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opinion thethe of Court.Souter deliveredJustice

SecurityEmployee Act of 1974IncomeThe Retirement
§ seq., generally(ERISA), 1001 et829, 29 U. S. C.88 Stat.

manage plans “inobligates ac-to ERISAadministrators
governing”and instrumentswith the documentscordance

1104(a)(1)(D).§ specific the Act re-level,At a morethem.
plans “providepension that bene-quires tobenefitcovered

may assignedplan alienated,”orthe not befits .. . under
1056(d)(1), apply qualified§ to domesticdoes notbut this bar

1056(d)(3).§ question(QDROs), here isTherelations orders
assignment alien-on orof the limitationwhether the terms

designatedspouse, thethe act of a divorcedation invalidated
plan,pensionbeneficiary her ex-husband’s ERISAunder

bypurported commonher entitlement a federalto waivewho
not athat wasin a divorce decreelaw waiver embodied

invalida is not renderedhold that such waiverQDRO. We
planby provision, but that thetext the antialienationthe of

owingproperly disregarded to itsthe waiveradministrator
bydesignation inthe former husbandconflictwith the made

planaccordance with documents.

I

Kennedy, DuPontworked for E. I.decedent,The William
savingsparticipantCompany a in itsde Nemours & and was

(SIP), “designatepowerplan both toand investment with
part”any beneficiary receive all oror beneficiaries ... to

“replaceupon or revoke suchthe his and todeath,of funds
plan requires “[a]lldesignation.” App. authoriza-48. The

[to]concerningdesignations requests the Plan betions, and
by [planprescribedby employees themade in the manner
designatingprovides forms forid., 52,at andadministrator],”

beneficiary,changing timeIf at theid., 34,a at 56-57.or
surviving spouseparticipant exists and no bene-dies “nothe

ficiary designation to,be madeshalleffect,is in distribution
or ad-the executorof,in with the directionsor accordance

Id., at 48.ministrator of the decedent’s estate.”
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“‘employee pension plan,”’The is anSIP ERISA benefit
(CA5 §2007); 1002(2),426,497 F. 3d 427 29 U. S. C. and the

parties dispute plando not that the satisfies ERISA’s anti-
§1056(d)(1),provision, requires “pro-alienation which it to

provided plan maythatvide benefits under the not be as-
signed plan permitor alienated.”1 The does, however, a
beneficiary “qualifiedto submit a disclaimer” of benefits as

§defined under the Tax 26Code, see U. S. C. which2518, has
switching beneficiarythe effect of the to an “alternate . . .
according beneficiary designationdetermined to a valid

(Exh. 15).by Supp.made the deceased.” Record 86-87
Kennedy,In William1971, married Liv and, in 1974, he

signed designatinga form her to take benefits under the SIP,
naming contingent beneficiarybut no to take if she dis-

claimed her interest. 497 F. at3d, 427. William Livand
subjectdivorced in 1994, ato decree that Liv “is ... divested

right,all [a]nytitle,of interest, and claim in and to . . . and
proceeds anyall rightssums ... the [from],and other related

any plan, pension plan,to pro-. . . retirement or like benefit
gram existing by past present[William’s]reason of or or

employment.” App.future to Pet. for Cert. 64-65. Wil-
anyliam did removingnot, however, execute documents Liv

beneficiary,as the thoughSIP 3d,497 F. at 428, even he
beneficiary-designation namingdid execute a new form his

daughter, Kennedy, beneficiaryKari as the under DuPont’s
governed byPension and Retirement alsoPlan, ERISA.

petitioner KennedyOn William’s death in 2001, Kari was
named executrix and asked DuPont to distribute the SIP

1 401(a)(13)plan “[e]xceptThe that provided bystates as Section of the
Code, assignment rights[Internal Revenue] no of the or interests of ac­

count holders under permitted recognized,this Plan will be or nor shall
rights subjectsuch or interests be legal processesto attachment or other

App. §401(a)(13)(A),for debts.” language50-51. Title 26 U. S. C. in sub­
stantially 1056(d)(1),§tracking providesthe text of that trust shall“[a]

qualifiednot a planconstitute trust under this section unless the of which
part provides provided maysuch a plantrust is that benefits under the

assignednot orbe alienated.”
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Estate).(hereinafter Ibid. Du-funds to William’s estate
paiddesignation andon William’s formPont, instead, relied
thensome to Liv. Ibid. The Estate$400,000the balance of

respondents planthe administra-sued DuPont and SIP
DuPont), claiming(together, decreetor that the divorce

part, andto a of the benefits on Liv’samounted waiver SIP
by paying the benefits tothat DuPont had violated ERISA

designee.2William’s
here, sum-So far as it matters the District Court entered

mary judgment for to which it ordered DuPontEstate,the
pay onto the of the The court reliedvalue SIP benefits.

beneficiaryestablishingprecedent a canFifth thatCircuit
plan “‘pro-rights proceedswaive his to the of an ERISA

goodexplicit, voluntary, inthat and madevided the waiver is
ManningApp. (quotingto for 38 v.faith.’” Pet. Cert.

