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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

BEFORE THE JUDICIAL TENURE COMMISSION 

 

COMPLAINT AGAINST: 

 

HON. SYLVIA A. JAMES   Formal Complaint No. 88 

22
nd

 District Court    Hon. Ann Mattson 

Inkster, MI     Master 

______________________/ 

 

THE MASTER’S FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW   

 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY   

On October 26, 2011, the Judicial Tenure Commission filed a 51 page, 4 count Formal 

Complaint against Judge Sylvia A. James of the 22
nd

 District Court in Inkster, Michigan.  It 

also requested the appointment of a Master to conduct a public hearing in the matter.  Prior to 

the filing of the Formal Complaint, Respondent had been placed on paid administrative leave 

by the Supreme Court on April 13, 2011.   

On November 9, 2011, Respondent filed her Answer to the Formal Complaint.  She 

also filed a Motion to Disqualify the Supreme Court.  The Motion to Disqualify was denied 

on November 30, 2011.  
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On December 15, 2011, the Supreme Court appointed the Hon. Ann Mattson as 

Master and ordered Respondent suspended with pay pending conclusion of the Judicial 

Tenure proceedings.   

A pretrial hearing was conducted on January 10, 2012.   Motions were heard on 

January 17, 2012.  A public hearing was held at the 20
th

 District Court, Dearborn Heights, 

beginning on January 23, 2012.  It continued for 27 days, concluding on March 1, 2012.  At 

the start of the hearing, the parties stipulated that neither side was required to present 

witnesses to authenticate otherwise admissible exhibits.  During the hearing, 244 exhibits 

were admitted and 34 witnesses testified.  At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner filed 

an Amended Complaint.  Oral arguments were heard on March 5, 2012.  The Master received 

the final volume of the 5,881-page transcript of the hearing on March 14, 2012.  Proposed 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law were filed by both parties on March 26, 2012 and 

received by the Master on March 27, 2012.   

STANDARD OF PROOF   

The standard of proof in a Judicial Tenure Commission hearing is by a preponderance 

of the evidence.  In re Ferrara, 458 Mich 350, 360 (1998); MCR 9.211(A).   

FINDINGS OF FACT   

Jurisdictional Allegations   

Respondent is, and at all material times was, a judge of the 22
nd

 District Court for the 

City of Inkster.  She was first elected in 1988.  She was last elected in 2006.  Respondent is 

subject to all the duties and responsibilities imposed on judges by the Michigan Supreme 

Court, and is subject to the Michigan Code of Judicial Conduct and the standards set forth in 

MCR 9.104 and MCR 9.205.   
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COUNT I:  FINANCIAL IMPROPRIETIES   

 

A.  MISAPPROPRIATION OF COMMUNITY SERVICE FUNDS   

 
The Master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent did 

misappropriate Community Service Funds based upon the following:   

The facts show that in 1989 or 1990, shortly after Respondent was elected, she 

established the 22
nd

 District Court Community Service Program (hereafter CSP) as a 

sentencing alternative.  Her intent was to provide constructive punishment for non-violent 

offenders while reducing jail overcrowding and serving the needs of the City of Inkster. 

(Transcript Volume 3, pages 484-486; Examiner‟s Exhibit E-5).  Prior to 2006 all revenue, 

including CSP fees, was transmitted by the Court to its funding authority, the City of Inkster, 

on at least a weekly basis, (V10, 1852-1855).  Most of this revenue was deposited into the 

City‟s general fund accounts from which the City paid the Court‟s payroll and vendor bills 

and disbursed statutorily mandated payments.  The City retained the balance. (V3, 509).  The 

City maintained the fees collected from Community Service Program defendants in a separate 

liability account. (V3, 507; V10, 1859).   

Respondent sentenced qualified criminal misdemeanor defendants to the CSP (V3, 

497), sometimes in lieu of and sometimes in addition to jail. (V3, 505, 506).  Each defendant 

was assigned to serve a certain number of days on the CSP and, in addition to fines, costs and 

other assessments, was required to pay CSP oversight fees on a sliding fee scale ranging from 

$10 to $25 for each day in the program. (V3, 491).   

SCAO Region One Administrator Deborah Green testified that there is no distinction 

between the type of program established by Respondent and the community service or 
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alternative work programs run by other courts which require defendants to fulfill certain 

community based work obligations as conditions of probation and whose supervision fees are 

subject to MCL 775.22 and MCL 780.66a. (V1, 175-176).  She said that the only proper use 

of CSP oversight fees is to pay operational expenses of the program, such as equipment, 

supplies, transportation, and supervision costs. (V1, 89).  Respondent disagrees.  She said that 

the Community Service Program as she established it was so unique that none of the statutes 

applicable to collection and disbursement of public money governed this account. (V3, 504; 

Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 5).  She asserts, without citing any legal authority, 

that CSP funds did not come from fines, costs, penalties, assessments, crime victim fees, or 

probation or parole supervision fees and therefore were not subject to MCL 775.22 and MCL 

780.66a.  The CSP was self-funding, she said, from fees that participants paid to cover 

oversight costs for each day of service they performed (Answer to Formal Complaint, 

paragraph 5), and so the fees could be used to benefit those in need in the Inkster community. 

(Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 5).  Despite these assertions, Respondent 

acknowledged that the funds in the CSP account at the 22
nd

 District Court are public funds. 

(V3, 510).  The facts establish that CSP oversight fees are public moneys subject to MCL 

775.22 and MCL 780.66a.   

MCL 775.22 and MCL 780.66a establish the priority of payments for money paid as 

fines, costs, and other fees collected from district court criminal defendants.  The facts show 

that the Court‟s Judicial Information System is programmed to automatically apply the 

payments correctly.  Court Administrator Pamela Anderson testified that Respondent required 

CSP defendants to pay CSP oversight fees before paying their other assessments.  She said the 

clerks “forced” the Court‟s Judicial Information System (JIS) to allocate the distribution of 
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payments received from CSP defendants in an order different from the order programmed into 

the system. (V13, 2746, 2747).  Respondent denied requiring her staff to apply payments 

received from CSP defendants to CSP oversight fees first. (V25, 5482).  But Ms. Anderson 

testified that when Judge Washington came in, he told the clerks to apply the money as the 

JIS system was programmed. (V13, 2748).  Probation Officer Breana Purdy testified that CSP 

defendants had to pay their CSP oversight fees before they could participate in the program 

and that they were assigned CSP work dates by the CSP co-directors at their initial meetings 

with probation. (V11, 2256).  SCAO Auditor Charlene McLemore testified that her audit of 

CSP deposits and disbursements for the years 2006 to 2011, showed that disbursements in 

2009 exceeded deposits by $2,244.84 and that disbursements in 2010 exceeded deposits by 

$4,515.32. (V2, 362; E-201).  The facts establish that Respondent required that CSP 

defendant‟s payments by applied to CSP fees first.   

The facts show that prior to 2006, the City maintained the Community Service 

Program account as a separate liability account and issued the checks requested by the Court. 

(V3, 516).  From 2006 on, after a dispute with the City‟s Finance Director and City Manager 

over the issuance of certain checks, the Court established and maintained its own Community 

Service Program account and issued its own checks on that account. (V3, 514; V3, 532-533).  

The checks were written and signed by Court Administrator Gerry Hearn and his successor 

Pamela Anderson and co-signed by Respondent. (V3, 547-548).   

The facts show that the CSP account was never a budgeted account. (V3, 510, 513, 

514; V13, 2754).  Respondent asserted in her Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 12, 

that no one ever told her she had to prepare a budget for this account. (R-1).  However, at the 

hearing she acknowledged familiarity with the October 31, 2007 Darnell and Meyering audit 
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report which informed her that the State Budget Act (MCL 600.8271) requires a budget for all 

general and special revenue accounts. (V3, 513; V25, 5505; E-32, p 6 of 20).  Respondent 

testified that she did not create a budget for the account or delegate the task to the court 

administrator or anyone else. (V3, 510; Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 12).  To 

create a budget, she said, would have required her to assess CSP fees based on her revenue 

projections rather than on a defendant‟s ability to pay. (V25, 5505).  This argument defies 

logic.  After the program, started in 1989 or 1990, was operational for a year or two, actual 

oversight costs would have been easy to project.  The facts show that without benefit of a 

budget, CSP revenues greatly exceeded operational costs.  Respondent clearly assessed CSP 

defendants excessive oversight fees which financed not only legitimate CSP operational costs, 

but also thousands of dollars of improper expenditures each year for donations, contributions 

and travel expenses.   

Respondent testified that she was not required to report the CSP account balance to the 

funding authority at the end of the fiscal year, and that residual funds could be carried over in 

a segregated account. (V3, 503).  She said the City loved the CSP program and the work the 

defendants did for the City, that the CSP account had “only” about $50,000 in it at any given 

time and that the City “did not care about it.” (V7, 1294-1295; V25, 5443).   

SCAO auditor Charlene McLemore testified that Community Service Program 

oversight fees should be reported or transmitted to the funding unit unless there is a prior 

agreement that the Court can maintain those funds for operating costs. (V2, 368).  The facts 

show there was no such agreement.  The facts show that the Court retained residual CSP 

funds and the Court did not report the CSP account balance to the funding unit for inclusion in 

its financial statements after 2006 when the Court established its own account.   
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a.  Stipends   

 The facts show that CSP co-directors Priscilla Gibbs, Nicole James and Audrey Hicks 

each received stipends of $650 per month. (Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 19).  

Between late 2008 and early 2011, Ms. Gibbs received more than $8,000, Ms. James received 

more than $21,000, and Ms. Hicks received more than $19,000. (E-2, pp 1-3, 12-14, 15).  

Respondent required them to submit monthly statements of tasks performed but they were not 

required to document their hours. (Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 22).  Some of 

their CSP tasks were performed during regular court business hours while they were doing 

their work as deputy clerks and/or judicial secretary. (V15, 3228).  They also did CSP-related 

work in the evenings and on weekends. (V11, 2078; V21, 4439).  Their charge was “to do 

whatever it took to keep the program afloat”. (Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 22).  

