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First-Amended COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs state as follows for their first-amended complaint against defendants Andrew Chadderdon, Daniel Ziemba, Andrew Evans, Joshua Jongema, Connor Nepomuceno, Jerome Schwab, Alice Freeborn-Hall, Ryan Roberts, and Collin Fitzgerald. 
Parties, Jurisdiction, and Venue

1. Plaintiffs are members of the Libertarian Party of Michigan (“LPM”). Plaintiff Joseph Brungardt is a member of the Libertarians of Macomb County (“LMC”), which has historically been a local affiliate of the LPM. A list of the plaintiffs’ names and addresses is attached as Exhibit A to this complaint.
2. Defendant Andrew Chadderdon is a citizen and resident of Wayne County, Michigan, who purports to be the chair of the LPM executive committee and who is recognized by the Libertarian National Committee (“LNC”) as such. For ease of reference, the board that Mr. Chadderdon chairs is referred to in this complaint as the “Chadderdon board.”
3. Defendant Daniel Ziemba is a citizen and resident of Wayne County, Michigan, who purports to be the secretary of the LPM executive committee and who is recognized by the LNC as such. 
4. Defendant Andrew Evans is a citizen and resident of Cheboygan County, Michigan, who at times relevant to this complaint purported to serve on a body within the LPM known as the judicial committee. Defendants Joshua Jongema and Connor Nepomuceno are (or were, at times relevant to this complaint) citizens and residents of Baraga County and Oakland County, Michigan, respectfully, who purport or purported to serve on the LPM judicial committee.

5. Defendant Jerome Schwab is a citizen and resident of Macomb County, Michigan, who purports to be a member of the LPM executive committee.

6. Defendant Alice Freeborn-Hall is a citizen and resident of Midland County, Michigan, who purports to be a member of the LPM executive committee.

7. Defendant Ryan Roberts is a citizen and resident of Delta County, Michigan, who purports to be a member of the LPM executive committee.

8. Defendant Collin Fitzgerald is a citizen and resident of Wayne County, Michigan, who purports to be a member of the LPM executive committee.

9. This is a lawsuit to compel the defendants to honor the results of the convention held on March 9, 2024, in Flint Michigan, which was called by the Chadderdon board. In particular, the plaintiffs seek declaratory and injunctive relief to: (a) affirm that they were properly listed as national-convention delegates on the list that was submitted to the credentials committee for Libertarian Party 2024 National Convention held in May 2024; (b) affirm that plaintiff David Canny and Michael Yanok are duly elected members of the Chadderdon board; and (c) invalidate various actions taken by the Chadderdon board that would not have had sufficient votes to pass if Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok had been properly seated, including: (i) the purported suspension of LMC’s local-affiliate status; (ii) the purported removal of plaintiff Dana Carver from the board; and (iii) the purported appointments of defendants Jerome Schwab, Alice Freeborn-Hall, Ryan Roberts, and Collin Fitzgerald to serve on the board.
10. This Court has personal jurisdiction over the defendants pursuant to MCL 600.701. 
11. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to MCL 600.605.
12. Venue is proper in Cheboygan County pursuant to MCL 600.1621 because defendant Andrew Evans resides in Cheboygan County.
13. This case is justiciable because: (1) its resolution calls upon the Court to decide matters arising under the LPM bylaws; (2) courts regularly deal with cases involving compliance with bylaws of private associations; and (3) failure to comply with the LPM bylaws constitutes a breach of contract. See, e.g., Pego v Karamo, unpublished order of the Kent County Circuit Court, entered on February 20, 2024 (Docket No. 24-00658-CZ) (finding that a governance dispute within the Michigan Republican Party was justiciable because it turned on interpretation of the party’s bylaws); Hillsdale County Republican Executive Committee v Wisely, unpublished opinion and order of the Hillsdale County Circuit Court entered on October 5, 2023 (Docket No. 22-00688-CZ) (finding same with respect to county-level Republican Party); see also Conlin v Upton, 313 Mich App 243, 255; 881 NW2d 511 (2015) (explaining that bylaws “constitute a binding contractual agreement between [an entity] and its members.”)
General Allegations

Background of Governance Dispute
14. The Libertarian Party of Michigan has been in disarray since at least July 2022, when the party held a candidate-nominating convention in Holland, Michigan.

