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of the complaint. 
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REBUTTAL STATEMENT 

Complainant, Gideon D'Assandro, whose address is P.O. Box 14162, Lansing, Michigan 

48901, Telephone: (313) 312-0695, declares to the Michigan Secretary of State the following: 

1. This Rebuttal Statement is submitted in reply to the Response dated October 21, 

2013 (the "Response") filed on behalf of the Respondents by two separate attorneys and law 

firms, Andrew Nickelhoff of Sachs Waldman, PC and Michael Hodge of Miller Canfield 

Paddock & Stone, PLC. The Response was submitted in connection with the Complaint filed 

against Respondents Citizens for Affordable Quality Home Care ("CAQHC"), Home Care First, 

Inc. ("HCFI"), Dohn Hoyle, and Norm DeLisle. Rather than deny the factual allegations of the 

Complaint, the Response provides additional factual support to demonstrate that the Respondents 

violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act ("MCF A") as set forth in the Complaint. 

2. The Respondents' principal defense to laundering over $9 million, filing 

incomplete or inaccurate reports, and refusing to file campaign fmance reports until after the 

2012 election, is an "ignorance ofthe law" excuse: 

(a) "At worst, Respondents misunderstood the complicated and opaque 
wording ofthe statute." Response, p 10. 

(b) "Respondents Hoyle and DeLisle believed that HCF would not have to 
register as a committee so long as it did not make independent 
expenditures; they assumed that if HCF contributed to CAQHC, then 
CAQHC would satisfy any reporting obligations regarding the 
contributions (which it did)." Response, p 9. 

(c) "As is the case with many other advocacy and community organizations, 
the organizers of HCF believed that they could legally contribute 
unlimited amounts to a ballot question committee without themselves 
registering as one, understanding that the ballot question committee would 
be reporting their organization's contributions." Response, p 12. 

In Michigan, ignorance of the law is not an excuse. People v Weiss, 191 Mich App 553, 561 

(1992). The reason for this maxim "is not because everyone knows the law, but because 

ignorance of it is a ready excuse easily raised and difficult to refute." 17 A Am Jur 2d, Contracts, 
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§ 209. This is particularly true where persons such as the Respondents have access to 

knowledgeable legal representatives such as Mr. Nickelhoff and Mr. Hodge. 

3. The most revealing denial of the Response is the denial that was not made. With 

respect to the violations of the anti-laundering provisions of MCL 169.241(3) and MCL 

169.231 (1 ), and knowingly filing incomplete or inaccurate statements or reports contrary to 

MCL 169 .234(7), the Complaint indicates that the Respondents certainly must have known that 

the contributions falsely reported by CAQHC as coming from HCFI were, in reality, 

contributions controlled by, or made at the direction of, or made indirectly by, various SEIU 

organizations. However, nowhere in the Response or in the Affidavit of Respondent Dohn 

Hoyle or in the nonexistent Affidavit of Respondent Norm DeLisle is there a claim that the 

Respondents did not know that these contributions were actually made by various SEIU 

organizations. Even the criminal defendant (whose DNA and fmgerprints are found at the crime 

scene) at least makes the obligatory denial of guilt. But in the case of the Respondents here, 

there is not even an attempt to make this obligatory denial. The silence here speaks volumes. 

4. Even if the Respondents attempted the obligatory denial of guilt, it would be 

meaningless for the Respondents to claim that they were truly unaware that various SEIU 

organizations did not launder their contributions to CAQHC through HCFI. As the Complaint 

indicates, the Respondents formed HCFI and shared the same address, etc. However, the 

Response further admits: 

(a) An "SEIU official was one member of its three person Board of 
Directors." Response, p 7. 

(b) In addition, Robert Allison was chosen as an Alternate Director of HCFI. 
See Minutes of the March 22, 2012 Organizational Meeting of the Board 
of Directors of HCFI attached at Response, Exhibit G, p 1. Robert Allison 
is the Executive Director of the SEIU Michigan State Council. See 
Exhibit 1 attached to this Rebuttal Statement. The Minutes of the March 
22, 2012 meeting of the Board of Directors of HCFI indicate that Mr. 
Allison was not a passive participant in HCFI, as he was given the "duties 
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of calling and staffing meetings, keeping minutes, helping with other 
logistical needs and generally assisting the Board reporting to the Board 
and under the Board's direction." Response, Exhibit G, p 5. 

