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February 9, 2022 

Save Detroit Jobs 
PO Box 5675 
Detroit, MI 48205 
 
Re: Elrick v. Save Detroit Jobs 
 Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-33-202 
 
Dear Save Detroit Jobs, 
 
The Department of State (Department) has received a formal complaint filed against you by 
Michael Elrick. The complaint alleges that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act 
(MCFA or ACT) by making expenditures in excess of $500 without registering as a committee 
under the MCFA and without filing the reports required by the MCFA. Specifically, Mr. Elrick 
submitted evidence showing mailers and yard signs advocating for the election of Latisha 
Johnson labeled as being paid for by Save Detroit Jobs, and the Wayne County clerk has no 
record of an active committee by that name.1 
 
In Michigan, an expenditure is “a payment, donation, loan, or promise of payment of money or 
anything of ascertainable monetary value for goods, materials, services, or facilities in assistance 
of, or in opposition to, the nomination or election of a candidate, the qualification, passage, or 
defeat of a ballot question, or the qualification of a new political party.” MCL. 169.206(1). 
Organizations making expenditures in excess of $500 are required to register as a committee 
under the act. MCL 169.224(1); MCL 169.203(4). A failure to file a required statement of 
organization and register as a committee under the MCFA is “misdemeanor punishable by a fine 
of not more than $1,000.00.” MCL 169.224(1). Committees are also required to submit 
campaign statements detailing their expenditures. MCL 169.226(1)(b). A failure to file two or 
more required campaign statements is a misdemeanor “punishable by punishable by a fine of not 
more than $1,000.00 or imprisonment for not more than 90 days, or both.” MCL 169.233(8). 
 
The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s examination of these matters and 
of your right to respond to the allegations before the Department proceeds further. It is important 
to understand that the Department is neither making this complaint nor accepting the allegations 
as true. The investigation and resolution of this complaint are governed by section 15 of the Act 

 
1 The Wayne County clerk has records of a ballot question committee named Save Detroit Jobs which was active in 
2016 and 2017, but the committee dissolved at the end of 2017.  

http://www.michigan.gov/Elections


 

 

and the corresponding administrative rules, R 169.51 et seq. An explanation of the investigation 
process is enclosed with this letter and a copy is available on the Department’s website.  
 
If you wish to file a written response to this complaint, you are required to do so within 15 
business days of the date of this letter. Your response may include any written statement or 
additional documentary evidence you wish to submit. 
 
All materials must be sent to the Department of State, Bureau of Elections, Richard H. Austin 
Building, 1st Floor, 420 West Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918. Materials should also be 
sent via email to Elections@Michigan.gov given the ongoing pandemic. If you fail to submit a 
response, the Department will render a decision based on the evidence furnished by the 
complainant.  
 
A copy of your answers will be provided to Mr. Elrick, who will have an opportunity to submit a 
rebuttal statement to the Department. After reviewing all the statements and materials provided 
by the parties, the Department will determine whether “there may be reason to believe that a 
violation of [the MCFA] has occurred.” MCL 169.215(10).  
 
        Sincerely,  
 
  
 Adam Fracassi 
 Regulatory Manager 
 Bureau of Elections 

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/0,4670,7-127-1633_8723_64390---,00.html
mailto:Elections@Michigan.gov
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July 25, 2022 

Save Detroit Jobs 

201 Townsend Street 

Lansing, MI 48933 

 

Re: Elrick v. Save Detroit Jobs 

 Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-33-202 

 

Dear Save Detroit Jobs, 

 

The Department of State (Department) has received a formal complaint filed against you by 

Michael Elrick. The complaint alleges that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act 

(MCFA or ACT) by making expenditures in excess of $500.00 without registering as a 

committee under the MCFA and without filing the reports required by the MCFA. Specifically, 

Mr. Elrick submitted evidence showing mailers and yard signs advocating for the election of 

Latisha Johnson labeled as being paid for by Save Detroit Jobs, and the Wayne County clerk has 

no record of an active committee by that name.1 A copy of the complaint and supporting 

documentation is enclosed with this letter.2  

 

In Michigan, an expenditure is “a payment, donation, loan, or promise of payment of money or 

anything of ascertainable monetary value for goods, materials, services, or facilities in assistance 

of, or in opposition to, the nomination or election of a candidate, the qualification, passage, or 

defeat of a ballot question, or the qualification of a new political party.” MCL. 169.206(1). 