They spent between 15 and 20 hours per week on CSP tasks and were paid each month, in 

advance, regardless of whether they submitted monthly reports and without regard to the 

number of hours worked. (V21, 4438).  In some instances they were paid two or even three 

months in advance.  (V11, 2096; E-203-1181; E-203-1211).   

Respondent‟s niece Nicole James was first employed by the 22
nd

 District Court in 

1989 (V13, 2546) when there was no anti-nepotism policy. (V1, 150).  The anti-nepotism 

policy, SCAO 1996-11, was adopted in 1996 and applied to those hired after December 1, 

1996.  Respondent reported Nicole James‟ familial relationship to SCAO in 2006 as required. 

(V1, 149).  In 2007 Nicole James was appointed as an independent contractor CSP co-

director. (V3, 539).  She was a „grandfathered‟ nepotic employee with regard to her position 

as deputy clerk.  However, she was not similarly „grandfathered‟ for her new, non-payroll 



 8 

position, of CSP co-director.  Respondent did not contact SCAO prior to the appointment to 

determine if there was a conflict.   

The facts establish that the remaining allegations in this section were not proven by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 

The facts show that Nicole James was paid as a CSP co-director through March 2011.  

Court Administrator Pamela Anderson testified that if Nicole James was paid for working as a 

CSP co-director after November 30, 2010, she was dong the work of a co-director during that 

time. (V16, 3451).  Nicole James testified that she resigned as CSP co-director on November 

30, 2010, but Respondent refused to accept her resignation. (V12, 2499).  No evidence that 

Nicole James did not continue to work as a CSP co-director from December 2010 through 

March 2011 was introduced.   

Field supervisors, classified as independent contractors by Respondent, supervised 

CSP defendants while they performed a variety of tasks around the City of Inkster (V3, 567) 

in two weekday shifts, 9 am - 1 pm and 5 pm - 9 pm, and at various times on weekends and 

holidays.  Field supervisors transported CSP defendants in the CSP van to work sites where 

they removed debris from vacant lots, mowed lawns, raked leaves, and shoveled snow, and 

cleaned up after civic events, for example. (E-174).  They were supposed to submit their time 

sheets to a CSP co-director. (Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 22).  Unlike the CSP 

co-directors who were paid in advance and were not required to submit time sheets, the field 

supervisors generally submitted time sheets and were paid for hours worked at $12 or $13 per 

hour. (V12, 2487).  They performed a necessary function for the program and were entitled to 

fair compensation for their work.  It was not established that their pay was excessive.   



 9 

The facts show that Respondent readily acknowledged she classified all CSP co-

directors and field supervisors as independent contractors. (Answer to Formal Complaint, 

paragraph 23).  Because they were classified as independent contractors, the Court did not 

withhold income tax from their pay.  They each received an IRS form 1099 at the end of the 

year. (V2, 445).  SCAO auditor Charlene McLemore testified first that the CSP co-directors 

who were also regular fulltime Court employees should have been paid for CSP work through 

the payroll system and that payroll taxes should have been paid. (V2, 360).  She later testified 

that after conducting an audit of the 22
nd

 District Court in early 2011, the issue in her mind 

was whether they should have been classified as independent contractors or employees.  In 

March of 2011 she provided Respondent with information from IRS publications 15 and 15A 

relative to independent contractors and employees and advised her to review it to determine if 

those persons classified as independent contractors should be reclassified as regular 

employees. (V2, 370-372; V2, 446).  No evidence was introduced regarding the criterion that 

should be considered when making a determination as to the proper classification of any 

given employee.   

The facts show that the stipends paid to the CSP co-directors were always paid from 

the unbudgeted Community Service Program account maintained by the Court. (V14, 2808; 

Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 17).  They were never paid from the Court‟s general 

operating account.  Because the CSP account was unbudgeted, there were no line items from 

which transfers could be made.  Because there were no line items, it was not necessary or 

possible to make line-item transfers to pay the CSP co-directors and none were made.   
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b.  Charitable, Educational and Fraternal Contributions   

In her Response to 28 Day Letter at paragraphs 26, 27, 28, etc., Respondent admitted 

that she authorized all the checks referred to in Count I of the Complaint.  At the hearing she 

testified that after 2006 when the Court took control of the account, she decided how those 

funds would be distributed. (V3, 538).  The checks drawn on the CSP account were written 

and signed by the court administrator and then co-signed by Respondent.  Many checks were 

payable to local charitable, fraternal, and religious organizations.  Most of the checks were 

issued to pay for ads in event program booklets.  One was for a table for ten at a testimonial 

event.  There were donations for police auxiliary training and equipment, for a picnic, and for 

a contribution toward the purchase of cheerleader uniforms.   

SCAO auditor Charlene McLemore testified that such expenditures of public funds are 

inappropriate. (V2, 362 and 363).  Former Inkster City Treasurer David Sabuda, a licensed 

CPA, testified that expenditures to non-profits are not allowed unless they are authorized and 

approved by the funding unit in advance and are for specific public purposes that can be 

measured in some way. (V9, 1818).  Respondent improperly authorized the following checks 

referred to in paragraphs 27-60 and 66-67 of the Complaint from the CSP account payable to 

charitable, civic, fraternal and religious organizations which the Master finds are improper:   

Check #1259 dated 3-31-09 for $500 to Basketball Legends of Inkster 

Check #1394 dated 6-24-10 for $300 to Basketball Legends of Inkster 

Check #1168 dated 4-14-08 for $100 to Khamalaw H. White Foundation for an ad 

Check #1267 dated 4-16-09 for $400 to Khamalaw H. White Foundation for table and an ad 

Check #1169 dated 04-14-08 for $150 to Flora Dozier Memorial Fund for an ad 

Check #1280 dated 5-22-09 for $150 to Booker and Flora Dozier Scholarship for an ad 

Check #1388 dated 6-11-10 for $200 to Booker and Flora Dozier Scholarship Fund for an ad 

Check #1313 dated 6-24-09 for $200 to Michigan Municipal League for an ad 

Check #1148 dated 11-26-07 for $100 to Inkster Goodfellows for an ad 

Check #1225 dated 9-30-08 for $100 to Inkster Goodfellows for an ad 

Check #1315 dated 9-30-09 for $100 to Inkster Goodfellows for an ad 

Check #2308 dated 9-29-10 for $100 to Inkster Goodfellows for an ad 
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Check #1401 dated 7-09-10 for $200 to Inkster Summer Music Festival for an ad 

Check #1140 dated 9-14-07 for $300 to Inkster Police Auxiliary for its annual picnic 

Check #1145 dated 10-16-07 for $2,500 to Inkster Police Auxiliary for equipment 

Check #1193 dated 6-18-08 for $1,000 to Inkster Police Auxiliary for training and equipment 

Check #1307 dated 03-31-09 for $700 to Inkster Police Auxiliary for training and equipment 

Check #1298 dated 03-31-09 for $90 to Inkster High School Class of 1969 for an ad 

Check #1324 dated 03-31-09 for $115 to Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. Inkster Alumnae 

for an ad 

Check #1355 dated 03-31-09 for $135 to Eta Iota Omega Chapter, AKA for an ad 

Check #2310 dated 03-31-09 for $100 to IHS Class of 1970 Reunion/Loretta Walker for an ad 

Check #1337 dated 03-31-09 for $400 to Inkster High School for JV Cheerleader Uniforms 

Check #1204 dated 03-31-09 for $1,000 to Inkster Public Schools for Europe Fund 

Check #1312 dated 9-24-09 for $100 to Smith Chapel AME for an ad (E-59) 

Check #1410 dated 8-06-10 for $300 to Face to Face Church Fellowship for an ad (E-64) 

 

The facts show that some of the ads purchased with those checks prominently featured 

Respondent‟s photograph and had text such as: “Chief Judge Sylvia A. James and the 22
nd

 

District Court Community Service Program Congratulates (name of non-profit).  For further 

information on the 22
nd

 District Court Community Service Program or to request assistance, 

contact…..”. (E-183; E-64).   

Respondent testified she authorized issuance of checks to advertise and promote the 

CSP and that the ads “were necessary in order to generate work for the participants of the 

CSP.” (Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 54).  She said the ads were not campaign 

advertising because her last contested election was in 1994, many years prior to the time the 

ads were purchased. (Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 75).  Mr. Sabuda testified that 

use of CSP account funds for the sole purpose of promoting the Community Service Program 

may be appropriate at times.  He distinguished these ads because they also promoted 

Respondent, because their purchase was not a budgeted CSP expense, and because there was 

no way to measure their effectiveness. (V10, 1869).  He said the ad shown to him looked like 

a political advertisement.  (V10, 1874; E-59).   
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The sample ad text mentions the CSP but does not explain the services offered by the 

Program.   The ads were published in program booklets for social events sponsored by local 

non-profit agencies selected solely by Respondent.  The ads promoted both the CSP and 

Respondent.  Her name and photograph were at the top of each ad.  No effort was made to 

measure the effectiveness of the ads in attracting customers for the Community Service 

Program.   

The facts show that the charitable, civic, fraternal and religious organizations that 

received CSP funds were indeed dedicated to service in the Inkster community but none of 

them had a direct relationship to the Program and none of the checks they received were 

payments for CSP operational expenses.  The facts show that Respondent received many 

requests for charitable contributions and that rather than responding with checks from her 

personal accounts, she authorized checks from the CSP account which was in effect her own 

publicly funded private foundation.   

