
 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE COMPLAINT 
 

Complainant: Lonnie Scott 
 614 Seymour Avenue 
 Lansing, MI 48933 
 
Alleged Violators: 1)  Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc. (“Dixon”) 
 123 W. Allegan, Suite 900 
 Lansing, MI 48933 
 
 2) Get Michigan Working Again 
  (Super PAC) (“GMWA”) 
  1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 250 
  Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
 3) Republican Governors Association (“RGA”) 
  1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 250 
  Washington, D.C. 20006 
 

Sections of the MCFA alleged to be violated include but are not limited to: MCL 

169.215(15); 169.216(9); 169.222; 169.224b; 169.224c; 169.226(1)(i) and (j); 169.226(2); 

169.231; 169.233(3), (7), (8), (10), and (11); 169.237; 169.247, and 169.254. 

INTRODUCTION 

“Voters have an interest in knowing where politicians are getting their 
money and how that money is being spent.” 
 

– League of Women Voters 
of the United States 

 
“[D]isclosure permits citizens . . . to react to the speech of corporate 
entities in a proper way. This transparency enables the electorate to 
make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers 
and messages.” 
 

– Citizens United v FEC, 
558 US 310, 371; 130 S Ct 876; 

175 L Ed 2d 753 (2010) 
 

 In laying the legal groundwork for the creation of Super PAC’s, the Supreme Court in 

Citizens United v FEC, 558 US 310; 130 S Ct 876; 175 L Ed 2d 753 (2010), relied heavily on the 



 

2 
 

benefits of full, prompt disclosure of the sources of political contributions and expenditures to 

justify ending a century of prohibition on the use of corporate funds to engage in political speech. 

See id at 370–71. The premise of the Court’s reliance on disclosure and transparency was that the 

disclosures are accurate and true. That premise has been violated here on a massive scale. 

 Get Michigan Working Again is a pleasant-sounding name but it is a mirage—a façade 

hiding the fact that the RGA has been illegally making expenditures in its name. GMWA’s 

expenditure reports are false, as are its identification on all of its communications—those reports 

should disclose that RGA is making the expenditures and RGA’s name belongs on all of those 

communications. 

 Moreover, because on information and belief RGA has been actively working and 

coordinating with the Dixon campaign while also engaging in independent expenditures, the RGA 

and Dixon have broken the law prohibiting coordination between a candidate and an entity making 

independent expenditures in her race. 

THE LEGAL AND EVIDENTIARY STANDARDS 

 The Legal Standard 

 The MCFA requires an investigation of a complaint’s allegations, MCL 169.215(9), in 

order to determine “whether or not there may be reason to believe that a violation” of the MCFA 

has occurred, MCL 169.215(10) (emphasis added); see also Mich Admin Code, R 169.54–.56 

(reciting the statutory reason to believe standard). The MCFA does not define “reason to believe” 

(“RTB”) nor has the Department of State promulgated an administrative rule defining that term. 

However, in interpreting the MCFA, the Department has long looked to the Federal Election 

Campaign Act (“FECA”) and the Federal Election Commission (“FEC”) rules. See, e g, Letter 

from Phillip T. Frangos, Director, Michigan Department of State, Office of Hearings and  
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Legislation, to David A. Lambert (October 31, 1984), p 3. 

 The FEC defines RTB as follows: 

The Act requires that the Commission find “reason to believe that a 
person has committed, or is about to commit, a violation” of the Act as 
a precondition to opening an investigation into the alleged violation. 2 
U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). A “reason to believe” finding is not a finding that 
the respondent violated the Act, but instead simply means that the 
Commission believes a violation may have occurred. 

 
FEC, Guidebook for Complainants and Respondents on the FEC Enforcement Process (May 

2012), p 12 (emphasis added). 

 Thus, a complaint does not have to prove that a violation, or even a “potential” violation, 

of the MCFA occurred, only that there “may be reason to believe” that a violation occurred. 

 The Evidentiary Standard 

The Department does not apply rigid courtroom rules of evidence at this preliminary stage. 

