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James Neuhard:  

And was there any terms and conditions put on your -- was there like a term of years -- 

four years --       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah, 4-year term.       

James Neuhard:  

-- to be renewed?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Right.       

James Neuhard:  

And that's still in the bill?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yes       

James Neuhard:  

What about the employees -- are they going to be civil service, at will?       

Ted Gottfried:  

At will.       

James Neuhard:  

At will?  So the entire staff was at will except for you.  You had good cause --       



2 
 

Ted Gottfried:  

That's right.  And there'd have to be a hearing in the elements, Supreme Court.       

James Neuhard:  

How is the hiring to be done by the staff?  Is it to be done by the agency, or was it going 

to be controlled by judges, or input?       

Ted Gottfried:  

No, the hiring was -- in each of the district offices the district head would hire the staff.       

James Neuhard:  

Was that your agreement, or was that in the legislation?       

Ted Gottfried:  

That's in the legislation.       

James Neuhard:  

So you choose the district head; they in turn have the power to hire the staff? 

Ted Gottfried:  

That's right.       

James Neuhard:  

And they're all employees of the state?       

Ted Gottfried:  

That's right.       

James Neuhard:  

At this point in time, how big was the Cook County public defender office?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, it had continued to grow.  I guess we're talking about 1970.  Well, it still -- you 

know, maybe it had gotten to be about 60 lawyers and so on.  I don't know.       

James Neuhard:  

And their appellate division was --       

Ted Gottfried:  

Maybe 18.       

James Neuhard:  

Were they handling 100% of the appeals out of Cook County at that point except for 

conflicts?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yes.  Yes.       

James Neuhard:  

And the idea was your office could handle 100% of the rest of the appeals but for 

conflicts.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, no.  The idea was our -- this is a state agency -- I mean, the legislation just says that 

we handle cases when appointed by the courts.  So what was going to occur in Cook 

County we really didn't know.       

James Neuhard:  

Was there opposition from the Cook County PD to your office?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I think that there was some suspicion. You know, now all of a sudden here's a state 

agency. They open up an office in our county. 

James Neuhard:  

But wasn't your board composed of people from the office?  Marshall Hartman, Shelby 

(?Singer?), Paul Bradley -- they all worked for -- well, Paul didn't -- but they all worked 

for the Cook County PD.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, but also -- I would say this that all of that group were people who, you know, sort 

of did not believe that patronage politics should control offices. There was another very 

vocal group who had a different philosophy in the Cook County public defender's office.       

James Neuhard:  

Who was the head of the office in 19 -- when your office was created, who was the head 

of Cook County?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I think Jim Doherty was probably the head by then.       

James Neuhard:  

Were there other significant public defenders down-state whose names were prominent 

who played a role in this back then?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, there was a man named Don McKay, who was a -- he was a public defender in 

Bloomington, Illinois. And he was on our board.  He was very active.  And he later 

became the United States attorney for the Southern District of Illinois shortly around the 
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time that we started.  He was a Republican.  So he was helpful to us especially on the 

Republican side.  You know, since governor was Republican, and the Senate and the 

House were dominated by Republicans. 

James Neuhard:  

Where was the state bar during this time?  Did they have any involvement at all or was it 

more peripheral?  Were they involved?       

Ted Gottfried:  

They were not involved.       

James Neuhard:  

Were there any significant legislators who understood the issues and were very 

supportive and instrumental in moving it forward?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, there were -- you know, obviously there were legislators that -- the senators that I 

talked about who moved it forward and there were people in the House that carried the 

bill, but I don't think they really totally understood it other than the fact that here's a 

project that they say it's a good project and we should support it.       

James Neuhard:  

You mentioned minority leader in the House as being instrumental in this.  What was his 

name?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Gerald W. Shea.       

James Neuhard:  

And the Republican who was the majority judiciary chair?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Everett Laughlin.       

James Neuhard:  

Did they then fade into the background and go on to other issues, or did they stay around 

the periphery of the office?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, Gerry -- Gerald W. Shea stayed on for some time.  Because, after I was appointed 

to be the state appellate defender, he informed me that he wanted to pick the head of our 

Chicago office.       

James Neuhard:  

Hmm.       

Ted Gottfried:  

And I told him that I -- I was going to make that decision, and I made the decision.  I 

appointed Paul Bradley, who had been working with us, to be the head. And I don't think 

that would have been his choice. Now -- oh, one thing I neglected to say before, and it's 

an important thing about this bill, it was part of this compromise that Gerry Shea -- 

besides allowing the Supreme Court to appoint me, our bill also says that anyone that I 

appoint head of the district office has to be approved by the appellate court.  So this was 

another compromise we made, and it's still in our legislation.       

