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 This appeal arises from divorce proceedings in the Circuit Court for Harford County 

between Shannon Kellner-Keefe Salmon, appellee, and Daniel Salmon, appellant.  The 

parties separated in 2010 after 16 years of marriage and the birth of six children.  Following 

a three-day trial, the court granted the parties a Judgment of Absolute Divorce, awarded 

Ms. Salmon indefinite alimony in the amount of $1,200 per month, and ordered Mr. 

Salmon to pay Ms. Salmon’s attorney’s fees.1   

 On appeal, Mr. Salmon raises six questions for our review, which we have 

consolidated and rephrased as follows: 

1. Did the trial court abuse its discretion in awarding $1,200 per month in 

indefinite alimony to Ms. Salmon? 

 

2. Did the trial court abuse its discretion in awarding Ms. Salmon attorney’s 

fees? 

 

 For the reasons set forth below, we shall affirm the judgment of the circuit court. 

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

The parties met as undergraduates at Rutgers University.  In 1994, they got married 

in a civil ceremony in New Jersey.  Ms. Salmon has a bachelor’s degree in sociology, with 

a minor in psychology, and she worked the first two years of the marriage at a day care 

center and as a waitress.  Mr. Salmon, who had a bachelor’s degree at the time of the 

marriage, continued his schooling and worked part-time.  Ms. Salmon testified that, at the 

                                              
1 The parties agreed to joint custody, with Ms. Salmon having the six children 57% 

of the year and Mr. Salmon having the children 43% of the year.   
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beginning of the marriage, she wanted to have four children, and Mr. Salmon wanted to 

have three or four children.   

In 1996, the parties moved to Atlanta, Georgia, so Mr. Salmon could pursue a 

master’s degree at Emory University.  At that time, the parties had their first child, and they 

agreed that Ms. Salmon would stop working to care for their child.  After Mr. Salmon 

received his master’s degree, he obtained full-time employment at the Center for Disease 

Control.  In 1997, the parties’ second child was born.   

In 1999, the parties moved to Maryland for Mr. Salmon to obtain a Ph.D. at Johns 

Hopkins University.  In December 1999, the parties’ third child was born.  For the next six 

years, Mr. Salmon was paid either a stipend from a grant or a salary as a faculty member 

at Johns Hopkins.  Mr. Salmon earned approximately $80,000 per year at that time. In 

2002, the parties had a fourth child.   

In 2005, Mr. Salmon obtained a new job at the University of Florida in Gainesville, 

Florida, for an increased salary of $130,000 per year.  Ms. Salmon agreed to move to 

accommodate this new position if Mr. Salmon agreed to have a fifth child.  The parties 

moved to Gainesville, and shortly thereafter, Ms. Salmon gave birth to twins. 

Within several months of beginning his new position, however, Mr. Salmon 

determined that the job was not what he expected, and he began looking for other work.  In 

2007, he accepted a position with the Department of Health and Human Services in 

Washington, D.C., which paid him approximately $153,000 per year.  The parties moved 
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to Bel Air, Maryland, and used funds from Mr. Salmon’s inheritance to buy a 4,500 square 

foot home that cost approximately $740,000.   

In 2008, concerned about the parties’ finances, Mr. Salmon approached Ms. Salmon 

and asked her if she planned on returning to work.  The parties had discussed Ms. Salmon 

returning to work when their youngest children began kindergarten.  Ms. Salmon testified 

that she agreed to do so, but the proceedings in this case began before she was able to sign 

up for the appropriate training.   

With respect to the reasons for the dissolution of the marriage, Mr. Salmon testified 

that the parties’ marriage had been in turmoil since before they moved to Florida.  The 

parties were not often intimate, Ms. Salmon felt that he did not help around the house, and 

he felt that “all [he] did was work and go home and do stuff.”  Mr. Salmon’s job at that 

time kept him out of the parties’ home from 7:30 a.m. until 6:30 p.m.  Ms. Salmon often 

was angry with him, and he felt the need to “walk[] around on tiptoes” to avoid fighting 

with her.  In addition, Mr. Salmon did not believe Ms. Salmon put forth sufficient effort to 

maintain the parties’ home and interact with their children.   

Ms. Salmon testified that, by the time the parties moved back to Maryland from 

Florida, she believed that Mr. Salmon was too focused on his work.  She stated that “when 

he was home, he wasn’t really home.”  In general, Ms. Salmon thought both parties were 

“overworked and under appreciated.”   

Seeking to resolve these issues, the parties took a trip to Key West, Florida.  Both 

parties stated that the trip was beneficial to their relationship, and they returned to Maryland 
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with a healthier marriage.  While on the trip, the parties agreed that they did not wish to 

have any more children, and that it was time to move on to the “next chapter” of their lives 

together.  Ms. Salmon, however, subsequently became pregnant when the parties’ birth 

control failed.  She suffered a miscarriage several weeks later.   

