
Van H. Wanggaard
Wisconsin State Senator

TESTINOMY ON JUDICIAL SECURITY PACKAGE

Thank you Mr. Chairman and committee members for today’s hearing on Senate Bills 926, 927, 
and 928.1 appreciate you taking the time to hear these bills, and allowing my testimony on these 
bills all at once.

As I hope you can all recognize, passions run high in the judicial system. By its very nature, the 
judiciary system tends to be adversarial. Nationally, we have seen protests and death threats 
against Supreme Court Justices and judges. We have seen protests outside the private homes of 
judges disrupting neighborhoods for months on end. Here in Wisconsin, a retired judge was 
killed in 2022 in direct relation to a case he had heard many years before.

Speaking with the former director of State Courts, the Supreme Court Marshal, and the Chief 
Justice, I’ve learned these are not isolated incidents, and not unique to Wisconsin. Threats and 
violence against members of the judiciary across the country have increased dramatically in the 
last few years. Senate Bills 926, 927, and 928 help members of the judiciary in basic, measured 
and common sense ways that protect their privacy and safety.

Senate Bill 926 creates a Class A misdemeanor for picketing in front of a residence of a judge 
with the intent to interfere with or influence a judge in his or her duties. This bill is based on a 
similar law in federal code that prohibits picketing or demonstrating at or near the residence of a 
judge. The city of Racine also has a law prohibiting residential picketing.

Senate Bill 927 is based on New Jersey, Illinois, California, and federal law among others. 
Similar language is expected to be in place in every state in the next two years. The bill takes 
reasonable steps to protect the private information of judges. Broadly speaking, it allows judges, 
and requires others, upon request, to keep certain information about a judge private. That 
information is common sense private information, such as: address, telephone number, personal 
email address, social security number, banking information, etc. To further protect judges, a 
judge may request for this privacy for their immediate family also. Knowingly publicizing the 
private information of a judicial officer with the intent to jeopardize the safety of a judicial 
officer would be a Class G Felony. Legitimate concerns were raised by data brokers, credit 
agencies, registers of deeds, and other interested parties. I believe that Senate Substitute 
Amendment 1 addresses most of those concerns, if not, I’m willing to listen.
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Finally, and perhaps the most common sense of these bills, is an exemption from the Open 
Records Law contained in SB 928. Judges can complete a judicial security profile to assist law 
enforcement in the development of an emergency response plan for the judge. These profiles 
contain personal details about a judge and his or her family. Because these are currently public 
documents, judges are hesitant to complete them. This bill will provide an exemption to the 
public records law for these documents.

Nationwide and in Wisconsin, we’ve seen the safety and security of judicial officers put at risk. I 
believe these common sense bills, modeled on other states, will improve the security of our 
judges, and help to mitigate risks, and I urge your support.







Richard Alan Ginkowski, Judge

Municipal Court 
Village of Pleasant Prairie 35°ai

9915 39* Avenue 
Pleasant Prairie, Wisconsin 53158 

(262) 705-3252 
FAX: (262) 694-1401

January 31, 2024

Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety 
Senator Van H. Wanggaard, Chair 
Wisconsin Senate
E-mail: sen.wanggaard@legis.wisconsin.gov

eric.barbour@legis.wisconsin.gov

Re: AB965/966/967 and SB 926/927/928- Wisconsin Municipal Judges Association position

Dear Senator Wangaard and members of the Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety:

I write as president of the Wisconsin Municipal Judges Association to express our strong 
support for these bills subject to a technical correction included in the amendments which 
would harmonize the definition of "judge" and "judicial officer" between them and, in the 
interest of consistency and avoiding possible ambiguity and confusion, existing state law.

This proposed legislation tracks the Daniel Anderl Judicial Security and Privacy Act 
recently adopted by Congress. The federal law is named after Daniel Anderl, the son of U.S. 
District Court Judge Esther Salas. In 2020, Judge Salas' son was murdered and her husband was 
wounded when a former litigant in her courtroom found her personal information on the 
internet and came to her New Jersey home intending to kill her.

A chilling reminder that Wisconsin is not immun 
John Roemer at his New Lisbon home by a man he had 
Wisconsin judges and court commissioners are also not i 
litigants.

e to this is the killing of retired judge 
sentenced to prison 17 years earlier, 

immune from threats from disgruntled

We ask that our legislature follow the lead of your counterparts in New Jersey and 
adopt the judicial security and privacy package of bills that mirror the Anderl Act. We also 
encourage amendments to harmonize the definition of "judge" and "judicial officer" in these 
bills with the existing definition of "judge" in the current battery or threat to a judge statute. 
Wis. Stat. §940.203(l)(b) defines a "judge" as "a person who currently is or who formerly was a 
supreme court justice, court of appeals judge, circuit court judge, municipal judge, tribal judge, 
temporary or permanent reserve judge, or circuit, supplemental, or municipal court 
commissioner."
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The Wisconsin Municipal Judges Association believes the definition of "judicial officer" 
and "judge" in this legislation should be consistent with each other and also with the existing 
definition in Wis. Stat. §940.203(l)(b). Several of our members are also full-time or 
supplemental ("on call") circuit court commissioners. There should be no ambiguity or 
confusion as to which judicial officers are within the scope of this legislation and revising the 
language to harmonize it with the existing battery or threat to a judge statute consistent with 
the companion bills should be an easy fix.

