Committee staff present:

Mike Heim, Legislative Research Department

Jerry Donaldson, Legislative Research Department
Gordon Self, Revisor of Statutes

Jane Tharp, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Jim Benage, Families Demanding Equal Justice

Wallace Wright, Wichita, Families Demanding Equal Justice

Connie Shephard, Wichita, Families Demanding Equal Justice

Arthur Sandquist, Topeka, Concerned Fathers

Richard L. Shanks, Leawood

Robert Courtney, Topeka

Professor Linda Henry Elrod, Washburn University School of Law
Judge Herb Walton, 10th Judicial District

Judge James Buchele, Shawnee County

Bruce Linhos, Topeka, Children's Coalition

Jamie Cockhill, SRS, Child Support Enforcement Program

Charles F. Harris, Domestic Relations Committee of Wichita Bar Association
William Papota, Leawood, KBA Family Law Section

Keith Landis, Christian Science Committee on Publication For Kansas

The chairman presented a bill request concerning criminal permits to demand
a jury trial. TFollowing his explanation, Senator Morris moved to introduce

the bill. Senator Rock seconded the motion. The motion carried.

Senate Bill 73 - Divorce and maintenance, child custody, counseling.

Senate Bill 74 - Child support, Kansas guidelines

Jim Benage, Families Demanding Equal Justice, testified he is the primary author
of the two bills. A copy of his testimony is attached (See Attachment I).

The following people appeared in support of the bills:

Wallace Wright, Wichita, Families Demanding Equal Justice (See Attachment IT).

Connie Shephard, Wichita, Families Demanding Equal Justice (See Attachment

IIT).

Arthur Sandquist, Topeka, Concerned Fathers (See Attachment IV)

Richard I.. Shanks, Leawood, In support of SB 74 (See Attachment V).

Robert Courtney, Topeka, (See Attachment VI).

Professor Linda Henry Elrod, Washburn University School of Law, testified in

opposition to the bill. She stated the paramount consideration in any laws
dealing with custody of children should be what arrangement best serves the
needs of the children, not the parents. Copies of her handouts are attached

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the commitiee for 1

editing or corrections. Page
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MINUTES OF THE _SENATE __ COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY
The meeting was called to order by Senator Wint Winter, Jr. at
Chairperson
10:00 a.m./KEE on February 9 19_8%n room 313-S  of the Capitol.
#lk members wexe present exegpt: Senators Winter, Moran, Bond, Feleciano, D. Kerr, Martin, .
Morris, Parrish, Petty and Rock. :




CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY

room _313-S  Statehouse, at 10:00 _ am./F#. on February 9 19_89

Senate Bill 73 and Senate Bill 74 - continued

(See Attachments VII). In response to a gquestion, Professor Elrod responded
if the legislature does not act upon the bills, the supreme court will get
together for consideration of the problems.

Judge Herb Walton, 10th Judicial District, testified in opposition to the bills.
He stated both bills concerns the very essence of our state. Concerning Senate

Bill 73, I am concerned with the ex parte’ custody order. This will cause
substantial workload of the judiciary. The requirment of counseling will
increase incidence of unnecessary counseling, and it will increase cost of
divorce. How child support payments should be used is bad and is unhealthy

for children, and this would require more court hearings. The bill gives more
rights to the parent rather than the child. 1In regard to Senate Bill 74, Judge
Walton suggested leaving the guideline requirement to be supervised by the

Kansas Supreme Court. He said there needs to be feedback from the bench and
bar and other parties to make a determination whether the guidelines should
be changed. In response to a question, Judge Walton responded the Supreme

Court wanted the reports to be very flexible, and they should not be a
substitute for thinking.

Judge James Buchele, Shawnee County, testified Senate Bill 74 is about economics
and who is to control child support spending. Divorce is expensive. Usually
the only money the custodial parent and children get is what is ordered by
the court. He said the primary cause of divorce is economic problems. Income
reports is a flawed idea, and it won't work in a majority of the cases. This
would increase requests for accountings. He pointed out in about one-half
of the states that have adopted guidelines, it has been left up to the judicial
branch of the government. There is no state I am aware of that have mandated
the amounts of child support by statute. All of these guidelines require
judicial discretion. The bill is an economic disaster for women and children.
Thirty-five percent of the time does not mean thirty-five percent of the
expense. There are some precblems with second family situations, and the
guidelines do not clearly address this. This is one of the areas that needs
fine tuning. 1In regard to Senate Bill 73 Judge Buchele stated, I am generally
opposed to the bill and I would end up trying divorce cases twice. In
discussing joint custody he said he has no problem with joint custody; equal
division of children in his experience has not worked out in many cases. It
works best when parents don't live far apart and get along well.

The following people appeared in opposition to the bills:

Bruce Linhos, Topeka, Children's Coalition, opposed to Senate Bill 74 (See
Attachment VIIT).

Jamie Corkhill, SRS, Child Support Enforcement Program (See Attachments IX).

Charles F. Harris, Domestic Relations Committee of Wichita Bar Association,
(See Attachment X).

William Papota, Leawood, KBA Family Law Section.

Keith Landis, Christian Science Committee on Publication For Kansas, had a
technical amendment to Senate Bill 73. A copy of his proposal is attached
(See Attachment XI).

In response to questions from the chairman and committee members, Judge Walton,
Judge Buchele and Professor Elrod indicated while the guidelines were generally
accurate, the guidelines need to be fine tuned and all Jjudges need to be
reminded that they are to use their discretion and not go strictly by the
guidelines. The Supreme Court is very 1likely to react positively but the
committee suggest additional study and revisions of the guidelines.

Page _2__ of _3




CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE sENATE_____ COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY
roonl__iigili Statehouse, at 10300 am/F¥¥ on February 9 1989.
Senate Bill 73 and Senate Bill 74 - continued
The chairman requested Mr. Papota to submit his comments to the committee that
need to be addressed.
The meeting adjourned.
Copy of the guest list is attached (See Attachment XII).
Attachments XIII are additional handouts received from:
Rodney K. Rouse
Geri Simmons
Sandra M. Barnett
Steven H. Hess
Richard Stegelman
Families Demanding Equal Justice
Factual Scenario of Kansas Child Support Guidelines
Kansas Court Trustees
Beverley R. Williams
Administrative Order No. 59
Child Support Obligation
Page 2 of 3
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Text Presentation by Jim Beange February 9, 1989
1431 Otis Page 1 of 6
Wichita, KS 67214-1010
(316) 265-1778 home
(316) 946-2367 office

Good morning ladies and gentlemen of the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee. We appreciate the the fact that you felt concerned enough
about the children of this state to introduce Senate Bills 73 and
74 in this year's session. We especially appreciate the fact
that you have provided this opportunity to hear from us concern-
ing these bills.

I am Jim Benage, Vice-president of Families Demanding Equal
Justice. I am the primary author of these bills. If at any time
during today's hearing or any later date you have any questions
specific to these bills, I will be more than happy to try to
address those questions.

We believe that it is in the best interest of children to have
equal involvement with both their parents. Especially when the
parents are divorced. This is only reasonable. Think about the
organization Big Brothers/Big Sisters. They do a fine work.
What is that work ? 1Its giving children significant role models,
male or female, that are deficient in their home environment. We
propose that the most fitting people to fill these role models
for the children are their natural parents. As such, we believe
the State should establish public policy that is consistent with
the premise that the natural parents are the best role models for
their children.

First let me give you a section by section outline of Senate Bill
73. This bill is known as the Kansas Family Bill of Rights or
equal residency bill.

Section 1 amends K.S.A. 60-1607 to first require that the Court
have before it sworn testimony which accounts for the custodial
arrangements of children for the 60 days prior to a filing for
divorce. Often one party leaves the home for a period of time
then returns to file for a divorce. In the temporary orders that
party often takes the children away from the other party. The
proposed requirement would put evidence before the judge which
would tell the judge what the real facts of the current situation
really have been. This will aid in preventing an erroneous ex
parte order that upsets the children's environment.

Secondly this section would establish joint custody and equal
residency as the court's presumption even for temporary orders.
In management principles it has been found that in most situa-
tions temporary arrangements become permanent arrangements. By
establishing this presumption, the courts will be giving both

47 7achment L
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Text Presentation by Jim Benage February 9, 1989
Page 2 of 6

parents an equal opportunity to demonstrate their parental
commitment.

Thirdly, and this was part of statute, the court would not
normally be permitted to change a sole de facto custody arrange-
ment.

Fourthly, this section would prevent the court from evicting a
spouse from their residence. It does not prevent a spouse from
voluntarily moving out of their residence but it would preclude
the eviction of one who has not the means or place to go.

Lastly, this section would require that the court order marriage
counseling. This counseling would serve two purposes. One it
would help the parties understand whether or not the divorce is
really the appropriate resolve to their marital problems. 1In
some cases this may aid in salvaging the marriage. Second, if
the divorce is the appropriate resolve then this requirement
would help the parties understand the reason the divorce is
necessary and therefore help them in being more amicable towards
each other. This would result in less turmoil for the children.

Currently, the statutes provide for marriage counseling but one
party usually has to request it from the court. This is usually
perceived by the other party as only being vindictive or control-
ling. The state making this a requirement would change the
perspective of the divorcing parties towards marriage counseling.
This should aid in the parties approaching the counseling with a
more open mind.

Section 2 modifies K.S.A. 60-1608 to be consistent with the
proposed modifications to 60-1607 concerning marriage counseling.
It provides the means and avenues for marriage counseling to be
established, including the assignment and payment for the mar-
riage counselor.

Section 3 modifies K.S.A. 60-1610 primarily to recognize, as a
matter of public policy, that both parents have equal rights and
responsibility towards the children. Most importantly it pro-
tects equal involvement of the children with both parents as a
presumption of court.

Section 4 provides that the passage of this act would be a
material change in circumstances so that in those situations
where the court has acted unreasonably, without bases, to
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diminish or sever a child's relationship with one parent, that
parent may ask the court to apply the equal residency presumption
to their case. This would be a means to reestablish a relation-
ship that has been severed by a prior court order that had no
bases in fact.

This bill gives the court the full discretion it needs if the
court finds that their is real evidence presented which shows
that some other arrangement besides equal residency is more
appropriate in a particular case. The primary difference would
be that the court would have to put into record that reason it
found for not granting equal residency. This is the same as the
current statutory requirement for joint custody. Because the
restriction on the court is that there has to be evidence entered
into the record, the court will want to see the evidence before
it makes an order other than equal residency.

This bill is needed to give more specific direction to the
district courts on what the legislature intended to enact when
the joint custody statute was passed in 1983. The Legislative
Post Audit report of January 1987 (copy is distributed) shows
that the courts either don't understand the intent of the legis-
lature or have been negligent in complying with the legislature's
intentions in establishing the joint custody laws. If the courts
were apply the joint custody statutes according to the wording of
the current statute the Post Audit report should show equal
residency as the most frequent residential arrangement for the
children. Rather the report shows that some 82% of the time the
residence of the children is established as being primary with
the mother.

Let's move on to Senate Bill 74. This bill is a proposal to
establish child support guidelines for the State of Kansas
through legislative action. Kansas currently has child support
guidelines established through the Kansas Supreme Court Adminis-
trative Order # 59. This bill follows the pattern of the Admin-
istrative Order but uses the economic data in Administrative
Order # 59 in a manner that is consistent with the theory behind
that data. The theory is noted in Dr. Terrell's report of
December 1986 (enclosed) on page 3 as "...combined parental
allocations in intact families." The application of this data to
separated families must then take into consideration the fact
that two households are now being maintained on the same income
that previously only maintained one household.
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The tables in this bill are three dimensional; number of children
in the family, income of the parents, and age of the children.
The bill contains two worksheets. Worksheet A establishes the
child support amount. Worksheet B is a poverty level check.

This bill also recognizes that child support has two dynamics to
it. One dynamic is that of mutual obligations of both parents.
The other dynamic is the discretionary obligations of each party.
It is generally assumed that the receiver of child support has
complete discretion over the expenditures of child support for
the children's benefit. However, in recognizing that both
parents have involvement in the children's lives they both should
share in the discretionary decisions made on behalf of the
children. These means that parents in there individual discre-
tion should be allowed to determine how child support is expended
for the children. With having to answer to the other unless
there is a serious reason to suspect abuse of the child support.

Looking at the section by section outline. Section 1 establishes
this bill as the prima facie evidence of a reasonable child
support order. It addresses some theoretical description of what
the resultant child support order means.

Section 2 sets the stage for determining the child support amount
and puts the burden of proof upon the party seeking deviation
from the determined worksheet amount.

Section 3 gives some general instructions concerning the estab-
lishment of incomes, what to do in those rare cases that incomes
exceed the table amounts, how to round off incomes for use in the
tables, and how to determine the age of a child for the purpose
of using the tables which are broken into three age categories.

Section 4 gives a line by line instructions on how to complete

the worksheet A. An example is included in the 1line by line
instruction to aid in wunderstanding the computations. Also
included in this 1line by line instruction are several defini-
tions. Line 1 has the most definitions. These concern gross
income.

Line 2 establishes a proportionate shares of income. These
percentages are used later in the worksheet to determine the
amount of contribution each parent should share in the support of
the children.
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Line 3 calculates the average income of the parents. This then
becomes the established standard of living for the children;
halfway between mom's and dad's income.

Line 4 determines the basic support obligation from the tables
included in Section 9 of the bill.

Lines 5 and 6 provide for the inclusion of medical insurance
premiums and child care costs as add ons to the basic child
support obligation.

Line 7 determines the total child support obligations of both
parents.

Line 8 uses the proportionate share determined previously to
calculate how much of the basic support obligation is the respon-
sibility of each parent.

Line 9 subtracts from the total support obligation the amounts
that each parent actually pays in mutual obligations. ©Line 10
then determines the amount of discretionary child support avail-
able for each parent based upon the amount left over from mutual
obligations.

Line 11 and 12 determine the discretionary support credit based
upon the amount of time the children spend with each parent.

Line 13 and 14 determine the amount of child support that needs
to be paid and to which party.

The worksheet is unbiased as to what the custodial or residential
wording of the courts order may be. The child support will only
recognize the amount of time the children spend with each
parent.

Section 5 uses similar line by line instruction to determine the
poverty level of the payor of child support. This worksheet is a
guard against making a child support order that will put a payor
of child support below the poverty level. The theory in this is
that the payor of child support is not eligible for public
assistance if their income is above the poverty level. This is
regardless of the child support obligation. However, 1if the
child support receiver's income is below poverty level after
receipt of child support they are eligible for public assistance.
By checking child support obligations in this manner the State
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will guard against paying out public assistance to separated
families that have the means to support their children, yet
maintain public assistance for those families where there is not
enough income to support the separated family.

Section 6 provides for other considerations that may be relevant
to adjustments for child support obligations. These include
uninsured health care, special school needs, needs of the child,
visitation expenses, support of others, historical types of
support, tax considerations, and residence with a third party.

Section 7 gives definition to a change in circumstances that
would warrant an adjustment to child support order. Additionally
it addresses deliberate unemployment and accounting.

Section 8 contains the actual worksheets to be used.
Section 9 contains the actual tables to be used.

Section 10 sets an expiration date on the resultant statute. The
Federal mandate is that child support guidelines must be reviewed
at least every four years.

This bill is very dynamic in the way it calculates child support
obligations. It is capable of addressing most any type of
residential arrangement. It gives the courts specific guidance
on what is a reasonable child support order using data that is
very complex and time consuming to understand.

Lastly, some have asked what these bills will do to address
enforcement of child support orders. The answer is they do not
address enforcement of child support. Rather, these bills
encourage meaningful relationships between the children and both
there parents. F.A.I.R. and the federal government have done
separate studies which show that there is a direct correlation
between compliance and time involvement with the children. If
the State can get out of the mode of beating up on one parent in
a divorce and start honoring both parents as parents. The issue
of enforcement will be greatly reduced do to increased compli-
ance. This then becomes a win win situation. The children win,
the parents win, and the State wins.
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~ Feds confirm F.A.L.R.’s findings

Washington, D.C. - Consistent with
the findings of FA.LR.’s national

- study of visitational interference, a
government study of child support
payment found that “Weekly con-
tact between the noncustodial parent
and his children were positively as- .
sociated with payment levels and
compliance levels.” The study also
concluded that “When joint custody
residence had been arranged, pay-
ment levels were higher and compli-
ance was higher.”

The study was called “The Survey
Of Absent Parents: Pilot Results”
(July 1988) and was sponsored by
the U.S. Department of Health &
Human Services, Office of the Sec-
retary for Planning & Evaluation.

e Study

. ﬁonﬁnued from front page .
know what 1is already known while

. nothaving the slightestidea what the
data mean.”

“Though the F.A.LR. study pub-

_ lished the relationship between the
cost of litigating in order to over-
come visitational interference and

- child support defaults, the research-
ers did not make the connection, but
noted, “These findings indicate that
efforts to keep noncustodial parents
involved with their children and to

- decrease hostility between parents
may increase payment and compli-
ance levels.”

The F.A.LR. study was sent di-
rectly from the White House to the
highest levels of HHS for analysis

* and comment. Nichols said, “Farm-
ing out a study of noncustodial fa-
thers to the University of Chicago is
like hiring a fox to study chickens.”

Though the study was highly bi-
ased and evidenced gaping design

flaws, it could not help noting obvi--

ous fact such as “Noncustodial fa-
thers report paying a larger amount
of child support than is being

While the study was not nearly as
extensive as F.A.LR.’s study which
reported the results of 2,228 inter-
views in 48 states, HHS managed to
spend a tremendous amount of tax-
dollars in studying less than half the
number of subjects in the states of
Florida and Ohio.

The study was contracted out to the
University of Chicago who in turn
subcontracted it out to The Urban
Institute. While the study designs
were quite different, Ed Nichols, one
of the researchers in the F.A.LR.
study, said, “This study is a classic
example of how the government
wastes tax-dollars to let the public

Continued p. 3 -Study

claimed by custodial mothers. If the”
fathers’ reports are correct, it is pos-
sible that the child support payments
are being systematically underesti-
mated in the major data bases, be-
cause they rely solely on the reports
of custodial mothers.”

* American Fatherhood is the official Newsletter of F.A.I.R., The
National Father's Organization, 1 N.E. 10th Street, Milford,
Delaware 19963.
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THE LEGISLATIVE POST Audlt Commnttee and
“its audit agency, the Leg;slatwe Dnvusnon of Posj
- - Audit, are the audit arm of Kansas’ govemment The,
", ‘programs and activities of ‘State govérnment no
cost about $3 billion a year. _As- leglslators and’
“administrators try increasingly to llocate tax: dollars
~effectively and make govemment - work’ “more
- .efficiently, they need mformatlon 1o, evaluate the

“work of governmental agencies. The audit' work -

_performed by Legislative Post Audit. helps p ov'de"“

that information.

“Institute of Certified Public Accountants.

".standards were also adopted by the Legislative Post
Audlt Committee. - '

The Leglslatlve Post Audit Committee is a .
btpamsan committee comprising five senators and
* five representatives. Of the Senate members, three

-are appointed by the President of the. Senate and
“the Representatives, thrée are” dppointed by,

Mmonty» !.ead.e.rr

~ "'As a guide to all their work_the auditors use-
-the audit standards set forth by the.U.S..General..

‘Accounting Office and endorsed by the American
“These

“Speaker of the House and twd are" pponnted by the "

e

-Senator August-Bogma’-.Jr.,
-Senator | Neil H. Arasmith
Senator Norma L. Daniels

Senator Ben E; Vidrickser

epresentatlve Bill Bunten

Representative Duane A. Goossen

_Representative | Ruth Luzzati

: Representattve Bill Wisdom
01




PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT

Child Custody Determinations In
Kansas Divorce Cases

OBTAINING AUDIT INFORMATION

This audit was conducted by Ron Green, Senior Auditor, and Cindy Denton and
Cindy Lash, Auditors, of the Division's staff. If you need any additional information
about the audit's findings, please contact Mr. Green at the Division's offices.
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CHILD CUSTODY DETERMINATIONS
IN KANSAS DIVORCE CASES

Summary of Legislative Post Audit's Findings

In every divorce case involving minor children, the district court must
determine the custody or residency of the child in accordance with the child's best
interests. Under current legislation, courts are required to give equal consideration
to each parent in making decisions on the custody or residency of children whose
parents are divorcing. Legislative concerns have been raised that, despite the
statutory revisions in recent years, district court judges have continued to award
custody to the mother in most child custody decisions. This audit addresses that
concern.

In what percentage of divorce cases have the courts decided
child custody in favor of the mother? The audit showed that, in four out of
every five cases sampled, the district court awarded joint custody to both parents. In
these cases, mothers got primary residency about seven times more often than
fathers. In cases where the courts awarded sole custody to one parent, mothers
were awarded sole custody about 11 times more often than fathers.

Mothers were awarded either sole custody or primary residency in 81.7
percent of all fiscal year 1986 cases sampled. Fathers were awarded sole custody or
primary residency in 10.7 percent of the cases. The remainder included cases of
joint custody with residency equally shared between the parents, and cases in which
custody was granted to other persons or agencies.

This audit report is intended to provide factual information for the Kansas
Legislature. Sample results for individual counties are shown in the appendix.



CHILD CUSTODY DETERMINATIONS
IN KANSAS DIVORCE CASES

In every divorce case involving minor children, the district court is required
to determine custody or residency of the child in accordance with the child's best
interests. Under K.S.A. 60-1610, as amended, the court is to give each parent an
equal opportunity to be awarded custody or residency of each child.

Legislative concerns have been raised that, despite the statutory revisions in
recent years, district court judges have continued to award custody to the mother in
most child custody decisions. To address this concern, the Legislative Post Audit
Committee directed the Legislative Division of Post Audit to conduct an audit to
answer the following question: In what percentage of divorce cases have the courts
decided child custody in favor of the mother?

To answer this question, the auditors reviewed a sample of divorce cases
from each of the State's 31 judicial districts. Of the 1,000 divorce cases reviewed,
580 involved the custody of minor children. Analysis of these 580 cases showed
that sole custody or primary residency was awarded to the mother in 81.7 percent
of the cases, and tc the father in 10.7 percent of the cases. These and other
findings are presented in this report, following an overview of the options the court
may consider in making child custody determinations.

