MINUTES - SHOREWOOD BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Committee of the Whole Meeting
February 4, 2019
1.

Call to Order
President Rozek called the Committee of the Whole meeting of the Village Board to order at 6:32 p.m.
in the Committee Room.

2. Statement of Public Notice
Clerk Bruckman stated that the meeting had been posted and noticed according to law.
3.

Roll Call
President Rozek called the roll. Present: Trustees Davida Amenta, Tammy Bockhorst, Jessica
Carpenter, Michael Maher, Ann McKaig and Wesley Warren.
Others Present: Village Manager Rebecca Ewald, Assistant Village Manager Tyler Burkart, Planning
and Development Director Bart Griepentrog, Senior Resource Director Elizabeth Price

4. Consider Standing Committee workload and distribution of tasks and issues.
Ms. Ewald explained the memo included in the February 4, 2019 packet. The goal of this Committee
of the Whole is to review the revised policy outlining the standing committee structure and proposed
procedures to have an initiative considered and discussed by the Village Board. All changes in the
policy are based on commentary and recommendations stated in the January 22, 2019 Committee of
the Whole by Village Board members. It was directed by the Village Board to test this new model prior
to taking formal action and making the structure permanent.
President Rozek went over the redline version handed out at the meeting (included at the end of the
February 4, 2019 minutes).
President Rozek went over the proposed standing committee structure. If the structure were to
change, she would need to reappoint different chairs. Another option is to not have all standing
committees meet all the time, just when needed.
Some of the questions and comments were as follows:
• The draft agenda would be emailed on Tuesday prior to the Thursday packet release.
• Including the annual prioritization process when there has not been consensus on how this
process will be take place in the future.
• The line stating “The Village Trustee should communicate with the staff liaison at least one
week prior to the standing committee they chair to set the meeting agenda.” Needs to be
removed since there needs to be majority agreement from the Village Board to place an item
on a standing committee agenda.
• Deciding on which standing committee an agenda item should be placed when it might cross
over multiple departments.
This item will be brought back to the next Committee of the Whole. The revised documents will be
included in the packet and will focus on what topics to assign to what committees. The Village Board
members will send any suggestions for the policy to the Village Manager.
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5. Consider the scope for organizational analysis.
Mr. Burkart explained the memo and scope of services included in the February 4, 2019 packet. The
organizational analysis was originally an initiative proposed by the Village Manager’s Office to take a
comprehensive look at the organization. The analysis as proposed would identify the services the
Village is currently performing and develop a 10-year road map on what the structure and services may
look like in the next decade. The attachment to this memorandum outlines the services to be covered
in the analysis. High priority services in each department will also include a comparable community
analysis to identify how other communities are providing similar services and begin to explore the
feasibility of sharing/contracting services with other municipalities or agencies. All chapters will consist
of two sections, which will include (1) general information on that service or area and (2) recommended
action steps to address that area. It should be noted that all action steps will be outlined based on
short-term and long-term approaches depending on the complexity and feasibility.
Village staff intends this study to be a living and breathing document. In other words, staff will always
review the study when there is a staffing vacancy, policy decision, etc. Similar to the HR manual, staff
will perform a review once a year to consider additions and changes to the roadmap on action steps,
subject to Village Board approval.
Some Village Board members expressed this is too much for staff to take on and the Village should
contract with an outside party. Other Village Board members expressed concern about Village staff
making staffing recommendations for departments. Some Village Board members expressed they
would like staff to start with benchmarking. Some Village Board members expressed that members
have different expectations of what they would like to see out of the analysis. Some Village Board
members expressed concern about spending money on this project. It was recommended the Village
Manager include a fiscal note of her and the Assistant Village Manager’s time.
This item will be brought back at a future meeting.

6. Tr. Amenta moved, seconded by Tr. Maher to adjourn the meeting at 7:38 p.m. Motion carried 7 - 0.

MINUTES - SHOREWOOD BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Village Board Meeting
February 4, 2019
1. Call to Order
President Rozek called the meeting of the Village Board to order at 7:49 p.m. in the Court Room.
2. Roll Call
President Rozek called the roll. Present: Trustees Davida Amenta, Tammy Bockhorst, Jessica
Carpenter, Michael Maher, Ann McKaig and Wesley Warren.
Others Present: Village Attorney Nathan Bayer, Village Manager Rebecca Ewald, Director of Public
Works Leeann Butschlick, Planning and Development Director Bart Griepentrog, Police Chief Peter
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Nimmer.
3. Statement of Public Notice
Clerk Bruckman stated that the meeting had been posted and noticed according to law.
4. Special Order of Business
a. Recognition of the Village of Shorewood as a Breastfeeding Friendly Workplace (Gold Level)
by North Shore Health Department.
Kala Hardy and Lori Ahrenhoerster from the North Shore Health Department presented the
Village of Shorewood with an award for being a Breastfeeding Friendly Workplace.
b. Consider RFP structure for AMR and AMI Implementation, Discussion 2.
Ms. Butschlick answered questions regarding the fiscal Note (included in the February 4, 2019
Village Board packet) and the memo below:
The Shorewood Water Utility provides water to approximately 3,500 metered locations. The
vast majority of the current meters were last replaced under a program completed
approximately 20 years ago. The Village is currently out of compliance with PSC 185.85(4)
which requires that in lieu of a prescribed testing schedule (first test of meter within 10 years
of installation), meters must be replaced within 20 years of the date of original installation.
A wholesale meter replacement program is the most appropriate time to evaluate the reading
system. While meter replacement is a relatively straight-forward enterprise, there are multiple
options and considerations in the selection of a reading system. Your January 7 Committee
of the Whole meeting included an introductory presentation regarding the types of water
meter reading systems. The table below summarizes the system features of the automated
meter reading (drive-by) (AMR) and automated meter infrastructure (AMI) system features:
Reading Method
Reading Frequency/data transmission
Communication Interface
Leak Detection/Water Loss
Customer usage information

AMR Drive-by
Manual
Determined by user/billing schedule
One-way
System
Billing cycle

AMI
automatic
Continuous
Two-way
Individual account
Hourly

An AMI system offers significant capabilities related to water loss and the reduction of nonrevenue water (NRW) (water that is purchased from Milwaukee but is not billed through
customer accounts). The potential exists to reduce the Village’s current annual 10% NRW with
the continuous monitoring processes afforded through an AMI system. This can be achieved
only through analysis of water purchased vs. water billed at an hourly consumption level. Each
percent reduction in NRW would be equivalent to $7,000 annually in unrecovered utility costs.
Below, please find the summarized ESTIMATED PROJECT INSTALLATION costs of a
complete meter system change-out with each of the reading system options:

Meters & registers
Endpoints
Reading system
Meter installation
Project management
Contingency (10%)

AMR Drive-by
Estimated cost
% of Total*
$318,767
26
$352,300
29
$30,000
2
$412,480
34
TBD
$111,355
10
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Estimated cost
$318,767
$352,300
$80,000
$412,480
TBD
$116,355

AMI

% of Total*
25
28
6
32
10

TOTAL
$1,224,902
*may not equal 100 due to rounding

$1,279,902

Please note the only variable cost related to the implementation of the systems, accounting for 26%, is the reading system type (AMR vs. AMI).
If the Village would desire to implement a fully interactive customer portal, AMI implementation costs would
increase by $10,000; annual software costs are estimated at $10,000. This is an optional feature; customers
can elect to receive notices/alarms via email through a standard AMI system without the on-line customer
portal option.
Hours and current and ANTICIPATED costs of the current meter reading system to general AMR and
AMI system implementation.

BILLING PROCESSES
(Quarterly billing)

Billing
Processing
Time

Meter
Reading

Printing/
mailing
bills¹

Payment
processing
time

Customer
maintenance

Software
Maintenance
Fees

EXISTING SYSTEM

SUB-TOTAL
EXISTING

hours/quarter

160

16

0

40

20

N/A

236

annual cost*

$32,000.00

$3,200.00

$8,000.00

$3,200.00

$1,000

$53,800.00

assigned staff

Utility

Finance

Finance

$6,400.00
Customer
Service

CS/Finance

AMR SYSTEM

AMR

hours/quarter

4

16

0

40

20

N/A

100

annual cost*

$800.00

$3,200.00

$8,000.00

$24,800.00

Utility

Finance

Finance

$3,200.00
Customer
Service

$5,000

assigned staff

$6,400.00
Customer
Service

AMI SYSTEM

AMI

hours/quarter

0

8

0

40

20

N/A

68

annual cost*

$0.00

$1,600.00

$8,000.00

$3,200.00

$12,000

$19,200.00

assigned staff

Finance

Finance

Finance

$6,400.00
Customer
Service

CS/Finance

* includes labor and/or supplies

Dual reading and bill processing will be required during the implementation period. In the interest of
maximum efficiency and cost savings, it is staff’s recommendation that the goal of the project is full
implementation within a period of 12 months or less.
RING
PROCESSES

System
Monitoring Daily Flow

System
Monitoring Continuous
Use

System
Monitoring Customer
Trend

On-line
Customer
Access
Interaction

EXISTING SYSTEM

SUB-TOTAL

EXISTING

hours/quarter

0²

8

N/A

N/A

8

annual cost*

0²

$1,600.00

$0.00

$0.00

$1,600.00

assigned staff

Utility

Utility

-

-

AMR SYSTEM

AMR

hours/quarter

0²

8

N/A

N/A

8

annual cost*

0²

$2,400.00

$0.00

$0.00

$2,400.00
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assigned staff

Utility

Utility

N/A

N/A

AMI SYSTEM

AMI

hours/quarter

12

36

12

30

90

annual cost*

$2,400.00

$7,200.00

$2,400.00

$4,800.00

$16,100.00

assigned staff

Utility

Utility

Utility

CS/Finance

²currently performed utilizing SCADA system; costs and hours not assigned to metering system
* includes labor and/or supplies

Staff estimates the implementation of an AMR reading system to reduce the typical utility bill by
approximately $3.33 annually. It is estimated the implementation of an AMI system would increase the
typical utility bill by $0.80 annually. Please see the attached fiscal note for additional detail.
Area Community Comparisons
Community
Milwaukee
Bayside

System Type
AMR
AMR

Brown Deer
Fox Point

AMI/AMR
AMR

Glendale
River Hills
Whitefish Bay

Manual/AMR/AMI
N/A
AMR

Reading
System Age
25+
20

Billing
Frequency

30+
13

Quarterly
Quarterly

Various
N/A
15+

Quarterly
N/A
Quarterly

Notes
AMR
Migratable endpoints; water provided
by Mequon Water Utility
Conversion in process
AMR drive-by installation complete
2019
No municipal water service
AMR Drive-by

Please note that the reading system age is included in the table above to indicate the amortization
schedule of the system. This information relates to the schedule upon which a community may
consider an upgrade to an AMI system in future.

Ms. Butschlick explained AMR with the capability to convert to AMI, nearly all the AMR systems have a
migratable endpoint. The endpoint is the component that allows the meter to be read and the data to
be collected.
Some Village Board members are concerned about the additional antennas needed for AMI system.
Village Board members asked clarification questions regarding the fiscal note. Ms. Butschlick clarified
there is not an intention to switch to monthly billing, the Village would continue to bill quarterly.
Tr. McKaig moved, seconded by Tr. Bockhorst to direct staff to draft a Request for Proposal for AMI
water meter infrastructure. No vote was taken.
President Rozek moved to amend, seconded by Tr. Warren to RFP AMR, AMI and AMR with
conversion to AMI systems for full cost and scope of what those systems would entail and for the
Village Board and to return to the Village Board for a decision. Amendment carried 5 – 2 with Tr.
Amenta and Tr. McKaig voting nay.
Motion as amended: Tr. McKaig moved, seconded by Tr. Bockhorst to direct staff to draft a Request for
Proposal for AMR, AMI and AMR with conversion to AMI systems for full cost and scope of what those
systems would entail and to return to the Village Board for a decision. Motion carried 7 – 0.
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c. Consider Resolution 2019-04 authorizing 2018 Wilson Drive Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility
Construction.
Tr. Amenta moved, seconded by Tr. Bockhorst to approve Resolution 2019-04 Local Road
Improvement Program Wilson Drive Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Improvements. Motion carried 7 – 0
with a roll call vote.

5. Consent Agenda Items
a. Accept Presentation of Accounts – February 4, 2019
b. Consider Village Board Minutes – January 22, 2019
c. Consider Tree Inventory Update and EAB Policy Assessment RFP.
d. Consider Riparian Management Plan RFP
e. Consider Atwater Stair Rehabilitation project management and communication plan.
f. Consider polling location communication plan
g. Consider Shorewood Shenanigan’s Special Event Permit, Short-Term Cabaret License, and
Extension of Premise for Draft and Vessel, North Star Bistro, Thief Wine, and Three Lions
Pub for Saturday, March 16, 2019.
Tr. Bockhorst moved, seconded by Tr. Maher to approve the consent agenda. President Rozek
requested removing item 5b and Tr. Amenta requested removing item 5g off the consent agenda.
Motion carried 7 – 0.

