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PROCEDURAL SUMMARY 

Complainant Alaskans for Better Elections (ABE) on May 28, 2026 filed complaint 

26-06-CD1 against respondents Repeal Now, Aurora Action Network (AAN), and 

Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. alleging violations of Alaska’s campaign disclosure laws. 

All parties filed Answers on June 22, 2026.2 On July 7, 2026, ABE filed the second, 

expedited complaint 26-08-CD alleging further violations against respondents Repeal Now 

and AAN.3 Respondents to the second complaint filed Answers on July 29, 2026.4  

 
1 Complaint 26-06-CD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27937. 
2 Answer AAN 26-06-CD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27810;  
Answer Repeal Now 26-06-CD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27925; 
Answer Advancing Alaska Action 26-06-CD, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27809. 
3 Complaint 26-08-CD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27828. 
4 Answer Repeal Now 26-08-CD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27893; 
Answer AAN 26-08-CD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27892. 

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27937
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27810
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27925
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27809
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27828
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27893
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27892
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The Commission consolidated the matters and denied expedited consideration but 

ordered APOC staff to complete a full investigation and issue a staff report to the parties 

by August 14, 2026.5 

A summary of staff’s findings and recommendations to the Commission is found at 

the end of this report. 

INTRODUCTORY BACKGROUND  

 Ballot Measure No. 2 – 24ESEG is “[a]n Act to repeal a nonpartisan and open top 

four primary election system and ranked-choice general election system, and to reestablish 

a partisan political primary and change necessary and related appointment procedures; 

reestablish special runoff elections, and repeal and amend independent expenditure (IE) 

group requirements.”6 The Alaska Division of Elections certified the original initiative 

proposal application for the November 2026 ballot on February 14, 2026.  

Repeal Now is an APOC registered ballot proposition group whose purpose is to 

repeal ranked choice voting law.7 Prior to 24ESEG’s certification for the ballot, Repeal 

Now had been registered as an initiative proposal application group, with the same listed 

purpose.8 Aurora Action Network (AAN) is a Federal Election Commission (FEC) 

registered, independent expenditure-only political action committee (PAC), not registered 

with APOC but which has contributed to Repeal Now. Advancing Alaska Action, Inc.9 is 

not registered with APOC but has contributed to AAN. 

 
5 Order Consolidating 26-08-CD and 26-08-CD, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27837; Order Denying Expedited Consideration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27838. 
6 Alaska Division of Elections, Petitions and Ballot Measures, 24ESEG-Bill.pdf, 
https://www.elections.alaska.gov/petitions/24ESEG/24ESEG-Bill.pdf. 
7 Repeal Now ballot proposition group registration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6775&ViewType=GR. 
8 Repeal Now initiative proposal application group registration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6567&ViewType=GR. 
9 “Advancing Alaska Action” and “Advancing Alaska Action, Inc.” both appear in the State of Alaska business 
license database. Advancing Alaska Action, Inc., respondent in this matter, is entity #10298676, a nonprofit political 
organization corporation formed January 23, 2025 with the mailing and physical address at 721 Depot Dr, 
Anchorage AK, 99501.  

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27837
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=27838
https://www.elections.alaska.gov/petitions/24ESEG/24ESEG-Bill.pdf
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6775&ViewType=GR
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6567&ViewType=GR
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 On May 28, 2026, ABE filed complaint 26-06-CD against Repeal Now, AAN, and 

Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. and on July 7, 2026 filed complaint 26-08-CD against 

Repeal Now and AAN, requesting expedited consideration.    

In 26-06-CD, ABE alleges Repeal Now is fraudulently using an Anchorage address 

instead of its originally listed Wisconsin address as its “principal place of business” in its 

paid-for-by disclaimers to obscure the fact that most of its funds come from non-Alaskans. 

ABE also alleges the group inaccurately described the ballot measure it supports, failed to 

file a required quarterly report, failed to report the true source of a contribution received 

from Advancing Alaska Action, Inc., and that its reporting of contributions received from 

Aurora Action Network contained date and amount discrepancies. In 26-08-CD, ABE 

alleges Repeal Now has continued to misidentify its principal place of business and 

additionally has posted two videos on its YouTube channel that lack paid-for-by identifiers 

and that it misrepresented the identity of its third largest contributor, LOT, Inc.   

 Against AAN in 26-06-CD, ABE alleges similar or corresponding date and amount 

reporting discrepancies related to funds AAN contributed to Repeal Now. ABE also alleges 

AAN untruthfully changed its principal place of business to facilitate Repeal Now’s 

deception that its communications were paid for by Alaskans. ABE finally alleges 

inaccuracies in AAN’s true source reporting concerning a contribution received from 

Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. In 26-08-CD, ABE additionally alleges continuing 

violations related to AAN’s principal place of business.  

 Regarding Advancing Alaska Action, in 26-06-CD, ABE alleges it made a $5,000 

contribution to Repeal Now through AAN as an intermediary but that both Repeal Now 

and AAN incorrectly reported Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. as the true source of the 

contribution. ABE also alleges Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. did not file a statement of 

contributions form. 
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ABE’s ALLEGATIONS IN 26-06-CD AND 26-08-CD 

 This report groups analysis of allegations and findings into three areas: 1) AAN’s 

listing and Repeal Now’s use of an Anchorage address in its communication disclaimers, 

including whether AAN or its individual true sources are the “contributor(s)” in the 

analysis; 2) general discrepancies between the reporting of AAN and Repeal Now; and 3) 

ABE’s additional, separate allegations against individual respondents.  

  
1. Whether intermediary AAN or its individual true sources are considered for 

purpose of determining Repeal Now’s three largest contributors, and whether 
Repeal Now properly identified Anchorage as AAN’s principal place of 
business 
 
ABE emphasizes that Repeal Now originally, and for most of the group’s existence, 

identified the Hudson, Wisconsin address of AAN’s treasurer Thomas Datwyler as AAN’s 

principal place of business to identify the address of its top contributor in its paid-for-by 

disclaimers. ABE alleges that at some point in April 2026, Repeal Now began fraudulently 

identifying Anchorage as AAN’s principal place of business to obscure the fact that more 

than 75% of AAN’s contributions come from a single, non-Alaskan individual, Jeff Yass 

of Pennsylvania.10  

However, determining AAN’s principal place of business is unnecessary unless it is 

first determined that AAN, rather than any of its true sources, is the “contributor” to be 

considered under AS 15.13.090(a)(2)(C)’s largest contributor analysis. 

a) Background Facts 

On March 20, 2025 Repeal Now registered with APOC as an initiative proposal 

group, naming Alaska resident Bethany Marcum as Treasurer.11 Repeal Now’s first and  

 
10 More recently, a $1,500,000 contribution by the individual Elon Musk changes the identity of AAN’s 
largest donor but does not change the general analysis of this report. 
11 Repeal Now initiative proposal application group registration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6567&ViewType=GR. 

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6567&ViewType=GR
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second contributions came from Marcum and Alaska resident Bob Griffin.12    

On June 6, 2025 AAN registered with the FEC as a Super PAC.13 AAN has since 

identified Marcum and Griffin as those involved in the formation, coordination, control, 

and decision-making of AAN.14 AAN further identifies Marcum as AAN’s Executive 

Director and Griffin as AAN’s Chairman.15 AAN also describes its Wisconsin-based 

treasurer Thomas Datwyler and Utah-based fundraising consultant Rachel Critchell as 

involved in the organization’s formation and decision making.16 AAN’s attorney is Derek 

Ross of Irvine, California.17 In its original Statement of Organization, AAN listed 

Datwyler’s Hudson, Wisconsin address as its own address and listed a local bank as its 

FEC depository.18 AAN has used the Wisconsin address in all of its AS 15.13.040(k) 

Statements of Contributions filings.19  

According to FEC records, AAN made its first contribution of $27,000 to Repeal 

Now on June 23, 2025, approximately two weeks after AAN’s organization as a Federal 

 
12 Repeal Now First Quarterly Report, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=47520&ViewType=CD. The parties refer to 
Mr. Griffin by the first name Bob and Robert and this report assumes the references are to the same 
person. 
13 Exhibit 1, FEC Statement of Organization AAN. 
14 Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information, see also Answer AAN 26-08-CD, p. 4. 
15 Id. 
16 Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information, see also AAN Response 26-08, p. 4. 
Rachel Critchell appears to be the manager of the Ullr  Group, LLC, Exhibit 3, State of Utah, Department 
of Commerce, Division of Corporations and Commercial Code search, see also Utah Business 
Registration. FEC disbursement records show AAN has paid The Ullr Group LLC $82,500 since June 23, 
2025. Exhibit 4, FEC disbursements AAN.  
17 AAN’s counsel Ross is not a member of the Alaska Bar Association but “appears in this administrative 
proceeding as counsel for Respondent [AAN] pursuant to Alaska RPC 5.5, as this matter arises out of and 
is reasonably related to his practice in the jurisdictions in which he is admitted.” See Answer AAN 26-08-
CD, p. 8.  
18 Exhibit 1, FEC Statement of Organization AAN. First Resource Bank has locations Eastern Minnesota 
and Western Wisconsin. Locations & Hours - First Resource Bank 
19 AAN Statement of Contributions $27,000 and AAN Statement of Contributions $5,000 filed July 7, 
2025, AAN Statement of Contributions $25,000, AAN Statement of Contribution $64,000, AAN 
Statement of Contribution $15,000, AAN Statement of Contributions $30,000, and AAN Statement of 
Contributions $19,500, all filed November 10, 2025, AAN Statement of Contribution $50,000  filed 
February 3, 2026, AAN Statement of Contributions $517,250 filed February 12, 2026, AAN Statement of 
Contributions $250,000 filed April 10, 2026, AAN Statement of Contributions $100,000 filed April 28, 
2026, AAN Statement of Contributions $250,000 filed May 14, 2026, and AAN Statement of 
Contributions $250,000 filed June 19, 2026.  

