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LEE, J.,, FOR THE COURT:

PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND FACTS
1. Perry and Katherine Berryman were married January 29, 1996, in Eureka Springs, Arkansas.
Perry and K atherine both worked in Memphis, Tennessee, Perry asafirefighter and Katherineasanurse,
but they lived in Independence, Mississippi. Therewere no children born during the Berrymans marriage.
InJuly 2002, Perry and Katherine separated. The partiesfiled aconsent agreement on May 9, 2003, and

were granted a hearing on property issuesthat sameday. On June 9, 2003, in the Chancery Court of Tate



County, Perry and Katherine were granted a divorce on the grounds of irreconcilable differences. The
chancellor divided the marita property, but declined to award dimony or atorney's fees to ether party.
Perry now appeds to this Court asserting that the chancellor erred in awarding commingled marita
property and marital assets solely to Katherine, which resulted in an inequitable distribution of assets.
STANDARD OF REVIEW
92. When reviewing the decisons of a chancdllor, this Court gpplies a limited abuse of discretion
standard of review. McNell v. Hester, 753 So. 2d 1057 (121) (Miss. 2000). The findings of the
chancdlor will not be disturbed "unless the chancelor was manifestly wrong, clearly erroneous, or gpplied
the wrong legd standard.” 1d.
DISCUSSION
. DID THE CHANCELLOR ERR IN AWARDING COMMINGLED MARITAL
PROPERTY AND MARITAL ASSETS SOLELY TO KATHERINE, RESULTING IN AN
INEQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF ASSETS?
113. In his sole issue, Perry argues that the chancdlor erred in awarding certain commingled marital
property and marital assets soldly to Katherine, resulting in an inequitable distribution of the assets.
Specificdly, Perry claims that the chancellor failed to make specific findings of fact concerning which
property was separate and which was marital before distributing the assets. Equitable digtribution in a
divorce caseis governed by the guidelines set out by our supreme court in Ferguson v. Ferguson, 639
$0. 2d 921 (Miss. 1994). These guiddinesinclude:
(2) economic and domestic contributions by each party to the marriage,
(2) expenditures and disposal of the marital assets by each party,
(3) the market value and emotiond vaue of the marita assets,
(4) the vaue of the nonmarita property,
(5) tax, economic, contractua, and lega consequences of the digtribution,

(6) dimination of aimony and other future frictiona contact between the parties,
(7) the income and earning capacity of each party, and



(8) any other relevant factor that should be considered in making an equitable distribution.

Ferguson, 639 So. 2d at 928. Assets acquired or accumulated during the course of the marriage are
marital assetsand are subject to an equitable distribution by the chancellor. Hemdley v. Hemsley, 639 So.
2d 909, 915 (Miss. 1994).
14. Perry'schief concernisthe marita resdence, which he damsshould not have been avarded soldy
to Katherine. In hisorder the chancellor noted the various marita assets accumulated by the parties during
the course of the marriage. Pursuant to the Ferguson factors, the chancellor divided the property as
follows. Perry wasto receive the tractor and accessories valued at $5,000; his 1994 Chevy Blazer; his
entireretirement account, of which gpproximately $24,000 was accumulated during the marriage; therenta
house, with equity of approximately $20,000; and his persond effects, including books, along with a
bedroom suite from the marital resdence. Perry was aso ordered to pay the second mortgage on the
tractor. Katherinewasawarded themarital residence, with equity of approximately $148,000; the twenty-
acre property, with equity of approximately $48,000; her car; and furniture. Katherine was dso ordered
to maintain the mortgage payments of gpproximately $900 per month on the marital residence and $740
per month on the twenty-acre property.

5. In awarding Katherine sole ownership of the marital resdence, the chancellor stated as follows:
Based upon dl these [Ferguson] factors especidly #1 'Substantia contributions to the
accumulation of the property' and the uncontradi cted fact that Mrs. Berryman contributed
$145,000 to the acquisition of the maritd residence (725 Waker Road) equity demands
that she be entitled to the sole ownership of the residence or the proceeds from the sde
thereof, (less 1st and 2nd mortgage).

Although Perry fed sthat the property should have been divided equaly, we cannot find that the chancellor

abused his discretion in awarding Katherine sole ownership of the marita property.



T6. THEJUDGMENT OF THE CHANCERY COURT OF TATE COUNTY ISAFFIRMED.
COSTSOF THISAPPEAL ARE TAXED TO THE APPELLANT.

KING, C.J., BRIDGESP.J.,, MYERS, CHANDLER AND GRIFFIS, JJ., CONCUR.
IRVING AND BARNES, JJ., NOT PARTICIPATING.



