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An Event-Filled Spring
The Michigan Supreme Court Historical Society’s 
event-fi lled spring/early summer began with the Annual 
Luncheon on Thursday, April 11. Chief Justice Eliza-
beth T. Clement off ered introductory remarks, which 
she was kind enough to provide for our newsletter:

I am very much looking forward to hearing from Pro-
fessor Simard. I would also encourage everyone to vis-
it his website, the Citing Slavery Project.  As we will 
learn from his presentation, this database is an invalu-
able source of information that both tells us about the 
role our profession played in legitimizing slavery but 
more importantly, how we might learn from the experi-
ence of our predecessors.

A key lesson, and the one I want to focus on for a mo-
ment, is that data, like the Professor’s database, is a 
powerful tool to support positive change, community 
engagement, enhanced transparency, and improved 
decision-making. 

That’s why improved data collection and management 
is a top priority throughout the state judiciary. This ef-
fort is critically important to building public trust be-
cause every step we take to shine a light on how our 

courts work and how decisions are made, we build pub-
lic confi dence in our branch of government.

To this end, we have already launched the Trial Court 
Data Dashboard – an interactive, easy-to-use platform 
that allows the public to review and analyze casefl ow 
information for every court in the state. Users can look 
at one or more casetypes, date ranges, and other vari-
ables to help understand the operation of their local 
courts.

In addition, we have made the most signifi cant invest-
ment in a generation in the expansion of our case man-
agement system. As a result, we are on track to include 
every court in the state. Achievement of a statewide 
case management system will allow for more accurate 
data collection, save local courts from costly and time-
consuming individual reports, and provide for shared 
services like text message notifi cations.

Related to this work is implementation of a next-gen-
eration Data Analytics platform for all trial court data 
statewide. Once this platform is in place, we will have 
enhanced public accessibility, detailed analysis tools 
for authorized court staff , and the foundation to share 
more higher quality data more rapidly with other state 
and federal agencies.

This data will help courts and policymakers in other 
branches make decisions based on real time data. And 
just as important, dashboards will allow the public to 
analyze data and engage in community conversations 
about how their local courts make decisions.

When it comes to data, there’s much more I could talk 
about, but the take-home message is this: By improving 
data collection and management, we can make better 
decisions, be more engaged with the public, and build 
trust with the communities we serve.



The very next month, on May 9, 2024, the Society Advocates Guild hosted a symposium at the Wayne State Uni-
versity Law School on the 1981 decision in Poletown Neighborhood Council v Detroit (410 Mich 616) and the 
2004 decision in County of Wayne v Hathcock (471 Mich 445).

Eminent Domain, Poletown, and Wayne v. Hathcock
The presenting panel was comprised of former Justice James Ryan, author of a dissent in Poletown; Mary Mas-
saron and Alan T. Ackerman, who represented the defendants in the Hathcock case; and former Justice Robert P. 
Young, Jr., who wrote the opinion in Hathcock. The entire event was emceed by Justice Brian K. Zahra

Justice Ryan, who turns 92 this year, reminisced on the Poletown case and his dissent. He remarked that the case 
was argued and decided so quickly – 10 days! – that his dissent was fi led more than a month after the opinion 
was published. His dissent begins with “This is an extraordinary case. The reverberating clang of its economic, 
sociological, political, and jurisprudential impact is likely to be heard and felt for generations;” he was right, the 
Poletown opinion controlled Michigan law and was highly infl uential around the country. More than twenty years 
later, Hathcock was argued before a completely diff erent Court. 

Alan Ackerman then provided a remarkable summary of the “factors that created an environment supporting the 
Poletown claims, the response to Poletown, and what has occurred since.” His remarks are published in full on 
the following page. 

Mary Massaron, who chairs the Advocates Guild, noted that Justice Ryan’s dissent provided an excellent argu-
ment for the property owners. She recalled the argument before the Court and the approach that she and Alan 
Ackerman agreed on for presenting the property owners’ position urging a reversal of Poletown.

Finally, Justice Young gave the audience a constitutional lecture on the right to private property, remarking that 
(1) words matter when defi ning public use and benefi t vs. public use alone; and (2) with no disrespect to his pre-
decessors and Justice Ryan’s colleagues, but the “majority opinion [in Poletown] was intellectually fl accid.”

After the panelists spoke, questions were taken from the audience, which included SBM Executive Director and 
Society Board Member Peter Cunningham, Society President Emeritus Carl Herstein and his wife, Butzel Attor-
ney Barrett Young, former county prosecutor (and legal legend) Tim Baughman, Retired Judge Giovan, Wayne 
County Judge Terrance Keith, Society Board Member John Fedynsky, and Advocates Guild Member Eric Restuc-
cia.
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Advocates Guild Chair Mary Massaron and Retired Justice 
(and Federal Court of Appeals Judge) James Ryan

Alan T. Ackerman has been a practicing 
lawyer since 1972.

Former Justice Young served on the Court from 1998 to 
2017, and was Chief Justice from 2011 to 2016.

Mary Massaron has been a lawyer since 1990 and in-
volved in the Advocates Guild since its creation.

Defendants argue that this exercise of the power of eminent domain is neither authorized by 
statute nor permitted under article 10 of the 1963 Michigan Constitution, which requires that any 
condemnation of private property advance a “public use.” Both the Wayne Circuit Court and the 
Court of Appeals rejected these arguments -- compelled, in no small measure, by this Court’s 
opinion in Poletown Neighborhood Council v Detroit.   
      Wayne Co. v Hathcock, 471 Mich 445 (Mich 2004)
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Alan T. Ackerman off ered the following remarks: 

I will discuss the factors that created an environment 
supporting the Poletown claims, the response to Pole-
town, and what has occurred since the 1980 act, Hath-
cock, and the 2006 Constitutional Amendment.

All institutional and political decision-makers found 
that the Michigan industry was failing even before the 
1974 oil embargo. The demographics and our never-
ending industrial revolutions have created less demand 
for industrial employment. In 1974, legislation estab-
lishing local ‘development’ boards was enacted. The 
Economic Development Act provisions allowed the 
planning and acquisition by eminent domain. (MCL 
125.1601)
 
Detroit’s auto industry experienced tumultuous times 
in the 1970s. The Poletown majority reviewed the em-
ployment losses and dire circumstances of Detroit.   
 
What has not been frequently discussed was the confl u-
ence of several other factors. 
 
Dodge Main, a 67-acre complex built on the Hamtramck 
side of the city border, was the Chrysler plant built as 
the Ford Rouge facility’s competitor. Over 35,000 were 
employed at the plant through the early 70s. The Dodge 
Revolutionary Union Movement (“DRUM”) had crip-
pled activities at the plant. Simply put, Chrysler wanted 
to expand in Detroit in the North Industrial Project and 
get out of the Dodge Main employment and plant is-

sues. Between the DRUM activities and the age of the 
Dodge Main plant, Chrysler wanted ‘out’ and planned 
to close in 1980.

In the 1970s, Judge Keith entered a signifi cant damage 
award against Hamtramck for the city’s racial discrimi-
nation in having I75 moved through the African Ameri-
can portion of the city. The sizeable fi nancial penalty 
exacerbated Hamtramck’s problems.

