
OFFICIAL NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the Public Safety Committee of the City of Stoughton, Wisconsin will

hold a regular or special meeting as indicated on the date, time and location given below.

Meeting of the:
Date /Time:
Location:

Members:

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF STOUGHTON

Wednesday, February 22, 2012 @ 6:00 p.m.
Hall of Fame Room/City Hall (381 E Main St, Stoughton WI 53589)
Carl Chenoweth, Larry Peterson, Ron Christianson, Steve Tone, Mayor Olson (ex-officio)

* Note-For security reasons, the front doors of the City Hall building (including the elevator door) will be locked after 4:30 p.m. If you need to
enter City Hall after that time, please use the entrance on the east side of City Hall (the planning department door). If you are physically
challenged and are in need of the elevator or other assistance, please call 873-6677 prior to 4:30 p.m.

Item # CALL TO ORDER
1. Communications

Item # OLD BUSINESS
2. Discussion/Update regarding speeding concerns on Vernon Street (ongoing agenda item).

3. Discussion/action regarding revisions Sec 50-3 (h) Weapons in Public Buildings.

4. Discussion and possible action regarding revisions to Sec. 14-101
Pawnbroker/Secondhand licenses. Final version

Item # NEW BUSINESS
5. Minutes of 1/25/2012

6. Application for a Temporary Class “B”/”Class B” retailer’s license: Stoughton
Merchant Baseball, for the sale of beer only during baseball games at Norse Park, located
on Kriedeman Drive, for the period of April-October 2012.

7. Discussion and possible action regarding a request to extend the posting of no truck
parking on Industrial Circle.

8. Discussion of request for possible K-9 Unit.

9. Future agenda items: Discussion and possible action regarding amendments to Section
14-461 License Fees, Discussion and review of special events permit-staff to bring back
plan/process/revisions;
Spring 2012: Request for painted crosswalks at the intersection of Forrest & North
Street.

cc. Mayor Olson, Department Heads, Council, Attorney Matt Dregne, Library Clerical Asst. Debbie Myren, Receptionists,
Sharon Mason Boersma & Nancy Crassweller @ Stoughtoncares.com., Stoughton Newspapers/Wisc State Journal, Pat Conlin,
Mariah Wooster Lehman

*Note: An expanded meeting may constitute a quorum of the Council.

*Meeting may close per Statutes 19.85 (1)(b)to consider the licensing of a person, then reopen for regular course of

business.
*Please note, all action items will be referred to the Common Council meeting of March 13, 2012 or the meeting there
afterwards, unless otherwise discussed

ADJOURNMENT


	a-Public Safety  agenda 02-22-2012.pdf




City of Stoughton, 381 East Main Street, Stoughton, WI 53589


ORDINANCE OF THE COMMON COUNCIL


creating Section 50-5(c)3(h) of the Municipal Code of the City of Stoughton, Dane
County, Wisconsin related to possession of weapons in public buildings.


Committee
Recommendation:
Fiscal Impact:


PSC Approval 3­0         Referred back to committee on 12­13­2011 
None


File Number: O-22-2011 Dates  3­13­12 i           mARHC
Introduced: 


The City Council of the City of Stoughton, Dane County, Wisconsin, ordains that
the Municipal Code of the City of Stoughton, Wisconsin is created as follows:


1. Section 50-5(c)3(h) is created to provide as follows:


(h) Firearms Weapons in Public Buildings.


(1) Pursuant to Wis. Stats. § 943.13(1m)(c)4., no person shall enter or remain in
any part of a building owned, occupied or controlled by the State or local
governmental unit if the State or local governmental unit has notified the person
not to enter or remain in the building while carrying a firearm or a specific type of
weapon excluding pocket knives of a maximum of 3 inches.


(2) The Mayor of the City of Stoughton shall cause signs to be erected at all entrances
to all buildings owned, occupied or under the control of the City of Stoughton
providing notice that no person is to enter or remain in any such building while
carrying a firearm or other weapon. Such signs shall be five inches by seven
inches or larger. "Weapon" has the definition found in Wis. Stat. § 175.60(1).


(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to apply to prohibit a peace
officer or armed forces or military personnel armed in the line of duty or any
person duly authorized by the Chief of Police to possess a firearm or other weapon
in any
public building. Notwithstanding Wis. Stats. § 939.22(22), for purposes of
this paragraph, peace officer does not include a commission warden who is not a
State State-certified commission warden.


(4) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to authorize the carrying of a
firearm or dangerous weapon contrary to Wis. Stats. §§ 941.23 or 941.235."
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City of Stoughton
Common Council Minutes
December 13, 2011


Mayor Donna Olson presided at a Regular Meeting of the Common Council of the City
of Stoughton, Dane County, Wisconsin, held in the Council Chambers located in the
Public Safety Building, on Tuesday, December 13, 2011. Mayor Olson noted a quorum
present and called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.