6. Items Removed from the Consent Agenda
5b; Consider Village Board Minutes – January 22, 2019. The Village Board requested the following
changes:
Page 3, 4a; Attorney Bayer summarized language, add “Statutory” language
Page 4; motion add “letter received from the Village of Shorewood School Board dated January 22,
2019 requesting the polling place be moved off school grounds.”
Page 4; Specify who called to question
Page 4, 4c; include whoever owns the art would maintain the art.
Page 5; include “staff clarified that 3 life guards, 1 supervisor is consistent with the past Milwaukee
County staffing”
Page 5, 9a; add “the Village Board expressed evaluation criteria for Village fees.”
Page 6, 10a; “old Ruckus building” should be replaced by “vacant Ruckus building”

Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Warren to approve the Village Board minutes of January 22, 2019
with the proposed changes. Motion carried 7 - 0.
5g; Consider Shorewood Shenanigan’s Special Event Permit, Short-Term Cabaret License, and
Extension of Premise for Draft and Vessel, North Star Bistro, Thief Wine, and Three Lions Pub for
Saturday, March 16, 2019.
A Village Board member expressed their concerns about the event.
It was noted to request the Fire Department to do a walkthrough of the bar’s capacity. It was clarified
there were no police-related calls during last years’ event.
Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Warren to approve the Shorewood Shenanigan’s Special Event
Permit, Short-Term Cabaret License, and Extension of Premise for Draft and Vessel, North Star Bistro,
Thief Wine, and Three Lions for Saturday, March 16, 2019. Motion carried 6 – 1 with Tr. Amenta voting
nay.
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7. Public Hearing(s) - None
8. Citizens to be heard – This item is for matters not on the agenda. Discussion may follow comment on
non-agenda items or discussion and action may come at future meetings. – None

9. New Business
a. Consider professional services agreement for 2019 Downer Meter Vault
Replacement/Rehabilitation engineering and inspection.
Two proposals were received in response to the engineering construction management RFP:
Design & Bidding

Construction Management

TOTAL

Hours

Fees

Hours

Fees

Hours

Fees

Baxter & Woodman

201

$23,900

194

$22,400

395

$46,800

Clark Dietz

290

$35,200

332

$34,960

662

$70,160

(It was noted that the Clark Dietz total hours of 662 should be 622.) The Clark Dietz proposal
is significantly more detailed and staff believes it provides a more thorough and
comprehensive approach – particularly in the construction management and inspection
functions. The Clark Dietz team has proposed daily and continual field inspection over the
duration of the project; the inspection hours included in the Baxter & Woodman proposal
would not appear to allow for this level of inspection. While the Baxter & Woodman team is
well-qualified to perform this work, staff has concerns about the firm’s proposed level of effort.
This is a complex project with significant impacts and implications to the Village’s primary
drinking water supply location. Staff strongly recommends that project inspection hours be
reflective of the critical importance of this work.
Some Village Board members requested the RFP reflect the specific engineering service we
value more. Some Village Board members expressed Clark Dietz has shown a deeper
understanding of the Village’s water system.
Tr. Amenta moved, seconded by Tr. Maher approval of a professional services agreement with Clark
Dietz in the amount of $70,160 for design engineering and construction inspection services related to
the Downer Meter Vault Rehabilitation/Replacement project. Motion carried 6 – 1 with President Rozek
voting nay.
b. Consider award of contract for 2019 Atwater Stair Rehabilitation Project.
Bids opened January 24, 2019 are summarized below:
Blaze Landscape Contracting
Dahlman Construction
Janke General Contractors
Solutions 101
*non-responsive bid (altered quantities)

$109,750.00
$109,950.00*
$187,600.00
$160,813.50
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The 2019 budget includes bond proceeds in the amount of $110,000 for the project. Please
note the low bid is slightly under this amount. When engineering fees are included, the total
project cost exceeds the bonded amount by $750.00. Please see the attached fiscal note.
Some Village Board members inquired why the full beach had to close. Ms. Butschlick
explained it’s an active construction zone. Some Village Board members inquired how long
construction would take. Ms. Butschlick explained the project should wrap-up by the end of
November.
Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Warren to award of a contract for the 2019 Atwater Stair
Rehabilitation Program to Blaze Landscape Contracting in the amount of $109,750.00. Motion carried 7
– 0.
c. Consider results of Building Inspection Services RFP and Proposed Professional Service
Agreements.

The only comprehensive response from the RFP came in from SAFEbuilt, Wisconsin,
LLC., who also provides services for the North Shore community of Glendale. The
proposal was comprehensive, in that all required inspection services, including
commercial electrical, would be provided. The hourly rate associated with their
proposal was $89. That rate would allow up to 450 hours of service to be performed,
or approximately 8.5 hours a week, corresponding closer to a quarter-time position
than half-time. (If utilized half-time, the cost per year would be $92,560, whereas a fulltime, in-house inspector, with benefits, would cost approximately $93,800/year.)
Based upon subsequent conversations, SAFEbuilt offered to reduce their rate to
$80/hr., but also required a guarantee of 48 billable hours per month, equating to 579
total hours per year. That would guarantee payment of $46,080 per year, which would
also exceed the budgeted amount.
The Planning & Development Director also continued outreach to neighboring
municipalities in the North Shore to understand how they deal with additional building
inspection services, as needed. In discussions with Whitefish Bay, he learned that
they contract with an independent building inspector on an as needed basis, without
minimum requirements. That inspector also performs similar work for the City of
Mequon. Upon introduction from Whitefish Bay, that contractor approached the Village
to express his potential interest and availability to do the same in Shorewood.
Based on review of the proposed services defined in the RFP, Bob Blankenheim, d/b/a
Lake Country Inspections, subsequently submitted a sample contract to perform
building inspection services for consideration. That contract does not require minimum
hours and has a proposed pay rate of $75/hr., plus travel expenses, to perform work as
needed by the Department. This amount, which would allow up to 530 hours of service
under the currently budgeted amount, is the same hourly rate billed in Mequon, but
slightly more than in Whitefish Bay, where the agreement has been in place for a
longer time. This contractor has also suggested that an additional contractor could be
arranged under a similar contract to provide back-up, as needed. However, that
second contractor would not be arranged until the Board provided comments or
agreement to his initial offer.
Mr. Blankenheim’s certifications do not include commercial electrical, so the Village
would need to obtain those services elsewhere, and the option of continuing to utilize
8

KWK Electrical Services was discussed. KWK also responded to the RFP with a
desire to continue providing commercial electrical inspections.
Both contractors were brought in for meetings with the Planning & Development
Director, Village Manager and Tr. Maher. Those conversations sought understanding
of the proposals and desired modifications. The Planning & Development Director is at
a point where he’s comfortable in understanding both options and is seeking the
Board’s direction/approval to move forward. It is his belief and recommendation that
the proposed arrangements and rates offered by Mr. Blankenheim of Lake Country
Inspections and Steven Kmet of KWK Electric Inc. provide the Village with the most
cost-effective and flexibility moving forward.
Some Village Board members commented they like the flexible approach this provides.
Some Village Board members inquired if an insurance certificate would be submitted.
Mr. Griepentrog explained a certificate would be submitted with final attorney review.
Mr. Griepentrog explained the contracted inspector would be responsible for
inspections and the part-time code enforcement would be done by a Village employee.
Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Warren to direct staff to enter into Professional Service Agreements
with Bob Blankenheim, d/b/a Lake Country Inspections and Steve Kmet, d/b/a KWK Electrical Services,
under the proposed rates and general terms on file with the Village, to perform contracted building
inspection and commercial electrical services for the Planning and Development Department on an as
needed basis. Motion carried 7 – 0.
d. Consider Resolution 2019-03 Approval of Suburban Mutual Assistance Response Team
(SMART) Agreement.
The Village of Shorewood Police Department recognizes the importance of having the ability
to call upon numerous resources in the event of a large scale emergency. Suburban Mutual
Assistance Response Team (SMART) is an organization consisting of 71 law enforcement
agencies in Southeastern Wisconsin that can be immediately called upon in an emergency
situation which threatens or causes loss of life and property and exceeds the physical and
organizational capabilities of the local agency.
In the event of a large scale emergency, a SMART response can be initiated and immediately
we would have predetermined and needed resources responding to our Village based upon
the prearranged written agreement and plan. The reverse is true as well. At times, we may
be requested to provide resources to an agency dealing with a major incident.
The SMART Executive Board had the original agreement reviewed by attorneys from
Municipal Law & Litigation Group, S.C. and following several reviews and discussions, this
current agreement was drafted. The SMART agreement has been reviewed and approved by
League of Wisconsin Municipalities Mutual Insurance as well as William Dineen of Crivello
Carlson, S.C. They both have recommended the adoption of this agreement as written.
Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Warren to approve Resolution 2019-03 Approval of Suburban
Mutual Assistance Response Team (SMART) Agreement. Motion carried 7 – 0.
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10. Reports of Village Officials
a. Village President - None
b. Village Trustees
I. Discussion on possible next steps for decriminalization of marijuana.
Tr. Bockhorst clarified legalization and decriminalization are not the same thing. She is
requesting the Village Board consider a reduction of the fine amount to $1 for the
possession of marijuana. President Rozek clarified the fine would be $1 plus the
surcharge fees.
Chief Nimmer explained the District Attorney’s guidelines (included at the end of the
minutes). The Village currently follows those guidelines. An officer may issue a
municipal citation for 28 grams or less of marijuana, which appears to be solely for
personal use. Under the following circumstances, the possession of marijuana shall be
referred to the District Attorney if: the amount of marijuana is more than 28 grams; the
amount of marijuana is 28 grams or less and there is evidence of drug trafficking; the
suspect is on probation or parole;, the suspect has a history of violence including any
firearms or related offense; the present offense involves the use, presence or
possession of a firearm or other dangerous weapon; the present arrest came out of the
execution of a search warrant or the suspect is a known member of a drug network.
The Village Board clarified if it’s not any of those related items and the possession is
under 28 grams, the case is not sent to the District Attorney’s office. Chief Nimmer
responded yes.
One Village Board member questioned what is the goal for tonight? President Rozek
stated to potentially refer it to committee or list it on the agenda for the Village Board to
consider.
Chief Nimmer did express concern they do not measure drugged driving at this time;
it’s hard to know how many drunk driving are also drugged driving related incidents.
Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Bockhorst to refer decriminalization of marijuana to the Community
and Business Relations Standing Committee chaired by Tr. Bockhorst. No vote was taken.
Tr. Maher made a friendly amendment to refer the consideration of decriminalization of marijuana to
the Public Safety Standing Committee.
Tr. McKaig moved to call to question. Call to question carried 7 – 0.
Original motion with amendment: Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. Bockhorst to refer the
consideration of decriminalization of marijuana to the Public Safety Standing Committee. Motion
carried 7 – 0.
President Rozek requested a copy of the District Attorney Policy.
II.

Discussion on Next Steps for Reviewing Plans and Prioritization, Discussion 2 – Tr.
Amenta/Tr. McKaig.
Tr. Amenta explained after the Village Board went through prioritization last year, the
Village Manager was requested to return to the Village Board with a work plan for the
Village Board to have input and provide policy direction. The conversation would
include Capital needs, services and service levels, and TIF.
President Rozek remarked there are two things: The Long Range Financial Plan review
and discussion and when can the Village Board have a review of the current/past plans
and what are we are prioritizing?
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Tr. Amenta remarked in the Long Range Financial Plan, the Village Board members
were questioning why some of the 2018 items were removed. Mr. Emanuelson
included what could fit, but the Village Board would like to know much more than what’s
in the Long Range Financial Plan.
Tr. McKaig remarked she would like to see agreement from the Village Board on what
items will be discussed in order to set expectations.
There were several different ideas on how and when the meeting should take place.
There was agreement not to refer to a Standing Committee. The discussion should
relate to how much there is to do and what the Village Board thinks is the most
important. The Village Board came to consensus to meet on Monday, February 25,
2019 at 6 p.m.
Tr. Amenta moved, seconded by Tr. McKaig to refer review plans and prioritization for both Capital
Planning and TIF to the Budget and Finance Standing Committee. Motion carried 7 – 0.
III.

Discussion and consideration on programs for long term commercial property vacancies
– Tr. McKaig.
Tr. McKaig attended the BID Board meeting where the BID expressed frustration
regarding factors that contribute to long-term vacancies of some business properties
located in the Village. Tr. McKaig is requesting if this is a topic the Village Board would
want to pursue or refer it to the CDA. Some Village Board members expressed they
did not support the program. Ms. Ewald explained if the topic was referred to CDA,
they would not be able to take it up in 2019. Tr. McKaig explained she brought the
discussion before the Village Board as her duty as the liaison to the BID Board.

Tr. Maher moved, seconded by Tr. McKaig to refer to the CDA or Village Board to consider as part of
the 2020 prioritization process. No vote was taken.
Tr. Maher moved to amend, seconded by Tr. Carpenter to refer to the CDA to consider as part of the
2020 prioritization process. Motion carried 7 – 0.
c. Village Manager
I.
Consider next steps for conversion therapy.
There was consensus among the Village Board that conversion therapy should not be
practiced in the Village. Some Village Board members expressed waiting until 2020 for
further next steps.
Tr. Warren moved, seconded by Tr. Bockhorst to refer the consideration of next steps of conversion
therapy to the Community and Business Relations Standing Committee to evaluate and consider when
there is agenda availability. Motion carried 5 – 2 with President Rozek and Tr. Amenta voting nay.
11. Items for future consideration - None
12. Closed Session – The Village Board will adjourn into closed session pursuant to 19.85(1)(c) to discuss
the annual performance evaluation of the village manager.
The Village Board did not adjourn into closed session.

13. Adjournment
Tr. Amenta moved and Tr. Maher seconded to adjourn at 10:12 p.m. Motion carried 7 - 0.
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Respectfully submitted,

Sara Bruckman, CMC/WCMC
Village Clerk
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Policy No. 8
Title:
Structure
Authority:

Page: 1

Page 1 of 6

Standing Committee and Committee of the Whole
Shorewood Village Board

The Village Board is adopting Policy No. 8 for the purpose of establishing guidelines for Village
Board standing committee work.
Structure of Standing Committees
There will be six different standing committees. Three Trustees will be assigned to the same
standing committees to formulate two different standing committee meeting groups. One
standing committee meeting group will consist of (1) Public Works, (2) Judiciary, Personnel, and
Licensing (JPL), and (3) Intergovernmental Relations & Strategic Initiatives. The second standing
committee meeting group will consist of (1) Finance & Budget, (2) Public Safety, and (3)
Community & Business Relations. Committee of the Whole will be utilized if there is a
significant strategic item needed to be discussed with the entire Village Board.
Role of the Village President for Standing Committees
The Village President will appoint each Village Trustee to three committees and appoint a chair
to each a different standing committee at the first meeting following the spring election and as
needed during the year. The Village President will have the ability each April after the Spring
election to make appointments and standing committee assignments. The Village President,
will will work with the Village Manager to to finalize the times and standing committee
agendas. All agenda items and initiatives to be discussed on the standing committee agenda
should be approved through the annual prioritization process or the Village Board agenda item
– Items for Future Consideration or as needed by the administration for the course of business.
If there is a topic that may involve multiple standing committee focus areas and the standing
committee wasn’t specified at the Village Board meeting, the Village President working with
and the Village Manager will be given the authority to place it on the standing committee
agenda that he/she feels is most appropriate. The Village President may attend and participate
in the discussion, but not a voting member of the standing committee.
Role of the Village Trustees for Standing Committees
Each Village Trustee will be able to chair one standing committee and serve on two other
standing committees. The Village Trustee should communicate with the staff liaison at least
one week prior to the standing committee they chair to set the meeting agenda. All agenda
items and initiatives desired to be scheduled on a committee agenda should be approved
through the prioritization process, Village Board action under – Items for Future Consideration
or as needed by the administration for the course of business. to be discussed on the
committee agenda should be approved through the prioritization process or the Village Board
agenda item – Items for Future Consideration.

