
 

 

250 Massachusetts Ave NW, Suite 400 | Washington, DC 20001  

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
May 17, 2024 
 
Michigan Board of State Canvassers  
Richard H. Austin Building  
1st Floor, 430 West Allegan Street  
Lansing, MI 48933 
 
Re: Request to Investigate Nominating Petitions of U.S. Senate Candidates Rogers, 

Pensler, Amash, and Meijer for Potential Fraud 
 
To the Members of the Board of State Canvassers: 
 
On behalf of Michigan voter Emily Judd, the Michigan Democratic Party (MDP), and DSCC aka 
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, we write to call the Board’s attention to potential 
fraud in the nominating petitions of four Republican U.S. Senate Candidates: Mike Rogers, Sandy 
Pensler, Justin Amash, and Peter Meijer. As summarized below, our initial review of these 
candidates’ petitions has uncovered patterns that indicate the presence of potential forgery and 
other fraudulent signature gathering tactics, suggesting a possible repeat of the conduct of petition 
circulators during the 2022 election.1 The Board should investigate to determine the extent of the 
forgery and fraud present in the nominating petitions prior to Bureau of Elections staff completing 
their reports for these candidates. 
 
The undersigned are aware of at least two complaints that have been filed in the past month 
challenging judicial candidates—Lisa Neilson and Matthew Ackerman—for allegedly fraudulent 
petition sheets. Both complaints allege that several circulators for those two candidates engaged 
in “round-tabling” (also referred to as “round-robining”) of the sort discovered in 2022, as well as 
other fraud and forgery tactics. Notably, six circulators named in the Neilson complaint and 20 
circulators named in the Ackerman complaint also circulated petitions for at least one of the four 
Republican Senate candidates named herein. All told, there appear to be 433 sheets from these 
circulators in the random samples from these U.S. Senate candidates’ petitions, which is just the 
tip of the iceberg because it does not include the complete universe of the petition sheets submitted 
to the Bureau. See Exhibit A.  

 
1 Although Mr. Meijer has suspended his campaign, we believe the Board should know the full extent of potential 
fraud across these four candidates’ nominating petitions because many of Mr. Meijer’s nominating petition sheets 
were circulated by the same individuals who circulated petitions for Mr. Rogers, Mr. Pensler, and Mr. Amash. To the 
extent the Board finds that a circulator submitted fraudulent sheets for Mr. Meijer’s petition, it should investigate the 
validity of all sheets submitted for any candidate by that circulator. 
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Fraud associated with gathering petition signatures has been prevalent in Michigan in recent years. 
See Bureau of Elections, Staff Report on Fraudulent Nominating Petitions (May 23, 2022) (“Staff 
Report”). The petitions submitted by Mr. Rogers, Mr. Pensler, Mr. Amash, and Mr. Meijer appear 
to be similarly infected with potentially fraudulent signatures. Just as in prior years, this potential 
fraud requires immediate investigation by the Board. A full review of each Republican Senate 
candidate’s nominating petitions is time and labor intensive, so we provide this letter now to inform 
the Board of our initial observations. Given the indications of potential fraud revealed by our 
initial review, we request that the Board immediately conduct a thorough investigation of 
the nominating petitions submitted by Mr. Rogers, Mr. Pensler, Mr. Amash, and Mr. Meijer 
for suspected fraud. The Board should not certify any of these candidates for the ballot until it 
has conclusively determined that they have submitted 15,000 valid signatures from actual 
Michigan voters, as required by law.  
 
The Board has the authority—and, practically speaking, a duty—to conduct a full investigation of 
candidates’ nominating petitions, even absent a formal or timely complaint. See MCL 168.552(8) 
and (9); see also MCL 168.544c.2 Confirming apparent evidence of forgery and fraud is not limited 
by the formal challenge procedures applicable to other signature errors. Bureau staff is well 
equipped to identify and investigate suspicious patterns absent a challenge, just as they did in 2022. 
Indications of forgery and fraud of the kind that appear to cut across the field of Republican Senate 
candidates must be examined as part of the Board’s statutory duty to canvass all petitions 
submitted. We therefore urge the Board, pursuant to its obligations and authority, to conduct an 
immediate investigation of all affected candidates’ petitions and to invalidate all petition signatures 
appearing on petition sheets signed by circulators who are found to have engaged in fraud. If, after 
that investigation, the Board determines that any of the candidates have not submitted the required 
number of valid petition signatures, those candidates should not be certified for the ballot.  
 

