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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 
Oral Arg. or 
Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2021AP001525   Hayden Halter v. Wisconsin Interscholastic Athletic 
Association 
 
Is the WIAA a state actor?  Are the Halters entitled to judicial 
review of the WIAA’s decision to suspend Hayden Halter from 
the 2019 varsity wrestling regional event and to deny him an 
internal appeal to the body’s Board of Control? Are the 
Halters entitled to certiorari relief?  Are the Halters entitled to 
declaratory relief reinstating Hayden Halter’s 2019 state title 
and points?  Are the Halters entitled to a permanent 
injunction? 
 

08/02/2022 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/09/2024 

2 
Racine 

02/28/2023 
Pub. 

2024 WI App 12 
 

2022AP718      Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce, Inc. v. Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources 
 
The Spills Law broadly defines “hazardous substance” to 
include “any substance” whose quantity or concentration in 
a particular setting presents a hazard to human health or the 
environment. Those who are responsible for hazardous 
substances discharged to the environment must take action 
to restore the environment to the extent practicable and 
minimize the harmful effects.  May responsible parties avoid 
investigating and remediating discharges of hazardous 
substances like PFAS (and potentially others) unless and 
until the Department promulgates rules designating those 
substances as “hazardous” and the concentrations at which 
they qualify as such? 
 
The Voluntary Party Liability Exemption (VPLE) program 
under Wis. Stat. § 292.15 grants the Department discretion 
to grant different types of liability exemptions to those who 
have cleaned up their property. The broadest type exempts 
all contaminants covered by the Spills Law, not just those 
the participant addressed. For a time, the Department 
paused granting this broad type of liability exemption due to 
statewide uncertainty over the scope and severity of PFAS 
contamination.  Did the Department have to promulgate an 
administrative rule before it exercised its discretion to pause 
granting the broadest liability exemption?  
 
Does Wis. Stat. § 227.10(2m) independently prevent the 
Department from administering the Spills Law until it 
promulgates administrative rules listing all substances it 
considers to be “hazardous” and at what concentration they 
qualify as such? 
 

09/11/2022 
REVW 

 

2 
Waukesha 

03/06/2024 
Pub. 

2024 WI App 18 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2021AP001525&cacheId=49D49457BD976CF56720B98A7B43F5FC&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=770178
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2024AP000718&cacheId=49EAB61584B880017A10627E4EF9B4F1&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/292/ii/15?view=section
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/227/ii/10
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=772722
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 
Oral Arg. or 
Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2022AP1158      Oconomowoc Area School District v. Cota 
 
Does information indicating that an individual has been 
questioned, apprehended, taken into custody or detention, 
held for investigation, arrested, charged with, indicted or tried 
pursuant to law enforcement authority, for a municipal offense 
punishable by a forfeiture, constitute an “arrest record” within 
the meaning of the Wisconsin Fair Employment Act (“the 
WFEA”) and does the WFEA therefore provide protection 
against terminations that are based upon this information? 
 
If the Court agrees on the first issue presented, a secondary 
issue is presented as to whether substantial evidence in the 
record supports the factual finding of the LIRC that the decision 
of the Oconomowoc Area School District to terminate the 
employment of Jeffrey Cota and Gregory Cota was made on 
the basis of their arrest records in violation of the WFEA. 
 
Did the LIRC and the trial court correctly determine that a 
municipal citation was an arrest record as defined by Wis. Stat. 
§ 111.32(1), and therefore firing the Cotas because of 
information indicating the Cotas had been issued a municipal 
citation was arrest record discrimination? 
 

06/17/2024 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/10/2024 

 

2 
Waukesha 

01/10/2024 
Pub. 

2024 WI App 8 
 

2023AP36    Wisconsin Voter Alliance v. Secord 
 
Whether the Court of Appeals was bound to apply its own 
precedent established in Wisconsin Voter Alliance v. 
Reynolds, 2022 WI App 66, 410 Wis. 2d 335, 1 N.W.3d 748? 
 