Role of the Village Manager for Standing Committees
The Village Manager will be contacted by the staff liaisons once standing committee agendas
are set. The Village Manager will review the standing committee agendas with the Village
President. If the amount of agenda items for all the standing committees is too large in length,
the Village Manager will work with the Village President to reduce the number of items and
prioritizing the discussions. The Village Manager will update the standing committee chair
person and liaison know the topics to be placed on the agenda following a review of the agenda
with the Village President. The staff liaison will work with the committee chair to prioritize the
agenda, if needed.
Meeting Times
The standing committees and committee of the whole will meet if and when needed and
typically be routinely be scheduled from 6:00 – 7:30 p.m. prior to the Village Board meetings.
The standing committee meetings will meet concurrently if necessary in the Committee Room
and the Village Manager’s Office. If more time is needed by the standing committee to discuss
and complete their items, the standing committee may call a meeting outside of the normally
scheduled meeting times. The chair is required to coordinate with the staff liaison on staff
meeting date to ensure availability of staff and compliance with open meetings law. there is an
urgent matter, standing committees will have the ability to call a meeting outside of the
normally scheduled meeting times as long as it is posted according to open meetings law.
Other urgent matters may also be addressed under New Business for the full Village Board to
discuss and consider. The staff liaison will be responsible for making sure meeting notes are
taken for each standing committee.
Staff Liaisons for the Standing Committees
Each standing committee will have a staff liaison assigned to it. The staff liaison will help the
standing committee chair identify future committee agenda items and prepare any materials in
advance of the standing committee meetings. These are the following standing committee
staff liaison assignments:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Public Works – Public Works Director
Judiciary, Personnel, and Licensing – Village Clerk
Intergovernmental Relations and Strategic Initiatives – Assistant Village Manager
Budget & Finance – Finance Director
Public Safety – Police Chief
Community & Business Relations – Planning & Development Director

Agenda Topics for Discussion and Consideration
The purpose of the standing committees is to allow the Village Board to work on Board
approved initiatives in a small group setting prior to taking it to the full Board for consideration.
Majority of the agenda topics will only be for discussion. No agenda items discussed at the
standing committees should be later considered that night for the full Board. The one time
consideration and a vote will be taken during a standing committee meeting is if a standing
committee has finalized an initiative or agenda item and wishes for it to be deliberated and

voted upon by the full Board. Two of the three standing committee members must vote yes in
order for the agenda item to be placed on a future Village Board agenda.
Agenda items formulated by Village staff may be taken directly to the full Village Board for
consideration, assigned to standing committees or committee of the whole. Below outlines
which staff items are taken to full Board versus standing committees. Items taken directly to
the Village Board may still be deferred to a standing committee if action is supported by a
majority of Village Board members.
Topic
Interviews (if needed) for Volunteer Committee Appointments
Service Agreement/Award of Contract (no significant changes)
Service Agreement/Award of Contract (new or significant change)
Ordinance & Village Code (no significant changes)
Ordinance & Village Code (new or significant changes)
Topic
Policy development (no significant changes)
Policy development (new or significant changes)
HR Manual (no significant changes)
HR Manual (new or significant changes)
Review of Accounts
Special Privilege Applications & Permits (only if denied by staff)
Liquor Licenses (renewals)
Liquor Licenses (new)
Special Event Permit (reoccurring with no/minor changes)
Special Event Permit (new or significant changes)
Halloween Trick or Treating
Issue RFP (no or minor proposed changes)
Issue RFP (new services or significant proposed changes)
Fee Schedule (minor proposed changes)
Fee Schedule (significant proposed changes)
Easement Agreements
Resolution (not related to intergovernmental relations)
Committee
Resolution (related to intergovernmental relations)
Proclamations
Application for grant (no fiscal impact or significant staff time)
Application for grant (fiscal impact or significant staff time)
Communication Plan
Department Project Update
Educational Presentation
Annual Reports & Quarterly Financial Report
Surveys, Plans, & Studies
Consideration of budgeted items (including capital)

Initial Agenda Placement
JPL Special Meeting
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Initial Agenda Placement
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Village Board
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Village Board/Standing
Standing Committee
Village Board
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board
Standing Committee
Standing Committee
Village Board
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Purchasing items based on purchasing policy
Certified Survey Map
Closed Sessions
Authorization to Hire (consistent with budget)
Authorization to Hire (not consistent with budget)
Volunteer Committee and Election Inspector Appointments
Long Range Financial Plan & Annual Budget
Oath of Office
Public Hearings
Village Board Minutes
Disallowance of Claim
Future Items of Consideration
Planning for Annual Prioritization
Annual Prioritization
Meeting

Village Board
Village Board
Village Board
Village Board
Standing Committee
Standing Committee
B&F Special Meeting
Village Board
Village Board
Village Board
Village Board
Village Board
Standing Committee
Village Board Special

Any of the above may be referred to the committee of the whole if deemed appropriate by the
Village President and Village Manager.
There are two ways a Village Trustee is able to place a new initiative on a standing committee
agenda. Either (1) through the annual prioritization process and if the Village Board votes
agrees on the new initiative to be a priority or (2) a simple majority of the Village Board votes in
favor of discussing the new initiative during a village adding the new initiative to a standing
committee agenda (or directly to a future Village Board agenda if appropriate) during the
Village Board meeting.
There are two ways an initiative can be discussed and voted on through a regular Village Board
meeting.
•

The first way is for a Village Trustee or Village President to contact the Village Manager
and ask to add it to the agenda 24 hours prior to the agenda packet going out. The
Village Board member must provide context in regards to the request so staff and
elected officials understand the request when reviewing and considering the initiative
on the Village Board agenda under Future Agenda Items. in the agenda packet.
Initiatives may also be proposed by the Village Manager. Requests with adequate
amount of context will be placed under the Village Trustee, Village President, or Village
Manager report depending on the individual requesting the initiative to be considered.
At that meeting, the Village Board can then take a vote and a simple majority can then
move the initiative forward to be assigned to a future standing committee meeting,
committee of the whole or directly to a future Village Board meeting. It is encouraged
for Village Board members to include the recommended standing committee
responsible for the initiative in the motion.

•

The second way is for a Village Trustee, Village President or Village Manager to bring up
an initiative during Future Items of Consideration. These can be initiatives that come up
during the meeting based on discussion, citizen comments, an instant thought on an
unrelated agenda matter, etc. Initiatives declared under Items for Future Consideration
can be introduced and summarized but can’t be discussed or voted upon at that
meeting. The initiative will then be listed under the Village Trustee, Village President or
Village Manager report the following meeting depending on the individual requesting
the initiative to be considered. That individual should also provide additional context in
a memorandum in the agenda packet if additional context is needed or requested. It is
encouraged for the elected official to meet with staff to further review the initiative and
discuss other details such as the resource, fiscal or organizational impact. At the
following meeting, the Village Board will then take a vote and a simple majority can
move the initiative forward to a standing committee meeting or directly to a future
Village Board meeting. It is encouraged for Village Board members to include the
recommended standing committee responsible for the initiative in the motion.

If a Village Board member or the Village Manager wanted to modify an initiative, the following
would be required to do so:
• To change or eliminate an initiative would require input and advice by the Village
Manager prior to a simple majority vote of the Village Board.
• To tweak an action plan for an initiative would require consensus by the Village
Manager and the staff project leader.
• To eliminate an initiative would require input and advice by the Village Manager prior to
a simple majority vote of the Village Board.
As stated, if there is a topic that may involve multiple standing committee focus areas and if the
standing committee designation was not specified in the motion at the Village Board meeting,
the Village President working with and the Village Manager will be given the authority to will
place it on the standing committee agenda, committee of the whole or village board that
he/she feels is most appropriate. One way of identifying which standing committee will be
assigned a particular focus area is to inquire which staff liaison is most appropriate to be in
attendance to address the topic. Below is a guideline to reference when reviewing possible
topics for each standing committee.
Public Works
• Public Works operations
• Streets
• Public Facilities
• Sewers
• Parks
• Water
• Village-owned buildings facilities and fleet (not including the Police building)
• Special Privilege Permits (residential zoned areas)
• Parking policy and fees

•

Right of way signage

Judiciary, Personnel, and Licensing
• Non-building permits
• Clerk and customer service operations
• Village Manager’s Office operations
• Court operations
• General ordinances, policies and regulations
• Policies that relate to Village Board operations
• Elections
• Permits for parades and special events
• Alcohol licenses
• Human Resources manual
• New volunteer committee appointment and training
• Appointments (interviews shall be scheduled outside of normal meeting times)
Intergovernmental Relations & Strategic Initiatives
• Shared Services
• Strategic Planning
• Surveys
• Visioning and prioritization process
• Bi-Board (with School District)
• County, State and Federal government representatives
• Media relations
• Library Board
Elder Services Advisory Board & Senior Resource Center
•
•

•
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Public Health
Environmental and sustainability policy
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Budget & Finance
• Long-range financial planning
• Annual budget
• Investments
• Finance Department operations
• Invoices and bills
• Debt financing
• Shared revenue and shared expenses
• Review financial policies
• Capital projects
• Financial reports – quarterly and annual
• Audit contract oversight
• Salary and benefit policy

•

Assessment

Public Safety
• Police operations
• Fire operations
• Public Health
•
• Traffic control
• Police building and vehicles
• Parking fees and regulations
• Pedestrian and bicycle safety policies
• Dispatch
• Atwater Beach lifeguards
• Crossing guards
Community & Business Relations
• Planning and Development Department operations
• Business-related policies (Neighborhood Loan program, parklets, etc.)
• Bus stops
• Business codes
• Business Improvement District
• Community Development Authority
• Zoning
• Plan Commission
• Elder Services Advisory Board
• Public Art
*Adopted May 6, 2013
*Adopted March 2, 2015
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Introduction
With the sale and possession of marijuana now legal in four states — and with several cities taking
action recently to reduce or eliminate criminal penalties for possession of small amounts of
marijuana — the legal treatment of marijuana has become a prominent public policy issue in the
halls of Congress and in statehouses and city halls across the United States.
Here in Wisconsin, two bills have been proposed in the Wisconsin Assembly that address the use of
marijuana for non-medicinal purposes: one to regulate the production and sale of marijuana to
adults 21 and older; and the other to decriminalize possession of up to 25 grams of marijuana.
Meanwhile, in the City of Milwaukee, the Milwaukee Common Council has debated a change to City
ordinances that would dramatically reduce the fine for first-time, small-scale marijuana possession.
As this debate continues to unfold, there will be emotional discussion regarding the enforcement of
current marijuana possession laws in Wisconsin and Milwaukee, the impact of such enforcement on
justice system budgets and resources, and the ramifications should marijuana laws or enforcement
policies be relaxed. There also will be a need for clarity between the concepts of marijuana
legalization versus decriminalization, and about the range of options that might exist for those
wishing to explore a new legal paradigm for marijuana possession in Wisconsin or its largest city.
The Public Policy Forum has embarked on a two-phase research project that is designed to provide a
factual underpinning for this important discussion. Our focus for this initial research effort is the City
of Milwaukee, as opposed to the State of Wisconsin as a whole. This is not predicated on a belief
that it is best for the debate on marijuana policy to be undertaken at the local level, but rather our
assessment – based on the stated positions of the Governor and leaders of the Wisconsin
Legislature – that any state legislative action on this matter will lag deliberations and possible action
at Milwaukee City Hall.
Given our focus on city government, our research does not address the myriad issues related to fullscale legalization of marijuana usage, which also involves legalizing its commercial sale. Policy
issues related to the regulation of sales and the taxation of those sales will become relevant only if
the State of Wisconsin decides to pursue a full legalization option. Instead, we concentrate on the
range of issues regarding how marijuana possession is and should be treated by the courts and law
enforcement at the municipal level.
In this, the first of two reports in our two-phase project, we provide context for potential marijuana
policy changes in Milwaukee by exploring efforts to reduce the consequences of small-scale
marijuana possession in other U.S. cities. In conducting this analysis, we also consider – on a broad
level – the specifics of marijuana possession laws and enforcement in Milwaukee and Wisconsin;
and the range of issues that elected officials in Milwaukee should consider in determining whether
and which approach to changing the law might be most appropriate here.
Our analysis stems from legislation introduced in the Milwaukee Common Council that seeks to
substantially reduce the penalties associated with a first-time arrest for the possession of 25 grams
or less of marijuana. The rationale offered by supporters is that existing penalties – which include a
forfeiture of $250 to $500 – are too severe given the relatively harmless nature of the drug; that the
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severity of the penalty results in unnecessary incarceration; that the enforcement of existing laws is
disproportionately harming racial minorities; and that the current legal framework surrounding smallscale marijuana possession requires an inappropriate use of public resources to implement and
enforce.
Without taking any position as to whether a change in the law is merited, we consider the reasoning
cited by proponents in the context of the following research questions:
1. What is the precise nature of marijuana possession laws in Milwaukee and what do we know
about how those laws are being enforced and who is being impacted?
2. How have other cities in the United States that share similar concerns about marijuanarelated penalties addressed those concerns?
3. In light of the actions taken by other U.S. cities and policy concerns that have emanated
here, what specific policy considerations should be contemplated by Milwaukee
policymakers as they consider potential changes to marijuana possession laws?
While this report offers a broad overview of marijuana laws and their consequences in Milwaukee in
conjunction with our national "scan," our Phase II report – to be released by the end of 2015 – will
take a deeper dive into local law enforcement and justice system data for the purposes of:




Determining the prevalence of arrests and incarceration for small-scale marijuana
possession.
Describing the demographics of those being arrested and incarcerated and how those
individuals are being impacted in terms of employment and related factors.
Assessing how much is being spent to enforce existing marijuana laws and the potential for
redirecting those resources to other justice system needs under various decriminalization
scenarios.