Another factor precipitating the Poletown process, but 
not frequently discussed, was DeLorean Auto’s failure 
to construct a Detroit plant. In the mid-70s, John DeLo-
rean wanted to build a plant in what is now the Connor 
Creek area, east of Detroit’s large water plant on the 
South side of Jeff erson. This is where the condemnation 
issue enters the Poletown story.

Under the 1908 Michigan Constitution, over thirty 
eminent domain statutes authorizing eminent domain 
existed. There were slow takes, quick takes, and cases 
in Probate, Circuit, and tribunals, all dependent on the 
statutory delegation. The process allowed for what was 
called slow takes. Some statutes allowed the condemn-
ing authority to walk out of the case if the verdict was 
too high but allowed transfer of possession only after 
the fi nal judgment and when an appeal was made so 
that the acquisition could take years. The certainty that 
the property acquisition would take so long terminated 
the hope of the DeLorean Motor Car Company borrow-
ing our money by building a Detroit plant! It was one of 
the few good breaks for Detroit in the 70s.

At the same time, everyone was dissatisfi ed with the 
plethora of condemnation provisions. The utilities were 
upset with a process in which lawyers were paid to 
bring challenges for non existing reasons. Governmen-
tal agencies could not move with the slow-take pro-
cedure. Lawyers could not deal with the multitude of 
provisions allowing court and judge picking. The DOT 
was provided a quick take, but only for nonresidential 
property.  

For twelve years, Jason Honigman, as leader of the 
then all-powerful Michigan Judicature Commission, 
and Bert Burgoyne, as Michigan Bar Condemnation 
Committee Chair, would attend a session where each 
off ered a proposal of what each thought the law should 
be. Mr. Honigman sought uniformity in each act, which 
the General Court Rules to apply to all provisions. Mr. 
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Burgoyne sought uniformity in the acts, with one pro-
cess that would apply to all acquisitions.

After all those years, in 1979, the three of us agreed 
that we should include both goals in one draft. The new 
act allowed a quick take for all properties, ending the 
logjam that had required slow takes for nonresidential 
property.    

At the time, neither Mr. Burgoyne nor I knew that GM 
had shown interest in what is now described as the Po-
letown square mile. The land consisted of about 600 
acres, including over 100 of Hamtramck and Dodge-
Main, and was then in the process of closure. In ad-
dition, the discrimination award against Hamtramck 
was being paid via federal grant funding. However, the 
changes to Act 87, allowing a quick take or relatively 
immediate possession of urban residential property, was 
an earthquake change of the Michigan eminent domain 
statutory framework. With Poletown purely economic 
development reasons, it would be enough to obtain pri-
vate property from all citizens.
  
What is too rarely discussed is Justice Fitzgerald’s rela-
tively short but precise challenge to the mislaid consti-
tutional premise that the Constitution validly contem-
plates the taking of private property for the benefi t of a 
designated user. Justice Fitzgerald noted Cooley’s com-
ments that “the question of public use is always one of 
law. Deference will be paid to the legislative judgment, 
expressed in enactments providing for an appropriation 
of property, but it will not be conclusive” is to remain 
as our standard.

In the then-existing blight clearance cases, the jury was 
required to determine whether the area was blighted, 
negating the objection that the property was being 
turned over to a private party. 

Justice Fitzgerald distinguished the few commercial 
redevelopment projects of other states that allowed 
acquisition for industrial development, noting that the 
government, not the private end user, chose the location 
for industrial development.

This is distinct from taxes, where no sole burden is sin-
gly divested of property, and others will not be poten-
tially aff ected.   

Finally, Justice Fitzgerald posited that the notion that 

public use is evolving destroys the concept of private 
property. The problem with Poletown was that the pub-
lic purpose was fulfi lled only after the transfer to GM. 
This was not for the eradication of blight.  
 
In the respected pod Poletown, Justice Young noted the 
speed of the trial process, the expedited appeal process, 
and the immediacy of the Michigan Supreme Court de-
cision. Justice Ryan fi led a lengthy and reasoned opin-
ion after the March 1981 decision. Justice Ryan’s con-
curring opinion served as a clarion call for a return to 
the constitutional limitations contemplated by the 1963 
Constitution.  
 
You will hear about the ramifi cations of the decision 
in the next hour. Acknowledging Hathcock existed but 
concerned that it may be reversed in the future, the 
2006 constitutional amendment ratifi ed and reinforced 
the Hathcock decision. In addition, the amendment 
changes the burden of proving the public use from the 
owner to the authority by a preponderance of evidence 
standard and clear and convincing evidence in blight 
takings.

Justice Brian K. Zahra introduced each speaker and pro-
vided the microphone to audience members 

with questions.
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Retired Chief Justice Robert P. Young and 
author of the Hathcock opinion off ered the following 
comments:

In the early 1980s, Detroit was hemorrhaging jobs; the 
auto industry was under siege by the success of foreign 
imports, and joblessness was running 18% in Detroit.

Detroit Mayor Coleman Young persuaded GM to build 
a new modern plant on the site of the then-defunct 
Chrysler Dodge Main plant, supplemented by addi-
tional surrounding property in a community known as 
Poletown that had been the center of Detroit’s Polish 
community for a century.

The additional Poletown properties necessary for the 
new GM plant were to be acquired by condemnation, 
justifi ed as a “public necessity,” to “alleviate unem-
ployment,” and because the benefi t to the public was 
primary and the benefi t to GM was “incidental.”

Unquestionably, the creation of new jobs was a ma-
jor economic benefi t to Detroit. However, whether the 
benefi t to GM could be characterized as “incidental” is 
questionable.

GM paid Detroit a minimal amount for the new plant 
project. The development costs borne by Detroit was a 
fi fth of a billion dollars and GM was granted 12 years 
of tax abatement. When the GM plant project was an-
nounced and the condemnation of Poletown became 
apparent, the residents of Poletown objected and even-
tually sued to prevent the taking of their homes and 
businesses.

The case eventually came to the Michigan Supreme 
Court that decided the case in just 10 days. 

Poletown permitted government takings for a public 
benefi t – where it advances “industry and commerce” – 
not a public use as required by our constitution.

The issue in Hathcock was whether Wayne County was 
constitutionally authorized to take private property of 
landowners around the Detroit Metropolitan Airport in 
suburban Wayne County to advance economic develop-
ment of this area. The Wayne County Pinnacle Project, 
as it was called, proposed to condemn the property of 
landholders around the airport and sell it to developers 
to create an “enterprise zone” of new businesses. Wayne 

County argued in Hathcock that its challenged takings 
to advance development of the area surrounding De-
troit Metro Airport promoted the growth of “industry 
and commerce” and were supported by the Poletown 
decision. The property owners argued that the taking of 
their property was not for a “public use,” the only kind 
of government takings the 1963 constitution permitted.

Hathcock held that a person’s property cannot be taken 
by the government and given to another private person, 
no matter how much “industry and commerce” might 
be advanced by the taking, and overruled Poletown.

Hathcock examined the Court’s previous takings deci-
sions and held that “the transfer of condemned prop-
erty to a private entity....would be appropriate in one of 
three contexts”:

(1) Where “public necessity of the extreme 
sort” requires collective action (e.g., highways 
and railroads);
(2) Where the property remains subject to pub-
lic oversight after transfer to a private entity 
(e.g., regulated pipelines); and 
(3) Where the property is selected because of 
“facts of independent public signifi cance,” 
rather than the interests of the private entity 
to which the property is eventually transferred 
(e.g., slum clearance to promote public health).  

