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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2022AP431      Wisconsin State Legislature v. Josh Kaul 
 
Through 2017 Wisconsin Act 369, the Wisconsin 
Legislature amended Wis. Stat. § 165.10 to require the 
Department of Justice to “deposit all settlement funds 
into the general fund.”  
 
Does the Department “deposit all settlement funds 
into the general fund” when it places moneys received 
from settlements into program revenue 
appropriations in the general fund? 
 
If the court determines that Wis. Stat. § 165.10 and § 
20.906(1) should be interpreted not to prohibit the 
attorney general from crediting settlement funds into 
the appropriation under Wis. Stat. § 20.455(3)(g), does 
the language of Wis. Stat. § 20.455(3)(g) authorize the 
crediting of civil action settlement proceeds to that 
appropriation? In other words, do the services 
rendered by Department of Justice personnel in 
litigating a civil action on behalf of the State of 
Wisconsin or an executive branch agency constitute 
“proceeds from services” under Wis. Stat. § 
20.455(3)(g)? 

 
 

12/08/2025 
REVW 

Reversed in 
Part 

07/10/2026 
2026 WI 28 

3 
Polk 

12/18/2024 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 2 

2023AP36      Wisconsin Voter Alliance v. Kristina Secord 
 
Because the Notices Voting Eligibility are not a court’s 
underlying determination “pertinent to a finding of [an 
individual’s] incompetency,” but communications 
regarding the individual’s right to vote after a 
competency hearing, are the Notices subject to 
disclosure under the Wisconsin Public Records Act? 
 
Whether the district court should have granted a 
petition for a writ of mandamus when documents 
sought under Wisconsin’s Public Records Law, such as 
Notices of Voting Eligibility, are public information 
subject to disclosure. 
 

01/07/2026 
REVW 

Affirmed 
07/07/2026 
2026 WI 27 

2 
Walworth 

03/19/2025 
Unpub. 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2022AP000431
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/165/10
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/20/x/906/1
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/20/x/906/1
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/20/v/455/3/g
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1143900
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=891865
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP000036
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1141646
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2023AP498      Charlie May Brekke v. Midwest Medical Ins. Co. 
 
Whether an unborn child (or any minor child) is a 
patient under WIS. STAT. § 448.30 and thus entitled to 
informed consent with the independent right to 
pursue legal action against a physician who fails to 
comply with said statute. 
 

01/07/2026 
CERT 

Reversed & 
Remanded 
07/10/2026 
2026 WI 29 

2 
Winnebago 

-- 

2023AP588      Cincinnati Insurance Company v. James Ropicky 
 
Whether The Cincinnati Insurance Company 
(“Cincinnati”) is entitled to judgment as a matter of 
law that the Fungi Exclusion contained in the Executive 
Classic Homeowner insurance policy it issued to James 
Ropicky (“Ropicky”) precludes coverage, except for 
the $10,000 limit of insurance provided pursuant to 
Section I, A.5. Section I Additional Coverage m. Fungi, 
Wet or Dry Rot, or Bacteria of the Policy, which 
Cincinnati has undisputedly paid. 
 
Whether Cincinnati is entitled to judgment as a matter 
of law that it met its burden of establishing that the 
Policy’s Construction Defect Exclusion applies to 
preclude coverage for damage caused by water 
infiltration and that Ropicky has not met his burden of 
establishing that an exception to the Construction 
Defect Exclusion, i.e., the “ensuing loss” clause, 
applies to reinstate coverage. 
 

11/4/2025 
REVW 

Affirmed & 
Remanded 
07/07/2026 
2026 WI 25 

2 
Waukesha 

12/26/2024 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 5 

2023AP1432      Children's Hospital of Wisconsin, Inc. v. City of 
Wauwatosa 
 
Does Wis. Stat. § 70.11(4m), which exempts from 
taxation nonprofit hospitals such as the children’s 
hospital CHW operates, and the “readying rule,” which 
allows for incomplete additions to such hospitals to be 
exempt from taxation if they are “being readied for 
use,” exempt the incomplete North Tower from 
taxation?  
 