Under the Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”), the rules of evidence in an administrative 

proceeding are that “an agency may admit and give probative effect to evidence of a type 

commonly relied upon by reasonably prudent [persons] in the conduct of their affairs.” MCL 

24.275. This standard means that the Department is not subject to “rigid courtroom rules on 

evidence,” Rentz v Gen Motors Corp, 70 Mich App 249, 253; 245 NW2d 705 (1976), but has 

“wide latitude” in considering evidence, Young v Liquor Control Comm, 39 Mich App 101, 103; 

197 NW2d 295 (1972) (per curiam). That wide latitude includes reliance on circumstantial 

evidence and the drawing of reasonable inferences from direct or circumstantial evidence. See, e 

g, Mich Ed Ass’n v Secretary of State, 241 Mich App 432, 445; 616 NW2d 234 (2000) (in resolving 

campaign finance complaints, the Department can rely on a circumstantial evidence and reasonable 

inferences). 

 As demonstrated below, applying these standards to the facts here easily meets the  
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threshold that there “may be reason to believe” that Dixon, GMWA, and the RGA committed  

several violations of the MCFA.  

ALLEGED VIOLATIONS 

False Reports by GMWA and Failure to Register and Report by RGA 
 

 GMWA has reported spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on independent 

expenditures in the gubernatorial election on its campaign finance reports. However, RGA has 

reported to the IRS that it—RGA—actually made those expenditures, not GMWA, on its Form 

8872 reports. 

 The first four columns of this chart includes publicly reported expenditures of GMWA by 

vendor, purpose, amount, and date since its registration in March 2021. The final 3 columns are 

the RGA’s reported expenditures to the IRS on its Form 8872’s to the same vendor in identical 

amounts for the same purpose and usually on the same date:1 

 
 
 
 

 
1 Sources: Get Michigan Working Again Super PAC, April Quarterly Committee Statement (April 23, 2021), 
https://cfrsearch.nictusa.com/documents/510076/details/filing/expenditures?schedule=*&changes=0&page=1; Get 
Michigan Working Again Super PAC, July Quarterly Committee Statement (July 26, 2021), 
https://cfrsearch.nictusa.com/documents/513626/details/filing/expenditures?schedule=*&changes=0&page=1; Get 
Michigan Working Again Super PAC, October Quarterly Committee Statement (October 25, 2021), 
https://cfrsearch.nictusa.com/documents/516246/details/filing/expenditures?schedule=*&changes=0&page=1; Get 
Michigan Working Again Super PAC, January Quarterly Committee Statement (January 28, 2022), 
https://cfrsearch.nictusa.com/documents/519003/details/filing/expenditures?schedule=*&changes=0&page=1; Get 
Michigan Working Again Super PAC, July Quarterly Committee Statement (July 25, 2022), 
https://cfrsearch.nictusa.com/documents/528384/details/filing/expenditures?schedule=*&changes=0&page=1; Get 
Michigan Working Again Super PAC, October Quarterly Committee Statement (October 25, 2022), 
https://cfrsearch.nictusa.com/documents/535334/details/filing/expenditures?schedule=*&changes=0&page=1; 
Republican Governors Association, Mid-Year Report (June 30, 2021), 
https://forms.irs.gov/app/pod/basicSearch/search?_eventId_displayForm=true&formId=125966&formtype=e8872&e
xecution=e1s3; Republican Governors Association, Year End Report (January 31, 2022), 
https://forms.irs.gov/app/pod/basicSearch/search?_eventId_displayForm=true&formId=129026&formtype=e8872&e
xecution=e1s3; Republican Governors Association, Second Quarter Report (July 15, 2022), 
https://forms.irs.gov/app/pod/basicSearch/search?execution=e1s3&pacid=6562&format=; Republican Governors 
Association, Third Quarter Report (October 17, 2022), 
https://forms.irs.gov/app/pod/basicSearch/search?execution=e1s3&pacid=6562&format=. 
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Because RGA actually made these expenditures, GMWA’s reports are false in violation of 

several sections of the MCFA. Moreover, because the RGA actually made those expenditures, it 

has violated the MCFA by failing to register and report to the Bureau of Elections on the 

contributions which paid for these expenditures and on the expenditures themselves. 