Shortly after Hathcock was decided, the citizens of 
Michigan enacted an amendment by referendum rati-
fying the Hathcock construction of the takings clause 
and explicitly removed the ability of the government in 
Michigan to take one person’s property to give another 
in service of a “public purpose.”

The amendment, ratifi ed in 2006, provides that

“Public use” does not include the taking of 
private property for transfer to a private entity 
for the purpose of economic development or 
enhancement of tax revenues. Private property 
otherwise may be taken for reasons of public 
use as that term is understood on the eff ective 
date of the amendment to this constitution that 
added this paragraph.

The people of Michigan decisively decided the ques-
tion, favoring Hathcock.
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June resulted in back-to-back events, beginning with

Justice Alton T. Davis’ 
Portrait Unveiling

On Wednesday, June 12, 2024, the Michigan Supreme 
Court courtroom was packed with retired Justice Alton 
T. Davis’ friends, family, and colleagues to celebrate 
the presentation of Justice Davis’ long awaited portrait. 
Nearly fourteen years in the making, the event was em-
ceed by Jules B. Olsman and included remarks from 
Former Governor and Current United States Secretary 
of Energy Jennifer Granholm, United States District 
Court Judge for the Western District Jane Beckering, 
who served with Justice Davis on the Michigan Court 
of Appeals; Judge George Mertz, who currently serves 
on the 46th Circuit Court, where Justice Davis began 
his judicial career in 1984; Former Law Clerk Frank 
McLaughlin, who now serves as a research attorney 
for the Michigan Court of Appeals; and Justice Davis’ 
daughters, Brion Davis Thompson and Colby Davis 
Chilcote. 

Jules B. Olsman, President of the Olsman MacKenzie Peacock & 
Wallace fi rm served as event emcee. 

Judge Jane Beckering served with Justice Davis on the 
Michigan Court of Appeals from 2007 to his appoint-
ment to the Supreme Court in 2010.  Judge Beckering 

remarked on Justice Davis’ “subtle leadership,” 
one “who listens just as often as he speaks. Who 
leads through collaboration and eff ectively com-
municating his wisdom in a way that makes oth-
ers want to listen and understand.” In preparing 
her comments, Judge Beckering also spoke with 
several of their mutual colleagues on the court – 
Chris Murray, Bill Murphy, David Sawyer, Kurt 
Wilder, and Doug Shapiro – all of whom agreed 
to Davis’ eff ective leadership, common sense, 
and quick mind: “Tom brought out the best in all 
of us. Without pushing, pulling, or cajoling, he 
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Justice Davis’ appel-
late law clerk, Frank 
McLaughlin, remi-
nisced on working with 
Davis. In his own 
remarks, Justice Davis 
referred to Frank as his 
“full partner in legal 
analysis and opinion 
production.” 

Justice Davis’ daugh-

Justice Davis thanked all those in attendance and gave 
his own – both entertaining and eloquent – remarks, 
which are well-worth printing in full, if space allowed.  
Instead, readers are encouraged to view the full record-
ing on the Court’s YouTube page. 

About halfway through his remarks, Justice Davis ob-
served how he came to the law fi fty years before:

My mother was determined that I be college edu-
cated and be employed at a recognized profession. 
Marching to that incessant drum beat I surveyed 
the apparent options: medicine was the fi rst to be 
rejected because I am squeamish around the sight 
of human blood and don’t like needles. Engineer-
ing wasn’t an option because I have no math skills 
and was so frustrated with an erector set I was 
given that I threw it away and said it got lost. One 
look at a periodic chart convinced me that science 
would be better served by people crazy enough 
to fool around with something like that. What re-
mained was theology or the law.

I did give a fair amount of thought to theology, 
but ultimately came to a conclusion that if I were 
to go around holding myself out as a salesman for 
the divine I very likely would be struck dead by 
a lightning bolt once the celestial forces caught 
up with me. It was an undertaking  better left to 
people like the two stalwart representatives peti-
tioning on my behalf here today.

So the law it was. I obtained my law degree and 
was admitted to the bar in the fall of 1974….my 
last year and a half of law school I was fortunate 

led the panels he was on to the right outcome.”

ters, Brion Davis Thompson and Colby Davis Chilcote, 
tag-teamed their own remarks before their father’s por-
trait was unveiled by his grandsons. 

Judge Beckering 
was followed by 
Judge George J. 
Mertz, currently 
serving on the 46th 
Circuit Court. Jus-
tice Davis began 
his judicial career 
in 1984 when he 
was elected to the 
46th Circuit Court, 
covering Ot-
sego, Crawford & 
Kalkaska counties.  
Four years before 
Davis was appoint-
ed to the Court of 

Appeals, Mertz started his own legal career, working as 
the former justice’s law clerk.
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enough to secure a position in the chambers of 
Judge John Feikens in the Federal District Court 
in Detroit. It was my fi rst real exposure to lawyers, 
judges, courts, trials, and the system as a whole. It 
was an invaluable experience that has served me 
well to the present time.

In August of 1975, I was in Grayling, Michigan 
and formed a partnership with Tom Kent. We 
scratched up the money to buy a defunct pool 
hall on main street, remodeled it with the help of 
somebody who knew what they were doing, and 
hung out our shingle as a general practice law 
fi rm. Four months later, at Christmas we paid our 
secretary the pittance she was getting and divided 
the $70.00 left in the till and went home for the 
holiday. It was never easy but we never operated 
in the red or borrowed money.

The following summer in the Republican primary 
Tom was elected prosecuting attorney in Craw-
ford County and I became the chief assistant, and 
later the prosecutor – to fi nish that term.

I continued in private practice and in the early 
spring of 1984, the circuit judge called me into his 
chambers and said: “The legislature has approved 
a second judgeship for this circuit. You’ll have to 
run for election in the 3 counties, but the fi rst term 
will be for 8 years, and I’ve wondered if you’ve 
ever thought of a judgeship as a career?” I did not 
jump out of my chair and yell, “Oh, just about ev-
ery waking moment since I was about 12!” I did 
not do that.

What I did say was, “That’s very interesting. 
Thanks for thinking of me but you know, it’s a big 
decision. I’ll have to think about it and talk with 
my wife and I’ll get right back to you.”

As I remember I left work early that day, went 
home, found my wife and said: “Sandra Kay, 
guess what we’re going to do.”

It was a hotly contested election from May to No-
vember over 3 counties against a popular oppo-
nent from Gaylord – which has about double the 
population of the other counties. When the dust 
settled, I had prevailed by slightly over 400 votes 
out of 14,000 total votes cast.

I have since always referred to that election as “the 
good election.” It provided me with an uncontest-
ed 26-year judicial career on three benches.

Along the way, Justice Davis was president of the 46th 
Circuit Bar Association and the Crawford County Fair 
Board and the Rotary International Club of Grayling 
and the Michigan Judges Association, and chairman of 
too many boards and committees to count. As Judge 
Beckering said, Justice Davis’ “fi ngerprints of service 
have left indelible imprints in many arenas” within 
Michigan, including innovations within the trial court 
system. 

