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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 

March 29, 2023 

 

Charlie Spies 

Counsel for Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc. (Dixon)  

Dickinson Wright PLLC 

1825 Eye Street, NW, Suite 900 

Washington, DC 20006 

 

Jonathan B. Koch 

Counsel for Get Michigan Working Again (GMWA) and 

Republican Governors Association (RGA)  

Smith Haughey Rice & Roegge 

100 Monroe Center, N.W. 

Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

 

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

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 10 – 174 – 215 

 

Dear Mr. Spies and Mr. Koch: 

 

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

complaint filed against your clients by Lonnie Scott alleging that they violated the Michigan 

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

 

The complaint alleged 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 alleged 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 Department. Additionally, the complaint alleged that RGA coordinated with Tudor Dixon in 

violation of the provisions of an independent expenditure committee (Super PAC) and that 

Dixon failed to report those contributions. 
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Republican Governors Association and Get Michigan Working Again, responded to the 

complaint by letter received by the Department on December 27, 2022. In that response, their 

counsel stated that neither GMWA nor RGA violated the MCFA and that neither of them 

coordinated with the Dixon Campaign in violation of the MCFA. They requested that the 

complaint be dismissed. 

 

In their response, RGA and GMWA argued that they are distinct and separate legal entities. They 

explained that GMWA's expenditures were reported on RGA's Form 8872 submitted to the IRS 

because when GMWA was formed, its treasurer, Erim Canligil (CFO of RGA), used RGA’s 

federal Employer Identification Number ("EIN") to open a bank account. They stated that the 

bank account was used exclusively for GMWA's contributions and expenditures and was not 

used for RGA business. GMWA argued that the MCFA does not prohibit use of another entity's 

federal EIN and that GMWA complied with all relevant MCFA reporting and disclosure 

requirements. In its submission, GMWA included an affidavit from its treasurer, in which he 

stated that the itemized expenditures GMWA reports to the Department are made from a bank 

account that was opened using the RGA’s EIN but exclusively used by GMWA. 

 

For its part, RGA argued that it did not fail to register or report expenditures to the Department 

because it was not required to register and because the communications in question correctly 

identified GMWA as the payor. Regarding the allegation that the parties coordinated with Dixon, 

they argued that the RGA conducts itself similarly to the Democratic Governors Association 

(DGA), in that both support their respective candidates in the applicable states. Just as RGA 

shares certain attributes with GMWA, so too does the DGA with “Put Michigan First,” a 

Michigan organization that shares staff and office space with DGA, and which funds political 

ads promoting Democratic candidates, they argued.  

 

Tudor Dixon for Governor, Inc., responded to the complaint by email received by the 

Department on December 23, 2022. In that response, Dixon’s counsel stated that Dixon did not 

coordinate any paid communications with either RGA or GMWA. Dixon states that the 

complaint has no evidence and is based entirely on RGA’s publicly stated mission of supporting 

Republican gubernatorial candidates. Dixon requested that the complaint be dismissed due to its 

speculative and conclusory nature. 

 

After being provided with a copy of the parties’ responses, Mr. Lonnie Scott’s counsel provided 

a rebuttal in an email received by the Department January 23, 2023. In that statement, Mr. Scott 

stated that while RGA and GMWA claim that GMWA acted independently of RGA, no evidence 

of this was provided. Mr. Scott stated that because GMWA’s expenditures were made via a bank 

account under the ownership and control of RGA and because Erim Canligil held dual positions 

as treasurer of GMWA and CFO of RGA, it is likely that RGA violated the MCFA by paying for 

ads and running them in GMWA’s name. Mr. Scott requested that the Department conduct an 
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investigation of Dixon for Governor, Get Michigan Working Again, and the Republican 

Governors Association to determine whether provisions of the MCFA were violated. 

 

In Michigan, to form and operate an independent expenditure committee (also known as a Super 

PAC), the MCFA requires that the committee file a statement of organization with the 

Department, name and maintain a treasurer, and disclose an official depository and utilize such 

account upon receipt of a contribution. MCL 169.221.  The Act requires a group operating out-

of-state to form and register a Michigan committee within ten (10) calendar days after it receives 

or spends $500.00 or more in a calendar year to influence voters for or against the nomination or 

election of one or more candidates in Michigan. Michigan Bureau of Elections PAC Manual, 

Appendix K (accessed 3/26/2023). 

 

The Department finds that GMWA satisfied the independent expenditure committee formation 

requirements of Section 21 of the MCFA. MCL 169.221. While it was affiliated with RGA’s 

EIN, the bank account at Chain Bridge Bank that GMWA used for its contributions and 

expenditures met the MCFA requirement that independent expenditure committees utilize an 

official depository under MCL 169.221. GWMA then duly reported its expenditures to the 

Department as part of its required disclosures. The fact that RGA reported the same expenditures 

to the IRS since those expenditures were affiliated with RGA’s EIN is not sufficient to establish 

that the expenditures were not made by GMWA. Whether the use of RGA’s federal EIN for 

GMWA’s expenditures complies with federal tax law is not within the Department’s purview. 

 

In Michigan, 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 [a 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). 

The MCFA requires committees to register and file certain campaign statements detailing 

contributions and expenditures. See, e.g., MCL 169.233. Failure to file these required statements 

can result in civil and criminal penalties. Id. Additionally, every communication referencing an 

election, candidate, or ballot question must include the identification of the person paying for it. 

MCL 169.247. 

 

Based on their response, it does not appear that RGA made the minimum expenditures or 

contributions that would require registration under the MCFA ($500 or more in a calendar year) 

and therefore their failure to form a committee is not a violation of the MCFA. MCL 169.203(4). 

Since RGA did not make expenditures either independently or directly on behalf of Dixon that 

would require it to register as a committee, RGA did not need to limit its coordination with 

Dixon. The Department therefore determines that sufficient evidence has not been submitted to 

find that there may be reason to believe that RGA and Dixon were coordinating in violation of 

the MCFA. 

https://mertsplus.com/mertsuserguide/index.php?n=MANUALS.AppendixK
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Since the bank account used by GMWA was opened and signed for by the CEO and CFO of 

RGA, and because RGA and GMWA share staff and an address, there is a clear level of 

coordination between the entities. However, coordination between a federal SuperPAC and a 

Michigan SuperPAC is not prohibited.  

 

MCL 169.209 defines independent expenditures as expenditures “not made in cooperation, 

consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of … a candidate, a candidate 

committee or its agents, or a political party committee or its agents.”  

 

Under this definition, coordination between GMWA and Dixon that directed GMWA’s 

expenditures would be a violation of MCL 169.224b and 169.209, but beyond the fact that 

GMWA shared staff, an address, and a jointly owned bank account with RGA, and Dixon was a 

gubernatorial candidate supported by the RGA, there is insufficient evidence provided to 

establish that GMWA and Dixon directly coordinated in violation of the MCFA. 

 

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, the Department 

dismisses the complaint and will take no further enforcement action. 

 

     Sincerely, 

 
c:  Lonnie Scott 

 Mark Brewer 
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