(c) The Board of Directors of HCFI was aware that significant contributions 
were made and pledged to HCFI in order to support CAQHC. See 
Minutes of the March 22, 2012 Organizational Meeting of the Board of 
Directors of HCFI attached at Response, Exhibit G, p 6; see Minutes of 
the May 16,2012 Meeting ofthe Board ofDirectors ofHCFI attached at 
Response, Exhibit H; see Minutes of the June 6, 2012 Meeting of the 
Board of Directors ofHCFI attached at Response, Exhibit I, pp 1-2. 

Accordingly, since the Response further admits that: (i) two of the four persons in charge of 

HCFI were SEIU officials; (ii) an SEIU official ran the HCFI board meetings and staffed the 

HCFI operation; (iii) the Board members ofHCFI actively participated in soliciting contributions 

to HCFI; and (iv) the treasurer and designated record keeper of CAQHC (Respondent Dohn 

Hoyle) was a member of the HCFI Board - - the Respondents certainly knew that various SEIU 

organizations laundered contributions through Respondent HCFI to Respondent CAQHC. 

5. It cannot be overemphasized that the Respondents admitted that Respondent 

HCFI became a ballot question committee on March 23, 2012, then raised and spent $9,360,000, 

but did not file its Statement of Organization until October 30, 2012, and did not publicly 

disclose its financial activity until it filed its first campaign finance report on November 14, 2012 

- - 8 days after the November 6, 2012 general election! See Complaint, Exhibits 5-9. Ignoring 

these fatal admissions, the Response attempts to argue that the MCFA's defmition of 

"committee" is "unclear." Response, p 10. However, the additional factual admissions set forth 

in the Response demonstrate that the Respondents "solicit[ ed] or receive[ d] contributions [to 

HCFI] for the purpose of making an expenditure to [CAQHC]." MCL 169.203(4). According to 

the Response: 

"It was decided at the time of HCF' s formation that this purpose could 
best be achieved by campaign and public education and by protecting 
MQC3 from the vicissitudes of politics through a constitutional 
amendment." Response, p 3. 
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Consequently, the Board of Director Minutes of HCFI make it abundantly clear that HCFI 

solicited or received contributions for the purpose of making expenditures to CAQHC since 

"once sufficient monies are available for disbursement" from various SEIU organizations, these 

contributions would be transferred to CAQHC. Minutes ofthe March 22, 2012 meeting of the 

Board of Directors ofHCFI attached at Response, Exhibit G, p 6. See also, Minutes ofthe May 

16, 2012 meeting of the Board of Directors of HCFI attached at Response, Exhibit H, p 2. 

Therefore, HCFI was- "at the time ofHCF's formation"- a ballot question committee under the 

MCFA, as evidenced by the Statement of Organization filed on October 30, 2012 (see 

Complaint, Exhibit 5) and as now further admitted by the Response and its Exhibits. 

6. The Response attempts to reference the "erroneous" registration by the Service 

Employees International Union Ballot Question Committee (Committee Identification No. 

516248) as somehow illustrating that no MCF A violations occurred. In fact, quite the opposite is 

true. As admitted in the Response, the Service Employees International Union Ballot Question 

Committee initially reported contributions directly to CAQHC, but these contributions were not 

given directly to CAQHC, but to HCFI. Response, p 5 .. Clearly, it was the Service Employee 

International Union's intention that its contributions were to be ultimately given to CAQHC, as it 

initially reported. Rather than serve as evidence that there was no intent to conceal SEIU 

involvement, the actions of Service Employees International Union here demonstrate the "money 

trail" connecting various SEIU organizations to CAQHC, where HCFI was merely the 

laundering device. 

7. The Response attempts to justify the various Respondents' MCFA violations by 

referring to the never-before-used "common knowledge" exception to the MCF A: 

"All of the Complainant's hyperbole about laundering and concealment 
ignores the salient fact that SEIU' s support for Proposal 4 was common 
knowledge and was widely publicized. The attached contemporaneous 
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news stories and commentary attest to that fact. (Ex. P). It was no secret 
that SEIU was supporting the ballot proposal." Response, p 6. 