Whether the Notices of Voting Eligibility forms are subject to 
public disclosure? 
 

12/27/2023 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/10/2024 

 
 

2 
Walworth 

12/22/2023 
Unpub. 

2023AP1072      Douglas County v. K.A.D. 
 
Should this court overrule [Outagamie County v. L.X.D.-O, 
2023 WI App 17, 407 Wis. 2d 441, 991 N.W.1d 518]? 
 
Whether the County presented sufficient evidence under Wis. 
Stat. § 51.61(1)(g)4 to establish that K.A.D. was incompetent 
to refuse medication? 

 

06/17/2024 
REVW 

DISMISSED 
08/29/2024 

 
 

3 
Douglas 

02/13/2024 
Unpub. 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2022AP001158&cacheId=5162FFD34BEA384956C4DD4636CDF52F&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/111/ii/32
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=749281
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2023AP000036&cacheId=FD583671CAD7C68089592066DE1DCA7D&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=726837
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2023AP001072&cacheId=9D6223B783E0D7226789A4F44781FB97&recordCount=1&offset=0
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Oral Arg. or 
Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2023AP1399-OA     Rebecca Clarke v. Wisconsin Elections Commission 
 
Do the existing state legislative maps violate the contiguity 
requirements contained in Article IV, Sections 4 and 5 of the 
Wisconsin Constitution?  

Did the adoption of the existing state legislative maps violate 
the Wisconsin Constitution's separation of powers?   

If the court rules that Wisconsin's existing state legislative 
maps violate the Wisconsin Constitution for either or both of 
these reasons and the legislature and the governor then fail to 
adopt state legislative maps that comply with the Wisconsin 
Constitution, what standards should guide the court in 
imposing a remedy for the constitutional violation(s)?   

What fact-finding, if any, will be required if the court determines 
there is a constitutional violation based on the contiguity 
clauses and/or the separation-of-powers doctrine and the court 
is required to craft a remedy for the violation?  If fact-finding will 
be required, what process should be used to resolve questions 
of fact?   

10/06/2023 
ORIG 

Oral Arg.: 
11/21/2023 

-- -- 

2023AP1614   Morway v. Morway 
 
Is an order that includes no finality language and that 
expressly contemplates additional substantive litigation 
between the parties a “final order” under Wis. Stat. § 
808.03(1) for purposes of appeal?  
 
Is there an attorney fee exception to finality under Wis. Stat. 
§ 808.03(1), such that an order is final for purposes of appeal 
if all that remains to be litigated is a claim for attorney’s fees? 
If an attorney fee exception exists, does it extend to fee 
claims that require additional substantive litigation between 
the parties?  
 

04/16/2024 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/23/2024 

 
 

2 
Ozaukee 

11/17/2023 
Unpub. 

2023AP1950    State v. H.C.  
 
Is the statutory scheme controlling the disposition phase in a 
termination of parental rights proceeding unconstitutional on 
its face because it violates procedural due process by not 
requiring the petitioner to prove that termination is in the best 
interest of the child by a certain level of proof? 
 
If the statutory scheme controlling the disposition phase in a 
termination of parental rights proceeding is unconstitutional 
because it does not require the petitioner to prove that 
termination is in the best interest of the child by a certain level 
of proof, is a parent whose rights were terminated under the 
unconstitutional statute entitled to a new disposition hearing? 
 
Even if the court were to conclude that the constitution does 
not require it, is there nonetheless a burden of proof at the 
dispositional phase? And, if so, what is the burden of proof? 
 