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=47520&ViewType=CD
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=47520&ViewType=CD
https://businessregistration.utah.gov/EntitySearch/BusinessInformation
https://businessregistration.utah.gov/EntitySearch/BusinessInformation
https://myfrbank.com/locations-hours/
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5392&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5396&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5505&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5509&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5510&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5510&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5511&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5512&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5512&ViewType=SC
https://hickory.state.ak.us/ApocAdmin/Filings/ViewForm/5543?Type=572
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5545&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5588&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5588&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5603&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5618&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5635&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5635&ViewType=SC
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PAC,20 and followed with 11 more contributions to Repeal Now through June 30, 2026, 

totaling approximately $845,000.21 FEC records reflect that Repeal Now is the only entity 

to whom AAN has donated.22 For purposes relevant to this matter, AAN is Repeal Now’s 

largest contributor. 

At some point after February 2026, Robert Griffin became involved as an officer 

with AAN. In response to APOC’s request to describe the events leading to AAN’s address 

change to Griffin’s personal residence, Repeal Now and AAN offered verbatim accounts 

that “(d)uring the first week of April 2026, Ms. Marcum facilitated an introduction” 

between Datwyler and Griffin,23 and shortly thereafter Griffin authorized the use of his 

personal residential address for AAN’s change to Alaska.24 AAN reports it has received 

mail, including contribution checks, at Griffin’s address.25  

On April 7, 2026, AAN changed its address of record with the FEC to Griffin’s 

residential address. At some point thereafter, Repeal Now began identifying Anchorage, 

Alaska as the principal place of business of its largest contributor – AAN – in its 

communication disclaimers. 

b) Repeal Now’s largest contributor for purposes of its paid-for-by 
communication disclaimers   

 
Alaska campaign disclosure law requires all communications be “clearly identified 

by the words ‘paid for by’” and include the name and address of the person paying for the 

communication.26 Additionally, the paid-for-by disclaimer must identify the “principal 

 
20 Exhibit 1, FEC Statement of Organization AAN, and Exhibit 4, FEC disbursements AAN. 
21 Exhibit 4, AAN’s FEC disbursements, pp. 3-5. 
22 Id. 
23 Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information, p. 3, Exhibit 5, Repeal Now Response to 
APOC Request for Information, p.3 and Affidavit of Robert Griffin. 
24 Id. 
25 Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information, p. 3. 
26 AS 15.13.090(a). “Communication” means an announcement or advertisement disseminated through 
print or broadcast media, including radio, television, cable, and satellite, the Internet, or through a mass 
mailing, excluding those placed by an individual or nongroup entity and costing $500 or less and those 
that do not directly or indirectly identify a candidate or proposition, as that term is defined in AS 
15.13.065(c). AS 15.13.400(3). 

https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#15.13.065
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#15.13.065
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place of business . . . of each of the persons three largest contributors under 

AS 15.13.040(e)” during the 12 months preceding the communication. 27  

A threshold inquiry, preliminary to any discussion of AAN’s principal place of 

business, is whether AAN, the organization, is one of Repeal Now’s top three contributors 

under 15.13.090(a)(2)(C) or whether Repeal Now must instead name AAN’s true sources 

as top contributors under the statute. 

Following the statutory path that begins with AS 15.13.090: 

AS 15.13.090(a)(2)(C) requires a group to identify its “three largest contributors 

under AS 15.13.040(e)(5),” which requires persons making independent expenditures to 

disclose their contributors. 

Additionally, AS 15.13.040(q) directs that for purposes of .040(e)(5) – disclosing 

contributors – “contributor” means the true source of the funds being contributed.28  

AAN, critically, is not a true source; it is an intermediary that receives contributions 

from individual true sources.29  

So, while AAN as an intermediary organization has contributed the largest amount 

to Repeal Now, AS 15.13.040(e), via AS 15.13.040(q), directs that the relevant numbers 

for analysis of Repeal Now’s ranking of its top three contributors are the individual 

contribution amounts of AAN’s individual true sources. Under a strict application of the 

statute, the largest contributors to Repeal Now are AAN’s true sources, including the 

individuals Elon Musk and Jeffrey Yass. 

However, APOC staff believes an approach that considers the contributing 

organization’s true sources’ contribution amounts could lead to disjointed results that were 

neither intended nor contemplated. An example: if an intermediary that has received 

 
27 “Contributor” as used in AS 15.13.040(e) “means the true source of the funds.” AS 15.13.040(q); 
AS 15.13.090(a)(1)(C). 
28 AS 15.13.040(q): For purposes of (b), (e), and (j) of this section, “contributor” means the true source of 
the funds, property, or services being contributed (emphasis added). 
29 “True source” means the person or legal entity whose contribution is funded from wages, investment 
income, inheritance, or revenue generated from selling goods or services; a person or a legal entity who 
derived funds via contributions, donations, dues, or gifts is not the true source, but rather an intermediary 
for the true source. AS 15.13.400(19) (subject to an exception not relevant here).  
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several individual contributions of $10,000 thereafter makes a single $100 contribution to 

a group that has received only $5,000 in total contributions, the group’s paid-for-by 

disclaimer would need to identify the intermediary’s $10,000 true sources as its largest 

contributors – even though the receiving group took in only $100 from that intermediary.   

APOC staff submits that Alaskans are better able to understand the source, quantity, 

timing, and nature of resources used to influence candidate elections when an IE group’s 

ranking of top three contributors reflects the amount the group receives and from whom, 

rather than what an entity who contributes to that IE group received from that entity’s own 

donors. And the language of AS 15.13.090 at subsection (e) – “in no case shall a person be 

required to identify more than three contributors under (a)(2)(C)” – conveys a distinct 

intent to make identifying the top three contributors a straightforward process for groups 

to comply with and for Alaskans to understand. The more understandable approach would 

require an IE group to list its top three contributors according to the amount the group itself 

received, rather than the amount a contributing organization received from a true source. 

APOC staff believes this approach strengthens rather than weakens campaign 

disclosure law. By ranking its three largest contributors by the amounts it received (as 

opposed to the intermediary’s individual true sources), the receiving group offers the public 

more usable information. This is particularly true where the intermediary itself is one of 

the top three contributors, because an intermediary’s name typically is more recognizable 

to the public (for example, the Sierra Club or the National Rifle Association) than names 

of individual true sources, particularly non-resident individuals. Even where an 

intermediary organization is less well known, public information generally is more 

available on it through basic internet searching than on individual true sources who made 

contributions. And under APOC’s online filing system, the public has more access to 

information concerning a listed intermediary than its individual true source contributors 

because intermediaries contributing to IE groups making independent expenditures in 

candidate elections must report under AS 15.13.040(r), whereas the intermediary’s true 

sources may have no such reporting requirement.    
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Based on the above logic, APOC staff recommends the Commission find that 

Repeal Now’s ranking of its top three contributors should reflect amounts Repeal Now 

received and from whom, rather than what AAN, the entity who contributed to Repeal 

Now, received from its own donors.  

If the Commission agrees, the next inquiry is whether Repeal Now, in ranking AAN 

as its top contributor based upon the total amount it received from AAN, correctly listed 

AAN’s principal place of business. If the Commission disagrees with the logic set forth 

above, Repeal Now’s top three contributors, as of the date of this staff report, would likely 

be Elon Musk of Austin, Texas, Jeff Yass of Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania, and Timothy 

Mellon of Saratoga, Wyoming,30 and AAN’s principal place of business is no longer 

relevant.    

c) Whether Repeal Now and AAN have improperly used an Anchorage 
address as AAN’s principal place of business on its communication 
disclaimers 

 
 If the Commission agrees that AAN as an organization rather than AAN’s individual 

true sources should be considered in the 15.13.090 ranking of Repeal Now’s top three 

contributors, the next question concerns the identification of Anchorage, Alaska as AAN’s 

principal place of business.  

APOC staff found no Commission authority providing guidance on how to interpret 

or apply the principal place of business standard under AS 15.13.090.31 APOC staff review 

of Alaska legislative history also did not find substantive or meaningful guidance as to the 

application of principal place of business in the context of AS 15.13.090, outside of  

 
30 APOC staff has not undertaken a thorough analysis of who Repeal Now’s top three contributors would 
be if AAN’s true source contributors were considered in the analysis, but basic review of both 
organizations’ reporting makes clear the top two contributors would be Musk and Yass, with a 
determination of the third largest contributor requiring further analysis. 
31 Complainant ABE, in response to APOC staff’s invitation to submit legal authority, stated it was unable 
to locate Commission advisory opinions or APOC orders on the issue. AAN, Repeal Now, and 
Advancing Alaska Action did not provide authority. 
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reference to its use in the federal civil court context.32 ABE, in response to APOC’s 

invitation to submit legal authority, similarly reviewed the legislative process behind the 

relevant language of AS 15.13.090, as enacted through Senate Bill 284 in 2010, and found 

“little was said about the phrase ‘principal place of business’ throughout the legislative 

process.”33  

The parties now encourage APOC to determine AAN’s principal place of business 

under the “nerve center” test set forth in Hertz Corp. v. Friend,34 a standard used by federal 

courts to determine corporate diversity jurisdiction. Under the nerve center approach, an 

entity’s principal place of business is where its officers direct, control, and coordinate its 

activities; as AAN suggests, “where the real decisions get made.”35   

APOC staff declines to adopt the Hertz “nerve center” test as a de facto standard to 

interpret principal place of business of contributors under campaign disclosure law. 

Notwithstanding the common “principal place of business” verbiage, the Hertz test does 

not neatly transfer to campaign disclosure law that requires identification of contributors. 

AAN itself is not a corporation but rather a political organization. Similarly, many other 

types of contributors to Alaska campaigns including various groups and entities beyond 

Federal PACs, whose principal place of business must be identified under 15.13.090, are 

likewise not corporations, and a test created for purposes of corporate federal diversity 

jurisdiction has even less application.   

  Additionally, evidence to determine a corporation’s principal place of business 

under the Hertz test may not be readily available for a federal PAC or the different types 

of contributors” to which AS 15.13.090 applies. Corporations under state and federal law 

are subject to record keeping requirements which federal PACs are not; records that could 

assist in a factual determination of “where the corporation’s high-level officers direct, 

 
32 ABE provided a review of the legislative process behind the phrase “principal place of business” 
contained in AS 15.13.090, as enacted through Senate Bill 284 in 2010. behind AS 15.13.090. . . and 
notes that “From Complainant’s initial review of the legislative history surrounding SB 284, it appears 
that little was said about the phrase “principal place of business” throughout the legislative process.”  
33 Exhibit 6, ABE Legal Authority submitted July 21, 2026. 
34 559 U.S. 77 (2010). 
35 Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information. 
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control, and coordinate the corporation’s activities”36 do not exist for PACs, groups, etc. 

