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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Respondent, Wallyce V. Vandergriff, agrees with the
statement of the case as set forth in the petitioner's brief.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

The parties were married on June 23, 1951, in
Pensacola, Florida. Mrs. Vandergriff bore and raised three
daughters, Lisa, age twenty-five, Laka, age twenty-four and
Lee, age fifteen. All three children continue to reside with
their mother in the marital home and but for Lisa, who
attended and graduated from Florida State University before
returning home, have always lived in the home (T-28).

Dottie Bonifay, Mrs. Vandergriff's mother, has
resided with the family unit since moving into the marital
home at Mr. Vandergriff's request in 1961 (T-29 and 130). Mr.
Vandergriff is fifty-two years of age and has worked for
Southern Bell, presently as an associate manager, public
services for a period of thirty-four years. Mr. Vandergriff's
gross monthly income from his employment was $3,133.34 per
month (R-288).

In addition to a substantial retirement plan with -~
Southern Bell and a savings plan, the employer also provides
Mr. Vandergriff health, hospitalization and dental
insurance (T-6) .

Mrs. Vandergriff is fifty-two years of age and
suffers from high blood pressure, allergies and a back
condition (T-27). The marital home in which she resides with

her seventy-four year old mother and three daughters is



unencumbered and has been occuppied by the parties
continuoulsy since 1961 (T-28 and 29).

Mrs. Vandergriff, at the age of twenty-one, had
received a degree in elementary education from F.S.U.; she
worked as a teacher until 1956; since then, she has not worked
outside of the home (T—3944l). Her elementary education
certification had longed since lapsed (T-42). Mr. Vandergriff
had always maintained, after lengthy discussions, that no wife
of his would work outside of the home (T-42). Mrs.
Vandergriff was a full time mother and wife. She worked
extensively in the home and the yard before she hurt her back,
sewed, did needle point, helped with Southern Bell functions,
taught Sunday School, taught Vacation Church School, was a
Brownie leader, Girl Scout leader, room mother, teacher's
helper, unpaid volunteer teacher and lunchroom helper (T-43 -
45) .

She had no health, hospitalization or dental
insurance apart from that afforded to her through her
husband's employment. She had no disability or retirement
plan other than the security of her husband's plan (T-46 and
47) . Mr. Vandergriff always handled the family's financial
affairs. Apart from painting and sewing, Mrs. Vandergriff
really has no other skills (T-71 and 72).

Mrs. Vandergriff sincerely believed that her husband
was having an affair with his secretary and after the

separation, wrote a series of spiteful notes to both. The



notes were all written within a period of about two weeks
after the parties' separation.

Mr. Vandergriff unfortunately was an alcoholic (T-97
and 98).

Lisa Allison Vandergriff testified that her father
used to drink only on weekends though over the last couple of
years drinks heavily every night; he was an alcoholic who,
when drunk, was rude and used nasty language (T-102 - 104).
She was of the opinion that her mother had been a good wife
(T-103).

Laka Elizabeth Vandergriff testified +that  her
father, when drinking, was mean, unthoughtful and careless;
his drinking periods definitely outweighed his times of
sobriety. On one occasion, Laka recalled that her father had
tied up her sister Lisa when drunk and had tried to cut off
Lisa's hair (T-109). Laka likewise was of the opinion that
her mother was a very good wife (T-110).

Mrs. Bonifay testified that Mr. Vandergriff acted
guite unkindly to his wife and children when drinking (T-120).

Mr. Vandergriff testified that his wife had called
him a drunk, attempted to stab him with a pair of scissors and
had pointed a rifle at him and was therefore unhappy during
his thirty-one year marriage. Mrs. Vandergriff testified that
she had used a three and one-half inch pair of scissors to
protect herself fﬁom being raped by a drunk and that the gun
incident involved [an unloaded gun and incurred some twenty-six

years ago (T-76).
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