



























































requirement of the constitutional right to Due Process. Appellant’s haphazard briefing on
appeal so disregards the rules, the record, and fundamental faimess to opposing parties
that we would not have been outside our discretion to summarily affirm the decision
below without a substantive opinion. This is not an inquisitorial Court, tasked with
investigating the evidence, developing relevant legal theories, and presenting the
arguments of the claimants. That burden falls on counsel, and counsel who fails to
seriously appreciate this obligation exposes himself to both diséiplinary action and
malpractice litigation.
CONCLUSION

Because Appellant has failed to identify any error of fact or law material to the

ouicome of this case, the judgment of the Trial Division is AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED this }: "‘Hay of August, 2015.

Associate Justice

Associate Justice Pro Tem
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