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I. INTRODUCTION 

An increased national awareness of inadequate child support awards 
and inconsistent child support awards for parents with similar circum
stances led to the enactment of the Child Support Enforcement Amend
ments of 1984. 1 In addition to provisions for wage withholding, 
expedited process and state income tax intercepts, the Amendments re
quire each state to adopt state-wide child support guidelines no later than 
October 1, 1987.2 On October 1, 1987, the Kansas Supreme Court 
adopted state-wide child support guidelines (appendix). The guidelines 
as adopted are substantially similar to those proposed by the Kansas 
Commission on Child Support. 3 This Article reviews the federal man
date, examines the need for child support guidelines, explores the 
problems encountered in developing state-wide guidelines and explains 
the rationale behind the Kansas guidelines. 

* Professor of Law, Washburn University School of Law; Vice-Chairman of the Kansas 
Commission on Child Support, who served on the subcommittee which drafted the child support 
guidelines proposal. The author acknowledges the technical assistance of Linda DeWitt in the prep
aration of this Article. 

1. Pub. L. No. 98-378, 98 Stat. 1305 (1984)(codified at 42 U.S.C. §§ 651, 653-658, 664 
(1984)(amending Part D of Title IV of the Social Security Act». 

2. 42 U.S.C. § 667 (1984). 
3. Governor Carlin appointed the Kansas Commission on Child Support in December, 1984, 

pursuant to the Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984. The Commission was comprised 
of persons representing the judiciary, the legislature, the Department of Social and Rehabilitation 
Services, lawyers, noncustodial parents and custodial parents. Members included: The Honorable 
Herbert Walton, Chairman; Linda H. Elrod, Vice-Chairman; Lynn Barclay; The Honorable James 
Beasley; Peggy Browning; The Honorable Jim Buchele; The Honorable Norma Daniels; The Honor
able Robert Frey; Dr. Woody Houseman; The Honorable Tracy Klinginsmith; Evelyn Leat; David 
Litwin; Nancy Meacham; The Honorable Vic Miller; Diane Nusbaum; Larry Rute; John Schneider; 
Dr. Howard Schwartz; Richard Staab; The Honorable Robert Stephan (represented by Deputy At
torney General Brenda L. Braden); Charles Stevenson; The Honorable Robert Vancrum; The Hon
orable Joan Wagnon; and Aileen Whitfill. 

104 
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II. THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AMENDMENTS OF 1984 

In August, 1984, Congress unanimously passed the Child Support 
Enforcement Amendments of 1984,4 amending the Social Services 
Amendments of 1974 to the Social Security Act. 5 These Amendments 
required each state to establish a child support commission to study the 
problems of developing support guidelines.6 The nonbinding guidelines, 
to be established either by legislative, administrative or judicial action, 7 

are to be made available to all judges and other officials having the power 
to determine child support, or the state could be penalized a portion of 
welfare funding under Title IV-D of the Social Security Act. 8 

The Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Child 
Support Enforcement issued implementing regulations which require 
that guidelines be based upon "specific descriptive and numeric criteria 
and result in a computation of the support obligation."9 Although the 
statute allows a listing of factors, 10 most states have developed numerical 
guidelines to comply with the regulations requiring a quantitative 
formula. 1 1 

III. THE NEED FOR CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES 

A full understanding of the need for numerical child support guide
lines requires a brief look at both the adequacy of existing child support 
awards I2 and at the problems resulting from the inconsistencies in sup
port orders due to the broad exercise of judicial discretion. 13 

A. Adequacy of Child Support Awards 

The adequacy of child support awards can be evaluated by seeking 

4. Pub. L. No. 98-378, 98 Stat. 1305 (1984)(primarily amending 42 U.S.c. §§ 651. 653-658. 
664 (1984». 

5. Pub. L. No. 93-647, 88 Stat. 2337 (codified at 42 U.S.c. §§ 651-662 (l984)(primarily 
amending Title IV, § 101(a) of the Social Security Act». 

6. 45 C.F.R. 304.95 (1985); see also H. R. REP. No. 527, 98th Cong., 1st Sess. 48-50 (1984). 
Child support commissions are directed to study the success of enforcement and necessary additional 
measures; visitation enforcement; interstate enforcement of support obligations; the availability, cost 
and effectiveness of support services both to Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and 
nonAFDC families; and the need for additional state or federal legislation. !d. 

7. Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984, 42 U.s.c. § 667(b) (1984). 
8. Id. § 667(a). 
9. 45 C.F.R. § 302.56(c) (1986). 

10. 42 U.S.c. § 667 (1984). 
II. See. e.g., COLO. REV. STAT. § 14-10-115 (1986). 
12. See Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984, 42 U.S.c. §§ 651. 653-658. 664 

(1984). Congressional intent in mandating uniform guidelines was to meet "[the] problem that the 
amounts of support ordered are in many cases unrealistic. This frequently results in awards which 
are much lower than what is needed to provide reasonable funds for the needs of the child in the 
light of the absent parent's ability to pay." See S. RH. No. 387. 98th Cong .. 2d Sess. 40 (1984). 

13. See Schmehl, Calculation a/Child Support in Pennsylvania. 81 DICK. L. REV. 793 (1977): 
Thompson & Paikin. Formulas and Guidelines/or Support, 36 Juv. & FAM. Cr. 1.. Fall 1985. at 33; 
A. Hoyt. Child Support Awards: An Analysis of Judicial Discretion in Divorce Cases in Kansas 
(1984)(reprinted by and available through University Microfilms International's Dissertation Ah
stracts Database). See generally D. CHAMBERS, MAKING FATHERS PAY (1979). 
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answers to three basic questions. Do existing child support awards cover 
the actual costs of rearing children? Do children enjoy the same stan
dard of living as their noncustodial parent? Do child support awards 
fairly apportion the financial responsibility for the children between both 
parents? The answers to these questions reveal that in many cases child 
support awards are insufficient to cover even the minimal costs of rearing 
a child; noncustodial parents often can afford to pay more than the 
amount ordered; and the negative economic consequences of marital dis
solution fall disproportionately on the custodial parent who is most often 
the mother. 

Several recent studies reveal that an increasing number of women 
with the custody of minor children have fallen below the poverty level. 14 

The pauperization of women and children 15 results partly because there 
are more female-headed households than in the past. 16 One reason for 
this is the increase in the number of out-of-wedlock births l7 with mothers 
choosing to keep their babies. The primary reason for the increase in 
female-headed households and the subsequent impoverishment of women 
and children, however, has been due to divorce which has left more chil
dren in the primary custody of their mothers. I S These female-headed 
households have fallen behind economically. In some cases there has 
been no child support award. 19 In other cases the enforcement of an 

14. See. e.g., BUREAU OF CENSUS, U.S. DEp'T OF COMMERCE. CURRENT POPULATION RF
PORTS. MONFY. INCO~IE AND POVERTY STATUS OF FAMILIES AND PERSONS IN THE U:-dTFD 
Sr'\TEs: 1983. ser. P-60. No. 145 (1985). Over half of all families in poverty are headed hy women. 
Between 1970 and 1981 the numher of families in poverty headed by women rose by 54o/c while 
male-headed poor families decreased by 50o/c. ld. table 115, at 21-22; see also HOL:SF COM\!. 0]'; 
GOV'T OPER,\TIONS, OPPORTUNITIES FOR SELl' SL'FFICIENCY FOR \VO\IEN IN PO\'ERTY. H.R. 
RH. No. 459. 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 3 (1985); D. CHAMBERS. supra note 13; L. WlTrZ\1 \,. THE 
DIVORCI'. REVOLUTION: THE UNEXI'ECTED SOCIAL AND ECONO\tlC CONSEQl:E'CES I'OR WO\IFN 
,\ND CHILDREN IN AMERICA (1985); Seal, A DC'cadC' of No-Fault Dil'Orc(', I F\\!. AD\,OC .. Spring 
1979, at 10, 13-15. 

15. SeC' NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCil. IN ECONOMIC OI'PORTVNITY. CRITIC\I CIIOICES 
FOR THE 80's (Aug. 1980)(calling the "feminization of poverty" one of the most compelling social 
facts of the decade): see L. WEITZM,\N. supra note 14, at 350-51. 

16. BUREAU OF CENSUS, U.S. DEp'T 01' COMMERCF. CHII D SVpPORT\'1l AII\IONY: 1981. 
CURRENT POI'L'1 ATION REPORTS. scr. 1'-23. No. 124. at I (l983}[hereinafler CIIII Il SVpI'ORT: 
1981] (during the last decade single parent families increased by 50'1;'. with ~.-Imillion women lidng 
with minor children under age 21). 

17. See U.S. BURb\U 01' Ct·.NSUS. ST.\ I'ISTIC\I ABSTRACT OF THE U"ITt:I) S r \TES 64 
(1985)(showing the number of births to unmarried women increased from 5.3'1;' in 1960 tll Ix. qri(- in 
1985). 

18. See BURFAu 01' CENSUS. U.S. DI'P"T or COM\IFRCL. HOl:SFHOI Il"D F\\IILY CH.\R
,\CTFRISTICS: MARCH 1985. CURRLNI I'Ol'l'l \TlO" RI'pORT. SCI'. 1'-20. No. 411. tahle G. at II 
(1986); Weitzman & Dixon. Child Custody .·II1'ards: Legal Sl<illdards (md Empirical Pal/ems ji,r 
Child Custody. Support alld Visitatioll ,ljia Dimrci'. 12 U.c. D\ VIS L. RI\:. 471. 503 (1979)(in 1977 
907< of physical custody awards in l.os Angeles were to the mother); see also LH;ISI \'1'1\'1-. DI\,. 01-
POST AliDn. PU{f·Of{M.\NCI' AUDIT RFPORT: CIlIi D CUSTODY DI'TER~II~.\TIONS IN K \~S \S 
DIVORCI. C\SFS (l987)(showing mothers receiving physical cllstody of children in lncr 9()r;;' of 
cases). 

19. BURb\U 01' CENSUS. U.S. DEI"T 01· COMMFRCI'. CIIII.D SUPPORT .\N1l AI 1~1O'\': 1l)~3. 
CURRE~T POI'UI "TION RFPOlns. SCI'. 1'-23. No. 141. at I (19R5)[hcreinafter CHilD SUPPORT ANIl 
AliMONY: 1983] (in 1984 only 587<. of Ihe g.7 million women raising children whose falhers were 
not living in the household had an existing child support order). 
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existing award has been lax or nonexistent.2o In many cases, however, 
judges have awarded child support in amounts too low to adequately 
meet the needs of children by any objective measure. 21 Inadequacy is a 
problem that numeric guidelines can address. 

The courts must assume a significant responsibility for the lower 
standard of living of female-headed families through their imposition of 
inadequate support orders. While all states by statute or case law impose 
the duty to support a child upon parents regardless of marital status,22 
most states have not dictated the level of support. In this context, the 
trial judge hearing a paternity23 or divorce action24 either determines the 
amount of support or approves a property settlement agreement between 
the parties which reflects what the parties' attorneys have recommended 
or negotiated. 

In most states, the judge's broad discretion is governed by only two 
general considerations-the needs of the child and the noncustodial par
ent's ability to pay.25 With so little direction, it is not surprising that 
child support awards have been criticized for the inadequacy of the 
amounts awarded in the majority of cases. 26 Rarely does child support 
have a direct relationship to the actual total costs of raising a child.27 In 
the past few years, documented studies illustrate that the amounts 
awarded have been inadequate to maintain children at even a subsistence 
level of support. 28 For example, the Bureau of Census statistics for 1983 
showed that the mean court-ordered child support in 1983 was only $191 
a month for one and seven-tenths children. 29 This would have supported 
one child at poverty level in 1983. 30 The poverty problem compounds if 

~(). ld. In 1983 only one-half of the women with child support orders received the full amount 
due. About one-quarter received partial payment while the other quarter received nothing. /d. 

21. Yee. What Rea/~v Happens ill Child SuppaI'! Cases: All Empirical Study of Establishmellt 
alld EnjiJrcelllel1t of Child Support Orders in the Deliver District Caul'!. 57 DENVER LJ. 21. 36 (1979) 
(two-third, of the fathers were ordered to pay less in child support per month than they were spend
ing on car payments). 

22. See. e.g .. KAN. STXr. ANN. § 21-3605 (1981)(criminal statute for nonsupport of child in 
Ill,cc"itous circumstances which can be applied to child whether the parents are married or not): .I'<!C 

also Gomez Y. Perez. 409 U.S. 535. 538 (J973)(illegitimate child has right to support from father the 
same as a legitimate child). 

23. See K.\N. STAT. ANN. § 38-1121 (1986). 
24. See KAN. STAT. ANN. § 60-161O(a)(1) (Supp. 1986)(requiring court in di\orce proceeding 

to make provisions for the support and education of any minor child). 
25. See Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act. § 309. 9A U.L.A. 400 (1987): K\s. ST.\T. ASN. 

§ 60-161O(a) (Supp. 19ti6). 
26. See D. CIiAMllloRS. supra note 13. at 38: see also L. WUTZMAN. supra note 14. at 269-78: 

Y ceo supra note 2 I. 
27. See D. CIl.\MIlEHS, supra note 13, at 38-40: L. WUTZ~L\N. supra note 14. at 270-72: Bruch 

& WikleI'. The f:colloll1ic COllsequellces. 36 Jl.'v. & F\~1. Cr. J., Fall 1985. at 24: see also. Seal. wpm 
note 14. at I I - I 5 (author estimates child support awar(b arc less than half of what it actually costs to 
rear a child). 

28. See. e.g.. Bruch. Developing Normatil'e Standards.!;,,' Child SUPI'O/'l l'aYI//I.!l/tl·: A Critique of 
Currel/t Practicc. ill TilE P.\HFNT·\1 CIIII.»-SUI'POHT OBIIG.\TION 1190. Chsell\·. ed. Il)X3): Wil
lian". Child SUppO/'l amI tlie Costs of Raisil/g Cllildrel/: Usil/g limllulas to Sct Adequate Awards. 36 
JI\. & F\~1. CI. J.. Fall 1985. at 41. 

29. CIIII.» SUI'I'OHT ANI) AliMONY: 198.'. supra 1I0te 19. at 3. tahle I. at 7. 
30. 48 Fed. Reg. 7010- I I (1983). 
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the amount of support ordered is never paid. 

Kansas child support orders have also been inadequate. Kansas 
child support figures in the fiscal year 1981-82 averaged slightly over 
$100 per month. 31 In 1984 through the first part of 1986, the average 
child support award in Shawnee County, Kansas, was $126 per month. 32 

The inadequate awards result in a lower standard of living for wo
men and children and an increased standard of living for noncustodial 
parents. A recent study, widely quoted as an example of the inadequa
cies of awards, showed that following divorce the standard of living of 
noncustodial fathers in California increased forty-two percent while the 
standard of living of mothers with minor children declined on the aver
age seventy-three percent. 33 Whatever the decrease for women and chil
dren, several different studies indicate that divorced fathers have suffered 
a relatively little decline in their economic well-being following divorce. 34 

The noncustodial parent (traditionally the father) keeps more than one
half of the intact family income for himself while the custodial parent is 
expected to exist on less than one-half of the intact family income for two 
or more persons.35 

Why is the initial award so low? One reason is that until recently 
there have been few statistics available to show the actual costs associ
ated with raising children. Judges, attorneys and even parents have 
failed to recognize the actual costs involved in rearing a child. 36 In addi
tion, some judges have refused to impinge upon the noncustodial parent's 
right to build a new life even though the expense is borne by the first 
family,37 Because the enforcement of child support awards prior to 1985 

31. A. Hoyt, supra note 13, at 227. Hoyt's sample included a total of liDO cases decided by 55 
judges in 16 of the 31 judicial districts. [d. at 3. 

32. Unpublished study by Professor Linda Elrod (l986)(available in Washburn Law Journal 
Office)(reviewing all divorces involving children in Shawnee County during 1984, 1985 and 3 months 
of 1986). 

33. See Weitzman, The Economics of Divorce: Social and Economic Consequences of Property. 
Alimony and Child Support Awards, 28 UCLA L. REV. 1181, 1253-56 (1981). 

34. See Wallerstein & Huntington, Bread and Roses: NonjinancialIssues Related to Fathers' 
Economic Support of Their Children Following Divorce, in THE PARENTAL CHILD-SUPPORT OBLI
GATION. supra note 28, at 135; see also D. CHAMBERS, supra note 13, at 48; H. ROSSAND & I. 
SAWHILL. TIME OF TRANSITION: THE GROWTH OF FAMILIES HEADED BY WOMEN (1975); 
Brandwein, Brown & Fox, Women and Children Last: The Social Situation of Divorced Mothers and 
Their Famili('s, 36 J. MARRIAGE & FAM. 489-515 (1974); Greenberg & Wolf, The Economic Conse
quences of Experiencing Parental and Marital Disruption, 4 CHIl.DREN & YOUTH SERVICES REV. 
141-62 (1982). 

35. Bruch & Wikler, supra note 27, at 15; Weitzman & Dixon, supra note 18. at 494-99. 

36. Se(' T. ESPENSHADE, INVESTING IN CHILDREN: NEW ESTIMATES OF PARENTAL Ex
PFNDITURLS 43 (l984)(parents in the middle economic range estimated that they spent 14.7 % of 
their current income on two children when actually they spent 40.7%); see also R. WILI.IAMS. DE
VELOPMENT OF GUIDEI.lNES FOR ESTAIILlSHING AND UPDATING CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS, IN
TERIM REPORT 01' U.S. DEI>'T 01 HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVo WI (June, 1985)(citing Hawaiian 
study in which parents estimated they spent 15% of total family income on children). 

37. See Zablocki V. Redhail, 434 U.S. 374, 383, 390 (1978). See generally Bernstein. Shouldn't 
Low Income Fathers Support Their Children?, 66 PUB. INTEREST 55 (1982). 
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was often time-consuming and nonproductive,38 some judges ordered rel
atively low support amounts hoping to obtain voluntary compliance with 
the order. 

Custodial parents who often begin with an inadequate initial award 
find the inequity compounded as the child ages. Most child support 
amounts are not modified as the child's age and needs increase. 39 Addi
tionally, inflation may erode the value of the original order.4o The Bu
reau of Census statistics for 1983 showed that child support adjusted 
averages had fallen fifteen percent behind inflation between 1978 and 
1983.41 

Inadequate child support orders force the major financial responsi
bility for children on the custodial parent who is most often the 
mother.42 Today, spousal support is awarded in less than twenty percent 
of all divorces. 43 The lack of spousal support, the mother's lesser earning 
capacity44 and unrealistically low child support awards have resulted in a 
dramatic increase in the numbers of women with minor children on the 
welfare roles.45 

The setting of support awards that are too low has negative eco
nomic ramifications not only for the children and their custodial parent, 
but also for the taxpayers who must continue to shoulder the burdens of 
growing welfare roles.46 Society in general also suffers and will continue 
to suffer from an increasing number of children growing up in poverty.47 
Moreover, the economic success or failure of adults may be tied to the 

38. See Baldus, Father in Jail, 78 MICH. L. REV. 750, 751 (1980)(reviewing D. CHAMBERS. 
MAKING FATHERS PAY (1979». 

39. c. EDWARDS, USDA ESTIMATES OF THE COST OF RAISING ,\ CHILD: A GUIDE TO 
Tllul{ USE ANIl iNTEI{I'I{ETATlON (U.S. Dep't of Agric. Miscellaneous Publication, No. 1411. 
1981); see T. ESpl'NSH,\I)E, supra note 36, at 30-31. 

