
 

 

COUNCIL OF THE 
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OF THE 
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University Club 
Lansing, Michigan 

 
Minutes 

 

VIII.  Call to Order 

The Chair of the Section, Harold Schuitmaker, called the meeting to order at 10:10 a.m.    

IX.  Excused Absences 

The following officers and members of the Council were in attendance: 

Harold Schuitmaker, Chair 
Doug Chalgian, Chair Elect 
George Gregory, Vice Chair 
Marilyn Lankfer, Treasurer 
David Kerr 
Hon. Darlene O’Brien  
James P. Spica 
Robin Ferriby 
Amy Morrissey 
Rebecca Schnelz 
 

Ellen Sugrue Hyman 
Josh Ard 
James Steward 
Susan Allan  
Tom Sweeney 
Shaheen Imami 
Bob Taylor  
Patricia Ouellette  
Rob Tiplady 
 

The following ex-officio members of the Council also were in attendance: 

Nancy L. Little 
Douglas A. Mielock 
Susan S. Westerman 

The following officers and members of the Council were absent with excuse: 

Mark Harder, Secretary 
Hon. David Murkowski 
Richard Siriani 

The following officer and member was absent without excuse: 

Marlaine Teahan 
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X. Introduction of Guests 

Members of the Council, officers, and guests introduced themselves.  The following 
guests were in attendance: 

Constance Brigman 
John Dresser 
Meg Lentz 
Rhonda Clark 
Lorraine New 
Christopher Ballard 
Bill Morrison 
Kathleen Goetsch 
Amy Tripp 
Cindy Andrews 
Belinda Fitzpatrick 
Jill Goodell 
 

Nancy Welker 
Derek A. Walters 
Jeanne Murphy 
Karl Barr 
Kim Winokur 
Steve Jones 
Mark E. Kellogg 
Becky Bechler 
Melinda V. Sheets 
Kurt A. Olson 
Amy L. Glenn 
Rick Mills 

XI.  Minutes of March 20, 2010 Meeting of the Council 

Minutes of the March 20, 2010, meeting of the Council had been previously distributed 
with the Agenda for the meeting.  It was noted that Lorraine New was present at the 
meeting.  Upon motion by Marilyn Lankfer with support from Robin Ferriby, the minutes 
were unanimously approved subject to the correction that Lorraine New was at the 
meeting. 

XII.  Treasurer Report – Marilyn Lankfer 

Marilyn Lankfer distributed a financial report through March 2010 (Attachment 1).  
Ms. Lankfer indicated that the fund balance as of the end of March was approximately 
$200,000.  She also distributed information about the Estate Planning and Probate Journal 
costs and the relatively small reduction in postage costs due to electronic distribution. 
(Attachment 2).   She suggested that we review these costs, other expenses, and the fund 
balance in the context of overall planning for the Council. 

There was a general discussion of different ways to make the Probate Journal searchable.  
Currently Section members can search for words and phrases within an edition but cannot 
search across issues. In addition, there are two levels of searches which could be set up:  
a "Bookmark" search and an "Index Page" search.  Jeanne Murphy of ICLE will check on 
the feasibility of using the ICLE search engine to expand members' search capabilities. 

XIII.  Chairperson’s Report 

Harold Schuitmaker reported that the State Bar wanted to know if the Council wanted a 
booth at the Bar's Annual Meeting.  There was general consensus among Council 
members that they did not want to staff a booth. 
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XIV.  Report of the Committee on Special Projects – Amy M. Morrissey 

Amy Morrissey reported on the meeting of the Committee on Special Projects that 
preceded the Council meeting.   

Connie Brigman reviewed the Uniform Adult Guardianship Protective Proceedings 
Jurisdictional Act (the "UAGPPJA") as recommended by the Guardianship Committee. 
The Committee on Special Projects approved several changes.  (Attachment 3).  Upon 
motion by Ms. Morrissey and seconded by George Gregory, the final form was approved 
subject to concurrence by the probate judges. 18 approved; one dissented. 

XV. Standing Committee Reports 

A. Internal Governance 

1. Budget – George Gregory 

George Gregory projected a surplus of approximately $20,000 and a fund 
balance of approximately $150,000 for the 2009 – 2010 fiscal year.  Mr. 
Gregory explained that costs are down because the Council has not filed 
any amicus briefs recently (although with the new Michigan Trust Code 
there is likely to be an increase in amicus briefs), the Council has obtained 
sponsorships for many of its events, and in general has made a concerted 
attempt to reduce expenses.  All of these factors have resulted in a 
significant fund balance.  Mr. Gregory suggested that the Council consider 
a 5 dollar dues cut which could be in place for 3 to 4 years.  Robert  
Tiplady brought up the concern that if the Section is going to establish 
Estate Planning and Probate Specialties, there will be significant front end 
costs and the Probate Section will need to cover these costs. David Kerr 
suggested that the Council look at ways of serving its members more.  For 
example, he suggested making Judge Harder's website searchable, doing 
more education on the MTC, and in general making information more 
readily available. Shaheen Imami suggested improving the Estate Planning 
and Probate Section's State Bar Website.  On the other hand, there was 
some concern expressed by others that if the Council has an active spend 
down program, there will be a sense of entitlement by the recipients.  
There was a general consensus among Council members that it needs to 
develop a short and long term plan in order to prepare an appropriate  
budget for the coming year. 

2. Bylaws – Marilyn Lankfer 

No report. 

3. Michael Irish Award – Brian Howe 

Mike McClory is working on the Michael Irish Award. 
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4. Long Range Planning – Doug Chalgian/Nancy Little 

No report. 

5. Nominations – Doug Mielock 

Doug Mielock distributed a tentative draft of criteria the Nominations 
Committee will use for nominating members to the Council and to Officer 
positions (Attachment 4).  Mr. Mielock encourages people to submit 
names for nominations to any member of the Committee.  (The 
Nominations Committee consists of the past three chairs of the Council:  
Douglas A. Mielock, chair, Lauren M. Underwood, and Nancy L. Little.) 

6. Relations with the State Bar – Thomas F. Sweeney 

No report. 

7. Annual Meeting – George Gregory 

No report. 

B. Education and Advocacy Services for Section Members 

1. Amicus Curiae – Ellen Sugrue Hyman 

No report. 

