




 

455 Golden Gate Avenue . San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Telephone 415-865-4200 . Fax 415-865-4205 . TDD 415-865-4272 
 

 

T A N I  C A N T I L - S A K A U Y E  

Chief Justice of California 
Chair of the Judicial Council 

W I L L I A M  C .  V I C K R E Y  

Administrative Director of the Courts 

R O N A L D  G .  O V E R H O L T  

Chief Deputy Director 

 

Report title: Review of the Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline 2010—Report  

 to the California Legislature 

 

Statutory citation: Family Code section 4054(a) 

 

Date of Report: June 2011 

 

The Judicial Council has submitted a report to the Legislature in accordance with Family Code section 

4054(a). The following summary of the report is provided as required under Government Code section 

9795. 

 

Family Code section 4054(a) requires the Judicial Council to review the statewide uniform child support 

guideline at least every four years and recommend any appropriate revisions to the Legislature. Federal 

regulations (45 C.F.R. section 302.56) also require that each state review its guideline at least every four 

years. The primary purpose of this review requirement is to ensure that the guideline results in 

appropriate determination of child support awards. Federal and state requirements further specify that 

the review must include an assessment of economic data on child-rearing costs and a review of case data 

to analyze the application of the guideline and ensure that deviations from the guideline are limited. 

 

The report contains five recommendations: (1) Update and/or modify the low income adjustment in the 

guideline; (2) evaluate the current income attribution policies to both parties (presumed and imputed 

income); (3) educate stakeholders and equip them with information so they can make the current system 

work better, and develop strategies to engage stakeholders and encourage active participation in the 

child support process; (4) adopt necessary conforming changes so California can meet the 2008 federal 

medical support regulation; and (5) encourage better and more detailed information in the case file.  

Senate Bill 580 became law in 2010, so recommendation 4 has already been fulfilled. 

  

The full report is available at www.courts.ca.gov/7466.htm. A printed copy of the report may be 

obtained by calling 415-865-7739. 

 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/7466.htm


 

Judicial Council Members 
 As of July 1, 2011 

 
Hon. Tani Cantil-Sakauye 

Chief Justice of California and 

   Chair of the Judicial Council 

 

Hon. Judith Meisels Ashmann-Gerst 

Associate Justice of the Court of Appeal 

  Second Appellate District, Division Two 

 

Hon. Stephen H. Baker 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Shasta 

 

Hon. Marvin R. Baxter 

Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 

 

Hon. Noreen Evans 

Member of the California State Senate 

 

Hon. Mike Feuer 

Member of the California State Assembly 

 

Hon. James E. Herman 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Santa Barbara 

 

Hon. Harry E. Hull, Jr. 

Associate Justice of the Court of Appeal 

  Third Appellate District 

 

Hon. Ira R. Kaufman 

Assistant Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of  

  California, County of Plumas 

 

Ms. Miriam Aroni Krinsky 

Attorney, Lecturer, UCLA School of Public Affairs 

 

Ms. Edith R. Matthai 

Attorney at Law, Los Angeles 

 

Mr. Joel S. Miliband 

Attorney at Law, Irvine 

 

Hon. Douglas P. Miller 

Associate Justice of the Court of Appeal 

  Fourth Appellate District, Division Two 

 

Hon. Mary Ann O'Malley 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Contra Costa 

 

Mr. James N. Penrod 

Attorney at Law, San Francisco 

 

Hon. Burt Pines 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Los Angeles 

 

Hon. Winifred Younge Smith 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Alameda 

 

Hon. Kenneth K. So 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of San Diego 

 

Hon. Sharon J. Waters 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Riverside 

 

Hon. David S. Wesley 

Assistant Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of  

  California, County of Los Angeles 

 

Hon. Erica R. Yew 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Santa Clara 

 

ADVISORY MEMBERS 

 

Hon. Sue Alexander 

Commissioner of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Alameda 

 

Mr. Alan Carlson 

Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of Orange 

 

Hon. Keith D. Davis 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of San Bernardino 

 

Hon. Kevin A. Enright 

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of San Diego 

 

Hon. Terry B. Friedman (Ret.) 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Los Angeles 

 

Hon. Teri L. Jackson 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of San Francisco 

 

Hon. Robert James Moss 

Judge of the Superior Court of California, 

  County of Orange 

 

Mr. Frederick K. Ohlrich 

Clerk of the California Supreme Court 

 

Mr. Michael M. Roddy 

Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of San Diego 

 

Ms. Kim Turner 

Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of Marin 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

 

Mr. William C. Vickrey 

Administrative Director of the Courts 



 

 

 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
 

Hon. Tani Cantil-Sakauye 

Chief Justice of California and 

Chair of the Judicial Council 

 

William C. Vickrey 

Administrative Director of the Courts 

 

Ronald G. Overholt 

Chief Deputy Director 

 

CENTER FOR FAMILIES, CHILDREN & THE COURTS 
 

Diane Nunn 

Director 

 

Nancy Taylor 

Manager 

 

Michael L. Wright 

Supervising Attorney/Program Manager 

 

Jane Venohr 

Center for Policy Research Economist and Research Associate 

 

 



Review of 
Statewide 
Uniform Child 
Support 
Guideline 2010 
  
 

A REPORT TO THE CALIFORNIA 
LEGISLATURE  

 

 2011 



Judicial Council of California 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

HON. TANI CANTIL-SAKAUYE 
Chief Justice of California 

Chair of the Judicial Council 

HON. KIMBERLY NYSTROM-GEIST, COCHAIR 
HON. DEAN STOUT, COCHAIR 

Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee 

WILLIAM C. VICKREY 
Administrative Director of the Courts 

RONALD G. OVERHOLT 
Chief Deputy Director 

CENTER FOR FAMILIES, CHILDREN & THE COURTS 

PROJECT STAFF

DIANE NUNN 
Director 

CHARLENE DEPNER 
Assistant Director 

NANCY TAYLOR 
Manager 

MICHAEL L. WRIGHT 
Supervising Attorney 

RUTH K. McCREIGHT 
Senior Attorney 

ANNA L. MAVES 
Senior Attorney 

JAMIE G. LAU 
Senior Research Analyst 

YOUN KIM 
Staff Analyst 

IRENE C. BALAJADIA 
Senior Administrative Coordinator 

MARITA B. DESUASIDO 
Program Secretary 



 
 
 

Review of Statewide Uniform 
Child Support Guideline 2010 

 
A REPORT TO 

THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE  

 2011 



 
Judicial Council of California 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Center for Families, Children & the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 
Copyright © 2010 by Judicial Council of California/Administrative Office of the Courts.  All rights 
reserved. 
 
 
 
Except as permitted under the Copyright Act of 1976 and as otherwise expressly provided herein, no 
part of this publication may be reproduced in any form or by any means, electronic, online, or 
mechanical, including the use of information storage and retrieval systems, without permission in 
writing from the copyright holder. Permission is hereby granted to nonprofit institutions to reproduce 
and distribute this publication for educational purposes if the copies credit the copyright holder. 
 
 
This report is also available at the California Courts website: www.courts.ca.gov/7466.htm 
 

 
 



Table of Contents

Executive Summary ....................................................................................................... I

CHAPTER I: Introduction .............................................................................................. 1



CHAPTER 2: Basis of Child Support Guidelines and Studies of Child-Rearing 
Expenditures ................................................................................................................. 8

CHAPTER 3: Guideline Application and Deviation: A Review of the Case Files ... 31



CHAPTER 4: Low-Income Parents and Child Support Guidelines .......................... 64

CHAPTER 5: Medical Support Provisions ................................................................. 87

CHAPTER 6: Input From Stakeholders .................................................................... 107



Major Themes .......................................................................................................................................................... 114 

Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................................................... 120 

CHAPTER 7: Conclusions and Recommendations ................................................ 121 

Basis of Child Support Guidelines and Studies of Child-Rearing Expenditures ............................................... 121 

Findings From a Review of Case Files ................................................................................................................... 123 

Low-Income Parents and Child Support Guidelines ............................................................................................ 126 

Medical Support Provisions .................................................................................................................................... 128 

Input From Stakeholders ........................................................................................................................................ 130 

Recommendations .................................................................................................................................................... 131 

APPENDIX A: Parental Expenditures for Children: Rothbarth Estimates ............ 134 

APPENDIX A-1: Annual Versus Quarterly Data ...................................................... 169 

APPENDIX A-2: Construction of Analysis Sample ................................................. 176 

APPENDIX A-3: Description and Construction of Variable ................................... 179 

APPENDIX A-4: Theoretical Justification of Rothbarth Approach ........................ 183 

APPENDIX A-5: The Engel Method and Its Critique ............................................... 188 

APPENDIX A-6: Functional Form Assumptions ..................................................... 195 

APPENDIX A-7: Estimate of Engel Model ................................................................ 205 

APPENDIX B: Sampling and Data Collection .......................................................... 206 

APPENDIX C: Calculation of State Guideline Comparisons .................................. 219 
 
APPENDIX D: Public Comments..………………………………….………………..225 

APPENDIX E: Project Staff Biographies .................................................................. 307 

APPENDIX F: Acknowledgments ............................................................................. 310 



Executive Summary 



Background 



.

Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline
www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/cfcc/resources/publications/articles.htm#childsupport



Data and Analytical Methodology 



Conclusions 

Conclusion 1: The California guideline and 36 other state guidelines are based on a 
“continuity-of-expenditures model”— that is, the child support award should allow the children 
to benefit from the same level of expenditures that would have been provided had the children 
and both parents lived together. 



Conclusion 2: The California guideline formula is generally within the range of measurements 
of child-rearing expenditures—but at the high end of the range of measurements of child-rearing 
expenditures. 

Conclusion 3: Many other assumptions and factors besides measurements of child-rearing 
expenditures form a guideline formula. 

Conclusion 4: The percentage of orders that deviated from the guideline has increased. 

.

Conclusion 5: Commissioners and advocates agreed that the current low-income adjustment is 
inadequate.

Conclusion 6: Many of the guideline factors designed to yield more responsive orders are being 
applied very infrequently. 

Conclusion 7: The percentage of orders entered through default, 46 percent, is back up. This is 
after a concerted effort several years ago to lower the number of orders entered by default in 
California.

Conclusion 8: The percentage of orders involving presumed income has increased since the last 
guideline review. The percentage of orders with income imputation, however, has not increased. 



Conclusion 9: Health insurance is frequently ordered, and medical support is ordered in most 
IV-D cases. 

Conclusion 10: Information is frequently missing from case files. 

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

Conclusion 12: When child support obligations are set too high for low-income obligors, they 
are unable to meet their own subsistence needs. 

Conclusion 13: The California guideline amounts for low-income obligors are high relative to 
other states. The low-income adjustment under the California guideline is inadequate. 

Conclusion 14: California’s income presumption policy exacerbates the guideline problems for 
low-income parents; the obligor’s income is often presumed to be more than it actually is or job 
opportunities available for obligors are presumed to pay more than they actually do. 



Conclusion 15: Although the 2008 federal medical support rules impose many new requirements 
on states—including state provisions for the establishment and modification of medical 
support—2010 health reform will likely change future federal medical support requirements. 

Conclusion 16: California statute already provides that either or both parents can be ordered to 
provide insurance coverage for the children and that orders allocate the child’s uninsured 
health-care expenses between the parents. 

Conclusion 17: California statute currently does not provide an income-based definition of 
“reasonable cost” but does address what is “accessible” health-care. Although not called “cash 
medical support” (and states are not required to use the federal term), California’s provision of 
reasonable uninsured health-care expenses is a form of cash medical support. 

Conclusion 18: The California guideline adjusts for the child’s health insurance differently than 
most state guidelines. While most states prorate the child’s share of the insurance premium 
between the parents, California subtracts the insurance premium from the parent’s income. 

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



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

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

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Update and/or modify the low-income adjustment in the guideline. 

Recommendation 2: Evaluate the current income attribution policies as it applies to both 
parents.

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

Recommendation 4: Adopt any necessary conforming changes so that California can meet the 
2008 federal medical support rules, but also recognize that 2010 national health reform may 
produce changes to the federal rules in the future as well as changes in how states approach 
medical support. 

Recommendation 5: Encourage better and more detailed information in the case file. 





CHAPTER I 

Introduction

Purpose of the Study

The California Guideline and Federal Regulations 



Guideline Calculation 

Income Used in the California Guideline  

Description of the Numeric Formula 

CS = K[HN – (H%)(TN)] 

CS
CS

1.6 for 2 children 2.0 for 3 children 2.3 for 4 children 
2.5 for 5 children 2.65 for 6 children 2.75 for 7 children 
2.813 for 8 children 2.844 for 9 children 2.86 for 10 children 

K
H% K H%



H%
H% K

H% K H%
K H% K

Total net disposable income per month K-fraction
$ 0–$800 0.20 + TN/16,000 
$801–$6,666 0.25 
$6,667–$10,000 0.10 + 1,000/TN
Over $10,000 0.12 + 800/TN

K

HN

H%

TN

Exhibit 1-1:  Illustration of California Formula Calculation:  One Child 
High Earner Low Earner Total  

Net disposable income per 
month $4,000 (HN) $1,000 $5,000 (TN)

Amount of time higher earner 
has with the child 20% (H%)

K-fraction 0.25 
K= k-fraction x (1 + H%) (K) =0.30 = 0.25 x (1 + 0.20) 

Child Support  
CS = K[HN - (H%)(TN)]

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

Children’s Health-Care Needs 



Guideline Deviation Criteria 

Proceedings for Establishing or Modifying
Child Support Orders 

supra



.

Activities of the 2010 Guideline Review 



Previous Reviews by the Judicial Council 

Previous Recommendations 

Significant Guideline Changes in the Last Decade 

Organization of This Report 

supra





CHAPTER 2 

Basis of Child Support Guidelines and
Studies of Child-Rearing Expenditures 

Child-Rearing Expenditures and State Guidelines 

IRP
Working Paper



The California Guideline uses what is commonly called an “income shares” approach to 
the determination of child support. At its simplest, income shares means that the amount 
of money allocated to children in a guideline is based on a share of the income of both 
parents. 

(Judicial Council of Cal., Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline (Dec.1993), p. 
26.)

Findings From Last Review 

 Ibid.
Estimates of Expenditures on Children and Child Support Guidelines



Comparisons for the 2010 Guideline Review 

On Measuring the Cost of Children

Investing in Children: New Estimates of Parental Expenditures
 Alternative Estimates of the Cost of 

Children from the 1980-86 Consumer Expenditure Survey
Expenditures on Children by Families: 2001 Annual Report, 

Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support 
Guideline Report on the 
Michigan Child Support Formula

State of Oregon 
Child Support Guidelines Review: Updated Obligation Scales and Other Consideration

Review and Update of Florida’s Child Support 
Guidelines

Expenditures on Children by Families: 2008 Annual Report, 



K K

K

Exhibit 2-1. Comparisons of the California Guideline K -Fraction to 
Measurements of Child-Rearing Expenditures for One Child
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Exhibit 2-2. California Multiplier for Two Children Compared to 
Multipliers Calculated From Estimates of Child-Rearing Expenditures
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Exhibit 2-3. California Multiplier for Three Children Compared to Multipliers Calculated 
From Estimates of Child-Rearing Expenditures
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Exhibit 2-4. Estimated Percentages of Total Expenditures Devoted to Child Rearing 
Compared to K-Value for Two Children
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Exhibit 2-5. Estimated Percentages of Total Expenditures Devoted to Child Rearing 
Compared to K -Value for Three Children
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van der Gaag (1981). 

Espenshade (1984).

Betson (1990).

K

supra 
Id.,

 Id.
Development of Guidelines for Child Support Orders

supra
supra

supra



USDA (Lino 2002).

Betson (2002).

Betson (2006).

McCaleb et al. (2008).

Evaluation of the New (2007) Minnesota Child Support 
Guideline Basic Support Schedule

supra
supra

supra
supra

supra 
Id

supra



USDA (Lino 2009). 

44

Betson (2010).

Limitations of the Estimates.

Other Limitations of the Estimates.

supra
supra supra supra supra



Additional Assumptions and Considerations

 Measuring Poverty: A New Approach
State of Oregon Child Support Guidelines Review: Updated Obligation Scales and Other 

Considerations



K K

K

2009 New Hampshire Child Support Guidelines Review and Recommendations

Exhibit 2-6. California Multipliers for 4 and More Children Compared to 
Those Implied by the Oregon Guideline
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Exhibit 2-7. Comparison of California, Oregon, and Minnesota Gudeline Amounts for 
One Child When Obligee Income Increases and Obligor Income Remains the Same 

583
558

603583

524
549

583

429 448

583

358
395

550

325

381

509

302

381

$0

$100

$200

$300

$400

$500

$600

California Oregon Minnesota

M
on

th
ly

 a
w

ar
d 

am
ou

nt

Obligee income = $0/mo Obligee income = $1,000/mo Obligee income = $3,000/mo

Obligee income = $5,000/mo Obligee income = $7,000/mo Obligee income = $9,000/mo





http://factfinder.census.gov
Ibid.

