
















































































































 

 
MICHIGAN BUREAU OF  ELECTIONS  

RICHARD H .  AUSTIN BUILDING ●  1ST FLOOR ●  430  W.  ALLEGAN ●  LANSING,  MICHIGAN 48918  
Mi ch i gan .gov/E le ct i ons  ●  (517)  335-3234  

December 28, 2022 
Lonnie Scott  
614 Seymour Avenue 
Lansing, MI 48933       
 
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 Mr. Scott: 
 
The Department of State received responses from Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc., the 
Republican Governors Association, and Get Michigan Working Again to the complaint you filed 
against them alleging a violation of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act, 1976 P.A. 388, MCL 
169.201 et seq. Copies of the responses are provided as enclosures with this letter.  
 
You may file a rebuttal statement after reviewing the enclosed responses. If you elect to file a 
rebuttal statement, you are required to do so within 10 business days of the date of this letter. The 
rebuttal statement may be emailed to BOERegulatory@michigan.gov or mailed to the 
Department of State, Bureau of Elections, Richard H. Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West 
Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918.  
  
 

Sincerely, 
 
Regulatory Section 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 
                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  
 

 

SOUTHFIELD   •  MAIN OFFICE 
17000 WEST TEN MILE ROAD, SECOND FLOOR   •  SOUTHFIELD, MICHIGAN 48075   •  PHONE 248.483.5000   •  FAX 248.483.3131 

 
 GRAND RAPIDS  

1500 E BELTLINE AVE SE, SUITE 235    •  GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506   •  PHONE 616.582.7225 

Good Decision 
 

**BARRY J. GOODMAN 
GERALD H. ACKER, Retired 

TIM SULOLLI 
JORDAN B. ACKER 

***BRADLEY M. PERI 
MARK BREWER 

AMANDA B. WARNER 
   

 

RONITA BAHRI 
MICHELLE T. AARON 

J. SCOTT FANZINI 
NICOLE M. McCARTHY 
JOSHUA C. MAYOWSKI 

ROWAN E. CONYBEARE
                           

**ALSO ADMITTED IN FL 
***ALSO ADMITTED IN NY 

 
WWW.GOODMANACKER.COM 

 
January 23, 2023 

 
 

Regulatory Section 
Bureau of Elections 
Department of State 
 
Re: Scott v Tudor Dixon for Governor, et al, Campaign Finance Complaint 
 No. 2022-10-174-215, 216, 222, 224, 226, 231, 233, 237, 247, 254 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
 This is the rebuttal statement of Lonnie Scott to the responses of Tudor Dixon for Governor 
(“Dixon”), the Republican Governors Association (“RGA”), and Get Michigan Working Again 
(“GMWA”) to Scott’s campaign finance complaint. 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 Dixon, RGA, and GMWA ask the BOE to look the other way while they make more holes 
in Michigan’s already porous regulation of so-called “independent” expenditures. If the 
respondents are allowed to get away with their sham independent expenditures, the door will be 
wide open to further abuse. The BOE should not allow that to happen—it should launch an 
investigation into the MCFA violations set forth in the complaint. 
 
I. THE RGA AND GWMA VIOLATED THE MCFA. 
 
 RGA and GMWA do not dispute the parallel pattern of reported expenditures by RGA and 
GMWA detailed in the complaint. Instead, they claim that the BOE has no authority to investigate 
the complaint (p 2) and that their massive MCFA violations can be explained away because RGA 
and GMWA share a federal Employer Identification Number (EIN). 
 
 These defenses are meritless. 
 

A. Respondents Misstate The Legal Standard. 
 

 Desperate to avoid liability here, all Respondents misstate the Michigan statutory standard. 
The Michigan standard is not “reason to believe” but “may be reason to believe.” MCL 
169.215(10) (emphasis added). The words “may be” are critical because they lower the threshold 
considerably. Scott does not have to prove at this stage that MCFA violations occurred or that 
there is reason to believe violations occurred, only that there “may be reason to believe” violations 
occurred. The evidence in the complaint easily meets that low threshold. 
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B. The BOE Has Jurisdiction To Investigate The Complaint. 

 
The RGA and GMWA make the extraordinary assertion that the BOE has no authority to 

investigate the claim because it involves public federal IRS records. This absurd argument would 
eviscerate the BOE’s authority to enforce the MCFA. 
 
