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Advising Small Business Clients When Fraud is Suspected

By: Gregory F. Lawson, CPA/ABV and Patrice Schiano, CPA

According to the 2004 Report to the Nation on
Occupational Fraud and Abuse (Wells Report),
prepared by the Association of Certified Fraud
Examiners, small businesses are the most
vulnerable to occupational fraud and abuse
and suffer disproportionately larger losses as
a result.

Study results indicate that the smallest orga-
nizations, 100 employees or less, suffered
higher median losses than did all but the
largest organizations of 10,000 employees or
more. The study finds that small businesses
suffer disproportionately large losses due to
fraud; the median loss being $98,000 among
organizations studied. In addition, small busi-
nesses are less likely to have the ability to
survive such losses.

As trusted business advisors, CPAs are often
the first to be contacted when a client sus-
pects fraud has occurred. This is particularly
true for CPAs serving small nonpublic clients
that may not have internal audit or human
resource departments which are more familiar
with the processes and procedures to be fol-
lowed in such circumstances. How should
you advise a client to proceed when fraud is
suspected?

First and foremost, the client should be cau-
tioned against reaching any conclusions until
the alleged incident is investigated thoroughly.
Listed below is a step-by-step process to fol-
low in responding to suspected fraud. Steps
one and two can be accomplished concur-
rently.

Step One: Determine the initial facts and
circumstances

* How did the client become aware of the
suspected fraud?

» Are the allegations credible?

+ ldentify possible indicators of fraud.

» Are others aware of the suspected fraud?

» Could others be involved?

» Are there changes in the suspected
employee’s lifestyle?

» Were background checks performed?

» Theorize how fraud could have occurred.

» Estimate potential losses.

+ ldentify potential witnesses.

+ Can someone substitute for the person
suspected temporarily?

Step Two: Seek the advice of legal counsel
to avoid potential litigation

* Is the suspected employee an employee
at will or is there a valid employee agree-
ment?

» Are policies and procedures in place to
deal with termination?

+ Can the employee be placed on adminis-
trative leave?

* Are there policies and procedures regard-
ing the expectation of privacy?

 |s fidelity bond coverage applicable in this
situation?

* What procedures should be followed in
investigating the allegations?

continued on page 5
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For the First Time, Tax Court Accepts
Buy-Sell Agreement For Gift/Estate Valuation

Estate of Pearl I. Amlie, 2006 Tax Ct. Memo LEXIS 76
(April 17, 2006)

Sometimes the squeaky wheel does get more out of the
will. Rod Amlie was one of several prospective heirs to
his mother’s assets, which consisted primarily of a 13.6%
common stock interest in a bank. In 1986, his mother
had struck Rod from her will—but established a spend-
thrift trust for him. A couple of years later, she volun-
tarily accepted a court-appointed conservator, who spent
the next decade attempting to secure a guaranteed buy-
sell option for Mrs. Amlie’s minority stake in the bank, his
efforts largely thwarted by Rod’s legal objections.

Key factor is hiring valuator

Concerned that such a substantial portion of the Amlie
assets were tied up in a minority interest, the conser-
vator negotiated a 1991 agreement that fixed a price

and buyer for the stock as well as a guarantee that her
minority shares would receive the same price as those of
the controlling interest, in the event the majority stake-
holder sold.

In 1994, the majority owner (David Hill) sold his interest
to First American Bank Group, Ltd. (FABG), receiving
shares in FABG as determined by certain book value
ratios of the merged banks. Per the 1991 guarantee,
the conservator negotiated an exchange of Amlie’s inter-
est for FABG common stock at the same ratios received
by Mr. Hill, which turned out to be close to $118 per
share; and—in a move that turned out to be critical later
on—retained a valuation consultant to determine whether
this was a fair price for the FABG stock together with
the price guarantee, or what became known as the “Hill
Rights.”

To reach this opinion, the valuation specialist reviewed
merger multiples for appropriate M&A comparables in the
banking industry, and concluded that Mrs. Amlie’s minor-
ity interest, coupled with the Hill Rights as well as the
right to defer capital gains taxes until after death, was
fairly priced at $118 per share. The conservator submit-
ted this 1994 agreement for court approval, contending
that it established a further hedge against the risks of
Mrs. Amlie’s post-merger, minority interests.