Organizations making expenditures in excess of $500.00 are required to register as a committee 

under the act. MCL 169.224(1); MCL 169.203(4). A failure to file a required statement of 

organization and register as a committee under the MCFA is a “misdemeanor punishable by a 

fine of not more than $1,000.00.” MCL 169.224(1). Committees are also required to submit 

campaign statements detailing their expenditures. MCL 169.226(1)(b). A failure to file two or 

more required campaign statements is a misdemeanor “punishable by a fine of not more than 

$1,000.00 or imprisonment for not more than 90 days, or both.” MCL 169.233(8). 

 

 
1 The Wayne County clerk has records of a ballot question committee named Save Detroit Jobs which was active in 

2016 and 2017, but the committee dissolved at the end of 2017.  
2 Mr. Elrick supplied the Department with a Detroit mailing address for your committee, and the Department sent a 

Notice of this complaint to that address on May 24, 2021. Your filings with the Department of Licensing and 

Regulatory Affairs, however, suggest that you may no longer use that address. As a courtesy, the Department is re-

sending this Notice to the new address. 

http://www.michigan.gov/Elections


 

 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s examination of these matters and 

of your right to respond to the allegations before the Department proceeds further. It is important 

to understand that the Department is neither making this complaint nor accepting the allegations 

as true. The investigation and resolution of this complaint are governed by section 15 of the Act 

and the corresponding administrative rules, R 169.51 et seq. An explanation of the investigation 

process is enclosed with this letter and a copy is available on the Department’s website.  

 

If you wish to file a written response to this complaint, you are required to do so within 15 

business days of the date of this letter. Your response may include any written statement or 

additional documentary evidence you wish to submit. 

 

All materials must be sent to the Michigan Department of State, Bureau of Elections, Richard H. 

Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918. Materials should 

also be sent via email to Elections@Michigan.gov given the ongoing pandemic. If you fail to 

submit a response, the Department will render a decision based on the evidence furnished by the 

complainant.  

 

A copy of your answers will be provided to Mr. Elrick, who will have an opportunity to submit a 

rebuttal statement to the Department. After reviewing all the statements and materials provided 

by the parties, the Department will determine whether “there may be reason to believe that a 

violation of [the MCFA] has occurred.” MCL 169.215(10).  

  

Sincerely,  

  

Regulatory Section  

Bureau of Elections  

Michigan Department of State 

c: Michael Elrick 

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/0,4670,7-127-1633_8723_64390---,00.html
mailto:Elections@Michigan.gov
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September 9, 2022 

 

SECOND NOTICE 

 

Save Detroit Jobs 

201 Townsend Street 

Lansing, MI 48933            

 

Re: Elrick v. Save Detroit Jobs 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-33-202 

 

Dear Save Detroit Jobs: 

 

The Department of State (Department) has received a formal complaint filed against you by 

Michael Elrick alleging that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). 

Specifically, the complaint alleges that you made expenditures in excess of $500.00 without 

registering as a committee under the MCFA and without filing the reports required by the 

MCFA. Specifically, Mr. Elrick submitted evidence showing mailers and yard signs advocating 

for the election of Latisha Johnson labeled as being paid for by Save Detroit Jobs, and the Wayne 

County clerk has no record of an active committee by that name.1 A copy of the complaint is 

included with this notice. 

 

The Department sent you notice of this complaint on July 25, 2022. That letter informed you that 

you had 15 business days from July 25, 2022 to provide a response to the complaint. As a 

courtesy, the Department is extending you an opportunity to submit a response within 15 

business days of the date of this second notice. If you do not submit a response within 15 

business days of the date of this notice, the Department will have no choice but to adjudicate the 

complaint based on the facts and allegations included in the complaint alone.  
 

In Michigan, an expenditure is “a payment, donation, loan, or promise of payment of money or 

anything of ascertainable monetary value for goods, materials, services, or facilities in assistance 

of, or in opposition to, the nomination or election of a candidate, the qualification, passage, or 

defeat of a ballot question, or the qualification of a new political party.” MCL. 169.206(1). 

Organizations making expenditures in excess of $500.00 are required to register as a committee 

under the act. MCL 169.224(1); MCL 169.203(4). A failure to file a required statement of 

organization and register as a committee under the MCFA is a “misdemeanor punishable by a 

fine of not more than $1,000.00.” MCL 169.224(1). Committees are also required to submit 

campaign statements detailing their expenditures. MCL 169.226(1)(b). A failure to file two or 
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more required campaign statements is a misdemeanor “punishable by a fine of not more than 

$1,000.00 or imprisonment for not more than 90 days, or both.” MCL 169.233(8).  