Our overall intention is not to advocate for a change to marijuana possession laws in Milwaukee, but
to provide objective, factual context and perspective for the ongoing debate. Marijuana legalization
and decriminalization debates in other jurisdictions have been marked by passionate rhetoric on
both sides. The debate in Milwaukee is likely to be no different, and we believe policymakers and
citizens would benefit from impartial research that discusses the actions taken by other cities and
that provides detailed quantitative and qualitative analysis that will inform the potential need for
policy changes here.
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An Overview of Federal, State, and Municipal
Marijuana Law
To understand the legal and policy context for the City of Milwaukee and other U.S. cities when it
comes to marijuana laws, it is first necessary to have a basic understanding of federal and state
laws, and how the legal authority of the federal and state governments impacts the ability of
municipalities to establish independent legal frameworks for marijuana possession and usage. In
this section, we attempt to provide such an understanding. Here, as in the remainder of this report,
our analysis focuses on laws related to simple possession, as opposed to possession with intent to
distribute.
The Controlled Substances Act (CSA) is the federal law that establishes U.S. drug policy by regulating
the manufacture, use, possession, and distribution of certain substances. Adopted in 1970, the Act
classifies drugs in five distinct categories based largely on their potential for abuse and their medical
benefits.
The CSA classifies marijuana as a Schedule I drug, which means that its cultivation, use, possession,
distribution, and sale are prohibited. Schedule I drugs are considered the most harmful substances
with no medical benefits.
Despite this classification, there are a myriad of state laws that treat marijuana far less harshly and
that essentially contradict federal law. Obvious examples are the laws recently passed and now
being implemented in Colorado and Washington that legalized the cultivation, sale, distribution, and
private use of marijuana. Other examples include states that have legalized the medical use of
marijuana, while less extreme examples are states that have "decriminalized" by reducing or
removing penalties for possession of small amounts of marijuana.
Decriminalization typically means that public possession of small amounts of marijuana (up to one
ounce) results in a small fine, similar to a traffic ticket, with no criminal prosecution. In many cases,
this stipulation is reserved for first-time offenders, although some jurisdictions have removed
criminal penalties for all small possession offenses. Some jurisdictions have gone even further by
eliminating all penalties for private consumption of marijuana, while stopping short of full-scale
legalization by still prohibiting its public use, sale, and distribution.
In addition to federal and state law, there also are municipal ordinances that regulate marijuana. In
most cases, local governments’ marijuana ordinances are consistent with state law, and actions
taken by municipalities to individually define penalties for marijuana use and possession are
consistent with the legal boundaries laid out by state statutes. However, recently there have been
attempts by municipalities in several states to pass ordinances or ballot initiatives that contradict
state law.
The fact that laws often contradict each other is not unique to marijuana. There are countless other
areas where laws conflict among different branches of government and jurisdictions. This creates
challenges for the courts, law enforcement, and citizens. In the case of marijuana, the United
States Attorney General responded to the legalization of marijuana in Colorado and Washington by
issuing a memorandum in 2013 that provides guidance on how the federal government will enforce
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the Controlled Substances Act as it pertains to marijuana. A summary of current federal marijuana
enforcement guidelines is provided below.

Federal Law
It has been the federal government’s policy for many years to reserve the enforcement of petty
marijuana possession offenses to the state and local level. Per a 2013 Attorney General
memorandum, federal officials are committed to limiting marijuana enforcement and investigations
to address the most significant threats and focus these efforts on the following priorities:1









Preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors
Preventing revenue from the sale of marijuana to benefit criminal activity
Preventing the diversion of marijuana from states where it is legal under state law in some
form to other states
Preventing state-authorized marijuana activity from being used as a cover or pretext for
trafficking of other illegal drugs or activity
Preventing violence and the use of firearms in the cultivation and distribution of marijuana
Preventing drugged driving and the exacerbation of other adverse public health
consequences associated with marijuana use
Preventing the growth of marijuana on public lands and the attendant public safety and
environmental dangers posed by marijuana production on public lands
Preventing marijuana possession or use on federal property

It is important to note that these are mere guidelines. If, at any point, the federal government wanted
to prosecute a marijuana offense, it could do so through its preemption powers. Preemption is
grounded in the Supremacy Clause of Article VI, cl.2 of the Constitution, which declares federal law
the supreme law of the land. At the moment, the federal government has chosen to not preempt
state marijuana laws as long as those laws do not interfere with the federal government’s ability to
achieve the priorities listed above.
Controlled Substances Act
Drugs, substances, and particular chemicals used to produce drugs, are regulated through the
Controlled Substances Act. The Act divides these substances into five distinct schedules based on
the drug’s potential for abuse and its acceptable medical use. The abuse rate is the primary factor
in classifying a drug. Schedule I drugs are considered to have no accepted medical use and to have
the highest potential for abuse. Thus, the possession, distribution, or use of these drugs is strictly
prohibited by federal law. Drugs in other classifications are deemed to have a lower probability of
abuse and have recognized medical benefits. Such drugs are allowed to be prescribed subject to
various conditions and circumstances.

Cole, James. Memorandum for All United States Attorneys. 2013. Retrieved from
http://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/3052013829132756857467.pdf.
1
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A brief explanation of each classification is shown in Figure 1.2
Figure 1: Controlled Substances Act Drug Schedules

2

Schedule I

· No currently accepted medical use
· Have the highest potential for abuse
· Considered the most dangerous of all the schedules
· Greatest potential for extreme dependence
Examples include: marijuana, heroin, LSD, and ecstasy

Schedule II

· High risk of producing addictive and abusive behaviors
· Lower abuse rate than Schedule I drugs
· Accepted medical benefits
· May be prescribed under certain circumstances and conditions
Examples include: oxycodone, Vicodin, cocaine, and Ritalin

Schedule III

· Moderate to low potential for dependence and abuse
· Known medical benefits
· May be prescribed under certain circumstances and conditions
Examples include: testosterone and anabolic steroids

Schedule IV

· Low potential for abuse
· Known medical benefits
Examples include: Atican, Tramodol, and Ambien

Schedule V

· Lowest potential for addiction and abuse
· Clear medical benefits
· Some may be offered over the counter by a pharmacist
Examples include: Lyrica, cough preparations with < 200 mg of
codeine, and Motefen

Drug Enforcement Administration. Retrieved from http://www.dea.gov/druginfo/ds.shtml.
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Federal Penalties
As discussed above, marijuana is classified as a Schedule I drug under federal law. Thus, its sale,
use, distribution, and possession are strictly prohibited. Federal penalties for various marijuana
offenses are depicted in Figure 2.3
Figure 2: Federal Penalties for Marijuana Offenses
First
Conviction

Possession

Second
Conviction

Third & Subsequent
Convictions

Up to one year in jail
Minimum fine of $1,000
15-day mandatory minimum sentence
with a maximum of two years in prison
Fine of up to $2,500
90-day mandatory minimum sentence with
a maximum of up to three years in prison
Fine of up to $5,000

Less than 50 plants or
50 kg of marijuana

Sale &
Cultivation

50-99 plants or
50-99 kg of marijuana
100-999 plants or
100-999 kg of marijuana

Up to five years in prison
Fine of up to $250,000
Not more than 20 years in prison
Fine ranging from $1 to $5 million
10 years to life in prison
Fine of $4 to $10 million

State Law
While beyond the scope of this analysis, the debate over the effects and medical benefits of
marijuana has been well documented and dates back more than 100 years. This debate has
occurred not only in Congress, but also has reverberated within statehouses across the country.
Individual states began carving out their own legal frameworks with regard to marijuana in the wake
of a report by the National Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abuse in the early 1970s.4 The
Commission was created by the Controlled Substances Act in response to concerns that the dangers
of the drug did not match the federal penalties, especially with regard to possession of small
amounts of marijuana. The Commission's report – issued to Congress in 1972 – concluded that the
effects of moderate use of marijuana to the individual and society did not warrant such extreme
3
4

NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/laws/item/federal-penalties-2.
Marihuana, A Signal of Misunderstanding, Commissioned by President Richard Nixon, March 1972.
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penalties. The committee recommended a small citation and no criminal prosecution for public
possession of marijuana and no penalty for private consumption. Although Congress did not take
action based on the report’s findings, several states subsequently have made changes to their
marijuana laws.
State marijuana laws govern the possession, sale, and cultivation of the drug and can be broken
down into four categories:5


Legalization – this is the far end of the spectrum in which marijuana is legal for adults and is
taxed and regulated similarly to cigarettes and alcohol.



Medical -- legislation allowing the use of marijuana for medicinal purposes has been adopted in
23 states. These states allow doctors to use marijuana to treat patients for certain conditions.



Decriminalization – states with decriminalization laws typically do not impose jail time or criminal
sanctions for first-time offenders caught possessing small amounts of marijuana (typically one
ounce or less). Violators typically receive a monetary fine in this scenario.



Prohibition – this is the most restrictive category in that the possession, sale, and cultivation of
marijuana of any amount, regardless of the offense, are considered criminal. This means that
the penalty may consist of jail time and a criminal record.

Map 1 shows the distribution of states among those categories.
Map 1: Marijuana Laws by State

Decriminalized
Legalized
Medical
Medical & Decriminalized
Prohibition

5

Ibid.
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Municipal Law
In several states, municipalities have the ability to pass local marijuana ordinances that can classify
certain forms of possession or use of marijuana as municipal violations that are subject to civil fines
or penalties, or that can otherwise establish specific municipal regulations that pertain to marijuana.
Because state law preempts municipal law (just like federal law preempts state law), municipal
ordinances typically are consistent with state statutes. However, just as some states have passed
laws that appear to contradict federal law, there has been a recent influx of municipalities that have
attempted to pass ballot initiatives or ordinances stripping penalties for small-scale marijuana
violations in states that prohibit the drug. Examples include Detroit, where adults over the age of 21
may possess up to one ounce of marijuana without penalty;6 and Portland, Maine, where private
possession and use of up to 2.5 ounces of marijuana has been legalized.7
Similar to cases in which state and federal law conflict, local ordinances cannot prevent the
prosecution of state or federal marijuana law violations. That is, municipal marijuana ordinances
may only regulate how the locality prosecutes violations at the local level. State and federal laws still
are in effect and may be enforced by state, federal, or even local officials. For instance, if a person
were caught possessing under an ounce of marijuana in Detroit, that person still could be charged
with a state or federal law violation, despite the fact that he or she did not violate municipal law.

Ballotpedia. Retrieved from
http://ballotpedia.org/Detroit_City_Marijuana_Decriminalization_Question_(November_2012).
7 Ballotpedia. Retrieved from
http://ballotpedia.org/City_of_Portland_Recreational_Marijuana_Legalization,_Measure_1_(November_2013).
6
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Marijuana Laws in Milwaukee
Virtually all citizens recognize and understand that the sale, possession, and use of marijuana are
illegal in the City of Milwaukee. Those who closely follow proceedings in and around City Hall also
know that concerns have been raised about the severity of penalties associated with possession of
small amounts of marijuana, and the impacts of those penalties on racial minorities and justice
system resources.
There is far less knowledge, however, regarding what the law actually says and how it is enforced. In
this section, we seek to provide a basic understanding of marijuana laws in the City of Milwaukee
and some of the issues that have been raised regarding their composition and enforcement.

Current Laws
In May 1997, the City of Milwaukee passed a new municipal ordinance addressing the issue of
marijuana possession.8 Previously, all marijuana possession charges were treated as violations of
state law, meaning that violators were subject to criminal prosecution by the Milwaukee County
District Attorney (D.A.) and to criminal penalties determined in state court. The local legislation allows
first-time offenders found possessing 25 grams of marijuana (just under one ounce) or less to be
charged with violating a city ordinance rather than a state law. Hence, violators receive the
equivalent of a municipal ticket, and their cases are brought before municipal court. Forfeitures for
violating the ordinance range from $250 to $500. Failure to pay can result in up to 20 days in jail,
but the typical jail sentence (when one is given) is eight days.9
For second and subsequent violations
involving 25 grams or less, individuals are to
be charged by the D.A. with a criminal offense
under state law. Whether that offense is a
misdemeanor or a felony depends on whether
the individual has experienced a previous
marijuana conviction. (More information
about the State’s marijuana regulations is
provided below.)
Cases involving quantities of marijuana
greater than 25 grams carry steeper
How much is 25 grams? When New York City announced
penalties, as do cases in which there is a
changes to its marijuana policy in November 2014, Police
Commissioner Bill Bratton held up a 25-gram bag of oregano to
charge of “possession with intent to
help people understand the quantity of marijuana being
distribute.” Possessing marijuana-related
discussed.
paraphernalia also is prohibited by law, so in
cases involving possession of both marijuana and paraphernalia, individuals can be charged with
both violations, each of which carries a distinct fine.
Nichols, Mike. “Milwaukee eases pot punishment.” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel. May 14, 1997. Accessed via
the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel’s archives on February 10, 2015.
9 City of Milwaukee Code of Ordinances:
http://city.milwaukee.gov/ImageLibrary/Groups/ccClerk/Ordinances/Volume-1/CH106.pdf
8
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In the fall of 2014, Aldermen Nik Kovac and Ashanti Hamilton introduced a proposal to reduce the
maximum forfeiture for violating the City’s marijuana possession ordinance (which applies to firsttime offenses) from $500 to $5.10 Forfeitures for consuming marijuana in public would not be
altered, remaining in the $250 to $500 range. The original proposal also would have allowed the City
to treat second and subsequent offenses as municipal violations if the District Attorney declined to
prosecute.
The City’s Public Safety Committee held a hearing on a version of the proposal at its February 2015
meeting, but delayed a vote. On May 11, supporters of the measure brought a revised version –
calling for a reduction in the maximum forfeiture to $50 – directly to the floor of the Common
Council, but a final decision again was delayed. A revised version is likely to be considered again by
the full Council in early June. According to the proposal’s lead author, that version will not contain
any changes related to second and subsequent offenses.

Potential to Reduce Fines Limited by Court Fees and Surcharges
The proposal to reduce penalties for first-time marijuana possession cases would lower the
forfeiture amount, which currently is set at $250-500. (According to officials from the Milwaukee
Municipal Court, the forfeiture amount for a marijuana possession charge typically is $266.) In
addition to the forfeiture, however, the fees and surcharges included in the table below are added
to calculate the total fine.
Item
Court Clerk Fee
Jail Assessment Fee

Amount

Agency Retaining

$33

City

1% ($10 minimum)

County

State Clerk Fee

$5

State

State Crime Lab Fee

$13

State

26% of forfeiture

State

State Surcharge

For a forfeiture of $266, therefore, fees and surcharges add up to $130 for a total fine of $396. If
the typical forfeiture were reduced to $50, these additional costs would remain, leaving a total fine
of at least $124.

City of Milwaukee: https://milwaukee.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1899940&GUID=8C65BD0B9E96-4A90-8A1A-CF59BC48A254&FullText=1
10
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State of Wisconsin Policy Context
Chapter 961 of the Wisconsin Statutes – the Uniform Controlled Substances Act – regulates
marijuana possession and other drug-related crimes in Wisconsin. Under the statute, individuals with
no previous drug offenses who are convicted of possessing marijuana for the first time can be fined
up to $1,000 and/or sentenced to up to six months in jail.11
While the language in the state statutes refers to “first offenses,” it is important to understand that
state law only applies to criminal cases. Individuals typically have broken a municipal marijuana
possession ordinance at least once before a criminal charge would be brought by a district attorney,
so in this context, a “first offense” actually refers to the second time a person has been cited for
marijuana possession.
First-time criminal marijuana possession charges are treated as misdemeanors under state law, but
second and subsequent criminal offenses can be charged as Class I felony crimes, which carry a fine
of up to $10,000 and/or imprisonment for up to 3.5 years.12
Until recently, Wisconsin law only allowed municipalities to regulate marijuana possession for the
first time in which an individual is cited, and only for cases involving less than 25 grams. In April
2014, the State passed Act 293, which allows cities, towns, and villages to impose municipal
ordinances regulating possession of marijuana in excess of 25 grams, and regulating second and
subsequent offenses, “provided the district attorney’s office declines to prosecute.”13
This change in state law affords municipalities the opportunity to pursue civil forfeitures from
individuals whose marijuana possession cases otherwise would not have been prosecuted by the
district attorney's office. It is possible this will result in the D.A. taking fewer second and subsequent
marijuana possession cases, thus potentially establishing lower risk of incarceration but greater risk
of municipal fines for some offenders. Some municipalities, such as the City of West Allis, have
modified their ordinances to reflect the change in State policy. Most have not, however, including the
City of Milwaukee.

