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Executive Summary
7KLVUHSRUWLVSUHSDUHGSXUVXDQWWR&DOLIRUQLD)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ D ZKLFKUHTXLUHVWKDW
DWOHDVWHYHU\IRXU\HDUVWKH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLOUHYLHZWKH6WDWHZLGH8QLIRUP&KLOG6XSSRUW
*XLGHOLQHWRUHFRPPHQGDSSURSULDWHUHYLVLRQVWRWKH/HJLVODWXUH)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQV &)5
 DOVRUHTXLUHWKDWHDFKVWDWHUHYLHZLWVJXLGHOLQHDWOHDVWHYHU\IRXU\HDUV7KHSULPDU\
SXUSRVHRIWKLVUHYLHZUHTXLUHPHQWLVWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHUHVXOWVLQWKHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRI
DSSURSULDWHFKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGDPRXQWV)HGHUDODQGVWDWHUHTXLUHPHQWVDGGLWLRQDOO\VSHFLI\
WKDWWKHUHYLHZPXVWLQFOXGHDQDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHHFRQRPLFGDWDRQFKLOGUHDULQJFRVWVDQGD
UHYLHZRIFDVHGDWDWRDQDO\]HWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHJXLGHOLQHDQGWRHQVXUHWKDWGHYLDWLRQVIURP
WKHJXLGHOLQHDUHOLPLWHG

,Q-DQXDU\WKH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLOWKURXJKDFRPSHWLWLYHELGGLQJSURFHVVFRQWUDFWHGZLWKWKH
&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFK &35 WRSURYLGHWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHIRU&DOLIRUQLD¶VFKLOGVXSSRUW
JXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ)HGHUDODQGVWDWHUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUUHYLHZRIWKHJXLGHOLQHZHUHPHWWKURXJK
WKHIROORZLQJDFWLYLWLHV
x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x

5HYLHZLQJWKHHFRQRPLFVWXGLHVXQGHUO\LQJWKHH[LVWLQJ&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD
&RQGXFWLQJDOLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZRIVWXGLHVHVWLPDWLQJFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQFOXGLQJWKH
PRVWUHFHQWHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHDQGFRPSDULQJWKHUHVXOWVRIWKHVHVWXGLHVZLWKWKH
SDUDPHWHUVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD
([DPLQLQJRWKHUHFRQRPLFIDFWRUVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD HJWKHDGMXVWPHQW
IRUORZLQFRPHREOLJRUV 
([DPLQLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶VDQGRWKHUVWDWHV¶WUHDWPHQWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQWKHFRQWH[WRIQHZ
IHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWV LQFOXGLQJWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVSHUWDLQLQJWRUHDVRQDEOH
FRVWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDQGFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW KHDOWKUHIRUPDQG&DOLIRUQLD¶VKHDOWK
FDUHGHOLYHU\V\VWHPDQGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV
&ROOHFWLQJDQGDQDO\]LQJFDVHILOHGDWDIURPDUHYLHZRIUHFHQWO\HVWDEOLVKHGDQGPRGLILHG
FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV
0HDVXULQJKRZIUHTXHQWO\WKHJXLGHOLQHLVDSSOLHGDQGGHYLDWHGIURPDVZHOODVWKHUHDVRQV
IRUDPRXQWRIDQGXSZDUGDQGGRZQZDUGGLUHFWLRQRIGHYLDWLRQV
$QDO\]LQJSDUHQWV¶FKDUDFWHULVWLFVDQGFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQZKLFKVXSSRUWLVHVWDEOLVKHGRU
PRGLILHG
$GGLQJFRQWH[WWRWKHVWDWLVWLFDOUHVXOWVRIFDVHGDWDDQDO\VLVDQGLPSURYLQJLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
WKURXJKIRFXVHGGLVFXVVLRQJURXSVZLWKDEURDGFURVVVHFWLRQRIFKLOGVXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUV
DQGVWDNHKROGHUJURXSVLQYROYHGLQFKLOGVXSSRUWLVVXHV
6HHNLQJLQSXWIURPVWDNHKROGHUVDERXWWKHFRPSUHKHQVLYHQHVVDQGIDLUQHVVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD
JXLGHOLQHDQG
&RPSDULQJVHOHFWHGSURYLVLRQVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDQGWKHLUDSSOLFDWLRQZLWKWKRVHRI
RWKHUVWDWHV¶JXLGHOLQHV
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Background
&DOLIRUQLD*XLGHOLQHDQG)HGHUDO5HJXODWLRQV
7KH&DOLIRUQLD/HJLVODWXUHDGRSWHGWKH6WDWHZLGH8QLIRUP&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQH UHIHUUHGWR
JHQHUDOO\WKURXJKRXWWKLVUHSRUWDVWKH³JXLGHOLQH´ LQ3ULRUWRWKDWWLPH&DOLIRUQLDKDGD
VWDWHZLGHPLQLPXPDPRXQWJXLGHOLQHDQGVHYHUDOFRXQW\JXLGHOLQHVWKDWMXGJHVFRXOGDSSO\7KH
VWDWHZLGHJXLGHOLQHZDVDGRSWHGWRFRPSO\ZLWKIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHV
VHH)DP&RGH )HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQV &)5 D UHTXLUHVWDWHVWRHVWDEOLVK
E\ODZRUE\MXGLFLDORUDGPLQLVWUDWLYHDFWLRQRQHVHWRIJXLGHOLQHVIRUVHWWLQJDQGPRGLI\LQJ
FKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGDPRXQWV$FFRUGLQJWR&RGHRI)HGHUDO5HJXODWLRQVSDUW I D
VWDWHJXLGHOLQHPXVWSURYLGHDUHEXWWDEOHSUHVXPSWLRQLQDQ\MXGLFLDORUDGPLQLVWUDWLYH
SURFHHGLQJIRUWKHDZDUGRIFKLOGVXSSRUWWKDWWKHDPRXQWRIWKHDZDUGWKDWZRXOGUHVXOWIURP
WKHVWDWHZLGHXQLIRUPJXLGHOLQHLVWKHFRUUHFWDPRXQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWWREHDZDUGHG

2YHUYLHZRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD*XLGHOLQH)RUPXOD
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHFRQVLGHUVDOOHDUQLQJVDQGLQFRPHRIERWKSDUHQWVEHFDXVHLWVSUHPLVHLV
WKDWERWKSDUHQWVDUHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUVXSSRUWLQJWKHLUFKLOGUHQ )DP&RGH E 7KHFRUH
EDVLFIRUPXODIRUGHWHUPLQLQJWKHDPRXQWRIWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLD
JXLGHOLQHLVEDVHGRQWKHIROORZLQJIDFWRUV
x (DFKSDUHQW¶VQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH
x 7KHSDUHQWV¶WRWDOQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH
x 7KHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQDQG
x 7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIWLPHWKDWHDFKSDUHQWKDVSULPDU\SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ

7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRURWKHUDGMXVWPHQWVWRLQFRPHVXFKDVFKLOGVXSSRUWEHLQJ
SDLGIRURWKHUFKLOGUHQDQGRWKHUFKLOGUHQEHLQJVXSSRUWHGLQWKHKRPH7KHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHV
IRUDGMXVWPHQWVWRWKHVXSSRUWRUGHUDPRXQWLQFOXGLQJDGMXVWPHQWVIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWLQ
FDVHVLQYROYLQJIDFWRUVVXFKDVXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKUHODWHGH[SHQVHVORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDQG
ZRUNUHODWHGFKLOGFDUHH[SHQVHV


3URFHHGLQJVIRU(VWDEOLVKLQJRU0RGLI\LQJ&KLOG6XSSRUW2UGHUV
&DOLIRUQLDVXSHULRUFRXUWVHVWDEOLVKDQGPRGLI\FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV&HUWDLQFKLOGVXSSRUW
RUGHUV²WKRVHHVWDEOLVKHGRUPRGLILHGSXUVXDQWWRSDUW'RI7LWOH,9RIWKH6RFLDO6HFXULW\$FW
FRPPRQO\UHIHUUHGWRDVWKH³,9'SURJUDP´ ²DUHHVWDEOLVKHGZLWKLQ&DOLIRUQLD¶VFKLOG
VXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUV\VWHP )DP&RGH 8QGHU7LWOH,9'DORFDOGHSDUWPHQWRI
FKLOGVXSSRUWVHUYLFHV '&66 FDQILOHSHWLWLRQVWRHVWDEOLVKSDUHQWDJHREWDLQDQGFROOHFWFKLOG
VXSSRUWREWDLQDQGHQIRUFHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRUWKHFKLOGDQGPRGLI\DQRUGHU,9'
VHUYLFHVDUHDXWRPDWLFDOO\SURYLGHGLQFDVHVZKHUHSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHPRQLHVKDYHEHHQ
H[SHQGHG,9'VHUYLFHVDUHDOVRSURYLGHGLQQRQ±SXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHFDVHVDWWKHUHTXHVWRID
SDUHQWIRUDIHH7KHSXUSRVHRI'&66LVWRZRUNZLWKSDUHQWVDQGJXDUGLDQVWRHQVXUHWKDW




)HGHUDOODZ 'HILFLW5HGXFWLRQ$FWRI3XE/1R )HE 86&HWVHT UHTXLUHV
VWDWHVWRLPSRVHDDQQXDOIHHLQQRQ±SXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHFDVHV

LL

FKLOGUHQDQGIDPLOLHVUHFHLYHFRXUWRUGHUHGILQDQFLDODQGPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KURXJKDQHWZRUNRI
FRXQW\DQGUHJLRQDOFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQFLHV'&66VHUYHVDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOOLRQFKLOGUHQ
6HUYLFHVLQFOXGHORFDWLQJDSDUHQWHVWDEOLVKLQJSDWHUQLW\HVWDEOLVKLQJPRGLI\LQJDQGHQIRUFLQJ
DFRXUWRUGHUIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWDQGHVWDEOLVKLQJPRGLI\LQJDQGHQIRUFLQJDQRUGHUIRUKHDOWK
FDUHFRYHUDJH7KHIHGHUDOJRYHUQPHQWDQGLQSDUWVWDWHVIXQGWKH,9'SURJUDP

,Q&DOLIRUQLDWKHORFDO'&66ILOHVWKHLQLWLDOFRPSODLQWLQ,9'SURJUDPFDVHVLQWKHQDPHRIWKH
FRXQW\LQZKLFKWKHDSSOLFDWLRQIRU7LWOH,9'VHUYLFHVLVPDGH7KHDWWRUQH\IRUWKHORFDOFKLOG
VXSSRUWDJHQF\GRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLQVWHDGWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLVQDPHGDVD
SDUW\WRWKHRUGHURQFHWKHRUGHULVHVWDEOLVKHG(LWKHUSDUHQWFDQDSSO\IRU7LWOH,9'VHUYLFHV
DQGRUXVHWKH,9'SURJUDPWRUHTXHVWDPRGLILFDWLRQLQFOXGLQJDQREOLJRUZKRLVVHHNLQJD
GRZQZDUGPRGLILFDWLRQ

&KLOGVXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUVKHDUDOOVXSSRUWDFWLRQV FKLOGDQGVSRXVDO DQGSDWHUQLW\DFWLRQV
ILOHGE\WKHORFDO'&667KHFRPPLVVLRQHU¶VGXWLHVLQFOXGHWDNLQJWHVWLPRQ\HVWDEOLVKLQJD
UHFRUGHYDOXDWLQJHYLGHQFHPDNLQJGHFLVLRQVRUUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGHQWHULQJMXGJPHQWVRU
RUGHUVEDVHGRQVWLSXODWHGDJUHHPHQWV)DPLO\ODZIDFLOLWDWRUVDUHDWWRUQH\VHPSOR\HGE\WKH
FRXUWDQGDYDLODEOHWRDVVLVWHLWKHUSDUHQWZLWKFKLOGVXSSRUWRURWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHVLQFDVHV
KHDUGE\FRPPLVVLRQHUV)RUH[DPSOHIDPLO\ODZIDFLOLWDWRUVSURYLGHSDUHQWVZLWKHGXFDWLRQDO
PDWHULDOVGLVWULEXWHDQGKHOSFRPSOHWHQHFHVVDU\FRXUWIRUPVDQGSUHSDUHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQV
+RZHYHUWKLVLQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQIDFLOLWDWRUVDQGSDUHQWVGRHVQRWFUHDWHDQDWWRUQH\FOLHQW
UHODWLRQVKLS

³1RQ,9'FDVHV´DUHWKRVHLQZKLFKFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVDUHHVWDEOLVKHGDQGPRGLILHGRXWVLGH
WKHFRPPLVVLRQHUV\VWHP$QXPEHURIODUJHDQGPHGLXPVL]HGFRXQWLHVKDYHGHGLFDWHGIDPLO\
ODZFRXUWVWRKHDUFDVHVLQYROYLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRURWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHV HJ.FXVWRG\
YLVLWDWLRQGLVVROXWLRQRIPDUULDJHDQGGRPHVWLFYLROHQFH 7KHUROHRIWKHVHFRXUWVLQKHDULQJ
FKLOGVXSSRUWFDVHVLVWRWDNHWHVWLPRQ\HVWDEOLVKDUHFRUGHYDOXDWHHYLGHQFHPDNHGHFLVLRQVDV
WRVXSSRUWHQWHUMXGJPHQWRURUGHUVDQGDSSURYHVWLSXODWHGDJUHHPHQWVEHWZHHQSDUWLHV8QGHU
)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQWKHSDUWLHVWRDFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUPD\VWLSXODWHWRDQDPRXQWRI
VXSSRUWSURYLGHGWKHFRXUWILQGVWKDWWKHSDUWLHVKDYHEHHQLQIRUPHGRIWKHLUULJKWVWKDWWKH
SDUWLHVZHUHQRWFRHUFHGLQWRDJUHHLQJWRWKHVWLSXODWLRQDQGWKDWWKHDJUHHPHQWLVLQWKHEHVW
LQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOGUHQ


3UHYLRXV5HYLHZVDQG5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
7KHUHYLHZLVWKHIRXUWKFRQGXFWHGE\WKH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLO3ULRUUHYLHZVKDYHEHHQ
LQVWUXPHQWDOLQKHOSLQJHIIHFWFKDQJHVLQWKHVWDWHZLGHXQLIRUPJXLGHOLQH6SHFLILFDOO\WKHPRVW
UHFHQWUHYLHZFRQGXFWHGLQVXJJHVWHGFRQWLQXHGPRQLWRULQJDQGUHILQHPHQWRIFHUWDLQ




)DP&RGH
6HH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLORI&DOReview of Statewide Uniform Child Support GuidelineIRUDQG
$YDLODEOHDWwww.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/cfcc/resources/publications/articles.htm#childsupport


LLL

DGMXVWPHQWVGHGXFWLRQVDQGDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWIRURWKHUIDFWRUVVXFKDVFKLOGFDUHEXWQR
FKDQJHVWRWKHEDVLFJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD

7KHPRVWUHFHQWVLJQLILFDQWFKDQJHVDIIHFWLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHFRQFHUQHGFKDQJHVWRWKHORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWDQGSUHVXPSWLRQRILQFRPH,Q$XJXVWWKH/HJLVODWXUHFKDQJHGWKHORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWSURYLVLRQWRPDNHDUHEXWWDEOHSUHVXPSWLRQWKDWDQ\REOLJRUTXDOLI\LQJIRUWKHORZ
LQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVKRXOGEHJUDQWHGWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW VHWRXWLQ)DP&RGH
 E  DWQHWLQFRPHEHORZSHUPRQWK 3UHYLRXVO\WKHFRXUWKDGWRMXVWLI\JUDQWLQJ
WKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWE\LQGLFDWLQJLQZULWLQJRURQWKHUHFRUGWKHUHDVRQIRUJUDQWLQJWKH
DGMXVWPHQW,Q$XJXVWWKH/HJLVODWXUHFKDQJHGWKHSURYLVLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHSUHVXPSWLRQRI
LQFRPH VHWRXWLQ)DP&RGH G  WRVHWSUHVXPHGLQFRPHDWKRXUVSHUZHHNDW
PLQLPXPZDJH

Data and Analytical Methodology

$VVHVVPHQWRIWKH(FRQRPLF&RVWRI&KLOG5HDULQJ
7KHDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHHFRQRPLFFRVWRIFKLOGUHDULQJLQFOXGHGDUHYLHZRIWKHSULQFLSOHV
XQGHUO\LQJVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVVSHFLILFDOO\WKHSULQFLSOHUHODWHGWRWKHFRVWRIUDLVLQJFKLOGUHQD
OLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZRIWKHVWXGLHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVXQGHUO\LQJVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDQGWKH
VWXGLHVWKDWFRQWDLQHGPRUHFXUUHQWHVWLPDWHVDQGGHYHORSLQJQHZHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVIURPWKHPRVWFXUUHQWH[SHQGLWXUHGDWDDYDLODEOH LHXSWRWKHILUVWTXDUWHURI
LQWKH&RQVXPHU([SHQGLWXUHV6XUYH\FRQGXFWHGE\WKH%XUHDXRI/DERU6WDWLVWLFV 7KLVZDV
GHHPHGQHFHVVDU\EHFDXVHWKHH[WDQWVWXGLHVGLGQRWLQFOXGHGDWDIRUWKH\HDUVDIWHUWKHHFRQRPLF
UHFHVVLRQEHJDQLQ'HFHPEHURUZHUHNQRZQWRRYHUVWDWHDFWXDOFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV
,QDOOHLJKWVWXGLHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGDQGWKHQFRPSDUHGWRHOHPHQWV
RIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD HJSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHDOORFDWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVPXOWLSOLHUVIRUWZRRUPRUHFKLOGUHQ 2WKHUIDFWRUVWKDWDIIHFWVWDWHJXLGHOLQH
GLIIHUHQFHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGWKURXJKWKHIRFXVJURXSVDQGWKHOLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZHGDQGWKHQZHUH
DQDO\]HG7KHDPRXQWVXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHZHUHFRPSDUHGWRWKRVHRIRWKHUVWDWHVWR
LOOXVWUDWHVRPHSRLQWV$OOFDOFXODWLRQVZHUHEDVHGRQDXWRPDWHGJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWRUVIURPD
VWDWHDJHQF\RUFRXUW:HEVLWH

&DVH)LOH5HYLHZ
$UDQGRPVDPSOHRIFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVHQWHUHGLQZDVGUDZQWRDQDO\]HKRZWKH
JXLGHOLQHLVEHLQJDSSOLHGDQGWRZKDWH[WHQWDQGZK\GHYLDWLRQVRFFXU7KHVDPSOHVSDQQHGWKH
VDPHVWXG\FRXQWLHVDVLQWKHODVWUHYLHZ7KHFRXQWLHVUDQJHLQVL]HDQGVRFLRHFRQRPLF
IDFWRUVWRUHIOHFWWKHGLYHUVLW\RI&DOLIRUQLD7KHVDPSOHLQFOXGHGDOPRVWHTXDOVKDUHVRI,9'
DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV7RDLGRXUDQDO\VLVWKHSUHOLPLQDU\ILQGLQJVZHUHVKDUHGLQWZRIRFXV
JURXSVZLWKUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVRIDGYRFDF\JURXSVDQGFRPPLVVLRQHUVRIWKHVWXG\FRXQWLHV

$GGLWLRQDO$QDO\VLVRI/RZ,QFRPH)DPLOLHV
7KHDQDO\VLVFRQVLVWHGRIDOLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZRIORZLQFRPHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVDQGDUHYLHZRI
HDFKVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQH7KHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWPLQLPXPRUGHUVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHLQFRPH

LY

DWWULEXWLRQSURYLVLRQDQGRWKHULQIRUPDWLRQZHUHQRWHGIRUHDFKVWDWHJXLGHOLQHDQGODWHU
FDWHJRUL]HGWRGHWHUPLQHKRZPDQ\VWDWHVXVHGFHUWDLQDSSURDFKHV7KHUHYLHZVZHUH
VXSSOHPHQWHGZLWKDFRPSDULVRQRIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVIRUIRXUORZLQFRPHFDVHVFHQDULRV
:KHQDYDLODEOHDXWRPDWHGJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWRUVIURPDVWDWHDJHQF\RUFRXUW:HEVLWHZHUHXVHG
WRPDNHWKHFDOFXODWLRQVRWKHUZLVHWKHFDOFXODWLRQVZHUHSHUIRUPHGPDQXDOO\

$GGLWLRQDO$QDO\VLVRI0HGLFDO6XSSRUW
(DFKVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHZDVUHYLHZHGWRGHWHUPLQHZKDWFKDQJHVZHUHPDGHLIDQ\WRFRQIRUPWR
WKHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWV:HDOVRUHYLHZHGUHFHQWLQIRUPDWLRQDERXW
KHDOWKUHIRUPDQGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWVLQ&DOLIRUQLD,QIRUPDWLRQIURPUHFHQWPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
GHPRQVWUDWLRQJUDQWVWKHIHGHUDO2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWDQGFRQIHUHQFH
SUHVHQWDWLRQVRISURIHVVLRQDOFKLOGVXSSRUWRUJDQL]DWLRQVZDVDOVRH[DPLQHG

)RFXV*URXSV:LWK6WDNHKROGHUV
7KUHHIRFXVJURXSVZLWKVWDNHKROGHUVZHUHFRQGXFWHG7KHILUVWWZRIRFXVJURXSV RQHKHOGLQ
1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDQGWKHRWKHULQ6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD JDWKHUHGVWDNHKROGHUV¶SHUVSHFWLYHVRQ
WKHFRPSUHKHQVLYHQHVVDQGIDLUQHVVRIWKHJXLGHOLQHDVZHOODVUHFRPPHQGHGLPSURYHPHQWV
6WDNHKROGHUVSDUWLFLSDWLQJLQWKHWKLUGIRFXVJURXSUHYLHZHGSUHOLPLQDU\ILQGLQJVRIWKHFDVHILOH
UHYLHZDQGVKDUHGWKHLULQVLJKWVWRDGGFRQWH[WDQGLQWHUSUHWDWLRQWRWKHDQDO\VLV,QDOO&35
LGHQWLILHGLQGLYLGXDOVUHSUHVHQWLQJYDULRXVJURXSV3DUWLFLSDQWVUHFHLYHGHPDLOLQYLWDWLRQVWR
DWWHQGWKHIRFXVJURXSWDNLQJSODFHLQWKHLUUHJLRQIROORZHGE\ID[HGLQYLWDWLRQVDQGWHOHSKRQH
FDOOVWRLQFUHDVHWKHQXPEHURILQYLWHHVFRQILUPLQJDWWHQGDQFH1RWPRUHWKDQLQYLWHHV
VKRZHGXSIRUDQ\RQHIRFXVJURXS

&35GHYHORSHGLQWHUYLHZJXLGHVIRUWKHIRFXVJURXSV)RUVRPHTXHVWLRQVDURXQGURELQ
DSSURDFKZDVXVHGWRHQJDJHDOOIRFXVJURXSSDUWLFLSDQWV$VKRUWVXUYH\ZDVDOVRDGPLQLVWHUHG
LQWKHILUVWWZRIRFXVJURXSV7KHIRFXVJURXSVZHUHDXGLRWDSHGDQGWUDQVFULEHG0HHWLQJQRWHV
DQGWUDQVFULSWLRQVZHUHXVHGWRLGHQWLI\FRPPRQWKHPHV

Conclusions

Conclusion 1: The California guideline and 36 other state guidelines are based on a
“continuity-of-expenditures model”— that is, the child support award should allow the children
to benefit from the same level of expenditures that would have been provided had the children
and both parents lived together. 6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVEDVHGRQWKLVFRQFHSWDSSO\LWHTXDOO\WR
FKLOGUHQRIGLYRUFHDQGFKLOGUHQRIXQPDUULHGSDUHQWVUHJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHUWKHSDUHQWVHYHU
OLYHGWRJHWKHUEHFDXVHPRVWVWDWHVEHOLHYHWKDWFKLOGUHQVKRXOGQRWEHWKHHFRQRPLFYLFWLPVRI
WKHLUSDUHQWV¶GHFLVLRQVWROLYHDSDUW0RVWRIWKHVHVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDEDVHWKHLU
JXLGHOLQHIRUPXODVRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHVDQG
SHULRGLFDOO\DVVHVVWKHLUIRUPXODVDJDLQVWQHZHUPHDVXUHPHQWVWRHQVXUHWKDWWKH\SURGXFHDQ
DGHTXDWHDPRXQW


Y

Conclusion 2: The California guideline formula is generally within the range of measurements
of child-rearing expenditures—but at the high end of the range of measurements of child-rearing
expenditures. 7KLVDVVHVVPHQWLVEDVHGRQFRPSDULVRQVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHWRHLJKW
PHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQFOXGLQJWKRVHWKDWXQGHUOLHRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
DQGFXUUHQWPHDVXUHPHQWV
Conclusion 3: Many other assumptions and factors besides measurements of child-rearing
expenditures form a guideline formula. 7KHVHLQFOXGHKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODDGMXVWVIRU
KLJKHULQFRPHREOLJHHLQFRPHDQGVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\DVZHOODVWKHXVHRIJURVVRU
QHWLQFRPHDVWKHJXLGHOLQHEDVLV&DOLIRUQLD¶VDSSURDFKWRVRPHRIWKHVHIDFWRUVFUHDWHVVRPH
DQRPDOLHVDQGGLIIHUHQFHVIURPRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFHUWDLQFLUFXPVWDQFHVEXWWKH\DUH
JHQHUDOO\OLPLWHGRULQFRQVHTXHQWLDO


Conclusion 4: The percentage of orders that deviated from the guideline has increased. 7KH
VWXG\IRXQGJXLGHOLQHGHYLDWLRQVLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVUHYLHZHG&RPPLVVLRQHUVDQG
VWDNHKROGHUVDWWULEXWHWKHLQFUHDVHWRWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQDQGEHWWHUHGXFDWHGSDUHQWV.


Conclusion 5: Commissioners and advocates agreed that the current low-income adjustment is
inadequate. )LIWHHQSHUFHQWRIWKHREOLJRUVLQWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZKDGLQFRPHVEHORZQHW
SHUPRQWKDQGVRZHUHHOLJLEOHIRUWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW'HVSLWHLQFUHDVHVLQWKH
PLQLPXPZDJHWKLVLVWKHVDPHSHUFHQWDJHRIREOLJRUVZKRZHUHHOLJLEOHGXULQJWKHODVWUHYLHZ
,WLVLQGLFDWLYHRIWKHHFRQRPLFGLVWUHVVWKDWPDQ\SDUHQWVFXUUHQWO\IDFHDVDUHVXOWRIKLJKUDWHV
RIXQGHUDQGXQHPSOR\PHQWDQGWKHODFNRIHYHQORZSD\LQJMREV


Conclusion 6: Many of the guideline factors designed to yield more responsive orders are being
applied very infrequently. $KDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQLVEHLQJPDGHWRWKHLQFRPHVRIRQO\SHUFHQW
RIWKHSDUHQWV2UGHUVIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWDOVRDUHLQIUHTXHQW2UGHUVIRUZRUNUHODWHGFKLOG
FDUHH[SHQVHVDUHDSSOLHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVDQGRUGHUVIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV
DUHDSSOLHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV2WKHUDGMXVWPHQWVWRLQFRPHDQGRUGHUVIRURWKHU
DGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWDUHDSSOLHGHYHQOHVVIUHTXHQWO\&RPPLVVLRQHUVDWWULEXWHWKHVHWUHQGVWRWKH
HFRQRPLFGRZQWXUQDKLJKHUUDWHRIGHIDXOWRUGHUVDQGDVPDOOHUSURSRUWLRQRIPRGLILHGRUGHUV
LQWKHVDPSOH


Conclusion 7: The percentage of orders entered through default, 46 percent, is back up. This is
after a concerted effort several years ago to lower the number of orders entered by default in
California.
Conclusion 8: The percentage of orders involving presumed income has increased since the last
guideline review. The percentage of orders with income imputation, however, has not increased.
6WDWHVWDWXWHUHTXLUHVWKDWLQFRPHEHSUHVXPHGLQ,9'FDVHVZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHRU




$VGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKHUHSRUWGHIDXOWRUGHUVDUHFRUUHODWHGZLWKQRQSD\PHQW7KHJHQHUDOSUHPLVHLVWKDW
SD\PHQWVZLOOEHKLJKHUZKHQSDUHQWVDUHHQJDJHGLQWKHRUGHUHVWDEOLVKPHQWRUPRGLILFDWLRQSURFHVV

YL

LQFRPHKLVWRU\LVXQNQRZQ6WDWHVWDWXWHSURYLGHVWKDWLQFRPHFDQEHLPSXWHGLQDQ\FKLOG
VXSSRUWFDVH UHJDUGOHVVRI,9'VWDWXV EDVHGRQWKHSDUHQW¶VHDUQLQJSRWHQWLDO
Conclusion 9: Health insurance is frequently ordered, and medical support is ordered in most
IV-D cases. 7KHODWWHULVLPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHRIQHZIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVWKDWEHFDPH
HIIHFWLYHLQ
Conclusion 10: Information is frequently missing from case files. &ULWLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQZDV
PLVVLQJLQPDQ\FKLOGVXSSRUWFDVHVUHYLHZHGIRUWKLVVWXG\7HQSHUFHQWODFNHGGRFXPHQWDWLRQ
RIWKHFDOHQGDUHGFKLOGVXSSRUWFRXUWHYHQWSHUFHQWGLGQRWFRQWDLQLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKH
SDUHQWV¶LQFRPHSHUFHQWODFNHGLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUDQGSHUFHQWGLGQRW
VSHFLI\WKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQW


Conclusion 11: Historically, many IV-D families and obligors have poverty or low incomes. The
current high unemployment and underemployment rates likely contribute to even higher
incidences of poverty and low income than were previously documented.7KLVUHYLHZFRQVLGHUV
KRZRWKHUVWDWHVDGGUHVVORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVDQGKRZSRYHUW\DQGORZLQFRPHFUHDWHVSHFLDO
FLUFXPVWDQFHVWKDWQHHGWREHDGGUHVVHGZKHQGHWHUPLQLQJDSSURSULDWHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWV


Conclusion 12: When child support obligations are set too high for low-income obligors, they
are unable to meet their own subsistence needs. 7KLVOHDGVWRPDQ\VHYHUHFRQVHTXHQFHVD
UHGXFHGLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNDQGWRZRUNLQWKHPDLQVWUHDPHFRQRP\GHSUHVVHGFKLOGVXSSRUW
SD\PHQWVKLJKHUDUUHDUVEDODQFHVDQGDWWHQXDWHGSDUHQWFKLOGUHODWLRQVKLSVZKLFKLQWXUQFDQ
DGYHUVHO\DIIHFWFKLOGRXWFRPHV

Conclusion 13: The California guideline amounts for low-income obligors are high relative to
other states. The low-income adjustment under the California guideline is inadequate. 8QOLNHWKH
ORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWXVHGLQPDQ\VWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLWGRHVQRWUHODWHWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\
JXLGHOLQHIRURQHSHUVRQ,WVLQFRPHWKUHVKROG LHWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWDSSOLHVZKHQ
REOLJRUQHWLQFRPHLVOHVVWKDQSHUPRQWK KDVQHYHUEHHQXSGDWHG7KHLQFRPHWKUHVKROG
LVWRRORZWRDSSO\WRW\SLFDOORZLQFRPHVLWXDWLRQV LHREOLJRUVHDUQLQJPLQLPXPZDJH 
KHQFHWKHVHORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDUHQRWHOLJLEOHIRUWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWDQGSD\PHQWRI
WKHXQDGMXVWHGJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWOHDYHVWKHREOLJRUZLWKLQVXIILFLHQWLQFRPHWROLYHDERYH
SRYHUW\OHYHO
Conclusion 14: California’s income presumption policy exacerbates the guideline problems for
low-income parents; the obligor’s income is often presumed to be more than it actually is or job
opportunities available for obligors are presumed to pay more than they actually do. )DPLO\
&RGHVHFWLRQ G  SURYLGHVWKDWLIDVXSSRUWREOLJDWLRQLVEHLQJHVWDEOLVKHGE\WKHORFDO
FKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQF\DQGWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHRULQFRPHKLVWRU\LVQRWNQRZQLQFRPHLV
SUHVXPHGDWPLQLPXPZDJHIRUKRXUVSHUZHHN3UHVXPLQJLQFRPHDERYHDQREOLJRU¶VDFWXDO
LQFRPHFDQSURGXFHDPXFKKLJKHURUGHUWKDQWKHDPRXQWWKDWZRXOGKDYHUHVXOWHGKDGWKH
JXLGHOLQHVEHHQDSSOLHGWRWKHSDUHQW¶VDFWXDOLQFRPH
YLL

Conclusion 15: Although the 2008 federal medical support rules impose many new requirements
on states—including state provisions for the establishment and modification of medical
support—2010 health reform will likely change future federal medical support requirements. 7KH
IHGHUDO2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW 2&6( LVFXUUHQWO\DVVHVVLQJZKHWKHUFXUUHQW
IHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSROLFLHVDUHFRQJUXHQWZLWKKHDOWKUHIRUP7KH\DQWLFLSDWHFKDQJHV
EXWWKHVFRSHRIWKRVHFKDQJHVLVFXUUHQWO\XQNQRZQ

Conclusion 16: California statute already provides that either or both parents can be ordered to
provide insurance coverage for the children and that orders allocate the child’s uninsured
health-care expenses between the parents. 7KHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHWKDWDSSOLHV
GLUHFWO\WRVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVPDQGDWHVWKDWDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHIRUKRZWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUH
QHHGVZLOOEHDGGUHVVHG7KLVHQFRPSDVVHVRUGHUVIRURQHRUERWKSDUHQWVWRFDUU\LQVXUDQFHIRU
WKHFKLOGRUGHUVIRUKRZWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVZLOOEHDOORFDWHGEHWZHHQWKH
SDUHQWVDQGRWKHUW\SHVRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUW 

Conclusion 17: California statute currently does not provide an income-based definition of
“reasonable cost” but does address what is “accessible” health-care. Although not called “cash
medical support” (and states are not required to use the federal term), California’s provision of
reasonable uninsured health-care expenses is a form of cash medical support. 7RDVVLVWZLWKWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHWKDWUHTXLUHV,9'DJHQFLHVWRSHWLWLRQ
IRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHWKDWLVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWDQGDFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOGDQGRU³FDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUW´PDQ\VWDWHVDUHLQFOXGLQJGHILQLWLRQVRI³UHDVRQDEOHFRVW´³DFFHVVLEOH´DQG³FDVK
PHGLFDOVXSSRUW´LQWKHLUJXLGHOLQHV7KHIHGHUDOUXOHSURYLGHVIRUFRQVLGHUDEOHVWDWH
GLVFUHWLRQLQWKHVHGHILQLWLRQVKRZHYHUWKHUHDVRQDEOHFRVWGHILQLWLRQPXVWEHLQFRPHEDVHG
1RWH6HQDWH%LOO :ULJKW6WDWVFK ZDVHQDFWHGDQGQRZLPSOHPHQWVWKHUXOH


Conclusion 18: The California guideline adjusts for the child’s health insurance differently than
most state guidelines. While most states prorate the child’s share of the insurance premium
between the parents, California subtracts the insurance premium from the parent’s income.
'HSHQGLQJRQZKLFKSDUHQWSD\VWKHSUHPLXPWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGLVLQFUHDVHGRUGHFUHDVHGE\
WKHRWKHUSDUHQW¶VVKDUH6WDWHVWKDWKDYHUHFHQWO\UHSODFHGWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGIRUWKH
SURUDWLRQPHWKRGILQGWKDWWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGZDVQRWDVXIILFLHQWDGMXVWPHQWIRU
VN\URFNHWLQJSUHPLXPVDQGWKDWWKHSURUDWLRQPHWKRGLVHDV\DQGIDLU


Conclusion 19: Focus group discussions among advocates reveal that parents frequently fail to
comprehend what goes into the guideline calculation and need more education to improve their
understanding.$GYRFDWHVVXJJHVWWKDWSDUHQWVUHFHLYHPRUHHGXFDWLRQVRWKDWWKH\EHWWHU
XQGHUVWDQGWKHIDFWRUVWKDWJRLQWRWKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ7KH\EHOLHYHWKDWSDUHQWVZKRGR
QRWXQGHUVWDQGWKHJXLGHOLQHVRPHWLPHVGLVWUXVWWKHFDOFXODWLRQDQGRUUHVHQWWKHV\VWHP
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Conclusion 20: Advocates who attended the focus groups consistently believed that the guideline
is unfair to low-income parents.0DQ\DGYRFDWHVH[SUHVVHGFRQFHUQDERXWKRZWKHJXLGHOLQH
WUHDWVORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVDQGORZLQFRPHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVLQSDUWLFXODU


Conclusion 21: Many of the advocates’ issues concerned systematic issues involving the
guideline or were beyond the scope of the guideline$GYRFDWHVSDUWLFLSDWLQJLQWKHIRFXVJURXSV
VDZWKHJXLGHOLQHDVLQWHUUHODWHGDQGLQVHSDUDEOHIURPRWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHVLQFOXGLQJFXVWRG\
DQGFRXUWDQGDJHQF\UXOHVDQGSURFHGXUHV,QDOODGYRFDWHVEHOLHYHGWKHVHLQWHUUHODWHGLVVXHV
FUHDWHSDUHQWDOFRQIOLFWWKDWLVKDUPIXOWRFKLOGZHOOEHLQJ


Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Update and/or modify the low-income adjustment in the guideline. 7KH
FXUUHQWJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRUDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VQHWLQFRPHLVEHORZ
SHUPRQWK7KHWKUHVKROGKDVQHYHUEHHQXSGDWHGDQGXQOLNHPRVWORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWVLQRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLWGRHVQRWUHODWHWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\JXLGHOLQHVIRURQH
SHUVRQRUIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQLQJV0RUHRYHULWLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGUHVHDUFKILQGLQJV
VXJJHVWWKDWLWLQDGYHUWHQWO\FRXOGUHGXFHWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNLQWKHOHJLWLPDWH
HFRQRP\SD\VXSSRUWDQGPDLQWDLQFRQWDFWZLWKWKHFKLOGSRWHQWLDOO\UHVXOWLQJLQRWKHUDGYHUVH
HIIHFWVRQFKLOGRXWFRPHV

Recommendation 2: Evaluate the current income attribution policies as it applies to both
parents. 7KLVLQFOXGHVFRGLI\LQJFDVHODZRQLQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQDQGUHYLHZLQJWKHH[LVWLQJ
LQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQSURYLVLRQWRGHWHUPLQHLILWFRQWLQXHVWREHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHOHJLVODWLYH
SULQFLSOHVUHJDUGLQJFKLOGVXSSRUW

Recommendation 3: Educate stakeholders and equip them with information so they can make
the current system work better. In addition, develop strategies to engage stakeholders and
encourage their active participation in the child support process.,QYROYHPHQWDQGHGXFDWLRQ
KDYHULSSOHHIIHFWV:KHQSDUHQWVXQGHUVWDQGWKHJXLGHOLQHEHWWHUWKH\DUHPRUHHQJDJHGLQWKH
FKLOGVXSSRUWSURFHVVDUHPRUHIRUWKFRPLQJZLWKLQIRUPDWLRQNQRZZKHQDQGKRZWRVHHN
PRGLILFDWLRQDQGFDQXQGHUVWDQGDQGXVHWKHJXLGHOLQHSURYLVLRQVIRUXQLTXHVLWXDWLRQVZKHQ
DSSURSULDWH

Recommendation 4: Adopt any necessary conforming changes so that California can meet the
2008 federal medical support rules, but also recognize that 2010 national health reform may
produce changes to the federal rules in the future as well as changes in how states approach
medical support. )RUWKHPRVWSDUW&DOLIRUQLDKDVWKHVWDWXWRU\IUDPHZRUNQHHGHGWRPHHWWKH
IHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHV2QHSRVVLEOHH[FHSWLRQLVWKDW&DOLIRUQLDVWDWXWHGRHVQRW
SURYLGHDQLQFRPHEDVHGGHILQLWLRQRIUHDVRQDEOHFRVWRILQVXUDQFH

Recommendation 5: Encourage better and more detailed information in the case file. ,QFRPH
LQIRUPDWLRQRUGHUDPRXQWVJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVLQRUGHUVZLWKGHYLDWLRQVDQGVRPHRWKHU
L[

SHUWLQHQWLQIRUPDWLRQZHUHPLVVLQJLQDQRWDEOHQXPEHURIFDVHILOHV)RUVRPHSDUHQWVWKLVLV
WKHRQO\UHFRUGWKH\KDYHRIWKHEDVLVRIWKHRUGHU,IDSDUHQWHQGVXSQHHGLQJDPRGLILFDWLRQLW
LVLPSRUWDQWWKDWWKHILOHFRQWDLQDFRPSOHWHUHFRUGRIKRZWKHFRXUWDUULYHGDWWKHRULJLQDORUGHU
DPRXQW

[

CHAPTER I

Introduction
Purpose of the Study
7KLVUHSRUWLVSUHSDUHGSXUVXDQWWRWKH&DOLIRUQLD)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ D ZKLFKUHTXLUHV
WKDWDWOHDVWHYHU\IRXU\HDUVWKH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLOUHYLHZWKH6WDWHZLGH8QLIRUP&KLOG6XSSRUW
*XLGHOLQHWRUHFRPPHQGDSSURSULDWHUHYLVLRQVWRWKH/HJLVODWXUH)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQV &)5
 DOVRUHTXLUHWKDWHDFKVWDWHUHYLHZLWVJXLGHOLQHDWOHDVWHYHU\IRXU\HDUV7KHSULPDU\
SXUSRVHRIWKLVUHYLHZUHTXLUHPHQWLVWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHUHVXOWVLQWKHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRI
DSSURSULDWHFKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGDPRXQWV)HGHUDODQGVWDWHUHTXLUHPHQWVDGGLWLRQDOO\VSHFLI\
WKDWWKHUHYLHZPXVWLQFOXGHDQDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHHFRQRPLFGDWDRQFKLOGUHDULQJFRVWVDQGD
UHYLHZRIFDVHGDWDWRDQDO\]HWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHJXLGHOLQHDQGWRHQVXUHWKDWGHYLDWLRQVIURP
WKHJXLGHOLQHDUHOLPLWHG



The California Guideline and Federal Regulations
7KH&DOLIRUQLD/HJLVODWXUHDGRSWHGWKH6WDWHZLGH8QLIRUP&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQH UHIHUUHGWR
JHQHUDOO\WKURXJKRXWWKLVUHSRUWDVWKH³JXLGHOLQH´ LQ3ULRUWRWKDWWLPH&DOLIRUQLDKDGD
VWDWHZLGHPLQLPXPDPRXQWJXLGHOLQHDQGVHYHUDOFRXQW\JXLGHOLQHVWKDWMXGJHVFRXOGDSSO\7KH
VWDWHZLGHXQLIRUPJXLGHOLQHZDVDGRSWHGWRFRPSO\ZLWKIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVIRUFKLOGVXSSRUW
JXLGHOLQHV VHH)DP&RGH )HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQV &)5 D UHTXLUHVWDWHVWR
HVWDEOLVKE\ODZRUE\MXGLFLDORUDGPLQLVWUDWLYHDFWLRQRQHVHWRIJXLGHOLQHVIRUVHWWLQJDQG
PRGLI\LQJFKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGDPRXQWV$FFRUGLQJWR&RGHRI)HGHUDO5HJXODWLRQVSDUW
 I DVWDWHJXLGHOLQHPXVWSURYLGHDUHEXWWDEOHSUHVXPSWLRQLQDQ\MXGLFLDORU
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHSURFHHGLQJIRUWKHDZDUGRIFKLOGVXSSRUWWKDWWKHDPRXQWRIWKHDZDUGWKDW
ZRXOGUHVXOWIURPWKHVWDWHZLGHJXLGHOLQHLVWKHFRUUHFWDPRXQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWWREHDZDUGHG

)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQV &)5 F IXUWKHUVSHFLI\WKDWDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHPXVW
x
x
x

7DNHLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQDOOHDUQLQJVDQGLQFRPHRIWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
%HEDVHGRQVSHFLILFGHVFULSWLYHDQGQXPHULFFULWHULDDQGUHVXOWLQDFRPSXWDWLRQRIWKH
VXSSRUWREOLJDWLRQDQG
3URYLGHIRUFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKFDUHQHHGVWKURXJKKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHDQGRUWKURXJK
FDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKSDUW


7KHODVWSURYLVLRQUHIHUVWRDUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWVWDWHFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQFLHVSHWLWLRQIRUFDVK
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWZKHQHVWDEOLVKLQJRUPRGLI\LQJDFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHU,WZDVDGGHGWRWKHIHGHUDO
UHTXLUHPHQWLQ




,QDGGLWLRQIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHHDFKVWDWHWRGHWHUPLQHFULWHULDWKDWZRXOGSHUPLWUHEXWWDO
RIWKHSUHVXPSWLYHJXLGHOLQHZKHUHLWVDSSOLFDWLRQZRXOGEHXQMXVWRULQDSSURSULDWHDQGQRWLQ
WKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVW



Guideline Calculation
Income Used in the California Guideline
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHFRQVLGHUVDOOHDUQLQJVDQGLQFRPHQRWRQO\RIWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
EXWRIERWKSDUHQWVEHFDXVHLWVSUHPLVHLVWKDWERWKSDUHQWVDUHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUVXSSRUWLQJWKHLU
FKLOGUHQ )DP&RGH E 7KLVREOLJDWLRQKRZHYHUGRHVQRWH[WHQGWRWKHSDUHQWV¶QHZ
VSRXVHV,QIDFWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVWKDWWKHLQFRPHRIDQREOLJRUSDUHQW¶V
VXEVHTXHQWVSRXVHRUQRQPDULWDOSDUWQHUVKDOOQRWEHFRQVLGHUHGZKHQGHWHUPLQLQJRUPRGLI\LQJ
FKLOGVXSSRUW )DP&RGH D  


Description of the Numeric Formula
7KHFRUHEDVLFIRUPXODIRUGHWHUPLQLQJWKHDPRXQWRIWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUXQGHUWKH
&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLVEDVHGRQWKHIROORZLQJIDFWRUV
x (DFKSDUHQW¶VQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH
x 7KHSDUHQWV¶WRWDOQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH
x 7KHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQDQG
x 7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIWLPHWKDWHDFKSDUHQWKDVSULPDU\SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ

7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRURWKHUDGMXVWPHQWVWRLQFRPHVXFKDVFKLOGVXSSRUWEHLQJ
SDLGIRURWKHUFKLOGUHQDQGRWKHUFKLOGUHQEHLQJVXSSRUWHGLQWKHKRPH7KHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHV
IRUDGMXVWPHQWVWRWKHVXSSRUWRUGHUDPRXQWLQFOXGLQJDGMXVWPHQWVIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWLQ
FDVHVLQYROYLQJIDFWRUVVXFKDVXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKUHODWHGH[SHQVHVORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDQG
ZRUNUHODWHGFKLOGFDUHH[SHQVHV

0RUHVSHFLILFDOO\)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ D SURYLGHVWKDWWKHVWDWHZLGHXQLIRUPJXLGHOLQHIRU
GHWHUPLQLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVLV

CS = K[HN – (H%)(TN)]


ZKHUHCSPHDQVWKH³FKLOGVXSSRUW´DPRXQWGHWHUPLQHGE\WKHIRUPXODWREHSD\DEOHIRURQH
FKLOGCSLVPXOWLSOLHGE\DQLQFUHPHQWDOYDULDEOHIRUHYHU\DGGLWLRQDOFKLOG7KHIDFWRUVDUH
VKRZQEHORZ

1.6 for 2 children
2.5 for 5 children
2.813 for 8 children

2.0 for 3 children
2.65 for 6 children
2.844 for 9 children

2.3 for 4 children
2.75 for 7 children
2.86 for 10 children


KVWDQGVIRUWKHDPRXQWRIERWKSDUHQWV¶QHWLQFRPHDOORFDWHGWRFKLOGVXSSRUWDVFDOFXODWHGXVLQJ
WKHVWHSVLQWKLVSDUDJUDSK$QRWKHUYDULDEOHLQWKHIRUPXODH%LVXVHGWRFDOFXODWHKH%


VWDQGVIRUWKHDPRXQWRIWLPHWKHKLJKHDUQHUKDVSULPDU\SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ
DVFRPSDUHGWRWKHRWKHUSDUHQW:KHQSDUHQWVKDYHGLIIHUHQWWLPHVKDULQJDUUDQJHPHQWVIRU
GLIIHUHQWFKLOGUHQH%VWDQGVIRUWKHDYHUDJHRIWKHDSSUR[LPDWHSHUFHQWDJHRIWLPHWKHKLJK
HDUQHUVSHQGVZLWKHDFKFKLOG,IH%LVOHVVWKDQRUHTXDOWRSHUFHQWWKHQKLVFDOFXODWHGE\
DGGLQJWRWKHH%DQGWKHQPXOWLSO\LQJE\WKHUHOHYDQWKIUDFWLRQIURPWKHER[EHORZ,IH%LV
JUHDWHUWKDQKHTXDOVPLQXVH%PXOWLSOLHGE\WKHSHUWLQHQWKIUDFWLRQ

Total net disposable income per month
$ 0–$800
$801–$6,666
$6,667–$10,000
Over $10,000

K-fraction
0.20 + TN/16,000
0.25
0.10 + 1,000/TN
0.12 + 800/TN


1RQHRIWKHVHLQFRPHUDQJHVRUKIUDFWLRQVKDYHEHHQXSGDWHGVLQFHWKHJXLGHOLQHZDV
GHYHORSHG

HN EROG VWDQGVIRUWKHQHWPRQWKO\GLVSRVDEOHLQFRPHRIWKHKLJKHDUQHUEHWZHHQWKHWZR
SDUHQWV

H% EROG LVGHILQHGDERYH

TNVWDQGVIRUWKHSDUHQWV¶WRWDOQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH

$QH[DPSOHLVLOOXVWUDWHGLQ([KLELW

Exhibit 1-1: Illustration of California Formula Calculation: One Child
High Earner
Low Earner
Net disposable income per
$4,000 (HN)
$1,000
month
Amount of time higher earner
20% (H%)
has with the child
K-fraction
0.25
K= k-fraction x (1 + H%)
(K) =0.30 = 0.25 x (1 + 0.20)
Child Support
CS = K[HN - (H%)(TN)]

Total
$5,000 (TN)

(CS) = .30 [4,000 – (.20)(5,000)]
= .30 [4,000 – 1.000]
= .30 [3,000]
= $900


Children’s Health-Care Needs
7KH&DOLIRUQLD)DPLO\&RGHSURYLGHVIRUFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKFDUHQHHGVLQVHYHUDOVHFWLRQV
LQFOXGLQJVHFWLRQZKLFKSURYLGHVIRUUHDVRQDEOHXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWVIRUFKLOGUHQ
DQGVHFWLRQHWVHTZKLFKHVWDEOLVKHVFULWHULDIRURUGHULQJKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRU
FKLOGUHQ





Guideline Deviation Criteria
)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ E SURYLGHVGHYLDWLRQFULWHULDLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWV
7KHVHFULWHULDDUHOLVWHGLQ&KDSWHUDVSDUWRIWKHGLVFXVVLRQRIUHVXOWVIURPFDVHGDWDDQDO\VLVRI
JXLGHOLQHDSSOLFDWLRQVDQGGHYLDWLRQV



Proceedings for Establishing or Modifying
Child Support Orders
&DOLIRUQLDVXSHULRUFRXUWVHVWDEOLVKRUPRGLI\FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV&HUWDLQFKLOGVXSSRUW
RUGHUV²WKRVHHVWDEOLVKHGRUPRGLILHGSXUVXDQWWRSDUW'RI7LWOH,9RIWKH6RFLDO6HFXULW\$FW
FRPPRQO\UHIHUUHGWRDVWKH³,9'SURJUDP´ ²DUHHVWDEOLVKHGZLWKLQ&DOLIRUQLD¶VFKLOG
VXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUV\VWHP )DP&RGH 8QGHU7LWOH,9'DORFDOGHSDUWPHQWRI
FKLOGVXSSRUWVHUYLFHV '&66 FDQILOHSHWLWLRQVWRHVWDEOLVKSDUHQWDJHREWDLQDQGFROOHFWFKLOG
VXSSRUWREWDLQDQGHQIRUFHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRUWKHFKLOGDQGPRGLI\DQRUGHU,9'
VHUYLFHVDUHDXWRPDWLFDOO\SURYLGHGLQFDVHVZKHUHSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHPRQLHVKDYHEHHQ
H[SHQGHG,9'VHUYLFHVDUHDOVRSURYLGHGLQQRQ±SXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHFDVHVDWWKHUHTXHVWRID
SDUHQWIRUDIHH7KHSXUSRVHRI'&66LVWRZRUNZLWKSDUHQWVDQGJXDUGLDQVWRHQVXUHWKDW
FKLOGUHQDQGIDPLOLHVUHFHLYHFRXUWRUGHUHGILQDQFLDODQGPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KURXJKDQHWZRUNRI
FRXQW\DQGUHJLRQDOFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQFLHV'&66VHUYHVDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOOLRQFKLOGUHQ
6HUYLFHVLQFOXGHORFDWLQJDSDUHQWHVWDEOLVKLQJSDWHUQLW\HVWDEOLVKLQJPRGLI\LQJDQGHQIRUFLQJ
DFRXUWRUGHUIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWDQGHVWDEOLVKLQJPRGLI\LQJDQGHQIRUFLQJDQRUGHUIRUKHDOWK
FRYHUDJH7KHIHGHUDOJRYHUQPHQWDQGLQSDUWVWDWHVIXQGWKH,9'SURJUDP

,Q&DOLIRUQLDWKHORFDO'&66ILOHVWKHLQLWLDOFRPSODLQWLQ,9'SURJUDPFDVHVLQWKHQDPHRIWKH
FRXQW\LQZKLFKWKHDSSOLFDWLRQIRU7LWOH,9'VHUYLFHVLVPDGH7KHDWWRUQH\IRUWKHORFDOFKLOG
VXSSRUWDJHQF\GRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLQVWHDGWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLVQDPHGDVD
SDUW\WRWKHRUGHURQFHWKHRUGHULVHVWDEOLVKHG(LWKHUSDUHQWFDQDSSO\IRU7LWOH,9'VHUYLFHV
DQGRUXVHWKH,9'SURJUDPWRUHTXHVWDPRGLILFDWLRQLQFOXGLQJDQREOLJRUZKRLVVHHNLQJD
GRZQZDUGPRGLILFDWLRQ

&KLOGVXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUVKHDUDOOVXSSRUWDFWLRQV FKLOGDQGVSRXVDO DQGSDWHUQLW\DFWLRQV
ILOHGE\WKHORFDO'&667KHFRPPLVVLRQHU¶VGXWLHVLQFOXGHWDNLQJWHVWLPRQ\HVWDEOLVKLQJD
UHFRUGHYDOXDWLQJHYLGHQFHPDNLQJGHFLVLRQVRUUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGHQWHULQJMXGJPHQWVRU
RUGHUVEDVHGRQVWLSXODWHGDJUHHPHQWV)DPLO\ODZIDFLOLWDWRUVDUHDWWRUQH\VHPSOR\HGE\WKH
FRXUWDQGDYDLODEOHWRDVVLVWHLWKHUSDUHQWZLWKFKLOGVXSSRUWRURWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHVLQFDVHV
KHDUGE\FRPPLVVLRQHUV)RUH[DPSOHIDPLO\ODZIDFLOLWDWRUVSURYLGHSDUHQWVZLWKHGXFDWLRQDO
PDWHULDOVGLVWULEXWHDQGKHOSFRPSOHWHQHFHVVDU\FRXUWIRUPVDQGSUHSDUHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQV
+RZHYHUWKLVLQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQIDFLOLWDWRUDQGSDUHQWGRHVQRWFUHDWHDQDWWRUQH\FOLHQW
UHODWLRQVKLS






6HHsupraQRWH
)DP&RGH



³1RQ,9'FDVHV´DUHWKRVHLQZKLFKFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVDUHHVWDEOLVKHGDQGPRGLILHGRXWVLGH
WKHFRPPLVVLRQHUV\VWHP$QXPEHURIODUJHDQGPHGLXPVL]HGFRXQWLHVKDYHGHGLFDWHGIDPLO\
ODZFRXUWVWRKHDUFDVHVLQYROYLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRURWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHV HJ.FXVWRG\
YLVLWDWLRQGLVVROXWLRQRIPDUULDJHDQGGRPHVWLFYLROHQFH 7KHUROHRIWKHVHFRXUWVLQKHDULQJ
FKLOGVXSSRUWFDVHVLVWRWDNHWHVWLPRQ\HVWDEOLVKDUHFRUGHYDOXDWHHYLGHQFHPDNHGHFLVLRQVDV
WRVXSSRUWHQWHUMXGJPHQWRURUGHUVDQGDSSURYHVWLSXODWHGDJUHHPHQWVEHWZHHQSDUWLHV8QGHU
)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQWKHSDUWLHVWRDFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUPD\VWLSXODWHWRDQDPRXQWRI
VXSSRUWSURYLGHGWKHFRXUWDSSURYHVWKDWWKHSDUWLHVKDYHEHHQLQIRUPHGRIWKHLUULJKWVWKDWWKH
SDUWLHVZHUHQRWFRHUFHGLQWRDJUHHLQJWRWKHVWLSXODWLRQDQGWKDWWKHDJUHHPHQWLVLQWKHEHVW
LQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOGUHQ



Activities of the 2010 Guideline Review
,Q-DQXDU\WKH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLOWKURXJKDFRPSHWLWLYHELGGLQJSURFHVVFRQWUDFWHGZLWKWKH
&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFK &35 WRSURYLGHWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHIRU&DOLIRUQLD¶VFKLOGVXSSRUW
JXLGHOLQH)HGHUDODQGVWDWHUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUUHYLHZRIWKHJXLGHOLQHZHUHPHWWKURXJKWKH
IROORZLQJDFWLYLWLHV
x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x

5HYLHZLQJWKHHFRQRPLFVWXGLHVXQGHUO\LQJWKHH[LVWLQJ&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD
&RQGXFWLQJDOLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZRIVWXGLHVHVWLPDWLQJFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQFOXGLQJWKH
PRVWUHFHQWHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHDQGFRPSDULQJWKHUHVXOWVRIWKHVHVWXGLHVZLWKWKH
SDUDPHWHUVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD
([DPLQLQJRWKHUHFRQRPLFIDFWRUVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD HJWKHDGMXVWPHQW
IRUORZLQFRPHREOLJRUV 
([DPLQLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶VDQGRWKHUVWDWHV¶WUHDWPHQWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQWKHFRQWH[WRIQHZ
IHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWV LQFOXGLQJWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVSHUWDLQLQJWRUHDVRQDEOH
FRVWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDQGFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW KHDOWKUHIRUPDQG&DOLIRUQLD¶VKHDOWK
FDUHGHOLYHU\V\VWHPDQGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV
&ROOHFWLQJDQGDQDO\]LQJFDVHILOHGDWDIURPDUHYLHZRIUHFHQWO\HVWDEOLVKHGDQGPRGLILHG
FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV
0HDVXULQJKRZIUHTXHQWO\WKHJXLGHOLQHLVDSSOLHGDQGGHYLDWHGIURPDVZHOODVWKHUHDVRQV
IRUDPRXQWRIDQGXSZDUGDQGGRZQZDUGGLUHFWLRQRIGHYLDWLRQV
$QDO\]LQJSDUHQWV¶FKDUDFWHULVWLFVDQGFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQZKLFKVXSSRUWLVHVWDEOLVKHGRU
PRGLILHG
$GGLQJFRQWH[WWRWKHVWDWLVWLFDOUHVXOWVRIFDVHGDWDDQDO\VLVDQGLPSURYLQJLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
WKURXJKIRFXVHGGLVFXVVLRQJURXSVZLWKDEURDGFURVVVHFWLRQRIFKLOGVXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUV
DQGVWDNHKROGHUJURXSVLQYROYHGLQFKLOGVXSSRUWLVVXHV
6HHNLQJLQSXWIURPVWDNHKROGHUVDERXWWKHFRPSUHKHQVLYHQHVVDQGIDLUQHVVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD
JXLGHOLQHDQG
&RPSDULQJVHOHFWHGSURYLVLRQVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDQGWKHLUDSSOLFDWLRQZLWKWKRVHRI
RWKHUVWDWHV¶JXLGHOLQHV





Previous Reviews by the Judicial Council
7KHUHYLHZLVWKHIRXUWKFRQGXFWHGE\WKH-XGLFLDO&RXQFLO7KHSUHYLRXVUHYLHZVDOVR
H[DPLQHGWKHPRVWFXUUHQWHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHRQFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDQGDQDO\]HGFDVH
ILOHGDWDWRGHWHUPLQHKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHZDVEHLQJDSSOLHGDQGWKHH[WHQWRIGHYLDWLRQIURPWKH
JXLGHOLQH7KHHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHH[DPLQHGLQWKHVHHDUOLHUUHYLHZVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKH
&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODUHVXOWHGLQDSSURSULDWHDPRXQWVRIFKLOGVXSSRUW7KHDQDO\VHVRI
FDVHILOHGDWDLQWKHVHHDUOLHUUHYLHZVIRXQGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHZDVLQJHQHUDOEHLQJDSSOLHGDQG
WKDWIHZRUGHUVGHYLDWHGIURPWKHJXLGHOLQH


Previous Recommendations
3ULRUUHYLHZVKDYHEHHQLQVWUXPHQWDOLQKHOSLQJWRHIIHFWFKDQJHVLQWKHVWDWHZLGHXQLIRUP
JXLGHOLQH6SHFLILFDOO\WKHPRVWUHFHQWUHYLHZFRQGXFWHGLQVXJJHVWHGFRQWLQXHG
PRQLWRULQJDQGUHILQHPHQWRIFHUWDLQDGMXVWPHQWVGHGXFWLRQVDQGDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWEXWQR
FKDQJHVWRWKHEDVLFJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD7KHUHYLHZDOVRLQFOXGHGWKHIROORZLQJ
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGFRQFOXVLRQV
x

5HVHDUFKWKHLPSDFWRIVXSSRUWRUGHUVDPRQJORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHVLQFRQFHUWZLWKHIIRUWVE\
WKHFRXUWV'&66DQGRWKHUVWDWHHQWLWLHVWRDVVLVWORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHV
x ,QFUHDVHRULQGH[WKHLQFRPHWKUHVKROGIRUDSSO\LQJWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW
x 8VHDFDOFXODWLRQVLPLODUWRWKDWXVHGIRUFKLOGFDUHH[SHQVHVIRUWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKH
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXP
x &ODULI\WKHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQ LHFODULI\JXLGHOLQHFULWHULDWR\LHOGPRUHFRQVLVWHQW
DSSOLFDWLRQ DQG
x (QFRXUDJHEHWWHUDQGPRUHGHWDLOHGLQIRUPDWLRQLQWKHFDVHILOH


Significant Guideline Changes in the Last Decade
7KH/HJLVODWXUHKDVQRWPDGHDQ\PDMRUFKDQJHVWRWKHJXLGHOLQHVLQFHWKHUHYLHZ7KH
PRVWUHFHQWVLJQLILFDQWFKDQJHVDIIHFWLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHFRQFHUQHGFKDQJHVWRWKHORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWDQGSUHVXPSWLRQRILQFRPH,Q$XJXVWWKH/HJLVODWXUHFKDQJHGWKHORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWSURYLVLRQWRPDNHDUHEXWWDEOHSUHVXPSWLRQWKDWDQ\REOLJRUTXDOLI\LQJIRUWKHORZ
LQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVKRXOGEHJUDQWHGWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW VHWRXWLQ)DP&RGH
 E  DWQHWLQFRPHEHORZSHUPRQWK 3UHYLRXVO\WKHFRXUWKDGWRMXVWLI\JUDQWLQJ
WKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWE\LQGLFDWLQJLQZULWLQJRURQWKHUHFRUGWKHUHDVRQIRUJUDQWLQJWKH
DGMXVWPHQW,Q$XJXVWWKH/HJLVODWXUHFKDQJHGWKHSURYLVLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHSUHVXPSWLRQRI
LQFRPH VHWRXWLQ)DP&RGH G  WRVHWSUHVXPHGLQFRPHDWKRXUVSHUZHHNDW
PLQLPXPZDJH


Organization of This Report
7KHUHPDLQGHURIWKLVUHSRUWFRQVLVWVRIVL[FKDSWHUV7KHPDLQSXUSRVHRI&KDSWHU³%DVLVRI
&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHVDQG6WXGLHVRQ&KLOG5HDULQJ([SHQGLWXUHV´LVWRDQDO\]HWKHPRVW




6HHsupraQRWH



FXUUHQWHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHRQWKHFRVWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ7KHFKDSWHUUHODWHVWKHHFRQRPLF
HYLGHQFHWRWKHSULQFLSOHVXQGHUO\LQJVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV

&KDSWHU³*XLGHOLQH$SSOLFDWLRQDQG'HYLDWLRQ$5HYLHZRIWKH&DVH)LOHV´SUHVHQWVILQGLQJV
IURPWKHDQDO\VLVRIFDVHILOHGDWD7KHSXUSRVHRIWKHDQDO\VLVLVWRH[DPLQHKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHLV
DSSOLHGE\MXGLFLDORIILFHUVDURXQGWKHVWDWHDQGWRLGHQWLI\UHDVRQVWKDWMXGLFLDORIILFHUVPD\
HQWHURUGHUDPRXQWVGLIIHUHQWIURPWKRVHEDVHGRQWKHJXLGHOLQH7KHFKDSWHUSUHVHQWVVWDWLVWLFV
RQWKHIUHTXHQF\ZLWKZKLFKFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVGHYLDWHIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRI
SHUPLVVLEOHDGMXVWPHQWVWRLQFRPHDQGRWKHUFDVHDQGRUGHUFKDUDFWHULVWLFV

&KDSWHU³/RZ,QFRPH3DUHQWVDQG&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHV´GLVFXVVHVWKHLPSDFWRIFKLOG
VXSSRUWRQORZLQFRPHSDUHQWV,WFRPSDUHV&DOLIRUQLD¶VFRPSXWDWLRQRIVXSSRUWDZDUGVIRUORZ
LQFRPHSDUHQWVWRWKRVHRIRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV

&KDSWHU³0HGLFDO6XSSRUW3URYLVLRQV´DQDO\]HVWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
SURYLVLRQVWKDWDIIHFWRUGHUVWRSURYLGHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGDQGWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHG
PHGLFDOH[SHQVHV7KHSURYLVLRQVLQFOXGHTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGVIRUGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHU
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWDQGWKHRUGHULQJRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KHDQDO\VHV
FRQVLGHUQHZIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGQDWLRQDOKHDOWKUHIRUPDQGFRPSDUHV
&DOLIRUQLDPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURYLVLRQVWRWKRVHRIRWKHUVWDWHV

&KDSWHU³,QSXW)URP6WDNHKROGHUV´VXPPDUL]HVVWDNHKROGHUV¶SHUVSHFWLYHVRIWKHJXLGHOLQH
DQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRULPSURYLQJLW7KHVWDNHKROGHUVLQFOXGHDEURDGFURVVVHFWLRQRIJURXSV
LQYROYHGLQFKLOGVXSSRUWDVLGHQWLILHGLQ)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ I 

&KDSWHUSUHVHQWVFRQFOXVLRQVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVUHVXOWLQJIURPWKHUHYLHZSURFHVV

7KLVUHSRUWLVFLUFXODWHGIRUSXEOLFFRPPHQWIURP1RYHPEHUWKURXJK-DQXDU\






CHAPTER 2

Basis of Child Support Guidelines and
Studies of Child-Rearing Expenditures
0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶VFXUUHQWO\EDVHWKHLUJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODVRU
VFKHGXOHVRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQ &)5
 K DQGVWDWHVWDWXWH )DP&RGH I UHTXLUHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIHFRQRPLFGDWDRQ
WKHFRVWRIFKLOGUHDULQJLQDUHYLHZRIWKHJXLGHOLQH7KHLQWHQWLVWRHQVXUHWKDWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
UHIOHFWFXUUHQWHFRQRPLFGDWD

7KHFKDSWHUGLVFXVVHVWKHXVHRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDQGQHZ
PHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV,WDVVHVVHVWKHDGHTXDF\DQGDSSURSULDWHQHVVRIWKH
&DOLIRUQLDIRUPXODE\FRPSDULQJLWWRPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDQGRWKHU
VWDWHV¶JXLGHOLQHV7KHGLVFXVVLRQIRFXVHVRQFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHV
EHFDXVHWKH\IRUPWKHEDVLVRIPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVEXWLWDOVRFRQVLGHUVFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVLQVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVDQGDOWHUQDWLYHFRVWHVWLPDWHV,QDGGLWLRQWKHFKDSWHU
GLVFXVVHVDGGLWLRQDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDQGDVVXPSWLRQVQHFHVVDU\WRWUDQVIRUPPHDVXUHPHQWVRI
FKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQWRDZRUNDEOHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODRUVFKHGXOH,WDOVRSURYLGHVDQ
RYHUYLHZRIDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSULQFLSOHWKDWDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVKRXOGEHEDVHGRQPHDVXUHPHQWV
RIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV


Child-Rearing Expenditures and State Guidelines
0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDUHEDVHGRQD³FRQWLQXLW\RIH[SHQGLWXUHVPRGHO´²WKDWLVWKHFKLOG
VXSSRUWDZDUGVKRXOGDOORZWKHFKLOGUHQWREHQHILWIURPWKHVDPHOHYHORIH[SHQGLWXUHVWKDW
ZRXOGKDYHEHHQSURYLGHG KDGWKHFKLOGUHQDQGERWKSDUHQWVOLYHGWRJHWKHU7KHSUDFWLFDOUHVXOW
RIWKLVDSSURDFKLVWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODVDUHEDVHGRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHV6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVEDVHGRQWKLVPRGHODSSO\LWHTXDOO\WRFKLOGUHQ
RIGLYRUFHDQGFKLOGUHQRIXQPDUULHGSDUHQWVUHJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHUWKHSDUHQWVHYHUOLYHG
WRJHWKHUEHFDXVHPRVWVWDWHVEHOLHYHWKDWFKLOGUHQVKRXOGQRWEHWKHHFRQRPLFYLFWLPVRIWKHLU
SDUHQWV¶GHFLVLRQVWROLYHDSDUW

&DOLIRUQLDLGHQWLILHVLWVJXLGHOLQHPRGHODVDVSHFLILFW\SHRIFRQWLQXLW\RIH[SHQGLWXUHVPRGHO
FDOOHG³LQFRPHVKDUHV´7KLUW\VHYHQVWDWHVUHO\RQWKHLQFRPHVKDUHVPRGHO7KHFRUHGLIIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQLQFRPHVKDUHVJXLGHOLQHVDQGRWKHUFRQWLQXLW\RIH[SHQGLWXUHVJXLGHOLQHVLVWKDWWKH




7KHUHTXLUHPHQWVWDWHVWKH³FRVW´RIFKLOGUHDULQJEXWPRVWVWDWHVUHO\RQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIH[SHQGLWXUHVEHFDXVH
FRVWVGRQRWQHFHVVDULO\LQFUHDVHZLWKLQFRPHSDUWLFXODUO\WKHFRVWRIDFKLOG¶VPLQLPXPEDVLFQHHGV7KHSROLF\
GHFLVLRQXQGHUO\LQJDOOVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLVWKDWWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGVKRXOGEHODUJHUWKHPRUHLQFRPHWKHREOLJDWHG
SDUHQWKDV

,QJULG5RWKH /DZUHQFH%HUJHU³(VWLPDWLQJWKH&RVWVRI&KLOGUHQ7KHRUHWLFDO&RQVLGHUDWLRQV5HODWHGWR
7UDQVLWLRQVWR$GXOWKRRGDQGWKH9DOXDWLRQRI3DUHQWDO7LPHIRU'HYHORSLQJ&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHV´IRP
Working Paper 8QLYRI:LVFRQVLQ,QVWIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\$SU 



LQFRPHVKDUHVJXLGHOLQHVFRQVLGHUERWKSDUHQWV¶LQFRPHVLQWKHFDOFXODWLRQRIVXSSRUWZKHUHDV
RWKHUFRQWLQXLW\RIH[SHQGLWXUHVJXLGHOLQHV HJ:LVFRQVLQ¶V FRQVLGHURQO\WKHREOLJRU¶V
LQFRPH$VH[SODLQHGLQWKHUHYLHZRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH

The California Guideline uses what is commonly called an “income shares” approach to
the determination of child support. At its simplest, income shares means that the amount
of money allocated to children in a guideline is based on a share of the income of both
parents.
(Judicial Council of Cal., Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline (Dec.1993), p.
26.)

7KHSUHPLVHRIWKHLQFRPHVKDUHVPRGHOLVWKDWWKHFKLOGLVHQWLWOHGWRWKHVDPHDPRXQWRI
H[SHQGLWXUHVDVZRXOGKDYHEHHQDOORFDWHGKDGWKHFKLOGDQGSDUHQWVOLYHGDVDQLQWDFWIDPLO\DQG
WKDWHDFKSDUHQWLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUKLVRUKHUSURUDWDVKDUHRIWKRVHH[SHQGLWXUHV,WFOHDUO\OD\V
WKHIRXQGDWLRQIRUEDVLQJWKHLQFRPHVKDUHVJXLGHOLQHVRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHV

$OOPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVXQGHUO\LQJVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDUHHVWLPDWHVDQGDUH
GHULYHGIURPQDWLRQDOVXUYH\VRIIDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHV(FRQRPLVWVFDQQRWSUHFLVHO\PHDVXUH
DFWXDOFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVEHFDXVHPDQ\LWHPVDUHMRLQWO\FRQVXPHGE\SDUHQWVDQG
FKLOGUHQ HJHOHFWULFLW\IRUWKHKRPH 7KLVOLPLWDWLRQLVRYHUFRPHWKURXJKHVWLPDWLRQ
PHWKRGRORJLHV'LIIHUHQFHVLQPHWKRGRORJLHVKRZHYHUSURGXFHDUDQJHRIHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOG
UHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV$UHSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHGE\WKH86'HSDUWPHQWRI+HDOWKDQG+XPDQ
6HUYLFHVUHFRPPHQGVJDXJLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIDVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVE\FRPSDULQJWKHPWR
WKHORZHUERXQGRIHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVDERYHWKH
ORZHUERXQGDUHDGHTXDWH7KHVDPHVWXG\DOVRFRPSDUHVVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWRWKHXSSHUERXQGRI
WKHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV$Q\JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWEHWZHHQWKHORZHUDQGXSSHU
DPRXQWLVGHHPHGWREHDQDSSURSULDWHDPRXQW7KHVWXG\¶VDSSURDFKVHWWKHSUHFHGHQWIRUKRZ
&DOLIRUQLDDQGRWKHUVWDWHVGHWHUPLQHWKHDGHTXDF\DQGDSSURSULDWHQHVVRIWKHLUVWDWHJXLGHOLQH

Findings From Last Review
'XULQJWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHWKH&DOLIRUQLDIRUPXODSHUFHQWDJHVZHUH
FRPSDUHGWRFXUUHQWPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDVZHOODVROGHUPHDVXUHPHQWV
WKDWIRUPWKHEDVLVRIRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDQGWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH7KHODVWUHYLHZIRXQG
WKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDIRUPXODJHQHUDOO\IHOOZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRIHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVEXWDWWKHKLJKHUHQGRIWKHUDQJH7KLVILQGLQJLVFRQJUXHQWZLWKRQHRIWKH
OHJLVODWHGSULQFLSOHVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH )DP&RGH O ZKLFKLGHQWLILHV
&DOLIRUQLD¶VKLJKHUFRVWRIOLYLQJDVDUHDVRQWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPD\EHKLJKHUWKDQ
RWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV




Ibid.
/HZLQ,&)Estimates of Expenditures on Children and Child Support Guidelines 86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ
6HUYLFHV 






Comparisons for the 2010 Guideline Review
7KLVUHYLHZFRPSDUHVWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHWRFXUUHQWPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVDVZHOODVWRROGHUPHDVXUHPHQWVWKDWIRUPWKHEDVLVRIFXUUHQWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
)LYHROGHUVWXGLHVIRUPWKHEDVLVRIFXUUHQWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV7KH\LQFOXGHPHDVXUHPHQWVRI
FKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYHORSHGE\
x
x
x

x
x

'U-DFTXHVYDQGHU*DDJDQHFRQRPLVWZLWKWKH8QLYHUVLW\RI:LVFRQVLQ,QVWLWXWHIRU
5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\IRUWKHVWDWHRI:LVFRQVLQLQ
'U7KRPDV(VSHQVKDGHDQ8UEDQ,QVWLWXWHHFRQRPLVWWKURXJKD86'HSDUWPHQWRI+HDOWK
DQG+XPDQ6HUYLFHVJUDQWLQ
3URIHVVRU'DYLG%HWVRQ8QLYHUVLW\RI1RWUH'DPHWKURXJKWKH8QLYHUVLW\RI:LVFRQVLQ
,QVWLWXWHIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\IRUWKH86'HSDUWPHQWRI+HDOWKDQG+XPDQ6HUYLFHVLQ
DQG
'U0DUN/LQRDQHFRQRPLVWZLWKWKH86'HSDUWPHQWRI$JULFXOWXUHLQDQG
3URIHVVRU'DYLG%HWVRQ8QLYHUVLW\RI1RWUH'DPHLQSDUWIRUWKHVWDWHVRI&DOLIRUQLDDQG
0LFKLJDQ


7KUHHQHZVWXGLHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVKDYHEHHQFRQGXFWHGVLQFH&DOLIRUQLDODVW
UHYLHZHGLWVJXLGHOLQH7KH\LQFOXGHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYHORSHGE\
x
x

3URIHVVRU'DYLG%HWVRQ8QLYHUVLW\RI1RWUH'DPHIRUWKHVWDWHRI2UHJRQLQ
3URIHVVRUV7KRPDV0F&DOHE'DYLG0DFSKHUVRQDQG6WHIDQ1RUUELQ)ORULGD6WDWH
8QLYHUVLW\IRUWKHVWDWHRI)ORULGDLQDQG
'U0DUN/LQRDQHFRQRPLVWZLWKWKH86'HSDUWPHQWRI$JULFXOWXUH 86'$ LQ

x

$IRXUWKVWXG\DVGLVFXVVHGLQ$SSHQGL[$DQGLQJUHDWHUGHWDLOEHORZZDVDOVRFRQGXFWHGIRU
WKLVUHYLHZ,WFRQVLVWVRIQHZ5RWKEDUWKPHDVXUHPHQWVZKLFKDUHFRQVLGHUHGWKHORZHUERXQGRI
FKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVEDVHGRQGDWDIURPIDPLOLHVVXUYH\HGLQWKURXJK7KH
SXUSRVHRIXSGDWLQJWKH5RWKEDUWKPHDVXUHPHQWVLVWRLQFOXGHGDWDVLQFHWKHFXUUHQWHFRQRPLF




-DFTXHVYDQGHU*DDJOn Measuring the Cost of Children'LVFXVVLRQ3DSHU1R 8QLYRI:LVFRQVLQ
,QVWIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\ 

7KRPDV-(VSHQVKDGHInvesting in Children: New Estimates of Parental Expenditures 8UEDQ,QVW3UHVV 

'DYLG0%HWVRQ 8QLYRI:LVFRQVLQ,QVWIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\ Alternative Estimates of the Cost of
Children from the 1980-86 Consumer Expenditure Survey 86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHV 

0DUN/LQRExpenditures on Children by Families: 2001 Annual Report, 0LVFHOODQHRXV3XEOLFDWLRQ1R
 86'HSWRI$JULFXOWXUH&HQWHUIRU1XWULWLRQ 3ROLF\3URPRWLRQ 

'DYLG0%HWVRQ³3DUHQWDO([SHQGLWXUHVRQ&KLOGUHQ´FKLQReview of Statewide Uniform Child Support
Guideline -XGLFLDO&RXQFLORI&DO -DQH&9HQRKU7UDF\(*ULIILWK 3ROLF\6WXGLHV,QFReport on the
Michigan Child Support Formula 0LFKLJDQ6XSUHPH&W$SU 

'DYLG0%HWVRQ 3ROLF\6WXGLHV,QF³1HZ(VWLPDWHVRI&KLOG5HDULQJ&RVWV´DSSHQ,LQState of Oregon
Child Support Guidelines Review: Updated Obligation Scales and Other Consideration 6WDWHRI2UHJRQ0D\
 

7KRPDV60F&DOHE'DYLG$0DFSKHUVRQ 6WHIDQ&1RUUELQÜReview and Update of Florida’s Child Support
Guidelines )ORULGD/HJ1RY 

0DUN/LQR $QGUHD&DUOVRQExpenditures on Children by Families: 2008 Annual Report, 0LVFHOODQHRXV
3XEOLFDWLRQ1R 86'HSWRI$JULFXOWXUH 



Percentage of total expenditures/income
devoted to child rearing

UHFHVVLRQEHJDQLQ'HFHPEHU$QXSGDWHGHVWLPDWHDWWKHORZHQGRIWKHUDQJHLVPRUH
VDOLHQWEHFDXVHIDPLOLHVPD\VSHQGHYHQOHVVEHFDXVHRIWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ

7KHPRVWUHFHQW86'$VWXG\WKDWUHIOHFWVFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQZKLFKLVD
UHFHVVLRQDU\\HDUVHUYHVDVWKHXSSHUERXQG$OWKRXJKWKH)ORULGDVWXG\SURGXFHG(QJHO
HVWLPDWHVIURPIDPLOLHVVXUYH\HGLQWKURXJKWKDWZHUHXVHGWRGHYHORSDQXSGDWHG
VFKHGXOHIRU)ORULGDWKHVWXG\GLGQRWSXEOLVKWKHSRLQWHVWLPDWHVDQGWKH)ORULGD/HJLVODWXUH
GLGQRWXSGDWHWKHVFKHGXOH

0RVWRIWKHVHVWXGLHVPHDVXUHWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOIDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRFKLOG
UHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV(FRQRPLVWVJHQHUDOO\HTXDWHIDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHVZLWKDIWHUWD[LQFRPHDW
ORZDQGPLGGOHLQFRPHVEHFDXVHIDPLOLHVDWWKHVHOHYHOVJHQHUDOO\VSHQGDOOWKHLUDIWHUWD[
LQFRPHDQGVDYHOLWWOH7KHVWXGLHVILQGWKDWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOIDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHG
WRRQHFKLOGUDQJHVIURPWRSHUFHQW([KLELWFRPSDUHVWKHVHHVWLPDWHVWRWKH&DOLIRUQLD
KIUDFWLRQIRURQHFKLOGDWORZWRPLGGOHLQFRPHV WRSHUPRQWK 7KH&DOLIRUQLDK
IUDFWLRQLVSHUFHQW7KHDUFKLWHFWVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODLQWHQGHGWKLVDPRXQWWR
UHIOHFWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDQGWKHUHIRUHFRQVLGHUHG
WKH(VSHQVKDGHDQGYDQGHU*DDJVWXGLHVZKHQGHULYLQJWKLVDPRXQW

Exhibit 2-1. Comparisons of the California Guideline K -Fraction to
Measurements of Child-Rearing Expenditures for One Child
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$VHYLGHQWLQ([KLELWSHUFHQWLVZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRIFXUUHQWHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVDQGWKRVHWKDWIRUPWKHEDVLVRIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV7KHUDQJHLVWRSHUFHQW$
FDYHDWWRWKLVILQGLQJLVWKDWWKHVHPHDVXUHPHQWVDUHQRWLGHQWLFDOO\FRPSDUDEOHWRWKH&DOLIRUQLD
KIUDFWLRQ7KHVHPHDVXUHPHQWVLQFOXGHH[SHQGLWXUHVRQZRUNUHODWHGFKLOGFDUHDQGWKHFKLOG¶V
XQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVZKLFKDUHDGGLWLRQVWREDVHVXSSRUWDFFRUGLQJWRWKH&DOLIRUQLD
JXLGHOLQH([FOXGLQJWKHVHH[SHQVHVIURPWKHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVZRXOGGURS
WKHSHUFHQWDJHVE\DQHJOLJLEOHDPRXQWWRDERXWSHUFHQWDJHSRLQWVVRSRVVLEO\DVORZDV
SHUFHQWRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVLVGHYRWHGWREDVLFFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV LHDOOFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVH[FHSWFKLOGFDUHDQGXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVIRUWKHFKLOGUHQ 7KLVZRXOG




7UDGLWLRQDOO\HVWLPDWHVEDVHGRQWKH(QJHOPHWKRGRORJ\KDYHEHHQXVHGDVWKHXSSHUERXQGEXWWKH(QJHO
HVWLPDWRUKDVIDOOHQRXWRIIDYRUERWKDWDSUDFWLFDOOHYHODQGIRUWKHRUHWLFDOUHDVRQV$WDSUDFWLFDOOHYHOQRVWDWHKDV
XSGDWHGLWVJXLGHOLQHXVLQJQHZ(QJHOHVWLPDWHV7KHWKHRUHWLFDOLVVXHVDUHGLVFXVVHGLQ$SSHQGL[$



SODFHWKH&DOLIRUQLDKIUDFWLRQRISHUFHQWDERYHVRPHRIWKHHVWLPDWHV2QHRIWKH
XQGHUO\LQJSULQFLSOHVRIWKHJXLGHOLQH )DP&RGH O KRZHYHUUHFRJQL]HVWKDW
&DOLIRUQLD¶VJXLGHOLQHVVKRXOGEHKLJKHUWKDQWKRVHRIRWKHUVWDWHVEHFDXVHRI&DOLIRUQLD¶V
UHODWLYHO\KLJKFRVWRIOLYLQJ,QGHHGLQDFRPSDULVRQRIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVFDOFXODWHGIRU)ORULGD¶V
JXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ&DOLIRUQLD¶VJXLGHOLQHVFRQVLVWHQWO\UDQNHGDVRQHRIWKHKLJKHVW,QWKH
VL[VFHQDULRVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKH)ORULGDJXLGHOLQHVWXG\&DOLIRUQLDUDQNHGILUVWVHFRQG WZLFH 
WKLUGILIWKDQGVL[WKKLJKHVW

([KLELWVDQGFRPSDUHWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPXOWLSOLHUVIRUWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGUHQWR
WKHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV6LQFHWKHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVIRUWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGUHQDUHQRWH[SUHVVHGDVPXOWLSOLHUVWKH\DUHFRQYHUWHGWR
FRPSDUDEOHDPRXQWV7KHUDWLRRIWKHHVWLPDWHGSHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRWZR
FKLOGUHQWRWKHHVWLPDWHGSHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGIRURQHFKLOGLVXVHGWRFRQYHUW
DSDUWLFXODUPHDVXUHPHQWRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVWRDPXOWLSOLHUIRUWZRFKLOGUHQ$VLPLODU
FRQYHUVLRQLVPDGHIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ0XOWLSOLHUVIRUIRXURUPRUHFKLOGUHQDUHQRWFRPSXWHG
EHFDXVHPRVWRIWKHVWXGLHVGLGQRWPHDVXUHFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVIRUODUJHUIDPLOLHV7KHUH
DUHWRRIHZODUJHIDPLOLHVLQWKH&RQVXPHUV([SHQGLWXUHV6XUYH\ &( ZKLFKLVWKHSUHGRPLQDQW
GDWDVRXUFHXVHGWRPHDVXUHFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV

([KLELWVKRZVWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPXOWLSOLHUIRUWZRFKLOGUHQZKLFKLVLVZLWKLQ
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Exhibit 2-2. California Multiplier for Two Children Compared to
Multipliers Calculated From Estimates of Child-Rearing Expenditures
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Exhibit 2-3. California Multiplier for Three Children Compared to Multipliers Calculated
From Estimates of Child-Rearing Expenditures
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([KLELWVDQGLOOXVWUDWHMXVWRQHZD\WRFRPSDUHWKHWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGPXOWLSOLHUVIURP
WKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODWRPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV$VGLVFXVVHG
DERYHWKHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVZHUHFRQYHUWHGIRUFRPSDUDWLYHSXUSRVHVLQ
([KLELWVDQGWRPXOWLSOLHUVVLPLODUWRWKRVHLQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD$QRWKHU
FRPSDULVRQPHWKRGLVWRFDOFXODWHSVHXGRKYDOXHVIRUWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGUHQDQGFRPSDUHWKHP
WRWKHHVWLPDWHGSHUFHQWDJHVRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGUHQ)RU
H[DPSOHWKHSVHXGRKYDOXHIRUWZRFKLOGUHQZRXOGEHZKLFKLVPXOWLSOLHGE\WKHK
YDOXHIRURQHFKLOG  IRUFRPELQHGQHWLQFRPHVEHWZHHQDQGQHWSHUPRQWK



([KLELWVDQGSURYLGHWKHVHDOWHUQDWLYHFRPSDULVRQV 7KH\DUHVLPLODUWRWKHFRPSDULVRQV
SUHVHQWHGLQ([KLELW ([KLELWFRPSDUHVWKHSVHXGRKYDOXHIRUWZRFKLOGUHQWRWKH
HVWLPDWHGSHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRWZRFKLOGUHQ([KLELWVKRZVDVLPLODU
FRPSDULVRQIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ([KLELWVKRZVWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHLVZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRI
HVWLPDWHGH[SHQGLWXUHVIRUWZRFKLOGUHQEXWDWWKHKLJKHUHQGRIWKHUDQJH([KLELWVKRZVD
VLPLODUFRPSDULVRQIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ2QO\RQHHVWLPDWHIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ LHWKHYDQGHU*DDJ
DPRXQW LVDERYHWKHSVHXGRKYDOXHIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH
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Exhibit 2-4. Estimated Percentages of Total Expenditures Devoted to Child Rearing
Compared to K- Value for Two Children
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Exhibit 2-5. Estimated Percentages of Total Expenditures Devoted to Child Rearing
Compared to K -Value for Three Children

56%

60%

50%

48%

50%

41%

40%

44%

47%

45%

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
California guideline

van der Gaag (1981)

Betson-Rothbarth (1990)

USDA (2002)

Betson-Rothbarth (2002)

Betson-Rothbarth (2006)

USDA (2009)

Betson-Rothbarth (2010)


%DVHGRQWKHILQGLQJVIURPWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZWKDWLVUHSRUWHGLQWKHQH[WFKDSWHUSHUFHQWRI
WKHFDVHVFRYHURQHFKLOGSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVFRYHUWZRFKLOGUHQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVFRYHU
WKUHHFKLOGUHQDQGSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVFRYHUIRXURUPRUHFKLOGUHQ
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H[SHQGLWXUHV7KH(QJHODQG5RWKEDUWKHVWLPDWRUVDUHFODVVLILHGDVPDUJLQDOFRVWDSSURDFKHV
EHFDXVHWKH\ERWKFRPSDUHH[SHQGLWXUHVEHWZHHQWZRHTXDOO\ZHOORIIIDPLOLHV  DPDUULHG
FRXSOHZLWKFKLOGUHQDQG  DPDUULHGFRXSOHRIFKLOGUHDULQJDJHZLWKRXWFKLOGUHQ7KH
GLIIHUHQFHLQH[SHQGLWXUHVEHWZHHQWKHVHWZRIDPLOLHVLVDWWULEXWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV
7RGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUIDPLOLHVZHUHHTXDOO\ZHOORIIWKH(QJHOPHWKRGRORJ\UHOLHVRQIRRG
VKDUHVDQGWKH5RWKEDUWKPHWKRGRORJ\UHOLHVRQH[SHQGLWXUHVIRUDGXOWJRRGV VSHFLILFDOO\DGXOW
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DPRXQWIRUFKLOGFDUHDQGHGXFDWLRQ DQGDGGVWKRVHH[SHQVHVWRHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVIRUILYHH[SHQGLWXUHFDWHJRULHV LHKRXVLQJIRRGWUDQVSRUWDWLRQKHDOWKFDUHDQG
PLVFHOODQHRXVH[SHQVHV 7KHPHWKRGRORJLHVIRUPHDVXULQJWKHH[SHQVHRILQGLYLGXDOFDWHJRULHV
YDU\8QWLOWKH86'$PHDVXUHGWKHFKLOG¶VKRXVLQJH[SHQVHVEDVHGRQDSHUFDSLWD
FDOFXODWLRQDVVLJQLQJHDFKKRXVHKROGPHPEHUDQHTXDOSURSRUWLRQRIWKHWRWDOKRXVLQJH[SHQVHV
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VWDWHV
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LH86'$  DQG%HWVRQ  FDQEHIRXQGLQ$SSHQGL[$
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Limitations of the Estimates.1RHVWLPDWHLVIUHHRIPHWKRGRORJLFDOLVVXHVRUGDWDOLPLWDWLRQV$V
GLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOLQ$SSHQGL[$DVZHOODVLQPRVWRIWKHRWKHUVWXGLHVHDFKHVWLPDWLRQ
WHFKQLTXHKDVLWVRZQVHWRIVKRUWFRPLQJV8QWLOUHFHQWO\WKHPDMRUOLPLWDWLRQRIWKH86'$ZDV
WKHSHUFDSLWDFDOFXODWLRQRIWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWRWDOIDPLO\KRXVLQJFRVWV$PDMRUOLPLWDWLRQRI
WKH5RWKEDUWKHVWLPDWRULVWKDWWKH&(GHILQLWLRQRIDGXOWFORWKLQJDFWXDOO\FDSWXUHVFORWKLQJ
SXUFKDVHVIRUROGHUFKLOGUHQDVZHOO$OWKRXJK%HWVRQPDNHVVRPHGDWDDGMXVWPHQWVWRFRUUHFW
IRUWKLVWKHKRXVHKROGEXGJHWVKDUHGHYRWHGWRDGXOWFORWKLQJLVFULWLFDOEHFDXVHLWLVXVHGDVD
SUR[\WRLGHQWLI\ZKHWKHUKRXVHKROGVZLWKDQGZLWKRXWFKLOGUHQDUHHTXDOO\ZHOORII$V
GLVFXVVHGLQGHWDLOLQ$SSHQGL[$WKH(QJHOPHWKRGRORJ\HVVHQWLDOO\ZRUNV DQGIXQFWLRQVDV
WKHXSSHUERXQGRIWKHUDQJHRIFKLOGUHDULQJHVWLPDWHV RQO\ZKHQIRRGFRPSRVHVWKHODUJHVW
VKDUHRIIDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHV,QDFWXDOLW\KRZHYHUKRXVLQJFRQVWLWXWHVWKHODUJHVWVKDUHRI
IDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHV

Other Limitations of the Estimates.2WKHUOLPLWDWLRQVH[LVWEHFDXVHRIYDULDEOHGHILQLWLRQVWKH
IXQFWLRQDOIRUPRIWKHHVWLPDWLQJHTXDWLRQVDQGWKHFULWHULDXVHGIRUH[FOXGLQJFDVHVIURPWKH
DQDO\VLV$SSHQGL[$GLVFXVVHVPDMRUOLPLWDWLRQVDQGLQFOXGHVDGGLWLRQDODQDO\VLVWRWHVWWKH
VHQVLWLYLW\RIVRPHRIWKHDVVXPSWLRQVXVHGLQWKHHVWLPDWLRQ2QHRIWKHPDMRUGDWDLVVXHVLV
ZKHWKHUWRXVH³H[SHQGLWXUHV´RU³RXWOD\V´%DVHGRQWKHGHILQLWLRQLQ$SSHQGL[$³RXWOD\V´
LQFOXGHH[SHQGLWXUHVSOXVSULQFLSDOSD\PHQWVRQGHEWLQFOXGLQJKRPHPRUWJDJHSULQFLSDO7KH





/LQR &DUOVRQsupraQRWHDWS
/HZLQ,&)supraQRWH %HWVRQsupraQRWH/LQRsupraQRWH0F&DOHEHWDOsupraQRWH



PRVWUHFHQW%HWVRQ5RWKEDUWKDQG86'$PHDVXUHPHQWVLQFOXGHSD\PHQWVRQKRPHPRUWJDJH
SULQFLSDOEXWHDUOLHUHVWLPDWHVGLGQRW%RWKWKH)ORULGDVWXG\DQG$SSHQGL[$FRQVLGHU
DOWHUQDWLYHFULWHULDIRUH[FOXGLQJFDVHVIURPWKHDQDO\VLV,QDOO%HWVRQUHSRUWVWKDWWKH
DVVXPSWLRQVKHPDGHLQGHYHORSLQJWKHODWHVW%HWVRQ5RWKEDUWKHVWLPDWHVZRXOGWHQGWRELDV
WKHPGRZQZDUG VHH$SSHQGL[$ 7KLVKDVFRQVHTXHQFHVWRWKHXVHRIWKH%HWVRQ5RWKEDUWK
HVWLPDWHVWRDVVHVVWKHDGHTXDF\RIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV6SHFLILFDOO\ZKHQDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHLVEHORZ
WKH%HWVRQ5RWKEDUWKHVWLPDWHVWKHK\SRWKHVLVWKDWWKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHLVLQDGHTXDWHLV
DSSURSULDWHO\DFFHSWHGKRZHYHUZKHQDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHLVDERYHWKH%HWVRQ5RWKEDUWK
HVWLPDWHVWKHK\SRWKHVLVWKDWWKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHLVLQDGHTXDWHFRXOGEHLQDSSURSULDWHO\
DFFHSWHG

Additional Assumptions and Considerations
7KHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDUHMXVWDVWDUWLQJSRLQWIRUGHYHORSLQJDVWDWH
JXLGHOLQH0DQ\RWKHUDVVXPSWLRQVDQGIDFWRUVDUHFRQVLGHUHGLQGHULYLQJDZRUNDEOHJXLGHOLQH
IRUPXODRUVFKHGXOH7KLVLQFOXGHVDGMXVWLQJWKHPHDVXUHPHQWVIRUIRXURUPRUHFKLOGUHQVHWWLQJ
JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVIRUXSSHULQFRPHVDQGGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUWRXVHDJURVVRUQHWLQFRPH
EDVHGJXLGHOLQH6RPHVWDWHVPD\DOVRDGMXVWWKHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV
XSZDUGRUGRZQZDUGGHSHQGLQJRQZKHWKHUWKHVWDWH¶VFRVWRIOLYLQJLVKLJKHURUORZHUWKDQWKH
QDWLRQDODYHUDJH6WDWHVDOVRXSGDWHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVWRFXUUHQWSULFH
OHYHOVZKHQXVLQJWKHPWRGHYHORSDVWDWHJXLGHOLQH6WDWHVYDU\LQWKHDGGLWLRQDODVVXPSWLRQV
DQGFRQVLGHUDWLRQVWKDWWKH\XVHWRFUDIWWKHLUJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODVDQGVFKHGXOHV7KHVHGLIIHUHQW
DVVXPSWLRQVDQGFRQVLGHUDWLRQVSURGXFHMXVWDVPXFKYDULDWLRQLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVDVD
VWDWH¶VFKRLFHRIZKLFKPHDVXUHPHQWWRXVHDVWKHEDVLVRILWVJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODRUVFKHGXOH

