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PER CURIAM.

Defendant Diane Marie Lademan appeds as of right from the March 17, 1995, judgment of
divorce. We &ffirm.

Defendant’s brief contains two issues that directly chalenge the property divison and the
awad of dimony. Fird, defendant argues that the trid court’s findings of fact as to the excluson of
certain trust assets from the marital estate were clearly erroneous, condtitute an abuse of discretion
and aclear error of law. Second, defendant argues that the court “committed a clear error of lawin
dividing the assets and in the sum of aimony/spousa support awarded where it failed to consder al
evidence presented and/or made it's [dic] decison with disregard for the evidence presented.”
Defendant’ s arguments are difficult to discern. Defendant does not identify the specific findings that
she contends are clearly erroneous. Rather, the thrust of the first argument seems to be that under
the circumstances, the court abused its discretion by not awarding the marita home to defendant
“free and clear” of the mortgage held by plaintiff’s family trust, and the thrust of the second argument
seems to be that “ substantial” dimony should have been awarded. Accordingly, we will address the
arguments in this manner.

When a party chalenges atrid court’s divison of property, we firg review the trid court’'s
findings of fact for clear error. McDougal v McDougal, 451 Mich 80, 87; 545 NW2d 357 (1996).
If the trid court's factua findings are upheld, then we review the trid court's digpositiond ruling for
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farness and equity in light of those facts. 1d. The dispostiona ruling should be affirmed unless we
are |eft with the firm conviction that the divison was inequitable. 1d.

We have reviewed defendant’ s arguments with respect to the court’ s factud findings, and we
are not persuaded that the findings are clearly erroneous. Furthermore, consdering defendant’s
arguments concerning the property divison and the spousa support award, we are not left with a
firm conviction that the dispositiond ruling was inequitable.

Contrary to defendant’s assertion, the court did not disregard the plaintiff’ s interest in a trust
created by his mother, who was deceased at the time of trid. The trust was worth gpproximately
$800,000, which isto be divided equaly between plaintiff and his Sster after their father’sdeath. As
recognized by defendant, plaintiff’s father has aright to invade the principd during hislifetime. At the
time of the trid, plantiff’s father was saventy-one years old, which defendant characterizes in her
brief as “very edely.” According to defendant, “given [plaintiff’s] father's age and wedth,
[plaintiff’s interest in the trust] was a virtud certainty.” The trid court disagreed with defendant’s
postion and recognized the difficulty in awarding defendant an amount for an interest in the trust
when the amount plaintiff would ultimately receive was uncertain until his father’ s deeth.

Paintiff’s father might die tomorrow, God forbid, and the plaintiff would come into a
ggnificant amount of money. On the other hand, plaintiff’s father might contract a
long and catastrophic illness. Once again, God forbid, which can wipe out the trust.

The court stated that it considered “these potentids’ in its divison of property and the award of
dimony. Under the circumstances, we are not left with a firm conviction that the court’s handling of
plaintiff’ sinterest in the trust was improper or that the property division as awhole was inequitable.

We are dso not |eft with a firm conviction that the award of dimony was inadequate. The
court expresdy congdered the conduct of the parties, the length of the marriage, the ability of the
parties to work, the source and amount of property awarded, the ages of the parties, present
Stuation and needs, hedlth, the standard of living to which the parties have become accustomed, and
equity. The court ordered plaintiff to pay $200 per week for five years from the date of the
judgment. Considering the circumstances, particularly the subgtantia ligbilities thet plaintiff assumed
under the judgment, we are not Ieft with afirm conviction that the award of dimony was inequitable.

Defendant aso argues that the trid judge's “exhortation that he preferred not to hear
evidence of fault in the trid of this matter condtitutes an abuse of discretion and a clear error of the
law.” We have read, in context, the court’s statements to the parties with regard to presentation of
evidence concerning fault and find no legd error or abuse of discretion. The court did not preclude
the parties from admitting evidence regarding fault, and expresdy consdered the issue in making its
findings. Defendant’s claim that the court proceedings were “irregular”, warranting a new trid, is
without meit.



Affirmed.
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