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SCR CHAPTER 68

COURT SECURITY, FACILITIES, AND STAFFING

SCR 68.01 Purpose.

(1) This chapter is promulgated by the supreme court to promote
communication among circuit courts, county officials, court planners, architects
and contractors concerning court facilities issues. It recognizes the constitutionally
appropriate participation of the supreme court and circuit courts in addressing their
facilities and staffing needs and priorities within the constraints established by
funding limitations and budget priorities. This chapter recognizes the court's
authority to direct activities and policies of the director of state courts and of the
judiciary. It is intended to assist counties and courts in making sound decisions
about the court facilities that serve the citizens of théir Wisconsin communities.

(2) This chapter does not create a fixed standard. It is intended to be a
statement of general purpose and procedure which establishes a flexible framework
for courts' participation in decision-making regarding court facilities while
recognizing the wide range of needs and circumstances which exist in counties
across the state.

(3) The standards in this chapter apply to existing court facilities, to the
construction, remodeling and relocation of court facilities and to the review and
approval of court facilities under SCR 68.03 (2) and (4).

COMMENT

SCR Chapter 68 is the culmination of an administrative rule petition filed by the Director of State Courts
on behalf of the Planning and Policy Advisory Committce ("Petitioners”) on June 30, 2011. Subsequent to the filing
of the rule petition the Wisconsin Legislature enacted 2011 Wisconsin Act 35 (the "concealed carry” legislation) on
July 8, 2011. The Petitioners advised this court that 2011 Wisconsin Act 35 was deemed beyond the scope of
Chapter 68 and that this Chapter is not intended to address issues presented by 2011 Wisconsin Act 35 or regarding
the constitutional right to bear arms.

SCR 68.02 Definitions.

(1) In this chapter:

(a) "Committee" means the security and facilities committee under SCR
68.05.

(b) "Court facility" means the facilities used in the operation of the circuit
court including without limitation the courtroom, court chambers, the office and
storage area of any court commissioner, court reporter, clerk of circuit court,



register in probate, clerk of juvenile court, family court counseling, the jury room,
jury assembly areas, judicial staff areas, areas that may affect the security of a
court, court staff and the public using a court, areas used for access to a court and
any other facilities used in the operation of a court, where court proceedings are
conducted or judicial staff is housed.

(c) "Presiding judge" means the judge appointed under SCR 70.265 or
means the judge in a single branch circuit.

(d) "Should" is directory only, not mandatory, and connotes a duty or
obligation to pursue a goal or objective.

" (e) "Judicial officer" means a circuit court judge or court commissioner.

(f) "Swormn officer" means a deputy sheriff or police officer.

(g) "Court security officer" means a non-sworn officer whose pr1nc1pa1
function is to provide security in and about the courtroom and court facility.

(b) "Court aide" means a civilian who works with juries, provides routine
information and directions to the public, and assists the court.

SCR 68.03 Remodeling, construction, or relocation of court facilities or
personnel.

(1) The circuit judges shall promptly notify the chief judge of the judicial
district, in writing, of the county's intent to remodel, construct or relocate any court
facility or to relocate any court personnel.

(2) The circuit judges and the chief judge, in cooperation with appropriate
county officials, shall review any proposals under sub. (1) together with any
drawings or plans. The circuit judges and the chief judge shall participate in the
planning process to ensure that theé proposals under sub. (1) are consistent with
current court facility standards, including those relating to functional design,
audio-visual and acoustical adequacy and security of the courts and the public, and
that they conform to the requirements of the Americans With Disabilities Act and
other federal, state and local laws.

COMMENT

The technical requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act are beyond the scope of these standards.
Compliance with federal law requires certain accommodations to be included in all projects.

(3) The director of state courts shall provide technical assistance and advice
on any proposals under sub. (1), within the resources available to the director's
office.



(4) The chief judge shall review every new, remodeled or relocated court
facility and grant or deny approval for its use, subject to review by the supreme
court.

(5) No circuit judge or court staff may occupy a new, remodeled or
relocated court facility until the court facility is approved under sub. (4).

SCR 68.04 Judicial Officer Authority.
Day to day security decisions and case specific security are within the discretion
of each individual judicial officer. The judicial officer shall consult as needed,
with the chief judge, the sworn officers, or the court security officers.

COMMENT

This provision confirms the authority of a presiding judge in his or her own courtroom. Sce. e.g.
Stevenson v. Milwaukee County, 140 Wis. 14 (1909).

SCR 68.05 Security and Facilities Committee.

(1) The presiding judge for each county shall appoint a security and
facilities committee composed of all of the following:

(a) One circuit judge to serve as chairperson.

(b) The chairperson of the county board.

(¢) The county executive, county administrator, or administrative
coordinator.

(d) The clerk of the circuit court.

(e) The county sheriff.

(f) The district attorney.

(g) The Wisconsin State Public Defender.

(h) A circuit court commissioner.

(i) One lawyer designated by the president of the local bar association. If
there is no association, the presiding judge shall appoint a lawyer residing in the
county.

(j) One representative of a victim-witness support organization.

(k) One representative of the facilities/maintenance department.

(1) Such other persons as the committee considers appropriate.

A person specified in sub. (b) — (g) may designate a person for appointment to the
committee in his or her place.

(2) In the absence of a presiding judge or if the presiding judge is unable to
act, the chief judge of the judicial administrative district in which the county is
located shall act on behalf of the presiding judge under this subsection.



COMMENT

The creation of a committee which includes all of the designated persons is essential to achieve the overall
goals of these standards. The purpose of this rule is to insure that the court system is proactive, geared to
prevention, not merely reactive, responding to violent, perhaps tragic, incidents. Committees are encouraged to
consider if it is appropriate to include a member of the public on the committee.

(3) The committee shall meet quarterly.

(4) The committee shall coordinate and develop general court security and
facilities policies and key activities including:

(@) The submission of reports to the Planning and Policy Advisory
Committee on security threats and incidents and on courthouse construction,
remodeling and security innovations.

(b) A policy for the secure delivery of mail, other items, and supplies to all
offices in court facilities.

(¢) A policy for the issuance, control, and collection of keys and electronic
access devices for each court facility, governing access before, during and after
business hours.

(d A policy to control access to court facilities for third party
subcontractors and vendors.

(¢) An annual training program, in coordination with the county sheriff, for
all employees and staff.

(f) Procedures for a sworn officer/court security officer to patrol the halls
and public areas.

(g) A policy regarding possession of firearms by law enforcement officers
who appear as witnesses, litigants, or who are present on personal business in the
court facility.

COMMENT

There is a difference of opinion whether sworn officers or law enforcement officers who appear as
witnesses, litigants, or on personal business should be permitted to carry a firearm in court facilities.

(h) A list of prohibited items not allowed to be brought into the court
facility.

(i) A notice to the public and employees regarding prohibited items not
allowed in the facility and warning that persons entering the facility are subject to

search.

() A procedure to calibrate screening equipment consistent with
manufactures' directions.

(k) A plan for dealing with disruptions at court proceedings, including trial
and pretrial, involving particularly dangerous or disruptive litigants.
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() A policy for searching each courtroom or other vulnerable area for
explosives or other dangerous instrumentalities before the commencement of court

proceedings each day.
COMMENT

The need for this regular practice is greatest in those counties where courtrooms are used for non-judicial
purposes on evenings and weekends.

(m) A preparedness plan for disasters impacting or affecting court
operations in coordination with the local emergency management department.

(n) A procedure to review features of the buildings' exterior with security
features in mind, such as an electronic surveillance system and external lighting.

COMMENT

The dangers created by external features of a court facility building may be significant. Wide variations
among counties as to their local needs and the designs of their courthouses render a uniform standard impracticable.
Each committee should assess risk factors and consider solutions to minimize danger.

