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STATEMENT SHOWING JURISDICTION

The statutory provision that confers jurisdiction on the appellate court.
The Court of Appeals has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to 78A-4-103(2)(j)
which involves cases transferred from the Utah Supreme Court to the Utah Court of

Appeals.

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES

ARGUMENT ONE
THE TRIAL COURT MISCALCULATED CHILD SUPPORT
STANDARD OF REVIEW: Appellate Court gives the Trial Court considerable

discretion. Note Carsten vs. Carsten, 2007 UT App. 174, 164 P.3d 429.

This issue was preserved on Appeal at page 578 of the Record.



ARGUMENT TWO

THE TRIAL COURT ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN REFUSING TO FACTOR
TAX CONSEQUENCES IN THE BALANCING OF THE EQUITIES

STANDARD OF REVIEW: Appellate Court gives the Trial Court considerable

discretion. Note Carsten vs. Carsten, 2007 UT App. 174, 164 P.3d 429.

This issue was preserved on Appeal at page 14 of the Transcript of June 2, 2008.

STATUTES

30-3-10. Custody of children in case of separation or divorce -- Custody
consideration.

(1) If a husband and wife having minor children are separated, or their
marriage is declared void or dissolved, the court shall make an order for the future
care and custody of the minor children as it considers appropriate.

(a) In determining any form of custody, the court shall consider the best
interests of the child and, among other factors the court finds relevant, the
following:

(i) the past conduct and demonstrated moral standards of each of the parties;

(ii) which parent is most likely to act in the best interest of the child, including
allowing the child frequent and continuing contact with the noncustodial parent;

(iii) the extent of bonding between the parent and child, meaning the depth,
quality, and nature of the relationship between a parent and child; and

(iv) those factors outlined in Section 30-3-10.2.

(b) The court shall, in every case, consider joint custody but may award any
form of custody which is determined to be in the best interest of the child.

(c) The children may not be required by either party to testify unless the trier
of fact determines that extenuating circumstances exist that would necessitate the
testimony of the children be heard and there is no other reasonable method to
present their testimony.

(d) The court may inquire of the children and take into consideration the
children's desires regarding future custody or parent-time schedules, but the
expressed desires are not controlling and the court may determine the children's
custody or parent-time otherwise. The desires of a child 16 years of age or older
shall be given added weight, but is not the single controlling factor.

(e) If interviews with the children are conducted by the court pursuant to
Subsection (1)(d), they shall be conducted by the judge in camera. The prior
consent of the parties may be obtained but is not necessary if the court finds that
an interview with the children is the only method to ascertain the child's desires
regarding custody.

(2) In awarding custody, the court shall consider, among other factors the court



finds relevant, which parent is most likely to act in the best interests of the child,
including allowing the child frequent and continuing contact with the
noncustodial parent as the court finds appropriate.

(3) If the court finds that one parent does not desire custody of the child, or has
attempted to permanently relinquish custody to a third party, it shall take that
evidence into consideration in determining whether to award custody to the other
parent.

(4) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (4)(b), a court may not discriminate
against a parent due to a disability, as defined in Section 57-21-2, in awarding
custody or determining whether a substantial change has occurred for the purpose
of modifying an award of custody.

(b) If a court takes a parent's disability into account in awarding custody or
determining whether a substantial change has occurred for the purpose of
modifying an award of custody, the parent with a disability may rebut any
evidence, presumption, or inference arising from the disability by showing that:

(i) the disability does not significantly or substantially inhibit the parent's
ability to provide for the physical and emotional needs of the child at issue; or

(ii) the parent with a disability has sufficient human, monetary, or other
resources available to supplement the parent's ability to provide for the physical
and emotional needs of the child at issue.

(c) Nothing in this section may be construed to apply to adoption proceedings
under Title 78B, Chapter 6, Part 1, Utah Adoption Act.

(5) This section establishes neither a preference nor a presumption for or
against joint legal custody, joint physical custody or sole custody, but allows the
court and the family the widest discretion to choose a parenting plan that is in the
best interest of the child.

30-3-10.1. Definitions -- Joint legal custody -- Joint physical custody.

As used in this chapter:

(1) "Joint legal custody":

(a) means the sharing of the rights, privileges, duties, and powers of a parent
by both parents, where specified;

(b) may include an award of exclusive authority by the court to one parent to
make specific decisions;

(c) does not affect the physical custody of the child except as specified in the
order of joint legal custody;

(d) is not based on awarding equal or nearly equal periods of physical custody
of and access to the child to each of the parents, as the best interest of the child
often requires that a primary physical residence for the child be designated; and

(e) does not prohibit the court from specifying one parent as the primary
caretaker and one home as the primary residence of the child.

(2) "Joint physical custody":

(a) means the child stays with each parent overnight for more than 30% of the
year, and both parents contribute to the expenses of the child in addition to paying
child support;



(b) can mean equal or nearly equal periods of physical custody of and access to
the child by each of the parents, as required to meet the best interest of the child;

(c) may require that a primary physical residence for the child be designated;
and

(d) does not prohibit the court from specifying one parent as the primary
caretaker and one home as the primary residence of the child.

30-3-10.2. Joint custody order -- Factors for court determination -- Public
assistance.

(1) The court may order joint legal custody or joint physical custody or both if
one or both parents have filed a parenting plan in accordance with Section 30-3-
10.8 and it determines that joint legal custody or joint physical custody or both is
in the best interest of the child.

(2) In determining whether the best interest of a child will be served by
ordering joint legal or physical custody, the court shall consider the following
factors:

(a) whether the physical, psychological, and emotional needs and development
of the child will benefit from joint legal or physical custody;

(b) the ability of the parents to give first priority to the welfare of the child and
reach shared decisions in the child's best interest;

(c) whether each parent is capable of encouraging and accepting a positive
relationship between the child and the other parent, including the sharing of love,
affection, and contact between the child and the other parent;

(d) whether both parents participated in raising the child before the divorce;

(e) the geographical proximity of the homes of the parents;

(f) the preference of the child if the child is of sufficient age and capacity to
reason so as to form an intelligent preference as to joint legal or physical custody;

(g) the maturity of the parents and their willingness and ability to protect the
child from conflict that may arise between the parents;

(h) the past and present ability of the parents to cooperate with each other and
make decisions jointly;

(i) any history of, or potential for, child abuse, spouse abuse, or kidnaping; and

(j) any other factors the court finds relevant.

(3) The determination of the best interest of the child shall be by a
preponderance of the evidence.

(4) The court shall inform both parties that an order for joint physical custody
may preclude eligibility for cash assistance provided under Title 35A, Chapter 3,
Employment Support Act.