I. Legal and Factual Background  
 
To qualify for the August 6, 2024 primary election, each U.S. Senate candidate must submit 
nominating petitions with valid signatures from at least 15,000 registered voters, including at least 
100 registered voters in each of at least half of the congressional districts in the state. MCL 168.93 
and 168.544f. Upon receipt of a candidate’s petitions, the Board of State Canvassers is required to 
“canvass the petitions to ascertain if the petitions have been signed by the requisite number of 
qualified and registered electors.” MCL 168.552(8).  
 
As Bureau of Elections Director Jonathan Brater attested in 2022, the first step in the Board’s 
review of nominating petitions is typically a “face review.” Affidavit of Jonathan Brater (“Brater 
Aff”), Brandenburg v Bd of State Canvassers, 509 Mich 1021; 974 NW2d 552 (June 2, 2022), ¶ 
10.3 In addition to verifying that the header of the petition sheet, the circulator’s certificate, and 
the signature lines are complete and facially compliant with the Michigan Election Law, Bureau 

 
2 The Secretary of State also has an affirmative duty to investigate the administration of election laws and report any 
violations of election law. MCL 168.31(h). The Secretary of State’s website encourages members of the public to 
report “fraudulent, improper, or suspicious activity involving any Michigan Department of State programs or 
documents,” Report fraud, Michigan Department of State, https://www.michigan.gov/sos/report-fraud (accessed May 
17, 2024). 
3 Available at https://www.courts.michigan.gov/49bcee/siteassets/case-documents/briefs/msc/2022-
2023/164462/164462_04_02_brater_affidavit.pdf (accessed May 17, 2024). 

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/report-fraud
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/49bcee/siteassets/case-documents/briefs/msc/2022-2023/164462/164462_04_02_brater_affidavit.pdf
https://www.courts.michigan.gov/49bcee/siteassets/case-documents/briefs/msc/2022-2023/164462/164462_04_02_brater_affidavit.pdf
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of Elections staff also note during face review if they “see something to indicate [signatures] are 
not legitimate.” Id. at ¶¶ 11-13. “[F]or example, staff will note if signatures appear to be fraudulent 
during face review.” Id. at ¶ 13; see generally MCL 168.544c (setting forth requirements for valid 
signatures and allowing disqualification of fraudulent signatures). “During face review, errors 
affecting an entire petition sheet result in the invalidation of all signatures affixed to that sheet.” 
Brater Aff ¶ 14.  
 
Investigating and invalidating fraudulent signatures and sheets is an important part of the face 
review process. However, the face review process does not always facilitate the investigation of 
suspicious patterns across petition sheets, circulators, and candidates. Accordingly, in 2022, 
Bureau staff undertook a preliminary step even before face review: they separated and reviewed 
all sheets that were signed by circulators who were suspected of submitting fraudulent sheets. Staff 
Report at 4-5. After completing a targeted review, “[t]he Bureau determined that all reviewed 
signatures appearing on sheets signed by the fraudulent-petition circulators were invalid.” Staff 
Report at 5; see also Johnson v Bd of State Canvassers, 341 Mich App 671; 991 NW2d 840 (2022) 
(denying mandamus complaint challenging Board’s invalidation procedure).  
 
Ms. Judd, MDP, and DSCC urge the Bureau Staff and the Board to undergo that same process here 
because, as in 2022, there is reason to suspect that “the same fraudulent-petition circulators 
submitted petition sheets for many different candidates.” Staff Report at 4. For example, our initial 
review revealed that approximately 433 sheets in the Board’s random samples for candidates 
Rogers, Pensler, Amash, and Meijer were submitted by circulators who allegedly submitted 
fraudulent signatures for candidates Neilson and Ackerman, although the extent of the overlap 
cannot be determined unless the Board conducts a comprehensive review. 
 
Our initial review of the sheets captured in the Board’s random samples for these same Senate 
candidates also revealed additional indications of potential fraud in petition sheets submitted by 
circulators other than those named in the Neilson and Ackerman complaints, several of whom 
circulated petitions for multiple Republican Senate candidates.  
 
Per the Board’s own prior practice, it cannot simply conduct a typical face review under these 
circumstances. Rather, the Board needs to conduct a full-scale review of all petition sheets 
circulated by any circulators whose sheets include patterns of suspicious activity. And if a 
circulator’s sheets are deemed invalid in one candidate’s petition, then the Board cannot overlook 
that circulator’s sheets in another candidate’s petition; it must investigate.  
 
