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Number of valid signatures required:  15,000 signatures.

Total filing:  28,581 signatures.

Signature sample:

Total number of sampled signatures 750

Total number of signatures determined to be invalid 93

Invalid signature (signature is omitted or does not sufficiently 
agree with the signature on file)

Less: 25

Signer not registered to vote Less: 44

Invalid address (address is blank, missing house number or street 
name, or PO Box listed)

Less: 1

Invalid city or township (no city or township by that 
name located within the county listed at the top of the petition 
sheet or the city/township field was left blank) 

Less: 3

Invalid date (signature is dated before the first date signatures may 
be circulated; signer’s signature is dated after the circulator dated 
their signature; date is incomplete, illegible, or missing)

Less: 4

Circulator information missing (failure to include the circulator 
name or complete residential address; circulator did not sign or 
date petition)

Less: 11

Illegible (unable to read enough information provided by the signer 
to identify the signer)

Less: 5

Total number of valid signatures in sample before challenges 657

Review of Nominating Petitions

John James
Republican Candidate for Governor



Staff’s review of James’ signature sample identified 93 invalid signatures and 657 valid signatures, prior 
to the review of challenged signatures. Staff identified at least 100 signatures from each of at least half 
of the congressional districts in the state. MCL 168.590b(4).

Challenge: Glenn Clark filed a challenge to James’s nominating petitions, alleging that 5251 of James’s 
sampled petition signatures should be rejected because the signatures included all of the following:   

· Circulator fraud
· Signers who are not registered voters
· Circulator certificate errors
· Illegible elector names and signatures
· Omission of signer signature
· Date errors
· Duplicate signatures
· Invalid city or township

In sum, Clark challenged 525 sampled signatures.

Following staff’s initial review, James was left with a “cushion” of 263 signatures—the number of 
signatures James had in excess of the number needed within the sample in order to appear on the 
ballot. Because the number of signatures challenged exceeded James’s cushion, staff processed the 
challenge.

Staff first considered Clark’s assertions of circulator fraud. Clark makes several handwriting-based 
arguments to support his assertion of widespread circulator fraud. First, Clark argues 222 sheets in the 
sample appeared to be “round-tabled,” a practice in which a group of individuals passes around sheets 
with each individual signing one line on each sheet with handwriting that matches in a repeating 
pattern.2 Second, Clark argues that 273 sheets in the sample contain a distinct number 5 in both the 
lines for voters to sign and the circulator certificate.3 Because the same circulator is not listed on every 
sheet that bears the distinctive number 5, Clark argues that the recurring distinct number 5 purportedly 
written by different individuals “suggests that the same individual was falsifying the required circulator 
affidavit” on those sheets. Third, Clark asserts that a particular circulator’s signature―Tyler 
Foti―significantly varies throughout the petition sheets and that these differences between the 
signatures indicate that multiple people are falsely signing the circulator’s name.

Clark additionally alleges two invalid voter signatures provide further evidence that two circulators 
already identified in the handwriting-based challenges―Angelina Eleas and David Searles―were 
engaged in fraud. First, Clark asserts the presence of a deceased voter’s signature on a sheet that is not 

1 James’s challenger lists more than 525 challenges because many signatures are challenged on multiple grounds; 
however, for purposes of this staff report, staff’s count of 525 individual signatures that are challenged for any 
reason (or multiple reasons) will be used. Staff considered all of the alleged unique reasons for challenge when 
evaluating each individual signature. 
2 Clark uses the error code “visual match” or “VM” throughout the challenge to refer to these challenges.
3 Clark uses the error code “Crazy 5’s” or “C5” throughout the challenge to refer to these challenges.



part of the sample4 is evidence that Eleas, who was the circulator of that sheet, forged voter signatures 
on all of Eleas’s petition sheets, including sheets that are within the sample. Second, Clark includes as 
Exhibit E an image of a statement from the voter who signed sheet 1228, stating that the voter does not 
remember signing the sheet. Clark alleges that this proves that Searles, who was the circulator of that 
sheet, forged voter signatures. 