James Neuhard:  

Have they ever disagreed?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

No, they have not.  But in that first instance, you know, when I told Mr. Shea I would not 

appoint his man -- when I went to the first district appellate court, he had gotten those 

judges sympathetic to his views all lined up.  And we had went to a hearing before all the 

judges.  And some of the judges were sort of very nasty in an attempt to find something 

wrong with the candidate I submitted.  However, we had talked to other judges who we 

thought -- you know, even though they're all the product of the Democratic Party, some 

people are more partisan than others, and some of them we knew personally.  And after 

the hearing we walked out, and they told us to wait around.  And then one judge came out 

and said that he was approved.  And we've -- through the years we've had some small 

grumblings in the past, but they have never not approved of any.       

James Neuhard:  

So now the office is set up.  So in Cook County itself, you now face the issue of, "Who's 

going to assign the cases to which office?"  And there still is an appellate division of 

Cook County.  And you open an office in Cook County.  Did you staff it to a level that 

you thought could take 100% of the cases?       

Ted Gottfried:  

No.  Well, first of all, we didn't have funds to staff it to that level.  And my attitude was 

that, since I had worked for the public defender's office -- and apparently they wanted to 

keep their appeals division -- my attitude was, "We'll staff it to whatever level we need 

based on the number of cases that are being appointed."  So -- and that -- that has been 

the truth to this day.  And my attitude is that, "If the judge -- if the people in Cook 

County don't want to appoint us, the case is dismissed.  That's fine."       
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James Neuhard:  

Was it the intent -- Illinois had the death penalty at this point -- it had already been --       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, we had -- let's see -- no, we didn't -- no, we didn't right at that point -- no.       

James Neuhard:  

That point.       

Ted Gottfried:  

We got a statute around -- let's see, some years later we got one.  We argued and 

successfully challenged it, and it was declared unconstitutional.  I think, though, that right 

when we were created, we did not have.       

James Neuhard:  

So the issue of staff and death penalty -- handling death penalty -- wasn't there.  You 

were at -- what was your mission?  What was your statement of the services you would 

provide to the state?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Basically the appellate services.       

James Neuhard:  

Of what kind of cases?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Because, when we became a state agency, the trial services that we had been providing, 

that was not made part of our bill.  And --       

James Neuhard:  

The investigative?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

The investigative still was in a discretionary sense ____ we may provide investigative 

services.       

James Neuhard:  

And what type of appeals did you handle? Misdemeanors, felonies?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah, any case.  Yeah.       

James Neuhard:  

Anything.  Were you appointed, or did you -- ?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Appointed.  We had to be appointed by the court. 

James Neuhard:  

So the process of how the client asked for counsel -- whether they asked for counsel was 

handled by somebody in Illinois?       

Ted Gottfried:  

That's right.  What would happen in Illinois was that, when a person is sentenced, they're 

told they have a right to appeal.  If they wish to appeal, they have to file a notice of 

appeal within 30 days.  If they're indigent, they have a right to a lawyer to represent them 

and have a free transcript prepared.  And, if they want that, they have to tell the judge at 

this time.  Just about everybody that's going to jail says they want that free appeal.  Then 

the judge would say, "All right.  I order _____ appointed."  Et cetera. "Clerk to file the 

notice of appeal and order the transcripts prepared."       



10 
 

James Neuhard:  

After -- I guess it would be during this time you mention the National Legal Aid & 

Defender Association.  What was the relationship of these individuals, because NLADA 

was in Chicago and Pat Hughes was part of this effort working for NLADA.  Where were 

they in this whole thing?  And what relationship was there between these individuals and 

the association?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, when we first started, we had talked to Pat Hughes at NLADA.       

James Neuhard:  

What was his job there? 

Ted Gottfried:  

He was the director of defender services for the National Legal Aid & Defender 

Association.  Yeah, interesting thing about our agency is that a number of people who 

worked for us have held that position -- director of defender services -- Pat Hughes, 

Marshall Hartman, Rick Wilson.  And also I think -- yeah, Larry Benner.  I remember 

those people.  What Pat Hughes did was, he provided funds.  When we had our initial 

meeting to reconstitute the public defender association, NLADA paid for the luncheon.  

We didn't have any money.  And I think Pat provided some technical assistance.  And he 

participated in the study that we did as well.  And shortly after that, Marshall Hartman 

left the public defender's office.       

James Neuhard:  

After -- you mean after it was created?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Right.  After the Illinois Defender Project was created, Marshall Hartman left and went to 

work at the National Legal Aid & Defender Association.       