From Petoskey and Burt Lake to the Inland Lakes High 
School to the North Cental Michigan College and West-
ern Michigan University to the Detroit College of Law 
to the 46th Circuit Court to the Micigan Court of Ap-
peals to the Michigan Supreme Court and back again 
fourteen years later following that much time as a me-
diator around the state. Justice Davis ended with:  

And fi nally, I imagine you’ve all been in a casino 
at some point, and you may have noticed that the 
people running the games all do the same thing 
when they fi nish their shift.  I never understood 
that but now, I think I do.  They are displaying to 
the cameras in the ceiling that their shift is over 
and they’re not leaving with anything that belongs 
to the house.................

And so, he did, having left Michigan with a win-
ning hand.
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The very next day, the Society was at Miller Johnson’s Grand Rapids location for 

The Legacy of Women on the Michigan Supreme 
Court: A Conversation with Current Justice 
Elizabeth Welch and Former Justice Maura Corrigan

Society President 
and Miller John-
son partner, Joseph 
Gavin, introduced 
Justice Elizabeth 
Welch and Retired 
Justice Maura Corri-
gan to the audience, 
along with modera-
tor Alison Khorey, 
who also practices 
at Miller Johnson.

If you could sit for an evening with one of Michigan’s Supreme Court justices and ask that individual about their 
life, career, journey to the Court, and any number of things, what would you ask? What if it was not just one jus-
tice, but two? On June 13, 2024, West Michigan attorneys, clerks, judges, former State Bar presidents, and two 
United States District Court judges crowded into Miller Johnson’s conference center to do just that. 
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Journey to the Michigan Supreme Court

Each justice1 was asked how their career led them to the 
Michigan Supreme Court, and their paths were fairly 
diff erent with some key similarities. Each justice had 
a successful career before ascending the bench, though 
Justice Welch primarily began her career in private 
fi rms before starting her own business, and Justice Cor-
rigan worked in government agencies before she was 
appointed to the Michigan Court of Appeals.

Both justices reached the high Court at age fi fty and 
both received calls from important individuals request-
ing they consider running for the elected offi  ce. And 
both initially said “no.”

In 1998, Justice Corrigan was serving as the chief judge 
for the Court of Appeals – having been appointed to 
that court six years earlier and elected twice in the en-
suing years – and was working late when her phone 
rang. Justice Corrigan “liked to pretend [she] was [her] 
secretary after 5 p.m. and answered, ‘Chief Judge Cor-
rigan’s offi  ce.’” Governor John Engler was on the line 
and announced that Justice Patricia Boyle was not go-
ing to run for re-election, and that he “wanted Justice 
Corrigan to run for the Supreme Court.” He’d asked 
before, in 1996, and received a fi rm “no.” This time, 
though, she would think about it: the prospect of suc-
ceeding Justice Boyle – who’d hired Corrigan into the 
Wayne County prosecutor’s offi  ce years earlier – was 
both daunting and providential. Justice Corrigan went 

1 Much of the below and on the following pages is a paraphrase 
of the Justices’ remarks. Direct quotations are included where ap-
plicable. We hope to post the video and/or transcript.  

home and spoke with her husband, Joe Grano, a profes-
sor at Wayne State University, who said, “Go for it, you 
ought to do it.”

What Justice Corrigan did not highlight then was that 
when Professor Grano said “Go for it,” he was very 
sick with Multiple System Atrophy and had been ill for 
many years. He would pass away the same year Justice 
Corrigan began her fi rst term as Chief Justice of the 
Michigan Supreme Court, so his support of a statewide 
campaign was incredible.

While Justice Corrigan began in Ohio (she was born in 
Cleveland) and moved to Michigan, Justice Welch did 
the opposite: she was born in Grand Rapids and moved 
to Ohio to attend law school. After earning a  law de-
gree from Ohio State University, she worked in Lou-
isville, Kentucky. Eventually, Justice Welch “realized 
that if [she and her husband] wanted to have a family 
and maintain [their] careers, they were going to need 
back-up.” They made the decision to return to Grand 
Rapids where a village of parents and grandparents 
awaited them. Justice Welch began at Miller Johnson 
and later launched off  into her own work with small 
fi rms and nonprofi ts. 

As her children entered school, Justice Welch became 
involved in public school advocacy. A key budget item 
would be cut and “you start investigating what’s going 
on and get sucked in and before you know it, you’re in 
the Capitol trying to tell people how to vote.” This led to 
certain political relationships and Justice Welch began 
recruiting people to run at all levels – “School Board, 
City Commission, [State] Senate, [State] House” – and 
helped candidates launch their campaigns. She herself 
later served as “Vice President and a Trustee on the East 
Grand Rapids Public Schools Board of Education.”
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Justice Maura D. Corrigan  
* Baby Boomer Generation  
* Born in Ohio    
* B.A. Marygrove College  
* J.D. University of Detroit Law  
* Practiced primarily in Detroit before Court of 

Appeals appointment
* Joined the Supreme Court the year before 

the New Millennium 
* Began service under a female Chief Justice – 

Elizabeth Weaver
* Served as Chief Justice from 2001 to 2004
* Served with a female majority in 2009, 2010
* Widowed, with two adult children

Justice Elizabeth Welch
* Generation X
* Born in Michigan
* B.A. Penn State University
* J.D. Ohio State University
* Practiced in Louisville, Kentucky and 

Grand Rapids, Michigan
* Joined the Supreme Court in the midst of a 

Global Pandemic
* Began service under a female Chief Justice – 

Bridget M. McCormack
* Served with a female majority in 2021, 2022, 

2023
* Married, with four adult children

She did this work as a volunteer – while also running 
her law practice and raising her children – because she 
cared deeply about “elevating smart people, particu-
larly smart women.” But it was only a matter of time 
before people started asking her to run for higher offi  ce. 
And, like Justice Corrigan, Justice Welch initially said 
“no.” Then a couple of years went by, and things had 
changed: “Justice Markman was retiring, leaving an 
open seat.” Chief Justice Bridget McCormack called, 
the Governor called, and the same folks who had asked 
several years before asked again and Justice Welch said 
“yes.” 

It was the end of 2019, and, suffi  ce it to say, Justice 
Welch’s campaign, which took off  in 2020, was a very 
diff erent format than Justice Corrigan’s. 

Women Are Regularly Asked This Question

One of the usual questions asked of women in high 
positions and very demanding fi elds is how they bal-
ance career and family. Both justices noted that their 
male colleagues are not asked this question as regu-
larly.

Justice Welch remarked that her “fi rst husband, Jerry, 
was an excellent partner, both professionally and with 
their children, and they divided the duties” – for ex-
ample, he was the primary cook. Her experience was 
unique and many of her peers did not have the same. 
She also reiterated that she made an intentional deci-
sion to move back to Grand Rapids where there was 
familial support. 

Justice Corrigan also 
noted that she didn’t 
feel well-qualifi ed to 
talk about this topic 
because her marriage 
was so unusual, with 
her “husband being 
ill for half of their 
marriage and serious-
ly ill for the last three 
years of their mar-
riage.” There wasn’t 
any work-life balance 
in her household: she 
had to do it all. 
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The Michigan Supreme Court Historical Soci-
ety includes Biographical Blurbs on each of our 
justices. Justice Corrigan and Justice Welch’s 
information is below:

Maura D. Corrigan

Served from 1999 through 2011
Chief Justice: 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004

Maura D. Corrigan was born in 1948 in Cleveland, 
Ohio. She received her B.A. from Marygrove College 
in 1969, graduating magna cum laude, and her J.D. 
from the University of Detroit in 1973, graduating cum 
laude.

