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PART I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice (the “Committee”) was 
created to conduct oversight of the Wisconsin Department of Justice (“DOJ”), including an 
examination of whether DOJ is: operating within the limits of its statutory authority; remaining 
accountable to the people of Wisconsin; and avoiding undue influence from outside organizations 
and private funding sources. The Committee focused on DOJ’s use of privately funded “Special 
Assistant Attorneys General” (“SAAGs”)—attorneys who, while funded by ideological special-
interest groups, were given the title and powers of assistant attorneys general and assigned to work 
inside DOJ. 

As described in this Report, DOJ has entered into at least two arrangements to embed outside-
funded attorneys in the agency. First, DOJ entered a fellow placement Agreement with the Public 
Rights Project (“PRP”), under which PRP coordinated placement of a fellow in DOJ and paid the 
fellow a yearly stipend; the PRP fellow’s work was to be assigned among specified DOJ units, 
with DOJ supervision, while DOJ also agreed to make the fellow available for PRP programming 
and marketing events. Second, DOJ entered into a secondment Agreement with New York 
University School of Law’s State Energy & Environmental Impact Center (the “State Impact 
Center”), under which the State Impact Center funded and staffed SAAGs who were treated “on 
paper” as volunteers at DOJ but in practice were salaried employees of the State Impact Center 
exercising the powers of an assistant attorney general within DOJ. 

The Committee reviewed thousands of documents produced by DOJ in response to the 
Committee’s demand for documents and held two days of public hearings in February 2026 to 
gather testimony and evaluate the SAAG model in Wisconsin and elsewhere. Witnesses addressed 
the embedded-fellow model under Wisconsin law, the risk that private funding may undermine 
DOJ’s independence or the public’s perception of impartiality, and the manner in which such 
arrangements can unconstitutionally bypass the Legislature’s appropriations and oversight 
authority. The Committee also subpoenaed and took sworn testimony from the Attorney General. 

Based on the record before it, the Committee makes the following core findings: 

1. DOJ’s SAAG arrangements are not authorized by Wisconsin statutes and constitute a 
circumvention of established checks and balances. Wisconsin agencies may exercise only those 
powers provided by statute. The Committee finds no statute authorizes DOJ to deputize and 
empower attorneys paid by third parties to act with the authority of assistant attorneys general. The 
Committee further finds that the SAAG model improperly bypasses the Legislature’s constitutional 
and statutory control over staffing and appropriations—providing DOJ with an additional funded 
position outside the budget process or the statutorily recognized procedures for requesting new 
positions. 

2. DOJ violated Wis. Stat. § 165.055 when it failed to comply with the requirements to appoint 
and administer oaths to the SAAGs. The Committee finds that DOJ failed to issue written 
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appointments and file them with the Secretary of State for each SAAG it utilized. In one instance, 
a SAAG was embedded at DOJ before being admitted to practice law in Wisconsin, as required by 
statute. Additionally, all three oaths of office, while eventually taken and filed with the Secretary 
of State, were sworn after the start of each SAAG’s term. This not only violated the text of the 
statute, but also violated the sworn statement which specified the attorney had “not yet entered” 
the duties of an assistant attorney general. DOJ’s failure to comply with these basic requirements 
undermines the credibility of its assertions that it closely managed, ensured ethical compliance, 
and conducted rigorous oversight of the SAAGs. 

3. The SAAG arrangement raises concerns under Wisconsin Ethics laws, and an unresolved 
complaint alleging the same, emphasizes the need for clarity in guardrails and resolution 
timeframes. The Committee finds that a serious complaint alleging that the Attorney General 
unlawfully accepted free legal services in violation of Wisconsin ethics law remains pending 
before the Wisconsin Ethics Commission after 412 days. The Committee is concerned about a lack 
of timely, formal resolution. The Committee also believes credible claims of violation of Wis. Stat. 
§ 19.45 should be adjudicated. The Committee believes that the Attorney General’s acceptance of 
the ‘free’ SAAG is likely an impermissible gift under Wis. Stat. § 19.45(3), or that the Attorney 
General is a party to the SAAGs receiving an impermissible third-party gift under Wis. Stat. § 
19.45(2). 

4. The SAAG arrangement risks unlawful delegation of executive power and creates 
structural dependence on outside interests. The Committee finds that the SAAGs were 
empowered to prosecute Wisconsin citizens and businesses and to represent the State and its 
agencies in legal matters. That power raises fundamental concerns about delegation of core 
executive functions to non-state employees. Key contract terms create an imbalance that suggests 
outside influence on DOJ. This includes provisions allowing the external funder to withdraw a 
SAAG on short notice while requiring DOJ to “confer” and attempt resolution before termination. 
In the Committee’s view, that structure constrains DOJ’s practical ability to direct or remove 
embedded counsel and creates incentives to align work with the funder’s priorities, including 
requirements set by the funder that the SAAGs work on specific issue areas, like environmental 
issues in the case of the SAAGs funded by the State Impact Center. 

5. The scope of SAAG activity underscores the significance of potential external influence. 
The Committee finds that State Impact Center-funded SAAGs were assigned to environmental 
enforcement matters, including actions against Wisconsin citizens and businesses, and to matters 
defending state agencies in legal proceedings. DOJ produced a list of SAAG assignments that it 
admitted was incomplete; nevertheless, the Committee finds that the two State Impact Center 
SAAGs were assigned to at least 35 cases, not including pre-suit or non-litigation matters or any 
work performed outside formal assignments. The Committee also finds that at least one SAAG, 
on behalf of the State of Wisconsin, signed a formal comment in support of a controversial, 
ideologically motivated proposed federal rule while serving in the SAAG role. 
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6. The Committee reasonably infers that responsive documents to the December 18, 2025 
request likely exist but have not been produced because of a lack of purposeful search. The 
format, timing, and handling of records, along with sworn testimony from the Attorney General, 
indicate that the Committee received only records already identified through previous requests or 
litigation by separate entities. There was not a separate search using the terms, definitions and 
expanded legal authority of the Committee’s request. Three supplemental document productions 
since January 23, 2026 reinforce this inference.  

Recommendations.  

In light of these findings, the Committee recommends: 

(i) immediate termination of the Agreements with the State Impact Center and PRP, and 
cessation of any similar arrangements under existing law; 

(ii) a formal legislative resolution concluding that DOJ’s use of a SAAG paid by third-
party sources is unlawful and unethical; 

(iii) strengthening of checks and balances via the biennial budget and Wis. Stat. § 13.10 
process over what should be processed as a request under the gifts and grants appropriation; 

(iv) new legislation to ensure that only state employees, approved and authorized through 
the legislative branch, can prosecute Wisconsin citizens; 

(v) corrective measures to ensure that all assistant attorneys general, and any similarly 
situated counsel: are properly licensed in Wisconsin and appointed in writing, have taken 
the required oath of office before commencing duties, and that DOJ filed the appointment 
letters and oaths with the Secretary of State as required by Wis. Stat. § 165.055; 

(vi) the establishment of timelines by the Wisconsin Ethics Commission for issuance of 
opinions in response to ethics complaints, so that significant allegations affecting public 
trust are not left indefinitely pending; 

(vii) subsequent follow up with DOJ to ensure that a purposeful search of its records, as 
fully requested, is completed. 
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PART II: COMMITTEE ACTIVITY 

Purpose of and Creation of Committee 

Special Assistant Attorneys General 

Offices of state attorneys general, including Wisconsin’s own DOJ, increasingly seek ways to 
employ outside legal counsel to advance their ideological and policy objectives. This includes 
allowing outside legal counsel to prosecute individuals on behalf of the State and defend the State 
in litigation. Recently, DOJ has used seconded attorneys who wield the full power of an assistant 
attorney general while paid by a third-party special interest group. At DOJ, these attorneys are 
called “Special Assistant Attorneys General.” 

