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July 29, 2022 

 

Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan 

1001 Woodward Ave., Suite 1400 

Detroit, MI 49226 

 

Re: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan 

 Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022-06-31-257 

 

Dear Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan, 

 

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

Matthew Schonert. The complaint alleges that you posted on both Twitter and Facebook 

expressly advocating for a “yes” vote on the August 7 SMART millage proposal. A copy of the 

complaint is included with this notice. 

In Michigan, it is unlawful for a public body or an individual acting on its behalf to use or 
authorize the use of equipment, supplies, personnel, funds, or other public resources to make a 
contribution or expenditure.  MCL 169.257(1). The words “contribution” and “expenditure” are 
terms of art that are generally defined to include a payment or transfer of anything of 
ascertainable monetary value made for the purpose of influencing or made in assistance of the 
qualification, passage, or defeat of a ballot question. MCL 169.204(1), 169.206(1). If not an 
individual, a person who knowingly violates this section is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable 
by a find up to $20,000.00 or a fine equal to the amount of the improper expenditure – whichever 
is greater. MCL 169.257(4). A public body is, however, allowed to produce or disseminate 
factual information concerning issues relevant to the function of the public body.  MCL 
169.257(1)(b). 
 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s examination of these matters and 

of 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 are governed by section 15 of the Act 

and the corresponding administrative rules, R 169.51 et seq. An explanation of the investigation 

process is enclosed with this letter and a copy is available on the Department’s website.  

 

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 Michigan Department of State, Bureau of 

http://www.michigan.gov/Elections
https://www.michigan.gov/sos/0,4670,7-127-1633_8723_64390---,00.html
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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. Schonert, who will have an opportunity to submit 

a rebuttal statement to the Department. After reviewing all 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).  

 

        Sincerely,  

 
        Regulatory Section 
        Bureau of Elections 
        Michigan Department of State 
c. Matthew Schonert 



Dykema Gossett PLLC
Capitol View
201 Townsend Street, Suite 900
Lansing, MI 48933

WWW.DYKEMA.COM

Tel: (517) 374-9100
Fax: (517) 374-9191

W. Alan Wilk
Direct Dial: (517) 374-9122
Direct Fax: (855) 256-1485
Email: WAWilk@dykema.com

Cal i fo rn ia  |  I l l i no is  |  Mich igan  |  M inneso ta  |  Texas  |  Wash ington,  D.C .  |  Wiscons in

August 19, 2022 Via Email and First Class Mail

Mr. Adam Fracassi
Bureau of Elections
Michigan Department of State
Richard H. Austin Building - First Floor
430 West Allegan
Lansing, MI 48918

Re:Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan 
Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022-06-31-257 

Dear Mr. Fracassi:

This letter is in response to your letter dated July 29, 2022, regarding a complaint filed against the 
Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan ("Authority") by Matthew Schonert 
("Complainant"), alleging certain violations of the Michigan Campaign Finance Act (the "Act"), 
1976 PA 388, as amended, MCL 169.201 et seq ("Complaint"). We respectfully request the 
Complaint be dismissed in its entirety for failing to establish that there is reason to believe that a 
violation of the Act has occurred. On behalf of the Authority, we state the following: 

1. Complainant has not met the Department's minimum standards for a valid complaint. 

At a minimum, Department rules require the Complainant to "describe in reasonable detail the 
alleged violation . . . ." Mich Admin Code, R 169.52(2). The rules do not provide any guidance on 
what is enough detail to be considered reasonable. See id. However, reasonable detail should at 
least include an explanation of how the alleged activities are a violation; otherwise, a complaint 
could merely present conclusory statements that a law has been violated without linking the facts 
to the violation. The Supreme Court generally requires a plaintiff to provide more than a formulaic 
recitation of the elements of a cause of action in a complaint. See Bell Atl Corp. v. Twombly, 550 
US 544, 555 (2007); Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 US 662, 677 (2009). So, a complaint should be required 
to describe why certain actions violate Michigan law. 