04/22/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/06/2026 

 

1 
Milwaukee 

06/10/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 43 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP000498
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/448/ii/30
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1143901
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP000588
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1141183
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=894221
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP001432
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/70/11/4m
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=966998
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2023AP1549     Bank of America NA v. The Estate of Richard P. Nelson 
 
Whether the federal priority statute’s deceased-
debtor provision, 31 U.S.C. § 3713(a)(1)(B), gives the 
United States priority over only “the estate of a 
deceased debtor, in the custody of the executor or 
administrator,” or instead may also apply to a 
foreclosure surplus in the custody of a court official. 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/08/2026 

2 
Waukesha 

 

09/17/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 61 

2023AP1709      Appvion, Inc. Retirement Savings and Employee 
Stock Ownership Plan v. PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP 
 
Is it reasonably foreseeable that the sole shareholder of 
an audited corporation will rely on unqualified audit 
opinion letters addressed to the shareholder, giving rise 
to claims for misrepresentation and professional 
negligence? 
 

08/18/2026 
REVW 

3 
Outagamie 

01/27/2026 
Unpub. 

2023AP1717      Distinguished Multiplying Buildings (D.M.B.), LLC v. 
Germantown Mutual Insurance Company 
 
Whether the ordinance or law exclusion in 
Germantown Mutual Insurance Company’s policy of 
insurance issued to Distinguished Multiplying 
Buildings (D.M.B.), LLC excludes coverage for 
Distinguished Multiplying Buildings (D.M.B.), LLC’s 
constructive total loss of its building when the 
municipality ordered the building razed following a 
significant fire? 
 

04/22/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/23/2026 

3 
Eau Claire 

04/22/2025 
Unpub. 

2023AP2192-
CR 

     State v. Daniel J. Rejholec 
 
Whether an allocution statement made by the 
defendant prior to the court pronouncing sentence is 
admissible at a subsequent trial after the defendant 
withdraws his plea. 
 
Whether introduction of a defendant’s allocution 
statement in a subsequent trial after his plea is 
withdrawn to correct a manifest injustice violates due 
process. 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

2 
Sheboygan 

05/28/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 36 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP001549
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1008493
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP001709
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP001717
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP002192
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP002192
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=962250
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2023AP2428      Buddy's Plant Plus Corporation v. Viking Masek 
Global Packaging Technologies, LLC 
 
Was the limitation of liabilities provision masked 
within the warranty clause in the contract between 
Buddy’s and Viking unconscionable and did it fail of its 
essential purpose, entitling Buddy’s to damages under 
the UCC? 
 
Did Buddy’s prove its consequential damages to a 
reasonable degree of certainty? 
 

04/22/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/08/2026 

2 
Sheboygan 

07/30/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 46 

2024AP117      Mark Santner v. Anthony Matson 
 
Does delivery of an unwitnessed will to an individual’s 
intended donee constitute delivery to establish gift 
causa mortis? 

 

06/16/2026 
REVW 

2 
Waukehsa 

07/23/2025 
Unpub. 

2024AP178      Wildwood Estate, LLC v. Village of Summit 
 
Whether the Village of Summit properly used its police 
powers (rather than zoning regulation) when it 
exercised its reserved right under Wis. Stat. § 66.1014 
to create Ordinance 71-2019 to regulate short-term 
rentals of fewer than seven days. 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/08/2026 

2 
Waukesha 

07/09/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 47 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2023AP002428
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=990042
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000117
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000178
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/66/x/1014
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=980292
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Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP197      Continental Properties Company, Inc. v. Hiscox 
Insurance Company, Inc. 
 

In the context of a standard employee theft policy, 
covering loss “resulting directly from theft… 
committed by an Employee,” what is the appropriate 
rule for determining whether the loss is one “resulting 
directly from” the employee’s theft? 
 
In the context of a standard employee theft policy, 
does an insured employer suffer a “loss” when it pays 
on contracts tainted by a secret kickback arrangement 
and there was evidence such contract payments were 
excessive and used to fund those kickbacks? 
 
Assuming the answer to Issue Two is yes, is the insurer 
entitled to apply restitutionary amounts recovered by 
the insured employer from the employee to defeat 
coverage for such loss, or must such amounts first 
make the insured “whole” for the entirety of the 
insured’s loss under the terms of the policy and Rimes 
v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 106 Wis. 2d 263, 316 
N.W.2d 348 (1982) before the insurer can assert any 
subrogation-based set-off right? 

 

08/18/2026 
REVW 

2 
Waukesha 

12/17/2025 
Unpub. 

2024AP472      S. G. v. Wisconsin Department of Children and 
Families 
 
Is Corporation Counsel a party as a statutory right 
pursuant to Wis. Stats. § 48.09(5) in actions arising 
under § 48.13 when Corporation Counsel is not the 
petitioner?  
 
