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Chair’s Winter Note 

The program with the Tax Tribunal was a great success, and the Program Commit-
tee is working on more. Please watch for announcements of upcoming events, and 
keep the annual program with the PSC commissioners and staff to be held in May in 
mind. 

We are all anticipating changes in state government under the new administration, 
and we will attempt to monitor those and report those pertinent to our practices in 
future newsletters. 

The application and materials relative to the essay contest for law students will soon 
be posted on our web site. If you know of any students who are interested in applying 
please advise them of this opportunity to earn a $500 stipend. 

I hope you find this newsletter informative and, as always, we welcome any com-
ments or suggestions. In addition, if anyone has an article or is willing to write one 
pertinent to our practice area please contact the editors or me. 

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to serve you. 
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Announcements

Do you know a Law Student Interested in being a Guest Author?

If so, please pass along the attached Writing Competition Application that the Newslet-
ter Committee is also circulating to Administrative Law professors at every Michigan law 
school.  This is a great opportunity to become a published legal author and earn $500 in the 
process.  The section will award up to two law students with winning article ideas $500 each 
upon receipt of an article acceptable to the Newsletter Committee.  Article ideas are due by 
February 28, 2011.  Please contact Administrative Law Journal co-editor Kim Breitmeyer or 
Jack Dempsey with any questions.

Our LinkedIn Page Now has over 80 Members and a Logo

Don’t miss out on the conversation.  To make our events, meetings, discussions and 
announcements more accessible to our membership, we recently created a LinkedIn group 
currently called “Administrative Law Section.”  If you or someone you know is a member of 
the section but does not have an e-mail address listed with the State Bar, please contact site 
owner Kim Breitmeyer at breitmeyerk@michigan.gov, or Chair and site manager Richard 
Patterson at pattersr@michigan.gov to receive an invitation to join. 

Scenes from the MTT Luncheon

 Judge Halm Judge Smith  There was time for questions from the audience 
 Partcipants enjoying lunch at the Kellogg Center
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On Friday, December 17, 2010, the Administrative and 
Regulatory Law, Public Corporation and Taxation Sections 
of the State Bar of Michigan hosted a luncheon with Michi-
gan Tax Tribunal Chief Judge Patricia Halm, Judge Kimbal 
Smith, III and staff at the Kellogg Center in East Lansing.  
Judge Halm and Judge Smith led a discussion of recent 
developments in law and policy affecting the Michigan Tax 
Tribunal (the “Tribunal”).  This article summarizes some of 
the observations made by Judge Halm and Judge Smith and 
shares some interesting developments that should enhance 
the operations of the Tribunal.1  

Brief Overview of the Tribunal

 The Tribunal is a multidisciplinary2 administrative tax 
court with original and exclusive jurisdiction over property 
tax matters3 and concurrent jurisdiction with the Court of 
Claims over all other tax matters, such as the individual 
income tax, the Single Business Tax, the Michigan Business 
Tax and the sales and use tax.4  Cases are either heard by 
the entire Tribunal or the small claims division.    

 Hearings proceeding in front of the entire Tribunal 
take place in Lansing and typically average two to four 
days.   All cases, except cases appealing the denial of ei-
ther the principal residence exemption or the agricultural 
exemption,5 may be heard by the entire Tribunal.  Cases 
that exceed the statutory dollar thresholds, however, must 
be heard by the entire Tribunal and cannot proceed in 
small claims.6  The small claims division, by contrast, is a 
more informal process, with hearings generally heard by 
either a Tribunal member or an administrative law judge.  
Hearings in the small claim division typically average thirty 
minutes in length and may be held either in the county 
where the property is located or even by telephone.       

Summary of the Tribunals Current Caseload 

 The Tribunal has over 13,000 cases currently pending 
before the entire Tribunal and over 29,000 cases pending 
in the small claims division.  The Tribunal has seen a sig-
nificant increase in the number of cases filed, with fiscal 
years 2008 – 2010 representing the highest number of 

cases ever filed.7  Cases before the entire Tribunal typically 
take between a year and a half and two years to resolve.  
The Tribunal is currently wrapping up cases filed in 2008; 
cases filed in 2009 are now being scheduled.    