2. Continuing Education and Annual Probate Institute – George Gregory 

Mr. Gregory distributed a report (Attachment 5) concerning registrations 
to date for the Probate Institute and recent attendance at programs 
regarding the Michigan Trust Code.  He indicated that as of the date of 
this meeting, 382 have signed up for the Institute, 100 more than last year. 
He also reviewed several additional upcoming programs that are being co-
sponsored by the Section and ICLE. 

3. Section Journal – Nancy L. Little    

4. Nancy Little reported that the next issue of the Probate Journal focuses on 
charitable giving. 

5. State Bar Journal – Amy M. Morrissey   

6. Mr. Morrissey reported that the Probate Section's theme issue of the State 
Bar Journal comes out in May, and it focuses on the Michigan Trust Code. 
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7. Pamphlets – Ellen Sugrue Hyman 

Ms. Hyman reported that the Pamphlets Committee finished a draft of the 
Estate Administration pamphlet and it will be included in the materials for 
the Council's next meeting. The Committee is currently working on 
pamphlets on Living Trusts and Acting for Individuals Who Are 
Incapacitated. 

8. Electronic Communications – Josh Ard 

Mr. Ard reported that there is now an easy link to ICLE training on our 
State Web Page. 

C. Legislation and Lobbying 

1. Legislation – Harold G. Schuitmaker/John R. Dresser/George Gregory 

Mr. Schuitmaker reported that legislation to require  acceptance provisions 
for powers of attorney has not been introduced yet. 

2. Michigan Trust Code – Mark K. Harder 

Becky Bechler reported that the three technical correction bills for the 
Michigan Trust Code will be introduced Tuesday, April 20th. 

D. Ethics and Professional Standards  

1. Ethics – J. David Kerr 

Mr. Kerr reported that the Council's comments to the proposed Ethics 
Rules were posted but he has received no response. 

2. Unauthorized Practice & Multidisciplinary Practice – Bob Taylor 

No report. 

3. Specialization and Certification – James B. Steward 

Mr. Steward reported that the Committee continues to meet on rules and 
qualifications for a specialization certification. 

4. Practice Management – Patricia Ouellette 

No report. 
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E. Administration of Justice 

1. Contested and Uncontested Probate Proceedings – Shaheen I. 
Imami/Douglas G. Chalgian 

Mr. Imami reported that the Committee would like to clarify Michigan law 
regarding the right to a jury trial.  Nationally, there appear to be two 
different approaches:  1) any issue of fact goes to the jury; 2) there are no 
jury trials in probate court unless specifically provided for by statute. 

2. Uniformity of Practice – Rhonda Clark 

No report. 

F. Practice Issues, Related Areas & Liaisons 

1. Charitable Giving/Exempt Organizations – Robin D. Ferriby 

The Probate and Estate Planning Journal issue on charitable giving already 
has five articles in place for its upcoming issue.   

Mr. Ferriby indicated that the Southeast Michigan Community Foundation 
will likely again be a sponsor for next year's Institute, although there are 
no guarantees. 

2. Transfer Tax – Thomas F. Sweeney 

Mr. Sweeney reported that he received a revised draft of the Council's 
proposed legislation regarding the presumption of a decedent's intent 
regarding federal estate tax credits and exemptions during 2010.  
(Attachment 6).  He reported that the changes to the Council's draft were 
not substantive. 

Mr. Sweeney also reported on a proposal regarding the federal estate and 
generation skipping transfer tax floating around in the House Ways and 
Means Committee which would permit an election by estates of persons 
dying in 2010 about whether or not to be subject to the estate tax.  The 
estate would have a choice of either electing to pay no estate tax and be 
limited to the basis adjustment rules now in place or electing to use a 
retroactively adopted credit shelter amount with a full basis adjustment.  
This would deal with the constitutional issue of retroactivity since using 
the credit shelter amount would be a voluntary election.  Lorraine New 
informed the Council that there is still no IRS form to obtain a step up in 
basis, although it appears that the estate has until April 15th of next year to 
file the form. 
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3. Guardianships and Conservatorships – Constance Brigman 

Senator Papageorge is not in a rush to introduce guardianship legislation 
and would welcome comments. The Council will submit its legislation as 
a proposal.  Ms. Brigman will review the personal jurisdiction provisions 
of the UAGPPJA with the probate judges.  If they request changes to the 
final form approved by the Council, members will be contacted for a vote 
by e-mail. 

4. Business Law/Liaison to Business Law Section – John R. Dresser 

No report. 

5. Elder Law/Liaison to Elder Law Section – Amy R. Tripp 

Last year the Elder Law and Disability Rights Section filed a class action 
(Miller, et al. v. Olzewski) alleging that DHS was violating federal law and 
not allowing Medicaid recipients to reduce their patient pay and apply it to 
pre-eligibility medical expenses (PEME).  As a result of the lawsuit, DHS 
has issued a new policy indicating that any PEME incurred within 3 
months of eligibility may be offset against the patient pay amount.    
 

6. Family Law/Family Law Section Liaison – Patricia M. Ouellette 

No report. 

7. Real Property Law/Real Property Section Liaison – Daniel P. Marsh 

No report. 

8. State Bar Section to Section Action Team Liaison – Robert Tiplady 

No report. 

9. Tax and Taxation Section Liaison – Lorraine F. New 

No report. 

10. State Bar Liaison – Richard J. Siriani 

No report. 

11. Court Rules and Forms Committee Liaison – Marlaine C. Teahan 

No report. 

12. Trust Institutions and Liaison with Michigan Bankers Association – Susan 
Allan 
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No report. 

13. Michigan Probate Judges Association Liaison – Hon. Phillip 
Harter/Hon. David M. Murkowski/Hon. Darlene O’Brien 

No report. 

14. Law School Liaison – Josh Ard 

No report. 

15. Insurable Interest – Mark Harder/Robin Ferriby 

Mr. Ferriby followed up on the issue of whether a trust can have an 
insurable interest in a life insurance policy. He informed us that NCCUSL 
is working on a uniform act dealing with insurable interests.  Mr. 
Schuitmaker recommended that we wait to see what happens on a national 
level.   No action was taken by the Council. 

XVI.  Other Business 

None. 

XVII.  Hot Topics 

None. 

XVIII.  Adjournment 

There being no further business, the Council meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a. m. 

Respectfully submitted 
 
 
Marilyn A. Lankfer 
Acting Secretary 
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ARTICLE 1 
 

GENERAL PROVISIONS  
 
 Sec. 101. This act shall be known and may be cited as the “uniform adult guardianship 

and protective proceedings jurisdiction act.”  