2006 Family Law Update, 



Exhibit 2-8. Comparison of Adjustments for Shared Physical Responsbility 
(Case A:  Parents have equal incomes)
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Alternative Measurements of Child-Rearing Costs 

supra

http://factfinder.census.gov
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Exhibit 2-9. Comparison of Adjustments for Shared Physical Responsbility 
(Case B:  Obligor gross income = $3,000; Obligee gross income = $2,000)
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Alternative Bases of State Guidelines

How Much Is Enough in Your County

 Review of 
Child Support Guideline: Proposed Final Report



Low Incomes 

Multiple-Partner Fertility 

supra 
Report of the Child Support Guidelines Task Force

”
Estimates of Family 

Expenditures for Children: A Review of the Literature
supra .

 supra 
Fathers 

Under Fire: The Revolution in Child Support Enforcement

Child Support in Complicated TANF Families



Standard of Living

Alternative 
Approaches to Child Support Policy in the Context of Multiple-Partner Fertility 

Advocate Capital News

Technical Documentation: Multiple Family Adjustment

The Law and 
Economics of Child Support Payments, 

The Law and Economics of Child Support Payments

Family Law Quarterly 
supra 



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

(Fam. Code, § 4053(f).) 

Chapter Summary

K
K

Arizona Child Support Guidelines: Child Outcome Based Support Model Draft

Final Report of the Arizona Child Support Guidelines Review Committee





CHAPTER 3 

Guideline Application and Deviation: 
A Review of the Case Files 

Sampling and Data Collection 

Sampling Time Frame 

Sampled Counties 



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

Del
Norte Siskiyou Modoc

LassenShastaTrinity
Humboldt

Tehama Plumas
Mendocino Glenn Butte Sierra

Yuba Nevada PlacerLake Colusa Sutter

Sonoma Napa
SolanoMarin
Contra
Costa

San Francisco
San

Mateo
Santa
Cruz

Alameda

Yolo
Sacra-
mento Amador

Alpine

San
Joaquin Tuolumne Mono

Santa
Clara

Stanislaus

Merced

Mariposa

Madera

FresnoSan
Benito

Monterey Kings Tulare

Inyo

San Luis
Obispo Kern

San Bernardino
Santa Barbara

Ventura Los
Angeles

Orange Riverside

San Diego Imperial

County 

Percentage 
of State 

Population 

Percentage 
of 2010 
Sample 

Alameda 4.1% 7.9% 
Amador 0.1 1.6
Fresno 2.4 19.3
Los Angeles 27.2 21.4
San Diego 8.3 14.7
San Luis Obispo 0.7 4.1
Santa Clara 4.8 13.4
Siskiyou 0.1 1.3 
Solano 1.1 4.4 
Tehama 0.2 3.9 
Tulare 1.1 7.9
Total 50.2 100.0 

Sampled large-sized county

 Sampled medium-sized county 

 Sampled small-sized county 



Sample Sizes 

Fresno

Los
Angeles

San
Diego



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

Minimum
Sample Goal 

Targeted Sample 
Cases Usable 
for Analysis 

Large-sized counties    

Los Angeles 209 250 262

 Alameda 79 95 97

 Fresno 197 236 237

 Santa Clara 121 146 164

 San Diego 147 177 180

Medium-sized counties 

 San Luis Obispo 32 38 51

 Solano 44 52 54

 Tulare 73 88 97

Small and very small counties 

 Amador 17 20 20

 Siskiyou 26 31 16

 Tehama 55 66 48

Sum of sampled counties 1,000 1,199 1,226

Data Collection Methodology 

Review of Preliminary Case File Review Findings 



Guideline Deviations 



Exhibit 3-3.  Percentages of Orders With a Deviation in the 
2010, 2005, 2001, and 1998 Reviews
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Exhibit 3-5. Percentages of Cases With Deviations Based on 
Selected Factors in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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Reasons for the Deviations 

Direction of the Deviations 

Exhibit 3-6. Percentages of Cases With Various Reasons for 
Deviations from the Guideline in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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Description of the Cases 

Newly Established and Modified Orders 

Exhibit 3-7. Deviations From the Guideline in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews  
(Percentages of Cases) 

2010 Review 2005 Review 
Percentage of cases with a deviation* 14.6% 9.1%
Of those cases with a deviation, the direction of 
the deviation: 

Upward* 14 26
Downward 69 60

Unstated 17 14
* The difference between the groups is significant at <.05.



Order Entry Method 

Ex h ib it 3-8.  Ne w ly Esta b lish e d  a n d  
M o d ifie d  O rd e rs in  th e  2010 a n d  2005 Re vie w s

93%

49%

52%

7%

0 %

2 0 %

4 0 %

6 0 %

8 0 %

1 0 0 %

2010 Review 2005 Review

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f c
as

es
 re

vi
ew

ed

New orders M odific at ions



Exhibit 3-9. Order Entry Method for Cases 
in the 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews
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Application of Other Guideline Factors 

Hardship Deductions 

“Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance: Federal Fiscal 
Year 2009,” “Comparative Data for Managing 
Program Performance: Federal Fiscal Year 2008,”

Exhibit 3-10. Order Entry Method in IV-D and Non-
IV-D Cases (Percentages of Cases) 

 IV-D Cases Non-IV-D Cases 
Default* 68% 22%

Contested* 15% 31%
Stipulations* 18% 47%

Number 628 569
*The difference between the groups is significant at <.05. 



Exhibit 3-11. Hardship Deductions in the
 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews
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The Low-Income Adjustment 

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

2010 Review 2005 Review 
Percentage of obligors not eligible for the LIA 86% 85%
Percentage of obligors eligible for the LIA 14 15
Of those eligible for the LIA: 
LIA applied 59 52
LIA not applied 40 48
Unknown 1 0



Orders for Additional Support 



Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance: Federal Fiscal Year 2008



Health Insurance 

Exhibit 3-13. Orders for Additional Support in the 
2010 and 2005 Reviews
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Income of the Parents and Other Case Circumstances 



Exhibit 3-15. Parent's Income Information Available 
in the 2010 Review
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Exhibit 3-14. Parent Obligated to Pay Child Support 
in the 2010 Review
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Exhibit 3-16. Cases With Missing Income Information, 
by Parent Gender and IV-D Status
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Exhibit 3-17. Parents With Net and Gross Incomes of $0
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46%

17%
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Mothers
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Percentage of cases reviewed

 Gross income is $0  Net income is $0

Exhibit 3-18. Average Monthly Net and Gross Incomes 
(Excludes Imputed- and Presumed-Income Cases)
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 Exhibit 3-20. Comparison of Parents’ Monthly Incomes in Cases With  
Income Information for Both Parents (Percentage of Cases)* 

Mother’s Gross 
Income

Father’s Gross 
Income

$0
$1– $1,000

$1,001–$2,000
$2,001–$3,000
$3,001–$4,000
$4,001 or more

Number

38%
9%

23%
11%

6%
12%
618

11%
9%

25%
17%

9%
29%
618

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

Exhibit 3-19. Median Monthly Net and Gross Incomes 
(Excludes Imputed- and Presumed-Income Cases)
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Non-IV-D 1,800 1,684 3,640 2,642 

IV-D 0 0 1,387 1,202 
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Attorney Representation 

Exhibit 3-21. Presumed and Imputed Income 
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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Exhibit 3-22. Attorney Representation 
in the 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews
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Exhibit 3-23. Attorney Representation by Case Type in the 2010, 2005, and 2001 Reviews 
(Percentages of Cases) 

2010 Review 2005 Review 2001 Review 
IV-D cases    

Neither parent represented 96% 95% 96%
Both parents represented 3 0 3

Only one parent represented 1 5 1
Number 634 567 506

Non-IV-D cases 
Neither parent represented* 62% 36% 53%

Both parents represented* 22 44 22
Only one parent represented 16 20 26

Number 578 535 485
*The difference between the groups is significant at <.05. 

Number of Children Covered by the Orders 

Amount of the Child Support Order 

Exhibit 3-24. Number of Children Covered by 
the Orders in the 2010 Review
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7% 2%
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Three Children
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Exhibit 3-25. Average Monthly Child Support Order Amounts 
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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Exhibit 3-26. Average Order Amounts by Case Type 
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews
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Exhibit 3-27. Median Monthly Child Support Order Amounts 
in the 2010 and 2005 Reviews 
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 Exhibit 3-28. Average Order Levels for Obligors Having Orders Established  
With Attributed and Actual Earnings 

Attributed Income  Actual Income 

Average all cases $237 $493

Average among IV-D cases 209 300

Average among non-IV-D cases 494 689

Child Support Order Levels as a Percentage of Obligor Income 

Zero-Dollar and Reserved Orders 

15.8%
21.1% 19.1% 19.9% 18.5%

24.0%
19.8%
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$2,000
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$4,000

$4,001 or 
more

All cases

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



Exhibit 3-30. Percentage of Time the Child Spends With the 
Obligor in IV-D and Non-IV-D Cases (Percentage of Cases) 

 IV-D Cases Non-IV-D Cases 
Zero percent* 62% 9%

1 to 20 percent* 23% 48%
21 to 40 percent* 7% 17%

41 percent or higher* 8% 26%
Number 463 439

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

Time-Sharing Arrangements 



Limitations of the Data and Analysis 

Exhibit 3-31. Information Missing From the Case Files 
(Percentage of Cases)

2010 Review 
(n = 1,226)

No documents on the result of calendared child 
support court events 

10%

Parents’ income not specified 19
Amount of child support not specified 9
Guideline amount not specified 22
Above or below guideline amount not specified 19



Chapter Summary 



CHAPTER 4

Low-Income Parents and
Child Support Guidelines

Impoverished and Low-Income Families 

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

http://factfinder.census.gov.

www.urban.org/publications/412055.html
supra .

http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=datasets_1&_lang=en
&_ts= 



Ibid
One in Four CA Children May Live in Poverty This Year 

www.lpfch.org/newsroom/releases/mediaalertjan6-10.html.
Characteristics of Families Using Title IV-D Services in 1999 and 2001 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/HSP/CSE-Char04/index.htm.

New Federalism: National Survey of America’s Families
www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/anf_b30.pdf.

www.childsup.ca.gov/Portals/0/resources/docs/reports/2003/collectibility2003-05.pdf.
Id



Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study.

Id
The Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study: Baseline National Report

www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/documents/nationalreport.pdf.
Unwed Fathers, the Underground Economy, and Child Support Policy,

www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/briefs/researchbrief3.pdf.
J. Policy 

Analysis & Management

www.urban.org/publications/309214.html.
supra 



Guideline Amounts at Low Incomes 

February 2010 California Employment Highlights
www.calmis.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/Employment-Highlights.pdf.

Daily Finance
www.dailyfinance.com/story/underemployment-a-growing-problem-even-as-job-market-turns/19365801/#.

Minority Families and Child Support: Data Analysis 
 www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/DCL/2007/dcl-07-43a.pdf.

, Economic News Release
www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.htm.

Policy Currents www.apsapolicysection.org/vol12_1/121.pdf
Dollars and Sense: Improving the Determination of Child Support Obligations for Low-Income 

Mothers, Fathers, and Children 
www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2002/reports/commonground.pdf Realistic 

Child Support Policies for Low Income Fathers
www.clasp.org/admin/site/publications/files/0061.pdf.

Fathers Under Fire: The Revolution in Child Support Enforcement, 
supra supra



Federal Fiscal Year 2008
www.childsup.ca.gov/Reports/tabid/147/Default.aspx.

Fathers Under Fire: The Revolution in Child Support 
Enforcement, 

Demography Child Support 
and Child Well-being, 



High Orders and the Obligor’s Subsistence  

Examining Child Support Arrears in California: The Collectibility Study

Ibid

www.cse.ca.gov/ChildSupport/cse/guidelineCalculator

supra 

OCSE Responsible Fatherhood Programs: Client Characteristics and Program Outcomes,



High Orders and Work Disincentives

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study,

www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/410477.pdf
supra 

supra

J. Policy Analysis & Management

J. Policy Analysis & Management 



Payments, Parent-Child Contact, and Child Outcomes  

Compliance and the Accumulation of Arrears 

 supra .
Research Brief

www.childtrends.org/files/dadchild.pdf.

J. Marriage & Family 

Determining the Composition and 
Collectability of Child Support Arrearages, , The Longitudinal Analysis

 Story behind the Numbers: 
Understanding and Managing Child Support Debt www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/IM/2008/im-08-
05a.pdf.



Best Interest of the Child and the Policy Dilemma  

supra 
Federal Fiscal 

Year 2008 www.childsup.ca.gov/Reports/tabid/147/Default.aspx.
supra 

 Avoid Increasing 
Arrears: Practices Guide: Version 2 /www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/DCL/2007/dcl-07-17a.pdf.

J. Policy Analysis & Management

www.urban.org/publications/309440.html.
Ibid.

supra 



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

State Solutions 

Income Imputation/Presumption Policies 

supra
J. Human 

Resources

supra
Ibid.
Id. 



supra 
The Establishment of Child Support 

Orders for Low-Income Noncustodial Parents,



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

In re Marriage of Regnery

Regnery

supra 





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

(Ala. Rules Jud. Admin., rule 32(B)(5).)  

Comparison of State Guidelines Regarding Unknown Income  



State Comparisons—Case A:

State Comparisons—Case B:



State Comparisons—Cases C and D:



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

 Case A: Case B: Case C Case D 
One Child One Child Two Children Five Children 

Obligor’s Income Is 
Presumed 

Obligor’s Income Is Equivalent to Full-Time, Minimum 
Wage Earnings 

 Monthly 
Order 

       Rank  Monthly  
Order 

Rank Monthly 
Order 

Rank Monthly 
Order 

   Rank 

Alabama $272 19 $272 14 $333 24 $343 37
Alaska 50 49 50 50 50 50 50 50
Arizona 281 14 281 10 397 7 481 20
Arkansas 261 21 261 15 377 12 542 9
California 300 8 236 24 377 13 589 5
Colorado 217 39 217 36 292 33 467 21
Connecticut 312 6 312 2 464 3 607 4
Dist. of Columbia 50 50 55 49 55 49 55 49
Delaware 21 51 21 51 21 51 21 51
Florida 257 22 257 17 399 6 499 16
Georgia 197 44 197 44 283 34 404 29
Hawaii 280 15 280 11 500 1 1,030 1
Idaho 212 42 212 40 308 31 428 24
Illinois 277 18 219 34 307 32 494 17
Indiana 221 36 221 32 281 36 377 32
Iowa 220 37 220 33 255 39 308 40
Kansas 221 35 221 31 322 27 510 13
Kentucky 229 33 229 28 346 23 451 22
Louisiana 245 26 245 21 364 14 493 18
Maine 268 20 260 16 329 25 346 36
Maryland 233 30 233 25 360 19 482 19
Massachusetts 333 4 303 3 364 15 411 28
Michigan 210 43 210 41 222 43 259 42
Minnesota 436 3 173 47 173 47 173 47
Mississippi 176 47 176 46 251 40 326 39
Missouri 279 16 279 12 384 11 397 30
Montana 132 48 132 48 132 48 132 48
Nebraska 225 34 225 30 243 41 295 41
Nevada 235 29 226 29 314 29 414 27
New Hampshire 279 17 279 13 353 22 353 35
New Jersey 281 13 281 9 394 9 563 6
New Mexico 243 27 243 22 329 26 362 33
New York 192 45 192 45 283 35 396 31
North Carolina 232 31 232 26 236 42 243 43
North Dakota 282 12 282 8 356 21 510 14
Ohio 248 24 248 19 362 17 425 25
Oklahoma 249 23 249 18 363 16 515 11
Oregon 307 7 203 43 203 46 203 46
Pennsylvania 284 9 284 5 320 28 331 38
Rhode Island 216 40 216 37 218 44 225 44
South Carolina 284 10 284 6 402 5 519 10
South Dakota 216 41 216 38 279 37 357 34
Tennessee 616 2 339 1 479 2 683 2
Texas 219 38 219 35 274 38 439 23
Utah 238 28 238 23 388 10 553 8
Vermont 795 1 209 42 209 45 209 45
Virginia 232 32 232 27 360 20 502 15



Washington 327 5 285 4 442 4 680 3
West Virginia 248 25 248 20 361 18 511 12
Wisconsin 179 46 213 39 313 30 425 26
Wyoming 282 11 282 7 396 8 561 7

Average $257 $229 $310  $411  

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



Exhibit 4-2. Illustration of New York’s Self-Support Reserve Test 
1. Obligor’s gross income $1,386
2. Adjustments to gross income 106
3. Income available for support (line 1 minus line 2) 1,280
4. Preliminary child support order (line 3 multiplied by 17% for one child) 218
Self-Support Reserve Test 
5. Self-support (135% of the federal poverty level for one person) 1,218
6. Income available for support (line 3 minus line 5) 62
7. Child support order (the lesser of lines 4 and 6)    $  62



Minimum Orders 



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

(Ind. Child Support Rules and Guidelines 2.) 

