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SAAD, J.
In this post-divorce proceeding, defendant appeals1 the entry of a proposed qualified
domestic relations order (QDRO) in favor of plaintiff, which related to her interest in $23,823 of
defendant’s profit sharing annuity plan (the annuity plan). For the reasons provided below, we
affirm.
On April 28, 2003, the trial court entered a judgment of divorce that dissolved plaintiff
and defendant’s marriage. In the judgment of divorce, under the heading “PENSION,
ANNUITY OR RETIREMENT BENEFITS,” the trial court ordered the following:
Plaintiff shall receive 50% of the sum of Defendant’s accrued balance as of April
30, 2002, in the International Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental
Iron Workers Local #55 Pension Plan. In addition, Plaintiff shall receive the sum
of $23,823.00 from the Defendant’s Iron Workers Local #55 Profit Sharing
Annuity Plan and Trust. . . . The Plaintiff and Defendant shall cooperate in the
execution of a Qualified Domestic Relations Order to transfer said interest to the
Plaintiff. Both parties shall execute whatever documents may be necessary to
complete the transfer.
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This Court granted leave to appeal in Joughin v Joughin, unpublished order of the Court of
Appeals, entered March 24, 2016 (Docket No. 329993).
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However, for reasons not apparent from the record, plaintiff and defendant did not
promptly file proposed QDROs2 to transfer interest in defendant’s retirement benefits to plaintiff.
Instead, plaintiff submitted proposed QDROs3 to the trial court on June 30, 2015, approximately
12 years after the judgment of divorce was entered. On July 6, 2015, defendant filed objections
to plaintiff’s proposed QDROs under MCR 2.602, and in his objections, defendant argued that
plaintiff’s submission of the proposed QDROs was an attempt to enforce the April 28, 2003
judgment of divorce and was barred by the statute of limitations found in MCL 600.5809(3)
because more than 10 years had elapsed since the trial court entered the judgment of divorce.
Plaintiff filed a response to defendant’s objections on August 11, 2015, and argued that
under MCL 600.5809(1), the statute of limitations to bring an action to enforce a noncontractual
money obligation does not begin to run until there is a triggering event, and a claim to retirement
benefits accrues when a party subject to that claim retires. Thus, she argued that, because
defendant had not yet retired, her efforts to record her claim on defendant’s retirement benefits
had not yet accrued and, therefore, she was seeking enforcement of her claim prior to the
expiration of the statute of limitations.
At the hearing on defendant’s objections, defendant’s counsel confirmed that defendant
had not yet retired and that he had not yet received any funds from his retirement benefits.
While recognizing that MCL 600.5809(3) provides for a 10-year limitations period, the trial
court ultimately concluded that it would permit entry of the proposed QDROs because they had
not “been reduced to the same.” The trial court entered the orders on the same day.
On appeal, defendant argues that the trial court erred when it entered the proposed QDRO
affecting the annuity plan because plaintiff’s effort to pursue the entry was time-barred by the
statute of limitations. We disagree.
Whether a “claim is statutorily time-barred is a question of law for this Court to decide de
novo.” DiPonio Const Co, Inc v Rosati Masonry Co, Inc, 246 Mich App 43, 47; 631 NW2d 59
(2001), citing Ins Comm’r v Aageson Thibo Agency, 226 Mich App 336, 340-341; 573 NW2d
637 (1997). We also review de novo questions of statutory interpretation. Rock v Crocker, 499
Mich 247, 260; 884 NW2d 227 (2016), citing Halloran v Bhan, 470 Mich 572, 576; 683 NW2d
129 (2004).
“Congress passed the Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) of 1974 in
order to provide better protection for beneficiaries of private employee pension plans.” Roth v

2

Technically, under the Employee Retirement Income Security Act, 29 USC 1001 et seq., these
orders are domestic relation orders. 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(B)(ii). As discussed later in this
opinion, they do not become qualified domestic relation orders, i.e., QDROs, until approved by
the plan administrator. Thus, herein we will refer to domestic relation orders that have not been
approved by a plan administrator as “proposed QDROs.”
3

The trial court entered a proposed QDRO as to both the annuity plan and defendant’s pension;
however, defendant has only appealed from the one related to the annuity plan.