 One issue currently taking a significant amount of time 
and resources within the Tribunal are the flood of classifi-
cation appeals filed by the State Tax Commission.   Prior 
to the enactment of the Michigan Business Tax, the clas-
sification of property as industrial or commercial did not 
have much significance.  Since a property’s classification 
did not matter all that much, taxpayers and assessors did 
not pay much attention to whether property was classified 
correctly.  This changed with the Michigan Business Tax, 
which allows a 35% refundable tax credit for industrial 
personal property.8 The General Property Tax also allows 
a 24-mil property tax exemption for industrial personal 
property.9

 The State Tax Commission, concerned that personal 
property that should be properly classified as commercial 
was being treated as industrial, 10 filed 10,331 appeals 
with the Tribunal, requesting reclassification of the parcels 
from industrial personal property to commercial personal 
property.  The Tribunal began hearing these appeals in 
November 2010 and found that, at least in the early cases, 
the Department of Treasury (acting on behalf of the State 
Tax Commission) failed to meet its burden of proof.  In 
response, the Department of Treasury has sought to with-
draw all 10,311 appeals and the State Tax Commission 
issued Bulletin 22 of 2010 (“Bulletin 22”).  

Bulletin 22 advises assessors on the correct standards 
to apply when determining the classification of personal 
property.  Most significantly, it defines “manufacturing and 
processing” under MCL 211.34c(2)(d)(i) as “the activity of 
converting or conditioning tangible personal property by 
changing the form, composition, quality, combination or 
character of the property for ultimate sale at retail or for use 
in the manufacturing of a product to be ultimately sold at 
retail.”  One interesting question is whether the State Tax 
Commission has the authority, under MCL 209.104, to pro-
vide a definition of “manufacturing and processing.”  Under 
MCL 209.104, the State Tax Commission is authorized “to 
give advice and counsel to the assessing officers of the state as 

Recent Developments at the Michigan Tax Tribunal

By Carolee Kvoriak Cameron
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they may deem necessary and essential to the proper admin-
istration of the laws governing assessments and the levying of 
taxes in this state.”  Does this authority extend to providing 
definitions where the Legislature has not done so?  Another 
interesting question is whether it is appropriate to use the 
definition of “industrial processing” under the sales and 
use tax act.  The State Tax Commission seems to implicitly 
recognize that “manufacturing and processing” for purposes 
of classifying personal property for property tax purposes 
may be a broader concept than industrial processing for sales 
and use tax purposes, as it allows warehousing activities to be 
classified as industrial. 

 The State Tax Commission has also announced that 
it will begin to prepare orders to change the classification for 
properties that, in the view of the State Tax Commission, 
should not be classified as industrial personal property.  If 
the State Tax Commission in fact has authority to re-classify 
personal property parcels in this manner, arguably, taxpay-
ers may find themselves without any recourse, as they have 
no right to appeal the decision of the State Tax Commission 
regarding classification complaint petitions.11  Under MCL 
211.34c(1), however, it is the assessor that has authority to 
classify personal property parcels in the first instance.  Classi-
fication disputes start with the March board of review and are 
then appealed to the State Tax Commission.  It is from this 
appeal that a taxpayer may not have recourse.  Whether the 
State Tax Commission may dispute, of its own initiative, a 
classification otherwise agreed to by both the property owner 
and the local assessor, is yet another interesting question.   

Improvements in the Tribunal Procedures  

The Tribunal, under Judge Halm’s leadership, is taking a 
number of steps in an effort to reduce the current backlog 
of cases and to enhance the Tribunal’s operations.  In May 
2009, the Tribunal secured authority to return to the practice 
of using hearing referees to resolve small claims matters.12  
This accelerated the number of hearings scheduled each 
month in the small claims division from 200 to 1,000.   As 
regular practitioners in front of the Tribunal are probably 
already aware, the fee for filing a petition with the Tribunal 
increased in 2009.   This increase in fees will fund a new 
docketing system, allowing for e-filing and expected to be up 
and running by next winter.

Another new development expected to streamline opera-
tions is the introduction of a new standard petition form for 
property taxes filed with the entire Tribunal.  Currently, prac-
titioners may, but are not required, to use a recommended 
form available on the Tribunal’s website.  Practitioners will 
be required to use the new petition form. The new form will 
have standard fields for the information necessary to process 
a new petition, allowing for more efficient and speedier pro-

cessing by Tribunal staff.   Although certain information will 
have to be included in a more uniform fashion, the new form 
will also have space for practitioners to include other infor-
mation so that they can still customize their pleadings.   The 
new form should be available and in use by this spring.    