(CA5 2000)).Hayes, 212 F. 3d 874866,
distinguishingreversed,The Fifth nonethelessCircuit

prior enforcing law waivers ofdecisions federal common
poli-theybenefits life-insuranceERISA because involved

“ ”plants]’which under ERISAcies, are considered ‘welfare
provision.consequently 497of antialienationand free the

Appealsat The that waiver3d,F. 429. of held Liv’sCourt
assignment inan or of her interest theconstituted alienation

Id.,Estate,SIP to the not be honored.benefits and so could
heavily provisionat 430. The court relied on the ERISA

provision marriagebypassingfor the antialienation when a

2 says beneficiary-designation form forThe now thatEstate William’s
well, theas but formappliedPension Plan to the SIPthe and Retirement

App.Plan.”only Retirementapplieson its face to DuPont’s “Pension and
WilliamCourt, stipulated thatfact,the in the Estate62. In District

Liv Ken­any replaceto or“never executed forms or documents remove
plan mergedthe or thatnedy beneficiary [aas his under either SIPsole

Id., event, raise thisanyIn Estate did notinto the at 28. theSIP].”
it in the firstAppeals,in we will not addressargument the Court of and

(1992).Kronz, 638,S. 645-646Taylor Freeland 503 U.instance. See v. &



291

3up: §1056(d)(3),­breaks under 29 U. S. C. a court order that
statutory requirementssatisfies certain is known as a

exempt assignmentQDRO,which is from the bar on or alien­
Kennedys’ation. Because the divorce decree was not a

givethe FifthQDRO, Circuit reasoned that it could not ef­
incorporated givenfect to Liv’s waiver in it, that “ERISA

provides specific addressinga mechanism—the QDRO—for
spouse’s planthe elimination of a interest in benefits, but

that mechanism is not invoked.” 497 at3d,F. 431.
granted split amongWe certiorari to resolve a the Courts

Appeals Supremeof and State overCourts a divorced
spouse’s ability pension plan throughto waive benefits a di-

amountingvorce decree not to a 552 1178QDRO.4 U. S.
(2008). subsequently implicatesWe realized that this case

split beneficiary’sthe further over whether a federal common
planlaw waiver of benefits is effective where that waiver is

plan argumentinconsistent with documents,5 6andafter oral
supplemental briefingwe uponinvited on that issue,latter

3 1056(d)(3)(A)Section provides provisionthat the antialienation “shall
apply creation,to the assignment, recognition right anyor of a to benefit
payable respectwith participant pursuantto a to a domestic relations
order, (1)except paragraphthat applyshall not if the order is determined

qualifiedto be a domestic relations order.”
4 (CA4 1996) (federalCompare Corp.,Altobelli v. IBM 77 F. 3d 78 com­

mon law waiver in divorce decree does not conflict with antialienation
provision); ValleyFox Vicinity& Constr. v.Workers Pension Fund

(CA7 (enBrown, 1990) banc) (same);F. Weaver,897 2d 275 Keen v. 121
(Tex. 2003) (same),S. 3d 721 Corp.,W. with McGowan v. NJR Serv. 423

(CA3 2005) (federalF. 2413d common law waiver in divorce decree barred
by provision).antialienation

5 (federalCompare Altobelli, controls);supra common law waiver Mo­
(CA8 1995)Kerr, (same);hamed v. 53 F. 3d 911 v.Brandon Travelers Ins.

(CA5 1994)Co., (same); (same);18 F. Valley, supra Strong3d 1321 Fox v.
Plan, 1,IndustryOmaha Constr. Pension 701 320270 Neb. N. W. 2d

(2005) (same); Keen, supra (same), Metropolitan v.with Ins. Co.Life
(CA6 1997)Marsh, control);F. (plan119 3d 415 documents Krishna v.

