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Abstract

A resolution by Supervisors Biddle, Broderick. Jursik, Harris, DeBruin and Johnson established the Milwaukee 

County Human Trafficking Task Force (MCHTTF). The purpose is to study and make recommendations on poli-

cies, practices, prevention and service models to protect Milwaukee County’s youth from being victimized and 

sexually exploited. According to the survey “Hidden in Plain Sight”, conducted by the Human Trafficking Com-

mittee of the Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance (OJA) Wisconsin experiences both domestic and international 

trafficking. The Polaris Project, an organization dedicated to combating human trafficking identified Wisconsin as 

being deficient in 6 out of 10 statutory categories. Since the resolution was passed the members of the task force 

were appointed by the Board Chairman, and over 70 community members and organizations participated. 

MCHTTF is an effort to identify solutions to the concerns raised in the report by OJA and the improvements sug-

gested by Polaris Project. This report will focus on the main issues identified in the resolution, but will also high-

light the plan to continue the work of the task force to increase community resources for those affected by human 

trafficking and similar traumatic effects of community violence. 

M i l w a u k e e  C o u n t y  H u m a n  Tr a f f i c k i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e"F i n a l  R e p o r t

1

Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 3



Formation of the Milwaukee County Human Trafficking   

Task Force (MCHTTF)

The Core members of the task force decided to start with organizing public meetings to gain insight on what the rest 

of the community would like to see happen to address the issue of human trafficking in Milwaukee. The first meeting 

was an information session that ended with community feedback. That feedback ranged from a new sense of aware-

ness that left some attendees with concerns about how to handle potential signs of human trafficking. The group be-

gan communicating more frequently around assessing situations that bear signs of trafficking. With this new height-

ened awareness the members committed to the issue decided to form sub committees to address the concerns that 

task force members were voicing more frequently. There were 3 issue areas that arose as the most pressing areas to 

address: 

Public Awareness Committee 

Early in its formation several non profit organizations that provide services to trafficking victims were uncomfortable 

with the portrayal of victims in the media, and the irresponsible messaging that resulted from the buzz around the 

trafficking issue. Many of these leaders requested that the task force core leadership determine some best practices 

for media response when there is a new development in which victims are called on to testify, share their story, or 

provide information that they may not be ready to share. This committee worked on addressing a responsible mes-

saging campaign that did not re-victimize survivors. 

Service Provision Committee

Service providers that attended the meetings ranged from experts in emergency response to curious organizations 

that wanted to be equipped to recognize the signs in case they come across people that may be victims of trafficking. 

Everyone was hoping to feel more prepared in case they come across victims, but several organizations were looking 

for support to become stronger service models that included services that were culturally competent to the survivors. 

They were also looking for tools to create prevention models both for domestic and international victims. The service 

M i l w a u k e e  C o u n t y  H u m a n  Tr a f f i c k i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e"F i n a l  R e p o r t
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committee formed to provide guidance for those in the task force, as well as to assess the readiness of the community 

through a survey of organizations. 

Legislative Action Committee

The legislative action committee worked to create some strong suggestions to improve legislation for those affected 

by the crime of human trafficking. This committee included leadership working on legislative action for both sex and 

labor trafficking and continues to provide guidance on the best possible changes to help victims to eliminate some of 

their economic hardships as a result of trafficking. 

Appropriate Service Models / Cultural Competency 

Existing Collaborations on Human Trafficking: A Community Survey

The Service Provision Committee of the Milwaukee County Human Trafficking Task Force completed a survey to 

identify existing collaborations on human trafficking and explore the potential to establish a coordinated service 

model for survivors of human trafficking. Because the service providers were seeking to provide stronger coordi-

nated services it was in the group’s interest to identify what each organization was doing so those new to the work 

could meet needs that were not being met in the community. 35 organizations participated in this survey and pro-

vided information about their knowledge about serving human trafficking victims and ways they would like to im-

prove their service provision. In this survey we learned that over 62% of the organizations were not using any screen-

ing tools to identify victims of human trafficking. At least 72% reported their level of training to be very basic, mini-

mal or none at all.  85% of agencies wanted training. Only 4 respondents were not interested in training but had years 

of expertise providing specific services to foreign national victims of trafficking and did not need training. Addition-

ally one church was untrained and uninterested in training.

The majority of services are open to both people with legal status and undocumented individuals. Less than 10 pro-

grams noted being only open to people with legal status. And two services are specifically for foreign nationals. 10 

programs were open specifically to people who had been sex trafficked. The majority of programs were open to both 

survivors of labor or sex trafficking as well as those cases that involved both sex and labor trafficking. Capacity was a  

challenging question for most programs.  A few programs with large capacity were open to 10 or more referrals a 

month. Most needed more information before committing to an estimate. Most programs did not answer as to the 

number of trafficked clients they may have worked with in the past year; often stating more information would be 

needed. Only three programs responded and each stated the number was over 20: Northern Tier Anti-Trafficking 

Consortium, The Healing Center and Pathfinders. 

Cultural Competency 

Cultural and linguistic competence is a set of congruent behaviors, attitudes, and policies that come together in a 

system, agency, or among professionals that enables effective work in cross-cultural situations. 'Culture' refers to in-

tegrated patterns of human behavior that include the language, thoughts, communications, actions, customs, beliefs, 

values, and institutions of racial, ethnic, religious, or social groups. 'Competence' implies having the capacity to func-

tion effectively as an individual and an organization within the context of the cultural beliefs, behaviors, and needs 

presented by consumers and their communities. (Office of Minority Health, US Department of Health and Human 

Services) 

M i l w a u k e e  C o u n t y  H u m a n  Tr a f f i c k i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e"F i n a l  R e p o r t
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Culture and language may influence:

• health, healing, and wellness belief systems;

• how illness, disease, and their causes are perceived; both by the patient/consumer and

• the behaviors of patients/consumers who are seeking health care and their attitudes toward health care providers;

• as well as the delivery of services by the provider who looks at the world through his or her own limited set of 

values, which can compromise access for people from other cultures.

When organizations were surveyed about their cultural competency there was a great deal of response about serving 

communities of color, but not enough organizations expressed that they felt culturally competent. The task force 

leadership sensed a strong need for cultural sensitivity training to increase the competence of all organizations. Cul-

tural awareness trainings in a tier system need to be introduced for progressive skill development for all service pro-

viders as well as first responders and those that come in contact with victims after their trauma. Local colleges and 

universities offer such training and education, but we need to also enlist the advocacy specialists in dealing with both 

domestic and international victims of human trafficking. As we move towards collaborative service models in the city 

of Milwaukee, it would be extremely valuable to include cultural sensitivity trainings for all organizations interested 

in improving their cultural sensitivity.

Policies and Practices 

Legislation/policy changes specific to human trafficking

The legislative committee created a list of possibilities and there was strong support for the following suggestions: 

• Vacating Convictions of people who’ve been trafficked of the crimes they committed as a part of being trafficked – 

as new statute or amend existing Wisconsin trafficking laws (Human Trafficking and Trafficking of a Child)

• Stop arrests/convictions of minors for prostitution (some states refer to this as Safe Harbor legislation and change 

laws so minors are referred to community programs or child protective services) 

• Make it so minors who might be trafficked receive a forensic interview like the ones children 12 and under who are 

sexually abused receive (videotaped, by a professional trained in trauma response, done only once to reduce re-

traumatization)

• Asset forfeiture of traffickers and use proceeds to fund services

• Adequately fund services by statute

• Make sure trafficking victims are not coerced into law enforcement investigations but still qualify for assistance 

• Commit to specific training for law enforcement on trafficking 

• At a minimum, collect and produce reports on a statewide level of the number of law enforcement investigations, 

prosecutions and convictions of traffickers and aggregate data on people who’ve been trafficked

• Support voluntary services for people who’ve been trafficked that aren’t dependent on having to identify as a traf-

ficking victim, work with law enforcement, or solely connected to arrests/involvement in the criminal justice sys-

M i l w a u k e e  C o u n t y  H u m a n  Tr a f f i c k i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e"F i n a l  R e p o r t
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tem (i.e. support alternatives to incarceration but also set up voluntary services available before any arrest hap-

pens)

Job Training and Recovery

Job training and recovery were issues that were mostly discussed in service provision and legislative action commit-

tees. Legislative suggestions such as making it easier for anyone who’ve been convicted of non-violent crimes to get 

records cleared (expungement/expunction) after completing a sentence or program, and legislation that increases 

wages and/or jobs like Milwaukee Jobs Act were suggested to address a road to recovery and economic security for 

victims. Fully implementing legislative policies that are in effect but not utilized enough such as pursuing civil dam-

ages, and crime victim compensation funds are avenues that could be explored that would improve the experience of 

those seeking recovery. Victim compensation funds are not generated from tax payer dollars, they are funds recov-

ered from high profile crimes. This is a responsible answer to improving the road to recovery that would receive sup-

port from the entire community. 

