
























 

 

MICHIGAN BUREAU  OF ELECTIONS 
R ICHARD H.  AUSTIN BUILDING ●  1ST FLOOR  ●  430  W. ALLEGAN ●  LANSING,  MICHIGAN 48918 

M i chigan .gov /E lec t i ons  ●  ( 517)  335-3234 

October 6, 2022 

Unlock Michigan II 

2145 Commons Parkway 

Okemos, MI 48864       

 

Re: Jensen v. Unlock Michigan II 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 10 – 131 – 24, 25, 26, 33, 34 

 

Dear Unlock Michigan II: 

 

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

Christine Jensen alleging that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). 

Specifically, the complaint alleges that you failed to register as a ballot question committee and 

failed to file campaign finance reports, having met the statutory thresholds to trigger those 

requirements. The complaint alleges that Unlock Michigan II, as a separate ballot question from 

Unlock Michigan, required the formation of a separate ballot question committee to further its 

adoption. A copy of the complaint is included with this notice. 

 

The Act defines a ballot question committee as “a committee acting in support of, or in 

opposition to, the qualification, passage, or defeat of a ballot question but that does not receive 

contributions or make expenditures or contributions for the purpose of influencing or attempting 

to influence the action of the voters for or against the nomination or election of a candidate.” 

MCL 169.202(3). 

 

By statutory definition, a committee is formed when “a person receives contributions or makes 
expenditures for the purpose of influencing or attempting to influence the action of the voters for 
or against [candidate, ballot question, etc.] if contributions received total $500.00 or more in a 
calendar year or expenditures made total $500.00 or more in a calendar year.” MCL 169.203(4). 
For purposes of determining whether a committee exists, the word “person” includes “a group of 
persons acting jointly.” 169.211(2).   
 

Section 24 of the MCFA requires committees to file a statement of organization with the proper 

filing official within 10 days after the committee is formed. MCL 169.224(1). Section 24 details 

specific requirements for all statements of organization that must be filed. See MCL 169.224(2)-

(3). A person who fails to file a timely statement is subject to a civil fine of up to $1,000. MCL 

169.221(13). A person who fails to file a statement of organization shall pay a late filing fee of 

$10.00 per business day the report is not filed, not to exceed $300. MCL 169.224(1). A person 

failing to file a statement of organization after 30 days is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable by 

a fine of up to $1,000. Id. 
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The MCFA requires committees to file contributions and expenditures with the appropriate filing 

official by specific dates. MCL 169.233(1) – (3). The Act requires a committee that receives or 

expends more than $1,000 during any election to file campaign finance reports in compliance 

with the act. MCL 16.233(6). A person who knowingly omits or underreports expenditures 

required to be disclosed by the Act is subject to a civil fine of not more than $1,000 or the 

amount of the expenditures omitted or underreported, whichever is greater. MCL 169.233(11). 

Further, section 34 of the MCFA lists filing requirements specific to ballot question committees. 

 

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 
included in the enclosed guidebook. 
 
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 Ms. Jensen, 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 
Enclosure  

c: Christine Jensen  



 
DOSTER LAW OFFICES, PLLC 

2145 Commons Parkway 
Okemos, MI 48864 

         
Eric E. Doster (517) 483-2296 (main) 
Email: eric@ericdoster.com (517) 977-0147 (direct) 
 www.ericdoster.com 
     
 

October 26, 2022 
 

Adam Fracassi      BY EMAIL TRANSMISSION                  
Bureau of Elections     Adam Fracassi fracassia@michigan.gov         
Michigan Department of State  
430 W. Allegan, First Floor 
Lansing, MI  48918  
 

Re: Jensen v. Unlock Michigan II (a nonexistent entity); Campaign Finance Complaint No. 
2022-10-131-24, 25, 26. 33, 34; Response to Campaign Finance Complaint (the “Complaint”) 
Filed by Christine Jensen (the “Complainant”) dated July 12, 2021  
 
Dear Mr. Fracassi: 
 

This office represents Unlock Michigan.  We have received your letter dated October 6, 

2022, which contained the Complaint, and which was knowingly filed against a nonexistent entity 

called “Unlock Michigan II”.  The Complaint was filed by Christine Jensen, the Executive Director 

of the Michigan Democratic Party.  https://michigandems.com/teststaff/. As your October 6, 2022 

letter indicates, the Complaint makes the following allegations: 

“Specifically, the complaint alleges that you [referring to the nonexistent entity named 
by the Complaint as “Unlock Michigan II”] failed to register as a ballot question 
committee and failed to file campaign finance reports, having met the statutory 
thresholds to trigger those requirements. The complaint alleges that Unlock Michigan 
II, as a separate ballot question from Unlock Michigan, required the formation of a 
separate ballot question committee to further its adoption.” 

