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  November 24, 2003 
 

 
 At the request of the Badger State Sheriff’s Association, the Wisconsin Office of Justice 
Assistance conducted a study of the cost-benefit (return on investment) of videoconferencing 
technology in Wisconsin’s justice community as it relates to certain prisoner transfer activities and 
witness testimony.  The study’s results, summarized in this report, include payback numbers for an 
investment in videoconferencing systems in each of Wisconsin’s 72 counties as well as the state 
overall. 
 
 While the numbers presented in this analysis fall strongly in favor of deploying this 
technology, an investment in videoconferencing should not be evaluated on these cost savings measures 
alone.  The technology promotes safe, cost-effective communications within the justice community, 
and an investment in videoconferencing should be viewed as an investment in the communications 
infrastructure of the future. 
 
 The use of videoconferencing represents a significant cost savings to Wisconsin taxpayers, a 
more efficient use of justice resources, and an enhanced level of public safety.  However to make this 
investment effective, we must also embrace the technology as a paradigm shift in the way the state’s 
criminal justice system conducts business.  It must be viewed as a change from on-site and in-person 
proceedings to those that tie together multiple parties in different places at a significant cost savings 
through the use of technology. 
 
 A special thanks to all the members of the BSSA committee who helped us in our efforts.  This 
project could not have been completed in such a timely manner without the group’s tremendous 
insights and facilitation of our data collection.   
 
 We hope you find the information in this document helpful in securing investment in 
videoconferencing technology. 
 
 Sincerely, 

  
David Steingraber 
Executive Director 
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Executive Summary 
 
Videoconferencing is the process of communication between two or more parties through computer 
networks transmitting audio, video, and text data simultaneously.  Early adoption of the technology 
shows that videoconferencing has the potential to replace many in-person activities and processes 
within Wisconsin’s justice system.  The use of this technology over existing practices represents a 
significant cost savings to Wisconsin’s counties and a safer alternative for the movement of prisoners 
and inmates for some court proceedings.  
 
This report is an attempt to quantify some of the potential cost savings attainable through 
videoconferencing.  The county level cost-benefit analyses included in the results are meant to help 
offset investment in the technology at all levels of government.  While a host of justice related activities 
can be replaced by videoconferencing, this report quantifies two areas of potential cost savings: 
prisoner and inmate transport costs for non-evidentiary court proceedings and expert witness testimony 
travel expenses.   
 
To obtain data on county-level transport expenses, all 72 county sheriffs were surveyed and asked to 
provide estimates of their overall 2002 inmate/prisoner transport expenses.  A transport expense audit 
conducted in select counties revealed that on average, 27% of overall transport expenses were spent 
on transporting inmates and prisoners to and from non-evidentiary court hearings and could therefore 
be replaced by videoconferencing. 
 
Current levels of expert witness expenses were obtained through surveying Wisconsin district attorneys 
and asking for the overall level of 2002 expert witness expense in their counties.  Audits conducted in 
several counties found that on average 18% of county expert witness expenses are attributable to 
travel and can therefore potentially be replaced by videoconferencing. 
 
When compared to the cost of the technology, these savings estimates provide a county level analysis 
of the potential benefit of an investment in videoconferencing for use in the justice system.  If 
videoconferencing equipment was purchased and installed in all of Wisconsin’s 72 counties, the overall 
investment would be just over $1.5 million.  That investment could potentially generate a cost savings 
of over $2.3 million in the first year of usage – a 159% return on investment, just by replacing the 
activities analyzed in this report.  County level return on investment figures ranged from 958% to 3% for 
the first year and are summarized in Appendix 8. 
 
Because videoconferencing is a communications technology that links multiple locations, the potential 
cost savings number is only attainable if the technology is installed and used for the discussed activities 
in the courts and the jails all 72 Wisconsin counties and appropriate state correctional facilities.  In 
Wisconsin, videoconferencing is currently installed in at least one courtroom in 35% of all county circuit 
courthouses and 45% of all county jails.  While the use of videoconferencing technology as a means of 
communication within Wisconsin’s justice system is becoming more common, many of the counties that 
have videoconferencing in place are only scratching the surface of the cost savings potentially available 
through the medium.  Increased adoption by all the state’s justice partners is necessary to achieving 
the cost savings attainable through its usage.  
 
Overall, videoconferencing represents a solid financial and societal investment.  A number of the 
significant financial benefits of the technology are quantified in this report and the results provide an 
estimated return on the investment. In addition, non-quantifiable benefits such as enhanced public 
safety and a more efficient justice system are key criteria to be accounted for when considering an 
investment in videoconferencing for Wisconsin’s justice system.  

 



 

• This report is 
an aid for 
investment in 
VC technology. 

 
• The OJA 

quantified the 
cost savings 
potential in a 
few key areas 
of activity. 

 
 
 

• Within the 
justice system, 
VC can replace 
numerous 
activities for all 
justice partners. 

 

• VC technology 
is currently 
installed in 35% 
of courthouses 
and 45% of 
county jails in 
WI.  

• Use of VC has 
been limited 
because not all 
justice partners 
have the 
technology. 

The Benefits of Videoconferencing 
 

 

Videoconferencing is the process of communication between two or more parties 
at different locations through the use of telecommunications networks to transmit 
audio, video, and text data simultaneously.  Many activities within Wisconsin’s 
justice system could be improved with videoconferencing technology.  This report 
quantifies some basic cost savings associated with the use of videoconferencing 
in Wisconsin’s criminal justice system and is meant as an aid for counties and 
state level agencies making an investment in the technology. 
 
Videoconferencing Uses in the Justice System 
Within the justice system, there are a number of on-site, in-person activities which 
can be conducted by videoconferencing.  An overview of those procedures is 
listed below.   

