PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING BOARD

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wisconsin Statutes, a regular meeting of the Brown County Criminal Justice Coordinating
Board was held on Tuesday, October 15, 2024 in the Karen H. Dorau Memorial Conference Room, Law Enforcement
Center, 300 E. Walnut Street, Green Bay, Wisconsin.

Members Present:  Chair Judge Tammy Jo Hock Citizen Representative Tim Mc Nulty
Jail Administrator Heidi Michel CJS Supervisor Laura Hettmann
Probation and Parole Rep. Aaron Sabel Public Defender Rep. Jeff Cano
District Court Administrator Tom Schappa Clerk of Courts John Vander Leest
District Attorney David Lasee HHS Executive Director Erik Pritzl
Excused: Citizen Representative Robert Srenaski

Citizen Representative Christopher Zahn

Others Present: Other Interested Parties

1. Call Meeting to Order.

The meeting was called to order by Chair Judge Tammy Jo Hock at 12:06 pm.
2. Introductions.

Those present introduced themselves at this time.
3. Approve/modify agenda.

Motion made by John Vander Leest, seconded by Erik Pritzl to approve. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY

4, Approve/modify minutes of July 9, 2024.

Motion made by John Vander Leest, seconded by David Lasee to approve. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. Jail population numbers (Sheriff).

Jail Administrator Heidi Michel reported the Jail is currently at 98% capacity. There are 637 inmates as well
as 99 individuals on the EMP program and 58 shipped out to five other counties. There will be some
rearranging happening in the direct supervision pods where single cells will be converted to double cells
which will result in eight additional beds.

Judge Hock asked about staffing and Michel responded there are currently 21 openings, but there are ten
in training and eight of those positions are for when November pod opens.

6. Report of Mark Vanden Hoogen re: Criminal Justice Services.

Criminal Justice Services Supervisor Laura Hettmann provided updates on grants and informed the Family
Recovery Court grant has been extended through September 30, 2025, and they are still waiting to hear
about the application submitted this year for the next grant cycle. The TAD grant will be submitted soon
and will include the supporting letter from this Board.



Hettmann continued that they have been collaborating with the Public Defender’s Office and other system
stakeholders regarding notice when people have applied to treatment court programs to improve the flow
of the process. They are notifying attorneys when applications are made and the results of applications
which should help with efficiency as they can explain if someone is denied for a legal screen or some other
reason that would make them ineligible for other courts so they do not continue to apply. In addition,
Hettman said they get a lot of questions from the courtrooms as to the status of applications and she feels
this new system will help notify all parties involved of the status of applications.

HHS Executive Director Erik Pritzl added that an application was made through CJS for a domestic violence
intervention docket but the application was not approved so no funding was received. However, what was
approved was for the county to be a mentee site which means between now and the reapplication time
there could be some connection with another site that is operating a similar process that we could learn
from and then proceed with another application. Judge Hock feels scheduling things differently would be
another way to handle this but that will take help from all parties to put all cases that involve a family in
the same courtroom. Pritzl responded this was talked about at Human Services Committee and there were
discussions around Domestic Violence Court and he feels this Board needs to indicate that they support
some concept of intervening differently so when it is talked about at standing committees there is support.

Judge Hock’s understanding of the concept is to try to deal with issues involving a family in one courtroom.
Whether there are criminal charges against a member of the family, family law action, restraining order
requests or a whole host of other issues that arise, they would all be consolidated into one courtroom
which makes it better for the family. She feels there are many ways to accomplish this and if we have
already been denied, other options should be explored. Pritzl does not know the discussion that occurred
on this, but feels whatever a change may look like, it needs to be supported here. He asked if this Board
could meet again before we normally would to talk about this so we know how to proceed with the
mentee court and/or reapplication when the time comes.

Hettmann explained the mentee court and informed Brown County has been matched with an operating
Domestic Violence Court in Rockford, lllinois. Judge Hock noted that none of the Brown County judges
want to run a Domestic Violence Court. Hettmann clarified that it is not a treatment court model; a better
description would be an efficiency docket. It is designed to incorporate criminal, divorce, restraining order
cases, etc. all in front of one judge to create more consistency across cases and less court appearances.
The goal with the Rockford match is to observe how they operate and see what we can learn and apply it to
what we are hoping to do and make connections to other domestic violence dockets throughout the
country.