Following the miscarriage, the parties’ marriage deteriorated.  Ms. Salmon felt 

strongly that she did not want to end her childbearing years by miscarrying, and she wanted 

Mr. Salmon to agree to have a seventh child.  Mr. Salmon was concerned about the parties’ 

finances, and he did not want to have another child.  The parties sought counseling, but 

they were unable to reconcile their differences, and Mr. Salmon moved out of the parties’ 

home in December 2010.   

On December 22, 2012, Ms. Salmon filed a complaint for a limited divorce, 

requesting pendente lite alimony and child support.  In his answer, Mr. Salmon alleged that 

Ms. Salmon had “the capacity to become employed and [chose] nevertheless to refuse to 

become employed and [refused] to provide any financial assistance to the family in spite 

of the repeated requests by [Mr. Salmon] to do so.”   

At the time the parties separated, Ms. Salmon was not employed, but she began 

taking classes to receive a teaching certificate.  Mr. Salmon ceased paying the mortgage on 

the parties’ home, but he continued to pay for utilities and gave Ms. Salmon $200 per week 

to cover her expenses.  Ms. Salmon then applied for, and received, food stamps.   

On August 16, 2011, the circuit court held a hearing on the pendente lite requests.  

The Master recommended that Ms. Salmon’s pendente lite alimony request be denied and 
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that Mr. Salmon be ordered to pay $3,225 per month in child support.   The Master found 

that Ms. Salmon’s efforts to obtain employment had been “half-hearted, at best,” that she 

lacked the motivation to be employed outside of the home, and that she resisted Mr. 

Salmon’s efforts to encourage her to find a job.  It thus imputed $200 weekly income to 

Ms. Salmon, which represented a workweek of 25 hours in a part-time position. The Master 

also found that Ms. Salmon’s monthly need for her and her children was $3,800, which it 

reduced to $3,200 to compensate for the amount of Ms. Salmon’s imputed income minus 

reasonable withholding.   

Both parties filed exceptions to the Master’s recommendations.  On January 12, 

2012, those exceptions were denied, and the circuit court entered an order implementing 

the Master’s recommendations.   

On February 21, 2012, Mr. Salmon filed a Supplemental Complaint for Absolute 

Divorce and Other Relief.  On March 1, 2012, Ms. Salmon filed an Amended Complaint 

for Absolute Divorce.   

On April 26, 2012, Mr. Salmon filed a Complaint for Modification of Child Support, 

alleging that he had obtained a new job that paid approximately $15,000 less per year, and 

accordingly, his child support obligation should be adjusted.  On December 12, 2012, the 

circuit court entered a temporary consent order lowering Mr. Salmon’s child support 

obligation to $2,665 per month.   
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In May or June 2012, Ms. Salmon obtained Medicaid from the State, even though 

she was covered by Mr. Salmon’s insurance.  She stated that she obtained the state health 

insurance as secondary insurance for her and the children.   

At some point prior to trial, the parties discussed the division of marital assets.  In 

the course of the negotiations, Mr. Salmon offered to give Ms. Salmon the parties’ Ford 

Excursion, which had been purchased entirely with inheritance Mr. Salmon had received 

from his father.  The parties, however, did not reach an agreement, and Mr. Salmon retained 

possession of the vehicle.   

Trial proceeded on April 8-10, 2013.  Ms. Salmon testified that she had been taking 

classes towards a teaching degree, and she anticipated that she would be able to obtain 

employment as a teacher earning $42,000 - $44,000 per year within two and a half to three 

years.  In the interim, she was able to substitute teach for the Harford County Public School 

system, and she had worked as a nanny for a short time.  Her work as a nanny, however, 

had ended, and she was only able to work as a substitute teacher for one to two days per 

week.   

Mr. Salmon offered into evidence his financial statement, which showed that his 

monthly income was $7,962.04, and his monthly expenses were $8,758.16, $2,665 of 

which was his monthly child support payment.  Thus, he asserted that he maintained a 

monthly deficit of $796.14.   

On April 17, 2013, the circuit court issued its oral ruling.  The court granted the 

parties an absolute divorce, resolved numerous disputed child custody issues, ordered Mr. 
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Salmon to pay $2,132 to Ms. Salmon in child support, awarded Ms. Salmon $1,200 per 

month in indefinite alimony, and ordered Mr. Salmon to pay Ms. Salmon’s attorney’s fees.  

Additional facts, and the court’s rationale in granting these awards, will be discussed 

below. 

DISCUSSION 

I. 

