






























 

 

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 

September 8, 2023 

 

Sebastian Palamara   

519 Cedar St.    

Wyandotte, MI 48192   

 

Frank Tarnowski 

1106 15th Street 

Wyandotte, MI 48192 

 

Fenix Ammunition 

42920 W. 10 Mile Rd, Unit 13-18 

Novi, MI 48375 

 

       

Re: Brewer v. Palamara et al. 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 23-067 

 

Dear Mr. Palamara, Mr. Tarnowski, & Fenix Ammunition:  

 

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

Mark Brewer alleging that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). 

Specifically, the complaint alleges that the three of you are engaging in a coordinated effort to 

recall State Representative Churches and that this coordinated effort has incurred expenditures of 

$500 or more requiring the formation of a committee. Additionally, these actions would require 

the “Paid for by” disclosure in Section 47 on the recall petitions. A copy of the complaint is 

included with this notice. 

 

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 
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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.  
    
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. 
 

The MCFA and corresponding administrative rules require a person who produces printed 

material that relates to an election include the phrase “Paid for by [name and address of the 

person who paid for the item].”  This includes recall petitions when the expenditure is covered by 

MCFA. MCL 169.247(1), R 169.36(2). A knowing violation constitutes a misdemeanor offense 

punishable by a fine of up to $1,000.00, imprisonment for up to 93 days, or both. MCL 

169.247(6).   

 

Alternatively, if Fenix Ammunition acted alone in the production of the bullets and the label 

advocating for the recall of Jamie Churches this would be considered an independent expenditure 

under section 47 of MCFA.  Section 47 (1) of MCFA contains identification requirements for 

printed materials considered an independent expenditure that advocates for the elections or recall 

of a candidate.  

 

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 Department’s campaign finance complaint 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 Mr. Brewer, 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. 
 

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/-/media/Project/Websites/sos/CFR-Complaints/Complaint-Guidebook-Procedures.pdf
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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: Mark Brewer 

mailto:BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov


 
Walter L. Baumgardner, Esq 

22197 Morley 
Dearborn, Mi, 58124 

mbwp@aol.com 
 
 
 

 
Jonathan Brater, Director 
Secretary, Board of State Canvassers. 
 
Sebastian Palamara 
313 Cedar St 
Wyandotte, Mi. 48192 
 
Frank Tarnowski 
1106 15th Street 
Wyandotte, Mi.  46192 
 
Re: Brewer v. Palamara et al 
 Campaign Finance Complaint No. 23-067. 
 
 
Dear Mr. Brater, 
 
This response is filed soley on behalf of Sebastian Palamara and Frank Tarnowski. 
 
The Complaint filed by Mr. Brewer ontains several false assumptions. 
 
There was no committee formed to carry out the proposed recall.  There was no committee, as 
ser forth in the relevant statutes in view of the denial of the Petition to Recall by the Board of 
Canvassers on Auguat 1, 2023.  Mr. Brewer attended the hearing in Lansing and  was well 
aware of the denial.   
 
There was no effort made to collect funds nor was there any expenditure of funds, 
 
The fact that Mr. Brewer was at the hearing on August 1, representing Ms. Churches, he knew, 
or should have know, that the Application for the Recall Petition had been denied and there 
would be no Recall.  No appeal has been filed. 
 

THE ARTICLE 
 

An effort to recall one Democratic state representative is moving forward after the Michigan 
Board of State Canvassers gave its approval Monday. 
 
The petition targets Representative Sharon MacDonell (D-Troy) for voting in favor of a bill to 



keep firearms from those deemed a threat to themselves or others. 
 
Attorney Mark Brewer represents MacDonell. He said the petition needs to describe that 
legislation in further detail. 
 
As approved, the petition reads, “On April 13, 2023, State Representative Sharon MacDonell 
voted “yes” on Michigan House Bill 4145 creating the Extreme Risk Protection Act, i.e. “Red 
Flag” Law.” 
 
Brewer unsuccessfully argued before the board that “red flag” wasn’t descriptive enough. 
 
“It’s not defined in the reason for the petition, and it is capable of many, many different 
meanings, leaving the signers to guess as to what that is,” Brewer said. 
 
