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Overview 
 
 

The security of a courthouse is based on a balance of four essential components: involvement of 
all stakeholders, security personnel, technological devices, and the configuration of the physical 
plant. The absence of any of these components will negatively impact the security of a facility. 
An assessment of the Gallatin County Courts is a snapshot in time limited to the dates on which 
it was conducted. 
 
The Law and Justice Center is located at 615 South 16th Avenue.  It was originally constructed 
as a High School in 1961, and was purchased and renovated to the Law and Justice Center in 
1978. The renovation included two District Courtrooms, Clerk of the Court, and other court 
related functions. A fire in the early 1990’s destroyed part of the building. The Law and Justice 
Center was completed with a major renovation in 1993.  Victim Services was added in 2000.  
 
It was noted that multiple studies have been done in Gallatin County or the state of Montana over 
the last fifteen years.  One such study was the “Courthouse Security Inspection”1 in 2006 
performed by the Montana Department of Justice, Division of Criminal Investigation, at the 
request of the Montana Supreme Court Administrator’s Office.  Site inspections were conducted 
of all county courthouses in the state.  Recommendations were made, but are not specific by 
county.  It is recommended that the Gallatin County Sheriff’s Office review this document for 
possible security recommendations that may or may not be included in this assessment also.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Montana Department of Justice, Division of Criminal Investigation. 2006. Courthouse Security Inspection. Available from 
http://courts.mt.gov/content/dcourt/dcc/docs/court_security_final_report.pdf. 
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Observations and Recommendations 
 

 
The following are observations, comments and recommendations relative to the court security 
operation in Gallatin County, Montana. These were not the result of a full court security 
assessment but rather incidental to the staffing analysis that was being conducted. As such we are 
not indicating that all aspects of the court security operation were observed, all areas of the 
courthouse seen, and all relevant personnel interviewed. Also, the order in which they are 
presented is not indicative of any priority. 
 
Observation 1: The building itself is cause for concern as negative findings have been examined 
in multiple previous assessments, analyses, and letters.  A study from October 2004 explained 
that while the general physical condition of the building is good and has been well maintained, a 
previous report indicated the 1993 construction did not comply with the contract requirements 
based on physical observations and may result in the building being considered a lower 
classification of construction.  Deficiencies in the lateral load resisting system exist in the front 
portions of the building not renovated in 1993.  These areas would sustain significant damage in 
a major earthquake and should be brought up to current code requirements.2  A similar finding 
was examined earlier in a 1999 structural evaluation where the fourth general conclusion states, 
“Building Area A [North half of the west wing], since it is an independent structural system and 
detached from the other two areas could sustain significant damage in a major earthquake.”3  A 
letter in 2005 from Chief Building Official Neil R. Poulsen references this finding as well 
stating, “The Lateral System analysis in the code review, particularly for building ‘A’ where you 
are proposing a remodel, and building ‘B’ has ‘serious deficiencies’ must be addressed.”4    
 
An additional letter from Architect/President Ben Lloyd of Comma-Q Architecture Inc. states, 
“It is understood that Gallatin County considers the Law and Justice Center to be a ‘short-term’ 
facility with an estimated remaining life of 14 years (to be abandoned in 2019)…The existing 
Law & Justice Center should be abandoned by the county before 2014…New construction or 
extensive renovation must occur very soon and in this case new construction represents a 
superior value over renovation.”5       
 
Recommendation 1: Bring the entire building up to current code requirements.  Or, part of the 
2004 study’s recommendations included, “construct[ing] a new purpose-built 65,000 SF 
Court/Judicial Building adjacent to the new Jail to the south.”2  Additionally, many of the 
recommendations that follow are also included in the General Guidelines of the April 7, 2011 
Campus Master Plan Gallatin Law and Justice Center for the design of a new court related 
facility.   

 
Observation 2: There are three un-manned public entrances/exits to the Law and Justice Center 
with no screening station in place.  They use a screening process, which involves moving a 
                                                 
2 Carter Goble Lee and Kaplan McLaughlin Diaz. October, 2004. Gallatin County/Bozeman Criminal Justice Space and Facilities Needs 
Assessment Final Report (pp. 47-48, 68). Available from http://www.gallatin.mt.gov/public_documents/cjspacereport.pdf.  
3 Prugh & Lenon Architects, PC, MTStructural Consultants, Bronec & Associates, Inc., & Van Dyken Engineering. March 1999.  Law & Justice 
Center Building Analysis (p. 7). 
4 Poulsen, Neil. Letter to Ben Lloyd. 8 Nov. 2005. TS. 
5 Lloyd, Ben. Letter to Larry Watson. 28 Nov. 2005. TS. 
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portable magnetometer to the specific courtroom being used and screening everyone who enters 
the courtroom, only when they have a known threat.   
 
