
Chat history 
You said: 
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PDF 

Review the document. List all necessary corrections for spelling, grammar, punctuation, and 
plain language. 
ChatGPT said: 

Thought for 54s 
Here’s a clean, prioritized edit list for the PDF you shared—covering spelling, grammar, 
punctuation, citation/Bluebook, consistency, and plain-language tweaks.  

Spelling & obvious typos 
• “RECOVERERD WEAPON” → RECOVERED WEAPON (Directed Questions).  
• “per curam opinion” → per curiam opinion (Index of Authorities; also in text).  
• “order of marijuana” (Moorman paragraph) → odor of marijuana.  
• “perseveration and standard of review” → preservation and standard of review (Issue 

II header block).  
• “LEd2d” → L Ed 2d (make spacing consistent across all cases; appears in multiple 

citations).  

Party/actor names & capitalization (consistency) 
• Trooper’s name toggles between Tomkins and Tompkins. Pick one (the caption 

uses Tomkins); update every occurrence accordingly.  
• Capitalization of common nouns: use defendant, passenger, trooper in running text 

unless starting a sentence; reserve capitals for defined titles (e.g., “Defendant-Appellant” 
in headings/captions). Current usage varies and should be normalized.  

• “Courts” → courts (lowercase) when used generically (“To deter Fourth Amendment 
violations, courts use…”).  

Statutory names & word choice (Michigan-specific) 
• Use the statute’s formal spelling “Marihuana” when naming the acts: Michigan Medical 

Marihuana Act and Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana Act (MRTMA). The 
brief sometimes uses “Marijuana.” Keep “marijuana” for generic drug references; 
use Marihuana only in the act names.  

• “underaged” → underage (adjective). Appears several times.  

Citation/Bluebook fixes (accuracy & uniformity) 
• People v Champion: should read 452 Mich 92; 549 NW2d 849 (1996) (you currently 

have “549 Mich 849”). Update throughout the Index and first substantive citation.  



• U.S. vs US: pick one form and apply consistently; the brief mixes “US” and “U.S.” 
(e.g., Segura v United States, 468 U.S. 796 appears with periods while others omit them). 
Most Michigan briefs use US without periods—match your house style.  

• Pin cites & comma style: make internal page pins consistent (e.g., “449 US 411, 418”); 
some places use semicolons before pin cites, others commas. Use commas before pin 
cites and keep series uniform.  

• Reporter spacing: ensure uniform “L Ed 2d” (not “LEd2d”), “A.3d” (not “A 3d”), and 
jurisdiction abbreviations Pa. (not “PA”). See Commonwealth v Barr, 266 A.3d 25 (Pa. 
2021).  

• Armstrong (2025): present as __ Mich __; __ NW2d __ (2025) (Docket No. 165233), 
slip op at 4. (lowercase “slip op”; use “at” for pin cite).  

• Ross: “United States v Ross, 456 US 798, 825; 102 S Ct 2157; 72 L Ed 2d 72 (1982)”—
use comma before “825” as a pin cite, not a semicolon.  

• Terry parenthetical formatting: remove brackets around parallel cites and fix 
spacing: Terry v Ohio, 392 US 1, 21, 30–31; 88 S Ct 1868; 20 L Ed 2d 889 (1968). Also 
use an en dash for page ranges.  

• Black’s Law Dictionary: italicize the title per Bluebook and add edition/year 
parenthetical consistently: Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed 2019) (no comma before year 
per Bluebook; your current line includes a comma and “p 402” — change to “at 402”).  

Grammar & punctuation (clarity/flow) 
• Replace em-dash spacing inconsistencies: use em dashes without spaces or with 

spaces—just be consistent. E.g., “contraband – marijuana…” → “contraband—
marijuana…”.  

• Eliminate extra spaces before punctuation and between sentences (e.g., double spaces 
appear after some periods and before “is” in a footnote).  

• Convert “herein,” “supra,” and similar legalisms to plainer references (see Plain-
Language section).  

• Quotation punctuation: ensure commas/periods fall inside closing quotation marks for 
American style (e.g., after quoted single words).  

• Consistent list punctuation: where you have serial lists in sentences, apply the Oxford 
comma uniformly.  

Formatting & document mechanics 
• Table of Contents: currently lists sections without page numbers; if court rules require 

page numbers, add them.  
• Headings: ensure consistent case (e.g., “I. The Trooper did exceed…” → consider “I. 