With respect to the foregoing statement, are the Respondents actually suggesting that a news 

story satisfied the requirements of the MCF A to timely file a Statement of Organization or a 

campaign fmance report, or allows the Respondents to knowingly file an incomplete or 

inaccurate statement or report? Not only is this statement irrelevant to the serious (very serious) 

allegations set forth in the Complaint, but they are also false. Exhibit P, referenced in the 

Response, are news stories, editorials, and commentary that were not authored by the 

Respondents. In fact, the Respondents, when asked to make public comments about the SEIU 

involvement in the Proposal4 campaign, chose to conceal the SEIU involvement: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

"He [Dohn Hoyle] declined to describe the level of SEIU involvement in 
the effort." 'Shadowy' and 'clandestine?' Groups ·for and against union­
backed ballot proposals trade barbs over revealing donors. Mlive 
(September 7, 2013). See Exhibit 2 attached to this Rebuttal Statement. 

"Hoyle did not respond to a request for comment." Not Much Mystery 
Behind $9 Million Raised For Prop 4. Michigan Capitol Confidential 
(November 2, 2012). See Exhibit 3 attached to this Rebuttal Statement. 

"Hoyle did not respond to requests for comment or to answer questions 
about the Home Health Program, the SEIU's participation or his role with 
Home Care First." Union Money Behind Health Care Ballot Proposal Not 
Well Hidden. Michigan Capitol Confidential (August 25, 2012). See 
Exhibit 4 attached to this Rebuttal Statement. 

8. The Complaint demonstrates that the Respondents violated MCL 169.234(7) by 

knowingly filing incomplete or inaccurate statements or reports. However, as the truth begins to 

be revealed, there is still even more nondisclosure: 

"In May, 2012, the HCF Board approved a $350,000.00 contribution to 
the Michigan Senior and Disability Voter Education Project. (Ex. H, 
Minutes p. 3) In June the Board approved a $100,000.00 contribution to 
keep the de-funded MQC3 in existence so that it could 'continue serving 
seniors and persons with disabilities across the state.' (Ex. I, Minutes, p. 
2)." Response, p 4. 
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Significantly, these contributions have not been reported by Respondent HCFI, thereby 

evidencing additional violations ofMCL 169.234(7). 

CONCLUSION 

Rather than exonerate the Respondents from perhaps the worst laundering and 

concealment scheme that has ever been perpetuated in the history of Michigan elections, the 

Response provides additional factual support to demonstrate that the Respondents violated the 

MCF A as set forth in the Complaint Based on the materials submitted to the Michigan 

Department of State in this matter, all or some of the Respondents have violated the following 

provisions of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act: 

1. MCL 169.241(3); 

2. MCL 169.224(1); 

3. MCL 169.234(6); and 

4. MCL 169.234(7). 

REQUEST FOR ACTION BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

Accordingly, the Complainant respectfully renews its request that the Secretary of State 

immediately investigate these violations and determine as a matter of law that the Respondents 

have violated the MCF A, and assess all appropriate penalties for each violation. In addition, 

given the serious nature and the extent of the violations committed here, the Complainant 

respectfully requests that the Secretary of State refer this matter to the Attorney General for the 

enforcement of any criminal penalties provided by the MCF A. 

To the extent that the additional allegations set forth in this Rebuttal Statement constitute 

an additional complaint, I certify that to the best of my knowledge, information and belief, 

formed after a reasonable inquiry under the circumstances, each factual contention of this 

complaint is supported by evidence. 
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Dated: November 5, 2013 ~~ 
Gideon D 'Assandro 
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SEIU H:e·althcare Michigan 'Names New 
Executive Director 
BOS Al.LtSON 

dbustness 
On ··rhe 

LANSJN$ ~The. s~ll.l Ml¢hl9.~n St1:1t~<Council) which t$Prese!lt$ mot$ thtin.ao,ooo .Workers in hel'lttb ·~re .. statei and 
Joc:<;~l:Qovertime:nts, corte¢tifin.s •taGilitles, -and the: bLJllctlng service lndust;y, .tod~Y n~med 8ot5 A.ilisgn as ExeP.tiWE! 
Director, 

A!Hsop Is ·a tongtirtJe Jeadeth'l c;;r~anl,:Ze<,i labor, helping lfirect both m·aj(;;t org~nlzihg ofheillth qpre Wq*ers. Jn the sta,te 
and overseeing I~@! voter qonta,ct nelp opera,t}dh.s~ He Was most rec:en(ly $a1U He~Jih¢l3re Mk:hi9.arij~ t:lfrectoi' ()f 
goyer.nrrtent 'affairs, a. position he:heict from 21;lo7. 