 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s examination of these matters and 

your right to respond to the allegations before the Department proceeds further. It is important to 

understand that the Department is neither making this complaint nor accepting the allegations as 

true. The investigation and resolution of this complaint is governed by section 15 of the Act and 

the corresponding administrative rules, R 169.51 et seq. An explanation of the process is 

available on the Department’s website. 

 

If you wish to file a written response to this complaint, you are required to do so within 15 

business days of the date of this letter. Your response may include any written statement or 

additional documentary evidence you wish to submit. Materials may be emailed to 

BOERegulatory@michigan.gov or mailed to the Department of State, Bureau of Elections, 

Richard H. Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918. If you 

fail to submit a response, the Department will render a decision based on the evidence furnished 

by the complainant. 

 

A copy of your answer will be provided to Mr. Elrick, who will have an opportunity to submit a 

rebuttal statement to the Department. After reviewing the statements and materials provided by 

the parties, the Department will determine whether “there may be reason to believe that a 

violation of [the MCFA] has occurred [.]” MCL 169.215(10). Note that the Department’s 

enforcement powers include the possibility of entering a conciliation agreement, conducting an 

administrative hearing, or referring this matter to the Attorney General for enforcement of the 

penalty provided in section 33(11) of the Act. 

 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, you may contact the Regulatory Section of the 

Bureau of Elections at BOERegulatory@michigan.gov. 

  

Sincerely, 

 

Regulatory Section 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 

                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 

 

 

https://www.michigan.gov/-/media/Project/Websites/sos/05delrio/Complaint_Guidebook__Procedures.pdf?rev=0ddd8315230c45d7b3dfbe3b6a31a0ca
mailto:BOERegulatory@michigan.gov
mailto:BOERegulatory@michigan.gov


Dykema Gossett PLLC 
Capitol View 
201 Townsend Street, Suite 900 
Lansing, MI 48933 

WWW.DYKEMA.COM

Tel: (517) 374-9100 

Fax: (517) 374-9191 

W. Alan Wilk
Direct Dial: (517) 374-9122 
Direct Fax: (855) 256-1485 
Email: WAWilk@dykema.com 

Cal i fo rn ia  |  I l l ino is  |  Mich igan  |  Minnesota  |  Texas  |  Wash ington ,  D.C.  |  W iscons in 

September 27, 2022 Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Mr. Adam Fracassi 
Bureau of Elections 
Michigan Department of State  
Richard H. Austin Building - First Floor 
430 W. Allegan 
Lansing, MI 48918

Re:  October 1, 2021 Complaint Against Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit Leaders 

Dear Mr. Fracassi: 

This is a response to a complaint filed against Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit Leaders (“Detroit Leaders”) 
on October 1, 2021 by Michael L. Elrick (“Complainant”) alleging certain violations of the Michigan 
Campaign Finance Act (the “Act”), 1976 PA 388, as amended, MCL 169.201 et seq.1  I respectfully request 
the complaint be dismissed in its entirety for failing to establish that there is reason to believe that a violation 
of the Act has occurred.  

Complainant alleges that Detroit Leaders violated the Act by failing to register as a committee under MCL 
169.203(4) and by violating the requirements of a ballot question committee under MCL 169.202(3).  Both 
alleged violations are premised on the assertion that the communications at issue, certain printed fliers and 
lawn signs providing information about Latisha Johnson, are expenditures under the Act.  Detroit Leaders 
has not made an "expenditure" as defined by the Act, so it has no registration or reporting requirements 
thereunder.  This is a frivolous complaint with no explanation or analysis, which completely falls apart 
because there is no evidence of express advocacy. 

First, Complainant claims Detroit Leaders “does not appear to be properly registered” in violation of MCL 
169.203(4).  Contrary to the Complainant’s assertion, Detroit Leaders is not required to register as a 
committee under the Act.  An entity need only register pursuant to Section 24 of the Act if it meets the 
statutory definition of "committee" which, in relevant part, is an entity "that receives contributions or makes 
expenditures" for specific purposes of more than $500 “in a calendar year.” MCL 169.203(4) (emphasis 

1 I note that the September 9, 2022 letter from the Bureau (which we received on September 19, 2002, 
and to which we are timely responding here) indicates a prior Notice from July 2022.  Detroit Leaders 
simply wants to note that it did not receive any prior Notice and appreciates the Bureau sending the 
Second Notice.
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September 27, 2022 
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added).  Complainant fails to allege that Detroit Leaders has met the definition of a committee to require 
its registration under MCL 169.203(4).  