15. During that convention, a two-thirds supermajority of the delegates voted to remove Mr. Chadderdon from his position as acting chair of the LPM executive committee through a vote of no confidence. The motion in support of the vote of no confidence stated, among other things, that Mr. Chadderdon “consistently used the Bylaws and Robert’s Rules [of Order] as a weapon against those who oppose him.”
16. Following the convention, Mr. Chadderdon appealed his removal to the LPM judicial committee. The judicial committee is a body that exists within the LPM to decide cases involving alleged violations of the LPM bylaws. At the time it received and acted on Mr. Chadderdon’s appeal, it was made up of defendant Nepomuceno and two of Mr. Chadderdon’s other political allies.
17. In his appeal, Mr. Chadderdon argued that the convention was a “special meeting” for purposes of Robert’s Rules and, as a result, business could only be conducted if it was specifically referenced in the written document calling the convention. He further argued that because the motion to remove him as chair was not referenced in the call to convention, it was legally void. 

18. This position was inconsistent with the fact that candidate-nominating conventions are held at specified intervals as provided in the LPM bylaws (thereby making them “regular meetings” for purposes of Robert’s Rules) and with the fact that the party has throughout its history always treated them as regular meetings.
19. Despite these facts, the judicial committee ruled in favor of Mr. Chadderdon and issued an opinion stating that the LPM executive committee “shall be reverted to its composition as of July 8th,” the day before the convention took place.
20. Mr. Chadderdon’s efforts to cling to power — aided by the judicial committee’s opinion — caused a schism within the party. 
21. A majority of the active members in the party, including the plaintiffs, believe that the judicial committee’s opinion was wrong on the merits and that the judicial committee lacks the power to order self-executing remedies that overrule decisions made by convention delegates. In their view, the decisions of the judicial committee are merely recommendations to be reported back to the assembly for consideration. See Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly Revised (12th ed.) § 50:4.
22. For these reasons, the individuals who constituted the LPM executive committee following the July 2022 convention declined to vacate their seats. For ease of reference, the board that consists of these individuals and their successors is referred to in the remainder of this complaint as the “Saliba board,” after its chair Michael Saliba. Mr. Saliba and numerous other plaintiffs in this lawsuit are members of that board.
23. Mr. Chadderdon, for his part, formed a separate board that purports to be the legitimate LPM executive committee. For ease of reference, that board is (as indicated above) referred to in this complaint as the “Chadderdon board.” Mr. Ziemba serves as the secretary of the Chadderdon board. 

24. For the past two years, the Saliba board and the Chadderdon board have largely operated separately from one another. They have conducted their own meetings, engaged in their own fundraising, and held separate conventions in 2023. At the 2023 conventions, each faction of the party adopted changes to the party’s bylaws.
25. Various members of the two boards have also been embroiled in litigation against one another in two pending lawsuits. One of those lawsuits is an interpleader action in Washtenaw County Circuit Court relating to control of the party’s bank accounts. The other is a federal trademark suit filed by the LNC against members of the Saliba board. Neither lawsuit relates to the specific topics that are the subject of this complaint.
Nomination to the March 9, 2024 Convention
26. In an effort to reunify the party, supporters of the Saliba board decided to — under protest and without conceding the legitimacy of the Chadderdon board — attend the national-delegate-selection convention that the Chadderdon board scheduled for March 9, 2024, in Flint, Michigan.
27. To do so, they sought to be credentialed as convention delegates through official channels recognized by the Chadderdon board, i.e., through nomination by local affiliate parties.
28. This effort was successful.  Many supporters of the Saliba board were nominated as state-convention delegates by local affiliate parties that are officially chartered by the Chadderdon board. 

29. Consistent with his actions over the past several years, Mr. Chadderdon recognized that these nominations posed a threat to his political power, so he began distorting and weaponizing the party’s bylaws in an attempt to thwart them.

Relevant LPM Bylaw Provisions
30. As described above, the two separate factions of the party adopted their own amendments to the LPM bylaws during their respective conventions in 2023. For sake of this litigation only, the plaintiffs accept the version of the bylaws adopted at a convention conducted by the Chadderdon board in July 2023 as the relevant version. A copy of that document is attached as Exhibit B to this complaint, and all references to the “LPM bylaws” in this complaint refer to that document.
31. The LPM bylaws provide rules for the governance of the party, including matters such as the credentialing of delegates to state conventions, the election of delegates to the Libertarian Party national convention, and the roles and responsibilities of the various the officers and committees within the party.  