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

(Ind. Child Support Rules and Guidelines 2.) 

Chapter Summary 







CHAPTER 5

Medical Support Provisions 

Child Support Report, 
www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2010/csr/csr1001.pdf.



Background Statistics on Medical Support 

OCS FY2008 Preliminary 
Report to Congress
www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2009/reports/preliminary_report_fy2008/#highlights

Federal Fiscal Year 2008
www.childsup.ca.gov/Portals/0/resources/docs/reports/ 
2008/Federal%20Fiscal%20Year%202008%20Performance%20Data.pdf

supra
Id.,

supr
supra 



ordered

supra note 155 tables 11 and 12.
Health Care Coverage Among Child Support-Eligible Children

Section 1115 Demonstration Grant Project UNIMED A 
Unified Approach to Medical Support Through Intra-Agency Collaboration/Data Exchange: Final Report 

Increasing Healthcare Coverage for Children: A New Coordinated Approach

supra



Child Support Report www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pubs/2010/csr/csr1001.pdf.
Medical Child Support: Strategies Implemented by States

http://statehealthfacts.org



 supra .
Eight-State Review of the Ability of 

Noncustodial Parents to Contribute Toward the Medical Costs of Title IV-D Children That Were Paid Under the 
Medicaid Program, 

Evaluation of Strategies to Improve Medical Support Enforcement in Washington State

supra
supra



Federal Requirements 

Providing for the Child’s Health-Care Needs 

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

(45 C.F.R. § 302.56(3).) 



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

(Fam. Code, § 3751(a)(2).) 

The court shall order the following as additional child support: . . . (2) The reasonable 
uninsured health care costs for the children as provided in Section 4063.  

(Id., § 4062(a)(2).) 

The child support order shall address how the parents will provide for the child(ren)’s 
health care needs through health insurance as well as the nonreimbursed reasonable 
and necessary child(ren)’s health care costs that are not included in [the child support 
schedule]. 

(Neb. Rev. Court Rules, ch. 4, art. 2, § 4-215.) 

Ordering Either or Both Parents to Provide Medical Support  



Package of Material for Medical Support and Health Reform First Colloquium
supra supra 

Increasing Healthcare Coverage for Children: A New Coordinated Approach

 supra 
Focus on Health Reform 



Consideration of Insurance Premiums in Guidelines  

Final Report
Id.

Report of the 2006 Nebraska Child Support Advisory Commission: 
Recommendations 





Reasonable Cost of Insurance 

Exhibit 5-1.  Monthly Support Award: Obligor Carries Health insurance for Child, 
Both Parents Earn $3,000/mo, 1 child, 20% timesharing 
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Exhibit 5-2. Monthly Support Award: Obligee Carries Health insurance for Child, 
Both Parents Earn $3,000/mo, 1 child, 20% timesharing 
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Cash medical support or the cost of private health insurance is considered reasonable in 
cost if the cost to the parent responsible for providing medical support does not exceed 
five percent of his or her gross income or, at State option, a reasonable alternative 
income-based numeric standard defined in State law, regulations or court rule having the 
force of law or State child support guidelines…. In applying the five percent or alternative 
State standard for the cost of private health insurance, the cost is the cost of adding the 
child(ren) to the existing coverage or the difference between self-only and family 
coverage.

(45 C.F.R. § 303.31(a)(3).) 

21 Million Children’s Health: Our Shared 
Responsibility, the Medical Child Support Working Group’s Report

Oregon Child Support Guidelines Changes: Detailed Summary 



 

 supra 
Medical Insurance Collaboration 

Final Report 
California Health 

Interview Survey Newsroom www.chis.ucla.edu/release.asp?id=50.

www.healthpolicy.ucla.edu/pubs/files/SHIC_RT_82009.pdf
www.statehealthfacts.org.

supra



Accessible Insurance 

San Francisco Chronicle http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-02-
26/news/17957301_1_rate-hikes-health-rates-rate-increases

Ibid

Los Angeles Times http://articles.latimes.com/2010/feb/10/business/la-fi-
anthem10-2010feb10

www.statehealthfacts.org.

http://factfinder.census.gov.
 supra .



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

(Fam. Code, § 4063(g).) 



Cash Medical Support

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

(45 C.F.R. § 303.31(a)(1).) 

.
Medi-Cal Reimbursement: Its Significance for California Children

www.healthychild.ucla.edu/.../MediCal%20reimbursementbrief0500.pdf



supra.
California Health Care Almanac Children’s Health Coverage Facts and Figures
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Chapter Summary

supra .
supra
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CHAPTER 6
Input From Stakeholders 

Identifying and Recruiting Stakeholders 

Identifying Stakeholders 

(1)  Custodial and noncustodial parents;  
(2)  Representatives of established women’s rights and fathers’ rights groups;  
(3)  Representatives of established organizations that advocate for the economic well- being 

of children;
(4)  Members of the judiciary, district attorney’s offices, the Attorney General’s office, and the 

Department of Child Support Services;  
(5)  Certified family law specialists;  



(6)  Academicians specializing in family law; 
(7)  Persons representing low-income parents; and  
(8)  Persons representing recipient of assistance under the CalWORKs program seeking 

child support services.

(Fam. Code, § 4054(d).) 

(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 
(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 



(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS
referral) 

(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 

(DCSS referral) 

Recruiting Stakeholders 





via teleconference

via teleconference

Conducting the Focus Groups 

Participant Survey 





 



Major Themes 

Comprehension

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



I think people get confused when they go into child support offices, local CSAs, and one 
worker will give them one estimated figure; three weeks later, they go in and give a court 
date and they have another estimated figure. 

Nobody seems to know the full scope of what’s taken into consideration. 

Usually low-income people that I talk with have a very almost nonexistent understanding 
of not just the formula but the entire system. They’re scared to death. 

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

[People] don’t have buy-in to those numbers. 

If you could get some transparency, then families can begin to heal. 

I hear everybody say it’s complicated, but I think it’s very simple. 

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



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

Interrelationship

Until custodial ratios are balance[d] out and equal parenting time is address[ed] . . . a lot 
of this is going to be moot. . . .  

[O]nce we move toward more equitable distribution and custody a lot of these issues will 
just go away and the guideline will work. . . . 

[B]ut if the guidelines don’t encourage a ruling that allows the child to have the most time 
with both caring and loving responsible parents, it fails, period. 

Custody is number one. The way it impacts these guidelines can make the guidelines 
moot to a certain degree because . . . [t]hey find that . . . the mom is the primary parent 
and the dad’s the primary breadwinner. 



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

 [I]f you have two parents with equal timeshare and there is no disparity of income, in 
other words, their income is exactly the same but they are sharing [ ] custody, then 
neither owes each other support. 

Fairness

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

noncustodial 

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

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



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

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



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

Application

You talk to one [case] worker and you’ll get one answer. Then you talk to somebody else, 
you will get another answer. 

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



Perjury is the number one issue that needs to be dealt with in this whole system. 

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

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

Chapter Summary 



CHAPTER 7 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Basis of Child Support Guidelines and
Studies of Child-Rearing Expenditures 

Conclusion 1: The California guideline and 36 other state guidelines are based on a “continuity-
of-expenditures model”—that is, the child support award should allow the children to benefit 
from the same level of expenditures that would have been provided had the children and both 
parents lived together. 



Conclusion 2: The California guideline formula is generally within the range of measurements of 
child-rearing expenditures—but at the high end of the range of measurements of child-rearing 
expenditures. 

K
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Conclusion 3: Many other assumptions and factors besides measurements of child-rearing 
expenditures form a guideline formula. 



Findings From a Review of Case Files  

Conclusion 4: The percentage of orders that deviated from the guideline has increased. 



Conclusion 5: Commissioners and advocates agreed that the current low-income adjustment is 
inadequate.

Conclusion 6: Many of the guideline factors designed to yield more responsive orders are being 
applied very infrequently. 



Conclusion 7: The percentage of orders entered through default, 46 percent, is back up. This is 
after a concerted effort several years ago to lower the number of orders entered by default in 
California.

Conclusion 8: The percentage of orders involving presumed income has increased since the last 
guideline review. The percentage of orders with income imputation, however, has not increased. 

Conclusion 9: Health insurance is frequently ordered, and medical support is ordered in most 
IV-D cases. 

In re Marriage of Regnery



Conclusion 10: Information is frequently missing from case files. 

Low-Income Parents and Child Support Guidelines  

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

Conclusion 12: When child support obligations are set too high for low-income obligors, they 
are unable to meet their own subsistence needs



Conclusion 13: The California guideline amounts for low-income obligors are high relative to 
other states. The low-income adjustment under the California guideline is inadequate. 

Conclusion 14: California’s income presumption policy exacerbates the guideline problems for 
low-income parents; the obligor’s income is often presumed to be more than it actually is or job 
opportunities available for obligors are presumed to pay more than they actually do.



Medical Support Provisions  

Conclusion 15: Although the 2008 federal medical support rules impose many new requirements 
on states—including state provisions for the establishment and modification of medical 
support—2010 health reform will likely change future federal medical support requirements.  

Conclusion 16: California statute already requires that either or both parents can be ordered to 
provide insurance coverage for the children and that orders allocate the child’s uninsured 
health-care expenses between the parents.



Conclusion 17: California statute currently does not provide an income-based definition of 
“reasonable cost” but does address what is “accessible” health care. Although not called “cash 
medical support” (and states are not required to use the federal term), California’s provision of 
reasonable uninsured health-care expenses is a form of cash medical support. 

Conclusion 18: The California guideline adjusts for the child’s health insurance differently than 
do most state guidelines. While most states prorate the child’s share of the insurance premium 
between the parents, California subtracts the insurance premium from the parent’s income. 



Input From Stakeholders 

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

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

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



Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Update and/or modify the low-income adjustment in the guideline.



Recommendation 2: Evaluate the current income attribution policies as to both parents 

In re Marriage of Regnery

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



Recommendation 4: Adopt any necessary conforming changes so that California can meet the 
2008 federal medical support rules that are currently in effect but also  recognize that 2010 
national health reform may produce changes to the federal rules in the future as well as changes 
in how states approach medical support. 

Recommendation 5: Encourage better and more detailed information in the case file.
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APPENDIX A

Parental Expenditures for Children: 
Rothbarth Estimates1

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

                                              
1 Prepared by David M. Betson, Associate Professor, Univ. of Notre Dame.  



135

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

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

Data and Expenditure Categories Employed in Study 

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

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

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

Exhibit A-1. Sample Observations by Number of Children   

Number of children 0 1 2 3 4 5 or 6 

Number of observations 2,937 1,511 2,235 869 214 80 

Source: Calculations by author. 
 
Given the rather small sample sizes for four and more children, most of the following tables will 
group families with three and more children into a single category for presentation purposes. 
While families with four and more children will be included in the analysis, estimates for the 
cost of children will be presented for one through three children only. 

Distribution of Total Outlays5

The major focus of this study is an examination of how families allocate their total spending to 
their children; consequently the first step is to define total spending. The BLS produces two 
measures of total spending in the consumer unit. The first is their expenditure concept 
(TOTEXPPQ and TOTEXPCQ), while the other is denoted as the consumer unit’s outlays 
(ETOTALP and ETOTALC). The principle difference between these two concepts is that the 
                                              
3 See Appendix A-1 for a detailed discussion of the use of annualized quarterly data in lieu of annual data on 
consumer units, as well as a rationale for basing the analysis on a single annual observation for every consumer unit 
instead of up to four annualized observations for every consumer unit.  
4 See Appendix A-2 for the details of how these sample selection criteria, as well as additional sample criteria used 
in later analysis, affected the size of the analysis sample. 
5 Appendix A-3 contains a more detailed description of the construction of variables used in this report. 
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outlay concept includes principle payments for any loans while the expenditure concept does not. 
Both of the above BLS summary measures include two forms of what most researchers would 
call savings: payment of social security payroll taxes and payments to retirement plans. For the 
purpose of this study, these forms of saving were subtracted from both specifications of the 
family’s total spending.  
 
In the past, some estimates have relied on the family’s total expenditures as a measure of total 
spending, but as noted earlier, this concept does not reflect the family’s principal payments on 
their debt, in particular, the principal payments on their home mortgage. The difference between 
the two measurements (i.e., “outlays,” which does include principal payments, and “spending,” 
which does not) is negligible for families with little or no debt or debt that has recently been 
financed (especially home purchases). However, if the family lives in the same home for a 
several years, the difference between the two concepts will grow as the mortgage payment 
reflects more principal payments than interest payments. Since most child support guidelines are 
intended to provide for children from ages 0 through at least 18 years old, the use of family 
outlays makes more sense than family expenditures. Nonetheless, the impact of using outlays 
rather than expenditures on the estimates is examined in more detail later. 
 
Exhibit A-2 displays the distribution of total family outlays by the composition of the family. 
While the estimates are from interviews conducted from January 2004 through March 2009, all 
spending and income amounts have been expressed in constant 2006 dollars. Without controlling 
for available income, families with one and two children on average spend more than childless 
couples, who on average spend slightly more than families with three or more children. As a 
percentage of their available income, families with children have more current outlays than do 
childless couples. 
 
For all family types, the average total spending of the family exceeds the median, indicating that 
the distribution of spending is not symmetrical around the average but “right skewed.” That is, 
higher-income families spend more than lower-income families. The skewed distribution of both 
income and spending has implications for the construction of the estimation model. A 
proportional model based on the log of spending amounts is more consistent with the data than a 
model based upon levels. 
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Exhibit A-2. Distribution of Total Outlays by Family Composition

Childless One Two  Three or More 
  Couple Child Children Children 

Average net income6 $64,745 $65,666 $68,135 $60,169 
Average total outlays $51,428 $55,968 $59,096 $49,491 
Average propensity to spend7 79.4% 85.2% 86.8% 82.3% 

Total expenditures at: 

 5th percentile $17,928 $19,190 $22,712  $21,259 
 25th percentile 31,265 34,482 37,774 34,516 
 50th percentile (median) 43,855 48,094 52,369 50,370 
 75th percentile 63,316 67,266 70,771 70,387 
 95th percentile 168,029 202,781 173,603 205,456 

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

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

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

Exhibit A-3. Average Spending by Family Composition 

Childless One Two  Three or More 
  Couple Child Children Children

Total outlays $51,428 $55,968 $59,096 $49,491 

Budget share  
 (% of total outlays) 

 Housing 37.9% 41.2% 41.4% 40.9% 
 Transportation 20.3 19.9 19.0 18.4 
 Food 15.7 16.0 16.8 18.3 
 Entertainment 7.2 6.4 6.8 6.3 
 Health care 6.1 5.3 5.3 4.6 
 Apparel 2.6 3.1 3.2 3.6 
 Tobacco and alcohol 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.1 
 Education and reading 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.7 
 Personal care 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.5 
 All other 5.6 4.3 4.0 4.6  

Source: Calculations by author.  
 

Exhibit A-4. Allocation of Housing Purchases 

Childless One Two  Three or More 
  Couple Child Children Children 

Budget share (% of total outlays) 

 Housing 37.9% 41.2% 41.4% 40.9% 

 Shelter 25.2 27.2 27.1 26.7 
 Utilities 8.5 8.4 8.3 8.9 
 Household operations 1.1 2.8 3.3 2.6 
 Household equipment 3.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 

Percentage of housing outlays 

 Shelter 66.5 66.1 65.5 65.3  
 Utilities 22.5 20.4 20.0 21.7 
 Household operations 3.0 6.8 8.0 6.4 
 Household equipment 7.9 6.6 6.5 6.6 

Source: Calculations by author (percentages may not total 100% due to rounding). 
 
The exhibits illustrate the difficulty encountered when one attempts to measure child-rearing 
expenditures by directly allocating consumption spending to adults and children, such as the 
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USDA does.8 As evident in Exhibit A-3, consumption items where it is fairly obvious for whom 
the purchase was made account for a rather small proportion of all outlays. While adult clothing, 
alcohol, and tobacco purchases can safely be identified as adult purchases and child clothing, 
child care, toys, and education might be classified as child purchases, Exhibit A-3 shows that 
these items would constitute roughly 15 percent of total outlays. The remaining 85 percent of the 
family’s budget would have to be allocated using additional information or assumptions. For 
food, the USDA approach assumes that food purchases are allocated in proportion to the 
nutritional requirements of individual family members by age and gender. Using data from the 
Department of Transportation, the USDA approach first deducts an amount to reflect work-
related expenses and then allocates the remainder to the children on a per capita basis. Using data 
from the Department of Health and Human Services, the USDA approach allocates health-care 
expenditures in proportion to the expected outlays for children relative to the expected outlays 
for the family. 
 