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Roth, 201 Mich App 563, 567; 506 NW2d 900 (1993) (citations omitted); see also 29 USC 1001
et seq. “ERISA contained an anti-alienation provision which precluded plan participants from
assigning or alienating their benefits under pension plans subject to the act.” Roth, 201 Mich
App at 567. However,
[t]he Retirement Equity Act of 1984 provides an exception to this restriction. A
qualified domestic relations order (QDRO) “creates or recognizes the existence of
an alternative payee’s right to, or assigns to an alternate payee the right to, receive
all or a portion of the benefits payable with respect to a participant under the
plan . . . .” 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(B)(i)(I). Thus, a QDRO is exempted from
ERISA’s preemption provisions and may be used to distribute funds to a payee
who was not a named beneficiary. 29 USC 1144(b)(7). [Moore v Moore, 266
Mich App 96, 100 n 5; 700 NW2d 414 (2005).]
Both parties contend that MCL 600.5809 provides the applicable statute of limitations in
this matter. MCL 600.5809 states, in pertinent part:
(1) A person shall not bring or maintain an action to enforce a noncontractual
money obligation unless, after the claim first accrued to the person or to someone
through whom he or she claims, the person commences the action within the
applicable period of time prescribed by this section.
* * *
(3) Except as provided in subsection (4),[4] the period of limitations is 10 years for
an action founded upon a judgment or decree rendered in a court of record of this
state, or in a court of record of the United States or of another state of the United
States, from the time of the rendition of the judgment or decree.
Plaintiff argues that her claim has not accrued because she has no right to the funds until
defendant retires and he has not done so. Thus, plaintiff reasons that because her claim has not
accrued, it is impossible for her action to have been brought 10 years after it accrued and the
statute of limitations cannot act as a bar. Defendant, on the other hand, argues that plaintiff’s
claim accrued once the judgment of divorce was entered on April 28, 2003, which means that
plaintiff’s motion to enter the QDRO over 12 years later is time-barred.
We disagree with the parties’ premise that MCL 600.5309 controls in this situation. The
statute applies only to “action[s] to enforce [] noncontractual money obligation[s].” And here,
we hold that the entry of the proposed QDRO is not an action to enforce a noncontractual money
obligation. This Court has held that, when a judgment of divorce requires a QDRO to be
entered, the QDRO is to be considered “as part of the divorce judgment.” Neville v Neville, 295
Mich App 460, 467; 812 NW2d 816 (2012). Thus, because a QDRO is part of the judgment, it
necessarily cannot be viewed as enforcing that same judgment. As our sister court in Tennessee
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Subsection (4) applies to child support and is not applicable here.
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noted, “[T]he approval of the proposed QDRO is adjunct to the entry of the judgment of divorce
and not an attempt to ‘enforce’ the judgment.” Jordan v Jordan, 147 SW3d 255, 262 (Tenn
App, 2004).
Additionally, to further demonstrate that the entry of the proposed QDRO is not
equivalent to the enforcement of a “noncontractual money obligation,” the entry of the order here
did not compel the payment of any money to plaintiff. Indeed, after a court enters a proposed
QDRO, as the trial court did here, the order is not enforceable until the plan administrator
determines that the proposed QDRO is “qualified” under ERISA. 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(G)(i). As
the Tennessee Court of Appeals aptly explained:
Under ERISA, a QDRO “creates or recognizes the existence of an alternate
payee’s right to . . . receive all or a portion of the benefits payable with respect to
a participant under a plan . . . .” 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(B)(i)(I) (1999). A proposed
QDRO under ERISA, on the other hand, is “any judgment, decree, or order”
entered by a trial court that “relates to the provision of . . . marital property rights
to a . . . former spouse . . . , and . . . is made pursuant to a State domestic relations
law . . . .” 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(B)(ii). Typically, . . . a proposed QDRO is
prepared by the parties’ attorneys and submitted to the trial court for approval and
entry, after which, it is submitted to the administrator who administers the pension
plan in question. The plan administrator must then determine if the proposed
QDRO is “qualified” under ERISA. [Jordan, 147 SW3d at 259-260 (footnotes
omitted).
Therefore, an alternate payee only becomes entitled to rights under an ERISA plan when the
proposed QDRO becomes qualified. And a proposed QDRO becomes qualified after it is
approved by the plan administrator. See 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(G)(i); Jordan, 147 SW3d at 260; In
re Marriage of Cray, 18 Kan App 2d 15, 21; 846 P2d 944 (1993), rev’d in part on other grounds
254 Kan 376 (1994). Consequently, plaintiff’s motion to have the trial court enter the proposed
QDRO was not an act to enforce a judgment or obligation.
