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q1 PER CURIAM. William Jensen appeals a judgment of divorce. He
challenges the maintenance award and the property division. We reject his

arguments and affirm.

2  William first argues the circuit court made an error in computing
Susan’s reasonable expenses, which led the court to incorrectly believe Susan
needed maintenance to meet her expenses. He bases his claim of error on what he
characterizes as inconsistent factual findings. He contends finding of fact number
18 shows the circuit court intended to deduct the mortgage payment of $594 from
Susan’s expenses because William would be required to pay the outstanding
balance. He argues finding of fact number 24 shows that the court intended to
deduct household repairs/maintenance and miscellaneous expenses from Susan’s
living expenses statement, which together totaled $1,013, because these expenses
were speculative and unsupported by the record. Deducting these items from
Susan’s proposed budget, she would have approximately $2,100 per month in
expenses. However, in finding of fact number 35, the circuit court stated both

parties need $3,100 to meet their budgets.

13 William reads the circuit court’s findings of fact too narrowly. The
first sentence of finding number 24 indicates two items in Susan’s budget, item
2(c) and 2(z), are speculative and unsupported. Those items are Susan’s
household repairs\maintenance and miscellaneous expenses. Finding number 24

then states

The “Breakdown of Financial Disclosure Statement,”
which is attached to Exhibit 2, shows what is reasonable to
maintain the standard of living [Susan] enjoyed during the
marriage. Most of the appliances in the home are over 20
years old and may need to be replaced. [Susan] started
using an exterminator last year and the home needs some
repairs (emphasis added).
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In our view, the circuit court’s statement that items 2(c) and 2(z) were unsupported
and speculative referred only to the fact that they were listed on the expense
statement without any detail. Then, however, the court pointed to the sheet that
provided a breakdown of expenses, which explained exactly what items 2(c) and
2(z) encompassed, and decided the items shown were reasonable when explained

in detail. Therefore, we reject William’s argument.

14 William next argues the circuit court erroneously exercised its
discretion by failing to divide the property equally. We reject this argument
because we conclude the circuit court’s division was approximately equal. The
circuit court determined the stock that William owned was worth at least $10,800,
but also that it might be worth as much as $80,000. Although Susan received
approximately $373,000, which is slightly more than William’s award of
approximately $350,000, William’s share of the property included the stock with a
$10,800 valuation. Since the circuit court essentially placed a value range on the
stock but then attributed only the lowest possible value to William when dividing

the property, we believe the circuit court’s property division was essentially equal.

15 William also argues the circuit court erred in ruling that William’s
proposed budget of $2112 for his mortgage and escrow payments were
unreasonable and speculative. He contends this amount was not unreasonable and
speculative because his trial testimony supports this figure. We reject this
argument because the circuit court was charged with assessing the credibility of
the witnesses. See Siker v. Siker, 225 Wis. 2d 522, 528, 593 N.W.2d 830 (Ct.
App. 1999). Susan testified at trial that homes were available for around the same
price as her home, which was valued at approximately $163,000. The circuit court
could reasonably have found Susan’s testimony more credible than William’s

testimony. Therefore, this finding is not clearly erroneous.
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By the Court.—Judgment affirmed.

This opinion will not be published. See WIS. STAT. RULE

809.23(1)(b)S5.
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