Sheriff/Jail 
• Non-evidentiary proceedings for inmates such as some hearings, motions, 

and court-ordered interviews 
• Inmate telemedicine 

The Courts/District Attorneys 
• Non-evidentiary proceedings for prisoners/inmates such as some hearings, 

motions, and court-ordered interviews 
• Appearances by attorneys for motions and appellate arguments 
• Testimony by expert witnesses from out of county or state 
• Translation services from out of county 
• Inmate/Prisoner competency testing 
• Judges’ or supervisors’ conferences and/or ad hoc committee meetings 
• Civil proceedings 

Office of the Public Defender 
• Non-evidentiary proceedings for prisoners/inmates such as some hearings, 

motions, and court-ordered interviews 
• Inmate depositions 
 

In Wisconsin, videoconferencing is currently installed in at least one courtroom in 
35% of all county courthouses and 45% of all county jails.  While many of the 
aforementioned activities can be replaced by videoconferencing, use of 
technology has been limited because not all justice partners have 
videoconferencing capabilities.  An example from Waukesha County shows how 
the technology has been used for proceedings in one county courthouse.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Videoconferencing Usage in WI: Waukesha County 
Based on data from the first 18 months after installation, the following 
breakdown shows activity types for which Waukesha County’s court-
installed VC unit was used. 
Activity Type       
Hearings 69% In Waukesha VC cases, the defendant  
Competency Tests 19 appeared via VC in 58% of the cases,   
Court Trials 3 but overall, a number of different parties 
  

*A more complete analysis of Waukesha County’s VC usage can be seen in Appendix 1. 

Jury Trials 2 appeared from over 14 different state 
Meetings 9 and county level institutions.   
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• The BSSA 
suggested key 
benefits to be 
quantified in 
this study. 

 
 
 

This cost/benefit 
analysis 
quantifies 
reductions in: 
• Transportation 

expenses 
• Expert witness 
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• In 2002, WI 
could have 
saved 
$173,000 in 
state-level 
expert witness 
expenses.  

Some other 
critical benefits of 
VC include 
improvements in: 
• Public safety 
• Use of law 

enforcement 
resources 

• Case 
Processing 

 

 

 

Quantifiable Benefits of Videoconferencing 
The benefits of using videoconferencing within the state’s justice system are 
numerous.  This study’s purpose was to quantify a few significant benefits to help 
offset an investment in videoconferencing equipment at the county and state 
levels.  The potential cost savings in transportation as well as expert witness 
expenses were used to help justify the investment in videoconferencing 
technology. 
 

Reduction in Transportation Costs 
Currently, from one to four sheriff’s deputies are responsible for transporting a 
prisoner or inmate each time they must appear in court.  The use of 
videoconferencing will eliminate the vehicle and wage expenses associated 
with prisoner/inmate transport expenses for non-evidentiary court events. 
 
Reduction in Expert Witness Expenses 
Videoconferencing will generate expert witness cost savings at both the county 
and state levels.  At the county level, in-state and out-of-state expert witness 
travel time can be greatly reduced if experts testify via videoconferencing from 
a location close to their offices rather than in person.  

At the state level, Wisconsin’s State Lab of Hygiene and State Crime Labs offer 
expert witnesses as a service paid for by state tax revenues.  Allowing those 
experts to testify via videoconferencing could save taxpayers significantly.  For 
example if videoconferencing had been used for state-provided expert 
witnesses in 2002, Wisconsin taxpayers would have saved over $132,000 in 
State Lab of Hygiene expert witness expenses and $41,000 in State Crime Lab 
expert witness expenses. 

 
Non-Quantifiable Benefits of Videoconferencing 
Beyond the benefits enumerated in this study, the use of videoconferencing could 
provide additional benefits to Wisconsin’s citizens.  Many of these unquantifiable 
benefits are critically important. 
 

Enhanced Public Safety 
The transportation of convicted criminals under limited supervision is a risky 
practice.  By allowing prisoners and inmates to appear remotely for court, 
videoconferencing will significantly reduce the frequency with which dangerous 
individuals must be transported across the state. 
 
More Effective Use of Law Enforcement Resources 
All of Wisconsin’s counties have personnel responsible for the transport of 
prisoners and inmates for court.  A reduction in the number of required 
transports would allow the law enforcement staff to better protect and serve the 
taxpayers by increasing the number of hours spent working in the county where 
they’re employed. 
 
Enhanced Productivity and Processing 
By improving the availability of both defendants and witnesses, 
videoconferencing will allow cases to be processed in a more efficient manner. 
This will in turn improve the productivity of Wisconsin’s court system. 

All of the benefits listed above are substantially important and should be taken 
into account when considering an investment in videoconferencing technology. 
3



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

• A basic VC 
system allows 
access to any 
other available 
VC unit. 

 
 
 
The three basic 
cost areas in this 
analysis are: 
• Court VC unit 
• Jail VC unit 
• System 

Maintenance. 
 

• The overall cost 
of a court VC 
unit is $16,750. 

• The overall cost 
of a jail VC unit 
is $14,750. 

 

 

County-Level Investment  
 
When simplified to the level of basic connectivity, investment in
videoconferencing technology at the county level includes the purchase of
compressed format videoconferencing units for both the jail and the courthouse
and the maintenance of that equipment.  These units could then be used to link
with any other available videoconferencing unit including jail or courthouse units
in any other county or state as well as in any correctional institution in Wisconsin
or other states, state or county mental health facility, or juvenile detention
facilities.  

For the purposes of this analysis, a series of assumptions was made regarding
the county-level investment needed for videoconferencing equipment and
service.  First, the investment in a basic county system is broken into three cost
areas: the court videoconferencing unit, the jail videoconferencing unit, and
system maintenance.  All costs are based on vendor quotes from Milwaukee
County and the Department of Corrections available in Appendix 2 and the
assumed costs for each of those three areas are summarized below.   
 
