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MEMORANDUM.

Faintiffs gpped of right the Court of Clams order granting defendant’'s motion for summary
disposition for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, MCR 2.116(C)(4). Paintiffs clam their causes of
action are not federd in nature and that the Court of Claims should have jurisdiction. We affirm.

Paintiffs, prisoners at the Lakeland Correctiond Facility, argue that defendant Department of
Corrections violated plaintiff Martin's state and federal congtitutiona rights to access to the courts when
his legd correspondence was mishandled. Plaintiffs further alege that defendant violated Danny Lynn
Landis date and federd condtitutiona rights when defendant transferred his lega assgtant, plaintiff
Martin, to another facility.

This Court reviews orders on motions for summary dispostion de novo. Bitar v Wakim, 211
Mich App 617, 619; 536 NW2d 583 (1995). Review of a motion for summary disposition for lack of
subject matter jurisdiction requires this Court to determine whether the pleadings demondtrated that the
moving party was entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 1d.

Faintiffs argue that the Court of Clams improperly granted defendant’s motion for summary
dispogtion for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. We disagree. The scope of the Court of Clams
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jurisdiction is narrow and is set forth explicitly in MCL 600.6419; MSA 27A.6419. Dunbar v Dep't
of Mental Health, 197 Mich App 1, 4; 495 NW2d 152 (1992). This provision statesin pertinent part:

(1) Except as provided in sections 6419a and 6440, the jurisdiction of the
court of clams, as conferred upon it by this chapter, shdl be exclusve. The date
adminigrative board is hereby vested with discretionary authority upon the advice of the
attorney generd, to hear, condder, determine, and alow any clam againg the state in
an amount less than $1,000.00. . . . The court has power and jurisdiction:

(@ To hear and determine dl claims and demands, liquidated and unliquidated,
ex contractu and ex ddlicto, againg the Sate and any of its departments, commissons,
boards, ingtitutions, arms, or agencies. [MCL 600.6419(1)(a); MSA 27A.6419(1)(a) ]

Thus, the Court of Clams has jurisdiction over daims for money damages agang the sae arisng in
contract or in tort. Dunbar, supra a 5. Because the ingtant case involves conditutiond claims, the
Court of Claims lacks subject matter jurisdiction and the court properly granted the motion for summary
dispostion.

Faintiffs next dispute the adequacy of their federd remedy. Paintiffs attempt to assart a
datutory exception that would invoke jurisdiction in the Court of Claims when the state has not waived
immunity under US Congt, Am XI. The statute, MCL 600.6440; MSA 27A.6440, does not dlow this
exception.  In Michigan, claims againg the state for money damages must be brought in the Court of
Clams. MCL 600.6401 et seq.; MSA 27A.6401 et seq. Plantiffs acknowledged in their complaint
that the rights alegedly violated are federd in nature. Plaintiffs are satutorily barred from pursuing their
federa clamsin the Court of Clams.

Affirmed.
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