Until its 2008 estimates, the USDA approach allocated the remaining consumption items 
including housing (excluding child care) on a per capita basis. This meant that roughly one-half 
of the family’s outlays were assumed to be allocated to children on a per capita basis. For 
example, if there are two children in a four-person family, then 50 percent of outlays would be 
allocated to the children’s consumption. This assumption resulted in estimates of the cost of 
children that were only slightly lower than those calculated on a per capita basis. In its most 
recent report, the USDA changed its methodology with respect to shelter, utility, and household 
equipment (furniture) outlays by adopting a “marginal cost” approach. Expressed simply, their 
current approach is to determine how these housing expenses vary by the number of bedrooms; 
then it assigns the impact of an additional bedroom to the cost of a child. The new USDA 
approach also includes an amount toward mortgage principal, whereas its previous methodology 
did not. While this is a significant departure from their previous methodology, the USDA admits 
that this approach is a “conservative” one that may actually understate the housing costs that 
parents may incur when they have children. In the 2009 report, the USDA reports that as a 
percentage of total spending, parents allocate 27 percent of the family’s spending to one child, 40 
percent for two children, and 47 percent for three children. This differs little from the amounts in 
the 2003 USDA report that relied on a per capita allocation of housing. In the 2003 USDA 
report, the percentage of family expenditures devoted to child rearing were 26 percent, 42 
percent, and 48 percent for one, two, and three children, respectively.  
 
 

Alternative Methodologies for Allocating Family 
Expenditures to Children 

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

                                              
8 Lino & Carlson, supra note 20.  
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section, two competing methodologies used to allocate total family spending to the children are 
described. The discussion in the body of the report is intended to be nontechnical. The equations 
presented in the body of the report can be skipped without a loss of general understanding of 
each approach. Appendixes A-4 and A-5 contain a more technical discussion of these methods. 
 
Indirect Estimates—Engel Method 
While the approach taken by the USDA is straightforward and relatively easy to understand, its 
main weakness is the rather arbitrary manner in which it allocates the family’s spending. The use 
of assumptions that rely on per capita allocations of goods may overstate how much parents truly 
spend on their children; however, without any other additional information that informs us about 
how individual members consume or utilize the specific consumption items, what alternative 
assumptions can be made? 
 
An alternative approach to the allocation problem would be to focus on how parents reallocate 
consumption within the household in order to make room for their children’s consumption. By 
comparing the consumption decisions of parents with children and married couples without 
children, the economic costs of the children can be indirectly observed from the differences in 
consumption patterns. When undertaking this comparison between families with and without 
children, one should hold everything else constant in the comparison to ensure that any 
remaining differences can reasonably be attributed to the presence of the children. Some of the 
factors that should be held constant include the characteristics of the adults, the market prices 
that families face, and the standard of living or the economic well-being that the two families 
experience. 
 
The difficulty with this approach is finding a suitable measure of family economic well-being 
that is constant between the two sets of family. The search for an economic proxy for the 
family’s standard of living has been difficult and not wholly successful. The use of income or 
even total expenditures in the family are unacceptable measures of a family’s well-being. 
Consider two families that have the same total expenditures or income, but one family has 
children while the other does not. These families could not possibly be equally well off since, at 
a minimum, the family with children would have more mouths to feed and more bodies to clothe 
and shelter. 
 
In searching for a proxy for the family’s standard of living, one expectation is that the concept 
could, in principle, be measured for all families. This restricts the search to goods that are 
necessities and hence are needed and purchased by all families. One core necessity is food. It 
was this consumption item that Engel focused on over 100 years ago as an appropriate proxy for 
a family’s standard of living.9 
 

                                              
9 Ernst Engel, “Die Lebenskosten Belgischer Arbeiter-Familien Früher and Jetzt.” (1895) 9(1) Internat. Statistical 
Bull., 1–124.  
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Being purchased by all families, however, is not a sufficient qualification for a good proxy for 
the family’s standard of living. At a minimum, the proxy should move in the same direction as 
“known” changes in the family’s standard of living. Engel observed that food consumption did 
indeed meet this additional consideration. A reasonable assumption is that, holding the number 
of family members constant, increases in the family’s total expenditures should make the family 
better off. What Engel observed was that when total spending increased, the family spent more 
on food, but the share of food in the family’s budget fell.  
 
Comparing families with different numbers of members but the same level of total spending 
should also create differences in well-being across the families. The expectation is that as the 
number of family members increased, the family would be worse off. Thus, if food shares are 
truly an inverse proxy for the family’s standard of living, then the budget share should rise with 
the number of children while holding the level of total spending constant. While the total level of 
spending was not exactly held constant, Exhibit A-3 shows that as the number of children 
increased, so too did the share of total spending that the family budget devoted to food. 
 
These observations led Engel and many other researchers such as Espenshade10 to adopt food 
shares as a (inverse) proxy for the family’s standard of living. When the food share is used as the 
proxy, this approach is denoted as the Engel methodology. Food, however, is just one component 
of goods that could be deemed necessities. Housing, clothing, and medical care would fit the 
economic definition of a necessity. The share of the budget devoted to each of these expenditure 
categories falls with increased total spending of the family. Because of this, Watts(1977)11 
proposed proxies based on this wider set of consumption items other than food. This approach is 
denoted as the ISO-PROP method.  
 
To illustrate how the Engel model would be implemented, economic data from the CE is first 
used to estimate a relationship between the food share as a function of total outlays and the 
number of children (or family size). Exhibit A-5 depicts the estimated relationship between the 
food share and total outlays for a childless couple (Kid = 0) and a family with one child (Kid = 
1). The graph in Exhibit A-5 corresponds to the Engel assumptions. As total outlays increase, the 
food share declines. When total outlays are held constant, families with one child will devote a 
higher percentage of their outlays to food. This latter relationship is depicted by having the 
relationship for one child to be “above” the relationship for the childless couple at all levels of 
total spending. 
 
To further illustrate the basis of the Engel method, assume that a family with one child has TS3 
in total outlays and spends FS3 percentage of TS3 on food. If the equal food shares are a measure 
of well-being across family types, then a childless couple with TS2 amount of total spending 

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

 . 

Exhibit A-5. The Engel Method 

 

 
 

Indirect Estimates—Rothbarth Method 
A second indirect methodology is the Rothbarth method.12 Rothbarth suggested that by 
examining how adult goods varied by family type and total spending, one could infer how much 
total spending would be required to make families with and without children equally well off.13 
This approach is based on the observation that without any additional resources to the family, 
parents must make “room” for the consumption of their children by reducing purchases that they 
make for themselves. For the purposes of this study, expenditures on adult clothing are 
                                              
12 See Appendix A-4 for a more theoretical justification of the Rothbarth approach and a critique. 
13 Erwin Rothbarth, “Note on a Method of Determining Equivalent Income for Families of Different Composition,” 
in War-Time Pattern of Saving and Spending, ed. Madge, Occasional Paper No. 4 (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1943). 
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considered as a proxy for adult spending. If Rothbarth is correct, then spending on adult clothing 
would fall as the number of children increases. This pattern exists in the CE data used for this 
analysis; specifically, couples without children spend on average $2,251 on adult clothing, while 
parents with one, two, and three or more children spend $1,787, $1,541, and $1,352 respectively.  
 
To implement the Rothbarth approach, data from the CE are used to determine the relationship 
between spending on adult goods (adult clothing) as a function of total outlays and the number of 
children in the family. Exhibit A-6 depicts the relationship between spending on adult goods and 
total spending for childless couples and families with one child. If adult goods are normal goods 
for families, then as total spending increases, so too will spending on adult goods (i.e., both 
relationships are upward sloping). If, as Rothbarth suggested, parents reduce their spending on 
adult goods to make room for spending on children, then, with total spending held constant, the 
relationship for childless couples should lie above that of the relationship for families with one 
child, indicating that the presence of children should reduce spending on adult goods. 
 
Again, consider a family with one child who has TS3 dollars in total spending. It would be 
predicted to spend AG3 dollars on adult goods. Note that the level of spending on adult goods is 
determined by starting on the horizontal axis at TS3 and then “going up” to the estimated 
relationship for families with one child (Kid = 1) and across to AG3. The Rothbarth approach 
would determine the level of total spending that the equally well-off childless couple would 
require by asking what the level of total spending is for a childless couple such that they would 
spend AG3 on adult goods. Just as in the Engel method, the difference between TS3 and TS2 
would be identified as the cost of the child and used identically to determine the percentage of 
the family’s spending, TS3, that was allocated to the child. 
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Exhibit A-6. The Rothbarth Method 

 

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

                                              
14 Espenshade, supra note 14. 
15 Angus Deaton & John Muellbauer, “On Measuring Child Costs” (1986) 94(2) J. Political Economy 720–744; 
Angus Deaton & Christina Paxson, “Economies of Scale, Household Size, and the Demand for Food” (1998) 106 
(5) J. Political Economy 897–930. 
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Empirical Implementation of the Rothbarth Model 

The following functional form is used to describe the spending patterns of families on adult 
clothing.16  

    

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

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

. 

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

  . (2) 

 
If  (with total outlays held constant and assuming that additional children lower spending on 
adult goods), then the estimated percentage of total spending devoted to the children will be less 
than their per capita share (33 percent, 50 percent, and 60 percent for one, two, and three 
children respectively). 
 
                                              
16 Appendix A-6 contains a discussion of alternative functional form assumptions that could be made and reasons 
this functional form was chosen. 
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While the Rothbarth method is consistent with consumer demand theory, economists also know 
that the cost estimate of children it calculates will always underestimate the “true” cost of the 
children.17 For the Rothbarth estimates to accurately reflect the cost of children, the family’s 
decision about spending on adult goods must not be influenced by changes in relative prices of 
goods. If the family is unresponsive to changes in relative prices when deciding how much to 
spend on adult goods, the reduction in spending on adult goods when the number of children 
increases reflects purely a “real income” effect.  
 
To empirically implement the Rothbarth approach, the following variables were used in the 
estimation of equation 1: 
 
µ(X) variables: 

black = 1 if the race of the reference person is black, 0 otherwise 
hnohs = 1 if the husband doesn’t have a high school degree, 0 otherwise 
hcollege = 1 if the husband has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise 
wnohs = 1 if the wife does not have a high school degree, 0 otherwise 
wcollege = 1 if the wife has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise 
ww_wife = the number of weeks worked in the past year by the wife (range 0 to 52) 
wfulltime = 1 if the wife worked more than 30 hours per week, 0 otherwise 
bothwork = 1 if both the husband and wife worked in the previous year, 0 otherwise 
ne = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Northeast census region, 0 otherwise 
south = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Southern census region, 0 otherwise 
west = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Western census region, 0 otherwise 
lnfsize = log of family size (2 + K) 
lnpctout = the log of total expenditures divided by family size (in $1,000) 
lnpctout2 = the square of lnpctout 

 
The inclusion of the square of per capita total family expenditures allows the share of total 
spending devoted to the children to vary with the level of total spending. In the previous 
discussion, this variable was omitted in order to derive explicit equations for the share of total 
spending devoted to the children. Including this squared term requires other numerical 
techniques to determine the amount of compensation needed to equate the well-being of families 
with and without children. 
 
While all of the spending variables were indexed, a series of dummy variables based on the year 
in which the last interview for the consumer unit was conducted are included. They are: 

y2004 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2004, 0 otherwise 
y2005 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2005, 0 otherwise 
y2007 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2007, 0 otherwise 

                                              
17 For the “true” cost to be estimated, the family’s underlying preferences (utility function) must be known, which, 
of course, will never be known. 



149

y2008 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2008 or 2009, 0 otherwise 
 
where the omitted group was those units whose last interview was conducted in 2006. 
 
To control for the number of interviews that were completed by the consumer unit, three dummy 
variables in the analysis were included based on the following form: 

 complete3 = 1 if the unit completed only three interviews, 0 otherwise 
where the omitted group was those units that had completed all four interviews. 
 
The dependent variable in the Rothbarth approach is the log of the adult clothing purchases in 
constant 2006 dollars.18 Families with no reported purchases of adult clothing had to be excluded 
from the analysis sample (267 observations were dropped). The weighted Ordinary Least 
Squares estimates of the adult clothing relationship (equation 1) appear in Exhibit A-7. 
 
Exhibit A-7. Rothbarth Model Results 

 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =    7579 
-------------+------------------------------           F( 19,  7559) =  232.43 
       Model |  4084.65629    19   214.98191           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |  6991.54169  7559  .924929447           R-squared     =  0.3688 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.3672 
       Total |   11076.198  7578  1.46162549           Root MSE      =  .96173 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
    lnagood  |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
     lnfsize |   .4293322   .0369313    11.63   0.000     .3569366    .5017278 
   lnpctout1 |   .9962632   .1207601     8.25   0.000     .7595397    1.232987 
  lnpctout12 |   .0449366    .020645     2.18   0.030     .0044667    .0854064 
       black |   .1295601   .0453639     2.86   0.004     .0406343     .218486 
       hnohs |   .1269009   .0442544     2.87   0.004       .04015    .2136517 
    hcollege |   .1237327   .0279765     4.42   0.000      .068891    .1785744 
       wnohs |   .0452611   .0487977     0.93   0.354    -.0503959    .1409182 
    wcollege |   .0915449   .0273338     3.35   0.001     .0379631    .1451267 
     ww_wife |  -.0102423   .0461714    -0.22   0.824     -.100751    .0802664 
   wfulltime |  -.0096063    .031322    -0.31   0.759    -.0710062    .0517936 
    bothwork |   .1093594   .0398644     2.74   0.006     .0312141    .1875048 
          ne |   .0427151   .0350891     1.22   0.224    -.0260693    .1114994 
       south |  -.0391932   .0292822    -1.34   0.181    -.0965944    .0182081 
        west |   .0224001   .0323085     0.69   0.488    -.0409335    .0857337 
       y2004 |   .0832341   .0436156     1.91   0.056    -.0022647    .1687328 
       y2005 |   .0207813   .0362874     0.57   0.567    -.0503521    .0919146 
       y2007 |  -.0256344   .0339436    -0.76   0.450    -.0921732    .0409045 
       y2008 |  -.1509726   .0312618    -4.83   0.000    -.2122544   -.0896907 
   complete3 |  -.0447752   .0249432    -1.80   0.073    -.0936707    .0041204 
       _cons |  -4.228847   .1919546   -22.03   0.000    -4.605131   -3.852562 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

The Rothbarth approach is based on the assumption that when family size is held constant, 
spending on adult goods will increase as total spending increases. The Rothbarth method also 
requires that as the family size increases (i.e., the number of children rises) the adults will reduce 
their spending on adult clothing. Exhibit A-8 displays the expected amount of spending on adult 

                                              
18 See Appendix A-3 for a description of the adjustment made to reported adult clothing to account for the fact that 
the BLS includes clothing purchases for 16- and 17-year-olds as adult purchases. 
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clothing for childless couples and families with children.19 As required by the Rothbarth 
approach, spending does fall as the number of children increases. 
 
Exhibit A-8. Predicted Expenditures on Adult Clothing as a Function of Total Outlays (in $1,000) 
for Childless Couples and Families With Children 

 

Rothbarth Estimates of Parental Spending on Children 

Using the regression estimates of the adult clothing equation (Exhibit A-7), estimates of the 
share of family spending devoted to the children can be computed for different numbers of 
children as well as for specific levels of total spending. The Rothbarth method utilizing data from 
2004 to 2009 yielded 23.5 percent, 36.5 percent, and 44.9 percent as point estimates of the 
average share of spending devoted to one, two, and three children, respectively, when total 
spending in the family is $55,000 (roughly average spending in the analysis sample). This 
section will first compare these estimates to previous estimates and then will examine how the 
estimates of the cost of children vary by level of total spending. 

Comparing the Current Estimates to Previous Estimates 
One of the earliest estimates of the cost of children was based on the 1972–1973 CE data. 
Espenshade’s estimates of the cost of children using the Engel method published in 1986 were 

                                              
19 The figure has been constructed to reflect a couple living in the Midwest where both adults have a high school 
education and only the husband works.  
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used by many states to construct their initial child support guidelines in response to the federal 
requirements set out in the 1988 Family Support Act.20 For families with average levels of total 
spending, his estimates were that 24 percent, 41 percent, and 51 percent of the family’s total 
spending was devoted to one, two, and three children, respectively. Employing the same CE data 
but with the Rothbarth approach, an earlier study (Lazear and Michael 1988) produced estimates 
of the share of total spending of 19 percent, 31 percent, and 39 percent of total spending.21 These 
estimates were considerably lower than the Espenshade estimates and implied more economies 
of scale in consumption. 
 
