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JOSEPH IZZO,

	Plaintiff

vs

W. ELIZABETH IZZO,

	Defendant


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS FOR THE 26TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, MONTOUR COUNTY BRANCH, PENNSYLVANIA
CIVIL ACTION - LAW



CASE NO: 185 OF 1998  



CAROLYN L.G. LANGDON, ESQUIRE, Attorney for the Plaintiff
FRANKLIN E. KEPNER, JR., ESQUIRE, Attorney for the Defendant
ORDER

	AND NOW, this 4TH day of August 2000, after consideration of Defendant’s Exceptions to the Master’s Report and Recommendations, and after argument of counsel for the parties and review of the record, it is ORDERED AND DECREED as follows:
1.	Paragraph #1 is amended to read as follows:         Alimony:  Husband (plaintiff) shall pay to wife (defendant) alimony in the amount of one thousand dollars ($1000.00) per month until July 24, 2004.  Alimony payments shall begin when there is a final decree in this matter.  Alimony pendente lite shall continue to be paid to wife by husband in its present amount until the time of a final decree.  In addition, husband shall continue to pay wife’s debt ($277.13 per month) for the 1997 Subaru Outback automobile (which shall be distributed to wife) until the same is paid in full.  If wife has been obligated to make any such payments or if any such payments have not been paid, husband shall make such delinquent payments and reimburse wife for payments, if any, which she has made.  Husband’s payments on the automobile debt are periodic payments and are considered by this Court to be alimony pendente lite or alimony.11 The record does not support a finding of cohabitation under Pennsylvania case law.  See Lobaugh v. Lobaugh, 753 A.2d 834 (2000).  In light of the lengthy marriage, the tremendous disparity in present income and future financial opportunities of the parties, this award of alimony and, hopefully the payment of the same, will help to somewhat diminish financial inequities.
2.	In all other respects, the Court adopts the Recommendations to the Court of the Master.
3.	All of Defendant’s Exceptions not addressed in this order are denied.22 Five exceptions were briefed by defendant.  The first exception (alimony and cohabitation) has been granted.  The second exception disputes the finding of a separation date of 1994.  However, the record clearly shows 1994 as the proper separation date. Third, defendant excepted to not granting to defendant 65% of the military pension.  Unfortunately, the law authorizes only 50% distribution. 10 U.S.C. §1408(e)(1).  The fourth exception (wife’s automobile debt) has been granted in the alimony order.  The fifth exception (post-1994 property) is denied because the separation date is clearly 1994.
4.	The parties are ORDERED AND DECREED to comply with the Master’s Recommendations to the Court as amended hereby.  This is a FINAL ORDER.
		BY THE COURT



		_________________________________ 
		HONORABLE THOMAS A. JAMES, JR., J.