(o) A policy for the monitoring and surveillance of all parking areas
including public, employee, and other designated parking areas. The committee
should consider establishing a policy governing motor vehicles in close proximity
to the court facility and a policy to establish barriers preventing vehicular access to
the facility.

COMMENT

The best practice is to prohibit vehicular parking close to the building but this standard may not be
attainable in many counties.

(p) A juror safety policy.

COMMENT

Jurors must be safeguarded from those who would seek to intimidate or engage in reprisals. Juror safety
issues may extend outside the court facility and beyond the time of trial.

(@) A system of recording, reporting, and responding to incidents occurring
in court facilities.

(r) A system of recording, reporting, and responding to threats made to
judicial officers and court staff and their families and others associated with the
court as a local rule under SCR 70.34.



COMMENT

A systematic reporting procedure for threats to judicial officers, court staff or their families should be
established in each county. This serves the beneficial purpose of allowing persons other than the object of the threat
to assess its seriousness, as there may be a tendency by the person threatened to minimize it as "part of the job." The
policy should designate the person to whom threats are to be reported, establish the responsibility for investigation
or other response and provide for the retention of records of all reported threats.

(s) A procedure whereby each judicial officer may complete and submit a
judicial profile to local law enforcement and provides annual updates.

COMMENT

The U.S. Marshals Service Judicial Profile provides a good template for judicial officers. It is important to
note that this profile may be subject to the Wisconsin public records law, Wis. Stat. 19.31-39, and it cannot be
guaranteed that all of the information collected in this profile can be kept confidential.

) A policy for periodic security audits.

. COMMENT

The U.S. Marshals Service is an excellent resource on court security and has expertise to assist counties
with security planning and evaluation of existing safeguards.

(1) A policy on money collection and safeguarding of money.

COMMENT

Clerks of court collect substantial amounts of money. An enhanced protection program for these funds will
not only safeguard the taxpayers' treasury but will also deter any efforts to engage in violence for financial gain.

(v) A policy for the handling and storage of firearms, other dangerous
instrumentalities and contraband received as evidence during court proceedings.

COMMENT

Documents and other exhibits received during judicial proceedings must be safeguarded as part of the court
record. Certain items of evidence present reasons for special attention to their handling during breaks, overnight in
multi-day procecdings and following the conclusion of the proceeding in which they are introduced.

(w) Consideration of whether the committee can assist the municipal courts
in its county in security matters. :



COMMENT

Municipal courts generally are not located in the county courthouse but convene in various public
buildings. All courts share certain basic security concerns. If the committee is considering municipal court security
or facilities the committee should consider appointing a2 municipal judge as a committee member.

SCR 68.06 Security: Structure and design.

(1) A court facility housing courtrooms should have a sectoring system that
divides the building into the following 3 types of areas according to the nature of
access to them:

(a) Public areas where the general public has relatively free access.

(b) Restricted access areas where generally only the following are permitted
access: judicial officers, jurors and designated personnel.

(c) Secure access areas where only prisoners and law enforcement personnel
are permitted.

(2) ENTRANCES. (a) Public Entrance. A court facility should have a single
entrance with appropriate screening mechanisms in place to screen persons, carry-
in items and packages. Screening stations should be equipped with a
magnetometer, x-ray for packages and carry-in items, duress alarms, and video
surveillance.

(b) Restricted Access Entrance. All judicial officers and designated
personnel should enter through a secure and separate entrance equipped with
screening the same as the public entrance in sub (1).

(c) Entrances other than the public entrance should be secured and access
limited.

COMMENT

Any new court facility should incorporate sectoring principles if it is to provide the most basic security that
can be attained through structural design. Existing facilities present a wide range of structural variations that create
obstacles to the use of sectoring principles. However, in many existing courthouses there are opportunities to
achieve some sectoring that will improve security. In addition, remodeling projects undertaken for non-security
purposes offer cost-efficient opportunities to enhance the overall sectoring of a courthouse.

Secure prisoner transport and holding areas eliminate any prisoner interaction with the public until they are
in a courtroom and are critical to the safety of the public, court staff, and the prisoners themselves. The need for an
area where attorneys can meet with their clients should be considered in the design.

(3) COURTROOMS. A courtroom should be constructed to include all of the
following:

(a) A single public entry that accommodates a security checkpoint for use as
needed.

(b) Entrances for judges and court staff that are adjacent to the bench and
entrances for jurors that are as close to the jury box as possible.



(c) Other access to the courtroom, such as windows or maintenance access,
that inhibits unauthorized entry.

(d) A judge's bench should be of a size and height to deter physical attacks,
shall have a built-in bullet-resistant barrier of the highest threat level, and should
provide a direct sight line to the public entrance.

(e) Court reporter and clerk stations shall be equipped with a built-in bullet-

resistant barrier of the highest threat level.

(f) Lighting panels that are located in areas where only court staff have
access to them.

(g) Lighting that enhances safety and is supported by an emergency power

source.
(h) A clear separation between the spectator area and the area used by the

participants in court proceedings.

COMMENT

Courtrooms have often been the site of violent and tragic incidents, and their design is an important aspect
in preventing such occurrences. The personnel and equipment standards in this rule are also integral parts of the
overall security strategy. In the American system of justice, most court proceedings are public and security concerns
cannot unreasonably interfere with this principle. However, a design that ensures the opportunity for proper
screening of those who enter the courtroom and the proper physical arrangement of those present will create a safer
setting in which citizens may exercise their right to participate in or observe public judicial proceedings. A single
public entrance to the courtroom makes it easier to screen those who enter, though building codes may require that
there be a second means of egress from the courtroom. Construction of courtrooms without windows reduces the
security threat from outside the building. When windows are included in courtroom design, care should be taken to
shield courtroom participants from outside view.

Because judges are the official representatives of the judicial system, they have ofien been the targets of
violence. Attacks on judges also endanger those working closest to them. A bullet-resistant barrier should be
installed in every courtroom to provide a place of increased protection in the event a weapon is displayed. The
separation between spectator area and the participants' area should be sufficient to prevent spectators' physical
contact with attorneys, litigants and jurors and to ensure the privacy of conversations between attorneys and their
clients. If a courtroom is used for proceedings which frequently draw an audience of hostile or contentious
individuals, consideration should be given to erecting a physical barrier to the well area which permits spectators to
hear and see the proceedings but not to have physical access to the litigation well.

(4) A jury deliberation room should be located where the public cannot have
contact with jurors as they move to and from the courtroom and should be
designed to ensure their safety and the secrecy of their deliberations.

COMMENT

Because of the importance of their impartial deliberations, jurors must be safeguarded from those who
would seek to intimidate or engage in reprisals. The secrecy of jury deliberations must be guaranteed. Each
committee should consider adopting policies on protecting jurors following a trial, juror parking and other matters
affecting juror safety.



5) Any court facility used for court commissioner hearings should be
designed in a manner that incorporates the security principles set forth in sub. (3).

COMMENT

The extent to which court commissioners are used varies widely from county to county. In a county where
a court commissioner handles criminal and traffic, divorce, small claims or juvenile proceedings, the dangers present
while doing so are similar to those facing judges in their courtrooms. All too often, court commissioners are called
upon to perform their roles in small, crowded rooms where they are in close proximity to litigants, witnesses and
spectators, as well as to attorneys and judicial staff. The dangers must be recognized and reflected in the design of
these areas.

The design of court commissioner hearing rooms and office arcas and the types of security personnel and
equipment needed should be considered by each committee, using the features of courtroom security for guidance
and as a measurement in assessing their adequacy.