The 1988 Family Support Act not only required states to adopt child support guidelines but also 
directed the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to conduct research on economic 
estimates of the cost of raising children. My 1990 study on the cost of raising children 
represented the department’s response to this directive.22 In this study, I estimated the Engel and 
Rothbarth models (as well as numerous other approaches) using the CE data from 1980 to 1986. 
This analysis showed that the Engel approach (33 percent, 49 percent, and 59 percent) was 
almost identical to a per capita allocation. On the other hand, the Rothbarth approach produced 
significantly lower estimates (24 percent, 34 percent, and 39 percent) than the Engel but higher 
than the Lazear and Michael estimates. Compared to Espenshade’s estimates, while the estimates 
for one child were identical, my Rothbarth estimates for two and three children were 
considerably lower and much closer to the Lazear and Michael’s Rothbarth estimates. The 
largest difference between the Rothbarth estimates was for the first child.  
 
In 2000, I replicated my 1990 study using data drawn from the 1996–1998 CE data (first-quarter 
1996 through first-quarter 1998). Compared to the 1990 estimates, the Engel estimates (30 
percent, 44 percent, and 52 percent for one, two, and three children respectively) showed 
economies of scale that were absent in the 1990 estimates but were still close to a per capita 
allocation. While the Engel estimates declined slightly, the 2000 Rothbarth estimates showed a 
slight increase (26 percent, 36 percent, and 42 percent) over the 1990 estimates. 
 
In 2006, I produced a new set of Rothbarth estimates using data from 1998–2003 CE. The 
estimated Rothbarth percentages were 26 percent, 37 percent, and 44 percent for one, two, and 
three children, respectively. While the estimates for one child remained constant, there was a 
slight increase in the spending shares for two and three children. For this study, I did not produce 
estimates based on the Engel approach. However, a group of researchers at Florida State 
University produced a set of Engel estimates using data from the 1998–2001 CE.23 Their 
estimates of the share of total spending devoted to children were 22 percent, 38 percent, and 53 
percent for one, two, and three children respectively. While the Florida State team employed 

                                              
20 (Espenshade, supra note 14  
21 Edward Lazear & Robert T. Michael, Allocation of Income within the Family (Univ. of Chicago Press, 1988). 
22 David M. Betson, Alternative Estimates of the Cost of Children from the 1980–86 Consumer Expenditure Survey 
(U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services,  1990),Univ. of Wisconsin, Inst. for Research on Poverty. 
23 McCaleb et al., supra note 19 Thomas S. McCaleb, David A. Macpherson & Stefan C. Norrbin¸ Review and 
Update of Florida’s Child Support Guidelines (Florida Leg., Nov. 2008). 
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different estimation strategies than I did in my studies, the Engel estimates that they produced 
were significantly lower than my 2000 Engel estimates for one and two children while estimating 
roughly the same cost for three children. The release of the Florida State study represents the 
first instance when an Engel estimate (for one child) was less than the corresponding Rothbarth 
estimate (i.e., my 2006 Rothbarth estimates). A limitation to this comparison, however, is a slight 
variation in the time period considered in the studies. My Rothbarth estimates encompassed the 
same time period as the Florida State study as well as a few years of data beyond what the 
Florida State study included. 
 
Given the standard errors of the estimates of the cost of children (roughly 2 to 3 percentage 
points based on earlier studies), the difference between the Engel and Rothbarth estimates for 
one child is not statistically significant. The only statistically significant difference is that for 
three children (53 percent versus 44 percent). However, the empirical outcome where the Engel 
estimate is less than the Rothbarth estimate is troubling. It conflicts with a long-standing belief 
that the Engel approach will always lead to an overstatement of the true costs of children, while 
the Rothbarth will lead to understatement. For those using the estimates to gauge the adequacy of 
child support guidelines, this dominate belief has justified the use of the Engel and Rothbarth 
estimates to bracket the true cost of children. Historically, this belief has never been problematic 
because the empirical evidence was never to the contrary (i.e., earlier Engel estimates were less 
than earlier Rothbarth estimates); however, now that the most recent estimates indicate that the 
upper bound (Engel) is below the lower bound (Rothbarth), it is problematic. 
 
The origin of the “bracketing” thesis was from the paper by Deaton and Muellbauer (1986).24 
Assuming the family made a choice between only two goods (i.e., food and all other goods), 
Deaton and Muellbauer argued that because economists are never able to directly measure a 
family’s well-being, both approaches would be approximations of the true cost of children. 
Given the assumption of two goods, where Engel would be based upon food consumption and 
the Rothbarth would be based on all other goods, they showed that the Engel method would 
overstate the Rothbarth would understate the true cost of children. By implication, the Engel 
could never be less than the Rothbarth. While the authors noted that the limitation of their 
analysis was that it was based on the two-commodity good assumption, many researchers, based 
upon the empirical estimates, began to generalize the Deaton and Muellbauer result to all 
situations regardless of the number of goods available for household consumption. Appendix A-
5 offers a more detailed critique of the Engel approach and offers an example that demonstrates 
that when there are three goods, it is quite possible for the Engel not only to be less than the true 
cost of the children but also less than the Rothbarth estimates. The constructed example is also 
consistent with the general historical trend in child cost estimates. While the Rothbarth estimates 
are slightly increasing, the Engel estimates are drastically falling. The conclusion reached in 
Appendix A-5 is that the Engel model has no theoretical basis and is an ad hoc procedure. As 
such, there is no reason for it to be well behaved nor trusted to provide evidence of the cost of 

                                              
24 Deaton & Muellbauer, supra note 230. 
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children. It was for these reasons that I decided not to continue to produce Engel estimates in 
2006. But, when pressed to offer Engel estimates, I am sure to warn economists and 
policymakers of its lack of theoretical foundation and its potential problems. 
 
In 2008, the Florida State team released a second set of Engel estimates using the 2004–2006 
CE.25 While the Florida State team does not report the estimated share of total spending devoted 
to children, I have taken Florida State’s regression model estimates and computed the implicit 
percentages.26 Based on Florida State’s regression estimates, their Engel estimates were 17 
percent, 29 percent, and 35 percent for one, two, and three children, respectively. Compared to 
my 2006 Rothbarth estimates, the Florida State Engel estimates are lower for each number of 
children. 
 
The last set of estimates considered in the comparison is the estimates I produced for this study. 
Earlier, I reported that the Rothbarth estimates using the 2004–2009 CE data were, respectively, 
24 percent, 37 percent, and 45 percent for one, two, and three children. While not significantly 
different from previous Rothbarth estimates using data from 1980 to the present, they are 
significantly larger than the 2008 Florida State Engel estimates. To investigate whether 
differences in data sets were responsible for this reversal in estimates, I estimated an Engel 
model using the data for this study. Without going into the details of the estimation, I will note 
that the only real difference between the Engel and Rothbarth models is the dependent variable 
in the multivariate regression model. Instead of using the spending on adult goods (which is the 
basis of the Rothbarth model), the dependent variable in the Engel model is the logistic 
transformation of the share of total outlays spent on food at home. The Engel estimates that I 
produced are 21 percent, 33 percent, and 41 percent for one, two, and three children, 
respectively. These estimates suggest that it is not the choice of the sample but the method that is 
producing the results. 
 
The next three exhibits (Exhibit A-9, A-10, and A-11) were constructed to facilitate a 
comparison of the USDA, Engel, and Rothbarth estimates over time. Exhibit A-9 depicts the 
historical record of estimates for one child, Exhibit A-10 depicts the historical record of 
estimates for two children, and Exhibit A-11 depicts the historical record for three children. 
Since all of the estimates consider multiple data years, each estimate is plotted at the midpoint of 
the data years. For example, the estimates from the current study used data from 2004 to 2009, so 
they were plotted for 2006. For comparative purposes, the graphs also include the per capita 
allocation for each number of children (33 percent, 50 percent, and 60 percent). 
 
The trends in the three exhibits illustrate that the Rothbarth estimates are relatively stable over 
time while the Engel estimates are relatively unstable over time. Specifically, since the Rothbarth 
trend line is fairly straight, it is more stable. In contrast, because the Engel trend line fluctuates 
                                              
25 McCaleb et al., supra note 19.  
26 The most recent USDA study reports percentages that purport to be from the 2008 study but in reality are the 
estimation results produced by a graduate student performing a sensitivity test using data from the 1998–2001 CE 
(the data used in the 2004 study). 
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up and down, it indicates instability. While my 1990 Engel estimates appear to be high relative to 
Espenshade’s estimates and my 2000 Engel estimates, the differences in estimation procedures 
between Espenshade and my studies make it difficult to compare his estimates to my 1990 
estimates.27 The methods that I employed and those of the Florida State researchers are much 
more similar, and consequently the trend line could arguably start with my 1990 estimates. 
Starting at this point, the historical trends clearly indicate that the Engel estimates have been 
falling over time, while the Rothbarth estimates have been relatively stable, if not slightly 
increasing, for two and three children. 
 
The ultimate question, however, is which trend line is the most reflective of actual child-rearing 
expenditures over time. Again, I argue in favor of the Rothbarth estimator over the Engel 
estimator. As noted earlier, Appendix A-4 constructs a theoretical justification for the Rothbarth 
methodology and demonstrates that the Rothbarth estimates will likely understate the true cost of 
children but will never overstate them; and Appendix A-5 demonstrates that because the Engel 
method does not have a theoretical basis, its properties are unusable. The Engel estimator could 
overstate or understate the true costs of the children. Its estimates could be greater, or less, than 
the Rothbarth estimates. In all, the relationship, if any, between the Engel estimator and the true 
costs of child rearing or the Rothbarth estimator cannot be determined other than to say the Engel 
estimator is unlikely to reflect the true costs of child rearing. For these reasons and others 
detailed in Appendix A-5, I cannot recommend using the Engel estimates as the basis of child 
support guidelines or for assessing the adequacy of child support guidelines. While I cannot 
purport that the Rothbarth is closer to actual child-rearing expenditures than other estimators, I 
have confidence in the Rothbarth approach because it does have a theoretical basis and is 
relatively stable over time. 
 
In addition to tracking the Engel and Rothbarth estimates over time, the exhibits consider the 
USDA estimates over time. While the USDA annually publishes its estimates, in reality the 
estimates it releases are not produced anew each year but are updated by inflation adjustment. 
Consequently, the USDA percentage of total spending devoted to children will not change over 
time. These percentages will change only when the USDA re-estimates its model by referencing 
new CE data or changes its methodology as it did when it altered the treatment of housing in its 
2008 estimates. With this caveat spelled out, however, the trend lines in the exhibits show that 
the USDA has always exceeded the Rothbarth estimates and was below the Engel estimates until 
recently.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                              
27 Espenshade utilized a model that was linear in the food share and total spending, while I used a proportional effect 
model expressed in the log of food share and total spending. Appendix A-6 describes the differences this alternative 
functional form assumption implies for the estimation of the cost of children. 
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Exhibit A-9. Estimates of the Proportion of Spending: One Child 
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Exhibit A-10. Estimates of the Proportion of Spending: Two Children 
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Exhibit A-11. Estimates of the Proportion of Spending: Three Children  

 

 
 
 

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

  Increase in Child Spending Due to: 
 Second Child Third Child

Per Capita 50% 20%

USDA 
 2009 Report 48 18 
 1995 Report 62 14 

2004–2009 CE (Betson 2010) 
 Engel 58 25 
 Rothbarth 55 23  

2004–2006 CE (McCaleb et al. 2008) 
 Engel 71 21 

1998–2003 CE (Betson 2006) 
 Rothbarth 46 19 

1998–2001 CE (McCaleb et al. 2004) 
 Engel 73 39 

1996–1998 CE (Betson 2000) 
 Engel 46 18 
 Rothbarth 40 16 

1980–1986 CE (Betson 1990) 
 Engel 48 20 
 Rothbarth 41 13 

1972–1973 CE 
 Engel (Espenshade 1986) 71 24 
 Rothbarth (Lazear & Michael 1988) 63 26 

 
The Rothbarth and Engel estimates from the current study represent the first time that I have 
found the marginal cost of the second and third child to exceed marginal costs reflected in a per 
capita allocation. In all previous studies, the marginal cost of the second and third child were less 
than those implied by a per capita allocation. A relatively high marginal cost for the second child 
may reflect “high” estimates for two children or “low” estimates for the first child. When my 
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2006 Rothbarth estimates are compared with the Rothbarth estimates from the current study the 
difference between the cost of one child between the two studies (i.e., 25.2 percent in my 2006 
study compared to 23.5 percent in this current study) is responsible for the increase in the 
marginal cost of the second child. In contrast, the differences in the levels for two and three 
children are roughly equal between the two studies (i.e., 36.8 and 36.5 percent for two children, 
respectively, in my 2006 and current studies; and, 43.8 and 44.9 percent for three children, 
respectively, in my 2006 and current studies). 
 
Estimates by other researchers produce even higher marginal costs for the second and third child 
(especially for the second child) than my estimates. The sole exception to this observation is the 
current USDA estimates, which are more similar to my earlier estimates. Those earlier estimates 
implied marginal costs for a second and third child that are smaller than what is implied by a per 
capita approach. 

Effect of Total Spending 
The previous comparisons have focused on the “average family.” The experience of any family 
will most likely depart from this hypothetical family for factors that are unobservable to the 
courts and other factors that are, indeed, observable. Other than the number of children, one 
factor that can easily be discerned is the income of the family. While income may be what the 
courts will examine, a more appropriate economic comparison is whether child-rearing 
expenditures vary with total family expenditures. That is, do families that spend more in general 
also spend proportionally more on their children? The focus on total expenditures rather than 
income obviates the need to address how tax consequences and household savings decisions 
affect total family expenditures. This section of the report will examine how parental spending 
on children differs by the family’s level of total spending.  
 
Exhibit A-13 presents the current Rothbarth estimate of percentage of total spending devoted to 
the children as a function of total outlays for one, two, and three children. This marks the first of 
my estimates in which the percentage of total outlays devoted to child rearing increases with 
total outlays. In all previous studies, I have found that the percentage of expenditures devoted to 
children declines with total spending. For example, Exhibit A-14 represents the Rothbarth 
estimates from my 2006 study as a function of the total outlays of the family. 
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Exhibit A-13. Current Rothbarth Estimates of Parental Sharing by  
Total Outlays (in $1,000) for One, Two, and Three Children 
 

 
 

Exhibit A-14. 2006 Rothbarth Estimates of Parental Sharing by  
Total Outlays (in $1,000) for One, Two, and Three Children 
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In my 2006 study, I reported that over time the relationship between the cost of children and total 
spending had become “flatter,” implying that all families, regardless of total spending, devoted 
roughly the same percentage of their spending to their children. While the upward trend has 
continued, I am not certain how much faith to place in the result, even though the increases are 
statistically significant. My caution is due to the fact that I cannot determine a reason for this 
result to occur. In my 2006 study, I put forth a possible explanation that was based on problems 
in estimating a nonlinear relationship between child spending and total outlays when the sample 
is limited in the range of total outlays. While it is possible that my previously provided 
explanation is true, I do not find it completely satisfying. 
 
Another possible explanation may lie in the fact that the definition of total spending used in this 
study and the 2006 study differs from the previous definition used in other studies. In previous 
studies and the Florida State studies, the measure of total spending reflected the BLS definition 
of total expenditures, as opposed to outlays, used in this study. The primary difference between 
outlays (used in the current and 2006 studies) and expenditures is that outlays will reflect the 
family’s principal payments toward all debt, while expenditures will not. Consequently, for 
families with debt that are paying off the principal, their level of total spending will be higher 
than it would have been had expenditures been used as the measure of total spending. When the 
Rothbarth model is reestimated using expenditures as a measure of the family’s total spending, 
the result is that as family spending increases, the percentage of spending devoted to the children 
falls. The decline is statistically significant, although modest in comparison to the declines that I 
estimated in my 1990 study. 
 
