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SUMMARY

The Alaska Supreme Court affirmed the superior court’s judgment in a divorce proceeding involving

valuation and division of marital property, interim spousal-support arrearages, future medical

expenses, bifurcation, travel expenses, and attorney’s fees. The court held that the superior court did

not clearly err or abuse its discretion in valuing a business note at ten dollars, awarding Sally Sloane

fifty-seven percent of the marital estate, denying additional medical-cost and travel reimbursements,

awarding $500 in interest, and limiting attorney’s fees.
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Sally Sloane appealed the superior court's divorce judgment and
subsequent attorney's-fee order, challenging the valuation of a marital
note, the unequal division of marital property, interest on interim
spousal-support arrearages, future medical and insurance expenses,
bifurcation of the divorce, litigation travel expenses, and attorney's

fees.

Marital-property valuation is reviewed for clear error; equitable
distribution of marital property is reviewed for abuse of discretion and
will not be disturbed unless clearly unjust; attorney's-fee awards in
divorce actions are reviewed for abuse of discretion and will not be

reversed unless arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly unreasonable.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the superior court clearly erred by valuing George's $25,000 note from the sale of Carts and
Parts, Inc. at $10.

2. Whether the superior court abused its discretion or acted clearly unjustly by awarding Sally 57 percent

rather than a greater share of the marital property.

3. Whether the superior court erred by denying additional amounts for ongoing medical expenses and
COBRA premiums.

4. Whether the superior court erred by refusing to bifurcate the divorce and postpone entry of the divorce

decree for insurance purposes.

5. Whether the superior court erred by denying reimbursement for Sally's travel and living expenses

incurred during litigation.

6. Whether the superior court erred by awarding $500 in interest on interim spousal-support arrearages
rather than calculating interest by a specific method.

7. Whether the superior court abused its discretion by awarding Sally only $3,186 in attorney's fees.

HOLDINGS
1. The superior court did not clearly err by valuing the $25,000 CPI note at $10 rather than its face value.

2. The superior court did not abuse its discretion or act clearly unjustly by awarding Sally 57 percent of the

marital property.

3. The superior court did not abuse its discretion by declining to require George to pay Sally's COBRA

premiums or additional future medical expenses.

4. The superior court properly refused to postpone entry of the divorce decree for three years while

dividing the property immediately.

5. The superior court did not err by awarding $500 in interest rather than using Sally's proposed

calculation.

6. The superior court did not err by refusing to reimburse Sally for travel and living expenses incurred in

attending the Alaska litigation.

7. The superior court did not abuse its discretion by awarding Sally $3,186 in attorney's fees and denying

additional fees.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The superior court's equitable distribution of property "is reviewable under the abuse of discretion standard,

and we will not disturb the trial court's allocation “unless it is clearly unjust.""” (64)

“The court concluded that divorce should be granted when parties inform the court that they are unable to
remain married, and that to delay granting divorce for financial or insurance reasons like this "would be
illegal, ... kind of a fraud."” (67)

“Having leveled the playing field, it does not make sense to hold one party liable for the litigation choices and

expenses of the other.” (69)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sally and George Sloane were married in 1958, had four adult children, operated several family businesses, and
permanently separated in December 1996. During the marriage Sally was the primary caregiver but also had
substantial administrative, accounting, and real-estate work experience, while George worked primarily as an
electrical lineman. The parties sold Carts and Parts, Inc. to their son, with Sally receiving $10,000 and George
receiving a $25,000 note that was later treated by the superior court as worth only $10. The superior court
awarded Sally 57 percent of the marital estate based principally on George's greater earning capacity, denied

additional medical, relocation, and attorney's-fee requests, and awarded $500 in interest on support arrearages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

George Sloane filed for divorce in December 1996. After a February 1999 trial, the superior court entered
findings and conclusions awarding Sally 57 percent of the marital property, ordering payment of approximately
$23,000 in spousal-support arrearages plus $500 interest, and later awarding her $3,186 in attorney's fees. Sally

appealed, and the Alaska Supreme Court affirmed the superior court in all respects.
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