Policy in Practice: First Offenses
This section lays out how first-time noncriminal marijuana possession offenses typically are handled
in the City of Milwaukee based on extensive conversations with officials from the City Attorney’s
office and Municipal Court.
When individuals are ticketed for first-time marijuana possession offenses, they are given an
arraignment date when they must appear in municipal court. In most cases, if they do not appear at
the arraignment, they are found guilty by default, a fine is determined, and they are given 60 days to
pay and are sent a default judgment notice. The individual also is sent a reminder if the payment has
not been made 10 days before the due date.
Wisconsin Legislative Reference Bureau: http://legis.wisconsin.gov/lrb/pubs/wb/14wb8.pdf
Ibid.
Wisconsin State Legislature: https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/939/IV/50
13 Wisconsin Act 293. Wisconsin State Legislature: http://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/2013/related/acts/293
Wisconsin 66.0107: https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/66/I/0107
11
12
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In many cases, such individuals do not take action to resolve their cases. After the 60-day period
elapses, the default judgment becomes a municipal warrant. Tracking people down who have been
issued municipal warrants is not a top police priority, however. The City typically does not take further
action on those cases unless the individual is stopped by police for another violation. Thus, many
cases remain open for long periods of time.
If an individual is stopped by a police officer for any reason, however, then the officer typically
reviews the individual's record, sees that a warrant has been issued, and releases the individual on
“personal recognizance” (PR). The individual must sign a PR bond, which indicates that the individual
understands that a warrant has been issued in his or her case and that he or she intends to appear
in court.
Many individuals who sign PR bonds fail to appear in court again. Those cases can be sent to
collections and any alternative sentences can be enforced at that time. A common method of
collection used by the City for those who owe municipal fines is the State of Wisconsin's Tax Refund
Interception Program (TRIP).
The City’s current policy is to issue a second warrant to individuals who do not appear at their
municipal court date after signing a PR bond. In fact, the City will issue four warrants for the same
case before an individual may be detained. Therefore, a person typically has to be stopped by police
at least four times for other violations before a detention would occur.
Only a small number of individuals found guilty of a first-offense marijuana possession charge are
sentenced to time in jail, and that only occurs in cases involving repeated failure to pay. Among
4,554 total marijuana possession cases in which the defendant was found guilty between January
2012 and March 2015, only 12 cases (involving 11 individuals) resulted in jail sentences for failure
to pay.14 Among those, only eight individuals actually served time in jail.
Notably, the City of Milwaukee, in accordance with State law, does not suspend driver’s licenses for
adults who fail to pay a marijuana possession fine. The City only suspends adults’ driver’s licenses
for traffic-related offenses. Juvenile offenders can have their licenses suspended by the City of
Milwaukee for a marijuana possession offense, however, though they cannot be incarcerated.
Notably, in the past, many individuals spent short periods of time in jail for outstanding municipal
warrants on marijuana possession violations. When second or subsequent warrants were issued for
individuals who later were stopped by police officers for any other reason, they may have been
detained for a day or two before being released. Those days spent in jail were counted toward
satisfying their fines, and they were given PR bonds to sign and extensions to pay the remainder of
their fines.
The Milwaukee Municipal Court changed this practice in May 2012, however, and, according to court
officials, no longer holds individuals on municipal warrants unless they also are being held for a
criminal charge. In cases only involving a warrant for a first-time marijuana possession violation,
therefore, individuals are given a PR bond to sign and are quickly released. In cases involving both a

14

Data provided by the City of Milwaukee’s municipal court upon request.
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municipal warrant and a criminal charge, days spent in jail can be credited toward satisfying
judgments for both offenses.
While few people in Milwaukee are committed to jail time for first-time marijuana possession
charges, most also do not pay the fines they are given. This is despite the fact that the City of
Milwaukee offers payment plans and extensions to individuals who appear in court. As shown in
Table 1, payments of any amount were made in only 42% of cases in which individuals were found
guilty of marijuana possession during a recent period of more than three years; only 28% of the fines
were paid in full.
Table 1: Marijuana Possession Cases in the City of Milwaukee’s Municipal Court
Cases with
Year
Cases Filed Guilty Dismissed Pending
Paid in Full
Payments
2012
1,952
1,796
107
49
835
568
2013
1,746
1,524
80
142
631
427
2014
1,381
1,131
57
193
426
288
15
2015 YTD
240
103
0
137
15
14
There are multiple reasons why most of these fines are never paid in full. As previously mentioned,
many individuals do not appear in court after signing a PR bond. At that time, their cases are sent to
collections, but individuals who do not earn money or pay taxes still are unlikely to pay their fines.
Even for individuals who do pay taxes, there is an order in which TRIP distributes tax refunds to
creditors, and the municipal court typically is not first on that list.16 It is also worth noting that after
seven years, if an offender has not broken any other municipal ordinance, then his or her case may
be dismissed.

Policy in Practice: Second and Subsequent Offenses
Since the City of Milwaukee’s marijuana possession ordinance only addresses first offenses, second
and subsequent offense cases typically are sent to the D.A’s office. That office exercises its
discretion in deciding whether or not to criminally charge an individual for marijuana possession and
what type of charge to issue.
We received data from the Milwaukee County circuit court on cases prosecuted by the D.A. from
2013 and 2014 that only involved a second or subsequent marijuana possession offense. We have
not had the opportunity to fully analyze and verify our initial interpretation of these data, as doing so
likely will involve examining hundreds of individual cases. However, given the potential relevance of
this information to the debate that is currently occurring at the Milwaukee Common Council, we felt it
was important to share findings from our initial review in this report. Readers should keep in mind
the uncertain nature of these findings and our intention to conduct additional examination.

This information was compiled for a data request on March 23, 2015 and reflects cases in the system until
that time.
16 Under the State of Wisconsin’s Tax Refund Interception Program, the Department of Revenue “is authorized
to intercept any state tax refund and refundable credit to pay debts owed to other government agencies.”
https://www.revenue.wi.gov/faqs/ise/refintcp.html
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Our initial review found that a majority of these cases that involve second or subsequent marijuana
possession offenses resulted in felony convictions and sentences to time in jail. (Again, we have
been told that these cases do not include cases involving additional charges or cases that the D.A.
decided not to prosecute.) According to the data, among 424 total cases the D.A. prosecuted during
the 2013-14 period, 275 were found guilty (105 were still pending so no disposition had yet
occurred). As Chart 1 shows, 86% of those found guilty were convicted of felonies.
Chart 1: Category of offense for second and subsequent marijuana possession convictions in
Milwaukee County, 2013 and 2014
Forfeitures
0.4%
Misdemeanors
13.5%

Felonies
86.2%

Among those 275 cases that have so far resulted in convictions, 265 were sentenced to jail time,
while only nine were sentenced to time in state prison. (The remaining case only resulted in a
forfeiture.) Among those sentenced to time in jail, the number of days varied greatly, from as short as
one or two days, to as long as one full year. Prison sentences ranged from 12 to 18 months.
Our interviews with officials in the D.A.'s office and with other justice system stakeholders indicate
that the intention of the D.A.’s office is not to charge people with felonies for marijuana possession if
they do not already have at least one other felony on their record. In our follow-up to this report, we
plan to conduct a deeper analysis of justice system data – including a look at cases the D.A. decided
not to prosecute – to obtain a more precise picture of how second and subsequent offenses are
being handled by the justice system in Milwaukee County.
Also, the 275 convictions over a two-year period for second and subsequent marijuana offenses
should not mask the much larger number of individuals who are arrested each year on marijuana
charges. Milwaukee Police Department data indicate there are more than 4,000 marijuana-related
arrests in the City of Milwaukee each year, and that more than three-quarters of drug arrests are for
possession, as opposed to manufacturing or distribution. Furthermore, in 2013, marijuana-related
arrests amounted to approximately 14% of total arrests for any offense. It is possible that many
marijuana possession cases also involve additional charges or either are not prosecuted or reduced
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to municipal offenses by the D.A., which is why the 424 prosecutions appear to be relatively low. We
intend to further explore this issue, as well, in our follow-up research.

Policy Issues
Current policies pertaining to marijuana possession in the City of Milwaukee and surrounding
communities raise several important issues that warrant consideration.
1) Racial disparity of arrests: One major concern often raised about Milwaukee’s (and
Wisconsin’s) marijuana laws is that African Americans are arrested at disproportionate rates.
In addition to being an issue of fundamental fairness, concerns have been raised regarding
the impact of arrests for marijuana possession on police-community relations in
predominantly African American neighborhoods.
As shown in Chart 2, while African Americans make up approximately 26% of Milwaukee
County’s population,17 they accounted for 86% of those found guilty of a second or
subsequent marijuana possession offense in 2013 and 2014.18
Chart 2: Comparison of 2013 and 2014 marijuana possession convictions in Milwaukee
County with population totals
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80%
70%
60%
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50%
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40%
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*Other includes two or more races.

The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) also recently found that African Americans are 4.7
times more likely to be arrested for marijuana possession than whites in Milwaukee County,
despite a body of research that shows roughly equal rates of marijuana consumption across
race.19
U.S. Census Bureau. American Fact Finder 2013 3-year estimates.
These data do not include cases involving additional charges other than second and subsequent marijuana
possession offenses.
19 Dennis, Latoya. “Milwaukee Lawmakers Look to Lower Marijuana Fines.” WUWM. January 2, 2015.
http://wuwm.com/post/milwaukee-lawmakers-look-lower-marijuana-fines
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2) City vs. suburbs: When the City of Milwaukee created its marijuana ordinance in 1997,
supporters pointed to similar ordinances in several Milwaukee suburbs and the need to
establish more universal regulations countywide. At the time, residents in suburbs with
municipal marijuana ordinances who were found possessing marijuana only received
municipal citations, while City of Milwaukee residents guilty of the same offense received
much harsher penalties associated with violating state criminal law.
Today, as Milwaukee aldermen debate the latest proposal for modifying the City’s marijuana
ordinance, concerns again have been raised regarding the lack of consistent policies
throughout the county. Fines vary by municipality, deferred prosecution options exist in many
suburbs but not in Milwaukee, and some suburbs handle second and subsequent offenses
as municipal violations, while others send all second and subsequent offenses to the D.A. To
shed light on this issue, we looked at several Milwaukee County suburbs to see how they
regulate marijuana possession.


Bayside: The typical fine for a marijuana possession charge in the Village of Bayside is
$691, inclusive of court costs. Bayside issues warrants for individuals who fail to pay
fines for municipal citations, and individuals can be jailed for failure to pay. The Village
also utilizes TRIP to recover unpaid fines. Second and subsequent marijuana possession
cases are sent to the D.A.
Bayside offers payment plans to people struggling to pay their fines, and also offers
deferred prosecution.20 Under deferred prosecution, individuals must complete a group
dynamics class at Milwaukee Area Technical College (MATC) and must complete
community service. If the individual does so and does not receive any other non-traffic
tickets during the deferred prosecution period (typically one year, but can be between 6
and 18 months), then the ticket is dismissed.



Franklin: Penalties for violating Franklin’s marijuana possession ordinance are spelled
out in the City’s “General Penalty” provision and amount to a range of $1 to $2,500. The
typical fine for a first-time citation is $533.50. Failure to pay can result in up to 90 days
in jail. According to the city attorney, second and subsequent marijuana possession
offenses also are handled by Franklin’s municipal court, as the D.A. typically does not
prosecute those cases.



Shorewood: Under Shorewood’s ordinance, the Village’s “General Penalty” of $10 –
$2,000 applies, but typically, the actual fine is $376. Like Bayside, Shorewood in some
cases offers a deferred prosecution program that can reduce the person’s total cost to

Matthews, Dylan. “The black/white marijuana arrest gap, in nine charts.” Washington Post. June 4, 2013.
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2013/06/04/the-blackwhite-marijuana-arrest-gap-innine-charts/
20 Deferred prosecution policies can differ among different jurisdictions. The Milwaukee County D.A., for
example, has its own distinct deferred prosecution policies that do not involve the same requirements as those
offered in Bayside.
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$100-150 and that requires the individual to take an online educational program.
Shorewood’s program also requires drug screenings over a six-month period. According
to Shorewood’s village prosecutor, some second and subsequent offenses are issued at
the municipal level and not sent to the D.A. Fines may be higher for second and
subsequent offenses. Shorewood generally sends cases involving 25 grams or more to
the District Attorney’s office for review of potential criminal charges.


Wauwatosa: The ordinance in Wauwatosa applies its “General Penalty” provision to firsttime marijuana possession cases, which amounts to a fine of $1 to $5,000. According to
the City Attorney, Wauwatosa’s standard forfeiture for first-time marijuana possession is
$100-$200.



West Allis has modified its policy based on the recent change in state law, broadening
the police department’s authority to issue municipal citations for cases involving
“possession of more than twenty-five (25) grams of marijuana or possession of any
amount of marijuana following a conviction in this state for possession of marijuana,
provided that the district attorney dismissed charges for the same conduct or declined to
prosecute the case.”21 According to the City Attorney’s office, the fine for possession
under the City of West Allis ordinance is $1,321, inclusive of court costs.



Whitefish Bay: As in Bayside, the typical fine for a marijuana possession charge in the
Village of Whitefish Bay is $691, inclusive of court costs. Whitefish Bay does not issue
warrants for individuals who fail to pay municipal fines, however, and no one serves time
in jail for failure to pay fines. Second and subsequent offense cases are sent to the D.A.
and do not return to municipal court.
Whitefish Bay also offers payment plans and deferred prosecution. The deferred
prosecution program is similar to Bayside’s in that individuals must take a class,
complete community service, and not receive any other non-traffic tickets during the
deferred prosecution period. Whitefish Bay’s program differs in that it typically imposes
court costs of $150 and the required class is online rather than at MATC.