The general conclusion that can be reached from these comparisons is that estimates of spending 
on children in wealthier families (as indicated by families with high levels of total spending) has 
been rising relative to what estimates of previous studies would predict. While this could reflect 
a true increase in spending, the possibility that it is a statistical artifact reflecting sampling 
variability, extrapolating to levels of spending considerably away from the mean, or the 
nonlinearity of the relationship between spending on adult clothing and total spending cannot be 
ruled out. Although there is some evidence that high-income families are spending more on their 
children today than in the past, the evidence is not conclusive. The analysis prepared for this 
report indicates that families with high levels of spending are spending a higher percentage of 
their family’s total spending on their children, but other analyses find that families with high 
levels of income are spending less of their disposable income today than in the past. 
Consequently, it is not completely clear whether high-income families are spending more or less 
today. For example, consider a high-income family who spent 55 percent of their disposable 
income and allocated 32 percent of their total spending on their two children. If the same family 
today were to spend 36 percent of their total spending on their two children, the family would 
have to spend 48.9 percent of their disposable income in order to spend the same dollar amount 
on their children. 
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Impact of Alternative Assumptions 

So far the discussion has focused on the various methodologies used to measure child-rearing 
expenditures and the impact of one particular methodology over another on the estimated values. 
Other assumptions necessary for producing estimates could also affect the levels of the estimates. 
These other assumptions concern variable definition, functional form choices, and criteria used 
for inclusion of households in the analysis sample. This section examines the effect of six 
alternative assumptions on the estimates of the cost of children developed for this study.  
 
To implement the Rothbarth model, I relied on family spending on adult clothing as a proxy for 
expenditures for adult goods. The CE definition of adult clothing could be problematic, however, 
because it includes purchases made for older children. The BLS aggregates all apparel 
expenditures for individuals 16 years and older as adult clothing. To adjust the data for this 
potential problem, I assigned a proportion of the reported adult clothing purchases to the parents 
where the proportion is equal to the number of parents (two) relative to the number of family 
members who were 16 years and older. For example, if the family had one child who was 
between 16 and 18 years old living in the family, then I would attribute two-thirds of the reported 
adult clothing to the parents and the remaining one-third to the older child. An alternative choice 
would be to use the reported purchases of adult clothing.  
 
Another variable definition issue exists in the definition of total spending. As I have noted, I 
chose to utilize the BLS definition of total outlays minus social security taxes and payments to 
pension plans. One alternative is to use total expenditures minus social security taxes and 
payments to pension plans. The difference would be principal payments on debt. In short, the 
estimates developed for this study include principal payments in the definition of total spending, 
while the alternative is not to include them in the definition of total spending. 
 
The next two alternative assumptions pertain to functional form. The model developed for this 
study estimates the effect of the log of family size and the log of per capita total outlays in order 
to estimate using the Rothbarth model. One alternative would be to estimate separate effects for 
each number of children by using dummy variables in lieu of using the log of family size. A 
second alternative would be to control for the log of total outlays instead of the log of per capita 
total spending. The rationale for examining these two alternatives is that the Florida State 
researchers employed both of these functional form choices rather than the assumption used for 
this study. 
 
The final two alternatives relate to the construction of the sample. The Florida State researchers 
excluded families with top-coded reported incomes. (Top-coding is discussed in greater detail in 
Appendix A-2.) In this study, a similar exclusion was deemed unnecessary. Typically, 
observations with top-coded income are excluded when income is a key variable in the 
estimation; however, this study considered total outlays, not income. Further, top-coded income 



163

does not necessarily imply top-coded outlays. A final point is that excluding families with top-
coded reported incomes would significantly reduce the number of cases for analysis.  
 
A second sample restriction that I have consistently employed in this study as well as previous 
studies is that families must have completed at least three surveys to be included in the study 
sample. The rationale is that measurement errors in the adult clothing and total spending 
variables are fewer if there are more data from the consumer. One alternative would be to 
consider families with four completed surveys; another alternative is to consider all families even 
if they participated in only one quarterly interview. The latter was explored in this analysis. 
 
In all, 64 (= 26) variations of the Rothbarth models (as appeared in Exhibit A-7) were estimated 
by using different combinations of the six alternative assumptions described above. Exhibit A-7 
contains the results from one of the 64 sets of estimates. For each set of estimates, I computed 
the percentage of total outlays devoted to one, two, and three children in a family with $55,000 
of total outlays. To analyze the average effect of each of these six choices, I regressed the 
estimate of the cost of children on six dummy variables reflecting the choice being utilized to 
produce that estimate. The six dummy variables were: 

ragood  = 1 if reported adult clothing purchases is used, 0 if the adjusted purchases is used 

 
expend  = 1 if total expenditures is used for total spending, 0 if total outlays is used 

  
kid      = 1 if “kid” dummies are used to capture the effect of family size, 0 if log of family 

size is used 
  

level      = 1 if log of total spending is used, 0 if log of per capita total spending is used 
  

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

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

completed surveys are included 
  

Exhibit A-15 presents the results of this analysis for one, two, and three children separately. 
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Exhibit A-15. Impact on Alternative Assumptions on Estimates of the Costs of Children  

One Child 
 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =      64 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  6,    57) =   97.49 
       Model |   251.23105     6  41.8718416           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |    24.48183    57  .429505789           R-squared     =  0.9112 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.9019 
       Total |   275.71288    63  4.37639492           Root MSE      =  .65537 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
        cost |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
      ragood |  -3.521732   .1638417   -21.49   0.000     -3.84982   -3.193645 
      expend |    1.31123   .1638417     8.00   0.000     .9831423    1.639317 
         kid |  -.2792038   .1638417    -1.70   0.094    -.6072912    .0488836 
       level |   .2356505   .1638417     1.44   0.156    -.0924369    .5637379 
     topcode |   .1339871   .1638417     0.82   0.417    -.1941003    .4620745 
      useall |   1.195233   .1638417     7.30   0.000     .8671452     1.52332 
       _cons |   23.30416   .2167422   107.52   0.000     22.87014    23.73817 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Two Children 

      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =      64 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  6,    57) =  570.48 
       Model |  497.218703     6  82.8697839           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |  8.27998023    57  .145262811           R-squared     =  0.9836 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.9819 
       Total |  505.498683    63  8.02378863           Root MSE      =  .38113 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
        cost |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
      ragood |  -4.247313   .0952834   -44.58   0.000    -4.438115   -4.056511 
      expend |   1.162604   .0952834    12.20   0.000     .9718021    1.353406 
         kid |   .3404263   .0952834     3.57   0.001     .1496246     .531228 
       level |    .099334   .0952834     1.04   0.302    -.0914677    .2901357 
     topcode |  -.2217393   .0952834    -2.33   0.024     -.412541   -.0309376 
      useall |   3.392628   .0952834    35.61   0.000     3.201827     3.58343 
       _cons |   35.80947   .1260481   284.09   0.000     35.55706    36.06188 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Three Children 
 
Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =      64 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  6,    57) =  528.67 
       Model |  595.767984     6  99.2946641           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |  10.7057354    57  .187819919           R-squared     =  0.9823 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.9805 
       Total |   606.47372    63  9.62656698           Root MSE      =  .43338 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
        cost |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
      ragood |  -4.930283   .1083455   -45.51   0.000    -5.147242   -4.713325 
      expend |   1.426803   .1083455    13.17   0.000     1.209845    1.643761 
         kid |  -.2070438   .1083455    -1.91   0.061    -.4240019    .0099143 
       level |  -.0236923   .1083455    -0.22   0.828    -.2406503    .1932658 
     topcode |  -.2796465   .1083455    -2.58   0.012    -.4966046   -.0626884 
      useall |    3.28183   .1083455    30.29   0.000     3.064872    3.498788 
       _cons |   44.62514   .1433276   311.35   0.000     44.33814    44.91215 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

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

Conclusions

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

Annual Versus Quarterly Data 

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

Xqi = the observation of X for the ith consumer unit from the qth quarterly interview and  

Qi = the total number of quarterly interviews from the ith consumer unit (the maximum 
number of interviews would be 4). 

 
Assume that the ith consumer unit has only three quarterly interviews (Qi =3) in the sample; 
hence the ith consumer would appear three times in a quarter-based sample and each quarterly 
value of X would be “annualized” (4X1i, 4X2i, 4X3i). When the quarterly data are annualized for 
each consumer unit, the consumer unit would appear only once, with a single value for XAi as 
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.

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

Sample Selection and Time Unit 

If we compute the mean of annual amounts based upon treating each quarter independently 
versus using the available data for each consumer to construct its “annual” value of X, the 
respective means would equal 

 . 

If every consumer were represented in the sample four times (the maximum number of possible 
interviews), then it is clear that both approaches would yield identical values. However, when 
some consumers have fewer than four interviews, differences between the two methods will arise 
and will depend on how completion of the four interviews is related to value of X, 
 

(A.1) 

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

X 2
p2 4 X * 2 p( 1 p ) 2X *

p2 2 p( 1 p )

p2 p( 1 p )
p2 2 p( 1 p )

4 X * 4 X* X 1 . 

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

Food at Home 

Number of   Number of Children 
Completed Interviews 0 1  2 3 or more 

 1 –2.6% –1.7% –1.9% –3.8% 
 2 –2.4 –3.2 –2.2 3.1 
 3 0.3 –1.7 –0.1 –2.6 
 4 3.0 4.0 2.3 2.6 

 Overall Mean $4,440 $5,267 $6,172 $6,841 

Adult Goods 

Number of  Number of Children 
Completed Interviews 0 1  2 3 or more 

 1 10.1 20.4 15.0 13.9% 
 2 –3.2 –7.9 –6.5 7.1 
 3 –6.5 –12.9 –1.5 –11.8 
 4 –1.8 –3.4 –4.2 –5.0 

 Overall Mean $2,409 $1,967 $1,623 $1,486 

Total Spending 

Number of  Number of Children 
Completed Interviews 0 1  2 3 or more 

 1 –6.1% –2.3% –3.0% –8.6% 
 2 –1.4 –10.1 –3.7 8.8 
 3 –3.3 –3.2 –3.3 –6.4 
 4 6.8 9.0 7.4 5.0 

 Overall Mean $49,588 $53,202 $57,636 $58,913 
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Percentage Difference From Overall Mean of Group 

Ln(food share/nonfood share) 

Number of  Number of Children 
Completed Interviews 0 1  2 3 or more 

 1 2.2% 0.7% 1.6% 3.3% 
 2  –0.0  2.9 1.9 0.6
 3 0.7 2.2 1.3 1.0 
 4 –2.0 –3.2 –2.5 –3.4 

Ln(Adult Goods in $1,000) 

Number of  Number of Children 
Completed Interviews 0 1  2 3 or more 

 1  50.4%  32.9% 17.7% 18.3% 
 2 –31.1 –23.8 –25.6 –2.0 
 3 –41.1 –41.3 –12.0 –21.4 
 4  2.1  9.3 7.7 2.4

Ln(Total Spending in $1,000) 

Number of  Number of Children 
Completed Interviews 0 1  2 3 or more 

 1 –2.5% –1.3% –1.5% –2.5% 
 2 –0.6 –2.2 –1.3 0.8 
 3 –0.1 –1.1 –0.5 –0.9 
 4 2.2 2.8 1.8 2.0 
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APPENDIX A-2

Construction of Analysis Sample 

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

Without With 
  Children Children Total 

Meeting criteria

 Core sample 5,543 9,071 14,614 

 Alternative sample 4,902 7,922 12,824 

Limited to 3 or 4 completed interviews 

 Core sample 2,937 4,909 7,846 

 Alternative sample 2,566 4,217 6,783 
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APPENDIX A-3

Description and Construction of Variables

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

Adult Goods 

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

Total Spending 

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

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

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

. 

Once the available quarterly spending amounts were price adjusted, they were “annualized” by 
first computing an average quarterly amount based on the available quarterly interviews and then 
multiplying by four. 
  

Adjustment t
201.6

CPI t 1 CPI t 2 CPI t 3 3
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Demographic Variables 

To be in the sample, the consumer unit could include only two adults who were married. For this 
analysis, a child was defined to be a member of a consumer unit who was less than 18 years old 
and was an only child of the married adults. Finally, the sample was limited to husband-wife 
families with six or fewer children. Consequently, the number of family members in the sample 
ranges from two to eight. The number of family members was characterized in two alternative 
ways. The first was to include a variable that was the log of the number of family members 
(lnfsize) that reflects the way that in the past captured the size of the consumer unit. An 
alternative approach is to provide a series of dummy variables that characterize the number of 
children in the unit, with the omitted group being childless couples. For this study, the approach 
was to include the following five dummy variables: 

kid1 = 1 if there is one child in the unit, 0 otherwise 
kid2 = 1 if there are two children in the unit, 0 otherwise 
kid3 = 1 if there are three children in the unit, 0 otherwise 
kid4 = 1 if there are four children in the unit, 0 otherwise 
kid5 = 1 if there are more than four children in the unit, 0 otherwise 

 
To control for other characteristics of the unit, I have included variables describing the parents 
with regard to their race, education, and work status. Also, I have included variables indicating 
the region of the country where they were located. In all cases, the data from the unit’s last 
available interview was used to construct these variables. The variables included in the analysis 
were: 

black = 1 if the race of the reference person is black, 0 otherwise 
hnohs = 1 if the husband does not have a high school degree, 0 otherwise 
hcollege = 1 if the husband has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise 
wnohs = 1 if the wife does not have a high school degree, 0 otherwise 
wcollege = 1 if the wife has a four-year college degree, 0 otherwise 
ww_wife = the number of weeks (0 to 52) worked in the past year by the wife  
wfulltime = 1 if the wife worked more than 30 hours per week, 0 otherwise 
bothwork = 1 if both the husband and wife worked in the previous year, 0 otherwise 
ne = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Northeast census region, 0 otherwise 
south = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Southern census region, 0 otherwise 
west = 1 if the consumer unit lived in the Western census region, 0 otherwise 
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Other Control Variables 

While all spending variables were indexed, I included a series of dummy variables based on the 
year that the last interview of the consumer unit was conducted. The included variables were: 

y2004 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2004, 0 otherwise 
y2005 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2005, 0 otherwise 
y2007 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2007, 0 otherwise 
y2008 = 1 if the last interview was conducted in 2008 or 2009, 0 otherwise 

 
where the omitted group was those units whose last interview was conducted in 2006. 
 
To control for the number of interviews that were completed by the consumer unit, I included the 
following three dummy variables in the analysis: 

complete1 = 1 if the unit completed only one interview, 0 otherwise 
complete2 = 1 if the unit completed only two interviews, 0 otherwise 
complete3 = 1 if the unit completed only three interviews, 0 otherwise 

 
where the omitted group was those units that had completed all four interviews. 
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APPENDIX A-4

Theoretical Justification
of Rothbarth Approach 

The Rothbarth approach to the measurement of the cost of children assumes that parents have 
well-defined preferences for goods that only they consume and goods consumed by both 
themselves and their children. To simplify the theory behind the Rothbarth approach, it is 
assumed that there only two types of goods: adult goods (AG, consumed only by the parents and 
never consumed by children) and all other goods (O). When the parents (two adults) are 
childless, the decision of how to allocate their spending between two goods can be characterized 
as reflecting their desire to maximize their well-being (characterized by a utility function) subject 
to their ability to meet their wants (the budget constraint). Mathematically, this choice can be 
characterized as  

Maximize U = U(AG,O) 

Subject to: pA AG + pO O = TS 

where pA and pO reflect the market prices of a unit of AG and O, respectively, and TS is equal to 
the total spending of the couple. All goods other than adult goods, O, represents a composite 
good that is composed of goods that could be consumed by either adults or children. 
 
The presence of children in the family represents the addition of wants and needs to the family 
without a corresponding increase in the family’s ability to meet those additional wants and 
needs. If the TS amount of total spending of two adults without children were compared to a two-
parent family with a child with the same amount of total spending, it would appear that the 
childless couple would be materially better off than the couple with a child. (This is without 
considering the well-being and satisfaction that parents receive from having the child and only 
considering the well-being derived from the goods that the family can acquire given how much 
they spend, TS). Specifically, let us assume that the childless couple decides to purchase pA AG0 
dollars of adult goods and pO Oo dollars of other goods, given they have the ability to spend TS 
dollars. If the family with the child spent the same amount on the two goods, it makes good sense 
that they would be worse off because the same consumption is being directed toward more 
individuals. Only if the composite good were a pure public good would the family with a child 
be able to avoid a decline in their material standard of living compared to the childless couple. 
  
Barten (1964) provided a framework to formalize the family’s additional need for consumption 
of all other goods (his method allowed the relative needs of different families to vary for all 
consumption goods), by letting f equal 1 if the couple is childless and a value of  exceeding 1 if 
a child is present in the family. To model this, need adjusted consumption of the family is 
assumed to equal O* = O/  for all other goods. Since the need for adult goods will, by 
assumption, not change for adult goods, the need adjusted consumption for adult goods will 
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equal AG*=AG. For the purposes of the model, it is also assumed that the family’s well-being or 
standard of living depends upon their consumption of the goods adjusted by the relative needs of 
the family, 

U=U(AG*,O*). 

