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NO. CAAP-15- 0000362
I N THE | NTERMEDI ATE COURT OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF HAWAI ‘|

JAN M CHAEL WVEI NBERG, Pl aintiff-Appell ee,
V.
BRENDA | RENE DI CKSON- VEEI NBERG, Def endant - Appel | ant

APPEAL FROM THE FAM LY COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCU T
(FC-D. NO. 04-1- 3936)

MEMORANDUM OPI NI ON
(By: Leonard, Presiding Judge, Reifurth and G noza, JJ.)

Def endant - Appel | ant Brenda | rene Di ckson- Wi nberg
(Wfe) appeals from (1) the "Order Re Defendant's Mdtion for
Post-Decree Relief Filed Septenber 10, 2014," (Order Re Post -
Decree Relief) filed on Decenber 5, 2014 and (2) the "Order
Denyi ng Defendant's Mtion for Reconsideration Filed Decenber 15,
2014," (Order Denying Mtion for Reconsideration) filed on March
25, 2015 in the Famly Court of the First Crcuit (famly
court).?

On appeal, Wfe contends: (1) the famly court denied
Wfe's right to due process of |aw under Article |, section 5 of
t he Hawai ‘i Constitution; (2) the famly court erred when it
denied Wfe's "Mition and Declaration for Post-Decree Relief”
(Motion for Post-Decree Relief); (3) the famly court erred when

! The Honorable Linda S. Martell presi ded except where indicated.
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it denied "Defendant's Non-Hearing Mdtion for Reconsideration”
(Motion for Reconsideration); and (4) the famly court erred when
it did not submt Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons of Law
(FOFs/COLs) prior to Wfe submtting her opening brief.

Upon careful review of the record and the briefs
submtted by the parties and having given due consideration to
the argunents advanced and the issues raised by the parties, as
well as relevant statutory and case |law, we resolve Wfe's points
of error as follows and affirm
| . Background

This case involves a divorce proceeding that began in
2004 and has previously been appealed to this court and the
Suprene Court of Hawai ‘i on other issues.

On Decenber 22, 2004, Jan M chael Weinberg (Husband)
filed a Conplaint for Divorce against Wfe. On May 18, 2006, the
famly court filed a Divorce Decree, which, inter alia, (1)

di ssolved the marriage; (2) denied alinony? to either spouse; and
(3) divided and distributed the parties' real property, personal
property, and debts.

On June 16, 2006, Wfe filed a notice of appeal from
the Divorce Decree. This court in Winberg v. Di ckson- Wi nbergqg,
121 Hawai ‘i 401, 220 P.3d 264 (App. 2009), affirnmed in part,
reversed in part, vacated in part and remanded the case with
instructions on how to proceed. 1d. at 450, 220 P.3d 264, 313.
Husband appealed this court's decision to the Suprene Court of
Hawai ‘i .

On April 7, 2010, the suprenme court affirnmed in part,
vacated in part, and remanded the case back to the famly court.
Wei nberg v. Dickson Wi nberg, 123 Hawai ‘i 68, 80, 229 P.3d 1133,
1145 (2010).

On March 23, 2011, after a trial was held on renmand,
the famly court entered a Decision and Order, which, inter alia,
(1) divided the marital real property, personal property, and

2 The terns al i mony and spousal support are used interchangeably.
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debts and (2) found that transitional alinony was appropriate for
a period of thirty-six nonths at the rate of $12, 000 per nonth,
beginning April 1, 2011.%® On June 30, 2011, the famly court
filed the Judgnent. Wfe did not seek reconsideration on the
Deci si on and Order or appeal the Judgnent.

On Decenber 9, 2011, Husband filed "Plaintiff's Mtion
and Decl aration for Post-Decree Relief" requesting a reduction in
al i mrony paynents to no nore than $2,000 per nonth. On June 4,
2012, the famly court filed an "Order G anting in Part and
Denying in Part Plaintiff's Mdtion and Decl aration for Post-
Decree Relief Filed Decenber 9, 2011" (6/4/12 Order).* The
court, inter alia, reduced Husband's alinony paynment to $5, 000
per nmonth effective January 2012. Wfe did not file a notion for
reconsi deration or appeal the 6/4/12 Order.

