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Background: 

Prior to September 5, 2024, complaints filed pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 5.06 were decided by the Wisconsin 
Elections Commission (“the Commission”) via delegation of its authority to the Commission 
Administrator. However, on September 5, the Waukesha County Circuit Court, Branch 81, issued an order 
holding that this delegation of authority was unlawful, and directing the Commission to decide all future 
Wis. Stat. § 5.06 complaints by a vote of the Commission.  

There is one complaint and draft decision letter for the Commission’s review and consideration at today’s 
meeting, along with a recommended motion.  

1 Pellegrini v. Wisconsin Elections Commission, Case No. 2022CV001656, Decision and Order (September 5, 2024). 
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EL 25–26 Angela Hansen-Winker v. Anthony Decker 

The complaint of Angela Hasen-Winker, President of the Wrightstown School District Board of 
Education, against Anthony Decker, the School District Clerk, was filed on March 20, 2025. The 
complaint alleges that the Respondent improperly found a recall petition against the Complainant to be 
sufficient and is effectively an appeal of the local decision. The recall election is scheduled for April 22, 
this coming Tuesday. The Commission asked the parties to expedite their filings if possible, and the 
Commission is hearing the complaint at the earliest meeting available.  

Commission legal staff reviewed the complaint and underlying challenge materials, the response, and the 
reply. In short, and as detailed more extensively in the proposed draft decision letter, Commission legal 
counsel recommend that the Commission find that the Complainant did not show probable cause to believe 
that a violation of law or abuse of discretion occurred regarding the School District Clerk finding the recall 
petition sufficient.  

Recommended Motion for EL 25–26, Angela Hansen-Winker v. Anthony Decker: The Commission 
has reviewed the proposed draft decision letter for EL 25–26, Angela Hansen-Winker v. Tony Decker, 
and summarily decides this matter pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 5.06(6) by adopting the proposed decision letter 
including any changes made by the Commission during this meeting. The Commission directs staff to 
immediately transmit a copy of this order to the parties.  
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Angela Hansen-Winker  Anthony Decker 
2140 School Road   351 High Street 
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In the Matter of: Angela Hansen-Winker v. Anthony Decker (EL 25–26) 

 
 
 
Dear Clerk Decker and Ms. Hansen-Winker,  
 
The Wisconsin Elections Commission considered this complaint at the earliest available meeting 
after both parties expedited their own filings. Due to the parties filing early and the Commission 
adding this item to the agenda, the Commission was able to issue this decision letter before the 
recall election was held. The recall election is scheduled for Tuesday, April 22, 2025. 
 
This letter is in response to the verified complaint submitted by Angela Hansen-Winker (the 
Complainant) to the Wisconsin Elections Commission (Commission), which was filed to challenge 
actions taken by the school district clerk, Anthony Decker (the Respondent) for the Wrightstown 
School District concerning the finding of sufficiency for a recall petition directed against Ms. 
Hansen-Winker, who is currently a member of the Wrightstown Community School District Board 
of Education. The Commission has reviewed the complaint, response, and reply.   

 
The Commission provides the following analysis and decision. In short, the Commission finds that 
the Complainant has not shown probable cause that the Respondent took any actions that were 
contrary to law or otherwise abused his discretion. Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1). Accordingly, the 
Commission issues this decision letter dismissing the complaint. The recall election scheduled for 
April 22 may therefore proceed.  
 
As a preliminary matter, the Complainant asked the Commission to issue a stay of the recall 
election. The Commission does not believe it has the statutory authority to issue a stay of a local 
action, even while a Wis. Stat. § 5.06 complaint is pending. Nothing in Wis. Stat. § 9.10 mentions 
or even implies that the Commission has the authority to stay a recall election, even if the basis for 
the petition is being challenged through an administrative complaint. To the contrary, Wis. Stat. § 
9.10(3)(b) expressly grants the ability to alter the timelines of a recall election to a circuit court for 
a state, county, congressional, legislative, or judicial recall under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(3)(b). The 
statutes governing local recall elections under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(4) do not mention stays or altering 
timelines at all. Therefore, the Commission will not issue a stay and has followed the standard 
complaint process for a Wis. Stat. § 5.06 complaint.  
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Commission Authority and Role in Resolving Complaints Filed Under Wis. Stat. § 5.06 
 
Under Wis. Stat. §§ 5.05(1)(e) and 5.06(6), the Commission is provided with the inherent, general, 
and specific authority to consider the submissions of the parties to a complaint and to issue findings.  
In instances where no material facts appear to be in dispute, the Commission may summarily issue a 
decision and provide that decision to the affected parties. This letter serves as the Commission’s final 
decision regarding the issues raised in this complaint.     
 
The Commission’s role in resolving verified complaints filed under Wis. Stat. § 5.06, which challenge 
the decisions or actions of local election officials, is to determine whether a local official acted 
contrary to applicable election laws or abused their discretion in administering applicable election 
laws.  
 
Complaints “…shall set forth such facts as are within the knowledge of the Complainant to show 
probable cause to believe that a violation of law or abuse of discretion has occurred or will occur.” 
Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1) (2023–24).1 Probable cause is defined in Wis. Admin. Code § EL 20.02(4) to 
mean “the facts and reasonable inferences that together are sufficient to justify a reasonable, 
prudent person, acting with caution, to believe that the matter asserted is probably true.” 

 
The Complaint 
 
The complaint alleges that on March 11, 2025, the Respondent found a recall petition offered for 
filing against Ms. Hansen-Winker to be sufficient with 1,264 valid signatures, 58 above the 1,206 
required. The Respondent’s recall sufficiency determination was made after a local challenge, 
rebuttal, and reply were filed. The complaint incorporates the arguments raised in the initial local 
challenge. The challenge argued that most signatures on the petition were invalid due to: 
 

fraud, undue influence, bribery, threats, misuse of school district property, 
manipulation of petition signers' data by the circulators (some of whom were school 
board members) and promotion by some school board members on private internet 
chatrooms in violation of Winker's First Amendment rights-all in violation of Wis. 
Stat.§ 8.40(1) and (2), Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2), Wis. Stat §12.05 and Wis. Stat.§ 12.13. 

 
This decision letter summarizes the main arguments raised in the complaint.  
 

1. The complaint alleges that the Respondent relied on material guidance from WEC staff in 
finding the petition sufficient. It argues that such guidance cannot be given unless voted on 
by the Commission, and that this guidance was not approved by the Commission in a rule 
or in any published material.  
 

2. The complaint requests a contested case hearing under Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1) and Wis. Stat. 
§ 227.42(1). The complaint argues that an evidentiary hearing is appropriate “[g]iven the 
apparent fraud, vague allegations, and other serious misconduct by the Recall Petition 
circulators.” It argues that a hearing is required under § 227.42(1) even if a hearing is 
discretionary under § 5.06(1).  

 

 
1 All subsequent references to the Wisconsin Statutes are to the 2023–24 version unless otherwise indicated. 

L004



Hansen-Winker v. Decker, EL 25–26 
April 17, 2025 
Page 3 

 
3. The complaint argues that the reason given for the recall was impermissibly vague, and 

that the reasons stated on the petition pages were materially different from the reasons 
given in the recall statement originally filed with the Respondent on December 18, 2024.  
 
The complaint argues that the recall petition against the Complainant did not articulate an 
allegation regarding her official responsibilities as a school board member under Wis. Stat. 
§ 9.10(2)(b). The Recall petition listed: “Disregard for board procedures. Lack of 
transparency and communication. Conflict of interest and ethical violations. Violation of 
district policies and code of conduct.” The complaint argues that this list does not allege 
any specific conduct related to the Complainant’s official responsibilities, is not supported 
by evidence, and amounts to only vague procedural allegations that would not have allowed 
signers to make an informed decision. The complaint alleges that the recall petition was 
instead motivated by a desire to prevent the Complainant from carrying out her 
responsibilities as a school board member.  

 
4. The complaint argues that Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) requires each signer to him or herself, unless 

unable due to a disability, to complete all required information on the petition line. It then 
alleges that 258 were altered regarding addresses and municipalities of residence and 
should not have been counted. The complaint alleges that addresses and municipalities of 
residence were pre-filled, rewritten, or changed, sometimes to make it appear that the 
signatory had a different residence. The complaint argues that each signature for which the 
residency cannot be determined is invalid under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(e)4. and must be 
stricken. The complaint also alleges that the signatures may not be counted under Wis. Stat. 
§ 9.10(2)(j) because someone other than the signer “chang[ed] and manipulat[ed] the 
signature information after the Recall Petition was signed.” Further, the complaint alleges 
that the individuals who edited this information have committed election fraud under 
12.13(1)(b) by making a false statement to an election official. Pgs. 12–13.  

 
5. The complaint alleges that 17 signatures were illegible under Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) and 

should not have been counted.  
 

6. The complaint alleges that the petitioner and circulators made “fraudulent use of official 
District logos and branding to gather signatures” on an internet site, r4wcsd.com, as well 
as on a private Facebook page, and that electors who viewed this information and signed 
the petition as a result “falsely believed the District had endorsed or supported the recall 
against Winker.” The complaint alleges that this amounted to a violation under Wis. Stat. 
§ 12.05 and that pages circulated while this information was published should not have 
been counted. The complaint alleges that circulators who are also school board members 
knowingly made false claims about the Complainant on these sites while also gathering 
signatures, and misrepresented the nature and purpose of the recall petition. The complaint 
argues that all of the pages circulated by board members Van Vreede and Warner should 
be struck. The complaint also alleges that school property and resources, including lists of 
emails, were used in obtaining petition signatures, and that pages were circulated at school 
events and functions, and that resulting signatures should be stricken. It alleges that such 
actions violated school district policies and gave the impression that the district was 
formally supporting the recall petition.   

 
7. The complaint alleges that some signatures were obtained in bars from electors who had 

been drinking and watching a Packers game, and that such signatures should be rejected. 
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The complaint alleges that “the electors did not, and in many cases still may not, know that 
they signed the Recall Petition nor even what they were signing.” The complaint argues 
that these signatures should not be counted because these petitions were not circulated in a 
manner that protected against fraud and ensured that the signers knew what they were 
signing.  

 
8. The complaint alleges that signers were misled by circulators regarding the allegations 

against the Complainant, and also that signers were bribed—specifically with monetary 
payments or threats at a party and by food offered to teachers—to induce them to sign. The 
challenge, like the complaint, alleges that circulator Trisha Vande Hay was the individual 
mentioned in exhibit G of the challenge, and that her threat was in violation of Wis. Stat. 
§ 12.11(1m). Statements, some of which were formal affidavits, were submitted by 
signatories alleging that they were deceived about the purpose of the recall petition or 
signed while under the influence of alcohol. The complaint alleges that requests to remove 
signatures obtained from fraudulent devices were ignored.  

 
The Response 
 
The response mainly explains the Respondent’s review of the underlying challenge, and argues 
that the challenge and complaint:  
 

• Did not prove that the reasons provided for the recall were vague, and that Wisconsin law 
does not require any specific grounds for a recall petition. 

• Did not or show evidence of fraud. 
• Did not show that specific signatures were induced or coerced. 
• Did not show that bribery occurred. 
• Did not show evidence of threats or coercion. 
• Did not show that specific signatures were gathered due to the r4wcsd.com website or the 

Residents For Wrightstown Community School District Facebook page. 
• Did not show that signatures obtained in bars are invalid. 

 
The response also argues:  
 

• That signatures gathered on school property in violation of school policy were voluntarily 
withdrawn. 

• That signatures were not rejected when the municipality could be determined based on the 
information provided. 

• That the first amendment allegations were outside of the filing officer’s authority to 
determine. 

• That WEC staff did not advise that the petition be certified. 
• That school logos and branding were removed once the Respondent became aware of them. 
• That individuals were provided with a means to remove their names from the recall petition 

if they believed they were misled, and that 13 signatures were removed for this reason. 
 
The response also includes an email from Commission staff stating that electors do not need to 
initial next to a correction, that voters can have someone complete the rest of the petition or receive 
assistance in completing the form. Overall, the response argues that the recall petition was 
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reviewed “in a consistent, objective, and credible manner” and that it was properly found to be 
sufficient after considering the challenge raised against it.  
 
The Reply 
 
The reply argues that the response failed to rebut the material allegations made in the complaint, 
and that the Commission must stay the recall election, investigate statutory violations, and grant a 
contested case hearing. It reiterates the argument that the reasons given for the recall are “generic, 
subjective, unsubstantiated, and unmoored from any factual basis relating to Winker's official 
duties.” It also states that the response does not deny that fraud occurred when signatures were 
altered without indication that the alterations were by the signers, and that the Respondent relied 
on Commission staff guidance when making this determination, as opposed to guidance approved 
by the Commission as a body. The reply argues that these altered signatures cannot be verified and 
must be struck. The reply argues that substantial compliance requires that signatures were collected 
with the signers knowing the contents of the petition, and that signatures failing this requirement 
cannot be counted.  
 
Discussion 

 
The Commission will examine each major argument raised in the complaint in the same order 
presented above in the complaint summary.  
 

1. Guidance from Commission Staff 
 
The complaint alleged that the Respondent relied on material guidance from Commission 
staff, and that the guidance was not formally approved by the Commission. The fact that a 
staff member provided guidance to an individual asking election-related questions does not 
bind the Commission to any decision within a complaint. The Commission is required to 
provide general election information to individuals who contact the agency. Wis. Stat. § 
5.05(13)(a).  
 
In this instance, considering that changes were not made after the petition was offered for 
filing, a staff member stated that an elector does not need to initial next to a correction, and 
that a voter can receive assistance in completing a line on a petition without indicating that 
they have received assistance. Whether a voter who is not disabled can have someone else 
complete information on a form is less clear and needs to be reviewed on a case-by-case 
basis. Information entered with the consent of the elector or information clarifying but not 
materially changing the information on the page should be considered differently from 
information entered without the consent of the elector or materially changing what the 
elector provided, which would likely be cause to strike if evidence is presented showing 
that this took place.  
 
The Commission has reviewed the allegations regardless of whether the Respondent’s 
actions were influenced by Commission staff and addresses them on the merits in the 
sections below.  
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2. Contested Case Hearing 

 
The Complainant requested a contested case hearing under Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1) and Wis. 
Stat. § 227.42(1) and argued that the Commission is required to hold one due to the 
Complainant meeting the requirements of § 227.42(1). The Commission does not believe 
that a contested case hearing is required under Chapter 227. Under Wis. Stat. § 227.42(3), 
“[t]his section does not apply . . . to actions where hearings at the discretion of the agency 
are expressly authorized by law.” This complaint process falls under Wis. Stat. § 5.06, and 
subsection (1) states in relevant part that the Commission “may conduct a hearing on the 
matter in the manner prescribed for treatment of contested cases under ch. 227 if it believes 
such action to be appropriate.” This is an express authorization granting the Commission 
the discretion to hold a hearing, and therefore it retains that specific discretion as authorized 
by both § 5.06(1) and § 227.42(3). In other words, the Commission may decide that a 
contested case hearing under Chapter 227 is necessary, but it is not required to do so by 
any provision of Chapter 227.  

 
In the case cited by the Complainant in support of her argument, Milwaukee Metropolitan 
Sewerage District v. DNR, the Wisconsin Supreme Court agreed that individuals had an 
independent right to a contested case hearing under a nearly identical statute to Wis. Stat. 
§ 227.42, and that a party did not need a preexisting hearing right under another statute. 
However, the court did not examine the identical subsection (3) of that statute, and even 
mentioned another case in which a petitioner was not entitled to a contested case hearing 
because the DNR had discretion in deciding whether to grant a hearing. Id. at 70. The 
Commission does not believe that this case requires it to hold a contested case hearing 
because of the exceptions in statute, mentioned in the case, which exempts agencies that 
are specifically granted the discretion whether to hold a contested case hearing under their 
own statutes.  
 
In this case, the Commission does not believe that a contested case hearing is appropriate 
or necessary under Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1). This complaint is an appeal from a challenge that 
was carried out at the local level, during which all parties had the opportunity to provide 
any facts or arguments in support of their positions. The Commission is reviewing the 
decision that the Respondent made given the challenge and arguments for striking 
signatures that were presented to him. This complaint argues that the Respondent made the 
wrong decision in the face of the arguments and evidence presented to him. Given this 
context, the complainant has not presented to the Commission what the need would be for 
a contested case hearing. There was also not a request to call specific witnesses or to gather 
facts that were not already provided in the record. From what has been presented, the 
Commission has all the information needed to make a decision, and thus a contested case 
hearing would merely delay the resolution of the complaint, which would also delay the 
ability of the Complainant to appeal this decision to a circuit court for review before the 
recall election is held.   
 

3. Reason for the Recall on Petition Pages  
 
The complaint alleges that the reason provided for the recall on the petition pages was 
impermissibly vague under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b). The reason provided for the recall in 
the registration form submitted to the school district clerk contains specific claims 
regarding the complainant, but the complaint is correct that the statements provided on the 
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petition pages are much shorter and appear to be abbreviations of what appeared on the 
registration statement. The Commission, though it agrees the statements are vague, does 
not find them to be impermissibly vague, and finds that they are related to the official 
responsibilities of the Complainant.  
 
Under, Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b) “[a] recall petition for a city, village, town, town sanitary 
district, or school district office shall contain a statement of a reason for the recall which is 
related to the official responsibilities of the official for whom removal is sought.” Prior 
versions of the statute had established a more demanding standard to provide specific 
grounds and cause for removal that would be reviewed by a circuit court. See Wis. Stat. § 
9.10(2)(b) (1987–88). Now, there is not a requirement to provide grounds and show cause, 
but only to connect some reason for the recall to the official responsibilities of the official. 
The Commission has previously examined the two elements of this requirement, and 
believes, first, that each petition page must contain a statement of the reason for the recall, 
and, second, that the reason must be connected to the official job duties of the officer as 
opposed to a personal grievance against the individual. See EL 24–74 Sloan v. Cowling.2 
Both elements are met. Each page of the petition contains a reason statement, and the 
statement relates to the responsibilities of a school district officer.  
 
Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary defines “reason” as “a statement offered in 
explanation or justification,” “a rational ground or motive,” “the thing that makes some 
fact intelligible,” and “a sufficient ground of explanation or of logical defense.” The 
statements given meet these definitions. The petition pages state as the reason: “Disregard 
for board procedures. Lack of transparency and communication. Conflict of interest and 
ethical violations. Violation of district policies and code of conduct.” These are general 
allegations not tied to any specific actions, but they nonetheless relate to standards that 
would bind a school district officer and appear to relate to the complainant only in her 
position as a school board member rather than as a private citizen. It is not up to the school 
district clerk or the Commission to determine whether these statements are true or fair, but 
only to determine that they are reasons and that they relate to the official responsibilities. 
This low bar has been cleared in this case.  

  
4. Modifications to Signature Lines  

 
The Complaint alleges that 258 signatures were altered in violation of Wis. Stats. §§ 
8.40(1), 9.10(2)(e)4. and 9.10(2)(j). Under Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1): 

 
Each signer of such a petition shall affix his or her signature to the petition, 
accompanied by his or her municipality of residence for voting purposes, 
the street and number, if any, on which the signer resides, and the date of 
signing. In addition, each signer shall legibly print his or her name in a space 
provided next to his or her signature. No signature is valid under this 
subsection unless the signer satisfies the requirements under this subsection.  

   
Notably, the statute is very specific that each signer affix his or her signature and legibly 
print his or her name. However, the statute is also less directive and states only that the 
signature be “accompanied by” the other information. Had the Legislature intended a strict 

 
2 The Commission is not necessarily bound to follow similar conclusions reached in different cases, but here, this complaint is 
referenced to illustrate the Commission’s reasoning from a recent complaint which dealt with similar issues. 
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requirement that all information be entered by the same person, it likely would have 
specified that all of this information be legibly printed by the signer. This does not mean 
that information can simply be changed without the signer’s consent, but this statute does 
appear to differentiate between the signature and the written name and the other 
information.  
 
Regardless of whether Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) may expressly permit more lenience in the 
entering of address, municipal, and date information, the Commission finds that the 
presumption of validity must apply to these signatures and that the school district official 
did not violate or abuse the discretion granted when finding these signatures sufficient. No 
evidence has been provided from a signatory stating that they did not make or authorize 
any corrections to their signature line, and, further, there are no allegations in the complaint 
that the information on the page is inaccurate regarding residency or that any signer did not 
reside within the district or did not voluntarily sign the petition, with or without assistance. 
The Commission does not believe that a firm basis to strike these signatures was presented 
in the complaint or in the underlying challenge. Mere speculation is not enough to 
overcome the presumption of validity afforded to election petitions.  

 
First, any information that appears on a petition page is entitled to a presumption of validity 
under Wis. Admin. Code §§ EL 2.05(4) and 2.09(1). The information on the challenged 
signature lines mostly shows one municipal name crossed off and another written in, 
though sometimes the other municipal name is not crossed off. A presumption of validity 
requires that information to be accepted unless a challenge establishes clear and convincing 
evidence that the information is invalid. See Wis. Admin. Code § EL 2.07(4). Generally, 
this would be done by providing affidavits or evidence that information failed one of the 
standards established in Wis. Stats. §§ 8.40, 9.10, or Wis. Admin Code EL 2.  In this case, 
no affidavits were provided from individuals claiming that any part of their signature line 
was altered without their consent or that the information was inaccurate. While it may be 
a reasonable theory to speculate that information was altered by someone other than the 
signer in many of these instances, absent specific, credible allegations or supporting 
evidence that establishes that someone else altered or added to the information with the 
signatory’s consent, speculation alone is not enough to overcome the presumption of 
validity.  
 
Second, the complaint argues that Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(e)4., which states that signatures 
cannot be counted if the “residency of the signer of the petition sheet cannot be determined 
by the address given,” prevents all such signatures from being counted. However, it does 
not appear that there was an argument before the filing officer in the challenge or before 
the Commission in the complaint that any such altered residence location could not be 
determined. It appears that, regardless of the municipal name provided, the same physical 
location was indicated. Instead of arguing that the residency could not be determined, the 
complaint argues that the filing officer cannot consult extrinsic sources to verify the 
accuracy of information on the petition pages. This is not correct. Wis. Admin. § EL 
2.09(1), in a cross reference to § EL 2.05, allows a filing officer to consult extrinsic sources 
to determine the sufficiency of signatures on election-related petitions. Further, Wis. Stat. 
§ 8.40(3) expressly requires the Commission to promulgate rules that shall be used to 
determine the validity of election-related petitions, and Wis. Admin. Code EL 2.09 and 
2.11 are provided as links in the notes under that section. While it is not clear in the record 
to what extent the filing officer consulted extrinsic sources to verify individual addresses, 
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the Commission presumes that if any of these residences were located outside of the school 
district, or if any simply did not exist, those arguments would have been raised in the 
challenge before the school district clerk. The Commission cannot overturn a decision that 
simply was not made at the local level.  

 
Third, Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(j) states that “[i]f a challenger demonstrates that someone other 
than the elector signed for the elector, the signature may not be counted, unless the elector 
is unable to sign due to physical disability and authorized another individual to sign in his 
or her behalf.” The reason to strike under Wis. Stat. s. 9.10(2)(j) applies to the signature 
itself, and no evidence or arguments have been presented that anyone but the elector, with 
or without assistance, added his or her own signature to the petitions. The Commission 
does not have any reason to conclude that the electors whose names and signatures appear 
on the petition pages did not themselves, with or without assistance, add their own 
signatures.  
 
