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4/5/2024 MOTION OF THE MICHIGAN ALLIANCE FOR RETIRED AMERICANS 
AND THE DETROIT/DOWNRIVER CHAPTER OF THE A. PHILIP RANDOLPH 
INSTITUTE TO INTERVENE AS DEFENDANTS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

PARTICIPATE AS AMICI CURIAE 

Pursuant to Michigan Court Rule 2.209, the Michigan Alliance for Retired Americans (the 

“Alliance”) and the Downriver/Detroit Chapter of the A. Philip Randolph Institute (“DAPRI”) 

(together, “Proposed Intervenors”) respectfully request that they be permitted to intervene as 

defendants in this matter. Attached is Proposed Intervenors’ proposed Answer to Plaintiffs’ 

Verified Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief, in accordance with Michigan Court Rule 

2.209(C)(2). Ex. 1. 

Pursuant to Local Rule 2.119(2), counsel for Proposed Intervenors conferred with counsel 

for Plaintiffs and Defendants for their positions on this motion. The moving party requested all 

counsels’ concurrence in the relief sought on April 4, 2024. Plaintiffs’ counsel did not acquiesce 

in the relief sought, and, therefore, it is necessary to present the motion.  Defendants’ counsel 

indicated that they do not oppose or acquiesce in the relief requested.  

Proposed Intervenors rely on the attached brief as support. They recognize that the 

Michigan Court of Appeals’ decision in Council of Organizations & Others for Education About 

Parochiaid v State, 321 Mich App 456; 909 NW2d 449 (2017), holds that this Court does not have 

jurisdiction to grant a private party’s motion to intervene as a defendant. Id. at 468. Proposed 

Intervenors file this motion to preserve their argument that intervention is available under 

Michigan Court Rule 2.209 and to preserve their right to intervene in any appeal. If the Court 

denies this motion, Proposed Intervenors move the Court to grant them leave to participate as amici 

curiae pursuant to Michigan Court Rule 7.212(H). 

Proposed Intervenors ask the Court to promptly issue its ruling on this Motion. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

Sarah Prescott certifies that on the 5th day of April 2024, she caused the above document 

in this matter to be filed with the Clerk of the Court via the Court’s ECF system, MiFILE, which 

will serve a copy of said document(s) on all counsel of record and parties in pro per. 

s/ Sarah S. Prescott   
Sarah Prescott 
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BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF 4/5/2024 MOTION OF THE MICHIGAN ALLIANCE FOR 
RETIRED AMERICANS AND THE DETROIT/DOWNRIVER CHAPTER OF THE A. 
PHILIP RANDOLPH INSTITUTE TO INTERVENE AS DEFENDANTS OR, IN THE 

ALTERNATIVE, PARTICIPATE AS AMICI CURIAE 

Proposed Intervenors the Michigan Alliance for Retired Americans (the “Alliance”) and 

Detroit/Downriver Chapter of the A. Philip Randolph Institute (“DAPRI”) (together, “Proposed 

Intervenors”) move to intervene as defendants in this case or, in the alternative, to participate as 

amici curiae. In this case, Plaintiffs Republican National Committee, Michigan Republican Party, 

National Republican Congressional Committee, Dennis Grosse, Blake Edmonds, and Cindy Berry 

ask this Court to invalidate the Secretary of State’s guidance regarding the verification of 

signatures on absent voter ballot applications and carrier envelopes, along with Mich Admin Code 

R. 168.24, which requires election officials to consider certain factors when verifying signatures. 

The lawsuit threatens to introduce confusion and uncertainty into the signature verification process 

and to disenfranchise absent voters based on minor and inconsequential differences between 

signatures. It therefore threatens Proposed Intervenors’ members’ voting rights and Proposed 

Intervenors’ own efforts to promote voter turnout among their members and constituencies.  

