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PER CURIAM: Joe W. Hiller, Sr. (Husband) appeals the final divorce order of
the family court, arguing the family court erred in (1) failing to transcribe
Husband's motion to dismiss so he could appeal, (2) misstating several findings of
fact in its order, (3) awarding attorney's fees to Deborah P. Hiller (Wife), and (4)
failing to consider Wife's debts in determining an equitable distribution of the



marital estate. We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b)(1), SCACR, and the following
authorities:

1. As to whether the family court erred in failing to transcribe Husband's
motion to dismiss so he could appeal: Rule 220(b)(2), SCACR (stating this court
"need not address a point which is manifestly without merit™).

2. As to whether the family court erred in misstating several findings of fact in
its order: Roesler v. Roesler, 396 S.C. 100, 106, 719 S.E.2d 275, 278 (Ct. App.
2011) (recognizing that despite the appellate court's ability to make its own
findings of fact in appeals from the family court, the family court is often in a
better position to weigh testimony and make determinations regarding the
credibility of witnesses).

3. As to whether the family court erred in awarding attorney's fees to Wife:
Chisholm v. Chisholm, 396 S.C. 507, 510, 722 S.E.2d 222, 223-24 (2012) (holding
the decision to award attorney's fees is within the family court's discretion and
although appellate review is de novo, the appellant still has the burden to show the
family court erred).

4, As to whether the family court erred in failing to consider Wife's debts in
determining an equitable distribution of the marital estate: 1'On, L.L.C. v. Town of
Mt. Pleasant, 338 S.C. 406, 422, 526 S.E.2d 716, 724 (2000) (holding an issue is
not preserved for review if the issue is not addressed in the final order and the
appellant does not file a Rule 59(e), SCRCP, motion for reconsideration seeking a
ruling on the issue).

AFFIRMED.!

FEW, C.J., and HUFF and SHORT, JJ., concur.

! We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.





