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Appendix A
[Filed: Sep. 29, 2025]

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE
OF WASHINGTON
MEHRAN TAVAKOLI, | No. 88030-6-1
Appellant, | DIVISION ONE
v. UNPUBLISHED OPIN-
SREYA VUTH, ION
Respondent.

FELDMAN, J.— Mehran Tavakoli appeals the trial
court’s orders distributing property, awarding spousal
support, and awarding attorney fees in this dissolu-
tion proceeding. Because Tavakoli fails to establish
that the trial court abused its broad discretion with
respect to any of its rulings, we affirm.

I

Sreya Vuth and Mehran Tavakoli met in Cambodia,
where Vuth i1s from. Vuth, 23 years old at the time,
was “selling lotions” and singing in a restaurant, and
Tavakoli, then 50 years old and a physician for dec-
ades, frequently travelled to Cambodia on “medical
mission” trips. Although Vuth spoke “almost no Eng-
Lish” at the time, the two began “dating” and Tavakoli
eventually proposed marriage, in part, because he
“felt really sorry for her’” and “wanted to give her a
better life.” Tavakoli arranged for Vuth to obtain a “fi-
ancé visa” and brought her to his Vancouver, Wash-
ington home in April 2019. Days before the parties’
July 3, 2019 wedding in California, the parties signed
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a prenuptial agreement drafted by an attorney re-
tained by Tavakoli because he felt he had “amassed
too much” and “didn’t want to lose it for one indiscre-
tion.”

Eleven months later, on June 1, 2020, the parties
separated after Tavakoli was arrested and charged
with domestic violence offenses. The parties had no
children together. The Clark County Superior Court
entered a 10-year no contact order protecting Vuth. In
July 2020, Tavakoli filed a petition to dissolve the
marriage. Over a year later, Vuth received authoriza-
tion to work and a social security card. Shortly before
trial, Tavakoli resolved the criminal charges against
him by entering an Alford/Newton! plea to assault in
the third degree, designated as a crime of domestic vi-
olence.2

At the three-day trial on Tavakolt’s petition, the
court considered the testimony of nine witnesses, in-
cluding the parties, and more than 50 exhibits.
Tavakoli argued that the parties’ prenuptial agree-
ment was “fully enforceable” and, in accordance with
that agreement, there should be no award of spousal
support and all assets he owned at the time of the
marriage should be allocated to him as his separate
property. The court determined that the prenuptial

1 State v. Newton, 87 Wn.2d 363, 552 P.2d 682 (1976) (adopting
the holding of North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25, 91 S. Ct.
160, 27 L. Ed. 2d 162 (1970), which allows a plea whereby an
accused does not technically acknowledge guilt, but concedes the
sufficiency of the evidence to support a conviction).

2 In exchange for his plea, the State dismissed charges of rape
in the second degree, intimidating a witness, assault in the sec-
ond degree (two counts), assault in the fourth degree (two counts),
and harassment—all designated as crimes of domestic violence.
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agreement was both procedurally and substantively
unfair and unenforceable.

Having so ruled, the court identified and distrib-
uted the parties’ assets. Tavakoli’s separate assets in-
cluded real property, a medical practice, and multiple
investment and financial accounts whereas Vuth’s
primary separate assets were a residential property
and bank account in Cambodia. While the court did
not allocate any of Tavakoli’s separate assets to Vuth,
the court noted a “huge disparity between the sepa-
rate property available to each party post-dissolution”
and that Vuth is in a “new country with little formal
education.”

Based on the foregoing evidence, the court con-
cluded that a transfer payment of $30,000 was re-
quired to achieve a fair and equitable distribution of
property. The trial court also ordered spousal support
of $18,000 to be paid in installments over three
months to enable Vuth to attend cosmetology school
and secure employment commensurate with her prior
work history, skills, and interests. The court granted
Vuth’s request for a lifetime restraining order against
Tavakoli.

Tavakoli filed a motion for reconsideration. The
trial court denied the motion and granted Vuth’s re-
quest for $2,640 in attorney fees incurred in respond-
ing to the motion. Tavakoli appeals.

II
A. Distribution of Property

Tavakoli claims the trial court abused its discretion
in ordering the distribution of $30,000 to Vuth by fail-
ing to (1) identify, assign value, and allocate commu-
nity property, (2) assign value to each separate
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property asset and determine the overall value of each
party’s separate property, (3) determine his owner-
ship interest in real property designated as separate
property and awarded to him, (4) include jewelry re-
ceived before marriage as Vuth’s separate property, (5)
consider appreciation of assets, (6) consider Tavakoli’s
future financial needs in retirement, the support
awarded to Vuth in pretrial orders, and his expendi-
tures on attorney fees in the criminal and family law
matters, (7) consider that Vuth has “35 years of earn-
ing capacity,” work experience, “valuable” English
language skills, and could generate income from her
property in Cambodia or on TikTok, and (8) account
for Vuth’s conversion of property that he left at the
marital residence. We disagree with these arguments.