(6) A secure room in close proximity to locations where criminal, family,
juvenile or domestic violence proceedings are conducted should be provided for
victim and child witnesses waiting to appear in such proceedings. Child and adult
victims and witnesses shall be separated from alleged juvenile or adult offenders,
their friends and family members.

COMMENT

This standard is a reflection of the statutory directives in ss. 950.04(1v)(e), 938.2965, and 967.10(2), stats.

SCR 68.07 Security: Personnel.

(1) COURTROOM. There should be no fewer than two sworn officers in each
courtroom and each court commissioner hearing room when court is in session.
The judicial officer may expressly direct otherwise.

(2) PUBLIC ENTRANCE STAFFING. The public entrance should be staffed by
at least one swomn officer, armed with a triple retention holster and access to law
enforcement band radio and other qualified court security officers as necessary. At
least one sworn officer should be available to patrol the public areas and assist with
public entrance staffing as needed.

COMMENT

The presence of sworn officers serves as a deterrent to violent outbursts and provides the ability to respond
to incidents that may arise. In this respcct, the open and obvious presence of uniformed officers is an example of
basic court security principles designed to deter those intent on harm, detect those who have breached security and
limit the damage caused by the breach. It is impossible to predict the type of case that might lead to a violent
incident. Therefore, it is essential to provide court security for all types of cases. The National Center for State
Courts' Steps to Best Practices for Court Building Security (2010) considers the presence of sworn officers at the
public entrance an extremely important area of security that provides a foundation for the implementation of
additional security measures throughout the court facility.
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SCR 68.08 Security: Equipment.

(1) Each courtroom and court commissioner hearing room should have a
duress alarm system connected to an appropriate law enforcement office that will
provide the immediate response of an armed officer. The alarms should also be
located in judges' chambers and staff areas, court commissioner office areas and
any location in the courthouse where money is collected or stored or where there
are other security risks. All alarms should be tested regularly.

(2) Each courtroom should be equipped with a telephone.

COMMENT

Duress alarm systems mounted in an easily accessible location in a courtroom are a basic security device
that should be installed in every courtroom. The system should be connected to an office that provides constant
monitoring during all regular hours of courtroom use. The alarms should be able to summon immediately armed
law enforcement or court security staff to respond to the emergency prompting the alarm. It is advisable that alarms
be installed in other locations having the potential for violent incidents and other breaches of security. Telephones
can also be used in medical emergencies and will facilitate telephone testimony and attorney appearances. Each
committce should consider the use of surveillance cameras in some or all courtrooms or other areas of the
courthouse. However, a camera cannot take the place of a sworn officer in the courtroom. In considering whether
to use cameras in addition to security personnel, the committee should determine whether there is adequate staffing
to have camera views monitored in real time, the need for additional security officers to be nearby to respond to
emergencies, and the advantage of having a recording of courthouse disturbances for evidence purposes.

(3) All officers providing security should be provided with portable metal
detection devices.

(4) All officers providing security should be equipped with law enforcement
communication equipment.

(5) Each building that houses a court facility should be equipped with a
public address system that permits all of its occupants to be given notices and
instructions during an emergency.

SCR 68.09 Court Facilities: Planning.

(1) The committee should immediately establish a design subcommittee for
any contemplated reconstruction or significant remodeling of court facilities in the
county. The committee shall consult with the chief judge. The subcommittee
should invite participation by persons not on the committee, including the county
public works director or comparable official, the district court administrator; a
member of the county board and other persons the committee believes would be of
assistance to the specific project.

10



COMMENT

Having those most intimately affected by a planned project involved from the earliest stages is the single
most effective step in assuring that the project will be both functional and cost-effective. The subcommittee should
be created prior to and should participate in the selection of an architect and other consultants and should remain
involved until the project's completion. The subcommittee should consult with the committee during the design
phase. The creation of a design subcommittee is consistent with the underlying purposes of this chapter.

(2) Each county should develop a long-range plan for its court facilities.

COMMENT

This type of plan usually can be developed through the efforts of county staff and judges working
cooperatively and without the necessity of expensive outside consultants. Such a plan can reflect local conditions
and practices and provide an on-going guide in considering the advisability, scope and other aspects of any
contemplated project. Long-term planning is a cost-saving approach to facilities issues.

SCR 68.10 Court facilities: Courtrooms.
(1) Each circuit court judge should be provided with a separate courtroom.

COMMENT

While the assignment each day of a courtroom to a judge may in some counties not require that the judge
preside in the same location at all times, each judge must have available to him or her a suitable courtroom in which
to conduct judicial business.

(2) The minimum ratio between jury and nonjury courtrooms should be as
follows:

Number of Number of jury
judges in county courtrooms
1-3 All

4-5 3

6-7 4

8 5

9-10 6

11-12 7

13 8

14-15 9

16-17 10

18 11

19-20 12

Over 20 60-65%

11



COMMENT

In counties with 4 or more judges, it may not be necessary that every courtroom be designed to
accommodate jury trials. However, in some larger counties, because of local practice and judicial rotation plans,
each courtroom may need to be a jury courtroom. The 60-65% ratio of jury courtrooms is derived from national
standards and experience as the minimum necessary if court business is to be conducted efficiently. In countics
where this ratio is currently exceeded, this standard is not intended to warrant the conversion of jury courtrooms to
nonjury courtrooms.,

(3) The size of a jury courtroom should be a minimum of 2,000 square feet,
including the litigation well (back wall to the rail) of at least two-thirds of the total
square footage, and public seating for at least 40 people at 24 inches per seat.

COMMENT

Based on expert, experienced, and professional recommendations, including from architects experienced in
courtroom design, jury courtrooms should be at least 2,000 square feet in order to accommodate daily litigation,
considering evolving developments in technology and ADA requirements. There should also be at least one jury
courtroom of approximately 2,300 square feet available in each county to accommodate complex or multi-party
litigation.

(4) Courtrooms should be designed to impress upon the public and the
litigants the fairness and dignity of the judicial system.

(5) Courtrooms should include all of the following in addition to the
specifications that are set forth in SCR 68.06:

(2) A bench for the judge, elevated at least 20 inches and having a spacious
work surface, in a location that permits the judge to enter and exit the courtroom
through a private door.

(b) A well-lighted, ventilated and temperature controlled environment, with
controls accessible only to court staff.

(c) Microphones and acoustics that will eliminate noise from outside the
courtroom and permit all participants to hear one another clearly.

(d) Access flooring and adequate electronic capacity to permit installation
or use of evolving technology for multi-media evidence display in the courtroom
and communication with parties and witnesses at remote locations. Computers
will likely be in use throughout the courtroom by the judge, clerk, court reporter,
and counsel and may include a printer for court documents and monitors in the jury
box for jurors.

(e) One or more conference rooms at least 125 square feet in size in close
proximity to each courtroom.

12



(f) An elevated witness stand located where the judge, jurors, attorneys and
parties, and the court reporter can see and hear the witness clearly.

(g) A clerk's work place located immediately adjacent to the judge's bench
to permit private communications and the transfer of documents between the judge
and the clerk.

(h) A court reporter's work place located to provide an unobstructed view of
all participants and to permit the reporter to clearly hear all statements of the judge,
attorneys and witnesses.

(i) In a jury courtroom, a jury box with permanent seating for 14 jurors to
provide an unobstructed view of judge, witnesses, parties, attorneys and evidence
displays and at sufficient distance to prevent private conversations from being
overheard and as far as possible from public spectator areas.

(i) For a jury courtroom, an adjacent jury deliberation room at least 400
square feet in size, exclusive of restrooms, with adjacent private restrooms and
located to minimize contact between jurors and the public while jurors are in
transit.

(k) An area for media personnel and equipment that will render media
coverage of proceedings unobtrusive to court proceedings.

