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Follmhq the publications of this report in Nov- 1987, the 
Cammission received mny cmmnts d -ions. Scane of these 
changed the Mssionls ps i t i an  on an issue or point& out the need 
to clarify a stakmmt. These m e s  have been incorpomted into the 
body of the Report and are idmtif i d  by an aswisk (*) in the filargin. 

Qlapter V I I  in this R e p &  nm contains the s- and d c  
table wkich were adopted by the 1988 L q i s l a ~  in SHB 1465 d the 
improved version of the wrksheets and instructions. 



* Revised on May 1, 1988 
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The m i l d  Support S&edule Crlrmnissim recmmnends that the state enact 
legislation t o  establish a child support schedule. The schedule and the 
enabling law should include the following m n e n t s :  

1. The schedule should be applied in e v q  county of the state. 

2. The M u l e  should set wrt based upon the cmnbined incane of both 
prents and the cost of raising children. 

3.  The sch&ule s h d d  account for the different spending patterns of 
families based upon the ages of children through the use of two 
categories, ages 0-11 and 12-18. 

4.  The basic support responsibility for each parent should be based upon 
that parent Is share of the total family in-. special costs should 
be determined and similarly shared by the prents. 

5. Although supprt orders should b bsed upon the schedule, deviations 
should be permitted. Miat ions  should be justified in writing and 
supported by evidence. 

6. changing family circmstances, household wealth, post-maj or ity support 
issues, special needs of disabled children, and tax planning are some 
of the bases that justify deviation f m  the support schedule. 

7. Incane should be imputed to a p r e n t  who is voluntarily underemployed 
or voluntarily unenrpf oyed. 

8. When support orders are uwted, the schedule should k applied to 
redebmine support. In addition to the reasons set forth under 
present law, the p r e n t s  should be all& to request a support 
modification three years after the mtry of the prior order without 
showing a substantial change in cirumstan-. 

9. I n  n-dification cases, creation of a new family m y  be considered only 
after the requirements for a M i f i c a t i o n  have k e n  s h m .  

10. The catmission should be retained on a limited basis to periodically 
review and reocrlnmend to the legislature chatqes to the child support 
schedule . 



2.1 ORIGIN 

On my 18, 1987, Gavemor Gardner signed SHB 418 creating the 
Washhqton State M l d  Supprt Z&edule Catmission (Laws of 1987, Ch. 440) . 
The camission was m t e d  in respnse to a grmhq c o r n  that the czlrrent 
guidelines used by the various counties were imdequab. Among the concerns 
were the d c  basis of the guidelines, the failure to address e a d c  
differences which may d s t  amq counties, and the peroeivd disparity in 
the amount of supprt orders amng cases w i t h  similar situations. 

The Cmmissionfs nmbrship was o u t l M  by the enabling law. Three of 
the mnbrs were de~ignated appoirrtments, repmsmting the a i r  (to be the 
Secretary of the IXprhmt of ~ocial and HBalth Services or designee), the 
Attonzey s O f f  ice (the Attorney G=mral or designee) , and the O f f  ice 
of the Mministrator for the Courts (the Mmhistrator or designee) . The 
remining seven mnb=rs to be appointed by the Gwernor were n & t d  by 
various groups, inC1- the W a s h b q t m  State flrperior Court Judges Asso-  
ciation, the Washington S t a t e  &r Association, Eveqreen Legal Sexvices, and 
various pmnts' groups. The supprt staff tms provided by the Ikphmmt 
of Social and Health Senrices, Off ice of Sqprt mforcmmt. The m s -  
sionqs rmhrship includes an &st ard puple frwn -era1 areas of the 
state w i t h  varied backgrow&, r e p m t i r q  the different interests and 
exprienoe of pmms involved in the d e t e d n a t i o n  of child support 
obligations. 

2.2 TASK 

The task of the W s s i o n  was to study atd mrt  on various questions 
set forth in the legislation a r d  propose a child mpprt schedule to the 
legislature by N o v e n b r  1, 1987. The goal was to recommend a child support 
hedule that was ~ r & e n s i v e  and could be amlied statewide, yet would 
allow for flexibility to dedL with Mivictual circurnstames. The Camission 
sought to develop a that apprtions the costs of raising children 
as equitably as possible among #hose who ar legally respnsible, and that 
minimizes the economic inpct on &ildren of -td mts, so far as 
w a s  practical. The schedule i t se l f  would be -r id  of standards for 
setting supprt, instwuctions, worksheets, d an e c o d c  table f m  which 
supprt obligatims muld be determined. It would meet the ne&s of the 
public to be predicbble and would be simple to use. The Ccaranission prwid- 
ed an opportunity for the different interest groups to work together to 
educate each other and the affected cxanrmuLit is ,  as well as, open lines of 
cammication between them. 