Rod Amlie was the sole heir who objected, claiming that
the $118 price failed to compensate for the Hill Rights by
up to $500,000, as determined by his valuation expert.
For various reasons, the district court rejected the 1994
agreement, which sent the parties back to negotiating a
fair price for the FABG stock.

The squeaky wheel could have been right

The family negotiations culminated in a 1995 agreement
whereby all of Mrs. Amlie’s bank stock would be sold to
Rod’s trust at the $118 price. The trust could then pur-
sue whatever price it could obtain, while the remaining
heirs would have received a fixed price without incurring
the risks of continued litigation and lack of liquidity.

Within two years, the trust had negotiated with FABG to
redeem all of the stock at $217.50 per share plus 4% per
year compounded semiannually until Mrs. Amlie’s death,
thus securing a premium for the Hill Rights. When she
died a year later, her bank interests sold at the negoti-
ated price, and Rod (as executor) received $993,757 for
the estate’s share at the $118 price, plus an additional
$495,968, which then passed to his trust at the premium
value.
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Estate valuation turns on “arms length” aspect

On its tax returns, the estate valued the minority bank
interests at $993,757; while on its fiduciary income tax
return, Rod’s trust reported the $495,968 as capital
gains. Not surprisingly, the IRS assessed a deficiency
of $495,968 against the estate’s return, claiming that

the value of the bank stock should equal the price that
FABG paid for it following Mrs. Amlie’s death. The estate
claimed that the buy-sell agreement fixing the price at
$118 should be controlling.

To prevail, the estate would have to show that the buy-
sell agreement was binding on all parties during life and
after death; the restrictions had a bona fide business
purpose, and were not substitutes for a testamentary
disposition. In addition, the Tax Court said that under
Section 2703(b)(3), a 1990 amendment to the Code, the
agreement must be comparable to similar “arms length”
arrangements.

Until this case, no court had found a buy-sell agreement
to comply with §2703(b)(3). But in reviewing each of the
requirements, the Court found:

1. Fixed price. The 1995 agreement fixed the $118
price as a ceiling (and floor) on the value of Mrs.
Amlie’s FABG stock, thereby passing all the risk of
subsequent loss (or gain) to Rod’s trust; it was irrel-
evant that the precise portions of the trust’s bequest
wouldn’t be known until after Mrs. Amlie died and
the rest of her estate valued.

2. Bona fide business purpose. “We are persuaded
that the conservator, in securing the [buy-sell agree-
ment], was seeking to exercise prudent management
of decedent’s assets by mitigating the very salient
risks of holding a minority interest in a closely held
bank, consistent with the conservator’s fiduciary
obligations.”

3. Not a testamentary device. This finding turned on
the fairness of the consideration received, which
was “significant,” given the risks of “substantial liti-
gation hazards.” Notably, the conservator had only
agreed to the $118 price “after receiving profes-
sional advice that it was a fair price.”

4. Comparable arms-length terms. Here, too, the
estate’s employment of a valuation specialist to
establish market comparable prices for the buy-
sell agreement was persuasive. Additionally, while
§2703 favors multiple comparables for this purpose,
the regulations “delineate more of a safe harbor
than an absolute requirement.”

The fact that Rod Amlie later secured a $217 price per
share “raises questions” whether the $118 was compa-
rable to similar, arms-length arrangements. But in the

end, the agreement by his siblings to a lower price sim-
ply convinced the Court that the parties disagreed over
the potential risks and rewards:

In the circumstances, the other prospective heirs
struck a bargain for the proverbial ‘bird in the hand’
of a guaranteed price, transferring to Rod the ben-
efits and burdens of the pursuit of the possible ‘two
in the bush.” It may have been a bad bargain in
hindsight, but we are persuaded it was arm’s-length
when made. O
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Can a Divorce Client Sue Her Lawyer
for Failing to Obtain a Business Valuation?

Caudill v. Roberts, 2006 Neb. App. LEXIS 97 (June 13,
2006)

The divorcing Caudills owned a substantial marital estate,
valued by their accountant at over $10.55 million, not in-
cluding an additional $2 million in antiques and collectibles
(which they divided by agreement). Prior to trial, they also
agreed to divide the estate equitably, allocating various lim-
ited partnerships to the husband and deducting $412,000

in related tax liabilities from his share, so that he ended up
with a net $5.272 million and the wife $5.275 million. (They
were unable to resolve minor property/tax issues, alimony,
and attorneys’ fees, which did go to trial.)

