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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 Rep.Op.R. 3.1; App.R. 11.1(E); 1st Dist. Loc.R. 

11.1.1.   

 Defendant-appellant David E. Hoekstra appeals from the trial court’s entry 

establishing the amount and duration of the spousal support awarded to his former 

wife, plaintiff-appellee Denise M. Hoekstra.  David asserts that the trial court erred 

as a matter of law when it determined his spousal support obligation to Denise.  We 

affirm the judgment of the trial court. 

  After 28 years of marriage, Denise filed for divorce from David on May 17, 

2013.  David filed a counterclaim for divorce a few weeks later.  The trial court 

journalized the parties’ decree of divorce on September 11, 2014, which 

acknowledged that the parties agreed that spousal support would be addressed as a 

post decree matter.   

 On September 12, 2014, Denise filed a motion to establish spousal support.  A 

magistrate held several hearings on the motion, during which both parties testified 

extensively.  The magistrate issued his decision with findings of fact and conclusions 
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of law, ordering David to pay Denise $1,500 per month, plus a two percent 

processing charge, for 12 years or until such time that either party dies, Denise 

cohabitates, or Denise remarries, whichever event occurs first.  The magistrate 

ordered that the court shall retain jurisdiction to alter the amount and duration of 

spousal support in accordance with changes in circumstances. 

 David filed 13 specific objections to the magistrate’s decision, along with a 

separate catchall objection.  The trial court held a hearing on the objections, and 

entered judgment in which it sustained two of David’s objections, and a third 

objection in part.  The remaining objections were overruled. 

 In his second objection, David alleged that the magistrate failed to determine 

the income of the parties as required by R.C. 3105.18(C)(1)(a) in order to determine 

if any amount of spousal support is reasonable and appropriate.  The trial court 

agreed, and went on to address the incomes of the parties throughout the years.  In 

his seventh objection, David objected to the duration of the spousal support.  The 

trial court agreed and ordered David to pay spousal support for nine years instead of 

12 years.  With respect to David’s eighth objection, the trial court found that Denise’s 

monthly expenses were a relevant factor in the determination of the spousal support 

amount, and sustained David’s assignment of error as to that issue.  Notwithstanding 

the trial court sustaining the foregoing objections to the magistrate’s decision, the 

trial court kept the amount of support the same at $1,500 per month, and only 

shortened the duration of the spousal support obligation.     

 David appeals and asserts one assignment of error.  In his sole assignment of 

error, David argues that the trial court erred as a matter of law in determining his 

spousal support obligation to Denise.  David argues that the trial court focused 
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primarily on the parties’ earning abilities, specifically his own, instead of considering 

all factors as required by R.C. 3105.18(C)(1).  

 The trial court may award spousal support as is “appropriate and reasonable.”  

R.C. 3105.18; Reddy v. Reddy, 1st Dist. Hamilton Nos. C-140609 and C-140678, 

2015-Ohio-3368, ¶ 23, citing Coors v. Maceachen, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-100013, 

2010-Ohio-4470, ¶ 12.  The court must consider the factors set forth in R.C. 

3105.18(C)(1) when making a determination of spousal support, but should not base 

the determination on any one factor taken in isolation.  Reddy at ¶ 23, citing 

Kaechele v. Kaechele, 35 Ohio St.3d 93, 96, 518 N.E.2d 1197 (1988), and Kaletta v. 

Kaletta, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 98821, 2013-Ohio-1667, ¶ 22.  “The trial court has 

broad discretion in determining the amount and duration of spousal support.”  

Reddy at ¶ 24, citing Kunkle v. Kunkle, 51 Ohio St.3d 64, 67, 554 N.E.2d 83 (1990); 

Coors at ¶ 13.   

 We will not reverse a spousal support award absent an abuse of discretion.  

Coors at ¶ 13.  “An abuse of discretion * * * implies that the court’s decision was 

arbitrary, unreasonable, or unconscionable.”  Id.  If some competent, credible 

evidence supports the trial court’s decision, it is not an abuse of discretion.  Reddy at 

¶ 24, citing Middendorf v. Middendorf, 82 Ohio St.3d 397, 401, 696 N.E.2d 575 

(1998), and Coors at ¶ 13. 

 Here, the trial court conducted an independent and thorough review of the 

record, including the transcripts of the proceedings, the oral arguments, and the 

applicable law in ruling on David’s objections and ordering him to pay Denise 

spousal support.  The trial court addressed each of David’s objections, including the 

income and the relative earning abilities of the parties, referenced evidence from the 
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proceedings, and provided several explanations.  Indeed, the trial court sustained 

several of David’s objections to the magistrate’s decision.     

 Competent, credible evidence supported the trial court’s determination of the 

spousal support award.  Moreover, because the trial court considered the factors 

under R.C. 3105.18 in awarding spousal support, we cannot say that it abused its 

discretion.  See Metz v. Metz, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-050463, 2007-Ohio-549, ¶ 41.  

We overrule David’s 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., DEWINE and  STAUTBERG,  JJ. 

 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on November 4, 2016 

per order of the court _______________________________. 

     Presiding Judge 