Old Business:
O-22-2011
Motion by Christianson, second by Lawrence, to adopt an ordinance authorizing and
directing the proper city official(s) to approve the Ordinance amendment to create Sec.
50-3(h) of the Municipal Code of the City of Stoughton regarding possession of
weapons in public buildings. Further discussion followed, Hohol was concerned about
the definition of knives, should there be more clarification, what about small pocket
knives. Attorney Dregne clarified what the Ordinance states. Chief Leck stated they
have a policy in the police department defining the weapons. They will use the critieria
that has been established for decades. Hohol thinks we should put a definition around
knife.
Amendment to the motion: Moved by Hohol, second by Mckichan moved that we amend
the Ordinance exclude pocket knives sec 50-3 (h) 1 to add the definition to exclude
pocket knives of maximum of 3 inches, and to change the wording in section 50-3 (h) 1
to change the wording in the last section in (1) from firearm to weapon.


Moved by Tone, second by Lawrence, to refer back to the Public Safety committee for
suggested amendments to sec. 50-3 (h). Motion carries 7-1 with Christianson voting
noe.
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(5) Any person found to be in violation of this subsection shall be subject to a
forfeiture of $500.00, together with the costs of prosecution and the penalty
assessment required under Wis. Stats. § 66.0113(3), and in default of payment of
such forfeiture, costs and penalty assessment within 60 days of adjudication shall
be imprisoned in the county jail until such forfeiture, costs and penalty assessment
are paid but not exceeding 90 days.


(6) If any provision of this section is for any reason held to be invalid or
unconstitutional by reason of any decision of any court of competent jurisdiction,
the provision shall be construed, if possible, to exclude only those terms that
cause the provision to be invalid or unconstitutional, and the rest of the provision
shall remain in effect. Any such decision shall not affect the validity of any other
provisions of this section.


2. This ordinance shall take effect upon passage and publication
pursuant to law.


The foregoing ordinance was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Stoughton at
a meeting held on _____________________, ________.


Dates


Council Adopted:


Mayor Approved:
Donna Olson, Mayor


Published:


Attest:
Nick Probset   City Clerk
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Confidential Memorandum
Privileged Lawyer-Client Communication


To City of Stoughton Public Safety Committee


From Matthew P


Date October 19,2011


Firearms Ordinance


This memorandum was prepared in response to the questions you sent by email on


September 29,2011, after the PSC tabled the proposed firearms ordinance. You raised


two issues: (1) You asked why we changed the language in the proposed ordinance from


"weapons" to "fi.rearms"; and (2) You requested an opinion on "how much more liability
the City would have if they restrict weapons versus the reality of making our buildings


safer by prohibiting weapons." I will address each question in turn.


1) ttWeaponstt vs. ttFirearmstt


We originally changed the proposed ordinance from prohibiting "weapons" to prohibiting


"firearms." The reason for this change is the fact bhat Wis. Stat. $ 943.13(1m)(c)(a),


which is the basis for municipal ordinances like this one, specifically uses the word


"firearms," which the statute defines separately from the word "weapons." The conceal


carry law states that licensees may carïy concealed weapons "anywhere in this state"


except as provided under certain statute sections, including Wis. Stat. $ 943.13(1m),


which authorizes property owners to post a sign prohibiting the carrying of "firearms" on


the property. Under the plain language in the statute, therefore, such signs may prohibit


"flrearms."


However, the Department of Justice has issued a Frequently Asked Questions document


that states that it interprets Wis. Stat. $ 943.13(lm) to allow the prohibition of not only


f,rrearms, but all weapons, as that term is defîned in Wis. Stat. $ 175.60(1Xi). While this


statement is not binding on any court or prosecutor, the Department of Justice is the


agency with authority to enforce the conceal carry law, and this is a strong indication of
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how the law will be interpreted when enforced. Therefore, there is a basis for the City to
prohibit weapons, not just firearms, from public buildings in its ordinance. The term
"weapons" should be defined in the ordinance with reference to its statutory def,rnition.


\Me suggest, however, that the prohibited items be worded as "firearms and other
weapons," and we recommend including a severability clause in the ordinance that reads


as follows:


If any provision of this section is for any reason held to be invalid or
unconstitutional by reason of any decision of any court of competent jurisdiction,
the provision shall be construed, if possible, to exclude only those terms that
cause the provision to be invalid or unconstitutional, and the rest of the provision
shall remain in effect. Any such decision shall not affect the validity of any other
provisions of this section.


In this way, if a court \ryere to f,rnd the prohibition invalid because it includes "other
weapons," those words may simply be stricken from ordinance and the firearms
prohibition will remain.


Enclosed is our redline draft of the ordinance with these proposed changes added.


2) Municipal Liabilify


Your second question relates to municipal liability. After clari$ring this with you, it is
our understanding that the PSC is concerned about the potential risk of liability from the


following scenario: the City prohibits weapons in its buildings and someone brings a


weapon into a public building anyway and injures a conceal-carry licensee. You
wondered if the City faced liability to the injured licensee because it prohibited the


licensee from carrying a weapon, arguably to protect him or herself, and it did not do


anything more to prevent someone from violating the ordinance than post a notice
prohibiting weapons.