Instead, we hold that under these circumstances, the act to obtain entry of a proposed
QDRO is a ministerial task done in conjunction with the divorce judgment itself. Indeed, the
judgment established the distribution of the couple’s assets and expressly requested this
particular task (obtain entry of a proposed QDRO) to be accomplished. See Duhamel v
Duhamel, 194 Misc2d 100, 101; 753 NYS2d 673 (NY Sup Ct, 2002). In its judgment of divorce,
the trial court gave specific instructions to the parties to “cooperate” and “execute . . .
documents” as part of an established routine in divorce cases to ultimately get a QDRO entered.
Accordingly, when a party complies with the court’s instructions, albeit late, as here, the party is
simply engaged in supplying documents and information to the court, to comply with its
ministerial obligations under the judgment—nothing more, nothing less. Though such actions
ultimately will have the effect of allowing one party to share in the retirement benefits of the
other, this procedure is not an enforcement of a money judgment in the sense covered by the
statute. Indeed, unlike the standard enforcement case, neither party here is or has been
prejudiced by the passage of time, because no party has changed any position relative to the
annuity, nor has any party triggered the necessary preconditions for the application of the
QDRO.
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Therefore, we hold that because the entry of the proposed QDRO is not an enforcement
of a noncontractual money obligation, the 10-year period of limitations provided in MCL
600.5309(3) does not apply, and plaintiff’s request to have the proposed QDRO entered by the
trial court was not time-barred.
Defendant, for the first time, in his reply brief on appeal, suggests that the statute of
limitations of MCL 600.5309 applies because the annuity plan at issue is a “defined-contribution
plan,” as opposed to a “defined-benefit plan.” Without supplying any authority, defendant
claims that because the fund at issue is a defined-contribution plan, plaintiff could have received
the funds immediately with the entry of the proposed QDRO, which makes it distinguishable
from cases like Jordan. First, this assertion is without merit because, as we have already
explained, a proposed QDRO that is entered by a trial court is not enforceable until it is approved
by the plan administrator. Second, defendant provides no citation to the record5 or other
authority for his theory that plaintiff could have obtained her $23,823 immediately after the
judgment of divorce was entered despite the fact that defendant had yet to retire. Indeed,
401(k)s, which defendant acknowledges are a common type of defined-contribution plan, have
strict limits on when money can be disbursed without incurring substantial tax penalties. See 26
USC 72(t); IRS, 401(k) Resource Guide–Plan Participants–General Distribution Rules
<https://www.irs.gov/retirement-plans/plan-participant-employee/401k-resource-guide-planparticipants-general-distribution-rules> (accessed May 17, 2017) (stating that, generally,
distributions from 401(k)s “cannot be made” unless certain conditions happen). Accordingly,
defendant has failed to properly present this theory to the Court for our consideration. See
McIntosh v McIntosh, 282 Mich App 471, 484; 768 NW2d 325 (2009); Peterson Novelties, Inc v
City of Berkley, 259 Mich App 1, 14; 672 NW2d 351 (2003).
Affirmed. Plaintiff, as the prevailing party, may tax costs pursuant to MCR 7.219.

/s/ Henry William Saad
/s/ Joel P. Hoekstra
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Indeed, when specifically asked at oral argument if there was anything in the record to show
that plaintiff could have received any of the benefits immediately after the entry of the QDRO,
defense counsel conceded that there was nothing.
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JANSEN, J. (dissenting).
Because I believe that entry of a QDRO is an action to enforce a judgment of divorce and
subject to the applicable statute of limitations, I respectfully dissent.
This Court has held that MCL 600.5809 provides the applicable statute of limitations for
the enforcement of a divorce settlement agreement. See Peabody v DiMeglio, 306 Mich App
397, 406; 856 NW2d 245 (2014) (holding that MCL 600.5809(3)’s 10-year statute of limitations
applied to a divorce settlement agreement that was incorporated by reference into a divorce
judgment). As noted by the majority, both parties agree that MCL 600.5809 provides the statute
of limitations applicable in this matter. The parties dispute only the date upon which plaintiff’s
“claim” to her share of defendant’s retirement funds under the judgment of divorce accrues for
purposes of MCL 600.5809. Plaintiff asks this Court to determine that her claim to defendant’s
annuity funds will not accrue for purposes of MCL 600.5809 until defendant retires and she is
able to receive benefits pursuant to his policy. Defendant argues to the contrary, insisting that
plaintiff’s claim accrued when the judgment of divorce entered on April 28, 2003.
