1.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY
PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wis. Stats., a regular meeting of the Brown County Public Safety
Committee was held on Wednesday, August 4, 2010 in Room 200 of the Northern Building — 305
East Walnut Street, Green Bay, WI

Present: Tom De Wane - Chairman, Patrick Buckley, Tim Carpenter,
Dave Kaster, Andy Nicholson — Vice Chair

Also Present:  Tom Hinz, Shelly Nackers, Eric Dunning, Lex Rutter, Al Klimek, John Lampkin,
Susan Tilot, John Zakowski, Phoebe Mix, Cullen Peltier, Dennis Kocken, Don
Hein, Bob Heimann, Supervisors Andrews, Clancy, Dantinne, Scray, Zima,
Other Interested Parties and Members of the Media

l. Call Meeting to Order:

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Tom DeWane at 5:00 p.m. De Wane
announced that Supervisor Carpenter was excused but would be arriving shortly.

Il Approve/Modify Agenda:
Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to

approve. Ayes: 4 (Buckley, De Wane, Kaster, Nicholson); Excused: 1 (Carpenter).
MOTION CARRIED.

Il Approve/Modify Minutes of July 7, 2010:

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
approve. Ayes: 4 (Buckley, De Wane, Kaster, Nicholson); Excused: 1 (Carpenter).
MOTION CARRIED.

Review Minutes of:
a. Traffic Safety Commission (July 15, 2010).

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
receive and place on file. Ayes: 4 (Buckley, De Wane, Kaster, Nicholson); Excused:
1 (Carpenter). MOTION CARRIED.

(Supervisor Carpenter arrived at 5:03 p.m.)

Communications

2.

Communication from Supervisor Nicholson re: Review sentencing on second time felony drug
convictions within the last two years (Brown County). Referred from June CB.

This item will be held for one month in order to give the District Attorney’s Office adequate time to
compile a list of the following information: Names of individuals that had been repeat offenders
convicted of running ‘drug houses’, what they had been sentenced to and names of the
sentencing judges with branches specified. A copy of the information gathered initially will be
forwarded to Supervisor Nicholson per his request.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to hold for one
month. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Nicholson to take items
#10 and #11 before item #3. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

(Although shown in proper format, item’s #10 and #11 were taken at this time)

3.

Communication from Supervisor Dantinne re: To have Public Safety look into what the Ritter
Group is doing with local Police and Fire Protection Laws. Referred from July CB.

Supervisor Dantinne explained that the Green Bay Fire Department, along with the Ritter Group,
have been discussing state legislation that would enable the formation of a county-wide police
and fire department. He added that he believed that this could not be done at present as there is
a state statute that says that towns, villages and cities have the power to protect the safety,
health and welfare of their citizens.

Dantinne further explained that what was being planned was a county-wide taxing district which
would then have the power to create one central fire department. He related that this had not
even been brought to the County Board’s attention.

Supervisor Buckley commented that he had attended a meeting of the committee in question the
week prior. He explained that areas such as Green Bay, Allouez and Bellevue, as well as the
area near the Austen Straubel Airport were discussed as places that would be included in this. He
went on to say that outlying areas such as Hobart that currently run their own Fire Department
could opt out.

Buckley also mentioned that Brown County Executive, Tom Hinz, as well as Eric Dunning, Chief
of Ashwaubenon Public Safety, had both been attendance at this meeting. He noted that both
were in the audience for the Public Safety Committee Meeting and invited them to speak.

Tom Hinz stated this topic had been presented by an individual from the Fire Fighters’ Union. He
explained that the possibility of having several fire districts had been discussed. It had been
decided that a subcommittee would be formed to investigate the pros and cons of a plan of this
nature. Hinz reiterated that it was only meant as an option.

Supervisor Dantinne referenced a prior study regarding land assessment. He referred to the fact
that it had been found that while consolidating efforts would save money for some areas, it would
end up costing other towns, villages, cities, etc, more. He stated that he felt as if this would be a

similar situation in which some areas may be negatively affected.