He said he planned to challenge the board’s approval before the state Court of Appeals. That 
could delay petition circulation by up to 40 days, depending on how long it takes to get a ruling. 
 
A successful recall campaign could threaten the slim two-seat Democratic majority in the state 
House. 
 
A Republican House lawmaker, Rep. Cam Cavitt (R-Cheboygan) is also facing a recall effort. 
 
Recall petitions against five other Democratic House lawmakers were also under consideration 
before the Board of State Canvassers on Monday. 
 
One also dealt with the extreme risk protection order legislation. The other four petitions 
involved a bill to outlaw hate crimes. 
 
A divided board, however, decided 2-1 the rest of the efforts didn’t include enough details about 
their respective legislation. 
 
Board member Tony Daunt disagreed with the decision to hold the petitions back. 
 
“If you’re unclear, you can always decline to sign these things. Nobody’s holding a gun to their 
head and saying you must sign this. If you are a petition circulator, if you’re organizing a 
campaign like this, it would behoove you to be as clear and as factual up front as you can be,” 
Daunt said. 
 
The organizers of the rejected petitions have the option of coming back with an updated version. 
Four of the six considered Monday also had earlier versions blocked at an August 1 meeting. 
 
A few concerns regarding those petitions that had been expressed at that earlier meeting involved 
them being handwritten and not including any disclaimer explaining who was paying for the 
effort. 
 
Each of the petitions included similar wording, leading to speculation of a coordinated effort. 



Brewer told reporters he planned on filing a campaign finance complaint against the sponsors of 
each of the petitions, in addition to other groups he claimed had promoted the efforts. 
 
“All these people that are working together should have formed a committee and it’s illegal for 
them not to form a committee and then report on their finances,” Brewer said. 
 
None of the petition sponsors spoke at Monday’s meeting. 
 

THE LAW IS VERY CLEAR 
 
The State statute very clearly lays out the way forward, which did not happen 
 
168.951a  Recall petition under MCL 168.959; requirements; submission to board of state 
canvassers; determination that reason for recall is factual and of sufficient clarity; notice; 
meeting; presentation of arguments; appeal; validity of petition. 
 
Sec. 951a. 
  (1) A petition for the recall of an officer listed in section 959 must meet all of the following 
requirements: 
  (a) Comply with section 544c(1) and (2). 
  (b) Be printed. 
  (c) State factually and clearly each reason for the recall. Each reason for the recall must be 
based upon the officer's conduct during his or her current term of office. The reason for the recall 
may be typewritten. If any reason for the recall is based on the officer's conduct in connection 
with specific legislation, the reason for the recall must not misrepresent the content of the 
specific legislation. 
  (d) Contain a certificate of the circulator. The certificate of the circulator may be printed on the 
reverse side of the petition. 
  (e) Be in a form prescribed by the secretary of state. 
  (2) Before being circulated, a petition for the recall of an officer under subsection (1) must be 
submitted to the board of state canvassers. 
  (3) The board of state canvassers, not less than 10 days or more than 20 days after submission 
to it of a petition for the recall of an officer under subsection (1), shall meet and shall determine 
by an affirmative vote of 3 of the members serving on the board of state canvassers whether each 
reason for the recall stated in the petition is factual and of sufficient clarity to enable the officer 
whose recall is sought and the electors to identify the course of conduct that is the basis for the 
recall. If any reason for the recall is not factual or of sufficient clarity, the entire recall petition 
must be rejected. Failure of the board of state canvassers to meet as required by this subsection 
constitutes a determination that each reason for the recall stated in the petition is factual and of 
sufficient clarity to enable the officer whose recall is being sought and the electors to identify the 
course of conduct that is the basis for the recall. 
 
Therefore, the Complaint must be dismissed. 
 
Walter L. Baumgardner, Esq, 
 



WLB/ss/ (P28935) 
 



DANIEL J WHOLIHAN – Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1182 

Brighton, MI 48116 
(517) 896-9992 

 
September 19, 2023 

 

Michigan Department of State 
Department of Elections 
430 West Allegan 
Lansing, MI 48918 
 
Dear Bureau of Elections: 

Re: Brewer v. Palamara et al (Fenix Ammunition, LLC) 

 Please be advised that I am representing Fenix Ammunition LLC (Fenix) in this 
complaint. Attorney Mark Brewer filed a complaint with several campaign finance allegations. I 
am only representing Fenix and not representing Mr. Palamara or Mr. Tarnkowski in this matter 
and will not be addressing any allegations against those two individuals.  

