
STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT COUNTY

WISCONSIN MANUFACTURERS
AND COMMERCE, INC.
501 East Washington Avenue
Madison, Wisconsin 53703,

,

v.

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT 
OF NATURAL RESOURCES
101 South Webster Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53707

.

Case Type:
Case Code: 30
Case No. 22-CV-

SUMMONS

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, To each person named above as a nt:

You are hereby notified that the P  named above has filed a lawsuit or other legal 

action against you. The , which is attached, states the nature and basis of the legal 

action. Within 45 days of receiving this summons, you must respond with a written answer, as 

that term is used in chapter 802 of the Wisconsin Statutes, to the . The court may reject

or disregard an answer that does not follow the requirements of the statutes. The answer must be 

sent or delivered to the court, whose address is  County Courthouse, Clerk of

Court, , outh  Street, , WI 5 , and to the 

WMC Litigation Center, s attorney, whose address is 501 East Washington Avenue, 

Madison, WI 53703. You may have an attorney help or represent you.

If you do not provide a proper answer within 45 days, the court may grant judgment 

against you for the award of money or other legal action requested in the , and you 

may lose your right to object to anything that is or may be incorrect in the .
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against any real estate you own now or in the future, and may also be enforced by garnishment 

or seizure of property. 

Dated this day of  2022.

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Electronically signed by Scott E. Rosenow

Scott E. Rosenow
W Bar No. 1083736
WMC Litigation Center
501 East Washington Avenue 
Madison, WI 53703
Phone: (608) 661-6918 
E-mail: srosenow@wmc.org

Attorney for P
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STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT COUNTY

WISCONSIN MANUFACTURERS
AND COMMERCE, INC.
501 East Washington Avenue
Madison, Wisconsin 53703,

P ,

v.

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT 
OF NATURAL RESOURCES
101 South Webster Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53707

.

Case Type:
Case Code:
Case No. 22-CV-

This is an action to enforce 19.39.

State law declares it the public policy of this state that every citizen is presumptively entitled to 

complete access to the records of state and local government. P  Wisconsin Manufacturers 

attorney, Scott E. Rosenow, hereby  this Court for 

a of mandamus directing the , Wisconsin Department of 

Natural Resources , to produce unredacted records requested by , alleging 

to the Court as follows:  

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Parties

1. P WMC i

roughly 3,700 employers of every size and from every sector of the economy. WMC maintains its 

office at 501 East Washington Avenue, in the City of Madison, Dane County, Wisconsin. 
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2. WMC is a non-profit business organized as a membership association under Section

501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code. The purpose of WMC is to represent the interests of its 

members, including by working to make Wisconsin the best place in the nation to do business. 

This goal includes advocating for the enactment of laws and policies that allow businesses and 

economic investment to flourish.

3. DNR is an agency of the State of Wisconsin with a business address of

101 South Webster Street, Madison, Wisconsin 53707.

4. 19.32(1).

Jurisdiction and Venue

5. This Court has jurisdiction to hear this matter under Wis. Stat. § 19.37(1)(a), which

6. Venue is proper in County under Wis. Stat. § 801.50(3) because the sole

 is the state and WMC hereby designates County as the venue.

7. On February 25, 2021, Lucas Vebber, then the Executive Director of the WMC

Litigation Center, acting on behalf of WMC, sent an open records request to DNR for the following 

four sets of records:

Records of all applications received for Surface Water Grants from August 1,

2019 through calendar year 2020

Records of any recommendations for grant application approval or denial from

August 1, 2019 through calendar year 2020
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Records of all Surface Water Grants awarded from August 1, 2019 through

calendar year 2020, including but not limited to any grant agreements.

Records which indicate the [sic] who reviewed and/or ranked Surface Water

Grant applications from August 1, 2019 through calendar year 2020, including

but not limited to any list of any individuals the DNR uses to review, score or

rank Surface Water Grant applications

8. A true and accurate copy of that request is attached to the Affidavit of Scott Manley

as Exhibit 1. 