(5) The court may order that where possible the parties attempt to settle future
disputes by a dispute resolution method before seeking enforcement or
modification of the terms and conditions of the order of joint legal custody or
joint physical custody through litigation, except in emergency situations requiring
ex parte orders to protect the child.



RULES OF JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION - RULE 4-903
The purpose of the custody evaluation will be to provide the court with
information it can use to make decisions regarding custody and parenting time
arrangements that are in the child’s best interest. This is accomplished by
assessing the prospective custodians’ capacity to parent, the developmental,
emotional, and physical needs of the child, and the fit between each prospective
custodian and child. Unless otherwise specified in the order, evaluators must
consider and respond to each of the following factors:
(5)(A) the child’s preference;
(5)(B) the benefit of keeping siblings together;

(5)(C) the relative strength of the child’s bond with one or both of the prospective
custodians;

(5)(D) the general interest in continuing previously determined custody
arrangements where the child is happy and well adjusted;

(5)(E) factors relating to the prospective custodians’ character or status or their
capacity or willingness to function as parents, including:

(5)(E)(i) moral character and emotional stability;
(5)(E)(ii) duration and depth of desire for custody;
(5)(E)(iii) ability to provide personal rather than surrogate care;

(5)(E)(iv) significant impairment of ability to function as a parent through drug
abuse, excessive drinking or other cause;

(5)(E)(v) reasons for having relinquished custody in the past;

(5)(E)(vi) religious compatibility with the child;

(5)(E)(vii) kinship, including in extraordinary circumstances stepparent status;
(5)(E)(vii1) financial conditions; and

(5)(E)(ix) evidence of abuse of the subject child, another child or spouse; and

(5)(F) any other factors deemed important by the evaluator, the parties, or the
court.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This is a Cross-Appeal to the Court of Appeals with essential two claims on
appeal: (1) The Trial Court miscalculated child support and (2) The Trial Court failed

to include tax consequences in the balancing of the equities.
NATURE OF THE CASE

Appellant has claimed many errors in reference to the Amended Findings of Fact,
Amended Conclusions of Law and Amended Decree of Divorce. However, the claims
of the Appellant, in reference to some issues were not preserved on Appeal, other
claims were of Appellant’s Counsel own errors and one can not raise their own errors at

the Trial Court Level as the basis for an Appeal, seeking reversal.
COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS

Appellant sought extensions preserving her right of appeal. Each of the same
were unopposed.

Appellee has Cross Appealed seeking the Appellate Court to reverse and remand
on the issue of child support, tax consequences and for an award of attorneys fees on
Appeal.

DISPOSITION AT THE TRIAL COURT LEVEL
The Honorable Robert Faust ruled that child support would be based upon the
Appellant having (243) overnights and the Appellee having (122) overnights.
Appellee requested the Trial Court to adjust for the provisions of 30-3-35 Utah

Code Annotated, however the Trial Court did not do so.



Additionally Appellee requested the Trial Court to factor the $57,000.00 tax

consequence into the division of the equities, however the Trial Court did not do so.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

The Amended Decree of Divorce provides in paragraph #7 as follows: (Record at
page 621 — Note Addendum)

“7. The Respondent shall pay to the Petitioner child support in the amount of
$729.26 per month.”

At page 578 of the Record, the Appellee/Cross Appellant raised this exact issue
with the Trial Court, wherein he raised the following objections to the Findings of Fact
and referencing each Finding that Respondent objected as follows:

#7. The Respondent has the child 152 over nights as reflected in Exhibit A
attached hereto.

#9. The Petitioner now has earnings of $58,866.96 per year due to a pay increase.

#11. The child support does not contemplate the overnights the Respondent has

with the minor child as reflected in Exhibit A attached hereto, and child support

should be $485.56 as shown on the Work Sheet attached hereto as Exhibit B.

Respondent also objected to the following paragraphs of the Decree of Divorce,
found at page 578 of the Record:

#4. The Respondent has the child 152 over nights as reflected in Exhibit A
attached hereto.

#7. The child support should be $485.56, when the overnights are factored in as
reflected on Exhibit A and Exhibit B attached.

The Trial Court determined child support at page 253 of the Transcript as follows:
“The Court finds that the petitioner has an income of $4,032. gross and that the

respondent’s income is $7,920 gross resulting in a child support obligation total
between both parties of $1,157; thus, based upon a credit for the 20/10 split as



outlined in the new schedules found under Plaintiff’s Exhibit 5, the petitioner’s
portion of her obligation is $393.38 per month and the respondent’s portion is
$729.26 after giving credits as outlined on the worksheet.”

As shown on page 258 of the Transcript, the Trial Court intended to divide the
equity in the home and then balance the Appellee’s interest in the home against the
retirement accounts, thereby granting to the Appellant all of the parties interest in the
marital home and granting to the Appellee a corresponding amount in the retirement
programs.

At page 258 of the transcript is the following:

“The Court is going to value the house at $290,000.00 based upon what the

appraisals were. So $290,000 divided by two will give each party $145,000

equity into the home. The first thing — so what we’re going to do, Mr. Walsh, if
it’s okay, put $145,000 for your client’s equity interest in the home and then
we’re going to start subtracting and adding from that figure which is half, okay?

Does that make sense?”

Appellee challenged this approach with the Trial Court at page 14 and following
of the Transcript of the hearing on June 2, 2008:

MR. WALSH: Appreciate your patience with us, Judge. It’s our belief, Your

Honor, at least we hope that you’ll see it this way, that you intended that there be

a factor in the analysis of taking money out of the 401K and the penalties and the

other things that are associated with that event versus having 100 per cent equity

in the home in pure cash as we laid out in our memorandum, he’s in a 28 percent
tax liability on the 401K. He wanted — the testimony before Your Honor is he
wanted to get his own home and so now to do this with the retirement of the

401K, this is going to have a 28 per cent federal tax consequence.

THE COURT: Back up. Why is the 290 going to have that — that’s the home
value not the 401K, right.

MR. WALSH: What we did, Judge, is we —
THE COURT: Yeah (inaudible).
MR. WALSH: -- she can have the whole home now, that’s your ruling.

THE COURT: Right.



MR. WALSH: She gets the house and we correspondingly give him his value in
the 401K.

THE COURT: That’s right.

MR. WALSH: So if he takes his value out of the 401K, he’s got a 28 per cent tax
liability to do that.

THE COURT: I’m with you.

MR. WALSH: Cause he wants to have a house now because he wants to have
these times with his boy. He’s only got another four years approximately to be
with his son. He wants to have a stable environment for his boy.

THE COURT: I’m with you.

MR. WALSH: He also has a 10 percent —

THE COURT: Penalty.