32. Article II, section 1 of the LPM bylaws provides: “The officers of the Party shall be a chair, a first vice chair, a second vice chair, a secretary, a treasurer, and the Congressional district representatives described below, hereinafter referred to as the ‘Executive Committee.’” Congressional district representatives are elected by vote of the delegates at a convention who reside within the same congressional district, rather than by vote of the convention assembly at large.
33. Article II, section 6 defines the duties of the secretary as follows: “The secretary shall be the recording officer of the Party, and be responsible for ensuring that member-accessible archives are preserved. Excepting the Party newsletter or press releases, the secretary shall be responsible for all regular communications within the Party and between the Party and outside individuals, groups, and organizations.” This provision has been historically interpreted as vesting the secretary with the responsibility of submitting to the national Libertarian Party’s credentials committee a list of the names and addresses of all delegates and alternates chosen by the LPM as delegates to the Libertarian Party national convention. 
34. Article IV provides for the establishment of local affiliate parties, which must be chartered by the executive committee in order to be formally recognized. Article IV, section II provides: “An affiliate may elect in its discretion to adopt affiliate bylaws that organize the affiliate and the county(ies) and district(s) comprising its affiliate region . . . .” Notably, nothing in the LPM bylaws regulates the content of local-affiliate bylaws. To the contrary, Article IV, section 4 provides: “The autonomy of the affiliate Parties shall not be abridged by the Executive Committee, or any other committee of the Party, except as provided herein.”
35. Article IV further provides: “The Executive Committee shall have the authority to suspend affiliate party status from any organization by a two-thirds vote.”
36. Article VI, section 4 provides for the selection of delegates to LPM conventions in part by providing: “The Executive Committee shall allocate delegates to all state conventions to be selected by each affiliate region in proportion and according to the number of votes cast within the affiliate region for the Party’s most recent candidate for secretary of state.” Subsection 2 of that section further provides the general contours of the process by which affiliate parties are to select their delegates, stating: “The Executive Committee shall issue a call to each state convention to all affiliates no later than 60 days prior to the scheduled date of the state convention, which call shall specify the date and location of the state convention and the number of delegates each affiliate is entitled to select and send to the state convention. . . . [E]ach affiliate may select the date for its respective convention(s), so long as that date is at least 7 days prior to the state convention.”
37. Article VI, section 4, subsection 4 provides the process by which local affiliate parties seek to credential their selected delegates, thereby vesting the power to credential delegates in a standing committee known as the “Credentials Committee.” It provides in its entirety: “Each affiliate must submit the names, addresses and email addresses of its selected delegates and alternates to the LPMI Credentials Committee no later than 7 days prior to a convention. Failure to submit such a listing by the deadline will cause no delegation to be registered from that affiliate. By seven-eighths vote, the convention may approve additional delegates and alternates whose names and addresses are submitted to the Credentials Committee during the convention.”
38. Article IV, section 8 provides: “A person must be a current member of the Libertarian Party of Michigan in order to serve as a delegate to a state convention.” Article VIII, section 1 provides: “Membership shall be granted to any person who affirms the Statement of Principles and whose LPMI dues are current.” Nothing in the LPM bylaws authorizes any committee or other officer of the party to suspend memberships as a disciplinary measure.
39. Article VII, section 2 governs the election of delegates to the Libertarian Party national convention. It provides in pertinent part: “Delegates to the National Convention shall be elected at a national delegate selection convention by nominations from the floor. Delegates may be appointed by the Executive Committee if the allotted quota is not met.” 
40. Article V establishes and defines the jurisdiction of a “Judicial Committee,” providing: “The judicial power of the Party shall be vested in a Judicial Committee composed of three Party members. . . . The Judicial Committee shall decide cases involving alleged violations of these bylaws or resolutions.” 