No independent appraisal of the L.P.s

During their marriage, the Caudills had acquired the limited
partnership interests to shelter the husband’s substantial
income as a cardiologist. During their divorce negotiations,
the family accountant had created a “Schedule of Poten-
tial Liabilities,” which included the $412,000 as potential
income tax owed for the limited partnerships. The ac-
countant had prepared the schedule for both parties, and
the wife’s attorney received it two weeks before trial. The
schedule also included this critical note: “No estimated
value, if any, is available for these partnerships.” The par-
ties used the schedule as the basis for their settlement—in
effect assigning a negative $412,000 value to the L.P.s
without obtaining an independent appraisal.

After the divorce was final, the wife sued her attorney for
malpractice, alleging that he’d failed to investigate the
value of the L.P.s and advise her accordingly; and that as
a result she’d received a lower share of the marital estate.
Prior to the malpractice trial, the wife asked the court to
find as “a matter of law” that the limited partnerships’ value
should not have been reduced by their hypothetical tax
liabilities. The court agreed, adding that, per state law, the
L.P.s should have been valued more as a business than an
IRA or comparable asset; a court should not consider their
tax consequences unless a sale is imminent.

At the close of evidence, the wife moved for a directed
verdict, arguing that her attorney had—as a matter of
law—failed to abide by the state practice standards. In
other words, because she’d won summary judgment on the
taxation issue, she should win on liability. The court dis-
agreed, permitting the jury to return a verdict of “not guilty”
for the attorney.

A matter of fact—on which good experts may disagree

On review, the Appeals Court found that the attorney’s
liability did not flow from the summary judgment order but
from the facts of the case. The summary judgment order
was a correct statement of the law, while liability was a cor-
rect question of fact for the jury.

And in reviewing the facts regarding the limited partner-
ships’ value, the Court found a predictable divergence of
expert opinions. One of the wife’s experts testified that
her attorney never should have “allowed” a negative value
for the L.P.s; or he should have verified that the $412,000
tax liability was accurate. He did concede that the partner-
ships might have disadvantaged the wife financially, and
that she had not wanted them. A second expert claimed
that the accountant used the wrong tax rates for the L.P.s,
due to the real property they owned in different states;
moreover, as no one could determine their value with any
certainty, they should have received a zero value instead of
a negative $412k.

The husband’s experts agreed that the L.P.s were “unique”
and impossible to value because they weren’t assets; they
were created exclusively as tax shelters; there was no mar-
ket for them, and they were risky. The $412k tax liability
was the “only quantifiable way to value” them; and the only
options were for the wife to agree with this value, letting
the husband take them, or take an “in kind” portion with all
associated risks. Further, if the parties had gone to trial on
this issue (as they had on others), then the wife would have
received the L.P.s, based on her position that they had zero
value and the husband’s that they were worth -$412,000.

And if the wife had taken this position, the husband’s attor-
ney testified that he would have advised his client to litigate
the issue, as the L.P.s were “minefields,” “disasters,” and
“problems waiting to happen.” The husband’s CPA expert
testified that two of the L.P.s were in the “taxable income
phase” of their lives, four others were about to reach that
phase—and two were on the brink of bankruptcy. There
was “no means of valuation which would have provided a
sound value for the limited partnerships,” he said, “because
cash flow is totally at the discretion of the general partners
and the limited partnerships are unpredictable and uncon-
trollable.”

A valuation in time...

Finally, the wife’s attorney testified that he knew the L.P.s
were risky, and that he suggested at one point that the
parties split them 50/50—but that the wife said she did not
want the risks—neither the ones associated with taking the
L.P.s or receiving them at trial.