James Neuhard:  

So now you've been there, since the office was created, as a director.  Switching over, as 

you became the head of the office, what relationship did you have at that point -- from 

that point forward with the National Legal Aid & Defender Association, and why?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I can remember when I first went to a National Legal Aid & Defender Association 

meeting was a defender committee meeting in St. Louis.  And at that time --       

James Neuhard:  

What year was that?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, that was -- I may have even still been in the public defender's office -- I don't know.  

It could have been '69 or '70, around that time -- or it may be when I just started working 

for the Illinois Defender Project.  But the whole idea of talking to other public defenders 

about what they do or what their problems are was sort of appealing to me.  While I was 

in the public defender's office, I can remember that I had once gone to the appellate 

division of the Legal Aid Society and that Will Hellerstein -- when I was in New York.  

This was just something I did on my own.  I was just, you know, like an assistant to some 

public defender.  And once I went to a legal seminar in Las Vegas and then met the 

public defender in Las Vegas.  And he --       
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James Neuhard:  

Do you remember his name?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, maybe -- maybe you can add it to me, because he later became the only 

congressman from Nevada. The name doesn't come to me right now, but he -- at that time 

he was telling us he was going to run for justice of the peace, which was the job 

apparently that paid a lot of money in Nevada.  But he gave us a tour on his office, which 

I think the Ford Foundation helped create -- people from NLADA had helped with.  And 

it seemed like a pretty well-staffed office at that time.       

James Neuhard:  

He would come to the meeting in --       

Ted Gottfried:  

Right -- st. Louis.  And I think I was most impressed with a man named Shelly Portman, 

who was not on the defender committee, but on his own he used to come to those 

meetings and urge changes in the way things were going on.  And I was very impressed 

with him and what he told me about in his office.  Because it sounded as though he had 

incorporated a lot of the ideas that I thought public defender's offices should have.       

James Neuhard:  

Where was he from?       

Ted Gottfried:  

He was from Santa Clara County, California.       

James Neuhard:  

What are the things you heard that you thought were good?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, he believed in having some sort of standards in the way offices are run.  I think his 

ideas were sort of frowned upon by the rest of the defender committee people.  He 

believed in the idea of having people do evaluations of public defender's offices to come 

and give suggestions, et cetera.  I think basically that -- you know, most of his ideas had 

to do with management and having policies which would make sure that defenders were 

free from improper influences so they could (?justifiably?) represent their clients. 

James Neuhard:  

Who were on the defender -- who was on the defender committees?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I remember Jim Doherty was a member of the defender committee.  There was a 

fella named Ed Carr, who was from New York.  A man named John Williams from South 

Carolina.  A man -- two people from Florida -- a man named Ed Jagger and a man named 

Buzzy Green.  Let's see -- Dick Buckley, who was the public defender in Los Angeles.  

And let's see -- I think the public defender in Colorado is -- name escapes me.  I think he 

was on -- oh, Paul Ligda was a member of the defender committee at that time.  A man 

named C. Paul Jones from Minnesota.       

James Neuhard:  

Was NLADA an independent organization, or was it a government _____ ?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, it's a not-for-profit corporation, who was mainly concerned with the provision of 

civil legal services to the poor throughout the country, but who had this small sort of 

defender division.  The staff was one person and -- but they did have a defender 
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committee, and it was governed by a very large board of directors.  I'd say over 70.  And 

it had an executive committee that maybe was about 25, and -- officers.  And the real 

power was probably in some influential members of the executive committee -- the board.       

James Neuhard:  

Did they -- from the field, did they come out of the -- out of the field?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah.  They were -- they came out of the field.       

James Neuhard:  

What about the president of the association -- where did they come from?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Generally speaking, the tradition was that the president of the NLADA was a person who 

was actively involved in American Bar Association of politics and someone who was 

active with the ABA.       

James Neuhard:  

So you went to this meeting in Missouri for the first time.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Right.       

James Neuhard:  

Then, after a period of time, you got active in the association.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah.  I went to a convention.  It was in San Antonio.  And I was very excited there, 

because -- and my friend, Marshall Hartman, was by that time on the staff. And he 

wanted to have different kinds of meetings for public defenders.  Apparently they had 
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been a tradition for the public defenders, but they would -- they would schedule some 

meetings on how to pick a jury or cross-examination.  And Marshall scheduled meetings 

where people from different public defender's offices would get up and talk about their 

staffing problems, conflicts with judges, recruitment problems, et cetera -- the kinds of 

things I -- I wanted to go to meetings to talk about.  So it was sort of very exciting to me 

that at that meeting we were able to plan sessions like that and bring people together to 

talk about it.  And I think a lot of people, maybe who are closer to my age, thought that 

this is the way we should go.  And some of the older public defenders who were used to 

sort of the tradition as they have known it did not necessarily think -- these were 

important topics.       

