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RONALD SHULGA,

Respondént

_ NOTICE o
" Thetextofthis omm 2019 IL App (1st) 182028
. maggemm o o | FIFTH DIVISION
 the cisposition of th samo. . e _ September 30, 2019
Nos. 1-18-2028, 1-18-2706 cons.
' INTHE .
APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
In re MARRIAGE OF ' : "~ ) Appeal from the Circuit Court
: ' ) of Cook County.
JODI SHULGA, )
) _ | _ 3
Petitioner and Third-Party Petitioner-Appellee, )
. ‘ )
and ) No.14D 10594
) -
)
)
)
).

(MARY KLEBBA-SHULGA, Thlrd-Party Respondent- ) Honorable Naomi H. Schuster
: Appellant) ) Judge Presiding.

JUSTICE DELORT delivered the judgment of the court, with opinion.
* Justices Hall and Rochford concurred in the judgment and opinion.

OPINION

91  This dlspute began as a standard divorce case between Jodi Shulga and her husband,
Ronald Shulga. The case ran its natural course and terminated witha judgment for dissolution of
mamage After Ronald’s death, Jodi ﬁled.a third-party complaint against Mary Klebba-Shuiga,
alleging that Mary was unjustly enriched bécause she was redeiving a pension as the surviving
spouse of a djsablé,d ﬁreﬁghte;r pursuant to se(;tion 4-114 of the Hlinois Pension Code (Code) (40
ILCS 5/4-114 (West 2016)); Jodi’s complaint sought the imposition of a constructive trust. The
b
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cfrcuit ‘court gﬁmted the relief sought in Jodi’s amended complaint, and Mary now appeals. We
2 - BACKGROUND |

ﬁ[3 "~ On Noverober 20, 2014, Jodi filed a petition for dissolution of marnage The petition
stated that when she andARonald.were married -on May 19, 1991, Ronald was employed as a
firefighter by the city of Evanston. The assets listed as property acquired during their marriage
included real property located in Niles, Tilinois; vehiclcs; bank accounts; and “Reﬁremeﬁt plans.”
" Ronald filed aﬁto se answcf, which consisted of a single sentence: “Yes, I agrec to a divorce
from Jodi A. Shulga.” _

94  On April 12, 2016, the circuit court entered axi order dissolving the marriage. The court’

order incorporated a marital settlement agreerﬂent (MSA). Article V of the MSA, entitled

“Marital- Property ” provided in relevant part as follows:

“RONALD is cunently a participant in‘ the followmg

accounts
a. City of Evanston Pension Plan
* ¥ %

JODI is awarded fifty oement (50%) of the marital portion of said

accounts via a *** Quahﬁed Hlinois Domestlc Relations Order
_ (QILDRO) ***  The remaining. balance after the disbursement

delineated herein shall be cwérded to RONALD as his s,ole\and

exclusive property, free and clear of any claim or interest by JODL

*+*_ Jodi and Ronald shall take all necessary actions to satisfy the

foregoing conditions and to implement all of the provisions of this
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parégraph (including to amend the judgment to the extent
ngcessary), and thé Couﬁ hereby retains jurisdicﬁqn for the
, .purposeA of amending ﬂﬁs judgment to the extent necessary to
satisfy such condition and implement such provisions even after
the death of one or both of the parties.”
¥5  Ronald was first diagnosed >with non-Hodgkin’s sfnall-cell lymphoma in early 2000. On
July 26, 2016, Ronald applied for a line-of-duty disability pension from the Fund, claiming that
~ his condition prevented him from contiﬁued service as a firefighter. Ronald was 55 years old at
the time and had worked for the Evanston Fire bepartment since May 12, 1987. | |
© 96  Ronald married Mary in August 2016. On October 20, 2016, the circuit court entered a
. QILDRO that, among other things, dir-ected- the Evanston Fireﬁghters’ Pension Fund (the Fund) |
to p;ay Jddi 50% of Ronald’s “Monthly Retirement Benefit” that he had accrued from. the date of
Ronald and Jodi’s marriage until the date of the divorce. The QILDRO ﬁ;rihgr provided that, so-
long as it was in effect, Ronald was prohibited from chqosing “a form of payme;rt‘ of the
retiremer;t benefit that has the effect of diminishing the arﬁount of the payment to which the
alternate payee is entitled,;’ unless that alternate payee consented in writing and the consent was
notarized and filed with thé Fund. Both the MSA and the QIL?RO are silent with respect to the.
allocation of any firefighter death benefits. o |
97  On May 11, 2017, the Board of Trustees of the Firefighters’ Pension Fund of Evanston
(the Board) issued an administrative decision on Ronald’s application. The Board found that,
due to his illness, Ronald had' to stop working for the fire debartment on July 4,2016. The Board
concluded that Ronald was entitled toa line of duty disability éension benefit pursuant to section‘