Is Corporation Counsel a party representing the 
interest of the public pursuant to Wis. Stats. § 
48.09(5) when the County Department of Human 
Services is court ordered to provide services and 
funding in privately-filed petitions under § 48.13?  
 

03/12/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/15/2026 

 

4 
Waupaca 

04/03/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 32 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000197
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000472
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/48/ii/09/5
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/48/iii/13
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=936487
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP577      Friends of Blue Mound State Park v. Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources 
 
Wis. Stat. § 227.42 grants parties a right to a contested 
case hearing before an administrative agency, even 
when one is not otherwise provided by law. 
Subsection (3) of § 227.42 is a limited exception to that 
right “where hearings at the discretion of the agency 
are expressly authorized by law.” The question is 
whether a “hearing[] at the discretion of the agency” 
refers to a contested case hearing or something 
substantially similar (consistent with legislative intent 
and statutory language)—or (as the Court of Appeals 
held for the first time) any hearing at all, regardless 
of its form or procedural safeguards. 
 
Did the Friends satisfy the criteria for a contested case 
hearing enumerated in Wis. Stat. § 227.42(1)(a)–(d)? 
 

04/22/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/13/2026 
Justice on 

Wheels 

1 
Iowa 

09/23/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 63 

2024AP581-CR      State v. Jonathan James Petersen 
 
Whether—and to what extent—a circuit court at 
sentencing can regulate a defendant’s First 
Amendment activity as a condition of extended 
supervision. 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/23/2026 

2 
Kenosha 

11/19/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 74 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000577
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/227/iii/42
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1013654
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000581
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1040161
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP673 Sierra Club v. Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources 
 
As part of its role in issuing air-pollution control 
permits, DNR has developed an internal guidance 
memorandum about how best to determine the 
impact that a proposed facility’s emissions will have on 
air quality. This guidance memo instructs DNR staff to 
use data collected from statewide and regional air-
quality monitors and data extrapolated from those 
monitors. The memo does not independently impose 
any mandatory requirements and instead implements 
the air-permitting procedures codified in statute and 
in state and federal administrative rules. The memo 
expressly states that it “does not establish or affect 
legal rights or obligations,” “does not create any rights 
enforceable by any party in litigation,” and that it “is 
not finally determinative of any . . . issues addressed,” 
which will instead be determined in the final 
permitting decision.  
 
Does this memo have the “force of law” such that it 
needed to undergo formal, notice-and-comment 
rulemaking? 
 

02/12/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/15/2026 

4 
Dane 

05/15/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 39 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000673
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=956838
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP777-CR      State v. John R. Phelan 
 
Did the court of appeals misinterpret Wis. Stat. § 29.921(5) 
in a manner that incorrectly circumscribes the Legislature’s 
grant of additional arrest authority to trained and certified 
wardens? 
 
Did the court of appeals incorrectly interpret Wis. Stat. § 
29.921(5)’s authorization for wardens to “arrest a person 
who has committed a crime in the presence of the warden” 
as applying only when a “warden has personally 
witnessed—based on any combination of the warden’s 
contemporaneous sensory perceptions, but based only on 
those contemporaneous perceptions—facts that 
objectively support probable cause to believe that the 
person has committed a crime, and not merely a civil law 
violation, in the warden’s presence”? 
 
Did the court of appeals misinterpret Wis. Stat. § 29.921(5) 
when it read the phrase “A warden may not conduct 
investigations . . . of state law” so broadly as to prohibit a 
warden who validly arrests a person from performing tasks 
attendant to an arrest, such as picking up and securing 
evidence? 
 
Did the court of appeals misinterpret Wis. Stat. § 29.921(5) 
so as to prohibit a warden who is assisting another law 
enforcement agency at the other agency’s request from 
doing anything to actually assist such as taking photos, or 
collecting or securing evidence? 
 
Did the court of appeals incorrectly conclude that the 
remedy for a violation of Wis. Stat. § 29.921(5) by 
improperly conducting an investigation is suppression even 
though Phelan’s constitutional rights were not violated, 
Wis. Stat. § 29.921(5) says nothing about suppression for 
conducting an investigation, suppression is inconsistent 
with the statute’s objectives, and the circuit court did not 
determine that suppression was warranted?  
 