09/11/2024 
REVW 

1 
Milwaukee 

03/05/2024 
Unpub. 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2023AP001399&cacheId=57808C366EA7E7CC7EE4232ECB7669DF&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/2011/related/wiscon/_14/_6
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/2011/related/wiscon/_14/_7
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2023AP001614&cacheId=D49722DD25BD7DB10672E4282783BE02&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/808.03(1)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/808.03(1)
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2023AP001950&cacheId=6990FDDB575378E7D4B35BB47B499239&recordCount=1&offset=0
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 
Oral Arg. or 
Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2023AP2362      Josh Kaul v. Joel Urmanski 
 
Does § 940.04, and § 940.04(1), (5), and (6) specifically, 
prohibit performing consensual abortions, subject to the 
exception in § 940.04(5)? 
 
If § 940.04, and § 940.04(1), (5), and (6) in particular, 
otherwise would apply to and prohibit performing consensual 
abortions, subject to § 940.04(5), has that prohibition been 
impliedly repealed or superseded by subsequent legislation 
such that it can no longer be applied to consensual abortions? 
 
If § 940.04, and § 940.04(1), (5), and (6) in particular, 
otherwise would apply to and prohibit performing consensual 
abortions, subject to § 940.04(5), is that prohibition 
unenforceable as to abortions under the Due Process Clause 
because it is unconstitutionally vague on its face or 
compliance is 
impossible? 
 
If § 940.04, and § 940.04(1), (5), and (6) in particular, 
otherwise would apply to and prohibit performing consensual 
abortions, subject to § 940.04(5), is that prohibition 
unenforceable because of alleged disuse and reliance on 
Roe v. Wade and its progeny? 
 
Do the State Agencies have standing to bring their own 
claims in this action and, if not, can they rely on the standing 
of an intervenor to remain in the action and benefit from a 
judgment obtained by an intervenor? 
 

07/02/2024 
BYPA 

4 
DANE 

-- 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2023AP002362&cacheId=11C9040B614964158680CD6DECEAB01D&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
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Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP232      Kenneth Brown v. Wisconsin Elections Commission 
 
Under Wis. Stat. § 6.855(1), municipalities may designate 
alternate voting sites for in-person absentee voting. A site 
may not afford an advantage to any political party. Wis. Stat. 
§ 6.855(1). In response to a 2016 federal court ruling 
concluding that limiting municipalities to a single site could 
violate federal law, the Legislature passed Wis. Stat. § 
6.855(5), which permits multiple sites. But the circuit court 
held that Racine erred in establishing such sites for the 
August 2022 primary election because its sites were located 
in wards with different Democratic/Republican voting results 
than the ward where the city clerk’s office is located. Did the 
circuit court correctly interpret the statute?  
 
This lawsuit was filed by a voter who filed an administrative 
complaint with the Commission under Wis. Stat. § 5.061 and 
then appealed after the Commission found no violation of law. 
The plaintiff asserted that he is a voter who wants to see the 
law followed. He did not assert that his ability to vote had been 
injured or that he belongs to a political party that was injured. 
The circuit court held that the Teigen v. WEC, 2022 WI 64, 

403 Wis. 2d 607, 976 N.W.2d 519. Was the plaintiff 
“aggrieved” under Wisconsin law?  
 
For the August 2022 primary election, Racine parked a 
mobile voting unit at the sites designated as alternate in-
person absentee voting. The unit contained the voting 
equipment and other materials needed for voters to cast their 
votes. The circuit court held that this violated Wisconsin 
statutes. Was this a correct reading of Wisconsin law?  
 

05/03/2024 
BYPA 

Oral Arg.: 
09/10/2024 

 
 

2 
Racine 

-- 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2024AP000232&cacheId=2D8B8D759EFCB92E4B10EFE7E6B08A27&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/6/iv/855
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/6/iv/855
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/6/iv/855
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/6/iv/855
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/5/i/061
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=542617
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Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
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2024AP330-OA      Planned Parenthood of Wisconsin vs. Joel Urmanski 
 
Whether Wisconsin Statute § 940.04, if interpreted to prevent 
a person from obtaining an abortion in all circumstances 
except “to save the life of the mother,” violates the person’s 
inherent right to life and liberty guaranteed by Article I, 
Section 1 of the Wisconsin Constitution, by unconstitutionally 
interfering with the person’s right to bodily integrity, 
autonomy, and self-determination—including the decision of 
whether and when to have a child.  
 