Buckley explained that the presentation had been very informative and that there had been many
positives found. He stressed that if the villages and towns do not wish to participate they would
not be forced.

Dantinne expressed concerns regarding what areas would be taxed if this plan were to be
adopted. Buckley answered that the subcommittee that was being formed would address
concerns such as this.

Dunning explained that the study had been put together by the International Fire Fighters’
Association. This was the first time it had been laid out and there are many questions left to be
answered. He went on to say that the presentation had been geared toward small communities
and rural areas. By putting this legislation together, a taxing district could be created that does not
need to be county-wide.

Dunning stated that the Ritter Group was not involved in taxation. Their role had to do with
cooperation and intergovernmental agreement in regard to sharing resources. He explained that
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the subcommittee would be addressing concerns and that he had hoped that it would not be
taken as the City of Green Bay being solely responsible for this.

Dantinne shared that there were about 14 townships that were very unhappy with this proposed
plan. Buckley commented that he felt that this proposal had been misunderstood by many
although he himself had seen it as being clearly stated that areas would not have to participate if
they did not wish it.

Chairman De Wane asked if Supervisor Dantinne would like this to be presented to the County
Board or the Public Safety Committee. It was decided that the committee should be presented to
first. De Wane inquired as to whether Tom Hinz would be able to set this up. Hinz explained that
Ritter had supplied funds to St. Norbert College for this and that it is coordinated through the
Green Bay Chamber of Commerce.

Supervisor Nicholson questioned the role of the Chamber of Commerce in this. Hinz explained
that the Chamber was acting as a coordinator. Nicholson then asked who would actually be
giving the presentation and Hinz stated that Chad Bronkhorst would be giving the presentation
that would answer Dantinne’s questions.

Buckley stated that since the meeting being referenced was the first time this idea had been
brought out it would be premature to bring Mr. Bronkhorst in at this time. He continued that this
had just been one point of view and that based on the feedback given it would be better to wait
until the matter had been researched further.

Supervisor Kaster shared that he could understand why this would have been brought to the
committee while it was still in its early stages. De Wane inquired as to whether there should be a
special meeting of the Public Safety Committee regarding this topic.

Supervisor Andrews questioned the existence of minutes from the meeting put on by the
Chamber of Commerce that could be reviewed. Buckley commented that these could be obtained
through the Chamber. Hinz suggested that Ritter and a representative from the Chamber be
present for the next meeting to explain to the committee and that Chad Bronkhorst's idea had
only been one that had been expressed.

Dantinne stated that although it was only one idea, the committee should be able to review it so
they could either give their support or opposition at this early stage of the study process. Buckley
reiterated his thoughts that this would be premature based on what he had seen at the meeting.

Dantinne articulated that as this was a change in state law that was being proposed, the County
Board should be aware of what is going on with it.

Supervisor Nicholson inquired as to why representatives from the Chamber of Commerce would
need to be present at the next committee meeting to facilitate. Buckley answered that from what
he understood from attending the meeting held by the Chamber, it would probably be advisable to
have one of their representatives or Mr. Ritter present to give some background on the purpose
and origin of this study. Nicholson addressed Dantinne specifying that what were being sought by
the Supervisor and the committee were answers to questions regarding what Bronkhorst had
presented. Buckley interjected that Mr. Bronkhorst's presentation had nothing to do with the
legislation itself.

Dantinne specified that Bronkhorst had been the one presenting on this specific item on the
agenda at the Chamber’s meeting. Buckley commented that the subcommittee being put together
would be reviewing the actual legislation. Nicholson again questioned the role of the Chamber in
this matter. Buckley explained that the Chamber of Commerce facilitates the meeting to which all
the townships and municipalities would be invited.
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Supervisor Zima commented that it seemed to him that Dantinne was questioning where this idea
was coming from, where it would be headed and if it would be favorable to this or any other
community. He went on to say that in the past consolidations it had seemed that consolidation
had not worked out favorably. In addition, he stated that not enough information is known
regarding who the presenters involved are representing, what authority they have and where in
the process this proposal is.