False Identification by GMWA and Failure to Use the Correct Identification by RGA 

The MCFA requires that every communication include the identification of the person 

paying for it. See MCL 169.247. Because GMWA did not pay for the communications bearing its 

identification, those identifications are false in violation of the MCFA. Because its identification 

did not appear on communications it paid for, the RGA has also violated the identification 

requirements of the MCFA. 
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Illegal Coordination Between Dixon and the RGA Making Independent Expenditures 

An entity like the RGA making independent expenditures in a candidate election is 

forbidden from making expenditures “in cooperation, consultation, or concert with” a candidate. 

MCL 169.209(2). 

RGA “is dedicated to one primary objective: electing, re-electing, and supporting 

America’s Republican governors.” Republican Governors Association, About 

<https://www.rga.org/about/> (accessed October 25, 2022). Therefore, its purposes require it to 

cooperate, consult, and act in concert with Dixon. Upon information and belief, it has been 

cooperating, consulting, and acting in concert with Dixon despite also operating as an independent 

expenditure committee. Because of that, its expenditures are in fact in-kind contributions to Dixon 

which the RGA has failed to report, exceeded the contribution limits, and are illegal because those 

contributions and expenditures were funded with corporate funds in violation of MCL 169.254.2  

Similarly, Dixon has failed to report in-kind contributions from RGA in excess of the 

contribution limit which are also illegal because they were made with corporate funds. 

CONCLUSION AND RELIEF SOUGHT: THERE IS REASON TO BELIEVE THAT 
DIXON, GMWA, AND THE RGA MAY HAVE VIOLATED THE MCFA 

 
 This complaint need only demonstrate that there “may be reason to believe” violations of 

the MCFA have occurred based on the relaxed evidentiary standards of the APA. This threshold 

is easily met. 

 By use of its identification on communications and statements in its reports, GMWA claims 

to have made—and continues to make—millions of dollars of independent expenditures in the 

Michigan gubernatorial election. In fact, those identifications and reports are false because the 

 
2 The RGA is funded by corporate contributions. See note 1 (RGA’s Form 8872 reports show that it is funded by 
corporate contributions). 
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RGA has been reporting to the IRS that it—the RGA—has been making all of those expenditures. 

Similarly, the RGA has failed to register and report its contributions and expenditures and failed 

to put its identification on those communications. Finally, because RGA has been coordinating 

with the Dixon campaign while making alleged independent expenditures in the gubernatorial 

election, Dixon and the RGA have violated the ban on coordination between candidates and 

independent expenditure committees, leading to excessive and illegal in-kind contributions. 

 For all these reasons, I request that you: 

 1) Find that there may be reason to believe that Dixon for Governor, Get Michigan 

Working Again, and the Republican Governors Association violated, among other provisions, 

MCL 169.215(15); 169.216(9); 169.222; 169.224b; 169.224c; 169.226(1)(i) and (j); 169.226(2); 

169.231; 169.233(3), (7), (8), (10), and (11); 169.237; 169.247 and 169.254. 

 2) Conduct an investigation of Dixon, GMWA, and RGA by obtaining the 

communications between them, and obtaining the bank and expenditure records of GMWA and 

RGA; and 

 3) Take any further action necessary to punish Dixon, GMWA, and RGA for their 

violations of the MCFA. 

 

 

             
       Mark Brewer (P35661) 
       Goodman Acker, P.C. 
       Attorneys for Lonnie Scott 
 
Dated: October 26, 2022 
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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 8, 2022 

Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc. (Dixon) 

123 W. Allegan, Suite 900 

Lansing, MI 48933 

 

Get Michigan Working Again (GMWA) 

1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 250 

Washington, DC 20006 

 

Republican Governors Association (RGA) 

1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 250 

Washington, DC 20006       

 

Re: Scott v. Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc., et al 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 10 – 174 – 215, 216, 222, 224, 226, 231, 233, 

237, 247, 254 

 

Dear Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc., Get Michigan Working Again, and Republican Governors 

Association :  

 

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

Lonnie Scott alleging that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). 

Specifically, the complaint alleges that Get Michigan Working Again (GMWA)’s reported 

expenditures in its Michigan campaign finance filings essentially mirrored the Republican 

Governors Association (RGA)’s expenditures to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)—with 

expenditures on the same days and in the same amounts, or within a few cents of each other. 