9. On February 26 Public Records Division Coordinator 

Environmental Management, Phil Derge, responded to state that he had been assigned to 

coordinate the public records request. Lucas Vebber sent a thank-you email about one minute later.  

s Request

10. More than one year after the request, on March 23, 2022, Derge responded with an

was partially denying and partially granting the request. A true and accurate copy of the email 

chain among Derge, Vebber, and Manley is attached to the Affidavit of Scott Manley as Exhibit 2. 

11. In the response, DNR provided five hyperlinks containing .zip files. The response

Within the responsive records, the Department has provided several GPU Cache 

files and a .tmp file that require a specific computer program to open. Although these files may 

not open without the specific computer program, we are providing the GPU Cache files and a .tmp 

file to you as responsive records for transparency purposes.

12. The March 23, 2022 email response explained that DNR had withheld or redacted

the following records for the following reasons:
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and locations of endangered species are Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) data

exempt from disclosure pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 23.27(3)(b).

Pursuant to the Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) balancing test, we withheld a map that

disclosed the location of an archeological sites from the responsive records. In

performing the balancing test, we concluded that the public interest in

protecting information that identifies the location of an archaeological or burial

site outweighs the presumption of full disclosure, and so the map in the

responsive records has been withheld. Specifically, disclosure of this

information to the public may result in disturbance of an archaeological or

burial site.

Some records are attorney-client privileged communications and not subject to

disclosure under the public records law. George v. Record Custodian, 169

Wis.2d 573, 582 (Ct. App. 1992); Wis. Stat. § 905.03(2).

You will notice certain sections in the records that will be released to you have

been redacted. Specific financial information, account numbers, are exempt

from disclosure pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 19.36(13).

Pursuant to the Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) balancing test, we redacted personal

phone numbers and email addresses from a spreadsheet containing volunteer

contact information. In performing the balancing test, we concluded that the

public interest in withholding this personally identifiable information

outweighs the presumption of full disclosure, and so personally identifiable

information has been redacted. Specifically, disclosure of the redacted
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information would have a chilling effect on future communications with the 

Department.

Pursuant to § 19.35(1)(a) balancing test, information that would reveal the

identities of who reviewed specific grant applications for approval has been

redacted. In performing the balancing test, we concluded that the public interest

in withholding the names of personnel who review and score grants outweighs

the presumption of full disclosure. Specifically, disclosure of these names

would have a chilling effect on finding future participants willing to review and

OPEN RECORDS LAW

13. Under Wis. Stat. § 19.31, it is the declared public policy of this state that every

citizen is entitled to the greatest possible information regarding the affairs of government. The 

only in an exceptional case may access be denied, establishing a presumption of complete public 

access to government records, consistent with Wis. Stat. 

§ 19.31.

14. Wisconsin Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) and (b) provide that generally 

15. Subject to qualifications not relevant here, Wis. Stat. § 19.32(2) defines a record as

visual, or electromagnetic information or 

electronically generated or stored data is recorded or preserved, regardless of physical form or 

characteristics, that has been created or is being
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16.

as soon as practicable and without delay, either fill the request or notify the requestor of the 

17.

fees, damages of not less than $100, and other actual costs to the requester if the requester prevails 

in whole or in substantial part in any action filed under sub. (1) relating to access to a record or 

prevailed in substantial part, and thus is entitled to fees, when the requester obtains access to 

1 Meinecke v. Thyes, 2021 WI App 

58, ¶ 8, 399 Wis. 2d 1, 963 N.W.2d 816. -

law is mandatory. . . . [I]t is not

Id. ¶ 10 (emphasis added). 

18. at an authority or legal custodian under s. 19.33 has arbitrarily

and capriciously denied or delayed response to a request or charged excessive fees, the court may 

d

capricious if it lacks a rational basis or results from an unconsidered, willful and irrational choice 

Eau Claire Press Co. v. Gordon, 176 Wis. 2d 154, 163, 499 N.W.2d 918 (Ct. App. 

1993).

1

determine whether a party has prevailed under sec. 19.37(2) is whether there is a causal connection between the 
State ex rel. Eau Claire Leader-Telegram 

v. Barrett, 148 Wis. 2d 769, 773, 436 N.W.2d 885 (Ct. App. 1989) (citation omitted).
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COUNT ONE: Violation of Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a)
Illegal Redactions of Grant Revi

19. The preceding paragraphs are hereby incorporated and realleged as if fully stated

herein.