41. Notably, the LPM bylaws do not create a “trial committee” or vest any powers in such a committee.
Challenges to the Seating of State-Convention Delegates
42. Prior to the convention, Mr. Chadderdon submitted two seating challenges to the LPM credentials committee.
43. The first challenge pertained to all 11 proposed delegates submitted to the credentials committee by the Libertarians of Macomb County (“LMC”), which is a local affiliate officially chartered by the Chadderdon board.
44. Mr. Chadderdon argued that the 11 proposed delegates should not be seated due to an alleged defect in the notice for the local convention at which the LMC elected them. In particular, the credentials committee was presented with information showing that the LMC sent a notice containing the date, time, and location of the convention, but that the convention was later moved to a different location because the original venue cancelled the reservation. Information was presented indicating that the LMC communicated the venue change to its members once the new location was known. Mr. Chadderdon argued that the defect in the notice violated Robert’s Rules, which is adopted by reference in the LMC local bylaws. 
45. Representatives of the LMC opposed this challenge, arguing that: (1) the notice provided was sufficient under the LMC’s procedural rules; and (2) any challenge to the lack of notice can only be made at the local-affiliate level by a member of the local affiliate, not at a credentials-committee meeting by a member of a different affiliate.
46. The credentials committee, which consists solely of individuals appointed by the Chadderdon board, declined to act on Mr. Chadderdon’s challenge, thereby effectively denying it. The credentials committee included all 11 members of the LMC delegation in its credentials report as qualified delegates. 
47. The second challenge pertained to 4 individuals — Michael Saliba, Joe Brungardt,
 Dave Canny, and Angela Thornton — whose memberships had purportedly been suspended due to their support for and participation on the Saliba board. As background, sometime in the summer of 2023, the Chadderdon board purported to form a “trial committee” to determine if any disciplinary action should be taken against Mr. Saliba, Mr. Brungardt, Mr. Canny, or Ms. Thornton. The committee conducted hearings and then rendered decisions that purported to suspend each of them for various numbers of years. In a report included in the packet for the March 9 convention, the trial committee stated: “The convention body may vote to decrease the penalty established by the Trial Committee by a motion to rescind or amend the aforementioned disciplinary action.” Mr. Chadderdon argued that because of the suspensions, the individuals in question were not members of the party and were ineligible to serve as delegates.
48. After entertaining this challenge, the credentials committee determined that Mr. Saliba, Mr. Brungardt, Mr. Canny, and Ms. Thornton could be seated as delegates at the convention if the convention assembly voted to reject their suspensions.

49. Later, at the beginning of the convention itself, Mr. Chadderdon moved to amend the credentials report to omit the LMC delegation based on the alleged improper notice given for the LMC convention. That motion was defeated by majority vote of the convention assembly. In the words of the convention chair, who is a member of the Chadderdon board, the vote in opposition to the motion was “overwhelming.”
50. The convention assembly later voted to reject the purported suspensions of Mr. Saliba, Mr. Brungardt, Mr. Canny, and Ms. Thornton. The convention chair then requested that the credentials report be updated to include the four members as qualified delegates, consistent with the credentials committee’s previous determination on that issue.
51. At that point, Mr. Chadderdon raised a point of order and asserted that amending the credential committee’s report would require a seven-eighths vote of the convention assembly. The convention chair sustained the point of order, reading article VI, paragraph 4.4 of the LPM bylaws to mean that any amendment to the credentials report that adds delegates requires a seven-eighths vote. A delegate appealed that ruling from the floor, arguing that the chair’s interpretation was inconsistent with the plain text of that provision. In particular, the delegate asserted that the bylaws only require a seven-eighths vote in situations where (unlike here) the names and addresses of the proposed delegates were not sent to the credentials committee in advance of the convention. The convention chair posed the question to the convention assembly, which determined by a vote of 58 to 32 that the seven-eighths voting threshold did not apply. 
52. Accordingly, Mr. Saliba, Mr. Brungardt, Mr. Canny, or Ms. Thornton were seated as delegates based on the previous vote to restore their rights as party members. 

Election of National-Convention Delegates
53. After the squabbles regarding the composition of the assembly were resolved, the delegates went about the business on the convention agenda, including the selection of delegates to the national convention.

54. The assembly elected 33 delegates and 41 alternate delegates to the national convention. The full slate of delegates, as well as the vote totals for each delegate and alternate delegates, is attached as Exhibit C to this complaint and is referred in the remainder of this complaint as the “Elected Delegate List.” Notably, Mr. Chadderdon is included in the delegate slate as the 34th delegate pursuant to Article III, section 4 of the bylaws, which provides “For purposes of Party representation at all National Libertarian Party conventions, the chair shall be a Michigan delegate and shall serve as head of the Michigan delegation.”
55. Upon information and belief, nearly all 33 of the elected delegates to the national convention support the Saliba board over the Chadderdon board.