*XLGHOLQH$PRXQWVIRURU0RUH&KLOGUHQ
$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHHFRQRPLVWVGRQRWHVWLPDWHFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVIRUODUJHUIDPLOLHV
,QVWHDGPDQ\VWDWHVUHO\RQDQHTXLYDOHQFHVFDOHGHYHORSHGE\WKH1DWLRQDO5HVHDUFK&RXQFLO
15& WRH[WHQGWKHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVWRRUPRUHFKLOGUHQ([KLELW
FRPSDUHVWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPXOWLSOLHUVIRUDQGPRUHFKLOGUHQWRWKRVHFRPSXWHG
IURPDQ2UHJRQUHSRUWWKDWUHOLHGRQWKH15&PXOWLSOLHU,WVKRZVWKDW&DOLIRUQLDPXOWLSOLHUV
DUHPRUHWKDQWKHLPSOLFLW2UHJRQPXOWLSOLHUVIRUDQGFKLOGUHQ)RUFKLOGUHQWKH\
DUHDERXWHTXDODQGIRUFKLOGUHQWKHLPSOLFLW2UHJRQPXOWLSOLHUH[FHHGVWKH&DOLIRUQLD
PXOWLSOLHU





,QRWKHUZRUGVWKLVDQDO\VLVOHQGVLWVHOIWR7\SH,,HUURUV
&RQVWDQFH)&LWUR 5REHUW70LFKDHO Measuring Poverty: A New Approach 1DW$FDGHP\3UHVV 

3ROLF\6WXGLHV,QFState of Oregon Child Support Guidelines Review: Updated Obligation Scales and Other
Considerations 2UHJRQ'HSWRI-0D\ S,,




Exhibit 2-6. California Multipliers for 4 and More Children Compared to
Those Implied by the Oregon Guideline
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*XLGHOLQH$PRXQWVIRU+LJKHU,QFRPHV
7KHSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDUJXDEO\GHFUHDVHVDVLQFRPH
LQFUHDVHV7KLVLVHYLGHQWIURPWKHKIUDFWLRQLQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH7KHKIUDFWLRQLV
IRURQHFKLOGZKHQWKHFRPELQHGQHWLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWVLVWRSHUPRQWKEXW
JUDGXDOO\GHFUHDVHVIRULQFRPHVDERYHSHUPRQWKWRDERXWDWYHU\KLJKLQFRPHV7KH
DUFKLWHFWVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLQWHQGHGIRUWKHKIUDFWLRQWRUHIOHFWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI
LQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVIRURQHFKLOGDQGDVVXPHGWKDWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI
LQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVGHFUHDVHGDVLQFRPHLQFUHDVHG

7RJDXJHZKHWKHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGHFUHDVHVDWDQDSSURSULDWHUDWHVXSSRUWDZDUGVXQGHU
WKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDUHFRPSDUHGWRWKRVHRI0LQQHVRWDDQG2UHJRQ0LQQHVRWDEDVHVLWV
JXLGHOLQHRQWKH86'$PHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV2UHJRQEDVHVLWV
JXLGHOLQHRQWKH%HWVRQ5RWKEDUWKPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV $V
GLVFXVVHGHDUOLHUWKH86'$HVWLPDWHVIRUPWKHXSSHUOLPLWRIWKHFXUUHQWUDQJHRIHVWLPDWHG
FKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVXVHGLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDQGWKH5RWKEDUWKHVWLPDWRUIRUPVWKHORZHU
OLPLWRIWKHUDQJH 7KHFRPSDULVRQFRQVLGHUVVL[VFHQDULRVZKHUHWKHIROORZLQJFLUFXPVWDQFHV
DUHFRQVWDQWWKHREOLJRU¶VJURVVLQFRPHLVSHUPRQWKWKHUHLVRQHFKLOGDQGWKHSDUHQW
ZKRLVWKHKLJKHUHDUQHUKDVQRVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOG2EOLJHHLQFRPHLV
WKHRQO\DVVXPSWLRQWKDWFKDQJHVLQWKHVL[VFHQDULRV7KHDPRXQWVRIREOLJHHLQFRPHV
FRQVLGHUHGLQWKHGLIIHUHQWVFHQDULRVDUH]HURDQGSHU




0DOFROP/6PLWKHWDO2009 New Hampshire Child Support Guidelines Review and Recommendations 1HZ
+DPSVKLUH'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHV0DU SLL



PRQWK,IWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGVGHFUHDVHDVREOLJHHLQFRPHLQFUHDVHVWKHJXLGHOLQHUHIOHFWVWKDW
FKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDVDSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHGHFOLQHDVLQFRPHLQFUHDVHV

([KLELWFOHDUO\GHPRQVWUDWHVWKLVRXWFRPHIRUWKH2UHJRQDQG0LQQHVRWDJXLGHOLQHV)RU
H[DPSOHWKH2UHJRQJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWGHFUHDVHVIURPSHUPRQWKZKHQWKHREOLJHHKDVQR
LQFRPHWRZKHQWKHREOLJHH¶VJURVVLQFRPHLVSHUPRQWKDQGZKHQWKHREOLJHH¶V
JURVVLQFRPHLQFUHDVHVWRSHUPRQWKWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWGHFUHDVHVWRSHUPRQWK
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWUHPDLQVDWSHUPRQWKXQWLOWKHREOLJHH¶VLQFRPHVXUSDVVHV
JURVVSHUPRQWK7KLVLVEHFDXVHWKHFRPELQHGQHWLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWVILQDOO\SXVKHV
WKHFDVHRXWRIWKHLQFRPHEUDFNHWZKHUHWKHKIUDFWLRQLV,QHIIHFWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH
IRUPXODSODWHDXVZKHQREOLJRULQFRPHLVFRQVWDQWDQGWKHFRPELQHGLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWVIDOOV
LQWKHUDQJHZKHUHWKHKIUDFWLRQLV2QHFDYHDWWRWKLVILQGLQJVKRXOGEHQRWHG7KHFDVH
H[DPSOHVDVVXPHWKDWWKHSDUHQWZLWKKLJKHUHDUQLQJVKDVQRVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\
ZKLFKDVVKRZQLQWKHILQGLQJVIURPWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZLVDVRPHZKDWFRPPRQVFHQDULR
SDUWLFXODUO\LQ,9'FDVHV :KHQWKHKLJKHUHDUQHUKDVVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\WKHRUGHU
DPRXQWZLOOQRWSODWHDX

Exhibit 2-7. Comparison of California, Oregon, and Minnesota Gudeline Amounts for
One Child When Obligee Income Increases and Obligor Income Remains the Same
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7KH0LQQHVRWDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVIRUWKHWZRVFHQDULRVLQZKLFKREOLJHHLQFRPHZDVWKHKLJKHVWZHUHWKHVDPH
7KHUHDVRQIRUWKLVDQRPDO\LVEH\RQGWKHUHVHDUFKVFRSHRIWKLVVWXG\7KHUHVHDUFKHUVFDOFXODWHGWKH0LQQHVRWD
JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVIURPWKHVWDWH¶VDXWRPDWHGJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWRU



,QFRPH%DVLVRIWKH*XLGHOLQH*URVV9HUVXV1HW
(YHQWKRXJKWKHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDUHJHQHUDOO\H[SUHVVHGDV
SHUFHQWDJHVRIWRWDOIDPLO\H[SHQGLWXUHVWKH\DUHXVHGLQERWKQHWDQGJURVVLQFRPHEDVHGVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHV*URVVLQFRPHJXLGHOLQHVLQFOXGHWD[DVVXPSWLRQVWRFRQYHUWWKHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOG
UHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVWRDJURVVLQFRPHEDVLV7KLVHIIHFWLYHO\FRQYHUWVJURVVLQFRPHWRDIWHUWD[
LQFRPH7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH )DP&RGH DOVRHIIHFWLYHO\FRQYHUWVWKHJURVVWR
DIWHUWD[LQFRPH

7KHPRVWFRPPRQWD[DVVXPSWLRQXVHGLQJURVVLQFRPHJXLGHOLQHVLVWKDWDOOLQFRPHUHJDUGOHVV
ZKHWKHULWLVHDUQHGE\WKHREOLJRURUREOLJHHLVWD[HGDVDVLQJOHSHUVRQZLWKQRGHSHQGHQWV
7KLVDVVXPSWLRQWHQGVWRSURGXFHORZHUJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVEHFDXVHWKHHIIHFWLYHWD[UDWHLV
KLJKHUZKHQWKHUHDUHQRGHSHQGHQWV7KH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELDKRZHYHUPDGHDQRWKHU
DVVXPSWLRQWRFRQYHUWHVWLPDWHGFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVZKLFKZHUHFDOFXODWHGDV
SHUFHQWDJHVRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVWRDJURVVLQFRPHEDVHGVFKHGXOH7KH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELD
VFKHGXOHDVVXPHVWKDWDOODIWHUWD[LQFRPHLVVSHQW LHWKHUHDUHQRVDYLQJVHYHQDWKLJKHU
LQFRPHV DQGWKDWWKHWD[VLWXDWLRQLVWKDWRIDPDUULHGFRXSOHZKRVHQXPEHURIGHSHQGHQWVLV
HTXLYDOHQWWRWKHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQIRUZKRPVXSSRUWLVEHLQJGHWHUPLQHG)RUH[DPSOHWKH
RQHFKLOGDPRXQWVXQGHUWKH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELDJXLGHOLQHZHUHFRQYHUWHGIURPWKHHVWLPDWHG
SHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRUDLVLQJRQHFKLOGWRJURVVLQFRPHE\DVVXPLQJWKHWD[
UDWHRIDPDUULHGFRXSOHZLWKRQHFKLOG$NH\GLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKH&DOLIRUQLDSURYLVLRQIRU
FRQYHUWLQJJURVVWRQHWLQFRPHDQGWKHJURVVWRQHWLQFRPHFRQYHUVLRQXQGHUO\LQJPRVWVWDWHVLV
WKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDFRQYHUVLRQDOORZVIRUWKHREOLJHHDQGREOLJRUWRKDYHGLIIHUHQWWD[VFHQDULRV
HJWKHREOLJHHFRXOGEHPDUULHGDQGWKHREOLJRUFRXOGEHVLQJOH ,QFRQWUDVWJURVVLQFRPH
JXLGHOLQHVWKDWDUHEDVHGRQHVWLPDWHGSHUFHQWDJHVRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJ
PXVWDVVXPHWKHVDPHWD[VFHQDULRIRUERWKSDUHQWVLQRUGHUWRDFKLHYHDJURVVLQFRPHEDVHG
VFKHGXOH7KLVQXDQFHLVSDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWIRUSDUHQWVZLWKVXEVHTXHQWVSRXVHVRURWKHU
FKLOGUHQ7KHFXUUHQW&DOLIRUQLDDSSURDFKFDSWXUHVWD[GLIIHUHQFHVEHFDXVHDVXEVHTXHQWVSRXVH
SXWVWKHSDUHQWLQDQRWKHULQFRPHWD[EUDFNHWZKLOHWKHLQFRPHVWDQGDUGL]DWLRQDSSURDFKXVHG
E\PRVWVWDWHVZLWKJURVVLQFRPHEDVHGJXLGHOLQHVZRXOGQRW

:KHWKHUDVWDWHFKRRVHVWREDVHLWVJXLGHOLQHRQJURVVRUQHWLQFRPHLVDSROLF\GHFLVLRQ2QH
PHULWRIXVLQJJURVVLQFRPHLVWKDWLWGRHVQRWUHTXLUHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWHDFKSDUHQW¶VWD[VWDWXV
DQGWKHDPRXQWRIWD[HVDFWXDOO\SDLG$QRWKHUPHULWLVWKDWWKHDZDUGDPRXQWLVWKHVDPHIRU
SDUHQWVZLWKLGHQWLFDOJURVVLQFRPHVDQGFDVHFLUFXPVWDQFHVHYHQWKRXJKRQHSDUHQWLWHPL]HVKLV
RUKHUWD[GHGXFWLRQVEHFDXVHWKDWSDUHQWSD\VPRUWJDJHLQWHUHVWDQGWKHRWKHUSDUHQWUHQWVDQG
GRHVQRWSD\PRUWJDJHLQWHUHVW2IFRXUVHWKLVDVVXPHVWKDWSDUHQWVZLWKLGHQWLFDOJURVVLQFRPHV
VKRXOGEHWUHDWHGVLPLODUO\$QDOWHUQDWLYHSHUVSHFWLYHLVWKDWSDUHQWVZLWKLGHQWLFDOQHWLQFRPHV
VKRXOGEHWUHDWHGVLPLODUO\8QGHUWKDWSHUVSHFWLYHQHWLQFRPHZRXOGEHIDYRUHG$PHULWRI
XVLQJQHWLQFRPHLVWKDWLWEHWWHUUHIOHFWVWKHDFWXDODPRXQWRILQFRPHWKDWWKHSDUHQWKDV
DYDLODEOHWRVXSSRUWKLVRUKHUFKLOGUHQ




&DOLIRUQLD+RXVLQJ&RVWV
&RQFHUQVDERXW&DOLIRUQLD¶VKRXVLQJFRVWVDUHPXOWLIDFHWHG+RXVLQJFRVWVLQ&DOLIRUQLDDUHPRUH
WKDQWKHQDWLRQDODYHUDJHWKH\YDU\FRQVLGHUDEO\E\FRXQW\DQGWKH\KDYHUHFHQWO\SOXPPHWHG
GXULQJWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ$FFRUGLQJWRGDWD WKHPRVWUHFHQW86&HQVXVGDWD
DYDLODEOH PHGLDQKRXVLQJFRVWVLQ&DOLIRUQLD SHUPRQWK DUHDOPRVWSHUFHQWKLJKHU
WKDQWKHQDWLRQDOPHGLDQ SHUPRQWK )XUWKHUWKHUDQJHLQ&DOLIRUQLDKRXVLQJFRVWVLV
LOOXVWUDWHGE\FRPSDULQJWKHPHGLDQKRXVLQJFRVWVRI6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\ZKLFKDUHSHU
PRQWKWRWKRVHRI)UHVQR&RXQW\ZKLFKDUHSHUPRQWK

6HYHUDORWKHUVWDWHVKDYHDPL[RIFRXQWLHVWKDWYDU\LQFRVWRIOLYLQJ HJ0DU\ODQGDQG1HZ
<RUN 7KLVLVJHQHUDOO\WUXHRIDQ\VWDWHZLWKERWKDPDMRUFLW\DQGUXUDODUHDV+RZHYHUWKH
IHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWLVIRUD³VWDWHZLGH´JXLGHOLQH7RWKLVHQGFRXQW\GLIIHUHQFHVLQKRXVLQJ
FRVWVFDQQRWEHSDUWRIWKHSUHVXPSWLYHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD,WFRXOGKRZHYHUEHDFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
IRUGHYLDWLQJIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHLQFDVHVZKHUHRQHRUERWKSDUHQWV¶KDYHH[WUHPHO\KLJKRUORZ
KRXVLQJFRVWV

$GMXVWLQJIRU6KDUHG3K\VLFDO5HVSRQVLELOLW\
6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVDGMXVWPHQWVIRUVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\DUHPRVWO\EDVHGRQSROLF\
GHFLVLRQV7KHUHLVOLWWOHHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHVKRZLQJKRZSDUHQWVVKDUHFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQVHVLQ
VKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\FDVHVDQGQRGDWDVHWWKDWWUDFNVH[SHQGLWXUHVRIERWKWKHPRWKHU
DQGWKHIDWKHUZKROLYHLQVHSDUDWHKRXVHKROGVEXWKDYHDFRPPRQFKLOG8QOLNHPRVWVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHV&DOLIRUQLDLQFRUSRUDWHVLWVDGMXVWPHQWIRUVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\LQWRLWVEDVH
JXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD2QHRIWKHSXEOLFFRPPHQWVGXULQJWKHODVWUHYLHZZDVWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLD
IRUPXODSURGXFHVWRRPXFKRIDSUHFLSLWRXVDGMXVWPHQWDWVRPHOHYHOV,QDGGLWLRQVRPH
SDUWLFLSDQWVRIVWDNHKROGHUV¶IRFXVJURXSVEHOLHYHWKDWVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\FUHDWHV
FRQIOLFWEHWZHHQSDUHQWV7KH\VXJJHVWHGWKDWDIHZPRUHRUIHZHURYHUQLJKWVZLWKWKHRWKHU
SDUHQWFDQVXEVWDQWLDOO\FKDQJHWKHDZDUGDPRXQW

7RH[DPLQHWKLVZHFRPSDUHGJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVDGMXVWHGE\LQFUHPHQWDOGLIIHUHQFHVLQ
WLPHVKDULQJ([KLELWVDQGGHSLFWFKDQJHVLQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWUHVXOWLQJ
IURPLQFUHPHQWDOLQFUHDVHVLQWKHQXPEHURIRYHUQLJKWVWKHFKLOGLVZLWKWKHREOLJRU7KH
JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVVWDUWZLWKSHUFHQWRIWKHFKLOG¶VWLPHZLWKWKHREOLJRUDQGWKHQDUHDGMXVWHG
LQSHUFHQWDJHSRLQWLQFUHPHQWV LHLQFUHPHQWVRIDERXWPRUHRYHUQLJKWVSHUPRQWK 7KH
H[KLELWVDOVRVKRZWKHDPRXQWVXQGHUWKH$UL]RQDDQG2UHJRQJXLGHOLQHVZKLFKKDYHVKDUHG
SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\DGMXVWPHQWVWKDWYDU\FRQVLGHUDEO\IURPWKRVHFDOFXODWHGZLWKWKH
&DOLIRUQLDIRUPXOD([KLELWFRPSDUHVDFDVHZKHUHWKHSDUHQWVKDYHHTXDOLQFRPHV LH
JURVVSHUPRQWK DQGWKHUHLVRQHFKLOG([KLELWFRPSDUHVDFDVHZKHUHWKHUHLVRQH




86&HQVXV%XU$PHULFDQ)DFWILQGHU³%0HGLDQ0RQWKO\+RXVLQJ&RVWV 'ROODUV ²8QLYHUVH
2FFXSLHG+RXVLQJ8QLWV:LWK0RQWKO\+RXVLQJ&RVWV´$PHULFDQ&RPPXQLW\6XUYH\
http://factfinder.census.gov DVRI$SU 

Ibid.

-DQH9HQRKU³%HKLQG7LPH6KDULQJ$GMXVWPHQWVLQ&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHV´LQ2006 Family Law Update, HG
5RQDOG%URZQ /DXUD0RUJDQ $VSHQ3XEOLVKHUV 



FKLOGWKHREOLJRU¶VJURVVLQFRPHLVSHUPRQWKDQGWKHREOLJHH¶VJURVVLQFRPHLV
SHUPRQWK

Exhibit 2-8. Comparison of Adjustments for Shared Physical Responsbility
(Case A: Parents have equal incomes)
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([KLELWVKRZVWKDWWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGGHFUHDVHVE\DERXWWRZKHQWKHFKLOG¶VWLPH
ZLWKWKHREOLJRULQFUHDVHVE\SHUFHQW LHDERXWGD\VSHUPRQWK 7KHGURSRFFXUV
ZKHQWKHFKLOG¶VWLPHZLWKWKHREOLJRULQFUHDVHVIURPSHUFHQWWRSHUFHQW LHWKHVXSSRUW
DZDUGGURSSHGIURPDWSHUFHQWWLPHVKDULQJWRDWSHUFHQWWLPHVKDULQJ ,QJHQHUDO
KRZHYHUWKHH[KLELWVGRQRWLQGLFDWHWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURGXFHVDQ\PRUHSUHFLSLWRXV
GURSWRWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGWKDQWKDWUHVXOWLQJIURPWKH2UHJRQDQG$UL]RQDJXLGHOLQHV7KH\
VKRZKRZHYHUWKDWWKH$UL]RQDJXLGHOLQHSODWHDXVZKHQWKHWLPHVKDULQJDUUDQJHPHQWLQFUHDVHV
IURPWRSHUFHQW7KH$UL]RQDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVUHPDLQWKHVDPHDWWKHVHOHYHOVRI
WLPHVKDULQJ7KH$UL]RQDDGMXVWPHQWLVEDVHGRQDVOLGLQJVFDOHWKDWDSSOLHVWRWLPHVKDULQJ
EUDFNHWVWLPHVKDULQJDUUDQJHPHQWVRIDQGSHUFHQWDUHZLWKLQWKHVDPHEUDFNHWVRWKH
VDPHDGMXVWPHQWDSSOLHV



Exhibit 2-9. Comparison of Adjustments for Shared Physical Responsbility
(Case B: Obligor gross income = $3,000; Obligee gross income = $2,000)
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Alternative Measurements of Child-Rearing Costs
$UHFXUULQJFULWLFLVPRIXVLQJPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHVDV
WKHEDVLVRIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLVWKDWWKH\GRQRWFDSWXUHWKHUHDOLW\RIHDFKSDUHQW¶VDQGWKH
FKLOGUHQ¶VFXUUHQWOLYLQJVLWXDWLRQDQGVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJ$OWKRXJKRWKHUPHDVXUHPHQWVRI
FKLOGUHDULQJFRVWVDUHDYDLODEOHQRQHDUHXVHGDVWKHEDVLVRIDQ\VWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHIRUYDULRXV
UHDVRQV

([SHQGLWXUHVLQ6LQJOH3DUHQW)DPLOLHV
1RVWDWHEDVHVLWVJXLGHOLQHRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQVLQJOHSDUHQW
IDPLOLHV2QHUHDVRQLVWKDWDQLQRUGLQDWHSHUFHQWDJHRIVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVOLYHLQSRYHUW\
1HDUO\SHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHVZLWKDIHPDOHKRXVHKROGHU QRKXVEDQGSUHVHQW DQG
UHODWHGFKLOGUHQXQGHU\HDUVRIDJHDUHEHORZWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO0RVWVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ
&DOLIRUQLDEHOLHYHWKDWWKHFKLOGUHQVKRXOGVKDUHLQWKHVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJDIIRUGHGE\WKHSDUHQWV
VHH)DP&RGH I 7KLVFDQEHLQWHUSUHWHGWRPHDQWKDWLIDSDUHQWFDQDIIRUGWROLYH
DERYHSRYHUW\WKHFKLOGUHQVKRXOGDOVROLYHDERYHSRYHUW\

7KH86'$SURYLGHVWKHRQO\UHFHQWVWXG\WRFRQVLGHUFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQVLQJOHSDUHQW
IDPLOLHV,WILQGVWKDWFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVJHQHUDOO\IROORZD




7KH1HZ+DPSVKLUHUHSRUWSURYLGHVDVXPPDU\FULWLTXHRIWKHOLWHUDWXUHRQWKLVLVVXH 6PLWKHWDOsupraQRWH
 

&DOFXODWHGIURP86&HQVXV%XU$PHULFDQ)DFWILQGHU³&DOLIRUQLD%3RYHUW\6WDWXVLQWKH3DVW
0RQWKVRI5HODWHG&KLOGUHQ8QGHU<HDUV%\)DPLO\7\SH´±$PHULFDQ&RPPXQLW\6XUYH\<HDU
(VWLPDWHVhttp://factfinder.census.gov DVRI0DU 

/LQR &DUOVRQsupraQRWH



VLPLODUSDWWHUQWRWKRVHLQWZRSDUHQWIDPLOLHV²WKDWLVWKHDPRXQWRIGROODUVH[SHQGHGRQ
FKLOGUHQLQFUHDVHVDVIDPLO\LQFRPHULVHV7KH86'$VWXG\DOVRFRPSDUHGH[SHQGLWXUHVLQWZR
SDUHQWIDPLOLHVDQGVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHV,WIRXQGWKDWSHUFHQWRIVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVDQG
SHUFHQWRIWZRSDUHQWIDPLOLHVZHUHLQWKHORZHVWLQFRPHUDQJHFRQVLGHUHGLQWKH86'$
VWXG\ZKLFKFRQVLVWHGRIIDPLOLHVZLWKLQFRPHVEHORZSHU\HDULQGROODUV2Q
DYHUDJHFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVZHUHSHUFHQWORZHULQVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVWKDQLQWZR
SDUHQWIDPLOLHV2QHUHDVRQWKDWVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVLQWKLVLQFRPHUDQJHPD\VSHQGOHVVLV
WKDWWKH\KDYHORZHUDYHUDJHLQFRPHWKDQWZRSDUHQWIDPLOLHVLQWKLVLQFRPHUDQJH

)RVWHU&DUH3D\PHQWV
2QHSDUWLFLSDQWLQWKHVWDNHKROGHUIRFXVJURXSVXJJHVWHGWKDW&DOLIRUQLDVKRXOGEDVHLWVJXLGHOLQH
RQFKLOGUHDULQJFRVWVDQGIXUWKHUVXJJHVWHGWKDWIRVWHUFDUHSD\PHQWVPD\EHDVRXUFHRIWKDW
LQIRUPDWLRQ&DOLIRUQLDIRVWHUFDUHUDWHVYDU\E\UHJLRQDJHRIWKHFKLOGFDUHVHWWLQJDQG
WUHDWPHQW,QWKHEDVLFUDWHVUDQJHGIURPWRSHUFKLOGSHUPRQWK7KH
XQGHUO\LQJVRXUFHRIWKHVHUDWHVZDVEH\RQGWKHUHVHDUFKVFRSHRIWKLVVWXG\

6HOI6XIILFLHQF\6WDQGDUG
7KH³VHOIVXIILFLHQF\VWDQGDUG´PHDVXUHVKRZPXFKLQFRPHZRUNLQJLQGLYLGXDOVDQGIDPLOLHV
QHHGWRSD\IRUWKHLUEDVLFQHHGV'HYHORSHGWKURXJKD)RUG)RXQGDWLRQJUDQWWKHVHOI
VXIILFLHQF\VWDQGDUGLVFDOFXODWHGIRUYDULRXVVWDWHV1RVWDWHEDVHVLWVJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVRQWKH
VHOIVXIILFLHQF\VWDQGDUGEXWLWVWLOOLQIRUPVVWDWHJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZV3XEOLVKHGLQ
&DOLIRUQLD¶VPRVWUHFHQWVHOIVXIILFLHQF\VWDQGDUGVKRZVDODUJHYDULDWLRQLQLQFRPHQHHGVE\
FRXQW\IDPLO\VL]HDQGFKLOGDJH)RUH[DPSOHDIDPLO\RIWZRFRQVLVWLQJRIDQDGXOWDQGD
VFKRRODJHFKLOGUHTXLUHVDPRQWKO\ZDJHRISHUPRQWKLQ6LVNL\RX&RXQW\DQG
SHUPRQWKLQ6DQWD&ODUD&RXQW\:KHQFRPSDUHGWRZKDWLVUHTXLUHGIRUDVLQJOHDGXOWWKLV
VXJJHVWVWKDWDVFKRRODJHGFKLOGFRVWVSHUPRQWKLQ6LVNL\RX&RXQW\DQGSHUPRQWK
LQ6DQWD&ODUD&RXQW\


Alternative Bases of State Guidelines
6RPHSROLF\PDNHUVEHOLHYHWKDWJHWWLQJWKHPHDVXUHPHQWRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVULJKWLV
SDUDPRXQW7KH\DUJXHWKDWPHDVXUHPHQWVWKDWIDOOVKRUWSXWFKLOGUHQDWULVNRISRYHUW\RU\LHOG
JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVWKDWGRQRWDSSURSULDWHO\DOORFDWHWKHHFRQRPLFUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ
EHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV6RPHDOVRDFNQRZOHGJHWKDWSUREOHPVLQKHUHQWLQHVWLPDWLRQPHWKRGVDQG




&DOLIRUQLD'HSWRI6RFLDO6HUYLFHV&KLOGUHQ )DPLO\6HUYLFHV'LY$OO&RXQW\/HWWHU1R -DQ
 

,QVLJKW&HQWHUIRU&RPPXQLW\(FRQRPLF'HYHORSPHQWHow Much Is Enough in Your County 0D\ 

7KLVLVEDVHGRQWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHVHOIVXIILFLHQF\VWDQGDUGIRURQHDGXOWDQGWKHVHOIVXIILFLHQF\
VWDQGDUGIRURQHDGXOWDQGDVFKRRODJHGFKLOG

,QIDFWWKHODFNRIDJUHHPHQWRQZKLFKPHDVXUHPHQWZDVVXLWDEOHIRUDQXSGDWHRIWKH:DVKLQJWRQJXLGHOLQHZDV
ZK\WKHFRPPLWWHHFKDUJHGZLWKUHYLHZLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHFRXOGQRWUHFRPPHQGKRZWRXSGDWHLWHYHQWKRXJKLWKDG
QRWEHHQXSGDWHGIRUDOPRVW\HDUV 6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQ-RLQW/HJLVODWLYH$XGLW 5HYLHZ&RP Review of
Child Support Guideline: Proposed Final Report -DQ 



GDWDPDNHDSHUIHFWPHDVXUHPHQWLQIHDVLEOH6WLOORWKHUVEHOLHYHWKDWLWLVEHWWHUWRHUURQWKH
VLGHRIWKHFKLOGUHQDQGWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW7KHVHOLPLWDWLRQVDVLGHVHYHUDOVWDWHVVLPSO\
DFNQRZOHGJHWKDWWKHLUJXLGHOLQHVDUHSDUWLDOO\EDVHGRQHFRQRPLFGDWDDQGSDUWLDOO\EDVHGRQ
SROLF\GHFLVLRQV)XUWKHUVRPHDUJXHWKDWWKHFXUUHQWDSSURDFKWRJXLGHOLQHVQRORQJHU
HTXLWDEO\ILWVWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWFDVHORDGEHFDXVHRIJUHDWHULQFLGHQFHVRIMRLQWFXVWRG\DQG
PXOWLSOHSDUWQHUIHUWLOLW\DQGDQLQFUHDVLQJSURSRUWLRQRIQHYHUPDUULHGSDUHQWVLQWKH,9'
FDVHORDG

,QJHQHUDOVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVROXWLRQVWKDWDGMXVWIRUORZLQFRPHVDQGPXOWLSOHSDUWQHUIHUWLOLW\DUH
QRWEDVHGRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV,QDGGLWLRQLIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVZHUH
EDVHGRQVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJDVVRPHDGYRFDWHWKH\ZRXOGQRWEHEDVHGRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRI
FKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV)ROORZLQJLVDQRYHUYLHZRIVRPHRIWKHVHDSSURDFKHV
Low Incomes
$VGLVFXVVHGLQJUHDWOHQJWKLQ&KDSWHULQVRPHFDVHVERWKSDUHQWVPD\EHLPSRYHULVKHGDQG
QHLWKHUSDUHQWFDQDIIRUGZKDWLWDFWXDOO\FRVWVWRUDLVHDFKLOG0RVWVWDWHVUHFRJQL]HWKLVLVVXH
0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVSURYLGHVRPHVRUWRIJXLGHOLQHDGMXVWPHQWIRUREOLJRUVZLWKSRYHUW\RU
QHDUSRYHUW\LQFRPHV7KHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVDWWKLVOHYHORIWHQUHIOHFWDWRNHQDPRXQWRUDQ
DPRXQWWKDWDQREOLJRUFDQUHDVRQDEO\SD\ZKLOHOHDYLQJKLPRUKHUVXIILFLHQWLQFRPHWROLYHDW
OHDVWDWDVXVWDLQDEOHOHYHO$VHYLGHQWLQ&KDSWHUKRZHYHUPRVWVWDWHVKDYHIDLOHGWRNHHS
WKHLUORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVFXUUHQW
Multiple-Partner Fertility
*XLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVEDVHGRQFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHVFDQQRWUHIOHFWWKH
UHDOLW\WKDWPRWKHUVRUIDWKHUVKDYHFKLOGUHQZLWKVHYHUDOGLIIHUHQWSDUWQHUV7KHLQFLGHQFHRI
PXOWLSOHSDUWQHUIHUWLOLW\LQ&DOLIRUQLDLVXQNQRZQ$QDWLRQDOVXUYH\RIIDPLOLHVDQGKRXVHKROGV
FRQGXFWHGLQIRXQGWKDWSHUFHQWRIQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVOLYHZLWKDQHZSDUWQHUDQG
FKLOGUHQLQFOXGLQJVWHSFKLOGUHQ2QHRIWKHPRVWFRPSUHKHQVLYHDQGGHWDLOHGVWXGLHVRI
IHUWLOLW\SDWWHUQVRISDUHQWVZLWKPXOWLSOHSDUWQHUIHUWLOLW\LVD:LVFRQVLQVWXG\WKDWWUDFNHGFDVHV
IRUIRXU\HDUVDIWHUWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWDSSOLHGIRUSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFH,WIRXQGWKDWPRUHWKDQ
KDOIRIWKHLQYROYHGSDUHQWV²WKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWRUERWK²KDGFKLOGUHQ
ZLWKPXOWLSOHSDUWQHUV




6PLWKHWDOsupra QRWH
0DVVDFKXVHWWV7ULDO&WVReport of the Child Support Guidelines Task Force 2FW 

1HZ<RUN6WDWH&RPRQ&KLOG6XSSRUW $VVQRIWKH%DURIWKH&LW\RI1HZ<RUN³:KDW$UHWKH&KLOG
6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHV"7KH&KLOG6XSSRUW6WDQGDUGV$FW”SUHVHQWDWLRQWRWKH$VVQRIWKH%DURIWKH&LW\RI1HZ
<RUN 1HZ<RUN1<2FW ,QJULG5RWKH-XGLWK&DVVHWW\ (OLVDEHWK%RHKQHQEstimates of Family
Expenditures for Children: A Review of the Literature 8QLYRI:LVFRQVLQ,QVWIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\ 
0DVVDFKXVHWWV&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHVsupraQRWH.

5RWKH %HUJHU supra QRWH

,UZLQ*DUILQNHO'DQLHO0H\HU 6DUD0F/DQDKDQ³$3DWFKZRUN3RUWUDLWRI1RQUHVLGHQW)DWKHUV´LQFathers
Under Fire: The Revolution in Child Support EnforcementHG,UZLQ*DUILQNHOHWDO 5XVVHOO6DJH)RXQGDWLRQ
 

0DULD&DQFLDQ6WHYHQ&RRN 'DQLHO50H\HUChild Support in Complicated TANF Families :LVFRQVLQ'HSW
RI:RUNIRUFH'HYHORSPHQW 





:LVFRQVLQUHVHDUFKHUVLGHQWLILHGWKUHHDSSURDFKHVIRUGHDOLQJZLWKPXOWLSOHIDPLOLHVZKHQ
VHWWLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV7KHDSSURDFKWDNHQE\PRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFOXGLQJ
&DOLIRUQLD¶VLVWRFRQVLGHUHDFKFDVHLQGHSHQGHQWO\7KHUHPD\EHDQDGMXVWPHQWWRWKHSDUHQW¶V
LQFRPHIRURWKHUFKLOGUHQOLYLQJZLWKWKHSDUHQWEHVLGHVWKHFKLOGUHQIRUZKRPVXSSRUWLVEHLQJ
GHWHUPLQHGEXWWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGLVGHWHUPLQHGIRUWKHFKLOGUHQLQDQLQGLYLGXDOFDVHDQG
VXSSRUWDZDUGVIRURWKHUFKLOGUHQDUHQRWUHYLVLWHGVLPXOWDQHRXVO\$QRWKHUDSSURDFKFHQWHUVRQ
WKHFRPELQHGQHHGVRIDOOFKLOGUHQOLYLQJZLWKWKHREOLJHH$OWKRXJKQRVWDWHFXUUHQWO\WDNHVWKLV
DSSURDFKLWFRXOGHQVXUHDQDGHTXDWHOHYHORIVXSSRUWWRWKHFKLOGUHQZKLOHUHFRJQL]LQJWKH
HFRQRPLHVRIVFDOHRIPRUHWKDQRQHFKLOGOLYLQJZLWKWKHREOLJHH$WKLUGDSSURDFKFRQVLGHUVWKH
ILQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVDYDLODEOHWRDQREOLJRUWRVXSSRUWDOORIKLVRUKHUFKLOGUHQOLYLQJLQGLIIHUHQW
KRXVHKROGV7KLVFRXOGVXEVWDQWLDOO\UHGXFHVXSSRUWLQDOORIWKHREOLJRU¶VFDVHVDQGUHTXLUHVWKDW
VXSSRUWEHGHWHUPLQHGIRUPXOWLSOHFDVHVVLPXOWDQHRXVO\/RXLVLDQDLVWKHRQO\VWDWHWRFRQVLGHU
VXFKDQDGMXVWPHQWEXWLWIDLOHGDVOHJLVODWLRQ7KH/RXLVLDQDSURSRVDODWWHPSWHGWRWUHDWDOORI
WKHREOLJRU¶VFKLOGUHQHTXDOO\ZKLOHUHFRJQL]LQJWKHRWKHUSDUHQWV¶ILQDQFLDOUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVIRU
WKHLUFKLOGUHQ7KH/RXLVLDQDSURSRVDOGLGQRWFRQVLGHUKRZPXFKLWFRVWVWRUDLVHDFKLOGLQDQ
LQWDFWIDPLO\
Standard of Living
7KRVHFULWLFDORIEDVLQJVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVW\SLFDOO\
DGYRFDWHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKDWFRQVLGHUWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VDQGWKHFXVWRGLDOIDPLO\¶V
VWDQGDUGVRIOLYLQJDIWHUSD\PHQWRUUHFHLSWRIFKLOGVXSSRUW+RZHYHUWKHUHLVQRFRQVHQVXVRQ
WKHLPSDFWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWRQVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJDQGZKDWJXLGHOLQHPRGHOZRXOG\LHOGDPRUH
HTXLWDEOHDPRXQW6RPHDUJXHWKDWWKHXQGHUO\LQJPRGHOVRIPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVJHQHUDOO\
SURGXFHDKLJKHUVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJIRUWKHFXVWRGLDOIDPLO\WKDQWKDWRIWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
2WKHUVDUJXHWKDWWKHRQO\VLWXDWLRQLQZKLFKWKHFXVWRGLDOIDPLO\¶VVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJLVJHQHUDOO\
KLJKHUWKDQWKDWRIWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLVZKHQWKHFXVWRGLDOIDPLO\KDVPRUHLQFRPHWKDQWKH
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW6WLOORWKHUVDUJXHWKDWWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VDQGFKLOG¶VVWDQGDUGVRIOLYLQJ
DUHLQH[WULFDEO\OLQNHGVRLWLVDQDFFHSWDEOHSROLF\RXWFRPHIRUWKHFXVWRGLDOIDPLO\¶VVWDQGDUG
RIOLYLQJWRLQFUHDVH&DOLIRUQLDWDNHVWKLVSRVLWLRQ,WLVVWDWHGLQRQHRIWKHJXLGHOLQHSULQFLSOHV
LQVWDWHVWDWXWH




0DULD&DQFLDQ 'DQLHO50H\HU 8QLYRI:LVFRQVLQ,QVWLWXWHIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\Alternative
Approaches to Child Support Policy in the Context of Multiple-Partner Fertility :LVFRQVLQ'HSWRI:RUNIRUFH
'HYHORSPHQW'HF 

6DUDK&KDFNR³/HJLVODWRUV.LOO&KLOG6XSSRUW&KDQJHV´Advocate Capital News %DWRQ5RXJH/D0D\
 

-DQH9HQRKU &HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFKTechnical Documentation: Multiple Family Adjustment /RXLVLDQD
6WDWH/DZ,QVW-DQ 

6DQIRUG%UDYHU 'DYLG6WRFNEXUJHU³&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHVDQG(TXDO/LYLQJ6WDQGDUGV´LQThe Law and
Economics of Child Support Payments, HG:LOOLDP&RPDQHU (GZDUG(OJDU3XEOLVKLQJ&R 50DUN5RJHUV
'RQDOG%LHQLHZLF]³&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHV8QGHUO\LQJ0HWKRGRORJLHV$VVXPSWLRQVDQGWKH,PSDFWRQ
6WDQGDUGRI/LYLQJ´LQThe Law and Economics of Child Support PaymentsHG:LOOLDP&RPDQHU (GZDUG(OJDU
3XEOLVKLQJ&R 

*UDFH%OXPEHUJ³7UHDWPHQWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW´ -DQ   Family Law Quarterly ±

0DVVDFKXVHWWV7ULDO&WVsupra QRWH




Children should share in the standard of living of both parents. Child support may
therefore appropriately improve the standard of living of the custodial household to
improve the lives of children.


(Fam. Code, § 4053(f).)


7KH$UL]RQD-XGLFLDO&RXQFLOUHFHQWO\DGRSWHGDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHWKDWLVLQWHQGHGWRSDUWLDOO\FORVH
WKHJDSEHWZHHQWKHFXVWRGLDOIDPLO\¶VDQGQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VVWDQGDUGVRIOLYLQJ7KHQHZ
JXLGHOLQHZDVGHYHORSHGLQUHVSRQVHWRFULWLFLVPRYHUPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVDQG$UL]RQD¶VYHUVLRQRIWKHLQFRPHVKDUHVPRGHO7KHQHZPRGHOJHQHUDOO\
SURGXFHVDZDUGDPRXQWVORZHUWKDQWKHH[LVWLQJ$UL]RQDJXLGHOLQHZKHQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLVOHVVWKDQWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHDQGLWSURGXFHVDPRXQWVJUHDWHUWKDQ
WKHH[LVWLQJ$UL]RQDJXLGHOLQHZKHQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLVKLJKHUWKDQWKH
FXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPH,WDOVRVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHVWKHDPRXQWVIRUORZLQFRPHQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWV


Chapter Summary
0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶VDUHEDVHGRQWKHFRQFHSWWKDWWKHFKLOGVXSSRUW
DZDUGVKRXOGDOORZWKHFKLOGUHQWREHQHILWIURPWKHVDPHOHYHORIH[SHQGLWXUHV WKDWZRXOGKDYH
EHHQSURYLGHGKDGWKHFKLOGUHQDQGERWKSDUHQWVOLYHGWRJHWKHU$VDFRQVHTXHQFHPRVWVWDWHV
EDVHWKHLUJXLGHOLQHVRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHV

6HYHUDOGLIIHUHQWPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVXQGHUOLHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDQGDUH
DYDLODEOHWRXSGDWHWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD7KHDUFKLWHFWVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH
LQWHQGHGWKHKIUDFWLRQWRUHSUHVHQWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVIRUFKLOG7KHKIUDFWLRQRISHUFHQWDWFRPELQHGQHWLQFRPHVRIWR
LVZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRIPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVEXWLWLVRQWKHKLJK
VLGHZKHQDGMXVWHGIRUFKLOGFDUHDQGXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHV7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH
PXOWLSOLHUVIRUDQGFKLOGUHQDUHZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRIPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVEXWWKHDPRXQWIRUFKLOGUHQLVDWWKHH[WUHPHKLJKHQGRIWKHUDQJH7KH
&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPXOWLSOLHUVIRUDQGFKLOGUHQDUHUHODWLYHO\KLJKZKLOHWKH
PXOWLSOLHUIRUFKLOGUHQDSSHDUVZLWKLQUDQJH7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPXOWLSOLHUIRUFKLOGUHQ
LVUHODWLYHO\ORZ7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGRHVQRWDGMXVWIRULQFUHDVHVLQREOLJHHLQFRPHXQWLO
WKHFRPELQHGLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWVH[FHHGVSHUPRQWKRUWKHSDUHQWVVKDUHVXEVWDQWLDO
SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\7KH&DOLIRUQLDDGMXVWPHQWIRUVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\GHFUHDVHV
ZKHQWKHQXPEHURIRYHUQLJKWVZLWKWKHREOLJRULQFUHDVHVDWDUDWHFRPSDUDEOHWRWKDWXVHGLQ
RWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV




$UL]RQD$GPLQ2IILFHRI&WVArizona Child Support Guidelines: Child Outcome Based Support Model Draft
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CHAPTER 3

Guideline Application and Deviation:
A Review of the Case Files
7KLVFKDSWHUEHJLQVZLWKDVXPPDU\RIWKHVDPSOLQJDQGGDWDFROOHFWLRQFRQGXFWHGIRUWKLVVWXG\
DQGWKHQORRNVDWWKHGHYLDWLRQVIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHIRXQGLQWKHVDPSOHGFDVHV7KHFKDSWHUWKHQ
HQGVZLWKDGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHFDVHVLQFOXGHGLQWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZ6HH$SSHQGL[%IRU
DGGLWLRQDOGLVFXVVLRQRIVWXG\PHWKRGRORJ\

Sampling and Data Collection
Sampling Time Frame
7KHVDPSOLQJWLPHIUDPHIRUWKHVWXG\LQFOXGHGFDVHVZLWKILOLQJVDQGRUGHUVGXULQJWKHWLPH
SHULRG-DQXDU\WKURXJK'HFHPEHU7KLVFDOHQGDU\HDUDOORZHGDVXIILFLHQWDPRXQWRI
WLPHIRUDFWLRQWRRFFXULQDFDVHSULRUWRGDWDFROOHFWLRQ

Sampled Counties
$UHYLHZRILQGLYLGXDOFDVHILOHVZDVUHTXLUHGIRUWKHGDWDFROOHFWLRQ$VDUHVXOWLWZDVQRW
IHDVLEOHWRLQFOXGHDOO&DOLIRUQLDFRXQWLHVLQWKHUHYLHZ7KHVHOHFWHGFRXQWLHVDUHWKHVDPH
FRXQWLHVWKDWSDUWLFLSDWHGLQWKHVWXG\

$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWWKHILYHODUJH EOXH WKUHHPLGVL]HG \HOORZ DQGWKUHHVPDOO UHG 
FRXQWLHVSDUWLFLSDWLQJLQWKHVWXG\DFFRXQWIRUSHUFHQWRIWKHVWDWH¶VSRSXODWLRQDQGYDU\LQ
UHJLRQ0RUHGHWDLORQWKHVDPSOHGFRXQWLHVLQFOXGLQJSRSXODWLRQVL]HHFRQRPLFVWDWXVDQG
VHOHFWHGGHPRJUDSKLFFKDUDFWHULVWLFVDUHSURYLGHGLQ$SSHQGL[%



Exhibit 3-1. Study Counties by Location, Population Size, and Percentage of State Population and
Total Sample
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San Diego

Imperial





Sample Sizes

7KHPLQLPXPWDUJHWHGVDPSOHVL]HZDVFDVHV7KLVLVDGHTXDWHWRPHDVXUHGHYLDWLRQUDWH
FKDQJHVLQGHYLDWLRQUDWHDQGFKDQJHVLQGHYLDWLRQUDWHE\YDULRXVVXEJURXSV,WZDVDOVRWKH
WDUJHWHGVDPSOHVL]HIRUWKHODVWWZRJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZV

7KHVDPSOHRIFDVHVLVZHLJKWHGDFURVVWKHFRXQWLHVWRFUHDWHDSURSRUWLRQDOUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ
/RV$QJHOHV&RXQW\LVVHSDUDWHGIURPWKHYHU\ODUJHFRXQWLHVEHFDXVHRILWVLQRUGLQDWHVKDUHRI
FDVHVSHUFHQWRIDOOFDVHVLQODUJHFRXQWLHV5DWKHUWKDQXVHWKHSHUFHQWLQDSURSRUWLRQDO
VDPSOHZHXVHGSHUFHQWEHFDXVH/RV$QJHOHVDFFRXQWVIRUSHUFHQWRIVWDWHZLGHFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHUHVWDEOLVKPHQWV

)RURWKHUFRXQWLHVWKHFDVHVVDPSOHGUHSUHVHQWWKHFRXQW\¶VSURSRUWLRQDPRQJWKHRWKHUFRXQWLHV
RIVLPLODUVL]HLQWKHVWDWH)RUH[DPSOHSHUFHQWRIDOOHVWDEOLVKPHQWVRFFXULQODUJHFRXQWLHV
6LQFH$ODPHGDDODUJHFRXQW\FRQVLVWVRISHUFHQWRIHVWDEOLVKPHQWVDPRQJVDPSOHG
FRXQWLHVWKHZHLJKWIRU$ODPHGD&RXQW\LVSHUFHQW SHUFHQWPXOWLSOLHGE\SHUFHQW RIDOO
WDUJHWHGFDVHV

Fresno
*LYHQWKDWVRPHFDVHVZLOOKDYHWREHH[FOXGHGEHFDXVHRIPLVVLQJGDWDWKHFRXUWVZHUHDVNHGWR
RYHUVDPSOHE\SHUFHQW)RUH[DPSOHWKHPLQLPXPVDPSOHJRDOLQ/RV$QJHOHVZDVFDVHV
EXWZLWKSHUFHQWDGGHGIRURYHUVDPSOLQJ/RV$QJHOHVZDVDVNHGWRSURYLGHDUDQGRPVDPSOH
RIFDVHV LHFDVHVSOXVFDVHV $FURVVDOOFRXQWLHVWKLVSURGXFHGDWDUJHWHGVDPSOH
VL]HRIFDVHV&RXQWLHVZHUHLQVWUXFWHGWRVDPSOHHTXDOO\IURP,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV
Los
3UHYLRXVJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZVDOVRFRQVLGHUHGDOPRVWDQHTXDOVSOLWRI,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV
$OOFDVHVZHUHUDQGRPO\VHOHFWHGAngeles

,QDOOEXWWZRRIWKHVPDOOFRXQWLHVWKHFDVHVLQFOXGHGLQWKHDQDO\VLVPHWRUH[FHHGHGWKH
ZHLJKWHGVDPSOHJRDO7KHWZRH[FHSWLRQV6LVNL\RXDQG7HKDPDIHOOVKRUWE\DQGFDVHV
San
UHVSHFWLYHO\%\FRQWUDVWWKHVDPSOHDVDZKROHH[FHHGHGWKHPLQLPXPVDPSOHJRDOE\
Diego
FDVHV$OOFDVHVIRUZKLFKGDWDZHUHFROOHFWHG FDVHV ZHUHXVHGIRUDQDO\VLV([KLELW
JLYHVPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHVDPSOLQJE\FRXQW\DQGWKHQXPEHURIFDVHVUHFHLYHGDQG
LQFOXGHGLQWKHDQDO\VLV



Exhibit 3-2. Sample Size (Number of Cases)
Minimum
Sample Goal

Targeted Sample

Cases Usable
for Analysis

Large-sized counties
Los Angeles

209

250

262

Alameda

79

95

97

Fresno

197

236

237

Santa Clara

121

146

164

San Diego

147

177

180

San Luis Obispo

32

38

51

Solano

44

52

54

Tulare

73

88

97

Amador

17

20

20

Siskiyou

26

31

16

Tehama

55

66

48

1,000

1,199

1,226

Medium-sized counties

Small and very small counties

Sum of sampled counties

Data Collection Methodology
7KHGDWDFROOHFWLRQLQVWUXPHQW LQFOXGHGLQ$SSHQGL[% LVHVVHQWLDOO\WKHVDPHLQVWUXPHQWXVHG
LQWKHWZRSUHYLRXVJXLGHOLQHVWXGLHV7KHRQO\QRWDEOHH[FHSWLRQVDUHVRPHTXHVWLRQVWDUJHWLQJ
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURFHVV

'DWDFROOHFWRUVZHUHUHFUXLWHGWKURXJKDFRPSHWLWLYHELGGLQJSURFHVV5HTXLUHGTXDOLILFDWLRQV
LQFOXGHGDODZGHJUHHNQRZOHGJHRI&DOLIRUQLDIDPLO\ODZDQGIDPLOLDULW\ZLWKFRXUWILOHV$
ODZGHJUHHDQGIDPLO\ODZEDFNJURXQGDUHKHOSIXOEHFDXVHWKHGRFXPHQWDWLRQRIOHJDO
SURFHHGLQJVDQGRWKHULQIRUPDWLRQLQIDPLO\ODZFDVHILOHVFDQEHYROXPLQRXV&DVHILOHVPD\
FRQWDLQFRPSODLQWVVXPPRQVHVQRWLFHVGRFXPHQWDWLRQRIVHUYLFHRISURFHVVILQDQFLDO
VWDWHPHQWVSURRIRILQFRPHRUGHUVIRUVXSSRUWRUGHUVIRULQFRPHZLWKKROGLQJSULQWRXWVRI
JXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQVDQGRWKHUSHUWLQHQWLQIRUPDWLRQ$GPLQLVWUDWLYH2IILFHRIWKH&RXUWV
$2& VWDIIWUDLQHGWKHRXWVLGHDWWRUQH\VLQKRZWRXVHWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQWRFRPSOHWHWKHGDWD
FROOHFWLRQLQVWUXPHQW7KHWUDLQLQJZDVFRQGXFWHGLQGLYLGXDOO\,QDGGLWLRQ$2&DWWRUQH\V
FROOHFWHGWKHGDWDRQWZRFRXQWLHV

Review of Preliminary Case File Review Findings
$IWHUDOOGDWDZHUHUHFHLYHGDQGHQWHUHGWKH&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFK &35 FRQGXFWHGWZR
IRFXVHGGLVFXVVLRQJURXSVRQHZLWKDGYRFDWHVDQGRQHZLWKFKLOGVXSSRUWFRPPLVVLRQHUVIURP
WKHFRXQWLHVLQYROYHGLQWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZ3URMHFWVWDIIVKDUHGVHOHFWHGSUHOLPLQDU\ILQGLQJV



ZLWKWKHWZRJURXSVWRKHOSDGGFRQWH[WWRWKHVWDWLVWLFDOGDWDDQGKHOSLQWHUSUHWWKHFDVHILOH
UHYLHZUHVXOWV:KHQDYDLODEOHWKHSURMHFWVWDIIFRPSDUHGGDWDIURPWKHVDPSOHWRGDWD
IURPWKHVDPSOH7KHDGYRFDWHVDQGFRPPLVVLRQHUVZHUHDVNHGWRH[SODLQWUHQGVDQG
VXJJHVWSRVVLEOHUHDVRQVIRUWKHILQGLQJV


Guideline Deviations
$PDMRUSXUSRVHIRUWKHFROOHFWLRQRIFDVHILOHGDWDLVWRJHQHUDWHDGDWDEDVHWKDWDOORZVDQDO\VLV
WRDFFXUDWHO\GHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKHJXLGHOLQHLVEHLQJXVHGDQGKRZFRPPRQO\GHYLDWLRQVIURP
WKHJXLGHOLQHRFFXU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQVWDWHVWKDWWKHDPRXQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWGHWHUPLQHG
E\WKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODZLOOEHSUHVXPHGWREHWKHFRUUHFWDPRXQWXQOHVVRQHRUPRUHRIWKH
IROORZLQJIDFWRUVDUHDSSOLFDEOHE\DSUHSRQGHUDQFHRIWKHHYLGHQFH

 7KHSDUWLHVKDYHVWLSXODWHGWRDGLIIHUHQWDPRXQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWXQGHUVXEGLYLVLRQ D RI
6HFWLRQ
 7KHVDOHRIWKHIDPLO\UHVLGHQFHLVGHIHUUHGSXUVXDQWWR&KDSWHU FRPPHQFLQJZLWK6HFWLRQ
 RI3DUWDQGWKHUHQWDOYDOXHRIWKHIDPLO\UHVLGHQFHLQZKLFKWKHFKLOGUHQUHVLGH
H[FHHGVWKHPRUWJDJHSD\PHQWVKRPHRZQHUVLQVXUDQFHDQGSURSHUW\WD[HV7KHDPRXQWRI
DQ\DGMXVWPHQWSXUVXDQWWRWKLVSDUDJUDSKVKDOOQRWEHJUHDWHUWKDQWKHH[FHVVDPRXQW
 7KHSDUHQWEHLQJRUGHUHGWRSD\FKLOGVXSSRUWKDVDQH[WUDRUGLQDULO\KLJKLQFRPHDQGWKH
DPRXQWGHWHUPLQHGXQGHUWKHIRUPXODZRXOGH[FHHGWKHQHHGVRIWKHFKLOGUHQ
 $SDUW\LVQRWFRQWULEXWLQJWRWKHQHHGVRIWKHFKLOGUHQDWDOHYHOFRPPHQVXUDWHZLWKWKDW
SDUW\¶VFXVWRGLDOWLPH
 $SSOLFDWLRQRIWKHIRUPXODZRXOGEHXQMXVWRULQDSSURSULDWHGXHWRVSHFLDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQ
WKHSDUWLFXODUFDVH7KHVHVSHFLDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQFOXGHEXWDUHQRWOLPLWHGWRWKHIROORZLQJ
$ &DVHVLQZKLFKWKHSDUHQWVKDYHGLIIHUHQWWLPHVKDULQJDUUDQJHPHQWVIRUGLIIHUHQW
FKLOGUHQ
% &DVHVLQZKLFKERWKSDUHQWVKDYHVXEVWDQWLDOO\HTXDOWLPHVKDULQJRIWKHFKLOGUHQDQGRQH
SDUHQWKDVDPXFKORZHURUKLJKHUSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHXVHGIRUKRXVLQJWKDQWKHRWKHU
SDUHQW
& &DVHVLQZKLFKWKHFKLOGUHQKDYHVSHFLDOPHGLFDORURWKHUQHHGVWKDWFRXOGUHTXLUHFKLOG
VXSSRUWWKDWZRXOGEHJUHDWHUWKDQWKHIRUPXODDPRXQW

([KLELWVKRZVWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIRUGHUVGHYLDWLQJIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHVLQHDFKRIWKHVWXGLHV
FRQGXFWHGLQDQG,QWKHILUVWWKUHHVWXGLHV²WKRVHLQDQG
²WKHGHYLDWLRQUDWHZDVIDLUO\FRQVWDQW,QHDFKRIWKHVH\HDUVDURXQGWRSHUFHQWRIWKH




&RXUWVHQFRXUDJHOLWLJDQWVWRZRUNRXWDJUHHPHQWVLQOHJDOPDWWHUVLQFOXGLQJFKLOGVXSSRUW,QDVVHVVLQJWKH
DSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHWKLVVWXG\IRFXVHVSULPDULO\RQFRXUWRUGHUHGGHYLDWLRQVUDWKHUWKDQ
QRQJXLGHOLQHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVDJUHHGWRE\WKHSDUWLHV+RZHYHUHYHQZLWKRUGHUVHQWHUHGE\VWLSXODWLRQWKH
FRXUWPXVWILQGWKDWSDUHQWVKDYHUHFLWHGDZDLYHULIWKHDJUHHGDPRXQWLVEHORZWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODDPRXQW
$PRQJRWKHUWKLQJVWKHZDLYHUVWDWHVWKDWWKHSDUWLHVKDYHEHHQLQIRUPHGRIWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWWKDWWKH\DJUHH
YROXQWDULO\WRWKHDPRXQWLQWKHRUGHUDQGWKDWWKHQHHGVRIWKHFKLOGUHQZLOOEHDGHTXDWHO\PHWE\WKHDJUHHG
DPRXQW )DP&RGH ,QDGGLWLRQWKHUHDUHOLPLWDWLRQVWRVWLSXODWLRQVLQJRYHUQPHQWDOFDVHV



Percentage of cases reviewed

VDPSOHGFDVHVVKRZHGDGHYLDWLRQIURPWKHJXLGHOLQH,QWKHVDPSOHSHUFHQWRIWKH
VDPSOHGFDVHVRIVKRZD
Exhibit 3-3. Percentages of Orders With a Deviation in the
GHYLDWLRQ
2010, 2005, 2001, and 1998 Reviews

20%
:KHQDVNHGDERXWWKH
GHYLDWLRQUDWHWKH
14.6%
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0%
WKHUHLVDQHFRQRPLF
2010 review
2005 review
2001 review
1998 review
GRZQWXUQDQGORZHU
LQFRPHGHYLDWLRQVLQFUHDVH7KH\JDYHVHYHUDOVLWXDWLRQVWKDWW\SLFDOO\UHVXOWLQDGHYLDWLRQDQG
WKDWWKH\DUHVHHLQJPRUHIUHTXHQWO\
x

x
x

x

x

x

0DQ\REOLJRUVKDYHYHU\ORZLQFRPHHVSHFLDOO\JLYHQWKHHFRQRPLFFOLPDWHLQ&DOLIRUQLD
GXULQJ7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVVWDWHGWKDWLIWKHREOLJRUFDQQRWDIIRUGWRVXSSRUWKLPVHOI
DQGOLYHDWDVXEVLVWHQFHOHYHODIWHUWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWLVWDNHQRXWRIKLVLQFRPHWKH\ZLOO
GHYLDWHIURPWKHJXLGHOLQH7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVILQGWKDWGHYLDWLQJVRWKDWWKHQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWFDQVXSSRUWKLPVHOILVLQWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOGDQGHQVXUHVWKDWWKHREOLJRUGRHV
QRWKDYHDGLVLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNLQWKHDERYHJURXQGHFRQRP\
3DUHQWVVWLSXODWHWRDGLIIHUHQWRUGHUDPRXQWDQGLIWKHFRQGLWLRQVRI)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ
 D DUHPHWFRPPLVVLRQHUVRIWHQDJUHHZLWKWKHVWLSXODWHGDPRXQW
:KHQWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDVQRLQFRPHDQGWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDVYHU\ORZLQFRPH
DQGVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODHQGVXSSHQDOL]LQJWKH
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWIRUYLVLWLQJZLWKWKHFKLOG7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVVWDWHGWKDWWKH\ZLOO
GHYLDWHLQWKHVHFDVHVEHFDXVHPDNLQJWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWSD\IRUVKDUHGSK\VLFDO
UHVSRQVLELOLW\LVXQIDLU
0DQ\RIWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVIHOWWKDWZKHQSDUHQWVKDYHH[WUHPHO\KLJKLQFRPHVWKHUHVXOWRI
WKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODHQGVXSEHLQJH[WUDRUGLQDULO\KLJK,IWKHVHFDVHVHQGXSJRLQJWR
FRXUWZKLFKLVRFFXUULQJPRUHIUHTXHQWO\EHFDXVHRIWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQWKHFRXUWZLOO
GHYLDWH
2EOLJRUVRIWHQKDYHPXOWLSOHFKLOGUHQZLWKPXOWLSOHSDUWQHUV,QWKHVHFDVHVLIWKHREOLJRUKDV
]HURWLPHVKDULQJZLWKWKHFKLOGUHQRQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWFDVHWKHRUGHUHQGVXSEHLQJVRKLJK
WKDWWKHREOLJRUFDQQRWDIIRUGWRVXSSRUWDOORIKLVRUKHUFKLOGUHQ7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUV
H[DPLQHVLWXDWLRQVOLNHWKLVLQGLYLGXDOO\WRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHULWLVDSSURSULDWHWRGHYLDWH
6RPHFRPPLVVLRQHUVVWDWHGWKDWWKH\ZLOOGHYLDWHLQFDVHVZKHUHREOLJRULQFRPHLVSUHVXPHG
EHFDXVHWKHUHLVQRSURRIWKDWWKHREOLJRULVDFWXDOO\HDUQLQJWKDWDPRXQWDQGWKHFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHUHQGVXSEHLQJWRRKLJK




7KHUHVHDUFKHUVIRUWKLVVWXG\ZHUHDEOHWRUHSOLFDWHWKLVRXWFRPHXVLQJREOLJRULQFRPHOHVVWKDQQHWSHU
PRQWK



7KHDGYRFDWHVIHOWWKDWWKHGHYLDWLRQUDWHPD\KDYHLQFUHDVHGEHFDXVHMXGJHVDUHH[DPLQLQJFDVHV
LQGLYLGXDOO\WRGHWHUPLQHZKDWSDUHQWVFDQDIIRUGWRSD\$GGLWLRQDOO\SDUHQWVDUHPRUH
HGXFDWHGDQGNQRZZKHQWKH\PD\EHHOLJLEOHIRUDGHYLDWLRQDQGZLOOUHTXHVWLW

([KLELWVKRZVWKHGHYLDWLRQUDWHIRUYDULRXVW\SHVRIFDVHV,9'VWDWXVPHWKRGRIRUGHU
HVWDEOLVKPHQWQHZHVWDEOLVKPHQWVYHUVXVPRGLILFDWLRQDQGOHJDOUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHSDUHQWV




,9'6WDWXV
1RQ,9'FDVHVZHUHVLJQLILFDQWO\PRUHOLNHO\WRLQYROYHDGHYLDWLRQWKDQZHUH,9'FDVHV-XVW
RYHUSHUFHQWRIWKHQRQ,9'FDVHVVKRZHGDGHYLDWLRQIURPWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQH
FRPSDUHGWRSHUFHQWRIWKH,9'FDVHV'HYLDWLRQVLQ,9'RUGHUVDUHSUREDEO\ORZHUEHFDXVH
GHYLDWLRQVLQ&DO:25.6FDVHVDUHOLPLWHGXQGHU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ F 

0HWKRGRI2UGHU(VWDEOLVKPHQW
7KHIROORZLQJWKUHHFDWHJRULHVZHUHXVHGWRFODVVLI\KRZDQRUGHUZDVHQWHUHG
x
x

'HIDXOW7KHUHVSRQGHQWGHIHQGDQWGLGQRWILOHUHVSRQVLYHSDSHUVDQGGLGQRWDSSHDUDWWKH
KHDULQJDQGWKHUHZDVQRZULWWHQVWLSXODWLRQRUVWLSXODWLRQWDNHQRQUHFRUG
&RQWHVWHG7KHUHVSRQGHQWGHIHQGDQWILOHGUHVSRQVLYHSDSHUVRUDSSHDUHGDWWKHKHDULQJDQG
WKHUHZDVQRZULWWHQVWLSXODWLRQ
6WLSXODWLRQ7KHUHZDVDZULWWHQVWLSXODWLRQRUVWLSXODWLRQWDNHQRQUHFRUG

x

7KLVFODVVLILFDWLRQLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKFDWHJRULHVXVHGLQWKHODVWFDVHILOHUHYLHZVDQGIRU



RWKHUOHJDOPDWWHUV

$V([KLELWVKRZVGHYLDWLRQVIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHZHUHPRVWFRPPRQLQVWLSXODWHGFDVHV
7KHVHFDVHVZHUHWZRWRWKUHHWLPHVDVOLNHO\WRGHYLDWHIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHDVZHUHFRQWHVWHGDQG
GHIDXOWFDVHV:KHQWKHUHZDVDGHYLDWLRQIURPWKHJXLGHOLQHVWLSXODWLRQVZHUHDOVRPRUHOLNHO\
WKDQFRQWHVWHGRUGHIDXOWRUGHUVWREHGHYLDWLRQVEHORZWKHJXLGHOLQH6L[W\IRXUSHUFHQWRIWKH
VWLSXODWHGGHYLDWLRQVZHUHGRZQZDUGFRPSDUHGWRSHUFHQWDQGSHUFHQWRIWKHFRQWHVWHGDQG
GHIDXOWRUGHUVUHVSHFWLYHO\


1HZO\(VWDEOLVKHGDQG0RGLILHG2UGHUV
$OWKRXJKPRUHPRGLILHGRUGHUVWKDQQHZRUGHUVVKRZHGDGHYLDWLRQIURPWKHFKLOGVXSSRUW
JXLGHOLQHWKHGLIIHUHQFHLVQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW


/HJDO5HSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKH3DUWLHV
7KHUHDUHQRVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIFDVHVZLWKGHYLDWLRQVIURP
WKHJXLGHOLQHEDVHGRQOHJDOUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHSDUWLHV:KHQERWKSDUHQWVKDGDWWRUQH\V
SHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVUHVXOWHGLQDGHYLDWLRQ:KHQQHLWKHUSDUW\KDGDQDWWRUQH\SHUFHQW
GHYLDWHGIURPWKHJXLGHOLQH:KHQRQO\WKHREOLJRURUREOLJHHZDVUHSUHVHQWHGWKHSHUFHQWDJHV
RIFDVHVZLWKGHYLDWLRQVVWRRGDWDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\


6RPHRIWKHSDWWHUQVSUHVHQWHGLQ([KLELWZHUHUHH[DPLQHGXVLQJGDWDIURPERWKWKH
DQGVWXG\WRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKHW\SHVRIFDVHVZLWKGHYLDWLRQVKDYHFKDQJHGRYHUWLPH


([KLELW
Exhibit 3-5. Percentages of Cases With Deviations Based on
Selected Factors in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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&RPPLVVLRQHUVIURPWKHVWXG\FRXQWLHVQRWHGWKDWWKHVHGHILQLWLRQVDQGGHOLQHDWLRQVDPRQJWKHFDWHJRULHVFDQEH
LQGLVWLQFW([DPSOHVJLYHQE\WKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDUHOLVWHGODWHULQWKHFKDSWHUZKHUHRUGHUHQWU\PHWKRGLV
GLVFXVVHG



Reasons for the Deviations
([KLELWVKRZVWKHUHDVRQVIRUGHYLDWLRQV7KHWRWDOGRHVQRWDGGXSWRSHUFHQWEHFDXVH
VRPHFDVHVKDGPXOWLSOHUHDVRQVIRUGHYLDWLRQV$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI
GHYLDWLRQVUHVXOWLQJIURPDVWLSXODWLRQEHWZHHQWKHSDUWLHVUHPDLQHGFRQVWDQWIURPWR
$WERWKWLPHSRLQWVDERXWSHUFHQWRIWKHGHYLDWLRQVZHUHE\VWLSXODWLRQ7KHJXLGHOLQH
DPRXQWZDVGHHPHGXQMXVWRULQDSSURSULDWHLQDQGSHUFHQWRIGHYLDWLRQVUHVSHFWLYHO\LQ
DQG2WKHUUHDVRQVZHUHQRWHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHGHYLDWLRQVDQGSHUFHQWRI
WKHGHYLDWLRQV

([KLELWDOVRVKRZVWKDWWKHGHYLDWLRQUHDVRQZDVXQVWDWHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKH
GHYLDWLRQV7KDWUDWHYDULHGEHWZHHQ,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV7KHUHDVRQZDVXQVWDWHGLQ
SHUFHQWRIWKH,9'GHYLDWLRQVDQGSHUFHQWRIWKH,9'GHYLDWLRQV


Percentage of cases
reviewed

Exhibit 3-6. Percentages of Cases With Various Reasons for
Deviations from the Guideline in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVZHUHWDNHQDEDFNE\WKHIUHTXHQF\RIFDVHVLQZKLFKWKHUHDVRQVIRUWKH
GHYLDWLRQVZHUHXQVWDWHG$OOFRPPLVVLRQHUVVDLGWKDWLQWKHLUUXOLQJVWKH\DOZD\VVWDWHWKH
UHDVRQIRUDGHYLDWLRQ+RZHYHUWKH\GLGDFNQRZOHGJHWKDWWKHRUDOUXOLQJPD\QRWJHWSXWLQWR
WKHFDVHILOHRURUGHU6HYHUDOFRPPLVVLRQHUVDGGHGWKDWWKH\SULQWRXWWKHFDOFXODWLRQDQGDWWDFK
LWWRWKHRUGHULQDOORIWKHLUFDVHV
Direction of the Deviations
([KLELWFRPSDUHVWKHGLUHFWLRQRIWKHGHYLDWLRQVLQWKHDQGUHYLHZV$VVKRZQLQ
WKHH[KLELWGRZQZDUGDGMXVWPHQWVZHUHPDGHLQWKHPDMRULW\RIGHYLDWLRQVLQERWKVWXG\\HDUV
7KLVPHDQVWKDWWKHDPRXQWRUGHUHGLQWKHFDVHZDVOHVVWKDQWKHDPRXQWFDOFXODWHGE\WKH
JXLGHOLQH7KHUHLVDVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKH\HDUVLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI
GHYLDWLRQVDGMXVWHGXSZDUGO\,QMXVWRYHUDTXDUWHURIGHYLDWLRQVZHUHXSZDUGFRPSDUHG
ZLWKSHUFHQWLQWKHUHYLHZ





7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVZHUHVXUSULVHGWKDWDQ\RIWKHGHYLDWLRQVZHUHLQDQXSZDUGGLUHFWLRQ,Q
FRXUWWKH\VDLGLWLVUDUHWRVHHSDUHQWVDVNLQJIRUDQXSZDUGGHYLDWLRQ%RWKWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUV
DQGWKHDGYRFDWHVDJUHHGWKDWWKHLQFUHDVHLQXSZDUGDQGGHFUHDVHLQGRZQZDUGGHYLDWLRQVLV
XQGRXEWHGO\UHODWHGWRWKHHFRQRPLFFOLPDWH7KHDGYRFDWHVDGGHGWKDWWKHLQFUHDVHLQGRZQZDUG
GHYLDWLRQVPD\EHUHODWHGWRWKHSDUHQWV¶EHLQJPRUHHGXFDWHGDQGNQRZLQJZKHQWKH\DUH
HOLJLEOHIRUDGRZQZDUGGHYLDWLRQ




Exhibit 3-7. Deviations From the Guideline in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
(Percentages of Cases)
2010 Review
Percentage of cases with a deviation*
Of those cases with a deviation, the direction of
the deviation:
Upward*
Downward
Unstated

2005 Review

14.6%

9.1%

14
69
17

26
60
14

* The difference between the groups is significant at <.05.


Description of the Cases
7KLVVHFWLRQGHVFULEHVFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHFDVHVUHYLHZHGWRSXWWKHGHYLDWLRQUDWHLQFRQWH[W,W
FRQVLGHUVZKHWKHUWKHRUGHULVQHZO\HVWDEOLVKHGRUPRGLILHGDQGWKHRUGHUHQWU\PHWKRG


Newly Established and Modified Orders
$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWWKHYDVWPDMRULW\RIFDVHVLQWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZ SHUFHQW DUH
QHZO\HVWDEOLVKHGRUGHUV,QWKHODVWUHYLHZSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVZHUHQHZO\HVWDEOLVKHG
RUGHUVDQGSHUFHQWZHUHPRGLILFDWLRQV6RPHRIWKLVGUDVWLFVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWFKDQJH
FDQEHDWWULEXWHGWRFKDQJHVLQWKHVDPSOLQJPHWKRGVRFFXUULQJVLQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZ
6SHFLILFDOO\WKHVDPSOHIRUWKHUHYLHZZDVGUDZQIURPILOLQJVLQFDOHQGDU\HDUWKDW
DOVRKDGDQRUGHUHQWHUHGLQ7KHVDPSOHIRUUHYLHZZDVGUDZQIURPWKHFRXUW
FDOHQGDU$QRWKHUIDFWRUWKDWPD\KDYHFRQWULEXWHGWRWKHKLJKSHUFHQWDJHRIPRGLILFDWLRQV
GXULQJWKHSUHYLRXVUHYLHZLVWKDWPDQ\,9'DJHQFLHVZHUHUHTXHVWLQJPRGLILFDWLRQVRIRUGHUV
EDVHGRQWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVWKDWEHFDPHSUHVXPSWLYHZLWKOHJLVODWLYHFKDQJHVLQ





+RZHYHUWKLVLVDOVRWKHVDPSOLQJPHWKRGHPSOR\HGLQWKHUHYLHZZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQWKDWIRUWKH
VDPSOHWKHRUGHUGLGQRWKDYHWREHHQWHUHGLQWKHVDPH\HDU7KDWLVWKHVDPSOHZDVVHOHFWHGIURPFDVHVILOHG
ZLWKLQWKHVDPHFDOHQGDU\HDUEXWDQRUGHUGLGQRWQHFHVVDULO\KDYHWREHHVWDEOLVKHGGXULQJWKDW\HDU%HFDXVHWKH
GDWDFROOHFWRUVZHUHLQVWUXFWHGWRFROOHFWGDWDRQWKHPRVWUHFHQWDFWLRQWKLVSUDFWLFHDOORZHGVRPH
PRGLILFDWLRQVWREHLQFOXGHGLQWKHVDPSOH



7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDQGDGYRFDWHVXQDQLPRXVO\DJUHHGWKDWWKHUHDVRQIRUWKHVKLIWLQQHZO\
HVWDEOLVKHGDQGPRGLILHGRUGHUVZDVWKHGLIIHUHQWVDPSOLQJPHWKRGXVHGLQWKHUHYLHZ
+DYLQJDQRUGHUILOHGHVWDEOLVKHGDQGPRGLILHGDOOLQRQH\HDULVH[WUHPHO\UDUH

Percentage of cases reviewed
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Order Entry Method
$VSUHYLRXVO\VWDWHGWKHWKUHHFDWHJRULHVXVHGWRFODVVLI\KRZDQRUGHUZDVHQWHUHGZHUH
x
x
x

'HIDXOW7KHUHVSRQGHQWGHIHQGDQWGLGQRWILOHUHVSRQVLYHSDSHUVGLGQRWDSSHDUDWWKH
KHDULQJDQGWKHUHZDVQRZULWWHQVWLSXODWLRQRUVWLSXODWLRQWDNHQRQUHFRUG
&RQWHVWHG7KHUHVSRQGHQWGHIHQGDQWILOHGUHVSRQVLYHSDSHUVRUDSSHDUHGDWWKHKHDULQJDQG
WKHUHZDVQRZULWWHQVWLSXODWLRQ
6WLSXODWLRQ7KHUHZDVDZULWWHQVWLSXODWLRQRUVWLSXODWLRQWDNHQRQUHFRUG


7KHVHFDWHJRULHVFDQEHLQGLVWLQFWKRZHYHU7KHSUHYLRXVFDVHILOHUHYLHZOLVWHGVHYHUDO
VLWXDWLRQVLQYROYLQJFRPELQDWLRQVRIPRUHWKDQRQHRIWKHVHFDWHJRULHVDQGLGHQWLILHGFDVHVLQ
ZKLFKLWZDVGLIILFXOWWRGLVWLQJXLVKDPRQJWKHWKUHHFDWHJRULHV
x

x

x

+HDULQJVDUHVRPHWLPHVXQFRQWHVWHG,QVRPHFDVHVUHVSRQGHQWVDSSHDUDWFRXUW²HLWKHU
EHFDXVHWKH\GRQRWIXOO\XQGHUVWDQGWKHSOHDGLQJVRUEHFDXVHWKH\WKLQNWKH\DUHUHTXLUHGWR
DSSHDU²EXWGRQRWFRQWHVWWKHIDFWVRIWKHFDVHRUWKHRUGHUDPRXQW
6RPHKHDULQJVFRPELQHSDWHUQLW\DQGRUGHUHVWDEOLVKPHQW,QWKHVHFDVHVWKH
UHVSRQGHQWGHIHQGDQWPD\RUGHU'1$WHVWLQJ6RPHFRXUWVRIIHULPPHGLDWH'1$WHVWLQJDQG
UHVXOWV,QWKHVHFRXUWVLWLVFRPPRQIRUDUHVSRQGHQWWRDJUHHWRWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGRQFHKH
OHDUQVWKDWKHLVLQGHHGWKHELRORJLFDOIDWKHURIWKHFKLOGUHQ
,QVRPHKHDULQJVRQO\RQHRUWZRIDFWVDUHFRQWHVWHG7KHUHIRUHZKHWKHUDQRUGHULV
FDWHJRUL]HGDV³FRQWHVWHG´PD\EHDPDWWHURIGHJUHHDQGPD\QRWEHHTXLYDOHQWWRWKHOHYHO
RIFRQWHVWDWDGLIIHUHQWKHDULQJ7KHODVWUHYLHZFLWHGWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIWLPHDFKLOGVSHQGV



x

x

ZLWKHDFKSDUHQWDQGGLIIHUHQWW\SHVRILQFRPH HJVHOIHPSOR\HGWHPSRUDU\RUVHDVRQDO
LQFRPHV DVWKHPRVWFRPPRQLVVXHVRIGLVSXWH
3DUWLHVPD\VWLSXODWHLPPHGLDWHO\EHIRUHDVFKHGXOHGKHDULQJ,QVRPHRIWKHDIRUHPHQWLRQHG
FDVHVZKHUHSDUWLHVDJUHHWRDOOEXWRQHIDFWVRPHFRPPLVVLRQHUVSURYLGHDZLQGRZRI
RSSRUWXQLW\IRUWKHSDUWLHVWRVWLSXODWHEHIRUHVZHDULQJWKHSDUWLHVXQGHURDWK
,QVRPHFRXQWLHVUHVSRQGHQWVGRQRWQHHGWRILOHUHVSRQVLYHSDSHUVWRVFKHGXOHDKHDULQJ
7KHUHVSRQGHQWLQVWHDGFDOOVDWHOHSKRQHQXPEHUWRDFFHVVDQDXWRPDWHGV\VWHPWRVFKHGXOHD
KHDULQJ$OWKRXJKWKHVHFDVHVDUHFDWHJRUL]HGDVFRQWHVWHGVLQFHWKHUHVSRQGHQWDSSHDUVDW
WKHKHDULQJUHVSRQVLYHSDSHUVDUHQRWILOHG


$VVKRZQLQWKHVHFLUFXPVWDQFHVGLIIHUHQWFRXUWVPD\LQWHUSUHWDQGXVHWKHFODVVLILFDWLRQV
GLIIHUHQWO\EDVHGRQWKHLQGLYLGXDOFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHFDVH


Exhibit 3-9. Order Entry Method for Cases
in the 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews

Percentage of cases reviewed
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([KLELWVKRZVWKHRUGHUHQWU\PHWKRGLQWKHDQGFDVHILOHUHYLHZV$V
VKRZQLQWKHH[KLELWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVHQWHUHGWKURXJKGHIDXOWGHFUHDVHGIURPSHUFHQW
LQWRSHUFHQWLQDQGWKHQZHQWEDFNXSWRSHUFHQWLQWKHUHYLHZ 7KH
FKDQJHVEHWZHHQWKH\HDUVDUHERWKVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW 7KHUHZHUHDOVRVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWGHFUHDVHVIURPWRLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIFDVHVWKDWZHUHVWLSXODWLRQV IURP
SHUFHQWWRSHUFHQW DQGFRQWHVWHG IURPSHUFHQWWRSHUFHQW 


&RPPLVVLRQHUVDQGDGYRFDWHVDWWULEXWHGWKHLQFUHDVHGGHIDXOWUDWHWRVHYHUDOIDFWRUV,Q
ZKHQWKHODVWVDPSOHZDVSXOOHGWKHUHZDVDSXVKWRUHGXFHGHIDXOWFDVHV6LQFHWKHQKRZHYHU
WKLVHIIRUWKDVVWRSSHGSHUKDSVFRQWULEXWLQJWRWKHLQFUHDVHLQGHIDXOWV7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDOVR
QRWHGWKDWWKH'&66LVDVNLQJIRUORZHURUGHUVLQWKHLQLWLDOVXPPRQV,QDGGLWLRQWKH
FRPPLVVLRQHUVQRWHGWKDWVRPHGHIDXOWRUGHUVDUHDFWXDOO\XQFRQWHVWHGRUGHUV:KHQDQREOLJRU



UHFHLYHVWKHSURSRVHGMXGJPHQWDQGLWLVDQRUGHUKHRUVKHFDQOLYHZLWKWKHREOLJRUPD\QRW
IROORZXSZLWK'&667KHSDUHQWGRHVQRWFRQWDFW'&66DQG'&66RIILFHVZKLFKKDYH
H[SHULHQFHGVWDIIFXWEDFNVPD\QRWKDYHWKHWLPHRUUHVRXUFHVWRIROORZXSZLWKWKHSDUHQW7KDW
EHLQJVDLGWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVGLGILQGWKHLQFUHDVHLQGHIDXOWMXGJPHQWVSUREOHPDWLF7KH
DGYRFDWHVDOVREHOLHYHGWKDWWKHLQFUHDVHGGHIDXOWVPD\EHSDUWLDOO\WKHUHVXOWRIWKHHFRQRPLF
FOLPDWHDQGWKHLQDELOLW\RISDUWLHVWRDIIRUGDWWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ


([KLELWVKRZVWKHRUGHUHQWU\PHWKRGIRU,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHVLQWKHFDVHILOH
UHYLHZ$VVKRZQLQWKHH[KLELWPRUHWKDQWZRWKLUGVRI,9'FDVHVZHUHHQWHUHGWKURXJK
GHIDXOWZKHUHDVRQO\SHUFHQWRIQRQ,9'FDVHVZHUHHQWHUHGWKURXJKGHIDXOW 7KHVHERWK
UHSUHVHQWLQFUHDVHVVLQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZZKHQSHUFHQWRI,9'DQGSHUFHQWRIQRQ,9'
FDVHVZHUHHQWHUHGWKURXJKGHIDXOW 0RVW SHUFHQW RIGHIDXOWRUGHUVZHUHXQFRQWHVWHG1RQ
,9'FDVHVZHUHPRUHOLNHO\WREHHQWHUHGWKURXJKVWLSXODWLRQ SHUFHQW RUFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJV
SHUFHQW WKDQ,9'FDVHVZKHUHDQGSHUFHQWRIFDVHVZHUHHQWHUHGWKURXJKVWLSXODWLRQ
DQGFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJVUHVSHFWLYHO\$OORIWKHGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQ,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHVLQ
WKHUHYLHZDUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW


7KH,9'GHIDXOWUDWH LHSHUFHQW 
Exhibit 3-10. Order Entry Method in IV-D and NonGHWHFWHGLQWKHFDVHILOHVDPSOHLVKLJKHU
IV-D Cases (Percentages of Cases)
WKDQWKHGHIDXOWUDWHVWUDFNHGE\WKH
IV-D Cases
Non-IV-D Cases
&DOLIRUQLD'HSDUWPHQWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW
Default*
68%
22%
6HUYLFHV &'66 ,QVWDWHILVFDO\HDUV
Contested*
15%
31%
DQG&'66UHSRUWHGGHIDXOW
Stipulations*
18%
47%
UDWHVRIDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\
Number
628
569
3DUWRIWKHUHDVRQPD\EHH[SODLQHGE\
*The difference between the groups is significant at <.05.
DERYHDYHUDJHGHIDXOWUDWHV HJRYHU
SHUFHQW LQVRPHRIWKHODUJHFRXQWLHVLQWKHVDPSOHEXWWKDWLVXQOLNHO\WRH[SODLQDOORIWKH
GLIIHUHQFH



Application of Other Guideline Factors
7KHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRUPDQ\DGMXVWPHQWVWREDVHVXSSRUWDKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQWKHORZ
LQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWRUGHUVIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWDQGKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJH
Hardship Deductions
)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQDOORZVWKHFRXUWWRJUDQWSDUHQWVDKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQLQ
FLUFXPVWDQFHVOLVWHGLQVHFWLRQLQFOXGLQJ
x

([WUDRUGLQDU\KHDOWKH[SHQVHVIRUZKLFKWKHSDUHQWLVILQDQFLDOO\UHVSRQVLEOH




&DO'HSWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW6HUYLFHV“Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance: Federal Fiscal
Year 2009,”WDEOH 0DU &DO'HSWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW6HUYLFHV“Comparative Data for Managing
Program Performance: Federal Fiscal Year 2008,”WDEOH $SU 





x
x

8QLQVXUHGFDWDVWURSKLFORVVHVDQG
$GGLWLRQDOFKLOGUHQIURPVXEVHTXHQWRUSULRUUHODWLRQVKLSVOLYLQJZLWKWKHSDUHQWZKRPWKH
SDUHQWKDVDQREOLJDWLRQWRVXSSRUW



Percentage of cases reviewed

,QWKHUHYLHZWKHFDVHILOHVQRWHGDKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQIRUSHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVDQG
SHUFHQWRIPRWKHUV$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVLQZKLFKDKDUGVKLS
GHGXFWLRQZDVDSSOLHGGHFUHDVHGEHWZHHQWKHDQGUHYLHZVGRZQIURPSHUFHQWIRU
IDWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWIRUPRWKHUVLQWKHUHYLHZ%RWKRIWKHVHGHFUHDVHVDUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQW$GGLWLRQDOFKLOGUHQZDVWKHUHDVRQIRUPRVWKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQV$GGLWLRQDOFKLOGUHQ
ZDVWKHUHDVRQIRUSHUFHQWRIWKHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVIRUIDWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWRIWKH
KDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVIRUPRWKHUV

Exhibit 3-11. Hardship Deductions in the
2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews
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7KHUHLVDVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHVZKHUH
DKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQLVDSSOLHGZLWK,9'FDVHVEHLQJPRUHOLNHO\WRLQFOXGHDKDUGVKLS
GHGXFWLRQ SHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWRIPRWKHUV WKDQQRQ,9'FDVHV SHUFHQWRIERWK
IDWKHUVDQGPRWKHUV 0RGLILHGRUGHUVQRWHGPRUHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVWKDQQHZFDVHV7KH
PRGLILFDWLRQVLQFOXGHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVIRUSHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWRIPRWKHUV
ZKHUHDVWKHQHZRUGHUVQRWHGWKHVHGHGXFWLRQVIRUDQGSHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVDQGPRWKHUV
UHVSHFWLYHO\

&RPPLVVLRQHUVZHUHQRWVXUSULVHGE\WKHVLJQLILFDQWUHGXFWLRQLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIFDVHVZLWKD
KDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQ7KH\DJUHHGWKDWEHFDXVHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVDUHOHVVIUHTXHQWO\DSSOLHGLQ
QHZFDVHVDQGDUHQHYHUDSSOLHGLQGHIDXOWFDVHVWKHGHFUHDVHLQKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVLVDUHVXOW
RIWKHVDPSOH ZKHUHWKHUHZDVDGUDVWLFLQFUHDVHLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIQHZDQGGHIDXOWFDVHV 
DQGQRWWKHUHVXOWRIDQ\FKDQJHVLQSROLF\RUIDPLO\VLWXDWLRQV




7KHDGYRFDWHVEHOLHYHGWKDWWKHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQVDUHQRWFRQVLVWHQWO\DSSOLHGDQGWKDWWKHVH
GHGXFWLRQVVKRXOGEHDXWRPDWLF7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVRQWKHRWKHUKDQGXQDQLPRXVO\IHOWWKDW
WKHVHGHGXFWLRQVQHHGWREHGLVFUHWLRQDU\DQGWKDWHYHU\FDVHVKRXOGEHORRNHGDWLQGLYLGXDOO\
&RPPLVVLRQHUVJDYHH[DPSOHVRIZKHQWKH\OLNHWRH[DPLQHDFDVHDQGFRQWUROWKHKDUGVKLS
GHGXFWLRQV)RUH[DPSOHLIDQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDVVXEVHTXHQWFKLOGUHQZLWKDVXEVHTXHQW
VSRXVHDQGWKHQHZVSRXVHKDVLQFRPHWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWPD\EHJUDQWHGDSDUWLDOKDUGVKLS
GHGXFWLRQEHFDXVHWKDWSDUHQWLVQRWWKHVROHVXSSRUWHURIWKHDGGLWLRQDOFKLOGUHQ*HQHUDOO\WKH
FRPPLVVLRQHUVIHOWWKDWWKH\GLGQRWZDQWWRMXGJHSHRSOH¶VFKRLFHLQKDYLQJPRUHFKLOGUHQDQG
ZRXOGJUDQWVRPHVRUWRIKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQWRWU\DQGWUHDWDOOFKLOGUHQHTXDOO\

([KLELWDOVRVKRZVDGHFUHDVHLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIFDVHVZKHUHWKHUHLVDGHGXFWLRQIRU
FKLOGRUVSRXVDOVXSSRUW)RUIDWKHUVWKLVIHOOIURPSHUFHQWLQWKHUHYLHZWRSHUFHQWLQ
WKHUHYLHZ7KLVGHFUHDVHLVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZKHUHWKH
PRWKHUUHFHLYHGDGHGXFWLRQIRUFKLOGRUVSRXVDOVXSSRUWDOVRGHFUHDVHGDOWKRXJKWKLVFKDQJHLV
PLQRUDQGLVQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KHGDWDFROOHFWLRQLQVWUXPHQWGLGQRWVSHFLI\ZKHWKHU
WKHVHGHGXFWLRQVDUHIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWRUVSRXVDOVXSSRUW

)RUIDWKHUVDGHGXFWLRQIRUFKLOGRUVSRXVDOVXSSRUWZDVQRWHGLQPRUH,9'WKDQQRQ,9'
FDVHV²SHUFHQWDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\ WKLVGLIIHUHQFHLVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW ²DQGLQ
PRUHPRGLILFDWLRQVWKDQQHZFDVHV SHUFHQWDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\ )RUPRWKHUVMXVW
DERXWSHUFHQWRIFDVHVQRWHGWKHVHGHGXFWLRQVUHJDUGOHVVRI,9'DQGQRQ,9'VWDWXVDQG
UHJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHUWKHFDVHZDVDQHZRUGHURUDPRGLILFDWLRQ


The Low-Income Adjustment
,IDQREOLJRUHDUQVOHVVWKDQSHUPRQWKLQQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ
 E  JUDQWVWKHREOLJRUDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW /,$ DVORQJDVWKHDGMXVWPHQWLVQRW
XQIDLURULQDSSURSULDWH$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWHOLJLELOLW\IRUWKH/,$UHPDLQHGVWDEOHIURP
WKHUHYLHZWRWKHUHYLHZZLWKMXVWDERXWSHUFHQWRIREOLJRUVHOLJLEOH7KLVLV
VRPHZKDWVXUSULVLQJEHFDXVHRIWKHLQFUHDVHLQPLQLPXPZDJHVLQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZEXWLWLVDOVR
QRWVXUSULVLQJEHFDXVHRIWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQZKLFKKDVSURGXFHGMREORVVHVDQGUHGXFHG
VRPHMREVWRSDUWWLPHZRUN$VVKRZQODWHUPRUHREOLJRUVKDYH]HURLQFRPHV

([KLELWDOVR
Exhibit 3-12. Eligibility for and Application of the Low-Income Adjustment
VKRZVWKDWLQ
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews (Percentages of Cases)
FDVHVZKHUHWKH

2010 Review
2005 Review
REOLJRUZDV
Percentage of obligors not eligible for the LIA
86%
85%
HOLJLEOHIRUWKH
Percentage of obligors eligible for the LIA
14
15
/,$LWZDV
DFWXDOO\DSSOLHGLQ Of those eligible for the LIA:
LIA applied
59
52
SHUFHQWRI
LIA not applied
40
48
FDVHVLQWKH
Unknown
1
0
UHYLHZDQG
SHUFHQWRIFDVHVLQ


WKHUHYLHZ DGLIIHUHQFHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW 

,Q,9'FDVHVWKH/,$LVDSSOLHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVZKHUHWKHREOLJRULVHOLJLEOH7KH
DGMXVWPHQWLVJUDQWHGLQRQO\SHUFHQWRIWKHQRQ,9'FDVHVZKHUHWKHREOLJRULVHOLJLEOH7KLV
GLIIHUHQFHLVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW


:KHQDVNHGZK\WKH/,$ZRXOGQRWEHDSSOLHGLQFHUWDLQFDVHVPRVWRIWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUV
DJUHHGWKDWWKH\FRXOGQRWWKLQNRIDVLWXDWLRQLQWKH,9'FDVHORDGLQZKLFKWKH\GRQRWJUDQWWKH
/,$ZKHUHWKHREOLJRULVHOLJLEOH+RZHYHUWKH\GLGQRWHWKDWWKH/,$LVQRWFRQVLVWHQWO\DSSOLHG
LQGHIDXOWVDQGVWLSXODWLRQV,QGHHGWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZGDWDILQGWKDWRYHUSHUFHQWRIWKH,9
'FDVHVZKHUHWKHREOLJRULVHOLJLEOHIRUWKH/,$EXWLWLVQRWJUDQWHGDUHHQWHUHGWKURXJKHLWKHU
GHIDXOWRUVWLSXODWLRQ

,QQRQ,9'FDVHVWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVIHOWWKDWVRPHWLPHVREOLJRUVZKRVKRXOGUHFHLYHWKH/,$
GRQRWEHFDXVHRIWKHZD\WKHDXWRPDWHGJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWRULVVHWXS:KHQDQREOLJRULQD,9
'FDVHLVHOLJLEOHIRUWKH/,$LWLVYHU\FOHDULQWKHFRPSXWHUV\VWHPDQGLWLVXVXDOO\
DXWRPDWLFDOO\DSSOLHG H[FHSWLQWKHFDVHVHQWHUHGWKURXJKGHIDXOWRUVWLSXODWLRQ ,QQRQ,9'
FDVHVDMXGJHKDVWRFKHFNWRVHHLIWKHREOLJRULVHOLJLEOHIRUWKH/,$DQGPDQXDOO\DSSO\LW

2IWKHFDVHVZKHUHWKH/,$ZDVDSSOLHGPRVWRIWKHRUGHUV SHUFHQW FRYHURQHRUWZR
FKLOGUHQ7KHDYHUDJHPRQWKO\RUGHUDPRXQWVLQFDVHVZKHUHWKH/,$ZDVDSSOLHGLVIRURQH
FKLOGIRUWZRFKLOGUHQDQGIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ,IWKH/,$ZDVQRWJUDQWHGWKH
PRQWKO\JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRUDQREOLJRUHDUQLQJSHUPRQWK DVVXPLQJWKHREOLJHHKDVQR
LQFRPHDQGWKHREOLJRUKDVQRSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOG ZRXOGEHIRURQHFKLOG
IRUWZRFKLOGUHQDQGIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ

7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDQGDGYRFDWHVDOODJUHHGWKDWWKH/,$LQLWVFXUUHQWIRUPFUHDWHVRUGHUVWKDW
DUHWRRKLJKIRUORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDQGHQGVXSIXUWKHULPSRYHULVKLQJWKHVHREOLJRUV%RWK
JURXSVIHOWWKDWWKH/,$VKRXOGEHFDSSHGDWSHUPRQWKLQVWHDGRI7KH
FRPPLVVLRQHUVDOVRVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHFHLOLQJFRXOGEHVHWDWIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHVRWKDW
OHJLVODWLRQZRXOGQRWKDYHWRFKDQJHZKHQWKHPLQLPXPZDJHLQFUHDVHV$QRWKHUVXJJHVWLRQWKH
FRPPLVVLRQHUVKDGLVWRSURYLGHDVOLGLQJVFDOHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWZLWKGLIIHUHQW
DGMXVWPHQWVIRUGLIIHUHQWLQFRPHV HJDPRQWKSHUPRQWKDQGSHUPRQWK 


Orders for Additional Support
8QGHU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQFRXUWVPD\RUGHUDGGLWLRQDOFKLOGVXSSRUWWRKHOSSD\IRU
HPSOR\PHQWRUHGXFDWLRQUHODWHGFKLOGFDUHFRVWVXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVHGXFDWLRQ
FRVWVRUFRVWVIRURWKHUVSHFLDOQHHGVRIWKHFKLOGDQGWUDYHOH[SHQVHVIRUYLVLWDWLRQ8QGHU
)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQWKHFRXUWLVWRDVVLJQDVSOLWRIWKHVHFRVWVEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV
XQOHVVHLWKHUSDUHQWUHTXHVWVDQGWKHFRXUWILQGVDGLIIHUHQWDSSRUWLRQPHQWRUSURUDWLQJWKH
H[SHQVHVWREHPRUHDSSURSULDWH