The cclmmission was dimzted specifically by the legislature to p r o m  
a child -rt schedule after studying the f o l l w ~  factors: 

1. Updatedecondcda ta ;  
2. Family spending and the costs of raising children; 



3 .  Adjusbnmts based upon the child's age level; 
4.  ?he basic needs of children; 
5. Family size; 
6. The parerrtS' d i n e d  incWne; 
7. Differ* costs of livirq thrPugt.lcrut the state; d 
8 .  Prcwisions for health care merage ard child care payments. 

The mssion w a s  dire&ed to establish s- for applying the child 
supprt -e, to be based p r h r i l y  on -. 

The Cbnnnission held its f h t  meting on July 17, 1987. The M s s i o n  
rnet at least twice a month in variaus areas of the state. Public hearings 
mre d c t e d ,  ten before the -=ion kas and four thereafter. 
Tramscripts of all the public Wings were p m p r d  so that they would be 
available for study by the mssioners. ~ s s i o n  meetings follcrwed the 
p m  of identifying the isflles and problas ,  analyzing a r d  d i m +  
those issues, and m&hg a consensus to m l v e  all issues. Between each 
~ t h g ,  assi-ts were given to all n m h r s  to be reportd on at the next 
meeting. Mny of the assigrmrents consisted of p r e p r h q  a written discus- 
sion of the issues identified by the -, w i t h  developrent of altema- 
tives and recclmmendations. 

For the rtlost part, the Camission relied on i b  rrrembers for information 
d -tion. AdditiondL hpt w a s  abtained f m  the general public 
thrmgh the faxteen hmings and by distribution to a l l  mssioners of 
all letters sent to any M v i W  nmbr. Nmxws publications in the 
f ie ld  weme reviewed, as were W r t  schdules e n a m  in other states and 
counties. A mrmber of s p d w s  w i t h  m i s e  in the area of child supprt 
d related fields w e r e  invited to the meetings. The C d s s i o n  was  not 
reluctant to consult w i t h  any - available to aid its prqmss. 

This report a r d  the proposed d l d  w r t  are the result of 
this entire p-. The address specific p- to 
p m i d e  the best slolution to the ccanplex p r o c ~ s  of setting child suppr t .  
In scane areas recammerdatims are provided to address other prablerrrs asso- 
ciated w i t h  the child supprt f ield.  T h e  objective w a s  to prapose a sche- 
dule which would establish an adequate level of supprk for children in a 
manner that w i l l  be equitable ta the prim&. This -e would be 
available for u x  in a l l  the contexts in whi& child supprt may be 
detemhd. 

Stephen Gaddis was designated by the Secretary of the -t of 
Social and Health Semites, Jule M. Sugarman, to chair the Connnission. 
Cananissimer Gaddis has senred as a Slzperior court a s s i o n w  in King 
County sinOe 1981, including three ytars as Family Law cmnissi-. He was 
el- in 1986 to chair the W a s h b q b n  State Bar Association Family Law 
Section, and in 1987 to be Vice m i d e n t  of the Association of Family a r d  
cumiliation Courts. mssioner Gaddis is an adjunct professor of dispute 



resolution at the University of Fuget Sound -1 of Law, and has authored 
articles on M l d  Wocacy, Mediation of F d l y  Disputes, a d  Judicial Means 
of Rducing -tic Viol-. 

Michael Qlrtis w a s  desigmtd ta the W i m  by Mary -1 
meen, the State m t r a t o r  for the m. , Ourtis has been 
e~nployed by the O f f i c e  of the Mministmtor for the C m r t s  as a juvenile and 
family & specidlist since August 1985. He served on the Gmernorfs 
Esrecutive Task Force On m r t  Enfo-t in 1986 and coauthored SHB 413, 
which created a simiplified prooess to rrrodify child wrt orders. Mr. 
Ourtis is m i e d  and has Wo &ildren who are twelve and seven years old. 