MR. WALSH: -- on the state level. So he’s there now at 38 percent for the
taking it out at this particular point. So it was our intent, Your Honor, it was out
(sic) understanding — it’s one thing over here to say we’re not going to give you
return on your investment. The house I would say three or four times the value

from this event to this event and say we’re going to give you zero here. But when
you go the other way around, he’s got a 38 percent detriment over here.

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENTS

ARGUMENT ONE: Cross Appellant claims that the Trial Court miscalculated
the child support because the Trial Court did not include the overnights in the
summertime nor the other provisions of 30-3-35 of the Utah Code Annotated in reference
to the Father’s parent time.

ARGUMENT TWO: Cross Appellant also claims that the Trial Court made a
mistake in failing to factor in the $57,000.00 tax consequence of the Father in the

division of the equities.



ARGUMENT ONE

APPELLANT’S CLAIMS THAT THE COURT FAILED TO CONSIDER THE
PROVISIONS OF 30-3-10 UCA AND RULE 4-903
ARE WITHOUT MERIT

At page 17 of the Blue Brief the Appellant states:

“In making a determination as to the future custody of a minor child, the
trial court is under obligation to take into account certain statutory considerations
as are specifically set forth in Utah Code 30-3-10 though 30-3-10.2. These
factors include and are part of the “best interests of the child test” which must be
analyzed by the trial court.”

At page 18 of the Blue Brief the Appellant argues:

“Custody evaluators are under stringent rules that they must identify and
explore every one of the criteria that is expressly set for (sic) in Rule 4-903(5).”

Appellant argues that the Trial Court failed to apply these statutory references and
therefore “the entry by the Court of an order of custody must fail and be reversed.”
These provisions of the Utah Code provide:

30-3-10. Custody of children in case of separation or divorce -- Custody
consideration.

(1) If a husband and wife having minor children are separated, or their
marriage is declared void or dissolved, the court shall make an order for the future
care and custody of the minor children as it considers appropriate.

(a) In determining any form of custody, the court shall consider the best
interests of the child and, among other factors the court finds relevant, the
following:

(i) the past conduct and demonstrated moral standards of each of the parties;

(i) which parent is most likely to act in the best interest of the child, including
allowing the child frequent and continuing contact with the noncustodial parent;

(iii) the extent of bonding between the parent and child, meaning the depth,
quality, and nature of the relationship between a parent and child; and

(iv) those factors outlined in Section 30-3-10.2.

(b) The court shall, in every case, consider joint custody but may award any
form of custody which is determined to be in the best interest of the child.

(c) The children may not be required by either party to testify unless the trier
of fact determines that extenuating circumstances exist that would necessitate the
testimony of the children be heard and there is no other reasonable method to



present their testimony.

(d) The court may inquire of the children and take into consideration the
children's desires regarding future custody or parent-time schedules, but the
expressed desires are not controlling and the court may determine the children's
custody or parent-time otherwise. The desires of a child 16 years of age or older
shall be given added weight, but is not the single controlling factor.

(e) If interviews with the children are conducted by the court pursuant to
Subsection (1)(d), they shall be conducted by the judge in camera. The prior
consent of the parties may be obtained but is not necessary if the court finds that
an interview with the children is the only method to ascertain the child's desires
regarding custody.

(2) In awarding custody, the court shall consider, among other factors the court
finds relevant, which parent is most likely to act in the best interests of the child,
including allowing the child frequent and continuing contact with the
noncustodial parent as the court finds appropriate.

(3) If the court finds that one parent does not desire custody of the child, or has
attempted to permanently relinquish custody to a third party, it shall take that
evidence into consideration in determining whether to award custody to the other
parent.

(4) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (4)(b), a court may not discriminate
against a parent due to a disability, as defined in Section 5§7-21-2, in awarding
custody or determining whether a substantial change has occurred for the purpose
of modifying an award of custody.

(b) If a court takes a parent's disability into account in awarding custody or
determining whether a substantial change has occurred for the purpose of
modifying an award of custody, the parent with a disability may rebut any
evidence, presumption, or inference arising from the disability by showing that:

(i) the disability does not significantly or substantially inhibit the parent's
ability to provide for the physical and emotional needs of the child at issue; or

(ii) the parent with a disability has sufficient human, monetary, or other
resources available to supplement the parent's ability to provide for the physical
and emotional needs of the child at issue.

(c) Nothing in this section may be construed to apply to adoption proceedings
under Title 78B, Chapter 6, Part 1, Utah Adoption Act.

(5) This section establishes neither a preference nor a presumption for or
against joint legal custody, joint physical custody or sole custody, but allows the
court and the family the widest discretion to choose a parenting plan that is in the
best interest of the child.

30-3-10.1. Definitions -- Joint legal custody -- Joint physical custody.
As used in this chapter:
(1) "Joint legal custody":
(a) means the sharing of the rights, privileges, duties, and powers of a parent
by both parents, where specified;
(b) may include an award of exclusive authority by the court to one parent to



make specific decisions;

(c) does not affect the physical custody of the child except as specified in the
order of joint legal custody;

(d) is not based on awarding equal or nearly equal periods of physical custody
of and access to the child to each of the parents, as the best interest of the child
often requires that a primary physical residence for the child be designated; and

(e) does not prohibit the court from specifying one parent as the primary
caretaker and one home as the primary residence of the child.

(2) "Joint physical custody":

(a) means the child stays with each parent overnight for more than 30% of the
year, and both parents contribute to the expenses of the child in addition to paying
child support;

(b) can mean equal or nearly equal periods of physical custody of and access to
the child by each of the parents, as required to meet the best interest of the child;

(c) may require that a primary physical residence for the child be designated;
and

(d) does not prohibit the court from specifying one parent as the primary
caretaker and one home as the primary residence of the child.

30-3-10.2. Joint custody order -- Factors for court determination -- Public
assistance.

(1) The court may order joint legal custody or joint physical custody or both if
one or both parents have filed a parenting plan in accordance with Section 30-3-
10.8 and it determines that joint legal custody or joint physical custody or both is
in the best interest of the child.

(2) In determining whether the best interest of a child will be served by
ordering joint legal or physical custody, the court shall consider the following
factors:

(a) whether the physical, psychological, and emotional needs and development
of the child will benefit from joint legal or physical custody;

(b) the ability of the parents to give first priority to the welfare of the child and
reach shared decisions in the child's best interest;

(c) whether each parent is capable of encouraging and accepting a positive
relationship between the child and the other parent, including the sharing of love,
affection, and contact between the child and the other parent;

(d) whether both parents participated in raising the child before the divorce;

(e) the geographical proximity of the homes of the parents;

(f) the preference of the child if the child is of sufficient age and capacity to
reason so as to form an intelligent preference as to joint legal or physical custody;
(g) the maturity of the parents and their willingness and ability to protect the

child from conflict that may arise between the parents;

(h) the past and present ability of the parents to cooperate with each other and
make decisions jointly;

(i) any history of, or potential for, child abuse, spouse abuse, or kidnaping; and

(j) any other factors the court finds relevant.