De Wane explained that Dantinne had attended the Chamber of Commerce’s meeting, this topic
had drawn concern and he wished to ask more questions of the presenter. He continued that he
would contact Chad Bronkhorst and request his presence at the next Public Safety Committee
meeting. Zima questioned what authority the Ritter Group operates under. De Wane answered
that while they were unsure, he understood Dantinne wanting to have this issue on record in the
event that further discussion is necessary.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to hold one
month and request the presence of Chad Bronkhorst at next month’s meeting. Ayes: 3 (De
Wane, Kaster, Nicholson), Nays: 2 (Buckley, Carpenter).

Public Safety Communications
4. Budget Status Financial Report for June 30, 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

#4aDiscussion with Possible Action re: Brown County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 36 — Brown
County Public Safety Communications Board.

Shelly Nackers, Interim Director of Public Safety Communications, stated that she had not added
this item to the agenda and therefore had nothing to present on this matter but would answer any
guestions. Supervisor Buckley explained that this had come up previously when the option of
having the Sheriff's Department oversee the Public Safety Communications Department had
been looked at. It was found that Public Safety Communications was supposed to be governed
based on specifications in Chapter 36 of the Brown County Code. Nackers commented that this
could be best explained by the County Executive Hinz as carrying this out would require an
appointment by him which had not been done in recent years.

Buckley went on to specify that each municipality listed in the chapter were to appoint a
representative for the oversight of the department. Nackers answered that yes, the code stated
something to that effect, but instead of this through an intergovernmental agreement there had
been an advisory board put together for this purpose. She explained that for this board operated
on a volunteer basis and that the meetings were mostly updates on what was being currently
done within the department. She reiterated that the group described in chapter 36 hadn't, to her
knowledge, met for at least as long as she had been in her current position.

Buckley suggested that possibly problems leading to the request that the Sheriff's Department
oversee Public Safety Communications could have been avoided had the group outlined in the
code been utilized. What is described in the code is a committee comprised of representatives of
EMS, the police, the fire department, residents, etc. He continued that if this is not being utilized
the code should be changed to reflect that and an oversight for the department would still need to
be specified.

Nackers commented that questions regarding this had arisen based on the fact that appointments
had not been made and the fact that the representatives on the current advisory board did not
match what the code specified. She was unsure as to how and why this had been put aside but
stated that this had been recently discussed.
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Nicholson asked for specification on what the oversight body for Public Safety Communications is
in the code. Buckley answered that it would be the Public Safety Committee and therefore it was
their responsibility to see to it that chapter 36 was enforced.

Hinz explained that the sections that are referred to in chapter 36 do not exist anymore. It is still
valid; however, the state has changed much of its laws’ numbering. Nicholson questioned how
this was known and Hinz replied that he had asked Corporation Counsel, John Luetscher,
research it.

As Hinz had been out of the room when discussion at this item had begun, Buckley reiterated that
there had been questions regarding who to go to with questions/concerns regarding the Public
Safety Communications Department. He went on to say that some of the questions that were
posed could have been answered by the group that is described in chapter 36 of the County
Code of Ordinances. Again he questioned why this was not being utilized as it is in the code.

Buckley commented that he would like to see this oversight board being utilized in the future.
Hinz stated that he does believe that this would be a workable plan. Supervisor Kaster
guestioned the code listing the Mayor and other representatives of Green Bay as members of the
Public advisory board and stated that he would like to see the representation more balanced.
Hinz explained that this most likely came about in response to the prior consolidation of the
Communications Center.

Nackers added that they attempt to meet monthly with the Sheriff's association, the Fire Chief's
association and the EMS Council to discuss issues. She added that she believes that they maybe
need to be more vocal about educating on this process. Supervisor Buckley inquired as to
whether minutes are kept of the various meetings. Nackers stated that the Chief's association
keeps minutes, her department keeps notes.

It was decided that a more appropriate list of members for the advisory board should be compiled
and discussed in the next meeting.

Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to hold for
one month. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Resolution to Approve First Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement between the Village
of Ashwaubenon and the County of Brown for Consolidation of Public Safety Dispatch.

