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August 21, 2026
Via Email

Board of State Canvassers
Michigan Department of State
430 West Allegan Street
Lansing, Michigan 48918

Re:  Response to Staff Report Issued August 17, 2026, Regarding Sufficiency of
Americans for Citizen Voting — Michigan Petition

Board of State Canvassers:

On behalf of our client, Americans for Citizen Voting — Michigan (“Petitioner” or
“ACVM”), we ask that the Board of State Canvassers (the “Board”) certify the Petition to
amend Article 2, {§ 1 & 4 of the Michigan Constitution (the “Petition”). As further explained
below, this decision to certify the Petition rests on the correct conclusion that Petitioner
collected a sufficient number of valid signatures as required under the Michigan Election Law.

The Bureau of Elections’ (the “Bureau”) Staff Report concludes that only 612
signatures within the 1,000-signature sample are valid. That conclusion, however, rests on the
erroneous determination that numerous challenged signatures were invalid for various reasons.
When those improperly rejected signatures are included, the sample contains in excess of the
629 signatures required to certify the Petition. Thus, for the reasons explained in detail below,
and given that there is no other valid, lawful reason to for the Board to ignore its statutorily
“very limited” task “in certifying petitions,” Promote the 1Vote 2022 v Bd of State Canvassers, 510
Mich 884, 884 (2022) (McCormack, C.]., concurring), Petitioner respectfully requests that the
Board certify the Petition and allow “the people of Michigan [to] make their own decisions at
the ballot box,” zd. at 886 (Bernstein, J., concurring)
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I. The Staff Report Applied a Different Standard to Invalidate Signatures Based on
Damage (DMG) and Missing Required Elements (MRE) than it did for
Michiganders for Money Out of Politics

Page 41 of the Petition Manual indicates that a petition sheet that is damaged, mutilated,
or that has mandatory elements of the petition sheet obscured or covered is invalid (invalid
entry code “DMG”). A petition sheet that is missing a required element or has crossed out
required elements is invalid (invalid entry code “MRE”).

As reflected in prior transcripts of Board proceedings, Director of Elections Jonathan
Brater explained on the record that a petition sheet is invalidated where a single letter is
completely missing in the text of a proposal attached to a petition:

“You know, we kick a—if we kick a sheet because there’s a whiteout or a tear
or something and one of these letters is missing, that’s because in that case the
tull text of the petition is not there because it’s missing a letter.” [Board of State
Canvassers Transcript (August 31, 2022), p 226.]

Consistent with the foregoing, the Bureau of Elections and the Board rejected
challenges to the Michiganders for Money Out of Politics petitions for DMG/MRE where
the letter of a particular word, although obscured, was not completely missing. The following
are examples of rejected challenges:

Contrary to the standard used to review the Michiganders for Money Out of Politics
petitions for DMG/MRE, the Staff Report incorrectly invalidated the following petitions,
even though a letter in a mandatory required element was not completely missing:
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Petition Page 63412 —Staff Report Coded DMG

The Staff Report erroneously rejected this signature on DMG grounds:

The Staff Report’s erroneous rejection of this valid signature is inconsistent with the
Board’s treatment of the Michiganders for Money Out of Politics petitions. Although there
are minor scuffs, stains, and tears, no single letter of any word is completely removed. For
example, in the top-left image, even the text in the smudged and folded/torn portions of the
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circulator’s certificate remain clearly legible, with portions of each letter of ““was,” “circulator,”
and “effect” clearly visible. Similarly, in the top right image, although there was a tear in the
page, none of the words within the tear have any letters completely missing—each letter of
“agreements,” “the,” “accordance,” “election,” and “day” are at least partially visible, and no
voter could have missed any word in the requisite text. Finally, the signature page of the
Petition similarly passes muster, as none of the smudges, stains, discoloration, or errant marks
fully covers or removes a letter of text. In other words, none of the even possible damage
marks meet the standards the Board set in Michiganders for Money Out of Politics to

invalidate this signature.

2y <<

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 58123—Staff Report Coded MRE

The same is true for the signature on Petition Page 58123:

Here, there appear to be only two places on the petition where any smudging or
illegibility could have been noted. However, the ink mark on “SELECTION” does not
completely cover the “T,” meaning an entire letter was not missing and a signatory could read
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that word. Similarly, the smudge on the words “MILITARY” and “APPLICANT’S” in no way
completely cover or obscure any letters of those words, meaning this signature also passes
muster under the standard the Board applied in Michiganders for Money Out of Politics.

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 42165—Staff Report Coded MRE

Here, too, the Staff Report erred in excluding this signature on MRE grounds:

As shown in the zoomed-in image in the bottom left, the only noticeable smudge or
stain that could have undergirded this determination was the ink spot on the “B” of the word
“BE.” But, yet again, this minor ink spot does not complete cover or obscure the “B,” so this
signature also must be accepted under the standard employed by the Board in Michiganders
tor Money Out of Politics.

The Board should find this signature valid.
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Petition Page 70752—Staff Report Coded MRE

Petition Page 70752 provides essentially the exact same erroneous application of the
MRE exclusion under Michiganders for Money Out of Politics:

Again, a single ink spot on the “A” of “APPLIES” is the only plausible basis for this
determination. But portions of the “A” remain readily discernible, and no voter would be
misled on that word because of this minor smudge. So, again, under the Board’s standard as
applied in Michiganders for Money Out of Politics, this alleged MRE defect is incorrect.

The Board should find this signature valid.
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Petition Page 65252—Staff Report Coded MRE

Yet again, the Staff Report erroneously excluded this signature based upon a
misinterpretation of the MRE standard this Board has employed in the past:

As in previously discussed signatures, this rejection also ignores that all of the relevant
letters remain at Jeast partially visible. Indeed, although there is a smudge on the “W”” of “We,”
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portions (if not the entire thing) are readily visible to any reader, and so the signature is not
excludable under the standard applied by this Board in Michiganders for Money Out of
Politics.
The Board should find this signature valid.
Petition Page 99887—Staff Report Coded MRE

The signature on Petition Page 99887 was similarly erroneously rejected:
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Here, although it appears the signatory initially signed her name over the
“SIGNATURE” heading of the signature column before correcting her error and signing her
name in the correct location on Line 1, her signature did not completely obscure any letter of
the word “SIGNATURE.” Therefore, under the Board’s interpretation of the rules in
Michiganders for Money Out of Politics, this signature is also not excludable on these grounds.

The Board should find this signature valid.