(3) The determination of the best interest of the child shall be by a



preponderance of the evidence.
(4) The court shall inform both parties that an order for joint physical custody

may preclude eligibility for cash assistance provided under Title 35A, Chapter 3,
Employment Support Act.

(5) The court may order that where possible the parties attempt to settle future
disputes by a dispute resolution method before seeking enforcement or
modification of the terms and conditions of the order of joint legal custody or
joint physical custody through litigation, except in emergency situations requiring
ex parte orders to protect the child.

The Rules of Judicial Administration, specifically 4-903(5) provides:

The purpose of the custody evaluation will be to provide the court with
information it can use to make decisions regarding custody and parenting time
arrangements that are in the child’s best interest. This is accomplished by
assessing the prospective custodians’ capacity to parent, the developmental,
emotional, and physical needs of the child, and the fit between each prospective
custodian and child. Unless otherwise specified in the order, evaluators must
consider and respond to each of the following factors:

(5)(A) the child’s preference;

(5)(B) the benefit of keeping siblings together;

(5)(C) the relative strength of the child’s bond with one or both of the prospective
custodians;

(5)(D) the general interest in continuing previously determined custody
arrangements where the child is happy and well adjusted;

(5)(E) factors relating to the prospective custodians’ character or status or their
capacity or willingness to function as parents, including:

(5)(E)(i) moral character and emotional stability;
(5)(E)(ii) duration and depth of desire for custody;
(5)(E)(iii) ability to provide personal rather than surrogate care;

(5)E)(iv) significant impairment of ability to function as a parent through drug
abuse, excessive drinking or other cause;

(5)(E)(v) reasons for having relinquished custody in the past;

(S)(E)(vi) religious compatibility with the child;



(5)(E)(vii) kinship, including in extraordinary circumstances stepparent status;
(S)(E)(viii) financial conditions; and
(5)(E)(ix) evidence of abuse of the subject child, another child or spouse; and

(5)(F) any other factors deemed important by the evaluator, the parties, or the
court.

COUNTER POINT I:

Appellant did not preserve this issue at the trial level.

In the Blue Brief at page 4, the Appellant states:

ISSUE PRESERVED AT TRIAL: The issue of the trial court committing error

by not conducting a best interest test to determine custody or having the custody

evaluator enter a recommendation without fully complying with Rule 4-903 of the

Rules of Judicial Administration was preserved at trial by the trial court’s

admission that the court must examine certain factors to determine custody.

(R@682, page 20 and 35).

While Appellant claims that this issue was preserved at the trial level at (R@682,
page 20 and 35), such is not the case.

The Record at page 682 is merely the cover page for the transcript and, of course,
has pothing to do with the claim that Appellant raised this issue with the Trial Court so
that the Trial Court Judge could address the issue.

Additionally at page 20 of the Transcript, if this is what the Appellant is claiming,
the Trial Judge stated the following:

“THE COURT: Well, if it relates to the factors I need to look at, you’re welcome
to put on the evidence. Other than that, I don’t care. Okay?”

Additionally at page 35 of the Transcript, if this is what the Appellant is claiming,

the Trial Judge stated the following:

“THE COURT: The things that I need to look at is who has been the primary care
giver; which parent is better at giving personal care or attention rather than



surrogate care; whether there’s a factor to determine whether or not siblings

should be kept together or not. I guess we have a situation that’s different, there’s

no other kids. I need to know the relative strength of the child’s bond with both
of the prospective custodians and you’ve told me that there appears to be a child
preference slightly for his mother. I need to understand the stability of the
parents. It’s these kinds of factors that I need to hear your testimony on if you
have that type of information.?”

Hence, the Trial Judge appropriately identified the criteria outlined in Rule 4-903
of the Rules of Judicial Administration.

However, there is nothing here to substantiate the claim by the Appellant that she
somehow preserved her issue for appeal.

There is no basis whatsoever for the Appellant to claim that she somehow
challenged before the Trial Court the issue she is now raising on appeal.

Appellee submits that without raising the issue before the Trial Court the
Appellant can not now raise the issue for the first time on appeal.

To have preserved the issue now raised before this Court, the Appellant must
show how she raised the issue before Judge Faust so that he could address and correct the
same at the Trial Court level.

Merely showing this Court where the Trial Court correctly stated the law can
not now form the basis to say, “Here is where we asked the Trial Court to address the
issue we are now raising before the Court of Appeals.”

Appellee submits that since the Appellant did not raise the issues contained in
their Argument One, she has waived the same and she can not now raise it for the first
time on appeal.

The Appellate Courts as a general rule do not allow parties to raise issues not

raised at the Trial Court level, because the intent of this rule is to give the Trial Judge



“notice of the asserted error and . . . opportunity for correction at that time in the course
of the proceedings.” Note State vs. Dean, 2004 UT 63, 95 P.3d 276 (Utah, 2004).

Additionally, if the Appellant is claiming that the Court failed to address the
provisions of 30-3-10 and following of the Utah Code Annotated, the same argument
holds true.

The Trial Judge at page 35, expressly requested the Appellant to put on her
evidence regarding the provisions of 30-3-10 Utah Code Annotated.

At page 35 is the following:

“THE COURT: And how about in 30-3107? (sic)

MS. HUNTSMAN: We’ll certainly ask her those and I’m sure she’s more than —

THE COURT: Okay, let’s go ahead. That’s where we need to go.”

Here the Trial Court Judge correctly stated the law and how the parties would
need to address the provisions of 30-3-10 Utah Code Annotated.

However, nowhere on this page or anywhere else in the Transcript or the Record
did the Appellant raise the issue before the Trial Court that she is now raising for the first
time on appeal.

The policy behind the requirement that issues must be raised at the trial level is
well settled. Trial Courts are best suited to consider all of the factors and elements that
go into a custody determination. Trial Courts have all of the evidence regarding the
issues and claims before them; while at the same time all of the collateral issues.

So for example, a trial judge may find that the child for various reasons would do

marginally better with his Mother; however, Mother may have no stable place to reside.



The resolution of the property issues plays into the resolution of the custody

issues.

The Appellate Courts are not set up to redo all that the Trial Judge does in a

divorce proceeding.