Options Available to the District Court
In Deciding Child Custody Issues

In each divorce case where child custody is an issue, the court is required to
determine custody or residency of the child in accordance with the child's best
interests. To determine what will serve the best interests of the child, the court is
required by law to consider all relevant factors, including:

« the length of time that the child has been under the actual care and
custody of any person other than a parent

« the desires of the child's parents as to custody or residency

+ the desires of the child as to the child's custody or residency

» the interaction of the child with parents, siblings, and any other
person who may significantly affect the child's best interests

« the child's adjustment to the child's home, school, and community

» the willingness and ability of each parent to respect and appreciate the
bond between the child and the other parent and to allow for a
continuing relationship between the child and the other parent

After considering these factors, the district court judge must make an order
relating to custody of any minor children. Since 1982, four different types of
custodial arrangements have been established by law. These four options are listed
below, in order of statutory preference.

Joint custody means that both parents have equal rights to make decisions
in the best interests of the child in their custody. When a child is placed in joint



Statutory Changes Relating to
Child Custody

Since 1976, State statutes have re-
quired courts to consider the best interests
of the children to be paramount in divorce
cases ‘involving the custody of minor child-
ren. Beyond this general rule, several statu-
tory changes have been made over the past
10 years to clarify the child custody rights of
parents.

Four significant modifications to K.S.A.
60-1610 were made between 1976 and 1986.
In 1976, the law was amended to provide that
"neither parent shall be considered to have a
vested interest in the custody of any such
child as against the other parent, regardless
of the age of the child." In 1980, the same
section was further amended to specifically
state that "there shall be no presumption that
it is in the best interest of an infant or young
child to give custody to the mother.” These
two statutory changes were intended to give
each parent an equal opportunity to be
awarded custody of a minor child.

The third change in the law related to
the types of custodial arrangements that a
court could order following a divorce. In
1982, joint custody was defined as the pre-
ferred type of custodial arrangement. Joint
custody means that both parents have equal
rights to make decisions in the best interests
of the child under their custody. If joint
custody is not ordered, the court is required
to explain its decision in the official record.

Finally, the 1986 Legislature clarified
the law so that neither parent wouid be given
preference in residency decisions made by
courts, as well as custody decisions.

custody, the court may order that resi-
dency of the child be divided equally or
on the basis of a primary residency with
one parent. If the court does not order
joint custody, the law requires the court's
findings to be included in the case record.

Sole custody means that the
court may place the custody of a child
with one parent who will have the right to
make decisions in the best interests of the
child, subject to visitation rights of the
noncustodial parent.

Divided custody means that the
custody of two or more children is divi-
ded between the two parents. In effect,
each parent is awarded sole custody of at
least one child.

Nonparental custody means
that temporary custody of the child is
awarded to another person or agency,
either because neither parent is fit to have
custody or because the judge has cause to
believe that the child has been abused or
neglected. In making this order, the
judge is to give primary consideration to
awarding custody to a relative of the
child.

K.S.A. 60-1610, as amended in
1986, also requires the district court to
consider any written agreement of the
parents concerning custody or residency
of their minor child. If the court's
custody order is different from the

parents’ written agreement, the court is required to state why the agreement is not in

the best interests of the child.

In What Percentage of Divorce Cases Have the Courts
Decided Child Custody in Favor of the Mother?

To answer this question, the auditors selected one county from each of the

State's 31 judicial districts. (These counties are shown on the map on the next
page.) They randomly sampled a total of 1,000 divorce cases in the selected
counties. This figure represents about seven percent of the 14,592 divorces granted
in Kansas in fiscal year 1986.

The number of cases reviewed in each judicial district was based on that
district's percentage of all divorces granted Statewide. For example, the 18th
judicial district (Sedgwick County) had 21 percent of the divorces granted in fiscal
year 1986, so 21 percent of the cases sampled came from that district. Appendix A



Counties Selected For This Audit

29

Frankiin

The auditors gathered data from one county in each of the 31 judicial districts. The selected counties are shaded
on the map above.

shows the number of cases sampled in each district, as well as the number of
divorces granted in each county during fiscal year 1936.

In all, 420 of the 1,000 cases the auditors reviewed did not involve any

minor children. The following table shows the breakdown of custody
determinations in the 580 cases that involved child custody.

Divorce Cases Involving Custody of Minor Children

Fiscal Year 1986
T f d Number Percentage

Joint Custody--Equal Residency 31 5.4%
Joint Custody--Primary Residence with Mother 376 64.8
Joint Custody--Primary Residence with Father 53 9.1

Subtotal--Joint Custody 460 79.3%
Sole Custody to Mother 98 16.9 .
Sole Custody to Father 9 1.6

Subtotal--Sole Custody 107 18.5%
Divided Custody of Children 3 0.5
Other Custody Determinations 10 1.7

Subtotal--Other 13 2.2%

Overall Total 580 100.0%




Joint Custody Was Granted in Four Out of Every Five
Divorce Cases Involving Minor Children

As the table shows, joint custody was awarded in 460 of the 580 cases, or
79.3 percent. The law gives first preference to joint custody over the other options.

In joint custody cases, primary residential custody was gen-
erally awarded to the mother. Primary residential custody was given to the
mother in 376 cases, and to the father in 53 cases. Thus, mothers got primary
residency about seven times more often than fathers.

Joint custody orders varied greatly in the amount of detail provided in the
orders, and in the degree of visitation granted to the parent who was not awarded
primary residency. That variety is illustrated in the following quotes from district
court orders made in individual cases:

o The father is granted reasonable rights of visitation.

« The non-residential parent shall have rights of reasonable and
unlimited visitation upon giving prior notice to the residential parent.

« Reasonable rights of visitation shall include, at minimum, every
other weekend, alternating holidays and two weeks every year.
Christmas visitation shall be alternated, for the time periods
beginning at 12 p.m. December 20 through 12 p.m. December 25,
and 12 p.m. December 25 through 12 p.m. December 30.

Nearly half the joint custody cases were decided in accordance
with a written agreement of the parents. The court determination followed
the parents' written agreement in 215 of the 460 joint custody cases, or about 47
percent. In 244 cases, no written agreement had been filed. In only one case did
the court decide to overrule a written agreement and award joint custody. That case
is discussed in discussed in the box on

Joint Custody With Equally Shared
Residency: Some Examples

page five.

In cases where a child's residency is
divided equally between the parents, living
arrangements are often complex.  This
category includes cases where a child's time
is divided equally between parents, and
cases where primary residency of two or
more children is divided between the
parents. Examples of court orders for
equally divided residency are listed below:

« the children shall spend two nights each

Sole Custody Was Granted
In 18.5 Percent Of the Cases
Involving Minor Children

Following joint custody, the law
gives second preference to awarding sole
custody of a child to one parent. Of the
580 cases in the sample, the court
awarded sole custody in 107 cases, or

week and alternate weekends with each
parent.

physical custody of the child shall be
alternated in 60-day increments.

the father shall have residential custody
of the two older children; the mother shall
have custody of the three younger
children.

residence of the children shall alternate
every six months.

18.5 percent.

When sole custody  was
awarded, custody nearly always
went to the mother. Sole custody
was awarded to the mother in 98 out of
107 cases, and to the father in the other 9
cases. Thus, mothers were awarded sole
custody about 11 times more often than

fathers.



In most sole custody cases re-
viewed by the auditors, sole custody was
awarded to one parent because of adverse
factors identified in the other parent.
These factors included alcohol or drug
abuse;, abuse of the spouse or child, fail-
ure to assume parental responsibilities, or
psychological problems. In other cases,
the court found both parents to be fit for
custody, but sole custody was awarded
because the parents could not agree on
major issues relating to the child or be-
cause one parent resided in another state.

Sole custody was awarded in all
cases where one parent was absent, either
because of abandonment or incarceration.
In several other cases, sole custody was
awarded to one parent because of the
spouse's failure to pay court-ordered
child support prior to the divorce. The
auditors also noted cases in which the
courts conditioned the noncustodial
parent's visitation rights on keeping up
with child support payments.

About one-fourth of the sole
custody cases were decided in ac-
cordance with a written agreement
of the parties. Of the 107 sole
custody cases, the court determination
followed the parents’ written agreement
in 25 cases, or about 23 percent. No
written agreement was on file in the other

Courts Nearly Always Followed
Parents' Written Agreements

Current State law requires the district
court to consider any written agreement of
the parents concerning custody or residency
of their minor children. If the court does not
adhere to the parents’ written agreement, the
court's findings are to be recorded.

Of the 580 cases invoiving minor child-
ren, the auditors found written agreements in
244 cases, or 42 percent. Except for the two
cases discussed below, all of the agree-
ments were endorsed by the court. In these
two instances, the documents reviewed by
the auditors did not include the court's rea-
sons for not following the parents’ agree-
ment. (In most cases, however, the court
proceedings are not transcribed.)

In the first case, the parents’' agree-
ment stated that their 16-year-old son could
reside with either parent. The place of the
child's residence was contingent on the mu-
tual consent of the parents. Instead of fol-
lowing the agreement, the court decreed that
the parents would have joint custody with the
child's primary residence to be with the
mother.

In the second case, the parents’ agree-
ment called for joint custody with the mother
to be the "supervisory parent” of their three
children. Instead, the court decreed that the
father would be the custodial parent for the
12-year-old son and the mother would be the
custodial parent for the two daughters, ages
five and seven.

82 cases. In cases where the father was awarded sole custody, written agreements
were followed in four of the nine cases, or about 44 percent.

Other Forms of Child Custody
Accounted for the Remaining Cases

Joint custody and sole custody together accounted for 97.8 percent of the 580
divorce cases involving minor children. In the remaining 2.2 percent, or 13 cases,
the district court made various other custody determinations. These 13 cases can be

summarized as follows:

+ 3 cases in which the court awarded divided custody. Each parent
received sole custody of at least one child.
« 1 case in which the child's residence was with the mother's

stepmother.

« 9 cases in which the court did not make a final determination of child
custody. These included cases where the children resided outside of
Kansas, and cases where abused or neglected children were under the

jurisdiction of another court.




M(_)thers Were Awarded Either Sole Custody or
Primary Residency in 81.7 Percent of the Cases

Using the data from the table on page three, the auditors combined the joint
custody cases in which the mother got primary residency with the cases in which
the mother got sole custody. In both situations, the child's main residency would
be with the mother. The results of this analysis are shown in the pie chart below:

Sole Custody or Primary Residency
Awarded in Child Custody Decisions

2.2% -- Other persons or agencies

5.4% -- Residency shared
equally between parents

10.7% -- Father awarded
main residency
(53 Joint Cu:stody)
( 9 Sole Custody)

81.7% -- Mother awarded
main residency
(376 Joint Custody)
( 98 Sole Custody)

As the chart shows, mothers were awarded either sole custody or primary
residency in 81.7 percent of the 580 cases in the sample. Fathers were awarded
sole custody or primary residency in 10.7 percent of the cases sampled.

Based on this sample of fiscal year 1986 divorce cases, mothers were 7.6
times more likely than fathers to be awarded sole custody or primary residency of
minor children. In those cases in which the parents had reached a written
agreement, sole custody or primary residency was granted to the mother 6.4 times
more often than to the father.

More detailed results of the auditors' sample cases are listed in Appendix B.
For each of the 31 selected counties, Appendix B shows the percentage of cases in
which sole custody or primary residency was awarded to mothers, to fathers, to
both parents, or to others.



Appendix A
Divorces Granted in Fiscal Year 1986

For their fieldwork, the auditors selected a sample of cases from one county in each judicial district.
The counties selected are shown in boldface type.

Judicial Counties No. of Divorces No. of Cases in
District in District Granted in FY 1986 Auditors' Sample

1 Atchison 99
Leavenworth 369

Total 468 32
2 Jackson 49
Jefferson 51
Pottawatomie 65
Wabaunsee 30

Total 195 14

3 Shawnee 1,083 74
4 Anderson 46
Coffey 58
Franklin 121
Osage 58

Total 283 19
5 Chase 9
Lyon 227

Total 236 16
6 Bourbon 119
Linn 46
Miami 141

Total 306 21

7 Douglas 382 26
8 Dickinson 97
Geary 388
Marion 47
Morris 23

Total 555 38
9 Harvey 131
McPherson 106

Total 237 16

10 Johnson 1,574 108
11 Cherokee 126
Crawford 214
Labette 137

Total 477 33
12 Cloud 35
Jewell 19
Lincoln 8
Mitchell 13
Republic 17
Washington 15

Total 107 7




Judicial

Counties

No. of Divorces

No. of Cases in

District in District Granted in FY 1986 Auditors’ Sample

13 Butler 195
) Ekk 20
Greenwood 37

Total 252 17
14 Chautauqua 21
Montgomery 288

Total 309 21
15 Cheyenne 9
Logan 12
Rawlins 12
Sheridan 5
Sherman 38
Thomas 31
Wallace 4

Total 111 8
16 Clark 8
Comanche 12
Ford 177
Gray 25
Kiowa 14
Meade 26

Total 262 18
17 Decatur 18
Graham 16
Norton 40
Osbome 15
Phillips 28
Smith 16

Total 133 9

18 Sedewick 3,071 210

19 Cowlev 261 18
20 Barton 225
Ellsworth 37
Rice 61
Russell 37
Stafford 34

Total 394 27
21 Clay 37
Riley 287

Total 324 22
22 Brown 58
Doniphan 46
Marshall 29
Nemaha 15

Total 148 10




Judicial Counties No. of Divorces No. of Cases in

District in District Granted in FY 1986 Auditors' Sample

23 Ellis 153
Gove 7
- Rooks 20
Trego 14

Total 194 13
24 Edwards 22
Hodgeman 8
Lane 4
Ness 20
Pawnee 35
Rush 10

Total 99 7
25 Finney 203
Greeley 8
Hamilton 13
Keamy 20
Scott 26
Wichita 12

Total 282 19
26 Grant 63
Haskell 29
Morton 27
Stanton 17
Stevens 34
Seward 159

Total 329 23

27 Reno 416 29
28 Ottawa 34
Saline 353

Total 387 27

29 Wvandotte 1,150 79
30 Barber 45
Harper 31
Kingman 51
Pratt 55
Sumner 113

Total 295 20
31 Allen 83
Neosho 111
Wilson 66
Woodson 12

Total 272 19

Statewide Total 14,592 1,000



Appendix B

Summary of Cases Sampled in 31 Counties

The auditors.gathered data from one county in each judicial district. This table shows the resuits of the testwork in
the 31 selected counties. For this table, sole custody cases have been combined with joint custody cases in which
primary residency was with one parent. Because of relatively small sample size in some districts, comparison of
percentages between counties may not be meaningful.

Sole Custody or Primary Residency

Number of Number of Both
Judicial Cases in Cases with Parents
District County Auditors' Sample Minor Children Mother Father Equally Others
1 Atchison 32 20 90.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 Pottawatomie 14 12 81.7 8.3 0.0 0.0
3 Shawnee 74 44 88.6 45 45 2.3
4 Franklin 19 9 556 22.2 22.2 0.0
5 Lyon 16 7 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0%
6 Linn 21 12 75.0 0.0 25.0 0.0
7 Douglas 26 16 68.8 125 125 6.3
8 Geary 38 23 82.2 13.0 0.0 43
9 McPherson 16 9 88.9% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0%
10 Johnson 108 55 80.0 10.9 7.3 1.8
11 Crawford 33 22 81.8 9.1 9.1 0.0
12 Mitchell 7 4 75.0 25.0 C.0 0.0
13 Butler 17 13 92.3% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0%
14 Montgomery 21 12 75.0 8.3 8.3 8.3
15 Thomas 8 7 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
16 Ford 18 e 66.7 11.1 11.1 11.1
17 Norton 9 7 71.4% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0%
18 Sedgwick 210 109 7714 15.6 4.6 2.8
19 Cowley 18 8 75.0 125 0.0 12.5
20 Barton 27 20 90.0 5.0 5.0 0.0
21 Clay 21 14 92.9% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0%
22 Brown 10 9 77.8 22.2 0.0 0.0
23 Ellis 13 6 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
24 Pawnee 7 4 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
25 Finney 19 13 84.6% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0%
26 Seward 23 13 76.9 15.4 7.7 0.0
27 Reno 30 18 88.9 5.6 5.6 0.0
28 Ottawa 27 15 86.7 13.3 0.0 0.0
29 Wyandotte 79 45 75.6% 13.3% 6.7% 4.4%
30 Pratt 20 14 92.9 0.0 0.0 7.1
31 Allen 19 11 81.8 9.1 9.1 0.0
Total 1,000 580 81.7% 10.7% 5.4% 2.2%

11.



APPENDIX C

" A copy of the draft audit report was sent to the Judicial Administrator's Office
on December 18, 1986. The Administrator's response is included in this Appendix.

13.



Supreme ourt of Ransas

Ransas Judicial Center

HOWARD SCHWARTZ 301 1. 10th (913) 296-4873
Judicial Administrator mnpzka’ %anﬁaﬁ 6BG12

January 6, 1987

Meredith Williams

Legislative Post Auditor
Legislative Division of Post Audit
109 West 9th, Suite 301

Mills Building

Topeka, Kansas 66612-1285

Dear Mr. Williams:

Thank you for your report on child custody determi-
nations. I read it with great interest and do not feel I need
to comment on the draft.

However, the performance audit has drawn my attention to a
matter which I believe is worthy of legislative scrutiny.
Kansas, unlike other states, does not have a statute which
specifically allows sealing of court records in divorce or
dissolution actions. These records include financial
statements of the parties, and may include social and medical
assessments, allegations of fault and other matters which the
parties of the action would not care to have known. While
exceptions to the Open Record Act provide some protection, the
best protection would be for the legislature to provide for
closing these records.

Sincerely,

H 0 wouu!, g&\U%S

Howard Schwartz
Judicial Administrator

HS :myb

14.



CHILD EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES

FOR CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES

by

William 7. Terrell

December 1986

*The author is Associate Professor Economics, Wichita State University,
Wichita Kansas. Special recognition is due Mr. David Poynter, Research
Associate, Center for Economic Development and Business Research, for
computer service, table formats and graphs. However, the author bears sole
responsibility for any errors contained herein. This draft is being
circulated for the express purpose of reader comment. It should not be
quoted without the author’s permission.



Introduction

This paper contains empirical estimates of parental money income
allocations in intact families due to the presence of children. Tabular
presentation of the estimates (Appendix I) covers a wide range of incomes,
numbers of children from one to six, and three age groups for children.
This format makes the tables suitable for use as a basic schedule
attaching to the more comprehénsive child support guidelines. Theoretical
and statistical.considerations underlying the present work are a special
case of a general family support framework (Appendix II). While the latter
provides numerous policy-related options, the one selected here derives
from the prevailing status of law and the absence of specific survey data
on the financial aspects of child rearing. The former suggests that child
support proper should be considered separately from spousal support, i.e.,
estimates for the custodial family would not be useful. Legal practice
also isolates the money income flow in connection with child support.
Other measures of economic well-being are ignored, namely, earnings
supplements, unpaid services to children, and all forms of wealth. Data
limitations, together with the basic concern for chares of income, mean
that the estimation method can deal exclusively with families containing a
given number of children (the “average" approach), as opposed to
considering some increment between those families and others with one more
child (the “"marginal" approeach).

There are several other objectives of this paper which, taken
collectively, account for some uniqueness. The statictical! method
(Appendix II) can be duplicated so as to yield exactly the same results.
This is not only important for understanding. It also permits users to
modify the basic model in accord with regional patterns of taxation and

family economic behavior. The estimates are computed from recent data



(1982 or later), thus reflecting the current structure of families and
family incomes. Mowmever, the four data series used here are published on
an annual basis. This permits future recomputation of the estimates using
the same sources as in the initial start-up phase. Considering the likely
underfunding of state guideline commissions, the procedure below reqguires
only a very modest investment in statistical and computer expertise. This
reveals another characteristic. The estimates are directly connected to
the data base, without relying upon intermediate findings by other authors.
Hence, state commissions can generate and update the estimates on their own
responsibility and volition. This study partially rests on after-tax income
data by size of household. To my knowledge, other approaches do not make
extensive use of this source, relying instead upon surveys of consumer
spending. Finally, the estimates do not forestall political and normative
prerogatives of policy formulation. These enter into the manner whereby the
pstimates (used as a guideline schedule) are converted into concrete child
support payments.

The presentation consists of a text and two appendixes. The text
provides a nontechnical explanation via a step-by-step arrangement of its
component sections. These begin with a preliminary note on equal family
shares of after-tax income and spending. The last secticns compare the
resulting estimatec with those of Espenshade (1984) and offer a brief conclusion.
Appendix I is written in the form of a child-suppeort quideline schedule.
While the schedule can ctand alone, it must be kept in mind that 1t deals only
with combined parental allocations in intact families. Thé schedule per se
addresses neither the basic division of responsibility among divorced parents
nor the attending questions of health insurance, life insurance, child care,

medical care and income imputation. These are policy issues. Technical



detail appears in Appendix II. This shows extension of the basic equal share
approach (Sawhill, 1983), estimation of regression equations, and the final
source equations for computing the Appendix I schedule. Appendix II has two
ma jor purposes. First, the general equal share framework provides several
options as to the target estimates, e.g., income support for the custodial
fragment, income support for the absent parent, equalized living standards
between these two fragments, or, given adequate data, the allocations to
parent and chilaren in single-parent families. Second, Appendix Il serves as
a set of instructions for either duplicating the results or modifying them

for, say, no age distinctions or, providing more than three age groups.

Several foundation points require prior explanation. The objective 1is

children. No survey toc date has sought either income flows to parents or
transfers of that inco&e to children, on behalf of children, or, due to
children. Rather, surveys of family income or family consumption spending
construct a boundary around the family ang inquire about the financial
flows crossing that boundary. But the objective here reguires that the
hypothetical boundary be drawn around the married spouses. Then, inflows
woulog exclude the incomes of childreny and outflows could at least be
divideo between direct transfers to or on behalf of children and other

allocations. The indirect alleocations on behalf of joint family weifare
would centinue to be problematic, but some 1nroads could be made by a well-
gesigned survey. JThe point is that the target estimates in this study

reflect a mental boundary around the parente. This means that the

estimates are broader than those relying exclusively on family spending



surveys. It also explains why the after-tax (disposable) income data are
incorporated. From here on the result is referenced by child expenditure

estimates, with the meaning ascribed in this paragraph, viz., parental
transfers (whether saved or spent).