That New Associate You Mentor Now Could Become 
a Supreme Court Justice

Each of the Justices were asked about their mentors. 
Justice Corrigan responded that her mentors were her 
late husband, Joseph Grano; former United States Dis-
trict Court Judge and Justice Patricia Boyle, who was 
Chief of Research Training and Appeals at the Wayne 
County Prosecutor’s Offi  ce while Corrigan worked 
there; and Leonard Gilman, Chief of the Wayne County 
Prosecutor’s Offi  ce Criminal Division and later U.S. 
Attorney. All three were notably good lawyers, who 
“wanted to do the right thing, and saw the profession 
as a high calling.”

Justice Welch reminisced on her grandmother’s infl u-
ence in her life. Elaine “Laney” Merrill Mitchell, who 
passed away on March 29, 2018, was a strong source of 
stability in Justice Welch’s youth and a bit of a force to 
be reckoned with in the neighborhood. Another men-
tor was Miller Johnson partner (now of counsel) Jon 
March, who graduated from law school the same year 
Justice Corrigan received her B.A. When Justice Welch 
started at Miller Johnson, she worked on a case with Jon 
March and found him to be a legal giant and a highly 
supportive mentor. Justice Welch also highlighted her 
involvement with the Women Lawyers Association of 
Michigan and other legal associations.

The Privilege Of Service

To no one’s surprise, each justice is incredibly fond 
of their time on the Court. Justice Corrigan noted that 
“I value my law degree more than anything.” Justice 
Welch remarked “It has 
been an absolute privi-
lege. I love it.” 

The justices are also 
nonchalant at their his-
torical roles and their 
positions in history. 
Justice Welch noted 
that it is no longer “a 
big deal” for the Michi-
gan Supreme Court to 
have a female majority; 
indeed, it is a regular 
occurrence in our state.

We had the opportunity to celebrate Justice Corrigan’s 
birthday, which is June 14.
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Corrigan’s legal career began when she served as a 
law clerk to the Honorable John Gillis of the Michi-
gan Court of Appeals. She then moved on to become an 
assistant prosecuting attorney in Wayne County from 
1974 to 1979; in 1979 she was appointed Chief of Ap-
peals in the U.S. Attorney’s Offi  ce for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Michigan. In 1986, she was promoted to Chief 
Assistant U.S. Attorney, becoming the fi rst woman to 
hold that position. In 1989, Corrigan became a partner 
in the law fi rm of Plunkett Cooney, specializing in liti-
gation and appeals.

Corrigan’s judicial service began when Governor John 
Engler appointed her to the Michigan Court of Appeals 
in March of 1992. In 1992 and 1994 she was elected to 
terms on that court. In 1997 she was appointed Chief 
Judge of the appeals court, a position she held for two 
years before her election to the Michigan Supreme Court 
in 1998. In 2001 and 2003, her peers on the Michigan 
Supreme Court elected Corrigan Chief Justice.

Corrigan has participated in numerous community and 
professional activities. She is a past president of the In-
corporated Society of Irish American Lawyers and the 
Detroit Chapter of the Federal Bar Association. She 
served as a public member of the Michigan Law Re-
vision Commission from 1991-1998, as an executive 
board member of the Michigan Judges Association, and 
as a member of the Judicial Advisory Board of the Cen-
ter for Law and Organizational Economics at the Uni-
versity of Kansas Law School. She also served on the 
Board of Directors of Boysville of Michigan.

Corrigan won many awards for her professional 
achievements, including the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice Director’s Award for Outstanding Performance as 
an Assistant U.S. Attorney and the Federal Bar Asso-
ciation’s Leonard Gilman Award to the 1989 Outstand-
ing Practitioner of Criminal Law. She also published in 
journals such as the Wayne Law Review and University 
of Toledo Law Review and taught as an adjunct profes-
sor at Wayne State University Law School.

Corrigan is the widow of Wayne State University Dis-
tinguished Professor of Law Joseph D. Grano and is the 
mother of Megan and Daniel.

Elizabeth M. Welch

Served from 2021 to present

Justice Elizabeth M. Welch joined the Michigan Su-
preme Court on January 1, 2021. She currently serves 
as the Justice Liaison on data gathering and transpar-
ency in the civil, criminal, and juvenile justice systems, 
as well as the Liaison to the Michigan Judicial Institute. 
She co-chairs the Diversity Equity & Inclusion Com-
mission, co-chairs the Justice for All Commission’s 
(JFA) Technology and Data Sharing Work Group, and 
serves on the JFA Communications Work Group and 
JFA Resource Work Group.

Justice Welch received her law degree from Ohio State 
University (where she served as Research Editor of the 
Law Journal) and her undergraduate degree from Penn 
State University. After law school, she practiced labor/
employment law at large law fi rms located in Louis-
ville, KY and Grand Rapids, MI prior to starting her 
own law practice. She also published many articles in 
academic and industry publications, including serving 
as a Chapter Editor for The Developing Labor Law 
treatise.

During her 25-year career, she counseled nonprofi t 
organizations, businesses, and individuals on labor/
employment law matters and represented her clients 
in arbitrations, administrative agency matters, and liti-
gation. Justice Welch also handled pro bono abuse/ne-
glect matters, worked as counsel to a criminal defense 
law practice, and counseled nonprofi t organizations on 
board governance. Justice Welch is a trained mediator 
and volunteered for many years with the West Michi-
gan Dispute Resolution Center.

Justice Welch has been a member of numerous pro-
fessional and nonprofi t boards, including serving as a 
Trustee for the Grand Rapids Bar Association and a 
board member for the Women Lawyers Association of 
Michigan – Western Region (where she also served as 
President). Justice Welch is currently Vice President of 
the Steelcase Foundation and a Trustee of the Grand 
Valley University Foundation.

Prior to her joining the Supreme Court, Justice Welch 
served as Vice President and a Trustee on the East 
Grand Rapids Public Schools Board of Education. She 
worked with leaders across the state to engage and train 
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This photo includes a bit of a who’s who in West Michigan law and a mini-legacy of Women in Michigan law, as  
former State Bar of Michigan president and Rhoades McKee attorney, Bruce Courtade so eloquently noted during 
the question-and-answer period. 

Retired State Court Administrator and past president of the National Judicial College Chad Schmucker observes, 
with Michigan State Capitol Historian and Curator Valerie Marvin in the background. In the next row, with her 
back to the camera is Janet Welch, Society Secretary and the fi rst woman to serve as the executive director of the 
State Bar of Michigan. Next to Janet is Senior United States District Court Judge Janet Neff , who also served as 
one of the Michigan Supreme Court’s fi rst female commissioners; Nancy Diehl, legendary chief of the Wayne 
County Prosecutor’s Offi  ce and former State Bar of Michigan president, sits next to Judge Neff . Finally, United 
States District Court Judge Jane Beckering, Judge Neff ’s successor, sits to Nancy Diehl’s left.

