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June 14, 2022 

 

SECOND NOTICE 

 

Keep Michigan Safe        

251 Central Street 

Battle Creek, MI 49017  

 

Joe Schwarz        

251 Central Street 

Battle Creek, MI 49017      

 

Re: Meyers v. Keep Michigan Safe et al. 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-45-243 

 

Dear Keep Michigan Safe and Joe Schwarz: 

 

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

Patrick Meyers alleging that you violated the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act). 

Specifically, the complaint alleges that you failed to report expenditures made by Practical 

Political Consulting on behalf of Keep Michigan Safe in Keep Michigan Safe’s campaign 

statements. A copy of the complaint is included with this notice. 

 

The Department sent you notice of this complaint on December 10, 2021. That letter informed 

you that you had 15 business days from December 10, 2021 to provide a response to the 

complaint. As a courtesy, the Department is extending you an opportunity to submit a 

response within 15 business days of the date of this second notice. If you do not submit a 

response within 15 business days of the date of this notice, the Department will have no choice 

but to adjudicate the complaint based on the facts and allegations included in the complaint 

alone.  

 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s examination of these matters and 
your right to respond to the allegations before the Department proceeds further. It is important to 
understand that the Department is neither making this complaint nor accepting the allegations as 
true. The investigation and resolution of this complaint is governed by section 15 of the Act and 
the corresponding administrative rules, R 169.51 et seq. An explanation of the process is 
available on the Department’s website. 
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If you wish to file a written response to this complaint, you are required to do so within 15 

business days of the date of this letter. Your response may include any written statement or 
additional documentary evidence you wish to submit. Materials may be emailed to 
BOERegulatory@michigan.gov or mailed to the Department of State, Bureau of Elections, 
Richard H. Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918. If you 
fail to submit a response, the Department will render a decision based on the evidence furnished 
by the complainant. 
 
A copy of your answer will be provided to Mr. Meyers, who will have an opportunity to submit a 
rebuttal statement to the Department. After reviewing the statements and materials provided by 
the parties, the Department will determine whether “there may be reason to believe that a 
violation of [the MCFA] has occurred [.]” MCL 169.215(10). Note that the Department’s 
enforcement powers include the possibility of entering a conciliation agreement, conducting an 
administrative hearing, or referring this matter to the Attorney General for enforcement of the 
penalty provided in section 33(11) of the Act. 
 
If you have any questions concerning this matter, you may contact me at 
BOERegulatory@michigan.gov. 
 
  

 
 







 

 

MICHIGAN BUREAU  OF ELECTIONS 
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M i chigan .gov /E lec t i ons  ●  ( 517)  335-0170 

July 29, 2022 

Patrick Meyers        

105 Lake Ridge Drive 

Mason, MI 48854       

 

Re: Meyers v. Keep Michigan Safe et al. 

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021-10-45-243 

 

Dear Mr. Meyers: 

 

The Department of State received responses from Mark Grebner of Practical Political Consulting 

and John Schwarz to the complaint you filed against them alleging a violation of the Michigan 

Campaign Finance Act, 1976 P.A. 388, MCL 169.201 et seq. A copy of the response is provided 

as an enclosure with this letter. 

 

You may file a rebuttal statement after reviewing the enclosed response. If you elect to file a 

rebuttal statement, you are required to do so within 10 business days of the date of this letter. The 

rebuttal statement may be emailed to BOERegulatory@michigan.gov or mailed to the 

Department of State, Bureau of Elections, Richard H. Austin Building, 1st Floor, 430 West 

Allegan Street, Lansing, Michigan 48918.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Regulatory Section 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 

                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 

c. Keep Michigan Safe et al 
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then how did Respondent KMS arrive at this conclusion in its Challenge (see Attachment 6 of the 
Complaint)?  Divine intervention?  Lucky guess?  
  
There can be no doubt that Respondent PPC provided these 11 unnumbered petition copies to Respondent KMS 
to use in its challenge against the Unlock Michigan challenge (see Attachment 6 of the Complaint).   
  
Consequently,  Respondent PPC’s demonstrably false statements transforms this matter into a “knowingly” 
willful violation of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act.  Compare People v. Weiss, 191 Mich App 553 
(1991).  In this case, the attempted coverup illustrates the offense.  According to Section 43 of the Michigan 
Campaign Finance Act: 
  

“A person who knowingly is in violation of this subsection is guilty of a misdemeanor and shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than $1,000.00, or imprisoned for not more than 90 days, or 
both, and if the person is other than an individual the person shall be fined not more than 
$10,000.00.” 
  