Recommendation 2a: Screening at a single entrance is the more accepted standard practice and 
removes the noise and confusion associated with the present situation from the area of the courts 
and gives staff more control while providing a secure environment for everyone within the 
courthouse.  Limiting screening to only certain times or for certain events also opens the door to 
“failure to protect” issues that can present themselves with adverse notoriety or, worse yet, 
wrongful death or injury litigation.   
 
It is recommended that the main entrance to the Law and Justice Center on the West side of the 
building remain open and that the other two entrances on the North and South ends be closed to 
the public.  Entry through these two doors should be controlled by a keyless entry system or 
access cards for building employees and they should be designated as emergency exits for the 
public.  Additionally, a screening station should be constructed at the top of the stairs with x-ray 
and magnetometer staffed by officers at the new single public entrance that places the staff one 
step up from floor level, incorporates a barrier between the public and staff and contains ballistic 
material. A photo of a station that might be used as a guide is below on the right.  Concessions 
will have to be made for those court users who require ADA accessibility as the main entrance 
does not comply with ADA accessibility requirements associated with building access.  They 
may have to be escorted into the building’s North end entrance and then screened by a deputy. 
 

       
       Main entrance on West side           Example screening station 

 
Recommendation 2b: If a single point of entry with screening is not established, it is 
recommended to have, at a minimum, one sworn, armed deputy using a hand wand for screening 
at each of the three entrances.  
 
Observation 3: Even if a screening operation is established, it should still be understood that to 
prevent unauthorized firearms from being brought into the courthouse there is no foolproof 
system and so the possibility of a firearm being introduced does exist.  
Recommendation 3: It is recommended that ballistic material be installed on the inside of each 
judicial bench so that judges will have the ability to seek cover and concealment if necessary. 
Also, the table at which criminal defendants are seated should be bolted to the floor to prevent 



  
 
 

4 
 

them from being flipped over during an altercation. The chairs defendants sit in should have 
arms and not have casters so that their ability to quickly rise up is limited.  

 
Observation 4: The number of deputies assigned to building security staffing, which includes 
the courthouse and county attorney, consists of one sworn, armed deputy with additional help as 
needed from patrol, investigations, and other divisions who are available.  The number of 
deputies who may be in the courts is dependent on the number of prisoners attending court and 
there is not sufficient staff to establish assignments. Deputies are called from patrol and 
investigations to transport prisoners between the jail and courts.  The short staffing further 
heightens the potential for an undesired incident and is inadequate when considering the 
following:  

 The number of judges assigned to the courthouse. 
 The volume of prisoners produced to court which must be moved through public areas 

and there being no holding areas adjacent to the courtrooms.  
 The number of members of the public who are often present in the facility. 
 The courthouse design does not meet current standards for security.  

 
Recommendation 4: The National Courthouse/Court Facility Staffing Guidelines (copy 
attached at Appendix) authored by Sheriff John Zaruba of DuPage County, IL applied to Gallatin 
County call for the following staffing levels: one officer for each courtroom (three District Court 
and one Standing Master); two officers for each magnetometer*; one officer for each x-ray 
machine*; one Supervisor; a two-officer prisoner movement team and a 10 % coverage factor.  
This is a total of eleven (11) building security staff.  We recommend that a minimum of eight (8) 
staff be employed and assigned to the courthouse immediately. This increase would allow for a 
two-officer prisoner movement team, two officers to be deployed to courtrooms (1 per floor – 
second and third level), moving about as judges take and leave the bench and as needed based 
upon courtroom activity, one officer as a coverage factor and to be deployed as needed, two 
officers dedicated to the screening operation and the Supervisor present in the courthouse to 
assign and reassign personnel, deploy themselves as needed and to respond to emergencies. For 
this number of new positions to work there must be a commitment to not reassigning personnel 
out of the courthouse under routine circumstances.  
 
*If Recommendation 2a is implemented. 
 
Observation 5: When there are prisoners in the courtroom, they are seated in the public area 
with a rope blocking access to the bench behind or next to them so that there is one empty bench 
between prisoners and the public.  The officer who transported them will monitor the inmates in 
the courtroom and as much of the public as possible.   
 