40. See Bruch. Developing Standards jiJr Child Support Payments: A Critiqul' of Curmll Prac
tice. 16 U.c. DAVIS L. REV. 49,52 (1982); Eden, How Inflatioll Flaullts tile Court:~ Orders. I F.\M. 
Al)vo(".. Spring 1979, at 2. 

41. CHILIl SUI'I'OI{T: 1981, supra note 16, at 2. 
42. See Bruch. supra note 40. at 52. 
43. CHilD SUpl'OI{T: 1981, supra note 16, at 2; see L. WEITZMAN. supra note 14. at 184-94. 
44. BUREAU 01 CI'NSUS. U.S. 0101"1' 01' COMMEI{CT, MONEY, iNCOMI' ,\NIl POVI'RIT, ST.\

Tl}S 01 F\MII IES AND PERSONS IN Till' UNITU) ST.\TES IN 1982. ser. 1'-60. No. 140. table 7 
(l983)(shows men earning $21.655 while women average $13.663); see L. WUTZM \i'O. supra note 14. 
at 20() (women's full-time earnings equal only 60'7r of those of men). 

45. See also KANS.\S Drp'T 01' SOCIAl ANIl RHL\1I11 IT,\TION SI'I{\' .. A K \NS.\S AGI'NI).·\ 
lOR IN\'I'STIN(; IN WOMEN ,\ND CHII.DREN 3-6 (Dec. 1(85). Se(' gellera/~l' OHICE 01 CIIII Il Sup
POI{T ENI·ORCI'\II'NT. CIIII I) SUI'pOR I' ENH)RCE~lI'NT 7TH ANNl' \I REI'ORT TO CON(;RI'SS I'OR 
'1'1110 PI'RIOI) ENDIN(, Sl'pTEMIlER 30. 1982 (1983). Thc Office of Child Support Enforcement re
POrlS that close to 90rlr of beneficiarics of AFDC are mother-headed single parent fumilie, with 
minor .:hildren. Id. 

46. See H.R. 4325. 9Hth Cong .. 2d Sess .. 130 CO:-lG. RI·c. 9586 (l984)(annual AFDC ""ts 
exceed $13 billion). Eighty-seven percent of those receiving federal welfare payments through the 
AFDC program arc eligible becau,e child support is nOI being paid. See also K.\NS.\S DU,'T 01 
SOU,\I .\NIl REIIABIIII.\TlON SU{V .. supra note 45. al 11-12. 

47. KANSAS DEp'T OF SOCIAl AND REIlAIlII.lT.\TION SERV .. S/Ipra note 45. at 11-12 (showing 
thaI a few of the societal costs from poverty are increased illness. crimc. alcoholism. child abuse and 
neglect). 
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economic resources and opportunities available to them as children.48 

Besides the negative economic consequences, serious emotional 
repercussions for children may result from the reduced standard of liv
ing.49 Among the negative emotional effects in children that have been 
observed are: the disruption of a child's school and social life if there is 
a need to move to less expensive housing;50 decreased parental time for a 
child when the custodial parent is forced to work after the divorce;51 
depletion of the custodial parent's parenting capacity due to financial 
stress;52 and continuing bitterness if the child's standard of living is 
sharply inferior to that of the noncustodial parent. 53 A recent study 
found that children of divorce may have fewer opportunities for a college 
education due to lack of adequate resources because parents in most 
states do not have to support children beyond the age of eighteen. 54 

Implementation of equitable numerical guidelines which take into 
account the average expenditures intact families make in rearing children 
can be an important factor in reversing the increasing numbers of women 
and children falling into poverty. By giving parents, lawyers and judges 
an objective standard by which to determine the adequacy of child sup
port amounts, fewer cases should go to trial and fewer children should be 
consigned to poverty upon their parents' divorce. 55 

B. Consistency in Establishing Support Orders 

Judges traditionally have set the amount of child support on a case
by-case basis. Without guidelines the amount awarded for child support 
depends upon the judges' attitudes and the skills of the attorneys repre
senting the parties. Studies in several jurisdictions reveal inexplicable in
consistencies among judges in the awarding of child support. 56 

4g. See J. W AI.I.ERSTEIN & J. KELLY, SURVIVING THE BREAK Up: How CHILDREN AND 
P·\RLNTS COPE WITH DIVORCE 25 (1980); see also 1.. WEITZMAN, supra note 14. at 352-54. See 
generally Greenberg & Wolf, supra note 34. 

49. J. W.\l.l.ERSTEIN & J. KELl.Y, supra note 48, at 183. 
50. ld. at 42; 1.. WI'ITZMAN, supra note 14, at 320; Brandwein. Brown & Fox. supra note 34. at 

498-515; Cox. Economic Support of Children by Fathers Following Divorce: Some Theoretical and 
Empirical Considerations. in THE PARI'NTAl. CHII.D-SUPPORT OBI.IGATION. supra note 28. at 157; 
Greenherg & Wolf. supra note 34. at 141-62. 

51. J. W:\I.I ERSTI'IN & J. KEt.l.Y. supra note 48, at 25; 1.. WEITZMAN. supra note 14. at 319-
20; Greenberg & Wolf. supra note 34. 

52. Cox. supra note SO. at 163-64. 
53. Wallerstein & Huntington. supra note 34. at 135-55. 
54. Wallerstein & Corbin. Father-Child Relationships Ajia Divorce: Child Support and Educa

tional Opportunity. 20 FAM. 1.. Q. 109. 119 (1986). Forty-two percent of children of divorce had not 
entered college or len before earning degree. despite coming from wealthy suburban arell where 85o/c 
of high school graduates pursued higher education. ld. 

55. See Williams. COllrt Support Guidelines: Economic Basis and Allalysis of Altemutive Ap
prouclles. in IMPROVING CHIl.D SUI'I'ORT PRACTICE I-I (A.B.A. 1986). 

56. See White & Stone. A Study of Alimony alld Child Support Rulings with Some Recommen
dations. 10 F.\M. 1..Q. 75, 76 (1976); see also R. WII I.IAMS. supra note 36. at 2-3; Vee. sl/pra note 21. 
at 25-28 (amounts ordered ranged from six percent to 33.3% of income for one child and from 5.6o/c 
to 40% for two children); Title IV-D Unit N.J. Admin. Office of the Courts. Support Guidelines 
Study. An Analysis of Responses (Dec. 1982). reprinted in 5 N.J. FAM. LAW 61, 63 (1986). 
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Variations in support awards are perceived as inequitable because non
custodial parents with similar finances may be paying different amounts. 
In one study, the orders for two children ranged from sixty-one dollars 
per month to $200 per month in six courts. 57 Another study found that 
one judge ordered a father with a net monthly income of $900 to pay fifty 
dollars a month in support for two children but in another case ordered a 
father earning only $450 to pay $120 a month for two children. 58 In still 
another study, a random sampling of cases showed that fathers earning 
$145 to $155 per week were ordered to pay from ten dollars to sixty 
dollars a week for one child depending upon the judge. 59 Studies in Kan
sas also reveal substantial variations between judges.60 

Guidelines will create greater consistency among support awards by 
providing for a more objective determination of child support. Child 
support guidelines will standardize the amounts awarded for the support 
of children by giving judges, lawyers and parents an indication of what 
average parents earning the same income spend on children. Where the 
parents' circumstances are similar and their earnings and the number of 
children are the same, judges will have the same beginning point for de
termining the support obligation regardless of the judge or judicial dis
trict. 61 With greater predictability of the amount of support, fewer cases 
should go to trial over support.62 Standardized guidelines also will assist 
those involved in the expedited process for establishing and enforcing 
support orders63 and those involved with interstate enforcement of 
awards using either the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support 
Act64 or other interstate procedures. 

C. Existing Guidelines Lack Foundation 

One of the problems with existing guidelines has been the lack of 

57. Osburne, Your Child's Keeper, PHI KAPPA PHI J., Summer 1975, at 21; see R. WILLIAMS. 
supra note 36, at 2-3. 

58. Yee, supra note 21, at 21. 
59. J. LIEIlERMAN, CHILD SUPPORT IN AMERICA 12 (1986). 
60. See Hopson, The Economics 0/ a Divorce: A Pilot Empirical Study at the Trial Court Level, 

II U. KAN. L. REV. 107, 127-31 (1962); A. Hoyt, supra note 13. at 166. 
61. R. WILLIAMS & S. CAMPBEl.1., REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS 

RELATING TO THE ESTABLISHMENT AND UPDATING OF CHILD SUPPORT AW,\RDS 1-3 (National 
Institute for Socioeconomic Research: Denver, Jan. 5-11, 1984)(report submitted to Office of Child 
Support Enforcement, United States Department of Health and Human Services). 

62. [d. at 23; Williams, Should There be Child Support and Alimony Guidelines", in N.u'l . 
SYMP. ON AUMONY AND CHILD SUI'I'ORT 24-1, at 10 (A.B.A. 1987)(guidelines tend to increase 
settlements). See generally Mnookin & Kornhauser, Bargaining in the Shadow a/the Law: The Case 
of Divorce, 88 YALE L.J. 950 (1979). 

63. Cl45 C.F.R. § 303.101 (l984)(states must adopt expedited processes by judicial or admin
istrative processes to establish and enforce child support). 

64. 9B U.L.A. 553 (1987). Dubbed the "Runaway Pappys' Act," the Uniform Reciprocal En
forcement of Support Act provided a framework for establishing and enforcing support orders across 
state lines. [d. For a discussion of URESA and the revised URESA, see Elrod, Enforcing Child 
Support U~il1g the Revised Uniform Reciprocal En/orcement o/SuPPOrl Act, 36 Juv. & FAM. Cr. J.. 
Fall 1985, at 57. 
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economic data to support the schedule proposed.65 For several years 
prior to congressional action, there had been a growing move toward the 
use of numerical charts or schedules to set support. 66 Some judges, la
menting the lack of direction in setting support, established a formula in 
judicial opinions to calculate support orders.67 Some state legislatures 
have required guidelines.68 Still other states have guidelines or schedules 
established by either supreme court69 or local court rule. 70 Among the 
states having guidelines, some are numerical and others are merely state
ments of factors for the judge to consider. When applied to identical fact 
situations, however, there are wide disparities in the amounts of support 
awarded using the existing schedules.71 

Existing schedules that are based on the number of children and the 
noncustodial parent's income have been criticized because the amounts 
have little or no direct relationship to the actual costs incurred in raising 
a child.72 Many times the figures on the schedules are based on what 
lawyers and judges perceive as fair or based on the average orders made 
in that judicial district. None of the schedules could be traced to statisti
cal research of the actual and total costs of rearing a child. 

IV. DEVELOPING NEW GUIDELINES 

Support guidelines can help ensure that children of divided families 
will be protected to the extent feasible against the adverse economic con
sequences of family dissolution while clarifying that parenthood entails 
continuing economic responsibility. The major criticism of numerical 

65. D. CHAMBERS, supra note 13, at 40. 
66. SCI'. e.g .. Family Law Bench-Bar Comm. Guidelines, 10hnson County. Schedule for Child 

Support (1985 Revision)[hereinafter 10hnson County Guidelines](used in six other judicial districts); 
The Family Court of the State of Del., Delaware Child Support (Melson) Formula (May 1984), 
reprinted ill IMPROVING CHIl.D SUPPORT PRACTICE I-169 (A.B.A 1986)[hereinafter Delaware 
Guidelines]: Washington State Ass'n of Superior Court Judges, Uniform Child Support Guidelines 
(Jan. 1. 1985), reprinted in IMPROVING CHILD SUPPORT PRACTICE 1-169 (A.B.A. 1986)[hereinafter 
Washington State Guidelines]. 

67. See. e.g .. Hamilton v. Hamilton, 57 N.C. App. 182.290 S.E.2d 780 (1982): Smith v. Smith, 
290 Or. 675, 626 P.2d 342 (1981): Melzer v. Witsberger. 505 Pa. Super. 462, 480 A.2d 991 (1984). 

68. See CAt. Civ. CODE ~ 4722 (West. Supp. 1987); MINN. STAT. ANN. § 518.17 (West 1986): 
TI'x. FAM. CODIe ANN. § 14.05(a) (Vernon 1986); UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-45-7 (1987): WIS. ST,\T. 
ANN. * 767.395(3)(West 1986). 

69. See. e.g., Delaware Guidelines, supra note 66. at 1-169; WashinglOn State Guidelines, supra 
note 66. at 189. 

70. See. e.g.. Johnson County Guidelines . . wpra note 66. Nineteen of the 31 judicial districts in 
Kansas were using child support guidelines prim to October of 1987. Six judicial districts use the 
Johnson County guidelines. 

71. Sec Hunter. Child Support Law and Policy: Thc Systematic Imposition olCosts Oil Womc/l. 
6 /hRV. WOMI'N'S 1..J. 1. 11 (1983). The article compares the Frank system ($364.53); the Dela
ware guidelines ($399.10 plus child care costs): the A FlA's guidelines ($408.50): the Pennsylvania 
guidelines ($466): the Los Angeles guidelines ($575): the Oregon guidelines ($585.83); and the Eden 
system ($602.95). Id. Using the guidelines presently existing in Kansas. an absent parent earning 
S600.00 monthly with one child would pay amounts ranging from a low of $90.00 in the 11 th distrkt 
to a high of $132.00 in the fifth judicial district ($lOO.OO in the second judicial district; $110.00 in the 
third and fourth judicial districts; $125.00 in the ninth judicial district: $120.00 in the 13th district: 
and $97.50 in the 29th judicial district). 

72. See D. CIIAMBFRS. supr(l note 13. at 40. 
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guidelines is that they fail to take into consideration individual needs, 
marital debts, tax consequences and special circumstances as well as geo
graphical variations in costs. The challenge, therefore, is to develop com
prehensive guidelines which cover enough social and economic 
circumstances to fulfill the objectives of having guidelines but allow 
enough flexibility to adapt for extraordinary circumstances. Addition
ally, the guidelines must be easy to use by lawyers, judges and the parties 
themselves. 

The Kansas Legislature directed the Supreme Court of Kansas to 
prepare child support guidelines73 in accordance with the criteria listed 
in the Kansas Parentage Act.74 This requirement indicates legislative in
tent for the guidelines to address more factors than presently used in 
divorce cases. 75 

The Kansas Child Support Commission undertook the task of draft
ing child support guidelines for the State of Kansas by appointing a sub
committee,76 which began working on guidelines in May, 1985,77 Public 
comments and input were solicited throughout the drafting process.78 

The supreme court adopted a modified version of the Commission's pro-

73. KAN. STAT. ANN. § 20-165 (Supp. 1986)(requiring the supreme court to develop child sup
port guidelines considering the criteria in KAN. STAT. ANN. § 38-1121.) 

74. Id. § 38-1121 (1986). The Kansas Parentage Act lists the following factors to consider in 
setting child support: the needs of the child; the standards of living and circumstances of the par
ents; the relative financial means of the parents; the earning ability of the parents; the need and 
capacity of the child for education; the age of the child; the financial resources and the earning 
ability of the child; the responsibility of the parents for the support of others; and the value of 
services contributed by the custodial parent. Id. 

75. Id. § 60-161O(a) (Supp. 1986). The statute lists the factors for a judge to consider in setting 
support: the financial resources and the needs of both parents. the financial resources and the needs 
of the child. and the physical and emotional condition of the child. [d. 

76. The Child Support Guidelines Subcommittee consisted of Larry Rute. Chairman; Lynn 
Barclay; The Honorable Jim Beasley; The Honorable Jim Buchele; Peggy Browning; Linda Elrod; 
Evelyn Leat; Nancy Meacham; Diane Nusbaum and Aileen Whitfill. Dr. William Terrell. Associate 
Professor of Economics at Wichita State University. put together the statistical information neces
sary to create the schedule. Staff assistance was provided by Kay Billeaux from the Office of Judicial 
Administrator and Jamie Corkhill from the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services. 

77. The subcommittee reviewed theoretical conceptual models. read economic and social stud
ies. analyzed government statistics. reviewed existing statutes and case law, and studied the guide
lines presently used in 19 judicial districts in Kansas and in other states to determine if any of them 
were adaptable to state-wide Kansas guidelines. 

78. All meetings of the subcommittee and the Kansas Commission on Child Support were open 
to the public. Additionally, the subcommittee held public hearings in Dodge City, Liberal. Prairie 
Village. Topeka and Wichita. Hundreds of questionnaires were mailed or distributed to lawyers. 
judges. noncustodial parents, custodial parents, court trustees and any interested members of the 
public to obtain suggestions on the factors to be incorporated into a guideline. An initial guidelines 
proposal. including numerical support schedules. approved by the entire Kansas Commission on 
Child Support in November. 1986. was circulated to attorneys and the public in December. 1986. 
Because of the numerous comments by noncustodial parents and attorneys that the figures on the 
schedule representing expenditures in intact families were unrealistic when applied to divided house
holds. the subcommittee asked Dr. Terrell to revise the figures to adjust for the increased expenses 
incurred in maintaining two households following divorce. Dr. Terrell prepared adjustments to the 
schedules using the United Slates Poverty Guidelines for 1986. Revisions were made and Draft No. 
22 circulated in March, 1987. Several members of the subcommittee then participated in Bench-Bar 
meetings in every judicial district and invited public comment before submitting the final proposal to 
the Kansas Supreme Court on July 8. 1987. 
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posal on October 1, 1987.79 

In developing the guideline proposal, the subcommittee encountered 
conceptual, empirical and procedural difficulties which added complexity 
and confusion to the development of child support guidelines. To assist 
those working with the new guidelines, a review of the materials and 
factors considered by the subcommittee and the Commission on Child 
Support may be useful. 

A. Conceptual Models 

The development of child support guidelines requires a policy deci
sion as to the level at which children should be supported. Are children 
entitled to only that minimal amount necessary to prevent starvation? 
Are children entitled to the predivorce standard of living? Are children 
entitled to the standard of living of the highest income-earning parent? 
The answers to these questions lead to the adoption of a conceptual 
model for child support. There are several major theoretical models that 
have been proposed or are in use in other jurisdictions. Each represents a 
different philosophical approach to child support. 

Income Shares 

The major impetus for this approach came from the work of Dr. 
Robert G. Williams for the Institute for Court Management of the Na
tional Center for State Courts Child Support Guidelines Project. 80 The 
income sharing principle begins with the premise that both parents have 
a shared duty to support their children and that children should be enti
tled to receive the same proportion of parental income that they would 
have received if the parents lived together. 81 Income shares attempts to 
base child support upon the family's past lifestyle and current resources. 

The income sharing approach allocates a certain percentage of each 
parent's income to children. The proportion is based on the amount esti
mated to have been spent on children if the parents and children were 
living in an intact household. 82 The basic child support amount is de
rived from economic data estimating household expenditures on chil
dren. The amounts vary depending upon the number of children, the 
ages of the children and the parents' incomes. 