Alimony 

 Mr. Salmon contends that the circuit court abused its discretion in awarding alimony 

to Ms. Salmon in the amount of $1,200 per month.  In support of this argument, he asserts 

that the court erred: (1) “when it did not do the math” in finding that Mr. Salmon “clearly” 

could afford to pay Ms. Salmon $1200 per month in alimony; (2) by failing to make the 

required findings regarding the time necessary for Ms. Salmon to become self-supporting 

and whether, at that time, the parties’ standards of living would be unconscionably 

disparate; (3) by ignoring the “facts of the story” and awarding indefinite alimony in the 

absence of a correlation between the remedy and the evidence presented; and (4) by 

focusing on irrelevant facts, including the number of children.2 

 

                                              

  2 We note, as an initial matter, that Mr. Salmon’s brief does not comply with 

Maryland Rule 8-112(c)(2), which provides that “[p]apers prepared with proportionally 

spaced type shall have at least 1.5 spacing between lines.”  Mr. Salmon’s brief, which 

utilizes proportionally spaced type, has only 1.25 spacing between its lines.  Although we 

could dismiss this appeal on this ground, see Md. Rule 8-602(a)(8), we will exercise our 

discretion to consider Mr. Salmon’s contentions. 
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 Ms. Salmon contends that the court properly exercised its discretion in awarding her 

$1,200 per month in indefinite alimony.  She points to the disparity in the parties’ income, 

with Mr. Salmon earning $135,000 and Ms. Salmon receiving food stamps and medical 

assistance from the State.  She further asserts that the court properly found that, even if she 

became employed as a teacher, she likely would earn less than half of Mr. Salmon’s 

income, and she argues that it was within the court’s discretion to determine that such a 

disparity was unconscionable.   

A. 

Standard of Review 

 This Court recently explained the standard we apply in reviewing a trial court’s 

grant of alimony. “[W]e review the trial court’s factual findings for clear error, while [the] 

ultimate award is reviewed for abuse of discretion.”  Reynolds v. Reynolds, 216 Md. App. 

205, 218-20 (2014) (citing Malin v. Mininberg, 153 Md. App. 358, 414-15 (2003)).  The 

determination whether a court’s factual findings are clearly erroneous depends on whether 

there is substantial evidence in the record to support the trial court’s decision.  Webb v. 

Nowak, 433 Md. 666, 678 (2013).  “‘If any competent material evidence exists in support 

of the trial court’s factual findings, those findings cannot be held to be clearly erroneous.’”  

Id. (quoting Figgins v. Cochrane, 403 Md. 392, 409 (2008)).  With respect to deciding 

whether the court abused its discretion in the ultimate award of alimony, we have 

explained: 
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  “Abuse of discretion” is one of those very general, amorphous terms 

that appellate courts use and apply with great frequency but which they have 

defined in many different ways. It has been said to occur “where no 

reasonable person would take the view adopted by the [trial] court,” In re 

Marriage of Morse, 240 Ill. App. 3d 296, 180 Ill. Dec. 563, 571, 607 N.E.2d 

632, 640 (1993), or when the court acts “without reference to any guiding 

rules or principles.” Long John Silver’s, Inc. v. Martinez, 850 S.W.2d 773, 

775 (Tex. App.1993). It has also been said to exist when the ruling under 

consideration “appears to have been made on untenable grounds,” Halloran 

v. Town of North Canaan, 32 Conn. App. 611, 630 A.2d 145, 147 (1993), 

when the ruling is “clearly against the logic and effect of facts and inferences 

before the court,” Shockley v. Williamson, 594 N.E.2d 814, 815 (Ind. App. 

1992), when the ruling is “clearly untenable, unfairly depriving a litigant of 

a substantial right and denying a just result,” Novak v. Novak, 2 Neb. App. 

21, 508 N.W.2d 283, 288 (1993), when the ruling is “violative of fact and 

logic,” Young v. Jangula, 176 Mich. App. 478, 440 N.W.2d 642, 643 (1989), 

or when it constitutes an “untenable judicial act that defies reason and works 

an injustice.” Moore v. Bd. of Educ. of Fulton School, 836 S.W.2d 943, 948 

(Mo. 1992). 

 

Reynolds, 216 Md. at 219 (quoting North v. North, 102 Md. App. 1, 13-14 (1994)).   

B. 

Factors in Granting Alimony 

 When addressing a request for alimony, the trial court is required to consider “‘all 

of the factors necessary for a fair and equitable award.’”  Solomon v. Solomon, 383 Md. 