Recommendation 5: It would be recommended that additional barriers be placed alongside the 
prisoner area. 
Observation 6: Inmate movement from the jail to the court is through an exterior secure fenced 
walkway not screened from the public.      
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Recommendation 6: It is recommended that signage indicating prohibition of loitering in the 
area and contacting the prisoners and allowing only authorized personnel would discourage 
persons loitering in the area.   
 
Observation 7: Inmate movement once inside the courthouse involves prisoners being 
transported to the floor of their courtroom by the public elevator. All movement of prisoners 
after arrival at the courthouse is in areas accessible to the public.   
 
Recommendation 7: The current facility is not adequate to allow for inmate movement in 
private circulation areas.  Having crowd control techniques in place as the prisoners are being 
moved within the facility will greatly enhance safety for all court users.  Additionally, training, 
or at the very least, briefings should be had with all civilian employees and elected officials as to 
what the expectation of them is when they encounter prisoners being moved through the 
hallways and other areas of the courthouse and vicinity.  This will enhance their personal safety 
and the efficiency of the prisoner movement process. 
 
Observation 8: It was noted that some Judges use court recess as a punishment if inmates are 
produced from the jail to court late. The result of this is the deputy(ies) having to sit in the 
courtroom, during which time they cannot be doing other duties, with the inmates until court is 
back in session.  There are no holding areas in the courthouse.  This kind of retribution is not an 
accepted safe standard of practice as the longer the prisoners are in court, the potential for an 
incident to occur becomes greater.   
 
Recommendation 8: Possible solutions are to either prioritize and expedite the calling of 
prisoner cases once the prisoners are produced in the courtroom or to create a separate prisoner 
calendar call at a specific time or times. To further assist in this endeavor, it is strongly 
recommended that a process be put into place wherein prisoners who are only going to have their 
cases adjourned to another date not be produced at all. The forgoing suggestions will require the 
cooperation of several stakeholders: the Judiciary, defense bar, District Attorney, County 
Attorney, Sheriff, clerical staff and others.   
 
Observation 9: While there is a duress alarm system for the judges (with buttons on their 
benches and in their offices), the system is maxed out so no additional duress alarms can be 
added to the system.  The response time is slow because of how the duress alarms are routed 
through dispatch.  They go through two call centers before a deputy in the courthouse is alerted.   
 
Recommendation 9: Update the system so that more alarms can be added if/when needed.  
Research if the alarms can be routed directly to a deputy on duty or at least go straight to the 911 
call center in Bozeman so that they can dispatch a deputy.  
 
Observation 10: It was indicated that there is no official training for judges.   
Recommendation 10: It is recommended that a judicial security packet be developed and given 
to each judge. This packet should contain emergency contact information, information about 
personal safety for the judge and family, and guidance regarding threats against judges.  
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Observation 11: It was indicated that no practice drills for emergency evacuation and lockdown 
plans for the courthouse are conducted.   
 
Recommendation 11: Written evacuation and lockdown plans for the courthouse and standard 
operating procedures for court security operations should be created if they do not currently 
exist. SOP’s for such functions as prisoner movements, screening operations, courtroom security, 
and emergency situations should be developed.  Evacuation and lockdown plans should be 
promulgated, periodic drills and training should be conducted to include, where appropriate, 
civilian personnel working in the facility. Sheriff’s personnel newly assigned to the court 
security unit should be provided in-service training relative to this assignment.  Sheriff John 
Aubrey of Jefferson County, KY has promulgated a document called, “What Do I Do If…”, 
which each civilian employee in Jefferson County Courthouses is provided. It describes the 
expected response of the employee to lockdown, lockout, hostage, evacuation, prisoner escape or 
rapid deployment event, and natural disasters. It is contained in the appendix of this document 
and is easily adaptable to virtually any jurisdiction or facility. 
 
Observation 12: It was observed that there are numerous counters staffed by clerical personnel 
who interact with the public and that there are no barriers between the private and public sides of 
the counters.  
 
Recommendation 12: Consideration should be given to installing Plexiglas windows at the 
counters. This would provide protection for the staff and preclude the possibility of someone 
reaching across the counter and acquiring an item that could be used as a weapon.  
 
Observation 13: It was indicated that searches of the courtrooms and other areas of the 
courthouse are not routinely conducted.  
 
Recommendation 13: A practice of searching the courtrooms and other areas, including the area 
immediately outside the building, each morning prior to the opening of the courthouse to the 
public should be established. 
 
Observation 14: The Law and Justice Center has a CCTV system that allows for monitoring of 
some of the critical areas of the courthouse. Unfortunately, because of the staffing shortages, the 
system is not monitored on an ongoing basis.  
 
