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III.  Defenses Based on Federal Law, cont’d

5.  ERISA Pensions 

The Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA) is a federal law enacted 
to establish minimum standards for pension plans and protect the interests of employee benefit 
plan participants and their beneficiaries.  It includes appropriate remedies and access to the fed-
eral courts.  Among the protections is that benefits are protected from assignment or alienation.  
29 U.S.C. § 1056(d) (“[e]ach pension plan shall provide that benefits may not be assigned or 
alienated.”); see Guidry v. Sheet Metal Workers Nat’l Pension Fund, 493 U.S. 365 (1990) (court 
may not order ERISA benefits placed in constructive trust before their receipt by beneficiary); 
General Motors Corp. v. Buha, 623 F.2d 455 (6th Cir. 1980) (ERISA plan benefits not subject 
to garnishment by beneficiary’ s creditors).

The court in Roberts v. Baugh, 986 F.Supp. 1074 (E.D. Mich. 1998), held that where a 
prisoner is the recipient of an ERISA pension, and the funds are being paid to other than the 
prisoner’s prison account, ERISA pre-empts Michigan’s State Correctional Facility Reimburse-
ment Act and a state court cannot order the pension source to pay the pension funds to the 
prisoner’s prison account so the state can take them under the Reimbursement Act. 

In DaimlerChrysler v. Cox, 447 F.3d 967 (6th Cir. 2006), DaimlerChrysler the court ad-
dressed several reimbursement cases that arose after Roberts.  The state obtained state court 
orders directing four prisoners who were DaimlerChrysler pension beneficiaries to the direct 
DaimlerChrysler pension fund to send the beneficiaries’ pension payments to their prison ac-
counts so that the prison could then deduct reimbursement payments.  One prisoner complied 
with the order. When the other prisoners did not, the prison wardens sent copies of the orders 
to the pension plan with a notice directing the pension plan to send the prisoners’ pension 
checks to the prisons.

DaimlerChrysler did not comply with these notices.  Instead, it filed a federal declaratory 
judgment action challenging this practice as violative of ERISA.  The district court granted 

This is the third in a series of articles about Michigan’ s State Correctional Facility Reimbursement 
Act.  The first installment covered the History (Section I) and Overview (Section II) of the Act; the 

second installment introduced defenses based on federal law in Section III (part one).1  
This installment completes Section III, defenses based on federal law. 
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relief and the state appealed.  The Sixth Circuit held that Michigan’s State Correctional Facility 
Reimbursement Act (SCFRA) orders and notices:

are void to the extent that they direct  DaimlerChrysler to send [prisoners’ pension] 
benefits to an address not designated by a beneficiary.  The state may still send the no-
tices, but DaimlerChrysler is not obligated to comply with them.  

Id. at 975.  See also Gale v. General Motors, 556 F.Supp.2d 689 (E.D. Mich. 2008) (Michi-
gan Treasurer’s SCFRA reimbursement requests to General Motors pension plan preempted by 
ERISA).

Of course, for any pension, always review the pension plan document to see if it contains 
broader restrictions on assignment and alienation than the minimum required by law.

6.  Railroad Pension Funds

45 U.S.C. § 231m provides:

(a)  Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section and the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 . . . no annuity or supplemental annuity shall be assignable or subject to any 
tax or to garnishment, attachment, or other legal process under any circumstances 
whatsoever, nor shall the payment thereof be anticipated.

State courts have held this section to bar garnishment of railroad pension benefits, even 
after receipt by the beneficiary.  Freedom Finance Co. v. Fleckenstein, 116 N.J.Super. 428 (1971) 
and Schrader v. Maultz, 58 Ill.App.3d 484 (1978).  The United States Supreme Court held that 
a railroad pension may be garnished for child support or alimony, but it is exempt from a com-
munity property claim.  Hisquierdo v. Hisquierdo, 439 U.S. 572 (1979).

