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JUDGMENT ENTRY. 

   
  
 
 We consider this appeal on the accelerated calendar, and this judgment entry 

is not an opinion of the court.  See S.Ct.R.Rep.Op. 2; App.R. 11.1(E); 1st Dist. Loc.R. 

11.1.1.   

 Plaintiff-appellant Scott Blust appeals from the trial court’s entry granting a 

decree of divorce to Scott and his former wife, defendant-appellee Jodi Blust.  Scott 

asserts that the trial court erred when it determined the amount and duration of the 

spousal support award.  We find no error, and affirm the judgment of the trial court. 

 After 14 years of marriage, Scott filed for divorce in October 2013.  

Subsequently, Jodi filed for temporary spousal support, and in his order, the 

magistrate ordered Scott to pay Jodi $2,000 per month in temporary spousal 

support, effective October 31, 2013.  The magistrate conducted a two-day property 

trial, where both parties testified extensively as to their separate incomes, debts, 

spending habits, personal property, and earning capabilities.  

  In October 2014, the magistrate issued a decision, with findings of fact and 

conclusions of law, distributing the marital property, and awarding Jodi spousal 
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support and attorney fees.  The magistrate also found Scott in contempt for failing to 

pay the temporary spousal support as ordered.   

 In his decision, the magistrate found that Scott and Jodi had married on 

September 12, 1999, and that the marriage had terminated on August 1, 2014, the 

date of the first property hearing.  The parties, both in their mid-40s, had minimal 

assets to consider, and income was the main issue.  The magistrate noted Scott’s lack 

of education, but also recognized that he had no current health issues that would 

affect his position as an independent contractor.  The magistrate indicated that there 

was an income disparity between the parties, as Scott’s reported income was around 

$80,000 for 2012 and Jodi’s stated income was around $9,600 per year.  However, 

the magistrate acknowledged that with Jodi’s recently obtained Bachelor’s degree, 

she had the potential to earn $32,000 per year.   

 After considering the factors listed in R.C. 3105.18(C) and giving the greatest 

weight to the parties’ incomes, earning abilities, and education, the magistrate 

awarded Jodi $1,000 per month in spousal support, with a termination date of 

February 28, 2015.  Jodi filed timely objections to the magistrate’s decision, which 

included objections as to the amount and duration of the spousal support award, 

arguing that they were unreasonable.  Scott did not file objections. 

 In January 2015, the trial court filed an entry on Jodi’s objections.  The trial 

court overruled Jodi’s objection as to the spousal support amount.  The trial court 

concluded that “based upon the factors enumerated in R.C. 3105.18(C)(1)(a)-(n), the 

Magistrate properly set spousal support in the amount of $1,000 per month.”  

However, the trial court sustained Jodi’s objection as to the duration of the spousal 

support award.  The trial court, after considering the factors in R.C. 3105.18(C), 

found the 16-month duration of the spousal support award to be unreasonable, and 
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extended the duration of the award to 48 months, terminating on October 31, 2017.  

The trial court’s entry resolved all remaining issues in the case.   

 The decree of divorce incorporated the trial court’s entry, and was entered on 

April 22, 2015.  Scott timely appealed.  In his sole assignment of error, Scott asserts 

that trial court erred in its award of spousal support, as the amount and duration of 

the award were inappropriate and unreasonable.   

 With respect to the amount of the award, Scott failed to object to the 

magistrate’s decision.  Therefore, he has waived all but plain error.  Civ.R. 

53(D)(3)(b)(iv); see Neu v. Neu, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-140170, 2015-Ohio-1466, ¶ 

14, 24.  Plain error is a concept rarely applied in civil cases, and should only be found 

where, absent an objection, an error “seriously affects the basic fairness, integrity, or 

public reputation of the judicial process, thereby challenging the legitimacy of the 

underlying judicial process itself.”  Goldfuss v. Davidson, 79 Ohio St.3d 116, 679 

N.E.2d 1099 (1997), syllabus; see Neu at ¶ 23-24.  The record in this case reveals no 

plain error as to the amount of the spousal support award.   

 Scott further argues that the duration of the spousal support award is 

inappropriate and unreasonable.  The trial court, ruling on Jodi’s objection, modified 

the duration of the spousal support award from 16 to 48 months.  The trial court has 

the discretion to modify a magistrate’s decision, and has broad discretion in 

determining the amount and duration of a spousal support award.  Civ.R. 53(D)(4); 

see Coors v. Maceachen, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-100013, 2010-Ohio-4470, ¶ 28; 

Reddy v. Reddy, 1st Dist. Hamilton Nos. C-140609 and C-140678, 2015-Ohio-3368, 

¶ 24.  We will not reverse that decision absent an abuse of discretion.  Coors at ¶ 13.  

“An abuse of discretion * * * implies that the court’s decision was arbitrary, 

unreasonable, or unconscionable.”  Id.  
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 R.C. 3105.18 permits the trial court to award “appropriate and reasonable” 

spousal support to either party.  Id. at ¶ 23; Coors at ¶ 12.  When determining 

whether an award of spousal support is appropriate, courts are guided by a list of 

factors in R.C. 3105.18(C).  The trial court must consider those factors, but should 

not base its determination on any one of those factors taken in isolation.  Reddy at ¶ 

23.   

 Here, the trial court stated in its entry that it considered the factors 

enumerated in R.C. 3105.18(C) when it evaluated the magistrate’s decision and 

decided to extend the duration of the spousal support award.  The facts of this case 

were well documented in the property trial.  The trial court’s extension of the spousal 

support award duration was not an abuse of discretion.  See Metz v. Metz, 1st Dist. 

Hamilton No. C-050463, 2007-Ohio-549, ¶ 34.  We accordingly overrule Scott’s sole 

assignment of error and affirm the judgment of the trial court.  

A certified copy of this judgment entry is the mandate, which shall be sent to 

the trial court under App.R. 27.  Costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24.  

FISCHER, P.J., MOCK and  STAUTBERG,  JJ. 

 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on April 13, 2016 

per order of the court _______________________________. 

     Presiding Judge 