Sincerely,

Richard Alan Ginkowski 
Municipal Judge
President, Wisconsin Municipal Judges Association
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February 6, 2024
To: Senate Committee on the Judiciary and Public Safety
From: Wisconsin Land Information Association
Re: 2023 SB-927 Privacy Protections for Judicial Officers

Good morning Chairperson Wanggaard and committee members. Thank you 
for the opportunity to speak before you and provide information related to 
SB-927.

My name is Fred lausly, I’m a member of the Wisconsin Land Information 
Association (WLIA) Legislative Committee and Technical Committee and a 
Senior GIS Analyst with the Dane County Land Information Office.

The WLIA is a grassroots organization consisting of over 1,000 public and 
private sector professionals who develop, maintain, distribute, and utilize land 
information systems and data critical to all sectors of business and 
government in Wisconsin. The WLIA thanks judges for the important work 
they do and supports efforts to provide protection for them and any individual 
with privacy concerns. The WLIA seeks to provide information about SB-927 
from the perspective of the land information community and the unintended 
consequences of this bill.

It is important to note that in mapping applications shielding an address does 
not prevent someone from locating an individual. For mapping applications, a 
more effective way to protect individuals is to shield their name from search 
and display, so the name is not associated with a fixed location. The 
shielding of an address would impact programs across all levels of 
government such as: emergency services access, USPS address validation, 
Census Counts, the statewide parcel layer, voting information, real estate 
transactions, etc.

The WLIA and the Wisconsin Register of Deeds Association (WRDA) have 
been working with Representative Tusler’s office on some amendments to the 
companion bill AB-966. There was the inclusion of an opt-out process for 
judicial officer names from display and search on public facing land records 
websites. Further work is needed on who will be establishing the process 
and we have some language to propose. Additionally, WLIA is also looking to 
include definitions for the “land record websites” and perhaps “assessment 
websites” depending on the final language of the bill. WLIA has reached out 
to Sen. Wanggaard’s office with the concerns and continues to work with 
Rep. Tusler’s office.

http://www.wlia.org
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SB-927 seeks to protect judicial officers across a broad range of applications. WLIA would like 
to share some considerations from the land records perspective.

• For real estate and recorded documents, a Blind Trust is more effective in protecting 
personally identifiable information. Providing tools and resources to streamline the 
process and offset costs for judicial officers to create a Blind Trust could be looked at. A 
Blind Trust breaks the link between a name and an address far better than shielding an 
address. This would be far less resource intensive than creating systems to shield 
addresses or names.

• The tasks SB-927 requires take time and money to implement. Government and private 
entities will need to make system and software changes. As the LRB fiscal analysis 
indicated these costs are unknown but may be significant. For the implementation and 
long term maintenance of these, there will need to be some offsets for these costs.

WLIA supports the need to provide protections for judicial officers. With the amendments we’re 
proposing to SB-927, it will be more effective than the federal legislation. Shielding an address 
does not shield a person in a mapping and land records environment. WLIA believes that the 
State of Wisconsin can do better, and thanks the bill authors for the opportunity to work with 
them on this bill. This can provide a model and leverage better protection for judicial officers’ 
and other individuals’ personal information.

Thank you for your work and for listening to our concerns. The amendments to SB-927 
addressed many of our concerns and helped reduce the cost of implementation while improving 
the process to keep judicial officers safe. I can answer any question from the committee.

http://www.wlia.org


STATE BAR of WISCONSIN
Leaders in the Law. Advocates for Justice.®

To: Members, Senate Judiciary and Public Safety Committee
From: State Bar of Wisconsin
Date: February 6, 2024
Subject: Support for SB 926, 927, and 928 - judicial security

The State Bar of Wisconsin supports the passage of SBs 926, 927, and 928, bills aimed at increasing 
judicial security by protecting the personal information of judges and shielding their homes from
public demonstrations, and we commend Senators Wanggaard and Taylor as well as 
Representatives Tusler, Ortiz-Velez and Stubbs for taking the lead on this important legislation.

The State Bar has long been an advocate for the protection of judges and all those involved in the 
justice system. We have seen with increasing frequency the threat of violence against judges and 
their families across the country, with the 2022 tragedy in Juneau County bringing those concerns 
close to home in Wisconsin. While it should not take the killing of a retired judge to draw attention 
and a sense of urgency to this issue, we sincerely hope that this horrific act will be a cause for 
change going forward, preventing another tragic situation.

Support for the protection of our courts, court personnel, and individuals that access the courts has 
been a longstanding position of the State Bar, but providing a sense of security outside of the court 
is paramount as well. SB 926 protects judges by prohibiting picketing or parading protests outside 
of a judge’s house, providing that peace of mind to judges and their family when at home. In 
addition, SB 927 and SB 928 further address judges’ privacy concerns by exempting personal 
information found injudicial security profiles from public access and allowing judges to opt out of 
their personal information, and that of their immediate family members, from being publicly 
distributed.

These proposals go a long way toward protecting judges and their families while balancing that 
desire for protection with access to information by the public, and the State Bar of Wisconsin asks 
for your support of these important pieces of legislation.