On the basis of this record, the Appeals Court easily found
factual evidence upon which the jury could have exoner-
ated the wife’s attorney. But the Court also noted his testi-
mony, that “he knew the limited partnerships were involved
in real estate,” and that he’d discussed with the wife doing
an appraisal—but that it would be “expensive” and “nothing
[would] come out of it.” There’s no more perfect vision than
hindsight, of course—but a timely appraisal by an indepen-
dent or consulting expert might have saved these divorcing
spouses quite a bit of cash and conflict. O

In Discounts for Lack of Marketability, The Assumptions Are Everything

Temple v. United States, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 16171
(March 10, 2006)

After developing a $2 billion timber company, Arthur
Temple and his wife transferred over $34 million in assets
to their children and grandchildren, using four family-
owned entities—three limited partnerships and an LLC.

In valuing the gifts for his taxes, however, Temple did not
consult an appraiser, and applied a 40% discount to two of
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the entities. After an audit, the IRS declared that Temple
had undervalued all gifts, and assessed an extra $3.54
million in taxes and interest.

At this point, Temple hired a team of experts to challenge
the deficiency. Their first step—arriving at a net asset
value for each entity, went smoothly. But the second—
determining the appropriate discounts, put the experts at
odds with the IRS.
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1. Ladera Land, Ltd. For this entity, which owned a ranch,
Temple’s expert combined a 25% minority discount. But
the underlying data involved sales from publicly-held com-
panies, and also used the inverse of a control premium
study. Temple’s expert also applied a 45% discount for
lack of marketability, based on assumptions of a 10- to
15-year holding period and a 3% expected appreciation.
But the expert had failed to discuss her assumptions with
anyone at the company, and the company had no holding
period requirement. These assumptions were “enough...to
concern the Court with the reliability of [the expert’s] cal-
culations.”

On the other side, the government’s expert had examined
average discounts for limited partnerships holding primar-
ily real estate. This analysis “allows for numerous data
points and assists the Court in arriving at a reasonable
discount,” which was a 33% combined discount for lack of
control and marketability, plus an additional 7.5% incre-
mental lack of marketability discount for a total discount
of 38%.

2. Boggy Slough West, LLC. For this company, Temple
had transferred a 76.6% non-management interest to one
child, and several 1.6% interests to grandchildren. To
value these gifts, his expert applied the same discounts,
25% lack of control and 45% DLOM. A second Temple
expert took a sales comparison approach, considering
the “numerous problems” associated with “absolute lack
of control any individual [interest] has with respect to the
property” and its dissolution. The Court agreed, conclud-
ing that a 60% discount was appropriate for the majority
(76.6%) interest.

Surprisingly, the minority interests warranted a lower rate;
the Court applied the same 38% combined lack of control/
marketability discount to these as it had the Ladera gifts.

3. Temple Interests, L.P. and Temple Partnerships, L.P.
For these identical investment holding companies, both
parties’ experts used closed-end funds to determine the
minority discount, and restricted stock studies to deter-
mine the DLOM. (The Court rejected a third Temple expert
who calculated a DLOM that depended on a 50-year hold-
ing period.)

Once again the Court favored the more comprehensive
efforts by the IRS expert, who had not excluded any funds
from his minority discount analysis, as Temple’s expert
had. The IRS valuator had also used the average dis-
count of closed-end funds as opposed to Temple’s expert,
who “simply chose the discount” from the 75th percentile
without providing sufficient explanation or support, accord-
ing to the Court, which applied minority discounts in a
range of 3.3% to 10.1%.

As for the DLOM, the IRS expert had not only looked

to the restricted stock studies but also to: academic
research; costs of going public; secondary market transac-
tions; asset liquidity; partnership interest transferability;
and historic distributions. This “fuller” analysis persuaded
the Court to adopt his 12.5% lack of marketability dis-
count.

A substantial gift back to the taxpayer

After applying the Court’s discounts—including the sub-
stantial discount for a majority, non-management inter-
est—the taxpayer did receive a $7 million refund of taxes
and interest, proving that his army of experts paid off, but
perhaps begging the question of the time and money that
could have been saved by filing the original return with a
well-documented and well-developed appraisal. O

What to Do When the IRS Questions Your Estate Tax Discount

The IRS has recently confirmed that discounts lead the
list of “red flags” among filings for both estate tax returns
(form 706) and gift taxes (form 709), which are first con-
solidated at the Cincinnati Service Center. Given the
sheer volume of estate and gift tax returns, IRS agents
rely on templates and models to sort out any problem
returns. If the taxpayer has applied an unusually high
discount, then the agents will turn to the supporting docu-
mentation—which had better be strong.