Did the court of appeals properly vacate Phelan’s 
convictions without determining whether the error it 
identified affected Phelan’s substantial rights as Wis. Stat. § 
805.18(2) requires? 
 

04/22/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/13/2026 
Justice on 

Wheels 

4 
Columbia 

09/15/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 57 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP000777
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/29/xiii/921/5
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/805.18(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/805.18(2)
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=996984
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP1013     Abby Windows, LLC v. Labor & Industry Review 
Commission 
 
Should this Court revisit and modify the framework for 
statutory interpretation set out in State ex. rel. Kalal v. 
Circuit Court, under which the determination of 
whether a statutory term has a plain meaning or is 
ambiguous is limited to dictionary definitions and 
“intrinsic” sources, in favor of a broader, holistic 
approach that gives due consideration “to relevant 
extrinsic sources to interpret a statute’s meaning, 
conscious … of those sources’ limitations?” See SEIU 
Healthcare Wisconsin v. WERC, 2025 WI 29, ¶65, 416 
Wis. 2d 688, 22 N.W.3d 876 (Dallet, J., concurring).  
 
Alternatively, did the Court of Appeals err in treating 
the statutory “public policy declaration” in Wis. Stat. § 
108.01 as merely a rule of construction, rather than a 
textual statement of scope and purpose that under 
Kalal must be considered to determine the plain 
meaning of Wis. Stat. § 108.02(15)(k)16. in the first 
instance, with the result that the Court of Appeals 
incorrectly concluded that the statutory term 
“consumer products” was unambiguous? 
 
Whether the Court of Appeals erred in applying the 
statutory interpretation framework established by 
this Court in State ex. rel. Kalal v. Cir. Ct. for Dane 

Cnty., 2004 WI 58, 271 Wis. 2d 633, 681 N.W.2d 110 
by not giving due consideration to an applicable 
intrinsic source, the Unemployment Act’s purpose 
statement under Wis. Stat. § 108.01(1), and the plain 
meaning of the law? 
 
Whether the Court of Appeals erred in its analysis of 
Wis. Stat. § 108.02(15)(k)16. by finding the statutory 
phrase “consumer products” unambiguous, and by 
doing so, did it err by resorting to multiple dictionary 
definitions to separately define each word and by 
disregarding relevant extrinsic sources? 
 
 

06/16/2026 
REVW 

2 
Waukesha 

07/23/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 
50 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001013
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=976935
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=16672
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=986334
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=986334
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Case No. Caption/Issue(s) 
SC Accepted/ 

Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP1098    Somerset Condominium Association, Inc. v. RC 
Somerset, LLC 
 
When a liability insurance policy excludes coverage for 
claims arising out of facts “related” to an earlier 
reported “wrongful act” of the insured, and the 
insured engages in a series of allegedly “wrongful acts” 
over a period of multiple years aimed at preventing 
development of two real estate parcels, are the later 
acts “related” to the original reported claim such that 
the exclusion applies? 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

 

2 
Walworth 

09/18/2025 
Pub.  

2025 WI App 58 

2024AP1175    Minority Business Association of Wisconsin v. 
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and 
Consumer Protection 
 
Under the Wisconsin and U.S. Constitutions, an 
administrative-search regime is constitutional only if it 
affords the target of the search an opportunity to 
obtain meaningful precompliance review of the search 
demand before a neutral decisionmaker. Has a party 
subject to administrative searches under such a 
regime set forth a justiciable claim under the Uniform 
Declaratory Judgments Act when, before it receives a 
search demand, it claims that the regime is 
unconstitutional precisely because it fails to provide 
meaningful precompliance review? 
 

06/16/2026 
REVW 

3 
Waukesha 

07/29/2025 
Unpub. 

2024AP1390      Waukesha County v. R. D. T. 
 

Is R.D.T.’s appeal from their recommitment moot 
where the commitment has expired, but they remain 
liable for the costs of care and subject to a firearm 
ban? 
 
Did the circuit court make sufficient factual findings — 
grounded in admissible evidence — to support R.D.T.’s 
recommitment? 

 

11/17/2025 
REVW 

Reversed 
06/30/2026 
2026 WI 24 

2 
Waukesha 

02/12/2025 
Unpub. 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001098
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=998584
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001175
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001390
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1138111
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Oral Arg. or Brief 
Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP1462      Creative Finance, Inc. v. Carlos Rangel 
 
Does Wis. Stat. § 425.308(1), which requires an award 
of attorney fees to a “customer [who] prevails in an 
action arising from a consumer transaction,” 
additionally require the prevailing consumer to prove 
a specific WCA violation prior to being awarded 
attorney fees?  
 