Complainant has failed to reasonably detail the alleged violation well because the Complaint does 
not state how the Authority violated Michigan law. The Complaint alleges that the Authority 



2

violated MCL 169.257.1 (Complaint ¶ 1). The Complainant also says that the Authority allegedly 
published certain information on its Facebook and Twitter accounts. (Complaint ¶ 2). The 
Complainant does not provide any detail as to how the alleged activities violate Michigan law. 
(Complaint ¶ 3-6). Instead, the Complainant relies on conclusory statements without providing 
arguments or evidence in favor. (Complaint ¶ 3-6). Without linking the facts to the cited section, 
the Authority is left to reverse engineer how this could have violated the law and describe the 
Authority has not done so. For these reasons, the Complaint should be dismissed.  

2. Even if the Complainant's Complaint met the minimum requirements, it would not have 
alleged a violation of the Act.

a. The Authority was working with a third-party company, which posted the material 
included in the Complaint. 

The Authority contracted with a third party to prepare a master plan, a planning document 
("Contractor"). The Contractor subcontracted a portion of the contract to another business 
("Subcontractor"). The Subcontractor's agreement with the Contractor was to educate the public 
about the benefits of public transportation, including using social media on the Authority's behalf. 
The Authority provided the Subcontractor guidance on how to communicate with the public. The 
Authority also stated that the Subcontractor could not cross the line into advocating for a particular 
side of an election issue. However, the Authority did not pre-approve or draft materials for the 
Subcontractor. The Complainant highlights social media posts that the Subcontractor created. 
Please note that the Facebook post in the Complaint explicitly says that the material was published 
by a group other than the Authority:

b. The Authority did not publish or authorize anyone to publish the material alleged 
to be a contribution or expenditure. 

Michigan law states that "[a] public body or a person acting for a public body shall not use or 
authorize the use of [public resources] to make a contribution or expenditure." MCL 169.257(1). 
So, the Authority must use public resources for a contribution/expenditure or authorize someone 
else to use the resource. In the present case, the Authority did not publish the material the 
Complainant lists in its Complaint; rather, the Subcontractor or other companies published the 
material. The Facebook post states that the material was published by “MILO Detroit Inc. dba 

1 Please note that the Claimant does not say which subsection of this statute the Authority has violated, further 
bolstering the point that the Authority is left to infer how it allegedly violated the law. 
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Milo.” The Twitter post similarly says that “Sprout Social” published the post. The Authority did 
not authorize either of these posts included in the Complaint. Instead, the Authority explicitly told 
the Subcontractor NOT to publish any material that advocates for a particular position. 
Specifically, the Authority instructed the Subcontractor in writing to "[m]ake sure [published 
material] doesn't cross the line into the advocacy side, but [instead] highlight[s] the facts that are 
included in the resolution that [was] passed unanimously last Thursday." E-mail (Jul 24, 2018, 
10:22am.) The Complaint does not, and cannot, show the Authority authorized the Subcontractor 
to publish these materials. 

c. The Authority's contract with the Contractor was only for a master plan, not for 
election services; so it cannot be a contribution or an expenditure. 

The Act's definition of a "contribution":

means a payment, gift, subscription, assessment, expenditure, contract, payment for 
services, dues, advance, forbearance, loan, or donation of money or anything of 
ascertainable monetary value, or a transfer of anything of ascertainable monetary 
value to a person, made for the purpose of influencing the nomination or election 
of a candidate, for the qualification, passage, or defeat of a ballot question, or for 
the qualification of a new political party.  

MCL 169.204 (emphasis added). So, an action is not a violation of the Act unless it is made for 
the purpose of influencing a ballot question. The Act also defines an "expenditure" as: 

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. Expenditure includes . . . [a] contribution or a transfer of anything 
of ascertainable monetary value for purposes of influencing 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). The Authority's contract with the Contractor was solely for a master plan; the 
contract's purpose was not to influence an election, so the Authority certainly did not make a 
contribution. Nor was the contract a payment for services to pass a ballot proposal, so the contract 
was not an expenditure. Complainant has provided no evidence to suggest otherwise. 

d. The alleged activity occurred years ago, and the posts have since been removed. 

The social media posts included in the Complaint were posted in August of 2018, which is over 
four years ago. Since that time, the Authority has removed these posts from its account. The 
Complaint cannot demonstrate that the Authority authorized the publication of these materials, nor 
could it as other groups published these materials despite clear instructions to the contrary. In 
addition, the Authority and the Subcontractor agreements for any such projects have ended. So, 
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the Authority has worked to remedy any concerns the Bureau may have about these isolated 
incidents. 