$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWIHZHUFDVHVLQWKHUHYLHZLQFOXGHGDQDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWRUGHU
IRUFKLOGFDUHDQGXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV SHUFHQWDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\ 
FRPSDUHGWRWKHSUHYLRXVUHYLHZ ZKHUHSHUFHQWDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\KDGRUGHUVIRU
DGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWIRUFKLOGFDUHDQGXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVLQFOXGHG 7KHVHGLIIHUHQFHV
DUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZLWKDQRUGHUIRUHGXFDWLRQRUVSHFLDOQHHGV
H[SHQVHVDOVRIHOOIURPSHUFHQWWRSHUFHQW7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVZKHQDVNHGDERXWWKH
GHFUHDVHLQFKLOGFDUHRUGHUHGVWDWHGWKDWERWKWKHLQFUHDVHGXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWHDQGJUHDWHU
QXPEHUVRISHRSOHXVLQJUHODWLYHFDUHFRQWULEXWHWRWKHUHODWLYHO\ORZSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZLWKD
FKLOGFDUHDGGRQ

1RQ,9'FDVHVZHUHPRUHOLNHO\WKDQ,9'FDVHVWRKDYHDQRUGHUIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWWR
FRYHUFKLOGFDUH SHUFHQWLQ,9'FDVHVDQGSHUFHQWLQQRQ,9'FDVHV RUXQLQVXUHG
KHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV SHUFHQWLQ,9'FDVHVDQGSHUFHQWLQQRQ,9'FDVHV DOWKRXJK
WKHVHGLIIHUHQFHVDUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW$VGLVFXVVHGLQGHWDLOLQ&KDSWHUQHZIHGHUDO
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVWKDWEHFDPHHIIHFWLYH-XO\UHTXLUHWKDW,9'DJHQFLHVSHWLWLRQIRU
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGUHQDQGRU³FDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW´ ZKLFKFDQEHDQRUGHUWKDW
DGGUHVVHVKRZWKHSDUHQWVZLOOSD\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV 7KHFDVH
ILOHGDWDLQGLFDWHWKDWSHUFHQWRI,9'FDVHVFRQWDLQDQRUGHUIRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDQGRU
XQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV0RVWRIWHQDQRUGHUIRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHZDVLQFOXGHG

3URYLVLRQVIRUFKLOGFDUHDQGXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVDUHPRUHOLNHO\WREHFRQWDLQHGLQ
PRGLILHGRUGHUVWKDQLQQHZRUGHUV7KHUHLVDVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKH
SHUFHQWDJHVRIQHZFDVHVDQGPRGLILFDWLRQVZLWKFKLOGFDUHDQGXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV
RUGHUHG1HZFDVHVKDGDQDGGRQIRUFKLOGFDUHLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHVDQGXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUH
FRVWVLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHVZKHUHDVPRGLILFDWLRQVKDGDGGRQVIRUFKLOGFDUHLQSHUFHQWRI
FDVHVDQGIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHV

7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVVHYHUDORSWLRQVIRUDOORFDWLQJDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWEHWZHHQWKH
SDUHQWV,WFDQEHVSOLWRULWFDQEHSURUDWHGEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVLIUHTXHVWHG,WFDQEH
RUGHUHGDVDSHUFHQWDJHRIWKHH[SHQVHRUDVDIL[HGGROODUDPRXQW2WKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
JHQHUDOO\SURYLGHIHZHURSWLRQV)RUH[DPSOHPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVSURUDWHZRUNUHODWHGFKLOG
FDUHH[SHQVHVEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVDQGLQFRUSRUDWHWKHDGMXVWPHQWIRUWKHSURUDWHGH[SHQVHVLQWR
WKHILQDOVXSSRUWDZDUG)HZVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVSURYLGHWKDWWKHRUGHUIRUFKLOGFDUHLVDSHUFHQWDJH
RIWKHH[SHQVHVDQGWREHSDLGGLUHFWO\WRWKHFKLOGFDUHSURYLGHU2WKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV




$VGLVFXVVHGPRUHLQ&KDSWHUWKHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHPXVWDOVREH³UHDVRQDEOH´LQFRVWDQG³DFFHVVLEOH´WRWKH
FKLOGZKHUHWKHGHILQLWLRQVRI³UHDVRQDEOH´DQG³DFFHVVLEOH´DUHDWVWDWHGLVFUHWLRQ)XUWKHULIDFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFH
LVQRWDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWZKHQWKHRUGHULVHQWHUHGWKH,9'DJHQF\PXVWSHWLWLRQIRUFDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUW &)5  7KHGDWDDYDLODEOHLQWKHFRXUWFDVHILOHVJHQHUDOO\GRQRWQRWHZKHWKHUDFFHVVLEOH
LQVXUDQFHZDVDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWZKHQWKHRUGHUZDVHQWHUHGEXWSDUWRIWKHVDPSOHSHULRGZDVEHIRUH
WKHIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWEHFDPHHIIHFWLYH

7KLVLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKLQIRUPDWLRQIURP,9'FDVHVWUDFNHGE\'&66)RUH[DPSOHPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVRUGHUHGLQ
SHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLD,9'FDVHVZLWKHVWDEOLVKHGVXSSRUWRUGHUV&DO'HSWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW6HUYLFHV
Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance: Federal Fiscal Year 2008 $SU 




KRZHYHUZLOOW\SLFDOO\SURYLGHWKDWWKHRUGHUIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVFDQEHD
SHUFHQWDJH$QRUGHULQZKLFKHDFKSDUHQWLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUDSHUFHQWDJHRIXQLQVXUHGH[SHQVHV
LVSUDFWLFDOZKHQWKHH[SHQVHLVLQWKHIXWXUHPD\RUPD\QRWRFFXUDQGLVRIDQXQNQRZQ
DPRXQW)RUH[DPSOHVXSSRVHWKDWILYHPRQWKVDIWHUWKHRUGHUZDVHVWDEOLVKHGWKHFKLOGZDV
LQYROYHGLQDSOD\JURXQGDFFLGHQWWKHFKLOGUHFHLYHGPHGLFDOFDUHDQGWKHDPRXQWRIXQLQVXUHG
H[SHQVHVZDVIDLUO\ODUJH$SHUFHQWDJHRUGHUZRXOGPRUHDSSURSULDWHO\FRYHUWKLVVLWXDWLRQ


Percentage of cases reviewed

Exhibit 3-13. Orders for Additional Support in the
2010 and 2005 Reviews
30%
25%
25%
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20%
15%
15%
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10%
2% 3%

5%

1% 1%

2% 2%

0%
Child care

Uninsured
health-care
costs

Child's
Travel
education or expenses for
special needs
visitation

2010 review

Other
expenses

2005 review






,QSHUFHQWRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDRUGHUVIRUDGGLWLRQDOFKLOGFDUHH[SHQVHVWKHFRXUWVSOLWWKHFRVWV
EHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVWKHRUGHUZDVVSHFLILHGDVDSHUFHQWDJHRWKHUWKDQLQSHUFHQW
RIFDVHVDQGLWZDVVSHFLILHGDVDIL[HGGROODUDPRXQWLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHV(LJKW\VHYHQ
SHUFHQWRIWKHRUGHUVIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWVZHUHHTXDOO\VSOLWEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVWKH
RUGHUVSHFLILHGDGLIIHUHQWDSSRUWLRQPHQWLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHVDQGWKHRUGHUVSHFLILHGDIL[HG
GROODUDPRXQWLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV

7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDSSUHFLDWHGWKDWWKHVHLWHPVDUHDGGRQVDQGIHOWWKDWWKLVLVWKHDSSURSULDWH
ZD\WRLQFOXGHWKHVHRWKHUFRVWVLQWRWKHJXLGHOLQH7KHDGYRFDWHVRQWKHRWKHUKDQGIHOWWKDW
WKHVHDGGRQVFRPSOLFDWHWKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQDQGWKDWDOOWKHVHIDFWRUVHQGXSFDXVLQJPRUH
FRQIOLFWEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV


Health Insurance
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGHGXFWVWKHFRVWRIKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUDSDUHQWDQGIRUDQ\FKLOGWKH
SDUHQWKDVDQREOLJDWLRQWRVXSSRUWIURPWKDWSDUHQW¶VJURVVLQFRPH7KHUHLVDQRUGHUIRUDSDUHQW



WRSURYLGHKHDOWKFDUHLQVXUDQFHLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVUHYLHZHG7KHPRWKHUPXVWSURYLGH
WKHFRYHUDJHLQSHUFHQWRIWKHVHRUGHUVWKHIDWKHULVRUGHUHGWRSURYLGHKHDOWKFDUHLQVXUDQFHLQ
SHUFHQWRIFDVHVDQGERWKSDUHQWVDUHRUGHUHGWRSURYLGHWKHLQVXUDQFHLQSHUFHQWRIWKHVH
FDVHV

7KHFDVHILOHUHYLHZGDWDIRXQGWKDWDERXWSHUFHQWRISDUHQWVGRQRWKDYHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH
DYDLODEOHWRWKHPDWD³UHDVRQDEOHFRVW´KRZHYHUWKHGDWDGRQRWVSHFLI\ZKHWKHUWKHUHPDLQLQJ
SDUHQWVDFWXDOO\KDYHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHRUWKDWKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHZDVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVW
:KHQDVNHGZKDWWKH\GHILQHDV³UHDVRQDEOH´RQHFRPPLVVLRQHUVWDWHGWKDWKHXVHGSHUFHQW
RILQFRPHEXWVDLGLWPD\YDU\EDVHGRQWKHVLWXDWLRQ2WKHUFRPPLVVLRQHUVGLGQRWKDYHD
FRQVLVWHQWWKUHVKROG$VPHQWLRQHGHDUOLHUQHZIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHWKDWVWDWHVVSHFLI\D
TXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIRUGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVW 0RUH
LQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHVHIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWVLVSURYLGHGLQ&KDSWHU 0RVWVWDWHVGHILQHWKH
FKLOG¶VSUHPLXPWREHUHDVRQDEOHLILWGRHVQRWH[FHHGSHUFHQWRIWKHLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQW
FDUU\LQJWKHLQVXUDQFH7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVIHOWWKDWSHUFHQWLVWRRORZEHFDXVHLWRIWHQFRVWV
PRUHWKDQWKDWIRUDSDUHQWWRLQVXUHDFKLOG)XUWKHUWKH\EHOLHYHWKLVWKUHVKROGZLOOUHVXOWLQ
PDQ\XQLQVXUHGFKLOGUHQ,QWKHDGYRFDWHV¶RSLQLRQVWKHJXLGHOLQHVKRXOGQRWHYHQLQFOXGH
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDQGLWVKRXOGEHDVHSDUDWHLVVXHIRUWZRUHDVRQV:KHQFKLOGUHQDUHFRYHUHG
XQGHU0HGLFDLGWKHUHDUHQRSUHPLXPFRVWV,IWKHUHDUHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPVIRUFKLOGUHQQRWRQ
0HGLFDLGWKHSUHPLXPVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKHEDVHREOLJDWLRQ2WKHUZLVHSDUHQWVVTXDEEOH
RYHUWKHDGGLWLRQDOH[SHQVH

$OPRVWDOORWKHUVWDWHVSURUDWHWKHFKLOG¶VFRVWRIKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVDQGDGGLW
WRWKHEDVHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWLQPXFKWKHVDPHZD\DVWKHDGGLWLRQDOH[SHQVHVGHVFULEHGLQ
WKHSUHYLRXVVHFWLRQ7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVXQDQLPRXVO\IHOWWKDWWKLVLVKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHVKRXOG
WUHDWKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH7KH\EHOLHYHGWKDWWKHZD\WKHJXLGHOLQHFXUUHQWO\XVHVWKHKHDOWK
LQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPDVDGHGXFWLRQIURPLQFRPHPLQLPDOO\DIIHFWVWKHRUGHUDPRXQWDQGGRHVQRW
GLVWULEXWHWKHSUHPLXPFRVWLQDQHTXLWDEOHZD\EHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV$FFRUGLQJWRWKH
FRPPLVVLRQHUVWKHSDUHQWSURYLGLQJWKHLQVXUDQFHVKRXOGUHFHLYHPRUHRIHLWKHUDUHGXFWLRQ IRU
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV RUDQLQFUHDVH IRUFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV LQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHU



Income of the Parents and Other Case Circumstances
7KLVVXEVHFWLRQFRQVLGHUVWKHJHQGHURIWKHREOLJRUVSDUHQWDOLQFRPHVDWWULEXWHGLQFRPHV
DWWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQRUGHUDPRXQWV]HURGROODUDQGUHVHUYHGRUGHUVDQGWLPHVKDULQJ
DUUDQJHPHQWV





3UHYLRXVO\RUGHUVIRUKHDOWKFDUHLQVXUDQFHZHUHGLVFXVVHGLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKRUGHUVDGGUHVVLQJKRZWKHSDUHQWV
ZRXOGSD\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVEHFDXVHRIWKHIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWRI,9'DJHQFLHVWR
SHWLWLRQIRUHLWKHURUERWK



Gender of the Obligated Parents
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGHVLJQDWHVWKHREOLJDWHGSDUHQWEDVHGRQWKHSDUHQWV¶UHODWLYHLQFRPHV
DQGWKHWLPHWKDWHDFKSDUHQWVSHQGVZLWKWKHFKLOG7KHFDOFXODWLRQRIVXSSRUWPD\UHVXOWLQWKH
GHVLJQDWLRQRIWKHKLJKHULQFRPHSDUHQWDVWKHREOLJRUHYHQZKHQWKLVSDUHQWLVWKHSULPDU\
FXVWRGLDQRIWKHFKLOGUHQ
Exhibit 3-14. Parent Obligated to Pay Child Support
in the 2010 Review

5%
7%

Father
Mother
Neither or unspecified

87%

([KLELWVKRZVWKDW
WKHIDWKHULVGHVLJQDWHG
DVWKHSDUHQWWRSD\FKLOG
VXSSRUWLQSHUFHQWRI
DOOFDVHV7KHPRWKHULV
WKHREOLJRULQSHUFHQW
RIWKHFDVHV,QDIHZ
UHPDLQLQJFDVHV 
SHUFHQW WKHREOLJDWHG
SDUHQWLVHLWKHU
XQVSHFLILHGRUQHLWKHU
SDUHQWLVUHTXLUHGWRSD\
VXSSRUW

Parental Incomes
,QJHQHUDODYHUDJHDQGPHGLDQSDUHQWDOLQFRPHVZHUHDERXWWKHVDPHRUOHVVWKDQSDUHQWDO
LQFRPHVLQWKHODVWUHYLHZ8QGRXEWHGO\WKLVUHIOHFWVWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ

$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWQHLWKHUJURVVQRUQHWLQFRPHZDVDYDLODEOHIRUHLWKHUSDUHQWLQ
SHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVUHYLHZHGIRUWKLVVWXG\2QHSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHZDVXQDYDLODEOHLQDQRWKHU
SHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV,Q
Exhibit 3-15. Parent's Income Information Available
RWKHUZRUGVSHUFHQW
in the 2010 Review
RIWKHUHYLHZHGFDVHV
19%
ZHUHPLVVLQJLQFRPH
LQIRUPDWLRQIRURQHRU
No information for
ERWKSDUHQWV7KH
either parent
5%
EUHDNGRZQRILQFRPH
Information for only
LQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODELOLW\
one parent
E\,9'FDVHVZDVQRW
Information for both
DYDLODEOHIRUHLWKHU
parents
SDUHQW RI,9'
76%
FDVHV DYDLODEOHIRURQH
SDUHQWEXWQRWWKHRWKHU
SHUFHQWRI,9'FDVHV DQGDYDLODEOHIRUERWKSDUHQWV SHUFHQWRIWKH,9'FDVHV 7KH
EUHDNGRZQRILQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODELOLW\E\QRQ,9'FDVHVZDVQRWDYDLODEOHIRUHLWKHU




SDUHQW RIQRQ,9'FDVHV DYDLODEOHIRURQHSDUHQWEXWQRWWKHRWKHU SHUFHQWRI,9'
FDVHV DQGDYDLODEOHIRUERWKSDUHQWV SHUFHQWRIWKH,9'FDVHV 

7KHFDVHVWKDWZHUHPLVVLQJDWOHDVWRQHSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQZHUHSULPDULO\,9'
GHIDXOWFDVHV SHUFHQW DQGQRQ,9'VWLSXODWLRQV SHUFHQW ,Q,9'GHIDXOWFDVHVWKH
REOLJRUPD\QRWKDYHSURYLGHGLQFRPHGDWDDQGWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQF\PLJKWQRWKDYHEHHQ
DEOHWRGHWHUPLQHWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQIURPVRXUFHVVXFKDVWKH1DWLRQDO'LUHFWRU\RI1HZ+LUHV
6WLSXODWLRQVLQQRQ,9'FDVHVDUHH[DPSOHVLQZKLFKWKHFRXUWLVOLNHO\WREHOHVVGHPDQGLQJRI
VXSSRUWLQJGRFXPHQWDWLRQ
*URVV,QFRPHLQWKH*XLGHOLQH&DOFXODWLRQ
$OWKRXJKWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODLVEDVHGRQQHWLQFRPHPRVWFRPPLVVLRQHUV DQG
RWKHUJXLGHOLQHXVHUV VWDUWZLWKJURVVLQFRPHLQWKHFDOFXODWLRQRIVXSSRUW7KLVDSSURDFKLV
FRQVLVWHQWZLWK)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQZKLFKVSHFLILHVWKDWDQQXDOQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPHRI
HDFKSDUHQWVKDOOEHFRPSXWHGIURPKLVRUKHUJURVVLQFRPH

&RPPLVVLRQHUVIURPWKHVWXG\FRXQWLHVJHQHUDOO\ILQGWKDWVWDUWLQJIURPJURVVLQFRPHUHVXOWVLQ
DPRUHDFFXUDWHFDOFXODWLRQDQGRQHPRUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWK)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQWKDQGRHV
WKHXVHRIDIWHUWD[LQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQIURPVRXUFHVVXFKDVDSDUHQW¶VSD\FKHFNVWXE,QIDFW
PRVWFRPPLVVLRQHUVXVHDQDXWRPDWHGFKLOGVXSSRUWFDOFXODWRUWKDWVWDUWVIURPJURVVLQFRPHDQG
WKHQFDOFXODWHVWKHSDUHQW¶VDQQXDOQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPHDQGWKHDPRXQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWLQ
DFFRUGDQFHZLWK)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVXQDQLPRXVO\DJUHHWKDWWKLVLV
WKHDSSURSULDWHZD\WRFDOFXODWHWKHJXLGHOLQH7KH\IHOWWKDWXVLQJJURVVLQFRPHZRXOGUHVXOWLQ
XQIDLURUGHUVEHFDXVHVRPHSDUHQWVPD\EHVPDUWHUWD[SODQQHUVWKDQRWKHUV7DNLQJLQWRDFFRXQW
RWKHUKDUGVKLSVRUDGGLWLRQDOFKLOGUHQIURPSULRURUVXEVHTXHQWUHODWLRQVKLSVZRXOGDOVREH
GLIILFXOWLIJURVVLQFRPHZHUHXVHG7KHDGYRFDWHVRQWKHRWKHUKDQGIHOWWKDWLIWKHJXLGHOLQH
ZHUHWRFRQWLQXHWREHLQFRPHEDVHGEDVLQJWKHRUGHURQJURVVLQFRPHZRXOGEHPRUH
DSSURSULDWH7KH\WKRXJKWWKDWWKLVZRXOGREYLDWHGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGWKDWWKH\
EHOLHYHGH[LVWZKHQWKHSDUHQW¶VWD[FRQVHTXHQFHVDUHDIIHFWHGE\WKDWSDUHQW¶VVXEVHTXHQW
VSRXVH)RUH[DPSOHRQHIRFXVJURXSSDUWLFLSDQWEHOLHYHGWKDWLIDORZLQFRPHREOLJHHPDUULHGD
VHFRQGVSRXVHZLWKKLJKLQFRPHWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGZRXOGLQFUHDVHVLJQLILFDQWO\EHFDXVHLW
ZRXOGGHFUHDVHWKHREOLJHH¶VDIWHUWD[LQFRPHDYDLODEOHIRUVXSSRUWDQGKHQFHLQFUHDVHWKH
REOLJRU¶VVKDUHRIVXSSRUW7KLVZRXOGRFFXUEHFDXVHWKHVXEVHTXHQWVSRXVH¶VLQFRPHHIIHFWLYHO\
SXWWKHREOLJHHLQDKLJKHUWD[EUDFNHW+RZHYHUWKHIRFXVJURXSGLGQRWGLVFXVVKRZDQG
ZKHWKHUWKLVRXWFRPHZRXOGEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKJXLGHOLQHSURYLVLRQVWKDWOLPLWWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
RIVXEVHTXHQWVSRXVHLQFRPH )DP&RGH 

6WDUWLQJIURPJURVVLQFRPHKDVXQLQWHQGHGRXWFRPHV7KHILUVWLVWKDWWKHFDVHILOHZLOOQRWHWKH
SDUHQW¶VJURVVLQFRPHQRWDOZD\VWKHQHWLQFRPHXVHGWRFDOFXODWHWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQW
,QFOXVLRQRIWKHSULQWRXWJHQHUDWHGE\WKHDXWRPDWHGJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWRULQWKHFDVHILOHZRXOG




,QRWKHUZRUGVPRVWFRPPLVVLRQHUVXVHZKDWLVFDOOHG³VWDQGDUGL]HGQHW´$VGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUPRVWJURVV
LQFRPHJXLGHOLQHVDUHDFWXDOO\EDVHGRQVWDQGDUGL]HGQHWLQFRPHEXWWKHJURVVQHWFRQYHUVLRQLVKLGGHQLQWKHFKLOG
VXSSRUWVFKHGXOH



VKRZKRZWKHQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPH DQGWKXVWKHEDVLVIRUWKHDZDUG ZDVGHWHUPLQHG7KH
VHFRQGFRQVHTXHQFHLVWKDWVRPHORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVVKRZHGPRUHQHWGLVSRVDEOHLQFRPHWKDQ
JURVVLQFRPH)RUH[DPSOHSHUFHQWRIREOLJHHVZLWKNQRZQLQFRPHKDGPRUHQHWGLVSRVDEOH
LQFRPHWKDQJURVVLQFRPH7KHDYHUDJHJURVVLQFRPHDPRQJWKHVHREOLJHHVZDVSHU
PRQWK&RPPLVVLRQHUVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKLVRXWFRPHZDVOLNHO\EHFDXVHWKHIHGHUDOHDUQHGLQFRPH
WD[FUHGLWZDVDSSOLHGLQWKHVHFDVHV,QWHUHVWLQJO\VRPHRIWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDOVRQRWHGWKDWDQ
REOLJRUPLJKWDOVREHHOLJLEOHIRUWKHHDUQHGLQFRPHWD[FUHGLW+RZHYHURQO\DVPDOOSHUFHQWDJH
SHUFHQW RIFDVHVLQYROYHGREOLJRUVZLWKNQRZQLQFRPHLQZKLFKWKHREOLJRU¶VQHWGLVSRVDEOH
LQFRPHZDVJUHDWHUWKDQWKHREOLJRU¶VJURVVLQFRPH7KHREOLJRU¶VJURVVLQFRPHLQWKHVHFDVHV
DYHUDJHGSHUPRQWK

$YHUDJHDQG0HGLDQ,QFRPHRIWKH3DUHQWV
$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWDOPRVWDTXDUWHURIWKHFDVHILOHVGLGQRWLQFOXGHLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQ
IRURQHRUERWKSDUHQWV)RUPRWKHUVSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVODFNHGLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQ$PRQJ
IDWKHUVWKHILJXUHZDVSHUFHQW)RUERWKPRWKHUVDQGIDWKHUVLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQZDVPRUH
OLNHO\WREHDEVHQWLQQRQ,9'FDVHVWKDQLQ,9'FDVHV7KHLQIRUPDWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQ([KLELW
LQFOXGHVFDVHVZLWKLPSXWHGRUSUHVXPHGLQFRPH


Percentage of cases
reviewed

Exhibit 3-16. Cases With Missing Income Information,
by Parent Gender and IV-D Status
27%

30%

27%

23%

20%

19%

20%

13%
10%
0%
Mothers

Fathers

All cases

Non-IV-D

IV-D



([KLELWVKRZVWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIIDWKHUVDQGPRWKHUVZKRKDYHPRQWKO\JURVVDQGQHW
LQFRPHVRI&DVHVZLWKLPSXWHGRUSUHVXPHGLQFRPHVDUHH[FOXGHGLQWKLVDQDO\VLV2IDOO
PHQLQWKHUHYLHZSHUFHQWVKRZQRJURVVPRQWKO\HDUQLQJVDQGSHUFHQWVKRZQR
PRQWKO\QHWHDUQLQJV$PRQJZRPHQLQWKHVDPSOHSHUFHQWVKRZQRJURVVPRQWKO\
HDUQLQJVDQGSHUFHQWVKRZQRQHWPRQWKO\HDUQLQJV

0RWKHUVDQGIDWKHUVLQWKH,9'FDVHORDGPDGHXSPRVWRIWKHSDUHQWVZLWK]HURGROODULQFRPHV
SHUFHQWRIPRWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVLQWKH,9'FDVHORDGKDG]HURGROODUJURVVDQG
QHWLQFRPHV,QWKHQRQ,9'FDVHORDGSHUFHQWRIPRWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVKDG]HUR
JURVVLQFRPHZKLOHSHUFHQWRIPRWKHUVDQGSHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVKDG]HURQHWLQFRPH




Exhibit 3-17. Parents With Net and Gross Incomes of $0
17%

Fathers

15%
46%

Mothers

42%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Percentage of cases reviewed
Gross income is $0

Net income is $0



7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDQGDGYRFDWHVIHOWWKDWQHZFDVHODZUHTXLULQJ'&66WRJLYHLQFDUFHUDWHG
SDUHQWV]HURLQFRPHVLQVWHDGRILPSXWLQJLQFRPHPD\KDYHFRQWULEXWHGWRWKHLQFUHDVHLQ]HUR
LQFRPHSDUHQWV6RPHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDOVRQRWHGWKDWLQVWHDGRISUHVXPLQJLQFRPHIRURWKHU
REOLJRUVWKH\ZLOOJLYHWKHREOLJRU]HURPRQWKO\LQFRPH

7KHHDUQLQJVDUHLQFOXGHGLQWKHPHDQVSUHVHQWHGLQ([KLELW7KLVH[KLELWVKRZVWKDWIRU
ERWKPHQDQGZRPHQWKHDYHUDJHJURVVDQGQHWPRQWKO\LQFRPHVDUHKLJKHUDPRQJQRQ,9'
WKDQ,9'FDVHV)RUH[DPSOHDPRQJIDWKHUVWKHDYHUDJHPRQWKO\LQFRPHIRUQRQ,9'FDVHV
ZDVFRPSDUHGWRIRU,9'FDVHV0RWKHUVHDUQHGOHVVWKDQIDWKHUVLQJHQHUDODQG
ZKHQFRQWUROOLQJIRU,9'VWDWXV

Exhibit 3-18. Average Monthly Net and Gross Incomes
(Excludes Imputed- and Presumed-Income Cases)
4,680

$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$0

1,950
$1,153

$1,655
619

$1,000

3,330

$3,072

2,798

$2,144
1,680

1,282

550

Mother's gross
income

Mother's net
income

Father's gross
income

Father's net
income

All cases

$1,655

$1,153

$3,072

$2,144

Non-IV-D

2,798

1,950

4,680

3,330

619

550

1,680

1,282

IV-D

All cases

Non-IV-D

IV-D


([KLELWSUHVHQWVVLPLODULQFRPHFRPSDULVRQVXVLQJPHGLDQHDUQLQJV





Exhibit 3-19. Median Monthly Net and Gross Incomes
(Excludes Imputed- and Presumed-Income Cases)
3,640

$4,000

2,642

$3,000
1,800

$2,000
$1,000

1,684

$975

1,387

$1,650
1,202

$772
0

$0

$2,100

0

Mother's gross
income

Mother's net
income

Father's gross
income

Father's net
income

All cases

$975

$772

$2,100

$1,650

Non-IV-D

1,800

1,684

3,640

2,642

0

0

1,387

1,202

IV-D

All cases

Non-IV-D

IV-D






5HODWLYH,QFRPHRIWKH3DUHQWV
([KLELWFRPSDUHVFDVHVZLWKLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQRQERWKSDUHQWV,WVKRZVWKDWPRWKHUVDUH
DERXWWKUHHWLPHVDVOLNHO\DVIDWKHUVWRVKRZQRPRQWKO\HDUQLQJVZKLOHIDWKHUVDUHPRUHWKDQ
WZLFHDVOLNHO\DVPRWKHUVWRKDYHPRQWKO\HDUQLQJVDERYH

Exhibit 3-20. Comparison of Parents’ Monthly Incomes in Cases With
Income Information for Both Parents (Percentage of Cases)*
Mother’s Gross
Income
$0
$1– $1,000
$1,001–$2,000
$2,001–$3,000
$3,001–$4,000
$4,001 or more
Number

38%
9%
23%
11%
6%
12%
618

* Excludes cases with imputed, presumed, or missing income information.







Father’s Gross
Income
11%
9%
25%
17%
9%
29%
618

Percentage of cases reviewed

$WWULEXWHG,QFRPH
&DOLIRUQLDDWWULEXWHVLQFRPHWRSDUHQWVLQWZRGLIIHUHQWZD\VE\LPSXWLQJLQFRPHRUE\
SUHVXPLQJLQFRPH,IWKHFRXUWGRHVQRWKDYHDFFHVVWRDFWXDOLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQXQGHU)DPLO\
&RGHVHFWLRQ E WKHFRXUWPD\LQVWHDGWDNHLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQDSDUHQW¶VHDUQLQJSRWHQWLDO
DQGLPSXWHLQFRPHLILWLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOG7KHFRXUWGRHVWKLVLILW
KDVLQIRUPDWLRQRQDSDUHQW¶VSULRUZRUNKLVWRU\)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G  ZKLFKLVQRW
SDUWRIWKHJXLGHOLQHVWDWHVWKDWLIWKHORFDOFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQF\FDQILQGQRHYLGHQFHRILQFRPH
RUDQ\LQIRUPDWLRQDERXWDQREOLJRU¶VZRUNKLVWRU\WKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVSUHVXPHGDW
PLQLPXPZDJHIRUKRXUVSHUZHHN8VLQJWKHFXUUHQW&DOLIRUQLDPLQLPXPZDJHDQREOLJRU¶V
JURVVLQFRPHZKHQSUHVXPHGLVSHUPRQWK

$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZLWKLPSXWHGLQFRPHGHFUHDVHGIRUERWK
REOLJRUVDQGREOLJHHVIURPSHUFHQWLQWKHODVWUHYLHZWRSHUFHQWLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZZKLOH
WKHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZKHUHLQFRPHLVSUHVXPHGLQFUHDVHGIURPSHUFHQWLQWKHUHYLHZ
WRSHUFHQWLQWKHUHYLHZ$OOWKHVHFKDQJHVDUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW)RU,9'FDVHV
DORQHLQFRPHZDVLPSXWHGRUSUHVXPHGIRUSHUFHQWRIWKHREOLJRUV7KLVLVQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
GLIIHUHQWIURPWKHODVWUHYLHZ

$FFRUGLQJWRWKH
FRPPLVVLRQHUVLQFRPH
Exhibit 3-21. Presumed and Imputed Income
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
LPSXWDWLRQGHFUHDVHG
EHFDXVHLWLVKDUGWRVKRZ
10%
DYDLODEOHZRUNWKHUHIRUH
7%
7%
8%
WKH\DUHOHVVZLOOLQJWR
5%
6%
LPSXWH%RWKWKH
3%
3%
3%
4%
FRPPLVVLRQHUVDQGWKH
2%
DGYRFDWHVDWWULEXWHWKH
0%
LQFUHDVHLQSUHVXPLQJ
Obligor income
Obligee income
Obligor income
LQFRPHWRWKHKLJKHUUDWH
imputed
imputed
presumed
RIGHIDXOWFDVHVLQWKH
UHYLHZ,QGHHGWKHGDWD
2010 review
2005 review
VXSSRUWWKLVFRQFOXVLRQ²
SHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV
ZKHUHWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVSUHVXPHGDUHRUGHUVHQWHUHGE\GHIDXOW


Attorney Representation
,QWKLVFDVHILOHUHYLHZOLNHWKHSUHYLRXVUHYLHZGDWDFROOHFWRUVFDSWXUHGLQIRUPDWLRQRQZKHWKHU
SDUHQWVDUHUHSUHVHQWHGE\DWWRUQH\V,IWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQF\HVWDEOLVKHVRUPRGLILHVWKHFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHUXQGHU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQWKHDJHQF\GRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWHLWKHUSDUHQW)RU
WKHSXUSRVHVRIWKLVUHYLHZDWWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQLVGHILQHGDVSULYDWHFRXQVHOUHWDLQHGE\D
SDUHQW




Percentage of cases
reviewed

$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWDWWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQLQFUHDVHGEHWZHHQDQGWKHQIHOO
IURPWR,QWKHUHYLHZQHLWKHUSDUHQWUHWDLQHGDSULYDWHDWWRUQH\LQSHUFHQWRI
WKHFDVHVUHYLHZHG&RPSDUDWLYHO\LQWKHUHYLHZQHLWKHUSDUHQWZDVUHSUHVHQWHGE\DQ
DWWRUQH\LQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZKHUHDWWRUQH\VUHSUHVHQWHGERWK
SDUHQWVIHOOIURPQHDUO\RQHTXDUWHULQWRSHUFHQWLQ2QO\WKHREOLJRULQWKHFDVH
UHWDLQHGFRXQVHOLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVLQUHYLHZWKLVUHSUHVHQWVDSHUFHQWGHFUHDVH
IURPWKHUDWHRISHUFHQW$OOWKHVHFKDQJHVDUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KHUHZDVQR
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWFKDQJHLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZKHUHMXVWWKHREOLJHHZDVUHSUHVHQWHG
E\DQDWWRUQH\

)XUWKHU
Exhibit 3-22. Attorney Representation
in the 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews
H[DPLQDWLRQRI
DWWRUQH\
100%
80%
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ
75%
80%
65%
VKRZVOLWWOH
60%
GLIIHUHQFHLQWKH
40%
23%
SHUFHQWDJHRI
12%
20%
11%
6% 7% 9%
3% 6% 5%
SDUHQWVUHWDLQLQJ
0%
SULYDWHFRXQVHOLQ
Neither parent Both parents
Only obligee
Only obligor
,9'FDVHVLQWKH
represented
represented
represented
represented
DQG
UHYLHZV
2010 review 2005 review 2001 review
([KLELW
GLVSOD\VWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQ ,QQRQ,9'FDVHVKRZHYHUWKHUHZHUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW
FKDQJHVEHWZHHQWKHDQGUHYLHZVLQWKHSHUFHQWDJHVRIFDVHVZKHUHQHLWKHUSDUHQW
ZDVUHSUHVHQWHGDQGERWKSDUHQWVZHUHUHSUHVHQWHG$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWQHLWKHUSDUHQW
UHWDLQHGSULYDWHFRXQVHOLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHVLQUHYLHZFRPSDUHGZLWKSHUFHQWRI
FDVHVLQWKHUHYLHZ7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVZKHUHDWWRUQH\VUHSUHVHQWHGERWKSDUHQWV
GHFUHDVHGE\SHUFHQWEHWZHHQWKHWZRODWHVWVWXG\VDPSOHV²IURPSHUFHQWLQWKH
UHYLHZWRSHUFHQWRIFDVHVLQUHYLHZ


7KHVHFKDQJHVLQDWWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQKRZHYHUKDYHQRWVLJQLILFDQWO\LPSDFWHGWKH
IUHTXHQF\RIXQUHSUHVHQWHGOLWLJDQWVLQKHDULQJV1HLWKHUSDUHQWUHWDLQHGFRXQVHOLQ
SHUFHQWRIFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJVLQWKHUHYLHZSHUFHQWRIFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJVLQ
DQGSHUFHQWRIFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJVLQ1HLWKHURIWKHVHFKDQJHVLV
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW



Exhibit 3-23. Attorney Representation by Case Type in the 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews
(Percentages of Cases)



2010 Review

2005 Review

2001 Review

IV-D cases
Neither parent represented
Both parents represented
Only one parent represented
Number

96%
3
1
634

95%
0
5
567

96%
3
1
506

Non-IV-D cases
Neither parent represented*
Both parents represented*
Only one parent represented
Number

62%
22
16
578

36%
44
20
535

53%
22
26
485

*The difference between the groups is significant at <.05.


Number of Children Covered by the Orders
Exhibit 3-24. Number of Children Covered by
the Orders in the 2010 Review
7% 2%

One Child
Two Children

26%
Three Children
65%

Four or More
Children

$VVKRZQLQ([KLELWPRVW
RUGHUVFRYHURQO\RQHFKLOG 
SHUFHQW SHUFHQWFRYHUWZR
FKLOGUHQSHUFHQWFRYHUWKUHH
FKLOGUHQDQGSHUFHQWFRYHUIRXU
FKLOGUHQ7DNHQWRJHWKHUSHUFHQW
RIWKHFDVHVSURYLGHFKLOGVXSSRUWIRU
RQHRUWZRFKLOGUHQ7KHVHSDWWHUQV
DUHYHU\FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKRVHIRXQG
LQSUHYLRXV\HDUVLQFOXGLQJDQG



Amount of the Child Support Order
([KLELWVKRZVWKHDYHUDJHPRQWKO\FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVLQDQGIRUDOOFDVHVDQG
IRU,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV7KHH[KLELWGRHVQRWEUHDNRUGHUOHYHOVGRZQDFFRUGLQJWRWKH
QXPEHURIFKLOGUHQ$VWKLVH[KLELWVKRZVRUGHUOHYHOVEHWZHHQDQGKDYHGHFOLQHG
)RUDOOFDVHVWKHDYHUDJHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHULQZDVSHUPRQWK,QWKH
FRPSDUDEOHILJXUHLV$PRQJ,9'FDVHVDYHUDJHRUGHUOHYHOVGHFOLQHGIURPWR
)RUQRQ,9'FDVHVWKHGHFOLQHZDVIURPWRSHUPRQWK





6LPLODUGHFOLQHVLQ
RUGHUOHYHOV
RFFXUUHGIRU
SDUHQWVZLWKRQH
FKLOGWZRFKLOGUHQ
RUWKUHHRUPRUH
FKLOGUHQ([KLELW
VKRZVGHFOLQHV
EHWZHHQDQG
IRU,9'DQG
QRQ,9'FDVHV
ZLWKYDULRXV
QXPEHUVRI

Exhibit 3-25. Average Monthly Child Support Order Amounts
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
$1,000

$795
$685

$800
$600

$470
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$341

$286

$400
$200
$0
All orders

IV-D cases
2010 review

Non-IV-D cases

2005 review

FKLOGUHQ

Exhibit 3-26. Average Order Amounts by Case Type
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
$1,400

$1,244
$1,200

$1,080

$1,000

$805

$764

$800

$517

$600

$430
$347
$400

$962
$933
$869

$652
$603

$570

$531

$425
$365

$293
$247

$200
$0
All cases

IV-D
One child

Non-IV-D All cases

IV-D

Non-IV-D All cases

Two children
2010 review












IV-D

Non-IV-D

Three children

2005 review



([KLELWSUHVHQWVLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHPHGLDQRUGHUVIRUDOOFDVHVDOO,9'FDVHVDQGDOOQRQ
,9'FDVHV


$600

Exhibit 3-27. Median Monthly Child Support Order Amounts
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
$581
$505
$400

$400

$324
$252

$293

$200
$0
All cases

IV-D
2010 review

Non-IV-D

2005 review


7KHUHDUHDOVRVRPHGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHDYHUDJHRUGHUVLQQHZYHUVXVPRGLILHGFDVHV
VSHFLILFDOO\
x

,Q,9'FDVHVWKHDYHUDJHRUGHUDPRXQWLQDQHZHVWDEOLVKPHQWFDVHZDV
FRPSDUHGWRLQPRGLILHGRUGHUV
,QQRQ,9'FDVHVQHZRUGHUVDYHUDJHGZKLOHPRGLILFDWLRQVDYHUDJHG

x

7KHUHZHUHDOVRVRPHGLIIHUHQFHVLQRUGHUOHYHOVUHODWHGWRZKHWKHUWKHRUGHUZDVHVWDEOLVKHGE\
GHIDXOWRUVWLSXODWLRQRUWKURXJKDFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJ,QGHIDXOWRUGHUVDYHUDJHG
ZKLOHWKRVHVHWLQDFRQWHVWHGKHDULQJDYHUDJHGDQGVWLSXODWLRQVDYHUDJHG2IFRXUVH
LQFRPHLVUHODWHGWRRUGHUHQWU\PHWKRG$YHUDJHPRQWKO\JURVVLQFRPHVIRUREOLJRUVZHUH
IRUWKRVHZLWKGHIDXOWRUGHUVFRPSDUHGWRDQGIRUFRQWHVWHGFDVHVDQG
VWLSXODWLRQVUHVSHFWLYHO\

([KLELWVKRZVVLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQRUGHUVEDVHGRQDFWXDOYHUVXVDWWULEXWHG LH
SUHVXPHGRULPSXWHG LQFRPHV2YHUDOOREOLJRUVZLWKDFWXDOHDUQLQJVKDGRUGHUVDYHUDJLQJ
SHUPRQWKZKLOHREOLJRUVZLWKLPSXWHGLQFRPHVKDGRUGHUVDYHUDJLQJSHUPRQWK6LPLODU
GLIIHUHQFHVH[LVWLQWKH,9'DQGQRQ,9'SRSXODWLRQV




Exhibit 3-28. Average Order Levels for Obligors Having Orders Established
With Attributed and Actual Earnings
Attributed Income
Average all cases

Actual Income

$237

$493

Average among IV-D cases

209

300

Average among non-IV-D cases

494

689

Child Support Order Levels as a Percentage of Obligor Income
([KLELWVKRZVWKHDYHUDJHDPRXQWRIWKHREOLJRU¶VPRQWKO\QHWLQFRPHWKDWLVFRQVXPHGE\
WKHPRQWKO\FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHU7KHDQDO\VLVLVOLPLWHGWRRQO\WKRVHFDVHVZLWKNQRZQLQFRPHV
&DVHVZKHUHLQFRPHLVLPSXWHGRUSUHVXPHGDUHH[FOXGHG7KHH[KLELWVKRZVWKDWREOLJRUVZLWK
QHWHDUQLQJVEHWZHHQDQGPRQWKO\SD\DSSUR[LPDWHO\WKHVDPHSHUFHQWDJHRIWKHLU
LQFRPHVLQFKLOGVXSSRUW LHDERXWSHUFHQW ,WDOVRVKRZVWKDWREOLJRUVHDUQLQJPRUHWKDQ
PRQWKO\SD\SHUFHQWRIWKHLULQFRPH$OWKRXJKWKLVLVFRXQWHULQWXLWLYHWRWKHJXLGHOLQH
IRUPXODEHFDXVHWKHIRUPXODUHVXOWVLQDGHFOLQLQJSHUFHQWDJHDVLQFRPHLQFUHDVHVFDVH
FLUFXPVWDQFHVH[SODLQVRPHRIWKHGLIIHUHQFH2EOLJRUVZLWKLQFRPHVDERYHSHUPRQWK
ZHUHPRUHOLNHO\WRKDYHPRUHFKLOGUHQDQGKHQFHKLJKHURUGHUV

Exhibit 3-29. Child Support Obligation as a Percentage of
Obligor's Net Income, All Cases With Known Income
30%
25%
20%

21.1%

24.0%
19.1%

19.9%

18.5%

$1,501$2,000

$2,001$3,000

$3,001- $4,001 or All cases
$4,000
more

15.8%

19.8%

15%
10%
5%
0%
$1-$1,000 $1,001$1,500





Zero-Dollar and Reserved Orders
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHUHVXOWVLQD]HURGROODURUGHULIWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVSHUPRQWK
$QRWKHUVLWXDWLRQZKHUHD]HURGROODURUGHUPD\EHHQWHUHGLVZKHQWKHSDUHQWVKDYHHTXDO RU
FORVHWRHTXDO LQFRPHVDQGWLPHVKDUH,QWKHVHFDVHVWKHRUGHUVPD\FRPHRXWWR]HURGROODUVRU
WKHRUGHULVVRVPDOOWKDWWKHSDUHQWVGHYLDWHWRD]HURGROODURUGHU

,QWKHUHYLHZSHUFHQWRIWKHPRQWKO\FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVDUH]HURGROODURUGHUV7KLV
UHSUHVHQWVDVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHIURPWKHUHYLHZZKHQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV
KDG]HURGROODURUGHUV0RVWRIWKH]HURGROODURUGHUVLQWKHUHYLHZ SHUFHQW ZHUHFDVHV
ZKHUHWKHJXLGHOLQHUHVXOWHGLQD]HURGROODURUGHUSHUFHQWRIWKH]HURGROODURUGHUVZHUH



GHYLDWLRQVDQGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHVHFDVHVLWZDVXQNQRZQZKHWKHUWKHRUGHUZDVWKHUHVXOWRID
GHYLDWLRQIURPWKHJXLGHOLQH

%RWKWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDQGDGYRFDWHVIHOWWKDWVRPHRIWKH]HURGROODURUGHUVFDQEHDWWULEXWHG
WRLQFDUFHUDWHGRUGLVDEOHGQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV7KH\IHOWWKDW'&66LVGRLQJDEHWWHUMRERI
ORFDWLQJLQFDUFHUDWHGQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVWROHDUQWKDWWKH\KDYHQRLQFRPHLQVWHDGRIJLYLQJ
WKHVHSDUHQWVDPLQLPXPRUGHU7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDOVRQRWHGDQLQFUHDVHLQGHIDXOWMXGJPHQWV
WKDWLQFOXGHDFDOFXODWLRQWKDWUHVXOWVLQD]HURGROODURUGHU)RUH[DPSOHLIWKHUHLVQRHYLGHQFH
RIREOLJRULQFRPHDQGQRSRVVLELOLW\IRUWKHREOLJRUWRHDUQDQ\LQFRPHD]HURGROODURUGHULV
HQWHUHG

,QWKHUHYLHZSHUFHQWRIWKHRUGHUVZHUHOLVWHGDV³UHVHUYHG´7KHGHILQLWLRQRIWKHWHUP
³UHVHUYHG´LVQRWXQLIRUP,QGHHGGXULQJWKHIRFXVJURXSZLWKFRPPLVVLRQHUVPXFKRIWKH
FRQYHUVDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIUHVHUYHGRUGHUVIRFXVHGRQWU\LQJWRGHWHUPLQHZKDW
H[DFWO\FRQVWLWXWHVDUHVHUYHGRUGHU,QVRPHFDVHVUHVHUYHGRUGHUVPD\EHHQWHUHGZKHQLW
DSSHDUVWKDWDQREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHZLOOFKDQJHRUEHFRPHNQRZQLQWKHQHDUIXWXUH,QWKLVW\SHRI
VLWXDWLRQFRXUWVVSHFLI\DQRUGHUDPRXQWEXWUHVHUYHMXULVGLFWLRQWRUHYLHZDQGLIDSSURSULDWH
PRGLI\WKHRUGHUZKHQWKHQHZRUFRPSOHWHLQIRUPDWLRQEHFRPHVDYDLODEOH&RXUWVRIWHQVSHFLI\
DWLPHIRUWKHUHYLHZ HJLQGD\V 'XULQJWKHIRFXVJURXSWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVQRWHGWKDW
WKHVHW\SHVRIRUGHUVDUHRIWHQHQWHUHGEHFDXVHUHVHUYLQJDQGFKDQJLQJDQRUGHULVOHVV
FXPEHUVRPHDQGWLPHFRQVXPLQJWKDQPRGLI\LQJDQRUGHU


Time-Sharing Arrangements
2QHRIWKHPDLQIDFWRUVLQ&DOLIRUQLD¶VFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODLVVKDUHGSK\VLFDO
UHVSRQVLELOLW\6SHFLILFDOO\)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ E  ' GHVFULEHVWKLVFRPSRQHQWRIWKH
IRUPXODDVWKH³DSSUR[LPDWHSHUFHQWDJHRIWLPHWKDWWKHKLJKHDUQHUKDVRUZLOOKDYHSULPDU\
SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQFRPSDUHGWRWKHRWKHUSDUHQW´2QDYHUDJHWKHFKLOG¶V
WLPHZLWKWKHREOLJRULQWKHFDVHZDVSHUFHQW XSIURPSHUFHQWLQWKHODVWUHYLHZ 7KH
PHGLDQDPRXQWRIWLPHZLWKWKHREOLJRUGLGQRWFKDQJHIURPWKHWRWKHUHYLHZ LWZDV
SHUFHQWLQERWK\HDUV 

Exhibit 3-30. Percentage of Time the Child Spends With the
([KLELWJLYHVPRUH
Obligor in IV-D and Non-IV-D Cases (Percentage of Cases)
LQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHSHUFHQWDJH
IV-D Cases
Non-IV-D Cases
RIWLPHWKDWWKHFKLOGVSHQGV
Zero percent*
62%
9%
ZLWKWKHREOLJRULQ,9'DQG
1 to 20 percent*
23%
48%
QRQ,9'FDVHV$VVKRZQLQ
21 to 40 percent*
7%
17%
WKHH[KLELWREOLJRUVLQWKH,9
41
percent
or
higher*
8%
26%
'FDVHORDGWHQGWRKDYHOHVV
Number
463
439
FXVWRGLDOWLPHZLWKWKHFKLOGUHQ
* The difference between the groups is significant at <.05.
WKDQWKRVHLQWKHQRQ,9'
FDVHORDG7KHODUJHVW
GLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHWZRJURXSVLVWKHREOLJRUVZLWK]HURSULPDU\SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\RIWKH
FKLOG/HVVWKDQSHUFHQWRIWKHQRQ,9'REOLJRUVIHOOLQWRWKLVFDWHJRU\FRPSDUHGWR




SHUFHQWRIWKH,9'REOLJRUV,QWKHVHFDVHVDQGZKHQQHWLQFRPHZDVNQRZQIRUERWKSDUHQWV
WKHREOLJRUZDVWKHKLJKHUHDUQHULQSHUFHQWDQGSHUFHQWRI,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV
UHVSHFWLYHO\



Limitations of the Data and Analysis
$VLQSUHYLRXVUHYLHZV
Exhibit 3-31. Information Missing From the Case Files
WKHFDVHILOHGDWDZHUH
(Percentage of Cases)
OLPLWHGLQVHYHUDOZD\V
2010 Review
7KHPDMRUOLPLWDWLRQ
(n = 1,226)
ZDVPLVVLQJRU
LQFRPSOHWHLQIRUPDWLRQ No documents on the result of calendared child
10%
support court events
([KLELWVKRZVWKH
Parents’ income not specified
19
SHUFHQWDJHRIFDVHVLQ
WKHUHYLHZZKHUH
Amount of child support not specified
9
WKHGDWDFROOHFWRUV
Guideline amount not specified
22
QRWHGWKDWFHUWDLQ
Above or below guideline amount not specified
19
LQIRUPDWLRQZDV
PLVVLQJLQWKHFDVHILOH

,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHVHPLVVLQJGDWDILQDQFLDOVWDWHPHQWVRULQFRPHDQGH[SHQVHGHFODUDWLRQVZHUH
DYDLODEOHLQRQO\DERXWRQHWKLUGRIWKHFRXUWILOHV'DWDDUHPLVVLQJLQERWK,9'DQGQRQ,9'
FDVHV:KHQPLVVLQJGDWDDUHEURNHQGRZQE\WKHRUGHUHQWU\PHWKRGWKHPDMRULW\RIPLVVLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQLVQRWVXUSULVLQJO\IURPFDVHVWKDWZHUHHQWHUHGHLWKHUWKURXJKGHIDXOWRU
VWLSXODWLRQ6SHFLILFDOO\
x
x
x
x

(LJKW\ILYHSHUFHQWRIFDVHVWKDWDUHPLVVLQJGRFXPHQWVRQWKHUHVXOWRIFDOHQGDUHGFKLOG
VXSSRUWFRXUWHYHQWVZHUHHLWKHUVWLSXODWLRQVRUGHIDXOWV
6WLSXODWLRQVDQGGHIDXOWVPDNHXSSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVWKDWGRQRWOLVWSDUHQWV¶LQFRPH
1HDUO\DOORIWKHFDVHVPLVVLQJWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQW SHUFHQW ZHUHHLWKHUGHIDXOWVRU
VWLSXODWLRQVDQG
6WLSXODWLRQVDQGGHIDXOWVPDNHXSSHUFHQWRIFDVHVZKHUHWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWZDVQRW
VSHFLILHGRUZKHUHDQLQGLFDWLRQZKHWKHUWKHRUGHUZDVDERYHRUEHORZWKHJXLGHOLQHZDVQRW
LQFOXGHG


7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVVXJJHVWHGWKDWOHJLVODWLRQFRXOGEHSDVVHGWRUHTXLUHWKHSULQWRXWRIWKH
FDOFXODWLRQWREHDWWDFKHGWRHYHU\FDVHILOH$VSUHYLRXVO\VWDWHGWKHFRPPLVVLRQHUVDOVRQRWHG
WKDWVRPHRIWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQPD\EHDYDLODEOHLQWKHLURUDOUXOLQJEXWPD\QRWEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH
FDVHILOH

$QDGGLWLRQDOOLPLWDWLRQLQWKHGDWDLVWKDWWKHVDPSOHXVHGIRUWKLVUHYLHZFRQWDLQHGPRUHQHZ
RUGHUVDQGIHZHUPRGLILHGRUGHUVWKDQWKHODVWUHYLHZ,WLVLPSRVVLEOHWRNQRZZKHWKHUWKLV
UHIOHFWVDQDFWXDOWUHQGRULVDQDUWLIDFWRIDGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHGDWDFROOHFWLRQPHWKRGV



HPSOR\HGLQWKHUHYLHZV%RWKIRFXVJURXSVGLGQRWEHOLHYHWKLVUHIOHFWVDQDFWXDOWUHQGUDWKHU
WKDWLVDQDUWLIDFWRIWKHGDWDFROOHFWLRQPHWKRG



Chapter Summary
6LQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHWKHJXLGHOLQHGHYLDWLRQUDWHKDVLQFUHDVHG7KHUH
LVOHVVDSSOLFDWLRQRIPDQ\JXLGHOLQHDGMXVWPHQWV HJKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQ DQGRUGHUVIRU
DGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUW HJRUGHUVIRUWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV 7KHUHDUHPRUH
GHIDXOWRUGHUV7KHUHDUHPRUH]HURRUGHUV(YHQWKRXJKWKHPLQLPXPZDJHKDVLQFUHDVHGDQG
WKHLQFRPHWKUHVKROGIRUDSSO\LQJWKHORZLQFRPHWKUHVKROG LHLQFRPHVEHORZSHUQHW
LQFRPH KDVQRWFKDQJHGVLQFHWKHODVWJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWLVEHLQJ
DSSOLHGPRUHIUHTXHQWO\WKDQLWZDVGXULQJWKHODVWUHYLHZ,QJHQHUDODYHUDJHDQGPHGLDQ
SDUHQWDOLQFRPHVDUHDERXWWKHVDPHRUORZHUWKDQWKH\ZHUHGXULQJWKHODVWJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ
$WWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQLVGRZQ$OWKRXJKWKHUHDUHPDQ\RWKHUIDFWRUVWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ
LVWKHGRPLQDQWIDFWRUH[SODLQLQJWKHVHWUHQGV




CHAPTER 4

Low-Income Parents and
Child Support Guidelines
7KLVFKDSWHUORRNVDWKRZVWDWHVDGGUHVVWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHVWRWKHORZ
LQFRPHSRSXODWLRQ,WVWDUWVZLWKDEULHIRYHUYLHZRILPSRYHULVKHGDQGORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHV
1H[WLWGLVFXVVHVWKHFKDOOHQJHRIGHDOLQJZLWKWKHORZLQFRPHSRSXODWLRQLQFKLOGVXSSRUW
JXLGHOLQHV)LQDOO\LWGLVFXVVHVWKHWKUHHPDMRUSURYLVLRQVLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKDWDIIHFWRUGHU
DPRXQWVIRUORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHVLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSURYLVLRQVDGMXVWPHQWVWRWKHJXLGHOLQH
FDOFXODWLRQEDVHGRQFKLOGUHDULQJFRVWVLQFDVHVRIORZLQFRPHDQGPLQLPXPRUGHUV


Impoverished and Low-Income Families
$ODUJHSHUFHQWDJHRI$PHULFDQIDPLOLHVKDYHORZLQFRPHV,QSHUFHQWRI$PHULFDQ
IDPLOLHVZLWKFKLOGUHQXQGHUDJH\HDUVDQGDOPRVWRQHRXWRIILYHFKLOGUHQOLYHGLQSRYHUW\
$OWKRXJKGDWDDUHQRW\HWDYDLODEOHUHVHDUFKHUVEHOLHYHWKDWWKHFXUUHQWHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQKDV
ZRUVHQHGWKHILQDQFLDOVLWXDWLRQRIIDPLOLHV

The Great Recession of 2008 and 2009 has battered America’s families. The
unemployment rate has more than doubled since the start of the recession, topping 10
percent—the highest level in over a quarter of a century. In addition, families’ capacity to
weather economic downturns has been diminished as savings and assets have eroded
due to simultaneous collapses in the housing and stock markets and the tightening of
consumer credit. Even though the economy started growing again in the second half of
2009, most forecasters expect that it will take years for unemployment and family
incomes to return to their pre-recession levels. 85


6LQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVDUHHYHQPRUHOLNHO\WROLYHLQSRYHUW\1DWLRQDOO\WKHSRYHUW\UDWHIRU
VLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVLVSHUFHQWZKLFKLVPRUHWKDQWZLFHWKHSRYHUW\UDWHIRUDOOIDPLOLHV
ZLWKFKLOGUHQXQGHUDJH7KHWUHQGLQ&DOLIRUQLDLVVOLJKWO\ZRUVH1HDUO\SHUFHQWRI
&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHVZLWKDIHPDOHKRXVHKROGHU QRKXVEDQGSUHVHQW DQGUHODWHGFKLOGUHQXQGHU
\HDUVRIDJHDUHEHORZWKHSRYHUW\OHYHOFRPSDUHGWRSHUFHQWIRUDOO&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHVZLWK
UHODWHGFKLOGUHQXQGHU7KHGLVSDULW\EHWZHHQWKHSRYHUW\UDWHVDPRQJIHPDOHKRXVHKROGHUV




&DOFXODWHGIURP86&HQVXV%XU$PHULFDQ)DFWILQGHU³63RYHUW\6WDWXVLQWKH3DVW0RQWKVRI
)DPLOLHV´DQG³6&KLOGUHQ&KDUDFWHULVWLFV´GRZQORDGHGRQ$SULOIURPhttp://factfinder.census.gov.

*UHJRU\$FV $XVWLQ1LFKROV³$PHULFD,QVHFXUH&KDQJHVLQWKH(FRQRPLF6HFXULW\RI$PHULFDQ)DPLOLHV´
8UEDQ,QVW)HE www.urban.org/publications/412055.html

 86&HQVXV%XU$PHULFDQ)DFW)LQGHUsupraQRWH. 

&DOFXODWHGIURP86&HQVXV%XU$PHULFDQ)DFW)LQGHU³%3RYHUW\6WDWXVLQWKH3DVW0RQWKVRI
5HODWHG&KLOGUHQ8QGHU<HDUV%\)DPLO\7\SH$QG%\$JHRI5HODWHG&KLOGUHQ8QGHU<HDUV´
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=datasets_1&_lang=en
&_ts= DVRI 0DU 



DQGDOOIDPLOLHVLVHYHQPRUHSURQRXQFHGZKHQRQO\WKRVHIDPLOLHVZLWKYHU\\RXQJFKLOGUHQDUH
FRQVLGHUHG$OPRVWKDOI SHUFHQW RI&DOLIRUQLDIHPDOHKRXVHKROGHUVFRPSDUHGWRSHUFHQW
RIDOO&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHVZLWKUHODWHGFKLOGUHQXQGHU\HDUVROGOLYHLQSRYHUW\

0RUHRYHUDUHFHQWVWXG\ILQGVWKDWWKHSRYHUW\UDWHDPRQJ&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGUHQLVJURZLQJ7KH
VWXG\IRUHFDVWVWKDWWKHQXPEHURI&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGUHQOLYLQJLQSRYHUW\ZLOOLQFUHDVHE\
ZLWKLQWZR\HDUV7KHVDPHVWXG\DOVRQRWHVWKDWWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOLVQRWVHQVLWLYHWR
&DOLIRUQLD¶VOLYLQJFRVWV7KHDXWKRUVVXJJHVWWKDWWKHDFWXDOQXPEHURI&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHV
XQDEOHWRPHHWWKHLUEDVLFQHHGVLVWZLFHWKHQXPEHURI&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHVZLWKLQFRPHVEHORZ
WKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHO7KHLUSURMHFWLRQVVXJJHVWWKDWDVPDQ\DVPLOOLRQ&DOLIRUQLD
FKLOGUHQPD\OLYHLQKRXVHKROGVWKDWFDQQRWPHHWWKHLUEDVLFQHHGV

7KHSRSXODWLRQVHUYHGE\VWDWHUXQFKLOGVXSSRUWVHUYLFHVDJHQFLHVZKLFKPRVWO\FRPSULVHV
IDPLOLHVWKDWFXUUHQWO\RUIRUPHUO\UHFHLYHGSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHLVSDUWLFXODUO\GLVDGYDQWDJHG
3HUKDSVWKHEHVWVRXUFHIRUORRNLQJDWWKHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWIDPLOLHVXVLQJWKH
VHUYLFHVRIVWDWHUXQDJHQFLHV DOVRFDOOHGWKH,9'V\VWHP LVDQDQDO\VLVRIQDWLRQDOGDWD
FRPSOHWHGE\WKH86'HSDUWPHQWRI+HDOWKDQG+XPDQ6HUYLFHV2IILFHRIWKH$VVLVWDQW
6HFUHWDU\IRU3ODQQLQJDQG(YDOXDWLRQ7KHODVWDYDLODEOHUHSRUWIURPXVHVGDWDIURP
DQGHDUOLHUVXUYH\V7KLVUHSRUWIRXQGWKDWDERXWSHUFHQWRIDOO,9'IDPLOLHVKDGDIDPLO\
LQFRPHXQGHULQDQGWKDWDERXWSHUFHQWKDGDQLQFRPHXQGHU$ERXW
RQHWKLUGRIWKH,9'IDPLOLHVKDGLQFRPHVEHORZWKHSRYHUW\OHYHODQGDERXWWKUHHILIWKVKDG
LQFRPHVEHORZSHUFHQWRIWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO1HDUO\SHUFHQWRI,9'IDPLOLHVZHUHLQ
³GHHSSRYHUW\´ZLWKLQFRPHVEHORZSHUFHQWRIWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO

5HVHDUFKIURPRWKHUQDWLRQDOVXUYH\GDWDILQGVWKDWWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVUHFHLYLQJFKLOGVXSSRUW
DQGWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVSD\LQJFKLOGVXSSRUWWHQGWRPLUURUHDFKRWKHUZLWKUHJDUGWR
LQFRPHVWDWXVDVZHOODVHGXFDWLRQDOOHYHOVDQGEDUULHUVWRHPSOR\PHQW$OWKRXJKVRPHZKDW
GDWHGDUHSRUWRQFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVLVVWLOOSHUKDSVWKHEHVWVRXUFHRILQIRUPDWLRQRQWKH
LQFRPHVWDWXVRIQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVLQ&DOLIRUQLD6RPHRIWKHUHSRUW¶VILQGLQJVDUHDV
IROORZV
x

3DUHQWVZLWKFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVKDYHORZHUHDUQLQJVWKDQRWKHU&DOLIRUQLDZRUNHUV,Q
SDUHQWVZLWKFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVKDGPHGLDQHDUQLQJVRIFRPSDUHGWR
IRURWKHU&DOLIRUQLDZRUNHUV




Ibid
/XFLOH3DFNDUG)RXQGDWLRQIRU&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDOWKOne in Four CA Children May Live in Poverty This Year QHZV
UHOHDVH-DQ www.lpfch.org/newsroom/releases/mediaalertjan6-10.html.

/LQGD0HOOJUHQHWDOCharacteristics of Families Using Title IV-D Services in 1999 and 2001 2IILFHRI+XPDQ
6HUYLFHV3ROLF\2FW http://aspe.hhs.gov/HSP/CSE-Char04/index.htm.

(ODLQH6RUHQVHQ &KDYD=LEPDQ³3RRU'DGV:KR'RQ¶W3D\&KLOG6XSSRUW'HDGEHDWVRU'LVDGYDQWDJHG"´
New Federalism: National Survey of America’s Families 8UEDQ,QVW$SU 
www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/anf_b30.pdf.

(ODLQH6RUHQVHQHWDO³([DPLQLQJ&KLOG6XSSRUW$UUHDUVLQ&DOLIRUQLD7KH&ROOHFWLELOLW\6WXG\´ 8UEDQ,QVW
0DU www.childsup.ca.gov/Portals/0/resources/docs/reports/2003/collectibility2003-05.pdf.

Id DWS




x

0RUHWKDQSHUFHQWRISDUHQWVZLWKFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVLQKDGUHFHQW UHSRUWHG QHW
LQFRPHVEHORZ$TXDUWHURIWKHSDUHQWVKDGQRUHSRUWHGUHFHQWLQFRPHDQG
SHUFHQWKDGUHSRUWHGLQFRPHRIOHVVWKDQ


1RWNQRZLQJWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHRULQFRPHKLVWRU\DIIHFWVWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGDPRXQW
&DOLIRUQLD)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G  SURYLGHVWKDWZKHQWKLVLVWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHLQ,9'
FDVHVIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQLQJVDUHWREHSUHVXPHGDVWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPH$V
GLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOWKLVPD\RYHUVWDWHWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHSDUWLFXODUO\LIKHRUVKHLV
LQYROXQWDULO\XQHPSOR\HGRUFDQILQGRQO\SDUWWLPHZRUN

1DWLRQDOUHVHDUFKLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH&DOLIRUQLDUHVHDUFKDQGVKRZVWKDWREOLJRUVSDUWLFXODUO\
\RXQJQRQPDULWDOIDWKHUVDUHDGLVDGYDQWDJHGJURXSZLWKORZLQFRPHV2QHVRXUFHRIQDWLRQDO
UHVHDUFKRQQRQPDULWDOIDWKHUVFRPHVIURPWKHFragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study.
7KHPRVWFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWXG\RQQRQPDULWDOELUWKVLWIROORZHGDFRKRUWRISDUHQWVDQGWKHLU
XQERUQFKLOGUHQLQ86FLWLHVILQGLQJWKDWMXVWSHUFHQWRIWKHIDWKHUVZHUHHPSOR\HGLQD
UHJXODUMREDQGRQDYHUDJHHDUQHGMXVWRYHUSHU\HDU

5HVHDUFKHUVVXJJHVWWKDWPDQ\\RXQJXQZHGIDWKHUVKDYHGLIILFXOW\VXSSRUWLQJWKHPVHOYHV
PXFKOHVVDFKLOG2QHVWXG\HVWLPDWHVWKDWDWOHDVWSHUFHQWDQGSRVVLEO\DVPDQ\DV
SHUFHQWRI\RXQJQRQFXVWRGLDOIDWKHUVGRQRWSD\FKLOGVXSSRUWDQGDUHXQDEOHWRGRVRZLWKRXW
IXUWKHULPSRYHULVKLQJWKHPVHOYHV7KHVHIDWKHUVWHQGWREH\RXQJDUHGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHO\
$IULFDQ$PHULFDQDQGKDYHOLPLWHGHGXFDWLRQ2QO\SHUFHQWRIORZLQFRPHQRQSD\LQJ
IDWKHUVZRUNLQWKHODERUPDUNHWDQGRQHWKLUGKDYHQRWKHOGDMREIRUPRUHWKDQWKUHH\HDUV

%HFDXVHWKHPDMRULW\RIQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVDUHPDOHWKHUHDUHOLPLWHGGDWDVRXUFHVDQG
DQDO\VLVUHJDUGLQJIHPDOHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV7KHRQO\VWXG\WKDWH[DPLQHVIHPDOH
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVKRZHYHUIRXQGWKDWWKH\DUHVLPLODUWRQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVEXWHDUQOHVV
DQGDUHOLNHO\WRKDYHVRPHFKLOGUHQOLYLQJZLWKWKHP





Id DWS
6DUD0F/DQDKDQHWDOThe Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study: Baseline National Report %HQGKHLP
7KRPDQ&HQWHUIRU5HVHDUFKRQ&KLOG:HOOEHLQJ0DU 
www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/documents/nationalreport.pdf.

&KULVWLQD1RUODQGUnwed Fathers, the Underground Economy, and Child Support Policy,)UDJLOH)DPLOLHV%ULHI
1R %HQGKHLP7KRPDQ&HQWHUIRU5HVHDUFKRQ&KLOG:HOOEHLQJ-DQ 
www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/briefs/researchbrief3.pdf.

5RQDOG0LQF\ (ODLQH6RUHQVHQ³'HDGEHDWVDQG7XUQLSVLQ&KLOG6XSSRUW5HIRUP´ 'HF   J. Policy
Analysis & Management±7KLVVWXG\ILQGVWKDWDERXWSHUFHQWRI\RXQJFXVWRGLDOPRWKHUVDQGWKHLUFKLOGUHQ
OLYHLQSRYHUW\<RXQJFXVWRGLDOIDWKHUVWKHUHIRUHDUHDOPRVWDVOLNHO\WROLYHLQDSRRUIDPLO\RUKDYHSRYHUW\OHYHO
LQFRPHVDV\RXQJFXVWRGLDOPRWKHUV

(ODLQH6RUHQVHQ³2EOLJDWLQJ'DGV+HOSLQJ/RZ,QFRPH1RQFXVWRGLDO)DWKHUV'R0RUHIRU7KHLU&KLOGUHQ´
8UEDQ,QVW0DU www.urban.org/publications/309214.html.

6RUHQVHQ =LEPDQsupra QRWH

/LOLDQD6RXVD (ODLQH6RUHQVHQ³7KH(FRQRPLF5HDOLW\RI1RQUHVLGHQW0RWKHUVDQG7KHLU&KLOGUHQ´ 8UEDQ
,QVW 




7KHFXUUHQWHPSOR\PHQWDQGHDUQLQJVRIQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVDUHDOVRXQGRXEWHGO\ZRUVH
EHFDXVHRIWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ$WWKHWLPHWKLVVWXG\ZDVFRQGXFWHGWKHPRVWUHFHQW
&DOLIRUQLDHPSOR\PHQWGDWDDYDLODEOH )HEUXDU\ LQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHQXPEHURIXQHPSOR\HG
&DOLIRUQLDQVKDGLQFUHDVHGE\RYHULQWKHSUHYLRXV\HDU:LWKDQXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWH
RISHUFHQW)HEUXDU\PDUNHG&DOLIRUQLD¶VWKFRQVHFXWLYHPRQWKRIXQHPSOR\PHQW
LQFUHDVHV*URZWKLQXQGHUHPSOR\PHQWLVDOVRDSUREOHP7KHXQGHUHPSOR\PHQWUDWHZKLFK
LQFOXGHVSDUWWLPHUVDQGSHRSOHZKRZDQWWRZRUNEXWKDYHJLYHQXSORRNLQJUHDFKHGDERXW
SHUFHQWLQ&DOLIRUQLDDVRI-DQXDU\
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%XURI/DERU6WDWLVWLFV86'HSWRI/DERU, Economic News Release $SU WDEOHV$ $
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x ,QFUHDVHGFRPSOLDQFHDQGHQIRUFHPHQWLVVXHVDQGDFFXPXODWLRQRIDUUHDUV
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High Orders and the Obligor’s Subsistence
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REOLJRUVOLYLQJMXVWDERYHSRYHUW\OHYHOSD\PHQWRIDKLJKRUGHUDPRXQWPD\QRWOHDYHWKH
REOLJRUZLWKVXIILFLHQWLQFRPHWROLYHDWDVXEVLVWHQFHOHYHO)RUH[DPSOHLIDQREOLJRUZLWK
RQHFKLOGZRUNVIXOOWLPHDWPLQLPXPZDJH SHUKRXULQ&DOLIRUQLD KLVRUKHUPRQWKO\JURVV
LQFRPHZRXOGEHZKLFKLVHTXLYDOHQWWRQHWSHUPRQWKDIWHUWD[HV$FFRUGLQJWR
WKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWZRXOGEHSHUPRQWKLQWKLVFDVH$IWHU
SD\PHQWRIWD[HVDQGFKLOGVXSSRUWWKLVOHDYHVWKHREOLJRUZLWKVSHQGDEOHLQFRPHRISHU
PRQWK6LQFHWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQLVSHU\HDU  SD\LQJ
WKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUZRXOGUHQGHUWKHREOLJRULPSRYHULVKHG,IWKHREOLJRURZHVDUUHDUVKHRU
VKHPD\EHUHTXLUHGWRSD\DGGLWLRQDODPRXQWVIRUDUUHDUVDQGLQWHUHVWRQWKHDUUHDUV,QVRPH
FDVHVXSWRSHUFHQWRILQFRPHPD\EHZLWKKHOGIURPWKHREOLJRU¶VSD\FKHFNWRVDWLVI\WKH
FKLOGVXSSRUWGHEW

7KHVWXG\WLWOHGExamining Child Support Arrears in California: The Collectibility Study
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H[DPSOHWKHVWXG\IRXQGWKDWSDUHQWVRZLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVZLWKLQFRPHVRIWR
QHWSHU\HDUKDGDPHGLDQFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHURIDPRQWK DERXWSHU\HDU DQGDQ
DYHUDJHRUGHUWKDWZDVWZLFHWKHLULQFRPH(YHQSDUHQWVRZLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVZLWKQHW
DQQXDOLQFRPHVEHWZHHQDQGIDFHGLQRUGLQDWHO\KLJKRUGHUV)RUWKLVJURXSWKH
PHGLDQPRQWKO\RUGHURIDPRQWK SHU\HDU UHSUHVHQWVSHUFHQWRIWKHLUQHW
LQFRPH2UGHUDPRXQWVWKDWH[FHHGDQREOLJRU¶VDFWXDOLQFRPHFDQRFFXULIWKHLQFRPHDPRXQW
XVHGWRGHWHUPLQHVXSSRUWLVJUHDWHUWKDQWKHREOLJRU¶VDFWXDOLQFRPH7KLVRFFXUVZKHQLQFRPH
LVLPSXWHGRUSUHVXPHGRUWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHGHFUHDVHVDIWHUWKHRUGHULVHVWDEOLVKHGDQG
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,QGHHGRWKHUVWXGLHVHVWLPDWHWKDWSHUFHQWRISRRUQRQUHVLGHQWIDWKHUVZKRDFWXDOO\SD\FKLOG
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$VZLOOEHIXUWKHUGLVFXVVHGODWHULQWKLVFKDSWHU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G  ZKLFKIDOOVRXWVLGHWKH
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ZKLFKZRXOGMHRSDUGL]HDQREOLJRU¶VDELOLW\WRREWDLQHPSOR\PHQWDQGHDUQDQLQFRPH,QWXUQ
EHFDXVHSD\PHQWVDQGSDUHQWFKLOGFRQWDFWWLPHDUHFRUUHODWHGLQDELOLW\WRSD\VXSSRUWFRXOG
UHGXFHWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV¶FRQWDFWZLWKWKHFKLOGZKLFKPD\EHGHWULPHQWDOWRFKLOG
RXWFRPHV

High Orders and Work Disincentives
6RPHUHVHDUFKILQGLQJVLQGLFDWHWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVWKDWDUHVHWWRRKLJKIRUORZLQFRPH
REOLJRUVPD\EHDGLVLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNDQGPD\GULYHWKHVHREOLJRUVLQWRWKHXQGHUJURXQG
HFRQRP\ZKHUHWKHLUHDUQLQJVDUHQRWVXEMHFWWRLPPHGLDWHZDJHZLWKKROGLQJWRSD\FKLOG
VXSSRUW7KHH[DFWH[WHQWRIWKLVSRWHQWLDOSUREOHPLVQRWZHOOXQGHUVWRRGDOWKRXJKLWLVFOHDUWKDW
ZRUNLQJLQWKHXQGHUJURXQGHFRQRP\LVRIWHQDQRSWLRQIRUREOLJRUV

7KHFragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study,ZKLFKLQWHUYLHZHGXQPDUULHGIDWKHUVVKRUWO\
DIWHUWKHELUWKRIWKHLUFKLOGUHQVXJJHVWVWKDWLQXQPDUULHGIDWKHUVSDUWLFLSDWHLQVRPH
XQGHUJURXQGZRUNDFWLYLW\0RVWRIWKHVHIDWKHUVFRPELQHGXQGHUJURXQGZLWKUHJXODUVHFWRU
ZRUN2QO\SHUFHQWRIIDWKHUVZRUNHGVROHO\LQWKHLUUHJXODUVHFWRU

%DVLFHFRQRPLFWKHRU\SUHGLFWVWKDWVRPHOHYHORIHIIHFWLYHPDUJLQDOWD[UDWHVSURGXFHVD
GLVLQFHQWLYHWRZRUN,WDOVRPDNHVLQWXLWLYHVHQVHWKDWLIFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVDUHVHWWRRKLJKDQG
WKHREOLJRUGRHVQRWKDYHHQRXJKPRQH\WROLYHRQKHRUVKHPD\VHHNZRUNLQWKHXQGHUJURXQG
HFRQRP\ZKHUHLQFRPHLVKDUGHUWRGHWHFWDQGQRWVXEMHFWWRZDJHJDUQLVKPHQW$OWKRXJK
UHVHDUFKRQWKHLVVXHLVOLPLWHGVRPHVWXGLHVKDYHIRXQGWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUWHQIRUFHPHQW
SUREOHPVVWHPPLQJIURPWKHLQDELOLW\WRSD\FKLOGVXSSRUWPD\GHFUHDVHDERYHJURXQGZRUN
DQGGULYHVRPHREOLJRUVLQWRWKHXQGHUJURXQGHFRQRP\$QRWKHUUHVHDUFKVWXG\VXJJHVWVWKDW
KLJKDUUHDUVEDODQFHVVXEVWDQWLDOO\UHGXFHERWKFKLOGVXSSRUWSD\PHQWVDQGIRUPDOHDUQLQJVIRU
IDWKHUV0RUHUHVHDUFKLVQHHGHGWRIXOO\DGGUHVVWKHVHLVVXHV)RUH[DPSOHRQHVWXG\IRXQG
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Payments, Parent-Child Contact, and Child Outcomes
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FRUUHODWLRQEHWZHHQFKLOGVXSSRUWSD\PHQWVDQGIDWKHUFKLOGFRQWDFW7KLVLVDQLPSRUWDQW
FRQVLGHUDWLRQEHFDXVHUHVHDUFKILQGVWKDWSDWHUQDOLQYROYHPHQWLVVLJQLILFDQWO\DVVRFLDWHGZLWK
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Compliance and the Accumulation of Arrears
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&DUO)RUPRVD :DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH'LYRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWDetermining the Composition and
Collectability of Child Support Arrearages, YRO,, The Longitudinal Analysis 862IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW
(QIRUFHPHQW0D\ 

2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHV7KH Story behind the Numbers:
Understanding and Managing Child Support Debt 0D\ www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/IM/2008/im-0805a.pdf.



UHSRUWZDVSUHSDUHGIRU&DOLIRUQLDLQ,WIRXQGWKDWDVRI0DUFK&DOLIRUQLDKDG
DFFXPXODWHGELOOLRQLQFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVRQO\SHUFHQWRIZKLFKZRXOGEHSDLGZLWKLQ
\HDUVDQGWKDWWKHDPRXQWRIDUUHDUVRZHGVWDWHZLGHZRXOGFRQWLQXHWRJURZ%\
DOPRVWELOOLRQLQDUUHDUVZHUHRZHGLQ&DOLIRUQLD2QHUHDVRQIRUWKLVFRQWLQXHGJURZWKLV
WKDW&DOLIRUQLDDVVHVVHVDSHUFHQWLQWHUHVWUDWHRQDUUHDUVRZHGWRWKHVWDWH

7KH2&6(UHSRUWDWWULEXWHVWKHFDXVHVRIVXEVWDQWLDODUUHDUVJURZWKWRVWDWHV¶FKDUJLQJLQWHUHVWRQ
DUUHDUVDQGODFNRIFRPSOLDQFHZLWKFXUUHQWFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVSDUWLFXODUO\DPRQJREOLJRUV
ZLWKQRRUORZUHSRUWHGLQFRPH6LPLODUILQGLQJVZHUHUHYHDOHGLQWKH&DOLIRUQLDUHSRUW

5HFRJQL]LQJWKLVSUREOHP2&6(KDVHPEDUNHGRQWKH³3URMHFWWR$YRLG,QFUHDVLQJ
'HOLQTXHQFLHV´ 3$,' 3$,'UHFRPPHQGVSROLFLHVWRVWDWHVWKDWZLOOLQFUHDVHFROOHFWLRQRI
FXUUHQWVXSSRUWDQGSUHYHQWDQGUHGXFHDUUHDUV7KLVLQFOXGHVSROLFLHVWKDWFDQEHDGGUHVVHGLQ
VWDWHFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHVVXFKDVVHWWLQJDSSURSULDWHRUGHUVIRUSDUHQWVZLWKDOLPLWHGDELOLW\
WRSD\E\SURYLGLQJORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVWRVWDWHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODVDQGDWWULEXWLQJLQFRPH
DWDUHDVRQDEOHVWDQGDUGIRUSDUHQWVZKRVHLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQLVQRWDYDLODEOH

Best Interest of the Child and the Policy Dilemma
7KHEHVWLQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOGUHQLVDFRPPRQREMHFWLYHZKHQVHWWLQJSXEOLFSROLF\7KH
LPSRUWDQFHRIFKLOGVXSSRUWIRUIDPLOLHVDQGFKLOGUHQLVZHOOGRFXPHQWHG5HVHDUFKVXJJHVWVWKDW
WKHUHFHLSWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWKHOSVZHOIDUHUHFLSLHQWVOHDYHZHOIDUHIRUZRUNUHPDLQRIIRI
ZHOIDUHRQFHWKH\KDYHOHIWDQGUHGXFHVSRYHUW\2QHVWXG\VKRZHGWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUW
UHSUHVHQWHGSHUFHQWRIDIDPLO\¶VLQFRPHLQWKRVHORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHVWKDWUHFHLYHFKLOG
VXSSRUW,QWKHVHIDPLOLHVFKLOGVXSSRUWZDVDPRUHLPSRUWDQWVRXUFHRILQFRPHWKDQFDVK
DVVLVWDQFH)RUWKRVHSRRUFKLOGUHQZKRUHFHLYHFKLOGVXSSRUWEXWQRWZHOIDUHFKLOGVXSSRUW
UHSUHVHQWHGRYHURQHWKLUGRIWKHLUDQQXDOIDPLO\LQFRPH5HVHDUFKDOVRVKRZVWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUW
HQIRUFHPHQWKDVRWKHUSRVLWLYHHIIHFWVRQFKLOGRXWFRPHVLQFOXGLQJDSRVLWLYHHIIHFWRQ\RXQJ
FKLOGUHQ¶VFRJQLWLYHGHYHORSPHQWDQGHGXFDWLRQDODWWDLQPHQW,QDGGLWLRQVRPHHYLGHQFH




6RUHQVHQHWDOsupra QRWH
&DO'HSWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW6HUYLFHV³&RPSDUDWLYH'DWDIRU0DQDJLQJ3URJUDP3HUIRUPDQFH´Federal Fiscal
Year 2008 $SU WDEOHwww.childsup.ca.gov/Reports/tabid/147/Default.aspx.

2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWsupra QRWH

2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHV3URMHFW Avoid Increasing
Arrears: Practices Guide: Version 2 -XO\ /www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/DCL/2007/dcl-07-17a.pdf.

7KHVSHFLILFUHFRPPHQGDWLRQRQSDJHRIWKH2&6(SUDFWLFHVJXLGHLVWR³LQFOXGHSURYLVLRQVIRUORZLQFRPH
1&3V>QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV@VXFKDVDPD[LPXPSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHRUDVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHWRDFFRPPRGDWH
WKH1&3¶VEDVLFQHHGV´

&KLHQ&KXQJ+XDQJ-DPHV.XQ] ,UZLQ*DUILQNHO³7KH(IIHFWRI&KLOG6XSSRUWRQ:HOIDUH([LWVDQG5H
(QWULHV´ $XWXPQ   J. Policy Analysis & Management±

2OLYLD*ROGHQ$VVW6HFWIRU$GPLQRI&KLOGUHQ )DPLO\KHDULQJEHIRUH+RXVH&RPRQ:D\VDQG0HDQV
6XEFRPRQ+XPDQ5HVRXUFHVWK&RQJ 0D\ VHHDOVR&KLHQ&KXQJ+XDQJ,UZLQ*DUILQNHO -DQH
:DOGIRJHO³&KLOG6XSSRUWDQG:HOIDUH&DVHORDGV´,QVWIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\'LVFXVVLRQ3DSHU 1R
8QLYRI:LVFRQVLQ'HF 

(ODLQH6RUHQVHQ &KDYD=LEPDQ³&KLOG6XSSRUW2IIHUV6RPH3URWHFWLRQ$JDLQVW3RYHUW\´1HZ)HGHUDOLVP
1R% 8UEDQ,QVW0DU www.urban.org/publications/309440.html.

Ibid.

$UJ\VHWDOsupra QRWH




VXJJHVWVWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUWHQIRUFHPHQWORZHUVWKHUDWHVRIRXWRIZHGORFNELUWKVDQG
GLYRUFHV

6WLOOLWLVLPSRUWDQWWRQRWHWKDWZKLOHFKLOGVXSSRUWKHOSVFORVHWKHSRYHUW\JDSDPRQJFKLOGUHQ
LWFDQQRWDOOHYLDWHSRYHUW\LQDQGRILWVHOI([SHUWVDOPRVWXQLYHUVDOO\DJUHHWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUW
PXVWEHFRXSOHGZLWKRWKHUILQDQFLDOVXSSRUWVWRLPSURYHWKHHFRQRPLFVHFXULW\RISRRU
IDPLOLHV'HWHUPLQLQJWKHDSSURSULDWHRUGHUDPRXQWZKHQERWKWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWDQGWKH
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDYHORZLQFRPHVUHPDLQVDGLIILFXOWSROLF\GHFLVLRQ7KH1DWLRQDO
:RPHQ¶V/DZ&HQWHUDQGWKH&HQWHUIRU)DWKHUVDQG)DPLOLHVDQG3XEOLF3ROLF\EURXJKW
WRJHWKHUDGYRFDWHVRIORZLQFRPHPRWKHUVDQGIDWKHUVWRGHYHORSDQGDGYDQFHSXEOLFSROLF\
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVRQFKLOGVXSSRUWLQFOXGLQJUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHV
7KH\FRQFOXGHG

Whatever philosophical statement they [the representatives] thought the guidelines
should make about the obligations of each parent and society for the support of children,
they recognized that setting awards for low-income noncustodial parents at an
unrealistically level is unlikely to produce much additional income, and could be
counterproductive.143



State Solutions
6WDWHVROXWLRQVWRWKHGLOHPPDRIVHWWLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVIRUORZLQFRPHQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWVFHQWHUDURXQGWKUHHPDMRUSURYLVLRQV
x ,QFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSROLFLHV
x 7KUHVKROGVDQGIRUPXODVIRUDSSO\LQJORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVDQG
x 0LQLPXPRUGHUV

(DFKRIWKHVHSURYLVLRQVLVGLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOEHORZ

Income Imputation/Presumption Policies
$OOVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVXVHWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHWRGHWHUPLQHWKHDPRXQWRIWKHVXSSRUW
DZDUGDQGPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDOVRFRQVLGHUWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHDVZHOO0RVWVWDWHV
DWWULEXWHLQFRPHZKHQDSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQZKHQWKHSDUHQWLVYROXQWDULO\XQHPSOR\HG
RUXQGHUHPSOR\HGDQGLQRWKHUVLWXDWLRQV,QVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKDWFRQVLGHUERWKSDUHQWV¶
LQFRPHVLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSROLFLHVDSSO\WRERWKSDUHQWVHTXDOO\




.QR[ %DQHsupraQRWH
/XFLD1L[RQ³7KH(IIHFWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWRQ0DULWDO'LVVROXWLRQ´ :LQWHU   J. Human
Resources±VHHDOVR5REHUW3ORWQLFNHWDO³7KH,PSDFWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW3ROLF\RQ
1RQPDULWDO&KLOGEHDULQJ´&HQWHUIRU6WXGLHVLQ'HPRJUDSK\DQG(FRORJ\:RUNLQJ3DSHU 8QLYRI:DVKLQJWRQ
$XJ 

(QWPDFKHUsupraQRWH

Ibid.

Id. DWS





,QFRPHLVW\SLFDOO\GHHPHGWREHXQNQRZQZKHQWKHSDUHQWGRHVQRWSURYLGHLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQ
DVUHTXHVWHGLQWKHQRWLILFDWLRQRUFRPSODLQWIRUVXSSRUWRUIDLOVWRDSSHDULQFRXUWDQGLVKHOGLQ
GHIDXOWDQGWKHFRXUWRUWULEXQDOKDVQRLQIRUPDWLRQRQZKLFKWREDVHWKHRUGHU8QNQRZQ
LQFRPHLVPRUHFRPPRQDPRQJQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVWKDQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV7KHFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWLVW\SLFDOO\WKHSDUW\SXUVXLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRUUHTXLUHGWRFRRSHUDWHZLWKWKHFKLOG
VXSSRUWDJHQF\EHFDXVHKHRUVKHLVUHFHLYLQJSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFH7KHUDWLRQDOHIRUDWWULEXWLQJ
LQFRPHZKHQLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQLVWKDWWKHFRXUWRUDGPLQLVWUDWLYHXQLWVHWWLQJVXSSRUWPXVWXVH
VRPHPHWKRGRILQFRPHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRWKHUZLVHWKHSDUHQWZRXOGEHQHILWIURPKLVRUKHU
IDLOXUHWRSURYLGHLQIRUPDWLRQRUDSSHDUDWWKHKHDULQJ7KLVLVSDUWLFXODUO\VDOLHQWIRUSDUHQWV
ZRUNLQJLQWKHXQGHUJURXQGHFRQRP\ZKHUHLQFRPHLVQRWUHFRUGHGRUVXEMHFWWRSD\UROOWD[HV
%HFDXVHXQGHUJURXQGLQFRPHGRHVQRWVKRZXSRQVWDWHFRPSLOHGHDUQLQJVGDWDEDVHVDPDMRU
VRXUFHRILQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQLVXQDYDLODEOHWRFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQFLHVZKHQHVWDEOLVKLQJDQG
HQIRUFLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV1RQHWKHOHVVDVGLVFXVVHGHDUOLHUWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWVZKRKDYHLQFRPHRQO\IURPWKHXQGHUJURXQGHFRQRP\LVH[WUHPHO\VPDOOZLWKRQH
VWXG\SODFLQJLWDWSHUFHQW

2QHRIWKHUHDVRQVVRPHSDUHQWVKDYHORZLQFRPHLVWKDWWKH\ZRUNLQXQVWDEOHRUVHDVRQDO
HPSOR\PHQWDQGKDYHIUHTXHQWERXWVRIXQHPSOR\PHQW7KHUDWLRQDOHIRUDWWULEXWLQJLQFRPH
ZKHQDSDUHQWLVXQHPSOR\HGRUXQGHUHPSOR\HGLVEDVHGRQWKHDVVXPSWLRQWKDWSDUHQWVFDQDQG
VKRXOGILQGIXOOWLPHDQGRUFRQVLVWHQWHPSOR\PHQWWRVXSSRUWWKHLUFKLOGUHQ7KLVDVVXPSWLRQLV
TXHVWLRQDEOHJLYHQWKHSUHYLRXVO\QRWHGIDFWWKDWWKHXQHPSOR\PHQWDQGXQGHUHPSOR\PHQWUDWHV
LQ&DOLIRUQLDDUHDQGSHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\DWWKHWLPHWKLVUHSRUWZDVSUHSDUHG

$VGLVFXVVHGHDUOLHURQHSUREOHPZLWKDWWULEXWLQJLQFRPHWRDORZLQFRPHREOLJRULVWKDWLWFDQ
UHVXOWLQDQRUGHUDPRXQWEH\RQGZKDWDQREOLJRUFDQUHDVRQDEO\SD\EHFDXVHKLVRUKHUDFWXDO
LQFRPHLVEHORZWKHDWWULEXWHGLQFRPH,QSDUWWKLVPD\H[SODLQVRPHRIWKHFRUUHODWLRQEHWZHHQ
QRQFRPSOLDQFHDQGLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQ$PXOWLVWDWHVWXG\RIORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDQGWKHLU
SD\PHQWVFRPPHQFLQJDIWHURUGHUHVWDEOLVKPHQWIRXQGQRSD\PHQWVLQDOPRVWKDOI SHUFHQW 
RIWKHFDVHVLQZKLFKLQFRPHZDVDWWULEXWHGDQGLQSHUFHQWRIFDVHVLQZKLFKLQFRPHZDVQRW
DWWULEXWHG7KHVDPHVWXG\IRXQGWKDWLQFRPHZDVDWWULEXWHGWRSHUFHQWRIWKHORZLQFRPH
REOLJRUVWKHREOLJRUZDVXQHPSOR\HGRUXQGHUHPSOR\HGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHDWWULEXWHGFDVHV
DQGWKHREOLJRUIDLOHGWRSURYLGHLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQRUWRDSSHDUDWWKHFDVHFRQIHUHQFHRUFRXUW
KHDULQJLQSHUFHQWRIWKHDWWULEXWHGFDVHV

3ROLF\DQG([SHULHQFHVRI&DOLIRUQLD
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH )DP&RGH E SURYLGHVIRULQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQ




6FRWWsupra QRWH
2IILFHRI,QVSHFWRU*HQHUDO86'HSWRI+HDOWKDQG+XPDQ6HUYLFHVThe Establishment of Child Support
Orders for Low-Income Noncustodial Parents,2(, -XO\ S






The Court may, in its discretion, consider the earning capacity of a parent in lieu of the
parent’s income, consistent with the best interests of the children.146


)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G   ZKLFKIDOOVRXWVLGHWKHVWDWHZLGHXQLIRUPJXLGHOLQH SURYLGHV
IRUWKHSUHVXPSWLRQRILQFRPHLQ'&66FDVHVZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQRUQR
LQFRPHKLVWRU\LVDYDLODEOH7KLVVWDWXWHSURYLGHVWKDWLQFRPHLVWREHSUHVXPHGWREHWKHDPRXQW
RIPLQLPXPZDJHIRUKRXUVSHUZHHN

,QIHGHUDOILVFDO\HDUWKH&DOLIRUQLD'&66HVWDEOLVKHGDOPRVWFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUV
DQGPRUHWKDQ SHUFHQW ZHUHHVWDEOLVKHGWKURXJKSUHVXPHGLQFRPHDVVLJQPHQW$OO
RUGHUVEDVHGRQSUHVXPHGLQFRPHZHUHHQWHUHGWKURXJKGHIDXOWWKDWLVWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
GLGQRWILOHDQDQVZHURUDSSHDUDWWKHKHDULQJ'&66GRHVQRWWUDFNWKHQXPEHURIRUGHUVZLWK
LPSXWHGLQFRPH%DVHGRQWKHFDVHILOHGDWDFROOHFWHGIRUWKHODVW&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZLQ
SHUFHQWRI'&66RUGHUVLQYROYHGHLWKHUSUHVXPHGRULPSXWHGLQFRPH

6HYHQSHUFHQWRIQRQ'&66FDVHVUHYLHZHGLQZHUHEDVHGRQLPSXWHGLQFRPH1RQRQ
'&66FDVHVZHUHEDVHGRQSUHVXPHGLQFRPHEHFDXVHDFFRUGLQJWRVWDWXWHLQFRPHFDQRQO\EH
SUHVXPHGLQ'&66FDVHV

,QFRPH$WWULEXWLRQLQ2WKHU6WDWH*XLGHOLQHV
&KLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHVLQWKHVWDWHVDQGWKH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELDZHUHUHYLHZHGDQG
FRPSDUHGWRWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDVSDUWRIWKLVVWXG\7KHUHYLHZZDVOLPLWHGWRVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHVDQGGLGQRWLQFOXGHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDFWXDOSUDFWLFHVRWKHUVWDWHV¶VWDWXWHVRUFKLOG
VXSSRUWDJHQF\SROLFLHVWKDWPD\GHWHUPLQHLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSROLFLHV&DVHODZDJHQF\UXOHV
DQGVWDWXWHVRXWVLGHRIWKHJXLGHOLQHVPD\DIIHFWDFWXDOLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSUDFWLFHVPRUHWKDQ
WKHLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSURYLVLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQDVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHV)RUH[DPSOHHYHQWKRXJK
VWDWHJXLGHOLQHVGRQRWDOZD\VVSHFLI\XQNQRZQLQFRPHWREHDWWULEXWHGDVHDUQLQJVWKDWZRXOG
UHVXOWIURPIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHPSOR\PHQWLWLVWKHPRVWFRPPRQSUDFWLFHDFURVVVWDWHV
DQGMXULVGLFWLRQV






7KLVJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZIRFXVHVRQVWDWXWRU\ODQJXDJHLQ&DOLIRUQLD¶V)DPLO\&RGHDQGPRUHVSHFLILFDOO\WKH
8QLIRUP6WDWHZLGH*XLGHOLQH H[FHSWRIFRXUVHWKURXJKRXWGLVFXVVLRQRQLQFRPH³SUHVXPSWLRQ´WKDWIDOOVRXWVLGH
WKH&DOLIRUQLD)DPLO\&RGHODQJXDJH ,WGRHVQRWDVDJHQHUDOPDWWHUIRFXVRQWKHXQLYHUVHRIFDVHODZWKDWDIIHFWV
DSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHJXLGHOLQH+RZHYHUIRUSXUSRVHVRIH[SODLQLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶VLQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQSROLF\LWLV
QRWHZRUWK\WRPHQWLRQWKDWIn re Marriage of Regnery  &DOGVHWVRXWWKHIROORZLQJWKUHHSURQJHG
WHVWWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUDFRXUWVKRXOGFRQVLGHUDSDUHQW¶VHDUQLQJFDSDFLW\LQOLHXRIKLVRUKHUDFWXDOLQFRPH  
DELOLW\WRZRUNLQFOXGLQJDJHRFFXSDWLRQVNLOOVHGXFDWLRQKHDOWKEDFNJURXQGZRUNH[SHULHQFHDQG
TXDOLILFDWLRQV  ZLOOLQJQHVVWRZRUNGHPRQVWUDWHGE\JRRGIDLWKHIIRUWVGXHGLOLJHQFHDQGDFWXDOPHDQLQJIXO
DWWHPSWVWRVHFXUHHPSOR\PHQWDQG  RSSRUWXQLW\WRZRUNH[HPSOLILHGE\DQDFWXDOHPSOR\HUZLOOLQJWRKLUH7KH
RegneryKROGLQJDGGLWLRQDOO\FODULILHGWKDWLIHLWKHUWKHDELOLW\RURSSRUWXQLW\WRZRUNLVDEVHQWDSDUHQW¶VHDUQLQJ
FDSDFLW\PD\QRWEHFRQVLGHUHG

&DO'HSWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW6HUYLFHVsupra QRWHWDEOH



7KHWHUP³DWWULEXWHGLQFRPH´LVXVHGORRVHO\LQWKLVGLVFXVVLRQWRPHDQDQ\SURYLVLRQWKDWDOORZV
DQLQFRPHDPRXQWRWKHUWKDQWKHSDUHQW¶VDFWXDOLQFRPHWREHXVHGWRFDOFXODWHWKHVXSSRUW
DZDUG6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVXVHWKHWHUPV³DWWULEXWHGLQFRPH´³LPSXWHGLQFRPH´³SUHVXPHG
LQFRPH´DQG³SRWHQWLDOLQFRPH´1RWDOOVWDWHVXVHPRUHWKDQRQHWHUPDQGHDFKWHUPLVGHILQHG
GLIIHUHQWO\IURPVWDWHWRVWDWH7KHGHOLQHDWLRQRI³LPSXWHG´DQG³SUHVXPHG´LQFRPHLVXQLTXHWR
&DOLIRUQLD1RRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVGLVWLQJXLVKEHWZHHQLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQEHFDXVHLQFRPHLV
XQNQRZQDQGLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQIRURWKHUUHDVRQV,QIDFWRQO\VWDWHJXLGHOLQHVVSHFLILFDOO\
PHQWLRQWKDWLQFRPHLVWREHDWWULEXWHGZKHQLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQ

$ERXWKDOIRIWKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV VWDWHV VSHFLI\DIORRUIRULQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQRUDQDPRXQW
WREHXVHGZKHQLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQ7KHPRVWFRPPRQDPRXQWLVWKHVWDWHRUIHGHUDOPLQLPXP
ZDJHEXWWKUHHVWDWHVVSHFLI\DKLJKHUDPRXQW7KH0LQQHVRWDJXLGHOLQHVSHFLILHVSHUFHQWRI
WKHIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHWKH7HQQHVVHHJXLGHOLQHVSHFLILHVVWDWHPHGLDQZDJHDQG9HUPRQW
VSHFLILHVSHUFHQWRIWKHDYHUDJHVWDWHZDJH

$VPDOOHUQXPEHURIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV VWDWHV VSHFLI\WKHQXPEHURIKRXUVZRUNHGWREH
FRQVLGHUHGLQLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQ:LWKWKHH[FHSWLRQVRI+DZDLL0RQWDQDDQG:LVFRQVLQPRVW
VSHFLI\IXOOWLPHRUKRXUVSHUZHHN+DZDLLVSHFLILHVKRXUVSHUZHHNRUOHVV0RQWDQD
VSHFLILHVDZRUNVFKHGXOHWKDWDYHUDJHVKRXUVSHUZHHNIRUVWXGHQWVDQG:LVFRQVLQVSHFLILHV
KRXUVSHUZHHN

$OPRVWKDOIRIWKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV VWDWHV SURYLGHIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIORFDOHPSOR\PHQW
RSSRUWXQLWLHVRUSUHYDLOLQJZDJHUDWHVZKHQDWWULEXWLQJLQFRPH7KLVDOORZVIRUDWWULEXWLRQDW
PRUHUHDOLVWLFOHYHOVSDUWLFXODUO\LQFRPPXQLWLHVZLWKIHZMRERSSRUWXQLWLHVRUUHFHQWMREORVVHV
ZKLFKKDVEHFRPHPRUHFRPPRQGXULQJWKHFXUUHQWHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ0RVWRIWKHVHVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHVKRZHYHUDOVRSURYLGHIRUWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHSDUHQW¶VHPSOR\PHQWKLVWRU\
HGXFDWLRQDWWDLQPHQWHPSOR\PHQWTXDOLILFDWLRQVRUDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKHVHIDFWRUVLQWKH
GHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHDPRXQWRIDWWULEXWHGLQFRPH,QDOOVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVVSHFLI\WKDWRQHRU
PRUHRIWKHVHIDFWRUVVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHG

2WKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQVIUHTXHQWO\VSHFLILHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQHVDUHZKHWKHUXQHPSOR\PHQWRU
XQGHUHPSOR\PHQWLVYROXQWDU\ VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV DQGZKHWKHUWKHSDUHQWLVPHQWDOO\RU
SK\VLFDOO\LQFDSDFLWDWHG VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV 6HYHUDOVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLGHQWLI\FLUFXPVWDQFHVLQ
ZKLFKLQFRPHVKRXOGQRWEHDWWULEXWHG7KHPRVWFRPPRQRIWKHVHOLPLWLQJFLUFXPVWDQFHVDUH
WKHSDUHQW¶VPHQWDORUSK\VLFDOGLVDELOLW\ VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV RUWKHSDUHQW¶VQHHGWRFDUHIRUD
\RXQJFKLOGRUDQRWKHUSHUVRQZLWKVSHFLDOQHHGV VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV 6RPHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
OLPLWDFKLOGVXSSRUWREOLJDWLRQZKHQWKHSDUHQWLVWU\LQJWRLPSURYHKLVRUKHUTXDOLILFDWLRQVE\
DGYDQFLQJKLVRUKHUHGXFDWLRQ VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV RULVLQFDUFHUDWHG VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV )RXU
VWDWHVOLPLWWKHDPRXQWRIDFKLOGVXSSRUWREOLJDWLRQZKHUHWKHXQHPSOR\HGQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
LVPDNLQJDUHDVRQDEOHHIIRUWWRILQGHPSOR\PHQW2QO\RQHVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHV ,QGLDQD 
UHFRJQL]HDGLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQYROXQWDU\DQGLQYROXQWDU\XQHPSOR\PHQW




,WLVZRUWKQRWLQJKRZHYHUWKDWH[WHQVLYH&DOLIRUQLDFDVHODZSURYLGHVJXLGDQFHRQGLVWLQJXLVKLQJEHWZHHQ
YROXQWDU\DQGLQYROXQWDU\XQHPSOR\PHQW




7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGRHVQRWVSHFLILFDOO\PHQWLRQDQ\RIWKHVHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDSDWWHUQWKDW
LVUHSOLFDWHGLQRQO\DIHZRWKHUVWDWHV0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVFRQWDLQVHYHUDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQVLQ
WKHLULQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSURYLVLRQ7KH$ODEDPDJXLGHOLQHFRQWDLQVDQLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQ
SURYLVLRQPRUHUHSUHVHQWDWLYHRIRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQOHQJWKEUHDGWKDQGVFRSHWKDQWKDWRI
&DOLIRUQLD

If the court finds that either parent is voluntarily unemployed or underemployed, it shall
estimate the income that parent would otherwise have and shall impute to that parent that
income; the court shall calculate child support based on that parent’s imputed income. In
determining the amount of income to be imputed to a parent who is unemployed or
underemployed, the court should determine the employment potential and probable
earning level of that parent, based on that parent’s recent work history, education, and
occupational qualifications, and on the prevailing job opportunities and earning levels in
the community. The court may take into account the presence of a young or physically or
mentally disabled child necessitating the parent’s need to stay in the home and therefore
the inability to work.
(Ala. Rules Jud. Admin., rule 32(B)(5).)

