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l. 

to an equitable distribution of property IS not 

but fairness. 

Wn. App. 805, 810, 538 P.2d 145, 86 Wn. 2d 10()1 

(1975). In this equitable distribution, the court 

consider the parties' relative health, agc, education and elnployability 

in deternlinations related to the division of lnarital property. In 

.:~~.~:.':_~~.~~h~ .... ':L:': .... '::::':.~.::' .. ':::'..~~c:'.~Jc' 97 Wn. 2d 831 839, 650 P .2d 1099 (1982). 

The issue before the Court is whether the trial court erred by 

failing to adequate consideration to a range of factors, including 

the Appellant's Inedical condition, and the Respondent's substantial 

separate property when the trial court detennined its distribution of 

Inarital property, and whether as a result of this error, the trial court's 

distribution of property was inequitable. 

The facts establish that the court belo\v erred in entering its 

ruling, as the lower court's decisions excessively and unreasonably 

favored the Respondent, there was no reasonable inference froin the 

evidence to justify the decision, the decision is contrary to law, and 
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were based on an erroneous appl of the 

a substantial injustice to the Appellant. 

Assignment of Error No. t: The Trial Court erred in its 
detennination that the Appellant should be required to continue to pay 
$1,600 1110nthly spousal support as this decision failed to factor in 
the Appellant's disabilities and the Respondent's separate property 
resources. 

Assignment of Error No. . The trial court erred in its property 
division and should have granted the appellant a disproportionate 
division to account for both the appellant's significant disability and 
the respondent's substantial separate propcrty 

Assignrnent of Error No.3: Thc trial court errcd in granting a 
property judgnlent paylnent, and instead should have allowed an 
equalization property transfer aInount to be tnade by transferring 
retirelnent accounts 

Ill. 

Background Facts 

The Appcllant and Rcspondent were lnarried on January 5, 

1991. CP at 3. For the lnajority of their Inarriage, the couple resided 

in Selah, Washington, where the Respondent \vas elnployed as a tnath 

teacher at Selah High School, while thc AppelJant \vas elnp]oyed as 

an oncological phannacist at Yakilna Valley MClllorial Hospital 

("YVMJI"), in Yakilna, Washington. CP at 10. 
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2010 Appellant suffered an elnbolic 

As a result of this the Appellant lnissed 

approxilnately four Inonths of work~ during which tilne the Appellant 

underwent intensive physical~ occupational, and speech therapy. RP 

at 35. lowing this therapy, the Appellant returned to at North 

Star Lodge, a cancer care clinic affiliated with 1. CP at 10. 

Although the Appellant did tnake a partial recovery, he continued to 

experience significant residual sylnptolns froln the stroke, which are 

ongoing to this day. CP at 42. As a result~ the Appellant 

has been len with pennanent disabi 1 ity and the 
cognitive difficulties are his greatest concern. lIe has 
probably reached his lnaxilnal nledical inlprovelnent. 

I)espite the challenges faced by the Appellant his Elnployer 

YVMI-l has nlade nUlnerous extensive accolnlnodations to assist the 

Appellant perfonn a InodicUin of his previous job duties as an 

oncological phanl1acist. RP at 73-74. One of these aCC01111nodations 

is a reduction in hours. RP at 72. Due to the substantial 

accolnnlodations the Appellant requires~ as well due to changes in the 

phannacologieal field job requirelnents (RP at 79), the Appellant 
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to find other enlploynlent if \vas ternlinated. let 

or suffered any other changes in his etnploynlent situation. I . 

F'ollowing AppellanCs stroke~ the parties renlained Inarried 

Appellant flIed a Petition for I)issolution of Marriage on 

October 29, 2014. CP at 4. The parties separated on January 201 

approxilnately four years after the Petitioner suffered his stroke. CP 

at 10. 

At triaL Appellant presented extensive testinl0ny regarding his 

nledication condition, job accolnnl0dations and security, as well as his 

finances. Appellant's co-worker, Lori Warnick. who had worked \vith 

the Appellant for approxilnately eight years. provided testilnony 

regarding the Appellant's dilninished ability to perfonn his job duties, 

as well as the substantial accolnlnodations that YVMll had provided 

to the petitioner. RP at 52-57, The Respondent did not challenge or 

question the testin10ny of Ms. Warnick. RP at 57. 