In short, Complainant has not offered the minimal "reasonable detail" necessary to allege a valid 
complaint. Even if the Complaint articulated how the activities violated Michigan law, the 
Complainant does not show that the Authority authorized the activity or that the unauthorized 
activity was a contribution or expenditure by the Authority. 

It is respectfully requested that the Complaint be dismissed. 

Sincerely,

Dykema Gossett PLLC

W. Alan Wilk















 

 

MICHIGAN BUREAU  OF ELECTIONS 
R ICHARD H.  AUSTIN BUILDING ●  1ST FLOOR  ●  430  W. ALLEGAN ●  LANSING,  MICHIGAN 48918 
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November 30, 2022 

 

W. Alan Wilk 
Dykema Gossett PLLC 
Attorney for Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan 
Capitol View 
201 Townsend Street, Suite 900 
Lansing, MI 48933 
 
Via email 
  
Re: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan  

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257   
  
Dear Mr. Wilk,  
  
The Department of State (Department) has finished investigating the campaign finance 
complaint filed against Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan (“RTA”) by Matthew 
Schonert on June 28, 2022. The complaint alleges that your client violated the Michigan 
Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act) by posting on both Twitter and Facebook expressly 
advocating for a “yes” vote on the August 7 SMART millage proposal.  
 
You responded to the complaint on August 19, 2022. In your response, you indicated that Mr. 
Schonert did not meet the Department’s minimum standards for a valid complaint, as he did not 
describe in reasonable detail the alleged violation. Your response went on to indicate that even if 
the complaint met the minimum requirements, it did not allege a violation of the Act. 
Specifically, you indicated that RTA was working with a third-party company and the company 
posted the material included in the complaint. You argued that RTA did not publish or authorize 
anyone to publish the material alleged to be a violation in the complaint. Instead, you stated that 
the Facebook post explicitly indicated that MILO Detroit, INC dba Milo published the post, and 
that the Twitter post explicitly indicated that “Sprout Social” published the post. Finally, you 
stated that after learning of the posts, RTA worked to remedy any concerns the Bureau may have 
about these unauthorized postings by removing the posts from its accounts.    
 
Mr. Schonert provided a rebuttal to your response on September 23, 2022. In his rebuttal, Mr. 
Schonert stated that despite RTA’s claim that its subcontractor was told not to engage in express 
advocacy, RTA’s subsequent inaction allowed the subcontractor, while being funded with public 
dollars, to engage in express advocacy using public resources. Mr. Schonert indicated that the 
inappropriate posts remained published nearly four years after their initial posting.  Mr. Schonert 
also pointed out that the “published by” statements were not visible to the public, but only to 
users with administrator privileges to RTA’s Facebook page.  
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In Michigan, it is unlawful for a public body or an individual acting on its behalf to use or 
authorize the use of equipment, supplies, personnel, funds, or other public resources to make a 
contribution or expenditure.  MCL 169.257(1). The words “contribution” and “expenditure” are 
terms of art that are generally defined to include a payment or transfer of anything of 
ascertainable monetary value made for the purpose of influencing or made in assistance of the 
qualification, passage, or defeat of a ballot question. MCL 169.204(1), 169.206(1). If not an 
individual, a person who knowingly violates this section is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable 
by a fine up to $20,000.00 or a fine equal to the amount of the improper expenditure – whichever 
is greater. MCL 169.257(4). A public body is, however, allowed to produce or disseminate 
factual information concerning issues relevant to the function of the public body.  MCL 
169.257(1)(b). 
 
From the outset, the Department must consider whether these two posts constitute express 
advocacy. Both the Facebook and Twitter posts use express advocacy terms including “Vote 
YES.” The specific language, together with the discussion of issues relevant to the ballot 
proposal, is enough to conclude that it was published with the intention of expressly advocating 
for the passage of a ballot question. Because these posts were designed to expressly advocate for 
the passage of a ballot question, they are covered by the Act’s requirements. 
 
Despite your argument that RTA did not authorize these posts, rather they were made by a 
subcontractor of RTA, the Department finds the argument unpersuasive. A reasonable person 
viewing the posts would not have had any indication the posts were made by third parties; these 
posts appeared directly on RTA’s official Facebook and Twitter pages without any publicly 
viewable “published by” statement. Because these posts contain express advocacy, for the 
purpose of influencing the passage of a ballot question, RTA was prohibited from using public 
resources for this purpose under MCL 169.257(1).  Because RTA used public resources to post 
on their official Facebook and Twitter pages, engaging in express advocacy, the Department 
concludes there may be reason to believe that a potential violation of the Act has occurred.  
 

