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Deborah Theerman (hereinafter, “Appellant”) appeals the trial court’s grant of summary
judgment in Frontenac Bank’s (hereinafter, “the Bank’) favor finding Appellant was not entitled
to the proceeds of four certificates of deposit (hereinafter, “the disputed CDs”) as a matter of
law. Appellant raises three points on appeal. In her first point, Appellant asserts the trial court
erred in granting summary judgment in favor of the Bank because a genuine issue of material
fact exists in that the Bank’s claim Appellant’s name was added as a joint owner of the disputed
CDs due to a computer error was “denied and controverted” by testimony such error could not
have occurred. In her second point, Appellant asserts the trial court erroneously entered
summary judgment in the Bank’s favor because it incorrectly interpreted Sections 461.021 and
461.028 as requiring the Bank to pay the proceeds of the disputed CDs to the two designated
pay-on-death (hereinafter, “the POD”) beneficiaries. In her final point, Appellant claims the trial
court erroneously granted the Bank’s summary judgment motion because it wrongly interpreted
Section 362.471.6 as mandating the Bank pay the proceeds of the disputed CDs to the POD
beneficiaries. In particular, Appellant alleges Sections 461.021, 461.028, and 362.471 do not
address the relationship between a joint owner and POD beneficiaries nor do they require a
written document for a CD holder to add a joint owner.

REVERSED AND REMANDED.

Division 1V Holds: The trial court erred in granting the Bank’s motion for summary judgment
because genuine issues of material fact exist as to whether Appellant was a joint owner of the
disputed CDs. Furthermore, the Bank is not entitled to judgment as a matter of law pursuant to
Sections 461.021, 461.028, or 362.471.
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