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PER CURIAM.

Defendant appeds as of right and plaintiff cross-appeals from an August 12, 1994, judgment of
divorce. We affirm.

Defendant first argues that this litigation was protracted, not by the action or inaction of
defendant, but as a result of plaintiff’s demand that defendant provide her with unreasonably excessve
adimony payments under the circumstances and, therefore, this Court should reverse the trid court's
award of attorney fees to plaintiff. This Court will not reverse the trid court’s decison regarding the
award of atorney fees in a divorce action absent an abuse of discretion. Hanaway v Hanaway, 208
Mich App 278, 298; 527 NW2d 792 (1995).

An award of attorney feesin a divorce action is gppropriate where necessary to enable a party
to prosecute or defend the lawsuit. MCL 552.13; MSA 25.93; Heike v Heike, 198 Mich App 289,
294; 497 NW2d 220 (1993). The evidence adduced at trial showed that defendant earns a
subgtantidly higher sdary than does plaintiff. Upon review of the evidence, we find that an award of
attorney fees was necessary to enable plaintiff to prosecute the divorce and this disparity in income
presents sufficient judtification for the trid court to award atorneys fees to plaintiff to permit plaintiff to
sustain the action. MCL 552.13; MSA 25.93; Heike, supra, p 198.

* Circuit judge, Sitting on the Court of Appeds by assgnment.
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Additionaly, a sanction may be appropriate where one party to a divorce proceeding attempts
to conced assets from the other party. Sands v Sands, 442 Mich 30, 36-37; 497 NW2d 493 (1993).
Moreover, atorney fees may be authorized where one party has been otherwise forced to incur
expense as aresult of the other party’ s unreasonable conduct in the course of thislitigation. Hanaway,
supra, p 298. Here, the trid court found that defendant’s dilatory tactics in the process of completing
discovery, as well as defendant’s retention of four different attorneys through the course of this lawsuit,
protracted this litigation. The trid court further indicated that the evidence adduced at trid suggested
that defendant may have conceded assets from both creditors and plaintiff. Upon consideration of the
facts presented at trid and relied upon by the tria court, we conclude that the trial court did not abuse
its discretion in awarding atorney feesto plaintiff.

Defendant next argues that an award of attorney fees was not supportable pursuant to MCR
3.206(C)(2). Upon review of the record asawhole, it is clear that the tria court did not base its award
of attorney fees upon MCR 3.206(C). Rather, the award was predicated upon disparity in income,
defendant’ s attempt to conced assets and defendant’ s protraction of the litigation. Therefore, we need
not review whether the award was supportable pursuant to MCR 3.206(C)(2).

Defendant next argues that the trid court’s awvard of permanent dimony in the amount of $250
per week in favor of plaintiff was inequitable because it was based upon the clearly erroneous finding
that plaintiff earned an annua sdary of $8,000.

We review atrid court's factud findings in a domestic relations case for clear error. Beason v
Beason, 435 Mich 791, 805; 460 NW2d 207 (1990). A finding is clearly erroneous where, upon
condderation of dl the evidence, we are left with a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been
made. Id. If the trid court's findings are not clearly erroneous, we must then decide whether the
dispostiond ruling was far and equitable in light of the facts. The trid court’s decison regarding
adimony must be affirmed unless we are firmly convinced that it was inequitable. Sands, supra, p 34.

The main objective of dimony is to baance the incomes and needs of the partiesin away which
will not impoverish ether party, Ackerman v Ackerman, 197 Mich App 300, 302; 495 NW2d 173
(1992), and is to be based on what is just and reasonable under the circumstances of the case, Maake,
supra, p 187. Among the factors which should be considered are: 1) the past relations and conduct of
the parties; 2) the length of the marriage; 3) the abilities of the parties to work; 4) the source and amount
of property awarded to the parties; 5) the parties ages; 6) the ahilities of the parties to pay dimony; 7)
the present Stuation of the parties, 8) the needs of the parties; 9) the parties hedth; 10) the prior
gandard of living of the parties and whether ether is responsble for the support of others, 11)
contributions of the parties to the joint estate; 12) a party’s fault in causing the divorce; 13) the effect of
cohabitation on a party’s financid satus, and 14) generd principles of equity. lanitelli v lanitelli, 199
Mich App 641, 644; 502 NW2d 691 (1993).

Upon review of the evidence presented at trid and in light of the disparity in income between
plantiff and defendant, plantiff’s hedth problems, the length of time plaintiff has been dsent from the
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practice of her profession, the age of the parties, and the reasons for the dissolution of the marriage, the
trial court’s award of $250 per week in permanent dimony was not ineguitable. Sands, supra, p 34

Defendant findly argues that the trid court erred in ordering that defendant recompense plaintiff
in the amount of $4,150, representing one-hdf that amount of money defendant transferred from the
marital bank accounts without notice to or the consent of plaintiff.

Absent a binding agreement, the goa in digtributing marital assets in a divorce proceeding is to
reach an equitable distribution of property in light of dl facts and circumstances. Ackerman, supra, p
807. The divison need not be mathematicaly equa. Impullitti v Impullitti, 163 Mich App 507, 513;
415 Nw2d 261 (1987). To reach an equitable divison, the trid court should consider the duration of
the marriage, the contribution of each party to the marital estate, each party’s Sation in life, each party’s
earning ability, each party’s age, hedth and needs, fault or past misconduct, and any other equitable
circumstance. Sparks v Sparks, 440 Mich 141, 158-160; 485 NW2d 893 (1992). A party’s attempt
to conced assats is a relevant consideration in determining an equitable divison of property, but does
not result in autométic forfeiture. Sands, supra, p 36.

Thetria court ordered that dl funds removed from joint accounts by ether party be reimbursed,
in the amount of one-haf the amounts withdrawn, to the other party. Moreover, the triad court ordered
that al moneys removed from the home equity line of credit by plaintiff be repaid in full. Accordingly,
we find that the trid court ordered an equa divison of monies by both parties and that the ditribution
was equitable in light of the circumstances. 1d., p 34.

Paintiff argues on cross-agpped that the tria court’s award of $10,000 in total attorney feeswas
inequitable and that in light of defendant’s income, attempts to concedl assets and other actions which
led to the protraction of this proceeding, defendant should be ordered to pay seventy percent of
plantiff’'s tota atorney fees, as wdl as fees incurred in corjunction with this goped. Pantiff faled to
object to the reasonableness of the amount of atorney fees awarded at trid. Absent manifest injustice,
falure to raise the issue of the reasonableness of the amount of attorney fees awarded before the trid
court leaves the issue unpreserved for appea. Milligan v Milligan, 197 Mich App 665, 671; 496
NW2d 394 (1992). Because we find that manifest injustice will not result from our refusal to review
thisissue, we so decline.

Affirmed.
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