COMMENT

The judge's bench is the focal point of the courtroom and its design most directly conveys the dignity of the
court. Elevation of the bench contributes to that effect and affords the judge an unobstructed view of the courtroom.
The bench should be large enough to allow the judge to deal efficiently with numerous documents and books during
the course of proceedings. Its location adjacent to a private entrance into the courtroom contributes to the
appearance of impartiality and enhances security.

Temperature, sound and light levels should allow all participants to be comfortable and remain alert. The

ability to hear clearly what is being said is of paramount importance. Security and efficiency concerns require that
only court staff have access to temperature, lighting and microphone controls.
New technologies are being introduced into courtrooms and design accommodation should be made to permit their
efficient and safe use. Increased use of videoconferencing with incarcerated persons may reduce costs and increase
convenience, but in designing and using this technology it is important to make arrangements for private telephonic
communication between parties and their counsel if they are not at the same location. This may require the addition
of a dedicated phone line for this purpose. See Subchapter 1II of Chapter 885 of the statutes, Use of
Videoconferencing in the Circuit Courts. Design subcommittees should also be mindful that traditional or evolving
methods of evidence display are located so as to insure that the judge, witnesses, jurors, attorneys, litigants and the
public can clearly view it.

Conference rooms adjacent to each courtroom facilitate confidential conversations between attorneys and
their clients and witnesses and negotiations between attorneys. They also provide waiting areas for witnesses,
including victims. The witness stand should enhance the ability of all to see and hear the witness but it should not
be as high as the judge's bench or 5o close to the bench as to permit sidebar discussions between attorneys and the
judge to be overhead. The size and design of the space within the witness stand should take into account the need to
accommodate interpreters, child witnesses, and those with special needs.

The jury box needs only 14 seats but it should be designed to permit additional temporary seats where more
than 2 alternate jurors are used and accommodation should be made within the box or immediately adjacent to it for
temporary seating during voir dire. Space within the jury box should be available to accommodate wheelchairs.
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Jurors perform an honorable, essential role in our system of justice and it is critical that they have a private,
comfortable and functional environment in which to ‘conduct their deliberations. Round or oval tables in the
deliberation room are recommended to reflect the equality of all jurors. To insure privacy, bathrooms for jurors
should be separated from the jury deliberation room itself by a vestibule or hallway inaccessible to the public.

Design requirements for federal courts note that the witness box should accommodate a witness and an
interpreter. The jury box should have a clear line of sight to the judge, attorneys, witnesses and evidence
presentation displays. The maximum allowable distance between a juror and a litigant sitting at a counsel table
across the courtroom well is 40 feet. Jurors should be separated by at least 6 feet from attorneys, litigants and the
public. The same design requirements suggest that the furniture and equipment used by the court reporter should be
movable so that it can be rearranged to suit each court reporter and judge.

Under Supreme Court rule, cameras are permitted in most Wisconsin court proceedings. No uniform
method of providing space for them is practical and design subcommittees should be aware of the need to provide
space for them in planning new courtrooms and in the renovation of existing ones. Placement of the cameras shall
be at the discretion of the court and shall not obstruct public access or interfere with security in the courtroom.
Ideally, a separate media viewing room may be built adjacent to one or more courtrooms, with one-way windows for
filming and photographing proceedings, at an angle that inhibits photographing of jurors, and with sound transmitted
from the courtroom.

(6) Courtrooms and court commissioner hearing rooms in which juvenile or
other confidential proceedings are conducted should be located and designed to
ensure the confidentiality of those proceedings.

COMMENT

State law provides that juvenile and certain other cases are to be closed to all but the persons participating
in them. This confidentiality cannot be achieved if persons waiting to appear in such a case are required to wait in
hallways or other areas where the nature of their business is displayed to the public.

SCR 68.11 Court facilities: Auxiliary areas.
(1) An adequately-sized jury assembly area should be provided.

COMMENT

The area provided to prospective jurors for orientation and assembly before being brought to an individual
courtroom keeps them apart from the public and litigants and reflects their important role in the justice system.
Prospective jurors should be provided a comfortable place to await being called, which at times is a considerable
period. The jury assembly room may also be designed to serve other purposes.

(2) Each judge should have a private chambers at least 500 square feet in
size, with a private restroom (50 sq. ft.), and located directly adjacent to clerical
support staff.

COMMENT

Because the court's business is conducted there, the judge's chambers should lend dignity to the judicial
office. Attimes, certain court proceedings may be conducted in chambers, although this is to be discouraged where
chambers are located in restricted access sectors. The chambers should be large enough to accommodate multiple
parties and attorneys, as well as the judge's conferences with staff, colleagues or committee groups. Chambers
should provide an adequate and readily accessible basic library, soundproofing and privacy.
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(3) An area should be provided immediately adjacent to the judge's
chambers for court staff such as court clerks, judicial assistants, court reporters,
law clerks, and a reception area.

COMMENT

Given the variations among the counties in staffing of courts, it is not practicable to establish a uniform
standard for the size and configuration of support staff areas. Location of support staff adjacent to the judge's
chambers not only enhances efficiency but also allows screening of persons seeking access to the judge.

(4) Every court facility housing a courtroom should have a basic legal
research library of sufficient size to be used by judges, law clerks, attorneys and
others.

COMMENT

An adequate legal research facility is critical to the proper functioning of the court system. The space
should be reasonably soundproof, well-lit and ventilated and should have room for expansion. In many counties,
these facilitics have evolved to serve unrepresented litigants. At the same time that judges and lawyers have gained
access to research materials on-line, an increasing number of litigants are representing themselves in court. A pro-se
scervice center or law library may be the setting in which resources are made available to pro-se litigants to enhance
their access to the courts.

(5) Offices and hearing rooms of court commissioners should provide
respect, privacy and function and be designed to impress upon the public and the
litigants the faimess and dignity of the judicial system.

COMMENT

Court commissioners in Wisconsin perform a number of important roles in the judicial system and are often
called upon to make key preliminary orders in a case at a time when emotions are particularly high. The importance
of those roles should be emphasized in the design, configuration and furnishings of the space in which the court
commissioners perform their duties. The setting in which persons appear before a court commissioner should instill
respect for the authority of the court commissioner. Given the wide variations among counties across the state in the
use of part-time and full-time court commissioners and the functions they perform, a uniform standard on size or
features of court commissioner offices or hearing rooms is not practicable. To the extent hearing rooms separate
from the private office of the court commissioner are used, they should be designed in accordance with the standards
for courtrooms, with modifications to reflect the somewhat different nature of the proceedings conducted by the
court commissioner.



SCR 68.12 Staffing.!
(1) Each branch of circuit court should be staffed by one full-time judicial

assistant.

COMMENT

The trial court system faces ever increasing caseloads and cases of ever increasing complexity. The judge
today must take charge and aggressively manage his or her caseload. To do so the judge needs a full-time judicial
assistant. This staff position will permit each judge to devote more of his or her efforts to the primary judicial task-
presiding over and judging lawsuits.

The position of judicial assistant should be in the state service. It will perform for the court the following
work: type opinions, correspondence and decisions and prepare reports, dispositions, memoranda, agendas, jury
instructions, verdict forms, orders and notices; assist with calendar management, including scheduling of court
hearings, trials, conferences, legal appointments, meetings and activities of the judge; hold scheduling conferences;
assist with file and record acquisitions; organize and maintain judge's files and records; post court calendar daily,
update weekly calendar; maintain judge's law library; act as receptionist in answering telephone, handling visitors
and processing mail; requisition office supplies; contact attorneys and parties concerning court dates, appointments
and cancellations; such other work as required by the court. See s, 758.19(h), stats. "The director of state courts
shall establish a description of the qualifications and duties of . . . & judicial assistant . .. ."