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this Rebuttal Statement. 
  
  
 Patrick Meyers 



 

 
MICHIGAN BUREAU OF  ELECTIONS  
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October 6, 2022 
Keep Michigan Safe 
251 Central Street 
Battle Creek, MI 49017 
 
Joe Schwarz 
251 Central Street  
Battle Creek, MI 49017 
 
Mark Grebner 
Practical Political Consulting, Inc.       
P.O. Box 719 
East Lansing, MI 48826 
 
Re: Meyers v. Keep Michigan Safe et al.  

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2021 – 10 – 45 – 243  
 

Dear Keep Michigan Safe, Mr. Schwarz, and Mr. Grebner: 
 
The Department of State (Department) has finished investigating the campaign finance 
complaint filed against you by Patrick Meyers. The complaint alleges that expenditures made by 
Practical Political Consulting (PPC) on behalf of Keep Michigan Safe (KMS) were not reported 
in Keep Michigan Safe’s campaign statements in violation of the Michigan Campaign Finance 
Act (MCFA or Act). Specifically, Mr. Meyers claims that two payments PPC made to the 
Department in November 2020 and August 2021 pursuant to a FOIA request filed by PPC 
seeking the disclosure of signature petitions submitted by Unlock Michigan were expenditures 
regulated by MCFA, and that the parties failed to report these expenditures on its campaign 
statements.1 This letter concerns the disposition of that complaint. 
 
In his complaint, Mr. Meyers alleged the following fact pattern: 
 

• On or about October 19, 2020, PPC submitted a Freedom of Information (FOIA) request 
to the Department requesting copies of the petition sheets filed by Unlock Michigan 
(Unlock) (a ballot question committee seeking the repeal of the Emergency Powers of the 
Governor Act). 

 
1 The November 2020 payment was for $5,503; the August 2021 payment was for $4,002.50.  
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• On or about February 12, 2021, PPC received the last of the Unlock petition sheets from 
the Department, having had its FOIA request approved and having paid a deposit of 
$5,503 and balance of $4,002.50.  

• On or about April 9, 2021, KMS submitted copies of the Unlock petition sheets as part of 
its challenge of Unlock’s petition. Mr. Meyers alleges that these petition sheets were 
received by PPC as part of its FOIA request.  

• Between October 19, 2020 and August 16, 2021, KMS filed its required campaign 
statements,2 indicating payments to PPC in the total amount of $87,838 for “petition 
review.”  

 
Based on this fact pattern, Mr. Meyers alleges that KMS engaged PPC as an agent or 
independent contractor; that, as part of its “petition review” on behalf of KMS, PPC obtained the 
petition sheets and rendered them to KMS, giving KMS a 42-day head start before the petition 
sample was released to the public; that KMS submitted the petition sheets obtained by PPC as 
part of its challenge to the petition, indicating a knowledge that PPC obtained the petition sheets 
on its behalf; and that PPC, KMS, and KMS’s listed treasurer, Joe Schwarz, violated the MCFA 
by failing to properly report the FOIA payments as attributable to KMS.  
 
Mr. Meyers cites guidance from the Department that an expenditure made by an agent or 
independent contractor on behalf of a committee must be disclosed if the expenditure is one the 
committee would have made itself.3  
 
PPC responded to the complaint in a letter dated January 3, 2022. In its response, PPC stated that 
Mr. Meyers provided no basis for his accusations and that nothing in the complaint supports a 
claim that PPC’s request for copies of the petition was made on behalf of KMS, or that the 
petition copies were for their use. Further, PPC argued that “[n]o one other than PPC employees 
have ever seen any of the copied sheets provided by the Bureau.” PPC only obtained copies of 
the petition sheets “in order to perform the services promised by our contract with KMS[,]” 
according to the response. Finally, PPC stated that its suit against the Elections Bureau, 
concerning the calculation of charges for fulfillment of the FOIA request, did not name KMS as 
a plaintiff “because KMS was not involved in making the request, and they have no claim on any 
reduction the courts may order.”  
 
