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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed a dissolution judgment involving valuation of the marital

residence and enforcement of a premarital agreement. The court held that the plaintiff’s long-term

occupancy and equitable interest in the residence made her competent to testify about its value, and

declined to review the defendant’s alimony claim because it was not raised before the trial court.
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affirmed

The defendant appealed from a judgment of dissolution entered by the
Connecticut Superior Court, challenging the valuation of the marital
residence and the failure to award him alimony under the parties'

premarital agreement.

Evidentiary rulings are reviewed for clear abuse of discretion, with
every reasonable presumption in favor of upholding the trial court's
ruling. Factual findings, including property valuation, are reviewed
under the clearly erroneous standard. Unpreserved claims are generally

not reviewed under Practice Book § 60-5.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting the plaintiff's lay opinion testimony concerning

the value of the marital residence despite her lack of legal title.
2. Whether the trial court's valuation of the marital residence at $400,000 was clearly erroneous.

3. Whether the defendant's claim that the premarital agreement required an award of alimony was

preserved for appellate review.

HOLDINGS

1. A witness need not hold legal title to real property to be competent to testify about its value when the
witness has a sufficient opportunity to become acquainted with the property and possesses a sufficient

ownership or financial interest in it.
2. The trial court's finding that the marital residence was worth $400,000 was not clearly erroneous.

3. The court declined to review the defendant's claim that the premarital agreement required an alimony

award because the defendant did not present that legal theory to the trial court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Our law, thus, contemplates that a witness need not be a titleholder of the property to testify to its value

when that witness had sufficient opportunity to become acquainted with the property.”

“Her contractual right to the property’s equity, in conjunction with her thirty-two years of living in and
becoming familiar with the home, established that the plaintiff possessed sufficient ownership interest in the

marital residence for purposes of testifying as to its value.”

“Because the defendant did not raise this claim with the trial court, it is not properly before this court, and we

therefore decline to review it.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties began living together in February 1990 in a house purchased by the defendant at 64 Lido Road in
Unionville. They executed a premarital agreement in 1992 providing that the defendant would receive his initial
$65,000 investment and that the remaining and future equity in the residence would be shared equally. The
plaintiff lived in the home for thirty-two years and, although she held no title, had a contractual financial interest
in its equity. At trial, the defendant valued the residence at $355,000, while the plaintiff testified that it was
worth at least $400,000; the trial court adopted the plaintiff's valuation and relied on other evidence, including

insurance coverage of $405,900.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiff commenced a dissolution action in February 2022. The defendant sought enforcement of the
parties' 1992 premarital agreement, and the trial court reserved enforcement for trial. After trial, the Superior

Court found the agreement valid and enforceable, dissolved the marriage, valued the marital residence at



$400,000, awarded the plaintiff $167,500 representing her share of the home's equity, and awarded no alimony
to either party. The defendant appealed, and the Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed.
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