7. Internal Revenue Protections for Qualified Pension, Profit-Sharing, and Stock Bonus Plans

The Internal Revenue Code protects certain pension, profit-sharing, and stock bonus plans 
(trusts) from assignment or alienation in 26 U.S.C. § 401.  To be qualified, the plan must have 
restricted ownership: 

[A] trust shall not constitute a qualified trust under this section unless the plan of 
which such trust is a part provides that benefits provided under the plan may not be 
assigned or alienated.

26 U.S.C. § 401(a)(13)(A).

8.  Consumer Credit Protection Act

The Consumer Credit Protection Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1673(a), limits garnishment of a debtor’s 
earnings to (1) 25% of disposable weekly earnings, or (2) the amount by which his or her dis-
posable weekly earnings exceed 30 times the federal minimum hourly wage, which ever is less.

In State Treasurer v. Gardner, 222 Mich.App. 62 (1997) the Michigan Court of Appeals 
held that, under the Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution, U.S. Const. art VI, 
§ 2, the limit set by the Consumer Credit Protection Act applies to the state’s garnishment of 
a Reimbursement Act defendant’s earnings.  The state appealed, and the Michigan Supreme 
Court reversed.  Rather than looking at the plain language of the statute, the court referred to 
the legislative history to conclude that the Act’s purpose was to avoid predatory extensions of 
credit, not to avoid “paying a portion of his current living expenses.”   The court held:

Research has produced no case in which a federal court or a state court has invoked the 
federal statute to limit the public’s right to recover the current cost of providing room, 
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board, supervision, and care to a prisoner.  We are satis-
fied that this case is governed by the state statute above. 

State Treasurer v. Gardner, 459 Mich. 1, 7 (1998).  One 
federal district court in Michigan followed Gardner after a Re-
imbursement Act case was removed to federal court, in State 
Treasurer v. Lacasse, No. 12-cv-12215, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
104667 (E.D. Mich. July 26, 2013).

In the years since Gardner, other federal courts have fol-
lowed the plain language of the statute and held that the limits 
of the Consumer Credit Protection Act apply to federal defen-
dants facing restitution orders under the Mandatory Victim 
Restitution Act (MVRA), 18 U.S.C. § 3611 et seq.  United 
States v. DeCay, 620 F.3d 534, 544 (5th Cir. 2010); United 
States v. Lee, 659 F.3d 619, 621-622 (7th Cir. 2011); United 
States v. Jacobs, No. 3:04cr190-02, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
96411 (W.D. N.C. July 12, 2012).

9.  No More Removal to Federal Court Under 28 U.S.C. § 1441 

The Reimbursement Act defendant in Roberts v. Baugh, 
986 F.Supp. 1074 (E.D. Mich. 1998), removed the case to 
federal court under 28 U.S.C. § 1441.  The court held that 
ERISA pre-empted the Reimbursement Act and dismissed the 
state’s case.  The Roberts case is an outlier.

Four years after Roberts, the state sought a prisoner’s 
ERISA pension under the Reimbursement Act.  He removed 
the case to federal district court, where the court held that the 
case was not removable because ERISA does not “completely” 
pre-empt the Reimbursement Act.  State Treasurer v. Michalec, 
181 F.Supp.2d 731, 734 (E.D. Mich.2002).2 

Federal courts now overwhelmingly reject removal in Re-
imbursement Act cases based on Caterpillar, Inc. v. Williams, 
482 U.S. 386 (1987).  Williams holds that “federal jurisdiction 
exists only when a federal question is presented on the face of 
the plaintiff’s properly pleaded complaint,” and that “a case 
may not be removed to federal court on the basis of a federal 
defense, even the defense of pre-emption.”  Id. at 392, 393.

10.  State Court Losers Cannot Sue

Federal courts consistently reject lawsuits filed by Reim-
bursement Act defendant who lost in the state courts.  In Wal-
ters v. Cox, 342 F.Supp.2d 670 (E.D. Mich. 2004), a prose 
prisoner Reimbursement Act defendant who lost in state court 
sued in federal court.  The state court had rejected his ERISA 
defense and awarded 90% of his pension benefits to the state.  
When the prisoner did not comply with the state court’s or-
der to have his pension benefits sent to the prison, the prison 
warden contacted the pension administrator and arranged to 
have his pension checks sent to the prison, where 90% of the 
funds were seized.