Transitional Living / Safe Housing 

The organizations that provide transitional living and housing options participate in the Milwaukee Human Traffick-

ing Task Force, Eastern District. Within this task force there is a service providers group that often discusses the barri-

ers to transitional living and safe housing. While attending these meetings on behalf of the task force we learned that 

there are some barriers to housing in relation to HUD funding requirements. These barriers are still in the process of 

being assessed and discussed with service providers, HUD leadership and members of the Federal Human Traffick-

ing Task Force of Southeastern WI. There are funding opportunities to assist international human trafficking victims, 

but there are limitations in the funding available for domestic trafficking victims. Many organizations are working on 

a collaborative approach when assessing the eligibility of victims, and this approach has been strengthened by their 

participation in the task force. Moving forward the members of the task force are working to apply for collaborative 

funding to address the needs of victims, and are doing their best to house victims with programs that do not have 

funding source limitations. The task force has been working with private funders, such as foundations that provide 

grant opportunities in social justice to include human trafficking as a funding issue to help organizations create pro-

grams to include the special set of needs for trafficking survivors. 
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Moving Forward 

On September 20, 2012 the Milwaukee Commission on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault established a subcom-

mittee on human trafficking. This subcommittee will focus on moving the identified issues forward so we can reach a 

state of community wide coordination to keep victims safe. The Commission will be scheduling meetings starting in 

October and will maintain the momentum generated by the monthly meeting for the Milwaukee County Human 

Trafficking Task Force. Members of the task force will still receive updates on milestones reached, resources for the 

community, and will be welcome to continue to participate in the task force as we move forward. We have designed a 

public awareness campaign to ensure that we are checking in on progress. We need to ensure that when members of 

the community detect the signs of trafficking they have the proper resources to help in ways that keep them safe. We 

look forward to continuing our advocacy in a way that serves the whole community.

M i l w a u k e e  C o u n t y  H u m a n  Tr a f f i c k i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e"F i n a l  R e p o r t
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

Thank you for participating in the Milwaukee County Human Trafficking Task Force Service Provider survey.  
 
There are 30 questions. Most are multiple choice but we anticipate it may take you some time to complete. You might want to print out the survey 
questions for yourself first and enter in your responses online when you're ready.  
 
This online survey will be live until August 14th. We encourage you to send the link to other service providers. If you would like assistance in 
completing the survey or have questions, please contact Claudine O'Leary at claudine@rethinkresources.net or call 4142125121.  

We are all still learning about human trafficking and deciding what it means for our work. For the purposes of this survey we will use Wisconsin law 
to define human trafficking. 
 
This means that all minors under 18 who are involved in sexual acts or sexual performance (like porn or stripping) for money, gifts, drugs, survival 
needs like a place to sleep or other resources are considered to be trafficked. It's not necessary to prove threats, violence or manipulation if 
someone is under 18.  
 
For adults, if someone is compelled into sexual acts or sexual performance (like porn or stripping) for money, gifts, drugs, survival needs like a place 
to sleep or other resources by force, fraud or coercion, including using someone's drug addiction to control them  it's considered human trafficking.  
 
Human trafficking in Wisconsin law also includes labor trafficking, where traffickers use violence, threats and lies, including impossibly high debts, to 
force people to work against their will for little to no money in people's homes as domestic help, on farms, in factories and magazine selling crews. 
 
Someone does not need to cross state lines or borders to be trafficked. It includes people of all ages, gender identities, cultural/ethnic backgrounds 
and more.  
 
Feel free to refer back to this definition when determining your answers to the survey questions. 

1. What other words/terms do your staff or clients use to describe what the law defines as 
human trafficking? 

 

2. Who is the primary contact person for traffickingrelated referrals in your 
organization/agency?  
 
Note: we recommend having this person fill out this survey or be involved in the 
responses.

 

 

 

55

66
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

3. Please share basic contact information about the organization/agency you represent

4. In your own words, describe what your agency/organization/group does. For example, 
what do you offer? Who do you reach? 

 

5. How would you describe your agency/organization/programs' expertise in providing 
services for adults and/or children who've been trafficked?

 

6. Do you currently screen for indicators of human trafficking on intake or somehow 
determine if clients might be trafficked? 

7. What kinds of training on human trafficking have your staff received?

Organization/Agency:

Address:

Address 2:

City/Town:

State: 6

ZIP:

Email Address:

Phone Number:

55

66

 

55

66

 

basic 101 level (feel free to 
describe where)

more advanced level (feel 
free to describe where)

other (please clarify)

Yes, we do.
 

nmlkj

No, not at this time.
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify) 
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

8. Are you interested in training on human trafficking for your staff? 

9. Which gender(s) do you work with? (check as many as apply)

10. Which age groups do you work with? (check as many as apply)

11. What types of human trafficking are you prepared to address in your program? (check 
as many as apply)

 

 

Yes, we are.
 

nmlkj

No, not at this time.
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify) 

females
 

gfedc

males
 

gfedc

transgender and gender variant people
 

gfedc

Other (for clarification as needed) 

Children 11 and under
 

gfedc

Adolescents 1217
 

gfedc

Young adults 1724
 

gfedc

Adults 18 and over
 

gfedc

Elders
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 

Labor trafficking
 

gfedc

Sex trafficking
 

gfedc

Human trafficking with elements of both sex and labor trafficking
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

12. Which types of trafficking survivors are you prepared to work with? 

13. What is your service area? (are your services focused on a certain area or key zip 
codes or do they reach the whole city or county?)

 

14. Please note the level of confidentiality and/or anonymity your program offers:

15. In what ways does your agency have cultural competence in serving communities of 
color? Please describe:

 

16. What languages are spoken by your staff? (check as many as apply)

 

55

66

 

55

66

Those who have legal status to be here in the U.S (including citizens, those with current visas, green card holders)
 

nmlkj

Those who are undocumented or who might be out of legal status (including expired visa holders, people whose documents were stolen 

or destroyed and those whose status is unclear) 

nmlkj

Both of the above
 

nmlkj

We are not a confidential program. We might have to share information we learn with law enforcement and courts.
 

nmlkj

We are a confidential program. All of our staff will report child abuse & neglect.
 

nmlkj

We are a confidential program. Some of our staff are mandated reporters of abuse & neglect and some are not.
 

nmlkj

We are a confidential program. None of our staff are mandated reporters of abuse & neglect.
 

nmlkj

We offer anonymous services  you do not have to give your real name to receive assistance or participate.
 

nmlkj

Other (for clarification) 

English
 

gfedc

Spanish
 

gfedc

Hmong
 

gfedc

Russian
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

17. In what ways does your agency have competency in serving lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender, gender variant, and questioning community members? Please describe:

 

18. What kinds of accessibility measures have you built into your program for people with 
disabilities? (check as many as apply)

19. What are your hours of service?

55

66

 

Ramps for stairs
 

gfedc

Elevator
 

gfedc

Large print materials
 

gfedc

Audio version of materials
 

gfedc

TTY/TDD
 

gfedc

Mobility impaired accessible restrooms
 

gfedc

Interpreter services
 

gfedc

Quiet space
 

gfedc

Scentfree or lowscent spaces
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 

Weekdays during the day
 

gfedc

Weekdays in the evening
 

gfedc

Weekends
 

gfedc

24 hour/roundtheclock in person response
 

gfedc

24 hour hotline response
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

20. Is there a cost to clients for services? If so, how do clients pay?

 

Services are free to clients
 

gfedc

Sliding scale fees
 

gfedc

Private insurance
 

gfedc

Medicaid
 

gfedc

BadgerCare
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

21. Please mark what you currently offer to those affected by human trafficking: 
we do this we have referrals for this

info and referral hotline to 
explore options if someone 
is trafficked

gfedc gfedc

intake and assessment gfedc gfedc

emergency response when 
someone is located by law 
enforcement or comes 
forward

gfedc gfedc

crisis support during or after 
trafficking

gfedc gfedc

case management to plan 
and coordinate care of 
those who've been 
trafficked

gfedc gfedc

advocacy to ensure rights of 
those who've been 
trafficked

gfedc gfedc

dropin center services 
welcoming people who've 
been trafficked

gfedc gfedc

street outreach gfedc gfedc

work site outreach (e.g. 
farm, strip club)

gfedc gfedc

safety planning including 
specifics around trafficking

gfedc gfedc

assistance with restraining 
orders

gfedc gfedc

emergency shelter for those 
who've been trafficked

gfedc gfedc

emergency food gfedc gfedc

emergency clothing 
(including underwear)

gfedc gfedc

hygiene supplies (e.g. 
soap, toothbrush)

gfedc gfedc

short term housing for 
trafficking survivors

gfedc gfedc

long term housing for 
trafficking survivors

gfedc gfedc

out of home care for 
children who've been 
trafficked (foster care, group 
home)

gfedc gfedc

residential therapeutic care 
with trafficking specific 
programming

gfedc gfedc

connection to 
Unaccompanied Refugee 

gfedc gfedc
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Minor program

transportation to 
appointments

gfedc gfedc

assistance in getting 
identification, birth 
certificate

gfedc gfedc

financial advocacy to repair 
credit, eviction history, lack 
of banking services, identity 
theft