At least two groups have funded Special Assistant Attorneys General in Wisconsin. The first is the 
Public Rights Project, whose goals include funding attorneys to focus on a host of civil rights 
issues from voting rights to reproductive rights.1 The PRP receives funding from liberal 
foundations and individual donations.2 DOJ entered into a Fellow Placement Agreement with the 
PRP in 2019 to host a fellow, paid by the PRP, for two years in the Consumer Protection Section 
of the Public Protection Unit.3 

The second group is the New York University School of Law’s State Energy & Environmental 
Impact Center. The State Impact Center was established in 2016 through a grant from Bloomberg 
Philanthropies and has worked nationally to place law fellows within the offices of progressive 
state attorneys general.4 Wisconsin’s DOJ entered a secondment Agreement with the State Impact 
Center in 2021.5 The State Impact Center funded and staffed a SAAG in DOJ for several months 
in 2022 and from January 2024 through December 2025.6  

On paper, the State Impact Center funded SAAGs were “volunteers” for DOJ, but in reality, they 
were salaried employees of the State Impact Center. 7 They wielded the full powers of an assistant 
attorney general (“AAG”). As required by the State Impact Center, which specified that the SAAGs 
must work on “matters relating to clean energy, climate change, and environmental matters of 

 

1 See generally https://www.publicrightsproject.org/. 
2 See generally https://www.publicrightsproject.org/about/partners/. 
3 DOJ00000389. This document, and others similarly named, were provided to the Committee by DOJ in response to 
the Committee’s Wis. Stat. § 13.45(7) request discussed below. 
4 https://oversight.house.gov/release/comer-investigates-bloomberg-philanthropies-for-partisan-activism-with-state-
attorneys-general/; see also https://stateimpactcenter.org/about/fellows-program. 
5 DOJ000068. 
6 The first State Impact Center SAAG held that position at DOJ from May 8, 2022 until October 2022. See DOJ000029 
(Volunteer Agreement listing May 8, 2022, start date); DOJ000012 (email noting SAAG acceptance of full time 
position at DOJ effective October 24, 2022). The second State Impact Center SAAG was at DOJ from January 22, 
2024 to December 15, 2025. See DOJ000182 (Volunteer Agreement listing January 22, 2024, start date); 
DOJ00010083 (SAAG resignation letter to State Impact Center listing last day of December 15, 2025). 
7 Compare DOJ000029; DOJ000182 (DOA Volunteer Agreements indicating both SAAGs would be volunteers at 
DOJ) with DOJ000148; DOJ000210 (offer letters from State Impact Center specifying salary).  



7 

regional and national importance,” 8 both SAAGs were staffed in the Environmental Protection 
Unit of DOJ.9 This extra position, and the funding to support it, was never approved by the 
Legislature. 

Beginning in 2017, NYU-funded attorneys were placed in offices of state attorneys general across 
the country to advance a host of environmental issues, including coordinated state filings 
concerning climate change and clean water.10 In fact, this practice is so prevalent that it is currently 
subject to scrutiny by the U.S. House of Representatives. The U.S. House Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform is investigating ties between the State Impact Center and state attorneys 
general.11 In July 2025, the Chairman of the Committee sent letters to Bloomberg Philanthropies 
and the State Impact Center raising ethical questions about this practice.12 The House Committee 
asked both Bloomberg Philanthropies and the State Impact Center to provide documents to assist 
the Committee’s investigation.13 That investigation remains ongoing. 

Formation of Special Committee 

On December 15, 2025, the Committee of Senate Organization, by a vote of Ayes, 3 (LeMahieu, 
Felzkowski, and Feyen); Noes, 2 (Hesselbein and Smith); and Not Voting, 0; approved the 
following motion: 

[MOTION] It is moved, pursuant to Senate Rule 21, that a special committee be 
created the object of which is oversight of the Wisconsin Department of Justice. It 
shall be named the Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice. 
The basis for this motion and the objectives, purposes, and responsibilities of the 
Special Committee, in addition to membership and staffing issues, are set forth 
below.  

The motion is included in Appendix 1. 

 

8 DOJ000068, § B.2. 
9 During the timeframe the Committee was investigating, 2019 to the present, DOJ has had both a separate 
Environmental Protection Unit and an Environmental Protection Division in its Public Protection Unit. See, e.g., 
DOJ00003023 (email signature of an AAG in the Environmental Protection Division of the Public Protection Unit); 
DOJ00010567 (email signature of same AAG in Environmental Protection Unit). This report uses “Environmental 
Protection Unit” to refer both to the Unit and the Division. 
10 https://oversight.house.gov/release/comer-investigates-bloomberg-philanthropies-for-partisan-activism-with-state-
attorneys-general/; https://stateimpactcenter.org/about/fellows-program. 
11 https://oversight.house.gov/release/comer-investigates-bloomberg-philanthropies-for-partisan-activism-with-state-
attorneys-general/. 
12 https://oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Bloomberg-and-law-activism-071725.pdf; 
https://oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/NYU-and-law-activism-071725.pdf. 
13 Id. 
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Authority over the Department of Justice 

The Committee was created in recognition of the Legislature’s broad oversight authority of the 
Executive Branch and its agencies, including DOJ.  

It is the Legislature that “create[s] administrative agencies.” Koschkee v. Taylor, 2019 WI 76, ¶ 13. 
By implication, the Legislature “may withdraw powers which have been granted, prescribe the 
procedure through which granted powers are to be exercised, and, if necessary, wipe out the agency 
entirely.” State v. Whitman, 196 Wis. 472, 220 N.W. 929, 942 (1928); see also Brown Cnty. v. Dep’t 
of Health & Soc. Servs., 103 Wis. 2d 37, 43, 307 N.W.2d 247 (1981). It also follows that “[a]n 
agency or board created by the legislature has only those powers which are expressly conferred or 
which are necessarily implied from the statutes under which it operates.” Elroy-Kendall-Wilton 
Schs. v. Coop. Educ. Serv. Agency, Dist. 12 (CESA 12), 102 Wis. 2d 274, 278, 306 N.W.2d 89 (Ct. 
App. 1981). 

The Legislature also “has constitutional authority over appropriations,” including to agencies. Kaul 
v. Wis. State Legislature, 2025 WI 23, ¶ 13; Evers v. Marklein (“Marklein I”), 2024 WI 31, ¶ 14 
(noting that this authority “fall[s] squarely within the legislative power”). This authority, 
“combined with [the taxing power in] Article VIII, Section 5, empower[s] the legislature to make 
policy decisions regarding taxing and spending.” Marklein I, 2024 WI 31, ¶ 14 (cleaned up). It is 
therefore clear that “[c]ontrolling the expenditure of state funds through lawmaking constitutes an 
exercise of the legislature’s appropriation authority.” Id.; see also Flynn v. Dep’t of Admin., 216 
Wis. 2d 521, 540, 576 N.W.2d 245 (1998).  

DOJ is fully subject to these legislative powers. The Legislature created the agency by enactment 
of Wis. Stat. § 15.25. Through Chapter 165, the Legislature has specifically enumerated the duties 
and carefully circumscribed the authority of this agency. See generally Wis. Stat. ch. 165. The 
agency also is entirely dependent upon appropriations for funding—appropriations which can be 
made only by the Legislature. In addition, the Wisconsin Supreme Court makes clear that “the 
Legislature can by law empower DOJ to represent the state in litigation and prescribe the limits 
and ends of that power.” Kaul, 2025 WI 23, ¶ 3. And, of course, concomitant with its power “to 
decide what the law shall be,” the Legislature alone “confer[s] authority and discretion on the 
executive branch, which then must execute it under and in pursuance of the law.” Id. ¶ 17 (cleaned 
up). So, while the Legislature cannot participate in the execution of law, it determines the policies 
that the agency is charged by law to implement.  

To ensure that the duties and responsibilities of agencies are being faithfully carried out, and that 
their priorities and activities are furthering the best interests of the People it serves, the Legislature 
has very broad oversight and investigative authority over these departments. See Marklein I, 2024 
WI 31, ¶ 20 (“[T]he legislature retains the authority to conduct oversight investigations and audits 
of administrative agencies.”). 
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This power is a corollary of the Legislature’s lawmaking function as well, separate from its interest 
in ensuring that agencies are acting appropriately. Hence, as the Supreme Court explained in 1909, 
this authority allows the Legislature to “investigate any subject respecting which it may desire 
information in aid of the proper discharge of its function to make or unmake written laws, or 
perform any other act delegated to it by the fundamental law . . . and to proceed, with that end in 
view, by a duly authorized committee of one or both branches of the Legislature and to incur 
reasonably necessary expenses, payable out of the public funds.” State v. Frear, 138 Wis. 173, 119 
N.W. 894, 895 (1909) (per curiam). Opinions from the Attorney General agree. They confirm, for 
example, that incidental to the Legislature’s power to enact laws is the ability to obtain the 
information needed to inform lawmaking. 20 Op. Atty. Gen. 765, 766 (1931). This authority is 
“necessary” and the Legislature may use this authority “to obtain any information that may assist 
it in legislating, and may compel the attendance of witnesses to that end.” Id. The power is also 
fundamental: legislative power is ultimately constitutional in nature, and statutes and rules provide 
procedures for the Legislature to follow in the exercise of its authority. 1 Op. Atty. Gen. 259, 260–
62 (1913). 