If the total income of the parents is $3500, the child support obliga
tion on the schedule for one child might be $498. 8 ., To reach the propor
tionate share, both parents' incomes are combined. Each parent's 

79. Kansas Supreme Court Administrative Order No. 59 (Oct. 1987). 
80. R. WII I /-\MS. supra note 36. al 64-75. 
HI. Id. at 64. 
X2. Id at 65. 
83. See Colorado Child Support Comm·n. Colorado Child Support Guidelines (No\'. 1985). 

reprinted ill IMPROVING Cllllf) SUPPORT PR·\CTICI' I-ISS. 1-164 (A.B.A. 1986). 
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income is divided by the total income figure to determine each parent's 
percentage of the basic child support obligation. Suppose the father 
earns $2000 a month and the mother earns $1500 a month. Divide the 
father's income of $2000 by the total income of $3500 to find that the 
father's proportionate share is fifty-eight percent of $498 and the 
mother's share is forty-two percent. The noncustodial parent's com
puted obligation becomes the amount of support owed. The custodial 
parent's share of the support obligation is considered to be spent directly 
on the child. 

The income shares model can be based on either gross or net in
come. 84 The model incorporates a self-support reserve for the parents 
because the formula is not applied until income exceeds poverty level. 85 

The income shares model adapts easily to a worksheet approach. A 
worksheet can be filled out in every case in which child support is to be 
ordered. The judge will then have available the incomes of both parents, 
the proportionate share of income that should be awarded to a child, and 
the basic child support amount as established by economic evidence on 
the cost of rearing a child which is reflected on a table or schedule in the 
guidelines. Using the worksheet, additions can be made for the cost of 
day care and health insurance. These costs can then be prorated between 
the parties based upon the parents' proportionate share. 

The income shares model is consistent with the legal principles of 
the Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act which considers financial re
sources of both parents and the predivorce standard of living. 86 This 
model has been endorsed by the Family Law Section of the American 
Bar AssociationS7 and has been implemented in Colorado, Maine, Michi
gan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, and Vermont, and is recom
mended for adoption in Arizona, Montana, New Mexico and South 
Carolina. 88 The new Kansas guidelines adopt the basic income shares 
approach. 

Cost Sharing 

The cost sharing approach assumes that the costs incurred in rear
ing a child are measurable. Once found, these costs can be apportioned 
between the parents.89 One approach to determine these costs requires a 

84. Williams. supra note 62. at 14-15 (Colorado uses gross income while New Jersey [lses net 
income hut both use income shares). 

85. Williams. supra note 55. at 1-18. 
86. See Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act. § 309. 9A U.L.A. § 400 (1987). 
87. American Bar Association Section of Family Law Report to the House of Delegates [on 

child support](1986). 
S8. Williams. supra note 62. at 15. 
89. See Cassetty. Emergillg IS.IUL's ill Child Support Policy alld Practice. in TilL I'.\RE:-':T \I 

emil> SUPPORT 0111 IG,\TlON. supra note 28. at 5; see also Franks. HoII' to Calculate Child Support. 
86 CASE & COM., Jan.-Feb. 1981. at 3. 
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review of the actual family expenditures and a designation of a portion of 
those incurred for the child. The costs of rearing any particular child, 
however, are hard to measure because the largest categories of household 
expenditures such as housing, food and transportation support all house
hold members.90 Additionally, what other direct "costs" are "necessary" 
for the child may be debated. The needs of the child reflect not only the 
parents' financial resources but also the parents' religious, social and cul
tural backgrounds.91 Often there is a difference between real and per
ceived needs, leading to disputes over whether piano or dance lessons are 
needed or whether designer jeans and name brand tennis shoes are 
required. 

The cost sharing approach using actual expenditures inherently en
courages litigation by requiring case-by-case determinations. Serious in
equities can result from analyzing actual expenditures if a child's "costs" 
are taken from his or her needs based upon living with an impoverished 
custodial parent. The actual costs for that child will be substantially 
lower than for a child whose custodial parent lives at a higher standard 
of living.92 Therefore, the noncustodial parent would have to pay only a 
fraction of these low costs, even if the noncustodial parent enjoys a much 
higher standard of living and has substantial earning capacity. On the 
other hand, if the custodial parent has a much higher standard of living 
than the noncustodial parent, child support based on actual "costs" of 
the child at the higher level of the custodial parent could take a dispro
portionately large share of the noncustodial parent's income.93 

Another method to arrive at the cost of raising a child is to discover 
the minimum standard of living required for a child using government 
statistics such as the current poverty level,94 eligibility benefits for fami
lies receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children,95 or state-sup
ported foster care.96 For example, in 1986 the federal poverty level was 
$446.67 per month for one person and $156.66 for each additional per
son.97 Therefore, a child support guideline would require a parent to pay 
at least $156.66 per child per month. 

The cost approach using the minimum living standard is clearly un
fair to the child if the parents' income is above the poverty level. While 

90. T. ESPENSHADE. supra note 36, at 44-59 (estimating that over half of all expenditures on 
children fall into the three categories of housing, food and transportation); Williams, supra note 55, 
I-4 to I-5. 

9!. See, e.g., Smith v. Smith, 626 P.2d 342. 344 (Ore. 1981). 
92. See Cassetty, Emerging hsues in Child Support Policy and Practice, in THE PARENTAl. 

CHII D SUl'PORT OBLIGATION, supra note 28, at 5. 
93. Id. 
94. See. e.g., 51 Fed. Reg. 5105 (1986). 
95. See, e.g., CAL. CIv. CODE § 4722 (West Supp. 1987). 
96. T. ESPENSHADE, supra note 36, at 8, 9. 
97. 51 Fed. Reg. 5105 (I 986). 
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failing to take into account the needs of any particular child,98 this "feed 
a hog" approach also deprives the child of the benefit of sharing in the 
parents' higher standard of living. For low income parents, even the cost 
of maintaining a child at poverty level may render it impossible for the 
noncustodial parent to live at a subsistence level. The minimum cost 
approach places a cap on the amount ordered so that at high income 
levels the child does not benefit from the noncustodial parent's higher 
standard of living. 

No state uses a straight cost sharing type ofmodel.99 Some Title IV
D agency formulas do base child support on the level of the state Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) payment. 100 California has 
designated the AFDC payment level as the minimum child support level 
within the state. 101 

Taxation Approach 

The taxation approach exacts child support as a tax on the noncus
todial parent. Tables are established which set the amount of support as 
a percentage of the noncustodial parent's income depending on the 
number of children to be supported. The focus is on the parent's ability 
to pay and assumes that all children have minimum needs that are cov
ered by a constant percentage of the noncustodial parent's income. The 
taxation approach can be used with either grossl02 or net income.103 

The taxation approach standardizes and simplifies the setting of 
child support. Because of a fixed percentage, itemization of expenses as 
in the cost sharing approach becomes unnecessary. The custodial parent 
seeking more than the percentage amount has the burden of convincing 
the judge of the child's special financial needs. 

One disadvantage results if the amounts specified which are in
tended as minimum awards become in practice maximum support 
awards. Additionally, the use of a flat percentage cannot be supported 
for two reasons. At low income levels the percentage results in an award 
too low to be adequate support for a child. At higher income levels, the 
fixed percentage results in unrealistically high awards because economic 

98. T. ESPENSHM)I'. supra note 36. at 2-3. 
99. R. WIl I L\MS. supra note 36. at 53. 

lOa. fd. 
101. CAL Civ. CODI' § 4722 (West Supp. 1987). However, low income obligors are not re

quired to apply more than a certain percentage of their income toward the minimum standard. fd. 
102. See. e.g .. WIS. S'L\T. § 767.395(3) (1986); Memorandum from Linda Reivitz. Secretary. to 

Members of the Wisconsin judiciary (Dec. 20. 1983). reprillted ill IMPROVING CHII.1l SUPPORT 
PR,\CTI(E 1-216, ) .. 219 (A.B.A. 1986)[hereinafter Wisconsin Percentage of Income Standard]. The 
memorandum prmides the following percentages of obligor gross income: 17'k for olle child: 250 
for two children; 29'1; for three children; 31 o/r for four children; and 34'/( for five or more children. 
fd. 

103. 51'<'. e.g.. III . ANN. STAT. ch. 40. para. 505 (Smith-Hurd Supp. 1987). The statute provides 
the following percentages of net income: 20'/(, for one child; 25o/r for two children; 32'/( for three 
children; 40o/r for four children; 45<;{ for five children; and 50o/r for six or more children. fd. 
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data demonstrates that the percentage of income spent on children de
clines as income increases. \04 The taxation approach as used also places 
the entire financial support burden on the noncustodial parent regardless 
of the custodial parent's income. Illinois, Minnesota and Wisconsin use 
the taxation approach. lOS 

Income Equalization 

The income equalization or equal living standards model attempts 
to distribute evenly the economic impact of maintaining two households 
between the parents. \06 To create equal standards of living between the 
custodial and noncustodial parents' households, the parents' income is 
combined and apportioned according to the number of persons in each 
household. \07 A standard comparative scale, such as the federal poverty 
standard 108 or the Bureau of Labor Statistics Revised Equivalence 
Scale,109 can be used to compare the needs of the two households. Both 
the poverty guidelines and Revised Equivalence Scale show the amount 
of money needed for families of different sizes and compositions to have 
the same standard of living. I 10 The scale level of support for the number 
of persons in each household is subtracted from that parent's net income. 
This deduction recognizes that to maintain the same standard of living 
the parent with custody of one or more children requires more money 
than a noncustodial parent living alone. For example, the deduction 
from the custodial parent's income for three persons at poverty level 
would be approximately $760. The deduction from the noncustodial par
ent's income would be $446.67. 111 Remaining income is then redis
tributed between the two households in proportion to the number of 
persons in each family unit. 

The income equalization approach makes the most significant effort 

104. R. WIl.LlAMS, supra note 36, at 18. 
lOS. See Il.1.. ANN. STAT. ch. 40, para. 50S (Smith-Hurd Supp. 1987); MINN. STAT. ANN. 

§§ 518.17, 518.55 I (West 1986); Wisconsin Percentage of Income Standard, supra note 102. 
106. See Cassetty & Douthitt, The Economics of Selling Adequate and Equitable Child Support 

Payment Awards, reprinted in IMPROVING CHIl.D SUPPORT PRACTICE I-lOS (A.B.A. 1(86); Sawhill, 
Developing Normative Standards for Child Support Paymellls, in THE PARI'NTAl. CHIl.D-SUI'I'ORT 
OBI.IGATION, supra note 28, at 79; see also Task Force for Women's Legal Defense Fund Conference 
on Child Support Guidelines, In the Best Interest of Children: A Simplified Model for Equalizing 
the Living Standards of Parental Households (Sept. 17, 1986)(unpublished manuscript)[hereinafter 
Defense Fund Conference]. 

107. See R. WIl.I.IAMS, supra note 36. at 53; see also Sawhill. supra note 106. 
108. 51 Fed. Reg. 5105 (1986). 
109. U. S. DEI""]' or LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, RFVISED EQUIVAl.ENCE SC.\I.I': 

FOR ESTIMATING EQUIVAl.ENT INCOMES OR BUDGET COSTS BY FAMIl.Y TVI'I: (Bulletin No. 1570-
2, 1(68). The Bureau of Labor Statistics Revised Equivalence Scale is a table based on a study of 
food consumption in families of different sizes and composition. The table shows the budget of a 
standard family consisting of a husband. wife and two children as 100. Families of different sizes 
and compositions are given index numbers (equivalence scales) tied to the base of 100. A family 
with more than four persons would have a number above 100; those with less would have a number 
hdow 100. [d. 

110. Defense Fund Conference, supra note 106, at 4. 
III. 51 Fed. Reg. 5105 (1986). 
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to raise the standard of living of children and their custodial parents. 
The approach leads to substantially higher child support awards than the 
other approaches when the custodial parent is not working or earns sub
stantially less income than the noncustodial parent. In this situation, the 
payment looks more like alimony disguised as child support. Proponents 
argue that the only way to raise the child's standard of living is to raise 
the standard of living of the custodial parent. I 12 To the extent the award 
exceeds the costs directly attributable to children, it may be considered 
compensation for the services rendered by the custodial parent.I 13 

The income equalization model responds to changes in both house
hold income and composition.114 By taking into account the income of 
the entire household rather than just the parents', the model includes 
income of a current spouse as well as both parents' income. A noncus
todial parent may have an extremely small support obligation if the cus
todial parent (or spouse) earns more than the noncustodial parent. 

One potential inequity occurs with income equalization because ad
ditional dependents receive the same benefit of the scale deduction as 
children of the parent owing support. For example, if a mother has two 
children from a first marriage and one from a second marriage living 
with her, she would receive the benefit of four deductions (three for the 
children and one for herself) in obtaining support from the father of the 
two children. A further drawback is that income equalization will not 
apply to families earning over $60,000 because they fall outside the range 
of the relevant equivalency tables. 

Vermont, though using income shares as the basic formula, has 
adopted a version of the income equalization model which allows the 
judge to award a maintenance supplement to the custodial parent to ad
just a disparity in financial circumstances if the child's standard of living 
will be lower with the custodial parent than if the child were living with 
the noncustodial parent. I 15 

Hybrid Approach 

Delaware has used a hybrid income shares/cost sharing model (the 
Melson formula I 16) since 1979. The Melson formula, adopted by court 
rule, allows parents to keep a minimum self-support reserve based upon 
the Delaware poverty level standard of living for one person until the 
subsistence needs of their children have been met. The subsistence needs 
include basic child support at a minimum level, day-care expenses and 

112. Defense Fund Conference. supra note 106. at 7. 
113. Id. at 5-6. 
114. R. WII.L1AMS, supra note 36, at 103. 
115. VT. STAT. ANN. tit. 15, §§ 653-661 (1987). 
116. The formula was named after its creator, Judge Elwood F. Melson. 11'. SI'I' Williams. supra 

note 55, at 1-20. 
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extraordinary medical expenses. If the parents have additional net in
come, the formula uses a standard of living adjustment to enable the 
child to benefit from the parents' standard of living. A percentage of 
additional parent income is assessed to increase support for the child. I 17 
The formula is a rebuttable presumption in all cases. Hawaii has adopted 
the Melson formula. I 18 

B. Empirical Data 

Whichever conceptual model is chosen, any figures ultimately incor
porated into the actual support schedule should be rooted in reliable eco
nomic evidence of the expenditures that parents make on children. No 
survey data has been amassed solely to discover parental expenditures on 
children, 119 but attempts have been made to extrapolate from the avail
able economic data the usual amounts that parents above poverty level 
spend on children according to family size and income level. 120 

To measure the standard of living, economists have used either food 
consumption l21 or a broader basic necessities approachl22 to indirectly 
estimate the cost of raising children by comparing expenditures of child
less couple households with spending levels of households having chil
dren that spend the same proportion of their income on food or basic 
necessities. The assumption is that families spend a minimum amount of 
income to reach a given level. 123 By comparing different households with 
different compositions enjoying the same material standard of living, the 
changes in income required to support that standard for different num
bers and ages of children can be obtained. 124 The percent of total family 
consumption that represents expenditures on the children varies little 
with the family's socioeconomic status, but does vary significantly with 
the number of children. 125 

A recent study by Thomas Espenshade found that for an intact mid-

117. Delaware Guidelines. supra note 66, at 1-169. 
118. HAW. REV. STAT. § 576D-7 (Supp. 1986). 
119. W. Terrell, Child Expenditure Estimates: First Run of an Equal Share Poverty Adjusted 

Model (ESPAM) 3 (Oct. 1986)(available at Washburn Law Journal Office). 
120. See, e.g .. T. ESPENSHADE, supra note 36, at 18. Espenshade based his estimates on the 

1972-73 Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES). a national survey of household expenditure patterns 
conducted by the United States Bureau of the Census on behalf of the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

121. /d. at 19. 
122. See H. Watts, The Iso-prop Illdex: All Approach 10 Ihe Delermil/alioll of Dilj'erel/tial POl't'rry 

II/come Thresholds, in IMI'ROVING THE ML\SURJ: 01· ECONOMIC WELI.-BEING 186 (M. Moon & E. 
Smolensky, eds. 1977)(housing, clothing and transportation as well as food are used to determine 
that those spending equivalent proportions have equal standards of living). 

123. U. S. DEP'T OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR ST.\TISTlCS, REVISED EQUIVALI'NCE SCALE: 
FOR ESTIMATING EQUIVALENT INCOMES OR BUDGET COSTS BY FAMII.Y Tn'E I (Bulletin No. 
1570-2, 1968). Because the proportion decreases as income increases, the assumption is that families 
which spend similar annual proportions of income on food have attained an equivalent level of total 
consumption. Id. 

124. R. WII.LlAMS, supra note 36, at 8. 
125. T. ESPENSHADE. supra note 36, at 29. 
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dIe socioeconomic status household, the calculated average expenditures 
on children from birth through age seventeen in 1981 dollar levels was 
$482 per month for one child, $749 per month for two children and $940 
per month for three children. 126 Expressed as a proportion of household 
consumption, studies indicate that families with one child spend approxi
mately twenty-six percent; those with two children spend thirty to forty
five percent; and those with three children spend close to fifty percent. 127 

The addition of children to a household results in less being spent per 
child. 128 While the increase in rate of expenditures on children is propor
tionate to family consumption, total family consumption declines as a 
proportion of income as income increases because of progressive income 
taxes and increased savings. 129 

The subcommittee philosophically accepted the income shares ap
proach using the expenditure information from the Espenshade study. 
The subcommittee, however, was unable to translate Espenshade's find
ings of expenditures as a proportion of consumption spending to expendi
tures as a percentage of income. The subcommittee enlisted the help of 
Dr. William Terrell,130 who reviewed the available national data, 
searched in vain for Kansas data and provided an economic basis for 
numbers to be placed on a child support schedule. Dr. Terrell began by 
reviewing the Colorado support schedule developed by Dr. Robert Wil
liams. I3I Dr. Terrell obtained the most recent Consumer Expenditure 
Survey data 132 and independently developed a model (called FES
PAM) 133 from which he developed tables or schedules showing parental 

126. Id. table 3. at 28. 
127. R. WILLIAMS, supra note 36, table 7, at 27. Table 7, reproduced below, compares Espen

shade with other estimates. 

TABLE 7 

Estimated Expenditures on Children as a Proportion of Household Consumption 

Number of Children 

Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Poverty Guideline 
Lazear and Michael 
Espenshade 

128. Id. 

26.5 
20.3 
17.2 
26.2 

2 

39.0 
33.8 
27.9 
40.7 

3 

47.1 
43.4 
37.3 
51.0 

4 

53.1 
50.5 

129. Williams, supra note 55, at 1-7 (spending on one child varies from 26% of net income at low 
income levels to 16.2% at the upper income levels). 

130. Dr. Terrell is an Associate Professor of Economics at Wichita State University. Wichita. 
Kansas. Dr. Terrell donated hundreds of hours in developing the schedules and textual material and 
in explaining the methodology and results to subcommittee members and the supreme court. 