04/22/2025 
REVW 

4 
Dane 

04/24/2025 
Unpub. 

2024AP1635-
CR 

     State v. Ayanna Chuntel Mcafee 
 

A police detective stopped Ms. McAfee’s car. He 
searched the car based only on the “distinct and 
unmistakable odor of marijuana” he detected coming 
from within. At the hearing on Ms. McAfee’s 
suppression motion, an expert testified 
that it is impossible to distinguish between the odor of 
illegal marijuana and the odor of CBD products that 
are now legal. The circuit court found this testimony 
credible and adopted it.  
 
Was the odor the detective observed the 
unmistakable odor of a controlled substance, such 
that it alone provided probable cause to search? 
 

08/18/2026 
REVW 

2 
Washington 

10/08/2025 
Unpub. 

2024AP1638      Wisconsin Realtors Association, Inc., v. Polk County 
 
Whether the Wisconsin Realtors Association, Inc. 
(WRA) has associational standing to challenge certain 
county ordinances injurious to the alienability, 
marketability, and value of its members’ real estate in 
the county on behalf of its members with personal 

standing to bring such challenges. 
 

08/18/2026 
REVW 

3 
Polk 

03/25/2025 
Pub. 

2026 WI App 12 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001462
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/425/iii/308
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001635
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001635
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP001638
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1074355
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Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
Decision 

2024AP2177-
CR 

     State v. Desmond J. Wilhite 
 

Does every facial constitutional challenge to a statute 
always implicate a court’s subject matter jurisdiction 
such that an appellant can never forfeit a facial 
constitutional challenge by failing to preserve it in the 
circuit court? 
 
Did Wilhite’s noncompliance with section 
971.17(7m)(a)’s requirements for preserving issues for 
appellate review deprive the court of appeals of 
competency to decide his facial constitutional 
challenge? 
 
Did Wilhite comply with requirements under the 
Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act (UDJA), Wis. Stat. 
§ 806.04(11), that he serve notice of his facial 
challenge to a section 971.17(3)(e)’s constitutionality 
on the Attorney General and Legislature? 
 
Did Wilhite prove beyond a reasonable doubt that 
section 971.17(3)(e) was facially unconstitutional 
because it authorized the circuit court to revoke his 
conditional release based on his violation of the 
conditions and rules of release without finding 
dangerousness? 

 

08/18/2026 
REVW 

4 
Dane 

09/25/2026 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 64 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002177
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002177
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1013112
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Subm. 

CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
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2024AP2291-
CR 

     State v. Brian Tyrone Ricketts, Jr. 
 
Under Wisconsin law, some persons charged with 
crimes of domestic abuse are eligible for an enhanced 
sentence when, among other factors, they have been 
“convicted on 2 or more separate occasions of a felony 
or a misdemeanor” for which a domestic abuse 
surcharge under Wis. Stat. § 973.055(1) applies. 
 
Although the “separate occasions” language appears 
throughout the statutes, this Court has not relied on a 
uniform definition of that phrase; instead, the Court 
has reached diametrically opposed holdings 
depending on where in the code the language 
appears. 
 
Is Mr. Ricketts correct that, for the domestic abuse 
repeater to apply, his qualifying convictions needed to 
stem from separate incidents? 
 

08/18/2026 
REVW 

5 
Brown 

01/28/2026 
Pub. 

2026 WI App 4 

2024AP2368-
CR 

     State v. Samuel R. Osornio 
 
Did Osornio prove that trial counsel’s failure to 
request the lesser-included offense instruction before 
the jury began deliberating created a reasonable 
probability of a different result at his trial? 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
10/06/2026 

4 
Columbia 

07/18/2025 
Pub. 

2025 WI App 53 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002291
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002291
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1048314
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002368
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002368
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=987112
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CA 
Dist./ 
Cty. 

CA 
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2024AP2585-
CR 

     State v. Noah Q. Mann-Tate 
 
Wisconsin Stat. § 970.032(2), Wisconsin’s “reverse 
waiver” procedure for sending a case that originates in 
criminal court to the juvenile court, provides all of the 
hallmarks of “fundamental fairness” in criminal 
procedure required under the Constitution. It provides 
a juvenile with notice, a hearing with the benefit of 
counsel, enumerated criteria guiding the circuit 
court’s discretionary decision whether to waive the 
juvenile into juvenile court, and a reasoned decision 
on the merits.  
 
