remains without counsel for more
than 14 days after their initial appearance or arraignment, or more than 14 days after
leave for withdrawal of counsel has been granted, this Court will order release of the
individual from detention unless within 7 additional days after the habeas hearing,
counsel is provided. However, the Court will impose conditions of release related to
ensuring the presence of the individual at the next court appearance, and to ensure the
safety of the community, These conditions can include any condition authorized under the
Maine Bail Code sufficient to protect public safety and ensure the integrity of the judicial
process; and the Court may do so without the consent of the individual, This Court must
advise the individual of the consequences of violation of any condition of release, and the
consequence of committing new criminal conduct while they are out on bail.

This relief shall not be available for any individual who is being held without bail after
his or her right to bail has been extinguished because they are charged with a formerly
capital offense, See 15 M.R.S. § 1027(3).

With respect to Subclass members who have remained without counsel for mote than 60
days after their initial appearance or arraignment or more than 60 days after counsel has
been granted leave to withdraw, the Court shall order that the charges against the
Subclass member be dismissed without prejudice until such time as counsel is available
to provide representation of the individual, unless within 7 additional days after the
habeas hearing, counsel is provided. This order applies both to Plaintiffs who are
incarcerated and those living in the community subject to bail conditions.

No relief set out above for incarcerated Plaintiffs or Plaintiffs residing in the community
on bail shall be available if the individual persists in “firing” appointed counsel for less
than good cause, and/or in order to obtain relief.

For current members of the Subclass, the 60-day deadline shall begin running on the date
this Order is signed and docketed by the Court.

COUNTY
The Defendant State of Maine has again raised the sovereign immunity defense as to both

the request for declaratory judgment and for injunctive relief under Count V,
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As to the declaratory judgment, the Court stands by its August 13, 2024 Order on
Pending Motions to Dismiss, in which it relied on Welch v. State, 2004 ME 884, 852 A.2d 214, to
conclude the State was not immune from Plaintiffs’ request for declaratory judgment against the
State. Aug. 13, 2024 Order, at 12—15. Judge Duddy’s Footnote 15 in NECEC reinforces the
Court’s decision to do so, When the NECEC case was before the Business and Consumer Court,
Judge Duddy did not formally address the sovereign immunity defense raised by the defendants,
having denied plaintiff-energy company’s motion for preliminary injunction for failure to meet
their burden, NECEC Transmission LLC v. Bureau of Parks & Land, No. BCD-CIV-2021-00058,
2021 WL 6125325, at *8 n.15 (Me. B.C.D. Dec. 16, 2021). Nonetheless, the coutt stated it was
“inclined to agree” with the line of cases across several other states which hold that, in an action
seeking a declaratory judgment regarding constitutionality, sovereign immunity is not an
available defense. Id. “[TThe availability of judicial review here appears to be integral to the
constitutional framework,” Judge Duddy wrote. Id. Granting the state immunity from
constitutional claims “would undermine and destroy the principle of judicial review.” Id.
(quoting Jones v. Bd. of Trs. of Ky. Retirement Sys., 910 8, W.2d 710, 713 (Ky. 1995)).

As to the issue of injunctive relief under the Declaratory Judgments Act, the Court did not
reach any conclusion its August 13, 2024 Order. At that time, the Court stated that the issue “may
be explored and argued after trial, should Plaintiffs prevail in establishing liability.” Aug. 13,
2024 Order, at 15, Plaintiffs have now prevailed in establishing liability, and the Court believes
that Avangrid Networks, Ine. v. Sec’y of State, 2020 ME 109, 237 A.3d 882 offers a sound
alternative for the parties and the Court. The case involved the dispute over the citizen ballot
initiative against the Central Maine Power transmission line from Quebec to Lewiston, Maine. In

that case, the Law Court “saw no need to” order injunctive relief enjoining the Secretary of State

