
 

 

 

 

Tuesday, 7 February 2017                                                               WRN# 17.02.07 

 

The AALU WRNewswire and WRMarketplace are published by the Association for 

Advanced Life Underwriting® and Greenberg Traurig as part of the Essential Wisdom 

Series, the trusted source of actionable technical and marketplace knowledge for AALU 

members—the nation’s most advanced life insurance professionals. 
 

 

 

 

TOPIC: Life Insurance Benefits Paid to Former Spouse As a Result of Federal 

Preemption 

A U.S. District Court held that Federal Employee Group Life Insurance (FEGLI) benefits 

were payable to a federal employee’s former spouse, as designated beneficiary, even 

though the state law applicable to the divorce proceeding (Pennsylvania) provided 

otherwise.  Federal law governing the FEGLI program directs that, except in the case of a 

divorce decree that expressly addresses the designation of a former spouse as a 

beneficiary, the filed FEGLI beneficiary designation form controls the disposition of the 

benefits and preempts any state law to the contrary. (See Vassil v. OPM, etal, 2017 WL 

431686 (2017)). 

 

Read Vassil v. OPM  
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Footnotes



1 During oral argument, Plaintiffs' counsel speculated that a divorce settlement agreement could exist which addressed
the insurance benefits, and that the court in Pennsylvania might have approved it. Plaintiff acknowledged that he had
no evidence of such an agreement, but asked whether defense counsel could provide a statement confirming that OPM
had never received such a document. Defense counsel said he could provide a letter indicating that the file he received
from OPM contained no such records. He did so by letter dated January 26, 2017, and provided a copy to the Court. The
Court has attached the letter as an exhibit to this order.
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