(CA2 1993) (same).Co.,Colgate 11Palmolive 7 F. 3d
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ultimately turns. We nowdisposition this caseofthewhich
reasoning Fifthfrom the Circuit’sdifferentonaffirm, albeit

rationale.
II
A

1056(d)(1),§provision, re-By terms, the antialienationits
provide expresslyplan that benefits be neitherquires a to

havingoperative his-“assigned” the verbs“alienated,”nor
“assign” “[t]omeaning:legal as totransfer;to istories of

Lawassign property, Black’stherein,”interestor some
(4th 1968), “[t]oDictionary isand to “alienate”152 rev. ed.

property,”convey; id., at 96. Wethe title toto transfer
any-say assignLiv not or alienatefair to that didthink it

standingthing later in his shoes.or to the Estateto William
assignment orthe waiver as anFifth sawThe Circuit

thinking waiver trans-Estate, that Liv’salienation to the
line;next inbenefits to whoever would beferred the SIP

contingent beneficiary,designated the Estateawithout
applicablesupport inThe court found thewould take them.

“assignment”Treasury regulationDepartment that defines
toand “alienation” include

(whetherarrangement“[a]ny revocabledirect or indirect
irrevocable) whereby party acquires par-aa fromor

ticipant beneficiary righta or interest enforceableor
any part planagainst plan of a benefitin, to,the or all or

payable par-maypayment to thebecome,oris,which
1.401(a) 13(c)(l)(ii)§beneficiary.”ticipant 26or CFR —

(2008).

(1997) (relyingBoggs,Boggs 851-852833,v. 520 U. S.See
“assign-interpret meaningupon regulation the ofthe to

1056(d)(1)).§in The treatedand “alienation” Circuitment”
”“ wherebyarrangement’ the Es-an ‘indirectLiv’s waiver as

against plan.’”gained thean “‘interest enforceabletate
3d,497 F. at 430.

though, questionsCasting raisesfar,net thisthe alienation
Although possible speakto ofit isleave one in doubt.that
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“arrangement” havingthe waiver as an the indirect effect of
possible beneficiary,a totransfer the next it bewould odd

usage speakto of an as the ownestate transferee of its dece-
property, just speakdent’s as it would be to of decedentthe

treatingin his lifetime as his own And thetransferee. es-
beneficiary assigneetate or theeven ultimate estate theas

strange regu-or transferee would thebe under terms of the
say beneficiarylation: it would be the orhard to estate future

“acquires” righta or interest when at the time of the waiver
beneficiarythere was no estate the ofand a future estate

might anyone’s guess. contingentbe If there were a bene-
(orficiary designation)participant subsequentthe made a

get beneficiary,the estate would no an estateinterest; as for
identity ultimately intestacythe could turn theon law of

applied yetto facts onunknown,as or the contents of the
participant’s subsequent simply participant’sorwill, on the

(or invoke) power desig-future exercise of failure to the to
beneficiary directly plan.nate a new the theunder terms of

“arrangement” assigningThus, if asuch waiver created an
transferring anything assignoror statute,under the the

fringeoperating,would blindfolded, best,be at on the of
“assignment” normally suggests.what or “alienation”
questionability reading byThe of this isbroad confirmed

exceptions rightapparentto it that off the Takeare bat.
spouse’ssurviving pensionthe a benefits,case of ininterest

example. Depending survivingfor on the acircumstances,
spouse annuity lump-sumrightahas to a or to asurvivor’s
payment spouseparticipant,the death the theon of unless

right participanthas the the has eliminatedwaived and
annuity designated ben­the or a differentsurvivor benefit

1055(a),§§eficiary. Boggs, supra, at 29 U. S. C.843;See
(c)(2).(b)(1)(C), spouseby plainly nota isThis waiver

by provision. Likewise, DuPontthe antialienationbarred
qualified Code,the Taxa disclaimer underconcedes that

propertyparty andrefuse an interest inwhich a toallows
thereby the anti-not violatetax,eliminate federal would
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Respondentsprovision. 2621-23;See Brief foralienation
§ though,example, tofail see howIn each weU. S. C. 2518.

permissible Fifthbe under the Circuit’sthese waivers would
regulation.reading of the statute and

exceptions that call the Fifthdoubts,Our and the Circuit’s
authoritypointreading question, we haveinto us toward

asof thatbefore,drawn on the law trusts “serves ERISA’s
backdrop.” Union, 96,U. S. 101Beck v. PACE Int’l 551

1056(d)(1)(2007). §explained ais much likebefore thatWe
assignmentspendthrift barringprovision alienationtrust or

cognateBoggs, supra, trust852,a at and thebenefit,of see
Although beneficiaryhighly suggestive ofthelaw is here.

spendthrift traditionally to transfera lacked the meanstrust
anyone powerhe have theelse,his beneficial interest to did

longprior accepting theit,to disclaim to so as disclaimer
beneficiaryattempt to in hismade no to direct the interest a

(Third) §58(1),stead. 2 of Trusts Com-See Restatement
(“A(2001) beneficiary spend-p. designated ofc,ment 359 a

required accept an interestthrift trust is not to or retain
byprescribed hand,the of trust.... the otherterms the On

beneficiarypurported by attempts toa thedisclaimer which
transfer”);precludeddirect who is to receive the is ainterest

(2d 1947)Spendthrift p.§524,Griswold,E. Trusts 603 ed.
(“The generallythough entirely clear,American notcases,

mayspendthrifttake a trustthe view that the interest under
disclaimed”);Roseberry Moncure, 436, 429439,be v. 245 Va.

