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THOMAS, J., FOR THE COURT:

1. Ricky M. Lack appedls the chancdllor's decision to dismiss his petition for modification of judgment of
divorce, raising the following issues as error:

. THE CHANCELLOR WASMANIFESTLY WRONG AND COMMITTED REVERSIBLE
ERROR IN FINDING NO SUBSTANTIAL OR MATERIAL CHANGE IN AFTER-ARISING
CIRCUMSTANCESOF LACK SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT A DOWNWARD
MODIFICATION OF CHILD SUPPORT.

[I. THE CHANCELLOR WASMANIFESTLY WRONG AND COMMITTED REVERSIBLE
ERROR IN REFUSING TO RECONSIDER THE AWARD OF CHILD SUPPORT IN THE



ORIGINAL DIVORCE DECREE WHERE THERE WERE NO WRITTEN OR SPECIFIC
FINDINGSDESPITE A LARGE DEVIATION FROM THE STATUTORY GUIDELINESIN
THE AMOUNT OF CHILD SUPPORT AWARDED.

2. Finding no error, we affirm.
FACTS

3. Ricky M. Lack and Kathy Lack Nash were married on July 24, 1977 in Copiah County, Mississppi.
The marriage produced three children: AmandaNicole Lack, born August 18, 1979; Mary Kathryn Lack,
born April 9, 1990; Matthew Cody Lack, born August 10, 1993. Certain irreconcilable differences arose
between Lack and Nash resulting in their separation in March 1996.

4. On November 21, 1996, Lack and Nash were granted a divorce based on irreconcilable differences.
A property settlement and child custody agreement entered into between Lack and Nash, dated September
13, 1996, was incorporated into the judgment of divorce. The agreement providesin pertinent part:

(1) Nash would have exclusive lega and physica custody of the parties minor children, subject to
reasonable vigtation rights of Lack.

(2) Lack would make two payments of $325 per month in child support, to be paid on the first and
fifteen day of each month.

(3) Lack would provide hedlth insurance and pay the uninsured portion for any medica, hedth care,
and dental expenses for the parties children.

(4) Lack would pay the tuition for the parties children to attend a State supported college or
univergty for four years, provided the children make acceptable progress toward a degree and
maintain afull academic schedule.

(5) Lack would maintain alife insurance policy of $25,000 on his life with the parties children named
as beneficiaries.

(6) Nash would claim the parties children as dependents for tax purposes.

(7) Lack be required to pay the debt due and owing to Trustmark Nationa Bank with an
gpproximate balance of $5,814.60, payable in monthly installments of $193.98.

5. On September 16, 1997, Lack filed a petition for modification of the judgment of divorce. Lack
clamed that materid changesin circumstances had occurred to the extent that he could no longer afford to
meake his child support payments. Lack claimed that one of the parties children, Amanda, had moved in
with him, and hisfinancia condition had worsened to the point that he could no longer afford basic living,
shelter, and trangportation expenses. Lack sought the following relief:

(2) The child support payments that Lack is required to pay be reduced to an amount within the
gatutory limits of Miss. Code Ann § 43-19-101 (Supp. 1998), and that the amount be specified as
per child per month.

(2) Nash be required to pay child support to Lack for Amanda, who is living with Lack.



(3) Nash be required to maintain hedth insurance for the three minor children and be required to pay
one-hdf of the medical expenses of the minor children not covered by insurance.

(4) Nash be required to pay one-haf of the college education expenses of the minor children.
(5) Lack be dlowed to claim the minor children as dependents for income tax purposes.

6. A hearing on this matter was held on November 12, 1997. The chancery court issued its judgment on
November 26, 1997. The chancellor concluded that the petition for modification was without merit and
denied it in toto, subject to the stipulations entered into by and between the parties that the custody of
Amandawould be changed so that Lack and Nash would have joint legal custody with physical custody
being vested with Lack, Nash would be granted reasonable rights of vigtation, and Lack could clam
Amanda as a dependent for federa and state tax purposes.