Helen Donigan w a s  &ted to the m s s i o n  by the W ashington Sta te  
Bar Association, MS. Donigan is a professor of law at Gonzaga University 
School of Law, Spokarae, W a s W q t m ,  where she has taught family law since 
1979. She has been an executive board nmrbzr of the Washington S t a t e  Bar 
Association Family Law Section since 1981, and w a s  a n m b r  of the steering 
camittee and facilitator for the Wash- S t a t e  Legislative Conference on 
the of &ild supprt, paternity d a&&y in 1983-84. Professor 
W g a n  has authored numerous articles in the of family law and is a 
consulting editor and contributhq author to the Washington S t a t e  Bar Asso- 
ciation Family Law -, to be published in 1988. 

Joy Henley w a s  &W to the mssion by Mthem W i t h o u t  Custdy. 
Ms. Henley has an ~ssociate of Arts Degree, with honors, in S a i a l   enr rice. 
She is a of the mtioml Mothers W i t h o u t  C U s t d y  organization and 
participates in public and g m q  spdcinq for  non+ust&ial prentsl rights. 
She wrote an article regarding the social stiqm of bRing a mn-custdial 
mother that a m  in the natirmal newsletter of Muthers W i t h o u t  Wtody. 

Robert Hoyden w a s  d t e d  to the Carmnission by Kids in Divorce Situ- 
ations ( K . I . D . S . ) .  M r .  Hoyden is a Seattle-based l x s m  and one of the 
pr- organizers of K.I.D.S., a politically active group interested in 
pmmting legislation pertain- to children. Mr. Hoyden has senior star& 
hq tmard a B.A. degree in mlish, d plans to mntinue his education at 
Seattle University. He has -ged mimumication fm non~=ustdial 
parents, he mpmsmts on the Ccamnissim. M r .  Hoyden is a n o r l a t o -  
dial  parent of a did l i v k  in N a  York. 

Daniel Radin, designated to the C&ion by Attorney Gesleral Kenneth 
0. Eikenberry, has been an assistant attorney germeral since 1980. Mr. Radin 
provides legal advice to the Office of Supprk B~fommmt (OSE) and acts as 
litigation cmrdinator for mrt enfo-t matters  for the Attorney  
Generalls Office. He is chairperson of the Seattle King County Bar Associa- 
tion Family Law Section, M has been an w i v e  board of the 
Washin$on S t a t e  Bar Assaciation Family Law Section s b  1983. . Radin 
is a mrrtrhthq author d senres on the editorial board for the Wash+- 
ton S t a b  Bar Association F d l y  Law -. He is a frequent lecturer 
and author on w r t  enfo-t matters .  

Icatharine F?amsey was &td by the National Organization for Wcanen- 
Spnkane CZlapter. M s .  Ramey is a shgle parent of two childresl and has a n -  
pleted her Mastem degree in social work at Eastem Washington University as 
a re-entry student. She has worked in child ahss prevention and parent 



educatim prqmm as well as participakd in Umngepht, a program 
designed to s q p r t  w a r m  in transition. In addition, Ms. Rnmsey served at 
the YWCA w i t h  the ard Y m t h  Seni- Program and its pvblic policy 
cclrranittee. 

s i d n q  Splawn w a s  h W  by ~vergreen legal Sewices and endorsed by 
Spokane L q a l  ~ervices. FB. Splawn is the d i r e d r q  attorney of the Ever- 
grem L q a l  Semi- office in mgviw, washingtan. She graduated f m  the 
University of Washjqbn in 1973 and m i v e d  her Law Degree in 1976 from 
Northwestern School of Law in -&land, Oregon. Ms. Splawn served as a con- 
sultant, assistant administrator ard - for several social service 
agencies in Portland until 1980. She starkd legal practice as a public 
defender in &ttle, then wrked as an assistant attorney general in the 
Seattle off ice rep-* the Department of Children and Family Services 
in juvenile n r a t t e r s  and BE. She worked for the Sphne L q a l  Services 
prior to a s & q  her current position. 

Anthony P. War& ms &ted by the Washiqton State Association of 
Suprior Gourt Judges. J w  War* is married arrd has a son and damter.  
He obtained his Bachelor of Arts d Law degrees frm the University of 
W-, mintaim& a general law practice f m  1963 to Jarmary 1971, 
served as a Bell- D i s t r i c t  Judge f m  1971 to April 1980, and has 
senred as a judge w i t h  the King Oounty flrperior Court f m  1980 to the 
present. He has been a rmb=r and chair of the Khq  mty Suprior  Court's 
Family Law Department & F d l y  U W - ~  11- mth and 1981 
has been a member of the Family Law a t t e e  of the Washington State A s s e  
ciation of Supr ior  Cburt Judges. JLadge Wartnik was active in the creation, 
implementation and subsequent revisions of the Association of Superior Clwrt 
J u m  Uniform Child Supprt Guidelines. 