131. W. Terrell, Comments and Questions Relating to the Colorado Child Support Guidelines 
(April 17, 1986)(unpublished manuscript)(available at Washburn University Law Journal office). 

132. W. Terrell, supra note 119. at 4 (Espenshade used 1972-73 Consumer Expenditure Survey 
data). The most recent data in 1982-83 better reflects consumption expenditures because it includes 
cash gifts. purchases of insurance and pension plans in the definition of expenditure as well as im
proves the criterion for including survey families in the complete income reporter series. 

133. FESPAM stands for feasible equal share poverty adjusted model. For discussion of FES
PAM, see il1fra note 142. 
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income allocations for children in intact families. 134 

The Kansas support schedule was created using the most current 
available economic data: the United States Bureau of the Census, After
Tax Money Income Estimates of Households (1983); 135 the Bureau of La
bor Statistics, Interview Survey (1982-1983); 136 the Department of Health 
and Human Services, Poverty Income Guidelines (1986); 137 and the De
partment of Agriculture, Updated Estimates of the Cost of Raising a 
Child (1985). \38 From these sources, Dr. Terrell statistically estimated 
the minimum income allocations due to the presence of children up to 
age eighteen in intact familiesY9 The graph for a one child family ap
pears as follows: 

~ 
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ESFEM-The equal share family expenditure model is a curve fitted to 
the consumer expenditure data. There are six income categories from 
the Consumer Expenditure Survey that are useful for estimation 
purposes. 140 

134. W. Terrell. Child Expenditure Estimates for Child Support Guidelines (Dec. 1986)(unpub
lished manuscript)(available at Washburn University Law Journal Office). 

135. U.S. BUREAC OF THE CENSUS, CURRENT POPULATION REPORTS, AFTER-TAX MONEY 
i:-;COMF ESTIMATES OF HOUSEHOLDS: 1983, ser. P-23, No. 143 (U.S. Gov't Printing Office, Wash
ington D.C., 1985). 

136. BUREAU OF LABOR STATtSTlCS, CONSUMER EXPENDITURE SURVEY SERIES: INTERVIEW 
SCRVLY. 1982-1983 (1986). The CES includes all sources of income that flow into a household, 
including welfare benefits. It does not include loans. 

137. Department of Health & Human Serv., Poverty Income Guidelines; Annual Revision, 51 
Fed. Reg. 5105 (1986). 

1.'8. DEPARTMENT OF AGRIC.. UI'DATED ESTIMATES OF THE COST OF RAISING A CHILD. 
L\MIIY ECONOMICS REVIEW, No.2 (April 1986). 

139. Dr. Terrell developed separale graphs for family sizes with one to six children. 
140. W. Terrell, supra note 134, at 5. ESFEM is an equal shares model defined as a percentage 

of gross combined parental income divided by family size. Dr. Terr~ll's example uses a four person 
family who spends $1600 of a gross monthly income of $2000. Eighty percent of the gross income is 
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ESA TIM-The equal share after tax income model is a curve esti
mated to fit after tax income as a percent of combined gross family 
income. This curve serves as a feasibility criterion. 141 

FESPAM-The feasible equal share poverty adjusted model is an ad
justment of the curve from ESA TIM and ESFEM combined to show 
the appropriate range of dollar amounts for given income categories, 
number and ages of children. 142 

123 

FESP AM was then translated into a numerical table or schedule of 
child expenditure estimates. The schedule reflects combined parental ex
penditures in intact families. The schedule does not reflect the custody 
arrangements or the actual costs of health insurance, life insurance, child 
care and medical care. 143 

The schedule can be used with or without age adjustments. Several 
economic studies indicate that the proportion of family income spent on 
children increases considerably as the children age. 144 The subcommittee 
looked at schedules without any age adjustments, with two age adjust
ments and with three. Dr. Terrell advocated three age adjustments as 
the most equitable. 145 With three age groupings, highest expenditures 
occur when children are sixteen to seventeen, the early driving years. 
The next highest expenditures are in the school years of seven to fifteen. 
Unless there is day care, the lowest expenditures for children are in the 
preschool years of zero to six. The use of two age adjustments would 
overstate the expenditures on preschool children and understate the ex
penditures on older children. The day-care issue may also be confused if 
the amounts for younger children are overstated. 146 The guidelines 
adopted by the supreme court (appendix) incorporate the three age 

consumed. If 80% is divided by four, the equal share is 20% of gross income per family member. 
Id. 

141. Id. ESA TIM is the after tax adjustment for the equal share. If the family of four retains 
$1800 after taxes and spends $1600, the after tax income is 90% of gross income. Divided by family 
,ize. each person's share is 22.5%. Id. 

142. Id. Regression coefficients from the table entries from the 1982-8.1 CES interview data. and 
the after tax money income estimates were combined to form a log-linear slope term for FESPAM. 
FESPAM allows for leIS than an equal share of both consumption and after tax income at powrty 
levcl. FESI'AM table entries are for 16 to 17 year olds. The entries are reduced using United States 
Department of Agriculture age-based indexes with ages 16 to 17 equaling 100. Age adjustments 
were made with children seven to 15 being 87% pf the 16 to 17 year old standard and zero to six 
being 7YIr 

143. Id. at 3. 
14+. See. e.g .. BURI',uJ 01· LABOR STATISTICS. RlcYISl'1l EQl;IVAI ENCI' SCAI I 4 (19H 1)( 16.170 

on child under five and 44.6% on child 12-17); T. ESn:-.lSHAIlI'. supra note 36. at 30-31 (25.670 on 
child under five and .18.2% on child 12-17); L. OLSON. EXPE:-.IJ)ITllJH'S ON CHII.IlRl'N (1982)(2+.3'/{ 
on child under live and 48.5'7t,. on child 12-17); B. TURCIII. ESTl~L\TIN(i nil' COST 01 CIIII IlRlcN 
I~I "' UNITLIl Slxn·.s (19X I )(showing 26.9% spent on a child under five and 47.7'/c on child 12-
17); U.S. 01'.1"'1 01· AGRIC.. UPDATED ESTIMATES 01 Till'. COSTS OF R·\ISING\ CHII.D. F·UIII Y 

ECONOMICS RI'YII:W (I9RO)(29.J% on child under five and 38.170 on child 12-17). 
145. Letter from William Terrell to Larry Rute. Chairman of Kansas Child Support Guidelines 

Subcommittee (Nov. 3. 1986)(discussing age adjustments and income schedules); see also Washing
tOil State Guidelines, supra note 66. 

141>. Id. at 2. 



124 Washburn Law Journal [Vol. 27 

groupings which allow parents to anticipate increasing support as chil
dren age. 

After the initial FESPAM schedules were prepared, the subcommit
tee asked Dr. Terrell to adjust the schedule to reflect the added costs of 
divorce. Attorneys, judges, noncustodial parents and others felt it un
realistic to provide the child with the predivorce standard of living when 
neither parent is able to maintain that standard due to the increased costs 
of establishing a second home after divorce. To maintain two households 
at levels similar to the predivorce family requires the parents either to 
make more money, deplete existing assets, or reduce their standard of 
living. Therefore, at the least, the minimal costs associated with the dis
solution of the family should be factored into the schedule. 

Dr. Terrell adjusted the original FESPAM schedule using the 
United States poverty standards to create the revised Child Support 
Schedule. 147 Using the poverty level figure of $446.67 for one person and 
$156.66 for each additional person, the minimal cost of three persons in 
an intact family is $759.99. When one person has to set up housekeeping 
alone, the minimal figure for the three persons in the broken family be
comes $1050 ($603.33 for the two persons in one household and $446.67 
for the single person). The intact poverty income family needs $300 
more per month to remain at the poverty level when divorce occurs. Dr. 
Terrell argued that the children should not have to bear the $300 total 
deficiency and suggested that the parents share the cost of the deficiency, 
thereby reducing the tables by $150. 148 Because the amounts on the 
schedule exceed most existing Kansas schedules, the subcommittee felt 
that the total deficiency should be deducted to make the schedule more 
politically palatable. The Child Support Schedule reflects the $300 total 
deficiency. 

A final question that caused considerable debate was whether there 
should be a cap on the schedule. The subcommittee felt that judges 
should follow the general principle that children have a right to share in 
both parents' standard of living regardless of income. 149 Does this mean, 
however, that if the parent earns income of a million dollars, the child is 
entitled to that much as "child support"? The problem with requiring 
child support in amounts far in excess of the usual expenditures on chil
dren is that it effectively transfers most of the discretionary spending on 
children to the custodial parent. Some states limit application of the 
schedule to certain income levels,lso while other states do not. ISI Dr. 

147. Letter from William Terrell to Guidelines Subcommittee (March 29, 1987)(includes ad
ju,ted tables). 

148. Id. 
149. Report of the Kan. Comm'n on Child Support to the Supreme Court of Karl.. Proposed 

Child Support Guidelines 5 (July, 1987)(unpublished manuscript). 
150. See, e.g., MINN. STAT. ANN. § 518.551(5) (West Supp. 1987)(schedule goes to $4000 
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Terrell's economic data supports percentage amounts above the charted 
figures. 152 At least one court, however, has held that child support 
guidelines used without limitations are unrealistic and unfair when both 
parents have substantial income. 1s3 The Kansas guidelines include a ta
ble which stops at $8400 per month combined gross income. The trial 
judge's discretion will govern amounts above the charted figures. Hope
fully, parents with incomes above the charted amounts will set up trusts 
or educational funds to provide equitably for their children. 

C. Procedural Considerations 

The Child Support Enforcement Amendments allow for either judi
cial or legislative enactment of guidelines. Some states, such as Califor
nia, Illinois, Michigan and Wisconsin, have chosen legislative 
enactment. 154 Others, such as Delaware, New Jersey and Washington, 
have adopted guidelines by supreme court rule. 155 A supreme court rule 
has the advantage of being easier to modify if time or experience demon
strates such a need. The subcommittee recommended that the Kansas 
guidelines be established through supreme court rule rather than by stat
ute. In 1986, the legislature mandated that guidelines be adopted by 
supreme court rule. 156 The Kansas Supreme Court adopted the Kansas 

monthly net income); N.J. Sup. Ct. R. 5:6A (I986)(guidelines do not apply to cases above $42,000 
combined annual net income). 

151. S('(' Wisconsin Percentage of Income Standard, supra note 102. 
152. S('c W. Terrell, supra note 134, at app. I, part B. Using the economic data as a base. Dr. 

Terrell developed the following table for incomes above $8400 a month. 

SUPPORT PERCENTAGES FOR MONTHLY INCOMES ABOVE $8400 

(Per Cent of Gross Combined Income Per Child) 

Child Age Group 

Number of 
Children 0-6 7 - IS 

11.98 14.27 
2 9.16 10.91 
3 8.11 9.67 
4 6.56 7.81 

5.71 6.80 
6 5.07 6.04 

16 - 18 

16.41 
12.54 
11.11 
8.98 
7.82 
6.94 

To usc the ~cheduk. detcrmine thc number or children and select thc corresponding line. Determine 
the age of each child and multiply the corresponding perccntage by combined gross monthly income. 
Divide the result by 100 and round to thc nearest dollar to establish thc support obligation till' "£lch 
child. Add the support ohligation Illr each ehild to get the basic child support obligation. 

153. S('<, Kalter v. Kalter, 155 Mich. App. 99, 399 N.W.2d 455. 458 (1987). 
154. C \I. 0\'. COD!. § 4722 (West Supp. 1987); II I . ANi':. S·L\T. ch. 40. para. 505 (Smith

Hurd Supp. 1987); MICII. STAT. AN:-<. § 25.95 (Callaghan Supp. 1(87); WIS. STAT. ANN. * 767.25 
(Wesl Supp. 1(87). 

155. N.J. Sup. Ct. R. 5:6A (1986); Delaware Guidelines. supra note 66. at 1-169: Washington 
State Guidelines. supra note 66. at 1-196. 

156. K.\:-<. STAT. ANN. § 20-165 (Supp. 1(86). 
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guidelines by rule October 1, 1987, with implementation within thirty 
days. The guidelines are to be the starting point in all cases involving 
child support. The amount revealed on line thirteen of Worksheet A will 
be the standard by which to assess the adequacy of child support awards 
in all cases. 

D. Factors Considered 

After adopting a conceptual model for guidelines and reviewing the 
empirical data, there are still numerous issues to be resolved. Competing 
policies and principles must be reconciled. For example, while the right 
to marry is fundamental,157 should there be a reduction in support pay
ments for the child of a first marriage because the parent remarries and 
has additional children? Should a parent who voluntarily quits a job at 
which he or she is unhappy or unfulfilled and takes another job at lesser 
pay receive a reduction in support payments? Should income be imputed 
if one parent chooses to stay home to care for a minor child? Should 
adjustments be made for shared physical custody? The questions are 
endless. The more questions that are answered, the higher the level of 
consistency and, hopefully, equity. On the other hand, the more factors 
considered, the more complex the guideline package becomes. 

The schedule developed by Dr. Terrell includes consideration of sev
eral factors such as the obligation of both parents to support, the age of 
the child and the number of children. The Commission recommended 
adding child care and health insurance to the basic child support obliga
tion on Worksheet A. The Commission then listed several supplemental 
considerations that might justify deviating from Worksheet A amounts. 
The supreme court adopted the basic recommendations with a few modi
fications. The supreme court retained substantial judicial discretion in 
the area of determining child support. The Commission's report to the 
supreme court contains a more detailed explanation of the supplemental 
considerations than the supreme court rule and would be a valuable prac
tice tool for attorneys and judges on supplemental considerations that 
might warrant deviation from the schedule. 

Who Owes Child Support 

Although Blackstone spoke of a parental duty to support a child 
rooted in the natural law,15!! the first legal obligation to support a child 
can be found in the Elizabethan poor laws. 159 In this country, most 

157. Sec Zablocki v. Redhail. 434 U.S. 374 (1978). 
158. I W. BI ACKSTONE, COMMENTARIES ON THE L\ws OF ENGI.AND 434 (1765). For an 

earlier basis of the natural duty to support, see 4 S. PUFENDORF, ON THE LAW OF NATURE AND 

NATIONS, at ch. II, § 4 (I 688)(W. S. Hein microfiche 1983). 
159. 43 Eliz. I, ch. 2, § 7 (160l )(parish authorities may seize absent parent's rents and goods for 
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states have assumed a common-law duty to support a child. 160 While the 
father originally bore the primary duty to support based upon his status 
as head of the household and primary breadwinner,161 current law im
poses the duty to support a child on both parents. 162 Upon divorce some 
guidelines place the financial responsibility with the noncustodial parent 
and the care and emotional support responsibility with the custodial par
ent. 163 The justification is that the custodial parent provides many non
monetary contributions of time and services. 

Implicit in any guideline is a policy determination as to which par
ent or both should be responsible for the financial support of a child. The 
subcommittee felt that both parents should share that responsibility in 
proportion to the parents' combined income. While child support should 
cover a child's basic needs as a first priority, the subcommittee believed 
that the child should be entitled to share the benefit of either parent's 
higher than subsistence level standard of living. 164 The child whose fa
ther earns $3000 monthly and whose mother earns zero should not live 
at a substantially different standard of living than a child whose father 
earns $1500 and whose mother earns $1500. Taking proportionate 
shares of combined income allows the child to share in both parents' 
increased standards of living. 

The next question is whether the income of a stepparent or a person 
cohabiting with one of the parents should be considered. The subcom
mittee decided against this because most states, including Kansas, have 
no legal requirements for stepparents to support their stepchildren. 165 

Imposing the support obligation on the stepparent could create a disin
centive for remarriage. Some states do impose a support obligation on 
stepparents as long as the child resides in the stepparent's home on the 
theory that the stepparent is in loco parentis to the child. 166 This duty, 

reimbursement of relief provided)(amended by 5 Geo .. ch. 8 (17\0)); 8 Eliz. I, ch. 3, § 7 (I 576)(pro
visions for support of illegitimate children). 

160. See. e.g., Keller v. Guernsey, 227 Kan. 480, 608 P.2d 896 (l980)(enforcing common-law 
duty to support rests within the parens patriae jurisdiction of the court); see also H. KRAUSE, CHII.D 
SUPPORT IN AMERICA: THE LEGAl. PERSPECTIVE 3 (1981). 

161. See. e.g., O'Brien v. O'Brien, 485 S.W.2d 674, 677 (Mo. Ct. App. 1972)(father has primary 
duty to support); Hunter v. State, \0 Okla. Crim. 119, 126, 134 P. 1134, 1138 (I913)(father must 
support the child he brought into the world). 

162. See H. KRAUSl', supra note 160, at 4; Freed & Walker, Family Law ill the Fifty Statr's: All 
Overview, 19 FAM. L.Q. 335,411 (1986); see also Orr v. Orr, 440 U.S. 268 (l979)(Alabama statute 
providing alimony only for wives violated equal protection); Ondrusek v. Ondrusek, 561 S.W.2d 236 
(Tex. Civ. App. 1978); Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act, 309, 9A U.L.A. 400 (1987); CAL. CIv. 
CODE § 196 (West 1985); CONN. GEN. STAT. §§ 46b-84 (1986); KAN. STAT. ANN. § 60-16\O(a) 
(Supp. 1986). 

163. See, e.g., Wisconsin Percentage of Income Standard, supra note \02, at 1-196 (percentage of 
income formula only takes into consideration the income of the noncustodial parent). 

164. Report of the Kan. Comm'n on Child Support, supra note 149, at 5. 
165. See, e.g., Thompson v. Thompson. 205 Kan. 630, 470 P.2d 787 (1970); see also Zeller v. 

Zeller, 195 Kan. 452, 407 P.2d 478 (1965). 
166. See, e.g., Kelley v. Iowa Dep't. of Social Serv., 197 N.W.2d 192 (Iowa 1972); Amadeo v. 

Amadeo, 64 N.J. Super. 417, 166 A.2d 397 (1960); Paragian v. Paragian, 48 N.J. Super. 207, 136 
A.2d \04 (1957); Beyers v. Beyers, 618 P.2d 930 (Okla. 1980); Chestnut v. Chestnut, 247 S.c. 332, 
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however, usually ends upon divorce. 167 A few states have extended the 
stepparent's obligation beyond the marriage using equitable estoppel and 
implied contract theories. 168 In Kansas, although support and visitation 
are independent matters, if a stepparent has been close enough to the 
child to justify visitation,169 an argument might be made for imposing 
support on a stepparent based on equitable estoppel. 

Defining Parental Income 

The determination of the child support obligation traditionally be
gins with the current income of the parents as an indication of the ability 
to support. Defining income requires policy decisions on whether to use 
gross, adjusted gross or net income, and whether or when to impute 
income. 

The major argument in favor of net income is that it reflects the 
actual dollar amounts available to spend for personal obligations and liv
ing expenses. 170 Theoretically, two persons with the same net income are 
more likely to have the same amount of money to pay for child support 
than two persons with the same gross income who may have different 
levels of discretionary income due to mandatory payroll withholdings. 171 

Delaware, 172 Minnesota,173 New Jersey174 and Washington175 use net in
come as the income base. 