20. Milwaukee

Journal v. Call, 153 Wis. 2d 313, 321, 450 N.W.2d 515 (Ct. App. 1989).

21.

Hagen v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Wisconsin Sys.,

2018 WI App 43, ¶ 5, 383 Wis. 2d 567, 916 N.W.2d 198 (citation omitted). 

outweigh the public policy interests favoring disclosure, notwithstanding the strong presumption 

Id. (alteration and emphasis in original) (citation omitted). 

22. The party seeking nondisclosure has the burden to show that public interests

favoring secrecy outweigh those favoring disclosure. Hagen, 2018 WI App 43, ¶ 5 (quoting John 

K. MacIver Inst. for Pub. Policy, Inc. v. Erpenbach, 2014 WI App 49, ¶ 14, 354 Wis. 2d 61, 848

N.W.2d 862).

23. The public has a particularly strong interest in being informed about public

derelict in [their] duty. Wisconsin Newspress, Inc. v. Sch. Dist. of 

Sheboygan Falls, 199 Wis. 2d 768, 786, 546 N.W.2d 143 (1996) (alteration in original) (citation 

omitted).  

24.

MacIver Inst., 2014 WI App 49, ¶ 20. Sometimes people 

attempt to influence public policy to personally benefit themselves, and disclosure of information 
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in revealing such a connection between public policy and 

who attempts to influence it. Id.

25. The public has a strong interest in learning the identities of the DNR employees

who review and score grant applications. By learning such information, the public can learn of 

potential conflicts of interest in the grant-review process. Such information can help the public 

make a connection between a grant reviewer and his or her possible benefit in directing grant 

money to certain applicants. In other words, such information can help the public determine 

whether grant reviewers have been derelict in their duty and engaged in misconduct.

26. Here, 

legally insufficient. By subjecting grant reviewers 

to public scrutiny, they are more Openness and disclosure are conducive to 

better accountability. t of Nat. Res., 2006 WI App 227, ¶ 52, 297 

Wis. 2d 254, 725 N.W.2d 286 Transparency and oversight are essential to honest, ethical 

governance. MacIver Inst., 2014 WI App 49, ¶ 32. If grant reviewers are able to remain publicly 

anonymous, they have more potential to recommend or award grants based on impermissible 

factors, such as personal friendships or familial connections.  

27.

have 

routinely rejected arguments to that effect. In one illustrative case, the court of appeals rejected as 

Hagen, 2018 WI App 43, ¶ 9 (relying on State ex rel. 

Journal/Sentinel, Inc. v. Arreola, 207 Wis. 2d 496, 517, 558 N.W.2d 670 (Ct. App. 1996)). Instead, 

Case 2022CV000386 Document 2 Filed 05-03-2022 Page 10 of 30



- 9 -

Id. In a different case where the court of 

appeals held that the government had to re

Atlas Transit, Inc. v. Korte, 2001 WI App 286, 

¶ 17, 249 Wis. 2d 242, 638 N.W.2d 625. And in a case where the court of appeals held that a state 

redactions of the emails. 

MacIver Inst., 2014 WI App 49, ¶¶ 27 30

reviewers

of grant applications.

28. DNR thus violated Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) by improperly redacting information in

records that are subject to disclosure. 

29. Further, DNR 

, justifying punitive damages. Wis. Stat. § 19.37(3). 

30. DNR 13

months after the request. This delay was arbitrary and capricious.

31. DNR also acted arbitrarily and capriciously by redacting the identities of grant

reviewers. Those redactions could help hide possible misconduct by grant reviewers, which raises 

an inference that DNR willfully redacted this information. In addition, DNR lacks a rational basis 

for withholding this information. Wisconsin case law has cons

DNR could not 

common law balancing test.
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COUNT TWO: Violation of Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a)
Illegal Redactions of Contact Information

32. The preceding paragraphs are hereby incorporated and realleged as if fully stated

herein.

33.

information would have a chilling effect on future communications with the Dep

includes volunteer 

reviewers of grant applications.