In nomination paper review, the Commission has considered the issue of circulators filling 
in other information for electors to be an irregularity worthy of noting and has cautioned 
candidates against this practice, but it has approved the signatures for reasons consistent 
with this discussion. Even if someone altered the municipality name, that does not mean 
that the signature itself was forged or that the alteration was done without the elector’s 
consent.   
 
It appears that the petition pages were turned in as they appear now, and thus that the 
presumption of validity applies. Nothing presented in this complaint has shown that an 
alteration was made without an elector’s consent, that a residence could not be determined 
from the information provided, or that the named individual did not sign the page, with or 
without assistance. Lacking this evidence, the Commission will not overturn the filing 
officer’s determination regarding these signatures.  
 
The Commission also notes that even if it had decided that the rewritten municipal names 
could not be accepted, it may have determined that the original municipal names written in 
met the substantial compliance standard under Wis. Admin. Code EL 2.05(5). Again, it 
appears that the residence is the same and is identifiable using either municipal name. 
Under this standard and under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(e)4. it appears that the correct 
municipality for voting purposes could be identified using the information provided on the 
page, even if the municipality listed was instead a mailing address or a prior address due 
to municipal boundary changes. The intent of the signers to provide their residence does 
not seem to be in question. This reasoning is consistent with that explained by the court in 
the In re Recall of Redner complaint, at 392, cited in the complaint.  
 
Commission staff reviewed each signature that is alleged to have been altered in the graph 
on pages 12 and 13 of the complaint. In almost all cases, the municipality of residence 
name has been crossed off and a different name appears to have been added. Importantly, 
in only one case, page 88 line 10, was a street name or number also crossed off within the 
same signature line showing a modification of the municipality of residence. Even in this 
case, that line should still receive a presumption of validity unless challenged to show that 
the elector whose name appears does not reside at the rewritten address, did not sign the 
page, or did not intend that address to be written on the page. Other specific instances 
reviewed in this challenge are briefly noted below: 
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• On page 41, for example, it appears that two municipal names have been included, 
one in the street and number box and another in the municipality box for several 
lines, with neither being crossed out, but the street and number appear only once 
and do not appear altered. Numerous challenged signatures show this pattern, where 
one municipal name was written in the street and number box, and a different name 
was written in the municipality box.  

• On page 48 on line 1, the date is also challenged, but the date appears to be either 
January 24 or 25, and either date would be on or before the page was signed, and 
within the allowable circulation period.  

• On page 51 line 2, part of the address appears to be rewritten, and in this instance 
the handwriting appears the same in the address line and the word appears to be 
“bear” in the original and the rewrite.  

• On page 70 on lines 9 and 10, it appears a phone number was crossed off and 
replaced with a street number and name, the new writing does appear different from 
the original, but a presumption of validity applies unless there is specific reason to 
believe that these signatories did not reside at the address given, or did not intend 
to provide that address. The Commission does not agree that the other street names 
and numbers on page 70 appear to be written by the same person, and there are 
differences between the entries.  

• On page 91, it is somewhat unclear if the signature on line 7 has been crossed off, 
but there is or was a signature present on that line, and the Commission does not 
find conclusive evidence that the line was intended to be crossed off prior to 
submitting the recall petition, and will not overturn the filing officer’s 
determination without evidence that the signer or circulator intended to remove this 
signature. Generally, if a signature is struck by a signer or circulator, the entire line 
is struck, which is not true in this instance.  

• On page 92, Commission staff used Google maps and believe the street address and 
number appearing on lines 2 and 3 identify a residence near Morrison, Wisconsin, 
though the proper address is likely Greenleaf. It is not clear what the specific 
determination was by the filing officer for these signatures, but the Commission 
would have found them to be substantially compliant if they are in fact within the 
district and would not overturn the filing officer’s decision to count them.  

 
5. Illegible Handwriting  

 
Regarding the allegations of illegible handwriting, Commission staff reviewed each 
allegation provided on page 15 of the complaint. Staff found that in each case, a possible 
name can be discerned, though the handwriting is indeed difficult to read in some cases. 
The Commission will not overturn the filing officer’s decision to count these names under 
Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) because it appears possible to discern an elector’s name. The names 
below may not be entirely correct, but appear discernable as:  
 

• Page 3 lines 6 and 7: Sherry and John Braeger  
• Page 4 line 2: Lindsay Joanis  
• Page 5 line 10: Nicole Halse  
• Page 33 line 10: Ed Man  
• Page 34 line 3: Paul Thiesen Bowker  
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• Page 36 lines 2–4: all appear clearly as Jon, Nicholas, and Breanna Gerrits. The 

arrows appear to indicate only that the subsequent address is the same as the 
previous address. 

• Page 40 line 8: Greg Vande Hey 
• Page 52 line 4: Kevin Frelich 
• Page 57 line 3: Bud Bowers 
• Page 77 line 10: Tim Hackel  
• Page 84 line 5: Brian Klister 
• Page 94 line 2: Mathew Zarter 
• Page 122 line 1: Nicole Burban 
• Page 141 line 1: Jack Hew  

 
6. School District Policy and False Information  

 
The complaint alleges that many signatures were obtained in violation of school district 
policies, after allegedly false information was shared on private forums in conjunction with 
logos and branding indicating overall support by the district, and from circulators who were 
board members that had been making allegedly false statements about the Complainant.  
 
First, the Commission takes no position on whether any actions violated school district 
policy because those policies are not administered by the Commission. More importantly, 
whether a school district policy was violated has no bearing on whether a signature on a 
recall petition is valid. If circulators or signers violated school district policy, the school 
district may take whatever action it believes appropriate in response. Nothing in Wis. Stat. 
§ 9.10 prevents signatures from being gathered on school grounds, at school events, or 
allows signatures to be stricken because they were obtained in violation of the policy of 
another governmental body. If local policies were violated, the district may impose 
consequences, but the Commission cannot find that the school district clerk abused his 
discretion in not striking signatures that were allegedly obtained in violation of the district’s 
own policies.  
 
Second, to the extent that the Complainant believes logos, branding, and false statements 
were shared with an intent to influence an election, such claims could be brought to local 
law enforcement, filed as a Wis. Stat. § 5.05 complaint with the Commission, or pursued 
civilly. While there could potentially be consequences for those making false statements, 
the complaint has not shown that individual signatures were obtained through specific false 
statements. Regarding individuals who have not asked that their names be removed for this 
reason, the Commission will not alter the filing officer’s decision to accept signatures 
generally challenged to have been obtained while allegedly false information was being 
disseminated. There is simply not a strong enough connection between statements and 
particular signatures for any action to be taken.  
 
Finally, the complaint has not provided sufficient reasons as to why board members who 
were also circulators should have all of their petition pages stricken. The Commission fully 
agrees that petitions need to be circulated in a manner that protects against fraud and that 
assures that signers know the content of the petition, but nothing alleged in this complaint 
or underlying challenge shows that signatures were fraudulently obtained or that signers 
did not know what they were signing. There are not sufficient allegations or evidence 
presented showing that the board members fraudulently added signatures or misled specific 
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people who then signed the petitions. Regarding statements from signers that have been 
provided in this challenge, the Commission discusses those below. 
 

7. Signatures Obtained in Bars 
 
Regarding signatures that were challenged because they were obtained in a bar while a 
Packers game was playing, the Commission will not overturn the filing officer’s decision 
to count these signatures. None of the reasons to invalidate a signature under Wis. Stat. § 
9.10 have been presented regarding this allegation. Under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(m), “[n]o 
signature may be stricken on the basis that the elector was not aware of the purpose of the 
petition, unless the purpose was misrepresented by the circulator.” What was presented to 
the filing officer and to the Commission are allegations that petitions were likely signed by 
electors who may have been drinking alcohol and who may have been watching a Packers 
game. Neither issue invalidates any signatures, and it is clear that even if the signer was 
not aware of the purpose of the petition, a signature could only be removed if the purpose 
of the petition was misrepresented. Specific allegations that individuals were misled were, 
for the most part, not provided to the Commission, and these claims are far too general and 
disconnected from specific signatures to overturn the filing officer’s determination.  
 

8. Bribes and Threats 
 
Regarding allegations of circulators misleading specific signatories and offering bribes or 
making threats, the Commission will not overturn the decisions of the filing officer.  

 
First, the allegations concerning bribes are not well supported. It appears that two 
individuals who also circulated recall petitions brought desserts for middle school staff 
members and were thanked for doing so online by someone who mentioned and supported 
the recall petition. However, there is no allegation that the circulators had recall petitions 
available for signing at that time, or that receipt of a dessert was in any way conditioned 
on signing the recall petition. Without any specific allegation that a specific signer was 
induced to sign the petition by an offer of food, the Commission will not overturn the filing 
officer’s determination that no signatures should be stricken due to bribery. The allegation 
that one or more signers were told that they could stay at a house party if they signed the 
petition or pay $10 if they were not signing but wanted to stay is concerning. However, the 
allegation is not supported by any named individual who claims that they were personally 
coerced into signing the petition.   
 
Second, it appears that some specific individuals did allege that they were misled about the 
petition by the circulator when signing and asked that their names be struck. Looking at 
the statements provided in the challenge and also the Respondent’s statement in the 
response concerning how such requests were addressed, the Commission believes that the 
Respondent acted reasonably. It appears that 13 names were removed by the filing officer 
under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(m) due to signatories alleging they had been misled. Other 
names were not removed due to not being found on the petition, not alleging that the 
individual had been misled, or not following the Respondent’s instructions for removing 
the names. The Complainant’s reply does not dispute that these names were removed. 
Neither the complaint nor the reply provides additional affidavits from individuals asking 
to have their names removed for this reason. The Commission therefore finds that the filing 
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officer followed Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(m) where an appropriate request was made and does 
not order further relief under this section.  

 
Commission Decision 
 
Based upon the above review and analysis, the Commission finds that the Complainant did not 
show probable cause to believe that a violation of law or abuse of discretion occurred with relation 
to the recall petition and challenge. The Commission hereby dismisses the complaint, and the recall 
election may therefore be held on the scheduled date.  

 
Right to Appeal – Circuit Court 
 
This letter constitutes the Commission’s resolution of this complaint. Wis. Stat. § 5.06(2). Pursuant 
to Wis. Stat. § 5.06(8), any aggrieved party may appeal this decision to circuit court no later than 
30 days after the issuance of this decision.   
 
If any of the parties should have questions about this letter or the Commission’s decision, please 
feel free to contact the Commission at 608-266-8005 or elections@wi.gov.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
THE WISCONSIN ELECTIONS COMMISSION 
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EASTMAN LAW, LLC. 

DELIVERED VIA EMAIL 

March 20, 2025 

PO BOX 158 
Mequon, Wisconsin 53092 

(414) 881-9383 
dan@attorneyeastman.com 

Wisconsin Elections Commission 
201 W. Washington A venue 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

To Whom it May Concern: 

We represent Ms. Angela Hansen-Winker, elected member and President of the 
Wrightstown, Wisconsin School District Board of Education. 

Attached is an official complaint and supporting exhibits filed under Wis. Stat. 
§ 5.06 by Ms. Winker against Mr. Anthony Decker, member and Secretary of the 
Wrightstown School District Board of Education for wrongful and illegal 
certification of a recall petition against her. Mr. Decker certified the recall on 
March 11, 2025 and this complaint is filed within the allowed ten days of 
certification. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this complaint via return email and contact me if 
you need any additional information. 

Daniil---YEastman 
Attorney at law 
Wis. Bar No. 1011433 
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STATE OF 
WISCONSIN 

In re: the Matter of: 

BEFORE THE WISCONSIN 
ELECTIONS COMMISSION 

March 11, 2025 Recall Petition Filed Against 
Wrightstown School District Board Member 
Angela Hansen-Winker 

WRIGHTSTOWN COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD PRESIDENT ANGELA HANSEN-WINKER'S 

VERIFIED COMPLAINT TO APPEAL 
THE CERTIFICATION OF THE RECALL PETITION 

INTRODUCTION 

Complainant Angela Hansen-Winker (Winker) brings this complaint against 

Wrightstown School District Clerk Anthony Decker (Decker) for violating Wisconsin election 

statutes and administrative rules by certifying the Recall Petition brought by Petitioner 

Wrightstown School Board Member Rayn Warner. Winker resides at 2140 School Road, 

Greenleaf, Wisconsin 54126. Decker's address is 351 High Street, Wrightstown, Wisconsin 

54180. 

On March 11, 2025, Decker certified the Recall Petition against Winker as "sufficient" 

and declared 1,264 valid signatures- 58 more than the required 1,206 signatures. (See Ex. 1 -

Certificate of Sufficiency/Insufficiency). In certifying this recall, Decker has ignored violations of 

Wis. Stat.§ 8.40(1) and (2) and Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2) and has ignored gross violations of the 

election fraud protections set forth in Wis. Stat.§ 12.05 and Wis. Stat.§ 12.13. As such, Winker 

is injured in her capacity as an elected public official and has probable cause to bring this action 

before the Wisconsin Elections Commission (WEC) under Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1 ). 
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Winker now demands an investigation into Decker's actions and an evidentiary hearing 

under Wis. Stat.§ 5.06(1) and Wis. Stat.§ 227.42(1) to determine whether Decker acted ultra 

vires and in contravention of state law. 

BACKGROUND 

On February 17, 2025, the Recall Petition against Winker was filed with Decker for his 

review. Winker then filed a challenge to the Recall Petition on February 21, 2025 under Wis. 

Stat. §9.10(4)(a) claiming that the "reason" for the recall printed on the face of the Recall 

Petition was impermissibly vague and was materially different from the reasons given in the 

Official Recall Statement Petitioner filed with Decker. See Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge & Exhibits). 

Winker also showed that a majority of the signatures collected during the recall effort were 

invalid due to fraud and multiple violations of election statutes. Id The circulation of the Recall 

Petition was riddled with fraud, undue influence, bribery, threats, misuse of school district 

property, manipulation of petition signers' data by the circulators (some of whom were school 

board members) and promotion by some school board members on private internet chatrooms in 

violation of Winker's First Amendment rights-all in violation of Wis. Stat.§ 8.40(1) and (2), 

Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2), Wis. Stat §12.05 and Wis. Stat.§ 12.13. Id. 

Petitioner rebutted Winker's challenge on February 25, 2025 but offered no sworn 

affidavits in support nor provided any verification or signature for his rebuttal. (See Exhibit 3 -

Rebuttal). Winker then filed a reply to Petitioner's rebuttal on February 27, 2025 responding to 

the issues raised by Petitioner in his rebuttal that clearly showed multiple statutory violations and 

fraud in the circulation of the Recall Petition. (See Exhibit 4 - Reply). The allegations and claims 

set forth in Ex. 2 and Ex. 4 are incorporated herein and made a part of this complaint. 
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Despite all the clear evidence of fraud, vagueness, and other statutory violations 

presented in Winker's challenge, Decker still found the Recall Petition to be "sufficient" and 

certified the recall on March 11, 2025. Decker then admitted in public email that he relied upon 

guidance from WEC staff in making his decision. (See Exhibit 5 - Decker Email). In certifying 

the Recall Petition, Decker ignored multiple statutory and regulatory violations which should 

have prohibited him from finding the Recall Petition "sufficient." As such, there is probable 

cause for Winker to bring this complaint under Wis. Stat. §5.06(1) because Decker acted ultra 

vires and in contravention of multiple state statutes and WEC regulations. 

Winker demands WEC investigate Decker's conduct and actions in certifying the Recall 

Petition and ordering the recall election. In light of the fact that WEC staff advised Decker to 

certify the Recall Petition, Winker also demands a contested case hearing as authorized under 

both Wis. Stat. §5.06(1) and Wis. Stat.§ 227.42(1) to determine whether Decker acted ultra vires 

and in violation of state law and regulations or was otherwise influenced by WEC staff to violate 

Wisconsin statutes and regulations in his certification of the Recall Petition. 

JURISDICTION 

The Wisconsin Elections Commission has jurisdiction under Wis. Stat. § 5. 06( 1) and 

Wis. Stat.§ 227.42(1) to hear this complaint. 

ARGUMENT 

I. Winker is entitled to an evidentiary hearing under Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1) and 
Wis. Stat.§ 227.42(1). 

Wis. Stat. § 5.06(1) allows WEC to investigate this complaint but does not guarantee 

Winker an evidentiary hearing on the merits which would allow Winker to present clear and 

substantial evidence of Decker ignoring in his decision vagueness of reason under Wis. Stat. § 

9 .10(2)(b) and evidence of fraud, undue influence, bribery, threats, misuse of school district 
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property, manipulation of petition signers' data by the circulators and others, and violation of 

Winker's First Amendment rights under Wis. Stat.§ 8.40 (1) and (2) and Wis. Stat.§ 12.05 and 

§ 12.13. Winker has been injured by these actions in her capacity as an elected public official 

and is entitled to a hearing. 

Wis. EL §20.06 allows WEC to conduct an evidentiary hearing on a recall petition 

challenge under Wis. Stat.§ 5.06(1). Given the apparent fraud, vague allegations, and other 

serious misconduct by the Recall Petition circulators, an evidentiary hearing is appropriate. In 

Matter of Recall of Redner, 153 Wis. 2d 383,394 n.6, 450 N. W.2d 808 (Ct. App. 1989), the 

court noted "one instance where it may be proper to hold an evidentiary hearing is when 

significant fraud or misrepresentation is alleged by the challenger ... " In her challenge, Winker 

has produced voluminous evidence of fraud and misrepresentation by the Petitioner and the 

circulators of the Recall Petition that required Decker to strike a majority of the signatures 

collected. At minimum, an evidentiary hearing is necessary under EL 20.06(1)(a) to protect 

Winker's due process rights and assure this matter is heard in a fair forum. 

Winker also demands, and is entitled to, an evidentiary hearing before WEC under Wis. 

Stat. § 227.42(1) to protect her due process rights. Under Wis. Stat. § 227.42(1) any person filing 

a written request with an agency for a hearing shall have the right to a hearing which shall be 

treated as a contested case if: 

a. A substantial interest of the person is injured in fact or threatened with injury 
by agency action or inaction; 

b. There is no evidence oflegislative intent that the interest is not to be 
protected; 

c. The injury to the person requesting the hearing is different on kind or degree 
from injury to the general public caused by the agency action or inaction; and 

d. There is a dispute of material fact. 
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Winker has established all elements required under Wis. Stat. § 227.42 because the recall 

is specific to her substantial interest in her unique elected position and she has a significant 

interest in retaining her elected position. See: In re Petition for Recall of Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 

535 (Wis. Ct. App. 1984). Wis. Stat.§ 5.06(1) allows WEC, in its discretion, to call a hearing in 

matters such as this, and there is no state legislative provision or intent that denies a hearing to 

any party in a recall dispute. The injury to Winker is specific to her as an elected public official, 

and there is a dispute of material facts surrounding the circulation of the Recall Petition. 

Next, WEC is prohibited from issuing any official guidance unless such guidance is voted 

upon and approved by the six WEC commissioners. See: Pellegrini v. WEC, Case No:, 22-cv-

1656 (Waukesha)(2024). But here, WEC staff advised the Recall Petitioner (Rayn Warner) and 

Decker on material elements of the certification review that directly influenced Decker's 

decision to certify the Recall Petition. See Ex. 5. This influencing WEC staff guidance was never 

approved by the WEC commission or written in WEC administrative rules or the published WEC 

recall guidelines. (See Recall of Local Elected Officials, Wisconsin Elections Commission, 

August 2020). WEC's unofficial guidance to Decker that influenced his decision, in violation of 

state law, and the Petitioner, leading to the multiple flaws in the petition, mandates an 

evidentiary hearing to protect Winker's rights. See Ex. 5. 

In Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District v. DNR, 126 Wis 2d 63, 375 N.W. 2d 649, the 

court determined that any person who satisfies the conditions of Wis. Stat. § 227.42(1) is entitled 

to a contested case hearing regardless of whether another legal right to a hearing exists. As such, 

Winker is entitled to a contested case hearing under Wis. Sta.§ 227.42(1) notwithstanding 

WEC's discretion to conduct a hearing under Wis. Stat.§ 5.06(1). 

II. The Recall Petition is insufficient because it fails to state a legitimate claim 
and is impermissibly vague. 
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A recall petition "shall contain a statement of a reason for the recall which is related to 

the official responsibilities of the official for whom removal is sought." Wis. Stat. § 9 .10(2)(b) 

( emphasis added). The Recall Petition against Winker was the only information seen by the 

electors when presented with the Recall Petition and so failed to meet this legal standard. Instead 

of articulating any specific allegation regarding the performance of her official responsibilities as 

a school board member or as president of the school board, the Recall Petition merely asserted: 

"Disregard for board procedures. Lack of transparency and communication. 
Conflict of interest and ethical violations. Violation of district policies and code of 
conduct." 

None of these allegations are supported by any factual evidence or even touch on Winker's 

specific conduct, behavior or performance in her capacity as an elected public official. In fact, it 

is just the opposite. Winker is an advocate for open, transparent and honest school board 

governance. She has exposed fraud and maladministration in school district operations, which 

incidentally occurred just prior to this recall effort. The promoters of the Recall Petition failed to 

state on the Recall Petition any specific act suggesting any action by Winker that reflects the 

performance of her official responsibilities. They offer mere opinions and misstatements of her 

character, driven by long-simmering political animosity, revenge and fear of her investigation 

into school board corruption and potential misuse of public funds. This recall is not about the 

constitutional right to recall an elected official for actual misconduct. It is about trying to prevent 

Winker from performing her duties as a school board member. Decker accepted the Recall 

Petition filed in his office, with these glaring inconsistencies in violation of Wis. Stat. 9.10(2)(b). 

Ex. 2. 

The lack of specificity in the Recall Petition made it impossible for signers to understand the 

nature of the allegations so electors who signed the Recall Petition were not able to make an 
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informed decision as to whether Winker has performed her official responsibilities. The 

Petitioner failed to state even the most rudimentary reasons why she has failed in her official 

responsibilities. Electors have a right to understand the accurate allegations raised in a recall 

election from the face of the Recall Petition. Vague allegations of "mere procedural violations" 

are not sufficient to support a recall under Wisconsin law. Wis. Stat. § 9 .10(2)(b ). Id. As such, 

Decker should not have certified the Recall Petition, and WEC staff should not have advised 

Decker or the Petitioner to certify the recall petition with these glaring violations. 

Because of these vague allegations, electors who signed the Recall Petition were misled by 

Petition circulators on multiple occasions who used such vague statements to misrepresent the 

nature of the recall in whatever way they needed to harvest signatures, including offering money 

or threatening people who did not sign it. See e.g. Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge, Ex. G). Circulators 

relied on and used the vague "allegations" on the petition to provide any litany of false or 

fictitious information they could to garner signatures. In fact, over a dozen electors have 

requested to have their names removed from the Recall Petition for this very reason-even 

though Winker had only a mere couple weeks to try and respond to the litany of false 

information that had been circulated orally about her. Under Wisconsin law, the Recall Petition 

must clearly state the allegations as they relate to her official responsibilities. Mere criticism of 

her character is not enough to meet this burden. Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(b). Id 

The absence of any factual specificity in the Recall Petition is not enough to meet the 

statutory standard. Because the Recall Petition reason is impermissibly vague and does not 

establish a legally sufficient cause for removal, the Recall Petition should have been rejected by 

Decker on its face under Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(b). 
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Substantial compliance with Wis. Stat.§8.40(2) requires the Recall Petition to be 

circulated in a manner that protects against fraud and that assures the signers knew the reason for 

the Recall Petition. And substantial compliance with recall procedures is necessary because of 

the significant interest of the office holder in retaining her position. In re: Petition for Recall of 

Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 535 (Wis. Ct. App. 1984). It is the law in Wisconsin that: 

"There must be substantial compliance with legally required recall procedures. But 
substantial compliance is all that is necessary. Nevertheless, it has been ruled that 
noncompliance with a statutory provision intended to safeguard the operation of 
constitutional recall procedures is fatal to the validity of a recall petition." 
Beckstrom v. Kornsi, 63 Wis. 2d 375; 217 N.W2d 283 (1974). 

