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West v. West, 2024-Ohio-1086 (9th Dist.). – There was no expert business valuation; however, the trial court determined the business valuation by calculating its book value (assets-liabilities).
· Facts
· Husband and Wife owned a business that was their primary source of income during the marriage (the business manufactured and assembled racecars, firearms, and paintball guns).
· Neither party presented an expert business valuation nor provided much evidence to the trial court upon which to base the valuation 
· Initially, the magistrate concluded the value of the couple’s business as $541,067.57 based on the depreciable assets ($477,866) on the company’s tax returns.
· After the husband’s objection, the trial court remanded the matter to the magistrate to determine the book value (assets-liabilities) of the company.
· The magistrate then determined the business’s value to be $27,142.88.
· Wife objected, arguing that the court did not possess sufficient evidence to value the business, including a professional business valuation, a balance sheet, or a statement of cash flow.
· Law 
· “A trial court has discretion in determining how to value a marital asset and in fashioning an equitable division of marital property.” 
· Holding/Reasoning 
· The trial court’s valuation was not an abuse of discretion. The book value (assets-liabilities) was an appropriate calculation in valuing the parties’ business. 
· Further, the wife failed to explain how the trial court’s valuation approach was unwarranted, and she did not allege the trial court miscalculated or omitted an asset or liability in valuing the business. 
Granada v. Rojas, 2024-Ohio-1272 (8th Dist.). – The trial court was proper in rejecting the wife’s expert and finding the business valuation provided by the husband’s expert was more credible, given the fact that the business was new and difficult to value.
· Facts 
· The husband is the owner of a business, and the parties agreed it was a marital asset.
· Both parties presented experts who testified regarding the valuation of the business. The wife’s expert testified that the fair market value of the business was $840,000, while the father’s expert testified that the value was around $290,000. Both experts used similar methods to reach their conclusions, and both applied a discount to their valuations. 
· The magistrate determined the husband’s expert provided a more accurate valuation and rejected the wife’s expert. 
· The wife appealed, arguing that the trial court erred in determining the valuation of the parties’ business when it rejected her expert and found the husband’s expert credible.
· The wife asserted that the husband’s expert admitted that it could not be evaluated by its book value and used outdated outside sources. The husband’s expert was also not aware that the husband used the business credit card for personal expenses and withdrew large amounts of money from the business account.
· Law
· “A trial court’s decision regarding the admission of expert testimony is afforded broad discretion and thus, will not be disturbed absent an abuse of discretion.” 
· On appeal, since a decision regarding a business valuation involves factual inquiries, the court will apply a manifest weight of the evidence standard of review. In other words, “an appellate court will not reverse a trial court’s valuation if it is supported by some competent, credible evidence.”
· Holding 
· The court agreed with the trial court’s conclusion that the husband’s expert valuation was more reasonable and credible. The court noted that the business is fairly new, with limited records, is family-run, and offers a niche service, making valuation difficult.
· The court also noted that both experts testified as to the strengths and limitations of their reports, and the trial court was aware of the limitations of the husband’s expert that were raised by the wife. 
· Based on the character of the parties’ business, the trial court was entitled to accept the husband’s expert opinion as to the valuation over the wife’s expert opinion. In addition, the husband’s expert set for “competent, credible evidence from which the trial court could determine that [the husband’s expert’s] computations were closer to the exact value” of the business. 
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Vacheresse v. Paulchel, 2023-Ohio-3226 (10th Dist.). – The trial court was proper in relying on the husband’s appraisal report of the marital home since the wife offered no competing expert evidence and did not object to the report. Also, the appraiser’s credentials were not in dispute. 
· Facts  
· The husband and wife disagreed on the valuation of the marital residence.
· The husband presented an appraisal report from an appraiser selected by the wife’s counsel. The appraiser did not testify, but his report was admitted into evidence without objection.
· The wife did not have a realtor’s license, a real estate appraisal certificate, real estate sales experience, or a substantive basis for challenging the qualifications of the appraiser selected by her attorney. 
· The wife argued the trial court erred when it admitted the appraisal report into evidence because the appraiser did not appear as a witness to testify and was not subject to cross-examination.
· Law 
· “R.C. 3105.171 expresses no specific way for the trial court to determine valuation.” Further, Ohio courts “have not specified that only one method of valuation is appropriate when dividing marital property.” Thus, “when determining the value of marital assets, a trial court is not confined to the use of a particular valuation method, [and] can make its own determination as to valuation based on the evidence presented.”
· Though trial courts have broad discretion in valuing marital assets, their assignment of value must be based on credible evidence, meaning evidence that is “both competent, credible evidence of value and a rational basis upon which to establish the value.”  
· On appeal, appellate courts are not responsible for adopting a particular method of valuation; however, they are tasked with determining whether the court abused its discretion in arriving at a particular value. In other words, it is the appellate court’s role to “determine whether there is relevant, competent, and credible evidence upon which the fact finder could base his or her judgment.”
· Holding 
· The court found that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in relying on the appraisal report.