4-110 of the Code (40 ILCS 5/4-110 (West 2016), but subject to any offsets pursuant to section
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'4-114.2 of the Code. The effective date of the award was fixed as August 1, 2017, a date when

Ronaldiwould have “exhausted any salary payments from [the City of Evanston]”, but Ronald

. died on the same day as the Board issued its decision.
98 OnMay 15,2017, Mary applied to the Fund for survivor benefits as Ronald’s widow, and

she began receiving 100% of the death benefits from the Fund, whereas Jody received none.

Mary, who wés married to Ronald for onl_y, nine months, ended up receiving beneﬁts of
$9,169.53 per month as the surviving sﬁouse of a disabled firefighter pursuant to seg:tion 4-114
of the C;>de (735 ILCS 5/4-114 (West 2016). By contrast, Jodi, who was married to‘him t;or
nearly 25 years, received nothing, despite the MSA and the cérresponding QILDRO order.
Ronald fnad worked as an Evanston firefighter during his entire mérriage 'toiJoéli.. .

99  The divorce case remained dormant until January 18, 2018, when, v.vith leave of court,
Jodi filed her t}ﬁr.d-party‘complaint seeking the imposition of a constructive trust agajnst Mary.
Jodi’s prayer for relief éoughg among other things, the imposition of a constructive trust upon
any death . or survivor’s’ benefits paid by the Fund, including “those relating to Ronald[’s]
disﬁbility pension.” |

.1|' 10 On May 22, 2018, the circuit court entered an order (l).al'lowing Jodi to file an aménded
complaint, (2) directing the parties to submit “memos” to the court by July 11, 2018, and
(3) setting the matter for “argument on [the] undérlying pleading” on July 18, 2015.

911 On May 30, 2018, Jodi med her amended complaint against Mary. The amended
compiaint differed from the original only because it added wording - in the prayer for relief
including Ronald’s “disability peﬁsion.” The aménded complainf alleges that throughout the
marriage, Ronald was a firefighter for the city of Evanston, aﬁd a percentage of Ronald’s salary

was paid into the Fund for retirement purposes. The amended complaint also alleges as follows.
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| The spouses agreed to equally divide any proceeds from the Fund, and the circuit court approved
of this arrangement and entered a QILDRO reflecting this division: The QILDRO further
recixﬁred that Jodi be designated Ronald’s beneficiary upon his death. .
- 912 Inher answer to the originall third-party _complaint, Mary assserted that “under the Illinois
Firefighters Pension Code [sic], disability benefits are not retirement benefits.” Mary noted that
-she only received disability benefits, and since those benefits are not subject to a QILDRO, Jodi
was not entitled to them. Mary’s answer did not challenge the circuit court’s equitable power on
‘this issue, and it did not assert that Jodi waived disability payments or tﬁat she sought an
improper remedy. She also denied that she -was unjustly enriched and that Jodi was entitled to an
ofder imposing a constructive tfust on the benefits. The parties later ﬁled mem;)randa outlining
their respective positions. |

913 -Thereafter, no further pleadings were filed with respect to the amended complaint. -

914 On August 27, 2018, the circuit court held a hearing on Jodi’s amended complaint, the
. memoranda, and ‘exhibits. .During the hearing, the court asked'oou_nsel. for Mary to address “the
eéuitiés argument” that jodi had raised, na._mely; “that the p'arties did, in faét, contract for the
division of the major mantal asset following a long-term marriage.” Mary’s counsel responded
| that the decision in In re Mar_riage of Faﬁell & Howe, 2017. IL App (1st) 170611, addressed
“t]The exact. sari}e .afgument.’.’ When the court observed that Farrell did | not ‘involve the .
ixhposftion of a constructive trust, counsel for Mary replied that the former wife in Farrell “still
wanted for them to basicaﬂy invade or do away with their agreement.” Counsel did not,
however, challenge whether a constl'ucti\;e trust.would be an available remedy in this case or
whether the court has the power to impose one. Coxm;ei for Mary also did no;t argue that, under