Comparison of State Guidelines Regarding Unknown Income
([KLELWFRPSDUHVHDFKVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWXQGHUIRXUGLIIHUHQWVFHQDULRV7KHVH
DPRXQWVZHUHFDOFXODWHGIRUWKLVUHSRUWXVLQJHDFKVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHDQGZKHQDYDLODEOHDQ
DXWRPDWHGFDOFXODWRUVSRQVRUHGE\WKHVWDWH¶VFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQF\RUFRXUW0RUHLQIRUPDWLRQ
DERXWWKHVRXUFHVDQGXQGHUO\LQJDVVXPSWLRQVRIWKHVHFDOFXODWLRQVLVSURYLGHGLQ$SSHQGL[&
x

x

x

x

,Q&DVH$WKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLV
]HURDQGWKHUHLVRQHFKLOG,QWKLVFDVHWKHLQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQSROLF\RIDVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQH
LVWKHEDVLVIRUFDOFXODWLQJWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPH,IWKHVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQH RU
VWDWXWHLQ&DOLIRUQLD GRHVQRWVSHFLI\WKHDPRXQWRILQFRPHWREHSUHVXPHGWKHVWDWH¶V
PLQLPXPZDJHLVXVHG,IDVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHGRHVQRWVSHFLI\WKHKRXUVZRUNHGLQWKH
SURYLVLRQDKRXUZRUNZHHNLVXVHG
&DVH%LVVLPLODUWR&DVH$H[FHSWIRURQHGLIIHUHQFH,WDVVXPHVWKDWWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
ZRUNVKRXUVSHUZHHNDWWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHRISHUKRXU,QRWKHU
ZRUGVWKHUHLVQRYDULDWLRQDPRQJVWDWHVLQWKHFDOFXODWLRQRIWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶V
LQFRPHEDVHGRQGLIIHUHQFHVLQVWDWHSURYLVLRQVIRULQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQVWDWHPLQLPXP
ZDJHRUERWK2WKHUDVVXPSWLRQVRI&DVH$DQG&DVH%DUHLGHQWLFDO²WKDWLVWKHFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLV]HURDQGWKHUHLVRQHFKLOG
&DVH&DOVRDVVXPHVWKDWWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWZRUNVIXOOWLPHDWIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJH
+RZHYHU&DVH&FRQVLGHUVWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRUWZRFKLOGUHQUDWKHUWKDQRQHFKLOGDV
LQ&DVH%
&DVH'DOVRDVVXPHVWKDWWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWZRUNVIXOOWLPHDWIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJH
&DVH'FRQVLGHUVWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRUILYHFKLOGUHQ



7KHSXUSRVHRI&DVH$LVWRFRPSDUHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVZKHQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHLV
XQNQRZQ,QHIIHFWLWQRWRQO\FDSWXUHVGLIIHUHQFHVLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVIRUPXODVEXWDOVRVWDWH
GLIIHUHQFHVLQLQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQSROLF\DQGPLQLPXPZDJHOHYHOVDPRQJVWDWHVWKDWHVWDEOLVK
DPLQLPXPZDJHDERYHWKHIHGHUDOOHYHO7KHSXUSRVHRI&DVH%LVWRFRPSDUHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
XVLQJWKHVDPHDPRXQWRILQFRPHVSHFLILFDOO\LQFRPHHTXLYDOHQWWRIXOOWLPHIHGHUDOPLQLPXP
ZDJHHDUQLQJVZKLFKLVWKHPRVWFRPPRQDPRXQWSUHVXPHG&RPSDULVRQVRIWKHJXLGHOLQH
DPRXQWVXVLQJ&DVH$DQG&DVH%KLJKOLJKWVWDWHGLIIHUHQFHVWKDWUHVXOWIURPDVWDWHJXLGHOLQH
WKDWSUHVXPHVLQFRPHDWDQDPRXQWRWKHUWKDQIXOOWLPHIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHDQGWKRVHVWDWHV
WKDWKDYHDVWDWHPLQLPXPZDJHWKDWLVKLJKHUWKDQWKHIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJH7KHSXUSRVHRI
FRPSDULQJ&DVHV&DQG'LVWRREVHUYHKRZVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVYDU\LQWKHLUWUHDWPHQWRIFDVHVZLWK
PRUHWKDQRQHFKLOG%DVHGRQ&DOLIRUQLD¶VODVWJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZSHUFHQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUW
RUGHUVFRYHURQHFKLOGSHUFHQWFRYHUWZRFKLOGUHQSHUFHQWFRYHUWKUHHFKLOGUHQDQG
SHUFHQWFRYHUIRXURUPRUHFKLOGUHQ
State Comparisons—Case A:,QWKLVVFHQDULRWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHYDULHVDPRQJ
VWDWHVLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKLQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQSURYLVLRQVVHWLQVWDWHVWDWXWHWKHVWDWH¶VPLQLPXP
ZDJHRUERWK&DOLIRUQLD)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G  SURYLGHVWKDWLQFRPHZLOOEH
SUHVXPHGDWIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQLQJVLQ&DOLIRUQLD SHUKRXU 7KLVUHVXOWVLQD
PRQWKO\JURVVLQFRPHRISHUPRQWK7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRU&DVH$LV
SHUPRQWK7KLVLVWKHHLJKWKKLJKHVWDPRXQWDPRQJWKHVWDWHVDQGWKH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELD
7KHVWDWHVZLWKWKHWKUHHKLJKHVWJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVIRUWKLVFDVH 0LQQHVRWD7HQQHVVHHDQG
9HUPRQW DOOSUHVXPHLQFRPHDWDPRXQWVFRQVLGHUDEO\KLJKHUWKDQIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJH
HDUQLQJVZKHQLQFRPHLVXQNQRZQ7KHDPRXQWVLQWKHVHVWDWHVUDQJHIURPPRUHWKDQWR
DOPRVWSHUPRQWK2UHJRQDQG:DVKLQJWRQJXLGHOLQHVSURGXFHDPRXQWVWKDWDUHKLJKHUWKDQ
&DOLIRUQLD¶VEHFDXVHWKHVHVWDWHVDOVRKDYHVWDWHPLQLPXPZDJHVWKDWH[FHHGWKH&DOLIRUQLD
PLQLPXPZDJH6WDWHVZLWKWKHORZHVWJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVIRUWKLVVFHQDULRLQFOXGH$ODVND
'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELDDQG'HODZDUH7KHJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVIRUWKHVHVWDWHVDUHSHUPRQWK
RUOHVVEHFDXVHWKHVHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVKDYHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVWKDWFRQVLGHUWKHFXUUHQW
IHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHORUVLPLODUGDWD/RZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVDUHGLVFXVVHGLQWKHQH[WVHFWLRQ
RIWKLVUHSRUW

State Comparisons—Case B:$VHYLGHQWLQWKHVWDWHFRPSDULVRQVEDVHGRQ&DVH$ZKLFK
FRPSDUHGVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVZKHQREOLJRULQFRPHZDVSUHVXPHGVRPHVWDWHVKDYHKLJKHU
JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVEHFDXVHWKH\SUHVXPHDKLJKHUDPRXQWRISDUHQWDOLQFRPHZKHQLQFRPHLV
XQNQRZQ7RFRQWUROIRUWKLV&DVH%DVVXPHVWKDWWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVJURVVSHU
PRQWKZKLFKLVHTXLYDOHQWWRIXOOWLPHHDUQLQJVDWWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHRI
SHUKRXUEXWWKHRWKHUDVVXPSWLRQVUHPDLQWKHVDPH LHWKHREOLJHHKDVQRLQFRPHDQGWKHUHLV
RQHFKLOG 7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRU&DVH%LVSHUPRQWK&DOLIRUQLDUDQNVWK
DPRQJVWDWHVIRUWKLVVFHQDULRZKLFKLVFORVHWRWKHQDWLRQDODYHUDJH$OWKRXJKXVLQJWKHIHGHUDO
PLQLPXPZDJHLVQRWDUHDOLVWLFVFHQDULRIRU&DOLIRUQLDEHFDXVHLWVPLQLPXPZDJHLVKLJKHULW
GRHVGHPRQVWUDWHWKDWSDUWRIWKHUHDVRQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHUDQNVKLJKIRU&DVH$LVWKDWWKH
VWDWH¶VPLQLPXPZDJHH[FHHGVWKHIHGHUDODPRXQW



State Comparisons—Cases C and D:&DVHV&DQG'LQYROYHWZRDQGILYHFKLOGUHQ
UHVSHFWLYHO\UDWKHUWKDQRQHFKLOGDVGRHV&DVHV$DQG%2WKHUZLVHLWPDNHVWKHVDPH
DVVXPSWLRQVDV&DVH%WKHREOLJRUZRUNVIXOOWLPHDWWKHIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHDQGWKHREOLJHH
KDVQRLQFRPH7KHSXUSRVHRIWKLVVFHQDULRLVWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDIRUPXODIRU
ORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVZLWKWZRRUPRUHFKLOGUHQPD\EHWRRKLJKUHODWLYHWRWKHIRUPXODVRIRWKHU
VWDWHV7KLVLVEHFDXVHRIWKHZD\WKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWSKDVHVLQWRWKHJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWV
EDVHGRQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDQGWKHSKDVHRXWYDULHVZLWKWKHQXPEHU
RIFKLOGUHQ7KHWRWDODPRXQWH[SHQGHGRQFKLOGUHQLQFUHDVHVZKHQWKHUHDUHPRUHFKLOGUHQ
/RZLQFRPHREOLJRUVZLWKPRUHFKLOGUHQIDFHKLJKHURUGHUVZKHQWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVDUH
EDVHGRQFKLOGUHDULQJFRVWVWKDQWKRVHZLWKIHZHUFKLOGUHQ8QGHU&DVH&ZKLFKLQYROYHVWZR
FKLOGUHQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWLVSHUPRQWKZKLFKLVWKKLJKHVWLQWKHQDWLRQ
&DOLIRUQLD¶VUDQNLQJLVHYHQKLJKHUIRU&DVH'ZKLFKLQYROYHVILYHFKLOGUHQ8QGHUWKLVVFHQDULR
WKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLVSHUPRQWKZKLFKLVILIWKKLJKHVWLQWKHQDWLRQ$VSUHYLRXVO\
QRWHG&DOLIRUQLDUDQNHGWKDPRQJVWDWHVZKHQWKHUHZDVRQO\RQHFKLOGDWDQLGHQWLFDOLQFRPH
OHYHO






Exhibit 4-1. Comparison of States’ Guidelines’ Amounts When Income Is Presumed at or
Equivalent to Full-Time, Minimum Wage

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Dist. of Columbia
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Case A:
One Child
Obligor’s Income Is
Presumed
Monthly
Rank
Order
$272
19
50
49
281
14
261
21
300
8
217
39
312
6
50
50
21
51
257
22
197
44
280
15
212
42
277
18
221
36
220
37
221
35
229
33
245
26
268
20
233
30
333
4
210
43
436
3
176
47
279
16
132
48
225
34
235
29
279
17
281
13
243
27
192
45
232
31
282
12
248
24
249
23
307
7
284
9
216
40
284
10
216
41
616
2
219
38
238
28
795
1
232
32

Case B:
Case C
Case D
One Child
Two Children
Five Children
Obligor’s Income Is Equivalent to Full-Time, Minimum
Wage Earnings
Monthly Rank Monthly Rank Monthly
Rank
Order
Order
Order
$272
14
$333
24
$343
37
50
50
50
50
50
50
281
10
397
7
481
20
261
15
377
12
542
9
236
24
377
13
589
5
217
36
292
33
467
21
312
2
464
3
607
4
55
49
55
49
55
49
21
51
21
51
21
51
257
17
399
6
499
16
197
44
283
34
404
29
280
11
500
1
1,030
1
212
40
308
31
428
24
219
34
307
32
494
17
221
32
281
36
377
32
220
33
255
39
308
40
221
31
322
27
510
13
229
28
346
23
451
22
245
21
364
14
493
18
260
16
329
25
346
36
233
25
360
19
482
19
303
3
364
15
411
28
210
41
222
43
259
42
173
47
173
47
173
47
176
46
251
40
326
39
279
12
384
11
397
30
132
48
132
48
132
48
225
30
243
41
295
41
226
29
314
29
414
27
279
13
353
22
353
35
281
9
394
9
563
6
243
22
329
26
362
33
192
45
283
35
396
31
232
26
236
42
243
43
282
8
356
21
510
14
248
19
362
17
425
25
249
18
363
16
515
11
203
43
203
46
203
46
284
5
320
28
331
38
216
37
218
44
225
44
284
6
402
5
519
10
216
38
279
37
357
34
339
1
479
2
683
2
219
35
274
38
439
23
238
23
388
10
553
8
209
42
209
45
209
45
232
27
360
20
502
15



Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Average

327
248
179
282
$257

5
25
46
11

285
248
213
282
$229

4
20
39
7

442
361
313
396
$310

4
18
30
8

680
511
425
561

3
12
26
7

$411

a

Appendix C contains the amount of presumed income used by each state. The amount varies according to each
state’s guideline, the state minimum wage, or both.

/RZ,QFRPH$GMXVWPHQWV7KUHVKROGVDQG)RUPXODV
7KHPDMRULW\RIVWDWHVLQFOXGHVRPHVRUWRIDGMXVWPHQWIRUORZLQFRPHREOLJRUV²WKDWLVDWORZ
LQFRPHOHYHOVWKHJXLGHOLQHVUHGXFHRUGHUOHYHOVWRDPRXQWVWKDWIDOOEHORZWKHDFWXDOFRVWRI
UDLVLQJFKLOGUHQ7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDSSOLHVLWVORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWRQO\WRLQFRPHVWKDW
IDOOEHORZQHWSHUPRQWK,QFRQWUDVWPRVWVWDWHVGRQRWKDYHDVHWWKUHVKROGIRUDSSO\LQJ
WKHLUORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW,QVWHDGPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVJUDGXDOO\SKDVHRXWWKHORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWWRDPRXQWVWKDWUHIOHFWFKLOGUHDULQJFRVWV,QWKHVHVWDWHVWKHLQFRPHDWZKLFKWKH
ORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWSKDVHVRXWW\SLFDOO\YDULHVE\WKHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQEHFDXVHWKHFRVWV
RIFKLOGUHDULQJLQFUHDVHZKHQWKHUHDUHPRUHFKLOGUHQ)RUH[DPSOH1RUWK&DUROLQDSKDVHVRXW
LWVORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWDWJURVVSHUPRQWKIRURQHFKLOGDQGJURVVSHUPRQWK
IRUVL[FKLOGUHQ

&DOLIRUQLDGRHVQRWYDU\WKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWWKUHVKROGIRUWKHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQDQGKDV
QHYHUXSGDWHGWKLVWKUHVKROGVLQFHLWZDVILUVWDGRSWHG7KHLQFRPHWKUHVKROGKDVUHPDLQHGDW
QHWSHUPRQWKIRURYHUDGHFDGHLQ&DOLIRUQLD7KHRQO\FKDQJHRFFXUUHGLQZKHQ
WKH&DOLIRUQLD/HJLVODWXUHPDGHWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWSUHVXPSWLYH3ULRUWRWKHQWKHORZ
LQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWZDVDSSOLHGDWFRXUWGLVFUHWLRQDQGVRZDVQRWDSSOLHGFRQVLVWHQWO\DFURVVWKH
VWDWH

%HFDXVHWKHDGMXVWPHQWLVDSSOLHGWRLQFRPHVEHORZWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGRHVQRW
SURWHFWREOLJRUVZLWKLQFRPHVMXVWDERYHWKLVWKUHVKROGIURPEHLQJLPSRYHULVKHGE\WKHLUFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHUV7KLVZDVLOOXVWUDWHGLQDQHDUOLHUFDVHVFHQDULR,WVKRZHGWKDWDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKH
FXUUHQW&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHZRXOGUHVXOWLQDSHUPRQWKRUGHUIRURQHFKLOGZKHQDQ
REOLJRUZRUNVIXOOWLPHDWWKHVWDWHPLQLPXPZDJH JURVVSHUPRQWK $WWKLVZDJHWKH
REOLJRU¶VDIWHUWD[LQFRPHLVSHUPRQWKVRSD\LQJSHUPRQWKLQFKLOGVXSSRUWOHDYHV
WKHREOLJRUZLWKSHUPRQWKLQVSHQGDEOHLQFRPH7KLVLVEHORZWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOSRYHUW\
OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQ  SHUPRQWK$VORQJDVWKHWKUHVKROGIRUDSSO\LQJWKHORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWUHPDLQVDWWKHJDSEHWZHHQREOLJRU¶VVSHQGDEOHLQFRPHDQGWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO
ZLOOFRQWLQXHWRJURZEHFDXVHWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOLVXSGDWHGDQQXDOO\)XWXUHLQFUHDVHVLQ
WKHVWDWHPLQLPXPZDJHZLOODOVRZLGHQWKHJDSIRUWKRVHREOLJRUVZRUNLQJDWPLQLPXPZDJHRU
LQFDVHVZKHUHWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVSUHVXPHG

7KHIRUPXODXVHGWRDGMXVWIRUORZLQFRPHVLQ&DOLIRUQLDLVXQLTXH8QOLNHPRVWORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWVLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKH&DOLIRUQLDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWGRHVQRWFRQVLGHUKRZ
PXFKLQFRPHWKHREOLJRUQHHGVWROLYHDERYHDVXEVLVWHQFHOHYHO7KH&DOLIRUQLDORZLQFRPH


DGMXVWPHQWLVVLPSO\DSHUFHQWDJHUHGXFWLRQWRWKHUHJXODUJXLGHOLQHDPRXQW0RVWVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHV VWDWHV UHO\RQD³VHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYH´DVWKHXQGHUO\LQJEDVLVRIWKHLUORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQW7KHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHLVW\SLFDOO\EDVHGRQWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQH
SHUVRQ,WUHSUHVHQWVWKHDPRXQWRIVSHQGDEOHLQFRPHDIWHUSD\PHQWRIWD[HVDQGFKLOGVXSSRUW
WKDWWKHREOLJRUQHHGVLQRUGHUWROLYHDWOHDVWDWVXEVLVWHQFHOHYHO6LQFHPRVWVWDWHVLQFRUSRUDWH
WKHDGMXVWPHQWLQWRWKHLUFKLOGVXSSRUWORRNXSWDEOHVLWVH[LVWHQFHLVQRWUHDGLO\DSSDUHQW6RPH
VWDWHV HJ'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELD1HZ<RUN9HUPRQW:HVW9LUJLQLD KRZHYHULQFRUSRUDWHWKH
DGMXVWPHQWLQWRWKHLUFKLOGVXSSRUWZRUNVKHHW7KLVPDNHVWKHDGMXVWPHQWWUDQVSDUHQW

([KLELWLOOXVWUDWHVKRZDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWEDVHGRQWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHLV
LQFRUSRUDWHGLQWRWKH1HZ<RUNJXLGHOLQHV7KH1HZ<RUNJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODLVSHUFHQWRIWKH
REOLJRU¶VDGMXVWHGJURVVLQFRPHIRURQHFKLOG8QOLNH&DOLIRUQLD¶VJXLGHOLQHWKH1HZ<RUN
JXLGHOLQHGRHVQRWHIIHFWLYHO\FRQVLGHUWKHREOLJHH¶VLQFRPHLQWKHEDVHFDOFXODWLRQRUWKHFKLOG¶V
WLPHZLWKHDFKSDUHQW)RUDQREOLJRUZLWKJURVVLQFRPHRISHUPRQWK SHUPRQWK
DIWHULQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVSHUPLVVLEOHXQGHUWKH1HZ<RUNJXLGHOLQH WKHSUHOLPLQDU\FKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHU²WKDWLVWKHDPRXQWSULRUWRWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW²ZRXOGEHSHU
PRQWKIRURQHFKLOGLQ1HZ<RUN7KH1HZ<RUNJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRUDVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYH
HTXLYDOHQWWRSHUFHQWRIWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQ%DVHGRQWKHPRVWFXUUHQW
SRYHUW\OHYHO  WKLVHTXDWHVWRDVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHRISHUPRQWK7KHGLIIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQWKHLQFRPHXVHGWRGHWHUPLQHVXSSRUW SHUPRQWK DQGWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHLV
SHUPRQWK$QREOLJRUSD\LQJDFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHURIWKLVDPRXQWKDVVXIILFLHQWLQFRPHWR
PHHWKLVRUKHUVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYH%HFDXVHWKLVDPRXQW SHUPRQWKDVVKRZQRQOLQHRI
([KLELW LVOHVVWKDQWKHUHJXODUJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ DVVKRZQRQOLQHRI([KLELW
 WKHRUGHULVVHWDWSHUPRQWKIRUWKLVFDVH

Exhibit 4-2. Illustration of New York’s Self-Support Reserve Test
1. Obligor’s gross income
2. Adjustments to gross income
3. Income available for support (line 1 minus line 2)
4. Preliminary child support order (line 3 multiplied by 17% for one child)
Self-Support Reserve Test
5. Self-support (135% of the federal poverty level for one person)
6. Income available for support (line 3 minus line 5)
7. Child support order (the lesser of lines 4 and 6)

$1,386
106
1,280
218
1,218
62
$ 62


7KHDPRXQWRIWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHYDULHVFRQVLGHUDEO\DPRQJVWDWHV0RVWVHOIVXSSRUW
UHVHUYHDPRXQWVDUHEDVHGRQZKDWHYHUWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQZDVLQWKH\HDU
ZKHQWKHVWDWHODVWXSGDWHGLWVJXLGHOLQH7KLVPHDQVWKDWVWDWHVWKDWKDYHQRWXSGDWHGWKHLU
JXLGHOLQHVIRUVHYHUDO\HDUVKDYHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHVDVORZDVDERXWSHUPRQWKZKLFK
DSSUR[LPDWHVWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQLQ6RPHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV LH
'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELD0LQQHVRWD1HZ<RUN:DVKLQJWRQ DYRLGWKLVSUREOHPE\LQGH[LQJWKHLU
VHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQZKLFKLVXSGDWHGE\$SULORI
HDFK\HDU7KHVHVWDWHVDOVRLQIODWHWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOE\DQGSHUFHQWZKHQ
XVLQJLWDVDVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYH



7KHUHDUHVHYHUDOUHDVRQVIRUXVLQJDQLQGH[RISRYHUW\IRUWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHWKDWH[FHHGV
WKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHO7KHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOLVRIWHQFULWLFL]HGIRUEHLQJDQLQDGHTXDWH
PHDVXUHRISRYHUW\,QFRPHHOLJLELOLW\WKUHVKROGVIRUSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFHSURJUDPVDUHRIWHQVHW
DERYHSHUFHQW HJ61$3²IRUPHUO\FDOOHG)RRG6WDPSV²LVVHWDWSHUFHQWRIWKH
SRYHUW\OHYHODQG&&+,3 &DOLIRUQLD&KLOG+HDOWK,QVXUDQFH3URJUDP HOLJLELOLW\LVVHWDW
SHUFHQWRIWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO )ROORZLQJWKLVORJLFLWZRXOGPDNHVHQVHWRPDWFKWKHLQGH[IRU
WKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHIRUQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVWRWKHLQGH[XVHGIRUFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVDSSO\LQJ
IRUZHOIDUH6WLOODQRWKHUUHDVRQIRULQIODWLQJWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOLQDVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHLV
WRWDNHWD[HVLQWRDFFRXQW6LQFHVRPHVWDWHVJXLGHOLQHVUHO\RQJURVVLQFRPHZKLOHWKHSRYHUW\
OHYHOLVH[SUHVVHGDVDQDIWHUWD[LQFRPHDPRXQWWKHLQIODWRUHVVHQWLDOO\DFFRXQWVIRUWD[
FRQVHTXHQFHV

7KHPHULWVRIWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHWHVWDVDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWDUHWKDWLWFRQVLGHUVWKH
VXEVLVWHQFHQHHGVRIWKHREOLJRULWLVEDVHGRQDORJLFDOHDVLO\XQGHUVWRRGSUHPLVHLWFDQEH
PDGHWUDQVSDUHQWZKHQLWLVSXWLQWKHZRUNVKHHW DVLOOXVWUDWHGLQ([KLELW DQGZKHQLQGH[HG
WRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOLWFDQEHXSGDWHGDQQXDOO\7KHPDMRUOLPLWDWLRQLVWKDWLWW\SLFDOO\
SURGXFHVDORZHURUGHUDPRXQWWKDQGRHVDSURSRUWLRQDODGMXVWPHQWZKLFKLVWKHQH[WFRPPRQ
PHWKRGXVHGE\VWDWHVRUDQHTXDOL]DWLRQRILQFRPHZKLFKLVXVHGE\DIHZVWDWHVWRDGMXVWIRU
ORZLQFRPH6RPHDGYRFDWHVSHUFHLYHDQ\ORZHULQJRIVXSSRUWDVDQXQDFFHSWDEOHGHWULPHQWWR
WKHFKLOG

Minimum Orders
$ERXWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLPSRVHPLQLPXPRUGHUV&DOLIRUQLDDQGRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVGR
QRW0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVZLWKORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVEDVHGRQDVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHDOVRKDYH
PLQLPXPRUGHUV:LWKRXWDPLQLPXPRUGHULWLVSRVVLEOHIRUWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHWHVWWR
UHVXOWLQDQHJDWLYHRUGHUDPRXQWVSHFLILFDOO\IRULQFRPHVEHORZRUMXVWDERYHWKHVHOIVXSSRUW
UHVHUYHDPRXQW

7KHPRVWFRPPRQPLQLPXPRUGHUDPRXQWLVSHUPRQWK6RPHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVVHW
PLQLPXPVDVORZDVSHUPRQWK HJ0DLQH ZKLOHRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVUHO\RQD
PLQLPXPRUGHURIRYHUSHUPRQWK HJ6RXWK'DNRWD 0DQ\VWDWHVYDU\WKHPLQLPXP
RUGHUZLWKWKHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQ$IHZVWDWHV HJ0DU\ODQG SURYLGHDUDQJHDVWKHPLQLPXP
RUGHU WRSHUPRQWK IRULQFRPHVEHORZWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHORUPLQLPXPZDJH
7KHPHULWRIDUDQJHLVWKDWLWDOORZVIRUVRPHYDULDWLRQEDVHGRQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHRUWKH
FLUFXPVWDQFHVRIWKHFDVH,WLVSDUWLFXODUO\XVHIXOZKHQLWDSSOLHVWRDZLGHUDQJHRILQFRPHV
EHORZIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQLQJVEHFDXVHLWDOORZVIRUVRPHYDULDWLRQVLQFDVHVZKHUH
WKHREOLJRUGRHVQRWKDYHWKHFDSDFLW\RUDELOLW\WRZRUNDWOHDVWIXOOWLPHDWPLQLPXPZDJH$Q
REOLJRUZLWKSHUPRQWKLQGLVDELOLW\EHQHILWVFDQEHWUHDWHGGLIIHUHQWO\WKDQDQREOLJRUZLWK
XQHPSOR\PHQWEHQHILWVRISHUPRQWK7KHOLPLWDWLRQVRIHVWDEOLVKLQJDUDQJHDUHWKDWWKH
RUGHUDPRXQWVDUHQRWSUHGLFWDEOHIRUREOLJRUVZLWKLQFRPHVLQWKDWUDQJHDQGLWPD\UHVXOWLQ
LQFRQVLVWHQWDPRXQWVLQVLPLODUO\VLWXDWHGFDVHV




7KHPHULWRILPSRVLQJDPLQLPXPRUGHULVWKDWLWHVWDEOLVKHVWKHSUHFHGHQWWKDWDOOSDUHQWVDWDOO
LQFRPHOHYHOVDUHILQDQFLDOO\UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHLUFKLOGUHQ2QHOLPLWDWLRQLVWKDWWKHUHDUHVRPH
VLWXDWLRQVZKHUHD]HURRUGHUPD\EHPRUHDSSURSULDWH)RUH[DPSOHD]HURRUGHUPD\EHPRUH
DSSURSULDWHIRUDQREOLJRUZKRLVLQVWLWXWLRQDOL]HGIRUVHYHUDO\HDUVDQGKDVQRLQFRPHSURGXFLQJ
DVVHWV6RPHVWDWHV HJ,QGLDQD KDYHGHYLVHGJXLGHOLQHVWKDWSURYLGHIRUPLQLPXPRUGHUVEXW
DOVRSURYLGHIRUD]HURRUGHUZKHQDSSURSULDWH,QGLDQD¶VSURYLVLRQIROORZV

When a parent has extremely low income the amount of child support recommended by
use of the Guidelines should be carefully scrutinized. The court should consider the
obligor’s income and living expenses to determine the maximum amount of child support
that can reasonably be ordered without denying the obligor the means for self-support at
a minimum subsistence level. The court may consider $12.00 as a minimum child support
order; however, there are situations where a $0.00 support order is appropriate. A
numeric amount of child support shall be ordered.
(Ind. Child Support Rules and Guidelines 2.)


,QGLDQDFODULILHVLQLWVFRPPHQWDU\WKDWDPLQLPDORUD]HURGROODUFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUPD\EH
DSSURSULDWHLQVRPHVLWXDWLRQV
[T]he Guidelines do not establish a minimum support obligation. Instead the facts of each
individual case must be examined and support set in such a manner that the obligor is
not denied a means of self-support at a subsistence level. For example, (1) a parent who
has a high parenting time credit, (2) a parent who suffers from mental illness, (3) a parent
caring for a disabled child, (4) an incarcerated parent, (5) a parent or a family member
with a significant/chronic health issue, or (6) a natural disaster are significant but not
exclusive factors for the Court to consider in setting a child support order. The court
should not automatically attribute minimum wage to parents who, for a variety of factors,
are not capable of earning minimum wage.
(Ind. Child Support Rules and Guidelines 2.)



Chapter Summary
/RZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDUHFRPSOHWHO\MXVWLILDEOHDQGRIWHQDSSURSULDWH
7KH\DUHIDLUWRWKHREOLJRUEHFDXVHWKH\FRQVLGHUKLVRUKHUVXEVLVWHQFHQHHGVUHVXOWLQRUGHUV
WKDWPRUHUHDOLVWLFDOO\UHIOHFWDQDELOLW\WRSD\DQGSUHVHUYHWKHLQFHQWLYHWRZRUN$FFRUGLQJWR
WKHOLWHUDWXUHRUGHUVWKDWFRPSULVHDQH[FHVVLYHSURSRUWLRQRIREOLJRULQFRPHUHVXOWLQORZHU
FRPSOLDQFHUDWHVKLJKHUDUUHDUVEDODQFHVDQGLQFUHDVHVLQXQGHUJURXQGHPSOR\PHQW$UJXDEO\
ORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVDUHDOVRLQWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOGEHFDXVHVHWWLQJUHDOLVWLFFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHUVUHWDLQVDQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNLQWKHUHJXODUHFRQRP\DQG



NHHSVWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLQYROYHGZLWKWKHFKLOG7KHOLWHUDWXUHDPSO\GRFXPHQWVWKDW
SDUHQWFKLOGLQYROYHPHQWDQGFKLOGVXSSRUWUHFHLSWDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKPDQ\GHVLUDEOHFKLOG
RXWFRPHV

7KLUW\VWDWHVKDYHDGRSWHGD³VHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYH´DVWKHLUORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWWRWKHLU
JXLGHOLQHV%DVHGRQWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOLWUHSUHVHQWVWKHDPRXQWRIVSHQGDEOHLQFRPHDIWHU
SD\PHQWRIWD[HVDQGFKLOGVXSSRUWWKDWWKHREOLJRUQHHGVLQRUGHUWROLYHDWOHDVWDWDVXEVLVWHQFH
OHYHO6HYHUDOVWDWHVLQGH[WKHLUVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQ
ZKLFKLVXSGDWHGDQQXDOO\7KH\DOVRLQIODWHWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOE\WRSHUFHQWWR
REWDLQDEHWWHUPHDVXUHRISRYHUW\PDWFKWKHLQFRPHHOLJLELOLW\WKUHVKROGVIRUSXEOLFDVVLVWDQFH
SURJUDPVDQGDFFRXQWIRUWD[HV

7KHFXUUHQW&DOLIRUQLDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWLVLQDGHTXDWH(VWDEOLVKHGPRUHWKDQ\HDUV
DJRLWLVRXWRIGDWHDQGXQOLNHPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLWGRHVQRWFRQVLGHUWKHVXEVLVWHQFHQHHGV
RIWKHREOLJRU$FRPSDULVRQRIRUGHUDPRXQWVIRUORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVZLWKRQHFKLOGZKHQWKH
REOLJRU¶VLQFRPHPXVWEHLPSXWHGRUSUHVXPHGUDQNV&DOLIRUQLDHLJKWKKLJKHVWDPRQJWKH
VWDWHVDQG'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELD,QDFRPSDULVRQXVLQJIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHUDWHVPLQLPXP
ZDJHHDUQHUVLQ&DOLIRUQLDIDUHZRUVHWKDQPRVWRIWKHLUFRXQWHUSDUWVLQRWKHUVWDWHV7KHVH
&DOLIRUQLDPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQHUVUDQNWKKLJKHVWLQRUGHUOHYHOVZLWKWZRFKLOGUHQDQGWK
KLJKHVWLQRUGHUOHYHOVZLWKILYHFKLOGUHQ,QGHHGWKHRQO\VFHQDULRZKHUHPLQLPXPZDJH
HDUQHUVLQ&DOLIRUQLDGRDERXWDVZHOODVWKHLUFRXQWHUSDUWVLQRWKHUVWDWHVLVZKHQWKH\KDYHD
VLQJOHFKLOGDQGWKHLULQFRPHLVEDVHGRQWKHIHGHUDOPLQLPXPZDJHOHYHO

&DOLIRUQLD¶VLQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQDQGSUHVXPSWLRQSROLFLHVRQO\H[DFHUEDWHWKHLVVXHRI
HVWDEOLVKLQJDSSURSULDWHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVIRUORZLQFRPHREOLJRUV$OWKRXJKPRVWVWDWHV
SURYLGHIRULQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQLQWKHLUFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHVLQFRPHDWWULEXWLRQSURGXFHV
RUGHUDPRXQWVWKDWH[FHHGZKDWDQREOLJRUFDQUHDVRQDEO\SD\ODUJHO\EHFDXVHWKHDWWULEXWHG
DPRXQWLVPRUHWKDQWKHREOLJRU¶VDFWXDOLQFRPH2EOLJRUVZLWKOLWWOHDYDLODEOHLQFRPH
LQIRUPDWLRQZRUNKLVWRU\RUHYLGHQFHRIHPSOR\PHQWTXDOLILFDWLRQVDUHSUHVXPHGWREHDEOHWR
REWDLQIXOOWLPHHPSOR\PHQWDQGHDUQWKHPLQLPXPZDJH:KLOHWKLVSUHVXPSWLRQLV
TXHVWLRQDEOHLQWKHEHVWRIHFRQRPLFFLUFXPVWDQFHVWKHUHLVDEVROXWHO\QREDVLVIRULWLQDWLPH
ZKHQHPSOR\PHQWLQ&DOLIRUQLDKDVGURSSHGIRUFRQVHFXWLYHPRQWKVXQHPSOR\PHQWVWDQGVDW
SHUFHQWDQGXQGHUHPSOR\PHQWKDVUHDFKHGSHUFHQW7KHEDUULHUVWRIXOOWLPH
HPSOR\PHQWDUHHYHQZRUVHIRUWKHKLJKSURSRUWLRQVRI+LVSDQLFDQG$IULFDQ$PHULFDQ
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVLQWKH,9'V\VWHPZKRVHQDWLRQDOXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWHVDUHDQG
SHUFHQWUHVSHFWLYHO\

,WLVUHOHYDQWWRQRWHWKDW&DOLIRUQLDODZXQLTXHO\SURYLGHVIRUDWWULEXWLRQRILQFRPHERWKZLWKLQ
WKHJXLGHOLQHDQGRXWVLGHWKHJXLGHOLQHLQ'&66FDVHV,QGHHGWKHJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZIRXQGWKDW
DSSUR[LPDWHO\SHUFHQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVLQ,9'FDVHVDUHEDVHGRQHLWKHUSUHVXPHGRU
LPSXWHGLQFRPHDVFRPSDUHGZLWKSHUFHQWLQQRQ'&66FDVHV*HQHUDWLQJRUGHUVWKDWEHWWHU




7KHUHDUHVRPHREYLRXVVLWXDWLRQVVXFKDVFDVHVLQYROYLQJGRPHVWLFYLROHQFHWKDWFUHDWHH[FHSWLRQV



UHIOHFWWKHWUXHHDUQLQJSRWHQWLDORIORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVLQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWV\VWHPZLOOQRWEH
DFKLHYHGWKURXJKDGMXVWPHQWRIWKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHDORQH5DWKHULWZLOOUHTXLUHFRRUGLQDWLRQ
EHWZHHQWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWLQWKHIRUPXODDVZHOODVSURYLVLRQIRULQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQ
FRQWDLQHGLQWKHQRQJXLGHOLQHVWDWXWH7KLVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQDQGRWKHUVSHUWDLQLQJWRORZ
LQFRPHIDPLOLHVDUHFRQWDLQHGLQWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQFKDSWHURIWKLVUHSRUW



CHAPTER 5

Medical Support Provisions
7KLVFKDSWHUDGGUHVVHVVWDWHSURYLVLRQVIRUWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWVSHFLILFDOO\
SURYLVLRQVWKDWPHHWIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVLPSRVHGLQDQGFXUUHQWO\LQ
HIIHFW0HGLFDOVXSSRUWFDQUHTXLUHVHYHUDOGLIIHUHQWWKLQJVKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRUWKH
FKLOGE\RQHRUERWKRIWKHSDUHQWVDVSHFLILFDWLRQDVWRKRZWKHSDUHQWVZLOOKDQGOHDQGSD\IRU
WKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV LQFOXGLQJFRSD\VDQGGHGXFWLEOHV DQDPRXQWWR
RIIVHWFRYHUDJHFRVWVZKHQWKHFKLOGUHQDUHHQUROOHGLQ0HGLFDLGRUDQRWKHUSXEOLFHQWLW\
SURJUDPRUDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKHVH0RVWVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDSURYLGHIRUWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWZLWKLQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHU2QO\DFRXSOHRIVWDWHVURXWLQHO\SURYLGHVHSDUDWH
RUGHUVIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWDQGPHGLFDOVXSSRUW

0HGLFDOVXSSRUWLVDFXUUHQWLVVXHIRUWZRUHDVRQV,QUHVSRQVHWRUHFHQWKHDOWKFDUHWUHQGVDQGLQ
UHFRJQLWLRQRIWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUHQHHGVLQWKHIHGHUDOJRYHUQPHQWYDVWO\H[SDQGHGLWV
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVDSSO\LQJWRVWDWHV7KHVHIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWVLQYROYHWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIH[WUHPHO\FRPSOH[SROLFLHVVXFKWKDWPDQ\VWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDDUH
VWLOOLQWKHSURFHVVRIPDNLQJFRQIRUPLQJFKDQJHV1DWLRQDOKHDOWKUHIRUPDGRSWHGLQWRODZLQ
HYHQIXUWKHUFRPSRXQGVWKLVFRPSOH[LW\6RPHSROLF\OHDGHUVEHOLHYHKHDOWKUHIRUPZLOO
HYHQWXDOO\SURGXFHFKDQJHVWRIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVEXWLWLVVWLOOWRRHDUO\WR
NQRZKRZ+HDOWKUHIRUPGLGQRWGLUHFWO\DGGUHVVFKLOGPHGLFDOVXSSRUWVRDQ\FKDQJHV
QHFHVVDU\WRPDNHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFRQJUXHQWZLWKKHDOWKUHIRUPPHDVXUHVZLOOWDNHWLPH
WRLGHQWLI\DQGGHYHORS,QWKHLQWHULPVWDWHVKDYHPDGHRUDUHPDNLQJPLQLPXPFKDQJHVWR
FRPSO\ZLWKWKHIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWV

0RVWRIWKHH[LVWLQJIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVDSSO\WRWKHVWDWH,9'FDVHORDG2QO\
DIHZUHTXLUHPHQWVDSSO\WRVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVZKLFKPXVWEHXVHGE\ERWK,9'DQGQRQ,9'
FDVHVEHFDXVHWKHJXLGHOLQHVPXVWEHDSSOLHGWRDOOFDVHV0RVWVWDWHVSURYLGHIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
LQWZRSODFHVWKHLUFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHVDQGDQRQJXLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQRIWKHLUVWDWHVWDWXWH
7\SLFDOO\VWDWHVSURYLGHIRUWKHPHGLFDOVXSSRUWVSHFLILFWRWKH,9'DJHQF\LQWKHQRQ
JXLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQRIVWDWHVWDWXWH&DOLIRUQLDDSSOLHVPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQERWKJXLGHOLQHVDQGQRQ
JXLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQVRILWVVWDWXWHVKRZHYHUWKHQRQJXLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQDOVRDSSOLHVWRQRQ,9'
FDVHV7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHFRQWDLQVPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURYLVLRQVDW)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ
 D  DQGDQRWKHU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQVHFWLRQ D  DOVRSURYLGHVIRUPHGLFDO




)HG5HJ± -XO\ KWWSZZZDFIKKVJRYSURJUDPVFVHSRO$7DWKWP
7KHFRQVHTXHQFHRIWZRRUGHUVLVLPSRUWDQWWRFKLOGVXSSRUWHQIRUFHPHQW(QIRUFHPHQWUHPHGLHVDYDLODEOHWR
VWDWH,9'DJHQFLHVFDQQRWDOZD\VEHXVHGLIWKHUHLVDVHSDUDWHRUGHUIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUW

)HG5HJ±

)RUWKHPRVWSDUWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDQGRWKHUVWDWXWHVDOUHDG\FRPSO\ZLWKWKHVHUHTXLUHPHQWVWKH
RQO\H[FHSWLRQLVWKHUHTXLUHPHQWIRUDTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIRUGHILQLQJWKHUHDVRQDEOHFRVWRIWKHFKLOG¶VPHGLFDO
VXSSRUW+RZHYHUSURSRVHG6HQDWH%LOO :ULJKW SURSRVHVWKLVWKUHVKROGDQGGHILQLWLRQ

9LFNL7XUHWVN\³+HDOWK5HIRUPIRU&KLOGUHQ,VRQWKH+RUL]RQ´ -DQ   Child Support Report,
www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2010/csr/csr1001.pdf.




VXSSRUW,QDOOWKHUHLVOLWWOHFRQVLVWHQF\DPRQJVWDWHVUHJDUGLQJZKLFKSURYLVLRQVSHUWDLQLQJWR
WKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDUHFRQWDLQHGLQDVWDWH¶VJXLGHOLQHVDQGZKLFKSURYLVLRQV
DUHFRQWDLQHGLQQRQJXLGHOLQHVWDWXWH7KLVPHDQVWKDWDQ\GLVFXVVLRQDERXWVWDWHSURYLVLRQV
DIIHFWLQJWKHRUGHULQJRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFDQQRWEHOLPLWHGWRDGLVFXVVLRQRIVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV

7KLVFKDSWHUGLVFXVVHVVWDWHSURYLVLRQVDIIHFWLQJWKHRUGHULQJRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUW,WIRFXVHVRQ
WKHPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVLVVXHGE\WKHIHGHUDO2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW
(QIRUFHPHQW 2&6( WKDWDUHFXUUHQWO\LQHIIHFW,WEHJLQVZLWKVRPHEDFNJURXQGVWDWLVWLFVRQ
PHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KHOLNHO\LPSDFWRIKHDOWKUHIRUPLVLQWHUMHFWHGZKHQDSSURSULDWH


Background Statistics on Medical Support
$VLGHQWLILHGHDUOLHUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUVFDQUHTXLUHRQHRUERWKSDUHQWVWRSURYLGHKHDOWK
LQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHVSHFLI\KRZWKHSDUHQWVZLOOKDQGOHDQGSD\IRUWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWK
FDUHH[SHQVHVVSHFLI\DQDPRXQWWRRIIVHWFRYHUDJHFRVWVZKHQWKHFKLOGLVHQUROOHGLQ0HGLFDLG
RUDVLPLODUSURJUDPRUDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKHVH

)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHVWDWH,9'DJHQFLHVWRSXUVXHPHGLFDOVXSSRUW0RVWFKLOGVXSSRUW
RUGHUVHVWDEOLVKHGRUHQIRUFHGE\VWDWH,9'DJHQFLHVFRQWDLQDQRUGHUIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
1DWLRQDOO\WKHUHDUHPRUHWKDQPLOOLRQRSHQ,9'FDVHVZLWKVXSSRUWRUGHUVPRUHWKDQ
PLOOLRQLQ&DOLIRUQLDDORQH1DWLRQDOO\PHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVRUGHUHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHVH
FDVHV&DOLIRUQLDKDVHVWDEOLVKHGPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUVDWDQHYHQKLJKHUUDWH0HGLFDO
VXSSRUWLVRUGHUHGLQSHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLD,9'FDVHVZLWKHVWDEOLVKHGVXSSRUWRUGHUV

0RVWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUVQDWLRQDOO\DQGLQ&DOLIRUQLDLQFOXGHDWDPLQLPXPDQRUGHUIRUD
SDUHQWWRSURYLGHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHW\SLFDOO\WKURXJKWKHSDUHQW¶VHPSOR\HU2UGHUVUHTXLULQJWKDW
DWOHDVWRQHSDUHQWSURYLGHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGFRPSULVHSHUFHQWRI,9'PHGLFDO
VXSSRUWRUGHUVQDWLRQDOO\DQGDOPRVWSHUFHQWRI,9'PHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUVLQ&DOLIRUQLD
$W\SLFDODSSURDFKWDNHQE\PRVWVWDWHVFRQVLVWVRIRUGHULQJHDFKSDUHQWWRFDUU\KHDOWK
LQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGLIWKHSDUHQWKDVLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWHYHQWKRXJKWKH
SDUHQWPD\QRWKDYHDFFHVVWRLQVXUDQFHDWWKHWLPHWKHRUGHULVHQWHUHG7KLVDSSURDFKDOORZVWKH
,9'DJHQF\WRWDNHPHDVXUHVWRHQUROOWKHFKLOGLQDKHDOWKSODQTXLFNO\LIRQHEHFRPHV
DYDLODEOH²IRUH[DPSOHZKHQDSDUHQWREWDLQVQHZHPSOR\PHQWZLWKKHDOWKEHQHILWV




2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW86'HSWRI+HDOWKDQG+XPDQ6HUYLFHVOCS FY2008 Preliminary
Report to Congress  
www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2009/reports/preliminary_report_fy2008/#highlights&DO'HSWRI&KLOG
6XSSRUW6HUYLFHV³&RPSDUDWLYH'DWDIRU0DQDJLQJ3URJUDP3HUIRUPDQFH´Federal Fiscal Year 2008 $SU 
www.childsup.ca.gov/Portals/0/resources/docs/reports/
2008/Federal%20Fiscal%20Year%202008%20Performance%20Data.pdf DVRI0DU 

2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWsupraQRWHWDEOHV 

Id.,WDEOHV  

&DOFXODWHGIURP2IIRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWsuprDQRWHWDEOHV DQG&DO'HSWRI&KLOG
6XSSRUW6HUYLFHVsupra QRWHWDEOHV WDEOH VHHQRWH²2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW 



1RQHWKHOHVVDVGLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOODWHURUGHULQJSDUHQWVWRSURYLGHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHGRHV
QRWDOZD\VPHDQLWLVSURYLGHGSDUWLFXODUO\LQ,9'FDVHVZKHUHPRVWSDUHQWVDUHORZLQFRPH
DQGIHZKDYHDFFHVVWRHPSOR\HUSURYLGHGKHDOWKFDUHEHQHILWV

7KHFDVHILOHUHYLHZZKLFKZDVSUHVHQWHGLQDQHDUOLHU&KDSWHUIRXQGWKDWSHUFHQWRI
&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVLQFOXGHDQRUGHUIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV7KHFRPSDUDWLYH
QDWLRQDOVWDWLVWLFLVQRWWUDFNHG7KHQXPEHURIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUVWKDWRIIVHWFRYHUDJHFRVWV
ZKHQWKHFKLOGUHQDUHHQUROOHGLQ0HGLFDLGRUDVLPLODUSURJUDPLVDOVRXQNQRZQQDWLRQDOO\/LNH
PRVWVWDWHV&DOLIRUQLDGRHVQRWURXWLQHO\RUGHUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQ0HGLFDLGFDVHVWKDWLVWREH
FROOHFWHGDQGGLVWULEXWHGWRWKH0HGLFDLGDJHQF\WRRIIVHWWKHFRVWRIWKHFKLOG¶VFRYHUDJH

1DWLRQDOGDWDWUDFNLQJRI,9'FDVHVLQILQGVWKDWKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHLVSURYLGHGDVRUGHUHGLQ
MXVWSHUFHQWRI,9'FDVHVZLWKRUGHUVDQGWKDWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVSURYLGHGDVRUGHUHGDPRQJ
SHUFHQWRIWKHVDPHVHWRIFDVHV7KHVDPHGDWDVRXUFHSURYLGHVVWDWHVSHFLILFGDWD,WVKRZV
WKDWKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHLVSURYLGHGDVRUGHUHGLQSHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLD,9'FDVHVZLWKRUGHUV
DQGWKDWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVSURYLGHGDVRUGHUHGLQSHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLD,9'FDVHVZLWK
RUGHUV2QHEDUULHUWRRUGHULQJPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDVZHOODVPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFRPSOLDQFHLQ,9'
FDVHVLVWKDWSDUHQWVDUHJHQHUDOO\ORZLQFRPHDQGODFNDFFHVVWRDIIRUGDEOHSULYDWHKHDOWKFDUH
FRYHUDJH

,QJHQHUDOYDULRXVVWXGLHVILQGWKDWFKLOGUHQSDUWLFXODUO\FKLOGUHQLQWKH,9'FDVHORDGGRQRW
W\SLFDOO\KDYHKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHSURYLGHGWKURXJKHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWR
WKHREOLJRU7KHRQO\VWXG\NQRZQWRWUDFNPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQERWK,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV
GDWHVEDFNWRDVXUYH\RIFKLOGVXSSRUW±HOLJLEOHFKLOGUHQOLYLQJZLWKWKHLUPRWKHUV
8QOLNHWKH,9'VWDWLVWLFVRQPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURYLGHGHDUOLHUWKDWFRQVLGHUHGWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI
ordered FDVHVZLWKFRYHUDJHWKLVVWXG\LQFOXGHGFKLOGUHQZLWKDQGZLWKRXWPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
RUGHUV7KHVWXG\IRXQGWKDWKDOIKDGKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHWKURXJKHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHG
LQVXUDQFHEXWWKHFXVWRGLDOPRWKHUZDVW\SLFDOO\WKHVRXUFHRIWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJH
UDWKHUWKDQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOIDWKHU6SHFLILFDOO\WKHFXVWRGLDOPRWKHURUVWHSIDWKHUZDVWKH
VRXUFHRIHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHIRUSHUFHQWRIWKHFKLOGUHQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOIDWKHU




2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWsupra note 155 tables 11 and 12.
/DXGDQ$URQHealth Care Coverage Among Child Support-Eligible Children 86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ
6HUYLFHV'HF 9HUPRQW2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUWSection 1115 Demonstration Grant Project UNIMED A
Unified Approach to Medical Support Through Intra-Agency Collaboration/Data Exchange: Final Report  
3ROLF\6WXGLHV,QFIncreasing Healthcare Coverage for Children: A New Coordinated Approach &RORUDGR'LYRI
&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW2FW 

7KLVVWXG\H[SOLFLWO\FRQVLGHUHGFXVWRGLDOPRWKHUVVRXVLQJWKHWHUP³PRWKHUV´KHUHLVDSSURSULDWH$VGLVFXVVHG
HDUOLHU³REOLJRU´DQG³REOLJHH´DUHJHQHUDOO\XVHGWKURXJKRXWWKLVUHSRUWEHFDXVHWKH\DUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH+RZHYHUZKHQUHIHUHQFLQJVSHFLILFVRXUFHVWKDWXVH³PRWKHU´DQG³IDWKHU´RU³FXVWRGLDO´DQG
³QRQFXVWRGLDO´SDUHQWWKRVHWHUPVDUHDGDSWHG,QDGGLWLRQ³FXVWRGLDO´DQG³QRQFXVWRGLDO´DUHXVHGZKHQ
GLVFXVVLQJRWKHUSURJUDPV HJ0HGLFDLG ZKHUHWKHLQFRPHRIWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKRXVHKROGLVFRQVLGHUHGWR
GHWHUPLQHHOLJLELOLW\7KLVQXDQFHLVLPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLWLVSRVVLEOHIRUWKHFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWWREHWKHREOLJRULIWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDVFRQVLGHUDEO\PRUHLQFRPHWKDQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWDQG
SK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGLVHTXDOO\VKDUHGRUDOPRVWHTXDOO\VKDUHG

$URQsupraQRWHWDEOH




ZDVWKHVRXUFHRIHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHIRUSHUFHQWRIWKHFKLOGUHQDQGWKHVRXUFHRI
WKHHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHZDVXQNQRZQRUIURPDQRWKHUVRXUFHIRUSHUFHQWRIWKH
FKLOGUHQ$PRQJFKLOGUHQZLWKRXWHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHWKHVDPHVWXG\IRXQG
WKDWSHUFHQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUW±HOLJLEOHFKLOGUHQZHUHHQUROOHGLQ0HGLFDLGRU&+,3SHUFHQW
RIWKHFKLOGUHQZHUHXQLQVXUHGDQGSHUFHQWKDGRWKHULQVXUDQFH

0DQ\FKLOGUHQLQWKH,9'FDVHORDGTXDOLI\IRU0HGLFDLGRU&+,3DQGDWOHDVWSHUFHQWXVHG
0HGLFDLGRU&+,3LQ0HGLFDOVXSSRUWLVNQRZQWRVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFH0HGLFDLGFRVWV
WKURXJKWKLUGSDUW\OLDELOLWLHVDQGFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUV7KLUGSDUW\UHLPEXUVHPHQWVDUH
UHDOL]HGEHFDXVHFKLOGUHQFDQEHVLPXOWDQHRXVO\HQUROOHGLQ0HGLFDLGEDVHGRQWKHLQFRPHRI
WKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWDQGWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHSODQSXUVXDQW
WRDPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHU$OWKRXJKPDQ\FXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVSUHIHU0HGLFDLGFRYHUDJHRYHU
SULYDWHRUGXDOFRYHUDJHEHFDXVHLWKDVPRUHFRPSUHKHQVLYHEHQHILWVODFNVFRSD\VRU
GHGXFWLEOHVDQGLVJHQHUDOO\PRUHFRQYHQLHQWKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVLQFXUUHGXQGHU0HGLFDLG
FDQEHUHFRYHUHGWKURXJKWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSODQIRUFKLOGUHQZLWKGXDO
FRYHUDJH7KLVLVDOVRNQRZQDVWKLUGSDUW\OLDELOLWLHVDQGKLVWRULFDOO\LVWKHPDMRUWKUXVWRIFKLOG
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWHIIRUWVE\,9'DJHQFLHV7H[DVWKHRQO\VWDWHEHVLGHV&DOLIRUQLDWRKDYHD,9
'FDVHORDGH[FHHGLQJPLOOLRQUHFRYHUHGPLOOLRQLQIURPLQVXUDQFHFDUULHUVPHGLFDO
SURYLGHUVDQGSKDUPDFHXWLFDOFRPSDQLHV$OOVWDWH,9'DQG0HGLFDLGDJHQFLHVPXVW
FROODERUDWHWRFROOHFWWKLUGSDUW\OLDELOLWLHVIURPWKHLURYHUODSSLQJFDVHORDGV7KHFXUUHQWDPRXQW
FROOHFWHGQDWLRQDOO\RULQ&DOLIRUQLDLVXQNQRZQEXWVHYHUDORWKHUVWDWHVUHSRUWVXEVWDQWLDO
VDYLQJV)RUH[DPSOH:LVFRQVLQDVWDWHZLWKDERXW,9'FDVHVHVWLPDWHVWKDWLWVDYHV
SHUPRQWKLQWKLUGSDUW\OLDELOLWLHVIRU,9'FKLOGUHQZKRKDYHGXDOFRYHUDJHWKURXJK
:LVFRQVLQ¶V0HGLFDLGSURJUDPDQGWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VSULYDWHLQVXUDQFH

$QRWKHUZD\WKDWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHGXFHV0HGLFDLGFRVWVLVWKURXJKRUGHUVIRUFDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUWWKDWLVFROOHFWHGDQGGLVEXUVHGWRWKH0HGLFDLGDJHQF\WRRIIVHWWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUH
FRYHUDJH7KHVHW\SHVRIRUGHUVZLOOJHQHUDOO\ZRUNRQO\ZKHQ0HGLFDLGLVSURYLGHGWKURXJK
PDQDJHGFDUHRUJDQL]DWLRQVWKDWDVVHVVDPRQWKO\DPRXQWIRUWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJH
7KH\GRQRWZRUNZHOOZKHUH0HGLFDLGLVGHOLYHUHGE\IHHIRUVHUYLFHEHFDXVHWKH0HGLFDLG
DJHQF\FDQQRWUHFHLYHFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWWKDWH[FHHGVWKHPHGLFDOIHHVLQFXUUHGIRUD
SDUWLFXODUFKLOG&DOLIRUQLDGHOLYHUVLWVFKLOG0HGLFDLGVHUYLFHVWKURXJKERWKPDQDJHGFDUHDQG
IHHIRUVHUYLFH)HHIRUVHUYLFHLVPRUHOLNHO\LQUXUDODUHDVZKHUHWKHPDUNHWIRUPDQDJHG
FDUHLVVPDOOHUWKDQLQXUEDQVHWWLQJV





-HQQLIHU%XUQV]\QVNL³0HGLFDO&KLOG6XSSRUWDQG+HDOWK5HIRUP1HZ2SSRUWXQLWLHV1HZ4XHVWLRQV´ -DQ
   Child Support Reportwww.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2010/csr/csr1001.pdf.

&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFKMedical Child Support: Strategies Implemented by States 7H[DV2IILFHRI$VVLVWDQW
$WWRUQH\*HQHUDO'LYRI&KLOG6XSSRUW-XQH 

7H[DV2IILFHRI$WW\*HQ³7H[DV0HGLFDO6XSSRUW,VVXHVDQG,QLWLDWLYHV²´  

6WHYHQ7&RRN 7KRPDV.DSODQ³,PSURYLQJ0HGLFDO6XSSRUW2UGHU(QIRUFHPHQWLQ:LVFRQVLQ´ 8QLYRI
:LVFRQVLQ,QVWIRU5HVHDUFKRQ3RYHUW\6HSW 

)HG5HJDW±

.DLVHU)DPLO\)RXQGDWLRQ³&DOLIRUQLD0HGLFDLG0DQDJHG&DUH´http://statehealthfacts.org



0RVWVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDGRQRWVROHO\SURYLGHWKHLUFKLOG0HGLFDLGSURJUDPWKURXJK
PDQDJHGFDUH)RUWKLVDQGVHYHUDORWKHUUHDVRQVRQO\DIHZVWDWHVDVVHVVDQGFROOHFWWKLVW\SHRI
FDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7H[DVLVRQHVWDWHWKDWGRHV,Q7H[DVFROOHFWHGPLOOLRQLQFDVK
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWWKDWZDVGLVEXUVHGGLUHFWO\WRWKH0HGLFDLGDJHQF\WRRIIVHWWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWK
FDUHFRYHUDJH7H[DVW\SLFDOO\WDFNVFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRQWRSRIEDVHFKLOGVXSSRUW

$IHGHUDOVWXG\RIHLJKWVWDWHVDOVRVXJJHVWVWKDW0HGLFDLGVDYLQJVRIERWKIHGHUDODQGVWDWH
GROODUVIURPWKLVW\SHRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFRXOGEHODUJH&RQGXFWHGLQWRH[SORUHZD\VWR
GHDOZLWKVKULQNLQJ0HGLFDLGEXGJHWVWKHIHGHUDOVWXG\HVWLPDWHGWKDWQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV
FRXOGFRQWULEXWHPLOOLRQDQQXDOO\WRWKH0HGLFDLGFRVWVLQFXUUHGE\,9'FKLOGUHQLQWKH
VWXG\VWDWHV

6RPHVWDWH,9'GHPRQVWUDWLRQSURMHFWVKDYHIRXQGWKDWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWHIIRUWV\LHOGRQO\
PRGHVWLPSDFWVIRU0HGLFDLGWKLUGSDUW\UHLPEXUVHPHQWVDQGFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJH
)RUH[DPSOHD:DVKLQJWRQGHPRQVWUDWLRQSURMHFWWKDWWHVWHGWKHHIILFDF\RIDFHQWUDOL]HG
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWXQLWIRXQGWKDWWKLUGSDUW\PHGLFDOVXSSRUWZDVEHLQJSURYLGHGDVRUGHUHGLQ
SHUFHQWRIWKHUHYLHZHGFDVHV:KHUHPHGLFDOVXSSRUWZDVQRWSURYLGHGWKHPDMRULW\RI
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVZHUHXQHPSOR\HGLQFDUFHUDWHGRUHPSOR\HGLQDVHWWLQJWKDWHLWKHUODFNHG
HPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGKHDOWKEHQHILWVRUZHUHXQDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVW7KLVUHVXOWLV
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHGLVFXVVLRQLQ&KDSWHUUHJDUGLQJWKHSRYHUW\OHYHORIDODUJHSURSRUWLRQRI
LQGLYLGXDOVLQ,9'FDVHV3RRUDQGORZLQFRPHLQGLYLGXDOVDUHXQOLNHO\WRKDYHHPSOR\HU
VSRQVRUHGKHDOWKEHQHILWV6WLOODQRWKHUUHDVRQWKDWFKLOGPHGLFDOVXSSRUWGRHVQRWKDYHD
UHODWLYHO\ODUJHLPSDFWRQ0HGLFDLGFDVHVLVWKDWQRWDOO0HGLFDLGFKLOGUHQDUHLQWKH,9'
FDVHORDG)RUH[DPSOHD9HUPRQWGHPRQVWUDWLRQSURMHFWIRXQGSULYDWHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRU
SHUFHQWRI0HGLFDLGFKLOGUHQLQLWV,9'FDVHORDG%HFDXVHQRWDOO9HUPRQWFKLOGUHQHQUROOHGLQ
0HGLFDLGDUHLQWKH,9'FDVHORDGWKLVDPRXQWHGWRWKH,9'DJHQF\ILQGLQJKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH
IRUSHUFHQWRILWVVWDWHZLGH0HGLFDLGSRSXODWLRQ





7H[DV2IILFHRI$WW\*HQ supra QRWH.
2IILFHRI,QVSHFWRU*HQHUDO86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHVEight-State Review of the Ability of
Noncustodial Parents to Contribute Toward the Medical Costs of Title IV-D Children That Were Paid Under the
Medicaid Program, 5HSRUW1R$ 86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHV 

/HZLQ*URXSEvaluation of Strategies to Improve Medical Support Enforcement in Washington State
(&21RUWKZHVW)HE 

7KH6DFUDPHQWR&RXQW\,9'SURJUDPLPSOHPHQWHGDQLQQRYDWLYHVROXWLRQLQWRRYHUFRPHWKHODFNRI
HPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWRREOLJRUV $WWKHWLPHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHGWKDWWKH,9'DJHQF\
SHWLWLRQWKHREOLJRUIRUWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHLIWKHREOLJRUKDGHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHDQGWKH\GLG
QRWUHTXLUHWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRILQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWRERWKSDUHQWV 6DFUDPHQWRWHDPHGZLWKDWKLUGSDUW\
DGPLQLVWUDWRUDQGWZRLQVXUDQFHFDUULHUVWRPDNHFKLOGRQO\KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHLQVHOHFWHG,9'FDVHV7KH
SUHPLXPV DURXQGWKH\HDU ZHUHDERXWSHUPRQWKSHUFKLOG7KLVLQVXUDQFHLVW\SLFDOO\RUGHUHGLQ
0HGLFDLGFDVHVDQGLQFDVHVZKHUHWKHSUHPLXPFDQEHZLWKKHOGIURPWKHREOLJRU¶VSD\FKHFN&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\
5HVHDUFKsupraQRWH

9HUPRQW2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUWsupraQRWH




Federal Requirements
6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVKDYHEHHQUHTXLUHGWRSURYLGHIRU³WKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKFDUHQHHGVWKURXJK
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHRURWKHUPHDQV´VLQFHZKHQJXLGHOLQHVZHUHILUVWUHTXLUHGE\
WKHIHGHUDOJRYHUQPHQW,Q2&6(LVVXHGQHZUXOHVWKDWLPSRVHGWKHIROORZLQJPHGLFDO
VXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWV6WDWHVYDU\DVWRZKHWKHUWKH\PHHWWKHVHUHTXLUHPHQWVLQWKHLU
JXLGHOLQHVRUWKHQRQJXLGHOLQHVSURYLVLRQRIWKHLUVWDWXWHV
x
x
x

,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHSUHYLRXVUHTXLUHPHQWVVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVPXVWDGGUHVVKRZSDUHQWVZLOO
SURYLGHIRUWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUHQHHGV
6WDWHVPXVWDOORZIRUHLWKHURUERWKSDUHQWVWREHRUGHUHGWRSURYLGHPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
6WDWHVPXVWVSHFLI\DTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIRUGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLV
UHDVRQDEOHLQFRVW7KHUHDVRQDEOHFRVWWHVWPXVWEHDSSOLHGRQO\WRWKHFKLOG¶VSUHPLXP
6WDWHVPXVWSURYLGHDGHILQLWLRQRI³DFFHVVLEOH´LQVXUDQFH 
6WDWHVPXVWDOORZIRU³FDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW´

x
x

(DFKRIWKHVHSURYLVLRQVLVVHSDUDWHO\GLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLO$VSDUWRIWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRI
ERWKSDUHQWV¶DFFHVVWRLQVXUDQFHUHVHDUFKHUVIRUWKLVSURMHFWFRQVLGHUHGKRZVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
DGMXVWIRUDSDUHQW¶VH[SHQVHRIWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXP7KHGLVFXVVLRQRQUHDVRQDEOH
FRVWDOVRFRQVLGHUVWKHFRVWVRIDFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUH

Providing for the Child’s Health-Care Needs
7KHQHZPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVH[SDQGHGIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWV6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVPXVW

Address how the parents will provide for the child(ren)’s health care needs through health
insurance coverage and/or through cash medical support in accordance with § 303.31 of
this chapter.
(45 C.F.R. § 302.56(3).)


7KLVSURYLVLRQHVVHQWLDOO\UHTXLUHVWKDWDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHFRPSOHPHQWWKHIHGHUDOUHTXLUHPHQW 
&)5 RIVWDWH,9'DJHQFLHV²WKDWLVDJHQFLHVPXVWSHWLWLRQIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQ
,9'FDVHVDQGDVWDWHPXVWDOORZIRUWKHSURYLVLRQRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUW
RUGHU7KLVLQFOXGHVWKHMXULVGLFWLRQWRRUGHUDSDUHQWWRHQUROOWKHFKLOGLQSULYDWHKHDOWK
LQVXUDQFHRUFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUERWK

)RUPRVWVWDWHVWKHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRUWKHRUGHULQJRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUW&DOLIRUQLDDQG
RWKHUVWDWHVSURYLGHWKHMXULVGLFWLRQWRRUGHUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRXWVLGHWKHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV7KH
&DOLIRUQLDSURYLVLRQUHTXLULQJKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRUWKHFKLOGUHQDVVKRZQEHORZLV
RXWVLGHWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHEXWLWLVVWLOOFRQWDLQHGLQWKH)DPLO\&RGH






&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW$PHQGPHQWVRI 3XE/1R6WDW 
)HG5HJ±



In any case in which an amount is set for current support, the court shall require that
health insurance coverage for a supported child shall be maintained by either or both
parents if that insurance is available at no cost or at reasonable cost to the parent.
(Fam. Code, § 3751(a)(2).)

+RZHYHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDSURYLVLRQIRUXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHVLVSURYLGHGLQWKHFKLOG
VXSSRUWJXLGHOLQH
The court shall order the following as additional child support: . . . (2) The reasonable
uninsured health care costs for the children as provided in Section 4063.
(Id., § 4062(a)(2).)

,QFRQWUDVWVRPHVWDWHVSURYLGHIRUWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDQGXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHV
LQWKHVDPHSODFH7KH1HEUDVNDJXLGHOLQHH[HPSOLILHVWKLV

The child support order shall address how the parents will provide for the child(ren)’s
health care needs through health insurance as well as the nonreimbursed reasonable
and necessary child(ren)’s health care costs that are not included in [the child support
schedule].
(Neb. Rev. Court Rules, ch. 4, art. 2, § 4-215.)

Ordering Either or Both Parents to Provide Medical Support
7KHQHZIHGHUDOUXOHVHOLPLQDWHGWKHORQJVWDQGLQJSUHVXPSWLRQLQIHGHUDOFKLOGVXSSRUWSROLF\
WKDWWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDGHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWRFRYHUKLVRUKHU
FKLOGUHQDQGWKDWLWZRXOGEHWKHPRVWDSSURSULDWHVRXUFHRIKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHIRUKLVRUKHU
FKLOGUHQ7KHQHZUXOHVUHFRJQL]HWKDWWKHUHLVQRUDWLRQDOEDVLVIRUDVVXPLQJWKDWWKH
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWLVPRUHOLNHO\WKDQWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWWRKDYHHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHG
LQVXUDQFHWKDWWKHQXPEHURIHPSOR\HUVSURYLGLQJKHDOWKEHQHILWVLVGHFOLQLQJWKDWSUHPLXP
FRVWVDUHHVFDODWLQJDQGIDPLOLHVDUHDVVXPLQJODUJHUGHGXFWLEOHVFRSD\VDQGRWKHURXWRISRFNHW
KHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVWKDWPRUHKHDOWKSODQVOLPLWWKHJHRJUDSKLFDODUHDWKDWWKH\VHUYHDQGWKDW
PRUHHPSOR\HUVLPSRVHDZDLWLQJSHULRGEHIRUHHQUROOLQJDQHPSOR\HHDQGKLVRUKHUIDPLO\

7KHQHZIHGHUDOUXOHVUHTXLUHWKDWWKHLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWRERWKSDUHQWVEHFRQVLGHUHGIRU
PHGLFDOVXSSRUW0RVWVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDDW)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ D  DOUHDG\
SURYLGHIRURUGHUVIRULQVXUDQFHWKDWDSSO\WRHLWKHURUERWKSDUHQWV:KDWLVGLIIHUHQWLVKRZ
VWDWHVPXVWQRZHYDOXDWHZKLFKLQVXUDQFHLVPRVWDSSURSULDWHIRUWKHFKLOGLQ,9'FDVHV7KH
QHZIHGHUDOUXOHVUHTXLUHDQHYDOXDWLRQRIZKLFKLQVXUDQFHLVWKHPRVWDSSURSULDWHIRUWKHFKLOGLQ
,9'FDVHVEDVHGRQVWDWHGHWHUPLQHGGHILQLWLRQVRIUHDVRQDEOHFRVWDQGDFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFH




&)5  



6RPHVWDWHV HJ1HZ-HUVH\2NODKRPD KDYHGHYHORSHGDQDO\WLFDOWRROVOLNHHODERUDWH
KLHUDUFKLHVDQGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJPDWULFHVWRGHWHUPLQHZKLFKSDUHQWKDVDFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFH
WKDWLVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWZKHWKHUERWKSDUHQWVKDYHDFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFHWKDWLVUHDVRQDEOHLQ
FRVWDQGVRIRUWK,WLVQRWHQWLUHO\FOHDUZKHWKHUWKHVHDQDO\WLFDOWRROVDUHXVHGLQERWK,9'
DQGQRQ,9'FDVHVEXWWKHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHDQHYDOXDWLRQRQO\LQ,9'FDVHV
6SHFLILFDOO\WKH,9'DJHQF\LVIHGHUDOO\UHTXLUHGWRSHWLWLRQIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KHIHGHUDO
UHTXLUHPHQWSULRULWL]HVSULYDWHLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWRHLWKHUSDUHQWRYHU0HGLFDLGDVORQJDVLWLV
UHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWDQGDFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOG

7KHUHDOLW\LVKRZHYHUWKDWWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRXVHWKHVHWRROVDUHOLPLWHGEHFDXVH,9'FDVHV
ZKHUHERWKSDUHQWVKDYHDFFHVVWRSULYDWHLQVXUDQFHDUHUDUH,QVWHDGDVLGHQWLILHGHDUOLHUWKH
PRUHFRPPRQVLWXDWLRQVLQ,9'FDVHVDUHWKDWWKHFKLOGUHQDUHHQUROOHGLQ0HGLFDLGDQGWKDW
IHZ,9'SDUHQWVKDYHHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFH9DULRXVGHWDLOHGVWXGLHVIURPRWKHU
VWDWHVDOVRLQGLFDWHWKDWIHZQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVLQ,9'FDVHVKDYHDFFHVVWRHPSOR\HU
VSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFH$&RORUDGRVWXG\WKDWDLPHGWRLQFUHDVHPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFRYHUDJHLQQHZ
RUGHUVIRXQGWKDWWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWKDGDFFHVVWRHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHLQRQO\
RXWRI,9'HVWDEOLVKPHQWFDVHV$9HUPRQWVWXG\WUDFNLQJDOO,9'PHGLFDOVXSSRUW
UHVXOWVRYHUPRQWKVIRXQGWKHLQFLGHQFHRIQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVZLWKDFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFH
VRPHZKDWPRUHIUHTXHQWEXWVWLOOXQFRPPRQZLWKRQO\SHUFHQWKDYLQJDFFHVVWRHPSOR\HU
VSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFH

(YHQWKRXJKWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVUHTXLUHLWFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIERWKSDUHQWV¶
DFFHVVWRHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHPD\EHDQRXWGDWHGVWDQGDUGLQOLJKWRIKHDOWK
UHIRUPPHDVXUHVWKDWRQFHHIIHFWLYHZLOOPDQGDWHLQGLYLGXDOKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHDQGLPSRVH
WD[SHQDOWLHVIRUIDLOXUHWRSURYLGHFRYHUDJH$OWKRXJKWKLVLVQRWH[SOLFLWO\VWDWHGE\2&6(DV
DUHDVRQ2&6(LVFDUHIXOO\UHYLHZLQJIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVLQOLJKWRIKHDOWKUHIRUPDQG
SXEOLFDOO\DQQRXQFLQJWKDWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVPD\FKDQJHLQWKHIXWXUH6SHFLILFDOO\WREH
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHQHZKHDOWKFDUHPDQGDWHZKLFKEHFRPHVHIIHFWLYHLQDQGH[WHQGVWRWKH
GHSHQGHQWVRIDQLQGLYLGXDOLWPLJKWPDNHPRUHVHQVHLIWKHUHTXLUHPHQWZDVIRUWKHSDUHQWZKR
PXVWSD\SHQDOWLHVIRUQRQFRYHUDJHWREHWKHSDUHQWZKRPXVWSURYLGHFRYHUDJHUDWKHUWKDQWKH
H[LVWLQJUHTXLUHPHQWWRFRQVLGHUERWKSDUHQWV¶DFFHVVWRLQVXUDQFH7KHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWZRXOG
SOD\ERWKRIWKHVHUROHVLQPDQ\FDVHVEHFDXVHWKHFKLOGUHQDUHW\SLFDOO\WKHLUGHSHQGHQWV
KRZHYHULGHQWLI\LQJWKHSDUHQWUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHEHFRPHVOHVV
FOHDUZKHQWKHUHLVMRLQWSK\VLFDOFXVWRG\RUZKHUHWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWFODLPVWKHFKLOGUHQDV
GHSHQGHQWVIRUWD[SXUSRVHV6LQFHWKHKHDOWKUHIRUPODZGRHVQRWGHILQH³GHSHQGHQW´LWLV
FXUUHQWO\XQFOHDUZKLFKSDUHQWZLOOEHOLDEOHIRUSHQDOWLHV2EYLRXVO\WKHUHDUHPDQ\IDFWRUVWKDW
PXVWEHFRQVLGHUHGEHIRUHQHZIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSROLFLHVDUHGUDIWHGDQGDQ\GLVFXVVLRQ
DERXWWKHLUGHWDLOVLVVSHFXODWLYHDWWKLVSRLQW
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Consideration of Insurance Premiums in Guidelines
0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVFRQVLGHUWKHFRVWVRIWKHFKLOG¶VSUHPLXPLQWKHFDOFXODWLRQRIWKHVXSSRUW
DZDUGDQGWKHDGMXVWPHQWLVVLPLODUUHJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHUWKHREOLJHHRUREOLJRUFDUULHVWKH
FKLOG¶VSUHPLXP7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDQGQLQHVWDWHVVXEWUDFWWKHSUHPLXPIURPWKHLQFRPH
RIWKHSDUHQWSURYLGLQJLQVXUDQFH&DOLIRUQLDJRHVDVWHSIXUWKHUDQGVXEWUDFWVDQ\SUHPLXPSDLG
E\DSDUHQWIURPLQFRPHUHJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHULWLVIRUWKHFKLOGUHQIRUZKRPVXSSRUWLVEHLQJ
GHWHUPLQHGRWKHUFKLOGUHQDQHZVSRXVHRUKLPRUKHUVHOI

7KHPRUHFRPPRQDSSURDFKLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLVWRSURUDWHWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKHSUHPLXP
FRVWVEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV7KLUW\ILYHVWDWHVXVHWKLVDSSURDFK,RZDDQG1HEUDVNDUHFHQWO\
VZLWFKHGIURPVXEWUDFWLQJWKHSUHPLXPIURPWKHSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHWRWKHSURUDWHGDSSURDFK
,RZD¶VUDWLRQDOHZDVWZRIROG,RZDEHOLHYHGWKDWVXEWUDFWLQJWKHSUHPLXPIURPWKHSDUHQW¶V
LQFRPHGLGQRWSURYLGHD³VXIILFLHQWDGMXVWPHQWIRUVN\URFNHWLQJKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPV´
)XUWKHU,RZDGLGQRWEHOLHYHWKDWWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGSURYLGHVDQHDV\RUIDLUPHWKRGRI
DOORFDWLQJWKHFRVWRIWKHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPUHJDUGOHVVRIZKLFKSDUHQWFDUULHVLQVXUDQFHIRUWKH
FKLOG1HEUDVNDVLPLODUO\DEDQGRQHGWKHVXEWUDFWLRQDSSURDFKUHDVRQLQJWKDWLWGLGQRWDOORFDWH
WKHSUHPLXPFRVWVHTXLWDEO\EHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVLWSODFHGPRVWRIWKHDGGLWLRQDOFRVWVRI
LQFUHDVHGSUHPLXPVRQWKHSDUHQWFDUU\LQJWKHLQVXUDQFHDQGLWSURYLGHGDQHFRQRPLF
GLVLQFHQWLYHIRUDSDUHQWWRFDUU\WKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFH

7KHSURUDWHGDSSURDFKHVVHQWLDOO\JLYHVDQREOLJRUDFUHGLWLIKHRUVKHLVFDUU\LQJWKHFKLOG¶V
LQVXUDQFHDQGLWDVVHVVHVDQDGGLWLRQDODPRXQWRIVXSSRUWLIWKHREOLJHHLVFDUU\LQJWKHFKLOG¶V
LQVXUDQFH,IWKHSDUHQWSURYLGLQJWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHLVWKHREOLJRUWKHREOLJHH¶VVKDUHRIWKH
SUHPLXPLVVXEWUDFWHGIURPWKHSUHLQVXUDQFHDZDUGWRGHWHUPLQHWKHILQDODZDUGDPRXQW,IWKH
SDUHQWSURYLGLQJWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHLVWKHREOLJHHWKHREOLJRU¶VVKDUHRIWKHSUHPLXPLVDGGHG
WRWKHSUHLQVXUDQFHDZDUGWRGHWHUPLQHWKHILQDODZDUGDPRXQW

([KLELWVDQGLOOXVWUDWHDQGFRPSDUHPRQWKO\FKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVXVLQJ
x
x

7KHH[LVWLQJDSSURDFKZKLFKLVWRVXEWUDFWWKHSUHPLXPIURPWKHLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQW
FDUU\LQJWKHLQVXUDQFHEHIRUHFDOFXODWLQJVXSSRUWDQG
7KHDOWHUQDWLYHDSSURDFKZKLFKSURUDWHVWKHSUHPLXPEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVDQGHLWKHUDGGVRU
VXEWUDFWVWKLVDPRXQWWRWKHSUHLQVXUDQFHDZDUGGHSHQGLQJRQZKLFKSDUHQWLVFDUU\LQJWKH
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFH


%RWKH[KLELWVDVVXPHDFDVHZKHUHWKHSDUHQWVKDYHHTXDOLQFRPHV LHJURVVSHUPRQWK 
WKHUHLVRQHFKLOGWKHUHLVQRFRVWRILQVXUDQFHIRUHLWKHUSDUHQWQHLWKHUSDUHQWKDVDQRWKHU
GHSHQGHQWDQGWKHFKLOGVSHQGVSHUFHQWRIKLVRUKHUWLPHZLWKWKHREOLJRU%RWKH[KLELWV




,RZD6XSUHPH&W&RPWR5HYLHZ&KLOG6XSSRUW*XLGHOLQHVFinal Report 0D\ 
Id.DWS

1HEUDVND&KLOG6XSSRUW$GYLVRU\&RPReport of the 2006 Nebraska Child Support Advisory Commission:
Recommendations 1HEUDVND6XSUHPH&W ([HF%G-DQ S




GHSLFWWZRVFHQDULRVRQHZKHUHWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLVSHUPRQWKDQGWKHRWKHU
ZKHUHWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLVSHUPRQWK

([KLELWVKRZVWKDWZKHQWKHREOLJRUFDUULHVWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFH&DOLIRUQLD¶VFXUUHQW
DSSURDFK LHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRG SURGXFHVDKLJKHUREOLJDWLRQWKDQWKHDOWHUQDWLYHDSSURDFKRI
SURUDWLQJWKHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH)RUH[DPSOHZKHQWKHREOLJRUSD\VSHUPRQWKIRUWKH
FKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHWKHRUGHUDPRXQWLVSHUPRQWKXQGHUWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGDQG
SHUPRQWKXQGHUWKHSURUDWHGPHWKRG

([KLELWDOVRVKRZVWKDWZKHQWKHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLQFUHDVHVWKHUHGXFWLRQRIWKHVXSSRUW
DZDUG WKDWFRQVLGHUVWKHSUHPLXPFRVWV LVPRUHXQGHUWKHSURUDWHGDSSURDFKWKDQWKH
VXEWUDFWLRQDSSURDFK8QGHUWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGZKHQWKHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLQFUHDVHVIURP
WRSHUPRQWKWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGGHFUHDVHVE\SHUPRQWK IURPWR ,Q
HIIHFWXQGHUWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGWKHREOLJRULQFXUVSHUPRQWKPRUHLQDGGLWLRQDO
H[SHQVHVIRUWKHFKLOG LHLQFUHDVHLQSUHPLXPPLQXVUHGXFWLRQLQWKHVXSSRUWDZDUG 
7KHREOLJHHHIIHFWLYHO\EHDUVRIWKHLQFUHDVHLQWKHSUHPLXPFRVWVHYHQWKRXJKWKH
REOLJHH¶VDQGREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVHTXDO7KHSURUDWHGDSSURDFKSURGXFHVDGHFUHDVHLQWKH
RUGHUDPRXQW IURPSHUPRQWKWRSHUPRQWK 7KHUHGXFWLRQUHSUHVHQWVWKHREOLJHH¶V
SURUDWDVKDUHRIWKHSUHPLXPDPRXQW
,Q([KLELWWKHREOLJHHFDUULHVWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXP:KHQWKHSUHPLXPLV
SHUPRQWKXQGHUWKHVXEWUDFWLRQDSSURDFKWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGLVSHUPRQWKXQGHUWKH
SURUDWHGDSSURDFKWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGLVSHUPRQWK:KHQWKHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLQFUHDVHV
E\WKHVXSSRUWDZDUGLQFUHDVHVE\ WR XQGHUWKHVXEWUDFWLRQDSSURDFKDQG
E\ WR XQGHUWKHSURUDWHGDSSURDFK




$OOVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKDWXVHWKHSURUDWHGDSSURDFKFRQVLGHURQO\WKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXP
)XUWKHUIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQUHTXLUHVWKDWUHDVRQDEOHFRVWRILQVXUDQFHFDOFXODWLRQVFRQVLGHUWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKH
LQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPRQO\,QSUDFWLFHKRZHYHUWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHLVQRWDOZD\VREYLRXVEHFDXVHIDPLO\SUHPLXPV
W\SLFDOO\FRYHUWKHSDUHQWDVZHOODVWKHSDUHQW¶VRWKHUGHSHQGHQWV6RPHRIWKHGHSHQGHQWV HJDQHZVSRXVHDQG
FKLOGUHQZLWKWKHQHZVSRXVH PD\QRWEHWKHVDPHGHSHQGHQWVIRUZKRPVXSSRUWLVEHLQJGHWHUPLQHG0RVWVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHVSURYLGHIRUDGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKHSUHPLXPE\GHILQLQJLWDVWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ
WKHSUHPLXPDPRXQWVIRUIDPLO\DQGLQGLYLGXDOFRYHUDJHRUE\SURUDWLQJWKHSUHPLXPE\WKHQXPEHURILQGLYLGXDOV
FRYHUHGE\WKHSROLF\



Exhibit 5-1. Monthly Support Award: Obligor Carries Health insurance for Child,
Both Parents Earn $3,000/mo, 1 child, 20% timesharing
$400

$379
$355

$353
$350

$303
Monthly Order

$300
$250
$200
$150
$100
$50
$0
$100/mo premium

$200/mo premium

Existing Approach (subtract premium from income)
Alternative Approach (each parent responsible for prorated share of premium)

Exhibit 5-2. Monthly Support Award: Obligee Carries Health insurance for Child,
Both Parents Earn $3,000/mo, 1 child, 20% timesharing
$600
$503

Monthly Order

$500

$453
$409

$415

$100/mo premium

$200/mo premium

$400
$300
$200
$100
$0

Existing Approach (subtract premium from income)
Alternative Approach (each parent responsible for prorated share of premium)

Reasonable Cost of Insurance
3ULRUWRWKHQHZIHGHUDOUXOHVWKHFRVWRISURYLGLQJKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHZDVFRQVLGHUHGUHDVRQDEOHLI
LQVXUDQFHZDVHPSOR\HUSURYLGHG7KHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVXJJHVWVWKDWPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLV



UHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLILWGRHVQRWH[FHHGSHUFHQWRIJURVVLQFRPHEXWDOVRSURYLGHVWKDWVWDWHVFDQ
DGRSWDQRWKHUUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHLQWKHLUJXLGHOLQHV

Cash medical support or the cost of private health insurance is considered reasonable in
cost if the cost to the parent responsible for providing medical support does not exceed
five percent of his or her gross income or, at State option, a reasonable alternative
income-based numeric standard defined in State law, regulations or court rule having the
force of law or State child support guidelines…. In applying the five percent or alternative
State standard for the cost of private health insurance, the cost is the cost of adding the
child(ren) to the existing coverage or the difference between self-only and family
coverage.


(45 C.F.R. § 303.31(a)(3).)

$UHDVRQDEOHFRVWWKUHVKROGZDVILUVWFRQFHLYHGE\WKH1DWLRQDO0HGLFDO&KLOG6XSSRUW:RUNLQJ
*URXSDQLQGHSHQGHQWERG\HVWDEOLVKHGXQGHUWKH&KLOG6XSSRUW3HUIRUPDQFHDQG,QFHQWLYH$FW
RIWRGHYHORSUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRUHIIHFWLYHHQIRUFHPHQWRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUV7KH
ZRUNLQJJURXSUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWWKHFKLOG¶VSUHPLXPEHFRQVLGHUHGUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLILWGLG
QRWH[FHHGSHUFHQWRIWKHJURVVLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWRUGHUHGWRSURYLGHPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KH
ZRUNLQJJURXSKDGUHVHUYDWLRQVDERXWVHWWLQJWKHWKUHVKROGWRRKLJKEHFDXVHWKDWFRXOGUHGXFH
WKHDPRXQWRIFDVKFKLOGVXSSRUWDQGWKHFRPELQDWLRQRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDQGFDVKFKLOGVXSSRUW
FRXOGH[FHHGLQFRPHZLWKKROGLQJOLPLWV7KHVRXUFHRIWKHSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGLVDIHGHUDO
6&+,3OLPLWDWLRQ6WDWHVFDQQRWUHTXLUHPRUHWKDQSHUFHQWRIDIDPLO\¶VJURVVLQFRPHWRPHHW
WKH6&+,3SUHPLXP7KHZRUNLQJJURXSEHOLHYHGWKDWLWZDVDSSURSULDWHWRVXEMHFWWKHFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQW¶VKRXVHKROGDQGWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWWRWKHVDPHVWDQGDUG$ZDUHRIWKHQHHGIRUVWDWH
IOH[LELOLW\RZLQJWRVWDWHYDULDWLRQVLQKHDOWKFDUHFRVWVDQGFRYHUDJHRSWLRQVIRUFKLOGUHQ
KRZHYHUWKHQHZUXOHDOORZVVWDWHVWRVHWDQDOWHUQDWLYHWKUHVKROG

5HVHDUFKHUVSUHSDULQJWKLVVWXG\UHYLHZHGPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURYLVLRQVLQDOOVWDWHVDQGWKH
'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELDDQGIRXQGWKDWDVRI0DUFKVWDWHVKDVDGRSWHGDUHDVRQDEOHFRVW
WKUHVKROG0RVWRIWKHVHVWDWHV VWDWHV XVHDSHUFHQWWKUHVKROG7KHUHYLHZDOVRIRXQGWZR
VWDWHVWKDWKDYHDOHVVWKDQSHUFHQWWKUHVKROG 1HZ+DPSVKLUHDQG2UHJRQXVHSHUFHQW DQG
VHYHUDOVWDWHVZKRVHWKUHVKROGVDUHKLJKHUWKDQSHUFHQW6RXWK'DNRWD SHUFHQWRIQHW
LQFRPH 7H[DV SHUFHQWRIJURVVLQFRPH $ODEDPD SHUFHQWRIJURVVLQFRPH DQG
&RORUDGR OHVVWKDQSHUFHQWRIJURVVLQFRPH 2UHJRQUHFHQWO\UHGXFHGLWVWKUHVKROGIURPWR
SHUFHQWEHFDXVHWKHORZHUSHUFHQWDJHVLPSOLILHGWKHFDOFXODWLRQDQGZDVFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
2UHJRQ¶VFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSROLF\

$IHZVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV HJ2KLRDQG:LVFRQVLQ GRQRWFRQVLGHUWKDWDQ\LQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWR
DSDUHQWZKRVHLQFRPHLVQHDUSRYHUW\LVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVW)RUH[DPSOH:LVFRQVLQZLOOQRW




86'HSWRI+HDOWK +XPDQ6HUYLFHVDQG86'HSWRI/DERU21 Million Children’s Health: Our Shared
Responsibility, the Medical Child Support Working Group’s Report -XQH 

2UHJRQ'HSWRI-Oregon Child Support Guidelines Changes: Detailed Summary $XJ 



FRQVLGHUDQ\KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHWRDSDUHQWZKRVHLQFRPHLVEHORZSHUFHQWRIWKH
IHGHUDOSRYHUW\JXLGHOLQHV5KRGH,VODQGYDULHVLWVUHDVRQDEOHFRVWWKUHVKROGIRUREOLJRUVZLWK
PXOWLSOHRUGHUV

0DQ\RIWKHVWDWHVWKDWUHO\RQDKLJKHUWKUHVKROGUHFRJQL]HWKDWDORZHUWKUHVKROGLQFUHDVHVWKH
OLNHOLKRRGWKDWSULYDWHFRYHUDJHZLOOQRWEHRUGHUHGHYHQZKHQDYDLODEOHIURPDSDUHQW¶V
HPSOR\HU7KLVFDQEHWRWKHGHWULPHQWRIWKHFKLOGSDUWLFXODUO\LIWKHFKLOGLVQRWHOLJLEOHIRU
0HGLFDLGRU6&+,37KHXQLQWHQGHGFRQVHTXHQFHLVWKDWWKHFKLOGKDVQRKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJH
5HVHDUFKIURPVWDWHVSHFLILFVWXGLHVFRUURERUDWHVWKHSUREOHPZLWKORZHUWKUHVKROGV&RORUDGR
IRXQGWKDWDSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGZRXOGPDNHSULYDWHLQVXUDQFHUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLQSHUFHQWRI
H[DPLQHGFDVHV*HRUJLDIRXQGWKDWDSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGZRXOGPDNHSULYDWHLQVXUDQFH
UHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLQSHUFHQWRIH[DPLQHGFDVHV*HRUJLDDOVRIRXQGWKDWSULYDWHLQVXUDQFH
LVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLQPRUHFDVHVZKHQDKLJKHUWKUHVKROGLVXVHG)RUH[DPSOH*HRUJLDIRXQG
WKDWDSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGZRXOGPDNHSULYDWHLQVXUDQFHUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLQSHUFHQWRI
H[DPLQHGFDVHV

$KDQGIXORIVWDWHVSODFHWKHLUUHDVRQDEOHFRVWWKUHVKROGLQDQRQJXLGHOLQHVHFWLRQRIWKHLU
VWDWXWHV7KHVHVWDWHVDOVRSODFHWKHMXULVGLFWLRQWRVHHNPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQWKHVDPHQRQ
JXLGHOLQHVHFWLRQRIWKHLUVWDWXWHV
+HDOWK&DUH,QVXUDQFHDQG&RVWVLQ&DOLIRUQLD
7KHWUHQGLQ&DOLIRUQLDOLNHPRVWRIWKHQDWLRQLVIHZHUHPSOR\HUVSURYLGLQJKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH
DQGKLJKHUSUHPLXPFRVWV6LQFHWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQEHJDQDQDGGLWLRQDOSHUFHQWRI
&DOLIRUQLDQV DSRSXODWLRQRIQHDUO\PLOOLRQ ORVWWKHLUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH0XFKRIWKLVGHFOLQH
LVGXHWRMREORVVRUEHFDXVHHPSOR\HUVVWRSSHGRIIHULQJFRYHUDJH7KHWUHQGZDVHYLGHQWHYHQ
EHIRUHWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQEHJDQ)RUH[DPSOHRQHVWXG\QRWHVWKDWWKHSHUFHQWDJHRI
&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGUHQFRYHUHGE\HPSOR\HUSURYLGHGLQVXUDQFHGURSSHGIURPSHUFHQWLQWR
SHUFHQWLQ$ERXWKDOIRIDOO&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGUHQQRWMXVWWKRVHLQWKH&DOLIRUQLD,9'
FDVHORDGRUWKRVHHOLJLEOHIRUFKLOGVXSSRUWKDGKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHWKURXJKHPSOR\HUEDVHG
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHLQ

,QFUHDVHVLQKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPV²ERWKIRUHPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGKHDOWKFDUHSODQVDQG
LQGLYLGXDOO\SXUFKDVHGSULYDWHLQVXUDQFH²KDYHOHGWRGHFOLQHVLQLQGLYLGXDODQGIDPLO\




3ROLF\6WXGLHV,QF supra QRWH
*HRUJLD'HSWRI+XPDQ5HVRXUFHV2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQWMedical Insurance Collaboration
Final Report $XJ 

*ZHQGRO\Q'ULVFROO³1HDUO\0LOOLRQ&DOLIRUQLDQV/RVW+HDOWK,QVXUDQFH'XULQJ5HFHVVLRQ´California Health
Interview Survey Newsroom 0DU www.chis.ucla.edu/release.asp?id=50.