Investment at the Courthouse 
Because the circuit court configuration that needs to be accommodated in each
county (layout, number of courtrooms, etc.) is different, current users of
videoconferencing on the BSSA committee suggested that counties start with a
mobile videoconferencing unit.  Investment in a mobile unit includes a complete
videoconferencing system on a rolling cart which can be shared between any
courtrooms wired appropriately.  The cost of a mobile unit was used for this
analysis and is $2,000 more expensive than a stationary unit. 

In addition to the unit itself, the wiring of the room with the three ISDN lines
needed for data exchange and installation of the unit costs approximately
$2,000.  Even though many counties have multiple courtrooms, it was assumed
that only one courtroom was wired in this basic analysis.  According to committee
members, additional rooms can be wired at a cost of $500/room.  There is a final
cost of maintaining service on one phone and one fax line needed for attorneys
and clients to confer which comes out to be about $750 per year. 
   

Total Cost of Court Unit $16,750 
Mobile Videoconferencing Unit $14,000 
Wiring/Installation $2,000 
Setup of Phone/Fax Lines $750 

 
Investment at the Jail 
Unlike the unit for the courts, the jail unit does not need to be moved from room
to room, and thus can be a stationary unit costing only $12,000.  Similar to the
court expenses, there is a $2,000 wiring/installation fee and a $750 phone/fax
line fee for the unit.  
 

Total Cost of Jail Unit $14,750 
Stationary Videoconferencing Unit $12,000 
Wiring/Installation $2,000 
Setup of Phone/Fax Lines $750 
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• The overall cost 
of a complete 
VC system is 
$35,500. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• The cost of VC 
usage is 
approximately 
$24/hour. 

 

• VC can only 
replace non-
evidentiary 
court hearings. 

• Six counties 
were audited to 
find the relevant 
level of cost 
savings. 

 

 

 
Maintenance 
In addition to the video units and their installation, the ongoing maintenance 
support is also important.  The cost of a good maintenance package is estimated 
at about $2,000 per unit per year.  Thus a one-year maintenance package per 
system completes the county-level costs and represents an investment of 
$4,000, making the grand total for a complete county system $35,500. 
 
Usage Costs and Existing Equipment 
The cost of a videoconference varies greatly depending on service provider. 
However, the state Department of Corrections has contracted with AT&T for an 
intra-system rate of $12/hour and an in-state, out of system rate of $24/hour. 
The $24/hour rate used in this analysis is available to any county implementing a 
videoconferencing system and AT&T can provide the service regardless of the 
local provider. 

Many of Wisconsin’s counties have already invested in videoconferencing for the 
court, the jail, or both facilities.  Information on existing equipment in the courts 
was ascertained from a courts survey completed in May of 2002 and data on 
videoconferencing capabilities in the jails was gathered as a part of this project. 
A complete list of the 72 Wisconsin counties, their existing equipment, and their 
required investment is available in Appendix 3. 
 
Quantifying County-Level Cost Savings 
 
A major focus of this study was estimating the potential cost savings achievable 
through the use of videoconferencing in each of Wisconsin’s counties.  Through 
a series of surveys and audits, the potential level of cost savings in each county 
was calculated to show the depth of the technology’s benefits.  The major issue 
being addressed was the level of expenditures associated with prisoner/inmate 
transports currently replaceable by videoconferencing.  In addition, an analysis 
was done of the potential savings available though having expert witnesses 
appear via videoconferencing. 
 
Court Transportation Expenses 
According to the Director of State Courts Office, the majority of court events 
replaceable by videoconferencing fall into the category of non-evidentiary or non-
dispositive hearings.  The non-evidentiary hearing classification used for this 
analysis includes the following court events: 
  1.) Initial Appearances     7.) Child Placement Hearings 
 2.) Pretrial Conferences     8.) Termination of Parental Rights 
 3.) Scheduling Conferences    9.) Conditional Releases 
 4.) Status Conferences   10.) Status of Counsel 
 5.) Further Proceedings   11.) Child Support Matters 
 6.) Restitution Hearings 
 

Transport Expense Audits 
In order to establish the percentage of overall transport expenses replaceable 
by videoconferencing, the transportation expense records in six counties were 
audited.  The purpose of each audit was to separate out the expenses 
associated with the above list of non-evidentiary court events.   
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• Court transports 
account for 41% 
of overall 
transport 
expenses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• 27% of a 
county’s 
prisoner/inmate 
transport 
expenses are 
replaceable by 
VC. 

• All 72 county 
sheriffs reported 
their overall 
2002 transport 
expenses. 

• To make the 
analysis 
possible, some 
assumptions 
had to be made 
regarding the 
data. 

 
 
 
 
 
• The current 

state of VC 
acceptance by 
WI’s justice 
community is 
summarized in 
Appendix 6. 

 

The transportation expenses incurred by a county sheriff’s office include moving 
inmates and prisoners for a variety of reasons, a fraction of which involve non-
evidentiary court proceedings.  Within the overall expense number are the 
expenses for inmate medical needs, overcrowding, and a host of court and non-
court related transports.  Based on the average from the six audits, non-court 
related transports accounted for 59% of overall transport expenditures.  

Breakdown of Transport Expenses by Category 
Non-Evidentiary Court Proceedings    27% 
Evidentiary Court Proceedings   14% 
Non-Court Related _59%

 100% 
 

The overall number also includes expenses for both evidentiary and non-
evidentiary court proceedings.  The number relevant to this analysis is for non-
evidentiary hearing expenditures, which according to the average of the six 
audits was 27% of overall expenditures.  In essence, 27% of a county’s 
prisoner/inmate transport expenses are replaceable by videoconferencing.  For a 
complete summary of the county transport audits, see Appendix 4. 