Take the proactive approach

But instead of waiting for auditors to start asking ques-
tions, taxpayers might try a more proactive approach

by including valuation appraisals with any 706 or 709
returns. The reason: If the Service’s estate and gift tax
attorneys and examiners can answer all of their questions
from the supporting valuation, then the return stays at the
Cincinnati Service Center, and no further questions are
asked.

Similarly, the tax-affected value of an S-corporation

can still set off IRS warning signals, despite (or maybe
because of) the U.S. Tax Court decisions in Gross and its
progeny.!

At this point—if the IRS issues a challenge, you’ll want to
make sure to get your valuator involved, along with one of
the IRS’s ASA-credentialed experts. Increasingly, the IRS
has been hiring in-house appraisers with valuation cre-
dentials from the American Society of Appraisers (ASA),
the National Association of Certified Business Analysts
(NACVA), the Institute of Business Appraisers (IBA), and
others. Although there’s no official count of how many
valuation professionals are currently on the official IRS
roster, there are now four Engineering Territory Managers

who oversee thirty-one engineering teams nationwide, and
these names and numbers could prove indispensable in
any dispute:

Richard G. Stanton
One Montvale Ave.
Stoneham, MA 02180
TEL: (781) 835-4040

Michael Gregory
316 N. Robert Street
St. Paul, MN 55101
TEL: (651) 312-7697

FAX: (781) 835-4046
Responsibility:

Groups located in

CT, MA, MD, NJ, NY, & PA

Ronald Cerruti

450 Golden Gate Ave.
SF 6107

San Francisco, CA 94102
TEL: (415) 522-6132
FAX: (415) 522-6157
Responsibility:

Groups located in

CA, CO, OK, & WA

FAX: (651) 312-7695
Responsibility:

Groups located in

IL, MI, MN, OH, TN, & VA

Dorothy Taylor
7850 S.W. 6th Court
Plantation, FL 33324
TEL: (954) 423-7346
FAX: (954) 423-7322
Responsibility:
Groups located in
FL, GA, LA, & TX
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It's a far cry from saying you’ve now got a friend at the
IRS—but there are now more business valuation profes-
sionals at the IRS who understand the thorniest issues;
and who have the same professional standards as your
appraiser. If you can get one of them in the room dur-
ing an audit, you’ve got a much better chance of finding
someone who can at least understand your side, if not
work with your appraiser toward a mutually agreeable
solution.

1. Gross v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo. 1999-254,
aff'd. 272 F.3d 333 (6th Cir. 2001). See also, Heck
v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo. 2002-34 (2002); and
Adams v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo. 2002-80, (2002) O
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Advising Small Business Clients
When Fraud is Suspected

continued from page 1

Step Three: Investigate the allegations

» Under counsel’s direction, perform office searches
and review email correspondence.

* Interview employees and others who may have knowl-
edge of the suspected fraud. Interviews should be
conducted by at least two people.

» Hire a private investigator and forensic accounting
expert, if necessary.

* Make copies of, but do not work from or alter, original
documents. These may be considered evidence and
required in subsequent prosecution/litigation.

* Quantify losses.

» Consider contacting law enforcement.

Step Four: Take precautions

» Consider placing the employee on administrative
leave or terminate their employment.

* Deny assess to the physical premises and associated
properties.

» Secure company credit cards and safety deposit
boxes.

* Disable computer and network accesses.

» Change signatories on all bank accounts.

Step Five: Mitigate the damages

» Seek restitution.
» File a fidelity bond claim.

Step Six: Advise the client on instituting internal
controls

* Develop written accounting policies and procedures.

» Segregate functions and duties.

* Limit access to documents, computers and assets to
only those who need access to perform their duties.

* Review and approve all journal entries and disburse-
ments.

* Require dual signatures on all checks.

* Pre-number invoices and checks for ease of tracking.

» Conduct surprise internal control reviews.

want to know more...

» Ensure that key financial personnel take a vaca-
tion annually. Verify or audit their work during their
absence.

» Secure fidelity bond coverage.

» Consider employing a third-party hotline service to
receive tips of suspected fraud.

