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Opinion

HARPER, J. The plaintiff, Janet L. Szegda, appeals
from the judgment of the trial court dissolving her mar-



riage to the defendant, Ronald H. Szegda. The plaintiff
takes issue with the court’s financial orders and awards,
claiming that (1) the court abused its discretion by
entering financial orders in this case, (2) the court’s
distribution of marital assets and alimony award were
not supported by the evidence, and (3) the court’s finan-
cial awards on her behalf generally were insufficient.
We affirm the judgment of the trial court.

The parties were married on June 12, 1971. They are
the parents of three children, none of whom are minors.
Claiming an irretrievable breakdown in the marital rela-
tionship, the plaintiff brought this dissolution of mar-
riage action by complaint dated October 23, 2002. The
plaintiff sought a dissolution of the marriage, a convey-
ance of the defendant’s interest in certain real property,
and an equitable division of the parties’ assets, counsel
fees, alimony and other “just and proper” relief. The
defendant admitted the allegations of the plaintiff’s
complaint and filed a cross complaint in which he
sought a dissolution of the marriage, an equitable divi-
sion of the parties’ assets, an equitable division of “fam-
ily income” in the form of alimony and other
“reasonable and equitable” relief. By memorandum of
decision filed April 4, 2005, the court dissolved the
parties’ marriage and issued financial orders. The plain-
tiff timely filed a motion to reargue, which the court
denied on April 28, 2005. This appeal followed.

I

The plaintiff first claims that the court abused its
discretion by entering financial orders in this case.
We disagree.

Our rules of practice require parties in a marital disso-
Iution action to file “a sworn statement substantially
in accordance with a form prescribed by the chief court
administrator, of current income, expenses, assets and
liabilities. . . .” Practice Book § 25-30 (a). “Practice
Book § 13-15 imposes a continuing duty, during trial,
to correct or supplement discovery responses. With
respect to dissolution proceedings, [our Supreme
Court] has established that the value of the parties’
assets must be determined as of the time the judgment
of dissolution is rendered. . . . Therefore, it is clear
that the duty to update pertinent discovery responses
and to disclose facts relevant to that determination
necessarily must extend until the judgment is rendered.
Indeed, the sole purpose of disclosing pertinent finan-
cial information and mandating updated financial affi-
davits is to value the parties’ assets properly, and it
would completely thwart that purpose if the duty to
disclose were to end before the asset valuation date.”
(Citations omitted.) Weinstein v. Weinstein, 275 Conn.
671, 696-97, 882 A.2d 53 (2005).

The plaintiff claims that the two financial statements
submitted by the defendant, one dated March 2, 2005,



and another dated December 2, 2004, were “by the
[d]efendant’s own admission” not reflective of his
income. In both statements, the defendant represented
that his weekly income as a “[s]elf-employed dairy
farmer” was $190. In his March 2, 2005 affidavit, the
defendant explained this figure as follows: “Exclusive
of depreciation, profit of as much as $35,000 and loss
of $37,000 going back to 2000. Current figure based on
best estimate, with income from the sale of milk, hay,
calves, timber and stone, and largely offsetting
expenses.” The plaintiff argues that, at least by the time
that he filed his financial statement dated March 2, 2005,
the defendant was in a position to provide the court
accurate financial information concerning his farming
business and that he did not do so. The plaintiff claims
that the financial statements submitted by the defen-
dant contradicted his testimony at trial as well as his
income tax returns. The plaintiff claims that the court
“abused its discretion by entering financial orders”
because, she argues, the defendant’s statements were
inaccurate and incomplete. The plaintiff claims that the
court “could not possibly have been able to fashion
fair and equitable orders regarding alimony or property
settlement [and that] the fact that it did so was an abuse
of discretion.”