* * *

Accordingly, to be consistent with the treatment given the Michiganders for Money
Out of Politics petitions for DMG/MRE rejections and challenges, Petitioner respectfully
requests that these Petitions be found to be valid.
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II.  The Staff Report Incorrectly Coded Registered Voters As Not Registered (NR)

The following signature lines were coded “NR” (Not Registered) in the Staff Report.
A voter registration search for each signer, reproduced below, establishes that the signer is in
fact registered to vote, as explained beneath each entry.

Petition Page 83129, Line 5—Frederick Pickens

First, Frederick Pickens signed Sample Page 83129, Line 5, and the Staff Report coded
the entry NR.

Frederick Pickens — Voter File Search Result

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 87541, Line 6—Larnell Wroten

Second, Larnell Wroten signed Sample Page 87541, Line 6, and the Staff Report coded
the entry NR. A voter file search confirms Mr. Wroten is registered at the address provided
on the Petition.
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Larnell Wroten — Voter File Search Result

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 93054, Line 10—Jacob Jones

Third, Jacob Jones signed Sample Page 93054, Line 10, and the Staff Report coded the
entry NR. A voter file search confirms Mr. Jones is registered at the address provided on the
Petition (“Brackham” on the petition and “Brockham” in the voter file reflect the same
handwritten street name).
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Jacob Jones — Voter File Search Result

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 55688, Line 3—Rich (Ricky Wayne) Ellis

Fourth, Rich Ellis signed Sample Page 55688, Line 3, and the Staff Report coded the
entry NR. A voter file search confirms Ricky Wayne Ellis is registered at the exact address
provided on the Petition.
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Rich (Ricky Wayne) Ellis — Voter File Search Result

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 30994, Line 3—Adriana Zamora (Zamora-Ramirez)

Fifth, Adriana Zamora signed Sample Page 30994, Line 3, and the Staff Report coded
the entry NR. The street address on the voter file search differs from the petition entry, but
the search returned only one registered voter under this name within the City of Detroit—the
jurisdiction listed on the Petiion—making this a city/jurisdiction match rather than a street-
address match. Under the Petition Manual (Appendix D, NR code; Section VII.C), a signer
registered at a different street address within the same city or township as written on the
petition is valid; because the name search within the jurisdiction returns a single, unique match,
the city-level correspondence supports treating this signer as registered notwithstanding the
address discrepancy.
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Adriana Zamora — Voter File Search Result (City of Detroit)

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 50039, Line 3—Admir Hujdurovic

Sixth, Admir Hujdurovic signed Sample Page 50039, Line 4 (recorded by the Bureau
as Line 3, counting only sampled/unredacted lines), and the Staff Report coded the entry NR.
The petition lists the signer’s address as “4582 Quaker Hill Rd, GR.” A voter file search
confirms Admir Hujdurovic (Voter ID 160933463) is registered at 4582 Quaker Hill Dr SE—
the identical house number, street name, and ZIP code (49512) written on the petition—
within the City of Kentwood. Grand Rapids is the postal/mailing city assigned to this address
under Kentwood’s shared ZIP code, and “GR?” is the Bureau’s own accepted abbreviation for
Grand Rapids, listed in Appendix E of the Petition Manual; the petition’s “GR” notation
therefore reflects this address’s actual postal designation rather than an inaccuracy. Given the
exact match on street number, street name, and ZIP code, this is plainly the same voter and
the same residence.
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Admir Hujdurovic — Voter File Search Result

The Board should find this signature valid.

Petition Page 107469, Line 10—Paula Bowers

Seventh, Paula K. Bowers signed Sample Page 107469, Line 10, and the Staff Report
coded the entry NR. The petition lists her address as “15371 Archdale, #302, Detroit, 48227.”
A voter file search confirms Paula K Bowers (Voter ID 102861398) is registered at 15321
Archdale St, Apt 302, Detroit, MI 48227—the identical apartment number, street name, city,
and ZIP code written on the petition.

The Board should find this signature valid.
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ITII.  The Staff Report Incorrectly Coded the Following Signatures as Duplicates (DUP)

The Staff Report identified the following sampled signature lines as duplicates of a
matching signature located elsewhere in the petition universe. Each entry below reproduces
the sampled line and its matched universe line, followed by an explanation of why the signature
should not be treated as a duplicate.

(Sample) Petition Page 60305, Line I—Carol J. VanDuyn

(Universe) Petition Page 89766, Line 6

The alleged duplicate is not a valid match because the universe entry itself is defective.
Universe Page 897606, Line 6 lists the signet’s city or township as “Byron.” Under the Petition
Manual’s definition of the “IC” (Invalid City or Township) code, an entry is invalid where no
city or township by the name written exists within the county listed. “Byron” standing alone
is not a recognized city or township name within that county, and it does not appear on the
Bureau’s list of accepted common abbreviations for city or township names. Had Universe
Page 89766, Line 6 been sampled and reviewed on its own, it would properly have been coded
IC—not counted as a valid signature at all, let alone treated as a same-person match against
Sample Page 60305, Line 1. Because the purported duplicate rests on an entry that is itself
invalid, it cannot be used to invalidate the sample signature. The Board should find this
signature valid.

(Sample) Petition Page 64739, Line I—Juan Carlos Garcia-Hernandez

(Universe) Petition Page 114607, Line 10

The alleged duplicate is not a valid match because the universe entry is a different
person. Universe Page 114607, Line 10 lists the signet’s address as 3803 Bull Run Road, in an
city that looks like “Superior”. Under the Petition Manual’s definition of the “IC” (Invalid City
or Township) code, an entry is invalid where no city or township by the name written exists
within the county listed. “Superior” is not a City or Township in Livingston County. Had
Universe Page 114607, Line 10 been sampled and reviewed on its own, it would properly have
been coded IC—not counted as a valid signature at all, let alone treated as a same-person
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match against Sample Page 64739, Line 1. Because the purported duplicate rests on an entry

that is itself invalid, it cannot be used to invalidate the sample signature. The Board should

find this signature valid even though the address differs, as there is only one Juan Carlos
Garcia-Hernandez in Howell.