gfedc gfedc

help finding employment gfedc gfedc

help learning job skills gfedc gfedc

ABE/GED classes gfedc gfedc

tutoring/assistance with K
12 classes

gfedc gfedc

English as second 
language classes

gfedc gfedc

culturally/linguistically 
specific services

gfedc gfedc

first aid (cuts, burns, 
infections)

gfedc gfedc

access to comprehensive 
medical care

gfedc gfedc

preventive health care gfedc gfedc

reproductive and sexual 
health services

gfedc gfedc

connections for tattoo 
removal

gfedc gfedc

AODA counseling services gfedc gfedc

AODA residential treatment gfedc gfedc

assisting with accessing 
AODA treatment

gfedc gfedc

harm reduction services for 
current drug users (e.g. 
overdose prevention, 
syringe exchange)

gfedc gfedc

nonwestern healthcare 
(e.g. herbs, traditional 
healers)

gfedc gfedc

spiritual counseling gfedc gfedc

legal advocacy for people 
charged with crimes (e.g. 
prostitution, trespassing)

gfedc gfedc

legal advocacy when 
reporting being a victim of 
a crime (e.g. kidnapping, 
sexual assault, trafficking)

gfedc gfedc

legal advocacy for  gfedc gfedc
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immigration options and 
relief

coordination with law 
enforcement during 
trafficking investigations 
and prosecutions

gfedc gfedc

legal advocacy to obtain T 
or U visas, refugee status

gfedc gfedc

advocacy for client to 
regain custody of kids

gfedc gfedc

language interpretation gfedc gfedc

life skills training gfedc gfedc

cash assistance gfedc gfedc

assist in applying for 
benefits like SSI, W2, 
FoodShare, etc.

gfedc gfedc

support for children of 
trafficked client

gfedc gfedc

childcare services (during 
program participation)

gfedc gfedc

mental health services gfedc gfedc

trauma specific counseling gfedc gfedc

mental health counseling 
that addresses trafficking

gfedc gfedc

peer support groups of 
trafficked youth or adults

gfedc gfedc

peer support (nontrafficking 
specific)

gfedc gfedc

sex work or prostitution 
specific group support

gfedc gfedc

mentorship from survivors of 
trafficking

gfedc gfedc

youth programs gfedc gfedc

sexual abuse/assault 
advocacy

gfedc gfedc

sexual abuse/assault 
support groups

gfedc gfedc

domestic violence 
advocacy

gfedc gfedc

domestic violence support 
groups

gfedc gfedc

services for those identified 
as "bottoms" (mostly 
women who start out as 
trafficked and now enforce 
rules set by pimps/traffickers 
through violence and 
control)

gfedc gfedc
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22. Imagine you were speaking directly to someone who has been trafficked  what would 
you say to encourage them to call you for services or assistance? 

 

23. What might make someone ineligible for your services? (check all that apply)

assistance in reconnecting 
with family and support 
networks

gfedc gfedc

support for family members 
and partners of trafficked 
youth and/or adults

gfedc gfedc

volunteer opportunities for 
trafficking survivors

gfedc gfedc

leadership development of 
trafficking survivors

gfedc gfedc

awareness and education 
about trafficking

gfedc gfedc

 

55

66

 

Other (please specify) 

If client was an active drug user and unwilling to enter drug treatment
 

gfedc

If client was unwilling to leave trafficker or trafficking network
 

gfedc

If agency was unable to get parental permission for a minor to receive services
 

gfedc

If client was unwilling to share real name before receiving basic services
 

gfedc

If client was currently involved in the commercial sex trade and unwilling to stop or exit.
 

gfedc

If agency was unable to secure reimbursement or funds for services
 

gfedc

If client didn't fit our target population (age, cultural background, area of city, etc.)
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 

55

66
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

24. Excluding hotline response or outreach, please note what your capacity for referrals 
might be on a monthly basis for your current services. 

25. Using the legal definition of human trafficking noted at the start of the survey, how 
many trafficked clients would you estimate your agency/organization/program has worked 
with in the last 12 months? 

26. Are you considering or planning for specialized services/programs for adults and/or 
children who are or have been trafficked? If so, tell us what's in the works.

27. Do you have survivors of trafficking or people who have been involved in the sex trade 
or exploitative labor situations as members of your staff, board of directors and/or on an 
advisory board?

 

Yes

No

 

13
 

nmlkj

46
 

nmlkj

79
 

nmlkj

10 or more
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify) 

None that we know of
 

nmlkj

15
 

nmlkj

610
 

nmlkj

1120
 

nmlkj

over 20
 

nmlkj

Yes, we do.
 

nmlkj

No, not that we know of.
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify) 
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Service provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been traffickedService provision for people who've been trafficked

28. Will you permit the Milwaukee County Human Trafficking Task Force to distribute 
information about your program to local system and community partners in a resource 
guide? 

29. Will you permit the Milwaukee County Human Trafficking Task Force to share 
information about your program with the National Human Trafficking Hotline that receives 
calls from Wisconsin residents looking for resources?

30. Is there anything else you would like to add?

 

Thank you for participating in our survey! We will share the results with you once we have a chance to review the responses.  

 

55

66

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj
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Lukischa Ramos 

3040 S. 7th Street Milwaukee, WI 53215  

Phone: (414) 202-1509, Fax: (414) 482-7452 – E-mail: lukischar@yahoo.com 

Experienced professional with over 10 years of experience in human resources management, accounting and real estate. 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

United Community Center, Milwaukee, WI                                                                                                     September 2008 – Present  

UCC is a comprehensive social service agency serving the families of Milwaukee's south side. 

Human Resources Director  

 Assist management with recruitment, hiring and evaluation of employees.  

 Plan and coordinate professional development activities for supervisors and staff.  

 Develop and coordinate grievances and mediate workplace disputes.  

 Oversee compensation programs to ensure regulatory compliance and competitive salary levels.  

 Administers, evaluates and recommend improvements to benefits such as health, retirement, death, disability and 

unemployment.  

 Establish and revise policy and procedures to minimize exposure to risk as well as compliance with local, state and federal 

regulations.  

 Evaluate procedures and technology solutions to improve human resources data management.  

 Ensure that actions taken on behalf of the agency are proper and follow employment, federal and state laws.  

 Recommended and maintain an organizational structure and staffing levels to accomplish company goals and objectives.  

United Community Center, Milwaukee, WI                                                                                                     May 2008 – Sept.2008  

UCC is a comprehensive social service agency serving the families of Milwaukee's south side. 

Financial Analyst 

 Monthly journal entries. 

 Daily bank reconciliation.  

 Performed general ledger entries.  

 Prepared daily, weekly and monthly reports related with funding sources.  

 Issuing vendor checks thru Financial Edge.  

 Internal audit of vendor’s transactions.                                                                                                 

Shorewest & Re/Max Realty, Milwaukee, WI                                      May 2005 – May 2008 

Real Estate Agency dedicated to real estate, mortgages and moving assistance. 

Real Estate Agent  

 Assist Buyer and seller in negotiating the purchase contract and filling out related legal contracts.  

 Close sellers and buyers transaction including title and loans procedures and documents.  

 Translate to buyer and seller.  
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La Causa, Inc., Milwaukee, WI                                         April 2001 – May 2005 
A Non-profit agency  dedicated to provide children, youth and families with quality, comprehensive services to nurture healthy family life and enhance community 

stability. 

Accounting Clerk  

 Monthly journal entries. 

 Assisted with payroll including answering questions to employees related to compensation and benefits.  

 Daily bank reconciliation.  

 Performed general ledger entries.  

 Prepared daily, weekly and monthly reports related with funding sources, grants and day care billings.  

 Issuing vendor checks thru visual account mate.  

 Internal audit of vendor’s transactions.  

 

EDUCATION 

CARDINAL STRITCH UNIVERSITY, Milwaukee, WI                 September 2011 - Present 

Master in Business Administration, Major: Human Resources  
 

UPPER IOWA UNIVESITY, Milwaukee, WI                    September 2003 – Dec. 2008 

Bachelor Degree in Business Administration, Major: Accounting 

 

TRAINING and CERTIFICATIONS 

MRA - The Management Association, Milwaukee, WI                           November 2008 

- Foundations for Human Resource Administration Series 

 

AWARDS AND RECOGNITIONS 

Shorewest & Re/Max Realty, Milwaukee, WI                August 2006 

- 2006 Excellence Award – Employee of the month – After 5 months of hiring after selling 1.5 million for the same month.    

 

SKILLS 

 Computer Skills: Microsoft Word, Microsoft Excel, Microsoft Power Point, Access, Outlook, Quick Books, Visual Account 

Mate, Financial Edge and Internet Research.  

 Accounting Skills: Comprehensive knowledge of accounting and auditing principles, account payables and receivables, payroll, 

general ledger posting, invoicing and tax preparer. 

 General Skills: Highly organized and quick-learning achiever who is responsible and learns quickly, able to work effectively 

with diverse culture, both independently and as part of a team, manage multiple projects and priorities.   

 Language Skills: Bilingual Spanish and English. 

 

 

COMMUNITY & PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

 Hispanic Professional Greater Milwaukee, Milwaukee, WI  – member          May 2008 to Present 
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  File No. 