The event was incredible and the Society hopes to have many such gatherings in the future. Thank you, Miller 
Johnson, for hosting, and Justices Welch and Corrigan for participating! 

community members to be advocates for local public schools and regularly worked with legislators on public 
school policy. She also served on the School Finance Research Collaborative (a statewide coalition of education 
stakeholders who commissioned a study to determine the true cost of educating a child in Michigan). Justice 
Welch also served on the Grand Rapids Mayor’s Task Force in 2013 and 2016, which was charged with examining 
and improving local elections.

Justice Welch has received several awards in recognition for her public school and other community work. She 
and her husband Brian Schwartz live in Grand Rapids and have four adult children.

15



The History of the State Appellate Defender Offi  ce
by Kathy Swedlow and Jonathan Sacks

Michigan’s State Appellate Defender Offi  ce was 
formed in 1969 after the Michigan Commission on 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice approved 
grants totaling $70,000 for SADO’s support. The fund-
ing was contingent upon the establishment of a gov-
erning commission, and in March 1970, the Supreme 
Court issued an administrative order establishing the 
Appellate Defender Commission, to be composed of 
seven members.1 The commission would be comprised 
of individuals recommended by the Michigan Judges 
Association, the Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals 
(still in its infancy), and the State Bar of Michigan.2 

The United States Supreme Court had only then-re-
cently recognized the right to counsel in state trial pro-
ceedings3 and on appeal4 generating a need and demand 
for state appellate defense. SADO stepped in the fi ll 
the gap and began accepting appointments in Septem-
ber 1970, and by the end of 1972, SADO had received 
849 assignments.5 And SADO was successful from the 
start: by the end of 1972, SADO obtained favorable de-
cisions on 72% of people’s cases.6 

The offi  ce grew quickly. The fi rst State Appellate 
Defender was Arthur J. Tarnow, who was only in his 
late twenties when hired and thirty when he resigned. 
Twenty-fi ve years after his departure from SADO, he 
was appointed to the United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Michigan. 

By the end of 1972, SADO employed 7 staff  at-
torneys7 and expanded to 12 staff  attorneys by the 
end of 1973.8

In 1974, SADO felt the impact of Mitchell v 
Johnson, a Sixth Circuit decision that held that 
a state cannot refuse to appoint counsel to indi-
gent defendants for discretionary appeals to the 
state supreme court.9 Thus, SADO’s full-time 
staff  quickly grew to 75, but later in 1975, budget 
cuts led to a reduction to 41 full-time employees, 
rotational two-week layoff s for the staff  who re-
mained, and the need to return assignments to the 
trial courts. Even so, many of the staff  continued 
“to work during that period without pay.”10

Chief State 
Appellate 

Defenders:

Arthur Tarnow
James Neuhard
Dawn Van Hoek
Jonathan Sacks

Kathy Swedlow is the Manager of the 
Criminal Defense Resource 

Center at SADO

Jonathan Sacks is the Director of 
SADO

At the time, SADO’s operations were fi nanced by 
vouchers paid by the counties and “monies supplied 
by the Legislature through the Offi  ce of the Supreme 
Court” – a continuation of a policy established in the 
1972-1973 fi scal year.11 SADO requested an admittedly 
low fee of $15.00 per hour for its case work but report-
ed that it was only being paid $9.75 per hour.12

Originally located only in Detroit, less than ten years 
after it took its fi rst case, SADO opened an offi  ce in 
Lansing to better serve other parts of the state.13 That 
same month, the Legislature enacted the Appellate De-
fender Act, which formally established SADO, ratifi ed 
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the Appellate Defender Commission, established state 
funding for continued operations, and set the offi  ce 
caseload: “not be less than 25% of the total criminal 
defense appellate cases for indigents pending before 
the appellate courts of this state.”14

Support for the Defense Bar and Criminal Defense 
Resource Center

From the start, SADO staff  provided support to other 
members of the defense bar and those aff ected by the 
criminal legal system. In the mid-1970s, SADO was 
responding to 2,000-2,500 requests for assistance an-
nually, i.e., requests beyond those associated with its 
own cases.15 Early on, SADO also developed a brief 
bank – a resource it continues to this day – which grew 
to over 3,000 briefs by 1978, i.e., in less than a decade 
of operations.16 

Recognizing the need to formalize its support to the 
defense bar and larger community, SADO requested 
and received a grant in the mid-1970s from the Offi  ce 
of Criminal Justice Programs to develop a Legal Re-
sources Project.17 The Project had a small staff , and was 
expressly developed “in response to legislators seek-
ing information and assistance for their constituents or 
opinions on pending legislation, from professional and 
citizen groups interested in the area of criminal law and 
corrections, and from attorneys seeking both procedur-
al and substantive advice on pending cases.”18 

The Project launched a monthly Criminal Defense 
Newsletter (CDN) in November 1977, consisting of 
articles about substantive and procedural law, legisla-
tive updates, and summaries of appellate opinions from 
Michigan courts.19 For the fi rst few years, the CDN was 
free to subscribers, but in October 1983, the Project an-
nounced that it would have to begin charging subscrib-
ers for the CDN. During this era and relying on a series 
of generous grants from the Michigan Commission on 
Law Enforcement Standards,20 the Project also began 
publishing desk books, beginning with a Trial Book, 
and later adding a Sentencing Book. In the mid-1990s, 
the Project launched its own internet site and began dis-
tributing electronic and hardcopies of its publications, 
and in 2000, the Project changed its name to the Crimi-
nal Defense Resource Center (CDRC) – the name by 
which it operates today. 

Currently, the CDRC has 1,800 subscribers, composed 

of members of the defense bar, prisoners, and prison 
and jail libraries. It continues to publish its Trial and 
Sentencing Books, as well as other books addressing 
Search and Seizure, Evidence, Motions, the Sentencing 
Guidelines, Juvenile Life Sentences, Appeals, Habeas 
Corpus, Commutation, Reentry, and Policies and Pro-
cedures of the Department of Corrections. Its website 
hosts these books, the brief bank, past and current is-
sues of the CDN, a library of training videos, reentry 
resources, and a variety of other resource pages for 
defenders, defense team members, and people aff ect-
ed by the criminal legal system. Through all these re-
sources and activities, the CDRC trains stakeholders in 
the criminal legal system including trial and appellate 
attorneys, Michigan Department of Corrections staff , 
people who have been directly impacted, and judges 
and prosecutors.