(“(1993) toS. E. 2d 6 Tf a is without notice4, trust created
beneficiary beneficiary acceptedthe or has the bene-the not

(quoting 1ficial caninterest the he disclaim’”trust,under
(4th§ p.36.1,Law 389 ed.Fratcher,A. Scott & W. of Trusts

1987)(hereinafter Fratcher))).
spendthriftlaw trustsWe do not mean that the whole of

§1056(d)(1), general prin-upand in but thedisclaimers turns
designatedciple spendthrift his trust in-that a can disclaim

magnifies improbabilityterest the that a statute written
eye effectively force awith an on the old law would benefi-
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to take anciary interest Common sensewilly-nilly. and
common law both that lawsay is not so ab­certainly“[t]he
surd as to force a man to take an estate hisagainst will.”

Tickell,Townson v. 3 31, 36, 106Barn. & Ald. 575,Eng. Rep.
(K. 1819).6576-577 B.

The isTreasury comfortable with thecertainly state of the
law,old for the it reads its ownway “noregulation party

from’ a a‘acquires or interestbeneficiary ‘right enforceable
aagainst to aplan’ pursuant waiver ofbeneficiary’s rights

where the doesbeneficiary not to direct her interestattempt
in benefits to anotherpension Brief forperson.” United
States as Amicus Curiae And,18. neitherbeing “plainly
erroneous inconsistent with the[n]or theregulation,” Treas-

6 arguesDuPont that Liv’s waiver would have been an invalid disclaimer
at common law givenbecause it was for inconsideration the divorce settle­
ment. But the authorities supportDuPont cites fail to propositionthe

beneficiary’sthat a otherwise valid disclaimer was invalid at common law
because she received Moncure,consideration. See Roseberry Va.,v. 245

439, 2d, 6;at Del.,429 S. E. at Smith v. Bank 124,126-127,43 Del. Ch.of
576, (1966);219 A. 2d Preminger Co.,577 v. Union &Bank Trust 54 Mich.

361,App. 368-369, 795, (1974);220 N. W. §337.12d 798-799 4 Fratcher
(4th 1989); (Second) (1957).ed. 1 §36,Restatement of Trusts Comment c
It receipt'ofis true that the preventsconsideration beneficiarya from
making qualifieda gift purposes,disclaimer for tax see 26 CFR
§25.2518-2 (2008), and authoritythere is common law propositionfor the

bythat a renunciation a devisee againstis ineffective existing ifcreditors
“it is shown that those who would take propertysuch on renunciation had
agreed payto to somethingthe devisee of invalue consideration of such

Parker, Page §49.5,renunciation.” 6 W. Bowe & D. p.on Law of Wills 48
(2005); Osborne, 474, 478-479,see also Schoonover v. 193 Iowa 187 N. W.

(1922).20, 22 receiptBut at common law the of consideration did not
necessarily Fast,render a disclaimer invalid. See Commerce Trust Co.v.

(Mo.683, 1965); Eells,396 S. W. 2d 686-687 Central Nat. Bank v. 5 Ohio
(Ohio187, 189-192, 77, 1965);Misc. 215 E. Wimp­N. 2d 80-81 P. Ct. In re

eris, 502, 508-510; Baird,1 Ch.[1914] see also In re Estate 131 Wash.of
514, 519, 5, (1997).1031, 1034,2d n. any event, point933 P. 2d n. 5 In our

is not that onlyLiv’s waiver was a valid disclaimer at common law: that
1056(d)(1)§reading non-QDROthe terms of 29 U. S. C. to bar all waivers

light background principles.is unsound in of common law
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isof its control-ury regulationDepartment’s interpretation
(1997) (internal452, 461ling. Robbins,Auer v. 519 U. S.

omitted).7marksquotation
Fifth for its con-The found “significant support”Circuit

thatsubsections,in theholding QDRO reasoning “[i]ntrary
the context, the QDRO provisions supplymarital-dissolution

3d,the to anti-alienation 497 F.exception provision,”sole the
But430,at a that echoes in DuPont’s here.argumentpoint

the the is not thatofnegative implication QDRO language
likeIf a a for a spouseformersimple. QDRO provided way