The Alliance and DAPRI’s immediate intervention as defendants to protect those interests 

is warranted. Proposed Intervenors recognize, however, that the Michigan Court of Appeals’ 

decision in Council of Organizations & Others for Education About Parochiaid v State, 321 Mich 

App 456, 468; 909 NW2d 449 (2017), holds that this Court does not have jurisdiction to grant a 

private party’s motion to intervene as a defendant. Id. at 468. Proposed Intervenors nevertheless 

file this motion to preserve their argument that intervention is available under Michigan Court 

Rule (“MCR”) 2.209 and to preserve their right to intervene in any appeal. If the Court denies this 

motion, Proposed Intervenors move the Court to grant them leave to participate as amici curiae 

pursuant to MCR 7.212(H). This court frequently permits the filing of amicus briefs when 
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intervention is barred by the decision in Council of Organizations. See, e.g., Ex. 4, O’Halloran v. 

Benson, unpublished opinion and order of the Court of Claims, issued Oct. 4, 2022 (Docket No. 

22-000162-MZ).  

Intervention is warranted under the relevant rules for intervention, found in MCR 2.209: 

(A) Intervention of Right. On timely application a person has a right to intervene 
in an action . . . (3) when the applicant claims an interest relating to the property or 
transaction which is the subject of the action and is so situated that the disposition 
of the action may as a practical matter impair or impede the applicant’s ability to 
protect that interest, unless the applicant’s interest is adequately represented by 
existing parties. 
(B) Permissive Intervention. On timely application a person may intervene in an 
action . . . (2) when an applicant’s claim or defense and the main action have a 
question of law or fact in common. 
 

“The rule for intervention should be liberally construed to allow intervention where the applicant’s 

interests may be inadequately represented.” Neal v Neal, 219 Mich App 490, 492; 557 NW2d 133 

(1996); see also State Treasurer v Bences, 318 Mich App 146, 150; 896 NW2d 93 (2016). Here, 

Proposed Intervenors satisfy the requirements for intervention as of right under MCR 2.209(A). In 

the alternative, Proposed Intervenors should be allowed permissive intervention.  

First, Proposed Intervenors’ application is timely because it follows eight days after the 

filing of this suit, before any significant action has been taken. See, e.g., Karrip v Cannon Twp, 

115 Mich App 726, 731; 321 NW2d 690 (1982) (finding “no claim of unreasonable delay by the 

proposed intervenors . . . [because] they moved to intervene two months after the filing of 

plaintiffs’ complaint and before any proceedings or discovery had been taken”).  

Second, Proposed Intervenors possess interests that will likely be impaired or impeded by 

this action. The Alliance and DAPRI are nonprofit organizations dedicated to promoting the 

franchise and ensuring the full constitutional rights of their members. The Alliance’s mission is to 

ensure social and economic justice and full civil rights for retirees after a lifetime of work, with a 
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particular emphasis on safeguarding the right to vote. Ex. 2, Affidavit of James R. Pedersen ¶ 4. 

The Alliance has more than 200,000 members in Michigan, composed of retirees from 23 public 

and private sector unions, community organizations, and individual activists. Id. ¶ 6. Many 

Alliance members are registered voters who are elderly, disabled, or have mobility issues and thus 

rely on the right to vote by absent voter ballot. Id. ¶ 8. Many experience fluctuations in their 

signatures due to changing dexterity as they age. Id. ¶ 9. This lawsuit poses a direct challenge to 

the Alliance members’ right to vote by absent voter ballot and have that vote be counted, and the 

Alliance has an interest in protecting its members’ right to vote by absent voter ballot. Id. ¶¶ 4, 16. 

Because its members uniquely rely on voting by absent voter ballot, and the exercise of their voting 

rights is fundamental to the Alliance’s ability to advance its mission, the Alliance dedicates time 

and resources to educating its members on the process and encouraging them to vote by absent 

voter ballot. Id. ¶¶ 11, 13. Plaintiffs’ requested relief directly threatens the Alliance’s mission and 

efforts to protect their members’ right to vote by absent voter ballot and not have their ballots be 

erroneously rejected and would require the Alliance to divert resources away from other 

programming. Id. ¶ 16. 

DAPRI is a membership organization with a mission of fighting for human equality and 

economic justice and seeking structural changes through the American democratic process. 