Even though Detroit Leaders has previously registered as a ballot question committee, the Act does not 
require an entity to maintain active status or reregister.  The Act does not require registration as a committee 
until an entity has received contributions or made expenditures in any given calendar year.  MCL 
169.203(4).  Further, Detroit Leaders’ organizational documents have no bearing on its obligations to 
register under the Act; its obligation is triggered by contributions received or expenditures made.  As further 
explained below, Detroit Leaders has not made any expenditures since its dissolution.  Accordingly, Detroit 
Leaders is not required to register as a committee under MCL 168.203(4).  

Second, relying on the assertion that Detroit Leaders is a ballot question committee under the Act, 
Complainant alleges Detroit Leaders “appear to violate the requirements for a ballot question committee.”  
Complainant reasons that the fliers and lawn signs distributed by Detroit Leaders violated the requirements 
of MCL 169.202(3) because such communications are in support of Ms. Johnson’s campaign.  
Complainant, however, mistakenly assumes (without explaining in any detail) that these fliers and lawn 
signs are expenditures under the Act.  The fliers and lawn signs are communication lacking express words 
of advocacy of election or defeat and thus costs to print the subject communication is not an expenditure. 
As a result, the fliers and lawn signs cannot be used as a basis to support a violation of the requirements of 
a ballot committee under MCL 169.202(3).   

If a communication does not expressly advocate for the election or defeat of a candidate for public office, 
it is not an expenditure and is not subject to the Act.  MCL 169.206(2)(j).  Indeed, the Department of State 
has long held that it "does not believe it has the authority to regulate issue ads.  In determining which 
communications are subject to the [the Act], the department. .. appl[ies] the express advocacy standard." 
See April 20, 2004 Interpretive Statement to Robert S. LaBrant.  The communications of which 
Complainant writes do not constitute express advocacy under this time-honored standard, which was 
reinforced by the express advocacy codification under MCL 169.206(2)(j).  

The Act describes the terms affectionately known as the "magic words" constituting express advocacy - 
"express words of advocacy of election or defeat, such as 'vote for', 'elect', 'support', 'cast your ballot for', 
'Smith for governor', 'vote against', 'defeat', or 'reject'." MCL 169.206(2)(j); see also Buckley v. Valeo, 424 
US 1, 44 n. 52 (1976).   None appear in the subject communications.  The fliers and lawn signs do not ask 
the public to vote for, elect, support, or cast their ballot for Ms. Johnson in any election.  Nor do they include 
the words "for city council."  On their face, the fliers and lawn sings are communications lacking express 
words of advocacy of election or defeat and so are not expenditures as defined by the Act.  Under the 
Buckley standard, the presence or absence of magic words is determinative, not any inference that viewers 
of the communication may independently draw.   

Notably, the communications also lack any context by which a person could infer that the communications 
expressly advocate for a candidate for public office. The fliers and lawn signs do not reference an election 
or campaign of any kind.  They do not provide the date(s) of any upcoming election.  They do not refer to 
Ms. Johnson as a candidate for public office.  They do not include a political party designation.   
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In short, Complainant has not offered any evidence to allege a valid violation of MCL 169.203(4) and MCL 
169.202(3).  Both violations are premised on the assertion that Detroit Leaders expressly advocated for the 
election of Ms. Johnson.  The Act is clear as to what constitutes express advocacy, and none is present here.  
It is respectfully requested that the complaint be dismissed in its entirety as frivolous and that the 
Department of State require Complainant to pay Detroit Leaders’ attorney fees pursuant to MCL 
169.215(16)(b).   

Sincerely, 

Dykema Gossett PLLC 

W. Alan Wilk

113944.000001  4881-8912-1844.1
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September 28, 2022 

 

Michael Louis Elrick 

PO Box 241480 

Detroit, MI 48224       

 

Re: Elrick v. Save Detroit Jobs  

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-33-202  

  

Dear Mr. Elrick: 

 

The Department of State received a response from Save Detroit Jobs to the complaint you filed 

against them alleging a violation of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, 1976 P.A. 388, MCL 

169.201 et seq. A copy of the response is provided as an enclosure with this letter. 

