








 Attachment 8 

 (1) Irregularity in the proceedings, court orders or abuse of discretion: 

 ●  Family Court allowed Ekaterina to relitigate issues she already lost. The court overruled 
 my multiple objections as to this relitigation. While the court ultimately did not rule on the 
 issues previously decided against Ekaterina, this relitigation still consumed much of the 
 trial time which was scheduled for only ½ day. Consequently, I did not have time to ask 
 many of the relevant questions. 

 ●  Family Court refused to issue Statement of Decision. This refusal is subject to reversal 
 per se on appeal, as it has resulted in a miscarriage of justice. Family Court specifically 
 refused to state (1) how much Ekaterina was owed and (2) how much she actually 
 received, but its FOAH implies that she was underpaid. 

 (2) Accident or surprise, which ordinary prudence could not have guarded against: 

 ●  I had no idea Family Court would permit Ekaterina to relitigate issues she already lost, 
 over my multiple objections. This is highly improper. 

 (3) Excessive or inadequate damages: 

 ●  Even by the most charitable interpretation of FOAH, Family Court is effectively awarding 
 Ekaterina $54,000 worth of assets over an alleged $2800 underpayment (stemming from 
 the $13000 of capital gains which were subject to income taxes). Evidence actually 
 shows that Ekaterina was overpaid, despite this taxable gain, so this award is wholly 
 unjustified. 

 (4) Insufficiency of the evidence to justify the verdict or other decision, or the verdict or other 
 decision is against the law: 

 ●  FOAH implies (without clearly stating it) that Ekaterina was underpaid. This conclusion 
 cannot be reached from the evidence presented. In fact the evidence shows the 
 opposite. Family Court reached this implied conclusion without clearly stating (1) how 
 much Ekaterina was owed and (2) how much she actually received. 

 (5) Error in law, occurring at the trial and excepted to by the moving party: 

 ●  FOAH is contrary to Fam. Code § 2550 which requires community assets to be divided 
 equally. Family Court failed to do that and in fact may have further exacerbated unequal 
 division in Ekaterina’s favor. 

 ●  This is also a misuse of Fam. Code § 2556 which is meant to cover situations where 
 assets were truly hidden, not the situations where the “aggrieved” party had already 
 received cash value of the assets. 


