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MEMORANDUM.

Paintiff gopeds by right summary dispostion in favor of intervening defendant Mary Worthy
concerning rights to the pension contributions of the late Willie Worthy. This case is being decided
without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

With respect to the clam that decedent misunderstood the effect of the nomination of
beneficiary form he executed on September 7, 1988, which named Alethia Worthy as beneficiary only
with respect to a contingency which never occurred, summary disposition was properly granted. The
gability of written instruments demands that a person who executes one shal know the contents or be
chargeable with such knowledge. Sponseller v Kimball, 246 Mich 255, 260; 224 NW 359 (1929);
Scholz v Montgomery Ward & Co, 437 Mich 83, 92; 468 NW2d 845 (1991).

The dternate clam, that an agreement existed between Carolyn Worthy and Willie Worthy in
conjunction with then pending divorce proceedings regarding this matter, is dso without merit. Fird, the
divorce proceedings autometicaly abated upon Willie Worthy’ s death. Wilson v Wilson, 73 Mich 620;



41 NW 817 (1889). Second, such agreements do not become effectual in any event until incorporated
into an actua divorce decree. Goldstein v Kern, 82 Mich App 723, 726 n 1; 267 NW2d 165
(1978).

Therefore, the circuit court correctly determined that the beneficiary designation form executed
by Willie Worthy in 1975, naming Mary Worthy as beneficiary, remains effectud as againg any clam of
the plantiffs.

Affirmed.
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