DAPRI has approximately 100 members in Southeast Michigan. Ex. 3, Affidavit of Andrea Hunter 

¶ 4. Many of DAPRI’s members and constituents are registered voters, and many of them rely on 

voting by absent voter ballots because their work schedules do not always allow them time off to 

vote during business hours or on Election Day. Id. ¶ 7. Others have limited English proficiency or 

disabilities that make it difficult for them to vote in person or simply count on the convenience of 

voting by absent voter ballot. Id. This lawsuit poses a direct challenge to the right to vote by absent 
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voter ballot and have that vote be counted, and DAPRI has an interest in protecting its members 

and constituents’ right to vote by absent voter ballot. Id. ¶¶ 5, 7. Furthermore, DAPRI’s members 

are involved in election protection, voter registration, get-out-the-vote activities, and political and 

community education in the Detroit and Downriver areas of Michigan. Id. ¶ 5. Part of DAPRI’s 

mission in turning out voters to vote across these areas is to encourage voting by absent voter 

ballot, in particular for those voters who do not have time or otherwise face challenges with voting 

in person. Id. ¶¶ 7, 8. DAPRI dedicates time and resources to educating members and constituents 

in the community about their voting options and helping them vote, and Plaintiffs’ requested relief 

directly threatens DAPRI’s interest in ensuring that voters who attempt to vote by absent voter 

ballot will not have their ballots erroneously rejected. Id. ¶¶ 5, 9. 

Third, no current party adequately represents Proposed Intervenors’ interests. Plaintiffs are 

indisputably opposed to Proposed Intervenors’ interest in upholding the Secretary’s challenged 

guidance and Rule 168.24. And although Defendants have a duty to defend the Secretary’s rules 

and guidance and to promote the public interest generally, they cannot be relied upon to vindicate 

Proposed Intervenors’ specific interests, which include protecting their members and constituents’ 

right to vote by absent voter ballot and not have their ballots be erroneously rejected. See, e.g., 

Vestevich v West Bloomfield Twp, 245 Mich App 759, 762; 630 NW2d 646 (2001) (affirming 

intervention, reasoning that “concern of inadequate representation of interests need only exist [and] 

. . . need not be definitely established,” and noting that “[w]here this concern exists, the rules of 

intervention should be construed liberally in favor of intervention”); Karrip, 115 Mich App at 732 

(finding that though a government official “theoretically represents all of the people of the state 

along with their many and diverse interests . . .  the proposed intervenors’ interests are much 

D
oc

um
en

t r
ec

ei
ve

d 
by

 th
e 

M
I C

ou
rt 

of
 C

la
im

s.

RETRIE
VEDFROMDEMOCRACYDOCKET.C

OM



7 
 

narrower,” which satisfies the “minimal burden” to show that the intervenors’ interests may be 

inadequately represented by existing parties). 

Proposed Intervenors also satisfy the requirements for permissive intervention under MCR 

2.209(B)(2). That rule provides for permissive intervention where a party timely files a motion 

and the party’s “claim or defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in common.” 

MCR 2.209(B)(2). Trial courts have a great deal of discretion in granting permissive intervention 

and, in exercising that discretion, consider whether the intervention would “unduly delay or 

prejudice” the existing parties. Id.; Dean v. Dep't of Corrections, 208 Mich App 144, 150–51; 527 

NW2d 529 (1994), aff’d, 453 Mich 448; 556 NW2d 458 (1996) (recognizing “the trial court’s 

discretion” in granting permissive intervention). As discussed above, Proposed Intervenors’ 

intervention is timely, and, at this early stage, poses no delay or prejudice for the adjudication of 

claims for the existing parties. Proposed Intervenors are prepared to meet all briefing deadlines set 

by this court. And Proposed Intervenors are entitled to advocate for their interests in protecting 

their members and constituents’ right to vote by absent voter ballot and not have their ballots 

erroneously rejected. 

The Alliance and DAPRI therefore move for leave to intervene or, in the alternative, for 

leave to participate as amici curiae.  
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                  Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dated: April 5, 2024     s/ Sarah S. Prescott 

Sarah S. Prescott (P70510) 
Attorney for Proposed Intervenor-
Defendants 
105 E. Main Street 
Northville, MI 48167 
(248) 679-8711 
sprescott@spplawyers.com 

 
David R. Fox* 
Daniela Lorenzo* 
Qizhou Ge* 
Mark R. Haidar (P87212)* 
Elias Law Group LLP 
250 Massachusetts Avenue NW, Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Phone: (202) 968-4490 
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498 
dfox@elias.law 
dlorenzo@elias.law 
age@elias.law 
mhaidar@elias.law 
  