I Appellant also provided testimony as to how the Appellant's overall quality of life, as 
well as his life expectancy. have substantially diminished as a result of his serious 
medical condition 
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produced as to the 

s was the Petitioner's testilnony as a phannacist 

and reports Thonlpson and John Roberts M.D. RP 

at 60. The Respondent did not object to these nledical reports, which 

as they noted in their opening statelnent, included an ve 

physical and psychological evaluation of Mr. Glover." RP 16. 

These reports all clearly indicated thc ill hcalth and nledical 

needs of the Appellant. One of these reports, the neuropsychological 

report of Dr. Tholnpson included \vithin the diagnosis and findings as 

AXIS ;'Vocational Problenls. Inability to Return to Full-Tilne 

\Vork" which specifically addrcssed how the Appellant's nledical 

conditions would affect his job perfonnance as a pharnlacist (and 

thcrefore, his elnployability and future earning capacity). CP at 41. 

The observations were included that: 
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Most alanningly, on a test involving a rapid 
perfonnance of very silnple arithtnetic problellls he 
Inade nine crrors, suggcsting that his 111ath processes 
have becn adversely affected. (liven the nature of his 
work as a hospital phannacist and his need to do Inath 
in the course of his work, the presence of sinlple. 
inattentive errors like the ones he tnade are very 
alanning and could easily cause hinl to Inake nlistakes 
at vvork that could injure a person ... 



he is to general population 
to people with a high level of education his 
his infonl1ation processing speed is considerably 

puts at a a 
workplace rapid perfonnance is necessary ... 

.. . Taking the SUln of these problelns together5 Mr. 
Glover's slow processing speed, poor balance, 
dysarthic speech, and attentional lapses all point to a 
brain that is running inettlciently. 

CP at 41. The Report recognized the distinct disabilities and proposes 

a series of accolnlnodations, including the conclusion that: 

Given the high level of fatigue that Mr. Glover is 
experiencing, as was delnonstrated in this office during 
the evaluations, this exanliner does not feel that it is 
likcly that he will be able to return to a full-tinle work 
schedule. In fact. he barely has tilne for his fanlily as it 
is since he is sleeping lnost of the tilne that he is hOlne, 
up to 13 hours a day. 

CP at 41-42. The John Roberts, M.D. evaluation includes the findings: 

Nevertheless, he has been left with pennanent disability 
and the cognitive difficulties are his greatest concern. 
I-Ie has probably reached his Inaxilnuln lnedical 
ilnprovelnent. 

CP at 42. Respondent provided no expert lnedical testilnony to rebut 

these findings or to contest the Appellant's nledical conditions. 

On January 2016, the trial court entered its Findings of 

Facts and Conclusions of and Dissolution. CP at 10. 
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final of Dissolution for a near equal division of 

assets and liabilities of the COlTIlTIUnity, and additionally ordered 

that Appellant pay spousal support to the Respondent in the 

alTIount of$1 ,600.00 per 1110nth. CP at 11-1 This decision was nlade 

despite testilTIOny frOlTI the Appellant regarding the 

of his Inedical condition and the effect of his stroke on his future job 

prospects, as well extensive tcstinlony regarding thc Respondent's 

significant separate property, which ultilnately was not considered by 

the Court when it entered its order. 

()n January 29, 2016, Appellant 1110ved the Court for 

reconsideration of the Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law and 

Decree Dissolution. CP at 36. This Motion for Reconsideration 

was denied, CP at 46, at which point Appellant filed his notice of 

Appeal to the Division III Court of Appeals. CP at 47. 

IV. 

OF REVIEW 

trial court has broad discretion to distribute property and 

Inaintenance during a dissolution proceeding. 
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69 App. 848 

167 

(2009) ) ; ........ cc ...... ,.,.,,'-. ... c., ....... :~c.;.:., .... :":4;.J .• ; 138 Wn. 

