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VEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

McMurray, J.

Thi s appeal springs froma judgnent in a divorce action which

was entered in the Chancery Court for Hamlton County. The



appel l ant chal |l enges only that part of the trial court's judgnent
maki ng a division of marital property. W affirmthe judgnent of

the trial court.

The appellant's only conplaint on this appeal is that the
trial court awarded to hima judgnment in the anount of $30, 000. 00.
He feels that in light of the proof at the trial heis entitled to
a judgnent for $67,000.00. Notw thstanding the appellants Iimted
appeal , however, he relates nmuch detail in his brief concerningthe
grounds for divorce. W wll respond only to the specific issue

rai sed on this appeal.

It is well-settled |aw that the division of property does not
require an equal division but an equitable one. Such is the case
here. It is apparent fromthe record that the appellee nade the
greater contribution to the marriage. The chancellor recognized
that her contribution was nuch larger. In his decision announced
fromthe bench he stated: "The defendant is not receiving exactly
an equal division of assets and liabilities, but his contributions

to the marri age were not equal."

The parties were married Novenber 21, 1992, and the divorce
action was filed on Cctober 10, 1994. W agree with the chancell or

that a division of marital property should be, to a | arge extent,



measured by the respective contributions to the marriage by the

parties when a nmarriage is of such short duration.

W are of the opinion that this is a proper case for dis-
position under the provisions of Rule 10, Rules of this court.! W
find that a formal opinion would have no precedential value and
further we concur in the facts as found by the trial court. No

reversible error of | aw appears.

The judgnent of the trial court is affirmed in accordance with
Court of Appeals Rule 10, Rules of this court. Costs are taxed to
the appellant and this case is remanded to the trial court for the

coll ection thereof.

Don T. McMurray, J.

lRule 10. Affirmative wi thout opi nion - Menorandum opi ni on.
(a) Affirmance Wthout Opinion. The Court, with the concurrence of all judges
participating in the case, may affirmthe action of the trial court by order without
rendering a formal opinion when an opini on woul d have no precedential val ue and one
or more of the followi ng circunmstances exist and are dispositive of the appeal:

(1) the Court concurs in the facts as found or as found by necessary inplication by
the trial court.

(2) there is material evidence to support the verdict of the jury.
(3) no reversible error of |aw appears.

Such cases may be affirned as follows: "Affirmed i n accordance with Court of Appeals
Rul e 10(a)."

(b) Memorandum Opi ni on. The Court, with the concurrence of all judges participating
in the case, may affirm reverse or nodify the actions of the trial court by
menor andum opi ni on when a formal opinion would have no precedential value. When a
case is decided by menorandum opinion it shall be designated "MEMORANDUM OPI NI ON, "
shall not be published, and shall not be cited or relied on for any reason in a
subsequent unrel ated case. [As anended by order filed April 22, 1992.]



CONCUR:

Houston M Goddard, Presiding Judge

Charl es D. Susano, Jr., J.
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ORDER

This appeal cane on to be heard upon the record from the
Chancery Court of Ham |ton County, briefs and argunment of counsel.
Upon consi deration thereof, this Court is of opinion that there was
no reversible error in the trial court.

The judgnent of the trial court is affirmed in accordance with
Court of Appeals Rule 10 paragraphs (a) and (b) Rules of this
court. Costs are taxed to the appellant and this case is remanded

to the trial court for the collection thereof.



PER CURI AM