Resolution 
 
Upon review, the evidence submitted supports the conclusion that a potential violation of the Act 
has occurred. When the Department finds that there may be reason to believe a violation has 
occurred, the Act requires the Department to use “informal methods such as a conference [or] 
conciliation” to correct the potential violation or to prevent further violation. MCL 169.215(10). 
The Department has 90 business days to reach an informal resolution of the matter. Id. 
 
Given this, please contact the undersigned by emailing BOERegulatory@Michigan.gov to 
informally resolve this complaint. If the Department is unable to informally resolve the 
complaint by April 14, 2023, the Act requires the Department to refer the matter to the 
Department of Attorney General with a request that her office prosecute the criminal penalties 
outlined under the Act. MCL 169.233(11). 
 

Sincerely, 
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Adam Fracassi, Regulatory Manager 

                                                                                                Bureau of Elections 

                                                                                                Michigan Department of State 

c: Matthew Schonert 

     

     

 
 

 

 

 

 



From: Wilk, W. Alan
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory
Subject: RE: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 06 –

31 – 257
Date: Thursday, April 20, 2023 5:00:07 PM
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CAUTION: This is an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@michigan.gov

Ms. McInerney:
 
At 4:41pm, we received the vendor invoice with the credit of the correct amount.  It is attached for
your records.
 
Thanks. -Alan.  
 

W. Alan Wilk 
Member

D 517-374-9122 ▪ M 517-881-3857 
WAWilk@dykema.com ▪ dykema.com

BIO   VCARD   

201 Townsend Street, Suite 900
Lansing, Michigan 48933

From: Wilk, W. Alan 
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 1:59 PM
To: 'MDOS-BOERegulatory' <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>
Subject: RE: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan Campaign Finance
Complaint No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257
Importance: High
 
Ms. McInerney:
 
Thank you for the email on this matter that we are trying to resolve, with the confirmation of the
payment being the last outstanding item.  We have two emails from the vendor (with text as below)
that shows the agreement to the payment (credit) provided to RTA.  We believe that demonstrates
the credit has been provided to RTA and is hopefully responsive to your request in advance of the
deadline provided. 
 
If we also need to add this text into the conciliation agreement, as a certification by RTA of that

mailto:WAWilk@dykema.com
mailto:MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov
mailto:WAWilk@dykema.com
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdykema.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CMDOS-BOERegulatory%40michigan.gov%7C2eb450ec2a714296bac708db41e22611%7Cd5fb7087377742ad966a892ef47225d1%7C0%7C0%7C638176212072374546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5n%2Bd%2FVELTDRhSFyMSrX4XyIvnUurNSH7uvB0cqd3O7I%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dykema.com%2Fpeople%2Fw-alan-wilk.html&data=05%7C01%7CMDOS-BOERegulatory%40michigan.gov%7C2eb450ec2a714296bac708db41e22611%7Cd5fb7087377742ad966a892ef47225d1%7C0%7C0%7C638176212072374546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=I%2FM5OFixrTCjSMi2q%2FZ0oRxEzOu4mi2yKC%2FSp4Kh2EE%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dykema.com%2Fpeople%2Fw-alan-wilk%2Fvcard.vcf&data=05%7C01%7CMDOS-BOERegulatory%40michigan.gov%7C2eb450ec2a714296bac708db41e22611%7Cd5fb7087377742ad966a892ef47225d1%7C0%7C0%7C638176212072374546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qvYudzMiBeUbiE63bxx9ItPm%2FidW6sKEOXoGyfajdMQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dykema.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CMDOS-BOERegulatory%40michigan.gov%7C2eb450ec2a714296bac708db41e22611%7Cd5fb7087377742ad966a892ef47225d1%7C0%7C0%7C638176212072374546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=NeqvcVt1y0lS0XHazKmoh9UrK7z3rOKbtOnsSaHF7xE%3D&reserved=0









payment/credit, we can do that. If so, please advise and I can revise the conciliation agreement and
get it to you by close of business today. 
 