 

This case represents an abuse of the campaign finance process to file a frivolous complaint with 

knowingly false factual contentions based on activities that are not remotely or arguably violations 

of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act.    

As a preliminary matter, Unlock Michigan objects to receiving this Complaint well after 5 

business days after the date of filing, as required in Section 15(5) of the Michigan Campaign 

Finance Act.  If the Michigan Department of State is making a statutory exception in this case, 

please so state for future reference. 

mailto:fracassia@michigan.gov
https://michigandems.com/teststaff/
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For the following reasons, to the extent that any allegations in the Complaint apply to 

Unlock Michigan, such allegations were made knowing that they were false and lack any merit, 

and the Complaint must be dismissed as to Unlock Michigan. 

 

UNLOCK MICHIGAN’S ACTIONS TO SUPPORT A BALLOT QUESTION TO AMEND 
THE PUBLIC HEALTH CODE WERE FULLY COMPLIANT WITH THE MICHIGAN 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE ACT  
 

The rather unremarkable steps taken by Unlock Michigan are as follows: 

1. On or about June 18, 2021, Unlock Michigan (an existing statewide ballot question 

committee created in 2020) filed its request for approval as to form and approval as to the 

petition summary with respect a petition to amend the Public Health Code with the Bureau 

of Elections. 

2. As admitted by the Complainant by the submission of both Exhibits A and B of the 

Complaint, Unlock Michigan (not some nonexistent entity called “Unlock Michigan II”) 

was the sponsor of this petition to amend the Public Health Code.  Significantly, these 

documents FILED BY THE COMPLAINANT reference only Unlock Michigan as the 

sponsor of this petition to amend the Public Health Code.  Therefore, the Complaint’s 

repeated reference to a nonexistent entity known as “Unlock Michigan II” represents a 

knowingly false contention of fact. 

3. The actual physical petition to amend the Public Health Code clearly states that it is paid 

for by Unlock Michigan.  See Michigan Board of State Canvassers website at Board of State 

Canvassers (michigan.gov).  

4. Pursuant to Section 24(4) of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, Unlock Michigan 

amended its Statement of Organization to reflect the “brief statement identifying the 

substance of each ballot question supported or opposed by the committee” (see MCL 

169.224(1)(e)) to include this petition to amend the Public Health Code. 

5. Unlock Michigan has filed all required reports of its contributions received, and 

expenditures made, with respect to its petition to amend the Public Health Code.  See MCL 

169.233 and MCL 169.234.  Consequently, the Complaint does not (and cannot) make any 

claim that the public has been denied any information with respect to Unlock Michigan’s 

support of its petition to amend the Public Health Code. 

Accordingly, Unlock Michigan has taken all actions required of it pursuant to the Michigan 

Campaign Finance Act with respect to this petition to amend the Public Health Code.   

 

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/elections/bsc
https://www.michigan.gov/sos/elections/bsc
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THE MICHIGAN CAMPAIGN FINANCE ACT DOES NOT REQUIRE A BALLOT 
QUESTION COMMITTEE TO CREATE A SEPARATE BALLOT QUESTION 
COMMITTEE WITH RESPECT TO EVERY BALLOT QUESTION SUPPORTED OR 
OPPOSED BY THAT BALLOT QUESTION COMMITTEE 

The Michigan Campaign Finance Act expressly allows a ballot question committee to 

support or oppose different ballot questions without the requirement to establish a separate ballot 

question committee for each additional ballot question supported or opposed.  According to 

Section 24(1)(e) of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, the Statement of Organization of a ballot 

question committee must contain: 

“A brief statement identifying the substance of each ballot question supported or 
opposed by the committee.” (Emphasis added) 
 

Significantly, if a single ballot question committee could not support or oppose more than one 

ballot question, the foregoing requirement would read (which it clearly does not) as follows: 

“A brief statement identifying the substance of the ballot question supported or 
opposed by the committee.” (Emphasis added) 

 

Therefore, the statutory use of the word “each” can only mean that a single ballot question 

committee may support or oppose more than one ballot question. 

