
 

WBA DPPA Follow Up 
Vehicle-Driver Information Request Form

 
As a follow up to our meetings and discussions with representatives of Wisconsin’s municipalities and municipal insurers, 
those representatives agreed to recommend that their members and insureds release un-redacted records containing 
“personal information” derived from the DMV database if the records requester completes a form, indicating that the 
requester’s use of the information satisfies exception (14) to the DPPA—that is, that the “use is related to the operation of a 
motor vehicle or public safety.” 
 
To that end, the municipal representatives have drafted a form to use (contact your WBA). While we believe the form is 
more complicated than necessary, it does not change our position on this compromise. A requester signing the form does 
not change the custodians’ duty to comply with both the Open Records Law and the DPPA (including confirming that 
disclosure is not prohibited by the DPPA). 
 
Similarly, signing the form does not change the requester’s duty to comply with the DPPA if they re-disclose the information 
by publication. That duty is in the DPPA, and it has not changed since Senne. Regardless of the details on the form, at the 
end of the day, in order to receive un-redacted records, requesters will have to verify that they believe their use, at least in 
part, “is related to . . . public safety,” under exception (14). This would not prevent the requester from later asserting, if 
challenged, any other reason that the DPPA does not prohibit disclosure.  
 
NOTE: The League of Wisconsin Municipalities has offered the following sample acceptable responses to the question of 
“Reason for request of particular items of “personal information” or “highly restricted personal information.” 
 

1) For use under the Open Records Law in relation to motor vehicle or public safety; or, 
 

2) For use in news gathering and/or reporting as authorized under the Open Records Law in relation to motor 
vehicle or public safety. While they don’t anticipate that municipalities will hyper scrutinize the reason unless there is 
an obvious red flag for the request, section II of the form should identify what type of personal information is being 
requested, which shouldn’t be that hard to do. If a requester wants name and address, they should list “name and 
address” and then add the reason (motor vehicle, public safety, etc.) 

 
They will recommend that municipalities not release personal information (i.e., redact) unless it is identified in Section II with 
some reason provided. 
 
AG Van Hollen agreed that exception (14 on the form) applies, in response to the news media request for an opinion in 
2008: 
 

“[W]e believe that public records disclosure of Uniform Traffic Citations, driving-related warnings, Uniform Accident 
Reports and their attachments, and other law enforcement records related to vehicular accidents, driving violations 
and driver status facially constitute uses in connection with a matter of motor vehicle and/or driver safety.” 

 
If you are comfortable having your reporters verify that belief, they should be able to get the un-redacted records by 
claiming exception (14 on the form). Otherwise, they won’t, at least until we get an appellate court decision that is binding 
statewide. The municipalities and their insurers have agreed to work with the City of New Richmond to appeal the circuit 
court judgment, but a final ruling may be a year away. 
 