Election of Members to the Chadderdon Board
56. Following the election of the national-convention delegates, the delegates from Congressional Districts 5, 8, and 10 each caucused to elect their respective representatives on the Chadderdon Board. 
57. The delegates from District 8 elected Michael Yonak. Mr. Yonak is a known supporter of the Saliba board.
58. The delegates from District 10 elected David Canny.
Mr. Chadderdon Blatantly Disregards the Actions of the Convention Assembly
59. At a meeting of the Chadderdon board held on March 10, the day after the convention, Mr. Chadderdon stated that every vote taken at the convention was “tainted” by the participation of the 15 convention delegates that he believed were illegitimately seated. Mr. Chadderdon further stated there would be at least 6 appeals filed with the LPM judicial committee to challenge and overturn actions taken by the convention assembly.
60. Mr. Chadderdon then announced that he would not recognize either Mr. Canny or Mr. Yanok as members of the board because he believed that they had been elected based on the votes of improperly seated convention delegates. Without citing any bylaw or other legal basis for doing so, he unilaterally declared that defendant Alice Freeborn-Hall would be seated as the District 10 representative, instead of Mr. Canny. His justification for doing so was that Ms. Freeborn-Hall had received the second most votes for the position during the convention. 

61. With respect to District 10, Mr. Chadderdon stated that Michael Yanok was the only individual who had received votes during the convention, but that all the votes he received were invalid. On that basis, he unilaterally declared (according to the approved minutes from the meeting) that the “seat would remain vacant until a legally acceptable manner to fill it is determined.”
62. While Mr. Chadderdon did not expressly state that he intended not to honor the results of the elections for national-convention delegates, his actions and statements strongly suggested that was the case.
 

Wrongful Disaffiliation of the LMC

63. At the next meeting of the Chadderdon board, held on April 14, 2024, Mr. Chadderdon again refused to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok as congressional district representatives. Mr. Chadderdon further indicated that Justin Miramonti (who is a member of the Chadderdon board) had filed an appeal to the judicial committee pertaining to the representatives for Districts 8 and 10, and he stated that he did not intend to seat Mr. Canny or Mr. Yanok unless the judicial committee ordered him to do so.
64. Following this discussion, a motion was made to suspend LMC’s status a local affiliate of the LPM. 

65. When a vote was taken on the motion, 10 members of the Chadderdon board voted in the affirmative and 4 members voted in the negative. Based on that vote count, defendant Ziemba declared that the motion passed because it had garnered the requisite 2/3 vote of the members of the present.

66. The minutes for the meeting reflect that the representatives for both District 8 and District 10 were counted as absent, even though both Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok were present on the Zoom call through which the meeting was conducted. 
67. If Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok had been seated and counted as present, the affirmative vote of 11 members would have been needed for the motion to pass. Both Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok would have voted against the motion, meaning that it would have failed.
68. Thus, Mr. Chadderdon effectively manipulated the voting threshold by refusing to seat them, thereby achieving a result that would not have been possible if the board had been properly constituted.

Judicial Committee Decision
69. While all this was going on, various members of the party filed appeals to the judicial committee pertaining to the actions taken at the March 9 convention.
70. One such appeal was filed by a supporter of the Chadderdon board named Jonathan Jacobs, who sought to invalidate the election of 5 of the 34 national-convention delegates on the theory that they would not have been elected but for the votes of the 4 members who were purportedly suspended prior to the March 9 convention. In particular, Mr. Jacobs asserted that a seven-eighths vote was required to seat those members, echoing the argument that the convention assembly had considered and rejected.
71. On or about May 20, the judicial committee issued a consolidated opinion addressing the appeals filed by both Mr. Jacobs and Mr. Miramonti.  The purported members of the judicial committee split 2-to-1 on both appeals, with defendants Jongema and Nepomuceno in the majority and defendant Evans in the dissent.