(Sample) Petition Page 113988, Line 5—Kenneth Reeves

(Universe) Petition Page 81106, Line 7
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Voter Registration Search—Kenneth James Reeves (Sample Signer, VID 108777990)

Voter Registration Search—Kenneth James Reeves (Second, Distinct Voter, VID
4000935218)
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The alleged duplicate is not the same person. The universe entry (Page 81100, Line 7)
lists an address of 12746 Maiden, Detroit—but no one named Kenneth Reeves resides at that
address. The match appears to have been accepted only as a city match, on the assumption
that only one voter named Kenneth Reeves is registered in the City of Detroit. That
assumption is incorrect: as the voter registration searches above confirm, two distinct voters
named Kenneth James Reeves are registered in Detroit—the sample signer (VID 108777990,
17261 Burgess Apt 302) and a second, separate Kenneth James Reeves (VID 4000935218,
13216 Whitcomb St). Because more than one Kenneth Reeves is registered in the jurisdiction,
the “sole match in the city” premise underlying the DUP determination fails, and the sample
signature (Page 113988, Line 5) cannot be assumed to be the same person as the universe
entry. The Board should find this signature valid.
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IV. The Staff Report Applied a Different Standard for Wickman than it did for
Michiganders for Money Out of Politics

Eatlier this year, the Bureau of Elections issued, and the Board adopted, the following

Staff Report for Phillip Tanis dated May 14, 2026, which provided in pertinent part:

In Wickman, the court held that the circulator failed to strictly comply with the
requirements in MCL 168.544¢(1) by failing to include his city or township
when completing the circulator certificate. Specifically, the circulator wrote
Vulcan on the line for city or township. Vulcan is an unincorporated village that
has postal addresses in both Norway Township and Waucedah Township. The
circulator was a registered voter in Waucedah Township, and the Court held
that under MCL 168.544c he was required to indicate Waucedah Township on
the circulator certificate. While the Court held that the circulator in Wickman
could not indicate his postal address—the village of Vulcan—instead of his
township on the circulator certificate under the requirements of MCL 168.544c,
it did not hold that a postal address is never acceptable under MCI. 168.544¢c. Rather, the
fact that the circulator’s postal address was an unincorporated village straddling two townships
rendered the listing of his particular postal address noncompliant with the requirement in
MCI. 168.544¢ to include a city or township. (Emphasis added)

In other words, Wickman is satisfied where the circulator lists a postal address which is

a city or township.

Consistent with this analysis, the Bureau of Elections did NOT invalidate the following

petitions on Wickman grounds where the circulators listed a township which also happened to
have the same name as a village:

Armada: There is a Village of Armada and Armada Township. [ MMOP PETITION
51962]

Calumet: There is a Village of Calumet and a Calumet Charter Township. MMOP
PETITION 74338]

Parma: There is a Village of Parma and a Parma Township. [MMOP PETITION
79139]

Suttons Bay: There is a Village of Suttons Bay and a Suttons Bay Township.  MMOP
PETITION 91519]

Grass Lake: There is a Village of Grass Lake and a Grass Lake Charter Township.
[MMOP PETITION 96996]

However, in this Staff Report, the Staff Report departed from this analysis and coded

the following signature lines “MC — Wickman / CIRC” based on the circulator’s identification
of the applicable city or township. In each instance, the circulator wrote the name of an actual,
existing Michigan civil township located in the same county as the circulator’s residence—not
an unincorporated place, village, or postal-only designation. Because Wickman v Norway
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Township Clerk concerns a circulator’s failure to identify any township at all (writing a village
or postal community name instead), and each circulator below did identify a genuine township,
the certificates comply with Wickman:

Page Stamp Line Number City or Township | ¢ ¢ Determination
Number Provided
106304 5 St. Chatles CIRC (MC — Wickman)
114910 1 Metamora Township |CIRC (MC — Wickman)

Petition Page 106304, Line 5—St. Charles

The circulator wrote “St. Charles” in the City or Township field of the certificate of
circulator. St. Chatles is both the circulator’s mailing address and the name of an actual civil
township in Saginaw County!. Because the certificate identifies a genuine Michigan civil
township, rather than an unincorporated place or postal-only designation, it complies with

Wickman.

'St. Charles Township, Michigan, Wikipedia (confirming St. Charles Township as a civil
township of Saginaw County, Michigan).




August 21, 2026
Page 22

Petition Page 114910, Line 1I—Metamora Township

The circulator wrote “Metamora Township” in the City or Township field of the
certificate of circulator. Metamora is the circulator’s mailing address, and Metamora Township
is an actual civil township in Lapeer County? Because the certificate identifies a genuine
Michigan civil township, rather than an unincorporated place or postal-only designation, it
complies with Wickman.

At the Board’s July 24. 2026 meeting, it determined not to extend the application of
Wickman to out of state circulators because those were not the facts of Wickman. Similatly,
the Board cannot extend Wickman to invalidate a petition where the circulator wrote the name
of the township which is the circulator’s mailing address.

Accordingly, to be consistent with the Wickman treatment given the Michiganders for
Money Out of Politics petitions, we respectfully request that these petitions be found to be
valid.

*Metamora Township, Michigan, Wikipedia (confirming Metamora Township as a civil
township of Lapeer County, Michigan).
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V.  The Staff Report Incorrectly Coded Petition Pages 65325, Line 1 and 53893, Line 7
Under Circulator Information Missing (CIRC)

Petition Page 65325, Line 1

Sample Page 65325, Line 1 was coded CIRC. The full petition sheet and an enlargement
of the circulator’s declaration—the Certificate of Circulator and the circulator’s identification
fields—are reproduced below.

Full Petition Sheet

Circulator Declaration—Enlargement

The Bureau of Elections’ Ballot Proposal Petition Manual (FDC-FC-MAN-1),
Appendix D “Signature Coding,” defines CIRC—Circulator Information Missing to include:
failure to include the circulator name, complete residential address, city or township, and state;

the certificate not being signed by the circulator; and the circulator’s date being omitted or
illegible.
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None of those four conditions are missing on this sheet. The Certificate of Circulator
block is fully executed: it is signed, dated (10/12/2025), the circulatot’s printed name is entered
(“Avery Washington”), and a complete residence address is provided (“2223 Boulder Dr,
Burton, MI 48529”). Every element the CIRC code is defined to catch is present and legible
on the page.

Because a CIRC finding requires a missing element and none is missing here, the
determination on this sheet is not supported by the Petition Manual’s own definition and
should be treated as an error subject to correction.

Sample Page 65325 is not among the seven sheets the Staff Report selected for
individualized discussion, and the report provides no sheet-specific explanation of any
deficiency in this circulator’s declaration; the signature is included only within the aggregate
tally of 29 signatures invalidated for CIRC errors. Because the circulator certificate satisfies
every statutory and Wickman requirement on its face, and the Staff Report identifies no basis
specific to this sheet for a contrary finding, the CIRC determination is not supported by the
record. The Board should find this signature valid.