~we. face one ofthe most important times Jn the movemenl.for economie:and socialjustiee, and Sob has the rightblend 
ofJobbyfn;g, organizing -and commonrcatlons to help rebuild power forSEIU members and' altworking people,' 
sald Marg,e ~oblnson,, RN, Pres1denlo'f the SEHJ State Coundf and President ofSEIU' Healthcare Michigan. 

Allison., a respected veteran of Michigan politk:al circles., led two successful lobbying and. public pressure campaigns to 
earnflrst~everwage inereases and 'training opportunities for 42,,000 Michigan home care. workers. 
--- ·--- ··---------·------~--- ---

He ser:Ved ih 20o8 as state ditector ofthe Change To V\/in labor federation's field canipclign for PrE1sident Ol:1ama, andhe 
nas extensive experience in ¢oalitior:i bUilding, union ,ponti¢<il functraisilig and strategicplanriing. Allisonwas also the 
senior <:litector forthePtoposal4.h6me care ballotm.ea.sure earnpaign during the 2012 eiecticm, 

Prigr ,to JoihinQ. $!;1(),;1\ll/$otrW.!i,§ ~ pre'S$ ;seq'r~tary for u.s·. OQngrel?Stnah Jjavid Soniol' !'In~ served as.the rriE1cJla liaison. 
He Wt:!s a!sg. 9roMI:a t,qi:it~ct for the; 6oniof.9U~~matori.a! Cl3riiP~igri ln 21)()2; 

"Our members are fadng a mote hbstile pofiticaf ertvironmerit than ever before;. and .Sob brings an aggressive;, focused 
l;jpproaQh tbatwill hetpall our Locals succeed,~ sald Mel Grieshab.er; Vice PresldE:mtofthe SElU. State Gbunciil and 
t;lcecuHv¢ Director of tb~ ,Mic~igan Correcfions Drgariization/SEIU Loca1526M. 

Before union and political work; Allison was a reporter in Michigan and. Florida, He won numerous.Assoclated Pres$ and 
Gannett News Services award for investigative and public servicejournalism, In Michigan, Allison worked aUhe 
Kalamazoo G;azette:, the Port Huron Times Herald and the Lansing State .Journal, 

htto:l/www.dbruirtess;cornlcote/oaii:etools~oho?bageid'=l1 &16&tirl=%2FDBusirless%ZF J •• • 1 0/3112013' 
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'Sh~dowy' and 'Gian.destir1e?i Gro\lps for an. d. iaga:inst union-backed ballot proposals trade b.... Page 1 of 3 

'ShadOWY'' and 'c:landestine?' Grpups: fQr and ag.alnst union­
bar;ked ballot proposals trade barbs over revealing dohots 
Dave Murray 1. dmurray:~mu:ve.com B:'f' Pave Ml.ir'l:'ay i( dmurrav~mtlve.tcHrt 
fqJ.low on 'Twi.tter 

on $'eptem!l~~r27, 2,Q;lZ~t $.:33:!E'M, !,.1pqat¢d 5¢pt~iTib¢r ~·1~ ~0(2 ·~tJ~;:·:z~ PM, 

GRAND RAPIDSi Mr.~ Groupsfotahd 
against unipn~bqcked b911ot propo$a{~ 

traded barbs. over 'disclosing donors on 

Tblirsday, ·with groups backilJ9: 'the. 

rneasutt:!'s· callin9. opponents ''sha.dowy•t 
aod the: ()tt)et'$icle caltlog gro1JpS 
''·dandestine,!i 

Whatever file label, the :sides do not 
debate, .that lots of rttoney Is at .stake and 

millions of doll at's Will be spent o.h the 

ballOt: ls$.ues before the Nov. () electlon, 

Jocelyn Benson., the fotmer Democratic· 

c~ n¢1idl:!te for· $e¢r¢.t?JtY of Stat¢, ?Poke ,pn 

behalf ofProtect 'Our Jobs,. calling 

organizations spending' money 

tampalQ'hinQ l3Qalnstthe -pr¢ipo~9l 
''shadowy :front groups!' for 1'.torporate 

speCial interests)' 

The measure:, Propos(!IL on 'the ballot, 

would ens.hrlne ~ollectiv.e bargaining ln:the 

state constitution. Qppoti.ents said ·about 
170 state' .taw.;s. wou[(l b¢ (3ffecte~. 