*Pro hac vice motion forthcoming 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

Sarah Prescott certifies that on the 5th day of April 2024, she caused the above document 

in this matter to be filed with the Clerk of the Court via the Court’s ECF system, MiFILE, which 

will serve a copy of said document(s) on all counsel of record and parties in pro per. 

s/ Sarah S. Prescott   
Sarah Prescott 
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[PROPOSED] ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS’ 3/28/24 VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR  
EXPEDITED DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

 
Pursuant to MCR 2.209(C)(2), the Michigan Alliance for Retired Americans and the 

Detroit/Downriver Chapter of the A. Philip Randolph Institute (together, “Proposed Intervenors”), 

through their counsel, submit the following proposed Answer to Plaintiffs’ Verified Complaint for 

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief.  

INTRODUCTION 

1. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited.  

Paragraph 1 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

2. Paragraph 2 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

3. Paragraph 3 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

4. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 4 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

5. Paragraph 5 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 
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6. Paragraph 6 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations.  

7. Proposed Intervenors admit that Plaintiffs have attached a document entitled 

“Signature Verification, Voter Notification, and Signature Cure” as Exhibit A to their Complaint. 

Proposed Intervenors also admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. Paragraph 

7 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to which no 

response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations.  

8. Paragraph 8 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

9. Paragraph 9 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

10. Paragraph 10 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

11. Paragraph 11 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

12. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 12. 
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13. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 13. 

14. Proposed Intervenors admit that the primary election is on August 6, 2024, and that 

the general election is on November 5, 2024. The remainder of Paragraph 14 consists of Plaintiffs’ 

request for relief, to which no response is required. To the extent that a response is required, 

Proposed Intervenors deny that Plaintiffs are entitled to any of the requested relief or any other 

relief.  

15. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 15 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

16. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations regarding the timing of signature verification in 

Paragraph 16. Paragraph 16 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and 

conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed 

Intervenors deny the allegations. 

17. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 17. 

PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 

18. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 18. 

19. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 19. 

20. Proposed Intervenors admit that Cindy Berry is the Clerk for the Township of 
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Chesterfield. Proposed Intervenors otherwise lack sufficient information or knowledge with which 

to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 20.  

21. Proposed Intervenors admit that the Michigan Republican Party is a “major political 

party” under Michigan law. Proposed Intervenors otherwise lack sufficient information or 

knowledge with which to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 21. 

22. Proposed Intervenors admit that the NRCC is a national committee affiliated with 

the Republican Party. Proposed Intervenors otherwise lack sufficient information or knowledge 

with which to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 22. 

23. Proposed Intervenors admit that the RNC is the national committee of the 

Republican Party. Proposed Intervenors otherwise lack sufficient information or knowledge with 

which to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 23. 

24. Admitted.  

25. Admitted. 

26. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 26 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

27. Paragraph 27 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

28. Denied.  

29. Denied. 

LEGAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

30. Admitted. 
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31. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 31 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

32. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 32 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

33. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 33 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

34. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 34 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

35. Paragraph 35 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

36. Denied.  

37. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 37 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 
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allegations. 

38. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 38 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

39. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 39 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

40. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 40 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

41. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 41 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

42. Paragraph 42 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

43. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 43 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 
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allegations. 

44. Paragraph 44 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

45. Paragraph 45 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

46. Paragraph 46 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

47. Paragraph 47 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

48. Proposed Intervenors admit that a lawsuit captioned Genetski v. Benson, No. 20-

000216-MM, was filed in the Michigan Court of Claims. Paragraph 48 otherwise contains mere 

characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to which no response is required. To the 

extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the allegations. 

49. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 49 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

50. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 50 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 
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which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

51. Proposed Intervenors admit that the Secretary of State proposed rule set number 

2021-61 ST, entitled “Signature Matching for Absent Voter Ballot Applications and Absent Voter 

Ballot Envelopes.” Paragraph 51 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and 

conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed 

Intervenors deny the allegations. 

52. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 52 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

53. Denied. 

54. Proposed Intervenors admit that Ruth Johnson served as the Oakland County Clerk, 

the Michigan Secretary of State from 2011-2019, and the Chair of the Senate Elections Committee. 