For example, applying the Hertz test to an Alaska corporation would be assisted by publicly 

available corporate information – including a corporation’s entity type, physical and 

mailing address, named officers and directors, and biennial reports – but the same 

information does not exist for a Federal PAC.    

In the instant case, AAN’s FEC filings provide little or no information relevant to 

the Hertz “nerve-center” test. The sole individual named is Thomas Datwyler; while AAN 

identifies Datwyler as one involved in the formation, coordination, and control and 

decision-making of AAN (thus making his location relevant under the Hertz 

determination), it also describes Datwyler as nothing more than a “treasurer-for-hire”: a 

“hired compliance vendor” who “keeps AAN’s books and files its reports.”37 Both AAN 

and Repeal Now assert that AAN’s “major decisions are made in Anchorage.”38  

Additionally, while encouraging the Hertz approach, both AAN and Repeal Now 

emphasize that most federal PACs, including AAN itself, have no brick-and-mortar 

location where they do business, making the Hertz consideration of a corporation’s “main 

headquarters” again, inapt to AS 15.13.090. AAN also argues that modern PACs operating 

in the digital age (including itself), typically do not own or lease office space, have 

geographically disperse officers and advisors, make decisions via email, phone, and video, 

sign contracts and manage funds remotely – and “a physical address where AAN’s officers 

sit around a conference table and make decisions . . . does not exist.”39 

Taken as true, all of these factors again reveal APOC should not adopt the Hertz test 

as the de facto evaluative standard to determine the principal place of business of 

contributors to Alaska campaigns. 

  For these reasons, APOC staff recommends against adopting a test developed to 

determine the “nerve center” of a corporate entity for purposes of corporate diversity 

 
36 Hertz, 559 U.S. at 80-81. 
37 Answer AAN 26-08-CD. 
38 Answer Repeal Now 26-08-CD, p.5 
39 Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information.  
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jurisdiction to determine a contributor’s principal place of business for purposes of Alaska 

campaign disclosure law.  

 As Commission authority in the form of Advisory Opinions or Commission Orders 

do not appear to exist, and lacking guidance from the legislative process, the phrase’s 

application to paid-for-by rankings under AS 15.13.090 presents a novel issue.  

Important, too, in this analysis is the consideration that APOC staff bears the burden 

of proving a violation by a preponderance of the evidence.40 A complaint must include “a 

clear and concise description of fact that, if true,” would violate relevant statutes.41 The 

question thus becomes whether a preponderance of the evidence, based upon the facts 

presented in the complaint, shows AAN violated AS 15.13.090 by listing Anchorage as its 

principal place of business.  

While not strictly applying the Hertz test, APOC staff considers aspects of the test 

that appear relevant under campaign disclosure law and which the parties themselves 

encourage, including where the decisions are made, where the officers are located, and 

physical address. 

Applying the following facts: 

AAN describes its purpose as “political activity in Alaska,” that its disbursements 

are directed “toward Alaska political campaigns and causes,” and its decisions focus on 

Alaska politics and electorate.42 FEC records reflect Repeal Now is the only organization 

to which AAN has contributed since AAN organized. AAN identifies its leadership as 

Alaska residents Marcum and Griffin and indicates they direct AAN’s financial operations, 

oversee FEC compliance reporting, manage its vendor relationships, control the timing and 

amount of wire transfers, and make decisions concerning AAN’s activities.43 The change 

 
40 2 AAC 50.891(d). 
41 2 AAC 50.870(b)(4). 
42 Answer AAN 26-06-CD.   
43 Answer AAN 26-06-CD, p. 4. Given the ubiquity of electronic banking, the physical location of an 
organization’s bank is not considered a substantial factor in the analysis.  
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of principal place of business occurred when the second Alaska resident Griffin became an 

officer.44  

ABE argues AAN’s use of the Wisconsin address in its statement of contributions 

reports under AS 15.13.040(k) demonstrates that AAN’s use of the Anchorage address for 

AS 15.13.090(a)(2)(C) must be fraudulent. But AS 15.13.040(k) notably does not require 

a contributor to identify and use its principal place of business for purpose of contribution 

reporting in the same way that AS 15.13.090 requires it of paid-for-by disclaimers. AAN’s 

use of separate addresses for each requirement does not, on its own, indicate fraud or 

necessarily demonstrate a violation of campaign disclosure law, as nothing precludes the 

use of different addresses for different purposes in this context. 

AAN and Repeal Now appear to work together and coordinate their efforts. The 

organizations originated within months of each other; share their original leadership 

(Marcum as both Repeal Now’s Treasurer and AAN’s Executive Director); AAN’s 

Marcum and Griffin made Repeal Now’s first and second contributions, just weeks after 

Repeal Now registered; and the organizations share many of the same contributors. The 

organizations have responded to these APOC complaints with similar and even verbatim 

responses. All support that the two organizations closely associate and coordinate their 

efforts, with AAN funneling out-of-state contributions to Repeal Now. But these points 

support rather than detract from the idea that AAN’s principal place of business cannot be 

considered Anchorage. APOC staff considers that AAN’s fundraising consultant Critchell 

is a Utah resident and its treasurer Datwyler resides in Wisconsin but does not find these 

facts determinative to the inquiry. 

APOC staff concludes AAN and Repeal Now have pointed to a sufficient basis for 

AAN to identify Anchorage as its principal place of business and for Repeal Now to 

identify Anchorage on its paid-for-by disclaimers. APOC staff does not find a 

preponderance of the evidence supports that AAN violated AS 15.13.090 by listing AAN’s 

 
44 Complaint 26-06-CD; Exhibit 2, AAN Response to APOC Request for Information. 
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principal place of business as Anchorage and recommends the Commission dismiss the 

allegation.       

 

2. Reporting discrepancies between AAN and Repeal Now reporting 
 
ABE points to inconsistencies between Repeal Now’s and AAN’s APOC reporting, 

arguing that in several places the organizations’ reported amounts and dates of 

contributions do not reconcile with each other, indicating campaign disclosure violations.   

Of the discrepancies ABE alleges, Repeal Now responds directly to only one: a $500 

difference in contributions it received from AAN on July 31, 2025. Repeal Now concedes 

a $500 “administrative” error in its reporting (listing $45,000 rather than the correct 

$44,500) and states it has corrected the error.45 However, the most recent (June 17, 2026) 

amendment of the original August 9, 2025 IE report still reflects the incorrect $45,000 

amount. As Repeal Now has conceded the error, APOC staff recommends a finding that 

Repeal Now’s IE report of August 9, 2025 was erroneous, with a penalty running from that 

date until the filing of the complaint tolled penalty accrual, and that the Commission order 

Repeal Now to correct the report within 10 days of the order in this matter.   

ABE’s remaining allegations of reporting discrepancies between AAN and Repeal 

Now reporting are as follows:   

a) [Against AAN and Repeal Now] “There are different dates for a sizeable 
contribution AAN made to Repeal Now in June 2025. At some point that 
month, Damien Stella contributed $30,000 to AAN, who then in turn 
contributed $27,000 to Repeal Now. But the dates of AAN’s contribution to 
Repeal Now are not consistent.” 

ABE cites the following reports in support of its allegation: 

• Repeal Now reported on a July 7, 2025 IE report46 and in its 2025 second quarterly 

report filed July 10, 202547 a contribution of $27,000 from AAN on June 23, 2025.  

 
45 Answer Repeal Now 26-06-CD, p. 1.   
46 ABE Exhibit 2G to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
47 ABE Exhibit 3B to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
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• AAN’s FEC reports48 indicate it received a $6,000 contribution from Damien 

Stella49 and made a $27,000 contribution to Repeal Now50 both on June 23, 2025.  

• AAN’s July 7, 2025 Statement of Contributions discloses a $5,000 contribution to 

Repeal Now on June 27, 2025 that was received from true source Stella on June 23, 

2025.51  

• AAN’s February 12, 2026 amended Statement of Contributions “correcting the true 

source donors” appears to show most or all of AAN’s contributions to Repeal Now 

during 2025-2026 and lists Stella as a true source of a $6,000 contribution to AAN 

on June 27, 2025.52   

• AAN’s April 10, 2026 Statement of Contributions shows contributions to Repeal 

Now of $250,000 on April 8, 2026, with Stella listed as true source of a June 27, 

2025 contribution of $6,000.53  

• AAN’s April 28, 2026 Statement of Contributions shows contributions to Repeal 

Now of $100,000 on April 27, 2026, with Stella listed as true source of a June 27, 

2025 contribution of $6,000.54  

• AAN’s May 14, 2026 Statement of Contributions shows contributions to Repeal 

Now of $350,000 on April May 13, 2026, with Stella listed as true source of a June 

27, 2025 contribution of $6,000.55   

 From ABE’s extremely limited argument on this issue, and after review of those 

reports ABE cites in support, APOC staff understands ABE’s allegation to be that Stella 

contributed a total of $30,00056 to Repeal Now, through AAN, through five separate 

 
48 Exhibit 7, FEC contributions AAN.  
49 ABE Exhibit 4D to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
50 ABE Exhibit 2G to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
51 ABE Exhibit 5A to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
52 ABE exhibit 5H to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
53 ABE exhibit 5I to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
54 ABE exhibit 5J to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
55 ABE exhibit 5K to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
56 APOC staff believes the intended sum may be $29,000 rather than $30,000, based upon the listed 
reporting. 
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contributions ($5,000 on June 23, 2025 and four more contributions of $6,000 on June 27, 

2025) rather than as single transaction. 

Repeal Now does not respond directly to the allegation, but cites in-person guidance 

from APOC staff “to list all true source donors to Aurora Action Network” in its reporting, 

“even when the true source contribution amounts don’t match up with contribution 

amounts being reported.”57 Repeal Now argues that its subsequent reporting amendments 

reflect all AAN true source donor names as AAN provided, and Repeal Now’s reporting 

therefore is consistent with APOC guidance and “moots the alleged discrepancies” of 

ABE’s complaint.  