You indicated that this concern arose because you heard that CVMIC is recommending
that municipalities not prohibit weapons in public buildings because of what it deems to
be an increased risk of liability. On October 13 you sent us an opinion by CVMIC
attorneys discussing the issue of municipal liability under the conceal carry law. In fact,


CVMIC concludes that municipalities do not face an inmeased risk of liability for
prohibiting weapons in public buildings, and we agree.


a) Prohíbítíng Weapons
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The CVMIC opinion discusses municipal liabilþ, and focuses on two distinct issues of
liability. First, it looks at whether a municipality could be liable for its decision to
prohibit weapons in municipal buildings, and concludes that this is not likely. This is
because such a decision would probably be considered discretionary, and V/is. Stat. $


893.80(4) grants a municipality immunity for the discretionary acts of its employees. 'We


agree that this statutory immunity would protect the City from liability for its decision to
prohibit weapons in municipal buildings.


b) Adequate Protection


Second, CVMIC discusses whether a municipality, after prohibiting weapons from public
buildings, could be found constitutionally liable under the 14th Amendment for failing to
provide adequate protection to its citizens if it does nothing more (for example, if it does


not provide weapons screening). CVMIC outlines this issue as follows:


A plaintiffls lawyer might argue that a municipality,by prohibiting the carrying of
concealed weapons in its building, assumed a duty to ensure visitors and
employees will be safe from the misconduct of someone who illegally brings a
weapon into the building.


If a municipality had such a duty, a decision to provide or not provide adequate
protection might be considered a ministerial act, rather than a discretionary act, meaning
that the municipal immunity under Wis. Stat. $ 893.80(4) would not apply.


CVMIC concludes this is unlikely for three main reasons, First, in order to be held liable
for not protecting its citizens from the negligent or criminal actions of other citizens, a


municipality must have a duty to protect its citizens from the negligent or criminal actions
of other citizens. CVMIC cites to U.S. Supreme Court cases that say the government
does not have an affirmative duty under the 14ft Amendment to protect an individual
cttizen unless it has a "special relationship" with them (i.e., a person is in custody).
Gonzalez v. Town of Castle Rock, Colorado, 545 U.S. 748 (2005); DeShaney v.


Winnebago County Department of Socíal Services, et al, 488 U.S. 808 (1988).


Second, CVMIC cites to some state court decisions that have held that municipalities are


not liable for failure to install or use weapons screening devices in public buildings.
Zetig v. County of Los Angeles,2T Cal.4th I 1 12, 45 P. 3d lITl (2002); Lawson v. City of
Chicago,2TSI1lr. App. 3d 628,662 N.E. 2d 1377 (1996). In Lawson, the court held that a
school district did not have a special duty to protect a student unless it had knowledge of
a specific threat to that student by another student, and that the installation of a metal


detector did not mean that the school district insured against all crime in the school. In
both Zelig and Lawson, weapons screening was characterized as a police protection
service, and both California and Illinois statutes provided immunity to a local public
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entify or employee for failing to provide police protection services. Similarly, we believe
that Wis. Stat. $ 893.80(4) would provide immunity for failing to provide police
protective services because this is a discretionary act.


Third, even assuming that a municipality could be found negligent for failing to protect
its citizens after banning weapons in public buildings, CVMIC notes that Wisconsin
courts have held negligent tortfeasors to be protected from liability based on any of the
following public policy considerations:


(1) whether the injury is too remote from the negligence; (2) whether the injury is
wholly out of proportion to the culpability of the negligent tortfeasor; (3) whether
in retrospect it appears too extraordinary that the negligence should have brought
about the harm; (4) whether allowance of recovery would place an unreasonable
burden on the negligent tortfeasor; (5) whether allowance of recovery would be


too likely to open the way to fraudulent claims; or (6) whether allowance of
recovery would enter a field that has no sensible or just stopping point.


Camp ex rel. Peterson v. Anderson, 2006 WI App 170, ï 13, 295 Wis. 2d 7I4, 727


N.W.2d 146. Although it does not elaborate, CVMIC apparently is suggesting that one or
more of these public policy considerations is likely to protect a municipality that
prohibits weapons in public buildings from liability for failing to protect visitors and


employees from violators of the ban.


We agree that it is unlikely that the City would be held liable for failing to take
affirmative steps to protect visitors and employees in public buildings from violators of
the weapons ban. Based on the l4th Amendment case law, a government does not take on
a duty to protect an individual cilizenunless it has a special relationship with that citizen.
IJsually custody (e.g., in jail, a mental health institution, or a foster home) is required to
create such a special relationship with a governmental entity. See Jankee v. Clark
County,2000 WI 64,I 94, 235 Wis. 2d 700, 612 N.\M.2d 297. We have found no case


holding that a "special relationship" would be created with the City by visiting or
working in a public building. Furthermore, the only step that would ensure that the
weapons ban is not violated is to provide weapons screening in public buildings. While
there are no Wisconsin cases addressing this issue, it is our opinion ihat a decision to
provide weapons screening is most likely to be considered a discretionary decision
regarding the provision of police services, and therefore would carcy governmental
immunity under Wis. Stat. $ 893.80(4).


c) Recommended Language


Despite its conclusion that a municipality is not likely to face liability for prohibiting
weapons in public buildings or for failing to take affirmative steps to protect visitors or
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employees from violators of the ban, CVMIC recommends adding this language to any
signs posted to prohibit weapons:


Although weapons are banned from this municipal building, the municipalþ
cannot ensure the protection of visitors or its employees from individuals who
unlawfully enter with weapons, nor does it offer protection against the actions of
violators.