 Fenix Ammunition, LLC is a business in Novi, Michigan owned by Mr. Justin Nazaroff, 
which manufactures ammunition. They are not in the business of politics, although politics does 
greatly affect their business as legislation and proposed legislation impacts their customers. Most 
of Fenix’s business is conducted online. The ammunition produced for their customer is placed 
into bags which have labels on them. The printing of the labels for the bags is done in house. The 
labels on the bags have the name of the company, the type of ammunition purchased, the lot 
number, and approximate velocity when fired. At the end of the label is a message which varies 
from time to time, usually related to general 2nd Amendment and Article 1 Sec 6 advocacy in 
regard to the Right to Keep and Bear Arms. The costs of a bag and the printing of the label on 
the bag is negligible and less than one cent per bag. On one occasion, Fenix exercised his 1st 
Amendment rights in regards to Representative Jaime Churches, her statements, and her voting 
record, which is what results in the complaint we see here today.    

We are addressing the allegations against Fenix and the statutes cited in order: 

• MCL 169.203(4) references a “Committee.” Fenix Ammunition, LLC, is a Limited 
Liability Company (LLC) owned by Justin Nazaroff. The statute specifically states “An 
individual, other than a candidate, does not constitute a committee.” Mr. Nazaroff, nor 
any employees of Fenix, have been knowingly in contact with Mr. Palamara or Mr. 
Tarnkowski. Neither of those two individuals were even customers of Fenix. There was 
no coordination with those individuals in political matters. Neither Mr. Nazaroff, nor any 



Fenix employees, have been involved with circulating or drafting a recall petition of Rep 
Churches, nor were they aware of the banner which stated “Recall Jaime Churches.”  
Fenix has not solicited any funds from individuals for any purposes besides regular non-
political transactions in the ordinary course of business.  Fenix is an independent 
“person” under the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, and is thus not required to form a 
Committee.  Attorney Brewer has not provided any evidence of any coordination 
between Fenix and the other two individuals. That is because no evidence exists. 

• MCL 169.205(2) references an election. While “recalls” are considered elections, no 
recall petition was approved for Representative Churches. There is no recall election 
pending. There were no signatures circulated because the Board of Canvassers did not 
approve the petition.  - https://michiganadvance.com/2023/08/01/recall-petition-for-one-
lawmaker-approved-seven-rejected/ 

• MCL 169.209(2) references definition of “independent expenditures.” "Independent 
expenditure" means an expenditure by a person if the expenditure is not made in 
cooperation, consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, a ballot 
question committee or a candidate, a candidate committee or its agents, or a political 
party committee or its agents, and if the expenditure is not a contribution to a 
committee.” Fenix spent an extremely small amount of money to print a label on a bag, 
then posted it on social media. The cost to print that label was less than one cent. The 
post of that picture on social media did not cost anything. The question whether this 
applies is if a recall petition that is rejected counts as an “election” the same way as if the 
recall petition is approved.  

• MCL 169.211(2) references the definitions of “person” and “committee.” A “person” 
includes a business and Limited Liability Company for the purposes of Michigan 
Campaign Finance Law. Sec 203(4) already stated that an individual, other than a 
candidate, does not constitute a committee.  

• MCL 169.224(1) references the requirement of a committee to form a Statement of 
Organization. Fenix is not a committee. Fenix did not coordinate with any other entities 
in any recall campaign, including a recall campaign against Rep Churches. Therefore, 
there is no requirement for Fenix, a “person,” under Sec 211(2) to form a Statement of 
Organization.  

• MCL 169.233 references required campaign statements. These are required for 
committees. However, Fenix is a “person” under Sec 211(2) and is not a committee. 
Therefore, Fenix is not required to file quarterly or pre-post election campaign 
statements.  

