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Michalik v. Michalik

Schulte v. Frazin

Casteel v. McCaughtry

State v. Bohling

Daniel-Nordin v. Nordin

Newhouse v. Citizens Sec.
Mut. Ins. Co.

State v. Dixon

State v. Olson

Braatz v. Labor & Indus. Review
Comm'n

State v. Koch

Nelson v. Rothering

State v. Rundle

State v. Richer

State ex rel. lushewitz v.
Milwaukee County Personnel
Review Bd.

Syring v. Tucker

State v. Howard

Rolo v. Goers

In Interest of Isiah B.

State v. Pittman

State v. Camacho

State v. Patricia A. M.

State ex rel. Badke v. Village
Bd. of Greendale (4-1)

Sampson Invs. v. Jondex
Corp.

In re Paternity of Stephanie R. N.

State v. Barthels

Prentice v. Title Ins. Co. (4-1)

Byrne v. Bercker (5-2 per
curiam)

Marten Transp. v. Department of
Indus., Labor & Human Relations

Weber v. Weber

Duello v. Board of Regents of
Univ. of Wis. Sys. (4-2)

In re SueAnn A.M.

Smart v. Dane County Bd. of
Adjustments

State v. Guy (4-2)

CLL Assoc. Ltd. Partnership v.
Arrowhead Pac. Corp.

State v. Echols

State v. Moss (4-2)

Lestina v. West Bend Mut. Ins. Co.

Harms v. Harms

Cox v. Williams

Hart v. Ament

State v. Grayson

State v. Mechtel

County of Dane v. Norman

State v. Thierfelder

Berna-Mork v. Jones

State ex rel. Boehm v. Department
of Natural Resources

State v. Plymesser

Chevron Chem. Co. v. Deloitte &
Touche

State v. Guck

Shorewood v. Steinberg

Grotelueschen v. American Family
Mut. Ins. Co. (3-2)

In Interest of Jamie L.

Hillegass v. Landwehr

Lisney v. Labor & Industry Review
Com.

Kelley Co. v. Marquardt

Delavan v. Delavan

Maas v. Ziegler

Schwochert v. American Family
Mut. Ins. Co.

Stoesser v. Shore Drive
Partnership

Betthauser v. Medical Protective
Co.
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LIn few instances, a justice authored a separate opinion that concurred in part and dissented in part. For this and
other tables, each such vote has been categorized as either a dissent or a concurrence according to the following
guidelines. If a justice’s opinion dissented from the result on one or more issues, it was classified as a dissent. If the
opinion concurred with the result on all issues but disputed the majority’s reasoning on one or more issues, it was

classified as a concurrence.
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Bartus v. Department of Health &
Social Servs., Div. of Corrections

United Fire & Casualty Co. v.
Kleppe

William Wrigley Co. v. Wisconsin
Dep't of Revenue

Wisconsin Dep't of Transp. v.
Wisconsin Personnel Comm'n

In Interest of Michael R.B.

GTE N. v. Public Serv. Comm'n

Beacon Bow! v. Wisconsin Elec.
Power Co.

Miller Brewing Co. v. Labor &
Industry Review Com.

McNeese v. Pier

Richland Sch. Dist. v. Dep't of
Indus.

State ex rel. Sielen v. Circuit
Court for Milwaukee County

Doe v. American Nat'l Red Cross

Glassey v. Continental Ins. Co.

State v. Evans

Tatur v. Solsrud

Marris v. Cedarburg

Kim v. American Family Mut. Ins.
Co.

Metropolitan Holding Co. v.
Board of Review of Milwaukee

Clark v. Milwaukee County (7-0
per curiam)

Hefty v. Hefty (6-0)

State v. Speer (6-0)

City of Hartford v. Kirley (6-0)

Brookfield v. Milwaukee Metro.
Sewerage Dist. (5-0)

Decade's Monthly Income &
Appreciation Fund v. Whyte &
Hirschboeck, S.C. (5-0)

West Bend Mut. Ins. Co. V.
Playman (5-0)

Greenberg v. Stewart Title Guar.
Co. (5-0)