 

You may file a rebuttal statement after reviewing the enclosed response. If you elect to file a 

rebuttal statement, you are required to do so within 10 business days of the date of this letter. The 

rebuttal statement may be emailed to BOERegulatory@michigan.gov or mailed to the 

Department of State, Bureau of Elections, Richard H. Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West 

Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918.  

  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Regulatory Section 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 

                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 

Enclosure  

c: W. Alan Wilk  

     

     

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
MICHIGAN BUREAU OF  ELECTIONS  
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October 26, 2022 
 
W. Alan Wilk 
Dykema Gossett PLLC 
Capitol View 
201 Townsend Street, Suite 900 
Lansing, MI 48933       
 
Re: Elrick v. Save Detroit Jobs  

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-33-202  
  
Dear Mr. Wilk: 
 
The Department of State (Department) has finished investigating the campaign finance 
complaint filed against Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit Leaders (“Detroit Leaders”) by Michael 
Elrick on October 1, 2021. The complaint alleges that you violated the Michigan Campaign 
Finance Act (MCFA or ACT) by making expenditures in excess of $500.00 without registering 
as a committee under the MCFA and without filing the reports required by the MCFA. 
Specifically, Mr. Elrick submitted evidence showing mailers and yard signs advocating for the 
election of Latisha Johnson labeled as being paid for by Save Detroit Jobs, and the Wayne 
County clerk has no record of an active committee by that name.1  
 
You responded to the complaint on September 27, 2022. In your response you indicated that the 
Detroit Leaders was not required to register as a committee under the Act because they did not 
meet the statutory definition of committee. You further indicate that Detroit Leaders have not 
made any expenditures since its dissolution, arguing that the mailers and yard signs contained in 
the complaint are not expenditures and are not subject to the Act. Specifically, you argue that the 
mailer and yard signs do not constitute express advocacy because they do not contain the “magic 
words”, do not refer to an election or campaign, and do not refer to Ms. Johnson as a candidate 
for public office.  
 
Mr. Elrick was notified of your response on September 28, 2022 but did not provide a rebuttal.  
 
In Michigan, an expenditure is “a payment, donation, loan, or promise of payment of money or 
anything of ascertainable monetary value for goods, materials, services, or facilities in assistance 
of, or in opposition to, the nomination or election of a candidate, the qualification, passage, or 

 
1 The Wayne County clerk has records of a ballot question committee named Save Detroit Jobs which was active in 
2016 and 2017, but the committee dissolved at the end of 2017. 
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defeat of a ballot question, or the qualification of a new political party.” MCL. 169.206(1). 
Organizations making expenditures in excess of $500.00, other than independent expenditures, 
are required to register as a committee under the act. MCL 169.224(1); MCL 169.203(4). A 
failure to file a required statement of organization and register as a committee under the MCFA 
is a “misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000.00.” MCL 169.224(1). 
Committees are also required to submit campaign statements detailing their expenditures. MCL 
169.226(1)(b). A failure to file two or more required campaign statements is a misdemeanor 
“punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000.00 or imprisonment for not more than 90 days, or 
both.” MCL 169.233(8). 
 
The sponsor of a campaign ad is required to comply with the registration and disclosure 
requirements of the MCFA if the ad "support[s] or oppose[s] a ... candidate by name or clear 
inference[,]" or if it contains "express words of advocacy of election or defeat, such as 'vote for,' 
'elect,' 'support,' 'cast your ballot for,' 'Smith for governor,' 'vote against,' 'defeat,' or  
'reject."' MCL 169.206(2)(b), (j). The express advocacy standard originated with Buckley v 
Valeo, 424 US 1, 44 (1976), where the U.S. Supreme Court held that federal campaign finance 
laws, "must be construed to apply only to expenditures for communications that in express terms 
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for federal office." As the 
Buckley Court explained, "[t]his construction would restrict the application of §608(e)(1) to 
communications containing express words of advocacy of election or defeat, such as 'vote for,' 
'elect,' 'support,' 'cast your ballot for,' 'Smith for Congress,' 'vote against,' 'defeat,' 'reject."' Id. at 
n. 52.  The MCFA adopted the Buckley standard through Section 6 of the Act.  MCL 
169.206(2)(j). 
 
