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PER CURIAM.

Faintiff appeds by right from the circuit court order granting summary disposition for defendant
in this legd madpractice dam aisng out of defendant’s representation of plantiff in the underlying
divorce action. MCR 2.116(C)(8), (10). In the underlying action, plaintiff appeded the trid court's
refusa to grant her dimony and its didribution of maritd assets, and a pane of this Court affirmed the
trid court's decison in an unpublished per curium opinion.  Dullinger v Dullinger, Docket No.
185382, issued 9-17-96. We affirm.

Paintiff contends that the trid court erred in granting summary disposition because defendant
failed to present evidence of the net present vaue of plaintiff’s former husband' s vested pension benefit.
It is undisputed that plaintiff stipulated to the value of the penson. The dtipulated vaue, in an amount
recommended by the Friend of the Court mediator, was between the amounts recommended by
plaintiff’s expert and defendant’ s expert. Defendant was not negligent in this meatter.

Paintiff aso argues that the trid court erred in granting summary disposition because defendant
faled to produce evidence of the present net vaue of plantiff's former husband's socid security
benefits.  Because Michigan has not recognized future interests in socid security benefits as marita
assets, defendant was not negligent in failing to introduce evidence on thisissue.

There is no meit to plantiff’'s argument that summary digposition was improper because
defendant failed to adequately argue and present evidence on plaintiff's aimony clam. Contrary to
plaintiff’s clam on apped, the record clearly shows that plaintiff had no work history since 1984, that
she had no marketable skills and that she was in generd good hedlth. The record shows the disparity
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between plaintiff’s and her former husband' s incomes. The record aso shows that plaintiff was capable
of working. Defendant sufficiently argued and presented evidence that plaintiff was entitled to dimony.

Paintiff argues that the tria court erred in granting summary disposition because defendant failed
to properly argue and present evidence on plaintiff’s hedth insurance needs. We do not agree. Again,
the record shows the disparity between plaintiff’s and her former husband's incomes, plaintiff’'s lack of
job higtory, and evidence of plaintiff’s need for and the expected cost of hedth insurance. Defendant
was not negligent in this regard.

Next, plaintiff contends that defendant failed to refute gaintiff’s former husband's vauation of
persond property and address the disposal of persond property while the divorce action was pending.
Paintiff acknowledged in her deposition that it was the parties drategy to Stipulate to the amount of the
missing assets and the vaue of the Dean Road property so that they could focus on the issues of
aimony, hedth care and support. The gipulated vaue of the Crabb Road residence was consstent
with the gppraisd and the FOC recommendation. As the trid court noted in its written opinion, a
divison of property in a divorce action need not be equd, but equitable. Defendant was not negligent
merely because plaintiff did not receive 50% of the marita assets. Asto the former husband's disposal
of property while the divorce was pending, plaintiff concedes that defendant filed a pretrid motion to
stop defendant from removing assets. Defendant dso filed a motion for a restraining order precluding
the former husband from removing any assets. Defendant was not negligent in this matter.

Findly, defendant was not negligent in gipulating to a child support amount that was
recommended by the FOC and which relied on the former husband's net income, as required by the
Michigan Child Support Formula Manudl.

Affirmed.
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