Thank You to Judges Halm, Smith & their Staff

 The Taxation Section, along with the Administrative 
& Regulatory Law and Public Corporation Sections, wish 
to extend their gratitude to Judge Halm, Judge Smith and 
their staff for kindly spending their valuable time with us 
and for sharing this wealth of information!  The Taxation 
Section also would like to recognize Kim Breitmeyer and 
Mark Burzych, both members of the Administrative & 
Regulatory Law Section, for their efforts in organizing this 
event – it was a valuable and informative event enjoyed 
by all.   For readers interested in learning more about the 
State Tax Commission classification appeals, the State and 
Local Tax Committee is currently in the process of plan-
ning a meeting with the Real Property Section, tentatively 
scheduled for the first week of March.  

About the Author

Carolee Kvoriak Cameron is currently in-house tax counsel 
for Consumers Energy Company and has previously represented 
clients in a wide variety of state and federal tax matters.  She 
currently chairs the State and Local Tax Committee of the State 
Bar’s Taxation Section.

Endnotes

1 This article is based largely on slides handed out by Judge Halm 
and Judge Smith at the luncheon; a copy of those slides may 
be obtained by contacting Deb Michaelian at dlmichaelian@
varnumlaw.com or (248) 567-7877.  

2  The Michigan Tax Tribunal is part of the Department of En-
ergy, Labor & Economic Growth and is governed by the Michi-
gan Tax Tribunal Act, MCL 205.701 et seq.  It is comprised 
of the following members: one certified public accountant, one 
Level IV assessor, one appraiser, two attorneys and two mem-
bers-at-large.  All members must have at least 5 years experience 
in state and local tax matters.

3 MCL 205.731.

4 MCL 205.22.

5 MCL 211.7cc(6); MCL 211.7ee(7).  These appeals may only 
proceed in the small claims division.   

6 All classifications of real and personal property (other than 
residential and agricultural) where the state equalized value or 

mailto:dlmichaelian@varnumlaw.com
mailto:dlmichaelian@varnumlaw.com
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Introduction

 Notable administrative case law activity in the last 
quarter included one Michigan Supreme Court decision, one 
Michigan Supreme Court order, and both a published deci-
sion and an unpublished decision from the Michigan Court 
of Appeals.  Those cases are summarized below.  

 The Michigan Supreme Court decision, Michigan 
Supreme Court order, and the published Michigan Court of 
Appeals decision each involve the proper standard of review 
that a court should apply in reviewing an agency’s decision.  
The unpublished Court of Appeals decision concerns the 
validity of a Public Service Commission order that entered 
after parties accepted a mediator’s recommended settlement 
– where the central term of that recommended settlement 
turned out to be incorrectly stated in the settlement. 

Michigan Supreme Court Decision

Court Reverses Agency’s Decision To Revoke Insurance 
Agent License Since Agency Relied On Erroneous Read-

ing of Insurance Code

The Michigan Supreme Court recently reversed an insur-
ance commissioner’s decision because it relied on a faulty 
reading of the Insurance Code.  King v State of Michigan, ___ 
Mich ___; ___ NW2d __ (2010).  The plaintiff was con-
victed of felony OUIL in 2000.  In 2004, he applied to the 
Office of Financial and Insurance Regulation (OFIR) for an 
insurance agent license, disclosing his conviction and seek-
ing a waiver.  OFIR sent a letter authorizing the plaintiff to 

engage in the insurance business.  In 2008, the State began 
revocation proceedings against him.  It claimed that a 2002 
change in the Insurance Code required the Commissioner to 
deny the plaintiff’s application in 2004, that its failure to do 
so was a mistake, and that the current Insurance Code provi-
sions require the Commissioner to correct that mistake by 
revoking his license.  

The trial court ruled for the plaintiff.  It ruled that even 
if there was a mistake in granting the license, equity barred 
revoking it now.  The Court of Appeals affirmed.