Judge Hock noted one of the things discussed in a judge’s meeting is why have a Domestic Violence Court
and have one courtroom handle it when it would be just as easy to consolidate all cases for one family in
the same branch and spread that out over multiple branches. Hettmann noted the Center for Justice
Innovation has put out a fact sheet of some of the mentor courts in operation and other good examples of
successful courts and she will send a link to that to this group.

Pritzl noted there is some reimbursement available for us to go observe the court in Rockford and if we are
going to go down that road and want to go through any change, it is important that this Board supports it
so we can tell the Public Safety Committee and Human Services Committee that the CJCB supports this.

Judge Hock asked how many people this would affect in the system in Brown County. Hettmann
responded they have done some data mining, but the difficulty is that all case types need to be cross
referenced. They looked at how many domestic violence related misdemeanor cases there were in Brown
County in 2022 and then cross referenced that with how many had prior domestic violence cases. They



also looked at the divorce cases for 2023 to see how many also had domestic violence cases or restraining
order cases and compiled those numbers. Judge Hock asked how many different types of cases someone
would need to have to qualify for something like this. Hettmann said they have discussed it being a
criminal domestic violence case and one other qualifier, although they are open to other modifications and
she noted that as more eligibility criteria is added, the population is narrowed. Pritzl noted the jurisdiction
would make those decisions but usually it is started narrow and broadens out over time once there is
success. There would be supervision to some extent, but the model is designed to be more coordination
versus a case management model. The person working behind the scenes would be coordinating and
communicating treatment updates with the judges and attorneys and meeting infrequently with the
offender and victims to be sure services are being provided and needs are being met.

Hettmann continued that from the data mining they did, when looking at the 739 divorce cases in 2023,
they found 45 of them also had misdemeanor domestic violence cases filed in the previous 18 months and
45 had felony domestic violence cases filed and 49 had civil cases filed in the 18 months prior. Further, of
those cases, 17 had both civil and criminal cases filed in addition to the divorce. Judge Hock noted this will
affect the judges’ calendars and that will have to be discussed. Hettmann noted this is still in the very early
stages and as they continue to learn the needs of the county the program can be tailored to meet the
needs.

Report from the State Public Defender’s Office regarding appointment of criminal defense attorneys.

Public Defender Attorney Manager Jeff Cano informed there has been some turnover in attorneys since the
last meeting. The office is at capacity in terms of cases they can take. The number of cases awaiting
appointment is 400+. Judge Hock asked where Brown County falls in the state in terms of number of cases
awaiting appointment and Cano responded Brown County and La Crosse County are the two worst in the
state. Judge Hock noted this is a crisis and asked if there is anything the Public Defender’s Office can do to
address this. Cano responded they are trying to get the private bar to take more cases. Judge Hock has
heard from the private bar that there is no shortage of clients that will hire them privately and they are
turning away clients at their normal rates so why would they take Public Defender appointments at $100
an hour. There appears to be a shortage of attorneys in Brown County for all case types and this impacts
those that are willing to take Public Defender cases. The backlog impacts all areas of the criminal justice
system.

Clerk of Courts John Vander Leest asked if there was any way to prioritize the older cases. Judge Hock feels
something like this would have to address the older in custody cases, but all of them are alarming. Michel
said she gets complaints weekly from family members of inmates complaining that their kid still does not
have an attorney. Cano and Hettmann both get similar complaints and so do the judges. Lasee added
there are also people in jail languishing in revocation status without bond because no one can represent
them.

Cano noted they do not deal in single cases when looking for attorneys. They give the private bar stacks of
cases at a time. Judge Hock has heard they do not even look at e mails anymore because they check cases
they could take and then next time they get the list it is even larger and they do not know which are new
and which they have already checked and it is overwhelming. Judge Hock asked Cano to bring more data
regarding the current numbers to the next meeting.

Issues to be addressed by Consultant.

This was not discussed at this meeting and will be included on the next agenda.