Accordingly, the complaint alleges that GMWA violated the MCFA because it reported 

expenditures that it did not make, and that RGA violated the MCFA by failing to register as a 

committee and report to the Bureau of Elections.   

 

Additionally, the complaint alleges that RGA coordinated with Tudor Dixon in violation of the 

provisions of an independent expenditure committee. (SuperPAC) and that Dixon failed to report 

those contributions.  

 

The MCFA requires that candidates and committees record the full name, street address, amount 

contributed, and date of contribution for each individual from whom contributions are received. 

MCL 169.226(1)(e). Further, if the individual’s cumulative contributions are more than $100.00, 

the candidate or committee must also report the individual’s occupation, employer, and principal 

place of business. Id. For each person other than an individual, candidates and committees need 



Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc., et al.  
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not include the additional employment information but must provide all other contributor 

information previously listed. MCL 169.226(1)(g).   

 

Section 9 of the MCFA defines independent expenditure as 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. MCL 169.209.  

 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s examination of these matters and 
your right to respond to the allegations before the Department proceeds further. It is important to 
understand that the Department is neither making this complaint nor accepting the allegations as 
true. The investigation and resolution of this complaint is governed by section 15 of the Act and 
the corresponding administrative rules, R 169.51 et seq. An explanation of the process is 
included in the enclosed guidebook. 
 
If you wish to file a written response to this complaint, you are required to do so within 15 
business days of the date of this letter. Your response may include any written statement or 
additional documentary evidence you wish to submit. Materials may be emailed to 
BOERegulatory@michigan.gov or mailed to the Department of State, Bureau of Elections, 
Richard H. Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918. If you 
fail to submit a response, the Department will render a decision based on the evidence furnished 
by the complainant. 
 
A copy of your answer will be provided to Lonnie Scott, 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. 
 
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:  Lonnie Scott  
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McInerney, Jenny (MDOS)

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 3:06 PM
To: Katherine N. Reynolds
Subject: RE: EXTERNAL: RE: Tudor Dixon for Governor

Sure, the due dates will be December 27 and January 4, 2023, respectively.  
 

From: Katherine N. Reynolds <KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 10:15 AM 
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>; Charles R. Spies <CSpies@dickinson-wright.com> 
Subject: RE: EXTERNAL: RE: Tudor Dixon for Governor 
 

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

 

Jenny— 
 
It would be great to get a 15-day extension on both, given the quick turnaround.  Can you provide me with new due 
dates? 
 
Thanks, 
Katie  
 
  
Katherine N. Reynolds Associate Attorney 

International Square 
1825 Eye St. N.W. 
Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

 

Phone 202-659-6944 

Fax 844-670-6009  

Email KReynolds@dickinsonwright.com 

 

 
  

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 9:47 AM 
To: Katherine N. Reynolds <KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com>; MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-
BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>; Charles R. Spies <CSpies@dickinson-wright.com> 
Subject: RE: EXTERNAL: RE: Tudor Dixon for Governor 
 
Currently, the due date for the notice mailed on November 8 is December 2, 2022, and the due date for the notice 
emailed yesterday is December 8. Either due date may be extended an additional 15 business days for good cause under 
MCL 169.215(5). We understand that mail has been slow, so please let us know if you would like to request an 
extension.  
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Jenny  
 

From: Katherine N. Reynolds <KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 9:13 AM 
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>; Charles R. Spies <CSpies@dickinson-wright.com> 
Subject: RE: EXTERNAL: RE: Tudor Dixon for Governor 
 

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

 

Good morning— 
 
Can you provide due dates for these responses, since we just received them yesterday? 
 
Thanks, 
Katie  
 
  
Katherine N. Reynolds Associate Attorney 

International Square 
1825 Eye St. N.W. 
Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

 

Phone 202-659-6944 

Fax 844-670-6009  

Email KReynolds@dickinsonwright.com 

 

 
  

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2022 11:12 AM 
To: Charles R. Spies <CSpies@dickinson-wright.com> 
Cc: Katherine N. Reynolds <KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL: RE: Tudor Dixon for Governor 
 
Dear Mr. Spies,  
The Department currently has two open complaints against Ms. Dixon’s campaign. The notice for Scott v. Tudor Dixon 
for Governor, Inc, et al. was mailed to all parties on November 8. The notice for Barnes v. Tudor for Governor will be 
sent out today. Electronic copies of notices and complaints for both are attached to this email.  
The Department dismissed two additional complaints against Ms. Dixon and/or her campaign. Please let me know if you 
would like copies of those complaints or dismissal letters.  
 