As further evidence as to the validity of Sample Page 65325, please note that the same
circulator—Avery Washington, of 2323 Boulder Dr, Burton, Michigan—also circulated
Sample Page 98802, which likewise falls within the random sample. Significantly, the Staff
Report found this petition to be VALID. The full petition sheet and an enlargement of the
circulator’s declaration on that sheet are reproduced below, further corroborating that this
circulator’s certificate practice is complete and consistent with Wicknan.
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Sample Page 98802—Full Petition Sheet

Circulator Declaration—Enlargement
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Petition Page 53983, Line 7

Sample Page 53893, Line 7 was also coded CIRC. The Certificate of Circulator on that
sheet is signed, the circulator’s printed name is entered (“Michael Meadows”), and a complete
residence address is provided (“11560 Harper Ave, Apt 418, Detroit, MI 48213”). The
circulator’s date field, however, shows what appears at first glance to be an incomplete or
illegible “0”—in fact a “0” with a “1”” written sloppily alongside it, i.e., the numeral “10”—not
a missing or incomplete entry. The full petition sheet and an enlargement of the circulator’s
date field are reproduced below.

Full Petition Sheet

Circulator Date Field—Enlargement (note the “1” written alongside the “0”)
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Because the date is legible and complete once the “1” alongside the “0” is accounted
for, and the signature, printed name, and address fields are otherwise all present, none of the
four conditions the CIRC code is defined to catch—missing circulator name, address,
signature, or date—are actually absent from this certificate. The Staff Report’s CIRC
determination rests on a misreading of the numeral rather than an actual defect in the entry.
The Board should find this signature valid.
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VI.  The Staff Report Incorrectly Coded Petition Page 104316, Line 1 Under Invalid City
or Township (IC)

Page 40 of the Petition Manual defines the “IC” invalidity code as applying where no
city or township by the name written on the petition exists within the county listed. Sample
Page 104316, Line 1 was coded IC. The signer printed and signed as “Craig Horton” and listed
his city as “Fowlerville,” Michigan, ZIP 48836. Fowlerville, however, is a real, incorporated
village located within Handy Township, Livingston County, Michigan—not a nonexistent
place. The Staff Report’s IC determination therefore rests on a factual error, not a defect in
the entry.

Petition Page 104316, Line 1

A voter registration search confirms that the signer is a registered voter at the exact
address written on the petition. The search result identifies him as “HORTON, VERLYN
CRAIG,” registered at 9171 Grant Rd, Fowlerville, MI 48836 (Voter ID 34049893)—the same
street address, city, and ZIP code entered on the petition. The signer simply printed and signed
using his middle name, “Craig,” as his commonly used first name, rather than his legal first
name, “Verlyn.” That does not affect the validity of his registration or his signature.

Voter Registration Search Result—Verlyn Craig Horton

The map below confirms that Fowlerville is an actual place located within Livingston
County, Michigan, consistent with the ZIP code (488306) written on the petition and returned
by the voter registration search.
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The Staff Report’s own treatment of other signatures in the same random sample
confirms that Fowlerville is a valid place within Livingston County. Sample Page 82656,
Line 7—Heather Ziegman, 323 N Grand Ave, Fowlerville, MI 48836—was coded “R”
(Registered) rather than IC:

(Sample) Petition Page 82656, Line 7 (Staff Report Code: R)

Because Fowlerville is an actual village within Livingston County—as the Staff Report’s
own acceptance of Sample Page 82656, Line 7 confirms—the IC coding of Sample Page
104310, Line 1 was error. The Board should find this signature valid.
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Improper “Date” Rejections

The Staff Report rejects numerous signatures within the sample for allegedly invalid
dates accompanying the voter’s or circulator’s signature. Staff Report at 2. But Petitioner has
identified multiple instances where the Bureau’s date determinations are erroneous, and the
Board should accept the signatures as valid.

Petition Page 55482, Line 7—David Herbel (VID 4001318849)

Similarly misplaced is the Staff Report’s rejection of Mr. Herbel’s signature on date
grounds:

This date is clearly written as “12 | 22 | 2025.” Indeed, upon inspection, the numeral entered
is a “5,” nota “6.” The stroke begins at the right side of the top horizontal bar, travels leftward,
then descends diagonally before curving upward and looping back to close at the bottom
left—consistent with standard “5” formation. A written “6,” by contrast, is typically formed
with a single continuous downward stroke from the top that curves rightward at the base to
close the lower loop, with no separate top horizontal component. The numeral’s distinct top
bar and the direction of the stroke’s terminal loop are inconsistent with “6” formation and
support reading the entry as “5.”” This is further confirmed by the “5” written in Mr. Herbel’s
address, which has similar stroke lines beginning at the top right:

And this conclusion is confirmed by the analysis of an independent handwriting expert, Erich
Speckin, who determined that the signature date is properly noted as “12 | 22 | 2025.”
(Exhibit A, Report of Handwriting Expert Erich Speckin at 5.)

Petition Page 75866, Line 8—Charisse Hull (VID 108954010)

No better is the Staff Report’s date rejection of Ms. Hull’s signature. A proper review
of her handwriting on the date section of her signature line evinces no problems:
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A review of this date shows that Ms. Hull clearly wrote “9 | 18 | 25” as the date of her
signature, which is also consistent with every signature before and affer her on that page.
Indeed, in other portions of the information she provided when signing the Petition, Ms. Hull
wrote a “9,” a “0,” and a “2,” none of which include the distinctive top bar stroke of the “5”-
digit in the year “25” of her date:

And that “9 | 18 | 25” signature date is before the clearly written circulator’s date. All of this
further supports the conclusion that she provided the proper date for her signature on the
Petition, and her signature is valid. Moreover, this conclusion is confirmed by the analysis of
the independent handwriting expert, who determined that the signature date is properly noted
as “9 | 18 | 2025.” (Ex. A at5.)

Petition Page 88876, Line 7—Guy Bunyea (VID 105207460)

The same is true for Mr. Bunyea’s signature date. His date of “11 | 13 | 257 is very
clear, and consistent with all of the signatures before and after his on the sheet:

And Mr. Bunyea’s date is consistent with the circulator’s date, which was also signed on

“11 / 13/ 2025

The circulator’s date shows a clear “11,” a clear “13,” and a noticeable “2025” at the end.
Importantly, the other examples of “1”s in this date show that the circulator makes a more
vertical stroke when writing the single line of his “1”’s, whereas his “5” has a diagonal or
oblique stroke, with curves at the top and bottom, consistent with the circulator’s intent to
draw a “5.” Taken all together, this rejection on date grounds is also improper, and Mr.
Bunyea’s signature is valid and should be counted.
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Petition Page 92553, Line 7—Ivory Lee (VID 160392292)

Ms. Lee’s signature date was also erroneously rejected in the Staff Report. Ms. Lee
clearly wrote “10 | 22 |25” as the date she signed the Petition, consistent with the dates all of
the signers both before and after Ms. Lee:

Furthermore, a proper examination of this date, as compared to the remainder of the
information Ms. Lee provided, shows that the final digit of the year listed is a “5,” and not a
“3.” For example, in her address (15339 Greenfield), Ms. Lee’s “3”’s show characteristic curved
strokes, unlike the sharp and distinctive top bar stroke, accompanied by a left-side tail
extruding past the vertical line of the “5,” in bo#h her address and her signature date:

Given that the circulator signed this Petition page on the same day, the Staff Report’s
rejection on date grounds is improper, Ms. Lee’s signature is valid, and it should be counted:

And this conclusion is confirmed by the analysis of the independent handwriting
expert, who determined that the signature date is propetly noted as “10 | 22 | 2025.” (Ex. A
at 5 & Attach. B.)