As such, Decker was required to reject the Recall Petition as facially insufficient because it 

expressly violated Wisconsin state law requiring specific allegations relating to the official 

responsibilities of the official (Winker). Decker is required to consider both Winker's and the 

general public's rights who elected her to her current position. See State ex rel. Baxter v. Beckley 

192 Wis. 367,370,212 N.W. 792 (1927). 

III. Recall Petition signatures that were accepted contained numerous false and 
fraudulent addresses by unknown third-party edits of elector information 
without consent. 

It is the exclusive duty and obligation of Recall Petition signatories to complete the required 

information themselves unless allowed by statute to have assistance due to physical disability. 

Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1 ). 

"Each signer of such a petition shall affix his or her signature to the petition 
accompanied by his or her municipality of residence for voting purposes, the street 
and number, if any, on which the signer resides, and the date of signing ... No 
signature is valid under this subsection unless the signer satisfies the requirements 
under this subsection." Wis. Stat. §8.40 (1) (emphasis added). 

The plain language of the statute requires the signer to disclose his or her municipality of 

residence for purposes of voting. Id. The signer, herself, "shall" write the required information 
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on the Recall Petition when deciding to participate in the process. Id. Electors capable of signing 

the Recall Petition are presumed to know the municipality in which they reside and vote. 

Yet, here, over 258 Recall Petition signatures (over 80% of the signature sheets presented 

as the Recall Petition) contain third party alterations of elector addresses and municipality 

information. Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge, at Ex. A). Because the Recall Petition was edited, without 

verification, to create two or more municipalities of residence, neither Decker nor Winker can 

determine which residence is the accurate residential address of the voter. Certainly, where the 

edits are clearly not in the signatories' handwriting with no apparent consent or verification 

initialing by the elector signatories. As such, Decker should not have accepted these signatures. 

Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(4)(a). See id. 

The recall of a public official is an extraordinary proceeding with serious implications. The 

right of an elected official to complete the term for which he was elected is a substantial one, and 

statutes providing for recall must be complied with substantially. Substantial compliance with 

recall procedures is necessary because of the significant interest of the officeholder in retaining 

his position. In re Petition for Recall of Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 535 (Wis. Ct. App. (1984). 

Substantial compliance requires that petitions be circulated in a manner that protects against 

fraud and that assures that signers know the content of the petition. See Montoya v. Lopez, 659 

P.2d 900, 901-02 (N.M. 1983). Therefore, it is imperative that the circulation ofrecall petitions 

be done in the absence of fraud. A review of the Recall Petition has uncovered widespread 

improper alterations made by circulators. Specifically: 

• Signers' addresses and municipalities ofresidence were pre-fllled, rewritten or 
changed by circulators without the signer's consent or knowledge. 

• Municipality names were changed by circulators to make it appear that signers resided in 
the district when, in fact, they did not. Circulators are obligated to know the municipality 
of each signer at the time the signer signs the petition. Wis. Stat. §8.40(2). 
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• Some circulators crossed out information and replaced it in clearly different 
handwriting, which violates Wis. Sta.§ 8.40(1) and (2). 

Under Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(e)(4), all such modified signatures are invalid if the residency of 

the signer cannot be determined. Because circulators altered the municipal information of over 

258 signatures who show two or more residence locations all such signatures that have been 

modified by the circulators or others must be stricken. As this number exceeds 258 signatures, 

the Recall Petition falls short of the 1,206 signatures necessary to order a recall election. 

If someone other than the elector signed for the elector, the signature may not be counted. 

Wis. Stat. § 9 .10(2)G). Here, we have over 258 examples of someone other than the signer 

changing and manipulating the signature information after the Recall Petition was signed. Id 

Despite this, each of these signatures were counted with Decker's decision to certify the Recall 

Petition. But they should have been voided for violation of state law. Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) and (2) 

and Wis. Stat. §91.10(4)(a). 

While technical defects in the Recall Petition alone may not warrant dismissal, defects 

that rise to the level of facilitating misrepresentation can be grounds for rejection of the Recall 

Petition. See Matter of Recall of Redner, 153 Wis2d 383 (1989). Similarly, in Stahovic v. 

Rajchel, 122 Wis.2d 370 (1984), the court implied fraud can be a reason for a clerk to reject 

recall signatures. In Friends of Scott Walker v. Brennan, 340 Wis.2d 499 (2012), the court 

determined that recall petitions containing patently fictitious names or illegible addresses may be 

challenged and the clerk may be directed to eliminate such signatures during their review of the 

recall petition. Id 

The perpetrators of these edits have not only denied the signer their constitutional right to 

recall but have harmed Winker, the electorate, and the school district by fraudulent abuse of the 

recall process. The persons editing or modifying information given buy the Recall Petition 
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signers have committed election fraud under Wis. Stat.§ 12.13(1)(b) by making a false statement 

to an election official. Manipulation of over 258 signers' information to trigger a statutory recall 

is a criminal offence. See e.g. Wis. Stat. §12.13. As Decker is not only the school district clerk 

but also a sitting elected school board member, he has a duty to protect the school district and 

school board members from fraudulent and illegal acts by recall promoters. This is especially 

true where the Petitioner Rayn Warner, and another main circulator, Tiffany Van Vreede, are 

both current School Board members facilitating such violations and fraud on their electorate to 

target a fellow Board Member with whom they politically disagree. 

The circulators have no authority under state law to edit or change any information on the 

Recall Petition inscribed by the signer. Wis. Stat.§ 8.40(1) and (2). Yet, here, multiple 

circulators edited the Recall Petition to mislead Decker into believing the Recall Petition 

signatures contained accurate information. All of these edited signatures must be excluded 

because, on its face, Decker could not determine the correct address of these signers on the 

Recall Petition based on such ambiguities and varying handwriting. See In re Petition for Recall 

of Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 535 (Wis. Ct. App. (1984). None of these 258 signatures should have 

been counted, certified, or accepted without, at a minimum, some verification or opportunity to 

correct. 

The obligations of recall petition circulators are clearly set forth in statute. Wis. Stat. § 

8 .40(2). Circulators are required to know that petition signers are electors of the jurisdiction or 

district in which the petition is circulated and that they signed the Recall Petition with full 

knowledge of its content. The circulator must know "their respective residence given" and 

falsifying the certification without elector consent is punishable under wis. Stat. §12.13(3)(a). 

Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2) ( emphasis added). 
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It is long-settled law in Wisconsin that circulators are obligated to know the respective 

residences of electors signing the Recall Petition. State v. Beckley, 192 Wis. 367,212 N.W. 792 

(1927). Here, over 258 municipality entries signed by electors were changed post hoc by the 

circulators or other third parties without the consent or permission of the signers. Id. 

Accordingly, over 258 signers now have multiple addresses and municipalities listed on the 

Recall Petition signature sheets shown by page, row, and number in the chart below. Therefore, 

the Recall Petition, on its face, is insufficient.: 

Recall Petition PAGE Row{s} Recall Petition PAGE Row{s} 

7 1,2,4 68 9, 10 

10 7 70 9, 10 ( entire street 

address written by 

circulator- not elector) 

11 4,7,8 71 4,3,2 

12 8,9 75 7 

14 6 81 3,4 

17 2,6 83 1,2 

25 2,3 85 9,10 

28 10 88 10 

32 10 91 7 ( appears that 

signature of elector was 

crossed out) 

38 3 92 2,3 ( address does not 

exist) 
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39 5,6 93 2,5,7,9 

40 2,6,7,8,9,10 

41 2,3 (no cross out but 101 3,4,5,6 

different signature than 

the elector) 

42 4,7,8,9 103 5 

44 9 110 8 

45 8,9 118 2,3 

47 8,9 121 8 

48 1 ( cross and date) 125 1,2 

49 3,4 126 1,2 

51 2 (cross address), 3 127 2,3,4 

52 9 128 1,2 

53 8 129 8,9 

59 10 132 6 

61 3, 4 133 1,2,4,5,6 

63 1 137 3, 4, 5 

65 1,2 145 3,4 (unknown 

handwriting - likely 

other circulator) 

66 9 146 4,5,7,9 

67 2 (strike w/ different 147 4,7,8 

pen) 

13 

L029



The circulators' conduct in using false representations to coerce information relating to 

the Recall Petition proves that certain circulators are not above using false identifications or 

pseudonyms to induce signatures, information, and otherwise blemish the sacred election 

process. See infra pt. V. Decker should have investigated this obvious fraud before certifying the 

Recall Petition. Id. At a minimum, Decker should have required the Petitioner and other 

circulators implicated to obtain verifications from the signers to these fictitious edits. Neither 

occurred prior to certification. 

There is ample precedent and statutory justification that permits and requires Decker to 

reject the Recall Petition based solely on the foregoing. Indeed, recently, WEC rejected a recall 

petition against Wisconsin State Assembly speaker Robin Vos and nullified 188 names that 

either had crossed out addresses, insufficient addresses, names and address information added 

without the elector's consent, and other implications of fraudulent and violative circulation 

measures. 1 

Finally, the law requires that each signer "shall legibly print his or her name in a space 

provided next to his or her signature. No signature is valid ... unless the signer satisfies the 

requirements under this subsection." Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) ( emphasis added). Certain signatories 

have names that cannot be reasonably read so Winker has no way of knowing the identity of the 

signer. As such, she could not verify the signer's identity, signature, name, or address. These 

seventeen (17) entries should not have been counted or certified. Indeed, Winker could not 

decipher names, and thus, did not have sufficient information to assess whether these electors 

were valid or otherwise forged: 

1 https://apnews.com/article/wisconsin-speaker-recall-robin-vos-election-2b0678771 b4ef 4317bee7 6f88a6a9600 . 
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Recall Petition PAGE Row{s} Recall Petition PAGE Row{s} 

3 6, 7 33 10 

4 2 36 2, 3, 4 (there are 

arrows, marks, diff 

handwriting, unclear 

whether elector signed) 

5 10 40 8 

34 3 52 4 

57 3 77 10 

141 1 84 5 

122 1 (name) 94 2 

IV. Recall Petition signatures were circulated and induced in violation of 
multiple policies, rules and laws, and, on that basis, should be stricken. 

Using district logos and branding on recall-related websites, a recall-related Facebook 

page, and materials to create an appearance of official endorsement by the school district is an 

egregious violation of Wrightstown School District Policy, state law, and public policy 

regardless fraudulent inducement of officially endorsed actions-especially where such 

fraudulent representations are to induce election related signatures. This tactic has been a 

consistent and ongoing practice with the Recall Petition circulators maintained solely to gather 

signatures from the electorate. Decker is not only school district clerk but also an elected school 

board member. Neither Decker, nor the School District, should have allowed the Petitioner and 

circulators the fraudulent use of official District logos and branding to gather signatures. Neither 

Decker nor the District released any public statement condemning the fraudulent use of their 

logo that feigned endorsement of the recall efforts. No statement was made or published 
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informing the misled electorate that the District did not condone or support or endorse the recall 

of Winker. The Petitioner's shallow rebuttal that "we changed the logo in January" does nothing 

to correct the fraudulent representation of District endorsement of the Winker recall. 

First, Recall promoters and circulators used the school district logo on a private website -

Residents for Wrightstown Community School District (r4wcsd.com) that was created to 

promote the recall and the Recall Petition in an effort to gain more signatures. See Ex. 2 (Winker 

Challenge, at Ex. E). The same official logo was used on a restricted Facebook page that neither 

Winker, nor many other citizens, were allowed to access. This is a blatant violation of the law 

and public policy to fraudulently induce signatures using official governmental logos to feign 

"official endorsement" by the Wrightstown Community School District itself. Persons who 

signed the Recall Petition as a result ofreading the content of this website and Facebook page 

falsely believed the District had endorsed or supported the recall against Winker. 

Statements on the website and the Face book page ( or regarding the Face book page) were 

intentionally made to appear to the public as if the Wrightstown School District was authorizing, 

sponsoring, or otherwise "involved" in "getting this information to the public" about Winker and 

the recall. See e.g. Exs. 7 & 8. This misappropriation of the logo, in direct violation of school 

board policy, was a fraudulent attempt to gain signatures in violation of Wis. Stat. §12.05. In 

their rebuttal, the petitioners stated that the use of the official logo ceased around mid-January 

2025. This required Decker to reject all petition signatures that were induced or coerced prior to 

this date. At a minimum, Decker was required to ask that all prior petition pages be recirculated 

with published information that the School District does not, and has never, endorsed the 

website, Facebook page, or the recall of Winker. None of this occurred. Indeed, the circulators 
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misappropriations did, in fact, confuse and make electors think that the Recall Petition was being 

done officially by the school district. Id. 

Second, multiple circulators induced signatures at local bars after electors had been drinking, 

were distracted with Packer games, and were otherwise unaware of what they were signing. See 

e.g. Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge, at Ex. F). Circulators Tricia Vande Hay, Carrie Van Vreede, Rayn 

Warner, and Kyle or Jason Gerend were observed engaging in this practice on December 21, 

2024 (Vande Hay), December 28, 2024 (Gerend and Warner), and January 5, 2025 (Van 

Vreede). These were concerted efforts to obtain signatures from people who did not know what 

they were signing. See id. Decker must immediately reject all Recall Petition pages from the 

above circulators on the dates above because electors may, to this day, not even know they 

signed any recall petition. Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2). 

As one example of the amount obtained from persons drinking at a bar, Tricia V ande Hay 

alone got total 21 signatures on the date she engaged in this conduct all on December 21: 

- Recall Petition page 137 (Rows 9 and 10). 

- Recall Petition page 130 (in full- 10 signatures). 

- Recall Petition page 129 (Rows 6 and 7). 

- Recall Petition page 93 (Rows 1, 2, 3, and 4). 

- Recall Petition page 47 (Rows 5, 6, and 7). 

All of these signatures should have been rejected by Decker-specifically because the electors 

did not, and in many cases still may not, know that they signed the Recall Petition nor even what 

they were signing. Wis. Stat. 8.40(2). Id. The law is clear that "Substantial compliance requires 

that petitions be circulated in a manner that protects against fraud and that assures that signers 
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know the content of the petition. In re Petition for Recall of Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 535 (Wis. Ct. 

App. (1984). 

Third, far worse, Recall circulators offered bribes and threats to electors via monetary 

payments, threats, and food gifts to teachers to persuade them to sign the Recall Petition. Decker 

is aware of this information and district officials are aware that teachers were bribed, induced, 

and other electors threatened to sign the petition-particularly in late December 2024 - early 

January 2025. Decker, and the school district, were required to reject those signatures. At a 

minimum, Decker was required to publicly announce through official district channels that such 

methods were improper and that the School District condemns the use of its facilities, resources, 

teacher emails/identities, and logos to support the Recall effort. 

This never occurred. In one alleged instance, circulator V ande Hay brought the Recall 

Petition to young electors at a party at her home over Christmas break saying they would have to 

pay her $10 if they did not sign the recall petition and did not want to be forced to leave the 

party. Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge, Ex. G). Wis. Stat. § 12.11 (1 )(m) prohibits any consideration or 

thing of value paid or given to another to participate in the election process. Such violations are a 

Class I felony. Although the elector who raised this concern is very afraid of retaliation because 

of the bullying and harassment by the circulators, ( and thus did not want to come forward in any 

way), the circulator was willing to identify the Recall Petition page that resulted from this 

conduct as page 25. Id. Winker's challenge asked that all names from this date and specific 

circulator be removed, but the District accepted all of these signatures. 

To the extent that signatories and witnesses believed the School District condoned and 

supported the Recall and such actions, many people were, and remain, reasonably scared of 

retribution from government officials at the District-including potentially, Mr. Decker himself. 
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These tactics, bullying, fraud, threats, and bribes are clearly violations of state law, public policy, 

and the First Amendment's provisions against compelled speech. 

The use of the school board logo to promote the recall created the misleading appearance 

of endorsement from the Wrightstown Community School District which, by law, is not allowed 

to take sides in any recall effort. This abuse of the school board facilities, events and logo are 

illegal under§ 12.05 and a Class I felony. All signatures obtained this way should be stricken 

from the count. Winker estimates that nearly all signatures obtained in December 2024 and 

January 2025 were induced from the website, Facebook page and postings, and school events 

using Wrightstown logos and carefully crafted language to create an appearance of District 

sponsorship. The District intentionally failed to make any announcement (nor require the 

circulators) to correct and make clear that the District has never endorsed the recall of Winker. 

Third, the use of school property and events in violation of anti-political activity 

prohibitions is a fraudulent act that allows all such signatures gathered to be stricken-not 

merely 1 page from one circulator who "felt like correcting it." These actions were a gross 

misuse of public resources and are clearly prohibited by school board policy and should have 

been grounds enough for Decker to reject the Recall Petition, or at the very least, officially 

address these serious violations and require compliance or correction of all of these pages at 

issue. This did not occur. 

Rather, the Recall Petition was circulated multiple times at school events and functions 

on school property in direct violation of school district policies. As examples, the week of 

January 8, 2025, Board members Tiffany Van Vreede and Jonathan Curtis were seen circulating 

recall petitions to electors on school property at school activities-solely to solicit recall 

signatures. See e.g. Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge, at Ex. D). These actions violated po2430 
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(regulating political activity in school settings) and the school district staff handbook, which 

expressly prohibits the use of district resources for political campaigns. While the Petitioner's 

rebuttal showed that Mr. Curtis re-circulated one page from this, the petitioners provided no 

information showing that Tiffany Van Vreede and Rayn Warner's violations were otherwise 

corrected from use of school property or events-including use of District resources to obtain 

parent and teacher emails. See e.g. Ex. 7. Further, there was no correction regarding circulators 

sending bribery gifts to District teachers in efforts to induce them into signing the petition. Id 

Circulators have passed around the Recall Petition at school games and functions while on 

school district property. See e.g. Ex. 2 (Winker Challenge, at Ex. D). Because these policies were 

violated, all signatures collected under these circumstances must be invalidated. Even with only 

one page of Mr. Curtis's signatures being allegedly "re-circulated," the page still should have 

been rejected because the names and signatories were originally approached in violation of these 

policies, using District resources. 

Circulators of the Recall Petition publicly, and blatantly, violated other sections of school 

district policy in the circulation of the Recall Petition, including: 

• po2430 (regulating political activity in school settings). 
• po9700 (prohibiting unauthorized use of district materials for political purposes/relations 

with non-school affiliated groups). 
• po3210 (governing ethical conduct of district employees). 
• po0144.5 (regulating board members' political involvement). 
• Page 29 of the school district staff handbook, which expressly prohibits the use of 

district resources for political campaigns. 

To the extent that any teachers, staff, or officials with the school district violated these 

policies to induce signatures, all signatures collected by circulators under these circumstances 

must be invalidated and rejected by Decker. 

20 

L036



V. The Recall Petition Signatures were fraudulently induced by knowing and 
intentional false statements and representations by current School Board 
Members. 

In Wisconsin, recall petitions must be circulated in a manner that protects against fraud 

and assures that signers know the contents of the petition. Matter of Recall of Redner, 153 Wis. 

2d 383,450 N.W.2d 808 (1989); see also In re Petition for Recall of Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 535 

(Wis. Ct. App. (1984). Here, circulators openly and intentionally misrepresented the nature and 

purpose of the Recall Petition to entice signatures-made easy by their vague recall "reasons" on 

the face of the petition. 

Circulators knowingly misrepresented Winker's positions and actions. False claims 

against Angela, repeated and condoned by current school board members Warner, Van Vreede, 

and Melinda Lemke (who knew they were false) included allegations that Winker used district 

legal counsel for her personal objectives, and that he secretly started an investigation into the 

(now) former district administrator. Neither of these statements were true. Winker had no 

knowledge that these allegations were being made by fellow board members, with the authority 

of the District and the Board, until mid-January 2025 when persons that were granted access to 

the "restricted" Facebook page informed her of what her fellow Board members (and 

petitioner/circulators) were saying to many third persons-using their official position on the 

Board. 

Ms. Winker has not challenged the false statements (through facially vague petition 

allegations) circulated by private citizens who may have relied on the "official positions" of 

Rayn Warner and Tiffany Van Vreede-both School Board members with Winker. But Winker 

aptly challenged all pages circulated by Rayn Warner and Tiffany Van Vreede for multiple 

reasons-notably because Mr. Warner and Ms. Van Vreede both had direct, express, and written 

information that their statements about Winker's misuse of legal counsel and alleged "secret" 
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investigation were unequivocally false. AS Board members, circulators Warner and Van Vreede 

knew this, and instead, made up these and other false statements about Winker using their 

official position with confidential (yet false) Board information to fraudulently induce signatures. 

See Wrightstown Community School District Board, Special Meeting, February 13, 2025, 

available at https://youtu.be/MGOUzexwnE0. 

Because these signatures were fraudulently induced by Warner and Van Vreede with 

potentially far worse false information that even Winker was aware, while using their official 

position on the Board with Winker, all of these pages should not have been counted by Decker. 

See Beclcstrom v. Kornsi, 63 Wis. 2d 375,383,217 N.W.2d 283 (1974) for the proposition that 

"equity may determine a charge of fraud in securing signatures to the recall petition." 

Specifically, Warner and Tiffany Van Vreede's pages should not have been counted because 

there was no statement or publication ever issued by the District clarifying that the District did 

not officially endorse the recall nor have anything to do with the Recall against Winker. 

Indeed, school board petitioners (Rayn Warner and Van Vreede) were so aware of their 

fraudulent oral representations that they turned in their petition prior to the deadline solely to 

avoid the official public meeting from the District Board where information was published that 

Winker never used any resources for personal gain and did not secretly start any investigation 

into the former administrator.2 Warner and Van Vreede knew this Board meeting would include 

these publications exposing their false oral statements, so they quickly turned in their petitions to 

ensure that no voters could request to strike or cross out their name. 

2 See Wrightstown Community School District, Board Meeting, February 13, 2025, available at 
https://youtu.be/MGOUzexwnE0?si=2SHlBYJ5Z9k z8-X. 
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Winker was forced to issue a public statement to correct false statements she learned 

from a few citizens who had access to the restricted Facebook recall page that contained official 

and closed session "statements" from current Board members Rayn Warner, Tiffany Van 

Vreede, and Melinda Lemke. Current fellow Board Members Rayn Warner, Tiffany Van 

Vreede, and Melinda Lemke-all had access and authority and control to restrict access to 

Winker and others from their "recall Facebook page" in violation of the First Amendment, 

leaving Winker almost no information about the false information they were spreading about her 

until after signatures were gathered. However, despite this publicly available clarification from 

the falsehoods Winker became aware of, circulators and school board members continued to 

knowingly spread falsehoods to secure additional signatures without referencing Winker's 

personal statements. See Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(m). 

Circulators, including current Board Members Tiffany Van Vreede and Rayn Warner, 

told the public, parents, and teachers that Winker was using district legal counsel and resources 

for personal gain which was knowingly false information. Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(a); see Ex. 7 & 

Ex. 8. Far worse, Van Vreede and Warner used their official positions to obtain all the email 

addresses and contact information of School District parents and teachers to send out emails 

supporting the recall against Winker. Id. All of this without District staff or parental consent for 

such contact information use. See Ex. 7. 