The trooper exceeded…” or “I. The trooper did exceed…”; avoid mixing title case and 
sentence case mid-document).  

• Bar numbers: standardize spacing: (P67127) not “(P 67127)”—pick one format and 
apply to both attorneys. Michigan custom is no space after “P.”  



• Relief Requested: “for the reasons stated herein” → “for the reasons stated here” or “for 
the reasons stated above”; “our prior answer” → “the People’s prior answer.” Also 
remove the unnecessary shouting caps on “DENIED” unless the court’s style guide 
requires it.  

Plain-language tightening (targeted rewrites) 
You don’t need to change your legal arguments—just the phrasing. Here are high-impact swaps 
you can apply quickly: 

• Introduction (first paragraph): 
“Michigan’s relationship with marijuana has evolved from all possession/use/distribution 
being illegal through first its partial decriminalization….” → 
“Michigan’s marijuana laws have moved from complete prohibition, to partial 
decriminalization under the Michigan Medical Marihuana Act (MMMA), and later 
to broader legalization under the Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana 
Act (MRTMA).”  

• Introduction (what should officers do): 
“What are the reasonable actions we expect officers to take under this situation?” → 
“What actions are reasonable for an officer to take in this situation?”  

• Intro (framing the dispute): 
“Opposing counsel focuses on an argument that there is only probable cause to believe 
Defendant had committed a civil infraction… The People have focused instead on the 
trooper having probable cause to believe contraband….” → 
“Defendant frames this as a mere civil-infraction case. The People instead focus on 
probable cause that the vehicle contained contraband—marijuana that neither 
occupant could legally possess.”  

• Issue I (Terry scope): 
“However, it appears that, while brief, the trooper fully searched Defendant’s person…” 
→ 
“However, the trooper conducted a full search of the defendant’s person—not a 
limited weapons pat-down—so the search exceeded Terry.”  

• Issue II (causation): 
“The trooper’s search of Defendant’s person resulted in no evidence and added nothing to 
the probable cause…” → 
“The search of the defendant’s person yielded nothing and did not contribute to 
probable cause to search the vehicle.”  

• Issue III (automobile exception): 
Opening sentence duplicates “exception” and is wordy. Try: 
“One recognized exception to the warrant requirement is the automobile exception, 
which allows a warrantless vehicle search when officers have probable cause to 
believe it contains contraband or evidence.”  

• Footnote cleanups: 
Replace rhetorical aside in n.3 with a direct request if you keep it: 



“If this Court finds the trooper’s actions unreasonable, the People request guidance 
for situations where no occupant can lawfully possess marihuana.”  

Substantive/logic clarity (minor) 
• Where you argue inevitable discovery, make the causal chain explicit: odor + confirmed 

ages (<21) + passenger’s later admission = probable cause independent of the person 
search. A single, short sentence stating this helps the reader connect the dots.  

 
If you want, I can return a marked-up version (tracked changes or a redline) applying all of the 
above in one pass. 
Sources 

  



You said: 

� Check the citations in this document for correct format and consistency following the 
Michigan Appellate Opinion Manual. List all needed corrections. 
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf 
ChatGPT said: 

Thought for 1m 39s 
Got it—here are the citation-format fixes your brief needs, keyed to the Michigan Appellate 
Opinion Manual (MAOM). I’ve grouped them so you can scan and apply quickly. 

US Supreme Court citation mechanics (order, spacing, 
reporters) 

• Use US; S Ct; L Ed 2d in that order, separated by semicolons; keep spaces in “L Ed 2d.” 
E.g., change Terry v Ohio, 392 US 1; 88 S Ct 1868; 20 LEd2d 889 
(1968) → Terry v Ohio, 392 US 1; 88 S Ct 1868; 20 L Ed 2d 889 (1968). Same 
fix for Cortez, Ross, Mincey, Hudson, Segura, Strieff, Chambers, Maryland v 
Wilson. Michigan Courts 

• Standardize to “US” (no periods) in all US Reports cites (you have 
some U.S. forms). Michigan Courts 

• Insert the pin cite to the official reporter with a comma (not a semicolon). 
E.g., United States v Cortez, 449 US 411, 418; 101 S Ct 690; 66 L Ed 2d 621 
(1981). Michigan Courts 

Michigan & regional reporters (initial + short form) 
• People v Champion parallel reporter is wrong. Fix to: 

People v Champion, 452 Mich 92, 99; 549 NW2d 849 (1996) (you currently show 
“549 Mich 849”). Also keep the pin (99) with the official cite, not the regional. Michigan Courts 

• Keep using Mich/Mich App as the official cite, then the regional (NW2d/NW3d) as the 
parallel; separate them with semicolons. Michigan Courts 

• After a full citation in the text, use short-form case names with official 
reporter and “at” for pins (avoid “supra” for cases). 
E.g., Champion, 452 Mich at 99; Terry, 392 US at 30–31. Michigan Courts 

Pinpoint/jump citations 
• Put page/pin after the official reporter only (unless the official cite is unavailable). 