(5LFKDUG%URZQHWDO³7KH6WDWHRI+HDOWK,QVXUDQFHLQ&DOLIRUQLD)LQGLQJVIURPWKH&DOLIRUQLD+HDOWK
,QWHUYLHZ6XUYH\´ 8&/$&HQWHUIRU+HDOWK3ROLF\5HVHDUFK$XJ 
www.healthpolicy.ucla.edu/pubs/files/SHIC_RT_82009.pdf

5HWULHYHGIURPwww.statehealthfacts.org.

'ULVFROOsupraQRWH




FRYHUDJH(PSOR\HUVDUHWUDQVIHUULQJLQFUHDVHGFRVWVWRHPSOR\HHVE\VZLWFKLQJWRSODQVZLWK
KLJKHUGHGXFWLEOHVDQGRXWRISRFNHWFRVWV7KHLQFUHDVLQJSUHPLXPVIRULQGLYLGXDO
SROLF\KROGHUVLQ&DOLIRUQLD RIWHQDVKLJKDVSHUFHQW ZDVHQRXJKIRUWKH86&RQJUHVVWRFDOO
IRUDQLQYHVWLJDWLRQRIWKHLQVXUDQFHFRPSDQLHVLQ

7KHSURSRUWLRQRILQFRPHWKDW&DOLIRUQLDIDPLOLHVDQGVLQJOHSDUHQWVW\SLFDOO\SD\WRSURYLGH
LQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRUWKHLUFKLOGUHQLVQRWDUHDGLO\DYDLODEOHVWDWLVWLF,QVWHDGLWLVFDOFXODWHGLQ
WKLVUHSRUWIURPWZRGDWDVRXUFHV2QHVRXUFHLVDYHUDJH&DOLIRUQLDSUHPLXPFRVWV7KHRWKHU
GDWDVRXUFHLV86&HQVXVGDWDRQLQFRPH,QWKHHPSOR\HH¶VVKDUHRIWKHSUHPLXP
DYHUDJHGSHUPRQWKIRULQGLYLGXDOFRYHUDJHDQGSHUPRQWKIRUIDPLO\FRYHUDJH)URP
WKLVLWFDQEHGHGXFHGWKDWWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VVKDUHRIWKHSUHPLXPZDVSHUPRQWK SHU
\HDU ZKLFKLVWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHDYHUDJHFRVWRIIDPLO\DQGVLQJOHFRYHUDJH7KLV
UHSUHVHQWVSHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLDPHGLDQIDPLO\LQFRPHSHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLDPHGLDQ
PDOHHDUQLQJVDQGSHUFHQWRIPHGLDQIHPDOHHDUQLQJV7KHVHSHUFHQWDJHVDSSUR[LPDWHZKDW
IDPLOLHVDQGVLQJOHSDUHQWVW\SLFDOO\SD\WRSURYLGHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUWKHLUFKLOGUHQ

7KHKHDOWKUHIRUPRIZLOOUDGLFDOO\FKDQJHWKHFRVWVRIKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHIRUFKLOGUHQ
DQGHYHQWXDOO\UHQGHUWKHVHFXUUHQWVWDWLVWLFVREVROHWH³3UHPLXPFUHGLWV´XQGHUKHDOWKUHIRUP
ZLOOOLPLWWKHPD[LPXPSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHDIDPLO\ZLOOKDYHWRVSHQGRQLWVLQVXUDQFH
SUHPLXP%DVHGRQDVOLGLQJVFDOHWKHSHUFHQWDJHVUDQJHIURPSHUFHQWIRUIDPLOLHVZLWK
LQFRPHVEHORZSHUFHQWRIWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOWRSHUFHQWIRUIDPLOLHVZLWKLQFRPHV
DERYHSHUFHQWRIWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOEXWEHORZSHUFHQWRIWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO2QH
LVVXHUHODWLQJWRWKLVPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWLVWKDWWKHVOLGLQJVFDOHFRQVLGHUVWKHSUHPLXP
IRUWKHIDPLO\QRWWKHSUHPLXPDPRXQWDWWULEXWDEOHWRWKHFKLOGUHQIRUZKRPVXSSRUWLVEHLQJ
GHWHUPLQHG7KHQHZIHGHUDOUXOHVOLPLWWKHDPRXQWRISUHPLXPZKHQFRQGXFWLQJDUHDVRQDEOH
FRVWWHVWWRWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUH$QRWKHUFDYHDWLVWKDWWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRISUHPLXPVXEVLGLHVLV
VFKHGXOHGIRU+RZSUHPLXPDPRXQWVZLOOFKDQJHLQWKHLQWHULPLVXQNQRZQ
Accessible Insurance
7KHQHZIHGHUDOUXOHVUHTXLUHWKH,9'DJHQF\WRSHWLWLRQWR³LQFOXGHSULYDWHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH
WKDWLVDFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOG UHQ DVGHILQHGE\WKH6WDWH´6RPHVWDWHV VWDWHV GHILQH




9LFWRULD&ROOLYHU³+HDOWKLQVXUDQFHKLNHVVWXQVPDOOEXVLQHVVHV&DOLIRUQLD6RPHIDFHSUHPLXPLQFUHDVHV
H[FHHGLQJSHUFHQW´San Francisco Chronicle )HE http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-0226/news/17957301_1_rate-hikes-health-rates-rate-increases

Ibid

'XNH+HOIDQG³&RQJUHVVRSHQVSUREHLQWR$QWKHP%OXH&URVVUDWHLQFUHDVHV7ZR+RXVHSDQHOVDQQRXQFHWKH\
DUHLQYHVWLJDWLQJWKHKLNHVZKLFKWDNHHIIHFW0DUFK/DZPDNHUVDVNWKHFRPSDQ\¶V&(2WRH[SODLQWKHUHDVRQV
IRUWKHLQFUHDVHV´Los Angeles Times )HE http://articles.latimes.com/2010/feb/10/business/la-fianthem10-2010feb10

5HWULHYHGIURPwww.statehealthfacts.org.

,Q&DOLIRUQLDPHGLDQIDPLO\LQFRPHZDVPHGLDQHDUQLQJVRID&DOLIRUQLDPDOHZRUNHUZHUH
DQGPHGLDQHDUQLQJVRID&DOLIRUQLDIHPDOHZRUNHUZHUH86&HQVXV%XU$PHULFDQ)DFWILQGHU
³%0HGLDQ)DPLO\,QFRPHLQWKH3DVW0RQWKV LQ,QIODWLRQ$GMXVWHG'ROODUV´$PHULFDQ
&RPPXQLW\6XUYH\ DVRI$SU http://factfinder.census.gov.

+HQU\-.DLVHU)DPLO\)RXQGDWLRQ supra QRWH.
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DFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFHLQWKHLUJXLGHOLQHVKRZHYHUWKHVWDWHVDUHQRWUHTXLUHGWRLQFOXGHD
GHILQLWLRQWKHLUJXLGHOLQHV

7KHUHTXLUHPHQW¶VSXUSRVHLVWRHQVXUHWKDWZKDWHYHUWKHLQVXUDQFHRUGHUHGLWFDQEHXVHGE\WKH
FKLOG+HDOWKSODQVPD\QRWEHDFFHVVLEOHEHFDXVHWKH\VHUYHDOLPLWHGJHRJUDSKLFDOUHJLRQRU
EHFDXVHQHZHPSOR\HHVPXVWJRWKURXJKDZDLWLQJSHULRGEHIRUHWKH\DUHHOLJLEOHWRUHFHLYHWKH
HPSOR\HU¶VKHDOWKEHQHILWV)HGHUDOUXOHVSURYLGHWKDWWKHVWDWHGHILQH³DFFHVVLEOH´DVDSSURSULDWH
IRUWKDWSDUWLFXODUVWDWH7KH1DWLRQDO0HGLFDO&KLOG6XSSRUW:RUNLQJ*URXSUHFRPPHQGVWKDW
WKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDFFHVVLELOLW\GHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKHFKLOGOLYHVZLWKLQWKHKHDOWKSODQ¶V
VHUYLFHDUHDDQGZKHWKHUSULPDU\FDUHLVDYDLODEOHZLWKLQWKHOHVVHURIPLQXWHVRUPLOHVRI
WKHFKLOG¶VUHVLGHQFH,QDGGLWLRQWKHZRUNLQJJURXSUHFRPPHQGVDVVHVVLQJZKHWKHUFRYHUDJH
FDQUHDVRQDEO\EHH[SHFWHGWRUHPDLQHIIHFWLYHIRUDWOHDVWRQH\HDUEDVHGRQWKHSDUHQW¶V
HPSOR\PHQWKLVWRU\

&DOLIRUQLD¶VGHILQLWLRQRI³DFFHVVLEOH´LQVXUDQFHLVLQFOXGHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQH

When ruling on a motion made pursuant to this section, in order to ensure that the health
care needs of the child under this section are met, the court shall consider all relevant
facts, including, but not limited to, the following:
(1) The geographic access and reasonable availability of necessary health care for the
child which complies with the terms of the health care insurance coverage paid for by
either parent pursuant to a court order.
(2) The necessity of emergency medical treatment that may have precluded the use of
the health care insurance, or the preferred health care provider required under the
insurance, provided by either parent pursuant to a court order.
(3) The special medical needs of the child.
(4) The reasonable inability of a parent to pay the full amount of reimbursement within a
30-day period and the resulting necessity for a court-ordered payment schedule.
(Fam. Code, § 4063(g).)


6WDWHVYDU\LQKRZWKH\GHILQH³DFFHVVLEOH´(OHYHQVWDWHVGHILQH³DFFHVVLEOH´E\WKHQXPEHURI
PLOHVRUPLQXWHVIURPWKHFKLOG¶VSULPDU\UHVLGHQFHQLQHVWDWHVFRQVLGHU³DFFHVVLEOH´WRLQFOXGH
WKHJHRJUDSKLFVFRSHRUFRXQW\RIWKHFKLOG¶VSULPDU\UHVLGHQFHDQGIRXUVWDWHVSURYLGHWKDW
KHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHLVDFFHVVLEOHLIWKHFRYHUHGFKLOGUHQFDQREWDLQVHUYLFHVZLWKUHDVRQDEOH
HIIRUWE\WKHSDUHQWVRUZLWKLQDUHDVRQDEOHWUDYHOLQJGLVWDQFHDQGWLPHIURPWKHFKLOG¶VSULPDU\
UHVLGHQFH7KHODWWHULVSDUWLFXODUO\VDOLHQWWRVWDWHVOLNH&DOLIRUQLDZKHUHWKHUHLVFRQVLGHUDEOH
JHRJUDSKLFDOGLYHUVLW\LQFOXGLQJERWKXUEDQDQGUXUDODUHDVDVZHOODVYDULDWLRQLQDFFHVVWR
KHDOWKFDUHIDFLOLWLHVDQGKHDOWKFDUHSURYLGHUVE\JHRJUDSKLFDOUHJLRQ




Cash Medical Support
6WDWH,9'DJHQFLHVDUHIHGHUDOO\PDQGDWHGWRSHWLWLRQIRUFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWZKHQDFFHVVLEOH
SULYDWHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHLVQRWDYDLODEOHWRSDUHQWVDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVW7KLVPDQGDWHQHFHVVLWDWHV
DFOHDUGHILQLWLRQRI³FDVKPHGLFDO´VXSSRUW)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVEURDGO\GHILQHFDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUWDV

[A]n amount ordered to be paid toward the cost of health insurance provided by a public
entity or by another parent through employment or otherwise, or for other medical costs
not covered by insurance.


(45 C.F.R. § 303.31(a)(1).)


2&6(LQWHQWLRQDOO\VHWDEURDGIHGHUDOGHILQLWLRQRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWWRDOORZVWDWHV
IOH[LELOLW\DQGGLVFUHWLRQLQGHILQLQJFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQDOLJQPHQWZLWKWKHLULQGLYLGXDOVWDWH
LQLWLDWLYHVRUSROLFLHV6WDWHVFDQSURYLGHIRUFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLQWKUHHZD\V  DQ
DPRXQWWREHSDLGWRZDUGWKHFRVWRIKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSURYLGHGE\DJRYHUQPHQWRUSXEOLFHQWLW\
VXFKDV0HGLFDLGRU6&+,3  DQDPRXQWWREHSDLGWRZDUGWKHFRVWRIKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH
SURYLGHGE\DQRWKHUSDUHQWRU  DQDPRXQWWREHSDLGIRURWKHUPHGLFDOFRVWVQRWFRYHUHGE\
LQVXUDQFH

$VZLOOEHGLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOODWHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRUWZRRIWKHWKUHH
GHILQLWLRQVRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW7KHILUVWGHILQLWLRQ HJDQDPRXQWWREHSDLGWRWKH
0HGLFDLGDJHQF\RUDVLPLODUSURJUDP LVQRWIHDVLEOHZKHQKHDOWKFDUHVHUYLFHVDUHGHOLYHUHG
WKURXJKIHHIRUVHUYLFH$VGLVFXVVHGHDUOLHUD0HGLFDLGDJHQF\FDQQRWUHFHLYHPRUHWKDQZKDW
LWH[SHQGVRQDFKLOG:KHQ0HGLFDLGLVSURYLGHGWKURXJKPDQDJHGFDUHDVWDWH0HGLFDLG
DJHQF\W\SLFDOO\SD\VDPRQWKO\SUHPLXPUDWHIRUHDFK0HGLFDLGHQUROOHHWRWKHPDQDJHGFDUH
SURYLGHU$VDFRQVHTXHQFHWKH0HGLFDLGDJHQF\FDQDFFHSWFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHFHLSWVXSWR
WKDWSUHPLXPDPRXQW+RZHYHUZKHQFKLOG0HGLFDLGVHUYLFHVDUHUHLPEXUVHGWKURXJKIHHIRU
VHUYLFHWKHFRVWVRIKHDOWKFDUHIRUWKHFKLOGDUHQRWFRQVLVWHQWIURPPRQWKWRPRQWK7KLVGRHV
QRWOHQGLWVHOIZHOOWRUHLPEXUVHPHQWVWKURXJKFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW

&DOLIRUQLDOLNHPDQ\VWDWHVUHOLHVRQDPL[WXUHRIPDQDJHGFDUHDQGIHHIRUVHUYLFHWRGHOLYHULWV
FKLOG0HGLFDLGVHUYLFHV FDOOHG0HGL&DOLQ&DOLIRUQLD 7KLVLVFRPPRQLQPDQ\VWDWHV,Q
&DOLIRUQLDDOPRVWDOO0HGL&DOVHUYLFHVLQUXUDODUHDVDUHGHOLYHUHGWKURXJKIHHIRUVHUYLFH
7DNHQWRJHWKHUWKHVHIDFWRUVPDNHWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDFRQVLVWHQWVWDWHZLGHSROLF\IRUXVLQJ
FDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWWRRIIVHW0HGL&DOFRYHUDJHLPSRVVLEOH1XPHURXVRWKHUVWDWHVIDFHD
VLPLODUOLPLWDWLRQ,QIDFWDOWKRXJKDWOHDVWVWDWHVSURYLGHIRUWKLVW\SHRIFDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUWDPLQRULW\RIVWDWHVDFWXDOO\FROOHFWFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDQGGLVWULEXWHLWWRWKH
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0HGLFDLGDJHQF\ HJ2KLR2UHJRQ5KRGH,VODQGDQG7H[DV %HVLGHVWKHIHHIRUVHUYLFH
LVVXHRWKHUEDUULHUVDUHWKHSUDFWLFDOLW\RIFROOHFWLQJWKLVW\SHRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWZKHQ
PDQ\ORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDUHVWUHWFKHGMXVWWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKHEDVHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUWKH
DXWRPDWHGV\VWHPHQKDQFHPHQWVQHHGHGWRWUDFNWKLVW\SHRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDQGWKHQHHG
WRGHYHORSLQWHUDJHQF\UXOHVDQGSURFHGXUHVEHWZHHQ0HGLFDLGDQGWKH,9'DJHQF\

,QDGGLWLRQWR0HGL&DO&DOLIRUQLDRIIHUVPDQ\RWKHUORZLQFRPHLQVXUDQFHRSWLRQVIRUFKLOGUHQ
7KHVHLQFOXGH+HDOWK\)DPLOLHV &DOLIRUQLD¶V6&+,3SURJUDP DQG+HDOWK\.LGV ZKLFKRSHUDWHV
LQVRPHFRXQWLHV %HFDXVHWKHVHSURJUDPVDUHSXEOLFHQWLWLHVFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFDQEH
RUGHUHGWRRIIVHWWKHFRYHUDJHFRVWVIURPDQ\RIWKHP0RVWRIWKHVHSURJUDPVDVVHVVDQRPLQDO
SUHPLXPWRWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVRWKHFRVWRIWKDWSUHPLXPWRWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWZRXOGEH
FRQVLGHUHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ $VGLVFXVVHGHDUOLHU&DOLIRUQLDVXEWUDFWVWKHSUHPLXP
FRVWIURPWKHLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWSURYLGLQJFRYHUDJH 7KHSROLF\GLOHPPDLVZKHWKHU
DGGLWLRQDOFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWVKRXOGEHDVVHVVHGWRFRYHUWKHSXEOLFHQWLW\¶VVKDUHRIWKH
SUHPLXP)RUH[DPSOHDGGLWLRQDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWFRXOGEHRUGHUHGDQGSDLGWR+HDOWK\
)DPLOLHV1RVWDWHKRZHYHUFROOHFWVDQGGLVWULEXWHVFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWGLUHFWO\WRLWV6&+,3
SURJUDPIRUPDQ\RIWKHVDPHUHDVRQVWKDWVWDWHVGRQRWURXWLQHO\FROOHFWDQGGLVWULEXWHFDVK
PHGLFDOVXSSRUWWRWKHLUVWDWH0HGLFDLGSURJUDPV

7KHRWKHUWZRGHILQLWLRQVRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW LHDPRXQWWREHSDLGWRZDUGWKHFRVWRI
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSURYLGHGE\DQRWKHUSDUHQWDQGWKHDPRXQWWREHSDLGIRUXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDO
FRVWV DUHDOUHDG\SURYLGHGIRULQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH6SHFLILFDOO\LIWKHREOLJHHSURYLGHV
WKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHWKHILQDOFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHULVDGMXVWHGWKURXJKWKHVXEWUDFWLRQRIWKH
SUHPLXPDPRXQW7KLVPHHWVWKHRSWLRQIRUFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWWRRIIVHWWKHRWKHUSDUHQW¶VFRVW
RIFRYHUDJH

8QLQVXUHG+HDOWK&DUH([SHQVHV
,QDGGLWLRQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDGGUHVVHVUHDVRQDEOHXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV )DP
&RGH   0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDOVRSURYLGHIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV
$NH\GLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ&DOLIRUQLDDQGRWKHUVWDWHVLVWKDWWKHVHH[SHQVHVDUHGLYLGHGLQKDOI
EHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVLQ&DOLIRUQLDZKLOHPRVWVWDWHVSURUDWHWKHH[SHQVHVEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV
7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHKRZHYHUGRHVDOORZHLWKHUSDUHQWWRUHTXHVWDQDOWHUQDWLYH
DSSRUWLRQPHQWVLPLODUWRDSURUDWDVKDUH )DP&RGH E 7KHSURUDWHGDSSURDFKLVPRUH
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKDFRQYHQWLRQDOLQFRPHVKDUHVJXLGHOLQHDQGVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKDWSURUDWHWKH
FKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV$VGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHU&DOLIRUQLDGRHVQRW
UHO\RQWKHFRQYHQWLRQDOLQFRPHVKDUHVDSSURDFK7KHFRQYHQWLRQDOLQFRPHVKDUHVDSSURDFK
GHWHUPLQHVWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VEDVHOHYHORIVXSSRUWE\WDNLQJWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶V
SURUDWDVKDUHRIDYHUDJHH[SHQGLWXUHVLQDQLQWDFWIDPLO\ZLWKDVLPLODUIDPLO\VL]HDQG
FRPELQHGSDUHQWDOLQFRPH





&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFKsupra.QRWH
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$QRWKHUNH\GLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDQGVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVWKDWUHO\RQWKH
FRQYHQWLRQDOLQFRPHVKDUHVJXLGHOLQHLVWKDWDQLQFRPHVKDUHVVFKHGXOHW\SLFDOO\LQFOXGHVD
QRPLQDODPRXQWRIEDVHVXSSRUWWRFRYHUURXWLQHDQGRUGLQDU\XQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHVVXFK
DVFRSD\VRYHUWKHFRXQWHUPHGLFLQHVDQGEDQGDJHV7KLVFRXQWVDVWKHIHGHUDOGHILQLWLRQRI
³FDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW´0RVWLQFRPHVKDUHVLQFOXGHSHUFKLOGSHU\HDUIRUURXWLQH
PHGLFDOH[SHQVHV7KLVDSSUR[LPDWHVDYHUDJHRXWRISRFNHWPHGLFDOH[SHQVHVIRUFKLOGUHQ,W
LVXQFOHDUZKHWKHUWKHKIDFWRUXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLQFOXGHVDQ\URXWLQHDQGRUGLQDU\
XQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHVEXWLWLVIDLUO\FHUWDLQWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGRHVQRWLQFOXGH
WKHDYHUDJHEHFDXVHWKLVDPRXQWZDVFDOFXODWHGIRUDWLPHSHULRGVHYHUDO\HDUVDIWHUWKH
H[LVWLQJ&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODZDVGHYHORSHG1RQHWKHOHVVEHFDXVHRIFRVWVKDULQJ
VXEVLGLHVXQGHUKHDOWKUHIRUPWKLVZLOOQRORQJHUEHWKHDYHUDJHLQWKHIXWXUH

Chapter Summary
7KHIHGHUDOUXOHVQHFHVVLWDWHFKDQJHVWRVWDWHSURYLVLRQVIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWEXWWKHPRUH
UHFHQWKHDOWKUHIRUPUHJXODWLRQVPDNHWKHIXWXUHRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUWXQFHUWDLQ2&6(KDV
MXVWEHJXQWRDVVHVVZKHWKHULWVFXUUHQWIHGHUDOPDQGDWHVRQPHGLFDOVXSSRUWDUHFRQJUXHQWZLWK
KHDOWKUHIRUP'HSHQGLQJRQWKHRXWFRPHVRIWKLVDVVHVVPHQWIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
UHTXLUHPHQWVLPSRVHGRQVWDWHVPD\FKDQJH)RUQRZWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHV
DSSO\7KHVHUHTXLUHWKDWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDGGUHVVKRZFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKFDUHQHHGVZLOOEH
DGGUHVVHGWKDWVWDWHVSURYLGHWKDWHLWKHURUERWKSDUHQWVFDQEHRUGHUHGWRSD\PHGLFDOVXSSRUW
WKDWVWDWHVVSHFLI\DTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIRUGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVUHDVRQDEOH
LQFRVWWKDWVWDWHVGHILQH³DFFHVVLEOH´LQVXUDQFHDQGWKDWVWDWHVSURYLGHIRU³FDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUW´:LWKWKHH[FHSWLRQRIWKHTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIRUGHWHUPLQLQJUHDVRQDEOHFRVW
&DOLIRUQLDFRPSOLHVZLWKWKHVHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHV

&DOLIRUQLD¶VDSSURDFKWRSURYLVLRQVWKDWDIIHFWZKDWLVRUGHUHGDVPHGLFDOVXSSRUWGLIIHUVIURP
WKRVHRIPRVWVWDWHV0RVWVWDWHVSURYLGHPRVWRIWKHLUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURYLVLRQVZLWKLQWKHLU
VWDWHJXLGHOLQHVZKLOH&DOLIRUQLDSURYLGHVVRPHRILWVNH\PHGLFDOVXSSRUWSURYLVLRQVLQDQRWKHU
SDUWRIVWDWXWH/LNHPRVWVWDWHVKRZHYHU&DOLIRUQLDSURYLGHVWKDWHLWKHURUERWKSDUHQWVFDQEH
RUGHUHGWRFDUU\KHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGUHQ

&DOLIRUQLDDOVRGLIIHUVIURPRWKHUVWDWHVLQLWVWUHDWPHQWRIWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLQWKH
JXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ&DOLIRUQLDVXEWUDFWVWKHSUHPLXPIURPWKHLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWFDUU\LQJ
LQVXUDQFH0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVSURUDWHWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVDQG
DGGWKHREOLJRU¶VVKDUHWRWKHEDVHVXSSRUWDZDUGLIWKHREOLJHHFDUULHVWKHLQVXUDQFHRUWKH\
VXEWUDFWWKHREOLJHH¶VVKDUHIURPWKHEDVHVXSSRUWDZDUGLIWKHREOLJRUFDUULHVWKHLQVXUDQFH,RZD
DQG1HEUDVNDKDYHUHFHQWO\VZLWFKHGIURPWKHVXEWUDFWLRQDSSURDFKWRWKHSURUDWHGDSSURDFK




)HG5HJ
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3URSRVHG6HQDWH%LOOZRXOGFRUUHFWWKDW6HHsupraQRWH




EHFDXVHWKH\EHOLHYHGWKHVXEWUDFWLRQDSSURDFKZDVDQLQVXIILFLHQWDGMXVWPHQWSDUWLFXODUO\ZKHQ
SUHPLXPDPRXQWVDUHULVLQJ

&DOLIRUQLDFXUUHQWO\GRHVQRWSURYLGHDTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIRUGHWHUPLQLQJ³UHDVRQDEOHFRVW´
RILQVXUDQFH7KHQHZIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQUHTXLUHVWKHXVHRIDWKUHVKROGEDVHGRQDSHUFHQWDJHRI
LQFRPH0RVWRIWKHVWDWHVWKDWKDYHDGRSWHGDWKUHVKROGUHO\RQWKHSHUFHQWWKUHVKROG
VXJJHVWHGLQIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQ HJWKHFKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPLV
UHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLILWGRHVQRWH[FHHGSHUFHQWRIWKHJURVVLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWFDUU\LQJWKH
LQVXUDQFH +RZHYHUWKHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQLVFOHDUWKDWWKHSUHFLVHDPRXQWRIWKHWKUHVKROGLV
DWVWDWHGLVFUHWLRQEHFDXVHWKHIHGHUDOJRYHUQPHQWUHFRJQL]HVVWDWHYDULDWLRQVLQKHDOWKFDUH
GHOLYHU\V\VWHPVDQGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV7KHUDWLRQDOHIRUWKHSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGLVWKDWLWLV
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHIHGHUDOPD[LPXPRXWRISRFNHWFRVWVWKDWFDQEHFKDUJHGWRFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV
ZKRVHFKLOGUHQDUHHQUROOHGLQ6&+,37KHUDWLRQDOHIRUDORZHUWKUHVKROGLVDIIRUGDELOLW\
SDUWLFXODUO\DPRQJSDUHQWVZLWKSRYHUW\RUQHDUSRYHUW\LQFRPHV7KHUDWLRQDOHIRUDKLJKHU
WKUHVKROGLVWKDWSUHPLXPVFDQDEVRUEPRUHWKDQSHUFHQWRIDSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHZLWKDKLJKHU
WKUHVKROGWKHSDUHQWLVPRUHOLNHO\WREHRUGHUHGWRFDUU\SULYDWHLQVXUDQFHZKLFKLVEHWWHUWKDQ
QRFRYHUDJHIRUWKHFKLOGUHQDWDOO

6WDWHVPXVWDOVRGHILQH³DFFHVVLEOHLQVXUDQFH´EHFDXVHXQGHUWKHIHGHUDOPHGLFDO
UHTXLUHPHQWVVWDWH,9'DJHQFLHVPXVWDOVRSHWLWLRQIRULQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHWKDWLVDFFHVVLEOHWR
WKHFKLOG 7KHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQOHDYHVWKHGHILQLWLRQRI³DFFHVVLEOH´WRVWDWHGLVFUHWLRQ 
&DOLIRUQLDDQGRWKHUVWDWHVSURYLGHDGHILQLWLRQ0RVWRIWKHGHILQLWLRQVLQFOXGLQJ
&DOLIRUQLD¶VFRQVLGHUJHRJUDSKLFDFFHVVKRZHYHUVRPHRIWKHVHJHRJUDSKLFEDVHGGHILQLWLRQV
VSHFLI\WKDWKHDOWKVHUYLFHVPXVWEHPLOHVPLQXWHVRUDQRWKHUTXDQWLWDWLYHWKUHVKROGIURP
WKHFKLOG¶VUHVLGHQFH7KH&DOLIRUQLDGHILQLWLRQLVQRWWKLVVSHFLILF

)LQDOO\QHZIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHVWDWH,9'DJHQFLHVWRSHWLWLRQIRUFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
ZKHQSULYDWHLQVXUDQFH WKDWLVDFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOGUHQDQGUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVW LVQRWDYDLODEOH
DWWKHWLPHWKHRUGHULVHQWHUHG7KHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQGHILQHVWKUHHW\SHVRIFDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUW2QHW\SHFRQFHUQVFDVHVZKHUHWKHREOLJHHFDUULHVWKHFKLOG¶VLQVXUDQFHDQGHVVHQWLDOO\
UHTXLUHVVRPHVRUWRIGROODUDGMXVWPHQWWRWKHILQDOVXSSRUWDZDUGIRUWKHSUHPLXPFRVWVVXFKDV
VXEWUDFWLQJWKHSUHPLXPIURPWKHLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWRUSURUDWLQJWKHSUHPLXPEHWZHHQWKH
SDUHQWVLQWKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ7KHVHFRQGW\SHFRQFHUQVWKHSURYLVLRQRIWKHFKLOG¶V
XQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVWKDWWKHVHDUHWREHGLYLGHG
HTXDOO\EHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVEXWFDQEHSURUDWHGEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVLIUHTXHVWHG0RVWVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHVSURUDWHXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVDQGLQFOXGHDQRPLQDODPRXQWIRUXQLQVXUHG
PHGLFDOH[SHQVHV LHW\SLFDOO\SHUFKLOGSHU\HDU LQWKHEDVHVXSSRUWDPRXQWWRFDSWXUH
W\SLFDODQGURXWLQHXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHV HJRYHUWKHFRXQWHUPHGLFLQHVDQGFRSD\V ,W
LVQRWFOHDUZKHWKHUWKHKIDFWRULQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLQFOXGHVDQ\WKLQJIRUW\SLFDODQG
URXWLQHXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHV7KHWKLUGW\SHRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHIHUVWRDGROODU
DPRXQWRUGHUHGDQGGLVWULEXWHGWRWKH0HGLFDLGDJHQF\ RUVLPLODUSXEOLFHQWLW\ WRRIIVHW




6RPHVWDWHVWKDWUHO\RQWKHSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGUHODWHLWWRWKHSDUHQW¶VQHWLQFRPHUDWKHUWKDQWRWKHSDUHQW¶V
JURVVLQFRPH



FRYHUDJHFRVWVIRU0HGLFDLGFKLOGUHQ RUFKLOGUHQZKRVHKHDOWKFDUHFRYHUDJHLVSURYLGHGE\D
VLPLODUSXEOLFHQWLW\ &DOLIRUQLDDQGPRVWVWDWHVGRQRWRUGHUWKLVW\SHRIFDVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
EHFDXVH0HGLFDLGUXOHVHIIHFWLYHO\SUHFOXGHLWZKHQ0HGLFDLGLVGHOLYHUHGWKURXJKIHHIRU
VHUYLFHDQGIRURWKHUUHDVRQV0HGLFDLGIRUDERXWKDOIRI&DOLIRUQLD¶VFKLOGUHQ¶VLVGHOLYHUHG
WKURXJKIHHIRUVHUYLFH



CHAPTER 6

Input From Stakeholders
&DOLIRUQLDODZUHTXLUHVWKDWLWVFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZSURFHVVLQFOXGHDFRQVXOWDWLRQZLWK
DEURDGFURVVVHFWLRQRIJURXSVLQYROYHGLQFKLOGVXSSRUWLVVXHV7KLVFRQVXOWDWLRQLVLPSRUWDQWWR
VROLFLWLQSXWRQZKDWSUREOHPVSHRSOHZKRDUHXVLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHKDYHZKDWLVVXHVWKH\VHHLQ
LWVDSSOLFDWLRQDQGZKDWUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVWKH\KDYHIRUFKDQJLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHWKDWZRXOGPDNH
LWHDVLHUWRXVHPRUHHTXLWDEOHLQLWVRXWFRPHVDQG\LHOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVWKDWDUHLQWKHEHVW
LQWHUHVWRIFKLOGUHQ

7RFRQGXFWWKLVFRQVXOWDWLRQUHVHDUFKHUVIURPWKH&HQWHUIRU3ROLF\5HVHDUFK &35 FRQGXFWHG
IRFXVJURXSVLQERWK1RUWKHUQDQG6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD7KLVFKDSWHUGHVFULEHVKRZ&35
LGHQWLILHGDQGUHFUXLWHGVWDNHKROGHUVIRUWKHVHIRFXVJURXSVKRZ&35FRQGXFWHGWKHIRFXV
JURXSVDQGWKHILQGLQJVIURPWKHIRFXVJURXSV&KDSWHURIWKLVUHSRUWSUHVHQWVLQIRUPDWLRQ
DERXWRWKHUIRFXVJURXSVWKDWUHYLHZHGWKHFDVHILOHGDWDDQGKHOSHGWRLQWHUSUHWLW

Identifying and Recruiting Stakeholders
Identifying Stakeholders
,QLWVILUVWVWHSWRUHFUXLWDGYRFDWHVIRUWKHIRFXVJURXSV&35FRQGXFWHG,QWHUQHWUHVHDUFKXVLQJ
VHDUFKWHUPVWRORFDWH&DOLIRUQLDDGYRFDF\JURXSV6HDUFKLQTXLULHVLQFOXGHGFRPELQDWLRQVRIWKH
IROORZLQJWHUPV³&DOLIRUQLD´³DGYRFDWHV´³QRQFXVWRGLDO´³FXVWRGLDO´³FKLOGUHQ´³IDPLOLHV´
³ULJKWV´³FKLOGVXSSRUW´³PRWKHUV´³IDWKHUV´³SDUHQWV´³ORZLQFRPH´DQG³GLYRUFHG´&35
VHOHFWHGIURPWKHOLVWJHQHUDWHGE\WKHVHVHDUFKWHUPVWKHDGYRFDWHVZKRVHPLVVLRQVDOLJQHGZLWK
WKHREMHFWLYHVRIWKHJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ)RUH[DPSOH&35VHOHFWHGWKHDGYRFDWHJURXSVZKRVH
PLVVLRQVZHUHWRDVVLVWFXVWRGLDORUQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVUHSUHVHQWZRPHQ¶VPRWKHUV¶PHQ¶V
RUIDWKHUV¶ULJKWVLQFKLOGVXSSRUWLVVXHVDQGRUUHSUHVHQWWKHHFRQRPLFLQWHUHVWVRIORZLQFRPH
FKLOGUHQRUIDPLOLHV

7KH'HSDUWPHQWRI&KLOG6XSSRUW6HUYLFHV '&66 DOVRSURYLGHG&35ZLWKDOLVWRILWVDGYRFDWH
FRQWDFWV7KHOLVWJHQHUDWHGIURPWKHVHDUFKLQTXLULHVWRJHWKHUZLWKWKH'&66FRQWDFWOLVWPHW
WKHUHTXLUHPHQWXQGHU)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G WKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZLQFOXGH
FRQVXOWDWLRQZLWKD³EURDGFURVVVHFWLRQRIJURXSVLQYROYHGLQFKLOGVXSSRUWLVVXHV´LQFOXGLQJ
EXWQRWOLPLWHGWRWKHIROORZLQJ


(1) Custodial and noncustodial parents;
(2) Representatives of established women’s rights and fathers’ rights groups;
(3) Representatives of established organizations that advocate for the economic well- being
of children;
(4) Members of the judiciary, district attorney’s offices, the Attorney General’s office, and the
Department of Child Support Services;
(5) Certified family law specialists;



(6) Academicians specializing in family law;
(7) Persons representing low-income parents; and
(8) Persons representing recipient of assistance under the CalWORKs program seeking
child support services.
(Fam. Code, § 4054(d).)


$IHZLQGLYLGXDOVDOVRFRQWDFWHG&35GLUHFWO\EHFDXVHWKH\NQHZ&35ZDVDZDUGHGWKHFRQWUDFW
WRUHYLHZWKH&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQH&35DGGHGWKHVHFRQWDFWVWRWKHDGYRFDWHVOLVW
DVZHOO

7KHILQDOOLVWZKLFKLQFOXGHGLQGLYLGXDOVUHSUHVHQWLQJDGYRFDF\JURXSVJHQHUDWHGIURP&35¶V
RQOLQHVHDUFKFRQWDFWVSURYLGHGWR&35E\'&66DQGLQGLYLGXDOVZKRFRQWDFWHG&35GLUHFWO\
WRWDOHGLQGLYLGXDOV)HZDGYRFDWHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGRQO\DVDGYRFDWHVIRUFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVRU
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWV5DWKHUPRVWFODLPHGLQWKHLUPLVVLRQVWDWHPHQWVWRUHSUHVHQWFKLOGUHQRU
IDPLOLHV

&35FRQGXFWHGIRFXVJURXSVLQ1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD 6DQ)UDQFLVFR DQG6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
%XUEDQN WRPDNHDWWHQGDQFHPRUHFRQYHQLHQWIRUWKHDGYRFDWHV&35WKHUHIRUHGLYLGHGWKH
DGYRFDWHOLVWE\FKDUDFWHUL]LQJWKHDGYRFDWHJURXSVDVRSHUDWLQJLQ1RUWKHUQRU6RXWKHUQ
&DOLIRUQLD7KHGLYLGHGOLVWVLQFOXGHGLQGLYLGXDOVIURPWKHIROORZLQJDGYRFDWHJURXSV

)URP1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
$VVRFLDWLRQIRU&KLOGUHQIRU(QIRUFHPHQWRI6XSSRUW $&(6 (DCSS referral)
%D\$UHD)DWKHUVDQG$IILOLDWHV
&DOLIRUQLD$OOLDQFHIRU)DPLOLHVDQG&KLOGUHQ
&DSLWRO5HVRXUFH,QVWLWXWH
7KH&HQWHUIRU)DPLOLHVDQG)DWKHUV
&KLOGUHQ1RZ
&RDOLWLRQRI:HOIDUH5LJKWV2UJDQL]DWLRQ,QF(DCSS referral)
'LYRUFHG)DWKHU¶V1HWZRUN
)DWKHUKRRG&ROODERUDWLYHRI6DQ0DWHR&RXQW\
/HJDO6HUYLFHVRI1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD(DCSS referral)
0RWKHUV 0RUH6LOLFRQ9DOOH\&KDSWHU
7KH1RYDWR0RWKHUV&OXE
2SWLRQVIRU)DWKHUV(DCSS referral)
3DUWQHUVKLSIRU5HVSRQVLEOH3DUHQWLQJ(DCSS referral)
5XELFRQ3URJUDPV,QF(DCSS referral)
:HVWHUQ&HQWHURQ/DZ 3RYHUW\%D\$UHD
:HVWHUQ&HQWHURQ/DZ 3RYHUW\6DFUDPHQWR



)URP6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
$OOLDQFHIRU&KLOGUHQ&RQFHUQHG$ERXW0RYH$ZD\V
$VVRFLDWLRQIRU&KLOGUHQIRU(QIRUFHPHQWRI6XSSRUW $&(6 (DCSS referral)
&DOLIRUQLD0HQ¶V&HQWHU
&DOLIRUQLD:RPHQ¶V/DZ&HQWHU
&DOLIRUQLD.LGV+HDOWKFDUH)RXQGDWLRQ
&KLOGUHQ¶V$GYRFDF\,QVWLWXWH
&KLOGUHQ¶V%XUHDX
&KLOGUHQ¶V5LJKWV&RXQFLO &5&RI2UDQJH&RXQW\/RQJ%HDFK 
&KLOGUHQ¶V5LJKWV&RXQFLO &5&RI6DQ'LHJR 
&KLOGUHQ¶V5LJKWV,QLWLDWLYHIRU6KDULQJ3DUHQWV(TXDOO\
&KLOGUHQ¶V3DUWQHUVKLS
&RDOLWLRQRI3DUHQW6XSSRUW FKDSWHURI$PHULFDQ&RDOLWLRQIRU)DWKHUVDQG&KLOGUHQ (DCSS
referral)
&RDOLWLRQRI3DUHQW6XSSRUW(DCSS referral)
)DWKHUVDQG)DPLOLHV
+DUULHWW%XKDL&HQWHUIRU)DPLO\/DZ(DCSS referral)
7KH0RPPLHV1HWZRUN
0RWKHUV 0RUH3DVDGHQD&KDSWHU
0RWKHUV 0RUH:HVW9DOOH\&KDSWHU
0RWKHUV 0RUH&RQHMR9DOOH\&KDSWHU
0\&KLOG6D\V'DGG\(DCSS referral)
1DWLRQDO&RDOLWLRQIRU0HQ
1DWLRQDO&RDOLWLRQIRU0HQ/RV$QJHOHV&KDSWHU
6LQJOH3DUHQWV8QLWHGµ1¶.LGV(DCSS referral)
8QLWHG)DWKHUVRI$PHULFD
:HVWHUQ&HQWHURQ/DZ 3RYHUW\/RV$QJHOHV

Recruiting Stakeholders
&35XVHGVLPLODUWHFKQLTXHVWRUHFUXLWDGYRFDWHVIURPWKHQRUWKHUQDQGVRXWKHUQUHJLRQVRI
&DOLIRUQLDIRUWKHILUVWURXQGRIIRFXVJURXSV6SHFLILFDOO\&35VHQWDOOLQGLYLGXDOVDQHPDLO
LQYLWDWLRQDVZHOODVDID[LQYLWDWLRQWRWKRVHDGYRFDWHVZLWKDQDYDLODEOHID[QXPEHU$GYRFDWHV
IURP6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDUHVSRQGHGTXLFNO\VRQRIROORZXSFRQWDFWZDVQHFHVVDU\7KH
1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDDGYRFDWHVKRZHYHUGLGQRWUHVSRQGDVTXLFNO\VR&35PDGHWZRIROORZXS
WHOHSKRQHFDOOVWRWKHVHDGYRFDWHVWRHQFRXUDJHWKHLUSDUWLFLSDWLRQ,IWKHLQGLYLGXDOVGLGQRW
DQVZHUWKHIROORZXSWHOHSKRQHFDOOVWKH&35UHSUHVHQWDWLYHOHIWWKHPDGHWDLOHGYRLFHPDLO
DERXWWKHIRFXVJURXS)LQDOO\&35VHQWDQHPDLOWRWKHDGYRFDWHVFORVHUWRWKHGDWHRIWKHIRFXV
JURXS




7KHLQGLYLGXDOVZKRGHFOLQHGDWWHQGDQFHGLGVRHLWKHUEHFDXVHWKH\ZHUHXQDEOHWRDWWHQGRU
EHFDXVHWKHLUJURXSVGLGQRWZRUNLQDUHDVRIFKLOGVXSSRUWUHOHYDQWWRWKHJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ
$OWKRXJKPRUHLQGLYLGXDOVFRQILUPHGWKHLUDWWHQGDQFHLQGLYLGXDOVIURPWKHIROORZLQJDGYRFDWH
JURXSVDFWXDOO\DWWHQGHGWKHILUVWIRFXVJURXSV

1RUWKHUQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR)RFXV*URXS
%D\$UHD)DWKHUDQG$IILOLDWHV
)DWKHUVDQG)DPLOLHV
&DOLIRUQLD$OOLDQFHIRU)DPLOLHVDQG&KLOGUHQ WZRLQGLYLGXDOV 
'LYRUFHG)DWKHU¶V1HWZRUN
/HJDO6HUYLFHVRI1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD
3DUWQHUVKLSIRU5HVSRQVLEOH3DUHQWLQJ WZRLQGLYLGXDOV 

6RXWKHUQ%XUEDQN)RFXV*URXS
$OOLDQFHIRU&KLOGUHQ&RQFHUQHG$ERXW0RYH$ZD\V
&DOLIRUQLD0HQ¶V&HQWHU
&RDOLWLRQRI3DUHQW6XSSRUW
1DWLRQDO&RDOLWLRQIRU0HQ
0\&KLOG6D\V'DGG\ WKUHHLQGLYLGXDOV 
)DWKHUVDQG)DPLOLHV
+DUULHW%XKDL&HQWHUIRU)DPLO\/DZ

7KUHHLQGHSHQGHQWDGYRFDWHVDOVRDWWHQGHGWKH%XUEDQN)RFXV*URXS

)RUWKHVHFRQGURXQGRIIRFXVJURXSV&35XVHGWKHVDPHOLVWRILQGLYLGXDOV&35HPDLOHG
DOOLQGLYLGXDOVWRLQYLWHWKHPWRWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZIRFXVJURXSLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR&35WKHQ
PDGHDIROORZXSWHOHSKRQHFDOOWRWKHVHLQGLYLGXDOVDQGOHIWYRLFHPDLOVIRUWKRVHZKRGLGQRW
DQVZHU&35VHQWRXWDVHFRQGHPDLOIXUWKHUH[SODLQLQJWKHSXUSRVHRIWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZ
IRFXVJURXS)LQDOO\&35IROORZHGXSYLDWHOHSKRQHZLWKWKRVHZKRH[SUHVVHGLQWHUHVWLQ
DWWHQGLQJWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZIRFXVJURXSEXWZKRKDGQRW\HWUHVSRQGHG

6LPLODUWRWKHILUVWIRFXVJURXSLQGLYLGXDOVZKRGHFOLQHGWRDWWHQGGLGVREHFDXVHWKH\ZHUH
XQDEOHWRDWWHQGRUEHFDXVHWKHLUJURXSVGLGQRWZRUNLQDUHDVRIFKLOGVXSSRUWUHOHYDQWWRWKH
JXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ$IHZLQGLYLGXDOVLQWKHVHFRQGIRFXVJURXSZHUHHQWKXVLDVWLFDERXW
SDUWLFLSDWLQJEXWILQDQFLDOFRQVWUDLQWVNHSWWKHPIURPFRPPXWLQJWR6DQ)UDQFLVFR&35
DFFRPPRGDWHGWKHVHLQGLYLGXDOVE\DUUDQJLQJIRUWKHLUSDUWLFLSDWLRQYLDWHOHFRQIHUHQFH

7KHLQGLYLGXDOVZKRDWWHQGHGWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFRFDVHILOHUHYLHZZHUHVRPHRIWKHVDPH
LQGLYLGXDOVZKRDWWHQGHGWKHSUHYLRXVIRFXVJURXSV7KHUHZHUHKRZHYHUVRPHQHZ
SDUWLFLSDQWV,QGLYLGXDOVUHSUHVHQWLQJWKHIROORZLQJDGYRFDWHJURXSVDWWHQGHGWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR
FDVHILOHUHYLHZ



&DOLIRUQLD$OOLDQFHIRU)DPLOLHVDQG&KLOGUHQ DWWHQGHG6DQ)UDQFLVFRGLVFXVVLRQ 
&DOLIRUQLD0HQ¶V&HQWHU DWWHQGHG%XUEDQNGLVFXVVLRQ ±via teleconference
&RDOLWLRQRI&DOLIRUQLD:HOIDUH5LJKWV2UJDQL]DWLRQ,QF QHZDWWHQGHH 
&RDOLWLRQRI3DUHQW6XSSRUW DWWHQGHG%XUEDQNGLVFXVVLRQ ±via teleconference
)DWKHUKRRG&ROODERUDWLYH QHZDWWHQGHH 
/HJDO6HUYLFHVRI1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD DWWHQGHG6DQ)UDQFLVFRGLVFXVVLRQ 
3DUWQHUVKLSIRU5HVSRQVLEOH3DUHQWLQJ LQGLYLGXDOVERWKDWWHQGHG6DQ)UDQFLVFR
GLVFXVVLRQ 
1RYDWR0RWKHUV&OXE QHZDWWHQGHH 

2QHLQGHSHQGHQWDGYRFDWHDOVRDWWHQGHGWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZ


Conducting the Focus Groups
&35XVHGDVHPLVWUXFWXUHGIRUPDWWRFRQGXFWWKHIRFXVJURXSV)RUWKHILUVWWZRIRFXVJURXSVLQ
6DQ)UDQFLVFR 0DUFK DQG%XUEDQN 0DUFK &35XVHGWKHIROORZLQJIRUPDW
x
x

x
x

x

&35ZHOFRPHGSDUWLFLSDQWVDQGSDUWLFLSDQWVPDGHLQWURGXFWLRQV
&35DVNHGSDUWLFLSDQWVWRLGHQWLI\WKHIDFWRUVWKDWWKHFXUUHQW&DOLIRUQLDFKLOGVXSSRUW
JXLGHOLQHWDNHVLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQZKHQLWFDOFXODWHVWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHU7KHLQWHQWRI
WKLVWDVNZDVWRIRFXVWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVRQJXLGHOLQHLVVXHVWKDWZRXOGEHGLVFXVVHGLQPRUH
GHWDLOODWHU
&35DVNHGSDUWLFLSDQWVWRFRPPHQWRQKRZZHOOSDUHQWVDQGSRWHQWLDOJXLGHOLQHXVHUV
XQGHUVWDQGKRZFKLOGVXSSRUWLVFDOFXODWHG
&35VROLFLWHGDGYLFHRQZKHWKHUWKHIDFWRUVFXUUHQWO\FRQVLGHUHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQHDUH
DSSURSULDWHZKHWKHUVRPHVKRXOGQRWEHFRQVLGHUHGDQGZKHWKHURWKHUIDFWRUVVKRXOGEH
FRQVLGHUHG
&35DVNHGSDUWLFLSDQWVIRUWKHLUDGYLFHRQZKHWKHUWKHFXUUHQWIDFWRUVSURGXFHDIDLUDPRXQW
IRUWKHSDUHQWREOLJDWHGWRSD\VXSSRUWDQGIRUWKHSDUHQWUHFHLYLQJVXSSRUW
&35DVNHGSDUWLFLSDQWVLIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDVDZKROHLVDSSURSULDWHDQGIDLU

x

&35DOORZHGWLPHIRUSDUWLFLSDQWVWRSURYLGHFRPPHQWVRQDQ\RWKHULVVXHVWKH\KDGZLWKWKH
JXLGHOLQHDQGWRFORVHZLWKDQ\ILQDOWKRXJKWV&35IRFXVJURXSIDFLOLWDWRUVDWWHPSWHGWRHQVXUH
WKDWDOOSDUWLFLSDQWVZHUHSURYLGHGDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQW

$FRXUWUHSRUWHUZDVSUHVHQWDWWKHILUVWWZRIRFXVJURXSVLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRDQG%XUEDQNWRUHFRUG
WKHSURFHHGLQJV3DUWLFLSDQWVZHUHDGYLVHGWKDWVSHFLILFFRPPHQWVZRXOGQRWEHDWWULEXWHGWR
QDPHGLQGLYLGXDOVRURUJDQL]DWLRQVLQWKHZULWWHQUHSRUW

Participant Survey
3DUWLFLSDQWVLQWKHIRFXVJURXSVZHUHDVNHGWRFRPSOHWHDVKRUWVXUYH\ZKHQWKH\DUULYHGDWWKH
IRFXVJURXSVLWH7KHILUVWTXHVWLRQZDVDVHULHVRIVWDWHPHQWVWKDWDVNHGUHVSRQGHQWVWRUDQNWKHLU
OHYHORIDJUHHPHQWRUGLVDJUHHPHQWZLWKKRZZHOOWKHJXLGHOLQHZDVPHHWLQJWKHSULQFLSOHVRI


WKHXQLIRUPJXLGHOLQHVHWIRUWKE\VWDWXWH )DP&RGH (OHYHQSDUWLFLSDQWVSURYLGHG
UHVSRQVHV7KHVXUYH\LVUHSURGXFHGEHORZ7KHQXPEHURIDFWXDOUHVSRQVHVIRUHDFKTXHVWLRQ
KDVEHHQDGGHGLQWKHVKDGHGDUHD7KHUHVSRQVHVWRTXHVWLRQZKLFKUHTXHVWVVXJJHVWLRQVIRU
LPSURYLQJWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVIDLUQHVVDQGFRPSUHKHQVLYHQHVVRIWKHJXLGHOLQHZHUHPLQLPDO
EXWDUHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWKHGLVFXVVLRQRIPDMRUWKHPHVWKDWIROORZV








































)RFXV*URXS3DUWLFLSDQW6XUYH\ $OOUHVSRQVHVDUHFRQILGHQWLDO


%HORZDUHVHYHUDOVWDWHPHQWVDERXWWKH&DOLIRUQLD6WDWHZLGH8QLIRUP*XLGHOLQH3OHDVHWHOOXVKRZPXFK\RXDJUHHRU
GLVDJUHHZLWKHDFKVWDWHPHQW
6WURQJO\

8Q

$JUHH$JUHH

6WURQJO\

GHFLGHG'LVDJUHH

'LVDJUHH

D7KHJXLGHOLQHDVVXPHVSDUHQW¶VILUVWDQGSULQFLSDOREOLJDWLRQLVWR
VXSSRUWKLVRUKHUPLQRUFKLOGUHQDFFRUGLQJWRWKHSDUHQW¶V



  

















































































FLUFXPVWDQFHVDQGVWDWLRQLQOLIH
E7KHJXLGHOLQHDVVXPHVERWKSDUHQWVDUHPXWXDOO\UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKH
VXSSRUWRIWKHLUFKLOGUHQ
F7KHJXLGHOLQHWDNHVLQWRDFFRXQWHDFKSDUHQW¶VDFWXDOLQFRPHDQG
OHYHORIUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ
G7KHJXLGHOLQHUHIOHFWVWKDWHDFKSDUHQWVKRXOGSD\IRUWKHVXSSRUW
RIWKHFKLOGUHQDFFRUGLQJWRKLVRUKHUDELOLW\
H7KHJXLGHOLQHVHHNVWRSODFHWKHLQWHUHVWVRIFKLOGUHQDVWKHVWDWH¶V
WRSSULRULW\
I7KHJXLGHOLQHUHIOHFWVWKDWFKLOGUHQVKRXOGVKDUHLQWKHVWDQGDUGRI
OLYLQJRIERWKSDUHQWV



J:KHQERWKSDUHQWVKDYHKLJKOHYHOVRIUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKH
FKLOGUHQWKHJXLGHOLQHPLQLPL]HVVLJQLILFDQWGLVSDULWLHVLQWKH
FKLOGUHQ¶VOLYLQJVWDQGDUGLQWKHWZRKRPHV
K7KHJXLGHOLQHFRQVLGHUVWKDWWKHILQDQFLDOQHHGVRIWKHFKLOGUHQ
VKRXOGEHPHWWKURXJKSULYDWHILQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVDVPXFKDVSRVVLEOH
L7KHJXLGHOLQHSUHVXPHVWKDWDSDUHQWKDYLQJSULPDU\SK\VLFDO
UHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHFKLOGUHQFRQWULEXWHVDVLJQLILFDQWSRUWLRQRI
DYDLODEOHUHVRXUFHVIRUVXSSRUWRIWKHFKLOGUHQ
M7KHJXLGHOLQHVHHNVWRHQFRXUDJHIDLUDQGHIILFLHQWVHWWOHPHQWVRI


FRQIOLFWVEHWZHHQSDUHQWVDQGVHHNVWRPLQLPL]HWKHQHHGIRU
OLWLJDWLRQ
N7KHJXLGHOLQHLGHQWLILHVWKHVSHFLDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQZKLFKFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUGHUVVKRXOGIDOOEHORZWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWPDQGDWHG































E\WKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD
O7KHJXLGHOLQHOLPLWVWKHQXPEHURIVSHFLDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQZKLFK
VXSSRUWRUGHUVGLIIHUIURPWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWPDQGDWHGE\WKH
JXLGHOLQHIRUPXOD
P7KHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVVXIILFLHQWVXSSRUWUHIOHFWLQJWKHVWDWH¶V
KLJKVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJDQGKLJKFRVWVRIUDLVLQJFKLOGUHQFRPSDUHGWR
RWKHUVWDWHV
3OHDVHSURYLGHVXJJHVWLRQVIRULPSURYLQJWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVIDLUQHVVDQGFRPSUHKHQVLYHQHVVRIWKH*XLGHOLQHBBBBBBBBBBB
BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB
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BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB



Major Themes
*LYHQWKHEDFNJURXQGVRIWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVLWLVQRWVXUSULVLQJWKDWWKH\ZHUHZHOOLQIRUPHGDERXW
FKLOGVXSSRUWLVVXHVLQJHQHUDODQGWKHJXLGHOLQHLQSDUWLFXODU,WLVDOVRQRWVXUSULVLQJWKDWPDQ\
SDUWLFLSDQWVKDGYHU\VWURQJIHHOLQJVDERXWWKHJXLGHOLQHRIWHQLQIRUPHGE\\HDUVRIH[SHULHQFH
LQZRUNLQJZLWKFOLHQWVLQYROYHGLQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWV\VWHPRUWKHLURZQSHUVRQDOFDVHV7KH\
ZHUHDEOHWRRIIHUFRQVWUXFWLYHDGYLFHDQGLPSRUWDQWDQHFGRWDOHYLGHQFHIRUWKLVJXLGHOLQH
UHYLHZ

)RXUPDMRUWKHPHVHPHUJHGIURPWKHIRFXVJURXSVLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRDQG%XUEDQN
x

x

x
x

&RPSUHKHQVLRQ3DUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHWKDWSDUHQWVGRQRWXQGHUVWDQGWKHFKLOGVXSSRUW
FDOFXODWLRQEHFDXVHWKH\DUHXQIDPLOLDUZLWKWKHPXOWLSOHIDFWRUVXVHGWRFDOFXODWHVXSSRUWLQ
WKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHV
,QWHUUHODWLRQVKLS3DUWLFLSDQWVFRQWHQGWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHLVVXHVDUHLQWHUUHODWHG
ZLWKRWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHVVXFKDVFXVWRG\DQGSDUHQWLQJWLPHDQGWKRVHLVVXHVPXVWEH
DGGUHVVHGDVZHOO
)DLUQHVV3DUWLFLSDQWVJHQHUDOO\GRQRWEHOLHYHWKDWWKHFXUUHQWFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQH
SURGXFHVDIDLUUHVXOWIRUDYDULHW\RIUHDVRQV
$SSOLFDWLRQ3DUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHWKDWWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHLVDSSOLHGLQFRUUHFWO\LQWRR
PDQ\FDVHV

6LPLODULVVXHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGLQERWKIRFXVJURXSVDQGWKHRSLQLRQVDQGDGYLFHJLYHQRQWKHVH
LVVXHVZHUHJHQHUDOO\EXWQRWDOZD\VFRQVLVWHQWEHWZHHQWKHJURXSV%HORZLVDGHWDLOHG
GLVFXVVLRQRIHDFKRIWKHVHPDMRUWKHPHV

Comprehension
3DUWLFLSDQWVJHQHUDOO\EHOLHYHGWKDWSDUHQWVGRQRWXQGHUVWDQGWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWFDOFXODWLRQ
EHFDXVHWKH\DUHXQIDPLOLDUZLWKWKHPXOWLSOHIDFWRUVXVHGWRFDOFXODWHVXSSRUWLQWKH&DOLIRUQLD
JXLGHOLQHV7KH\EHOLHYHGWKDWZKHQSDUHQWVIDLOWRXQGHUVWDQGZKDWKDVJRQHLQWRWKHJXLGHOLQH
FDOFXODWLRQLWVRPHWLPHVFUHDWHVGLVWUXVWRIDQGUHVHQWPHQWDJDLQVWWKHV\VWHP0XOWLSOH
SDUWLFLSDQWVLGHQWLILHGWKHQHHGIRUSDUHQWVWRUHFHLYHHGXFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHIDFWRUVWDNHQLQWR
DFFRXQWLQFDOFXODWLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWDQGWKHIDFWRUVWKDWDUHH[FOXGHGDQGWKDWSDUHQWVPLJKW
FRPPRQO\WKLQNZRXOGEHUHOHYDQW
*HQHUDO&RPSUHKHQVLRQ 
:LWKVRPHH[FHSWLRQVSDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKDWSDUHQWVODFNNQRZOHGJHDERXWZKDWJRHVLQWR
WKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ6RPHRIWKHFRPPHQWVLQFOXGHG

They see a judge typing numbers into it. They have no idea how it’s played out.



I think people get confused when they go into child support offices, local CSAs, and one
worker will give them one estimated figure; three weeks later, they go in and give a court
date and they have another estimated figure.
Nobody seems to know the full scope of what’s taken into consideration.
Usually low-income people that I talk with have a very almost nonexistent understanding
of not just the formula but the entire system. They’re scared to death.


&RPSOH[LW\
0DQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKDWWKHFDOFXODWLRQVZHUHWRRFRPSOH[DQGVKRXOGEHPDGHPRUH
WUDQVSDUHQW3DUWLFLSDQWV¶YLHZVRQWKLVSDUWLFXODULVVXHGLGYDU\KRZHYHU3DUWLFLSDQWVLQ6DQ
)UDQFLVFRXQDQLPRXVO\EHOLHYHGWKHFDOFXODWLRQVZHUHWRRFRPSOH[EXWVRPH%XUEDQN
SDUWLFLSDQWVFRQWHQGHGRWKHUZLVH2QHSDUWLFLSDQWLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRVWDWHG

{It] is far too complicated, far, far too complicated.


6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVQRWHGWKDWWKHODFNRIXQGHUVWDQGLQJPHDQVWKDWSDUHQWVEHOLHYHWKHRWKHU
SDUHQWPD\EHGXSLQJWKHP

[People] don’t have buy-in to those numbers.
If you could get some transparency, then families can begin to heal.

7KHSDUWLFLSDQWVLQ%XUEDQNZKRGLVDJUHHGEHOLHYHGWKDWWKHFDOFXODWLRQVZHUHXQGHUVWDQGDEOH
7KH\IRXQGWKDWWKHDXWRPDWHGFDOFXODWRUKHOSHG2QHSDUWLFLSDQWVWDWHG
I hear everybody say it’s complicated, but I think it’s very simple.


(YHQWKRXJKWKHPDMRULW\RISDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKHJXLGHOLQHVZHUHWRRFRPSOH[ZKHQSUHVVHG
WRVSHFLI\IDFWRUVWKDWVKRXOGEHHOLPLQDWHGWKHUHZDVOLWWOHDJUHHPHQW

1HHGIRU(GXFDWLRQ
3DUWLFLSDQWVVXJJHVWHGWKDWPRUHHIIRUWVVKRXOGEHPDGHWRHGXFDWHSDUHQWVDERXWZKDWJRHVLQWR
WKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVVXJJHVWHGKDYLQJDEURFKXUHDWWKHFRXUWIRUSDUHQWV
WRUHYLHZWKDWRXWOLQHVWKHIRUPXODDQGRUHGXFDWLRQDYDLODEOHDWWKHFRXUW WKH3$&7FODVVLQ/RV
$QJHOHV&RXQW\ZDVVXJJHVWHGDVDPRGHO 2WKHUVXJJHVWLRQVZHUHWR³SXWVRPHWKLQJRQWKH
:HEWKDWZRXOGEHVWUDLJKWIRUZDUG´RUSRVWWKHIRUPXODRXWVLGHFKLOGVXSSRUWFRXUWURRPV

They need to be educated . . . . They feel they are getting ripped off, but when we
educate them and teach them on the child support, how it’s calculated, then they have a
better feeling.



I think how you make them take a parenting class, they should take a child support class
too.

6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVDOVRFRPPHQWHGWKDWSDUHQWVVRPHWLPHVGRQRWNQRZWKDWLQNLQGVXSSRUW
VXFKDVEX\LQJVKRHVIRUDFKLOGGRHVQRWFRXQWDVFKLOGVXSSRUW7KDWFDXVHVFRQIOLFWEHWZHHQ
WKHSDUHQWV
Interrelationship
3DUWLFLSDQWVYLHZHGFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHLVVXHVDVLQWHUUHODWHGZLWKRWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHV
VXFKDVFXVWRG\DQGSDUHQWLQJWLPH0DQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKHVHLVVXHVFUHDWHSDUHQWDO
FRQIOLFWZKLFKDIIHFWVFKLOGZHOOEHLQJ7KHUHIRUHPDQ\FRQWHQGHGWKDWWKHVHLVVXHVPXVWEH
DGGUHVVHGEHIRUHRUVLPXOWDQHRXVO\ZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIJXLGHOLQHLVVXHV:KHQSDUWLFLSDQWV
GLVFXVVHGWKHVHW\SHVRILVVXHVWKH\JHQHUDOO\EHOLHYHGWKDWQRWDOORIWKHXQGHUO\LQJSULQFLSOHVRI
WKHJXLGHOLQHZHUHEHLQJDFKLHYHGRUVKRXOGEHSXUVXHG)RUH[DPSOHWKH\GLGQRWEHOLHYHWKDW
FXUUHQWFKLOGVXSSRUWSROLFLHVDUHDOZD\VLQWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWRIWKHFKLOGZKLFKLVRQHSULQFLSOH
XQGHUO\LQJWKHJXLGHOLQH

&XVWRG\
0DQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVGLVFXVVHGWKHQHHGWRDGGUHVVFXVWRG\LVVXHVDVDSDUDPRXQWFRQFHUQ6RPH
SDUWLFLSDQWVVWUHVVHGFKDQJLQJWKHWHUPVXVHGE\FKLOGVXSSRUWWRPDNHWKHSURFHVVIULHQGOLHU LH
GRQ¶WXVH³FXVWRGLDO´DQG³QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW´³YLVLWDWLRQ´RU³DEVHQWSDUHQW´LQVWHDGXVH
³VKDUHGSDUHQWLQJ´DQG³FRSDUHQWLQJ´ 2WKHUVZDQWHGWRVWDUWZLWKDSUHVXPHGVKDUHRI
FXVWRG\6HYHUDOSDUWLFLSDQWVFRPPHQWHGWKDWE\PRYLQJFORVHUWRSHUFHQWVKDUHG
SDUHQWLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHZRXOGHQFRXUDJHSDUWLFLSDWLRQRIERWKSDUHQWVLQWKHOLYHVRIWKHFKLOGUHQ
DQGDOVRLQFUHDVHSD\PHQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUW

Until custodial ratios are balance[d] out and equal parenting time is address[ed] . . . a lot
of this is going to be moot. . . .
[O]nce we move toward more equitable distribution and custody a lot of these issues will
just go away and the guideline will work. . . .
[B]ut if the guidelines don’t encourage a ruling that allows the child to have the most time
with both caring and loving responsible parents, it fails, period.
Custody is number one. The way it impacts these guidelines can make the guidelines
moot to a certain degree because . . . [t]hey find that . . . the mom is the primary parent
and the dad’s the primary breadwinner.


3DUHQWLQJ7LPH 
VRPHSDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKDWWKHFXUUHQWWLPHVKDULQJDUUDQJHPHQWLQ&DOLIRUQLDODZOHDGVWR
FRQIOLFWDQGDUJXPHQWVEHWZHHQSDUHQWVZKRVRPHWLPHVWU\WRPD[LPL]HRUPLQLPL]HWLPHZLWK
WKHFKLOGWRJHWWKHPRVWDGYDQWDJHRXVVXSSRUWRUGHU$VRQHSDUWLFLSDQWFRPPHQWHG



Since ‘timeshare’ is factored directly into the Guideline formula, any parent wishing to
modify child support up or down merely litigates timeshare instead of litigating child
support. . . . Accordingly, the Guideline’s timeshare component, as implemented, shifts
child support conflicts into timeshare conflicts, increasing the stakes and conflict between
the parents. This shifting of the conflict leads to a longer, more expensive, and less
efficient settlement of the underlying issue.


5HGXFLQJ&RQIOLFW 
3DUWLFLSDQWVRIIHUHGVRPHFRQFUHWHVXJJHVWLRQVIRUUHGXFLQJFRQIOLFWEHWZHHQSDUHQWV2QH
VXJJHVWLRQZDVWRDGMXVWIRUWLPHVKDULQJLQEORFNWLPHV HJWRSHUFHQWWLPHVKDULQJWR
SHUFHQWWLPHVKDULQJDQGVRIRUWK WRUHGXFHWKHFRQIOLFWRYHUSDUHQWLQJWLPH2QHSDUWLFLSDQW
VWDWHG
[I]f you have two parents with equal timeshare and there is no disparity of income, in
other words, their income is exactly the same but they are sharing [ ] custody, then
neither owes each other support.


$QRWKHUSDUWLFLSDQWVXJJHVWHGHDUO\LQWHUYHQWLRQHGXFDWLRQGXULQJWKHGLYRUFHSURFHVVDERXWWKH
UHVSRQVLELOLW\RIUDLVLQJDFKLOGDVDZD\WRUHGXFHFRQIOLFWEHWZHHQSDUHQWV$SDUWLFLSDQW
VXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHUHZRXOGEHOHVVFRQIOLFWLIWKHJXLGHOLQHZHUHOHVVH[DFWDQGLQFRPH
PHDVXUHPHQWVKDGD±SHUFHQWWKUHVKROG LHLIIDWKHUDQGPRWKHUPDNHZLWKLQSHUFHQWRI
RQHDQRWKHUWKHUHZRXOGEHQRRUGHU 
Fairness
2YHUDOOSDUWLFLSDQWVGLGQRWEHOLHYHWKHFXUUHQWFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHSURGXFHVDIDLUUHVXOW
7KH\H[SUHVVHGFRQFHUQVDERXWKRZLWWUHDWVVSHFLILFSHRSOHRUJURXSVRISHRSOHOLNH
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVDQGZKDWJRHVLQWRWKHFDOFXODWLRQ$VRQHSDUWLFLSDQWFRPPHQWHG

No, it’s not fair because . . . they don’t look at parents as equal people. So you’re starting
off on a bad foot in the first place.

7UHDWPHQWRI/RZ,QFRPH3DUHQWV
3DUWLFLSDQWVFRQVLVWHQWO\EHOLHYHGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHLVXQIDLUWRORZLQFRPHSDUHQWV,QSDUWLFXODU
PDQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGFRQFHUQDERXWKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHWUHDWVORZLQFRPHnoncustodial
SDUHQWV2QHSDUWLFLSDQWFRPPHQWHG

I think there should be an absolute floor. If you’re below a certain income you don’t pay
child support period, poverty level or whatever.

3DUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGFRQVLGHUDEOHVXSSRUWIRULQFUHDVLQJWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW

It’s a thousand now to get the deduction and I think it should be higher.



The way the guideline is working out for low-income [people] is too high. It is patently
hurting low-income [people].


2QHSDUWLFLSDQWDOVRLGHQWLILHGWKHQHHGWRGHWHUPLQHDFUHGLWIRUDFKLOGZKHQWKHQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQWLVUHFHLYLQJ6RFLDO6HFXULW\GLVDELOLW\

&RVWRI5DLVLQJD&KLOG
6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVSUHIHUUHGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHEHEDVHGVROHO\RQWKHFRVWRIUDLVLQJWKHFKLOG
UDWKHUWKDQRQLQFRPH7KLVZDVSDUWLFXODUO\WUXHLQWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFRIRFXVJURXSZKHUHPDQ\
RIWKHDWWHQGHHVZHUHLQDJUHHPHQWRQWKLVLVVXH7KH\EHOLHYHGWKDWWKLVPHWKRGZRXOGEHOHVV
VXEMHFWLYHLQGHWHUPLQLQJWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWDQGZRXOGEHPRUHDFFXUDWHEHFDXVHLWLVWRR
HDV\IRUSHRSOHWRKLGHZKDWWKH\UHDOO\PDNH,QWKHLUYLHZEDVLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHVROHO\RQWKH
FRVWRIUDLVLQJWKHFKLOGZRXOGFUHDWHOHVVFRQIOLFWEHWZHHQSDUHQWV2QHSDUWLFLSDQWLQ%XUEDQN
DJUHHGZLWKWKLVYLHZSRLQWEXWPRVWRIWKHRWKHUSDUWLFLSDQWVLQ%XUEDQNIHOWWKDWWKLVPHWKRG
ZRXOGEHXQUHDVRQDEOHEHFDXVHWKHDPRXQWWKDWDSDUHQWVSHQGVRQDFKLOGQDWXUDOO\YDULHVE\
LQFRPH$VRQHSDUWLFLSDQWVDLG

The cost of raising children is not independent of family income.


6WDQGDUGRI/LYLQJ
6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVTXHVWLRQHGWKHSULQFLSOHWKDWWKHFKLOGVKRXOGVKDUHLQWKHVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJRI
ERWKSDUHQWVHYHQLWLIPHDQVLPSURYLQJWKHVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJRIWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
3DUWLFLSDQWVDOVRFRPPHQWHGWKDWDVVHVVLQJKLJKVXSSRUWOHYHOVWRKLJKHDUQHUVZDVXQIDLU
EHFDXVHLWLQFUHDVHVWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW¶VVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJZKLOHORZHULQJWKHQRQFXVWRGLDO
SDUHQW¶V

,PSXWLQJ,QFRPH
3DUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGFRQFHUQDERXWLPSXWLQJLQFRPHEDVHGRQHDUQLQJFDSDFLW\SDUWLFXODUO\
ZLWKWKHHFRQRPLFGRZQWXUQEHFDXVHSHRSOHKDYHORVWMREVDQGKDYHWURXEOHILQGLQJQHZMREVDW
WKHVDPHLQFRPHOHYHO2QHSDUWLFLSDQWGLVDJUHHGKRZHYHUDQGSRLQWHGRXWWKDWVRPHSDUHQWV
YROXQWDULO\TXLWWKHLUMREVWRDYRLGKLJKFKLOGVXSSRUWSD\PHQWV

$GGLWLRQDOO\VHYHUDOSDU WLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGFRQ FHUQVDERXWLPSXWLQJ RUSUHVXPLQJ LQFRPHIRU
ORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVLQJHQHUDO

2WKHU)DLUQHVV&RQFHUQV
3DUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGDYDULHW\RIRWKHUPLVFHOODQHRXVFRQFHUQVUHODWLQJWRWKHIDLUQHVVRIWKH
JXLGHOLQH
x 2QHSDUWLFLSDQWH[SUHVVHGWKHYLHZWKDWUHH[DPLQLQJWKHJXLGHOLQHWRQHXWUDOL]HWD[EHQHILWV
ZRXOGUHGXFHFRQIOLFW
x 6HYHUDOSDUWLFLSDQWVSUHIHUUHGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHVXVHJURVVUDWKHUWKDQQHWLQFRPHWRHVWDEOLVK
FKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGV


x
x
x
x
x
x

$QXPEHURIDWWHQGHHVH[SUHVVHGVXSSRUWIRUDOHJLVODWLYHELOOWKDWZRXOGGHILQHWKH
UHDVRQDEOHFRVWRIKHDOWKFDUHDWSHUFHQWRILQFRPH
2QHSDUWLFLSDQWFRPPHQWHGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHVKRXOGFODULI\WKDWDMXGJHFDQQRWRUGHUWKH
FXVWRGLDOSDUHQWWRFRQGXFWDMREVHDUFKDVDFRQGLWLRQWRUHFHLYLQJFKLOGVXSSRUWEHQHILWV
$QXPEHURISDUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGJHQHUDOFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHHFRQRPLFEDVLVRIWKH
JXLGHOLQH7KHVHSDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKDWWKHHFRQRPLFVWXGLHVVKRXOGEHUHH[DPLQHG
6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVYLHZHGWKHLQWHUHVWWKDWDFFUXHVRQFKLOGVXSSRUWDVSUREOHPDWLF
SDUWLFXODUO\IRUWKRVHLQSULVRQ
3DUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGVRPHPLQRUVXSSRUWIRUWKHLGHDWKDWLQNLQGSD\PHQWVVKRXOGEHWDNHQ
LQWRDFFRXQWLQWKHJXLGHOLQH
2QHSDUWLFLSDQWFRPPHQWHGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHSHUFHQWDJHDWKLJKLQFRPHOHYHOVLVWRRKLJK

[Y]ou can wind up in a situation where you do breed . . . laziness in a parent which is
receiving support.

Application
6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVEHOLHYHGWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHLVDSSOLHGLQFRUUHFWO\LQWRRPDQ\FDVHV
0DQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVUDLVHGFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHPHFKDQLFVRIWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHJXLGHOLQHDQG
KRZLWLVDFWXDOO\DSSOLHGLQSUDFWLFHDQGDERXWWKHUHVXOWLQJLQWHJULW\RIWKHRUGHU

,QFRQVLVWHQW$SSOLFDWLRQ
3DUWLFLSDQWVFRQWHQGHGWKDWSDUHQWVDUHDVVHVVHGGLIIHUHQWFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQWVGHSHQGLQJRQ
ZKRSHUIRUPVWKHFDOFXODWLRQ
You talk to one [case] worker and you’ll get one answer. Then you talk to somebody else,
you will get another answer.

2QHSDUWLFLSDQWH[SUHVVHGWKHYLHZWKDWMXGJHVPDNHFKDQJHVDQGGRQRWVWDWHWKHUHDVRQIRUWKH
GHYLDWLRQ,QDGGLWLRQDQXPEHURISDUWLFLSDQWVFRPPHQWHGWKDWWKH\WKRXJKWWKH6'8FDOFXODWRU
'&66FDOFXODWRU DQGWKH'LVVR0DVWHUSURGXFHGLIIHUHQWQXPEHUV
%HWWHU7UDLQLQJ1HHGHG
6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVVXJJHVWHGWKDWEHWWHUWUDLQLQJVKRXOGEHSURYLGHGWR'&66DQGFRXUWVWDII

There needs to be better training with department workers so that people . . . get the
same answer from two or three people . . . and that accurate information is given to
people.

,QFRPH,QIRUPDWLRQ
3DUWLFLSDQWVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWDNLQJPRUHWLPHDQGFDUHWRREWDLQLQFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQIURPSDUHQWV
ZRXOGSURGXFHPRUHDFFXUDWHDQGIDLUFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUDPRXQWV2QHSDUWLFLSDQWFRPPHQWHG
WKDW'&66VWDIIGRQRWWDNHWKHWLPHWRILQGDFFXUDWHLQIRUPDWLRQ



3HUMXU\ 
$IHZSDUWLFLSDQWVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHLVVXHRISHUMXU\QHHGVWREHDGGUHVVHGLQWKHFRQWH[WRI
FKLOGVXSSRUWKHDULQJV7KH\EHOLHYHGWKDWSHUMXU\RQWKHSDUWRISDUHQWVWHVWLI\LQJLQFRXUWWDLQWV
WKHHQWLUHSURFHVV

Perjury is the number one issue that needs to be dealt with in this whole system.
Perjury must be addressed or this whole guideline is a joke . . . . I know the D.A.s in
California are very reluctant to prosecute perjury for some reason. I don’t understand that
because that’s the foundation of the whole legal system.

2QHSDUWLFLSDQWPHQWLRQHGDUHODWHGLVVXH

[G]uys . . . are paying for children that DNA has proven they did not father.


(QIRUFHPHQWDQG$FFRXQWDELOLW\ 
7KHHQIRUFHPHQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVZDVDFRQFHUQRIVHYHUDOSDUWLFLSDQWV2QHSDUWLFLSDQW
H[SUHVVHGWKHFRQFHUQWKDW'&66ZLOOJRDIWHUWKRVHSD\HUVZKRDUHHDV\WRJHWPRQH\RXWRIDQG
LJQRUHWKHUHVW$QRWKHUSDUWLFLSDQWVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHUHVKRXOGEHDPHFKDQLVPWRGHWHUPLQH
ZKHWKHUFKLOGVXSSRUWLVDFWXDOO\VSHQWRQWKHFKLOG


Chapter Summary
3DUWLFLSDQWVH[SUHVVHGPDQ\FRQFHUQVDERXWWKHFXUUHQWFKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQH0RVW
SDUWLFLSDQWVRIIHUHGFRQVWUXFWLYHDGYLFHRQKRZWKH\EHOLHYHGWKHJXLGHOLQHFRXOGEHLPSURYHG
6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVZDQWHGWRVWDUWIUHVKZLWKDQHZJXLGHOLQH7KHUHZDVQRFRQVHQVXVKRZHYHU
RQWKHIUDPHZRUNRIDQHZJXLGHOLQH





CHAPTER 7

Conclusions and Recommendations
7KLVFKDSWHUSUHVHQWVFRQFOXVLRQVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIURPWKHUHYLHZRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD
8QLIRUP*XLGHOLQH7KHJXLGHOLQHKDVEHHQUHYLHZHGLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKVWDWHDQGIHGHUDO
UHTXLUHPHQWV )DP&RGH D &)5 7KHUHYLHZIXOILOOVWKHIHGHUDO
UHTXLUHPHQWVWRFRQVLGHUHFRQRPLFHYLGHQFHRQWKHFRVWVRIUDLVLQJFKLOGUHQDQGWRDQDO\]HFDVH
ILOHGDWDWRGHWHUPLQHKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHLVEHLQJDSSOLHGDQGWRHQVXUHWKDWGHYLDWLRQVDUH
OLPLWHG3XUVXDQWWR)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ I UHSUHVHQWDWLYHVIURPDFURVVVHFWLRQRIJURXSV
ZHUHLQYLWHGWRSDUWLFLSDWHLQIRFXVJURXSVWRVKDUHWKHLUSHUVSHFWLYHVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV,Q
DGGLWLRQSXUVXDQWWR)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G WKHUHYLHZFRQVLGHUHGWZRPDWWHUVLQGHSWK
FKLOGVXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHVIRUORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHVDQGXQGHUO\LQJIDFWRUVDIIHFWLQJVWDWXWRU\
SURYLVLRQVIRUHVWDEOLVKLQJDQGPRGLI\LQJPHGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUV

7KHFRQFOXVLRQVDUHRUJDQL]HGE\FKDSWHU5HFRPPHQGDWLRQVIROORZWKHFRQFOXVLRQV


Basis of Child Support Guidelines and
Studies of Child-Rearing Expenditures
7KHHFRQRPLFEDVLVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHZDVUHYLHZHGDQGFRPSDUHGWRWKRVHRIRWKHU
VWDWHJXLGHOLQHV7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHZDVDOVRFRPSDUHGWRWKHPRVWFXUUHQWHFRQRPLF
HYLGHQFHRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV,QDGGLWLRQRWKHUIDFWRUVWKDWDIIHFWVWDWHJXLGHOLQH
IRUPXODVDQGVFKHGXOHVZHUHH[SORUHG

Conclusion 1: The California guideline and 36 other state guidelines are based on a “continuityof-expenditures model”—that is, the child support award should allow the children to benefit
from the same level of expenditures that would have been provided had the children and both
parents lived together. 6WDWHJXLGHOLQHVEDVHGRQWKLVFRQFHSWDSSO\LWHTXDOO\WRFKLOGUHQRI
GLYRUFHDQGFKLOGUHQRIXQPDUULHGSDUHQWVUHJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHUWKHSDUHQWVHYHUOLYHGWRJHWKHU
EHFDXVHPRVWVWDWHVEHOLHYHWKDWFKLOGUHQVKRXOGQRWEHWKHHFRQRPLFYLFWLPVRIWKHLUSDUHQWV¶
GHFLVLRQVWROLYHDSDUW0RVWRIWKHVHVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDEDVHWKHLUJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODV
RQPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQLQWDFWIDPLOLHVDQGSHULRGLFDOO\DVVHVVWKHLU
IRUPXODVDJDLQVWQHZHUPHDVXUHPHQWVWRHQVXUHWKDWWKH\SURGXFHDQDGHTXDWHDPRXQW
7KHUHDUHRWKHUGDWDDQGSUHPLVHVWKDWFRXOGEHXVHGWRGHYHORSVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVRUGHWHUPLQH
VXSSRUWIRUVSHFLDOSRSXODWLRQV7KHVHLQFOXGHHFRQRPLFGDWDVXFKDVFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV
LQVLQJOHSDUHQWIDPLOLHVIRVWHUFDUHSD\PHQWVDQGWKHVHOIVXIILFLHQF\ZDJH)XUWKHUDFKLOG
VXSSRUWJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODRUSDUWVRIWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODFRXOGEHEDVHGRQRWKHUIDFWRUV
EHVLGHVFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV)RUH[DPSOHZKHQERWKSDUHQWVDUHLPSRYHULVKHGQHLWKHU
SDUHQWFDQDIIRUGZKDWLWDFWXDOO\FRVWVWRUDLVHDFKLOGVRPDQ\VWDWHVEDVHWKHJXLGHOLQH
DPRXQWVDWYHU\ORZLQFRPHRUWRNHQDPRXQWVRUDQDPRXQWWKDWOHDYHVWKHREOLJRUZLWK


VXIILFLHQWLQFRPHDIWHUSD\LQJFKLOGVXSSRUWIRUDWOHDVWDVXEVLVWHQFHOHYHORIOLYLQJ2WKHU
DOWHUQDWLYHVFRXOGLQFOXGHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHUHODWLYHVWDQGDUGRIOLYLQJRIWKHREOLJRU¶V
KRXVHKROGDQGWKHKRXVHKROGRIWKHREOLJHHDQGWKHFKLOGUHQDIWHUSD\PHQWRUUHFHLSWRIFKLOG
VXSSRUWRUUHFRJQLWLRQWKDWRQHRUERWKSDUHQWVKDYHFKLOGUHQZLWKPXOWLSOHSDUWQHUV:LWKWKH
H[FHSWLRQRIJXLGHOLQHVDPRXQWVIRUORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVKRZHYHUWKHUHLVQRWROLWWOHH[SHULHQFH
ZLWKWKHVHDOWHUQDWLYHV

Conclusion 2: The California guideline formula is generally within the range of measurements of
child-rearing expenditures—but at the high end of the range of measurements of child-rearing
expenditures. 7KLVDVVHVVPHQWLVEDVHGRQFRPSDULVRQVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHWRHLJKW
PHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVLQFOXGLQJWKRVHWKDWXQGHUOLHRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV
DQGFXUUHQWPHDVXUHPHQWV

7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHLVDVVHVVHGE\FRPSDULQJLWVSDUDPHWHUVWRHLJKWHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOG
UHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVWKDWHLWKHUXQGHUOLHRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVRUUHSUHVHQWWKHPRVWFXUUHQW
HVWLPDWHVDYDLODEOH$WWKHFRUHRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODLVWKHKIUDFWLRQZKLFK
UHSUHVHQWVWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIQHWLQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVIRURQHFKLOG7KH
KIUDFWLRQIRUSDUHQWVZKRVHFRPELQHGLQFRPHLVEHWZHHQDQGQHWSHUPRQWKLV
SHUFHQW7KHHVWLPDWHGSHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOH[SHQGLWXUHVGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJLVWR
SHUFHQWDQGFRXOGEHDVORZDVSHUFHQWZKHQZRUNUHODWHGFKLOGFDUHH[SHQVHVDQGRXWRI
SRFNHWPHGLFDOH[SHQVHVZKLFKDUHDGGLWLRQVWREDVHVXSSRUW LHWKHDPRXQWFDOFXODWHGIURP
WKHKIUDFWLRQ XQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHDUHH[FOXGHG

7KH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHPXOWLSOLHUVIRUWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGUHQDUHDQGUHVSHFWLYHO\7KH
PXOWLSOLHUVFDOFXODWHGIURPWKHPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVUDQJHGIURPWR
IRUWZRFKLOGUHQDQGIURPWRIRUWKUHHFKLOGUHQ0RVWRIWKHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHVGRQRWH[WHQGWRIRXURUPRUHFKLOGUHQ,QVWHDGWKH&DOLIRUQLDPXOWLSOLHUVDUH
DVVHVVHGE\FRPSDULQJWKHPWRWKRVHXVHGLQRWKHUVWDWHV:HIRXQGWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH
IRUPXODIRURQHWZRDQGWKUHHFKLOGUHQLVZLWKLQWKHFUHGLEOHUDQJHRIWKHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOG
UHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVEXWRQWKHKLJKHQGRIWKHUDQJHDQGPRVWRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDPXOWLSOLHUVIRU
IRXUDQGPRUHFKLOGUHQDUHJHQHUDOO\WRRKLJKUHODWLYHWRWKRVHXVHGLQRWKHUVWDWHV7KH
OHJLVODWLYHLQWHQWKRZHYHUZDVWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHVKRXOGEHKLJKHUWKDQWKRVHRIRWKHU
VWDWHVEHFDXVHRI&DOLIRUQLD¶VUHODWLYHO\KLJKFRVWRIOLYLQJ )DP&RGH  

Conclusion 3: Many other assumptions and factors besides measurements of child-rearing
expenditures form a guideline formula. 7KHVHLQFOXGHKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHIRUPXODDGMXVWVIRU
KLJKHULQFRPHREOLJHHLQFRPHDQGVKDUHGSK\VLFDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\DVZHOODVWKHXVHRIJURVVRU
QHWLQFRPHDVWKHJXLGHOLQHEDVLV&DOLIRUQLD¶VDSSURDFKWRVRPHRIWKHVHIDFWRUVFUHDWHVVRPH




9DULRXVVWXGLHVHVWLPDWHFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHV7KH\SURGXFHGLIIHUHQWUHVXOWVDVDUHVXOWRIGLIIHUHQFHVLQ
VWXG\PHWKRGRORJLHVDVVXPSWLRQVDQGGDWD\HDUV)RUWKLVUHDVRQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDUHW\SLFDOO\DVVHVVHGDV
DSSURSULDWHLIWKH\DUHJHQHUDOO\EUDFNHWHGE\WKHORZHUDQGXSSHUERXQGVRIFUHGLEOHHVWLPDWHVRIFKLOGUHDULQJ
H[SHQGLWXUHV




DQRPDOLHVDQGGLIIHUHQFHVIURPRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFHUWDLQFLUFXPVWDQFHVEXWWKH\DUH
JHQHUDOO\OLPLWHGRULQFRQVHTXHQWLDO

7KHSHUFHQWDJHRILQFRPHGHYRWHGWRFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVDUJXDEO\GHFUHDVHVDVLQFRPH
LQFUHDVHV$VDFRQVHTXHQFHPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶V\LHOGDVPDOOHU
VXSSRUWDZDUGDPRXQWZKHQWKHREOLJHHKDVPRUHLQFRPHHYHQWKRXJKREOLJRULQFRPHLV
XQFKDQJHG7KHUHDUHKRZHYHUVRPHLVRODWHGDQRPDOLHVXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHUHVXOWLQJ
IURPWKHVWUXFWXUHRIWKHFRPELQHGLQFRPHEUDFNHWRIWRQHWSHUPRQWK

0DQ\VWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶V\LHOGDVPDOOHUDPRXQWZKHQWKHREOLJRUKDVPRUH
WLPHZLWKWKHFKLOGDQGDOORWKHUFLUFXPVWDQFHVRIWKHFDVHVDUHXQFKDQJHG7KHDPRXQWV
FDOFXODWHGXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHFKDQJHZLWKLQFUHPHQWDOFKDQJHVLQWKHWLPHVKDULQJ
DUUDQJHPHQW HJDGGLQJRUVXEWUDFWLQJRQHRUWZRRYHUQLJKWVSHUPRQWK ZKLOHVRPHVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHVGRQRWDOZD\VFKDQJHEHFDXVHRQHRUWZRRYHUQLJKWVDUHDGGHGRUVXEWUDFWHG

:KHWKHUDVWDWHEDVHVLWVJXLGHOLQHRQJURVVRUQHWLQFRPHLVDSROLF\FKRLFH5HJDUGOHVVRIWKH
EDVLVPRVWVWDWHVVWDQGDUGL]HWKHJURVVWRDIWHUWD[LQFRPHFRQYHUVLRQ7KDWLVWKH\XVHDFWXDO
WD[FRGHWRFRQYHUWJURVVLQFRPHWRQHWRUEDFNRXWQHWLQFRPHWRJURVV7KHODWWHULVQHFHVVDU\LQ
JURVVLQFRPHJXLGHOLQHVEHFDXVHPRVWPHDVXUHPHQWVRIFKLOGUHDULQJH[SHQGLWXUHVUHODWHWR
DIWHUWD[LQFRPHQRWJURVVLQFRPH


Findings From a Review of Case Files
$UDQGRPVDPSOHRIFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVHQWHUHGLQZDVGUDZQWRDQDO\]HKRZWKH
JXLGHOLQHLVEHLQJDSSOLHGWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKLWLVEHLQJGHYLDWHGDQGZK\WKHGHYLDWLRQVRFFXU
7KHVDPSOHVSDQQHGWKHVDPHVWXG\FRXQWLHVDVLQWKHODVWUHYLHZDQGUDQJHGLQVL]HDQG
VRFLRHFRQRPLFIDFWRUVUHIOHFWLYHRIWKHGLYHUVLW\RI&DOLIRUQLD7KHVDPSOHLQFOXGHGDOPRVWHTXDO
VKDUHVRI,9'DQGQRQ,9'FDVHV7KHSUHOLPLQDU\ILQGLQJVZHUHVKDUHGZLWKUHSUHVHQWDWLYHV
RIDGYRFDF\JURXSVDQGFRPPLVVLRQHUVRIWKHVWXG\FRXQWLHVLQIRFXVJURXSVHWWLQJVWRDLGLQWKH
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHDQDO\VLV

Conclusion 4: The percentage of orders that deviated from the guideline has increased. 7KH
VWXG\IRXQGJXLGHOLQHGHYLDWLRQVLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVUHYLHZHG&RPPLVVLRQHUVDQG
VWDNHKROGHUVDWWULEXWHWKHLQFUHDVHWRWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQDQGEHWWHUHGXFDWHGSDUHQWV

7KHGHYLDWLRQUDWHLVVWDWLVWLFDOO\JUHDWHUWKDQWKHGHYLDWLRQUDWHVRIHDUOLHUUHYLHZV LHWKH
GHYLDWLRQUDWHLQDQGUDQJHGIURPWRSHUFHQW 0RVW SHUFHQW RIWKH
GHYLDWLRQVUHVXOWIURPDVWLSXODWLRQEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVDQGPRVW SHUFHQW DUHGRZQZDUG,Q
JHQHUDOFRPPLVVLRQHUVIURPWKHVWXG\FRXQWLHVEHOLHYHWKDWGHYLDWLRQVLQFUHDVHZKHQWKHUHLVDQ
HFRQRPLFGRZQWXUQDQGSDUHQWVKDYHOHVVLQFRPH)RUH[DPSOHVRPHFRPPLVVLRQHUV
DFNQRZOHGJHGWKDWWKH\GHYLDWHLQFDVHVZKHUHWKHREOLJRUKDVYHU\ORZLQFRPHDQGSD\PHQWRI
WKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWZRXOGLPSRYHULVKWKHREOLJRU7KHDGYRFDWHVDOVRUHFRJQL]HGWKDWMXGJHV
DUHH[DPLQLQJFDVHVLQGLYLGXDOO\WRGHWHUPLQHZKDWSDUHQWVFDQUHDOLVWLFDOO\SD\$GGLWLRQDOO\


DGYRFDWHVVXJJHVWHGWKDWSDUHQWVDUHPRUHHGXFDWHGDERXWWKHLUSRWHQWLDOHOLJLELOLW\IRUD
GHYLDWLRQDQGDUHPRUHSURDFWLYHDERXWUHTXHVWLQJLW