In fact, Warner and Van Vreede (as well as Melinda Lemke who echoed the allegations to 

the Green Bay Press Gazette) received direct notification and evidence that Winker never used 

any legal counsel for any personal matters in September 2024. See Ex. 6. Despite having this 

information Warner and Van Vreede circulated multiple Recall Petition pages for signatures 
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using their official status as current board members to fraudulently induce the electorate to sign. 

See Ex. 7 and Ex. 8; see Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(a). 

Recall Petition signatures can be stricken by Decker if the purpose of the Recall Petition was 

misrepresented by the circulator. Wis. Stat. 9.10(2)(m). It is clear from the facts and documents 

available that many, if not nearly all, electors' signatures were gained through misrepresentation 

and the fraudulent action of the circulators. 

Numerous electors have come forward with affidavits and statements saying that they were 

deceived about the purpose of the recall petition or solicited for their signatures under false 

pretext or while under the influence of alcohol at social events. See Ex. 2(a). Some were led to 

believe they were signing a general support petition for local education initiatives, while others 

were falsely told their signatures would support nonpartisan school policies. Several individuals 

formally requested that their signatures be removed upon discovering the true intent of the 

Recall Petition. Id However, these requests were ignored by the circulators, rendering those 

signatures fraudulently obtained and void. 

Many signatories are frightened of retaliation because the main circulators, Tiffany Van 

Vreede and Rayn Warner, are current government officials serving on the school board. Ex. 8. 

Far worse, members of the public strongly fear retribution from the circulators and recall 

supporters because they have maintained a campaign of fear, intimidation, bribery, coercion, 

threats, bullying, cyber harassing, petty accusations, and other highly inappropriate conduct. See 

Exs. 2 & 4, 7. This coercion and undue influence by public officials makes the Recall Petition, 

on its face, insufficient. Under these extreme circumstances, Decker had a duty to protect the 

electorate and an elected official Ms. Winker from fraud-induced recall proceedings and should 

not have certified the Recall Petition or scheduled the recall. 
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Decker should have wholly rejected every Recall Petition pages that was circulated by both 

Warner and Van Vreede, but these repeated and intentional false statements about Winker from 

current board members, using their official status about official board matters, clearly violate 

Wis. Stat. § 12.05 and 12.13. These actions and false statements by circulators show intentional, 

knowing misrepresentation. Because signers of the Recall Petition were deceived and 

manipulated by Board members acting and speaking with knowledge from their official 

capacity, their signatures should have been removed and every page they circulated rejected. 

Wis. Stat. §9.10(2)(m). The Recall Petition pages that were circulated by Tiffany Van Vreede 

and Rayn Warner are: 

- Warner petition pages: 3, 4, 6, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23, 26, 38, 79, 94, 95, 98, 114, 117. 

- Van Vreedepetitionpages: 10, 13, 17, 28, 29, 30, 32, 39, 41, 49, 58, 59, 60, 65, 66, 81, 

118, 136, 139. 

If Decker had rightfully rejected these pages, it renders the total signature count to well 

below 700 total- far short of the 1,206 signatures needed to certify the recall. Further, because 

of the vague and improper reasons for the recall set forth in the text of the Recall Petition, 

signatories had no solid or factual information to make a decision - which allowed circulators to 

provide false and misleading information to electors outside of the official stated reasons for the 

recall. Id. In short, Decker reviewed and certified this recall in plain view of a myriad of 

fraudulent and illegal activities surrounding the circulation of the Recall Petition. 

CONCLUSION 

The recall efforts against Angela Hansen-Winker are permeated with impermissible 

vagueness which led to false information, fraudulent activity, policy and serious law violations 

by circulators (including public officials) that have fatally tainted the Recall Petition. On its face, 
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the Recall Petition lacks the requisite number of qualified and lawful signatures to allow the 

recall effort against Winker to move forward. WEC should direct Decker to carefully examine 

the face of the Recall Petition and reject the Recall Petition as insufficient and should state the 

particulars creating the insufficiency which include the lack of a sufficient number of legitimate 

signatures, the number of defective signatures, the fraudulent and misleading statements made 

by circulators in the solicitation of signatures and the payment of bribes and misuse of school 

board property, facilities and events all used to induce electors to sign the Recall Petition. Wis. 

Stat. §9.10(4)(a). Based on the above-documented violations, WEC must order Decker to: 

1. Reject the Recall Petition as impermissibly vague under Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(b). 

2. Remove all signatures obtained through fraudulent misrepresentation. Wis. Stat. § 
9.10(2)(m). 

3. Invalidate all signatures that contain addresses which were altered by circulators without 
verification in violation of Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(e). 

4. Strike all signatures collected in violation of district policies and other laws and public 
policy. This includes all signatures collected under duress or at bars or from intoxicated 
or distracted persons. Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(m). 

5. Reject all signatures from electors who requested removal and those that are 
unintelligible. Wis. Stat.§ 8.40(1) and Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2). 

6. Invalidate all petition pages circulated by current board members Rayn Warner and 
Tiffany Van Vreede who had prior evidence that their oral statements to electors about 
Winker regarding an internal investigation and district legal resources were 
unequivocally false. And used that false information in their official capacities to 
fraudulently induce elector signatures. Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(m). 

7. Decline to certify the Recall Petition in its entirety and stay the scheduled recall election. 
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For the reasons set forth herein, the Wisconsin Elections Commission must stay the recall 

election and remand the Recall Petition to Decker to find - on its face - the Recall Petition to be 

insufficient and to reject the Recall Petition in accordance with Wisconsin election law. 

Dated: March 20, 2025 

Respectfully submitted, 

Electronically signed by: Isl Daniel J Eastman 
Daniel J. Eastman 
Wis. Bar No. 1011433 
EASTMAN LAW, LLC 
PO BOX 158 
Mequon, Wisconsin 53092 
Phone: (414) 881-9383 
dan@attomeyeastman.com 

Jennifer T. DeMaster 
Wis. Bar No. 1124201 
DEMASTER LAW LLC 
361 Falls Rd, Ste 610 
Grafton, Wisconsin 53024 
Phone: (414) 235-7488 
Fax: (262) 536-0515 
jennifer@demasterlaw.com 
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VERIFICATION 

I Angela Hansen-Winker, being duly sworn on oath state that I personally read the above 

complaint, and the above allegations are true based on my personal knowledge and, as to those 

stated on information and belief, I believe them to be true. a ~ 
- ~~k 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

County of Ozaukee 
) ss. 
), 

ckli day of March, 2025 

28 

L044



L045



L046



 1

STATE OF WISCONSIN      WRIGHTSTOWN COMMUNITY 
       SCHOOL DISTRICT 
  

  
 
 
In re: The Matter of: 
 
Recall Petition of Wrightstown School Board President 
Angela Hansen-Winker 
 
  
 

WRIGHTSTOWN COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT BOARD 
PRESIDENT ANGELA HANSEN-WINKER’S VERIFIED 

CHALLENGE TO THE RECALL PETITION  
  
 

INTRODUCTION 

The recall Petition filed against Angela Hansen-Winker is defective on its face, legally 

insufficient and derived from fraudulent practices and violations of school board policy that require 

its rejection by the Wrightstown Community School District. The Petition must be rejected for the 

following reasons: 

1. The Petition was impermissibly vague and failed to state a reason for the recall 
which is related to Angela’s official responsibilities making all signatures 
insufficient on its face. 

2. Electors have requested their signatures be removed from the Petition prior to 
filing because they were misled by circulators, yet, not all elector signatures that 
so requested have been removed. 

3. Circulators altered over 258 addresses or municipality names that were written 
on the Petition by electors thereby making them ineligible to be counted. 

4. Circulators fraudulently induced electors to sign the Petition using and making  
false statements about Angela, including the wonton and intentional misuse of 
district logos on private solicitation materials. 

5. The Petition was circulated multiple times on school district property and during 
school district events, violating numerous written school district policies 
including po2430, po9700, po3210, po0144.5, and p. 29 of the staff handbook. 
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6. Circulators who are also government officials restricted public access to recall 
allegations made on a private Facebook page in violation of Federal and 
Wisconsin open records laws and Angela’s First Amendment rights. 

7. School board members and circulators induced and coerced signatures from 
unsuspecting electors using false statements and bribes, despite knowing the truth 
from Angela’s public press release. 

Specifically, the petition is far short of the 1,206-signature minimum threshold. Although the 

submitted petition included 1,308 signatures, the Petitioner’s review has whittled down those 

numbers significantly based on multiple and flagrant violations of Wis. Stat. 9.10, state law, policy 

violations, and public policy concerns to, at a maximum, 1,156. However, Petitioner believes that 

an additional 20 rows of electors that did not know what they were signing, as well as all pages 

circulated by current officials who intentionally used their official positions to defraud the public, 

should be rejected as well. For these reasons, the Clerk must rule the Petition to be insufficient on 

its face because the number of legitimate signatures gathered by the circulators is below the 

threshold number necessary to proceed to a recall election against Angela and that the circulation 

of the Petition was riddled with and tainted by fraud and multiple violations of policies and laws. 

I. The Recall Petition is insufficient because it fails to state a legitimate claim 
and is impermissibly vague. 

A recall petition “shall contain a statement of a reason for the recall which is related to 

the official responsibilities of the official for whom removal is sought.” Emphasis added. Wis. 

Stat. § 9.10(2)(b). The recall petition against Angela fails to meet this legal standard. Instead of 

articulating any specific allegation regarding the performance of her official responsibilities as a 

school board member or as president of the school board, the petition merely asserts: 

“Disregard for board procedures. Lack of transparency and communication. 
Conflict of interest and ethical violations. Violation of district policies and code of 
conduct.”  
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None of these allegations are supported by any factual evidence or even touch on Angela’s 

conduct, behavior or performance as an elected public official. In fact, it is just the opposite. 

Angela is an advocate for open, transparent and honest school board governance. The promoters 

of the Petition have failed to state on the Petition any specific act suggesting any action by Angela 

that reflects the performance of her official responsibilities. They offer mere opinions and 

misstatements of her character, driven by long-simmering political animosity, revenge and fear of 

her investigation into school board corruption. This recall is not about the constitutional right to 

recall an elected official. It is about trying to prevent Angela from performing her duties as a school 

board member. 

The lack of specificity in the recall petition made it impossible for signers to understand the 

nature of the allegations so electors who signed the petition were not able to make an informed 

decision as to whether Angela has performed her official responsibilities. The recall petitioners 

failed to state even the most rudimentary reasons why she has failed in her official responsibilities. 

Electors have a right to understand the accurate allegations raised in a recall election. Mere 

allegations of poor job performance or unpopularity is not sufficient to support a recall under 

Wisconsin law. Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b).  

Voters who signed the Petition were misled by recall promoters on multiple occasions who 

often misrepresented the nature of the recall itself to harvest signatures. In fact, over a dozen 

electors have requested to have their names removed from the Petition for this very reason—even 

though the Petitioner had only a mere couple weeks to try and respond to the litany of pubic fraud, 

inducement, and coercion. Under Wisconsin law, the Petition must clearly state the allegations as 

they relate to her official responsibilities. Mere criticism of her character is not enough to meet 

this burden.  Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b). 
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The absence of any factual specificity in the recall petition is not enough to meet the statutory 

standard. Mere dislike of a school board member for exposing public corruption is not adequate 

grounds for recall. Because the recall petition is impermissibly vague and does not establish a 

legally sufficient cause for removal, the recall petition must be rejected.  

 Substantial compliance with Wis. Stat.§8.40 requires the Petition to be circulated in a 

manner that protects against fraud and that assures the signers knew the contents of the petition. 

And substantial compliance with recall procedures is necessary because of the significant interest 

of the office holder in retaining her position. In re: Petition for Recall of Jensen, 360 N.W.2d 535 

(Wis. Ct. App. 1984). It is the law in Wisconsin that: There must be substantial compliance with 

legally required recall procedures. But substantial compliance is all that is necessary. Nevertheless, 

it has been ruled that noncompliance with a statutory provision intended to safeguard the operation 

of constitutional recall procedures is fatal to the validity of a recall petition. Beckstrom v. Kornsi, 

63 Wis. 2d 375; 217 N.W2d 283 (1974). 

As such, the Petition should be ruled insufficient on its face for lack of substantial compliance 

with the statutory requirement to set forth a statement of a reason for the recall which is related to 

the official responsibilities of the official for whom removal is sought.  

II. The Recall Petition Signatures contain numerous false and fraudulent 
address information and show fraudulent edits of signatory information 
by the circulators without the electors apparent consent. 

It is the exclusive duty and obligation of the signers of the Petition to complete the required 

information themselves unless allowed by statute to have assistance due to physical disability. 

Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1). 

“Each signer of such a petition shall affix his or her signature to the petition 
accompanied by his or her municipality of residence for voting purposes, the 
street and number, if any, on which the signer resides, and the date of signing… No 
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signature is valid under this subsection unless the signer satisfies the requirements 
under this subsection.” Emphasis added. Wis. Stat. §8.40 (1). 

It is clear from the plain language of the statute that the signer of the Petition shall 

accompany his or her signature with disclosure of his or her municipality of residence for 

purposes of voting. It is the duty of the signer to write the required information on the Petition 

when deciding to participate in the process.  Electors capable of signing the Petition are presumed 

to have, at minimum, some cognitive understanding of the municipality in which they reside and 

vote. The law assumes that the signer personally and intentionally fills in his or her correct address 

and municipality when signing an official election form.  In short, the law assumes signers of the 

Petition know where they live when they signed the Petition. 

An examination of the Petition signatures reveals that in over 258 instances (over 80% of 

the signature sheets presented as the Petition, the municipality data has been modified by persons 

other than the signers. As the Petition has been edited to create two or more municipalities of 

residence, the Clerk cannot, on its face, determine which residence is the accurate residential 

address of the voter. As such, the signatures cannot be counted.  

The signers’ disclosure of their actual municipality was edited or changed by either the 

circulators or other unknown persons, thus making the signatures void. Only the signer has the 

right to fill in the Petition and neither the circulator nor other people have any right to edit or 

change the information given by the signer.  

If someone other than the elector signed for the elector, the signature may not be counted. 

Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(em)(j). Here, we have over 258 examples of someone other than the signer 

changing and manipulating the signature information AFTER the signer signed the Petition. As 

such, none of these signatures can be counted. They were altered by the circulators or others and 

are void.  
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While technical defects in the Petition alone may not warrant dismissal of a recall petition, 

defects that rise to the level of facilitating misrepresentation can be grounds for rejection of the 

Petition. See: Matter of Recall of Redner, 153 Wis2d 383 (1989).   Similarly, in Stahovic v. Rajchel, 

122 Wis.2d 370 (1984), the court implied fraud can be a reason for a clerk to reject recall 

signatures. In Friends of Scott Walker v. Brennan, the court determined that recall petitions 

containing patently fictitious names or illegible addresses may be challenged and the clerk may be 

directed to eliminate such signatures during their review of the recall petition. 340 Wis.2d 499 

(2012). 

The perpetrators of these edits have not only denied the signer their constitutional right to  

recall but have attempted to harm Angela, the electorate, and the District by fraudulent abuse of 

the process.   The persons editing or modifying information given buy the Petition signers have 

committed election fraud under Wis. Stat. § 12.13(1)(b) by making a false statement to an election 

official. Manipulation of over 258 signers’ information in an attempt to trigger a statutory recall is 

a criminal offence.  

The circulators have no authority under state law to edit or change any information on the 

Petition inscribed by the signer. Yet, here, multiple circulators edited the Petition in an attempt to 

mislead the Clerk into believing the Petition signatures are accurate. All of these edited signatures 

must be excluded because, on its face, the Clerk cannot determine the correct address of the signer. 

The obligations of Petition circulators are clearly set forth in statute. Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2). 

Circulators are required to know that petition signers are electors of the jurisdiction or district in 

which the petition is circulated and that they signed the Petition with full knowledge of its content. 

The circulator must know “their respective residence given” and the circulator is aware that 

falsifying the certification is punishable under wis. Stat. §12.13(3)(a). Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2).   
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It is long-settled law in Wisconsin that circulators are obligated to know the respective 

residences of electors signing the Petition. State v. Beckley, 192 Wis. 367 (1927). In the instant  

matter, over 258 municipality entries  made by signers were changed by the circulators without 

the consent or permission of the signers. At minimum, and in the best light, the circulators failed 

in the duty to know the signers’ respective residence as is required by law. One can be wrong about 

a street address but wrong about a municipality is not credible. All such signatures that have been 

manipulated and now show two or more Municipalities of Residence must not be counted and the 

Clerk has no capacity to determine from the face of the Petition which municipality is correct.  

As such, circulators have no authority to “correct” or “edit” any information recorded by the 

signers. In over 258 instances, Petition signature information was edited by the circulators or other 

parties to change the municipality of the signer – creating confusion as more than one municipality 

now exists for these signers. On its face, the Petition is ambiguous so these signatures may not be 

counted. In re Jensen, 121 Wis.2d 467 (1984).  

Wisconsin courts have ruled that persons circulating recall petitions be circulated in the 

absence of fraud. “Nevertheless, substantial compliance with recall procedures is necessary 

because of the significant interest of the officeholder in retaining his position. See Beckstrom v. 

Kornsi, 63 Wis.2d 375, 387, 217 N.W.2d 283, 290 (1974). Substantial compliance requires that 

petitions be circulated in a manner that protects against fraud and that assures that signers know 

the content of the petition. See Montoya v. Lopez, 659 P.2d 900, 901-02 (N.M. 1983). Therefore, 

it is imperative that the circulation of recall petitions be done in the absence of fraud. A review of 

the Petitions has uncovered widespread improper alterations made by circulators. Specifically: 

 Signers’ addresses and municipalities of residence were pre-filled, rewritten or changed 
by circulators without the signer’s consent or knowledge.  
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 Municipality names were changed by circulators to make it appear that signers resided in 
the district when, in fact, they did not. Circulators are obligated to know the municipality 
of each signer at the time the signer signs the petition. Wis. Stat. §8.40(2). 

 Some circulators crossed out information and replaced it in clearly different 
handwriting, which violates Wis. Sta. § 8.40(1) and (2). 

Under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(e)(4), all such modified signatures are invalid if the residency of 

the signer cannot be determined. Because circulators altered the municipal information and 

because over 258 signatures now reflect two or more residence locations, the Clerk cannot 

determine from the FACE of the Petition where the signers actually live. All such signatures that 

have been modified by the circulators or others must be stricken. As this number exceeds 258 

signatures, the Petition falls short of the 1,206 signatures necessary to order a recall election. 

Next, many circulators, including current board member Tiffany Van Vreede also crossed out 

address information on multiple signature pages and filled in new information herself in her own 

handwriting without the signatory’s knowledge or consent. This is patently illegal. Wis. Stat. 

§8.40(1) requires the signer and the signer alone to sign the Petition and fill in the requisite data. 

Here, Van Vreede modified the signer’s municipal data without any authority to do so and, in some 

examples, actually pre-filled Municipality and other data on signature sheets in gross violation of 

law. All required information must be written on the Petition by the actual signer. No other person 

is authorized by law to edit, add or delete ANY information provided by the signer (except as 

allowed under Wis. Stat. § 9.10 (2)(j) for disability accommodation.) All signatures where portions 

of the address are crossed out must be stricken from the Petition as fraudulent and may not be 

counted. Wis. Stat. §9.10((2)(m). 

As over 258 signers now have multiple addresses and municipalities listed on the Petition 

signature sheets, the Petition - on its face – is insufficient. As the Clerk cannot tell the exact 

municipality of residence of these signers, the signatures cannot be counted and the recall effort 
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fails for lack of valid, unaltered signatures. See Exhibit A. The following table contains the Recall 

Pages and rows where a circulator or clearly different handwriting has altered, stricken, or 

otherwise edited information about an elector without their knowledge or consent. Given elector 

concerns about falsifying information without an elector’s consent or otherwise filling in 

information without the elector’s consent, the District must reject these signatures set forth below:  

 
Recall Petition 

PAGE 
Row(s) Recall Petition 

PAGE 
Row(s) 

7 1,2,4 68 9, 10 
10 7 70 9,10 (entire street 

address written by 
circulator – not 

elector) 
11 4,7,8 71 4,3,2 
12 8,9 75 7 
14 6 81 3,4 
17 2,6 83 1,2 
25 2,3 85 9,10 
28 10 88 10 
32 10 91 7 (appears that 

signature of elector 
was crossed out) 

38 3 92 2,3 (address does not 
exist) 

39 5,6 93 2,5,7,9 
40 2,6,7,8,9,10   
41 2,3 (no cross out but 

different signature 
than the elector) 

101 3,4,5,6 

42 4,7,8,9 103 5 
44 9 110 8 
45 8,9 118 2,3 
47 8,9 121 8 
48 1 (cross and date) 125 1,2 
49 3,4 126 1,2 
51 2 (cross address), 3 127 2,3,4 
52 9 128 1,2 
53 8 129 8,9 
59 10 132 6 
61 3, 4 133 1,2,4,5,6 
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63 1 137 3, 4, 5 
65 1,2 145 3,4 (unknown 

handwriting – likely 
other circulator) 

66 9 146 4,5,7,9 
67 2 (strike w/ different 

pen) 
147 4,7,8 

 

Next, as recently as February 19, 2025, circulator Nicole Gerend sent an email to 

Petitioner’s personal attorney using a fake pseudonym “Nicole Better” in efforts to obtain 

information about evidence Petitioner had and demanding to know what Petitioner was going to 

do. See Ex. B. Additionally, a citizen created a website for concerned electors that had been misled 

to cross out their signatures (and Petitioner linked to this on her website). But, on February 7, 2025, 

one of the circulators contacted that website under the pseudonym “Dingleberry McDicklicker.” 

In an odd twist, Dingleberry proceeded to accuse the Petitioner and her supporters of “acting like 

children” because Petitioner was helping electors who were misled or coerced into signing the 

Petition. See Ex. C. 

Petitioner is uncertain whether Dingleberry McDicklicker is another pseudonym for Ms. 

Gerend or another Recall Petition circulator. However, such blatant fraudulent identifications to 

induce information from Angela’s legal counsel or taint the electoral process by threatening those 

who would deign to “escape” from their fraudulent inducement of signatures is concerning. In fact, 

these bullying and harassing tactics to electors, especially to the extent they are from current City 

official circulators, should also be considered by the District in its necessary rejection of this 

petition.  

All of this only demands the District reject this insufficient petition even more. These 

antics, along with the litany of other policy and law violations addressed herein regarding the 

circulators’ conduct in using false representations to coerce information relating to this Recall 
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Petition proves that certain circulators are not above using false identifications or pseudonyms to 

induce signatures, information, and otherwise blemish the sacred election process. 

There is ample precedent and statutory justification that permits and requires the District 

to reject the Recall Petition based solely on the foregoing. Indeed, the Wisconsin Election 

Commission rejected a recall petition against Wisconsin State Assembly speaker Robin Vos and 

nullified 188 names that either had crossed out addresses, insufficient addresses, names and 

address information added without the elector’s consent, and other implications of fraudulent and 

violative circulation measures.1 

Next, the District should reject page 107 of the petition because the circulator failed to 

provide a street address as required by state law and just stated County Hwy UU. Ex. A at p. 107. 