The court agreed that the state court’s order that his pen-
sion benefits be sent to his prison account violated ERISA’s 
anti-alienation provision: “Plaintiff’s assertion is not only ac-
curate but also well supported by the courts.”  342 F.Supp.2d 
675.  Unfortunately for him, the court also held that the 
Rooker-Feldman doctrine3 and 28 U.S.C. § 1738 required 
dismissal of his claims, relying on Kremer v. Chemical Constr.
Corp., 456 U.S. 461, 466 (1982):

Section 1738 requires federal courts to give the same 
preclusive effect to state court judgments that those 
judgments would be given in the courts of the State 
from which the judgments emerged.

342 F.Supp.2d 675. 

 In Abbott v. Michigan, 474 F.3d. 324 (6th Cir. 2007), 
four prisoners represented by counsel, who had lost Reim-
bursement Act cases in the state courts in 1997, 2002, and 
2004, filed a federal lawsuit in 2005.  They alleged that the 
state’s action violated their federal due process rights, ERISA, 
and state law. The court dismissed the case based on the Rook-
er-Feldman doctrine and the Sixth Circuit affirmed.

11.  Suits to Enjoin Violations of ERISA

29 U.S.C. §1132(a) provides that a civil action may be 
brought:

(3) by a participant, beneficiary or fiduciary (A) to en-
join any act or practice which violates any provision of 
this title or the terms of the plan, or (B) to obtain other 
appropriate equitable relief (I) to redress such viola-
tions, or (ii) to enforce any provisions of this title or 
the terms of the plan.

The federal district court has exclusive jurisdiction over 
such an action.  It may be brought in the district where the plan 
is administered, where the breach took place, or where a defen-
dant resides or may be found.  29 U.S.C. §1132(e)(1 & 2).

The plaintiff in Gale v. General Motors Corp., 556 
F.Supp.2d 689 was a Reimbursement Act (SCFRA) defendant 
in state court.  He did not defend against the state or appeal 
the judgment.  He signed a notice directing General Motors to 
send his pension benefits to the prison where he was housed, 
which it did.  After the decision in DaimlerChrysler, Gale 
wrote to General Motors and instructed it to mail his pension 
benefits to his wife.  When it did not do so, he unsuccessfully 
sought relief from judgment in the state courts, then filed a 
federal suit under ERISA against General Motors and under 
42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the state treasurer.  General Mo-
tors suspended payments of Gale’s pension benefits and filed a 
cross-claim against the state treasurer under ERISA, seeking a 
declaratory ruling as to its legal obligations.
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The court dismissed Gale’s claims as barred by Rooker-
Feldman and granted General Motors’ motion for declara-
tory judgment.  It held that General Motors was not bound 
to comply with state court orders or warden’s notices to send 
pension benefits to the prison because to do so would violate 
ERISA, and that General Motors is “authorized to make pay-
ments of Plaintiff’s pension benefits in accordance with the 
directions of Plaintiff without exposure to liability to or other 
sanctions by the State of Michigan.”  556 F.Supp. 2d at 709.  

The Rooker-Feldman doctrine is confined to “cases 
brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries by state-
court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings 
commenced and inviting district court review and rejection of 
those judgments.”  Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus. 
Corp., 544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005).   See also Fieger v. Ferry, 471 
F.3d 637, 642 (6th Cir. 2006).  For this reason, the Gale court 
also rejected the state’s argument that Rooker-Feldman barred 
General Motors’ claim, finding that General Motors was not, 
in this case, a “state court loser complaining of injuries by 
state-court judgments.”  556 F.Supp. 2d at 699. 

NEXT TIME:  Defenses against the Michigan State Cor-
rectional Facility Reimbursement Act based on state law.

About the Author
Raymond C. Walen, Jr. worked as a staff paralegal at Pris-

on Legal Services of Michigan, Inc., from 1987 to 2008.   From 
1996 to 2005, PLSM represented the plaintiffs in the class action 
litigation, Cain, et al. v. Michigan Department of Corrections, 
Ingham County Circuit Court, No. 88-61119-AZ.