Proposed Intervenors also admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. Paragraph 

54 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to which no 

response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

55. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 55 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

56. Proposed Intervenors admit that Representative Bollin submitted a written 
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comment that is attached as Exhibit E to the Complaint. Paragraph 56 otherwise contains mere 

characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to which no response is required. To the 

extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the allegations. 

57. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 57 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations.  

58. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form a belief as to 

the truth or falsity of the remaining allegations in Paragraph 58. 

59. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 59 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations.  

60. Paragraph 60 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations.   

61. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 61 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

62. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 62 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 
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which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations.  

63. Paragraph 63 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations.  

64. Paragraph 64 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

65. Admitted. 

66. Paragraph 66 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

67. Paragraph 67 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

68. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 68 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

69. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 69 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

D
oc

um
en

t r
ec

ei
ve

d 
by

 th
e 

M
I C

ou
rt 

of
 C

la
im

s.

RETRIE
VEDFROMDEMOCRACYDOCKET.C

OM



11 
 

70. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 70. 

71. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 71. 

72. Paragraph 72 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations.  

73. Paragraph 73 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

74. Paragraph 74 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations.  

75. Denied. 

76. Paragraph 76 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

77. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 77 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

78. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 78 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 
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which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

79. Paragraph 79 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

80. Paragraph 80 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors denies 

the allegations. 

81. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited.  

Paragraph 81 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

82. Paragraph 82 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

83. Paragraph 83 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

84. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited.  

Paragraph 84 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

85. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited.  
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Paragraph 85 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

86. Paragraph 86 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

87. Paragraph 87 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

88. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited.  

Paragraph 88 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

89. Proposed Intervenors lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form 

a belief as to the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 89. 

90. Paragraph 90 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

91. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited.  

Paragraph 91 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

92. Paragraph 92 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 
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to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

93. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 93 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

94. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 94 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

95. Paragraph 95 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

96. Paragraph 96 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

97. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited.  

Paragraph 97 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

98. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 98 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 
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allegations. 

99. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited.  

Paragraph 99 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

100. Paragraph 100 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

101. Paragraph 101 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

102. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the sources cited. 

Paragraph 102 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

103. Paragraph 103 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

104. Proposed Intervenors deny that the challenged materials are unlawful. Proposed 

Intervenors otherwise lack sufficient information or knowledge with which to form a belief as to 

the truth or falsity of the allegations in Paragraph 104.  

105. Paragraph 105 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 
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the allegations. 

106. Paragraph 106 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

 COUNT I – VIOLATIONS OF THE MICHIGAN CONSTITUTION 
(PRESUMPTION OF VALIDITY) 

107. Proposed Intervenors incorporate by reference all responses in the preceding and 

ensuing paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

108. Paragraph 108 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

109. Paragraph 109 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

110. Paragraph 110 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

111. Paragraph 111 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

112. Paragraph 112 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

113. Paragraph 113 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 
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to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

114. Paragraph 114 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

COUNT II – VIOLATIONS OF THE MICHIGAN ELECTION LAW 
(PRESUMPTION OF VALIDITY) 

115. Proposed Intervenors incorporate by reference all responses in the preceding and 

ensuing paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

116. Paragraph 116 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

117. Paragraph 117 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

118. Paragraph 118 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

119. Paragraph 119 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

120. Paragraph 120 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 
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121. Paragraph 121 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

122. Paragraph 122 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

COUNT III – VIOLATION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
ACT 

123. Proposed Intervenors incorporate by reference all responses in the preceding and 

ensuing paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

124. Admitted.   

125. Paragraph 125 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

126. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 126 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

127. Paragraph 127 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

128. Paragraph 128 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 
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129. Paragraph 129 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

130. Paragraph 130 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

131. Proposed Intervenors admit that the quoted language appears in the source cited. 

Paragraph 131 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

132. Proposed Intervenors admit that the Michigan Republican Party was a plaintiff in 

Genetski and that Secretary Benson and Director Brater were both defendants in Genetski. 

Paragraph 132 otherwise contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions to 

which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny the 

allegations. 