Conclusion 5: Commissioners and advocates agreed that the current low-income adjustment is
inadequate. )LIWHHQSHUFHQWRIWKHREOLJRUVLQWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZKDGLQFRPHVEHORZQHW
SHUPRQWKDQGVRZHUHHOLJLEOHIRUWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW'HVSLWHLQFUHDVHVLQWKH
PLQLPXPZDJHWKLVLVWKHVDPHSHUFHQWDJHRIREOLJRUVZKRZHUHHOLJLEOHGXULQJWKHODVWUHYLHZ
,WLVLQGLFDWLYHRIWKHHFRQRPLFGLVWUHVVWKDWPDQ\SDUHQWVFXUUHQWO\IDFHDVDUHVXOWRIKLJKUDWHV
RIXQGHUDQGXQHPSOR\PHQWDQGWKHODFNRIHYHQORZSD\LQJMREV

7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIREOLJRUVHOLJLEOHIRUWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW SHUFHQW LVWKHVDPHDVLQ
WKHSUHYLRXVFDVHILOHUHYLHZHYHQWKRXJKWKHORZLQFRPHWKUHVKROGKDVQRWFKDQJHGDQGWKH
PLQLPXPZDJHKDVLQFUHDVHG7KLVXQGRXEWHGO\UHIOHFWVWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQZKLFKKDV
UHVXOWHGLQMREORVVHVDQGUHGXFHGRWKHUMREVIURPIXOOWLPHWRSDUWWLPHZRUN7KHDGMXVWPHQWLV
W\SLFDOO\JUDQWHGPRUHRIWHQLQ,9'FDVHVWKDQQRQ,9'FDVHV&RPPLVVLRQHUVVXJJHVWHGWKDW
WKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWPD\QRWDOZD\VEHDSSOLHGLQGHIDXOWRUVWLSXODWHGRUGHUV ,WLVDOVR
QRWDSSOLHGZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VDFWXDOLQFRPHLV]HUR7KHDGMXVWPHQWZDVDSSOLHGLQSHUFHQW
RIHOLJLEOHFDVHV &RPPLVVLRQHUVDQGDGYRFDWHVDJUHHGWKDWWKHFXUUHQWORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWLV
LQDGHTXDWH

Conclusion 6: Many of the guideline factors designed to yield more responsive orders are being
applied very infrequently. $KDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQLVEHLQJPDGHWRWKHLQFRPHVRIRQO\SHUFHQW
RIWKHSDUHQWV2UGHUVIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWDUHDOVRLQIUHTXHQW2UGHUVIRUZRUNUHODWHGFKLOG
FDUHH[SHQVHVDUHDSSOLHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHVDQGRUGHUVIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHFRVWV
DUHDSSOLHGLQSHUFHQWRIWKHFDVHV2WKHUDGMXVWPHQWVWRLQFRPHDQGRUGHUVIRURWKHU
DGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUWDUHDSSOLHGHYHQOHVVIUHTXHQWO\&RPPLVVLRQHUVDWWULEXWHWKHVHWUHQGVWRWKH
HFRQRPLFGRZQWXUQDKLJKHUUDWHRIGHIDXOWRUGHUVDQGVPDOOHUSURSRUWLRQRIPRGLILHGRUGHUVLQ
WKHVDPSOH

,QJHQHUDOSHUPLVVLEOHVXEWUDFWLRQVIURPLQFRPH HJDKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQEHFDXVHWKHSDUHQW
KDVDGGLWLRQDOFKLOGUHQIURPDSUHYLRXVRUVXEVHTXHQWUHODWLRQVKLSOLYLQJZLWKKLPRUKHU DQG
RUGHUVIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXSSRUW HJZRUNUHODWHGFKLOGFDUH DUHRFFXUULQJOHVVIUHTXHQWO\WKDQ
WKH\GLGLQWKHSUHYLRXVUHYLHZ2QHUHDVRQLVWKDWSDUHQWVZKRGRQRWSDUWLFLSDWHLQWKHRUGHU
HVWDEOLVKPHQWSURFHVV DVLVRIWHQWKHFDVHLQGHIDXOWRUGHUV PD\QRWNQRZDERXWWKHVH
DGMXVWPHQWV2WKHUH[SODQDWLRQVIRUWKLVSDWWHUQDUHWKHHFRQRPLFGRZQWXUQDQGWKHW\SHVRI
FDVHVGUDZQIRUWKLVVWXG\7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUVEHOLHYHWKDWFKLOGFDUHH[SHQVHVDUHEHLQJRUGHUHG
OHVVIUHTXHQWO\EHFDXVHPRUHSDUHQWVDUHXQHPSOR\HGRUXVLQJUHODWLYHFDUH7KHFRPPLVVLRQHUV
DOVREHOLHYHWKDWWKHKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQLVDSSOLHGPRUHRIWHQLQPRGLILHGRUGHUVWKDQQHZRUGHUV
EHFDXVHSDUHQWVVHHNLQJPRGLILHGRUGHUVDUHPRUHOLNHO\WRKDYHVXEVHTXHQWIDPLOLHVDQGEHFDXVH
WKHVDPSOHFDSWXUHGDGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHVKDUHRIQHZRUGHUV



Conclusion 7: The percentage of orders entered through default, 46 percent, is back up. This is
after a concerted effort several years ago to lower the number of orders entered by default in
California.
7KHSHUFHQWDJHRIRUGHUVHQWHUHGWKURXJKGHIDXOWGHFUHDVHGIURPSHUFHQWLQWR
SHUFHQWLQDQGWKHQZHQWEDFNXSLQWKHUHYLHZWRSHUFHQW&RPPLVVLRQHUVDQG
DGYRFDWHVDWWULEXWHWKHLQFUHDVHWRVHYHUDOIDFWRUV:KHQWKHODVWVDPSOHZDVSXOOHGIRUWKH
VWXG\'&66ZDVHQJDJHGLQDFRQFHUWHGHIIRUWWRUHGXFHWKHLQFLGHQFHRIGHIDXOW5HFHQW
FXWEDFNVRI'&66VWDIIKRZHYHUPD\KDYHOHVVHQHGHIIRUWVLQWKLVDUHD&RPPLVVLRQHUVEHOLHYH
WKDWPDQ\GHIDXOWHGRUGHUVDUHRQHVLQZKLFK'&66UHTXHVWHGDUHODWLYHO\ORZRUGHUWKDWWKH
REOLJRUGLGQRWFRQWHVW$GYRFDWHVEHOLHYHWKDWWKHLQFUHDVHLQGHIDXOWVLVGXHWRWKHHFRQRPLF
UHFHVVLRQDQGPD\UHIOHFWWKHXQDIIRUGDELOLW\RIDWWRUQH\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQIRUPDQ\SDUHQWV

Conclusion 8: The percentage of orders involving presumed income has increased since the last
guideline review. The percentage of orders with income imputation, however, has not increased.
6WDWHVWDWXWHUHTXLUHVWKDWLQFRPHEHSUHVXPHGLQ,9'FDVHVZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHRU
LQFRPHKLVWRU\LVXQNQRZQ6WDWHVWDWXWHSURYLGHVWKDWLQFRPHFDQEHLPSXWHGLQDQ\FKLOG
VXSSRUWFDVH UHJDUGOHVVRI,9'VWDWXV EDVHGRQWKHSDUHQW¶VHDUQLQJSRWHQWLDO
,QFRPHFDQEHSUHVXPHGIRUREOLJRUVLQ,9'FDVHVLIWKHUHLVQRLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHSDUHQW¶V
LQFRPHRULQFRPHKLVWRU\ )DP&RGH G F 2EOLJRUV¶LQFRPHZDVSUHVXPHGLQ
SHUFHQWRI,9'FDVHVLQWKHFDVHILOHUHYLHZ,QFRPHLPSXWDWLRQLVSURYLGHGLQWKH
&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQH )DP&RGH E ,QFRPHLPSXWDWLRQZKLFKLVEDVHGRQWKHSDUHQW¶V
HDUQLQJSRWHQWLDOGHFUHDVHGIURPSHUFHQWGXULQJWKHODVWJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZWRSHUFHQWLQ
&RPPLVVLRQHUVVXJJHVWWKDWWKHLQFLGHQFHRILQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQKDVJRQHGRZQEHFDXVHLWLV
PRUHGLIILFXOWWRVKRZWKDWZRUNLVDYDLODEOH

Conclusion 9: Health insurance is frequently ordered, and medical support is ordered in most
IV-D cases. 7KHODWWHULVLPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHRIQHZIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVWKDWEHFDPH
HIIHFWLYHLQ
$QRUGHUIRUDWOHDVWRQHSDUHQWWRSURYLGHKHDOWKFDUHLQVXUDQFHZDVPDGHLQSHUFHQWRIWKH
FDVHVUHYLHZHG7KHPRWKHUZDVRUGHUHGWRSURYLGHLQVXUDQFHLQSHUFHQWRIWKHVHFDVHVWKH
IDWKHULQSHUFHQWDQGERWKSDUHQWVLQSHUFHQW7KHFDVHILOHGDWDLQGLFDWHWKDWSHUFHQWRI
,9'FDVHVFRQWDLQDQRUGHUIRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDQGRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV7KLV
LVLPSRUWDQWWRIXOILOOWKHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUHTXLUHPHQWVWKDWUHTXLUHPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
EHRUGHUHGLQPRVWVLWXDWLRQV




$VGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUGHIDXOWRUGHUVDUHFRUUHODWHGZLWKQRQSD\PHQW7KHJHQHUDOSUHPLVHLVWKDWSD\PHQWV
ZLOOEHKLJKHUZKHQSDUHQWVDUHHQJDJHGLQWKHRUGHUHVWDEOLVKPHQWRUPRGLILFDWLRQSURFHVV

&DVHODZ In re Marriage of Regnery  &DOG SURYLGHVDFRXUWZKHQLPSXWLQJLQFRPHVKRXOG
FRQVLGHUZKHWKHUWKHUHLVDFWXDORSSRUWXQLW\WRZRUNH[HPSOLILHGE\DQDFWXDOHPSOR\HUZLOOLQJWRKLUHDQGRWKHU
IDFWRUV

$VGLVFXVVHGLQD&KDSWHURUGHUVIRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHDQGRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVDUHPHGLFDO
VXSSRUWRUGHUV



Conclusion 10: Information is frequently missing from case files. &ULWLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQZDV
PLVVLQJLQPDQ\FKLOGVXSSRUWFDVHVUHYLHZHGIRUWKLVVWXG\7HQSHUFHQWODFNHGGRFXPHQWDWLRQ
RIWKHFDOHQGDUHGFKLOGVXSSRUWFRXUWHYHQWSHUFHQWGLGQRWFRQWDLQLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKH
SDUHQWV¶LQFRPHSHUFHQWODFNHGLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUDQGSHUFHQWGLGQRW
VSHFLI\WKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQW


Low-Income Parents and Child Support Guidelines
7KLVUHYLHZFRQVLGHUHGKRZRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDGGUHVVHGORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVDQGZK\
SRYHUW\DQGORZLQFRPHFUHDWHVSHFLDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVWKDWQHHGWREHDGGUHVVHGLQWKH
GHWHUPLQDWLRQRIDSSURSULDWHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWV

Conclusion 11: Historically, many IV-D families and obligors have poverty or low incomes. The
current high unemployment and underemployment rates likely contribute to even higher
incidences of poverty and low income than were previously documented.
$OWKRXJKFXUUHQW&DOLIRUQLDGDWDDUHQRWDYDLODEOHQDWLRQDOGDWDIURPIRXQGWKDWRQHWKLUG
RI,9'IDPLOLHVKDGLQFRPHVEHORZWKHSRYHUW\OHYHODQGWKDWDERXWWKUHHILIWKVKDGLQFRPHV
EHORZSHUFHQWRIWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO,QPRUHWKDQSHUFHQWRI&DOLIRUQLDSDUHQWVZLWK
FKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVKDGQHWLQFRPHVEHORZSHU\HDU7KHFXUUHQWVLWXDWLRQLQ&DOLIRUQLD
LVOLNHO\WREHZRUVHWKDQLQRWKHUVWDWHVEHFDXVHRI&DOLIRUQLD¶VDERYHDYHUDJHXQHPSOR\PHQW
UDWH SHUFHQWDVRI)HEUXDU\ DQGXQGHUHPSOR\PHQWUDWH SHUFHQWDVRI-DQXDU\
 

Conclusion 12: When child support obligations are set too high for low-income obligors, they
are unable to meet their own subsistence needs7KLVOHDGVWRPDQ\VHYHUHFRQVHTXHQFHVD
UHGXFHGLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNDQGWRZRUNLQWKHPDLQVWUHDPHFRQRP\GHSUHVVHGFKLOGVXSSRUW
SD\PHQWVKLJKHUDUUHDUVEDODQFHVDQGDWWHQXDWHGSDUHQWFKLOGUHODWLRQVKLSVZKLFKLQWXUQFDQ
DGYHUVHO\DIIHFWFKLOGRXWFRPHV

,IDQREOLJRUZRUNVIXOOWLPHDWWKHVWDWHPLQLPXPZDJHKLVRUKHUDIWHUWD[LQFRPHDIWHUSD\LQJ
WKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRURQHFKLOGZRXOGEHEHORZWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDOSRYHUW\JXLGHOLQHIRURQH
SHUVRQ,QRWKHUZRUGVWKHREOLJRUZRXOGKDYHLQVXIILFLHQWLQFRPHWROLYHDWOHDVWDWVXEVLVWHQFH
OHYHO6RPHUHVHDUFKILQGLQJVLQGLFDWHWKDWFKLOGVXSSRUWDZDUGVWKDWDUHVHWWRRKLJKIRUORZ
LQFRPHREOLJRUVPD\EHDGLVLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNDQGGULYHWKHVHREOLJRUVLQWRWKHXQGHUJURXQG
HFRQRP\ZKHUHWKHLUHDUQLQJVDUHQRWVXEMHFWWRLPPHGLDWHZDJHZLWKKROGLQJWRSD\FKLOG
VXSSRUW6WLOODQRWKHUVWXG\ILQGVWKDWDUUHDUVDFFXPXODWHZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VRUGHULVPRUHWKDQ
SHUFHQWRIKLVRUKHUJURVVLQFRPHSDUWLFXODUO\DWORZLQFRPHV$VRIDOPRVWELOOLRQ
LQFKLOGVXSSRUWDUUHDUVZDVRZHGLQ&DOLIRUQLD$SUHYLRXVVWXG\RI&DOLIRUQLDDUUHDUVIRXQGWKDW
RQO\DVPDOOSURSRUWLRQZLOOHYHUEHSDLGEHFDXVHPDQ\REOLJRUVKDYHORZLQFRPHVDQGEHFDXVH
RIRWKHUIDFWRUVVXFKDV&DOLIRUQLD¶VDVVHVVPHQWRILQWHUHVW DWDUDWHRISHUFHQW ZKLFK
FRQWULEXWHVWRDUUHDUVJURZWKRXWSDFLQJSD\PHQWV



%HVLGHVILQDQFLDOFRQVHTXHQFHVKLJKFKLOGVXSSRUWRUGHUVIRUORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVDGYHUVHO\
DIIHFWFKLOGRXWFRPHV0RVWUHVHDUFKILQGVDSRVLWLYHFRUUHODWLRQEHWZHHQFKLOGVXSSRUWSD\PHQWV
DQGIDWKHUFKLOGFRQWDFW7KXVFUDIWLQJRUGHUVWKDWORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVDUHDEOHWRSD\LV
LPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHDVVXSSRUWHGE\WKHUHVHDUFKSDWHUQDOLQYROYHPHQWLVVLJQLILFDQWO\DVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKUHGXFHGUDWHVRIRXWRIZHGORFNFKLOGEHDULQJWKHKLJKVFKRROGURSRXWUDWHVXEVWDQFHDEXVH
DQGMXYHQLOHGHOLQTXHQF\

Conclusion 13: The California guideline amounts for low-income obligors are high relative to
other states. The low-income adjustment under the California guideline is inadequate. 8QOLNHWKH
ORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWXVHGLQPDQ\VWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLWGRHVQRWUHODWHWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\
JXLGHOLQHIRURQHSHUVRQ,WVLQFRPHWKUHVKROG LHWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWDSSOLHVZKHQ
REOLJRUQHWLQFRPHLVOHVVWKDQSHUPRQWK KDVQHYHUEHHQXSGDWHG7KHLQFRPHWKUHVKROG
LVWRRORZWRDSSO\WRW\SLFDOORZLQFRPHVLWXDWLRQV LHREOLJRUVHDUQLQJPLQLPXPZDJH 
KHQFHWKHVHORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDUHQRWHOLJLEOHIRUWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWDQGSD\PHQWRI
WKHXQDGMXVWHGJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWOHDYHVWKHREOLJRUZLWKLQVXIILFLHQWLQFRPHWROLYHDERYH
SRYHUW\OHYHO

,QIRXUGLIIHUHQWFDVHVFHQDULRVWKDWFRQVLGHUHGREOLJRUVZLWKQRUHSRUWHGLQFRPHRUPLQLPXP
ZDJHLQFRPHDQGDYDU\LQJQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHUDQNHGWKWKWK
DQGWKKLJKHVWDPRQJVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV2WKHUVWDWHVWKDWW\SLFDOO\UDQNHGKLJKHUWKDQ&DOLIRUQLD
SUHVXPHGDKLJKHULQFRPHZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHZDVPLVVLQJKDGDKLJKHUVWDWHPLQLPXP
ZDJHRUGLGQRWSURYLGHDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW0RVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVEDVHWKHLUORZLQFRPH
DGMXVWPHQWRQWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQRUIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQLQJV
6RPHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLQGH[WKHLUORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOZKLFKLV
XSGDWHGDQQXDOO\7KHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWXQGHUWKH&DOLIRUQLDJXLGHOLQHGRHVQRQHRIWKHVH
WKLQJV,WLVDSSOLFDEOHWRQHWLQFRPHVEHORZQHW7KLVLVEHORZZKDWFDQEHHDUQHGIURP
IXOOWLPHZRUNDWWKHVWDWHPLQLPXPZDJH SHUKRXUJURVVSHUPRQWKRUQHW
SHUPRQWK 7KHWKUHVKROGKDVQRWFKDQJHGVLQFHLWZDVILUVWDGRSWHGLQWKHHDUO\V

Conclusion 14: California’s income presumption policy exacerbates the guideline problems for
low-income parents; the obligor’s income is often presumed to be more than it actually is or job
opportunities available for obligors are presumed to pay more than they actually do.
)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQ G  SURYLGHVWKDWLIDVXSSRUWREOLJDWLRQLVEHLQJHVWDEOLVKHGE\WKH
ORFDOFKLOGVXSSRUWDJHQF\DQGWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHRULQFRPHKLVWRU\LVQRWNQRZQLQFRPHLV
SUHVXPHGDWPLQLPXPZDJHIRUKRXUVSHUZHHN3UHVXPLQJLQFRPHDERYHDQREOLJRU¶VDFWXDO
LQFRPHFDQSURGXFHKLJKSHUFHQWDJHRUGHUV 6RPH&DOLIRUQLDGDWDLQGLFDWHRUGHUVWKDWFRQVXPH
SHUFHQWRIDQREOLJRU¶VQHWLQFRPH 7KLVSROLF\GRHVQRWUHFRJQL]HWKDWHPSOR\PHQW
RSSRUWXQLWLHVDUHOLPLWHG7KHVWDWHZLGHXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWHLVSHUFHQW DVRI)HEUXDU\ 
DQGWKHVWDWHZLGHXQGHUHPSOR\PHQWUDWHZKLFKLQFOXGHVWKRVHVHHNLQJIXOOWLPHZRUNZKRFDQ
ILQGRQO\SDUWWLPHZRUNLVSHUFHQW DVRI-DQXDU\ $OPRVWDOORWKHUVWDWHVKDYHSROLFLHV
WKDWFRQVLGHUWKHFXUUHQWMREPDUNHWRUSUHVXPHIHZHUZRUNKRXUVRUWKDWFRQWDLQRWKHUOHVV
VWULQJHQWSURYLVLRQV


Medical Support Provisions
&KLOGPHGLFDOVXSSRUWLVDQLQWHJUDOSDUWRIFKLOGVXSSRUW0HGLFDOVXSSRUWRUGHUVFDQUHTXLUH
LQVXUDQFHFRYHUDJHIRUWKHFKLOGE\RQHRUERWKSDUHQWVVSHFLI\KRZDFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWK
FDUHFRVWVZLOOEHDOORFDWHGEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWVUHTXLUHSD\PHQWWKDWLVGLVWULEXWHGWRWKH
0HGLFDLG RUVLPLODUDJHQF\ LIWKHFKLOGLVFRYHUHGE\0HGLFDLG RUDVLPLODUSXEOLFHQWLW\ RUD
FRPELQDWLRQRIWKHVHW\SHVRIRUGHUV1HZIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHVLPSRVHGLQ
QHFHVVLWDWHDFORVHUORRNDWVWDWHSURYLVLRQVIRURUGHULQJDQGPRGLI\LQJPHGLFDOVXSSRUW

Conclusion 15: Although the 2008 federal medical support rules impose many new requirements
on states—including state provisions for the establishment and modification of medical
support—2010 health reform will likely change future federal medical support requirements.
7KHIHGHUDO2IILFHRI&KLOG6XSSRUW(QIRUFHPHQW 2&6( LVFXUUHQWO\DVVHVVLQJZKHWKHUFXUUHQW
IHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWSROLFLHVDUHFRQJUXHQWZLWKKHDOWKUHIRUP7KH\DQWLFLSDWHFKDQJHV
EXWWKHVFRSHRIWKRVHFKDQJHVLVFXUUHQWO\XQNQRZQ7KHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHV
KRZHYHUDUHFXUUHQWO\LQHIIHFW0DQ\VWDWHVLQFOXGLQJ&DOLIRUQLDDUHVWLOODGRSWLQJDQG
GHYHORSLQJFKDQJHVWRFRQIRUPWRWKHUXOHV&RJQL]DQWWKDWWKHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUW
UXOHVPD\FKDQJHLQWKHIXWXUHKRZHYHUPDQ\VWDWHVDUHPDNLQJRQO\WKHPLQLPXPFKDQJHV
QHFHVVDU\WRIXOILOOWKHUHTXLUHPHQWV

Conclusion 16: California statute already requires that either or both parents can be ordered to
provide insurance coverage for the children and that orders allocate the child’s uninsured
health-care expenses between the parents.7KHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHWKDWDSSOLHV
GLUHFWO\WRVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVPDQGDWHVWKDWDVWDWHJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHIRUKRZWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUH
QHHGVZLOOEHDGGUHVVHG7KLVHQFRPSDVVHVRUGHUVIRURQHRUERWKSDUHQWVWRFDUU\LQVXUDQFH
IRUWKHFKLOGRUGHUVIRUKRZWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVZLOOEHDOORFDWHGEHWZHHQ
WKHSDUHQWVDQGRWKHUW\SHVRIPHGLFDOVXSSRUW

(VVHQWLDOO\WKHIHGHUDOUXOHVHOLPLQDWHWKHORQJVWDQGLQJSUHVXPSWLRQWKDWWKHREOLJRUKDV
HPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHDYDLODEOHIRUFKLOGUHQDQGWKDWLWLVWKHPRVWDSSURSULDWHFRYHUDJH
IRUWKHFKLOGUHQ,QVWHDGWKHUXOHVHQFRXUDJHRUGHUVIRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIURPWKHPRVW
DSSURSULDWHVRXUFH7KLVFRXOGEHWKHREOLJHHRUDWVWDWHGLVFUHWLRQDVWHSSDUHQWZKRKDV
HPSOR\HUVSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFH7KHUXOHVDOVRUHFRJQL]HWKDWVRPHRIWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWKFDUH
H[SHQVHVPD\QRWEHFRYHUHGE\LQVXUDQFHVRDQRUGHUDGGUHVVLQJWKHVHH[SHQVHVPD\EH
DSSURSULDWH,QDGGLWLRQLWUHFRJQL]HVWKDWLQVRPHFDVHVQHLWKHUSDUHQWVPD\KDYHHPSOR\HU
VSRQVRUHGLQVXUDQFHDQGWKDWWKHFKLOGZLOOEHFRYHUHGWKURXJK0HGLFDLG FDOOHG0HGL&DOLQ
&DOLIRUQLD 6&+,3 FDOOHG+HDOWK\)DPLOLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLD RUDQRWKHUSXEOLFHQWLW\¶VSURJUDP
&DOLIRUQLDDOUHDG\SURYLGHVWKDWHLWKHURUERWKSDUHQWVVKDOOFDUU\LQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGZKHQLW
LVDYDLODEOHDWQRFRVWRUDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWWRWKHSDUHQW )DP&RGH D  &DOLIRUQLD




&)5  



DOVRSURYLGHVIRUUHDVRQDEOHXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVLQ)DPLO\&RGHVHFWLRQV  
DQG

Conclusion 17: California statute currently does not provide an income-based definition of
“reasonable cost” but does address what is “accessible” health care. Although not called “cash
medical support” (and states are not required to use the federal term), California’s provision of
reasonable uninsured health-care expenses is a form of cash medical support. 7RDVVLVWZLWKWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHIHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHWKDWUHTXLUHV,9'DJHQFLHVWRSHWLWLRQ
IRUKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHWKDWLVUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWDQGDFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOGDQGRU³FDVKPHGLFDO
VXSSRUW´PDQ\VWDWHVDUHLQFOXGLQJGHILQLWLRQVRI³UHDVRQDEOHFRVW´³DFFHVVLEOH´DQG³FDVK
PHGLFDOVXSSRUW´LQWKHLUJXLGHOLQHV
)HGHUDOUHJXODWLRQ &)5     UHTXLUHVWKDWWKH,9'SHWLWLRQIRUFKLOGVXSSRUW
LQFOXGHSULYDWHLQVXUDQFHWKDWLVDFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOGDQGUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWDQGRUFDVK
PHGLFDOVXSSRUW0RVWVWDWHVWKDWKDYHDQLQFRPHEDVHGGHILQLWLRQRIUHDVRQDEOHFRVWDUH
DGDSWLQJDUDWHRISHUFHQWRIWKHSDUHQW¶VLQFRPHDVWKHWKUHVKROGWKDWWKHFKLOG¶VSUHPLXPFRVWV
FDQQRWH[FHHGWREHGHHPHGUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVW$OWKRXJKWKHIHGHUDOUXOHLVFOHDUWKDWVWDWHVKDYH
WKHRSWLRQWRGHILQHDQRWKHUUHDVRQDEOHLQFRPHEDVHGVWDQGDUGWKHIHGHUDOUXOHGRHVVXJJHVW
SHUFHQW0RVWVWDWHVWKDWKDYHDGHILQLWLRQRI³DFFHVVLEOH´LQVXUDQFHOLNH&DOLIRUQLDFRQVLGHU
ZKHWKHUWKHLQVXUDQFHLVJHRJUDSKLFDOO\DFFHVVLEOHWRWKHFKLOG³&DVKPHGLFDOVXSSRUW´FDQEH
RQHRIWKUHHWKLQJVLQFOXGLQJRUGHUVIRUWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV0RVWVWDWHV
DUHIXOILOOLQJWKLVUHTXLUHPHQWIRUPHGLFDOVXSSRUWE\RUGHULQJRQHRUERWKSDUHQWVWRSURYLGH
DFFHVVLEOHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFHIRUWKHFKLOGZKHQLWLVDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWDQGLQFOXGLQJ
SURYLVLRQVIRUXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHVLQWKHRUGHU HJHDFKSDUHQWLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRU
KDOIRIWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGKHDOWKFDUHH[SHQVHV  1RWHVXEVHTXHQWWRWKHGUDIWLQJRIWKLV
FRQFOXVLRQWKH&DOLIRUQLDOHJLVODWXUHHQDFWHG6HQDWH%LOO :ULJKW6WDWVFK WKDW
LPSOHPHQWHGWKHIHGHUDOUHJXODWLRQV 

Conclusion 18: The California guideline adjusts for the child’s health insurance differently than
do most state guidelines. While most states prorate the child’s share of the insurance premium
between the parents, California subtracts the insurance premium from the parent’s income.
'HSHQGLQJRQZKLFKSDUHQWSD\VWKHSUHPLXPWKHVXSSRUWDZDUGLVLQFUHDVHGRUGHFUHDVHGE\
WKHRWKHUSDUHQW¶VVKDUH6WDWHVWKDWKDYHUHFHQWO\UHSODFHGWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGIRUWKH
SURUDWLRQPHWKRGILQGWKDWWKHVXEWUDFWLRQPHWKRGZDVQRWDVXIILFLHQWDGMXVWPHQWIRU
VN\URFNHWLQJSUHPLXPVDQGWKDWWKHSURUDWLRQPHWKRGLVHDV\DQGIDLU
7KHEDVHIRUPXODVDQGVFKHGXOHVRIPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVGRQRWLQFOXGHWKHFRVWRIWKHFKLOG¶V
KHDOWKLQVXUDQFH,QVWHDGPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVFRQVLGHUWKHDFWXDOFRVWRIWKHFKLOG¶VKHDOWK
LQVXUDQFHHOVHZKHUHLQWKHJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ,WPD\EHVXEWUDFWHGIURPLQFRPHRUEH
SURUDWHGEHWZHHQWKHSDUHQWV:KHQLWLVSURUDWHGLIWKHREOLJRUSD\VWKHSUHPLXPWKHREOLJHH¶V
SURUDWHGVKDUHLVVXEWUDFWHGIURPWKHEDVHVXSSRUWDZDUGDQGLIWKHREOLJHHSD\VWKHSUHPLXP
WKHREOLJRU¶VSURUDWHGVKDUHLVDGGHGWRWKHEDVHVXSSRUWDZDUG



Input From Stakeholders
7KHUHYLHZLQFOXGHGWKUHHIRFXVJURXSVZLWKVWDNHKROGHUVPRVWO\UHSUHVHQWDWLYHRIFXVWRGLDORU
QRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVDQGRUFKLOGUHQ¶VLQWHUHVWV7ZRIRFXVJURXSVFRQFHQWUDWHGRQVWDNHKROGHUV¶
SHUFHSWLRQVRIWKHJXLGHOLQH¶VFRPSUHKHQVLYHQHVVDQGIDLUQHVV7KHWKLUGIRFXVJURXSFDOOHGIRU
VWDNHKROGHUV¶DVVLVWDQFHLQWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHSUHOLPLQDU\ILQGLQJVIURPWKHFDVHILOH
UHYLHZ7KHFRQFOXVLRQVEHORZDUHGUDZQIURPWKHILUVWWZRIRFXVJURXSV

Conclusion 19: Focus group discussions among advocates reveal that parents frequently fail to
comprehend what goes into the guideline calculation and need more education to improve their
understanding.

$GYRFDWHVVXJJHVWWKDWSDUHQWVUHFHLYHPRUHHGXFDWLRQDERXWKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHLVFDOFXODWHG
7KH\EHOLHYHWKDWZKHQSDUHQWVIDLOWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHIDFWRUVWKDWJRLQWRWKHJXLGHOLQH
FDOFXODWLRQWKH\VRPHWLPHVGLVWUXVWWKHFDOFXODWLRQDQGRUUHVHQWWKHV\VWHP7KH\JHQHUDOO\
EHOLHYHWKHFDOFXODWLRQLVWRRFRPSOH[DQGVKRXOGEHPDGHPRUHWUDQVSDUHQW6RPHDGYRFDWHV
VXJJHVWHGPHWKRGVRIRXWOLQLQJWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWIRUPXODIRUSDUHQWVWRUHYLHZLQFOXGLQJD
EURFKXUHDWWKHFRXUWSRVWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQRXWVLGHWKHFRXUWURRPRUVWUDLJKWIRUZDUGLQIRUPDWLRQ
RQWKHFRXUW:HEVLWH:KLOHVRPHEHOLHYHWKDWDFFHVVWRRQOLQHFDOFXODWRUVDUHKHOSIXOWRWKH
JHQHUDOSXEOLFRWKHUVEHOLHYHWKDWWKH\FUHDWHFRQIXVLRQEHFDXVHWKHUHDUHPXOWLSOHFDOFXODWRUV
DYDLODEOHWKDWFDQSURGXFHLQFRQVLVWHQWUHVXOWV

Conclusion 20: Advocates who attended the focus groups consistently believed that the guideline
is unfair to low-income parents.

0DQ\DGYRFDWHVH[SUHVVHGFRQFHUQDERXWKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHWUHDWVORZLQFRPHSDUHQWVDQGORZ
LQFRPHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQWVLQSDUWLFXODU2QHDGYRFDWHVXPPDUL]HGWKHFROOHFWLYHRSLQLRQRI
PRVWZKHQKHVWDWHGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQHLV³SDWHQWO\KXUWLQJORZLQFRPHSHRSOH´$GYRFDWHV
VXSSRUWUDLVLQJWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWOHYHO2QHDGYRFDWHWKRXJKWWKHUHVKRXOGEHDQ
DEVROXWHLQFRPHIORRU LUUHVSHFWLYHRIWKHSRYHUW\OHYHO EHORZZKLFKWKHQRQFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW
ZRXOGRZHQRFKLOGVXSSRUW

Conclusion 21: Many of the advocates’ issues concerned systematic issues involving the
guideline or were beyond the scope of the guideline

$GYRFDWHVSDUWLFLSDWLQJLQWKHIRFXVJURXSVVDZWKHJXLGHOLQHDVLQWHUUHODWHGDQGLQVHSDUDEOH
IURPRWKHUIDPLO\ODZLVVXHVLQFOXGLQJFXVWRG\DQGFRXUWDQGDJHQF\UXOHVDQGSURFHGXUHV)RU
H[DPSOHVRPHDGYRFDWHVEHOLHYHGVWURQJO\LQSUHVXPSWLYHHTXDOFXVWRG\DQGWKDWWKHJXLGHOLQH
VKRXOGUHIOHFWWKDW6WLOORWKHUDGYRFDWHVWROGVWRULHVDERXWSUREOHPVWKDWSDUHQWVUHFHQWO\KDYH
HQFRXQWHUHGEHFDXVHWKH\ORVWWKHLUMREVDQGRUZHUHVHHNLQJDPRGLILFDWLRQWRWKHLUFKLOGVXSSRUW
RUGHU,QDOODGYRFDWHVEHOLHYHGWKHVHLQWHUUHODWHGLVVXHVFUHDWHSDUHQWDOFRQIOLFWWKDWLVKDUPIXO
WRFKLOGZHOOEHLQJ,QDGGLWLRQVRPHDGYRFDWHVSURSRVHGWRFRPSOHWHO\UHYDPSWKHJXLGHOLQH
DQGDGRSWDQHZPRGHOWKDWGLGQRWFRQVLGHUWKHLQFRPHRIWKHSDUHQWV




Recommendations
)LYHPDMRUUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVHPHUJHIURPWKHUHVHDUFKFRQGXFWHGIRUWKLVJXLGHOLQHUHYLHZ

Recommendation 1: Update and/or modify the low-income adjustment in the guideline.
7KHFXUUHQWJXLGHOLQHSURYLGHVIRUDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VQHWLQFRPHLV
EHORZSHUPRQWK7KHWKUHVKROGKDVQHYHUEHHQXSGDWHGDQGXQOLNHPRVWORZ
LQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVLQRWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVLWGRHVQRWUHODWHWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\JXLGHOLQHV
IRURQHSHUVRQRUIXOOWLPHPLQLPXPZDJHHDUQLQJV0RUHRYHULWLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGUHVHDUFK
ILQGLQJVVXJJHVWWKDWLWLQDGYHUWHQWO\FRXOGUHGXFHWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFHQWLYHWRZRUNLQWKH
OHJLWLPDWHHFRQRP\SD\VXSSRUWDQGPDLQWDLQFRQWDFWZLWKWKHFKLOGSRWHQWLDOO\UHVXOWLQJLQ
RWKHUDGYHUVHFRQVHTXHQFHVWRFKLOGRXWFRPHV

7KHLQFRPHWKUHVKROGLVWRRORZWRDSSO\WRFRPPRQVLWXDWLRQVZKHQSD\PHQWRIWKHH[LVWLQJ
JXLGHOLQHDPRXQWOHDYHVWKHREOLJRUZLWKLQFRPHEHORZSRYHUW\OHYHO)RUH[DPSOHDPLQLPXP
ZDJHHDUQHUZRXOGQRWEHHOLJLEOHIRUWKHFXUUHQWORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW3D\PHQWRIKLVRU
KHUVXSSRUWDZDUGKRZHYHU LHSHUPRQWKEDVHGRQWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWIRURQH
FKLOG ZRXOGOHDYHWKHREOLJRUZLWKEHORZSRYHUW\LQFRPH7KDWLVKLVRUKHULQFRPHDIWHU
SD\PHQWRIFKLOGVXSSRUWDQGWD[HVZRXOGEHSHUPRQWKOHVVWKDQWKHFXUUHQWIHGHUDO
SRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQ0RVWORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWVLQVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVGRQRWKDYHDQ
LQFRPHWKUHVKROGIRUDSSO\LQJWKHDGMXVWPHQW5DWKHUPRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVSURYLGHWKDWWKH
VXSSRUWDZDUGEHEDVHGRQWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHDQGDVHOIVXSSRUW
UHVHUYH W\SLFDOO\EDVHGRQWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\JXLGHOLQHIRURQHSHUVRQ LIWKDWDPRXQWLVOHVV
WKDQWKHVWDQGDUGJXLGHOLQHFDOFXODWLRQ7KLVSURWHFWVWKHREOLJRUIURPEHLQJLPSRYHULVKHGDVD
UHVXOWRISD\LQJFKLOGVXSSRUW7KHDGMXVWPHQWLVVLPSOHDQGLVRIWHQLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWRDVWDWH
JXLGHOLQHWDEOHEXWLVPRUHWUDQVSDUHQWLILWLVLQFOXGHGLQWKHJXLGHOLQHZRUNVKHHW

6RPHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVDOVRSURYLGHWKDWWKHVHOIVXSSRUWUHVHUYHEHXSGDWHGDQQXDOO\LQ
DFFRUGDQFHZLWKDQQXDOXSGDWHVWRWKHIHGHUDOSRYHUW\JXLGHOLQHV7KHXVHRIDVHOIVXSSRUW
UHVHUYHWHVWKRZHYHUQHFHVVLWDWHVDPLQLPXPRUGHUZKHQWKHREOLJRU¶VLQFRPHLVEHORZWKHVHOI
VXSSRUWOHYHO)RUH[DPSOHDQREOLJRUZKRVHLQFRPHLVSHUPRQWKKDVLQFRPHEHORZWKH
FXUUHQWIHGHUDOSRYHUW\OHYHOIRURQHSHUVRQ SHUPRQWK 6RPHVWDWHJXLGHOLQHVSURYLGH
DPLQLPXPRUGHUEXWDOVRVSHFLI\WKDWDQRUGHUFDQEH]HURLQFHUWDLQVLWXDWLRQVVXFKDVZKHQWKH
REOLJRULVLQFDSDFLWDWHGDQGKDVQRLQFRPH HJWKHREOLJRULVLQVWLWXWLRQDOL]HG 

$QDOWHUQDWLYHWRDGRSWLQJWKHVHOIVXSSRUWWHVWZRXOGEHWRH[SDQGWKHLQFRPHWKUHVKROGRIWKH
FXUUHQWORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW6HYHUDOIRFXVJURXSSDUWLFLSDQWVVXJJHVWHGH[SDQGLQJWKH




$VVXPLQJDKRXUZRUNZHHNDQGWKHVWDWH¶VPLQLPXPZDJHRISHUKRXUWKLVZRXOG\LHOGSHUPRQWK
LQJURVVLQFRPHDQGSHUPRQWKDIWHUWD[HV

$VVXPLQJWKHREOLJHHKDVQRLQFRPHDQGWKHUHLVQRWLPHVKDULQJRUDGMXVWPHQWIRURWKHUIDFWRUV



WKUHVKROGIRULWVDSSOLFDWLRQWRQHWSHUPRQWK$OORIWKHIRFXVJURXSSDUWLFLSDQWV
XQDQLPRXVO\VXSSRUWHGDFKDQJHWRWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW

Recommendation 2: Evaluate the current income attribution policies as to both parents 7KLV
LQFOXGHVFRGLI\LQJFDVHODZRQLQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQDQGUHYLHZLQJWKHH[LVWLQJLQFRPH
SUHVXPSWLRQSURYLVLRQWRGHWHUPLQHLILWFRQWLQXHVWREHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHOHJLVODWLYHSULQFLSOHV
UHJDUGLQJFKLOGVXSSRUW
&DOLIRUQLD¶VSURYLVLRQIRULQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQLVWKLQDQGODFNLQJLQGHWDLOUHODWLYHWRWKRVHRI
PRVWVWDWHJXLGHOLQHV+RZHYHU&DOLIRUQLDFDVHODZ In re Marriage of Regnery  
&DOG VSHOOVRXWZKDWVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGZKHQLPSXWLQJLQFRPHDVWKRURXJKO\DVDQ\
RWKHUVWDWHJXLGHOLQHSURYLVLRQIRULQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQ6SHFLILFDOO\LWSURYLGHVDWKUHHSURQJHG
WHVWWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUDFRXUWVKRXOGFRQVLGHUDSDUHQW¶VHDUQLQJFDSDFLW\LQOLHXRIKLVRUKHU
DFWXDOLQFRPH  DELOLW\WRZRUNLQFOXGLQJDJHRFFXSDWLRQVNLOOVHGXFDWLRQKHDOWK
EDFNJURXQGZRUNH[SHULHQFHDQGTXDOLILFDWLRQV  ZLOOLQJQHVVWRZRUNGHPRQVWUDWHGE\JRRG
IDLWKHIIRUWVGXHGLOLJHQFHDQGDFWXDOPHDQLQJIXODWWHPSWVWRVHFXUHHPSOR\PHQWDQG  
RSSRUWXQLW\WRZRUNH[HPSOLILHGE\DQDFWXDOHPSOR\HUZLOOLQJWRKLUH,WZRXOGEHQHILW
JXLGHOLQHXVHUVSDUWLFXODUO\SDUHQWVLIWKLVFDVHODZZHUHFRGLILHG,WZRXOGLPSURYHWKH
WUDQVSDUHQF\RI&DOLIRUQLD¶VLQFRPHLPSXWDWLRQSROLF\DQGPDNHWKHJXLGHOLQHRXWFRPHPRUH
SUHGLFWDEOHIRUSDUHQWV

&DOLIRUQLD¶VLQFRPHSUHVXPSWLRQSROLF\VKRXOGEHHYDOXDWHGWRGHWHUPLQHLILWLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
WKHOHJLVODWLYHSULQFLSOHVUHJDUGLQJFKLOGVXSSRUW )DP&RGH 7KHFXUUHQWSROLF\
LPSOLFLWO\SUHVXPHVWKDWREOLJRUVLQ,9'FDVHVFDQDQGVKRXOGILQGIXOOWLPHZRUNDWPLQLPXP
ZDJH:KLOHPDQ\VWDWHVPDNHVLPLODUSUHVXPSWLRQVZKHQLPSXWLQJLQFRPHPRVWVWDWHVDOVR
FRQVLGHUORFDOHPSOR\PHQWRSSRUWXQLWLHVDVSDUWRIWKHSURFHVV,QDGGLWLRQLIWKHOHJLVODWXUHUH
H[DPLQHVWKHDSSURDFKWRORZLQFRPHREOLJRUVDVUHFRPPHQGHGLQWKLVVWXG\WKH\ZLOOQHHGWR
GHWHUPLQHLIWKHVHFKDQJHVVKRXOGDOVRDSSO\WRFDVHVLQZKLFKSUHVXPHGLQFRPHLVXVHGWR
GHWHUPLQHWKHFKLOGVXSSRUWDPRXQW)XUWKHUFXUUHQWODZOLPLWVWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVZKHQLQFRPH
FDQEHLPSXWHGWRWKHFXVWRGLDOSDUHQW

Recommendation 3: Educate stakeholders and equip them with information so they can make the
current system work better. In addition, develop strategies to engage stakeholders and
encourage their active participation in the child support process.
2QHRIWKHUHFXUULQJWKHPHVRIWKLVVWXG\LVWKHVWUHVVWKDWWKHHFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQKDVSXWRQ
IDPLOLHVDQGREOLJRUV<HWSDUHQWVDUHQRWIXOO\XWLOL]LQJDOORIWKHJXLGHOLQHSURYLVLRQVWKDWDUH
LQWHQGHGWRGHDOZLWKHDFKFDVH¶VXQLTXHHFRQRPLFFLUFXPVWDQFHV7KHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWLV
QRWDSSOLHGLQDOOFDVHVLQZKLFKWKHREOLJRULVHOLJLEOH7KHSHUFHQWDJHRISDUHQWVZLWKKDUGVKLS
GHGXFWLRQVLVGRZQHYHQWKRXJKLWVHHPVORJLFDOWKDWPRUHSDUHQWVZRXOGQHHGLWGXULQJDQ
HFRQRPLFUHFHVVLRQ)HZHURUGHUVDUHEHLQJHQWHUHGIRUWKHFKLOG¶VXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOH[SHQVHV
DOWKRXJKSDUHQWVDUHORVLQJWKHLUHPSOR\HHKHDOWKEHQHILWV3DUHQWVGRQRWXQGHUVWDQGWKDWWKHLU
RUGHUVDUHQRWDXWRPDWLFDOO\PRGLILHGZKHQWKH\ORVHWKHLUMREV,QDGGLWLRQWKHILQGLQJVIURP


WKHFDVHILOHGDWDLQGLFDWHWKDWIHZHUSDUHQWVFDQOHDUQKRZWKHJXLGHOLQHZRUNV)HZHUSDUHQWV
DUHUHSUHVHQWHGE\DWWRUQH\VDQGPRUHRUGHUVDUHEHLQJHQWHUHGE\GHIDXOWZKLFKLVDQLQGLFDWLRQ
WKDWWKHSDUHQWLVQRWLQYROYHGLQWKHRUGHUHVWDEOLVKPHQWSURFHVV3DUHQWVZKRREWDLQRUGHUVE\
GHIDXOWW\SLFDOO\ODFNFRQWDFWZLWK'&66IDPLO\ODZIDFLOLWDWRUVDQGMXGJHVRUFRPPLVVLRQHUV²
WKHYHU\SHRSOHZHUHO\RQWRHGXFDWHSDUHQWVDERXWWKHJXLGHOLQH,QYROYHPHQWDQGHGXFDWLRQ
KDYHULSSOHHIIHFWV:KHQSDUHQWVEHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGWKHJXLGHOLQHWKH\EHFRPHHQJDJHGLQWKH
SURFHVVDUHPRUHIRUWKFRPLQJZLWKLQIRUPDWLRQ HJGRFXPHQWDWLRQRIDFWXDOHDUQLQJVRUFKLOG
FDUHH[SHQVHV NQRZZKHQDQGKRZWRVHHNDPRGLILFDWLRQDQGFDQXQGHUVWDQGDQGXVHLWV
SURYLVLRQVIRUXQLTXHVLWXDWLRQVZKHQDSSURSULDWH HJWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWZKHQWKH
REOLJRULVHOLJLEOH 

Recommendation 4: Adopt any necessary conforming changes so that California can meet the
2008 federal medical support rules that are currently in effect but also recognize that 2010
national health reform may produce changes to the federal rules in the future as well as changes
in how states approach medical support.
)RUWKHPRVWSDUW&DOLIRUQLDKDVWKHVWDWXWRU\IUDPHZRUNQHHGHGIRU&DOLIRUQLDWRPHHWWKH
IHGHUDOPHGLFDOVXSSRUWUXOHV2QHSRVVLEOHH[FHSWLRQLVWKDW&DOLIRUQLDGRHVQRWSURYLGHDQ
LQFRPHEDVHGGHILQLWLRQRI³UHDVRQDEOHFRVW´RILQVXUDQFHLQVWDWXWH0RVWVWDWHVDUHGHILQLQJD
FKLOG¶VVKDUHRIWKHLQVXUDQFHSUHPLXPWREHUHDVRQDEOHLQFRVWLILWGRHVQRWH[FHHGSHUFHQWRI
WKHSDUHQW¶VLQFRPH6RPHVWDWHVUHFRJQL]LQJWKHKLJKFRVWRILQVXUDQFHVHWWKHWKUHVKROGKLJKHU
WKHUHE\SURGXFLQJPRUHRUGHUVIRUSULYDWHKHDOWKFRYHUDJH6WLOORWKHUVWDWHVFRQFHUQHGDERXW
DIIRUGDELOLW\LVVXHVVHWWKHWKUHVKROGORZHURUH[FOXGHREOLJRUVZLWKSRYHUW\RUQHDUSRYHUW\
LQFRPHIURPEHLQJRUGHUHGWRSURYLGHSULYDWHKHDOWKLQVXUDQFH
Recommendation 5: Encourage better and more detailed information in the case file.

,QFRPHLQIRUPDWLRQRUGHUDPRXQWVJXLGHOLQHDPRXQWVLQRUGHUVZLWKGHYLDWLRQVDQGRWKHU
SHUWLQHQWLQIRUPDWLRQZHUHPLVVLQJLQDQRWDEOHQXPEHURIFDVHILOHV)RUVRPHSDUHQWVWKLVLV
WKHRQO\UHFRUGWKH\KDYHRIWKHEDVLVRIWKHRUGHU:KHQDSDUHQWEHFRPHVXQHPSOR\HGRU
UHDOL]HVDKDUGVKLSRUDQRWKHUVLWXDWLRQWKDWPLJKWZDUUDQWDPRGLILFDWLRQLWLVLPSRUWDQWWKDWWKH
ILOHFRQWDLQDFRPSOHWHUHFRUGRIKRZWKHFRXUWRU'&66DUULYHGDWWKHRULJLQDORUGHUDPRXQW





APPENDIX A

Parental Expenditures for Children:
Rothbarth Estimates1
The continuity-of-expenditures model that underlies child support guidelines attempts to provide
children with the same amount of expenditures that the children would have received had they
lived with their parents in an intact family. Knowledge of patterns of spending on children in an
intact family is required to implement this guideline model. This report will provide estimates of
this essential information from the most recent consumption data available from the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.
Determining how parents devote the family’s spending to their children would seem to be a
rather simple and straightforward task: just ask parents to keep track of these expenditures; then
ask the parents to determine which expenditures were made on behalf of their children. In
application, however, this is difficult. Some consumption goods could be allocated with
confidence if they were purchased for a specific individual. For example, the purchase of a pair
of shoes could be allocated to the person for whom the shoes were purchased. In other, more
complicated cases, spending could be allocated on the basis of a reasonable assumption or based
on information gathered in other surveys. For example, consider a family’s expenditures for
food. While groceries are purchased for the entire family, it is possible to observe individual
family members’ actual consumption of the meal and then allocate the cost of that meal to each
individual family member based on his or her consumption. Alternatively, a food bill could be
allocated in proportion to the nutritional requirements of the individual family members. That is,
if one member requires twice the nutritional content as another member, a calculation could
assume that the first individual consumed twice as much food as the other member.
Allocations are more complicated, however, when the expenditures are not readily divisible by
individual family member consumption. For example, it is more difficult to determine a
reasonable allocation of expenditures on mortgage, utilities, and other home expenses. One
approach to determining an allocation in this scenario would be to average the spending on home
expenses and other “publicly consumed” goods across all family members. While this approach
has a commonsense appeal, it is based upon a per capita calculation (i.e., dollars spent on a good
divided by the number of family members), a method that has been undermined by significant
empirical evidence.
Allocating jointly consumed goods on a per capita basis has limitations. For purposes of
developing child support guidelines, the “average cost” arguably overstates the “true” cost of the
child to the parents. Alternatively, most child support guidelines are developed from estimates of
1

Prepared by David M. Betson, Associate Professor, Univ. of Notre Dame.
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child-rearing expenditures derived from a “marginal cost” approach. The marginal cost approach
is based on the concept that the amount of housing or any other jointly consumed good should be
the additional amount of housing (or other jointly consumed good) that the parents purchase
because of the presence of the children. According to fundamental economic theory on average
and marginal cost, if there are economies of scale in housing consumption, then the “average
cost” of housing should diminish with increasing family size. Further, if the average cost of
housing is falling, then the marginal cost associated with each additional family member should
be less than the average cost. In other words, under the marginal cost approach, the cost of the
second family member is less than the cost of the first family member, and the cost of the third
family member is less than the cost of the second family member, and so forth.
How can the “marginal housing costs” of children be estimated? One commonsense approach
would be to calculate the difference in housing expenditures between parents with children and
childless couples with the same amount of total spending. While the simplicity of this approach
is appealing, economists warn that it will not capture the true marginal cost of housing
attributable to children. If children represent an economic cost to their parents, then the childless
couple, even though they have the same total spending, will be “wealthier” than the parents with
the children. Ignoring the effect of the increased standard of living of the childless couple on
their housing expenditures would understate the true marginal housing costs attributable to the
children.
One way to calculate housing costs attributable to children is to use the cost of an additional
bedroom. For example, consider a married couple with one child who rents a two-bedroom
apartment. The difference in rent between the two-bedroom apartment and a one-bedroom
apartment within the same apartment complex would be deemed as the housing cost of the child.
While a similar calculation would have to be created for those families who own their homes,
this approach does have appeal for being direct and easy to understand. However, this approach
will only understate the “true” marginal housing costs of children because it does not take into
account that a childless couple’s choice in home size is not just the difference between one and
two bedrooms. For example, they may have chosen a home with less play room either inside or
outside because they do not have a child. In this example, to assume that the presence of the
child created a need for only an additional bedroom will understate the housing consumption of
the child and consequently understate the cost of a child.2
Most economic studies of child-rearing costs approach the problem of allocating consumption to
individual family members in a different manner. Instead of trying to allocate the spending on
each consumption item separately, the marginal cost approach asks how much total spending a
2

The USDA (Lino & Carlson, supra note 20), in its annual reports on expenditures on children, uses the approach
that attempts to allocate individual consumption purchases to children. In the past, the majority of the family’s
consumption was allocated on a per capita basis. While food, transportation, health care, and clothing were not
allocated on a per capita basis, the USDA historically had allocated all other purchases, including housing, on a per
capita basis. Only recently has the USDA changed its allocation of shelter and utility spending to reflect a more
“marginal cost” allocation.
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childless couple would require to be equally well off as two parents and a child with a given
amount of total spending. If the childless couple had the same level of total spending as the
parents with one child, then they would clearly be materially better off because they did not
spend any money on the child. Hence, we would reduce the level of total spending by the
childless couple such that they would be as equally well off as the family with a child. The
difference in total spending by the two households is interpreted as the cost of the child or the
level of spending on the child.
The challenge to the marginal cost approach, however, is how to determine when families of
differing composition are equally well off. The two leading contenders are the Engel and
Rothbarth approaches. These approaches differ from the previously described approach. Instead
of allocating individual purchases to the children, these approaches allocate the entirety of the
total spending of the family. In other words, the Engel and Rothbarth estimators are much more
of a “top-down” approach than the “bottom-up” approach that common sense may lead one to
pursue.
This report is organized as follows. In the next section, the data will be described, as well as the
definitions of expenditure categories used in this study. The third section describes the
assumptions and methods used by each of the three alternative approaches to estimating parental
spending. The fourth section describes how I implemented the Rothbarth model. The empirical
estimates derived from the Rothbarth approach will be presented and compared to previous
estimates by the author and other researchers in the fifth section. The following section presents
a sensitivity test of the major assumptions that I have made to estimate the Rothbarth model. The
final section offers some concluding remarks.

Data and Expenditure Categories Employed in Study
The data used in this study are drawn from the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CE) conducted by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). The survey is based on quarterly interviews of roughly
7,000 consumer units (families). The data are used for the periodic revisions of the Consumer
Price Index as well as other economic research and analysis of the spending patterns of
American families. The CE is the only nationally representative sample of American families
that collects detailed information on the spending habits of families. As such, it is the only
available national survey suited for estimating parental spending patterns.
CE Sample Selection Criteria
The data used in this study are from the interview component of the CE beginning in the first
quarter of 2004 through the first quarter of 2009. Consumer units are interviewed for five
quarters; however, only data from the second through fifth quarterly interviews are reported in
the public use files. While the BLS treats each quarterly response as an independent observation,
the file used for this analysis is constructed from the BLS quarterly files to reflect a family’s
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annual expenditures.3 While any unit can have up to four quarterly interviews, some households
cannot be located or refuse to be interviewed and hence will have had fewer than four interviews.
This study was intended to focus on the spending patterns on children in families where both
parents were present; consequently, the following sample restrictions were made:
x
x
x
x
x

The consumer unit contained a married couple between the ages of 18 and 60 years old;
The consumer unit contained six or fewer children;
The consumer unit did not have any other adults (individuals 18 years old or older) present in
the unit even if these adults were the children of the couple;
The consumer unit did not have a change in family size or composition over the period in
which the unit was interviewed; and
Only consumer units with at least three completed interviews were included in the final
analysis sample.4

These restrictions yielded a sample of 7,846 consumer units where 2,937 observations were
childless married couples and 4,909 were married couples with children. Exhibit A-1 presents
the distribution of units by the number of children (less than 18 years old).

Exhibit A-1. Sample Observations by Number of Children
Number of children
Number of observations

0

1

2

3

4

5 or 6

2,937

1,511

2,235

869

214

80

Source: Calculations by author.

Given the rather small sample sizes for four and more children, most of the following tables will
group families with three and more children into a single category for presentation purposes.
While families with four and more children will be included in the analysis, estimates for the
cost of children will be presented for one through three children only.
Distribution of Total Outlays5
The major focus of this study is an examination of how families allocate their total spending to
their children; consequently the first step is to define total spending. The BLS produces two
measures of total spending in the consumer unit. The first is their expenditure concept
(TOTEXPPQ and TOTEXPCQ), while the other is denoted as the consumer unit’s outlays
(ETOTALP and ETOTALC). The principle difference between these two concepts is that the
3

See Appendix A-1 for a detailed discussion of the use of annualized quarterly data in lieu of annual data on
consumer units, as well as a rationale for basing the analysis on a single annual observation for every consumer unit
instead of up to four annualized observations for every consumer unit.
4
See Appendix A-2 for the details of how these sample selection criteria, as well as additional sample criteria used
in later analysis, affected the size of the analysis sample.
5
Appendix A-3 contains a more detailed description of the construction of variables used in this report.

137

outlay concept includes principle payments for any loans while the expenditure concept does not.
Both of the above BLS summary measures include two forms of what most researchers would
call savings: payment of social security payroll taxes and payments to retirement plans. For the
purpose of this study, these forms of saving were subtracted from both specifications of the
family’s total spending.
In the past, some estimates have relied on the family’s total expenditures as a measure of total
spending, but as noted earlier, this concept does not reflect the family’s principal payments on
their debt, in particular, the principal payments on their home mortgage. The difference between
the two measurements (i.e., “outlays,” which does include principal payments, and “spending,”
which does not) is negligible for families with little or no debt or debt that has recently been
financed (especially home purchases). However, if the family lives in the same home for a
several years, the difference between the two concepts will grow as the mortgage payment
reflects more principal payments than interest payments. Since most child support guidelines are
intended to provide for children from ages 0 through at least 18 years old, the use of family
outlays makes more sense than family expenditures. Nonetheless, the impact of using outlays
rather than expenditures on the estimates is examined in more detail later.
Exhibit A-2 displays the distribution of total family outlays by the composition of the family.
While the estimates are from interviews conducted from January 2004 through March 2009, all
spending and income amounts have been expressed in constant 2006 dollars. Without controlling
for available income, families with one and two children on average spend more than childless
couples, who on average spend slightly more than families with three or more children. As a
percentage of their available income, families with children have more current outlays than do
childless couples.
For all family types, the average total spending of the family exceeds the median, indicating that
the distribution of spending is not symmetrical around the average but “right skewed.” That is,
higher-income families spend more than lower-income families. The skewed distribution of both
income and spending has implications for the construction of the estimation model. A
proportional model based on the log of spending amounts is more consistent with the data than a
model based upon levels.
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Exhibit A-2. Distribution of Total Outlays by Family Composition
Childless
Couple
Average net income6
Average total outlays
Average propensity to spend7

One
Child

Two
Children

$64,745
$51,428
79.4%

$65,666
$55,968
85.2%

$68,135
$59,096
86.8%

$17,928
31,265
43,855
63,316
168,029

$19,190
34,482
48,094
67,266
202,781

$22,712
37,774
52,369
70,771
173,603

Three or More
Children
$60,169
$49,491
82.3%

Total expenditures at:
5th percentile
25th percentile
50th percentile (median)
75th percentile
95th percentile

$21,259
34,516
50,370
70,387
205,456

Source: Calculations by author (all dollar amounts are in 2006 dollars).

Spending by Expenditure Categories
Exhibit A-3 presents the sample mean of total family outlays by the number of children, as well
as the budget share devoted to some of the BLS major consumption categories.
As shown in Exhibit A-3, both the presence and number of children increase the proportion of
the family’s budget devoted to housing, food, and apparel purchases. For all other consumption
categories, the addition of children has no effect on the budget share or lowers the proportion of
outlays devoted to that category.
The effect of children on housing is probably most surprising. Exhibit A-3 shows an increase in
budget share for housing between a childless couple and a couple with one child (i.e., an increase
from 37.9 to 41.2 percent; then it stays at about 41 percent for couples with two and three
children). This observed relationship, however, could be an artifact of the way the BLS defines
housing purchases to include household operations that reflect the cost of babysitting and childcare services. Exhibit A-4 presents a further breakdown of the housing component into its four
components of housing: cost of shelter (e.g., rent or mortgage, home insurance, property taxes,
and home maintenance); utilities; the cost of household operations (e.g., maids, gardeners,
childcare); and household equipment (e.g., furniture, decorations, and cooking equipment). As
anticipated, the largest difference between families with and without children is in the household

6

Top-coded values of net incomes were excluded from the calculations. Income is sometimes top-coded for
extraordinary high incomes to preserve anonymity of high-income households. “Top-coded income” refers to the
replacement of data in cases where the original value exceeds a critical income amount.
7
The average propensity to consume was computed as the ratio of average outlays to net income, not the average of
the ratio of outlays to net income. If the average of the ratio of outlays to net income is computed, the respective
estimates would be roughly five percentage points higher owing to the fact that low-income families typically spend
more than their income, resulting in a ratio exceeding 1.
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operation segment of housing. Otherwise, the spending on housing for families with and without
children is similar.
Exhibit A-3. Average Spending by Family Composition
Childless
Couple
Total outlays

$51,428

One
Child

Two
Children

$55,968

$59,096

Three or More
Children
$49,491

Budget share
(% of total outlays)
Housing
Transportation
Food
Entertainment
Health care
Apparel
Tobacco and alcohol
Education and reading
Personal care
All other

37.9%
20.3
15.7
7.2
6.1
2.6
2.0
1.9
0.7
5.6

41.2%
19.9
16.0
6.4
5.3
3.1
1.4
1.8
0.6
4.3

41.4%
19.0
16.8
6.8
5.3
3.2
1.2
1.7
0.6
4.0

40.9%
18.4
18.3
6.3
4.6
3.6
1.1
1.7
0.5
4.6

Source: Calculations by author.

Exhibit A-4. Allocation of Housing Purchases
Childless
Couple

One
Child

Two
Children

Three or More
Children

Budget share (% of total outlays)
Housing
Shelter
Utilities
Household operations
Household equipment

37.9%

41.2%

41.4%

40.9%

25.2
8.5
1.1
3.0

27.2
8.4
2.8
2.7

27.1
8.3
3.3
2.7

26.7
8.9
2.6
2.7

66.5
22.5
3.0
7.9

66.1
20.4
6.8
6.6

65.5
20.0
8.0
6.5

65.3
21.7
6.4
6.6

Percentage of housing outlays
Shelter
Utilities
Household operations
Household equipment

Source: Calculations by author (percentages may not total 100% due to rounding).

The exhibits illustrate the difficulty encountered when one attempts to measure child-rearing
expenditures by directly allocating consumption spending to adults and children, such as the
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USDA does.8 As evident in Exhibit A-3, consumption items where it is fairly obvious for whom
the purchase was made account for a rather small proportion of all outlays. While adult clothing,
alcohol, and tobacco purchases can safely be identified as adult purchases and child clothing,
child care, toys, and education might be classified as child purchases, Exhibit A-3 shows that
these items would constitute roughly 15 percent of total outlays. The remaining 85 percent of the
family’s budget would have to be allocated using additional information or assumptions. For
food, the USDA approach assumes that food purchases are allocated in proportion to the
nutritional requirements of individual family members by age and gender. Using data from the
Department of Transportation, the USDA approach first deducts an amount to reflect workrelated expenses and then allocates the remainder to the children on a per capita basis. Using data
from the Department of Health and Human Services, the USDA approach allocates health-care
expenditures in proportion to the expected outlays for children relative to the expected outlays
for the family.
Until its 2008 estimates, the USDA approach allocated the remaining consumption items
including housing (excluding child care) on a per capita basis. This meant that roughly one-half
of the family’s outlays were assumed to be allocated to children on a per capita basis. For
example, if there are two children in a four-person family, then 50 percent of outlays would be
allocated to the children’s consumption. This assumption resulted in estimates of the cost of
children that were only slightly lower than those calculated on a per capita basis. In its most
recent report, the USDA changed its methodology with respect to shelter, utility, and household
equipment (furniture) outlays by adopting a “marginal cost” approach. Expressed simply, their
current approach is to determine how these housing expenses vary by the number of bedrooms;
then it assigns the impact of an additional bedroom to the cost of a child. The new USDA
approach also includes an amount toward mortgage principal, whereas its previous methodology
did not. While this is a significant departure from their previous methodology, the USDA admits
that this approach is a “conservative” one that may actually understate the housing costs that
parents may incur when they have children. In the 2009 report, the USDA reports that as a
percentage of total spending, parents allocate 27 percent of the family’s spending to one child, 40
percent for two children, and 47 percent for three children. This differs little from the amounts in
the 2003 USDA report that relied on a per capita allocation of housing. In the 2003 USDA
report, the percentage of family expenditures devoted to child rearing were 26 percent, 42
percent, and 48 percent for one, two, and three children, respectively.

Alternative Methodologies for Allocating Family
Expenditures to Children
Many of the alternative methodologies for allocating family expenditures to children rely on
assumptions that can be even more daunting than the ones employed by the USDA. In this
8

Lino & Carlson, supra note 20.

141

section, two competing methodologies used to allocate total family spending to the children are
described. The discussion in the body of the report is intended to be nontechnical. The equations
presented in the body of the report can be skipped without a loss of general understanding of
each approach. Appendixes A-4 and A-5 contain a more technical discussion of these methods.
Indirect Estimates—Engel Method
While the approach taken by the USDA is straightforward and relatively easy to understand, its
main weakness is the rather arbitrary manner in which it allocates the family’s spending. The use
of assumptions that rely on per capita allocations of goods may overstate how much parents truly
spend on their children; however, without any other additional information that informs us about
how individual members consume or utilize the specific consumption items, what alternative
assumptions can be made?
An alternative approach to the allocation problem would be to focus on how parents reallocate
consumption within the household in order to make room for their children’s consumption. By
comparing the consumption decisions of parents with children and married couples without
children, the economic costs of the children can be indirectly observed from the differences in
consumption patterns. When undertaking this comparison between families with and without
children, one should hold everything else constant in the comparison to ensure that any
remaining differences can reasonably be attributed to the presence of the children. Some of the
factors that should be held constant include the characteristics of the adults, the market prices
that families face, and the standard of living or the economic well-being that the two families
experience.
The difficulty with this approach is finding a suitable measure of family economic well-being
that is constant between the two sets of family. The search for an economic proxy for the
family’s standard of living has been difficult and not wholly successful. The use of income or
even total expenditures in the family are unacceptable measures of a family’s well-being.
Consider two families that have the same total expenditures or income, but one family has
children while the other does not. These families could not possibly be equally well off since, at
a minimum, the family with children would have more mouths to feed and more bodies to clothe
and shelter.
In searching for a proxy for the family’s standard of living, one expectation is that the concept
could, in principle, be measured for all families. This restricts the search to goods that are
necessities and hence are needed and purchased by all families. One core necessity is food. It
was this consumption item that Engel focused on over 100 years ago as an appropriate proxy for
a family’s standard of living.9
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Ernst Engel, “Die Lebenskosten Belgischer Arbeiter-Familien Früher and Jetzt.” (1895) 9(1) Internat. Statistical
Bull., 1–124.
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Being purchased by all families, however, is not a sufficient qualification for a good proxy for
the family’s standard of living. At a minimum, the proxy should move in the same direction as
“known” changes in the family’s standard of living. Engel observed that food consumption did
indeed meet this additional consideration. A reasonable assumption is that, holding the number
of family members constant, increases in the family’s total expenditures should make the family
better off. What Engel observed was that when total spending increased, the family spent more
on food, but the share of food in the family’s budget fell.
Comparing families with different numbers of members but the same level of total spending
should also create differences in well-being across the families. The expectation is that as the
number of family members increased, the family would be worse off. Thus, if food shares are
truly an inverse proxy for the family’s standard of living, then the budget share should rise with
the number of children while holding the level of total spending constant. While the total level of
spending was not exactly held constant, Exhibit A-3 shows that as the number of children
increased, so too did the share of total spending that the family budget devoted to food.
These observations led Engel and many other researchers such as Espenshade10 to adopt food
shares as a (inverse) proxy for the family’s standard of living. When the food share is used as the
proxy, this approach is denoted as the Engel methodology. Food, however, is just one component
of goods that could be deemed necessities. Housing, clothing, and medical care would fit the
economic definition of a necessity. The share of the budget devoted to each of these expenditure
categories falls with increased total spending of the family. Because of this, Watts(1977)11
proposed proxies based on this wider set of consumption items other than food. This approach is
denoted as the ISO-PROP method.
To illustrate how the Engel model would be implemented, economic data from the CE is first
used to estimate a relationship between the food share as a function of total outlays and the
number of children (or family size). Exhibit A-5 depicts the estimated relationship between the
food share and total outlays for a childless couple (Kid = 0) and a family with one child (Kid =
1). The graph in Exhibit A-5 corresponds to the Engel assumptions. As total outlays increase, the
food share declines. When total outlays are held constant, families with one child will devote a
higher percentage of their outlays to food. This latter relationship is depicted by having the
relationship for one child to be “above” the relationship for the childless couple at all levels of
total spending.
To further illustrate the basis of the Engel method, assume that a family with one child has TS3
in total outlays and spends FS3 percentage of TS3 on food. If the equal food shares are a measure
of well-being across family types, then a childless couple with TS2 amount of total spending
10

Thomas J. Espenshade, Investing in Children: New Estimates of Parental Expenditures (Urban Inst. Press, 1984).
Harold Watts, “The Iso-Prop Index: An Approach to the Determination of Differential Poverty Income
Thresholds,” in Improving Economic Measures of Well-Being, ed. Moon & Smolensky (Academic Press, 1977).
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would be as well off as the family with one child and TS3 of total spending. The difference in
total spending, TS3 minus TS2, represents the cost of the child to the parents. If the child was not
present, then the one-child family could reduce their spending by the difference and still be as
materially well off as they were without one child. Consequently, if the cost of the child
corresponds to the amount of total spending the family devotes to the child, then the percentage
of total spending devoted to the child would equal
TS 3  TS 2 .
TS 3

Exhibit A-5. The Engel Method

Indirect Estimates—Rothbarth Method
A second indirect methodology is the Rothbarth method.12 Rothbarth suggested that by
examining how adult goods varied by family type and total spending, one could infer how much
total spending would be required to make families with and without children equally well off.13
This approach is based on the observation that without any additional resources to the family,
parents must make “room” for the consumption of their children by reducing purchases that they
make for themselves. For the purposes of this study, expenditures on adult clothing are
12

See Appendix A-4 for a more theoretical justification of the Rothbarth approach and a critique.
Erwin Rothbarth, “Note on a Method of Determining Equivalent Income for Families of Different Composition,”
in War-Time Pattern of Saving and Spending, ed. Madge, Occasional Paper No. 4 (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1943).
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considered as a proxy for adult spending. If Rothbarth is correct, then spending on adult clothing
would fall as the number of children increases. This pattern exists in the CE data used for this
analysis; specifically, couples without children spend on average $2,251 on adult clothing, while
parents with one, two, and three or more children spend $1,787, $1,541, and $1,352 respectively.
To implement the Rothbarth approach, data from the CE are used to determine the relationship
between spending on adult goods (adult clothing) as a function of total outlays and the number of
children in the family. Exhibit A-6 depicts the relationship between spending on adult goods and
total spending for childless couples and families with one child. If adult goods are normal goods
for families, then as total spending increases, so too will spending on adult goods (i.e., both
relationships are upward sloping). If, as Rothbarth suggested, parents reduce their spending on
adult goods to make room for spending on children, then, with total spending held constant, the
relationship for childless couples should lie above that of the relationship for families with one
child, indicating that the presence of children should reduce spending on adult goods.
Again, consider a family with one child who has TS3 dollars in total spending. It would be
predicted to spend AG3 dollars on adult goods. Note that the level of spending on adult goods is
determined by starting on the horizontal axis at TS3 and then “going up” to the estimated
relationship for families with one child (Kid = 1) and across to AG3. The Rothbarth approach
would determine the level of total spending that the equally well-off childless couple would
require by asking what the level of total spending is for a childless couple such that they would
spend AG3 on adult goods. Just as in the Engel method, the difference between TS3 and TS2
would be identified as the cost of the child and used identically to determine the percentage of
the family’s spending, TS3, that was allocated to the child.
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Exhibit A-6. The Rothbarth Method

Critique of Engel and Rothbarth Methodologies
Although most state guidelines were originally based on the 1984 Engel estimates produced by
Espenshade,14 subsequent research questioned the Engel approach.15 While Appendix A-5
elaborates on the problems in the Engel method, it suffices to note here that there is growing
dissatisfaction with it. While the assumptions of the Engel methodology are consistent with the
empirical data, Deaton and Paxson have proposed additional tests of whether food shares are
truly a proxy for the family’s standard of living. In this study, the data on food shares fail to pass
these tests. A second concern pertains to the stability of the Engel estimates over time. After
Espenshade’s first set of Engel estimates, subsequent Engel estimates first increased and have
since declined. The most recent estimates are at a level that is even below that of the original
Espenshade estimates. This pattern of estimates over time stands in stark contrast to the relative
stability of other estimators of child-rearing expenditures. In previous studies, I have estimated
both the Engel and Rothbarth estimates; however, for the purposes of the present study, I will
focus on the approach that has a solid theoretical basis and has shown stability over time—that
is, the Rothbarth estimator.
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Empirical Implementation of the Rothbarth Model
The following functional form is used to describe the spending patterns of families on adult
clothing.16
ln A>K ,TS, X @

§ TS ·
¸
©2  K ¹

P X  W ln( 2  K )  O ln¨

In the equation, A denotes the dollar purchases of adult clothing; TS is the total outlays in the
family; and µ(X) is a set of characteristics of the adults in the family and other control variables.
For adult goods to be a proxy for the family’s well-being, increases in total spending should
increase spending on adult goods (O> 0). As additional children join the family, with total
spending held constant, adult spending (well-being) should decline. This latter condition requires
that

W  O ln(2  k )  0

or

W O.

Ignoring the impact that the relative age composition has on adult clothing purchases, this
restriction will be met if W is less than O. This condition does not require Wto be negative.
The first step in the Rothbarth method is to calculate the level of total spending that a childless
couple would require so that the couple would spend the same amount on clothing as do the
parents with K children and TSK amount of total spending. For the above functional form, this
level of total spending would be equal to
W

TSo

§ 2 ·1 O
TSK u ¨
¸ .
©2  K ¹

Attributing the difference in total spending as the amount of spending that the parents devote to
their children, then the share of total spending that was devoted to the children would be equal to
TSK  TS0
TSK

W

§ 2 ·1 O
1  ¨
¸ .
©2  K ¹

(2)

If WO (with total outlays held constant and assuming that additional children lower spending on
adult goods), then the estimated percentage of total spending devoted to the children will be less
than their per capita share (33 percent, 50 percent, and 60 percent for one, two, and three
children respectively).

16
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this functional form was chosen.
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While the Rothbarth method is consistent with consumer demand theory, economists also know
that the cost estimate of children it calculates will always underestimate the “true” cost of the
children.17 For the Rothbarth estimates to accurately reflect the cost of children, the family’s
decision about spending on adult goods must not be influenced by changes in relative prices of
goods. If the family is unresponsive to changes in relative prices when deciding how much to
spend on adult goods, the reduction in spending on adult goods when the number of children
increases reflects purely a “real income” effect.
To empirically implement the Rothbarth approach, the following variables were used in the
estimation of equation 1:
µ(X) variables:
black = 1 if the race of the reference person is black, 0 otherwise
hnohs = 1 if the husband doesn’t have a high school degree, 0 otherwise
hcollege = 1 if the husband has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise
wnohs = 1 if the wife does not have a high school degree, 0 otherwise
wcollege = 1 if the wife has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise
ww_wife = the number of weeks worked in the past year by the wife (range 0 to 52)
wfulltime = 1 if the wife worked more than 30 hours per week, 0 otherwise
bothwork = 1 if both the husband and wife worked in the previous year, 0 otherwise
ne = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Northeast census region, 0 otherwise
south = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Southern census region, 0 otherwise
west = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Western census region, 0 otherwise
lnfsize = log of family size (2 + K)
lnpctout = the log of total expenditures divided by family size (in $1,000)
lnpctout2 = the square of lnpctout
The inclusion of the square of per capita total family expenditures allows the share of total
spending devoted to the children to vary with the level of total spending. In the previous
discussion, this variable was omitted in order to derive explicit equations for the share of total
spending devoted to the children. Including this squared term requires other numerical
techniques to determine the amount of compensation needed to equate the well-being of families
with and without children.
While all of the spending variables were indexed, a series of dummy variables based on the year
in which the last interview for the consumer unit was conducted are included. They are:
y2004 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2004, 0 otherwise
y2005 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2005, 0 otherwise
y2007 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2007, 0 otherwise
17
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y2008 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2008 or 2009, 0 otherwise
where the omitted group was those units whose last interview was conducted in 2006.
To control for the number of interviews that were completed by the consumer unit, three dummy
variables in the analysis were included based on the following form:
complete3 = 1 if the unit completed only three interviews, 0 otherwise
where the omitted group was those units that had completed all four interviews.
The dependent variable in the Rothbarth approach is the log of the adult clothing purchases in
constant 2006 dollars.18 Families with no reported purchases of adult clothing had to be excluded
from the analysis sample (267 observations were dropped). The weighted Ordinary Least
Squares estimates of the adult clothing relationship (equation 1) appear in Exhibit A-7.
Exhibit A-7. Rothbarth Model Results
Source |
SS
df
MS
-------------+-----------------------------Model | 4084.65629
19
214.98191
Residual | 6991.54169 7559 .924929447
-------------+-----------------------------Total |
11076.198 7578 1.46162549

Number of obs
F( 19, 7559)
Prob > F
R-squared
Adj R-squared
Root MSE

=
=
=
=
=
=

7579
232.43
0.0000
0.3688
0.3672
.96173

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------lnagood |
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------lnfsize |
.4293322
.0369313
11.63
0.000
.3569366
.5017278
lnpctout1 |
.9962632
.1207601
8.25
0.000
.7595397
1.232987
lnpctout12 |
.0449366
.020645
2.18
0.030
.0044667
.0854064
black |
.1295601
.0453639
2.86
0.004
.0406343
.218486
hnohs |
.1269009
.0442544
2.87
0.004
.04015
.2136517
hcollege |
.1237327
.0279765
4.42
0.000
.068891
.1785744
wnohs |
.0452611
.0487977
0.93
0.354
-.0503959
.1409182
wcollege |
.0915449
.0273338
3.35
0.001
.0379631
.1451267
ww_wife | -.0102423
.0461714
-0.22
0.824
-.100751
.0802664
wfulltime | -.0096063
.031322
-0.31
0.759
-.0710062
.0517936
bothwork |
.1093594
.0398644
2.74
0.006
.0312141
.1875048
ne |
.0427151
.0350891
1.22
0.224
-.0260693
.1114994
south | -.0391932
.0292822
-1.34
0.181
-.0965944
.0182081
west |
.0224001
.0323085
0.69
0.488
-.0409335
.0857337
y2004 |
.0832341
.0436156
1.91
0.056
-.0022647
.1687328
y2005 |
.0207813
.0362874
0.57
0.567
-.0503521
.0919146
y2007 | -.0256344
.0339436
-0.76
0.450
-.0921732
.0409045
y2008 | -.1509726
.0312618
-4.83
0.000
-.2122544
-.0896907
complete3 | -.0447752
.0249432
-1.80
0.073
-.0936707
.0041204
_cons | -4.228847
.1919546
-22.03
0.000
-4.605131
-3.852562
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The Rothbarth approach is based on the assumption that when family size is held constant,
spending on adult goods will increase as total spending increases. The Rothbarth method also
requires that as the family size increases (i.e., the number of children rises) the adults will reduce
their spending on adult clothing. Exhibit A-8 displays the expected amount of spending on adult
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clothing for childless couples and families with children.19 As required by the Rothbarth
approach, spending does fall as the number of children increases.
Exhibit A-8. Predicted Expenditures on Adult Clothing as a Function of Total Outlays (in $1,000)
for Childless Couples and Families With Children

Rothbarth Estimates of Parental Spending on Children
Using the regression estimates of the adult clothing equation (Exhibit A-7), estimates of the
share of family spending devoted to the children can be computed for different numbers of
children as well as for specific levels of total spending. The Rothbarth method utilizing data from
2004 to 2009 yielded 23.5 percent, 36.5 percent, and 44.9 percent as point estimates of the
average share of spending devoted to one, two, and three children, respectively, when total
spending in the family is $55,000 (roughly average spending in the analysis sample). This
section will first compare these estimates to previous estimates and then will examine how the
estimates of the cost of children vary by level of total spending.
Comparing the Current Estimates to Previous Estimates
One of the earliest estimates of the cost of children was based on the 1972–1973 CE data.
Espenshade’s estimates of the cost of children using the Engel method published in 1986 were
19
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used by many states to construct their initial child support guidelines in response to the federal
requirements set out in the 1988 Family Support Act.20 For families with average levels of total
spending, his estimates were that 24 percent, 41 percent, and 51 percent of the family’s total
spending was devoted to one, two, and three children, respectively. Employing the same CE data
but with the Rothbarth approach, an earlier study (Lazear and Michael 1988) produced estimates
of the share of total spending of 19 percent, 31 percent, and 39 percent of total spending.21 These
estimates were considerably lower than the Espenshade estimates and implied more economies
of scale in consumption.
The 1988 Family Support Act not only required states to adopt child support guidelines but also
directed the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to conduct research on economic
estimates of the cost of raising children. My 1990 study on the cost of raising children
represented the department’s response to this directive.22 In this study, I estimated the Engel and
Rothbarth models (as well as numerous other approaches) using the CE data from 1980 to 1986.
This analysis showed that the Engel approach (33 percent, 49 percent, and 59 percent) was
almost identical to a per capita allocation. On the other hand, the Rothbarth approach produced
significantly lower estimates (24 percent, 34 percent, and 39 percent) than the Engel but higher
than the Lazear and Michael estimates. Compared to Espenshade’s estimates, while the estimates
for one child were identical, my Rothbarth estimates for two and three children were
considerably lower and much closer to the Lazear and Michael’s Rothbarth estimates. The
largest difference between the Rothbarth estimates was for the first child.
In 2000, I replicated my 1990 study using data drawn from the 1996–1998 CE data (first-quarter
1996 through first-quarter 1998). Compared to the 1990 estimates, the Engel estimates (30
percent, 44 percent, and 52 percent for one, two, and three children respectively) showed
economies of scale that were absent in the 1990 estimates but were still close to a per capita
allocation. While the Engel estimates declined slightly, the 2000 Rothbarth estimates showed a
slight increase (26 percent, 36 percent, and 42 percent) over the 1990 estimates.
In 2006, I produced a new set of Rothbarth estimates using data from 1998–2003 CE. The
estimated Rothbarth percentages were 26 percent, 37 percent, and 44 percent for one, two, and
three children, respectively. While the estimates for one child remained constant, there was a
slight increase in the spending shares for two and three children. For this study, I did not produce
estimates based on the Engel approach. However, a group of researchers at Florida State
University produced a set of Engel estimates using data from the 1998–2001 CE.23 Their
estimates of the share of total spending devoted to children were 22 percent, 38 percent, and 53
percent for one, two, and three children respectively. While the Florida State team employed
20
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different estimation strategies than I did in my studies, the Engel estimates that they produced
were significantly lower than my 2000 Engel estimates for one and two children while estimating
roughly the same cost for three children. The release of the Florida State study represents the
first instance when an Engel estimate (for one child) was less than the corresponding Rothbarth
estimate (i.e., my 2006 Rothbarth estimates). A limitation to this comparison, however, is a slight
variation in the time period considered in the studies. My Rothbarth estimates encompassed the
same time period as the Florida State study as well as a few years of data beyond what the
Florida State study included.
Given the standard errors of the estimates of the cost of children (roughly 2 to 3 percentage
points based on earlier studies), the difference between the Engel and Rothbarth estimates for
one child is not statistically significant. The only statistically significant difference is that for
three children (53 percent versus 44 percent). However, the empirical outcome where the Engel
estimate is less than the Rothbarth estimate is troubling. It conflicts with a long-standing belief
that the Engel approach will always lead to an overstatement of the true costs of children, while
the Rothbarth will lead to understatement. For those using the estimates to gauge the adequacy of
child support guidelines, this dominate belief has justified the use of the Engel and Rothbarth
estimates to bracket the true cost of children. Historically, this belief has never been problematic
because the empirical evidence was never to the contrary (i.e., earlier Engel estimates were less
than earlier Rothbarth estimates); however, now that the most recent estimates indicate that the
upper bound (Engel) is below the lower bound (Rothbarth), it is problematic.
The origin of the “bracketing” thesis was from the paper by Deaton and Muellbauer (1986).24
Assuming the family made a choice between only two goods (i.e., food and all other goods),
Deaton and Muellbauer argued that because economists are never able to directly measure a
family’s well-being, both approaches would be approximations of the true cost of children.
Given the assumption of two goods, where Engel would be based upon food consumption and
the Rothbarth would be based on all other goods, they showed that the Engel method would
overstate the Rothbarth would understate the true cost of children. By implication, the Engel
could never be less than the Rothbarth. While the authors noted that the limitation of their
analysis was that it was based on the two-commodity good assumption, many researchers, based
upon the empirical estimates, began to generalize the Deaton and Muellbauer result to all
situations regardless of the number of goods available for household consumption. Appendix A5 offers a more detailed critique of the Engel approach and offers an example that demonstrates
that when there are three goods, it is quite possible for the Engel not only to be less than the true
cost of the children but also less than the Rothbarth estimates. The constructed example is also
consistent with the general historical trend in child cost estimates. While the Rothbarth estimates
are slightly increasing, the Engel estimates are drastically falling. The conclusion reached in
Appendix A-5 is that the Engel model has no theoretical basis and is an ad hoc procedure. As
such, there is no reason for it to be well behaved nor trusted to provide evidence of the cost of
24
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children. It was for these reasons that I decided not to continue to produce Engel estimates in
2006. But, when pressed to offer Engel estimates, I am sure to warn economists and
policymakers of its lack of theoretical foundation and its potential problems.
In 2008, the Florida State team released a second set of Engel estimates using the 2004–2006
CE.25 While the Florida State team does not report the estimated share of total spending devoted
to children, I have taken Florida State’s regression model estimates and computed the implicit
percentages.26 Based on Florida State’s regression estimates, their Engel estimates were 17
percent, 29 percent, and 35 percent for one, two, and three children, respectively. Compared to
my 2006 Rothbarth estimates, the Florida State Engel estimates are lower for each number of
children.
The last set of estimates considered in the comparison is the estimates I produced for this study.
Earlier, I reported that the Rothbarth estimates using the 2004–2009 CE data were, respectively,
24 percent, 37 percent, and 45 percent for one, two, and three children. While not significantly
different from previous Rothbarth estimates using data from 1980 to the present, they are
significantly larger than the 2008 Florida State Engel estimates. To investigate whether
differences in data sets were responsible for this reversal in estimates, I estimated an Engel
model using the data for this study. Without going into the details of the estimation, I will note
that the only real difference between the Engel and Rothbarth models is the dependent variable
in the multivariate regression model. Instead of using the spending on adult goods (which is the
basis of the Rothbarth model), the dependent variable in the Engel model is the logistic
transformation of the share of total outlays spent on food at home. The Engel estimates that I
produced are 21 percent, 33 percent, and 41 percent for one, two, and three children,
respectively. These estimates suggest that it is not the choice of the sample but the method that is
producing the results.
The next three exhibits (Exhibit A-9, A-10, and A-11) were constructed to facilitate a
comparison of the USDA, Engel, and Rothbarth estimates over time. Exhibit A-9 depicts the
historical record of estimates for one child, Exhibit A-10 depicts the historical record of
estimates for two children, and Exhibit A-11 depicts the historical record for three children.
Since all of the estimates consider multiple data years, each estimate is plotted at the midpoint of
the data years. For example, the estimates from the current study used data from 2004 to 2009, so
they were plotted for 2006. For comparative purposes, the graphs also include the per capita
allocation for each number of children (33 percent, 50 percent, and 60 percent).
The trends in the three exhibits illustrate that the Rothbarth estimates are relatively stable over
time while the Engel estimates are relatively unstable over time. Specifically, since the Rothbarth
trend line is fairly straight, it is more stable. In contrast, because the Engel trend line fluctuates
25
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up and down, it indicates instability. While my 1990 Engel estimates appear to be high relative to
Espenshade’s estimates and my 2000 Engel estimates, the differences in estimation procedures
between Espenshade and my studies make it difficult to compare his estimates to my 1990
estimates.27 The methods that I employed and those of the Florida State researchers are much
more similar, and consequently the trend line could arguably start with my 1990 estimates.
Starting at this point, the historical trends clearly indicate that the Engel estimates have been
falling over time, while the Rothbarth estimates have been relatively stable, if not slightly
increasing, for two and three children.
The ultimate question, however, is which trend line is the most reflective of actual child-rearing
expenditures over time. Again, I argue in favor of the Rothbarth estimator over the Engel
estimator. As noted earlier, Appendix A-4 constructs a theoretical justification for the Rothbarth
methodology and demonstrates that the Rothbarth estimates will likely understate the true cost of
children but will never overstate them; and Appendix A-5 demonstrates that because the Engel
method does not have a theoretical basis, its properties are unusable. The Engel estimator could
overstate or understate the true costs of the children. Its estimates could be greater, or less, than
the Rothbarth estimates. In all, the relationship, if any, between the Engel estimator and the true
costs of child rearing or the Rothbarth estimator cannot be determined other than to say the Engel
estimator is unlikely to reflect the true costs of child rearing. For these reasons and others
detailed in Appendix A-5, I cannot recommend using the Engel estimates as the basis of child
support guidelines or for assessing the adequacy of child support guidelines. While I cannot
purport that the Rothbarth is closer to actual child-rearing expenditures than other estimators, I
have confidence in the Rothbarth approach because it does have a theoretical basis and is
relatively stable over time.
In addition to tracking the Engel and Rothbarth estimates over time, the exhibits consider the
USDA estimates over time. While the USDA annually publishes its estimates, in reality the
estimates it releases are not produced anew each year but are updated by inflation adjustment.
Consequently, the USDA percentage of total spending devoted to children will not change over
time. These percentages will change only when the USDA re-estimates its model by referencing
new CE data or changes its methodology as it did when it altered the treatment of housing in its
2008 estimates. With this caveat spelled out, however, the trend lines in the exhibits show that
the USDA has always exceeded the Rothbarth estimates and was below the Engel estimates until
recently.
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Espenshade utilized a model that was linear in the food share and total spending, while I used a proportional effect
model expressed in the log of food share and total spending. Appendix A-6 describes the differences this alternative
functional form assumption implies for the estimation of the cost of children.
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Exhibit A-9. Estimates of the Proportion of Spending: One Child
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Exhibit A-10. Estimates of the Proportion of Spending: Two Children
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Exhibit A-11. Estimates of the Proportion of Spending: Three Children

Marginal Cost of the Second and Third Child
Another consideration for the estimates of the cost of children is how families alter their
allocation to the children if additional children are added to the family. For example, consider the
situation where the family employs a per capita allocation. With one child, then, the family
would allocate 33 percent of the family’s spending to the child. If a second child were added,
then a per capita allocation would imply that 50 percent of the family’s spending would be
devoted to the children. This infers that a family would spend 50 percent more on their children
because of the presence of the second child (50 percent = 100 X (50 – 33.3)/33.3). If a third child
is added, then 60 percent of the family’s spending would be allocated to all three children and the
marginal impact of the third child would be an additional 20 percent in spending. Exhibit A-12
presents the marginal costs of the second and third child for the various estimates.
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Exhibit A-12. Additional Costs of the Second and Third Children
Increase in Child Spending Due to:
Second Child
Third Child
Per Capita

50%

20%

USDA
2009 Report
1995 Report

48
62

18
14

58
55

25
23

71

21

46

19

73

39

46
40

18
16

48
41

20
13

71
63

24
26

2004–2009 CE (Betson 2010)
Engel
Rothbarth
2004–2006 CE (McCaleb et al. 2008)
Engel
1998–2003 CE (Betson 2006)
Rothbarth
1998–2001 CE (McCaleb et al. 2004)
Engel
1996–1998 CE (Betson 2000)
Engel
Rothbarth
1980–1986 CE (Betson 1990)
Engel
Rothbarth
1972–1973 CE
Engel (Espenshade 1986)
Rothbarth (Lazear & Michael 1988)

The Rothbarth and Engel estimates from the current study represent the first time that I have
found the marginal cost of the second and third child to exceed marginal costs reflected in a per
capita allocation. In all previous studies, the marginal cost of the second and third child were less
than those implied by a per capita allocation. A relatively high marginal cost for the second child
may reflect “high” estimates for two children or “low” estimates for the first child. When my
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2006 Rothbarth estimates are compared with the Rothbarth estimates from the current study the
difference between the cost of one child between the two studies (i.e., 25.2 percent in my 2006
study compared to 23.5 percent in this current study) is responsible for the increase in the
marginal cost of the second child. In contrast, the differences in the levels for two and three
children are roughly equal between the two studies (i.e., 36.8 and 36.5 percent for two children,
respectively, in my 2006 and current studies; and, 43.8 and 44.9 percent for three children,
respectively, in my 2006 and current studies).
Estimates by other researchers produce even higher marginal costs for the second and third child
(especially for the second child) than my estimates. The sole exception to this observation is the
current USDA estimates, which are more similar to my earlier estimates. Those earlier estimates
implied marginal costs for a second and third child that are smaller than what is implied by a per
capita approach.
Effect of Total Spending
The previous comparisons have focused on the “average family.” The experience of any family
will most likely depart from this hypothetical family for factors that are unobservable to the
courts and other factors that are, indeed, observable. Other than the number of children, one
factor that can easily be discerned is the income of the family. While income may be what the
courts will examine, a more appropriate economic comparison is whether child-rearing
expenditures vary with total family expenditures. That is, do families that spend more in general
also spend proportionally more on their children? The focus on total expenditures rather than
income obviates the need to address how tax consequences and household savings decisions
affect total family expenditures. This section of the report will examine how parental spending
on children differs by the family’s level of total spending.
Exhibit A-13 presents the current Rothbarth estimate of percentage of total spending devoted to
the children as a function of total outlays for one, two, and three children. This marks the first of
my estimates in which the percentage of total outlays devoted to child rearing increases with
total outlays. In all previous studies, I have found that the percentage of expenditures devoted to
children declines with total spending. For example, Exhibit A-14 represents the Rothbarth
estimates from my 2006 study as a function of the total outlays of the family.
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Exhibit A-13. Current Rothbarth Estimates of Parental Sharing by
Total Outlays (in $1,000) for One, Two, and Three Children

Exhibit A-14. 2006 Rothbarth Estimates of Parental Sharing by
Total Outlays (in $1,000) for One, Two, and Three Children
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In my 2006 study, I reported that over time the relationship between the cost of children and total
spending had become “flatter,” implying that all families, regardless of total spending, devoted
roughly the same percentage of their spending to their children. While the upward trend has
continued, I am not certain how much faith to place in the result, even though the increases are
statistically significant. My caution is due to the fact that I cannot determine a reason for this
result to occur. In my 2006 study, I put forth a possible explanation that was based on problems
in estimating a nonlinear relationship between child spending and total outlays when the sample
is limited in the range of total outlays. While it is possible that my previously provided
explanation is true, I do not find it completely satisfying.
Another possible explanation may lie in the fact that the definition of total spending used in this
study and the 2006 study differs from theprevious definition used in other studies. In previous
studies and the Florida State studies, the measure of total spending reflected the BLS definition
of total expenditures, as opposed to outlays, used in this study. The primary difference between
outlays (used in the current and 2006 studies) and expenditures is that outlays will reflect the
family’s principal payments toward all debt, while expenditures will not. Consequently, for
families with debt that are paying off the principal, their level of total spending will be higher
than it would have been had expenditures been used as the measure of total spending. When the
Rothbarth model is reestimated using expenditures as a measure of the family’s total spending,
the result is that as family spending increases, the percentage of spending devoted to the children
falls. The decline is statistically significant, although modest in comparison to the declines that I
estimated in my 1990 study.
The general conclusion that can be reached from these comparisons is that estimates of spending
on children in wealthier families (as indicated by families with high levels of total spending) has
been rising relative to what estimates of previous studies would predict. While this could reflect
a true increase in spending, the possibility that it is a statistical artifact reflecting sampling
variability, extrapolating to levels of spending considerably away from the mean, or the
nonlinearity of the relationship between spending on adult clothing and total spending cannot be
ruled out. Although there is some evidence that high-income families are spending more on their
children today than in the past, the evidence is not conclusive. The analysis prepared for this
report indicates that families with high levels of spending are spending a higher percentage of
their family’s total spending on their children, but other analyses find that families with high
levels of income are spending less of their disposable income today than in the past.
Consequently, it is not completely clear whether high-income families are spending more or less
today. For example, consider a high-income family who spent 55 percent of their disposable
income and allocated 32 percent of their total spending on their two children. If the same family
today were to spend 36 percent of their total spending on their two children, the family would
have to spend 48.9 percent of their disposable income in order to spend the same dollar amount
on their children.
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Impact of Alternative Assumptions
So far the discussion has focused on the various methodologies used to measure child-rearing
expenditures and the impact of one particular methodology over another on the estimated values.
Other assumptions necessary for producing estimates could also affect the levels of the estimates.
These other assumptions concern variable definition, functional form choices, and criteria used
for inclusion of households in the analysis sample. This section examines the effect of six
alternative assumptions on the estimates of the cost of children developed for this study.
To implement the Rothbarth model, I relied on family spending on adult clothing as a proxy for
expenditures for adult goods. The CE definition of adult clothing could be problematic, however,
because it includes purchases made for older children. The BLS aggregates all apparel
expenditures for individuals 16 years and older as adult clothing. To adjust the data for this
potential problem, I assigned a proportion of the reported adult clothing purchases to the parents
where the proportion is equal to the number of parents (two) relative to the number of family
members who were 16 years and older. For example, if the family had one child who was
between 16 and 18 years old living in the family, then I would attribute two-thirds of the reported
adult clothing to the parents and the remaining one-third to the older child. An alternative choice
would be to use the reported purchases of adult clothing.
Another variable definition issue exists in the definition of total spending. As I have noted, I
chose to utilize the BLS definition of total outlays minus social security taxes and payments to
pension plans. One alternative is to use total expenditures minus social security taxes and
payments to pension plans. The difference would be principal payments on debt. In short, the
estimates developed for this study include principal payments in the definition of total spending,
while the alternative is not to include them in the definition of total spending.
The next two alternative assumptions pertain to functional form. The model developed for this
study estimates the effect of the log of family size and the log of per capita total outlays in order
to estimate using the Rothbarth model. One alternative would be to estimate separate effects for
each number of children by using dummy variables in lieu of using the log of family size. A
second alternative would be to control for the log of total outlays instead of the log of per capita
total spending. The rationale for examining these two alternatives is that the Florida State
researchers employed both of these functional form choices rather than the assumption used for
this study.
The final two alternatives relate to the construction of the sample. The Florida State researchers
excluded families with top-coded reported incomes. (Top-coding is discussed in greater detail in
Appendix A-2.) In this study, a similar exclusion was deemed unnecessary. Typically,
observations with top-coded income are excluded when income is a key variable in the
estimation; however, this study considered total outlays, not income. Further, top-coded income
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does not necessarily imply top-coded outlays. A final point is that excluding families with topcoded reported incomes would significantly reduce the number of cases for analysis.
A second sample restriction that I have consistently employed in this study as well as previous
studies is that families must have completed at least three surveys to be included in the study
sample. The rationale is that measurement errors in the adult clothing and total spending
variables are fewer if there are more data from the consumer. One alternative would be to
consider families with four completed surveys; another alternative is to consider all families even
if they participated in only one quarterly interview. The latter was explored in this analysis.
In all, 64 (= 26) variations of the Rothbarth models (as appeared in Exhibit A-7) were estimated
by using different combinations of the six alternative assumptions described above. Exhibit A-7
contains the results from one of the 64 sets of estimates. For each set of estimates, I computed
the percentage of total outlays devoted to one, two, and three children in a family with $55,000
of total outlays. To analyze the average effect of each of these six choices, I regressed the
estimate of the cost of children on six dummy variables reflecting the choice being utilized to
produce that estimate. The six dummy variables were:
ragood = 1 if reported adult clothing purchases is used, 0 if the adjusted purchases is used
expend = 1 if total expenditures is used for total spending, 0 if total outlays is used
kid

level

= 1 if “kid” dummies are used to capture the effect of family size, 0 if log of family
size is used
= 1 if log of total spending is used, 0 if log of per capita total spending is used

topcode = 1 if consumer units with top-coded incomes are excluded, 0 if consumer units with
top-coded incomes are included
useall

= 1 if all consumer units are included, 0 if only consumer units with at least three
completed surveys are included

Exhibit A-15 presents the results of this analysis for one, two, and three children separately.
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Exhibit A-15. Impact on Alternative Assumptions on Estimates of the Costs of Children
One Child
Source |
SS
df
MS
-------------+-----------------------------Model |
251.23105
6 41.8718416
Residual |
24.48183
57 .429505789
-------------+-----------------------------Total |
275.71288
63 4.37639492

Number of obs
F( 6,
57)
Prob > F
R-squared
Adj R-squared
Root MSE

=
=
=
=
=
=

64
97.49
0.0000
0.9112
0.9019
.65537

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------cost |
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------ragood | -3.521732
.1638417
-21.49
0.000
-3.84982
-3.193645
expend |
1.31123
.1638417
8.00
0.000
.9831423
1.639317
kid | -.2792038
.1638417
-1.70
0.094
-.6072912
.0488836
level |
.2356505
.1638417
1.44
0.156
-.0924369
.5637379
topcode |
.1339871
.1638417
0.82
0.417
-.1941003
.4620745
useall |
1.195233
.1638417
7.30
0.000
.8671452
1.52332
_cons |
23.30416
.2167422
107.52
0.000
22.87014
23.73817
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Two Children
Source |
SS
df
MS
-------------+-----------------------------Model | 497.218703
6 82.8697839
Residual | 8.27998023
57 .145262811
-------------+-----------------------------Total | 505.498683
63 8.02378863

Number of obs
F( 6,
57)
Prob > F
R-squared
Adj R-squared
Root MSE

=
=
=
=
=
=

64
570.48
0.0000
0.9836
0.9819
.38113

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------cost |
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------ragood | -4.247313
.0952834
-44.58
0.000
-4.438115
-4.056511
expend |
1.162604
.0952834
12.20
0.000
.9718021
1.353406
kid |
.3404263
.0952834
3.57
0.001
.1496246
.531228
level |
.099334
.0952834
1.04
0.302
-.0914677
.2901357
topcode | -.2217393
.0952834
-2.33
0.024
-.412541
-.0309376
useall |
3.392628
.0952834
35.61
0.000
3.201827
3.58343
_cons |
35.80947
.1260481
284.09
0.000
35.55706
36.06188
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Three Children
Source |
SS
df
MS
-------------+-----------------------------Model | 595.767984
6 99.2946641
Residual | 10.7057354
57 .187819919
-------------+-----------------------------Total |
606.47372
63 9.62656698

Number of obs =
F( 6,
57)
Prob > F
R-squared
Adj R-squared
Root MSE

64
=
=
=
=
=

528.67
0.0000
0.9823
0.9805
.43338

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------cost |
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------ragood | -4.930283
.1083455
-45.51
0.000
-5.147242
-4.713325
expend |
1.426803
.1083455
13.17
0.000
1.209845
1.643761
kid | -.2070438
.1083455
-1.91
0.061
-.4240019
.0099143
level | -.0236923
.1083455
-0.22
0.828
-.2406503
.1932658
topcode | -.2796465
.1083455
-2.58
0.012
-.4966046
-.0626884
useall |
3.28183
.1083455
30.29
0.000
3.064872
3.498788
_cons |
44.62514
.1433276
311.35
0.000
44.33814
44.91215
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Source: Calculations by author.
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The two alternative variable definitions (i.e., the definition of adult clothing and the definition of
total expenditures) do have a substantive and significant impact on the estimates of the cost of
children. The use of reported adult clothing purchases instead of some adjustment to reflect the
presence of older children will attribute spending on older children to the adults.
Consequentially, the alternative assumption (which does not adjust for some adult clothing being
consumed by older children) reduces the estimates of spending on children. The estimates
indicate that the effect is substantial and increases with the number of children. The latter makes
sense because as the number of children increases, the probability of having older children
should increase and so too the problem of using reported purchases.
The use of expenditures in lieu of outlays has a significant impact on the estimates. It increases
the estimated cost but seems to be independent of the number of children. One possible
explanation is that ignoring principal payments affects the estimates of child-rearing
expenditures more so than total spending by the family.
The alternative functional form assumption to control for family size (i.e., dummy variables to
represent the number of children instead of log of family size) does not have a substantive impact
on the estimates, on average. The use of “kid” dummies, however, is significantly different, but
the direction of the difference varies with respect to the number of children. For one and three
children, the use of dummies, on average, lowers the cost estimates, while for two children it
increases the cost estimates.
Excluding consumer units with top-coded incomes does not have a substantive impact on the
estimates, but they are statistically significant for two and three children. The more interesting
result concerns the impact of excluding consumer units if they have less than three completed
interviews (i.e., the useall variable). As discussed earlier, the alternative assumption explored for
this analysis was to include consumer units with at least one interview. For two and three
children, the alternative assumption raises the cost estimates by roughly 3.3 percentage points.
For one child, the effect is smaller (1.2 percentage points) but also significantly different from no
effect.
With the exception of the use of adjusted adult clothing purchases, this analysis suggests that the
assumptions used to derive the estimates in Exhibit A-7 effectively lower the estimates of
parental spending on children.