Finally, the law requires that each signer “shall LEGIBLY print his or her name in a space provided 

next to his or her signature. No signature is valid… unless the signer satisfies the requirements 

under this subsection.” Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) (emphasis added). Certain signatories have names that 

cannot be reasonably read so Angela has no way of knowing the identity of the signer. As such, 

she cannot verify the signer’s identity, signature, name, or address of the signatory. These 

seventeen (17) entries may not be counted. Petitioner is unable to decipher the following elector 

signatories sufficient to assess their information and, thus, challenges these signatures on the 

petition because it is unfair and Petitioner did not have sufficient information to assess whether 

these electors were valid or otherwise forged: 

 
Recall Petition 

PAGE 
Row(s) Recall Petition 

PAGE 
Row(s) 

3 6, 7 33 10 
4 2 36 2, 3, 4 (there are 

arrows, marks, diff 

 
1 https://apnews.com/article/wisconsin-speaker-recall-robin-vos-election-2b0678771b4ef4317bee76f88a6a9600.  
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handwriting, unclear 
whether elector 

signed) 
5 10 40 8 

34 3 52 4 
57 3 77 10 

141 1 84 5 
122 1 (name) 94 2 

 

III. Recall Petition Signatures were circulated and induced in violation of 
multiple policies, rules, and laws, and, on that basis, should be stricken. 

Using district logos and branding on recall-related websites, Facebook page, and 

materials to create an appearance of official endorsement by the school district is an egregious 

violation of Wrightstown School District Policy. This tactic has been a consistent and ongoing 

practice used solely to gather signatures from the electorate.  

The recall petition was circulated multiple times at school events and functions on school 

property in direct violation of school district policies. As examples, the week of January 8, 2025, 

Board members Tiffany Van Vreede and Jonathan Curtis were seen circulating recall petitions to 

electors on school property at school activities—solely to solicit recall signatures. See e.g. D. 

These actions violated po2430 (regulating political activity in school settings) and the school 

district staff handbook, which expressly prohibits the use of district resources for political 

campaigns. Circulators have passed around the Petition at school games and functions while on 

school district property. Because these policies were violated, all signatures collected under these 

circumstances must be invalidated.  

Circulators of the recall petition herein publicly, and blatantly, violated other sections of 

school district policy in the circulation of the Petition, including: 
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 po2430 (regulating political activity in school settings). 
 po9700 (prohibiting unauthorized use of district materials for political purposes/relations 

with non-school affiliated groups). 
 po3210 (governing ethical conduct of district employees). 
 po0144.5 (regulating board members' political involvement). 
 Page 29 of the school district staff handbook, which expressly prohibits the use of 

district resources for political campaigns. 

To the extent that any teachers, staff, or officials with the District violated these policies in 

order to induce signatures, all signatures collected by circulators under these circumstances must 

be invalidated and rejected.  

 Promoters of the Petition have also used the school district logo on a private website – 

Residents for Wrightstown Community School District (r4wcsd.com) that was created to promote 

the recall and the Petition in an effort to gain more signatures. This is a blatant violation of the use 

of the school district logo by a political group and was misleading to the public. See Exhibit E. 

Persons who signed the Petition as a result of reading the content of this website were led by the 

recall promoters to falsely believe the school board had endorsed or supported the recall. 

Statements on the website and the Facebook page (or regarding the Facebook page) were 

intentionally made to appear to the public as if the Wrightstown School District was authorizing, 

sponsoring, or otherwise “involved” in “getting this information to the public” about the Petitioner 

and the recall. See id. This misappropriation of the logo, in direct violation of school board policy, 

was a fraudulent attempt to gain signatures in violation of Wis. Stat. §12.05. The District should 

reject all petition signatures that were induced or otherwise coerced as a result of the flagrant and 

fraudulent misuse of the Wrightstown Community School District logo. Indeed, the circulators 

misappropriations did, in fact, confuse and make electors think that the recall petition was being 

done officially by the District. Id. 

Outrageously, multiple circulators induced signatures at local bars after electors had been 
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drinking and were otherwise unaware of what they were signing. The circulators knew this and 

made concerted and repeated efforts to obtain signatures from bars from people that were under 

the influence of alcohol and unaware of their actions. Witnesses showed this was done by 

circulators Tricia Vande Hay on December 21, Rayn Warner on December 28, Carrie Van Vreede 

on January 5, and either Kyle or Jason Gerend on December 28, at a minimum.  See Ex. F. The 

District must immediately reject all petition pages from the above circulators on the dates above 

because electors may, to this day, not even know they signed.  

Tricia Vander Hey brought petitions late at night to a bar, and in one example, elector DeCleese 

was concerned about this and requested the removal of his name because he was approached by 

Tricia Vander Hey late at night at a bar on December 21, 2024, after a few drinks and was not fully 

aware what he was signing. Id. See also Ex. A at p. 130. Given the recall circulators’ use of the 

Wrightstown School District official logo, as well as circulators, including a current board member, 

inducing signatures while inebriated from Bar patrons, the District must reject this Petition—or, at 

a minimum, all signatures obtained from the above persons on December 18, 28, and January 5. 

As one example of the amount obtained from persons drinking at a bar, Tricia Vande Hay alone 

got total 21 signatures on the date she engaged in this conduct all on December 21: 

- Recall Petition page 137 (Rows 9 and 10). 
- Recall Petition page 130 (in full – 10 signatures). 
- Recall Petition page 129 (Rows 6 and 7). 
- Recall Petition page 93 (Rows 1, 2, 3, and 4). 
- Recall Petition page 47 (Rows 5, 6, and 7).  

 
All of these signatures should be rejected—specifically because the electors did not, and 

in many cases, still may not know that they signed the petition nor even what they were signing.  

More serious, however, are allegations Petitioner has received that the promoters of the 

recall offered bribes to electors and food gifts to teachers to persuade them to sign the Petition. To 
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the extent that the District has any information about teachers or staff being bribed or otherwise 

induced to sign the petition, the District should reject those signatures. In one alleged instance, to 

Petitioner’s knowledge, a Circulator brought the recall petition to electors saying they would have 

to pay her $10 if they did not sign the petition. See Ex. G. Wis. Stat. § 12.11 (1)(m) prohibits any 

consideration or thing of value paid or given to another to participate in the election process.  

Here, the promoters of the Petition offered monetary and pecuniary compensation to 

electors to sign the Petition in violation of Wisconsin’s election bribery law. A violation of this 

law is a Class I felony. Although the elector who raised this concern is very afraid of retaliation 

because of the bullying and harassment by the circulators, (and thus did not want to come forward 

in any way), the circulator was willing to identify the Petition page that resulted from this conduct 

as page 25. The District should reject this page and contact law enforcement. 

It is clear under Wisconsin election law that signatures may be stricken from the Petition 

when the purpose of a recall petition was misrepresented by the circulator. Wis. Stat. §9.10(2)(m). 

Here, circulators openly and intentionally misrepresented the nature and purpose of the Petition to 

entice signatures. The use of school property and events in violation of anti-political activity 

prohibitions is a fraudulent act that allows all such signatures gathered to be stricken. These actions 

were a gross misuse of public resources and are clearly prohibited by school board policy.  

Also, the use of the school board logo to promote the recall created the misleading 

appearance of endorsement from the Wrightstown Community School District which, by law is 

not allowed to take sides in any recall effort. This abuse of the school board facilities, events and 

logo are illegal under 12.05 and are a Class I felony. All signatures so obtained should be stricken 

from the count. Petitioner estimates that nearly all signatures were induced from the website, 
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Facebook page and postings, and school events using Wrightstown logos and carefully crafted 

language to create an appearance of District sponsorship. These should be rejected. 

IV. The Recall Petition Signatures were fraudulently induced by knowing 
and intentional false statements and representations by current School 
Board Members.  

Evidence has emerged that circulators knowingly misrepresented Angela’s positions and 

actions. False claims included: 

 Making provably (and proven) false statements about Angela using the district’s legal 
counsel for personal matters, including, but not limited to, an email Angela personally 
wrote to Rayn Warner on her own time, and the investigation of Mr. Space. 

In Wisconsin, recall petitions must be circulated in a manner that protects against fraud 

and assures that signers know the contents of the petition. Matter of Recall of Redner, 153 

Wis. 2d 383, 450 N.W.2d 808 (1989). Because these signatures were fraudulently induced, 

they may not be counted. 

A. Board Members and Circulators coerced signatures using knowing and intentional false 
statements due to the vague and undefined nature of the Petition allegations. 

Angela was forced to issue a public press release to correct false statements made about her 

by the circulators and other school board members long after the Petition had already started being 

circulated for signatures and published on websites and private Facebook pages with the District’s 

logo. However, despite this publicly available clarification, circulators and school board 

members continued to knowingly spread falsehoods to secure additional signatures without 

referencing Angela’s press release. Notwithstanding that the Recall Petition itself contained overly 

vague allegations that were wholly insufficient for any elector to know the purpose of the recall, 

Angela could only defend herself from the false statement’s on the “intent to circulate the petition” 

which was mirrored on the website and Facebook pages and posts of the circulators. Even there, 
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the only allegation sufficient for a recall would be Angela’s used of district legal counsel for 

personal purposes. But this was, and remains, unequivocally false.  

 Circulators told the public, parents, and teachers that Angela was using district legal 

counsel and resources for personal gain which was knowingly false information. This was stated 

by Angela as false and further verified by the Board’s legal counsel on February 13, 2025 at a 

public school board meeting confirming that Angela never used the school district’s legal counsel 

for any personal matter. See Wrightstown Community School District Board, Special Meeting, 

February 13, 2025, available at https://youtu.be/MGOUzexwnE0. 

Circulators also told electors that Angela started an investigation of the former 

superintendent without board knowledge or out of spite. This statement was untrue. Id.  

Of vital importance, however, is that Recall Petitioner, School District Board Member 

Rayn Warner, as well as Board Member Tiffany Van Vreede, were well aware that these 

allegations against Petitioner were false far before the February 13 special Board meeting. In fact, 

Warner and Van Vreede (as well as Melinda Lemke who echoed the allegations to the Green Bay 

Press Gazette) received direct notification and evidence that Angela never used any legal counsel 

for any personal matters on September 26, 2024. Despite having this information, not only did 

Warner commence the recall with his intent form, but he and Van Vreede circulated multiple 

petitions for signatures using their official status as current board members to fraudulently induce 

the electorate to sign. These are knowing and intentional false statements relating to an election in 

violation of Wis. Stat. § 12.13 and many other policies including collecting signatures at school 

events and using District logos on recall-related platforms that they published official Board 

matters about (also in violation of Wisconsin open records laws and the First Amendment). Warner 

and Van Vreede appear to have been fully aware of their false statements that they quickly rushed 
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to file the Recall Petition signatures before the special Board meeting to prohibit any unwitting 

elector victims from asking that they be removed from the petition.  

Not only must the district wholly reject every Petition page that was circulated by both 

Warner and Van Vreede, but these repeated and intentional false statements about Ms. Winker 

from current board members, using their official status about official board matters, should be 

provided to law enforcement. These actions and false statements by circulators show intentional, 

knowing misrepresentation. Because signers of the Petition were deceived and manipulated, 

their signatures must be removed and every page they circulated rejected. Wis. Stat. 

§9.10(2)(m). The Recall Petition pages that were circulated by Van Vreede and Warner are: 

- Warner: 

o 3, 4, 6, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23, 26, 38, 79, 94, 95, 98, 114, 117. 

- Van Vreede: 

o 10, 13, 17, 28, 29, 30, 32, 39, 41, 49, 58, 59, 60, 65, 66, 81, 118, 136, 139. 

The District rightfully rejecting these pages renders the total signature count to well below 

700 total. Further, because of the vague and improper reasons for the recall set forth in the text of 

the Petition, signatories had no solid or factual information to make a decision - which allowed 

circulators to provide false and misleading information to electors outside of the official stated 

reasons for the recall. 

 
B. Due to the fraudulent and misleading information from past and current Board 

Members, multiple electors were forced to request their signatures be removed. 

Petition signatures can be stricken by the Clerk if the purpose of the Petition was 

misrepresented by the circulator.  Wis. Stat. 9.10(2)(m). It is clear from the facts and documents 
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available that many, if not nearly all, electors’ signatures were gained through misrepresentation 

and the fraudulent action of the circulators.  

Numerous electors have come forward with affidavits and statements saying that they were 

deceived about the purpose of the recall petition or solicited for their signatures under false 

pretext or while under the influence of alcohol at social events.  See Ex. C. Some were led to 

believe they were signing a general support petition for local education initiatives, while others 

were falsely told their signatures would support nonpartisan school policies. Several 

individuals formally requested that their signatures be removed upon discovering the true intent 

of the recall petition. However, these requests were ignored by the circulators, rendering those 

signatures fraudulently obtained and void.  

Angela tried to communicate these fraudulent activities with the public and tried to permit 

signers to strike out their name based on false information from circulators Mr. Warner, Van 

Vreede, and other circulators, but many signers did not see Angela’s statements or website because 

Angela did not have sufficient information from the recall petition to object to the dozens of 

(largely impermissible) allegations against her. And Angela did not have enough time nor were 

signatories watching websites or articles nor aware of how to sign. 

Petitioner has been made aware that some of the electors who had signed the Petition asked 

the circulators if they could unsign their name prior to the signatures being turned in to the Clerk, 

but they were told by the circulators they could not unsign their name. This was false information. 

Signatures can be removed from recall petitions prior to the time they are filed with the Clerk. 

Wis. Stat. §9.10(2)(d). Additionally, Rayn Warner threatened to complain to the Wisconsin 

Elections Commission because electors wanted to strike out their names prior to the Petition filing. 

Some persons supporting the elector’s choices to remove themselves prior to the filing deadline 
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were accused of “election interference” and bullied by the circulators. (See e.g. “Dingleberry” 

information above).  

Many signatories are frightened of retaliation because the main circulators, Tiffany Van 

Vreede and Rayn Warner, are current government officials serving on the school board. Far worse, 

members of the public strongly fear retribution from the circulators because they have maintained 

a campaign of fear, intimidation, bribery, coercion, threats, bullying, cyber harassing, petty 

accusations, and other highly inappropriate conduct. This coercion and undue influence by public 

officials makes the Petition, on its face, insufficient. See Ex. G.  

On February 12, 2025, the District Superintendent and the Board called a special meeting 

to address concerns of the community about the recall matter herein. The current Board member 

circulators, Rayn Warner and Tiffany Van Vreede, potentially believed that their knowing and 

intentional false statements about Angela Hansen-Winker would be published based on the 

public’s concern about their exclusive statements of legal misconduct by the District and Angela. 

In light of their fears that such intentional fraud would be disclosed to the public, Mr. Warner 

and/or Ms. Van Vreede ensured the Recall Petition signatures were submitted several days prior 

to the deadline presumably to ensure that electors would be unable to cross off their names under 

statutory requirements. This suggests that the circulators knowingly and intentionally induced 

elector signatures by fraud including, but not limited to, their use of the Wrightstown School 

District logos and likeness on their recall pages and their false and misleading material statements 

about Angela.  

V. The District must reject this Recall Petition because the implications 
undermine the First Amendment, state laws and policies, and will be 
highly costly to the District. 
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Signatures were obtained through practices that violated Wisconsin’s Open Records Laws 

and First Amendment that refused access to the electorate of official school board matters from 

Board Members Warner and Van Vreede, with substantial support from Melinda Lemke through 

her family members. Several known circulators are current government officials. These individuals 

restricted public comment by silencing debate about the recall effort, violating open meeting laws, 

and restricting access to their communications about official board matters. Violations include: 

 Closed and private Facebook page that demanded citizen “beliefs and opinions” prior 
to entry but included discussions of official policy and School board matters by current 
Board Members Warner, Van Vreede, and Lemke, and former School District officers 
Nicole Gerend and Carla Buboltz. Many citizens, including Petitioner, were never 
“invited” nor permitted to attend these discussions and posts.  

 Withholding or destroying information about the recall allegations from open records 
requests. 

 Restricting discussions at public meetings, preventing informed debate on the merits of 
the recall. This includes discussions from Board members Rayn Warner, Tiffany Van 
Vreede, Melinda Lemke, Carla Buboltz, and Nicole Gerend – all discussing official board 
matters (the latter two former district officials discussing official matters) on a Facebook 
page that members of public, including Petitioner, were not allowed to enter or comment 
on. 

 Coordinating recall efforts using government resources, raising ethical and legal 
concerns. This includes the use of the School district’s logo on a website supporting the 
Recall against Angela in violation of numerous policies. And this website had no 
language at any point discussing that the School District did not condone nor support or 
have any role in the recall – making citizens falsely believe the School District by its logo 
usage on the website were funding or supporting the recall.  

These actions violate Wisconsin Open Records Laws and First Amendment protections 

against government suppression of speech. Any signatures collected under these conditions must 

be invalidated. This includes all signatures by electors that are current members of the Residents 

for Wrightstown Facebook page as of the date of this Petition. Further, Warner and Van Vreede’s 

use of their official status to discuss official Board and District matters relating to this recall in 

such closed avenues, with Melinda Lemke, violates the First Amendment on multiple levels. 
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Public officials cannot restrict comment or engage in viewpoint discrimination in public forums 

when the discussion is about district or board matters—the entirety of the false recall allegations 

at issue here.  

Because of the many public policy, constitutional and other legal considerations implicated in 

the circulators’ numerous violations of law, approving the Petition will cost the District and 

taxpayers potentially hundreds of thousands of dollars, potentially millions, not only to conduct a 

special election, but relating to the recall, and multiple potential lawsuits due to violations of law 

by Board Members Warner, Van Vreede, and Lemke all in their official and individual 

capacities—for which the District may be liable. Further, those who did choose to sign affidavits 

or come forward about their concerns may still fear retaliation from the recall circulators. This too 

will open the district to liability to the extent Warner, Van Vreede, and Lemke, officially and 

individually agree to target those who oppose them—just as they have done to Petitioner. All of 

this has cost the taxpayers and injured the electors in the Wrightstown Community. 

A special election will cost the students, taxpayers, and district potentially 5 or 6 figures in 

expenditures with election staff, arrangements, training, advising, printing and election 

administration. On top of this, because the recall was commenced, perpetuated and published by 

current board members Rayn Warner, Melinda Lemke, and Tiffany Van Vreede, their knowing 

and intentional disregard of Wisconsin’s open records laws, the First Amendment, and false 

information may open the District to liability in their official and individual capacities because 

they used confidential and otherwise official school board matters, to the public, for political 

purposes while compelling and restriction protected speech. Indeed, many citizens were either 

induced into signing from current government officials who “Certainly” would know, but they 

were approached by these government officials at school events or on school property. In some 
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cases, citizens were prohibited from accessing public forums with these officials to discuss school 

matters without any dissent or other viewpoints.  

Where the Board Member Circulators’ violations of law now may have a negative effect 

on voters and electors that they induced through their fraudulent representations of district 

endorsement and materially false statements as well as First Amendment violations and open 

records violations, the District must reject this recall petition because of the high volume of 

litigation that may substantially injure the district due the violations of law by its current Board 

Members Warner and Van Vreede.  

Further, in addition to the current legal vulnerabilities the District faces because of the 

official acts of Board Members Warner, Van Vreede, and Lemke, several witnesses willing to 

verify additional information in this challenge were afraid to come forward for fear of retribution. 

The blatant Chilling Effect that the threats, fraud, and coercion the Circulator officials have 

perpetuated further opens the district to liability. Indeed, if the District fails to reject the Recall 

Petition outright for its numerous violations, it should reject the Petition because of the 

implications for continued law violations, legal vulnerabilities to the students and community, and 

reward such egregious bullying tactics and violations with the fraudulent political retribution they 

seek.  

Notably, at least one of the circulators and proponents of the Recall Petition, Nicole 

Gerend, is a former School Board member. The implications of, what seems like, retribution 

targeted at Angela Hansen-Winker—who replaced Ms. Gerend as School Board President—

should be considered in honoring the will of the electorate who resoundingly voted Ms. Gerend 

out of office. Former officials who the voters replace in elections should not be rewarded for using 
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false and confidential board matters to mislead the public even if they are angry about the outcome 

of an election.  

  CONCLUSION 

The recall efforts against Angela Hansen-Winker are permeated with fraudulent activity, 

policy violations, and misleading statements made by circulators and public officials that have 

fatally tainted the Petition. The conduct of the recall circulators has, and will continue to, open the 

district to liability and heavy costs due to the harassment, bullying, and fraudulent representations 

by certain current public officials. On its face, the Petition lacks the requisite number of qualified 

signatures to allow the recall effort against Angela to move forward. The District should carefully 

examine the face of the Petition and reject the Petition as insufficient and should state the 

particulars creating the insufficiency which include the lack of a sufficient number of legitimate 

signatures,  the number of defective signatures, the fraudulent and misleading statements made by 

circulators in the solicitation of signatures and the payment of bribes and misuse of school board 

property, facilities and events all used to induce electors to sign the Petition. Wis. Stat. §9.10(4)(a). 

Based on the above-documented violations, the District must: 

1. Reject the recall petition as impermissibly vague under Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b). 

2. Remove all signatures obtained through fraudulent misrepresentation. 

3. Invalidate all signatures that contain addresses which were altered by circulators in 
violation of Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(e). 

4. Strike all signatures collected in violation of district policies and other laws and public 
policy. This includes all signatures collected at bars or from intoxicated persons. 

5. Reject all signatures from electors who requested removal and those that are 
unintelligible. 

6. Invalidate all petition pages from current board members Rayn Warner and Tiffany Van 
Vreede who had prior evidence that the allegations about Angela regarding an internal 
investigation and district legal resources were unequivocally false. And used that false 
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information in their official capacities to fraudulently induce elector signatures—using 
their official status. 

7. Decline to certify the recall petition in its entirety. 

For these reasons set forth herein, the Wrightstown Community School District must find, on its 

face, the Petition to be insufficient and reject the Petition in accordance with Wisconsin election 

law. 

Dated: February 21, 2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Electronically signed by: /s/ Jennifer DeMaster  
Jennifer T. DeMaster 
Wis. Bar No. 1124201 
DEMASTER LAW LLC 
361 Falls Rd, Ste 610 
Grafton, Wisconsin 53024 
Phone: (414) 235-7488 
Fax: (262) 536-0515 
jennifer@demasterlaw.com     
 
Daniel J. Eastman 
Wis. Bar No. 1011433 
EASTMAN LAW, LLC 
PO BOX 158 
Mequon, Wisconsin 53092 
Phone: (414) 881-9383 
dan@attorneyeastman.com  
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Jen DeMaster

From: Nicole Better <bettergirl_80@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2025 12:27 PM
To: Jen DeMaster; Jen DeMaster
Subject: Affidavits

Good afternoon -  
 
In Angela's post down below, she indicates that affidavits must be submitted by Tuesday, February 18, 2024.  Clearly she 
does not have the correct date in her post, however, I would like to find out the status of her contesting the recall 
petition.  How many signed affidavits has she received thus far?  How many does she need to continue to move forward 
with this?  Can you please explain this process in detail to me? 
 