Endnotes
1 Prisons and Corrections Forum, Vol. 15, No.1 (Spring 2015) and 

No. 2 (Fall 2015).

2 Michalec also cited State Treasurer v. Abbott, 249 Mich.App. 
107 (2001) for the proposition that Michigan courts recog-
nized that ERISA pre-empts the Reimbursement Act.  A year 
after the decision in Michalec, the Michigan Supreme Court re-
versed the Court of Appeals’ decision in Abbott.  State Treasurer 
v. Abbott, 468 Mich. 143 (2003).

3  The Rooker-Feldman doctrine is the legal principle that a 
federal court does not have jurisdiction to review decisions of 
state courts or claims inextricably intertwined with an earlier 
state-court judgment, thus depriving it of subject matter juris-
diction.  See Skinner v. Switzer, 562 U.S. 521 (2011).

It has been close to ten years since I walked out of our 
State’s women’s prison after serving 28 years.  During my time 
I saw many injustices.  That experience is the driving force in 
my work for change in the criminal system – beginning from 
the time I was still inside, and it still motivates me today.  It is 
my passion to offer alternatives to incarceration as a solution 
to stop the cycle of incarceration.

While I was in prison, I dedicated myself to improving 
my skills and creating opportunities for others: I earned a 
paralegal certificate; an Associate’s Degree in Criminal Justice; 
a Bachelor’s Degree in Behavioral Science; and founded Kids 
Need Moms, a program to promote quality visits between 
children and their mothers in prison.

Since my release, I have been on a serious mission to do 
my share to improve the criminal justice system.  The sober-
ing statistics and expense of mass incarceration have made 
policymakers and the general public more open to programs 
that offer alternatives to incarceration.  Over 2.2 million adult 
men and women are incarcerated in America’s prisons and 
jails.  That represents 910 adults for every 100,000 U.S. resi-
dents, or 1 of every 110 adults (Glaze & Kaeble, 2014).  Our 
nation’s high rate of incarceration disproportionately impacts 
racial minorities, with 1 of every 15 black men age 18 or older 
is behind bars (Pew Center on the States, 2008); black males 

between the ages of 6 and 64 are five to seven times more 
likely to be incarcerated than white men of the same age (Car-
son & Sabol, 2012).  

These alarming statistics, as well as being inside the prison 
system, have been my driving force the past ten years.  I have 
made my way through every door that I could.  I sought a seat 
on every organization’s Board where I believe I have something 
to bring to the table, including being voted onto the Prison 
Correction Section of the State Bar as a non-Bar member.  In 
each door I enter, I listen to every word so that I can apply it to 
my experience, especially to alternative programming that can 
help make prison the exception rather than the rule.  

I joined the staff of ARRO, a grassroots reentry program 
working to eliminate barriers facing people upon their release 
from prison.  ARRO stands for Advocacy, Reentry, Resources, 
and Outreach.  I have focused my energy on developing and 
expanding this program, which operates in the Lansing area.  
Our goal is to connect those who have a criminal record with 
quality resources to ensure their successful community inte-
gration. 

One of the ARRO projects I am most proud of is my day 
reporting program, which makes a great alternative to incar-
ceration.  We are a pre-entry/diversion program for Ingham 

Choices:  Looking Back Ten Years
By Monica Jahner, Program Director, ARRO NorthWest Initiative
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Save the Date:  June 3 Training
Mark your calendar now for the Prisons and Corrections Section annual training event to be held on Saturday, June 

3, 2017.  The program is tentatively scheduled to be held at the State Bar of Michigan, Michael Franck Building, 306 
Townsend Street, Lansing, Michigan.  Watch for updates by email and in our Spring 2017 newsletter.

County Circuit Court that is funded through Ingham County 
Community Corrections.  Although there are a few other day 
reporting programs in the state, none is designed the same as 
ours. The ARRO Choices program is run by those who were 
once a part of the problem and who are now those best at 
the solution, consistent with the philosophy at JustLeadershi-
pUSA, from which I graduated in 2015.