The trial court has broad discretion in distributing
marital property. In re Marriage of Rockwell, 141 Wn.
App. 235, 242, 170 P.3d 572 (2007). RCW 26.09.080
guides the trial court’s distribution of property and
provides that a trial court must dispose of property in
a manner that is “just and equitable” after considering
(1) the nature and extent of the community property,
(2) the nature and extent of the separate property, (3)
the duration of the marriage, and (4) the economic cir-
cumstances of each spouse. On review of dissolution
proceedings, our supreme court has observed that
“[t]he emotional and financial interests affected by
such decisions are best served by finality.” In re Mar-
riage of Landry, 103 Wn.2d 807, 809, 699 P.2d 214
(1985). Accordingly, “[t]he spouse who challenges such
decisions bears the heavy burden of showing a mani-
fest abuse of discretion on the part of the trial court.”
Id. “A court’s decision is manifestly unreasonable if it
is outside the range of acceptable choices, given the
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facts and the applicable legal standard; it is based on
untenable grounds if the factual findings are unsup-
ported by the record; [and] it is based on untenable
reasons if it is based on an incorrect standard or the
facts do not meet the requirements of the correct
standard.” In re Marriage of Littlefield, 133 Wn.2d 39,
47, 940 P.2d 1362 (1997). “We will not substitute our
judgment for the trial court’s, weigh the evidence, or
adjudge witness credibility.” DeVogel v. Padilla, 22
Wn. App. 2d 39, 48, 509 P.3d 832 (2022) (quoting In re
Marriage of Greene, 97 Wn. App. 708, 714, 986 P.2d
144 (1999)).

Tavakoli’s arguments regarding the distribution of
property are unpersuasive for a number of reasons.
Contrary to Tavakoli’s argument that the trial court
failed to properly identify, assign value, and allocate
community property, the court did not conclude that
community property of any significant value re-
mained at the time of trial, more than three years af-
ter the parties separated. Tavakoli consistently main-
tained that any such community property had no sig-
nificant value at the time of trial, and Vuth did not
argue otherwise. The court’s findings merely recog-
nize that the marital community acquired income and
some personal property between July 2019 and May
2020. But consistent with the evidence and the parties’
positions, as there was no community property avail-
able to distribute, the decree does not list or allocate
such assets to either party.3 The trial court did not

3 Likewise, the trial court’s failure to identify as an asset and
assign value to Vuth’s wedding ring does not undermine the
property distribution where there was no dispute as to charac-
terization or purchase price and nothing to suggest that the asset
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thereby abuse its discretion. See In re Marriage of
Hadley, 88 Wn.2d 649, 656-57, 565 P.2d 790 (1977) (no
error in failure to value assets of insignificant value
not taken into account in the property division).
Tavakoli’s claim of error related to the failure to as-
sign specific values to all assets also fails because he
did not propose a date for valuation, nor does it appear
that he presented evidence to establish the value of all
assets as of a specific date. Contrary to Tavakoli's sug-
gestion, valuation of assets at the time of dissolution
trial is not “dictated” by RCW 26.09.080. Trial courts
have wide discretion under the statute to value assets
as of the date of separation, the date of trial, or some-
where in between. See, e.g., Lucker v. Lucker, 71
Wn.2d 165, 168, 426 P.2d 981 (1967) (“If the property
is to be valued as of the date of trial rather than the
date of separation, appreciation as well as deprecia-
tion in value should be considered in making an equi-
table division.”); Koher v. Morgan, 93 Wn. App. 398,
404-05, 968 P.2d 920 (1998) (no abuse of discretion to
value assets following the end of a committed intimate
relationship “at the time of trial, rather than at the
time of separation”). Moreover, Tavakoli’s testimony
primarily concerned the circumstances surrounding
the prenuptial agreement and allegations of domestic
violence against him. He provided no details about his
medical business and did not retain an expert to value
the business. The record designated for appellate re-
view, including a limited number of trial exhibits,
does not include any evidence from which the trial
court could have determined the value of Tavakoli’s

impacted the court’s evaluation of the parties’ relative financial
. positions. See Hadley, 88 Wn.2d at 656-57.
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accounts, real property, or business assets at the time
of separation or trial.4 ‘

Tavakoli appears to suggest that, absent assigned -
values to all assets, the court had no basis to conclude
that the parties’ relative economic positions war-
ranted a transfer of $30,000 to Vuth. That is incorrect,
as the record amply supports the court’s finding of a
patent disparity in wealth and prospects. Evidence in
the record supports the finding that Vuth had signifi-
cant barriers to obtaining employment that paid
higher than minimum wage and no ability to access or
liquidate her primary assets in Cambodia. Vuth’s only
other listed asset was a bank account established af-
ter the parties separated. The evidence in the record
supports the conclusion that this account had no sig-
nificant positive balance since Vuth used the funds de-
posited in that account to secure and furnish her hous-
ing and her expenses exceeded her income.