Journal,  

(ITEM NO.) From the Chief Judge, requesting permission to expend $46,239.26 in 

Federal Justice Assistance Grant (2009-DJ-BX-1040) funds to provide additional pretrial 

electronic monitoring services for the remainder of 2012 and to amend the 2012 

professional services contract with Justice 2000, Inc. to a total amount not to exceed 

$1,147,854.26. 

A RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors adopted the 2012 budget 

on November 7, 2011 (File No. 11-426),  and approved by the County Executive, which 

included funding for alternatives to incarceration with contract responsibilities to include 

oversight and administration by the Chief Judge of Milwaukee County; and 

 

WHEREAS, Universal Screening became fully operational on January 17, 2012; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, As part of the Milwaukee County Evidence-Based Decision Making 

Initiative, Milwaukee County’s pretrial supervision programs have undergone significant re-

design to align supervision services with evidence-based risk principles; and 

 

WHEREAS, As a result of this re-design and implementation of Universal 

Screening, the census for the pretrial electronic monitoring program has remained 

consistently over contractual capacity resulting in the need for additional program funding; 

and 

 

 WHEREAS, On September 19, 2012 Milwaukee County received permission from 

the Bureau of Justice Assistance to re-purpose the above grant funds for pretrial electronic 

monitoring; therefore 

�    

� BE IT RESOLVED,�that the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors does hereby 

authorize the Chief Judge to expend $46,239.26 in Justice Assistance Grant funds for 

pretrial electronic monitoring and to amend the existing Pretrial Services contract with 

Justice 2000, Inc. to a total amount not to exceed $1,147,854.26. 

  
�
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  File No.           

Journal,  

(ITEM NO.) From the Chief Judge, requesting permission to receive additional funding 
in the amount of $4,277 from the State Department of Transportation for provision of 
services in the Wisconsin Community Services (WCS) Repeat Intoxicated Driver 
Intervention Program and to increase the “not to exceed” amount of the 2012 professional 
services contract for the WCS Repeat Intoxicated Driver Intervention Program from 
$507,774 to $512,051. 

A RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors adopted the 2012 
budget, File No. 11-426, on November 7, 2011, and approved by the County Executive, 
which included funding for alternatives to incarceration with contract responsibilities to 
include oversight and administration by the Chief Judge of Milwaukee County; and   

 WHEREAS, on September 13, 2012 Milwaukee County received from the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation a funding award notice that results in increased 
funding to the program for 2012 in the amount of $4,277;  therefore 

 BE IT RESOLVED, that the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors does 
hereby authorize the Chief Judge to receive additional grant funds in the amount of 
$4,277 from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation for services provided by WCS 
in the Repeat Intoxicated Driver Intervention Program, and to increase the “not to 
exceed” amount on the 2012 WCS Repeat Intoxicated Driver Intervention Program 
contract from $507,774 to $512,051. 
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From the Committee on, Reporting on: 

 

File No.  

 

(ITEM NO. ) A resolution to approve entry into a Memorandum of 

Understanding with the City of Milwaukee to purchase proactive law 

enforcement services in Milwaukee County Parks within City limits, and 

purchase of service of cellular 9-1-1 calls placed within City limits: 

 

A RESOLUTION 

 

WHEREAS, the 2012 Adopted Budget provides $7,304,278 in property tax 

levy funding to the Office of the Sheriff to provide law enforcement services in 

the parks, fund the Tactical Enforcement Unit, dispatch law enforcement 

officers, and service emergency 9-1-1 phone calls; and  

 

WHEREAS, , the cost to continue for these services in the Office of the 

Sheriff’s 2013 Budget request totaled $7,803,985, an increase over 2012 of 

$499,707 or 6.8 percent; and 

 

WHEREAS, labor distribution data and surveys with municipalities indicate 

the Officer of the Sheriff is not providing law enforcement services within 

County Parks at a level anticipated by the 2012 Adopted Budget; and 

 

 WHEREAS, this agreement would implement the purchase by the County 

of servicing of cellular 9-1-1 phone calls originated within the City of 

Milwaukee from the City of Milwaukee Police Department; and 

 

 WHEREAS, negotiations with the City of Milwaukee over the cellular 9-1-1 

initiative led to discussions about other services that the Milwaukee Police 

Department could provide at reduced cost and with improved service; and 

 

 WHEREAS, The City of Milwaukee has agreed to provide guaranteed, 

proactive law enforcement services in the County Parks within City Limits; and 

 

 1
Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 40



 2

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 
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 WHEREAS, The City of Milwaukee has agreed to provide annual reports of 

its activities in both service areas, and to provide priority consideration to hire 

any County employee laid off as a result of this agreement; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the 2013 Budget for the Office of the Sheriff provides 

resources for remaining services, including tactical enforcement, servicing of 9-

1-1 phone calls placed in suburban municipalities, and dispatch of Sheriff’s 

resources; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the proposed agreement is for a total of $1,663,062 in 2013, 

including $1,200,000 for the patrol of County parks within City limits and 

$463,062 for the servicing of cellular 9-1-1 phone calls; and 

 

 WHEREAS, a two percent escalator is included in the agreement, which 

would result in total expenditures of $1,696,323 in 2014, and $1,730,250 in 

2015; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the proposed agreement includes one mutual two-year 

optional extension, for which County Board approval would be required to 

implement; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Office of the Sheriff would be invited to bid on either of 

these services if it wishes to provide them after the expiration of either the 

initial or optional terms so that the County can provide the best possible service 

at the best possible price to taxpayers; now, therefore 

 

BE IT RESOLVED, that Milwaukee County enters into the attached three-

year Memorandum of Understanding with the City of Milwaukee to purchase 

proactive law enforcement services in County Parks within the City Limits, and 

to purchase servicing of cellular 9-1-1 calls placed within the City of 

Milwaukee, effective January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2015; with an optional 

two-year extension through December 31, 2017. 

 

Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 41



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 42



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 43



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 44



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 45



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 46



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 47



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 48



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 49



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 50



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 51

9



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 52



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 53



Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 54



-1- 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

   File No.  
   (Journal,   2012) 
 
(ITEM  )  From the Sheriff requesting to execute a Contract with Armor Correctional Health 

Services, Inc. to provide inmate medical and mental health  services at the 
County Correctional Facilities of the Office of the Sheriff:     

 
A RESOLUTION 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Milwaukee County Ordinance Chapter 56, the Sheriff is 

requesting referral to proper board committee for review and disposition, authorization to 
execute a contract for inmate medical and mental health services at the Milwaukee County 
Correctional Facilities; and  
 

WHEREAS, in 1996, Milwaukee County became a defendant in litigation (Milton 
Christensen, et al vs. Michael J. Sullivan, et al) regarding Jail overcrowding and health care 
services and after extended negotiations in the class action lawsuit, a consent decree was 
entered into by Milwaukee County in 2001; and  
 

WHEREAS, one portion of the consent decree was the establishment of standards of 
medical and mental health care for inmates housed and a court appointed monitor who is 
currently Dr. Shansky; and  

WHEREAS, currently, there are 96 filled positions excluding hourly or pool 
employees and the Sheriff has encountered severe difficulties in hiring and retaining Medical 
Doctors and Psychiatrists for the inmate medical unit and to attempt to remain in compliance 
with the consent decree, the Sheriff has entered into multiple contracts for the provision of 
these services in the past few years but the contractual personnel have also been difficult to 
retain which has resulted in the Medical and Mental Health unit operating with vacant 
positions that should be filled in order for the Office of the Sheriff to be in compliance with 
the Christensen Consent Decree; and  

 
WHEREAS, the 2013 Requested Budget for the Office of the Sheriff included a 

proposal to contract with a private vendor, Armor Correctional Health Services, Inc. effective 
January 1, 2013 and due to Armor’s commitment to providing an updated EMR and its 
commitment to meeting or exceeding all requirements of the Christensen Consent Decree 
and obtaining NCCHC certification within twelve months, the Office of the Sheriff is 
requesting to enter into this contract effective October 1, 2012; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Office of the Sheriff is proposing the outsourcing of the unit with 

Armor Correctional Health Services, Inc. at an annual contractual cost of $14,298,974 and 
the cost includes use of Armor Correctional Health Services, Inc.’s EMR system and in 
addition, there are the following remaining county costs included in the 2013 budget request:  
legacy costs of $2,421,803, crosscharges of $863,740 and revenue of $40,000 for a total 
2013 projected cost of $17,544,517; and    

 
WHEREAS, the term of the contract is for two years October 1, 2012 to September 

30, 2014 and contains four one year renewals for a total contract term of 6 years; now, 
therefore,  

 
BE IT RESOLVED, the Sheriff is hereby authorized to execute a contract for inmate 

medical and mental health services with Armor Correctional Health Services, Inc. at the 
County Correctional Facilities of the Office of the Sheriff for two years October 1, 2012 to 
September 30, 2014 with four additional one year renewal options.  