219 

213~ 978 498 

( 1999). while a trial court has broad discretion, a courf s 

detern1ination the division of property that does not 

into account statutory factors and give these factors fair consideration 

constitutes an abuse of discretion. and therefore a reversal is 

appropriate. IQM(1rt:i9g9QfJYlqt.tb9W~, 70 Wn. App. 116, 123, 853 

P.2d 462 (1993) ("We reverse the trial courfs Inaintenance 

award ... because it does not evidence a fair construction of the 

statutory factors and therefore constitutes an abuse of discretion.") 

the trial court fails to consider relevant factors, the court 

should reverse the decision and relnand for a new detennination. 

failure to apply the law correctly in reaching a decision is always an 

abuse of discretion .. K9QlJY~.IJ1Jjl~.QSt~ne~, 518 U.S. 81, 100 (1996) 

("A district court by definition abuses its discretion when it n1akes an 

error of la\v.") Likewise, a court abuses its discretion by ordering 

179 

Wash. 21 36 P.2d 1058 (1934). 
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statutory and case establish that the 

parties' health~ education elnployability arc 

division oftnarital property, as well as that court's 

ultitnate concern is the econonlic condition of the parties upon the 

dissolution 70 App. at 121. 

award that docs not evidence a fair consideration of statutory 

factors when it deenls the award substantively irreconcilable with fair 

consideration of the factors, 1Q. 

THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN ITS 
DETERl\1INi\TION THAT APPELLANT SIIOlJI.D 
BE REQ1J CONTINUE T() PA Y MONTH 

SUPPORT. 

The final Decree of Dissolution ordered that the Appellant pay 

spousal support to the Respondent in the alnount of $1,600.00 per 

Inonth. CP at 12. This ruling was inappropriate as the trial court failed 

to adequately factor a nutnber of factors, including the $120,000 in 

separate property that was avvarded to the Respondent as well as the 

pernlanent disability and health care linlitations of the Appellant. 

1. l~he court's determination that the Appellant should be 
required to spousal support is manifestly unjust and 
should be as it fails to the separate 
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Dissolution ordered that Appellant pay 

spousal support to the Respondent in the aITIount of $1,600.00 

lTIonth. at 1 this ruling, the trial court only factored in the 

Appellant's post-separate earnings and disabi lity paynlcnts, as well as 

the respondent's earnings for working nine tTIonths out of the but 

failed to take into account the $120.000 in separate property that \vas 

awarded to the Respondent, even though that separate property should 

have been observed and treated no di ffcrently than any other separate 

property. CP at 1 1. 

()ne of the relevant factors that a Court should consider in a 

disposition of property and liabil ities in a proceeding for a dissolution 

of lTIarriage is the nature and extent of separate property. RCW 

26.09.080(2). Earnings and accwDulations of spouses living apart is 

considered separate property. RCW 26.16.140. Sirnilarly, the 

Appellant's post-separate earnings and disability paY1TIents are 

silnilarly his separate property. 

l)isability paY1TIents which are based on a spouse's disability 

and are not pension or retirelnent paY111ents are characterized as 

separate property. Wn. App. 31 
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(1988) to husband was 

nature a 

as a for lost future and 

IS separate property.) Such disability paYlnents are 

a separate property even if disabil policy was 

purchased 137 Wn. 2d 6~ 

976 P.2d 102 (1999). The .=~"C:,,:::.,,;,:_.:: Court definitively stated that after 

the dissolution of a ll1arriage that 

paYlnent of Inonthly benefits which constitute future 
incolne, or cOITIpensation for pain and suffering, should 
be characterized as separate property even though the 
prcilliunl payn1ents were lnade frOJn conlin unity funds 
during the lnarriage 

However, when the Court Inade its deternlination regarding 

spousal support, the Court looked only at the Appellant's post separate 

earnings and disability paYlnents and the Petitioner's earnings accrued 

working nine lTIonths out of the year. It did not factor in the separate 

property of the Respondent in the aInount of $120,000 in its 

detennination of spousal support, even though this separate property 

should observed and treated the saJne Inanner as any 
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other property. Court's failure to give these factors fair 

consideration an abuse of discretion, a 

reversal is appropriate. ,':,'",::,:'""C",,:::,::,',:,C:,::,::Q, 70 App. at 

123. 

spousal is 
be overturned as it fails to 

impact of petitioner's disability. 
consider 

The final Dccree of Dissolution was further unfounded as the 

trial court failed to adequately factor in the pennanent disability and 

health care lin1itations the /\ppcllant faces. This failure to adequately 

cxan1inc these factors was an abuse of discretion warranting reversal. 

Thc trial court's distribution of property in a dissolution action 

is guided by statute, which requires it to consider Inultiple factors in 

reaching an equitable conclusion. Inr9J{l~rri(lgG._QrJ~:Q~kW~lL 141 

Wn. App. 23 242, 170 P.3d 572, 576 (2007). The Court's failure to 

adequately consider these factors constitutes an abuse of discretion as 

if "fails to evidence a fair consideration of thc facts" in this Inatter. 