Peter H. Nickersan is a professor of e c o d c s  in the Alkrs Albersl of 
Wlsiness at SBattle University. He rea=ived his -rate d m  in em- 
mi= f m  the University of washiragton in 1984. His research m t s  in- 
clde u m p l c r y m e n t ,  poverty, & child care issues. 



T h e  courts in Washington dissolve 26,000 marriages each year. aildren 
are involved in 14,000 of those rrrarriages. In addition, of the approximte- 
ly 69,000 children born each year in this state, rmre than 11,000 children 
are born out of w e d l d  (Governor's Executive Task Force on S u p p r t  mforce- 
ment, page 5, S e p t a h r  1986) . For all of these children a support obliga- 
tion should be established and a fair amount of support determined. 

In 1982 the Washh-qta State A s s ~ i a t i o n  of Slrperior Court Judges 
approved the Uniform Child Supprt Guidelines (hereinafter "ASCJ Guide- 
linest1). A major purpose of the ASCJ Guidelines was to "prrrmote settlement 
of child support disputes by providing flexible and realistic measures of 
pd ic t ab i l i t y  regarding judicial for child support detennina- 
tionsfl. The principles were stated as: 

The overriding principle of these guidelines is to maximize the 
attention paid by the parties and the court to the rights of the 
children with respect to support. The guidelines recognize the 
equal duty of b t h  pmnts to contribute to the supprt of their 
children in pmwrtion to their respective in~~nes .  . . (=a 
Guidelines, page 1) . 
Under the ASCJ Guidelines, the support to k paid by the n o m t o d i a l  

parent is that fraction of the scheduled amount in the proportion that the 
w e n t ' s  in- bears to the total  hmm of both parents. Thus, the ASCJ 
Guidelines r e c q n i z e  that the vlneeds" of a child are generally d e t d e d  by 
the income level of the parents; and the ability of each parent to contri- 
bute to support is -ized as proportional to their contribution to that 
income level (Uniform Child Support Guidelines, page 1, rev. 8/29/84). 
There is no requirertlent that a judge or the parties consider the Guidelines, 
& they are advisory in nature. 

Federal law now requires each state, which operates a support prqmm 
w i t h  federal funds, to establish guidelines for &ild support determinations 
(42 U.S.C. 667). The superior court in each judicial district in W a s h m n  
was required to adopt a child supprt schdule by August 1, 1987 (Laws of 
1987, Ch. 440, Sec 3 ) .  Although m t  of the counties in Washington have 
adopted the ASCJ Guidelines, a n- of counties have prmgated their own 
schedules. 

A -nt federal study a n p r d  washingtonls Uniform Guidelines against 
four other basic Q ~ E S  of support guidelines. When considering five fact  
patterns, the Washirqton guideline provided the lawest amunt of support in 
two cases, and the second lcrwest amount of support in two other cases 
[Williams, Dwelomnt  of aidelines for Child S u m &  Orders:  F i n a l  
Remrt, page 11-132, March 1987 (hereafter W@lolsment of Guidelines)]. 



Several articles have been published criticizing the e c o d c  basis 
and assumptions of the ASCJ Guidelines. These include: Ordell, Lawrie & 
B r m ,  Child S w r t  Guidelines: A Giant Step Bachad? Seattle-- County 
Bar Wllletin, May 1985; Terrell & Poynter, jfQlild Support as a Percent of 
After-Tax Incame: A Note on the Wash-n S t a t e  Uniform a i l d  Support 
Guidelines (198 5) Iv, July 1986 (unpubl i s h d )  ; Kelley , I1Ckild-Support Sche- 
dules: -loring U n c h a r t e r d  TerritoryIq, Seattle Times, April 24, 1987. 
The Govemorls Task Force on Sup@ D~forcement d e d  the ASCJ 
Guidelines and reamm&d that a statewide child support schedule be 
established. Their -ation included the use of gross income and a 
schedule that would k followed unless d i n  exceptional situations 
defined by the enabling statute were established (Final  Remrt, pages 30- 
32, September 1986) . 

m i s l a t i o n  w a s  in- in the House during the 1986-87 legislative 
session to create a statewide child supprt schedule. The b i l l ,  SH3 418, 
was mhsequently d e d  to create the Child Supprt  Schedule Camdssion to 
consider and make r e a m m k t i o n s  on the matter. 