Objectives, Purposes, and Responsibilities of the Special Committee 

The Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice was formed pursuant to 
Senate Rule 21 to conduct a thorough and impartial examination, investigation, and audit of the 
operations and priorities of DOJ. This Committee was tasked with assessing whether DOJ’s actions 
are consistent with its statutory responsibilities and serving the interests of the people of 
Wisconsin. In particular, the Committee was instructed to investigate, among other topics, the 
extent to which DOJ may be subject to influence from external organizations, advocacy groups, or 
third-party funding sources, and whether such influence compromises its independence, judgment, 
loyalty, or accountability to the people of Wisconsin. This inquiry was deemed essential to ensure 
transparency, uphold public trust, and safeguard the integrity of DOJ’s decision-making processes. 
The Committee was also deemed necessary to inform the lawmaking function of the Legislature 
as applied to DOJ’s operations and authorities.  

The Committee was tasked with holding hearings and taking testimony. It was directed to issue a 
report and recommendation to the Chief Clerk for distribution to each Senator no later than April 
14, 2026. 

Members and Staff 

The Committee was created to consist of six members, with four members representing the 
majority party and two members representing the minority party. Minority party members were 
appointed based upon nomination of the Minority Leader. The four members of majority party are: 
Senator Felzkowski, Chair, Senator Tomczyk, Vice-Chair, Senator Jacque, and Senator Wimberger. 
The two members of the minority party are Senator Habush Sinykin and Senator Ratcliff. 
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The Legislative Council Staff was instructed to provide staff counsel to the Committee, attend 
every meeting of the Committee, and assist the Committee clerk with the production of documents 
for the Committee. The Sergeant at Arms was instructed to provide staff support at every meeting 
of the Committee. 
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Wisconsin Stat. § 13.45(7) Requests for Documents 

December 18, 2025 Ballot 

On December 18, 2025, the Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice 
by a vote of Ayes, 4 (Felzkowski, Tomczyk, Jacque, and Wimberger); Noes, 2 (Habush Sinykin 
and Ratcliff); and Not Voting, 0; approved Motion 1. That Motion, provided in Appendix 1, 
requested that DOJ respond to twelve distinctive inquiries made by this motion under Wis. Stat. 
§ 13.45(7).14 

This motion, and a cover letter signed by Chairperson Felzkowski, was sent by U.S. Mail and e-
mail to DOJ, addressed to the attention of Government Affairs Director McKinny on the same date 
(December 18, 2025). DOJ was instructed to provide the requested documents and information no 
later than January 19, 2026 in electronic format to the following email address: 
SCODOJ@legis.wisconsin.gov.15  

  

 

14 “The departments, officers and employees of Wisconsin state government, and the governing bodies of the political 
subdivisions of this state, shall assist legislative committees in the completion of their tasks. They shall provide 
legislative committees with ready access to any books, records or other information relating to such tasks. Upon 
request by legislative committees, and within the limits of existing appropriations, departments of state government 
shall supply such specialized staff assistance as a legislative committee may require.” Wis. Stat. § 13.45(7). 
15 A copy of this letter is in Appendix 1. 
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Department of Justice Responses to Document Requests 

On January 15, 2026, DOJ conveyed to Chairperson Felzkowski’s staff that its responses to the 
requests would be delayed past the requested date of January 19, 2026. 

On January 23, 2026, DOJ provided documents in response to the Committee’s Wis. Stat. 
§ 13.45(7) requests. Rather than perform an independent search of documents, DOJ explained that 
what it provided to the Committee were documents produced in Wisconsin Dairy Alliance, Inc. et 
al. v. Kaul, No. 25-CV-22 (Wis. Cir. Ct. Calumet Cnty.) and in response to three previous public 
records requests. DOJ explained that because it was providing the Committee documents in this 
manner, it provided duplicative documents and documents not responsive to the requests. 
Furthermore, DOJ explained that “[t]here likely are Department records that are technically 
responsive to the Committee’s request that are not produced here.” DOJ provided two folders of 
documents to the Committee. The first folder, titled “PRR Responses” contained three subfolders 
titled “Hardin PRR,” “Manley PRR,” and “Umpir PRR.” Those folders contained 171, 608, and 
79 items, respectively. The second folder was titled “WDA v. Kaul Productions.” That folder 
contained 2,813 pdfs labeled with the bates stamp listed on the first page of the pdf.16 

On February 9, 2026, DOJ supplemented this production to provide an unredacted version of a 
document that was previously redacted, in line with a change made in the Wisconsin Dairy Alliance 
litigation. 

On February 19, 2026, DOJ again supplemented its production. This supplement was not the result 
of independent search but rather matched the additional productions provided by DOJ in the 
Wisconsin Dairy Alliance litigation. This supplemental production included an additional 106 pdfs 
labeled with the bates stamp listed on the first page of the pdf. 

The Committee, through Chairperson Felzkowski’s office, inquired whether DOJ submitted an 
application to the State Impact Center to apply for the fellowship program that would afford DOJ 
a SAAG on February 19, 2026. The next day, DOJ relayed that no application was sent. 

On February 23, 2026, DOJ provided the Committee with a list of cases that the SAAGs funded 
by the State Impact Center were assigned on. The cover email to that list explained that the “table 
is not exhaustive of all matters they may have worked on and does not include pre-suit or non-
litigation matters.” 

On March 19, 2026, DOJ again supplemented its production in the same manner as February 9 
and 19. This supplemental production included an additional 14 documents consisting of 62 pages 
from the Wisconsin Dairy Alliance litigation. 

 

16 In reviewing these documents, the Committee noticed that it did not have all the bates numbered pages in the range 
provided by DOJ. For example, pages DOJ000282 and DOJ000283 were not included in these documents. 
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In the thousands of documents that were provided to the Committee in response to its requests, as 
of the day Attorney General Kaul appeared before the Committee, there was one email from him. 
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Hearings 

The Wisconsin Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice held two days 
of public hearings to gather information concerning DOJ’s use of privately-funded SAAGs. 
Chairperson Felzkowski’s office coordinated with DOJ to find a date on which the Attorney 
General was available to appear before the Committee. On February 5, the Committee issued a 
subpoena to Attorney General Kaul to provide testimony under oath on February 25, 2026 at 
10:00am.17 The Committee scheduled a hearing with other witnesses the day before, February 24, 
2026. 

The Committee timely issued notices for both public hearings.18 

February 24, 2026 Hearing 

On February 24, four witnesses testified before the Committee: Dr. Paul Nolette, a professor at 
Marquette University, Evan Umpir of Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce, dairy farmer Phil 
Mlsna, and Annette Meeks of the Freedom Foundation of Minnesota. Dr. Paul Nolette, Evan 
Umpir, and Annette Meeks provided written testimony, in addition to their public testimony and 
remarks.19 

Dr. Paul Nolette 

Dr. Paul Nolette, Director of the Les Aspin Center for Government at Marquette University and 
co-editor of the Journal of Federalism, testified remotely from Washington, D.C. He was quoted 
in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel stating that the Wisconsin DOJ’s relationship with the State 
Impact Center, and its use of a SAAG “does raise the question of, ‘[w]ho’s really representing the 
state?’ It’s not a taxpayer-funded staff member at the Attorney General’s office. Instead, it’s a 
member or someone that’s privately funded or part of an advocacy group.”20 According to the same 
article, Dr. Nolette added, “What would you think if Republican attorneys general were hiring a 
bunch of like conservative activists to run the litigation program of their attorney general office? 
There will be a lot of concerns over that.”21 

In his testimony, Dr. Nolette presented a framework of five categories of outside legal assistance 
used by state attorneys general: (1) contingency fee outside counsel, (2) pro bono or reduced fee 
representation, (3) intergovernmental and multi-state staffing, (4) special assistant or seconded 
attorneys (including the State Impact Center model), and (5) high-profile constitutional and social 

 

17 A copy of this subpoena is included in Appendix 1. 
18 Copies of the public hearings are in Appendix 1. Recordings of both public hearings are available at wiseye.org. 
19 Copies of this written testimony are included in Appendix 2. 
20 https://www.jsonline.com/story/news/investigations/daniel-bice/2024/05/21/bice-new-state-prosecutor-paid-for-
by-bloomberg-funded-center/73721160007/?gnt-cfr=1&gca-cat=p&gca-uir=true&gca-epti=z114238e1196xxv 
114238d--47--b--47--&gca-ft=187&gca-ds=sophi. 
21 Id. 
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policy litigation using outside counsel.22 These categories of outside legal assistance are one way 
in which state attorneys general may gain independence for themselves and their staff from 
legislative authority.23  