72. The majority opinion purported to invalidate the election of 27 national-convention delegates. In doing so, it addressed not only the issue raised by Mr. Jacobs’s appeal (whether the 4 suspended members were properly seated at the March convention), but also the separate issue of whether the members of the LMC delegation were properly seated. It (remarkably) concluded that all of these members were improperly seated, that all votes they took at the convention must be discarded, and that any matter that could have potentially been affected by their votes is void. 
73. With respect to the Miramonti appeal, the majority “exonerate[d]” Mr. Chadderdon with respect to his decision to unilaterally refuse to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok, finding that the votes that they received for the positions of congressional district representatives were improper and had to be discarded. 
74. With respect to the issue of whether the judicial committee has jurisdiction to review a challenge based on local affiliate bylaws, the majority opinion proclaims — without any support — that: “By rights, an affiliate is not entitled to a delegation which it has elected in violation of its bylaws.” 
Temporary Restraining Order and National Convention
75. After reviewing the judicial committee’s decision, the original plaintiffs in this case believed that the majority opinion was demonstrably unlawful under the terms of the LPM bylaws and patently irrational in its reasoning. Because the opinion was issued only a few days before the national convention credentials committee was scheduled to conduct its final meeting to prepare its credentials report, they quickly filed the instant suit and a motion for a temporary restraining order. 

76. This Court granted that motion in an order dated May 22, 2024, which ordered defendant Ziemba to submit the names of the elected national-convention delegates to the national convention credentials committee and enjoined the defendants from submitting any other document to the national convention credentials committee that purports to overturn, invalidate, or modify that submission.
77. Because of the Court’s order, most of the plaintiffs traveled to Washington D.C. for the national convention. They were ultimately seated as convention delegates after extensive fighting both during the credentials committee’s final meeting and on the floor of the convention itself.. Their participation in the national convention, however, remains a significant controversy in the Libertarian Party.

Wrongful Appointment of Alice Freeborn-Hall and Jerome Schwab

78. Following the convention, at a meeting held on June 9, 2024, the Chadderdon board wrongfully appointed defendant Alice Freeborn-Hall to be the representative for District 8 (affirming Mr. Chadderdon’s earlier, unilateral appointment) and appointed defendant Jerome Schwab to the representative for District 10.  
79. As described above, these seats should have been held by Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok, respectively, and there therefore were no actual vacancies to fill.
Wrongful Removal and Replacement of Dana Carver
80. At a meeting of the Chadderdon Board held on July 14, 2024, a motion was made to remove plaintiff Dana Carver from the board, in part due to her participation in this lawsuit. The motion notably did not include a nomination of a candidate to replace her as the representative of District 1.
81. Article III, section 10 of the LPM bylaws require a 2/3 vote to remove and replace members from the executive committee, stating: “A member of the Executive Committee who fails to perform his or her fiduciary duties may be removed from the Executive Committee and replaced by a two-thirds vote at a regular meeting of the Executive Committee or a majority vote at convention following a motion for a vote of no confidence.”
82. The vote on the motion was as follows:

	Position
	Board Member
	Vote

	District 1
	Dana Carver
	No

	District 2
	Ben DeJong
	Yes

	District 3
	Rich McClain
	No

	District 4
	Shelley Gregoire
	No

	District 5
	Norm Peterson
	No

	District 6
	Justin Miramonti
	No

	District 7
	Dominic Thelen
	Yes

	District 8
	Alice Freeborn-Hall
	Yes

	District 9
	Daniel Muehl-Miller (Absent)
	Yes

	District 10
	Jerome Schwab (Absent)
	No Vote

	District 11
	Jeff Pittel
	Yes

	District 12
	Vacant
	No Vote

	District 13 
	Ryan Brennan
	Yes

	Chair
	Andrew Chadderdon
	Yes

	First Vice Chair
	Leah Dailey
	Yes

	Second Vice Chair
	Trevor Step
	Yes

	Secretary
	Daniel Ziemba
	Yes

	Treasury
	Paul Urben
	Yes


83. Defendant Ziemba, acting in his purported role as LPM secretary, declared that the motion passed by a vote of 11 to 5.
84. If Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok had been seated, they would have voted against the motion. This means that the motion would have failed by a vote of 10 to 7. Eleven affirmative votes would have been needed to achieve the requisite 2/3rds vote requirement.
85. At its next meeting on August 11, 2024, the Chadderdon board purportedly elected defendant Ryan Roberts to fill the District 1 seat.

