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One of the issues in this marital dissolution was the value of husband's 1000 shares of 
non-voting stock in the Sanger Clinic, P.A., where he was a senior partner. 
 
The clinic's stock restriction agreement provided that the value of each share of stock 
would be the greater of (i) its per share book value shown at the last preceding year-end 
of the company; or (ii) one dollar ($ 1.00). The trial court rejected husband's assertion 
that this formula determined the value of husband's interest in the clinic, and, instead, 
valued his interest at $ 374,000. 
 
Valuation evidence 
 
George Hawkins, the court-appointed appraiser, valued husband's interest by applying 
the income approach (capitalization of earnings) and market approach. Under the former 
method, Hawkins determined that husband and his fellow shareholders in the clinic 
realized earnings that rated above the ninetieth percentile nationally and that significantly 
exceeded the median earnings for their geographic area. Under the latter method, 
Hawkins determined that husband's interest had a value of $ 374,000 on the valuation 
date. The trial court found that Hawkins was credible and that his valuation of the stock 
most reasonably represented the true fair market value of husband's interest. 
 
Holding and rationale 
 
The appellate court noted that a trial court's valuation of an interest in a professional 
organization or practice will not be disturbed where "the approach used by the trial court 
reasonably approximated the net value of the partnership interest." The court also 
indicated that a stock restriction agreement does not apply to interspousal transfers of 
stock that is marital property absent an express provision addressing such transfers, 
although the value set in the agreement should be considered. Finding that Hawkins' 
methodology was sound, the court affirmed. 