E.g., People v Crawford, 458 Mich 376, 382; 582 NW2d 785 (1998). Michigan Courts 

• Use an en dash for page ranges: 30–31, not 30 -31. (You have spaces around hyphens in 
a few places.) Michigan Courts 

Unpublished Michigan decisions & orders 
• Your Court of Appeals case should follow MAOM 1:18 format and case-name rules. 

Change: 

https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf


People v Freddie Wilkins, III, unpublished per curam opinion of the Court 
of Appeals, decided September 5, 2024 (Docket 367209) → 
People v Wilkins, unpublished per curiam opinion of the Court of Appeals, 
issued September 5, 2024 (Docket No. 367209). 
(Use per curiam, issued, and Docket No.; omit given names/suffix in the case 
name.) Michigan Courts+1 

Non-Michigan state cases 
• Commonwealth v Barr needs reporter/jurisdiction abbreviations corrected: 

Commonwealth v Barr, 266 A3d 25, 28 (Pa, 2021) (remove the space in A3d; use Pa, 
not PA). See the state abbreviation list and Appendix 6 format. Michigan Courts 

“Slip”/unavailable citations 
• Where you cite the recent Armstrong (2025) Supreme Court decision with blanks, 

follow MAOM’s “Unavailable Citations” model and include the slip op pin if you need a 
pinpoint: 
People v Armstrong, ___ Mich ___; ___ NW3d ___ (2025) (Docket No. 165233), 
slip op at __. (Your placement of “Docket No.” is fine; keep the commas as 
shown.) Michigan Courts 

Punctuation & spacing inside case cites 
• Semicolons separate official from parallel citations; commas precede pins in the same 

reporter. (Some lines mix these.) Michigan Courts 
• Ensure single spaces around commas/semicolons; remove double spaces and stray spaces 

around hyphens in pins (e.g., 50–52, not 50 -52). Michigan Courts 

Dictionaries & secondary sources 
• Cite Black’s like this (italicize the title; edition only in the parenthetical; then page if 

needed): 
*Black’s Law Dictionary* (11th ed), p 402. 
(You currently have Black's Law Dictionary ( 11th ed, 2019 ), p 402. with extra 
spaces and a year.) Michigan Courts 

Case-name presentation 
• In citations, omit first names/initials/suffixes; use just the surnames or corporate names 

of the first listed party and first listed opposing party. 
E.g., People v Wilkins (not “People v Freddie Wilkins, III”). Michigan Courts 

• Keep the lowercase “v” between party names, even in headings/titles that are otherwise 
capitalized. Michigan Courts 

String citations 
• When a string is not joined by “and,” separate each complete case with a semicolon. If 

joined by “and,” use commas between the complete cites and place “and” before the last 
cite. (You have a few mixed separators.) Michigan Courts 

https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/siteassets/publications/manuals/msc/miappopmanual.pdf
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Quick “before → after” examples from your brief 
• Terry v Ohio, 392 US 1, 21, 30 -31; [88 S Ct 1868; 20 LEd2d 889] (1968) 

→ Terry v Ohio, 392 US 1, 21, 30–31; 88 S Ct 1868; 20 L Ed 2d 889 
(1968). Michigan Courts 

• United States v Cortez , 449 US 411; 101 S Ct 690; 66 LEd2d 621 (1981) 
→ United States v Cortez, 449 US 411, 418; 101 S Ct 690; 66 L Ed 2d 621 
(1981). Michigan Courts 

• People v Champion, 452 Mich 92; 549 Mich 849 (1996) 
→ People v Champion, 452 Mich 92, 99; 549 NW2d 849 (1996). Michigan Courts 

• Commonwealth v Barr, 266 A 3d 25, 28 (PA, 2021) 
→ Commonwealth v Barr, 266 A3d 25, 28 (Pa, 2021). Michigan Courts 