State Bar of Wisconsin Staff Contact:
Cale Battles • (608) 695-5686 • cbattles@wisbar.org 
Lynne Davis • (608) 852-3603 • ldavis@wisbar.org

The State Bar of Wisconsin is the mandatory professional association, created by the Wisconsin Supreme Court, for attorneys who hold a Wisconsin law license. With more 
than 25,000 members, the State Bar aids the courts in improving the administration of justice, provides continuing legal education for its members fo help them maintain their 
expertise, and assists Wisconsin lawyers in carrying out community service initiatives to educate the public about the legal system and the value of lawyers. For more 
information, visit www.wisbar.ora.

mailto:cbattles@wisbar.org
mailto:ldavis@wisbar.org
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Senate Committee on Judiciary & Public Safety

Senator Van Wanggard,Chair
Senator Andre’ Jacque, Vice Chair

It has come to my attention that the Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety is holding 
a public hearing on Senate bills 926, 927, and 928 February 6, 2024.
I am writing this in support of all three bills . 
Please consider recommending the passage of these bills because it has to do will the safety of all 
judges in the state.

Thank you for your consideration. 

Municipal Judge
John LaCourt Marinette



Michael A. Langel
8545 234th Ave
Salem, WI 53168
 
mlangel@voslwi.org
 
262-945-1803
 
02/02/2024
 
Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety
 
Senator Van Wanggaard (Chair)
 
Subject: Support for Senate Versions of Judicial Security Legislation Package (SB926, SB927, and SB928)
 
Dear Senator Van Wanggaard, and Members of the Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety,
 
Senator André Jacque, Vice Chair
Senator Eric Wimberger
Senator Daniel Knodl
Senator Jesse James
Senator Kelda Roys
Senator LaTonya Johnson
 
I am writing to express my strong support for the Senate versions of the Judicial Security Legislation Package, 
specifically Senate Bills SB926, SB927, and SB928. As a concerned citizen and current Municipal Judge for the 
Village of Salem Lakes, I believe that these proposed measures are crucial for ensuring the safety and security of 
our judiciary, an essential component of a functioning and just legal system.

The protection of our judicial system is paramount, and the Senate versions of these bills address key issues 
related to our personal judicial security. The provisions laid out in SB926, SB927, and SB928 demonstrate a 
comprehensive and thoughtful approach to enhancing the safety measures for our judiciary.
I urge the Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety to consider the long-term benefits of enacting these 
bills into law. The proactive measures outlined in SB926, SB927, and SB928 have the potential to fortify the 
foundations of our judicial system, ensuring its continued effectiveness and integrity.
Thank you for your attention to this matter and for your commitment to upholding the principles of justice and 
security. I trust that your careful consideration of these bills will lead to their endorsement and eventual 
enactment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Michael A. Langel
Village of Salem Lakes
Municipal Judge
Confidentiality Warning: You have received an e-mail from the Village of Salem Lakes, WI. This e-mail may contain confidential and proprietary 
information and is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient, please delete and disregard. Use of this e-mail is 
authorized by the Village of Salem Lakes Computer usage policy and may be subject to open records statutes. Any misuse or abuse of this system will 
not be tolerated. Please report any e-mail abuse to the Village of Salem Lakes IT Dept. support@Villageofsalemlakes.org 



Mr Barbour:

as presiding judge in Marinette county, and on behalf of my colleagues, Judge, Seguin, and 
commissioner Kallgren, we want to express our strongest possible support for Did judicial 
security package which will be before your committee on Tuesday. It is a very important 
proposal and it merits the support, we believe, of every legislator. Thank you.

Judge Jim Morrison 
715 732 7471





Circuit Court Chambers 
of the 

Hon. Lyndsey A. Boon Brunette 
 

Judy Zickert Branch 1 Lisa Hinker 

Court Reporter 517 Court St. Judicial Assistant  

 Neillsville, Wisconsin 54456   

 Telephone   

  715-743-5172 

  

 

 

To Legislators considering Assembly Bills 965, 966, and 967 Senate Bills 926, 927 And 928 

 
 

I write in full support of the pending legislation noted above.  In my first five and half years 

on the bench, I have had numerous security incidents related to my service as an elected circuit 

court judge.  That has included defendants and court participants coming to my house, mailing my 

family members letters, approaching me in the courthouse parking lot, and tracking my location 

when I am on private time.  These are personal examples of direct and indirect threats to our safety 

and security both at the courthouse and at our residences as court officials. The proposed legislation 

will help to give us privacy in our residences by making locating our homes more difficult.  It will 

allow better planning and protection to aid in any necessary law enforcement response and 

protection to judicial officers outside of the courthouse.  

 

I respectfully ask you to support this important legislation to create additional safety and 

security measures for judicial officers and their families in the State of Wisconsin through the 

enactment into law of Assembly Bills 965, 966, and 967 and the corresponding Senate Bills, 926, 

927, and 928 to aid in those safeguards 

 

 

Dated January 24, 2024, at Neillsville, Wisconsin. 

 

 
 
 
Hon. Lyndsey A. Boon Brunette 

Clark County | Branch 1 
Circuit Court Judge 

 
 

 
 
 

Mobile User



BRANCH THREE 
DODGE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 

JOSEPH G. SCIASCIA, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
Dodge County Justice Facility 

210 W. Center St., Juneau, Wisconsin  53039-1091 
Fax:  (920) 386-3587 

 
   
 
       
 
To: Senate Committee on Criminal Justice and Public Safety 
Re: Judicial Security legislation 
 
Feb. 2, 2024 
 
Dear Committee Members, 
 
I am writing in support of the various pending legislation pertaining to judicial security, 
such as AB 965/SB 926 – Picketing and Parading, AB 967/SB 928 – Public Record 
Exemption of Judicial security Profiles and AB 966/SB 927 – Judicial Officer Privacy. 
 