Benson sa.id Citizens Protectinp. Michigan'~ 

¢onstituti()n is. "the wprst offend~r'' and It 

has produced a:dsthat are li,tlddletl with rJe~t'' She ',s.aid faHure to disciose who is .funding the tampai9t:i h~.rts. 

its credlblllty •. 

httt:>'://blog.miive.cd:m/election:s impact/pnnthttnl?en:try=/2012709/shaciowy_Jlll.ct..cclMdes,,. I0/31/2013 



.. 'Sh~dowi and ;clandestine'?; Grqups forant:l a~ainst lll1ion~baqked ballot proposals. trade b ... , Pag~ 2 of3 

''WE:! IeiSE:! our 'ability to have any. kin~ of accountability/; she Sc:lid in a conference tail artah~¢d by' the Protect 

Our Jobs coalition. 

sh~ .. sc:itd ad$ have saio scHool bus drivers wo.uld no longer need safety 

certification if the measure is ~pproved, which the coalitio·n disputes. 

The Protect Our Jobs coalition had raised $8 million -nearly aH from unions 

and the Democratic Party·-· according to campaign finance reports .filed wfth 

th¢ Secretary qf $tate.'s of'fic;e; in ~uly;~ A c~mpaigl'J spokesman decl(nt;!d to. say 

now much tfie caiirpalgn has colleCted Sihce, sayJhg lt will report those nUrriber:s 
f?tte rn~xtmorith .. 

Joc:e!yn ~en.SP!l 
. . .... file pltcitP Benson, a member .of th¢' Wayne ~State University Law School faculty, called on 

all Qroups to disclose their fuhdlng ,... but .baJI<e'd at applying the ''shadowy'' label 

,on C.itlzens for Affor4able Quality H(?me Care" Whit!} Jn· July report.e.d re.celvfng i'i't!c#IY i.'lH o( its $1~~ tnilliQI1 

from an orgahltation called Home. Care First(, Which has not revealed its donors. 

Oppnnents said the: hqme he~lth care meast)re, Propo$a] 4 on tbe batrot, W.t>l,l.ld fqrce 40;000 home health 

care workers In the Service Employees lnternatlpnal Unlon. 

Citizens; ProteCting Mi'chlgan's Constitution called that group "clandestine}'' and 

issued a statement from ;former Mlthlgah Attorney General Mike' Cox, who said 

the propo$al be~cl<e.rs need tp. ''cpme de.an With 'Michigan v<>.te.r$ ab.out the 

source behind tlieir mll!Ions of' ~ollar$. in secret campaign cash,.;' 

''The WHiingliess otspeciaf 'interests and out"'of.:.state unions to hide their 

motiVes from voters apparently knOW$' r1o bq(lnds," Cox sa.id I!1 a release. 

~'Michigan :famllies don't need :Insincere· lectures .from: partisan laW. professors:""""' 

they n.eed the f;:rcts aod theY c:fese:!v~ lo k.MW wh<>. Js behi.nd. this cJ;;m~estioe 

scli.~me. ·.to skim rni.illon.s iii }'Eliiir Jrt!m M.lchJ9,&ri seniO.ts and the family membei? 

file ,Photo· who care for them .. " 

Citizens Prot~ctrn~ NichiQan;s C:oo$titUtlon rele1;1sed a Ost of is gtoqp$ It s<1id .;Jte both endprslng the 

measure and :contributing; financially, .lncllldihg:the Michigan Ch.amberofCommerce, Business Leadetsfor 

Michig!'ln, the Michigan Farm Buteau;: the M.h:hlgan Asso.datlori O.f SchoG>l Boaros, th.e. MitHI~lan Association of 

School Administrators. a·nd the Michigan Manufacturers Association. 

The coalition .raised, $.340,.100 by the July reporting date. A spokesman declined to say how much has 

been raised siri.ce then.,. but; said the group Will comply with state laws i<itid file .a report .next month. 



'Shfld.owy' and ''clandestine?i: Groups for an:d .. against union-backed ballot proposals· trade b... Page 3 of 3 

Dohnlioyl¢, campaign co-chCIJr 9n.cl e:><ecutiVe director of th¢ Ate Michigan, said a.fter the session thC~t Home 

care Firstlnc. :fs a 501(c)(4) non-profit organization "formed and supported by Michigan's leading .senior and 

disability rights gtoops,i• 

"Home Care first """··along with the Michigan Disability Rights Coalltio.n; Mlchlgan ParalYied Veterans of 

America, the Area Agencies on Aging Associatfon of Mlchlgai:'l; the :Me Michigan and many more··~ strongly 

suppotl::s' Prqposat 4i pecaus;e it will ~lve senibr:s .c:JI1d peopte wlth ~r:sa't~llltles th.e ·nght to receive· ?afe, ql)ality 

care ln their own homes as an alternative· to expensive nursing ~homes and other .Institutions/' 

He dec1lned lq describe the level orsfrU l.hvolvement in the. li!ffott. 