In the case of Trubetzkoy vs. Trubetzkoy, 2009 UT App 77, 205 P.3d 891 (also

cited by the Appellant) the Court held:

Despite a careful review of the extensive debate about the form and
content of the Findings and Conclusions, we find no indication that Wife alerted
the trial court to the need to make additional findings or conclusions. Instead,
Wife’s arguments were limited to the position that the evidence did not support
certain findings of fact and conclusions of law reached by the district court.
Consequently, Wife may not challenge the adequacy of the findings of fact on
appeal. See Inre K.F., 209 UT 4, 622 Utah Adv. Rep 11, 201 P.3d 985 (“Judicial
economy would be disserved if we permitted a challenge to the adequacy of the
detail in the findings to be heard for the first time on appeal.”) 438 Main St. vs.
Easy Heat, Inc., 2004 UT 72, 99 P.3d 801 (“(I)n order to preserve an issue for
appeal (,) the issue must be presented to the trial court in such a way that the trial
court has an opportunity to rule on that issue.” (alterations in original) (internal
quotation makes omitted)). Therefore we limit our review to the issue of whether
the trial court’s findings of fact were supported by sufficient evidence. See K.F.,
2009 UT 4, 201 P.3d 985; see also Utah R. Civ. P. 52(b) (“(T)he question of the
sufficiency of the evidence to support the findings may thereafter be raised
whether or not the party raising the question has made in the district court an
objection to such findings...”)

Appellate Courts only address claimed errors made at the Trial Court level, hence
one is required to raise problems at the Trial Court level so that the Trial Judge, who is
best suited to address the same for many reasons, can address the same in the context of
the entire matter.

Here the Trial Judge was called upon to decide where the child would be best

placed “in the best interest of the child”.



That determination included where the child would stay when with his mother and
where the child would stay when with his father. Hence, the Trial Judge had to factor
which parent would be awarded the marital home

In awarding the marital home, the Trial Judge would have to determine the equity
in the same and how to fairly divide the same.

In that analysis the Trial Judge would have to determine if the Mom can afford to
keep the marital home with her income.

In that analysis the Trial Judge would have to determine how alimony would
factor in.

In that determination the Trial Judge would have to determine the allocation of
the marital debt, etc.

The relevant issues go on and on and on.

As a result, to raise issues for the first time on Appeal defeats the entire balancing
required at the Trial Court level and would require the Appellant Court to do the
balancing all over again.

Hence, for the Appellant to raise for the first time on Appeal, just one element of
the big picture, causes the Appellant Court to completely redo the whole divorce.

The balancing that the Trial Courts do in attempting to put the parties in the best
financial setting for future success is thwarted by taking even one small part of the
picture and putting it on the other side of the balance.

For this reason, and many more, Appellants are required to raise their issues with

the Trial Court so that they can all be factored into the total solution.



Appellant can not raise issues, on Appeal, that were not raised at the Trial Court

level and therefore this claim must be dismissed out right.

COUNTER POINT II:

The Amended Findings of Fact and Amended Conclusions of Law as well as the
Amended Decree of Divorce were prepared by Counsel for the Appellant, and so if the
claim here on appeal is that they were deficient for any reason, Appellant can not create
the problem and then be heard before the Court of Appeals on the very problem
Appellant herself created.

In this action, Counsel for the Respondent prepared the Amended Findings of
Fact, Amended Conclusions of Law and Amended Decree of Divorce. Note the Record
at page 610 and following.

Appellant objected to the same and then after a series of post-trial motions and
hearings, Appellant submitted Amended Findings of Fact and Amended Conclusions of
Law and Amended Decree of Divorce which were signed by the Trial Court and are now
the subject of this appeal.

As noted in the Record at page 610, Appellant’s Counsel pressed the Court for a
whole new set of Findings and Conclusions; hence it is the Appellant’s own Counsel that
prepared the same.

The abundant case law is clear, that one can not create the problem at the Trial Court

level and then be heard on appeal on the very problem Appellant created. Utah Chapter

of Sierra Club vs. Air Quality Board, 2009 UT 76, (Utah, 2009).
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COUNTER POINT III:

Not only did the Trial Court Judge correctly state the law in reference to custody
determinations as noted at pages 20 and 35 of the Transcript, the Trial Judge correctly
applied the law as found in 30-3-10 of the Utah Code Annotated and also Rule 9-403 of

the Rules of Judicial Administration.

At page 49 and following of the Transcript is the following testimony by the

Child Custody Evaluator:

“I’1l talk about 4903.(sic) Cameron prefers at this point the present schedule
which is a standard visitation schedule and has appreciated the flexibility his
parents have shown and the cooperation his parents have shown when he wants to
do something at church or something that interferes but Cameron’s stated
preference as per my conversation with his therapist yesterday was that he likes it
the way it is and he doesn’t want to increase overnights. Cameron’s siblings are
grown so there’s no benefit of keeping siblings together because they’re out of the
house. Both parents provide access to the siblings and they don’t denigrate the
siblings to him or interfere in any way. Cameron is more attached and
comfortable with this mother than his father because she was the primary care
giver although he was comfortable and enjoyed his father’s company and
provided multiple examples of that.

He was told about the homosexual pornography issue by his older brother and he
was confused about this initially. His therapist has really helped him with that.
It’s just that Cameron wants everyone to know that it doesn’t matter if his dad is
gay or his mom is gay, he loves his parents, period. He also was able to articulate
negative things about his mother, so there was no sense in terms of looking at
attachment or alienation or coaching by the mother because he was able to
criticize her roundly.

In general interest in continuing previously predetermined arrangements where
he’s happy and well adjusted, Cameron is finally recovering from the divorce and
separation and he, more than other adolescents has taken a very long time to do
that. Psychologically he is an anxious child, there’s been consistent data that he
doesn’t do well with change that he doesn’t initiate. Although now, he does not
show intense depression or anxiety, you know, that is debilitating he would like
and should have some flexibility in his schedule and I recommend that he have
the opportunity to experience his dad, not as a visitor, but as a person who will
allow normal teenage happenings in the home, meaning, it’s okay for your friends
to come over if you’re going to be here with me.

11



Factors relating to the character or status, moral character and emotional stability,
the father is in no way a child molester and there’s no concerns in that regard.
Mother is in no way a person who is overtly trying to hurt anyone but her anxiety
about uncertainty of the signals and sexuality in the marriage did this. I don’t
believe that she would ever try to at this point harm anyone in any way.

With regard to emotional stability, Mrs. Sellers is not in counseling. She has been
able to take responsibility for the inappropriate way in which she spread the news
of her husband’s looking at pornography. I talked with her psychologist whose
worked with her about dealing with, how to help herself not ruminate.