In contrast, the assets Tavakoli listed as his sepa-
rate property in an attachment to the prenuptial
agreement included two bank accounts, three invest-
ment accounts, three parcels of real property, a medi-
cal business and all of its assets, interest in a vehicle,
and a precious metal company account. Tavakoli
listed values for only four of those assets and did not
include his business and real property, which are

4 To the extent that Tavakoli’s challenge to the finding of a dis-
parity in the separate assets available to each party relies on
trial exhibits not designated as part of the appellate record, we
do not consider those aspects of his argument. See Rhinevault v.
Rhinevault, 91 Wn. App. 688, 692, 959 P.2d 687 (1998) (appellant
bears the burden to perfect the record on appeal “so the review-
ing court has before it all the evidence relevant to deciding the
issues”).
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presumably the most valuable assets. Nevertheless,
Tavakoli conceded that those accounts had a value of
over $120,000, and that his business yielded a profit
of approximately $150,000 per year. There was no ev-
idence to suggest that Tavakoli’s premarital assets no
longer existed (although he testified that his invest-
ment accounts were held by a different entity follow-
ing a merger), and he points to no evidence establish-
ing the value of those assets. And we perceive no
abuse of discretion in the characterization of the Van-
couver real property as Tavakoli’s separate property,
since his post-separation transfer of those properties
to a trust was a transparent effort to reduce assets
that could be distributed. See In re Marriage of Kase-
burg, 126 Wn. App. 546, 556, 108 P.3d 1278 (2005)
(while court has no ability to distribute an asset no
longer possessed at the time of trial, it may properly
consider waste, concealment, or other improper con-
duct).

It is evident from the record that the trial court con-
sidered all of the circumstances before it, including
the parties’ ages, their skills and backgrounds, the
length of the marriage, and the support (totaling ap-
proximately $26,000) and property ($10,000) distrib-
uted to Vuth while the dissolution was pending. Alt-
hough Tavakoli complains that the court failed to con-
sider his financial needs in retirement, he did not tes-
tify about retirement plans or present evidence of fu-
ture projected income and expenses. No evidence sub-
stantiates the claim that the property distribution
will compromise Tavakoli’s retirement. And as to
. Tavakoli’s repeated claim of entitlement to a credit for
Vuth’s alleged conversion of property while he had no
access to the marital home and for funds he allegedly
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loaned to Vuth’s brother during the marriage, the trial
court, as trier of fact, rejected these claims as unsup-
ported by the evidence and found Vuth’s testimony
more credible than Tavakoli’'s. We will not weigh the
evidence or assess credibility differently. DeVogel, 22
Wn. App. 2d at 48. '

Tavakoli fails to establish that the trial court
abused its discretion in distributing the parties’ prop-
erty.

B. Spousal Support

Challenging the award of spousal support, Tavakoli
argues that (1) Vuth failed to establish that her in-
come was insufficient to meet her expenses, (2) the
trial court failed to consider various ways Vuth could
supplement her income, (3) the court did not consider
Tavakoli’s ability to pay, (4) no authority authorized
or required the court to take into account Vuth’s ca-
reer preference, (5) insufficient evidence supports the
estimated amount to attend cosmetology school, and
(6) the award of maintenance violates public policy be-
cause it “forces hardworking professionals to enter re-
tirement as paupers” and provides “enormous wind-
falls” to younger spouses. Again, we disagree as to
each of these arguments.