Michigan Appellate Assigned Counsel System

The Appellate Defender Act, enacted in January 1979, 
ratifi ed the Appellate Defender Commission, and 
charged it with developing “a system of indigent appel-
late defense services which shall include services pro-
vided by the offi  ce of the state appellate defender. . .and 
locally appointed private counsel.”21 For individuals 
who were assigned to SADO, appellants could be as-
sured of zealous representation. But SADO only repre-
sented a portion of individuals, and so most individuals 
seeking appeal were assigned to private attorneys who 
were underpaid and unsupervised and whose work fell 
far, far below the work of SADO attorneys. Indeed, in a 
series of articles from January 1981, the Detroit News 
chronicled instances where assigned private attorneys 
submitted identical briefs in diff erent cases, failed to 
ever visit and confer with their clients, requested pay-
ment from courts using fi ctitious names, and failed to 
appear at oral argument.22 It was, in the words of the 
News, a system “in drastic need of overhaul.”23

After a year of study and public comment, the Com-
mission submitted a proposal to the Supreme Court to 
establish the Michigan Appellate Assigned Counsel 
System (MAACS): an independently administered of-
fi ce tasked with compiling and maintaining a statewide 
roster of attorneys eligible to represent individuals 
not represented by SADO.24 The proposal also recom-
mended establishing minimum qualifi cations for roster 
attorneys, developing minimum performance standards 
for roster attorneys, and creating a “local designating 
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authority” within each court to assign attorneys by ro-
tation and experience25 – instead of by the local judge. 
This fi nal recommendation drew sharp criticism from 
the Michigan Judges Association, for the “allegation, 
implied if not expressed, that lawyers would be so lack-
ing in courage as to bow to the wishes of the appointing 
judge.”26 Nonetheless, in December 1981, the Supreme 
Court issued Administrative Order 1981-7 in December 
1981, establishing MAACS.27

SADO-MAACS Merger and Reforms

Following a recommendation from the Appellate De-
fender Commission, in Administrative Order 2014-
18, the Michigan Supreme Court ordered the merger 
of SADO and MAACS under the management of the 
Appellate Defender, and oversight of the Appellate 
Defender Commission: “For years, under-resourced 
MAACS attorneys struggled to deliver high-quality 
representation to their clients, compared to the services 
available to SADO clients.”28 The Order aimed to re-
duce the uneven access to justice in the appellate sys-
tem.

In Administrative Order 2015-9, the Michigan Supreme 
Court authorized MAACS to “implement a one-year 
pilot project to assess the feasibility, costs, and benefi ts 
associated with structural reforms currently under con-
sideration for permanent statewide implementation.” 
The reforms included regionalized lists of MAACS 
roster attorneys, more active MAACS involvement 
in the counsel appointment process, and standardized 
attorney fees and expenses.29 After launching with 14 
trial courts in the Upper Peninsula and Eastern Lower 
Michigan, the pilot has grown to include every circuit 
in Michigan. In November 2017, the Supreme Court 
permanently approved these structural changes, al-
lowing MAACS to continue its eff orts to regionalize 
all assignment lists and encourage trial courts to adopt 
uniform fee policies.30 In 2024, the State of Michigan 
budget provided a new fund to reimburse counties for 
payment of reasonable and uniform fees to MAACS 
roster attorneys.

Other successful MAACS reform projects included 
litigation support for MAACS roster attorneys, reen-
try and mitigation support for MAACS roster clients, 
and access to discounted Westlaw costs and SADO’s 
CDRC.

Juvenile Lifer Unit

Around the same time, a decision of the United States 
Supreme Court in January of 2016 created an extraordi-
nary one-time constitutional requirement involving 364 
children serving life without parole sentences in Michi-
gan. Montgomery v. Louisiana,31 required resentencing 
of all individuals serving unconstitutional mandatory 
sentences of life without parole for off enses commit-
ted as youth. As it had so often before since its cre-
ation, SADO stepped up, and agreed to represent most 
of Michigan’s 364 juvenile lifers, many of whom were 
former clients. The vast majority of these individuals 
have now received new sentences, and almost all no 
longer serve life without parole. Since 2016, SADO has 
successfully represented these clients through a dedi-
cated Juvenile Lifer Unit.32

In People v. Parks,33 the Michigan Supreme Court held 

1970 Appellate Defender Commission

Ronald L. Dzierbicki 
Court of Appeals Chief Clerk

John C. Emery, Jr. 
Birmingham-located attorney

John F. Foley
Vicksburg-located attorney

Hondon B. Hargrove 
Michigan Corrections Department Senior 

Parole Agent

Seymour F. Posner 
Southfi eld-located attorney

William R. Walsh, Jr. 
Port Huron-located attorney

Judge Jack W. Warren
Ingham County Circuit Court Judge
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that a mandatory sentence of life imprisonment with-
out the possibility of parole for 18-year-olds constituted 
cruel or unusual punishment under the Michigan Con-
stitution. Depending on a fi nal decision on retroactiv-
ity, this decision potentially expands the reach of Mont-
gomery in Michigan to 274 more people.34

Today at SADO, a dedicated group of attorneys, miti-
gations specialists, and reentry coordinators represent 
people for resentencing hearings for off enses commit-
ted as teenagers.

Sentencing Mitigation and Reentry

Starting with a federal Byrne Justice Assistance grant in 
2011, SADO started to off er focused mitigation advo-
cacy for clients with the assistance of a social worker. 
The project was conceived as a multi-year eff ort to use 
a holistic approach to client service, seeking not only 

sentencing relief, but also improved life outcomes, 
preparation for community reentry, and lower recidi-
vism rates.35

In 2016, SADO also developed Project Reentry, ini-
tially to help Juvenile Lifer Unit clients with their re-
turn to the community. Project Reentry staff  develop 
Comprehensive Reentry Plans to assist with the return 
to the community, hold reentry workshops, and pub-
lish a Reentry Guidebook and a Reentry Services Loca-
tor to help individuals fi nd assistance for their specifi c 
needs.36

SADO and MAACS now both have mitigation special-
ists and reentry specialists to work with attorneys on 
resentencing hearings for both appellate and Juvenile 
Lifer Unit clients.

Wrongful Conviction Unit

In Michigan, representation on direct appeal includes a 
requirement and opportunity to investigate and expand 
the trial court record for issues including ineff ective as-
sistance of counsel, discovery violations, or newly dis-
covered evidence.37 In response to this opportunity to 
reinvestigate client’s convictions, SADO secured grant 
funding to investigate appeals with potential actual in-
nocence claims, review the closure of the Detroit Crime 
Lab, and review the backlog of untested sexual assault 
kits from the Detroit Police Department.38

This work has evolved into SADO’s Wrongful Con-
viction Unit, which has accomplished multiple exon-
erations for actually innocent clients, most recently for 
Terance Calhoun and Crystal Mulherin.39

Next Steps: First Collective Bargaining Agreement; 
Amendments to the Appellate Defender Act and Youth 
Defense; and SADO Expansion.

From an offi  ce with seven attorneys in 1972, SADO 
continues to grow, develop, and evolve as a leading 
public defender offi  ce and assigned counsel system 
focused on the best possible results for the people we 
serve.

In 2020, SADO received a request for recognition of 
the UAW as bargaining representative for SADO em-
ployees. The Appellate Defender Commission voted to 
voluntarily recognize the employee bargaining unit.40 

2024 Appellate Defender Commission

Judith Gracey 
Chair of the Commission, Sylvan Lake-located 
attorney

Conor Dugan 
Grand Rapids-located attorney

JoAnn Lank 
Court of Appeals District Clerk of Detroit Offi  ce

Brandy Robinson 
Assistant Federal Defender at Federal 
Community Defender at Eastern District Michigan

Judge Thomas L. Solka 
Retired Marquette County Judge

Janet Welch 
Former Executive Director of State Bar of Michi-
gan

Darryl J. Woods 
Elder at Greater Temple in Detroit and a youth 
mentor/Chair of the Board of Police 
Commissioners in Detroit
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In 2023, the Appellate Defender Commission adopted 
SADO’s fi rst ever collective bargaining agreement of-
fering reasonable wage increases for SADO employees 
among other policies.