The methodology and results of staff’s investigation into the alleged circulator fraud are included in 
Appendix I. To process the circulator fraud challenges for purposes of determining ballot access, staff 
compared every sampled signature on the challenged petition sheets to that voter’s signature in QVF. If 
the signatures sufficiently agreed, staff rejected the challenge. If the signatures did not sufficiently 
agree, or the voter was otherwise not registered, staff accepted the challenge.

The following table shows the challenges that were accepted by staff, thereby reducing the number of 
valid signatures; it does not include the challenges that overlapped5 with the signatures already found 
invalid by staff during its initial review or challenges that were reviewed and rejected.6

Total number of valid signatures in sample before challenges 657
Duplicate (voter signed petition multiple times, or signed 
nominating petitions for more candidates than there are 
persons to be elected to the office)

Less: 1

Invalid signature (signature is omitted or does not 
sufficiently agree with the signature on file)

Less: 7

Signer not registered to vote Less: 4
Invalid date (signature is dated before the first date 
signatures may be circulated; signer’s signature is dated 
after the circulator dated their signature; date is 
incomplete, illegible, or missing)

Less: 1

Total valid after processing challenge 644

Candidate response: James responded to the challenge, asserting each of Clark’s arguments regarding 
circulator fraud must be rejected.

First, James argues that the voter Clark identified as deceased is a 21-year-old registered voter with the 
same name as her grandmother, who is deceased. James also submitted an affidavit signed by the 
circulator of the sheet with the allegedly deceased voter attesting that she did not engage in any 
fraudulent signature collection or forgery.

Second, James addresses the challenges to Tyler Foti’s circulator signatures by submitting a signed 
declaration by Foti stating Foti personally signed and dated each petition sheet. Additionally, James 

4 At its March 20, 2023 meeting, the Board of State Canvassers approved proposed updates to staff’s random 
sampling procedures, including expansion to statewide candidate petitions. Accordingly, only signatures included 
in the random sample generated for James’s submission are relevant to the estimated number of valid signatures 
for the petition, and therefore only these signatures are eligible for challenge.
5 A challenge “overlaps” when staff invalidated the challenged signature during initial review and it is unnecessary 
to process the challenge.
6 Staff reviewed and rejected 430 challenges and 82 challenges overlapped with signatures already found invalid 
during staff’s initial review.

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/-/media/Project/Websites/sos/BSC-Meeting-Minutes/2023/March-20-2023-SIGNED-BSC-Draft-Minutes.pdf


submitted a report from a handwriting expert who examined all of Foti’s petition sheet signatures and 
concluded that “it is highly probable that the questioned signatures and writing on the documents at 
issue were signed by [Foti].”

Third, James argues that the handwriting on the petition sheets Clark argued appeared to be round-
tabled does not in fact suggest round-tabling because the handwriting is not similar and the involved 
circulators worked for different teams (hired circulating staff and James campaign staff) and would not 
have been working together. Additionally, James argues that Clark’s evidence to support the round-
tabling argument is inconsistent and incomplete. James submits affidavits or declarations from most7 of 
the circulators attesting that no round-tabling or fraud of any kind occurred during the signature 
collection process. James also submitted an affidavit from VFO CEO Meghan Reckling (the company 
hired to collect signatures) describing the company’s process to ensure all collected signatures are valid. 
Fourth, James addresses Clark’s claim regarding the distinctive number 5, arguing that only the voter’s 
signature must be in the voter’s own handwriting and any corrections or modifications to numbers 
across the petition sheets is not grounds to invalidate voter signatures or evidence of fraud. 

James also responded to the challenges to voter signatures based on invalid dates, circulator certificate 
flaws, illegible signatures, and unregistered voter signatures. James argues most of these alleged errors 
do not warrant disqualification of the challenged signatures. 

Because James had a sufficient number of valid sampled signatures even after processing the challenge 
it was not necessary for staff to process James’s response. 

Final result of signature sample:

Number of valid signatures Formula result Sample result
394 or more Certify 644
393 or fewer Deny certification

Estimated number of valid signatures for petition:  Based on the results of the random sample, it is 
estimated that the petition contains 24,542 valid signatures (at a confidence level of 90%),8 9,542 
signatures more than the minimum threshold for certification.

