






guidance on the need to make that adjustment on petition sheets. See MCL 168.467b(5). Second, 

she submitted 168 more signatures that the law authorized, so she put the defendants in a position 

that required them to ignore 168 of the 1,168 signatures that she presented. 1 In addressing each of 

those two errors, the defendants took actions that cannot be regarded as arbitrary or capricious. In 

addition, the defendants rejected a substantial number of signatures by applying Michigan law to 

the effect that "[a]ll nominating petitions circulated for the nonincumbent [judicial] position after 

the deadline [ for incumbents to file for reelection] must bear an office designation of nonincumbent 

position." MCL 168.467b(5). Accordingly, even though well over 600 electors signed their names 

to Maria Ruggirello' s petitions to run as a candidate for judicial office, the defendants do not have 

a clear legal duty to put her name on the ballot in 2024. Thus, the Court must deny her request for 

a writ of mandamus. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

This is a final order that resolves the last pending claim and closes the case. 

Date: June 11, 2024 
Christopher P. Yates 
Judge, Court of Claims 

1 As the defendants point out, "the order in which signatures are counted does not ordinarily make 
any difference because candidates are limited to a maximum number of signatures." Here, if Maria 
Ruggirello had stayed within the limit of 1,000 signatures, each of those signatures would have 
been considered in determining whether she had submitted 600 valid signatures. Accordingly, she 
could have filed the 1,000 most reliable signatures and left the 168 most questionable signatures 
on the cutting-room floor. 
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