On April 15, 2014, Husband filed "Plaintiff's Motion
for Entry of Full Satisfaction of Judgnent Filed June 30, 2011
and Order Filed June 4, 2012." On August 28, 2014, the famly
court filed an "Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion for Entry of
Ful | Satisfaction of Judgnment Filed June 30, 2011 and Order filed
June 4, 2012, Filed April 15, 2014" (Order Re Satisfaction of
Judgnment).® The Order Re Satisfaction of Judgment states, inter
alia, (1) Husband "fully and conpletely satisfied the alinony
award i ssued by the Judgnent, as nodified by the Order, and
[ Husband] does not owe [Wfe] any additional sunms as and for
alinmony"; (2) Wfe's "oral notion for an award of i mmedi ate
tenporary alinony is denied"; and (3) "[t]he Court accepts
[Wfe's] request to reserve her rights, if any, regarding the
al i nony awarded by the Judgnent and nodified by the Order. The
Court makes no findings or determ nation as to whether any such
rights exist." (Enphasis added.) Wfe did not appeal the O der

3 The Honorable Paul T. Murakam entered the Order.
4 The Honorable Bode A. Uale entered the Order.
5> The Honorable Christine Kuriyama entered the Order.
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Re Satisfaction of Judgnent.

A few weeks | ater, on Septenber 10, 2014, Wfe filed
her Motion for Post-Decree Relief. Wfe requested that the
fam |y court reinstate her alinony award of $12,000 per nonth
because the court reduced the alinony based on Husband's
disability and inability to work and the disability had resol ved
itself. On October 15, 2014, a hearing was held regarding Wfe's
Motion for Post-Decree Relief.

On Decenber 5, 2014, the famly court filed the O der
Re Post-Decree Relief, in which the court found that "no nmateri al
change of circunstance [existed] to re-open the issue of a
thirty-six nmonth award of transitional alinony, which term nated
seven nonths ago and was finalized by an Order Re Satisfaction of
Judgnent . "

On Decenber 15, 2014, Wfe filed her Mdtion for
Reconsi deration. On March 25, 2015, the famly court filed an
"Order Denying Defendant's Mtion for Reconsideration Filed
Decenber 15, 2014." On April 23, 2015, Wfe tinely filed her
Noti ce of Appeal

On August 28, 2015, Wfe filed her opening brief. On
Septenber 1, 2015, the famly court filed its Findings of Fact
and Concl usions of Law. On Septenber 29, 2015, the famly court
filed its Anended Fi ndings of Fact and Concl usi ons of Law
(Amended FOFs/ CQOLS).
1. Standard of Review

Generally, the famly court possesses wi de discretion in

maki ng its decisions and those decision[s] will not be set
aside unless there is a mani fest abuse of discretion. Thus,
we will not disturb the famly court's decisions on appeal

unl ess the family court disregarded rules or principles of
law or practice to the substantial detriment of a party
litigant and its decision clearly exceeded the bounds of
reason.

Fisher v. Fisher, 111 Hawai ‘i 41, 46, 137 P.3d 355, 360 (2006)
(citation omtted).
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[11. Discussion
A. Mtion for Post-Decree Relief.
1. The famly court's jurisdiction.

As an initial matter, in Husband's answering brief, he
contends that the famly court did not have subject matter
jurisdiction over Wfe's Mdtion for Post-Decree Relief because
once the period for alinony has run and the fixed alinony was
fully paid, the famly court did not have authority to order
addi tional alinony. Thus, Husband contends that the famly court
| ost jurisdiction when the alinony was satisfied as of March 1
2014.

Hawai i Revised Statutes (HRS) 8§ 580-47 (2006, Supp.

2015) confers jurisdiction on the famly court:

8§580- 47 Support orders; division of property. (a)
Upon granting a divorce, or thereafter if, in addition to
the powers granted in subsections (c) and (d), jurisdiction
of those matters is reserved under the decree by agreenent
of both parties or by order of court after finding that good
cause exists, the court may make any further orders as shal

appear just and equitable . . . .(2) conpelling either party
to provide for the support and mai ntenance of the other

party;

(d) Upon the notion of either party supported by an
affidavit setting forth in particular a material change in
t he physical or financial circunstances of either party, or
upon a showi ng of other good cause, the noving party, in the
di scretion of the court, and upon adequate notice to the
ot her party, may be granted a hearing . . . . The court,
upon such hearing, for good cause shown may amend or revise
any order and shall consider all proper circunstances in
determ ning the amount of the allowance, if any, which shal
thereafter be ordered.