133. Paragraph 133 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

COUNT IV – VIOLATIONS OF THE MICHIGAN CONSTITUTION 
(RULE 168.24) 

134. Proposed Intervenors incorporate by reference all responses in the preceding and 

ensuing paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

135. Paragraph 135 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 
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the allegations. 

136. Paragraph 136 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

137. Paragraph 137 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

138. Paragraph 138 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

139. Paragraph 139 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

140. Paragraph 140 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

141. Paragraph 141 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

COUNT V – VIOLATIONS OF THE MICHIGAN ELECTION LAW 
(RULE 168.24) 

142. Proposed Intervenors incorporate by reference all responses in the preceding and 

ensuing paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

143. Paragraph 143 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 
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to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

144. Paragraph 144 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

145. Paragraph 145 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

146. Paragraph 146 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

147. Paragraph 147 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

148. Paragraph 148 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

149. Paragraph 149 contains mere characterizations, legal contentions, and conclusions 

to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, Proposed Intervenors deny 

the allegations. 

REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

The remaining Paragraphs of the Complaint consist of Plaintiffs’ request for relief, to 

which no response is required. To the extent that any response is required, Proposed Intervenors 

deny that Plaintiffs are entitled to any of the requested relief or any other relief.  
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WHEREFORE, Proposed Intervenors respectfully request that this Court: 

A. Deny Plaintiffs’ request for “a speedy hearing;” 

B. Deny that Plaintiffs are entitled to any relief; 

C. Dismiss the complaint in its entirety, with prejudice; and 

D. Grant such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

Proposed Intervenors set forth their affirmative defenses without assuming the burden of 

proving any fact, issue, or element of a cause of action where such burden properly belongs to 

Plaintiffs. Nothing stated here is intended or shall be construed as an admission that any particular 

issue or subject matter is relevant to the allegations in the Complaint. Proposed Intervenors reserve 

the right to amend or supplement their affirmative defenses as additional facts concerning defenses 

become known. 

As separate and distinct affirmative defenses, Proposed Intervenors allege as follows: 

 This Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate Plaintiffs’ claims; 

 Plaintiffs lack standing to assert these claims; and 

Plaintiffs fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

 

                  Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dated: April 5, 2024     s/ Sarah S. Prescott 

Sarah S. Prescott (P70510) 
Attorney for Proposed Intervenor-
Defendants 
105 E. Main Street 
Northville, MI 48167 
(248) 679-8711 
sprescott@spplawyers.com 
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David R. Fox* 
Daniela Lorenzo* 
Qizhou Ge* 
Mark R. Haidar (P87212) 
ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP 
250 Massachusetts Ave NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone: (202) 968-4490 
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498  
dfox@elias.law 
dlorenzo@elias.law 
age@elias.law 
mhaidar@elias.law 
  
*Pro hac vice motion forthcoming 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

Sarah Prescott certifies that on the 5th day of April 2024, she caused the above document 

in this matter to be filed with the Clerk of the Court via the Court’s ECF system, MiFILE, which 

will serve a copy of said document(s) on all counsel of record and parties in pro per. 

s/ Sarah S. Prescott   
Sarah Prescott 
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Dickinson Wright PLLC  
350 S. Main Street, Suite 300  
Ann Arbor, MI 48104  
(734) 623-1672  
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jvacante@dickinsonwright.com  
 
Charles R. Spies (P83260)  
Dickinson Wright PLLC  
1825 Eye Street N.W., Suite 900  
Washington, D.C. 20006  
202-466-5964  
cspies@dickinsonwright.com  

Heather S. Meingast (P55439) 
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P.O. Box 30736 
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517.335.7659 
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Qizhou Ge* 
Mark R. Haidar (P87212) 
Elias Law Group LLP 
250 Massachusetts Avenue NW, Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Phone: (202) 968-4490 

D
oc

um
en

t r
ec

ei
ve

d 
by

 th
e 

M
I C

ou
rt 

of
 C

la
im

s.

RETRIE
VEDFROMDEMOCRACYDOCKET.C

OM



 
 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs  
 

Facsimile: (202) 968-4498 
dfox@elias.law 
dlorenzo@elias.law 
age@elias.law 
mhaidar@elias.law 
 
Sarah S. Prescott (P70510) 
105 E. Main Street 
Northville, MI 48167 
(248) 679-8711 
sprescott@spplawyers.com 
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor-
Defendants  
 
*Pro hac vice motion forthcoming 

 

 

 

 

 

D
oc

um
en

t r
ec

ei
ve

d 
by

 th
e 

M
I C

ou
rt 

of
 C

la
im

s.