II. Indications of Potential Fraud 

 
The Board’s random samples of the above-named Republican Senate candidates’ nominating 
petitions reveal suspicious activity indicative of potential fraud, including but not limited to: (1) 
entire petition sheets of signatures that are supposedly from different voters but that appear to be 
written in the same handwriting; (2) the same circulator using visibly different handwriting to fill 
and sign the affidavit box across petitions sheets; (3) multiple signatures that are supposedly from 
the same voter but that appear to be written in different handwriting; (4) the same voter signing 
for multiple candidates with different handwriting; and (5) petition sheets submitted by different 
candidates that appear to contain identical voter signatures, at times in the same exact order. 
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Each category of potential fraud is discussed in further detail below.   
 

1. Entire petition sheets in the same handwriting. 
 

The petition sheet below, which was submitted by Mr. Pensler, see Exhibit 1, appears to have 
been completed entirely by one person. The printed handwriting for each of the nine voters who 
supposedly signed this sheet is identical, and all of the signatures look substantially similar. It is 
virtually impossible that nine different voters would have the exact same handwriting, as reflected 
below. The Board should immediately investigate the validity of the signatures on this petition 
sheet and others like it, and it should invalidate any sheets comprised of fraudulent signatures. To 
the extent the Board finds that this sheet is fraudulent, it should then review any other sheets 
submitted by the same circulator, for Mr. Pensler or any other candidate, to determine the validity 
of those sheets.  

 
2. The same circulator using visibly different handwriting to fill and sign the affidavit 

box across petitions sheets. 
 
Our review has revealed instances of a single circulator signing the affidavit boxes on multiple 
petition sheets using starkly different handwriting styles across sheets. An example from Mr. 
Rogers’ petition is below. The circulator’s name, “Tracee Bradford,” and her address are written 
in entirely different handwriting on different sheets. In the example below, not only did Tracee 
Bradford not provide a signature (and instead only printed her name above the signature lines), but 
there is also a discrepancy in the spelling of her street address and zip code across the sheets: one 
sheet lists “6728 Perod, Detroit, MI 48229” as her address, and the other lists “6728 Pernod, 
Detroit, MI 49228” as her address. These irregularities suggest that more than one person was 
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circulating petition sheets under the name “Tracee Bradford,” which is prohibited under Michigan 
law. See MCL 168.544c.  
 
Rogers petition sheet 765    Rogers petition sheet 1680 

The example shown above appears in the nominating petition of Mr. Rogers, and similar 
indications of potential fraud appears on the petitions of Mr. Pensler and Mr. Amash. See Exhibit 
2. The Board should conduct an investigation to determine the validity of all sheets submitted by 
any circulators containing this indication of potential fraud. 
 

3. Multiple signatures within the same candidate’s petition sheets that are supposedly 
from the same voter but that appear to be written in different handwriting. 

 
Our review has revealed that certain voters’ names appear multiple times across candidates’ 
petition sheets, often in different handwriting. The Board must invalidate these duplicate 
signatures under MCL 168.544c. Moreover, the duplicate signatures are indicative of potential 
fraud because they do not appear to have been signed by the same individual.  
 
In the example below, the name “Christopher Potts” appears twice on candidate Rogers’ petition 
sheets. The signature and handwriting for “Christopher Potts” look different on each sheet, 
suggesting that at least one of the signatures is potentially fraudulent. In addition, there are 
discrepancies in the address and zip code for “Christopher Potts.” On sheet 2364, the signer’s street 
address is “15716 Rockdale, zip code 48323,” but on sheet 901 the street address is “17516 
Rockdale, zip code 48223.”  
 
Rogers petition sheet 2364, line 7 

 
Rogers petition sheet 901, line 7 

 
 
The example shown above appears in the nominating petition of Mr. Rogers, and similar 
indications of potential fraud appear in the petition of Mr. Amash. See Exhibit 3. The Board should 
investigate all sheets submitted by any circulators on whose sheets this indication of potential fraud 
appears—for any candidate—to determine the validity of those sheets.  
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4. The same voter signing for multiple candidates with different handwriting. 
 
It appears that, as in the example below, certain voters’ names appear multiple times across 
different candidates’ petition sheets, often in different handwriting. To the extent these voters 
signed petition sheets for different U.S. Senate candidates on the same date, the Board is required 
to invalidate their signatures under MCL 168.547a. Moreover, the duplicate signatures are 
indicative of potential fraud because they are supposedly from the same voter but appear to be 
written in different handwriting and contain other suspicious discrepancies.  
 
The example below shows the same name “Kevin Champion” on petition sheets for both 
candidates Rogers and Pensler. However, the handwriting and signature for the voter “Kevin 
Champion” are visibly different across petition sheets. Additionally, it appears that the voter’s 
address is spelled differently on petition sheets for different candidates, suggesting that one or both 
of these signature lines may be potentially fraudulent.  
 