 The MCFA grants the BOE broad authority to investigate violations of the MCFA. See, e 
g, MCL 169.215. No federal law exempts the RGA and GMWA from the MCFA and 
RGA/GWMA cite no authority for their argument that the involvement of public federal IRS 
records deprives the BOE of jurisdiction. No matter what other laws they have to comply with, 
they are still “persons” subject to the MCFA. See MCL 169.211(2) (defining “person”). The 
federal records are evidence of MCFA violations and the BOE regularly considers federal IRS 
records in reviewing complaints. 
 
 For example, in a complaint recently referred to the Attorney General for a criminal 
investigation, the evidence presented by the complainant and considered by the BOE included the 
public federal tax returns of 501(c)(4) entities. See LaBrant v MCFR, MMM! and UM, Shekell 
Letter of October 27, 2021, p 2 (BOE requested and considered IRS Form 990’s as part of its 
investigation) (Exhibit 1). 
 
 The BOE has jurisdiction. 
 

C. The Evidence Submitted By The RGA and GMWA Actually Prove MCFA 
Violations. 

 
The Canligil Affidavit makes the conclusory assertion that “GMWA and RGA are distinct 

and separate legal entities” (⁋ 5) and that although they shared a common bank account there was 
an “understanding that the account belonged to GMWA” (⁋ 9). 

 
Not only have RGA/GMWA failed to provide any evidence of such an “understanding” 

but every bank document submitted proves the truth of the complaint—the bank account out of 
which all the allegedly “independent” expenditures of GMWA were made was actually an account 
owned and controlled by RGA: 

 
• The Account Agreement lists RGA as the sole owner. See Response, Exhibit 3, p 2 

(Non-Individual Owner Information). 
 
• The Certificate of Beneficial Owner lists only the RGA and states that the Executive 

Director of the RGA, David Rexrode, opened the account, not Canligil. See id at 7, 8. 
 

• The Unlawful Internet Gambling Notice lists only the RGA as account owner. See id 
at 10. 
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• All of the bank documents are signed by the RGA Executive Director, David Rexrode. 

See, e g, id at 1 (Rexrode signs account agreement); 3, 5 (Rexrode signs authorizing 
resolution); 8 (Rexrode signs certificate of beneficial owner). 

 
• The cancelled checks to Cygnal and Tag LLC indicate that the account is an RGA 

account. See, e g, Exhibit 4, p 13. 
 
• The wire records indicate that wire transfers were from the RGA. See Exhibit 6. 
 
• None of the documents which mention GMWA state any “understanding” that the 

account is solely GMWA’s. 
 
In addition to all of these admissions, neither RGA and GMWA submitted any evidence 

that GMWA and RGA operated in compliance with the independent expenditure requirements of 
MCL 169.209(2), (3) and 169.224b.  

 
The Canligil Affidavit is significant in what it fails to say or provide. Canligil admits that 

he was both Chief Financial Officer of the RGA (⁋ 4) as well as GMWA Treasurer (⁋ 5), see also 
⁋ 7. Holding those dual positions is rife with potential to violate the MCFA as occurred here.  
 
 While Canligil claims he never unlawfully coordinated with Dixon (⁋ 17), he never states 
under oath that he complied with the MCFA’s strictures on independent expenditure as to the RGA 
which was coordinating with Dixon. See infra Part II. Canligil never provides any evidence 
demonstrating the existence of an RGA or GMWA firewall policy enforcing the MCFA’s 
independent expenditure restrictions. Finally, Canligil provides no evidence that GMWA’s 
decisions as to its communications were solely its own and not done in illegal coordination with 
the RGA. The Canligil Affidavit does not rebut the complaint—its omissions actually prove the 
truth of the complaint. The RGA was paying for the ads it was running in GMWA’s name.  
 