AAN did not respond to the allegation individually but broadly maintains it has no 

duty to correct “any variance between Repeal Now’s records and AAN’s.”58  

Based upon ABE’s limited argument in support of its allegation and the lack of 

specific response from parties AAN and Repeal Now, APOC staff finds ABE has provided 

some evidence of possible reporting inaccuracies but is unable to determine whether 

violations have occurred. APOC staff recommends the Commission continue this 

allegation of the complaint to allow ABE the option to clarify its allegation and thereafter 

allow AAN and Repeal Now to amend its responses, if needed. 

b. [Against Repeal Now] “Repeal Now has repeatedly post-dated “true 
source” contributions. Specifically, there are at least seven (7) instances 
where Repeal Now is claiming to have received funds from a true source on 
one day, while at the same time claiming that the “true source” did not 
contribute the underlying funds until after the date of the reported 
contribution. This post-dating has the effect of falsely attributing donors as 
the true source of funds in clear violation of Alaska law.”59 

 
In support of this allegation, ABE points to two Repeal Now IE reports. Repeal Now 

filed the first IE report August 9, 202560 reflecting an AAN contribution of $45,000 that 

Repeal now received on July 31, 2025 but where AAN did not itself receive the true source 

 
57 Answer Repeal Now 26-06-CD, p. 3. 
58 Answer AAN 26-06-CD, p. 4.  
59 ABE Complaint 26-06-CD, p. 22. 
60 ABE Exhibit 2J and 2L to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
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contributions until after that date. Next, a September 13, 2025 Repeal Now IE report 

reflects an AAN contribution made to Repeal Now of $30,000 on August 29, 2025, but 

where AAN did not itself receive the true source contributions until after Repeal Now 

reported receiving the funds.  

 APOC staff finds ABE’s allegation substantiated by a preponderance of the 

evidence and recommends the Commission find Repeal Now’s reports for these dates were 

erroneous. APOC staff further recommends the Commission order Repeal Now to correct 

the reports within 10 days of its order in this matter, working with AAN as needed to ensure 

their reports are consistent.  

c. [Against AAN and Repeal Now] “There are different amounts for a sizeable 
contribution that AAN made to Repeal now on October 20, 2025. The $5,000 
discrepancy should be accounted for, and corrected by one or both entities 
if necessary. Moreover, Repeal Now failed to include this sizable 
contribution – no matter its size – on any independent expenditure 15-6 
form.”   
 

In support of its allegation, ABE cites Repeal Now’s fourth quarterly report filed 

January 10, 2026 which shows a $15,000 contribution from AAN received by Repeal Now 

on October 20, 2025,61 AAN’s FEC report which reflects a $15,000 contribution to Repeal 

Now made on October 20, 2025,62 and an AAN amended statement of contributions report 

submitted November 10, 2025 reporting a $15,000 contribution to Repeal Now made on 

October 20, 2025 with true sources Albert Haynes and Leon Chandler.63 

 Based on the ABE’s citations to these documents and minimal argument, a $5,000 

discrepancy is not apparent and APOC staff does not find by a preponderance of evidence 

that the reporting is erroneous.   

 On ABE’s second allegation, APOC staff does not see disclosure of the October 20, 

2025 contribution on the next IE report (October 22, 2025) Repeal Now filed after it 

 
61 ABE Exhibit 3D to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
62 ABE Exhibit 4E to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
63 ABE Exhibit 5E to Complaint 26-06-CD. 
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received the contribution and recommends the Commission find a violation on this basis 

and order Repeal Now to amend that report.  

 

d. [Against AAN and Repeal Now] ABE points out that AAN’s largest 
contributor is Jeff Yass, an individual who contributed multiple thousands 
of dollars to AAN, funds which AAN passed directly to Repeal Now. ABE 
alleges: “The amounts and dates of some of Jeff Yass’s sizable contributions 
are in conflict, and which means they cannot both be true.”64 
 

ABE asks APOC to reconcile “these discrepancies” by subpoenaing banking 

records or other documentation “to establish the correct amounts and dates for these 

significant transactions.”65  

A complaint must include “a clear and concise description of facts that, if true,” 

would violate relevant statutes.66 ABE’s only description of facts, however, is its 

conclusory statement that Repeal Now’s and AAN’s reporting on Yass is “in conflict,” 

along with the submission of over 200 pages of APOC reports that do not specifically 

reference or highlight any particular information contained within them. On this basis, 

APOC staff does not find a preponderance of evidence supports violations by Repeal Now 

and AAN and recommends the Commission dismiss this allegation.67   

 

 
64 ABE Complaint 26-06-CD, p. 15, p. 23. 
65 Id. 
66 2 AAC 50.870(b)(4). 
67 2 AAC 50.891(d). 
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3. Separate allegations remaining against each respondent 

 
On the remaining allegations of complaint 26-06-CD and 26-08-CD, APOC staff 

finds as follows: 

a. True source reporting: Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. was not required to 
file a statement of contributions but both Repeal Now and AAN must 
provide accurate true source information concerning Advancing Alaska 
Action Inc.’s contribution  

 
 ABE alleges violations of true source disclosure requirements concerning a $5,000 

contribution made by Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. to AAN, and AAN’s subsequent 

contribution of the $5,000 to Repeal Alaska.68  

First, against Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. ABE highlights that the entity never 

filed a statement of contributions report relating to its $5,000 contribution to AAN. 

However, the reporting requirement of AS 15.13.040(k) is imposed on an organization 

contributing to a ballot measure group because it is serving as an intermediary; it is not 

imposed on the “true sources” (in this situation, Advancing Alaska Action, Inc.) but rather 

upon the organization transmitting the funds to a ballot measure group – AAN.69 

Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. had no duty to file a 15-5 statement of contributions and 

APOC staff recommends no finding of violation against it. 

Next, campaign disclosure law required Repeal Now under AS 15.13.040(e), 

AS 15.13.110(h), and AS 15.13.390(a)(1) and AAN under AS 15.13.040(r) and 

AS 15.13.390(a)(3) to identify contributor Advancing Alaska Action, Inc.’s true sources. 

Both Repeal Now and AAN concede they are required to report true source contributors, 

but both deny any duty to report correct information in their APOC reporting. Repeal Now 

states it “cannot be held responsible for any inaccuracies or incompleteness”70 in AAN’s 

 
68 AAN Statement of Contributions $517,250 filed February 12, 2026. 
69 See AS 15.13.040(k), AO 24-04-CD 907 Initiative, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=26260. 
70 Answer Repeal Now 26-06-CD, p. 2.  

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5545&ViewType=SC
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=26260
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statements, and AAN similarly argues that it had no obligation “to look behind a 

contributor’s representation” of its funding sources.71  

Implicit in the statutory duty to report information is a duty to report correct 

information.72 Campaign disclosure law’s enforcement mechanism of civil penalties apply 

not only where a reporter fails to report information but also where that information is 

incomplete (failing to report true sources) or incorrect (reporting there were no true 

sources).73 A person who fails to file a “properly completed” report is subject to various 

civil penalties.74 Specific to true source reporting, AS 15.13.390 imposes on those who 

misreport or fail to disclose the true source of a contribution in violation of AS 15.13.040(r) 

a penalty up to the amount of the contribution it misreported or failed to disclose.75 

Repeal Now and AAN’s position that neither can be held responsible for reporting 

incomplete or incorrect true source information is a difficult argument to make under these 

circumstances, where the true source they both reported, by name alone – Advancing 

Alaska Action, Inc. – put both parties on notice of the possibility the organization was not 

a true source, and where a basic internet search of “Advancing Alaska Action, Inc” would 

have confirmed that it is an Alaska nonprofit corporation for which both organizations were 

required to report its true sources.76  

APOC staff finds by a preponderance of the evidence that AAN and Repeal Now 

misreported or failed to disclose the true source(s) of Advancing Alaska Action Inc.’s 

$5,000 contribution. Staff recommends the Commission order both organizations to report 

 
71 Answer AAN 26-06-CD, pp. 5-6. 
72 AS 15.13.040(c): “The report . . . shall be certified as correct by the group’s treasurer” (emphasis 
added). 
73 2 AAC 50.855 and .865 speak penalty assessment and mitigation where a filer has committed errors 
within reports, which would be superfluous under the argument that a filer has no duty to file a correct 
report. See generally 2 AAC 50.855 (outlining assessment of civil penalties against a person responsible 
for filing a report under AS 15.13 that is incomplete; civil penalties “for an error in a . . . report required 
under AS 15.13”) 2 AAC 50.865 (referencing “erroneous” reports and “incomplete” reports and reports 
with "missing or incomplete information.”   
74 AS 15.13.390(a)(1). 
75 AS 15.13.390(a)(3).   
76 Exhibit 8, State of Alaska entity details, Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. Articles of Incorporation, 
Domestic Nonprofit Corporation Initial Biennial Report, Division of Corporations, Business and 
Professional Licensing, https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/cbp/main/search/entities.   

https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/cbp/main/search/entities
https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/cbp/main/search/entities
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the true source(s) of any contribution(s) received from Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. 

within 10 days of the Commission order in this matter. 

ABE also alleges a true source reporting violation based upon AAN’s listing of a 

Saratoga, “AK” address for a $50,000 contribution of “billionaire Timothy Mellon.”77 In 

response, AAN concedes a typographical error in listing Alaska rather than the correct state 

of Wyoming and advises that it has corrected the report. APOC staff finds this to be a de 

minimis error and does not recommend a civil penalty, particularly given the error was 

likely obvious to anyone initially viewing the report and without question available through 

basic internet searching of the contributor by name.  

 
b. ABE’s remaining allegations of 26-08-CD relating to Repeal Now’s paid-

for-by disclaimers   
 
 ABE’s allegations in 26-08-CD concerning Repeal Now’s continuing use of the 

Anchorage address in its paid-for-by disclaimers are mostly mooted by APOC staff’s 

recommendation that the action does not violate campaign disclosure law.   