Staff recommendation:  Determine petition sufficient.

7 James states that he was unable to contact Jante Newbern, Jeremiah Rose, Michael Grissom, Timothy Watts, 
Dariani Johnson, Kristofer Harris, and Trever Klett. Staff did not identify Trever Klett as a challenged circulator. 
8 In order to be determined sufficient, the sample had to have a validity rate of at least 52.5%. The validity rate of 
James’s sample is 85.9%. Because the projected validity percentage is more than 2.5% greater than the required 
validity percentage, the conclusion that the projected number of valid signatures is sufficient can be made with 
greater confidence. In previous years, staff would have concluded based on this information that there was a 100% 
statistical probability that approving certification would be the correct result. Recognizing that some degree of 
sampling risk is always present, the highest confidence factor that will be assigned to a sample is 99.9%. The 
confidence factor that the projected number of valid signatures is sufficient is 99.9%.



Appendix I: Consideration of fraudulent circulator allegations

Staff processed Clark’s challenge and determined James had a sufficient number of petition signatures 
to qualify for the ballot. However, consistent with the Board’s Procedure for Circulator Signature 
Challenges, staff considered the allegations of fraud for the purpose of further investigation and possible 
referral. To investigate the alleged circulator fraud, staff compared the petition signature of all 
circulators who are also registered voters in Michigan with the circulator’s signature in QVF to 
determine whether the signatures sufficiently agreed. Signatures that sufficiently agree suggest that the 
circulator certificate was filled out by the individual identified. Staff also evaluated how many of the 
sampled challenged voter signatures on each challenged circulator’s petition sheets sufficiently agreed 
with the voter’s QVF signature.9 The following table depicts the results of staff’s investigation:

Name of circulator Registered 
in Michigan 

Does 
circulator 
signature 

match QVF 

# of 
signatures 

challenged in 
sample

How many 
challenged 
signatures 
match QVF

Submitted 
affidavit or 
declaration

1 Angelo Barduca Yes Yes 15 15 Yes
2 Brenton Bennick Yes Yes 1 1 No
3 Karen Burch Yes Yes 30 2910 Yes
4 Linda Burns Torp Yes Yes 3 3 No
5 Maurice Butler Yes Yes 24 2311 No
6 Israel Chabriel No N/A 2 2 No
7 Russell Cleary Yes Yes 1 1 No
8 James Conner Jr. Yes Yes 2 2 No
9 Garian Cook Yes Yes 9 9 No

10 Angelina Eleas Yes No12 38 3713 Yes
11 Tyler Foti Yes Yes 46 4314 Yes

9 Staff also considered the affidavits and declarations submitted by James in response to Clark’s challenge. The 
declarations did not contain exemplar signatures (they were all electronically signed), and some of the affidavits 
were similarly electronically signed and electronically notarized. Tyler Foti, Anton Gegaj, Angelo Barduca, and 
Adam Kulick signed their affidavits in person. Staff already had exemplar signatures for all of those circulators 
because they were all registered Michigan voters, but staff notes that the affidavit signatures also sufficiently 
agree with the petition circulator signatures and the QVF signatures. 
10 The one remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF.
11 The one remaining signature could not be found in QVF. 
12 While Eleas’s petition signature did not sufficiently agree with Eleas’s signature in QVF, James responded to the 
challenge and included a notarized affidavit from Eleas attesting that Eleas did not engage in any fraudulent 
signature collection activity. Eleas’s signature on the affidavit sufficiently agrees with the signature on the petition 
sheets, but not with the QVF signature.
13 Two of the signatures included in the count of 37 were not considered valid signatures for purposes of James’s 
total signature count because staff found them to be invalid during its initial review due to a circulator certificate 
date error. However, the signatures themselves sufficiently agree with the voters’ signatures in QVF. The one 
remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF.  
14 Of the remaining three individuals, two had signatures that did not sufficiently agree with the signatures in QVF, 
and one could not be found in QVF. Two signatures included in the 43 were not considered valid signatures for 
purposes of James’s total signature count because one was found to be invalid by staff during its initial review for a 