The Michigan Supreme Court also ruled for the plaintiff.  
It explained that the license was properly granted in 2004, 
and that the revised Insurance Code did not require the 
license to be revoked now.  The revocation decision must be 
reversed since the agency’s decision was based on an errone-
ous belief that it was required to do so.  Since the Commis-
sioner could not be said to have engaged in a reasonable 
exercise of discretion in erroneously believing revocation was 
necessary, the Commissioner’s decision must be reversed.  

Michigan Supreme Court – Order

Agency Must Base Decisions On All Relevant Facts – Or It 
May Be Held To Be Arbitrary

In an Order, the Michigan Supreme Court recently 
chimed in on a matter relating to when an agency decision 
is arbitrary and capricious. Martin v Dep’t of Human Services, 
___ Mich ___ (2010). The case concerns adoption.  Three 
special needs children were under the Martins’ foster care.  

taxable value exceeds $100,000 and all special assessment cases 
and non-property tax cases where the amount of tax in dispute 
exceeds $20,000 must be heard by the entire tribunal.  

7 In fiscal year 2008, 4500 cases were filed; in fiscal year 2009, 
6900 cases were filed and in fiscal year 2010, 5500 cases were 
filed.  In comparison, the number of cases filed per year for 
fiscal years 2000 – 2007 averaged out to approximately 2,000 
cases.  

8  MCL 208.1413.

9  MCL 211.9k; MCL 380.1211; MCL 211.903.

10  See State Tax Commission Bulletin 22 of 2010 (Dec. 7, 2010).

11  MCL 211.34c(6).

12  An executive order in 2004 transferred small claim cases, effec-
tively eliminating the Tribunal’s ability to use hearing referees.   

Recent Developments at the Michigan Tax Tribunal  Continued from page 4

Recent Administrative Law Case Activity
By Ronald D. Richards Jr., of Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, P.C.
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The children were removed from the Martins and placed 
with the Rabers family after the Martins were erroneously 
placed on a neglect registry.  The Martins later had their 
names expunged from that registry, and the guardian ad litem 
requested the children be moved from the Rabers back to the 
Martins for adoption.  But the Michigan Children’s Institute 
Superintendent ruled that the Rabers could adopt them.  The 
Martins sought review of that decision, arguing the decision 
was based on inaccurate and incomplete information since 
the Superintendent never spoke with the Martins, or with 
the children’s doctors or the guardian ad litem, and never 
reviewed the children’s medical records.  The trial judge ruled 
against the Martins, finding that the only issue was whether 
the Superintendent’s decision was “reasoned.”  The trial court 
found it irrelevant whether the Superintendent’s decision was 
right or wrong or based on “bad” information.  

In a split decision, the Court of Appeals upheld the 
Superintendent’s decision.  A dissenting judge would have 
reversed.  The dissenting judge stressed that the trial court’s 
duty was to evaluate whether the Superintendent’s articu-
lated reasons were made with consideration for the children’s 
individual circumstances and, thus, whether the reasons were 
valid in light of all the relevant facts of the case.

The Michigan Supreme Court issued a one-paragraph Or-
der that reversed the Court of Appeals for the reasons stated 
in the Court of Appeals’ dissenting judge’s opinion.  

Concurring but writing separately, Justice Corrigan ex-
plained that an agency’s decision is arbitrary if it was under-
taken “in a perfunctory fashion” or ignorant of relevant facts.  

Trial courts are not required to affirm an agency decision 
merely because it appears facially reasoned or because there 
is a single “good” reason to support the decision.  Rather, 
courts must also evaluate if the decision is based on accurate 
facts and a thorough investigation. Justice Corrigan stated 
that the lower court wrongly concluded that the accuracy and 
completeness of the facts underlying the Superintendent’s 
decision was irrelevant to review the decision.  Because the 
lower court misunderstood its review function, Justice Cor-
rigan concurred in the remand order.  

Justice Young dissented from the Order.  He would have 
affirmed the decisions below, finding that the Superinten-
dent’s decision was supported by a valid justification.  

Michigan Court of Appeals – Published Decision

Trial Court May Give Respectful Consideration to An 
Agency’s Ruling But Must Make Its Own Independent Ruling

The Court of Appeals recently issued a decision con-
cerning the proper standard of review a court is to give 
an agency’s decision.  The decision itself pertained to the 
insurance industry, holding that the Nonprofit Health Care 
Corporation Reform Act (Act) did not bar the Accident 
Fund Insurance Company of America, a subsidiary of Blue 
Cross Blue Shield of Michigan (Blue Cross), from acquiring 
three insurance companies.  But it found the trial court erred 
in deferring to OFIR’s interpretation of the Act – remanding 
for the trial judge to make its own independent ruling after a 
hearing on whether Blue Cross’s $125 million contribution 

Nominations are now open for major State Bar of Michi-
gan awards that will be presented at the September 
2011 Annual Meeting in Dearborn.
 