Judicial experience and expertise support (he long-standing position of the Wisconsin Judicial Conference

that this staff position is vital to a well-functioning court. Where judicial assistants now exist as part the court
staffing, caseloads are much more current and the oldest cases are disposed of with priority consideration.
The citizens of this state have a right to communicate directly with each judge's office during normal work day
hours and get immediate answers to their questions and service on their requests without waiting for return calls
from the judge, court reporters, or court clerk who at the time of the call are working in the courtroom. Scheduling
of cases should take place throughout the day, not just when court is out of session and the person in charge of the
calendar has time to work on case scheduling. Also, judges must be protected from ex parte communications by
having their telephone calls screened by knowledgeable staff.

In some counties, court reporters are still required to do clerical tasks for judges. The creation of this
position statewide would relieve those court reporters of that highly paid clerical duty and allow them to concentrate
on their job-court reporting.

(2) Each branch of circuit court should be staffed by one full-time law clerk.

COMMENT

A law clerk works with and for a judge doing specific legal research of both immediate and future needs.
The law clerk may report to the judge orally or in writing. If in writing, the report may be in memorandum form or
in the form of a decision draft. This staff position should be in the state service and will permit each judge to devote
more of his or her effort to the primary judicial task-presiding over and judging lawsuits. Judicial experience and
expertise support the long-standing position of the Wisconsin Supreme Court and the State Bar of Wisconsin that
this position is vital to a well-functioning court.

Clearly, a trial court with research assistance will produce higher quality legal decisions. Higher quality
decisions may decrease the number of appeals. One county already has met the proposed standard and its court
disposes of cases at a much higher rate than other trial courts in the state.

! The provisions pertaining to staff in SCR 68.12 were not reviewed as part of the
repeal and recreation of SCR 70.38-70.39. S. Ct. Order 11-03, 2012 WI 25 (issued Mar. 15,
2012, eff. Mar. 15, 2012).
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(3) Each circuit judge should appoint a full-time court reporter to serve in
the branch to which the judge was elected or appointed.

COMMENT

Current law provides for each circuit judge to appoint a court reporter for his or her court or branch of
court, s. 751.02, stats. Additionally, where "floating" court reporter positions have been created and assigned to
specific judicial administrative districts, the chief judge or district court administrator assigns the reporter to fill in
where needed because of illness, vacations, leaves of absence, or backlog problems.

Historically, the court reporter was the only staff directly responsible to the judge and in many cases
assumed a number of clerical and administrative duties for the judge's court. It is wasteful of an important court
resource to have court reporters performing tasks other than stenographic recording and transcription. When a court
reporter's services are not required by the appointing judge, the court reporter shall be available to assist in other
circuit court branches as assigned by the chief judge or district court administrator.

(4) Each branch of circuit court should be staffed by one full-time or part-
time courtroom clerk.

COMMENT

In some counties the workload in the judge's office may require the position of courtroom clerk to be a full-
time assignment to the court. In other counties the courtroom clerk may be needed only when the court is in session
and may return to the clerk's office for other duties when court is not in session. In small counties this function may
be performed by the clerk of the eircuit court.

(5) Each branch of circuit court should be staffed by one full-time or part-time
court aide.

COMMENT

The position of court aide should not be confused with that of the court security officer. The responsibility
of the court aide is to attend to the needs of juries and see that they are secure from contact with the parties,
attorneys or witnesses and free from influence from any source outside the courtroom. Generally, only one aide
should be required to assist and secure a jury. On occasion or when a jury is sequestered, additional aides will be
needed to attend to a jury. The standard is consistent with actual practice, as the courts in most counties currently
have part-time court aide.

SCR 68.13 Director of State Courts.

(1) The director of state courts shall maintain a list of all projects of
construction and significant remodeling of court facilities in the state. Judges in a
county where a project is undertaken shall notify the director of state courts of the
project.

(2) The director of state courts shall maintain court security training
resources for use by counties statewide.

(3) The director of state courts shall maintain a resource library of court
security and facilities literature, which shall be available to committees, design
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subcommittees, judges and others. The director of state courts may distribute to
interested persons materials of statewide interest related to court facilities and
security.

(4) The director of state courts shall maintain a list of committees and their
membership.

(5) The director of state courts shall develop and maintain a secure online
community or list serve where security and facilities committee members can
discuss pressing issues, trends, and benefit from each other's expertise. This forum
may also serve as a resource for those jurisdictions that are preparing to remodel or
build a new courthouse.

(6) The director or state courts shall develop resources to facilitate
committees reporting incidents occurring in court facilities, threats to judicial
officers, staff and families, and remodeling, construction and relocating court
facilities to the director's office and PPAC as required in SCR 68.05(4)(a).

COMMENT

Court security and facilities planning, study and implementation activities are being undertaken by a
number of national organizations and state court systems. Wisconsin can benefit from written materials generated
through these activities and by assessing their applicability and utility to its court system. Additionally, local
activities in Wisconsin may generate information that can be used in otber counties. General distribution of
particularly valuable reports not only will provide useful, substantive information but also will promote a proper
sense of awareness and sensitivity to security concerns, which are critical to the proactive nature of the security
efforts these standards are intended to achieve.

The court facility standards that a number of states have developed are in much greater detail than these
standards and may be of assistance to county design subcommittees in general and in regard to specific design issues
of a contemplated project. Having such materials available in a centralized location offers the opportunity for cost
savings to counties and enhances the likelihood that projects will employ the most functional techniques available.
Among the kinds of materials available are technical specifications for lighting, sound, HVAC and equipment used
in court facilities. To the extent one county is contemplating a project similar to one that has been done in another
county, the ability to contact that other county about its design and experiences offers a significant opportunity to
enhance the quality and cost-effectiveness of the contemplated project.

SCR 68.14 Review of standards; report.

(1) The planning and policy advisory committee under SCR 70.14 shall
review the security and court facilities standards under SCR 68.06-SCR 68.11
annually, develop a judicial threat and incident reporting process, solicit reaction
from county officials and others who have engaged in a construction or remodeling
project within the preceding year and report to the supreme court its
recommendations for modification of the standards.

(2) The planning and policy advisory committee shall submit an annual
report to the Director of State Courts on security threats and incidents and on
courthouse construction, remodeling and security innovations.
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COMMENT

Ongoing review is an effective planning device to assess the adequacy of the standards in light of actual
practice. Itis also consistent with the long-term mission of the planning and policy advisory committee and the
need for a proactive security and facilities effort in Wisconsin.

Adopted March 15, 2012,
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Court Security and Facility Committee

Recommended Agenda items ~ Quarter 1

A. Items to review at every meeting

1. Threat andincident review

a.

b.

Review any recent local threats or incidents that have occurred since the last committee
meeting.

Review state and local data on threats and incidents that have occurred since the last
committee meeting (if available).

2. Distribute and introduce Director of State Courts Security and Facility Library and Training Catalogue

B. Supreme Court Rule Specific Items
1. Review SCR Chapter 68 Court Security, Facilities and Security.

a.

Review notification requirements for the remodeling, construction or relocation of courts
facilities in SCR 68.03
Review meeting schedule to ensure compliance with SCR 68.05(3).
Review new provisions of the rule and familiarize the committee with the organization of the
chapter. (See attached list of key revisions and additions)
Review committee membership to ensure compliance with SCR 68.05(1).
i, Consider if there are individuals from other agencies or departments that would be
appropriate additions to the committee.
ii. Consider if it is appropriate to add a member of the public to the committee.
Review Responsibilities for Security and Facilities Committee (SCR 68.05(4)).
i. Has your county coordinated and developed policies and key activities required in this
section?
ii. Isthere a need to review existing policies to ensure they are up to date and meet
current operational needs?
iii. For those policies not yet developed or in need of an update, create and prioritize a list
of future work based on the needs of the county.
iv. Consider whether any local court security policies or procedures should be submitted
for inclusion in the catalogue
v. Consider whether any local training resources are appropriate for inclusion in the
catalogue.
vi. Consider whether or not your county should develop a court security manual to serve
as a centralized publication of all security and facility policies and procedures for
courthouse personnel.