70 Wn. at 123. 

The Court is required to consider the age, physical and 

clnotional condition of the Petitioner in detennining spousal support. 
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26.09 .090( 1)( e). award constitutes an abuse 0 f 

it to a of the 

the paying spouse unable to 111eet his ovvn needs 

as the obligations illlposed by the court. 

at 1 

As the Washington Suprelllc Court noted in 

~_~_~~~"~_~~:~":'_':"~:~., 80 Wn. 2d 293, 494 P .2d 208 (1972), the Court should, 

--take into account thc age of the parties, .th.~jLh~_a1thL_phy~L<::~J 

9~QDgjJj.Qn" alnong the factors it considers when detennining a division 

of property .. ~"._~"".~ ... "':'.~_'._~_~~_':~."':'~_' 80 Wn. 2d at 305 (elnphasis added). 

~l~Q,Spx~~rLy:.S_QI~_en, 107 Wn. App. 34 L 28 P.3d 769 (2001) 

(holding that a fonner WI s worsening depression constituted 

sufficient grounds for a chance in spousal l11aintenance)~ .~.~~"_~tl~_Q 

53 Wn. App. 579, 588, 770 P.2d 197 (1989) 

(holding that it was appropriate for the court's to factor spouse's 

physical disability that rendered the spouse oceasional1y legally blind 

and therefore lilllited her ability to function independently at work 

justified). 
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the court 

the Court's authority to factor the health of a spouse 

discretion to fashion a dissolution order" that 

addresses the circunlstances of the parties, including health. 

cc:,,::_=-.. =._:: .• : .... _ •..... :_._-== .... ::.: ... : .... :. __ .::.::-__ ::7 59 Wn. App. 630, 634,800 P.2d 394 (1990)~ 

......... ----: ......... :: ... ::: .. : •..... --.: ..... ::.:;.;1.=- .... : ...•. :-. .. _________ = __ : ... :. __ :.: .. :., 179 Wn. App. 817, 819, 320 P.3d 115 

(2014) (holdIng that "'A trial court has broad discretion to avvard 

Inaintenance to address the Jnedical needs of a spouse ... "). 

At trial, the only nledical evidence presented at the trial court 

clearly indicated that the Appellant relnains significantly disabled and 

unable to work full tinle as a phannacist. ep 41-42. This 111edical 

testinl0ny als~ undisputedly showed that even if the Appellant was to 

be ablc to work part tinle, he would havc required significant 

accolllmodations fron1 any etnployer, as the Appellant would have 

been unable to perfonn all of the services cxpected of a phannacist or 

even do duties lilnited to a "check phannacist" without significant 

aceolllnl0dations duc to his work environl11cnt and I inlited tinlc 

schedule. rd. The respondent presented D.Q. co]npetent nledical 

testilnony or evidence to contest this. 
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Appellant's Inedical condition only allows for 

Appellant to part-tilne-lilnited-task elnpJoYlnent a unIque 

situation '-''''''.~~'--,..., the elnploycr has continued to voluntarily provide 

substantial accolnlnodations. It is unrealistic to expect that if the 

Appellant were to be ternlinated that would be able to apply for 

and obtain ajob which would provide the aeC0l111110dations needed for 

his signitieant disability. IIowever, despite this extensive testinl0ny, 

the trial court concluded that 

Ir]egarding the issue of elnployability, it is difficult to 
assess !the Appellant's 1 opinions on the subject given 
the fact that he has been in the job nlarket since 1993. I 
find it incredible that a phannacist of his education and 
experience, even lacking a doctorate, would be a pariah 
as a job seeker 

CP at 42. conclusion was contrary to all Inedical evidence, as 

\vell as contrary to the testilnony of the Appeliant, and the testinl0ny 

of the Appellant's co-workers. For the trial court to conclude that the 

Appellant had no ilnpainnent of future earnings or etnploYlnent under 

the facts presented \vas conlplctcly unrealistic, and evidences a clear 

failure to adequately factor and give fair consideration to the facts of 

the case. 
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s 

sylnptonls 

Appel suffers fro 111 are his abil ity to 

perf-ann his job. Appellant is fortunate enough to have an enlployer 

hiln significant acconlJnodations, it is 

undisputed that the Appellant cannot pertonn the services expected of 

a phannacist, or even do duties lilnited to a ··check phanl1acist" 

without significant accolnlnodations to his work environlnent and 

linlited tilne schedule. 