The plaintiff did not object to the defendant’s finan-
cial statements at the time of trial. The plaintiff did
not ask the court to reject the matters asserted in the
defendant’s statement. We are unable to see how the
fact that the court later entered financial orders, after
it had received the defendant’s statements as well as
other evidence relating to the finances of the parties,
implicates the court’s discretion. The sworn financial
statements submitted by the parties were evidence of
the matters represented therein. “A court is entitled to
rely on sworn financial statements filed in dissolution
actions, and when it finds it cannot, is entitled to draw
adverse inferences which go to the core of the entire
proceeding.” Voloshin v. Voloshin, 12 Conn. App. 626,
628-29, 533 A.2d 573 (1987).

Apart from the fact that the plaintiff did not preserve
this claim, she also has failed to brief it properly. In
her brief, the plaintiff states in a conclusory manner
that the defendant admitted at trial that his financial
statements were inaccurate. In an equally conclusory
manner, the plaintiff also states that the court relied
on the statements when it entered the financial orders
of which she now complains. The plaintiff has not
attempted to demonstrate, by citation to the record or
otherwise, the validity of either of these assertions. On
the basis of our review of the court’s memorandum of
decision, we are not persuaded that the court relied on
the financial information in the defendant’s financial
statements to the exclusion of the other evidence that
also was properly before it. To the extent that the plain-
tiff challenged the accuracy of the defendant’s financial



statements at trial, the issue of whether to rely on the
statements was a matter for the finder of fact, the court,
to resolve. The plaintiff has not substantiated her claim
that the court abused its discretion by entering financial
orders in this case.

II

The plaintiff next claims that the court’s distribution
of marital assets and its award of alimony to her were
not supported by the evidence. Generally, the plaintiff
argues that the evidence reflects the defendant’s inabil-
ity to comply with these orders. We disagree.

The court described the relevant marital assets. The
parties’ ownership interest in real estate was valued,
before taxes owed, at $1,068,633. After taxes, this own-
ership interest was valued at $1,051,173. This real estate
included the Robinson farm, in which the parties held
an ownership interest valued at $702,000; the Szegda
farm, in which the parties held an ownership interest
valued at $201,633; and the Palmer farm, in which the
parties held an ownership interest valued at $165,000.
Mortgages in the amounts of $335,367 and $58,000
encumbered the Robinson and Szegda farms, respec-
tively.

The court ordered that the defendant retain sole own-
ership of the Szegda and Palmer farms, and ordered
the plaintiff to convey to the defendant her ownership
interest in the Robinson farm. The court ordered the
defendant to pay to the plaintiff a lump sum property
settlement of $450,000, to be secured by a mortgage on
the Robinson farm. The court ordered the plaintiff to
move from the marital residence on the Robinson farm
within two years and ordered the defendant to pay the
plaintiff $100,000 upon this occurrence and the
remaining $350,000 within four years of this occurrence.
The court ordered interest, to be paid to the plaintiff,
to begin to accrue on this $450,000 as of the date of
judgment. The court further ordered the defendant to
be responsible for any existing mortgages or debts asso-
ciated with the three farms, as well as for repairs to
the marital residence located on the Robinson farm.
The court ordered the defendant to make alimony pay-
ments of $75 per week for a period of two years. The
court permitted each party to retain ownership of their
respective motor vehicles, permitted the defendant to
retain ownership of his life insurance policy and IRA
accounts valued at $3500 and ordered that the parties
were responsible for their own debts and attorney’s
fees.

The court found the following relevant facts. At the
time of the court’s judgment, the defendant was sixty-
one years old. The defendant was a lifelong dairy farmer
with an income that was “modest by most standards,”
approximately $200 per week. The defendant grew feed
on the Robinson and Palmer farms for his cattle, and



his dairy operation was located on the Szegda farm.
The defendant received an ownership interest in the
Szegda and Palmer farms partially as a gift from family
members, after working the farms for many years. The
defendant and the plaintiff purchased the Robinson
farm in 1980.