However, CVMIC does not explain how this improves the Cþ's legal position with
respect to the liabilþ issues. You are certainly free to use this language. However, we
do not believe it will affect the City's liability, and it may unnecessarily cause fear or
apprehension on the part of visitors or employees.
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PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
Thursday, November 3, 2011
Mayor’s Office, City Hall


Discussion and possible action regarding the concealed carry gun law including
language to city employee work rules, and related Ordinance: Motion by Chenoweth to
recommend to council to approve the Ord. 50.(3)(h), 2nd by Christianson. No discussion.
Carried Unanimously.


Motion by Chenoweth, 2nd Tone to approve the recommended changes in works rules.
Carried unanimously.
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CITY OF STOUGHTON, 381 E. Main Street, Stoughton, WI 53589


ORDINANCE OF THE COMMON COUNCIL
To amend Sections 14-101and create Sections 14-102 through 14-113 of the Municipal Code of the
City of Stoughton, related to Pawnbrokers and Secondhand Dealers. (first reading)


Committee Action:


Fiscal Impact:


File Number: O-17-2011 Date Introduced: March 13, 2012


The City Council of the City of Stoughton, Dane County, Wisconsin, do ordain that Section 14-
101 be amended and Sections 14-102 through14-113 are created as follows:


ARTICLE IV – PAWNBROKERS AND SECONDHAND DEALERS


Sec. 14-101


No person shall engage in the business of pawnbroker, secondhand article dealer or secondhand jewelry
dealer within the city without first applying for and obtaining a license for such business from the city
clerk.


Sec. 14-102


(a) Except as provided in subsections (b) and (c) of this section, no person shall carry on or operate
within the city a business as a pawnbroker or a business for the purchase, exchange or sale of
secondhand articles or jewelry without first having obtained a license therefore as hereinafter provided.
This provision applies to all businesses who meet the definition of a secondhand article dealer regardless
of whether this represents their primary manner of conducting business or not.


(b) A person possessing a valid secondhand article dealer license issued by a county or another
municipality of the state under Wis. Stats. § 134.71 or an ordinance adopted pursuant thereto may
operate a business in the city as a secondhand article dealer or a secondhand jewelry dealer respectively
without obtaining a license hereunder. This subsection is not intended to exempt such person from
otherwise complying with the provisions of this article relating to secondhand dealers.


Sec. 14-103. - Secondhand article dealer mall or flea market.


(a) The owner of any premises or land upon which two or more persons operate as secondhand article
dealers may obtain a secondhand article dealer mall or flea market license for the premises or land if the
following conditions are met:
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(1) Each secondhand article dealer occupies a separate sales location and identifies
himself/herself to the public as a separate secondhand dealer.


(2) The secondhand article dealer mall or flea market is operated under one name and at
one address, and is under the control of the secondhand article dealer mall or flea-market license
holder.


(3) All sales are completed at a central location under the control of the secondhand
article dealer mall or flea-market license holder, who maintains a record of all sales.


(b) The secondhand article dealer license holder and each secondhand article dealer operating upon the
premises or land shall comply with this article.
State law reference— Similar provisions, Wis. Stats. § 134.71(2)—(4).


Sec. 14-104. - Limitation on term of special event secondhand dealer licenses.


A special event secondhand dealer mall or flea market license shall be set forth in the annual fee
schedule, for a period of no more than three consecutive days. The license shall set forth the exact days
on which such business or event may be carried on.


Sec. 14-105. - Separate license for each business premises required.


A separate license shall be obtained for each individual premise from which the business is operated.


Sec. 14-106. - Application.


Written applications for licenses under this section for specific premises, together with the applicable
license fees, shall be filed with the city clerk for presentation to the public safety and human services
committee who shall make the final decision on any new or renewal application. The clerk shall file a
copy of such application with the police department and the planning department within five business
days after receipt. Licenses issued under this section shall not be transferable. The application shall state
the following:


(1) The applicant's name, place and date for birth and residence address.
(2) The names and address of the business and of the owner of the business premises.
(3) A statement as to whether the applicant has been convicted within the preceding


ten years of a felony or within the preceding five years of a misdemeanor,
statutory violation punishable by forfeiture or county or municipal ordinance
violation in which the circumstances of the felony, misdemeanor or other offense
substantially relate to the circumstances of the licensed activity and, if so, the
nature and date of the offense and the penalty assessed.


(4) Whether the applicant is a natural person, corporation or partnership, and if the
applicant is:


(a) A corporation, the state where incorporated and the names and address of
all officers and directors.


(b) A partnership, the names and addresses of all partners.
(5) The name of the manager or proprietor of the business.
(6) Any other information that the city clerk may reasonably require.


State law reference— Similar provision, Wis. Stats. § 134.71(5).







Sec. 14-107. - Fees.


The license fees under this chapter are as provided in the city fee schedule.


Sec. 14-108. - Investigation of applicant.


(a) Before any license is issued under the provisions of this article, an investigation of the character of
the applicant and its members, officers and employees shall be made by the police department and a
written report filed with the city clerk and made a part of the application.