After receiving your email yesterday, we have also attempted to expedite the invoice that reflects
the credit, but we have not yet been provided with a copy. 
 
Alternatively, if neither the evidence or certification of the payment/credit is sufficient or the invoice
is not provided in time for transmittal by close of business today, we would respectfully ask for an
extension of time to submit whatever document satisfies the Bureau that the payment /credit has
been provided.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks. -Alan.   
 
===
 
Text from April 6, 2023, 9:42am email from vendor to RTA:
 
…”[vendor] agrees to provide an invoice credit in the amount of $112.36 on behalf of [sub-vendor]
to resolve this matter expeditiously. [vendor] was not aware that the tweets were made and [sub-
vendor’s] actions were not sanctioned or approved by [vendor] but in an effort to resolve this
matter, [vendor] will provide the invoice credit.”
 
Text from April 19, 2023, 4:15pm email from vendor to RTA:
 
“Following up on this conversation from a couple of weeks back. Our billing team has been informed
of the $112.36 credit referenced below and it will appear on the March invoice. That invoice is
currently under review and should be received by the RTA prior to the end of the month.”
 
 

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 3:33 PM
To: Wilk, W. Alan <WAWilk@dykema.com>
Subject: Re: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan Campaign Finance
Complaint No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257
 

*** EXTERNAL***

Dear Mr. Wilk, 
Please submit evidence of the payment by close of business tomorrow, April 20, or the matter will
be referred to the Department of Attorney General on Friday. 
Thank you, 
Jenny McInerney 

mailto:MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov
mailto:WAWilk@dykema.com


From: MDOS-BOERegulatory
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2023 12:32:05 PM
To: Wilk, W. Alan <WAWilk@dykema.com>
Subject: RE: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan Campaign Finance
Complaint No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257
 
Dear Mr. Wilk,
Thank you for your email and proposed conciliation agreement. Your resolution—payment of
$112.36 to RTA, adoption of the compliance plan, and execution of the conciliation agreement—is
acceptable. Please submit evidence of the payment so that we can conclude this matter.
 
Thank you,
 
Jenny McInerney
Regulatory Attorney
Regulatory Section
Michigan Bureau of Elections
Main: 517-335-3234
McInerneyJ1@Michigan.gov
 

From: Wilk, W. Alan <WAWilk@dykema.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 1:34 PM
To: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov>
Subject: RE: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan Campaign Finance
Complaint No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257
 

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

 

Regulatory Section, Bureau of Elections:
 
On behalf of our client, the RTA of SE Michigan, we are following up on the Conciliation Agreement
in response to the matter of Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan, Campaign
Finance Company Complaint No. 2022-06-31-257
 
We apologize for the delay, as we and our client have been trying to get information on the
fair market value (or actual cost) of the two social media posts in question, so that a
reimbursement of any public funding could be made to correct the alleged violation.  We note
that the activity in question took place in advance of the August 2018 primary election and the
sub-vendor who made the post is no longer in business.  Please also note that our proposed
resolution in this matter is similar to what the Bureau approved in Schonert v. Macomb County
Veteran Services, Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022-10-155-247, 257.  The
reimbursement as noted in the attached draft of a Conciliation Agreement was confirmed
yesterday morning (April 6, 2023) by the primary vendor.

mailto:WAWilk@dykema.com
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Furldefense.com%2Fv3%2F__https%3A%2Fwww.michigan.gov%2Fsos%2F0%2C4670%2C7-127-1633---%2C00.html__%3B!!KDBJ75Mt!akcS5Rx_Nc5_HwNgGr-Clz_HuUh3lrzWunosN0dGzVHS8oVi2bfCpXPBw0Uzjzyu-vRIQeJlLyUtwKfQyZgmRKM8mcvC1Dk%24&data=05%7C01%7CMDOS-BOERegulatory%40michigan.gov%7C2eb450ec2a714296bac708db41e22611%7Cd5fb7087377742ad966a892ef47225d1%7C0%7C0%7C638176212072374546%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2F66EdzsjH3Ksn95GVXi3TA3ZqMJhG8C6AqDT90OVTGE%3D&reserved=0
mailto:McInerneyJ1@Michigan.gov
mailto:WAWilk@dykema.com
mailto:MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov
mailto:abuse@michigan.gov