Dr. Nolette observed that the special assistant or seconded attorneys, also called the embedded 
fellow model, is a newer phenomenon that Wisconsin law does not provide for or regulate.24 It is 
the only category of outside legal assistance that is funded not by taxpayers, but by private 
interests, and presents special concerns about DOJ’s transparency and the public perception of 
donor influence.25 Dr. Nolette commented that when attorneys general use outside legal assistance 
it has been “very common” for legislatures to use their oversight powers “to ensure that those 
arrangements in the AG offices are consistent with legal, ethical principles and serve the best 
interests of the residents of the state.”26 

During questioning from the Committee, Dr. Nolette pointed out that over the past few 
administrations, state attorneys general have increasingly engaged in national high-impact 
litigation, settlement steering, and compliance monitoring.27 As a result of this trend, state 
attorneys general can circumvent legislative regulation and appropriations authority.28 Dr. Nolette 
also explained that, as embedded fellows and national impact litigation and regulatory efforts 
become more common in state DOJs, embedded fellows are increasingly participating in national 
litigation and regulatory efforts.29  

Dr. Nolette noted that the State Impact Center has contracted with 12 Democratic attorneys general 
and no Republican attorneys general to date, which he acknowledged raises concerns about 
partisanship.30 He also agreed with Chairperson Felzkowski that if the State Impact Center was 
not seeing the results it wanted after funding a fellow, it might not fund another SAAG in the 
future.31 Dr. Nolette flagged that the absence of a clause allowing DOJ to terminate an embedded 
fellow’s contract at any time is also a concern to DOJ’s independence from third-party influence.32  

 

22 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/24/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice-2/ (Feb. 24, 2026) 
at 6:45–12:10. 
23 Id. at 19:45–21:45. 
24 Id. at 16:25–17:35. 
25 Id. at 56:05–56:25; see also id. at 13:00–13:35. 
26 Id. at 17:30–18:05.  
27 Id. at 10:35–12:15; 46:55–50:15; 58:05–60:00. 
28 Id. at 21:20–22:50. 
29 Id. at 32:30–33:00. 
30 Id. at 50:50–58:00. 
31 Id. at 56:50–57:35. 
32 Id. at 1:06:20–1:07:05. 
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Evan Umpir – Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce 

Evan Umpir, General Counsel of Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce (“WMC”), testified that 
WMC has at least four categories of “grave concerns” about DOJ's use of externally funded 
attorneys and the resulting enforcement practices.33  

First, Umpir characterized DOJ’s enforcement of environmental rules and regulations against 
farmers and manufacturers as disproportionate and overzealous.34 He explained that DOJ has 
consistently prosecuted small violations of environmental standards that had no impact on the 
environment, resulting in hundreds of thousands of dollars in forfeitures in cases where no fault 
was established.35 In total, Umpir noted that DOJ has recovered $2 million in forfeitures from 
farmers since 2020.36 These forfeitures in part came from targeting short-term, intermittent 
deviations that fall within the standard range of compliance.37 Umpir stated that this pattern of 
overenforcement has caused a “chilling effect” on the business community.38 Umpir highlighted 
that SAAGs can significantly alter the type and pressure of enforcement brought in certain areas 
by increasing DOJ’s resources, allowing it to risk personnel on running investigations and 
prosecutions that might end in nothing.39  

Second, Umpir detailed two open records requests that individuals in WMC sent to DOJ.40 DOJ’s 
response to both requests was considerably delayed—nearly six months for one and 518 days for 
the other.41 This far exceeds DOJ’s own guidance that in the normal course responses to open 
records requests should be provided within 10 days.42 In its long awaited response, DOJ refused 
to provide numerous documents on a blanket assertion of attorney-client privilege.43 When these 
privilege claims were challenged in one of the open records responses, a Dane County Circuit 
Court judge ordered DOJ to provide many of the withheld documents to WMC.44  

Third, Umpir argued that DOJ’s use of SAAGs circumvents legislative appropriations authority 
and the separation of powers, characterizing it as “pay to play justice.”45  

Finally, Umpir explained that public perception of the Wisconsin DOJ’s relationship with the State 
Impact Center—which WMC learned about only from its watchdog work—was that it promoted 

 

33 Id. at 1:19:25–1:19:55. 
34 Id. at 1:18:46–1:20:50. 
35 Id. at 1:24:25–1:26:50. 
36 Id. at 1:24:25–1:24:45. 
37 Id. at 1:25:50–1:26:40. 
38 Id. at 1:35:40–1:36:00. 
39 Id. at 1:40:50–1:41:20. 
40 Id. at 1:29:00–1:29:25. 
41 Id. at 1:32:15–1:32:40. 
42 Id. at 1:44:20–1:44:35. 
43 Id. at 1:30:10–1:33:45. 
44 Id. at 1:30:10–1:31:00. 
45 Id. at 1:19:55–1:20:40; 1:30:45–1:34:25. 
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selective justice compelled by the highest bidder’s whims.46 In response to questions from the 
Committee, he contrasted the State Impact Center’s funding of a SAAG, which may result in 
unseen and unchecked influence upon the state attorney general, with lobbying groups of either 
political party, which are governed by ethics and lobbying laws.47 Umpir also noted that, if the 
practice of funding SAAGs were legal, WMC and other organizations interested in seeing some 
laws enforced (and others not) would gladly fund DOJ positions.48 

Phil Mlsna 

Phil Mlsna, a third-generation dairy farmer from Monroe County who operates a farm with 
approximately 2,200 milking cows, provided testimony about his prosecution by DOJ after his 
WPDES permit expired due to an oversight by a contracted co-op employee.49 Despite Mlsna’s 
best efforts to meet the requirements to obtain a new permit, the permit’s expiration triggered years 
of enforcement by the Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) and, after Attorney General Kaul 
came into office, DOJ-led prosecution in 2022.50 When Mr. Mlsna was notified that his case had 
been transferred to DOJ, he made contact with DOJ, inviting them to see the changes he was 
implementing to his farm and offering to visit Madison to meet with them at any time.51 The 
prosecutor he spoke with refused, asked him if he wanted to be prosecuted, and told him that she 
had “heard enough stories.”52 Mr. Mlsna testified that the resulting judgment cost his operation 
hundreds of thousands of dollars despite the court’s findings that his operation caused no 
environmental harm.53 Indeed, the water samples taken from the nearby river tested negative for 
contamination.54  

Annette Meeks – Freedom Foundation of Minnesota 

Annette Meeks, CEO of the Freedom Foundation of Minnesota, provided testimony drawing on 
Minnesota’s experience with externally funded government employees, including SAAGs from 
the State Impact Center.55 She detailed how Bloomberg’s private foundation donated $5.6 million 
to develop the State Impact Center, with subsequent grants totaling tens of millions.56 Meeks 
described the SAAGs funded by the State Impact Center as ideological, noting that there are no 
known examples of State Impact Center SAAGs working for Republican attorney general 
offices.57 She stated that these SAAGs have increasingly become engaged in coordinated, activist 

 

46 Id. at 1:34:25–1:34:35. 
47 Id. at 1:38:00–1:39:20. 
48 Id. at 2:19:40–2:21:10. 
49 Id. at 2:21:25–2:23:05. 
50 Id. at 2:23:15–2:36:10. 
51 Id. at 2:31:20–2:34:15. 
52 Id. at 2:34:10–2:36:05. 
53 Id. at 2:37:35–2:38:40; 2:40:05–2:40:35. 
54 Id. at 2:44:10–2:46:40. 
55 Id. at 3:17:10–3:17:40; 3:21:20–3:23:10. 
56 Id. at 3:20:25–3:21:40.  
57 Id. at 3:24:50–3:26:10; 3:25:10–3:25:30. 
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lawsuits against certain state governments or federal regulations and that many of these SAAGs 
have left their Fellowships to work for NGO’s in various states where they file complex litigation 
that complements the work they originally started while working for a state attorney general.58  

