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PER CURIAM.

Defendant gppedls as of right from a judgment granting the parties a divorce but reserving the
issue of property digtribution, and an addendum to the judgment of divorce, which digtributed the
property and was entered nunc pro tunc relating back to the entry of the divorce judgment. We affirm.

Defendant first contends that the trid court erred by entering a judgment of divorce without
determining the property rights of the parties as required by MCR 3.211(B)(3), and that a new trid is
warranted. A judgment of divorce must comply with the requirements of MCR 3.211(B)(3). Yeo v
Yeo, 214 Mich App 598, 601; 543 NW2d 62 (1995). In pertinent part, MCR 3.211(B)(3) provides
that a judgment of divorce must include a determination of the property rights of the parties. In this
cass, the trid court erred when it entered the judgment of divorce without resolving al issues required
by MCR 3.211(B)(3). Moreover, thetria court did not cure the error by entering the addendum to the
judgment of divorce nunc pro tunc because this cure was not an available remedy. The function of a
order nunc pro tunc is to supply an omission in the record of action previoudy taken by the court but
not properly recorded; an order nunc pro tunc may not be utilized to supply previoudy omitted action.
Seboede v Seboede, 384 Mich 555, 558-559; 184 NW2d 923 (1971). Resolution of the property
issues by thetria court was “previousy omitted action.” It was not action that was previoudy taken but
erroneoudy omitted. Therefore, it was improper for the trid judge to enter the addendum to the
judgment of divorce nunc pro tunc in an effort to remedy the omisson of the property issues from the
judgment of divorce.



In Yeo, the judgment of divorce was vacated because, at the time of apped, the trial court had
not complied with the requirements of MCR 3.211(B)(3). Compliance with MCR 3.211(B)(3) ensures
that divorce cases are not tried piecemed, subjecting the parties to a multiplicity of ordersthat could be
appealed. Yeo, supra a 601. However, the facts of Yeo can be distinguished from the case a bar. In
this case, the tria court entered the judgment of divorce, held a two-day hearing in order to resolve the
parties property issues, and then entered an addendum to the judgment of divorce. Although the
procedure was not in compliance with the court rule, dl the elements required by MCR 3.211(B)(3)
have been addressed. It would be redundant to order a new tria because the tria court has dready
gathered information about the parties marriage and determined their respective shares of the marita
asts. Furthermore, dlowing the decison of the trid court to stand does not offend the policy rationde
behind MCR 3.211(B)(3), which is to avoid multiple orders that can be gppeded. Thus, the trid
court’s error was harmless.

Defendant dso dlams that the trid court erred by falling to make specific findings of fact or
conclusons of law with regard to dimony. Inhistrid brief and post-trid statement, defendant uses the
term “dimony” in the context of plantiff’s inheritance. Our interpretation of defendant’s clam is more
that defendant felt entitled to that particular asset than he is entitled to dimony in generd. Defendant
does not gppear to ask for dimony outsde the context of the inheritance. As a result, we question
whether defendant properly raised the issue of dimony below and preserved it on appedl. In any event,
based on our review of the record, reversal is not required.

Michigan provides a satutory basis for dimony. MCL 552.23; MSA 25.103. Whether to
award dimony is within the trid court's discretion. Demman v Demman, 195 Mich App 109, 110;
489 Nw2d 161 (1992). We have recognized severd factors that are consdered in determining
whether dimony should be awarded. Lee v Lee, 191 Mich App 73; 477 NW2d 429 (1991). These
factorsinclude:

(2) the past rdations 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 partiesto pay aimony, (7) the
present stuation of the parties, (8) the needs of the parties, (9) the parties hedth, (10)
the prior sandard of living of the parties and whether ether is responsble for the
support of others, and (11) generd principles of equity. [Id. at 80.]

These “factors are to be considered wherever they are relevant to the circumstances of the particular
case.” Sparks v Sparks 440 Mich 141, 159; 485 NW2d 893 (1992). In the case at bar, athough
the trid court did not specificaly st forth each of the above factors in the context of an aimony
andyss, it is apparent from the trid court’ s findings and conclusions that it was aware of the appropriate
factors. We do not believe that the trid court’s falure to specifically state its findings regarding each
consideration requires reversal because our review of the record indicates that we would not have
reached a different result. Lee, supra at 80.

Findly, defendant claims that the trid court erred when it failed to determine whether plaintiff’s
inheritance proceeds should be distributed for the suitable support and maintenance of defendant. We

-2-



disagree. Courts have discretion to treat inheritance proceeds as either marita or



separate property. Demman, supra at 112. In Charlton v Charlton, 397 Mich 84, 94; 243 NW2d
261 (1976), the Supreme Court recognized that “plaintiff’s inheritance could be awarded as part of the
property to be divided with defendant ether if [as provided by MCL 552.401; MSA 25.136] the
husband had contributed to the ‘acquisition, improvement or accumulation of such property’ or if an
award otherwise was insufficient to maintain elther party.” In our opinion, because the tria court
determined that dimony was not necessary, it implicitly held that the award was otherwise sufficient to
maintain defendant. Therefore, it would not be improper to invade plaintiff’ s inheritance.

On cross apped, plaintiff clams that because the trid court attributed the breakdown of the
marriage to defendant, it erred in not awarding her more than fifty percent of the maritd assets. We
disagree. The vaue to be given the fault dement in a particular case is a matter to be left to the trid
court’s discretion, subject to the requirement that the distribution not be inequitable. Hanaway v
Hanaway, 208 Mich App 278, 297; 527 NW2d 792 (1995). Fault is but one factor among many to
be considered. 1d. We find no abuse of discretion and cannot conclude that the distribution was
inequitable in this ground aone.

Affirmed.
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