Petition Page 93302, Line 3—Quantanique Lynk (VID 2000472093)

Here, the independent handwriting expert analyzed Ms. Lynk’s dates and other written
numerals:



August 21, 2026
Page 33

The handwriting expert determined that Ms. Lynk writes her “8”s differently than her
“5”s, concluding that the year of her date is properly read as a “25,” rendering this signature
also impropetly rejected. (Ex. A at 5 & Attach. B.)

Petition Page 116038, Lines 6 & 10—Cody Bethea (VID 32607816) & Cindy Givhan
(VID 34438886)

For this Petition Page, which has two sample signatures, the Staff Report rejected these

signatures because of a purportedly bad circulator date, reading the year of the written date as
6528’7:

However, the independent handwriting expert compared that circulator date to another “8”
the circulator wrote in his address, and determined that they were not similar, and thus the
dated year is properly read as a “25™:

(Ex. A at 5 & Attach. B.)
Petition Page 117169, Line 6—Nicholas Strockis (VID 1945001399)

Finally, the independent handwriting expert also analyzed the date in Mr. Strockis’s
signature.

After reviewing other “2”’s Mr. Strockis wrote in his date and address, the handwriting expert
was able to determine that he correctly wrote “02 | 14 | 26” as his signature date rendering
this signature also incorrectly excluded:
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(Ex. A at 5 & Attach. B.)

* * *

Accordingly, Petitioner respectfully requests that these petition signatures be found to be
valid.
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The Board Should Apply the Petition Manual’s “Resolved in Favor of the Voter”
Standard to the Remaining IS-Coded Signatures and Treat the Petitions in the
Same Manner as the Michiganders for Money Out of Politics Petitions Were
Treated

Page 34 of the Petition Manual (Section VILE) sets the governing standard for
reviewing a signature coded IS (Invalid Signature): “it is not necessary for the votet’s signature
to perfectly match the signature on file.” The Manual identifies clipboard slant, haste, medical
condition or advancing age, a smaller or larger signature on file, and pen or ink variation as
differences that will not result in the invalidation of the petition signature, and directs that “if
there are redeeming qualities in the petition signature as compared to the signature on file, the
filing official should treat the signature as valid.” A signature “should be considered
questionable only if it differs in significant and obvious respects from the signature on file,”
and “slight dissimilarities should be resolved in favor of the voter whenever possible.”
Appendix B’s worked examples confirm that a trembling or shaking signature, a partial match,
a partially printed signature, a recognized diminutive of a legal name, or a signature style that
has changed over time are all to be treated as valid.

According to the Staff Report, 94 signatures remain coded IS. Under the standard
above, each of these lines is entitled to be construed in the signer’s favor unless it differs from
the signature on file in significant and obvious respects—not merely in the respects the Manual
itself identifies as non-disqualifying.

At the Board’s May 26, 2022 meeting, Director of Elections Jonathan Brater described
on the record the categories of evidence a campaign may submit to demonstrate that a
challenged signature is valid:

“They can get affidavits from voters that said, “Yes, I did sign that petition sheet.
That’s my signature.”. . ..” [Board of State Canvassers Meeting at 1:03:45 (May
26, 2022).3

That statement was made in connection with a different set of petitions, reviewed line-by-line
after a staff finding of deliberate circulator fraud—not ACVM’s Petition, which was reviewed
under the ordinary random-sample process the Director himself distinguished in the same
remarks. But the Director’s description of what qualifies as competent rehabilitation
evidence—a voter affidavit—reflects the Bureau’s own stated practice for any challenged
signature, and there is no basis to hold ACVM to a different or higher standard than the
Bureau has articulated for itself.

In particular, adopting the Bureau’s recommended practice, the following petition
signers have executed affidavits confirming that their signatures are genuine and that “I did
sign that petition sheet™:

> Available at https:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=S5nPEX4PVE&list=PLeyRQ8IgEZIbt7
4j2V2cPACIC-1ugms T2&index=52
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e DPetition Page 28161, Line 2—Andres Cavada (VID 160355726)

e Detition Page 29581, Line 1—Thomas Doughty (VID 33386832)
e DPetition Page 41031, Line 4—Joel Long (VID 31785953)

e Detition Page 43632, Line 3—Lesa VanderMeer (VID 102839448)
e Detition Page 48837, Line 1—Ayan Stennis (VID 1593372506)

e DPetition Page 52012, Line 9—Jayde Graves (VID 2695082644)

e DPetition Page 56300, Line 6—Gavin Mace (VID 161389085)

e DPetition Page 61852, Line 5—James Danielski (VID 4000479638)
e Petition Page 74422, Line 1—Richard Johnson (VID 2695073981)
e DPetition Page 75156, Line 1—Davion Spitzley (VID 161491034)

e DPetition Page 80912, Line 4—Aaron Guitar (VID 160354870)

e DPetition Page 91108, Line 9—Stacy Stewart (VID 159412675)

e Petition Page 099503, Line 7—McKinnon Main (VID 10080010905)
e Petition Page 100172, Line 1—Adelynn Crandle (VID 161732911)
e DPetition Page 100822, Line 2—Dustin Herr (VID 159545828)

e DPetition Page 101433, Line 2—Joseph Gallapoo (VID 7499085)

e DPetition Page 103527, Line 10—Gtretchen Cramer (VID 31976578)
(See Exhibit B, Combined Affidavits of Petition Signatories; see also Ex. A at 2-5.)

Accordingly, the Board should find each of these signatures to be valid.