Through multiple administrations, this office has applied the express advocacy standard 
articulated in Buckley. See, e.g., Declaratory Ruling to Thomas Ritter (May 23, 1991), 
Interpretive Statement to Kathleen Corkin Boyle (June 15, 2001), Interpretive Statement to 
Norman Witte (August 26, 2002), Interpretive Statement to Robert LaBrant (April 20, 2004), and 
Interpretive Statement to Bruce Courtade (December 9, 2013). Express advocacy can take two 
forms: explicit statements advocating for a candidate’s election or defeat, Buckley at n. 52, or 
non-explicit statements which nevertheless are “susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other 
than as an appeal to vote for or against a specific candidate.” FEC v. Wisconsin Right to Life, 
Inc., 551 US 449, 470 (2007). 
 
There are two advertisements at issue. The first is a mailer titled “Moving Forward Together. 
Latisha Johnson” and indicates it was paid for by Detroit Leaders. This advertisement discusses 
that “Latisha Johnson is the right choice for Detroit” and “Latisha Johnson. The leadership 
Detroit needs.” The advertisement goes into detail about things Latisha Johnson will do to help 
lead Detroit including expanding safe, affordable housing options, fight for environmental 
justice, and create a Community Advisory Council. In your response you indicate that this flier 
did not contain any express advocacy intended to support a candidate.  
 
From the outset, the Department must consider whether this advertisement constitutes express 
advocacy. Although this flier does not explicitly use the “magic words” you reference in your 
response, nor does it name the position for which Latisha Johnson is running, the specific 
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language including “is the right choice” and is “the Leadership Detroit needs” together with the 
discussion of issues relevant to the election and the fact that the flier includes a paid for by 
statement, is enough to conclude that the advertisement expressly advocates for Latisha 
Johnson’s election. 
 
Because this flier was designed to expressly advocate for the election of a candidate, it is covered 
by the Act’s requirements, meaning that Detroit Leaders may have been required to either file an 
independent expenditure report under section 51 or to form and register an independent 
committee. However, since neither occurred, the Department concludes there may be reason to 
believe that a potential violation of the Act has occurred.  
 
The second advertisement is a yard sign that says “Latisha Johnson, Moving Forward Together.” 
When considering whether an advertisement expressly advocates for or against a candidate, the 
Department may only consider the four corners of the document.  Interpretive Statement to 
Robert LaBrant (April 20, 2004). The Department concludes that when looking at just the four 
corners of this yard sign, there is insufficient language to establish that this sign contains express 
advocacy as defined above. As such, the Department dismisses allegations contained in the 
complaint relating to the yard sign. 
 

Resolution 
 
Upon review, the evidence submitted supports the conclusion that a potential violation of the Act 
has occurred. When the Department finds that there may be reason to believe a violation has 
occurred, the Act requires the Department to use “informal methods such as a conference [or] 
conciliation” to correct the potential violation or to prevent further violation. MCL 169.215(10). 
The Department has 90 business days to reach an informal resolution of the matter. Id. 
 
Given this, please contact the undersigned by emailing BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov to 
informally resolve this complaint. If the Department is unable to informally resolve the 
complaint by March 15, 2023, the Act requires the Department to refer the matter to the 
Department of Attorney General with a request that her office prosecute the criminal penalties 
outlined under the Act.  
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Adam Fracassi, Regulatory Manager 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 
                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 
Enclosure  
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March 29, 2023 

W. Alan Wilk  

Counsel for Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit Leaders 

Dykema Gossett PLLC 

Capitol View 

201 Townsend Street, Suite 900 

Lansing, MI 48933 

 

Re: Elrick v. Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit Leaders 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-33-202 

Dear Mr. Wilk: 
 

The Department of State (Department) is in receipt of your email on March 24, 2023, which 

included confirmation of the independent expenditure filing by Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit 

Leaders and a conciliation agreement between your client and the Department, submitted in 

response to the Department’s October 26, 2022, determination that there may be reason to 

believe that your client violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act).   
 

The filing indicates that Save Detroit Jobs d/b/a Detroit Leaders made an independent 

expenditure in support of Latisha Johnson’s candidacy for Detroit City Council. The conciliation 

agreement indicates that your client acknowledges the failure to file alleged, asserts that there 

was no duty to file, but has filed the requested report and has sent or will send a late fee in the 

amount of $100 to the State of Michigan. 
 

Given this, the Department concludes that a formal warning is a sufficient resolution to the 

complaint and considers the matter concluded. Additionally, the Department will execute the 

conciliation agreement and send it to you upon completion. Thank you for your assistance in 

resolving this matter.  

            Sincerely, 

 
c: Michael Elrick  

http://www.michigan.gov/Elections
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