Liv would evi-benefits,to waive this bemerely powerful
that antialienation was meant to denydence the provision

ato waiver within a divorce but notany effect a decree
no for theQDRO, QDROelse there would have been need

restsso,But this is not and DuPont’sexception. argument
on a tofact, beneficiary seeking onlya false Inpremise.

aher to cannot do this by QDRO,benefitsrelinquish right
for a that it thedefinition beQDRO requires “creat[ion]by
or the of anexistence alternaterecognition payee’sof]

to, or to an alternate theright rightassignment] payee [of]

7 position applicabilitytrue ofregardingIt is that the Government’s the
the provisionantialienation The De­to a waiver has fluctuated. Labor
partment previously position “applicationtook that of such a federalthe

planscommon-law rule to would with ERISA’spensionwaiver conflict
provision.” Secretaryanti-alienation for of Labor as Cu­Brief Amicus

(Tex.Weaver, 2003), p.riae itin Keen v. No. 01-0447 16. And likewise
pension generally impermissibleasserted that “waiver of benefits is under

1056(d)(1)].” Secretaryfor of as Curiae in In re[§ Brief Labor Amicus
(Wash. 2001), Depart­Egelhoff, p. 5. The LaborEstate No. 67626-7of

Treasury’s po­ment has that and has now taken thereconsidered view
20,Curiae n. 6. But “thesition. Brief for United States as Amicus

disregard­forchange interpretation presents separate groundin alone no
interpretation.”ing Department’s presentthe[Treasury’sthe and Labor]

(2007).Home,Long Coke, 158, NorIsland at v. 551 U. S. 171Care Ltd.
in brief make itinterpretation legaldoes fact the is athe that stated

deference, suspect that theunworthy simplyof as is no reason to“[t]here
judgmentinterpretation agency’snot the fair and considereddoes reflect

Auer, S.,in 462.question.”on matter 519 U. atthe
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to, receive all or a of theportion benefits withpayable
to arespect under aparticipant 29 U. C.plan.” S.

1056(d)(3)(B)(i)(I).§ There is no for aQDRO waiver;simple
there must be some of ansucceeding designation alternate
payee.8 Not a mechanismbeing for asimply renouncing
claim to benefits, thethen, QDRO shed noprovisions light
on whether a beneficiary waive amay by non-QDRO.

In Livsum, did not to direct her interest inattempt the
SIP benefits to the Estate or otherany potential beneficiary,
and we think that theaccordingly better view is that her
waiver did not constitute an orassignment alienation ren-
dered 1056(d)(1).§void under the terms of

B

DuPont has three other reasons for that Liv’ssaying
waiver was barred ERISA. areby They unavailing.

First, it that even ifargues the waiver is not an assign-
ment or alienation §barred under the terms of 1056(d)(1),

1056(d)(3)(A)§ 1056(d)(1)still init, §thatprohibits providing
“shall to theapply creation, or of aassignment, recognition

to benefitright any with to apayable respect participant
to a domesticpursuant relations order is not a QDRO].”[that

At the least, DuPontvery reasons, Liv’s waiver aincluded
of“recognition” William’s with to the ben-rights SIPrespect

efits. But DuPont overlooks the that when subsectionpoint
(d)(3)(A) that theprovides bar to orassignments alienations
extends to itnon-QDROs, does to thenothing expand scope
of andprohibited alienation under subsectionassignment
(d)(1). Whether Liv’s action is seen as a waiver or aas do-
mestic relations order that a waiver, subsectionincorporated

8Even if one inunderstands Liv’s waiver to have resulted somehow her
reverting William, qualifyinterest payee,”to he does not as an “alternate

by “any spouse, spouse, child,which is defined statute as former or other
dependent participant recognized byof a a orderwho is domestic relations

having all, of,as a right portion payableto receive or a the benefits under
1056(d)(3)(E).plan respect §a participant.”with to such 29 U. S. C.
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1056(d)(3)(A)(d)(1) § not independ-not and doesdoes cover it
bar it.ently

1056(d)(3)(H)(iii)(II), provid-•§Second, DuPont relies upon
“theis not a QDRO,that if a domestic relations ordering

(includ-amountsshall the segregatedadministratorplan pay
thereon) to the or who wouldpersonsinterestany personing

noif there beensuch amounts hadhave been entitled to
decreethe divorceDuPont,order.” to becauseAccording

ifbenefits asnot this calls forQDRO payingwas a provision
thisBut DuPont has wrenchedthere had been no order.