C. Other Court Security items and Next Steps
1. Review the agenda for the 2013 Court Safety and Security Conference and encourage interested

members to attend.
2. Identify committee next steps.
3. Schedule future committee meeting dates.



Court Security and Facility Committee

Recommended Agenda items - Quarter 2

A. Items to review at every meeting
1. Threat andincident review

a. Review any recent local threats or incidents that have occurred since the last committee
meeting.
b. Review state and local data on threats and incidents that have occurred since the last
committee meeting (if available).
2. Distribute and review Director of State Courts Security and Facility Library and Training Catalogue

B. Supreme Court Rule Specific items
1. Continue review of the new provisions of SCR Chapter 68 Court Security, Facilities, and Staffing. (See

attached list of key revisions and additions)
2. Threat and incident data collection.
a. Local Process:
i.  Does your county have a threat and incident collection process?
il. Is the local process to collect information on threats and incidents working?
ili. Does it need updating?
b. Director of state courts/PPAC threat and incident collection process:
i. Review the data collection tool and process to submit information.
ii. ldentify process to submit local threats and incidents to the director of state courts.
iii. Identify key committee members responsible for complying with the SCR.
3. Review list of committee responsibilities that need to be developed or revised.
a. If not already completed, identify high priority items.
b. Identify timeline and parties responsible for the development of each new policy or revision of
existing policy.
4. Director of State Courts Court Security and Facilities Library and Training Catalogue

C. Other Court Security items and Next Steps

1. identify committee next steps.
2. Schedule future committee meeting dates.



Court Security and Facility Committee

Recommended Agenda Items - Quarter 3

A. ltems to review at every meeting

1. Threat andincident review

a.

Review any recent local threats or incidents that have occurred since the last committee
meeting.

Review state and local data on threats and incidents that have occurred since the last
committee meeting.

2. Distribute and review Director of State Courts Security and Facility Library and Training Catalogue

B. Supreme Court Rule Specific Items
1. Review list of work to be done to comply with the committee responsibilities in SCR 68.05(4)

a.

Review drafts of proposed court security policies and procedures assigned to members at the
previous committee meeting

Review timeline and parties responsible for the development of each new policy of revision of
existing policy.

C. Other Court Security ltems and Next Steps
1. Court Safety and Security Conference.

a.

Ask members who attended the Court Safety and Security Conference to provide the
committee with an update on the conference and distribute any relevant materials for review.
Review save the date information for the next Court Safety and Security Conference.

Submit any session or presenter ideas to the Office of Court Operations or Director of State
Courts.

2. Identify committee next steps.
3. Schedule future committee meeting dates.



Court Security and Facility Committee

Recommended Agenda Iitems - Quarter 4

A. [ltems to review at every meeting
1. Threat and incident review

a. Review any recent local threats or incidents that have occurred since the last committee
meeting.
b. Review state and local data on threats and incidents that have occurred since the last
committee meeting.
2. Distribute and review Director of State Courts Security and Facility Library and Training Catalogue

B. Supreme Court Rule Specific Items

1. Director of state courts/PPAC annual courthouse construction, remodeling, and security innovation
survey (An electronic survey distributed to judicial contacts).
a. Distribute and review the survey on courthouse construction/remodeling and security
innovation from director of state courts.
2. Identify responsible party to submit any committee membership changes to the Office of Court
Operations.

C. Other Court Security Related items and Next Steps

1. Review the agenda for the 2014 Court Safety and Security Conference and encourage interested
members to attend.
Identify committee next steps.

3. Scheduie future committee meeting dates.



VOTING EQUIPMENT PROGRAMMING COST BREAKDOWN

2012 AND 2013
PROGRAMMING COSTS | I ] | jf___ T
*** School Districtaly include ES&S. They get billed directly from Command Central. 1N | ) , o |
| |Feb 2012 April 2012 does notinclude ES&S | [[may2012 | T
MUNICIPALITY J;|Total Cost IMuni Pd SDPaid CountyPd | TotalCost 'MuniPd 'SDPaid CountyPd |ITotalCost 'MuniPd !SDPaid  CountyPd
' T | ' ’
Bayside || $1,081.92 | $0.00 | $1,041.92 || $2,673.99 $0.00  $2,673.99 || $1,09653 |  $0.00 |  $0.00 $1,096.53
Brown Deer ] | $840.26 | $0.00 | $840.26 || $2,773.99 $0.00 | $2,773.99 || $2,054.67 $0.00 |  $0.00 | $2,054.67
Cudahy || $2,061.92 $0.00 | $2,061.92 || $3,413.99 | $0.00 $3,413.99 || $3,387.87 | $0.00|  $0.00 | $3,387.87
Fox Point || $1,116.92 | %000 $1,116.92 || $2,413.99 %000 $2,41399  $1,116.53 |  $0.00 |  $0.00 | $1,116.53
Franklin || $5331.19 $0.00|  $0.00| $5331.19 || $8,513.99 | $1,09500 |  $0.00  $7,418.99 | $5,763.38 |  $0.00 |  $0.00 | $5,763.38
Glendale | $576.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $576.92 || $5,003.99 | $698.18 |  $0.00 | $4,305.81 || $3,306.53| $0.00|  $0.00 $3,306.53
Greendale $6,930.00 $0.00 | $6,930.00 || $5,173.99 | $0.00 $5173.99 || $3,531.53| $0.00 $0.00  $3,531.53
Greenfield $8,659.06 $0.00 | $8,659.06 || $11,845.15 | $0.00! $11,845.15 | $9,20065 | $0.00  $0.00 | $9,100.65
Hales Corners $571.16 $0.00 | $571.16 || $2,363.99 | $0.00 $2,363.99 || $1,736.24 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,736.24
Milwaukee $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | $000/0 000! $0.00 |  $0.00 $0.00
Oak Creek || $4,816.92 | $0.00 | $4,816.92 || $6,593.99 $0.00 | $6,593.99 || $4,47653 |  $0.00|  $0.00 | $4,476.53
River Hills || $576.92 $0.00 | $576.92 || $2,183.99 $0.00 | $2,183.99 $576.53 |  $0.00 $0.00 |  $576.53
St. Francis || $1,656.92 $0.00 | $1,656.92 || $3,053.99 $0.00 | $3,053.99 || $1,656.53 |  $0.00 $0.00 | $1,656.53
Shorewood [] $1,686.92 | $0.00 | $1,686.92 || $3,083.99 $0.00 | $3,083.99 || $1,686.53 $0.00 |  $0.00 | $1,686.53
South Milwaukee || $2,196.92 $0.00 | $2,196.92 || $3,693.99 $0.00 | $3,693.99 || $2,19653 |  $0.00 $0.00 | $2,196.53
Wauwatosa |1 $8,896.92 | $4,390.00 $0.00 | $4,506.92 || $12,263.99 | $4,420.00 $0.00 | $7,843.99 || $873153|  $0.00 $0.00 | $8,731.53
West Allis $10,274.46 $0.00 [$10,274.46 | | $13,963.99 $0.00 | $13,963.99 | | $10,726.97 |  $0.00 $0.00 | $10,726.97
West Milwaukee | $1,013.46 | $0.00 | $1,013.46 |  $1,643.99 | $0.00 | $1,643.99 || $1,257.37 |  $0.00 $0.00 | $1,257.37
Whitefish Bay | $1,826.92 | $0.00| $1,826.92 || $3,103.99 | %000 $3,103.99 = $1,826.53 $0.00 | $0.00 $1,826.53
l i 11 : .
TOTAL 1$60,075.71 | $4,390.00 $0.00 | $55,685.71 | | $93,762.98 $6,213.18L $0.00 | $87,549.80 | 1$64,22898 $0.00 |  $0.00 $64,228.98
| | + i | |
| L | | | .
] | I ! |
I | | J_, | . | —
| | | | 1
T T R T T - —