The establishment of a statewide child support schedule will serve a 
number of important purposes: 

1. Provide a uniform, consistent and objective method for determining 
&ild support obligations in a l l  proceedirqs; 

2. Reinforce the principle that p a r e n t h d  entails continuing economic 
r e s p n s i b i l i t y ,  and allocate that responsibility equitably &tween 
the parents; 

3. Protect children f m  the adverse econdc consquenc~~ of family 
break-up or nonfomtion ; 

4 .  m l e  parents, attorneys and judges to predict child support 
amounts and reduce the advexsaridl nature of the proceedings; 

5. W i d e  a standard for review* the adequacy of existing orders 
and settlement agreements; and 

6 .  Reduce the nunbar of children living helm per ty  level by 
establish* adequate child support orders. 

To ensure that the sch&ule would be consistent with these purposes, 
the Conmission adopted a set of policy principles to guide its work. 



3 . 3  PRINCIPLES GOVERNING CREATION OF SCHEWLE 

The Commission agreed upon the fo l lmiq  principles to guide the 
resolution of the issues identified above. These principles are as follows: 

1. Both p r e n t s  share legal respnsibility for support of their 
children. !@e econcanic r q m n s i b i l i t y  should h divided in 
proportion to their available income. 

2. The subsisten= needs of ea& parent should be taken into 
account in setting ch i ld  support, but in virtually no went 
should the child supprt obligation be set at zero. 

3.  mild support must aqver a d l d l s  basic needs as a first 
priority, but, to the extent either parent enjoys a higher 
than subsistence level standard of living, the child is 
entitled to share the benefit of that improved standard. 

4.  Each child of a given parent has an q u a 1  right to share in 
that parents1 b, subject to factors such as age of the 
child, irtcah= of each parent, inane of current spouses, and 
the presence of ather de-ts. 

5. Each child is entitled to determination of support without 
respect to the marital status of the pmnts at the time of 
the child I s birth. Consequently, any guidelines should be 
equally applicable t o  determining child support related to 
paternity detemcinations, separations and divorces. 

6 .  Application of a guideline should be sexually nondiscrimi- 
natory. S ~ i f i c a l l y ,  it should bs applied without regard to 
the gender of the custaiial m t .  

7 .  A guideline should not create extrane~ls negative effects on 
the major life decisions of either parent. In w i c u l a r ,  
the guideline should avoid creating economic disinentives 
for rammiage or labor force m i c i p a t i o n .  

8. A guideline should encourage the i r w o l v m t  of both parents 
in the child's upbringing. It should take into amount the 
financial support provided directly by p r e n t s  in shared phys- 
ical cus tdy  or exteded visitation arraqements,  recagnizing 
that even a 50% sharing of physicdl custody does not necessar- 
ily obviate the child support obligation. (williams, Dwelow 
ment of Guidelines, page 11-67), 



I W N F l F I ~ O N  AND DISCXISSIm OF ISSIB 

The Carranission first r e v i d  literature in the field and m r t  sche 
dules established in other states. An initial decision was mde that the 
Canrmissim would not simply @ate the wt ASCS Guidelines, but wmld 
&me the approach best suited to the task of setting &ild supprt. ~h 
the ~ s s i o n  was m i n g  the p- f m  the beginning, its first task 
in creating a child supprt -e was ta identify the issues. After mcfi 
discussion and ref immmt, dlmost fifty issues WE idmtif ied. The issues 
w e r e  divided into -* arms as follows: (1) e c o n d c  questions; (2) 
construction and mntmt of schedule; (3) application of the m e ;  (4) 
areas of discretim; arrd (5) issues requirk legislation. 

T h e  construction of a child w r t  hedule msitates the intqra- 
tion of a large amunt of e c o d c  theory and e m d c  data. This section 
contains the theoretid q l a m t i o n s  for adopting certain appmches. The 
next sectim describes h m  these ideas were  actually applied to the wn- 
struction a r d  a-t of the p m  

Four t p  of d l d  supprt schedule d e l s  have been developd in the 
WniM States. They are 1) C o s t  S h a r i q ,  2) Incrortg Equalizatim, 3)  I n m  
Sharing d 4 )  a hybrid Imae S h a r h g a t  S h a r k  &el. Only the last 
two are in use as the basis for either supprt guidelims or IMndatory 
xheEhiles at this tk. 