(b) The investigation shall include fingerprinting of the applicant and all employees who are directly
involved in the receipt of secondhand articles or jewelry from customers as well as a determination by
the police department whether the applicant has been convicted within the preceding ten years of a
felony or within the preceding five years of a misdemeanor, statutory violation punishable by forfeiture
or county or municipal ordinance violation herein and, if so, the nature and date of the offense and the
penalty assessed.


(c) Where the applicant is a corporation or partnership, this provision shall apply to all its officers and
each general partner respectively.


Sec. 14-109. - Issuance.


(a) The public safety committee for the city shall grant the license if all of the following apply:
(1) The applicant, including an individual, a partner or an officer, director or agent of any corporate


applicant, has not been convicted within the preceding ten years of a felony or within the preceding five
years of a misdemeanor, statutory violation punishable by forfeiture or county or municipal ordinance
violation in which the circumstances of the felony, misdemeanor or other offense substantially relate to
the circumstances of being a secondhand article dealer, secondhand jewelry dealer or pawnbroker.


(2) With respect to an applicant, all or any part of whose secondhand dealer business involves
transactions as a pawnbroker, the applicant provides to the city clerk a bond of $1,000.00, with not less
than two sureties, for the observation of all municipal ordinances relating to secondhand dealers and
pawnbrokers.


(3) The appropriate license fee for each individual premise has been paid.


(b) Any grant of license is conditional upon the applicant having paid all fees owed to the
city.


Sec. 14-110. - Expiration and renewal; late renewal fees.


Annual licenses shall expire on December 31 June 30 after the granting thereof, and all new or renewal
license applications shall be made on or before November 1 July 1of each year, or be subject to a late
filing fee.


Sec. 14-111. - Nontransferable.


No license issued under this chapter may be transferred.







Sec. 14-112. - Procedure for revocation, suspension or nonrenewal.


(a) In addition to any other penalty provided by these ordinances, any secondhand article dealer license,
secondhand jewelry dealer license, pawnbroker license or secondhand article mall or flea-market license
may be revoked, suspended or ordered not to be renewed for a stated period of time by the common
council, after notice and hearing before the public safety committee for any violation of the following:


(1) This article or any other ordinance;
(2) Any state statute where the circumstances of the offense are substantially related


to the circumstances of a local ordinance, rule or regulation of being a secondhand
dealer;


(3) For fraud, misrepresentation or false statement contained in the application for a
license; or


(4) For any violation of Wis. Stats. § 943.34, 948.62 or 948.63.


(b) The decision of the common council shall be a final determination and shall be
subject to review in court as may be provided by law. Any person aggrieved by the decision may seek
review thereof within 30 days after the date of the final determination by said common council. State
law reference— Receiving stolen property, Wis. Stats. § 943.34; receiving stolen property from a child,
Wis. Stats. § 948.62; receiving property from a child, Wis. Stats. § 948.63.


Sec. 14-113. - Appeal to common council.


If the applicant for a license wishes to appeal the decision made by the public safety committee, the
applicant shall have the right to have the committee's decision heard by the common council, as long as
the applicant requests said appeal within five business days from the committee's decision.


This Ordinance shall be in effect the date after publication.


Dates
Council Adopted:


Mayor Approved:
Donna Olson, Mayor


Published:


Attest:
Nick Probst, City Clerk







ARTICLE IV. - PAWNBROKERS AND SECONDHAND DEALERS


Sec. 14-101. - License required.


Secs. 14-102—14-130. - Reserved.


Sec. 14-101. - License required.


No person shall engage in the business of pawnbroker, secondhand
article dealer or secondhand jewelry dealer within the city without first
applying for and obtaining a license for such business from the city clerk.



http://library.municode.com/HTML/13831/level3/MUCO_CH14BU_ARTIVPASEDE.html#MUCO_CH14BU_ARTIVPASEDE_S14-101LIRE
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PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, July 27, 2011
Hall of Fame Room, City Hall


Discussion and possible action regarding revisions to Pawnbroker/secondhand
licenses: Moved by Chenoweth, seconded by Peterson, to table this agenda item to the
next Public Safety meeting in order to allow the Police Chief to add amounts and additional
information, and to have Attorney Dregne review amendments to prior to the next meeting.
Carried unanimously.





		Ordinace amendment Sec 14 Pawnbrokers & Secondhand Dealers.pdf

		ARTICLE IV Sec 14-101 Pawnbrokers & Seconhand Article  Current City Ordinance.pdf






PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, January 25, 2012
Hall of Fame room, City Hall


Present: Alderpersons Larry Peterson, Ron Christianson, and Steve Tone, Police Chief Greg
Leck, Fire Chief Marty Lamers, Deputy Clerk Pili Hougan. Absent, Carl Chenoweth.


Guests: Brandon Hill, Alan Adams, and Paul Johnson


Call to Order: Chair Christianson called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.


Communications: February Meeting – Chief Leck may take minutes if needed.


Discussion/update regarding speeding concerns on Vernon Street :


Waiting for change in weather – nothing new to report. No action taken at this time. Place
on agenda for next meeting (ongoing agenda item).