the MSA, Jodi waived any claim on Ronald’s disability benefits.
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" 915 At the conclusion of the hearing, the circuit court found that it had thé power to create a
constructive trust over the amounts paid to Mary, and that Jodi established the “necessary
requirements” for the impositioq ofa constfuctive trust. The court ﬁ;rther found that, under the
MSA, Jodi was. to re&iw “50 percent * * * of the i)ension and the death benefits” and: that “to
rule otherwise woﬁld result in an unjust enﬁch_ment to [Mary].” Without ;)bjection from the
parties, the court stated that its ruling was based on Jodi’s “pétitioﬁ.”

q16 dn .September 6, 2018, the court issued a written order finding tﬁaf Mary waé unjustly,.
enriched. The court stated that it would enforce the MSA. The written order directed that the
parties open a checking account “titled jointly in the name of Mary Klebba and .[Mary’s
counsel’s law firm] as trustee for Jodi ***.” On September 18, 2018, Mary filed a timely notice
of appeal ;eeking review of the circuit comt;s September 6, 2018, order granting Jodi the relief
sought in the complaint. This court docketed that appeal as appeal numl?er 1-18-2028.

9§17 On October 1; 2018, the court issued a written order modifying its September 6, 2018,
ordér to require Mary to tender Jodi’s share of the survivor’s benefit pay_ments for deposit iﬁto
the client trust account of Mary’s counsel’s law firm. On November 26, 2018, the court issqed a
~ third order, clarifying that the monthly amount payable to Jodi under the October 1 order would
be $4,58.476, which was 50% of the gross monthly amount the Fund was paying to Mary. The
:Novémber 26 order also accounted for a small accumulated delinquency in the >recent payments,
again stayed enforcement of the judgment; and set forth the parties’ agreemeﬁt with respect a
‘bond pending api)eal and Mary’s waiver of her right to a refund of payments shé made to Jodi' in
case of reversal. On December 26, 2018, Mary filed another ﬁoﬁce of éppeal seéking review of
the ordérs that the court entered in September, October, and November 2018. This éecond

appeai was docketed as appeal number 1-18-2706. This court consolidated both appeals.
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118 ' | ANALYSIS
119 Mafy contends that the circuit court erréd in granting the relief sought in Jodi’s amended
“complaint. Specifically, Mary argues that the court erred in ruling in favor of Jodi because the
dissolution judgment and thé MSA “do not mention disability beneﬁts.;’ Mary furthér argues
that the court “bad no power, equitable or othefwise, to provide any relief that was not specified
in the MSA.” Finally, Mary adds that Jodi both waived her right to disability benefits under the
MSA and also sought an improper remedf below.
’ 920 At the outset, we note that this case comes before us on a somewhat unusual pr;)cedur'al
posture. After Jodi filed her amended complaint, and Mary filed her answef to Jodi’s complaint,

the circuit court heard arguments during. a hearing on the amended complaint. The court then

granted the relief that Jodi sought in her amended complaint. In other words, the court granted. .

Jodi’s requested relief solely oﬁ the pleadings, memoranda, and exhibits. There was 1o trial, no
motion for summary judgment, and no written motion for judgment on the pleadings.

9 21 Nonetheless, We note that none of the parﬁes objected to the manner in which the court

~ resolved the complaint, and théy do not raise the issue m this court. In her brief, Jodi stated that

the parties agreed to a “bench he@g on the issue,” and it af»pears that the proceeding was in the

- nature 6f a bench mal where all of the facts ‘were uncontesfed, That being the case, the

proéeedings below were the functional equivalent of a motion for judgment on the pleadings.

- Therefore, absént any procedural objection from the parties (either here or in the court below),
. we _§vill' review the judgthents below as if the court had entered them on a motion for judgment

on the pleadings. “Judgment on the pleadings is px.'operly granted if the pleadings disclose no

genuine issue of matefial fact and tﬁat the movant is entitled to judgment as a métter of law.”