All SBM award nominations are due on Friday, April 1, 
2011 at 5 p.m.

An awards committee co-chaired by State Bar Presi-
dent-Elect Julie Fershtman and attorney Francine Cullari 
reviews nominations for the Roberts P. Hudson, Cham-
pion of Justice, Frank J. Kelley, Kimberly M. Cahill, and 
Liberty Bell awards. The Bar’s Pro Bono Initiative Com-
mittee reviews nominations for the Cummiskey Pro Bono 
award. All of these recommendations are then voted on 
for approval by the full Board of Commissioners at its 
June meeting.

Last year's non-winner nominations will automatically 
carry over for consideration this year. Nominations 
should include sufficient details about the accomplish-
ments of the nominee to allow the committees to make a 
judgment.

Any State Bar member can propose candidates for 
SBM Awards. To apply online or download application 
forms, visit www.michbar.org/programs/eventsawards.
cfm. Cummiskey Award nominations can be directed 
to Robert Mathis at rmathis@mail.michbar.org; all other 
nominations can be submitted to Joyce Nordeen, State 
Bar of Michigan, 306 Townsend St., Lansing, MI 48933 
or jnordeen@mail.michbar.org. For more information visit 
the State Bar’s website, www.michbar.org, or call (517) 
346-6373 or (800) 968-1442, or fax (517) 482-6248.

Nominations Open for Major State Bar Awards
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to the Accident Fund violated the Act.  Attorney General v 
Blue Cross Blue Shield of Michigan, __ Mich App __; __ 
NW2d __ (2010).  

The case arose out of a series of financial transactions the 
Accident Fund undertook, and a $125 million contribution 
Blue Cross made to the Accident Fund.  The plaintiff Attor-
ney General sued, challenging those actions as violating the 
Act.  Blue Cross moved to dismiss the complaint or, alterna-
tively, to have the trial court refer the propriety of its $125 
million contribution to OFIR for resolution.  The trial court 
found the Act did not bar the Accident Fund’s purchase of 
the three companies, then directed OFIR to make a determi-
nation as to the propriety of the $125 million contribution.  
After OFIR determined that there was no violation, the trial 
court dismissed the claim without making an independent 
determination on that issue.

The Court of Appeals first upheld the decision that the 
Act did not bar the Accident Fund from acquiring three 
insurance companies. After reviewing the relevant Act and its 
definitions, the Court concluded that though the Act barred 
Blue Cross – as a health care corporation – from acquiring 
the three insurance companies, the Act has no direct applica-
tion to the Accident Fund’s business activities.  Therefore, the 
Act did not bar it from acquiring the three companies.

Next, the Court found that the trial court erred in failing to 
make an independent determination of whether Blue Cross’s 
contribution to the Accident Fund violated the Act.  The 
Court noted that OFIR’s determination is entitled to respect-
ful consideration, but it is the court – not OFIR – that has 
the ultimate authority over the statutory interpretation of the 
Act, and any OFIR statutory interpretation is not binding on 
courts.  Thus, the Court remanded to have the trial court make 
an independent interpretation of the statute as to whether 
Blue Cross’s $125 million contribution to the Accident Fund 
violated the Act’s rule against Blue Cross using its funds to “op-
erate or subsidize in any way” the Accident Fund.

Michigan Court of Appeals – Unpublished Decision 

Court of Appeals Nullifies Public Service Commission 
Order That Had Adopted A Mediator’s Recommended 

Settlement 

The Court of Appeals recently nullified a Public Service 
Commission order that had adopted a mediator’s recom-
mended settlement based on an inaccuracy in the recom-
mended settlement.  Quick Communications, Inc v AT&T 
Michigan, unpublished per curiam opinion of the Court of 
Appeals (Docket No. 2866792051, dec’d 10/7/10).  Quick, a 

telecommunications provider, had an interconnection agree-
ment with AT&T.  Quick began offering a Centrex service to 
its customers, and purchased the service from AT&T.  Quick 
filed a complaint in the PSC against AT&T, maintaining that 
AT&T had improperly overcharged it for the Centrex prod-
uct it purchased.  Per the Michigan Telecommunications Act, 
the MPSC referred the matter to mediation.  The mediator’s 
recommended settlement was to have Quick obtain service 
under AT&T’s tariff.  The parties both agreed to the settle-
ment, and, under the MTA, the MPSC issued an Order in 
December 2007 adopting the recommendation and closing 
the case.