Update from Public Works regarding storm water drainage issues at Kristi Lane &
Vernon St:


Alderman Tone reported there will be a street project in the future on the pipeline, and noted
this project should take care of the storm water drainage issue(s). No action at this time.


Update from Public Works regarding making Riverside Drive one way:


This was brought forward due to concerns regarding the walkway. Chief Leck stated that
there were no reports on record regarding issues in that area for pedestrians. Tone moved
to deny request to take action, second by Peterson. No action taken at this time, all in
favor.


Discussion and possible action regarding revisions to Sec. 14-101
Pawnbroker/secondhand licenses:


Detective Adams was here along with Brandon Hill to give a presentation on secondhand /
pawn licenses. The presentation showed the need for a change to our Ordinance and
license application for Pawnbroker/secondhand licenses. The committee directed staff to
work with Attorney Dregne and draft a final Ordinance and bring back to the next Public
Safety meeting.


Application for a Temporary Class B/Class B retailers picnic license: Stoughton Fire
Department for their 128 th annual Stoughton Firefighters dance, to be held on July 21,
2012:


Moved by Tone, second by Peterson, to recommend to Council for approval. All in favor.


Minutes of 11/30/11 & joint Public Works & Public Safety meeting of 1/17/12:


Moved by Peterson, second by Christianson, to approve as presented. Alderperson Tone
noted the minutes should include Larry Peterson as absent.


Application for a Class B Beer & Class B liquor license: Banushi’s LLC, Ilir Banushi,
agent, dba Banushi’s located at 800 Nygaard St:
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Moved by Tone, second by Peterson, to recommend to Council for approval. All in favor.


Review of Chicken License application:


Moved by Tone, second by Christianson, to recommend to Council for approval of revised
chicken license. All in favor.


Review and approval of revised DaneCOM Memorandum of Understanding:


Marty Lamers presented the revised Memorandum of Understanding between the Towns
and City of Stoughton. The towns will be paying 100% of their share. Pleasant Springs did
not sign on to the agreement. Moved by Tone, second by Christianson, to recommend to
Council approval of the Memorandum of Understanding as presented. All in favor.


Future agenda items:


Speeding concerns on Vernon St. on going agenda item until April.


Pawnbroker/second hand licenses – Bring back final version.


License fees.


Special Events permit-Staff to come up with a plan/process and bring back some time in the
future.


Spring 2012-Request for painted crosswalks at the intersection of S. Fourth and E.
Washington Streets; and at the intersection of Forrest and North Street.


Weapons / Firearms / Concealed Carry revision


Moved by Peterson, seconded by Tone, to adjourn at 7:17pm. Carried unanimously.


Respectfully Submitted,
Deputy Clerk Pili Hougan
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Maria Hougan


From: Greg Leck
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 8:30 AM
To: Maria Hougan; Ron Christianson
Subject: FW: PSC Agenda No truck parking


Ron & Pili,


I received the below request yesterday to extend the posting of no truck parking on Industrial Circle. Can you add it to
the agenda for this month’s meeting?


Gregory W. Leck
Chief of Police
Stoughton Police Department
321 S. Fourth Street
Stoughton, WI 53589
(608) 873-3374
gleck@ci.stoughton.wi.us


From: Gary Schumacher [mailto:garysc@bgfoods.com]
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2012 12:34 PM
To: Greg Leck
Subject: No truck parking


Stoughton Chief of Police: Greg Leck
Chief Leck, thanks for your time today.
I am requesting for B & G Foods Plant that a few new signs be put up in front of our plant.


The first one: No truck parking anytime, to go to the end of our building on Industrial Circle. Both sides of the street.
The second one: Directly behind our mailbox to be 2 hour parking only. Two stalls.
Thanks,
Gary Schumacher
Plant Mgr
B & G Foods Inc.


**********************************************************************
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify
the system manager.


**********************************************************************








Stoughton Police K-9 Proposal
To: Chief Gregory W. Leck


By: Officer Joe Kellogg


This proposal is for the creation of a K-9 unit for the Stoughton Police Department. A K-
9 unit would be beneficial for many purposes within the department. The purpose of the
dog would be three fold, drug detection, tracking/apprehension, & community policing.
The tracking would be utilized for both the criminal aspect and community aspect
(missing person/evidence collection). Ideally the K-9 could be an apprehension dog
(trained to bite suspects for apprehension per departmental policies and procedures). The
following proposal will outline the start to finish of incorporating a K-9 unit within this
department. It will also cover the use of the dog, cost of the program, and benefits to the
community.


Purpose and use of K-9


The first aspect of the K-9 unit will be narcotics. The K-9 will be used in everyday street
patrol, assist in keeping drugs out of schools, hotels, and apartment complexes, assist
with gaining probable cause for search warrants, and assist with the actual search warrant
itself. The K-9 will be trained to detect marijuana, heroin, cocaine, and
methamphetamines. The K-9 will be trained to alert to these narcotics in a passive
manor. A K-9 trained to alert in a passive manor will simply sit down next to the area
when it alerts to the presence of narcotics.