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/-/media/Project/Websites/sos/BSC-Announcements/Procedure-for-Circulator-Signature-Challenges.pdf?rev=237c1aef81594997a443e85585e08817&hash=ECD21A05197EC2FFAF9357C70B5FEACC
https://www.michigan.gov/sos/-/media/Project/Websites/sos/BSC-Announcements/Procedure-for-Circulator-Signature-Challenges.pdf?rev=237c1aef81594997a443e85585e08817&hash=ECD21A05197EC2FFAF9357C70B5FEACC


12 Anton Gegaj Yes Yes 13 1215 Yes
13 Jackson Gross Yes Yes 1 1 No
14 Michael Grissom No N/A 4 216 No
15 David Harrington Yes Yes 2 2 No
16 Kristofer Harris Yes Yes 17 1517 No
17 Lynne Hummel Yes Yes 2 2 No
18 Dariani Johnson No N/A 10 418 No
19 Sarella Johnson Yes Yes 13 1119 No
20 Alexander Kado Yes Yes 1 1 No
21 Adam Kulick Yes Yes 13 13 Yes
22 Marcus McGovern No N/A 8 8 Yes
23 Angelina Mikhael Yes Yes 2 220 No
24 Travis Napier Yes Yes 12 1121 Yes
25 Jante Newbern No N/A 13 922 No
26 Zachary Northcott Yes Yes 6 6 No
27 Wesley Parish Yes Yes 7 523 No
28 Rodney Pearson No N/A 5 324 No
29 Savannah Rietz Yes Yes 3 225 No
30 Jolee Riker Yes Yes 1 1 No
31 Jenell Rodriguez Yes Yes 10 926 Yes
32 Jeremiah Rose No N/A 8 627 No

circulator date error and one was part of an accepted challenge for being a duplicate signature; however, the 
signatures themselves sufficiently agree with the voters’ signatures in QVF.  
15 The one remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF. 
16 The two remaining signatures could not be found in QVF.  
17 Of the two remaining individuals, one signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF and one 
voter could not be found in QVF. One of the signatures included in the 15 did not count for James’s total signature 
count because the voter was not registered in the same city or township as the one listed on the petition at the 
time of signing; however, the voter’s signature sufficiently agreed with the QVF signature.  
18 Of the remaining six individuals, four could not be found in QVF and two had signatures that did not sufficiently 
agree with the signatures in QVF. 
19 The two remaining individuals could not be found in QVF.  
20 One of the signatures was found to be invalid for a date error; however, the voter’s signature sufficiently agrees 
with the signature in QVF.  
21 The remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF. 
22 Of the remaining four signatures, one individual could not be found in QVF and three signatures did not 
sufficiently agree with the signatures in QVF.
23 Of the remaining two signatures, neither sufficiently agreed with the signatures in QVF. 
24 Of the two remaining signatures, one did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF and one was illegible 
and the individual could not be found in QVF. 
25 The remaining signature could not be found in QVF. 
26 The remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF. One of the signatures identified as 
sufficiently agreeing was found to be invalid due to a city or township error, but the voter’s signature sufficiently 
agrees. 
27 Of the two remaining signatures, one individual could not be found in QVF and one signature did not sufficiently 
agree with the signature in QVF. 



33 Stacey Sabbagh Yes Yes 35 3128 Yes
34 Leal Saunders Yes Yes 1 1 No
35 David Searles No N/A 10 10 Yes
36 Mark Smith Yes Yes 1 1 No
37 Logan Stohmeyer Yes Yes 1 1 No
38 Byron Taylor No N/A 19 1829 Yes
39 Michael Tillman No N/A 14 1130 Yes
40 Gary Todd No N/A 7 631 No
41 Gavin Ulp Yes Yes 2 2 No
42 Timothy Watts No N/A 3 232 No
43 Julie Winnie Yes Yes 1 1 Yes
44 Henry Wolf Yes Yes 3 3 No
45 Darnell Wright No N/A 4 333 No