This is a matter of first impression in this state. However, a number of our sister states
have addressed the situation now before us. A review of their opinions reveals three distinct
outcomes. First, courts in New York have adopted the reasoning advanced by plaintiff in this
case, holding in Duhamel v Duhamel, 188 Misc 2d 754, 756; 729 NYS2d 601 (2001), that “the
limitations period relating to the Defendant’s action seeking to preclude the entry of a QDRO,
and thus subjecting Defendant’s retirement benefits to equitable distribution, accrued after he
reached pay status in the retirement benefits.” The Duhamel Court provided little in the way of
reasoning, but reiterated that “since Plaintiff’s right to receive a distribution under the
Defendant’s retirement plan did not accrue until after her former husband reached pay status, the
-1-

six-year limitation period [applicable in New York] did not begin to run until his retirement
date.” Id.
The Duhamel Court’s adopted outcome is fraught with possible procedural
complications. Adoption of the Duhamel rule would require our courts to employ a different
statute of limitations in each case involving an action to enforce an award of retirement benefits
found in a judgment of divorce. This is because the date upon which a defendant may reach
“pay status” for purposes of a QDRO varies widely from plan to plan. For example, an alternate
payee’s right to early withdrawal may depend on whether the plan is a defined contribution plan
or a defined benefit plan. Under some plans, an alternate payee may be entitled to a lump sum
payment upon entry of the QDRO, or to an immediate transfer into the alternate payee’s own
retirement account. As the United States Department of Labor (the Department) explains in its
2014 handbook, QDROs: The Division of Retirement Benefits Through Qualified Domestic
Relations Orders, (2014), pp 32-33:
Understanding the type of retirement plan is important because the order
cannot be a QDRO unless its assignment of rights or division of retirement
benefits complies with the terms of the plan. Parties drafting a QDRO should
read the plan’s summary plan description and other plan documents to understand
what retirement benefits are provided under the plan.
Retirement plans may be divided generally into two types: defined benefit
plans and defined contribution plans.
A defined benefit plan promises to pay each participant a specific benefit
at retirement. This basic retirement benefit is usually based on a formula that
takes into account factors like the number of years a participant works for the
employer and the participant’s salary. . . .
Defined benefit plans may promise to pay benefits at various times, under
certain circumstances, or in alternative forms. Benefits paid at those times or in
those forms may have a greater actuarial value than the basic retirement benefit
payable by the plan at the participant’s normal retirement age. . . .
A defined contribution plan, by contrast, is a type of retirement plan that
provides for an individual account for each participant. The participant’s benefits
are based solely on the amount contributed to the participant’s account and any
income, expenses, gains or losses, and any forfeitures of accounts of other
participants that may be allocated to such participant’s account. . . . Defined
contribution plans commonly provide for retirement benefits to be paid in the
form of a lump sum payment of the participant’s entire account balance. Defined
contribution plans by their nature do not offer subsidies.
It should be noted, however, that some defined benefit plans provide for
lump sum payments, and some defined contribution plans provide for annuities.
[Citation omitted, emphasis added.]
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Although the benefits awarded in a judgment of divorce must be consistent with the planholder’s
rights under his particular plan, drafters of a QDRO have wide discretion in determining how
benefits are received. See 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(C)(i)-(iv) (setting forth the requirements for entry
of a QDRO, which include specifying the amount and manner of payments to be received as well
as the number of payments requested); 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(D)(i)-(iii) (setting forth limitations on
acceptable QDROs and explaining that a QDRO may not “require a plan to provide any type or
form of benefit, or any option, not otherwise provided under the plan,” or “require the plan to
provide increased benefits.”) A QDRO may adopt a “separate interest” approach, a “shared
payment” approach, or some combination of the two. QDROs, pp 36-38.
Orders that provide the alternate payee with a separate interest, either by
assigning to the alternate payee a percentage or a dollar amount of the account
balance as of a certain date, often also provide that the separate interest will be
held in a separate account under the plan with respect to which the alternate payee
is entitled to exercise the rights of a participant. [QDROs, p 36.]