 
Fiscal Note:  In 2012, the Office of the Sheriff was budgeted to expend 
$16,433,491 on inmate medical services assuming full staffing.  The Sheriff 
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would expend $4,108,373 from October 1, 2012 till December 31, 2012 if it 
continued to operate its inmate medical and mental health unit.  The cost of 
the contract with Armor Correctional Health Services, Inc. for the same time 
period is $4,195,499.   
 
The 2013 anticipated costs of the contract with Armor Correctional Health 
Services, Inc. totals $14,298,974.  The cost includes use of Armor 
Correctional Health Services, Inc.’s EMR system.  In addition, there are the 
following remaining county costs included in the 2013 budget request:  legacy 
costs of $2,421,803, crosscharges of $863,740 and revenue of $40,000 for a 
total 2013 projected cost of $17,544,517.   
 
In addition to providing an updated EMR, Armor Correctional Health Services, 
Inc. will meet or exceed all requirements of the Christensen Consent Decree 
and will obtain NCCHC certification within twelve months.   Projected costs 
for the Inmate Medical and Mental Health unit for 2013 totaled $17,210,922 if 
the service was continued to be provided by Office of the Sheriff personnel 
utilizing its current staffing plan of 111.5 positions after vacancy and turnover.   
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DATE:  October 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Mary Kowal 
  Date of incident: May 24, 2012 
  Date claim filed: August 15, 2012 
 
 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$667.82 to Mary Kowal to settle in full her claim against Milwaukee County. 
 
This accident occurred on May 24, 2012 around 12pm while the claimant was traveling 
north on Lake Drive, St. Francis, WI. 
 
The claimant was traveling northbound on Lake Drive when she passed by a mower 
which was mowing the lawn of Bay View Park across from the Cousins Center 
entrance, 3500 N. Lake Drive.  At this time she heard some debris hit the right side of 
her 2006 Ford Taurus.   
 
Mary Kowal pulled over and noticed a few dents and paint chips on the rear passenger 
door.  She then flagged down the mower operator and explained to him what had 
occurred.   
 
The claimant’s vehicle is a 2006 Ford Taurus.  Damage was located on the right rear 
door.  The estimate prepared by Ewalds Collision Center, Cudahy, WI is in the amount 
of $667.82.  This appears to be in line with the necessary repairs and the stated hours 
of repair.     
 
   

Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 86

10



The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $667.82 to Mary 
Kowal to settle her property damage claim.  Corporation Counsel has reviewed this 
matter and supports the recommendations to settle all claims arising out of the property 
damage to this vehicle. 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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DATE:  October 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Gustavo Bonilla 
  Date of incident: May 24, 2012 
  Date claim filed: July 27, 2012 
 
 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$1,825.00 to Gustova Bonilla to settle in full his claim against Milwaukee County. 
 
This accident occurred on May 24, 2012 around 4:53 pm at the intersection of Blue 
Mound Road and 38th St., Milwaukee, WI.   
 
The claimant’s vehicle was westbound on W. Wisconsin Ave. and was attempting a left 
turn onto N. 38th St. when he was hit by a vehicle driven by a Milwaukee County DPW 
employee. The claimant had cleared both eastbound W. Wisconsin Ave. lanes when he 
was struck.  The employee was traveling east on Bluemound Road and had a stop sign.  
The claimant had the right-of-way. 
 
The claimant’s vehicle is a 1993 Toyota Corolla and was being operated by Jairo 
Bonilla, the son of claimant Gustavo Bonilla who is the owner of the vehicle.  There will 
be no bodily injury claim.    
 
The claimant submitted an estimate in the amount of $3843.36.  Due to the age of the 
vehicle and the stated amount of damage the vehicle is a total loss.  The actual cash 
value is stated as being $2,225.83.  An  agreement has been reached with Gustavo 
Bonilla for the amount of $1,825 and allowing the claimant to keep the vehicle. 
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The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $1,825.00 to 
Gustavo Bonilla to settle his property damage claim.  Corporation Counsel has reviewed 
this matter and supports the recommendations to settle all claims arising out of the 
property damage to this vehicle. 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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DATE:  October 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Lakeside Landscape Company 
  Date of incident: June 29, 2012 
  Date claim filed: July 16, 2012 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$711.22 to Lakeside Landscape Company to settle in full its claim against Milwaukee 
County. 
 
This accident occurred on June 29, 2012 around 915 am while the vehicle owned by 
Lakeside Landscape Company was parked and unoccupied on Willow Court, Fox Point, 
WI.  A Milwaukee County DPW employee backed up and hit the front of the 2009 Ford 
F150.   
   
An estimate prepared by Schmit Ford Mercury Body Shop, Thiensville, WI is in the 
amount of $711.22.  This appears to be in line with the necessary repairs and the stated 
hours of repair.     
   
The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $711.22 to 
Lakeside Landscape Company to settle this property damage claim.  Corporation 
Counsel has reviewed this matter and supports the recommendations to settle all claims 
arising out of the property damage to this vehicle. 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
 

Judiciary - October 18, 2012 - Page 90

12



 
 
 
 
 
DATE:  October 4, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Matthew Keim  -- REVISED 
  Date of incident: May 16, 2011 
  Date claim filed: October 6, 2011 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$1,274.44 to Matthew Keim to settle in full his claim against Milwaukee County. 
 
This accident took place on May 16, 2011 near the Health & Human Services Building 
located at 13th St. and Vliet. 
 
A large garbage dumpster rolled into the claimant’s parked vehicle.  A maintenance 
supervisor stated that the dumpsters sat up next to the loading docks of the building.  
Knowing that the dumpsters could roll, they tied two dumpsters together to restrict the 
movement during a wind storm.  This did not work during the storm on May 16, 2011 
and one of the dumpsters rolled into the claimant’s parked vehicle.     
 
The claimant’s vehicle is a 2001 Ford Windstar. The vehicle was repaired and State 
Farm Insurance submitted their subrogation documents. The total amount of damages 
was $1274.44. 
   
The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $1,274.44 to 
Matthew Keim to settle his property damage claim.  Corporation Counsel has reviewed 
this matter and supports the recommendations to settle all claims arising out of the 
property damage to this vehicle. 
 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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DATE:  October 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Craig Wiesen 
  Date of incident: July 5, 2012 
  Date claim filed: July 26, 2012 
 
 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$1,362.91 to Craig Wiesen to settle in full his claim against Milwaukee County. 
 
This accident took place on July 05, 2012 around 8 am in the intersection of 92nd St. 
and Cleveland Ave., West Allis, WI. 
 
The claimant’s vehicle was stopped behind a third party while at a red light.  A 
Milwaukee County Parks Department employee was behind the claimant vehicle at this 
red light.  All three vehicles were northbound on S. 92nd St. sitting at the red light.  The 
third party vehicle started to move forward into the intersection when the light turned 
green.  This vehicle slowed, appearing to stall.  The claimant’s vehicle then slowed.  
The employee did not slow and struck the rear of the claimant’s vehicle. 
 
The claimant’s vehicle is a 2011 Chevy Traverse. The claimant has submitted an 
estimate written by Boucher Collision Center Waukesha in the amount of $1362.91.    
 
The damages are located on the rear bumper and tailgate.  This includes replacing the 
rear bumper and repairing the tailgate.  There is a total of 14.4 labor hours at a rate of 
$54 per hour.    
   
The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $1,362.91 to Craig 
Wiesen to settle his property damage claim.  Corporation Counsel has reviewed this 
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matter and supports the recommendations to settle all claims arising out of the property 
damage to this vehicle. 
 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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DATE:  October 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Darlene Marasco 
  Date of incident: August 3, 2011  
  Date claim filed: August 17, 2011 
 
 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$8,000.00 to Darlene Marasco to settle in full her claim against Milwaukee County. 
 
This accident occurred on August 03, 2011 at approximately 7:15 pm during a Sunset 
Zoofari at the Milwaukee County Zoo.   
 
A Milwaukee County Zoo employee was driving a zoo mobile and struck a support 
beam suddenly stopping the zoo mobile.     
 
The claimant was a passenger in the mobile and had no opportunity to avoid the impact.  
She was 70 at the time of the accident. 
 
Claimant Darlene Marasco suffered shoulder pain was from grabbing the bars on the 
zoo cart at the time of impact.  She sought treatment with her family physician at 
Wheaton Franciscan on August 12, 2011 for shoulder and back pain.  She was given 
muscle relaxers and ordered to return in two weeks.  It was determined that physical 
therapy would be necessary.       
 
On August 23, 2011 Darlene Marasco began physical therapy related to her shoulder 
pain.  Treatment was two to three times per week for five weeks.  A total of 12 sessions 
are documented over this period of time.   
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LIST OF DAMAGES: 
 
         Wheaton Franciscan:  $712.00 

Franklin Rehabilitation:  $2694.02 

                                                   TOTAL: $3406.02 
 
   
The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $8,000.00 to 
Darlene Marasco to settle her personal injury claim.  Corporation Counsel has reviewed 
this matter and supports the recommendation to settle all claims arising out of this 
personal injury claim.   
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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DATE:  October 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board Chairwoman 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Claim filed by Arthur Marasco 
  Date of incident: August 3, 2011  
  Date claim filed: August 17, 2011 
 
 
 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of 
$25,000.00 to Arthur Marasco to settle in full his claim against Milwaukee County. 
 