Subsequent development reguires statistical estimation of two equal

share (ES) models for each number of children. One is an equal share

percentage of gross (before tax) combined parental income divided by family

size. Let SE = the equal share of family expenditure, [ gross monthly

parental income, FE = monthly family expenditure, and ES intact family size

(number of persons). The equal share of expenditure (SE) is calculated as
follows.
FE » 100
SE = ———-m--———- (1)
1+FS

For example, 1f a 4-person family spends $1600 of a $2000 gross
monthly income the percentage of income consumed is 80. The equal share
(SE) is 80 divided by & equeale 20. Thus,‘the equal share 1s 20 per cent
of gross income per family member. Similarly, an egual share of after-tax
income (SI) in terms of monthly after-tax family income (AT]l) can
be defineg:

ATI - 10C

For example, assume that the 4-person family above retzins $1800 atter
taxes. Their after-tax income is 90 per cent of gross income. This
percentage divided by family size (4) is the equal share (S1) of 22.5 per

cent.



In summary, the equal share measures (SE and S1) are per capita
percentages of gross parental income. The base is gross income, but the
numerator is only a portion of gross income. Thus, if an equal share is
multiplied by family size to obtain a total (as opposed to per capita)
family percentage, the result does not exceed 100 per cent. The primary
role of equal shares is that of a benchmark. To the extent that per child
allocations are less than an equal share, per person allocations to parents
are greater thaﬁ an equal share. Or, summing the per child shares over the
number of children provides a total share to children. In turn, the children’s
total share is multiplied by gross income in order to compute the expenditure
estimates in dollars. In this study per child shares are multiplied by income

In the absence of child expenditure survey data it is not appropriate
to assume that parents forgo an equal share on behalf of their children.
Ultimate support awards based on such child expenditure estimates would
tend to provide a windfall to custodial families and to be unduly harsh on
absent parents. In order to balance these opposing interests, it is

sumed that the unit share allccation to the most expensive child age

n

a
group (16-17 years) is less than an egual share of after-tax income (5]).

It turns out that meeting this criterion also places this age group below
an eaual share of femily spencing (SE) for all but very high income
families. MNcte that thie assumption means that younger (ang lesc expencive)

1

cri1ld-en will be allocatec considerably less than an equeal share.

Subsezuent procecure invelves two considerations. first, given a
particular family si12e, equal shares decline as gross income increases.
Tre after—-ta» income egual share (S]) diminishes due tec progrecsive income

taxation, and the expenditure equal share (3E) is reduced by an increasing



propensity to save (i.e., not spend) as income increases. These are the

main features of cross-section family data. Hence, one must estimate the
functional relationship between egual shares (SE and SI) and gross family
income (]) for each family size. Second, these two relationships or functions
are combined into a single egquation that applies to children aged 16-17

years. There is a different equation for different numbers of children,

and each equation determines the per capita or unit child share as a

function of gross monthly income.

The egual share family expenditure model (ESFEM) ectimates the
declining values of SE as depending on combined parental monthly income
(1). Necessary data are obtained from the Interview portion of the 1982-83
Consumer Expenditure Survey (Bureau of Labor Statistics). The relevant
equal share is computed from the Survey measures of consumption and before-
tax income (see Appendix II, Table !). These data are greatly improved
over their 1972-73 counterparts and recent Surveys are conducted on an on-
going annual basis. Nevertheless, the Interview definition of consumption
omits reductions in home mortgage principal and the more frequent purchacses
that are included in the Diary Survey. Neither of thece measurec were

ava:lable by family cize ard income class when thils proiect begarn. It ic

likely that Diary expend:itures will never be compiled in this form, For

th

purpos=2s here, thege omissions are nct thought to be of sibstantiel

consegquente.  Howewver, it might be recalled that the expenditure mezzure 1g

conservative.

The SE percentage and monthly income (l) are calculated directly from
survey data for seven income clasees and family sizes (FEE) ranging from

three to six. Comparable data for seven and eight family members are



estimated from those pertaining to six-member families. Since the number
of children is family size minus two (FES-2), remaining analysis is
conducted in terms of the number of children from one to six. The lowest
income class is excluded from the statistical procedure because it shows
either negative egqual shares or values that are inordinately upward biased
(cf. Appendix II, Table 1). For each number of children there are n = 6
useful data pairs (I, SE). Equations that express SE as a function of ]
take the following form:

SE = af(l) (3)

The technique of estimating values of the coefficients 2 and b is

beyond the scope of this text (see Appendix II, Table 3). It may be remarked

that 2 is positive and b is a negative fraction. The latter accounts
for declining values of SE as ] increases. Moreover, the coefficients

are relatively insensitive to the use of fewer than n = & data pairs.

The same mathematical form ( power function) characterizes the 1972-73 Survey

data as well as the after-tax income egual share (SI) yet to be examined.
Equation (3} generates ESFEM values of SE for corresponding values of

1. Numerical values from eguation (3) are presented in text

Table 1 unger the ESFEM celumn for each number of children. Using the same

tn
o
-~

acrenym, the graph equation (3) appear in Figure 1. Further discussion

until the other tw> share modele have beesn developec.

n
0
(]
wn
~t+
0
]
3
1
(83

FPertape arn even more appropriate data source for the allocation
gquesticn s one that deals with household purchasing power. The equal share
of after-tax income model (ESATIM) estimates the relationship between §]

and 1 using 19B3 After-Tax Money Income Estimates (Census Bureau, 1983).



The following estimated taxes are deducted from gross money income in
deriving after-tax money income: Federal individual income taxes, State
individual income taxes, Social Security and Federal retirement payroll
taxes, and property taxes on owner-occupied housing. As in the Consumer
Expenditure Survey, the After-Tax income series is available on an annual
basis and reflects the problem of income underreporting. Unlike the
expenditure data, the after-tax income measures are not subject to the
vagaries of inadequate spending records, credit buying, and dissaving.
Moreover, there are 21 gross income classes (instead of 7) from which to
calculate 8] and 1. However, the lowest income class (0 - $2500 annually)
1s not useful for statistical purpeses due to negative values of SI. This
leaves n = 20 pairs (81, I) available for family sizes (FS) of three, four
and five persons. Due to the small number of six-person households, two more
income classec are omitted, leaving n = 18 data pairs for this family size.
As before, six-person families are used to estimate equal shares (SI) for
seven and eight member-families.

ESATIM eqguations for numbers of children from one to six have the came

b
g1 = all) (G6)
Formel statistical resultes appear elsewnere (Appenciy 11, Takle 3. The
coevfigiert & 1€ & £Isitive NumtEr anc b 1% & negat:ve Trazticon RowWEVED
= i

& b 1r eguatione («) are closer to zerc thern thogse 1rn ezustions (30 Thue

the rate cof dezline 1n §] 1e le

mn
n

tren 1t 1e for SE ze momthly 1ncorme
Increases. Eqguation (&) values of the eagual share S! are shown opposite their

corresoonding monthly incomes (1) in the ESATIM column cf Table 1. The date



Figure 1 provides comparison of the equal share models and an entry
towards estimating a less than equal share for 16-17 year old children.

after-tax income share (ESATIM) as income increases. Child expenditure
estimates relying exclusively upon expenditure survey data are apt to

reflect a similar decline in the per child income percentages. Second, the
separate panels in Figure ! show that up to monthly incomes in the range of
tax incomes (ESATIM). Although attributable to some features of the Consumer

support awards. Expenditures in excess of disposable income are not
economically feasible. Thus, the guiding assumption introduced above turns
into a feasibility condition: The income share applying to 16-17 year old

children must be below the ESATIM line in the Figure 1 panels. This

Feasible equal shares (S) are assumed to be dependent on monthly
income (I) in the same way as as the two équal shares in equations (3) and
{4). However, new values for the coefficients a and b will be derived from
the two prior equal share models and other considerations. There are no
survey data from which to estimate a feasible income share for the target
age group. - In determining the exponent b 1t is desirable to preserve some

characteristics of ESFEM and ESATIM. Per child expenditure shares of

more likely to benefit from both undetected spending and saving (transfers to

children) as income increases. On the other hand, the decline is not so

10



income. Since the relative importance of these opposing tendencies cannot be
weighted in computing an average value. This average 1s the feasible
coefficient 9'.

The other coefficient (a”) requires use of the 1986 poverty income
guidelines (Appendix II, Table 2). Data for the lowest income classes were
excluded from ESFEM and ESATIM estimations due to certain anomalies. Ac a
result, the infﬁrmation content of these models for poverty families is zero.
Poverty guidelines establish a lower income cutoff for child expenditure
estimates. They also provide a2 critical income level for determining a’
values that meet the feasibility condition. If P is the poverty income, then
the feacsible share (5) at this income (I = P) must be less than the
corresponding equal share of after-tax income (SI). To assure this outcome
one first determines SI at 1.25 times the poverty income, and then searches
for an a’ value that yields the same result at the poverty level (P) for known
valuecs of Q’. For example, the poverty income for a three-person family is
$800 monthly. Thus, 1.25P = $1000. The value of S in Table 1! for $1000
rncome 1s c¢5.71 per cent. Now, witn P = %800 and the average Q/ from above.
selve for an a’ that yields & feasible share (S eoual to 2%.71 per cent.

(See Appendix 11, Table 3.)

These cosfficients (8”7, b’) comprise the feasible i(eguzl) share poverty

efjustec model (FESPAM'.  For every farily size (number of childrer: FESSZv
eztet]lisnes tng share (&' per child agzer 16-17 vears as e furcticn of irceoms
tl'. Tre form of the relationship iz the same one that craracterizes ES=E™

w

Values of § from equation (3) are shown in the FESPAM columns of Table |

11



for incomes egual to or greater than the poverty levels. Table entries for
incomes below the poverty level merely repeat the poverty income values of
(8). Recalling the one-child (three-person) example, the FESPAM

value (S) at the poverty level ($B00) is 29.71 per cent. The latter, when

multiplied by income ($800), determines the per child expenditure estimate for

16-17 year olds, namely, $238 per month (Appendix I).

Foundation Review

Development to this point comprises a springboard from which the ultimate
expenditure estimates are computed. A retrospective review and summary of
findings helps to elucidate this foundation. Due to the lack of surveys dealing
with parental income transfers to children, egual shares (per family member)
were empirically determined for both expenditure and after-tax incomes. The
equal shares decline as income increases, and the nature of this relationship
le a continuous one (ESFEM, ESATIM). Shares for late teenage children were
derived from the two equal share models with consideration given to
feasibility and poverty incomes (FESPAM). These shares are less than either
of the equal share measures, thus recognizing more than an equal share for
parents. OSome juogement 1c necessary in ;ombining the eaual share models
(arithmetic average) and in using the poverty income guidelines (1.25 PY.
However, the estimated shares are relatively insensitive to judgements that
c:ffer slightly from those employed above. The snareec for 146-17 year oid

thilo-er gar oe uees to enerete erpentilure gstimetes ne- ch1lc for any el

(2

=t the estimatec for youncger cnildren will be lese tnarn thoss for cloe-

The three chare modele are reprecented numerically (Table 1 ) and
graphically (Figure 1). GSeparate panels in Figure | are especially useful in

Qa1ning a comprehencive review of findings. Given the number of children



SHARE MODEL RESULTS: ESFEM, ESATIM § FESPAM
(Per Cent of Income Per Person)

- - rmeee——

Monthly 1-Child 2-Children:
Income - - - ececceee ————
Before
Taxes ESFEM ESATIN FESPAM ESFEM ESATIN FESPAM

70.92 35.93 29.71 6.52 26.98 21.92
60.69 34.25 29.71 «B.19 25.73 21.92
54,33 33.10 29.71 43.03 24.88 B1.92
49.87 32.284 29.71 39.42 24.25 21.92
48.08 31.88 29.71 37.97 £3.96 B1.92
46.49 31.%5 29.71 36.69 B3.74 21.92
45.09 31.8% 29.71 35.55 B3.52 £1.92
43.82 30.99 29.71 34.53 23.31 21.92
62.867 30.73 29.71 33.61 B3.13 21.92
41.63 30.50 29.71 32.76 22.96 21.92
40.67 30.28 29.26 31.99 22.79 21.92
39.79 30.08 28.84 31.28 e2.64 21.92
38.97 29.89 28.45 30.42 22.50 21.92
38.21 29.71 28.0% 30.01 22.37 21.84
37.50 29.54 27.75 29.44 22.24 21.37
36.83 29.37 27.62 28.91 g2.12 21.12
36.21 29.22 27.12 28.41 22.01 20.68
35.42 29.07 26.83 27.93 21.90 20.86
35.07 28.93 26.56 27.49 21.79 20.44
34.5¢4 28.80 2¢.30 27.07 21.69 20.2¢
34.05 28.67 26.05 26.67 21.60 20.05
33.57 28.55 25.81 26.29 21.51 19.86
33.12 2B.43 25.58 25.93 21.42 19.68
32.70 28.32 25.37 25.59 21.3¢ 19.51
32.29 2B.21 2S.16 25.26 21.25 19.35
31.89 28.10 B4.9% 24.95 21.18 19.20
31.52 28.00 24.77 24.65 21.10 19.05
31.16 27.90 2u.58 26.36 21.032 18.90
30.81 27.81 24.40 24.08 20.96 1B.76
30.48 27.71 2u.23 23.82 20.89 18.63
30.16 27.62 24.07 23.56 20.82 18.50
29.86 27.54 23.90 23.32 20.76 18.37
29.56 27.45 23.75 23.08 20.6%9 18.25
29.27 27.37 23.60 22.85 20.63 18.13
28.73 27.21 23.31 22.42 20.52 17.91
28.22 27.06 23.06 22.01 20.41 17.70
27.74 26.5¢ 22.78 21.63 20.30 17.50
27.29 26.79 22.54 21.27 20.20 17.31
26.87 26.66 22.31 20.93 20.10 17.13
26.47 25.54 £2.0% 20.51 20.01 16.96
24.08 2648 21.e8 20.31 19.52 16.80
gs.72 2e.30 21.63 20.02 19.84 16.64
25.38 26.20 g1.50 19.74 19.7& 16.50
25.0% £6.0% 21.31 15.4E 19.68 16.35
24.74 £5.9% 21.16 15.23 19.61 16.22
2.6k 25.89 23.97 18.9¢ 19.53 16.09
24.15 £5.80 20.81 18.76 15.46 15.9¢&
£3.87 25.71 £0.65 18.5% 19.40 15.84
23.¢1 25,67 20.52 18.3« 19.32 15.7¢
£3.3% 25.53 2C. 3% 18.13 19.27 15.61
£2.11 25.465 20.2s 17.94 15.21 15.50
2e.87 25.37 20.08 17.75 19.15 15.40
P 2s.2% 15.95 17.57 15.05 15.30
£2.63 2s.22 19.63 17.47 15.03 15.2¢
21.91 25.04 15.52 1£.95 1.90 14.96
21.65 2u.E” 15,25 16.¢1 1E.77 14.75
£C.95 26,71 18.59 le.8s 18.64 16,55
2c.s¢ £a.5e 18.7% 15.9¢ 18.5S 16,32
2C.22 2u.bE 18.52 15,63 ig.44 14.18
19.8+ 24.2¢ 18.32 159.2% 18. 3¢ 14.01
19.51 2u.16 18.10 15.08 16.25 13.86
19.19 24.064 17.91 14.€3 18.1¢ 13.71

18.07 13.%8

17.99 13.43

17.91 13.30

17.83 13.18

17.7¢ 13.06

17.69 12.9%

17.62 12.8%

17.5¢ 12.74

17.49 12.64

17.43 12.3¢




PR T SN

SHARE MODEL RESULTS: ESFEM, ESATIM § FESPAM
(Per Cent of Income Per Person)

Monthly 3-Children 4~Children
Income B et e e L - meeee- -
Before
Taxes ESFEN ESATINM FESPAM ESFEM ESATINM FESPAM
200 40.26 21.37 17.37 38.%0 18.468 14.66
300 35.23 P0.6S 17.37 33.16 17.81 14.66
400 32.06 19.83 17.37 29.61 17.82 14.66
500 29.77 19.3%6 17.37 27.12 16.77 16.66
S50 28.85 19.16 17.37 26.13 16.58 14.66
600 28.06 18.99 17.37 25.25 16.61 14.66
650 27.31 18.82 17.37 24.4b 16.26 14.66
700 26.65 18.67 17.37 23.76 16.12 164.66
750 26.05 168.54 17.37 23.12 15.9% 14.66
BOO 25.50 18.41 17.37 22.5¢ 15.87 14.66
850 £5.00 18.29 17.37 £2.01 15.75 14.66
900 24.53 18.18 17.37 21.52 15.65 14.68
950 g4.10 18.07 17.37 21.07 15.55 14.656
1000 - 23.70 17.97 17.37 20.65 15.46 14.66
1050 23.32 17.88 17.37 20.26 15.37 14.66
1100 ee.96 17.79 17.37 19.89 15.28 14.66
1150 22.63 17.70 17.20 19.5¢4 15.20 14.66
1200 ee.3c 17.62 17.04 19.22 15.13 14.66
1250 g22.02 17.55 16.89 18.91 15.05 14.66
1300 21.73 17.47 16.74 18.62 14.98 16.52
1350 21.47 17.40 16.61 1B.35 164.92 14.38
1400 21.21 17.33 16.48 18.09 14.835 14.24
1450 20.97 17.27 16.35 17.84 14.79 14.12
1500 20.73 17.20 16.23 17.60 16.73 14.00
1550 20.51 17.14 16.11 17.38 14.68 13.88
1600 20.30 17.05 16.00 17.16 14.62 13.77
1650 20.09 17.03 15.89 16.96 14.57 13.66
1700 19.90 16.97 15.79 16.76 16.52 13.55
1750 19.71 16.92 15.69 16.57 16,467 13.45
1800 19.53 16.87 15.60 16.39 14.42 13.3¢
1850 19.35 16.82 15.50 16.21 14.37 13.26
1900 19.18 16.77 15.41 16.04 16.33 13.17
1950 19.02 16.73 15.3¢ 15.88 14.28 13.09
2000 18.86 16.68 15.24 15.72 16.24 13.00
2100 18.56 16.5% 15.08 15.42 14.1¢ 12.84
2200 18.28 16.51 14.93 15.14 164.08 12.69
2300 1B.01 16.43 14.78 14.88 14.01 12.55
2400 17.76 16.3¢ 164.6% 14.63 13.94 12.41
25920 17.52 16.29 14.52 1440 13.87 12.28
2400 17.30 16.22 16,39 14,18 13.8! 12.16
2700 17.08 16.15 i¢.2? 13,97 13.7% 12.04
2eon 16.88 16.05 16,14 13.77 13.£5 11.93
2900 16.4£9 1£.02 14.05 13.5€ 12.63 11.682
300¢ 16.50 15.97 13.93 13.¢0 13.58 11.72
3100 16.32 15.91 13.85 13.823 12.53 11.62
3200 1£.15 15.84 13.75 13.07 13.47 11.53
3350 15.9°9 15.8: 13,65 12.61 13.43 11.64
3400 15.84 15.7¢& 13.57 12.7¢6 13.3°9 11.35
3sne 15.49 15.71 12,48 12.&! 12.22 11.27
3600 15.Su 15.8% Z.u0 12. 6" 12.2% 11.19
3790 15.40 1S.¢1 13.32 1.3 13.2% 11.11
3200 15.27 5.8 12,23 £.E! 12.2¢ 11.032
3son 15, 1% 15,53 12.17 12.0% 1306 12.5¢
Malale 15.01 15.4€ 13.10 11.57 12.12 10.85
LEST 14.71 15, 3¢ 12.93 11.65 132.C3 1¢.7¢
4500 14, b 15.E% 1€.77 11.63 12.94 1¢.57
4797% 14,18 18.2¢2 12.62 11.1E 12.8% 10,48
5200 13.92 1212 18.4€ 10.92 12.78 10.29
£257 13.72 15. 04 12.3¢ 10.7% 12.71 10,16
SS0C 13.52 16.56 12.€¢ 10.5s 12.64 10.04
9750 13.3¢ 14.8% 12.10 10.37 12.57 9.93
6000 13.13 14.8¢ 11.99 10.2¢ 12.51 9.82
6252 12.9¢& 14.76 11.88 10.0% 12.4% 9.72
6500 12.7% 14.70 11.78 9.85 12.39 9.62
6750 12.¢63 14 .64 11.68 S.74 12.3¢ 9.53
7000 12.48 14 .58 11.59 9.60 12.29 9. 04
7250 12. 3« 14.52 11.50 9.7 12.24 §.3%
7500 12.20 16,47 11,62 9. 3¢ 12.19 9.27
7750 12.07 16,62 11.3 9.22 12. 14 9.20
8000 11.95 14.37 11.2¢ 9.11 12.09 9.12
8250 11.83 16.32 11.18 9.00 12.05% 9.0%

gsoe 11.71 14.28 11.11 8.90 12.01 8.98



SHARE MODEL RESULTS: ESFEM, ESATIM § FESPAM
(Per Cent of Income Per Person)

Monthly S3-Children 4-Children
InCome  mm o e e
Before
Taxes ESFEM ESATIM FESPAM ESFEM ESATIM FESPAM