Under a “shared payment” approach, an alternate payee typically receives a set percentage of
payments received by the planholder pursuant to the plan. QDROs, p 36.
The limits on when and in what form an alternative payee may receive benefits pursuant
to a retirement plan are as varied as the plans themselves:
[A] QDRO may . . . give the alternate payee the right that the participant would
have had under the plan to elect the form of benefit payment. For example, if a
participant would have the right to elect a life annuity, the alternate payee may
exercise that right and choose to have the assigned benefit paid over the alternate
payee’s life. However, the QDRO must permit the plan to determine the amount
payable to the alternate payee under any form of payment in a manner that does
not require the plan to pay increased benefits (determined on an actuarial basis).
A plan may by its own terms provide alternate payees with additional
types or forms of benefit, or options, not otherwise provided to participants, such
as a lump-sum payment option, but the plan cannot prevent a QDRO from
assigning to an alternate payee any type or form of benefit, or option, provided
generally under the plan to the participant. [QDROs, p 39; citing 29 USC 1056
(d)(3)(A), (d)(3)(D), (d)(3)(E)(i)(III).]
I believe it is important to note that our record in this case is inadequate to support a
determination of when plaintiff was first entitled to payment of benefits under the terms of
defendant’s annuity plan. However, defendant contends that plaintiff could have received
payment pursuant to the terms of the annuity as early as the judgment of divorce. Were we to
accept plaintiff’s argument and adopt the Duhamel rule, it would be necessary for us to remand
this case to the trial court for a determination of whether and when plaintiff’s claim for payment
of benefits under the annuity actually “accrued.” If, pursuant to the terms of defendant’s annuity
plan, plaintiff was entitled to early payment or transfer of funds upon entry of the judgment of
divorce, her claim would still be barred by the 10-year statute of limitations under Duhamel.
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I believe the Duhamel rule erroneously conflates the right to entry of a QDRO pursuant
to the judgment of divorce with the right to payment of benefits granted by an approved QDRO.
Typically, a claim accrues “at the time the wrong upon which the claim is based was done
regardless of the time when damage results.” MCL 600.5827. The Duhamel Court, and now
plaintiff on appeal, seemingly rely on this maxim in support of their proposed outcome,
assuming that a plaintiff can suffer no “wrong” until he or she is denied the payment of benefits
under a retirement plan. By way of example, plaintiff contends that her attempt to enter a QDRO
is analogous to an action to enforce a payment of alimony or child support. In Torakis v Torakis,
194 Mich App 201, 203; 486 NW2d 107 (1992), this Court explained that the 10-year statute of
limitations under MCL 600.5809(3) begins to run against each alimony installment when that
installment becomes due. However, entry of a QDRO is easily distinguishable. Where monthly
alimony and child support payments are due, a recipient has no right of enforcement until the
installment payment has come due and gone unpaid. A plaintiff’s right to entry of a QDRO is
different. A plaintiff can suffer such wrongs as a refusal by the other party to cooperate in the
pursuit of a QDRO or a plan administrator’s denial of a QDRO, immediately upon entry of the
judgment of divorce. A plaintiff is entitled to entry of a QDRO at any time after the entry of the
judgment of divorce to secure her interest in the annuity plan, not her payment of benefits, and a
plaintiff is not required to wait for a specific event prior to seeking enforcement of that term of
the judgment of divorce. Therefore, plaintiff’s “claim” under MCL 600.5809(1) accrued when
she became entitled to initiate proceedings to secure her right to enter a QDRO. Once a QDRO
is entered, a new right of enforcement arises for violations of the terms of the QDRO. A claim
under this new right accrues when benefits are available and payment is denied.
This distinction between a plaintiff’s right of enforcement and a plaintiff’s right to
receive money, the second possible solution for the issue presented, was considered and adopted
by the Kansas Court of Appeals in Larimore v Larimore, 52 Kan App 2d 31; 362 P3d 843 (Kan
App, 2015). 1 The circumstances presented in Larimore are nearly identical to the circumstances

1

Similarly, the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Ohio recently
distinguished an alternate payee’s rights under a domestic relations order from the alternate
payee’s rights under a QDRO:
A domestic relations order is a sufficient independent basis for a spouse to obtain
a vested beneficial interest in an ERISA-qualified plan. A person awarded a
lump-sum distribution from an ERISA plan pursuant to a divorce decree has a
direct interest in plan funds while the plan reviews the DRO to determine whether
it constitutes a QDRO. A domestic relations order, therefore, vests the spouse
with rights protected by ERISA. The QDRO, by contrast, is necessary to take the
next step of transferring the assets into the spouse’s name in her own qualified
plan or individual retirement account. . . .