Duration and depth of desire? Both parents want custody and both parents were
initially worried about the other parent’s capacity. Personal versus surrogate care,
mother has the ability to provide more personal care although this child is now 14
and one-half years old and so it’s less of a pressing issue.

There were no concerns about drug abuse, excessive drinking or other causes with
his parents, no involuntarily relinquishment of custody or the house. Both are
strong and faithful in their LDS faith and both support very much Cameron’s
practicing in the LDS faith. There’s no kinship issues.

Financial issues. The father did make more money than the mother and the
mother would rely in part on alimony and child support. It’s my understanding
she’s pursuing a master’s degree in order to better her financial situation.

Evidence of abuse of the child or spouse. I found no evidence of child abuse or
spousal abuse and so that’s all I’ve got.

Q. All right. And -

THE COURT: Excuse me, I’'m sorry. No impairment in either’s parent ability?

THE WITNESS: No, sir.

THE COURT: Thank you.”

Appellee submits that any claim that the Trial Court committed reversible error in
failing to consider the factors outlined in 4-903 of the Rules of Judicial Administration is

wholly without any merit whatsoever.
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Additionally, Appellee submits that any claim that the Trial Court committed

reversible error in failing to consider the factors outlined in 30-3-10 of the Utah Code

Annotated is wholly without any merit whatsoever, as well.

At page 52 of the Transcript, the Child Custody Evaluator testified as follows:

Q.

(BY MS. HUNTSMAN) The factors under 30-310 (sic) are first were there
any issues or findings — what are your findings regarding past conduct,
demonstrated moral standards of each of the parties?

I think that these parents are both struggling with issues that are- it’s
unfortunate to discuss in court regarding deeply held issues about sexuality. I
don’t consider them immoral in their behavior but only distressed at times and
I believe that those things are not perhaps completely resolved and they’ll
have to resolve them in their own personal work. But in terms of moral
character, I don’t believe these people have poor morals.

All right. The next one, financial guardian, which parent is more likely to act
in the best interest of the child?

I believe that Mrs. Sellers is more open to suggestion and feedback about how
to manage her relationship with her child than perhaps Mr. Sellers is, only as
evidenced by the issue about how understanding that even though Cameron
might not want to spend time with him, it doesn’t mean that that comes from
his mother or anybody else. It’s just a natural teenage development. But in
terms of — I think that both of them are devoted to him.

Findings regarding the extent of bonding between the parent and the child,
meaning the depth, quality and nature of the relationship?

Cameron is attached and bonded to both of his parents. He is more

comfortable by a fair degree and more spontaneous with his mother than with
his father.

Do you feel the parents would be able to reach shared decisions in the child’s
best interest in this case?

Yes, I do.

. And are both capable of encouraging or what would be your findings

regarding whether or not each parent is capable of encouraging, accepting a
positive relationship between the child and the other parent?
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A. They’re both very adept at that. In fact, they’re more adept that just about any
parents I’ve seen in 180 custody evaluations despite their deep differences and
pain. The therapist also said, they don’t backstab and they’ve done the best
they can to keep Cameron out of it and they should be commended.

Q. Finally, do you have — what would be your findings regarding whether both
parents participated in raising the child before the divorce?

A. Ithink that the parties divided their duties in a traditional way so that Mr.
Sellers’ direct diapering, feeding, playing with was limited because of his
deep commitment to making sure the family was financially secure. So in
Cameron’s young childhood, JoAnn was, Mrs. Sellers was obviously more
participatory. At this juncture, however, I believe that both parents have the

capacity, interest and willingness to equally participate in whatever his needs
are from school, to church, to anything.

Q. We addressed the child’s preference. Maturity of the parents and their
willingness and ability to protect the child from conflict?

A. Excellent.

Q. Past and present ability of parents to cooperate with each other?

A. Ithink these parents have been able to, with regard to Cameron, have been
able to adjust schedules, be flexible and as per their reports and my
understanding, they’ve gone a good job.

MS. HUNTSMAN: I believe that is it.

THE COURT: And excuse me, and both parents work. So any care of the child
would have to be when the parents aren’t available would have to be?

THE WITNESS: My understanding is, Your Honor, that Mrs. Sellers’ schedule

ends when the school day ends and for the most part except for she may be

attending some classes. So typically she’s home after school.

THE COURT: Thank you.

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

Appellee submits that not only did the Trial Court correctly apply the law in
reference to 30-3-10 of the Utah Code Annotated, it was through Appellant’s Counsel

that the same occurred.
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Hence, the claim that the Court failed to consider the provisions of 30-3-10 and
following of the Utah Code Annotated is without merit.

Appellee submits that in reference to 4-903 of the Rules of Judicial
Administration and in reference to the provisions of 30-3-10 of the Utah Code Annotated,
it was Appellant’s own Counsel that presented to the Trial Court the very evidence that

Appellant now claims was not presented to the Trial Court.

ARGUMENT TWO

DID THE TRIAL COURT ERROR BY ENTERING FINDINGS AND ORDERING
THE PARTIES TO EXERCISE JOINT LEGAL CUSTODY OF THE PARTIES
MINOR CHILD WITHOUT THE PARTIES SUBMITTING A PARENTING
PLAN AND WITHOUT THE COURT DETERMINING THAT
JOINT LEGAL CUSTODY WAS IN THE BEST
INTERESTS OF THE MINOR CHILD?

At page 19 of the Blue Brief, Appellant submits the following argument:

“In order for joint legal custody to be ordered by the trial court, several statutory
provisions of the Utah Code must be complied with. These statutory directives
are two-fold. First, the trial Court must have received a parenting plan from one
or both of the parties. Second, the trial court must have specifically made a
determination that joint legal custody was in the best interest of the minor child.”

COUNTER POINT I:
Appellant never preserved this issue at the trial level.
At page 5 of the Blue Brief, Appellant states:

“ISSUE PRESERVED AT TRIAL: The issue of the trial court committing error
by not entering a parenting plan with its order that the parties exercise joint legal
custody, was preserved at trial with the trial court’s acceptance of the custody
evaluator recommendation (R@682, page 36 and 37) and Petitioner’s concerns
and rejection of such.
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A simple review of R@682, page 36 and 37 shows that the Appellant never raised

any claimed defect before the Trial Court.
Page 682 of the Record is merely the cover page of the Transcript, and at page 36
and 37 of the Transcript there was no objection raised whatsoever to the “joint legal

custody”.

At the bottom of page 35, (in order to put the points raised there in context) and
continuing through the end of page 37 is the following:

MR. WALSH: This witness takes the view that there should be 20 days with
mom, 10 days with dad; that there should be joint physical and joint legal custody
and we’ll stipulate to that arrangement. I think the parties are in agreement with
that.