Conclusions
In this report, I have examined alternative methods of determining the amount of parental
spending on children. Each method has its strengths and its weaknesses. The USDA approach is
direct and hence more transparent than either the Rothbarth or Engel method. However, with
simplicity comes a reliance on assumptions that are certain to be wrong. The Rothbarth method
requires other assumptions to identify how much more or less spending families of different
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compositions need to maintain a given standard of living. The validity of the Rothbarth
assumptions should also be questioned. Nevertheless, given the replication of these and their
relative stability over time, both of these methods deserve attention.
Where does that leave policymakers who want to use estimates of child-rearing costs? I would
argue that of the approaches that have been examined in this research, it is the Rothbarth method
that is the least objectionable. While the assumptions needed to identify this approach are strong,
there is no empirical evidence that the assumptions are wrong. Some might object to whether
adult clothing, which constitutes less than 5 percent of a family’s total spending, provides a
reliable basis for estimating the cost of raising children, but given the precision to which the
family’s decision of how much clothing to purchase is affected by family size, composition, and
total spending, the cost of children can also be estimated with a degree of precision comparable
to other methods. The only significant problem with this approach lies not with method but with
the data.
The findings presented in this report suggest that parental spending on children in families with
average levels of spending has not significantly risen or declined since the 1980s. The only
exceptions to this conclusion are the Rothbarth estimates for two and three children that have
shown a steady increase over time. Given that the estimates for one child have not significantly
been changing, these results suggest a loss in the economies of scale in consumption for the
second and third children in the family.
A natural question to ask at this time is whether to continue to use the estimates from earlier
studies or to move toward the estimates from the current research. This study has been able to
construct a sample of sufficient size to increase the confidence in the results, but most
importantly, this study has used the most recent data available. Consequently, I can recommend
the use of these new estimates for construction of child support obligation tables, with the
understanding that they are used in conjunction with recent data on the relationship between
family disposable income and family total spending.
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APPENDIX A-1

Annual Versus Quarterly Data
The data for this study was drawn from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Survey of
Consumer Expenditures (CE). This continuing national representative survey samples consumer
units and interviews them on a quarterly basis up to five times. The data used for this analysis
construct annual family data from families that had at least three interviews regardless of
whether the interviews occurred within the same year or different, but consecutive, years.
Only the last four interviews appear in the public use file. A consumer unit may refuse to answer
the survey or the BLS is unable to contact the consumer, and consequently fewer than four
completed interviews for a consumer unit may be available in the public use file. Additionally,
given the sample design, if a fixed calendar period of time is used (e.g., all interviews conducted
from January 1 through December 31 of a given year), it is impossible to capture many families
who have completed four interviews. Specifically, limiting the sample to a calendar year is likely
to result in one out of seven consumer units having completed four interviews, three out of seven
consumer units having interviews from the previous year, and three out of seven consumer units
having interviews that will be conducted in the next year. This appendix examines whether it
makes a difference if the analysis considers expenditure data on a quarterly or annual basis.
Specifically, one alternative time unit of observation is the quarter in which each quarter’s data is
treated as a separate observation.
The BLS recommends that the quarterly interviews be treated as independent samples for
analysis. The USDA follows this recommendation when constructing its estimates of the cost of
children. In contrast, most economists producing estimates of the cost of children using indirect
methods, such as the Engel or Rothbarth, rely on an annual time period and aggregate the
quarterly data into a single observation for each consumer unit.
To illustrate the difference between the two approaches, consider an expenditure concept such as
spending on adult goods, food consumed in the home, or even total expenditures. Denote this
expenditure concept by X and let
Xqi = the observation of X for the ith consumer unit from the qth quarterly interview and
Qi = the total number of quarterly interviews from the ith consumer unit (the maximum
number of interviews would be 4).
Assume that the ith consumer unit has only three quarterly interviews (Qi =3) in the sample;
hence the ith consumer would appear three times in a quarter-based sample and each quarterly
value of X would be “annualized” (4X1i, 4X2i, 4X3i). When the quarterly data are annualized for
each consumer unit, the consumer unit would appear only once, with a single value for XAi as
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X Ai

4 Qi
¦ X qi
Qi q 1

4 3
¦ X qi .
3q 1

Annualizing the expenditures by consumer unit eliminates the quarterly variation in expenditures
while recognizing that the data are coming from a single consumer unit.
If there is only a small amount of variation across a consumer unit’s quarterly observations, the
issue of the use of a quarterly versus annual time unit would seem inconsequential. In contrast, if
there is significant variation across time for a given consumer unit, the choice of time unit may
affect the analysis. This could hold especially true where variation is due to zero expenditures for
a particular good in one quarter, while expenditures for the same good are made in other
quarters. The variation is likely to depend on the type of the good. For example, although
expenditures on food and total expenditures display some variation across time for a consumer
unit, they vary little from quarter to quarter relative to expenditures on adult clothing; hence,
quarterly differences in food and total expenditures make little difference in the analysis. In a
quarterly sample of consumer units consisting of two married adult units with and without
children, the coefficient of variation is .17 for total expenditures and .22 for food at home, but
1.01 for adult clothing, roughly five times more than the other two categories. This suggests that
an Engel methodology would be relatively unaffected by the choice of time frame, while the
Rothbarth could be.
While the remainder of the appendix examines the effect of the choice of time unit for the
analysis, it is helpful to recall that indirect measures of the cost of children (i.e., Engel and
Rothbarth) reflect the estimation of two separate effects. One effect is the impact of children on
the expected value of the consumption of a good (i.e., as measured by the difference in the
expected consumption of a good by a unit with a child and one without a child, holding total
spending constant). The second effect is the corresponding “income” effect (i.e., how spending
on the good changes as total spending increases). Most of this appendix considers the impact of
the time period of analysis on the first effect. With regard to the income effect, the use of an
annual time period will likely produce less biased estimates compared to the use of the quarterly
time unit. To illustrate this, assume that any quarter’s value of total spending reflects three
components: a permanent component, a transitory component reflecting macroeconomic
conditions, and measurement errors. By using an annual time frame, the third component (i.e.,
the measurement error) should be reduced, and, consequently, so should deviations of the
observed value of total spending from its permanent component. If individuals make their
spending decisions based on the permanent component of total spending, the use of quarterly
data in lieu of annual data should “bias” the estimate of the “income” effect downward. With all
other estimates held constant, this should increase the estimated cost of children. It should be
noted that, given that there is little variation in total spending for any consumer unit, the expected
effect is unlikely to be large. Finally, the question of measurement error in spending on either
adult goods or food should not affect the estimates of the cost of children. It will only serve to
raise the estimates of the mean squared error in the models.
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In my opinion, the case for the use of annual period is unquestionably the right choice. In the
remainder of the appendix, I will formally examine how the “sample selection” on the part of the
individual consumer units may affect the estimates based on the use of quarterly, as opposed to
annual, time period.

Sample Selection and Time Unit
If we compute the mean of annual amounts based upon treating each quarter independently
versus using the available data for each consumer to construct its “annual” value of X, the
respective means would equal
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If every consumer were represented in the sample four times (the maximum number of possible
interviews), then it is clear that both approaches would yield identical values. However, when
some consumers have fewer than four interviews, differences between the two methods will arise
and will depend on how completion of the four interviews is related to value of X,
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where
Q

1
N

N

¦ Qi
i 1

equals the average number of completed interviews, Nc represents the number of consumer units
who have completed c interviews (c = 1 to 4),
Xc

·
N c § c
1 ¦ ¨1 ¦ X ¸
qi ¸
¨c
Nc
i 1 © q 1
¹

equals the average quarterly value of X for those have completed c interviews, and qc (= Nc/N) is
the proportion of consumer units that completed c interviews.
If X c is independent of the number of completed interviews (in other words, the average X is the
same for all four groups), then it can be shown that

171

4

¦ Tc Q  c
c 1

4

4

c 1

c 1

Q ¦ T c  ¦ T cc 0

and, consequently, both methods of computing the average should yield the same value.
However, if there is a systematic relationship between a given number of interviews and the
average value of X, then how the average value is computed will influence the value of the mean.
If completion of interviews is associated with higher values of X (i.e., as the number of
completed interviews increases, X c also increases), then the average value computed from the
quarterly observations would exceed the mean computed from the annualized values of X for
each consumer unit. However, if there is a negative correlation between completing interviews
and the average quarterly value, then the average computed from the “annualized” values would
exceed the average, assuming the quarterly observations are independent of each other.
Variability of X and Choice of Time Frame
Assuming that there is no correlation of X with the individual’s decision to complete the
interview, is it possible that the quarterly variations of X could create a systematic relationship
between the mean of X and the number of interviews completed? This would occur if only
nonzero values of X are employed in the analysis, as in the situation when analyzing the ln(X).
To illustrate this potential source of correlation, assume that X takes on only two values, 0 and
X*. where the value of X* occurs with probability equal to p. Now, consider that X is positivefor
purposes of attempting to estimate the annual value of X. For those units who completed only
one interview, p percent would have X*, and the rest would be zero. Consequently the “annual”
mean of those units who completed only one interview and had a nonzero value of X would be
4X*. Now, for those who have completed two interviews, p2 would have X* in both quarters or
4X* on an annual basis. Another portion of the population (–2(1–p)p) would have X* in one
period and zero in the other. On an annual basis, this is equal to 2X*. The remaining (1–p)2
would have zero X in both periods. The average annual value of X when X was nonzero on
observational basis would be
X2

p 2 4 X *  2 p( 1  p ) 2 X *

p 2  p( 1  p )

p 2  2 p( 1  p )

p 2  2 p( 1  p )

4 X *  4 X*

X 1.

In general, for c >1 we can determine the relationship between the mean of X of those with c
completed interviews and the mean of X with those who have completed c –1 interviews as
Xc
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Consequently, variability in X can create a difference in the estimates of the mean of X based on
annual and quarterly time units that is similar in nature to the differences created by sample
selection.
While differences between annual and quarter time periods will exist in the presence of
variability of X or sample selection processes, these differences will have an impact on the
estimates of the cost of children only to the extent there is a differential effect by demographic
factors (e.g., the effect of time unit choice is different for childless couples than for units with
children).
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Exhibit A-1-1. Percentage Difference From Overall Mean of Group

Food at Home
Number of
Completed Interviews

Number of Children
1
2

0

3 or more

1
2
3
4

–2.6%
–2.4
0.3
3.0

–1.7%
–3.2
–1.7
4.0

–1.9%
–2.2
–0.1
2.3

–3.8%
3.1
–2.6
2.6

Overall Mean

$4,440

$5,267

$6,172

$6,841

Adult Goods
Number of
Completed Interviews

Number of Children
1
2

0

1
2
3
4

10.1
–3.2
–6.5
–1.8

20.4
–7.9
–12.9
–3.4

Overall Mean

$2,409

$1,967

15.0
–6.5
–1.5
–4.2
$1,623

3 or more
13.9%
7.1
–11.8
–5.0
$1,486

Total Spending
Number of
Completed Interviews
1
2
3
4
Overall Mean

Number of Children
1
2

0

3 or more

–6.1%
–1.4
–3.3
6.8

–2.3%
–10.1
–3.2
9.0

–3.0%
–3.7
–3.3
7.4

–8.6%
8.8
–6.4
5.0

$49,588

$53,202

$57,636

$58,913
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Percentage Difference From Overall Mean of Group
Ln(food share/nonfood share)
Number of
Completed Interviews
1
2
3
4

Number of Children
1
2

0
2.2%
–0.0
0.7
–2.0

0.7%
2.9
2.2
–3.2

1.6%
1.9
1.3
–2.5

3 or more
3.3%
0.6
1.0
–3.4

Ln(Adult Goods in $1,000)
Number of
Completed Interviews
1
2
3
4

Number of Children
1
2

0
50.4%
–31.1
–41.1
2.1

32.9%
–23.8
–41.3
9.3

17.7%
–25.6
–12.0
7.7

3 or more
18.3%
–2.0
–21.4
2.4

Ln(Total Spending in $1,000)
Number of
Completed Interviews
1
2
3
4

Number of Children
1
2

0
–2.5%
–0.6
–0.1
2.2

–1.3%
–2.2
–1.1
2.8
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–1.5%
–1.3
–0.5
1.8

3 or more
–2.5%
0.8
–0.9
2.0

APPENDIX A-2

Construction of Analysis Sample
The data for this study was drawn from the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CE) by selecting all
of the quarterly interviews conducted from January 2004 through March 2009. This represented
152,289 quarterly interviews. Since the same consumer unit could be interviewed up to four
times, the number of unique consumer units is considerably smaller. The initial BLS sample for
this time period represented 57,741 separate consumer units.
Since the intent of the analysis was to construct for each observation an annual picture of the
family’s spending decisions, each family (consumer unit) was characterized based on its
characteristics reported in the last quarterly interview that it provided. In turn, the quarterly
interviews from previous interviews were respectively used to construct the spending data for
each family.
Since the purpose of this study is to examine how married parents living in the same household
allocate their total spending to their children, the analysis sample should reflect only husbandwife families. The CE includes a summary variable in the public use file that was used to select
only consumer units headed by a married couple. This variable was FAM_TYPE, and only those
records that had a value of less than 6 were chosen. This selection eliminated single-parent
families with children, individual adults living alone, and groups of unrelated adults. This
selection criterion eliminated more than half of the original sample (29,413 consumer units),
leaving 28,328 consumer units.
The remaining consumer units included a varied group of types of families ranging from families
composed of husbands and wives living alone; families living solely with their own children
under 18 years old; families living with children other than their own children; families living
with children both under and over 18 years old; families living with their own children who were
all over 18 years; and families living with relatives such grandparents, aunts, or uncles. Instead
of trying to model these complex living arrangements, the analysis sample was limited to two
groups of husband-wife families: husbands and wives living by themselves, and husband-andwife families who were living solely with their own children under 18 years old. This selection
was achieved by limiting the total number of adults and nonrelated children to two. This criterion
reduced the sample by 6,381 consumer units, leaving 21,947 units in the sample.
The inclusion of childless couples serves as a reference group for the estimation of the cost of
children. Consequently, the ages of the husband and wife in these childless couple units should
reflect the ages of the parents with children. The age threshold of 60 years old was used to
eliminate childless couples who were of the likely age of their counterparts who have children
under 18 years old living with them. Eliminating families where either adult was more than 60
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years old dropped 5,926 childless couples from the sample and 108 families with children. This
left 15,895 families in the sample.
The next sample selection criterion was performed to not allow “outliers” to overly influence our
estimates. We dropped from the sample any family with more than six children. This resulted in
the loss of 18 families, leaving 15,895 observations in the sample.
The previous selections were made using the information provided from the unit’s last interview.
Since the spending information was to be constructed from the previous interviews, any
consumer unit whose size or family status changed from the previous interviews was eliminated.
For example, a child could have been born, the couple could have become married, or someone
could have been living in the unit and left during the prior nine months. The criterion that the
size and composition of the unit had to be stable across all of the interviews eliminated another
1,281 families, leaving a total of 14,614 husband-wife families with and without children in the
analysis sample. In this sample, there were 5,543 husband-wife families without children and
9,071 husband-wife families with children.
The sample at this point represents the “core sample” for the analysis. In past analysis, two
additional sample restrictions were considered. In the CE, the BLS must top-code both income
and spending data to protect the confidentiality of respondents. While the identification of the
units whose income has been top-coded is straightforward, the top-coding of the spending is
extremely difficult to accomplish. In general, the top-coding of the income data represents highincome units, and if they were eliminated from the sample, it would limit the ability to generalize
the results from the analysis. However, eliminating these units from the sample may also capture
some of those consumer units whose spending data is also top-coded. Eliminating the units
whose income has been top-coded reduces the sample by 1,790 families, leaving a total sample
of 12,824. This sample is used when considering the impact of alternative assumption. The
sample that does not include observations where the family income was top-coded is noted as the
“alternative sample.”
In the past, I have produced estimates of the spending decisions of families based on
observations of consumer units that included at least three quarterly interviews. As discussed
earlier, this criterion was chosen so that the quality of the spending data could be improved if the
annual estimate were based on at least three interviews, as opposed to as little as one interview.
This assumption was tested by limiting both the core and alternative samples to only those
families with three or four completed interviews. This restriction on the sample eliminated 46
percent and 47 percent of the two samples, respectively.
The following table presents the final sample sizes and distribution of observation for the four
samples that will be used in the analysis. Note that the analysis reported in the body of the report
will primarily reflect the core sample limited by the restriction that the consumer unit must have
had at least three interviews.
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Exhibit A-2-1. Sample Sizes of the Four Alternative Samples—Husband–and-Wife Families
Without
Children

With
Children

Total

Core sample

5,543

9,071

14,614

Alternative sample

4,902

7,922

12,824

Core sample

2,937

4,909

7,846

Alternative sample

2,566

4,217

6,783

Meeting criteria

Limited to 3 or 4 completed interviews
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APPENDIX A-3

Description and Construction of Variables
This appendix describes the construction of the variables used in this analysis. All variables
were constructed using the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CE) conducted in the period starting
with first-quarter 2004 and ending with first-quarter 2009.

Adult Goods
For this study I used three variables describing spending on food at home, adult goods, and total
spending. The discussion begins with a description of these variables and ends with a description
of how annual values of the variables were constructed.
Spending on adult goods is the adults’ (parents’) purchases of clothing. The BLS provides two
sets of variables that capture spending on clothing for adults (MENSIXPQ, MENSIXCQ,
WOMSIXPQ, and WOMSIXCQ); however, these variables capture spending on clothing made for
all members of the consumer unit who are age 16 and older. In the analysis sample, 22 percent of
units with children have at least one child who is either 16 or 17 years old; consequently, if there
were purchases for clothing for these children, it would appear as an adult expenditure. In the
study, I employed two different constructions of adult clothing. The first uses just the reported
value of the sum of the above four variables. The second attempts to adjust the reported amounts
to better reflect the spending by the parents and not the older children. The adjustment was a per
capita adjustment—the amount used in this second version was the reported amount times the
ratio of two (the two parents) to the number of unit members 16 years old and older (the two
parents and the number of children 16 and 17 years old).

Total Spending
The BLS offers two measures of total spending in the consumer unit. The first is their
expenditure concept (TOTEXPPQ and TOTEXPCQ), while the other is denoted as the unit’s
expenditures outlays (ETOTALP and ETOTALC). The difference between these two concepts is
that the outlay concept includes principal payments for any loans, while the expenditure concept
does not. Both of the above BLS summary measures include two forms of what most researchers
would call savings—payment of social security payroll taxes and payments to retirement plans.
In our definition of current spending, both of these amounts were subtracted from the above two
summary measures to construct our measure of quarterly spending.
After the subtraction of payments to pension plans and social security taxes, the following
spending categories are included in the expenditure concept:
x

Food: Food prepared and consumed at home, food purchased and consumed away from home
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x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Housing: Mortgage interest paid, property taxes, maintenance and repair, rent paid, home
insurance, utilities, personal services including child care, housekeeping supplies, household
furnishings and equipment
Apparel: Clothing, footwear, cleaning services and supplies
Transportation: Net outlays for the purchases of vehicles, vehicle finance charges, leases, gas
and oil, maintenance and repair, insurance, licenses and other charges, and public
transportation
Entertainment: Fees and admission, entertainment equipment, toys, and pets
Health care: Health insurance, nonreimbursed expenses for medical services, drugs and
supplies
Tobacco and alcohol
Personal care, reading, and education
Cash contributions to individuals outside the consumer unit
Personal insurance: Life and other personal insurance premiums
Miscellaneous: Funeral expenses and plots, checking charges, legal and accounting fees,
interest paid on lines of credit, home equity loans, and credit cards

Each consumer could be interviewed up to four times. To construct annual spending amounts,
first the quarterly (three-month) amounts of spending were constructed from each of the unit’s
available quarterly interviews. These amounts were then indexed to reflect spending at the
midpoint of the time period of the analysis sample. For this purpose, this was assumed to be
2006, and consequently the average CPI for 2006 (201.6) was used as the reference period.
Hence, if a unit was interviewed in month t, then each spending amount was indexed to reflect an
amount in 2006 by multiplying the spending amount by the following factor:
Adjustment t

201.6
CPI t1  CPI t2  CPI t3

3

.

Once the available quarterly spending amounts were price adjusted, they were “annualized” by
first computing an average quarterly amount based on the available quarterly interviews and then
multiplying by four.
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Demographic Variables
To be in the sample, the consumer unit could include only two adults who were married. For this
analysis, a child was defined to be a member of a consumer unit who was less than 18 years old
and was an only child of the married adults. Finally, the sample was limited to husband-wife
families with six or fewer children. Consequently, the number of family members in the sample
ranges from two to eight. The number of family members was characterized in two alternative
ways. The first was to include a variable that was the log of the number of family members
(lnfsize) that reflects the way that in the past captured the size of the consumer unit. An
alternative approach is to provide a series of dummy variables that characterize the number of
children in the unit, with the omitted group being childless couples. For this study, the approach
was to include the following five dummy variables:
kid1 = 1 if there is one child in the unit, 0 otherwise
kid2 = 1 if there are two children in the unit, 0 otherwise
kid3 = 1 if there are three children in the unit, 0 otherwise
kid4 = 1 if there are four children in the unit, 0 otherwise
kid5 = 1 if there are more than four children in the unit, 0 otherwise
To control for other characteristics of the unit, I have included variables describing the parents
with regard to their race, education, and work status. Also, I have included variables indicating
the region of the country where they were located. In all cases, the data from the unit’s last
available interview was used to construct these variables. The variables included in the analysis
were:
black = 1 if the race of the reference person is black, 0 otherwise
hnohs = 1 if the husband does not have a high school degree, 0 otherwise
hcollege = 1 if the husband has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise
wnohs = 1 if the wife does not have a high school degree, 0 otherwise
wcollege = 1 if the wife has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise
ww_wife = the number of weeks (0 to 52) worked in the past year by the wife
wfulltime = 1 if the wife worked more than 30 hours per week, 0 otherwise
bothwork = 1 if both the husband and wife worked in the previous year, 0 otherwise
ne = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Northeast census region, 0 otherwise
south = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Southern census region, 0 otherwise
west = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Western census region, 0 otherwise
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Other Control Variables
While all spending variables were indexed, I included a series of dummy variables based on the
year that the last interview of the consumer unit was conducted. The included variables were:
y2004 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2004, 0 otherwise
y2005 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2005, 0 otherwise
y2007 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2007, 0 otherwise
y2008 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2008 or 2009, 0 otherwise
where the omitted group was those units whose last interview was conducted in 2006.
To control for the number of interviews that were completed by the consumer unit, I included the
following three dummy variables in the analysis:
complete1 = 1 if the unit completed only one interview, 0 otherwise
complete2 = 1 if the unit completed only two interviews, 0 otherwise
complete3 = 1 if the unit completed only three interviews, 0 otherwise
where the omitted group was those units that had completed all four interviews.
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APPENDIX A-4

Theoretical Justification
of Rothbarth Approach
The Rothbarth approach to the measurement of the cost of children assumes that parents have
well-defined preferences for goods that only they consume and goods consumed by both
themselves and their children. To simplify the theory behind the Rothbarth approach, it is
assumed that there only two types of goods: adult goods (AG, consumed only by the parents and
never consumed by children) and all other goods (O). When the parents (two adults) are
childless, the decision of how to allocate their spending between two goods can be characterized
as reflecting their desire to maximize their well-being (characterized by a utility function) subject
to their ability to meet their wants (the budget constraint). Mathematically, this choice can be
characterized as
Maximize U = U(AG,O)
Subject to: pA AG + pO O = TS
where pA and pO reflect the market prices of a unit of AG and O, respectively, and TS is equal to
the total spending of the couple. All goods other than adult goods, O, represents a composite
good that is composed of goods that could be consumed by either adults or children.
The presence of children in the family represents the addition of wants and needs to the family
without a corresponding increase in the family’s ability to meet those additional wants and
needs. If the TS amount of total spending of two adults without children were compared to a twoparent family with a child with the same amount of total spending, it would appear that the
childless couple would be materially better off than the couple with a child. (This is without
considering the well-being and satisfaction that parents receive from having the child and only
considering the well-being derived from the goods that the family can acquire given how much
they spend, TS). Specifically, let us assume that the childless couple decides to purchase pA AG0
dollars of adult goods and pO Oo dollars of other goods, given they have the ability to spend TS
dollars. If the family with the child spent the same amount on the two goods, it makes good sense
that they would be worse off because the same consumption is being directed toward more
individuals. Only if the composite good were a pure public good would the family with a child
be able to avoid a decline in their material standard of living compared to the childless couple.
Barten (1964) provided a framework to formalize the family’s additional need for consumption
of all other goods (his method allowed the relative needs of different families to vary for all
consumption goods), by letting f equal 1 if the couple is childless and a value of I exceeding 1 if
a child is present in the family. To model this, need adjusted consumption of the family is
assumed to equal O* = O/I for all other goods. Since the need for adult goods will, by
assumption, not change for adult goods, the need adjusted consumption for adult goods will
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equal AG*=AG. For the purposes of the model, it is also assumed that the family’s well-being or
standard of living depends upon their consumption of the goods adjusted by the relative needs of
the family,
U=U(AG*,O*).
Consequently. if a family without children purchases the same amount of both goods as a family
with a child, then it will better off:
U(AG,O) > U(AG,O/I) .
The Barten transformation of quantities of goods suggests that the parents’ decision of how to
allocate their consumption given their family structure (with or without children) and the level of
family’s total spending can be characterized as the following:
Maximize U = U(AG*, O*)
Subject to: (pA) AG + (pO I) O = pA* AG* + pO* O* = TS
where
pA* = pA pO* = I pO AG*=AG O* = O/I .
The insight of the Barten reformulation of the consumer model is that additional needs of family
that are due to the presence of the child not only directly affects well-being by reducing the
adjusted amount of all other goods (O/I < O) but also results in increasing the relative price of
goods consumed by child and adults (O) relative to goods consumed only by adults (AG).
The desired level of expenditures for AG and O can be written as

p A AG

p A AG( p A ,IpO ,TS )

poO I poO IpO , p A ,TS .

The presence of a child will have the following effect on consumption decisions in the family (as
I goes from 1 to I):

w ln p A AG
w ln I
w ln poO
w ln I

H AO

1  Hoo

w ln AG
w ln po
1

w ln O
w ln pO

.

Hence, if the demand for other goods is price inelastic ( |Hoo| < 1), spending on all other goods
will rise and spending on adult goods will decline with presence of a child. It should be noted
that if the demand for other goods were elastic ( |Hoo| > 1), spending on adult goods could rise
because of a reduction in spending on all other goods.
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Using the Slutsky decomposition of the cross-price effect (HAO), the decrease in spending on
adult goods with the addition of a child is the result of income and substitution effect. When the
child is introduced into the family, the child’s needs reduce the standard of living of the family
and the income effect represents how the family will respond to the decrease in their well-being.
The expected result is that both goods are normal, and consequently the family will respond by
decreasing their purchases of both goods. The second effect is the substitution effect that reflects
the effect of changing relative prices on the family’s consumption decision. The consumer model
assumes that individuals will always substitute toward goods that get relatively cheaper that in
this situation are adult goods. Hence, the substitution effect will counteract the income effect, but
for the family’s spending on adult goods to decline with the presence of the child, the income
effect must dominate the cross-price substitution effect.
Exhibit A-4-1 depicts the theoretical underpinnings of the Rothbarth approach (1941). The
horizontal axis in the figure represents the need-adjusted quantities of all other goods (O*), and
the vertical axis represents the needs-adjusted quantities of adult goods (AG*). Assume that the
parents have one child and TS3 is the amount of total spending. Given the market prices for adult
goods and all other goods and the total amount of spending, a family of three faces the budget
constraint depicted by the line EF. Note that the vertical intercept represents the maximum
amount of adult goods that the family can purchase and is equal to TS3/pA*, which also is al to
TS3/pA (the children do not increase the needs of adult goods). The horizontal intercept represents
the maximum amount the family of three can purchase of needs-adjusted quantities of all other
goods required by the needs of the child (–TS3/(IpO), which is less than what could be purchased
by a childless couple. Note that the budget constraint that the adults would face if they did not
have the child would be EG. A comparison of budget constraints EF and EG depict what has
been previously noted—the presence of a child makes the family worse off in a material sense
and the price of all other goods relative to the price of adult goods rises.
The family with the child will allocate their consumption so as to maximize their well-being. In
Exhibit A-4-1, this occurs at point B, which corresponds to the family spending pA AG3 on adult
goods and the remainder of their budget on all other consumption. When the family has
maximized their well-being at point B, the rate that the family is willing to trade the two goods
(the marginal rate of commodity substitution) will equal the “effective” price of all other goods
relative to the price of adult goods. This is depicted in the figure by the indifference curve
through point B that is tangent to the budget constraint at this allocation of consumption.
Had the parents been childless and spent the same amount on adult goods and all other goods,
they would have been better off because the consumption of all other goods would not be
“shared” with the child. This consumption bundle is depicted by point C in the figure. However,
this consumption allocation will not maximize the well-being of the two adults; they will want to
substitute toward more spending on adult goods and less on all other goods. Assuming that they
will choose to allocate their spending consistent with point D by spending pA AG2 on adult goods
and the remainder on all other goods, the two adults are materially better off than a couple with a
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child. Using this assumption, Rothbarth asked, How much spending can I take away from the
couple to make them equally well off as the couple with the child?
Exhibit A-4-1. Illustration of Rothbarth Methodology

Adult Goods

E

S
H

D

AG
AG

R
C

F

J

T

G
All Other Goods

Rothbarth’s approach was based on knowing the relationship between spending on adult goods,
the number of children, and total spending. The following equation assumes that the relationship
is
AG=AG(K, TS)
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where K is the number of children in the two-parent family. When the family has one child and
TS3 amount of spending, it will purchase AG3 units of adult goods (point B when facing the
budget constraint EF):
AG3=AG(K=1, TS3).
If the parents were without the child, they would purchase AG2 units of adult goods (point D
when facing the budget constraint EG):
AG2=AG(K=0, TS3).
When the total spending for the childless couple is reduced, the budget constraint parallel shifts
inward to the origin (relative prices of goods remain unchanged because the family composition
is being held constant) until
AG3=AG(K=0, TS2).
In Exhibit 4-1-1, reducing income or total spending of the childless couple is equivalent to a
parallel shift inward of the budget constraint EG to reflect holding the effective prices of adult
goods and all other goods constant for the couple. The question is whether the reductions in total
spending to reduce the couple’s spending on adult goods will leave the couple at point B in
Exhibit 4-1-1, corresponding to the budget constraint HJ. If the couple is left at point B, then the
reduction in total spending has left the couple with the same needs-adjusted consumption of both
goods as the couple with a child and consequently equally well off. However, this will occur
only if there is no substitution effect (i.e., the couple does not react to changes in relative prices).
If there is a substitution effect, then the couple, when facing the budget constraint HJ, will adjust
their consumption by buying fewer adult goods and more of all other goods than the couple has
at point B. Consequently, to limit their consumption to AG3, a smaller reduction in total spending
would have to be made. The budget constraint ST reflects the budget constraint where the couple
reacts to changes in relative prices (there is a substitution effect) and after the reduction in total
spending purchases, AG3 units of adult goods. However, as is shown in the diagram, the couple,
after this amount of reduction in total spending, would be better off than the couple with the
child. This demonstrates the assertion that the Rothbarth method will understate the true costs of
a child—the childless couple could experience larger declines in total spending than indicated by
the Rothbarth approach and still be better off.
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APPENDIX A-5

The Engel Method and Its Critique
The Engel method is based on the assumption that the share of total spending devoted to food
consumption is an inverse reflection of the well-being of the family—if a family is better off
because of any event, then the food share should decline. When families of identical size and
composition are compared, families with more income or total spending do spend a smaller
proportion of their total budget on food. When families with children are compared to families
without children but have the same amount of total spending, families with children do spend a
larger proportion of their budget on food. Armed with these two confirmations of the relationship
between the share of spending devoted to food and perceptions of the material standard of living
of households, the Engel method suggests that the budget share devoted to food can be used to
identify equally well off childless couples and couples with a child. Specifically, the Engel
method infers that a childless couple and a couple with a child are equally well-off when each
family devotes the same budget share to food even though total spending would be more for the
couple with a child. The difference in total expenditures between the families would be
attributable to child-rearing expenditures
To illustrate the Engel methodology, let ZF denote the share of total spending devoted to food
and assume that it is a function of number of family members (2 + K where K is the number of
children) and the total spending of the family is TS:
ZF Z 2  K,TS

where
wZ
wZ
! 0 and
 0.
wK
wTS

If a couple has K children and TSK amount of total spending, then, by the Engel methodology, a
childless couple with TSO amount of spending would be equally well off where TSO is
determined by equating the food shares across the two family types:
Z 2,TSO

Z 2  K ,TSK .

To provide an explicit example, let the food-share relationship be represented by the following
linear equation:
Z 2  K ,TS

[  D ( 2  K )  ETS .

Hence the equivalent level of total spending for a childless couple would equal
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[  D( 2 )  ETSO [  D( 2  K )  ETSK
or
TSO

TSK 

D
K.
E

f it is inferred that the difference in total spending in a family with K children and the equivalent
spending for a childless couple is the “cost” of the children to the parents and consequently the
share of the family’s spending devoted to the children is equal to
Share of total spending devoted to the children =

TS K  TS O
TS K

.

For the specific example used for illustration, the share of total spending devoted to the children
is equal to
D
K
u
E TS K

.

The Engel approach has been utilized by numerous researchers, most notably Espenshade
(1984),28 whose estimates were used by many states to develop their initial child support
guidelines. While the underlying assumptions of the approach seem to be verified by data on
family spending, scholars questioned whether there was a theoretical basis for the Engel
methodology. Employing the Barten approach to incorporating family characteristics into a
consumer demand model through the assumption of commodity-specific economies of scale,
Gorman (1976) demonstrated that the Engel methodology would produce accurate estimates of
the changes in total spending so as to leave families equally well off as the characteristics of
families changed.29 Specifically, as the number of children increased, the family would require
an equally proportional increase in each commodity for them to be equally well off. For
example, if, after a couple has one child, they would require 30 percent more food to be equally
well off, they would also require 30 percent more housing, 30 percent more transportation, and
30 percent more of every commodity. Given the presence of adult goods whose need should not
increase with children, it is doubtful that spending data would validate the Gorman condition.
Examining the situation where there were only two goods (i.e., food and all other goods),Deaton
and Muellbauer (1986) showed that the Engel methodology would lead to an overestimation of
the true costs of the children to the parents.30 Paired with observation that the Rothbarth
methodology would always lead to an underestimation of the true costs of the children, the
Deaton and Muellbauer paper suggested to many researchers that the Engel and Rothbarth
approaches would serve to “bracket” the true cost of children and that the Engel estimates would
always exceed the estimates provided by the Rothbarth approach.–
28

Espenshade, supra note 14
William Gorman, “Tricks with Utility Functions,” in Essays in Economic Analysis, ed. M. Artis & R. Nobay
(Cambridge Univ. Press, 1975).
30
Deaton & Muellbauer, supra note 230.
29
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In their 1998 article, Deaton and Paxson leveled a fundamental critique of the Engel
methodology.31 Central to the Engel approach is that food consumption is an indicator of the
well-being of the family. While I have used the effect of increases in family size and total
spending on the food share as tests of Engel methodology, Deaton and Paxson propose a new
test. Their reasoning is both unique and complex and revolves around a hypothetical increase in
family size that is offset with an increase in total spending that leaves the per capita total
spending in the family unchanged. For example, consider that a couple with $40,000 who is
initially childless and then has a child. For the family’s per capita total spending to remain
constant, their total spending needs to increase by $20,000 to $60,000. Assuming any economies
of scale in consumption, a couple who has a child but whose per capita income remains constant
should be better off—their consumption needs rise by less than their total spending. Using the
Barten model of consumer behavior, Deaton and Paxson demonstrate that if this occurs, then per
capita spending on food (F/ (2 + K) where F is food consumption) should increase. But if per
capita total spending is constant, then the food share should increase:
.This observation presents the Engel methodology with two problems. The first is an empirical
problem. While the theory suggests that per capita food consumption should increase when
family size increases, when per capita total spending is held constant, the empirical data indicates
the opposite—that is, it declines. The second problem is even more problematic because it strikes
at the heart of Engel methodology—that is, the food share should be inversely related to the
well-being of the family. In this situation, when there is an increase in family size, with per
capita total spending held constant, the family would be better off, but the food share should rise,
not fall, as assumed in the Engel methodology.
The Deaton and Paxson critique of the Engel methodology, in my opinion, undermines any trust
that should be placed in estimates based on this approach. Deaton and Paxson best sum up the
paradox when they observe, “Although Engel’s method is internally consistent, it directly
contradicts the model of scale economies and public goods presented. In consequence, the
estimates of the economies of scale that are derived by Engel’s method have no theoretical
underpinnings and are identified by an assertion that makes no sense.” 32
To illustrate the potential problems of the Engel approach, a particular index of well-being
denoted as the Linear Expenditure System (LES) is assumed that also assumes families will need
a level of consumption of goods that varies by commodity. For this illustrative example, three
goods are assumed: adult goods (xA); food (xF); and all other goods (xO). The index of well-being
for this formulation of the family’s preferences is equal to

31
32

Deaton & Paxson, supra note 230.
Id. at p. 903.
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¹
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¹
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The parameter I will denote the level of need by a childless couple for each of three goods, and
we will assume the following values:

IA = 500 = needed amount of adult goods
IF = 4,000 = needed amount of food
IO = 12,000 = needed amount of all other goods
The parameter µ denotes for each commodity the relative needs of a family with a child relative
to a childless couple. Given that children are assumed not to consume adult goods, then µA would
equal 1.00; however, for food and all other goods we expect a family with a child would require
more food and all other goods. It is assumed that a family with a child needs 35 percent more
food (µF = 1.35), implying some economies of scale in consumption, compared to the situation
where no economies of scale exist and food consumption needs would rise by 50 percent (µF =
1.50). The relative needs for all other goods, µO, will be allowed to vary in the calculations from
a value of 1.25 to 1.45. By definition, the value for all the µ’s for a childless couples are equal to
1.00.
The parameters E’s reflect the relative weights to consumption of adult goods, food, and all other
goods are assumed to be equal to .10, .20, and .70, respectively. The family is assumed to
maximize their preferences subject to the budget constraint where TS is assumed to be given

p A x A  pF xF  pO xO

TS

and pi reflects the price of the ith good. For these calculations, we will assume that all prices are
equal to $1.
Since the representation of the family’s preferences is known, the relationship for the true cost of
achieving a given level of standard of living can be derived. It is equal to

MS  OU
where
MS = minimum level of spending = ¦ piPiI i
§

·Ei

O =  ¨p i Pi ¸ = one over the marginal utility of income, and
© Ei ¹

U = TS  MS = utility or standard of living.
O

For childless couples, the minimum level of spending equals $16,500, given our assumptions.
For a family with one child where µF equals 1.35 and µO equals 1.30, the minimum level of
spending equals $21,500, or $5,000 more than the childless couple.
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The equivalent level of spending for a childless couple compared to a family with one child and
TS3 is equal to

TS2

§ 1 ·E i
¦ piIi  TS3  ¦ piPiIi u ¨ ¸ .
©Pi ¹

The corresponding equation for the food share is

ZF

pF xF
TS

EF 

pF PF IF  EF ¦ piPiI i
TS
.

And, consequently, the Engel method would lead to the following equation determining the
equivalent total spending for childless couples, TS2:
TS2

§ 1 ·E i
¦ piI i  TS3  ¦ piPiI i u  ¨ ¸ .
©Pi ¹

The Rothbarth method requires that the level of spending on adult goods is equated across the
families. Given the LES preferences, the spending on adult goods is equal to

ZF

pF xF
TS

EF 

pF PF IF  EF ¦ piPiI i
.
TS

Hence, the Rothbarth estimate of TS2 would equal (µA = 1.0 for both childless couples and
families with one child):
TS 2

TS 3  ¦ p iP iI i  ¦ p iI i 

p AI A P A  1

TS 3  ¦ p iI i P i  1 .

EA

iz A

To summarize, the assumed LES preferences for the family whose parameters are equal to 

EA = .10 EF = .20 EO = .70
IA = 500 IF = 4,000 IO = 12,000.
The price of each good is assumed to be $1. To account for differences in family sizes, a Barten
scale of the consumption of each good is assumed where the following scaling factors were
employed for childless couples and families with one child:
Childless couples

µA = 1.00

µF = 1.00

Families with one child

µA = 1.00

µF = 1.35

µO = 1.00

The relative need for all other goods (µO) will be allowed to vary from 1.25 to 1.45. Finally, it is
assumed that the family with one child has $50,000 of total spending. Exhibit A-5-1 utilizes the
above equations for determining the equivalent total spending for a childless couple—that is, the
“true” cost using the LES utility function, the Rothbarth approach, and finally the Engel
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methodology. When examining the calculations, I offer one word of caution. While the “true”
cost estimates look similar to estimates seen in the empirical literature, the computed levels are
not of interest and should not be interpreted as point estimates. What is of interest among these
calculations is the ordinal ranking of the estimates—in particular, whether the Engel and
Rothbarth estimates bracket the “true” costs of the child.

Exhibit A-5-1. Alternative Estimates of the Cost of a Child Assuming the LES Preferences
Alternative Values of µO::
1.30

1.35

1.40

1.45

“True” cost

22.3%

24.4%

26.4%

28.2%

Rothbarth method

10.0%

11.2%

12.4%

13.6%

Engel method

36.4%

28.6%

18.6%

5.4%

As the relative needs for all other goods increases for families with a child, with the other factors
held constant, not unsurprisingly the cost of the child rises. While, as expected, the Rothbarth
estimates of the share devoted to the child is less than the “true” costs, they too rise as these
needs increase. It is the Engel method that yields the most troubling pattern—while the other two
methodologies produce increases in the estimate of the child’s share of total spending, the Engel
method reveals a decline in the child’s share as the need for all other goods increases. While the
needs for all other goods is less than or equal to additional needs for food (µO  µF), the Engel
estimate exceeds the “true” cost of the child, and the Deaton-Muellbauer bracketing of the “true”
cost by the Engel and Rothbarth methodologies is realized. However, if the relative needs for all
other goods exceeds that for food (µO > µF), the child’s share of total spending predicted by the
Engel method becomes less than the “true” cost of the child and the bracketing is not realized. As
the additional needs for other goods rise even more, however, the child’s share determined by the
Engel method declines so much that it is less than the Rothbarth estimate.
Appendix A-4-1 describes the rationale underlying the Rothbarth methodology using the Barten
model of family scaling of consumption. This model captures the impact of family size and
composition on the family’s consumption decisions as price effects—that is, as the family size
increases the need for some goods rises faster than others and, consequently, become more
expensive relative to other goods. The price effects of family size have two effects. The first
effect is that as goods become more expensive there is an income effect reflecting that the family
is worse off because of their increased consumption needs. The second effect is a substitution
effect as the family substitutes away from goods that have become relatively more expensive.
In the calculations prepared for this report, it has been reasonably assumed that families with
children do not need more adult goods than childless couples but do need more food and all other
goods. Consequently, in the comparison between families with one child and childless couples,
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the “price” of adult goods does not change and is the “cheapest” good in all of these calculations.
The relative price of food to all other goods is changing in these calculations. When µO is less
than or equal to µF, food is relatively the most expensive commodity for the family with a child,
but as µO increases all other goods become the most expensive commodity. This suggests that as
long as adult clothing and food represent the cheapest good and most expensive good for
families with a child, the Rothbarth and Engel methodologies will bracket the “true” cost of a
child. When food is no longer the most expensive good, the Engel method will no longer
overstate the “true” cost of a child and, as seen, can be less than the result of the Rothbarth
method.
What is most troubling with these comparisons is the counterintuitive result found in the Engel
comparisons. If the child’s consumption needs were increasing, the costs of a child should rise.
While both the “true” cost and Rothbarth measures reflect this, the Engel estimates go in the
opposite direction, indicating lower costs as needs increase. This makes no sense at all.
While the Engel methodology has a long history, I do not believe that any trust can be placed in
the estimates derived by this approach or any other iso-proportional approach using composite
commodities based on necessities such as food, clothing, and shelter. These considerations have
only strengthened my conviction that the Rothbarth approach is the superior alternative
methodology to pursue.
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APPENDIX A-6

Functional Form Assumptions
The Rothbarth approach assumes that the number of children and the family’s total spending
affect the level of spending on “adult” goods and that by examining these relationships it is
possible to estimate family spending on children. To estimate how the number of children and
total spending affects spending on adult goods, it is necessary to make assumptions about the
nature of the relationship between these two variables and other variables that would be thought
to affect the level of spending on adult goods. For example, whether the parents work or not
might affect the level of spending on adult goods, which would include the parents’ clothing
purchases. The region of the country might also affect spending on adult goods.
This discussion examines the impact of alternative functional form assumptions on estimates of
the share of total spending devoted to children based on the Rothbarth methodology. However,
many of the conclusions drawn in this discussion apply equally to the Engel or any other isoprop methodology with the sole difference being that the relationship between family size, total
spending, and the iso-prop measure of well-being (the food share in the case of the Engel
method) will differ. For example, while the Rothbarth assumes that family size will be negatively
correlated with spending on adult goods, it will be assumed to be positively correlated with food
share. In this appendix, I will be focusing on husband-wife families with and without children.
Consequently, variation in family size is in reality a reflection in the number of children present
in the family.
However, a generalized relationship between spending on adult goods (AG), family size (FS = 2
+ K, where K is the number of children), total spending (TS), observed other factors (Z), and
unobserved factors determining spending on adult goods (İ) can be generalized as
AG

2  K ,TS ,Z ,H

F FS

where the Rothbarth methodology assumes that
wF
0
wK

and

wF
! 0.
w TS

If a family with K children has TSK total spending, then a childless couple with all the other
characteristics (Z and İ) identical to the family with children would be equally well off if they
had a level of total spending TSo where
TS o such that F 2,TS o ,Z ,H

F 2  K ,TS K ,Z ,H

and, consequently, the share of the family’s total spending, TSK, devoted to the children would be
equal to
CS

TS K  TS o
TS K
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Without further specification of the function, F, what determines the share of total spending
going to the children is unknown. A typical assumption that is made is that the number of
children and total spending are additively separable from other factors determining adult
spending. Specifically, this implies
AG F FS,TS,Z,H

G F,TS  H Z,H .

Assuming this form of separability, it can be seen that the equivalent level of total spending, TSo,
will depend on the number of children and the total spending of the family with children and not
on other factors:
G 2  K ,TSK

TS o such that G 2,TS o

.

Hence, the proportion of spending devoted to the children will not be affected by the factor Z or
İ. I am not aware of any study that has not made the above assumption. For the purpose of
establishing child support guidelines this assumption is not problematic because if it were not
made, the choice of other factors (Z) would need to be made and would theoretically affect the
guideline amounts.
I now turn to how the specific choice of functional form for G will affect the share of total
spending devoted to the children (CS). The question is whether the effect of the number of
children or total spending on the purchases has either a constant absolute effect or constant
proportional effect.
For this investigation, the first assumption is a constant absolute effect that would be the case if it
were also assumed that household preferences were consistent with the linear expenditure
system. While Espenshade employs an Engel approach to the estimation of spending on children,
he also assumes that the effect of children and total spending (income in his case) has a constant
absolute effect on spending. This assumption is referred to as the linear specification.
Specifically, it is assumed that G is equal to
(linear specification): G FS ,TS

D FS  GTS

where D < 0, G > 0

which implies that
DK
G

TS o

TS K 

CS

D § K
 ¨
G ©TSK

and
·
¸.
¹

The share of spending on children will increase with the number of children but decline with
increases in total spending of the family with children. The marginal effect of an additional child
on the children’s share (for example, the marginal effect of an additional child would reflect the
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change from one child to two children) is smaller for families with higher levels of total spending
but is independent of the number of children.

wCS
wK

D § 1 ·
 ¨
¸> 0
G ©TSK ¹

w 2CS
wTS wK

§
·
D ¨
1 ¸
CS
0

¨
¸
2
G ©TSK ¹ TSK

w 2CS
wK 2

0.

The marginal effect of a change in total spending in the family with children is negative but
becomes less negative with increases in total spending:

wCS
wTS

§
·
D ¨
K ¸
CS
0

¨
¸
G ©TSK2 ¹ TSK

·
D § K ¸
CS
2 ¨
! 0.
2
¨
¸
G ©TSK3 ¹ TSK2

w 2CS
wTS 2

Now assuming that the impact of family size and total spending has a proportional effect on
spending on adult goods, the two simple functional forms consistent with this assumption are to
assume that G is equal to
(log-linear specification): G FS ,TS

eI  EFS JTS

or
(log-log specification): G FS ,TS

eI FS F TS K .

Each of these two specifications can be written alternatively by taking the log of AG and
assuming that the effect of other factors (Z and H) also have a proportional effect on total
spending:
F FS ,TS ,Z ,H

G FS ,TS H Z ,H .

These assumptions imply that the log of adult spending will equal
(log-linear specification): ln AG
(log-log specification): ln AG

>

@ where E  0 ,J ! 0
 ln >H Z ,H @ where F  0,K ! 0 .

I  EFS  JTS  ln H Z ,H
I  F ln FS  K ln TS

Since equating the levels of spending on adult goods is equivalent to equating the log of
spending levels, the formula for the proportion of spending on children is equivalent to the
computed proportional spending on children using the constant absolute effect model
(log-linear specification): CS

E § K ·
 ¨
¸.
J ©TSK ¹

The reader should not conclude that this would result in the same estimated coefficients from
regressing the level of adult spending on family size and total spending as from the regression of
the log of adult spending on the same two variables, holding constant the same other factors.
However, the ratio should be roughly the same unless the functional form choice does truly
affect the estimate of the ratio. This might occur because, when using the linear specification, the
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estimates, D and G, reflect the average effect of family size and total spending at the mean of the
sample, while in the log-linear model, they would reflect the marginal effects at the median
observation.
The choice of the log-log specification provides an alternative of the proportion of total spending
on children. In the log-log formulation the share of total spending devoted to the children equals
F

§ 2 · K
CS 1 ¨
¸ .
©2  K ¹

The difference between the alternative specifications should now be evident. While in both the
linear and log-linear specifications increases in total spending in the family will decrease the
share of total spending on children, changes in total spending do not affect the children’s share in
the log-log specification. I want to emphasize that these relationships reflect functional form
assumptions and not any empirical facts. The share of spending devoted to the children will
depend solely on the number of children and is not a function of the total spending of the family.
As the number of children increases, then the effect on the children’s share of total spending will
be equal to

wCS
wK

F § 1 ·
 ¨
¸ 1  CS ! 0 if F<0 and K>0.
K ©2  K ¹

The marginal effect of an additional child on the children’s share of total spending will diminish
as more children are added to the family:

w 2CS
wK 2

ª

º

«
¬

»
¼

1 wCS »
F « 1  CS

 0.
«
2
2  K wK »
K 2 K

Interpretation
Now I consider the case where the size of the family does not affect adult spending (i.e., Į, ȕ,
and Ȥ are all zero). If the data supported this finding, then the proportion spent on the children
would be estimated to be zero. Under the Rothbarth logic, if the adults are not found to reduce
their spending as the number of children increases, then they are not spending on their children.
However, it could be the case that the parents are reducing their consumption of nonadult goods
or goods that are jointly consumed with the children to make room for the purchase of goods that
will be solely consumed by the children. It is this observation that leads many to conclude that
the Rothbarth methodology will tend to underestimate the true costs of children.
As DE, and F become negative or more negative, the children’s share of spending rises. If it is
believed that a per capita sharing of resources represents an upper limit (in reality, however, it is
not because parents could choose to spend more on their children than they do on themselves),
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then there should be a relationship between the effect of additional children (DEF) and the
effect of additional total spending (GJK). For the linear specification, the marginal reduction in
spending on adult goods owing to additional children (–D) should be less than the per capita total
spending in the family with children times the effect of total spending on adult goods (G):
D d G

TS K .
2 K

For the log-linear specification, the logical restriction on the effect of additional children is
identical to the linear specification but uses the corresponding parameters (EJ):
E d J

TS K .
2 K

Testing of these restrictions is difficult because they depend not solely on parameter values but
also on the level of per capita total spending in the family. The log-log formulation of the adultgood-spending relationship has a clear advantage because the restriction on parameters can be
made solely on the basis of parameter values. Specifically, the restriction that the estimate of the
amount of sharing is less than or equal to per capita sharing can be stated as

F d K .

In my past empirical work, I have employed the following functional form for the log of adult
spending:
ln AG

§TS ·
¸
©FS ¹

I  S ln FS  K ln¨

which can be rewritten as
ln AG

I  S  K ln FS  K ln TS .

The second formulation shows the equivalency between the two log-log specifications
(F SK), and consequently, if F is to be negative and less in absolute value than K then

SK.
The reason for preferring this specification (holding per capita total spending constant) versus
the specification holding total spending constant is the direct interpretation one can give to S.
The children’s share of total spending is equal to
S

§ 2 ·1 K
CS 1  ¨
¸ .
©2  K ¹

The term SK represents the economies of scale in consumption that will range from 0 to 1.
When SK is zero, then the children’s share will be their per capita share, but as SK increases,
their share will decline until it equals 1, where, in fact, there are “-infinite“ economies of scale in
consumption —the children are “free.”
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Mixtures of Functional Forms
Finally, there is a mixture of the log-linear and log-log specifications that have been employed or
suggested to be used. Specifically, the Florida State researchers, in their estimation of the Engel
model, have employed a model where the log of adult-good spending is linear in the number of
children and linear in the log of either total spending or per capita total spending.
The formulation that is linear in family size (children) and linear in the log of total spending can
be characterized as

>

ln( AG ) I  NK  P ln TS + ln H Z, H

@ where

N  0 ,P ! 0

where the associated children’s of total spending would equal
1e

CS

NK
P .

This functional form shares the same characteristic with the log-log specification, that the
children’s share of total spending is independent of the level of total spending. The effect of an
additional child on the children’s share is

wCS
wK

N

N K
 eP
P

N
P

 ( 1  CS ) ! 0

which also implies, like the log-log specification, that the marginal effect of an additional child
on the children’s share will be negative:

w 2CS
wK 2

§N ·2
¨ ¸ ( 1  CS )  0
©P ¹
.

A closely related functional form would also assume that the effect of family size is linear, but
instead of holding total spending constant, it holds per capita spending constant:
ln AG

§ TS ·
¸ + ln H Z, H
© FS ¹

I  Q K  T ln ¨

>

@

T ! 0.

The children’s share of total spending that corresponds to this functional form is
§ 2 · Q K
CS 1 ¨
¸eT
2

K
©
¹

which is an interesting mixture of the previous functional form and the log-log specification.
Given an expectation that there will be economies of scale for children’s consumption, it can be
anticipated that there is to be a positive income effect (T> 0), and consequently the effect of the
number of children should be non-negative (Q 0). If n is zero, then the children’s share is the
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per capita share, but as n becomes positive, then the children’s share of total spending declines,
holding the number of children constant:

wCS
wQ

Q
K § 2 · T K
 ¨
0
¸e
T ©2  k ¹
.

As the number of children increases, the children’s share of total spending will increase:

wCS
wK

ª 1
Q º
1  CS «
 »! 0 if Q  T .
2 K
¬2  K T ¼

However, it is possible for the children’s share to fall as the number of children rises. The
marginal effect of an additional child depends on the number of children, but if the marginal
effect is positive, then as the number of children increases, the marginal effect should decline:

w 2CS
wK 2



1  CS
2 K

2



wCS ª 1
X º
 » 0 .
«
wK ¬2  K T ¼

Deciding Between Functional Forms
While this discussion has highlighted the impact of alternative functional form assumptions, the
data also need to be examined to determine which specification is more consistent with the
empirical evidence. From the analysis sample that I constructed for this report, I have plotted the
amount of spending on adult goods versus the amount of total spending in husband-wife families
with two children. To be included in any of the plots, the family must have had at least one dollar
of spending on adult goods. The following three graphs show the relationship between these two
variables for the linear model (Exhibit A-6-1), log-linear model (Exhibit A-6-2), and the log-log
specification (Exhibit A-6-3).
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Exhibit A-6-1. Scatterplot of Linear Model

Exhibit A-6-2. Scatterplot of Log-Linear Model
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Exhibit A-6-2. Scatterplot of Log-Log Model

While this is not a formal test, the scatterplots can be used to identify which model best
corresponds to the assumptions of classical regression analysis. Specifically, some of the
scatterplots may reflect more or less variation around a line.
In Exhibit A-6-1 (linear specification), it can be seen that estimates of the effect of total spending
on adult goods will be difficult to estimate. Given that spending on adult goods is, in practice,
limited to total spending, as total spending rises, not only does spending on adult goods risebut
also the variance of spending on adult goods. Recall that the data will be used to estimate the
effect of total spending on adult goods, and the more variation in its estimate will correspond to
greater variation in the estimates of the children’s share of total spending regardless of the
precision in the estimates of the effect of children on spending.
Exhibit A-6-2 (log-linear specification) clearly displays a nonlinear relationship between the log
of adult spending and the level of total spending in the family. Estimating a linear total spending
effect would overestimate spending on adult goods at low and high levels of total spending.
While quadratic terms of total spending could be included to account for the nonlinearity in the
effect of total spending, perhaps a simple transformation of total spending would be preferable.
The log-log specification (Exhibit A-6-3) does just that and is the closest to depicting the
relationship between the two goods that would have created by the assumptions of the classical
linear regression model. While an eyeball inspection of this transformed data indicates there still
may be a slight nonlinear effect of total spending on adult goods, the clustering of the scatterplot
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suggests that this functional form specification is more consistent with the data than the other
two specifications.
I would suggest that this provides sufficient evidence (and there is also evidence from similar
scatterplots for other family types, such as childless couples and husband-wife families with
different numbers of children, that produced the same results) to adopt the log-log specification.
However, this evidence does not suggest which formulation of the basic log-log or mixture
formulation is the most appropriate. To let the data tell this would require a complicated nonnested hypothesis test. I am not proposing to do such a test but reserve it for future research.
Until that test is performed, I will examine the effect of alternative functional forms in the
estimates.

Modifications to Basic Log-Log Specification
As it is probably evident from this discussion, I do have a clear favorite. It is the log-log
specification, where total spending is represented by the log of per capita total spending and the
number of children is reflected in the log of family size:
ln AG

§TS ·
¸ ln H Z ,H .
©FS ¹

>

I  S ln( FS )  K ln¨

@

The children’s share of total spending implicit from this functional form is
S

§ 2 ·1 K
CS 1  ¨
¸ .
©2  K ¹

While this is a fairly simple model, one might question two features. One potential concern is
that the level of total spending does not affect the children’s share. The easiest fix is to include
the square of the log of per capita total spending in the model:

ln AG

§ §TS ··2
§TS ·
I  S ln( FS )  K1 ln¨ ¸ K2¨ln¨ ¸¸  ln H Z ,H .
©FS ¹
© ©FS ¹¹

>

@

If K2 is found to be significantly different from zero, then the children’s share will become a
function of the level of total spending. Unfortunately, with the nonlinearity of the log of per
capita spending, it is not possible to derive an explicit function for the children’s share of total
spending. However, it can be shown that the children’s share will be negatively related to total
spending (holding the number of children constant) if K2 is negative (assuming that K1 is
positive, which means that families with higher levels of total spending will have smaller effects
of increases in per capita total spending).
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APPENDIX A-7

Estimate of Engel Model
The dependent variable lnfshare is the log of the budget share of food at home relative to the
budget share of all other goods.

Source |
SS
df
MS
-------------+-----------------------------Model | 1395.63468
20
69.781734
Residual | 1172.64315 7825
.14985855
-------------+-----------------------------Total | 2568.27784 7845 .327377672

Number of obs =
F( 20, 7825) =
Prob > F
=
R-squared
=
Adj R-squared =
Root MSE
=

7846
465.65
0.0000
0.5434
0.5422
.38712

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------lnfshare |
Coef.
Std. Err.
t
P>|t|
[95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------lnfsize |
-.320982
.014496
-22.14
0.000
-.349398
-.292566
lnpctout1 | -.7523944
.0468379
-16.06
0.000
-.8442092
-.6605795
lnpctout12 |
.0009566
.0080661
0.12
0.906
-.0148551
.0167684
black | -.0974046
.0176588
-5.52
0.000
-.1320205
-.0627887
hnohs |
.0251504
.0171929
1.46
0.144
-.0085522
.0588531
hcollege |
.0216351
.0111192
1.95
0.052
-.0001614
.0434317
wnohs |
.0322901
.0188929
1.71
0.087
-.0047449
.0693252
wcollege | -.0202321
.0108728
-1.86
0.063
-.0415457
.0010815
ww_wife |
.0231672
.0182457
1.27
0.204
-.0125993
.0589336
wfulltime | -.0171445
.0124728
-1.37
0.169
-.0415946
.0073056
bothwork | -.0650448
.0157649
-4.13
0.000
-.0959481
-.0341414
ne |
.1403571
.0139411
10.07
0.000
.1130288
.1676853
south |
.0813394
.0115763
7.03
0.000
.0586468
.104032
west |
.0634614
.0128419
4.94
0.000
.0382878
.088635
year |
.0084295
.0175166
0.48
0.630
-.0259076
.0427666
y2004 |
.0212164
.0397248
0.53
0.593
-.0566548
.0990876
y2005 |
.0629275
.0230096
2.73
0.006
.0178225
.1080325
y2007 |
.0079238
.0221623
0.36
0.721
-.0355203
.0513679
y2008 |
.0183518
.0421866
0.44
0.664
-.0643452
.1010487
complete3 | -.0018853
.0100589
-0.19
0.851
-.0216035
.0178329
_cons | -16.65141
35.13692
-0.47
0.636
-85.52916
52.22634
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX B

Sampling and Data Collection
Sampling Time Frame
The sampling time frame for the study included cases with filings and orders during the time
period January 1, 2008, through December 31, 2008. This calendar year allowed for a sufficient
amount of time to pass prior to data collection to ensure that action would be taken on the cases.

Sampled Counties
Collecting data required a review of case files. As a result, it was not feasible to include all 58
California counties. The 11 counties that were selected are the same counties that participated in
the 2005 study.
Exhibit B-1. County Population and Orders Established Relative to State Totals
Number of
Population Percentage
Orders
(2008
of State
Established
Estimate)1
Population
in 20082

Percentage
of
Orders

Large counties
Alameda

1,537,719

4.1%

2,106

2.1%

Fresno

928,066

2.4

5,246

5.3

Los Angeles 10,301,658

27.2

20,823

20.9

Santa Clara

1,829,480

4.8

3,234

3.2

San Diego

3,131,552

8.3

3,918

3.9

San Luis Obispo

268,290

0.7

959

1.0

Solano

424,397

1.1

1,319

1.3

Tulare

433,764

1.1

2,211

2.2

Amador

38,035

0.1

149

0.1

Siskiyou

45,725

0.1

235

0.2

Tehama

62,179

0.2

495

0.5

Sum of sampled counties

19,000,865

50.1%

40,695

40.7%

Rest of state

18,883,127

49.9%

59,078

59.3%

Medium-sized counties

Small counties

1

Cal. Dept. of Finance, “E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State with Annual Percent Change—
January 1, 2008–2009” (May 2009).
2
Cal. Dept. of Child Support Services, “Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance,” Federal Fiscal Year
2008 (Apr. 2009).
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The large counties in the study are Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Santa Clara, and San Diego.
The medium-sized counties are San Luis Obispo, Solano, and Tulare. The small counties are
Amador, Siskiyou, and Tehama. As shown in Exhibit B-1, the five large, three mid-sized, and
three small counties participating in the study account for 50 percent of the state’s population
an`d 40.7 percent of the child support orders established in 2008.
Exhibit B-2 shows selected economic indicators from the sampled counties. Five of the 11
counties have unemployment rates that fall below the state average, and 2 have mean annual
wages that are above the state average.
Exhibit B-2. Economic Profile of Selected Counties

Unemployment Rate
Mean
(2008
Annual
Annual)1
Wage2

25th Percentile
Hourly
Wage3

Median
Hourly
Wage4

Annual
Annual
SelfSufficiency
SelfStandard
Sufficiency
Standard
(One Adult +
(One Adult)5 Preschooler)6

Large counties
Alameda

6.2%

$52,438

$12.78

$20.47

$24,630

$43,974

Fresno

10.6

39,088

9.33

14.24

20,002

34,058

Los Angeles

7.5

46,470

10.52

16.83

26,430

44,394

Santa Clara

6.0

63,188

13.77

23.45

28,240

50,976

San Diego

6.0

46,285

10.87

17.07

27,450

45,516

San Luis Obispo

5.7

40,225

10.09

15.10

24,329

42,234

Solano

6.9

40,225

10.09

15.10

24,854

40,185

Tulare

10.8

18,163

31,380

Medium-sized
counties

Small counties
Amador

7.7

40,091

10.60

15.74

21,956

39,830

Siskiyou

10.2

41,085

11.07

16.19

18,462

34,974

Tehama

9.1

19,292

36,392

N. A.

$44,768

State total

7.2%

$47,084

$10.85

1

$17.31

State of Cal., Employment Development Dept., Labor Market Info publications, retrieved from
www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=1026, www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=152, and
www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=1007.
2
Ibid.
3
Ibid.
4
Ibid.
5
Self-Sufficiency Standard for California, 2008, retrieved from
www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/docs/CA%202008%20All%20Families.xls.
6
Ibid.
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Sample Sizes
The target sample size was 1,000 cases. This would be adequate to measure the deviation rates,
changes in the deviation rates, and changes in the deviation rates by various subgroups.
The sample of 1,000 cases was weighted across the counties to create a proportional
representation. Los Angeles County was separated from the very large and large counties
because of its inordinate share. Los Angeles represents 38.3 percent of all cases in large and very
large counties. Rather than use 38 percent in proportional sample, the sample used 20.9 percent
because Los Angeles accounts for 20.9 percent of statewide establishments. For other sampled
counties, the cases sampled represent the county’s proportion of large, medium, or small
counties. For example, 54.5 percent of all establishments occur in very large and large counties.
Since Alameda, a large county, has 14.5 percent of establishments among the sampled counties,
the weight for Alameda County is 7.9 percent (54.5 percent multiplied by 14.5 percent) of all
targeted cases.
Exhibit B-3. Weighted Sampling of Cases by County
Orders by
County-Size
Category

Statewide
Total

Sampled
Counties
Total

20,823

38.3

20.9

51.2

209

250

20.9

Alameda

2,106

3.9

2.1

14.5

79

95

7.9

Fresno

5,246

9.7

5.3

36.2

197

236

19.7

Santa Clara

3,234

6.0

3.2

22.3

121

146

12.1

San Diego

3,918

7.2

3.9

27.0

147

177

14.7

959

6.5

1.0

21.4

32

38

3.2

Solano

1,319

8.9

1.3

29.4

44

52

4.4

Tulare

2,211

14.9

2.2

49.3

73

88

7.3

Amador

149

1.5

0.1

17.0

17

20

1.7

Siskiyou

235

2.4

0.2

26.7

26

31

2.6

Tehama

495

5.1

0.5

56.3

55

66

5.5

1,000

1,199

Orders
Established
(FFY 2008)1

Very large
Los Angeles

Weighted Targeted
Sample Sample

Total
Sample

Large counties

Medium-sized
counties
San Luis Obispo

Small counties

Sum of sampled
counties

40,695

Rest of state

59,078

State total

99,773

208

1

(Cal. Dept. of Child Support Services, Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance: Federal Fiscal Year

2008, Data and Performance Analysis Branch, Sacramento, California, Table 3.12.

Given the anticipation that some cases would have to be excluded because of missing data, the
courts were asked to oversample by 20 percent. The target sample (including this 20 percent
oversample) is shown in Exhibit B-4. Exhibit B-4 also shows the final number of cases per
county that could be used in the final data analyses. As the table shows, only two counties,
Siskiyou and Tehama, fell short of the minimum weighted sample goal.
Exhibit B-4. Minimum Weighted Sample Goals by County
Targeted
Minimum
Sample
Weighted
(includes 20%
Sample Goal
oversample)

Cases
Usable in Analysis

Large counties
Los Angeles

209

250

262

Alameda

79

95

97

Fresno

197

236

237

Santa Clara

121

146

164

San Diego

147

177

180

San Luis Obispo

32

38

51

Solano

44

52

54

Tulare

73

88

97

Amador

17

20

20

Siskiyou

26

31

16

Tehama

55

66

48

1,000

1,199

1,226

Medium-sized counties

Small counties

Sum of sampled counties

Courts were instructed to evenly divide the sample between IV-D and non-IV-D cases. A 50/50
split was used in previous guideline studies. There was no clear evidence to support the
substitution of a different split in this study.
Exhibit B-5 shows the number of cases in the analysis broken down by IV-D or non-IV-D status.
The shaded cells indicate those counties where the sample goal was not met. Both Siskiyou and
Tehama fell short of the number of non-IV-D cases that could be included. Although a precise
breakdown of each county by IV-D status is not available, available data do indicate that both of
these counties had only about 1,000 cases in 2008 that had never received TANF.33 These would
be the only potential non-IV-D cases, and, of course, some of these custodial parents might have
33

Cal. Dept. of Child Support Services, supra note 155.
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applied for IV-D services. In other words, a very small pool of potential non-IV-D cases was
available for inclusion.
Exhibit B-5. Sample of Cases
by County and IV-D Status
IV-D Minimum
Goal

IV-D Cases
Usable

Non-IV-D
Minimum
Goal

Non-IV-D
Cases
Usable

Los Angeles

104

129

104

132

Alameda

39

48

39

48

Fresno

98

119

98

117

Santa Clara

60

83

60

81

San Diego

73

92

73

88

San Luis Obispo

16

28

16

23

Solano

22

28

22

26

Tulare

36

47

36

50

Amador

8

11

8

9

Siskiyou

13

16

13

0

Tehama

27

33

27

15

Total

496

634

496

589

Large counties

Medium-sized counties

Small counties

Exhibit B-6 shows the number of usable cases broken down by IV-D status and by new orders
versus modifications. The sample consists almost entirely of new order cases. In this respect it
differs from previous guideline studies, which had more comparable numbers of new cases and
modifications.
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Exhibit B-6. Sample of Cases
by County, IV-D Status, and New Order or Modification
New Order Cases

Modification Cases

IV-D

NonIV-D

Total

IV-D

NonIV-D

Total

Los Angeles

126

132

258

1

2

3

Alameda

45

43

88

4

2

6

Fresno

115

104

219

1

5

6

Santa Clara

71

69

140

11

14

25

San Diego

89

83

172

4

4

8

San Luis Obispo

25

20

45

3

3

6

Solano

28

25

53

0

0

0

Tulare

34

46

80

9

4

13

Amador

4

5

9

7

3

10

Siskiyou

16

0

16

0

0

0

Tehama

28

13

41

5

1

6

Total

581

540

1,121

45

38

83

Very large and large counties

Medium-sized counties

Small and very small counties

Exhibit B-7 shows the case file review definitions and instructions used by data collectors in the
study counties. Cases were selected randomly.
The data collectors used a case file review tool (i.e., Exhibit B-8) to manually record information
found in the case files. To protect confidentiality, the data collection instruments did not contain
any personal identifying information (e.g., names, social security numbers) from the case files.
Completed data collection forms were submitted to the contractor for data entry and analysis.
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Exhibit B-7. Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline 2010
Case File Review Instructions and Definitions
SAMPLING AND VALID CASES

This study will consist of a random sample of cases filed between January 1, 2008 and
December 31, 2008 in which child support was an issue. Cases will be pulled to examine if
there is a child support order.
A current child support order is defined as an ongoing order for the support of one or more
children that was calculated using the California child support guideline. A current child
support order is not an arrears-only order or an order for payment of health insurance. These
orders were not calculated using the guideline.
The study is limited to orders subject to the California child support guideline. Do not abstract
Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) child support cases unless the order is
established or modified by a California court. Also excluded are cases in which an order has
not yet been established and ordered where the combined family support and child support
could not be separated using the information in the case file.
If there are several orders within a year, please use the most recent one to complete the case
file review form.
In most cases, the AOC project manager has provided the court liaison with an electronic
spreadsheet of cases to pull. Courts have been asked to separate Title IV-D and non-Title IV-D
cases. Courts will be asked to pull fifty percent IV-D and fifty percent non-IV-D cases. Courts
have been instructed to pull three times the targeted sample quota to allow for cases that might
not be usable because of missing information or if a case is unavailable at the time.
For instance, Tulare County has a targeted sample of 88 cases. The reviewer’s goal will be to
collect 44 completed forms for IV-D cases and 44 forms for non-IV-D cases. A case will not
be considered reviewed unless the reviewer can complete the case file review form. If he/she
exhausts the primary list of cases and still has not yet met the quota, he/she will move on to the
secondary list of cases and the tertiary one, if necessary. In this example, the court would have
pulled a total of 264 cases. If the reviewer still cannot fulfill his/her quota after reviewing
cases from these three lists provided by the AOC, the court will then start going through the
general list of randomized cases until the targeted sample has been met.
REQUIRED AND MISSING INFORMATION

The purpose of this study is to determine if the statewide child support guidelines are being
followed and if not, why not. The following information MUST be specified, either on the
mandatory forms or shown in a court-generated child support calculation printout:

x

Parents’ income, both gross and net;
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x
x
x

Amount of base child support ordered;
Whether or not the child support ordered is the guideline amount; and
If the child support ordered is above or below the guideline.

Do not guess on any of the above or make your own determination. It must be specified in the
court file.
If the sampled court event is missing any of the above information, you may go back one court
hearing to review documents for the required information pursuant to that establishment or
modification of child support. If the case is a new order and there is no additional information,
return that case to be refiled. Complete only Section I, Case Information, and Section IV,
Missing Information. Again, this will not be counted in your case file quota. For example, if
you are required to extract 100 cases, and you have twenty-five where you could only
complete Sections I and IV, then you will need to collect data on twenty-five more cases to
meet the quota. (Review the section on Sampling and Valid Cases for information on how to
pull additional cases.)
Make a reasonable effort to find missing information. Keep in mind, though, that we have
estimated that it will take approximately fifteen minutes to extract data for each valid case. If
you find you are spending significantly more time than that to complete a valid case because
you are hunting through the file for missing information, move on.
Court liaisons were asked to pull three times the targeted sample. For example, if your quota
of completed cases was 100, the court contact was asked to pull 300 cases for review. If you
have reviewed all of the files pulled for you by the court liaison and you still have not reached
your quota of valid, complete cases, you will need to ask your court contact to pull more files
for you, as specified by the AOC protocol. You will need to estimate how many more case
files to pull for you to meet your case quota. Remember, you must attempt to complete fifty
percent of your total quota as IV-D and fifty percent as non-IV-D cases.
AOC project manager will provide instructions on where to send completed case file review
forms.


DEFINITIONS
SECTION I: CASE INFORMATION

&RXQW\: Specifies the county that entered the child support order. This must be a county in
California among the eleven counties selected for this study: Alameda, Amador, Fresno, Los
Angeles, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Santa Clara, Siskiyou, Solano, Tehama, and Tulare. If
the order originates from another state, it does not qualify for the case file review.
2UGHU'DWH: This is the date the order was entered. It must be between January 1, 2008, and
December 31, 2008, to qualify for the case file review.
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&DVH: This is the number assigned by the court.
4. Type of Case
Title IV-D Case: Case in which IV-D services for current child support were being
provided at the time the order was entered, indicated by local child support agency attorney
appearance, or that it is an “in-and-out” order (FL-632 Notice Regarding Payment of Support).
If an independent action is filed (FL-645 Notice to Local Child Support Agency of Intent to
Take Independent Action to Enforce Support Order), it is still considered a IV-D case. A IV-D
case includes a family law case or Uniform Parentage Act (UPA) case in which the local child
support agency has intervened.
Non-Title IV-D Case: Case in which the local child support agency was not providing
IV-D services for current child support at the time the order was entered.
5. New Order or Modification

New Order: The initial order or provision in a judgment for child support (since it
could be a default judgment and not the result of a motion). A new order would include any
order, including orders at further hearings that were the result of the initial request for child
support. There is no motion to modify. The motion is to enter an order.
Modification: Any order entered subsequent to the entry of the initial child support
order (new order – see above). There should be a motion or a stipulation to modify in the case
file.
6. Order Type

Default: No responsive papers filed, and no court appearance by respondent/defendant,
and no written stipulation or verbal stipulation taken on record. If the order after hearing has
the “Uncontested” box checked off, it should also be categorized under “Default.” It is
uncontested if the order after hearing has the “Uncontested” box checked off.
Contested: Responsive papers filed and/or court appearance and no written stipulation
or verbal stipulation taken on record. The different scenarios are as follows:
Responsive papers filed AND court appearance AND no written or verbal stipulation taken on
record;
Responsive papers filed AND no court appearance AND no written or verbal stipulation taken
on record; or
No responsive papers filed AND court appearance AND no written or verbal stipulation taken
on record.
Stipulation: There must be a signed stipulation or order indicating that a stipulation
was taken on record.
214

SECTION II: PARENT INFORMATION
$SSUR[LPDWHRI&KLOG¶V7LPH:LWK3DUHQW: This refers to the percentage of time used
to calculate the order amount.
,PSXWHG,QFRPH:Income not based on actual earnings but based upon the court’s
determination of a party’s ability to earn. Income may be imputed for either parent.
3UHVXPHG,QFRPH:No information is available regarding a party’s actual income or income
history and the court bases its order on the provision of Family Code section 5002.
3DUHQWV5HSUHVHQWHG: Answer yes only if represented by private counsel. Local child
support agency is not representing parent.
$PRXQWRI%DVH6XSSRUW2UGHUHG: Amount of child support ordered exclusive of
additional support as defined in Family Code sections 4061-4062. Any order for $0 or a
determination of no ability to pay child support should still be considered a child support
order. If there is a “no ability” finding, enter $0.
Other terms follow what are in Judicial Council Forms.
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Exhibit B-8. Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline 2010
Case File Review Form

6(&7,21,&$6(,1)250$7,21

&RXQW\______________________________2UGHU'DWH____ / ____ / ________
(Must Be Between 1/1/2008 to 12/31/2008)
&DVH______________________________

7\SHRI&DVH(Check one):

Non-Title IV-D Case

Title IV-D Case


1HZ2UGHURU0RGLILFDWLRQ" (Check one):

New Order


2UGHU7\SH(Check one):
Default
Contested
If order type is Default, is it uncontested? (Check one):

Modification

Stipulation
Yes
No



6(&7,21,,3$5(17,1)250$7,21

1XPEHURI&KLOGUHQ6XEMHFWWR7KLV2UGHU(Circle one): 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

)RUTXHVWLRQVWKURXJKSURYLGHDQDQVZHUIRUHDFKSDUHQW
FRQVLGHUHGLQWKHRUGHUFDOFXODWLRQ
(Y = Yes, N = No, DK = Don’t Know)

027+(5


)$7+(5


$SSUR[LPDWHRI&KLOG¶V7LPH:LWK3DUHQW

%

,VLQFRPHLPSXWHG"(Circle one per column)

Y

N

DK

Y

N

DK

,VLQFRPHSUHVXPHG" (Circle one per column)

Y

N

DK

Y

N

DK

0RQWKO\*URVV,QFRPH(If imputed, enter that amount. If unknown or
presumed, enter DK. This is a required field.)

$ ___________

$ ___________

0RQWKO\1HW,QFRPH(If imputed, enter that amount. If unknown or
presumed, enter DK. This is a required field.)

$ ___________

$ ___________

:DVDKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQDSSOLHG"(Circle Yes or No. If Yes, check
the reason for the hardship deduction and provide the amount by reason.)
Other Minor Children 
a.
b.
Extraordinary Medical Expenses
Catastrophic Losses
c.
Reason Not Stated
d.
,QDUULYLQJDWQHWLQFRPHZDVWKHUHDGHGXFWLRQIRUFRXUWRUGHUHG
FKLOGVXSSRUWFRXUWRUGHUHGVSRXVDOVXSSRUWRUYROXQWDULO\SDLGFKLOG
VXSSRUWWKDWZDVQRWSDUWRIDKDUGVKLSGHGXFWLRQ"(Circle one per
column. If Yes, enter number of children considered in the child support
being subtracted.)
:KLFKSDUHQWLVWKHREOLJRU"(Check one)

%

Y

N

a. $ _________
b. $ _________
c. $ _________
d. $ _________
Y

N

DK

If Yes, # of
children = ____
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Y

N

a. $ _________
b. $ _________
c. $ _________
d. $ _________
Y

N

DK

If Yes, # of
children = ____



'RHVWKHREOLJRUTXDOLI\IRUDORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQW"(Circle one.
To qualify, obligor net monthly income must be $1,000 or less.)
:DVWKHORZLQFRPHDGMXVWPHQWJUDQWHG"(Circle Yes or No. Only
complete this for the parent that is the obligor.)
If Yes, enter the monthly adjustment amount.

Y

N

DK

Y

N



Y

Y

N

$ ___________
Y

,VWKHUHDQLQFRPHDQGH[SHQVHGHFODUDWLRQRUVLPSOLILHGILQDQFLDO
VWDWHPHQWFRPSOHWHGIRUWKHSDUHQW"(Circle Yes or No)



N

Y



Y

,VSDUHQWUHSUHVHQWHGE\DQDWWRUQH\"(Circle Yes or No)

N


N

Y



Y

N

$ ___________



If No, was a reason given? (Circle Yes or No)

DK



N


N

Y

N

6(&7,21,,,&+,/'683325725'(5
$PRXQWRI%DVH6XSSRUW2UGHUHG(Check and complete one. Note: A $0 order is still a child support order
and a “no ability” finding equals a $0 child support order.)
$ ________ Per Month
If not per month, please specify here: $ ________ Per ________
Reserved 
,VWKLVWKHJXLGHOLQHDPRXQW"(Check one. This is a required field.)
Specify guideline amount: $ ________ Per ________

Yes

No

Don’t Know

,I1RWRTXHVWLRQZDVWKHDPRXQWDJUHHGWRRUGHUHGWR(Check one. This is a required field.):
Above Guideline
Below Guideline 
,I1RWRTXHVWLRQZKDWLVWKHUHEXWWLQJIDFWRU"(Check all that apply)
(1) Sale of Family Residence is Deferred
(2) Extraordinary High Income
(3) Parent Not Contributing Commensurate to Custodial Time
(4I) Different Time-Sharing Arrangements
(4II) Equal Custody, Unequal Housing
(4III) Child Has Special Needs
Stipulation
Unjust or Inappropriate
Other (Specify): ___________________________________________
Unstated
$GGLWLRQDO&KLOG6XSSRUW

Mother Monthly Amount or %
(Circle one: $ or %)

Father Monthly Amount or %
(Circle one: $ or %)

a. Work- or Education-Related Child Care Costs
b. Child’s Uninsured Health Care Costs
c. Child’s Education Costs or Special Needs
d. Travel Expenses for Visitation
e. Other (Specify): ______________________
,VWKHUHDQRUGHUWRSURYLGHPHGLFDOLQVXUDQFH" (Check one)
Yes
No
Mother
Father
Both
If Yes, who is ordered to provide it? (Check all that apply)
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,VWKHUHDQ\RUGHUIRUWKHDSSRUWLRQPHQWRIXQLQVXUHGPHGLFDOFRVWV"(Check one)
50/50
Pro Rata
If Yes, is it (Check one):

Yes

No

,VWKHUHDILQGLQJWKDWPHGLFDOLQVXUDQFHLVQRWDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWWRPRWKHUDWWKLVWLPH"
Check one)
Yes
No
,VWKHUHDILQGLQJWKDWPHGLFDOLQVXUDQFHLVQRWDYDLODEOHDWDUHDVRQDEOHFRVWWRIDWKHUDWWKLVWLPH"
Check one)
Yes
No
6(&7,21,90,66,1*,1)250$7,21
No documents on result of calendared child support court event initially sampled (e.g., continuance, off calendar)
Parents’ income not specified
Amount of child support not specified
Guideline amount not specified
Above or below guideline not specified

Additional Comments/Remarks (Attach additional notes, if needed):

Form Completed By: _____________________________________
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APPENDIX C

Calculation of State Guideline Comparisons
State guideline amounts for four case examples were calculated for this study. In Case A, the
obligor’s income is unknown, the obligee’s income is zero, and there is one child. In this case,
the income presumption policy of a state’s guideline is the basis of the obligor’s income. If the
state’s guideline (or statute in California) does not specify the amount of income to be presumed,
the state’s minimum wage is used. If a state’s guideline does not specify the hours worked in the
provision, a 40-hour work week is used.
Case B is the same as Case A except for one difference. It assumes that the obligor works 40
hours per week at the current federal minimum wage of $7.25 per hour. In other words, there is
no variation in the obligor’s income among states on account of differences in state provisions
for income presumption, state minimum wage, or both. Other assumptions of Case A and Case B
are identical; that is, the obligee’s income is zero and there is one child.
Case C also assumes that the obligor works full-time at federal minimum wage. However, Case
C considers the guideline amount for two children rather than one child, as in Case B. Case D
also assumes that the obligor works full-time at federal minimum wage. Case D considers the
guideline amount for five children.
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Exhibit C-1. Assumptions and Sources Used to Calculate State Guideline Amounts
Internet Address of
Guideline Calculator or
Guideline
AL

AK

AZ

AR

CA
CO

Automated
or Manual
Calculation

Monthly Income
Used in Case A

Manual

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

https://webapp.state.ak.us/cs
sd/guidelinecalc.jsp

Automated

$1,342 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $7.75/hr)

http://supreme.state.az.us/chil
dsup/pdf/arizsup22.pdf

Automated

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

http://courts.state.ar.us/pdf/ch
ild_monthly20070614.pdf

Manual

$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

/www.alacourt.gov/pdfppt/rule
32.2009.pdf

https://www.cse.ca.gov/Child
Support/cse/guidelineCalculat
or
www.courts.state.co.us/Form
s/Excel/childsupportworkshee
ts1.xls

Automated

Automated

$1,386 net (fulltime, state min.
wage of $8.00/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)
$1,429 net (fulltime, state min.
wage of $8.25/hr)

Other
Assumptions

No income from the
Alaska Permanent
Dividend Fund;
annualize income
Mark mother as
custodial parent; 0
children age 12 or
over; adjustment
percent is 0

0 timesharing

CT

www.alllaw.com/calculators/C
hildsupport/connecticut/

DC

http://csgc.oag.dc.gov/applica
tion/main/Custody.aspx

Automated

$1,429 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $8.25/hr)

DE

http://courts.delaware.gov/su
pport%20calculator/page.asp
?Submit=Continue

Automated

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

FL

www.alllaw.com/calculators/C
hildsupport/Florida/

Automated

$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

GA

https://cscalc.gaaoc.us/CSCD
ownloadableFiles/Child_Supp
ort_Worksheet_and_Schedul
es.xls

Automated

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Use CS Worksheet
Tab
Mom is custodial
parent; child-care
costs and health
insurance for
children set at 0;
calculator
automatically
converts to net
income

Automated

HI

http://hawaii.gov/jud/Oahu/Fa
mily/CSG701.xls

Automated

$1,256 gross (30hour work week,
federal min. wage)

ID

www.isc.idaho.gov/rules/icsg

Manual

$1,256 gross (full-
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Sole custody;
mother custodial
parent; annualize
income
Calculator
automatically
converts to net
income

08.pdf

IL

www.ilchildsupport.com/calcul
ating.html

Manual

time, federal min.
wage)
$1,386 net (fulltime, state min.
wage of $8.00/hr)

IN

https://mycourts.in.gov/csc/pa
rents/Default.aspx

Automated

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

IA

https://secureapp.dhs.state.ia
.us/estimator/estimator.aspx

Automated

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

KS

KY

LA

ME

MD

MA

www.kscourts.org/Rulesprocedures-forms/Childsupport-guidelines/2010Guidelines-Final.pdf
Worksheet found at:
http://chfs.ky.gov/NR/rdonlyre
s/B369CDE7-C463-425CB257BF78E954EBB6/0/CS71REVI
SED.doc
Guidelines table at:
http://chfs.ky.gov/NR/rdonlyre
s/EDFA712A-D535-4368B61BD9B9F12F1F5B/0/Guidelines
Table.doc
Worksheet found at:
www.dss.state.la.us/assets/d
ocs/searchable/OFS/Overvie
w/SES/Ses_OBL_A_330.PDF
Schedule found at:
www.legis.state.la.us/lss/lss.a
sp?doc=107384

https://lawhelpinteractive.org/l
ogin_form?template_id=templ
ate.2009-01-02.1198670084

Worksheet found at:
www.dhr.state.md.us/csea/do
wnload/worksheet_a.pdf
Schedule found at:
www.dhr.state.md.us/csea/he
lp.htm
www.dor.state.ma.us/apps/w

Automated

$1,299 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Automatic

$1,387 gross (full-
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Make up any date
of birth for children
(under age 12);
“no” adjustments;
father 0–51
overnights, mother
184+[days?];
weekly income
Calculator
automatically
converts to net
income

Make up any date
of birth for children
(under age 12);
“no” adjustments;
neither provide
health insurance;
annualize income

Weekly income

orksheets/cse/guidelinesshort.asp
MI

www.courts.mi.gov/scao/servi
ces/focb/mcsf.htm

Manual

MN

http://childsupportcalculator.d
hs.state.mn.us/Calculator.asp
x

Automatic

MS

www.mdhs.state.ms.us/csem
dhs.html

Manual

MO

www.co.stlouis.mo.us/circuitcourt/fcform
s/form14-2005slco.pdf

MT

NE

Worksheet found at:
www.dphhs.mt.gov/csed/pack
et/guidelines.pdf
Tables found at:
www.dphhs.mt.gov/csed/pack
et/guidelinestables2009.pdf
Worksheet found at:
www.supremecourt.ne.gov/for
ms/worksheet1.pdf
Tables found at:
www.supremecourt.ne.gov/for
ms/childsup-table.pdf

Automatic

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual

$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

Manual

$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

NV

http://leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NR
S-125B.html

Manual

NH

www4.egov.nh.gov/DHHS_ca
lculator/calc_form.asp

Automatic

NJ

Worksheet found at:
www.judiciary.state.nj.us/csg
uide/ix-c.pdf
Schedule found at:
www.judiciary.state.nj.us/csg
uide/app9f.pdf

Manual

NM

www.hsd.state.nm.us/csed/gu
idelines.html

Manual

NY

NC

ND

www.nyc.gov/html/hra/html/di
rectory/child_support_calculat
or.shtml
https://nddhacts01.dhhs.state
.nc.us/WorkACalcSoleCustod
y.jsp

www.ndcourts.com/chldspt/C
SCalculator.aspx

time, federal min.
wage)
$1,282 net (fulltime, state min.
wage of $7.40/hr)
$1,884 gross (fulltime, 150% of state
min. wage of
$7.25/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Automatic

Automatic

Automatic
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Weekly income

Make up any date
of birth for children
(under age 12)

$1,308 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $7.55/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)
$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

Weekly income

$1,299 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $7.50/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Annualize income

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Standard
calculation;
annualize income;
“no” imputed
income or add-ons,
“no” to other

options; calculator
automatically
converts to net
income
OH

OK

www.co.franklin.oh.us/commi
ssioners/csea/pdf/CSX210.pdf
www.okdhs.org/programsand
services/ocss/docs/computati
on.htm

Manual

Automatic

OR

https://justice.oregon.gov/guid
elines/

PA

www.humanservices.state.pa.
us/CSWS/CSWS_controller.a
spx?SelectionIdBottom=7&Pa
geId=CSWS/support_estimat
or_entry_form.ascx

Automatic

RI

www.cse.ri.gov/downloads/ad
min_order2007_03.pdf

Manual

SC

www.state.sc.us/dss/csed/cal
culator.htm

Automatic

SD

www.state.sd.us/applications/
SS17PC02CAL/SupportCalc1
.asp

TN

TX

UT

VT

VA

WA

http://tennessee.gov/humans
erv/is/Documents/1240-0204.pdf
Can download calculator at:
www.state.tn.us/humanserv/is
/isdownloads.html
www.co.travis.tx.us/records_c
ommunication/law_library/pdf
s/calculator.pdf
www.utcourts.gov/childsuppor
t/calculator?func=sole_custod
y&is_modify=no&order_date=
1/1/2009
http://dcf.vermont.gov/sites/dc
f/files/pdf/ocs/GuidelinesSole
andSplit.pdf
Can download calculator at:
http://dcf.vermont.gov/ocs/par
ents/guidelines_calculator
www.dss.virginia.gov/family/d
cse_calc.cgi

www.courts.wa.gov/ssgen/

Automatic

$1,264 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $7.30/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)
$1,455 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $8.40/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)
$1,282 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $7.40/hr)
$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Automatic

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual or
automatic

$3,132 gross
(median annual
earnings of
$37,589)

Automatic

$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

Automatic

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Manual or
automatic

$3,138 gross
(150% of the
state’s average
wage as of Feb.
2009)

Automatic

$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)

Automatic

$1,481 gross (fulltime, state min.
wage of $8.55/hr)
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Annualize income

Father has less
parenting time
Calculator
automatically
converts to net
income

Mother has custody
Calculator
automatically
converts to net
income

Calculator
automatically
converts to net
income

Proceed to old
version; use child’s
age under 12; “w/
mother”; calculator

automatically
converts to net
income
WV

www.legis.state.wv.us/WVCO
DE/code.cfm?chap=48&art=1
3

Manual

WI

http://dcf.wisconsin.gov/bcs/p
df/basic_guideline_table.pdf

Manual

WY

http://legisweb.state.wy.us/sta
tutes/titles/Title20/T20CH2AR
3.htm

Manual
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$1,256 gross (fulltime, federal min.
wage)
$1,099 gross (35hour work week,
state min. wage of
$7.25/hr)
$1,097 net (fulltime, federal min.
wage after taxes)

California Alliance for Families and
Children
Paul Stroub
Executive Director

Financial Element
Food
Clothing
Other Personal

Variable
yes
yes
yes

%
18
14
20

This error is large in that a significant part of the underlying economic costs of raising a child will not vary
significantly if there is any amount of shared custody above a token level. The amount of the error is material for
most practical levels of custodial relationship where both parents are involved. The sources of the error are found in
the components that do not change. The below table summarizes the major components of a child’s financial need
and provides a hypothetical column of estimated % for illustration purposes.