Under RCW 26.09.090, the statute that governs
spousal maintenance, the amount and duration of
such maintenance must be just in light of the relevant
factors. In re Marriage of Condie, 15 Wn. App. 2d 449,
470, 475 P.3d 993 (2020). The non-exhaustive list of
factors includes: the financial resources of the party
seeking maintenance; the time necessary to acquire
sufficient education or training to find employment;
the standard of living established during the marriage;
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the duration of the marriage; the age, condition, and
financial obligations of the spouse seeking mainte-
nance; and the ability of the spouse from whom
maintenance is sought to meet their own needs and
financial obligations. RCW 26.09.090(1)(a-f). Mainte-
nance is designed to be a “flexible tool” to equalize the
parties’ standard of living “for an appropriate period
of time,” and “[u]ltimately, the court’s paramount con-
cern must be the parties’ economic conditions postdis-
solution.” In re Marriage of Wilcox, 3 Wn.3d 507, 521,
553 P.3d 614 (2024); Washburn v. Washburn, 101
Wn.2d 168, 178-79, 677 P.2d 152 (1984). At the same
time, there is no “mandate for trial courts to predict
the future, divide assets with mathematical precision,
or guarantee future equality.” In re Marriage of
Kaplan, 4 Wn. App. 2d 466, 476-77, 421 P.3d 1046
(2018). Spousal support constitutes an abuse of dis-
cretion only where it 1s not based on a fair considera-
tion of the statutory factors. Wilcox, Wn.3d at 521.
The trial court explicitly considered each of the stat-
utory factors on the record. In doing so, the court ad-
dressed Vuth’s financial resources, including all
amounts awarded pretrial and evidence of Vuth's
earnings between May 2022 and March 2023 showing,
on average, 35-hour work weeks at an hourly rate of
between $15.50 and $17.50. There was evidence of
Vuth’s expenses through the testimony of her former
neighbor, who paid Vuth’s bills and provided signifi-
cant and regular financial assistance to Vuth to meet
her expenses. The court considered evidence that
Vuth’s prior work history included employment in-
volving hair and makeup and that Vuth’s former
neighbor helped her research local cosmetology
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programs, learned that the cost was “upwards” of
$18,000, and that most guarantee work upon comple-
tion.

The thrust of most of Tavakoli’s arguments is that
the trial court should have weighed or interpreted the
evidence differently to reach a different conclusion
about the necessity and feasibility of spousal support.
Such arguments fail to appreciate that our review is
deferential to the trial court’s fundamental role as fact
finder. “Where there 1s conflicting evidence, it is not
the role of the appellate court to weigh and evaluate
the evidence.” Burnside v. Simpson Paper Co., 66 Wn.
App. 510, 526, 832 P.2d 537 (1992). For instance,
Tavakoli argues that a short-term marriage cannot
support an award of “long term maintenance.” But du-
ration is only one factor, and whether or not the award
in this case qualifies as “long-term” maintenance is
debatable. '

Tavakoli views Vuth’s current earnings as sufficient
to meet her expenses because, according to his calcu-
lation, she earns, on average, $23 dollars per month
above her regular expenses and could work more
hours. In Tavakoli’s opinion, Vuth has “more than
enough resources to support herself’ because she
earns, at least, minimum wage income, which is “good
enough for hundreds of thousands of American citi-
zens.” And, he contends that Vuth is not entitled to
pursue “any job she names” at his expense. Tavakoli’s
position assumes that Vuth does not require health
insurance, health care, transportation, internet ser-
vice, or any discretionary income and ignores the re-
ality of the substantial financial assistance regularly
provided to Vuth. Although Tavakoli speculates that
Vuth can return to Cambodia and has a variety of
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means at her disposal to increase her income, the trial
court concluded that vocational training in a field that
aligns with her background and interests is consistent
with the goals of RCW 26.09.090 and the best option
to establish a financially sustainable long-term career.
Tavakoli cannot show that no reasonable judge would
have reached this conclusion. See Landry, 103 Wn.2d
at 810.

Tavakoli also appears to challenge the evidentiary
basis for the former neighbor’s testimony and suffi-
ciency of the evidence establishing Vuth’s income and
expenses, but he points to no objection below. As to
Tavakoli’s complaint that the trial court did not ade-
quately investigate his ability to pay, he again points
to no evidence that would have allowed the court to
precisely determine his income and value of his avail-
able assets. There was evidence before the court that
Tavakoli had 32 years of experience as a board-certi-
fied physician, owned a cosmetic surgery practice, and
continued to practice. And the evidence included
Tavakoli’s concession regarding the approximate
yearly profit of his medical practice, historical evi-
dence of a salary from his practice between 2018 and
2020, and copies of paystubs for five months of 2021
showing part-time hours and a $90 hourly rate of pay.
But again, conspicuously absent was evidence of the
current value of his business, the value of his real
property, current value of all financial assets, and cur-
rent income from all sources.

Tavakoli fails to establish that the trial court did
not fairly consider the statutory factors in setting
spousal maintenance or that its decision amounts to
an abuse of discretion.
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C. Attorney Fees on Motion for Reconsideration

Lastly, Tavakoli challenges the trial court’s award
of attorney fees totaling $2,640 to Vuth in connection
with the denial of his motion for reconsideration.
Tavakoli claims the court failed to identify a basis for
the fee award or the method of calculation and did not
assess the parties’ relative need and ability to pay.
Tavakoli maintains that denial of a motion does not,
by itself, justify awarding fees. We again disagree
with these assertions.