Consequently. if a family without children purchases the same amount of both goods as a family 
with a child, then it will better off: 

U(AG,O) > U(AG,O/ ) . 

The Barten transformation of quantities of goods suggests that the parents’ decision of how to 
allocate their consumption given their family structure (with or without children) and the level of 
family’s total spending can be characterized as the following: 

Maximize U = U(AG*, O*) 

Subject to: (pA) AG + (pO ) O = pA* AG* + pO* O* = TS 

where 

pA* = pA pO* =  pO AG*=AG O* = O/  . 

The insight of the Barten reformulation of the consumer model is that additional needs of family 
that are due to the presence of the child not only directly affects well-being by reducing the 
adjusted amount of all other goods (O/  < O) but also results in increasing the relative price of 
goods consumed by child and adults (O) relative to goods consumed only by adults (AG). 
 
The desired level of expenditures for AG and O can be written as  

pAAG pAAG( pA, pO ,TS ) 

poO  poO pO , pA ,TS . 

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

 

.
 

Hence, if the demand for other goods is price inelastic ( | oo| < 1), spending on all other goods 
will rise and spending on adult goods will decline with presence of a child. It should be noted 
that if the demand for other goods were elastic ( | oo| > 1), spending on adult goods could rise 
because of a reduction in spending on all other goods. 
 

ln pA AG
ln AO

ln AG
ln po

ln poO
ln

1 oo 1
ln O

ln pO



185

Using the Slutsky decomposition of the cross-price effect ( AO), the decrease in spending on 
adult goods with the addition of a child is the result of income and substitution effect. When the 
child is introduced into the family, the child’s needs reduce the standard of living of the family 
and the income effect represents how the family will respond to the decrease in their well-being. 
The expected result is that both goods are normal, and consequently the family will respond by 
decreasing their purchases of both goods. The second effect is the substitution effect that reflects 
the effect of changing relative prices on the family’s consumption decision. The consumer model 
assumes that individuals will always substitute toward goods that get relatively cheaper that in 
this situation are adult goods. Hence, the substitution effect will counteract the income effect, but 
for the family’s spending on adult goods to decline with the presence of the child, the income 
effect must dominate the cross-price substitution effect. 
 
Exhibit A-4-1 depicts the theoretical underpinnings of the Rothbarth approach (1941). The 
horizontal axis in the figure represents the need-adjusted quantities of all other goods (O*), and 
the vertical axis represents the needs-adjusted quantities of adult goods (AG*). Assume that the 
parents have one child and TS3 is the amount of total spending. Given the market prices for adult 
goods and all other goods and the total amount of spending, a family of three faces the budget 
constraint depicted by the line EF. Note that the vertical intercept represents the maximum 
amount of adult goods that the family can purchase and is equal to TS3/pA

*, which also is al to 
TS3/pA (the children do not increase the needs of adult goods). The horizontal intercept represents 
the maximum amount the family of three can purchase of needs-adjusted quantities of all other 
goods required by the needs of the child (–TS3/( pO), which is less than what could be purchased 
by a childless couple. Note that the budget constraint that the adults would face if they did not 
have the child would be EG. A comparison of budget constraints EF and EG depict what has 
been previously noted—the presence of a child makes the family worse off in a material sense 
and  the price of all other goods relative to the price of adult goods rises. 
 
The family with the child will allocate their consumption so as to maximize their well-being. In 
Exhibit A-4-1, this occurs at point B, which corresponds to the family spending pA AG3 on adult 
goods and the remainder of their budget on all other consumption. When the family has 
maximized their well-being at point B, the rate that the family is willing to trade the two goods 
(the marginal rate of commodity substitution) will equal the “effective” price of all other goods 
relative to the price of adult goods. This is depicted in the figure by the indifference curve 
through point B that is tangent to the budget constraint at this allocation of consumption. 
 
Had the parents been childless and spent the same amount on adult goods and all other goods, 
they would have been better off because the consumption of all other goods would not be 
“shared” with the child. This consumption bundle is depicted by point C in the figure. However, 
this consumption allocation will not maximize the well-being of the two adults; they will want to 
substitute toward more spending on adult goods and less on all other goods. Assuming that they 
will choose to allocate their spending consistent with point D by spending pA AG2 on adult goods 
and the remainder on all other goods, the two adults are materially better off than a couple with a 
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child. Using this assumption, Rothbarth asked, How much spending can I take away from the 
couple to make them equally well off as the couple with the child?  

Exhibit A-4-1. Illustration of Rothbarth Methodology  

Rothbarth’s approach was based on knowing the relationship between spending on adult goods, 
the number of children, and total spending. The following equation assumes that the relationship 
is 

AG=AG(K, TS) 

All Other Goods
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where K is the number of children in the two-parent family. When the family has one child and 
TS3 amount of spending, it will purchase AG3 units of adult goods (point B when facing the 
budget constraint EF): 

AG3=AG(K=1, TS3). 

If the parents were without the child, they would purchase AG2 units of adult goods (point D 
when facing the budget constraint EG): 

AG2=AG(K=0, TS3). 

When the total spending for the childless couple is reduced, the budget constraint parallel shifts 
inward to the origin (relative prices of goods remain unchanged because the family composition 
is being held constant) until  

AG3=AG(K=0, TS2). 

In Exhibit 4-1-1, reducing income or total spending of the childless couple is equivalent to a 
parallel shift inward of the budget constraint EG to reflect holding the effective prices of adult 
goods and all other goods constant for the couple. The question is whether the reductions in total 
spending to reduce the couple’s spending on adult goods will leave the couple at point B in 
Exhibit 4-1-1, corresponding to the budget constraint HJ. If the couple is left at point B, then the 
reduction in total spending has left the couple with the same needs-adjusted consumption of both 
goods as the couple with a child and consequently equally well off. However, this will occur 
only if there is no substitution effect (i.e., the couple does not react to changes in relative prices). 
If there is a substitution effect, then the couple, when facing the budget constraint HJ, will adjust 
their consumption by buying fewer adult goods and more of all other goods than the couple has 
at point B. Consequently, to limit their consumption to AG3, a smaller reduction in total spending 
would have to be made. The budget constraint ST reflects the budget constraint where the couple 
reacts to changes in relative prices (there is a substitution effect) and after the reduction in total 
spending purchases, AG3 units of adult goods. However, as is shown in the diagram, the couple, 
after this amount of reduction in total spending, would be better off than the couple with the 
child. This demonstrates the assertion that the Rothbarth method will understate the true costs of 
a child—the childless couple could experience larger declines in total spending than indicated by 
the Rothbarth approach and still be better off. 
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APPENDIX A-5 

The Engel Method and Its Critique 

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

where 

.

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

.

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

.

Hence the equivalent level of total spending for a childless couple would equal  

F 2 K,TS

 K
0   and  

TS
0

2,TSO 2 K ,TSK

2 K ,TS ( 2 K ) TS
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( 2 ) TSO ( 2 K ) TSK  

or 

TSO TSK K . 

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

Share of total spending devoted to the children = . 

For the specific example used for illustration, the share of total spending devoted to the children 
is equal to 

. 

The Engel approach has been utilized by numerous researchers, most notably Espenshade 
(1984),28 whose estimates were used by many states to develop their initial child support 
guidelines. While the underlying assumptions of the approach seem to be verified by data on 
family spending, scholars questioned whether there was a theoretical basis for the Engel 
methodology. Employing the Barten approach to incorporating family characteristics into a 
consumer demand model through the assumption of commodity-specific economies of scale, 
Gorman (1976) demonstrated that the Engel methodology would produce accurate estimates of 
the changes in total spending so as to leave families equally well off as the characteristics of 
families changed.29 Specifically, as the number of children increased, the family would require 
an equally proportional increase in each commodity for them to be equally well off. For 
example, if, after a couple has one child, they would require 30 percent more food to be equally 
well off, they would also require 30 percent more housing, 30 percent more transportation, and 
30 percent more of every commodity. Given the presence of adult goods whose need should not 
increase with children, it is doubtful that spending data would validate the Gorman condition. 
 
Examining the situation where there were only two goods (i.e., food and all other goods), Deaton 
and Muellbauer (1986) showed that the Engel methodology would lead to an overestimation of 
the true costs of the children to the parents.30 Paired with observation that the Rothbarth 
methodology would always lead to an underestimation of the true costs of the children, the 
Deaton and Muellbauer paper suggested to many researchers that the Engel and Rothbarth 
approaches would serve to “bracket” the true cost of children and that the Engel estimates would 
always exceed the estimates provided by the Rothbarth approach.– 
                                              
28 Espenshade, supra note 14 
29 William Gorman, “Tricks with Utility Functions,” in Essays in Economic Analysis, ed. M. Artis & R. Nobay 
(Cambridge Univ. Press, 1975). 
30 Deaton & Muellbauer, supra note 230. 
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In their 1998 article, Deaton and Paxson leveled a fundamental critique of the Engel 
methodology.31 Central to the Engel approach is that food consumption is an indicator of the 
well-being of the family. While I have used the effect of increases in family size and total 
spending on the food share as tests of Engel methodology, Deaton and Paxson propose a new 
test. Their reasoning is both unique and complex and revolves around a hypothetical increase in 
family size that is offset with an increase in total spending that leaves the per capita total 
spending in the family unchanged. For example, consider that a couple with $40,000 who is 
initially childless  and then has a child. For the family’s per capita total spending to remain 
constant, their total spending needs to increase by $20,000 to $60,000. Assuming any economies 
of scale in consumption, a couple who has a child but whose per capita income remains constant 
should be better off—their consumption needs rise by less than their total spending. Using the 
Barten model of consumer behavior, Deaton and Paxson demonstrate that if this occurs, then per 
capita spending on food (F/ (2 + K) where F is food consumption) should increase. But if per 
capita total spending is constant, then the food share should increase: 
 
.This observation presents the Engel methodology with two problems. The first is an empirical 
problem. While the theory suggests that per capita food consumption should increase when 
family size increases, when per capita total spending is held constant, the empirical data indicates 
the opposite—that is, it declines. The second problem is even more problematic because it strikes 
at the heart of Engel methodology—that is, the food share should be inversely related to the 
well-being of the family. In this situation, when there is an increase in family size, with per 
capita total spending held constant, the family would be better off, but the food share should rise, 
not fall, as assumed in the Engel methodology. 
 
The Deaton and Paxson critique of the Engel methodology, in my opinion, undermines any trust 
that should be placed in estimates based on this approach. Deaton and Paxson best sum up the 
paradox when they observe, “Although Engel’s method is internally consistent, it directly 
contradicts the model of scale economies and public goods presented. In consequence, the 
estimates of the economies of scale that are derived by Engel’s method have no theoretical 
underpinnings and are identified by an assertion that makes no sense.” 32  
 
To illustrate the potential problems of the Engel approach, a particular index of well-being 
denoted as the Linear Expenditure System (LES) is assumed that also assumes families will need 
a level of consumption of goods that varies by commodity. For this illustrative example, three 
goods are assumed: adult goods (xA); food (xF); and all other goods (xO). The index of well-being 
for this formulation of the family’s preferences is equal to  
 

                                              
31 Deaton & Paxson, supra note 230.  
32 Id. at p. 903. 
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.
 

The parameter  will denote the level of need by a childless couple for each of three goods, and 
we will assume the following values: 

A = 500 = needed amount of adult goods 

F = 4,000 = needed amount of food 

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

pAxA pF xF pOxO TS  

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

MS U  
where 

  MS = minimum level of spending = pi i i   

   = = one over the marginal utility of income, and  

  U =  = utility or standard of living. 

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

U A ln x A

A
A F ln xF

F
F O ln xO

O
O

p i i

i

i

TS MS
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The equivalent level of spending for a childless couple compared to a family with one child and 
TS3 is equal to 

. 

The corresponding equation for the food share is 

F
pF xF
TS F

pF F F F pi i i
TS .

 

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

TS2 pi i TS3 pi i i
1
i

i
. 

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

F
pF xF
TS F

pF F F F pi i i
TS

. 

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

. 

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

A = .10 F = .20 O = .70 

A = 500 F = 4,000 O = 12,000. 

The price of each good is assumed to be $1. To account for differences in family sizes, a Barten 
scale of the consumption of each good is assumed where the following scaling factors were 
employed for childless couples and families with one child: 
 

 Childless couples   µA = 1.00  µF = 1.00  µO = 1.00 

 Families with one child   µA = 1.00  µF = 1.35  

The relative need for all other goods (µO) will be allowed to vary from 1.25 to 1.45. Finally, it is 
assumed that the family with one child has $50,000 of total spending. Exhibit A-5-1 utilizes the 
above equations for determining the equivalent total spending for a childless couple—that is, the 
“true” cost using the LES utility function, the Rothbarth approach, and finally the Engel 

TS2 pi i TS3 pi i i
1
i

i

TS 2 TS3 pi i i pi i
p A A A 1

A
TS3 pi i i 1

i A
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methodology. When examining the calculations, I offer one word of caution. While the “true” 
cost estimates look similar to estimates seen in the empirical literature, the computed levels are 
not of interest and should not be interpreted as point estimates. What is of interest among these 
calculations is the ordinal ranking of the estimates—in particular, whether the Engel and 
Rothbarth estimates bracket the “true” costs of the child.  

 

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

  Alternative Values of µO::

  1.30 1.35 1.40 1.45 

 “True” cost 22.3% 24.4% 26.4% 28.2% 

 Rothbarth method 10.0% 11.2% 12.4% 13.6% 

 Engel method 36.4% 28.6% 18.6% 5.4% 

 

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

Functional Form Assumptions 

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

 

where the Rothbarth methodology assumes that 

. 

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

 

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

. 

AG F FS 2 K ,TS ,Z ,

  
F
K

0       and     F
TS

0

  TSo  such  that  F 2,TSo ,Z , F 2 K ,TSK ,Z ,

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

. 

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

. 

Hence, the proportion of spending devoted to the children will not be affected by the factor Z or 
. I am not aware of any study that has not made the above assumption. For the purpose of 

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

(linear specification):  

which implies that 

 

and 

. 

The share of spending on children will increase with the number of children but decline with 
increases in total spending of the family with children. The marginal effect of an additional child 
on the children’s share (for example, the marginal effect of an additional child would reflect the 

AG F FS,TS,Z, G F,TS H Z,

  TSo  such that  G 2,TSo G 2 K ,TSK

 G FS ,TS FS TS    where   < 0, > 0

TS o TSK
K

CS K
TSK
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change from one child to two children) is smaller for families with higher levels of total spending 
but is independent of the number of children. 

. 

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

. 

Now assuming that the impact of family size and total spending has a proportional effect on 
spending on adult goods, the two simple functional forms consistent with this assumption are to 
assume that G is equal to 

(log-linear specification):  

or 

(log-log specification): . 

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

. 

 
These assumptions imply that the log of adult spending will equal 

 (log-linear specification):  

(log-log specification): . 

Since equating the levels of spending on adult goods is equivalent to equating the log of 
spending levels, the formula for the proportion of spending on children is equivalent to the 
computed proportional spending on children using the constant absolute effect model 

(log-linear specification): . 

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

. 

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

CS
K

1
2 K

1 CS 0
 
if <0 and >0. 

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

2CS
K 2

1 CS

2 K 2
1

2 K
CS
K

0 . 

 

Interpretation

Now I consider the case where the size of the family does not affect adult spending (i.e., , , 
and  are all zero). If the data supported this finding, then the proportion spent on the children 
would be estimated to be zero. Under the Rothbarth logic, if the adults are not found to reduce 
their spending as the number of children increases, then they are not spending on their children. 
However, it could be the case that the parents are reducing their consumption of nonadult goods 
or goods that are jointly consumed with the children to make room for the purchase of goods that 
will be solely consumed by the children. It is this observation that leads many to conclude that 
the Rothbarth methodology will tend to underestimate the true costs of children. 
 
As , and  become negative or more negative, the children’s share of spending rises. If it is 
believed that a per capita sharing of resources represents an upper limit (in reality, however, it is 
not because parents could choose to spend more on their children than they do on themselves), 

CS 1 2
2 K
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then there should be a relationship between the effect of additional children ( ) and the 
effect of additional total spending ( ). For the linear specification, the marginal reduction in 
spending on adult goods owing to additional children (– ) should be less than the per capita total 
spending in the family with children times the effect of total spending on adult goods ( ): 

. 

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

. 

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

. 

  

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

 

which can be rewritten as 

. 

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

. 

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

. 

The term  represents the economies of scale in consumption that will range from 0 to 1. 
When  is zero, then the children’s share will be their per capita share, but as  increases, 
their share will decline until it equals 1, where, in fact, there are “-infinite“ economies of scale in 
consumption —the children are “free.” 
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Mixtures of Functional Forms 

Finally, there is a mixture of the log-linear and log-log specifications that have been employed or 
suggested to be used. Specifically, the Florida State researchers, in their estimation of the Engel 
model, have employed a model where the log of adult-good spending is linear in the number of 
children and linear in the log of either total spending or per capita total spending.  
 