Principally, the significant error that is created is that all child costs are assumed to be directly related to the time
spent with the respective parent. This is a faulty application of the economics of the respective household’s
situation and is ignored in the guideline formula and law. The error that we are expressing is related to costs that do
not change in respect to the time share. These costs would be considered fixed costs to an accountant such as this
author. The guideline assumes that all costs will increase on a relative basis if the child spends more time at a
household and less at the other parent’s household.

During the review of the Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline for 2010, there was no mention of the
inequities that are produced by some of the mechanical applications of the guideline formula due to mathematical
errors in the assumptions for this model.

California Alliance for Families and Children agrees that it is vital that children need to be supported emotionally
and financially by both parents after a divorce or separation. We believe that California’s child support guidelines
should be reasonable and fair to all involved parties. We also believe a financially fair guideline is an important
aspect to reducing conflict at all stages of the child’s youth until the child reaches an age of majority. Fairness
would help reduce motivation for a tug of war between the parents for custodial control. This is a factor that we
believe is on both sides of the parental disagreement.

Comments
I am not clear if the calculation of the hardship exemption factor is 1 when one parent is supporting the child alone
or 1 when both parents are supporting the child together because some attorneys and judges say that a parent is only
entitled to one-half of the hardship exemption if the other parent of the child subject to the hardship exemption is
also contributing to the support of said child. We need to be educated in this issue. Thanks.
Dear Sirs and Madams:
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References to individuals’ names and issues not relating to commentary on the child support guidelines have been edited as allegations regarding individual case processing are
beyond the scope of this study.

2.

1.

Commentator
Law Offices of Aaron O. Anguiano
Aaron O. Anguiano
Attorney

All comments are verbatim unless indicated by an ellipsis (…).

APPENDIX D
Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline

California Coalition for Families and
Children/CCFC- A Non Profit
Organization

partial
no

17
31

Below is the ongoing research findings being conducted while collecting stories from hundreds of many of San

We are respectfully submitting this for review and are available for detail explanation or further investigation for
the concepts that are being introduced.
Attached is a copy and paste of what was posted on thecpulicccourt.com "comments"

In other areas and highlighted in the report, the K factor is high. We can add that this enhancement was wrongly
enhanced with the rationalization it is necessary and acceptable because of the “high cost of living in California.”
The factor incorrectly enhances a percentage of income to allocate to child costs. However, this is a misnomer in
that the K factor is not needing an adjustment because the average income of California residents is also higher
because of the same factor to help compensate for the higher cost of living and the higher nominal dollars needed
for child costs are already reflected in the higher average income of California residents.

The formula used in the guideline is flawed in that it assigns a total (assumptive) cost of housing for the parents and
allocates the total cost for the fixed housing costs cost relative to the income of the respective parent and then
allocates a time share allocation for the NCP to reimburse the Primary custodial parent (CP) for the total cost for
the fixed housing costs. This flawed allocation ignores that the NCP is already directly paying “most likely” an
assumptive 50% of the total costs for housing and the NCP is also directly paying a similar assumptive amount 50%
of the total costs of housing. The component of the child support related to housing would attempt to have the NCP
reimbursing the CP for a potion of something he is already paying for himself directly. The amount the NCP would
therefore pay for housing for the child in both household is then out of proportion to the relative income he/she has
in respect to the CP and error is least pronounced at the needs of the spectrum (0% timeshare and 50% timeshare.).

The error relates to the components such as shelter, which would not vary very much with different levels of a
custody arrangement when both parents are involved. When there are shared custody arrangements involving the
typical level 20%-30%, the error tied to the mathematical misapplication is most pronounced. In the ‘non-custodial’
20% timeshare situation, the NCP would be required to have a room and dedication house resources in order to
maintain his/her relationship. Most likely, this would necessitate the expense of paying for a room (have larger
home or apartment) for each of his/her children while they are with the NCP. This expense does not go away when
the child is with the primary parent. The costs for these fixed costs are the same or similar for the NCP if the child
is with him 20%, 30%, or even 80% of the time if the situation was reversed.

Transportation
Shelter

Comments
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2- The parent who has a higher custody of 70% is warned by his/her attorney (who have been keeping quiet since
2001, aiding and abetting CA Court Rule Violations and allowing the dismantlers to commit perjury in day-light).
They subtly keep that parent in fear that he/she will have to pay them more fees to keep the support coming at 70%
and not any less$$$. That parent also senses the subtle threat coming from the dismantlers for likely less custody,

Would that take us to square one as to why there is never 50/50 custody by default, except for poor parents, where
this becomes an almost automatic procedure?

Does anyone know if there is a $$$ Service Menu (fees/bribes) to adjust the physical custody?

Imagine such a rich parent paying $50,000. Would that parent get a 50% increase in Physical Custody?

Once 5% higher Physical custody, i.e. as little as 35% is achieved, the bribing parent (to the dismantlers), obviously
will start paying less child support to the other parent! Any such increase (from 5-50%) is highly dependent upon
money paid (bribed by that parent) and money still visible to the Family Court Dismantlers to grab. The
Dismantlers’ report will be fabricated and filed with the court, accordingly.

1- One scenario, where a lower percentage parent (usually the one who is the cash cow) let us say 30% or so, will
ALWAYS be anxiously prompted by his/her attorney to only keep paying the Family Dismantlers for “Hire” to
their COURT ORDERED SERVICES to see his/her kids, hoping for higher percentage over time.

What happens when it is NOT 50/50 physical Custody:

HOW?

B. child support is being based upon parents’ income and not necessarily the child’s actual needs, the money
churning machine ripping off families, run by the Court Family Dismantlers, will only have an incentive to keep
pushing parents into the ring, fiercely fighting each other longer and harder.

A. 50/50 custody “BY DEFAULT” does NOT exist along with child support,

As long as:

Comments
Diego Parents who are victimized by the so-called “Family Court Dismantlers”:
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Commentator
Emad Tadros MD and CCFC

All comments are verbatim unless indicated by an ellipsis (…).
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Child Support Directors Association
(CSDA) of California

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

…Parents, please listen to other parents in the know, and do not believe one iota of what you are being told by your
attorneys who keep promoting and supporting the Dismantlers.
These comments are submitted by the California Child Support Directors Association (CSDA\). CSDA represents
the 51 statutorily created county or regional local child support agencies in California. These agencies employ over
8,000 child support professionals who manage approximately 1.6 million child support cases and serve the interests
of over 1.8 million children. Thus, the local child support agencies are uniquely qualified to evaluate and comment
upon the review of the child support guidelines.

Wake up parents………

The end result is Mom and Dad are both fighting real good utilizing both attorneys, with the Attorneys giving you
the intelligent impression that they are on your side and you are a winner —pay this to get this much percentage
higher, pay that to get that, etc. When in fact the Dismantlers including Attorneys, Evaluators, Therapists, and
Mediators are ONLY cashing out the kids’ college funds with nothing left for the kids.

Why do the judges not legally report election campaign funds?

Who else gets indirect financial support for this behavior?

What a Racket?

Surely and gradually, both parents while losing their shirts to the Dismantlers and Attorneys, will only find
themselves fighting each other for years, to be able to see their kids!

3- As a result of such a firm “hollywood-stance” orchestrated by the Dismantlers and attorneys in action on both
sides, and successfully tearing apart both parents, the next move is to start accusations, further breaking down both
parents!

Comments
so they only keep paying both the attorney and the dismantlers to keep custody at 70% (because there is no such
50/50 by default). This way, the kids’ college funds only continue to churn to the Dismantlers and Attorneys on
both sides.
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CSDA supports this recommendation and proposes that local child support agencies be included in any and all
discussions that are offered to all other stakeholders for purposes of addressing the review of Statewide Uniform
Child Support Guidelines and any resulting proposed legislation or outcome. CSDA also proposes that language in
this recommendation identify the local child support agencies as a key stakeholder with a voice through the
remainder of review process.

Recommendation 3: Educate stakeholders and equip them with information so they can make the current system
work better. In addition, develop strategies to engage stakeholders and encourage their active participation in the
child support process.

CSDA strongly supports this recommendation. In addition, CSDA believes that a revision or the presumed income
statute (Family Code section I 7400(d)(2» is needed as part of the Guideline review, and has made a proposal lo r
such a revision. See Appendix A and attachments.

Recommendation 2: Evaluate the current income attribution policies.

CSDA strongly supports this recommendation. CSDA agrees that the low income threshold should be adjusted to
provide the obligor with a subsistence allowance and to lower the percentage of an obligor's income allotted to
child support, and that the court should retain the discretion to deviate from the guideline in an appropriate ease.
The California Automated Child Support Enforcement System (CSE), which is the statewide data management
system used by the California Child Support Program, houses data that can show how orders obtained at a specific
income level performs. CSDA will have access to this data for analysis in the near future. A review of this data
will be helpful in considering how the guideline should be adjusted for low income obligors.

Recommendation I: Update and/or modify the low-income adjustment in the guideline.

Comments
In 2009 the Legal Practices Committee of the Child Support Directors Association reviewed existing issues
concerning the California Child Support Guidelines. Based on the findings of that committee, proposals for
modifications of the guidelines were submitted by the Child Support Directors Association to the consultants
charged with the review of California's uniform child support guidelines. See summary of this study below:
Background: Child Support Directors Association Study of California Child Support Guidelines. Upon receipt of
the Invitation to Comment on the 2010 Child Support Guideline Study, CSDA analyzed the findings and
recommendations, and makes the following comments thereon:
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Dunbar & Dunbar
Donald E. Dunbar Jr.
Attorney

6.

I hope this information is useful. Thank you for your time.

The other thing is that a one-percent change in timeshare does, not, in reality, translate to a shift in the child's
expenses.

The current report is biased and racist against NCPs.
I have been in the Family Law business for more than 25 years. The time share percentage provision of the child
support often causes money concerns [on both sides] to become more important than the child's welfare and contact
with the non-custodial parent. It seems to me that there should be 15% blocks only [15%, 30%, 45%] so that the
parents do not try to fight over a day or evening just to drive the support up or down. This would effectively
separate the concept of child support from the parenting arrangement and let folks focus on the child's welfare and
not on moving a couple of percent on the child support calculation.

The guideline should promote fairness and both parents should have equal access to both kids equally and this
financial abuse that is demeaning to NCPs should be eliminated since it is comparable to racist Jim Crow laws.

See attachment for full text of comment.
The child support guideline review fails to consider the manipulation of parenting time with the courts. The courts
will award an NCP a 30% timeshare and them in turn state for the child support guideline that the NCP spends 0%
timeshare when this is not true based on false claims by the CP.

CSDA supports this recommendation.

Recommendation 5: Encourage better and more detailed information in the case file.

CSDA recognizes that much is unknown regarding the changes which the health care reform brings. However, with
the passage of SB 580 (Statutes 201 0, chapter 103), the issues of "reasonable cost" and "reasonable access" are
adequately handled at this lime. CSDA suggests that state and local resources required to develop and implement
new or amended statutes regarding medical support now, when changes to the underlying federal rules appear
inevitable, could be better spent elsewhere at this time.

Comments
Recommendation 4: Adopt any necessary conforming changes so that California can meet the 2008 federal medical
support rules that are currently in effect, but also recognize that 2010 national health reform may produce changes
to the federal rules in the future as well as changes in how states approach medical support.
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2. The K factor only applies up to a combined income of $6,600 a month—above that it goes to the H Factor,
which is 10% higher until a combined income of $10,000, in which case it is 12% higher. This is hardly fair
to these child support obligors, many of whom have worked long and hard to become good providers for
their families, and are now de facto punished for their efforts and their success.

1. California’s K Factor, which requires a child support obligor to pay 25% of his or her after tax income for
one child, 40% for two and 50% for three, is one of the highest in the United States. The of-stated
justification for this is that California’s cost of living is high. However, since the Guideline is based on
percentages of income, the cost of living is irrelevant. The K factor should be lowered, particularly in the
current economy.

On the other hand, there are some substantial problems with the current Uniform Child Support Guideline which
the Review fails to address. These include:

Another positive is that the Review does not call for any child Support increases.

As the Review notes, child support obligations for low income obligors are often set too high, in part because the
appropriate hardship deductions are not being applied. As a result, many of these individuals scarcely have the
resources left to maintain their own residences, and their child Support obligations can lead to homelessness. This is
particularly true in today’s depressed economic climate.

Fathers and Families has long expressed its concern, both to the AOC and in the media, that the child support
system is unfair and at times abusive to low income obligors. To its credit, the 2010 Review does put an emphasis
on making reforms to assist low income obligors.

Fathers and Families believes that children need to be supported emotionally and financially by both parents after a
divorce or separation. We believe that California’s child support guidelines should be reasonable and fair to all
involved parties. The new Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline 2010 (Draft Report) is a step
forward in some areas, but also has problems.

Dear Sirs and Madams:

Comments

231

References to individuals’ names and issues not relating to commentary on the child support guidelines have been edited as allegations regarding individual case processing are
beyond the scope of this study.

7.

Commentator
Fathers and Families
Glenn Sacks, MA, Executive Director
Michael Robinson, Legislative
Representative

All comments are verbatim unless indicated by an ellipsis (…).

APPENDIX D
Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline

Candace Goldman
Family Law Facilitator
Superior Court of Alameda County

4. I think the general provision for a $50.00 minimum support order is workable in most cases, but of course the

3. We are moving toward having the jurisdictional locus be with the obligor when there are multiple cases
involving one individual. This is a step in the right direction, so all of the support adjustments can be made for that
individual in one setting rather than requiring multiple hearing locations and potential continuing conflicting and
unrealistic - and effectively unenforceable - orders. It would be good to eventually coordinate support cases
between multiple obligors with the same obligee also.

2. For low and moderate income parents, both the base % of income attributable for child supports AND the levels
of income attached to that percentage need to be modified downward. Using 25% for the income range of $800 6K is too broad. Needs to start with a lower % and work upwards in smaller income increments. It is important to
remember the studies that show child support arrears for lower income people become significant when child
support order amounts exceed 20%. So why do we start support rates at a higher percentage - this seems selfdefeating.

1. The LIA needs to be raised; using the either the minimum wage (state rate if higher than federal) or an income
figure at a % rate over the region's poverty level could work. Using a more flexible formula would allow
automatically for the changes without having to pass legislation repeatedly.

Thank you in advance for considering our comments.
Overall, the direction the proposals seem to be headed is good. I would especially emphasize the following:

Fathers and Families is a national 501(c)3 not-for-profit charitable organization with offices in Sacramento, Los
Angeles, and Boston. Fathers and Families improves the lives of children and strengthened s society by protecting
the child’s right to the love and care of both parents after separation or divorce. We seek better lives for children
through family court reform that establishes equal rights and responsibilities for fathers and mothers.

3. The Uniform Child Support Guideline should be based on the needs of the children involved and should be
related to the actual cost of raising a child. The Review glosses over this important issue.

Comments
Yes, in a perfect world, children of divorce of separation would maintain the same standard of living after
the breakup as before. In the actual world, when the same income(s) which supported one household must
now support two, living standards are inevitably going to decline.
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General Comment: Thanks to the group that did the study and developed the recommendations. This was
obviously an intensive review. It confirmed what those of us in the trenches have actually been aware of for some
time. I look forward to seeing the results.

The tension between supporting children both at an acceptable minimum and to the standard of living of the parents
is difficult to maintain. We don't want children to suffer, economically or in having a relationship with their
parents; but if we push too hard against an obligor, or don't require enough from an obligee, we create tensions both
between the parents and with the legal system, so that we wind up with children who are caught in the middle,
parents who feel they are not being fairly heard or served, and a system that see-saws between punishment and
reward. I hope that the ultimate provisions that are adopted from this review will establish a more even-handed
support model that will hold everyone - parents, children, and the judiciary, in good stead.

8. The situations we are presented with are always those where there is NOT an intact traditional family, so we
can't really use that situation to guide us for establishing baselines for child support. Two households simply do not
function as economically as one (duh.) This means, for instance, that we may need to start taking rent into account
- or set a statewide average to use as part of the support calculation. It would have been good to see more statistical
information directly related to the fact of two household economics in the survey.

7. Child care - again, integrate more into the total calculation. We can prorate it now, which helps, but it still often
results in tipping the obligor too far into the red, again creating both a disincentive to pay and a disincentive to
work.

6. Health insurance - more flexibility for additional coverage at the lower income spectrum with more use of a
Medicaid premium share and establishing a cash med. support system for those carriers that use the fee-for-service;
I think this could be worked out without having the "overpayment" problem. Maybe something similar to a
flex/med. spending account that the obligor makes deposits into for Medicaid to draw from?

5. Health insurance and child care costs need to be more integrated as part of support - the current formulas and
allocations often result in untenable orders for obligors, rendering their ability to maintain self-support difficult to
impossible. These should not be straight add-ons, and insurance should be prorated, per the recommendations.

Comments
judicial officers should continue to have discretion to reduce it for LIA and other appropriate factors, or to reserve
support pending further developments.
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Since most child support paying NCP's are male (~80 %+) it can be reasoned that some of these males would

This dangerous disparity poses serious socioeconomic ramifications and further exacerbates the problem of male
NCP's who demonstrate an inability to pay child support. Especially NCP's with limited or no income and those
who have few prospects of gainful employment due to their lack of job qualifications. If California is ever to get
child support arrears under-control, this massive reverse gender disparity in higher education simply can no longer
be overlooked.

In California, more women attend and graduate college than do their male counterparts, some feminist groups may
claim females are simply "smarter" than males but we found that financial health was the more likely cause of this
disparity. According to twenty-five college students interviewed at the California State University of Sacramento,
the primary reason for failing college or being unable to attend college was financial distress, such as, the inability
to pay for it. Financial health and ones chances of attending college have a correlation and can be studied further to
show the latter a causation of the first. In 2009, the aforementioned gender disparity in post secondary education
was a high 57% females to a mere 43% of males attending college: This issue has reached a peak since the 2004
Report by the California Post Secondary Education Commission, which can be viewed here:
http://www.cpec.ca.gov/completereports/2006reports/06-08.pdf .

Therefore, we must explore the causes of the NCP's inability to pay child support and amend the Uniform Child
Support Guidelines in a manner that produces successful outcomes in cases of limited income or no income at all.
Many scholars attribute higher earnings to higher education, and many peer reviewed studies have been conducted
over the years which strengthen such a statement. In fact, when a non-custodial parent has no high school diploma
or college degree to present to a prospective employer, they are unlikely to get a job and their earnings potential is
drastically diminished. The resulting difficulty of the undereducated NCP's ability to find gainful employment
generally results in the NCP's inability to pay child support as ordered--based on California's current child support
guidelines. This issue also begs the question as to why there are no educational advantages, benefits or
opportunities in place as incentives for NCP's who are struggling to increase their earning power via higher
education. If there were educational opportunities, or at the very least, a class-time forbearance or deferment of
payments established in the child support guidelines, NCP's would be better positioned to afford child support
payments as a result of their expanded education.

Comments
In California there is little doubt that current child support guidelines are doing more harm than good for children of
broken families. One of the primary issues plaguing the system occurs when unreasonable court orders for child
support are placed upon non-custodial parents (NCP's) who have little or no income.
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The single most effective solution for parents who abuse child support payments or fail to "share" state funded food
benefits that are intended to be used for buying child/ren food, is to provide two electronic debt cards one (1) to
each parent or guardian. Then electronically set limits in the form of percentages that can be spent in accordance
with actual time spent with the child/ren. For example, an EBT food card should be set to allow a parent to spend
no more than 25% of the total monthly balance for NCP's who are awarded 25% custody. Conversely, CP's who are
awarded the remaining percentage (75% in this example) should only be allowed to spend 75% of the total food
benefits available on the card in any given month. This will shore up many disparities in the large food expenses

Since females are generally the receivers of child support payments in ~80% of cases, it could be reasoned that
some women who are attending college use the "excess" cash deposited for child support payments for improving
their education and employment prospects. There is simply nothing wrong with doing everything for females’
education, unless it causes the problem we currently have, which is excessive numbers of uneducated or
undereducated males who are unable to find a job and unable pay child support as a result. A reduction of child
support paid to Custodial Parents while a NCP is attending college or attempting to attain a GED or enrolled in a
technical school would undoubtedly benefit both the NCP and the CP and more importantly the children in the long
run--for the majority of cases. Child support was never meant to serve as the custodial parent’s ticket to pay for
college. It should be allowed only for sending the children who it is owed to college. The fact is, Child support
payments are being used for everything from tuition to drug use. To rectify this problem and get this money back to
the children means that all excess cash remaining from child support payments--not spent directly on the rearing of
a child/ren-- must be returned to NCP's at the end of each month or deposited into a savings account for the
child/rens college education. To allow child support to be spent on things other than what it was intended to be
spent on, namely the children, is not in the child/ren's best interest.

A fine analogy would be that teaching a man to fish is far better for our society than merely fishing for him and
simply handing him the fish.

Comments
otherwise attend college if their financial circumstances improved just enough for them to succeed--such as reduced
or deferred child support payments. If the majority of NCP's (males) were able to attain a valuable (life changing)
degree or technical certificate from an institution of higher learning, California is very likely to see an increase in
child support payments being paid on time. For example, in the cases of NCP's who can barley pay child support, it
seems that court ordered child support payments could very well be standing in the way of their ability to pay for
tuition, books and basic necessities, therefore, leaving the hopeful NCP student with few options and a continued
inability to make child support payments. The cycle of non-payment can continue for years and years--something
must be done.

235

References to individuals’ names and issues not relating to commentary on the child support guidelines have been edited as allegations regarding individual case processing are
beyond the scope of this study.

Commentator

All comments are verbatim unless indicated by an ellipsis (…).

APPENDIX D
Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline

NCP males who have court ordered child support payments are unlikely to attend college due to the excessive
financial demands placed on them by the courts. As previously mentioned, many female CP's rely on child support
payments to meet their educational goals, conversely, many male NCP's are unable to attend college due to
overburdening child support payments and past due arrears-- causing legal issues (including criminal actions) as a
result thereof. Federal Financial aid programs are unavailable to males who have not registered for the draft
(Selective Service) or who have certain criminal convictions-- FTA's due to non-payment of child support arrests
have lead to many felony convictions which may disqualify male NCP's from Federal help for school. Arresting
NCP's is clearly the wrong approach to helping California's children-- and violates the Bill of Rights. As a result
heretofore, studies (which include child support cases) must conduct to determine the leading cause of this

On a more disturbing note, male NCP's who have no opportunities available to them (or feel as though they have
none) have a greater propensity to wind up in the criminal court system. It must also be noted that domestic
violence against custodial parents is the leading cause of arrest of NCP's during custody negotiations. Domestic
violence often occurs more commonly when child support payments are not paid-- very unwelcome social side
effects. Therefore, assisting NCP's on a new path toward success may actually reduce the number of new domestic
violence cases that present and evolve during child support/custody battles. In addition, helping NCP's achieve their
educational goals by reducing, forgiving or deferring child support payments during an NCP's educational progress
is a winning proposition for the children of California's broken homes.

California's courts need to be empowered through the Uniform Child Support Guidelines to encourage CP's to
spend child support money directly on the child/ren for whom it was intended or face civil action from NCP's for
monetary damages to the children and their future financial welfare. Allowing child support to be spent on things
like drugs and alcohol is a crime against the children of California's broken homes-period! The courts and NCP's
should both be fully empowered by law to place all Child support payments for use through an electronic debit card
similar to the current food stamp EBT card issued by HHS. By doing so will reduce abusive spending and the
robbing of California's children, a perk that drug and alcohol addicted CP's have enjoyed for far too long. Child
support is intended for children not the parents--this fact has been distorted and must be reaffirmed. California
lawmakers must reiterate that "Child Support" is for the "Child” in legal terms through an amendment to the
Uniform child support guidelines.

Comments
associated with rearing children. A 50-50 share parenting schedule should have a 50-50 EBT debit allowance per
parent. The same system should also be implemented for all cash child support payments. In doing so, both parents
would maintain a sense of financial control over their child/rens welfare. But more importantly, drugs and alcoholic
beverage purchases, with "child" support funds, would be a thing of the past.
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The WIC program is a wonderful program, for women. Yet, when a male CP or NCP who has full or partial
custody of a child of age two to five years old (non-breastfeeding) asks for WIC benefits, he will generally be
confronted regarding the whereabouts of the mother. Shortly, thereafter, he and the child will more than likely be
declined services until the mother presents herself. Similar forms of this overt sex discrimination in HHS has led to
state taxpayer funded "Women's Shelters" being sued for refusing services to males. Here is a related article from
October 2008. It can be read by visiting this website: http://articles.sfgate.com/2008-10-16/bayarea/17135746_1_domestic-violence-appeals-court-violence-laws . Until both genders can be equally assisted by
HHS with state funds, the Uniform Child support guidelines must be altered to reflect the lack of benefits paid to

"WIC provides Federal grants to States for supplemental foods, health care referrals, and nutrition education for
low-income pregnant, breastfeeding, and non-breastfeeding postpartum women, and to infants and children up to
age five who are found to be at nutritional risk."

Another subtle financial disparity can be found lurking in California's Health and Human services departments.
Female NCP's and CP's alike (not males NCP's or male CP's) have been specifically targeted for increased benefits
though single-gender Health and Human Services eligibility standards. As a result, females can (and do) receive
numerous government sponsored child care programs, housing stipends, grants and food programs that are not
made available to their NCP male counterparts-or are weak at best. These programs are a valuable resource for
females who are "stuck" in a downward cycle but they do little to help male NCP's or CP's get back on their feet.
HHS fails to deliver services to needy male NCP's time and time again- a gas voucher from HHS for male NCP's to
get to work is not available nor an offered service. The California HHS model must be corrected to create the
lowest gender imbalance possible when any NCP enters a Human Services Department seeking financial assistance.
HHS Department heads must take drastic measures to prevent the current discrimination from continuing when
providing services for indigent NCP's. Until then, the Uniform child support guidelines and child support payments
must reflect the thousands of dollars in benefits that male NCP's are ineligible to receive but female CP's and NCP's
are eligible to receive. The California HHS is required by law to assist any person equally regardless of gender;
however, the HHS sets their eligibility criteria to meet the likes of only one gender, namely females. For example,
the acronym WIC stands for "Women, Infants and Children." This program is described on this website:
http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/

Comments
detrimental disparity in number of females vs males currently attending college. The aforementioned disparity
should be under serious scrutiny by enforcers of Title IX of 1972. Until then, child support guidelines should reflect
this profound educational disparity and make adjustments to the child support guidelines which allow some minor
relief to indigent male NCP's who are trying diligently to get their G.E.D. or attend college or technical schools.
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On a lighter note, California should be more progressive and offer similar programs like WIC but instead call them
"MIC" for Men, Infants and Children. These programs should be implemented for males who have full or partial
custody of infants and biological or adopted children under age five years old. Sometimes Custodial parents
"Hoard" what the state has provided to them in the form of food or food stamps. Not providing food services to
both parents, regardless of whom the CP or NCP is, leaves the child without food when the CP refuses to give some
of the subsidized food to the NCP--this almost always leads to an argument between CP and NCP's. By splitting
food stamp services proportional to individual parental time spent with a child/ren will ensure that altercations
(domestic violence) do not erupt when a NCP asks a CP if they can have some food stamps or food to feed the
children. Especially while the children are with an indigent NCP during normally scheduled parenting time. Until
then, the Uniform Child Support Guidelines must take into account the massive costs of buying groceries for
children in this age range and deduct any grocery purchases made for the children from any court ordered child
support. NCP's expenses are rarely state sponsored or subsidized and are outrageously high. These NCP's expenses

These two questions have now arisen: Should indigent NCP's be forced to have their children go hungry while
custodial parents collect food stamps, stipends, gas vouchers, subsistence checks and WIC? Should NCP's be
placed in a position to beg a Custodial Parent for food when the children get hungry during the NCP's parenting
time? I don't think so, and these extra expenses placed upon indigent NCP's--when the NCP's can afford them-should be considered in full when making a decision regarding how much a claim for child support should be
awarded or what payments will be used for what purposes. The court should also have the discretion of awarding
some of the food stamps, stipends, subsistence or cash to any indigent NCP who is turned down or denied benefits
from a state funded HHS Department. The power to parent is not for lawmakers to manipulate but the power as to
how one spends a child's food money is.

NCP's who are trying diligently to get back on their feet to support their children and pay their child support may
also need help buying food for a child--this is a two way street. Not only do females have trouble affording food for
children, Non-Custodial parents also have similar trouble affording food for their children during their scheduled
parenting time. All expenses must be accounted for when awarding any cash claim for child support-regardless of
who has the child/ren for the most time during the week or month. Receipts should be presented and shall be
accepted by the courts as child rearing expenses regardless of who the CP or NCP is.

Comments
indigent men who have children in their custody either full-time or part-time. The disparity in benefit eligibility and
benefits paid out to females vs. males in California is a whopping $200 in benefits paid to females for every $1 paid
to males. This equate to hundreds of millions of dollars annually and has far reaching financial impacts on male
NCP's vs their female NCP's counterparts.
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If properly implemented, these two changes will lead to a short term social reform that will undoubtedly have
positive long term effects on NCP's ability to pay court ordered child support, as well as being in the best interest of
the children of broken homes. The state of California has a large arrears balance and these two changes to the
California Child Support Guidelines will get the NCP's educated and into the work force. The self esteem of NCP's

With that said, we can now propose two primary changes to California's Uniform Child Support Guidelines that
will impact and likely rectify many of these disparities once and for all.
The way to correct the aforementioned gender disparity in higher education is to provide a full deferment of child
support payments, without interest, during any period a Non-custodial parent (NCP) is attending an accredited
institution of higher education. Furthermore, when a NCP does not currently have a high school diploma and they
are attempting to attain a G.E.D., then child support payments must be waived, reduced or forgiven at the rate of
100% while the undereducated NCP is attending classes, with the exception that the actions taken by the NCP will
directly lead to the NCP receiving her or his G.E.D. In addition, Pamphlets should be provided and posted for these
services and deferments at all points of contact with Child Support agencies statewide--including but not limited to
direct mailings.

Here is an off-topic and less significant proposal, yet a very serious factor in male NCP's inability to pay child
support. It lies in discriminatory Automobile insurance practices and their related premiums. This factor must also
be taken into account when calculating child support and establishing guidelines. There is a massive disparity in
payment amounts made by males vs. females to insurance companies (All). All California males pay on average of
$800.00 more per year for full coverage Auto insurance than do their similarly situated female counterparts (Geico
& Farmers). This may not seem like a substantial figure unless one considers the financially challenged college
student who must choose between paying for car insurance, paying for college tuition or making a child support
payment. In 2010, $800 is roughly the cost of one and a half semesters worth of college textbooks. That means
males, over the course of five years of college, pay over $4000 more in car insurance premiums than do females.
These payments made to insurance companies are compulsory in nature, since failure to maintain valid autoinsurance coverage can lead to arrest and fines totaling over $800 + -- among other penalties. This overt business
practice discrimination should be corrected through a Bill introduced in the California Legislature. Until then, the
California's Uniform Child Support Guidelines must take these additional expenses that male NCP's vs. female
NCP's are required to pay by law.

Comments
must be accounted for when setting child support guidelines. NCP's or CP's who are not entitled to the millions of
dollars in HHS benefits that are available to CP's should be compensated via lowered or forgiven child support
payments when child support guidelines are being considered.
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It's well past we make the system fair for everyone involved, as it is right now, the social trauma endured by noncustodial parents and their children will last a lifetime. We must make these changes for the children who are
caught in the middle of an unfair system. God Bless the Children of California's Broken Homes.

As mentioned throughout, please establish the child support debit card system to prevent abuse of funds that are
specifically designed to support children; namely, prevent the purchases of drugs and alcoholic beverages. Provide
a card for both NCP's and CP's to ensure both parent have access to child support funds-regardless of who has been
awarded child support payments. Set percentages of card use directly proportional to amount of custody awarded. A
NCP with a 0% custody award would also have a zero dollar card spending balance. While the other parent would
have a 100% spending balance. A 50-50 shared parenting agreement should also maintain a 50-50 card spending
balance-regardless of who pays for the funds to be placed on the card. This system would be in the best interest of
the children because it will allow the courts to gauge and accurately balance the funds from one parent to another
parent; therefore, continuously maximizing the all funds available for the child/ren, while simultaneously
preventing the abuse of the child/rens funds.

In cases of 25% or more parenting time, the NCP'S expenses nearly equal those spent by custodial parents who
have a child for less than or equal to 75% of the time. Expenses such as electric bills for the "other" home, water
bills for the "other" home and the expenses of having unused food go bad etc. These additional expenses (among
hundreds more) must be taken into account when calculating child support. The sum of these additional expenses
are large enough that many NCP's are left with little food for themselves and no gas money to get to work.

Alter the Uniform Child Support Guidelines to reflect the major expenses of having a child for only a few days out
of the week.

ADDITIONAL PROPOSALS:

PLUS: This is a good idea--that is why the child support guidelines should be altered to reflect this powerful tool in
setting indigent NCP's on the road to educational success--not continued failure.

Comments
will be improved significantly reducing governmental dependence, preventing new domestic violence cases,
lowering the overall statewide arrears (more child support paid) and provide an increase in healthier child/parent
contact--and ultimately, leading to a society that can be proud of its accomplishments.
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Superior Court of Los Angeles County
Janet Garcia, Court Manager
Planning and Research Unit

11.

12.

- The 2010 study found guideline deviations in 15 percent of the cases reviewed. This deviation rate is higher than
that of previous years' studies (1998, 2001 and 2005) which ranged from 9 to 10 percent. The commissioners

While case law, such as Regnery and its progeny, are useful in giving us benchmark tests for imputing income,
more recent decisions (In re Marriage of Bardzik (2008) 165 Cal.App.4th 1291) go on to put the burden of proof on
the party seeking to impute income to the other. It seems to me that the burden should be on the non- or underperforming parent to show that income should not be imputed to him/her and if (s)he meets that burden it would
then shift to the other party
Agree with the recomendations- The Guideline study involved a random sample of 1,226 child support orders
entered in 2008 in 11 counties (split between very large, large, medium and small counties). The sample included
almost equal shares of IV-D and non-IV-D cases.

I have still not been able to earn the amount I was imputed to pay based on this "what if I had been paid"
hypothetical earnings scenario. In closing, imputed income must be based on actual vs. hypothetical earning
scenarios.
I would comment as to the second recommendation, as follows:

In my case for instance, … I was imputed to pay $1,223.00 retroactively in child support (per month) based on a
hypothetical earnings scenario.

Actual and historical income based on pay stubs, tax returns or W2's filed within the past one to five years should
take precedence over a hypothetical what if earnings scenario.

Imputed income must be substantiated by actual historical vs. hypothetical and/or speculative numbers (based on
W2's and or tax returns). Proof of earnings should not be based on the speculative scenario of one biased vocational
examiner hired to influence the court in one litigant's favor for imputation purposes.

Imputation should be based on actual money earned by the obligor vs. unearned speculative income that the court
orders the obligor to pay.

I recommend that you consider modifying the presumption that imputation shall not be based solely on a
Vocational Examiner's testimony.

Comments
In Re Recommendation 2: Evaluate the current income attribution policies:
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Donna L. Mallen
Attorney

The proposal to use "block times" of custody percentage (on Page 116, in the Focus Group results), or alternate

- Regardless of the reason for an increase in the default rate, one of the recommendations is to increase access,
understanding and involvement by parents. For the most part, better educated parents have higher compliance rates
and are more involved with their children.
I concur with conclusion 21 as to the devastating impact on children that is engendered by the use of percent of
custodial timeshare as a Guideline factor. I have been in practice as a Family Law Specialist before and after the
Guidelines went into effect. I have seen high-conflict custody battles, motivated by a parent's desire to reduce or
increase child support, become commonplace and predictable, since the Guidelines went into effect. This is toxic
to children.

- The percentage of orders entered through default, 46 percent, is back up. Commissioners believe that many
defaulted orders are ones in which DCSS requested a relatively low order that the obligor did not contest.
Advocates believe that it is due to the economic recession and the unaffordability of attorney representation.

- One of the recommendations is that the low-income adjustment be revised to more accurately reflect the financial
circumstances of low income obligors. A second recommendation is that the current income attribution policies be
revisited.

- Additionally, California's income presumption policy makes the guideline problems worse for low income
parents. In IV-D cases where the local agency is establishing the support order and the obligor's income history and
income is not known, income is presumed at minimum wage for 40 hours per week. Almost all other states have
policies that consider the current job market or presume fewer work hours.

- By contrast, most states have a "self-support reserve" as the underlying basis for the support order in low income
cases. This reserve is linked to the federal poverty level for one person and the resulting support order in these
states is the amount the obligor earns above the federal poverty level.

- In ordering support, California does not consider how much income the obligor needs to live at a subsistence
level. California uses only a percentage reduction to the regular guideline amount, and then, only for obligors with
$1,000 net income per month or less.

Comments
surveyed for this study acknowledged that they deviated in cases where the obligor has very low income and
payment of the guideline amount would impoverish the obligor.
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Superior Court of San Diego County
Michael L. Roddy
Court Executive Officer
Albert Schafer
LCSW
Serco-NA

Jim Untershine
Ground Zero Services

15.

17.

What kind of Tijuana is this?

The courts need to be educated on the consequences of their actions. It does not matter if there are plenty of laws to
protect if they are ignored because the courts blindly believe what they are doing are right.
The Family Law Uncertainty Principal in California

Current guidelines result in chronic misuse of the system resulting in harsh, unjustified, and fatal consequences to
the noncustodial parent. There is now a pattern of suicide resulting from the abusive nature of the applying child
support guidelines. Because the Courts do not impose any sanctions on false allegations, they are professional
contributing to the suicides of an increasing number of noncustodial parents. This also contributes to the increase
of suicides in our military. As a suicide prevention coordinator for the Navy Reserves I'm greatly concerned by the
blind eye of the courts in this matter. It is never in the best interest of children or other family members when
someone commits suicide. The current child support guidelines will dig deeper into the pocket than is necessary
and then cut off the individuals ability to provide any support by revoking the professional licenses that are
instrumental in providing income. The notification standards for Show of Cause are detrimental to social justice and
common sense. Mailing a notice without insuring the individual received the notice not only results in increased
ability to collect welfare reimbursement but also punishes innocent citizens who are now obligated to pay child
support for children who are not theirs and the detriment of their own children and families. Most vulnerable to this
practice are the Citizen Warriors who are defending our nation in Iraq and Afghanistan. My job is to provide a
safety net to help these families who are at high risk due to the stressors of our society. Combat is where we inflict
more stress on our enemy than our enemy can inflict on us; therefore our ability to manage stress is as critical as
our ability to control bleeding in the field. As long as the stick approach is used, society will not benefit from the
hard handed approach that is currently being used.

2.) The guideline should rely primarily on the actual cost to raise a child and minimize conversation or argument
about parent's income.
Agree with recommendations in the study.

1.) The guideline is too complex for the average parent to anticipate their obligation

Comments
approaches, such as the "percentage of income" utilized in other states, should be incorporated into the
recommendations as a possible modification to the Guideline formula.
The advocates who attended our meeting in San Francisco were unanimous on two points:
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* 2003 - The Urban Institute (UI) is paid by California taxpayers to conduct the “Collectability Study” entitled
“Examining Child Support Arrears in California”. UI recommends: ‘California should consider the interest charges
on unpaid child support. We estimate that 27% of California’s child support arrears, or $3.9 billion, was interest in
2000’ and ‘as far as we know, there is no priori reason for charging interest before principal. We estimate that if
California reversed this order, it would reduce its arrears balance by 6% over a 10 year period’.

* 2001 - Policy Studies Inc is paid by California taxpayers to investigate the State’s CSE accounting with the
outcome reported by the LA Times: "Glowing report comes on the two-year anniversary of the state agency that
collects court-ordered payments, whose amounts doubled on average per case".

* 2000 - Policy Studies Inc (PSI) is paid by California taxpayers to conduct the “California Child Support
Guideline Review 2001”. PSI recommends no changes to the State’s child support awards and recommends: “the
results from the Urban Institute’s study on child support debt be considered when released. It may provide further
insights on the ability to pay in these presumed income cases.”

* 2000 - Federal law (USC 42 658a) is enacted by Congress, which specifies the state incentive calculations (USC
42 658 repealed). The new method allows States to double the collections that must be distributed last, which
includes TANF, Foster Care, and ‘support obligations not required to be assigned’.

The U.S. Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) reported child support arrearages of $84 billion across all
states in 2000. The State of California leads the nation reporting arrearages of $15.8 billion, with Texas ($7.9
billion) and Michigan ($6.3 billion) trailing the national leader in ineffectiveness by less than half. The ineptitude of
the CSE agency operating in California has been the focus of much consternation by those attempting to balance
the State’s budget every year.

There is a distinction between a guideline and a rule, a process and a racket, or a system and a railroad. When it
comes to social policy, there must be a thorough understanding of the dynamics of a problem before a solution can
be intelligently proposed. Social policy that is implemented based on an erroneous premise may not only result in
ineffectiveness – it may just start a revolution.

“In the sharp formulation of the law of causality - ‘if we know the present exactly, we can calculate the future’ – it
is not the conclusion that is wrong but the premise.” (Heisenberg, in uncertainty principle paper, 1927)

Comments
http://www.gndzerosrv.com/Web%20Pages/fl_uncertainty.htm
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Hon Rebecca Wightman
Child Support Commissioner
Superior Court of San Francisco County

Conclusion 10: I do not know if the full study showed a breakdown on this issue of missing information between

At least when a Tijuana cop pulls you over while driving in Mexico, he will only take your drivers license, or your
car, or put you in jail if you refuse to give him all your money. In California they will also take your kids, your
house, and your business, to allow them to rip off their Country’s taxpayers.
Conclusion 6: As a Commissioner, I would also state that there is another reason for the trends noted: "lack of
good information" (i.e. work-related child care is often not included if there is insufficient information; same for
issues regarding hardships)

California has chosen to use ‘the path less traveled’ (compared to the law abiding States) by driving parents
attempting to support their children to unemployment, which forces the custodial parent and their children to
TANF, which allows CSE to keep the debt growing by discouraging payment, which will allow ‘welfare to work’
to help leave the children home alone, which will allow Foster Care to herd the children to same-sex households,
which will allow the financially stable Foster parents to take a $10,000 per year tax deduction for each child (or
even more if they request siblings). Although the parent who is originally targeted for collection will be forced to
foot the bill for all aspects of their family’s destruction - the practice of distributing interest first, results in the
taxpayers rarely seeing a penny of reimbursement, and the targeted parent from slowing the growth of the debt.

“I believe that the existence of the classical ‘path’ can be pregnantly formulated as follows: The ‘path’ comes into
existence only when we observe it. “ (Heisenberg, in uncertainty principle paper, 1927)

Federal law specifies how collections by state CSE agencies must be distributed (USC 42 657) and demands that
child support principal that accrued while not receiving TANF must be paid to the custodial parent first. The ‘priori
reason for charging interest before principal’ (that seemed to allude UI) is the same reason that compelled Gray
Davis to veto paternity fraud legislation – California seeks to maximize Federal funding regardless of the collateral
damage incurred on the parents and the children who are forced to be victimized by the State’s lawless ‘money
machine’.

* 2005 - Policy Studies Inc is paid by California taxpayers to conduct the “California Child Support Guideline
Review 2005". PSI acknowledged the UI perspective: ‘The Collectibility Study identified the following three
reasons for arrears growth during the 1990s: (1) support order amounts that were too high for low-income obligors,
(2) incomplete enforcement, and (3) assessment of interest on arrears.’ PSI recommends, however: ‘No abundance
of compelling evidence suggests that the basic guideline formula needs to be changed.’

Comments
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Recommendation 5: I actually believe this recommendation should be modified to REQUIRE more information in
the case file. Many times, when faced with a modification of child support, it helps to know what the factors were
that led to the pending order, so that the court can determine whether there has been a substantial change. It is also
extremely helpful to see a prior calculation -- which can show, at a glance, what the court's prior findings were on a
number of issues, including timeshare, number of hardships granted, etc. It would help tremendously -- and the
court wouldn't have to re-invent the wheel and take testimony all over again where the parties are saying that the
visitation hasn't changed since the last time. In those instances, the court can simply utilize the timeshare used at
the last hearing -- if they can find it! Having the calculations attached to prior orders, with all the attendant

Recommendation 3: In addition to educating stakeholders, it would be helpful to also develop strategies for
educating the parents at an early stage, which are built into BOTH the stakeholders' and the child support agency's
processes. For example, in SF, through the EPIC project (designed to reduce defaults and get early parent
participation), caseworkers are trained on how to assist parents with filling out an answer and/or if obtaining a
stipulation, then making sure they understand the need to file a motion if their circumstances change. It should be a
part of the process at every place where that family interacts -- including the Title IV-A side. There is a complete
disconnect between the IV-A and IV-D and the workers understanding what happens on the other side.

Recommendation 2: I agree and would suggest that while there needs to be uniformity, there also needs to be some
flexibility (i.e. income imputation needs to be consistent with the reality of the economic region - e.g. seasonal farm
workers and opportunities in Tulare County are not the same as they are in Marin County or LA).

Recommendation 1: I would suggest that the concept of a self-support reserve amount (basic minimum living
expenses) be considered, perhaps tying it into a percentage of the poverty level. Given the inadequacy of the lowincome adjustment, I spend quite a bit of time during hearings doing analyses to determine if an obligor qualifies
for an off-guideline (on the basis/legal concept of the City & County of San Francisco v. Miller (1996) 49 CA4th
866 case. It is imperative that the amount of child support imposed not be so high that the obligor will not be able
to meet their minimum basic needs to live.

Conclusions 13 and 14: I cannot agree with these conclusions enough - particularly that the LIA (low-income
adjustment) is inadequate!

Comments
IV-D and non IV-D cases, but if it did not, it should. In my experience, there is an even greater percentage of
missing information in non IV-D cases, particularly on the item of not specifying guideline. This conclusion, in my
view, points to the need to require that a calculation be attached to every order (at least in the IV-D departments).
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Member of the Public

20.

We need a major overhaul of the Guidelines. The status quo is just another indication that the Divorce Industry will
continue to take our money and live it up at our expense.
Child support levels are notoriously high for lower-income individuals. Where is the consideration of the actual
typical expenses for raising a child for people at various income levels.

Please take a look at what we actually said. It was recorded and filmed. I wonder if we will be able to get that
material. Next time we will have an independent party at the table recording the event.

Think about it, if you had something that really worked, you would not be spending so much money trying to
collect the outrageous Child Support sums. The Feds need to discontinue the subsidy of this system and maybe the
system would run more efficient and fair to all involved.

We need economic specialist to look at this problem and make a fair and equitable program that will work. We had
Prof. William S. Comanor from UCLA attend the meeting and he told the Guideline team that what we have in
place is not working.

The advocates wanted the Guidelines to be based on REAL cost, NOT income of the parents. When you take a
family that is splitting apart who were surviving on a set income then you have to create TWO households, why in
the world would you take income from one parent and give it to the other. It makes no sense. I know, I and my
children are a victim of this system. In some ways their mother has been negatively impacted by this system as
well and she was the one receiving money based on this system.

The Divorce Industry has beaten us all down to the point where 99% of the people affected by this Industry have
given up. Of course there is 1% of us that will seek change in this Industry and to really think about the children.

I do sincerely hope that perhaps there will be another chance to make comments, provide input on these important
topics. Thank you.
I attended the Southern California advocates meeting and am appalled with the lack of integrity the group running
the meeting. They did not reflect our position at all. It reminded me of typical politics. We will have a meeting,
listen to what they have to say, and then we are going to do what we want regardless of what the advocates brought
up.

Comments
information, helps reduce parties from providing inconsistent historical information to the court as well.
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Member of the Public

22.

Let's consider this example: A woman enters into marriage, does not stay faithful, refuses to work or provide
herself with a career by her own choice (which greatly skews the income between the two), then later chooses to
end the marriage, and the father gets 50/50 custody of the children because the courts wouldn't give him full
custody. Why should the husband be held responsible for any amount of financial support simply because he was
previously the bread winner? In this case, none of the harmful actions that caused the failure of the marriage and
put the children into jeopardy were the result of any wrong doing on his part, yet he is penalized by having his
children taken away and having 25 to 50% of his after tax income taken from him and given to the mother. She
benefits directly from her poor choices. How is that fair? Because it's what's best for the children to maintain their

In all other areas of law (civil, criminal, etc.) individuals are held accountable for their choices and/or actions, and
rightly so. Not so with family law. The laws as they apply to child custody and child support should also take into
consideration the details, like "why are the children being put in a position where child support is necessary?" and
"Who is responsible for putting them into that position?" "Who should be held accountable?" In so far as these
things can be proven beyond a reasonable doubt, the answers to these questions should be the mitigating factors in
deciding both child custody and child support awards; not some antiquated, overly simplified formula.

Why were the efforts to solicit public comment so feeble?
Child support amount paid should be calculated by person's income AND expenses monthly, as well as family size
and family obligations. A person's overtime is not consistent and therefore should NOT be included when
calculating the amount paid/due. Child support should also be dated on the court date when it is set, not by when
an angry ex spouse files the claim and makes the other person past due on payments! Also, a teenager should have
to see both parents on a consistent basis, not when he/she decides to, they are not adults until they are 18!
A system of determining child support that is based solely on income of parents and timeshare is completely
inadequate and unfair.

Where is a means for less-educated and poor non-custodial parents to get the level of child support to change with
their sometimes quickly changing employment status and income? Too many people end up in deep trouble,
homeless, or suiciding because of the lack of realism and responsiveness in the system.

Where is the consideration of the fact that most non-compliant parents are low income, unemployed, injured, or
sick?

Comments
Child welfare would probably be improved by avoiding the consequence of non-custodial parents ending up
attempting to avoid the authorities because of levels that mis-match their capacity.
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Member of the Public

I hope my opinion is helpful and I hope it will be considered at some future opportunity.

For, example, in the case of successful parental alienation, the Court may use a 20% sharing factor despite the
limited or absence of contact wrongfully created by the custodial parent.

To alleviate the burden on the courts, but still serve the purposes stated above, a floor, significantly above zero
should be set, at the discretion of the Judge or Commissioner.

Unfortunately, the time share factor spurs litigation because of its financial impact. I also believe the struggle over
time share that is financially motivated, results in harm to the children of the relationship. I will not go into detail
unless asked to support this later observation.

The whole system needs to be overhauled.
The time share factor appears to serve two purposes; 1) the reflect a sharing of child elated expenses, and 2) to
encourage non-custodial visitation.

Life is not as simple as a formula. To exclude common sense from the child support laws is unfair to everybody,
including the children, because it only encourages those who can manipulate the system and benefit from it to do
exactly that. Ultimately this leads to far more harm to the children than good.

Alternately, if the father in this case (the one paying child support), goes on to enjoy career success and his standard
of living increases, how is it remotely fair to assume than that the mother is entitled to even MORE money from
him? Wouldn't the children's standard of living that they had become accustomed to while the parents were
together remain the same if he simply continued to provide the same child support? Yet, because his income goes
up, the child support goes up. This is unfair.

Also, why is it that the mother can re-marry to another individual, and that new spouse's income is not factored in?
If what is at question here is the standard of living for the children while they are in their mother's care, how is it
remotely realistic to completely ignore the adjusted family household income due to the new spouse?

Comments
standard of living? Why is the mother not held to a higher accountability for causing their standard of living to be
declining in the first place? And why is it assumed that the poor choices of one (or even both) of the parents would
even allow the standard of living for the children to remain the same? That is a faulty presumption from the very
beginning.
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It is sadly easy to connect with our inner prejudice even today. Ask yourself: should we be fair and just to both the
mom and the dad in a divorce?

History also documents that sometimes, it was the courts that led the country out of the vile mire of prejudice.

The elected government often embraced the misinformation that supported prejudice, teaching that the negative
regard for the oppressed group was justified. And sadly, the courts, time and time again, offered themselves as the
tools of bigotry, bending their interpretations of the statute law to serve these irrational hatreds.

At the height of these oppressive practices, if you had asked the average citizen, they would have expressed outrage
at the idea that members of the oppressed groups ought to be treated fairly: that they ought to have the justice and
protection promised by the Constitution and Bill of Rights. We were able to be convinced that these groups were
not deserving of fairness, and history unambiguously documents that they did not get it.

Repeatedly our history contains episodes where the masses supported the conviction that one group or another did
not deserve the justice and protection so brilliantly woven into our Constitution and Bill of Rights. Slavery nearly
broke our country, and the Jim Crow beliefs have yet to be eradicated in the hearts and minds of all our citizens.
The oppression of women, based on sincerely held beliefs about the physiological inferiority of women, took
generations to resolve. The internment of American citizens of Japanese descent was endorsed and accepted at the
highest level of government.

It would be nice to believe that our democratic form of government, crafted by the genius of our founding fathers,
makes our nation immune or at least resistant to the hatred born of prejudice sincerely felt and sincerely turned into
action by those imprisoned by lesser forms of government. Sadly, each of us knows well of the counterexamples
from our history that this is not the case.

Comments
The current formula for what is dishonestly called "Child Support" in California is punitive by design. It is
intended to, and does actually, punish almost exclusively fathers as if they were guilty of some crime. A great
many sincere people believe that this is completely appropriate. Some have worked hard to inflate the myth of the
"able non-payer", that is, a man who has the means to pay but refuses to accept this as his obligation. Some "able
non-payers" do exist, but not in the quantity and proportion that the women's hate groups have claimed. Far more
often a non-payer is a man living in poverty. But it is hard to generate hatred for these men at the bottom of the
economic ladder, and so the myth of a well-off man who simply refuses to pay child support out of selfishness was
manufactured.
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Financial child support is part of this punishment they believe the divorced dad deserves.

They have "internalized the values," perhaps not only because it profits them, but because they are reinforced by
media and cultural prejudices all around.

The same way one explains slave owners.

The same way one explains those who built internment camps.

And how does one explain these people, profiting from the prejudice of father-hate?

I had to fight, sometimes at great expense, to remain a parent to our daughter. I met many sincere people who had
internalized the same anti-male bigotry, and acted as if it were a noble cause to prevent children from spending care
giving time with a male parent, even their own biological fathers who dearly love them. An entire industry has
evolved whose only purpose is to punish this unworthy victim, the divorced dad, and separate him from his
children.

I learned that the courts operated with the same beliefs that I had internalized in spite of my own life experience:
that men were abandoning weasels, and, not fit to be parents, deserve to be punished simply based on their gender.

My own daughter was born in 1994, and I lobbied my wife to live as equal parents, working at part time jobs and
enjoying a life where we had lots of family time, but not a trip to Europe every year. She concluded that such a life
was not worth living, and left to pursue a better Mr. Meal ticket.

When my own parents divorced, my father remained a committed parent to me and my siblings, and I lived with
him on and off throughout my college years. But I believed I was one of a lucky few, and that the average divorced
dad *was* an abandoning weasel. After college, when I looked for some opportunity to give back some of the
prosperity I was enjoying under democracy and capitalism, I volunteered as a Big Brother for 7 years.

The knee-jerk reaction is "Hell no, he is an abandoning weasel!" This is what I learned in my adolescence and
early post-college life, without knowing exactly why. That I learned this even though I lived with a powerful
counter example is somewhat baffling to me, and I look for something to blame it on. I realize now it is the product
of the women's hate groups.

Comments

251

References to individuals’ names and issues not relating to commentary on the child support guidelines have been edited as allegations regarding individual case processing are
beyond the scope of this study.

Commentator

All comments are verbatim unless indicated by an ellipsis (…).

APPENDIX D
Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline

Over and over Women's advocates report support calculation results that are erroneously low, and while the errors

I am certain that Lawmakers have the intellectual capacity to understand that it is "Double Billing" to use a cost of
living proxy that includes child care and medical costs, yet add statute law that requires that these costs be *added*
to the formula amount.

It is easy to see the injustice of California's "income shares" by spending a very few moments with a support
calculator. Start with a fully equal scenario (equal incomes and equal times caring for the children), then change
the timeshare by one day per month. more with the mom, then with the dad. The amount of money that shifts over
one day difference would outrage anyone who believed in fairness to both parents.

Lawmakers who consider the formula learn how "income shares" works: as a form of "gerrymandering" to transfer
tax-free cash into the home of the female parent. It embodies the assumption that *every* dad will decline to
support his children, which is untrue and prejudicial on its face. It enables the female parent to hand the child every
shirt, dress, pair of pants, and sock that the father parent has paid for, and give the male parent no credit.

Federal codes contribute to the injustice also: CS is Tax free income to mom and ALL THE TAX DEDUCTIONS
go to mom. No tax benefits whatsoever to dad.

That the current CS formula is punitive is undeniable. Excessive support awards prevent men from saving for their
children's college.

1. Lenore Weitzman finally admitted the statistic that made her famous was an error
2. CS Enforcement bureaucracies have ballooned, and one has failed only to give way to another that also fails
3. The collection of arrearages has not improved, and the more honest think tanks have concluded that 75% are
uncollectable as they are owed by adults living in poverty
4. A huge amount of CS that was being paid on time in full is now routed through these bureaucracies, increasing
their claimed collections without denting the arrearages
5. Dr. Warren Farrell published a book explaining many if not all of the statistical differences between average
salaries of men and women. Most are explained by women choosing paths that provide some form of fulfillment in
lieu of money.

Since the enactment of the current formula used for child support in California, what has transpired?
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The state should provide attorneys in family law like the county does for cases in DCFS. Providing parents with 50-

It is this parent's opinion that the Family Law system is broken: it creates an overwhelming amount of additional
stress for the child and the parents. It drains family savings accounts for the vultures with law degrees. California’s
broken Family Law system is undermining the fabric of our society because it has failed to provide its citizens basic
right to redress grievance. There is an urgent need to reform the California family law system and several nationally
recognized parent educators have provided working models which do not include attorneys.

The Guideline can be improved by using foster care costs as a guideline and IF the court does consider imputing a
parent's monthly wage it must also provide the opportunity for that parent to establish evidence as to his/her current
emotional state as it relates to earning power. The court must take into account financial demand according to the
parent's circumstances and station in life.

I hope it will not take another generation to change the support formula to be fair to the divorced dad. Not all
women support the agenda of the hate groups, and one day those who come after you will recognize that you were
blinded by the bigotry of your beliefs.
The Child Support Guideline is unrealistic, b/c the judge or commissioner often sets arbitrary monthly income on a
parent just because of one's college degree. The current system fails the family & causes so much grief and stress
that often a parent who is self-employed can't cope and loses his or her business/job. Current personal and
emotional circumstance MUST be taken into account or the unfair Child Support order adds more stress further
burdening that parent directly and the family indirectly.

Can't you look into your heart and realize that each time we have, as a nation, elected to punish selected groups by
denying that Constitutional protections should apply to them, future generations have condemned this as repugnant
and shameful? Shouldn't the formula be about fairness, and not about public sentiment distorted by Women's hate
groups?

This formula has succeeded in punishing a great many innocent men. Don't you realize that some of these innocent
men are your sons, brothers, cousins, uncles, and sometimes your fathers?

Most lawmakers see this and do nothing, perhaps because you too believe sincerely that the divorced dad deserves
to be punished.

are pointed out they remain uncorrected.
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1. The objective of the guidelines is to "equalize the standard of living between the homes" However, the guidelines
consider ONLY household income and not savings. Because the K factor assumes that all income goes to
consumption, and there is no recognition that Californians actually save a portion of income, the guidelines go
beyond equalizing the standard of living, but also equalize savings (or the opportunity to save) between the homes.
This effectively equalizes retirement of the parties which overreaches the letter and intent of the law. Ignoring
household saving rates is a serious flaw in the determination of the "K" value and is one of the reasons the awards
often result in support payments well in excess of the actual spending per child by intact families as calculated by

Another very important issue which is totally absent from the guideline must address how BOTH parents have
equal responsibility to provide economically for the children after divorce, if they truly wish for their children to
maintain their former standard of living, and not just because the "law" so states it. The total responsibility to
support the children should NOT be just on the working parent who is being penalized by the current law/guideline
for having been an excellent provider while the mother (in my case) sits at home and does not work while expecting
to be provided and live at the same standard of living as before taking advantage of the fact that she has been
awarded full custody of the children and using THAT fact as an excuse to not work! VERY, VERY
FRUSTRATING SITUATION!!!
The proposed changes fail to address serious and material shortcomings of California CS guidelines and calculation
of "K" values, including the following:

The current system rewards the wealthier parent who can afford an attorney. This hurts the child(ren) emotionally
because this behavior is aimed at alienating the lesser parent, reducing that parent’s time with the child(ren) and
increasing that parent’s financial obligation.
California's K Factor should be lowered or removed, since the cost of living is irrelevant because the Guideline is
based on percentages of income. In addition, the K factor only applies up to a combined income of $6,600 a month,
above that it goes to the H Factor, which is higher. This is hardly fair to parents like myself who have worked long
and hard to become good providers for our families, and now we are de-facto being punished for our success.
Reality is that after divorce or separation no one in the family (children nor parents) can maintain the same standard
of living after the breakup as before, because the same income which supported one household must now support
two, therefore living standards are inevitably going to decline. The Uniform Child Support Guideline should be
based on the needs of the children involved and should be related to the actual cost of raising a child. The Review
glosses over this very important issue.

Comments
50 physical custody orders reduces one parent's "profit motive" and keeps both parents involved emotionally and
financially in the costs of child rearing.
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Here is the relevant section of the state family code. As you can see, the health premiums for the parent -- and not
just those for the child -- are to be factored in as deductions in the calculation of child support:

The state has retained its advisors without competitive bids since 2001. The Council's ongoing use of these firms is
a gross disservice to the citizens of California; the science employed by these firms is fundamentally flawed and
ripe for constitutional challenge as an arbitrary violation of due process. (Editor’s Note: All child support
procurements were publicly solicited and complied with state procurement standards).
I am writing about the poor and misleading design of California's Family Law form #150 (FL-150), which I believe
induces obligors to pay higher amounts in child support than they actually owe. The form implies that the
*personal* health expenses of the child support obligor are not eligible to be counted as a deduction for the purpose
of calculating child support. This likely creates an assumption by many child support obligors that their own
personal health care premiums and expenses (i.e. health premiums for the adult parent's health coverage, distinct
from the premiums paid for covering the child) must be paid completely independent of their child support
obligation, and as a consequence such obligors are saddled with artificially high child support orders.

Please see Chapter 2 of the Study and page ten in particular for a list of the 5 older studies and 4 newer studies used
to analyze child rearing expenditures and state guidelines).

Both of these shortcomings are rooted in the flawed econometric "science" conducted by a child support collection agency
called PSI and its successor firms (such as Center for Policy Research) all based in Denver Colorado and affiliated with Robert
Williams. These groups rely on outdated economic research by 1800's economist Ernst Engle and a single, short duration study
from 1984 by Thomas Espenshade to estimate "income shares". Epenshade's income shares study attempted to indirectly
estimate how much income welfare families living in Wisconsin were spending on child care based upon changes in family
spending on tobacco products. Obviously, such families bear little to no resemblance to typical California families in the year
2011. The gap between Epenshade's test group and contemporary American families shows up clearly as a gross difference in
USDA actual family spending levels and the typical Child Support order issued by California Family Courts. (Editor’s Note:

2. Another major flaw in the child support calculations is that the studies on which the K factor is based intend to
capture all household spending on children. However, California statute provides that certain expenses such as
daycare, healthcare, and tuition should be considered separately. Since these expenses are considered separately,
the K factor should be adjusted downward to effectively back out the estimated family spending on healthcare,
daycare, and school expenses so that the actual amounts can be added separately. Currently, the guidelines double
count these amounts. (i.e., the "K" includes ALL spending, so if healthcare, daycare, etc are added after the fact, K
should be lowered to allow for it).

USDA.
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=================================================

=================================================
Again, in another section the phrase "average monthly expenses" is used, but vaguely doesn't mention that the
parent's health care premiums should be included within this figure:

* c. Medical, hospital, dental, and other health insurance premiums (total monthly amount)

10. Deductions

=================================================
Page 2:

Below, you'll see that the phrase "total monthly amount" is used, but doesn't specify whether the so-called total
should omit or include the parent's health care premiums; it's vague. An obligor could plausibly infer that this item
refers to the total monthly amount that he or she pays specifically for the child's health care premiums only, rather
than those of the parent too.

http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/forms/documents/fl150.pdf

Income and Expense Declaration (form FL-150):

Below are the relevant portions of the form FL-150, Income and Expense Declaration. The URL to the form on the
state Web site is displayed below:

(d) Deductions for health insurance or health plan premiums for the parent and for any children the parent has an
obligation to support and deductions for state disability insurance premiums.

Section 4059. The annual net disposable income of each parent shall be computed by deducting from his or her
annual gross income the actual amounts attributable to the following items or other items permitted under this
article:

CALIFORNIA FAMILY CODE
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19. Special hardships. I ask the court to consider the following special financial circumstances:

* b. Children's health care not covered by insurance: $______

18. Additional expenses for the children in this case

* d. The monthly cost for the CHILDREN'S health insurance is or would be (specify): $______

17. Children's health-care expenses

Items 16-20: "Child Support Information"

=================================================
Page 4

Notice also that the word "children's" is used exclusively, and is actually intentionally singled out in the form by
being BOLDED in the *printed* form's text (the bolded portion is shown below, on item 17d, in capital letters)!
This is what I meant when I used the phrase "glaring subtlety" to refer to this poorly-designed (and apparently
intentionally misleading) form:

=================================================
Page 4 is the key page in factoring in child support; it is specifically entitled "Child Support Information," implying
that whatever deductions are claimed here are specific to the formula calculation whereas the preceding pages are
not. Notice that the only way that a parent could claim his personal health care premiums on this page is to utilize
the last item that mentions "extreme financial hardship." Since when is it an "extreme" circumstance for a parent
merely to insure himself? The alarmist language presents a significant disincentive for an obligor to specify his
own personal health care premiums in this section, and as a consequence his child support obligation is likely to be
calculated at an excessively high figure (in violation of the Family Code 4059(d) that I quoted above.

* b. Health-care costs not paid by insurance

13. Average monthly expenses

Page 3:
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If the parents agree to a different time share, say B gets 90%, if A still leaves the kids with a nanny during his entire
time, he only pays B 1/5th the above figures. This encourages A to take less custodial time if he plans to hire
someone to watch the children for him.

Perhaps there could be a rule, if a child is left with a third party, the other spouse has first right of refusal, and any
time taken by the other spouse is compensated at the same rate as daycare. So, starting at 50/50 presumption, if A
leaves the child with a nanny 24/7, B can opt to take the child all that time and be compensated $10 per hour, 24
hours per day, 3.5 days per week. That is $840 per week or about $3500 per month. That is worst case, if A wants
to spend no time with the child.

California's FL-150 Income and Expense Declaration form is sorely misleading, inadequate, and in direct
contravention of the state's Family Code section 4059(d). The parent's personal health care premiums and
uninsured expenses should absolutely be included as a deduction in the state's formula for calculating child support,
and I suspect that this form is causing too many parents to unwittingly be obligated to pay more child support than
they actually owe under state law. (Editor’s Note: This comment has been forwarded to Administrative Office of
the Courts staff for review of comment relating to Form FL-150).
The Child Support Guideline is grossly unfair, unrealistic, and does absolutely nothing to stop the severe human
rights violations against good, loving parents (especially fathers)…
The most important changes needed are)take away the incentive to ask for custody to avoid paying support; 2)
1) Unfortunately, I hear case after case where a parent who had no interest in raising the children before the
divorce, will fight for full custody to avoid child support obligations. In my perfect world, there would be no child
support and 50/50 custody, except in cases where the child testifies to physical abuse.

=================================================
Again, why should the state's form so thoroughly emphasize only the health premiums and uninsured expenses for
the children, while implying that any mention of the parent's health premiums and expenses should be considered
so "extraordinary" that they somehow represent an "extreme financial hardship," requiring the parent to "explain"
them? Isn't it normal for a parent to insure himself? Isn't it in the child's best interest for the parent to have health
coverage for himself?

- The expenses listed in a, b, and c create an extreme financial hardship because (explain):

* a. Extraordinary health expenses not included in 18b: $______
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32.

Finally, "data interpretation" on the surveys should have been provided. Surveys are amenable to "interpretation".
Review of the raw data provided clearly indicates that the current Guideline does NOT meet the policies set forth
by the Legislature. Basic survey reporting would clearly indicate that certain policies are more strongly not being
met than others, and this should have then been tied to the oral input of the participants. Again, this would end in

Moreover, the Judicial Council's research contractor edited the stakeholder input to the point of being factually
incorrect. Even though the majority of participants in the Burbank meeting said that child support should not be
based on a percentage of a parent's income, but rather on the Actual Cost of Raising a Child, the Judicial Council's
research contractor reported that "One participant in Burbank agreed with this viewpoint, but most of the other
participants in Burbank felt that this method would be unreasonable" (p. 118). This is factually incorrect. The
record should be reviewed and this should be corrected. In fact, the common unifying theme of most court users in
both the San Francisco and Burbank meeting was that the basis of the current Guideline should be the Actual Cost
rather than a percentage or share of income. The stakeholders should not be silenced through the editorial process.

Instead, great editorial license was taken such that the reporting of the stakeholder input reads as if the court users
support the premises: the Guideline is substantially fine, only minor changes are needed, and that court users just
need to be "educated" to make the Guideline work. It would have been more appropriate for the Judicial Council's
research contractor to have reported the court users' input that the current Guideline is in need of substantial change
without editing out the message.

In general, the participants very deliberately and clearly communicated the current Guideline that California uses is
fundamentally flawed and does not work. It increases litigation of custody/visitation, and is a great SOURCE of
conflict between parents. This should have been reported to the Legislature in at least as clear a manner as it was
reported to the Judicial Council's research contractor.

Chapter 6 of the Draft Report is factually incorrect, and is in effect misleading as to the input from stakeholders.

Comments
The Child Support Guideline is arbitrary and unfair. In my case, the family residence in which the mother resided
with the children was essentially paid off, with only negligible monthly recurring costs for insurance/taxes. The
Guideline made no exception for the amount of money the father had to pay for spousal/child support based on the
fact that the family residence had been paid off. This provided the mother with excessive monthly income, and
stripped the father of needed cash flow to pay his own monthly costs. Accommodation needs to be made for actual
costs, not just a standard formula. This was a huge financial burden in my case.
I participated in the Burbank focus group, which was recorded.
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Consultant’s Response: Chapter 6 does not state or imply that participants of the focus groups view the Guideline
as “substantially fine” and “only minor changes are needed” as the commentator purports. To the contrary, Chapter
6 states that one of the major themes of the focus groups is that participants do not believe the current Guideline is
fair (3rd bullet on page 114) and identifies several major changes recommended by participants. Pages 116-119
detail the reasons why participants think the Guideline is not fair. It uses the participants’ unedited words and
includes the commentator’s point that the Guideline increases custody/visitation litigation and conflict between the
parents (see second and last paragraphs of page 116). Chapter 6 also identifies many recommendations that would
produce major Guideline changes such as the recommendation of some participants to base the Guideline on 50/50
custody and make 50/50 custody presumptive in family law statute (page 116), the recommendation to increase the
low-income adjustment (page 117), and several others. Chapter 6 does not state that only one Burbank participant
believes that the Guideline should be based on actual child-rearing cost as the commentator purports. The point of
the discussion on page 118 is that the San Francisco and Burbank focus groups differed on whether income should
be considered in the Guidelines calculation, not that they disagree on basing the Guideline on child-rearing costs.
Some of the San Francisco participants insisted that the parents’ incomes should not be considered in the Guideline
calculation, rather the Guideline should be based on a fixed amount to cover the cost of child rearing similar to
foster care payments. In contrast, as discussed on page 118, several Burbank participants believe that because highincome parents spend more on child rearing than low-income parents that the Guidelines calculation should indeed
consider income. As discussed in Chapter 2, there are various methodologies for measuring child-rearing costs and
several guidelines models. Some methodologies do consider income and others do not. Most guidelines models
used by states, including the California Guideline, consider income and rely on measurements of child-rearing costs
that relate to income, albeit the models differ and they do not all rely on the same measurements. There are also
other guidelines models that aim to provide the child with the same standard of living in both parents’ households.
Thus, they consider each parent’s income but not the cost of child rearing. Since the information from Chapter 2
was not provided to participants in advance of the focus groups and is technical, participants were not expected to
use the same concepts and definitions provided in Chapter 2. Nonetheless, Chapter 6 contains the stakeholder’s

Had the input from stakeholders been reported accurately, a reasonable Recommendation would have been to "form
a diverse task force representing all stakeholders (rather than just court users) to explore the possibility of updating
the Guideline in more than just a superficial manner." This process should be conducted publically, transparently,
and on the record.

Comments
the conclusion that the current Guideline is in need of substantial change. [One reason for this is because modern
family patterns differ substantially from those that existed when the current support model was developed -i.e.,
times have changes, but the model hasn't.]
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34.

35.

36.

Child Support Guideline for High Cost Counties:

Termination of child support should be the age of 21, or 23 if the child is enrolled full time at an accredited
institution of higher learning. 18 year-old children rarely have the capacity to support themselves right out of high
school. The parent whom the child is principally dependent should not carry the sole burden of providing basic
living expenses and college tuition; rather these expenses should be shared by both parents.

Termination of Support and Support Beyond Majority:

Mother's/Father's who are receiving child support should have to account for child support as income…
Child support needs to be abolished entirely much less debtor's prison for it. In light of an economy that has over a
9% unemployment rate, child support orders are simply Government ordered incarceration based on poverty level.
Abolish child support as the slavery mechanism it is.
This process is totally one sided to the women in the support category. My ex-wife quit her job and then I had to
pay extra, and my expenses were never allowed to be accepted. On top of that, once I got custody of my son, my ex
was suppose to pay support and refused and the courts refused to enforce the policy. I am still owed over $7,000
from my ex, and the state refuses to enforce the issue, and that is now for over 4 years. Please contact me and take
this on and enforce the laws for both sides and not just against the fathers.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Review of California’s Statewide Uniform Child Support
Guideline.

Mother's/Father's who are paying child support should be able to claim their children as dependents on their taxes.

Comments
unedited input and was not edited to be consistent with the terms and concepts used in Chapter 2. Moreover, with
the exception of being California based, most participants did not elaborate on what they meant by actual childrearing cost and often intertwined it with other concepts they believed should or should not be considered in the
Guideline. For example, some participants explicitly stated the Guideline amount should be based on a
presumption of equal custody and other participants explicitly stated the Guideline should not be based on parents’
incomes. Other specifications that were mentioned included using a marginal cost methodology, that measuring
housing expenses accurately was key to an actual measurement of child-rearing cost, and the cost should consider
three-income tiers (e.g., low, middle and high incomes). In all, the view that the measurement of child-rearing cost
is worthy of further study is captured in the third bullet of page 119 that states “A number of participants expressed
general concerns about the economic basis of the Guideline. These participants believed that the economic studies
should be reexamined.”
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According to the June, 2010 California Budget Project publication, “Making Ends Meet: How Much Does It Cost

The current guideline is far too lenient toward high earning non-custodial parents who choose to spend 10% or less
of their time with their children. They have shunned their parental responsibilities and have created a heavy
financial and physical burden for the custodial parent. Further, the custodial parent’s capacity to earn is diminished
due to the amount of time needed to care for the children. For the purpose of illustrating this, the online California
Guideline Child Support Calculator was used with the following parameters: two children, combined income of the
parents-$200,000. The non-custodial parent has chosen to move away from the children, resulting in a 0%
timeshare, has gross wages of $10,417 per month, and files taxes as “Single.” The custodial parent has gross wages
of $6,250 per month and files taxes as “Head of Household.” The online Department of Child Support Services
California Guideline Child Support Calculator results in a $2,028 per month child support award to the custodial
parent. This child support obligation represents 19% of the non-custodial parent’s gross income, and 31% of net
income.

Guideline Child Support for High Earners With Less Than 10% Timeshare:

Non-custodial parents in non-IV-D cases, who are ordered to provide health insurance coverage and a contributive
share of reasonable uncovered medical expenses, but fail to comply, compromise the health of their children. In
light of the uncertainty surrounding health care reform, an administrative mechanism should be put in place to
guarantee compliance with the provision of health insurance. Additionally, custodial parents in non-IV-D cases
have a very difficult time obtaining reimbursement from non-custodial parents for uncovered medical expenses.
The local child support agencies refuse to enforce the orders, leaving custodial parents with medical bills that can’t
be paid. This results in derogatory credit reporting and collection actions since the custodial parent is held liable for
the entire bill. There is nothing fair or equitable about this for the custodial parent. New legislation should be
considered requiring medical providers to limit their collection activity to the court ordered contributive share of
each parent.

Health Insurance/Uncovered Medical Expenses:

Guideline child support should be calculated based on the county in which the child primarily lives. For example,
as of June, 2010, fair market rent for a three bedroom home in Los Angeles was $1,828, but the same three
bedroom home in Glenn County was $939 - a difference of $889. This results in inadequate child support awards
for custodial parents raising children in high cost counties.

Comments
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38.

39.

If the custodial parent can choose not to work then the same right should be given to the non-custodial parent. Each

This system benefits the custodial parent in every instance and hurts the non custodial parent. This alienates the
non custodial parent from the children’s lives.
Unfortunately the Review was barely publicized, and in the pattern of earlier reviews did not address any of the
significant issues for parents, affecting their children, related to expenditures on children and the amount of child
support the guideline presumes should be ordered---which are especially pressing in this time of pervasive
economic turmoil and sometimes excruciating financial distress.
The California Guideline Calculation should be done away with. Anything so complex that a person cannot
understand how their support is calculated does not serve the citizenry well. It is a bureaucratic governmental
calculation that does not serve the families or taxpayers of California. It also discriminates against the working poor
and the non-custodial parent. The working poor can be assessed with a support order where a non-working parent
with government benefits receiving a higher income is not assessed with support.

This child support system monetarily encourages custodial parents to reduce the non custodial parent's parenting
time to achieve higher child support being rewarded. This makes a bad situation even worse.

Future reviews of the Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline should encourage more participation from
middle and upper class custodial stakeholders in focus groups, as the comments in this review primarily focused on
low income obligors.
This Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline properly determined that California's guideline child
support formula is at the high end of the range of measurements of child-rearing expenditures. Meaning California's
child support system is very costly to the non custodial parent and very lucrative to the custodial parent, in most
cases.

Focus Groups With Stakeholders:

It is time to send a clear message to parents who abandon their children - and the message is, if you choose not to
spend time with your children, guideline child support will increase considerably. The guideline should be modified
to a minimum of 40% of net income for non-custodial parents earning $100,000 or more per year, and should not
decrease until the non-custodial parent’s income reaches $250,000.

Comments
To Raise a Family in California?, the basic family budget (not an upper middle class family budget) for a single
parent family is $5,353, which is more than twice the $2,028 child support award in the above illustration.
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The child support accounting is ridiculously complex and there is no need for child support to pass through a third
party. Again this would save the taxpayers millions of dollars reducing the child support agency costs.
I am writing in response to an invitation to comment for the public on the latest “Review of Statewide Uniform
Child Support Guideline 2010”, dated November 2010…I have a Bachelors degree in Mathematics from San Jose
State University and have been a resident of California since 1982. I would like to bring your attention to one very

Child support should be collected and disbursed directly to the family. If the family is aided the support should be
claimed as income. Income reporting is already a process that is in place.

Not only should the calculator be totally revamped - so should the entire child support program.

This approach would save taxpayers money as it would reduce the involvement of the child support agencies and
require less resource to run the program that is already "bloated" by duplicated administrative costs.

If the custodial parent wants more than the minimum tax -a supplemental order can be sought by the custodial
parent - not a governmental agency.

Another simplified way to collect support which would eliminate the constant need for modifications and ease the
burden of taxpayer funded child support agencies is to create a child support tax withholding (based on welfare
reimbursement tables if the income exceeds the poverty level). If a court order to withhold the support tax is served
- the deduction is made.

We should not reward people for having more children than they can afford to support. The oldest child should be
given the highest findings - not the youngest.

Neither parent should have "imputed" income. A person has a right to make a choice to not work or to work at
whatever job they choose. We are a free society. A person also makes the choice to not function as a family unit.
Society should not have to pay for that choice.

If there is no available income - the support order should be zero.

Comments
parent should be given the standard poverty level as a deduction to their income (no matter what the source of the
income is including government benefits/welfare. Take whatever combined income is left and figure out the
percentage of the available income to base the support amount.
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K-fraction
0.20 + TN/16,000
0.25
0.10 + 1,000/TN
0.12 + 800/TN

These two inputs are included in the computation for K = ‘k-factor’ * timeshare multiplier. The legislation
identifies this value K as the ‘amount of both parents' income allocated for child support’. This statement is
incorrect. The value K only represents the percentage of income allocated for the first child. To find out the actual
income allocated for all the children included in the child support calculation, we have to multiply K by the number
of children multiplier. This is described next.

If H% ≤ 50% the timeshare factor is 1 + H%
If H% > 50% the timeshare factor is 2 – H%

2. A timeshare multiplier, which progressively increases the income, allocated to the children in shared
custody arrangements. This timeshare factor is represented as follows in the guideline:

Total Net Disposable Income per month
$0-$800
$801-$6,666
$6,667-$10,000
Over $10,000

1. K-fraction (as defined in study) is computed using the Parents’ combined disposable net income, as
follows:

The percentage of income allocated to the children is based on the following inputs to the formula:

Comments
significant, non-disputable calculation error (i.e. 2+2 = 5) of the current Statewide Uniform Child Support
Guideline, based on Family code section 4055(a) and used in California since 1992.
Besides calculating the child support payment due, the formula computes a few intermediate results, which can be
looked at independently. The most important of these is the percentage of net disposable income (as defined in the
family code) allocated to the children. One would presume the income allocated to the children to always be lower
than 100% (the parents surely must need some income to survive). In fact, in a number of cases the percentage of
income allocated to the children by the current Child Support Guideline is above 100%. Keep in mind that this
allocation of income to the children is before any additional allocation for educational, un-reimbursed health, and
child care expenses (as permitted by law). Since this allocation of income to the children is then used to calculate
the actual child support payment, it is fair to conclude that the validity of the child support payment amount in these
cases is in question.
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1
1

2
1.6

3
2.0

4
2.3

5
2.5

6
2.6
5

7
2.7
5

8
2.81
3

9
2.84
4

10
2.8
6

For example:

A related policy decision, which also needs resolution, is to determine what percentage of income is reasonable to
allocate to the children. Clearly allocating 100% or more is wrong, but can it ever be justifiable to allocate 99%,
98%, or even 93% of disposable income to the children and leave only 7% to the parents. The current guideline
makes these kinds of questionable allocations even more frequently. I have no doubt that some of the objections
and issues with the guideline identified in the review are rooted in these disparities of income allocation,
particularly when there is a shared custody arrangement and a large difference in income between the parents.

I understand that the current guideline has been a source of controversy and disagreements over the years, but
hopefully all parties involved can agree that allocating 100% or more of the disposable income to the children
alone, and leaving no income for the parents to sustain themselves must be considered a serious breach of
mathematical rules and common sense. The guideline can be shown to breach the 100% threshold when applied to
families with 7 or more children. However, it produces questionable results even when applied to smaller families,
as shown below. Any fix to the guidelines is likely to affect most users of it, including smaller families, so the
potential impact of these errors is quite broad.

In this scenario each child is allocated 10.725% of income for a combined 107.25%, no income remains available
for the parents. This is clearly an indisputable math error in the guideline.

Percent of income allocated to children = k-fraction * timeshare factor * No. Children multiplier
= 0.25 * 1.5 * 2.86 = 1.0725 = 107.25%

For example:
In a family with ten children where the combined net disposable income is $5,000 and the parents share equal
custody (TN=$5,000, H% = 50%, and 10 children), the actual computation is as follows:

Number of children
Multiplier

3. Number of children multiplier: This multiplier increases the final child support payment as well as the
income allocated to the children.

Comments
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Member of the Public

42.

I would appreciate your inclusion of the above letter in its entirety (less my address), to the public feedback section
of the study. I would be even more appreciative if someone fixed the math problem in the guideline, so that I could
once again tell my children with confidence that our Judicial and Legislative branches of Government are fair and
balanced in their administration of our laws.
The corrupt system created and called family law should be abandoned - All STATES ARE ON WELFARE
because you had sanctioned independent license holders stopping them from working ruining family's throughout
the nation. End family law and let Americans go back to work, government involvement into family lives is simply
Communism
I do not agree with the Child Support Guideline, although I am at the end of raising my children, my experience
with Child Support included a father who misrepresented his income, quit his job voluntarily, then petitioned the
courts to lower his child support, because he was starting his own business, which would within 1 to 2 years would
increase his income, which the children would then benefit from, and he would be able to teach them the business
to ensure their future financially. During this time, after the judgment to indeed reduce child support, I found out
that the father was engaged to be married, and was moving 1,000 miles away. At first, his wife paid child support,
but then they divorced and he sees his children 3 to 4 times a year, instead of the court order of every other

In this scenario each child is allocated 21.5625% of income, whereas each parent is allocated only
6.875%.

Percent of income allocated to children = k-fraction * timeshare factor * No. Children multiplier
= 0.25 * 1.5 * 2.3 = 0.8625 = 86.25%

For example:
In a family with four children where the combined net disposable income is $1,500 and the parents share equal
custody (TN=$1,500, H% = 50%, and 4 children), the actual computation is as follows:

In this scenario each child is allocated 18.75% of income, whereas each parent is allocated only
3.125%.

Percent of income allocated to children = k-fraction * timeshare factor * No. Children multiplier
= 0.25 * 1.5 * 2.5 = 0.9375 = 93.75%

Comments
In a family with five children where the combined net disposable income is $6,000 and the parents share equal
custody (TN=$6,000, H% = 50%, and 5 children), the actual computation is as follows:
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Member of the Public

Plaintiff is seeking a determination of her rights under California Community Property Law, Codes of Civil

The controversy cannot be resolved through the administrative means provided by defendants because all
administrative remedies are futile or exhausted because they are not designed to provide assistance to a nonearning, non-parent spouses whose community property rights are being ignored. Plaintiff attempted to resolve this
issue by telephoning Defendants and upon review they claimed she had no exemptions. Statute allows for
deviation from guideline in calculating child support when there are unusual circumstances existing.

Declaratory relief is necessary in this case to determine whether defendants must consider a non-earning, nonparent spouses one-half community property interest in the working (parent) spouses earnings, when performing
child support calculations for a child not of the marriage…
Injunctive relief is appropriate to prevent Defendants from continuing to garnish Plaintiff’s Husbands income until
a determination of Plaintiff’s rights with respect to his income at 50% based on community property laws.

This left me to raise two children on an on-again, off-again support system, and because his second wife was quite
wealthy, he was able to take them to Europe, skiing in Colorado, Hawaiian vacations, and yet my child support was
never increased during our divorce, which began in 1996. I do not have the income to return to court since all of
my wages went to maintaining a household. I believe that child support should be reviewed every 2 to 3 years, at
minimum. My ex-husband was physically violent with me during our marriage, and was arrested for battery, and I
am afraid to confront him on my own. So (as I am sure he hoped) I left well-enough alone. But this is not the ideal
and with follow-up, after a change of support, might avoid what our family experienced.
Plaintiff wishes to determine her rights given the current controversy and a determination of whether she is entitled
to a quarantine of one-half of her husband’s earnings prior to any child support calculation being made, as well as a
determination as to her rights to 50% of his income for 2008, or at a minimum 38%, as awarded to her as temporary
alimony from the State of Husband’s, until as such time the marital situation of Plaintiff is finalized, dissolved or in
the event she chooses to remain married.
The controversy between the parties cannot be resolved without judicial intervention and there is no known legal
authority that addresses the issues in this particular case. The Family Code addresses a subsequent spouse but not
an existing spouse who is dependent on her husband’s income for her sole means of support. An exemption is given
to a step-parent’s earnings and plaintiff asserts that this is a case wherein a deviation from guideline is appropriate
because plaintiff is not a party to the situation nor the parent who incurred the debt.

Comments
weekend, and once during the week. My proposal is that there is no follow-up in a case such as this. The judge
(who was retired but called in to sub) slept through half of the proceedings!

268

References to individuals’ names and issues not relating to commentary on the child support guidelines have been edited as allegations regarding individual case processing are
beyond the scope of this study.

43.

Commentator

All comments are verbatim unless indicated by an ellipsis (…).

APPENDIX D
Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline

Member of the Public

There exists a justiciable controversy as to whether any administrative processes are available to a non-earning,
non-parent spouse, served by defendants that could actually provide a viable remedy to the alleged wrongs set forth
above. Plaintiff alleges, as a matter of fact, that the current administrative remedies and procedures offered by
defendants do not provide any potential remedy for plaintiff. Actual relief is unavailable and inadequate because
defendants have no means of taking into consideration a non-earning, non-parent spouse’s one-half community
property interest in the parent spouse’s earnings, unless so ordered by the court.
I think it is stupid to have rules that you let men just get over on my x owes thousands and all you do is make him
pay a token amount to get his license back they will never pay unless you really make them.

Under California Code of Civil Procedure section 703.020 a spouse may claim exemptions to money judgments
placed on her community property and Code of Civil Procedure section 703.070 clearly states that this exemption
privilege applies to any child support judgment. Therefore, plaintiff is entitled to a determination of her rights as to
the affect of her husband’s child support obligation as it effects her property interests and rights in his earnings.

Under California Family Code section 751 a spouse has an existing, equal and present interest in all community
property acquired during marriage and earnings of a spouse are considered community property. Furthermore,
Family Code section 915(a) states a child support obligation of a married person that does not arise out of the
marriage shall be treated as a debt incurred before marriage. Hence, Plaintiff’s interests in her spouse’s earnings
ought to be protected, similar to those of a stepparent’s earnings, since she has no other means of support (earnings)
and has never worked during their entire 25 year marriage.

Comments
Procedure, and Family Code with respect to her one-half interest in her husband’s earnings as calculated by
Defendants when determining child support.
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APPENDIX E

Project Staff Biographies
Jane Venohr, Center for Policy Research (CPR) Economist and Research Associate. Jane
Venohr was the guideline review project manager. Dr. Venohr is one of the nation’s leading
experts on child support guidelines and has worked with more than 30 states to develop and
review their child support guidelines in the last 20 years. Since joining CPR in 2007, Venohr has
led child support guidelines projects for 18 states, directs the Texas Niños Sanos evaluation, and
has conducted numerous research projects on child support and child care for state and federal
government agencies and foundations. Dr. Venohr holds a PhD in economics from the
University of Colorado.
Jessica Pearson, CPR Director. Jessica Pearson was the assistant project manager for this
guideline review. Dr. Pearson is a nationally recognized expert on child support issues. She was
the lead researcher for the national evaluation of the Access and Visitation Demonstration
Projects and the Responsible Fatherhood Demonstration Projects. She has worked closely with
many state and local child support agencies on the design and successful implementation and
evaluation of major demonstration projects dealing with hospital-based paternity, incarcerated
noncustodial parents, child support arrears, victims of domestic violence, responsible fatherhood,
and numerous enforcement remedies and interventions aimed at improving child support
collections. Dr. Pearson has been published extensively on child support topics and is a regular
presenter at national conferences for the child support and judicial communities. Dr. Pearson
holds a PhD in sociology from Princeton University.
Nancy Thoennes, CPR Associate Director. Nancy Thoennes analyzed case file data. Dr.
Thoennes has been the coprincipal investigator for virtually every child support project CPR has
conducted, with the exception of the guidelines projects. One of her most substantial data
analysis activities was the analysis of The Violence Against Women Survey, which involved
telephone interviews with national probability samples of 8,000 women and 8,000 men to gather
information on the extent, nature, and consequences of various forms of violence, including
partner violence, sexual assault, and the first national study on stalking. Dr. Thoennes holds a
PhD in sociology from the University of Denver.
Rasa Kaunelis, CPR Research Associate. Rasa Kaunelis managed and analyzed case file data
for this guideline review. She also managed and analyzed the data for the Arizona child support
guidelines review. She is currently working with the child support workforce agency, and court
in Arapahoe County, Colorado, to collect information on unemployed noncustodial parents who
are referred to an innovative seek-work program. She is also monitoring data collection in a
multisite investigation of the effects of outreach to pregnant and new parents about paternity and
child support. Ms. Kaunelis was a key researcher on a study for the National Campaign to
Prevent Teen and Unplanned Pregnancy on methods of outreach to young men about unplanned

307

pregnancy. She has worked with child support agencies; Women, Infants, and Children (WIC)
programs; workforce agencies; and courts in multiple settings. Ms. Kaunelis holds an MPA from
the University of Colorado.
Carly Everett, CPR Research Associate. Carly Everett conducted extensive qualitative research
and literature searches and assisted with calculating child support amounts under various case
scenarios, focus groups, and writing the report for this guideline review. Ms. Everett joined CPR
in January[2010?]. Prior to that time, she was an attorney in Indianapolis, Indiana, practicing in a
variety of areas, including mental health, family, medical malpractice, competitive business,
bankruptcy, labor and employment, and tax. Ms. Everett also conducts nationwide, extensive
research regarding effective practices in streamlining child support modification procedures. She
additionally provides back-up, general assistance for many of CPR’s projects, including prisoner
reentry programs and medical support programs. Ms. Everett holds a JD from Indiana University
and is on track to obtain an MPA. from University of Colorado in May 2011.
David Betson, Economist. David Betson conducted original research on child-rearing costs (e.g.,
the cost of raising children in California) for this guideline review (see Appendix A). Dr.
Betson’s measurements of child-rearing expenditures form the basis of almost 30 state child
support guidelines, which is more than any other measurement. He conducted his original
research on child-rearing expenditures for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in
1990 using five different estimation techniques. His 1990 research fulfilled a congressional
mandate and was aimed to assist states with the development and review of state child support
guidelines. Dr. Betson is also a member of the National Academy of Science and is affiliated
with the Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin. Some of Dr. Betson’s
most recent research concerns the impact of the WIC program on baby formula prices. He holds
a PhD in economics from the University of Wisconsin and is an associate professor of economics
and the former director of the Hesburgh Program in Public Service at the University of Notre
Dame.
Paul Legler, Research Associate. Paul Legler assisted with the focus groups, the literature
review on low-income families, and other analysis. Most of Mr. Legler’s work over the past
eight years has focused on developing more sensible child support policies for low-income
parents. Currently, Mr. Legler is the project director for a demonstration project in Hennepin
County, Minnesota, that will provide parenting education, access, and visitation services,
employment assistance, and other assistance to parents with new orders. Some of Mr. Legler’s
other child support projects include the Memphis Initiative to Promote Parental Responsibility
and Healthy Marriages (Tennessee 2006); Breaking Down Barriers to Voluntary Paternity
Establishment (Minnesota 2005); Strengthening Families, which assisted custodial and
noncustodial parents with family issues at the time of TANF applications (Hawaii 2006–2007);
and Low-Income Fathers Pilot Demonstration Project (Louisiana 2004–2005). Mr. Legler is the
author of Low-Income Fathers and Child Support: Starting off on the Right Track, published
through the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Mr. Legler holds a JD from the University of Minnesota
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and an MPA from Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government. He currently is
the president of Innovative Social Policy, LLC.
Kelli Kreycik, CPR Office Manager. Kelli Kreycik assisted with data entry and project
management. Ms. Kreycik holds a BS degree from the University of California, Berkeley.
David Youngstrom, CPR Research Assistant. David Youngstrom assisted with data entry for the
guideline’s case file review. Mr. Youngstrom has worked with CPR since 2009, performing
various tasks including assisting with data entry and phone interviews with noncustodial fathers
in Tennessee and Arapahoe County, Colorado. He also works with Greenprint Denver to
promote energy efficiency and green living. Mr. Youngstrom previously worked as the national
account manager for the Ingram Book Company and Baker & Taylor, the two largest book
wholesalers in the country.
Nick Anderson, CPR Research Assistant. Nick Anderson assisted with the guideline review by
calculating child support amounts for several states under various case scenarios. He also
assisted with data entry. Mr. Anderson holds a BS degree from the University of Colorado.
Marsi Buckmelter, Editor. Marsi Buckmelter holds a BA in English and an MS in technical
communication, both from the University of Colorado.
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