In 2023, for the fi rst time in over forty years, the Legis-
lature amended the Appellate Defender Act.41 The his-
toric expansion accomplished two things:

• Permanent implementation of reasonable uni-
form fees for MAACS roster attorneys, tied to 
Michigan Indigent Defense Commission rates 
and guaranteed through a state fund to reim-
burse counties.42

• Expansion of the Appellate Defender Act to in-
clude youth defense for SADO and MAACS.43

The recommendations of the Michigan Task 
Force on Juvenile Justice Reform to expand in-
digent defense triggered these amendments.44

With the MAACS merger, and the expansion of SA-
DO’s work to include youth defense the Juvenile Lifer 
Unit, Project Reentry, mitigation specialists, and the 
Wrongful Conviction Unit, SADO now has a staff  of 
79 people. The fi scal year 2025 budget signed by Gov-
ernor Whitmer recognizes SADO’s success and adds 
28 new attorneys, investigators, mitigation specialists, 
and other core staff ers to reduce workload pressures for 
both SADO and MAACS and best represent people ap-
pealing convictions. 

As Michigan’s oldest and only statewide public de-
fender offi  ce. SADO’s employees share a mission to 
fi ght injustice through access, advocacy, compassion, 
and education. SADO is an illustration of how proper 
resources, targeted training, and shared values can help 
create a public defender offi  ce that sets the standard 
for high quality indigent appellate practice. Now, more 
than 50 years after the SADO’s start, the offi  ce is set 
up for another 50 years of providing the best possible 
representation for the people we represent.
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Summer Intern for 2024

For Questions and Comments
Contact

If you’ve any questions about the Society in gen-
eral, membership or events, please contact 

Executive Director 
Lynn Seaks at 

lynnseaks@micourthistory.com.
 

For questions regarding the newsletter or article 
publication, please contact 

Assistant Executive 
Director 

Carrie Sharlow at 
carriesharlow@micourthistory.com.

Katherine is a rising soph-
omore at the University 
of Illinois Urbana-Cham-
paign, majoring in His-
tory, with an emphasis on 
Italian Renaissance His-
tory, and minoring in Cre-
ative Writing. Katherine is 
a Detroit native, currently 
residing in Owosso, Mich-
igan. She is an Owosso 
High School alumnus, 
from which she graduated 
magna cum laude. 

On campus, she is a member of the following organiza-
tions: Planned Parenthood Generation Action (PPGA), 
She’s the First, and the Society of American Archivists. 
When she returns in the fall she will assume the posi-
tion of Library Clerk at the University of Illinois’s Mu-
sic and Performing Arts Library. 

Her goal as a future historian is to preserve the past in 
its true and unadulterated form for future generations to 
both learn from and to seek out their own histories. She 
is thrilled to have started the realization of this goal at 
the Michigan Supreme Court Historical Society and is 
thankful for the privilege she has had in working within 
their archives. 

Introducing the Society 
Assistant Executive 
Director
Name: 
Carrie Sharlow

Email: carriesharlow@micourthistory.com

Basic Biographical Details: 
I grew up in the Lansing Area. I’ve been married for 18 
years and have one teenager, three cats, and one desert 
tortoise. 

Historical Interests: 
I’m fascinated by Michigan’s legal history and the law-
yers and judges who infl uenced the state. I also enjoy 
doing family genealogy research. Sometimes the two 
intersect when I have the opportunity to speak with de-
scendants on long-passed attorneys and judges.

Favorite Historical (1800s to  mid-1900s) Justice: 
It’s a bit of a toss-up between Howard Wiest and Wil-
liam Potter. Wiest was a fascinating interesting char-
acter who lived in the Greater Lansing Area, and my 
pet tortoise is named “Howard” in his honor. Potter had 
an extensive hand in the formation of the State Bar of 
Michigan in the 1920s-1930s. 

I’m not going to name my favorite modern justices, but 
I’ve had the opportunity to speak with some of them. 
It’s amazing to meet your heroes.

Favorite Historical Lawyer(s): 
Walter Morrow Nelson who argued the House of Da-
vid  cases in the 1920s and helped found the Michigan 
Branch of the ACLU; 

Anne Davidow, an early woman lawyer who argued 
Goeseart v Cleary before the United States Supreme 
Court;

Richard C. Van Dusen, chair of the Con-Con Judiciary 
Committee and later partner at the law fi rm Dickinson 
Wright; an individual who did a lot behind the scenes. 
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Save the Date -

Wednesday,
October 9, 2024
Opening Term 
Oral Arguments - 
First Case argued in the Old 
Courtroom located in the State 
Capitol Building

Wednesday,
October 23, 2024
Advocates Guild Dinner*

Wednesday,
November 20, 2024
Historical Society of 
Michigan History Hounds 
Presentation by 
MSC Historical Society 
President Joseph Gavin+

Wednesday,
December 18, 2024
Historical Society of 
Michigan History Hounds 
Presentation by 
MSC Historical Society 
Assistant Executive Director 
Carrie Sharlow+

Wednesday,
April 16, 2025
Annual Luncheon
St. John’s Resort, 
Plymouth, Michigan

* Invitation only

+ Register at www.hsmichigan.
org/programs/history-hounds

Favorite Quotes about History: 
“The past isn’t dead. It’s not even past.” - William Faulkner

“Their labors and idealism have made your organization possible, and the Bar of Michigan owes a tribute of 
gratitude to those unnamed and unrewarded lawyers who have given so much and so unselfi shly for the ultimate 
benefi t of the public.” - From the fi rst State Bar of Michigan president Roberts P. Hudson’s Message From the 
President, published in 15 Mich St B J (1936), pp 7-8. 

The next line in that article is more recognizable – “No organization of lawyers can long survive which has not 
for its primary object the protection of the public.”  
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3rd Floor, Hall of Justice
925 W. Ottawa Street
Lansing, MI 48915

Mission Statement
The Michigan Supreme Court Historical Society, a non-profi t 501(c)(3) 
corporation, collects, preserves, and displays documents, records, and 
memorabilia relating to the Michigan Supreme Court and the other Courts 
of Michigan, promotes the study of the history of Michigan’s courts, and 
seeks to increase public awareness of Michigan’s legal heritage.  The Society 
sponsors and conducts historical research,  provides speakers and educational 
materials for students, and sponsors and provides publications, portraits and 
memorials, special events, and projects consistent with its mission.

Founder:
Dorothy Comstock Riley

Offi  cers:
Joseph J. Gavin, President

Matthew C. Herstein, Vice President
Janet K. Welch, Secretary

John G. Fedynsky, Treasurer
Directors:

Frederick M. Baker, Jr. 
Mark R. Bendure
Mark Cooney
Maura D. Corrigan, Retired Justice
Peter Cunningham
Gregory J. DeMars
Deborah L. Gordon
Carl W. Herstein

Society Update is published quarterly by the Michigan Supreme Court Historical Society.  Writing 
submissions, article ideas, news, and announcements are encouraged.  Contact the Society at: 3rd Floor 

Hall of Justice, 925 W. Ottawa Street, Lansing, MI 48915  Phone: (517) 373-7589 Fax: (517) 373-7592

Judge Mary Beth Kelly
Mary Massaron
Denise Langford Morris 
Lawrence P. Nolan
John D. Pirich
Robert F. Riley
Judge Angela Kay Sherigan

Executive Director: Lynn Seaks
Assistant Executive Director: Carrie Sharlow