Jenny McInerney 
Regulatory Attorney 
Regulatory Section 
Michigan Bureau of Elections 
Main: 517-335-3234 
McInerneyJ1@michigan.gov  
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From: Charles R. Spies <CSpies@dickinson-wright.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2022 4:26 PM 
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov> 
Cc: Katherine N. Reynolds <KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com> 
Subject: Tudor Dixon for Governor 
Importance: High 
 

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

 

Good Afternoon – 
 
We represent Tudor Dixon and the Tudor Dixon for Governor campaign.  We are beginning to wind down the campaign’s 
activities so that we can formally dissolve the organization.  However, over the past two months, we have read in the 
press about at least three complaints allegedly filed by the Michigan Democrat Party regarding Tudor Dixon campaign 
activities.  We were never formally served with any of these complaints, and hope they were just press stunts and can 
be disregarded.    
 
That said, before filing our request to dissolve the committee, we wanted to make sure that (1) the Bureau never 
received the complaints; and (2) if the Bureau did, please send them to us so we can file responses.  
 
Thank you, 
Charlie 
 
  
Charles R. Spies Member 

International Square 
1825 Eye St. N.W. 
Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

 

Phone 202-466-5964 

Fax 844-670-6009  

Email CSpies@dickinsonwright.com 

 

 
  
 
 
 
The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s), and may be legally privileged. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please delete the e-mail and any attachments, destroy any printouts that you may have made and notify us immediately by return e-
mail.  
 
Neither this transmission nor any attachment shall be deemed for any purpose to be a "signature" or "signed" under any electronic transmission acts, unless 
otherwise specifically stated herein. Thank you. 

 
 
 
The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s), and may be legally privileged. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please delete the e-mail and any attachments, destroy any printouts that you may have made and notify us immediately by return e-
mail.  
 
Neither this transmission nor any attachment shall be deemed for any purpose to be a "signature" or "signed" under any electronic transmission acts, unless 
otherwise specifically stated herein. Thank you. 
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The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s), and may be legally privileged. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please delete the e-mail and any attachments, destroy any printouts that you may have made and notify us immediately by return e-
mail.  
 
Neither this transmission nor any attachment shall be deemed for any purpose to be a "signature" or "signed" under any electronic transmission acts, unless 
otherwise specifically stated herein. Thank you. 
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MDOS-BOERegulatory

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2022 9:32 AM
To: Koch, Jonathan B.; SOS, Elections; Fracassi, Adam (MDOS); SOS, Disclosure
Subject: RE: RGA/GMWA Request for extension 

Dear Mr. Koch, 
Your request for a 15-business day extension is granted. The new due date for a response is December 27, 2022.  
 
Regulatory Section 
Bureau of Elections 
Michigan Department of State 
Main: 517-335-3234 
BOERegulatory@michigan.gov  
 
 

From: Koch, Jonathan B. <jkoch@shrr.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2022 4:25 PM 
To: SOS, Elections <Elections@michigan.gov>; Fracassi, Adam (MDOS) <FracassiA@michigan.gov>; MDOS-
BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>; MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>; 
SOS, Disclosure <Disclosure@michigan.gov> 
Subject: RGA/GMWA Request for extension  
 

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

 

To whom it may concern, 
I am an attorney who represents the Republican Governors Association and Getting Michigan Working Again with 
respect to the campaign finance complaint brought by Lonnie Scott on October 26, 2022. 
 