Nackers explained that it was realized early on in the discussions regarding this that there was
the potential for Ashwaubenon to start having people leave. That once they realized that they
would be consolidated they would not want to stay. So there was the potential of not being able to
staff for a lot of overtime for them. At the same time, the Brown County Public Safety
Communications Center was working to also be able to handle the dispatch duties. Because of
this, she stated, it would be beneficial to both centers to move the completion of this consolidation
up as quickly as possible. Once the equipment is in place and they are able to bring employees
from Ashwaubenon into the center, it allows them to coordinate training and operations in one
center instead of coordinating these in two.

She further explained that having the two staffs in one building would streamline operations, as
guestions would not have to be called between centers and this would increase the quality and
efficiency of their services all around. Nackers stated that there would be no additional cost to
Brown County and that Ashwaubenon has already budgeted for these costs through 2010.

Eric Dunning, Chief of Ashwaubenon Public Safety, shared that in the meetings they’'ve had, the
most important being two weeks ago, they sat down with those installers of the technology for the
center it was found that the fiber optics were in place, they had dedicated phonelines taken care
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of and that by the end of the month all console equipment should be installed. He explained that
throughout this process both Ashwaubenon and Brown County have lost employees, and for
them to be cross training, it will never get done. Whereas, if they are able to get all technology in
place and tested the Ashwaubenon group can be moved to the Brown County site and all
dispatchers can be trained under one roof instead of stealing Peter to pay Paul. The village would
still be obligated to pay for their employees and the training costs through 2010.

Supervisor Nicholson questioned why this had not been done by now if it had been the original
agreement. Dunning answered that the technology was not yet all in place. Nackers specified that
the original agreement had set the consolidation deadline for January 2011 as the equipment
vendors had estimated that it would take at least this long to get everything installed. She went on
to say that they had come up with an accelerated time line and the installers were meeting it;
however, some radio equipment is not in yet but is anticipated to be within the next couple of
weeks. Potentially, the center could be ready for consolidation by the end of the month.

Nackers explained that the reason this had been brought to their attention was that the
intergovernmental agreement states January as the completion time and they did not want to go
against this without communicating with the committee and to the County Board. She stated that
she wanted to communicate that they are on an accelerated timeline, it is doable with no
additional expense to the County and this would be in the best interest of both the County and
Ashwaubenon. There is no set date as this would be done ‘when possible’.

When the technology is in place and the testing has been done on both sides to ensure that they
are not missing anything and that all communications between radio and telephone and the
computer dispatch technology is there and they're operating and there’s no loss, the
consolidation will be done. They are committed to not moving forward until everything is in place;
however, they are very confident that this will be before January.

Nicholson inquired as to how much technology is still being waited for. Nackers explained that
what is missing includes: some radio equipment to be installed by Baycom and some installations
to be completed by Brown County Information Services, who are still waiting for some equipment.
Nicholson asked if cross training can be done now. Nackers answered that there is currently
cross training being done; however, the difficulty is that they have Ashwaubenon staff coming to
the Brown County site for this. Nicholson verified that what they want is to have everything under
one roof.

Mr. Dunning went on to say that during this process, Ashwaubenon has been sending their
dispatchers to dispatch and medical training at the Brown County facility and Brown County
employees have been in the Ashwaubenon dispatch center learning their system and how they
operate. Likewise, Ashwaubenon employees are also being sent to the Brown County site to
learn the system.