 ARRO does an intense intake assessment on each new cli-
ent.  From there we create a plan of action, beginning with get-
ting services started, helping them create a resume, and find 
suitable employment opportunities.  We also determine the 
type of cognitive behavior therapy that would best benefit them.  
We provide accountability to probation with monthly reports 
so that the agents know what their clients have accomplished.  
We also advocate for our clients facing other barriers, including 
with Child Protective Services and other court-related issues, 
such as Driver’s Licenses and Driver’s Responsibility.  

I have managed the day reporting program for four years 
now.  The program began slowly.  It took a year to convince 
skeptical probation officers of the benefits of sending clients 
to us.  The first big opportunity to illustrate the benefits of 
our program and getting more people on board came with 
the success of our first two clients, who had been ordered into 
the program by Ingham County Circuit Court Judge Clinton 
Canady, III.  When the two were ready to graduate with jobs 
and their GEDs, I arranged for their graduation ceremony to 
be part of my yearly Prisoner Poetry reading.  Judge Canady 
attended and read a poem, and the clients’ probation officers 
handed out their certificates.  Also participating was State 
Representative Joseph Haveman, who read a poem by a juve-
nile serving life without parole.   After this event, more clients 
were referred.  My initial funding, for 16 clients, grew to 32 
over the next few months.  ARRO now averages 9 to 10 new 
clients every month, when initially I was lucky to have one.

Every year since that first graduation we have had to ask 
for additional funding to get us through the year.  Our success 
rate since we began has been between 75% and 87.5%.  Our 
day reporting program now has over 200 clients, with a suc-
cess rate of 87.5% this year.  

The success of our Choices program has been amazing.  
From that success, we have expanded our efforts to coordi-
nate with other specialty courts in Ingham County. We were 
invited to participate as part of the Swift and Sure Sanctions 

Probation Program (SSSPP).  Governed by statute (M.C.L. 
771A.1, et seq.), this is an intensive probation supervision pro-
gram for high-risk felony offenders with a history of probation 
violations or failures.  Its participants are closely monitored, 
including frequent random drug and alcohol testing, and 
frequent meetings with probation or case management staff.  
The success rate of the SSSPP program is not as high as our 
Choices program due to its more rigid compliance rules, but 
the success rate for our day reporting clients who are also in 
the SSSPP program is higher than those who are not.  

We were also invited to participate in our Circuit Court 
Mental Health Program.  Since January 2016 I have served as 
ARRO’s representative on the court’s mental health team.  ARRO 
currently has 12 clients enrolled in the Mental Health Court pro-
gram, with four successfully graduating this December.

The team effort with these courts allows everyone to pro-
vide input and share what each client needs to remain success-
ful. As a result, we are creating safer communities, allowing 
our clients to remain with their families, keep them employed, 
paying fees and fines, and keeping prison costs down.  

My message to everyone who has served time is simple. 
You do not have to be defined or shamed by your worst mis-
take.  Like me, you can learn from that mistake and help oth-
ers learn that their life isn’t changed by their worst mistake.

About the Author  

Monica Jahner was awarded an advocacy grant from Self 
Development of People Ministry (SDOP) which she used to 
found Michigan’s Fair Chance Coalition to Ban the Box.  She has 
worked with legislators to ensure first-time drug offenders could 
receive food stamps, and advocated for the mentally ill in prison 
and for juvenile life without parole (LWOP) reform.  In 2009 
she was elected to the Ingham County Board of Commissioners 
Corrections Advisory Board. She also serves on the Prison Correc-
tion Section of the State Bar as a non-Bar member, and facilitates 
the faith-based Tri-County Re-Entry Coalition. After the death of 
her brother she took over his comic store and created a nonprofit 
organization to mentor high-risk youth called Creating Heroes 
Stephan’s Way.  Monica is on Twitter @moninwlansing.  For in-
formation on the JustLeadership USA program, see https://www.
justleadershipusa.org.
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Sex Offender Registration Act Cases

Does v. Snyder
This case was filed in 2012 as a global challenge to Mich-

igan’s Sex Offender Registration Act. The district court dis-
missed the plaintiffs’ ex post facto claim, but ultimately held 
that SORA’s provisions prohibiting living, working, or loiter-
ing within 1,000 feet of a school are unconstitutionally vague. 
The court also held that SORA’s internet reporting provisions 
violate the First Amendment, and that SORA’s criminal pro-
visions cannot be read to impose strict liability. See Does v. 
Snyder, 932 F. Supp. 2d 803 (E.D. Mich. 2013), and Does v. 
Snyder, 101 F. Supp. 3d 672 (E.D. Mich. 2015). 