Courts have “continuing equitable jurisdiction” in
family law matters that allows them “to grant what-
ever relief the facts warrant.” In re Marriage of
Farmer, 172 Wn.2d 616, 625, 259 P.3d 256 (2011). The

trial court’s equitable power includes the power to
sanction a party for any action that makes the pro-
ceedings unduly difficult and costly. See In re Mar-
riage of Bobbitt, 135 Wn. App. 8, 30, 144 P.3d 306
(2006); In re Marriage of Foley, 84 Wn. App. 839, 846,
930 P.2d 929 (1997); In re Marriage of Greenlee, 65 Wn.
App. 703, 708, 829 P.2d 1120 (1992). A party chal-
lenging an attorney fee award in a family law proceed-
ing must demonstrate abuse of discretion. In re Mar-
riage of Burrill, 113 Wn. App. 863, 873, 56 P.3d 993
(2002). :

The record reflects that Vuth sought attorney fees
because the motion for reconsideration was not well
grounded in fact or law. And Vuth’s response to the
motion set forth the basis for the amount of fees re-
quested, including the attorney’s experience, hourly
rate, and time spent responding to the motion. The
court’s 5-page order denying the motion addresses
Tavakoli’s reliance on CR 55, although the court did
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not enter a default order, and his failure to identify
specific grounds for relief under CR 59 and CR 60. It
is evident that the trial court agreed that the motion
was frivolous and the amount of fees requested was
reasonable and appropriate. The fee award did not
simply follow from the denial of Tavakoli’s motion,
and we cannot say that the court abused its discretion

or lacked a tenable basis for awarding fees.
Affirmed.

/s/ Leonard Feldman

WE CONCUR:

/s/ Linda Coburn {s/ Lori Smith
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Appendix B
[Filed: Nov. 15, 2023]

Superior Court of Washington, County of Clerk

In re the marriage of:
Petitioner: No. 20-3—-01138-06

Mehran Tavakoli, | Findings and Conclu-
And Respondent: sions About Marriage

Sreya Vuth (FNFCL)

Findings and Conclusions about a Marriage

1. Basis for findings and conclusions

Trial on (Date), where the following people were
present (check all that apply:

X Petitioner X Petitioner’s Lawyer

X Respondent X Respondent’s Lawyer
The Court makes the following findings of
fact and conclusions of law:

Notice

Respondent has appeared in this case or re-
sponded to the Petition.

Jurisdiction over the marriage and the
spouses

At the time the Petition was filed,
Petitioner lived in Washington State.
Respondent lived in Washington State.
Petitioner and Respondent lived in this state
while they were married, and the Petitioner still
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lives in this state or is stationed here as a member

of the armed forces.

Conclusion: The court has jurisdiction over
the marriage.
The court has jurisdiction over
the Respondent.

Information about the marriage

The spouses were married on July 3, 2019 at San
Diego, CA

Separation Date

The marital community ended on June 1, 2020.
The parties stopped acquiring community prop-
erty and incurring community debt on this date.

Status of the marriage

Divorce — This marriage is irretrievably broken,
and it has been 90 days or longer since the Peti-
tion was filed and the Summons was served or the
Respondent joined the Petition.

Conclusion: The Petition for divorce should be
approved.

Separation Contract

Note — A separation contract is a written agree-
ment between the spouses that covers some or
all of the issues that must be decided in this di-
vorce. Prenuptial or community property agree-
ments are not separation contracts but may be
the basis for a separation contract or final or-
ders.

The spouses signed a separation contract on June
28, 2019.
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Conclusion: The parties should not be or-
dered to comply with the terms of the con-
tract because: the agreement was substan-
tively unfair because it fails to make reason-
able provisions for Ms. Vuth who was not em-
ployed, did not have work authorization, and
could not receive public assistance; and pro-
cedurally unfair because the Court has little
confidence Ms. Vuth had any idea what she
was signing when she had limited English-
language capacity, the agreement was never
translated into her language of capacity, the
agreement was entered on an accelerated
timeline, and Ms. Vuth did not choose her
own attorney.

8. Real Property (land or home)

The spouses’ real property is listed below:

Real Prop- Tax Parcel Community
erty Ad- Number or Separate
dress Property

4902 NE 117893174 Separate
139th St, Van-
couver, WA

2405 NW 88th | 146764000 Separate
St, Vancou-
ver, WA

2713 N. 5208-014-006 | Separate
Abrigo Ave.,

Los Angeles,
CA
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Conclusion: The division of real property de-
scribed in the final order is fair
(just and equitable).