Thank you! 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:30 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: recall petition

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: richard geurts <irvgeurts@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Feb 11, 2025 at 3:31 PM 
Subject: recall petition 
To: decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

I am a citizen of the Wrightstown Community School District.  About a week ago a schoolboard member, 
accompanied by a neighbor, came to our door asking my wife and me to sign a recall petition for Board 
President Angela Hansen-Winker.  I did sign that petition, but I now wish to have my signature crossed off 
the petition.  I feel that we were not given complete information regarding the reasons for the recall of 
Angela Hansen-Winker. 
I am emailing you to ask you to cross my name and information off the recall petition for Angela Hansen-
Winker.  I understand that, as board clerk, you can do this.   
Thank you very much, 
Richard I. Geurts 
1563 Old School Pl 
Greenleaf, Wi 54126 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
 

To help 
p otect you  
p vacy  
Mic o so ft 
Office 
p even ed 
au o ma c  
download of 
this pic e  
f om th  
In e ne 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:30 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: recall petition

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Mary Geurts <megeurts46@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 10, 2025 at 4:00 PM 
Subject: recall petition 
To: decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

I live in the Wrightstown  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I live in the Wrightstown Community School District.  My husband and I were recently approached by a 
schoolboard member and a neighbor. They asked us to sign a recall petition for Angela Hansen-Winker, 
which I did, after receiving what I now believe to be incomplete information about the reasons for the 
recall petition. 
I am contacting you to ask you to please cross my name and information off the recall petition for Angela 
Hansen-Winker.  I understand from articles I've read in The Wrightstown Spirit newspaper that you can 
do this for me. 
Please let me know that you are able to do this. 
 
Thank you very much 
Mary E. Geurts 
1563 Old School Pl 
Greenleaf, WI 54126 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:19 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall Petition

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Jean Brandt <brandt.jean@hotmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Feb 6, 2025 at 11:29 AM 
Subject: Recall Petition 
To: warner@wrightstown.k12.wi.us <warner@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us 
<decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

Good Morning - 
 
Please remove the names of Gary Brandt and Jean A Brandt from the Recall Petition that we signed this past 
Monday (?) night at our home at 259 Alison Ct.  After further discussion between us, there are still many more 
questions that need answers.  Thus, we would prefer to have our names removed at this time.  Thank you. 
 
Jean A Brandt 
920-609-7651 
brandt.jean@hotmail.com 
Gary Brandt 
920-609-7650 
259 Alison Ct 
Wrightstown, WI  54180 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
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Typically, an acceptable reason may be something like or similar to "I felt I was misinformed/misled in 
some way shape or form."   

BTW - Just changing your mind is not a valid reason to have your name removed. 

  

Thank you again, Jeni. 

  

Very respectfully, 

  

Tony Decker 

WCSD Board Clerk 

  

  

  

On Thu, Feb 6, 2025 at 9:04 AM Jeni Olson <Jeni.Olson@greenstonefcs.com> wrote: 

Mr. Warner & Mr. Decker, 

This is formal notice that I want my name, signature, address, and phone number crossed off the 
petition for recalling board President Angela Hansen-Winker. My information is below.  

  

Jeni Olson 

577 Windywood Lane 

Wrightstown, WI 54180 

920-634-8573 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:17 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Remove my name from petition

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Victoria Ropson <naavropson@yahoo.com> 
Date: Thu, Feb 6, 2025 at 9:06 AM 
Subject: Re: Remove my name from petition 
To: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

423 Washington St, Wrightstown 
 
Thank You 
 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
 
On Thursday, February 6, 2025, 5:53 AM, ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> wrote: 

Good morning, Victoria, 
 
Thank you for reaching out to me. We will make sure your name is removed from the recall 
petition. 
Can you do me a favor and reply to this message with your address? We will need that. 
Not certain if Rayn was notified, so I am copying him for his awareness. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
 
On Wed, Feb 5, 2025 at 8:10 PM Victoria Ropson <naavropson@yahoo.com> wrote: 
I feel I was misled about the reason for the recall reasons. Please remove my name from 
the petition. 
Vickey (Victoria) Ropson 
 
Thank you  
 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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BTW - Just changing your mind is not a valid reason to have your name removed. 

  

Thank you again, Jeni. 

  

Very respectfully, 

  

Tony Decker 

WCSD Board Clerk 

  

  

  

On Thu, Feb 6, 2025 at 9:04 AM Jeni Olson <Jeni.Olson@greenstonefcs.com> wrote: 

Mr. Warner & Mr. Decker, 

This is formal notice that I want my name, signature, address, and phone number crossed off the 
petition for recalling board President Angela Hansen-Winker. My information is below.  

  

Jeni Olson 

577 Windywood Lane 

Wrightstown, WI 54180 

920-634-8573 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:15 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall Petition - Remove my signature/name from the list

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Jeni Olson <Jeni.Olson@greenstonefcs.com> 
Date: Thu, Feb 6, 2025 at 9:04 AM 
Subject: Recall Petition - Remove my signature/name from the list 
To: warner@wrightstown.k12.wi.us <warner@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us 
<decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

Mr. Warner & Mr. Decker, 

This is formal notice that I want my name, signature, address, and phone number crossed off the petition 
for recalling board President Angela Hansen-Winker. My information is below.  

  

Jeni Olson 

577 Windywood Lane 

Wrightstown, WI 54180 

920-634-8573 

  

  

  

 

 
The information contained in this transmission is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and 
exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, do not disseminate, distribute or copy this communication. If you have received this transmission in 
error, please immediately reply to the sender and then delete it. Thank you for your cooperation. Neither this information block, the typed name of the sender, nor 
anything else in this message is intended to constitute an electronic signature unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this message.  
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:14 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Remove my name from petition

 
fyi... 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Victoria Ropson <naavropson@yahoo.com> 
Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2025 at 8:10 PM 
Subject: Remove my name from petition 
To: <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

I feel I was misled about the reason for the recall reasons. Please remove my name from the petition. 
Vickey (Victoria) Ropson 
 
Thank you  
 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:13 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
Date: Mon, Feb 3, 2025 at 10:14 AM 
Subject: Re: Recall 
To: Nicole Franz <nicolefranz8813@gmail.com> 
 

Good morning, Nicole, 
 
Thank you for reaching out to us. I will make sure your name is removed from the petition. 
 
Thank you and have a wonderful day! 
 
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
 
On Mon, Feb 3, 2025 at 5:38 AM Nicole Franz <nicolefranz8813@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
Hello,  
I am Nicole Franz at 366 Longwood ln wrightstown wi 54180.   I would like my name taken off the recall 
petition.  I felt I was misled about the recall reasons and didn’t have enough fact at the time of signing.    
 
Thank you  
 
 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:11 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall

fyi.. 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Nicole Franz <nicolefranz8813@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 3, 2025 at 5:38 AM 
Subject: Recall 
To: <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, <raynw@yahoo.com> 
 

 
Hello,  
I am Nicole Franz at 366 Longwood ln wrightstown wi 54180.   I would like my name taken off the recall 
petition.  I felt I was misled about the recall reasons and didn’t have enough fact at the time of signing.    
 
Thank you  
 
 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:11 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall Petition Removal

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Rayn Warner <raynw@yahoo.com> 
Date: Fri, Jan 31, 2025 at 10:14 AM 
Subject: Re: Recall Petition Removal 
To: <candy_gb@hotmail.com>, ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
Cc: c theunis@icloud.com <c theunis@icloud.com> 
 
 
Sorry you feel that way. I will make sure your request is completed.  
 
Thanks  
Rayn Warner 

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer 
 
On Thu, Jan 30, 2025 at 11:10 PM, Crystal Theunis 
<candy_gb@hotmail.com> wrote: 

Crystal Theunis  
My address is 2950 Autumn Blaze Ct, Wrightstown WI 54180  
I feel misled and misinformed by the recall reason I was given. 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Jan 30, 2025, at 5:49 PM, ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> wrote: 

  
Good afternoon, Crystal and Mike,  
 
Thank you for reaching out to Rayn and I.  
 
Since both you signed the recall, we will need an email from each of you.  
Each email will need to include name, address and reason for name/signature removal. A 
typical name removal reason can be something like"I felt misled by the recall reasons I was 
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given." or something along those lines. BTW - something to know, stating you have just 
changed your mind or were perhaps unaware of the recall reasons are not acceptable 
reasons to remove your name. 
Once I have your updated emails, I will respond that I have received them and will ensure 
your names are removed from the petition you signed. 
I truly apologize for this extra step. 
Thank you again. 
 
Very respectfully, 
 
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
 
On Thu, Jan 30, 2025 at 2:09 PM <c theunis@icloud.com> wrote: 
Good afternoon! After further review, more information being released and discussion, 
Mike and I have decided to remove our names from the recall petition against Angela 
Hansen-Winkler.  
Please let me know if you need any other information to remove our names.  
 
Thank you, 
Mike and Crystal Theunis 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in 
the message header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is 
confidential, privileged and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have 
received this message in error, please notify the sender of the error and delete the 
message. Thank you. 
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exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
 

To help 
p otect you  
p vacy  
Mic o so ft 
Office 
p even ed 
au o ma c  
download of 
this pic e  
f om th  
In e ne 

L095



1

Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:10 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall Petition Removal

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
Date: Fri, Jan 31, 2025 at 7:19 AM 
Subject: Re: Recall Petition Removal 
To: Crystal Theunis <candy_gb@hotmail.com> 
Cc: c theunis@icloud.com <c theunis@icloud.com>, Rayn Warner <raynw@yahoo.com> 
 

Good morning, Crystal, 
 
Thank you for reaching out to Rayn and I. We will make sure your name is removed from the recall 
petition. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
 
On Thu, Jan 30, 2025 at 11:10 PM Crystal Theunis <candy_gb@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Crystal Theunis  
My address is 2950 Autumn Blaze Ct, Wrightstown WI 54180  
I feel misled and misinformed by the recall reason I was given. 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Jan 30, 2025, at 5:49 PM, ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> wrote: 

  
Good afternoon, Crystal and Mike,  
 
Thank you for reaching out to Rayn and I.  
 
Since both you signed the recall, we will need an email from each of you.  
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Each email will need to include name, address and reason for name/signature removal. A 
typical name removal reason can be something like"I felt misled by the recall reasons I 
was given." or something along those lines. BTW - something to know, stating you have 
just changed your mind or were perhaps unaware of the recall reasons are not acceptable 
reasons to remove your name. 
Once I have your updated emails, I will respond that I have received them and will ensure 
your names are removed from the petition you signed. 
I truly apologize for this extra step. 
Thank you again. 
 
Very respectfully, 
 
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
 
On Thu, Jan 30, 2025 at 2:09 PM <c_theunis@icloud.com> wrote: 
Good afternoon! After further review, more information being released and discussion, 
Mike and I have decided to remove our names from the recall petition against Angela 
Hansen-Winkler.  
Please let me know if you need any other information to remove our names.  
 
Thank you, 
Mike and Crystal Theunis 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in 
the message header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is 
confidential, privileged and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have 
received this message in error, please notify the sender of the error and delete the 
message. Thank you. 
 

To hel  
p o ec  you  
p ivac  
M c o s ft 
O fice 
p even ed 
au o ma ic  
downl ad of 
this pic u e  
f om the  
In te net 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
 

To help 
p otect you  
p vacy  
Mic o so ft 
Office 
p even ed 
au o ma c  
download of 
this pic e  
f om th  
In e ne 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:09 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Recall Petition Removal

fyi... 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Crystal Theunis <candy_gb@hotmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Jan 30, 2025 at 11:10 PM 
Subject: Re: Recall Petition Removal 
To: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
Cc: c theunis@icloud.com <c theunis@icloud.com>, Rayn Warner <raynw@yahoo.com> 
 

Crystal Theunis  
My address is 2950 Autumn Blaze Ct, Wrightstown WI 54180  
I feel misled and misinformed by the recall reason I was given. 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Jan 30, 2025, at 5:49 PM, ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> wrote: 

  
Good afternoon, Crystal and Mike,  
 
Thank you for reaching out to Rayn and I.  
 
Since both you signed the recall, we will need an email from each of you.  
Each email will need to include name, address and reason for name/signature removal. A 
typical name removal reason can be something like"I felt misled by the recall reasons I was 
given." or something along those lines. BTW - something to know, stating you have just 
changed your mind or were perhaps unaware of the recall reasons are not acceptable 
reasons to remove your name. 
Once I have your updated emails, I will respond that I have received them and will ensure 
your names are removed from the petition you signed. 
I truly apologize for this extra step. 
Thank you again. 
 
Very respectfully, 
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State of Wisconsin 

County of Brown 

I, Amber Fern Cox, being duly sworn to hereby swear and affirm the following under 

penalty of perjury: 

1. 

Wrightstown, WI 54180. 

2. On or around approximately Wed Jan 8, 2025 I witnessed or learned of the 

following conduct: 

My full legal name is Amber Fern Cox and I reside at 218 Burning Tree Ct. 

While attending a wrestling practice at Wrightstown Senior High wrestling facility my husband 

(Jonathan Cox) and I witnessed Jonathan Curtis sitting with a petition on his lap, speaking to a 

fellow parent. My husband (Jonathan Cox) and I overheard Jonathan Curtis describing reasons that 

our current board president (Angela Winker-Hansen) should be recalled. I also witnessed Jonathan 

Curtis handing the petition to the other parent. At that point, I approached Jonathan Curtis to 

confirm that it was the recall petition and Jonathan Curtis confirmed that it was. 

3. The above information is based on and to the best of my personal knowledge. 

Affiant's name: Amber Fern Cox 

AFFIDAVIT 

Affiant's address: 218 Burning Tree Ct, Wrightstown,WAA" 

Signed and sworn to b�fore me 
on 

þy 

Notary Public, State of Wiconsin, 
My commission 

TATE O 

O This notarial act involved the use of communication technology. 

NOTARY UBLIG 
cEwen 

SCONSI 
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State of Wisconsin 

County of Brown 

1, Jonathan David Cox, being duly sworn to hereby swear and affirm the following under 

penalty of perjury: 

1. 

Wrightstown, WI 54180. 

2. On or around approximately Wed Jan 8, 2025 I witnessed or learned of the 

following conduct: 

My full legal name is Jonathan David Cox and I reside at 218 Burning Tree Ct. 

While attending a wrestling practice at Wrightstown Senior High wrestling facility my wife 

(Amber Fern Cox) and I witnessed Jonathan Curtis sitting with a petition on his lap, speaking to 

a fellow parent. My wife and I overheard Jonathan Curtis describing reasons that our current board 

president (Angela Winker-Hansen) should be recalled. I also witnessed Jonathan Curtis handing 

the petition to the other parent. 

AFFIDAVIT 

3. The above information is based on and to the best of my personal knowledge. 

Affant's name: Jonathan David Cox 

Affiant's address: 218 Burning Tree Ct, Wrightstown, WI 54180 

Signed and swormJa before ne 
On 

by 

Notary Public, State of WiscoFsin 
My commission 

O This notarial act involved the use of communication technology. 

STAT NOTARY PUBLIG WIscONS 

Wen 
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Nicole Christine 
Rising contributor 20m 

Ijust wanted to extend a very sincere 
THANK YOU to Jon Curtis, and Melinda 

Menting Lemke! They brought in donuts and 
muffins for the staff at the middle school 
today, and had all sorts of fun stickers, and 
pins to go with it. (l apologize for the crappy 
photo- most of the donuts and muffins were 
gone by the time l got in there 

To say we appreciate your kindness would 
be an understatement. Little acts of 
kindness like this go a long way, and made 
our days a little brighter. Thank you both, as 
well as everyone else who is fighting for this 
recall around the clock. #TLOC 
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To say we appreciate your kindness would 
be an understatement. Little acts of 
kindness like this go a long way, and made 
our days a little brighter. Thank you both, as 
well as everyone else who is fighting for this 
recall around the clock. #TLC 

are 

celenate 
YOUR 

SCHOOL 

Edit 

ONE STO21 
ATA TIME! 

Lens Trash 
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Cc 

Bcc 

7:52 

BUB CAELWAERTS 

caelwaerts @wrightstown.k12.wi.us 

Scott Thompson 
thompsons@wrightstown.k12. wi. us 
Sarah Nelson nelson@wrightstown.k12.wi.us 

CRAIG HAESE haesec@wrightstown.k12.wi. us 

James R. Macy james.macy@vonbriesen.com 
RAYN WARNER warner@wrightstown.k12.wi.us 

ANTHONY DECKER 
decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us 

Date Jan 11, 2025 at 7:52 PM 

Hello Admin, 

I want to make you aware of a situation occurring 
during sports events, particularly wrestling. 
Individuals, including Jon Curtis, have been seen on 
school property soliciting signatures for a recall 
petition. Additionally, pictures of parents being 

asked to sign the petition are being taken and 
shared on social media. This has led to complaints 
from parents who do not want their images used or 
associated with the recall effort. 

Legal counsel has advised that our district should 
not allow individuals to solicit recall petition 
signatures on school grounds. 

Please ensure staff and parents, school related 
events are informed of this. I have also 
communicated this to the recall petitioner, Rayn 
Warner, who is leading this effort. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Best regards, L103
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State of Wisconsin 

County ofon 

Danse) Van dawale 
under penalty of perjury: 

1. My full legal name is 

AFFIDAVIT 

2. On or around approximately (date] 

3. 

4. 

(name/ocupation) Jek Behasisst oN 
in violation of multiple policies by [names of circulators] mettyle p:suas vndkr esrecton eh 

Specifically, I learned the following detailed information that raised significant 

concerns about violations of school and state policies by the persons herein that circulated the 

Recall Petition against Angela Hansen-Winker in the following paragraph: 

chse dooy at te sehoe) bear 

, hereby swear and affirm the following 

Eacl Vande wallk 
ecember 2024I was informed by 

cbs�d duor at the sek ool boarl 

that Recall petitions were being circulated 

1 (ader looked at it and those thrg) 

me nter) (oull not acce ss anor had on face bowh, Tt apranet to ke by 
javitaten only. They flkel wAs they d idnt dodnt wnnt in o sThep male 

chaliy goins on b hund 

Rayn 
arne. 

Laspare 
neek . 

t was Llacked tram eeing toir pt or from otkring ofaseemw? 
hsag reene 

cis Danie! 
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hlockel t t a tace boor that wJ 
And thk ex schout laad pese1ee T toemedlesb7mae everyóne wiat was guns on 

be cavie f ounding eaaç) and schal JoGoswhy Can sene peaple 

5 

uee fola te Secavse 2 was 
coentad by 2se 

Signed and dated on this / 

Cack Bbehea the peses syaeiateadat wes, qdeetog r tveryene sign 
peton. k nvslead of these pegoyé it agaeat to hae Jqsrtte 

Sshost 

betuk fot of one ef, theit menbels gettngsignfr ata bke! 
Based on the foregoing, I have personal knowledge that electors were misled on e 

about the Recall Petition against Angela Hansen-Winker because information about the recall 

was provided to many electors on school grounds, at school events, and/or disseminated using 

school logos indicating that the Wrightstown Schools or School District was sponsoring and 

supporting the Recall against Angela Hansen-Winker. 

On 

Signed and sworn to before me 

hy 

day of February 2025. 

Affiant's 

Print:. DanielE. Vaealle 
Affiant's 

Address: ST77 Go /doit r 

the 

De ee w SYIS 

name 
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by 

Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 
My commission CVQíres (1[9036 

O This notarial act involved the use f commnication technology. 

CAMEO 
HOULE 

MISCONS 
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State of Wisconsin 

County of 

under penalty of perjury: 

2. 

My full legal name is 

[name/occupation) 

3. 

4. 

AFFIDAVIT 

On or around approximately [date] 

Hcuy 

Jesa Mcie Vandewle 

sonuSi 

, hercby swear and affirm the following 

cembc Q04I was informed by 

in violation of multiple policies by [names of circulators] Kan arner 

anLonglete and wthnted 

Ohit Recl 

Specifically, I learned the following detailed information that raised significant 

concerns about violations of school and state policies by the persons herein that circulated the 

Recall Petition against Angela Hansen-Winker in the following paragraph: 

that Recall petitions were being circulated 

decisinn 
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2. mitiain 

3.Fla 

5. Based on the foregoing, I have personal knowledge that electors were misled 

about the Recall Petition against Angela Hansen-Winker because information about the recall 

was provided to many electors on school grounds, at school events, and/or disseminated using 

school logos indicating that the Wrightstown Schools or School District was sponsoring and 

supporting the Recall against Angela Hansen-Winker. 

Cmmunqunenl çsdcheal 

Signed and dated on this day of February 2025. 

apd, ta before me 

Notary Public, State of 
My commission 

Afiant's name (Print):ssia nWandeWalle 

Affiant's Address: )44 (odd st Dr 
Dln, w 54|5 

D This notarial act involved the use of communication technology. 

U8TATE SAMAA 

oTARY 
NSIN 

A SMlTY 
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8:43 

Melinda Menting Lemke 
Melinda Menting Lemke 

O Admin 
1 recent post 

Univercity of Wisconsin-Green Bay 

Nicole Gerend 
O Admin 

Kirnberty High Schoal 

Kimberly Denkins 
O Admin 
1 recent post 

Owncr at C 5quared Invostments LLC 

Tiffany Kocian Van Vreede 
O Admin 

100 

LPN at Women's Health Spec1alsts 

ot 

Melinda, I noticed you are the 
admin for the residents for 
Wrightstown community school 
district Facebook page, can you 
please invite to this page.l can't 
get into the fb page. Thanks 
Angela 
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7:35 
Facebook 

Rayn Charles 

Rayn Charles 
You're not friends on Facebook 

New Facebook ACcount 

1 mutual friend: Melinda Menting Lemke 

View profile 

& End-to-end encrypted 
Messages and calls are secured with end-to-end 

encryption. Learn more 

JAN 9 AT 9:31 AM 

Can you invite me to the 
residents for Wrightstown 
community school district 
Facebook page? Thanks 

JAN 11 AT 1:09 PM 

Rayn 

(100 

This is Angela Winker can you 
invite me to your recall fb that 
you have on me? 
Thanks 
Angela 

Aa 

Delivered 

L126



7:35 
4Facebook 

+ 

( Tiffany Kocian Van Vreede 

Tiffany Kocian Van Vreede 
You're not friends on Facebook 

1 mutual friend: Amy Wall VandeHey 
Also member of De Pere, Wrightstown and 
Greenleaf Buy & Sell and 2 other groups 

View profile 

End-t0-end encrypted 
Messages and calls are secured with end-to-end 

encryption. Learn more 

JAN 9 AT 9:33 AM 

Tiffany 
I see your the admin for the 

residents for Wrightstown 
community school district 
Facebook page? Can you invite 
me? Thanks 

JAN 11 AT110P 

Tiffany 
This is Angela Winker can you 

invite me to your recall fb that 
you were admin on? 

00 

Thanks 

Angela 

Aa 

Delhveed 
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State of Wisconsin 

(wn County of 

would testify under oath if called: 

1 My full legal name is r CarlLee tvs 

position with the Wrightstown School District is 

have held this position for 

AFFIDAVIT 

hereby swear and affirm the following and 

2. On or around approximately [date)_52045_,I was informed by 

3. 

[name/occupation) Catril lan ireede that Recall petitions were being circulated 
in violation of multiple policies by [names of circulators]. 

4 

Parent 

Specifically, I learned the following detailed infomation that raised significant 

concerns about violations of school and state policies by the persons herein that circulated the 

Recall Petition against Angela Hansen-Winker in the following paragraph: 

and my 

es 

that etitan 

ivin to me at he time Slyned plus 

ducing a asker 
5O aleoba was a contb wting actor 
Z Iwes 50her and had 

back otinfsmahin 

mere cleer 
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5. Based on the foregoing, I have personal knowledge that electors felt coerced or 

threatened or otherwise bribed to sign the Recall Petition against Angela Hansen-Winker because 

Lack at n focmahien and heing ntbt soher 
Signed and dated on this_ day of February 2025. 

Signed and sworn to before me 
on 

by 

Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 
My commission 

Affiant's name (Print): Carl tusS 
Affiant's Address: 24o atr 

O This notarial act involved the use of communication technology. 
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State of Wisconsin 

County of3rauw 
I, 

that 

affirm the following under penalty of perjury: 
1. 