(iii) subpara-clause ofout its setting, readingoflanguage
(i):(H) no clauseas if there weregraph

of whether a do-in which the issue“During any period
a domestic[QDRO]relations order is qualifiedmestic

the adminis-is planrelations order determined...being
(herein-for the amountstrator shall accountseparately

in referred to as the ‘segregatedafter this subparagraph
amounts’) to the al-which would have been payable

if order had beenternate such theduring periodpayee
1056(d)(3)(H)®.§to be a [QDRO].”determined

(H)it of a domesticspeaksThus is clear that subparagraph
(theorder that certain benefits “segre-relations distributes

amounts”) the questionto alternate whengated payee,an
the order is effectivefor the is whetheradministratorplan

want ofwhich,in fora That is the circumstanceQDRO.as
to(iii) notclause the administrator paya tellsQDRO, plan

ifthe amounts asalternate,the but to segregateddistribute
(iii) not, DuPontdoes asthere had been no order. Clause

a nullitythat a isnon-QDROstate a rulegeneralsuggests,
of athein that would affect determinationany proceeding

(iii) atheresays nothingof clauseAnd coursebeneficiary.
and thereno alternateall; payee,the decree namesdivorce

no amounts.”are consequently “segregated
arecognizethat a cannotDuPont claimsThird, plan

becausein divorce decreenon-QDROof benefits awaiver
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preempts “any they mayERISA alland State laws insofar as
any employee plan,”now or hereafter relate to benefit with

being“State law” defined to include “decisions” or “other
(c)(1).1144(a),§§havingState action the effect of law.”9

says expressedDuPont that Liv’s in awaiver, state-court
employee plan,decision and related to an benefit is thus

preempted. recognizingBut a waiver in a divorce decree
giving argumentwould not be effect to is thatlaw;state the

the waiver should be treated as a creature of federal common
settingin whichlaw, case its in a state divorce decree would

only happenstance. merely applyingbe A court would be
might independentfederal law to a document that also have

significance g., Melton,under state law. e. Melton v.See,
(CA7 2003);324 941,F. 3d 945-946 210 F. 3dv. Clift,Clift

(CA5 2000); Lyman268, Hill,271-272 Lumber Co. v. 877
(CA8 1989).692,F. 2d 693-694

Ill
escape nullityThe waiver’s from inevitable under the ex-

press terms of the not, however,antialienation clause does
questioncontrol the decision of case,this and the remains

plan requiredwhether the administrator was to honor Liv’s
consequence distributingwaiver with the of the balanceSIP

planto the Estate.10 We hold that it was that thenot, and

9 1144(b)(7).§preemption provision apply QDROs.This notdoes to See
10Despite here,following questionour to our conclusion thatanswer the

1056(d)(1)§ nullity open any questionsdoes not make a of a waiver leaves
planabout a waiver’s effect in in withcircumstances which it is consistent

express anydo the Estate coulddocuments. Nor we view as to whether
brought against Liv to obtain thehave an action in state or federal court

they Boggs Boggs,v. 520 U. S.Comparebenefits after were distributed.
(1997) (“If833, 853 retirementpre-empted,law not the diversion ofstate is

pension planregardless the interest in thebenefits will occur of whether
benefit”), withagainst plan recipient pensionis the or the of theenforced

(2006)708,Sweebe, 151, 156-159, 712 712-713v. 474 Mich. N. W. 2dSweebe
mustBoggs holding planthat “while a administrator(distinguishing and

ERISA,”by thebeneficiary required afterpay benefits to the named as
agree-priora contractualbenefits are distributed “the consensual terms of
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by payingdutystatutory theERISAdid itsadministrator
planconformity documents.with theLiv inbenefits to

[to]plan“[e]very employee be es-requires benefitERISA
instrument,”pursuant a writtentomaintainedandtablished

pay-1102(a)(1),“specifying]§ on whichthe basis29 U. S. C.
1102(b)(4).§plan,” Thetheto and fromare madements

obliged with theact “in accordanceplan toisadministrator
plangoverning the insofar asand instrumentsdocuments

pro-with theare consistentand instrumentssuch documents
1104(a)(1)(D),§IV]I] [Title[Title [ERISA],”ofandofvisions
dutyexemption itprovides this whenno fromand ERISA
1132(a)(1)(B)§contrary,pay theto benefits. Oncomes time

here)(which againsthappens DuPontinvoketothe Estate
participantprovision that aitsdirective,the withreinforces

maybeneficiary bring recover bene-a of action “tocauseor
plan, to enforce histhe terms of histo him underfits due
clarify rightsplan,rights to his tothe terms of the orunder

plah.”of theunder the termsfuture benefits
byfalls “the termsclaim therefore stands orThe Estate’s