As you know, the world is a different place than it was a few years ago. Violent attacks 
on law enforcement and others involved in the judicial system are much more common. 
It could be argued that a person who decides to get involved in the judicial system 
accepts the risks inherent in that decision, but their spouses and children, who are often 
the ultimate victims, should not be subject to those risks.   
 
With regard to the Judicial Officer Privacy bill, AB966/SB927, it is often said that a 
judge’s personal information is “out there” and cannot be protected.  You may recall that 
a few years ago, social security numbers were “out there” on drivers licenses and a lot 
of other places. Once it was realized that such  information needed to be protected, we 
were able to make it much more difficult for someone to access that information.  
 
The recent murder of Judge Roemer, at a time when he should have been enjoying his 
retirement, should serve as a warning that the danger is real and that we owe it to the 
future members of the judicial system to take effective action now. Unfortunately, I am 
unable to appear in person to support this legislation, so I must confine my remarks to 
this short letter. Please take action to get this legislation passed as soon as possible.  
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
 
Joseph G. Sciascia 
Circuit Court Judge, Br. 3, Dodge County, WI 

Tammy Wild 
Phone:  (920) 386-3552 
Circuit Court Reporter 
 
 
 
 

Jodie Miller 
Judicial Assistant 

Phone:  (920) 386-3805 
 









 
 
February 1, 2024 
    
 
Wisconsin Senate Committee on Criminal Justice and Public Safety 
Sent via email: Eric.Barbour@legis.wisconsin.gov 
 
Dear Committee Members:  
 
Please accept this letter as support for the judicial security package which includes AB 
965/SB 926 –Picketing and Parading, AB 967/SB 928- Public Record Exemption of 
Judicial Security Profiles and AB 966/SB 927- Judicial Officer Privacy. 
 
Providing privacy protections for judicial officers is imperative to ensure that judicial 
officers and their families feel secure in their own homes. Establishing methods that 
create exemptions from public disclosure, such as not requiring judicial officers to 
provide home addresses on nomination papers, will allow for performing constitutionally 
mandated responsibilities without the concern of being confronted at home. 
 
There have been several instances of unhappy litigants appearing at my personal 
residence. On one occasion, a defendant went to my home when both my husband and I 
were at work, scaring my teenage children by pacing back and forth in front of my home 
and yelling complaints in an aggressive manner. He refused to leave until law 
enforcement arrived. Another time, a litigant came to my address and began taking 
photographs of my home in what I perceived as an attempt to intimidate me.  
 
Incidents like these concerned my family, leaving us feeling vulnerable. Currently, it is 
not difficult to gain access to the personal information of judicial officials such as home 
addresses. I strongly support the proposed legislation as the personal information of 
judicial officials would be much less available to the public. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this proposed legislation. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
Angela W. Sutkiewicz 
Presiding Judge, Sheboygan County Circuit Court 
Sheboygan Area Veterans Treatment Court Judge 
 
 
 
 
 





   

 

 

FOND DU LAC COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 
160 S. MACY STREET 

FOND DU LAC, WISCONSIN 54935 

 

 

 February 2, 2024  

 

State of Wisconsin Senate  

Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety  

Sent via email:  Eric.Barbour@legis.wisconsin.gov 

 

     RE:  Pending legislation 

 

To the members of the Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety: 

 

The Fond du Lac County Judges are writing to support the pending legislation as it relates to judicial 

security.  We are in support of the following pending bills:  AB 965/SB 926 (Picketing and 

Parading), AB 967/SB 928 (Public Record Exemption of Judicial Security Profiles), and AB 

966/SB 927 (Judicial Officer Privacy).   

 

We believe that this proposed legislation is appropriate to address judicial safety concerns.  As the 

members of our legislature know, the judiciary has been subject to physical attacks both at home 

and in the courtroom.  Judicial independence is a cornerstone of our constitutional democracy.  

The judiciary should not be subjected to personal attacks or intimidation.  Therefore, judicial safety 

is a method of enforcing our nation’s bedrock principles of independence and protection of the 

rule of law.   

 

We appreciate your time and your attention to these bills.    

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Electronically signed by Hon. Anthony Nehls, Branch 1 

 

Electronically signed by Hon. Laura Lavey, Branch 2 
 

Electronically signed by Hon. Andrew Christenson, Branch 3 

 

Electronically signed by Hon. Tricia Walker, Branch 4 

 

Electronically signed by Hon. Douglas Edelstein, Branch 5 
 
 





Eric
I write in support of the much needed security legislation.  Members of the Third Branch of 
government unfortunately need these proposed measures to secure their safety in the world 
we live in.

Hon. Eugene A Gasiorkiewicz 
Racine Circuit Court Branch 2
Sent from my iPhone





























January 22, 2024

Re: AB965/SB926, AB967/SB928, and AB966/SB927 – Judicial Security
Legislation

Dear Governor Evers and Members of the Wisconsin State Legislature,

On behalf of the Wisconsin Clerks of Circuit Court Association
(WCCCA), I am writing to express our unconditional support for the
proposed judicial security legislation contained within AB965/SB926,
AB967/SB928, and AB966/SB927.

There may be nothing more crucial to the administration of justice than
the safety and security of our judicial officers. These officers cannot be
expected to properly perform their jobs while living in fear for their safety
and security. 