Mehad llea 

2. 

My full legal name is 

AFFIDAVIT 

On or around approximately [date] Jon st do5,I winessed or learned 

, being duly sworn to hereby swear and 

Hichal Patick Mallea 

Baya ldainec dnd ane otthe Geeab hethers(syk 

Signed,aFd sworn to before me 

wene a the loLal River ian barDeeese 9Z 
pushig a fecall sigaatures, walhle ader be iaueace 
f alcel Da the lat af oniaay a frlendinforede 

eAs that he 

LAS tald that,Mike and Jaay ane net oa the becal lst, 
Ley stoted His uaale pables 

by AiCU MÚLLA 

3. The above information is based on and to the best of my personal knowledge. 

Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 
My commission 04|10l021. 

Affiant's name (Print) 

Atiant's AddreS: 34 Main st Woihtwn 
wI 54I?0 -ourthey 

oTAR UBLIC ScONSI 
O This notarial act involved the use of communication technology. 

Micheel M,|n 
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Jen DeMaster

From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2025 11:28 AM
To: Jen DeMaster; RONALD SAARI
Subject: Fwd: Remove Matt DeCleene from the recall petition for Angela Hansen-Winker

 
fyi... 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Matt DeCleene <postmaster@attention.wrightstowninsight.com> 
Date: Fri, Feb 7, 2025 at 10:53 PM 
Subject: Remove Matt DeCleene from the recall petition for Angela Hansen-Winker 
To: <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
 

Remove Matt DeCleene from the recall petition for Angela Hansen-Winker 

First Name  

  Matt  

Last Name  

  DeCleene  

Email  

  mattdecleene@yahoo.com  

Phone  

  9203711482  

Address  

  
6802 Ledgetop Dr 
Greenleaf, WI 54126 
Map It  

Approximate date I signed the petition.  

  12/21/2024  

Approximate time I signed the petition.  

  10:30 pm  

Reason For Removal  

   Other 

Please specify reason. (Simply changing your mind is not a valid reason to have your name removed.)  

  I was drinking when I signed it, and did not know enough about the it. As I'm learning more, I do not want to get involved  
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
 

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet. 
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STATE OF WISCONSIN      WRIGHTSTOWN COMMUNITY 
       SCHOOL DISTRICT 
  

  
 
 
In re: The Matter of: 
 
Recall Petition of Angela Hansen-Winker 
 
  
 

WRIGHTSTOWN COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT BOARD 
PRESIDENT ANGELA HANSEN-WINKER’S VERIFIED REPLY IN 
SUPPORT OF MS. WINKER’S VERIFIED CHALLENGE TO THE 

RECALL PETITION  
  
 

 
INTRODUCTION 

On February 13, 2025, Petitioner Wrightstown School Board Member Rayn Warner filed 

a recall Petition with the Wrightstown School District Clerk seeking the recall of Wrightstown 

School Board member and president Angela Hansen-Winker. On February 21, 2025, Angela filed 

a Verified Challenge to the recall Petition. A Rebuttal to Angela’s challenge was filed on February 

25, 2025. Angela now files this Reply to the Rebuttal in support of her Challenge. For the reasons 

set forth in Angela’s Challenge and herein, the Recall Petition falls short of the requisite 1,206 

signatures necessary to conduct a recall election and should be rejected as insufficient by the Clerk.  

JURISDICTION 

Wis. Stat.§9.10(4)(a) allows Angela to file a Reply with the Wrightstown School District Clerk 

within two days of the Petitioner’s Rebuttal which was filed with the Clerk on February 25, 2025. 

ARGUMENT 

a. The Recall Petition is insufficient because it fails to state a legitimate claim and is 
impermissibly vague. 
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Petitioner Rayn Warner has the personal responsibility to assure that the Recall Petition is 

prepared, circulated, signed and filed in compliance with statutory and other legal requirements. 

Wis. Admin. Code § EL 2.05(1) and § EL 2.09(1).  Notwithstanding his conflict of interest as a 

school board member, overt political bias, disrespect for Wisconsin’s election laws, state laws, 

Constitutional laws, and questionable, if not fraudulent, circulation practices, Mr. Warner has 

circulated and filed the Recall Petition which, on its face, falls far short of the necessary legal 

elements set forth in Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b). 

Petitioner’s rebuttal claims that “Any elected official may be subject to recall for any 

reason.” Rebuttal, at p. 1. This statement is false. Wis. Stat.§9.10(2)(b) requires that a recall 

petition “shall contain a statement of a reason for the recall which is related to the official 

responsibilities of the official for whom removal is sought.” (emphasis added). Petitioner admits 

that the Official Statement of Intent to Circulate Recall Petition on file with the Clerk contains 

many more allegations about the alleged reasons for the recall related to Angela’s official 

responsibilities. Rebuttal; at p. 1, Exhibit A. The Recall Petition on its face contains only four of 

the enumerated allegations set forth in the Official Statement—but each of them are inherently and 

impermissibly vague. As the Recall Petition is required to state fully the reasons for recall and as 

the Official Statement contains different information regarding the reasons for recall, the Recall 

Petition is defective on its face and no signatures can be counted. 

Petitioner claims in his rebuttal that “Electors have a right to seek information …”  

Rebuttal, at 1.  As such, Petitioner apparently believes that all of the allegations supporting the 

recall must be discovered and researched by the signer by searching for the Official Statement in 

the Clerk’s office prior to signing the Petition. Nowhere in statute does the law require a signer of 

a recall petition to seek out the official Statement in the Clerk’s office prior to signing so that they 
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can know what they signed or may sign. In fact, Wisconsin state law directly addresses this. The 

Recall Petition itself must clearly state the reason for the recall. Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2). Vague 

statements like “violations of board policies” or other broad generalizations are facially defective, 

violative and insufficient. Here, the Recall Petition fails to state the accurate reasons for the recall 

as set forth by the Petitioner in the Official Statement. As such, the Recall Petition is defective on 

its face and the Recall Petition signatures cannot be counted. 

Notably, Petitioner, in his Rebuttal, effectively admits that the recall petition failed to 

provide a clear and sufficient justification for recalling Angela, as required by Wis. Stat. § 

9.10(2)(b). Instead of disputing that the stated reasons were impermissibly vague, Petitioner argues 

only that electors could have sought additional information from the Clerk. This is wholly 

inappropriate and directly contradicts the statutory requirement that sufficient reasons must be 

evident from the face of the Recall Petition itself. Under Wisconsin Administrative Code EL § 

2.11(3) and case law precedent in United Cooperative v. Frontier FS Cooperative, 2007 WI App 

197, 304 Wis. 2d 750, 738 N.W.2d 578, failure to address a legal deficiency constitutes waiver 

and concession. Because Petitioner failed to rebut the argument that the recall petition itself lacked 

the required specificity, he has admitted this fatal defect, requiring rejection of the recall petition. 

b. The Recall Petition circulators may not edit or change any signature data on the 
Petition. 

Petitioner claims that circulators have the right to edit the municipality within the signature 

data due to recent municipal annexations and other reasons. Rebuttal, p. 3. This statement is false. 

Circulators have NO right to edit any information provided by the signer. Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2). 

When circulators enter a second municipality on the Petition, the Clerk cannot determine from the 

Recall Petition “on its face” the signer’s correct address and municipality. Nor can the Clerk 

determine who edited the signature data. As such, all signatures so modified by the circulators are 
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ambiguous “on its face” and cannot be counted by the Clerk when performing his “careful 

examination” of the Petition. Wis. Stat. § 9.10(4)(a). The Clerk is not required, and, by law is not 

allowed, to research or verify addresses or municipalities. The Clerk is required to look at the 

Recall Petition and decide from information provided by the signers on its face whether the Recall 

Petition is sufficient for certification. Wis. Stat. § 9.10(40(a).  

Rather, the signer of a recall petition is required by statute to sign the Recall Petition and fill 

in the required information. Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1). Petitioner admits that “changes” to the Recall 

Petition were done by persons other than the signer and were “the result of clerical errors or simple 

administrative oversight.” There is no statute or case law in Wisconsin that allows any person, 

other than the elector himself, to change or edit any signature on the Petition. As such, none of 

these signatures with “changed” data can be counted. Rebuttal, at p. 3. 

Petitioner also claims that he was advised by Wisconsin Elections Commission staff person, 

Mr. Riley Willman, who allegedly told him that “the address, municipality, and circulator 

information on Recall Petition sheets can be corrected by the circulator.” Rebuttal, pp. #3. Most 

importantly, Petitioner offers no communication, email, statement, letter, affidavit or other 

evidence to show that Mr. Willman so advised them. In fact, Mr. Willman is not a WEC 

commissioner and has no authority to advise any Wisconsinite to violate Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2) or 

Wis. Stat. §9.10(4). See Pellegrini v. Wisconsin Elections Commission, 22CV1656 (discussing that 

WEC staff cannot issue substantive guidance or rules affecting election administration without 

commission oversight). There exists no official WEC guidance, No WEC administrative Rule, no 

Wisconsin Statute, no Wisconsin case law and no reference in WEC’s official publication:  Recall 

of Local Elected Officials (2020 ed.) (See: Rebuttal, Exhibit Q), to support this claim or otherwise 

allow any recall petition circulators to edit any signature data on a recall petition. In fact, Wis. Stat. 
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§ 8.40(2) makes it clear that recall petition circulators cannot edit signature data in any way, and 

that doing so is a violation of Wisconsin’s election fraud statute Wis. Stat. § 12.13. As such, this 

statement by the Petitioner is untrue.  

Further, Petitioner claims that “the process of collecting and verifying signatures is rigorously 

and closely monitored to ensure accuracy and transparency.” Rebuttal, pp. #3. This statement is 

false. Nobody rigorously and closely monitors circulators. Nowhere in law is there any 

requirement by anyone other than the circulator him or herself to follow the law regarding the 

circulation of recall petitions - including the requirement that “the circulator is aware that 

falsifying the certification is punishable under Wis. Stat. § 12.13(3)(a).” Wis. Stat. § 8.40(2). 

c. Petitioners are government officials and have a conflict of interest and vested interest 
in the outcome of the recall. 

Petitioner claims he and other circulators are not “government officials” but rather private 

persons circulating the Petition. Rebuttal pp. #6.  In fact, the Petitioner and one of the circulators 

are elected school board members and will have to cast a vote to call the recall election - should 

one be necessary. Notwithstanding the misuse of school board property, misuse of school events,  

misuse of school district branding and  intellectual property (all in violation of school board 

policy), the participation in restricted Facebook forums in violation of Angela’s civil rights and 

Wisconsin Open Meetings and Open records law, and the illegal editing of signatures, these school 

board members—(one of whom is the recall Petitioner), organizers, circulators, and promoters—

should  not be allowed to vote on any scheduling or procedural matter relating to the Recall or the 

Recall Petition should a vote by the Board be required. Fraud in the inducement of the recall 

election cannot be a basis for participating in a recall election vote. For the same reasons, 

Petitioner’s Exhibits Y and Z also confirm that Van Vreede and Lemke also had direct access and 
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control to the creator of the recall website www.r4wcsd.com wherein Kimberly Denkins is listed 

on both as point of contact and Admin at the time of Board Members Van Vreede and Lemke. 

Next, Van Vreede and Lemke were Admins and had ongoing access to the Private 

Facebook Page regarding official school board matters about Angela relating to the recall. 

Petitioners attempt to argue that Wrightstown School Board members Tiffany Van Vreede and 

Melinda Lemke were not "admins" of the private Facebook page by providing screenshots showing 

that Lemke manually changed her own status—and that of Van Vreede—from Admin to Member 

on December 4, 2024. This argument misses the point entirely. 

First, the screenshots confirm that both Lemke and Van Vreede were, in fact, Admins prior 

to December 4, 2024. Their ability to change their own status proves they had administrative 

control over the page. Additionally, their connection to current admin Kimberly Denkins, who was 

an admin alongside them, means they continue to have direct access to the page’s leadership and 

influence over its content. As public officials, they had the ability to control participation, 

discussions, and access for Wrightstown electors, including Angela. 

Second, Petitioners fail to address an important issue: the private Facebook page was used 

by Wrightstown board members—including Van Vreede, Lemke, and Rayn Warner—to discuss 

official School Board matters. This may constitute a quorum, meaning their actions on this page 

violated Wisconsin’s Open Meetings Law. Notably, Petitioners do not even attempt to rebut this 

point, effectively conceding it.  

Thus, their argument regarding admin status is nothing more than a misdirection to avoid 

addressing the larger issue: public officials used a private forum to conduct government business, 

excluding public participation and violating the law. 

d. Petitioner is incorrect that public officials cannot violate the First Amendment based 
on their purported “private actions” on a social media page. 
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Angela argued that the First Amendment prohibits government officials from restricting 

access to public forums based on their identity or viewpoint discrimination. Courts have 

recognized that when public officials use social media to discuss official business—such as 

announcing policies or engaging with constituents about board matters—those platforms function 

as public forums subject to constitutional protections. The U.S. Supreme Court in Lindke v. Freed 

and the Northern District of Illinois in Czosnyka v. Gardiner reaffirmed that officials cannot 

exclude individuals from these forums based on disagreement or criticism. Lindke, 601 U.S. 187 

(2024); Czosnyka, 21-cv-3240, (N.D. Ill. Sep. 25, 2023). 

In Lindke, the Supreme Court held that a public official's social media account is subject 

to the First Amendment when used to exercise government authority. Similarly, Czosnyka ruled 

that blocking critics from an official government Facebook page constituted unconstitutional 

viewpoint discrimination. Both cases establish that when officials open digital spaces for public 

discussion, they must allow equal access regardless of viewpoint. 

In her Challenge, Angela argued that these legal standards for public officials violate the 

First Amendment because, not only did the Facebook page kick people out, but it restricted Angela 

and many citizens’ access, and requested that citizens state their beliefs regarding recall issues 

prior to entry. This is clear and unequivocal viewpoint discrimination and violations of the First 

Amendment. Specifically, where board members Rayn Warner, Tiffany Van Vreede, and Melinda 

Lemke all publicly posted about official school board issues—all of which were part of their “recall 

petition” effort against Angela. 

Petitioner’s argument that their actions, removals, and restrictions of accessing the page 

did not constitute “government restrictions” is incorrect and inconsistent with established 

precedent. These cases above underscore that public officials who use social media for 
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governmental purposes, such as discussing confidential and official board matters to obtain 

signatures against Board President Angela, cannot censor dissenting voices. Just as traditional 

public forums require viewpoint neutrality, government-run social media pages must remain open 

to all constituents. Because Petitioner’s Rebuttal admits and provides evidence that Board 

Members Lemke and Van Vreede were not only Admins but were connected to with direct access 

and control over the Admin, Ms. Denkins, they too facilitated and participated in the constitutional 

violations that perpetuated their “recall” signatures in violation of both Angela and many electors’ 

First Amendment rights. Blocking users or deleting critical comments is a violation of free speech 

rights, reinforcing that digital public forums must be governed by constitutional principles. No part 

of the Facebook page discussed anything other than official board matters and allegations about 

Angela including district legal counsel and internal investigations or board policy matters. The 

Recall Petition should be rejected outright for its clear and unequivocal violation of many citizens, 

including Angela’s, First Amendment rights.  

e. Standard of Review by Clerk. 

Petitioner incorrectly argues that the Clerk can research land records or property listings to 

verify a signer’s address and municipality. Rebuttal, at p. 3. In fact, the Clerk has no power or duty 

to look beyond the face of the Recall Petition to determine the validity of any signature data. The 

duty to certify the Recall Petition rests solely with the Clerk. “The Clerk… shall determine by 

careful examination of the face of the [Recall] Petition whether the Petition is sufficient…” for 

certification. Wis. Stat. § 9.10(4)(a) (emphasis added). This means that the Clerk must review each 

signature and data on the Recall Petition and reasonably believe only from the writing on the Recall 

Petition itself the accuracy of the signature, printed name, address, municipality and date of each 

signature. Wis. Stat. §9.10(4)(a).   
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The Clerk is limited to the data written on the Recall Petition by the signer to make a 

determination “on its face” as to whether the signature complies with legal requirements. Wis. 

Stat. § 8.40(2). The Clerk cannot go beyond the “face” of the Recall Petition to correct or verify 

any signature data using outside sources. Wis. Stat. § 9.10(4)(a). As such, the Clerk cannot 

determine from the face of the Recall Petition where any signer lives if the Recall Petition gives 

two separate municipalities for a signer. Those signatures cannot be counted because they are 

insufficient on the face of the Petition. Given the number of edited signatures in the Recall Petition 

exceeds 250 signatures, this deficiency fails to deliver the requisite 1,206 valid signature minimum 

threshold to sustain a recall election of Angela. The Petitioner himself confirms the Clerk’s limited 

role in admitting that the Clerk could not remove an elector who was misled—apparently 

acknowledging the Clerk cannot make any changes to a recall petition nor clarify unclear 

information. See Rebuttal, at pp. 10-11, Exs. De & E.  

f. The Clerk should reject the Rebuttal because there is no signature or verification on 
the Rebuttal required under Wisconsin Administrative Code and Statutory rules. 

Wisconsin Administrative Code EL § 2.07(2)(a) mandates that challenges to nomination 

papers be made through a verified complaint with a signed and notarized affirmation of truth. This 

ensures accountability and allows election officials to rely on sworn allegations. The rebuttal at 

issue fails to meet these verification requirements, lacking both a sworn signature and notarization. 

Without verification, its factual claims cannot be properly assessed, creating an inequitable 

standard between challengers and respondents. 

Wisconsin administrative agencies and courts consistently enforce proper signature 

requirements in legal and election-related filings, rejecting unverified or improperly signed 

submissions. The same standard applies here. Because the rebuttal lacks the required verification 
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and signature, it should not be given legal weight or considered in response to Angela’s challenges 

to the Recall Petition. 

g. The Rebuttal failed to sufficiently address concerns that warrant the rejection of 
insufficient signatures.  

 The Clerk should reject all signatures prior to January 4, 2025.  

In his Rebuttal, Petitioner admits that the Wrightstown School District logo was used on 

both the recall website and the recall Facebook page, which induced signatures by implication of 

official school board endorsement of the recall using official School Board trademarks. See 

Rebuttal, at pp. 4-5.  

 The Circulators’ targeting and manipulative abuse of electors that could not 
know what they were signing warrants rejection of the Recall Petition. 

Petitioner dismisses Angela’s evidence that Circulator Vande Hey sought signatures in bars 

late at night, claiming “location does not matter.” However, Angela’s concern is not the location 

itself but the circulators’ deliberate strategy of stalking electors—specifically on December 21 and 

28—when they would be distracted with drinking and Packers games, ensuring they would not 

fully comprehend what they were signing. 

As Angela noted, many electors may not even remember signing, and a single Facebook 

post offering an opportunity to “unsign” does not cure the fundamental issue of improper 

solicitation. In Matter of Recall of Redner, the court held that substantial compliance with recall 

procedures requires petitions to be circulated in a manner that prevents fraud and ensures signers 

understand the petition’s contents. 153 Wis.2d 383, 1989. If intoxication impaired a signer’s 

understanding, that raises serious concerns about the validity of their signature, and Petitioner has 

refused to address Angela’s challenge to this point nor the multiple statements she produced from 

electors. 
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Petitioner has provided no affidavits or verifiable statements from any signers at these bars 

late at night or during a Packer game from the contested dates, relying only on unverified claims 

and a narrow response that “location does not matter” (which Angela did not argue). For the same 

reasons, Petitioner’s argument that he and Van Vreede’s Recall Petition pages are valid because 

their signatories had the same chance to strike also fails.  

h. Petitioner’s Failure to Respond Constitutes Waiver and the Clerk should find that 
the Petitioner(s) have conceded Angela’s arguments in her Challenge that were not 
responded to.  
Petitioner submitted a rebuttal to Angela Hansen-Winker’s Challenge to the Recall Petition 

but failed to address multiple arguments raised in the Challenge. Under Wisconsin law, failure to 

rebut an argument constitutes waiver, and unchallenged allegations are deemed conceded. United 

Cooperative v. Frontier FS Cooperative, 2007 WI App 197, 304 Wis. 2d 750, 738 N.W.2d 578. 

Because Petitioner chose not to dispute key arguments, he has forfeited the right to contest them, 

and the Clerk must accept Angela’s arguments in rejecting the Petition. 

This principle is supported by Wisconsin Administrative Code EL § 2.11(3), which 

requires that a response to a challenge to a Recall Petition be filed within the time specified by law 

or, if no time is specified, within five days of the challenge’s filing. The rule further states that 

after the deadline passes, the filing officer must decide the challenge with or without a hearing, 

indicating that failure to timely address specific allegations may result in those allegations being 

deemed admitted. Similarly, Wisconsin courts recognize that failing to respond to arguments can 

be taken as a concession. In United Cooperative v. Frontier FS Cooperative, the Wisconsin Court 

of Appeals held that an appellant’s failure to respond to arguments in a reply brief may be deemed 

a concession of those arguments. See United Cooperative v. Frontier FS Cooperative, 2007 WI 

App 197, 304 Wis. 2d 750, 738 N.W.2d 578. 
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The following arguments raised in Angela’s Challenge remain unrebutted, meaning 

Petitioner has conceded them: 

 Petitioner failed to respond, at all, to Angela’s challenge of the December 28 circulation 
by Rayn Warner and Jason (or Kyle) Gerend at a bar during a loud Packer game where 
they knew (and stalked) electors who would be drinking and distracted with the game 
unable to understand what they were signing. By wholly ignoring this argument entirely, 
Petitioner concedes Angela’s challenge and waives his rebuttal and response that all 
signatures obtained on this date by Warner and Gerend are invalid because circulators here 
abused the process, stalked distracted citizens, and failed to provide any rebuttal or 
response, thereby conceding that these signatures were improperly obtained and must be 
invalidated. 

 Angela argued that Petitioner and circulators that are current School Board members with 
Angela and knowledge of falsity of their claims, used their positions to make false and 
misleading statements about official school board information to induce electors to sign 
the Petition. Petitioner merely stated that he and Van Vreede had a right to circulate the 
petition. That misses the point. Angela does not dispute that Warner and Van Vreede had 
the right to circulate petitions—rather, she argues they misused their official positions to 
mislead signers with vague language and false claims. Petitioner has failed to address this 
argument, effectively conceding it. Petitioner did not dispute this claim and made no 
argument about their fraudulent inducement, effectively admitting to deceptive practices 
by school board members, using their official positions, that compromise the validity of 
the recall effort. 

 Angela argued that Wisconsin law requires the stated reason to relate to the official’s 
responsibilities. The rebuttal did not refute this legal standard or explain how the vague 
allegations met the statutory requirement of Wis. Stat. § 9.10(2)(b). 

 Angela’s argument that electors were misled and that some were intentionally denied 
removal was not refuted. The rebuttal gives procedural reasons for why some were not 
removed but does not address whether circulators actively misled electors about their 
ability to remove signatures, namely the fraudulent inducement of signatures on knowingly 
false information from current public officials. 

 Angela’s argument that Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) requires signers to complete their own 
information. The rebuttal does not provide any response to the claim that circulators 
intentionally changed municipal information, nor does it address the 258 specific cases 
listed in Angela’s complaint. 

 Angela’s claim that the use of district logos misled signers before its removal. The rebuttal 
does not address whether signatures obtained before January 4 should be invalidated 
because they were collected under false pretenses. 