On August 25, 2016, the Sixth Circuit (Batchelder, Mer-
ritt, & Donald) reversed the district court and held that SO-
RA’s cumulative enforcement provisions rise to the level of 
“punishment” and thus violate the Ex Post Facto Clause as ap-
plied retroactively. See Does #1-5 v. Snyder, 834 F.3d 696 (6th 
Cir. 2016). Because it held that SORA cannot be retroactively 
applied to the six Does plaintiffs, the panel declined to address 
any of the other holdings of the district court. On November 
7, 2016, the Sixth Circuit also denied the defendants’ motion 
to stay the mandate.  

The Sixth Circuit is the first U.S. Court of Appeals to 
hold that a modern “super-registry” law violates the Ex Post 
Facto Clause. The state has announced that it will seek review 
in the U.S. Supreme Court, which has shown interest in the 
issue. (The Court recently granted certiorari in a SORA case: 
see Packingham  v. North Carolina, No. 15-1194 (cert. granted 
Oct. 25, 2016).) 

People v. Temelkoski
In this case a youth adjudicated under the Holmes Youth-

ful Trainee Act (HYTA) completed his probation and his case 
was dismissed. Nevertheless, he was required to register as a sex 
offender under SORA, which took effect after he pled guilty. 
He is listed as a Tier III offender and must register for life.  

He later moved to get off the registry because changes 
were being applied retroactively to him. The Court of Appeals 
held that applying SORA retroactively without a conviction 
is not cruel or unusual punishment. People v. Temelkoski, 307 
Mich. App. 241 (2014). 

The Michigan Supreme Court granted leave and ordered 
the parties to brief: 

• whether SORA imposes “punishment,” under HYTA or 
otherwise;

• whether defining HYTA status as a conviction under 
SORA violates due process;

• whether even if SORA is not punishment, it violates due 
process as to youthful trainees; 

• whether SORA violates the Ex Post Facto Clause as ap-
plied retroactively to the defendant;

• whether SORA constitutes cruel and/or unusual punish-
ment.  

The case is scheduled for oral argument before the Michi-
gan Supreme Court in early December.

Case Reviews

Several Sections of the State Bar offer membership to 
non-Bar members whose area of business is aligned with the 
Section area of practice, yet are neither attorneys, paralegals, 
or law students. All non-Bar member applications are subject 
to review by the State Bar and individual Section’s council as 
required by the Section’s bylaws to ensure that the applicant 
is appropriately employed within the field of practice as de-
scribed by the bylaw requirements.

The dues billing cycle for non-Bar members is aligned with 
the Bar year, October 1 through September 30. New member 
applications are accepted year round, and dues amounts will 
be applied to the current Bar year.

Get the Section Membership Application for Non-Bar 
Members at http://www.michbar.org/file/sections/pdfs/app_non.
pdf.

Prisons & Corrections Section Membership Application 
for Non-Bar Members
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From 2012 to 2016 the Michigan Department of Correc-
tions (MDOC) housed state prisoners in county jails pursu-
ant to Director’s Office Memorandum (DOM) 2012-24 and 
its annual renewals.  See Michigan’s Virtual Prisons, by Peter J. 
Martel, Prisons and Corrections Section Forum (Spring 
2015).  By mid-2015 nearly 400 minimum-security prison-
ers had been so placed, in 12 (mostly rural) counties.  The 
program was funded by a legislative appropriation for that 
purpose.