RETRIE
VEDFROMDEMOCRACYDOCKET.C

OM



1 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES R. PEDERSEN 

I, James R. Pedersen, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am at least 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the below facts, which 

are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

2. I am the President of the Michigan Alliance for Retired Americans. I am a retired 

autoworker and I have been a proud member in good standing of the United Auto Workers for 45 

years. 

3. The Alliance for Retired Americans is a nonprofit, nonpartisan 501(c)(4) 

organization. The Alliance’s members are retired union members from all sectors of the economy 

and all walks of life. All told, the Alliance has over 4.4 million members around the country. 

4. The Alliance’s mission is to ensure social and economic justice and full civil rights 

after a lifetime of work, with a particular emphasis on safeguarding the right to vote. 

5. The Michigan Alliance for Retired Americans (“Michigan Alliance”) is the 

Michigan state chapter of the national Alliance. 

6. Michigan Alliance has over 200,000 members. Michigan Alliance members reside 

in every county in Michigan and represent the state’s diversity with regard to race, gender, and 

career type. Michigan Alliance members are retirees from 23 public and private sector unions, 

including the AFL-CIO, UAW, AFSCME, and MEA, reflecting a broad array of different trades 

and jobs. Our membership also includes members of community organizations and individual 

activists. 

7. Many Michigan Alliance members are politically active older citizens and are 

registered to vote at a higher rate than the public at large in Michigan. 
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8. Many Michigan Alliance members are elderly, disabled, or have mobility issues 

and thus rely on the right to vote by absent voter ballot.  

9. As they age, many Michigan Alliance members experience fluctuations in their 

signatures due to changing dexterity and other issues.  

10. Retirees, including many Michigan Alliance members, tend to travel frequently. In 

particular, many retirees in Michigan are snowbirds, heading south to Florida, the southwest, or 

elsewhere after the first snow or the winter holidays. These retirees remain Michigan residents and 

are eligible to vote in Michigan, and they rely on voting by absent voter ballots. 

11. The main resources the Michigan Alliance has at its disposal are the time of its 

leadership, including myself; volunteer time; and opportunities to communicate to and educate our 

members. 

12. Our constituent unions usually have monthly or quarterly retiree meetings, and 

those meetings are the key forum at which the Michigan Alliance is able to communicate with 

members and constituents. Many union retirees also have regularly occurring informal meetings 

at coffee shops and restaurants, and we engage retirees at those gatherings as well. The Michigan 

Alliance also sometimes tables at other union or community events to promote our policy goals 

and to recruit new members and volunteers. 

13. At Michigan Alliance meetings, we remind people to register and make a plan to 

vote, encourage them to sign up for the permanent absent voter list, and help them with the process 

of voting by absent voter ballots. We also help members with any issues that arise during the voting 

process to make sure that their vote is counted and that their ballots are not erroneously rejected.  
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14. We also ask members to volunteer as poll watchers, canvassers, or phone bankers. 

Many members volunteer to educate and help other voters vote and make sure that their ballots are 

counted. 

15. Beyond voting, the Michigan Alliance also works hard to keep its members 

informed about where local, state, and national candidates stand on our key issues: social security, 

Medicare, pensions, prescription drug prices, and so on.  

16. If the Plaintiffs’ lawsuit succeeds, Michigan Alliance members may have their 

absent voter ballots rejected based on minor differences between their signatures on different 

documents. The Michigan Alliance itself will also be harmed, as it will have to dedicate more 

resources to helping members cure their ballots if they are rejected, and helping members avoid 

rejection by educating members on the signature verification process and the need for consistent 

signatures. These efforts would divert the Michigan Alliance’s resources away from the rest of our 

programming. Michigan Alliance leadership would have less time to create materials and educate 

members on issue advocacy and other get-out-the-vote efforts.  

SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS 
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_____________________________________________ ________________________

James R. Pedersen Date 

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this 5th day of April, 2024. 