Transport Survey 
A videoconferencing survey was administered to all the county sheriff’s offices 
asking, among other things, their level of 2002 transport expenditures.  A 
response rate of 100% was attained with all 72 counties providing information on 
their expenses.  The final number of 27% gained from the transport audits was 
then applied to the overall 2002 expenditure number from each county to attain 
the potential cost savings for that county.  A summary of transport cost savings 
can be seen in Appendix 5. 
 
Assumptions and Concerns 
The purpose of the project was to get a simple estimate of return on investment 
for potential investments in videoconferencing.  To make the analysis possible, 
several assumptions were made in estimating potential cost savings.  Each of 
these issues should be noted as they could materially affect the reported results. 

• It was assumed that each transport in the audits was independent of all others. 
That each prisoner or inmate was picked up and dropped off separately with 
no car-pooling involved. 

• In the audits, it was assumed that all of the possible hearings would be 
replaced by videoconferencing in the first year.  This percentage will likely be 
smaller initially, but with continued adoption of videoconferencing in more 
counties, it will eventually grow beyond the estimate. 

• The cost of housing inmates is not included in the analysis.  This is a very 
significant expense with some inmates remaining at the host county over a 
month after some court events.  Unfortunately, it was not possible to estimate 
this expense. 

• It was also assumed that videoconferencing technology would be accepted by 
the relevant parties in each county as a means to testify in court.  Through an 
August 2002 survey of judges as well as a survey conducted as part of this 
project a relative level of acceptance was ascertained for each county.  A 
listing of videoconference acceptance by county is provided in Appendix 6.  
6
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Expert Witness Expenses 
Expert witness expenses were collected from two groups.  Expenses for private
experts were collected from the district attorneys and expenses for public experts
were collected from the State Lab of Hygiene and the State Crime Labs.   
 

Private Expert Witnesses 
Videoconferencing has the potential to reduce expert witness expenses by
cutting down on travel time to and from a testimony.  The level of relevant
expenditures for expert witnesses from the private sector was ascertained from
the county district attorneys in much the same manner as the relevant level of
transport expenses was obtained from the sheriffs.   

All Wisconsin’s district attorneys were asked for their level of expert witness
testimony expense for 2002.  The numbers reported back from several of the
responding counties were audited to show the breakdown of overall expenses
to travel expenses.   From the average of the audits, the percentage of the
travel portion to the overall expert witness expense was 18%.  The counties
that returned the survey had their overall number multiplied by the 18% to
estimate the amount of expert witness expenses related to travel that could be
replaced by videoconferencing.    

 
State Expert Witnesses 
As noted earlier in this report, the state provides some expert witnesses to
district attorneys at a limited cost to the counties.  The state-level cost savings
if all those state laboratory experts had testified through videoconferencing in
2002 would have been approximately $173,000.   

The State Lab of Hygiene charges the counties the nominal fee of $16 plus
mileage for the testimony of its witnesses and information regarding the
number of trips made by these experts and the related county-level expenses
are included in the analysis and summarized in Appendix 5.  The summary of
expert witness usage by county is provided in Appendix 7. 

 
Cost/Benefit Analysis 
 
With information gathered on expenses and potential cost savings from each of
Wisconsin’s 72 counties, a simple cost/benefit analysis can be made for an
investment in videoconferencing technology.  There are two calculations used to
show cost/benefit here and they are Return on Investment (ROI) and Payback
Years. 
 
Return on Investment (ROI) 
ROI is a measure of the quality of an investment by showing how quickly the
equity of the investment is recouped through cost savings.  In this case, the
overall cost savings minus the usage costs is divided by the required cost of the
technology: 
 
 (Overall Cost Savings – Usage Costs)/Cost of Technology = ROI) 
 
Using this formula, the return attainable if videoconferencing is installed in all 72
counties would be 159% in the first year.  A list of county-level ROI numbers
ranked by ROI can be found in Appendix 8. 
7



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• The payback to 

the state if all 
72 WI counties 
implement VC 
technology is 
.53 years or 
about 7 months. 

• The WI DET 
provides 
assistance to 
counties looking 
to make an 
investment in 
VC. 

• Cross-agency 
user groups will 
be critical to 
sharing best 
practices. 

 

 
Payback 
Similar to ROI, payback also shows the quality of an investment.  Payback shows 
the amount of time in years required to make back the originally invested capital. 
In this case, the original investment is divided by the total cost savings minus the 
cost of usage.  A statewide investment in videoconferencing technology would 
provide the following payback: 
 
      Cost of Technology/(Overall Cost Savings – Usage Costs) = Payback 
 
Using that formula, the amount of time needed to payback the system if the 
technology was installed in all 72 counties would be .53 years or about 6 months. 
A list of videoconferencing payback numbers by county ranked by payback length 
can be found in Appendix 8. 
 
Conclusions/Action Plan 
 
Wisconsin’s investment in compressed videoconferencing equipment 
implementation in courts, jails, correctional institutions, mental facilities, and state 
laboratories could have substantial savings for county and state program costs. 
 
The level of these savings relies upon broad acceptance of this technology in 
agencies across the state.  Both the purchase and installation of this equipment 
and the re-engineering of how these agencies prepare, schedule, and plan for 
these court activities are necessary for these cost savings to come to occur. 
 
Based on these findings, we recommend that: 

• the state Department of Administration’s Division of Enterprise 
Technology continue to provide assistance in the purchasing 
specifications of this videoconferencing equipment as well as the most 
cost-effective ways of acquiring public telecommunications services to 
support this videoconferencing technology. 