How do you define net income? There are policy implications. Is 
net income the amount remaining after state and federal income taxes 
and FICA? Should net income include deductions for mandatory retire-

147 S.E.2d 269 (1966). But see Klein v. Sarubin, 471 A.2d 881 (Pa. Super. 1984); Taylor v. Taylor, 
58 Wash. 2d 510, 364 P.2d 444 (1961). 

167. See State v. Gillaspie, 507 P.2d 1223 (Wash. App. 1973)(stepfather obligated to support 
children even after separation from mother where there was no divorce); see also Tutko v. Tutko. 86 
A.D.2d 974, 448 N.Y.S.2d 337 (App. Div. 1982)(court used New York Family Court Act to permit 
imposition of child support liability on stepparent for stepchildren if the minors are likely to become 
public charges). 

168. See, e.g .. Miller v. Miller, 87 N.J. 154, 478 A.2d 351 (1984)(finding that stepfather had 
induced the children to rely upon him as their natural father to their emotional and financial detri
ment); see also Delaware Guidelines, supra note 66. at 1-169. 

169. KAN. STAT. ANN. § 60-1616(b) (Supp. 1986). 
170. R. WII.I.IAMS. supra note 36, at 38. 
171. Id. 
172. Delaware Guidelines. supra note 66. at 1-169. The guidelines define net income as taxes. 

wage attachments or support payments required under a court order; payments required as a condi
tion of employment. such as union dues or mandatory pension plan,; deductions for items such as 
medical insurance which provide a direct benefit to the child for whom support is being sought; and 
legitimate bw,iness expem,es. Id. 

173. MINN. STAT. ANN. § 518.551(5) (West Supp. 1987). The statute defines net income as total 
monthly income less federal income tax, state income tax. social security deductions. reasonable 
pension deductions. union dues, cost of dependent health insurance coverage. cost of individual 
health or hospitaliz.ation coverage or equivalent amount for actual medical expenses. Id. 

174. N.J. Sup. Ct. R. 5:6A (1986)(nct income includes deductions for federal. state and local 
taxes. social security, and mandatory union dues and retirement from gross income). 

175. Washington State Guidelines, supra note 66, at 1-196 (net income includes deductions for 
taxes, social security, state industrial insurance, union dues. mandatory retirement deductions. and 
support payments for children of prior marriages). 
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ment or union dues? Should it include deductions for voluntary retire
ment and charitable giving? What about deductions for prior child 
support obligations? Should medical insurance be deducted? 

Most states define net income as gross income minus mandatory 
state and federal taxes. Even with such a restrictive definition of net in
come, a person can manipulate net income by overwithholding. A self
employed person can effectively reduce reportable income through in
come and expense deferrals, perquisites, generous pension and profit 
sharing plans, tax shelters, leasing of cars, expense accounts and other 
items. 

Gross income eliminates tax overwithholding problems and makes 
calculations easier to use by deleting several steps necessary to find net 
income. Because the economic data on household expenses can be corre
lated to either gross or net income,176 the simplicity argument favors the 
use of gross income. Defining gross income, however, can also be a prob
lem. Gross income clearly includes wages, interest, dividends, profit 
from a business, alimony, payments from a trust and payments from 
nonmeans tested government benefits. Does gross income exclude all de
ductions? What about existing child support obligations that are not in
cluded in the economic data? Should nonincome producing assets such 
as vacation homes or idle land be included? Some non performing assets 
if sold could produce a stream of income to provide support. But should 
a parent be forced to sell assets to get cash?177 How should gross income 
be defined for self-employed persons or for agricultural operations? 
Should income be imputed? 

If gross income is used as a base, then the percentages need to be 
stepped down as income increases to be consistent with the economic 
evidence on decreasing proportions of household income allocated to 
children at higher income levels. The schedule should not allocate a con
stant percentage of gross income to child support because progressive 
federal and state income taxes increase the percentage of net income paid 
as child support as income increases. l78 Several states have chosen to 
compute child support using gross income as the starting point. 179 

The Kansas gross income figure is actually an adjusted gross figure. 
While initial efforts were made to define sources of income, 180 a genera
lized definition was decided upon to avoid the argument that by listing 

176. W. Terrell, Feasible Equal Share Poverty Adjusted Expenditure Model (FESPAM): Child 
Expenditure Estimates, at table 6 (Oct. I 986)(unpublished manuscript)(available at Washburn Law 
Journal Office). 

177. See. e.g., Krueger v. Krueger, 447 A.2d 127 (N.H. 1982). 
178. R. WII.UAMS. supra note 36, at 38, 40. 
179. See. e.g., COLO. REV. STAT. § 14-10-115(7) (Supp. 1986); Missouri Child Support Guide

lines Task Force, Missouri Child Support Guidelines (Feb. 1987)[hereinafter Missouri Guidelines]; 
Wisconsin Percentage of Income Standard, supra note 102, at 1-217, 1-220. 

180. See Kansas Comm'n on Child Support Subcommittee, Kansas Child Support Guidelines. 
Draft No.2 (Feb. 1986). 
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some specific sources of gross income, other sources of income were in
tentionally omitted. The hope is that the judge will take into account any 
and all sources of income as well as the earning ability of the parents in 
determining a fair support award. 181 Gross income in Kansas does spe
cifically exclude benefits received from means tested public assistance 
programs l82 because these benefits decrease as the recipient's income 
from other sources increases. 

The Kansas guidelines allow a deduction from gross income for 
child support payments under an existing order. The economic data 
used did not include consideration of prior child support awards. Be
cause gross income includes income from any source, the amount of 
maintenance payments may be deducted from the paying spouse's in
come and added to the recipient spouse's income. This allows for an 
overall consideration of the financial best interest of the family. 

Self-employed persons pose a problem whether using net or gross 
income. Agricultural operations pose similar problems. Using a straight 
gross income figure is unrealistic and unfair. On the other hand, some 
depreciation and loss-taking figures do not truly represent the assets of 
the operation that could be devoted to child support. Reasonable and 
necessary business expenses must be excluded. The question then be
comes: What is reasonable? The subcommittee initially tried to define 
reasonable overhead as forty percent but quickly decided to abandon any 
effort to define reasonable and necessary business expenses. The result 
leaves the determination of reasonable and necessary expenses to the ad
versarial process. The amount of gross income available to the parent to 
satisfy a support obligation may be different than the determination of 
business income for tax purposes. For example, hopefully, judges will 
look carefully before excluding from ordinary and necessary expenses 
amounts for depreciation expenses or other in kind deductible items al
lowable by the Internal Revenue Service. Additionally, self-employed 
persons may have the advantage of fringe benefits that may increase the 
amount of money available for support. 

The supreme court rule indicates that judges should give special at
tention to the problems of the self-employed and agricultural operations. 

Attributed Income 

Attributed or imputed income raises policy questions concerning 
when the judge should consider whether a parent has income or the abil
ity to earn income even though none exists. The Kansas guidelines 

I R 1. Kansas Supreme Court Administrative Order No. 59 (Oct. 1987). 
182. Examples of such programs are Supplemental Security Income. Aid to Families with De

pendent Children. Food Stamps. Medical Assistance and General Assistance. 
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merely provide that the judge may impute income in the judge's 
discretion. 

In the case of the self-employed person, there may be a basis for 
imputing income if the parent's income is substantially enhanced by vir
tue of job perquisites such as a company car, reimbursed meals, or lodg
ing. If a parent drives a company car which would rent for $300 per 
month, one can argue that amount should be imputed to the parent's 
gross income. The ability to eat free at the company cafeteria or to 
charge lunches clearly reduces the amount a parent spends on food. The 
intent should not be to include every miscellaneous reimbursement or 
fringe benefit but only those which provide substantial and continuing 
benefits. 

The question of whether income should be attributed occurs most 
often when one of the parents is voluntarily unemployed or underem
ployed. This can arise when one parent chooses to stay home with minor 
children or when one parent quits a high paying job to take one with 
lesser pay. As a general principle, a child support obligation should not 
be so onerous as to create extraneous negative effects on the major life 
decisions of either parent. On the other hand, a parent should not be 
able to avoid the support obligation by voluntarily quitting work or 
changing to a substantially lower paying job if there is the capacity to 
continue working at the prior level. 

One way to impute income to a nonworking parent is to presume 
that an able-bodied, literate person should be expected to work forty 
hours a week at the federal minimum wage. This approach affirms the 
responsibility of each parent to financially support the child. Therefore, 
a support order can be based on the presumption that a person can work 
at this level unless the person has a disability or some other condition 
that common sense would say income should not be imputed. 

Another way to impute income is to determine the employment po
tential and probable earnings level based on recent work history, occupa
tional qualifications, and prevailing earning and occupational levels in 
the community. This gives the judge discretion to look at the overall 
family situation and the prevailing job market. For example, there may 
be no recent work history for a parent who has stayed home several years 
to care for minor children; therefore, educational skiIls may need to be 
gained. In another situation, a parent may be out of work because of a 
layoff at the local factory. In those situations it would be inappropriate 
to impute income at the prior earning level, but it may be fair to impute 
income at the level of available work or the federal minimum wage. 

Most courts have been reluctant to reduce a child support award in 
a modification proceeding based upon a parent's voluntary reduction in 
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income. 183 Courts generally look at the reason for unemployment. 
Where the lack of work is considered voluntary, the court may require a 
parent to seek work at the risk of being in contempt of court, or the court 
may impute income and make an award based on the amount the parent 
could be making. 184 For example, the Delaware courts inquire into the 
reason for lack of work, and if the parent is mentally or physically inca
pacitated or is caring for the parties' young child, the courts will not 
impute income. When the unemployed parent is caring for a child of 
another relationship, however, the obligation to secure employment is 
not waived. 185 

A tough policy question arises if one of the parents has never 
worked outside the home. When, if ever, should income be imputed to 
the custodial parent who stays at home? Should a parent who chooses 
not to work for money have a proportional share of zero? Should the 
parent's nonmonetary contributions count? There is an argument that in 
kind services of the custodial parent should be counted and compen
sated. 186 Because money to hire sitters and housekeepers is not as avail
able, a disproportionate share of the custodial parent's time is taken up 
with child care costs. 187 Massachusetts and Missouri guidelines take into 
consideration in kind services of the custodial parent. 188 

Imputing fifty percent of the household income to the nonworking 
custodial parent may be fair when that parent has remarried or is living 
with someone in a relationship akin to marriage. The rationale is that 
the current spouse or cohabitee who has assumed the responsibility for 
the support of the parent also has taken that parent's support obligation 
and the parent is providing household services to the spouse. 189 

The Commission recommended that income be imputed when a par
ent receives benefits that reduce the parent's normal expenses for which 

183. See. e.g., Beal v. Beal, 290 N.C. 669, 228 S.E.2d 407 (1976); Roberts v. Bockin, 461 A.2d 
630 (Pa. Super. 1983); see also Note, Family Law-Child Support Modificalion-Volulltary Reduction 
ill Income Held Inadequate Reason to DeilY Child Support Modificatioll Abselll Bad Faith, 25 
WAYNE L. REV. 951 (1979). 

184. See. e.g .. Guinn v. Guinn, 405 So. 2d 620 (La. App. 1981)(father had income of $570 per 
month but in past had earned $10.00 per hour); see also In re Lipman, 5 Fam. L. Rptr. (BNA) 2409 
(Cal. Ct. App. 1979)(board certified psychiatrist working 20 hours a week found to be deliberately 
avoiding work so child support based on earning ability rather than actual earnings); Arribi v. Ar
ribi, 186 N.J. Super. 116,451 A.2d 969 (1982)(unemployed parent cannot refuse a lesser job outside 
field in order to avoid paying support). But see Whitely v. Whitely, 266 S.E.2d 23 (N.C. App. 
1980)(a lawyer's ceasing to work 14 hour days was not a deliberate suspension of income). 

185. Delaware Guidelines, supra note 66, at 1-169; see also Commonwealth of Mass., Office of 
the Chief Admin. Justice, Massachusetts Child Support Guidelines 4 (May I, 1987) [hereinafter 
Massachusetts Guidelines]; South Carolina Advisory Comm. on Child Support, South Carolina 
Dep't of Social Serv., Proposed South Carolina Child Support Guidelines 3 (Jan. 1987). 

186. See Defense Fund Conference, supra note 102, at 7. 
187. See Bruch, supra note 40, at 52. 
188. See Massachusetts Guidelines, supra note 185, at 3 (custodial parent's income up to $15,000 

is disregarded); Missouri Guidelines. supra note 179, at I (1987)(allowing $600 deduction from cus
todial parent's income). 

189. R. WILI.IAMS, supra note 36, at 42; see. e.g., III re Marriage of Fuller, 89 Cal. App. 3d 405, 
152 Cal. Rptr. 467 (1979)(income of obligor parent's nonmarital partner relevant). 
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he or she does not have to pay. For example, a parent who has remarried 
or is living with someone who pays all the bills so that the parent does 
not have to work may have income imputed under either the able-bodied 
person theory or the recent work history approach. 

There are instances, however, when it would be inequitable to im
pute income. For example, if the costs of the custodial parent working 
are roughly commensurate with the costs of day care and transportation, 
little is gained by imputing income. If a parent is disabled or caring for a 
disabled child, income should not be imputed. A third instance when 
income should not be imputed is when a parent is in the process of attain
ing educational skills that will increase the child's standard of living. 
The parent earning the higher income will have a higher percentage of 
the support obligation for a short period. Over the child's minority, 
however, the obligation should be considerably reduced by the increased 
earning capacity of the other parent. 

Self-support Reserve 

Some guidelines allow a parent to retain a portion of his or her al
lowable income to maintain a minimum standard of living. 190 A self
support reserve protects the ability of the parent to meet his or her own 
subsistence needs and sustain employment. Both the income shares and 
the Delaware approach incorporate a self-support figure. Delaware es
tablishes a primary support level based on the subsistence level which is 
reduced if the parent is living with another working adult. 191 Income 
above that level then meets the subsistence needs of the child. Another 
approach renders the guidelines inapplicable below a minimum level of 
earnings. While the general philosophy is that parents should be able to 
retain a minimal proportion of their income to meet subsistence needs, 
there should be a minimum order in every case to formally recognize the 
support obligation. '92 The minimum standard of living is the poverty 
level as determined annually by the Department of Health and Human 
Environment. 193 

The Kansas guidelines do not deduct a self-support reserve on the 
worksheet because the economic data used to make the support schedule 
contains a self-support reserve. 

Number of Children 

The number of children in a family does affect the amount of sup
port per child as well as the total. The increment of income required for 

190. s~~. ~.g.. Delaware Guidelines. supra nok 66. at 1-169. 
Il)l. See it!. 
192. Washington State Guidelines. supra note 66. at I-I Xl). 
193. 51 Fed. Reg. 5105 (19X6). 
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additional children does not increase in direct proportion to the increase 
in the number of children. 194 This is partially due to economies of scale, 
as some goods are proportionately less expensive in quantity and there is 
a sharing of household goods. The main reason, however, is that the 
amount spent per child decreases as the family size increases. 195 Equal 
amounts are spent on each child in a two child family, but the spending 
level is only three-fourths the amount that would have been spent on one 
child alone. 196 

The Kansas schedule takes into consideration the reductions caused 
by the presence of additional children by incorporating six different 
schedules for use with different family sizes. 

Work-related Child Care 

Child care expenses can easily exhaust eXlstmg child support 
awards. 197 Work-related day-care expenses are variable, depending on 
the age of the child and type of day care. Because there are such varia
tions in costs and circumstances, equity dictates that the costs be added 
to the basic obligation and divided in proportion to income rather than 
incorporating an average figure into the formula. 

The custodial parent who supports the child financially should not 
be forced to bear the total cost of child care. If the parents had remained 
together, day-care costs would have been shared as a family expense. 
Both parents benefit from child care. The custodial parent gains eco
nomic benefit from going to work. Moreover, the noncustodial parent 
benefits because the custodial parent's proportionate share of the basic 
child support obligation increases. 

The Kansas guidelines add to the basic support obligation the 
amount of actual, reasonable and necessary child care costs incurred due 
to employment or job search. The adjectives "reasonable and necessary" 
were inserted to curb potential abuses. For example, when the custodial 
parent works eight to five, child care for school-age children may be 
needed from only three to five. If the noncustodial parent is willing and 
able to care for the child during those two hours, it is not necessary for 
the custodial parent to pay for outside child care unless there are unusual 
circumstances. 

The child care credit should be considered. The parent providing 
the home for the children for over one-half of the year is entitled to a 
federal tax credit for a portion of the child care expenses necessary to 
permit the parent to work. 198 The credit ranges from twenty to thirty 

194. Williams, supra note 55, at 1·7, 1·9. 
195. [d. at 1·9. 
196. T. ESPENSHADE, supra note 36, at 29. 
197. Bruch, supra note 40, at 54. 
198. I.R.C § 21 (1987). 
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percent of actual costs with the maximum value of $720 for one depen
dent, and $1440 for two of those earning $10,000 or less. The value of 
the credit can be calculated in individual situations to reduce the allo
cated day-care costs by that amount when determining the level of 
support. 

Medical Expenses 

There are two separate aspects of the medical expense question
health care insurance and extraordinary medical expenses not covered by 
insurance. If health insurance benefits for the children are available from 
an employer at a reasonable cost, the parent should obtain health insur
ance benefits. For Title IV-D cases, federal law requires the agency to 
have medical insurance in the child support order whenever the noncus
todial parent can obtain group insurance. 199 If one parent purchases a 
family insurance policy specifically for the children, the other parent 
should contribute since the expense is incurred for the benefit of the chil
dren. If, however, the parent incurs no expense either because the em
ployer pays the total cost or the parent's insurance covers other 
dependents on a family policy, no credit should be given. 

Payments for medical insurance can be deducted from the support 
order, deducted from the gross or net income of the parent paying for the 
insurance, or included as an amount added to the basic child support 
obligation and prorated. The Kansas guidelines adopt the latter option 
and add health insurance to the basic child support figure on the work
sheet to be prorated according to the proportional shares of the parental 
support obligation. 

Extraordinary medical expenses need to be considered in a time of 
rising deductibles and higher health insurance costs. Typical uninsured 
or un reimbursed expenses may be incurred for braces, retainers, glasses, 
psychiatric care, asthma treatment, or extended physical therapy. These 
types of expenses vary considerably and are not included in the schedule 
of average expenditures. These supplemental considerations can be ad
ded to the worksheet support amount. The expenses for the benefit of the 
children can then be shared by the parents according to their proportion
ate shares. 

Adjustments for Shared Physical Custody 

Most guidelines begin with the traditional custody arrangement of 
one parent having sole or residential custody and the other having peri
odic visitation. The child support payments from the noncustodial par
ent are intended to substitute for direct expenditures such as housing, 

199. 42 u.s.c. § 652(f) (1986); 45 C.F.R. § 306.50. 306.51 (1986). 
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food, clothing and transportation that would have been made if the child 
still lived in an intact household.2°O With one parent having primary 
custody, theoretically the noncustodial parent makes few direct 
expenditures. 