EirlailDave Murray at·dmurray@mlive.com and foflaWblfiJ on Twitter @R~rpattet.DMf.lrt:~y or on 
Facebook. 

httndfbl'o~t.mlive.com/eiections imoactlorint.html?entrv=/2'0.12/09/shadowv artd clandes... 1:0/31/2013 
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N:ot ;Much Mystery Behind: $9 Million 
Raised for Pro,p 4 

Proposal 4 supporters expect voters to believe that 
the union is spending: $'9',5'93 per' name for a registry 

By JACk SPENCER l Nov. 2, 201'2 

Home Care Firs.t tnc. ,, an organization fhat 'is believed to be primarily 
funded by the Service Employees lntem9tionaJ Unton,, has pumped·· 
nearly $9 miJlfon Into Proposal. 4. · 

The SEIU ls trying to stay ovt or the.: pictureJn the push to get 
Proposal 4 passed, but the ballot initiatiVe' was created to preserve a 
scheme tha.twas :orchestrated by the, union when Jennifer Granholm 
was, govern,or~ As a res:urtt about 44,000 home-based ,caregivers were 
forced ihto the union. The SEI U wants, the scheme to continue 
because it takes abovt $6 miflJon a year from those workers, most of 
whorn are taking care of farnJJy artd friends. 

The set.oup ',using HQrn~ C@re First and a committee, Citizens: for 



Affordable. Home Care; allows for the campaign contributions to be 
hidden until, March.. · 

Accordlng to campaign finance reports·, Citizens for Affordable Quality 
HorrJe Care h.as repo:rted raJsing aJmost $9 million for ProposaJ 4 with 
the: money coming from Hom.e Care. First 

Horne Care Firs.t was created Just days before the signature petition 
drNe for what ls now known as Proposal4wa.s started. Home Care 
.Firsfs treasurer is Dohn Hoyle.,. who is the spokesman far the 
campaign supporting the ballot initiatlve and aJso is co~chalr or 
Citizens for Affordable Quality Care. 

MLJve. reported that Hoyle·said Home Care Firstis;a 501(c)4non­
profit organization, vvhich gives it the• ability to lobby under· IRS 
regulations. Hoyle• told MLive that Home Care First is supported by 
the same groups. that support Propo.sal4. 

:proposal 4 backers claim the. measure. ts about provJdJng a 
background check registry to .protect patients in the.ir homes. What 
they d'on't say is fhat such a registry has been around since 200t3 and 
has largely· been ignored.. · 

Apparently, the Proposal4 campaign wants Michigan voters to 
believe that mystery donors are willing to .spend more than $8.95 
million to convince people that a registry ls needed. Only 933 names 
have, been added to·the:reglstry. in six years. Thatmeans Proposal 4 
backers are spending roughly $9:,593' per name to convince people 
the registry is essentiaL 

"If the SEIU is bankrolling this·, it isn~t a surprise,"·sald Patrick Wright, 
senior legal ana:rysf at Mackinac Center for 'Public Policy. 0lt would 
jtJst show how mvch the union has made in profits from this and how 
it all goes to politics." 

fn reality, Proposc=ll 4ls about locking a forced unionization of 
Michigan's home-based categivers scheme into the constitution. The 
SEI U orchestrated the forced unionization Jn 2005 when Jennifer 
Gra.nhoJm was governor and has been receiving money deducted 

· from the Medicaid .checks of home-based careglvets ever sihce. 

So far the :SElU has taken more fhan~$32 million from the disabled 



and elderly in Michig~n. 