 Sec.  102. As used n this act:  

 (a) “Adult” means an individual who has attained 18 years of age.  

 (b) “Conservator” means a person appointed by the court to administer the property of an 

adult, including a person appointed under article V of the estates and protected individuals code, 

1998 PA 386, MCL 700.5101 to 700.5520.  

 (c) “Guardian” means a person appointed by the court to make decisions regarding the 

person of an adult, including a person appointed under article V of the estates and protected 

individuals code, 1998 PA 386, MCL 700.5101 to 700.5520.  

 (d) “Guardianship order” means an order appointing a guardian.  

 (e) “Guardianship proceeding” means a judicial proceeding in which an order for the 

appointment of a guardian is sought or has been issued.  

 (f) “Incapacitated person” means an adult for whom a guardian has been appointed.  

 (g) “Party” means the respondent, petitioner, guardian, conservator, or any other person 

allowed by the court to participate in a guardianship or protective proceeding.  

 (h) “Person,” except in the term incapacitated person or protected person, means an 

individual, corporation, business trust, estate, trust, partnership, limited liability company, 

association, joint venture, public corporation, government or governmental subdivision, agency, 

or instrumentality, or any other legal or commercial entity.  

 (i) “Protected person” means an adult for whom a protective order has been issued.  
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 (j) “Protective order” means an order appointing a conservator or other order related to 

management of an adult’s property.  

 (k) “Protective proceeding” means a judicial proceeding in which a protective order is 

sought or has been issued.  

 (l) “Record” means information that is inscribed on a tangible medium or that is stored in 

an electronic or other medium and is retrievable in perceivable form.  

 (m) “Respondent” means an adult for whom a protective order or the appointment of a 

guardian is sought.  

 (n) “State” means a state of the United States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the 

United States Virgin Islands, a federally recognized Indian tribe, or any territory or insular 

possession subject to the jurisdiction of the United States.  

 Sec. 103. A court of this state may treat a foreign country as if it were a state for the 

purpose of applying this article and  articles 2, 3, and 5. 

 Sec. 104.   (1) A court of this state may communicate with a court in another state 

concerning a proceeding arising under this act. The court may allow the parties to participate in 

the communication. Except as otherwise provided in subsection (2), the court shall make a record 

of the communication. The record may be limited to the fact that the communication occurred. 

 (2) Courts may communicate concerning schedules, calendars, court records, and other 

administrative matters without making a record. 

 Sec. 105.  (1) In a guardianship or protective proceeding in this state, a court of this state 

may request the appropriate court of another state to do any of the following:  (a) Hold an 

evidentiary hearing; 
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 (b) Order a person in that state to produce evidence or give testimony pursuant to 

procedures of that state;  

 (c) Order that an evaluation or assessment be made of the respondent;  

 (d) Order any appropriate investigation of a person involved in a proceeding;  

 (e) Forward to the court of this state a certified copy of the transcript or other record of a 

hearing under subdivision (a) or any other proceeding, any evidence otherwise produced under 

paragraph (b), or any evaluation or assessment prepared in compliance with an order under 

paragraph (c) or (d);  

 (f) Issue any order necessary to assure the appearance in the proceeding of a person 

whose presence is necessary for the court to make a determination, including the respondent or 

the incapacitated or protected person;  

 (g) Issue an order authorizing the release of medical, financial, criminal, or other relevant 

information in that state, including protected health information as defined in 45 C.F.R. Section 

164.504.  

 (2) If a court of another state in which a guardianship or protective proceeding is pending 

requests assistance of the kind provided in subsection (1), a court of this state has jurisdiction for 

the limited purpose of granting the request or making reasonable efforts to comply with the 

request.  

 Sec. 106.  (1) In a guardianship or protective proceeding, in addition to other procedures 

that may be available, testimony of a witness who is located in another state may be offered by 

deposition or other means allowable in this state for testimony taken in another state. The court 

on its own motion may order that the testimony of a witness be taken in another state and may 

prescribe the manner in which and the terms upon which the testimony is to be taken.  
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 (2) In a guardianship or protective proceeding, a court in this state may permit a witness 

located in another state to be deposed or to testify by telephone or audiovisual or other electronic 

means. A court of this state shall cooperate with the court of the other state in designating an 

appropriate location for the deposition or testimony.  
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ARTICLE 2  

JURISDICTION  

 Sec. 201.  (1) In this article:  

 (a) “Emergency” means a circumstance that likely will result in substantial harm to a 

respondent’s health, safety, or welfare, and for which the appointment of a guardian is necessary 

because no other person has authority and is willing to act on the respondent’s behalf.  

 (b) “Home state” means the state in which the respondent was physically present, 

including any period of temporary absence, for at least six consecutive months immediately 

before the filing of a petition for a protective order or the appointment of a guardian. or if none, 

the state in which the respondent was physically present, including any period of temporary 

absence, for at least six consecutive months ending within the six months prior to the filing of the 

petition. However, regardless of how long a respondent has been physically present in a state it 

will be the respondent’s home state, if it is the state chosen by respondent’s agent appointed 

under a legally valid, unrevoked instrument that authorizes an agent to make respondent’s care 

and placement decisions. 

 (c) “Significant-connection state” means a state, other than the home state, with which a 

respondent has a significant connection other than mere physical presence and in which 

substantial evidence concerning the respondent is available.  

 (d) “Temporary absence” means an absence during which the respondent continues to 

maintain their principal residence with the intent to return to it as their principal residence.  

Evidence that an absence is temporary and is not intended as a permanent change of abode 

includes but is not limited to any of the following circumstances: absence due to vacation, 

business, education, illness, treatment, rehabilitation or an absence related to military service.  A 
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petitioner who seeks to establish that this state is the respondent’s home state has the burden of 

establishing prima facie proof that any absence used to qualify this state as the respondent’s 

home state was a temporary absence as defined in this subsection. 

 (2) In determining under Sections 203 and Section 301(e) whether a respondent has a 

significant connection with a particular state, the court shall consider all of the following:  

 (a) The location of the respondent’s family and other persons required to be notified of 

the guardianship or protective proceeding. 

  (b) The length of time the respondent at any time was physically present in the state and 

the duration of any absence.  

 (c) The location of the respondent’s property.  

 (d) The extent to which the respondent has ties to the state such as voting registration, 

state or local tax return filing, vehicle registration, driver’s license, social relationship, and 

receipt of services.  