Many other checks authorized by Respondent and drawn on the CSP account were 

payable to individuals and local businesses for 2008-2011 Law Day expenses. Others were for 

2009 Memorial Day Parade expenses and for thank you gifts for TIFA Board members.  State 

Court Region One Administrator Deborah Green testified that Law Day expenses are 

appropriate Court expenditures but they should be included as part of the Court‟s approved 

general fund budget. (V1, 98 and 99).  Respondent improperly authorized the following 

checks referred to in paragraphs 61-65 of the Complaint from the CSP account for Law Day 

expenses:   

Check #1171 dated 4-15-08 for $73.75 to The Written Word for Law Day flyers 

Check #1174 dated 4-30-08 for $103.35 to Golden Feather for Refreshments 

Check #1177 dated 5-02-08 for $100 to Jessie Shelby for Law Day Punch 

Check #1178 dated 5-02-08 for $100 to Loretta Walker for Law Day Cakes 
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Check #1179 dated 5-2-08 for $339.70 to Respondent for Refreshments 

Check #1188 dated 6-9-08 for $191 to Anthony Young for Law Day taping  

Check #1203 dated 7-03-08 for $225 to Fatima‟s Flower Boutique for Flowers 

Check #1274 dated 5-15-09 for $150 to Kenneth Burney for Law Day Banner 

Check #1277 dated 5-20-09 for $500 to Stardust Catering for Law Day Luncheon 

Check #1287 dated 6-30-09 for $19.50 to Associated Newspapers  

Check #1289 dated 6-22-09 for $100 to Real Love Business Center for Printing 

Check #1366 dated 4-22-10 for $25 to Real Love Business Center for Brochures 

Check #1375 dated 5-05-10 for $100 to Delilah Darden for Essay Contest Winner 

Check #1376 dated 5-05-10 for $657.50 to Stardust Catering for Law Day Luncheon 

Check #1377 dated 5-10-10 for $45 to Real Love Business Center for Brochures 

Check #1387 dated 6-11-10 for $180 to Dawson Photo Studios for Law Day Photos 

Check #2354 dated 3-04-11 for $43.98 to Kevin Dokes for Law Day Refreshments 

Check #2358 dated 3-11-11 for $200 to Dawson Photo Studios for Law Day Photo 

Check #2359 dated 3-18-11 for $200 to Real Love Business Center for Brochure 

 

The facts show that in 2010 a set of purple shirts, bearing Respondent‟s name and the 

court logo, and 10 engraved journals were purchased with Community Service Program 

account funds.  Court staff wore the shirts to at least one Tax Increment Funding Authority 

(TIFA) meeting to show support for the Court‟s inclusion in the new Police Station/Hall of 

Justice then under consideration. (V4, 836; V14, 2984).  After the TIFA Board‟s decision to 

include the Court in its plans, Respondent presented each Board member with an engraved 

journal as a thank you gift.  (V4, 839).  Respondent improperly authorized the following 

checks referred to in paragraphs 71-74 of the Complaint, from the CSP account for TIFA-

related expenses:  

Check #1389 dated 6-18-10 for $150 payable to HOR Embroidery for shirts  

Check #1390 dated 6-22-10 for $139 payable to HOR Embroidery for shirts 

Check #2323 dated 11-07-10 for $225.50 payable to London Luggage for 10 journals   

 

The facts show that Respondent decided that Court staff would participate in the 2009 

Memorial Day parade (V14, 2839).  A float promoting the Community Service Program was 

constructed on the Community Service Program trailer that was pulled by the Community 

Service Program van. (V4, 825; V14, 2840 and E-70).  Community Service Program 
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defendants helped to set up before and clean up after the parade.  (V5, 960-961; V13, 2655; 

E-70; E-217).  A number of court employees wearing matching red shirts bearing 

Respondent‟s name and the court logo marched in the parade and passed out candy. 

Respondent authorized the following checks referred to in paragraphs 68 to 70 of the 

Complaint, from the CSP account for Memorial Day Parade expenses:   

Check #1275 dated 5-15-09 for $500 to Kenneth Burney for Memorial Day Float  

Check #1282 dated 5-26-09 for $100 to Kenneth Burney for Memorial Day Float  

Check #1279 dated 5-22-09 for $100 to Nicole James for Misc. Reimbursement for candy  

Check #1276 dated 5-20-09 for $161 to HOR Embroidery for T-shirts 

Check #1278 dated 5-21-09 for $161 to HOR Embroidery for T-shirts 

 

These checks were issued for expenses for an event that actually promoted the CSP 

program and are arguably appropriate. 

c.  NADCP Seminars and Travel   

State Court Region One Administrator Deborah Green testified that travel costs should 

not be charged to the CSP account. They should be a budgeted expense in the court‟s overall 

appropriation from the funding unit. (V1, 153).  Auditor Charlene McLemore agreed (V2, 

363).   

The facts show that Respondent, Pamela Anderson, and Breana Purdy attended the 

National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP) conference in Anaheim, 

California, in 2009, (V4, 840-841), and that Respondent, Anderson, Purdy, and Probation 

Officer Steven Hilberg attended the NADCP conference in Boston, Massachusetts, in 2010. 

(V4, 842-844).  All costs for both conferences, except registration fees, were paid with CSP 

account funds improperly authorized by Respondent (V14, 3000 and 3003), despite the fact 

that the funding authority had allocated funds for conferences and workshops each year. (V4, 

847).  Although the 22
nd

 District Court did not then have a drug court program, there was a 
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need for such a program, and the conferences provided valuable information about how to set 

up a drug court and how to secure drug court grant funding. (V4, 842 and 846).  The costs, 

however, should not have been charged to the CSP account.   

Three checks totaling $7,314.52 were issued from the CSP account in 2009 for the 

conference in Anaheim:   

Check #1260 dated 4-2-09 for $2,740.82 to Respondent for conference expenses 

Check #1261 dated 4-2-09 for $2,286.85 to Pamela Anderson for conference expenses  

Check #1262 dated 4-2-09 for $2,286.85 to Breana Berden for conference expenses (E-203)   

 

Seven checks totaling $7,734.21 were issued from the CSP account for the conference 

in Boston in 2010:   

Check #1359 dated 3-12-10 for $2,318.01 to Respondent for conference expenses  

Check #1356 dated 3-11-10 for $1,755.40 to Pamela Anderson for conference expenses 

Check #1360 dated 3-12-10 for $50 to Pamela Anderson for baggage fees  

Check #1357 dated 3-11-10 for $1,755.40 to Breana Berden for conference expenses  

Check #1361 dated 3-12-10 for $50 to Breana Berden for baggage fees  

Check #1358 dated 3-11-10 for $1,755.40 to Steven Hilberg for conference expenses  

Check #1362 dated 3-12-10 for $50 to Steven Hilberg for baggage fees (E-203)   

 

The facts show that none of the attendees, including Respondent, was required to 

maintain a record of expenses, to compare actual expenses with estimated expenses, or to 

account in any way for how the money they received from the CSP account was spent. (V24, 

5261).  They were not required to reimburse the account if their individual expenses were less 

than the amount “determined” by Respondent. (V14, 3011; V11, 2265; V24, 5261 and 5262).   

The facts show that Respondent “determined” the cost of a round trip ticket for the 

2010 NADCP conference in Boston to be $349.40. (V6, 1104).  Prior to going to Boston, she 

received a check written on the CSP account that included payment for this amount:  check 

#1359 dated March 12, 2010. (E-203-1359 and E-261).  Respondent travelled to and from 

Boston (with a three day stop over in New York City on the way home) on a frequent flyer 
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ticket for which she paid $7.50 out of pocket. (V12, 2435-2437; E-83).  Her stop over in New 

York City is immaterial because Respondent did not charge her expenses while in New York 

City to any Court accounts, but she did charge the Community Service Program account 

$349.40 for a ticket for which she paid only $7.50. (V4, 856; E-83).  Respondent claims she 

was not overcompensated for her ticket because it would have cost $1,137.50 if she had paid 

$ .035 for each of the 32,500 frequent flyer miles she used to purchase the ticket.  Ines Nagy, 

Local Training Administrator for Delta Airlines, discredited Respondent‟s theory.  She 

testified that frequent flyer miles have no actual cash value (V12, 2443) and that Respondent 

could have purchased a ticket for much less. (V12, 2472).  The facts establish that Respondent 

paid $7.50 for a ticket that she charged the CSP account $349.40 for and that she never 

reimbursed the CSP account for the funds she accepted in excess of the cost of her ticket. (V6, 

1104-1105).   

d.  Lawn Equipment / Maintenance, Mileage, Supplies and Flowers   

SCAO auditor Charlene McLemore said that it is appropriate for the Court to charge 

operating costs of the CSP against the CSP account (V2, 363).  Mr. Sabuda, a licensed CPA, 

agreed. (V9, 1807; V10, 1985-1986).   

The facts show that on November 7, 2010, Respondent authorized check #2324 for 

$127.49 from the CSP account to reimburse herself for copy paper to print an issue of the 

Justice for All newsletter of the 22
nd

 District Court. (V4, 903; V15, 3039; E-203-2324).  This 

issue was primarily devoted to celebrating the Court‟s inclusion in the proposed Justice 

Center. (E-122).  Only about 3% of the copy, less that 1/6 of one of the four pages, in the 

newsletter related to the Community Service Program. (V15, 3042).  CSP defendants 

distributed approximately 5,000 copies door-to-door in Inkster. (V15, 3044-3045).  The facts 
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also show that on February 4, 2010, Respondent authorized check #1351 for $94.50 payable 

to Terry‟s Enchanted Flowers for a flower arrangement for the funeral of a community service 

field supervisor‟s grandmother. (V4, 899; Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 103; 

E203-1351).  Mr. Sabuda testified that the purchase of floral arrangements with public funds 

for funerals of family members of employees is specifically prohibited. (V10, 1870).  

Purchase of copy paper and a floral arrangement were not operational expenses of the CSP.   

The facts show that in 2008, Respondent accepted and cashed three checks totaling 

$198.58 from the CSP account for undocumented mileage reimbursement:  check #1170 dated 

April 14, 2008 for $90.00 for gas for Community Services van; check #1183 dated May 22, 

2008 for $64.64 for mileage for trailer; and check #1207 dated July 14, 2008 for $43.94 for 

mileage.  With regard to checks #1170 and #1207, Pamela Anderson testified that to the best 

of her knowledge, Respondent never drove the CSP van or drove CSP defendants anywhere in 

her personal vehicle.  This testimony was not refuted.  Respondent said she observed CSP 

defendants only when they did work around the courthouse.  Respondent said her records for 

these (and other) expenditures were in her office when she was placed on administrative leave 

and were missing when she got the balance of her belongings in July 2011.  It is unfortunate 

she did not attach her records to the paperwork she submitted to the court administrator 

because without receipts or mileage logs these payments cannot properly be attributed to the 

CSP.   

