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Rescission of Administrative Order No. 2014-21 
Concurrent Jurisdiction Plan for the 18th District Court  
and the 29th District Court (Dated September 16, 2020)

At the request of the 18th District Court, Administrative Order 
No. 2014-21 is hereby rescinded, effective immediately.

Extension of Administrative Order No. 2015-1 
(Summary Jury Trial Pilot Project) (Dated September 16, 2020)

On order of the Court, effective immediately, Administrative 
Order No. 2015-1 is extended until September 16, 2022.

Proposed Amendment of Rule 1.109 of the  
Michigan Court Rules (Dated September 16, 2020)

On order of the Court, this is to advise that the Court is consider-
ing an amendment of Rule 1.109 of the Michigan Court Rules. Before 
determining whether the proposal should be adopted, changed 
before adoption, or rejected, this notice is given to afford inter-
ested persons the opportunity to comment on the form or the mer-
its of the proposal or to suggest alternatives. The Court welcomes 
the views of all. This matter also will be considered at a public 
hearing. The notices and agendas for public hearings are posted at 
Administrative Matters & Court Rules page.

Publication of this proposal does not mean that the Court will 
issue an order on the subject, nor does it imply probable adoption 
of the proposal in its present form.

[Additions to the text are indicated in underlining 
and deleted text is shown by strikeover.]

Rule 1.109 � Court Records Defined; Document Defined;  
Filing Standards; Signatures; Electronic Filing  
and Service; Access

(A)–(D) [Unchanged.]

(E)	Signatures.

	 (1)	 [Unchanged.]

	 (2)	�Requirement. Every document filed shall be signed by the 
person filing it or by at least one attorney of record. Every 
document of a party represented by an attorney shall be 
signed by at least one attorney of record. A party who is not 
represented by an attorney must sign the document. In pro-
bate proceedings the following also applies:

		  (a)–(b) [Unchanged.]

	 (3)–(7) [Unchanged.]

(F)–(G) [Unchanged.]

STAFF COMMENT: The proposed amendment of MCR 1.109 
would require a signature from an attorney of record on docu-
ments filed by represented parties. This language was inadvertently 

eliminated when MCR 2.114(C) was relocated to MCR 1.109 as part 
of the e-Filing rule changes.

The staff comment is not an authoritative construction by the 
Court. In addition, adoption of an amendment in no way reflects a 
substantive determination by this Court.

A copy of this order will be given to the Secretary of the State 
Bar and to the State Court Administrator so that they can make 
the notifications specified in MCR 1.201. Comments on the pro-
posal may be sent to the Supreme Court Clerk in writing or elec-
tronically by January 1, 2021, at P.O. Box 30052, Lansing, MI 
48909, or ADMcomment@courts.mi.gov. When filing a comment, 
please refer to ADM File No. 2019-48. Your comments and the 
comments of others will be posted under the chapter affected by 
this proposal at Proposed & Recently Adopted Orders on Admin 
Matters page.

Proposed Amendment of Rule 9.261 of the  
Michigan Court Rules (Dated September 16, 2020)

On order of the Court, this is to advise that the Court is consider-
ing an amendment of Rule 9.261 of the Michigan Court Rules. Before 
determining whether the proposal should be adopted, changed 
before adoption, or rejected, this notice is given to afford inter-
ested persons the opportunity to comment on the form or the mer-
its of the proposal or to suggest alternatives. The Court welcomes 
the views of all. This matter also will be considered at a public 
hearing. The notices and agendas for public hearings are posted at 
Administrative Matters & Court Rules page.

Publication of this proposal does not mean that the Court will 
issue an order on the subject, nor does it imply probable adoption 
of the proposal in its present form.

[Additions to the text are indicated in underlining 
and deleted text is shown by strikeover.]

Rule 9.261  Confidentiality; Disclosure
(A)–(I) [Unchanged.]

(J)	 �Notwithstanding the prohibition against disclosure in this rule, 
upon request the commission shall disclose all information in 
its possession concerning a judge’s misconduct in office, men-
tal or physical disability, or some other ground that warrants 
commission action under Const 1963, art 6, § 30, to the State Bar 
Judicial Qualifications Committee, or to any other officially au-
thorized state or federal judicial qualifications committee.