VOTING EQUIPMENT PROGRAMMING COST BREAKDOWN

2012 AND 2013
PROGRAMMING COSTS
*** School Districts only include ES&S. They get billed directly from Command Central. N
June 2012 Aug 2012 Nov 2012 |does not include ES&S

MUNICIPALITY Total Cost MuniPd |SDPaid |CountyPd ||TotalCost MuniPd [SDPaid CountyPd ||TotalCost |[MuniPd [SD Paid |CountyPd
Bayside $1,041.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,041.92 $2,103.19 $0.00 $0.00 $2,103.19 $1,483.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,483.19
Brown Deer $2,045.42 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,045.42 $3,242.77 $0.00 $0.00 $3,242.77 $1,793.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,793.19
Cudahy $3,333.62 $0.00 $0.00 | $3,333.62 $5,056.17 $0.00 $0.00 $5,056.17 $3,113.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $3,113.19
Fox Point $1,116.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,116.92 $1,693.19 $0.00 $0.00 $1,693.19 $1,263.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,263.19
Franklin $5,366.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $5,366.92 $9,713.19 $0.00 $0.00 $9,713.19 $6,738.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $6,738.19
Glendale $3,306.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $3,306.92 $5,543.19 $0.00 $0.00 $5,543.19 $4,063.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $4,063.19
Greendale $3,531.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $3,531.92 $5,103.19 $0.00 $0.00 $5,103.19 $3,978.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $3,978.19
Greenfield $8,934.82 $0.00 $0.00 | $8,934.82 $13,146.87 $0.00 $0.00 | $13,146.87 $9,353.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $9,353.19
Hales Corners $1,676.82 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,676.82 $2,896.27 $0.00 $0.00 $2,896.27 $1,353.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,353.19
Milwaukee $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Oak Creek $4,476.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $4,476.92 $6,213.19 $0.00 $0.00 $6,213.19 $6,123.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $6,123.19
River Hills $576.92 $0.00 $0.00 $576.92 $863.19 $0.00 $0.00 $863.19 $648.19 $0.00 $0.00 $648.19
St. Francis $1,656.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,656.92 $2,523.19 $0.00 $0.00 $2,523.19 $1,878.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,878.19
Shorewood $2,251.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,251.92 $3,243.19 $0.00 $0.00 $3,243.19 $2,548.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,548.19
South Milwaukee © $2,196.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,196.92 $3,353.19 $0.00 $0.00 $3,353.19 $2,493.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,493.19
Wauwatosa $8,676.92 $0.00 $0.00 | $8,676.92 $14,233.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $14,233.19 | | $10,273.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $10,273.19
West Allis $10,694.90 $0.00 $0.00 | $10,694.90 $17,941.97 $0.00 $0.00 | $17,941.97 || $13,613.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $13,613.19
West Milwaukee $1,009.52 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,009.52 $1,853.67 $0.00 $0.00 $1,853.67 $573.19 $0.00 $0.00 $573.19
Whitefish Bay $2,528.12 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,528.12 $3,988.87 $0.00 $0.00 $3,988.87 $2,123.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,123.19

TOTAL $64,424.34 $0.00 $0.00 1 $64,424.34 | | $102,711.68 $0.00 $0.00 | $102,711.68 | | $73,412.42 $0.00 $0.00 | $73,412.42




VOTING EQUIPMENT PROGRAMMING COST BREAKDOWN

2012 AND 2013
PROGRAMMING COSTS
*** School Districts only include ES&S. They get billed directly from Command Central. 2
Feb 2013 April 2013

MUNICIPALITY Total Cost |MuniPd |SD Paid | CountyPd | |TotalCost |MuniPd [SDPaid  CountyPd
Bayside $1,113.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,113.19 $1,388.19 $277.64 $0.00 $1,110.55
Brown Deer $658.19 $0.00 $0.00 $658.19 $2,644.24 $960.30 $83.45 $1,600.49
Cudahy $3,420.44 | $2,255.23 $0.00 | $1,165.21 $4,510.44 | $2,957.29 $74.52 $1,478.63
Fox Point $1,183.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,183.19 $1,343.19 $223.87 $0.00 $1,119.32
Franklin $6,143.19 | $1,754.55 $0.00 | $4,388.64 $7,018.19 | $1,754.55 $0.00 $5,263.64
Glendale $608.19 $0.00 $0.00 $608.19 $3,993.19 | $1,331.06 $0.00 $2,662.13
Greendale $3,803.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $3,803.19 $4,283.19 $611.88 $0.00 $3,671.31
Greenfield $8,997.88 $0.00 $0.00 | $8,997.88 $11,424.64 | $1,817.65 $343.66 $9,263.33
Hales Corners $1,188.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,188.19 $2,147.44 $340.78 $102.75 $1,703.91
Milwaukee $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Oak Creek $3,513.19 | $2,771.06 $0.00 $742.13 $5,783.19 | $3,068.70 $0.00 $2,714.49
River Hills $608.19 $0.00 $0.00 $608.19 $1,043.19 $173.87 $0.00 $869.32
St. Francis $1,758.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $1,758.19 $1,998.19 $0.00 $0.00 $1,998.19
Shorewood $2,413.19, $0.00 $0.00 | $2,413.19 $2,703.19 $450.53 $0.00 $2,252.66
South Milwaukee $2,333.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $2,333.19 $2,683.19 | $1,192.53 $0.00 $1,490.66
Wauwatosa $9,363.19 $0.00 $0.00 | $9,363.19 $10,663.19 | $1,777.20 $0.00 $8,885.99
West Allis $11,223.57 $0.00 $0.00 | $11,223.57 $13,314.53 $0.00 $260.63 | $13,053.90
West Milwaukee $538.19 $0.00 $0.00 $538.19 $1,312.34 $202.19 $99.16 $1,010.99
Whitefish Bay. $2,838.74 | $1,042.91 $0.00 | $1,795.83 $3,128.74 $500.61 $125.08 $2,503.05

TOTAL $61,705.29 | $7,823.75 $0.00 | $53,881.54 | | $81,382.46 |$17,640.65 | $1,089.25 | $62,652.56
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Wisconsin's beach water is second worst in nation, new report
says

Mark Felix

Clayton Wollner (left) and Jason Zellmer go to one of three points where the water is being tested for E. coli at
Bradford Beach in Milwaukee last week.

Milwaukee's South Shore beach is among poorest in U.S.
By Stephanie K. Baer of the Jounal Sentinel
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Water at Wisconsin's beaches on Lake Michigan and Lake Superior
ranked second worst in the country with 14% of water samples
exceeding national health standards in 2012, according to a report
released Wednesday.

Milwaukee's South Shore Beach was among 11 ocean and Great
Lakes beaches that consistently had poor water quality, with 43% of
water samples exceeding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
advisory standard.

The annual report, conducted by the Natural Resources Defense
Councll, collected and analyzed water sample results at more (han
3, 000 beaches. The EPA 1

h when
wa(er samples reach certaln pollution levels, and to close the beaches
when the levels get higher,

In its analysis, the council found that the number of beach closing and
adwvisory days totaled 20,120 nationwide in 2012 — a decrease of
14% from 2011 that still exceeded 20,000 for the eighth time in the
past nine years. The portion of all monitoring samples exceeding EPA
health standards decreased to 7% from 8% in 2010 and 2011.

