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Happy New Year from KLG!

We’'re excited to welcome 2026 with renewed momentum and a calendar full of meaningful
opportunities to connect with the legal community. As we begin this new year, we extend our warmest
wishes to you and your families for health, success, and continued growth.

We’'re also pleased to share several upcoming events we’re sponsoring. This month, we look forward to
the Nassau County Bar Matrimonial Committee Monthly Meeting, where KLG’s managing partner

Glenn Liebman will be speaking on Tracing and Proving Separate Property in Divorce . Later this month,
we’re proud to serve as Event Sponsors for both the New York State Bar Association’s 2026 Annual Winter
Meeting and the AAML Florida Chapter Marital and Family Law Review Course.

We’re grateful for the partnerships, conversations, and collaborations that strengthen our profession,
and we look forward to connecting with many of you in the weeks ahead. Here’s to a productive and
inspiring year!

Upcoming Events

Tuesday, January 13*", 2026
e Nassau Matrimonial Committee Monthly Meeting (Speaking Engagement)

o Location: Domus

Tuesday, January 13*", 2026 - Friday, January 16'", 2026
¢ New York State Bar Association 2026 Annual Meeting (Family Law Chair Reception Sponsors)

o Location: New York Hilton Midtown

Wednesday, January 28", 2026 - Saturday, January 31°* 2026
e AAML Florida 47th Institute (Platinum Sponsors)

o Location: Walt Disney World Swan and Dolphin Resort
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DISSOLUTION CASE OF INTEREST

Levine v. Platzer

Case Background

¢ The plaintiff, Scott Levine, withdrew from the law firm Platzer, Swergold, Levine, Goldberg, Katz &
Jaslow, LLP (“Old Firm”) on March 19, 2021, triggering dissolution under New York Partnership Law.

e Theremaining partners immediately formed a new firm, kept all employees, retained nearly all
clients, and continued operating in the same space.

e The dispute centered on the value of Levine’s partnership interest as of the dissolution date.

¢ No written partnership agreement existed, so ownership percentages had to be inferred from tax
filings, K-1s, and historical conduct.

e Both sides relied heavily on valuation experts, whose opinions diverged sharply on accounts

receivable, WIP, contingency/flat fee cases, and the lease.

Key Valuation Issues

1. Determination of Ownership Percentage
e Plaintiff argued for 40.362%, supported by K-1s, Schedule Cs, and historical cash distributions.
e Defendants argued for a default 25% share under Partnership Law §40(1).
2. Accounts Receivable Valuation
e Plaintiff’s expert used arbitrary collectability percentages not tied to historical data.
e Defendants’ expert undervalued receivables by relying on flawed assumptions.
3. Work in Progress (WIP)
e Competing valuations:
o Plaintiff: ~$1.23M
o Defendants: ~$441K
e Dispute centered on realization rates and prior stipulations.
4. Contingency and Flat Fee Case Value
e Plaintiff valued these matters at ~$2.1M.
e Defendants’ expert claimed they were incapable of valuation—effectively zero.
S. Lease Treatment
e Defendants argued the office lease was a liability that wiped out firm value.

e Plaintiff argued it was not a liability because the new firm assumed it and continued operations.
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DISSOLUTION CASE OF INTEREST (CONT’D)

Levine v. Platzer

Key Valuation Issues (CONT’D)
6. Other Adjustments

e Capital account treatment
e Storage liability
¢ Alleged perquisites/personal expenses

Court’s Findings and Decision

1. Ownership Percentage
e The court found plaintiff owned 40.362% of the Old Firm.
e Evidence: K-1s, separation agreements with prior partners, and consistent cash distribution
practices.
2. Accounts Receivable
¢ Plaintiff’s methodology rejected as arbitrary.
e Defendants’ valuation deemed understated.
e Courtused a middle ground approach, cross checking with 2022 actual collections.
o Final value: $2,000,000
3. WIP
¢ Plaintiff’s valuation too optimistic; defendants’ too low.
e Court accepted critiques of defendants’ realization rate.
o Final value: $900,000
4. Contingency/Flat Fee Cases

9

e Court rejected defendants’ “zero value” position as not credible.
e Historical revenue supported meaningful value.
o Final value: $2,000,000
S. Lease
e Court found no evidence the lease was a liability at dissolution.
¢ New firm assumed the lease and intended to continue operations.
¢ No adjustment (positive or negative) applied.
6. Other Adjustments
e Plaintiff receives additional $234,734 to correct double counting of his capital account.
e Deduction of $200,000 for storage liability.

¢ No adjustment for alleged personal expenses. 3/5



DISSOLUTION CASE OF INTEREST (CONT’D)

Levine v. Platzer

Conclusions and Key Takeaways

1. Courts Reject Extreme Expert Positions
Both experts lost credibility by taking advocacy driven stances:
e Plaintiff’s expert used arbitrary collectability percentages.
e Defendants’ expert claimed major assets (contingency cases) had zero value and that the firm
was essentially worthless.
Courts expect balanced, evidence based valuation, not litigation driven extremes.
2. Historical Conduct Matters in Determining Ownership
Even without a written partnership agreement, consistent:
e K-1reporting
e Cash distribution practices
Prior partner separation agreements can establish ownership percentages.
3. Valuation Must Be Based on Information Known or Knowable at the Valuation Date
The court repeatedly emphasized this standard, especially regarding:
e Lease obligations
e Collectability of receivables
¢ Value of ongoing cases
4. Law Firm Valuations Require Nuanced Treatment of WIP and Contingency Cases
The decision reinforces that:
e Contingency cases can and must be valued
e WIP requires realistic realization rates
Courts will not accept “zero value” arguments for major revenue streams
5. Credibility of Experts Is Critical
The court explicitly noted that the parties’ critiques of each other’s experts were more persuasive

than the experts themselves.

From webinars to events, we share it all on social.
Scan the QR code to follow along!




DISSOLUTION CASE OF INTEREST (CONT’D)

Levine v. Platzer

Importance of the Case

This decision is highly instructive for attorneys and valuation professionals involved in partnership
disputes, law firm dissolutions, and cases requiring forensic accounting. The Court provides a detailed
critique of both sides’ valuation experts, emphasizing:

e The necessity of credible, evidence based valuation methodologies

¢ The importance of historical performance and knowable information as of the valuation date

e The court’s willingness to reject extreme or advocacy driven expert opinions

¢ The need for clear evidence of ownership percentages when no written partnership agreement

exists

Read the full case here
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https://law.justia.com/cases/new-york/other-courts/2025/2025-ny-slip-op-34050-u.html