176, 196 (2004) (quoting Md. Code (2000 Supp.) § 11-106(b) of the Family Law Article 

(“FL”)).  These factors are set forth in FL § 11-106(b) (2012 Repl. Vol.): 

 (1) the ability of the party seeking alimony to be wholly or partly self-

supporting; 

 (2) the time necessary for the party seeking alimony to gain sufficient 

education or training to enable that party to find suitable employment; 

 (3) the standard of living that the parties established during their 

marriage; 

 (4) the duration of the marriage; 
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 (5) the contributions, monetary and nonmonetary, of each party to the 

well-being of the family; 

 (6) the circumstances that contributed to the estrangement of the parties; 

 (7) the age of each party; 

 (8) the physical and mental condition of each party; 

 (9) the ability of the party from whom alimony is sought to meet that 

party’s needs while meeting the needs of the party seeking alimony; 

 (10) any agreement between the parties; 

 (11) the financial needs and financial resources of each party, including: 

 (i) all income and assets, including property that does not produce 

income; 

 (ii) any award made under §§ 8-205 and 8-208 of this article; 

 (iii) the nature and amount of the financial obligations of each party; 

and 

 (iv) the  right  of  each  party to receive retirement benefits; and 

 (12) whether the award would cause a spouse who is a resident of a related 

institution as defined in § 19-301 of the Health - General Article and from 

whom alimony is sought to become eligible for medical assistance earlier 

than would otherwise occur. 

 

“[T]he law does not make any of the factors listed in section 11-106(b) 

determinative or mandate that they be given special weight. The decision whether to award 

alimony and, if so, for what period of time, is fact-intensive and not subject to a formulaic 

resolution.” Whittington v. Whittington, 172 Md. App. 317, 341 (2007).  

Although the court is not required to “employ a formal checklist,” Crabill v. Crabill, 

119 Md. App. 249, 261 (1998), a court should consider each factor enumerated by FL           

§ 11-106(b).  Failure to consider any of the listed factors constitutes error and requires us 

to vacate the alimony award.  See Brewer v. Brewer, 156 Md. App. 77, 101, 105 (vacating 

an alimony award for, among other things, failure of the trial court to consider several of 

the factors listed in FL § 11-106(b)), cert. denied, 381 Md. 677 (2004). 
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Mr. Salmon contends that the trial court erred in its analysis regarding two of the 

FL § 11-106(b) factors: (9) his ability to pay alimony, and (2) the time necessary for Mr. 

Salmon to gain sufficient education or training to enable her to find suitable employment.  

As explained below, we are not persuaded. 

1. 

Mr. Salmon argues that the circuit court failed “to do the math” when it found that 

he “clearly” could afford to pay $1,200 per month in indefinite alimony.  He asserts that 

the evidence showed that he “did not have the ability to make those payments while also 

paying child support and his personal expenses.”  Mr. Salmon points to his financial 

statement, which showed a net monthly income of $7,962.04, and monthly expenses of 

$8,758.18, resulting in a monthly deficit of $796.14.3  Thus, he asserts, the court’s 

conclusion that he “clearly” could afford to pay alimony was “flat wrong.”   

 Ms. Salmon argues that it was “within the [circuit court’s] discretion to accept, reject 

or revise any of the entries” on Mr. Salmon’s financial statement.  She identifies several 

expenses that she contends could be reduced to enable Mr. Salmon to provide alimony 

payments to her.   

                                              
3 The financial statement showed expenses of $2,665 in court-ordered child support 

payments and $6,093.18 in self-reported personal expenses.  We note that, although Mr. 

Salmon was paying $2,665 in child support per month during the pendency of the divorce 

proceedings, the Judgment of Absolute Divorce reduced Mr. Salmon’s child support 

obligation to $2,132 per month.  With that revised number, the monthly deficit pursuant to 

Mr. Salmon’s financial statement was $263.14. 
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 Because Mr. Salmon’s ability to pay constitutes a factual finding, we will reverse 

only if the circuit court’s finding that Mr. Salmon could afford to pay alimony to Ms. 

Salmon was clearly erroneous.  We cannot reach this conclusion. 

  A financial statement is evidence of a party’s ability to pay court-ordered payments, 

but “a trial judge is not obliged to believe every word in a financial statement supplied by 

a litigant.”  Allison v. Allison, 160 Md. App. 331, 345 (2004).  The trial court here did not 

expound upon her reasoning in finding that Mr. Salmon “clearly” had the ability to afford 

his own expenses while meeting Ms. Salmon’s needs, but “the trial court is not required to 

set forth its exact thought process” in rejecting figures set forth in a financial statement.  

Id.  Thus, we look to whether there was evidence in the record to support the court’s 

decision that Mr. Salmon had the ability to pay alimony. 