I would like to request the full 15 business day extension for filing our response. Good cause for an extension exists for 
several reasons. First, and most importantly, although the Bureau's letter was sent November 8th, my clients didn't 
receive it until late last week. Second, because of the delay in receiving the Bureau's letter, my firm was only recently 
retained to represent RGA and GMWA in this matter. We need time to compile and digest the relevant materials and 
prepare a response. Third,  the Thanksgiving holiday and associated travel plans further interfere with our ability to 
prepare a response by the original deadline. For these reasons, we believe that a 15 business day extension of the 
original deadline is warranted and appropriate.  
 
Please let me know whether our request for an extension has been granted as soon as reasonably possible. Given the 
upcoming holiday and its effect on the mail, please communicate your decision via email, in addition to any physical 
letter. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
 
Best, 
 
Jonathan Koch 
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Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
Get Outlook for Android 
***** Smith Haughey Rice & Roegge ***** Please note that this email message and any attachments may contain 
privileged or confidential information that is protected against use or disclosure under federal and state law. If you have 
received this in error, please advise by immediate reply. Any transmission to persons other than the intended recipient 
shall not constitute a waiver of any applicable privileges. Any unauthorized use, disclosure, copying or dissemination is 
strictly prohibited.  
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MDOS-BOERegulatory

From: Koch, Jonathan B. <jkoch@shrr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2022 1:41 PM
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory; MDOS-BOERegulatory
Cc: Bovill, Michael J.; Godfrey, Jane
Subject: RGA/GMWA Response to Campaign Finance Complaint filed by Lonnie Scott
Attachments: Response to Lonnie Scott Complaint(5701343.1).pdf

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

 

To whom it may concern, 
I am an attorney who represents the Republican Governors Association and Getting Michigan Working Again with 
respect to the campaign finance complaint brought by Lonnie Scott on October 26, 2022 (Campaign Finance Complaint 
No. 2022-10-174-215, 226, 222, 224, 226, 231, 233, 237, 247, and 254).. Please find attached for filing GMWA’s and the 
RGA’s Response in Opposition to Mr. Scott’s Complaint. This Response is being timely submitted in accordance with the 
extension granted on November 23, 2022. The appendices will be sent in a separate email. A separate copy will also be 
sent via first-class mail. Please confirm receipt. 
Let us know if you have any questions.  
Jonathan B. Koch 
 
 

JONATHAN B. KOCH | ATTORNEY 
SMITH HAUGHEY RICE & ROEGGE  
Direct Phone: 616-458-3620 | E-mail: jkoch@shrr.com  

100 Monroe Center NW | Grand Rapids, MI 49503-2802 
Phone 616-774-8000 Fax 616-774-2461 | www.shrr.com 
 

 
 

 
***** Smith Haughey Rice & Roegge ***** Please note that this email message and any attachments may contain 
privileged or confidential information that is protected against use or disclosure under federal and state law. If you have 
received this in error, please advise by immediate reply. Any transmission to persons other than the intended recipient 
shall not constitute a waiver of any applicable privileges. Any unauthorized use, disclosure, copying or dissemination is 
strictly prohibited.  







































































































































































































































































































































































A R I Z O N A          C A L I F O R N I A          F L O R I D A          K E N T U C K Y         M I C H I G A N

N E V A D A          O H I O          T E N N E S S E E          T E X A S          T O R O N T O          W A S H I N G T O N  D C

I N T E R N A T I O N A L  S Q U A R E

1 8 2 5 E Y E  S T R E E T , N W , S U I T E  9 0 0
W A S H I N G T O N , D C   2 0 0 0 6
T E L E P H O N E :   2 0 2 - 4 5 7 - 0 1 6 0
F A C S I M I L E :   8 4 4 - 6 7 0 - 6 0 0 9
h t t p : / / w w w . d i c k i n s o n w r i g h t . c o m

C H A R L I E  S P I E S

C S p ie s @ d ic k i n s o n w r i g h t . c o m
2 0 2 . 4 6 6 . 5 96 4

December 23, 2022

Michigan Department of State
Bureau of Elections
Richard H. Austin Building
430 W. Allegan Street
Lansing, MI 48918

VIA E-MAIL: boeregulatory@michigan.gov

Re: 
(Complaint No. 2022-10-174-215, 

216, 222, 224, 226, 231, 233, 237, 247, 254).