When the parties share physical custody, the noncustodial parent 
does assume a portion of the direct expenditures made on behalf of the 
child. With the increasing number of nontraditional custody arrange
ments, guidelines should provide a means of making an adjustment to 
avoid the return to a case-by-case approach.201 The challenge therefore 
becomes how to make a fair adjustment to the support obligation for 
shared physical custody arrangements. On the one hand, because of the 
many fixed annualized costs required to maintain a home for a child, the 
only cost which may decrease when the child is out of the home is food. 
On the other hand, when there is a substantial sharing of custody, the 
noncustodial parent will probably maintain a larger residence and have 
more amenities for the child than if the child visits occasionally. 

An adjustment for shared custody can be made by prorating the 
child support obligations based on the proportion of time the child 
spends with each parent beyond a minimal level. 202 The time is calcu
lated in twenty-four hour periods or overnights. Problems occur when 
deciding how much time the child must spend with the noncustodial par
ent before making adjustments. Colorado has chosen a twenty-five per
cent figure203 while Delaware204 and California205 use thirty percent as 
the adjusting point. 

An award of joint legal custody without a sharing of physical cus
tody should require no adjustment of the child support award. Even 
though both parents are technically legal custodians, the residency ar
rangements may closely resemble traditional custody arrangements. Sev
eral state statutes indicate that a joint custody award does not eliminate 
the need for child supporP06 Unless joint physical custody is a fifty-fifty 
split with both parents having equal incomes, there should be some level 
of net support from the higher income earning parent to the other. For 
example, in Delaware, where equal physical custody is awarded, the sup
port obligation of each parent is computed using the regular formula. 207 

The father owes the mother for six months and the mother owes the 
father for six months. The difference between the amounts is the net 

200. R. WILLIAMS, supra note 36. at 47. 
201. See Hartis v. Hartis, 367 N.W.2d 633 (Minn. App. 1985); Belt v. Belt, 65 Or. App. 606. 672 

P.2d 1205 (l983)(court adjusted the Oregon formula for joint custody). 
202. R. WILLIAMS, supra note 36, at 48. 
203. COLO. REV. STAT. § 14-10-115(15) (Supp. 1986). 
204. Williams, supra note 55, at 1-25. 
205. CAL CIv. CODE § 4727 (West Supp. 1985). 
206. See, e.g., COLO. REV. STAT. § 14-10-123.5 (Supp. 1986); L\. CIV. CODE ANN. art 146 

A.I.(c)(i)(West Supp. 1984); Mo. ANN. STAT. § 452.375(6) (Vernon Supp. 1986-87). 
207. R. WILI.IAMS, supra note 36, at 59. 
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support order which may be paid on a monthly basis over six months. 
Another way to adjust for shared custody is to calculate each parent's 
support obligation as if the child were in the other parent's custody en
tirely. The number of overnights spent by the child in each household is 
then found. Each parent's support obligation is multiplied by the pro
portion of time the child spends in the other parent's household. The 
two amounts can then be offset and prorated over twelve months.208 

The Commission recommended that the guidelines take into ac
count the financial support provided directly by parents in shared physi
cal custody or extended visitation arrangements, recognizing that even a 
fifty percent sharing of physical custody does not necessarily obviate the 
child support obligation. The Commission felt that no major adjust
ments to the basic child support obligation were warranted until the resi
dence with the noncustodial parent reached one-third of the year.209 

This requirement represented a compromise between noncustodial par
ents who wanted a per diem reduction and custodial parents who wanted 
a credit for services rendered. The method suggested to make the adjust
ment was to find the noncustodial parent's proportionate share of the 
basic child support obligation. That share is then multiplied by the per
cent of time the child spends with the noncustodial parent. The amount 
of the adjustment is subtracted from the parent's support obligation.210 

The Commission prepared a second worksheet to assist parents and at
torneys in making the adjustment. 

The Commission also recommended that an adjustment be consid
ered when a noncustodial parent has the child for blocks of time in excess 
of thirty days if there is a showing that the noncustodial parent has in
curred substantial direct expenses for the child.211 At the present time 
some judges do not adjust the support award based on the reality that the 
custodial parent continues to have fixed expenses, in particular the house 
payments or rent, that must be met each month in order to maintain the 
home for the rest of the year. Some judges permit the noncustodial par
ent to stop paying support during the month the child is with that parent. 
Still other judges divide the support obligation in half for the month or 
more that the child lives with the noncustodial parent. What adjustment 
is appropriate will depend upon the circumstances of the parties, the 
length of time the child is with the noncustodial parent and the amount 
of fixed expenses necessary to maintain the primary residence. 

Transportation or communication costs incurred in visiting the 
child are other direct expenses that should be shared in extraordinary 

208. ld. at 49. 
209. Report of the Kan. Comm'n on Child Support, supra note 149, at 12. 
210. ld. at 12. 
21!. ld. 
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circumstances.212 When one parent moves to another state or even 
across the state, the costs of transporting the child can be substantial. In 
an appropriate case, these expenses might be shared or prorated. Nor
mally the parent whose move caused the increase in costs should bear the 
additional expenses to allow visitation with the other parent. There may 
be valid reasons, however, which result in benefits to both parents and 
the child that justify apportionment of those costs. For example, the cus
todial parent may move to a new location to accept a job with higher pay 
which will result in an increase in the custodial parent's share of the 
support obligation. The court may find it fair to have the parents equally 
share the costs of transporting the child between the parents. 

The supreme court rule mentions that shared physical custody may 
be a supplemental consideration but does not include the Commission's 
specific recommendation or additional worksheet as part of the rule. 

Split Custody 

The split custody situation, in which each parent has primary cus
tody of one or more children, poses another type of problem. The easiest 
way to approach split custody is to figure each parent's support obliga
tion using Worksheet A for the number of children in each household. 
The child support obligations of the parents can then be offset. The par
ent whose support obligation is larger makes payments to the other par
ent. For example, in a three children family, one parent may have 
primary custody of one child and the other parent have primary custody 
of two. The basic support obligation for the parent with custody of the 
one child will be taken from the table for one child families. For the 
parent having custody of two children, the basic child support obligation 
on Worksheet A will be taken from the table for two children families. 
N one of the figures will come from the table for three children families 
even though there are three children for whom support is being provided. 
If the parent with custody of one child is also the higher income earning 
parent, that parent will owe some support to the parent having custody 
of two children. 

Geographical Variation 

There are variations in the costs of living for different geographic 
areas. 21 J Geographical differences, however, become less important if us
ing the income shares formula because it relies upon expenditures as a 
proportion of income, not costs. There are no studies indicating that 

212. lei. at 13. 
213. C. EDWARDS, USDA ESTIMATES OF THI' COST OF RAISING ,\ CHILD: A GUIDI'. TO 

THI'IR USI' AND INTERI'RFr,'TION 4 (U.S. Dcp't of Agric., Miscellaneous Publications No. 1411. 
Oct. 1981). 
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there is a systematic geographic variation in childrearing expenses when 
seen as a proportion of income spent on the child. 214 Only in jurisdic
tions adopting a cost sharing approach will it be necessary to make geo
graphic adjustments. 215 

Tax Considerations 

The consequences of tax exemptions are not addressed in the guide
lines. If the tax benefits to one parent are significant, then child support 
should be adjusted accordingly. The easiest way to cover tax issues is an 
agreement between the parties to share the tax exemptions for minor 
children. The parents could either divide the exemptions or agree to take 
the exemptions in alternating years. The Internal Revenue Service 
presumes that the parent providing the child a home for more than one
half of the year should be allowed to claim all exemptions absent a writ
ten waiver executed by the custodial parent.216 The value of the exemp
tion can be as high as $731.00 for those earning over $50,000. If the 
parents agree to share equally the exemptions, no adjustments need be 
made. If the higher earning noncustodial parent takes the exemptions, 
the benefit could be divided. If the custodial parent who earns the lower 
income, however, refuses to share the exemptions, the child support 
could be adjusted downward for the noncustodial parent. 

In making the support order the judge can either assume the parent 
with primary residential custody will receive all the exemptions and ad
just the support accordingly for the noncustodial parent, or set an 
amount of support based upon an allocation of the exemptions. If the 
parties fail to execute waivers or an agreement allocating exemptions ac
cordingly, the court could modify the support order based on a change of 
circumstances. 

Special School Needs 

The Commission recommended apportioning the costs of special ed
ucational services for the child. 217 The actual, reasonable and necessary 
services for a child are expenses not considered in the schedule of average 
parental expenditures. 

Private schooling raises a separate issue. When the parents agree on 
sending a child to private school, then judges have little difficulty in as
sessing the costs of that schooling against both parents. When the par
ents divorce and do not agree on private education, it may not be fair for 
one parent to force the expenses on the other parent. On the other hand, 

214. R. WI1.IIAMS. supra note 3b, at 52. 
215. [d. 
21b. I.R.C. § 151; I.R.S. Form 8322. 
217. Sec Report of the Kan. Comm'n on Child Support. supra note 149. at 12. 
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there may be valid reasons for apportioning the costs between the par
ents. The factors the court may wish to consider are whether one or both 
of the parents had a private education; whether the child has been en
rolled in a private school prior to the divorce; whether there have been 
expectations that the child would have a private education; and whether 
the parents can afford a private education. For example, if the child has 
been attending a private school for several years prior to the divorce, it 
may be in the child's best interests to allow the child to maintain the 
continuity of schooling and friendships. 

Postminority Support 

When a child attains the age of majority, the child becomes emanci
pated by operation of law and the parents no longer owe a duty of sup
port. When, however, the child is incapacitated due to a mental or 
physical infirmity, the child may remain dependent for much longer. 
Additionally, a child may continue to need support after reaching the age 
of majority when a child wants to attend college or receive vocational 
training. Assuming that a child has the ability and desire for additional 
education and the parents have the resources, a question arises as to 
whether the court has jurisdiction to order postminority support for 
education. 

Several states allow postminority support for an incapacitated 
child.218 The imposition of support usually rests on the theory that the 
parents have the moral responsibility to care for their child until the 
child is able to care for him or herself.219 If the parents do not have the 
obligation, the taxpayer will. Some states allow postminority support if 
the child was permanently disabled prior to reaching the age of major
ity.220 Others seem to allow postminority support of a child who be
comes dependent after emancipation.221 

Educational support for college became an issue when the twenty
sixth amendment to the Constitution lowered the age of majority for vot
ing to eighteen during the Vietnam War.222 Many states lowered the age 
of majority to eighteen for most purposes.223 When twenty-one was the 
age of majority, an order of support "until the age of majority" had the 
effect of providing support for education after graduation from high 

218. See. e.g .• N.H. REV. STAT. ANN. § 458:35-c (1985); New York Family Court Act, N.Y. 
DOM. REI.. LAW § 443(b) (McKinney 1980). 

219. See Koltay v. Koltay. 667 P.2d 1374 (Colo. 1983). 
220. See. e.g .• Ex parte Brewington, 445 So. 2d 294 (Ala. 1983); Koltay v. Koltay, 667 P.2d 1374 

(Colo. 1983); Castle v. Castle, 15 Ohio St. 3d 279, 473 N.E.2d 803 (1984); Dehm v. Dehm, 545 P.2d 
525 (Utah 1976); Kamp v. Kamp, 640 P.2d 48 (Wyo. 1982). 

221. See. c.g., Stern v. Stern, 58 Md. App. 280,473 A.2d 56 (1984). 
222. U.S. CON ST. amend. XXVI. 
223. Sec. c.g., KAN. STAT. ANN. § 38-108 (1986); N.M. STAT. ANN. § 28-6-1 (\978). 



1987] Kansas Child Support Guidelines 141 

school. With the change in the age of majority, most children were still 
in high school. 

Some states made the laws changing the age of majority prospective 
so that existing support orders were not affected. 224 Others states have 
granted the court jurisdiction to award support until the child reaches 
age twenty-one. 225 The Kansas Supreme Court found that the statutory 
change in the age of majority affected existing support orders because the 
court no longer had jurisdiction to award support once the child had 
attained the age of eighteen and had ceased to be a minor. 226 Subsequent 
case interpretation and revisions in the statute authorizing support fur
ther ended the opportunity for a court to order postminority support for 
a child absent the parents' written agreement. 227 

The majority of states at this time do not require postminority sup
port. 228 Some states by statute229 or case law230 do permit the court to 
order postminority support for education. Only recently have some 
states amended their laws to require child support to extend through 
high school or until the age of eighteen, whichever is later.231 The failure 
of states to require parents who have the resources to support their chil
dren through college potentially impacts the hardest on children of 
divorce. 232 

224. See. e.g.. In re Marriage of Phillips, 39 Cal. App. 3d 723, 114 Cal. Rptr. 362 (C!. App. 
1974); FLA. STAT. § 743.07 (1973). 

225. See New York Family Court Act, N.Y. JUD. LAW § 413 (McKinney 1984). 
226. See Junghohann v. Junghohann, 213 Kan. 329, 334, 516 P.2d 904, 908 (I 973)(court's juris

diction to enforce decree terminated when child reached the age of majority). 
227. See. e.g., Ferguson v. Ferguson, 6 Kan. App. 2d 287, 628 P.2d 234 (1981); KAN. STAT. 

AN!':. ~ 60-1610(a) (Supp. 1986)(the court does not have discretion to order child support for educa
tion beyond the child's 18th birthday or finishing high school following 18th birthday); N.H. REV. 
ST.\!'. ANN. § 458:35-c (l985)(support terminates at high school or age 18 whichever is later). 

228. See. e.g., Dowling v. Dowling, 679 P.2d 480 (Alaska 1984}(parents not required to pay 
postminority education); Towery v. Towery, 685 S.W.2d 155 (Ark. Sup. Ct. 1984); Lykens v. Lyk
ens. 446 So. 2d 256 (Fla. Dis!. Ct. App. 1984); Keenan v. Keenan. 440 So. 2d 642 (Fla. Dis!. Ct. 
App. 1983)(no duty of support upon parent of child who reaches 18 and is not disabled); Ferguson v. 
Fergw,on, 6 Kan. App. 2d 287, 628 P.2d 234 (1981); Sumerix v. Sumerix, 307 N.W.2d 727 (Mich. 
App. I 984)(Age of Majority Act negated obligation to support child beyond age of 18); Psomas Y. 

Psomm" 661 P.2d 884 (N.M. 1982); Haxton v. Haxton, 68 Or. App. 218, 680 P.2d 1008 (1984); 
Brown v. Brown, 474 A.2d 1168 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1984)(parent not obligated to pay adult child's law 
school expenses); McKinney v. McKinney, 337 S.E.2d 9 (W. Va. App. 1985). 

229. See. e.g .. New York Family Court Act. N.Y. JUIl. LAW § 413 (McKinney 1984). 
230. See. e.g., 111 re Plummer. 703 P.2d 657 (Colo. Ct. App. 1986)(attainment of age 21 creates 

presumption of emancipation which can be overcome by showing child expected a college education 
becaw,c his parents had one and his career choice required one); Slaton Y. Slaton. 428 So. 2d 347 
(Fla. ApI'. 1983); French v. French. 128 N.H. 138,259 A.2d 778 (1969); Sakovitz v. Sakovitz, 178 
N.J. Super. 623, 429 A.2d 1091 (llJRl); Brown v. Brown. 474 A.2d 1168 (Pa. Super. 1984)(father 
ordered to pay son's law school education because son had the desire and ability and father had the 
mOlley). 

231. S('I'. e.g .. KAN. STAT. ANN. § 60-161O(a) (Supp. 1986). 
232. Wallerstein & Corbin, supra note 54, at 119 (420/,- of children of divorce had not entered 

college or left before earning degree, despite coming from wealthy suburban area where 85% of high 
school graduates pursued higher education). 
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E. Updating Child Support Orders 

The child support order reflects the resources of the parents and 
needs of the children at the time it is established. The passage of time, 
however, can result in changes of circumstances that warrant a modifica
tion of the initial order. High inflation may erode the initial award. Pa
rental income may have increased substantially or the child may pass 
into a higher age bracket. While child support orders should be recalcu
lated as the children age and costs increase, they seldom are. The result 
over the postdivorce years is to impose more and more of the support 
obligation on the custodial parent. 

Modifying child support in most jurisdictions requires a showing of 
a material change in circumstances.233 To obtain an increase, the custo
dial parent must hire an attorney, file a petition alleging a material 
change in circumstances and then attend a hearing to have the amount 
changed. Many times the noncustodial parent will counter a request for 
increased child support with a demand for a change of custody or more 
extensive visitation. This results in expensive and time-consuming litiga
tion which reduces the benefits of any extra support finally obtained be
cause of the expenses incurred. 

There are several approaches used to increase child support as the 
parents' ability to payor the child's needs increase. These may include 
the use of an automatic escalation clause, a mandatory periodic review of 
child support orders, or a list of specific factors which justify a change in 
the original support order. 

A cost of living adjustment or an automatic escalation clause can be 
valuable protection against the erosive effects of inflation.234 An escala
tion clause increases the child support payments automatically upon the 
happening of stated events. Escalation clauses conserve judicial time and 
energy, yet still allow the parties to return to court if there has been a 
material change in circumstances. An escalation clause can be tied to an 
objective standard such as the consumer price index, income fluctuations, 
the rate of inflation, or others. Two sources commonly used are the Na
tional Consumer Price Index (CPI) published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics or a fixed percentage formula. The CPI measures the average 
change in prices of goods and services such as food, shelter, clothing, 
fuel, medical services and drugs. The fixed percentage can be in terms of 
a percentage of the supporting parent's income or a base sum to be in
creased annually by a fixed percentage. Some states have upheld the use 
of automatic cost of living increases. 235 

233. See. e.g .• KAN. STAT. ANN. § bO-JblO(a) (Supp. 198b). 
234. See Bruch. supra note 40. at b3. 
235. See. e.g .• Branstad v. Branstad. 400 N.E.2d 167 (Ind. App. 1980); III re Marriage of Nessel, 

345 N.W.2d 107 (Iowa 1984); III I'e Stamp, 300 N.W.2d 275 (Iowa 1980)(automatic increases tied to 
risc in federal consumer price index); Hakken v. Hakken. 100 Mich. App. 460, 298 N.W.2d 907 



1987] Kansas Child Support Guidelines 143 

Those states which have invalidated escalation clauses have found 
that they create a modification without showing the requisite change in 
circumstances. 236 Additionally, if the clauses are not geared to the par
ents' salary increases, the standard of living of the parents at the time of 
the increase is not considered, which may either deny the children the 
benefit of the parents' higher standard of living or force a parent who has 
not had a salary increase to pay more money.237 A different type ofprob
lem with escalation clauses may occur due to wage withholding. For 
example, if the trustee picks up the change in the court order but the 
obligor has forgotten and sends only the prior amount, the withholding 
mechanism may begin prematurely. 

Another way to keep support orders current is to require review of 
the support order every few years. The mere passage of time could be 
considered a sufficient change of circumstances to raise the issue of child 
support. The problem with this approach is that if the time is too short 
neither the parents' incomes nor the child's needs may have changed dra
matically and the automatic rehearing of the support issue may cause 
unnecessary review. 