James Neuhard:  

Were there -- I think of 1970 as sort of a -- a benchmark year -- pre-1970, post-1970.  At 

this point when you went to San Antonio, LEA was very active.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Right.       

James Neuhard:  

Were there a lot of new defenders around?  Was there a lot of activity going on?  Was 

there a lot of growth?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah.  Well, it was around the start, but yes -- these kinds of things were starting.  You 

know, new programs all around the country.  And money available from Washington to 

fund evaluations and other kinds of assistance to public defender programs.  And so, in 

that sense, it was very exciting time.  Even while the 60's may have been exciting for us 
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in terms of the decisions from United States Supreme Court, in terms of this money that 

was available, I'd say that the 70's, you know, was very exciting in what could be done 

with it. 

James Neuhard:  

What were some of the -- when did you decide to get active on the board and head a 

committee?       

Ted Gottfried:  

It was probably some time in the mid 70's when, you know, I started to continue to attend 

many of these meetings and met all of these people mainly from Marshall Hartman, who 

was on staff, who knew people.  And, like many of these legal organizations, it's a 

question of who you know and your ability to accomplish things.  And Marshall really 

sort of brought me in as someone heading up this new exciting project that received all 

this federal money.  And I got an opportunity to know various people.  At first I was put 

on the board, and I thought this would be exciting where I could espouse my ideas. Then 

I realized that the board met once a year at a big dinner where no one talked and they 

elected the president.  No one could hear that the election had just occurred.  So I realized 

the board was not a policy-making body.  A bunch of names on a letterhead. But I 

continued to want to be involved.  Marshall Hartman had a view that the public defenders 

should be more representative within NLADA.  And I shared that view and several others 

at that time.  Certainly Shelly Portman shared that view.       

James Neuhard:  

Who else?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I think that one of the things -- one of the abilities that Marshall had was the ability 

to take some of the people who may have been considered to have had another view and 

to change their view in terms of educating them.  One of the biggest things he did I 

remembered was, there was scheduled to be a defender committee in New Orleans.  And 

traditionally the defender committee would meet, and they would talk about planning 

their next seminar, and then they would just all go out drinking.  And what he did was, I 

guess he came up with some additional federal money to enhance this meeting -- you 

know, basically to pay for a number of other people to come down there.  And he had a 

defender committee meeting in which they created subcommittees.  And I think he -- as 

Marshall usually does -- convinced whoever the chairman of the defender committee was, 

that it was their idea to do this.  And so, a lot of subcommittees got formed.  A lot of 

work started to be done through the defender committee by people who were not formally 

on the defender committee.  And it involved an awful lot of people.       

James Neuhard:  

Do you remember some of the names of the people back then?       

Ted Gottfried:  

I can't -- other than, you know, I mentioned people like Shelly Portman.  I can't think of 

some of the other non -- well, I think -- I don't remember Jim (?Hennings?) was involved 

that early, but he may have been.  And I think --       

James Neuhard:  

What year was the meeting?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

-- Norm (?Lesting?) was probably involved.       

James Neuhard:  

What year was that?       

Ted Gottfried:  

That was probably like '71 or '72.  Around that time or so.  Around there.  And well, 

people like (?Mizell Sole?), you know?  Stanley Van Ness, I'm sure -- New Jersey was 

there.  I can't think of others.       

James Neuhard:  

So one of the subgroups that are interesting in this is the actual formation at the same 

time of appellate offices around the country.  And, while there are many who will be 

interviewed that had a part -- a role in that -- another event happened in NLADA 

contemporaneous with this, which was around the mid 70's -- creation of the appellate 

section.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah, I can remember that -- I remembered I thought there were three people that sort of 

mainly talked about this.  And that was a fellow named Jim Neuhard.  I don't know 

whatever happened to him.  And Howard (?Isenberg?) and myself.  And we talked about 

having a meeting.  And we had planned a seminar.  And I think -- my memory is that the 

first meeting was in Florida.  I may be wrong, but -- at the convention in Florida, I 

remember we had a seminar on sort of appellate issues.       