Wrongful Appointment of Collin Fitzgerald
86. Also during its August 11 meeting, the Chadderdon board held an election to fill a vacancy in position of representative for District 13. The results of the election were as follows:

	Position
	Board Member
	Vote

	District 1
	Ryan Roberts
	Abstain

	District 2
	Ben DeJong
	Collin Fitzgerald

	District 3
	Rich McClain
	Scotty Boman

	District 4
	Shelley Gregoire
	Scotty Boman

	District 5
	Norm Peterson
	Scotty Boman

	District 6
	Justin Miramonti
	Scotty Boman

	District 7
	Dominic Thelen
	Collin Fitzgerald

	District 8
	Alice Freeborn-Hall
	Collin Fitzgerald

	District 9
	Daniel Muehl-Miller (Absent)
	No Vote

	District 10
	Jerome Schwab (Absent)
	No Vote

	District 11
	Jeff Pittel
	Voted “None of the Above”

	District 12
	Vacant
	No Vote

	District 13 
	Vacant
	No Vote

	Chair
	Andrew Chadderdon
	Collin Fitzgerald

	First Vice Chair
	Leah Dailey
	Collin Fitzgerald

	Second Vice Chair
	Trevor Step
	Collin Fitzgerald

	Secretary
	Daniel Ziemba
	Collin Fitzgerald

	Treasury
	Paul Urben
	Collin Fitzgerald


87. The vote total was thus 8 votes for defendant Fitzgerald, 4 votes for Scotty Boman, and 1 vote for “None of the Above.”
88. If Ms. Carver, Mr. Canny, and Mr. Yanok had been in the seats to which they are legally entitled, they would have voted for Mr. Bowman and the vote total would have been 7 votes in favor of Mr. Fitzgerald and 7 votes in favor of Mr. Bowman. Accordingly, no candidate would have received a majority vote, and thus no one would have assumed the position of District 13 representative.
Count I – Declaratory Judgment
Election of National Convention Delegates
89. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference the allegations above.
90. Under MCR 2.605, in a case of actual controversy within its jurisdiction, this Court may declare the rights and other legal relations of an interested party seeking declaratory judgement, regardless of whether other relief is or could be sought or granted.
91. There is an actual controversy within this Court’s jurisdiction regarding whether the plaintiffs were properly elected as delegates to the national convention in accordance with the LPM bylaws. Political allies of the defendants, and perhaps one or more of the defendants themselves, have actively worked to overturn votes taken at the National Convention — including the nomination of the parties’ candidate for president of the United States — on the grounds that the plaintiffs were improperly seated as national-convention delegates. See Exhibit D (Demand Letter). 
Count II – Breach of Contract

Seating of District 8 and 10 Representatives

92. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference the allegations above.
93. As noted above, bylaws constitute a binding contractual agreement between the organization and its members.
94. Defendant Chadderdon has breached the LPM bylaws by unilaterally refusing to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok as congressional district representatives, despite the fact that they were lawfully elected to those positions during the March 9 convention.

95. Defendants Jongema and Nepomuceno have breached the LPM bylaws by ratifying Mr. Chadderdon’s refusal to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok in an opinion that blatantly exceeds the scope of the judicial committee’s jurisdiction and purports to overturn actions taken by a convention assembly based on patently irrational interpretations of straight-forward bylaws provisions.

96. Defendants Freeborn-Hall and Schwab have breached the LPM bylaws by purporting to serve as congressional district representatives in seats that rightfully belong to Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok.

97. If these breaches are not remedied, plaintiff Canny will be deprived of his rightful place on the Chadderdon board. Further, all of the plaintiffs will be harmed by the exclusion of political allies on the board that the LNC recognizes as the LPM’s executive committee.

Count III – Breach of Contract

Suspension of LMC’s Local-Affiliate Status

98. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference the allegations above.

99. Defendant Chadderdon has breached the LPM bylaws by refusing to allow Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok to vote on the motion to suspend LMC’s local-affiliate status, despite the fact that they were present on the Zoom call through which the Chadderdon board’s April 14, 2024, meeting was conducted.
100. Defendant Ziemba has breached the LPM bylaws by declaring that the motion to suspend LMC’s local-affiliate status was approved by a 2/3 vote despite the fact that Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok were present on the Zoom call, meaning that the proper threshold for the motion was 11 affirmative votes rather than 10.

101. Defendants Jongema and Nepomuceno have breached the LPM bylaws by ratifying Mr. Chadderdon’s refusal to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok in an opinion that blatantly exceeds the scope of the judicial committee’s jurisdiction and purports to overturn actions taken by a convention assembly based on patently irrational interpretations of straight-forward bylaws provisions.

