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CHANDLER, J., FOR THE COURT:
1. The Chancery Court of Warren County granted Chris and Sheree Thornell a divorce on the
grounds of irreconcilable differences.  The parties had entered into a joint property, child custody and
support agreement wherein they agreed that they would havejoint legal custody and joint physica custody
of their only child, Leana, who was one year and eight months old at the time of the divorce. Each party
was awarded custody on an aternating weekly basis with intermittent overnight Wednesday visitation for

each parent during their non-custodia week. Subsequently, Sheree filed amoation for citation of contempt

and to modify the decree dleging that Chris waswrongfully withholding Leanafrom her. Shedso sought



to have physica custody awarded to her on the ground that there had been a substantial and material
change of circumstances that adversaly affected the child. Chris filed an answer and counter petition to
modify the decree inwhich he sought to have physica custody of Leianaawarded to him. Heaso clamed
that there had been amateria change in circumstances that adversdy affected the child.
12. Following a hearing on the matter, the chancellor, without explanation, found that there had been
amaterid change in circumstances which adversdy affected the minor child and warranted amodification
of custody. Ultimately, the chancellor awarded custody of Leianato Chrisduring the school year, subject
to vistation rights of Sheree, and awarded custody of Lelanato Sheree during the summer months, subject
tovigitation rightsof Chris. Shereewasorderedto pay Chris$179 per month during the school year when
he had custody and Chris was ordered to pay Sheree $276 per month during the summer months when
she had custody.
113. Sheree gpped s the order of the chancery court dleging, by way of summary, that the court erred
inordering amodification of custody on the basis of amateria changein circumstances adversdy affecting
the wdfare of the child without firgt identifying the specific change of circumstance and then analyzing and
aoplying thefactorsenumerated in Albright v. Albright, 437 So. 2d 1003,1005 (Miss. 1983), in light of
that specific change. Finding reversible error, this Court reverses and remands.

ANALYSIS
14. The standard of review of achancellor'sdecison onarequest for modification of custody islimited.
A chancdlor's decison will only bereversed if it is either manifestly wrong or clearly erroneous, or if the
chancellor has applied an erroneous legal standard. Brocato v. Brocato, 731 So.2d 1138, 1140 (1 8)

(Miss.1999).



5. Sheree Thorndl argues that the chancellor should be reversed in this instance because the court
applied an erroneous legd standard when it modified custody on the basis of a materia change in
circumstances that adversdly affected the child without first identifying the Specific changein circumstances
that adversely affected the child and gpplying the Albright factorsin light of that change. ThisCourt agrees.
T6. The totdity of the chancdlor's finding with regard to the question of a materid change in
circumstances adverse to the wefare of the child conssts of the following:
The Court findsthat in consdering dl the evidence, the law applicable thereto and

in light of the totdity of the circumstances, that a materia change in circumstances has

occurred which adversdly affects the welfare of the minor child, Leiana Thorndl. The

Court findsthat it isin Leianas best interest that her custody be modified.
This Court has held that " [w]hen considering amodification of child custody, the proper gpproachistofirst
identify the pecific changein circumstances, and then andlyze and apply theAlbright factorsin light of that
change. Wherethereisno specific identification of the alleged changein circumstances, thisCourt is placed
in the position of attempting to guess what the chancellor determined was a proper basis for a change in
custody.” Sturgisv. Sturgis, 792 So.2d 1020, 1025 (119) (Miss. Ct. App. 2001).
17. This Court dso findsthat, asin Surgis, the chancellor inthe case at bar, rendered an opinion that
attempted to analyze and apply the Albright factors, however, since the opinion does not reflect what the
prior conditions were and does not identify any changed circumstances with which to make acomparison,
that analyssfaled.
118. Because the chancdlor faled to first identify a specific change in circumstance that adversely

affected the welfare of the child, and then do an on the record analysis of each of the Albright factorsin

light of the changed circumstance, we are compdlled to reverse.



19. THE JUDGMENT OF THE CHANCERY COURT OF WARREN COUNTY IS
REVERSED AND REMANDED FOR PROCEEDINGS CONSISTENT WITH THIS
OPINION. ALL COSTSOF THISAPPEAL ARE ASSESSED TO THE APPELLEE.

McMILLIN, CJ., KING AND SOUTHWICK, P.JJ., BRIDGES, THOMAS, LEE,
IRVING, MYERS AND GRIFFIS, JJ., CONCUR.



