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Jason M Magill died by accident on June 28, 1994. His life
was insured by UNUM Life Insurance Conpany of America ("UNUM') in
t he amount of $162,000. Joint Exs. 4 and 5. He also had an
acci dental death and di smenbernment policy through UNUMin the
amount of $162,000. Joint Exs. 4 and 5. UNUMreceived from
Def endants Meredith Magill and Penel ope Coit two conflicting

clainms for life insurance proceeds payabl e upon the death of



Jason M Magill. M. Coit filed an application to receive the
l'ife insurance and accidental death benefits because she was
Jason M Magill’s sol e designated beneficiary of the proceeds of
the Iife insurance policy. Joint Ex. 6. M. Mgill also filed a
claimw th UNUM seeking a portion of the proceeds fromthe
policy. M. Magill clains she is entitled to a portion of the
benefits by virtue of the D vorce Judgnent and i ncorporated

Settl enent Agreenent entered into by her and Jason Magill on

Sept enber 15, 1988.' Joint Exs. 1 and 2.

UNUM brought this Interpl eader action agai nst Defendants
Magi I | and Coit asserting the uncertainty of the identity of the
proper recipient of the |ife benefits and requesting perm ssion
to deposit into the Court’s Registry Fund the total extent of its
liability to anyone for life insurance benefits. ? Anended
Conpl ai nt (Docket No. 19). The Court accepted the funds, placing
theminto the Registry Fund and di scharged UNUM from further
liability for life insurance benefits as a result of the death of
Jason M Magill. Judgnent of Interpleader (Docket No. 26).

Conpeting cross-clains were then filed by Defendants Mgill
and Coit setting forth the substance of their respective clains

agai nst the insurance proceeds. Coss-Claimby Coit (Docket No.

! Despite his agreenent to the contrary, Jason M Magil
failed to nane his fornmer wife, Meredith Magill, as beneficiary
in trust for the mnor children on the enrollnment formfor his
group life insurance policy.

> This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331
and 29 U S.C. 8§ 1132(e)(1).



28) and Cross-Claimby Magill (Docket No. 30). M. Coit’s claim
I's based on the fact that she was the sol e designated beneficiary
under the life insurance policy. M. Mgill’'s claimstens from
her divorce decree fromJason M Magill. The D vorce Settl enent
Agr eenent provi des that

[Jason Magill] shall nanme [Meredith Magill] as a

beneficiary in trust for the mnor children of the

marriage to the extent of one-third of the face anount

of his current life insurance avail abl e through his

enpl oynent or any successive enpl oynent where such

i nsurance is provided as an enpl oynent benefit.

Settl enment Agreenent Joint Ex. 2.

Ms. Coit argues that she is entitled to two-thirds of the
proceeds of the life insurance and all of the accidental death
proceeds because the | anguage of the divorce settlenment agreenent
only applies to the life insurance proceeds and not to the

acci dental death insurance proceeds.® M. Mgill claims that she

®  Ms. Coit filed an Anendnent to Trial Brief (Docket No. 51)
contending that the Court will need to determ ne the meani ng of
t he | anguage "where such insurance is provided as an enpl oynent
benefit" as set forth in the paragraph of the Divorce Settl enent
Agreenent relating to life insurance. She argues that an
"enpl oynent benefit"” is one that is provided to an enpl oyee
W t hout cost and, therefore, because UNUM contributed only a set
amount (less than the total premun) toward Jason M Magill’s
benefit package, which included health insurance, dental
i nsurance, group life insurance, and group accidental death and
di smenber nent i nsurance, the insurance is not an enpl oynent
benefit. M. Magill responded that the Amendnent was untinely
filed. Mdtion to Strike Amendnent (Docket No. 54).

The Court reserved decision on this issue at the conference

just prior to trial. The Court now concl udes that although
UNUM s contribution was | ess than the cost of the benefits
sel ected by Jason M Magill, it does not render the contribution

whol Iy ineffective as an enpl oynent benefit. Certainly the group
policy itself, as well as the rate associated therewith, is an
(continued...)



is entitled both to one-third of the |life insurance and to one-
third of the accidental death proceeds.

On July 5, 1995, by agreenent of the parties, the Court
di sbursed two-thirds of the life insurance proceeds and two-
thirds of the accidental death insurance proceeds to Ms. Coit and
one-third of the life insurance proceeds to Ms. Magill. Oder
(Docket No. 35). One-third of the accidental death insurance
proceeds remains in the Court Registry Fund. Both parties are
asking for the entire anount of noney which remains with the
Court.

DI SCUSSI ON

There are two issues the Court nust address. First, after a
bench trial, at which the parties presented evidence focused on
the neaning of the pertinent provision of the Divorce Settlenent
Agreenment and the UNUM |life insurance policy, the Court concl udes
that Ms. Magill is entitled to the portion of the accidental
deat h and di snmenbernent benefit remaining in the Registry Fund.
The parties nmake nunmerous argunents to support their respective
claims. The Court, however, finds that the definition of "life
I nsurance" under Maine law is clear and that the parties have not
nodified this definition in the Divorce Settlenent Agreenent.

Mai ne | aw defines "life insurance" as

i nsurance on human lives. The transaction of life

%C...continued)
enpl oynent benefit. Accordingly, the Court finds that the life
i nsurance provided through UNUM was an "enpl oynent benefit”
w thin the | anguage of the divorce settlenent agreenent.
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I nsurance includes also the granting [of]

endownent benefits, additional benefits in event

of death or disnmenbernent by accident or

acci dental neans, additional benefits in the event

of the insured’ s disability, and optional nobdes of

settlement of proceeds of life insurance.
24-A MR S. A 8 702 (1990). Because the definition of life
i nsurance under Mine | aw includes accidental death and
di smenberment insurance, Magill is entitled to the remaining
acci dental death and di smenbernment insurance nonies in the
Court’s Registry Fund.

Second, after the agreed-upon disbursenent of all but one-

third of the accidental death and di smenber ment benefit, M.

Magi Il now requests that the Court revisit the disbursement. M.
Magi Il contends that the |anguage of the divorce agreenent
required Jason M Magill to maintain the sanme anount of life

i nsurance that was in effect on the day of the divorce until his
children reach majority. Because Jason Magill had nore life

i nsurance at the tinme of his divorce than he did at the tine of
his death, Ms. Magill suggests that she is entitled to some of

t he noni es that have already been di sbursed by agreenent of the
parties and Order of this Court. M. Mgill’s request includes
noni es that she had specifically rejected a right to in her

pl eadi ngs and her pretrial menorandum dated Cctober 25, 1995.
Cross-Claimant Magill’'s Pretrial Menorandum (Docket No. 40) and
Cross-Claimby Magill (Docket No. 30). Therefore, the Court
finds that whatever rights she may have had to the noney because

of the | anguage of the Divorce Settlenment Agreenent she gave up



when she agreed to the disbursenent. See Order for Parti al

Di sbursenent (Docket No. 35).

Accordingly, it is ORDERED that the nonies remaining in the

Court’s Registry be disbursed to Meredith Magill.*

GENE CARTER
Chi ef Judge

Dated at Portland, Maine this 6'" day of June, 1996.

“ At trial, the Court reserved decision on various notions.
Those notions included the adm ssion of three exhibits proposed
by the parties. After careful consideration, the Court finds it
unnecessary to admt any of the proposed exhibits on which it
reserved decision. Mgill Exs. 1 and 2, and Coit Ex. 1. In
addition, the Court finds the anmount of social security benefits

received by Ms. Magill to be irrelevant to the |egal analysis, or
the ultimte decision, in this case.
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