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This matter is on remand from our Supreme Court to address the tardy request by S.
Mullins for ajury trial.* We affirm.

Mullins did not file her jury request until two days before trial was scheduled to initiate.
The trial court denied the request because it was untimely and stated concerns that the request
would “significantly delay the proceedings.” Because the start of the trial was postponed, abeit
for other reasons, Mullins contends that her late jury request could have been accommodated by
the trial court without incurring any significant further delay.

This Court reviews a trial court’s denial of an untimely request for a jury trial for an
abuse of discretion.? An abuse of discretion is found to occur when a tria court’s decision falls
outside of the range of reasonable and principled outcomes.?

While Mullins had a right to a jury tria,* that right was not without limitations. In
accordance with the Michigan Rules of Court:
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(B) A party who isentitled to atrial by jury may demand ajury by filing a
written demand with the court within:

(1) 14 days after the court gives notice of theright to jury trial, or

(2) 14 days after an appearance by an attorney or lawyer-guardian ad
litem, whichever islater, but no later than 21 days beforetrial.

The court may excuse alatefiling in the interest of justice.’”

There appears to be no factual dispute that Mullins received notice of the impending January 28,
2009, trial date on November 20, 2008, through personal service of the summons. The summons
indicated that she must request ajury within 14 days of its receipt, which she failed to do. Given
the substantial amount of time available to Mullins between receipt of the notice and the trial
date, and the failure to provide any excuse for the delay in submission of the jury request until
two days before trial was scheduled to begin, we find the trial court did not abuse its discretion in

denying her request.
Affirmed.
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