With regard to check #1183, Respondent testified that she “drove around” looking for 

a suitable trailer for the Community Service Program.  She said check #1183 represents 

payment for the miles she drove for that purpose. (V26, 5585; E-203-1183).  No receipts were 

attached to the check request form (E-2 p 18), however, exhibit E-203-1182, a check for 
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$1499.00, which was also written on May 22, 2008 payable to Respondent for 

“reimbursement for trailer,” indicates that a trailer was purchased for the CSP van about the 

same time Respondent said she was “driving around” looking for a trailer.  This payment 

appears to be a valid CSP expense.   

The facts do not establish that the remaining allegations in this section were proven by 

a preponderance of the evidence.  The facts show that between 2006 and 2010, Respondent 

did authorize the use of more than $10,000 in CSP account funds for lawn equipment, 

maintenance of lawn equipment, and related expenses and that in the 2009/2010 fiscal year 

she authorized more than $4,500 for lawn mowers, an edger, a trimmer (E-203-1281 and E-

203-1372).  Community Service Program defendants were tasked with mowing lawns and 

shoveling snow for seniors and with clearing and mowing vacant lots.  The program provided 

defendants with necessary tools and equipment.  The facts show that the $4,500 charged 

against the CSP account in fiscal year 2009/2010 for an edger, a trimmer, and lawn mowers 

was properly used for CSP operational expenses.   

Respondent authorized many expenditures for landscaping and other supplies between 

2006 and 2011.  Representative checks from exhibit E-203 are shown below:   

Check #1132 dated 7-20-07 for $205.11 to Respondent for office supplies 

Check #1136 dated 8-05-07 for $175.80 to Home Depot (nothing in memo line)  

Check #1138 dated 7-31-07 for $44 to Irene Boike for flowers 

Check #1189 dated 6-09-08 for $792 to Respondent for landscaping bricks 

Check #1190 dated 6-11-08 for $259.38 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1191 dated 6-13-08 for $138.60 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1194 dated 6-19-08 for $642.88 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1196 dated 6-24-08 for $477.17 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1198 dated 7-02-08 for $535.31 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1199 dated 7-02-08 for $316 to Irene Boike for flowers 

Check #1201 dated 7-03-08 for $473 to Artman‟s Nursery for supplies 

Check #1205 dated 7-11-08 for $306.73 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1206 dated 7-14-08 for $71.60 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1208 dated 7-15-08 for $34.55 to Priscilla Gibbs for landscaping supplies 
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Check #1209 dated 7-15-08 for $35.34 to Eddie Griffin for landscaping supplies 

Check #1212 dated 7-25-08 for $320.18 to Respondent for landscaping supplies 

Check #1218 dated 7-20-07 for $326.87 to Respondent for painting supplies 

Check #1224 dated 9-29-08 for $470.19 to Respondent for supplies 

Check #1234 dated 12-04-08 for $32.83 to Priscilla Gibbs for painting supplies 

Check #1293 dated 7-01-09 for $505 to Irene Boike for flowers 

Check #1295 dated 7-13-09 for $20 to Irene Boike for flowers 

 

The facts also show that flowers were purchased with CSP account funds to be planted 

at or around the Court by CSP defendants (V4, 891) and that CSP defendants did plant 

flowers at the Court and police station in the spring and summer. (V13, 2646).  Although 

several of the other disbursements are poorly documented, they all appear to be operational 

expenses of the Community Service Program because CSP defendants used the materials for 

projects at the courthouse and around the City.  There was no evidence that these materials 

were used by other persons or for other purposes.   

 

B.  BANKING AND REVENUE PRACTICES   

 

 

The Master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent did engage in 

improper banking and revenue practices based upon the following:   

SCAO Region One Administrator Deborah Green testified that MCL 600.8379, MCL 

600.4803, MCL 775.22, MCL 780.766a, and paragraph G9, section 6-05 of the Michigan 

Supreme Court Administrative Guide (V1, 69-71) govern court revenue disbursement 

processes.  Courts are required to transmit revenue to their funding units on the 15
th

 day of the 

month or within 10 business days following the end of the month, unless they have different 

agreements with their funding units.  She said courts are a “pass-through” for the money they 

collect because all the monies they collect are eventually distributed to somebody else. (V1, 

73).  There are two ways courts can transmit funds.  They can distribute payments according 
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to the priority of payments statute and send the balance to the funding unit, or they can send 

all the money to the funding unit, which can then transmit the money according to the priority 

of payments statute. The funding unit then retains the balance.  (V1, 70-73).   

Prior to May 2010, the established practice of the 22
nd

 District Court was to transmit 

collected revenue to its funding authority, the City of Inkster, on or about the 15
th

 day of the 

month following the month in which it was collected. (V5, 983 and 986).  Money collected by 

the court, but pending transmittal was temporarily deposited in bank accounts at J.P. Morgan 

Chase Bank, N.A. (Chase) in a depository account ending in 7034.  These accounts were 

opened utilizing the City of Inkster‟s federal tax ID number.  (V6, 1179). 

On May 18, 2009, without notice to the Court, the Inkster City Council passed 

Resolution 09-05-127 which adopted a General Appropriations Act requiring line-item 

budgets for all City departments and for the 22
nd

 District Court. (E-139A).  On June 11, 2010, 

Respondent sent a letter to the mayor and council asking them to rescind the resolution. (V5, 

972; E-140).  On June 28, 2010, they refused. (E-141).  Also in June of 2010, the City 

questioned certain of the Court‟s check requests (V6, 1179), including payment of juror fees, 

independent contractor fees, and Respondent‟s annual robe and gun allowance.  Respondent 

advised the mayor and council that if the City did not issue the requested checks, the Court 

would pay its own invoices out of revenue that was typically conveyed to the City. (E-141).  

The City did not issue the checks and council again refused to rescind the line-item budget 

resolution.  By this point, Respondent was in frequent contact with Ms. Green who informed 

Respondent in a letter dated July 19, 2010, that many courts paid their own bills. (V6, 1198; 

E-142).   
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Respondent testified that the City‟s continued refusal to issue the Court‟s checks 

forced the Court to begin paying its own bills.  The facts show that on August 17, 2010, 

Respondent directed Court Administrator Pamela Anderson to prepare checks for the unpaid 

bills, including payment of Respondent‟s $1950 robe and gun allowance.  Respondent and 

Ms. Anderson signed and mailed the checks that totaled $32,953.78. (V6, 1228).  On August 

17, 2010, Respondent also wrote a letter to the mayor and council in which she advised that 

she had issued the checks and that she was putting the mayor and council on notice that the 

Court was going to take over paying its own bills. (V6, 1203; E-127; R-22).  Included with 

the letter was a list of the checks the Court had issued. (E-143).  Respondent did not provide 

the City Manager or Finance Director with copies of either the letter or the list of checks.  A 

few days later Respondent learned that the Finance Department had prepared duplicate checks 

based on the information the Court had previously entered into the BS & A system.  (V16, 

3393-3394).  The City also prepared the Court‟s regular biweekly payroll checks as it had 

always done. 

During this time, Respondent continued, without success, her efforts to get the City to 

rescind the line-item budget resolution it had passed more than a year earlier.  In late August 

she began withholding funds that would normally have been transmitted to the City.  

Respondent said the “transfer was delayed” (V5, 976) because she was keeping the money to 

ensure the Court had enough money to pay its bills. (Answer to Formal Complaint 88, 

paragraph 114).  In response to the Court‟s failure to transmit anticipated revenue, council, 

again without notice to the Court, passed Resolution 10-08-228S adding the names of the City 

Manager and Treasurer to the Court‟s bank accounts (V5, 1002; E-137), ostensibly because 

the accounts had been opened using the City‟s Federal Tax ID number.   
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When Respondent learned about the Resolution she obtained a separate Federal Tax 

ID number for the Court. (V5, 1011; E-209).  On September 3, 2010, she directed Ms. 

Anderson to either change the federal tax ID number on the Court‟s existing accounts at 

Chase Bank or open new accounts with the new tax ID number. (V6, 1210).  Chase refused to 

let the Court change the tax ID number or open new accounts. (V6, 1198-1199).  On or about 

September 3, 2010, Respondent told Ms. Anderson to withdraw the funds from the Court‟s 

accounts at Chase. (V5, 1006).  On September 3, 2010, Ms. Anderson obtained three cashier‟s 

checks from Chase for the funds in each of the Court‟s three accounts.  (E-129, E-130, E-

131).  Also on September 3, 2010, Respondent sent a letter to the mayor and council telling 

them that the Court could not allow the names of the City Manager and Treasurer to be placed 

on the Court‟s accounts and that the Court would immediately “cease and desist from using 

the accounts bearing the City‟s Tax ID number and that when outstanding checks cleared 

those accounts would be permanently closed.”  (V6, 1221-1222; R-27).   

Ms. Anderson tried to open three new accounts at Bank of America but could not do 

so immediately because Respondent had to complete the required paperwork.  About this 

time, the City learned that the Court had withdrawn its funds from the Chase accounts. The 

City demanded an accounting from the Court.  Ms. Anderson testified that she asked 

Respondent if she could show the City Treasurer the three cashier‟s checks that the Court was 

holding in its safe.  She said that Respondent told her the City was “not going to see 

anything”. (V15, 3161).  On September 8, 2010, the Court received an email from Chase (sent 

to the Court and the City) advising that Chase could not be involved in this dispute and that 

the Court was not to make any further deposits to its accounts at Chase. (V15, 3165).   
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On September 10, 2010, Ms. Anderson opened three new accounts at Bank of 

America into which she deposited the three Chase cashier‟s checks. (V15, 3160; E-132, E-

133, E-134).  On September 14, 2010 after the new accounts were opened at Bank of 

America, the Court sent its June revenues of more than $106,000 to the City.  Respondent 

continued to withhold July and August revenues.  On October 25, the Court sent its July 

revenues to the City. (E-213).  On November 23, 2010, when the Court transmitted its August 

($88,146.04) and September ($100,854.10) revenues, it also sent $46,738.35, for money due 

the Wayne County Sheriff‟s Department for August, September and October 2010. (V6, 1231; 

E-144; R-8; E-213).  The Court withheld its October, November and December transmittals 

while Respondent continued to try to get the City to rescind the line-item budget resolution.  