 Angela cited multiple policies (po2430, po9700, po3210, po0144.5, and p. 29 of the staff 
handbook) and asserted that multiple instances of circulation on school grounds occurred 
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as well as numerous violations of policies. The rebuttal only discusses one incident 
regarding circulator Jonathan Curtis on January 8, but does not respond to Angela’s claim 
that circulators repeatedly used school facilities to collect signatures and repeatedly 
violated multiple policies, including fraud from current public officials on the school board. 

 Angela’s argument that government officials (Board Members Warner and Van Vreede) 
were involved in restricting access to recall discussions. The rebuttal does not refute that 
these officials used a private Facebook group to discuss board matters and knew that 
electors, including Angela, were being restricted from viewing or commenting on that 
public forum solely because of their identity and viewpoints. In fact, their only argument 
is that they are “private citizens” and their restrictions were not “official government 
restrictions” on speech. This is not accurate nor does it address Angela’s argument that 
they discussed official school board matters to induce recall signatures and violated the 
Constitutional rights of Wrightstown electors—certainly those who would have wanted to 
see Angela’s responses and others to their discussions about official school board policies 
and matters. 

 Angela specifically alleged that some circulators offered bribes (such as food gifts) or told 
electors they would have to pay $10 if they did not sign. The rebuttal does not explain why 
these allegations are false or provide any evidence disproving them despite the inclusion 
of a text message verifying the incident. Certainly a simple affidavit from the circulator 
and electors on that challenged page would have attempted to rebut this. But rather, 
Petitioner merely claims it is untrue in an unsworn and unverified Rebuttal. 

 Angela specifically argued that Board Members Warner and Van Vreede knew certain 
claims about her were false before circulating petitions—going back as far as emails they 
received in September 2024 from the district’s legal counsel and multiple communications 
about the investigation and district counsel resources. The rebuttal does not explain why 
their false statements, in their official capacities about official board matters, should not 
invalidate the signatures they collected. In fact, they make no argument or rebuttal to these 
points beyond simply stating that there is “no law against public officials gathering 
signatures.” There are, however, many laws against intentional defamation, breach of 
public trust, and intentional fraud relating to an election or public office. None of these 
arguments by Angela were addressed or rebutted and are, thus, effectively conceded. 

 Angela argued that Warner and Van Vreede submitted the recall signatures early to prevent 
more people from removing their names. The rebuttal does not refute this claim or explain 
why the signatures were submitted before the deadline. 

 The rebuttal does not deny or address the potential financial burden on the district from 
legal liabilities, election costs, or potential retaliation claims from electors who fear reprisal 
and the Petitioner’s breach of public trust. Despite the vague statement that Warner, 
Lemke, and Van Vreede were acting as “private citizens” that is not the law. Public officials 
are always public officials. There is not a magical light switch when it comes to using their 
official position and knowledge of their official position to defraud the electors in their 
community. 
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 Angela argued that the allegations in the Official Recall Statement are inconsistent with 
the required “reason” language printed on the Petition. Petitioner did not address this 
argument, meaning he concedes that the recall petition does not meet statutory 
requirements. 

 Angela argued that circulator Nicole Gerend, using the pseudonym “Nicole Better,” 
contacted Angela’s legal counsel in an attempt to gather information about the evidence 
against the recall effort. Petitioner did not dispute this, conceding that their circulators 
engaged in deceptive conduct. 

 Angela argued that Petitioner and circulators falsely claimed Angela initiated an 
investigation of the former superintendent without board knowledge or out of personal 
spite. Petitioner did not respond, thereby admitting that this claim was a fabrication used 
to mislead the public. 

 Angela argued that Petitioner and circulators falsely accused Angela of using public funds 
to pay for her personal legal counsel. Petitioner failed to dispute this, thereby conceding 
that the claim was false and defamatory. 

 Angela argued that she was properly performing her duties as school board president by 
investigating fraud and public corruption. Petitioner provided no rebuttal, conceding that 
their attacks on Angela’s official actions were unfounded. 

Because Petitioner failed to rebut these arguments, he has waived his right to contest them here 

or in any appeal. As a result, under Wisconsin Administrative Code EL § 2.11(3) and case law, 

the Clerk must accept Angela’s arguments herein as undisputed and reject the Recall Petition 

entirely based on the foregoing. 

i. Petitioner’s claim that accusations of false statements are “opinions” lacks any 
relevance to Angela’s argument. 

Petitioner’s claim that Angela’s accusations of dishonesty are merely opinions (p. 6) 

disregards the clear factual evidence demonstrating intentional misconduct. The District’s legal 

counsel confirmed in writing that the statements made by school board member circulators were 

false to the Board months before the Recall Petition began. Furthermore, statements from Angela, 

along with the evidence presented to the Board, establish that these falsehoods were not only 

deliberate but were wielded maliciously by public officials leveraging their positions of authority. 

This was not a case of subjective interpretation or opinion—it was a calculated effort to mislead 
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the public and induce signatures under false pretenses. Given this, signatures obtained through 

such deceptive tactics cannot be considered voluntary and must be rejected. 

Next, more electors have come forward since the filing of Petitioner’s rebuttal who are 

upset that they were misled into signing the Recall Petition from school board officials or their 

spouses. Christopher Charles Lemke, the spouse of Wrightstown School Board member Melinda 

Lemke, knowingly misled electors while circulating the Recall Petition. Like Petitioner Rayn 

Warner and Circulator Tiffany Van Vreede, Ms. Lemke had direct knowledge that Angela never 

used District legal counsel for personal matters—because all three of these people are current 

Wrightstown School Board officials who serve with Angela and received the same 

communications from the District’s counsel that confirmed they engaged in no personal favors and 

represented the district only. Despite this, Ms. Lemke’s husband falsely told electors that Angela 

misused taxpayer funds for legal fees. Lemke personally circulated over a dozen Recall Petition 

pages, securing at least 100 signatures based on this false claim. 

After the Petitioner’s rebuttal was filed, Angela has since received a sworn affidavit from 

an elector detailing this misconduct (attached to this Reply). This affidavit confirms that electors 

were misled by circulators—including Wrightstown School Board members and their associates—

who fabricated claims to induce signatures. The vague language of the Recall Petition allowed 

circulators to spread false information without accountability, creating a recall effort tainted by 

deception. 

This is not just a breach of public trust; it is a clear violation of the law. This is not an 

opinion but supported by numerous statements from electors within the Wrightstown Community. 

The Clerk must reject the Recall Petition in its entirety due to its misleading circulation and the 

fraudulent inducement of electors. The elector who signed the affidavit fears retaliation from 
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Wrightstown officials Warner, Van Vreede, and Lemke for opposing the recall. Thus, the affiant 

has requested redaction of their name. This intimidation chills free speech and coerces silence, a 

clear First Amendment violation. This intimidation unlawfully compels and coerces speech. See 

e.g. Pet. Rebuttal, Exs. O & P (same added back mysteriously after requesting removal). Electors 

were not only misled into signing but now fear consequences for speaking out. If this recall 

proceeds, the District may be at risk for legal and financial repercussions. The Clerk must reject 

this petition. 

CONCLUSION 

For the forgoing reasons, the Clerk must reject the Recall Petition entirely because it is 

woefully insufficient, and Petitioner’s rebuttal conceded the majority of the arguments raised in 

Angela’s Challenge.  

Dated: February 27, 2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Electronically signed by: Jennifer T. DeMaster 
Jennifer T. DeMaster 
Wis. Bar No. 1124201 
DEMASTER LAW LLC 
361 Falls Rd, Ste 610 
Grafton, Wisconsin 53024 
Phone (414) 235-7488 
Fax: (262) 536-0515 
jennifer@demasterlaw.com 
 
Daniel J. Eastman 
Wis. Bar No. 1011433 
EASTMAN LAW, LLC 
PO Box 158  
Mequon, Wisconsin 53092 
Phone: (414) 881-9383 
dan@attorneyeastman.com 
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From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 7:43 PM
To: Jen DeMaster; Mark S. Kapocius; Patrick J. Leigl
Subject: Fwd: Petition sufficiency decision
Attachments: SCAN0000.PDF

Good evening, everyone, 

This is an FYI...Below is my email to the entire Board informing them of my findings. Attached is my 
sufficiency document. 

Thank you, 

Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 
Date: Tue, Mar 11, 2025 at 7:35 PM 
Subject: Petition sufficiency decision 
To: ANGELA HANSEN-WINKER <hansen-winker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, JEFFREY NELSON 
<jjnelson@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, Tiffany Van Vreede <vanvreede@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, RAYN 
WARNER <warner@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, MELINDA LEMKE <mlemke@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, 
MICHAEL MOLLEN <mmollen@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>, RONALD SAARI <saari@wrightstown.k12.wi.us> 

Good evening, everyone, 

This email serves as notification for my findings regarding Rayn Warner’s recall of Angela Winker-Hansen 
as a Wrightstown Community School District Board member. 

After reviewing the recall petition, challenge, rebuttal, and response, and following the advice and 
direction given me by our legal team and the Wisconsin Elections Commission, I find that the recall petition 
of Angela Winker-Hansen is sufficient pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 9.10, and related administrative code 
provisions. 

Respectfully, 
--  
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 

--  
Tony Decker 
WCSD Board Clerk 
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -- This email is intended only for the person(s) named in the message 
header. Unless otherwise indicated, it may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender of the error and delete the message. Thank you. 
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#80423 Recall Petition

Submitted
February 8, 2025 at 13:53  

Received via
Mail  

Requester
Rayn Warner <raynw@yahoo.com>

CCs
ANTHONY DECKER <decker@wrightstown.k12.wi.us>

Status category
Closed  

Ticket status
Solved  

Priority
Normal  

Group
EA Team  

Assignee
Jacob Walters

Customer Type
Voter/General Public  

Ticket Type
Comment or Informal Complaint

Rayn Warner February 8, 2025 at 13:53

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization.
Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Tony,
I hope you're having a good weekend. I’m reaching out with some concerns regarding the use of the portal created to request the removal of signatures
from the recall petition. There appear to be some questionable practices in play, and I believe it is important to address these issues promptly.

If you happen to know who created and is managing the portal, I would highly recommend reviewing the information below with them regarding the
consequences of attempting to sabotage or tamper with the recall petition process.

I have multiple concerns about the information being collected through the portal, as well as its validity. As it stands, the recall petition committee
(R4WCSD) is diligent in appropriately handling all requests to remove a community member's signature at their request. However, there are several
instances where the requests coming through the portal have been proven to be false.

I’ve copied the Wisconsin Elections Commission (WEC) on this email to provide further insight and guidance on the matter.
Link to the portal:
 https://wrightstowninsight.com/get-your-name-off-the-list/?
fbclid=IwY2xjawIUkVlleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHVFGWy7JF4qYvq0IGuDD3Y3lI_kBqLbyWTpfSnxwQWRLgbHFncNkPrMLBw_aem_aLt02H5EO0IMVfheZAm

In Wisconsin, sabotaging a recall petition effort can have legal consequences under both state election laws and criminal statutes. The following
documents and legal provisions support the repercussions for interfering with or sabotaging a recall petition effort in Wisconsin:
1. Wisconsin Statutes - Recall Procedures and Penalties

Wisconsin Statutes Chapter 9 (Elections): This chapter outlines the procedures for recall elections, including the rules for petitions and the
penalties for violations.

Section 9.10: This section addresses the recall petition process, including the requirements for filing and submitting petitions, and details the
rules surrounding recall efforts. While it focuses primarily on the procedural aspects, any fraudulent or obstructive behavior can result in
penalties under other provisions.

Section 12.13(2)(a): This statute defines various election offenses, including interference with the petition process. The law prohibits any acts of
fraud or misconduct regarding elections, including recall petitions. Those found guilty of tampering with petitions or obstructing the process could
face criminal penalties.

2. Criminal Penalties for Election Law Violations

Wisconsin Statutes § 12.13 (Election Offenses): This section covers election offenses, including fraudulent actions that affect recall petitions.
Some key points include:

§ 12.13(1)(a): This provision makes it a crime to knowingly provide false information or commit fraudulent acts related to elections,
which can include signing a recall petition with false or forged signatures.
§ 12.13(3): This section specifically addresses penalties for tampering with or falsifying any petitions, including recall petitions. Violation of
this provision can lead to criminal charges, fines, or imprisonment.

3. Fraudulent or False Signatures

Wisconsin Statutes § 12.11 (False Signatures): This law specifically addresses the issue of fraudulent signatures on recall petitions. If someone
intentionally falsifies signatures, such actions are classified as a criminal offense.

Any individual who knowingly signs a petition falsely or misrepresents their intent could be prosecuted under this statute.
Penalties for Fraudulent Actions: A person found guilty of committing fraud in relation to a recall petition could face criminal penalties, including
fines and imprisonment. For example, making false statements or submitting false signatures on a petition could lead to up to 3 years and 6
months in prison and a fine.

4. Voter Intimidation and Obstruction

Wisconsin Statutes § 12.03 (Electioneering and Voter Intimidation): Although this statute mainly deals with electioneering, it also covers
actions that can intimidate or obstruct voters from participating in the electoral process, including interference with petitions.

This could apply to actions that sabotage or obstruct individuals from freely signing a recall petition, and such actions may be punished
under election-related intimidation laws.

Wisconsin Statutes § 12.05 (Voter Intimidation): This provision prohibits any act of voter intimidation or obstruction in the petitioning process. It
is a crime for any individual to knowingly intimidate, threaten, or coerce individuals to prevent them from participating in the petition process.
Violating this statute can result in both criminal and civil penalties.

5. Case Law
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Internal note

Wisconsin Case Law on Election Fraud: Wisconsin courts have interpreted these statutes to criminalize various actions that disrupt or sabotage
recall petitions. For example, State v. Brown (2013) was a case that involved fraudulent signature collection, where the court found that such
actions, in violation of election law, could lead to criminal liability. Case law has helped reinforce the legal consequences for petition interference in
the state.

6. Election Commission Guidelines and Other Resources

Wisconsin Elections Commission (WEC): The WEC provides official guidelines on how recall petitions should be handled. The WEC's
Administrative Code includes provisions about the process of recall petitions, including the collection of signatures and rules for verifying their
authenticity. The WEC's Election Manual and guidance documents often include information on penalties for actions that undermine or disrupt
the petition process.

The WEC website also details the process for filing complaints or grievances regarding violations of election law, including sabotage of recall
efforts. If you suspect sabotage, you can file a complaint with the WEC.

In summary:
In Wisconsin, sabotaging a recall petition can lead to serious legal repercussions, including criminal charges for election fraud, voter intimidation, and
interfering with the petition process. The key statutes that address these actions include Wisconsin Statutes §§ 9.10, 12.13, 12.11, and 12.03, all of
which criminalize interference, fraud, or intimidation related to recall petitions.

Thank you for your attention to this, and I look forward to your response.
Rayn Warner
raynw@yahoo.com
920-850-2240

ANTHONY DECKER February 8, 2025 at 16:19

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization.
Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Rayn,

Watching it snow and getting ready for a workout once it begins. :)
I certainly saw one signature request for sure that was bogus. I think we have only had four come from the portal so far. 
What concerns do you have about the information collected?
I'll need that info so I know how to proceed. 
I did have someone ask if a portal can be used for signature removal requests, and I checked with the elections office and was told it was okay. 
Since you have cited a decent amount of legal statute, I will need to get our legal counsel involved so I do not do anything that could place the district at risk.

Thanks and have a great one!

Tony

Rayn Warner February 8, 2025 at 19:43

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization.
Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Tony,

I wanted to inform you that three community members, who have never signed the petition, have reached out via the page requesting to be removed. I
just wanted to make you aware of this concern. At this point, I believe WEC is the only support needed.

Additionally, I’m sharing the state statutes that address any concerns regarding tampering or sabotage of a recall petition, in case any issues arise on
your end.

Let me know if you need anything else. 

Best,

Rayn

Jacob Walters February 10, 2025 at 11:02

As I understand it, this is someone running a school board recall who's concerned about phony signature removal requests coming in.
 
We're just cc'd on this, and they aren't asking us any questions directly, so I think we're good to just mark this as solved and move on.

Support Software by Zendesk
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STATE OF 
WISCONSIN 

In RE: the matter of: 

WISCONSIN ELECTIONS 
COMMISSION 

March 11, 2025 Recall Petition Filed Against 
Wrightstown School District Board Member 
Angela Hansen-Winker 

COMPLAINT: EL-25-26 

VERIFIED REPLY TO RESPONSE OF ANTHONY DECKER 
TO VERIFIED COMPLAINT 

Complainant Angela Hansen-Winker, by her undersigned counsel, submits this Reply to 

the Response filed by Wrightstown School District Clerk Anthony Decker dated April 2, 2025, 

in connection with her Verified Complaint filed March 20, 2025, challenging the certification of 

a recall petition under Wis. Stat.§ 5.06(1). 

INTRODUCTION 

Decker's Response confirms that the recall petition was improperly certified despite 

overwhelming facial defects, procedural irregularities, and substantial evidence of fraud, 

coercion, and violations of election and public integrity statutes. Decker fails to rebut the 

material allegations of the Verified Complaint and instead asserts that he lacked authority or that 

certain facts were outside his scope of review. However, the plain language of Wis. Stat.§ 9.10 

and relevant case law impose clear duties on certifying officials to reject facially insufficient 

petitions, including those tainted by vague grounds, unverifiable or altered elector information, 

and unlawful inducements. 

The Wisconsin Elections Commission (WEC) is compelled to stay the pending recall 

election under its general authority under Wis. Stat.§ 5.05(1) to regulate elections in Wisconsin, 

1 

L399



investigate these statutory violations and grant a contested case hearing under Wis. Stat. § 

5.06(1) and Wis. Stat.§ 227.42(1). 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Recall Petition Is Legally Insufficient on Its Face 

Decker fails to rebut that the petition's stated grounds for recall are impermissibly vague 

and do not meet the standard of Wis. Stat. § 9 .10(2)(b ), which requires that the reason relate to 

"the official responsibilities of the official for whom removal is sought." The petition stated only: 

"Disregard for board procedures. Lack of transparency and communication. Conflict of interest 
and ethical violations. Violation of district policies and code of conduct. " 

These allegations are generic, subjective, unsubstantiated, and unmoored from any factual basis 

relating to Winker's official duties. Decker's assertion that specific grounds are not required is 

legally incorrect. See In Matter of Recall of Redner, 153 Wis. 2d 383,450 N.W.2d 808 (1989) 

(holding that a recall petition must set forth reasons directly related to the subject's official duties 

with sufficient specificity to give notice to the official so that she can respond to the electors). 

II. Decker Failed to Reject Petitions Containing Invalid, Altered, or Unverifiable 
Signatures 

The Verified Complaint detailed that more than 258 petition signatures (over 80%) 

involved alterations by third parties, including inconsistent handwriting, unverified changes to 

municipality or address information, and failure to strike or initial corrections. Decker does not 

deny that these alterations or fraud occurred. He merely explains them away as inconsequential. 

Decker Response, page 1. He then asserts that "WEC staff did not advise me to certify the Recall 

Petition." Yet Exhibit C to his Response confirms that WEC staff offered specific and conclusive 
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guidance (not approved by the WEC Commission or published in official WEC guidelines) 

regarding petition edits upon which he relied in making his decision to certify. 

Under Wis. Stat.§ 9.10(2)(e)4, altered entries must be stricken unless the signer's 

residence is clearly verifiable. Many of these entries were altered in ways that render verification 

impossible, or include information written by non-signers without initials or consent. Decker's 

failure to strike these entries violates both statutory text and the WEC staff's unofficial 

"guidance." Wis. Stat. § 8.40(1) and (2). It is the law in Wisconsin that substantial compliance 

with the recall procedure is necessary. Redner at 391. 

III. Decker Improperly Ignored Substantial Evidence of Coercion, Fraud, and Bribery 

Decker repeatedly claims that he lacked authority to assess allegations of bribery, fraud, 

or threats. This is incorrect. While Decker is not empowered to prosecute crimes, he must reject 

petitions tainted by such misconduct where the factual record supports disqualification. The 

Verified Complaint cites multiple specific incidents of bribery ( e.g., circulating petitions in 

exchange for food or money), false statements made by school board members, and threats or 

inducements made at social events while people were impaired. 

Wisconsin courts have recognized that fraud or misrepresentation in circulating petitions 

undermines the legitimacy of the process. Substantial compliance requires the petitions be 

circulated in a manner that protects against fraud and that assures the signers knew the contents 

of the petitions. Redner at 391. 

Decker's Response admits that he became aware of improper circulation conduct on 

school grounds and instructed the circulators to stop, confirming knowledge of violations. Yet 
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the record shows he still accepted signatures gathered during that time. Failure to strike those 

signatures amounts to willful neglect of legal duty. 

IV. WEC Must Grant a Hearing Under Wis. Stat.§§ S.06(1) and 227.42(1) 

Winker meets the legal threshold for a contested case hearing under both statutes: 

• She has a substantial interest as the elected official subject to recall. 
• She alleges violations of law by a public official. 
• The record establishes a dispute of material fact over the petition's sufficiency and the 

manner of its circulation. 

WEC is prohibited from issuing further guidance in this matter in the absence of a formal vote. 

See Pellegrini v. WEC, Case No. 22-CV-1050 (Waukesha Cty. 2024). As such, it is necessary for 

WEC to adjudicate this matter through an administrative hearing. In In Matter of Recall of 

Redner, 153 Wis. 2d 383, 394 n.6, 450 N.W.2d 808 (Ct. App. 1989), the court noted "one 

instance where it may be proper to hold an evidentiary hearing is when significant fraud or 

misrepresentation is alleged by the challenger." Ms. Winker also has an independent right under 

Wis. Stat. § 227 to an administrative hearing. See Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District v. 

DNR, 126 Wis. 2d 63,375 N.W.2d 648 (Ct. App. 1985) (recognizing that a contested case 

hearing must be granted where substantial interests are affected, and factual disputes exist). 

CONCLUSION 

Decker improperly certified a recall petition that is facially insufficient, factually tainted, and 

procedurally defective. The record supports the following relief: 

1. A contested case hearing under Wis. Stat.§§ 5.06(1) and 227.42(1); 

2. An order finding the Recall Petition legally insufficient and void; 

3. A stay of any pending recall election. 
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In light of the short time horizon, WEC should immediately grant Complainant Winker a hearing 

and decide this matter prior to the scheduled April 22, 2025 recall election, or, stay the recall 

election until such time as the matter can be heard. 

Dated: April 10, 2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Electronically signed by: Isl Daniel J Eastman 
Daniel J. Eastman 
Wis. Bar No. 1011433 
EASTMAN LAW, LLC 
PO BOX 158 
Mequon, Wisconsin 53092 
Phone: (414) 881-9383 
dan(a),attomeyeastman.com 

Jennifer T. DeMaster 
Wis. Bar No. 1124201 
DEMASTER LAW LLC 
361 Falls Rd, Ste 610 
Grafton, Wisconsin 53024 
Phone: (414) 235-7488 
Fax: (262) 536-0515 
j ennifer(a),demasterla w .com 
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VERIFICATION 

I Angela Hansen-Winker, being duly sworn on oath state that I personally read the above Reply, 

and the above statements are true based on my personal knowledge and, as to those stated on 

information and belief, I believe them to be true. 

Angela Hansen-Winker 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF OZAUKEE ), 

S~~'$e'(ore e this 10th day of April 2025 ,. . .. , .. ,. 
,.... ,..,,, 

... '-,;. ~~-,. 

f 
.~ .......... "'"""--a---+---"'l":.~---,,,,..--

%~tt~~¥-~.ci~':_::--- ~ 
'.'•;,, .•• Or-,~,\~•·\\··· 
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My commission is permanent. 
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