Similarly, the Statement of Organization form for a ballot question committee expressly 

allows a ballot question committee to support or oppose different ballot questions without the 

requirement to establish a separate ballot question committee for each additional ballot question 

supported or opposed.   According to the Statement of Organization form: 

“List the specific ballot proposal(s) involved using the official ballot designation if 
available and mark support or oppose as appropriate.” 

 

The word “proposal(s)” instead of “proposal” speaks for itself.  Therefore, the use of the word 

“proposal(s)” can only mean that a single ballot question committee may support or oppose more 

than one ballot question. 

Furthermore, other than making expenditures for candidate-related activities, the Michigan 

Campaign Finance Act allows a ballot question committee to expend its funds for any lawful 

purpose—which necessarily includes supporting or opposing different ballot questions.  

According to the Michigan Department of State, a “Ballot Question Committee may not make 

expenditures to, in support of, or in opposition to, a Candidate Committee, Political Party 

Committee, Political Committee (PAC), Independent Committee (PAC), or any committee that 

supports or opposes candidates.” Michigan Department of State Bureau of Elections, Ballot 

Question Committee Manual (modified May 3, 2017) (available on MDOS website, 
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www.michigan.gov/SOS).   Other than making contributions to or on behalf of candidate-related  

types of committees registered under the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, the Michigan 

Campaign Finance Act does not restrict the purpose for which a ballot question committee may 

expend its funds. See MCL 169.203(4) (“Except as restricted or prohibited by this act or other state 

or federal law, a committee may also make other lawful disbursements.”); Interpretative Statement 

issued to Mark Heinen dated June 3, 1982.  In fact, as stated in the Interpretative Statement issued 

to William Faust dated October 22, 1980: 

“A review of the Act discloses no direct or indirect prohibition against contributions 
by one ballot question committee to another….The only limitations on ballot 
question committees are that section 2(2) of the Act limit a ballot question 
committee to activities for or against ballot questions and does not permit such a 
committee to contribute or make expenditures for the purpose of influencing or 
attempting to influence. the action of the voters for or against the nomination or 
election of a candidate.” 

 

This means that, subject to the prohibition that a ballot question committee may not contribute to 

certain other types of committees registered under the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, a ballot 

question committee may expend its funds for any lawful purpose-- which includes supporting or 

opposing different ballot questions. See Interpretative Statement issued to Jon Jenkins dated 

October 23, 1981; Declaratory Ruling issued to Gary Campbell dated August 21, 2006. 

Accordingly, while the Complaint does not (and cannot) cite to any requirement to 

expressly prevent a ballot question committee from supporting or opposing different ballot 

questions without first establishing a separate ballot question committee, the text of the Michigan 

Campaign Finance Act itself, and the relevant interpretations by the Michigan Department of State, 

illustrate that no such requirement exists and doom the Complaint to its inevitable dismissal. 

*                          *                            * 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments in this matter. If you have any questions 

or require additional information, please contact the undersigned.  

 

Sincerely, 

DOSTER LAW OFFICES, PLLC 

 
Eric Doster 

http://www.michigan.gov/SOS


 

 

MICHIGAN BUREAU  OF ELECTIONS 
R ICHARD H.  AUSTIN BUILDING ●  1ST FLOOR  ●  430  W. ALLEGAN ●  LANSING,  MICHIGAN 48918 

M i chigan .gov /E lec t i ons  ●  ( 517)  335-3234 

November 3, 2022 

Christine Jensen 

606 Townsend St.  

Lansing, MI 48933       

 

Re: Jensen v. Unlock Michigan II 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 10 – 131 – 24, 25, 26, 33, 34  

 

Dear Ms. Jensen: 

 

The Department of State received a response from Unlock Michigan II 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: Eric Doster 
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MDOS-BOERegulatory

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory
Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 11:01 AM
To: Eric Doster
Subject: RE: Campaign finance complaint 

Thank you for your response, Eric. You are correct: no rebuttal was received.  
 