102. If these breaches are not remedied, plaintiff Brungardt will be injured by the suspension of a local affiliate party of which he is a member. Among other things, the suspension will adversely impact his ability to be nominated as a delegate to LPM conventions. 
Count IV – Breach of Contract

Removal and Replacement of Dana Carver
103. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference the allegations above.

104. Defendant Chadderdon has breached the LPM bylaws by refusing to allow Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok to vote on the motion to remove Dana Carver from the Chadderdon Board and to allow Ms. Freeborn-Hall to vote in the place of Mr. Canny.
105. Defendant Ziemba has breached the LPM bylaws by declaring that the motion to remove Ms. Carver to have been approved by the requisite 2/3 vote despite the fact that Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok were improperly excluded from their seats and not allowed to participate.
106. Defendants Jongema and Nepomuceno have breached the LPM bylaws by ratifying Mr. Chadderdon’s refusal to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok in an opinion that blatantly exceeds the scope of the judicial committee’s jurisdiction and purports to overturn actions taken by a convention assembly based on patently irrational interpretations of straight-forward bylaws provisions. That opinion led directly to the purported removal of plaintiff Carver from the Chadderdon Board and the purported appointment of defendant Roberts to fill her vacated seat.
107. If these breaches are not remedied, plaintiff Carver will be deprived of her rightful place on the Chadderdon board. Further, all of the plaintiffs will be harmed by the exclusion of a political ally on the board that the LNC recognizes as the LPM’s executive committee.

Count V – Breach of Contract

Appointment of Collin Fitzpatrick
108. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference the allegations above.

109. Defendant Chadderdon has breached the LPM bylaws by refusing to allow Ms. Carver, Mr. Canny, and Mr. Yanok to vote in the election for District 13 representative, and to allow Ms. Freeborn-Hall to vote in the place of Mr. Canny.
110. Defendant Ziemba has breached the LPM bylaws by declaring Mr. Fitzpatrick to have been the winner of that election, despite the fact that Ms. Carver, Mr. Canny, and Mr. Yanok were improperly excluded from their seats and not allowed to participate.
111. Defendants Jongema and Nepomuceno have breached the LPM bylaws by ratifying Mr. Chadderdon’s refusal to seat Mr. Canny and Mr. Yanok in an opinion that blatantly exceeds the scope of the judicial committee’s jurisdiction and purports to overturn actions taken by a convention assembly based on patently irrational interpretations of straight-forward bylaws provisions. That opinion led directly to the purported removal appointment of Mr. Fitzgerald to the Chadderdon Board.
112. If these breaches are not remedied by declaring the election of Mr. Fitzpatrick to be null and void, the plaintiffs will be harmed by the inclusion of a political opponent on the board that the LNC recognizes as the LPM’s executive committee, thereby diluting the voting power of their political allies.
WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court enter a judgment in their favor:
A. Declaring that the opinion issued by defendants Jongema and Nepomuceno on or about May 20, 2024, in the Jacobs and Miramonti appeals lacks any plausible basis in the bylaws of the Libertarian Party of Michigan (LPM) and is therefore null and void.
B. Declaring that the plaintiffs were elected as delegates to the Libertarian Party national convention in accordance with the LPM bylaws.
C. Ordering Mr. Chadderdon to seat Ms. Carver, Mr. Canny, and Mr. Yanok on the Chadderdon board as the representatives for Districts 1, 8, and 10 respectively, and declaring that the appointments of Mr. Roberts, Ms. Freeborn-Hall, Mr. Schwab, and Mr. Fitzpatrick are null and void.
D. Declaring that the vote to suspend LMC’s local-affiliate status is null and void and ordering the defendants to recognize LMC as a properly chartered affiliate unless and until a subsequent suspension motion passes by the requisite 2/3 vote.



Respectfully submitted,


Curcio Law Firm PLC
Dated:  August _____, 2024
By:
 /s/ C. Nicholas Curcio



C. Nicholas Curcio (P75824)



Curcio Law Firm PLC



16905 Birchview Drive



Nunica, Michigan 49448
� Notably, Mr. Saliba and Mr. Brungardt were elected as delegates by the LMC, so Mr. Chadderdon effectively challenged their seating on two separate grounds.


� As the Court is aware, this fear prompted some of the members and supports of the Saliba board to file suit seeking a declaration that they were rightfully elected as national-convention delegates. That suit was docketed as Case No. 24-9034-CZ and was ultimately dismissed as unripe.
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