Staff further investigated Clark’s allegation of circulator fraud based on a statement from a voter who 
appears to have signed sheet 1228, but states that they do not remember signing the sheet. Clark 
alleges this is evidence that the circulator of that sheet―David Searles―may have forged voter 
signatures across all of the petitions Searles circulated. The following is an image of the statement from 
the voter that forms the basis of Clark’s argument:

28 Of the four remaining signatures, two could not be found in QVF and two did not sufficiently agree with the 
signature in QVF.
29 The remaining signature could not be found in QVF. One of the signatures identified as sufficiently agreed was 
found to be invalid due to a date error but the signature sufficiently agrees.
30 Of the three remaining signatures, two could not be found in QVF and one did not sufficiently agree with the 
signature in QVF. 
31 The remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF. 
32 The remaining signature could not be found in QVF. 
33 The remaining signature did not sufficiently agree with the signature in QVF.



The signature of this voter on the petition sheet appears as follows:

Staff observes that the signature on the statement and the petition sufficiently agree. During review of 
the sample, Staff also determined that the voter’s signature on the petition sufficiently agreed with the 
voter’s signature in QVF. Staff could not find a registered voter who appeared to be the Searles who 
circulated the petition.34 Neither Clark nor James submitted an exemplar signature for Searles, but 
James submitted a declaration (electronically signed) from Searles declaring that he did not engage in 
any fraudulent signature collection activity.

Additionally, staff further investigated Clark’s allegation that circulator Tyler Foti’s signature varied 
across petition sheets suggesting that different individuals were signing using Foti’s name. Exhibit C to 
the challenge depicts the “varying signature styles” of Foti, including 15 different images of Foti’s 
circulator signature. The following examples are demonstrative of the variation across petition pages:

Sheet 33:    Sheet 2717:    Sheet 3577:

Staff reviewed Foti’s signature across the petition sheets and concluded that the variations between the 
signatures are more likely explained by environmental factors and typical day-to-day variation rather 
than evidence of several different individuals signing Foti’s name. All the signatures include distinctive 
characteristics that sufficiently agree and suggest that the same individual signed each sheet. This 
observation considered in conjunction with the fact that Foti’s signature in QVF sufficiently agrees with 
the signatures on the petition sheets, the high percentage of voter signatures that sufficiently agree 
with the voter’s QVF signature on Foti’s petition sheets,35 and Foti’s declaration that Foti conducted 
Foti’s circulator duties fully in accordance with Michigan law, submitted by James in response to the 
challenge,36 leads staff to conclude that there is no merit to Clark’s allegation of circulator fraud in 
regard to Foti.

Staff conclusion: There is a very low likelihood of fraudulent circulator activity by most of the challenged 
circulators. Only one circulator, Dariani Johnson, had less than 50% of the challenged voter signatures 
on the circulator’s petition sheets sufficiently agree with the voter’s QVF signature. Only four out of the 
10 challenged voter signatures on Johnson’s petition sheets sufficiently agreed with the voter’s 

34 There are three individuals named David Searles who are registered voters in Michigan, but none of the 
individuals were registered at the address indicated by Searles in the circulator certificate and none of the 
signatures in QVF sufficiently agreed with Searles’s circulator certificate signature. 
35 43 out of 46 sampled signatures sufficiently agreed with the voter’s signature in QVF. Of the remaining three 
signatures, two signatures did not sufficiently agree with the signatures in QVF and one could not be found in QVF.
36 See James Response Exhibit 4 (Foti Declaration) and Exhibit 16 (Foti Affidavit).



signature in QVF.37 Johnson is not a Michigan resident, and staff does not have a signature exemplar for 
Johnson. Because of the low percentage of signatures that sufficiently agree with the QVF signature and 
the lack of any signature exemplar for the circulator, staff cannot make a determination regarding the 
likelihood of circulator fraud with regard to Johnson. 

37 Of the remaining six signatures, four could not be found in QVF and two signatures did not sufficiently agree 
with the signatures in QVF.