She said she was “delaying transmittals” while the Court set up a system to pay its bills.  On 

December 30, the Court sent the City a transmittal for the Court‟s October revenues and 

money due to the Sheriff‟s Department for November.  Finally, on January 21, 2011, 

Respondent instructed Ms. Anderson “to release all revenue that is owed to the City through 

January 2011.”  Those funds were transmitted to the City on January 24, 2011. (E-188; E-

213).  Despite the Court withholding money due the City, the City paid all the Court‟s bills 

between August 2010 and January 2011. (E-188).  During that time the Court did nothing to 

establish its own bill-paying system. (V15, 3181).   

The facts show that the Court‟s petty cash fund was used for incidentals like juror 

refreshments and stamps (V5, 1016; V25, 5474), and that while Respondent was aware of the 

fund, she had no personal involvement with it. (V25, 5480).  She said she did not instruct Ms. 

Anderson to keep receipts. (V5, 1016).  Ms. Anderson maintained the account but did not 

keep receipts.  It was funded with money that was paid to the Court for NSF checks. (V18, 
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3934, 3936).  It was not a budgeted item and there was no agreement with the City that the 

Court could withhold funds for this purpose.   

 

C.  TRAVEL, REIMBURSEMENT AND MILEAGE   

 
The Examiner repeats the allegations found in Count 1, Section A(c).   

The Master repeats her Findings as to Count 1, Section A(c).   

The Master finds that the remaining allegations in Count I C have not been proven by 

a preponderance of the evidence.   

The facts show that Respondent attended the National Bar Association‟s Judicial 

Council and Board of Governor‟s Mid-Winter meeting in San Juan, Puerto Rico from January 

26, 2011 to January 30, 2011. (V4, 880).  She submitted a conference request form to the City 

requesting a check for her estimated expenses, which included $1,322.25 (5 days at $264) for 

hotel room charges and $300 in per diem expenses for meals ($50 per day for 6 days). (E-85).  

Before travelling to Puerto Rico for the conference, Respondent received a check from the 

Court‟s general operating fund to cover her estimated expenses. (E-87).  Exhibit E-84, 

Respondent‟s hotel guest folio, shows Respondent‟s room charges through January 29, 2011.  

Exhibit E-84 is incomplete.  Exhibit E-84 shows Respondent‟s arrival date as January 25, 

2011 and her departure date as January 31, 2011.  It shows total room charges of $1,183.68 

($221.40 per day for January 25 through January 29, 2011).  This is $138.57 less than the 

amount Respondent received for her hotel expenses.  It shows no room charge for January 30, 

2011.  Respondent testified that she may have stayed at the hotel beyond January 30 (V4, 

881-882) and the hotel guest folio shows her departure date as January 31.  No evidence was 

introduced to support the allegation that the conference registration fee included at least one 
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luncheon and one reception dinner.  The facts show that Respondent‟s mother and daughter 

attended the conference with her, sharing the same hotel room and that Respondent did not 

apportion the room costs. (V25, 5529-5531).  The facts show that the 22
nd

 District Court did 

not have a travel policy.  It is not known if the City had a travel policy in 2010, or if the City 

had a policy requiring apportionment of room costs.  SCAO Region One Administrator 

Deborah Green testified that while judges attending the Michigan Supreme Court‟s annual 

judicial conferences are required to pay for food and other incidental expenses for their 

travelling companions, she does not recall any judge ever submitting reimbursement for a 

portion of the room cost for a room shared with a spouse or family member. (V27, 5812).  It 

was not established that apportionment of room costs was required. 

The facts show that in 2009 and 2010 Respondent received six mileage reimbursement 

checks totaling $1,144.50 drawn on the Court‟s general operating fund:   

Check #111887 dated April 9, 2009 for $126.50 for 230 miles (E-249) 

Check #112156 dated May 1, 2009 for $131.45 for 239 miles (E-248) 

Check #113276 dated June 22, 2009 for $193.05 for 351 miles  (E-245) 

Check #118430 dated June 30, 2010 for $272 for 544 miles for mileage 2-17-10 to 6-23-10 

(E-246) 

Check #119680 dated October 8, 2010, $189 for 378 miles for mileage 7-1-10 to 10-2-10 (E-

247) 

Check #120643 dated December 22, 2010, $232.50 for 465 miles for mileage from October 4, 

2010 to December 4, 2010. (R1, Tab J, p 5; V15, 3064, 3065; E-104, check request form).  

 

Ms. Anderson said she prepared mileage reimbursement check requests based on the 

information Respondent gave her.  She said that Respondent sometimes wrote down dates and 

total mileage (V15, 3065; V18, 3932; E-276), but she never saw receipts or logs with dates, 

destinations or purposes.  She said she never asked Respondent where she went “because she 

was my boss.” (V15, 3054).  Respondent testified that she recorded the dates, the locations, 

the number of miles, and the purposes of her trips on legal pads that were in her office and 
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that those records, along with all of her travel records, were missing when she got her 

belongings back in July 2011. (V24, 5244 and 5265).  She said some of her mileage requests 

spanned several months, but that “within days of going from location to location, I would 

make a note so that I could keep up with the miles as well as the dates.”  She said nobody ever 

questioned her mileage requests. (V24, 5444-5247).  The facts show that clerks who 

submitted claims for mileage reimbursement were required by the City to provide appropriate 

documentation. (V18, 3795).  The City did not have such a requirement for Respondent. 

(V18, 3795).  It readily paid her mileage reimbursement requests.  Had she attached the 

records she now claims are missing to the notes she gave Ms. Anderson, the documentation 

would have been more complete and the records would not now be missing.  Respondent‟s 

practice is questionable and not in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles.  

However, in the absence of a mileage reimbursement policy and with no evidence to show 

that the reimbursement sought was not for legitimate court business, this allegation is not 

proven by a preponderance of the evidence. 

 

D.  ATTORNEY FEES  

The Master finds that this allegation has not been proven by a preponderance of the 

evidence.   

The facts show that Respondent authorized payment of more than $55,000 in legal 

fees from the Court‟s general operating fund to attorney Sharon McPhail (V5, 1040; E-106; 

E-107; E-108) and that she did not require that Ms. McPhail provide a written retainer 

agreement. (V5, 1048).  There was a verbal retainer agreement whereby Ms. McPhail was 

“hired to represent the 22
nd

 District Court and me in my capacity as Chief Judge.”  (V5, 
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1047).  Respondent was aware of the work to be performed by Ms. McPhail and her hourly 

rate. (V5, 1049).  She understood the invoices presented by Ms. McPhail (V5, 1042-1046) 

who is President of Key Legal Group (V5, 1041).  Ms. McPhail represented the Court at City 

Council and TIFA Board meetings, worked on several personnel issues and performed other 

services for the Court. (V15, 3248-3252, 3260).  On one occasion, a member of the City‟s 

finance department staff requested documentation for one of Ms. McPhail‟s invoices, but 

when Respondent refused to provide it, the City issued a check for the amount of the invoice.  

(V15, 3084-3085).  Clearly, the City did not require that a written contract or retainer be in 

place or that additional documentation be presented before it paid Ms. McPhail‟s invoices.   

SCAO Region One Administrator Deborah Greene testified that she is not aware of 

any rule or statute that requires courts to have retainer agreements when they hire attorneys. 

(V1, 115-116).  While a written retainer agreement may have been desirable, no evidence was 

presented to show one was required.   

 

COUNT I   

Based on these factual findings the Master concludes that the allegations contained in Count I 

A, B and C, paragraphs 3-20, 24, 27-67, 72-75, 77-87, 89-96, 102, 103, 107-124 and 126 of 

the Amended Formal Complaint are proven by a preponderance of the evidence and that 

Respondent is responsible for the following as a matter of law:   

1.   Violating MCL 600.4803 

2.   Violating MCL 600.8379 

 

3.   Violating MCL 750.174 

 

4.   Violating MCL 750.175 

 



 28 

5.   Violating MCL 750.218 

 

6.   Violating MCL 775.22 

 

7.   Violating MCL 780.766a 

 

8.   Failure to establish, maintain, enforce, and personally observe high standards of conduct 

so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary may be preserved, contrary to the 

Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 1. 

 

9.   Irresponsible or improper conduct which erodes public confidence in the judiciary, in 

violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2A. 

 

10.  Conduct involving impropriety and the appearance of impropriety, in violation of the 

Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2A. 

 

11.  Conduct in violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2C that a judge should not 

allow family, social, or other relationships to influence judicial conduct or judgment. 

 

12.  Conduct in violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2C that a judge should not 

use the prestige of office to advance personal interests or those of others. 

 

13.  Failure to be faithful to the law, contrary to Canon 3A(1). 

 

14.  Failure to diligently discharge administrative responsibilities, contrary to Canon 3B(1). 

 

15.  Failure to limit expense reimbursement to the actual cost of travel, contrary to Canon 6B. 

 

16.  Conduct, which exposes the legal profession or the courts to obloquy, contempt, censure, 

or reproach, in violation of MCR 9.104(2). 

 

17.  Lack of personal responsibility for her own behavior and for the proper conduct and 

administration of the court in which she presides, contrary to MCR 9.205(A). 

 

COUNT II:  EMPLOYMENT IMPROPRIETIES 

 
A.  EMPLOYMENT OF FAMILY MEMBER 

The Master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent did commit 

employment improprieties by employing her niece Nicole James based on the following: 
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The facts show that Nicole James was hired by Respondent, her aunt, as a probation 

clerk for the 22
nd

 District Court in July 1989. (V13, 2545-2546; E-250, p 1 of 29).  At that 

time there was no anti-nepotism policy.  The anti-nepotism policy, SCAO 1996-11, which is 

applicable to all full and part time court employees and all independent contractors, provides 

that “no person shall be transferred or promoted or enter into a nepotic relationship.”  The 

policy excluded those persons in the employ of the courts on the effective date (December 1, 

1996) but required that each court disclose any nepotic relationship then in existence.  

