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IN CHAMBERS | |
N THE GRAND COURT OF THE CAYMAN ISLANDS

CAUSE NO: D87/2006

BETWEEN:
' DARREN PETER TRICKETT
Petitioner
AND: ,
TARA ELIZABETH TRICKETT
Respondent
AND:

KERLING BROWN:
N Co-Respondent

BEFORE: The Honourable Justice Henderson

Appearances: o . ,
Ms. Sheridan Brooks of Brooks & Brooks for the Petitioner

Mr. Philip Boni of Truman Bodden & Company for the Respondent
Ms. Sheri Bodden-of Bodden & Bodden for the Co-respondent

- (May 27" 2008 only)

eard: 27" May 2008 & 18" July 2008

I

RULING

-

Henderson, J.

These reasons are intended to replace the unapproved version of my

Ruling dated June 25, 2008.

Ruling — Darren Peter Trickett v. Tara Elizabeth Trickett et al Cause No: D87/06 29.07.08

Page 1 of 5



| have already ordered that there s t0 be an equal division of the

matrimonial assets and that the assets are to be valued as at

February, 2006.

- There are 2<o real Qovm:,\ assets _:<o_<ma referred to as the <_mﬁm
Village m:a OmEmS Curry moma Eotmamm .ﬂjm kHoﬁm_ value of Hrmmm
two Qovmémm is moomﬁma as being $727,000. At the time of the
hearing on Z_m_dj 31, 2008 there were o:mamm against’ both
properties in the total m30c3 of $289,000. Shortly mmmﬁ the :mmz:m.
Mrs. ._.:oxmﬁ obt zined a Q_mo_\ﬂmam of a BQEm@m on Vista <_=m@m
392:@ had to be paid to achieve this. That reduced the total mBoc:ﬁ
9« the charges against both U.«onm&mm to $261 boo.. Accordingly, the
equity in the two properties combined is mbmm,ooo and each party's

share in the matrimonial property is therefore $233,000.

Mr. Trickett wishes to retain the Vista Village property, in which he is
living. The appraised value of Vista Village is $220,000. There are

no charges on that property at present.
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Prior to the hearing on March 31, 2008, Mrs. ,_.10_»% intended to
retain the Captain Curry Road property for jmﬂmm:. She came to this
conclusion because of mmnmwz mmmcggo:m she made about how her
contribution to that U_‘o_om& would be <mmcmg and recognized in the
division o*. %m Bmﬁgo.am_ assets. .<<jm3 it became clear during the
hearing that her view of the Emﬁmﬂ was unlikely to prevail, she
changed her mind. She advised the court that she would move out of.

the Captain Curry Road property and place it an the market for sale.

When the Captain Curry Road Qonm% is sold, the net sale proceeds
will be divided equally between the parties. Since Mr. Trickett is
ﬂmﬁmi:m the Vista Village Qo_oma\., .jm must pay to Mrs. Trickett from
his share of the sale proceeds of the Captain OEJ\ Road property a

sum equal to her half of the equity in Vista Village.

At the :mmz.:u on Z_m..:.o_j. wﬁ. woom __ .mmﬁ ?m amount of Mr. jmoxmm,m
compensation payment at $95,000 because, in light of the charge
against the property on that date, | assessed the equity at $190,000.
Mrs. Trickett now asks ihat | increase the compensation payment to
$110,000 to reflect the current equity in the property now that the
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mortgage has been discharged -through - her efforts.  Mr. Trickett
argues that “the mxomvzo:m_ circumstances” which are a prerequisite
to my amending my judgment do not exist: See Stewart v Engel and

another [2000] 3 AIlER 518 .AOocn_ of Appeal, Civil Division).

A court can m:a no doubt m:oc_a m:,_:msn_ its judgment (provided @ final
order has not been entered) if it contains a plain mistake: ibid. At the
jmmzsm_ oj_a_<__.m8: wﬁ. | was of ﬁjm understanding that the charge
against Vista S:mmm <<m,m_ an existing liability which would have to be
paid off by Mr. Trickett in due COUISE, with the result that the equity
_<<mm just ﬁmo_ooo.,, ~In fact,s the mortgage was of no financial
significance and the true amount of the equity was mmmo_o;oo. This is
a n_mi mistake, and it is only fair that 1 rectify it by amending my

judgment accordingly.

For these reasons, | order that Mr. ._.zoxm_ﬁ is to pay compensation to

Mrs. Trickett in the amount of $110,000 from his share of the net sale

proceeds of the Captain Curry Road home.
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In his written submission dated July 25,2008, Mr. Trickett has asked
me to reconsider my refusal to take into account in his favour the fact
that he ﬁmﬂ a Qoés Um,<3m3 Qn wmmooo on .,ﬂjm Vista Village property
prior to the marriage. My decision on that point must stand; none of
the circumstances mentioned in Stewart v mnmm\ as Emﬁﬁ:o. the

amendment of a prior EamBma are applicable to this question.

If as a result of Hzm ruling, Mr. Trickett now decides to sell Vista

Village, the net proceeds of sale are to be divided mgcm:% between

the parties.

| make no order as to costs.

Dated this 29" day of July, 2008

I&b\kﬁ\\s\/v EE

Henderson, J.
Judge of the Grand Court
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