James Neuhard:  

New Orleans.  Will Hellerstein came down.       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I can remember Will Hellerstein.  But was it New Orleans?  Maybe it was New 

Orleans.  Okay.  But yeah -- I remember Will Hellerstein was on the program we had put 

together and talked about appellate issues.  And I think one of the great things there with 

the -- we had found that there were a number of people doing just this kind of appellate 

work who wanted to get together and talk.  And they would go to seminars, and they 

would give these discussions about how to pick a jury, how to give a closing argument, 

that had no relationship to the work they were doing.  And most trial lawyers knew 

nothing about appeals and had no respect for appeals.  And so, I think there was a real 

need for these people who were in sort of new appellate offices to, you know, sort of get 

together.  And I think one of the -- the great things about those offices is, they had on 

their staffs all these very fine lawyers and lawyers that could do great writing and 

research, and this could be shared by others. And I think for a number of years, the 

meetings of that section were very well attended by all kinds of lawyers just for the 

substantive papers and information that, you know, that was produced at those meetings.       

James Neuhard:  

Some of the names that were part of that group. 

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, you mean some of the others -- sort of like Will Hellerstein?  Or -- yeah, Rick 

Wilson was a lawyer in my office, and Rick Wilson got very active. Got to be the head of 

that section.  I think was it right after you were the head of it?  Jack Moran, with the 

public county defender's office, was active.  (?Zapro?) was active.  John (?Packall?) from 

the Philadelphia office was very active.       
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James Neuhard:  

(inaudible).       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yep, that's right.  She came from that -- from that group as well.  And I think there's 

something else about this group that -- maybe the older I get, the more I believe this to be 

true.  And that is that, I found this when I first started to travel that people sort of 

generate to each other if they're close to each other's age.  That is, that -- this idea of 

being of the same age is a very important common denominator.  Maybe it's because 

you've gone through a certain kind of life experience, et cetera.  And one of the 

differences between, say, maybe the other defender committee and their attitudes was, 

they were just a lot older than the newer people that were coming in.  And I think that 

that might be another thing that attracted these people together -- that they were sort of 

close in age and experience and attitude and outlook, et cetera. 

James Neuhard:  

Come the end -- and I know this has been talked about by others -- but, by the end of the 

1970's, there was a revolution in NLADA itself in terms of its governance, its 

independence, and -- do you have any comments about that event and what happened?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, yeah -- my comments may be more comical than anything else.  But I can give it 

from my perspective.  And that is that, for years within the NLADA, I'd always wondered, 

"Why is it that the president of NLADA had to be a person who was representative of the 

interest of the American Bar Association generally from a very large law firm?"  I 

wondered "Why couldn't a lawyer in a legal services or public defender's office be 
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president of NLADA?"  And, I guess I had this view because, in my view most of the 

time -- just from my brief experience -- I thought that a lot of times the people who were 

from the large law firms didn't know anything about what was going on in the individual 

legal services -- or certainly the public defender's offices. But I think that, you know, for 

political reasons with respect to the -- with NLADA and ABA, others felt, you know, that 

this was a good tradition that should continue.  But I can remember being at a convention 

in Detroit, Michigan and getting into a very crowded car in which I expressed my view to 

a number of defenders who I thought might share it.  And, when I expressed this view, 

everyone laughed.  And the reason is because apparently, unbeknownst to me, a whole 

plan had been going on to do this very thing -- that was to nominate someone from the 

field as president of NLADA.  And I can remember there were attempts to get a man who 

was the chairman of the defender committee at that time -- Lou Frost -- to be candidate.  

And he -- he declined.  He said he wouldn't do it.  And it was my view that when he 

declined that night when the election was going to be held shortly after that that the story 

was over and another man was going to be selected -- an ABA representative was going 

to be selected as president.  Unbeknownst to me, some people had convinced another 

person from the field, C. Lionel Jones -- to agree to be nominated.  And at that meeting I 

can remember I was pretty sure it was Mel B. Nathanson who, after Mr. William Ide was 

nominated, she said "I nominate C. Lionel Jones."  And there was just silence in which 

everyone looked around.  And everyone knew it was going to happen that C. Lionel 

Jones was going to be the next president of NLADA and he was.  And to me I think it 

was a big thing.  Not having anything against Mr. Ide.  He was a very fine man, a person 

who's willing to take up his time to become president of the association.  But it was big 
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for people from the field to feel that sort of a sense of democracy and that sense that they 

were considered bright enough and worthy enough to hold this position.  And I think that 

made a big change in NLADA.       