Pekin Insurance Co. v. Wilson, 237 T11. 24 446, 455 (2010). Our review is de novo. Id.
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‘1[ 22 Mary first argues that the circuit court erred in 1mposmg a constructive trust over the
survivor’s - benefit payments to Mary and awarding 50% of those payments to Jodi. Mary again
cen_tends that Jodi was not entitled to anything at all, because the benefits Mary received were
“survivor disability benefits,” which were not covered by the MSA. | |
923 Jodi’s and Ronald’s MSA was incorporated into the judgment of diSSolution, so we must
construe those documents as a sxngle agreement. See In re Marrzage of Farrell & Howe, 2017
IL App (1 st) 170611, § 12 (citing In re Marriage of Frank, 2015 IL App (3d) 140292, 9 11). The
court imposed the coﬁstructive trust as a meens of enforcin'g the terms of Donald’s and Jodi’s
marital settlement agreement. We construe an MSA in the same manner as a contract. /d. Our
primary objective is “to give effect to the purpose and intent of the parhes at the time they
entered into the agreement.” In re Marriage of Schurtz, 382 Ill. App. 3d 1123, 1125 (2008). If
the terihs of the agreement are unambiguous, we must give effect to that language. Id By
contrast, if the agreement.is ambiglieus, i.e., where the language is'susceptibie to more than one
reasonable interbfetaﬁon, a court may hear parol evidence to determine the parties’ intent. Id;
but see Camp v. Hollis, 332 Ill. App. 60, 68 (1947) (noting that it is a well-settled rule that, ifa
contraet is susceptible of two _construcﬁoﬁs, the one that is “rational and pi"obable” must be
preferred). We review a circuit court’s interpretation of a fnarital settlement agreement de novo.
. . :

924 Resolution of this issue hinges on the provision in Jodi and Ronald’s MSA granting Jodi
50% of Ronald’s benefits under the “City of Evanston Pension Plan.” “When a pension plan
" provides disability benefits as well as retirement benefits and the marital settlement agreement
refers only to ‘retirement’ benefits and is silent as to disabili"ty payments, a court may reasonably

interpret the agreemeht} in one of two ways: (1) as a grant to the ex-spouse of a portion of any
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benefits received under the pensién plan, or (2) as limiting the ex-spouse’s intere;t in the pension
plan to nonﬁal, age-related retirement benefits.” (Emphasis in original.) Schﬁrtz, 382 Il App..
3dat1125 (giﬁng In re Marriage of Davis, 286 I11. App. 3d 1065, 1067 (1997)). .
.1[_25 When a disabled ex-husband is not yet eligible for retirement pay, a marital settlement |
. agreement entitling the ex-wife to“‘reﬁremen ” bemﬁts must no’t_b3 interbreted o grant her a
share of her ex-hﬁsband"s disability income, because in thls instance the disability p.ay.f does not
substitute for retirement benefits; mier, it ‘merely replaces the ex-husband’s income. Id at
" 1126. However, whén an ex-husband is eligible for retirement pay but is receiving disability
" income instead, a marital settlement agreement providing the ex-wife a portion of "‘fetire_ment”
benefits can be reasonably interpreted “ ‘in only one way—the petitioner [should] be ﬁaid the
percentage of what ﬁrould_ be the normal retirement benefits, whéther respondeﬁt [is] paid normél
_ retirement benefits or disability retirement benefits.” ” (Altere;.tions in the ongmal) Id (quoting
Inre Mafriage of Marshall, 166 Il App. 3d 954 962 (1988)). appéal denied sub nom. Schurtz v.

Schurtz, 229 Il. 2d 659 (2008). Thus in th1s context, the label of the payments (as being for

- disability or retirement) is not dlsposx’ave Id

726 " A similar result was obtained i inInre Marriage of Benson, 2015 IL App (4th) 140682.
| There, the d1vorce judgment required ‘the husband, a Decatur ﬁreﬁghter enntled to pension
benefits under Armle 4 of the Code, to pay his ex-W1fe a portion of hlS “retlrement plan.” Id 1[
5. Nine years 1ater the husband was injured on the job and obtained. a disability pension. He
refused to give his ex-wife a portion of those benefits, claiming they were disability, not

“retirement” benefits. The appellate court dxsagreed It noted that the husband was old gnoﬁgh 1o
obtain a retirement pension. Then, citing .S"churtz with approval, it explained: “While [the

husband’s] payments are considered disability benefits, they are essentially retirement benefits.
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Like the ex-husband in Séhurtz, [the husband’s] disability benefits do not serve as income
“replacement, but as ;1 substit,ute. for his retirement pension.” It thus concluded that the ex-wife
was entitled to a share of his benefit payments. Id. §32. |