THE COURT: All right.
MR. WALSH: The hangup we’re having here —
THE COURT: Is the home.

MR. WALSH: Is the home. Does this kid have to stay in this brick and mortar
place or can he be in some other? Can he be in some duplex down the street and
that’s our hangup. So this is not a generic custody battle where we’re saying, run
it though the factors and run — and we argue about it all because we don’t have an
argument there. Very competent evaluation, we’re pleased with the result. We
think that’s in his best interest. The only issue is does it have to be in this home
and so I don’t know that it’s going to be helpful when you find that we’re not
asking for custody, to have spent the time going over each of those factors, is
going to be helpful to you.

MS. HUNTSMAN: And Your Honor, before we get there, my client has some
concerns about the 20-day, 10-day, the two overnights and I think it’s, I think
those are going to have be addressed as part of this. So...

THE COURT: Let me do this then. Doctor, can you give me your specific
recommendations of how you would propose the visitation go between the parties.

So you’re proposing No. 1, joint legal and physical custody between the parties,
right?

THE WITNESS: I proposed joint legal arrangement.
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THE COURT: Join (sic) legal custody by both parties.
THE WITNESS: Yes sir.
THE COURT: Okay.

THE WITNESS: I proposed expanded visitation with dad and I didn’t make a
hard and fast recommendation. I had an aspirational recommendation but —

THE COURT: Okay, well —

THE WITNESS: -- That has that the mid-week overnight every week and

alternative weekends, Sunday to Monday, next morning. That’s an aspirational

recommendation because the child is quite anxious at about having that much
time as per his therapist and -

THE COURT: I’m lost then, what’s the 20-day, 10-day?

THE WITNESS: What that ends up —

THE COURT: Oh, you just add the totals for the month?

MR. WALSH: That’s right.

THE COURT: Okay.

THE WITNESS: Yeah, that’s how it works out.

MR. WALSH: For a 30-day period.

THE WITNESSES: That’s about how it works out.”

The Appellee has recited herein, the bottom of page 35, to put things in context,
the entire page 36 and the entire page 37 of the Transcript and so this Court can see that
there is no claim that there be any kind of written parenting plan.

Appellant did not object at all to anything regarding a parenting plan.

The best that can be said is that Ms. Huntsman had some concerns about the 20

day, 10 split.
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But that does not rise to the level of pointing out any kind of problem before the
Trial Court so that the Trial Court can address the same, and resolve the same, at the Trial
level.

There was no claim there that, “We object, Your Honor, there should be a written
parenting plan, if you are going to order joint legal custody here.”

Appellee submits that this claim by the Appellant was never raised with the Trial
Court at all, and by virtue of the same, Appellant can not raise it for the first time on
Appeal, as she has waived the same.

In the case of Fairbanks vs. Fairbanks, 2010 UT App 31, (February 11, 2010) the

Utah Court of Appeals held:

Husband first argues that the trial court erred it is division of the marital estate.
Specifically, he challenges (1) the trial Court’s failure to acknowledge than he
contributed his separate property to the purchase of the parties’ homes
notwithstanding the credit given to Wife for contributions of her separate property
and (2) the trial court’s chosen method used in the division of the parties’ homes.
“’It is axiomatic that, before a party may advance the issue on appeal, the record
must clearly show that it was timely presented to the trial court in a manner
sufficient to obtain a ruling thereon.”” Holmstrom vs. C.R. England, Inc., 2000
Ut App 239, 8 P.3d 281 (quoting Salt Lake County vs. Carlston, 776 P.2d 653
(Utah Ct. App. 1989)). We do not see that Husband sufficiently raised these
issues below. Husband points us to no occasion where he requested the trial court
to acknowledge that he made separate contributions to the purchase of the parties’
homes or advanced his model for the equitable division of the homes. There is no
mention of these issues at trial, and the exhibits to which Husband points as
preserving the issues are far from self-explanatory and were not explained to the
trial court in a way that raised the issues to the court’s attention. “For an issue to
be sufficiently raised even if indirectly, it must at least be raised to a level of the
consciousness such that the trial judge can consider it.” James vs. Preston, 746
P.2d 799, 802 (Utah Ct. App. 1987). Thus, these issues are “deemed waived,
precluding this Court from considering their merits on appeal. “”” Holmstrom
2000 UT App. 239, (quoting Carlston, 776 P.2d at 655).

COUNTER POINT II:

1R



As noted above, Appellant’s Counsel prepared the paper work for the Court to
sign in the Amended Findings of Fact and the Amended Conclusions of Law.

Appellant caused the exact problem she is now raising before the Appellate Court.

The Record shows at page 610, the Diana Huntsman prepared the final papers for
the Court and if requisite paperwork was omitted, she omitted the same. (Note Sierra)

COUNTER POINT III:

A careful review of the Amended Findings of Fact shows that the Appellant and
the Appellee do in fact have a written Parenting Plan controlling the issues regarding
custody, decision making, parent time, etc.

At page 611 of the Record is paragraph #5 and following, of the said Amended
Findings of Fact, which provides as follows:

“#5. Each of the parties is a fit and proper parent to be awarded joint legal
custody of the minor child, with the Petitioner being awarded primary physical
custody. Parent time shall be divided as follows:

A. The Court is adopting the 20/10 parent-time split proposed by the
custody evaluator. However, the Respondent may certainly have additional time,
if agreed upon.

B. The Respondent shall have parent time with the minor child on every
Tuesday, from the time that Cameron is out of school to and including
Wednesday morning when the child goes to school.

C. The Respondent shall have every other weekend beginning from the
time that Cameron is out of school on Friday to and including Monday morning
when the child goes to school.

D. The parties shall be bound by 30-3-35 of the Utah Code Annotated
regarding the additional times that the Respondent shall have parent-time with the
minor child.

6. The parties shall be bound by the provisions of 30-3-33 of the Utah

Code Annotated. However, the first option to provide child care will apply only if
the other parent is unavailable for a period of 4 hours or more.
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7. By virtue of the foregoing, the Respondent shall have a total of one
hundred and twenty-two (122) over nights each year and the Petitioner shall have
a total of two hundred and forty-three (243) over nights each year.

8. The parties are free to take the child out of state and out of the United
States as long as each parent notifies the other parent in a timely fashion.

13. The parties shall talk together to reach a decision on all major issues.

If they cannot agree, they shall talk to Cameron’s therapist, and accept his input.

If they are still unable to resolve the issue, the therapist shall have the final say.”

Hence, the parties do in fact have a written Parenting Plan, which was fully
endorsed and approved by the Court and in fact expressly incorporated officially in the
said Amended Findings of Fact.

