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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Dakota reviewed a divorce judgment concerning property distribution
and the denial of alimony. The court held that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in awarding
the parties' property, including premarital real estate and gold Krugerrands, or in denying alimony to
the appellant. The judgment was affirmed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion in dividing the marital property.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion in denying Viannie's request for alimony.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by awarding the Meade County property and gold
Krugerrands to Keith while awarding Viannie her separately held property and a $60,000 cash payment.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Viannie's request for alimony because the property
awarded to her was sufficient to provide income and meet her needs, including the cost of health
insurance.

3. A divorce court's property division and alimony decision are reviewed for abuse of discretion, and
reversal is warranted only when no judicial mind could have reached the same conclusion under the law
and circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To obtain a reversal under the abuse of discretion standard, the appellant must show that no judicial mind
could have reached the same conclusion in view of the law and circumstances of the case.” (¶ 11)

“This Court has repeatedly refused to "fine-tune the handiwork of those to whom the division of [marital]
property has been entrusted."” (¶ 27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties married in 1975, divorced in Mexico in 1978, continued living together, and remarried in 1984.
Keith entered the marriage with substantial assets, including the Meade County property, while Viannie
generally remained at home caring for their two children and had limited employment outside the home. At the
time of the South Dakota divorce, the disputed marital assets included the Meade County property and gold
Krugerrands; the trial court awarded most disputed assets to Keith, awarded Viannie approximately $914,884 in
cash and income-producing assets, required Keith to pay her $60,000, and denied her request for alimony to
obtain health insurance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Viannie filed for divorce, dismissed the first action by stipulation, and refiled after reconciliation efforts failed.
Following trial, the circuit court entered findings of fact, conclusions of law, and a decree of divorce dividing the
parties' property and denying Viannie's request for alimony. The Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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