Supervisor Kaster questioned if what was being said was that due to not being able to train under
one roof, they are losing people. Nackers stated that as an employee, when thinking about
consolidation, if committed to working for Ashwaubenon they have a decision to make regarding
whether they want to stay working for Ashwaubenon, do they want to work for Brown County as
well, or do they want to look for something else. So, there have been employees that have
decided that they don’t want to go to Brown County because it's not what they signed on for.
These employees are opting to find other employment which puts Ashwaubenon in a bind. At the
same time, they do not want to bring someone new on board and train them for six months only
to have to tell them that they may not have a job anymore. She went on to say that they are cross
training people because they have to be able to commit and have the staff to operate those
positions. So, they are filling that role, but it would help if they were all under the same roof to
facilitate this rather than sending dispatchers to fill roles at both sites.
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Supervisor Kaster questioned the amount of employees lost. Mr. Dunning answered that only one
person has been lost; however, this person had been doing most of their fulltime fill-in for those
on vacation. With it currently being summer, this was very much needed. Kaster questioned
whether Brown County had lost any employees. Nackers answered that the County
Telecommunication Center is currently down 5 employees. Kaster asked if this had happened
since the merger agreement was made and Nackers said yes, they had resigned around the time
the merger was decided.

Nicholson stated that he didn’t understand what the merger had to do with losing employees.
Nackers explained that she didn’t believe that this was the case for Brown County and that the
employees that had left had done so because of personal reasons. She specified that this may
have been the case for Ashwaubenon.

Supervisor Buckley asked if there was a set date for the consolidation to which Nackers
answered that the date would be dependent on all equipment installation being completed. It had
been estimated that this would be done by the end of August, allowing the move to happen in
September.

The length of the installation process was questioned. It was stated that since there would be
testing once installation is complete, it could take a week or longer depending on what issues
may be found. Nackers explained that since this is variable, they do not wish to put a solid date
down. In the event that problems do arise with the equipment, they do not want to have to force
the consolidation before they are ready. If September is put down as the final deadline and
problems are found, they would need to come back to change this date.

In response to a committee member’s question, Nackers reiterated that moving up the
consolidation date would not result in a higher cost to the County. Ashwaubenon would still be
responsible for all equipment, installation and training costs.

De Wane commented that as far as he is concerned, it is important to do this the best way
possible. If this is what needs to be done he believed that it should be and if there are no
additional costs to the county, the sooner the consolidation can happen, the better.

Nicholson questioned 5 employees resigning due to not knowing if they would have jobs in the
future and 1 part time employee from Ashwaubenon resigning because of the merger. He went
on to say that this is the way he and Supervisor Kaster had understood what she had told the
committee. He stated that he had no problem with having it all under one roof, but wondered why
this other piece of information had been offered given that it was not known for certain that the
merger was the reason for these resignations.

Nackers replied that if her communication had been misunderstood or she had communicated it
incorrectly, she did not believe that the cause of the resignations was the merger. She stated that
it was their plan and it was for personal reasons. Nicholson once again questioned whether it was
because of the merger. Nackers responded that this was not the case for the Brown County
employees that had resigned.

Nicholson then asked why, if there was no additional cost, this had not all been under one roof to
begin with. This is what they were hoping to work toward; Nackers was unsure as to why this was
not done in 2001. Nicholson verified that presently cross training is being done and asked why
2001 was being referenced. He went on to say that he has no problem with the request but the
information being thrown at them didn’t make sense and that he will approve it, but does not
understand the reasoning behind it.

Nicholson commented that moving up the date made sense but he didn’t understand why the
other information was being presented. Nackers again apologized for any miscommunication and
stated that Public Safety Communications is down employees but this was not due to the merger.
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Supervisor Carpenter inquired as to what the date in the agreement should be changed to. He
asked if it should be changed from ‘January 2011’ to ‘When Ready’. Nackers responded that this
was correct. Carpenter stated that he was all for approving this, but questioned what would
happen if the center was not ready by January 2011. He suggested that it be stated as ‘January
2011 or when ready’ as there should still be a deadline listed and this was the original date.

Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Nicholson to amend
agreement to specify date of completion for the consolidation project as ‘on or before
January 2011'. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Radio Interoperability Project Update by GeoComm.

Lex Rutter of Geocomm stated that in the previous month’s Public Safety Committee meeting
they had discussed having an RFP put together to bring before the committee. He explained the
process for this is very technical and complicated and that in working with the Public Safety
Communications staff, they have come to the conclusion that the best way to get the county the
best product is to delay the RFP so that they can get it right.