43




from including the initiative on the ballot because the Secretary of State had represented to the
Law Court that, if the Court were to conclude that the ballot initiative was unconstitutional, he
would not include the initiative on the ballot. Jd. 9 39. The Law Court was “confident that he
‘[would] comply with the law once it is declared’ and prevent the invalid initiative from being
placed on the ballot,” and thus declined to order the injunctive relief requested by plaintiffs. /d.
(quoting Great N. Paper, Inc. v. Penobscot Nation, 2001 ME 68, § 64 n.21, 770 A.2d 574). 17

Counsel for the State has represented to this Court on multiple occasions that the State
would step into the shoes of MCPDS for any violations found by this Court. Now that the Court
has found liability against the MCPDS Defendants, and after review of the Avangrid decision,
the Court thinks it appropriate for the State to advise the Court as to whether the State will
indeed step up and support the agency in providing a remedy for the violations found.

Counsel for the State has ten days to respond to the Court’s inquiry. If the State stands by
its Counsel’s previous statements to the Court, it will become “unnecessary” for this Court to
consider or resolve the complex issues of first impression as to the injunctive relief requested by

Plaintiffs. See Avangrid, 2020 ME 109, § 39, 237 A.3d 882; see also Gideon v, Wainwright, 372

17 The Law Court’s discussion of this issue reads in full:
As we have noted, in the trial court and indeed during much of his oral argument on this appeal, the
Secretary of State has opposed the issuance of injunctive relief that would enjoin him from including
the initiative on the ballot, Ultimately, however, counsel for the Secretary stated that if we were to
conclude that the initiative is unconstitutional and cannot be submitted to the electors for popular
vote—which is precisely our clear holding today—on his own accord, he will not include the
initiative on the ballot. Based on the Secretary of State's clarification of his position, we are
confident that he “will comply with the law once it is declared” and prevent the invalid initiative
from being placed on the ballot, Great N. Paper;, Inc. v. Penobscot Nation, 2001 ME 68, § 64 n.21,
770 A.2d 574, Thus, we see no need for the issuance of injunctive relief. See Littlefield v. Town of
Lyman, 447 A 2d 1231, 1235 (Me. 1982) (holding that injunctive relief against a municipal planning
board was “unnecessary” when we remanded for the trial court to enter a declaratory judgment that
a specific version of an ordinance applied and there was “no evidence suggesting an unwillingness
on the part of the Board to accept a judicial determination of that question”).

Avangrid, 2020 ME 109, § 39, 237 A.3d 882,
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U.S. 335, 343 (1963) (“|O]ne charged with crime, who is unable to obtain counsel, must be
furnished counsel by the state.” (emphasis added)).
The Court will wait for Counsel’s response before issuing any further order on Count V.
The entry will be:

On Count I, the Court orders a permanent injunction requiring MCPDS Defendants to
provide continuous representation for Plaintiffs. The Court further orders them to provide a plan
to the Court explaining how they will comply with the injunction, The deadlines for providing
representation and for filing the plan with the Court are set forth on pp. 23—24 and are
incorporated herein,

On Count I1I, the Court will provide Habeas Corpus relief for Plaintiffs as set forth in
detail on pp. 34—40. The deadlines and procedures established on pp. 40-42 are incorporated
herein.

Counsel of record for Counts L, I11, and V, along with Counsel for Maine county sheriffs
in Count I11, shall attend a hearing on April 7, 2025 at 10:00 a.m. at the Capital Judicial Center.
Any attorney for the sheriffs may appear remotely.

On Count V, the Court defers ruling on pending motion for summary judgment brought
by the State of Maine until the Court receives the State’s response to the inquiry made by the
Court on pp. 44 of this Order.

The Clerk shall note this Order on the docket by reference pursuant to Rule 79(a) of the

Maine Rules of Civil Procedure.

Dated: M gk F, 220 5 W f\ -

Justice, Maine Superio£Court
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MAINE JUDICIAL BRANCH

[} COMMITMENT ORDER with CONDITIONS OF RELEASE [ | CONDITIONS OF RELEASE
[_] UNIFIED CRIMINAL [_] DISTRICT [_] SUPERIOR COURT located at

Docket No.

