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This is an appeal from a district court divorce decree. First
Judicial District Court, Carson City; James Todd Russell, Judge.

In the divorce decree, the district court awarded respondent
all of the parties’ assets and debts, except for a car, which respondent was
to pay off and transfer debt free to appeliant. Appellant argues on appeal
that the district court’s decision resulted in an improper unequal
distribution of the barties’”property. -~ See NRS 125.150(1)b) (providing
that the court “{s]hall, to the extent practicable, make an equal di‘sposition

113

of the community property of the parties” unless.the court “finds a
compelling reason to [make an unequal dispositioni and sets forth in _
writing the reasons for making the unequal dispositieﬁ”). In particular,
appellanit argues the district court shounld have divided the parties
business sud either awarded her a 50 percent interest in the kusiness or
required respondent to pay her the value of her share. Respondent

contends that the district court’s distribution was prover and that if any

inequality existed in the division, it was in appeliant’s favor.
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While appellant asked the court to compensate her for her
share of the busines_S", her 'testimony in the record supports the district
court’s conclusion that she did not wish to own or operate any part of the
business. See Barry v. Lindner, 119 Nev: 661, 670, 81 P.3d 537, 543 (2003)
(explaining that a district court’s findings of fact will be upheld if they are
supperted by substar.mtial evidence). As a resulf, the court awarded
respondent the entire busiress, but alsc assigned all of the parties’ débt to
respondent, to compensate appeilant for her share of the business.

To dispute that the assignment of the debt to respondent
adequately' compensated her for her share of the business, appellant -
argues that much of the debt fvas respondent’s separafe debt, for which
appellant would not have been responsible. But the only '.c_lebt appellant
specifies in this regard is debt associated with a ‘].piece-’ of xfeal proverty
iozated in Hawthorne-, Nevada, which appellant asserts. the court
impfbperly treated as community property, resulting in the -aséeciated
dekt bging treated as 2 community lability. The district court’s order
speciﬁcélly states, ‘however, ~ that the Ha&vtﬁﬁorne' property - was
respondeht’s.separaté pfopérty, to which no valuéi*w_as assigned_ - Thus,

this argument lacks merit.?

iAdditicnally, appellant states that the district court improperly -
mncluded in its caleulation of the parties’ debt the amount cwed on the
parties’ marital residence in excess of its fair mark=t value, but she coes
not assert'that this was respondent’s separate property,rotherwiée explain
why inclusion of this debt was improper, or cite any .authority in support
of this statement. Because appellant has not’ supported. this point with
velevant authority or cogent argument, we decline to consider it. " See -
Edwards v. Emperor’s Garden Rest., 122 Nev. 317, 330 n.38, 130 P.3d
1280, 1288 n.38 (2006}. . ‘




Appéllan;j aisc seeks to t’.hall_enge the ir.ciusion of certain debts
a8 communi‘cy li.abi%:ii;ies (-:;t'iy -.assertihg that the parfies. héhd nat made
payments on a number of their debts in several ye afs. before the divorce,
1mply1-r;g,_ﬁtha , the debts should not have been 1nc3:ud.ed‘in _the_ calculation
because resbondent would not ever-aétuallf pay them|. NeVertheless, the

ecord demor\strates that the debts existed and wer2 ¢utstanding. Under
+hese urcumstapces we conclude substantul evidence suppo=ts the '
district court’s decision %o 1nclude the subject debts in the divorce decree’s
property-division. See id.; sez also Wolff v. Wolff, 1 1‘2'Nev. 1355, 1389, 929
724 91§, 518.19 (1996) ‘(prc'avi ding tha‘t the disﬁ).om_ti.oni of corcrnunity |

wroperty isin the diseretion of the trial court).

Aptmllant nakxt srgues the district court 1*rprof;,erl*,r Teiled to_

I;hat she hﬂd a commumf v property iaterest in t_h s'Radﬂ <5 business,

Py

T "ﬁ“‘l Was awer de& to respondent as his separam VEs operty As the ecourt
prnn'rea out durmg the trial, however, no testimon y or ev1dence_ was
5 e f_e eﬂt@u with reg rd to the value of thn Radlites i rusmess or any iccrease

lecause no zvidence

w]

i the Va.-Ue--of -thaf b"‘"-::lrlEESS du.rmg the marrla-v
was. presprn,eo ‘0 demonstx ate an increase in valug cf the business; during
them a“I‘lagf-" &w district court d1d not abuse its digcrat idh by décl:'.n:ing to
fiind that appeﬁlan’r had a commamty pmpertv 1ﬂtr=r~nst D Radlﬁes‘.' See

Devries v. Gallo, 128.;\!@11.- 706, 710, 290 P.3d 269, %268 1{2()12_) (ﬂ""mamlng :

that “the court may apportion any increase In '-ia'f.ue'vof 2] senerate
'DI‘OD“rt‘f l:usmes:: betwe-ﬁn the separate property snd "mmun,ty property
estat-eé_” in at_d ivorce pro"Pedmg) Wolff, 112 Nev. a 135 929 P.od ot 8i8-

» 1 Y

1G Thas, 'bec,:é_use appelia rt nuf-‘, not 1de”1t-ﬁed anv } a; 18 -fc_r };‘fe‘f_ersmg, we
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affirm the district cour‘r 4 dlvorco Qecr
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Hon. James Todd Russell, District Judge
-Shawn E, Meador, Settlement Judge
Jonathan H. King
Allizon W Joffee
Caraon City Clerk

ZApnelmm alsc. asserts that the distriet court abused ts _115"1'4“1,101'1
by failing tc-award her alimony or attorney fees. Recaus e appeliant has
noi. supported these pcmts with relevant authority o“mogent argument, we
decune %o copsuev them SPO Edvuardb, 122 Nev at 330 n:38, 130 P.3d at
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