“The standard of review in family matters is that this
court will not disturb the trial court’s orders unless it
has abused its legal discretion or its findings have no
reasonable basis in fact. . . . It is within the province
of the trial court to find facts and draw proper infer-
ences from the evidence presented. . . . [W]here the
factual basis of the court’s decision is challenged we
must determine whether the facts set out in the memo-
randum of decision are supported by the evidence or
whether, in light of the evidence and the pleadings in
the whole record, these facts are clearly erroneous.”
(Citations omitted; internal quotation marks omitted.)
Rummel v. Rummel, 33 Conn. App. 214, 220-21, 635
A.2d 295 (1993).

The plaintiff does not dispute the court’s findings
with regard to the marital assets and their value or its
findings with regard to the defendant’s income. The
plaintiff’s claim appears to be directed at the court’s
finding that the defendant could satisfy the $450,000
payment to her. Certainly, a party’s “ability to pay is a
material consideration in formulating financial
awards.” Greco v. Greco, 275 Conn. 348, 361, 880 A.2d
872 (2005). The court found that the defendant had the
ability to satisfy this payment, stating: “The Robinson
farm has equity of approximately $750,000 which is
adequate to secure the property settlement of $450,000
as well as refinancing by the defendant.” These findings
are supported by the evidence.

With regard to alimony, the plaintiff argues that the
court improperly found that the defendant had the abil-
ity to make the alimony payments ordered. The court
found that the defendant’s weekly income was approxi-
mately $200. The court also heard the defendant’s testi-
mony that his business had been affected negatively by
his marital problems and the divorce proceedings and
that he hoped to make his business profitable in the
future. The evidence supports the court’s finding that
the defendant could afford to pay the alimony awarded.
Further, the plaintiff claims that there was “no rationale
for the time limited alimony.” Although the court did
not explain why it limited its alimony award to weekly
payments for two years, a reasonable rationale for this
award appears in the record in that the plaintiff was
entitled to live at the marital residence on the Robinson
farm for two years after the court issued its judgment,
following which time the defendant was obligated to
pay her as part of the distribution of marital assets.
Accordingly, we conclude that the court’s alimony
award is supported by the evidence.



I

The plaintiff next claims that the court’s financial
orders, including its distribution of martial assets and
its alimony award, were insufficient. We disagree.

We already have set forth the relevant orders in part
II. The following additional findings of the court are
relevant. At the time of the judgment, the plaintiff was
fifty-three years of age and in good physical health. The
plaintiff was a college student when she married the
defendant in 1971. The plaintiff left school when her
first child was born in 1972. The plaintiff resumed her
education in 1989, receiving a degree in 1991. The plain-
tiff worked for a short period of time as a substitute
teacher and, in 2000, worked in a permanent teaching
position. Due to budget cuts, the plaintiff’s permanent
position, in which she earned approximately $31,000
per year exclusive of insurance and retirement benefits,
was terminated three years later. At the time of the
court’s judgment, the plaintiff was earning $70 a day
as a substitute teacher while looking for a permanent
teaching position.

The court also found that, when the parties married,
the plaintiff possessed approximately $2000, which the
parties spent on their wedding. The defendant pos-
sessed a herd of cattle as well as approximately $14,000,
which was later spent as a down payment on the parties’
first home. The defendant came to possess the Szegda
and Palmer farms, farms that formerly were owned by
members of his family, as a result of his lifelong work
on the farms. The defendant received a one-half interest
in the Szegda and Palmer farms, as well as the farm
business, as a gift. When the defendant received the
remaining interests in the farms, as well as his farm
business, he gave a $100,000 mortgage to his father,
which was held by his siblings. The parties purchased
the Robinson farm, where they constructed their mari-
tal residence, in 1980, for $175,000.

The court found that the plaintiff was the primary
caregiver for the parties’ three children until they
reached adulthood. The court also found that, although
the plaintiff participated in farming chores, she “hardly”
did as much work on the farm as she claimed. The court
found that the plaintiff contributed to the marriage and
to the farm business but that her “emotional difficulties”
were the primary problem in the parties’ marriage. The
court found that the plaintiff engaged in “confused and
irrational” behavior, and often, absent justification,
accused her husband of participating in extramarital
affairs. The court detailed what it deemed to be exam-
ples of the plaintiff’s mental “instability,” for which she
had received medical treatment. The court determined
that the plaintiff’s testimony concerning the breakdown
of the marriage was “evasive and lacking candor” and
that the defendant had been supportive of the plaintiff



until the end of the marriage.