STATE OF MAINE v. , Defendant
OFFENSE(S):

OFFENSE DATE (mm/dd/yyyy): LOCATION OF OFFENSE:

AGENCY:

SEQUENCE NUMBER: ATN/CTN:

Defendant shall be held at the [_| County Jail || Department of Corrections

[ ] without bait [_] as indicated on attached Bail Bond form [ ] until bail is posted as follows:
D PERSONAL RECOGN{ZANCE.
D UNSECURED. Defendant is not required to post any security to be released, but if defendant fails to
appear as the Bail Bond requires defendant shall owe the State of Maine $
I:| SECURED. Defendant shall be released from custody only after the following security is posted.

[] cash in the amount of $ or [_] No Third Party Bail Allowed
[ ] Real estate (or } with a net value (total value less encumbrances)
of §

D Bail Lien, |:| Within 1 working day after today, I:] Before defendant may be released, a lien on the
real estate described must be recorded in the Registry of Deeds in the country where the real estate is
located, and proof of such recording must be filed with the court listed above. (Note: The Registry of
Deeds and the clerk’s office are different offices and may be in different counties.)

D SUPERVISED RELEASE: Chack One Box Only D AND I:] OR in the alternative, defendant is released to

the custody of a supervised bail contract pursuant to terms and conditions provided in the contract. The

contract must be signed by the Defendant, the Court, and the supervising agency.

[ ] CONCURRENT. This bail is concurrent to the bail previously set/posted in {fist court and docket

number).

Additional conditions to which the defendant agrees to obey, if checked. The defendant will not:

D use D possess OR I:l excessively use or possess |:| alcohol; and

I:] use D possess OR [_] excessively use or possess |:| marijuana or marijuana products; and
use or possess [:I any illegal drugs or their derivatives; and

[ ] use or possess{ | any dangerous weapons or [ firearms,
[ ] 1n order to determine if s/he has violated any prohibitions of this bond regarding alcohol, illegal drugs
or their derivatives, marijuana or marijuana products, she/he will submit to searches of her/his person,
vehicle, and residence and, if applicable, to chemical tests upon articulable suspicion.
[ ] As a condition of her/his participation in a specialty court docket, or as a condition of her/his deferred
disposition, she/he will submit to random searches of her/his person, vehicle, and residence and, if
applicable, to chemical tests for possession or use of alcohol, illegal drugs or their derivatives, or marijuana
or marijuana products.
[ ] In order to determine if s/he has violated any prohibitions of this bond regarding firearms or dangerous
weapons, s/he will submit to searches of her/his person, vehicle, and residence I:I at any time without
articulable suspicion or probable cause.|[_] upon articulable suspicion.

ADA Notice: The Maine Judicial Branch complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act {ADA). If you need a reasonable
accommeodation contact the Court Access Coordinator, accessibility@courts.maine.gov, or a court clerk,
Language Services: For language assistance and interpreters, contact a court clerk or interpreters@courts.malne.gov.

CR-002, Rev. 10/21 Page 1 of 2 wWww.courts.maine.gov
Conditions of Release ‘




MAINE JUDICIAL BRANCH

[ have no direct or indirect contact with {name and DOB (mm/dd/yyyy))

except as is necessary I:] for counseling; D to pay child support; I:] for child contact; E:l for court
appearances; D by telephone ([:] from D am [:I pm to [:] am l:| pm); |:| by text;
[ ]byemail;[_]

[]and not enter any [ ] residence [_] place of employment [ ] place of education of any such person(s);
[ ] except for a single time, while accompanied by a police officer, for the purpose of retrieving
defendant’s personal effects.

|:| maintain or actively seek employment; [:l maintain or commence an education program.

D participate in regular substance abuse counseling and provide proof of such counseling upon request.

[ Tundergo[ | medical [] mental health [_] evaluation [ ] counseling/treatment & provide proof of such

counseling/treatment upon request.