From: Eric Doster <eric@ericdoster.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 1, 2023 2:53 PM 
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov> 
Subject: RE: Campaign finance complaint  
 

CAUTION: This is an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@michigan.gov 

 

Jenny: 
 
Thank you for the message.  
 
I have been advised by the Treasurer that since Gmail automatically deletes messages after a period of time, I no 
longer have the ability to provide the information relating to the amended Statement of Organization to include 
Unlock Michigan’s support for the petition that would amend the Public Health Code.  
 
I did, however, review the Bureau of Elections website for the Unlock Michigan Statement of Organization and 
there is no public notification anywhere of what ballot question or ballot questions are being supported by Unlock 
Michigan.  If no one can access this information as to the ballot question or ballot questions which are being 
supported by Unlock Michigan, does this information even matter?  This is a particularly relevant question given 
that all financial information relating to Unlock Michigan’s ballot question activity related to the Public Health 
Code has been fully disclosed and the Complaint in this matter challenges only Unlock Michigan’s ability to 
support more than one ballot question.  Again, as set forth in our October 26, 2022 Response, while the Complaint 
does not (and cannot) cite to any requirement to expressly prevent a ballot question committee from supporting 
or opposing different ballot questions without first establishing a separate ballot question committee, the text of 
the Michigan Campaign Finance Act itself, and the relevant interpretations by the Michigan Department of State, 
illustrate that no such requirement exists and doom the Complaint to its inevitable dismissal. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional information. 
 
EED 
 
PS:  Is it correct to conclude that no Rebuttal Statement was filed in this matter pursuant to the attached letter?  
 
Eric E. Doster 
Attorney 
Doster Law Offices, PLLC 
2145 Commons Parkway 
Okemos, MI 48864 
Phone: 517.977.0147 (Direct) 
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eric@ericdoster.com 
www.ericdoster.com 
 
 
Circular 230 Disclosure: Pursuant to U.S. Department of Treasury Circular 230 which sets forth best practices for tax advisors, if this writing contains advice on a 
federal tax issue, the advice was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code 
or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. If you would like a written tax opinion upon which you 
can rely for the purpose of avoiding penalties or for the use in support of the promotion, marketing, or recommending of the transaction described herein, please 
contact us. 
 
DISCLAIMER/CONFIDENTIALITY: This communication, along with any documents, files or attachments, is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain 
legally privileged and confidential information. Any document attached is a legal document and should not be changed or altered without the knowledge and 
approval of legal counsel. The sender takes no responsibility for any alterations, additions, revisions or deletions to any such document. Due to software and printer 
variations, documents printed at the recipient's location may vary from the original printed document. 

 

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2023 5:49 PM 
To: Eric Doster <eric@ericdoster.com> 
Subject: Campaign finance complaint  
 
Eric,  
The Department is reviewing all submitted materials in the Jensen v. Unlock Michigan II complaint. You stated in your 
response to that complaint that Unlock Michigan amended its Statement of Organization to include its support for the 
petition that would amend the Public Health Code. The Department does not have a record of an amended Statement of 
Organization on its campaign finance website, and the Statement of Organization submitted by Unlock on June 26, 2020 
lists only “Repeal of 1945 PA 302” as the ballot proposal supported or opposed. Could you send along any 
documentation of the amended SofO to aid in the Department’s determination?  
 
Thank you,  
 
Jenny McInerney 
Regulatory Attorney 
Regulatory Section 
Michigan Bureau of Elections 
Main: 517-335-3234 
McInerneyJ1@Michigan.gov  
 
 
 
 



 

MICHIGAN BUREAU OF ELECTIONS 
RICHARD H.  AUSTIN  BUILDING ●  1ST FLOOR ●  430 W.  ALLEGAN ●  LANSING,  MICHIGAN 48918 

M ich igan.gov/E lec t ions  ●  (517)  335-3234 

February 9, 2023 
Eric Doster 
Attorney for Unlock Michigan 
2145 Commons Parkway 
Okemos, MI 48864            
 
Re: Jensen v. Unlock Michigan II 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 10 – 131 – 24, 25, 26, 33, 34 
 

Dear Mr. Doster: 
 
The Department of State (Department) has finished investigating the campaign finance 
complaint filed against your client by Christine Jensen alleging that your client violated the 
Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). This letter concerns the disposition of that 
complaint. 
 