This accident occurred on August 03, 2011 at approximately 7:15 pm during a Sunset 
Zoofari at the Milwaukee County Zoo.   
 
A Milwaukee County Zoo employee was driving a zoo mobile and struck a support 
beam suddenly stopping the zoo mobile.     
 
The claimant was a passenger in the mobile and had no opportunity to avoid the impact.  
He was 75 at the time of the accident. 
 
Claimant Arthur Marasco sought treatment at Wheaton Franciscan on August 15, 2011 
due to some lower back pain and numbness in his toes.  At this time a routine check of 
the claimant was completed.  It was determined that physical therapy was the 
reasonable way to resolve the lower back pain.   
 
On August 17, 2011 an MRI was taken of the lumbar spine region at Wheaton 
Franciscan-St. Francis. There was no evidence of disk herniation.  The notes however 
do indicate that the claimant did have some disk bulging at L3 and L4.  It was 
determined that this injury was a strain in the low back.   
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Physical therapy began on August 31, 2011 and ran through November 01, 2011.  This 
took place at the Wheaton Franciscan-St. Francis facility.  There were a total of 17 visits 
through this 8 week period.  (MRI & PT $10,879.00) 
 
LIST OF DAMAGES: 
 
         Wheaton Franciscan:   $968.00 
 Wheaton Franciscan-St. Francis:  $10,879.00 

Radiology Specialists of Milw:  $561.00 
Sports Medicine & Ortho Center:  $730.00 
Aurora Health Care:    $107.25 
Horizon Interventional Pain:  $223.00 

                                                   TOTAL:  $13,468.25 
 
 
   
The adjustor and the County insurer recommend a total payment of $25,000.00  to 
Arthur Marasco to settle his personal injury claim.  Corporation Counsel has reviewed 
this matter and supports the recommendation to settle all claims arising out of this 
personal injury claim.   
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Mark A. Grady 
Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
c: Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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By the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

                                                                     File No.    
 

(ITEM NO.    )  WHEREAS, on August 15, 2011 Arthur Marasco was a passenger on 
the zoo mobile when it struck a support beam suddenly stopping the zoo mobile; and   
 
 WHEREAS, Mr. Marasco suffered a strain to the lower back resulting in lower 
back pain and numbness in his toes, which required physical therapy; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Mr. Baker incurred $13,468.25 in medical bills; now, therefore 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED, that the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors does 
hereby approve the payment of $25,000.00 to Arthur Marasco and his attorney in full 
settlement of his claims for bodily injury when he was a passenger on a zoo mobile on 
August 3, 2011. 
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM 

 
 
 

DATE: October 8, 2012 Original Fiscal Note   X 
 
Substitute Fiscal Note   

 
SUBJECT: A resolution authorizing the settlement of a bodily injury claim by Arthur Marasco.  
  
  
 
FISCAL EFFECT: 
 
X No Direct County Fiscal Impact    Increase Capital Expenditures 
   
  Existing Staff Time Required 
   Decrease Capital Expenditures 
 Increase Operating Expenditures  
 (If checked, check one of two boxes below)  Increase Capital Revenues  
 
 X Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  Decrease Capital Revenues 
 
  Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  
  

 Decrease Operating Expenditures  Use of contingent funds 
 

 Increase Operating Revenues 
 

 Decrease Operating Revenues 
 
Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in 
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year. 
 
 
 Expenditure or 

Revenue Category 
Current Year Subsequent Year 

Expenditure                      0                    0 

Revenue  0   0 

Operating Budget 

Net Cost                       0                    0 

Expenditure  0   0 

Revenue  0   0 

Capital Improvement 
Budget 

Net Cost  0   0 
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT  
 
In the space below, you must provide the following information.  Attach additional pages if 
necessary. 
 
A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or 

changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted. 
B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or 

proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1  If annualized or 
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then 
those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action, 
the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private 
donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to 
surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the requested action.   

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year.  A 
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the 
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is 
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action.  If relevant, discussion of budgetary 
impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed.  Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be 
noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented 
when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings 
for each of the five years in question).  Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and 
subsequent budget years should be cited.  

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on 
this form.   

 
Approval of this Resolution will result in a payment to Arthur Marasco and his attorney in the 
amount of $25,000.00. This payment will be made by the Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance 
Corporation and applied to the County’s deductible. 
 
 
Department/Prepared By  Corporation Counsel  
 
Authorized Signature ________________________________________ 
 
Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review?  Yes X No  

                                                 
1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that 
conclusion shall be provided.  If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.   
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DATE: October 8, 2012 
 

TO:  Marina Dimitrijevic, Chairwoman, County Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
   

SUBJECT: In re Notice of Claim by S.C., by her guardian Kindcare-Easter 

Seals 

     

 
We request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and 
General Services for approval of a settlement in the above matter.  Authority is 
requested to settle potential and threatened litigation on behalf of S.C., through her 
guardian Kindcare-Easter Seals, for a payment by Milwaukee County to S.C. and 
her attorney of $45,000.00, in return for a mutual release of all claims between the 
parties.   
 
The attached Notice of Claim sets forth a version of the underlying history and 
sets forth the allegations being made.  A settlement is proposed in order to resolve 
the liability claims and in order to avoid what would otherwise be substantial, 
uninsured defense costs that would easily exceed the cost of this settlement 
(claims such as this one arising out of BHD medical care are not covered by the 
County’s policy with the Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance Corporation).  The 
proposed payment includes any claim for attorneys’ fees.  It is also anticipated that 
as part of the settlement the parties will include an agreed-upon document setting 
forth undisputed and accurate historical facts.    The settlement is recommended by 
the Office of Corporation Counsel and BHD management. 
 
 
cc:   Amber Moreen 
 Janelle Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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File  No . 

[Jo urna l, ] 

 

 

A RESOLUTION 

 

 WHEREAS, S.C . re c e ive d  me nta l he a lth se rvic e s fro m the  Milwa uke e  

Co unty De p a rtme nt o f He a lth a nd  Huma n Se rvic e s—Be ha vio ra l He a lth Divisio n 

("BHD") b e g inning  o n July 1, 2009; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, S.C . wa s a d mitte d  to  BHD a c ute  c a re  unit 43-D fo llo wing  a n 

e me rg e nc y d e te ntio n o n July 1, 2009, wa s tra nsfe rre d  to  BHD a c ute  c a re  unit 43-

C  o n July 23, 2009 a nd  sinc e  Se p te mb e r 11, 2009 ha s re sid e d  in the  Hillto p  c e nte r 

a t BHD; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, S.C ., thro ug h Kind c a re -Ea ste r Se a ls, a s g ua rd ia n fo r S.C ., b y 

the ir c o unse l, ha s thre a te ne d  suit a g a inst Milwa uke e  Co unty a nd  its e mp lo ye e s 

with re sp e c t to  the  c o nstitutio na l suffic ie nc y o f c a re  g ive n to  S.C . b y BHD d uring  

the  p e rio d s se t fo rth a b o ve ; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, the  c o sts o f the  d e fe nse  o f the  thre a te ne d  suit b y S.C . wo uld  fa r 

e xc e e d  the  c o st o f se ttle me nt, re g a rd le ss o f o utc o me ; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, the  unp re d ic ta b ility o f the  a d missio n o f ina d missib le  a nd  

p re jud ic ia l e vid e nc e  a t tria l c o uld  re sult in a  sub sta ntia l a nd  uninsure d  jud g me nt 

a g a inst Milwa uke e  Co unty; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, witho ut a d missio n o f lia b ility b y e ithe r, the  p a rtie s wish to  se ttle  

a ny p o te ntia l c la ims in o rd e r to  a vo id  the  unc e rta inty a nd  c o sts o f litig a tio n; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, the  p ro p o se d  se ttle me nt a g re e me nt p ro vid e s fo r mutua l 

re le a se  o f a ll c la ims in re turn fo r a  p a yme nt b y Milwa uke e  Co unty to  the  

c la ima nts a nd  the ir c o unse l in the  a mo unt o f $45,000; a nd  

 

 WHEREAS, the  Offic e  o f Co rp o ra tio n Co unse l re c o mme nd s this se ttle me nt; 

a nd  

 

 WHEREAS the  Co mmitte e  o n Jud ic ia ry, Sa fe ty a nd  G e ne ra l Se rvic e s 

a p p ro ve d  this se ttle me nt a t a  me e ting  o n Oc to b e r 18, 2012 b y a  vo te  o f 

________________________________; 

 

 NO W, THEREFO RE, 

 

 1 
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 2 

 BE IT RESOLVED, tha t Milwa uke e  Co unty a p p ro ve s a  p a yme nt in the  

a mo unt o f $45,000.00 to  the  Trust Ac c o unt o f Ple d l & Co hn S.C ., o n b e ha lf o f S.C . 

a nd  he r g ua rd ia n Kind c a re -Ea ste r Se a ls, in se ttle me nt o f a ll p o te ntia l c la ims, in 

re turn fo r mutua l re le a se s o f a ll p o te ntia l c la ims. 
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM 

 
 
 

DATE: 10/4/2012 Original Fiscal Note    
 
Substitute Fiscal Note   

 
SUBJECT: A resolution authorizing a settlement of a Notice of Claim by Kindcare-Easter 
Seals, as guardian for S.C. 
  