• MCL 169.247(1) references disclaimers. Fenix Ammunition is not a political 
organization. It is an ammunition business and LLC owned by Mr. Justin Nazaroff. 
Under Attorney General Opinion 6807,  “”contributions or expenditures to a candidate 
from a limited liability company may be attributed to individual members of the 
company.””  While the label is not a direct or in-kind “expenditure” to a candidate, it is 



considered an “independent expenditure,” under MCFA, if a rejected recall reference is 
considered an election. The bag is a printed matter of an “individual” (Mr. Nazaroff) 
acting independently and not as an agent for a candidate or committee. “”An individual 
other than a candidate is not subject to this subsection if the individual is acting 
independently and not acting as an agent for a candidate or any committee. As this is a 
individual acting alone, a disclaimer is not necessary. 
https://mertsplus.com/mertsuserguide/index.php?n=MANUALS.AppendixJ 

• In addition, the Secretary of State in “Sawicki” exempted “labels”  from disclaimers. The 
“electioneering message,” if any, was a label on the bag. A list of “exempted items” is 
also on the same page as Appendix J. 
https://mertsplus.com/mertsuserguide/index.php?n=MANUALS.AppendixJ 

• Attorney Brewer also mentioned an alternative theory of Independent Expenditure in 
terms of a required disclaimer. We earlier addressed the matter of the disclaimer of an 
individual acting alone, as well as labels being exempt from disclaimers. The same 
arguments in regards to disclaimers applies with independent expenditures.  

In this entire complaint, the only evidence Attorney Brewer presented in regards to Fenix 
was a picture of a social media post that had a picture of a label on a bag. That’s it. There is no 
evidence of coordination presented with the other individuals who are not customers and live 45 
minutes away from Novi. That’s because no evidence exist. Unfortunately, this is another 
example of “lawfare” from a known partisan attorney representing an angry State Representative 
who has a thin skin due because she does not wish to be held accountable for her authoritarian 
votes. Mr. Brewer, representing his politician client, is using the campaign finance complaint 
process in an authoritarian attempt to intimidate less political minded individuals from being 
involved in the political process. It is unfortunately par for the course these days in political law. 
Mr. Brewer has filed multiple campaign finance complaints against individuals in the past. 
Perhaps the Secretary of State’s office should enact a “sanctions” process for future frivolous 
complaints, especially when they are drafted by an attorney who should know better than to file 
baseless complaints without proof.  The Michigan Rules for Professional Conduct state that ”A 
lawyer shall not bring or defend a proceeding, or assert or controvert an issue therein, unless 
there is a basis for doing so that is not frivolous.” Mich. R. Prof'l. Cond. 3.1  Attorneys should 
know better and only make allegations that are provable. All Attorney Brewer proved was that a 
low cost exempted item (label) from a company had a potential electioneering message (if a 
rejected petition is considered part of a recall election) on it that was posted to social media. 
That’s still legal these days in the State of Michigan.   

Fenix and Mr. Nazaroff used his 1st Amendment and Article 1 Sec 5 Rights under the United 
States and Michigan Constitutions to express his political opinion and free speech which was 
expressed on a label and a social media post. That is still allowed in the United States and State 
of Michigan. There’s a reason why MCFA statute exempted persons from being required to form 
a Political Action Committee. In terms of disclaimers, Fenix Ammunition LLC, or its member, 

https://mertsplus.com/mertsuserguide/index.php?n=MANUALS.AppendixJ


Mr. Nazaroff, is an individual who acted independently and was not required to print a 
disclaimer on an item (label) that is exempted per the Sawicki statement by the Bureau of 
Elections.   

Due to the lack of merit of the allegations presented, we request that all matters in this 
complaint against Fenix Ammunition, LLC be dismissed with prejudice. Thank you for your 
time.  

 

Sincerely: 

 
 
Daniel J Wholihan 
Attorney at Law 
(517) 896-9992 



 

 
MICHIGAN  BUREA U OF  ELECTIONS  

RICH ARD H.  A UST IN BUI LDING ●  1ST  FLOO R ●  430 W.  ALLEGAN ●  LANSING,  MICH IGAN 48918  
Mich ig an.gov /El ec t ions  ●  ( 517) 335-3234  

September 26, 2023 
Mark Brewer        
17000 W. 10 Mile Rd 
Southfield, MI 48075       
 
Re: Brewer v. Palamara et al. 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 23-067 

 
Dear Mr. Brewer: 
 
The Department of State has received a rebuttal to your response regarding your alleged 
violation of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, 1976 P.A. 388, MCL 169.201 et seq. A copy 
of the rebuttal is provided as an attachment with this letter. 
 