The second aspect of the K-9 unit will be tracking. The K-9 will be used for tracking
criminal offenders who flee from Law Enforcement. This would include people fleeing
from a traffic stop to people fleeing from a garage/home entry. K-9 could perform
business searches when our department has alarm investigations. This would minimize
the risk officers are put at, and more effectively complete the investigation. The K-9 can
be utilized to track missing people including children, mentally ill, or elderly patients. A
K-9 could also be used for the collection of evidence. An example of this would be the
City of Stoughton’s Associated Bank Robbery, in which the suspect fled from the scene
on foot, and City of Madison Officer Wilson with K-9 Ivan, tracked the suspect to the
building of residence.


The third aspect of the K-9 unit will be Community Policing. The K-9 would be
available for Community and School demonstrations. This would also cover the
possibilities of walking the K-9 through apartment buildings and schools for detection of
narcotics or other contraband.


These three aspects of K-9 use are the most common and predominant. There are also
other types of training such as, bomb detection, and cadaver detection. These uses are
less utilized, however there are options that the department would have if it were to fit the
communities’ needs.







Ideally my suggestion would be to have a K-9 trained and readily available as a
bite/apprehension K-9. This would greatly reduce risk of officer injury from going hands
on, if need be. The threat of sending the K-9 to apprehend a suspect will often obtain
compliance of the suspect. An apprehension K-9 would also be valuable in deadly force
situations taking the officer out of harms way and also would be an alternative to using
the deadly force on a suspect possibly sparing a life. Be aware that just because the K-9
may be trained for that purpose does not mean we have to necessarily use it, but it is then
in our arsenal if needed.


Type of Dog and Training


K-9’s normally begin their time as a certified K-9 between ages 10-18 months of age, and
can be used until they are physically unable or to old to perform these duties. There are
no limitations to the type of dog used for a patrol K-9, however some of the most
commonly used breeds are German Shepherds, Belgian Malinois, and Labrador’s. When
it comes to selecting the type of a dog for this position, the best patrol dogs are that with a
high work drive. 95% of K-9’s are males because of this work drive. It is also considered
by The North American Police Work Dog (NAPWADA) trainers and K-9 handlers that
German Shepherds are the best first time handler dog.


The K-9 would receive anywhere from 12-24 weeks of training from the kennel trainers,
depending on the training methods and number of duties the dog is being trained to
complete (apprehension, protection, tracking, building search, area search, article search,
and narcotic odor detection). After the initial training is completed by the Kennel, the
handler attends the training with the K-9 for anywhere from 4-5 weeks. This training is
for learning, acclimation, and how to use the K-9. Once this initial training is complete,
the team needs to be certified by the North American Police Work Dog Association who
sets minimum standards for police services dog teams. K-9’s certify with this nationally
recognized organization, for an un-biased third party to determine the reliability of the K-
9’s for court purposes. K-9 teams then re-certify annually. The North American Police
Work Dog Association also requires 16 hours/month minimum of training after it meets
standards, as well as annual recertification. This training is scheduled into the handlers
regular work schedule as not to create over time. This would require the handler to be
taken out of patrol duties for those two days per month. Dane County Sheriffs
Department has invited us join them, and surrounding area K-9’s for one day per month
of their required two days of training. Training can also be done on your own time and
does not have to be with a group or instructor necessarily.


Some training venues include;
 Steinig Tal, Cambelsport, WI (used by most departments in Fox Valley area and


Manitowoc Co. S.O.). Steinig Tal Is the nearest Kennel and training facility. This
Police K9 Handler School runs four weeks with the times spent in teaching the
Officer how to read and handle his K9. Prior to this, K9’s are trained for 16 to 24
weeks prior to the handler arriving at the class so the rest of the time is spent
teaching the handler how to read and understand his partner while on the street.







Once school is completed staff and facilities are open to the K-9 team for training
and assistance.


 Vohne Liche Kennels in Denver, IN (used by Town of Madison Police, Dane CO.
S.O.)


 Southern Police Canine Inc. Spring Hope, NC (used by Richland Co. S.O.)
 Tarheel Canine Training Inc. Sanford, NC (used by Madison Police)
 Premier Protection Dogs in Sarasota, FL (used by Dane Co. S.O.)
 K-9 Concepts Inc. Lafayette, LA
 Mid-Michigan Kennels in Easton Rapids, MI
 Minnesota K-9 Solutions in Minneapolis, MN
 Scott’s Police K-9 in Sunbury, OH
 St. Paul Police Department, St. Paul, MN
 Black Hawk Technical College (used by Oregon Police & Waunakee Police) not


full patrol K-9’s.


Each of the Kennels and training venues listed above has been utilized by different
agencies. Many of them have suggested Vohne Liche Kennels as an ideal choice which
multiple agencies have used and been satisfied with.


One of the biggest things to keep in mind is the success of a K-9 Unit is determined by
the work put in with the K-9 after schooling is complete. It is my opinion that we stay
within or close to the state at least for a choice of venue. This would save of travel
expenses and also provides a more easily accessible for follow-up if needed.


Officer Commitment/Compensation


Most agencies conduct an appointment process from within the department for this
position. This may include but is not limited to a letter of interest, application, interviews
etc. The officer could be selected however the Chief of Police deems appropriate,
whether from within the department by administration or the Police & Fire Commission.