927 In this case, Ronald was already eligible for retirement pay when he was awarded
disability benefits. See 40 ILCS 5/4-1 09(a) West 2018) (1;etirem'e.nt eligibilify at age 50).A Due
to his illness, he could no longer work. He chose, however to seek line-of-duty disability
payments mswad of retirement benefits. The arnount of Ronald’s dJsabxhty pensmn was———at a
minimum—ithe same amount he would receive as a retirement benefit. See 40 ILCS 5/4-110
(W est 2018) (disabilit'y pension 1s the greate_r of (1) 65% of monthly salary or (2) the retirement
pénsi_oh that the ﬁreﬁghtgr would have beéﬁ eligible to receive). Although the Fund paid.
benefits to Mary as the surviving spouse of a disabled firefighter under section 4-114 of the Code
4o IL(‘JS:_5/114 (West-2016)), those benefits were in substance reﬁmment——hét disability—
_benefits. Ronald was eligible for retirement benefits when he could no longer work due to his
illness even though he applied for disability benefits. Therefore, ﬁnder the rule expressed in

Schurtz and Benson, the circuit court correctly found that .'Jodi was e-nﬁﬂed_' to. 50% of these

payments To hold otherwise would run contrary to the terms of the MSA, which “could hardly
have been the mtentlon of the parties.” Marshall, 166 1ll. App. 3d at 962. Mary’s rehance on
Farrell & Howe on thas pomt is misplaced. There, the court specifically distinguished Schurtz
and ‘Benson on tﬁe basis that the husband had not reached retirement age and the und&lying
marital setflement agreemént was more specific with réspect to the classification of benefits
subject to division. Farrell & Howe, 2017 IL App (1Ist) 170611 at § 16. |
" 928 Mary’s remammg argmﬁents are that the court .lacked the power to provide relief,

-_“eqtﬁtable or otherwise,” and that Jodi both waived her right to disability benefits under the

-10-
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MSA and also sought an improper remedy (i.e., a constructive trust). Jodi responds that Mary
ferr“eited these arguments. |

ﬁ[29 - We agree rhat these arguments were never preselrted to the court belew. As such? they
are forfeited. Under the doctrine of invited error, “a party carrnot complarn of error which that
party induced the court to make or to Which that party consented.” Swope, 213 1I1. 2d at 217.
The rationale behind this doctrine is that “it rvould be manifestly unfair to allow a party a second
trial upen the basis of error which that paﬁy injecte'd into the proceedings.” Id. . Here, the record |
" reveals that, at the hearing on Jodi’s complaint, the circuit court explicitly asked about “the
eq'uities”‘ and noted that this case involved a constructive tru?t, unlike the Farrell & Howe
decision on whieh.Mary’s counse] relied. Counsel, hewever, did not raiee any issue with the
court’s equitable power, the propriety of a- eorxstmctive trust as relief, or whether Jodi waived
~ any claim. Nor did Mary present these objections in her answer or memorandum of law i)elow.
As a result, these elaims are forfeited.

9§30  Moreover, it is “an elementz'rry principle of law” that a court has the inherent power to
enferce its orders, and the cxrcult court retains jurisdiction to enforce domestic relations orders.
Smithberg v. lllinois Municipal Retirement Fund, 192 II1. 2d 291, 297-98 (2000). In addition, a
court also retains its traditional equiteble powers “[i]_rrespective of empowering statutes.” Id. at
298. As the sz"thberg court explained: “A constructive trust is created when a court declares
the party in possession of mongﬁxﬂy acquired property the constructive trustee ef that property
because it would be inequitable for that party to retain possessien of it. The sole duty of the
constructive trustee is to transfer title and possession of the wrongfully acquired property to the

beneficiary.” Id. at 299. Accordingly, the circuit court’s decision to impose a constructive trust

-11-
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| was an entirely appropriate remedy to enforce the MSA. Thus, for this additional reason, Mary’s
arguments are meritless. |

Y31 Finally, we note that, Mary’s coﬁtentions of error are centered solely upon the September
6, 2018, order, which was listed in appeal number 1-18-2028. Mary’s notice of appeal in appeal
number 1-18-2706, however, lists not only the September 6, 2018, order, but also the circuit
court’s order of October 1, 2018‘(modifying the September order with respect to the receiving
account for Maryfs payrﬁents to.Jodi), and Nov¢mﬁer_27, 2018 .order (clarifying the amount
payable to Jodi and staying the judgment pendiﬁg appeal). Mary doe’s not raise any specific
argument with respect to either the October or November orders. We therefore afﬁrm the circuit
couri:’s judgrnents on those orders, as well.

q32 | CONCLUSION

133 The circuit court did not err in granting the relief sought in Jodi’s amended complaint.
A@rdingly, we affirm the judgment of the Circuit Court of Cook County.