 An allegation of 26-08-CD that remains in controversy relates to Repeal Now’s 

paid-for-by disclaimers on two videos that ABE alleges and Repeal Now does not refute 

were posted on Repeal Now’s YouTube channel.78 Specifically, ABE alleges “Repeal 

Now’s most recent video ad does not include any required disclaimer at all.”79   

The videos were formerly accessed through Repeal Now’s YouTube channel 

homepage.80 On the top middle of the channel homepage, directly adjacent to the logo and 

directly underneath the bolded slogan “Yes! End ranked choice voting in Alaska!,” is text 

 
77 Complaint 26-06-CD, p. 11. 
78 Yes! End ranked choice voting in Alaska! - YouTube, last accessed August 4, 2026, see also Exhibit 9, 
screen shot of channel homepage. 
79 ABE Complaint and Exhibits 26-08-CD, p. 13 (emphasis in original). While the body of the complaint 
references a video “ad” in the singular, its footnote references exhibits 17D and 17E, two separate videos.  
80 Repeal Now agreed to temporarily remove the two videos in question until the Commission has reached 
the merits of this matter.     

https://www.youtube.com/@YesEndRCV
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with a live “more” link, which brings a pop-up message containing the paid-for-by message 

containing the top three contributors.81  

The Commission has previously determined that a paid-for-by identifier on a 

Facebook profile page puts the viewer on notice that the page they are viewing contains 

political messages, and that having that identifier obviates the need to have a separate paid-

for-by identifier on each post.82 It is reasonable to apply the same logic to a YouTube 

channel homepage; 2 AAC 50.306, relating to the identification of political 

communication, refers broadly to a group’s “electronic social media” in its requirement 

that the paid-for-by be electronically linked, and APOC staff considers a YouTube channel 

to fall within this categorization.83 By including a homepage link to its paid-for-by 

disclaimer, Repeal Now met AS 15.13.090 communication disclaimer requirements and 

APOC staff recommends ABE’s allegation be dismissed.   

 
c.  Repeal Now’s misidentification of contributor LOT, Inc. in an IE report   
  
A final allegation ABE raises in 26-08-CD alleges Repeal Now incorrectly lists 

“LOT, Inc.” as its third largest contributor in its paid-for-by disclaimers but identifies the 

contributor as “Jim Lot Turner” in its APOC reporting.84 In response, Repeal Now 

confirms the true source of the contribution was LOT, Inc., as correctly listed on its 

communication disclaimers, but concedes its reporting in its IE report incorrectly identified 

“Jim Lot Turner” as the contributor:85 

 
81 Yes! End ranked choice voting in Alaska! - YouTube, last accessed August 4, 2026, see also Exhibit 9, 
screen shot of channel homepage. 
82 Final Order 18-04-CD Rivas v. Vasquez, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=15936, citing AO 10-09-CD, AO 10-09-
CD Gara,  https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=4844, pp.  
83 AS 2 AAC 50.306 Identification of political communication. (d) A political communication by 
electronic media, including a candidate's or group's website, electronic mail, electronic social media, or 
other electronic methods capable of transmitting a political communication, must include or be 
electronically linked to information required by AS 15.13.090(a) and (c). The cost of political 
communications by electronic media must be reported as a campaign expense under 2 AAC 50.321. 
84 Complaint 26-08-CD, p. 12, citing Repeal Now’s April 30, 2026 Independent Expenditure report filed 
April 30, 2026 and Mr. Turner’s statement of contribution filed April 21, 2026.  
85 Independent expenditure Repeal Now, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=7528&ViewType=IE, filed April 30, 2026. 

https://www.youtube.com/@YesEndRCV
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=15936
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=4844
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=4844
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#15.13.090
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/aac.asp#2.50.321
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=7528&ViewType=IE
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In support, Repeal Now provides as documentation a copy of the contribution check from 

LOT, Inc. and a contribution form identifying the corporate contribution from the 

business.86 APOC staff agrees that the IE report filed April 30, 2026 was erroneous. Repeal 

Now states in its Answer that it has corrected the contributor information; however, two 

amended versions filed June 17, 2026 both still reflect the inaccurate “Jim Lot Turner” as 

the contributor and not the business.  

In light of the closeness of the reported names, and that the contributor is identified 

as a business owner of the same name, and the unlikelihood that the information created 

confusion among the public as to the contributor, APOC staff recommends the Commission 

find this error does not rise to the level of a campaign disclosure violation but order Repeal 

Now to correct the IE report within 10 days of the order in this matter. 

 
d. Repeal Now should file quarterly reports for 2026 until its 30-day general 

election report is due October 5, 2026   
 

ABE alleges Repeal Now failed to timely file its first quarterly report for 2026. 

On March 20, 2025, prior to initiative proposal’s certification for ballot, Repeal 

Now registered as an initiative proposal group listing its purpose to repeal ranked choice 

voting law.87 Prior to the certification for ballot on December 31, 2025, Repeal Now filed 

quarterly reports under AS 15.13.110(g); its most recently filed quarterly report for 2025 

Fourth Quarter and filed January 10, 2026.88  

 
86 Exhibit 10, Repeal Now check and contribution form from LOT, Inc. 
87 Repeal Now initiative proposal application group registration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6567&ViewType=GR. 
88 Repeal Now fourth quarterly report, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=48483&ViewType=CD. 

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=6567&ViewType=GR
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=48483&ViewType=CD
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A ballot group is required to continue filing quarterly reports after certification 

“until reports are due under (a) and (b)” of AS 15.13.110.89 APOC staff advice explained 

this requirement in a January 5, 2026 email to Repeal Now (attached by Repeal Now as an 

exhibit to its complaint response): “Until those reports become due, you will still file 

quarterly reports. [AS 15.13.110(g)]”90 Repeal Now apparently understood this direction 

to mean it should “ceas[e] to file quarterly reports”91 rather than to continue filing them 

until AS 15.13.110 reports became due.92 However, because Repeal Now switched its 

registration to that of a ballot proposal group, and selected both the primary and general 

elections in its campaign plans, APOC’s online filing system generated corresponding 

AS 15.13.110 reporting requirements, and removed future quarterly “reporting 

expectations,” which likely led to confusion. In its response to this complaint, Repeal Now 

indicated its willingness to comply with APOC direction concerning the reports, and it 

should file quarterly reports until the time its 30-day report for the general election is due 

on October 5, 2026. In light of the above and additionally considering that all of the 

information contained in the missing quarterly reports was available through Repeal Now’s 

independent expenditure reports, APOC staff recommends no penalty against Repeal Now 

for failing to file 2026 quarterly reports.   

  

 
89 AS 15.13.110(g) An initiative committee, person, group, or nongroup entity receiving contributions 
exceeding $500 or making expenditures exceeding $500 in a calendar year in support of or in opposition 
to an initiative on the ballot in a statewide election or an initiative proposal application filed with the 
lieutenant governor under AS 15.45.020 shall file a report within 10 days after the end of each calendar 
quarter on the contributions received and expenditures made during the preceding calendar quarter until 
reports are due under (a) and (b) of this section (emphasis added). If the report is a first report, it must 
cover the period beginning on the day an initiative proposal application is filed under AS 15.45.020 and 
ending three days before the due date of the report. 
90 Answer Repeal Now 26-06-CD, Attachment 2 (emphasis added). 
91 Answer Repeal Now 26-06-CD, p. 3.  
92 Repeal Now filed a 30-day report on July 20, 2026, corresponding to the state primary election, 
although the group’s first AS 15.13.110(a) report is not due until October 5, 2026, corresponding to the 
state general election. 

https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#15.45.020
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#15.45.020
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e. Repeal Now’s reporting misidentified ballot measure 24ESEG   

 
ABE alleges that while Repeal Now supports 24ESEG, the group has inaccurately 

identified the initiative proposal and ballot measure throughout its APOC reporting by 

instead using the name of the previous elections ballot initiative (22AKHE) or by 

describing support for either ballot measure “2” or “3.”93 APOC staff has reviewed Repeal 

Now’s reporting and finds the IE reports that incorrectly identified it are largely consistent 

with ABE’s allegations. 

In its response to this complaint, Repeal Now concedes it incorrectly identified the 

ballot measure and advises that it has since amended its reporting to correctly reflect its 

support for ballot measure 24ESEG. APOC staff finds Repeal Now’s above listed reports 

misidentified the initiative proposal until correction but recommends the Commission find 

this error does not rise to the level of a campaign disclosure violation as 24ESEG was at 

all relevant times the only ballot measure concerning repeal efforts and the 

misidentification was unlikely to have mislead the public.  

 

SUMMARY OF STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

1. To determine its three largest contributors for its paid-for-by disclaimer, Repeal 

Now should consider its top three contributors according to the amount Repeal Now 

received from the contributing organization (AAN) rather than the individual contributions 

of AAN’s true sources. 

2. A preponderance of the evidence does not show AAN or Repeal Now violated 

AS 15.13.090 by listing Anchorage as AAN’s principal place of business and APOC staff 

recommends the Commission dismiss the allegation.   

3. APOC staff recommends a finding that Repeal Now’s independent expenditure 

report of August 9, 2025 was erroneous and that the Commission order Repeal Now to 

correct the report within 10 days of the order in this matter.   

 
93 ABE Complaint 26-06-CD, p. 5. 
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4. APOC staff finds ABE has provided some evidence of reporting deficiencies 

relating to the contributions of Damien Stella but is unable to determine whether violations 

have occurred. APOC staff recommends the Commission continue this allegation of the 

complaint to give ABE the option to clarify its allegation and thereafter allow AAN and 

Repeal Now to amend its responses, if needed.  

5. Two of Repeal Now’s IE reports identified the date it received contributions from 

AAN as prior to the date AAN received the funds from its own donors. APOC staff 

recommends the Commission find Repeal Now’s reports for these dates were erroneous 

and order it to correct the reports within 10 days of its order in this matter, working with 

AAN as needed to ensure their organizations’ reports are consistent. 

6. APOC staff does not find by a preponderance of evidence that a $5,000 discrepancy 

exists between Repeal Now’s and AAN’s reporting relating to an October 20, 2025 

contribution and recommends the Commission dismiss the allegation.    

7. As APOC staff cannot find Repeal Now’s disclosure of an October 20, 2025 

contribution of $15,000 on an IE report following Repeal Now’s receipt of the contribution, 

it finds the allegation is supported by a preponderance of the evidence and recommends 

the Commission order Repeal Now to amend its reporting.   

8. Respondent Advancing Alaska Action, Inc. had no duty to file a 15-5 

statement of contributions for its $5,000 contribution to AAN, which AAN thereafter 

contributed to Repeal Now, and APOC staff recommends no finding of violation against 

Advancing Alaska Action, Inc.  

9. Alaska campaign disclosure law required both Repeal Now and AAN to 

correctly identify the true sources of Advancing Alaska Action Inc.’s $5,000 contribution. 