Mr. Salmon’s financial statement showed that he had a net monthly income of 

$7,962.04.  After deducting $2,132 for child support, he had a monthly after tax income of 

$5,830.04.  The court’s alimony award of $1,200 left Mr. Salmon with $4,630.04 per month 

to cover his personal expenses and those of the children during the 43% of the year they 

reside with him.  Although we recognize that Mr. Salmon will have to reduce his personal 

budget to make the alimony payments, this does not preclude an award of alimony.  The 

circuit court was not clearly erroneous in concluding that Mr. Salmon had the ability to pay 

Ms. Salmon, alimony in the amount of $1,200 per month.4   

                                              
4 The cases Mr. Salmon cites are inapposite. In Lee v. Andochik, 182 Md. App. 268, 

282, cert. denied, 406 Md. 745 (2008), the trial court ordered the husband (continued . . .) 
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2. 

 Mr. Salmon next argues that the trial court failed to make a finding regarding “the 

time necessary for [Ms. Salmon] to gain sufficient education or training to enable [her] to 

find suitable employment,” as required by FL § 11-106(b)(2).  Noting that Ms. Salmon 

testified that she needed approximately three years to become a teacher, he asserts that the 

court failed to mention this, and instead, it focused on Ms. Salmon’s “past contributions to 

the marriage without mentioning her current obligation to find employment.”    

 Ms. Salmon argues that Mr. Salmon misstates the court’s analysis on this factor.  

She asserts that the court’s statement that “somebody has to stay home and look after the 

children” merely demonstrated the court’s finding that “Ms. Salmon’s responsibilities as 

the primary caretaker precluded her from seeking any type of substantial education or 

employment,” which addressed “the required analysis by the Court of the time necessary 

for Ms. Salmon to obtain the skills necessary to obtain suitable employment.”  She asserts 

that the court “was simply pointing out that Ms. Salmon was not able, during the marriage, 

                                              

(. . . con’t) to pay $278,400 yearly between alimony, child support, and the cost of his 

children’s schooling.  The husband also was ordered to make annual payments of $250,000 

per year to his wife for five years as a monetary award.  Id.  Because the total amount of 

the yearly court-ordered payments exceeded the husband’s yearly net income, this Court 

held that the trial court made a mathematical error in calculating the amount of the 

monetary award and alimony he owed.  Id. at 282.  In Walter v. Walter, 181 Md. App. 273, 

285 (2008), the husband was left with only $667 per month in pre-tax income after court-

ordered payments to cover all of his living expenses.  Under these circumstances, this Court 

held that the trial court’s finding that the husband could afford the $1,500 monthly alimony 

payments was clearly erroneous.  Id. at 285-86.  These cases, reflecting mathematical 

errors, are not analogous to the present case. 
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to obtain those skills and therefore could not be expected to immediately enter the 

workforce.”   

 With respect to this factor, the court stated as follows: 

The time necessary for Mrs. Salmon to gain sufficient education or 

training to enable her to find suitable employment. I did review the Master’s 

Report and Recommendation finding that Mrs. Salmon was voluntarily 

impoverished and, therefore, not in need of alimony. I wholly reject that 

finding. I reject that finding in this case for two basic reasons. One, there are 

six children under the age of 18. Somebody has to stay home and look after 

the children, somebody has to get them to doctor’s appointments, somebody 

has to get them enrolled in school, someone has to buy the clothing, someone 

has to buy the food, someone has to maintain the household. It was not up to 

the children to do that, and it is disingenuousness for defense to believe that 

Mr. Salmon provided much towards the children that would have given Mrs. 

Salmon sufficient time to get an education and to find suitable employment 

when they moved several times.  He was able to continue and further his 

education to the extent where he has credits towards getting his Ph.D. And 

also in order to be able to get to that level, given the position that he holds 

within the federal government, he would either have to be Superman to be 

able to work and do it all at home and at the workplace with six children. 

Someone else had to pick up the burden of that. 

 

 There may have been disagreements about how well it was being 

done, but again, I hear nothing to suggest that these children were running 

rampant throughout the neighborhood, that they were problems, that there 

were problems in school, and, therefore, Mrs. Salmon’s contribution towards 

managing the household was so wholly lacking that Mr. Salmon had to take 

up the slack and that Mrs. Salmon, therefore, had sufficient time to gain an 

education and training to get suitable employment. Will she have time now 

that the children are in school? Yes. But, again, with all the back and forth 

recriminations and accusations in this case, neither party thought that it 

would behoove them to sit down and actually write out the plan, and that’s 

on both of you in this case, but I reject, as I said, the finding by the Master 

that Mrs. Salmon is voluntarily impoverished and that her efforts were 

inconsequential. 

 

 When you have six children, it is hard to imagine how your efforts 

can be substantially much more than Mrs. Salmon did. I did not say that Mrs. 
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Salmon could not have done more, but I don’t find that her efforts were 

inconsequential in this case. I think that is insulting and sort of minimizes the 

efforts that she made to manage the household with six children. 

 

The court then proceeded to discuss the other factors under FL § 11-106(b). 