 Institute appropriate pre-employment screening pro-
cesses.

Considering the devastating potential for loss from fraud
by small business owners, CPAs need to be well informed
to advise small business owners regarding incidents of
suspected fraud. Equally important, they should advise
small business owners about the need to make fraud pre-
vention a top priority.

About the Article: An excepted version of the preceding
article was originally published in the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants, Journal of Accountancy,
September 2006. The article above is presented in its
entirety.

About the Authors: Gregory F. Lawson, CPA/ABV is a
senior partner with Goodman & Company, LLP, Newport
News, VA and Patrice Schiano, CPA is a consultant in
Protiviti, New York. O

Circular 230 Disclosure

The following disclosure is required pursuant to IRS
Circular 230 and applicable state and local tax provi-
sions, the regulations that govern the practice of tax
advisors. Any advice concerning Federal, state and
local tax issues contained in this written communica-
tion (and any attachments) has not been written nor
is it intended by the author or Goodman & Company,
L.L.P. to be used, and cannot be used, for the pur-
pose of (i) avoiding federal, state or local tax penal-
ties that may be imposed by the Internal Revenue
Service or applicable state or local tax provisions, or
(ii) promoting, marketing, or recommending to another
party any transaction or matter addressed herein. |If
a formal covered opinion intended to provide such
protection is desired, please contact us to discuss the
issues and costs involved in preparation of such a
covered opinion.

Please put me on your mailing list to receive Valuation Outlook on a regular basis.

NAME (Please correct and fax correct information if there is an error in the mailing label) EMAIL

COMPANY TITLE

ADDRESS PHONE

CITY STATE ZIP

Please contact me regarding the following services:

[C] Accounting and Auditing [] Business Valuation [] Estate Planning [] Tax Planning [_]Human Resource Services
[[] Business Succession [] Accounting Software and Support [_] Employee Benefits |:| Other Business Issues

Is there someone who should receive a copy of Valuation Outlook? (please provide their mailing information). Thank you.

Complete and fax this form to 757.873.1106 or call us at 757.873.1003.

This publication is distributed with the understanding that Goodman & Company, L.L.P. is not rendering legal, accounting or other professional advice and assumes no
liability whatsoever in connection with its use. All articles ©2006 Business Valuation Resources, LLC unless otherwise noted.

page 5

Valuation Outlook | Winter 2007




3 Rich Burke, CPA

Mr. Burke, Senior Partner, specializes in the area of forensic
accounting and auditing. With over 30 years of experience,
he has assisted attorneys, courts, insurance companies,
governmental bodies and agencies with their litigation and
investigative accounting needs and requirements providing
such services as forensic audits, financial investigations

of fraud, money laundering and embezzlement, damage calculations,

reconstruction of accounting records, among others. Contact Mr. Burke

in Richmond at 804.474.1242 or rburke@goodmanco.com.

™ Stephen H. Lessels, CPA/ABV

Mr. Lessels has over 26 years experience in public and indus-

try accounting. His practice focuses primarily on business

valuation and he has performed valuations for companies in

industries such as health care, auto dealerships, insurance,

manufacturing, construction, high tech, real estate holding

companies, among others. He has testified as an expert wit-
ness in divorce and shareholder dispute matters. In addition, Mr. Lessels is a
presenter on business valuation topics for law firms, estate planning councils,
professional valuation associations and local business organizations. Contact
Mr. Lessels in Richmond at 804.474.1248 or slessels@goodmanco.com

# David L. Rippy, CPA/ABV

Mr. Rippy is a Senior Partner and has over 24 years of

public accounting experience focusing in the specialty area

of business valuation. His industry specialties include closely

held businesses, auto dealerships, retail, private schools, real

estate, not-for-profit, government contractors and manufactur-

ers. He has also provided expert witness testimony and has
been involved in bankruptcy settlements, and business sales and purchases.
Mr. Rippy continuously updates his knowledge in the area of business valua-
tion by attending national conferences. Contact Mr. Rippy in Virginia Beach
at 757.417.6111 or drippy@goodmanco.com.