200 33.33 16.02 12.40 29.17 14.01 10.72
300 28.62 15.¢7 12.40 24.87 13.36 10.72
%00 25.38 16.76 12.40 22.21 12.91 10.72
S00 23.e3 14.38 12.40 20.34 12.58 10.72
=50 22.39 14.21 12.40 19.59 12.44 10.72
600 21.564 14.07 12.40 18.93 12.31 10.72
650 20.97 13.%94 12.40 18.33 12.20 10.72
700 20.37 13.82 12.40 17.82 12.09 10.72
750 19.82 13.70 12.40 17.34 11.99 10.72
800 19.32 13.460 12.40 16.91 11.90 10.72
B850 18.87 13.50 12.40 16.51 11.82 10.72
$00 18.45 13.41 12.40 16.14 11.74 10.72
950 18.04 13.33 12.40 15.80 11.86 10.72
10Q0 17.70 13.85 12.40 15.49 11.59 10.72
1050 17.36 13.17 12.40 15.19 11.52 10.72
1100 17.05 13.10 12.40 14.92 11.46 10.72
1130 16.73 13.03 12.40 14.66 11.40 10.72
1200 16.48 12.97 12.40 164,42 11.34% 10.72
1250 16.21 12.90 12.40 14.19 11.29 10.72
1300 15.%9¢ 12.84 12.40 13.97 11.2¢4 10.72
1332 15.73 12.79 12.40 13.76 11.19 10.72
1400 15.51 12.73 12.40 13.57 11.14 10.72
1450 15.29 12.68 12.29 13.38 11.09 10.72
1500 15.09 12.63 1e.18 13.20 11.0S5 10.7¢2
1550 14.90 12.5 12.08 13.04 11.01 10.72
1600 14.71 12.53 11.99 12.87 10.97 10. 64
1650 14.5¢4 12.49 11.89 12.72 10.93 10.55
1700 14,37 12.64 11.80 12.57 10.89 10.47
1750 14.20 12.40 11.71 12.43 10.85 10.39
1800 14.05 12.36 11.63 12.29 10.82 10.32
1850 13.90 12.32 11.55 12.16 10.78 10.25
1900 13.75 12.28 11.47 12.03 10.75 10.18
1939 13.61 12.24 11.39 11.91 10.71 10.11
20090 13.48 12.21 11.32 11.79 10.68 10.05
2100 13.22 12.14 11.18 11.57 10.42 9.92
2220 12.98 12.07 11.05 11.3¢6 10.56 ?.80
2300 12.76 12.01 10.92 11.16 10.51 9.69
2400 12.54 11.95 10.81 10.98 10.45 9.59
25929 12.34 11.89 10.69 10.80 10.40 F.69
c520 12,16 11.8¢ 10.59 10.64 10.38 9.3%
2700 11.98 11.78 10.48 10.48 10.31 9.30
2870 11.81 11.73 10.39 10.23 10.27 Q.22
2500 11,66 11.48 10.32 10.19 10.2¢2 ?.16
3000 11.49 11.84 10.21 10.0% 10.18 9.06
3100 11.34 11.59 10.12 9.93 10.14 8.%8
3200 11.20 11.8% 10.04 9.890 10.11 8.91
3220 11.07 11.51 9.9¢& 9,48 10.07 B8.8%
3un0 10.94 11.47 g.82 .57 10.03 8.77
3320 10.81 11.432 .81 F. Lk 10.00 8.71
3670 10.70 11.39 ?.74 9.3% ?.97 B.66
3700 10.58 11.35 F.67 9.26 9.93 8.5
3820 10.47 11.32 F.61 9.1 9.90 8.5S3
2520 10.3¢ 11.28 9.54 9.07 9.897 8.67
4000 10.28 11.235 9.48 B.98 9.84 8.41
4250 10.02 11.17 9.3¢ 8.77 §.77 g8.2%
4300 9.80 11.09 .20 8.57 ?.71 B.16
4750 9.59 11.02 9.08 8.39 ?.65 8.05
slalele} 9.40 10.96 B.9¢ 8.22 9.59 7.93
5232 9.22 10.89 8.85 8.07 9.53 7.85
5500 ?.05 10.84 B.7¢ 7.92 Q.48 7.76
5730 8.90 10.78 8.64 7.78 9.43 7.867
6000 8.73 10.72 B8.SS 7.65 9.38 7.59
6250 B.61 10.867 8.46 7.93 9.34 7.951
6500 8.48 10.62 8.38 7.42 9.30 7.43
6750 0.3% 10.58 8.30 7.31 9.23 7.3
7000 8.23 10.53 8.22 7.20 9.21 7.29
7250 8.12 10,49 8.13 7.11 9.18 7.23
7500 8.01 10.48 8.08 7.01 9.14 7.37
7750 7.91 10.41 8.01 4.92 9.11 7.1
8000 7.81 10.37 7.9 6.08¢ 9.07 7.03
8250 7.72 10.33 7.88 6.73 9.04 6.99

e m . —————— - - -—




PER CENT OF INCOME PER PERSON

PER CENT OF INCOME PER PERSON

FIGURE 1

SHARE EQUATIONS FOR ONE CHILD
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PER CENT OF INCOME PER PERSON

PER CENT OF TNCOME PER PERSON

FIGURE 1

SHARE EQUATIONS FOR THREE CHILDREN
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SHARE EQUATIONS FOR FOUR CHILDREN

40 i
25 \gng | ! ! I
38 4 \* '

34 -
32

!
30 —
28 -
28
24 —
22 -
N

20 i
18 — \\\
16

\

14 = Trespdn stk*\ ESATIMET),
12 — .\‘Q\
10 o T |
8 -
6
0 2 4 8 ]

GROSS MONTHLY INCOME ($1000)



PER CENT OF INCOME PER PERSON

PER CENT OF INCOME PER PERSON

FIGURE 1

GHARE EQUATIONS FOR FIVE CHILDREN
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The rate of descent is greatest for expenditure equal shares, which also exceed
after-tax income equal shares over an important income range. Share estimates
(kink) at the poverty level income. These are generally below the equal share
curves. Especially, the FESPAM line is below the ESATIM line for the entire
income range. Hence, the share for 16-17 year olds is feasible and parents retain
more than an eqdal share of after-tax income.

Although ncot shown in a separate graph, it is possible to gauge the
effect of increasing numbers of children on the share lines by moving from
panel to panel in Figure 1. The share lines shift towards smaller percentages
of income (i.e., shift downward) as the number of children increases. This
means that child expenditures based on these curves automatically take family
size into account. Further, because family size (ES) appears in the
denominator of the share measures, the downward shift is not proportionate to
family sizey, thus providing some economies of scale in the per child
expenditure estimates. Figure 1 represents relevant relationships across
gifferent family sizec ac a cross-section dated 1982-1983. As new data emsrge
with pascsage of time a new Figure 1 will be necessary. Such recomputation

colves part of the updating problem associated with child-support awards.

Cernverting the 1£-17 year clo chilc shares into deller expenditures pe-
crile per month simZiv reguires multiplication by income.  As an example. for
three cnildrern anc a gross income of $3200 the FESPAM column in Teble 1 shows
12.72 per cent. This is eguivalent to $440, which is the expenditure estimate

for one 16-17 year old child in a family with three children. Since these

expenditures are a point of departure for establishing an entire child
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expenditure table, they have been computed from equations that directly link
expenditure to income according to the number of children (Appendix II, Table S).
Estimates for this age group provide the base for an age index (16-17 = 100)
that is usea to determine estimates for all other child age groups, including
no age distinctions at all (i.e., age group 0-17 years).

Requisite age indexes are calculated from the 1985 moderate cost
estimates by age of child, which are published annually by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (1986). This source, as well as abundant evidence elsewhere,
reveals substantial expenditure differences according to age group. Three
and the relative cost estimates. They roughly correspond to three stages in
the life of a child: pre-school (0-6 years), school (7-15), and early adult
driving (16-17 years). Letting the age group 16-17 be 100, the age index for
7-13 year old children is 87, and the comparable index for ages 0-6 1s 73.
(See Appendix II, Table 4.) Since the estimates for children aged 16-17 years
have already been determined (Appendix I[), the others are calculated from
these via the age indexes. Estimates for children aged 0-6 years are the
16-17 year old values multiplied by .73. }or ages 7-15 years the per child
expenditures are those for 16-17 year olds multiplied by .87. As noted, the
age index source data afford the selection of age groups other than those
developed here. Due to data insufficiency, it is not known at this writing
whether the relative expenditures by age of child (the age indexes) are
variable with income.

Final estimates for the three age groups are arranged in Appendix I
according to the number of children. Below-poverty incomes in the table are
above (precede) the solid line. As alluded to previously, it is somewhat
premature to use these entries as a basis for evaluating child-support

obligations in low income divorce cases. The maximum tabled value of income

14



($8500) 1s consistent with the underlying maximum incomes in the source data.
Hence, Appendix [ does not involve extrapolation beyond the range of
observations. Appendix [ 1s used to determine the total expenditure on all
children in a case family. Given the number of children and ccombined gross
parental 1ncoma, racord an expenditure for each child from the appropriate
income line. The sum of these recorded values is the estimated total
expenditure on all children in the case family. It is this total expenditure

that must be apportioned between the custodial and absent parents in

determining the amount of child-support awards.

In one of the most ambitiocus economic studies to date, Espenshade (1984)
estimates child expenditures for nine family classifications. The results for
each class were published for three age groups by numbers of children from one
to three. Although income is a key variable in the statistical technique, it
does not accompany his final estimates. Nevertheless, because the major
influences on child expenditures are identical to those in the present study
(number of children, age of child, family income), it is important to briefly
review his method and to compare our results. Espenshade’s data consists of
updated family-level measures (not grouped data) from the 1972-73 Consumer
Expenditure Survey. His method is incremental ("marginal”), with an
underlying assumption of equivalent material living standards between families
of FS and FS + 1| members. Eguivalence 1s established if the families in
question spend an equal proportion of income on food. In contrast, the data
employed in this study are grouped by income class and the method is
"average,” with no regard for intact family living standards.

For purposes of comparison, Espenshade’s (1984) estimates are converted

—_——— -
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13-17 years (not shown separately). In Tables 2 and 3, Espenshade’s values
are placed nearest the FESPAM estimates. Since he did rot publish *he average
incemes that correspond to the nine combinations of wife’s smployment status
and family sociceceoreomic status, one must not associats his estimates with the
tabled incomes. With this proviso in mind, both sets of ectimates in Table 2,
as well as in Table 3, reveal the same structure, which is described as

follows.

1. Expenditures per child increase with
lncreasing income.

2. Expenditures per child as a per cent of
income diminish as income increases.

3. Given income and age groups expenditures
per child in dollars and as income percentages
diminish as the number of children increases.
4. Given income and number of children, older

children are associated with higher per child
expenditures than younger children.

Similar patterns in face of diverse data, period (years) of observation,
and methcd suggest that any economic inguiry based on the same major factors

will yield a like structure. Some of the foregoing characteristics also

appear in Williams (1985, 1984) and the Washington quideline schedule (19835).

Conclusion

Expenditure estimates per child have been developed for 1ntact families
and presented in Appendix I. Child support awards based on apportioning the
expenditure sum over all children., as derived from Appendix~1, reflect the
dynamic reality of family spending associated with child rearing. Three

influences tend to increase per child expenditures as time passes. First.

even at the same family income, expenditures increase as children become

16



TABLE 2

AVERAGE MONTHLY EXPENDITURES ($) PER PRE-SCHOOL CHILD:
FESPAM COMPARED WITH ESPENSHADE®

I I 1 1 T
| Cozbined | One Child {1 Two Children [l Three Children |
| Monthly | FESPAM | ESPEN- || FESPAM | ESPEN- || FESPAM | ESPEN- |
| Income |  Age | SHADE Il Age | SHADE | Age | SHADE |
I ‘ | 0-6 { Age 0-5 {l 0-6 } Age 0-5 }} 0-6 | Age 0-5 |
| | l | |
| I | I I il I |
| | I [ | Il | |
| | | N | I I |
| 1700 | | | | ! 200 | 201(NL) |
| | | I | I | |
I 1750 | 312 | I 240 | 241(NL) |1 I |
| I | 315(NL) [ I I | |
| 1800 | 318 I il | I | |
| | I I | I | I
| I | [l | | | |
I | | (W) 1 I I | 221(pPL) |
| 2000 | 345 | 346(PL) || 265 | 265(PL) || 223 | 223(nM) |
I I | | | 267(NM) 1] | |
| | | I | Il | |
I | | I I | | I
| 2200 | 370 | I | | 240 | |
| | | 381(pM) || | I | 246(PM) |
I 2300 | 383 | I 294 | 293(PM) || 248 | |
| I | I | | | I
I I | I i |l I |
| 2400 | 395 [ 394(NH) || 303 | | ! I
! | | Il | 309(NH) || | 263(NH) |
| 2500 l | [ 313 | I 265 | |
I | | I I Il I |
| I | Il | b | |
| 2600 | 419 I il 322 | | 273 | 274(FL) |
| | | 425(FL) 11| | 328(FL) || I l
| 2700 | 431 | Il | ! | |
| I | Il | [ I I
| I | |l | || | |
| | | 439(PH) || | Il l (FM) ]
| 25600 | 443 | | 340 | il 20y | 292{(FPH) |
| | | 450(FM) 1| | 344(PH) || [ |
| 2900 | 455 | ! 349 | 348(FM) || | |
| I I I | | I |
| | | il | [ | 1
| 3200 | 490 | I | | | |
I | | 454(FH) || | [ | 320(FH) i
| 3300 | 501 ! i 385 | 385(Fd) || 329 | |
| l I il l I 1 l

* T.J. Espenshade, Investing in Children 1984, Table 3. First coordinate
of code identifies employment status of wife: not employed (N), part-
time full year (P), full-time full year (F). Second coordinate identifies
socioeconomic status: low (L), medium (M), high (H).



TABLE 3

AVERAGE MONTHLY IXPENDITURES ($) PER TEENAGE CHILD:

FESPAM COMPARED WITH ESPENSHADE®
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clder. Second, at a constant age, expenditures increase as family income
increases. These two forces taken together create a diagonal (northwest to
southeast) pattern of increase within the Appendix [ tables. Third, the
tables per se will change as new economic data emerge. Such periodic updating
accounts for =2cenomic increases during the interim between table computation.
In sum, the expenditure tables reflect major variables, the tables are
complete (reguiring no interpolation), and they provide a basis for annually
updating child support awards. The tables can be used as a guideline schedule
of parental total obligation. While apportioning this obligation between
custodial arnd absent parent is a policy issue, such apportioning is likely to

equalizing fragmented family living standards.
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APPENDIX 1

CHILD EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
(Dollars Per Month Per Child)

Introduction

These tables show estimated monthly amounts of parental combined gross
income that is allocated due to the presence of children in intact families.
Entries above the line indicate below-poverty incomes. These should not be
used for establishing child support awards at this time. Otherwise, the table

parents. This would be divided between the parents according to State policy

criteria.
Instructions

1. Determine the number of children in the case
family and select the corresponding column.

2. Determine case family gross combined income
and select the nearest income in the table.

3. Using the income line and column, determine the

table entry.

4. Sum the amounts recorded for each child. This sum
is the total parental obligation.

Families with more than six children are evaluated according to table
entries for six children. If case income exceeds the maximum tabled amount,
tne total obligation should not be less than that established using the
maximum income entries. A suggested rule for age determination follows:
Children who are more than 182 days beyond their &4th birthday are 7 years old.
Children who are more than 182 days beyond their 13th birthgay are 16 years
old. Tables containing $30 income increments and beginning at the poverty

income are availlable from the author.



#1. Combined parental income is 32010 monthly and the
children are aged 4 and 7 years.

The 2-Children column shows the nearest tabled

income to be $2000. Using this income lire a
case table 1s written.

Ages of Schedule Schedule
Children Age Group Expenditure
4 0~ 6 239
7 7 - 13 309
Total Obligation $ 368

#2. Combined parental income 1is %3300 monthly and the
children are aged 13, 14 and lé years.

The 3-Children column shows the nearest tabled
income to be $3500. Using this income line a
case table 1s written.

Ages of | Schedule Schedule
Children Age Group Expenditure
13 7 -15 403
14 7 - 15 403
16 16 - 17 463

Total Obligation $ 1259
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APPENDIX I1

THEORY, ESTIMATION AND SOURCE EQUATIONS

Note: The text portion could not be completed in time to meet the submission
deadline. Tables cited in the main text are included without comment. The
ccmolete appendix can be obtained by requesting it directly frem the author.



TABLE 1

1¥82-83

[NCCME AND EXPENDITURES BY INCOME AND FAMILY SIZE
Corscmer Expenditure Survey,

Family Si1ze R LI B mmm e e o e o e o o e e e e e e e e e e e e

SEFCRE TAX
Number of
Toral
£3 Fs-2 tccmciete

Average Annual Income and Expenditures

FS=3 FS-2=1 ]
Income before taxes..... 25,970
Expenditures........... . 21,910
FS=l Fs-2=¢
[ncore before taxes..... 30,992
Experditures . oo eeneanan 25,153
FS=5 F5-2=3
[ncome before tazes..... 29,803
Expengitures............ 23,457
FS=4 FS-2=6
Inccme before taxes..... 256,086
Expenditures............ 23,4635

Average fonthly Income and Expenditures, and Ratics

FS=3 FS-2=1
O 2,248
€3 ...... ceresresanenans 1,828
€3/13, in percent ...... 81.2
SE3, in percent ........ 27.1
TSE3, in percent ....... 27.1
FS=6 FS-2=2
T it e iiiieiennns 2,583
B tienernennennrnnannns 2,097
E4/l6, in percent ...... 81.2
SE4, 1n percent ....... . 20.3
TSE4, 1n percent ....... 40.6
FS=3 F5-2=3
e T P . 2,484
3 T 2,121
£€5/13, in percent _.._... 85 .4
SES, tn percent ........ 17.1
T1SES, in percent ...... . 31.3
FS=4 FS5-2=4
| - PP cessense 2,174
EG teevenvovenaanns P 1,970
E&/16, in percent ...... 90.4
SE4, in percent ....... . 15.1
TSEbL, in percent ...... . &0.4

................................................................................................... = - —————

2,034
10,363

2,013
15,211

1,558
13,801

(5,836)
19,373

170
880
519.4
173.1
173.1

168
1,268
755.6
188.9
377.8

163
1,300
796.8
159.4
478.1

(486)
1,514
-332.0
-55.3
-221.3

524
897
143.7
47.9
47.9

620
66
155.7
38.9
77.9

4830
833
133.7
27.1
B81.4

b4k
1,034
180.6
26.7
106.9

Sources Bureau of Labor Statistics (unpublished data).

$10,200

ta

$16,559

1,041
1,153
110.7
36.9
38.9

1,030
1,141
112.7
cg.2
36.4

1,023
1,282
125.4
2s5.1
73.2

1,004
1,196
118.9
19.8
79.2

! and € represent income and expenditures for a given fastly size. SE
is share of the expenditure/income ratio (E/1) for one faaily sesber
{assumes equal share). TSE is SE sultiplied by the nuader of children.

$13,2C0

to

319,399

17,332
16,373

17,440
17,648

17,307
17,055

17,354
17,427

1,444
1,381
95.6
31.9
31.9

1,453
1,471
101.2
25.3
S0.6

1,462
1,421
38.93
19.7
59.1

1,466
1,032
100.4
16.7
86.9

$20,C00

to

329,599

264,691
21,203

24,549
21,381

25,050
23,865

24,378
21,610

2,058
1,767
85.9
28.6
28.4

2,054
1,798
87.6
21.9
«3.8

a2,ceg
1,972
94.3
18.9
36.7

2,032
1,801
88.s
14.8
39.1

2,895
2,180
75.3
25.1
e5.1

2,882
2,210
77.2
19.3
38.6

2,839
2,383
83.4
16.7
50.1

2,903
2,446
84.2
1.0

S5.1

55,8617
36,721

S&,407
39,227

<8, 181
41,236

56,982
39,915

4,635
3,060
66.0
22.0
22.0

4,701
3,269
89.9%
17.%
34.8

4,855
3,441
70.7
1.1
42.4

6,749
3,328
70.0
1.7
“6.7



TABLE 2

1986 POVERTY INCOME GUIDELINES

(Poverty guidelines in dollars)

————— i —— —— o — — — ———————— — ——————————— —— T —— ——— " - — - —— o— ——

Contiguous Round Up
Size of (48) States To Nearest
family and District Monthly $50
Unit Columbia Rate Increment
(P)
) 5,360
2 it ecnnanas 7,240
3 it nnnaes g,120 760.0 800
4 it erercnans 11,000 916.7 g50
5 tieernanens . 12,880 1,073.3 1100
E e it et aaaes 14,760 1,230.0 1250
7 e ce e e 16,640 1,386.7 1400
= 18,520 1,543.3 1550

Arnual rates in the first column provided by Department
of Health and Human Services (unpublished paper,
Feb. 27, 19B6&6).
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TABLE OF COEFFICIENTS

SUMMARY OF EQUAL SHARE CHILD ALLOCATION EQUATIONS

ESFEM, ESATIM, § FESFaM™

o o o e o o i e - = e - i > . = > . e e = . . T " 0 - — T o

Number of
Family Size Children Intercept
(FS) (FS-2) In a

Slope

Estimated model, ESFEM: SE = explln a + b ln []
F5=3 FS-2=1 6.2976 -0.3843
FS=¢4 FS-2=2 6£.118B6 ~-0.3933
FS=5 FS-2=3 5.4405 -0.3c294
FS=6 FS-2=¢4 S.7438 -0.3935
FS=7 F5~2=5 5.5904 -0.3933
FS=8 FS-2=6 S5.4369 -0.3933

(o eleNoNeNeo

. 9833
L9662
.9710
. 9351
.9549
L9349

Estimated model, ESATIM: SI = explln a + b In IBT]

FS=3 FS-2=1 4.,2073 -0.1181
FS=4 FS-2=2 3.9117 -0.1164
FS=5 F5-2=3 3.6313 ~-0.1073
FS=6 FS-2=4 3.552¢4 -0.1179
FS=7 FS-2=5 3.3982 -0.1179
FS=8 FS-2=6 3.2647 -0.1179
Adjusted mocel, FESPFAM: S = explln a' + b'ln
F5=3 FS-2=1 5.0706 -0.2512
FS=¢4 FS-2=2 4,B351 -0.2549
FS=5 FS-2=3 4.3842 -0.2184
FS=6 F5-2=4 4.,5087 -0.2557
FS=7 F5-2=5 4.3695 -0.2353%
FS=8 FS-2=6 4.2499 ~0.2556

* ESFEM, Equal Share Family Expenditure Model.

ESATIM, Egual Share After-Tax

Income Model.

0.
0.9727
0.9448
0.
0
0

9712

9792

.9792
.9792

IBT]

FESPAM, Feasible Egqual Share Poverty Adjusted Model.

Number of
R-squared Coordinate
Points

o000 0

c0
20
20
18
18
18



TABLE 4

ESTIMATED TOTAL CQOST CF RATISING A CHILD

Mcoerate-cost Level

, in dollars,

1985 Ann

ual Average, USDA®

Regiaon ara

MNortreast

South

ard age
2f nily Midmest
(years!
Urder 1. 4,630
| SN 4,S£0
2-3 ..., 4,254
4-5 ... 4,694
& ..., .. 4,701
7-9 ... 4,883
10-11 ... 5,065
12 ..., 5,606
13-15 ... 5,538
16-17 ... 4,070
Average .. 4,939
8.
Urban
Age Children
of child Average
(years) Cost
Under 1. 4,600
| B 4,743
2 iiiienn 4,692
I ..., . 4,492
4 ... .- 4,743
b P 4,763
& si..... 5,032
7 e 3,228
8 ..... .e 5,228
9 ... . 5,228
10 ...... 5,442
... 3,442
12 ..... . 5,779
13 ...... 3,922
6 ...... 3,922
| B I 3,922
16 ...... b,422
17 ... b,622
Average ... 3,323

Hest Average
Cost
“, 723 4,600
4,3C9 4,743
4,658 b,e52
4,938 4,743
5,309 5,082
. 3,491 5,228
5,725 5,442
5,040 S,779
5,169 5,922
&,764 b,422
5,473 3,242
c.
Urban
Age Children
of child Average
(years) Cost
O-6 ..... .o 4,693
7-15 ...... 3,5¢&8
16-17 ..... 6,422
Average
age ..... 5,323
D.
Average
Age Cost
of child Index
(years) (16-17 years
= 100
0-& .....00 73
7-13 ..., 87
16-17 ..... 100
Average
age ..... 83

sAnnual cost of raising a child from birth to age 18, by age,

husband-wife family with no more than 3 children.
For more information an these and acditional child cost estimates,

see USDA Miscellaneous Publication No,
A Guide to Their Use and Interprestation,” by

Cost of Ralsing a Chil

d1

tett,

“USDA Estimates of the

Carolyn S. Edwards, Family Econosics Research Group, Agriculture
Research Group, Agricultural Research Service, USDA.

