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By mutud agreement, the parties incorporated into their divorce decree provisons obligating
defendant to fund the support and education of their two children, potentialy to age 31. Asthe children
were then only 6 and 8, the parties further agreed to require defendant to maintain life, disability, and
other types of insurance as a guaranty of the fulfillment of these support and education obligations. The
decree provides that such insurance “shal be guaranteed renewable for at least 16 years and shal be
maintained for 16 years following this judgment.”

We review on leave granted the trid court’s congruction of this provison as obligating
defendant to maintain the insurance in full force and effect for 16 years following entry of the origind
divorce decree, and theregfter in an amount sufficient to satisfy the remaining obligations.

Although the reevant provisions of the origina decree were beyond the power of the court to
impose on its own authority, when incorporated into a divorce decree by agreement of the parties, such
provisons are vaid and enforcesble, Kasper v Metropolitan Life Ins Co, 412 Mich 232, 238; 313
NW2d 904 (1981). Once incorporated into the decree, such provisions represent an exercise of the
divorce court’s traditionaly broad equitable discretion, presumptively reached only after profound
deliberation. Thus, with respect to matters of enforcement, the trid court has an equdly broad
discretion in interpreting and determining what it was and why the court had originally so decreed.
Greene v Greene, 357 Mich 196, 202; 98 NW2d 519 (1959).



Here, the trid court’s congtruction of the insurance provision of the divorce decree iswell within
its equitable discretion in reasonably congtruing the decree to effectuate its perception of its own intent in
lending its imprimatur to the parties agreement. Certainly, there is no language in the divorce decree
which suggests that, after 16 years, with as many as 9 years remaining during which defendant would be
obligated to fulfill his support and education obligations, defendant was entitled to cancd al insurance
related to his guaranty.

The fact that no statute would have authorized the trid court to impose such requirements on its
own isirrdlevant. Defendant voluntarily assumed these obligations, and the tria court was empowered
to congtrue the terms of the decree to effectuate its own intent in gpproving the parties agreement by
incorporating it into the divorce decree. No abuse of the trid court’s equitable discretion having been
established on this record, the order of July 5, 1994, is affirmed.
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