 Subsequently, when the court addressed the issue of indefinite alimony, the court 

stated: 

Mrs. Salmon has indicated that she wishes to go into teaching and will 

need to gain additional credits in order to do so, in order to get a certificate 

in order to do so.  And also with respect to what the Harford County public 

school system requires, we’re not even talking about whether she’ll be able 

to have a full-time teaching position within the next three to five years, 

because certainly her education will be paramount in that regard.  On the 

other hand, Mr. Salmon has said, “It’s too late.”  She should get any job.  She 

should forego a career, and she should work as much as she can in any 

position that she’s able to get in order to support herself and to provide 

support for the children. 

 

 With respect to how that will play out, Mrs. Salmon has made some 

efforts.  Could she do more and have already gotten employment?  Yes.  But 

again, I think that the fact that there are six children, the youngest two are 

seven years of age, and all of the things with respect to having children not 

only in elementary school but in middle school and high school, factor into 

her ability to be able to manage the household and also to be able to take the 

required course work and to work at any job.   

 

*** 

Even if Mrs. Salmon completes the course work necessary to get a job 

through the public schools . . . that will increase the amount of income that 

she is bringing into the home, it is not likely to come close to even half of 

what Mr. Salmon is earning given her age at this time.  She is 42 years of age 

now.  By the time she finishes that course work, gets into the school system 

and has an opportunity to move up in the ranks, she’ll already be in her early 

fifties, which is the age at which most people start looking toward some form 

of retirement.   
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  The record reflects that the trial court considered the time necessary for Ms. Salmon 

to obtain training to enable her to find suitable employment.  Mr. Salmon’s contention that 

the court failed to make the required consideration under FL § 11-106(b)(2) is without 

merit. 

C. 

Indefinite Alimony  

  Mr. Salmon next objects to the court’s decision to award indefinite alimony, as 

opposed to alimony for a specific number of years.  As he notes, the statutory scheme 

governing alimony “‘generally favors fixed-term or so-called rehabilitative alimony,’ 

rather than indefinite alimony.” Simonds v. Simonds, 165 Md. App. 591, 605 (2005) 

(quoting Tracey v. Tracey, 328 Md. 380, 391 (1992)).  There are two exceptions, however, 

to the general principle that alimony should be temporary and rehabilitative.  FL §11-

106(c) provides that a court may award indefinite alimony if 

(1) due to age, illness, infirmity, or disability, the party seeking alimony 

cannot reasonably be expected to make substantial progress toward 

becoming self-supporting; or 

 

(2) even after the party seeking alimony will have made as much progress 

toward becoming self-supporting as can reasonably be expected, the 

respective standards of living of the parties will be unconscionably 

disparate. 

 

  In this case, the parties agree that the first circumstance is not applicable, and the 

court’s decision was based on the “unconscionable disparity” exception.  Mr. Salmon 

contends that the court erred in awarding indefinite alimony because it failed to make 
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findings regarding: (1) Ms. Salmon’s anticipated income after reaching her maximum 

earning potential; and (2) whether, at that point, the parties’ respective standards of living 

would be unconscionably disparate.  Instead, he asserts, the court relied on irrelevant 

factors not listed in FL § 11-106(c). 

  “‘In order to exercise its discretion to award indefinite alimony on the ground of 

“unconscionable disparity,”’” the “‘court must find that, even though the party seeking 

indefinite alimony can make substantial progress toward becoming self-supporting, at the 

time that maximum progress reasonably is expected, the standards of living of the parties 

will be unconscionably disparate.’”  Simonds, 165 Md. App. at 607 (quoting Francz v. 

Francz, 157 Md. App. 676, 692 (2004)).  Thus, the issue of indefinite alimony requires the 

court to project into the future, to the point that the party seeking the award will have made 

maximum financial progress.  Roginsky v. Blake-Roginsky, 129 Md. App. 132, 146 (1999), 

cert. denied, 358 Md. 164 (2000).  Accord Blaine v. Blaine, 336 Md. 49, 64 (1994) (§ 11-

106(c)(2) requires a court to “make a prediction as to the success of a dependent spouse’s 

efforts to become self-sufficient”).   

Whether the respective standards of living of the parties post-divorce will be 

unconscionably disparate is a question of fact.  Whittington, 172 Md. App. at 337.  “It is a 

second-level fact, however, that necessarily rests upon the court’s first-level factual 

findings on the factors, listed in FL § 11-106(b), that (so long as they are applicable) are 

relevant to all alimony determinations, and . . . upon how much weight the court chooses 

to give to its various first-level factual findings.”  Id. at 337-38.  Because the court has 
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broad discretion in making those factual findings and determining whether to make an 

award of alimony, a decision whether to award it will not be disturbed unless the court 

abuses its discretion.  Roginsky, 129 Md. App. at 143.  Accord Tracey, 328 Md. at 385 

(appellate courts will accord great deference to the findings and judgments of trial judges, 

sitting in their equitable capacity, when conducting divorce proceedings).   