934 Affirmed. ‘_ | |

-12-
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N RE: THE FORMER MARRIAGE OF

- IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS
- COUNTY DEPARTMENT, DOMESTIC RELATIONS DIVISION

)
JODI SHULGA, )
Petitioner, )
v. ‘ )
)
RONALD SHULGA, )
4 ) Case No.: 14 D 10594
Respondent, )
)
and ) A Ada Assooiate Judge Naomi H, Schyster
) :
MARY KLEBBA, ) SEP 06
'. ) Circuit C
Third Party Respondent. ) uit Coult’ 1966
ORDER

This cause coming to be heard on argument ori Jodi Shulga’s Amended Complaint against

Third Party, seeking enforcement of the underlying Judgment for Dissolution of Marriage, a finding
of unjust enrichment, and the establishment of a constructive trust, this Court having reviewed
memorandums of law prepared by the parties, exhibits to said memorandums, and relevant case law,
and this Court having heard argument of counsel on August 27, 2018, and having made findings
which are contained in the record which is incorporated herein by reference,

IT ISHEREBY ORDERED:

1.

Jodi’s Complaint is hereby granted for the reasons set forth in the record. The Court has made

a finding of unjust enrichment and is hereby enforcing the agreement of the parties contained

in the Judgment for Dissolution of Marriage and QILDRO. Accordingly, anpteddss 50 7. of
survivor’s annuity benefits received by Mary Klebba from the Evanston Firefighter’s Pension

Fund, which result from the death of Ronald Shulga and which Mary Klebba has received, or

will receive in the future, as a result of her application under 40 ILCS 5/4-114(j), shall be

placed in a constructive trust for the benefit of Jodi Shulga.

That Mary Klebba is hereby ordered to cooperate with Jodi’s counsel to open a checking
account at Chase Bank, which shall be titled jointly in the name of Mary Klebba and Hurst,
Robin & Kay, LLC as trustee for Jodi Shulga. Hurst, Robin & Kay, LLC shall be designated
as trustee of the account. Said account shall be opened within 7 days.’

That Mary Klebba shall direct the Evanston Firefighter’s Pension Fund to direct deposit all

future annuity payments into the Chase account opened pursuant to this order within 24 hours

that said account being opened. That 507 of +he annuity payments, both
past ondfuture, shalt be ®r vhe beneft of mary kicohka, and
50 /. sShaut be +Hor He cnefi+ ¢f Jodi ghulga. HWsH, Robm +kay
LLC ¢hall be responsibk | for dismbution O0f funds.. (]

I
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4. That Mary Klebba is hereby restrained and barred from transferring, withdrawing, or
otherwise disposing of the funds deposited into the Chase account, representing the survivor’s
annuity paid by the Evanston Firefighter’s Pension Fund. '
, : confivenotton

5. That within 30 days, Mary Klebba shall provide to Hurst, Robin & Kay, LLC, a cesplets from the
geesmzmtiEgmas 1o all funds she has received from the Evanston Firefighter’s Pension Fund as City of
a result of her application under 40 ILCS 5/4-114(j), following Ronald Shulga’s death, as €vavgton

g ' OF 10:00 aMm

6. This matter is set for status on 0Chober 10 , 2018\%0r determination and ruling as to
the payment plan in which the past due amounts received by Mary Klebba from the Evanston
Firefighter’s Pension Fund shall be deposited into the constructive trust account.

7. There is no just reason for delaying either enforcement or appeal of this order or both.

ENTERED: .

- HURST, ROBIN & KAY, LLC - #49363
Attorneys for Petitioner

30 N. LaSalle, #1210

Chicago, IL 60602

(312) 782-2400
service@hrkfamilylaw.com
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Additional material
from this filing is
available in the
‘ Clerk’s Office.