Rogers petition sheet 2139, line 9 

 
Pensler petition sheet 2554, line 7 

 
 
The example shown above appears in the nominating petition of Mr. Rogers, and similar 
indications of potential fraud appear on the petitions of Mr. Pensler, Mr. Amash, and Mr. Meijer. 
See Exhibit 4.  
 

5. Petition sheets submitted by different candidates that appear to have been signed by 
an identical or nearly identical set of voters. 

 
Our review has also revealed that there are sets of petition sheets that look nearly identical except 
that they were submitted on behalf of different candidates. In other words, the only differences 
between the sheets are in the heading; the signer lines contain the same information, in the same 
order, for two different candidates. To the extent these voters signed petition sheets for different 
U.S. Senate candidates on the same date, the Board is required to invalidate their signatures under 
MCL 168.547a. Moreover, the Board found that a similar pattern was indicative of fraud in 2022. 
See Staff Report at 8-9.  
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The example shown above appears in the nominating petitions of Mr. Amash and Mr. Meijer, and 
the same indication of potential fraud appears on the petitions of Mr. Pensler. See Exhibit 5. 
 
III. Conclusion 
 
For the foregoing reasons, we ask the Board to conduct an immediate investigation of the petition 
sheets submitted by candidates Rogers, Amash, Pensler, and Meijer, and to invalidate all petition 
signatures appearing on petition sheets signed by circulators who are found to have engaged in 
fraud. If, after that investigation, the Board determines that any of the candidates have not 
submitted the required number of valid petition signatures, they should not be certified for the 
ballot.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Christopher M. Trebilcock 
Clark Hill PLC 
500 Woodward Avenue 
Detroit, MI 48226  
ctrebilcock@clarkhill.com 
 
Aria C. Branch 
Elizabeth Poston 
Jyoti Jasrasaria 
Julie Zuckerbrod 
Elias Law Group LLP 
250 Massachusetts Avenue, Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
abranch@elias.law 
eposton@elias.law 
jjasrasaria@elias.law 
jzuckerbrod@elias.law 
 
Counsel for Emily Judd, MDP, and DSCC 
 
cc: Bureau of Elections Director Jonathan Brater 
 
 



EXHIBIT A 



  
 

Estimated number of pages circulated by circulators named in Neilson and Ackerman complaints 

Circulator Name Previously Challenged 
Candidate 

Pages within 
Sample Circulated 

for Amash 

Pages within Sample 
Circulated for Pensler 

Pages within 
Sample Circulated 

for Rogers 

Pages within 
Sample 

Circulated for 
Meijer 

Lorenzo Avery Ackerman 6    
Sultan Basha Ackerman 9   5 

Dale Cain Ackerman 27    
Lawuana Clark Ackerman 2 6   
Alvin Crossnoe Ackerman 10 9 7  

John Damon Ackerman 8 4 7  
Diallo Daniely Ackerman and Neilson 8 16 6  

Yolanda Ellison Ackerman 3    
Jordan Evans Ackerman 1    

Laurence Gooden Neilson  23 10 13 
Gersena Guyton Neilson 5 24 7  

Robert Harris Ackerman and Neilson   3  
Donald Harris Ackerman 2 24 11  

Brigette Hawkins Neilson 5 7 6 1 
Hurrbm Hicks Ackerman 3    

Glenda  McNeil Ackerman 3    
Kyna Pickens Ackerman 1    
Loren Primm Neilson 4    

Quentiesha Reed Ackerman 1    
Robyn  Reynolds Ackerman 8 60 25  

Nathan Ryans Ackerman 12 5   
Deangelo Shelton Ackerman 5 13   
James Spencer Ackerman 11 1   

Lanier Thompson Ackerman 6    
TOTAL  140 192 82 19 

 



EXHIBIT 1 



 



EXHIBIT 2 



Example 1:   
 
Tracee Bradford circulated several different petition sheets for Rogers and Pensler, but signed 
the Circulator’s Certificate in different handwriting styles throughout. The spelling of her street 
address also varies throughout the pages (“Penrod” vs. “Pernod”). 