Respondent complied with this requirement. (V1, 149; V3, 678 and 679).  Niece Nicole James 

continued to work for the Court until October of 2008 when she resigned to move to Texas.  

(V12, 2487 and 2494; E-34; E-35).  Ms. James lost her status as a „grandfathered‟ nepotic 

employee when she resigned. (V1, 150).   

Respondent testified that she was “of the belief” that when Nicole James returned to 

the Court on April 9, 2009, she was not “rehired” but was “reinstated” in her prior position 

pursuant to both the City‟s personnel policy which permitted reinstatement of certain City 

employees within two years of resigning without going through the full hiring process (E-258, 

att. 46, section 8.024) and SCAO 1998-5 that directs courts to follow their funding unit‟s 

personnel policies to the extent possible.  Interestingly, shortly thereafter when the City 

attempted to impose its employee manual on Court employees, Respondent vigorously 

asserted that the City‟s employee manual was inapplicable to Court employees. (E-145).  

SCAO Region One Administrator Green testified that where there is a conflict between a 

funding unit personnel policy and an SCAO Order, the SCAO Order takes precedence. (V1, 

150; V1, 207-209).  Respondent did not contact Ms. Green to determine if there was a conflict 
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between the two policies.  The facts establish that Respondent rehired her niece in violation of 

SCAO 1998-5.   

With regard to the other allegations, regarding Ms. James, the facts show that all of 

Nicole James‟ personnel action forms were admitted as exhibits. (E-250, pp 1-29).  They 

show that Nicole James was paid the same amount of money when she was rehired in April 

2009 that she was paid when she left in October 2008. (E-250, pp 24 and 26).  Her personnel 

action forms also show that during her more than twenty years of employment with the Court, 

she received a number of raises, many of which were retroactive.  Personnel action forms for 

two other deputy court clerks, also introduced as exhibits, show that those employees received 

the same raises, with the same retroactivity, as Nicole James received when she was a deputy 

clerk. (R-103 Terriol Johnson; R-102 Audray Hicks).  Nicole James‟ April 21, 2010 personnel 

action form shows that she received a 6.5% raise retroactive to October 26, 2009 when she 

was promoted to Judicial Secretary. (E-250, p 27 of 29).  She took on additional duties as 

Judicial Secretary while continuing to perform all her previous duties as deputy court clerk 

(V13, 2573; V24, 5286 and 5287).  The 6.5% raise she received at that time does not appear 

excessive.   

 

B.  EMPLOYMENT OF KEVIN DOKES   

The Examiner dismissed the allegation that Respondent improperly employed 

Kevin Dukes on February 21, 2012, during the Formal Hearing.   
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C.  EMPLOYMENT OF MAGISTRATE   

The Master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent did commit 

employment improprieties by employing Jeffrey Bowdich as magistrate based upon the 

following: 

A magistrate in a District Court of the 3
rd

 class such as the 22
nd

 District Court must be 

a registered elector in the jurisdiction for which he is appointed. MCL 600.8501 AND MCL 

600.8507.  The facts show that Respondent originally sought to appoint Jeffrey Bowdich as 

magistrate pursuant to a multi-district plan, which did not require that he live in Inkster. (V9, 

1681-82; E-148).  After reviewing the LAO submitted by Respondent, State Court 

Administrator John Ferry rescinded Mr. Bowdich‟s appointment because he “did not meet the 

residency requirements for appointment of a magistrate.”  (V9, 1686; E-150; E-151).   

Respondent testified that she told Mr. Bowdich if he wished to continue as magistrate, 

he had to become a registered elector as well as a resident of the City of Inkster (V9, 1689), 

and that Mr. Bowdich told her he would become a resident of the City of Inkster. (V9, 1690).  

On December 19, 2002, Respondent submitted LAO 2002-5 reappointing Jeffrey Bowdich as 

magistrate.  In section 2a of the LAO, Respondent stated, “Jeffrey Bowdich: is a resident of 

the City of Inkster, County of Wayne, State of Michigan, and is registered as an elector in the 

district.” (E-147).  Respondent testified that when she submitted the LAO she believed Mr. 

Bowdich met all the requirements for the position because he had provided her with a letter 

advising her that he was now a resident of Inkster and a qualified elector. (V5, 1061).  She 

said that as she recalls attached to the letter was a copy of Bowdich‟s then current driver‟s 

license. (V9, 1695).  She said the letter (from 2002) was on her desk when she was placed on 
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administrative leave and is now missing. (V9, 1703; V24, 5244).  She also said she did not 

tell Mr. Bowdich “verbally or in writing” that he had to sign bench warrants. (V5, 1064).   

At the hearing when asked by Associate Examiner Margaret Rynier if he had given 

Respondent a letter with a copy of his driver‟s license attached, Mr. Bowdich replied, “To my 

knowledge, ma‟am, no”, and added that he thought the only requirement was that he had to 

live in Inkster.  He said he did not realize he had to be a registered elector and that he was 

never a registered elector in Inkster. (V26, 5696-5697) and that he definitely did not give 

Respondent a letter with a copy of his voter registration card. (V26, 5797).  He also said that 

Respondent required him to sign bench warrants as one of his duties as magistrate. (V26, 

5698).  The facts show that Judge Washington reissued about 15,000 bench warrants after he 

terminated Mr. Bowdich in April 2011. (V18, 3990).  Magistrates may sign arrest warrants 

but are not permitted to sign bench warrants. (MCL 600.8511).   

Because he was not, in fact, a registered elector, the Master finds Mr. Bowdich‟s 

testimony that he did not give Respondent a letter saying he was a registered elector credible 

and Respondent‟s testimony that he gave her such a letter not credible.  After being put on 

notice by Mr. Ferry that Mr. Bowdich was not qualified to be a magistrate, Respondent had an 

affirmative duty to confirm his status as a registered elector before submitting the LAO.   

The Master also finds Mr. Bowdich‟s testimony that Respondent required him to sign 

bench warrants credible.  The facts show that Respondent presented an LAO to SCAO saying 

Mr. Bowdich was a registered elector when he was not and required Mr. Bowdich to sign 

bench warrants.   
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COUNT II   

Based on these factual findings the Master concludes that the allegations contained in Count 

II A and C, paragraphs 142-149 and 154-160, of the Amended Formal Complaint are proven 

by a preponderance of the evidence and that Respondent is responsible for the following as a 

matter of law:   

1.    Violating MCL 600.8501 

2.    Violating MCL 600.8507 

 

3.    Violating MCL 750.249 

 

4.    Violating AO 1996-11 

 

5.    Failure to establish, maintain, enforce, and personally observe high standards of conduct 

so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary may be preserved, contrary to the 

Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 1. 

 

6.    Conduct involving impropriety and the appearance of impropriety, in violation of the 

Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2A. 

 

7.    Failure to respect and observe the law, contrary to Canon 2B. 

 

8.    Conduct in violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2C that a judge should not 

use the prestige of office to advance personal interests of those of others. 

 

9.    Failure to diligently discharge administrative responsibilities, contrary to Canon 3B(1). 

 

10.  Conduct, which is prejudicial to the proper administration of justice, in violation of MCR 

9.104(1). 

 

11.  Conduct clearly prejudicial to the administration of justice, as defined by the Michigan 

Constitution of 1963, as amended, Article 6, Section 30, and MCR 9.205. 

 

12.  Lack of personal responsibility for her own behavior and for the proper conduct and 

administration of the court in which she presides, contrary to MCR 9.205(A). 
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COUNT III:  ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROPRIETIES 

 

A.  LEAVE DAYS / TARDINESS   

The Master finds that the Examiner failed to prove the allegations in Count III A by a 

preponderance of the evidence.   

The facts show that in the Judicial Leave Report Respondent submitted for the 2010 

calendar year, she represented that she took 16.5 days of annual leave, 10 days of professional 

leave, and no sick leave. (E-117, p 2).  The Examiner asserts that Respondent was actually 

absent from the court for 59 days and was paid for 32.5 days on which she did not work.  The 

witnesses offered extensive but conflicting testimony.   

Because of the conflicting testimony about whether Respondent was present at the 

Court on several of the days shown in exhibit R-61 and because of the conflicting testimony 

presented about the reasons for her absence on several other days, the Master cannot say with 

certainty exactly how many days Respondent was absent from the Court in 2010 or whether 

her absences, if any, over and above the number of days she claimed for vacation, were for 

court-related business that did not count as either vacation or educational leave.   

Respondent testified that she arrived for work around 9:00 am (V8, 1509) and that she 

conducted pretrials, signed search warrants, orders, and judgments, did paperwork in 

chambers, had meetings with staff, and met with people from the funding unit until cases were 

ready to be called. (V8, 1510 and 1513).  Deputy Court Clerk Carmilla Bourn testified that 

Respondent routinely arrived at the Court between 8:20 am and 9:00 am. (V22, 4832).  

Deputy Court Clerk Alice Hagler-Taylor testified that Respondent routinely arrived about 

9:00 am. (V23, 5036).  Court Officer Michael Greene testified that Respondent routinely 
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arrived between 8:50 am and 9:00 am. (V23, 5000).  Only Inkster Police Detective Robert 

Karls and Court Administrator Pamela Anderson testified that Respondent routinely arrived at 

10:00 am or later. (V26, 5620; V15, 3213 and 3216).  House Counsel Samer Jadallah said 

Respondent always did pre-trials in her office before taking the bench in the morning and was 

usually on the bench between 9:30 am and 10:30 am, as soon as cases were ready. (V22, 

4912).  No objective data that supports the allegation that Respondent was routinely tardy was 

presented.   