Community Personal Property

The spouses’ community personal property is
listed below. (Include vehicles, pensions/retire-
ment, insurance, bank accounts, furniture, busi-
nesses, etc. Do not list more than the last 4 digits
of any account number. For vehicles, list year,
make, model, and VIN or license plate number.)

1. Each party’s per- 2. Earnings acquired
sonal property ac- during the marriage
quired during the
marriage.

Conclusion: The division of real property de-
scribed in the final order is fair
(Just and equitable).

. Separate Personal Property (possessions, as-
sets or business interests of any kind)

The Petitioner’s separate personal property is
listed below. (Include vehicles, pensions/retire-
ment, insurance, bank accounts, furniture, busi-
nesses, etc. Do not list more than the last 4 digits
of any account number. For vehicles, list year,
make, model and VIN or license plate numaber.)

1. Bank of America 2. Ameritrade (6631)
(1367)
3. Ameritrade (6009) | 4. Corona Hair and
Skin Clinic, LL.C

5. Mazda 6.
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The Respondent’s separate personal property is
listed below. (Include vehicles, pensions/retire-
ment, insurance, bank accounts, furniture, busi-
nesses, etc. Do not list more than the last 4 digits
of any account number. For vehicles, list year,
make, model and Vin or license plate number.)

1. Residential real|{2. Bank Account in
property in Cambodia | Cambodia

3. Umpqua Bank ac- | 4.

count

Conclusion: The division of real property de-
scribed in the final order is fair
(just and equitable).

. Community Debt

The parties have no community debt

Conclusion: The division of real property de-
scribed in the final order is fair
(ust and equitable). '

. Separate Debt
The Petitioner separate debt is as follows:

Debt Creditor Account
Amount (person or Number (last
company 4 digits only)
owed this
debt)

Vehicle loan
Debts of Co-
rona Hair and

Skin Clinic
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Other loans
or debts

The Respondent has no separate debt.

Conclusion: The division of real property de-
scribed in the final order is fair
(Just and equitable).

. Spousal Support (maintenance/alimony)
Spousal support was requested.

Conclusion: Spousal support should be or-
dered because: Ms. Vuth was pro-
vided some support to account for
her basic needs and she has been
able to obtain minimum wage em-
ployment that provides for some
but not all of her financial needs:
however, she still needs time nec-
essary to acquire sufficient educa-
tion or training to enable the her
to find employment appropriate
to her skill, interests, style of life,
and other attendant circum-
stances, specifically to attend cos-
metology school which 1s in line
with her past and present inter-
ests and skills. Mr. Tavakoli has
substantial income and assets
that allow him to meet his obliga-
tions and provide support as or-
dered by the Court.-

14. Fees and Costs

Each party should pay their own fees or costs.
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. Protection Order

No one requested a Protection Order in this case.
. Restraining Order

The Respondent requested a Restraining Order in
this case.

Conclusion: The court should approve a
Restraining Order because:
Mr. Tavakoli pleaded guilty
to Assault in the Third De-
gree Domestic Violence, both
parties testified about the
abuse and the Court finds Ms.
Vuth more credible then Mr.
Tavakoli; and the No Contact
Order in the criminal case
will expire on January 13,
2028.

. Pregnancy

Neither spouse is pregnant.

. Children of the marriage

The spouses have no children together who are
still dependent. -

Were other children born during the mar-
riage (with someone else, not a spouse)?

Neither spouse gave birth to any other children
during the marriage.

. Jurisdiction over the children (RCW
26.27.201 - .221, .231, .261, .271).
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Does not apply. The spouses have no children to-
gether who are still dependent.

. Parenting Plan

The spouses have no children together who are
under 18 years old.

. Child Support

The spouses have no children together who are
still dependent.

. Other findings or conclusion (if any)

The Court is empowered to grant separate prop-
erty to someone who is not its owner in ensuring
a fair and equitable distribution of assets and
debts. In this case, there is little community prop-
erty due to the length of the marriage. The Court,
in considering the factors for distribution, notes a
huge disparity between the separate property
available to each party post-dissolution. Ms. Vuth
is in a new country with little formal education
and only the capacity to earn minimum wage. She
has challenges accessing her limited assets in
Cambodia. Ms. Vuth needs training to establish
any career that will allow her to be self-sufficient.
Mr. Tavakoli is a successful doctor with thirty-
years-experience, he has lived in the U.S.A. since
1999 and has a net worth between one and two
million dollars.

The Court hear testimony from Mr. Tavakoli re-
garding items removed from his home. The Court
does not have sufficient evidence to link the dis-
appearance of those items with Ms. Vuth’s ac-
tions. .
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11/15/2023
Date

» /s/ Tsering D Cornell

Judge or Commissioner

Petitioner and Respondent or their lawyers fill

out below.