• People v Freddie Wilkins, III, unpublished per curam opinion … decided 
September 5, 2024 (Docket 367209) 
→ People v Wilkins, unpublished per curiam opinion of the Court of 
Appeals, issued September 5, 2024 (Docket No. 367209). Michigan Courts 

• Black's Law Dictionary ( 11th ed, 2019 ), p 402. 
→ *Black’s Law Dictionary* (11th ed), p 402. Michigan Courts 

If you want, I can return a marked-up PDF or a clean Word redline that applies all of these 
citation edits exactly per the Manual. 
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You said: 

� List all suggestions to simplify overly complex sentences while maintaining precision. 
ChatGPT said: 

Thought for 22s 
Here are targeted, line-edited simplification suggestions pulled from your brief. For each, I show 
the original (short excerpt), why it’s complex, and a precise, simpler rewrite you can drop in. 

 
1) Intro framing of Michigan’s marijuana laws 
Original: “Michigan’s relationship with marijuana has evolved from all 
possession/use/distribution being illegal through first its partial decriminalization… to further 
legalization…”  
 
Why complex: Long noun strings; stacked prepositional phrases. 
 
Simpler: “Michigan’s marijuana laws moved from complete prohibition, to partial 
decriminalization under the MMMA, and then to broader legalization under the MRTMA.”  

 
2) “Two things the trooper knew” sentence 
Original: “In the present case… a state trooper quickly knew two things: 1) the odor of 
marijuana…; and 2) no occupant… could legally possess…”  
 
Why complex: Numbered list inside a sentence; heavy clauses. 
 
Simpler: “During the stop, the trooper smelled marijuana and learned both occupants were under 
21, so neither could lawfully possess it.”  

 
3) Rhetorical question in the introduction 
Original: “What are the reasonable actions we expect officers to take under this situation?”  
 
Why complex: Indirect phrasing; rhetorical question. 
 
Simpler: “What actions are reasonable for an officer in this situation?”  

 
  



4) Dueling frames paragraph 
Original: “Opposing counsel focuses on an argument that there is only probable cause… The 
People have focused instead on the trooper having probable cause…”  
 
Why complex: Repetition; dashes; long appositive. 
 
Simpler: “Defendant casts this as a civil-infraction case. The People focus instead on probable 
cause that the SUV contained contraband—marijuana neither occupant could legally possess.”  

 
5) Last sentence of the intro 
Original: “In short, because no occupant could legally possess the marijuana, it was 
reasonable… under the automobile exception to the warrant requirement.”  
 
Why complex: Duplicates “marijuana”; long tail clause. 
 
Simpler: “Because neither occupant could lawfully possess marijuana, a vehicle search was 
reasonable under the automobile exception.”  

 
6) “Relevant facts will be discussed…” housekeeping line 
Original: “Relevant facts will be discussed as necessary within the argument sections…”  
 
Why complex: Wordy meta-narration. 
 
Simpler: “Additional facts appear in the argument sections and in the People’s Court of Appeals 
brief attached to the Answer.”  

 
7) Directed-question reframing 
Original: “Was the search of the Defendant’s vehicle permissible under the automobile 
exception… which he could not legally possess?”  
 
Why complex: Long dependent clause; repeats “legal.” 
 
Simpler: “Was the vehicle search permissible under the automobile exception because the 
trooper had probable cause the SUV contained marijuana the defendant could not lawfully 
possess?”  

 
  



8) Causation/inevitable-discovery chain 
Original: “The probable cause… was based on the smell, the underaged Defendant and 
passenger, their initial denial, and the passenger’s admission…”  
 
Why complex: Stack of items; mixed grammar; “underaged.” 
 
Simpler: “Probable cause rested on four facts: the odor of marijuana, both occupants being 
under 21, their initial denial, and the passenger’s later admission.”  
 
Original: “The trooper’s search of Defendant’s person resulted in no evidence and added 
nothing to the probable cause already supporting the search of the vehicle.”  
 
Why complex: Double verb phrase; long tail. 
 
Simpler: “The person search yielded nothing and did not add to probable cause for the vehicle 
search.”  
Original: “The search… would have occurred regardless of the search of Defendant; therefore, 
the loaded firearm… would have been inevitably discovered and seized.”  
 
Why complex: Passive voice; conditional chain. 
 
Simpler: “Officers would have searched the vehicle anyway, so they would have inevitably 
discovered the loaded firearm.”  