 Sec. 202. This article provides the exclusive jurisdictional basis for a court of this state to 

appoint a guardian or issue a protective order for an adult.  

 Sec. 203.  A court of this state has jurisdiction to appoint a guardian or issue a protective 

order for a respondent if 1 or more of the following apply:  

 (a) This state is the respondent’s home state.  

 (b) On the date the petition is filed, this state is a significant-connection state and either 

of the following apply:  

  (i) The respondent does not have a home state or a court of the respondent’s home 

state has declined to exercise jurisdiction because this state is a more appropriate forum.   
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  (ii) The respondent has a home state, a petition for an appointment or order is not 

 pending in a court of that state or another significant-connection state, and, before the 

court makes the appointment or issues the order:  

  (A) A petition for an appointment or order is not filed in the respondent’s home 

state.  

  (B) An objection to the court’s jurisdiction is not filed by a person required to be 

notified of the proceeding.  

  (C) The court in this state concludes that it is an appropriate forum under the 

factors set forth in Section 206.  

 (c) This state does not have jurisdiction under either paragraph (a) or (b), the 

respondent’s home state and all significant-connection states have declined to exercise 

jurisdiction because this state is the more appropriate forum, and jurisdiction in this state is 

consistent with the constitutions of this state and the United States. 

 (d) The requirements for special jurisdiction under Section 204 are met.  

 Sec. 204.  (1) A court of this state lacking jurisdiction under Section 203 has special 

jurisdiction to do any of the following: 

 (a) Appoint a guardian in an emergency for a term not exceeding 90 days for a 

respondent who is physically present in this state.  

 (b) Issue a protective order with respect to real or tangible personal property located in 

this state.  

 (c) Appoint a guardian or conservator for an incapacitated or protected person for whom 

a provisional order to transfer the proceeding from another state has been issued under 

procedures similar to Section 301.  
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 (2) If a petition for the appointment of a guardian in an emergency is brought in this state 

and this state was not the respondent’s home state on the date the petition was filed, the court 

shall dismiss the proceeding at the request of the court of the home state, if any, whether 

dismissal is requested before or after the emergency appointment.  

 Sec. 205.  Except as otherwise provided in Section 204, a court that has appointed a 

guardian or issued a protective order consistent with this act has exclusive and continuing 

jurisdiction over the proceeding until it is terminated by the court or the appointment or order 

expires by its own terms.  

 Sec. 206.  (1) A court of this state having jurisdiction under Section 203 to appoint a 

guardian or issue a protective order may decline to exercise its jurisdiction if it determines at any 

time that a court of another state is a more appropriate forum.  

 (2) If a court of this state declines to exercise its jurisdiction under subsection (1), it shall 

either dismiss or stay the proceeding. The court may impose any condition the court considers 

just and proper, including the condition that a petition for the appointment of a guardian or 

issuance of a protective order be filed promptly in another state.  

 (3) In determining whether it is an appropriate forum, the court shall consider all of the 

following factors: 

 (a) Any expressed preference of the respondent.  

 (b) Whether abuse, neglect, or exploitation of the respondent has occurred or is likely to 

occur and which state could best protect the respondent from the abuse, neglect, or exploitation. 

 (c) The length of time the respondent was physically present in or was a legal resident of 

this or another state.  

 (d) The distance of the respondent from the court in each state.  
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 (e) The financial circumstances of the respondent’s estate.  

 (f)  The nature and location of the evidence.  

 (g)  The ability of the court in each state to decide the issue expeditiously and the 

procedures necessary to present evidence.  

 (h)  The familiarity of the court of each state with the facts and issues in the proceeding.  

 (i)  If an appointment were made, the court’s ability to monitor the conduct of the 

guardian or conservator.  

 Sec. 207.  (1) If at any time a court of this state determines that it acquired jurisdiction to 

appoint a guardian or issue a protective order because of unjustifiable conduct, the court may:  

 (a) Decline to exercise jurisdiction. 

 (b) Exercise jurisdiction for the limited purpose of fashioning an appropriate remedy to 

ensure the health, safety, and welfare of the respondent or the protection of the respondent’s 

property or prevent a repetition of the unjustifiable conduct, including staying the proceeding 

until a petition for the appointment of a guardian or issuance of a protective order is filed in a 

court of another state having jurisdiction.  

 (c) Continue to exercise jurisdiction after considering: 

 (i) The extent to which the respondent and all persons required to be notified of the 

proceedings have acquiesced in the exercise of the court’s jurisdiction.  

 (ii) Whether it is a more appropriate forum than the court of any other state under the 

factors set forth in Section 206(3).  

 (iii) Whether the court of any other state would have jurisdiction under factual 

circumstances in substantial conformity with the jurisdictional standards of Section 203.  



 

3-10 

 (2) If a court of this state determines that it acquired jurisdiction to appoint a guardian or 

issue a protective order because a party seeking to invoke its jurisdiction engaged in unjustifiable 

conduct, it may assess against that party necessary and reasonable expenses, including attorney’s 

fees, investigative fees, court costs, communication expenses, witness fees and expenses, and 

travel expenses. The court may not assess fees, costs, or expenses of any kind against this state or 

a governmental subdivision, agency, or instrumentality of this state unless authorized by law 

other than this act.  

 Sec. 208. If a petition for the appointment of a guardian or issuance of a protective order 

is brought in this state and this state was not the respondent’s home state on the date the petition 

was filed, in addition to complying with the notice requirements of this state, notice of the 

petition must be given to those persons who would be entitled to notice of the petition if a 

proceeding were brought in the respondent’s home state. The notice must be given in the same 

manner as notice is required to be given in this state.  

 Sec. 209. Except for a petition for the appointment of a guardian in an emergency or 

issuance of a protective order limited to property located in this state under Section 204(a)(1) or 

(a)(2), if a petition for the appointment of a guardian or issuance of a protective order is filed in 

this state and in another state and neither petition has been dismissed or withdrawn, the following 

rules apply: (1) If the court in this state has jurisdiction under Section 203, it may proceed with 

the case unless a court in another state acquires jurisdiction under provisions similar to Section 

203 before the appointment or issuance of the order. (2) If the court in this state does not have 

jurisdiction under Section 203, whether at the time the petition is filed or at any time before the 

appointment or issuance of the order, the court shall stay the proceeding and communicate with 

the court in the other state. If the court in the other state has jurisdiction, the court in this state 
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shall dismiss the petition unless the court in the other state determines that the court in this state 

is a more appropriate forum. 
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ARTICLE 3  

TRANSFER OF GUARDIANSHIP OR CONSERVATORSHIP  

 Sec. 301.  (1) A guardian or conservator appointed in this state may petition the court to 

transfer the guardianship or conservatorship to another state. 