• counties and state agencies invest in the base technology and wiring 
infrastructure to make more videoconferencing possible where it is cost-
effective from our estimated cost-benefit analysis. 

• court, jail, laboratory, corrections, and mental health institutions create 
user groups that can share videoconferencing best practices 
documentation across agencies and functions. 

• a broad team of county and state agency partners continue to develop 
strategies for promoting and measuring the effectiveness of increased 
videoconferencing for court appearances and other cost-saving 
applications. 
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Appendix 1: Videoconferencing Usage in Waukesha County 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Who Appeared % Activity %
Defendant 58% Hearing 69%
Administrator 22% Testing 19%
Parental Inmate 11% Court Trial 3%
Witness 2% Jury Trial 2%
Expert Testimony 3% Meeting 8%
Other 5% Total 100%
Total 100%

Event % Facility %
Not Available 31% County Mental Health Facility 50%
Probable Cause 45% Lincoln Hills (Juvenile) 5%
Gaurdianship 2% Winnebago MHF 6%
Motion Hearing 2% Kettle Moraine CI 5%
Placement/Modification 2% Dodge Co 3%
Competency Review 2% Columbia Co 3%
Permancy Plan Review 2% Dane Co 2%
Plea and Sentencing 3% Jackson CI 2%
Plea Hearing 2% Sand Ridge CI 2%
Disposition 3% Oshkosh CI 2%
Final Hearing 3% Green Bay CI 2%
Custody and Placement 2% Red Granite CI 2%
Determination of Child Support 2% Mendota MHF 3%
Review Hearing 2% Other 16%
Total 100% Total 100%

Summary Statistics for Videoconferencing Usage in Waukesha County
Collected from 7/02 through 7/03

 

 
9



Appendix 2: Videoconferencing Quotes 
 

 
 NEW SYSTEM

Date: 8/18/2003

Prepared by: Robb Kraft

Prepared for: SBC

Notes: Quote good till 10/3/03

Trade-in is the codec and its I/O panel - I/O panel not needed for the new product

New System VTEL SRP VTEL Disc. Disc. Reseller Reseller
Model Description Qty Price/each Extended $ Code Recvd. Price/each Extended $

VIS-VXP-F132S-DDM
Single VX-P Standard 32" S-Video System - H.323 and 
DDM (Includes V.35 cable)   Includes codec with 
Integrated PC, hand held QuickTouch remote control, 
furniture cart, camera, 1 microphone, monitor as listed, NIC 
with cables and all standard VTEL software

1 17,000$       17,000$    DH 32% 11,560$    11,560$                     

VTL-FLD-CBL-09

DDM to RS-449 Interface Cable; For non-dialed (direct) 
connection to DSU, MUX, or MCU; From DDM connector 
to 2 RS449 (DB37m) connectors  "Cable at $0 as 
substitution for the V.35 cable that comes standard"

1 250$            250$         Special 100% -$          -$                           

Equipment TOTAL >>>> 11,560$                 

Service SRP  Disc. Disc.   
Model Description Qty Price/each Extended $ Code Recvd. Price/each Extended $

VPC-VIS-PRO-ENW-12
1 Year Enhanced Parts & Software Warranty, Vista 
PRO/VX-P 1 400$            400$         DW 15% 340$         340$                          

NSPO-SBCINSTALL SBC Install of system 1 995$            590$         590$                          
218140 Next day labor - On-site 1 250$            207$         207$                          
217613 Help Desk 1 400$            340$         340$                          
218142 Help Desk - Carrier 1 100$            50$           50$                            

Service TOTAL >>>> 1,527$                   

 

Grand Total 13,087$                
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Appendix 2: Videoconferencing Quotes  
 

 
 

 
 

ClearCare Remote Maintenance “Spare-by-Air Program” 
 

 

 
 

Customer Name: Milwaukee County Clear One Communications 

Address: 821 West State Street 6110 Golden Heights Drive 

City: Milwaukee     State: WI     Zip: 53233 Golden Valley, MN 55416 

Job #:_______ 763-550-2300 Main, 763-550-2301 Fax 

Serial # System Description Location Coverage Dates Price 

 Qty. 6 Polycon VC Systems Milwaukee, WI 11/30/03 - $11,990 
 (Codec, Monitors, Cameras  11/29/04  
 NT Devices, Line Reading    
 Switches)    
     
   Sub-Total $11,900 
     
   Price $11,900 
     

ClearOne Communications
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Appendix 3:  County-Level Investment Needed 
 
 Required Investment in Technology

 

County Jail Courthouse Maintenance Total
Adams $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Ashland
Barron $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Bayfield $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Brown
Buffalo $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Burnett $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Calumet $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Chippewa
Clark $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Columbia $14,750 $0 $2,000 $16,750
Crawford $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Dane
Dodge
Door $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Douglas
Dunn $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Eau Claire
Florence $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Fond du Lac $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Forest $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Grant 
Green $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Green Lake $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Iowa $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Iron $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Jackson $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Jefferson $14,750 $0 $2,000 $16,750
Juneau $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Kenosha $14,750 $0 $2,000 $16,750
Kewaunee $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
LaCrosse $14,750 $0 $2,000 $16,750
Lafayette $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Langlade
Lincoln $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

12



Required Investment in Technology

 

County Jail Courthouse Maintenance Total
Manitowoc $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Marathon
Marinette $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Marquette $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Menominee $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Milwaukee
Monroe $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Oconto $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Oneida
Outagamie $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Ozaukee $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Pepin $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Pierce $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Polk $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Portage
Price $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Racine
Richland $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Rock $14,750 $0 $2,000 $16,750
Rusk $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Saint Croix $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Sauk $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Sawyer $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Shawano
Sheboygan
Taylor $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Trempealeau $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Vernon $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Vilas $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Walworth
Washburn $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Washington $14,750 $16,750 $4,000 $35,500
Waukesha
Waupaca $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Waushara
Winnebago $0 $16,750 $2,000 $18,750
Wood $14,750 $0 $2,000 $16,750
Overall $1,551,250

