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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: Jenkins v. Jenkins, 345 S.C. 88, 98, 545 S.E.2d 531, 537 (Ct. App. 
2001) (holding nonmarital property may be transmuted into marital property if the 



 

 

 
 

 
 

                                        
 

parties use the nonmarital property in support of the marriage or in a way that 
evidences the parties' intent to make it marital property); id. ("Transmutation is a 
matter of intent to be gleaned from the facts of each case."); id. ("The spouse 
claiming transmutation must produce objective evidence showing that, during the 
marriage, the parties themselves regarded the property as the common property of 
the marriage."); Murray v. Murray, 312 S.C. 154, 157, 439 S.E.2d 312, 315 (Ct. 
App. 1993) (holding "the mere use of separate property to support the marriage, 
without some additional evidence of intent to treat it as property of the marriage, is 
not sufficient to establish transmutation"); id. at 158, 439 S.E.2d at 315 (holding 
the house was not transmuted into marital property when the wife "failed to 
produce evidence that any appreciable amount of marital funds was expended on 
improvement of the properties" and the wife's efforts "were largely routine duties 
such as cleaning and painting"). 

AFFIRMED.1 

HUFF, THOMAS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur. 

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