Sourcet Family Economics Review, No.2 (April 1984).




TABLE 5

CHILD EXPENDITURE SOURCE EQUATIONS

Notaticn
E = Monthly Per Child Exgenditures (3) for
I =  Montnly Combined Gross Incoze (3).

ages ib-17 years,

Number of

Children Expenditure Equation

e3}
1

\V]
U]
"

3 E =
4 E =
5 E =

o))
(O]
"

.748785

1.532771372 (I)

1.2584928 (I)

.T451278

.781568

.8017646356 (I)

.T7443023

.30801420638 (1)

LT443974

7300016966 (I)

. THU439376

.7010120615 (I)

EXTENSION
Per Child Expenditures for Ages

Per Child Expenditures for Ages

0-6



Mr. Wallace Wright
3003 8. RBlehmeond
Wichita, Ks. 67217
(316 P45-1818

Fepbruary %, 1989

Ladies and Gentlemen

I am the father of 4 children, 2 from a previous marriage
that ended in 1980, and 2 from my present marriage. I feel
there is a grave injustice being done through Administrative
Order #59 and the so called "Joint Custody". This injustice
has carried over into our domestic court system.

First of all I have found that Jjoint custeody is a farce. 1
would like to see S.B. #73 passed to provide for equal
residency in all cases, unless proven detrimental to the
child or children invaolved. I am a father who has paid his
support every month in the 9 vears since my divorce, and I
am very concerned about the upbringing of my c¢hildren.
Contrary to the Jjoint custody decree, I have no input In
declislons affectlng my children.

Secondly I believe that S.B. #74 will be more appropriate in
the determination of ¢hild support than Adminlistrative Order
#59, This would be done by using the current established
standard of living figures but instead of taking the sum of
the twe incomes, S.B. #74 takes the average of the incomes.
For instance, if a couple were to marry the obviocus thing to
do to figure their income would be to add, but in the event
of their divorce the obhvious thing to do would be to divide
or average the two. I feel that something has been lost in
transition from the legislature to the courts. I am
specifically concerned with the supplemental considerations
of the Child Support Guidelines which, in my case, were not
considered by the judge.

In my particular case the Jjudge was made aware that I am
remarried and I have two additional children from my present
marrlage C(poth born prlor to the implementation of this
law>. The Jjudge looked directly at me and said, "Mr. Wright

vou made a mistake by having these additional children.” I
ask vou, how would you have reacted to such a statement? My
child support has gone up 115 percent. It was the Jjudge’s

decision that my wife would bear the financial
responslibllity for my present family. My first and only
egponsikillity were to my chlldren from the flrst marrlage.

/4%*1,:/@/3 me )’\T —IX:
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d Support Guidellnes

Should a non-custodial parent be sentenced to a life of
lonellness?  This bill prohlblts the non-custodlal parents
conslderation af a Second family. How would they support
them? The primary custodial parent has the children most if
not all of the time, and with the amount of support belng
received can afford to start anew. This leaves the
non-custodlal parent down and out.

The implementation of Administrative Order #5%, leads me to
melleve that the current leglslative consensus 1s that a
father can only share in the financial support of his
children., not in the emotional and loving guidance that both
father and c¢hild are entitled to. I feel we need to rid
Kansas of the stereotyped father of old who brings home the
sread, but does not contribute in the raising c¢f the
chiidren.

I urge vou to enact Senate Bill #73 and #74 in light of the
equal parental rights of the non-custodial parent. While I
pelieve in the basic concept of the Child Support Act (i.e.
financial responsiblity) it is imperative for the welfare of
ocur children that the laws be more fair in the distribution
0of responsibilities, both financial and physical. A more
detailed consideration of specific cases, rather than broad
interpretations would allow for a more equitable solution to
all children, of previous and present marriages.

I request vour careful consideration of this most serious
matter,

Sincerely vyours

Walace X Wi

Wallace K., Wright
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February 9, 1989

Senator Marge Petty and
Members of the Senate Judiciary Committee

Senate Bill 73 will make it possible for others to deliberately
experience with their children what I have partly been able to do by
default and persistences. This bill will make it possible by decree for
children to have equal physical custody with both parents after a
divorce, separation etc.

Children have the right to develop and mature with both parents. Both
parents should be involved in their children's lives. Egual physical
custody arrangements were not granted to my children. However, due to
my availability to be with my children after school when their mother 1is
working and my persistence in keeping with decree schedules, my children
are able to spend more time with me than the cours allocated. 1
understand that this is very unusual. It does not have to be that way.
Senate Pill 73 can make this mutually benaficial child/parent
arrangement possible. Time spent with both parents on an equal and
regular basis is important in the development, nurturing and maturation
of the children.

My children can be used as examples of the benificial affects of a
closer, but by no means equal in time, relationship with both parents.
¥ost of the time spent with my children is productive time for them and
myself. Music lessons, swimming and scouting are outstanding examples.
Because of my continued active and persistent involvement in my
children's music activities, my oldest daughter has excelled in violin
performance and is presently attending college on a full scholarship
granted because of her music and academic abilities. My two younger
children are actively participating in music lessons, Jr. orchestra and
music institutes in the summer. ~Involvement with my children include
financial support for these activities in addition to the nandated child
support.

Swimming lesszons as well as practice time and just plain fun are pursued
year around. My son is handicapped and swimming has significantly
helped his coordination and endurance. He is currently working on a
swimming award for cub scouts and is progressing well. Success in
swimming has contributed to a better self-image through self-confidence
when new tasks are accomplished. Success can not occur unless children
are given the opportunity for success. More opportunities are available
when timé is deliberately provided.

rtachmen? -
‘7_



Cub scouts provide additional opportunities for my son to expand his
opportiunities of success. As den leader, I am able to offer my son
another perspective in his development and maturation which would be
lacking in circumstances not involving both parents.

Friends, neighbors, relatives and even strangers have remarked
positively to me about my involvement with my children. It is fortunate
that I have these opportunities to be involved in my children's lives,
limited as they may be. I have had to fight for the rights of my
children and I will continue to do so.

The children of a divorce are the individuals who have the least amount
of input into the circumstances in which they are placed. They end up
with the greatest amount of problems from the lack of understanding.
Children love both their parents and deserve the continued contact of
both parents love. Traditionally, little consideration has been given
to the need of this continued contact with both parents beyond minimal
visitation rights often controlled by only one parent. Senate Bill 73
changes this by providing the opportunity for decisions to be made where
children can have equal contact with both parents. I feel that this
bill should be enacted without amendment for the benefit of our
children.

Sincerely Yours,

: 7
A\rthur SantQﬁist

Concerned Fathers
1200 Plass
Topeka, Kansas 66604



Ladies arnd Gertlemers of the Sermate Judiciary Committee:

Thark you for this opportunty to testify befcre you today. I
applaud you for SB_74, ard suppcort ite greatly needed adjustments
to Administrative Order 33.

I was sperding $800 through my ex—spouse for my twc childrern, ard
$8C0 directly orn my children per month until Administative Order
53 indicated my dcllars “did not count” as child support unliess
all funds went through my ex—sSpouse. This rder indicated 1
should pay $1800 per mcnth directly to my ex—spouse, ard haves no
right to spend child support money directly on my children, even
though I had them 35X of the time and paid 82X of their child
support. This meant I would pay my ex—spcocuse almest $22, 000 ser
vear in child support toa soerd at her scle discretion. My
ex—spouse has my children 535% of the time, cormtributes omly (8% ta
their supporig ard spercs 100% of zit. I da rmict believe all the
money is being spent on my childrers, nor  inm a responsible
marmer. But I have nrc reccurse: particularly whern three attormeys
advised me to stay cut of court because judicial discretion
inevitably went with the mcther tc the maximum allowed by law.

1) Each parert should have discreticrn over a part of the child
support amcunt. Basing such upon the percertage of time the
parent has visitatiorn, as in S8 74, wcould be fair. Baoth  homes

have expenses for maintaing housing, utilities, food, and claothirng
for the children...rnot just the home where the greatest amcunt of
time is spent. I do not disagree with the amount to be spent on
my children, but feel I should have the right to sperd a portion
of my contributicon to their support directly.

2) The mear average income corncept in SR 74 pives the
appraopriate message that both adulis are expected to  work fFull
time as equally responsible parents. Dlease da noat allow
respomsibility to be shkewed when on2 parert earns dramatically
mcre than the other, particularly whern one is intentionally
under-employed. I1f my success means there shculd be more money

paid for child support, them I should be allowed tc spenc it.

) Percertage of residency should be a Tactor for child support
responsibility arnd discretion. Thark you for reccgnizing that
wherr I have my children 33% of the time, I shculd be granted 35%
of the child support dollars.

4) Give credit for additional expercses. My cripimnal divorce
decree c©alls for: child support; CF1 indeximg; all medical,
dental; crtho, etc. costs; and 100X of college education. Then
along came Administrative Order 59 and the rules changed. If my
support amcurit is re-negotiated by this law, ther give me credit
for all the other items in my contract I am legally bound to.

In summary, Order 53 forgot to give consideration te those who

earnn the dollars, visitation percentages of the children,
authority of spending said dollars on the children, and additional
firnancial responsibilities in divorce contracts.  With the

responsibility of earning the morey should follow the authority to
spend at least a part of it orn the children. SBR 74 wculd adjust

these inequities if passed. /Qfﬁﬁ&h/%@%f'gzt/
Thark you. Richard L. Shanks :;e)mzﬁi'iﬂ»dlﬁﬂiry
4B0Z= West 111th Terrace 2-6-59
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February 92,1589

Lacdles and Gentlemen of the Senate Judiclary Cocmmittee

I want to take this cpperiunity to veice my support for
Legislative Senate Bill 74. I want to thank the members of
this committee for trying to restore sanity and justice to
child suppert crders amid the ceonfusion and injustice of
acministrative crder 5%. As a father of two, who lcves his
children and Is very cognizant of their welfare needs, I can
only hcpe this Bill beccmes Law. Until my ex-spcuse hear
ascut acministrative crder 59, she was satisfied with the
child suppcrt she received of $46% per month with annual
Increases. Alsc cduring this pericd I provided the children
with cempiete medical coverage, clothes, 1/2 of all expenses
for activities, and even an allowance. But when
administrative orcer £%¢ was issued, suddenly my ex-spcuse
needed almost dcuble the amount cf child suppeort with noc
explanation as toc why. There was no acccuntability as to
where the mcney was to be spent. Mo consideration was to be
given for the percentage of time the children spent with me
or how much I already contribute to their support abcve and
beyond the amcunt paid to my ex-spouse.

With the passage of Senate Bill 74, ACCOUNTABILITY, lines
345-400, will guarentee that I can take court acticn if
there is evidence the child support is not being spent on
the children.

With the passage of Senate Blll 74, a MEAN AVERAGE
INCOME,lines 112-114, will provide a fair and equitaktle way
to cdetermine the child support obligation for each parent
froem the child support schecules.

With the passage of Senate Blil1 74,PERCENTAGE OF RESIDENCY,
lines 212-231, will recognlize the fact that the chlildren are
with me a great percentage of the time, and I should be
entitled to receive credit for this time.

In summary Senate Bill 74, as proposed, will set clear and
equitable guidelines for the entire State. It will be a
welcome replacement for the inequities of administrative
order 59,

Thank you,

Rebert Ccurtney
5704 Quail Cove Circle
Tcpeka Ks. 66614

) . X . -
Httachmert UL
B ria?c Tad iciary
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Testimony of Professor Linda Elrod against SB 73

The paramount consideration in any laws dealing with custody
of children should be what arrangement best serves the needs of the
children, not the parents. I feel that the amendments offered in
SB 73 are solely concerned with what parents feel are their
“rights” rather than what is truly in the best interests of the
minor children in the postdivorce context.

p. 2 lines 64 - 67 Presumption of Jjoint custody unless sworn
testimony would require hearing at the time of
filing for divorce

p. 8 lines 280-294 Presumption for equal residency unless findings
of fact.

Two amendments to K.S.A. 60-1607 and 1610 change policy
in Kansas. Recent studies of the long term effects of
joint and sole custodial arrangements on children do not
support such a change. Kansas should move slowly to
adopt a position favoring equal residency until study can
be done on the potential effects on children. See
”Ongoing Post-Divorce Conflict in Families Contesting
Custody: Does Joint Custody and Frequent Access Help?”
paper presented to the 65th Annual Meeting of the
American Orthopsychiatric Association in March of 1988
where the answer was NO. See also study done on
”Children’s Adjustment in Joint and Sole Custody
Families” by the Center for the Family in Transition,
September 1988 finding that the type of custody
arrangement was NOT determinative of positive child
adjustment following divorce.

p. 2 lines 72-81 - To not require one party to leave the marital
domicile following divorce is not @« tenable in 99% of
divorce cases. Physical separation is necessary.

p. 3 lines 112-125 and lines 145-169 Required marriage
counseling 1in every <case 1is not productive nor
beneficial. Counseling as to the changes caused by

divorce, etc. might be of more use.

p.6 1lines 210-221 Allowing nonresidential parent discretion as

to how child support is spent presents the potential for
continued and repeated conflicts between parties in the
post divorce situation which all studies document is
harmful to children.

Attachments_VIL
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IT.

IIT.

Testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 74

Professor Linda D. Elrod
Washburn University School of Law

Problems which caused the federal mandate for guidelines

A.

Inadequate child support awards. Child support amounts
were grossly inadequate in light of parental ability to
pay. One Kansas study showed average child support
amounts in 1984 were $125 per child, far below federal
poverty level and state foster care payments.

Inconsistent support awards among people similarly
situated. Child support awards varied widely. In one
example of two children and a noncustodial parent's $600
net income, the parent could have been ordered to pay
from $80 to $135 depending on the judge with no relation
to rural/urban differences.

Legislative vs. judicial guidelines

A.

Congress provided that guidelines could be legislative,
judicial or administrative. The Kansas legislature in
K.S.A. 20-165 directed the Supreme Court to develop
guidelines. Court rules generally have more flexibility
to change when necessary and leave room for judicial
discretion.

On October 1, 1987, the Kansas Supreme Court adopted
Administrative Order #59 based primarily on work done by
the Kansas Commission on Child Support.

The guidelines promulgated were the product of over two
years and hundreds of hours of study by a guidelines
subcommittee of the Kansas Commission on Child Support.

The committee was a representative group of Kansans
reflecting those most affected by child support issues
- a custodial parent, a noncustodial parent, child
advocates, lawyers who practice in the family law area,
judges who hear family law cases, legal aid, SRS and
court services personnel.

The committee examined, compared and evaluated
guidelines existing and proposed in Kansas and other
states to see if they were appropriate or adaptable to
Kansas, )

The committee held public hearings in Topeka, Wichita,
Johnson County, Liberal and Dodge City and sent out over
six hundred questionnaires to parent groups, lawyers,
court services personnel, SRS personnel, 3judges and
others seeking input on the formulation of a guideline
before any drafts were begun.

Members of the committee studied the available economic
data available on the costs of raising children -in
particular the works of Thomas Espenshade and Robert
Williams, two nationally recognized experts in the area.

The committee reviewed the models that had been proposed
for child support, including the newly developed income
shares model of the National Center for State Courts.

R



Iv.

The

The committee "hired" an economist, Associate Professor
Dr. William Terrell of Wichita State University

1. to determine if the national data on the costs of
raising a child by income level and family size were
applicable to Kansas;

2. to develop figures for a child support chart which
would be applicable to Kansas that were sound
economically on the costs of raising children in
intact families;

3. to adjust the chart downward to reflect the
additional costs of maintaining a second home.

Kansas Guidelines have improved the adequacy and

consistency of support awards in Kansas and have become a
model for other states.

A.

Dr. Terrell has been asked to appear at several national
meetings to talk on his compilation of data and
adjustments. His research has been reproduced and used
by other states in preparing their guidelines, including
Iowa and New Mexico.

Twenty three other states have adopted the guidelines by
court rule rather than legislation. Other states have
a combination of 1legislation and court rule or
administrative rule.

Kansas is one of the three states which make
adjustments for increased age of the child.

Twenty-three other states have adopted the income shares
approach.

The Kansas guidelines are adequate and not excessive.
The amounts ordered fall in the middle of other state
guidelines. For example:

A family has two children ages 4 and 10. Parent B has
custody. Parent A has gross monthly income of $1450.
Parent B has gross monthly income of $800. In Kansas
the child support obligation of A would be $315.

Using 15 other states (including our four neighbors) the
amounts would range from a low of $297 to a high of $466.
The average amount would be $347 -~ $32 more than Kansas.

SB 74 appears to make the amount $238 BEFORE deductions
for discretionary spending and physical residence.

Use the same facts but now Parent A has $2550 and Parent
B has $1700 for income. In Kansas the child support
amount would be $535. Using the same fifteen states, the
amount of support would range from a low of $400 to a
high of $638. The average being $499. Kansas is about
$36 above the average. Missouri, however, would order
$537 on these facts.

SB 74 appears to make the amount $354 BEFORE deductions
for discretionary spending and physical residence.
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USE OF THE GUIDELINES

The Kansas Child Support Guidelines are a suggested tasis for
establishing and reviewing child support orders in the district courts in
Kansas. The net child support obligation calculated on Wcrksheet A
(Appendix I) in the absence of other evidence shall be deemed prima facie
evidence of a reasonable child support order. However, the Court shall
consider all relevant evidence presented in setting the amount of child
support, including but not limited to the supplemental considerations set
forth in II.C. and IIT. If the parties have entered into an overall
settlement involving child support and alimony, the Court shall enforce
the same if the overall settlement adequately provides for the children.
The purpose cf these guidelines is not to establish a rigid formula, but
to produce more consistency in child support orders throughout the

state. The ultimate goal in each case should be justice and fairness for
the children and parents in light of the ability of the parents. The
final determination of child support rests within the sound discretion of

the trial court.

DETERMINATION OF CHILD SUPPORT CBLIGATION

A. Documentation

A completed Worksheet A shall be filed by the judge in every case
where an order of child support is entered after the effective date

of these guidelines.

B. General Instructions for Preparing Worksheet A

1. Information provided by the parties pursuant to Supreme Court
Rule 139 shall assist the Court in filling out Worksheet A.
The information required pursuant to Rule 139 shall be attached
to the application for support. The judge, upon considering
all relevant information, will complete Worksheet A and attach
Worksheet A to the order for support.

2. The total financial circumstances of both parents shall be
considered and may be reason to deviate from the amount of the
support obligation as calculated on line 12 of Worksheet A.

3. In using the CS Schedules, it may be necessary to average the
basic child support obligation amounts for income amounts not
shown.

4, In determining the age of a child, the age on the child's
nearest birthdate shall be used.



Judicial discretion is important in evaluating the
circumstances of the self-employed. In particular, judicial
attention should be given to situations in which income is
received on a sporadic basis throughout the year, such as with
persons engaged in farming.

Income may be imputed at the Court's discretion.

Pre-existing Support Obligations. (Line 2)

Pre-existing child support obligations in other cases shal] be
deducted from the obligor's gross income to the extent that
these support obligations are actually paid. These amounts are

entered on line 2.

Adjusted Gross Income. (Line 3)

The adjusted gross income on line 3 is established by
subtracting any amounts shown on line 2 from the gross income
amount on line 1.

Proportionate Shares of Combined Income. (Line 4)

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

A completed Worksheet A using the example given is attached as
Appendix II.

Example: Parent A earns $1,768 gross income a month. Parent

B earns $832 gross income per month. Their combined gross
income is $2,600. Parent A's share of the child support
obligation will be $1,768 divided by $2,600 or 68%. The Parent
B's share of the support obligation will be $832 divided by
$2,600 or 32%.

Basic Child Support Obligation. (Line 5)

The basic child support obligation is determined using the CS
Schedules (Appendix III). The CS Schedules have three major
components--number of children in the family, combined gross
income, and age of each child. Step 1. The table that
corresponds to the total number of children for whom the
parents share responsibility should be found. Step 2. The
appropriate combined monthly adjusted gross income amount
should be identified in the left-hand column. Step 3. Using
the appropriate age column for each child, the amount for each
child should be identified. Step 4. The amounts for each
child should be added together to arrive at the total basic
child support obligation. :



ITT.

10. Adjustment for Health and Dental Insurance Premiums and
Work -Related Child Care Ccsts. (Line 10)

If costs of health and dental insurance premiums and/or
work-related child care costs are included in the total child
support obligation, the parent actually making the payment is
credited. This is done by subtracting the amount paid (as
shown on lines 6 and 7) frcm that parent's child support
obligation {line 9).

Example: Parent A pays $125 per month for health insurance.
Therefore, %125 should be subtracted from that parent’'s child
support obligation of %612 to make a net obligation of $487.
Parent B pays $200 per month child care costs. Therefore, 3200
should be subtracted from that parent's child support
obligation of $288 to make a net obligation of $88.

11. Adjustment for Supplemental Considerations. (Line 11)

Supplemental considerations such as, but not limited to, those
set forth in II.C. and IIf., if any, should be calculated for
each parent and entered on line 11. The amount of any
particular supplemental consideration must be dctermined by the
court on an individual basis and lies within the sound
discretion of the trial judge.

12. Net Parental Child Support Oblization. (Line 12)

The net obligation is the parental child support obligation
(1ine 9) minus lines 10 and 11. The residential parent retains
his or her portion of the net obligation. The non-residential
parent's net obligation becomes the amount of the support order.

Example: Parent B has primary residential custody.
Therefore, Parent A will pay $487. Parent B will retain the
$88 which represents his/her share.

ADJUSTHMENTS TO CHILD SUPPORT DUE TO CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES

Courts have continuing jurisdiction to modify child support orders to
advance the waelfare of the child when there is a material change in
circumstances. In determining requested modifications of child support
orders entered prior to the effective date hereof, the court should
consider the totality of the present circumstances of the parties and
avoid modifications which would work undue hardship on the parties or any
persons presently dependent therecn.