Respondent said that when the dockets allowed she would try to give her courtroom 

staff an hour and a half for lunch. (V9, 1598).  Respondent, Visiting Judge John McCartney, 

and House Counsel Samer Jadallah testified that it was not unusual for Respondent‟s morning 

dockets to run through the normal lunch hour into the early afternoon. (V9, 1599; V23, 4970; 

V22, 4915).  Court Officer Michael Greene and Court Clerk Carmilla Bourn agreed. (V23, 

5005; V22, 4835).  Respondent testified she went home for lunch when she could and was 

usually at her home for about forty-five minutes. (V9, 1601-1603).  Mr. Greene said that 

when Respondent took a lunch break she usually took about an hour and 15 minutes. (V23, 

5006).  Respondent said she regularly attended the quarterly 2:00 pm Chief Judges meetings, 

the monthly lunch hour meetings of the Wayne County District Judges Association, and 

sometimes attended meetings of other professional groups that involved travel time as well as 

actual meeting time. (V9, 1601).  No objective data that supports the allegation that 

Respondent was routinely tardy was presented.   

The facts establish that standard 22
nd

 District Court work hours for employees were 

8:15 am to 4:45 pm. (V8, 1508; V23, 4986; V23, 5028).  The Court opened to the public at 

8:30 am and dockets started at 9:00 am. (V23, 4989).  If afternoon dockets ran long, litigants, 
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attorneys, court staff and Respondent stayed late. (V22, 4918-4919).  Occasionally during 

jury trials, Respondent consulted with the parties and jurors to determine if the consensus was 

to stay and finish the trial that evening or to come back the next day to complete the trial. 

(V22, 4919).  No testimony as to the standard working hours for employees of the funding 

authority was introduced.   

 

B.  FAILURE TO TIMELY DISPOSE OF CASES 

The Master finds that the Examiner failed to prove the allegations in Count III B by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 

Objectively, the allegation in paragraphs 167 to 169 of the Complaint that the Court‟s 

preliminary internal calendar for 2011 (E-152) had an adverse impact on disposal of cases in 

2010 makes no logical sense.  Respondent did testify, however, that she and her staff used 

monthly no-docket days to catch up on paperwork.  She said the dockets and the volume of 

phone calls were so heavy that staff needed time to prepare default judgments, dismissals, 

renewals of judgments and other documents and she needed time to review and sign 

documents and do other paperwork. (V25, 5473).  In-house retreat days were used for all-staff 

meetings and for meetings with each individual staff member. (V7, 1434).  All staff had to be 

present on that day. (V7, 1435).  Although dockets were not scheduled on no-docket and in-

house retreat days, prisoner arraignments and search warrants were always handled.  Other 

cases were docketed if necessary and people could pay tickets and file cases. (V7, 1434-

1435).   
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The Chief Judge Rule, MCR 8.110 (D)(1), provides that the chief judge has the 

authority and duty to set the court‟s calendar.  It says nothing about the number of days on 

which dockets must be scheduled.   

To demonstrate that no-docket and in-house retreat days adversely impacted the 

Court‟s ability to dispose of cases in a timely manner, the Examiner introduced exhibit E-153 

which shows that in 2010 the Court fell short of SCAO case disposition guidelines in four 

categories.  SCAO Region One Administrator Deborah Green testified that the category she 

saw as a real concern was (b) statute and ordinance misdemeanor cases, including drunk 

driving cases. The 22
nd

 District Court was at 61%, which she said is “very, very low in 

comparison to other district courts.”  She said most courts are at 80 to 90%. (V1, 142).  She 

also testified that as recently as 2009, the 22
nd

 District Court needed more than one judge to 

deal with its caseload. (V1, 216-217).  22
nd

 District Court House Counsel Samer Jadallah 

testified that Respondent handled her dockets the same way as judges at most other courts he 

covered except that Respondent‟s docket “would be a lot larger than most other judges”. 

(V22, 4944).  He said Respondent was a tough sentencing judge (V22, 4922) and that Judge 

Washington was more amenable to plea and sentence agreements, which speeded up the 

process (V22, 4940) so there were fewer time-consuming jury trials. (V22, 4926).   

The facts do show case disposition deficiencies in some areas including a serious 

deficiency in the misdemeanor/drunk driving category, but SCAO 2003-7, which establishes 

the guidelines, says they are goals.  They are not mandates.   

In fairness to Respondent it must be noted that the 22
nd

 District Court Caseload Report 

(R-1, Tab I) for 2010 shows that 5,934 cases were pending at the beginning of 2010.  During 

the year 17,439 new cases were filed and 1,687 older cases were reopened for a total of 
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25,060 cases for the year.  The Court disposed of 20,476 cases (81%) during 2010, and 1,350 

fewer cases were pending at the end of the year than at the beginning of the year.  If these 

numbers are accurate 20,476 dispositions in one year in a single judge court is impressive.  

The employees who testified at the Court all said Respondent is a hard worker and that she 

makes them work hard.  Her niece Nicole James said, “She gets every ounce of blood out of 

the turnip.” (V13, 2611).   

 

C.  BUSINESS ATTIRE POLICY   

The Master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent did implement 

and maintain an improper business attire policy based on the following:   

Canon 3A(2) says, “A judge may require lawyers, court personnel and litigants to be 

appropriately attired for court…”  The facts show that on October 20, 1997, Respondent 

instituted a “proper business attire” policy for the 22
nd

 District Court in response to people 

wearing gang colors and revealing clothing to court. (V24, 5189-5193; V25, 5456-5457).  

Copies of the policy were posted on the exterior door to the courthouse and on the wall 

outside the courtroom and the policy was communicated to litigants and jurors on written 

notices sent by the Court. (V5, 1082; V24, 5192; R-74; E-258, Att. 23, Tab 70).  The policy 

was intended to apply only to those entering the courtroom and not to those who had other 

business at the courthouse, such as paying tickets or scheduling hearings. (V5, 1081-1082).   

All Court employees were expected to carry out Respondent‟s directives and orders 

and the court officers who were stationed at the door to the courthouse were the front line as 

to the business attire policy. (V5, 1082; V24, 5200).  Respondent testified that she relied on 

them to enforce the policy and to train new court officers. (V24, 5204).  She said they were to 
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determine whether someone entering the courthouse had business in a courtroom or not.  If 

the person had business in a courtroom, the officers were not to let the person enter the 

courtroom unless he or she was properly attired. (V5, 1084).  If the court officer found the 

person‟s attire improper the person was to be given the opportunity to enter the courthouse to 

request a different hearing date, to go home to change clothes if time allowed, to switch 

clothes with someone else, or to go to the nearby St. Vincent de Paul Thrift Store to buy low-

priced appropriate attire. (V5, 1084, 1085).  People were allowed in the courtroom in 

contravention of the policy, if, for example, they were appearing for a felony exam. (V5, 

1085, 1086).   

There was conflicting testimony as to how the policy was enforced.  Deputy court 

clerks, Alice Hagler-Taylor, Carmilla Bourn, and Audray Hicks testified that persons wearing 

shorts, jeans, and other garments forbidden by the policy, frequently appeared at their 

windows to pay tickets and schedule hearings. (V23, 5048; V22, 4840; V21, 4428).  House 

Counsel Samer Jadallah testified that on rare occasions he observed court officers refuse entry 

to the courthouse to people he thought were appropriately dressed. (V22, 4938).  Former 

Inkster City Attorney Milton Spokojny testified he didn‟t think some of the people who were 

turned away were dressed inappropriately. (V20, 4405).   

The facts show that Joseph Kassab was denied entry to the courthouse when he 

appeared for an informal hearing on April 1, 2010 wearing black denim jeans and a beige polo 

shirt (V13, 2660).  He owns a legal messenger service and routinely files and serves court 

papers.  The jeans he was wearing were neat and clean and of the type he had worn to other 

courthouses in the past. (V13, 2692).  A court officer told him he could not enter the 

courthouse because he was wearing jeans and directed him to the St. Vincent de Paul Store, 
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which was closed that particular day.  When Mr. Kassab returned to the courthouse, he was 

not permitted to enter to talk to a clerk.  A default judgment was entered in his case. (V13, 

2665-2666) and his driver‟s license was suspended. (V13, 2682).  Mr. Kassab testified that 

the court officer said, “I don‟t make the rules. I just enforce them.” (V13, 2665).  He said he 

was shocked about the way he was treated and called the court administrator to complain.  He 

left a message but his call was not returned and his case was not reset for another hearing. 

(V13, 2680-2681).  Mr. Kassab testified that he believed his due process rights had been 

violated. (V13, 2690).   

The facts show Respondent was not made aware of this incident until sometime later 

in 2010.  The policy, established by Respondent in 1997, remained in effect as it was 

originally written until Judge Washington rescinded it in April 2011 after he observed court 

officers turn people away. (V18, 3952).   

Mr. Kassab‟s case was the only one presented at the hearing, but based on the credible 

testimony of attorney witnesses who regularly appeared in the Court that others were turned 

away, it is more likely than not that Mr. Kassab was not the only one whose rights were 

violated.  Policies established by the Court must be reasonable in their content and 

application.  Their enforcement must be monitored and their content must be updated from 

time to time.  Objectively appropriately dressed people must be given access to both the 

courthouse and the courtroom.   
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COUNT III   

Based on these factual findings the Master concludes that the allegations contained in Count 

III C, paragraphs 170-178, of the Amended Formal Complaint are proven by a preponderance 

of the evidence and that Respondent is responsible for the following as a matter of law:   

1.   Failure to establish, maintain, enforce, and personally observe high standards of conduct 

so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary may be preserved, contrary to the 

Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 1.   

 

2.   Improperly enforcing an overly restrictive dress attire policy in violation of Canon 3A(2). 

 

3.   Failure to diligently discharge administrative responsibilities, contrary to Canon 3B(1). 

 

4.   Conduct, which is prejudicial to the proper administration of justice, in violation of MCR 

9.104(1). 

 

5.   Conduct clearly prejudicial to the administration of justice, as defined by the Michigan 

Constitution of 1963, as amended, Article 6, Section 30, and MCR 9.205. 