34. The public has a strong interest in learning the contact information of people

involved in the process of awarding government grants. Such information can enable members of 

the public to contact such people to ask them about the grant review process. The grant review 

an obvious public element , 649 F.2d 65, 

69 (1st Cir. 1981). In Kurzon, for example, the court held that the government could not redact the 

names and addresses of unsuccessful grant applicants in response to a request under the Freedom 

of Information Act, on which the Wisconsin Open Records Law is based. Disclosure of grant 

, No. CIV. 00-395-JD, 2001 WL 821531, 

at *10 (D.N.H. July 17, 2001).

to obtain other information about the [grant] application review 

process. Id. at *11. 

35. The same reasoning applies to contact information for volunteer reviewers

of grant applications. If contacted by members of the public, such volunteers may provide insight 

into the grant review process and thus help uncover possible misconduct or corruption. 
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36. concern does not justify withholding phone numbers and

email addresses from the public. See MacIver Inst., 2014 WI App 49, ¶¶ 27 30, 33 (rejecting 

state senator

without redaction of identifying information such as the name and e-

37. DNR thus violated Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) by improperly redacting information in

records that are subject to disclosure.  

38. Further, DNR has arbitrarily and capriciously denied or delayed respo

19.37(3). 

39.

months after the request. This delay was arbitrary and capricious. 

40. DNR also acted arbitrarily and capriciously by redacting phone numbers and email

addresses of volunteer grant reviewers. Those redactions could help hide possible misconduct by 

grant reviewers, which raises an inference that DNR willfully redacted this information. In 

addition, DNR lacks a rational basis for withholding this information. Wisconsin case law has 

this information. DNR could not rationally think that this case is an exceptional one that satisfies 

COUNT THREE: Violation of Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a)
Illegal -

41. The preceding paragraphs are hereby incorporated and realleged as if fully stated

herein.

42.

open records law, there is no need for an in camera George v. Knick, 188 Wis. 2d 594, 

598, 525 N.W.2d 143 (Ct. App. 1994). But an in camera review of requested documents is 
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no way to test a record custodian s reasons for withholding 

a record, the contents of which are unknown no way to determine whether the information 

contained in the withheld document is of the character asserted by the custodian Id. at 600. Accord

State ex rel. Morke v. Donnelly, 155 Wis. 2d 521, 530, 455 N.W.2d 893 (1990) (holding that

in camera because the content of the requested records 

is not known

43. To avoid the need for in camera

Vill. of Butler v. Cohen, 163 Wis. 2d 819, 827, 472 N.W.2d 579 (Ct. 

App. 1991).

Chvala v. Bubolz here are some 

statutes . . . that leave no room for explanation or discretion when applied to an open records case.

Id. at 87 But there are many statutes that set out broad categories of records not subject to an 

open records request. When a custodian is faced with one of the latter statutes, he or she must state 

with sufficient specificity a public policy reason for refusing to release the particular record 

requested. Id. at 88. 

44. Some records are

attorney-client privileged communications and not subject to disclosure under the public records 

law. George v. Record Custodian, 169 Wis.2d 573, 582 (Ct. App. 1992); Wis. Stat. § 905.03(2).

45. That mere citation to one case and a statute is insufficient to satisfy the specificity

requirement. A record custodian must do more than baldly assert attorney-client privilege in 

response to an open records request. 

46. -

Juneau Cnty. Star-Times v. Juneau Cnty., 2011 WI App 
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150, ¶ 36, 337 Wis. 2d 710, 807 N.W.2d 655 (citation omitted), , 2013 WI 4, 345 Wis. 2d 122, 

824 N.W.2d 457. It protects communications from the attorney to a client only if disclosure of the 

attorney-to-client communications would directly or indirectly reve

confidential communications to the attorney Id.

47. In Juneau County Star-Times, the court of appeals held that a county government

had failed to prove that the attorney-client privilege allowed redactions from attorney billing 

invoices that were disclosed in response to an open records request. The circuit court and court of

appeals reviewed unredacted copies of the invoices. Id. ¶¶ 34, 43. The court of appeals

explained, the County simply provided the unredacted invoices to the [circuit] court and

made a blanket assertion of privilege for all redacted information. This was inadequate. Id.