a result, the Court's decision to ignore or discount the expert 

tnedical tcstilnony, the tcstilnony of the Appellant. as well as the 

testinl0ny of co-worker all nlean that the Court ignored the 

Appellant's econolnic circulnstances, as the Appellant's Inedical 

condition and his ccononlic situation are intertwined. By failing to 

account for how the Appellant's disability and Inedical condition 

affects the Appellant's financial circUlnstances, the court likewise 

failed to consider "the ability of the spouse ... froln whonllnaintenance 

is sought to 111eet his or her financial obligations while lneeting those 
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of spouse or partner seeking lTIaintenance," w 

26.08.090( 1 )(1). 

In SUlTIlTIary, the Court's failure to adequately consider these 

factors constitutes an abuse of discretion as if "fai Is to evidence a fair 

consideration 

at 123. a result, the Court abused its discretion, and therefore a 

reversal is appropriate. hi. 

TilE COURT ERRED IN NOT RECONSIDERIN(; THE 
PROPERTY DIVISION AND (;RANTING THE 
APPELLANT A DISPR()PORATIONATE DIVISION TO 
ACCOUNT FOR BOTII IllS SIGNIFICANT 
DISABILITY AND SlJBSTANTIAL SEPARATE 

MRS. 

Sinlilarly, the Court erred In its failure to reconsider the 

property division, and by not granting the Appellant a 

disproportionate division of property. A disproportionate division 

was appropriate on the basis both because of the Respondent's 

significant separate property, as well as appropriate in consideration 

of the Respondent's lTIedical condition. 

The Court has considerable discretion In detennining an 

equitable distribution of the property and to give one spouse lTIOre of 

less than 500/0 the COlTIlTIUnity property. 
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780 (1 26.09.080, 

inc1udes as 

l11ust be and extent of separate property" 

and the "econol11ic circul11stances of each spouse at the till1e the 

division of ",""",",,.,.,.n.'-T' is to hecOl11e " RCW 26.09.080(2)(4); 

105 Wn. App. , 549, 20 P.3d 481 (2001) 

("According to RCW 26.09.080 ... 'disposition of the property and the 

liahil ities of the parties, either COI11111unity or separate, as shall appear 

just and equitable after considering all relevant factors!.]''') 

The Court first erred a just and equitable division 

of Il1arital hy property by failing to factor in the Respondenfs 

substantial separate property. The court should consider all property, 

both COl11111unity and separate, in deten11ining a fair and equitable 

division of property. 

324,328-29,848 P.2d 1281 (1993). As the Court noted in its Findings 

of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the wife had separate property in the 

31110unt of $120,000 frol11 an inheritance in Alaska; and that 

payn1ent of $120,000 was received after this 
dissolution case had been tiled and at or near the date of 
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character. 

at 11. 

1110nles 
assets and 

trial court 

been kept fro 111 
separate 

by ignoring $120J)OO in 

separate property of the Respondent and then awarding her half of all 

Sil11ply put this failed to into 

consideration that $120~OOO was a separate property as well as 

what this asset represented to her post-cconol11ic circul11stances. 

The trial court also erred by not granting the appellant a 

disproportionate share of the property by failing to consider this 

evidence or n1akc appropriate findings as to the Appellant's disability ~ 

and ho\v this n1ight affect future econol11ic and el11ploYI11ent 

lil11itations. These factors also would support a disproportionate 

division of property in the Appellant's favor. There is no dispute that 

the Appellant is dealing with ill health. Furthen11ore~ the Appellant is 

for all intents and purposes ;'sel11i-retired" as he is working 

substantially fewer hours and with less responsibility than he had prior 

to suffering his stroke. 

5 89 ~ 915 P .2d 575 (1996) (holding that where one spouse was, aInong 

cirCulnstances selni-retired and dealing \vith ill health, and the 
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was clnployablc, the court properly ordered a 

disproportionate division of property)~ 

:::. __ -:_-:c._:::--C:c:: __ :_.: .... ~ .. c:~., 141 Wn. App. at 249 (upholding the trial courfs 60/40 split 

of cOlnlnunity property when the court factored in the parties age, 

health and elnployability, and therefore future earning capacity). 

