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  File No. 

Journal,  

(ITEM NO.) From the Chief Judge, requesting permission to receive $100,000 in 

grant funds from the State of Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance in support of the 

Universal Screening Pilot program, and to execute a professional services contract 

addendum with Justice 2000, Inc. allowing for expenditure of these funds within the 

existing Universal Screening Pilot Program. 

A RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors adopted the 2011 

budget on November 8, 2010 (File No. 10-347) and approved by the County 

Executive, which included funding in the amount of $250,000 for the Universal 

Screening Pilot Program ; and   

 WHEREAS, Justice 2000, Inc., as a result of a competitive bid process in 

2008, was selected as Milwaukee County’s primary provider of pretrial services, 

including jail screening for the Treatment Alternatives and Diversion (TAD) Program 

for the contract period of January 1, 2009-December 31, 2011; and 

 WHEREAS, Justice 2000 is experienced in and familiar with the application 

of the proposed pretrial risk and screening instruments, Milwaukee County Pretrial 

Services Database, Milwaukee County Intake Court operation and proposed 

screening program; and 

WHEREAS, on December 23, 2010 the Pretrial Services Advisory Board 

voted unanimously in support of contracting with Justice 2000 in 2011 for the 

Universal Screening Pilot Program without a competitive bid process; and  

WHEREAS, on February 3, 2011 (File No. 11-53) the Milwaukee County 

Board of Supervisors authorized the Chief Judge to execute a professional services 

contract with Justice 2000, Inc. for provision of Universal Screening services; and  

WHEREAS, on May 19, 2011 Milwaukee County received written notice of a 

grant award in the amount of $100,000 from the State Office of Justice Assistance in 

support of Universal Screening for the period of April 1, 2011-March 31, 2012; 

therefore 

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

hereby authorize the Chief Judge to accept $100,000 in grant funds from the State 

Office of Justice Assistance in support of Universal Screening and to amend the 

existing Universal Screening professional services contract with Justice 2000, Inc. to 

a total amount not to exceed $340,000. 
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 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

DATE: May 24, 2011 

 

TO:  Lee Holloway, Chairman 
Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors   

   

FROM: Roy L. Williams, Principal Assistant Corporation Counsel 
 

SUBJECT: Melissa Felix vs. Milwaukee County BHD 

  ERD Case No.:  CR200801153 

  EEOC Case No.: 26G200800942C 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Former Employee: Melissa Felix 
   2876 N 51st St 
   Milwaukee, WI 53210 
 
I request that this matter be referred to the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services 
for approval of a settlement.  I request authority to settle this case for the total sum of $4,328.00.  
Of this amount, $4,328.00 will be paid by the Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance Corporation 
and $0 (zero) will be paid by Milwaukee County. 
 
In this case, Melissa Felix filed a discrimination complaint against Milwaukee County.  She 
alleged that Milwaukee County (specifically the Behavioral Health Division) discriminated 
against her by refusing to make reasonable accommodations for her religious observances.  She 
also alleged that she was terminated because of her creed.  On June 23, 2009 a hearing was held 
before Administrative Law Judge James Schacht.  After the hearing the judge essentially found 
that reasonable accommodations were not made, but he also found that Ms. Felix did not show 
that she was terminated because of her religion or creed.   
 
The attorney for Ms. Felix submitted a request for attorney’s fees and costs totaling $12,650.00.  
I objected to the amount and submitted a brief on the issue because the attorney’s fees were 
excessive.  They were especially excessive considering the fact that Ms. Felix received nothing 

OFFICE OF CORPORATION COUNSEL 

 

Milwaukee County 

JOHN F. JORGENSEN 
Acting Corporation Counsel 

 
MARK A. GRADY 

Acting Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 

JOHN E. SCHAPEKAHM 
TIMOTHY R. KARASKIEWICZ 

JEANEEN J. DEHRING 
ROY L. WILLIAMS 
COLLEEN A. FOLEY 

LEE R. JONES 
MOLLY J. ZILLIG 
ALAN M. POLAN 
Principal Assistant 

Corporation Counsel 
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from the judge’s decision.  Judge Schacht reduced the fees to $4,328.00.  Counsel for Ms. Felix 
then appealed to Labor & Industry Review Commission (LIRC).  After additional briefs and 
submissions to LIRC, Judge Schacht’s decision was affirmed.  On May 15, 2011, I spoke to 
counsel for Ms. Felix and was told that Ms. Felix will not appeal further.   
 
Milwaukee County’s insurance company is in agreement with the payment of attorney’s fees.  
Finally, it is the recommendation of the Office of Corporation Counsel that the fees be paid. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
_________________________________ 
ROY L. WILLIAMS 
Principal Assistant Corporation Counsel 
 
 
RLW/amb 
 
C: Linda Durham (Electronically) 
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Please refer this matter to the Judiciary Committee to be placed on the agenda for its next 
meeting to approve the payment of $25,000.00 minus appropriate payroll deductions to Nancy 
Gall to settle her claims in full.  Additionally, $5,000.00 for attorneys’ fees incurred by Nancy 
Gall to the Hawks Quindel SC will be charged to Milwaukee County’s 2010 deductible with the 
Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance Corporation.   
 
