Annotation and Fact Checking Summary

First off, I’'m exhausted, but this fact-checking report gave me a much clearer sense of how much
precision and patience real verification work actually takes. The article I chose, “Resident near
Open Al, Oracle data center still fighting to intervene,” focuses on the legal and political fight
surrounding the Saline Township data center project and Kathryn Haushalter’s continued effort
to intervene after the township had already settled earlier litigation tied to the development. At its
core, the article is about more than one resident’s legal challenge. It is also about how a major
development project moved forward, how local officials handled that process, and how
competing sides are now trying to shape the narrative around what happened procedurally and
legally. Because of that, the article contains a mix of straightforward factual claims, legal
assertions, quoted material, and interpretations that all required different levels of scrutiny.

To fact-check the piece, I focused on identifying claims that could actually be verified
independently, especially names, dates, locations, court actions, institutional roles, project
descriptions, and quotations that were presented as fact. I treated those separately from opinion,
framing, or characterization. In doing so, I tried to prioritize the strongest available sources first.
Official records, township meeting documents, court-related materials, and company press
releases carried the most weight because they were closest to the events being described. After
that, I relied on reporting from credible news organizations that either covered the events close to
when they happened or directly summarized legal proceedings and public statements. I was more
cautious with advocacy groups or parties with a direct stake in the dispute, because while they
were useful in confirming that a certain argument existed, they were not always enough on their
own to prove that the argument was correct. In every case, | was trying to evaluate not just
whether a source had information, but whether it had the authority, proximity, and credibility to
support the article’s wording.

A number of the article’s central claims held up well under review. The existence of the data
center project, its location in Saline Township, and the involvement of OpenAl and Oracle were
all supported by multiple credible sources and company statements. The reporting around the
lawsuit, the denial of Kathryn Haushalter’s motion to intervene in February, and the township’s
October settlement timeline also appeared to be grounded in verifiable reporting and public
documents. Likewise, it was possible to confirm that Judge Julia Owdziej is in fact a Washtenaw
County Circuit Court judge, that the legal challenge existed in the form described, and that the
Rural Michigan Defense Fund exists and is publicly helping with Haushalter’s legal fees. These
were the kinds of claims that could be verified with a reasonable degree of confidence because
they were supported by either direct records or repeated confirmation across credible reporting.

Other claims were more complicated and required more careful wording. Some statements in the
article were supported in substance, but not strongly enough to justify absolute phrasing. That
was especially true with legal arguments and exact quotations. For example, it was possible to



verify that Haushalter’s legal team was arguing that the township violated the Open Meetings
Act and that the court erred in how it treated her effort to intervene, but that does not mean those
claims themselves were proven true. They were verifiable as arguments being made, not as
settled facts. In the same way, several quoted remarks attributed to Judge Owdziej, township
attorney Fred Lucas, and representatives connected to Related Digital appeared consistent with
available reporting, but I could not always confirm their exact wording through a direct transcript
or full primary document. In those cases, I would recommend either paraphrasing more carefully
or making the attribution even more explicit so the article does not claim more precision than the
sourcing can actually support.

One especially important point involved the Open Meetings Act dispute. The article states that
township meeting minutes were inaccurate and that the board was actually in open session when
the vote happened. Based on the material I reviewed, that corrective framing appears stronger
than the claim that the vote happened in secret. This is a good example of why fact-checking
matters at the sentence level. A small wording difference can completely change the meaning of
what readers take away. If the available evidence shows a clerical error in the minutes rather than
a secret vote, then the article needs to make that distinction carefully and confidently. At the
same time, where the article presents the judge’s exact verbal reaction to that issue, that wording
still seems to need stronger primary confirmation if it is going to remain in direct quotation
marks.

What surprised me most in this process was how often a statement could seem correct at first
glance, but still not be fully solid once I looked more closely at the source trail. A lot of the
article’s framework was accurate, but some of the language around it was stronger or more
definitive than the evidence fully allowed. That made this assignment feel much more substantial
than just looking up names and dates. It forced me to think about the difference between
confirming that something happened, confirming that someone argued it happened, and
confirming the precise language attached to that event. Those are not the same thing, and treating
them as if they are can make a piece less accurate even when most of its overall reporting is
sound.

The hardest claims to verify were the ones tied to legal interpretation and exact quotations. Court
rulings are especially tricky because news reports may summarize them accurately in substance
while still leaving uncertainty about wording, reasoning, or emphasis if the actual order or
transcript is not accessible. When I ran into that kind of issue, I tried to avoid overstating what |
knew. If I had strong enough evidence to say a claim was likely accurate in substance, I said that.
If I could only verify that an argument existed, I framed it that way instead. If I could not fully
confirm a direct quote, I treated it as needing more work rather than pretending the sourcing was
stronger than it was. That felt like one of the most important editorial judgments in the whole
process.



Overall, this assignment deepened my understanding of professional fact-checking because it
showed me that accuracy is not just about catching obvious errors. It is also about being
disciplined with wording, ranking sources carefully, and knowing when to qualify a statement
instead of flattening uncertainty into confidence. More than anything, it reinforced that a fact-
checker’s job is not to force every claim into a yes-or-no box, but to protect the piece from
imprecision, weak attribution, and preventable overstatement. That is what makes the work
valuable, and honestly, it also made me appreciate how much editorial judgment goes into
writing that is truly responsible.