_____________________________________________

Notary Public     

My commission expires on __________________________ 
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AFFIDAVIT OF ANDREA HUNTER 

I, Andrea Hunter, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am at least 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the below facts, which 

are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

2. I am the President of the Detroit/Downriver Chapter of the A. Philip Randolph 

Institute, as well as President of United Steelworkers Local 1299.  

3. The A. Philip Randolph Institute (“APRI”) is the senior constituency group of the 

AFL-CIO. APRI was founded in 1965 by A. Philip Randolph and Bayard Rustin to fight for human 

equality and economic justice and to seek structural changes through the American democratic 

process.  

4. The Detroit/Downriver Chapter of APRI (“DAPRI”) serves the Downriver and 

Detroit areas of Michigan. It was formed June 2012 and has approximately 100 members in 

Southeast Michigan who typically meet on a monthly basis. The majority of DAPRI’s members 

are people of color.  

5. DAPRI members are involved in election protection, voter registration, political 

and community education, legislative action, and labor support activities. Many of DAPRI’s 

members and constituents are registered voters. Voting rights are central to our efforts, and DAPRI 

believes that protecting the ability to vote—whether in person or by mail—is the only way to 

ensure that people have an opportunity to have a say in their governments and communities. 

Making sure that voters’ ballots are counted is therefore incredibly important to DAPRI and to me 

individually. 

6. Part of DAPRI’s mission is to turn out voters across Detroit and Downriver, 

especially voters who may not vote without DAPRI’s assistance. Because DAPRI is well known 
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and has roots in the community, voters trust DAPRI to provide assistance with voting, and the 

same voters return to seek assistance from year to year.  

7.  One of the ways that DAPRI fulfills its mission is through its historic involvement 

in encouraging individuals to vote via absent voter ballot. Many of DAPRI’s members and 

constituents vote by absent voter ballot in Detroit. These individuals include working people who 

do not get time off to vote during business hours or on Election Day, and who therefore choose to 

vote by mail or drop box. Others have limited English proficiency or disabilities that make it 

difficult for them to vote in person or simply count on the convenience of voting by absent voter 

ballot.  

8. In addition to representing the interests of its dues-paying members, DAPRI brings 

this lawsuit based on its relationships with individual voters in the community who rely on DAPRI 

to advocate for their needs, connect them to relevant services, and facilitate their civic 

participation. Indeed, many of the voters that DAPRI serves are the most vulnerable individuals in 

the community, and they suffer disproportionately from limited financial resources and time as 

well as low levels of English literacy and education. Because of these challenges, they face 

practical obstacles to bringing lawsuits on their own and rely on DAPRI to advocate for their 

interests. 

9. This lawsuit poses a direct challenge to DAPRI’s members and constituents’ right 

to vote by absent voter ballot and to have that vote be counted. DAPRI has an interest in protecting 

its members and constituents’ right to vote by absent voter ballot.  

10. DAPRI spends time and resources educating our members, volunteers, and 

constituents about their voting options. For example, as part of its efforts to help voters vote via 

absent ballot, DAPRI (a) educates individuals throughout our community about their ability to 
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apply to vote using an absent ballot; (b) provides assistance with applications; and (c) informs 

voters about their voting options, including by posting signs to make people aware of drop box 

locations where they can return their ballots.  

11. This lawsuit threatens to disenfranchise many of DAPRI’s members, volunteers, 

and constituents based on minor deviations between signatures on different documents.  

12. In addition, this lawsuit threatens to injury DAPRI itself because any relief that is 

granted in this lawsuit would require DAPRI to divert resources from its typical get-out-the-vote 

programming to 1) finding ways to educate voters on the new policies; 2) help them ensure their 

absent ballot application and carrier envelope signatures match the signatures on their voter file; 

and 3) educate voters on how they can update their voter file signatures if needed.  

SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS 
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_____________________________________________ ________________________

Andrea Hunter Date 

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this 5th day of April, 2024. 

_____________________________________________

Notary Public     

My commission expires on __________________________ 

STATE/OF/TEXAS

COUNTY/OF/HARRIS

, by

Andrea/Ada/Hunter.

__________________ _____________
Abbie/Lee

04/05/2024

10/06/2024

Electronically/signed/and/notarized/online/using/the/Proof/platform.
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