"rhe InedicaJ eVIdence and testinl0ny presented at trial 

established that the Appellant was unable to perfonn his job duties as 

a nonna! and cOlnpetitive phannacist, and can only perfornl on a 

litnited and part tilne basis requiring substantial elnployer 

acc())nnlodations. As a result, an unequal division of assets in the 

Appellant's favor is clearly justi tIed. 

ERRED IN GRANTING A PROPERTY 
JUDGMENT PAYMENT, l\ND INSTEAD SllOULD 
llAVE ALLOWED AN EQUALIZATION PROPERTY 
TRANSFER AfvlOlJNT TO BE rv'L\DE BY 
TRANSFERRING RETIREMENT ACCOIJNTS 

Last, the trial court erred by granting a property judgnlent 

paYlnent instead of allowing an equalization paYlnent to be Inade 

through retirelnent account transfers. This decision was a result of the 

Court's failure to adequately exatnine the irnpact of the Appellanfs 
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was an of 

a dissolution the trial court n1ust 

'"disposlel of the property and the liabilities of the parties~ either 

or as shall and after 

considering all relevant factors." RCW 26.09.080. Such factors 

include "[t]he econolnic circulnstances of each spouse at the tilne the 

division of property is to beconle effective." RCW 29.09 .080( 4). 

The trial court initially held that "the final tally of assets and 

liabilities the sun1 of $124,281 owing fron1 the [Appellant] to 

the Respondent," CP at 12, however this an10unt was later corrected 

to $53,630. at trial court opined that "[i]t would appear 

that Mr. Glover can fund this through either a sale or refinance of the 

house" that was awarded to hiln during the court's division of assets 

and liabilities. CP 11. However, it was an abuse of discretion for the 

court to saddle the appeJ Iant with an additional approxilnateiy 

$53,000 worth of paYlnents when it could have given the wife that 

alnount by shifting retirelnent accounts. 

29.09.080, 
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[t]he key to an equitable distribution of property is not 
lnathetnatical preciseness, but fairness. This is attained 

bY~.~~.~~~~~~~;~~l~, ... ~~!l.~~ ... ~~'~ .. ~J,L.~.~~~L~.:~~~~~~~_~~ .. ~.~.~~1~l~.~5~ 

Fairness is decided by the exercise of 
wise and sound discretion not by set or inflexible rules. 

13 Wn.App. at 810 (elllphasis added). 

The trial court's decision did not '"consider!] all of the 

circulnstances of the lnarriage ... with an eye to the future needs of the 

persons involved." L<:L Due to the Appellant's stroke, he will likely 

suffer froIn a shortened lifespan, and it is possible that he will not even 

be alive at a tilne when he able to access these rctirenlent funds. 

However, there is no doubt that he will continue to nced a residence. 

The court ignored these realities, and as a result of the trial cOUl1' s 

decision, the appellant is now required to produce $50,000 hc does 

not have to pay a judgnlcnt, or to try and refinance his horne, resulting 

in an increased ITIollthly debt load. 2 

The trial court's decision was an abuse of discretion, as it 

should have considered thc post econolnic circunlstances of the 

It should also be noted that the Respondent was amenable to a equal ization payment 
using the Parties retirement accounts and liquid assets. When Counsel asked "what do 
you think the Couli should do with the disproportionate numbers there." Respondent 
replied that "\ 'm more than willing to do it through the accounts and stuff." RP at 171. 
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it lTIOre to balance 

accounts. 

The trial Court's rulings excessively and unreasonably favor 

was no reasonable evidence 

to justify the decision, the decision is contrary to law, and the rulings 

were based on an erroneous application of the law~ resulting in a 

substantial injustice. For the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfully 

asks this Court to reverse and relnand the trial Court's ruling regarding 

division of property. 
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Respectfully subnlitted this 20th day of July, 2016. 

JOH 17431 
Meyer Fluegge & Tenney, P.S. 
Attorneys for Ryan Glover, Appellant 

LUKE A. EATON, WSBA #49725 
Meyer Fluegge & Tenney P.S. 
Attorneys for Ryan Glover, Appellant 



of state 

Washington that undersigned sent to attorneys 
copy of this doculnent addressed to the following: 

Respondent 

Robert G. Velikanje 

205 N. 40th Ave., Ste. 104 

Yakilna, WA 98908 

via lJ.S. Mail 

via fax 

via e-lnail 

via hand delivery 

a 

via AMS (7/21116) 

Executed this 20th day of July, 2016, at Yakinla, Washington. 
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