· The court noted the wife had ample time to seek an alternative appraisal but failed to do so. The wife did not argue that the appraisal report itself was inadequate or that it relied on improper facts and sources. Additionally, the wife did not present competing expert evidence regarding the home’s valuation. 
Sykes v. Sykes, 2024-Ohio-1042 (10th Dist.). – The court did not determine the trial court abused its discretion in valuing the marital home; however, it remanded the matter back to the trial court so that the trial court could indicate its basis for its valuation. Since the court could not determine how the trial court arrived at its valuation amount, it was unable to determine if the trial court based its valuation on a rational evidentiary basis. The court was then unable to review the “ultimate issue,” which was whether the trial court’s division of property was fair and equitable. 
· Facts 
· The wife-appellant presented the court with an appraisal, conducted by a certified residential real estate appraiser. The appraiser testified at trial and appraised the value of the home at $535,000 based on the “sales comparison approach.” 
· The husband-appellee instead urged the court to value the home using the auditor’s 2022 appraised value at $285,900.
· The trial court determined the marital residence should be valued at $440,000 to “reflect the current real estate market.”
· The husband argued that the trial court erred when it assigned a “middle of the road” value.
· Law
· “In general, ‘[a] domestic relations court enjoys broad discretion in valuing and fashioning a division of marital property.’”
· “When expert testimony is admitted ‘as to property values, the court may believe all, part, or none of the expert’s testimony.’”
· Holding 
· The court stated the trial court could have arrived at the home’s valuation by relying on comparable values outlined in the appraiser's report; however, the rationale for said valuation was not explained by the trial court, nor explained from the record.  
· The court noted that while the $440,000 valuation assigned by the trial court was within the range of valuations offered by the parties, “a trial court must still have ‘a rational evidentiary basis for assigning value to marital property.’”
· Based on the absence of explanation, the court was unable to determine whether there existed a rational basis upon which the trial court relied to assign value to the parties’ marital home. In addition, the court was “unable to review the ‘ultimate issue’ as to whether the division of property was fair and equitable.”
· The trial court did not rule that the trial court abused its discretion; rather, it remanded the matter for the limited purpose of allowing the trial court to indicate its basis for its valuation. 
Oakes v. Oakes David C. Oakes & Leadwise, Inc., 2024-Ohio-6051 (2nd Dist). – The trial court lacked evidentiary support for its determination that the marital home’s fair market value was $5 million, which was the amount the husband claimed was how much it cost to build the home. 
· Facts 
· Valuation of the marital home 
· The wife, a licensed realtor, testified to the value of the home based on two appraisals that were not admitted into evidence. The husband did not present evidence of the home’s current value, but instead, introduced evidence establishing that the home cost $5 million to build.
· The trial court valued the marital home at $5 million.
· The wife argued the trial court erred in adopting the cost basis rather than her market-value opinion.
· Valuation of the marital business interest
· The parties stipulated that the husband owned 22.35% of the business but disagreed on its value.
· Each party presented experts with different valuations, which stemmed from whether the city’s semi-annual payments to the business would rise over time if property values increased.
· Holding/Reasoning 
· Valuation of the marital home 
· The court found the trial court’s valuation determination to be an abuse of discretion and that no evidentiary support was used to determine the fair market value of the home was $5 million. 
· Valuation of the marital business interest
· The court found the trial court abused its discretion in basing its valuation of the husband’s interest on a finding that the city’s payments could not increase over time as property values increase.
· The court also found that “given the revenue generated from the property owners’ service payments likely would rise over time, the pool of money available for the city to repay [the business] also likely would increase.”
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Baronzzi v. Gamble, 2024-Ohio-154 (7th Dist.). – The trial court was correct in denying the wife’s request for the husband to submit to a vocational evaluation because she provided no sufficient basis for ordering the evaluation. The court also found that the vocational assessment would not have provided useful or relevant information for the case.
· Facts 
· The trial court originally awarded the wife $3,300/month in spousal support (husband earned $130,000/year and wife never earned $12,000/year during the marriage)
· The husband moved to terminate or modify his spousal support obligation based on an anticipated change in income due to his retirement. The trial court denied the husband’s motion, finding that his motion was premature.
· The husband filed a second motion to terminate or reduce spousal support, citing that he is now retired and is receiving retirement benefits, in which the wife receives half. Even though the husband was retired, he continued to work two jobs.
· The wife requested that the court order the husband to submit to a vocational evaluation, stating it would “benefit” her case and provide the court with clarity as to the husband’s earning potential. The wife also argued that the husband’s wages were “out of line” with what was earned by his peers.
· The trial court denied the wife’s motion for a vocational evaluation without comment and reduced the wife’s spousal support to $800/month. The trial court based its ruling on the fact that the husband grossed $92,00 from his two jobs and retirement. The wife also grossed $51,000 from a portion of the husband’s pension, her part-time employment, and social security disability. 
· Holding 
· The court did not find the trial court abused its discretion in denying the wife’s motion for a vocational evaluation of the husband. 
· Though the court noted that the trial court denied the wife’s motion for a vocational evaluation without comment, it noted the trial court may have denied the motion because despite knowing the husband requested a reduction of spousal support based on financial changes for more than a year, she waited until one month before trial to request a vocational evaluation, which would have required a continuance of the hearing date. 