James Neuhard:  

Fast-forwarding up to current times, the structure of governance in the -- your offices 

remain the same.  The structure -- statutorily -- the structure of governance for Cook 

County PD went through some tremendous evolutionary -- not necessarily legal changes -

- over the last four years.  Jim Doherty, who was the long-time -- who had become the 

long-time PD -- left office -- or at least stepped down as the director of the office and a 

newer person was put in.  A lot of changes are made.  Do you want to just talk about 

those -- what happened and why they happened?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I think that, while Jim Doherty was always considered an outstanding lawyer, he 

would admit that he had little interest in administration.  And his office had grown to 

become one of the largest public defender's offices in the country.  And, without someone 

who is interested in administration, I think that, you know, just lots of problems were 

created.  And lots of people felt very unhappy with the idea that policies would be made 

on sort of a haphazard basis.  Because, when you don't have policies of something, you 

just make something up at one time, and then you tend to be inconsistent.  I think that the 

office, you know, didn't have the resources to handle all of the cases that they were being 

appointed to.  That's something that's true of almost all public defender's offices.  But I 

think a lot of dissatisfaction with the administration.  And then the push for unionization, 

I think, naturally brings out -- or sort of highlights -- whatever dissatisfaction.  When 
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there's going to be an election and people are required to document everything that's 

wrong with the office, that's something that also contributes to -- calls for a change.  And 

the chief judge decided that he would replace Jim Doherty with another man -- a man 

named Paul Thibeault who came in.  And I think a man who, although his total 

experience was as a prosecutor, felt that this was an opportunity to try and do something 

right by this office, an important office, and I think he -- he tried to institute those 

policies that were necessary to sort of bring it into the 20th century in terms of 

management and operations.       

James Neuhard:  

So Paul Thibeault came in -- got a study done by NLADA.  There were other studies -- 

the salary commissions going on.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Right.  Yeah.       

James Neuhard:  

Operation Greylord was occurring. 

Ted Gottfried:  

Chicago council of lawyers had done one too. Yeah, there were a number of different 

studies done.       

James Neuhard:  

Greylord was going on in the background. Weaken the grip of the court on the office.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah.  Right.  Because a number of judges were indicted and being tried in federal court 

for corruption. And so, I think the whole perception in Cook County among the citizens 
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were that the whole court system is corrupt, in need of reform.  And so, this sort of -- 

while it's a different issue, it sort of fit right into everything that was going on.       

James Neuhard:  

Out of that Randy Stone got hired as the director with some pretty impressive 

competition for that position -- position of political _____ person from inside the office.  

Appointed ___ reputation and Randy from the outside from Washington, D.C.  After 

Randy got the job, he introduced a bill in the legislature to change the method by which 

the defender was selected.  Do you have any comments about that process and what 

happened?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I can remember that, when I first saw the bill that Randy had put together, I thought 

that --       

James Neuhard:  

What year would this be by the way?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, the bill was just introduced this year. And I guess I saw a draft copy of it.  And 

yeah -- this year is 1991.  I saw a draft copy that probably in late 1990.  And at that time I 

thought it was a very idealistic bill which would have little chance of success.       

James Neuhard:  

What did it call for?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, it called for the public defender to be appointed by a commission -- and a 

commission which was largely dominated by bar association appointments.  The thought 



25 
 

was that this would free up the public defender. More importantly, the bill also allowed 

the public defender to represent whoever they wanted as long as they were indigents.  

They would not be bound to the appointment of the court.  This was the part of the bill 

that I thought was a lot more controversial than whoever picked the public defender was.  

I didn't see the court system there ever buying into that part of the bill.  And there was a 

lot of language with respect to standards of operations, et cetera.  And I think that, while 

it was the kind of thing most public defenders would support -- because in my pessimistic 

view of Illinois politics, I thought it was not very likely to pass.       

James Neuhard:  

So, after you saw the bill, did it get rewritten and reconfigured and shaped up and 

changed before it's actually submitted?       

Ted Gottfried:  

No, I think I saw the draft that was eventually submitted.  And what occurred after the 

bill was submitted was that, you know, there was some interest from the president of the 

county board.  And --       

James Neuhard:  

In Chicago.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah, in Chicago.  And apparently he decided that he wanted to have control over the 

public defender's office.  And so, the commission was abolished.  And what they did was, 

they set up a system -- and all the other language -- the stuff about the caseload standards 

and the -- taking the cases yourself and setting your -- all of that was out.  And basically 

it was a bill that says that the president of the county board would appoint the public 
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defender.  The public defender would have a term and could only be removed for cause.  

I think a 6-year term.  Could only be removed for cause and has a right to a hearing 

before the county court.  So it took a very long bill and made it into a paragraph.       

James Neuhard:  

And what was the support around the rest of the state for the bill?  What involvement was 

there, or did it just rocket right through?       

Ted Gottfried:  

No, basically because the bill only applied to Cook County, I think there wasn't very 

much interest in it.  Although there may be now when public defenders realize that their 

own county board presidents may be looking at that as a change they would like to ____ . 

James Neuhard:  

And do you think most people would prefer it or not prefer it?       