Meeks described Minnesota’s attempt at legislation that would have required all state agency 
contracts with outside litigation firms to receive prior legislative authorization, public notice, and 
conflict vetting.59 This legislation passed the Republican-controlled Minnesota Senate but was 
blocked by the Democrat-controlled House and never became law.60 As a consequence, Minnesota 
has lost track of the number of Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employees a state constitutional officer 
may employ in their office, who funds these FTEs, and what they are working on.61 She also 
highlighted that some states, concerned by the trend of attorneys general relying upon external or 
embedded counsel like SAAGs from the State Impact Center, have passed legislation to limit such 
agreements.62 For example, Virginia’s bipartisan 2019 budget provision, signed by the Democratic 
governor, requires all legal services in the Attorney General’s office to be performed by state 
employees.63 Meeks stated that, in her opinion, greater transparency regarding the relationship 
between the government and various NGOs would greatly increase the public’s trust and 
confidence in the government.64  

  

 

58 Id. at 3:22:10–3:22:50; 3:21:45–3:22:10. 
59 Id. at 3:27:34–3:29:25; 3:37:05–3:37:30. 
60 Id. 
61 Id. at 3:23:55–3:24:50. 
62 Id. at 3:29:00–3:29:30. 
63 Id.; id. at 3:53:55–3:54:55.  
64 Id. at 3:31:30–3:33:25. 
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February 25, 2026 Hearing 

The Wisconsin Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice took 
testimony from Attorney General Josh Kaul under oath on February 25, 2026. The Committee 
prepared 25 exhibits in advance of the hearing. Senator Habush Sinykin requested the list of 
assigned cases provided by DOJ on February 23, 2026 be distributed to the Committee and 
considered as an exhibit. Chair Felzkowski granted this request. 65 

The State Impact Center and its Interactions with Wisconsin DOJ 

Chairperson Felzkowski questioned the Attorney General about whether he or his staff have had 
communications with Michael Bloomberg, a Democrat billionaire from New York who largely 
funds the Center.66 Chairperson Felzkowski observed that Bloomberg contributed $500,000 to the 
Democratic Party of Wisconsin in October 2022—after which the Democratic Party subsequently 
transferred a comparable sum to Kaul’s reelection campaign.67 

The Committee also probed the State Impact Center’s ideological leanings.68 Though the State 
Impact Center describes itself as “nonpartisan,” Attorney General Kaul acknowledged that it has 
so far partnered only with Democratic attorneys general.69 During questioning, Chairperson 
Felzkowski walked through the State Impact Center’s advisory council membership and clarified 
that the council is composed entirely of individuals affiliated with the Democratic Party.70  

Though various members of the Committee attempted to ask Attorney General Kaul for 
information about meetings that he or his staff have had with the State Impact Center over the 
years, the Committee was unable to learn many specifics. Chairperson Felzkowski displayed a 
document showing that on March 30, 2018, before Kaul was elected Attorney General, his 
campaign manager Ashley Viste emailed David Hayes, Executive Director of the Center. It 
referenced a prior meeting through the Democratic Attorney General’s Association and requested 
a phone call with Kaul.71 This document included a later email from Hayes to Viste in January 
2019, where Hayes congratulated Viste on Attorney General Kaul’s election, and asked to speak 
with Attorney General Kaul about an “important message.”72 Attorney General Kaul could not 
recall what that message was, why it was important, or whether he or his staff spoke to Hayes.73 

 

65 Copies of these prepared exhibits and the exhibit requested by Senator Habush Sinykin are in Appendix 2. 
66 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 8:25–8:45. 
67 Id. at 15:50–16:30. 
68 Id. at 2:36:15–2:40:45. 
69 Id. at 2:38:05–2:38:10. 
70 Id. at 2:38:35–2:40:45.  
71 Id. at 9:50–13:30. 
72 Id. at 14:05–14:35. 
73 Id. at 14:30–15:00. 
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He did testify that his campaign had communications with individuals in New York, but did not 
recall any specifics.74 

Senator Jacque questioned Attorney General Kaul about a July 2021 meeting with the State Impact 
Center’s new Executive Director, Bethany Davis Noll.75 Based on documents provided by DOJ, it 
appeared that the two may have discussed DOJ receiving a SAAG, as well as cases with 
concentrated animal feeding operations (“CAFOs”).76 Attorney General Kaul recalled this meeting 
with Davis Noll but stated that his recollection of the meeting’s contents was vague.77  

SAAG Position, Authority, and Matters 

The Committee questioned Attorney General Kaul about the SAAGs’ signing of Department of 
Administration “volunteer” agreements while receiving a salary from the State Impact Center.78 
These volunteer agreements were provided in the documents received from DOJ.79 When pressed 
on this mismatch, Attorney General Kaul acknowledged the colloquial term “volunteer” did not 
accurately describe the SAAGs.80  

Attorney General Kaul acknowledged that the SAAGs exercised the powers of an Assistant 
Attorney General.81 This power has allowed the “volunteer” SAAGs—not paid by the State—to 
prosecute Wisconsin’s citizens and businesses.82 This power has also enabled the SAAGs to 
represent the State of Wisconsin and its agencies in legal proceedings.83    

To illustrate, during their time in office, the SAAGs were assigned to a variety of environmental 
enforcement actions and to defend the Department of Natural Resources in legal proceedings 
challenging the agency’s decisions.84 An incomplete list of these case assignments was provided 
to the Committee by DOJ. Attorney General Kaul acknowledged that the SAAGs could well have 
discussed with their colleagues at DOJ multiple cases besides those to which they were assigned.85 
The Attorney General also admitted that Mr. Corrigan, while he was a SAAG, was staffed on a 
matter to review whether the Wisconsin DOJ should sign on to a comment in support of federal 

 

74 Id. at 8:15–8:25. 
75 Id. at 17:15–18:40. 
76 Id. at 20:20–20:25. 
77 Id. at 18:20–18:40. 
78 Id. at 1:27:50–1:34:45. 
79 See DOJ000029; DOJ000182. 
80 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 1:30:50–1:31:30. 
81 Id. at 1:05:25–1:05:40; 1:28:25–1:30:00. 
82 Id. at 1:27:50–1:30:25.  
83 Id. 
84 Id. 
85 Id. at 39:35–42:40; 43:35–43:45. 
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rule regulating greenhouse gas emissions on highways.86 Mr. Corrigan signed the comment, on 
behalf of the State of Wisconsin, using his authority as a privately-funded SAAG.87  

Legality of the SAAG Appointments 

The Committee discussed the legality of the SAAGs. When asked what explicit statutory authority 
permitted DOJ to have a volunteer paid a salary from an out-of-state third party, Attorney General 
Kaul sought to justify the SAAGs and DOJ’s Agreement with the Center under DOJ’s general 
statutory mandate to enforce environmental laws.88 He also attempted to liken it to DOJ’s ability 
to accept federal grants.89 However, when Senator Wimberger asked whether the statute which 
charges the power to prosecute environmental laws likewise sets forth rules regarding DOJ’s 
authority, positions, or hiring and firing power, Attorney General Kaul acknowledged that it did 
not.90 Senator Wimberger responded that, under Wisconsin caselaw, “any reasonable doubt of the 
existence of implied power of an administrative agency should be resolved against the exercise of 
such authority.”91   

Vice-Chair Tomczyk explained that under Wisconsin law, the Legislature has explicitly created 
only two pathways for DOJ to obtain new positions: the biennial budget or a Wis. Stat. § 13.10 
request to the Joint Committee on Finance (“JCF”).92 Vice-Chair Tomczyk pressed Attorney 
General Kaul on whether DOJ filed requests under Wis. Stat. § 13.10 to JCF for the SAAG 
positions.93 Kaul acknowledged that DOJ did not.94 Chairperson Felzkowski observed further that, 
though DOJ had, in the past budget cycle, made over 70 funding requests, across all four budget 
cycles during Kaul’s tenure (2019–21, 2021–23, 2023–25, 2025–27), DOJ never requested 
additional environmental attorney positions in the biennial budget or through the § 13.10 process.95 
The Attorney General also admitted that he was not aware of ever having reached out to JCF for 

 

86 Id. at 40:20–42:40. 
87 See https://www.regulations.gov/comment/FHWA-2021-0004-39692 (the pdf available for download at this website 
shows Corrigan signed onto this comment as a “Special Assistant Attorney General” on behalf of the State of 
Wisconsin); Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 42:00–42:40. 
88 Attorney General Kaul was referring to Wis. Stat. § 299.95, which provides that “[t]he attorney general shall enforce 
chs. 281 to 285 and 289 to 295 and this chapter, except ss. 285.57, 285.59, and 299.64, and all rules, special orders, 
licenses, plan approvals, permits, and water quality certifications of the department, except those promulgated or 
issued under ss. 285.57, 285.59, and 299.64 and except as provided in ss. 281.36 (14) (f), 285.86 and 299.85 (7)(am).” 
89 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 2:59:35–3:00:55; 3:06:40–3:08:40. 
90 Id. at 2:59:35–3:00:55. 
91 Id. at 3:03:25–3:03:45 (quoting State (Dep't of Admin.) v. Dep’t of Indus., Lab. & Hum. Rels., 77 Wis. 2d 126, 136, 
252 N.W.2d 353 (1977)). 
92 Id. at 1:32:50–1:33:50. 
93 Id. 
94 Id. 
95 Id. at 55:10–56:55. 
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permission to accept embedded fellows as a gift.96 Vice-Chair Tomczyk pointed out that engaging 
SAAGs effectively serves to bypass the legislatively established method for supplementing DOJ’s 
numbers.97 