Whether Wisconsin Statute § 940.04, if interpreted to prevent 
a person from obtaining an abortion in all circumstances 
except “to save the life of the mother,” violates the person’s 
right to equal protection guaranteed by Article I, Section 1 of 
the Wisconsin Constitution, by treating people, including 
those who seek abortion services, differently than people who 
seek comparable healthcare services, without an adequate 
state interest.  
 
Whether Wisconsin Statute § 940.04, if interpreted to prevent 
physicians from performing an abortion in all circumstances 
except “to save the life of the mother,” violates the physicians’ 
rights to equal protection guaranteed by Article I, Section 1 of 
the Wisconsin Constitution, by treating physicians providing 
abortion services differently than those providing comparable 
healthcare services, without an adequate state interest.  
 
Whether Wisconsin Statute § 940.04, if interpreted to prevent 
physicians from performing an abortion in all circumstances 
except “to save the life of the mother,” infringes on the 
physicians’ fundamental right to liberty guaranteed by Article 
I, Section 1 of the Wisconsin Constitution, by preventing them 
from practicing their chosen profession and treating their 
patients to the full extent of the physicians’ education, 
training, and ability, consistent with the patients’ needs.  
 

07/02/2024 
ORIG 

-- -- 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2024AP000330&cacheId=4F1FA88AFED10BE0A57D9CA89E41624F&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/940/i/04
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 
Oral Arg. or 
Brief Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP351     Wisconsin Elections Commission v. Devin LeMahieu 
 
The Commission and Administrator Wolfe seek a ruling that 
Administrator Wolfe may lawfully hold over in her position, 
that there is no vacancy that the Commission must fill 
through an appointment while she does so, and that, during 
the holdover, neither the Senate nor the Joint Committee on 
Legislative Organization may act to remove her or appoint 
an interim administrator. Despite the Senate’s efforts last 
summer and the repeated contradictory statements by two 
Defendants-Appellants since the litigation began, all 
Defendants-Appellants conceded in circuit court that these 
points are correct. The circuit court also agreed.  
 
The Commission and Administrator Wolfe also seek a ruling 
that the Commission has no duty to make a new appointment 
when there is no vacancy. Defendants-Appellants argue that, 
notwithstanding the valid holdover and absence of a vacancy, 
the Commission nevertheless has a mandatory duty to 
appoint someone to a new term. Neither the Commission’s 
statutes nor Prehn supports their argument, as the circuit 
court concluded, but Defendants have appealed. 
 

09/11/2024 
BYPA 

4/2 
Dane 

-- 

2024AP729-OA 
 

     LeMieux v. Governor Evers 
 
Does Article V, § 10(1)(c) of the Wisconsin Constitution forbid 
a governor from deleting digits in an enrolled bill to create a 
new year? 
 
Does a governor exceed his or her partial-veto authority 
under Article V, § 10(1)(b) of the Wisconsin Constitution by 
deleting language in an enrolled bill to create a longer 
duration than the one that the legislature approved? 

 

06/17/2024 
ORIG 

Oral Arg.: 
10/09/2024 

 

-- -- 

2024AP1872*     Kennedy v. Wisconsin Elections Commission 
 
Whether the circuit court appropriately exercised its 
discretion in denying a temporary injunction that would have 
required election clerks to reprint or hand-affix stickers to four 
million Wisconsin ballots to remove Kennedy’s name. 

09/20/2024 
BYPA 

4/2 
Dane 

-- 

 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2024AP000351&cacheId=9ADED99E17786852249EA67CFE70D916&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2024AP000729&cacheId=DC1239DA577840232C3C3C5950E74DDD&recordCount=1&offset=0
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/caseDetails.do?caseNo=2024AP001872&cacheId=813E01904440B14C9311E355C798DE8B&recordCount=1&offset=0

