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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Supreme Court reviewed the second appeal concerning equitable distribution of the
marital estate in the parties’ divorce. The court held that the chancery court adequately explained its
decision to award Andrea Carney all equity in the marital home, considering her substantial
contribution, emotional connection to the property, and the elimination of potential alimony. The court

affirmed the judgment on remand.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the chancellor's renewed award of all equity in the marital home to the wife was manifestly

wrong or clearly erroneous under the Ferguson equitable-distribution factors.

2. Whether the chancellor improperly treated the wife's $165,000 life-insurance contribution as separate

property after the Supreme Court had held that the funds had been commingled with the marital estate.

3. Whether the chancellor could use the equitable distribution to avoid the need for a lump-sum alimony
award.

HOLDINGS

1. The chancellor did not clearly err or act manifestly wrong by awarding Andrea Carney all of the equity
in the marital home. An equitable division need not be equal, and an award of 100 percent of a marital
asset to one spouse is not error per se when supported by the Ferguson factors and substantial credible

evidence.

2. The chancellor did not improperly treat the life-insurance proceeds as separate property. The judgment
on remand recognized that the proceeds had been commingled into the marital estate and credited the

wife's substantial contribution as one factor in the Ferguson distribution.

3. The chancellor properly could use the equitable distribution to eliminate the need for a separate lump-
sum alimony award. The finding that an additional lump-sum award was not warranted under the older
Cheatham/Tilley factors did not preclude awarding the home equity as part of the Ferguson-based
property division.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is well settled that “an equitable division of property does not necessarily mean an equal division of
property.”” (201 So. 3d at 440)

“In summary, the chancellor was not manifestly wrong in awarding Andrea Carney all of the equity in the
marital home under Ferguson given her substantial contribution to the acquisition of the home, her emotional

attachment to the home, and the fact that the award eliminated the need for alimony.” (201 So. 3d at 443)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties married in 1998, had two children, and acquired the Bell property as their marital home in 2006. The
wife contributed $165,000 in life-insurance proceeds she received after her sister's death toward the home's
purchase, and the property had longstanding emotional significance as her family's home place. After the parties
separated, the chancellor classified the property as marital and awarded the wife title, possession, and all of the

approximately $186,052.57 in equity, while assigning the husband other assets and debts.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Warren County Chancery Court granted an irreconcilable-differences divorce and awarded the wife all
equity in the marital home. The Mississippi Court of Appeals affirmed, but the Mississippi Supreme Court
reversed and remanded because the original judgment did not explain the substantial disparity created by
awarding the wife all of the equity while assigning the husband the second-mortgage debt. On remand, the
chancellor again awarded the wife all equity, assigned the second mortgage to her, and supplied additional

Ferguson-factor findings. The Supreme Court affirmed on the second appeal.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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