Regrettably, we note that judicial officers, among other public officials,
are increasingly confronted with threats, intimidating behavior and
menacing rhetoric simply as a result of carrying out their sworn duties.
The senseless murder of Juneau County Judge John Roemer in 2022
by an individual whom he had sentenced in a criminal case shone a light
on the need for such legislation here in Wisconsin.

Wisconsin’s Clerks of Circuit Court stand in solidarity with our judiciary 
and urge passage of these important pieces of legislation.

Sincerely,

Wisconsin Clerks of Circuit Court Association
Stacy Kleist, President

President
STACY KLEIST 
Richland County 
181 W. Seminary Street
PO Box 655
Richland Center, WI 53581
608-647-3956

Vice President
REBECCA MATOSKA-MENTINK 
Kenosha County 

912 56th Street
Kenosha, WI 53140
262-653-2810

Secretary
BRENDA BEHRLE 
Oneida County 
1 S. Oneida Avenue
PO Box 400
Rhinelander, WI 54501-0400
715-369-6120

Treasurer
KATIE SCHALLEY 
Dunn County 
615 Stokke Parkway, Suite 1500
Menomonie, WI 54751
715-232-2611

Executive Committee
Rebecca Matoska-Mentink, Chair,
District 2
Anna Hodges, District 1
Monica Paz, District 3
Amy Thoma, District 4
Carrie Wastlick, District 5
Nancy Dowling, District 7
Barb Bocik, District 8
Penny Carter, District 9
Kristi Severson, District 10

Legislative Committee
John VanDer Leest, Chair,
District 8
Anna Hodges, District 1,
Amy Vanderhoef, District 2
Cindy Hamre Incha, District 3
Shari Rudolph, District 4
Carlo Esqueda, District 5
Tina McDonald, District 7
Penny Carter, District 9
Susan Schaffer, District 10



Dear Senator Wanggaard,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for cosponsoring Assembly Bills 965, 966 and 
967.   As a judge in Branch 1 for Racine County, I am of the position that these Assembly Bills are 
extremely necessary and go a long way in protecting the judiciary of our fine state.  The brutal 
homicide of retired Judge John Roemer of Juneau County sounded the alert of how vulnerable the 
judiciary is in Wisconsin.

On any given day in this state, a judge faces the glares and vocal threats of dissatisfied and 
unhinged individuals.  Social media provides platforms for individuals to anonymously attack 
judges and incite others to act.  I have been subject to profanity directed at me after a ruling and 
even had an individual offer to give another individual my home address.  The latter incident 
actually occurred in the “reply” section of an on-line article from our local newspaper.  Said 
individuals were upset over a sentence I gave in an animal maltreatment case.

We are sworn to uphold the U.S. Constitution and the Wisconsin Constitution.  I like to think that 
the vast majority of us uphold that responsibility to our very core.  The increase of threats and 
harassment to our judiciary in recent years must be met with strong rebuke from all three 
branches.  Again, I thank you and your fellow legislative members for moving forward with this 
proposed legislation.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Judge Wynne Laufenberg
Racine County Circuit Court, Branch 1
262-636-3304
Racine County Courthouse
730 Wisconsin Avenue
Racine, WI  53403



 

Consumer Data Industry Association 
1090 Vermont Ave., NW, Suite 200 
Washington, D.C. 20005-4905 

P 202 371 0910 

CDIAONLINE.ORG 

 
February 5, 2024 
 
 
 
Senator Van Wanggaard 
Chair 
Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety 
Room 411 South 
Wisconsin State Senate 
2 East Main St. 
Madison, WI 53703 
 

Senator André Jacque 
Vice-Chair 
Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety 
Room 411 South 
Wisconsin State Senate 
2 East Main St. 
Madison, WI 53703 

 
Chair Wanggaard, Vice-Chair Jacque, Members of the Committee: 
 
On behalf of the Consumer Data Industry Association, I write to express agreement with the core concepts 
behind SB 927, which seeks to provide understandable protections for the personal information of 
Wisconsin judicial officers and their families. However, CDIA is concerned that without additional 
revisions to address internal inconsistencies, these proposals could exclude the protected class from 
conducting normal, day-to-day financial transactions and accessing other critical services. 
 
CDIA, founded in 1906, is the trade organization representing the consumer reporting industry, including 
agencies like the three nationwide credit bureaus, regional and specialized credit bureaus, background check 
companies and others. CDIA exists to promote responsible data practices to benefit consumers and to help 
businesses, governments and volunteer organizations avoid fraud and manage risk. 
 
SB 927 creates a separate, more restrictive standard for data brokers at 757.07 3(a). As drafted, data brokers 
may not “knowingly sell, license, trade, purchase, or otherwise make available for consideration the 
personal information of a judicial officer or a judicial officer's immediate family.” Comparatively, all other 
businesses are merely prohibited from publicly posting or displaying protected information. 
 
This blanket prohibition on a data broker sharing any protected information associated with a member of 
the protected class could inadvertently preclude judicial officers and their immediate family members from 
participating in a variety of regular economic transactions or other services that require the nonpublic 
sharing and verification of personal information otherwise protected by SB 927.  
 
CDIA appreciates the hard work of sponsors and proponents to collaborate with us on changes to the 
definition of data broker in AB 966 to avoid some of these outcomes. We appreciate the amendments made 
to AB 966, believe they are a strong start and hope that these changes will be incorporated into SB 927.  
 