The Commission recommended that the original support order be 
modified whenever the child attains one of the transition ages (seven or 
sixteen), or when a change in the financial circumstances of the parties 
would adjust the net parental support obligation by ten percent or 
more. 238 

Modification of a child support order for two or more children 
should occur when one child attains the age of majority. Under current 
Kansas law, if there is a child support order which does not designate the 
amount of support for each child, the parent can automatically adjust the 
support proportionately when one child reaches the age of majority.239 
Because economic data demonstrates that most of the set expenses are 
incurred for the one child and that there is a smaller amount allocated to 
each child as numbers increase,24o the Commission recommended that 
the emancipation of a child trigger the recalculation of support. For ex
ample, suppose a divorced couple has a combined gross income of $2600 
and two children ages fifteen and seventeen. The support amounts for 

(I 980)(automatic refiguring of child support to equal 30% of father's net income after taxes); Orman 
v. Orman, 344 N.W.2d 415 (Minn. 1984); Reynolds v. Reynolds, 660 P.2d 90 (Mont. 1983); III re 
Marriage of Edwards, 664 P.2d 883 (Wash. 1983). 

236. See, e.g., Brevick v. Brevick, 628 P.2d 599 (Ariz. App. 1987); Penkowski v. Penkowski. 440 
So. 2d 45 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1983); Wallace v. Wallace, 661 P.2d 455 (Mont. 1983); Condon v. 
Condon, 280 S.c. 357, 312 S.E.2d 588 (1984); Hood v. Hood, 335 N.W.2d 349 (S.D. 1983). 

237. R. WII.I.IAMS, supra note 36, at 96. 
238. See Report of the Kan. Comm'n on Child Support. supra note 149, at 7. 
239. See Brady v. Brady, 225 Kan. 485, 592 P.2d 865 (1979); cf Schilling v. Schilling. 452 So. 2d 

834 (Miss. 1984)(emancipation of one child does not automatically reduce the amount of support 
paid for more than one child). 

240. R. WII.I.IAMS. supra note 36, at 25. 
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those children on the schedule for two children families are $313 and 
$359 respectively, to be shared by the parents in proportion to their in
come. When the seventeen year old turns eighteen and graduates from 
high school, the one child family schedule of the guidelines should be 
used to recalculate the support for the now sixteen year old. The amount 
would be $454. If the existing rule applied, the support amount would 
have been halved, making it $336. 

To further settlement of modifications for child support, the Com
mission recommended that attorney fees be awarded for an unreasonable 
failure to settle a modification request according to the guidelines.24t If 
one party offered in writing to modify the support obligation in accord
ance with the guidelines twenty days prior to filing the motion to modify, 
that party could obtain attorney fees if the judge after hearing the motion 
determined that the offer to settle was unreasonably refused. The 
supreme court did not include this provision. Because the court has the 
authority to award attorney fees as justice and equity require,242 presum
ably judges could award attorney fees when refusal to modify support 
according to the guidelines is unreasonable. 

Subsequent Children 

Frequently, a parent will try to reduce child support payments by 
showing that he or she has remarried and has new dependents. Theoreti
cally, if a person is supporting one child by a prior marriage and then has 
a child by a second marriage, both children should be entitled to share 
equally in the available income.243 Without primogeniture, a child is not 
guaranteed more money by being the first born. The intact family ad
justs all expenditures to adapt to the additional expenses. For the di
vorced, however, the amount available for the second child is reduced by 
the parent's fixed obligation to the first. It is difficult to cure this prob
lem practically because judges may be reluctant to reduce a prior child 
support order due to the birth of a child in another relationship. If there 
is a child support order for the second child, the Kansas guidelines per
mit the parent to deduct the amount actually being paid on the first order 
from gross income. It will be hard to treat all children equally, however, 
because often the support orders will have been rendered by different 
courts, maybe even in different states. 

Periodic Review of the Schedule 

The Commission recommended that the guidelines be subject to pe-

241. See Report of the Karl. Comm'n on Child Support. supra note 149, at 7. 
242. KAN. STAT. ANN. § 60-1610(b)(4) (Supp. 1986). 
243. Zablocki v. Redhail, 434 U.S. 374, 383, 390 (1978). 
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riodic review not less than every five years. 244 Because Dr. Terrell's sta
tistical method can be duplicated and the four national data series used 
are published annually, the schedule can be recomputed periodically.245 
The schedule should reflect as accurately as possible the income alloca
tions parents make because of children. 

V. CONCLUSION 

Case-by-case determinations of child support are time-consuming 
and expensive and have resulted in inadequate and inconsistent orders 
which have impacted negatively on children. The guidelines will not ap
ply to every situation because using averages, approximately one-half of 
all cases might contain factors which would justify a lower amount of 
support and one-half of the cases might justify a higher level of support. 
The hope, however, is that the new guidelines will give parents, attorneys 
and judges a more realistic starting point for determining child support. 
By using current economic data on parental expenditures on children, 
the Kansas guidelines can have a tremendous positive effect by raising 
the standard of living of children of divided families. By apportioning 
child rearing expenses between the parents, the guidelines are gender neu
tral and fair. 

Judicial discretion to handle exceptional and unusual situations re
mains necessary. Whether the new Kansas guidelines will have the de
sired effect of raising the standard of living for the children of Kansas 
depends upon the extent to which judges follow the guidelines or allow 
every case to become an exception. 

244. Report of the Kan. Comm'n on Child Support. supra note 149, at 17. 
245. W. Terrell, supra note 134, at 3. 
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Appendix 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF KANSAS 

Administrative Order No. 59 

Re: Kansas Child Support Guidelines 

The attached Kansas Child Support Guidelines are hereby 

adopted, and are to be used as a basis for establishing and 

reviewing child support orders in the district courts of Kansas. 

These guidelines should be implemented no later than October 30, 

1987. 

ADOPTED BY ORDER OF THE COURT this 1st day of October 1987. 

~ J-. (If) :fl<-v~C -\ ( ~ \L-"y'-'\, 
DAVID PRAGER )'I 
Chief Justice 

Attachment 
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The United States Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) promulgated 
the following federal regulation on Hay 9, 1985: 

Sec. 307.5&. Guidelines for seltlnB child support awards. 

(a) Effpctive October I, J'Hl1, as a condition for approval of its 
State plan, the Stale shall establish Buidellnps by law or by 
judicial or administrative action for selting ~hild supporL award 
amounts wit.hin the state. 
(b) The State shall have procedures for making the Buidellnes 
availabl", to all persons in the State whose duty it is to set chilt1 
Bupport award amounts, but the guidelin~s need not be binding on 
I.hos,> persons. 
(c) The Bult1elines must be based on specific t1escrlptivD and numeric 
criteria and result in a c.omputation of the support obligation. 
(d) The State mu.t includ", 8 copy of the guidelines in Its State 
plan. 

The Kansas r,,)nllnission on Chi Id Suppor·t war appointed by the Gov('r'!j(lr 
In December 1984, in compliance with Public l.aw 93·378, to monitor, assist ano 
advise on issues relating to the enforcement and establishment of child 
support. The Commission appointed a conunittee In Hay 1985 to study guidplines 
and to draft a proposal for' Kansas. Th(> committee inclu.ded thr(>e lawyers, two 
judp,(>s, a district court administrator, a non -custodial parent., a cllstodial 
parent, two child advocates, a representative of the State Department for 
Social and Rehabilitation Services (SRS), and st.aff 8r.sistance from SR~ ano 
the Office of Judicial Administration. 

The committee solicited substantial comment from t.he public. Five 
public hearings on visitation and guirlel inp isnues werp held if I October and 
November of 1985. Approximately 700 inter0sted citizens attended the public 
hearin~s. Nearly five hundred questionnaires were sent to lawyers, judgE'S, 
father.' rights groups, molhers' rights groups, court administrators and 
trustees, attendep. ot the publ ie h(>arin~. and anyonp ols(> who requE'st(>d one. 
All Commission meet ings have been open to the pUblic. Th" Commission 
submi !ted its report to thE' SlIpreme Court In )987. Tn order to prevE'nt th" 
State of Kansas from bplng penalized through the threatened loss of federal 
funding, and after careful consideration of the guid(>lin(>o proposed by the 
Commission, with substantial modification thpreto by this Court to fran! 
grpater flexibilit.y ano discretion to the trial court, the Kansas Supr·"m .. 
Court has adopted the followinr, chi ld support r,uidelin"s, 
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r. USE OF THE GUIDE~INKS 

The Kansas Child Support Guid~linps are a suggested basis for 
establishing and reviewing child support orders in the district courts in 
Kansas. Thp not child support obligation calculated on Worksheet A 
(Appendix I) in the absence of other evidence shall be deemed prima facie 
evidence of a reasonable child support order. However. the Court shall 
consider all relevant evidence prpseflted in ~etting tho amount of child 
support, including but not limited to the supplemental considerations set 
forth in II.C, and III, If the parties have entered into an overall 
settl~ment involving child support and alimony. the Court shall enforce 
the same if the overall settlement adequateJy provides for thl' children, 
The purpose of Ihase guidelines is not to establish a rigid formula, but 
to produce mora consistl'ncy in child support orders throughout the 
state, The ultimata goal in each case should be justlcl' and fairness for 
the children and parl'nts in light of the ability of the parents, The 
final determination of child support rests within the sound discretion of 
the trial court, 

IT, Dr:n:RHINATfON OF CHII.D SliPPORT OIlL](;ATION 

A completed Workshe~t A ohall he filed by the judge in every caae 
whC!re an order of child 'H1pport. is ent"rcod aft~r the l'ffpctivp date 
of these guidAlinPB. 

I. lnformation provided hy thp parti,," pursuant to Supreme Court 
Rulp 119 shall assist the COll/'t in filling out WOI'kshl'et A, 
The information rpguirpd pursuant to Rule ]39 shall be attachpd 
to the application for support, The judge, upon considering 
all relevant information, will complete WOI'k.sheet A and attach 
Work"hp~t A to the order for support, 

~. The tot.al financial circumsLances of bOlh parents shall be 
considored and may be reason to de.iate from the amount of th~ 
oupport ohligation as calculated on line ]7 of WorkRheet A. 

3, In usill!', the CS ~chedulp", it. may be necessary to avP/'ar.'.' l.i1e 
basic child support. ohl ir,ation amount~ for income am"unl s Tlot 
shown. 

4, In detpr'minill!', th" sl'." of a child, rh .. sr," on the "hild's 
npar'est bir'lhoal" shall h" IIS<'O, 
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Other fa~tor. which may warrant adjustments to the net parental 
child support obligation These include: 

1. Need,; of the ('hi ld 

a. Uninsured heal th carD 

b. Special school neads 

c. financial resour~es and needs of the child 

7. The overall financial circumstances and need of both parents 

8. Visitation pXrJl~ns(ls 

b. Adjustments for extunded visitation 

c. Shared phY9ical custody 

d. NR9ponsibility for support of others 

e. Tax COilS i dpI'at i "nR 

f. Residence with a third party 

g. The valu" of services contributed by the pa~~"ts 

h. Other relevant factors 

"Gross income" means earning ability of the parents and income 
from "!l.Y source includinl'. imputed income, but does not include 
benefits l'eceivE'd from public assistance programs. Benefit. 
receivad from need ·related programs, such as Supplemental 
SE'curity Income, Aid to families with 00pendent Children, food 
Stamps, H"dical AssistnncE', and General Assi.tance, are not 
included in thp definition of gross income because Juch 
benefits dE'crease aB thE' recipiont's income increases from all 
other sources, including child support. 

Gross mQllti!!.Y income is con,put"d by dividing by twelve the 
gross income received during the twelve months preceding the 
support obligation determination. 

Gross income for thp self pmploypd is gross income an definpd 
ahovp mi nus ord i n"r'Y "nd npcpssary bus i nl'S n (,Kpense" wh i ell 
rE'ducp the funds availMhlp for child support. 
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Judicial discretion is important in ~valuating the 
circumstances of the self employed. In particular, judicial 
attention should be given to situations in which income is 
received on a sporadic basis throughout the year, such as wiLh 
persons engaged in farming. 

Jn~ome may be imputed at the Court's discretion. 

Pre existing rhild support obligations In other calPs shall be 
deducted from the obligor's gross income to the extent that 
theBe support obligations are actually paid. These amounts are 
entered on line 2. 

(!.ine 3) 

The adjustpd gross income on line 3 is established by 
subtracting any amounts Bhown on line 7 from the gross income 
amount on line]. 

To determine each parent's proportionate share of the total 
child support obligation, each parent's gross income is divided 
by the total of thn combined gross income. 

A r.ompleteci Worksheet A using the examplp given is artachl'd as 
Appendi x I J. 

Example: Parent A Darns $1,768 gross incomn a month. Paront 
Il Darns $837 gros:: incom .. per month. Their combined f,r'oaf, 
income is $~,600. Parent A's share of the chilci support 
obligation will be $1,768 ciivided by $',600 or 68~. The Parent 
B's share of the support obligation will be $832 divided by 
$2,600 or 32~. 

The basic child support obligation is determined using the CS 
Schedules (Appendix III). The CS Schedules have three major 
componl'nts number of children in the fami Iy. combined gross 
income, and age of each child. Step]. The table Lhat 
corresponds to the total numher of children for whom the 
parents share responsibility should be found. Step 1. Th~ 

appropriat~ combined monthly adjusted gross income amount 
should be IcianLified in the left·hand column. Step 3. Using 
the appropriate a~e column for each child, the amount for earh 
child should be identified. Step 4. The amounts for each 
child should be added together to arrive at the total basic 
child support Obligation. 
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Kxample: The parenlf. obove have two childr'en: ages 6 y"at·s, 
7 months and 3 years, 10 months. Using the "2 Children 
families" schedule, $7,600 is found in the left-hand column. 
Under the first column for the four-year old, $267 is 
identified and in the nl'xt column for the seven -year old, $311 
is identifipd. These two amounts are addpd togethpr to find 
tha total basic child support obligation of $575.00 per month. 

The increaspd cost to the parRnt for hoalth and/or dental 
insurance for the child is to be added to the basic support 
obligation. If coverage is provided without cost, then zero 
should be entered as the amount. The cost of insurance 
coverage is entored in the column of the parent(s) providin~ it 
and the total is entered in the right-hand column. 

Example: Parent A has a single coverage pol icy provided by 
his or her employer. To add the children would cost $]75 a 
month_ Therofore, $175 would be entered in Parent A's column 
and in the right-hand column on line 6. 

Artual, reasonable, and necessary child care costs incurred to 
permit pmployment or job search of a parenl should be added to 
the support obliEation. The monthly figure is the averaged 
annual amount. 

~:xample: Child care is lI(,pdprl for the pre-school child. ThE' 
cost of the ~hild care is $100 per month. Parent B pays for 
the costs of the child carp. Thpr~fore, $700 would be enter~d 
in Parunt 8's column alld in the right hand column of line 7. 

8 . I.()~_al __ l:!!.i!.<!. .§""P.Q.oTt _QQ.! i.l .. !~!:!~!l _ Wi.~!l_2.ut _S~[llemen t!l) 
~<>!lf'Lde['aJJ.~.!!2.. (!.i ne 8) 

Thp total child support obligation is the sum of the basic 
suppor'I" obligation (.linE' 5), t.he health an,i dl'ntal insuran,'e 
premium (line 6), anrl t.hl' w',rk related r.hild care cosls (line 
7). 

Kxamplp: The total child support obligatioll is obtainpd by 
adding the $575 basic obligation (line 5) plus $115.00 in 
health insurance (Jine 6) and $?OO in child care cost (line 
7). ThE' support Obligation tota.ls $~O() per month. 

The support obligation fur each parent i. dptprminpd by 
mU.ltiplyinr, E'aeh parent.'s propor·tionat0 share shown on I in,· 4, 
lim("; the totJI ,;upport obi iEal" ion (I inp 8). 

J'xarnplp: On linp 4, Par'Plit A had 6S"/. of tlie, romhinpd inc"",(' 
and Pan'nt R had .In .. Thp""f("'e, Parent A'e 0bligation is $61) 
(.b8 x $900). Pat-pnt R's obliEHlion is $78S (.3? x $Y()(l) , 



152 Washburn Law Journal [Vol. 27 

If costs of health and d<'ntal insurance premiunlA lind/or 
work ·related child rare costs are included in the tor~l child 
support obI il'.ation, the parent actually making the paym<'nt is 
cr.'ditpd. This is done by subtracting the amount paid (as 
shown on 1 i nes 6 and 7) from that parent's r.h i I d support 
obligation (line 9). 

EJlampll': Parenl' f( pays $.175 per month for hl'alt.h illsurance. 
Then,for<', $175 "t ou) d be ,:ubtrac ted from thaI. parent's chi) d 
support obI I gat.! on of $tiJ 7 to make a net. obI I gat i on of $48". 
Parent 8 pays $700 per month child care costs. Therefore, $200 
should be subtract..,d from that pal'ent's l,hlld support 
obligation of $288 to mllke a net obligation of $88. 

Suppl"mmltal considerat.Ions such as, but not. limited to, thosp 
set. forth in If.C. and liT., if any, should be calculated for 
each parent and ent"r"d on linp II. The amount. of any 
part.icular suppj<'mental .... onsidl'rat.ioTl must be dt'll'rminpd by the 
court on an individual basis and lies within lhe sound 
discretion of the trial judg<'. 

The net obligation is the parental child support obligation 
(line 9) minus lines ]0 lind II. The residential parent r<'tains 
his or her portion of t.hM n<'t obligation. The nonresidential 
plIrpnt's net oblil'.atinn h"l"omps the amount. of th<' support order. 

ElIamplR: Parent. 8 hll" primary resi.1t>ntiaJ ... ustody. 
Thon.fore, Parent A wLII pay $487. Parent. R win retain the 
$88 whi"h represents his/hpr share. 

Courts have cont.inuing jurisdict.ion to modify child support orders to 
advanc" the welfllre of the child when t.here is a mat~rial change in 
circumst.ances. In determininl'. reqllE'fot.ed modificat.ions of ... hi Id support 
orders ent.ered prior to the effe ... t.ive date hereof, the rourt. should 
consider t.he tot.ality of the prps0nl ... ircumstances of the parties and 
avoid modifications which would work undue hardship on t.he part.ies or any 
persons present.) y d .. p .. ndent t.hereon. 
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IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRIrT 
D [STRICT COURT. ________ COUNTY. KANSAS 

IN THE HATTER OF THE MARRIAGE OF: Appendix J 

and 

WORKSHF.IlT A 
CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION 

1. Gross Honthly Incom~ 

7. Pre·existing Support Obligations 

]. Adjusted Gross Income 

llroportionate Shares of l:~mbinpd 
Income (each parent's 
income divided by combined 
i ncon!E» 

5. Basic Child Support Obligation 
(usinr, combinpd adjusted gross Income from 
line 3 find amount for each child -
enter total for all children) 

Age of Childr"n 
Number Per Age Category 
Total Amount 

6. Health and D"ntal Insuranc" 
Prem i urn 

7. Work Rolated Child Care Costs 

8. Parents' Total Child Support 

0-6 

Obligation without Supplemental 
r,onsid~rations (lioe 5 plus lines 6 & 7) 

9. Parental Child Support 
Oblig.tion (lin~ 4 times line 8 
for ead} parent) 

10. Subtract for Actual Payment 
made for items 6 and 7 

II Subtract Adjustment for 
Supplemental Considerations 

17. Net Parental Child Support 
Obligation (line 9 minus lines 
10 and 11) 

7-15 

Case No. 