Again, Appellee acknowledges that Appellant has switched attorneys for purposes
of appeal, still it was Counsel for the Petitioner/Appellant that created the exact issue
raised now as a problem with the Appellate Court.

COUNTER POINT IV:

Not only did the parties have a written parenting plan as outlined above, the
parties had actually applied the same and according to the Appellant herself, the same
had worked well between the parties.

Beginning on page 22, of the Transcript of the proceedings on June 2, 2008, is the
following dialogue in open Court:

“MR. WALSH: I find four hours to be a good rule now, Judge?

THE COURT: Fine.

MS. HUNTSMAN: That’s fine.

MR. WALSH: Okay, four hours.

THE COURT: Four hours.
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MS. HUNTSMAN: Their evaluator has suggested it shouldn’t apply that but I
don’t care as long as there’s a set time.

THE COURT: I think they should. The parents should have access to their
children.

MS. HUNTSMAN: And the second one was that during the summer, there’s
going to be lot of time and I think you’ve addressed that. If you’re saying first right of
refusal, four hours, then the mom has the first right of refusal if dad is at work.

MR. WALSH: (Inaudible).

MS. SELLERS: So far we haven’t had any problem with that.

THE COURT: Excellent, congratulations.

MS. HUNTSMAN: Very good.”

Hence, not only did the parties have the requisite parenting plan, the parties had
actually applied the same, and according to the Appellant herself, “we haven’t had any
problem with that.”

Not only did the Appellant herself acknowledge the fact that there was a plan and
it worked well, Appellant’s Counsel admitted the same on page 24 of the Transcript of
proceeding on June 2, 2008:

“MR. WALSH: What do you want it to say, Your Honor? They have a program
where if they can’t agree that they’ve got a method whereby they can reach agreement
and have someone else decide.

MS. HUNTSMAN: Right,...“

In addition to all of the foregoing, the parties have entered into a stipulation and

agreement on the record regarding critical parts of the subject parenting plan.
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On page 2 of the Transcript of the hearing on June 2, 2008, the parties agreed in
open Court and upon the record to the most critical part of the parenting plan, ie: Parent
time.

“MS. HUNTSMAN: Then we have some that we’re in disagreement on. So the
next thing that we agree is to 2(b), specifically adding language that you awarded the
20/10 parent time split and indicated that the parties could agree to more if they chose to.

THE COURT: Okay.”

Hence the claim on appeal that the Trial Court committed reversal error for failing
to provide a parenting plan is wholly without any merit whatsoever.

If there is any problem with the same, Appellant created the problem and can not
be heard on appeal challenging her own mistake. (Note Sierra above.)

Lastly, the Trial Court specifically found the joint legal custody arrangement to be

in the child’s best interest as reflected on page 253 of the Transcript where the Trial

Court made its ruling as follows:

“Custody of son, Cameron, the parties have agreed and the Court finds it in the
best interest of the child that the parties are awarded joint legal custody of the
minor child, Cameron, with primary physical custody to Ms. Sellers.”

Therefore, Appellee respectfully submits that Argument II is wholly without merit

and should be denied.

ARGUMENT THREE

DID THE TRIAL COURT COMMIT ERROR BY ENTERING AMENDED
FINDINGS AND AN AMENDED DECREE THAT WERE INCONSISTENT
AND CREATED CONFUSION REGARDING PARENT TIME OF THE
MINOR CHILD’S OVERNIGHTS WITH EACH PARENT? DOES
THIS ISSUE INTERTWINE WITH THE PROBLEM OF THERE
BEING NO JOINT LEGAL CUSTODY PARENTING PLAN
SUBMITTED BY THE PARTIES OR DEMANDED
BY THE COURT?
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Beginning on page 21 of the Blue Brief, Appellant claims that the Trial Court
made a mistake in the parent time because it does not add up to twenty days for the
Appellant and ten days for the Appellee.

On appeal, Appellant claims that since the specified parent time does not add up
to the 20/10 split that there is ambiguity in the Amended Findings of Fact, Amended
Conclusions of Law and the Amended Decree of Divorce, requiring reversal.
COUNTER POINT I:

Appellant did not preserve this issue for trial.

On page 6 of the Blue Brief, Appellant makes the following assertion:

“ISSUE PRESERVED AT TRIAL: The issue of the trial court committing error

by entering conflicting orders of parent time was preserved at trial when the court

dealt with the recommendation of the custody evaluator and Petitioner rejected

the recommendation (R@ 682, page 36 and 37).”

The verbatim record found at page 36 and 37 of the “Transcript” show that this
issue was never raised at the time:

At the bottom of page 35, (in order to put the points raised there in context) and
continuing through the end of page 37 is the following:

MR. WALSH: This witness takes the view that there should be 20 days with

mom, 10 days with dad; that there should be joint physical and joint legal custody

and we’ll stipulate to that arrangement. [ think the parties are in agreement with
that.

THE COURT: All right.

MR. WALSH: The hangup we’re having here —

THE COURT: Is the home.

MR. WALSH: Is the home. Does this kid have to stay in this brick and mortar
place or can he be in some other? Can he be in some duplex down the street and
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that’s our hangup. So this is not a generic custody battle where we’re saying, run
it though the factors and run — and we argue about it all because we don’t have an
argument there. Very competent evaluation, we’re pleased with the result. We
think that’s in his best interest. The only issue is does it have to be in this home
and so I don’t know that it’s going to be helpful when you find that we’re not
asking for custody, to have spent the time going over each of those factors, is
going to be helpful to you.

MS. HUNTSMAN: And Your Honor, before we get there, my client has some
concerns about the 20-day, 10-day, the two overnights and I think it’s, I think
those are going to have be addressed as part of this. So...

THE COURT: Let me do this then. Doctor, can you give me your specific
recommendations of how you would propose the visitation go between the parties.
So you’re proposing No. 1, joint legal and physical custody between the parties,
right?

THE WITNESS: I proposed joint legal arrangement.

THE COURT: Join (sic) legal custody by both parties.

THE WITNESS: Yes sir.

THE COURT: Okay.

THE WITNESS: I proposed expanded visitation with dad and I didn’t make a
hard and fast recommendation. I had an aspirational recommendation but —

THE COURT: Okay, well —

THE WITNESS: -- That has that the mid-week overnight every week and
alternative weekends, Sunday to Monday, next morning. That’s an aspirational
recommendation because the child is quite anxious at about having that much
time as per his therapist and —

THE COURT: I’m lost then, what’s the 20-day, 10-day?

THE WITNESS: What that ends up —

THE COURT: Oh, you just add the totals for the month?

MR. WALSH: That’s right.

THE COURT: Okay.

THE WITNESS: Yeah, that’s how it works out.