?he w t  Sharhq -el is the simplest of t h e  four. T b q h  it is not 
used as the basis of any -e in the U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  it has often bm 
used where na guidelines w e r e  available or where child supprt has k e n  
implicitly included in the averall family maintermice at divorce. 'Ihe r d d  
q e s t s  that the costs of raising children be & d a t e d  arrd that the cust- 
d i a l  parent be assured of having fwds  to mer those costs. The  types of 
c-ts included are food, shelter, medid, clothing school ezq3enses. 
When q e s t e d  as the basis of a child supprt schedule, the a s t  a m m t s  
are those that would mintain children at a relatively lm s- of 
l ivbq above pverty level. A xhedule based on the Cost Sharing Model 
would not consider the wmll imams af the parents. The rn jor asamption 
of this model is that mts are only w n s i b l e  for & a ~  m i n h m  stan3ard 
of living for meir of fsprirq. 

1- Equalization, often referred to as the Cassety Madel, represents 
the other in child supprt schedule r=onstruction. Under this theo- 
ry, the inmmes of the seprated prents are m i n e d  and then disbursed in 
such a way that the of living in both hmzeholds are identical. 
Not considerad in any way are the costs of raising children (except to the 
extent that their p- affects the household standard of l i v h q )  , the 
-lute level of inccsnes of the parents or the relative anmnts of total 



prental im=ame contributed by ~ a c h  parent. No jurisdiction has a d ~ ~ t d  the 
Equalization -el as the basis for a &ild -rt s c h a e .  

A t  least 18 s t a b  have ad- or are miderhq adqtion of child 
supprt -es that are based on the 1- Sharhq M d e l  or on a hyhrid- 
idizatim of the Irmcame Sharing rrmdel w i t h  the Cost Sharing Wel. 'Ihe mo- 
del suggests first= that  m t a l  inmn~ k tataled. N e x t  the m t a g e  of 
that total that wmld have been spent on the d l d r e n ,  had the family 
mined  intact, is calculatd ard allocated to child supprt. Finally each 
parent pays the percentage of child w r t  t h a t  wmld oo- to their 
relative share (-ge) of the d i n e d  total -. T h e  actual flm 
of did supprt payments w i l l  then depend on the amount of t h  the child 
spends w i t h  ea& parerrt. The &el berxarres hybridized with the C c s t  Sharing 
Model when certain oosts (daycare for instance) are shared -licitly, again 
in proportion to each pren t sq  share of the c c a n b h d  -. T h e  rationale 
for this is that scrme costs are very high in e p r a t d  families relative to 
intact families a r d  that m costs are not fully r e p m t e d  in the . . e c o n d c  table for de- basic flzpport levels. 

'Ihe marity of the l a t t e r  W awroaches stms fm b factors: 
f i r s t ,  the e w d c  effect of a separation on the Children will be mini-  
mized; and second, - the ckildren's midential  a r r a n g e  might af- 
fect the flow of child v r t  pa- t s e m  the mts, it has little 
bearing on the total ar r rc~ ln t  of child m r t  available to the children. 

A brief -1e of these might be helpful. Assume that the d i n e d  
of the parents was $50,000, with the father $20,000 (40%) and 

the mother earning $30,000 (60%) . A l s o  scrppose that had the family m i n e d  
intact, $2000 per month a d  have been spent on the children. The father's 
share of the $2,000 wmld be forty percent, or $800. The motherrs share 
would be s i x t y  m t ,  or $1,200. If the children reside solely with the 
father, his hmsehold a d  receive a payment of $1,200 fm the mther. If 
they reside solely with the mother, the father would pay $800 to her 
household. The children in either case r;eceive the $2,000, which is 
what they d d  have had spent on them had their prents remined together. 

It should be noted that the Shares Model does not provide a 
-1et.e ~EK&Y for the potential loss in the starrjlard of living for &ild- 
ren of separated mts. Al- total M t u r e s  for the children my 
ramin the -, total costs will necessarily hznase when families sepa- 
rate. increases can k -licitly tied to - dqlication in liv- 

(tm m i d m  ins- of e), and to additiondl costs b m m d  
because of sirqle parent* (m childmre and tmnqa r t a t i on  costs) . 

In choo9hq a basis for a child supprt d e d u l e ,  the W t  Sharing and 
Im=ame Equalization Mdels were rejectd because they potentially provided 
only a m i n h  standard of living for children, or in the case of inccrme 
equalization, could have led to gmss inequities in the pmntal responsi- 
bility. In particular, the Cost Shark  -el w a s  rejected as the basis for 
the p m  child supprt s&dule because it is faurded on the premise 
that parents are only responsible for the suhsistemz costs of raisiq their 
ai ldren.  The Imme Equalization Me1 w a s  rejected because current law 




