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse
At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse

At Least One Unit Already Available in Jail and Courthouse
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Appendix 4: Transport Expense Audit Summary 
 

2002 County-Level Transport Expense Audits Summary

 

$ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %
Total $424,999 100.0% $107,105 100.0% $90,045 100.0% $165,000 100.0% $53,964 100.0% $161,038 100.0%

Court-Related $220,661 51.9% $43,895 41.0% $30,807 34.2% $83,305 50.5% $21,960 40.7% $45,201 28.1%

Non-Evidentiary Hearing Related $101,041 23.8% $42,596 39.8% $24,493 27.2% $46,558 28.2% $15,495 28.7% $25,175 15.6%

Average Percent of County Transport Expenses Related to Non-Evidentiary Hearings 27.2%
Average Transport Expense per Non-Evidentiary Hearing $265

N Cost N Cost
Evidentiary Hearings 625 $119,620 Evidentiary Hearings 3 $1,299

Non-Evidentiary Hearings 632 $101,041 Non-Evidentiary Hearings 84 $42,596

Total 1257 $220,661 Total 87 $43,895

N Cost N Cost
Evidentiary Hearings 92 $36,747 Evidentiary Hearings 37 $6,465

Non-Evidentiary Hearings 126 $46,558 Non-Evidentiary Hearings 79 $15,495

Total 218 $83,305 Total 116 $21,960

N Cost N Cost
Evidentiary Hearings 40 $6,314 Evidentiary Hearings 120 $20,026

Non-Evidentiary Hearings 141 $24,493 Non-Evidentiary Hearings 136 $25,175

Total 181 $30,807 Total 256 $45,201

*Based on 2001 data

Conducted by Office of Justice Assitance (09/03)

Dane County Douglas County

Dane Douglas Eau Claire* WoodWashburnRockLevels of 2002 Transport 
Expenses

Rock County Washburn County

Eau Claire County* Wood County
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Appendix 5: Annual County-Level Cost Savings Potential 
 Annual Cost Savings Potential
 

 
 
 
 

County Non-Evid. Hearings SLH Expert Expert Witness Total
Adams $5,440 $71 $0 $5,511
Ashland $9,236 $0 $0 $9,236
Barron $12,240 $536 $487 $13,263
Bayfield $8,504 $0 $0 $8,504
Brown $81,600 $1,869 $0 $83,469
Buffalo $6,800 $298 $872 $7,970
Burnett $14,688 $653 $0 $15,341
Calumet $18,496 $176 $0 $18,672
Chippewa $14,960 $611 $543 $16,114
Clark $10,880 $0 $0 $10,880
Columbia $20,400 $252 $362 $21,014
Crawford $9,416 $89 $0 $9,506
Dane $115,600 $163 $0 $115,762
Dodge $36,938 $506 $0 $37,443
Door $11,152 $1,136 $91 $12,379
Douglas $29,133 $500 $0 $29,633
Dunn $9,175 $480 $0 $9,655
Eau Claire $24,492 $2,766 $905 $28,164
Florence $2,067 $0 $0 $2,067
Fond du Lac $16,782 $678 $272 $17,732
Forest $5,440 $0 $0 $5,440
Grant $6,789 $227 $0 $7,016
Green $12,942 $387 $0 $13,330
Green Lake $11,415 $149 $0 $11,564
Iowa $9,197 $147 $543 $9,888
Iron $1,185 $0 $0 $1,185
Jackson $11,843 $110 $0 $11,953
Jefferson $14,960 $416 $500 $15,876
Juneau $15,436 $0 $0 $15,436
Kenosha $59,006 $182 $0 $59,188
Kewaunee $4,896 $0 $0 $4,896
LaCrosse $51,979 $658 $12,851 $65,488
Lafayette $2,720 $0 $33 $2,753
Langlade $11,067 $138 $0 $11,205
Lincoln $14,531 $376 $0 $14,907
 

All data collected by Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance (09/03) 
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Annual Cost Savings Potential
 

County Non-Evid. Hearings SLH Expert Expert Witness Total
Manitowoc $11,370 $1,590 $0 $12,960
Marathon $46,240 $234 $0 $46,474
Marinette $16,720 $214 $2,938 $19,872
Marquette $7,888 $63 $0 $7,951
Menominee $4,624 $0 $0 $4,624
Milwaukee $326,400 $701 $0 $327,101
Monroe $17,680 $290 $129 $18,098
Oconto $21,999 $480 $0 $22,479
Oneida $36,224 $800 $362 $37,386
Outagamie $138,863 $1,342 $0 $140,205
Ozaukee $45,625 $269 $196 $46,091
Pepin $2,720 $169 $163 $3,052
Pierce $17,408 $770 $688 $18,865
Polk $6,528 $1,160 $0 $7,688
Portage $20,373 $692 $289 $21,353
Price $8,084 $0 $0 $8,084
Racine $116,465 $291 $0 $116,756
Richland $6,800 $250 $0 $7,050
Rock $44,880 $55 $0 $44,935
Rusk $10,981 $0 $0 $10,981
Saint Croix $30,056 $796 $0 $30,852
Sauk $34,982 $556 $1,960 $37,498
Sawyer $30,068 $0 $0 $30,068
Shawano $20,715 $1,436 $0 $22,151
Sheboygan $28,560 $1,087 $0 $29,647
Taylor $15,885 $1,326 $0 $17,211
Trempealeau $20,102 $129 $0 $20,231
Vernon $13,600 $264 $951 $14,815
Vilas $17,403 $0 $0 $17,403
Walworth $30,444 $598 $0 $31,041
Washburn $14,678 $200 $0 $14,878
Washington $29,920 $420 $235 $30,575
Waukesha $112,545 $1,024 $0 $113,570
Waupaca $20,543 $183 $3,576 $24,302
Waushara $12,126 $286 $272 $12,683
Winnebago $184,276 $225 $0 $184,501
Wood $43,802 $1,067 $235 $45,105
Total $2,320,972
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Appendix 6: County-Level Acceptance of the Technology 
All of Wisconsin’s sheriffs, district attorneys, and judges were asked, “Would you be willing to use videoconferencing technology for 
court hearings so your deputies would not have to transport inmates to and from court?  This assumes that both you and the courts 
are provided with compatible video equipment.”  Their responses are listed below. 