Nancy Gall (white female), a former Milwaukee County employee, has sued Milwaukee County 
alleging racial and age discrimination arising from the abolishment of her Human Resources 
Analyst II position last year as part of the cutbacks in the 2010 budget.   
 
Two months before her position was abolished, the Department of Human Resources requested a 
reclass of an HR Analyst I position to an HR Analyst I position (Bilingual/Spanish).  The reclass 
was approved.  After the approval, there were three HR Analyst positions in the Department of 
Human Resources, the newly reclassed position of HR Analyst I (Bilingual/Spanish), Ms. Gall’s 
HR Analyst II position and an HR Analyst III position.  A Hispanic female held the HR Analyst 
I (Bilingual/Spanish) position (and had previously held the HR I position) and an African 
American male held the HR Analyst III position.   
 
There is conflicting testimony as to why the HR Analyst II position had to be abolished as 
compared to abolishing any other HR position.  It is Ms. Gall’s position that the reclass of the 
HR Analyst I position was done to intentionally prevent her from “bumping” into that position 
when her position was abolished as she is not bilingual and that HR did not have a need for a full 
time bilingual analyst on or about October 16, 2009 when the reclass was approved. 

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 

 

DATE:  May 25, 2011 
 
TO:  Mr. Lee Holloway, Chairman 
  Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Molly Zillig, Principal Assistant Corporation Counsel 
 

SUBJECT: Nancy Gall v. Milwaukee County (Discrimination) 

  ERD Case No. CR2010000882 

  EEOC Case No. 26G201000839C 

 

OFFICE OF CORPORATION COUNSEL 

 

Milwaukee County 

JOHN F. JORGENSEN 
Acting Corporation Counsel 

 
MARK A. GRADY 

Acting Deputy Corporation Counsel 
 

JOHN E. SCHAPEKAHM 
TIMOTHY R. KARASKIEWICZ 

JEANEEN J. DEHRING 
ROY L. WILLIAMS 
COLLEEN A. FOLEY 

LEE R. JONES 
MOLLY J. ZILLIG 
ALAN M. POLAN 
Principal Assistant 
Corporation Counsel 
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Mr. Lee Holloway, Chairman 
Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors 
June 7, 2011 
Page Two 

 
 

The Office of Corporation Counsel recommends approval of this Settlement.   
 
Should you have any additional questions, please contact me.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Molly J. Zillig 
 
Cc: Linda Durham 
 Candace Richards 
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RESOLUTION 

 
 
Re: Nancy Gall v. Milwaukee County Human Resources 
 ERD No. CR2010000882 
 EEOC No. 26G201000839C 
 

  
WHEREAS, Nancy Gall, a former Milwaukee County employee, worked as a Human Resources 
Analyst II until her position was abolished as part of the cutbacks in the 2010 budget; and, 
 
WHEREAS, Ms. Gall alleges that her position was abolished because of race and age 
discrimination; and,   
 
WHEREAS, Ms. Gall claimed losses of more than $80,000.00 for lost wages and compensatory 
damages as well as attorney’s fees of $6,000.00; and, 
 
WHEREAS, a settlement has been negotiated calling for the payment of $25,000.00 to Nancy 
Gall in settlement of all claims including all subrogated interests, as well as payment of $5,000 
for attorneys’ fees incurred by Nancy Gall to the Hawks Quindel SC; and  
 
WHEREAS, Corporation Counsel recommends said payment; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Committee on Judiciary, Safety and General Services at its meeting on June 9, 
2011 voted in (          ) to recommend payment; now, therefore; 
 
BE IT RESOLVED, that Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors does hereby approve the said 
payment of $25,000.00 to Nancy Gall in full settlement of all claims arising out of the allege 
discrimination and payment of $5,000 for attorneys’ fees incurred by Nancy Gall to the Hawks 
Quindel SC. 
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM 

 
 
 

DATE: May 24, 2011 Original Fiscal Note    
 
Substitute Fiscal Note   

 
SUBJECT: Discrimination Lawsuit Filed by  

Nancy Gall vs. Milwaukee County   
ERD Case No. CR201000882  
EEOC Case 26G201000882 

  
  
 
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 

Operating Budget Expenditure  25,000  0 

Revenue  0   0 

Net Cost  25,000   0 

Capital Improvement 
Budget 

Expenditure  0   0 

Revenue  0   0 

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 the payment of $25,000 in back wages minus payroll 
deductions which will be charged to the Department of Human Resources salary account. 
 
Approval of this resolution will result in a charge being applied to Milwaukee County’s 2010 
deductible with the Wisconsin County Mutual Insurance Corporation in the amount of $5,000. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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