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Dwyer, C.J. — Pavel Kamyshin contends that the trial court adjudicating 

the dissolution of his marriage miscalculated his child support obligation by 

determining that he had $600 in monthly business expenses rather than $944.  

However, Kamyshin has failed to show that the trial court exercised its discretion 

“in an untenable or manifestly unreasonable way.”  In re Marriage of Griffin, 114 

Wn.2d 772, 779, 791 P.2d 519 (1990).  The record does not support Kamyshin’s 

contention that the trial court should have subtracted $944 in monthly business 

expenses from his gross monthly income. In a financial declaration submitted to 

the trial court, Kamyshin claimed only $917 in monthly business expenses.  That 

his declaration and testimony at trial concerning his expenses was unchallenged 

does not matter.  In stating the reasons for its calculation of Kamyshin’s monthly 
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business expenses as being $600, the trial court specifically noted that 

Kamyshin had failed to submit any documentary evidence supporting his claimed 

expenses and that Kamyshin had admitted to attributing some of his personal 

travel expenses to his claimed expenses for business travel.  The determination 

as to whether Kamyshin’s testimony was credible was within the province of the 

trial court as the trier of fact, and such determinations are not reviewable on 

appeal.  Morse v. Antonellis, 149 Wn.2d 572, 574, 70 P.3d 125 (2003) (citing 

State v. Camarillo, 115 Wn.2d 60, 71, 794 P.2d 850 (1990)).  As the trial court’s

calculation was within the range of evidence presented, the calculation was not 

arbitrary as Kamyshin contends.  Indeed, in the absence of any documentary 

evidence supporting Kamyshin’s claimed business expenses, an award in the 

amount he claimed potentially could have been challenged by Kamyshin’s ex-

wife.  The trial court did not abuse its discretion.

Affirmed.  

We concur:
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