Recommendation 14: One suggested option to be evaluated and considered is to have the 
personnel monitoring the CCTV system in the jail also monitor the courts system. Camera 
locations, angles, etc. should be reviewed to make sure cameras are setup to obtain the best 
image possible.  Also, the addition of a public address system would be of value especially 
during emergency situations as well as daily operations. 
Observation 15: Dedicated and secure parking is not provided for judges, law enforcement, 
staff, or jurors. There is dedicated parking located on the East side of the building for law 
enforcement and staff, and some is marked by signage for judges.   
 
Recommendation 15: Evaluate the feasibility of constructing a secure parking area on the East 
side of the building.  
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Observation 16: All current entrances into this courthouse are for everyone’s use (only inmates 
have a private entrance, but it opens up into a public area). 
 
Recommendation 16: Once the North and South end entrances are closed to the public, these 
can be established as possible private entrances for judges, law enforcement, and staff.   
 
Observation 17: There are no physical barriers to prevent intrusion by vehicle. There are 
staircases and landscape features, which could delay and make breach by a vehicle difficult.  
However, the landscape features would be easy to drive around. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
West main entrance to L&J Center with planter barriers  North ADA entrance to L&J Center with planter barrier 

 
Recommendation 17: Add additional physical barriers around the perimeter of the building that 
will be more apt to prevent intrusion.   
 
Observation 18: The windows on the first floor of the Law and Justice Center allow individuals 
to be clearly seen from the outside.  Additionally, the stairwell on the South side of the building 
can be clearly seen through. 
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South side stairwell      North side stairwell 

 
Recommendation 18: Ideally, install ballistic glass in these exterior windows. In the alternative, 
install one-way vision film or at the very least blinds/shades on these windows.  The stairwell on 
the North side of the building has windows that are tinted like stained-glass.  Something similar 
to this on the South side would suffice. 
 
Observation 19: Multiple generators and outdoor equipment are not fenced or secured.  This 
poses a safety threat to those in the building in the event that someone disables them and there is 
no power, etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Examples of generators/equipment that are not enclosed 

 
Recommendation 19: Surround the generators and equipment with fencing to discourage the 
public from tampering with it. 
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Observation 20: Communication tower on the East side of the building is accessible for 
someone to climb to where they’d then have access into office and courtroom windows. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Communication tower 

 
Recommendation 20: Surround the tower with fencing to discourage the public from trying to 
climb. 
 
Observation 21: Both the exterior and interior boiler room doors as well as the exterior switch 
room door on the East side of the building, basement level were left propped open by 
maintenance staff.  These provide the opportunity for someone to obtain noxious and caustic 
substances and possibly edged weapons.  The ladders on the wall outside the doors could give 
someone access to other areas of the courthouse. 
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      Exterior boiler room door open     Interior boiler room door propped open 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     Exterior switch room and boiler room doors open 

 
Recommendation 21: Establish rules and training with maintenance staff to make sure that 
these doors remain closed and locked.  If a single point of entry is established with manned 
screening, it will be especially important to keep additional entrances, like the boiler room, 
closed to the public so that weapons and contraband cannot be secreted into the facility. 
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NATIONAL COURTHOUSE/COURT FACILITY STAFFING GUIDELINES 
 

Sheriff John E. Zaruba 
DuPage County, Illinois 

 
 
How much courthouse/courtroom security is too much and is there a formula for 

an adequate/minimum security force? 
 

The answer comes only after the accomplishing the following steps. 
 
Step One: 
 
Conduct a threat analysis. Assess your historical threats, your current threats and your 
anticipated future threats. Jurisdictions are similar based on demographics. Research and 
then assess. Include worker/workplace events. Workplace violence in a judicial setting is 
15 times the national average. 
 
Step Two: 
 
Complete an accurate and thorough court facility site survey. Assess your facility's 
external and internal weaknesses. Assess your policy and procedures by testing them. 
Assess your staff, their physical and psychological abilities, training, commitment and 
security levels. Assess your practices against CALEA Chapters 71, 72 and 73 standards. 
 
Step Three: 
 
Establish a security committee made up of all users of your court facility(s). Now, add 
to this a member of your funding source (County Board/Commissioners, etc). Review the 
results of steps 1 and 2 together and jointly decide your course of action. This step will be 
the most difficult but it will help create a mutual understanding and a mutual direction 
that will increase your level of security. 
 
During your discussions, these mandatory questions must be answered: 
 
Who is legally responsible for court security? 
 