46. The court of remand[ed] for the circuit court to order the County to

make unredacted copies of the invoices available to the Star Times. Id. ¶ 49.

48. -client privilege is even more inadequate. In

Juneau County Star-Times, the government at least disclosed records with 

redactions, instead of withholding them entirely as DNR has done here. Moreover, the parties 

and courts in Juneau County Star-Times knew that the records in question were attorney billing 

invoices. Here, DNR has not even identified which documents it has withheld under 

the attorney- explanation or 

additional information that one or more of these [documents] could reveal the 

substance of confidential communications. See id. ¶ 45. -

client privilege, without even hinting at the nature of the documents being withheld, was a 

plainly insufficient explanation for withholding them.

49. DNR thus violated Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) by improperly withholding records.
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50. Further, DNR 

19.37(3). 

51.

months after the request. This delay was arbitrary and capricious. 

52. DNR also acted arbitrarily and capriciously by baldly asserting attorney-client

privilege without even identifying the types of documents that it was withholding under this 

exception. In Juneau County Star-Times, the government made more of an effort to rely on the 

attorney-client privilege, but its effort still fell short. DNR thus lacks a rational basis for thinking 

that its response regarding these documents was sufficient. 

COUNT FOUR: Violation of Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a)
Illegal Withholding of Map

53. The preceding paragraphs are hereby incorporated and realleged as if fully stated

herein.

54. The public has an interest in knowing where burial sites and archaeological sites

are located. 

55. Such knowledge promotes informed real estate transactions. If this location

information is not publicly available, there is a higher likelihood that people may purchase land 

without knowing that it contains a burial site or an archaeological site. See, e.g., Wrase v. City of 

Neenah, 220 Wis. 2d 166, 168, 582 N.W.2d 457 (Ct. App. 1998) (two people purchased land and 

later learned it contained an archaeological site). 

56. The public also has an interest in knowing the locations of burial sites and

archaeological sites to ensure that property owners are taxed correctly. Burial sites and 

archaeological sites are exempt from property taxes under certain circumstances. Wis. Stat. 
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§ 70.11(13) & (13m); see also Wrase, 220 Wis. 2d at 170 74 (interpreting Wis. Stat.

§ 70.11(13m)).

57. There is also a public interest in ensuring that businesses know the locations of

archaeological sites before purchasing land for possible mining operations. The impact on an 

permit. See Wis. Stat. 

§ 295.53(4)(b)7.

58. The public also has an interest in knowing the locations of burial sites to avoid

disturbing them. disturbance of a burial site or cataloged land contiguous to a 

cataloged burial site Wis. Stat. § 157.70(2r). 

59. withheld a map that disclosed the location of an archeological sites

from the responsive records disclosure of this information to the public may result 

in disturbance of an archaeological or burial site. 2

60.

of the locations of burial sites and archaeological sites may reduce the number of disturbances of 

such sites. Without such public knowledge, people may be more likely to disturb a piece of land 

that, unbeknownst to them, contains a burial site or an archaeological site. 

61. DNR thus violated Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) by improperly withholding a record

subject to disclosure.  

62. Further, DNR has arbitrarily an

19.37(3). 

2 DNR only relied on the common law balancing test, not Wis. Stat. § 44.02(23), for withholding that map.

Osborn v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Wisconsin Sys., 2002 WI 83, ¶ 16, 254 Wis. 2d 266, 647 N.W.2d 158.
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63.

months after the request. This delay was arbitrary and capricious. 

64. DNR also acted arbitrarily and capriciously by withholding this map. DNR could

common law balancing test.

COUNT FIVE: Violation of Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a)
Illegal Withholding of Endangered Species Data

65. The preceding paragraphs are hereby incorporated and realleged as if fully stated

herein.

66.

state or federal law or authorized to be exempted from disclosure by state law is exempt from 

19.36(1). 

