Ridgway Defense and Budget Issues


Due to the extraordinary circumstances of State v. Ridgway, including the public notoriety of the case and the likely cost associated with defending Mr. Ridgway, the County Executive through the Office of Public Defense (OPD) requested that a Special Master be appointed to oversee the staffing, expert service requests, and overall defense expenditures in this matter.  Masters are appointed by a court to assist it in specific judicial duties as may arise in a case.  Special Masters are appointed to act as the representative of the court for some particular act or transaction.  On April 12, 2002, the Administrator of the OPD moved the Court to appoint a Special Master in this matter.  The trial judge, Super Court Judge Richard A. Jones, heard arguments from attorneys for Mr. Ridgway and the Special Civil Prosecutor for OPD.  The Court ordered the Special Master appointed to assist the Court, through the OPD, on appointment of counsel and associated support staff, and appointment of experts pursuant to Local Court Rule 3.1(f).  Due to the sensitive and potentially inflammatory nature of the case, and to reduce the potential of any party trying to exert inappropriate influence, the Court directed the order appointing the Special Master be sealed and that the name of the Special Master be kept confidential.  Decisions rendered by the Special Master on the appropriate levels for the defense in this case are legally binding, unless the defense team appeals the decision to the Court.

The Administrator of OPD and the Special Master met extensively with the Ridgway Defense Team (RDT) and thoroughly reviewed the materials presented in support of requests by the RDT for additional attorneys, staff and experts and associated services over and above what had already been approved in the previous supplemental.  In addition the Special Master contacted members of other, extensive capital cases to assess the reasonableness of these RDT requests.  The following comments reflect the results of this review and analysis.

The State’s investigation of Mr. Ridgway is expected to be extensive.  In order to provide an adequate legal defense for Mr. Ridgway, the defense team’s efforts must be equally extensive.  In order to provide an effective defense in this matter the defense team’s budget includes the following components:

· Technology component:

Some of the needs in this area have already been met, allowing defense and prosecution teams to share police exhibits stored in a secure database.  Although there are great efficiencies in having the two share this information, each side has differing needs regarding the information.  The type of information that will help the defense team provide an adequate defense is different than the type of information the State needs to make its case.  The Special Master had approved additional funding for subjective coding of the documents and discovery database, allowing the defense team to expeditiously search through records.   

· Defense Team and Support Staff

The Special Master has also approved additional resources for public defense staff.  It is common practice for the Office of Public Defense to appoint two (2) defense attorneys for each capital murder charge.  As Mr. Ridgway is facing 4 counts of aggravated homicide, the Special Master has approved a total of 8 attorneys be assigned to the matter.  The defense team would also include support staff  (investigators and paralegals) in order to assist the attorneys assigned to this case.  

· Expert Services

The last component of the package includes expert services (e.g. DNA analysis, forensic work).  The Special Master has ruled that a case of this magnitude will require an extraordinary amount of specialized analysis.  The defense team must request and conduct their own analyses of evidence provided by the police in order to adequately defend their client and refute any claims made by the prosecution.  Once funds for experts are appropriated, the Office of Public Defense and the appointed Special Master will still retain approval authority over each request.