Review of Criminal Justice Coordinating Board membership.

The membership list of this Board was reviewed, a copy of which is attached, and there was discussion

regarding coordination and consolidation of some of the positions. Judge Hock also recalled previous
discussions about adding a Court Commissioner to the Board. She also recalled the Public Safety



10.

Committee has questioned in the past whether this Board is useful, effective and necessary. Michel
recalled discussions about members who do not attend regular meetings and reaching out to them.
Vander Leest feels there would be value to adding a Court Commissioner to the Board.

Motion made by John Vander Leest, seconded by Aaron Sable to add a Court Commissioner to the CICB
and combine the Jail Designee and Sheriff positions. No vote taken; see amended motion below.

Lasee informed these changes may not be as simple as a motion. Judge Hock noted the County Board will
have to amend the membership of the Board and we can bring these ideas to them as a recommendation.

Amended motion made by John Vander Leest, seconded by Aaron Sabel to bring a recommendation to
the Brown County Board of Supervisors to add a Court Commissioner to the membership of the CICB and
combine the Jail Designee and Sheriff position. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Michel offered to reach out to the GBPD. Lasee added that the local Chiefs meet every month and there
are a number of other boards that the Chiefs’ Association votes a representative to be part of and perhaps
they could vote a representative to this Board. Judge Hock will also reach out to Public Safety Chair
Nicholson and Pritzl will reach out to Human Services Committee Chair Jacobson.

Motion made by John Vander Leest, seconded by Aaron Sabel to hold recommendations on changes to
membership until next CJCB meeting. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Community supervision, Presentence Investigation and Populations (Aaron Sabel).

Probation and Parole Representative Aaron Sabel provided a handout, a copy of which is attached
regarding Pre-Sentence Investigations (PSl), a copy of which is attached. He informed there are about
1,500 individuals on probation supervision in Brown County as well as almost 900 on extended supervision
and 100 on new law parole supervision. There are 65 direct supervision agents, ten units and five office
locations. Some caseloads, such as sex offenders, have very small numbers and other lower risk individuals
are part of much larger caseloads.

Sabel continued that Brown County hovers around 400 PSls per year, Outagamie County orders more by
percentage and Winnebago orders very few. In terms of criminal filings, Brown County has many more
than Outagamie County and Winnebago County. Sabel also outlined the PSl rations on the last page of the
handout.

PSls take about 18 hours on average to write and include background checks, verification of information,
interviews of victims and family members and a risk assessment is included at the end and that is applied
to a sentencing grid to make a sentencing recommendation. By statute, they are neutral in that process.

Sabel said 10 — 15 years ago some counties were going to PSls as opposed to going to sentencing and they
let counties know that if they knew someone was going to probation, they would be happy to start working
with them right away and get programming started as opposed to a PSI. Sometimes people accrue bail
jumping charges or stay in custody during the time a PSl is being done and that can be taxing on the
system. In 2015 about one quarter of cases in Brown County were getting PSI’s and that is now down to
about 17%.

Michel asked if data is reused in cases of repeat offenders. Sabel responded they reinterview the person
and verify the data, but create a new report. Judge Hock said she has seen prior PSls referenced and Sabel
said they should only be doing that within two years of the original report.

Sabel informed they also track PSls by branch and Branch 4 in Brown County has historically ordered quite
a few. Judge Hock feels PSls are incredibly valuable, especially in cases where the offender is very young
and also when it is not clear whether it is a prison or probation case.



11.

12.

13.

Future Agenda Items, if any.

Pritzl asked that domestic violence intervention docket discussion and mentee court be placed on the next
agenda and he would like to meet again to discuss that in November. Changes to the membership of this
Board can also be added to the agenda for the next meeting and Lasee added it would be good to hear

from the County Executive’s Office on the consultant.

The next meeting was scheduled for November 12 at noon in the Karen H. Dorau Memorial Conference
Room.

Other such matters as authorized by law.
None.
Adjourn.

Motion made by Tammy Jo Hock, seconded by John Vander Leest to adjourn at 1:01 pm. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Respectfully submitted,

Therese Giannunzio
Legislative Specialist
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