CHILDREN’S COALITION

P.O. Box 5314
Topeka, Kansas 66605
913-232-0543

TESTIMONY BEFORE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
RE: SB 74: Child Support Kansas Guidelines

The Children's Coalition is a group of thirty organizations whose mission is

to promote laws, policies and services that focus on helping children. Specif-
ically, those children living in poverty who do not consistently have their

basic human needs provided for within their own families. The recent establish-
ment of the Kansas Child Support Guidelines falls directly in line with that
mission.

To that end our Coalition stands in strong opposition to SB 74. Our position

is that both parents are responsible for supporting their children and that
current support guidelines in Kansas are fair. We therefore discourage attempts
to modify the Kansas Child Support Guidelines as established by the Supreme
Court of Kansas.

That position is supported by the knowledge that this state spent significant
time and resources developing a system, as you have heard today, that is based
on what it actually costs to raise children in Kansas. We firmly believe a
child should not suffer because of their parents decision to divorce. The
current guidelines give the child the benefit of both parents by determining
the amount of support a parent is obligated to provide in proportion to their
earnings and earning power.

Congress became involved with our system of providing support due to the substantial
increase in child poverty and divorce, the increase of absent parents not paying
support and support awards so low many families had to resort to government assis-
tance to meet basic survival needs. Families forced to rely on government support,
typically Aid to Families with Dependent Children, do so because of some change in
the family. Divorce and subsequent inadequate support by absent parents plays

a prominent role in many families looking to the state for support. These guide-
lines place the obligation fairly where it belongs. Not with government but with
the parents.

You will hear that the guidelines greatly increase amounts certain non-custodial
parents had to pay and are consequently unfair. Our response is that those
amounts were far too low. You will hear stories where guidelines seem inappro-
priate. That is why they are guidelines. They can be applied with discretion.
Individual stories should not convince you that the guidelines as a whole are
unfair.

We believe passage of SB 74 would damage the gains made that insure a child
does not suffer financially because of their parents decision.

Attachment T

Sesate Tudiciary

2-9-57



CHILDREN'S COALITION
MEMBER BROUPS

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN-KANSAS DIVISION
ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS OF KANSAS
CATHOLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION OF KANSAS
CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERYICE, Kansas City
CHURCH WOMEN UNITED OF TOPEKA
COMMUNITY SERYICE CENTER, Kansas City
THE FARM, Emporia
GREATER KANSAS CITY ASSOC. FOR THE EDUCATION OF YOUNG CHILDREN
JUNIOR LEAGUE OF TOPEKA
KANSAS ACTION FOR CHILDREN
KANSAS ASSOCIATION FOR THE EDUCATION OF YOUNG CHILDREN
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF CHILD CARE WORKERS
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF LICENSED PRIYATE CHILD CARE AGENCIES
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS

KANSAS CHAPTER-AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS
KANSAS CHILDREN'S SERYICE LEAGUE
KANSAS CHILD ABUSE PREYENTION COUNCIL*
KANSAS COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY
KANSAS KIDS
KANSAS—-NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
KANSAS—-NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN
KANSAS STATE NURSES ASSOCIATION
KANSAS TRIAL LAWYERS ASSOCIATION
LEAGUE OF WOMEN YOTERS OF KANSAS
MARCH OF DIMES BIRTH DEFECTS FOUNDATION**
MARTIN LUTHER KING URBAN CENTER, Kansas City
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE COALITION OF KANSAS
THERAPEUTIC FOSTER CARE, Topeka
UNITED METHODIST YOUTHVILLE
UNIYERSITY OF KANSAS SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK-
STUDENT GROUP, Lawrence

*  The Kansas Child Abuse Prevention Council abstains from the recommendation for an assessment of

SRS's child abuse services
* % The March of Dimes abstains from the AFDC/GA, child support, child care, and child abuse and

neglect recommendations.



Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
Winston Barton - Secretary

Statement Regarding Senate Bill 73

One of the primary responsibilities of the SRS Child Support Enforcement Program
is to help children receiving public assistance by establishing regular and
adequate support payments. From that perspective, SRS expresses concern about
the language in section 3(a)(1)(B), lines 210-214, giving the parent paying
support "input" as to how child support is used by the parent receiving the
support payment.

Section 3(a)(1)(B) may appear reasonable on its face, however, neither the terms
nor the procedures in that provision are defined. This vagueness would
undoubtedly create frustration and litigation over the proper interpretation.

In actual situations where divorced parents are in conflict, children could
suffer while parents wrangle about how child support money should be spent. We
think this "input" provision could be used as a delaying tactic against an
obligee trying to exercise the legal right to enforce delinquent support
payments. We can also foresee situations in which an obligor demands input
concerning very minor purchases -- for example, the brand of toothpaste. All
too often, unfortunately, this interest would not spring from concern for the
child's well-being but from a desire to harass the former spouse or to "get
even" because of a garnishment or other action to collect child support.

By its nature, a support order establishes one parent as the obligee, who has
the legal right to receive payment as well as the obligation to meet the child's
needs with the funds provided. The obligee is designated by the judge after
full consideration of the needs of the child, the economic circumstances of the
parents, and the appropriate custody arrangement for the child. If a parent has
been found eligible by a court to receive and handle child support payments on
behalf of the child, that person should, in our opinion, have both the right and
the responsibility to determine how that money should be spent. Parents who are
able to share the decision-making process don't need a statute to force them to
do so. Parents who are unable to share this process are the most Tikely to use
such a statute to their children's detriment.

Proposed Tegislation requiring the custodial parent to formally account for
exactly how child support is spent has been brought before the Legislature in
the past. Such proposals have been uniformly rejected because of the extreme
burden placed on obligees, court dockets, and judges. Although Section 3 of
this bill does not directly require an accounting, we do see the requirement for
“input" as the first step in that direction.

Finally, K.S.A. (1988 Supp.) 60-1616 (f) currently offers a remedy to obTligors
by providing that misuse of support payments by the obligee may be the basis for
a change of custody.

Jamie L. Corkhill
Child Support Enforcement
Social and Rehabilitation Services

296-3237
Attuchment T
Sermate :)’z:éd'zc,tlar/
A ~G-F9



CHILDREN’S COALITION

P.O. Box 5314
Topeka, Kansas 66605
913-232-0543

TESTIMONY BEFORE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
RE: SB 74: Child Support Kansas Guidelines

The Children's Coalition is a group of thirty organizations whose mission is

to promote laws, policies and services that focus on helping children. Specif-
ically, those children living in poverty who do not consistently have their
basic human needs provided for within their own families. The recent establish-
ment of the Kansas Child Support Guidelines falls directly in line with that
mission.

To that end our Coalition stands in strong opposition to SB 74. Our position

is that both parents are responsible for supporting their children and that
current support guidelines in Kansas are fair. We therefore discourage attempts
to modify the Kansas Child Support Guidelines as established by the Supreme
Court of Kansas.

That position is supported by the knowledge that this state spent significant
time and resources developing a system, as you have heard today, that is based
on what it actually costs to raise children in Kansas. We firmly believe a
child should not suffer because of their parents decision to divorce. The
current guidelines give the child the benefit of both parents by determining
the amount of support a parent is obligated to provide in proportion to their
earnings and earning power.

Congress became involved with our system of providing support due to the substantial
increase in child poverty and divorce, the increase of absent parents not paying
support and support awards so low many families had to resort to government assis-
tance to meet basic survival needs. Families forced to rely on government support,
typically Aid to Families with Dependent Children, do so because of some change in
the family. Divorce and subsequent inadequate support by absent parents plays

a prominent role in many families looking to the state for support. These guide-
lines place the obligation fairly where it belongs. Not with government but with
the parents.

You will hear that the guidelines greatly increase amounts certain non-custodial
parents had to pay and are consequently unfair. Our response is that those
amounts were far too low. You will hear stories where guidelines seem inappro-
priate. That is why they are guidelines. They can be applied with discretion.
Individual stories should not convince you that the guidelines as a whole are
unfair.

We believe passage of SB 74 would damage the gains made that insure a child
does not suffer financially because of their parents decision.



CHILDREN'S COALITION
MEMBER GROUPS

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIYERSITY WOMEN-KANSAS DIYISION
ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS OF KANSAS
CATHOLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION OF KANSAS
CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERYICE, Kansas City
CHURCH WOMEN UNITED OF TOPEKA
COMMUNITY SERVICE CENTER, Kansas City
THE FARM, Emporia
GREATER KANSAS CITY ASSOC. FOR THE EDUCATION OF YOUNG CHILDREN
JUNIOR LEAGUE OF TOPEKA
KANSAS ACTION FOR CHILDREN
KANSAS ASSOCIATION FOR THE EDUCATION OF YOUNG CHILDREN
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF CHILD CARE WORKERS
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF LICENSED PRIVATE CHILD CARE AGENCIES
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS

KANSAS CHAPTER-AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS
KANSAS CHILDREN'S SERYICE LEAGUE
KANSAS CHILD ABUSE PREYENTION COUNCIL*
KANSAS COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY
KANSAS KiIDS
KANSAS-NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
KANSAS—-NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN
KANSAS STATE NURSES ASSOCIATION
KANSAS TRIAL LAWYERS ASSOCIATION
LEAGUE OF WOMEN YOTERS OF KANSAS
MARCH OF DIMES BIRTH DEFECTS FOUNDATION**
MARTIN LUTHER KING URBAN CENTER, Kansas City
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE COALITION OF KANSAS
THERAPEUTIC FOSTER CARE, Topeka
UNITED METHODIST YOUTHVILLE
UNIYERSITY OF KANSAS SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK-
STUDENT G6ROUP, Lawrence

*  The Kansas Child Abuse Prevention Council abstains from the recommendation for an assessment of
SRS's child abuse services )

* % The March of Dimes abstains from the AFDC/GA, child support, child care, and child abuse and
neglect recommendations.



SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY OF
CHARLES F. HARRIS
AND
PAULA KIDD CASEY
ATTORNEYS ON BEHALF OF
DOMESTIC RELATIONS COMMITTEE
OF WICHITA BAR ASSOCIATION

The Domestic Relations Committee of the Wichita Bar
Association consists of practicing attorneys representing
both men and women in the District Courts in Wichita and
surrounding judicial districts in domestic relations
matters.

Committee includes private attorneys as well as the Sedgwick
County Court Trustee, and attorneys for Legal Aid Society and
Social and Rehabilitation Service.

Concensus of the committee is that the proposed bills
constitute a significant step backward in the area of child
support. It also imposes mandatory rigid standards on the
courts when flexibility is necessary.

Committee strongly urges this committee to reject a
legislative treatment of this problem and instead, allow the
Guideline Commission to perform its charge to make changes in
the guideline that will address problem areas actually
experienced since the guideline was implemented in October,
1987 without dropping the existing procedures.

Since the guideline was implemented in October, 1987,
Sedgwick County has been handling approximately 800 child
support related motions each month. All of those cases have
been decided using the current Supreme Court Guideline.

If the new guideline proposed in Senate Bill 74 is adopted,
it will mandate a re-hearing on each of these cases because
the Guideline expressly provides at §7(a) (1) that the
adoption of the guidelines is a change in circumstances
which justifies modification in the child support.

Senate Bill 73 contains significant changes in the current
divorce statute which drastically reduce judicial discreticn
in child custody situations by making equally divided
physical custody mandatory. This provision ties into Senate
Bill 74 as it impacts on child support calculation.

Senate Bill 73 also has the effect prohibiting ex parte
orders which require one party to vacate unless there is
sworn testimony of the emergency. A drastic increase in
hearings and domestic violence can be expected if such a rule

is adopted.

/Qfﬁ%uzé)metnz;fi;
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I. Senate Bill 73 also requires mandatory marriage counseling
which will be an additional expense, and given the language
of the Bill, could be used to hold the progress of the
divorce case in abeyance.

J. The goal of the child support guidelines was to bring the
amount of child support up from poverty guidelines to a
number closer to what it actually takes to raise a child in

Kansas today.

K. Prepared a comparison of what would happen in specific fact
situation under the guideline Sedgwick County was using prior
to the implementation of the Supreme Court Guideline. The
situation as applied to the Supreme Court Guideline and then
as it would result if applied. if the Senate Bill 74 method

was used.

L. Net effect is that child support swings from $390 per month
under the old local guideline to $609.81 per month under the
current guideline to $218.85 under Senate Bill 74.

M. Of particular concern is the adjustment for percentage of
residency at Line 11 of Senate Bill 74 Worksheet A, the
mandatory accounting provision at Section 7(c) and the
presumption of the other parent being available before work
related day care can be incurred at Section 4(f).

N. Because of the mandatory nature of the provisions of both
bills, they may be subject to Constitutional attack on due

process grounds.

CONCLUSION

Our committee is simply asking the Senate Judiciary
Committee to reject this legislative approach and permit the
Supreme Court to make adjustments in the existing Child Support
Guidelines. This will allow an orderly adjustment without
completely throwing open the doors of the courthouse to the
potential of chaos that adoption of these new bills would cause.



Christian Science Committee on Publication

For Kansas

820 Quincy Suite K Office Phone
Topeka, Kansas 66612 913/233-7483

February 9, 1989

To: Sénate Committee on Judiciary
Re: Senate Bill 73
It is requested that Sec. 2.(c)(3), page 5, lines 163~
164, be amended by changing the comma to a period and
deleting the remainder of the sentence — or - that the words
"religious organization" be replaced with "counseling."
While we prefer the first alternative above,»which would
restore the language of the present law requested by us
several years ago, either method of amending the bill will
correct the false impression that a particular religious
organization rather than counseling by that organization is

found objectionable,

et

Keith R. Landis
Committee on Publication
for Kansas
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Rodney K. Rouse
12069 Estates Lane
Peck, Kansas 67120
316-529-9840 office
316-773-1901 home

PURPOSE- To show a value-added consideration for SB 73,
addressing the equal residency issue.

BACKGROUND

Married 1973
- Daughter born 1977

Divorced 1982
- Awarded joint custody
- 50/50 sharing
- Two home standard
- Enriching and loving environment
- Nurtured "special relationships" with each parent

Relocated with employer 1987
- 50/50 sharing was amended to allow one weekend monthly

visitation

Result
- Equal residency severed
- Relationship damaged

Opportunity
~ Restore healthy family balance
- Create an atmosphere promoting parent/child relationship
- Instill a sense of equality to the culture

RECOMMENDATION- Support SB 73, the Family Bill of Rights.

BFtawchmenls XL
Senate Tudiciary

2-9-77



Ladies and Gentleman of the Judiciary Committee:

I want to thank you for the opportunity to discuss my opinion on
the new bill that is coming up for a vote.

Children are our most precious assets. QOur laws protect children
from all types of harm and mental anguish. The children that

we have, need this protection and these two bills will leave

our children in more mental agony then before. Let us keep in
mind that the best interest of the children takes precedence

over any other conflict that might arise.

There are several issues that I am deeple concerned about. Bill
73 page 2, line 64-67. It says parents have equal rights,custody,
and residency of minor children unless sworn testimony showing
extrordinary circumstances. The eqgual residency issue can

be most detrimental to a child. I discussed this matter with a
child psycologists, a Dr. Mike Rapoff of Kansas University

Medical Center who also teaches at the University and also

has a private practice. He said nchildrenneed to have a permanent
place of residence to maintain some stability in their lives.

The child also needs to have visitation with the non-custodial
parent on a regular basis. This is only if there are not any
other unusual circumstances involved." I happen to agree with

Dr. Rapoff on this matter because like he says where are the
children going to find any stability? Their lives have Jjust

been torn apart by a divorce and now they have to move from

one residence to the other.

Page 2 line 72-81, No order shall have the effect of evicting a
party from such parties residence.... If there is a divorce :
pending in 60 days and the 2 people live together in the same
house it can become a very serious situation for several
reasons, (1) emotions are so very high at this time that this
situation can become a breeding ground for a very violent
situation. (2) The child will be subjected to being torn between
the two sets of parents, he or she will be used and abused by
them trying to win the love of the child. This cannot in any way
be in the best interest of the child and why would we want to
subject a child to this kind of unnecessary pain?

Page 6,line 210-221, when a arent has joint or shared custody
the support payments are to °"input from the person paying
on«how the payments are to be used. This needs to be looked at
with more logic. We have two people that cannot get along,
they have been problems communicating for probably a few months
maybe years, and now we want these two people to all of a
sudden become compatable and communicate about money. Not

only that,the person who is getting the child support has to
become accountable for the money that is spent on a child. This
is not going to work at all. The courts will become tied up with
all kinds of family squabbles. Do we really want that?

Page 8, line 281-294, I again go back to the equal residency
proposel. - The part where it the court will find a parent uncoop-
erative if the parent does not come up with a reasonable proposel
in the equal residency issue. Like I have said before let the best
interest of the child take precedence instead of our own selfIsh



desires.

Bill 74. This Bill is in such contradiction to Bill 73. 1In
Bill 73 there is talk of having the best interest of the child
at heart, but in this Bill we see that this is not Teality.
Page 8, line 279-282, the paying parent will obtain credit for
spending time with the child. Why are we using children for
credit? This can be used and abused in all aspects, the child
will be used in a tug of war situation. Don't be unfair to the
children, don't use children for credit.

The poverty check. Up to know there has been talk of equality,

but when it comes to one parent who might become impoverished
because of support to a child that is where the equality ends.

It is okay for the custodail parent to be in poverty but lets

not let the one who pays child support be in the same equal
position. This is discrimination and we are protected from

this from our Constitution. It mentions that public assistance

is available to the person who has custody, let me ask you this
where is the responsiblity of the parent? Why does the governement
have to take care of the situation? Another thing if there :
is eqgual residency public assistance will not work the child

has to have permanent residency.

Responsibility for support of others. Where is the interst of

the child here? If the payor is helping parent, grandparents,

or other relatives this is deducted from the gross income.

I though our children where suppose to take precendence in the

situation. In our Statues of Kansas it is a felony if a person
does not pay child support. I have not read any statues saying
it is a felonv if you don't support your parents or other relatives.
Why does the person who is suppose to help support a child want
to take food out of the childs mouth? THis is not in the Best

Interest Of A Child.

I ask you don't pass these Bills they can only harm our children,
and then our society will have to live with the consequences of
the decisions that you make here.

Thank you for your time
Geri Simmons

P.0. Box 3144
Shawnee, Kansas 66203



February 9, 1989

It has always been my understanding that one of the goals of parenting is to

raise our children in a stable enviroment. One of the factors of a stable enviroment
being emotional stability. In this way our children can become more stable and
productive adults. What we must look at here is if the changes proposed in

Senate Bill No. 73 and 74 are in the best interest of our children. Can we

maintain an emotionally stable enviroment when we may have to share the custody

of our children with the other parent?

Obviously there were problems between the parties or else there wouldn't have been
a Divorce in the first place. If we are forced to consult with our ex-spouse's
before we can make any type of decision concerning our children, nothing would ever
zet donme. And would add an extra emotional strain on the children because of

the extra fighting it would canse.

The idea of switching our children back and forth between households or even

parents rotating in and our of a set house wouldn't work. You would have 2

separate ideas on how to raise the children. Which would only add to the confusion
of the children. How can we submit out children to such a life? How would we

feel if we were in their place and trere being shuffled back and forth between

parents and households? What happens to their school work especially if both parents
live in separate school districts or states?

Think of the headaches our teachers would undergo if our children are hurt at
school or at the babysitters or Daycare. Which parent are they to call or are
they to be expected to call both parents? And then the fights over which Doctor
What if they can't reach one of the parents? What are they to do? We are adding
an extra responsibility to teachers and child care providers. An extra
responsibility which many of them do not need or have the time for. I can't
think of anything positive that could possibly come from equal custody.

And also the proposal of making the parent receiving child support account for where
every penny goes or else the other parent may tell you how and where to use these
payments is ridiculous. When the children are being clothed and fed properly and
the money is gging for their support, it is not right to have to account for every
penny. The parties wished to no longer be around one another or else they wouldm't
have gotten a Divorce. They are being thrown into a situation where theymust be
around one another in order to make decisions concerning the children. Which

in all probability would lead to more fighting. That is not what I would call an
emotionally stable enviroment, nor is it in the best interest of our children.

I am not going to stand here and qupte statistics to you on Divorce, and how
men and women stand financially after Divorce, because I know that you probably
have all of these statistics. In my situation after my Divorce I found myself
with a-{ob that couldn't support myself and my two children. 1 was forced to
return to school to complete my degree. While my ex~husband had enough money



to go out and buy anything and everything he wanted. He didn't pay anv child -
support as ordered by the court. I finally garnished his wages and am now
receiving child support that I need. Single mothers need help getting their
child support, the support that they need and deserve, but instead you have
before you a proposal to either eliminate oY lessen that support. Somehow

it doesn't seem fair. So I ask you when you are considering lowering or
doing away with child support and are considering equal custody not to.
think of our children. They are the most important consideration here. We
must do what is in the best interest of our children.

Pl=ase

Thank You

Sandra M. Barnett
101C Santa Fe
Atchison, KS 66002



Steven H. Hess
5009 S. Broadview
Wichita, Kansas 67210
(316)529-0296
Senate District - 26th
Representatives District - 82nd

Senate Bill 74

Checks For Poverty Level

a.

b.

Checks Before/After Enforcement

Elect ©Not To Exercise Visitation Rights Due To Ina-
bility To Feed Children or Self

Accounting Of Child Support If Abuse Is Suspected

a.

b.

Letter and Child Support Payment Record.

Social Worker Provided Income For Purchase of Shoes.
Food Stamps Provided

Oldest Son Sleeps On Couch

VCR Purchased

VCR Tape Library Established

Cable, HBO, Cinemax, Showtime, and Disney

Pool Table In Dining Room
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[y Offices
of
Jerry L. Berg, DA

e d

Attomeys At Law Kellogg and Topeka
GO8 South Topeka
Jerry L. Berg Wichitu, Kansas 67202
Alison K. Lindsay (316) 262-3458
Michael B. Brewer

February 2, 1989

Lyle Britt

Attorney at Law

1333 N. Broadway, Suite D
Wichita, Kansas 67214

RE: Hess v. Hess
Dear Lyle:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation, I've obtained a copy of
Mr. Hess's child support record, and made some calculations.

According to the Journal Entry of November 23, 1988, Mr. Hess was
behind $1,898.50. His child support obligation was reduced to $650.00
per month, effective December 1, 1988. He is also ordered to pay
$25.00 per month towards satisfaction of the above stated arrearage.