  
 
FISCAL EFFECT: 
 

 No Direct County Fiscal Impact  Increase Capital Expenditures 
   
  Existing Staff Time Required 
   Decrease Capital Expenditures 

 Increase Operating Expenditures 
 (If checked, check one of two boxes below)  Increase Capital Revenues  
 
  Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  Decrease Capital Revenues 
 
  Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  
  

 Decrease Operating Expenditures  Use of contingent funds 
 

 Increase Operating Revenues 
 

 Decrease Operating Revenues 
 
Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in 
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year. 
 
 
 Expenditure or 

Revenue Category 
Current Year Subsequent Year 

Expenditure  45,000  0 

Revenue  0   0 

Operating Budget 

Net Cost  45,000   0 

Expenditure               

Revenue               

Capital Improvement 
Budget 

Net Cost               
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT  
 
In the space below, you must provide the following information.  Attach additional pages if 
necessary. 
 
A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or 

changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted. 
B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or 

proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1  If annualized or 
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then 
those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action, 
the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private 
donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to 
surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the requested action.   

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year.  A 
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the 
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is 
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action.  If relevant, discussion of budgetary 
impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed.  Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be 
noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented 
when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings 
for each of the five years in question).  Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and 
subsequent budget years should be cited.  

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on 
this form.   

 
 
A) Kincare-Easter Seals, as guardian for S.C. has threatened litigation over the constitutional 
adequacy of S.C.'s treatment while a patient at BHD.  A settlement is proposed, without 
admission of liability by either party, to resolve any potential claims in order to avoid litigation, 
uncertainty and costs. The proposed settlement agreement provides for mutual release of all 
claims in return for a payment by Milwaukee County to the claimants and their counsel in the 
amount of $45,000. 
 
B) The recommended settlement payment is in the amount of $45,000 to the claimants and their 
attorneys Pledl & Cohn S,C, The payment will be made from BHD's budgeted funds.  
 
C)  No increase in tax levy results from these changes. 
 
D.  No assumptions/interpretations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that 
conclusion shall be provided.  If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.   
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Department/Prepared By  Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel  
 
Authorized Signature ________________________________________ 
 
Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review?  Yes  No  
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Interoffice Communication  

 
DATE: October 4, 2012  
 
TO: Ms. Marina Dimitrijevic, Chairwoman 

 Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Roy L. Williams, Principal Assistant Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Robert E. Baker, Jr. v. Milwaukee County 
  ERD No. CR200005 / EEOC No. 26G200600094C 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services 
to be placed on the agenda for its next meeting to approve the payment of $128,647.50 in back 
pay to Robert E. Baker, Jr. and $34,000 in attorney’s fees to Lanier Law Offices, Ltd., as ordered 
by the Equal Rights Division (“ERD”). 
 
This case involves a discrimination complaint filed on October 17, 2005 by Robert E. Baker, Jr., 
an elevator mechanic.   Baker alleged he was the victim of discrimination based on race and in 
retaliation for a previously filed complaint.  The previous complaint was based on an allegation 
that he was not hired for a vacancy in 1996 because of racial discrimination.  That complaint was 
settled by agreeing, among other things, to hire Baker for the next available County elevator 
mechanic opening.  Pursuant to that agreement, Baker was ultimately hired by Milwaukee 
County in May of 2005.  At that time, there were only two other elevator mechanics working for 
the County, one of whom was Jeff Yourich.  Baker and Yourich had previously worked together 
in private employment.  Baker testified that during that prior employment Yourich had called 
him racially derogatory names and that they had substantial conflict.  When Baker was hired by 
the County, he was required to work with Yourich to receive training and hands-on supervision 
because Yourich was the most senior mechanic and serviced the Courthouse complex elevators.  
However, Baker did not tell management about the prior conflict between him and Yourich.  
Baker had experience installing new elevators, but had limited experience working on repairing 
old elevators.  Thus, Baker needed training when he was hired by the County. 
 
As noted, Baker’s second complaint alleged that he was separated from County employment 
based on racial discrimination and based on retaliation for filing his prior complaint.  A three-day 
hearing on the merits was conducted regarding Baker’s complaint; the hearing ended on July 8, 
2008.  At the hearing, Baker testified that immediately upon starting County employment, he 
was called derogatory racial names by Yourich, that Yourich refused to give him proper training 
and refused to allow Baker to shadow Yourich, that his requests for assistance to Yourich were 
ignored and that Yourich told him that he would never help him, in part because of his suit 
against the County that resulted in his employment.  He testified that his complaints to his 
supervisor, Dick Berndt, were largely ignored.  Instead, he stated that in Berndt’s documentation 
of performance issues that Baker had during his employment, Berndt was one-sided, often 
inaccurate and essentially that the documentation and Berndt’s attitude was designed to ensure 
his failure.  Based on the information he received from Berndt about Baker’s performance 
problems, on August 15, 2005 Jack Takerian separated Baker during his probationary period.  
Yourich and Berndt have retired from Milwaukee County. 
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The parties agreed to file additional documentary evidence in 2010.  Ultimately, on December 
30, 2011, the ERD issued an order finding in favor of Baker, stating that he was the victim of 
racial and retaliatory discrimination.  An amended order was issued later with the precise dollar 
award in favor of Baker.  On August 31, 2012, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
issued a determination adopting the findings of the ERD. 
 
The ERD ordered that Mr. Baker receive back pay in the amount he would have earned as an 
employee from August 15, 2005 (the date of his termination) to September 7, 2007 (the date he 
obtained other employment that paid more than his Milwaukee County employment).  ERD also 
awarded Baker his attorneys’ fees.  The award is for $128,647.50 in back pay to Mr. Baker and 
$34,000.00 in attorneys’ fees to Lanier Law Offices Ltd.  Milwaukee County is required to pay 
this award.  The back pay award will be charged to the DAS – Facilities Management budget and 
the attorneys’ fee award will be charged to and covered by the County’s deductible with the 
Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance Corporation. 
 
 
_______________________ 
Roy L. Williams 
 

cc: Amber Moreen  
 Janelle M. Jensen 
 Jennifer Collins 
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From the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services 1 
2 
3 
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39 

                                                                     File No.    
 

(ITEM NO.    )  WHEREAS, Robert E. Baker, Jr., alleged that on August 15, 2005 he 
was wrongfully terminated from his employment as an elevator mechanic by Milwaukee 
County; and   
 
 WHEREAS, Mr. Baker claimed he was the victim of discrimination based on 
race; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Mr. Baker claimed he was the victim of discrimination based on 
retaliation because of the filing and settlement of a previous discrimination complaint that 
led to his hiring; and 
 
 WHEREAS, following a hearing, the Equal Rights Division (ERD) issued an 
Order on December 30, 2011, and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
subsequently issued a Determination on August 31, 2012, that Mr. Baker was the victim 
of discrimination; and  
 

WHEREAS, ERD awarded Mr. Baker back pay in the amount of $128,647.50; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, ERD awarded attorney’s fees in the amount of $34,000 to Lanier 
Law Offices, Ltd., 
 

WHEREAS, Milwaukee County is required to pay the award and Corporation 
Counsel recommends said payments; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services at its 
meeting of October 18, 2012 approved payment of the award by a vote of ___ to ____;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE 

 
 BE IT RESOLVED, that the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors does 
hereby approve the payment of $128,647.50 to Robert E. Baker, Jr. for back pay and the 
payment of $34,000.00 to Lanier Law Offices Ltd. for attorneys’ fees, in full compliance 
with the ERD and EEOC orders arising out of the discrimination against Robert E. Baker, 
Jr. 
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM 
 

 
DATE: 10/4/2012 Original Fiscal Note    

 
Substitute Fiscal Note   

 
SUBJECT: Robert E. Baker, Jr., v. Milwaukee County 
  
 
FISCAL EFFECT: 
 
 No Direct County Fiscal Impact  Increase Capital 
Expenditures 
   
  Existing Staff Time Required 
   Decrease Capital 
Expenditures 
X Increase Operating Expenditures 
 (If checked, check one of two boxes below)  Increase Capital Revenues  
 
 X Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  Decrease Capital Revenues 
 
  Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  
  

 Decrease Operating Expenditures  Use of contingent funds 
 

 Increase Operating Revenues 
 

 Decrease Operating Revenues 
 
Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result 
in increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year. 
 
 
 Expenditure or 

Revenue Category 
Current Year Subsequent Year 

Expenditure  128,647.50  0 

Revenue  0   0 

Operating Budget 

Net Cost  128,647.50   0 

Expenditure  0   0 

Revenue  0   0 

Capital Improvement 
Budget 

Net Cost  0   0 
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT  
 
In the space below, you must provide the following information.  Attach additional 
pages if necessary. 
 
A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the 

new or changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted. 
B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or 

proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1  If 
annualized or subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current 
year impacts, then those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs 
associated with the action, the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, 
Federal, user fee or private donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of 
budgeted appropriations due to surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the 
requested action.   