We represent in the above-referenced 
complaint, which alleges that Dixon somehow illegally coordinated communications with the 

-
1 and as such, is required to 

cooperate, consult, and act in concert with Dixon. These conclusory statements are false and are
based on no objective or circumstantial evidence. Therefore, we ask the Bureau to immediately 
dismiss this complaint as it applies to Dixon. 

Because the other allegations in the Complaint do not apply to Dixon, we do not address 
the merits of those claims in this Response.  

I. Dixon Did Not Coordinate Communications with RGA and/or GMWA. 

authorized political committee, or their agents, or a political party committee or its agents as 
provided by federal law; (2) is made at the direction or under the control of another person as is 

sonably fosters the appearance of quid pro quo 

                                           
1 Complaint at 7 (citing Republican Governors Association, About, http://www.rga.org/about/). 



2 
 

2  Corporations, as well as organizations that accept contributions from corporations, 
are prohibited from making coordinated communications with campaign committees.3  
 
 Dixon did not coordinate with RGA or GMWA on any paid communications in the State 
of Michigan (or anywhere else).  Notably, the Complainant fails to provide even a minuscule 
amount of evidence to support its accusation of coordination.  Rather, the Complainant hopes 
that the Bureau 
gubernatorial candidates to conduct a broad and costly investigation into whether RGA, GMWA, 
and Dixon were coordinating on every advertisement done by GMWA.   Certainly if this 
statement is enough information to warrant an investigation by the Bureau into this complaint, 
the Bureau would also want to investigate Gretchen Whitmer and the Democratic Governors 

ratic 
4  Instead, we ask that the Bureau dismiss the 

Complaint as it applies to Dixon.   
 

II.  The MCFA Does Not Warrant Investigations Based on Speculative and 
Conclusory Statements.  

 
The Bureau will investigat

5  -to-

interpreting its own statute.6  The Commission will find reason-to-believe that a violation of the 

specific facts, which, if proven true, would constitute a violation of [the Federal Election 
7  The Commission has also 

not form an adequate basis to find a reason to believe that a violation of the FECA has 
8  

 
-to-

-to- 9

Complaints based on mere speculation or conclusory statements like the complaint here are 

                                            
2  Interpretative Statement of the Michigan Department of State (Berke) (July 10, 2013) (citing Michigan 
Chamber of Commerce v Land, 725 F Supp 2d 665, 700 (WD MI, 2010)).  
3  Id.  
4  Democratic Governors Association, About Us, (last accessed December 7, 2022).  DGA goes even further 

helping 
evidentiary support for a coordination allegation than what the Complainant provided.  
5  MCL 169.215(10).   
6  Letter from Phillip T. Frangos, Director, Michigan Department of State, Office of Hearings and 
Legislation, to David A. Lambert (Oct. 31, 1984), at page 3.  
7  -
2, (Dec. 21, 2000) 
8  First General Coun  
9  
MURs 7427, 7497, 7524, 7553, 7560, 7621, 7654, 7660 and 7558 (NRA, et. al). 



3 
 

not, and have never been, the basis for an investigation at the Commission.10  
be omplaint still must provide facts that, if proven true, would 

that a violation of the MCFA occurred.  The Complaint failed to do so here.  As such, even under 
the lowest evidentiary standards, the Complaint fails to meet the threshold for warranting an 
investigation by the Bureau.11   

 
III.  Conclusion  

 
We hope that the response provides the Bureau with the clarity it needs to dismiss this 

Complaint as applied to Dixon.  Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this 
Response, please contact me at cspies@dickinson-wright.com.  
 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 

  
 
 

Charlie Spies  
       Katie Reynolds 
       Counsel to Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc.  

                                            
10  Id.; see also Statement of Rea
(Clinton) at 1-
sufficient specific facts, which, if proven true, would constitute a violation of [the Federal Election Campaign Act 

("[p]urely speculative charges, especially when accompanied by a direct refutation, do not form an adequate basis to 
 

11  It is worth noting that Complaints that have presented circumstantial evidence have been dismissed by the 
FEC.  See, e.g., MUR 5732 (Matt Brown for U.S. Senate), Statement of Reasons of Vice Chairman David G. Mason 

dication in 
the record that contributors directed, controlled, or took action to earmark their contributions, was insufficient to 
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