1132(a)(1)(B), hewing§ straightforwardplan,” rule ofatheof
employersplan that letsof the documentsto the directives

“ [with]scheme, a set ofa uniform administrative‘establish
processingprocedures guide of claims and dis­tostandard

”­11Egelhoff Egelhoff, 532 U.v. S.benefits,’bursement of
(2001) Packing Coyne,(quoting Fort Co.v.148141, Halifax

(1987)); Curtiss-Wright Corp. v.9 see also1,482 U. S.

beneficiary retaining proceeds”);from thosemay preventment the named
313-314,27, 20, 27, 112 308,Pardee, P. 3dApp.2005 OK CIVPardee v. ¶¶

(2004) pre­notBoggs holdingand that ERISA did(distinguishing315-316
in divorceof ERISA benefits state-courtempt enforcement of allocation

pro­ERISAlongerwere no entitled topension planas “the fundsdecree
distributed”).plan weretection once the funds

11 ability participantof a or benefi­express regardingno view theWe
1132(a)(1)(B)§ where theunder 29 U. S. C.ciary bringto a cause of action

of ERISA and therequirementsto theplanterms of the fail to conform
of the statute.party to recover under the termsseeks



301

Schoonejongen, (1995) (ERISA’s514 73,U. S. 83 statutory
scheme “is built around reliance on the face of written plan
documents”). The is that apoint by giving plan participant
a clear set of instructions for his own instructionsmaking
clear, ERISA forecloses forany justification intoenquiries
nice of inexpressions intent, favor of the virtues of adhering
to an uncomplicated rule: administration,“simple avoiding]
double andliability, thatensuring] beneficiaries what’sget

without thecoming quickly, folderol essential under less-­
Valley Vicinitycertain rules.” Fox & Constr. Workers

Pension Brown, (CA7 1990) (East­Fund v. 275, 283897 F. 2d
erbrook, J., dissenting).

And the cost of less certain rules would be too Planplain.
administrators would be forced “to examine a multitude of
external documents that tomight affect thepurport dispen-

Corp.,sation of benefits,” Altobelli v. IBM 78,77 F. 3d 82-83
(CA4 1996) (Wilkinson, J.,C. and be drawn intodissenting),

likelitigation this over the and ofmeaning enforceability
waivers. Thepurported Estate’s that a ad-suggestion plan

ministrator could resolve these sorts of in-disputes through
terpleader actions restates themerely with the Es-problem
tate’s itposition: would adestroy administrator’splan ability
to look at the documentsplan and records toconforming
them to clear distribution withoutget instructions, going
into court.

The Estate of course is that this of sim-right guarantee
is notplicity absolute. The ofvery QDROsenforceability

means that asometimes administrator must look forplan
the beneficiaries outside documentsplan notwithstanding

1056(d)(3)(J)§ §1104(a)(1)(D); that a who isprovides “person
an alternate under a shall be considered forpayee [QDRO]

of of a underpurposes any provision beneficiary[ERISA]
the But this in effect means that a administra-plan.” plan
tor who enforces a must be to enforce docu-saidQDRO plan

isments, case,not them. In a QDRO enquiryignore any
the criteriarelatively discrete, objectiveandgiven specific
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qualifies as a seethat QDRO,12relations ordera domesticfor
(D),1056(d)(3)(C),§§ requirements amount to a stat-that

administrator]“spare [anworking fromutory tochecklist
Metropolitanambiguities,” Ins.litigation-fomenting Co.Life
(CA7 1994). a farThis is1080,42 F. 3d 1084Wheaton,v.

figureplancry asking to out whetherfrom a administrator
knowing vol-law waiver was andclaimed federal commona
particularuntary, language the bene-its addressedwhether

factually complexon into and sub-issue, forth,fits at and so
e.g., supra,jective Altobelli, at 83See,determinations.

(“[W]aiver(Wilkinson, dissenting) provisions oftenareJ.,C.
leaving plansweeping precise ontheir their effectterms,in

(CA8unclear”); Kerr, 911,v. 53 F. 3d 915benefits Mohamed
1995) marriage(making that ter-“fact-driven determination”

agreementmination a valid waiver federalconstituted under
law).common

good holding line,These are and for thesufficient reasons
just mightof bluras we have done in cases state laws that

bright-line requirement planthe to follow documents in dis-
tributing preemptionrecent are in-benefits. Two cases

