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APRIL 2013
This statistical report presents information about the case filings and dispositions of the
Wisconsin Supreme Court during the month of April 2013 and to date for the term that began on
September 1, 2012.

Opinions Issued by the Court

The Supreme Court issued opinions resolving 7 casesin April. Information about these
opinions, including the Court’ s dispositions and the names of the authoring justices, can be found
on the attached table.

April 2013 Term to Date

Total number of casesresolved by opinion ...........c.cceceenee 7 50
Attorney disCiplinary Cases........ccccvevvveereeiiesieeseeseeseens 3 32
Judicial disCiplinary Cases........ccouveeereenerieeseenieseesieeens 0 0
CIVIl CASES.....eeiie e e 2 10
Criminal CASES ......coveiiiiiesee e 2 8

Petitions for Review

A total of 67 petitions for review were filed during the month. A petition for review asks
the Supreme Court to review the decision of the Court of Appeals. The Supreme Court’s
jurisdiction is discretionary, meaning that review is granted in selected cases only. In April, the
Supreme Court disposed of 28 petitions for review, of which 3 petitions were granted. The
Supreme Court currently has 340 petitions for review pending.

April 2013 Term to Date
Petitionsfor ReVIeW filed .........ocoevieiieicie e 67 533

CIVII COSES ..., 33 244
CHIMINGL CBSES....eeeeee e e e e e e eeeaeaes 34 289



Petition for Review diSpoSitions...........ccccceeviieeiieciieesee s, 28 480
Civil cases (petitions granted).........ccccvevereereeieseeseninens 12 (2) 226 (18)
Criminal cases (petitions granted) ..........ccccevereereenennnne 16 (2) 254 (19)

Petitions for Bypass

In April, the Supreme Court received 0 petitions for bypass and disposed of O petitions
for bypass. In apetition for bypass, a party requests that the Supreme Court take jurisdiction of
an appea or other proceeding pending in the Court of Appeals. A matter appropriate for bypass
is usually one which meets one or more of the criteriafor review by the Supreme Court and one
the Supreme Court concludes it will ultimately choose to consider regardless of how the Court of
Appeals might decide the issues. A petition for bypass may aso be granted where thereisa
clear need to hasten the ultimate appellate decision. The Supreme Court currently has 1 petition
for bypass pending.

April 2013 Term to Date
Petitionsfor Bypassfiled..........ccooriinininiincece e 0 9
CIVIl CASES....eeeiie e e 0 6
Criminal CBSES.......coieriieiesiee e 0 3
Petition for Bypass dispoSitions...........ccccveveereeneeieesieenieenens 0 14
Civil cases (petitions granted).........cccceeeereenenieseenennnns 0 (0) 12 (2
Criminal cases (petitions granted) ..........cccevvveeveerennne 0 (0) 2 (0)

Requests for Certification

During April 2013, the Supreme Court received 1 requests for certification and disposed
of O requests for certification. In arequest for certification, the Court of Appeals asks the
Supreme Court to exercise its appellate jurisdiction before the Court of Appeals hears the matter.
A request for certification is decided on the basis of the same criteria as a petition to bypass. The
Supreme Court currently has 2 requests for certification pending.

April 2013 Term to Date

Requests for Certification filed..........cccccveveevieeiieiiecciecies 1 6
CiVil CBSES.....vvce et 1 3
Criminal CASES.......coierieiieree et 0 3

Request for Certification diSpoSitions...........cccevveeverieerennnns 0 9
Civil cases (requests granted) .........cocceecererienienienennnne 0 (0) 6 (4)

Criminal cases (requests granted) .........ccceeveveeeeeveerennne 0 (0) 33



Regulatory M atters, Supervisory Writs, and Origina Actions

During the month, atotal of 4 matters within the regulatory jurisdiction of the Court (bar
admission, lawyer discipline, and judicia discipline) were filed and 1 such case was reopened.
The Supreme Court also received 4 petitions for supervisory writ, which ask the Supreme Court
to order the Court of Appeals or acircuit court to take a certain action in acase. Oneorigind
action wasfiled. An original action is a petition asking the Supreme Court to take jurisdiction
over aparticular matter. When an opinion isissued in these cases, the disposition isincluded in
“Opinions Issued by the Court” above; otherwise, the case is disposed of by order and is
included in the totals below. The Supreme Court currently has 36 regulatory matters and 11
petitions for supervisory writ pending.

April 2013 Term to Date

Filings

Attorney discipline (including reopened cases)..........cccceeu.... 5 48
Judicial diSCIPINE.......coiieieeeeeee e 0 0
Bar @admiSSION......ccoviiiiiiieiee s 0 0
Petitions for SUPervisory Writ .........ccoevenieneenenin e 4 39
Other (including Original ACtiONS).......ccccccevveeevieereeeeseenee 1 1
Dispositions by Order

Attorney diSCipliNe.......coveeveeseee e 0 5
Judicial diSCIPIINE.......coiieiirereee e 0 0
Bar @admiSSION......ccoviiiiiiieie s 0 0
Petitions for SUPervisory Writ ........cccoeveeieneenenie e 1 37
Other (including Original ACtiONS).......ccccccevvevevieereeieeseenen 0 4



Docket No.

2010AP1348-D

2012AP366-D

2013AP314-D

Docket No.

2011AP2067

2010AP2809-CR

DECISIONSBY THE
WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT

OPINIONS ISSUED DURING April 2013

ATTORNEY DISCIPLINE CASES

Title

Office of Lawyer Regulation (OLR) v. David
A. Goluba

License Suspension

Per Curiam®

OLRv. MariaJ. Schreier
License Suspension
Per Curiam

OLR v. Joseph M. Engl
License Revoked
Per Curiam

CIVIL AND CRIMINAL CASES

Title

Mary E. Marlowev. IDS Property Casualty
Insurance Company

Court of Appeals decision modified and affirmed.

Majority Opinion: Gableman, J.

Concur: Abrahamson, CJ. joined by Bradley, J.

Concur/Dissent: Prosser, J.

State v. Matthew A. Lonkoski
Court of Appeals decision affirmed.
Majority Opinion: Crooks, J.

Date

04/17/2013

04/30/2013

04/30/2013

Date

04/05/2013

04/09/2013

! “Per Curiam” means “by the Court.” Opinionsissued per curiam are handed down by the Court as awhole.



2012AP544-W

2011AP1030-CR

Office of the State Public Defender v. Court of
Appedls, Digtrict IV

Supervisory Writ Granted.

Majority Opinion: Ziegler, J.

Dissent: Bradley, J. joined by Abrahamson, CJ and
Prosser, J.

Statev. Gerald D. Taylor

Court of Appeals decision affirmed.

Majority Opinion: Ziegler, J.

Concur: Prosser, J.

Dissent: Abrahamson, CJjoined by Bradley, J.

04/09/2013

04/23/2013
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