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IN THE FIFTEENTH

IN AND

CASE

TN RE: MARRIAG
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QF

WILLIAM A, CABANA,
Petitioner/

V.

SHARON ANN MAYD f/k/a

SHARON ANN CABANA,

Respondent /

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURY

FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORLDA

NO.: 501971DROCG4I3TXXDIFD

Former Husbhbana, Pro se

Former Wife.
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THE

TAKEN AT THE IN

LH.

£

COURT:
MS. KAMBER:

THE COURT:

MS. KAMBER:

PROCEEDINGS HELD BEFORE

HONORARLE MARTIN H. COLIN

STANCE OF TH.

o

PETITIONER/FORM:

VOL. IIL

Okay. Miss RKamber -—-
So the punishment --
Stop.

~~ obviously is the issue.

CROHUSBAND

396



14 THE COURT: The time is up. Walt a few

15 minutes, and I will give you my ruling.

16 (Judge leaves courtroom.)

17 (Judge enters courtroom. )

18 THE CQURT: Okay. This is the Court

19 ruling on the Cabana matters.

20 On the former husband's supplemental

21 petition for modification of alimony, the Court
22 previously directed ~- granted a directed

23 verdict as to allegations in paragraphs 4-A, B,
24 and €, because the former husband has falled to

25 present sufficient evidence to show that
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rhere's been a substantial change in his
financial circumstance from the time of the
entry of the final judgment in 1972 until the
time that he filed his petition for
modification.

The Court kept, in effect, for the
remainder of the trial, paragraph 4-D in which
he alleged that based upon the substantial
change in circumstance, the respondent former
wife does not have the need any longer Ifor
alimony payments from him to her. The alimony
in this case originally was $25 a week and
remains 525 a week. The Court grants the
former husband’s supplemental petition for
modification. The Court finds that the former
wife no longer has the need for alimony from
the Former Husband.

The Court finds that there's insufficient
evidence -- ingsufficient credible evidence as
toc what the former wife was earning at the time
that the Court entered its final judgment in
1972. The wife presented no documentation on
that and guessed what her income wasg during
that time.

There's no question, though, that the wife
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currently has a full-time job in which she
carns between income and —- earned income and
interest income and rental income -~ enough
money to meet her reasonable needs, many of
which have been created subsequent to the
divorce by investments and other things that
she hag done properly for herself in order TO
enhance her financial position.

But in looking at what her circumstances
are now versus what I was told they were then
at the time of the judgment, the former wife's
overall Ffinancial circumstances are vastly

improved as shown in her financial affidavit

which is Exhibit No. 2 of the former husband's
She has a very valuable single~family home.
She has another rental property that's
valuable. She has two lots that's valuable
and ~- but she pays for all four of them.
Problematic to the former wife's case was
the Court is finding that the former wife
deliberately and intentionally undervalued tThe

assets contalined on her financial affidavit

which is Exhibit No. 2.

Now, each and every time that there was an

opportunity for the former wife to give
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