Chart 3 summarizes the information we collected on typical fines for first-time marijuana
possession violations. It shows that the fines imposed by the City of Milwaukee are in line
with many of the Milwaukee County suburbs, with Wauwatosa and West Allis being outliers
on opposite ends of the spectrum.

21

City of West Allis Code of Ordinances: http://ecode360.com/27406202
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Chart 3: Typical fines for first-time marijuana possession, by municipality22
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3) Lack of diversion opportunities: Because marijuana is not considered an addictive drug and
few clinical treatment programs exist for marijuana users, individuals arrested for possessing
marijuana do not have the same diversion opportunities as those caught possessing other
illegal drugs. This issue is particularly relevant to those being prosecuted for a second or
subsequent small-scale offense, whose cases are in the hands of the D.A.’s office.
In Milwaukee County, the D.A. has made increased use of diversion into drug treatment
programs for low-level offenders in recent years, but that option is not available for those
whose treatment needs are related solely to marijuana use. With regard to first offenses,
while community service is an option under Milwaukee’s marijuana possession ordinance, a
UW-Milwaukee analysis found that option was used only 36 times between 2008 and 2013,
which amounted to only 1% of the total marijuana possession citations.23 Deferred
prosecution options appear to be more widely utilized in Milwaukee County suburbs.
4) Unpaid Fines, Incarceration, and Driver’s License Suspensions: As previously shown in Table
1, municipal court data from the City of Milwaukee indicate that fines in only 28% of firsttime marijuana possession cases that were levied between January 2012 and March 2015
were paid in full. A common claim is that people whose only offense is that they did not pay
fines for municipal marijuana possession violations end up in jail and/or with suspended
driver’s licenses. The City has incarcerated only eight individuals for failure to pay marijuana
possession fines over the last three years, however, and cannot suspend adults’ driver’s
licenses for marijuana possession violations. While the City may wish to consider lowering its
marijuana-related fines or changing its policy to never incarcerate offenders for failure to pay
While the City of Milwaukee’s policy is to give fines in the $250-500 range, the typical fine total is $396,
according to Municipal Court officials. Similarly, forfeitures in the City of Wauwatosa range from $100-200. For
comparison purposes, we used the midpoint for Wauwatosa. Notably, total fines in Wauwatosa may be
somewhat higher when court costs are added.
23 Pawasarat, John and Marilyn Walczak. 2015.
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those fines, the perceived beneficial impact of doing so would appear to be less significant
than some may believe. City leaders also could consider changing policy to no longer
suspend juvenile offenders’ licenses for marijuana possession.
It is also worth noting that the City’s policies regarding the circumstances in which individuals
can be incarcerated for unpaid municipal fines could be changed at any time by the
Municipal Court without Common Council approval. If the City’s intention is for those policies
not to be changed, then the Common Council may wish to solidify them in the City’s code.
Second and subsequent offenses are more likely to lead to incarceration in the Milwaukee
County Jail or House of Correction and/or criminal records, which can have significant
impacts on offenders’ lives. Incarceration – even for only a few days in a Milwaukee County
correctional facility (as opposed to a longer stay in a state prison) – clearly can impact
offenders’ prospects of maintaining or finding employment. Having a criminal record also can
impact employability, particularly for work in fields where state or employer policies exclude
felons from employment.
In addition, criminal convictions for second and subsequent marijuana possession charges
are rarely expunged from an individual’s record, which can impact their employability for the
rest of their working lives. This is not the case for marijuana possession cases only, but
rather for all criminal convictions in Wisconsin. Based on state law, expungement must be
requested by the court at the time of sentencing.24 It is much more difficult to have a
conviction expunged after a sentence has been completed.
Having an expungement order does not necessarily mean that an individual’s arrest record
will be wiped clean from the Consolidated Court Automation Programs (CCAP) system once
the individual has completed his or her sentence. According to the Wisconsin State Public
Defender’s Office, removing records from CCAP often requires additional efforts to obtain the
necessary court orders.
From a workforce and economic development perspective, the practice of arresting or
criminally charging individuals for possession of small amounts of marijuana may be creating
a significant barrier to employment for a large number of Milwaukee residents. Consequently,
those seeking marijuana policy changes because of their belief that significant numbers of
economically disadvantaged citizens are needlessly suffering harsh penalties may wish to
focus greater attention on the treatment of second and subsequent offenses for small-scale
possession.
5) Public resources used for enforcement: The financial cost to local governments of policing
and prosecuting marijuana possession also has been raised as an issue. While data have not
been compiled on the cost of enforcing marijuana laws within the city of Milwaukee, the
ACLU found that $44.4 million was spent enforcing marijuana laws statewide in 2010,
Wisconsin State Legislature 973.015: Special Disposition.
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/973/015
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indicating that the amount spent in Milwaukee likely is in the millions.25 Since most fines for
marijuana possession never are paid, a key question is whether the amount of public
resources being spent to enforce these laws is appropriate. The Public Policy Forum plans to
devote detailed attention to this issue in our follow-up report to be released later this year.
6) Consistency of enforcement: Based on our conversations with justice system officials, there
appears to be a great deal of discretion involved in enforcement of marijuana possession
laws. Police officers decide whether to give individuals citations or make arrests – and the
D.A. decides whether to prosecute for second and subsequent offenses – with a broad set of
considerations in mind. For example, an individual’s previous record may be considered,
and/or whether the case involves other offenses beyond marijuana possession. Police and
D.A. discretion, therefore, has significant impacts on case outcomes.
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Marijuana Laws in Other U.S. Cities
In this section, we provide a brief overview of cities across the country that have taken steps to
reduce the penalties associated with marijuana use and possession despite federal and state
prohibition. This overview is designed to provide context for policymakers and citizens in Milwaukee
who are interested in learning about the range of options that might be available to modify city
ordinances and/or enforcement policies in an effort to address perceived problems with current
marijuana laws and their enforcement.
Our national scan indicates that the strategies taken by cities that have sought to carve out their own
legal frameworks for marijuana possession generally fall into three categories: adjusting law
enforcement priorities; treating possession as a civil offense; and eliminating penalties altogether.
We summarize those strategies below and provide examples of municipalities that have pursued
them.
In addition, at the conclusion of this section, we summarize how major cities in neighboring states
treat small-scale marijuana possession. Again, this information is provided as context for those who
wish to contemplate policy changes in Milwaukee and who are curious about how other big cities in
our region have approached this issue.
It is important to note that the cities discussed in this section have not fully legalized marijuana use
or possession. With the exception of Denver and Seattle, where state voters opted to legalize, public
possession of marijuana remains illegal in each city. Moreover, these cities took action despite state
laws and/or restrictions that were more stringent. However, the examples provided here illustrate
some of the many avenues available to city governments to impact local marijuana policies in the
absence of statewide action.

Three Municipal Approaches for Reducing Marijuana Possession
Penalties
As discussed earlier in this report, the legal treatment of marijuana possession in U.S. cities is
guided first by federal law and then by state law. However, as we have seen in Colorado and
Washington, the illegality of marijuana possession under federal law does not fully restrict the ability
of states to develop contradictory legal and regulatory frameworks. In the same manner, restrictions
in state laws have not precluded local governments across the country from establishing their own
enforcement and legal structures.
We distinguish the approaches pursued by municipal governments by placing them into three
distinct categories. The examples below are by no means an exhaustive list, but they do broadly
illustrate how several municipalities have taken action outside of the confines of state and federal
law to reduce the consequences associated with marijuana possession and consumption.
Adjusting Law Enforcement Priorities
The first approach aims to reduce the stringency of local, state, and federal marijuana laws by
placing limitations on the use of municipal resources to enforce those laws.
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Table 2: Examples of Cities That Have Adjusted (or are Adjusting) Law Enforcement Priorities
State

City
Population*

Metro
Population†

Seattle

WA

652,405

3,671,478

Denver

CO

649,495

2,754,258

Oakland

CA

406,253

4,594,060

San Francisco

CA

837,442

4,594,060

Nashville

TN

609,664

1,792,649

City

Adjustment
Ballot measure to make marijuanarelated activities the lowest law
enforcement priority
Ballot measure to make marijuanarelated activities the lowest law
enforcement priority
Ballot measure to make marijuanarelated activities the lowest law
enforcement priority
Vote by Board of Supervisors to make
marijuana-related activities the lowest
law enforcement priority
A 2015 ballot initiative would prevent
tax dollars from being spent on criminal
prosecution of < 2 oz.

Year
2003
2007
2004
2006
Aug
2015

*U.S. Census Bureau: 2013 Estimates
†U.S. Census Bureau: 2014 Estimates

 Seattle voters passed Initiative 75 in September 2003 that made marijuana-related activities the
lowest law enforcement priority for both the police department and the city attorney.26 At the
time, Washington state law treated possession as a criminal misdemeanor with up to 90 days in
jail and a $1,000 fine.27 Seattle's city council established a Marijuana Policy Review Panel to
“assess and report on the effects” of Initiative 75. The 11-member panel issued a final report in
December 2007 which noted a decrease in the number of marijuana-related cases referred by
police to the city attorney as well as a decrease in the number of cases filed by the city
attorney.28 The panel found “no evident increase in marijuana use among young people, no
evident increase in crime, and no adverse impact on public health.”29 The number of marijuanarelated cases decreased to the point that in January 2010, the city attorney announced he would
no longer prosecute marijuana possession cases.30


This ‘de-prioritization’ approach has been adopted in other cities. Oakland, California voters
passed Measure Z in 2004; voters in Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz and Santa Monica, California
approved ballot measures in 2006; and Denver voters passed Question 100 in 2007. San
Francisco instituted a similar policy in 2006, though it was the result of a vote by the city’s Board
of Supervisors rather than a ballot initiative.31

NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/news/2003/09/18/seattle-voters-approve-initiative-makingmarijuana-enforcement-city-s-lowest-priority
27 Ibid
28 Washington Association for Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention. Retrieved from
http://wasavp.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Seattle-I-75-policy-review-report-Dec-20071.pdf
29 Ibid
30 Heffter, Emily. “Seattle’s new city attorney to dismiss cases of pot possession.” The Seattle Times. Jan. 15,
2010. http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/seattles-new-city-attorney-to-dismiss-cases-of-potpossession/
31 NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/news/2006/11/16/san-francisco-adopts-deprioritizationordinance
26
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Nashville will try a different method with a ballot initiative in August 2015. The initiative would
“prevent any metro tax dollars from being used for the criminal prosecution of an adult for the
possession of less than two ounces of marijuana.”32 Marijuana remains illegal in Tennessee and
the initiative seeks to work around state law rather than conflict with it. To provide oversight,
there is a clause giving citizens the standing to sue the city government if it is found to have
violated the initiative, resulting in $1,000 in damages and compensation for legal costs.

Possession as a Civil Offense
The second approach taken by cities to reduce marijuana consequences has been to alter municipal
codes to reclassify possession from a criminal to a civil infraction. This reduction places possession
on a level similar to a parking ticket, results in processing in municipal court, and typically yields a
fine rather than jail time. The specific details of the statutes as well as the fine amounts vary from
city to city; however, this step effectively decriminalizes the possession of marijuana. This, of course,
is the approach that already has been taken in Milwaukee with regard to first-time offenses and that
some now wish to modify even further.
It is important to note that while some forms of possession are a non-criminal offense in Milwaukee
and the cities cited below, there are no provisions for the purchase or sale of marijuana in those
cities. In most of the municipalities described here, being caught in the act of buying marijuana will
result in a criminal arrest. Full legalization – which some advocate to allow cities to benefit from
taxes associated with the regulated sale of marijuana through licensed retailers – would require
addressing the sale and purchase of marijuana.
Table 3: Examples of Cities That Treat Possession as a Civil Offense
City

State

City
Population

Metro
Population

Adjustment

Ballot initiative made 1st offense possession a $25
Ann Arbor
MI
117,025
356,874
fine, 2nd offense a $50 fine, and 3rd/subsequent a
$100 fine
Per city-passed ordinance, possession of
Madison
WI
243,344
633,787
< 112 grams in a public place results in maximum
$100 fine*
Ballot initiative made any possession a civil
Grand Rapids
MI
192,294
1,027,703
infraction with a maximum fine of $100
Per city-passed ordinance, possession of up to 1 oz
Santa Fe
NM
69,976
148,164
results in a maximum civil fine of $100
Per city-passed ordinance, possession of < 30
Philadelphia
PA
1,553,000 6,051,170
grams results in a non-criminal citation and $25 fine
* Madison has fully decriminalized possession in a private place; that provision of the city ordinances is
discussed in the following section.