Sheet 
Number 

Circulator Certificate Other 
Discrepancies 

Rogers, 
594 

 

 

 

Rogers, 
765 

 

Street name is 
listed as “Perod,” 
while other pages 
list “Penrod” 

 

Rogers, 
1681 

 

 

Rogers, 
1335 

 

 



Rogers, 
1680 

 

 

Rogers, 
743 

 
 

Street number is 
listed as “6727,” 
while most other 
pages list “6728” 
 

Rogers, 
849 

 

Street number is 
listed as “6228,” 
while most other 
pages list “6728” 
 

Rogers, 
625 

 

 

  



 

Sheet 
Number 

Circulator Certificate Other 
Discrepancie
s 

Pensler, 
2274 

 

 

Pensler, 
1383 

 

Signature 
date is from 
2022, which 
is before the 
petition 
signers 
signed the 
petition 

Pensler, 
1323 

 

 

Pensler, 
1262 

 

 



Pensler, 
937 

 

 

Pensler, 
931 

 

 

Pensler, 
866 

 

 

Pensler, 
831 

 

 

 

 
 

  



Example 2:   
 
Corry Williams circulated different petition sheets for Amash, but signed the Circulator’s 
Certificate in different handwriting styles throughout. There are also discrepancies in the spelling 
of his name and address. 

Sheet 
Number 

Circulator Certificate Other 
Discrepancies 

Amash, 
396 

 

First name 
misspelled in 
signature 

Amash, 
1303 

 

Street name 
spelled 
“Gennensee” 
vs. “Gennesee” 
above 

 



EXHIBIT 3 



Example 1:   
 
Rogers petition sheet 1960, line 8: first name spelled “Lorainna,” street number 125 

 
 
Rogers petition sheet 3319, line 10: first name spelled “Lorraine,” 
 street number 105 

 

Example 2: 

Rogers petition sheet 2364, line 7: street number “15716,” zip code “48323” 

 

Rogers petition sheet 901, line 7: street number 17516, zip code 48223 

 

 

Example 3: 

Rogers petition sheet 2432, line 8: first name spelled “Marlata” 

 

Rogers petition sheet 3592, line 7 (circulated by Brigette Hawkins, named in Nielson complaint): 
first name spelled “Markita” 

 

 

Example 4: 

Amash petition sheet 2422, line 7: right-leaning handwriting, city listed as “Macomb” 

Amash petition sheet 2780, line 7: left-leaning handwriting, city listed as “Clinton” 

 

 



EXHIBIT 4 



Example 1:  

Rogers petition sheet 2139, line 9

 
Pensler petition sheet 2554, line 7: different signature and handwriting 

 
 

Example 2: 

Pensler petition sheet 1562, line 6: street address “4829 Fir St” 

Meijer petition sheet 2563, line 10: street address “4329 Fir St” 

 
 

Example 3:  

Pensler petition sheet 2561, line 7: street address “1029 Burt St” 

Rogers petition sheet 3414, line 7: street address “1021 Burt St” 

 
 

Example 4: 

Rogers petition sheet 2329, line 8: cursive signature

 
Amash petition sheet 2378, line 4: printed signature 

 
 

Example 5:  

Amash petition sheet 1624, line 1  

Pensler petition sheet 3203, line 4: different signature and handwriting
 

 
 

 



Example 6:  

Rogers petition sheet 999, line 1: street address “2 E Hancock,” zip code “48206”
 

Pensler petition sheet 2643, line 3: street address “80 E Hancock,” zip code “48201” 

 
 

Example 7:  

Amash petition sheet 2148, line 2: city listed as “Detroit”
 

Rogers petition sheet 3724, line 9: different handwriting and signature, city listed as 
“Harperwoods”

 
 

 

Example 8:  

Pensler petition sheet 3172, line 5: city listed as “Detroit”

 
Rogers petition sheet 1634, line 7: city listed as “Highland Park”

 
 

 

Example 9:  

Amash petition sheet 3491, line 5: different handwriting and signature, zip code “48601” 

Rogers petition sheet 1112, line 10: zip code “48602” 

Pensler petition sheet 2258, line 6: zip code “48602”

 
 

 

 



EXHIBIT 5 



Example 1: Amash Sheet 3422 and Meijer Sheet 3320 contain the exact same voters in the exact 
same order. 

 

 

 



Example 2: Meijer Sheet 2613 and Amash Sheet 2783 contain almost the exact same voters in 
the exact same order. 

 

 

 



Example 3: Amash Sheet 2973 and Meijer Sheet 3487 contain almost the exact same voters in 
the exact same order, and include discrepancies in the spellings of voter names and addresses. 

 

 



Example 4: Lines 7-10 on Pensler Sheet 1703 and Lines 3-6 on Meijer Sheet 3630 contain the 
exact same voters in the exact same order. 

 

 



Example 5: Lines 1-5 on Pensler Sheet 2424 and Lines 6-10 on Meijer Sheet 3637 contain the 
exact same voters in the exact same order. 
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