For this reason, regardless of other facts or circumstances, the Debtor in this case
became an ERISA-qualified beneficiary of the Plan no later than January 8, 2015,
when the State Court entered its Judgment Entry, which constitutes a domestic
relations order directing the equal division of the Plan assets that are marital
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presented here. The Larimore plaintiff sought an order compelling the defendant, the plaintiff’s
ex-husband, to cooperate in the preparation and execution of a QDRO 12 years after the parties’
judgment of divorce entered. The Larimore Court held that “the judgment dividing [the
defendant’s] retirement accounts had become absolutely extinguished and unenforceable due to
[the plaintiff’s] failure to file a QDRO or a renewal affidavit” within the applicable statute of
limitations. Larimore, 52 Kan App 2d at 44. The Larimore Court explained:
A former spouse’s right to receive pension benefits deemed marital property,
however, does not arise under ERISA. That right or interest is based on a state
court judgment ordered under state domestic relations law. Indeed, a “QDRO
only renders enforceable an already-existing interest.” “ ‘[T]he QDRO provisions
of ERISA do not suggest that [the alternate payee] has no interest in the plan [ ]
until she obtains a QDRO, they merely prevent her from enforcing that interest
until the QDRO is obtained.’ ” As a result, in this case, while federal law did not
provide a statute of limitation for the filing of a QDRO, [the plaintiff] could only
obtain a QDRO if she had a valid right or interest created under Kansas domestic
relations law to enforce. [Id. at 39 (citations omitted).]
The Kansas court then determined that the plaintiff no longer had a right to enforce the domestic
order:
Although the divorce decree established [the plaintiff’s] right to receive a portion
of [the defendant’s] retirement accounts, ERISA’s anti-alienation provision
preempts the divorce court’s DRO because it does not comply with ERISA’s
requirements for QDROs. As a consequence, [the plaintiff] was required to
execute upon the judgment by filing a QDRO in order to enforce her right to
receive benefits under [the defendant’s] retirement accounts. [Id. at 41.]
The Court reasoned that the plaintiff’s 12-year delay in bringing an action for entry of a QDRO
“left her without a judgment to enforce.” Id. at 42. Ultimately, the Larimore Court concluded:
Upon a plain reading of the dormancy statute, we hold that [the statute] does not
toll the running of the dormancy period for a judgment in a divorce decree which
divides retirement plans governed by ERISA. We arrive at this conclusion
because the legal process for enforcing such a judgment—the filing of a QDRO—
is not stayed or prohibited until the benefits become payable. On the contrary, the
filing of a QDRO is mandatory if the alternative beneficiary is to enforce his or
her judgment. Although [the plaintiff] may not have been able to receive money
from [the defendant’s] retirement accounts during the ensuing 12 years, the
necessary legal process—a QDRO—for enforcing [the plaintiff’s] interest in the
retirement accounts was fully available to her. [Id.]
property of the Debtor and her ex-husband. [In re Lawson, ___ BR ___, ___
(Bankr ND Ohio, 2017), slip op at 6 (quotation marks and citations omitted,
emphasis added).]
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For the reasons discussed, I find the Larimore Court’s outcome highly persuasive, and consistent
with the goals of efficiency and common sense application.
However, it is the third outcome offered by our sister courts that is set forth and adopted
by the majority here. Courts in states such as Tennessee and Indiana have avoided the question
of claim accrual for purposes of the statute of limitations by holding that entry of a proposed
QDRO is simply not an action to enforce a noncontractual money obligation. See e.g. Ryan v
Janovsky, 999 NE2d 895, 898 (Ind App, 2013) (“[The plaintiff’s] right to part of [the
defendant’s] pension benefits arises from the settlement agreement; the QDRO only creates her
right to be paid directly from the pension plan. And neither of these rights is yet enforceable
because [the defendant’s] pension benefits are not yet payable to anyone.”); Jordan, 147 SW3d
at 262 (“[T]he approval of the proposed QDRO is adjunct to the entry of the judgment of divorce
and not an attempt to ‘enforce’ the judgment.”). In Jordan, on which the majority relies, the
Tennessee court explained that “[u]ntil the proposed QDRO is approved by the plan
administrator and entered by the trial court, the act of the trial court in dividing the pension plan
is not complete and hence not enforceable. It can be accurately described as inchoate in nature.”