As both organizations failed to identify or erroneously identified the true source 

contributor(s), APOC staff recommends the Commission find both organizations in 

violation of campaign disclosure law and order both organizations to report the true 

source(s) of any contribution(s) received from Advancing Alaska Action within 10 days of 

the Commission order in this matter. 
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10. AAN misidentified the home state of contributor Timothy Mellon on its IE report 

but APOC staff does not recommend a finding of violation.     

11. By including a link to its paid-for-by disclaimer on its YouTube channel homepage, 

Repeal Now met AS 15.13.090 requirements and APOC staff recommends the 

Commission dismiss ABE’s allegation of missing communication disclaimers.      

12. APOC staff finds Repeal Now, on an IE report, identified a contribution from the 

business LOT, Inc. as from Jim Lot Turner, the business owner, but recommends the 

Commission find this error does not rise to the level of a campaign disclosure violation. 

APOC staff recommends the Commission order Repeal Now to correct the report within 

10 days of the order in this matter.   

13. APOC staff recommends no penalty against Repeal Now for failing to file its first 

2026 quarterly report but requires Repeal Now to file quarterly reports until its 30-day 

general election report is due.   

14. APOC staff finds Repeal Now’s reports misidentified the initiative proposal until 

Repeal Now amended its reports when this complaint was filed, but recommends the 

Commission find this error does not rise to the level of a campaign disclosure violation, as 

24ESEG was at all relevant times the only ballot measure concerning repeal efforts and the 

misidentification was unlikely to have mislead the public.   

MAXIMUM POTENTIAL CIVIL PENALTIES 

Against AAN, for failing to identify or erroneously identifying the true source(s) of 

a $5,000 contribution94 from Advancing Alaska Action, the maximum civil penalty is 

assessed under AS 15.13.390(a)(3) and results in a penalty of “not more than the amount 

of the contribution that is the subject of the misreporting or failure to disclose”: $5,000. 

Against Repeal Now, the following maximum civil penalties apply: 

• For the erroneous IE report filed August 9, 2025 and showing a $500 error, the 

maximum civil penalty is assessed at $50 per day under AS 15.13.390(a) and results 

 
94 AAN Statement of Contributions, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5543&ViewType=SC.   

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=5543&ViewType=SC
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in a penalty of $14,600, reflecting 292 days from the filing of the erroneous report 

until the complaint filing tolled the penalty accrual [August 9, 2025 to May 28, 

2026]. 

• For the IE reports that erroneously showed Repeal Now received contributions 

before they were received by the intermediary AAN, any penalty will be assessed 

after Repeal Now and AAN amend their reports as necessary to comport with the 

Commission order in this matter. 

• For the erroneous IE report filed October 22, 2025 that failed to include a $15,000 

contribution Repeal Now received October 20, 2025, the maximum civil penalty is 

assessed at $50 per day under AS 15.13.390(a) and results in a penalty of $4,000, 

reflecting 80 days from the filing of the erroneous report until Repeal Now disclosed 

the contribution on its fourth quarterly report on January 10, 2026 [October 22, 2025 

to January 10, 2026]. 

• For failing to identify or erroneously identifying the true source(s) of a $5,000 

contribution from Advancing Alaska Action, received through intermediary AAN, 

the maximum civil penalty is assessed at $50 per day under AS 15.13.390(a)(1) and 

results in a penalty of $250, reflecting 5 days from the filing of the erroneous 

report95 until the complaint filing tolled the penalty accrual [May 23, 2026 to May 

28, 2026]. 

The above noted maximum civil penalties against Repeal Now total $18,850. 

MITIGATION CRITERIA    

When staff assesses penalties, the starting point for calculating those penalties is 

AS 15.13.390, which outlines applicable penalties for violations of Alaska’s campaign 

disclosure laws, and 2 AAC 50.855, which outlines the penalty assessment procedure and 

 
95 Repeal Now IE report, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=7546&ViewType=IE. 

https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=7546&ViewType=IE
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available reductions. From there, regulations at 2 AAC 50.865 outline additional mitigating 

factors APOC may consider for other reductions in assessed penalties.   

AAN’s reporting violation is assessed at 50% of the maximum under 

2 AAC 50.855(b)(2)(C)(i) as this was AAN’s first election cycle, and results in a staff 

assessment of $2,500. For mitigating factors, under 2 AAC 50.865(a)(1)(B), a civil penalty 

assessment may be additionally reduced by up to 50% if the person required to file is “an 

inexperienced filer,” which includes a person engaged in a first election cycle.96 As AAN 

was engaged in its first election cycle, APOC staff recommends application of this 

mitigation factor which results in a final penalty of $1,250.  

Repeal Now’s violations are assessed at 50% of the maximum under 

2 AAC 50.855(b)(2)(C)(i) as this was Repeal Now’s first election cycle, and results in a 

staff assessment of $9,425. For mitigating factors, under 2 AAC 50.865(a)(1)(B), a civil 

penalty assessment may be additionally reduced by up to 50% if the person required to file 

is “an inexperienced filer,” which includes a person engaged in a first election cycle.97 As 

Repeal Now was engaged in its first election cycle, APOC staff recommends application 

of this mitigation factor which reduces the penalty to $4,712.50. APOC staff recommends 

further reduction pursuant to 2 AAC 50.865(b)(5), which allows a civil penalty to be 

reduced by a percentage greater than 50 percent or waived entirely, as the largest portion 

($14,600) of Repeal Now’s maximum assessed penalty total ($18,850) relates to a $500 

error and thus is significantly out of proportion to the degree of harm. APOC staff therefore 

recommends the $4,712.50 be reduced by 90% to $471.25. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
96 2 AAC 50.865(a)(1)(B). 
97 2 AAC 50.865(a)(1)(B). 
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July 29, 2026 

VIA EMAIL AT kim.stone@alaska.gov 

Kim Stone 
Campaign Disclosure Coordinator 
Alaska Public Offices Commissioner 
Anchorage, Alaska 99508 

Re: Aurora Action Network Response to APOC Request for Information 

Dear Ms. Stone: 

This Firm represent Aurora Action Network (“AAN”). In response to your requests for 
information, AAN states as follows: 

(As used below, “the Anchorage address” refers to 11790 Cange Street, Anchorage, Alaska, 99516) 

1) Please list the individuals involved in the formation, coordination, control, and
decision-making of AAN and their individual places of residence.

Answer: 

Bethany Marcum, AAN Executive Director, Alaska 
Bob Griffin, AAN Chairman, Alaska 
Thomas Datwyler, AAN Treasurer, Wisconsin 
Rachel Critchell, AAN Fundraising Consultant, Utah 

2) Please describe any activities performed at the Anchorage address relating to AAN.

Answer: 

11790 Cange Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99516 is the personal residence of Robert Griffin, AAN’s 
Chair. As described in Mr. Griffin’s declaration, which is being submitted herewith, Mr. Griffin 
advises AAN on its mission, political spending, and fundraising activities in Alaska, and has 
authorized AAN’s use of his address as AAN’s address of record. 

The premise underlying this interrogatory — and indeed much of Complainant’s argument — is that 
a political committee’s principal place of business must be a physical location where its decision-
makers gather to conduct business. That premise is outdated and inconsistent with how modern 

07.29.26
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political organizations actually operate. AAN has no physical office. It does not own or lease any 
commercial space anywhere — not in Alaska, not in Wisconsin, not anywhere. This is not unusual. 
The vast majority of federal Super PACs operating in 2026 have no dedicated office space. Their 
officers, vendors, and advisors are geographically dispersed. Their decisions are made via email, 
phone calls, and video conferences. Their contracts are signed electronically. Their funds are 
managed remotely. The notion that a political committee’s principal place of business must be a 
place where people physically sit in the same room and conduct business reflects a pre-digital 
understanding of organizational activity that bears no relationship to how these entities actually 
function. To the extent Complainant is searching for a physical address where AAN’s officers sit 
around a conference table and make decisions, that address does not exist — and its absence is not 
evidence that AAN’s nerve center is in Wisconsin. It is evidence that AAN, like most modern Super 
PACs, operates in the digital age. In that context, Mr. Griffin’s Anchorage address is as accurate a 
designation as any, and more accurate than most, because it is in Alaska, where AAN’s Executive 
Director operates, where its Chair is located, and where the decisions that define AAN’s political 
activity are made. 
 
3) Please provide a descriptive list of individual pieces of correspondence AAN has  
received, with dates of receipt, at the Anchorage address. 
 
Answer: 
 
AAN objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information regarding 
correspondence received at the personal residence of a private individual, Robert Griffin, and that 
compelling disclosure of a descriptive list of personal correspondence received at a private residence, 
including dates of receipt, constitutes an unwarranted invasion of Mr. Griffin’s personal privacy. 
AAN further objects to this interrogatory as disproportionate to the needs of this proceeding. 
 
AAN also objects to this interrogatory as premised on a legally irrelevant factual inquiry. Whether 
AAN has received correspondence at its designated mailing address has no bearing on the validity of 
that designation. FEC Form 1 requires a committee to designate a mailing address — an address 
where the committee is authorized to receive mail. It does not require that mail have been received 
there as a precondition to the designation’s validity, any more than a post office box must have 
received mail before it constitutes a valid mailing address. AAN is authorized to receive mail at 
11790 Cange Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99516. That authorization is what makes it a valid mailing 
address, not the volume or frequency of correspondence actually received there. 
 
Moreover, this interrogatory is internally inconsistent with Complainant’s own legal theory. 
Complainant has urged the Commission to evaluate AAN’s address under the nerve center test 
articulated in Hertz Corp. v. Friend, 559 U.S. 77 (2010), rather than a simple mailing address standard. 
Under the nerve center test, the relevant inquiry is where an entity’s officers direct, control, and 
coordinate its activities — not whether correspondence has been received at a particular address. 
Mail receipt has no bearing on the nerve center test. Complainant cannot simultaneously argue that 
AAN’s address should be evaluated under the nerve center standard and demand a list of mail 
received at that address as if mail receipt were legally significant. It is not — under either standard. 
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AAN also notes that Mr. Datwyler provides bookkeeping and treasury services to dozens of federal, 
state, and local political committees across the country, many of which use his Hudson, Wisconsin 
address as a matter of administrative convenience. Under Complainant’s theory — that a political 
committee’s principal place of business is wherever its treasurer happens to live — every one of 
those committees would have its principal place of business in Hudson, Wisconsin, regardless of 
where its officers operate, where its decisions are made, or where its political activity is directed. 
That result is not only absurd on its face, it is flatly inconsistent with the nerve center test 
Complainant itself has urged the Commission to adopt. The nerve center test exists precisely to look 
past administrative conveniences like a treasurer’s address and identify where an entity’s business is 
actually conducted. For AAN, that is Alaska. 
 