Rutter explained that about 3 iterations of the RFP have been worked through at this time and
have also had some discussions with Corporation Counsel, John Luetscher regarding some of
the processes to ensure that they are legal under Wisconsin law.

Supervisor Kaster asked if there would be more meetings with the community police chiefs as he
had been told that they feel there should be another. Nackers answered that there had been a
one hour conference call with a number of the police chiefs and next week or the week after they
are scheduling a meeting with the fire group and the law group. They will meet and the plan will
be discussed through before the RFP is submitted to the committee. The intent is to get all
guestions answered and make sure everyone is comfortable with what it being done.

Kaster went on to say that he had received phone calls from a few individuals who were
concerned that there was not going to be another meeting and wanted to double check. Nackers
reiterated that earlier in the day they had had the one hour conference call and commented that
the last two weeks had been spent really stressing the details of the RFP to get it to the point
where it could be shared with Corporation Counsel. They had also defined a more realistic
timeline goal and having that set enables them to now schedule more meetings.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Buckley to hold for
one month. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

RFP Review Committee Structure and Representatives Totaling 7 Individuals:

2 Law Enforcement Representatives

2 Fire Agency Representatives

1 Public Safety Communications Representative — John Lampkin

1 Public Safety Committee / County Board Representative

1 Public Safety Committee / County Board or City/Village/Town Administrator or Other
Representative

VVVVYVYYV

In preparation for the RFP coming to the Public Safety Committee, they needed to include on the
agenda discussion regarding a review panel for when the RFP comes back. Nackers explained
that anyone involved in the review process will need to be able to devote a large amount of time
to this as there is quite a bit of technical information. The revised timeline that was set allows for a
four week review period.

Nackers briefly discussed the structure of the panel. Supervisor Nicholson commented that he
would feel more comfortable if ‘County Board Representative’ and ‘County Board or
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City/Village/Town Administrator or Other Representative’ where removed as options from this list,
leaving Public Safety Committee members as the final two panelists.

County Executive Hinz voiced his concern with striking ‘County Board or City/Village/Town
Administrator’ from the list. He explained that someone, such as Keith Chambers, Pulaski Village
President, would be a good addition to this review committee as Pulaski has a unique situation.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Buckley to strike
‘County Board Representative’ and ‘County Board/City/Village/Town Administrator’ from
Review Committee Structure. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Budget Adjustment Request (#10-76): Increase in expenses with offsetting increase in revenue.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to approve.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Director’'s Report.

Nackers supplied a Director’s Report document and briefly summarized the information it listed.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

District Attorney

10.

11.

Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

It was reported that for at this point in the year, the District Attorney’s Office is about $3,500
ahead of where they were last year. They had purchased enough supplies at the beginning of the
year to last all through 2010. In addition to this, a temporary employee had been eliminated and
other staff has absorbed duties formerly held by this position. Supervisor De Wane questioned
whether the absorption of these duties would cause any requests for position reclassifications in
the future. As the employee that has taken over is a coop/intern this is not seen as a possible
outcome.

Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Nicholson to receive
and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Monthly drug criminal complaint numbers (standing item).

Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Nicholson to receive
and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Circuit Courts

12.

13.

Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Resolution re: Reclassification of Secretary 11l Court Commissioner’s Office. Referred back from
July County Board.
Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter to approve.

Supervisor De Wane stated that he had spoken with County Board Attorney, Fred Mohr, who
suggested that the committee approve this resolution. Nicholson inquired as to Mohr’s reasoning
for this. De Wane answered that Mohr had suggested this because the proper steps had been
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taken to verify that this was necessary. He went on to say that it was the opinion of the Human
Resources Department and Mohr that this was something that should be done.

Supervisor Buckley questioned if it was necessary to post this per the usual guidelines for union
positions. De Wane explained that this had been looked into by Attorney Mohr and it was all
being handled according to proper procedure. Buckley inquired as to how much more the affected
employee would be doing once her position is reclassified. She is currently going above and
beyond the scope of her current classification, which is why the reclassification has been
requested.

