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MEMORANDUM.

Paintiff gopeds as of right from the summary dismissa of her breach of contract action under
MCR 2.116(C)(10), following a determination by the tria court that plaintiff was not an “digible’ child
for purposes of coverage by her former step-father's hedlth care insurance. We affirm. This case is
being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 2.714(E).

The provisons of the insurance contract fairly admit of but one interpretation. Farm Bureau
Mutual Ins Co of Michigan v Sark, 437 Mich 175, 182; 468 NW2d 498 (1991). Reading the
insurance contract as awhole and according the contractual language its plain and ordinary meaning, the
contract provides that a child of an insured’s spouse remains eligible for coverage past the age of 25
years if the child is totaly and permanently disabled before the age of 25 years and otherwise digible
under the contract. Royce v Citizens Ins Co, 219 Mich App 537, 542; 557 NW2d 144 (1996).
Upon the divorce of plaintiff’s mother and step-father, plaintiff was no longer a child of the insured's
gpouse and, therefore, became indigible for coverage under the contract. Additiondly, the contract
further provides that an eligible child otherwise becomes indigible upon the termination of the dependent
relationship with the insured. The record establishes that the dependent relationship between plaintiff
and her step-father terminated upon the divorce ofplaintiff’s mother and step-father. Absent this
dependent relationship, plaintiff isno longer an digible child within the meaning of the insurance contract.
Summary disposition in favor of defendant was proper. Royce, supra at 541-542.



Affirmed.
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