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 KNEPPER, J. 

{¶1} This is an accelerated appeal from a judgment of the 

Lucas County Court of Common Pleas, Domestic Relations Division, 

that set forth its reasons for using June 30, 1997 as the 

appropriate date for purposes of assigning a value to the marital 

portion of appellee's 401(k) account.   

{¶2} This case was before the trial court on remand from this 

court for clarification of its reasons for deviating from the use 

of the same date for valuation of all of the assets in the parties' 

marital estate.  See Wingate v. Wingate (Jan. 21, 2001), Lucas App. 

No. L-99-1018.  Accordingly, by judgment entry dated June 29, 2001, 

the trial court explained that evidence was submitted at trial on 

the value of the 401(k) account as of June 30, 1997, and as of 

December 30, 1997.  The trial court further explained that it used 



 

 
 2. 

the June 30, 1997 value because it was calculated closer to April 

1996, when the parties separated, and to the date in 1995 when 

appellee left his place of employment, than was the December 1997 

value.   

{¶3} Appellant now appeals, claiming that the trial court did 

not adequately explain its rationale for deviating from the use of 

the trial date for purposes of valuing the account and that the 

trial court's decision therefore constitutes an abuse of 

discretion.  This court has thoroughly examined the record of 

proceedings in the trial court and, based thereon, we find that the 

trial court has complied with this court's instructions on remand 

and clearly explained its decision to value the 401(k) account as 

of June 30, 1997.  The trial court's June 29, 2001 judgment entry 

was not unreasonable, arbitrary or unconscionable and therefore not 

an abuse of discretion.  See Blakemore v. Blakemore (1983), 5 Ohio 

St.3d 217.  Accordingly, appellant's sole assignment of error is 

not well-taken. 

{¶4} Upon consideration whereof, this court finds that 

substantial justice was done the party complaining and the judgment 

of the Lucas County Court of Common Pleas, Domestic Relations 

Division, is affirmed.  Costs of this appeal are assessed to 

appellant. 

 

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED. 

Melvin L. Resnick, J.    ____________________________ 
JUDGE 

James R. Sherck, J.      
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____________________________ 
Richard W. Knepper, J.    JUDGE 
CONCUR. 

____________________________ 
JUDGE 
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