Violation of Attorney General Appointments Statute, Wis. Stat. § 165.055 

Vice-Chair Tomczyk pursued DOJ’s apparent failure to comply with several provisions of Wis. 
Stat. § 165.055. He referenced an apparent lack of appointment letters.98 He further highlighted 
that both the PRP and State Impact Center-funded SAAGs’ oaths of office were filed with the 
Secretary of State months after the fellows had already begun working on cases. Vice-Chair 
Tomczyk asked why the text of the SAAG’s oaths appeared facially false. The oaths state that the 
undersigned has been “appointed to the office of Assistant Attorney General but ha[s] not yet 
entered upon the duties thereof” and every oath was taken some time after the SAAG commenced 
work at DOJ.99 

Vice-Chair Tomczyk inquired about more irregularities around Mr. Colin Stroud, the PRP-funded 
SAAG. Mr. Stroud’s oath said he had been appointed “to the office of Volunteer Assistant Attorney 
General through the Public Rights Project Fellowship.”100 This structure, different than the other 
SAAGs,101 was not explained. Moreover, Vice-Chair Tomczyk pointed out that Mr. Stroud was not 
licensed to practice law in Wisconsin until almost a month after the start of his fellowship, violating 
another requirement of Wis. Stat. § 165.055(1).102 Attorney General Kaul acknowledged the delay 
between the fellows’ oath dates and start dates and said he would work to revise that deficiency 
throughout his department.103 

Propriety of the SAAG Appointment 

The Committee also questioned the propriety of the SAAGs. According to Attorney General Kaul, 
he was aware of the negotiation of the Agreement with the State Impact Center, and desired certain 
terms be included, but did not sign, review, or negotiate the Agreement’s details.104 Attorney 
General Kaul emphasized that DOJ’s Agreement with the State Impact Center provides that the 
SAAGs are “under the direction and control of and owe a duty of loyalty to DOJ” and are subject 
to DOJ policies on conduct, conflicts, and confidentiality.105 Nonetheless, Attorney General Kaul 

 

96 Id. at 2:53:00–2:53:20. 
97 Id. at 1:32:50–1:35:40. 
98 See DOJ00000374. 
99Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-
special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) at 1:41:55–1:54:25. 
100 See Appendix 2, Ex. 14. 
101 See Appendix 2, Exs. 11, 13. 
102Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 1:54:20–1:57:00. 
103 Id. at 1:51:30–1:52:05. 
104 Id. at 21:55–22:35. 
105 Id. at 1:08:20–1:08:50. 
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acknowledged that, while the Center can terminate an embedded fellow on seven days’ notice, 
DOJ would need to “confer” with the Center before removing one.106 

The Committee queried whether the SAAG arrangement, in which an employee works for DOJ, 
but is paid by an outside interest, satisfies the ethics requirements of Wis. Stat. § 19.45.107 Senator 
Wimberger asked the Attorney General specifically about whether, by conferring SAAG status on 
a privately funded individual, the Attorney General may have enabled that person to obtain 
financial gain from an outside entity, thereby violating Wis. Stat. § 19.45(2), which prohibits a 
public official from using their office for private benefit.108 When Senator Wimberger pressed the 
Attorney General on whether outside-funded fellows are subject to Wisconsin statutes by virtue of 
their position as SAAGs—regardless of the content of the Center’s contract with DOJ—the 
Attorney General conceded that he had “not analyzed that specific issue.”109 Attorney General 
Kaul explained that DOJ had sought an informal opinion from the Ethics Commission regarding 
whether an embedded fellow would meet Wisconsin’s ethical requirements, and that the opinion 
stated that such an arrangement was ethically acceptable.110 However, that informal opinion did 
not include analysis on possible violation of § 19.45(3).111 

Attorney General Kaul acknowledged that a complaint was filed against him with the Wisconsin 
Ethics Commission and that the Commission was investigating him for the use of State Impact 

 

106 Id. at 2:50:40–2:53:00. 
107 Wisconsin Stat. § 19.45 sets forth several standards for conduct of state public officials. Subsection (1) provides 
that any effort of a state public official to realize personal gain through official conduct is a violation of trust. 
Subsection (2) provides that no state public official may use his or her public position or office to obtain financial gain 
or anything of substantial value for the private benefit of himself or herself, his or her immediate family, or for an 
organization with which he or she is associated. Subsection (3) provides that no person may offer or give to a state 
public official, directly or indirectly, and no state public official may solicit or accept from any person, directly or 
indirectly anything of value if it could reasonably be expected to influence the state public official’s vote, official 
actions or judgment, or could reasonably be considered as a reward for any official action or inaction on the part of 
the state public official. And subsection (5) provides that a state public official may not use or attempt to use his or 
her public position to influence or gain unlawful benefits, advantages, or privileges personally or for others. 
108 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 59:05–1:09:10. 
109 Id. 
110 Id. at 1:00:00–1:00:30. Documents reflect that a DOJ employee sought an “informal advisory opinion” regarding 
DOJ hosting an embedded fellow, funded by a not-for-profit organization. See DOJ00007741. The request summarized 
the facts and structure of the PRP fellowship, and asked whether “the proposed arrangement is permissible under the 
Wisconsin ethics and lobbying laws.” Id. The Commission responded with a summary of the facts, one of which was 
that DOJ had not solicited PRP for the fellow, but had been offered the fellow by PRP. See DOJ00007737. The opinion 
explained that, on the facts provided, “there can be no violation” of Wis. Stats. §§ 19.45(2), 19.45(5), 19.46(1)(a), or 
19.46(1)(b). Id. 
111 See DOJ00007737. 
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Center-funded SAAGs.112 This complaint alleges that he has unlawfully accepted free legal 
services.113 He confirmed that the Commission had yet to issue a ruling on this Complaint.114  

  

 

112 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 1:18:55–1:21:20. 
113 See DOJ00006731. 
114 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 1:18:55–1:21:20. 
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PART III: REPORT 

After hearing two days of testimony and reviewing thousands of documents provided by the 
Department of Justice, the Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice 
makes the following findings:  

1. In May 2019, DOJ entered a fellows placement Agreement with the Public Rights 
Project.115  

a. Under the terms of this placement Agreement, the PRP would coordinate the 
placement of one or more fellows in DOJ and pay these fellows a yearly stipend.116 

b. The PRP specified that the fellow would be assigned work in any of three of DOJ’s 
units: Public Protection, Special Litigation and Appeals, and Medicaid Fraud 
Control and Elder Abuse. The Fellow was supervised by DOJ, but DOJ agreed to 
make the fellow available for PRP programming and marketing events.117 

c. DOJ had one fellow from PRP, Colin Stroud, whose fellowship was scheduled to 
last from September 2019 through September 2021.118 

2. In November 2021, DOJ entered an employee secondment Agreement with the State 
Impact Center.119 

a. Under the terms of this Agreement, the State Impact Center agreed to “provide the 
services of one attorney to DOJ to act as a Legal Fellow.” This attorney, which DOJ 
agreed to provide “the title of Special Assistant Attorney General” would be paid a 
“salary and benefits” by the State Impact Center during a “one year” fellowship 
period, which could be extended to a second year upon mutual agreement.120  

b. The State Impact Center could terminate this Agreement, and thereby remove a 
SAAG, “for any reason upon seven (7) days’ written notice to DOJ.” DOJ could 
terminate the SAAG “for any reason upon seven (7) days’ written notice to the State 
Impact Center, provided that DOJ will attempt to resolve any performance issues” 
with the SAAG and the State Impact Center “before terminating the SAAG.”121 

c. The Agreement provided that the SAAG would “be under the direction and control 
of, and owe a duty of loyalty to, DOJ, and will be subject to DOJ’s policies 

 