However, to ensure this bill provides the important protections to judicial officers and their families without 
disrupting services these same individuals rely on, CDIA respectfully requests additional amendments to 
align the various provisions of 757.07 (3) with one another and improvements to the verification procedures 
in the bill.  
 
For entities who would still be considered data brokers under 757.07 (3)(a), there is currently no required 
notice procedure by which the protected class can identify themselves. CDIA requests that 757.07 (3)(a) be 
amended to include a provision requiring that entities who meet the amended definition of data broker in 
AB 966 receive the same written notice that other businesses are entitled to in 757.07 (3)(b) and are given 
the same time frame to comply as outlined in 757.07 (3)(c)(1). 



Second, we also request that 757.07 (3)(c)(1) be amended to align the covered information subject to 
removal and protection be aligned with 757.07 (3)(b). Businesses are prohibited from the public posting or 
display of the protected class’s personal information upon receiving written notice from a member of the 
protected class. The language in 757.07(3)(c)(1) does not align with the prohibitions from 757.07(3)(b) and 
creates a broader removal requirement inconsistent with the obligations imposed on businesses. Aligning 
these provisions will promote clarity for businesses as they work to ensure the wishes of members of the 
protected class are observed. 
 
Finally, we remained concerned regarding the absence of a clear verification process to ensure that someone 
providing written notice to a data broker or other covered business is a member of the protected class. 
Without a clear process or central registry (which only exists in the bill for state agencies), any other 
Wisconsinite who decides to provide notice governed by this section could lose access to these regular 
transactions and services or trigger the suspension of access for anyone sharing portions of the same 
personal information.  
 
Other states that have established similar protections for certain public servants and their families without 
establishing a clear verification procedure have seen tremendous volumes of unverifiable requests from the 
public to exclude their information, extending the risks of SB 927 far beyond the judicial officers and the 
family members it intends to protect.  
 
On behalf of CDIA and its members, I want to reiterate our recognition of the important intent underpinning 
SB 927 and our support for the concept of providing special protections to certain public servants and their 
families who through their work may face higher risks to their safety and well-being. We appreciate the 
ongoing willingness of sponsors and proponents to improve this bill and the meaningful changes that were 
made to AB 966 to begin to address the risk of unintended consequences arising from these proposals. 
 
To ensure that these proposals provide the strongest possible protections with the least risk of disruption to 
the ability of the protected class to access the services they want and participate freely in normal day-to-
day transactions, we hope the committee will incorporate the additional proposed amendments attached to 
this letter into SB 927. Further, we want to continue to work with all stakeholders to establish clear, effective 
procedures for verifying requests that may arise from SB 927. 
 
CDIA and its members stand ready to work with the sponsors and this committee toward that goal. Please 
contact me via email at ztaylor@cdiaonline.org should you, your staff, or your colleagues wish to discuss 
our concerns and proposed amendments in greater detail following the hearing. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Zachary W. Taylor 
Director, Government Relations 
Consumer Data Industry Association 
 
CC: SB 927 Sponsors & Senate Committee on Judiciary & Public Safety Committee Members 
  

mailto:ztaylor@cdiaonline.org


Amendments for Consideration 
 
(3) DATA BROKERS AND OTHER PERSONS AND BUSINESSES. (a) No data broker may knowingly 
sell, license, trade, purchase, or otherwise make available for consideration the personal information of a 
judicial officer or a judicial officer's immediate family, provided that the judicial officer has made a 
written request to the data broker.  The data broker shall cease knowingly selling, licensing, trading, 
purchasing or otherwise making available personal information for consideration pursuant to the 
written request within 10 business days of receipt of the written request.  
 
(b) 1. No person, business, or association may publicly post or display on the Internet publicly available 
content that includes the personal information of a judicial officer or the judicial officer's immediate family, 
provided that the judicial officer has made a written request to the person, business, or association that it 
refrain from disclosing or acquiring the personal information. 
 
2. Subdivision 1. does not apply to any of the following:  
 
a. Personal information that the judicial officer or an immediate family member of the judicial officer 
voluntarily publishes on the Internet after the effective date of this subd. 2. a. .... [LRB inserts date]. 
 
b. Personal information lawfully received from a state or federal government source, including from an 
employee or agent of the state or federal government. 
 
(c) 1. After a person, business, or association has received a written request from a judicial officer to protect 
the privacy of the personal information of the judicial officer and the judicial officer's immediate family, 
the person, business, or association shall remove from the Internet, within 10 days, the publicly available 
content containing the personal information identified in the request; ensure that the information is not 
made available contained in publicly available content on any website or subsidiary website controlled 
by that person, business, or association; and identify any other instances of the publicly available content 
containing identified information that should also be removed.  
 
2. After receiving a judicial officer's written request, no person, business, or association may transfer the 
judicial officer's personal information to any other person, business, or association through any medium, 
except as follows: 
 
a. The person, business, or association may transfer personal information that the judicial officer or an 
immediate family member of the judicial officer voluntarily publishes on the Internet after the effective 
date of this subd. 2. a. .... [LRB inserts date]. 
 
b. The person, business, or association may transfer the judicial officer's personal information at the request 
of the judicial officer if the transfer is necessary to effectuate a request to the person, business, or association 
from the judicial officer. 
 