At this point, the Department will commence the determination phase of the campaign finance 
complaint process, during which time all submitted materials will be reviewed. Within 45 
business days of its receipt of the enclosed rebuttal, the Department will make a determination as 
to whether there may be reason to believe that a violation of the MCFA occurred. If you have 
any questions about this process, you may contact BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov.  
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
Regulatory Section 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 
                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 
Attachment 
c: Sebastian Palamara & Frank Tarnowski c/o Walter L. Baumgardner, Esq 
 

 
 
 
 
 

mailto:BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov


 

 

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 

September 26, 2023 

Mark Brewer        

17000 W. 10 Mile Rd 

Southfield, MI 48075       

 

Re: Brewer v. Palamara et al. 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 23-067 

 

Dear Mr. Brewer: 

 

The Department of State has received a rebuttal to your response regarding your alleged 

violation of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, 1976 P.A. 388, MCL 169.201 et seq. A copy 

of the rebuttal is provided as an attachment with this letter. 

 

At this point, the Department will commence the determination phase of the campaign finance 

complaint process, during which time all submitted materials will be reviewed. Within 45 

business days of its receipt of the enclosed rebuttal, the Department will make a determination as 

to whether there may be reason to believe that a violation of the MCFA occurred. If you have 

any questions about this process, you may contact BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov.  

 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Regulatory Section 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 

                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 

Attachment 

c: Fenix Ammunition c/o Attorney Daniel J. Wholihan 
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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 14, 2023 

  

Walter L. Baumgardner Sebastian Palamara  Frank Tarnowski  

22197 Morley   519 Cedar St.   1106 15th Street 

Dearborn, MI 58124  Wyandotte, MI 48192  Wyandotte, MI 48192 
 

Daniel J Wholihan  Fenix Ammunition  

P.O. Box 1182   42920 W. 10 Mile Rd, Unit 13-18  

Brighton, MI 48116  Novi, MI 48375        

  

Re: Brewer v. Palamara et al.  

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 23-067 

 

Dear Mr. Baumgardner & Mr. Wholihan: 

 

The Department of State (Department) has finished investigating the campaign finance 

complaint filed against your clients by Mr. Brewer alleging that your clients violated the 

Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). This letter concerns the disposition of that 

complaint. 

 

The complaint alleged that your clients should have formed a committee for their coordinated 

effort to recall State Representative Jaime Churches.  

 

Mr. Wholihan on behalf of your client Fenix Ammunition denied any coordinated effort to recall 

State Representative Jamie Churches. The response indicated that Fenix Ammunition acted alone 

when they printed the label for their bags supporting the recall of Jamie Churches. The printing 

of the labels was done in-house with minimal cost. 

 

Mr. Baumgardner on behalf of your clients Mr. Palamara & Mr. Tarnowski indicated that your 

clients were not soliciting contributions or making expenditures that would have required the 

formation of a committee.  

 

Mr. Brewer didn’t submit a response to your rebuttal.  

 

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 
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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.   

 

The requirement to form a committee is not contingent on the recall being approved by the Board 

of State Canvassers. Thus, recall activities that are either a contribution or expenditure are 

subject to MCFA when the monetary threshold is met. 

 

The Department has reviewed the evidence submitted in this matter and finds that insufficient 

evidence has been presented to support a finding of a potential violation of the MCFA.  

 

Because the violation of the MCFA alleged in the complaint has not been substantiated by  

sufficient evidence, the Department dismisses the complaint and will take no further enforcement 

action. If you have any questions concerning this matter, you may contact me at 

BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov.  

  

Sincerely,   
 

 

 
Jimmy Biehl, Regulatory Attorney 

Regulatory Section 

                                                                                    Bureau of Elections 

                                                                                    Michigan Department of State 

c:  Mark Brewer 

 

mailto:BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov
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