Respecttully submitted,

Sean T.H. Dutton

Co-counsel: Eric E. Doster
Doster Law Offices, PLLC
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Attachments: Exhibit A — Report of Handwriting Expert Erich Speckin
Exhibit B — Combined Affidavits of Petition Signatories

Cc: Board of State Canvassers, mdos-canvassers@michigan.gov
Michigan Bureau of Elections, mdos-boeregulatory@michigan.gov
Ditector of Elections Jonathan Brater, braterj@michigan.gov
Deputy Director of Elections Adam Fracassi, fracassia@michigan.gov
Board Chair Richard Houskamp, houskampr@michigan.gov
Board Vice-Chair Mary Ellen Gurewitz, gurewitzm@michigan.gov
Board Member Paul Cotdes, cordesp@michigan.gov
Board Member Heather Cummings, cummingsh@michigan.gov

4898-3946-3113, v. 2
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LEONARD A. SPECKIN ErRICH J. SPECKIN CYNTHIA FiTCcH
RETIRED DOCUMENT ANALYST FORENSIC DOCUMENT ANALYST DIGITAL FORENSIC INVESTIGATOR
INK DATING SPECIALIST
Dr. GeoRraE F. Jackson Ph.D. CRIME SCENE RECONSTRUCTION THomMmas K. Huarp Ph.D,
FORENSIC TOXICOLOGIST DNA ANALYST & CONSULTANT
MicHAEL P. MuLDERIG ANTHONY A. MILONE MARsHAUN J. BLAKE
FORENSIC FIREARMS COMPUTER & GRAPHICS SPECIALIST ARSON INVESTIGATOR
BALLISTICS SPECIALIST FORENSIC DOCUMENT SPECIALIST VEHICLE FIRE SPECIALIST
MicHAEL J. SINKE RoBeErRT WALKER Dr. JuLie A, HOWENSTINE
RETIRED LATENT PRINT SPECIALIST CRIME SCENCE ANALYST SEROLOGIST
RETIRED CRIME SCENE RECONSTRUCTION FORENSIC FIREARM EXPERT DNA ANALYST & CONSULTANT
RETIRED FORENSIC DOCUMENT ANALYST CRIME SCENE RECONSTRUCTION
August 21, 2026

Eric Doster

Our File Number: 20260193
Re: Nominating petitions RE: ACV

Dear Mr. Doster,

I have attached my CV as Exhibit A to this report which details my professional experience as well
as my papers and publication in the last 10 years.

I received copies of 1000 petitions that formed the representative sample for the total batch of
submitted petitions. The examination task was focused in two areas: first to examine dates that
were at issue as to whether they were dated properly for specific signature lines; second was to
review specific signatures that were questioned for reasons including “not matching” the QVF.

Procedure:
Visual Handwriting Examination

A visual examination of the questioned signatures was conducted. My examinations and
comparisons were conducted by examining the questioned writings for fluency, internal
consistency, possible distortions, and other significant handwriting habits/features and by
comparing intercomparing the voters’ signatures and information to each other as well as to the
writing of the circulator for that petition. These habits are not always discernable in a machine

copy.

This method of handwriting comparison is accepted as appropriate in the field of forensic
document analysis and is generally used by forensic document analysts in North America,
including police and government analysts. The American Society of Testing Materials adopted
this method of comparison as the “Standard Guide for Examination of Handwritten Items”,
Designation: E2290-07a and further detailed by SWGDOC Standard for Examination of
Handwritten Items. In 2022, the American Standards Board (ASB) and the American National



Standards Institute (ANSI), adapted the SWGDOC Standard for Examination of Handwritten
Items into an updated standard named as the “ANSI/ASB Standard 070, 1st Ed”. This standard is
virtually identical to the SWGDOC standard. These procedures are generally accepted as
appropriate in the field of forensic document analysis.

Results:
Signature analyses:

I was provided affidavits in several instances that affirmed the signatures that were questioned on
numerous petitions. It is known that I have not been given access to the QVF signatures that were
used in comparison in the staff report. In this case, the affidavits affirming the signatures were
used to compare to the petition signatures. In at least nine instances, I am able to confirm to a
reasonable degree of scientific certainty that the signature and/or handwriting in the questioned
line is that of the person that authored the affidavit. Below is a side-by-side comparison showing
these matches. In the absence of the ability to review the QVF signatures, I have further research
underway to locate and compare additional signatures that have been questioned to historical
signatures on other election matters for these people that I have examined over the past years.

Questioned Writing from Petition Known Affidavit Writing

Andreas Cavada Petition 28161
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Ayan Stennis Petition 48837




Gavin Mace Petition 56300
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James Danielski Petition 61852

t the foregoing is tryaand correct.
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Adelynn Crandle Petition 100172

Dustin Herr Petition 100822

Gretchen Cramer

_f‘:f_s..w_u.u.{;_x{.wu
10 -

& - "N’ Y AAIS S 872




Thomas Doughty  Petition 29581
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It is important to note that in the last signature, if one was only comparing to a signature in a QVF,
or a lone signature with no other context, that signature could be deemed “not matching QVF”. In
the Thomas Doughty signature, variation exists that the signature on the petition and the signature
on the affidavit show differences. But when the printed names are compared, it becomes clear that
they were written by the same writer. This is a danger in a limited comparison to a QVF signature
and no other context.

Handwriting examination of dates:

When handwritten numerals are examined, there are two aspects of comparison that pertain in this
matter. The first is the comparison of the petition writings to known numerals of the writer in
other places within the writing to rule in or rule out specific numerals. The second is the analysis
of the numerals for structure and formation to determine possible numerals that could be written
based on the formation.

In at least six instances the dates are correctly dated when analyzed. These are on 55482, 75866,
92553, 93302, 116308, and 117169. Attached is a graphic to this report showing these disputed
numerals with comparisons Exhibit B.

Conclusion:
My opinion is based on the observations I made during my examinations and my ability to evaluate
these observations, based on the training and experience I have in the area of document

examination. It is my opinion that it is probable:

1. At least nine of the disputed signatures so far have evidence to show that the signer/writer
on the petition was that of the voter.



2. At least six of the dates (effecting seven signatures in the sample) that were disputed show
evidence of being correctly dated.

These opinions are drawn to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty and based on recognized
scientific principles.

Erich J. Speckin
Forensic Document Analyst
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LEONARD A. SPECKIN
RETIRED DOCUMENT ANALYST
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FORENSIC TOXICOLOGIST

MicHAEL P. MULDERIG
FORENSIC FIREARMS
BALUSTICS SPECIALIST

MICHAEL J. SINKE
RETIRED LATENT PRINT SPECIALIST
RETIRED CRIME SCENE RECONSTRUCTION
RETIRED FORENSIC DOCUMENT ANALYST

-_@/Z&'Ar/t/}z -%j«cmméy-, ﬂ ff)&

120 N. WASHINGTON SQUARE, SUITE 300

PLEASE DiRECT CORRESPONDENCE & PAYMENT HERE:

2450 HoLLYwooD BOULEVARD, SUITE 700
HoLwywoop, FLORIDA 33020
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ERICH J. SPECKIN
FORENSIC DOCUMENT ANALYST
INK DATING SPECIALIST
CRIME SCENE RECONSTRUCTION