(4) PROCEDURE FOR COMPLETING A WRITTEN REQUEST FOR PROTECTION OF PERSONAL 
INFORMATION.  
 
(a) No government agency, person, data broker, business, or association may be found to have violated 
any provision of this section if the judicial officer fails to submit a written request calling for the protection 
of the personal information of the judicial officer or the judicial officer's immediate family.  
 
(b) 1. A written request under this subsection is valid if the request meets the requirements of par. (d) and 
if the judicial officer does any of the following:  



 
a. Sends the written request directly to a government agency, person, data broker, business, or association.  
b. If the director of state courts has a policy and procedure for a judicial officer to file the written request 
with the director of state court's office to notify government agencies, the judicial officer sends the written 
request to the director of state courts.  
 
2. In each quarter of a calendar year, the director of state courts shall provide to the appropriate officer with 
ultimate supervisory authority for a government agency a list of all judicial officers who have submitted a 
written request under subd. 1. b. The officer shall promptly provide a copy of the list to the government 
agencies under his or her supervision. Receipt of the written request list compiled by the director of state 
courts office by a government agency shall constitute a written request to that agency for purposes of this 
subsection.  
 
(c) A representative from the judicial officer's employer may submit a written request on the judicial 
officer's behalf, provided that the judicial officer has given written consent to the representative and 
provided that the representative agrees to furnish a copy of that consent when the written request is made. 
The representative shall submit the written request as provided under par. (b).  
 
(d) A judicial officer's written request shall be made on a form prescribed by the director of state courts and 
shall specify what personal information shall be maintained as private. If a judicial officer wishes to identify 
a secondary residence as a home address, the designation shall be made in the written request. A judicial 
officer's written request shall disclose the identity of the officer's immediate family and indicate that the 
personal information of these family members shall also be excluded to the extent that it could reasonably 
be expected to reveal personal information of the judicial officer. Any person receiving a written request 
form submitted by or on behalf of a judicial officer under this paragraph shall treat the submission as 
confidential.  
 
(e) 1. A judicial officer's written request is valid for 10 years or until the judicial officer's death, whichever 
occurs first.  
 
2. Notwithstanding a judicial officer's written request, a government agency, person, data broker, business, 
or association may release personal information otherwise subject to the written request under any of the 
following circumstances:  
 
a. As required in response to a court order.  
 
b. If a judicial officer or immediate family member of the judicial officer consents to the release of his or 
her own personal information as provided under subd. 3.  
 
c. If the judicial officer provides the government agency, person, business, data broker, or association with 
consent to release the personal information as provided under subd. 3.  
 
3. A judicial officer or immediate family member of the judicial officer may consent to release personal 
information otherwise protected by a judicial officer's written request if the consent is made in writing on 
a form prescribed by the director of state courts. An immediate family member of the judicial officer may 
only consent to the release of his or her own personal information. 
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Date: February 12, 2024 
To:  Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety 

Chair Wanggaard and committee members 
E-Mail: sen.wanggaard@legis.wisconsin.gov 

Sen.Jacque@legis.wisconsin.gov 
 Eric.barbour@legis.wisconsin.gov  
From: Martin Hying 
RE: Senate Bills 926-928 Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety 
 
Chair Waangaard and committee members, 
 
I write this letter in objection to the narrowly scoped and self-serving aspects of these senate bills 
as they only serve to elevate the judicial branch above the purported co-equal executive and 
legislative branches. I ask that this objection be amended to the other responses posted. 
 
Having read the more than thirty responses posted in support of this so far, I find it to be a very 
disappointing that these members of the judicial branch would show such disrespect for our 
state’s open records laws. Further the hubris on display only imparts the conclusion that they 
place themselves, and only themselves, above the law. It is accepted rule that judges are 
responsible for their public records, and how exactly can a person request a public record if they 
cannot submit a written request when the custodian’s address of record is obscured? The judicial 
branch has been taking unjustified and intentional subversive actions on this for years, You only 
need to request from the chief justice and director of state courts the e-mail thread dated June 9 
&10, 2022 regarding the “Informational bulletin 22-XX” and /or the e-mail thread from attorney 
Gabler dated July 15, 2022 also in their possession. I swear these records exist, includes multiple 
entities within the judicial branch leadership discussing specific actions taken in response to 
avoid open records participation including instructions on how to remove this information, and if 
they refuse to produce it, I can avail my copy to you obtained via a legitimate open record 
request last year.  
 
Judges are not in as much of a unique threat position as they place themselves. All public 
employees, from the governor to the senators and assembly men and women are all public 
servants who accept a responsibility of serving the public, and the public has a fundamental right 
to know that these servants are actually their neighbors and not some carpetbaggers who have 
relocated or are trying to assert authority granted upon them by the people of this state from 
locations beyond our state boarders. All are equally at risk to threats in society today. Any 
benefits derived from these bills comes at the direct expense of our open records legislature that 
the supreme court has stated on multiple occasions “The Wisconsin Supreme Court intends to 
decide whether the state court system is subject to the open records law. The issue is currently 
under consideration by the court” in their attempts to subvert these laws in the past. Given no 
ruling on this question has been made public yet, it appears they have abandoned this action and 
decided on another method of attack to avoid public accountability. 
 