"The ·legislature. de-funded this after we saw what they were really 
doing,i' said National Republican Party CommJttee member and $tate. 
Rep. Dave, Agemal R-GrandviHe. "These 40,000 people .should never 
have· had that money taken away from them in the first place. lt 
should be returned. to them/ · 

Hoyle, who also is' executive director of the Arc Michigan, pushes 
asid~l connections to the: ·union 'and ln an interview with the Detroit 
Free Press, called a hom.e,.-bas·ed cate.giver nan 'idiot'' because he is 
opposed to 'Proposal 4 and the fbrced imionizatlon. 

lnltially, the Proposal 4 cartrp<:dgh Claimed it was aboutallowing the 
e.lderly and other$: With dl$abilitles hc:we the option ,of be.ing cared 'for 
at home instead of being :sent to nursing, ho.mes·. What the proposal 
backers didn''t say 'Was that such a ,program already exists. It's caHed 
th~ Horne Help Program and has been around. since t981,. 

The private sector aJso provides resources for those who requite care 
in their homes.,. · · 

Barbara Roden is the head of Senior Helpers,. which provides in., 
home care for senior citizens In Oakland Wayne and M&comb 
counties. and says Proposal 4 would hod senior citizetls by increastng 
the cost of in:-hom.e care. · 

''Being Jn the business of horne care, if this :Proposal passes lt will 
force my employees to· unionize.,. and·will raise. the cost of employing 
them, which in turn witl ·force rn.y·cHent's, rates to increase," Roden 
said. '-'Wealteadydo critnlhal backgro.und checks on our 
caregivers,, S:eniors will not gamer any new benefits from this. 
proposal."· 

Hoyle did not respond to a request for comm:ent. 



EXHIBIT4 



Union M'oney Behind Health Ca,re Ball'ot 
Proposal Not Well Hldden 

Use of a dummy corporatron wiJJ keep official 
disclosure ''secret• ·untU next year 

B.Y JA:CK SPIENCER f Aug, 2Pr 2012 

Onth~ surfaceJ itappears ··a corp:oration ···.was • ·.just 
days before a s,ignature petition drive was started to create a ballot 
pro:posal' that would Jock a fbtced unionization of home health care 
worker$. into the state constitutf'on, is the rna]or player behJnd the 
ballot p:roposaL. 



But one doesn't have ·to clrg· too deep to figure out that it is almost 
certainly the Setvi.ce Employees tnternationaJ Union that is behind the 
company ,promoting: the "Keep Home· Care Safe'' initiative .. 

'iCitizens fat .Affordable Quality Home Healtb Care~' ls the name of the 
oampa.ign committee. for the· proposal. According to records fried with 
the: secretary Of slate,. 97 percent of the :CEUl1palgn's money ('$1.84 
mnnon) has. co.me. from a corp.orationi Horrre Cate First Inc. 

SEJU He.althcare Michigan, an SElU affUiatei is the mo.st likely source 
ofthe cahtpaJgn dollarsj although other affiliates ofSE'IU likely are 
contributing a$ well. Under this set"-'UP the unions won't have to 
;disclose what they've s·pent on the haHot proposal campaign until 
nextyear because qfcamp:aignfinanGe rules. · ·· 

T:he SEtU has, a vested interest in this proposed baHol Jn·itiafive 
because it ls the udion befuind the $Cherne that uni.onized home 
health care workers in Michigan and has: taken more $31 million from 
those. workers since 2005. 

More than half of' S'EJU Healthcare 'Michigan's finances now come 
from the union Clues fakeh out of the Medrcaid checks sent to 
Michigan residents (mostly relatives and friends) who· participate in 
the Home Help Program. 

The federal Home He.lp Program· was createdyearsagoso·elde.rly 
and disabled people can receiVe care: at home instead of havin.g to 
Jive in nursing homes. 

Supporters of the ballot initiative have repeatedly ;said passing the 
baJfot proposal would create the. Hom:e Help Program. In doing so, 
the campaign apparently hopes most voters won'trealize this· · 
program has existed for years and wm continue regardless of what 
h~ppen.sln the election. · · 

At the center of the campaign is Dohn. Hoyle, treasurer and co.­
chairman of the; "Keep Home Care Safe'' haHot proposal. Hoyle alsq 
is executive director of The Arc Michigan, an agency that helps 
people who have deve.lopmental disabiUties, and he.Js.a me.mber:of 
the Mtc.higan Quality Communlty Care 'Council (MOCe) board, which 
Is the. dtJhlmY employer the S.ElU used fn the establishm.e·nf ana 
operatronofthe unionization scheme~ Under Hoyle'sdirectl'on, fhe 



Arc donated $50;000 to the MQCa this past spring~ 
. .. . .. 

Hoyle also ts the head of Home Care First 
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