· The court also mentioned that the trial court may have denied the motion based on a lack of specificity since the wife premised her request for a vocational hearing based on a conclusory statement that the husband was voluntarily underemployed and that it would “benefit” her case and provide “clarity” to the court.
· The court also noted that, despite retiring and receiving retirement benefits, the husband continued to work two jobs. The wife had also received her share of the husband’s retirement. Based on these facts, the court concluded that “no meaningful discovery would result from a vocational examination and would only result in delaying the proceedings.”
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Edelstein v. Edelstein, 2025-Ohio-1514 – The court properly admitted the custody evaluation conducted by the social worker despite the mother’s non-participation. Since the mother refused to participate, the social worker was left to rely on the father’s interview and his perspectives.
· Facts 
· The father filed for divorce and requested sole custody. The trial court’s visitation order gave the father visitation every other weekend. However, the mother did not abide by the visitation order. The mother also moved to Indianapolis with the child. 
· A social worker conducted a custody evaluation and interviewed the mother for 15 minutes via Zoom before she left the interview. The social worker interviewed the father, the child, and the child’s adult sister. The social worker also reviewed the child’s school reports. 
· The custody evaluation report concluded that the visitation schedule should give the father more visitation, and the evaluator feared the mother subjected the child to coercive control, a form of emotional abuse. 
· The mother appealed and tried to strike the social worker’s custody-evaluation report.
· There was a GAL appointed and later withdrawn.
· After the trial court conducted an in-camera interview with the child, it found that the child was indoctrinated and adopted the mother’s view entirely, and needed separation from the mother to be rehabilitated.
· The court also awarded sole custody to the father and specifically addressed the R.C. 3109.04 factors regarding the child’s best interest and visitation rights. 
· Law
· “A trial court maintains broad discretion as to the admission and exclusion of evidence.” Appellate courts review challenges to a trial court’s admission of evidence for both “an abuse of discretion and proof of material prejudice.”
· Holding 
· The court found that the trial court did not abuse its discretion by refusing to strike the social worker’s custody-evaluation report, despite the mother not participating. The court specifically stated that, “While Mother takes issue with the content of the report, many of the alleged issues are topics that could have been readily addressed had Mother participated in the interview process.” The court noted that had the mother participated, she would have had the opportunity to dispel any claims against her and could have brought her claims against the father.
· Since the mother refused to participate, the social worker was left to the sources of information she had available, which were the father, the child’s adult sibling, and the child’s school reports. 
Thompson v. Thompson, 2023-Ohio-667 (12th Dist.). – Though the custody evaluation report conflicted with the GAL report in recommending the father be designated the residential and custodial parent, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in designating the mother as residential and custodial parent because it weighed the R.C. 3109.04 best interest factors, considered both reports, testimony, and actions of the mother to better her behavior and relationship with her children. 
· Facts
· The father moved to suspend the mother’s parenting time and kept the child through the Christmas holiday. The mother then moved to have the father in contempt for denying her parenting time.
· The court appointed someone to conduct a custody evaluation.
· The GAL recommended that the mother be designated the children’s residential parent and legal custodian. 
· The GAL report indicated that the children initially liked the equal parenting schedule until the father talked to the children about custody, in which one of the children changed his mind. The report also noted that the mother and the children had a strong bond.
· However, the custody evaluation report recommended that the father be designated the residential parent and legal custodian if the mother didn’t receive mental health treatment to address her parenting issues. If the mother receives treatment, then the report recommended that the parties have equal parenting.
· The custody evaluation report indicated that the mother’s relationship with the children fluctuated between being positive and caring to hostile and disrespectful, including mutual name-calling. The report also noted the mother’s test scores show she is an emotionally responsive person, stress-intolerant, and needs individual therapy.
· Upon reading the report, the motion went to two counseling sessions, was diagnosed with divorce-related stress, and was advised to continue counseling on an as-needed basis. 
· The magistrate designated the mother as the residential parent and legal custodian.
· The father claims the trial court ignored the custody-evaluation report.
· Law
· In any custody recommendation, the court must determine the best interest of the child using all relevant factors prescribed in R.C. 3109.04(F)(1). “No single factor is determinative of the best interest of a child; rather, the determination should be made in light of the totality of the circumstances.”
· “A trial court has broad discretion in allocating parental rights and responsibilities, and its decision will not be reversed absent an abuse of discretion.” “So long as there is competent and credible evidence in the record to support the custody determination, the trial court’s decision will stand.”
· Holding 
· The court stated that the trial court considered the relevant R.C. 3109.04 best-interest factors, the 2020 GAL report, the 2021 custody evaluation, and testimony, and carefully weighed all the appropriate R.C. 3109.04 factors in reaching its custody decision. Thus, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in its custody determination.
· The court noted the mother’s history of reacting harshly with the children, which resulted in aggressive altercations. However, the mother took the custody evaluation report seriously and sought counseling. The court also noted that the father denied the mother parenting time and reported her to Children’s Services ten times within nine months, each resulting in unsubstantiated allegations. 
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