 
For background and to draft the Conciliation Agreement terms (and again, similar to the prior
resolution method by the Bureau of the previous complaint filed by Mr. Schonert), we asked
the following questions and received the following answers:    
===============================================
1              Can you get hourly rate in effect when the posting occurred?
I was able to find the hourly rates (attached). I have no way of knowing who did the post so we can
just take the highest rate ($56.18). 
2              What was the source of funding with respect to payment for services?
It was funded through an FTA grant [to the RTA of SE Michigan]. 
3              What was the extent of the services provided by vendor related to the ballot initiative
social media posts?  You indicated that there were two posts. 

a.            Did the posts change over time?
These were posted one time each. 

b.            Do you know what vendor did in preparing the post from the initial request until the
final product, and the approximate amount of time spent?  For example, did they meet with
RTA…?

[Sub-vendor] was in charge of the RTA's social media and they posted educational material on a
regular basis. This was a mistake that they made in two instances. It's not like it was a fully planned
and funded campaign. As far as I can tell, [Sub-vendor] emailed the RTA and asked if they could post
something about the upcoming elections. RTA [  ] responded that they could post something
educational, but to be careful to post anything that would run afoul of campaign finance laws. If we
are being generous, we could say that each of these took an hour of planning and posting (2 hours
total). 
5              With respect to Q3 if you don’t know the answers, can you check with [  ]?  If our approach
will be to offer to refund money spent with respect to the posts, we will want to make a good faith
proposal, knowing at best it will based upon estimates.
If we say 2 hours then we would be looking at $112.36. 
 
================================================
 
Based on this information, we have drafted the attached Conciliation Agreement for your review.
 
Please let me know if you have any changes or questions.
 
Thanks. -Alan.
 
 
 
W. Alan Wilk 
Member

D 517-374-9122 ▪ M 517-881-3857 
WAWilk@dykema.com ▪ dykema.com

BIO   VCARD   
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201 Townsend Street, Suite 900
Lansing, Michigan 48933

*** Notice from Dykema Gossett PLLC: This Internet message may contain information that is privileged,
confidential, and exempt from disclosure. It is intended for use only by the person to whom it is
addressed. If you have received this in error, please (1) do not forward or use this information in any way;
and (2) contact me immediately. 

Neither this information block, the typed name of the sender, nor anything else in this message is
intended to constitute an electronic signature unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this
message.

From: MDOS-BOERegulatory <MDOS-BOERegulatory@michigan.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 12:21 PM
To: Wilk, W. Alan <WAWilk@dykema.com>
Subject: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan Campaign Finance Complaint
No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257
 

*** EXTERNAL***

Please see the attached. 
 
Thank you,
 
Regulatory Section
Bureau of Elections
Michigan Department of State
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April 26, 2023 
W. Alan Wilk  
Dykema Gossett PLLC  
Counsel for Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan  
Capitol View  
201 Townsend Street, Suite 900  
Lansing, MI 48933  
 
Via email 
 
Re: Schonert v. Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan   

Campaign Finance Complaint No. 2022 – 06 – 31 – 257 
 
Dear Mr. Wilk: 
 
The Department of State (Department) is in receipt of your April 7, 2023 email and proposed 
conciliation agreement, submitted in response to the Department’s November 30, 2022 
determination that there may be reason to believe that your clients violated the Michigan 
Campaign Finance Act (MCFA or Act).   
 
In your email, you indicated that you and your client sought and obtained information on the fair 
market value of the two social media posts in question so that a reimbursement could be made. 
Your proposed conciliation agreement indicates that your client’s primary vendor confirmed 
reimbursement of $112.36 to the Regional Transit Authority of Southeast Michigan on April 6, 
2023, and that your client plans to adopt a compliance plan to address vendor posts to your 
client’s social media outlets. Further, on April 20, 2023, you emailed the Department a copy of 
the vendor invoice that included the $112.36 credit.  
 
Given this, the Department concludes that a formal warning is a sufficient resolution to the 
complaint and considers the matter concluded. Additionally, the Department will execute the 
conciliation agreement provided by you and will send you a copy. Thank you for your resolution 
of this matter.  
      Sincerely, 

 
 

      Jenny McInerney, Regulatory Attorney 
      Bureau of Elections 
      Michigan Department of State 
        
c: Matthew Schonert   

http://www.michigan.gov/Elections
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