HRS § 580-47(a) provides the famly court with
jurisdiction to conpel either party to provide for support and
mai nt enance of the other party. In addition, HRS § 580-47(d)
grants the court discretion to "anmend or revise any order"” if it
determ nes that a material change in circunstances exists. This
court concluded "the famly court's spousal support order is
al ways subject to the further order of the famly court upon a
mat eri al change in the rel evant circunstances of either party
even when the order explicitly states otherwise." Vorfeld v.
Vorfeld, 8 Haw. App. 391, 401, 804 P.2d 891, 897 (1991); see Ami_
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V. Amii, 5 Haw. App. 385, 391, 695 P.2d 1194, 1198 (1985)
(" Spousal support, however, is always subject to revision upon a
substantial and material change in the rel evant circunstances.").
Thus, the famly court is granted broad authority under HRS
8§ 580-47 in its ability to address alinony issues.

In its August 28, 2014 Order Re Satisfaction of
Judgnent, the famly court stated: "The Court accepts [Wfe's]
request to reserve her rights, if any, regarding the alinony
awar ded by the Judgnent and nodified by the O der. The Court
makes no findings or determnation as to whether any such rights
exist." (Enphasis added.) Thus, the famly court expressly
reserved and limted its jurisdiction to the thirty-six-nonth
period of the original alinony award.

When Wfe filed her Mdtion for Post-Decree Relief, the
fam |y court had the authority and discretion under HRS § 580-
47(d) to address Wfe's Mdtion, but only as it pertained to the
thirty-six nonth tinme frame of the original alinony award.

2. The famly court did not abuse its discretion
when it determ ned there was no materi al
change in circunstances.

Wfe contends that the famly court erred when it
deni ed her Mdtion for Post-Decree Relief because Husband's health
and financial ability to pay alinony had inproved. Wfe contends
that if Husband' s physical and/or financial situation has
i nproved, Wfe is entitled to seek reinstatenent of her alinony
to the former anount of $12,000 per nonth. Further, in her reply
brief, Wfe clarifies that "[Wfe] was not trying to add on any
addi tional anpbunts to what was originally ordered, she was nerely
trying to reverse the reduction of those anounts.™

In her Mdtion for Post-Decree relief, wfe stated that
the previous award of alinony should be "reinstated to the anount
of $12,000.00 per nonth effective imediately and until further
order of the Court. The Court to determne if support arrearages
are owed based on Plaintiff's representations regarding his
financial status in the event that such representati ons were not
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truthful." Wfe also stated the change in alinony was
appropriate because the reduction in alinony was based on "1)

[ Husband's] disability and inability to work which has apparently
resolved itself, and 2) [Wfe's] financial need and all eged
inequity of property division in divorce."

Wfe based her Motion for Post-Decree Relief on the
fact that Husband's ability to pay had changed after the Order Re
Satisfaction of Judgnment was filed. For exanple, at the hearing
on Wfe's Motion for Post-Decree Relief, Wfe argued that a
mat eri al change in circunstances existed because Husband is no
| onger di sabled and is working.

Further, Wfe stated that:

[t]here's been a material change of circumstances, which now

is [Husband] is working again and is making income and is

putting himself out there as - you know, taking on new cases

There's been a material change in circumstances,

again, where he's back to the position where he was in the

first point. And at the very |l east we deserve a short tria

on that issue, because there's a |ot of factual issues.

In addition, Wfe argued that it is not relevant that
Wfe did not appeal the Order that reduced the alinony paynment
from $12, 000 per nonth to $5,000 per nonth "because the materi al
change of circunstances has happened now." (Enphasis added.)

The court also stated: "I think ny only question is
whet her there was a material change of circunstances that
occurred between June of 2012 [when the alinony was reduced from
$12,000 to $5,000] and March of 2014," when the thirty-six nonth
tinme period for alinony expired. Wfe responded by saying that
i f Husband "had conplied with the court's scheduling order
requiring that he file incone and expense/ asset and debt
statenents, you m ght have had the information you would need to
make that determ nation.™

The scheduling order, filed Septenber 10, 2014,
requi red Husband to submt (1) a copy of Husband's two npst
recent pay statenents; (2) his last W2 statenent; (3) his |ast
federal individual incone tax return; and (4) his current |ncone

and Expense and Asset and Debt Statenents. These docunents

7



NOT FOR PUBLICATION IN WEST'SHAWAI‘l REPORTS AND PACIFIC REPORTER

further indicate that Wfe was interested in receiving
i nformati on about Husband's current financial situation and not
contesting Husband's financial situation during the thirty-six
nmont h award of ali nony.

