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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals for the Second Appellate District at Fort Worth affirmed a final divorce
decree. The court held that the appellant failed to show good cause for his untimely failure to obtain
the reporter’s record and that his appellate issues required review of that record. The court also
concluded that the appellant’s approval and consent to the decree invited or waived any alleged error,
and alternatively upheld the trial court’s conservatorship and property-division rulings.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Husband appealed from a final divorce decree entered after a bench
trial, challenging the conservatorship determination, division of the
community estate, and findings of fraud on the community.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Family-law determinations, including conservatorship and division of
the marital estate, are reviewed for abuse of discretion. An abuse of
discretion occurs when the trial court acts arbitrarily or unreasonably,
without reference to guiding rules or principles. When the ruling
depends on evidentiary support, the appellate court asks whether the
trial court had sufficient information on which to exercise its
discretion and whether it erred in applying that discretion. The
appellate court defers to the trial court's credibility determinations and
resolution of conflicting evidence. Legal conclusions are reviewed de
novo, and factual findings supported by the record are given
deference.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by appointing the parties joint managing conservators and
granting Wife the exclusive right to designate the children's primary residence despite alleged evidence
of family violence.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by dividing the community estate and valuing particular
assets without sufficient evidence of fair market value.

3. Whether the trial court erred by finding constructive and actual fraud on the community and awarding
fraud-based relief without legally and factually sufficient evidence.

4. Whether Husband's failure to timely obtain the reporter's record and failure to show good cause
prevented appellate review of his abuse-of-discretion complaints.

5. Whether Husband's approval and consent to the divorce decree as to both form and substance invited
error or waived complaints about the decree.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Husband failed to show good cause for his delay in obtaining the reporter's record as required
by the appellate court's order, and all of his issues required review of the evidence, the court could
decline to consider the reporter's record, presume that the underlying proceeding was properly conducted
and supported by sufficient evidence, and overrule the appellate complaints on that basis.

2. Husband's signature approving and consenting to the divorce decree as to both form and substance
waived his complaints about the decree and invited any alleged error, absent fraud, collusion, or
misrepresentation.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by appointing the parents joint managing conservators and
giving Wife the exclusive right to designate the children's primary residence. The conflicting testimony
did not require a finding of family violence, and some substantive and probative evidence supported the
best-interest determination.

4. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in valuing and dividing the community estate because the
record contained legally and factually sufficient evidence supporting the values of the marital residence,
Husband's business interest, his 401(k), and the vehicles.

5. The evidence supported the trial court's finding that Husband committed constructive fraud on the
community and failed to rebut the presumption arising from his transfers and unexplained disposition of



community assets. The court therefore did not need to address the separate actual-fraud finding.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Without a reporter’s record, we have no way to determine what evidence, if any, was adduced at the hearing
and, therefore, whether the trial court abused its discretion.” (7)

“To preserve error for appeal, a party who signs a judgment must specify that his agreement with the
judgment is as to form, but not as to substance and outcome.” (10)

“As long as some evidence of a substantive and probative character supports the trial court’s decision, it does
not abuse its discretion.” (12)

“Fraud is presumed whenever one spouse disposes of the other spouses’s one-half interest in community
property without that other spouse’s knowledge or consent.” (28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties married in 2008 and had three children. During the divorce proceedings, Husband alleged that Wife
had physically abused him and one of the children, while Wife denied the allegations. The parties disputed the
values of the marital residence, Husband's 38% interest in a dental practice, a 401(k) account, and their vehicles.
The trial court also found that Husband had transferred or withdrawn community funds, including money sent to
family in Jordan, funds removed from a joint account, and retirement-account proceeds, and awarded Wife a
disproportionate share of the community estate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wife filed for divorce in May 2023, and Husband filed an answer and counterpetition the following month. After
a bench trial in November 2024, the trial court entered a final divorce decree in April 2025. Both parties'
attorneys and Husband signed the decree as approved and consented to as to both form and substance. Husband
appealed, but he did not timely pay or arrange to pay for the reporter's record and failed to show good cause for
the delay despite an appellate-court order requiring that showing. The reporter's record was later filed, and the
court nevertheless considered the merits before affirming.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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