One point in particular I find very offensive is contained with Richard Ginkowski’s letter where 
he cites Wis. Stat §940.203(1)(b) describing the definition of a judge. While this citation uses the 
terms “temporary or permanent reserve judge” as defined in Wis Stat §753.075, it is appalling 
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that these are not the terms used by the chief justice when circumventing the limitations on her 
authority with her attempts of annual appointments as defined in court forms GF-168G,  GF-
168S, and CS-196. Instead of these terms, these forms and the undated, unnumbered, unnamed 
policies used by the court are instead “reserve judge” and “emeritus reserve judge”. I would 
direct you to the directory of reserve judges on the court’s website, 
https://www.wicourts.gov/contact/docs/reservejudges.pdf but as of June 10, 2022, in response to 
a then unanswered open records request, the judicial branch took it upon themselves to remove 
this misinformation from their website. However, they continue to use the alternate, undefined 
terms on internal communications through at least 2023. All you must do is ask Melissa Lamb, 
who would be happy to provide this list any time you request it, provided you are a judge. 
 
The escalation of threats to individuals are not unique to the judiciary either, even when they get 
more press than the average citizen. I again speak from first-hand experience, having received a 
promotion at work in 2022 that resulted in a coworker who felt slighted by the process who 
engaged in behaviors that escalated to my having additional security at my home and offices in 
multiple states for a period of weeks. Coincidentally, this individual was able to obtain my 
personal information from court records, publicly available via the systems maintained by the 
judiciary where I cannot have my personal information similarly obscured. To think that this 
problem only exists for judges or is more important simply because they are judges is 
unwarranted if you believe the constitutional doctrine that all men are created equal under the 
law.  
 
A common thread amongst these documents is that we need these new laws to align with national 
standards regarding judicial practice. Here is an amendment I would request that this should be 
contingent on: In the interest of aligning with national standards, Wisconsin should abandon 
Diploma Privilege. The irony of this argument for equal federal protections without equal 
demonstration of legal aptitude is absurd as we should require all lawyers, or at least judges to 
pass either the state bar exam or the Uniform Bar Exam https://www.ncbex.org/exams/ube  as is 
a requirement in every other judicial district. Ensuring that the judges can demonstrate a baseline 
of legal intelligence would go a long way before enacting any additional protections as these 
bills define. 
 
Or how about a settlement on this question that has been thrown around since at least 2018 with 
Mark Belling’s open records request that resulted in the sentiment “The Wisconsin Supreme 
Court intends to decide whether the state court system is subject to the open records law. The 
issue is currently under consideration by the court”. We are 6 years since this public statement 
was made, and still no definitive answer from the court on this topic. It’s as if they were not able 
to agree on that matter, so they now have an alternative strategy of making it impossible to 
submit an open records request to an indisputable records custodian.  
 
There are far simpler solutions than obscuring their home addresses. How about maintaining a 
business address, or a Post office box if you want your home address to be obscured? Neither of 
these would require the labor of a bill as you have extended significant efforts to produce. Post 
office boxes are as low as $4.83 per month, far less than the cost of this legislation. 
https://www.usps.com/manage/po-boxes.htm 
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Or we review the judiciary’s rampant fiscal irresponsibility, including its grossly excessive 2023 
per diem policies of $569.45, far in excess of federal standards for Wisconsin 
https://www.gsa.gov/travel/plan-book/per-diem-rates/per-diem-rates-
results?action=perdiems_report&fiscal_year=2024&state=WI This generous allotment was 
shared with every reserve judge in the annual reappointment letter sent at the beginning of their 
unlawful annual appointments. Again, if the court is unwilling to share these form letters with 
you, I would be happy to provide a copy of the open records sent to me last year. One day’s per 
diem covers 9.8 years of a P.O.Box. 
 
While I don’t dispute that the judicial branch can be subject to threats, it presumes a level of 
innocence and demands a level of independence that is at the expense of any ability for the 
public to monitor what is really going on in the third branch. It assumes that it can only be a 
victim, yet I can personally attest that their actions have victimized me and I am sure others.  
 
And this doesn’t even begin the years of false claims and litigation by multiple judges, some like 
Judge Carl Ashley who are included in the responses, who have an established history of making 
false entries in court records including a recusal under false claims from May of 2013 where I 
was accused of threating his family, a crime I did not commit, I have never been convicted of, 
and have never been charged with by any district attorney, yet there is a court record referenced 
by multiple subsequent judges as if there was any truth to this court record. His abuse of 
authority continues by having my family law case assigned to a felony branch in the last 6 
months after not being assigned to any branch for years. This is a situation where the court 
system has been crying wolf for years, and bills like these that would extend even greater 
protections to miscreants like him. 
 
Lord Acton had it absolutely correct. “Power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts 
absolutely” Bills like these, taken without consideration of the full picture of misconduct of all 
parties and especially the benefactors, only serves to move closer to the latter to our state’s 
detriment. We have laws on the books to address when these crimes occur. These records have 
been public for decades, and the number of actual threats (vs. perceived threats) or actions are no 
greater than those of other public servants in the executive or legislative branches, or in the 
private sector. While there might be a slight uptick in recent years, there is no material evidence 
that this is due to the availability of information in this information age. Taking action to benefit 
this very narrow subset of society usurps other laws put in place to protect us from their abuse of 
authority. I am deeply concerned that these bills will only result in the subversion of any controls 
that society imparts on these already independent public employees, or worse are being 
considered groundwork to subvert their own accountability by usurping open records laws at 
some point in the future. 
 
Martin Hying 
9300 Luane Drive 
Mount Pleasant, WI 53406 
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