117. Nash filed amotion for anew tria or to ater or amend the judgment on December 4, 1997. The
chancellor denied Lack's motion on December 11, 1997. From these unfavorable rulings, Lack appesled.

ANALYSIS
l.

THE CHANCELLOR WASMANIFESTLY WRONG AND COMMITTED REVERSIBLE
ERROR IN FINDING NO SUBSTANTIAL OR MATERIAL CHANGE IN AFTER-ARISING
CIRCUMSTANCESOF LACK SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT A DOWNWARD
MODIFICATION OF CHILD SUPPORT.

118. Lack argues that abundant testimony and evidence was presented which clearly showed a materid and
substantid change in the after-arisng circumstances of the parties substantial enough to warrant a
downward modification of child support. Lack points to the following new circumstances. Amanda now
lives with him; Lack pays Amanda's expenses, except for the note on her car; Lack has suffered a decrease
in earning as of October 1, 1997, since he was limited to no more than ten hours of overtime per two-week
period, whereas before, he had been able to work up to twenty-four hours of overtime for each two-week
period; Lack was paying $220 per month in rent, but Snce moving his mortgage is now $256 per month.
Lack dso clamsthat he has a continuoudy increasing debt owed on severd credit cards and to certain
individualsin order to meet his support obligations. Lack argues that ample testimony as well as hisfinancid
declaration show that he has sustained a sgnificant increase in expenses; that his financid and earning
cgpacity is much less than that of hisformer wife; that his necessary living expenses far exceed hisincome;
and that the amount of $650 for child support is beyond hisfinancid ability to pay. Therefore, Lack
maintains that the chancellor should have found amateria change sufficient to judtify amodification of the
child support.

9. Our review in domestic relations metters is extremely limited. We "will not disturb the findings of a
chancellor unless the chancellor was manifestly wrong, clearly erroneous or an erroneous legd standard was
gpplied.” Sandlin v. Sandlin, 699 So. 2d 1198, 1203 (Miss. 1997) (citations omitted). We are required to
respect the findings of the chancdllor if they are supported by credible evidence and not manifestly wrong.



Id. Our supreme court has sated that "[t]o judtify changing or modifying the divorce decree there must have
been amaterid or subgstantid change in the circumstances of the parties. The materid or substantial change
isrelative to only the after-arisng circumstances of the parties following the origind decree™ Shipley v.
Ferguson, 638 So. 2d 1295, 1297 (Miss, 1994) (citations omitted). Furthermore, the change should not
be "something that could have been or should have been reasonably anticipated by the partiesto the
agreement a the time of the agreement.” I d. (citations omitted).

9110. The chancdllor's decison was as follows:

The present matter is before the Court on Mr. Lack’s petition to modify the terms and provisions of
the judgment. He dleges that there has been a materid change in circumstances which would justify
the Court in modifying his support obligations by, number one, reducing his child support, number
two, changing the support order from a global support order to a per child support order, requesting
that Mrs. Nash now be required to pay child support for the oldest child, Amanda, who is now living
with Mr. Lack, to shift the hedlth insurance obligation on dl three children from Mr. Lack to Mrs.
Nash and to require that she pay haf of the uncovered expense. He dso wants the Court to modify
the judgment by requiring Mrs. Nash to pay haf of the college education expenses of the children, and
that he be dlowed to clam dl of the children as dependents for income tax purposes.

At the time of the granting of the divorce, Mr. Lack filed afinancid statement in accordance with the
requirements of the Uniform Chancery Court Rule 8 point something. At that time he showed gross
monthly income of $1,492, a net monthly take-home of $1,217, and monthly expenses of $575,
which included $193 payment to Trustmark as per the agreement. He did not list any ligbilities
whatsoever and declared to the Court that everything he said in his financid statement was true and
correct.

His current financid statement shows that his gross income has gone up $600 plus dollars and his net
income has gone up $400 plus dollars. He now ligts living expenses of $1,830 in contrast to $382 at
the time of the divorce. He shows ingtdlment obligations of $443, which isinclusive of the $193
Trustmark debt.