(K)	�Notwithstanding the prohibition against disclosure in this rule, 
either upon request or on its own motion, the commission shall 
disclose information concerning a judge’s misconduct in office, 
mental or physical disability, or some other ground that war-
rants commission action under Const 1963, art 6, § 30, to the 
State Bar Lawyers & Judges Assistance Program.
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STAFF COMMENT: The proposed amendment of MCR 9.261 
would allow the JTC to share information with two separate divi-
sions of the State Bar of Michigan: the Judicial Qualifications Com-
mittee and the Lawyers & Judges Assistance Program.

The staff comment is not an authoritative construction by the 
Court. In addition, adoption of an amendment in no way reflects a 
substantive determination by this Court.

A copy of this order will be given to the Secretary of the State 
Bar and to the State Court Administrator so that they can make 
the notifications specified in MCR 1.201. Comments on the pro-
posal may be sent to the Supreme Court Clerk in writing or elec-
tronically by January 1, 2021, at P.O. Box 30052, Lansing, MI 48909, 
or ADMcomment@courts.mi.gov. When filing a comment, please 
refer to ADM File No. 2020-16. Your comments and the comments 
of others will be posted under the chapter affected by this proposal 
at Proposed & Recently Adopted Orders on Admin Matters page.

Amendment of Rule 6.302 of the  
Michigan Court Rules (Dated September 16, 2020)

On order of the Court, this is to advise that the following amend-
ment of Rule 6.302 of the Michigan Court Rules is adopted, effective 
immediately, and that a public comment period has also begun. 
This notice is given to afford interested persons the opportunity to 
comment on the form or the merits of the amendment. The Court 
welcomes the views of all. This matter also will be considered at 
a public hearing. The notices and agendas for public hearings are 
posted at Administrative Matters & Court Rules page.

[Additions to the text are indicated in underlining 
and deleted text is shown by strikeover.]

Rule 6.302  Pleas of Guilty and Nolo Contendere
(A)	[Unchanged.]

(B)	�An Understanding Plea. Speaking directly to the defendant 
or defendants, the court must advise the defendant or de-

fendants of the following and determine that each defen-
dant understands:

	 (1)	 [Unchanged.]
	 (2)	�the maximum possible prison sentence for the offense, in-

cluding, if applicable, whether the law permits or requires 
consecutive sentences, and any mandatory minimum sen-
tence required by law, including a requirement for man-
datory lifetime electronic monitoring under MCL 750.520b 
or 750.520c;

	 (3)–(5) [Unchanged.]

	� The requirements of subrules (B)(3) and (B)(5) may be satisfied 
by a writing on a form approved by the State Court Adminis-
trative Office. If a court uses a writing, the court shall address 
the defendant and obtain from the defendant orally on the re-
cord a statement that the rights were read and understood and 
a waiver of those rights. The waiver may be obtained without 
repeating the individual rights.

(C)–(F) [Unchanged.]

STAFF COMMENT: The amendment of MCR 6.302 makes the 
rule consistent with the Supreme Court’s ruling in People v Warren, 
505 Mich 196 (2020), and requires a judge to advise a defendant of 
the maximum possible prison sentence including the possibility 
of consecutive sentencing.

The staff comment is not an authoritative construction by the 
Court. In addition, adoption of a new rule or amendment in no way 
reflects a substantive determination by this Court.

A copy of this order will be given to the Secretary of the State 
Bar and to the State Court Administrator so that they can make the 
notifications specified in MCR 1.201. Comments on the amend-
ment may be sent to the Supreme Court Clerk in writing or elec-
tronically by January 1, 2021, at P.O. Box 30052, Lansing, MI 48909, 
or ADMcomment@courts.mi.gov. When filing a comment, please 
refer to ADM File No. 2019-06. Your comments and the comments 
of others will be posted under the chapter affected by this proposal 
at Proposed & Recently Adopted Orders on Admin Matters page.
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