Specifically, the complaint alleges that “Unlock Michigan II” failed to register as a ballot 
question committee and failed to file campaign finance reports, having met the statutory 
thresholds to trigger those requirements. The complaint alleges that Unlock Michigan II, as a 
separate ballot question from Unlock Michigan, required the formation of a separate ballot 
question committee to further the adoption of the ballot question.  
 
In a letter dated October 26, 2022, you responded to the complaint. In your response, you argued 
that the complaint was knowingly filed against a nonexistent entity—Unlock Michigan II—and 
that filing of this frivolous complaint represents an abuse of the campaign finance complaint 
process.  
 
You stipulated that Unlock Michigan (an existing statewide ballot question committee created in 
2020) sponsored a petition to amend the Public Health Code, sought approval for its form and a 
petition summary, circulated the petition, and filed the required reports pertaining to that ballot 
question. While the petition was generally referred to as “Unlock Michigan II” to distinguish it 
from the petition sponsored by Unlock Michigan that sought to repeal the Emergency Powers of 
the Governor Act, you note that all documents filed by your client reference only “Unlock 
Michigan” as the sponsor of the petition in question.  
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You stated that, in an effort to reflect the support of the two ballot questions, Unlock Michigan 
amended its Statement of Organization to include support of the petition seeking to amend the 
Public Health Code.  
 
In a letter dated November 3, 2022, Ms. Jenson was provided an opportunity to submit a rebuttal 
statement. To date, no rebuttal has been received.  
 
In a January 31, 2023 email, the Department requested documentation of the amended Statement 
of Organization you referenced in your response, as it had no record of such an amendment.  
 
You responded on February 1, 2023 and stated that the committee’s treasurer has no 
documentation of the alleged amended Statement of Organization because her email service 
automatically deleted it after a period of time. However, you argued, such an amendment was 
unnecessary because the names of the ballot questions supported or opposed are not visible to the 
public on the Department’s website. Further, all of Unlock Michigan’s financial information 
related to its ballot question regarding the Public Health Code has been fully disclosed, you 
argue.  
 
The Act defines a ballot question committee as “a committee acting in support of, or in 
opposition to, the qualification, passage, or defeat of a ballot question but that does not receive 
contributions or make expenditures or contributions for the purpose of influencing or attempting 
to influence the action of the voters for or against the nomination or election of a candidate.” 
MCL 169.202(3). 
 
Section 24 of the MCFA requires committees to file a statement of organization with the proper 
filing official within 10 days after the committee is formed. MCL 169.224(1). Section 24 details 
specific requirements for all statements of organization that must be filed. See MCL 169.224(2)-
(3). A person who fails to file a timely statement is subject to a civil fine of up to $1,000. MCL 
169.221(13). A person who fails to file a statement of organization shall pay a late filing fee of 
$10.00 per business day the report is not filed, not to exceed $300. MCL 169.224(1). A person 
failing to file a statement of organization after 30 days is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable by 
a fine of up to $1,000. Id. 
 
Specifically, a committee’s Statement of Organization must include “[a] brief statement 
identifying the substance of each ballot question supported or opposed by the committee.” MCL 
169.224(1)(e).  
 
The Department has reviewed the evidence submitted in this matter and finds that sufficient 
evidence has been presented to support a finding of a potential violation of the MCFA. 
 
Ms. Jensen alleges in her complaint that the Unlock Michigan II ballot question (the proposed 
amendment to the Public Health Code), as a separate ballot question from Unlock Michigan’s 
initial ballot question that would have repealed the Emergency Powers of the Governor Act, 
required the formation of a separate ballot question committee. While it is indisputable that the 
two ballot questions address different acts, it has never been the position of the Department that 
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each ballot question requires the formation of a distinct ballot question committee. Therefore, as 
to Ms. Jensen’s allegation that Unlock Michigan violated the MCFA by failing to form a separate 
ballot question committee and file applicable campaign finance reports for that committee, the 
Department determines that no violation occurred and dismisses the allegation.  
 
However, a ballot question committee must disclose the names of all ballot questions it supports 
or opposes. Section 24 of the Act requires that a ballot question committee’s Statement of 
Organization include “[a] brief statement identifying the substance of each ballot question 
supported or opposed by the committee.” (emphasis added) (MCL 169.224(1)(e).   