Harry Schwarz, CPA/ABV, CFE
With over 28 years in practice, Mr. Schwarz, a Senior Partner,
is an experienced business valuator and expert witness, having
testified for the U.S. Attorney’s Office, as well as Fortune 500
companies in federal and state courts. During his specialty
practice of over 20 years, he has provided testimony in the
areas of business interruption, business valuation, anti-trust,
lost wages, opinions on accounting and tax matters, including forensic
accounting. Mr. Schwarz specializes in the field of health care and physician’s
practices and is an instructor for the AICPA on issues involving health care
professionals and business valuation. In addition, he is an active civic and
community leader. Contact Mr. Schwarz in Roanoke at 540.767.1601 or
hschwarz@goodmanco.com.

Edith E. Weiss, CPA/ABV
During her career of over 20 years, Ms. Weiss has specialized
in business valuation, litigation services, mergers and acquisi-
tion and transactional business, and financial planning. Her
expertise includes representations before the IRS, taxation,
and various accounting aspects of real estate. Ms. Weiss is a
frequent presenter on such topics as the “Valuation of Closely
Held Businesses”, “Valuation Discounts and Adjustments”, and “A Lawyer’s
Guide to Tax Returns”. Contact Ms. Weiss in Norfolk at 757.624.5224 or
eweiss@goodmanco.com.

Fountain Plaza One
gm\ﬁmﬂ 701 Town Center Drive, Suite 700

s company Newport News, VA 23606

Gregory F. Lawson, CPA/ABV
Specializing in the area of business valuation and litigation
services, Mr. Lawson is a Senior Partner with over 28 years
experience. He has performed valuations for mergers and
3 acquisitions, purchase or sale of an ownership interest, divorce
t"j matters and gift and estates taxes. In addition, he has been
qualified as an expert witness in financial and business
matters in federal court and in a number of local jurisdictions. Mr. Lawson is
also an active civic and community leader, serving on a number of committees
and boards in his local area. In addition, he serves on the AICPA Forensic
and Litigation Services Committee and co-chairs the AICPA BVFLS Editorial
Advisory Board. Contact Mr. Lawson in Newport News at 757.316.3213 or
glawson@goodmanco.com.

2 Michael Osinski, CPA/ABV, CVA

3 Mr. Osinski is a graduate of Eastern Mennonite University
where he earned a B.S. in Accounting. Having practiced for
over 12 years, he is credentialed as a certified public accoun-

- tant, a certified valuation analyst and accredited in business
l valuation. He has in-depth experience in the areas of taxation
and business valuation, having provided valuation services for
industries such as construction, retail, holding companies and government
contractors. Contact Mr. Osinski in Tysons Corner at 703.970.0489 or
mosinski@goodmanco.com.

38 Stephanie L. St. Clair, CPA/ABV
Ms. St.Clair has been in public accounting for over six years
focusing primarily in the practice area of business valuations,
litigation services and taxation, having worked in the banking
industry for over 13 years. She has prepared valuations for a
variety of purposes including estate and gift taxes, marital
dissolution, ESOP valuations and damage claims for industries
including real estate, retail, construction, government contracting, marine
construction, entertainment, wholesale distribution, storage and transportation.
Contact Ms. St. Clair in Virginia Beach at 757.417.6104
or sst.clair@goodmanco.com.

Denny L. Strickland, CPA, CVA
With over 35 years’ experience, Mr. Stickland performs
business valuations relating to litigation, divorce, business
acquisition and merger, business disposition and succession
planning and federal and state estate and gift tax compliance.
He specializes in resolving challenges and creating strategies
relating to complex tax and compliance issues, the goal being
to maximize overall financial objectives while minimizing the associated
tax impact. Mr. Strickland also assists clients in the development of
comprehensive planning techniques in order to accomplish their desired
financial goals. Contact Mr. Strickland in Virginia Beach at 757.457.5237
or dstrickland@goodmanco.com.

W James Wienke, CPA/ABV

With over 15 years in public practice, Mr. Wienke focuses

primarily in the areas of business valuation and taxation,

working extensively with small and medium sized business

as well as individuals. As an experienced business valuator,

he prepares valuation reports for businesses in a variety of

industries including medical practices, professional services
firms, trucking, technology, power distribution, retail, and promotional prod-
ucts for a variety of circumstances. Contact Mr. Wienke in Roanoke at
540.767.1619 or jwienke@goodmanco.com.
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