This document (check all
that apply):

[Is an agreement of the
parties

[Is presented by me
XIMay be signed by the
court without notice to
me

» /s/Roxana Manesh
59410
Petitioner signs

here/Lawyer signs here +
WSBA #

Roxana Manesh
11/14/2023

Print Name

Date

This document (check all
that apply):

UIs an agreement of the
parties

RIs presented by me
[IMay be signed by the
court without notice to
me

» /s/Jeffrey Keddie 47101
Petitioner signs
here/Lawyer signs here +
WSBA #
Jeffrey Keddie Jeffrey
keddi o

Print Name

Date
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Appendix C
[Filed: Dec. 12, 2023]

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CLARK

MEHRAN TAVAKOLI, ORDER ON PETI-
Petitioner TIONER’S RE-

CONSIDERATION |

MOTION-—-DENIAL

V8.

SREYA VUTH,
Respondent

Case No. 20-3-01138
—06

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

The above cause having come before the court on
Petitioner, Mehran Tavakoli’s Motion for Reconsider-
ation of the Court’s November 15, 2023 Final Divorce
Order, Findings and Conclusions About a Marriage,
and Restraining Order, the court, having read the
pleadings and records filed herein, and being other-
wise fully informed, NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby:

FINDINGS OF FACT:

1) Petitioner requests reconsideration of orders en-
tered on November 15, 2023. Petitioner’s Motion cites
CR 55, CR 59, and CR 60.
2) CR55
a. The court did not enter default or default
judgment in this case. Petitioner’s Motion
- does not specify how CR 55 is applicable.
3) CR59
a. The Civil Rules requires that any motion for
reconsideration “shall identify the specific
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reasons in fact and law as to each ground on
which the motion is based.” CR 59(b).
Petitioner failed to identify each ground on
which his motion is based. Nevertheless, the
court shall address each ground under CR
59(a) below:

Irregularity in the proceedings of the court,
jury or adverse party, or any order of the
court, or abuse of discretion, by which such
party was prevented from having a fair trial:
Petitioner does not allege that he was denied
an unfair trial, nor does the evidence support
such a finding. CR 59 (a) (1). '
Misconduct of prevailing party or jury: Peti-
tioner does not allege misconduct of the pre-
vailing party or court, nor does the evidence
support such a finding. CR 59 (a) (2).
Accident or surprise which ordinary pru-
dence could not have guarded against: Peti-
tioner does not allege accident or surprise
which ordinary prudence could not have
guarded against, nor does the evidence sup-
port such a finding. CR 59 (a) (3).

Newly discovered evidence, material for the
party making the application, which the
party could not with reasonable diligence
have discovered and produced at the trial:
Petitioner does not claim the Exhibits at-
tached to his Motion are “newly discovered
evidence.” Even if he does so allege, the doc-
uments could have been discovered and pro-
duced at trial with reasonable diligence. CR
- 59(a) (4).
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Damages so excessive or inadequate as un-
mistakably to indicate that the verdict must
have been the result of passion or prejudice:
Petitioner did not allege the court’s ruling
was a result of passion or prejudice, nor does
the evidence support such a finding. CR 59(a)
(5).

Error in the assessment of the amount of re-
covery whether too large or too small, when
the action is upon a contract, or for the injury
or detention of property: The Petitioner does
not allege error in the assessment of money
‘of recover when the action is upon a contract,
nor does the evidence support such a finding.
CR 59(a) (6).

That there is no evidence or reasonable infer-
ence from the evidence to justify the verdict
or the decision, or that it is contrary to law:
To the extent the Petitioner alleges there is
no evidence or reasonable inference from the
evidence to justify the decision or that it is
contrary to the law, the court finds no evi-
dence to support such claim. CR 59(a) (7).