According to the court's child support record, Mr. Hess has paid

a total of $2,876.49 since the 23rd of November, 1988. Of that
amount, $1,300.00 would be applied to current child support for
December and January. This would leave the sum of $1,576.49 to be
applied toward arrearages. Deducting this from the amount of
arrearages in the Journal Entry, Mr. Hess is still behind $322.01.

T am enclosing a Jounrnal Entry dismissing your contempt citation.
If you have any guestions concerning the enclosed, or my calculations,
please phone me to discuss.

Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF JERRY L. BERG, P.A.

~ V , . () "
Yok beiod i Lowxweee Joa s

MICHAEL B. BREWEK
MBB/cas
Enclosure
cC: Steve Hess
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COMMENTS ON SENATE BILL 74
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is
Richard Stegelman. I am a non-residential father and a
resident of Shawnee County. I appear today to offer a few

comments in support of Senate Bill 74.

I serve as an ex-officio member of the Board of
Directors of the Kansas Child Support Enforcement Association
representing the interests of the non-custodial parents. My
comments here are my opinion and do not necessarily represent
the opinions of the Kansas Child Support Enforcement

Association.

This bill particularly addresses a short coming in
Administrative Order No. 59 which neglects to credit the non-
residential parent for the very real chila rearing expenses
that occur in the non-residential household. The Child
Support Tables represent the total estimated basic expense of
raising children. Adoption of this bill will provide a
mechanism to allocate these costs to both households in
proportion to the time spent in residency by the children in

each household.

I would suggest that the Committee modify Section 4
paragraph (2) by adding the following sentence. Support
costs of dependent children from a subsequent marriage shall
be determined by using the child support schedule and

deducting this amount from the obligator’s gross income.

I thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and

will try to answer any questions that you might have for me.



FAMTLTES DEMANDING EQUAL JUSTICE
P.O. Box 695
Wichita, KS 67201
316-263=-4511

OUTLINE — CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES BILL

sexvare BiiL 7Y

Establishes the standard of living for children of separated
families as the mean average of the gross income of the child's
parents.

Uses the established standard of living for the children as the
basis for using the tables for' child support developed by Dr.
Terrell of WSU.

Gives each parent discretionary credit for the actual time the
children spend with each parent.

Checks to assure that no chi;g,support\grder puts a payor of
child support below the poverty level> Note: Receivers of

i~child-~support””aré eligible—for—public assistance if their

income puts them below poverty level after the receipt of child
support. Payors of child support are not eligible for public
assistance if their income is above poverty level, regardless
of any child support payment order.

" Provides for an accounting of child support if abuse of child

support is seriously suspected.

Puts public policy concerning child support back in the hands

of the legislature which is elected to establish public policy.



FACTUAL SCENARIO

Husband Gross Earnings Per Month: §2,750.00
Wife Gross Earnings Per Month: §1,600.00
Two children, ages 6 and 12

Wife is primary custodial parent

Husband is non-primary custodial parent and has
visitation every other weekend from 5:00 p.m. on Friday
until 9:00 a.m. on Monday, together with one evening
every other week from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. In
addition, the husband has six weeks summer visitation.

Extra expenses: $100 per month day care provided by the
wife and $75 per month cost of health insurance provided

by the husband.



child support as
child Support Guideline:

Husband: 62,750
§2,062

child support is
wife.

Exhibit 1

calculated by the 1983 Sedgwick County

.00 gross monthly income
.50 per month net

$390 per month to be paid by husband to
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11.

12.

Exhibit 2

CHILD SUPPORT AS CALCULATED BY CURRENT
SUPREME COURT CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINE

WORKSHEET A
CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION

(H)
Petition

er

(W)
Respondent Combined

0

Gross Monthly Income $2,750.0

Pre-existing Support
obligations - 0.

00

Adjusted Gross Income 2,750.0

0

Proportionate shares

63%

of combined Income (each
parent's income divided
by combined income)

Basic Child Support Obligation
(using combined adjusted gross
income from line 3 find amount
for each child-enter total

for all children)

Age of Children 0-6
Number Per Age Category 1

$1,600.00

- 0.00

+ 1,600.00 $4350.00

37%

7-15 16-18

Total Amount 416

912.00

496 +

Health and Dental
Insurance Premium 75.00

Work-Related Child
Care Costs 0.00

Parents' Total Child
Support Obligation without
Supplemental Considerations
(line 5 plus lines 6 & 7)

Parental Child Support
Obligation (line 4 times
line 8 for each parent 684.81

75.00

+
o
o
(@]
1]

+ 100.00 100.00

1087.00

402.19

Subtract for Actual
payment made for
items 6 and 7 - 75.00

- 100.00

Subtract Adjustment
for Supplemental
Considerations - 0.00

Net Parental Child
Support Obligation
(line 9 minus lines
10 and 11) 609.81

*

302.19

xHusband's child support would be reduced by 50% during the
summer under the existing Sedgwick County policy.
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Exhibit 3

Child Support as Calculated Using
74 WORKSHEET A

SENATE BILL NO.

(H) (W)
petitioner Respondent Combined

1) verified Gross Income 2750.00 _ + 1600.00 = 4350.00
2) Proportionate Shares of Income
petitioner's income/Combined 63 %
Respondent's income/Combined 37 %

3) Mean Average Income (Combined/Z) 2175.00
4) Basic support Oobligation (Using

Mean Average Income from line 3, find

amount for each child-enter total for

all children)

Age of children 0-6 7-15 16-18
Number Per Age

Category 1 1

Total amount 279.00 + 333.00 _+

5) Health & pental Ins. Premium 75.00  +

________._-————-—____,___-———-

6) Work Related Child Care Cost + 100.00
7) parents' Total Support obligation

(Vines 4 +5 +
8) parental Support obligation

(1ine 2 X 1ine 7 for each parent) 495.81 291.19
9) Amounts actually paid of mutual

obligations (e.g. 11n€ 5, line 6

g other such payments 1ike school

fees.) 75.00 + 100.00
10) Total piscretionary support

obligations (1ine 7 - line 9) 612.00
11) percentage of Residency 33 % 67 %

12) piscretionary support Obligation

Credit (1ine 10 x 11 for each

parent) 201.96 410.04
13) Net Support Oobligation line

g - line 9 - 1ine 12 for each

parent 218.85 -218.85
14) Child support Oobligation (husband) 218.85
Line 13 will be positive for one parent and negative for the other. 1f
the amounts are both zero no support shall be awarded to either
parent. support should be awarded to the parent with the negative
amount from the parent with the positive amount. The award of support
should be the positive amount (i.€. jf petitioner has the positive
amount that positive amount should be awarded to the Respondent.)
support obligation: The petitioner shall pay support in the amount of

$218.85 to the respondent.

612.00
75.00
100.00

wouwon

787.00

175.00
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Exhibit 4
SENATE BILL NO. 74 WORKSHEET B

WORKSHEET B
CHECK TO ASSURE CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS
DO NOT PUT PAYOR BELOW POVERTY LEVELS
This worksheet is based on the proposed order that the Petitioner
will pay Respondent child support in the amount of $218.85 per month.
All entries are solely those numbers relevant to the party who will
pay child support. (Husband)

A) Gross Income 2750.00
B) Social Security/Self-Employment Taxes
C) Federal Withholding Taxes 687.50
D) State Withholding Taxes
E) Proposed Child Support Order 218.85
F) Net Living Income (A - [B+C+D+E]) 1843.65
G) Number of children 2
H) Incremental Poverty Level from Chart
(Family size is line G + 2) 317.00
I) Child Support Payor's Share of Children's Poverty
Level (1ine H x line 11, Worksheet A) 106.41
J) Child Support Payor's Poverty Level
(1ine I + 459) 565.41
K) Poverty Level Check (Adjustment)
(line F + 1ine J) 2409.06

If line K is positive then the proposed order does not put the Child
Support Payor below poverty. If line K is negative then the proposed
support order should be reduced by the line K amount.

Example: Net Living Income (1ine F) = $475. Only one child. Amount
on chart for 3 persons is $159. Assuming this party has 40% residency
from line 11 on Worksheet A, $159 x 40% = $64 (line I). Line J
becomes $523 ($64 + $459). Since this is greater than the $475 Net
Living Income (line F), Child Support Order should be reduced by $48
per month.

POVERTY LEVEL CHART

Family Size 3 4 5 6 7 8
Incremental  $159 $317 $475 $633 $792 $950



Testimony on Senate Bill 74
February 9, 1989

The Kansas court trustees ask the senators serving on the
Judiciary Committee to consider the following matters while
evaluating S.B. 74:

1.

Senate Bill 74 expresses a preference that children,
rather than adults, bear the brunt of poverty. (p. 1,
lines 21-23).

Use of Senate Bill 74's method of figuring support
would reduce the amount of child support awards by
approximately one-third their amount under the
current guidelines.

Senate Bill 74 contradicts the intent of the federal
Child Support Amendments of 1984 by accepting and
encouraging reliance on welfare. (pp. 8-9; 1l.
293-307).

New concepts such as "discretionary support
obligations®" (p. 6, 1ll. 207-211); “percentage of
residency" (p. 6, 1l. 212-221) and "other types of
historical support" (p.10, 11. 341-355) will increase
litigation of child support cases by increasing the
number of issues requiring interpretation and proof.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE CF XANSAS

Administrative Crder No. 59

Re: Kansas Child Support Guidelines

The attached Xansas Child Support Guidelines are hereby
adopted, and are to be used as a basis for establishing and
reviewing child support orders in the district courts cf Kansas.
These guidelines should be implemented no later than October 30,

1987.

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

— /,"’_-\\
B . \\ . ‘l / . }
K ') o i /\ — e
T \ ‘ P o
// Coa X U
CAVID PRAGER .

Chief Justice 7

Attachment



BACKGROUND

The United States Office of Child Support Enforcement (CCSE) promulgated
the following federal regulation on May 9, 19385:

Sec. 302.56. Guidelines for setting child support awards.

(a) Effective October 1, 1987, as a condition for approval of its
State plan, the State shall establish guidelines by law or by
judicial or administrative action for setting child support award
amounts within the state.

(b) The State shall have procedures for making the guidelines
available to all persons in the State whose duty it is to set child
support award amounts, but the guidelines need not be binding on
those persons.

(c) The guidelines must be based on specific descriptive and numeric

criteria and result in a computation of the support obligation.
(d) The State must include a copy of the guidelines in its State
plan.

The Kansas Commission on Child Support was appointed by the Governor

in December 1984, in compliance with Public Law 93-378, to monitor, assist and

advise on issues relating to the enforcement and establishment of child

support. The Commission appointed a committee in May 1985 to study guidelines
and to draft a proposal for Kansas. The committee included three lawyers, two

judges, a district court administrator, a non-custodial parent, a custodial
'parent, two child advocates, a representative of the State Department for
Social and Rehabilitation Services (SRS), and staff assistance from SRS and
the Office of Judicial Administration.

The committee solicited substantial comment from the public. Five
public hearings on visitation and guideline issues were held in October and
November of 1985. Approximately 200 interested citizens attended the public
hearings. Nearly five hundred questionnaires were sent to lawyers, judges,
fathers' rights groups, mothers' rights groups, court administrators and
trustees, attendees at the public hearings and anyone else who requested one.
A1l Commission meetings have been open to the public. The Commission
submitted its report to the Supreme Court in 1987. 1In order to prevent the
State of Kansas from being penalized through the threatened loss of federal
funding, and after careful consideration of the guidelines proposed by the
Commission, with substantial modification thereto by this Court to grant
greater flexibility and discretion to the trial court, the Kansas Suprcme
Court has adopted the following child support guidelines.



USE OF THE GUIDELINES

The Kansas Child Support Guidelines are a suggested bhasis for
establishing and reviewing child support orders in the district courts in
Kansas. The net child support obligation calculated on Wecrksheet A
(Appendix I) in the absence of other evidence shall be deemed prima facie
evidence of a reasonable child support order. However, the Court shall
consider all relevant evidence presented in setting the amount of child
support, including but not limited to the supplemental considerations set
forth in II.C. and III. If the parties have entered into an overall
settlement involving child support and alimony, the Court shall enforce
the same if the overall settlement adequately provides for the children.
The purpose c¢f these guidelines is not to establish a rigid formula, but
to produce more consistency in child support orders throughout the

state. The ultimate goal in each case should be justice and fairness for
the children and parents in light of the ability of the parents. The
final determination of child support rests within the scund discretion of
the trial court.

DETERMINATION OF CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION

A. Documentation

A completed Worksheet A shall be filed by the judge in every case
where an order of child support is entered after the effective date
of these guidelines.

B. General Instructions for Preparing Worksheet A

1. Information provided by the parties pursuant to Supreme Court
Rule 139 shall assist the Court in filling out Worksheel A.
The information required pursuant to Rule 139 shall be attached
to the application for support. The judge, upon considering
all relevant information, will complete Worksheet A and attach
Worksheet A to the order for support.

2. The total financial circumstances of both parents shall be
considered and may be reason to deviate from the amount of the
support obligation as calculated on line 12 of Worksheet A.

3. In using the CS Schedules, it may be necessary to average the
basic child support obligation amounts for income amounts not
shown.

4. In determining the age of a child, the age on the child's
nearest birthdate shall be used.



Supplemental Child Support Considerations

Other factors which may warrant adjustments to the net parental
child support obligation. These include:

1. Needs of the child

a. Uninsured health care
b. Special school needs
c. Financial resources and needs of the child
2. The overall financial circumstances and need of both parents
a. Visitation expenses
b. Adjustments for extended visitation
c. Shared physical custody
d. Responsibility for support of others
e. Tax considerations

f. Residence with a third party
g . The value of services contributed by the parents
h. Other relevant factors

Explanation of Worksheet A

1. Gross Monthly Income. (Line 1)

"Gross income” means earning ability of the parents and income
from any source including imputed income, but does not include
benefits received from public assistance programs. Benefits
received from need-related pregrams, such as Supplemental
Security Income, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Food
Stamps, Medical Assistance, and General Assistance, are not
included in the definition of gross income because such
benefits decrease as the recipient's income incrcases from all
other sources, including child support.

Gross monthly income is computed by dividing by twelve the
gross income received during the twelve months preceding the
support cobligation determination.

Gross income for the self-employed is gross income as defined
above minus ordinary and necessary business expenses which
reduce the funds available for child support.



Judicial discretion is important in evaluating the
circumstances of the seif-employed. In particular, judicial
attention should be given to situations in which income is
received on a sporadic basis throughout the year, such as with
persons engaged in farming.

Income may be imputed at the Court's discretion.

Pre-existing Support Obligations. (Line 2)

Pre-existing child support obligations in other cases shall be
deducted from the obligor's gross income to the extent that
these support obligations are actually paid. These amounts are
entered on line 2.

Adjusted Gross Income. (Line 3)

The adjusted gross income on line 3 is established by
subtracting any amounts shown on line 2 from the gross incoume
amount on line 1.

Proportionate Shares of Combined Income. (Line 4)

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

A completed Worksheet A using the example given is attached as
Appendix II.

Example: Parent A earns 31,768 gross income a month. Parent

B earns $832 gross income per month. Their combined gross
income is $2,600. Parent A's share of the child support
obligation will be $1,768 divided by $2,600 or 68%. The Parent
B's share of the support obligation will be $832 divided by
$2,600 or 32%.

Basic Child Support Obligation. (Line §)

The basic child support obligation is determined using the CS
Schedules {(Appendix IIT). The CS Schedules have three major
components--number of children in the family, combined gross
income, and age of each child. Step 1. The table that
corresponds to the total number of children for whom the
parents share responsibility should be found. Step 2. The
appropriate combined monthly adjusted gross income amount
should be identified in the left-hand column. Step 3. Using
the appropriate age column for each child, the amount for each
child should be identified. Step 4. The amounts for each
child should be added together to arrive at the total basic
child support obligation.



Example: The parents above have two children: ages § years,
7 months and 3 years, 10 months. Using the "2 Children
Families" schedule, $2,600 is found in the left-hand column.
Under the first column for the four-year old, $262 is
identified and in the next column for the seven-ycar old, $313
is identified. These two amounts are added together to find
the total basic child support obligation of $575.00 per month.

Health and Dental Insurance Premium. (Line 6)

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

Example: Parent A has a single coverage policy provided by
his or her employer. To add the children would cost $125 a
month. Therefore, $125 would be entered in Parent A's column
and in the right-hand column on line 6.

Work-Related Child Care Costs. (Line 7)

Actual, reasonable, and necessary child care costs incurred to
permit employment or job search of a parent should be added to
the support obligation. The monthly figure is the averaged
annual amount.

Example: Child care is needed for the pre-school child. The
cost of the child care is $200 per month. Parent B pays for
the costs of the child care. Therefore, $200 would be entercd
in Parent B's column and in the right-hand column of line 7.

Total Child Support Obligation Without Supplemental
Considerations. (Line 8)

The total child support obligation is the sum of the basic
support obligation (line 5), the health and dental insurance
premium (line 6), and the work related child care costs (line
7).

Example: The total child support obligation is obtained by
adding the $575 basic obligation (line 5) plus $125.00 in
health insurance (line 6) and $200 in child care cost (line
7). The support obligation totals $900 per month.

Parental Child Support Obligation. (Line 9)

The support obligation for each parent is determined by
multiplying each parent's proportionate share shown on line 4,
times the total support obligation (line 8).

Example: On line 4, Parent A had 68% of the combined income
and Parent B had 32%. Therefore, Parent A's obligation is $617
(.68 x $900). Parent B's obligation is $288 (.32 x $900).

5.



ITT.

10. Adjustment for Health and Dental Insurance Premiums_and
Work -Related Child Care Costs. (Line 10)

If costs of health and dental insurance premiums and/or
work-related child care costs are included in the total child
support obligation, the parent actually making the payment is
credited. This is done by subtracting the amount paid (as
shown on lines 6 and 7) from that parent's child support
obligation {line 9).

Example: Parent A pays $125 per month for health insurance.
Therefore, 3125 should be subtracted from that parent's child
support obligation of %612 to make a net obligation of $487.
Parent B pays $200 per month child care costs. Therefore, $200
should be subtracted from that parent's child support
obligation of $288 to make a net obligation of $88.

11. Adjustment for Supplemental Considerations. (Line 11)

Supplemental considerations such as, but not limited to, those
set forth in II.C. and III., if any, should be calculated for
each parent and entered on line 11. The amount of any
particular supplemental consideration must be determined by the
court on an individual basis and lies within the sound
discretion of the trial judge.

12. Net Parental Child Support Obligation. (Line 12)

The net obligation is the parental child support obligation
(line 9) minus lines 10 and 11. The residential parent retains
his or her portion of the net obligation. The non-residential
parent's net obligation becomes the amount of the support order.

Example: Parent B has primary residential custody.
Therefore, Parent A will pay $487. Parent B will retain the
$88 which represents his/her share.

ADJUSTHENTS TO CHILD SUPPORT DUE TO CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES

Courts have continuing jurisdiction to modify child suppert orders to
advance the walfare of the child when there is a material change in
circumstances. In determining requested modifications of child support
orders entered prior to the effective date hereof, the court should
consider the totality of the present circumstances of the parties and
avoid modifications which would work undue hardship on the parties or any
persons presently dependent therecn.



IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY, KANSAS

IN THE MATTER OF THE MARRIAGE OF: Appendix I

and Case No.

WORKSHEET A
CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION

Petiticner Respondent COMBINED
1. Gross Monthly Income
2. Pre-existing Support Obligations - -
3. Adjusted Gross Income + =
4. Proportionate Shares of Combined % %

Income (each parent's
income divided by combined
income)

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

Age of Children 0-6 7-15 16-18
Number Per Age Category
Total Amount + + =
6. Health and Dental Insurance
Premium + =
7. Work-Related Child Care Costs + =

8. Parents' Total Child Support
Obligation without Supplemental
Considerations (line 5 plus lines 6 & 7)

9. Parental Child Support
Obligation (line 4 times line 8
for each parent)

10. Subtract for Actusl Payment
made for items 6 and 7 - -

11. Subtract Adjustment for
Supplemental Considerations - -

12. Net Parental Child Support
QObligation (line 9 minus lines
10 and 11)

Instructions: Calculations should be rounded to the nearest tenth for percentages.
Calculations should be rounded to the nearest dollar in all instances.
-7



IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY, XKANSAS

IN THE MATTER OF THE MARRIAGE OF: Appendix I

and Case No.