A K-9 would reside with the handler, and would need to be trained on a daily basis, fed,
watered, groomed, and exercised by the handler. A take home squad would be needed if
the officer is to be available off-duty. The officer must:


• Have capability with home life and families to commit to the position
• Be available for an on-call basis as needed preferably within the city or quick


response time to the city
• They should be available for flexible hours (pending contractual agreement)


• If there is training on off days, it may be beneficial and economical for the
officer to flex his schedule so not to create overtime (pending contractual
agreement)


• Conduct community presentations
• Possibly be available for critical situations off-duty
• Assist other officers or agencies for mutual aid
• Attend schools and training







It is federally mandated dog handlers receive compensation for their role as dog handlers
per federal labor laws.


Expenses & Funding


In initial research, the cost for a K-9 unit is approximated at $31,210.00 without tax or
shipping charges. This will include: Full patrol K-9, K-9 school, leashes, collars,
equipment, and supplies/services, & necessary licenses. Not included in this cost would
be lodging, food, travel expenses, officer compensation, or overtime created while officer
attends school, or squad accommodations. This is a ballpark price range and would vary
depending on the desires of the department.


A closer look at the breakdown of the unit shows approximated costs as follows:
• K-9 & School, up to - $25,000
• Squad equipment: modifications would need to be discussed, and made to


accommodate a K-9 Unit
• Squad kennel insert - $2,200.00
• Window tint - $200.00
• “Caution K-9 Unit” Decals - $165.00
• Cooling fan - $69.95
• Temperature alert/door popper system - $989.00


• K-9 equipment:
• Collars/Leashes/Training toys - $500.00
• Ballistic vest - $795.00
• Food - $500.00/year
• Routine vet services - $300.00/year
• Insurance - $62.00/year
• Kats K-9 record tracking system - $200.00
• N.A.P.W.D.A. membership - $ 45/year
• Departmental DEA License – $184/year


Once a K-9 unit is implemented a yearly cost of approximately $5000.00 dollars will be
needed to maintain the unit. Such costs that would be covered under this budget would be
food, vet costs, call out expenses (overtime), training expenses and yearly certification.
The department should also be aware that there is always a possibility of emergencies
that might cost extra such as; emergency medical issues, squad repair, etc.


In researching funding options, it is believed that most funding would come from
fundraising and any donations that may be put towards the program. Many other agencies
have found that when implementing a K-9 some services and equipment are provided by
local businesses. Local veterinary clinics may be willing to provided services. Feed store
may be willing to provide food or basic equipment such as leashes or toys. Drug seizure
money can also be used towards these expenses. Similar agencies have planned on
anywhere from 1-2 years before the unit may be established, and that would largely
depend on how much and how fast funds were gathered.







I have also contacted all state and federal political representatives that cover Stoughton,
for options in funding. It has been brought to my attention that grants such as The K9
Leap Grant, Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance (JAG) Program, JAG Drug Task
Force Grant, Justice and Science Appropriations bill among a few others are available for
out application.


Policy, Liability, & Record Keeping


This department will need to write an additional policy regarding the use and protocols
for a K-9 unit. It will also establish a record keeping plan to include training records,
records of cost, and records of dog health, daily report log, canine use reports, and
inventory reports. According to the Dane County District Attorney’s Office, it is
becoming common practice for the courts to require proof of reliability for that of a K-9.
Most agencies, including City of Madison and Dane Co. S.O., have now begun using a
computer program specifically designed for records management of K-9 units called
“Katz.” Several other policies and procedures for a K-9 unit have been gathered from
other agencies as models.


According to Tom Mann, with CVMIC, there shouldn’t be any additional general liability
costs for having a K-9 unit. General liability protection would fall under the city’s current
general liability coverage as a member in CVMIC. The City of Stoughton currently has a
$25,000 SIR (deductible) in its liability coverage. Any claim under $25,000 is “out of
pocket” and paid directly by the city. CIVMIC has also advised us to consider insuring
the dog through the State of Wisconsin Property Fund (All of you city structures are
covered under this fund) should the dog be lost in the line of duty. As you know, a
replacement dog would be a substantial expense should something happen. Green Bay
P.D. was one agency identified that has this special insurance. For example, in speaking
with Coleen Hinz, (City of Green Bay Risk Manager) they pay an annual premium for of
$62.00/ year and per K-9 unit. This is a $10,000 policy with a $500.00 deductable.


K-9 Retirement


Once the K-9 is no longer able to perform their duties, most agencies will sell the K-9 to
the handler for a cost of $1. This is done due to the fact that the K-9 is the agencies
property during the time of use. Once the K-9 is no longer able to perform its duties, it no
longer useful to the city. The K-9 is then the owners property and responsibility, if the
agency so desires.


This proposal was compiled with information and data graciously provided to this department on behalf of the;
 Dane County Sheriff’s Office,
 Madison Police Department,
 Cities of Monona, Rhinelander, Cedarburg Police Departments,
 Villages of Waunakee and Oregon Police Departments,
 Town of Madison Police Department,
 Manitowoc County Sheriff’s Office, and
 Richland County Sheriff’s Office.


Respectfully submitted,







Officer J. Kellogg