  The circuit court here, after discussing the factors set forth in FL § 11-106(b), 

discussed the requisite findings set forth in FL § 11-106(c) for granting indefinite alimony, 

noting that it must find that, “even after Mrs. Salmon had made as much progress toward 

becoming self supporting as can reasonably be expected, their respective standards of 

living will be unconscionably disparate.”  As indicated, the court noted that Ms. Salmon 

testified that she wanted to go into teaching and needed to take classes to do so.  The court 

stated: 

[W]ith respect to what the Harford County public school system requires, 

we’re not even talking about whether she’ll be able to have a full-time 

teaching position within the next three to five years, because certainly her 

education will be paramount in that regard.  On the other hand, Mr. Salmon 

has said, “It’s too late.”  She should get any job.  She should forego a career, 

and she should work as much as she can in any position that she’s able to get 

in order to support herself and to provide support for the children. 

 

  With respect to how that will play out, Mrs. Salmon has made some 

efforts.  Could she do more and have already gotten employment?  Yes.  But 

again, I think that the fact that there are six children, the youngest two are 

seven years of age, and all of the things with respect to having children not 

only in elementary school but in middle school and high school, factor into 

her ability to be able to manage the household and also to be able to take the 

required course work and to work at any job. 
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  If this Court were to say that Mrs. Salmon just needs to get any job, it 

is unlikely that Mrs. Salmon would ever come anywhere close to earning 

anything like Mr. Salmon is earning at this point.  The lifestyle that these 

parties enjoyed during the course of the marriage was certainly solidly 

middle class to upper middle class in this case.  The Court can’t decide that 

Mrs. Salmon should get “any job” regardless of how low paying it is when it 

will never afford her even anything close to approaching a middle class 

lifestyle.  That is unconscionably disparate with what Mr. Salmon enjoys 

even today.  You can’t have one parent helping to support the children with 

an income in excess of six figures and another parent at a significantly lower 

income receiving Food Stamps and Medical Assistance for the children. 

 

  In this case, I believe that Mrs. Salmon, therefore, is entitled to 

indefinite alimony.  Even if Mrs. Salmon completes the course work 

necessary to get a job . . . through the public school system and to get a job 

that will increase the amount of income that she is bringing into the home, it 

is not likely to come close to even half of what Mr. Salmon is earning given 

her age at this time.  She is 42 years of age now.  By the time she finishes 

that course work, gets into the school system and has an opportunity to move 

up in the ranks, she’ll already be in her early fifties, which is the age at which 

most people start looking toward some form of retirement.  With respect to 

whether that will allow her to be self supporting to some extent if it were just 

Mrs. Salmon, yes; but with six children, no, and I think that’s where the issue 

of six children impacts how this Court would otherwise decide a case. If we 

were talking two children, perhaps even three children, I would not find that 

there would be an unconscionably disparate standard of living in this case 

given the time frame in which Mrs. Salmon . . . will have in order to become 

wholly self supporting.  Wholly self supporting in the context of these factors 

and the case law is not limited to Mrs. Salmon being on an island by herself.  

It is in consideration of how many children the parties had, and who is largely 

responsible for the management of the children’s needs in this case.  That is 

Mrs. Salmon. 

 

  I recognize that the parties have joint legal and shared physical 

custody in this matter, 57 percent to 43 percent, but throughout the course of 

the upbringing of these children and management of the household, that is 

not a quantifiable analysis.  It’s largely been Mrs. Salmon; otherwise, Mr. 

Salmon could not have continued to rise up the ranks in terms of his career. 
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  So what I am going to do in this case after having gone through all the 

factors is to award Mrs. Salmon $1,200 a month indefinite alimony. That is, 

however, modifiable. 

 

The court subsequently clarified that it was ordering indefinite alimony “for one other 

reason,” that Ms. Salmon was “going to have to incur additional debt” to get another car, 

“a vehicle that can hold seven people essentially.”   

  We are not persuaded by Mr. Salmon’s argument that the trial court’s award of 

alimony was an abuse of discretion.  Mr. Salmon’s income was $135,000.  Ms. Salmon’s 

income, if she reached her goal of receiving a teaching degree, was anticipated to be 

approximately $44,000, less than 33% of Mr. Salmon’s salary.     

  Although a “mathematical comparison of the incomes of the parties” is not 

conclusive on the issue of whether there is an unconscionable disparity in the standard of 

living of the parties, it “is the starting point of the analysis.”  Roginsky, 129 Md. App. at 

146.  An income disparity of the amount similar to that here has been found to support an 

award of indefinite alimony in other cases.  See Harbom v. Harbom, 134 Md. App. 430, 

458 (2000) (37%); Caldwell v. Caldwell, 103 Md. App. 452, 464 (43%); Broseus v. 