67. certain sections

of the records are redacted. Specific names and locations of endangered species are Natural Heritage 

Inventory (NHI) data exempt from disclosure pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 23.27(3)(b)

68. shall make information and data from the

natural heritage inventory program available to any individual or public or private agency for

research, educational, environmental, land management or similar authorized purposes. . . . The 

natural heritage inventory and related information and data are not subject to s. 19.35 and the 

department may refuse to release information or data for any p

Wis. Stat. § 23.27(3)(b) (emphases added). 

69. Section 23.27(3)(b) thus authorizes DNR to exempt certain records from disclosure

under the open records law only if they are not requested for an authorized purpose. In other words, 
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national heritage information and data are subject to disclosure under the open records law to the 

extent they are requested for an authorized purpose. 

70. WMC made its open records request at issue educational

purposes. (Manley Aff. ¶ 4.) These purposes are authorized under Wis. Stat. § 23.27(3)(b). DNR 

may not rely on Wis. Stat. § 23.27(3)(b) for redacting information in this case. 

71. DNR thus violated Wis. Stat. § 19.35(1)(a) by improperly redacting information in

records subject to disclosure.  

72. Further, DNR 

19.37(3). 

73.

months after the request. This delay was arbitrary and capricious. 

74. DNR also acted arbitrarily and capriciously by redacting this information on

endangered species. DNR had no rational basis for thinking it could redact this information under 

Wis. Stat. § 23.27(3)(b), given that this statute clearly provides a right to public access for 

educational and research purposes. 

REQUEST FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the P demands a of mandamus to issue against the

 under Wis. Stat. § 19.37(1):

Compelling the  to immediately produce the requested records without

redaction or, alternatively, conducting in camera judicial review of the withheld or

redacted records at issue in this ;

t to

the requested records;
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Awarding the P its reasonable attorney fees, damages of not less than $100 for

each Count, and other actual costs under Wis. Stat. § 19.37(2);

Awarding the P punitive damages for Counts One through Five and;

Awarding such other relief as the Court deems appropriate.

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Electronically signed by Scott E. Rosenow
Scott E. Rosenow 
Wis. Bar No. 1083736
WMC Litigation Center 
501 East Washington Avenue 
Madison, WI 53703
Phone: (608) 661-6918
E-mail: srosenow@wmc.org

Attorney for P
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February 25, 2021

The Honorable Preston Cole Sent via electronic mail only to:
Secretary, Department of Natural Resources DNRRecordsResponse@wisconsin.gov
101 S. Webster Street PO Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-7921

RE: Public Records Request

Secretary Cole:

This letter is a request for public records made pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 19.31 et seq. I am 
requesting:

Records of all applications received for Surface Water Grants from August 1, 2019
through calendar year 2020

Records of any recommendations for grant application approval or denial from August 1,
2019 through calendar year 2020

Records of all Surface Water Grants awarded from August 1, 2019 through calendar year
2020, including but not limited to any grant agreements.

Records which indicate the who reviewed and/or ranked Surface Water Grant
applications from August 1, 2019 through calendar year 2020, including but not limited
to any list of any individuals the DNR uses to review, score or rank Surface Water Grant
applications

Please be aware that 
maintained on paper as well as electronically, such as data files and unprinted emails per Wis. 
Stat. § 19.32(2). This includes public records that may be located in personal e-mail accounts, 
personal computers, and personal cellular telephones. 

presumption of complete public access consistent with the conduct of governmental business. 
The denial of access generally is contrary to the public interest and only in exceptional cases can 

you to do so in writing and state what part of the law you believe entitles you to deny the request 
per Wis. Stat. § 19.35(4)(a).
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. § 19.31(4)(a). When records are available electronically, I request they be
provided in an electronic format that is searchable when possible

If there are any fees for searching or copying these records, please inform me if the cost will 
exceed $50.00. The Department has the ability to waive or reduce costs associated with fulfilling 
the request if it is in the public interest. Wis. Stat. § 19.35(3)(e). As the results of this request will 
be used to educate the public, I hope the Department will waive any costs associated with this 
request.

If you are not the records custodian for this information, please forward this request to the 
appropriate individuals who have custody of this information. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Lucas T. Vebber
Executive Director
WMC Litigation Center
Direct: 608-405-2243
E-mail: lvebber@wmc.org
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