I:I complete certified Domestic Violence Intervention Program [_] undergo other counseling/treatment

and provide proof of such

counseling/treatment upon request.
[ ] abide by the following restrictions on personal associations, place of abode, or travel:

D report |:| daily D weekly D , |:| in person [:f by phone,

to [_] probation officer [ ]

[ ] comply with the following curfew:

[:l participate in I:| outpatient |:| voluntary inpatient treatment; at or with

[:I take medications as prescribed. D participate in an electronic monitoring program.
[7] not operate any motor vehicle under any circumstances [ ] unless lawfully licensed to do so.

if the defendant makes bail, the defendant is required to appear at the Unified Criminal Court on:
(mm/dd/yyyy) at [ ]am [ ] pm and on any other date and time and
at the court the justice, judge, or clerk tells me to appear.

(This Conditions of Release form must be attached to defendant’s Bail Bond.)

>

Date {mm/dd/yyyy) [ JJustice| [ tudge[ ] Clerk Printed Name of Bail
[:l Bail Commissioner Commissioner

ADA Notice: The Maine Judicial Branch complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act {ADA), If you need a reasonable
accommodation contact the Court Access Coordinator, accessibility@courts.maine.gov, or a court clerk.
Language Services: For language assistance and interpreters, contact a court clerk or interpreters@courts.maine.gov.
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The Conditions of Release remain in effect. The defendant is required to appear on:

{mm/dd/yyyy) at [ ]am [ }pmat[ ] District[ ] Superior Court.
Date (mm/dd/yyyy): >

[ Justice [ | Judge
The Conditions of Release remain in effect. The defendant is required to appear on:
(mm/dd/yyyy) at [Jam[] pm at[_] District [ ] Superior Court.
Date (mm/dd/yyyy): >

[ ustice [ ]Judge
The Conditions of Release remain in effect. The defendant is required to appear on:
(mm/dd/yyyy} at [ Jam[ ] pm at[ ] District [ ] Superior Court.
Date (mm/dd/yyyy): >

[ ]Justice[ ] Judge
The Conditions of Release remain in effect. The defendant is required to appear on:
(mm/dd/yyyy) at [ Jam [] pm at [_] District [ ] Superior Court.
Date (mm/dd/yyyy): >

[ JJustice[ JIudge

The Conditions of Release remain in effect. The defendant is required to appear on:

{mm/dd/yyyy) at [Jam[_] pm at[_] pistrict[ ] Superior Court.
Date {mm/dd/yyyy): >

D Justice [:[ Judge
The Conditions of Release remain in effect. The defendant is required to appear on:
(mm/dd/yyyy) at [Jam [_] pm at [_] District [ ] Superior Court.
Date {mm/dd/yyyy}: | 2

[ ustice[ JIudge




MAINE JUDICIAL BRANCH . SSC 5?8

BAIL BOND [_] AMENDED
] UNIFIED CRIMINAL [_] DISTRICT [] SUPERIOR COURT located at Docket No. _
STATE OF MAINE v, , Defendant
Defendant’s mailing address:
Defendant’s residence address {if different):
Defendant’s email address:
Date of Birth (mm/dd/yyyy): sttt bt
Hair Color Eye Color Height Weight Gender Race

Home phone # Work phone # Cell phone #
For Title 29-A violations, driver's license number required ’ State
Date of Offense(s) {mm/dd/yyyy} Location of Offense(s)

Offense(s), Class of offense, Seq #, Title & Section, ATN/CTN of each offense:

Law enforcement officer and agency:
The following apply if checked:

[l PERSONAL RECOGNIZANCE, [C] UNSECURED. If | fail to appear as this Bail Bond requires | will owe the State of Maine $

(] SECURED., To be released from custody the following property is being posted. The property is:
[] cash in the amount of {see reverse for designation of third-party ownership} OR
] Reat estate {or ) with a net value of $

[ Baif Lien. [] within 1 working day after today. [} Before | may be released, a Hen on the real estate described must be recorded in the Registry
of Deeds in the county where the real estate is located, and proof of such recording must be filed with the court listed above. {Note: The Registry of
Deeds and the clerk’s office are different offices and may be in different counties.}

[ CONCURRENT. This bail is concurrent to the bail previously set/posted in (list court and docket number):
| agree to obey the following conditions of my release so long as this bail bond remains in effect. | understand that it is a crime for me to violate any of
these conditions, and that if  violate these conditions | will be subject to arrest, jail and/or a fine.

