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that largely lack citations to the record. Cordova concludes his 

brief with the statement, “I hereby state and declare, under 

penalty of perjury under the State of California!,] that all of the 

foregoing is true and correct.” But an appellate brief is not an 

affidavit. A California appellate court cannot take evidence in 

the first instance and resolve factual conflicts. Cordova’s appeal 
fails for this reason alone.

So too is Cordova’s legal analysis inadequate. He asserts 

he is “challenging every aspect of this Court’s judgment.” His 35- 

page brief, however, cites only three legal authorities. Article VI, 
section 13 of the California Constitution states no judgment shall 

be set aside unless an error complained of resulted in a 

miscarriage of justice. People v. Watson (1956) 46 Cal.2d 818, 836 

defined a “miscarriage of justice.” Cassirn v. Allstate Ins. Co. 
(2004) 33 Cal.4th 780, 801 applied Watson in an insurance 

context.
These legal authorities are general and do not establish 

any particular legal error in this family law case.
Cordova in effect seeks to enlist us as his lawyers, to 

examine the case and to develop legal arguments for him from 
scratch. Among other problems, however, adopting this practice 

would be unfair to the other side. A court that accepted this 

invitation and generated new arguments strictly for 

appellant s advantage would leave the respondent without 

effective notice of what the appeal was about in the first place. 
For this and other reasons, Cordova’s proposal is unacceptable. 
(E.g., Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.204(a)(1)(B); Allen v. City of 

Sacramento (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 41, 52.)
We presume appealed judgments are correct. (.Bullock v. 

Philip Morris USA, Inc. (2008) 159 Cal.App.4th 655, 685.)
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Appellants bear the burden of proving error and prejudice. 
(Widson v. International Harvester Co. (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 45, 
53.) Appellants must offer cogent argument, citations to relevant 

legal authorities, and accurate citations to pertinent portions of 

the record. (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.204(a)(1)(B) & (C);
Tilbury Constructors, Inc. v. State Comp. Ins. Fund (2006) 137 

Cal.App.4th 466, 482.) Failure to do so forfeits appellants’ 
claims. (Regents of University of California v. Sheily (2004) 122 

Cal.App.4th 824, 826, fn. 1.) This duty applies to self-represented 

litigants. (See Barton v. New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. 
(1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 1200, 1210.)

Cordova has forfeited his claims on appeal through his 

failure to comply with the fundamental principles of appellate 

practice and procedure. (Okorie v. Los Angeles Unified School 
Dist. (2017) 14 Cal.App.5th 574, 599-600.)

DISPOSITION
We affirm the judgment and award costs to the respondent.

WILEY, J.

We concur:

GRIMES, Acting P. J.

VIRAMONTES, J.
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