 
9) “Assumes a small amount” sentence 
Original: “The People submit that the Court’s final question assumes a small amount of 
marijuana… ignoring both the possibility that the amount would in fact be a criminal amount and 
the fact that the marijuana at issue was contraband…”  
 
Why complex: Long, layered clause; repeated “amount/fact.” 
 
Simpler: “The final question appears to assume only a small, MRTMA-covered quantity. It 
overlooks that the quantity could have been criminal and, in any event, was contraband because 
no occupant could lawfully possess it.”  

 
  



10) Automobile-exception lead-in (repetition) 
Original: “There are exceptions to the warrant requirement and one such ‘exception to the 
warrant requirement exists for searches of automobiles.’”  
 
Why complex: Redundant phrasing (“exception… exception”). 
Simpler: “One recognized exception is the automobile exception.”  

 
11) Automobile-exception explanation 
Original: “The exception recognizes the mobility and ‘pervasive regulation’ of automobiles, 
allowing officers to search without a warrant if they have probable cause to believe that 
contraband or evidence of a crime may be found within.”  
 
Why complex: Long relative clause; nominalizations. 
 
Simpler: “Because vehicles are mobile and heavily regulated, officers may search a vehicle 
without a warrant when they have probable cause it contains contraband or evidence.”  

 
12) “Lessened expectation” two-sentence block 
Original: “The exception also takes into consideration that people have a ‘lessened expectation 
of privacy in an automobile’… For that reason, ‘[f]ewer foundation facts are necessary…’”  
 
Why complex: Indirect voice; quotation scaffolding. 
 
Simpler: “People have a reduced expectation of privacy in vehicles; accordingly, fewer 
foundational facts are needed to support reasonableness than for a home.”  

 
13) Post-MRTMA “odor” rule paragraph 
Original (multi-sentence): lines summarizing Armstrong, Kazmierczak, Barr, and the “totality” 
standard.  
 
Why complex: Dense string of cites; repeated “determined/established.” 
 
Simpler (keep the law, trim the prose): “Before MRTMA, marijuana odor alone established 
probable cause to search a vehicle. After MRTMA, odor is a factor but not sufficient by itself; 
probable cause depends on the totality of the circumstances.” (Keep the case string as your 
support.)  

 
  



14) Preservation/Standard boilerplate 
Original: “Preservation of the Issue: Defendant argued that the Circuit Court erred… 
Defendant’s motion to suppress… preserved this issue.”  
 
Why complex: Repeats “argument/argued”; long prepositional chains. 
 
Simpler: “Preservation: Defendant raised this in his motion to suppress; the issue is preserved.”  
 
Original: “This Court reviews a trial court’s findings of fact… for clear error while its ultimate 
decision… is reviewed de novo.”  
 
Why complex: Long compound sentence. 
 
Simpler: “Standard of review: Factual findings—clear error. Legal conclusions—de novo.”  

 
15) Terry discussion opener 
Original: “As noted in the People’s Brief on Appeal… the duration of the traffic stop was 
reasonable… The People agree, however, that Trooper Tomkins’s full search of Defendant’s 
person exceeded Terry…”  
 
Why complex: Long pivot; references outside the doc. 
 
Simpler: “The stop’s duration was reasonable. But the full search of the defendant’s person 
exceeded Terry; any evidence from that search is inadmissible.”  

 
16) Fact sequence about the stop 
Original: “During the traffic stop, Trooper Tompkins noticed the odor of marijuana… further 
discovered that both occupants were under 21… Despite the odor, both occupants denied…”  
 
Why complex: Three clauses in one sentence; passive feel. 
 
Simpler: “During the stop, the trooper smelled marijuana. He then learned both occupants were 
under 21. Despite the odor, both denied having marijuana.”  

 

  



Micro-edits you can apply globally (for instant simplification) 
• Prefer active voice (“the search yielded nothing”) over passive (“it was discovered”). See 

Examples 8 & 16.  
• Replace rhetorical questions with direct statements or neutral framing (Examples 3 & 

7).  
• Split one long sentence into two short ones when you have more than two clauses or 

embedded lists (Examples 2, 8, 16).  
• Trim throat-clearing phrases (“In the present case,” “As noted”) unless needed for 

accuracy (Examples 2, 15).  
• Use concrete subjects (“officers may search…”) instead of abstractions (“The exception 

recognizes…”) (Example 11).  
• Swap nominalizations for verbs: “make a determination” → “determine”; “was in 

possession” → “possessed.” 
If you’d like, I can return a redline that applies these exact edits throughout the PDF so you can 
see them in context. 
Sources 

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info. 
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