Broseus, 82 Md. App. 183, 196 (1990) (34.9%); Bricker v. Bricker, 78 Md. App. 570, 577 

(1989) (35%); Kennedy v. Kennedy, 55 Md. App. 299, 307 (1983) (34%).  Moreover, the 

court considered the limited assets of the parties, and it noted that Ms. Salmon needed to 

purchase a new car.   

  Mr. Salmon makes much of the court’s discussion regarding their six children, 

stating that “the number of children” does not have “anything to do” with the parties’ 
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respective standards of living.  FL § 11-106(b), however, provides that the court shall 

consider “all the factors necessary for a fair and equitable award.”  It includes twelve 

factors that a court should consider, but it “does not preclude a trial court from considering 

other factors in addition to the twelve mentioned.”  Boemio v. Boemio, 414 Md. 118, 132 

(2010).    

  In Boemio, the Court noted a “pattern” in cases, which reflected that indefinite 

alimony was appropriate in situations involving a long marriage, where one spouse stayed 

home to take care of the children and the payor spouse acquired an advanced degree with 

the support of the payee spouse during the marriage, resulting in a large income 

discrepancy.  Id. at 143-46.  The circuit court’s comments here, recognizing that Mr. 

Salmon’s higher income was achieved due, in part, to Ms. Salmon’s contributions to the 

marriage in staying home to attend to the needs of their six children was not, as Mr. Salmon 

suggests, irrelevant to the analysis. 

  We perceive no abuse of discretion in the trial court’s award of alimony. 

II. 

Attorney’s Fees 

  Mr. Salmon’s final contention is that the trial court abused its discretion in awarding 

Ms. Salmon attorney’s fees.  This contention is based on his previous argument that the 

court was “clearly wrong” in finding that he “had the ‘means and financial resources’ to 

afford to pay those fees,” noting again that his financial statement demonstrated a deficit 

of $800 per month.   
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  Ms. Salmon contends that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in awarding her 

attorney’s fees.  She states that Mr. Salmon had been able to pay $27,000 in attorney’s fees 

at the time of trial, and therefore, it was within the court’s discretion to determine that he 

could pay Ms. Salmon’s total fees, which were less than $6,000.   

  Pursuant to FL § 11-110(c), a trial court may grant attorney’s fees in connection 

with an alimony award after considering: “(1) the financial resources and financial needs 

of both parties; and (2) whether there was substantial justification for prosecuting or 

defending the proceeding.”  “‘The award of counsel fees is reviewed under the abuse of 

discretion standard.  A circuit court’s decision in this regard will not be reversed unless a 

court’s discretion was exercised arbitrarily or the judgment was clearly wrong.’”  Van 

Schaik v. Van Schaik, 200 Md. App. 126, 139 (2011) (quoting Meyr v. Meyr, 195 Md. App. 

524, 552 (2010)).  “The circuit court’s decision regarding the award of fees ‘will not be 

reversed unless a court’s discretion was exercised arbitrarily or the judgment was clearly 

wrong.’”  Baldwin v. Baynard, 215 Md. App. 82, 105 (2013) (quoting Petrini v. Petrini, 

336 Md. 453, 468 (1994)). 

  Here, in making the award of attorney’s fees to Ms. Salmon, the court stated as 

follows: 

  The issue of the attorney’s fees.  I do believe the Court needs to look 

at the financial resources of the parties, the needs of the parties, and any 

issues with respect to continuing[,] maintaining[,] and defending the 

litigation in this case. So having looked at all those factors, the main one that 

the Court is relying on . . . is the issues of the means and the financial 

resources of the parties in this case.  Again, you have one spouse who at this 

point is receiving Food Stamps and is also on Medical Assistance, will also 
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need some surgery down the road, and also in this case will need to buy 

another automobile, and certainly will need some education in order to be 

able to progress in terms of any career prospects.  Job prospects, that’s 

different, but a career that will allow that particular spouse more income in 

order to become better supporting of herself and the children, Mrs. Salmon 

is at a significant disadvantage. 

   

  The Court, therefore, in this case - - Mrs. Salmon[’s] attorney’s fees 

were limited in this case given that [counsel for Mrs. Salmon] was relatively 

new to the case.  So I am going to award Mrs. Salmon - - award a judgment 

in favor of Mrs. Salmon for the entirety of her attorney’s fees to be paid by 

Mr. Salmon. 

 

We perceive no abuse of discretion. 

 

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT 

COURT FOR HARFORD COUNTY 

AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO BE PAID 

BY APPELLANT.  