 (2) Notice of a petition under subsection (1) must be given to the persons that would be 

entitled to notice of a petition in this state for the appointment of a guardian or conservator.  

 (3) On the court’s own motion or on request of the guardian or conservator, the 

incapacitated or protected person, or other person required to be notified of the petition, the court 

shall hold a hearing on a petition filed pursuant to subsection (1).  

 (4) The court shall issue an order provisionally granting a petition to transfer a 

guardianship and shall direct the guardian to petition for guardianship in the other state if the 

court is satisfied that the guardianship will be accepted by the court in the other state and the 

court finds that: 

 (a) The incapacitated person is physically present in or is reasonably expected to move 

permanently to the other state.  

 (b) An objection to the transfer has not been made or, if an objection has been made, the 

objector has not established that the transfer would be contrary to the interests of the 

incapacitated person.  

 (c) Plans for care and services for the incapacitated person in the other state are 

reasonable and sufficient.  

 (5) The court shall issue a provisional order granting a petition to transfer a 

conservatorship and shall direct the conservator to petition for conservatorship in the other state 
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if the court is satisfied that the conservatorship will be accepted by the court of the other state 

and the court finds that:  

 (a) The protected person is physically present in or is reasonably expected to move 

permanently to the other state, or the protected person has a significant connection to the other 

state considering the factors in Section 201(2).  

 (b) An objection to the transfer has not been made or, if an objection has been made, the 

objector has not established that the transfer would be contrary to the interests of the protected 

person.  

 (c) Adequate arrangements will be made for management of the protected person’s 

property.  

 (6) The court shall issue a final order confirming the transfer and terminating the 

guardianship or conservatorship upon its receipt of:  

 (a) a provisional order accepting the proceeding from the court to which the proceeding is 

to be transferred which is issued under provisions similar to Section 302.  (b) the documents 

required to terminate a guardianship or conservatorship in this state.  

 Sec. 302. (1) To confirm transfer of a guardianship or conservatorship transferred to this 

state under provisions similar to Section 301, the guardian or conservator must petition the court 

in this state to accept the guardianship or conservatorship. The petition must include a certified 

copy of the other state’s provisional order of transfer.  

 (2) Notice of a petition under subsection (1) must be given to those persons that would be 

entitled to notice if the petition were a petition for the appointment of a guardian or issuance of a 

protective order in both the transferring state and this state. The notice must be given in the same 

manner as notice is required to be given in this state.  
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 (3) On the court’s own motion or on request of the guardian or conservator, the 

incapacitated or protected person, or other person required to be notified of the proceeding, the 

court shall hold a hearing on a petition filed pursuant to subsection (1).  

 (4) The court shall issue an order provisionally granting a petition filed under subsection 

(1) unless either of the following apply:   

 (a) An objection is made and the objector establishes that transfer of the proceeding 

would be contrary to the interests of the incapacitated or protected person.  

 (b) The guardian or conservator is ineligible for appointment in this state.  

 (5) The court shall issue a final order accepting the proceeding and appointing the 

guardian or conservator as guardian or conservator in this state upon its receipt from the court 

from which the proceeding is being transferred of a final order issued under provisions similar to 

Section 301 transferring the proceeding to this state.  

 (6) Not later than 90 days after issuance of a final order accepting transfer of a 

guardianship or conservatorship, the court shall determine whether the guardianship or 

conservatorship needs to be modified to conform to the law of this state.  

 (7) In granting a petition under this section, the court shall recognize a guardianship or 

conservatorship order from the other state, including the determination of the incapacitated or 

protected person’s incapacity and the appointment of the guardian or conservator.  

 (8) The denial by a court of this state of a petition to accept a guardianship or 

conservatorship transferred from another state does not affect the ability of the guardian or 

conservator to seek appointment as guardian or conservator in this state under article V of the 

estates and protected individuals code, 1998 PA 386, MCL 700.5102 to 700.5520 if the court has 

jurisdiction to make an appointment other than by reason of the provisional order of transfer. 
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ARTICLE 4  
 

REGISTRATION AND RECOGNITION OF ORDERS FROM OTHER S TATES 
 

Sec. 401.  If a guardian has not been appointed in this state and a petition for the 

appointment of a guardian is not pending in this state, the guardian appointed in the other state, 

after giving notice to the appointing court of an intent to register, may register the guardianship 

order in a county of this state where the ward is located and intends to temporarily reside by 

filing as a foreign judgment in a court, in any appropriate county of this state, certified copies of 

the order and letters of office. following the procedure set forth in this Article.   

 

Sec. 402. If a conservator has been appointed in another state and a petition for the 

appointment of a conservator is not pending in this state, the conservator appointed in the other 

state, after giving notice to the appointing court of an intent to register, may register the 

protective order conservatorship order in a county where the ward has property in this state by 

filing as a foreign judgment in a court of this state, in any county in which property belonging to 

the protected person is located, certified copies of the order and letters of office and of any bond. 

following the procedure set forth in this Article.   

 

Sec. 403. A foreign guardian or conservator who wishes to register a guardianship or 

protective order conservatorship order in this state shall do all of the following:   

 

(1)  Upon registration of a guardianship or protective order from another state, the 

guardian or conservator may exercise in this state all powers authorized in the order of 

appointment except as prohibited under the laws of this state, including maintaining actions and 

proceedings in this state, subject to any conditions imposed upon nonresident parties. Properly 

file all of the following in both the appointing court and in the court where registration is 

properly sought: 

(i) Notice of Intent to File Foreign Guardianship / Conservatorship with Proof of Service. 

 (ii) Registration of Foreign Guardianship / Conservatorship 
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(2) A court of this state may grant any relief available under this act and other law of this 

state to enforce a registered order.   Notice of an intent to file a foreign guardianship or 

conservatorship shall be  properly served  not later than 28 days prior to filing of a registration. 

Service of a notice of an intent to file a foreign guardianship or conservatorship shall be upon 

those persons who would be entitled to a notice of a petition for the appointment of a guardian or 

conservator protective order under the notice rules for filing of a petition for a guardian or 

conservator in this state and also under the same or similar rules in the state that appointed the 

guardian or conservator.  However, the manner for providing notice will be in the same manner 

as required for the giving of notice of a petition for a guardianship or conservatorship in this 

state.  