 Reinforcing the conclusion that illegal coordination was occurring between RGA and 
GMWA, the RGA took credit in advance for ads GMWA would run. RGA Chairman Doug Ducey 
said in mid-October 2022 that “[y]ou can expect more ads . . . . You can expect more investment.” 
Mauger, Expect More TV Ads on Tudor Dixon’s Behalf, Key GOP Group Leader Says, Detroit 
News (October 14, 2022) (Exhibit 2). On October 19, 2022, RGA announced that it would unveil 
a GMWA ad the next day. See Schuster, Republicans Still Waiting on Advertising Cavalry for 
Tudor Dixon, MLive (October 19, 2022) (Exhibit 3). Ducey and the RGA could not possibly have 
known about these ads in advance unless they were illegally communicating with GMWA on its 
Michigan communications plan. Plainly, Ducey and the RGA by their own public admissions were 
privy to the private communication plans of GMWA, an ostensibly “independent” group from the 
RGA which was not in fact independent at all. 
 

As the pattern of expenditures by RGA paralleling GMWA set forth in the complaint 
demonstrates, reinforced by Ducey/RGA public statements showing advance, insider knowledge 
of GMWA’s communications plans, GMWA was not operating independently of RGA as the 
MCFA requires. GMWA was the RGA. 
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 The evidence submitted with the complaint, responses, and this rebuttal demonstrate that 
the complaint has merit and should be investigated, not dismissed. 
 

D. The EIN “Defense” Does Not Excuse The MCFA Violations Here.  
 

 GMWA’s defense that because it did not obtain a separate EIN, it “used” the RGA’s EIN, 
is no shield to the massive MCFA violations here. 
 
 In all of their frantic EIN defense, GMWA and RGA fail to disclose this critical fact: the 
IRS regards the original applicant for an EIN—here the RGA—as a “responsible party” which 
controls all the funds and assets covered by that EIN: 
 

Responsible Parties 
 
All EIN applications (mail, fax, electronic) must disclose the name and Taxpayer 
Identification Number (SSN, ITIN, or EIN) of the true principal officer, general 
partner, grantor, owner or trustor. This individual or entity, which the IRS will call 
the “responsible party,” controls, manages, or directs the applicant entity and the 
disposition of its funds and assets. 
 

IRS, Responsible Parties and Nominees, p 1, available at https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-
businesses-self-employed/responsible-parties-and-nominees (emphasis added). 
 
 Thus, by using RGA’S EIN, GMWA was acknowledging to the IRS that it was RGA, not 
GMWA, that controlled the funds which were spent in Michigan. Because RGA controlled their 
funding, GMWA’s allegedly “independent” communications were not in fact independent and the 
MCFA was violated.1 

 
II. DIXON AND THE RGA ILLEGALLY COORDINATED. 
 
 Dixon asserts that “Dixon did not coordinate with RGA . . . on any paid communications 
in the State of Michigan” (Response, p 2). 
 
 Dixon provides no factual evidence to support this defense, such as affidavits, only the 
arguments of her lawyers which are not evidence. Contrary to the assertions of the lawyers, Dixon 
and the RGA boasted for months of their cooperation and coordination of support for her Michigan 
campaign. See, e g, Exhibit 2 (Ducey campaigns with Dixon; says RGA will spend more); Exhibit 
3 (Ducey says more ads and investment are coming). 
 

By its coordination with Dixon, even as it was paying for communications it falsely 
claimed were independent, the RGA has violated the MCFA. See, e g, MCL 169.209(2), 169.254.   
Dixon has also violated the MCFA by, inter alia, receiving contributions from the RGA in excess 
of contributions limits, failing to report such contributions, and accepting contributions funded  

 
1 RGA and GMWA seek shelter behind the DGA’s Michigan communications. Response, pp 14—16. However, the 
DGA ran issue communications not subject to the MCFA and its restrictions which these Respondents violated. 

https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-businesses-self-employed/responsible-parties-and-nominees
https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-businesses-self-employed/responsible-parties-and-nominees
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with corporate monies. See, e g, MCL 169.209(2); 169.224c; 169.226(1), (2); 169.233; 169.252; 
169.254.  
 

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

 
 The 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 millions of dollars of independent expenditures in the Michigan gubernatorial 
election. In fact, the unrebutted evidence demonstrates that those identifications and reports are 
false because the RGA has been accurately 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, Scott requests 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. 
 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
        Mark Brewer 
 
        Mark Brewer 
        Goodman Acker, P.C. 
        Attorneys for Lonnie Scott 
 
Cc: Lonnie Scott 



EXHIBIT 1 