The parties stipulated at the beginning of the suit that they would have joint legal custody of Amanda,
and Mr. Lack wasto have physica custody of Amanda, with Mrs. Nash to have reasonable rights of
vigtaion.

Amandais 18 years of age and isa student at Copiah-Lincoln Junior College. She has been living
with Mr. Lack for a couple of months now.

It isto be noted, going back to Mr. Lack's financial declaration that was filed smultaneoudy or dmost
smultaneoudy with the granting of the divorce, that dthough he showed only anet monthly pay of $1,
217, he agreed to pay over 50 percent of his earningsin child support, notwithstanding the fact that
the lawvyer who was representing him told him not to do it.

The bottom lineis that Mr. Lack made an improvident contract, afoolish contract, and it is true that
he has now accumulated alot of debt obligation which flows directly from thisimprovident and foolish
contract.

So the bottom line of what Mr. Lack is now asking this Court to do isto relieve him from his



improvidence. And the Supreme Court of the State of Mississppi has repesatedly said that it is not the
business of courts to relieve people from foolish contracts voluntarily and knowingly entered into.

| think it is Sgnificant that the Supreme Court held in the case of [Shaeffer v. Shaeffer, 370 So. 2d
240, 242 (Miss. 1979)], that child support couldn't be reduced because the judge felt he alowed too
much in the firgt ingtance. It would surely be an anomaly in the face of that decison for ajudgeto
intervene and say, "'1'm going to relieve you because you took on too big an obligation to begin with."

Now, there has certainly been no materid change in circumstances that would justify me from rdieving
Mr. Lack of his contract to pay globa child support. It's true that Amandais now living with Mr.
Lack. Mrs. Nash is making a car payment of $215 a month, which allows Amandato go back and
forth to school, and Mr. Lack admits that that's a part of Amanda’s reasonable and necessary monthly
expenses. His exact testimony was, " She has got to have away to go."

11. This motion to reduce is without merit and is denied in toto and dismissed.

112. We will address dl of Lack's arguments by stating that there was sufficient and credible evidence on
the record supporting the chancellor's decision. Lack argues that he has undergone a materid changein his
financia Stuation since the origind divorce decree in November 1996. However, the record shows that
Lack's net income has actudly increased snce November 1996. Thisis due to the fact that Lack is now
able to get paid for overtime (dthough it has been cut back some since October 1997), where as at the time
of the divorce Lack was not paid for overtime. Also, Lack has taken a second job resulting in an extra
$200 a month. Furthermore, while it may be true that Lack has increased his debt since the divorce,
including debt owed in an atempt to meet his support payments, that in and of itsdlf does not warrant a
reduction in child support. See Varner v. Varner, 666 So. 2d 493, 495-98 (Miss. 1995). Our supreme
court has stated that "[p]ersond bills cannot be used as afactor to reduce support payments.” 1d. at 497
(quoting Gregg v. Montgomery, 587 So. 2d 928, 932 (Miss. 1991)).

113. The only sgnificant change in circumstances is the fact that Amanda now lives with Lack. Lack argues
that the chancellor committed reversible error in not changing Lack's child support obligation from a global
obligation to a per-child obligation snce Amanda now lives with him, thereby reducing Lack's support
payments to conform to the statutory guiddines for two children under Miss. Code Ann. § 43-19-101
(Supp. 1998). However, smply because a child moves in with the parent who is paying child support does
not automaticaly mean that parent is entitled to a reduction in child support payments. Especidly in such a
case as we have before us, where the child support payments are designated as alump sum payment.