Year
1974
1977
2012
2014
2014

 Ann Arbor, Michigan was one of the first cities in the U.S. to decriminalize marijuana. In 1972,
the city council voted to reduce the penalty for possession of less than two ounces to a civil
infraction with a $5 fine. A new city council repealed the ordinance in 1973, but voters amended
the city charter in 1974 to reinstate the decriminalization polices. In its current form, Section
16.2 of the city charter specifies a $25 fine for the first offense possession of any amount of
Ballotpedia. Retrieved from http://ballotpedia.org/NashvilleDavidson_County_Metro_Marijuana_Decriminalization_Initiative_(August_2015)
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marijuana, $50 for the second infraction, and a $100 fine for the third and subsequent
offenses.33 Marijuana offenses do not result in a criminal record.
 Madison, Wisconsin also has one of the oldest municipal policies in the country, having passed
an ordinance in 1977 (Ordinance 23.20) that confirms the prohibition in state law against the
public possession of marijuana, but that modifies the penalties. Under the city ordinance, public
possession of less than 112 grams of marijuana is subject to a $100 fine.34 Violation of this
ordinance is not a crime and no record of the infraction can be made. The Madison ordinance is
unique in that the amount of marijuana permissible greatly exceeds other jurisdictions, which
typically set limits at between 25-35 grams. In addition, the ordinance makes no mention of
multiple infractions, which indicates there is no enhanced penalty for repeated violation.
(Madison also has fully decriminalized possession of marijuana in a private place, which we
discuss in the next section.)
 Though marijuana remains illegal in Michigan, Grand Rapids joined Ann Arbor to implement
decriminalization policies through a ballot initiative in 2012. The initiative amends the city
charter to make marijuana possession a civil infraction with a maximum fine of $100.35 There is
no criminal record associated with an infraction and the fine is waived if the possession is for
medical purposes as recommended by a health professional.
 In September 2014, the Santa Fe, New Mexico city council voted 5-4 to specify that possession
of up to an ounce of marijuana is a civil infraction with a maximum fine of $25.36 Current New
Mexico state law classifies marijuana possession of less than an ounce as a misdemeanor with a
maximum fine of $100 and 15 days in jail.37 Though not as severe as other states, the New
Mexico penalties do result in a criminal record, something the Santa Fe ordinance removes.
 Philadelphia passed an ordinance in October 2014 that makes possession of 30 grams or less
of marijuana subject to a non-criminal citation and a $25 fine for each offense.38 Furthermore,
public marijuana use is treated as a non-criminal citation with a fine of $100 for each violation,
though this can be waived if up to nine hours of community service is performed. The
Philadelphia ordinance is unique in two ways. First, it maintains the same fine amounts
regardless of the number of infractions. Second, many cities that have decriminalized marijuana
have maintained criminal charges for public consumption, though Philadelphia treats such
consumption as a non-criminal offense.
City of Ann Arbor, Michigan City Charter. Retrieved from http://annarborchronicle.com/wpcontent/uploads/2012/05/CharterNovember2011.pdf
34 City of Madison, Wisconsin Code of Ordinances. Retrieved from
https://www.municode.com/library/wi/madison/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=Chapter%2023%20%20Offenses%20Against%20Public%20Policy
35 Ballotpedia. Retrieved from http://ballotpedia.org/Grand_Rapids_City_Marijuana_Decriminalization
_Amendment_Proposal_(November_2012)
36 Oswald, Mark. “Santa Fe City Council reduces marijuana penalties.” Albuquerque Journal. Aug. 28, 2014.
http://www.abqjournal.com/453189/news/santa-fe-city-council-reduces-marijuana-penalties.html
37 NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/laws/item/new-mexico-penalties-2
38 City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania City Code. Retrieved from http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/
Pennsylvania/philadelphia_pa/thephiladelphiacode?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:philadelph
ia_pa
33
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Eliminating Penalties for Possession
The third approach taken by cities to address perceived negative consequences associated with
stringent marijuana laws is to eliminate penalties for small amounts of marijuana possession
altogether. Again, as with the cities described above that have reduced marijuana possession
violations to civil offenses, most of the cities that have eliminated small-scale marijuana possession
penalties still have not fully legalized the drug, in that its purchase and sale still is prohibited.
However, some of the cities described here have treaded close to that issue, as well.
Table 4: Examples of Cities That Have Eliminated (or are Acting to Eliminate) Penalties for Marijuana
Possession
State

City
Population

Metro
Population

Madison

WI

243,344

633,787

Lansing

MI

113,972

470,458

Portland

ME

66,318

523,552

Washington

DC

658,893

6,033,737

Toledo

OH

282,313

607,456

City

Adjustment
Per city-passed ordinance, possession in a
private place is allowed
Ballot initiative removed penalties for adult
possession of up to 1 oz on private property
Ballot initiative legalized possession and use of
up to 2.5 oz by adults 21+
Ballot initiative allows adults to legally possess
up to 2 oz and grow up to 6 plants (initiative
being contested in U.S. Congress)
A 2015 ballot initiative would remove all jail time,
fines, and reporting of marijuana violations

Year
1977
2013
2013
2014
Sept.
2015

 Madison’s Ordinance 23.20 not only reduced public possession to a non-criminal civil violation,
but also allows for possession of up to 112 grams of marijuana in a private place without any
penalties or consequences.39 Similarly, in 2010, voters in Breckenridge, Colorado approved a
ballot initiative to remove all criminal and civil penalties and fines for possession of up to an
ounce of marijuana in a private place.40 Though Colorado has now legalized and regulated
marijuana, this initiative was innovative at the time.
 In Michigan, possession of any amount of marijuana is a misdemeanor punishable by up to one
year in jail and a maximum fine of $2,000.41 Despite this, several cities have taken steps
through ballot initiatives to remove penalties for possession. Voters in Detroit approved an
initiative in 2012 that allows adults who are 21 or older to possess less than one ounce of
marijuana on private property without fine or criminal prosecution. On the same day, voters in
Flint approved a similar provision that allows possession and use of up to one ounce of
marijuana by those who are age 19 and above. Several smaller Michigan cities have followed
this path in recent years. In 2013, voters in Lansing approved a proposal identical to Detroit's. In
addition, the following Michigan cities adopted the Detroit proposal in 2014: Berkley, Hazel Park,
Huntington Woods, Mount Pleasant, Oak Park, Pleasant Ridge, Port Huron, and Saginaw.
City of Madison, Wisconsin Code of Ordinances. Retrieved from
https://www.municode.com/library/wi/madison/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=Chapter%2023%20%20Offenses%20Against%20Public%20Policy
40 NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/news/2009/11/06/colorado-breckenridge-voters-overwhelminglydecide-to-end-pot-penalties
41 NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/laws/item/michigan-penalties-2
39
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 While state law in Maine already treats possession of less than 2.5 ounces of marijuana as a
civil infraction with a maximum fine of $600, several cities in that state have taken further steps
to remove penalties.42 Voters in Portland passed a ballot initiative in November 2013 that allows
adults age 21 and over to “legally possess up to 2.5 ounces of marijuana and paraphernalia” in
public and to use marijuana on private property.43 The Portland initiative is unique in that it
allows for the possession of both paraphernalia and actual marijuana; and it allows adults to
“engage in activities for the purpose of ascertaining the possession of marijuana and
paraphernalia.”44 With the inclusion of this language, Portland has removed penalties for the
sale, purchase, possession, and use of marijuana on private property, though the ordinance does
not extend this protection to the cultivation of marijuana. In 2014, neighboring South Portland
passed a similar ballot initiative45 that allows adults age 21 and over to possess up to an ounce
of marijuana and paraphernalia in public and allows for use on private property.46 However, the
South Portland ordinance does not extend to the purchase or sale of marijuana.
 Washington, D.C. was a hotbed of activity with regard to marijuana policy in 2014. The city
council passed a bill in March to reduce marijuana penalties to $25 for possession and $100 for
public use, and eliminate jail time for each. In November, voters approved an initiative that
allows adults to legally possess up to two ounces of marijuana, grow up to six cannabis plants,
and “transfer (but not sell) up to one ounce to another person 21 years of age or older.” Because
Washington, D.C. has unique governance and Congressional oversight structures, this
information may not be relevant as a potential path for other municipalities to follow.
 Voters in Toledo, Ohio will cast ballots in September 2015 on a proposal to de-penalize
marijuana possession. Under Ohio law, possession of less than 100 grams is a misdemeanor
with no jail time and a maximum fine of $150. This is a lesser consequence than in most states,
though a misdemeanor conviction would result in a criminal record and suspension of a driver’s
license for a period of between six months and five years. The Toledo initiative does not seek to
challenge the legality of marijuana, but instead would “remove all jail time and fines for
marijuana violations,” prevent a marijuana violation from being reported to professional licensing
boards or law enforcement agencies, and prevent civil or criminal asset forfeiture and driver’s
license suspensions related to marijuana offenses.47 The Toledo initiative does not specify
thresholds for age or the amount of marijuana in possession.

NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/laws/item/maine-penalties-2
City of Portland, Maine Code of Ordinances. Retrieved from
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/1083
44 Ibid
45 Marijuana Policy Project. Retrieved from http://www.mpp.org/media/press-releases/south-portland-mainebecomes.html
46 City of South Portland, Maine Code of Ordinanced. Retrieved from
http://www.southportland.org/files/5514/2193/6294/CO_CH_31.pdf
47 Ballotpedia. Retrieved from http://ballotpedia.org/City_of_Toledo_Marijuana_Decriminalization
_%22Sensible_Marijuana_Ordinance%22_Initiative_(September_2015)
42
43
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Municipal Marijuana Policies in Other Large Midwestern Cities
Those interested in contemplating changes to existing marijuana laws and enforcement policies in
the City of Milwaukee may benefit not only from perspective on other cities that have "pushed the
envelope" across the country, but also from an understanding of how other major cities in the
Midwest treat the possession of small amounts of marijuana. The table below summarizes
marijuana laws in six nearby major cities. We then summarize municipal activity in three of those six
cities that recently have taken action to make their city ordinances less restrictive than state law.
Table 5: Treatment of Small-Scale Marijuana Possession by Other Large Midwestern Cities
State

City
Population

Metro
Population

Chicago

IL

2,719,000

9,554,598

St. Louis

MO

318,416

2,806,207

Detroit

MI

688,701

4,296,611

Minneapolis

MN

400,070

3,495,176

Cleveland

OH

390,113

2,063,598

Indianapolis

IN

852,866

1,971,274

City

Treatment
Possession of less than 0.5 oz may result in a $250-$500 fine
for 1st offense; second and subsequent result in $500 fines
Possession of < 35 grams for 1st or 2nd offense results in a
summons (instead of a criminal arrest); municipal court fines
range from $100 to $500
Adults 21+ can possess 1 oz or less with no penalties
City ordinances largely follow state law, which lists possession
of < 42.5 grams as a misdemeanor with no jail time and a
maximum fine of $200
Possession of < 200 grams is a 1st degree misdemeanor with a
maximum fine of $1,000 and 6 months in jail; if < 100 grams,
minor misdemeanor with no jail and $150 maximum fine
City ordinances follow state law, which cites possession of <
30 grams as a misdemeanor punishable by up to 1 year in jail
and a $5,000 fine

 Chicago became the largest city to reduce penalties for small-scale marijuana possession when
the city council passed an ordinance in 2012 stipulating possession of less than 0.5 ounces (15
grams) may result in a citation with a fine ranging from $250-500.48 The second and each
subsequent offense thereafter would incur a $500 fine. The ordinance does not make a citation
mandatory, but rather gives police officers the discretion to issue a citation instead of making an
arrest. Officers continue to arrest individuals for public use, possession on school or park
grounds, and possession by those without an ID and those under 17 years old.49
The ordinance runs counter to Illinois state law, which treats possession of 2.5 grams or less of
marijuana as a Class C misdemeanor punishable with up to 30 days in jail.50 The length of
incarceration increases with the amount of marijuana possessed, with 10-30 grams equaling up
to a year in jail. Possession of any amount greater than 30 grams is treated as a felony with one
year or more in jail and a fine up to $25,000.

Municipal Code of Chicago, Illinois. Retrieved from http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Illinois/
chicago_il/municipalcodeofchicago?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:chicago_il
49 Mack, Kristen. “Chicago City Council passes pot ticket ordinance.” Chicago Tribune. June 27, 2012.
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-06-27/news/chi-chicago-city-council-passes-pot-ticket-ordinance20120627_1_pot-possession-pot-ticket-ordinance-marijuana
50 NORML. Retrieved from http://norml.org/laws/item/illinois-penalties
48
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Chicago's Experience May Hold Lessons for Milwaukee
The recent change in city ordinances in Chicago resulted from a variety of concerns, including police
resources and racial equity. Data from 2011 indicate that nearly one in five arrests in Chicago was for
marijuana possession of less than 30 grams.1 The Chicago police chief noted at the time that it took
about a half hour to issue a ticket compared to nearly four hours for each arrest.1 Moreover, it was
estimated that Cook County – which includes Chicago – spent more than $78 million and 69,000
police hours in 2012 on arrests, prosecution and jail time associated with marijuana possession. 1
Advocates for the legal change argued that reducing time and expenses devoted to marijuana
possession could enable police to focus more on other law enforcement priorities.
In addition, despite national data that indicate similar levels of marijuana use among racial groups,
African Americans comprised the vast majority of marijuana arrests in Chicago. Of the 47,400 arrests
for marijuana possession of 30 grams or less in Chicago in 2009 and 2010, 78% were African
American, 17% were Hispanic, and 5% were white. 1 Some aldermen noted a desire for racial equity in
law enforcement as motivation for passing the ordinance.
The enforcement of the ordinance has had mixed effects since it was implemented. Between August
2012 and February 2014, there were 22,569 police encounters in which action was taken for
marijuana possession of less than 15 grams; of those, 20,844 resulted in arrests and just 1,725 in
citations. Moreover, the racial disparities remain. The racial breakdown of those arrested essentially
mirrors the statistics prior to the ordinance - 78% were African American, 17% were Hispanic, and 4%
were white.1 The racial breakdown of marijuana tickets is only slightly less skewed – 70% were
African American, 18% were Hispanic, and 11% were white.1 The data make clear that Chicago police
are continuing to arrest offenders rather than exercising their authority to issue citations.

 In April 2013, the St. Louis Board of Aldermen adopted a new city ordinance that gives police
officers the option to issue a summons for municipal court instead of a criminal arrest for
possession of less than 35 grams of marijuana. Municipal court fines range between $100-500
for the first and second offenses, with no jail time or criminal record.51 The ordinance did not
include a third offense, which would be subject to criminal proceedings under state law.
 As noted above, voters in Detroit approved Proposal M in 2012. The proposal changed the city
code so that adults age 21 and over in possession of less than an ounce of marijuana on private
property would not face criminal prosecution.

City of St. Louis, Missouri. Retrieved from https://www.stlouis-mo.gov/internal-apps/legislative/upload/floorsubstitute/BB275FS.pdf
51
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Policy Options and Conclusion
It is worth reiterating that the Public Policy Forum takes no position on specific proposed or possible
changes to marijuana laws and policies in the City of Milwaukee, and that our research and analysis
of this topic is guided solely by the desire to provide greater public understanding in light of current
consideration of this issue by the Milwaukee Common Council. With that being said, this initial
overview of the policy considerations surrounding marijuana possession does reveal a menu of
options available to those who believe that penalties for possession of small amounts should be
modified.
Our initial analysis also reveals continued inconsistencies between Milwaukee and its suburbs with
regard to marijuana fines and enforcement, and a lack of clarity for citizens with regard to how
existing laws are being enforced and who is doing the enforcing. These points suggest that action
should at least be contemplated to revisit marijuana possession ordinances in the City of Milwaukee
for the purpose of clarifying the desired intent of the law and prioritizing law enforcement resources.
Our initial review of current marijuana laws and their enforcement in Milwaukee yielded six policy
considerations that should be pondered by City policymakers and justice system officials as they
consider the current legal framework. In addition, our scan of other cities indicated three categories
of strategies for those seeking to carve out municipal marijuana possession policies that are less
restrictive than state law.
However, while these considerations and strategies provide ample food for thought, the types of
potential reforms to be considered will be driven by the broader policy goals of those seeking
change. Our research and stakeholder interviews in Milwaukee – as well as our review of other cities
that have reduced or eliminated penalties for marijuana possession – indicate that three broad (and
sometimes overlapping) policy goals typically drive municipal governments to seek changes to their
marijuana laws and enforcement practices:
1. A desire to better reflect the perceived limited effects of the drug, which are deemed no more
serious than those associated with other "vices," such as liquor or tobacco.
2. A desire to free up resources for more pressing law enforcement needs.
3. A desire to eliminate racial disparities in enforcement of the law and eliminate minor
marijuana infractions as a barrier to employment.
Below, we review policy options in the context of those three goals, taking into account our
observations from other cities and our initial review of the existing legal framework in Milwaukee.