115 DOJ00000389. 
116 Id. at §§ 1(a)(i); 2. 
117 Id. at § 4; id. at Appendix A. 
118 Id. at Appendix B. 
119 DOJ000068. 
120 Id. at §§ A.1., A.2., A.4., B.1. 
121 Id. at § A.6. 
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regarding employee conduct, including the policies regarding time and attendance, 
outside activities, conflicts of interests, and confidentiality.”122 

d. DOJ agreed to assign the SAAG “substantive work” “primarily on matters relating 
to clean energy, climate change, and environmental matters of regional and national 
importance.” DOJ was not permitted to allow the SAAG to “participate” “in any 
matter that involves NYU or any of its affiliates.”123 

e. DOJ utilized the services of two SAAGs paid for by the State Impact Center. 

i. Zachary Corrigan worked as a SAAG from May 2022 to October 2022.124 

ii. Karen Heineman worked as a SAAG from January 2024 to December 
2025.125 

iii. The State Impact Center offered to provide a second fellow to DOJ in 2025. 
DOJ has not pursued this option.126 

f. While the State Impact Center paid the salary and benefits of the SAAGs, at least 
one SAAG, Karen Heineman, was reimbursed with taxpayer money for her travel 
and lunch to attend two different in-person court hearings.127 

3. DOJ’s SAAG arrangements with the State Impact Center and the PRP are unauthorized by 
the Wisconsin Statutes. 

a. DOJ, as an agency of the State of Wisconsin, may exercise only the authority 
provided to it by statute.128 “[A]ny reasonable doubt of the existence of implied 
power of an administrative agency should be resolved against the exercise of such 
authority.”129 No Wisconsin statute permits DOJ to utilize a privately-funded 
attorney without legislative approval. The Attorney General testified that he has 
authority to utilize such a SAAG through DOJ’s general duty to enforce state 
environmental laws.130 However, Wis. Stat. § 299.95, which mandates that DOJ 

 

122 Id. at § A.3. 
123 Id. at §§ B.2, C.2. 
124 DOJ000029 (Volunteer Agreement listing May 8, 2022, start date); DOJ000012 (email noting Corrigan accepted 
full time position at DOJ effective October 24, 2022). 
125 DOJ000182 (Volunteer Agreement listing January 22, 2024, start date); DOJ00010083 (Heineman resignation letter 
to State Impact Center listing last day of December 15, 2025). 
126 DOJ00009033 (July 15, 2025 email noting “NYU has said we can have a second fellow”); DOJ00009728 
(November 19, 2024 email noting “second fellow” would be “focused on environmental justice”).  
127 See DOJ00007379 (detailing uncertainty in how to procedurally accomplish reimbursement). 
128 Elroy-Kendall-Wilton Schs., 102 Wis. 2d at 278. 
129 State (Dep't of Admin.), 77 Wis. 2d at 136. 
130 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 2:59:35–3:00:55. 
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must enforce environmental laws, does not authorize DOJ to utilize attorneys paid 
by third parties.131 

b. DOJ’s Agreements with PRP and the State Impact Center are a circumvention of 
the appropriations process. These Agreements allow outside groups to pay the 
salary of the SAAG directly. The Agreements provide resources to DOJ that have 
not been approved by the Legislature. The Wisconsin Constitution specifies that 
appropriations out of the state treasury may only be made by law.132 Long-
established practice requires DOJ to either request an additional position and the 
funding for said position during the budget process, or make a Wis. Stat. § 13.10 
request for additional resources. 

c. DOJ’s categorization of the PRP’s or the State Impact Center’s free legal services 
as “gifts” does not avoid the appropriations problem. Wisconsin law contemplates 
such situations, and DOJ is required to request approval before spending any gifted 
funds.133 Attorney General Kaul testified he was “not aware” that DOJ had ever 
made such a request.134 A review of legislative records indicates that no such 
request was ever made.  

d. By entering into Agreements with the PRP and the State Impact Center, DOJ 
bypassed the codified, statutorily-mandated method for an agency to request 
increases in personnel and resources. This clearly circumvents Wisconsin’s system 
of checks and balances.  

e. There are around 700 positions within DOJ across various units and divisions.135 
The Legislature approves and funds the positions it deems fit. Attorney General 
Kaul is aware of the process and requested a net 71 position increase in the 2023-
2025 budget.136 By seeking, coordinating, and receiving outside-funded SAAGs, 
DOJ increased its numbers in its Environmental Protection Unit without Legislative 
approval. Given the attention paid to these few, outside-funded positions, it is 

 

131 That section provides: “The attorney general shall enforce chs. 281 to 285 and 289 to 295 and this chapter, except 
ss. 285.57, 285.59, and 299.64, and all rules, special orders, licenses, plan approvals, permits, and water quality 
certifications of the department, except those promulgated or issued under ss. 285.57, 285.59, and 299.64 and except 
as provided in ss. 281.36 (14) (f), 285.86 and 299.85 (7) (am).” 
132 Wis. Const. art. VIII, § 2. 
133 See Wis. Stat. § 20.907(1). 
134 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 2:53:00–2:53:20. 
135 Id. at 35:40–36:00. 
136 Id. at 55:45–56:55. 
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noteworthy that according to a February 17, 2025 LFB Memo, as of January 1, 
2026, DOJ had at least 24 other positions vacant for greater than six months.137 

4. DOJ’s SAAG arrangements with the State Impact Center and the PRP open DOJ to 
influence from outside, partisan interests. 

a. Dr. Nolette stated that it would be logical for the Committee to consider whether a 
SAAG was litigating according to the State Impact Center’s preferences, and that, 
if not, the State Impact Center might not fund another SAAG.138 The structure of 
the Agreement builds in a required consistency of the SAAG’s activities with the 
preferences and vision of the State Impact Center.  

b. In particular, the Agreement allows the State Impact Center to terminate the 
Agreement, and thus withdraw a SAAG placed at DOJ, for any reason upon 7 days’ 
notice to DOJ.139 This allows the State Impact Center to remove a SAAG from DOJ 
at its whim.140 Such a dynamic provides a de facto veto of a SAAG’s activity wholly 
unfamiliar to other situations where an executive branch constitutional officer 
claims to be in full control of an agency.141  

i. The State Impact Center can terminate the SAAG for any reason, upon 7 
days’ notice to DOJ, and yet DOJ must notify the State Impact Center that 
it is dissatisfied with the SAAG. DOJ must then work with the State Impact 
Center and the SAAG to resolve any performance or other issues before 
DOJ can terminate the SAAG.142   

ii. The Agreement also indirectly allows DOJ access to various resources of 
the State Impact Center that DOJ would otherwise have to pay for. While 
not brought up in questioning on February 25th, the State Impact Center 
provided the SAAGs access to a host of electronic resources.143 At least one 
of the SAAGs, Zachary Corrigan, shared electronic resources with other 
AAGs.144 To the Committee’s knowledge, DOJ did not obtain approval 

 

137 Id. at 35:40–39:35. 
138 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/24/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice-2/ (Feb. 24, 2026) 
at 56:50–57:35. 
139 DOJ000068 at § A.6. 
140 Id. 
141 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/24/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice-2/ (Feb. 24, 2026) 
at 1:06:20–1:07:05. 
142 DOJ000068 at § A.6. 
143 See DOJ00002203. 
144 See DOJ000091 (email noting loss of this access). 
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from JCF or the Ethics Commission to receive these gifts from a private 
party.  

c. The Agreements with the State Impact Center and the PRP, combined with DOJ’s 
choice not to pursue legislative approval, create an arrangement that strongly 
appears to be a gift. Such a gift is prohibited by Wis. Stat. § 19.45(3) where, as here, 
it could “reasonably be expected to influence the state public official’s…official 
actions or judgment.” JCF has not approved, as would be required, the use of any 
gifts. See Wis. Stat. § 20.907(1).  

d. The Attorney General cannot avoid this Wis. Stat. § 19.45(3) problem by declaring 
himself uninfluenced by the gift. He, and DOJ, arranged for SAAGs to accept 
ninety thousand dollars of gifted salary from a third-party while working as 
assistant attorneys general. Such gifts are prohibited by Wis. Stat. § 19.45(2). 

e. The State Impact Center, while holding itself out as non-partisan, is largely funded 
by Bloomberg Philanthropies which, along with its founder, regularly donates 
millions of dollars to Democrats and various left-of-center projects.145 The State 
Impact Center states that it would partner with any AG, but its staff have stated that 
it provides “progressive” AGs support.146 To date, the State Impact Center has 
placed SAAGs only with Democratic AGs.147 And the State Impact Center’s 
advisory board is composed solely of individuals with ties to the Democratic 
Party.148 PRP similarly receives funding from liberal individuals and 
foundations.149 The structure and existence of the Agreements between DOJ and 
the State Impact Center and between DOJ and PRP make DOJ vulnerable to out-
of-state, partisan influence. 