All those who responded indicated a willingness to use the technology when appropriate.  Blank spaces indicate non-response. 

County Sheriff DA Judge # of Judges

 

Adams Yes
Ashland Yes
Barron Yes Yes
Bayfield Yes Yes
Brown Yes Yes 1
Buffalo Yes Yes Yes 1
Burnett Yes
Calumet Yes Yes 1
Chippewa Yes Yes Yes 2
Clark Yes
Columbia Yes Yes Yes 2
Crawford Yes
Dane Yes Yes Yes 7
Dodge Yes Yes 1
Door Yes Yes
Douglas Yes
Dunn Yes Yes 1
Eau Claire Yes Yes Yes 2
Florence Yes
Fond du Lac Yes Yes
Forest Yes
Grant Yes Yes 2
Green Yes Yes 1
Green Lake Yes Yes 1
Iowa Yes Yes Yes 1
Iron Yes
Jackson Yes
Jefferson Yes Yes Yes 1
Juneau Yes
Kenosha Yes Yes 3
Kewaunee Yes
LaCrosse Yes Yes Yes 1
Lafayette Yes Yes Yes 1
Langlade Yes
Lincoln Yes Yes Yes 1
Manitowoc Yes
Marathon Yes Yes 1
Marinette Yes Yes
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All sheriff and DA data collected by Wisconsin OJA (09/03).  Circuit judge responses collected through 
Wisconsin Supreme Court survey (08/02). 



 

County Sheriff DA Judge # of Judges
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Marquette Yes
Menominee Yes
Milwaukee Yes Yes Yes 7
Monroe Yes Yes
Oconto Yes
Oneida Yes Yes
Outagamie Yes
Ozaukee Yes Yes
Pepin Yes Yes Yes 1
Pierce Yes Yes
Polk Yes
Portage Yes Yes Yes 2
Price Yes
Racine Yes Yes 2
Richland Yes Yes 1
Rock Yes Yes 3
Rusk Yes
Saint Croix Yes
Sauk Yes Yes
Sawyer Yes
Shawano Yes Yes 2
Sheboygan Yes Yes 1
Taylor Yes Yes 1
Trempealeau Yes Yes 1
Vernon Yes Yes Yes 1
Vilas Yes
Walworth Yes Yes 1
Washburn Yes
Washington Yes Yes Yes 1
Waukesha Yes Yes 3
Waupaca Yes Yes Yes 2
Waushara Yes Yes
Winnebago Yes
Wood Yes Yes
% Approve 100% 39% 46%

All sheriff and DA data collected by Wisconsin OJA (09/03).  Circuit judge responses collected through 
Wisconsin Supreme Court survey (08/02). 



Appendix 7: Trip Data from State-Level Agencies 
The following table summarizes by county, the number of prisoners picked up for court events from all of Wisconsin’s correctional 
institutions and the number of trips taken for court testimony by expert witnesses from the Wisconsin State Lab of Hygiene.  All 
data is for 2002.  

Corrections State Lab of Hygiene

 

County Court Pick-ups Trips
Adams 21 1
Ashland 2 0
Barron 9 3
Bayfield 2 0
Brown 306 16
Buffalo 4 2
Burnett 5 3
Calumet 19 2
Chippewa 16 4
Clark 14 0
Columbia 102 6
Crawford 3 1
Dane 445 8
Dodge 120 10
Door 23 8
Douglas 1 2
Dunn 13 3
Eau Claire 57 19
Florence 0 0
Fond du Lac 147 10
Forest 7 0
Grant 59 3
Green 9 8
Green Lake 25 2
Iowa 15 3
Iron 1 0
Jackson 17 1
Jefferson 71 8
Juneau 25 0
Kenosha 404 2
Kewaunee 10 0
LaCrosse 52 6
Lafayette 0 0
Langlade 6 1
Lincoln 36 3  
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Corrections State Lab of Hygiene
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County Court Pick-ups Trips
Manitowoc 41 15
Marathon 66 2
Marinette 12 3
Marquette 12 1
Menominee 0 0
Milwaukee 4,016 9
Monroe 39 3
Oconto 33 3
Oneida 8 5
Outagamie 364 15
Ozaukee 67 3
Pepin 1 1
Pierce 0 4
Polk 2 5
Portage 28 7
Price 5 0
Racine 331 3
Richland 28 4
Rock 106 1
Rusk 1 0
Saint Croix 10 4
Sauk 63 11
Sawyer 14 0
Shawano 45 12
Sheboygan 113 11
Taylor 10 8
Trempealeau 16 1
Vernon 11 3
Vilas 12 0
Walworth 85 9
Washburn 2 1
Washington 154 6
Waukesha 609 26
Waupaca 47 2
Waushara 10 4
Winnebago 236 3
Wood 21 11
Totals 8,664 331



Appendix 8: County-Level Videoconferencing Cost/Benefit Analysis 
This investment analysis compares each Wisconsin county’s required investment from Appendix 3 with potential cost savings from 
Appendix 5.  