16-18 
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r"structions: Calculations should he rounded to the nearest tenth for percentages. 
Calculation. should be rounded to the nearest dollar in all instancps. 
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IN THE 
DISTRICT COURT, 

JUDICIAl. DISTRICT 
COliNTY, KANSAS 

IN THE MATTER OF THE MARRIAGE OF: 

and 

WORKSHEET A 
CHII.D SUPPORT OBT.I GATTON 

1. Gross Monthly Income 

Preexisting Support Obligations __ 0_ 

3. 

4. 

Adjusted Gross Income 

Proportionate Shares of Combinpd 
Income (each parent's 
income divided by combinpd 
income) 

5. Basic Child Support Obligation 
(using combined adjusted gross income from 
line 3 find amount for each child -
entpr total for all children) 

Age of Children 
Number PPr Age Cate~ory 

Total Amount 

0-6 
1 

~L 

7 -15 
1 

31L 

6. Hpalth and Dental Insurance 
Premium ~-

I. 

8. 

Work-Related Child Care Costs 

Parents' TotRI Child Support 
Ohligation without Supplemental 
Considerotlons (line 5 plus linDs 6 & 7) 

q P.rental Child Support 
ObliEation (line 4 times line 8 
for each parent) 

10. Subtract for Actual Payment 
madp fer itpms b Bnd 7 

11 S"btract Adju~tment for 
Supplemental Considerations 

17. Net Parental Child Support 
Ohlil',Htlon (linC' q min11s lin~9 

10 and 11) 

Appendix II 

Case No. 

_.!!R_ 

- -~--'!. 

16-18 
_0 __ _ 
_0_ 

-~-

/88 

~-

88 

[Vol. 27 

Instru:t ions: Calculations should bp rounded to the nearest tenth for pprcpnta~ps. 
Calculations should be rounded to the nearest dollar in all instAnces. 
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ONE CHILD FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE 
Dollars Per Month Per Chi ld 

(The schedules have been Cldjustcd for mandatory state 
and federa] tclxes and Social Security) 

-------------------------------------- --------------------------------------
Co~blned Support A~ount " Per Ch 11 d ) Combined Support Amount e. Per Ch 11 d ) 

Gross Age (3roup Gross Age Group 
~onthly ---------------------------- ~onthly ----------------------------

Inco, ... ell 0-6 7-15 16-18 Income e.) 0-6 7-15 16-18 

-------------------------------------- ----------------------------_._--------
50 8 9 11 2700 343 409 470 

100 15 18 21 2800 355 424 487 
150 22 26 30 2900 367 438 503 
200 29 35 40 3000 379 452 520 
250 36 43 49 3100 391 466 536 
300 43 51 59 3200 403 481 553 
350 50 59 68 3300 415 495 569 
400 56 67 77 3400 427 509 585 
450 63 75 86 3500 439 523 602 
500 69 83 95 3600 451 537 618 
550 76 91 104 3700 463 552 634 
600 83 98 113 3800 475 566 650 
650 89 106 122 3900 487 580 666 
700 96 114 131 4000 498 594 683 
750 102 122 140 4100 510 b08 699 
800 108 129 149 4200 522 622 715 
850 115 137 157 4300 534 636 731 
900 121 \It 4 166 4400 545 650 747 
950 128 152 175 4500 557 664 763 

1000 134 160 184 46eo 569 678 779 
1050 140 167 192 4700 581 692 795 
1100 147 175 201 4800 592 706 811 
1150 153 182 210 4900 60', 720 827 
1200 159 190 218 5000 616 734 843 
1250 166 197 227 5100 627 74B 859 
1300 172 205 235 5200 639 762 875 
1350 178 212 244 5300 651 775 891 
1400 184 220 252 5400 662 78'7 907 
1450 191 227 261 5500 67'. 803 923 
1500 197 234 269 5600 686 817 939 
1550 203 242 278 5700 697 831 955 
1600 209 249 286 5800 709 845 971 
1650 215 257 295 5900 720 858 987 
1700 222 264 303 6000 732 872 1003 
1750 228 271 312 6200 755 900 1034 
1800 234 279 320 6400 778 927 1066 
1850 240 286 329 6600 801 955 1097 
1900 246 293 337 6800 B24 982 1129 
1950 252 301 346 7000 847 1009 1160 
2000 258 308 354 7200 870 1037 1192 
2100 271 323 371 7"00 1)93 106" 1223 
2200 283 337 387 7600 916 1091 1254 
2300 295 352 404 7800 938 1118 1286 
2400 307 366 421 BOOO 961 1146 1317 
2500 319 380 437 8200 984 1173 13',8 
2600 331 395 454 8400 1007 1200 1379 

-------------------------------------- -------_._._----------------------------
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TWO CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILO SUPPORT SCHEDULE 
Dollars Per Month Per Chi ld 

------------------------------------- -------------------------------------
CombinRd Support Amount (S Per Ch lid) ComblnRd S~pport Amo~nt (S P.r Child) 

Gross All" Group Gross All" Group 
"onthly --------------------------- Monthly ---------------------------

Inco"'R (S) 0-6 7-15 16-18 Incom .. ($) 0-6 7-15 16-18 
------------------------------------- -------------------------------------

50 7 8 10 2700 271 324 372 
100 13 16 18 2800 281 335 385 
150 19 23 26 2900 290 345 397 
200 25 30 34 3000 299 356 410 
250 31 36 42 3100 308 367 422 
300 36 43 49 3200 317 378 .. 35 
350 42 50 57 3300 326 389 447 
400 47 56 64 3400 335 400 460 
450 52 62 72 3500 345 411 472 
500 58 69 79 3600 354 421 484 
550 63 75 86 3700 363 .. 32 497 
600 68 81 93 3800 372 .... 3 509 
650 73 87 101 3900 381 .. 5 .. 521 
700 79 94 108 4000 389 .. 64 53 .. 
750 8 .. 100 115 4100 398 .. 75 546 
800 89 106 122 .. 200 407 485 558 
850 94 112 129 4300 416 496 570 
900 99 118 136 4400 425 507 582 
950 104 12 .. 143 ,,500 43 .. 517 59 .. 

1000 109 130 149 .. 600 4 .. 3 528 607 
1050 11" 136 156 4700 452 538 619 
1100 119 142 163 4800 460 5 .. 9 631 
1150 124 148 170 ,.900 469 559 643 
1200 129 154 177 5000 478 570 655 
1250 134 160 183 5100 487 580 667 
1300 139 165 190 5200 496 591 679 
1350 144 171 197 5300 504 bOI 691 
1400 149 177 203 5400 513 bl1 703 
1450 153 183 210 5500 522 b22 715 
1500 158 189 217 51.00 530 632 727 
1550 163 194 223 5700 539 643 739 
11>00 168 200 230 5800 548 653 750 
1650 173 206 237 5900 557 663 762 
1700 178 212 243 6000 565 674 774 
1750 182 217 250 6200 582 694 798 
1800 187 223 256 6400 600 715 e~i 
1850 192 229 263 6600 6;7 735 845 
1900 197 234 269 6800 634 756 869 
1950 201 240 276 7000 651 776 892 
2000 206 246 282 7200 668 796 915 
2100 216 257 295 7400 685 817 939 
2200 225 268 30B 7600 702 837 962 
2300 234 279 321 7800 719 857 985 
2400 244 290 334 8000 736 877 1008 
2500 253 301 347 8200 753 897 1031 
2600 262 313 359 8400 770 917 1055 

------------------------------------- -------------------------------------
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THREE CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPOHT SCHEDULE 
Dollars Per Month Per Chi Id 

----------------------------- -------------------_ .• ---_._-----------
Combinet! Support Amount I t Per Ch i I d 1 Combined Support Amuunt It Per Child) 

6, 'JSCi. All" Gr,oup Gross Age Group 
t1"Jllt 1l1 y --- .--._----------------- Monthly -----------------_.---.----

lu(.olft" I" 0-6 7-15 16-18 Incomll It' 0-6 7-1:; 16-18 
.. -_ .. _-----------------_ .... _ .. _-- -------------------------------_ .•. _---

~() 6 7 8 2700 235 280 322 
I')') 11 13 15 2800 243 290 33', 
l~O 16 19 21 2900 252 300 345 
2,)0 21 ,24 28 3000 260 310 35b 
25(l 25 30 35 3100 2b8 319 3b7 
300 30 3b 41 3200 27b 329 378 
330 35 41 47 3300 204 338 389 
'.00 39 47 54 3400 292 348 400 
~30 44 52 bO 3500 300 358 loll 
500 48 58 bb 3600 308 367 422 
'jjf) 53 b3 73 3700 31b 377 433 
600 57 b8 79 3800 324 38b 44" 
b30 b2 74 85 3900 332 39b ',55 
700 bb 79 91 4000 340 405 466 
730 71 84 97 4100 348 415 477 
800 75 90 103 4200 35b 424 488 
850 80 95 109 '.300 364 434 499 
900 84 100 115 4 1.00 372 443 509 
750 88 105 121 4500 380 453 520 

1000 93 111 127 4bOO 388 4b2 531 
1050 97 lib 133 4700 39b 472 5 l t2 
1100 101 121 139 4800 404 481 553 
1150 lOb 126 145 4900 411 490 564 
1200 110 131 151 5000 419 500 574 
1250 II~ 13b 157 5100 427 :;09 5fl5 
1300 119 141 162 5200 435 518 596 
1350 123 14b 168 5300 443 528 607 
JI.00 127 152 174 5400 451 537 617 
1450 131 157 180 5500 458 546 628 
1:-,00 136 162 18b 5bOO 466 556 b19 
1~50 140 167 192 5700 474 565 649 
1600 144 172 197 5800 482 574 bbO 
1650 148 177 203 5900 490 584 b71 
1700 153 182 209 bOOO 497 593 b8; 
1750 157 187 215 b200 513 611 703 
1800 Ibl 192 220 b400 528 630 724 
1850 Ib5 197 22b 6bOO 544 b40 745 
1900 lb9 202 232 b800 559 6bl 7bb 
1950 173 207 238 7000 575 685 787 
2000 178 212 243 7200 ~90 703 808 
2100 18b 222 255 7400 605 722 829 
e200 194 231 266 7bOO 621 740 850 
2300 202 241 277 7800 63b 758 871 
2'.00 211 251 289 8000 b51 776 892 
2500 219 261 300 B200 b67 794 913 
2bOO 227 271 311 8400 682 B13 934 
._----------------------------- -------------------------------------
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FOUR CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE 
Dollars Per Month Per Chi ld 

------------------------------------- -------------------------------------
Combin@d Support Amount I. Per Child» Combined Support Amount I. Per Child» 

1;1'"0"'_ Aile Grqup Gross Age Group 
M~nthly --------------------------- Monthly ---------------------------

Inc""". ('$) 0-6 7-15 16-19 Income I.) 0-6 7-15 16-18 
. - - - -. - -- --- --------------------------- -------------------------------------

'SI) 6 7 8 2700 201 240 276 
100 11 13 15 2800 208 248 285 
I')(J IS 18 21 2900 215 256 294 
21)0 20 2tt 27 3000 221 2b1t 303 
?":il) 24 29 33 3100 228 271 312 
3')1) 29 34 39 3200 234 279 321 
350 33 39 45 3300 241 287 330 
"1)0 37 44 51 3400 247 295 339 
1.C;O 41 49 510 3500 254 302 347 
~f)O 45 54 62 3600 2100 310 356 
S'jl) 49 58 67 3700 2bb 317 365 
600 53 103 73 3800 273 325 374 
6"\0 57 108 78 3900 279 333 382 
7(1) 61 72 83 4000 2B5 340 391 
75(1 lo5 77 B9 4100 292 348 400 
ROO loB B2 94 4200 298 355 408 
A,O 72 Blo 99 4300 304 3103 ttl 7 
9('1) 76 91 104 4400 311 370 426 
950 BO 95 109 4500 317 378 434 

10')0 83 99 11 ft 4600 323 385 443 
IOSO B7 104 119 4700 329 393 40,1 
1100 91 108 124 4800 336 400 4loO 
1150 94 113 129 4900 342 407 468 
1200 9B 117 134 5000 34B 415 477 
12"\0 102 121 139 5100 354 422 485 
1100 105 125 144 5200 360 429 494 
1350 109 130 149 5300 366 437 502 
1400 112 134 154 5400 373 444 510 
1450 1110 13B 159 5500 379 451 519 
15(l0 120 142 1104 5loOO 3B5 459 527 
1'50 123 147 169 5700 391 466 535 
.600 127 151 173 5800 397 473 544 
1650 130 155 17B 5900 403 480 552 
1700 134 159 183 6000 409 488 560 
1750 137 1103 189 6200 421 502 577 
1800 141 167 193 6400 433 516 593 
IB50 144 172 197 6600 445 531 610 
I'WO 147 1710 202 bBOe 457 545 626 
1950 151 180 207 7000 4109 559 643 
2000 154 IB4 211 7200 481 573 659 
2100 161 192 221 7400 493 587 675 
2200 1108 200 230 7600 505 601 691 
2300 175 208 239 7BOO 516 615 707 
2400 IBI 21lo 249 8000 528 629 723 
2500 188 224 259 8200 540 643 739 
21000 195 232 267 9400 551 657 755 

------------------------------------- -------------------------------------
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FIVE CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE 
Dollars Per Month Per Chi ld 

-------------------------------------- --------------------------_ ... _--------
CnmblnC!d Support Amount " Per Chi ld I Combined Support Amount I' Per Child I 

G.-o~ .. Age Grljlup GroG" Age Grollp 
M"I,thJy --------------------------- Month 1 y .. ---------------.-----------

Inr n 8l\p 1., 0-6 7-15 16-18 Income IS) 0-6 7-15 16-18 
~- - - ._------------------------------- -------------------------------------

SO 5 b 7 2700 177 211 243 
100 10 12 13 2800 18J 218 251 
150 14 17 19 2900 189 225 259 
200 lB 21 25 3000 194 232 266 
250 22 26 30 3100 200 239 274 
300 26 31 35 3200 206 245 2B2 
350 29 35 40 3300 211 252 290 
400 33 40 45 3400 217 259 297 
'.~O 37 44 SO 3500 223 265 305 
500 40 .. 9 :jj 3600 229 272 313 
55,) .... 52 60 3700 23 .. 279 320 
600 .. 7 56 65 3800 239 285 328 
tl')() 51 61 70 3900 245 292 335 
101) 54 65 74 .. 000 250 298 343 
75<) 5B 69 79 4100 256 305 350 
800 61 73 B3 4200 261 311 358 
8~·0 6 .. 77 8B 4300 ('67 318 365 
900 68 81 93 4400 272 324 373 
950 71 B4 97 4500 278 331 380 

1000 74 88 102 4600 283 337 388 
1050 77 92 106 4700 2B8 34 .. 395 
1100 81 96 110 .. 800 294 350 402 
] ISO 84 100 115 4900 299 357 410 
12('0 87 104 119 5000 305 363 ,,17 
12~O 90 107 123 5100 310 369 424 
1300 93 III 128 5200 315 376 432 
1350 96 115 132 5300 321 382 439 
1400 100 119 136 5400 326 388 446 
1430 103 122 141 5500 331 395 454 
1500 106 126 145 5600 336 401 461 
1550 109 130 149 5700 342 407 468 
1600 112 133 153 5BOO 347 .. 13 .. 75 
1650 115 137 158 5900 352 420 "82 
1700 118 141 162 6000 357 426 490 
1750 121 1 .. 4 166 6200 36B .. 38 504 
1800 12 .. 14B 170 6400 370 .. 51 SIB 
1850 127 152 17 .. 6600 389 463 532 
1900 130 155 178 6BOO 399 475 546 
1950 133 159 182 7000 409 488 561 
2000 136 162 187 7200 '119 500 575 
2100 142 169 195 7400 .. 30 512 589 
2200 148 177 203 7600 440 524 603 
2300 154 Ie .. 211 7BOO .. 50 536 616 
2400 160 I'll 21'1 eooo .. 60 5 .. e 630 
2500 166 1'17 227 8200 470 560 6 .... 
2600 171 204 235 8400 4eO 572 658 

------------------------------------- ------._------------------------------
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SIX CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE 
Dollars Per Month Per Chi Id 

------------------------------------- --------------------------.~----------

Combined Support Amount " Per Ch lid) Combined Support Amount (s Per Child) 
Gross 1111" Gr,oup GrOll!l Aile Group 

Monthly --------------------------- Monthly ---------------------------
Income (S1 0-11 7-15 111-18 Income IS) 0-11 7-15 111-18 
------------------------------------- ~------------------------------------

50 5 II 7 2700 159 189 217 
100 9 II 12 2800 1114 195 224 
ISO 13 15 18 2900 Ib9 201 231 
200 III 20 23 3000 174 207 238 
250 20 24 27 3100 179 213 245 
300 23 28 32 3200 184 219 252 
350 27 32 37 3300 189 225 259 
400 30 311 41 3400 194 231 2bb 
450 33 40 4b 3500 199 237 272 
500 37 44 SO 3bOO 204 243 279 
5,,0 40 iO 54 3700 209 249 28b 
600 43 51 59 3800 214 255 293 
650 411 55 b3 3900 219 260 299 
700 49 58 67 4000 223 2b6 30b 
7::;0 52 62 71 4100 228 272 313 
800 55 b6 75 4200 233 278 319 
850 58 69 79 4300 238 284 326 
'100 61 73 83 4400 243 289 332 
950 b4 7b 88 4500 248 295 339 

1000 b7 80 92 4600 252 301 3ilb 
1050 70 83 95 4700 257 306 352 
1100 73 86 99 4800 2b2 312 359 
11:'0 7'5 90 103 4900 267 318 365 
1200 78 93 107 5000 271 323 372 
1250 81 97 III 5((10 276 329 3"18 
1300 84 100 115 5200 281 335 385 
1350 87 103 119 5300 285 340 391 
1400 90 107 123 5400 290 34b 397 
1450 '12 110 12b 5500 295 351 404 
15nO '15 113 130 5600 299 357 410 
1550 'Ie 117 134 5700 304 3b2 417 
1600 101 120 138 5800 309 368 423 
1650 103 123 142 5'100 313 373 429 
1700 106 12b 145 bOOO 318 379 4311 
1750 109 130 149 b200 327 390 448 
1800 III 133 153 11400 33b 401 4bl 
1850 114 13b 1511 6600 345 412 473 
1900 117 139 160 6800 355 423 486 
1950 119 142 164 7000 364 433 499 
2000 122 14b 167 7200 373 444 511 
2100 127 152 175 7400 382 455 523 
2200 133 158 182 7bOO 391 4bb 535 
2300 138 164 189 7800 400 47b 547 
2400 143 171 19b 8000 408 487 SbO 
2500 148 177 203 8200 417 497 572 
2bOO 154 183 210 8400 4211 508 584 

------------------------------------- -------------------------------------