5. The privately-funded SAAGs exercise the same authority over Wisconsin citizens as 
legislatively approved AAGs. 

 

145 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 19:35–21:00; Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/24/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice-2/ (Feb. 24, 2026)  
3:20:25-3:21:40. 
146 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 2:38:15–2:38:35. 
147 Id. at 2:36:15–2:38:40. 
148 Id. at 2:38:35–2:41:25. 
149 See generally https://www.publicrightsproject.org/about/partners/. 
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a. While classified as “volunteers,” the SAAGs have the same authority as an AAG 
to prosecute Wisconsinites and defend the State.150  

b. DOJ provided an incomplete list of cases to which the SAAGs were assigned.151 
Combined, the State Impact Center SAAGs were assigned at least 35 cases—a 
number that does not include their work on pre-enforcement and regulatory actions, 
or any cases in which they may have assisted absent formal assignment. 

c. At least one SAAG, Zachary Corrigan, worked on a matter of national importance. 
He signed a comment on a federal rule that would set greenhouse gas emissions 
standards for highways as a Special Assistant Attorney General on behalf of the 
State of Wisconsin.152 As this rule implicated a policy choice impacting all 
Wisconsinites, it is exceptionally concerning the funding for the SAAG came from 
a group with an expressed agenda on the issue. 

6. DOJ violated Wis. Stat. § 165.055. 

a. All three SAAGs, two funded by the State Impact Center and one funded by the 
PRP, took their titles and positions without appointment letters. Accordingly, no 
appointment letters were filed with the Secretary of State as required by Wis. Stat. 
§ 165.055(1) for assistant attorneys general. Given no position authority or funding 
was sought or received from the Legislature, filing appointment letters would be 
the only way anyone outside DOJ could reasonably know of the SAAGs’ existence.  

b. The SAAGs took their oaths of office after commencing their work at DOJ. Mr. 
Corrigan, Wisconsin’s first State Impact Center-funded SAAG, took his oath over 
two months after he began work at DOJ.153 Ms. Heineman, the second State Impact 
Center-funded SAAG, was assigned at least three cases before taking her oath. Her 
oath was not filed with the Secretary of State for an additional six months.154 Mr. 
Stroud, the PRP-funded SAAG, took his oath two months after his start date at 
DOJ.155 The text of all three oaths included that the undersigned has been 

 

150 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 1:05:25–1:05:40; 1:28:25–1:30:00. 
151 See Appendix 2. 
152 See https://www.regulations.gov/comment/FHWA-2021-0004-39692 (the pdf available for download at this 
website shows Corrigan signed onto this comment as a “Special Assistant Attorney General” on behalf of the State of 
Wisconsin); Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 42:00–42:40. 
153 Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice, WisEye, 
https://wiseye.org/2026/02/25/senate-special-committee-on-oversight-of-the-department-of-justice/ (Feb. 25, 2026) 
at 1:41:55–1:49:05. Appendix 2, Ex. 11. 
154 Id. at 1:49:40–1:52:05; Appendix 2, Ex 13. 
155 Id. at 1:52:05–1:54:25; Appendix 2, Ex 14. 
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“appointed to the office of Assistant Attorney General but ha[s] not yet entered upon 
the duties thereof,” despite the fact that all three had entered upon those duties 
before taking the oath.156 

c. The gap between the SAAGs’ start and oath dates, and the filing of those oaths with 
the Secretary of State, is in contradiction of Wis. Stat. § 165.055(1), which provides 
that “[t]he attorney general may appoint a deputy attorney general and assistants 
each of whom shall be an attorney at law admitted to practice in this state” and that 
“[s]uch appointments shall be made in writing and filed in the office of the 
Secretary of State, and such appointees shall take and subscribe the constitutional 
oath of office which shall also be filed.” SAAGs prosecuting Wisconsinites without 
having taken an oath raises concerns about whether the employee and the State are 
properly protected with civil immunity. 

d. Mr. Stroud was not licensed to practice law in Wisconsin when he began his term 
with DOJ, despite the Wis. Stat. § 165.055’s exhortation that any appointed 
assistant attorneys general be “admitted to practice in [Wisconsin].”157  

e. DOJ repeatedly failed to comply with Wis. Stat. § 165.055 despite it being at the 
heart of Chapter 165 entitled “Department of Justice.” The Committee is aware that 
DOJ is responsible for enforcing and complying with a wide array of laws and that 
there can be gray areas. Section 165.055 is no such case. It creates bright-line, 
definitional requirements for the Attorney General and DOJ—leaving no room for 
interpretation. 

7. A complaint against Attorney General Kaul alleging that his use of State Impact Center-
funded SAAGs violates Wisconsin ethics laws is pending with the Wisconsin Ethics 
Commission. 

a. The Wisconsin Ethics Commission is currently investigating an allegation against 
Attorney General Kaul that, by employing State Impact Center-funded SAAGs, he 
unlawfully accepted free legal services in violation of Wis. Stat. § 19.45(3).158  

b. This complaint was filed on February 12, 2025.159 Over a year later, the 
Commission has yet to issue a decision on this complaint.  

 

 

156 Id. at 1:43:45–1:52:20. 
157 Id. at 1:54:20–1:57:00. 
158 See DOJ00006731 (Ethics Complaint). 
159 See id. 
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PART IV: RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Senate Special Committee on Oversight of the Department of Justice recommends seven 
actions be taken in light of its findings:  

1. The Agreements with the State Impact Center and PRP are not authorized under existing 
law and should be immediately terminated. No similar agreements should be entered into 
in the future without legislative approval.  

a. No Wisconsin Statute authorizes the Attorney General to deputize an attorney paid 
for by out-of-state public interest groups as an assistant attorney general.  

b. The Agreements put our constitutional separation of powers under serious strain. 

c. The Agreements create dependence upon third parties and a means for private 
groups to influence DOJ’s actions. 

2. DOJ’s recent practices using SAAGs paid for by third-party sources should be formally 
rejected via legislation reiterating such practices are unauthorized. 

a. After taking testimony and reviewing documents DOJ provided, the Committee 
believes categorical, statutory resolution should be pursued, even though this 
practice is unlawful under current law. 

b. When addressed in a context apart from recent practice, the Committee hopes the 
principles of legislative authorization, ethics and oversight can be implemented free 
from the passions of any particular political moment.  

3. For scenarios that remain after the implementation of recommendation number two, 
legislative oversight via the biennial budget and the Wis. Stat. § 13.10 process should be 
clarified and reinforced. 

4. The Legislature should pass legislation to ensure that only state employees, approved and 
authorized through the legislative branch, can ever prosecute a Wisconsin citizen. 

a. The use of prosecutorial powers to enforce punishments upon Wisconsin citizens 
should never be outsourced. 

5. DOJ must take corrective measures to ensure that all assistant attorneys general, and any 
similarly situated counsel, are: (1) properly licensed in Wisconsin, (2) appointed in writing, 
(3) taking the required oath of office before commencing duties, and (4) having the 
necessary letters and oaths filed with the Secretary of State as required by Wis. Stat. § 
165.055. 

6. The Legislature should pass legislation to establish timelines for the Wisconsin Ethics 
Commission regarding the issuance of opinions in response to ethics complaints.  
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a. Such legislation would ensure significant allegations affecting public trust are not 
left indefinitely pending. 

b. The long outstanding pendency of a formal ethics complaint on one of the topics 
this Committee has reviewed increased the difficulty of the Committee conducting 
oversight. The Committee respects the Ethics Commission and the Ethics 
Commissioner, and does not wish to prejudice their inquiry. However, the 
Legislature’s oversight functions cannot remain perpetually dormant when a formal 
complaint remains pending. 

7. The Wisconsin State Senate should follow up with DOJ to ensure it conducts a purposeful 
and all-inclusive search of its records as requested on December 18, 2025. 

a. The Committee reasonably infers that documents responsive to its request likely 
exist but have not been produced because of a lack of purposeful search. Testimony 
from the Attorney General and the format and timing of handing of records 
production indicates only records already identified from other requests or litigation 
was given to the Committee. 

b. There was not a separate search using the terms, definitions and expanded legal 
authority of the Committee’s request under Wis. Stat. § 13.45(7). Three 
supplemental document productions since January 23, 2026 reinforce this 
inference.  
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