Jordan, 147 SW3d at 263.
I am not persuaded that this Court should adopt the Tennessee Court’s reasoning. It is
true that an alternate payee only becomes entitled to rights under an ERISA-covered plan when a
plan administrator approves the QDRO. But it is the right to entry of a proposed QDRO that is at
issue here. As previously discussed, a party to a judgment of divorce can enforce his or her right
to entry of a QDRO even before he or she is entitled to payment of benefits under a retirement
plan. Such a right is not properly described as “inchoate.” Rather, the right indisputably arises
on entry of the judgment of divorce, to which the 10-year statute of limitations applies.
In adopting Jordan’s outcome, the majority circumvents the application of MCL
600.5809 in cases requiring a QDRO and, by extension, any other “ministerial task done in
conjunction with the divorce judgment itself.” Parties to a divorce judgment in Michigan are
now given an unlimited amount of time to obtain entry of a QDRO. This outcome neglects the
purpose of statutes of limitations. As our Supreme Court stated in Lothian v Detroit, 414 Mich
160, 166-167; 324 NW2d 9 (1982):
Limitation periods created by statute are grounded in a number of worthy policy
considerations. They encourage the prompt recovery of damages, they penalize
plaintiffs who have not been industrious in pursuing their claims, they “afford
security against stale demands when the circumstances would be unfavorable to a
just examination and decision,” they prevent fraudulent claims from being
asserted, and they “ ‘remedy . . . the general inconvenience resulting from delay in
the assertion of a legal right which it is practicable to assert.’ ” [Citations
omitted.]
Despite the majority’s assertion to the contrary, these considerations are not irrelevant in
situations involving delayed entry of a QDRO.
The passage of time may substantially affect the parties’ situations and the availability of
funds under a retirement plan. While the rights of an alternate payee under a QDRO are
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protected in the event of plan amendments, mergers, or sponsor changes, 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(A),
an alternate payee has no such rights before entry of a QDRO. A planholder may pass away,
leaving no beneficiary or a beneficiary other than the prospective alternate payee, or the
planholder’s retirement plan may be terminated. Although the Department recommends that, in
these situations, “a QDRO must be taken into account in the termination of a plan as if the terms
of the QDRO were part of the plan,” a plan administrator would have no knowledge of a
plaintiff’s rights under a judgment of divorce before a QDRO is in place. QDROs, p 25. A plan
administrator’s review of a proposed QDRO can itself take more than 18 months, and can be
denied several times before it is ultimately accepted. 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(H); QDROs, pp 20-22.
If a QDRO is not entered and approved within 18 months after the first payment is due under a
plan, “the plan administrator must pay out the segregated amounts to the person or persons who
would have been entitled to such amounts if there had been no order,” and even if the QDRO is
later accepted, it will apply only prospectively. QDROs, p 22, citing 29 USC 1056(d)(3)(H). It
is clear that both parties, as well as the general goal of efficient administration of payments under
a retirement plan, benefit from the protections of a timely entered QDRO. Further, there is no
unnecessary prejudice in the imposition of a 10-year statute of limitations on parties seeking
entry of a QDRO. The statute of limitations should therefore apply.
It is worth noting that in this case, entry of the QDRO was itself ordered per the terms of
the judgment of divorce, and should therefore not be considered a “ministerial task” left to
completion at the parties’ discretion. The judgment of divorce specifically ordered plaintiff and
defendant to “cooperate in the execution of a [QDRO] to transfer said interest to the Plaintiff,”
and “execute whatever documents may be necessary to complete the transfer.” Plaintiff could
have moved at any time after the entry of the judgment of divorce to enter a QDRO to transfer
her interest in the annuity plan, and if defendant refused to cooperate she could have sought
relief from the trial court. However, plaintiff did not attempt to enforce the entry of a QDRO
until 12 years after the judgment of divorce had been entered.
For the above reasons, I would adopt the reasoning set forth in Larimore, 52 Kan App 2d
at 41-42, and hold that plaintiff’s attempt to obtain entry of the QDRO 12 years after entry of the
judgment of divorce was barred by the statute of limitations.
/s/ Kathleen Jansen
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