“The standard of review in family matters is well
settled. A fundamental principle in dissolution actions
is that a trial court may exercise broad discretion in
awarding alimony and dividing property as long as it
considers all relevant statutory criteria. . . . An appel-
late court will not disturb a trial court’s orders in domes-
tic relations cases unless the court has abused its
discretion or it is found that it could not reasonably
conclude as it did, based on the facts presented. . . .
In determining whether a trial court has abused its
discretion in domestic relations matters, we allow every
reasonable presumption in favor of the correctness of
its action. . . . This standard of review reflects the
sound policy that the trial court has the opportunity to
view the parties first hand and is therefore in the best
position to assess all of the circumstances surrounding
a dissolution action, in which such personal factors
such as demeanor and the attitude of the parties are
so significant.” (Internal quotation marks omitted.)
Cushman v. Cushman, 93 Conn. App. 186, 193-94, 888
A.2d 156 (2006).

In distributing marital assets, the court is governed
by General Statutes § 46b-81 and the factors set forth
therein. “The court need not give each factor equal
weight or recount every factor in its decision as long
as the decision reflects a proper consideration and a
weighing of the statutory factors. On appeal, the [party
challenging the court’s ruling] bears the burden of prov-
ing to this court that the trial court did not consider
the proper criteria.

“The purpose of a property assignment is to divide
the ownership of the parties’ property equitably. . . .
[E]quitable remedies are not bound by formula but are

molded to the needs of justice. . . . Further, we pre-
sume that the trial court properly considered all of the
evidence submitted by the parties. . . . We will not

retry facts or pass upon the credibility of witnesses or
the weight to be given the evidence.” (Citations omitted,;
internal quotation marks omitted.) Rummel v. Rummel,
supra, 33 Conn. App. 222.

General Statutes § 46b-81 (c) provides that the court,
in determining the nature and value of the property to
be assigned in dissolution actions, “shall consider the
length of the marriage, the causes for the annulment,
dissolution of the marriage or legal separation, the age,
health, station, occupation, amount and sources of
income, vocational skills, employability, estate, liabili-
ties and needs of each of the parties and the opportunity
of each for future acquisition of capital assets and
income. . . .” Section 46b-81 (c) also provides in rele-
vant part: “The court shall also consider the contribu-
tion of each of the parties in the acquisition,
preservation or appreciation in value of their respec-
tive estates.”



In its memorandum of decision, the court explicitly
referred to the factors set forth in § 46b-81 (c) as well
as their application in this case. The plaintiff asserts
that “the trial court’s combined financial award of $7800
in alimony coupled with less than half of the parties’
assets in this situation was both unfair and inequitable.”
The plaintiff, noting that the parties had had a long
marriage, that she deferred her education and career
to raise her children and to assist the defendant in farm
operations, and that she has an impaired capacity for
future earning, argues that equity required the court to
divide the parties’ real property so as to award her the
Robinson farm. The court aptly noted that ownership
of the farm was the “most contentious” point in the
dissolution action.

The court set forth its rationale for awarding the
Robinson farm to the defendant, stating: “[The defen-
dant] has farmed some 85 acres [of the Robinson farm]
for cattle feed or other crops for about 25 years. He
needs this land if he is to continue his dairy farm opera-
tion and it would be, as he said, devastating if he lost it.
His proposal to pay [the plaintiff] a lump sum equitable
amount of money for her interest makes equitable and
economic sense to the court. The [plaintiff’s] testimony
that she envisions boarding horses on the property,
teaching children about farming, having a Halloween
maze and the like, are fanciful ideas not based on the
existing realities.” The plaintiff has not persuaded us
that the court’s findings in this regard are clearly
erroneous.