Thus, based on Wfe's Mtion for Post-Decree Relief and
Wfe's assertions at the hearing on her Mtion, Wfe believed
that the change in Husband's financial status occurred after the
thirty-six nmonth period of the alinony award and was not
chal | engi ng Husband' s financial circunmstances during the original
thirty-six nmonth period.

This court stated in Vorfeld, that "[a] material change
in the relevant circunstances has occurred when a party's
rel evant circunstances that are proven to exist at the tinme of
the nodification hearing are materially different fromthe
party's rel evant circunstances that were proven to exi st when the
famly court entered its spousal support order." Vorfeld, 8 Haw
App. at 402, 804 P.2d at 897. The standard set forth in Vorfeld
is in r reference to a spousal support award that has not yet
termnated. For exanple, in Vorfeld, the alinony award in
di spute in that case originally was to "continue until Husband
retires or Wfe remarries, whichever shall first occur."” [1d. at
394, 804 P.2d at 893. Wen the notion to nodify the spousal
support was filed, none of the conditions for term nation of the
spousal support had occurred. 1d. at 397, 804 P.2d at 895.
Thus, this court applied a three-part analysis® to deternmine if

6  The three-part analysis from Vorfeld provides:

1. Have any of the relevant circunstances materially changed?

A material change in the relevant circunstances has
occurred when a party's relevant circunstances that are
proven to exist at the time of the modification hearing are
materially different fromthe party's relevant circunstances
that were proven to exist when the famly court entered its
spousal support order.

As outlined in Cassiday v. Cassiday, 6 Haw. App. 207
215-16, 716 P.2d 1145, 1151 (1985), aff'd in part, rev'd in
part, 68 Haw. 383, 716 P.2d 1133 (1986), the relevant
circumstances are as follows. The first relevant
circumstance is the payee's need. \What amount of noney does
he or she need to maintain the standard of 1iving

8
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nodi fication to the spousal support was appropriate.

By contrast, in this case, Wfe is not trying to nodify
a current spousal support order. In fact Wfe stated at the
hearing on the Mdtion for Post-Decree Relief that there was
di spute the anmounts that were supposed to be paid were paid."
(Enphasi s added.) Thus, Wfe msapplies the standard for a
mat eri al change of circunstances by contendi ng Husband's current
i ncone should be used to retroactively change the spousal support
award that was satisfied in full, as confirned by the Order Re
Satisfaction of Judgment entered on August 28, 2014.

Therefore, the famly court did not abuse its
di scretion when it denied Wfe's Mtion for Post-Decree Relief.

B. Due Process.

Wfe contends that the famly court denied her
constitutional right to due process of |law when it did not:
enforce the Scheduling Order requiring Husband to provide
docunents to Wfe; require Husband to conmply with Wfe's
di scovery requests; and denied Wfe a contested heari ng.

The Hawai ‘i Constitution provides: "No person shall be
deprived of life, liberty or property w thout due process of
law{.]" Haw. Const. art. I, 8 5. "At its core, procedural due

no

establi shed during the marriage? The second rel evant
circunstance is the payee's ability to neet his or her need
wi t hout spousal support. Taking into account the payee's
income, or what it should be, including the net incone
produci ng capability of his or her property, what is his or
her reasonable ability to meet his or her need without
spousal support? The third relevant circumstance is the
payor's need. What anmount of noney does he or she need to
mai ntain the standard of living established during the
marriage? The fourth relevant circunstance is the payor's
ability to pay spousal support. Taking into account the
payor's income, or what it should be, including the incone
produci ng capability of his or her property, what is his or
her reasonable ability to meet his or her need and to pay
spousal support?

2. If the answer to question 1 is yes, should there be a
nmodi fication?

3. If the answer to question 2 is yes, what should the

modi fication be?