Mr. Schwarz responded to the complaint in emails dated June 29 and June 30, 2022, stating that 
“[w]hile I am apparently listed as the treasurer of ‘Keep Michigan Safe’, at no time did I fulfil 

 
2 The campaign statements in question—the 2021 Annual Campaign Statement, the 2021 April Campaign 
Statement, the 2021 July Campaign Statement, and the 2021 October Campaign Statement—can be found at the 
following link or using the Michigan Committee ID# 519829: KEEP MICHIGAN SAFE | Michigan Campaign 
Finance Committee Search (nictusa.com)  

3 Appendix L of the Michigan Electronic Reporting and Tracking System (MERTS), Michigan Elections - 
Disclosure Division - - Appendices (mertsplus.com) 
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any function whatsoever for KMS. I was never active in any way with KMS, and have no 
knowledge whatsoever about the organization or the finances of KMS.”4 
 
To date, no response from KMS has been received.  
 
Mr. Meyers was afforded the opportunity to submit a rebuttal, which he did in an email dated 
August 12, 2022. He argued against PPC’s assertion that the petitions never left PPC’s 
possession, that KMS had no use for them, and that no one other than PPC employees have ever 
seen any of the copied sheets. If PPC did not provide the petition sheets to KMS, Mr. Meyers 
asked, how did KMS have them to submit as part of their challenge to Unlock? Moreover, how 
did KMS arrive at the conclusion in its challenge that 11 signatures in the Unlock sample had 
one or more signatures duplicated elsewhere in the universe of submitted signatures, if PPC did 
not request and obtain them for that purpose? The 11 unnumbered sheets included in KMS’ 
challenge could only have been obtained subject to PPC’s FOIA request, Mr. Meyers argued.  
 
In Michigan, an expenditure is “a payment, donation, loan, or promise of payment of money or 
anything of ascertainable monetary value for goods, materials, services, or facilities in assistance 
of, or in opposition to, the nomination or election of a candidate, the qualification, passage, or 
defeat of a ballot question, or the qualification of a new political party. MCL 169.206(1).  
 
Committees are required to submit campaign statements detailing their expenditures. MCL 
169.226(1)(b). These campaign statements must include expenditures made by an agent or 
independent contractor of the committee unless the expenditure is for “overhead or normal 
operating expenses.” MCL 169.243. Section 43 states that independent contractors may not make 
expenditures on behalf of or for the benefit of a person, unless the expenditure is reported by the 
committee as if it was made directly by the committee. Id. Further, an “independent contractor 
shall make it known to the committee all information required to be reported by the committee.” 
Id. A knowing violation constitutes a misdemeanor offense punishable by a fine of up to $1,000  
(or up to $10,000 if the person who is in violation is not an individual), imprisonment for up to 
90 days, or both. Id.  
 
Additionally, MCL 169.226(j) requires itemization for expenditures of $50 or greater. The 
itemization must show the full name and street address of the person to whom the expenditure 
was made, as well as the purpose of the expenditure. Id.  
 
The Department has reviewed the evidence submitted in this matter and finds that sufficient 
evidence has been presented to support a finding of a potential violation of the MCFA, but also 
dismisses part of the complaint.  
 

 
4 The Department notes that Mr. Schwarz is identified as treasurer on KMS’ Statement of Organization and on each 
of its cover pages—the last being for the 2022 July Quarterly campaign statement. KEEP MICHIGAN SAFE | 
Michigan Campaign Finance Committee Search (nictusa.com)  
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In at least four campaign finance reports, KMS reported expenditures to PPC for “petition 
review.” However, Section 43 states that independent contractors may not make expenditures on 
behalf of or for the benefit of a person, “unless the expenditure is reported by the committee as if 
it was made directly by the committee, or unless the agent or independent contractor files a 
report of an independent expenditure as provided in section 51.”5 MCL 169.243. The 
expenditures for the copies obtained by PPC and used for KMS’ benefit were not sufficiently 
memo-itemized in KMS’ reports as if those expenditures were made by KMS. 
 
PPC submitted a FOIA request to the Department and paid $9,505.50 for the fulfillment of that 
request. Although PPC states in its response that “PPC obtained the copies [of the petition 
sheets] for routine use in our business,” they also note that they requested them “in order to 
perform the services promised by our contract with KMS.” As part of their challenge to Unlock, 
KMS included “11 petition sheets from outside the sample on which duplicate signatures 
appear.”6 Copies of those petition sheets were included in the challenge and are included in the 
complaint; they are not numbered. Part of the Department’s procedure in processing petitions is 
to sort, count, and number stamp each petition sheet so that the signatures identified as 
composing the sample can be located based on their stamped sheet number. Bureau staff copied 
each sheet and provided them unnumbered in response to PPC’s FOIA request, and no outside 
entity was allowed access to the petition sheets. The fact that unnumbered petition sheets were 
included in KMS’ Unlock challenge could only mean that KMS obtained them from PPC.  
 