 
Required Annual Potential Payback ROI Recovered Recovered 
County Investment Cost Savings Years (year one) Hours/Yr. Mileage/Yr.
Winnebago $18,750 $184,501 0.1 958% 5,602 81,384
Outagamie $35,500 $140,205 0.3 384% 5,076 54,002
LaCrosse $16,750 $65,488 0.3 383% 1,758 20,792
Kenosha $16,750 $59,188 0.3 325% 4,484 22,327
Wood $16,750 $45,105 0.4 262% 1,513 17,034
Rock $16,750 $44,935 0.4 261% 1,624 17,453
Ozaukee $18,750 $46,091 0.4 239% 963 19,961
Sauk $18,750 $37,498 0.5 195% 2,659 14,404
Sawyer $18,750 $30,068 0.6 156% 1,564 12,381
Waupaca $18,750 $24,302 0.8 127% 918 7,773
Columbia $16,750 $21,014 0.8 122% 1,550 6,966

Marinette $18,750 $19,872 1.0 103% 706 6,502
Calumet $18,750 $18,672 1.0 97% 836 8,092
Jefferson $16,750 $15,876 1.1 92% 514 5,818
Taylor $18,750 $17,211 1.1 89% 667 6,177
Saint Croix $35,500 $30,852 1.2 85% 1,543 11,688
Washington $35,500 $30,575 1.2 84% 1,349 11,636
Juneau $18,750 $15,436 1.2 80% 634 4,502
Washburn $18,750 $14,878 1.3 77% 769 6,422
Manitowoc $18,750 $12,960 1.5 67% 576 4,548
Oconto $35,500 $22,479 1.6 62% 926 8,555
Green Lake $18,750 $11,564 1.7 60% 479 4,439
Trempealeau $35,500 $20,231 1.8 55% 928 7,817
Pierce $35,500 $18,865 1.9 52% 632 6,770
Monroe $35,500 $18,098 2.0 50% 1,315 6,876
Fond du Lac $35,500 $17,732 2.1 49% 631 6,437
Vilas $35,500 $17,403 2.1 48% 475 6,675
Bayfield $18,750 $8,504 2.3 44% 281 3,133
Burnett $35,500 $15,341 2.4 42% 657 5,712
Lincoln $35,500 $14,907 2.4 41% 650 5,651
Vernon $35,500 $14,815 2.5 41% 1,088 6,347
Green $35,500 $13,330 2.7 37% 566 5,491
Barron $35,500 $13,263 2.7 36% 689 5,355
Door $35,500 $12,379 2.9 34% 506 4,337

Jackson $35,500 $11,953 3.1 33% 900 5,527
Rusk $35,500 $10,981 3.2 30% 419 4,730
Clark $35,500 $10,880 3.4 30% 841 4,231
Iowa $35,500 $9,888 3.7 27% 269 2,341
Dunn $35,500 $9,655 3.8 27% 628 3,670
Crawford $35,500 $9,506 3.8 26% 716 3,563
Price $35,500 $8,084 4.5 22% 336 3,101

▲  Payback in Under One Year (Above)  ▲

▲  Payback in Under Three Years (Above)  ▲

All data collected by Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance (09/03) 
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Required Annual Potential Payback ROI Recovered Recovered 

A

 

County Investment Cost Savings Years (year one) Hours/Yr. Mileage/Yr.
Buffalo $35,500 $7,970 4.6 22% 304 2,644
Marquette $35,500 $7,951 4.6 22% 266 5,522
Polk $35,500 $7,688 4.7 21% 385 3,046

Richland $35,500 $7,050 5.2 19% 200 2,644
Adams $35,500 $5,511 6.6 15% 193 2,116
Forest $35,500 $5,440 6.7 14% 243 2,343
Kewaunee $35,500 $4,896 7.5 13% 124 2,077
Menominee $35,500 $4,624 7.9 13% 290 2,023
Pepin $35,500 $3,052 11.9 8% 138 1,172
Lafayette $35,500 $2,753 13.2 8% 92 1,088
Florence $35,500 $2,067 17.6 6% 102 386
Iron $35,500 $1,185 30.8 3% 50 503

Ashland $0 $9,236 N/A N/A 398 4,310
Brown $0 $83,469 N/A N/A 2,819 45,696
Chippewa $0 $16,114 N/A N/A 1,083 6,160
Dane $0 $115,762 N/A N/A 2,228 55,807
Dodge $0 $37,443 N/A N/A 1,269 12,928
Douglas $0 $29,633 N/A N/A 1,326 11,329
Eau Claire $0 $28,164 N/A N/A 1,566 8,572
Grant $0 $7,016 N/A N/A 491 2,925
Langlade $0 $11,205 N/A N/A 465 4,427
Marathon $0 $46,474 N/A N/A 889 20,883
Milwaukee $0 $327,101 N/A N/A 5,737 126,933
Oneida $0 $37,386 N/A N/A 1,478 14,087
Portage $0 $21,353 N/A N/A 714 7,923
Racine $0 $116,756 N/A N/A 3,617 135,876
Shawano $0 $22,151 N/A N/A 872 8,056
Sheboygan $0 $29,647 N/A N/A 1,042 11,107
Walworth $0 $31,041 N/A N/A 723 11,839
Waukesha $0 $113,570 N/A N/A 3,978 28,136

▲  Payback in Under Five Years (Above)  ▲

▼ Payback Not Calculated (Below) -- Already Have At Least One Court and One Jail Videoconferencing Units ▼

ll data collected by Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance (09/03) 
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