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ase:-zNo "-*APC 19-0004

n the Matter of. T

Victor Gonzales, | (c_:_ se’ below CF-05-0222)
Appellant, L

V. e . DEC!SION and ORDER

Joyce F. Miles,

This matter is 6tice. of A“ppea': filed by -vict_or

Gonzales on March
entered on Mafch 1 4 7 ." lees for chlld support pald by

her between Jan'ué': partles sen M G. During the period

of time referenced; M. _.5W'¢."=‘t__;;$a,trl§- atteﬂe!mg high school and was in

his father's primary cus cdy

This appeai;ms*ﬁiﬁ_ e.,_q!_": ="if,sf-.5—_1.1?.}&rfcipaf. Brief pro se on April 19,

2019. In canjuncﬁgrt—.:wlth'

Appeliee has not fﬂed a bri Withanthh to do so has lapsed, pursuant to

Rule 12 (a) of the Salt R!v R : 'j!:ié;t:éi‘i‘fr’a_r}ocedure, The Court has considered
the record below as w.gé_i!:fa 5 1 '

in this case.

The caption of AppeilantsPrmmpalBrtef contains in parentheses the language,

“Oral Argument Requested”. Nowhere else in the brief is oral argument addressed.

Rule 13(a) of the Rules of Civil Abpe!iate.Pfacedure states that, “The court of appeals may
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conle il il

the facts and arg;iﬁd_g_a

consider the appealwlthoutoralargu et if ffh_é court ... finds that the facts and legal

arguments are adequat sefite he biiefs and Yecord, and the decisional process

. The Court of Appeals believes that
'g“.ft'ﬁ_a! court récord and Appellant's
Principal Brief, and declines ht. ‘as it will not significantly aid in the

decision-making progess,

The standfér:d’:of{ sview
asserted by Appéllant is
non-custodial parent-in cor

ordinances.

The parties tot ether, A.G., born September 27,

1997 and M.G., bdfh.démuja isthe primary physical custodian
of the children. Theong Fd;er;;ﬂfel_‘.slt'ab,l.ishing Ms. Miles obligation was
entered by the trial.t:oitiiff; en@ct er 4 she Was d'i;ecte'd to pay $300 per child per
month, to be paid from tnbalpe ayry "’efﬁft_‘_s‘_:zshéi;-rectaimed quarterly.
After A.G, turned’lB,Ms Mile ametlonseekmg to terminate the child support
obligation for her. The trial court he ahearmg ‘on tfiat motion in February of 2016 and
entered an order oh Februaryﬂ (Document 1, ‘Record on Appeal). The. order

acknowledged that AG. 'Wééi,ﬁé«l'ﬁﬁgarfUﬁde?'Té, but found that, “pursuant to Salt River
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Pima Maricopa !ndran Gommumty Cede §'f@-53(l) chfld support is to continue while the

minor is attending: hlgh schooi” & A G was””:::' ot due 1o graduate from high school Lmtrl May

ca plta payout after whlch
",n;ales shail cease, but

nount of $900 until said
On Qctobier 7 iotion vith respect to her child support
obligation, this time 1 ea_ée, as he had r'e@.i:h_ed the age
of 18 on January 18, for payments made beginning in

February 2018 and- requested ntsbemade fo Victor Gonzalez from

her per capita dlstnbutions h: i ?:'éburtféffebruary 2016 Orderin support

of het motion.

The trial courtgranted . first entering a brief order halting any

future payments frem--_hfe’.f_,jpje’r.;_cap_if ' "fq hild: supper't(Document 6, Trial Court Record). At

the same time, the tr_ial«:'couﬂ-‘-eht6§§"§iz é?ilohgarﬁbﬁae‘rsdécléﬁng that Ms. Miles’ obligation to
pay child suppott for M:G. hadceasedpursuant tothe February 2016 order, and setting an
evidentiary hearing to a"c}id‘r;ésg;it‘hék_i'__s.gue;éf;;ﬁéi'mj:iutégmen’t'for payments previously made

(Document 7, Trial Gourt Record). ‘Ms. Miles failed to attend the first evidentiary hearing,

resulting in a denial and re—flhng (acumentS Trial Court Record) Ultimately, a hearing
occurred on March 14, 2019 toﬁ-add’res_s-mé reimbursement issue. Both parties attended

that hearing and the trial co.ur"tzehtei*ed its written .or‘der the same day.
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The March 14,_0}.‘6‘:’ refete 3=’*med that the February 2016-trial court order was

ol tzgatlon for M.G. ended on hIS 18*“ blrthday-

controlling and that Ws. Mile

Because sums-had g ﬁa{__dmtr;buhons after that date and | a;d to

Mr. Gonzalez as Chlfd _:-!reimhurse thoqe naympnts, in- the total

amount of $2, 700 ‘_M' Go zalez'wa 'o_compiete that reimbursement at the rate

of $100 per moﬂth.: sta .:yrom' thlS Order that Mr. Gonzalez flles the

current appeal.

There is_-hoﬂqué 91 ; Qrder in this case specificaliy_{sftat'es

that child support p his 18 birthday. There is lso no

question that the-Salt 'Code of Ordinances, §10-53(1)
contains the provisio g 19 for a child who is “adtually

attending high school 1§ are ireconcilable. A way must be

found to harmonize thern ols:in féaching the decision in this case.

Appellant to s pursement order advances e'ss:entiaﬂy

two arguments: First, 'ode mandates that support ccmtmue

until high school graduation, and, secen the February 2016 order continued the child

Whatever the February 2018 .or.der- sald about--support for AG, it clearly stated that child
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support for M.G. 4-w0.u!éi-f;"te tutned 18, If Appeliant dlsagreed wsth that-

hoidlng, the time to f entry of the 2016 order Ho ”'ever 5

Mr Gonzalez dzd?n' wfsl nt‘order was entered aimost three '

years iater. Theug : mgs Mr. Gonzalezs current appeal
is from the holding of the 2016.6r M.G. The fime for such an appeal has

long since lapsed.

For the reasons'o Jy Victor Gonzales is denied and

the reimbursem-e'n_t_b_;giggia_ ; by the trial court on 'Mé'rch .
2019, is affirmed. :
ISSUED this 7th day of Augus

Q?O\fed August 7, 2019.

SEAL o approved August 7, 2019,

Guss, Jusfice
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