Subject to and without waiving these objections, AAN states that it does not receive much mail 
given most business is conducted electronically.  And it has received multiple pieces of 
correspondence at the Anchorage address, including contribution checks mailed there. AAN is not, 
however, in a position to provide a descriptive list of individual pieces of correspondence with dates 
of receipt. Political committees do not typically catalog their incoming mail with the specificity this 
interrogatory contemplates.  Rather AAN can say accurately it does not receive much mail including 
at the Anchorage address, but nonetheless some mail has been received there. 

 
4) On Federal Election Commission reports, AAN designated a Hudson, WI address  
on its 2025 mid-year, 2025 year-end, and April 2026 quarterly reports. Please describe the 
facts or events leading to AAN’s change in address in its July 2026 report to the Anchorage 
address. 
 
Answer: 
 
AAN respectfully notes that the interrogatory references a “July 2026 report,” but the first FEC 
filing reflecting AAN’s Anchorage address of record was an amended Statement of Organization 
(Form 1) filed with the Federal Election Commission on April 7, 2026. AAN assumes the 
interrogatory is directed at that filing and responds accordingly.  
 
Beginning in February 2026, Robert Griffin, began conversations with Bethany Marcum about 
coming on board with AAN. Those conversations included discussion of AAN establishing a more 
meaningful Alaska presence, in part as a result of AAN having previously been assessed a civil 
penalty by APOC in connection with its statement of contribution reporting. During the last week 
of March 2026, Ms. Marcum contacted AAN’s treasurer, Thomas Datwyler, and raised the 
possibility of AAN changing its address to an Alaska address. During the first week of April 2026, 
Ms. Marcum facilitated an introduction between Mr. Datwyler and Mr. Griffin, including providing 
Mr. Griffin’s Anchorage address for use as AAN’s address of record. Mr. Griffin authorized the use 
of his address in connection with his role as Chair. Shortly thereafter, Mr. Datwyler filed the 
amended FEC Statement of Organization reflecting the Anchorage address, which became effective 
upon filing. 
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5) Please identify the property owner of the Anchorage address, describe the primary  
use of the address, and describe the property owner(s)’ involvement, if any, with  
AAN. 
 
Answer: 
 
See response to Interrogatory No. 2. 
 
6) Please detail election-related activities AAN engages in other than contributing to  
Repeal Now.  
 
Answer: 
 
In addition to contributing to Repeal Now, AAN engages in fundraising activities in support of its 
Alaska political mission, including raising funds from donors for deployment in Alaska political 
efforts. AAN also funds and supports get-out-the-vote (“GOTV”) efforts in Alaska.  
 
7) Please describe with corresponding dates any and all communications between  
AAN and Repeal Now concerning AAN’s address.  
 
Answer:  
 
See response to Interrogatory No. 4. 
 
9) Please provide a legal standard relating to Repeal Now’s duty as the receiving  
group to correctly report contributor information from its contributor AAN. 
 
Answer: 
 
AAN is not aware of any provision of Alaska law that imposes an independent duty on a receiving 
group to investigate or verify the accuracy of contributor information provided to it by a 
contributing entity. AS 15.13.040(e) requires a group to include in its communications a disclosure 
of its three largest contributors, including their city and state of residence or principal place of 
business. That requirement is satisfied by reference to the contributor’s reported address — the 
address the contributor has designated as its address of record. 
 
In this case, AAN’s address of record with the Federal Election Commission is 11790 Cange Street, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99516, as reflected in AAN’s amended FEC Statement of Organization filed 
April 7, 2026. Repeal Now accurately reported that address. AAN is not aware of any legal basis for 
imposing on Repeal Now a duty to look behind AAN’s designated address of record and substitute 
its own judgment about where AAN’s principal place of business is located. 
 
To the extent the Commission is considering whether Repeal Now had an independent obligation to 
investigate AAN’s address, AAN respectfully submits that no such obligation exists under Alaska 
law, and that imposing one would create an unworkable standard requiring recipient groups to 
conduct due diligence on the internal operations of every contributing entity — a burden that has no 
support in the text of AS 15.13 and that would be inconsistent with the structure of Alaska’s 
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campaign finance disclosure regime, which places the disclosure obligation on the contributing entity 
rather than the recipient. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
ROSS POLITICAL LAW, APC 

 
Derek H. Ross 
Counsel for Aurora Action Network 
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Pioneer Law, LLC 

810 N Street, Suite 100 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

www.pioneerlawllc.com 

(907) 306-9978

Craig Richards 

crichards@pioneerlawllc.com 

Julie Pack 

jpack@pioneerlawllc.com 

Dustin Elsberry 

delsberry@pioneerlawllc.com 

July 29, 2026 

Kim Stone 

Campaign Disclosure Coordinator 

Alaska Public Offices Commissioner 

2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd., Rm. 128 

Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4149 

VIA EMAIL: kim.stone@alaska.gov 

Re: Repeal Now Response to July 17, 2026 Request for Information 

Dear Ms. Stone: 

We represent Repeal Now, respondent in consolidated Alaska Public Offices Commission 

(“APOC”) matters 26-06-CD/26-08-CD.   

In response to your requests for information, Repeal Now responds as follows: 

8) Please describe with corresponding dates any and all communications between

AAN and Repeal Now concerning AAN’s address. 

A:  Bethany Marcum is the Treasurer of Repeal Now.  She was also involved in the formation 

of the Aurora Action Network (“AAN”) in June 2025 and has been AAN’s Executive Director 

since that time.  Early in 2026, Ms. Marcum had roughly two conversations with AAN Treasurer 

Thomas Datwyler related to AAN looking for an additional representative in Alaska to be 

involved with AAN.  Several possible Alaskans were suggested by Ms. Marcum and were 

discussed, including Bob Griffin, who later became AAN’s Chair.  AAN having an Alaska 

address did not come up at that time. 

During the last week of March, 2026, Ms. Marcum contacted AAN Treasurer Thomas Datwyler 

and requested AAN to change its address to an Alaska address.  Repeal Now’s Chairperson Judy 

Eledge was aware that a change of address was being considered, but she was not involved in the 

decision to make the change to Mr. Griffin’s address.  During the first week of April, Ms. 

Marcum facilitated an introduction to Mr. Griffin for him to be the new point of contact and 

address for AAN, including providing AAN his address.  Shortly thereafter, AAN’s Treasurer 

was contacted and it was confirmed the FEC address change had been filed.  Perhaps a week 

after that, Ms. Marcum contacted AAN’s Treasurer to ask if there was an effective date, and was 

told the address change had become effective when filed.  Repeal Now representatives had no 

07.29.26

Exhibit 5 
Page 1 of 2



2 

 

other communications with AAN about AAN’s address until the first complaint was filed in 26-

06-CD. 

 

  Thus, Repeal Now does not dispute that the address change was brought forward by Ms. 

Marcum, who has a role in both organizations, and that Ms. Marcum introduced Mr. Griffin and 

his address to AAN.  

 

9)   Please provide a legal standard relating to Repeal Now’s duty as the 

receiving group to correctly report contributor information from its contributor AAN. 

 

A: Nothing in AS 15.13.040(r) nor AS 15.13.400(19) makes Repeal Now responsible for 

deficiencies, if any, in the information provided by another: AS 15.13.040(r) places the burden 

on “the reporting contributor” to “report and certify the true sources of the contribution” and 

reiterates that it is the “contributor” who “is also required to provide the identity of the true 

source to the recipient of the contribution.”  Consistent with this language, 2 AAC 50.258(a) 

imposes the prohibition on the contributor from “using the name of another, or a third-party 

conduit to obscure” the origin of the funds.  Additionally, APOC AO 26-01-CD, Moses for the 

Organization, is an APOC staff opinion discussing an organization’s requirements to “report 

itself” under the new true source requirements.  Further, the Ninth Circuit has specifically 

recognized that the “contributor will always be in a better position . . . to both identify the true 

source of its own contribution and quickly report it.”  Smith v. Helzer, 95 F.4th 1207, 1216 (9th 

Cir.) (2024) (emphasis in original).   

 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

      /s/ 

 

      Craig Richards 
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BEFORE THE ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION 

ALASKANS FOR BETTER 
ELECTIONS, 

Complainant, 

vs.    Case No. 26-06-CD 
26-08-CD

REPEAL NOW, AURORA ACTION 
NETWORK, and ADVANCING 
ALASKA ACTION, 

(Consolidated)

Respondents. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

I. Introduction

Complainant Alaskans for Better Elections, by and through counsel, hereby

provides its response to APOC Staff’s letter dated July 14, 2026, inviting Complainant 

and Respondents to submit legal authority on the phrase “principal place of business” as 

it is used in AS 15.13.090.   

In short, Complainant agrees with Respondent Aurora Action Network that APOC 

should look to, apply, and adopt the “nerve center” test articulated by the United States 

Supreme Court in Hertz Corp. v. Friend.1   But unlike Aurora Action Network, and 

consistent with Alaska legislative history and case law, Complainant disagrees that 

1 See Hertz Corp. v. Friend, 559 U.S. 77 (2010); see also Aurora Action Network’s 
Response at 3 (June 22, 2026). 
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Aurora Action Network’s principal place of business is a recently-identified residential 

mailing address in Anchorage, Alaska. 