Ted Gottfried:  

I would think not prefer.  And the reason is -- well, first of all our down-state public 

defenders are appointed by the courts.  They've been working with the courts.  So that is a 

known factor.  The county board president would represent an unknown.  And, in terms 

of Illinois politics, I think they would view county board presidents as being much more 

political than the judges and much less inclined to support public defender services.  

Much more interested in reducing the budget of whatever agency is before them than the 

judges who -- while they, you know, may not be the greatest advocates for defender 

services -- still understand the need and want to have a sort of a well-funded public 

defender mainly so that the lawyers are ready, on time to process the cases.       
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James Neuhard:  

So in your opinion is this a setback what occurred here?       

Ted Gottfried:  

I think it is.  And it may not prove that way in the near future, but I think, as years go by, 

it will. Because, from my understanding of Illinois politics, I think while you may have a 

supportive county board president now or even in the future, I think in most instances it'll 

be a person who is more interested in politics and more interested in reducing the cost.  

And, if a public defender is appointed who wishes to stay for a second term, he's going to 

understand that the only way he'll get a second term is to be able to show the president of 

the county board that he, in fact, has reduced costs.  And I think one of the biggest 

problems -- not just in public defender work, but in all sort of social service work -- is 

that there's a tendency for the caseload to continue to rise in an uncontrollable fashion but 

with no corresponding increase in resources. And then what happens is, quality goes 

down.       

James Neuhard:  

With the statute itself having passed, it introduced one intent and having it end up much 

different area with a lot of questions as to its potential harm to the independence of 

defenders or the defenders themselves are sort of offset by the 6-year term.  You had a 

similar experience 20 years before almost to the year with your bill.  How does this play 

in your mind about the introduction of bills, the ability to control them, independence 

issues, and how significant really is it? Now, obviously, you've been there 20 years under 

a situation that could have been bad.  Presumptively your office is independent.  Is it 

more a threat than it is a reality?  Has it changed or affected you?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I think these forces that we talk about are going to exist regardless of the structure 

that we set up, because they're really political forces.  And in my instance where the 

judges control me, I have had some instances where I've been called before the full 

Illinois Supreme Court -- and it's sobering experience -- to talk about problems that they 

felt existed in our office.  And I think though that --       

James Neuhard:  

What kind of problems were those?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, the first instance occurred when we first started handling death penalty appeals.  

The court was concerned about the length of our briefs and the length of time it was 

taking for us to file our briefs.       

James Neuhard:  

What year would that have been?       

Ted Gottfried:  

I'd say around 1970 or '80.  And I was able to sort of reach a compromise with the court 

with respect to the length of the briefs.  The compromise I reached with them was that I 

would look at a brief where we were requesting additional time.  And, if I felt it could be 

cut down, I would -- and without compromising quality -- I would tell the Court that.  If I 

felt it could not, I would tell them and tell them why.       

James Neuhard:  

Did you feel pressure from the standpoint they could fire you --       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, the --       

James Neuhard:  

-- in this negotiation?  I mean, obviously, any defender could come in and have dealt with 

that issue in court without the fact that they were their actual laws too.       

Ted Gottfried:  

Yeah, and the term of years helps in that sense.  I think that if you're working at their will 

so that as I left the meeting they could have said, "Oh, by the way, you're fired."  That 

puts more pressure on the public defender than if you know that, "Hmm.  I've got two 

years left," or something -- two years left to get in their good graces if they're upset with 

me.  So I think a term of years helps.  And, you know, I've always been aware that, if 

they were going to fire me before that, they would have to have a full hearing in the 

Illinois Supreme Court, which they're not about to do unless it's something very, very 

serious.  So, you know, I thought that there was some protection for me in that sense, and 

I was able to work with them.       

James Neuhard:  

Have you ever felt a sense that -- I mean, is it in the dim background that they are actual 

people who hired you, or do you -- you had to nurture that.  Do you play to that?  Do you 

pay attention to that?       

Ted Gottfried:  

I'll admit, personally, I pay attention to it, because, you know, obviously, I've been the 

appellate defender since we were created.  I pay attention to it shortly before I'm going to 

reapply again.  In the sense that, you know, I'm going to make sure that I'm on good 
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terms with the chief justice and, you know, I might have a meeting with him and go talk 

to them about things, et cetera.  Not suggesting anything about my reapplying, but 

making sure that, you know, he feels that I'm a good lawyer trying to do a good job who's 

a reasonable person, good person to work with.       