Vorfeld v. Vorfeld, 8 Haw. App. 391, 402-03, 804 P.2d 891, 897-98 (1991)
(enphasi s added) .
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process of law requires notice and an opportunity to be heard at
a nmeaningful tinme and in a neani ngful manner before governnental
deprivation of a significant liberty interest.” Doe v. Doe, 120
Hawai ‘i 149, 168, 202 P.3d 610, 629 (App. 2009) (citation and
internal quotation marks omtted).

[Dlue process is not a fixed concept requiring a specific
procedural course in every situation. Rat her, due process
is flexible and calls for such procedural protections as the
particul ar situation demands. The basic el ements of
procedural due process of |law require notice and an
opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a

meani ngf ul manner.

Kor ean Buddhi st Dae Wn Sa Tenple of Haw. v. Sullivan, 87 Hawai ‘i
217, 243, 953 P.2d 1315, 1341 (1998) (citations omtted).
Questions of constitutional |aw are revi ewed under the
right/wong standard. Hollaway v. Holl away, 133 Hawai ‘i 415,
420, 329 P.3d 320, 325 (App. 2014).

In this case, it is undisputed that Husband di d not
tinmely respond to a discovery request by Wfe or provide
docunents set forth in the Scheduling O der.

HFCR Rul e 37(a)(2) provides in pertinent part:

(a) Motion for Order Conpelling Discovery. A party, upon
reasonabl e notice to other parties and all persons affected
t hereby, may apply for an order conpelling discovery as

follows:

(2) Motion . . . if a party, in response to a request for
inspection submtted under Rule 34, fails to respond that
inspection will be permtted as requested or fails to permt
inspection as requested, the discovering party may move for
an order conpelling . . . inspection in accordance with the

request. The notion must include a certification that the
nmovant has in good faith conferred or attenpted to confer
with the person or party failing to make the discovery in an
effort to secure the information or material without court
action.

Thus, a party that seeks a court order conpelling discovery nmay
submit a notion and must include a certification that the party
conferred with the other side before taking court action.

In this case, Wfe contends that she submtted a notion
to conpel discovery because her Mdtion for Post-Decree Relief
i ncluded a request for "[al]n Order requiring [ Husband' s]
conpliance with outstandi ng di scovery requests in the event he

10
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does not tinely conply.”" However, this request does not fulfil
the requirenents under HFCR Rule 37(a)(2) because Wfe did not
attach a certification that she had in good faith conferred with
Husband in an effort to secure the discovery.

Mor eover, given Wfe's contention that her Mtion for
Post - Decree Relief was based on a change in circunstance after
the thirty-six nonth alinony period, the famly court did not
abuse its discretion in not requiring further discovery from
Husband.

Wfe also contends that her due process rights were
vi ol ated because the famly court did not grant her request for a
contested hearing. Although a full trial was not held regarding
Wfe' s Mdtion for Post-Decree Relief, there was a hearing on
Cct ober 15, 2014. At the hearing, both Husband and Wfe were
sworn in. In addition, Wfe was given an opportunity to testify.

Based on the information before the famly court, the
court was not wong to decide the case without a trial.
Therefore, the famly court did not violate Wfe's right to due
process when it did not grant Wfe a trial regarding her Mtion
for Post-Decree Relief.

C. Modtion for Reconsideration.

Wfe contends the famly court abused its discretion
when it denied her Motion for Reconsideration. Wfe's appeal in
this regard is based on HFCR Rule 60(b)(1).

HFCR Rul e 60(b) (1) provides:

(b) M stakes; Inadvertence; Excusable Neglect; Newy

Di scovered Evi dence; Fraud. On motion and upon such ternms as
are just, the court may relieve a party or a party's |egal
representative fromany or all of the provisions of a final
judgment, order, or proceeding for the followi ng reasons:
(1) m stake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect[.]

In the Menmorandum in Support of Wfe's Motion for
Reconsi deration, Wfe asserted the famly court was m staken in
its Order for Post-Decree Relief when it stated: "[Husband]
testified that his disability continues."”

