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BeforeSTEELE, Chief Justice]JACOBS, andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 23 day of January 2012, upon consideration of theigsr
briefs and the record on appeal, it appears t€thet that:

(1) Appellant, Mark Simon (Husband), filed this app from a
Family Court decision, dated April 26, 2011, gragtiappellee Catherine
Ormand’s request for alimony. We find no abuseha&f Family Court’s
discretion in this matter. Accordingly, we affitime judgment below.

(2) The record reflects that the parties were radron April 27,
2002, separated in August of 2009, and divorceduiy 1, 2010. Following

the divorce, the Family Court held an ancillary imeg on January 19, 2011

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



to decide Wife’s request for alimony. Both pasteppeared at the hearing
without counsel. Wife testified that she is 39 rgeald and was a
homemaker for most of the parties’ marriage. Sltehpr educational plans
on hold during the course of the marriage to stagnér with the parties’
children. Toward the end of their marriage, Witarted taking college
courses to work toward her Associate’s Degree. Vi&ndd like to continue
to pursue her Associate’s Degree and is eligiblestiodent financial aid, but
she is unable to matriculate due to an outstandchgational bill that was
incurred during the course of the marriage. Shgergerally in good health
and currently makes about $16,640 per year workimga housekeeping
service. Husband testified that he is 41 years isldn good health, and
manages an automobile repair shop earning ove$8%er year. At the
conclusion of the hearing, after considering tlusbry factor$,the Family
Court concluded that Wife was dependent upon Hublan support and
ordered that Husband pay alimony in the amount4@2%per month for a
period of four years and one month.

(3) In his opening brief on appeal, Husband dog<hallenge any
of the Family Court’s factual findings or the Fayn@ourt’'s conclusion that

Wife is dependent upon Husband for support. Hudlsasole allegation is

? DEL. CODEANN. tit. 13, 88 1512(b), (c) (2009).



that Wife committed adultery during the coursehs marriage and that she
left him voluntarily. He argues, therefore, thhé should not be entitled to
alimony as a result of her conduct.

(4) On appeal from a Family Court decision regagdalimony,
this Court reviews both the law and the facts, alf as the inferences and
deductions made by the trial judjeWe review conclusions of lawe
novo.* If the Family Court correctly applied the law, weview under an
abuse of discretion standardThe Family Court’s factual findings will not
be disturbed on appeal unless those findings @&arlglwrong and justice
requires their overturh. When the determination of facts turns on the
credibility of the witnesses who testified undethobefore the trial judge,
this Court will not substitute its opinion for thaftthe trial judgé.

(5) The record in this case reflects that the Fa@iburt reviewed
all of the factors to determine an alimony awardaml3 Del. C. § 1512(c)
and included substantial citation to testimony ensd at the hearing that
had a bearing on the relevant factors. Section (£yXpecifically provides
that the Family Court shall award alimony to a defant party in an amount

and for such time as the trial court deems jishout regard to marital

% Wife (J.F.V.) v. Husband (O.W.V., Jr.), 402 A.220R, 1204 (Del. 1979).
* Forrester v. Forrester, 953 A.2d 175, 179 (Del. 2008).

> Jonesv. Lang, 591 A.2d 185, 186-87 (Del. 1991).

® Forrester v. Forrester, 953 A.2d at 179.

" Wife (J.F.V) v. Husband (O.W.V., Jr.), 402 A.2d1204.



misconduct.® Accordingly, Husband’s argument that alimony is justified
solely because of Wife’s alleged misconduct hasmesit. The Family
Court correctly applied the law and its factuabfimgs are supported by the
record. Consequently, the judgment below mustffened.

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

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice

® DEL. CoDEANN. tit. 13, § 1512(c) (2009).



