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EN BANC.

PITTMAN, PRESIDING JUSTICE, FOR THE COURT:

1. On February 4, 1999, we issued our per curiam affirmance of the chancellor's judgment in this case.
Appelants Sylvester Griffin, Claude Griffin, Clyda Mae Myers, and Tamora Robinson have filed their
moation for rehearing, asking this Court to reconsder our decison affirming the chancdlor's ruling denying
the gppellants motion that they be joined under M.R.C.P. 19 or M.R.C.P. 24. The appdlants aso contend
that the notice of sale of the disputed properties was insufficient. Finding no error on the part of the
chancdlor in this case, we deny the gppellants motion for rehearing.

112. The appellants complain that the decision of the chancellor to deny the motion for joinder under
M.R.C.P. 19 or 24 was clearly erroneous. The divorce between Sylvester Griffin and Lottie Griffin
Campbdll resulted in amonetary judgment againgt Sylvester. A series of amendments was added to the
divorce decree. Neither the judgment of divorce nor any amendments to the divorce were ever gppedled.
Given the find unappeded judgment on the merits, Lottie Griffin Campbd|'s enrolled judgment formed a
lien on dl properties liged in Sylvester's name againgt Sylvester and any successorsin title.

113. The properties in question were then sold to satisfy the lien. The appellants then filed amotion to set
asde the sdle and to intervene under M.R.C.P. 19 or 24. The chancdllor denied the motion, and the



appellants appedled to this Court.

4. This Court has held that a chancdlor's decision cannot be disturbed "unless the chancellor abused his
discretion, was manifestly wrong or clearly erroneous, or an erroneous lega standard was applied.”.
Madden v. Rhodes, 626 So.2d 608, 616 (Miss. 1993)(citations omitted). A chancellor Sitting as a finder
of fact is given wide discretion.

5. The only evidence Sylvester offered was his own testimony that he never received the deeds to the
property, and thus could not have been the owner at the time of the divorce. It was dicited from Sylvester
on cross-examination that he had been incarcerated at Maxwell Air Force Base for pleading guilty to
concedling assets. Lottie rebutted Sylvester's testimony with her own witness who testified that Sylvester
did, in fact, own the land in question at the time of the divorce. The chancdlor, who is given wide discretion
in fact-finding, weighed the testimony offered and confirmed the Specid Commissioner's report and
authorized the Specid Commissioner's deed. We affirm the chancellor's finding that Sylvester wasthe
owner of the propertiesin issue a the time of the divorce, resulting in alien on these properties as a result
of Lottie's money judgment.

116. The appd lants further contend that there was insufficient notice regarding the upcoming sde of the
disputed properties. However, the appellants attorney, Mr. Edwin Kerstine, recelved a copy of the notice
to sl from the Specid Commissioner and attended the sde of the property. He dso Stipulated at the
confirmation hearing that the Specid Commissioner had properly performed her duties as required by the
order to sl.

117. Finding no error in the chancellor's judgment denying the motion for joinder or in the sufficiency of
notice of the ordered sde, we affirm. As aresult, the gppellants motion for rehearing is denied.

18. MOTION FOR REHEARING DENIED.

PRATHER, CJ., SULLIVAN, PJ., BANKS, McRAE, SMITH, MILLS, WALLER AND COBB
JJ., CONCUR.