ANTHONY A. MILONE
COMPUTER & GRAPHICS SPECIALIST
FORENSIC DOCUMENT SPECIALIST

ROBERT WALKER
CRIME SCENCE ANALYST
FORENSIC FIREARM EXPERT

954-763-6134 + FAX 954.839-8219

JuanN Ruiz
COMPUTER, MOBILE DEVICE SPECIALIST

THoMAs K. HuarD Ph.D.
DNA ANALYST & CONSULTANT

MARSHAUN J. BLAKE
ARSON INVESTIGATOR
VEHICLE FIRE SPECIALIST

DR. JULIE A, HOWENSTINE
SEROLOGIST
DNA AMALYST & CONSULTANT
CHIME SCENE RECONSTRUCTION

Erich J. Speckin
Forensic Document Analyst
Ink Dating Specialist

Experience:
- Employed with Speckin Forensic Laboratories from 1993- Present.
President from 1999 — Present

Education:
-Purdue University at age 15 to study engineering
-Albion College at age 17 to study biology and pre-medical
-Michigan State University graduated with a degree in Chemistry (1995)

Forensic Training:
- Two-year residency with Leonard A. Speckin in the examination of questioned Documents
(1993-1995)
- One-year residency with Brunelle Forensic Laboratories in the identification and
dating of inks (1995-1996)

Publications:
Fourteen scientific papers and publications authored or co-authored including:

1. Obverse-Reverse Intersection of Lines, 1993 Midwestern Association of Forensic Scientists and
1996 American Society of Questioned Document Examiners

2. Chemical Removal of Magic Marker on Photocopied Documents, 1995 American Society of
Questioned Document Examiners

3. A Private Examiner’s Response to Ink Age Determination, 1996 American Academy of Forensic
Sciences

4. Interpretation of Data Obtained in Relative Ink Age Determination Testing, 1997 American
Academy of Forensic Sciences

Erich J. Speckin




5. How Do Forensic Chemists Detect ‘Record Tampering’?, 1995 Michigan Lawyer’s Weekly,
1995 Virginia Lawyer’s Weekly

6. Technical Report with Case Studies on the Accelerated Aging of Writing Inks, 1998
International Journal of Forensic Document Examination, 1999 Canadian Society of Forensic
Science, 1999 GFS Hamburg, Germany

7. The Detection of Mastic on Plastic, 1996 Midwestern Association of Forensic Scientists, 1996
Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners

8. More Forensic Solutions to Help Attorneys in Litigation, 1995 Michigan Lawyer’s Weekly
9. Chapter in Encyclopedia of Crime & Punishment, 2001 Textbook
10. Ink Dating Examinations, 2000 NADE journal

11. Impression by Traced Forgery, 2001 American Society of Questioned Document Examiners
(co-author)

12. Response to Criticism of Technique Use in Relative Ink Age Determination, 1999 American
Academy of Forensic Sciences

13. The Dating of Writing Inks through 2-Phenoxyethanol Using Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry: Advantages, Interpretation, and Limitations 2010, AFDE (co-author)

14. Can We Agree on Terminology Beyond Handwriting?, 2019, MAFS (Co-Author)

Invited Speaker:
Invited Speaker on the subject of forensic including the following groups and venues:
- Michigan State University
- Florida International University
- American Trial Lawyers Association
- International Association of Questioned Document Examiners
- Medical Legal Consultants
- National Association of Document Examiners
- Canadian Society of Forensic Sciences
- American Academy of Forensic Sciences
- American Society of Questioned Document Examiners
- Midwestern Association of Forensic Scientists
- Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners
- Medical Defense Attorneys Meetings
- Wayne County Nursing Consultants
- Various Insurance and Private Investigators Associations
- Nevada State Bar Association
- Gesellschaft fur Forensische Schriftuntersuchung E.V. (GFS) in Hamburg, Germany

Erich J. Speckin




Court Testified:

Testified in cases in Federal Court, Circuit Court, District Court, Union Arbitrations, licensing
matters, depositions, House of Representatives, and the State Board of Canvassers in Alaska,
Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington D.C.,
Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. Also, in Vancouver, British Columbia Canada; Eulex
Court in EU; India, Germany, Netherlands, Monterrey, Mexico, London, England; Tokyo, Japan,
Jamaica, and Hong Kong.

I have been appointed by judges in approximately thirty states, including Michigan, California,
Kentucky, Maine, Florida and Australia to perform examinations at the request of the court.

I have also been retained by the Drug Enforcement Agency, various U.S, Attorney’s Offices,
Embassy of Uruguay, Florida Department of Law Enforcement, many county Prosecutors from Los
Angeles to Michigan, Michigan Attorney General’s Office, Department of Natural Resources, The
State Board of Canvassers, Health Care Fraud Division, Federal Defenders Offices, National Labor
Relations Board as well as many local, county, state, and federal offices.

My clients include General Motors, Ford Motor Company, Chrysler, Honda, many national banks,
National Collegiate Athletic Association, National Basketball Association, National Hockey League
Players Association, as well as many others.

[ have performed examinations in over three thousand cases and presented sworn testimony in thirty-
seven states and eleven other countries on several levels approximately four hundred times in total. I
have worked cases from five continents and many countries. (separate list available upon request)

National Media Appearances:
- National Media Appearances including:
- Wall Street Journal (front page)
- America’s Most Wanted
- The Learning Channel (Medical Detectives)
- Good Morning America
- Consulting and prop creation for CSI episodes on ink dating
- Forensic Files

Professional Affiliations:
- Society of Forensic Ink Analysts (Board of Directors & President) 1998-2008
- Midwestern Association of Forensic Sciences
- American Society of Testing and Materials

Erich J. Speckin
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
MICHIGAN BOARD OF STATE CANVASSERS

In Re Petition sponsored by Americans for
Citizen Voting - Michigan

AFFIDAVIT OF JOELLONG
STATE OF ﬁ‘\\;,;a;%m )
) ss.
COUNTY OF i{'ggk‘\%%‘w )

Joel Long, being first swom, stetes:

L My name is Joel Long. I am over I8 years of age and competent to make this
Affidavit. 1 have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this Affidavit and, if called to
testify, could and would testify about the matters described.

2. 1make this affidavit for the purpose of supporting the validity of my petition signature
in connection with the Americans for Citizens Voting - Michigan petition, and to assist in
defending my First Amendment rights against any challenge or opposition that may be raised
regarding my signature on this petition.

3. I have reviewed petition number#C VOO’-“ 03/ , line lf  The
signature that appears next to my name is my true and genuine signature, 1 signed this petition.

