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BeforeBERGER, JACOBS, andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 11" day of June 2014, upon consideration of the pgrigefs and the
record on appeal, it appears to the Court that:

(1) The appellant, Thomas Thorpe (“Husband”), ajgppé@m a Family
Court decision and order dated September 20, 2@h&h granted in part and
denied in part Wife’s motion for reargument of themily Court’s thirty-one page
decision, dated August 29, 2013, which resolvedteratancillary to the parties’
divorce. We find no merit to Husband’'s appeal aadgordingly, affirm the

Family Court’s judgment.

! The Court assigned pseudonyms to the parties aoirso Supreme Court Rule 7(d).



(2) The parties were married on December 24, 1986 @vorced on
October 11, 2011. The Family Court held a four-tiaf in 2013 on the ancillary
iIssues remaining after the parties had reachedtlarsent agreement on several
other ancillary issues. The Family Court heartirtemy from Husband and Wife
as well as from financial and medical experts. August 29, 2013, the Family
Court entered judgment ordering Husband to pay V941 per month in
alimony and to pay certain of Wife's attorney’sgeeAmong other things, the trial
court distributed the parties’ assets in Wife’'sda(5%-35%) and distributed the
parties’ debts in Wife’'s favor (35%-65%). Thereaft Wife moved for
reargument, which the Family Court granted in paud denied in part. Husband
then filed this appeal.

(3) Husband enumerates eight arguments in his pngdmief on appeal.
First, he claims that the Family Court’s divisiof groperty was inequitable.
Second, he argues that the distribution chart isethe Family Court did not
include a significant portion of Husband’'s provexpenses. Third, Husband
contends that the Family Court used different dafeseparation for purposes of
dividing certain assets and debts. Fourth, Huslzamseérts that the Family Court
failed to consider post-separation expenses ares tdpat he paid. Fifth, Husband
claims that Wife did not establish that she waseddpnt in order to receive

alimony. Sixth, Husband contends that the Famiyi€ abused its discretion in



ordering him to pay Wife's attorney’s fees. Sewertiusband argues that the
Family Court erred in crediting Wife with an IRAFinally, Husband claims that
the Family Court erred in counting the IRA in faxairWife more than once and in
failing to account for an outstanding liability.

(4) On appeal from a Family Court decision regagchmatters of property
division and alimony ancillary to a parties’ diverchis Court reviews both the
law and the facts, as well as the inferences adda®ns made by the trial judge.
We review conclusions of lade novd® If the Family Court correctly applied the
law, we review for abuse of discretidonThe Family Court’s factual findings will
not be disturbed on appeal unless those findingschrarly wrong and justice
requires they be overturndd.Where the determination of facts turns on the
credibility of the witnesses who testified undethoaefore the trial judge, this
Court will not substitute its opinion for that dfet trial judgé”

(5) In this case, other than the conclusory argusnset forth in his eight
numbered paragraphs, Husband’s two-page openiefjdontains no statement of

facts, no citation to the record, no citation tgadeauthority, and no specificity

2 Wife (J. F. V.) v. Husband (O. W. V., JaD2 A.2d 1202, 1204 (Del. 1979).
% Forrester v. Forrester953 A.2d 175, 179 (Del. 2008).

* Jones v. Langs91 A.2d 185, 186 (Del. 1991).
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S Wife (J. F. V.)402 A.2d at 1204.



regarding factual or legal findings of the Familgu@t that Husband contends were
erroneous. Moreover, his appendix includes nd trenscripts to support his
claims of errof. While this Court affords self-represented litiggaome leniency
in fulfilling the Court's briefing requirements, appellant's brief, at the very least,
must be sufficiently adequate to enable the Comrtmeaningfully review the
merits of the appellant’s clainis.Under the circumstances, Husband’s claims of
error are too vague and conclusory for the Coudaieduct a meaningful review.
We find no legal or factual basis to disturb thenlga Court’s ancillary decision
on appeal.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttioé Family
Court is AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Jack B. Jacobs
Justice

’ Although Husband did not include any of the ttrahscripts in his appendix, we note that the
Family Court record includes transcripts for thaseys of the four-day trial, which we have
reviewed.

8 Joyner v. The News Journ&l003 WL 22992204, at *1 (Del. Dec. 18, 2008ncey v. Nat'l
Trust Co., Ltd1998 WL 309819, at *1 (Del. May 19, 1998).



