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Review of Nominating Petitions

Robert Lulgjuraj
Republican Candidate for U.S. Representative in Congress, 10th District

Number of valid signatures required:  1,000 signatures.

Total filing:  1,681 signatures.

Result of face review:  1,573 facially valid signatures, 108 invalid signatures.

Total number of signatures filed 1,681
Invalid signature (signature is omitted or does not sufficiently 
agree with the signature on file)

Less: 1

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

Less: 3

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: 1

Outside district (address given is located within the city or 
township listed, but outside of the electoral district for the 
office sought)

Less: 83

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: 17

Invalid heading entries (failure to include required 
information in the heading or other formatting issues)

Less: 3

Total number of facially valid signatures after face review 1,573

Staff’s face review of Lulgjuraj’s petition sheets identified 108 invalid signatures and 1,573 facially valid 
signatures, prior to the review of challenged signatures. 

During face review, staff identified sheets submitted by circulator Angela Vulaj as appearing to be 
signatures of dubious authenticity. Staff compared selected signatures against the Qualified Voter File 
(QVF) and determined that the signatures did not sufficiently agree with the purported signers’ QVF 
signatures. Several of the sheets also exhibited similar patterns of clear indication of forgery. Examples 
of petition sheets submitted by Vulaj are provided below; of the 20 signatures provided on the two 
petition sheets, only the first signature on petition sheet 141 sufficiently agrees with the purported 
signer’s signature in the QVF.
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In sum, these signatures represent a total of 2361 petition signatures. Even if each of these signatures 
submitted by Vulaj were rejected, Lulgjuraj would have a total number of 1,337 facially valid signatures.

Following staff’s face review, Lulgjuraj was left with a “cushion” of 573 signatures2—the number of 
signatures Lulgjuraj had in excess of the number needed to appear on the ballot. Because the number of 
signatures challenged exceeded Lulgjuraj’s cushion, staff processed the challenge as described below. 

1 Staff identified 243 petition signatures collected by Angela Vulaj, but for purposes of this report adopts the 
challenge number submitted by Kirk in processing this challenge.
2 The cushion would be 337 if the 236 signatures referenced above were removed. 
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Challenge:  Justin Kirk filed a challenge to Lulgjuraj’s nominating petitions, alleging that all 1,6813  of 
Lulgjuraj’s petition signatures should be rejected because the signatures included all of the following:4  

· Signatures that are “apparent forger[ies]”
· Signatures dated more than 180 days before the petition was filed with the Secretary of State
· Petition sheets failing to include the identification disclaimer described in the Michigan 

Campaign Finance Act (MCFA), MCL 169.247.

In sum, Kirk challenged all 1,681 of Lulgjuraj’s signatures, including 752 individual signatures under the 
first two categories.

Staff determined that the second and third challenge categories indicated by Kirk are invalid. 

First, the “paid for by” statement required under the MCFA does not apply to candidates running for 
federal office as such requirements are regulated by the Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) and the 
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (BCRA). The MCFA also specifically excludes federal candidates from 
the definition of “elective office.”  MCL 169.205(4).   

Even if MCFA applied here, failure to include the identifier on a nominating petition would not impact 
ballot access under the Michigan Election Law, and failure to include the “paid for by” 
statement may not be a violation of the MCFA.5 The Michigan Department of State concluded in a 1978 
interpretive statement6 that the identifier in Section 47 of the MCFA is not required on nominating 
petitions because the information on a candidate petition is sufficient to relate the petition to a specific 
candidate. The requirement in the Partisan Nominating Petition Manual that a petition sheet must 
include the “Paid for by” statement applies only to candidate petitions with a detachable sheet. In such 
cases, the detachable portion must include the required identification statement.

Michigan Election Law establishes requirements for petition form, circulation, and filing, including any 
applicable time limits on signature collection. MCL 168.590b(3) imposes a 180-day collection window for 
signatures on qualifying petitions, but the same does not apply to signatures on nominating petitions. 
All signatures submitted on a qualifying petition must have been collected within the preceding 180-day 
period. However, signatures on nominating petitions may be obtained beginning the day after the office 
last appeared on the ballot. The office of U.S. Representative in Congress, 10th district, last appeared on 
the ballot on November 5, 2024, and signatures gathered beginning November 6, 2024, meet that date 
requirement.

Following the rejection of those two categories of challenged signatures—263 in the first and 1,681 in 
the second—256 signatures remained in the challenge. At that point, even if all remaining challenges 
were accepted, Lulgjuraj would be left with 1,316 valid signatures. Because the valid challenge 
categories did not call more than 573 signatures into question, it was not necessary for staff to process 
the remainder of the challenge.

Lulgjuraj responded to the challenge, arguing that the 180-day collection period is inapplicable to 
nominating petitions and that the identification disclaimer is not identified in the Michigan Election Law 
(MEL) nor the MCFA as a basis for invalidating a candidate nominating petition sheet. Lulgjuraj also

3 Kirk counts 1,682 signatures in Lulgjuraj’s petition submission. For purposes of this staff report, staff will use the 
count of 1,681 identified during staff’s face review. 
4 Kirk also challenged Lulgjuraj’s affidavit of identity. Affidavit of identity validity determinations are made by the 
Michigan Department of State, not the Board of State Canvassers.
5 The Board of State Canvassers does not enforce the MCFA; this clarification is provided by staff for informational 
purposes only.
6 Interpretive Statement to David Justian, issued November 2, 1978.

https://www.michigan.gov/sos/-/media/Project/Websites/sos/CFR-DR-and-IS/1978/Justian_1978.pdf?rev=10a6d1d8bbf74b0ba3782383009be4c1&hash=B633D8F6DBB1823309101792B8745DCC
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argued for the validity of the signatures submitted by circulator Angela Vulaj, arguing that Kirk’s 
challenge sought to disenfranchise members of the Albanian-American community, for whom “English is 
a second language at best.” Those signatures were challenged by Kirk and independently identified by 
staff during face review of the petitions as appearing to be of dubious authenticity. Because Kirk’s valid 
challenge categories did not call enough signatures into question, it was not necessary for staff to 
process the challenge or response; however, any additional information submitted by Lulgjuraj will be 
considered as part of the investigation of those signatures by the Michigan Department of State’s Office 
of Investigative Services. 

Staff recommendation:  Determine petition sufficient.