Boggs Boggs, that833,structive here. v. 520 U. S. held
testamentarypreempted permittingaERISA state law the

spouse’s communitynonparticipant property in-transfer of a

12 QDRO,qualify “clearly speeif[y]”To as a a divorce decree must the
mailing participantname and known of name andlast address the and the

by order;mailing payeeof each alternate covered the the amountaddress
bypercentage participant’s paid planthe benefits to be the to eachor of

percentageor inpayeesuch alternate the manner which such amount or
determined; payments periodbe the of or to the orderis to number which

1056(d)(3)(C).§applies; plan applies.and to Aeach which such order
QDRO planif it a toqualify requiresorder cannot as adomestic relations

benefit, any providedany type option,form or not otherwiseprovide or of
benefits; requiresplan; requires plan providethe the to increased orunder
required paidpayeeto that are to bepaymentthe of benefits an alternate

previouslypayee under another order determinedto another alternate
1056(d)(3)(D).QDRO. plan required§ to writ­a A is establishto be

is awhether relations orderprocedures determiningfor a domesticten
§1056(d)(3)(G)(ii).QDRO.
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pension planterest in rejectedundistributed benefits. We
entreaty “throughthe to create case law ... a new class of

persons planfor whom assets are to be held and adminis-
explaining “[t]hetered,” that statute is not amenable to this

sweeping extratextual Id.,extension.” at in850. And
Egelhoff preempted provid-we held that ERISA a state law
ing designation spouse beneficiarythat the of a as the of a
nonprobate automatically uponasset is revoked divorce.
532 S.,U. at 143. standingWe said the law was at fault for

way making paymentsin “simply bythe of identifying the
beneficiary specified by planthe documents,” id., 148,at and

purporting congressionalthus for goalto “undermine the of
‘minimizing] the burden[s]’administrative and financial on
plan (quoting Ingersoll-Randadministrators,” id., at 149-150

(1990));Co. McClendon,v. Egelhoff,498 133,U. S. 142 see
supra, (identifying147,at 1 plann. “the conflictbetween the

(which require making paymentsdocuments to the named
(whichbeneficiary) requires making pay-and the statute

else)”).ments to someone
goesWhat goesfor inconsistent state law for a federal

mightcommon planlaw of waiver that obscure a administra­
dutytor’s to act “in accordance with the documents and in­

struments.” See Mertens Associates,v. Hewitt 508 U. S.
(1993)(“The authority248, 259 developof courts to a ‘federal

authoritycommon law’ under ERISA ... is not the to revise
statute”).the text anyof the And this case does as well as

pointing protecting planother in out the wisdom of the docu­
ments rule. Under the terms of the LivSIP was William’s
designated beneficiary. plan provided easy wayThe an for

change designation,William to the but for whatever reason
plan provided wayhe did not. The a to disclaim an interest

in purportthe account,SIP but Liv did not to follow it.13

13The Estate does not contend that Liv’s waiver was a valid disclaimer
plan.under the terms of the We do not a situation in which theaddress

plan providedocuments beneficiaryno means for a to renounce an interest
in benefits.
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whattherefore did exactlyThe administratorplan
1104(a)(1)(D) control,§ “the documents and thoserequired:

Parrott, 2d 310,name 913 F.McMillan v.[the ex-wife].”
(CA6 1990).312

answer,It is no the Estate that William’sas argues,
itform should not control because isbeneficiary-designation

and thegoverningnot one of the “documents instruments
1104(a)(1)(D) was treated a doc-§under and not asplan” plan

is theby point.ument the administrator. That besideplan
It that and summary descrip-is uncontested the SIP the plan
tion are instruments the plan.”“documents and governing

Curtiss-Wright Corp., 514 U. at 84 thatS.,See (explaining
1024(b)(2) (b)(4) a§§29 U. S. C. and administra-planrequire

documents”).tor to make available the “governing plan
Those documents that the administrator willprovide plan

benefits to a withpay beneficiary,participant’s designated
way.and to be made in adesignations particularchanges

made inbeneficiaryWilliam’s of Liv as his wasdesignation
the way Liv’s waiver was not.14required;

IV

aLiv’s waiver was not rendered theAlthough nullity by
§of 1056,terms the administratorplan distributedproperly

SIP benefits to Liv in accordance with the docu-the plan
ments. The of the Court of is affirmedAppealsjudgment
on the latter ground.

It so ordered.is

14 plan torequiringThe Estate also that a administrator dis­contends
beneficiaryconformity plantribute in with documents will allow abenefits

plan.participant under the terms of thewho murders a to obtain benefits
“slayer” us, EgelhoffweThe case is not before and do not address it. See

(2001)141, ERISAEgelhoff, (decliningv. U. S. 152 to decide whether532
receiving prop­preempts forbidding murderinga heir fromstate statutes

erty killing).as a result of the