 

Sec. 404. (1) Upon registration of a foreign guardianship or conservatorship, the guardian 

or conservator may exercise in this state all powers authorized in the order of appointment except 

as prohibited under the laws of this state.  including maintaining actions and proceedings in this 

state and, if the guardian or conservator is not a resident of this state, subject to any conditions 

imposed upon nonresident parties.  A guardian or conservator whose order is registered in 

Michigan may maintain actions and proceedings in this state.  

(2) In addition to any other method of obtaining personal jurisdiction over an individual 

under Michigan law, an incapacitated person, protected person, foreign guardian or foreign 

conservator consents to the personal jurisdiction of the courts of this state in a proceeding related 

to the guardianship or conservatorship if they perform an act in this state that will give the state 

jurisdiction over a guardian, conservator, incapacitated person or protected person.  Registration 

of a copy of the foreign guardianship or conservatorship order with a court of this state is an act 

in this state that gives this state jurisdiction over a guardian, conservator, incapacitated person or 

protected person for matters related to the guardianship or conservatorship. 

(3)  A court of this state may grant any relief available under this act and other laws of 

this state to enforce a registered order. 
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ARTICLE 5  

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS  

 Sec. 501.  In applying and construing this uniform act, consideration must be given to the 

need to promote uniformity of the law with respect to its subject matter among states that enact 

it.  

 Sec.  502.  This act modifies, limits, and supersedes the federal Electronic Signatures in 

Global and National Commerce Act, 15 U.S.C. Section 7001, et seq., but does not modify, limit, 

or supersede Section 101(c) of that act, 15 U.S.C. Section 7001(c), or authorize electronic 

delivery of any of the notices described in Section 103(b) of that act, 15 U.S.C. Section 7003(b).  

 Sec. 503. (1) This act applies to guardianship and protective proceedings begun on or 

after the effective date of this act.  

 (2) Articles 1, 3, and 4 and Sections 501 and 502 apply to proceedings begun before the 

effective date of this act, regardless of whether a guardianship or protective order has been 

issued.  

Enacting section 1. This act does not take effect unless Senate Bill No. __ or House Bill 

No. ____ (request no. 07777’08 a) of the 94th Legislature is enacted into law. 
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APRIL 19, 2010 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 The Guardianship and Conservatorship Committee began a review of the Michigan draft 

of the Uniform Adult Guardianship and Protective Proceedings Act (UAGPPJA) in the Fall of 

2008.  Because the Committee believed the UAGPPJA merited an in-depth review, the 

Committee requested that the UAGPPJA not be introduced in Michigan until the Committee had 

completed its study. 

 The Committee was asked to recommend to the Council whether the Act should be 

adopted in whole or in part.  The Committee presented its final recommendation at the April 17, 

2010 Council  meeting.  The Council agreed with our recommendation and approved the 

UAGPPJA subject to communication with Judge Mack and the Michigan Probate Judges 

Association. Friendly amendments were added to the Michigan draft at Sec. 201(1)(b) and Sec. 

404(2). 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP AND VOLUNTEERS TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY: 

 Constance L. Brigman, Chairperson 

 Josh Ard 

 Doug Chalgian 

 Rhonda Clark-Kreuer 

 Valerie Lafferty 

 Michael McClory 

 Hon. David M. Murkowski 

 Rebecca Schnelz 

 Jim Steward 

 

SCOPE AND METHOD OF STUDY 

 The Committee studied each article in order to understand its operation and functionality.  

We later focused on these topics: (1) Applicability of the UAGPPJA to Michigan  developmental 

disability (DD) guardianships since those guardianships are under the mental health code, (2)  

supplying a definition of the term “temporary absence” in Section 201, (3) clarification of the 
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differences between Sec. 203(b)(i) and Sec. 203(b)(ii), (4) allowing a patient advocate under a 

legally valid, unrevoked patient advocate designation to select the home state for the ward, (5) 

eliminating the sanctions for unjustifiable conduct without eliminating the provisions for 

declining jurisdiction due to unjustifiable conduct, and (6) registration of foreign orders. 

 

BACKGROUND OF THE UAGPPJA 

 The UAGPPJA is intended to address multiple state jurisdiction, transfer of cases 

between states, and recognition and enforcement of foreign guardianship and conservatorship 

orders. 

 Article II of the UAGPPJA creates a three-level priority system for determining which 

state has jurisdiction to appoint a guardian or conservator.  An individual’s home state has 

primary jurisdiction, followed by a state with “significant connections.”  The third and final level 

applies where neither the home state nor any significant connection state is the most appropriate 

forum. 

 Article III of the UAGPPJA contains procedures for transferring a guardianship or 

conservatorship case from one state to another and for accepting such a transfer.  Other 

provisions encourage communication between courts in such cases. 

 Finally, Article IV facilitates enforcement of guardianship and conservatorship orders in 

other states by allowing a guardian or conservator to register those orders in other states. 

 The UAGPPJA was enacted in 13 states in 2008 and 2009.  In addition, Alabama, 

Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, New Mexico, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, and Texas are studying it.  Florida withdrew the UAGPPJA 2-24-09.  Kansas’s 

Judicial Council recommended against the UAGPPJA on Dec. 4, 2009. 

 

COMMITTEE’S REVIEW OF UAGPPJA AND CURRENT MICHIGAN LAW 

 Michigan’s probate code for adult guardianships and conservatorships does not address 

all of the issues covered by the UAGPPJA.  Specific differences arise in the areas of jurisdiction, 

transfer, and recognition and enforcement of out-of-state orders. 
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A.  Jurisdiction 

 

The UAGPPJA creates a three-level priority system for determining which state has jurisdiction 

to appoint a guardian or conservator for an individual: (1) the home state has primary 

jurisdiction, a priority which continues for six months after a move to another state; (2) a state 

which has significant connections with the individual may exercise jurisdiction if there is no 

home state, the home state has declined jurisdiction, or there is no dispute as to jurisdiction; and 

(3) another state may exercise jurisdiction if there is no home state or significant connection state 

or if all such states have declined jurisdiction.  Sec. 203 of the UAGPPJA. 