Later, Quick moved to enforce the 2007 Order, claim-
ing AT&T was not selling it the product that  it read the 
December 2007 Order as allowing it to buy.  AT&T claimed 
it stopped providing that service, and that the Order merely 
allowed Quick to buy any available Centrex services under 
the tariff instead of the parties’ ICA.  The PSC referred the 
matter to the mediator, who admitted that the recommended 
settlement inaccurately referred to Quick’s right to access a 
specific Centrex service in the future.  The mediator added 
that the 2007 recommended settlement did not intend to 
require AT&T to provide a specific service but, instead, allow 
Quick to buy any available Centrex service under either tariff 
or ICA pricing.  The PSC adopted that recommendation in a 
July 2008 Order. Quick appealed.

The Court of Appeals reversed the Commission’s 2007 
and 2008 Orders, held the recommended settlement was not 
enforceable, and remanded the matter to a new mediation.  It 
first explained that the 2007 Order was not an order subject 
to the typical standard of review for PSC orders – substantial 
deference and whether it is supported by competent, mate-
rial, and substantial evidence.  It reasoned that the PSC did 
not exercise independent judgment in adopting it, it did not 
enter after a contested case hearing, and it entered merely 
because the parties accepted the recommended settlement.  
For those reasons, a consent judgment’s validity was governed 
by the law of contracts.  

The Court then rejected the parties’ arguments to en-
force it as written.  It could not enforce the agreement since 
it provided for a specific Centrex service that did not exist 
under AT&T’s tariff anymore.  After reviewing the parties’ 
arguments and facts, the Court concluded that there was no 
meeting of the minds with respect to the parties’ acceptance 
of the recommended settlement.  So the only remedy was to 
hold the recommended settlement unenforceable.  Since the 
2007 Order was unenforceable, the 2008 Order had to be 
also unenforceable.
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including law students. Statements made on behalf of the Section do not necessarily reflect the views of the 
State Bar of Michigan.  For more information about the section and its activities, please visit our website:  
http://www.michbar.org/adminlaw/.

To join the section, you need only complete and submit a form to the State Bar of Michigan:  
http://www.michbar.org/sections/pdfs/app_03v2.pdf.  Membership is free for students and for the first two years 
of bar admission.  Section membership includes membership in our Linkedin group.
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ADMINISTRATIVE & REGULATORY LAW SECTION 

S T A T E  B A R  O F  M I C H I G A N  
p (517) 346-6300 
p (800) 968-1442 
f  (517) 482-6248 

306 Townsend Street 
Michael Franck Building 
Lansing, MI 48933-2012 

www.michbar.org 

 
Student Writing Award Competition 

2010-2011 Academic Year 
 

Application Deadline:  February 28, 2011 
 

PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT, AND ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS, IF NECESSARY 
 
PERSONAL DATA: 
 
Name:  _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Address:  _______________________________________________________________ 
 
Home Phone:  ________________________  Office phone:  ______________________ 
 
Name of Law School:  _____________________________________________________ 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURSE INFORMATION: 
 
Please list the names of any courses you have taken or are currently taking, including instructor names, which involve the 
subject of Administrative Law: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
ARTICLE IDEA FOR ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JOURNAL 
In 100 words or less, summarize an idea for an article about a timely, relevant issue affecting the practice of state or federal 
Administrative Law that could be published in the Administrative Law Journal.  For samples of past articles, please visit:  
http://www.michbar.org/adminlaw/newsletter.cfm.   
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
I certify that the application is accurate as of this date, and that it represents my own, original work.  The Administrative & 
Regulatory Law Section has the right to disseminate and publish my article and likeness in its newsletter and on the internet if I 
am a winner. 
 
Signature of applicant:  ______________________________________ Date:  ________ 
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