Buckley stated that his only concern is that the employee is currently working at this level and the
reclassification has an $8,000 financial impact. He explained that he understands as far as the
reclassification, but with the current economic conditions in some cases more may need to be
expected out of employees.

De Wane commented that he believes the position justifies the cost and that if this is not done,
they run the risk of losing a very qualified employee.

Kaster pointed out that the resolution only shows the fiscal impact for a partial year and estimated
that for a full year the amount would be closer to $11,000 or $12,000. The $8,000 figure
described is for May 1, 2010 through December 2010. He went on to say that the impact is much
greater when you consider that in years to come the Judicial Assistant position will be required
and will cost more than the Secretary Il position.

Kaster continued that as he understood it, the only real difference between the Secretary Ill
classification and the Judicial Assistant classification was the responsibility of independently
scheduling hearing times. The differences, such as knowledge of legal terms and processes were
listed in response to this. As this would be paid out retroactively to May 1, 2010, Supervisor
Carpenter inquired as to how this cost would be covered as well as the increased cost in for the
coming years. They had been told that Human Resources that there had been salary adjustment
amounts budgeted that could be used for the retroactive payment. Tom Hinz commented that this
position had also been accounted for in the 2011 budget.

Buckley took this time to verify that this would not be a new position, that this would just be a
reclassification of an existing position. The Secretary Ill position would no longer exist; it would
now be the Judicial Assistant position.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to deny.
Vote taken.

Ayes: 3 (Kaster, Nicholson, Carpenter);

Nays: 2 (De Wane, Buckley). MOTION CARRIED.

Sheriff
Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

Motion made Supervisor Nicholson and Seconded by Supervisor Kaster to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Key Factor Report August, 2010 and Jail Average Daily Population by Month and Type for the
Calendar Year 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Buckley to receive
and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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16. Budget Adjustment Request (#10-73): Increase in expenses with offsetting increase in
revenue. Referred back from July County Board.

Sheriff Kocken referenced information that had been supplied in the agenda materials. Buckley
expressed some concern with approving this as there is an oversight committee.

Motion made by Supervisor Nicholson and seconded by Supervisor Buckley to approve on
the condition that minutes from the proper oversight committee be submitted for review.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

17. Request for Approval of RFP for Law Enforcement Records Management System Project
#1415. Handouts to be provided to committee members prior to meeting.

Keith Deneys, Support Services Captain with the Sheriff's Department, supplied an information
packet regarding this.

Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to approve. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

(Nicholson was excused at 6:46 p.m.)

18.

19.

Resolution Establishing Sheriff's Fees for the Service of Writs Under WI Stats. 814.705 (3).

Deneys explained that recently there was a situation in which a writ of execution was being
served and in conferring with Corporation Counsel, John Luetscher, some attention was brought
to the fees that had been charged. Luetscher noted that per statute, the Sheriff’'s department can
only charge between $8 and $10 per deputy per hour. This amount does not cover the cost.

De Wane inquired as to what amount this should be changed to. Deneys answered that for the
resolution, it is specified as their ‘normally charged rate’ so that it is not necessary for them to
come back and change this year after year.

Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Buckley to approve. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Sheriff’'s Report.

In response to an inquiry made by Supervisor Nicholson in the previous month’s meeting, Kocken
reported that since January 1, 2010, there have been 32 illegal immigrants housed in the jail.
Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

#19a Review of Information Regarding the Purchase of the S&L Building with Possible Action.

Referred from Facilities Master Plan SubCommittee.

Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Clerk of Courts
20. Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

Kaster questioned the Operations and Maintenance costs being up 60%. There were no
representatives from the Clerk of Courts department present. Tom Hinz commented that this may
be due to some recent renovations. De Wane requested that both the August and July monthly
reports be placed in the agenda materials for the September meeting and asked that a Clerk of
Courts representative be present.
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Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to receive and
place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Medical Examiner - No agenda items

Other

21. Audit of bills.
Motion made by Supervisor Buckley and seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to approve
the audit of bills. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

22. Such other matters as authorized by law. None.

Respectfully submitted,

Anna R. Meert
Recording Secretary