Limited Effects When Compared to Other Drugs
There are many who believe that the health effects associated with marijuana are no more adverse
than those associated with alcohol and that marijuana, therefore, should be regulated in similar
fashion. While it is beyond the scope of this research to opine on that belief, it would appear that the
options to effectuate it on the municipal level may be somewhat limited.
To truly regulate marijuana in a similar fashion to alcohol, a municipality would need to legalize its
commercial sale (or at the very least, home production). As we have discussed, several states have
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taken or will soon attempt to take that route. Few municipalities have attempted to do so, however,
in large part because their efforts would conflict with both federal and state law. That would be the
case for the City of Milwaukee, as well.
Portland, Maine, and Washington, DC, are two cities we have identified that have sought to provide
legal means for adults to obtain marijuana for personal use. The move by Portland voters to allow
citizens to “engage in activities for the purpose of ascertaining the possession of marijuana"
removes legal obstacles to buying the drug, but still does not create a regulatory framework for
commercial sale. Voters in Washington, DC, meanwhile, are attempting to legalize the home
production of a limited number of marijuana plants for personal use, but similarly have not provided
for commercial production and sale.
There is a wider array of options for those who simply wish to establish marijuana penalties that are
similar to penalties for alcohol without legalizing its commercial sale or home production. The Detroit
model – which allows adults who are 21 or older to possess less than one ounce of marijuana on
private property without the threat of fine or criminal prosecution – would be one potential approach,
as it would essentially legalize use by consenting adults within the privacy of their own homes, but
still penalize use by minors and in public. Closer to home, the Madison example provides an even
less restrictive option, as it allows for private possession of up to 112 grams of marijuana, which
amounts to almost four ounces.

Free Up Resources for More Pressing Law Enforcement Needs
Another common rationale for the pursuit of modifications to municipal marijuana policies is the
desire to divert police and justice system resources to areas deemed more "serious" and important.
Of course, the simplest way to achieve that objective is to legalize marijuana possession, but those
who support action for resource-related reasons may be uncomfortable with the notion of full
legalization. Instead, they may consider private marijuana possession and use as a less serious
offense than possession and use of other illegal drugs, and they may prefer, therefore, to see law
enforcement resources and penalties determined accordingly.
There is a range of options for those wishing to pursue changes to Milwaukee's treatment of
marijuana under this rationale. One model is the approach used by several cities to pass ballot
initiatives or municipal ordinances directing police departments to consider marijuana law
enforcement their "lowest law enforcement priority." One city (Nashville) is attempting a different
twist by placing an initiative on the ballot that would prohibit the use of public dollars to prosecute
adults for possession of less than two ounces of marijuana, and that would give citizens standing to
sue the city if it violates the prohibition.
A potential advantage of pursuing the "lowest law enforcement priority" approach in Milwaukee is
that by emphasizing a reduction in arrests (as opposed to a reduction in penalties), this strategy
could produce resource savings across the justice system, from the Milwaukee Police Department
(MPD) to the Milwaukee County Jail to municipal and circuit courts and the D.A.'s office. A potential
disadvantage, however, is the difficulty associated with defining "lowest priority" and ensuring that
the policy is implemented, though borrowing from the Nashville model might alleviate those
concerns. Also, some may argue that MPD already treats small-scale marijuana possession – when
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unaccompanied by other potentially illegal actions – as a "low" law enforcement priority, so codifying
this policy would have little practical impact.
Another range of options related to freeing up justice system resources surrounds further
"decriminalization" of small-scale marijuana possession to treat all or greater numbers of small-scale
marijuana possession offenses as civil, as opposed to criminal violations. We have found that in
Chicago, a primary rationale for such action was the contention of the Chicago police chief that it
took police officers about a half hour to issue a municipal ticket, compared to nearly four hours for
each arrest.
Here in Milwaukee, as we have discussed, the first offense for possession of 25 grams of marijuana
or less already has been decriminalized. The current effort by several Milwaukee aldermen to
dramatically lower the fine for first offenses is not necessarily driven by resource concerns, but it
could have a beneficial impact in that regard. Establishing a fine amount that enables greater
numbers of violators to pay immediately would reduce costs associated with pursuing payment. As
we have found, however, this approach likely would not produce substantial savings in incarceration
costs, as very few individuals who do not pay their fines receive jail time.
Expanding the universe of violators who would be subject solely to municipal violation – as opposed
to criminal charges – likely would have a greater financial and resource-related impact. This
approach not only could free up MPD resources by allowing officers to issue greater numbers of
municipal tickets while making fewer arrests, but it also could produce substantial savings in jail
processing, D.A., circuit court, public defender, and incarceration costs. Potential examples for
Milwaukee could include Ann Arbor, which treats first, second, and third offenses for small-scale
possession as municipal violations with varying small fine amounts; and Santa Fe and Philadelphia,
which have established any offense for possession of small amounts of marijuana as civil infractions
with a maximum fine of $25.
Milwaukee's ability to pursue such changes may be limited by State statute, however. As discussed
previously, a change in State law adopted by the Wisconsin Legislature in 2014 now allows
municipal governments to treat second and subsequent violations for possession of small amounts
of marijuana as municipal violations, but only provided that the D.A. elects not to prosecute.
Consequently, even in those municipalities that change their ordinances to avail themselves of this
provision, criminal arrests still would need to be made, detention resources still would need to be
utilized, and D.A. time still would need to be employed for second and subsequent violations, though
potential reductions in incarceration and court costs could be realized if the D.A. elects not to
prosecute.
In light of the specificity of the state law, it is possible that the State could intervene if Milwaukee
were to pursue a legal framework that treated all violations of the law for small-scale marijuana
possession as civil violations without allowing the D.A. to decide whether to prosecute. On the other
hand, given the example of Madison, which has been allowed to implement an ordinance that goes
much further in terms of decriminalization, it is also possible that the State would not interfere if
Milwaukee sought greater discretion. Consequently, City officials who are interested in pursuing
changes along the lines of Ann Arbor, Santa Fe, and Philadelphia may wish to work with the D.A. and
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State officials to determine whether such changes could be effectuated in policy or practice within
the confines of the newly passed state law.
Finally, it is difficult to speculate conclusively on the potential for resource savings from various
policy options without having a clear understanding of the resources currently employed to enforce
marijuana laws in Milwaukee and to prosecute and detain violators. The Public Policy Forum plans to
conduct a thorough analysis of that question and report our findings in our follow-up report to be
released later this year.

Eliminate Racial Disparities and Barriers to Employment
A third goal that often drives pursuit of policy initiatives to relax or eliminate penalties for small-scale
marijuana possession is the desire to reform a legal framework that is perceived to treat African
Americans more harshly than others, and/or that is perceived to add unnecessarily to the barriers to
employment often faced by disadvantaged populations.
While we have not yet conducted our own comprehensive analysis of alleged racial disparities in
Milwaukee (but plan to do so for our follow-up report), our initial analysis and the findings of other
organizations indicate that in Milwaukee and nationally, African Americans are arrested for
marijuana infractions in numbers that far exceed their proportion of the overall population. In
addition, regardless of whether racial disparities exist, some argue that incarcerating or blemishing
the records of citizens who already may face barriers to employment for possessing small amounts
of marijuana serves no useful purpose for the individual or society at large.
Those who are driven by these concerns to seek policy changes in Milwaukee again have a varied
menu from which to choose. In fact, any of the strategies discussed above – de-prioritization,
decriminalization, or full de-penalization – could dramatically reduce the number of African
Americans who are being arrested on small-scale marijuana possession charges, and the number of
disadvantaged individuals whose ability to find and retain jobs is being impacted by time spent in jail
or the existence of a marijuana-related criminal charge on their record.
But it is here, in particular, that we come back to one of the key findings of our initial analysis, which
is that the treatment of second and subsequent violations for small-scale marijuana possession
should perhaps be a bigger concern than the treatment of first offenses for those who wish to
change the existing legal framework. As discussed previously, while the size of the fine for a first
offense is a relevant concern for numerous reasons – and while there may indeed be a racial
disparity in terms of those cited for first offenses – an inability to pay such fines is not resulting in
incarceration for the vast majority of those who are cited. Furthermore, because first offenses result
in municipal citations, the only record of such offenses is in the municipal court database (which is
still a public database), as opposed to databases that are more commonly used to determine one's
criminal record.
A bigger issue from the perspective of barriers to employment is the treatment of second and
subsequent offenses as criminal violations. Even if the offense is treated as a misdemeanor, a
conviction still appears on one's criminal record and still may result in time spent in jail while the
offender awaits disposition by the D.A. or court. In addition, even if the Milwaukee ordinance was
modified to allow second and subsequent offenses to be treated as municipal violations when the
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D.A. declines to prosecute, an arrest still would need to be made. Consequently, a change in the law
that would definitively change the treatment of second and subsequent offenses to municipal
violations could make a particular difference in addressing small-scale marijuana convictions as a
barrier to employment.
One note of caution that has been raised by the local chapter of the ACLU52 is that a change to make
the City's marijuana ordinance consistent with the new state law (i.e. second and subsequent
offenses treated as municipal violations if the D.A. declines to prosecute) could result in the levying
of fines against second and subsequent offenders that will be onerous for them and that otherwise
would not have occurred if the D.A. had elected not to prosecute. This concern would have to be
balanced with the benefits that likely would accrue from creating an opportunity to criminally
prosecute fewer individuals in the first place.

Conclusion
The discussion in this section is intended to frame policy options through the lens of the primary
arguments used by those who are advocating for relaxed marijuana laws. There are other important
perspectives that are not covered here, such as the perspectives of those concerned foremost with
public safety and public health.
For example, our stakeholder interviews have indicated that MPD may use marijuana possession
laws to arrest and detain individuals who are considered dangerous and suspected of more serious
crimes that cannot initially be verified, but that are later determined through questioning or the postarrest discovery of additional evidence. Whether this is a fair and appropriate use of marijuana
possession laws (if it is occurring) is beyond our scope; it is important to note, however, that this and
several other public safety-related reasons could be cited to support maintaining or even
strengthening existing marijuana laws and enforcement policies.
With regard to public health, there has been impassioned debate in this country for the past 50
years regarding the health consequences associated with marijuana consumption. Furthermore, any
modifications to its legal treatment must be judged with consideration of the potential to pose harm
to minors or to encourage persistent heavy usage by those who are currently only casual or
occasional users.
Nevertheless, our initial research indicates that there are several policy considerations surrounding
current marijuana laws and enforcement policies in the City of Milwaukee that justify a review of the
current framework, and several examples from around the country that could serve as models for
potential change. In our next report – to be released by the end of 2015 – we will dig deeper into
justice system data in an attempt to provide even greater insight into the societal and fiscal impacts
of Milwaukee's existing marijuana legal paradigm and where (if at all) potential change might be
most appropriate.

American Civil Liberties Union of Wisconsin, Letter to Milwaukee Alderman Terry Witkowski dated October 1,
2014.
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Definitions
Ballot Initiatives – laws passed through the ballot box. These can be initiated through the collection
of voter signatures or through legislative action.
Civil penalty – a financial penalty imposed by a government for a violation of the law that is intended
to compensate the government for wrongdoing. Such wrongdoing is not considered to merit criminal
punishment, which often entails time in jail.
Commitment alternative – an instance when a municipal court judge requires a person to spend
time in jail for a municipal violation.
Controlled Substances Act – law passed by Congress in 1970 that governs federal drug policies.
Criminal penalty – a penalty imposed by a government for a violation of the law that is intended to
punish the violator. Such penalties typically include jail time and are reflected on an individual's
criminal record.
Criminal record – a history or list of a person’s previous criminal convictions.
Cultivation – refers to the growing of marijuana.
Decriminalization – when referring to marijuana, this typically means the removal of criminal
penalties for possession of small amounts of marijuana, though civil penalties may still apply.
Distribution – this refers to the transport of marijuana from one person to another.
Expunge – the removal of a criminal conviction from a person’s criminal record.
Felony – a crime regarded as more serious than a misdemeanor and punishable by imprisonment for
more than one year in a state or federal prison.
Legalization – when referring to marijuana, this means a policy that supports a legally controlled
market for marijuana, where consumers can buy marijuana for personal use from a safe legal
source.
Marijuana – dried flowers and leaves of the Cannabis Sativa plant.
Misdemeanor – a lesser crime punishable by fine and/or county jail time for up to one year.
Municipal ordinance – a law enacted by a city or county.
Municipal record – a history or list of a person’s municipal violations.
One ounce of marijuana – one ounce of marijuana equals 28.35 grams or 60 marijuana cigarettes.
Paraphernalia – equipment needed for the preparation or use of marijuana.
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Personal Recognizance Bond (PRB) – a form that, when signed, means that an individual
acknowledges there is a warrant out for his or her arrest and that the individual must appear in
court.
Personal service – the personal delivery of a process (e.g. PRB) to the individual to whom it is
directed.
State statute – laws enacted by a state government body.
THC – the main active ingredient in marijuana.
Warrant – a document issued by a court that gives the police the power to take a particular action
(e.g. make an arrest, serve a person with a PRB).
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VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT
MEMORANDUM
To:

Rebecca Ewald, Village Manager

From: Peter Nimmer, Chief of Police
Cc:

Police Supervisors

Date:

February 4, 2019

Re:

Response to President Rozek’s Email dated January 30, 2019

Rebecca,
Below are the responses to the questions from President Rozek’s email dated January
30, 2019:
1. What is the current federal and state laws guiding when a municipal violation vs
criminal violation can be issued for a marijuana offense.
Please refer to the memo that is in the February 4th, 2019 Village Board Packet (link)
that addresses this question. It should be noted that we do not enforce federals laws so
the specific federals law pertaining to Controlled Substances were not addressed in the
memo or here.
2. Has the Shorewood Police Department received, to date, any formal verbal or
written communication and/or direction from the Milwaukee District Attorney's
Office on the topic of referring marijuana offenses to the DA for criminal vs municipal
charges/fines?
All Milwaukee County agencies including the Shorewood Police Department have
received the Milwaukee County District Attorney’s “Guidelines for the Review of Crimes
and Ordinance Violations Revision (link).
3. What is the current practice of the Shorewood Police Department with regard to
making this determination (when to refer marijuana offenses to DA vs issuing
municipal violation).
The Shorewood Police Department follows the guidelines as set forth by the Milwaukee
County District Attorney’s office and all applicable state statutes.
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