
CASE NOTE: Dmitry Tsvetkov v Elsina Khayrova 

By Lucy Hoare 

A team at LMP, partners Simon Pigott and Benjamin Stowe with solicitor Lucy Hoare, 

represented Dmitry Tsvetkov in financial remedy proceedings reserved to Mr. Justice Peel in 

the High Court.   The case raised legal issues of conduct and computation involving 11 court 

hearings, 21 witness statements and a ten day Final Hearing in July 2023 before Mr. Justice 

Peel.  

The Court principally found in the husband’s favour on the main factual and computational 

disputes. The Judge described the case as being “infected by W’s dishonesty from start to 

finish” as a result of the multiple instances of her litigation misconduct and we were successful 

in securing a Costs Order for £748,632, 50% of the husband’s costs.   

The parties were Russian and held UK, Russian and Cypriot passports.  They had two children 

and after a decade of marriage.  The husband’s background was in advisory services to 

wealthy individuals, trading in jewellery, watches and diamonds, sales of art to private clients 

and involvement in a Russian coal mine from 2016 onwards. The Judge found that the assets 

overall were about £48 million compromising of property in the UK, Dubai and Cyprus, bank 

accounts and investments and jewellery, cars and art.  He recognized that “the parties 

enjoyed…a fabulous standard of living; they deployed their wealth to acquire properties in 

multiple jurisdictions, they acquired high end cars and expensive jewellery and art, they flew 

regularly in private jets, and enjoyed luxurious holidays.” 

The computation issues related to the value of contents of these various properties, jewellery 

and diamonds, undisclosed handbags, add backs due to the wife’s actions and whether 

liabilities were genuine, recoverable debts. 

Alongside determining these issues the Judge described the wife of being “guilty of sustained 

duplicity” and made multiple findings against her of litigation misconduct including: 

- Her Form E was “woefully deficient”. 

- She took steps to place assets beyond H’s reach at the time of separation, blocking 

his involvement in the family business interests and prevented the husband’s access 

to family bank accounts and credit cards. 

- She sought to sell shares in a coal mine at undervalue. 

- She opened lines of communication with individuals whom the husband had been 

engaged in a long running feud with.  She engaged in sharing financial information with 

them to undermine his position in various strands of litigation and in doing so breaching 

an undertaking given to the court in respect of confidentiality as well as the implied 

duty of confidentiality. 

- The Judge found against her in relation to various missing high value items of jewellery 

which were retained by her but which she wrongly alleged the husband had stolen; 

and 

- She misled the court about assets she retained, including, handbags about which she 

was described as leading the court “on a merry dance”. 

Against this backdrop the case gives important guidance on the management of cases where 

conduct issues arise.  
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Ultimately, the Judge was not persuaded that it would be fair to step away from an equal 

division of the matrimonial assets, and each party would leave the marriage with £24,259,239.  

The Judge’s reasoning recognised that he had added back funds to reflect assets which the 

wife held but had not disclosed and also as the Judge had decided against the husband on 

parts of his “somewhat ambitious” conduct claim.  The Judge recognised that “it may be 

appropriate to penalise [the wife] in costs for her litigation conduct” and indeed, he went on to 

do so.   

The Judgment also gave the husband the opportunity to remain in his Surrey property as was 

his wish and saw the parties each bearing 50% of the potential tax liabilities and each 

benefitting 50% from ongoing litigation in Cyprus or bearing 50% of any judgment against 

them.  In the round, the costs awarded were to be offset against the lump sum payable by the 

husband and thus the division of the assets between the parties was adjusted. 

Finally, the Judgment was not anonymized.  Acknowledging that the authority in this area is 

currently unclear, the Judgment also gave guidance in respect of anonymization in such 

cases.  Although both parties sought anonymization this was refused on the basis of: 

- The litigation misconduct, detailed above, being of the utmost gravity. 

- It being “in the public interest to be aware that one party has abused the system, and 

repeatedly lied, eating up valuable court time and resources in the process.” 

- Much had previously been reported about this family in the media including what the 

Judge described as “some of the more lurid features of this case”. 

- The Judge felt that the fact that there have been three attempts on the husband’s life 

in this country was a matter of public interest.  

- The husband had also previously given revealing interviews to the British media. 

- The Judge also felt that the public was entitled to know that the husband had not paid 

UK tax nor filed a tax return here. 

- In conclusion, the Judge felt that it was hard to see how any attempt at anonymisation 

would realistically work. 

The substantive judgment can be found here and the costs judgment here. 

If you have any questions about this case or the issues it encompasses then please do not 

hesitate to contact Simon Pigott, Benjamin Stowe or Lucy Hoare. 
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