 

6.   Lack of personal responsibility for her own behavior and for the proper conduct and 

administration of the court in which she presides, contrary to MCR 9.205(A). 

 

COUNT IV:  MISREPRESENTATIONS   

 

The master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent made the 

following misrepresentations to the Judicial Tenure Commission:   

 

1.  Respondent stated in her Answer to the Commission dated August 1, 2011, that she 

derived “no benefit” and/or “no direct benefit” from the issuance of the various checks to the 

organizations listed in Count I of the Formal Complaint.  This is false.  The facts show that 

just as the ads purchased with CSP funds “instilled good will and community respect for the 

Court and the services it provides to the community” (Respondent‟s words), they provided the 
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same benefits to Respondent.  Her name, photograph and title were prominently featured in 

the ads.  She decided which organizations received funds for ads, equipment, cheerleader 

uniforms, picnics, etc.  The good will Respondent gained by disbursing CSP funds to these 

organizations was a benefit to Respondent, irrespective of whether she was opposed in her 

two most recent elections.   

 

The Master finds that the facts did not establish that Respondent made the following 

misrepresentations to the Judicial Tenure Commission.   

 

1.  The Examiner alleges that in Respondent‟s statement in her Answer to the Commission 

dated August 1, 2011, that the decision to close the 22
nd

 District Court‟s accounts at Chase 

Bank is false.  In her Answer at paragraph 5, Respondent said, “Judge James did not „decide‟ 

to close the accounts held by Chase National Bank.  The decision to close the referenced 

accounts was made by officials at the bank.”  The facts show that the Court‟s accounts at 

Chase were originally opened using the City‟s federal tax ID number.  In July 2010, 

Respondent learned from SCAO Region One Administrator Deborah Green that many courts 

pay their own bills. (E-142).  Because the Court was considering paying its own bills, it was 

also considering getting its own tax ID number.  On August 25, 2010, City Council passed a 

resolution to add the names of the city manager and treasurer to the Court‟s accounts, 

ostensibly because the accounts were opened under the City‟s tax ID number. (E-137).  

Respondent was appropriately alarmed.  Respondent could not permit their names to be added 

to the Court‟s accounts.  She quickly got a tax ID number for the Court and directed Ms. 

Anderson to either change the tax ID number on the existing accounts or open new accounts 

with the new tax ID number. (V6, 1210).  When Chase refused to permit the Court to take 
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either action, Respondent had few options.  The Court could not use its existing accounts if 

the City Manager and Treasurer were added as signatories.  Respondent said, “Chase Bank, 

by indicating that we could not make deposits into any Chase account, ostensibly decided that 

the account could no longer exist.” (V7, 1417).  She directed Ms. Anderson to withdraw the 

Court‟s funds and open accounts at another bank. (V5, 1006).  A few days later, Chase sent an 

email to the court administrator and the city treasurer that said, “…At this time, Chase and the 

Court are closing the referenced Court accounts.  We request that no further deposits be made 

into the Court accounts nor any further Court accounts be opened at Chase.  Any surplus 

funds will be provided to the Court…” (E-136).  Viewing the facts in the context of the 

strained relations between the City and the Court at the time in question, the facts show that 

by not permitting the Court to either change the ID number on the existing accounts or open 

new accounts, Chase, in effect, made the decision for the Court.  The Court had to open new 

accounts.  The Master finds that Respondent did not misrepresent the truth.   

 

2.  The Examiner alleges that Respondent‟s statement in her Answer to the Commission dated 

August 1, 2011, that she was only an honorary member of the Board of the Booker and Flora 

Dozier Memorial Scholarship organization, that she never attended a board meeting, and that 

she did not have the right to vote due to her honorary status is false.  The facts show that in 

her Answer to Formal Complaint, paragraph 38, and in her testimony at the hearing (V4, 756), 

Respondent consistently said that she was not a board member and could not vote on matters 

that came before the board.  She consistently said she was a member of the scholarship 

committee and could only vote on matters that came before that committee.  There is a 

distinction.  A board member may vote on matters of policy concerning the organization as a 
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whole while a committee member who is not a board member may only vote on matters that 

come before that committee.  The Master finds that Respondent did not misrepresent the truth.   

 

3.  The Examiner alleges that Respondent‟s statement in her Answer to the Commission dated 

August 1, 2011, that she belonged to Delta Sigma Sorority in college and that she is not an 

active member currently is false.  The facts show that in her Answer to Formal Complaint at 

paragraph 55, and in her testimony at the hearing (V4, 781), Respondent consistently stated 

she is not an active member of the local chapter of Delta Sigma Theta Sorority.  She 

consistently said she is a life member of the Grand Chapter headquartered in Washington, 

DC.  To be an active member of the local chapter, one must pay annual dues.  She had not 

paid annual dues to the local chapter for a number of years.  There is a distinction between 

being a life member of an organization and being an active member of a local unit or chapter 

of that organization.  The Master finds that Respondent did not misrepresent the truth.   

 

4.  The Examiner alleges that Respondent‟s statement in her Answer to the Commission dated 

August 1, 2011, that the funding authority issued checks from the same CSP account to the 

organizations listed in Count 1 is false.  The facts show that in her Answer to the Commission 

and in her Answer to the Formal Complaint at paragraph 191, Respondent consistently stated 

that the funding authority issued checks from the same CSP account to the organizations 

listed in Count 1 as the Court did after it took over the account in 2006.  The City maintained 

an account for the CSP fund from its inception until January of 2006.  When the Court “took 

over the account”, a new checking account for CSP funds was opened.  It was in fact a 

physically different bank account from the one the City had been using.  However, the fair 
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meaning of Respondent‟s statement is that regardless of whether the City or the Court was 

maintaining the account, checks were issued from “a” CSP account to many of the same 

organizations.  The Master finds that Respondent did not misrepresent the truth.   

 

Based upon these factual findings the Master concludes that Respondent is responsible for the 

following as a matter of law:   

MCR 9.205(B)(1) Misconduct in office includes, but is not limited to…(f) failure to 

cooperate with a reasonable request made by the Commission in its investigation of a judge.   

MCR 9.208(B) A judge…must comply with a reasonable request made by the 

Commission in its investigation.   

 

 

The Master finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent made 

misrepresentations during the Formal Hearing that were not alleged in the Amended Formal 

Complaint.  These findings are presented to the Commission for it to consider if it so wishes.   

 

1.  Respondent testified at the hearing that she had to change her ticket to the conference in 

Berkley, CA in 2011 three times and that the original ticket she purchased with court funds 

was “worthless”. (V9, 1777-1780).  This is false.  The facts show that Respondent‟s original 

ticket (ending in 930) to San Francisco, which was booked on March 17, 2011 for travel on 

April 7 and April 12, and which cost $350.10, was ultimately exchanged for a round-trip 

ticket from Atlanta to Detroit (ending in 549), which was used by Respondent on May 8 and 

July 7, 2011.  The price of the Atlanta-Detroit round-trip ticket was $249.40.  Respondent‟s 
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original ticket had a residual value of $200.00 after Respondent paid a $150 rebooking fee.  

Respondent purchased the Atlanta ticket for $49.40. (V12- 2399-2413; E-204, E-267; E-270).  

She used this ticket for personal travel after she was placed on administrative leave.   

 

2.  Respondent submitted a conference request form stating that the cost of her airfare to 

attend the NADCP conference in Boston in August 2010 was $349.40.  This is false.  The 

facts show that her ticket actually cost $7.50 (E-271) and that she did not reimburse the CSP 

account for the difference. (V6, 1104-1105).   

 

3.  Respondent stated in her Answer to the Formal Complaint at paragraph 12, that she was 

“not put on notice” that she was required to prepare a budget for the CSP account.  This is 

false.  The facts show that Respondent was familiar with the October 31, 2007 Darnell & 

Meyering audit report, which recommended that a budget be prepared for the CSP but chose 

not to implement the recommendation. (E-32, p 6 of 20).   

 

4.  Respondent testified that she never took any food purchased with CSP funds, other than 

perhaps a plate of chicken or some green beans, to her home. (V4, 801).  This is false.  The 

facts show that Magistrate Jeffrey Bowdich delivered several unopened aluminum trays of 

catered food to Respondent‟s home after a Law Day luncheon. (V26, 5710-5712).   

 

5.  Respondent testified that if refunds were owed after any court-related travel, she would 

have taken appropriate action.  This is false.  The facts show that Respondent accepted 

$349.40 in CSP funds for a round-trip airline ticket to Boston for the 2010 NADCP  
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conference for which she paid only $7.50 (V12, 2435-2437; V4, 856), that she did not 

reimburse the amount she received in excess of the amount she paid (V6, 1104-1105), and 

that she did not require staff to present an accounting of their actual expenses. (V24, 5261).  

Appropriate action would have been to reimburse the CSP account.   

 

6.  Respondent stated in LAO 2002-05, which was filed with the State Court Administrator‟s 

Office, that magistrate appointee Jeffrey Bowdich was a registered elector in the City of 

Inkster and qualified for the position of Magistrate.  This is false.  The facts show that Mr. 

Bowdich was never a registered elector and therefore never qualified for the position of 

Magistrate.  (V20, 4274; V26, 5696-5697).   
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CONCLUSION 

The Master concludes that the Examiner has proven by a preponderance of the 

evidence:  Count I A, B, and C, Count II A and C, Count III C, and Count IV 1.      

 

Respondent failed to diligently discharge her administrative responsibilities.  She 

ignored the advice of trained financial professionals that all the Court‟s financial practices 

should comply with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP).  She failed to establish 

policies requiring documentation of expenditures of all public moneys.  Despite being told 

that her actions were improper, she continued to authorize donations from the CSP account to 

charitable, civic, fraternal and religious organizations.  She failed to ensure that her magistrate 

was qualified for that position and she rehired her niece in disregard of the clearly applicable 

anti-nepotism policy.  Her actions demonstrated her lack of respect for the law.   

 

 

_________________________________      

Hon. Ann Mattson, P29910                           

Master 

April 23, 2012 

 

 