What is the level of security desired for each location? 
 
Are you going to be gun free? Who is authorized to carry firearms in the facility? 
 
Is security for all or for some? (Passes) 
 
Is funding available now, can security be phased or is this as good as it gets? 
 



 

 

Can the eight security zones be segregated physically, temporally, or procedurally? Are 
they cross-contaminated? 
 
Is staffing adequate to protect and preserve the judicial integrity of the criminal justice 
system? Staffing is not just people placed in positions. An adequate staffing analysis 
requires looking at all phases of human resource l71anagemem. 
 
STAFFING ANALYSIS PHASES 
 
Recruitment 
Hiring 
Training (Basic/Specific) Placement 
Retention 
Command 
 
 
The following post assignment staffing guidelines should be used as a general guide for 
the provision of proper security staffing of your courtroom/facility. The factors which 
determine adequate staffing for your specific courtroom/facility will be determined by 
you utilizing steps one, two and three above. 
 
STAFFING GUIDELINES 
 
Large Counties and Cities: 
 
Courtrooms 
 
Civil Court   1                                                                                                                            
Criminal Court  2 (additional security assigned as justified) 
Juvenile   2 
Domestic   2 
City Court (Traffic)  2  
 
Building Security           Posts as delineated by security survey and special justification 
 
Court Facility 
 
Criminal   2  
Civil    1 
Juvenile   2  
Domestic   2 
 
Floor Security   1 (minimum each floor) 
 
Supervisory ratio  1 for every 6 court operations 
 



 

 

 
Unique posts where identified by security survey and special justification                     
 
10% relief factor 
 
 
Small Counties: 
 
Courtrooms/Facilities 
 
Criminal Court  minimum 1 
Civil Court   minimum 1 
Other    minimum 1 
 
 
Security position  1 over each court operation per judge 
 
Additional building security positions as identified by court security survey and special 
justification 
 
10% relief factor 
 
City Courts: (Small) 
 
Courtroom/Facility 
 
Criminal Court  minimum 1 
Civil Court   minimum 1 
Other    minimum1 
 
Security position  l over each court operation per judge 
 
Additional security positions as identified by court security survey and special 
justification 
 
Superior - Appellate - Supreme Courts 
 
Courtroom/Facility 
 
Criminal Court  3 and 1 supervisor 
Civil Court   1 
 
1 senior officer for every four-full time judicial hearing officers 



 

 

Additional security positions as identified by court security survey and special 
justification. 
 
10% relief factor 
 
 
Other Courts: 
 
Courtroom/Facility: 
 
1 full-time security position for each court facility operation 
 
Criminal Court  1.5 
Family Court   1.5 
Family Court Hearings 1 
Civil Court   1 
 
Additional security positions as identified by court security survey and special 
justification 
 
COURT SUPERVISION (Generally) 
 
1 Supervisor in-Charge for each court facility operation 
 
1 Assistant Supervisor In-Charge for each court that has more than one location with 5        
or more regularly scheduled courts or has 50 or more court security officers assigned to a 
single location 
 
1 Staff assistant for each Responsible Supervisor In-Charge OR Assistant Supervisor In-
Charge with a maximum of one per facility 
 
1 Supervisor to cover public security entrance 
 
10% relief 
 
ADDITIONAL STAFFING GUIDELINES 
 
Magnetometer/ X-ray Staffing 
 
Magnetometer   2 
X-ray    1 
 
 



 

 

Entrance Staffing 
 
Pass line   1 
Canine (Bomb)  1 
 
 
Prisoner Transportation 
 
As necessary based on Risk Assessment 
 
 
SPECIALIZED STAFFING CONCERNS: (Additional staffing and policy required) 
 
24/7/365 SECURITY (Preferred) 
 
MASTER CONTROL 
 
TRAINING 
 
FACILITY RESPONSE 

ALARMS 
MEDICAL EMERGENCIES 
OTHER EMERGENCIES 
FIRE OR WEATHER EVACUATION 
ESCAPE 
ILLEGAL ENTRY 
JUDICIAL SECURITY 
THREAT ASSESSMENT/ ADJUSTMENT/INVESTIGATION 

PROPERTY CONTROL 
ARREST/INVESTIGA TION/DETENTION 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS/DEMONSTRATIONS 
FACILITY SHUTDOWN 
HIGH RISK TRIAL 
HIGH PROFILE TRIAL 
MONEY ESCORTS 
PERSONAL JUDICIAL SECURITY 
MEDIA 
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