114. In a case factudly distinguishable but nonetheless ingtructive on the law, our supreme court has held
that "when a parent is ordered to pay a specified amount periodically for the benefit of more than one child,
the emancipation of one child does not automatically reduce the ligbility of the parent for the full amount.”
Moore v. Moore, 372 So. 2d 270, 271 (Miss. 1979). Stated somewhat differently, our supreme court has
held that in cases where there is a sngle lump sum amount ordered as child support for two or more
children "the emancipation of one child does not automatically reduce the supporting parent's periodic
payment.” Varner v. Varner, 588 So. 2d 428, 433 (Miss. 1991) (citations omitted). The rationae given by
our supreme court for thisrule is equaly applicable to the case a hand. Moore gives three reasons for this
rule

Firgt, the dlowance was $75 per week for the family group and did not provide for an alowance of



$15 per week for each child. Perhaps the judgment contemplated that a base amount would be
required regardless of the number of children with an undetermined amount for each child being
included in the $75 weekly dlowance.

Second, a child support order is not based solely on the needs of the minor children, but takesinto
account the ability of a parent to pay child support. Consequently, a child support order may not
accurately reflect the amount actualy required for the support of children, but may reflect only the
amount a parent can afford to pay. Allowing an automatic reduction of an undivided order would
ignore the redlities of such a Situation.

Third, consgdering an undivided child support order as equdly divisble among the children overlooks
the possihility that the requirements of the individua children may very [sc] widdly, depending on the
circumstances of each child.

Moore, 372 So. 2d at 271-72.

115. Whileit is undoubtedly true that Nash has had areduction in expenses and Lack an increase in
expenses since Amanda has come to live with Lack, those expenses, especidly for Lack, are nomind. Lack
tedtified that any extra living expenses associated with Amanda living with him are confined to gasfor her
car, increased water and dectric expenses, increased laundry expense, and the added expense of two
medls aday for Amanda. The record shows that Amanda had a part-time job during the summer and paid
for mogt of her incidental expenses such as entertainment, cosmetics, and lunch. The record further reflects
that Amanda was on full scholarship to Copiah-Lincoln Community College, thereby nullifying Lack's
obligation to pay for her college tuition as required in the divorce agreement. Furthermore, any added
expense associated with Amanda living with Lack is offsat with the tax reductions Lack can clam since
Amandais now his dependent. Of course, the reverse is that Nash has a decrease in her water, eectric,
gas, and food expenses. However, she can no longer claim Amanda as a dependent for tax purposes.
Furthermore, Nash must continue to pay the car note of $215 on Amanda's car as stipulated in the origina
divorce agreement.

1116. Under the totality of the circumstances, where the origind agreement set forth alump sum payment not
designated per child, Nash must continue to pay the necessary expense of the car note for Amanda's car,
the extra cost to Lack for Amandalliving with him is nomind, and Lack can now clam Amandaasa
dependent, we hold that the chancellor was not manifestly in error in refusing to change Lack's globa child
support payment to a per child scale and reduce his payments to conform with Miss. Code Ann. § 43-19-
101 (Supp. 1998).

THE CHANCELLOR WASMANIFESTLY WRONG AND COMMITTED REVERSIBLE
ERROR IN REFUSING TO RECONSIDER THE AWARD OF CHILD SUPPORT IN THE
ORIGINAL DIVORCE DECREE WHERE THERE WERE NO WRITTEN OR SPECIFIC
FINDINGSDESPITE A LARGE DEVIATION FROM THE STATUTORY GUIDELINESIN
THE AMOUNT OF CHILD SUPPORT AWARDED.

117. Lack argues that the chancdllor committed reversible error in the origind decree by failing under Miss.
Code Ann. § 43-19-101 (Supp. 1998) to make written or specific findings in regard to the deviation



between the support awarded and the statutory guidelines. Lack did not raise thisissue until he filed his
motion for new trid on the petition to modify. As noted earlier, the origina decree was agreed to and
submitted to the chancellor as a stipulation. Lack’s objection comes too little too late.

118. THE JUDGMENT OF THE COPIAH COUNTY CHANCERY COURT ISAFFIRMED.
ALL COSTSOF THISAPPEAL ARE ASSESSED TO APPELLANT.

McMILLIN, CJ., KING AND SOUTHWICK, P.JJ., BRIDGES, COLEMAN, DIAZ, IRVING,
LEE, AND PAYNE, JJ., CONCUR.