Is Wis. Stat. § 970.032(2), facially unconstitutional 
under the Procedural Due Process Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment because it does not also 
mandate that the circuit court consider and discuss 
the “attributes of youth” discussed in dicta in United 
States Supreme Court decisions about what 
punishments are categorically barred for juveniles by 
the Eighth Amendment and whether they are in 
custody for purposes of Miranda? 
 

05/20/2026 
REVW 

Oral Arg.: 
09/08/2026 

1 
Milwaukee 

02/03/2026 
Pub. 

2026 WI App 17 

2025AP813-FT      Racine County v. R. P. L. 
 
Did the court of appeals apply the correct legal 
standard to its review of the sufficiency of the 
evidence? 
 
Applying the correct legal standard, does the evidence 
meet the statutory criteria? 
 

11/17/2025 
REVW 

Affirmed 
07/07/2026 
2026 WI 26 

 

2 
Racine 

07/30/2025 
Unpub. 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002585
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2024AP002585
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/970/032/2
https://www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1072859
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2025AP000813
https://www.wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/DisplayDocument.pdf?content=pdf&seqNo=1141189
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Dist./ 
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2026AP1008      Wisconsin Business Leaders for Democracy v. 
Wisconsin Elections Commission 
 
The circuit court held that anti-competitive 
gerrymandering claims like Plaintiffs’ “are functionally 
equivalent to partisan gerrymandering claims” for 
purposes of assessing justiciability under the political 
question doctrine. (App.608) Did the circuit court err 
by holding that anti-competitive gerrymandering 
claims are functionally the same as partisan 
gerrymandering claims? 
 
The circuit court concluded that this Court has 
“effectively foreclosed [all constitutional challenges to 
Wisconsin’s congressional map] by holding that Article 
IV contains ‘the exclusive repository of state 
constitutional limits on redistricting.’” (App.611 
(quoting Johnson I, 2021 WI 87, ¶63)) Did the circuit 
court err by holding that all state constitutional limits 
on redistricting are contained within Article IV of 
Wisconsin’s Constitution? 
 
Because the circuit court concluded that this Court’s 
precedent holds “that claims of the sort Plaintiffs 
allege are not actionable under Wisconsin law” and 
that the circuit court “ha[d] no authority to modify or 
overrule that precedent” (App.606), it did not 
independently assess whether anti-competitive 
gerrymandering violates Wisconsin’s Constitution. Is 
anti-competitive gerrymandering a cognizable claim 
under the Wisconsin Constitution?  
 
The circuit court did not consider potential objections 
to recognizing anti-competitive gerrymandering such 
as the independent state legislature theory, 
preclusion, and laches. Are there any procedural or 
other obstacles to recognizing a claim of anti-
competitive gerrymandering here? 
 

05/29/2026 
Direct Appeal 

Oral Arg.: 
09/16/2026 

 

-- 
Dane 

-- 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2026AP001008
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Dist./ 
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CA 
Decision 

2026AP1168      Elizabeth Bothfeld v. Wisconsin Elections 
Commission 
 
Whether Wisconsin’s congressional map, which this 
Court adopted based on the now-repudiated “least-
change” criterion that required it to violate its duty to 
exercise neutral and independent judgment, violates 
the Wisconsin Constitution’s separation of powers. 
The trial court held that only the Wisconsin Supreme 
Court can review its own adopted map.  

 

Whether the Wisconsin Constitution permits the 
systematic sorting of voters into congressional 
districts based on their political affiliation, to the 
advantage of one political party over another. The trial 
court held that it was foreclosed from adjudicating 
such claims by this Court’s precedent, even though the 
Court recently described the propriety of partisan 
gerrymandering as an “important and unresolved legal 
question” under Wisconsin law.  
 

06/11/2026 
Direct Appeal 

Oral Arg.: 
09/16/2026 

 

-- 
Dane 

-- 

2026AP1818-
CQ 

     Michelle Cortez Gomez v. Kohl's Corporation 
 
 

08/06/2026 
Certified 
Question 

 

-- -- 

 

https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2026AP001168
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2026AP001818
https://wscca.wicourts.gov/case/2026AP001818