The program was criticized because for many prisoners 
the conditions of confinement were more restrictive and more 
costly than for those serving time in MDOC facilities.  For 
example, in county jails there were no parole-board recom-
mended programs, and the law libraries were woefully inad-
equate compared to the libraries in MDOC facilities.  County 
jail stores were limited and more expensive; visitation was of-
ten more restrictive; paying jobs were non-existent; and recre-

ational activities were sometimes on a par with those provided 
in maximum security state prisons.  

Although prisoners would be returned to MDOC facili-
ties at least a year before their earliest release date in order to 
get board-required programming, prisoners and their families 
were unhappy with the county jail placements.  The Depart-
ment, too, had reservations, because the hoped-for savings did 
not materialize, and because the lack of uniformity of jail con-
ditions created headaches for the MDOC. 

When Governor Snyder appointed Heidi Washington 
to serve as the new MDOC Director in May 2015, the “vir-
tual prisons” were one area where she identified the need for 
a change.  The program has now been discontinued pursuant 
to Director’s Office Memorandum 2016-24, and all prisoners 
who were farmed out to county jails have been returned to 
MDOC facilities.  

Update: MDOC Eliminates Michigan’s 
“Virtual Prisons” (County Jail Program)

Join SADO for an Informational Session on what to expect 
after a loved one is convicted of a crime and sentenced to the 
Michigan Department of Corrections. SADO staff will be 
on hand to address the process of appealing a conviction and 
how an appeal is different from the trial or plea proceedings, 
and will inform attendees on the visiting policies of the 
MDOC, how to communicate and stay connected with your 
incarcerated loved ones, and more.

Upcoming sessions include:

• February 21, 2017, Tuesday, in Lansing at 5:30 pm

• May 16, 2017, Tuesday, in Detroit at 5:30 pm

• August 15, 2017, Tuesday, in Lansing at 5:30 pm

• December 5, 2017, Tuesday, in Detroit at 5:30 pm

Space is limited, so if you plan to attend, please RSVP 
at least two days in advance by calling (313) 256-9833.  
Sessions typically last until 7 pm. The sessions are free and 
open to all.  Specific topics may vary slightly depending on 
what attendees wish to discuss.  For questions about the 
event, please contact Marilena David-Martin at mdavid@
sado.org or (313) 256-9833.  Please know that the specifics 
of an individual’s case will not be discussed and no legal 
advice will be given at these sessions.

If you cannot make it to the session, you may download 
an information packet covering topics discussed at the 
session.  Full details are online at http://www.sado.org/Articles/
Article/119.

A Program of Interest for Section Members

Michigan State Appellate Defender Office (SADO)  
Hosts Informational Session for Friends and Family

Next Session: February 21, 2017 in Lansing

Lansing Location address:
Capitol National Center
200 North Washington Ave., 
Suite 250

Detroit Location address:
645 Griswold, Suite 3300
Penobscot Building
Detroit  48226



I am interested in joining the Prisons and Corrections 
Section of the State Bar of Michigan!

Name (include State Bar Number):

_______________________________________________

Firm/Professional Affiliation:

_______________________________________________  

Mailing Address:

_______________________________________________

Suite/ Apt. Number: _______________________________

City: ___________________________________________

State: __________  Zip:  ___________________________

Telephone no., including area code: ________________ ___

E-mail Address: _______________________________ ___

Membership Status Sought

   Attorney membership ($30)

About Associate Membership:  
Section membership is also available to non-
attorney criminal justice professionals at the same 
rate ($30).  Those interested should see page 6 in 
this newsletter edition.

Send completed applications to:
State Bar of Michigan
Prisons and Corrections Section
Michael Franck Building
306 Townsend Street
Lansing, MI 48933-2012 

Please note: 
Newsletter subscriptions are not available to non-
members on a subscription basis. Copies are available 
for purchase at $4 each by sending a request to State 
Bar of Michigan, Prisons and Corrections Section, 
306 Townsend Street, Lansing, Michigan 48933-
2012.  The Newsletters are also available at no cost 
online to members at the website of the State Bar of 
Michigan, at <http://connect.michbar.org/prisons/
newsletter>.

Join the Prisons and Corrections Section

state Bar oF miChigan

Prisons and Corrections Section
Michael Franck Building
306 Townsend Street
Lansing, MI 48933-2012
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