The Great Lakes region had the highest percentage rate — 10% — of
all regions in 2012, followed by the Gulf Coast at 8%.

In 2010 and 2011, Wisconsin ranked 25th of 30 states with coastal
beaches and had a rate of 11%

The EPA says poor water quality exists when a beach reaches a level
of 235 colony-forming units of E. coli per 100 milliliters of water or
more, Beaches are closed when samples show more than 1,000 CFU
nar 100 millititere nf watar
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So far this year, water samples have exceeded the 235 threshold
twice at Bradford, four times at McKinley and three times at South
Shore. Only one closure due to E. coli levels was issued when a water
sample at South Shore showed more than 2,419 most probable
number — the equivalent of CFUs — per 100 milliliters of water. E. coli
is a common category of bacteria that is regularly used as a indicator
of other health risks in the water, such as bacteria, viruses or
protozoa.

While gains have been made in limiting pollution at Bradford and
McKinley beaches, managing storm-water runoff at South Shore
continues to be a problem.

"It clearly is not an optimal location for a public beach. It's located in a
manna. It is surrounded by hard surfaces,” said Paul Biedrzycki,
director of disease control and environmental health for the City of
Milwaukee Health Department.

Ted Shue, member of the Triwisconsin board of directors, said that
after swimming off of South Shore Beach once at the end of July, he's
never gone back.

"The weeds grow rampant,” said Shue, who swims in Lake Michigan
with a group every day. "It's not as fun as it is up at Whitefish Bay.”

The three major influences of water pollution at Milwaukee's three beaches — Bradford, McKinley and
South Shore — are nonpoint source runoff, sanitary sewer connections to nearby storm-water outfalls
and wildlife, according to Biedrzycki.

"What we really need to do s try to manage that pollution on the ground,” said Kevin Shafer, executive
director for the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District.

Late last month, Milwaukee County Parks officials announced plans to reconstruct McKinley Marina to

i with various green infrastructure, including raln gardens and water filtration
systems. Jim Keegan, chief of planning and development for Milwaukee County Parks, said depending on
the results of that project — funding for which has not yet been completed — the county may pursue
similar improvements at South Shore.

Still, funding to continue monitoring beach water quality remains an issue for state and local authorities
across the nation, given that the EPA is proposing to eliminate a $10 million federal program that
provides money for the testing. And while federal tax money makes a nominal difference for some,
states such as Florida, Alabama and Maine rely entirely on that federal money, according to NRDC Senior
Water Attormey Jon Devine.

X i i jon, however, due to the city's annual $40,000
investment in the program and a partnership with the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee's Zilber School
of Public Health.

"The federal investment in water quality safeguards our coastal economy, which is a $90 billion
enterprise,” Devine said. "That's an investment we should keep.”

Given that thousands of recreational water illnesses — the majority are some type of gastrointestinal
disease that leads to diarrhea, vomiting, nausea or fever — could be present in the water, "itis a good
public health prevention tool to continue to pursue monitoring,” Biedrzycki said, despite a lack of
concrete data on clinical ilinesses being linked to recreational water use.

“I think everyone took a look at Bradford beach 10 years ago and where it was then,” Keegan said.
"Five-thousand people being on the beach last Sunday is fabulous. The health of our Great Lakes is a
challenge to all of us, and we all need to do what's responsible for them.”

Twitter: twilter.com/skhaer
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Beach report

Wisconsin has nearly 200 beaches
along 55 miles of Lake Superior
and Lake Michigan. The Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources
coordinates the state’s beach
monitoring program and
administers BEACH Act funding.

Monitoring results:

Reported sources of state
beach water contamination

Number of closing/advisory days

668, Unknown r 28, Storm
contamination water runoff
sources

4%

L.

96%

Milwaukee McKinley
(o) Milwaukee County beaches, 2012
@m South STAR TOTAL | NUMBER OF CLOSING
Shore gggkfs BEACH RATING* | SAMPLES | ORADVISORY DAYS
i Atwater Park 27 9
Bay View Bay View Park 47 8
St. Francis Bender 44 27
Big Bay Park 0 0
Cudahy Sheﬂpg;? Bradford 3 66 20
Grant Park 3 62 19
South Klode Park 26 8
Milwaukee McKinley 2 65 14
Sheridan Park 0 0
Dt Grant  South Shore 65 46
Bender  Park South Shore Rocky 0 0
witwaukee —T Tietjen/Doctor's Park 26 14
COUNTY Watercraft 0 0
PERCENTAGE POST
Other state beaches, 2012 OF SAMPLES CLOSINGSAND|  POST
EXCEEDING | MONITORING | ADVISORIES | ADVISORIES
STAR | NATIONAL | FREQUENCY | ONLINEAND | WITHOUT
COUNTY | BEACH RATING*| STANDARDS | (INWEEKS) | ATBEACH |RESAMPLING
Door Baileys Harbor Ridges Park 3 54 4 yes yes
Ozaukee |Harrington State Park North| 3 317 4 yes yes
Racine North 3 5.5 5 yes yes
Sheboygan | Blue Harbor 3 81 4 yes yes

* All beach star ratings were for communicating water quality to the public. No beaches recieved stars based on water quality

wrces: Natural Resources Defense Council, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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State rankings

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requires local authorities to
post advisory signs at beaches when water samples show more than 235
colony-forming units of E. coli per 100 milliliters of water. The exceedance
rate is the rate at which the samples exceed that threshold.

STATES WITH MONITORED BEACHES
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State rankings with percentage of beach water samples
exceeding the national standard in 2012

BEACHES WITH

REPORTED

PERCENT 2012 TOTAL MONITORING

RANK | EXCEEDANCE | STATE SAMPLES RESULTS
30 21% Ohio 2898 61
29 14% Wisconsin 4,531 117
28 12% Minnesota 1136 52
27 11% Maine 1455 60
26 11% South Carolina | 2,209 22
25 10% Indiana 2,885 33
24 10% lllinois 4,392 50
23 9% Pennsylvania L19 10
22 9% New York 9,280 359
21 9% Texas 7086 62
20 8% California 27092 504
19 8% Mississippi 1128 22
18 8% Alabama 940 25
17 8% Connecticut 2,263 72
16 6% Louisiana 827 26
15 6% Michigan 13,337 246
14 5% Rhode Island 2032 73
13 5% Florida 8,248 262
12 5% Georgia 970 27
n 5% Maryland 801 67
10 5% 0 541 16




7 4% New Jersey 4214 356
6 4% Virginia 1198 47
5 4% Alaska 153 10
4 4% Hawaii 3516 149
3 2% North Carolina | 6,704 240
2 1% New Hampshire] 1006 16
1 <1% Delaware 559 24

NOTE: The percent exceedances shown in this table are rounded to the nearest whole
number, but state ranks are based on percent exceedances to one or two decimal places.

ources. Natural Resources Defense Council, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  Joural Sentinel
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Repeat offenders

WATER27G1,jpg (500%387)

Beaches with more than 25% of samples exceeding
maximum bacteria standards every year, 2008-'12.

__STATE COUNTY BEACH _
California Los Angeles | Avalon Beach (Four areas)
California Orange Doheny State Beach (Six areas)
California Orange Poche County Beach
Indiana Lake Jeorse Park Beach | (Two areas)
New Jersey | Ocean Beachwood Beach (Beachwood)
New York Monroe Ontario Beach
Ohio Ashtabula Lakeshore Park
Ohio Cuyahoga Euclid State Park
Ohio Cuyahoga Villa Angela State Park
Ohio Erie Edson Creek
Wisconsin | Milwaukee | South Shore Beach

Sources: Natural Resources Defense Council, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  Joumnal Sentinel
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