WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 2025-26

Four-to-Three Decisions

4-3 Alignments
Justices Total Case Names

.. Legend Lake Property Owners Association, Inc. v. Gu
DG LEng R ap Inatisiton b, g i 2 Keﬁhena; and Vﬁfcogin State Legislature v. Josh Kau);
Dallet, Hagedorn, Karofsky, Protasiewicz 1 Cincinnati Insurance Company v. James Ropicky
Ziegler, Hagedorn, Karofsky, Crawford 1 Racine County v. R. P. L.
Membership in the Majorit Majority Opinions Authored
JusticeOpinions
Ziegler 1 Ziegler 0
Bradley 0 Bradley 0
Dallet 3 Dallet 1
Hagedorn 2 Hagedorn 1
Karofsky 4 Karofsky 0
Protasiewicz 3 Protasiewicz 0
Crawford 3 Crawford 2
Total 4
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Decisions by Vote Split!

Company

8/19 (42%) 3/19 (16%) 4/19 (21%) 4/19 (21%)
State v. Michael Joseph Estate of Carol Lorbiecki | Legend Lake Property
Gasper State v. J. D. B. v. Pabst Brewing Owners Association, Inc.

v. Guy Keshena

State v. Andreas W. Rauch
Sharak

Heather Gudex v. Franklin
Collection Service, Inc.

Waukesha County v. R. D.

T.

Cincinnati Insurance
Company v. James

Ropicky

State v. K. R. C.

Statev. N. K. B.

Wisconsin Voter Alliance
v. Kristina Secord

Racine Countyv. R. P. L.

Savannah Wren v.
Columbia St. Mary's
Hospital Milwaukee, Inc.

Charlie May Brekke v.
Midwest Medical Ins. Co.

Wisconsin State
Legislature v. Josh Kaul

Sheboygan County v. N. A.
L.

Koble Investments v. Elicia
Marquardt

Konkanok Rabiebna v.
Higher Educational Aids
Board

Outagamie County v. M. J.
B.

! Occasionally, a justice will author a separate opinion that concurs in part and dissents in part. For SCOWstats
tables, each such vote is 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.




WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 2025-26

Frequency in the Majority

These charts display how frequently each justice voted in the majority. The first chart includes
all cases in which a justice voted, while the second chart includes only cases decided by split

votes.

All Cases
Justice Majority Votes Cast Total Votes Cast Percent in Majority
Ziegler 11 19 58%
Bradley 11 19 58%
Dallet 18 19 95%
Hagedorn 17 19 89%
Karofsky 19 19 100%
Protasiewicz 18 19 95%
Crawford 16 19 84%

Non-Unanimous Decisions

Majority Votes Cast Total Votes Cast Percent in Majority
Ziegler 3 11 27%
Bradley 3 11 27%
Dallet 10 11 91%
Hagedorn 9 11 82%
Karofsky 11 11 100%
Protasiewicz 10 11 91%
Crawford 8 11 73%
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Opinions Authored

This chart indicates how many majority/lead opinions a justice authored in cases decided by each
of the four possible majority vote totals.

Opinion Author \

Ziegler 2 0 0 0
Bradley 1 0 0 0
Dallet 0 1 2 1
Hagedorn 0 2 0 1
Karofsky 2 0 1 0
Protasiewicz 2 0 1 0
Crawford 1 0 0 2

The chart below shows how many concurring and dissenting opinions each justice authored.?

Opinion Author Concurring Opinions  Dissenting Opinions
Ziegler 1 6
Bradley 3 4
Dallet 6 1
Hagedorn 4 2
Karofsky 1 0
Protasiewicz 1 1
Crawford 3 2

2 As explained in the “Vote Split” table, 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.



Agreement Among Pairs of Justices

WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 2025-26

The following tables show the percentage of cases in which every possible pair of justices found
themselves on the same side in a decision—either both in the majority or both dissenting. The
first table covers all cases; the second table narrows its focus to cases in which decisions were
not unanimous. When reading the second table, for instance, one finds that Justices Dallet and
Karofsky voted together in 91% of the cases, while the figure for Justices Ziegler and Hagedorn

was 45%.

Agreement Among Pairs of Justices—All Cases

Hagedorn
13/19=68%

Karofsky
11/19=58%

Protasiewicz

10/19=53%

Crawford
10/19=53%

Bradley
Ziegler 17/19=89% | 10/19=53%
D EUIRA 12/19=63%

13/19=68%

11/19=58%

12/19=63%

10/19=53%

Dallet

16/19=84%
Hagedorn

18/19=95%

19/19=100%

15/19=79%

17/19=89%
Karofsky

16/19=84%

14/19=74%

18/19=95%

Protasiewicz

Agreement Among Pairs of Justices—Non-Unanimous Cases

Bradley Dallet

9/11=82%

Ziegler

Hagedorn

Karofsky

Protasiewicz

16/19=84%

15/19=79%
Crawford

Crawford

Bradley

2/11=18% | 5/11=45% | 3/11=27% | 2/11=18% | 2/11=18%
4/11=36% | 5/11=45% | 3/11=27% | 4/11=36% | 2/11=18%
Dallet 8/11=73% | 10/11=91% | 11/11=100% | 7/11=64%
CELLOV RS 9/11=82% | 8/11=73% | 6/11=55%

LCIUESAE  10/11=91% | 8/11=73%

Protasiewicz

7/11=64%
Crawford
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Days Between Oral Argument and Opinion Filing

This table shows the average number of days between oral argument and the filing of majority
opinions authored by each of the justices. Given that a variety of factors could influence the
length of time between oral argument and the filing of an opinion in a particular case—including
the time taken by other justices to write concurring or dissenting opinions—averages for
individual justices should be compared over an extended period.

The average for all 19 decisions was 167 days.

Number of Ave. No. of Days From
Majority/Lead Oral Argument to
Opinions Authored Opinion Filing
Ziegler 2 131
Bradley 1 269
Dallet 4 187
Hagedorn 3 164
Karofsky 3 167
Protasiewicz 3 134
Crawford 3 169




WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 2025-26

Number of Oral Arguments Presented

The following table displays firms and agencies that delivered at least two oral arguments during
the 2025-26 term.

Never before (since 1974-75, the first year for which SCOWstats has tracked this statistic) was
there a term in which not a single private firm conducted more than one oral argument. Also,
this is the first term in which attorneys from the State Public Defender’s Office delivered as
many oral arguments as those from the Attorney General’s Office.

and Age % ber of Oral Arg
State Attorney General’s Office 7
State Public Defender’s Office 7