II. Legislative History 

The phrase “principal place of business” contained in AS 15.13.090, which 

applies to persons other than an individual, was enacted in 2010 through Senate Bill 284 

(“SB 284”).  Although some aspects of SB 284 changed throughout the legislative 

process, the phrase “principal place of business” never did, and the legislation ultimately 

passed both the State House and Senate unanimously.2 

The Alaska legislature enacted SB 284 in reaction to Citizens United v. FEC, 

which recognized the First Amendment right of corporations to give unlimited sums of 

money to independent expenditure organizations. 3   Because Citizens United also 

recognized the important governmental interest in laws that require disclaimers and 

disclosures, the legislature moved quickly to close any loopholes that might have 

otherwise concealed the source of election spending from corporations in advance of the 

2010 election.4  Moreover, as an Attorney General opinion authored by then-Attorney 

General (and current U.S. Senator) Daniel S. Sullivan noted at the time, “it would be 

constitutional to extend the requirements of AS 15.13.090” “to clarify how corporations 

 
2  See 2010 House Journal 2515; 2010 Senate Journal 2525. 
3  See generally Citizens United v. FEC, 558 U.S. 310 (2010). 
4  See Sponsor Statement: Senate Bill 284 Campaign Expenditures (Mar. 8, 2010) 
(Attachment A). 
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or labor unions must identify themselves when exercising their right to make independent 

expenditures in an election.”5 

Throughout the legislative process, legislators on both sides of the aisle wanted 

to ensure that there would be transparency about who would be paying for election 

communications.  For example, in an exchange about who would be considered “the 

principal officer approving the communication” with Senator Hollis French — who 

carried SB 284 on behalf of the Senate Judiciary Committee — Senator (and future 

Lieutenant Governor) Kevin Meyer stated that “full disclosure is always the best route.”6 

From Complainant’s initial review of the legislative history surrounding SB 284, 

it appears that little was said about the phrase “principal place of business” throughout 

the legislative process.  But an exchange between Senators French and Meyer illustrated 

that source of the funds — i.e., which corporate entity made the decision to contribute 

funds — mattered.  In that exchange, Senator French explained that it would come down 

to whoever “rules that particular domain,” and that a different person would be 

responsible for those campaign funds depending on if the money came from “Exxon 

 
5  See Memorandum from Daniel S. Sullivan, Attorney General, to Mike Nizich, 
Chief of Staff, Office of the Governor, Analysis of Citizens United v. Federal Election 
Commission and its Impact on Alaska Campaign Finance Laws at 7 (Feb. 19, 2010) 
(Attachment B). 
6  See Hearing on S.B. 284 Before the S. State Affs. Comm., 26th Leg., 2d Sess. at 
9:44:17-:21 (Mar. 2, 2010) [hereinafter Senators French and Meyer], available at 
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/Meeting/Detail?Meeting=SSTA%202010-03-
02%2009:00:00. 
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Alaska,” “Exxon USA,” or “Exxon Global.” 7   This understanding and explanation 

suggests that the legislature intended for APOC to consider the same general “nerve 

center” test that had recently been adopted by the U.S. Supreme Court in Hertz. 

III. APOC Advisory Opinions and Orders on Complaints 

In the limited time provided, counsel for Complainant could not find any prior 

advisory opinions or APOC orders on complaints that concern how “principal place of 

business” is defined for purposes of AS 15.13.090. 

IV. Case Law 

Counsel for Complainant is not aware of any other case which has considered the 

phrase “principal place of business” specifically in the context of AS 15.13.090.  But 

there are at least two cases that could prove useful to APOC as it grapples with the 

question. 

First, in Brooks Range Petroleum Corp. v. Shearer, the Alaska Supreme Court 

recognized that determining a disputed “principal place of business” for purposes of 

bringing a lawsuit in the proper venue is a factual question.8  And in that context, the 

Brooks Range Petroleum Court explained that “significant,” “substantial,” and “material” 

“events or omissions” help a fact finder determine where a “principal place of business” 

 
7  See, e.g., Senators French and Meyer at 9:41:00-:43:55. 
8  See Brooks Range Petroleum Corp. v. Shearer, 425 P.3d 65, 70-71 (Alaska 2018); 
see also id. at 69 (“The parties dispute the location of BRPC’s principal place of business: 
Shearer’s complaint asserted that it was on the ‘North Slope, Alaska,’ but BRPC 
responded that it was in Anchorage.”). 
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may be.9  Although Brooks Range Petroleum only considered the meaning of that phrase 

with respect to venue, which is not at issue here, the case can and should nevertheless be 

considered by APOC as support for the proposition that APOC will need to make a factual 

determination as to where Aurora Action Network’s principal place of business is located. 

Second, and perhaps more importantly, the U.S. Supreme Court adopted the 

“nerve center” test in Hertz. 10   In Hertz, a unanimous Court held that “the phrase 

‘principal place of business’ refers to the place where the corporation’s high level officers 

direct, control, and coordinate the corporation’s activities.”11  As the Court explained, 

“[t]he word ‘principal’ requires us to pick out the ‘main, prominent’ or ‘leading’ place.”12  

The Court also stated that “[a] corporation’s ‘nerve center,’ usually its main headquarters, 

is a single place,” and that “[t]he public often (though not always) considers it the 

corporation’s main place of business.” 13   So even in “hard cases” where “some 

corporations may divide their command,” the Hertz Court’s “nerve center” “test 

nonetheless points courts in a single direction, toward the center of overall direction, 

control, and coordination.”14 

 
9  See id. at 78. 
10  See Hertz, 559 U.S. at 80-81. 
11  Id. at 80; see id. at 92-93. 
12  Id. at 93 (quotation omitted). 
13  Id. 
14  Id. at 95-96. 
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Relevant here, the Hertz Court also explicitly rejected the competing “business 

activity” test, in part “because corporations come in many different forms, involve many 

different kinds of business activities, and locate offices and plants for different reasons in 

different ways in different regions.” 15   Indeed, the Court rejected the notion that a 

principal place of business should be determined by “measuring the total amount of 

business activities that the corporation conducts” in a particular State relative to another.16  

“For example, if the bulk of a company’s business activities visible to the public take 

place in New Jersey, while its top officers direct those activities just across the river in 

New York, the ‘principal place of business’ is New York.”17  And the Court explicitly 

cautioned against finding a principal place of business based on “nothing more than a 

mail drop box, a bare office with a computer, or the location of an annual executive 

retreat,” even if such an address is claimed on “the mere filing of a form” with a federal 

agency.18 

By applying Hertz, APOC would need much more information about Aurora 

Action Network’s activities before it could determine that its “nerve center” is actually in 

Anchorage, Alaska, and not another city or State.  Because Aurora Action Network 

 
15  See id. at 90. 
16  See id. at 93. 
17  Id. at 96. 
18  Id. at 97; see also id. (“[C]ourts should instead take as the ‘nerve center’ the place 
of actual direction, control, and coordination, in the absence of such manipulation.”). 
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appears to exist for the sole purpose of receiving and sending money, determining who 

makes the decisions for how its money is both received and disbursed — and where that 

person is located — is the critical question for APOC to resolve.  It is therefore also 

important where Aurora Action Network’s bank account is located, and who is or has 

been a signer on that account.  To that end, understanding who Aurora Action Network’s 

officers are could be illuminating.  And of course, consistent with Hertz, APOC should 

reject any attempts at “manipulation” of Aurora Action Network’s “principal place of 

business” based on “the mere filing of a form,” “a mail drop box,” or “the bulk of a 

company’s business activities visible to the public.”19 

V. Conclusion 

Consistent with Aurora Action Network’s suggestion, and the limited legislative 

history surrounding AS 15.13.090, APOC should adopt the “nerve center” test articulated 

by the U.S. Supreme Court in Hertz for determining an entities’ “principal place of 

business.”  Once it does so, APOC should conclude that Aurora Action Network’s 

principal place of business cannot be the residential address in Anchorage, Alaska. 

 

 

 

 

 
19  See id. at 96-97. 
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      CASHION GILMORE & LINDEMUTH 
      Attorneys for Complainant Alaskans for Better 
      Elections, Inc. 
 
 
 DATE: July 21, 2026   /s/ Scott Kendall   
      Scott Kendall 
      Alaska Bar No. 0405019 
      Samuel G. Gottstein 
      Alaska Bar No. 1511099 
 
 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
I hereby certify that a copy of the 
foregoing was served via email 
on July 21, 2026, to the following: 
 
Repeal Now    Aurora Action Network 
cfrascaak@gmail.com   tcdatwyler@gmail.com 
jnortoneledge@gmail.com   compliance@acapteam.com 
bethanymarcum@gmail.com  derek@rosspoliticallaw.com 
crichards@pioneerlawllc.com 
jpack@pioneerlawllc.com 
 
Advancing Alaska Action   Alaska Public Offices Commission 
rmoses@BHB.com   heather.hebdon@alaska.gov 
     kim.stone@alaska.gov 
 
 
CASHION GILMORE & LINDEMUTH 
 
By:  /s/ Todd Cowles 
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Alaska State Legislature 

Senate Judiciary Committee 

Committee Members: 
       Senator Bill Wielechowski 

    Senator Dennis Egan 
Senator Lesil McGuire 
Senator John Coghill 

     Senator Hollis French, Chair 
     State Capitol, Room 417 
     Juneau, Alaska 99801 
     Phone: (907) 465-3892 
     Fax: (907) 465-6595 

Sponsor Statement:  Senate Bill 284 Campaign Expenditures 

In the wake of the recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling, Citizens United v. Federal 
Election Commission, the Senate Judiciary Committee has worked to determine the 
changes to Alaska’s elections laws that will be needed. Corporations and labor 
unions have been banned from participating in Alaska’s elections prior to this ruling. 
This means many of Alaska’s laws regarding disclosure and disclaimers simply do 
not apply to corporations and labor unions making independent expenditures to 
support or oppose specific candidates in elections.  

Testimony from Legislative Legal Services attorneys and from the Alaska 
Department of Law indicated that changes would be needed to Alaska’s campaign 
laws, and this bill was subsequently drafted to address the concerns raised by the 
attorneys and by committee members. 

Senate Bill 284 amends state election laws to clarify that corporations and labor 
unions are covered by all applicable reporting requirements.  It expands 
communication identification requirements to ensure accurate reporting of top 
contributors, to require the approval of the content by the principal officer of the 
corporation or union, and to require statements in each communication that its 
content has not been authorized or approved by the candidate. It also speeds 
reporting requirements for communications expenditures in the last nine days of the 
election so that expenditures over $250 must be reported within 24 hours. 

Recent opinion surveys show broad disapproval by Americans across party lines for 
the decision reached by the U.S. Supreme Court.  In order to retain Alaskans’ trust 
in our system it is vital that legislation be passed this year to ensure that corporations 
and labor unions spending money to influence elections are at least required to 
disclose it in a timely fashion.  I urge you to support Senate Bill 284. 
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