Additionally, the instructions on the Department’s Statement of Organization for ballot question 
committees requires committees to “list the specific ballot proposal(s) involved…and mark 
support or oppose as appropriate[.]” (emphasis added) 
 
The use of the word “each” is controlling and must be given effect.  “Courts must give effect to 
every word, phrase, and clause in a statute and avoid an interpretation that would render any part 
of the statute surplusage or nugatory.”  State Farm Fire & Cas. Co. v. Old Republic Ins. Co., 466 
Mich. 142 (2002).  You seem to acknowledge as much in your response. Your response includes 
in its list of “rather unremarkable steps” that you took to be “fully compliant with the Michigan 
Campaign Finance Act” the following:  
  

Pursuant to Section 24(4) of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, Unlock Michigan 
amended its Statement of Organization to reflect the “brief statement identifying the 
substance of each ballot question supported or opposed by the committee” (see MCL 
169.224(1)(e)) to include this petition to amend the Public Health Code.  

 
The Department has no record of such an amended Statement of Organization. When the 
Department contacted you on January 31, 2023 to ask for any documentation of the alleged 
amendment, you replied that the treasurer no longer has any record of it.  
 
The Department finds unpersuasive your argument that an indication of the ballot questions 
supported or opposed by a ballot question committee is unnecessary because that information is 
not readily visible to the public on the Department’s website. As described above, and as you 
acknowledge in your response, that information is required by section 24 of the MCFA and is 
available to the public upon request.  Further, this information remains available to the public. 
 
After considering the evidence submitted by the parties, the campaign finance filings, and the 
relevant MCFA sections, the Department finds that sufficient evidence has been presented to 
support a finding of a potential violation of the MCFA. The MCFA requires a ballot question to 
indicate each ballot question supported or opposed by the committee on its Statement of 
Organization, and Unlock Michigan’s Statement of Organization currently only indicates support 
of the ballot question to repeal the Emergency Powers of the Governor Act. Please amend 
Unlock Michigan’s Statement of Organization accordingly.  
 
Because this failure to amend your Statement of Organization appears to be unintentional, 
especially given the acknowledgement in your response that you believed you had already 
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submitted the required amendment, the Department concludes that a warning is a sufficient 
resolution to the matter and will consider the matter concluded once you have submitted 
documentation of the amended filing.  
 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at 
BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

   
 
        

Jenny McInerney, Regulatory Attorney 
       Bureau of Elections 
       Michigan Department of State 
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May 11, 2023 

Eric Doster  
Attorney for Unlock Michigan  
2145 Commons Parkway  
Okemos, MI 48864 

  

Re: Jensen v. Unlock Michigan II 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022-10-131-24, 25, 26, 33, 34 

Dear Mr. Doster: 
 

The Department of State (Department) is in receipt of your amended Statement of Organization, 
submitted February 16, 2023 in response to the Department’s February 9, 2023 determination 
that there may be reason to believe that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act 
(MCFA or Act).   
 

In its determination, after considering the evidence submitted by the parties, the campaign 
finance filings, and the relevant MCFA sections, the Department found that sufficient evidence 
had been presented to support a finding of a potential violation of the MCFA. The MCFA 
requires a ballot question to indicate each ballot question supported or opposed by the committee 
on its Statement of Organization, and Unlock Michigan’s Statement of Organization only 
indicated support of the ballot question to repeal the Emergency Powers of the Governor Act.  
 

Your amended Statement of Organization, submitted February 16, 2023, indicates support for a 
ballot question to amend the Public Health Code.1  
 

Given this, the Department concludes that a formal warning is a sufficient resolution to the 
complaint and considers the matter concluded. Thank you for your resolution of this matter.  
     

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jenny McInerney, Regulatory Attorney 
Regulatory Section 
Bureau of Elections 

c: Christine Jensen      Michigan Department of State 

 

1 Public Act 77 of 2021, effective March 30, 2022, repealed the Emergency Powers of Governor Act. Given that 
Unlock Michigan could take no further action in support or opposition of its initial position, the Department 
determines that removal of that position and replacement with its current position is appropriate.  

http://www.michigan.gov/Elections
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