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year.  
A statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information 
regarding the amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether 
that amount is sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action.  If relevant, discussion 
of budgetary impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed.  Subsequent year 
fiscal impacts shall be noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed 
action would be implemented when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease 
agreement shall specify the costs/savings for each of the five years in question).  
Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and subsequent budget years should be 
cited.  

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information 
on this form.   

 
 
Approval of this Resolution will result in a charge being applied to the budget of DAS 
- Facilities Management in the amount of $128,647.50 for the backpay award and a 
charge being applied to Milwaukee County’s deductible with Wisconsin County 
Mutual Insurance Corporation in the amount of $34,000.00 for attorneys’ fees.  
 
 
 
 
 
Department/Prepared By  Corporation Counsel  
 
Authorized Signature ________________________________________ 
 
Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review?  Yes  No  

                                                 
1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies 
that conclusion shall be provided.  If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.   
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INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

 
DATE: October 8, 2012 
 

TO: Marina Dimitrijevic, Chairwoman, County Board of Supervisors 
   
FROM: Kimberly Walker, Corporation Counsel 
  Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 

 
SUBJECT: Appeal of decision related to reimbursement of Medicare Part B premiums 
 WFNHP et al. v. Milwaukee County, Case No. 12-CV-1528  
   
Please refer the attached resolution to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General 
Services.   
 
The Wisconsin Federation of Nurses and Health Professionals (WFNHP) and the 
Association of Milwaukee County Attorneys (AMCA) filed suit alleging that the 
elimination of reimbursement of Medicare Part B premiums for retirees entitled to 
premium-free health coverage, who retire after December 31, 2011, is a violation of the 
vested benefit contract.  (This change was made for nonrepresented employees for 
retirements on or after April 1, 2011.) Circuit Court Judge Foley has ruled in favor of 
WFNHP and AMCA.  A copy of the judgment is attached.   
 
An appeal is recommended.  Although the decision technically only applies to members 
of WFNHP and AMCA, the principle of this decision would apply to all employees who 
are entitled to premium-free health coverage.  This decision is based on an argument 
similar to the arguments in the other pension-related litigation. 
 
The legal fees for outside counsel to continue to handle this case, including the appeal, 
are covered by the County’s insurance policy.   
 
Pursuant to §1.31, M.C.G.O., the Judiciary Committee is delegated the responsibility of 
making a recommendation to the County Board for such an appeal. 
 
 
Attachments 
 
cc(w/att.): Scott Manske 

Amber Moreen 
  Janelle Jensen 
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File No.   
(Journal,                  ) 

 
From the Office of Corporation Counsel, a resolution authorizing an appeal in the case of 
WFNHP & AMCA et al. v. Milwaukee County et al., Case No. 12-CV-1528, by adopting 
the following. 
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A RESOLUTION 

 
WHEREAS, the Wisconsin Federation of Nurses and Health Professionals 

(WFNHP) and the Association of Milwaukee County Attorneys (AMCA) filed a lawsuit in 
Milwaukee County Circuit Court against Milwaukee County alleging that elimination of the 
reimbursement of Medicare Part B premiums for retirees entitled to premium-free health 
coverage violated the vested benefit contract of affected members of WFNHP and 
AMCA; and 

 
WHEREAS, the circuit court ruled that the elimination of the reimbursement 

violated the vested pension benefit contract of those WFNHP and AMCA members; and  
 
WHEREAS, the ruling of the circuit court applies to the members of WFNHP who 

were hired prior to September 27, 1995 and to members of AMCA who were hired prior to 
January 1, 2006, and who retire with at least fifteen (15) years of pension service credit; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, the principle of the circuit court ruling would apply to all other 

employees who are otherwise entitled to premium-free health coverage in retirement 
and therefore would potentially impact many more employees than just members of 
WFNHP and AMCA; and 

 
WHEREAS, the principle of the circuit court ruling is similar to other adverse 

circuit court rulings in pension cases that the County Board of Supervisors has 
authorized be appealed; and  

 
WHEREAS, legal fees for retained counsel to prosecute an appeal in the Court 

of Appeals are covered by the Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance Corporation policy; 
and 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Milwaukee County approves the 

filing of an appeal in the Court of Appeals of the decision in WFNHP & AMCA et al. v. 39 

40 Milwaukee County et al., Case No. 12-CV-1528. 

1 
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM 

 
 
 

DATE: October 8, 2012 Original Fiscal Note   X 
 
Substitute Fiscal Note   

 
SUBJECT: Appeal of decision related to the elimination of reimbursement of Medicare Part B 
premiums to certain retirees.  
  
  
 
FISCAL EFFECT: 
 
X No Direct County Fiscal Impact    Increase Capital Expenditures 
   
  Existing Staff Time Required 
   Decrease Capital Expenditures 
 Increase Operating Expenditures  
 (If checked, check one of two boxes below)  Increase Capital Revenues  
 
  Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  Decrease Capital Revenues 
 
  Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget  
  

 Decrease Operating Expenditures  Use of contingent funds 
 

 Increase Operating Revenues 
 

 Decrease Operating Revenues 
 
Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in 
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year. 
 
 
 Expenditure or 

Revenue Category 
Current Year Subsequent Year 

Expenditure                      0                    0 

Revenue  0   0 

Operating Budget 

Net Cost                       0                    0 

Expenditure  0   0 

Revenue  0   0 

Capital Improvement 
Budget 

Net Cost  0   0 
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT  
 
In the space below, you must provide the following information.  Attach additional pages if 
necessary. 
 
A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or 

changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted. 
B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or 

proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1  If annualized or 
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then 
those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action, 
the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private 
donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to 
surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the requested action.   

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year.  A 
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the 
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is 
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action.  If relevant, discussion of budgetary 
impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed.  Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be 
noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented 
when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings 
for each of the five years in question).  Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and 
subsequent budget years should be cited.  

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on 
this form.   

 
Approval of this Resolution will result in an appeal in the Court of Appeals and the payment of 
attorney fees for retained counsel.  This payment for attorney fees will be made by the Wisconsin 
County Mutual Insurance Corporation and applied to the County’s deductible. 
 
 
Department/Prepared By  Corporation Counsel  
 
Authorized Signature ________________________________________ 
 
Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review?  Yes X No  

                                                 
1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that 
conclusion shall be provided.  If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.   
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INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

 
DATE: October 10, 2012  
 
TO: Mark Borkowski, Chairman  
 Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services 
 
 Willie Johnson & David Cullen, Co-Chairmen 
 Committee on Finance, Personnel and Audit 
 
FROM: Mark A. Grady, Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 
SUBJECT: Status update on pending litigation 
 
 
The following is a list of significant pending cases which our office is prepared to discuss 
with the Committees, at your discretion.  New additions to the list since last month are 
noted in bold: 
 
1. DC48 v. Milwaukee County (Rule of 75) 
 Case No. 11-CV-16826 
 
2. MDSA v. Milwaukee County (overturn arbitration award on layoffs) 
 Case No. 12-CV-1984 
  
3. MDSA v. Clarke and Milwaukee County (recall of deputy sheriffs) 
 Case No. 12-CV-5551 
 
4. Hussey v. Milwaukee County (Retiree health co-pays, deductibles, etc.) 
 Case No. 11-CV-18855 
 
5. MDSA prohibited practice complaint (MDSA and retiree health plan provisions) 
 WERC Case No. 792 No. 71690 MP-4726 
  
6. Stoker v. Milwaukee County (1.6 multiplier) 
 Case No.  11-CV-16550 
 AFSCME v. Milwaukee County (1.6 multiplier) 

 Case No. 12-CV-9911 

  
7. FNHP and AMCA v. Milwaukee County (Medicare Part B reimbursement) 
 Case No. 12-CV-1528 
 
8. Milwaukee County v. WERC and AFSCME (2010 bargaining; furloughs) 
 Case No. 11-CV-12137 
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Memo to Mark Borkowski, Chairman 
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Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
9. MDSA v. Clarke & Milwaukee County (G4S contract for bailiffs) 
 Case No. 12-CV-3410 
 MDSA WERC Prohibited Practice Complaint (G4S contract) 
 
10. McKenzie & Goodlette v. Milwaukee County (captains layoffs) 
 Case No. 12-CV-0079 
 Rewolinski v Milwaukee County (captain layoff) 
 Case No. 12-CV-0645 
 Clarke v. Civil Service Commission (captains promotions and layoffs) 
 Case No. 12-CV-3366 
 
11. DC48 v. Milwaukee County (seniority in vacation selection under Sheriff) 
 Case No. 12-CV-3944 
 
12. Wosinski et al. v. Advance Cast Stone et al.  (O’Donnell Park) 
 Case No. 11-CV-1003 (consolidated actions) 
 
13. Christensen et al. v. Sullivan et al. (Sheriff motion on medical care in jail) 
 Case No. 96-CV-1835 
 
14.  Milwaukee Riverkeeper v. Milwaukee County (Estabrook dam) 
 Case No. 11-CV-8784 
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