First, the Department considers whether the expenditure was made “on behalf of or for the 
benefit of” KMS. KMS’ inclusion of the petition sheets in its challenge to Unlock, to bolster 
KMS’ argument that Unlock’s petition was insufficient, is an indication that the procurement of 
the copies was made for the benefit of KMS.  
 
Next, the Department considers whether KMS knew that PPC made the expenditure. The fact 
that KMS possessed what it would not have without PPC’s FOIA request indicates that they 
knew of the expenditure made by PPC in obtaining the petition sheets (after all, there would be 
no other way of obtaining them).  
 
Accordingly, the Department must conclude that PPC should not have made the expenditures 
totaling $9,505.50 on behalf of or for the benefit of KMS unless KMS reported the expenditures 
as if they were made directly by KMS.  
 
The Department finds credible Joe Schwarz’s response that he had no involvement with KMS 
and dismisses the complaint against him.   
 

 
5 The Department notes that PPC did not file an independent expenditure report as provided in section 51. MCL 
169.251. 
6 Sworn Complaint by Keep Michigan Safe Challenging Statutory Initiative Filed by Unlock Michigan (Filed April 
9, 2021) at pg. 34. 



Keep Michigan Safe et al. 
Page 5 

However, the Department concludes that there is sufficient evidence to conclude that KMS knew 
that the expenditure was made by PPC on its behalf or for its benefit and that it should have 
memo-itemized the expenditure accordingly. Without a response of any kind from KMS, the 
Department has no alternative but to find that KMS received the copies from PPC and should 
have included the payment for the FOIA in their reports.  

As explained above, KMS’ inclusion of the petition sheets in its challenge provides sufficient 
evidence that PPC fulfilled its commitment to notify KMS of any expenditures made on KMS’ 
behalf or for its benefit.  Further, under the Act, KMS is obligated to memo-itemize on its reports 
expenditures made by PPC.  However, the Act’s requirements to file are placed on KMS and not 
PPC.  Despite PPC’s response that “no one other than PPC employees have ever seen any of the 
copied sheets provided by the Bureau[,]” the Department finds this unlikely given that those very 
copied sheets were included in the challenge by KMS—the entity paying PPC for its work.  
While this evidence is sufficient to conclude a potential violation by KMS has occurred, it is 
insufficient to conclude that PPC has committee a violation of the Act.  Accordingly, the 
Department dismisses PPC.   

This letter serves to notify KMS that the Department has determined there may be reason to 
believe that they have violated the Act and to notify them that the Department is beginning the 
informal resolution process. “If, after 90 business days, the secretary of state is unable to correct 
or prevent further violation by these informal methods, the secretary of state shall do either of the 
following:  

(a) Refer the matter to the attorney general for the enforcement of any criminal penalty
provided by this act.
(b) Commence a hearing as provided in subsection (11) for enforcement of any civil
violation.”

MCL 169.215(11).   

Please contact the undersigned at BOERegulatory@michigan.gov by February 24, 2023 to 
discuss a resolution to matter. 

c: Patrick Meyer 
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February 27, 2023 
 

The Honorable Dana Nessel 
Department of Attorney General 
G. Mennen Williams Building 
525 West Ottawa Street 
Lansing, MI 48933 
 
Re:  Meyers v Keep Michigan Safe et al.  
 Michigan Campaign Finance Complaint 
 
 
Dear Attorney General Nessel:  
 
Please allow this letter to serve as a referral to the Attorney General of the above referenced 
campaign finance matter for the enforcement of any criminal penalties under the Michigan 
Campaign Finance Act. MCL 169.215(10)(a).  
 
If you or your staff would like any additional information regarding this case, please contact this 
office.  
 
 
       Sincerely  
 
       s/ Michael J. Brady 
 
       Michael J. Brady, Chief Legal Director 
       Michigan Secretary of State 
 
 
 
cc:  Heather Meingast, Division Chief, CLEE Division 

 
 