1.1 wilt appear at the Unified Criminal Docket |ocated at ,in (City/Town),
{County) Maine, Tel i {207) , on {mm/dd/yyyy) .
at Cam. [ Ip.m. and on any other date and time and at the court the justice, judge, or clerk tells me to appear.

2. 1 will commit no criminal act and will not viclate any protection from abuse orders,

3. I will immediately give written notice of any change in my address or telephone number to the court named above,

4. F waive extradition to the State of Maine from any other State of the United States, from the District of Columbia, from any territory.of the United

States, and from any other jurisdiction whatsoever, for prosecution on the charge(s} listed above,
Additional conditions which i agree to obey, if checked. § will not: [ ] use [] possess OR [ ] excessively use or possess [] alcohol; and
[ use [[] possess OR [ ] excessively use or possess [_] marijuana er marijuana products; and [_] use or possess [ ] any illegal drugs or their

derivatives) and [ ] use or possess [_] any dangerous weapons or [} firearms.
din o}der to determine if | have viclated any prohibitions of this bond regarding alcohol, illegal drugs or their derivatives, marljuana or marijuana
products, | will submit to searches of my person, vehicle and residence and, if applicable, to chemical tests upon articulable suspicion.
[] As condition of my participation in a specialty court docket, or as a condition of my deferred disposition, | will submit to random searches of my
person, vehicle, residence and, if applicable, to chemical tests for use or possession of alcohol, illegal drugs or their derivatives, or marijuana or
marijuana products,
[ 1in order to determine if | have violated any prohibitions of this bond regarding firearms or dangerous weapons, | will submit to searches of my
person, vehicle, and residence || at any time without articulable suspicion or probable cause. [_] upon articulable suspicion,

["] have no direct or indirect contact with {name and DOB mm/dd/yyyy)

except as is necessary
[ ] for counseling; [ ] to pay child support; | for child contact; [] for court appearances; [_| by telephone ([ ] from dam.Jpmto
[ am. [T p.m.) [ by text [_] by email []
[ 1and not enter any [ ] residence [ ] place of employment [] place of education of any such person(s}
[ except for a single time, while accompanied by a police officer, for the purpose of retrieving defendant’s personat effects,
(I not operate any motor vehicle under any circumstances [ uniess lawfutly licensed to do so. { ] Participate in electronic manitoring.
[] Defendant cannot be released unless a supervised bail contract is executed and approved by the Court. Def, must abide by contract conditions.

1 As a condition of my release, | shall comply with any condition{s} set forth on the Conditions of Release form.
I:l THE CASH BAIL HAS BEEN POSTED BY A THIRD PARTY

WARNING: Your cash or surety bail may be ardered forfeited if you fail to appear or if you violate any of the conditions of release in this case. Cash or
surety bail has been ordered to ensure your appearance at all court proceedings as reqired, ensure you refrain from new criminal conduct, ensure
the integrity of the judicial process, and ensure the safety of others in the community. Forfeiture of this bail may occur If you fail to appear as
ordered, violate any of the conditions of release on this bond or others, or fail to abide by court orders.

!-have.read and | understand ali my obligations under this bond. Defendant: »
I have explained the defendant's {and if applicable, the surety's/third party’s) obligations under this bond on this date and wiil give a copy of this form
to the defendant and surety/third party immediately after signing it.

Dated {mm/dd/yyyy): at Mam[}pm »
at = ' , Maine [ Justice [ ] Judge [ ] Clerk [] 8ail Commissioner

Printed Name of Bail Commissioner
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