James Neuhard:  

Well, do you feel that this compromise that occurred with this takeover -- Randy's bill 

that occurred -- may be more dangerous to you as a term of years, 6 years?  Is that going 

to mollify this other concern?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I guess my main concerns were, you know, with respect to "What does the 

president of a county board want from a public defender office?"  And, in my view, 99% 

of all presidents of county boards throughout this country will say what they want is 

lower cost.  And that is very, very difficult for a public defender that cannot control their 

caseload.  And so, I think that presents a problem there.  And I think that, generally 

speaking, presidents of county boards tend to be more political as well.  And, even 

though it's now -- we all know it's unconstitutional to hire people based on solely political 

reasons, I think that it'll take several years before that practice sort of dies out in this 

country. 

James Neuhard:  

The other issue that affects -- that's germane -- that occurred, you mentioned briefly -- but 

is true in your office and in the Cook County is the union movement, which also affects 

job security and even working conditions.  What's your experience been with the union 

issue?  Has it affected dramatically the ability to provide representation?       
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Ted Gottfried:  

Well, our experience has -- it has really -- it has not up until now really hurt our office, 

but it may. We learned from the mistakes of some other offices with respect to the way 

we structured our contract.  One of the things that we learned from the public defender 

was that they had a number of grievances that were based largely on the way their 

contracts were structured.  So, when we negotiated with the union, we structured or 

contract in such a way that a grievance could only be brought if there was a specific 

violation of the terms in the contract.  And the terms of the contract were pretty clear-cut 

and simple, so that it's unlikely that we're -- you know, we had no intent to violate the 

terms.  We've had one grievance in two and a half years.  I thought it was frivolous, and 

nothing was ever more done about it. Now Cook County public defender and many 

contracts say you can file a grievance for a specific violation of the contract or any other 

term or condition of employment. Just adding those language means that person could 

say that "It's too hot in my office.  It's too cold in my office.  My supervisor yelled at me.  

My supervisor won't talk to me."  All of these are grievances -- things that can be 

litigated.  And one of the problems the public defender's office had was that, when you're 

constantly fighting little mini lawsuits with your own staff, I think it's very detrimental to 

morale.  So, in terms of the structure of our contract, we don't have that problem.  But we 

have a problem with the fact that -- we are very proud of the fact that we passed a 3-year 

contract which calls for nice raises, but Illinois has a big fiscal crisis.  My office was just 

cut by 7%.  We don't have the money to fund the union contracts.  We're going to have a 

meeting with the union, and we're going to ask to renegotiate.  What will happen, I don't 

know. If they say "no," they want the terms of the contract, the only way we can do it 
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would be by laying off personnel.  That hurts a lot of people.  It certainly hurts our clients.  

So it's a big problem -- pressure problem.       

James Neuhard:  

What do you think is the most important issue in the next five or ten years for defenders?       

Ted Gottfried:  

Well, I think that -- I think defenders have improved in the sense that they're considered 

in most parts of the country to be like another agency of government.  And that was not 

the case when I first started.  There wasn't that much support for public defenders and 

that much recognition that they needed support staff, et cetera.  And a number of the 

people that they have now.  I think the biggest problem is going to be a problem shared 

by all agencies of government, and that is the lack of funds.  And I think the fact that 

there is not political support among the electorate for public defender services will mean 

that, when you're scrambling to see who gets cut, the public defenders will be cut more.  

And one problem I think for public defenders is that, even though they've made a lot of 

changes, I think that, even among the very best, there are still lots of areas where they 

compromise and they don't even admit it to themselves.  An example would be sort of 

something I noticed when I first started as a public defender.  And that was, "Why is it 

that more resources are spent on a felony trial than on a misdemeanor trial?"  You know, 

we used to go through a number of misdemeanor trials all at once.  When I was a public 

defender, I couldn't get an investigator to work on a misdemeanor trial.  However, there's 

nothing necessarily different about the issues involved in the case.  The same thing is true 

with juveniles.  And I often thought that maybe more resources should be spent by those 

generally younger people who are in those courts so that they have a better taste of the 
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system so they don't think it's just some hurry-up kind of a thing.  But I think, as an 

accommodation to the way the courts, the judges, and the funders want to operate those 

courts, most public defenders have made a compromise in that area.  And I think the 

same thing is true with the concept of vertical representation.  I think it is a better system.  

But most public defenders will say, "We're thinking about it.  We're talking about it."  

But they recognize there are big political consequences and just going ahead and doing it.  

So -- and I think the delay in implementing effective standards is part of sort of the 

political compromise that public defenders say, "How is it going to affect my office?"  

"Are these standards going to put me in a bad political situation?" Et cetera.  So, within 

the defender movement itself, I think they have to come to grips with those kinds of 

problems.  And, with respect to the future, I think the resources and the inability to have a 

constituency in the electorate to support better funding are going to be -- prove to be big 

problems for public defenders. 
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