11
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After a review of "Plaintiff's Menorandumin Qpposition
to Defendant's Mtion and Decl aration for Post-Decree Relief
Fil ed Septenber 10, 2014" and the transcripts fromthe hearing on
Wfe' s Motion for Post-Decree Relief, it does not appear that
Husband testified that his disability continues. However, to the
extent that the famly court erred in this regard, whether
Husband' s disability continues is not relevant to whether there
was a material change in circunstances to affect the alinony
during the thirty-six nonth period. As stated above, Husband's
current financial status does not effect the thirty-six nonth
time period of the alinony award. Thus, any m stake was harmnl ess
and did not justify relief fromthe famly court's Order Re Post-
Decree Relief. Therefore, the famly court did not abuse its
di scretion when it denied Wfe's Mdtion for Reconsideration.

D. Findings of Facts and Concl usions of Law.

Wfe contends that the famly court abused its
di scretion when it did not tinely submt its FOFs/ CCLs.

HFCR Rul e 52(a) provides:

(a) Effect. In all actions tried in the famly court, the
court may find the facts and state its conclusions of |aw

t hereon or may announce or write and file its decision and
direct the entry of the appropriate judgment; except upon
notice of appeal filed with the court, the court shall enter
its findings of fact and conclusions of |aw where none have
been entered, unless the witten decision of the court
contains findings of fact and concl usi ons of |aw.

Al though Wfe requested that the famly court submt
FOFs/ COLs in accordance with Hawai ‘i Rul es of Appellate Procedure
(HRAP) Rule 10(f),” nothing in the record indicates that prior to

" HRAP Rul e 10(f) provides:

(f) Request for Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. In
all actions where the court appealed fromis not required to
enter findings of fact and conclusions of law prior to the
entry of an order, judgnent, or decree, but is required to
do so once a notice of appeal is filed, the appellant shall
no later than 10 days after filing the notice of appeal

file in the court appealed froma request for entry of
findings of fact and conclusions of |aw, nami ng the judge
who tried the action and entered the order, judgnment, or
decree being appeal ed. The appellant shall attach a filed
copy of the notice of appeal to the request. The named judge
shall enter the requested findings of fact and conclusions

12
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Wfe submtting her opening brief, Wfe asked the famly court to
conply with HFCR Rule 52(a). See In re Doe Children, 108 Hawai ‘i
134, 141, 117 P.3d 866, 873 (App. 2005). In addition, Wfe did
not file a request under HRAP Rule 29% for an extension of tine
to submt her opening brief. See Id.

Wfe does not articulate how the untinely filing of the
FOFs/ COLs prejudiced her case on appeal. Further, Wfe was able
to and did challenge certain FOFs/COLs in her reply brief.
Therefore, we cannot conclude that Wfe was prejudi ced by the
timng of the famly court's FOFs/ COLs.

Ther ef or e,

| T 1S HEREBY ORDERED that the "Order Re Defendant's
Motion and Decl aration For Post-Decree Relief Filed Septenber 10,
2014" filed on Decenber 5, 2014, and the "Order Denying
Def endant's Motion for Reconsideration Filed Decenber 15, 2014"

of law within 28 days after the request has been filed. To
aid the court, the court may order the parties or either of
themto submt proposed findings of fact and concl usions of
law after the filing of the request.

8 HRAP Rule 29 provi des:

(a) By the Appellate Clerk. Upon timely (1) oral request, or
(2) written notion, or (3) letter request by a party, the
appell ate clerk shall grant one extension of time for no
nore than 30 days for the filing of an opening or answering
brief and no nore than 10 days for the filing of a reply
brief. The appellate clerk shall note on the record that the
extensi on was granted and the date the brief is due. The
requesting party shall notify all other parties that the

ext ension was granted and shall file a copy of the notice in
the record. A request is tinely only if it is received by

the appellate clerk within the original time for filing of
the brief.

(b) By the Appellate Court. Motions for further extensions
of time to file briefs will be approved by a judge or

justice only upon good cause shown.
The subm ssion of a request or notion for extension does not
toll the time for filing a brief.

13
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filed on March 25, 2015, in the Famly Court of the First
Circuit, are affirnmed.
DATED: Honol ul u, Hawai ‘i, My 31, 2016.

On the briefs:

Leslie C. Maharaj,
f or Def endant - Appel | ant . Presi di ng Judge

Earl e A Partington,

(Law O fice of Earle A. Partington)

G eg Ryan, Associ at e Judge
(Geg Ryan and Associ ates),

for Plaintiff-Appellee.

Associ at e Judge
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