 

 Michigan courts have personal jurisdiction over individuals who are present in the state at 

the time process is served;1 who are domiciled in Michigan when process is served;2 or, who 

consent to personal jurisdiction in Michigan.3 

 

 Michigan probate courts have subject matter jurisdiction over (1) the affairs and estate of 

a protected individual who is domiciled in this state,4 (2) a nonresident’s property that is located 

in this state,5 (3) property coming into the control of a fiduciary that is subject to the laws of this 

state,6 and (4) an incapacitated individual present in this state.7  A person is not required to be 

present in Michigan for a minimum duration of time before a Michigan court acquires 

jurisdiction to hear a petition for guardianship or conservatorship of that individual. 

 

 Michigan law has a limited comity provision for interstate guardianships.  If a 

guardianship proceeding is in a county other than the proposed ward’s county or state of 

residence, and a guardian has been appointed elsewhere, then the courts must communicate with 

one another to decide which court shall retain jurisdiction.8  

 

                                                 
1 MCL 600.701(1) 
2 MCL 600.701(2) 
3 MCL 600.701(3) 
4 MCL 700.1301(a) 
5 MCL 700.1301(b) 
6 MCL 700.1301(b) 
7 MCL 700.1301(c) 
8 MCL 700.5317(2) 
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B. Transfer 

 

 The UAGPPJA contains procedures for transferring a guardianship or conservatorship to 

another state and for accepting such a transfer.  Sections 301 and 302.  To transfer a case, court 

orders are needed from both the transferring state and the receiving state. To ensure continuity, 

the transferring court cannot dismiss its proceeding until it receives an order from the receiving 

court accepting the case.  To expedite the transfer, the court in the accepting state must accept 

the transferring court’s finding of incapacity and selection of the guardian or conservator. 

 

 Michigan’s probate code does not provide for a guardian or conservator appointed in 

another state to file a petition in Michigan requesting that the Michigan court give full faith and 

credit to the prior adjudication in the other state and appoint a guardian or conservator in 

Michigan. 

 

C.  Recognition and Enforcement of Out-of-State Orders. 

 

 The UAGPPJA allows a guardian or conservator to register a guardianship or 

conservatorship in another state by filing it as a foreign judgment.  Secs. 401 and 402.  Once the 

order has been registered, the guardian or conservator may exercise all powers authorized under 

the order except as prohibited by Michigan law.  Sec. 403. 

 

 Michigan’s probate code does not provide for registering foreign guardians and 

conservators; however, the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act does require 

Michigan courts to give full faith and credit to an order of a court of another state.9  Also, a 

foreign conservator may take possession of personal property located in Michigan without a 

local proceeding.10 

 

                                                 
9 MCL 691.1172 
10 MCL 700.5432 
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D. Michigan is Experiencing the Problems Addressed by the UAGPPJA 

 

 Committee members are aware of problems that have arisen from individuals bringing a 

proposed ward to Michigan to defeat an existing or proposed guardianship elsewhere.  The 

Committee is also aware of problems that have arisen from transferring or recognizing out-of-

state orders in guardianship or conservatorship cases.  

 

 Based on the feedback from the Committee, Michigan would benefit from either adopting 

the UAGPPJA or from borrowing portions of the UAGPPJA that would benefit Michigan’s 

existing probate code. 

 

E. Adopting the UAGPPJA Could Create Problems 

 

 Guardians appointed in other states who wish to transfer their out-of-state order to 

Michigan will not be able to do so if their ward is a developmentally disabled adult.  Michigan’s 

DD guardianships are under the mental health code.  The UAGPPJA is applicable to EPIC and 

not to the mental health code as it is now proposed.  Advocates from the DD community have 

not embraced the UAGPPJA.  However, this is a community that wants to avoid guardianships.  

Allowing guardians to transfer guardianships across state lines will make it more difficult for a 

DD individual to get rid of a guardian that they do not want. 

 The Committee was initially concerned that the lack of a definition of temporary absence 

might be a problem for Michigan residents that regularly winter over in other states.  We 

supplied a definition of temporary absence that is derived from the tax code, has caselaw 

construing it, and that conforms to the spirit of the UAGPPJA.11 

                                                 
11 The Committee added Sec. 201(1)(d). “Temporary absence” means an absence during which 
the respondent continues to maintain their principal residence with the intent to return to it as 
their principal residence.  Evidence that an absence is temporary and is not intended as a 
permanent change of abode includes but is not limited to any of the following circumstances: 
absence due to vacation, business, education, illness, treatment, rehabilitation or an absence 
related to military service.  A petitioner who seeks to establish that this state is the respondent’s 
home state has the burden of establishing prima facie proof that any absence used to qualify this 
state as the respondent’s home state was a temporary absence as defined in this subsection.  See 
also, Hein v. Comm’r, 28 T.C. 826 (1957), acq. 1958-2 C.B. 6, where a taxpayer claimed head of 
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 The UAGPPJA’s jurisdiction provisions give first priority to the proposed ward’s home 

state.  The home state is determined with reference to where the proposed ward resided for the 

six months leading up to the petition. There will be cases when a patient advocate exists yet a 

limited guardianship is also necessary.  Michigan law gives deference to the patient advocate.12  

Therefore, the Committee amended the Michigan draft of the UAGPPJA at Sec. 201(b) to give 

jurisdictional deference to the state that the patient advocate chooses for the patient’s medical 

care.13   

 

 The UAGPPJA is particularly concerned with “granny snatching.”14  Section 207 allows 

a court to decline to exercise jurisdiction if it determines that it acquired jurisdiction because of a 

party’s unjustifiable conduct.15 It also allows the court to assess against that party costs, expenses 

and fees, including attorney’s fees, that were incurred due to a party’s unjustifiable conduct.16  

Unjustifiable conduct is not a defined term.  The Committee was not unanimous that a party’s 

“righteous” motives would be deterred by this sanction provision.  Absent a compelling reason to 

change the American Rule in Michigan, the Committee chose to delete Sec. 207(2)  of the 

UAGPPJA.  

 

 The UAGPPJA is also concerned with multiple jurisdiction issues.  The Committee 

determined that Sec. 203(b)(i) does not have what we call a “first-in-time” rule.  Sec. 203(b)(ii), 

however, does have such a rule.  If a petition is brought in a significant connection state, and the 
                                                                                                                                                             
household status based on his sister.  The sister was continuously confined to a nursing home for 
several years including the entire year under consideration. The sister had been a member of the 
taxpayer’s household prior to confinement and the taxpayer paid all her nursing home expenses. 
It was unlikely that the sister would return to the home.  The court held that the sister’s stay in 
the nursing home was temporary because if she did recover , neither she nor the taxpayer 
intended to terminate her relationship with the taxpayer’s home.  See also, Juvelis v. Snider, 68 
F.3d 648 (3rd Cir. 1995), providing that an incapacitated person is presumed to not be able to 
form intent to change their domicile. 
 