i. To the extend Petitioner alleges the
court did not consider the amount Pe-
titioner paid in spousal support dur-
ing the pendency of this case in reach-
ing its rulings, that is incorrect. The
court clarified that it considered sup-
port awarded during the pendency of
the case, even if not described in detail
during its oral ruling, clear evidence of
such support is found in the record
and was considered by the court,
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specifically: $1,500/mo awarded to Re-
spondent September 1, 2020 — Janu-
ary 1, 2021, $1,342/mo awarded to Re-
spondent in temporary orders July 1,
2021 — February 1, 2021. The court
also made special note that the court
also considered the additional $10,000
awarded to Respondent during the
pendency of the case so that she could
leave the family home, when arriving
at the amount to award going forward.
While not specifically called out as
spousal support, the court also
acknowledges that Petitioner paid for
household expenses during the pen-
dency of the case as well.
To the extent Petitioner alleges the
court failed to consider what he char-
- acterized as a “loan” to the Respond-
ent and/or family, and as purported to
be supported by Exhibit 16 and his
own testimony, the court did not find
that evidence persuasive. Exhibit 16
was not a loan instrument and Mr.
Tavakoli’s testimony was contradicted
at various times even by himself
throughout trial.
Error in law occurring at the trial and ob-
jected to at the time by the party making the
application: To the extent the Petitioner al-
leges error in law that was objected to at trial,
the court finds no evidence to support such
claim. CR 59(a) (8).
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To the extent the Petitioner alleges
the court improperly considered his
Newton plea in arriving at its decision
to order a lifetime restraining order
against Petitioner or in arriving at its
decision to invalidate the prenuptial
agreement, that is incorrect. The court
considered the Petitioner’'s Newton
plea as evidence of an admission as is
permitted under caselaw. Substantial
additional evidence was presented to
establish a history of domestic vio-
lence outside of the Newton plea
formed the primary basis for granting
the lifetime restraining order.
That substantial justice has not been done:
The Petitioner does not allege substantial
justice has not been done, nor does the evi-
dence support such a finding. CR 59(a) (9).

4) CR60

a.

The Civil Rules authorize relief from judg-
ment or order for clerical mistakes, [other]
mistakes, inadvertence, excusable neglect,
newly discovered evidence, and fraud. CR 60.
Clerical mistakes: No clerical mistakes are
alleged. CR 60(a).

Mistakes, inadvertence, surprise, excusable
neglect, or irregularity: The Petitioner does
not allege mistake, inadvertence, surprise,
excusable neglect, or irregularity. CR 60(b)
(1).

Newly discovered evidence: To the extent Pe-
titioner alleges the Exhibits attached to his
Motion are newly discovered evidence, that
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argument fails. The Petitioner, with due dil-
igence, could have discovered or offered these
Exhibits at trial. CR 60(b) (3).
Fraud, misrepresentation, or other miscon-
duct of an adverse party: While Petitioner al-
leges Respondent was not truthful in her tes-
timony, this is not a new argument and does
not amount to fraud or misrepresentation not
already alleged at trial. CR 60(b) (4).
5) Attorney’s Fees

a. Ms. Vuth requests reasonable attorney’s fees
of $2,640 for having to respond to Mr.
Tavakoli’'s Motion. The court find the time
spent to respond to the Petitioner’s Motion
reasonable given the legal and factual issues
presented. ‘

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

Mzr. Tavakoli has failed to show a reason for reconsid-
eration under CR 55, CR 59, or CR 60.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

For the reasons stated above the Court orders that the
Petitioner Mr. Tavakoli’s CR 50 Motion for New Trial
or to Reconsider be DENIED.

Respondent Ms. Vuth’s request for attorneys’ is
granted. Ms. Vuth is awarded reasonable attorney’s
fees of $2,640. Mr. Tavakoli shall have 30 days from
this date to pay in full. This award of attorney’s fees
may be reduced to a money judgment by request of ei-
ther party. _

Date this day of 2023

/s/ Tsering D. Cornell Date: 2023.12.12 13:41:38

JUDGE TSERING D. CORNELL
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Appendix D
[Filed: Oct. 28, 2025]

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE
OF WASHINGTON '
MEHRAN TAVAKOLI, | No. 88030-6-1

Appellant, | ORDER DENYING MO-
TION FOR RECONSID-

Ve ERATION

SREYA VUTH,
Respondent.

The appellant, Mehran Tavakoli, has filed a motion
for reconsideration. A majority of the panel has deter-
mined that the motion should be denied.

Now therefore, it is hereby

ORDERED that the motion for reconsideration is
denied.
/s/ Leonard Feldman
Judge
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-Appendix E
[Filed: Apr. 1, 2026]

THE SUPREME COURT OF WASHINGTON

MEHRAN TAVAKOLI, No. 104822-00

Petitioner, ORDER

No. 88030-6-1
SREYA VUTH,

)
)
)
)
)
V. v ) Court of Appeals -
)
)
)
Respondent. )
)

)

‘Department 1 of the Court, composed of Chief Jus-
tice Stephens and justices Johnson, Gonzalez, Mon-
toya-Lewis, and Mungia, considered as its March 31,
2026, Motion Calendar whether review should be
granted pursuant to RAP 13.4(b) and unanimously
agreed that the following order be entered.

IT IS ORDERED: , }
That the petition for review is denied. The Respond-
ent’s request for attorney fees is also denied.
. DATED at Olympia, Washington, this 1st day of
April 2026.

For the Court
/s/ Debra L. Stephens
CHIEF JUSTICE







