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Appellant, Kim McKnight-Jiminez, acting pro se, appeals from the
divorce decree and order issued by the trial court on January 14, 2015.
Appellant’s appeal stems from the trial court’s dismissal of the exceptions
she filed to the report and recommendation of the special master in divorce.!
(See Appellant’s Brief, at 5). Appellee, Jacinto Jiminez, Jr., has filed a
petition to quash. We affirm on the basis of the trial court opinion and deny

the petition to quash as moot.

* Retired Senior Judge assigned to the Superior Court.

1 On January 14, 2015, prior to issuing the divorce decree in this matter, the
trial court issued an order dismissing Appellant’s eleven exceptions to the
report of the special master. (See Order, 1/14/15).
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In its March 18, 2015 opinion, the trial court fully set forth the relevant
facts and procedural history of this case. (See Trial Court Opinion, 3/18/15,
at 1-5).2 Therefore, we have no need to restate them here.

Appellant raises the following issue for our review:

[1.] Whether the trial [court] abused [its] discretion in
depriving [Appellant] of her day in court merely because the
mental and physical illnesses of [Appellant’'s] second attorney
rendered that attorney incapable of performing her duties within
the initial and extended deadlines?

(Appellant’s Brief, at 4) (most capitalization omitted).

Appellant claims that the trial court abused its discretion when it
dismissed her eleven exceptions to the report and recommendation of the
special master in divorce because she failed to file a brief in support and
entered the divorce decree and order adopting the master’s findings. (See
Appellant’s Brief, at 5, 11-13). “Our standard of review when assessing the
propriety of an order effectuating the equitable distribution of marital

property is whether the trial court abused its discretion by a misapplication

> We note that on page three of the trial court opinion, the trial court states
“Wife contended that she was unaware that the Master’s hearing had been
rescheduled from September 24, 2013 to May 24, 2013 and thus failed to
appear at the hearing.” (Trial Ct. Op., at 3). By way of further explanation,
on April 24, 2013, the trial court issued an order scheduling the Divorce
Master’s hearing for September 24, 2013. (See Order, 4/24/13). On April
29, 2013, the trial court issued an amended order which rescheduled the
Divorce Master’s hearing for an earlier date, May 24, 2013. (See Order,
4/29/13). Both orders indicate that the court distributed a copy to Appellant
at 268 Sycamore Road, West Reading, Pennsylvania 19608.
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of the law or failure to follow proper legal procedure.” Biese v. Biese, 979
A.2d 892, 895 (Pa. Super. 2009) (citation and quotation marks omitted).

After a thorough review of the record, the briefs of the parties, the
applicable law, and the well-reasoned opinion of the trial court, we conclude
that there is no merit to Appellant’s issue. The trial court properly disposes
of the question presented. (See Trial Ct. Op., at 5-10) (finding: (1)
Appellant’s exceptions were not dismissed for failure to comply with a local
rule, but rather, were dismissed for failure to file a supporting brief>; (2) the
trial court gave an inordinate amount of time for Appellant to file her brief
and she failed to do so; and (3) the trial court’s dismissal of Appellant’s
exceptions was not an abuse of discretion). Accordingly, we affirm on the
basis of the trial court’s opinion.

Moreover, because we have affirmed the divorce decree on the merits

in this matter, Appellee’s petition to quash appeal is denied as moot.

Divorce decree and order affirmed. Petition to quash denied as moot.

3 Appellant failed to timely file a supporting brief within the 15 days allotted
by the trial court order after the transcript of the hearing before the divorce
master was lodged on the record, failed to appear for the oral argument on
Appellant’s exceptions, failed to file a brief in support of those exceptions by
the extended deadline set by the trial court, and furthermore failed to ever
file a brief in support of her exceptions, whether timely or otherwise, before
the trial court dismissed the exceptions ninety-one days after Appellant’s
brief was initially due. (See Trial Ct. Op., at 5, 8-9).
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Judgment Entered.

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq
Prothonotary

Date: 12/8/2015
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