Further, the plaintiff has not persuaded us that the
court’s division of the marital assets was inequitable.
The court valued the parties’ significant marital assets,
which consisted of real estate, at $1,051,173. The court
awarded the plaintiff a lump sum of $450,000. The court
found that the plaintiff made a contribution to the mar-
riage and to the raising of the parties’ children. The
court also found that the plaintiff's behavior was the
primary cause of the breakdown of the marriage. The
court found that the defendant “brought substantially
more in assets to the marriage—approximately $80,000
more in money and cattle,” that the defendant’s “hard
physical work in running the dairy farms” primarily
resulted in the acquisition of marital assets, that the
defendant was older than the plaintiff, that the defen-
dant had a modest income and that the plaintiff, in light
of her education and prospects of employment, should
be able to sustain herself. Although the court found
that the plaintiff contributed to the marriage, the court
did not find that the plaintiff brought substantial assets
to the marriage or that she did more than “help” with
farm chores. We deem the court’s award of $450,000
to the plaintiff to be significant and equitable in light
of these findings; the plaintiff has not persuaded us
that the division of marital assets reflects an abuse



of discretion.!

The plaintiff also argues that the court’s award of
alimony was insufficient. Alimony is governed by Gen-
eral Statutes § 46b-82 (a), which provides in relevant
part: “In determining whether alimony shall be
awarded, and the duration and amount of the award,
the court shall hear the witnesses, if any, of each party
[and] shall consider the length of the marriage, the
causes for the annulment, dissolution of the marriage
or legal separation, the age, health, station, occupation,
amount and sources of income, vocational skills,
employability, estate and needs of each of the parties
and the award, if any, which the court may make pursu-
ant to section 46b-81, and, in the case of a parent to
whom the custody of minor children has been awarded,
the desirability of such parent’s securing employment.”

The court made findings concerning the statutory
factors. As stated previously, the court considered the
length of the marriage as well as the fact that the plain-
tiff’s behavior was the primary cause for the breakdown
of the marriage. With regard to the occupation and
sources of income of each party, the court found that
the defendant had a “modest” income as a farmer of
approximately $200 a week. The court found that the
plaintiff, age fifty-three and in good health at the time
of the dissolution judgment, had completed her educa-
tion in 1991 and had teaching experience. The court
noted that, when employed on a full-time basis, the
plaintiff earned approximately $31,000 per year, as well
as insurance and retirement benefits. In light of its find-
ings concerning the plaintiff’s education and employ-
ability, the court reasonably concluded that the plaintiff
“should be able to sustain herself.” The court noted
that the parties’ children are self-sufficient adults. As
stated previously, the court’s award of two years of
alimony reasonably appears to coincide with the period
in which the plaintiff is permitted to remain on the
Robinson farm and prior to her first lump sum payment
from the defendant. Accordingly, the award appears to
be tailored to the goal of supporting the plaintiff prior
to her receipt of marital assets. “[A]limony is not
designed to punish, but to ensure that the former spouse
receives adequate support.” Greco v. Greco, supra, 275
Conn. 361. In light of the court’s findings, as well as its
award of $450,000 to the plaintiff in marital assets, we
are not persuaded that the court’s time limited alimony
reflects an abuse of the court’s discretion.

The judgment is affirmed.

In this opinion LAVINE, J., concurred.

! The plaintiff’s argument that she was entitled to ownership rights in the
Robinson farm is unavailing. The court properly treated this property, as
well as other property obtained by the defendant during the pendency of
the marriage, as a marital asset. The plaintiff does not support her assertion
that the equitable division of the marital assets required the court to award
her the Robinson farm rather than to award an amount of money that
represented her interest in the real property that constituted the marital



assets. There was a reasonable basis for the court’s determination that the
defendant should retain the Robinson farm for the benefit of his farm busi-
ness. The court’s significant lump sum award to the plaintiff reflected the
court’s consideration of the relevant statutory factors and, in our view,
reflected the court’s proper consideration for the plaintiff’s contribution to
the marriage and the acquisition of marital assets.