4. | swear under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Subscribed, and sworn to before 7

My commission expires

Acting in the County ofﬁ@l&é&.@ State Ofmlduﬁ&ﬂ__

SUSANNAH J, FARR
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF M8
COUNTY OF KALKASKA

KT W GO F LA
























STATE OF MICHIGAN
MICHIGAN BOARD OF STATE CANVASSERS

In Re Petition sponsored by Americans for
Citizen Voting - Michigan

AFFIDAVIT OF A‘\/\\M S epiS

stateor_Michiqan )
) ss.
COUNTY OF Qqltland )

,[7714 yis ,X/\f , being first sworn, states:

My name is A—b\CW] S\(MS [ am over 18 years of age and competent
to make this Affidavit. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this Affidavit and, if
called to testify, could and would testify about the matters described.

2. I'make this affidavit for the purpose of supporting the validity of my petition signature
in connection with the Americans for Citizens Voting - Michigan petition, and to assist in
defending my First Amendment rights against any challenge or opposition that may be raised
regarding my signature on this petition.

3. Ihave reviewed petition number OCH 8@37, line A . The signature that appears
next to my name is my true and genuine signature. I signed this petition.

4. I 'swear under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

/*"/ —

Subscribew me this 2¢ *ﬁﬁy of AuguZ/ZO%
Signed . //)

Notary Public
Gemgec County, State of M\Cl’\(gﬁg

My commission explées
Acting in the County of q k 'tm

, State of \M"’Z"‘«"z a0

DUSTIN WEFEL
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF GENESEE
My Commission Expires 07-12-2030
Acting in the County of







STATE OF MICHIGAN
MICHIGAN BOARD OF STATE CANVASSERS

In Re Petition sponsored by Americans for
Citizen Voting - Michigan

AFFIDAVIT OF SIGNATURE VERIFICATION
staTEoF MICH \qaﬂ )

) ss.
convry orCARIAM )

\.‘ 1< k N M , being first sworn, states:

1. My name is Q_bvts-\?u\ A—Q \ad . T am over 18 years of age and competent
to make this Affidavit. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this Affidavit and, if
called to testify, could and would testify about the matters described.

2. I make this affidavit for the purpose of supporting the validity of my petition signature
in connection with the Americans for Citizens Voting - Michigan petition, and to assist in
defending my First Amendment rights against any challenge or opposition that may be raised
regarding my signature on this petition.

3. Ihave reviewed petition number M’ line 2 . The signature that appears
next to my name is my true and genuine signature. I signed this petition.

4. 1swear under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

e

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ﬁday of August 2026

Signed )4},,4,;, C[%a/ﬂi/\

Notary\?ublic SUZIE C BAKER

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

N, ('9 f— Notary Public - State of Michigan
T =""'_“ H—F County of Li_vingston3 2032

LCU\ S County, State of (==t .l. s My Commission Expires Jun 3,

- & Acting in the County of

My commission expires: b ’g 32

Acting in the County of @QJ?[/ lM , State of N\’\




8/19/26, 8:29 AM

sets opposite his or her signature on a petition, a date other t

100822.png

The circulator of the petition is a (mark one): Q})aid signature gatherer ovolunteer signature gatherer.
If the petition circulator does not comply with all of the requirements of the Michigan election law for petition circulators, any signature obtained by that petition circulator on that

petition is invatid and will not be counted.

INITIATIVE PETITION

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION

Constitutional amendment to: require citizenship verification for all voters through statewide program, document submission, or provisional voting; require removing noncitizens

after notice and 45-day rebuttal; require proof
eligibility
post-election;

Ot\\,’l’/ \ [EN B

We. the undersigned qualified and registered electors, residents in the county of

requirements; beginning 11/2/2027, prohibit counting ballots from voters with unverified citizenship unless documents shown to election
eliminate affidavit alternative for voters without photo-1D; require photo-ID, or driver's license or partial social security number to vote absentee; require

state-funded hardship program for obtaining required documents; subject violators to $1,000 fine and/or up to 5 years imprisonment.

The full text of the proposal to amend Article 2, Sectiors 1 and Article 2. Section 4 of the constitution appears on the reverse side of this petition, along with provisions of the existing constitution which would be altered or abrogated if the proposal is a

, state of Michigan, respectively petition for amandment to corstitution

ACV 100822

of citizenship by showing birth certificate, passport, and/or other documents; track separate federal and state/local election
administrator within 6 days

dopted.

WARNING - A person who knowingly signs this petition more than once, signs a name other than his or her own, signs when not a qualified and registered elector, or

STREET ADDRESS OR RURAL ROUTE

CITY OR TOWNS=IP

ZIP

han the actual date the signature was affixed, is violating the provisions of the Michigan election law.
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CERTIFICATE OF CIRCULAT$R
The undersignad circuiator of the above petition asserts that he or she 15 18 years of age or oider and a United States citizen: that
each signature on the petition was signed in his or her presence! that he or she has neither caused nor permitted a parson to sign
the petition more than once and has no knowledge of a person signing the petition mare than once; and that, to his or her best
«nowledge and belief, each signature is the genuine signature of the person purporting (o sign the peliion. the person signing the
petition was at the tme of signing a registered elector of the city ar township indicatec praceding the signature, and the elector was
qualified to sign the petition

O | the circulator is not a resident of Michigan, the circulater shall make a cross of check mark in the box provided, othervise each
signature on this pettion sheet is invatid and the signatures will not be counted by a fiting official. By making a cross or check mark
in the box provided. the undersigned circulator asserts that he or she is not a resident of Michigan and agrees to accapt the
jurisdiction of this state fer the purpose of any legal proceeding or hearing that concems a petition sheet execuled by the circulator
and agrees that legal process served on tha Secretary of State or a designated agent of the Secretary of State has the same effect

as if personally served on the circufator

WARNING-A circulator knowingly making a false statement in the above
certificate, a person not a circulator who signs as a circulator, or a person who
signs a hame other than his or her own as circulator is guilty of a misdemeanor.

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1cXmvoJm8OPD14JPHAIPISCAfHUTrpVt2

234 Prre B IV%‘& & ] N
. CIRCULATOR - Do not sign or date certificate until after cir

CNE Gy~

{Signature af Circulatorj

Aler ESvyinez e

o) |21
culating petition,
\ 20,

{Date}

{Printed Mame of Circukator)

SGZB (\(J‘S\{‘F\«A—\ ._)"‘\_

(Cemplete Residence Address {Street and Number or Rural Route}) Do not enter a post office box

(0 sty ,\w/,’-& "1,\{%‘7‘70

{City or Township, State, Zip Code} 7

{County of Registration. if Registered to Vote. of a Circulator who is not a Resident of Michigan)

Paid for with regulated funds by Americans for Citizen Voting - Michigan 1284 Woodbridge. St Clair Shores. & 48082

A
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