WORKSHEET A
CHILD SUPPORT CBLIGATION

Parent A Parent B COMBINED
1. Gross Monthly Income 1,768 832
2. Pre-existing Support Obligations - 0 - 0
3. Adjusted Gross Income 1,768 + 832 = 2,600
4. Proportionate Shares of Combined 68 % 32 %

Income (each parent’'s
income divided by combined
income)

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

O
i
(=)
~
i
fay
w

Age of Children 16-18
Number Per Age Category 1 1 0
Total Amount 6

N
N
+
w
-4
w
+
o
]
w
~d
wn

5. Health and Dental Insurance
Premium - 125 +

i

—
N
wn

1}

(%]
D
O

7. Work-Related Child Care Costs + 200

8. Parents' Total Child Support
Obligation without Supplemental
Considerations (line 5 plus lines 6 & 7) _ %00

9. Parental Child Support
Obligation (line 4 times line 8
for each parent) 612 288

10. Subtract for Actual Payment
made for items 6 and 7 - 125 - 200

11. Subtract Adjustment for
Supplemental Considerations - -

12. Net Parental Child Support
Cbligaticn (line 9 minus lines
1C and 1) 487 88

Instructions: Calculations should be rounded to the nearest tenth for percentages.
Calculations should be rounded to the nearest dollar in all instances.
-8~
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ONE CHILD FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE
Dollars Par Month Per Child

(The schedules have been adjusted for mandatory state
and faderal taxes and Social Security)

- . —— D S D T . G s M T W D . D U T W D P T D G S - G - —— " — " — Y G Y G S T T D e fate e s s . B

Combined Support Amount (S Per Child) Combined Support Amount ($ Per Child)
" Gross . Age Broup Gross Age CEroup
Monthly s==e-cccmrcmrmcm e e Monthly =—cres-mroem e e
{ncome (%) 0-6 7-15 16-18 Income {$) 0-46 7-15 16-18
30 8 9 11 2700 343 4Q%9 470
120 15 18 21 2800 355 G424 487
130 22 28 20 £900 367 438 503
200 29 35 40 3060 379 4352 320
c30 36 43 49 3100 391 466 536
300 43 51 59 3200 403 481 333
350 30 59 68 33200 415 495 549
400 56 &7 77 3400 - 427 509 583
450 63 75 86 3500 439 523 602
500 &9 83 3 3600 431 537 618
350 76 91 104 3700 463 532 634
00 83 98 113 3800 473 S&6 &30
6350 89 . 106 1e2 3900 437 580 6656
700 96 114 131 4000 498 594 &B3
730 io2 122 140 4100 510 608 699
800 108 129 149 4200 S22 622 715
850 113 137 157 4300 534 636 731
300 121 144 1646 4400 343 630 747
30 128 132 175 4500 337 664 763
1090 134 160 184 4600 369 678 779
1030 140 167 192 4700 581 692 795
1100 147 173 201 4800 592 706 81
1150 153 182 210 4500 504 720 827
1200 159 190 218 5000 6156 734 843
1230 166 197 227 5100 627 748 859
1300 172 205 2335 5200 639 762 875
1350 178 2iz2 244 5300 651 775 891
1400 184 220 252 5400 662 789 907
1450 191 227 261 3500 £74% 803 923
1300 197 234 269 34600 686 817 739
1550 203 eug 278 5700 697 B31 93
1600 209 249 286 5800 709 8435 71
16350 215 237 293 5900 720 858 937
1700 ge2 264 303 6000 732 872 1003
1730 228 271 212 6200 793 200 1034
1800 234 279 320 6400 778 927 1066
1650 240 286 3289 6600 BO1 233 1097
1900 246 293 337 6800 824 782 1129
19350 232 301 346 7000 B47 1009 1160
2000 2<3 308 334 7200 870 . 1037 1192
£100 é71 323 371 7400 893 1064 1223
2200 283 337 387 7600 918 1091 1254
2300 293 352 404 7800 938 1118 12856
2400 307 364 421 8000 961 1146 1317
2300 319 380 437 8200 984 1173 1348

2500 331 393 454 8400 1007 1200 1379

- - ——— -—c——0 o ——— D - —




TWO CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SURPORT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Child

- - - - ———

Combinad Support -Amount ($ Per Child) Combined Support Amount {8 Per Child)
Gross Age Group Gross f~ge Group

Monthly =—=e—s-=eececeoe—ccooasonoe- Monthly ===-—m—romeeocem—enooo o~
Income ($%) c-6 7-135 16-18 income (%) 0-& 7-15 16-18
50 7 8 10 2700 271 324 372
100 13 i 18 2800 281 333 385
150 19 23 b4 2900 £90 345 397
200 e3 30 34 3000 299 35& 410
2350 31 36 42 3100 308 367 422
300 36 43 49 3200 317 378 435
350 42 50 37 3300 326 389 447
400 47 Sb6 64 3400 333 400 460
450 352 62 72 3500 345 411 472
500 S8 69 79 35600 354 421 484
550 63 75 B6 3700 363 432 497
6500 &8 B1 93 3800 372 443 509
6350 73 87 101 3900 381 454 521
700 79 94 108 4000 g9 444 534
750 84 100 115 4100 398 475 S46
800 89 106 122 4200 407 485 558
830 94 {12 129 4300 416 496 570
900 99 118 136 4400 425 507 582
950 104 124 143 4500 4324 517 594
1000 109 130 149 4600 443 58 607
1050 114 136 156 4700 452 538 8619
1100 119 142 163 4800 4460 S49 631
1150 124 148 170 4900 469 5359 643
1200 129 154 177 3000 478 570 635
1250 134 160 183 5100 487 580 667
T 1300 139 165 190 S200 436 591 679
1330 144 i 197 93C0 504 601 691
1400 149 177 203 5400 513 61 703
1450 133 183 210 5500 S5ee 622 713
1500 158 189 217 S600 530 632 727
1550 163 194 223 5700 539 643 739
1600 168 200 230 5800 S48 633 730
1650 173 206 237 5900 537 683 762
1700 178 212 243 &£000 565 674 774
1730 182 a17 230 6200 582 694 798
1800 187 223 2556 6400 600 715 gz1
1850 192 aa9 £63 6500 617 73S 845
1900 197 234 269 6800 634 736 869
1930 201 240 c7& 7000 631 776 g92
2000 206 24é g2 7200 668 796 913
2100 els 237 295 7400 483 817 939
€200 225 268 308 7600 702 837 Q62
2300 - 234 279 321 7800 719 8sS7 98S
2600 244 290 334 8000 736 877 1008
2300 233 301 347 ' 8200 753 897 1031

2600 262 313 339 -10- 8400 770 917 1035
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THREE CHILDREN FAMILIZS: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE
A ‘
Dollars Per Month Per Child
Combined Support Amount (3 Per Child) Combined Support Amount (% Per Child)
Gross .Age CGroup Gross Age Group
Monthly - ————————— Monthly e-=-ccccomm e
Income ($) 0-6 7-15 16-18 Income {3) 0-6 7-13 16-18
50 & 7 8 2700 235 2s0 322
100 11 13 15 2800 243 290 334
150 16 19 21 2900 232 3C0 345
200 21 B4 8 3000 260 310 356
230 25 30 35 3100 263 319 387
300 30 36 41 3200 2746 329 378
350 35 41 47 3300 284 338 389
400 39 47 S4 3400 £92 348 400
450 44 32 &0 3500 300 358 411
500 48 53 b4 3600 308 367 422
550 33 &3 73 3700 316 377 433
600 57 é8 79 3800 324 386 444
650 T3] 74 85 3700 332 396 455
700 b6 79 91 4000 340 403 4466
750 71 84 7 4100 348 413 477
80O 7S %0 103 4200 356 424 488
850 80 93 109 4300 364 434 499
900 84 ‘100 115 4400 372 443 509
S0 88 103 121 4300 380 4353 320
1000 93 111 127 4600 388 462 331
1030 37 116 133 4700 396 472 S42
1100 101 121 139 4800 404 481 533
1150 106 126 145 4900 4511 490 So4
1200 110 131 191 5600 419 300 374
1250 114 136 137 5100 427 509 385
1300 119 141 162 3200 4335 518 3958
11390 123 146 168 5300 443 528 607
1400 127 152 i74 35400 431 537 b1
1430 131 157 180 5300 458 546 628
1500 136 162 186 5600 44646 556 639
1550 140 167 192 5700 474 5635 649
1600 164 172 197 5800 482 574 660
1650 148 177 203 5900 490 584 671
1700 133 182 209 6000 497 593 4681
1730 157 187 213 6200 513 611 703
1800 161 192 220 6400 5c8 630 724
1850 163 197 226 £600 544 48 743
1900 159 202 232 6800 559 &67 766
1930 173 207 238 7000 375 685 787
2000 178 212 243 7200 530 703 808
2100 186 222 233 7400 603 722 829
2200 194 231 266 7600 621 740 830
2300 o2 241 277 78C0 436 758 871
24C0 211 231 289 8000 651 778 B892
2500 219 cb1 3¢c0 ' 8200 &67 794 9:3
£600 227 271 311 8400 682 813 S34
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FOUR CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPCRT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Child

- wp o - - -

Combined Support Amount (3 Per Child) Combined Suppor? Amount ($ Per Child)
Grorss -Age Grqup Gross Age Group
Monthly -—— - Monthly ---

Income (%) 0-6 7-13 16-18 income (%) 0-6 7-15 16-183
S0 & 7 8 2700 201 2640 276
100 11 13 i3S 2800 208 c68 289
150 15 18 21 2900 £13 256 294
200 20 24 27 3000 221 264 303
250 =L 29 33 3100 228 271 3ie
300 29 34 39 3200 234 277 321
250 33 39 43 3300 241 287 330
400 37 44 51 3400 247 293 339
4350 41 49 56 3500 254 302 347
3500 43 54 &2 3600 250 310 356
530 49 S8 67 3700 266 317 2543
600 S3 63 73 3800 273 325 374
&30 57 68 78 3900 279 333 382
700 61 72 83 4000 283 340 391
730 63 77 89 4100 292 348 400
800 : 68 82 94 : 4200 298 355 4C8
830 72 86 99 4300 304 263 417
900 76 1 104 4400 311 370 4eb
30 80 93 109 4500 317 378 434
10C0O 83 9% 114 4600 323 285 643
10590 87 104 119 4700 229 393 431
1100 91 108 124 4800 336 400 450
1150 94 113 129 4900 342 4Q7 4468
1200 I8 117 134 3000 348 419 477
1250 102 124 139 3100 354 422 489
1300 108 123 144 3200 360 429 499
1350 109 130 149 3300 366 437 302
1400 112 134 154 5400 373 G446 310
1450 1146 138 159 3500 379 4351 519
1500 120 142 154 3600 385 459 327
1950 123 147 169 5700 391 466 535
1600 127 151 173 5800 397 473 S44
14630 130 155 178 5900 403 480 552
1700 134 159 183 6000 409 488 560
1730 137 163 188 6200 421 502 577
18C0 141 167 193 6400 433 S16 593
1850 144 172 1397 4600 443 531 510
1900 147 176 202 6800 437 349 625
1930 151 180 207 7000 4569 S59 643
2000 1354 184 211 7200 481 S73 639
2100 161 192 gct 7400 493 387 673
2200 148 2co 230 7500 303 601 691
£3C0 175 208 239 7800 Si6 615 707
2400 184 elé 249 §000 528 629 7€3
2300 188 224 258 8200 540 643 739
24600 193 232 267 8400 S51 657 733

-12-
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FIVE CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPCRT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Charld

Combined Support Amount ($ Per Child) Combined Support Amount ($ Per Child)
Gross Age Group Gross Age Group
Monthly Maonthly -=-- ———

Income ($) 0-é 7-13 16-18 income (S) 0-6 7-15 16~-18
S0 S 5 7 2700 177 211 263
120 10 12 13 €800 183 218 251
150 14 17 19 2900 189 225 235%
200 18 el 25 3000 194 222 266
250 e 26 30 3100 200 239 274
300 26 3 35 3200 206 243 282
350 e9 33 40 3300 211 232 290
400 33 40 435 3400 217 2359 297
64350 3?7 44 S0 3500 €23 265 303
500 40 48 335 3600 £c8 272 313
S30 44 32 60 3700 234 279 320
600 47 36 65 3800 239 £83 328
630 31 61 70 3900 2435 292 335
700 54 63 74 4C00 230 298 343
750 58 69 79 4100 256 203 350
800 61 73 83 4200 261 31t 358
830 64 77 g8 4300 267 3:8 363
300 &8 B1 ?3 4400 272 324 373
950 71 84 97 4500 278 331 380
1000 74 88 102 4500 283 337 388
1050 77 g2 104 4700 298 344 393
1100 81 96 110 4800 294 330 402
1130 84 1G0 115 4900 299 357 410
1200 87 104 119 5000 303 363 417
12350 %0 107 123 5100 310 369 424
1300 93 111 128 5200 313 376 432
1350 96 113 132 5300 321 382 439
1400 100 119 136 5400 3c6 388 444
1430 103 1ea 141 3500 331 3935 434
1500 106 126 1435 S46C0 336 401 461
1350 109 130 149 3700 342 4507 4468
1600 112 133 133 5800 347 413 475
1650 115 137 158 5900 352 420 482
1700 118 141 162 6000 357 428 490
1730 121 144 166 6200 368 438 S04
1800 124 148 170 6400 378 431 518
1830 127 152 174 6600 389 463 532
1500 130 155 178 £800 399 473 S46
1950 133 139 182 7000 409 488 561
2009 136 162 187 ( 7200 419 500 573
2100 a2 169 193 7400 430 312 589
2200 148 177 03 7600 440 Sca 603
2300 154 184 38 7800 430 536 616
2400 160 191 219 8000 450 S48 630
23500 166 197 227 €200 470 860 449
2600 171 204 235 8400 480 72 £38
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SIX CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPCRT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Child

- —— - -~ -

Combined Support Amount ($ Per Child) Combined Support Amount (% Per Child)
Gross - fge Group Gross Age Group
Manthly - Monthly -
Income (3) 0-6 7-13 16-18 Income (%) 0-6 7-15 16-13
50 5 6 ? 2700 159 189 217
100 9 11 12 2800 164 195 224
150 13 15 18 2900 169 201 231
200 . 16 20 23 3000 174 207 238
230 20 24 27 3100 179 213 245
300 23 28 32 3200 184 219 252
350 27 32 37 3300 189 225 259
400 30 36 41 3400 194 231 266
450 33 40 46 3500 199 237 272
500 37 44 50 3600 204 243 a79
S50 40 47 54 3700 209 249 286
600 43 51 59 3800 214 255 293
650 48 55 63 3900 219 260 299
700 49 58 67 4000 223 266 306
750 52 62 71 4100 228 272 313
800 S5 66 75 4200 233 278 319
850 S8 69 79 4300 238 284 326
900 61 73 83 4400 243 289 332
950 54 76 g8 4500 248 295 339
1000 Y 80 92 4600 2s2 301 346
1050 70 83 95 4700 257 306 352
1100 73 86 99 4800 262 312 359
1150 75 90 103 4900 267 '~ 318 365
1200 78 93 107 5000 271 323 372
1250 81 97 111 5100 276 329 378
1300 84 100 115 5200 281 335 385
1350 87 103 119 5300 28s 340 391
1400 G0 107 123 5400 290 346 397
1450 92 110 126 5500 295 351 404
1500 95 113 130 5600 299 357 410
1550 98 117 134 5700 304 362 417
1600 101 120 138 S800 309 368 423
16350 103 123 142 5900 313 373 429
1700 106 126 145 6000 318 379 436
1730 109 130 149 6200 327 390 448
1800 111 133 153 6400 336 491 461
1830 114 136 136 6600 345 412 473
1900 117 139 160 . 6B0O 355 423 486
19350 119 142 164 7000 344 433 498
2000 122 146 167 7200 373 . 444 511
2100 127 152 173 7400 382 455 523
2200 133 158 182 7600 391 456 S35
2300 138 164 189 7800 400 476 547
2400 143 171 196 8000 408 487 560
2500 148 177 203 8200 417 497 572

2600 154 183 210 _q,_ 8400 426 508 584




IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY, XANSAS

IN THE MATTER OF THE HARRIAGE OF: Appendix II

and Case No.

WORKSHEET A
CHILD SUPPORT CBLIGATION

Parent A Parent B CCMBINED
1. Gross Monthly Income 1,768 832
Z. Pre-existing Support Obligations - c - 0
3. Adjusted Gross Income 1,768 + 832 = 2,60¢
4. Proportionate Shares of Combined 68 1 32

Income (each parent's
income divided by combined
income)

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

Age of Children 0-6 7-15 16-18

Number Per Age Category 1 1 0

Total Amount 262 + 313 + 0 = 575
6. Health and Dental Insurance

Premium . 125 + = 125§
7. Work-Reiated Child Care Costs + 200 = 200
8. Parents' Total Child Support

Obligation without Supplemental

Considerations (line 5 plus lines 6 & 7) __9%00

9. Parental Child Support
Obligation (line 4 times line 8
for each parent) 612 288

10. Subtract for Actual Payment
made for items 6 and 7 - 125 - 200

11. Subtract Adjustment for
Supplemental Considerations - -

12. Net Parental Child Support
Cbligaticn (lire 9 minus lines
1C and :1) ) 487 88

Instructions: Calculations should be rounded to the nearest tenth for percentages.
Calculations should be rounded to the nearest dollar in all instances.
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TWO CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUFPORT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Child

Comtinad Support -Amount ($ Per Child) Combined Support Amount {$ Per Child)
Gross Age Group Gross fige Group

Monthly =--- - Manthly ———
Inccme (8) o-6 7-13 16-18 income (S} 0-o6 7-195 16-18
50 7 8 10 2700 271 324 372
100 13 -2 18 2800 281 333 385
150 19 23 b 2900 2390 345 397
200 23 30 34 3000 299 356 410
2350 31 36 42 3100 308 367 422
300 36 43 49 3200 317 378 435
330 42 30 37 3300 326 389 447
400 47 Sé &4 3400 333 400 460
450 52 62 72 3500 345 411 472
500 S8 69 79 o 3800 354 421 484
3530 63 75 86 3700 363 432 497
£00 68 B1 Q93 3800 372 443 309
6350 73 87 101 35900 381 454 521
700 79 94 108 4000 389 4564 534
750 84 100 115 4100 398 475 S4é
800 89 106 1e2 4200 407 483 558
850 94 112 129 4300 416 496 570
eCo 99 118 136 4400 423 507 $82
950 104 124 143 4500 424 517 594
1000 109 130 149 4600 443 528 607
10350 114 136 156 4700 452 538 619
1100 119 142 163 4800 4460 SUSS 631
1150 124 148 170 4900 469 559 643
1200 129 154 177 3000 478 570 635
1250 134 160 183 5100 487 580 667
© 1300 139 165 190 S200 436 S9! 679
13350 144 171 197 5300 504 501 691
1400 149 177 203 $400 S13 611 703
1450 153 183 e10 $500 52 &ee 715
1500 158 189 217 2600 530 632 727
{550 163 194 223 5700 539 643 739
1600 168 200 230 S800 348 6353 750
14650 173 206 237 55900 957 663 762
1700 178 212 243 6000 545 674 774
1730 182 217 230 6200 582 694 798
1800 187 223 256 6400 &00 718 821
1850 192 229 £63 6600 617 735 845
1900 197 234 249 6800 534 7586 869
1930 201 240 €76 7000 651 776 g92
2000 2046 246 cez 7200 668 7956 915
2100 216 257 295 7600 585 817 939
2200 225 248 308 7800 702 837 962
2300 - 234 279 321 7800 719 857 5835
£400 244 290 334 8000 736 877 1008
2300 233 301 347 8200 753 897 103t

2600 282 313 359  _ig- 8400 770 917 1055




FOUR CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPCRT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Child -

Combined Support Amount (S Per Cihild)

Combined Support Amount (3 Per Child)

GBrees ‘Age Grqup Gross Age Group
Monthly Monthly

Income (%) 0-6 7-135 16-18 income {S) 0-6 7-135 16-18
0 s 7 8 2700 c01 240 276
100 11 13 i3 2800 208 248 285
150 15 18 21 2900 £15 256 294
£00 20 24 27 3000 221 264 303
230 24 e9 33 3100 228 271 312
300 29 34 39 3200 234 273 321
330 33 39 45 3300 241 287 330
460 37 44 51 3400 247 293 339
430 41 . 49 56 3500 254 302 347
S00 45 S4 62 3600 250 310 336
5350 49 S8 67 ' 3700 266 317 253
600 33 63 73 3800 273 325 374
&S0 57 &8 78 3900 279 333 382
700 &1 72 83 4000 285 340 391
730 65 77 89 4100 292 348 400
800 68 82 94 4200 298 355 4C8
830 72 86 99 4300 304 363 417
900 76 91 104 4400 311 370 426
230 80 95 109 4500 317 378 434
10C0 83 99 114 4600 323 285 443
1059 87 104 119 4700 229 393 431
1100 91 108 124 4800 336 400 450
1130 94 113 129 4900 342 407 468
1200 98 117 134 3000 348 415 477
1250 102 121 139 3100 354 422 4835
1300 105 125 144 5200 360 429 494
1350 109 130 149 5300 366 437 302
1400 112 134 154 5400 373 444 310
1450 116 138 159 5500 379 451 519
1500 120 142 164 3600 38S 459 527
13559 123 147 169 5700 391 LY-1-) 535
1600 127 131 173 S800 397 473 Sa4
1630 130 133 178 5500 403 480 558
1700 134 159 183 6000 409 488 560
17350 137 163 188 6200 421 502 577
18C0 141 167 193 6400 433 516 593
1830 144 172 197 6600 445 531 510
1900 147 176 202 6800 437 545 625
1930 151 180 207 7000 469 559 643
2000 154 184 211 7200 481 573 639
2100 161 192 a2ct 7400 493 387 873
22920 148 200 230 7500 S0S 601 671
2300 175 eos 239 7800 S16 615 707
2400 181 2lsé 249 8000 528 629 723
£3500 188 224 258 8200 540 643 739
24600 193 232 267 8400 3314 637 735
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SIX CHILDREN FAMILIES: CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE
Dollars Per Month Per Child

Combined Support Amount ($ Per Child) Combined Suppart Amount ($ Per Child)
Gross - Age Group Gross Age Group
Monthly Monthly

Income (%) 0-6 7-15 16-18 Income (3) 0-6 7-15 16-13
50 5 & ? 2700 159 189 £17
100 9 11 12 2800 164 195 - 224
150 13 13 18 2900 169 201 231
200 14 20 23 3000 174 207 238
250 20 24 27 3100 179 213 245
300 g3 es 32 3200 184 219 252
350 a2z 32 37 3300 189 225 259
400 30 36 41 3400 194 231 266
450 33 40 46 3300 199 237 272
500 37 44 50 3500 204 243 279
330 40 47 S4 o 3700 209 249 286
600 43 St 59 3800 214 235 293
650 4é 33 63 3900 219 260 299
700 49 58 67 4000 223 26b6 306
750 32 &2 71 4100 2c8 272 313
800 S5 66 75 4200 233 278 319
850 S8 69 79 4300 238 ‘284 326
900 61 73 83 4400 243 289 332
950 54 76 g8 4500 248 295 339
1000 87 80 92 4500 232 301 346
1050 70 83 95 4700 257 306 352
1100 73 86 99 4800 262 312 339
1150 75 %0 103 4900 267 - 318 365
1200 78 93 107 S000 271 323 372
1230 81 97 111 5100 276 329 378
1300 84 100 115 5200 es! 335 385
1350 87 103 119 5300 £835 340 391
1400 g0 107 123 5400 290 346 397
1450 92 110 124 5500 293 351 404
1500 95 113 130 5600 299 357 410
1550 98 117 134 5700 304 362 417
1600 101 120 138 S800 309 368 423
1650 103 123 142 5900 313 373 429
1700 106 126 1435 6000 318 379 434
1750 109 130 149 6200 327 390 448
1800 111 133 133 6400 338 401 4561
1850 114 1346 1356 6600 345 412 473
1900 117 139 160 . &BOO 355 423 486
1950 119 142 164 7000 364 433 498
2000 122 146 167 7200 373 . 444 S11
2100 187 152 173 7400 382 455 523
2200 133 138 182 7600 391 466 535
2300 138 164 189 7800 400 476 547
2400 143 171 196 8000 408 487 550
as00 148 177 203 8200 417 497 572

2600 154 183 210 ;4. 8400 426 so8 584