12 MCL 700.5306(2) 
13 Sec. 201(1)(b).  “… However, regardless of how long a respondent has been physically present in a state it will be 
the respondent’s home state, if it is the state chosen by respondent’s agent appointed under a legally valid document 
that authorizes an agent to make respondent’s care and placement decisions.”  Id. 
14 “Nine Ways to Reduce Elder Abuse Through Enactment of the Uniform Adult Guardianship and Protective 
Proceedings Jurisdiction Act,” by Lori A. Stiegel and Erica F. Wood.  Available at 
www.abanet.org/aging/guardianshipjurisdiction/nine_ways.pdf 
15 Sec. 207(1)(a) 
16 Sec. 207(2) 
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respondent either does not have a home state or a court of the respondent’s home state has 

declined jurisdiction because this state is a more appropriate forum, then this state has 

jurisdiction.  Therefore, the first-in-time rule does not apply to Sec. 203(b)(i).  If a respondent 

does not have a home state, then it is possible under Sec. 203(b)(i) for there to be more than one 

petition filed and both states would have jurisdiction until the courts applied appropriate forum 

analysis17 and agreed on which state is the more appropriate forum.  Sec. 203(b)(ii), however, 

requires a petition to be filed first.18  Sec. 203(b)(ii) would not apply if the respondent did not 

have a home state. What if the respondent had a home state and it declines jurisdiction in favor 

of Michigan, but the Michigan petitioner files one day after someone else filed a petition in 

Florida?  The hopeful answer is that Florida would conclude that is not an appropriate forum 

under Sec. 203(b)(ii)(C). The Committee concluded that the mechanics of solving multiple 

jurisdiction issues will continue to run smoothly if the courts communicate with one another.  

The UAGPPJA at least provides a framework for the courts to communicate about interstate 

jurisdictional issues. 

 

 The registration of foreign guardians has been difficult for the Committee. If a guardian 

is operating in Michigan under the supervision of a foreign court, then a Michigan court cannot 

remove him.  There may not be any interested parties in Michigan to report his misconduct.  

Michigan would lack routine subject matter jurisdiction over the guardianship based on physical 

presence alone because the UAGPPJA revises MCL 700.1301 to that extent.19  Still, a Michigan 

court can exercise personal jurisdiction over the guardian and ward and that would allow 

                                                 
17 Sec. 206(3) provides the factors to apply. 
18 On the date the petition is filed, this state is a significant–connection state and either of the following apply: (ii) 
The respondent has a home state, a petition for an appointment or order is not pending in a court of that state and 
any other significant-connection state….  Sec. 203(b)(ii) [emphasis added] 
19 (Revised) Sec. 1301. Except as otherwise provided in this act, this act applies to all of the following:  
 (a) The affairs and estate of a decedent or missing individual who is domiciled in this state.  
 (b) A nonresident’s property that is located in this state or property coming into the control of a fiduciary 
that is subject to the laws of this state.  
 (c) A minor in this state.  
 (d) Survivorship and related accounts in this state.  
 (e) A trust subject to administration in this state.  
 (f) An incapacitated individual or the affairs and estate of a protected individual if a court of this state has 
jurisdiction under the Uniform Adult Guardianship and Protective Proceedings Jurisdiction Act. 
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Michigan adult protective services to intervene.20  The Committee revised Sec. 404(2) to ensure 

that registration of a foreign guardianship provides consent to specific personal jurisdiction.21   

 In addition, our revised definition of “emergency” does not require the absence of a 

person who is willing and has authority to act.22  Therefore, Michigan can still appoint an 

emergency guardian based on physical presence alone.23 

 Other matters of note: A foreign guardian cannot perform any act in Michigan that is 

prohibited here for guardians - euthanasia for example. The foreign order will be construed in a 

manner that conforms to the law of the rendering state, which will require Michigan courts to 

communicate with courts of other states more often.  If a foreign guardian is haled into court in 

Michigan for misconduct, then a Michigan court will determine which state’s laws applies to the 

guardian’s alleged misconduct.  As a preliminary matter, a  foreign guardian is required to report 

to the rendering state according to the law of the rendering state.  If, however, the foreign 

guardian operates outside of his appointed duties (misconduct) and neglects or harms a ward 

physically present in Michigan, then the foreign guardian will be haled into a Michigan court for 

violation of Michigan law. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Committee recommends the UAGPPJA for Michigan.  Unlike Kansas that already has laws 

similar to the UAGPPJA, Michigan’s EPIC contains nothing like the UAGPPA.  If the 

UAGPPJA is not enacted here, then EPIC should at least borrow from the UAGPPJA:  EPIC 

should provide for transfers of orders without re-litigating inacapacity and choice of guardian 

and/ or conservator. Also, the UAGPPJA provisions that address comity between states 

regarding multiple-jurisdiction guardianships and conservatorships should be added to EPIC.  It 

is understood that some courts may find the UAGPPJA burdensome on the front end, because it 
                                                 
20 MCL 600.701(e) 

21 (2) The incapacitated person, protected person, foreign guardian or foreign conservator 
submits to the personal jurisdiction of the courts of this state in a proceeding related to the 
guardianship or conservatorship if they perform an act in this state that would give the state 
jurisdiction over a guardian, conservator, incapacitated person or protected person.  Registration 
of a copy of the foreign guardianship or conservatorship order with a court of this state is an act 
in this state that gives the state jurisdiction over a guardian, conservator, incapacitated person or 
protected person for matters related to the guardianship or conservatorship. 
22 Sec. 201(1)(a) “Emergency” means a circumstance that likely will result in substantial harm to a respondent’s 
health, safety, or welfare, and for which the appointment of a guardian is necessary.  Id.  
23 Sec. 204(1). 
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will require training and new procedures.  The UCCJEA was similarly burdensome when it was 

first implemented.  However, the elderly are increasingly mobile and they are a significantly 

growing population.  The UAGPPJA will likely be more of a help than a burden as the number 

of adult interstate guardianship jurisdiction cases increase for all Michigan probate courts. 
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