The formulation that is linear in family size (children) and linear in the log of total spending can 
be characterized as  

 

where the associated children’s of total spending would equal 

. 

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

 

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

.
 

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

. 

The children’s share of total spending that corresponds to this functional form is  

 

which is an interesting mixture of the previous functional form and the log-log specification. 
 
Given an expectation that there will be economies of scale for children’s consumption, it can be 
anticipated that there is to be a positive income effect ( > 0), and consequently the effect of the 
number of children should be non-negative (  0). If n is zero, then the children’s share is the 
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per capita share, but as n becomes positive, then the children’s share of total spending declines, 
holding the number of children constant: 

.
 

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

 if . 

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

. 

Deciding Between Functional Forms 

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

 
 
 

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

 
  

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

Modifications to Basic Log-Log Specification 

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

ln AG ln( FS ) ln TS
FS

ln H Z, . 

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

. 

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

. 

If 2 is found to be significantly different from zero, then the children’s share will become a 
function of the level of total spending. Unfortunately, with the nonlinearity of the log of per 
capita spending, it is not possible to derive an explicit function for the children’s share of total 
spending. However, it can be shown that the children’s share will be negatively related to total 
spending (holding the number of children constant) if 2 is negative (assuming that 1 is 
positive, which means that families with higher levels of total spending will have smaller effects 
of increases in per capita total spending). 

CS 1 2
2 K

1

ln AG ln( FS ) 1 ln TS
FS 2 ln TS

FS

2
ln H Z,
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APPENDIX A-7 

Estimate of Engel Model 

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

   Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =    7846 
-------------+------------------------------           F( 20,  7825) =  465.65 
       Model |  1395.63468    20   69.781734           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |  1172.64315  7825   .14985855           R-squared     =  0.5434 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.5422 
       Total |  2568.27784  7845  .327377672           Root MSE      =  .38712 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
    lnfshare |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
     lnfsize |   -.320982    .014496   -22.14   0.000     -.349398    -.292566 
   lnpctout1 |  -.7523944   .0468379   -16.06   0.000    -.8442092   -.6605795 
  lnpctout12 |   .0009566   .0080661     0.12   0.906    -.0148551    .0167684 
       black |  -.0974046   .0176588    -5.52   0.000    -.1320205   -.0627887 
       hnohs |   .0251504   .0171929     1.46   0.144    -.0085522    .0588531 
    hcollege |   .0216351   .0111192     1.95   0.052    -.0001614    .0434317 
       wnohs |   .0322901   .0188929     1.71   0.087    -.0047449    .0693252 
    wcollege |  -.0202321   .0108728    -1.86   0.063    -.0415457    .0010815 
     ww_wife |   .0231672   .0182457     1.27   0.204    -.0125993    .0589336 
   wfulltime |  -.0171445   .0124728    -1.37   0.169    -.0415946    .0073056 
    bothwork |  -.0650448   .0157649    -4.13   0.000    -.0959481   -.0341414 
          ne |   .1403571   .0139411    10.07   0.000     .1130288    .1676853 
       south |   .0813394   .0115763     7.03   0.000     .0586468     .104032 
        west |   .0634614   .0128419     4.94   0.000     .0382878     .088635 
        year |   .0084295   .0175166     0.48   0.630    -.0259076    .0427666 
       y2004 |   .0212164   .0397248     0.53   0.593    -.0566548    .0990876 
       y2005 |   .0629275   .0230096     2.73   0.006     .0178225    .1080325 
       y2007 |   .0079238   .0221623     0.36   0.721    -.0355203    .0513679 
       y2008 |   .0183518   .0421866     0.44   0.664    -.0643452    .1010487 
   complete3 |  -.0018853   .0100589    -0.19   0.851    -.0216035    .0178329 
       _cons |  -16.65141   35.13692    -0.47   0.636    -85.52916    52.22634 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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APPENDIX B 

Sampling and Data Collection 

Sampling Time Frame 

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

 
Sampled Counties 

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

Population
(2008 

Estimate)1

Percentage  
of State 

Population 

Number of 
Orders

Established 
in 20082

Percentage  
of

Orders 
Large counties     

Alameda 1,537,719        4.1% 2,106 2.1%
Fresno 928,066 2.4 5,246 5.3

Los Angeles 10,301,658 27.2 20,823 20.9
Santa Clara 1,829,480 4.8 3,234 3.2

San Diego 3,131,552 8.3 3,918 3.9
Medium-sized counties 

San Luis Obispo 268,290 0.7 959 1.0
Solano 424,397 1.1 1,319 1.3
Tulare 433,764 1.1 2,211 2.2

Small counties 

Amador 38,035 0.1 149 0.1
Siskiyou 45,725 0.1 235 0.2
Tehama 62,179 0.2 495 0.5

Sum of sampled counties 19,000,865 50.1% 40,695 40.7%
Rest of state 18,883,127 49.9% 59,078 59.3%

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

Exhibit B-2. Economic Profile of Selected Counties 

Unemploy-
ment Rate  

(2008 
Annual)1

Mean
Annual 
Wage2

25th Per-
centile
Hourly 
Wage3

 Median 
Hourly 
Wage4

Annual  
Self-

Sufficiency 
Standard 

(One Adult)5

Annual  
Self-

Sufficiency 
Standard  

(One Adult + 
Preschooler)6

Large counties       
 Alameda 6.2% $52,438 $12.78 $20.47 $24,630 $43,974 

 Fresno 10.6 39,088    9.33 14.24 20,002 34,058 
 Los Angeles 7.5 46,470   10.52 16.83 26,430 44,394 
 Santa Clara 6.0 63,188   13.77 23.45 28,240 50,976 

 San Diego 6.0 46,285   10.87 17.07 27,450 45,516 
Medium-sized 
counties     

 San Luis Obispo 5.7 40,225   10.09 15.10 24,329 42,234 
 Solano 6.9 40,225   10.09 15.10 24,854 40,185 
 Tulare 10.8   18,163 31,380 

Small counties     
 Amador 7.7 40,091   10.60 15.74 21,956 39,830 
 Siskiyou 10.2 41,085   11.07 16.19 18,462 34,974 
 Tehama 9.1   19,292 36,392 

State total 7.2% $47,084 $10.85 $17.31 N. A. $44,768 

1 State of Cal., Employment Development Dept., Labor Market Info publications, retrieved from 
www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=1026, www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=152, and 
www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=1007.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
5 Self-Sufficiency Standard for California, 2008, retrieved from 
www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/docs/CA%202008%20All%20Families.xls.
6 Ibid.
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Sample Sizes 

The target sample size was 1,000 cases. This would be adequate to measure the deviation rates, 
changes in the deviation rates, and changes in the deviation rates by various subgroups.  
The sample of 1,000 cases was weighted across the counties to create a proportional 
representation. Los Angeles County was separated from the very large and large counties 
because of its inordinate share. Los Angeles represents 38.3 percent of all cases in large and very 
large counties. Rather than use 38 percent in proportional sample, the sample used 20.9 percent 
because Los Angeles accounts for 20.9 percent of statewide establishments. For other sampled 
counties, the cases sampled represent the county’s proportion of large, medium, or small 
counties. For example, 54.5 percent of all establishments occur in very large and large counties. 
Since Alameda, a large county, has 14.5 percent of establishments among the sampled counties, 
the weight for Alameda County is 7.9 percent (54.5 percent multiplied by 14.5 percent) of all 
targeted cases. 
 

Exhibit B-3. Weighted Sampling of Cases by County 

Orders
Established 
(FFY 2008)1

Orders by 
County-Size 

Category  
Statewide 

Total  

Sampled
Counties 

Total Weighted 
Sample

Targeted 
Sample

Total 
Sample

 Very large  
 Los Angeles 20,823 38.3 20.9 51.2 209 250 20.9 

Large counties        

 Alameda 2,106 3.9 2.1 14.5 79 95 7.9 

 Fresno 5,246 9.7 5.3 36.2 197 236 19.7 

 Santa Clara 3,234 6.0 3.2 22.3 121 146 12.1 

 San Diego 3,918 7.2 3.9 27.0 147 177 14.7 

Medium-sized  
counties        

 San Luis Obispo 959 6.5 1.0 21.4 32 38 3.2 

 Solano 1,319 8.9 1.3 29.4 44 52 4.4 

 Tulare 2,211 14.9 2.2 49.3 73 88 7.3 

Small counties        

 Amador 149 1.5 0.1 17.0 17 20 1.7 

 Siskiyou 235 2.4 0.2 26.7 26 31 2.6 

 Tehama 495 5.1 0.5 56.3 55 66 5.5 

Sum of sampled 
counties 40,695    1,000 1,199 
Rest of state 59,078     

State total 99,773     
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1 (Cal. Dept. of Child Support Services, Comparative Data for Managing Program Performance: Federal Fiscal Year 

2008, Data and Performance Analysis Branch, Sacramento, California, Table 3.12. 
 
Given the anticipation that some cases would have to be excluded because of missing data, the 
courts were asked to oversample by 20 percent. The target sample (including this 20 percent 
oversample) is shown in Exhibit B-4. Exhibit B-4 also shows the final number of cases per 
county that could be used in the final data analyses. As the table shows, only two counties, 
Siskiyou and Tehama, fell short of the minimum weighted sample goal. 
 

Exhibit B-4. Minimum Weighted Sample Goals by County 

Minimum
Weighted 

Sample Goal 

Targeted 
 Sample 

(includes 20% 
oversample) 

Cases  
Usable in Analysis

Large counties    

 Los Angeles 209 250 262 
 Alameda 79 95 97 
 Fresno 197 236 237 
 Santa Clara 121 146 164 
 San Diego 147 177 180 

Medium-sized counties    
 San Luis Obispo 32 38 51 
 Solano 44 52 54 
 Tulare 73 88 97 

Small counties    
 Amador 17 20 20 
 Siskiyou 26 31 16 
 Tehama 55 66 48 

Sum of sampled counties 1,000 1,199 1,226 
 
Courts were instructed to evenly divide the sample between IV-D and non-IV-D cases. A 50/50 
split was used in previous guideline studies. There was no clear evidence to support the 
substitution of a different split in this study.  
 
Exhibit B-5 shows the number of cases in the analysis broken down by IV-D or non-IV-D status. 
The shaded cells indicate those counties where the sample goal was not met. Both Siskiyou and 
Tehama fell short of the number of non-IV-D cases that could be included. Although a precise 
breakdown of each county by IV-D status is not available, available data do indicate that both of 
these counties had only about 1,000 cases in 2008 that had never received TANF.33 These would 
be the only potential non-IV-D cases, and, of course, some of these custodial parents might have 
                                              
33 Cal. Dept. of Child Support Services, supra note 155. 
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applied for IV-D services. In other words, a very small pool of potential non-IV-D cases was 
available for inclusion. 
 

Exhibit B-5. Sample of Cases  
by County and IV-D Status 

IV-D Minimum
Goal 

IV-D Cases 
Usable

Non-IV-D 
Minimum 

Goal 

Non-IV-D 
Cases 
Usable

Large counties     

 Los Angeles 104 129 104 132 

 Alameda 39 48 39 48 

 Fresno 98 119 98 117 

 Santa Clara 60 83 60 81 

 San Diego 73 92 73 88 

Medium-sized counties     

 San Luis Obispo 16 28 16 23 

 Solano 22 28 22 26 

 Tulare 36 47 36 50 

Small counties     

 Amador 8 11 8 9

 Siskiyou 13 16 13 0

 Tehama 27 33 27 15 

Total 496 634 496 589 

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

New Order Cases Modification Cases 

IV-D
Non- 
IV-D Total IV-D 

Non- 
IV-D Total 

Very large and large counties 
Los Angeles 126 132 258 1 2 3 

 Alameda 45 43 88 4 2 6 

 Fresno 115 104 219 1 5 6 

 Santa Clara 71 69 140 11 14 25 

 San Diego 89 83 172 4 4 8 

Medium-sized counties       
 San Luis Obispo 25 20 45 3 3 6 

 Solano 28 25 53 0 0 0 

 Tulare 34 46 80 9 4 13 

Small and very small counties       
 Amador 4 5 9 7 3 10 

 Siskiyou 16 0 16 0 0 0 

 Tehama 28 13 41 5 1 6 

Total 581 540 1,121 45 38 83 
 
Exhibit B-7 shows the case file review definitions and instructions used by data collectors in the 
study counties. Cases were selected randomly. 
 
The data collectors used a case file review tool (i.e., Exhibit B-8) to manually record information 
found in the case files. To protect confidentiality, the data collection instruments did not contain 
any personal identifying information (e.g., names, social security numbers) from the case files. 
Completed data collection forms were submitted to the contractor for data entry and analysis. 
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Exhibit B-7. Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline 2010 
Case File Review Instructions and Definitions 

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

 
Parents’ income, both gross and net; 
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Amount of base child support ordered; 
Whether or not the child support ordered is the guideline amount; and 
If the child support ordered is above or below the guideline. 

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

DEFINITIONS 
SECTION I: CASE INFORMATION 
 

: Specifies the county that entered the child support order. This must be a county in 
California among the eleven counties selected for this study: Alameda, Amador, Fresno, Los 
Angeles, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Santa Clara, Siskiyou, Solano, Tehama, and Tulare. If 
the order originates from another state, it does not qualify for the case file review. 
 

: This is the date the order was entered. It must be between January 1, 2008, and 
December 31, 2008, to qualify for the case file review. 
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: This is the number assigned by the court. 

 
4. Type of Case 
 Title IV-D Case: Case in which IV-D services for current child support were being 
provided at the time the order was entered, indicated by local child support agency attorney 
appearance, or that it is an “in-and-out” order (FL-632 Notice Regarding Payment of Support). 
If an independent action is filed (FL-645 Notice to Local Child Support Agency of Intent to 
Take Independent Action to Enforce Support Order), it is still considered a IV-D case. A IV-D 
case includes a family law case or Uniform Parentage Act (UPA) case in which the local child 
support agency has intervened. 
 
 Non-Title IV-D Case: Case in which the local child support agency was not providing 
IV-D services for current child support at the time the order was entered. 
 
5. New Order or Modification 

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

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

: This refers to the percentage of time used 
to calculate the order amount. 
 

: Income not based on actual earnings but based upon the court’s 
determination of a party’s ability to earn. Income may be imputed for either parent.  
 

: No information is available regarding a party’s actual income or income 
history and the court bases its order on the provision of Family Code section 5002. 
 

: Answer yes only if represented by private counsel. Local child 
support agency is not representing parent. 
 

: Amount of child support ordered exclusive of 
additional support as defined in Family Code sections 4061-4062. Any order for $0 or a 
determination of no ability to pay child support should still be considered a child support 
order. If there is a “no ability” finding, enter $0. 
 
Other terms follow what are in Judicial Council Forms.
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Exhibit B-8. Review of Statewide Uniform Child Support Guideline 2010 
Case File Review Form 

______________________________ ____ / ____ / ________
(Must Be Between 1/1/2008 to 12/31/2008) 

______________________________

(Check one):  Title IV-D Case  Non-Title IV-D Case

 (Check one):  New Order  Modification 

(Check one):  Default  Contested  Stipulation 
If order type is Default, is it uncontested? (Check one):  Yes  No 
 

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

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

(Circle one per column) Y N DK Y N DK 
 (Circle one per column) Y N DK Y N DK 

(If imputed, enter that amount. If unknown or 
presumed, enter DK. This is a required field.) 

 
$ ___________ 

 
$ ___________ 

(If imputed, enter that amount. If unknown or 
presumed, enter DK. This is a required field.) 

 
$ ___________ 

 
$ ___________ 

(Circle Yes or No. If Yes, check 
the reason for the hardship deduction and provide the amount by reason.) 
a.  Other Minor Children 
b.  Extraordinary Medical Expenses 
c.  Catastrophic Losses 
d.  Reason Not Stated  

Y N 
 

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

Y N 
 

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

(Circle one per 
column. If Yes, enter number of children considered in the child support 
being subtracted.) 

Y N DK 
If Yes, # of 
children = ____ 

Y N DK 
If Yes, # of 
children = ____

(Check one) 
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(Circle one. 
To qualify, obligor net monthly income must be $1,000 or less.) 

Y N DK Y N DK 

(Circle Yes or No. Only 
complete this for the parent that is the obligor.)  
If Yes, enter the monthly adjustment amount. 
 
If No, was a reason given? (Circle Yes or No) 

Y N 
 
$ ___________ 

Y N 

Y N 
 
$ ___________ 

Y N 
 

(Circle Yes or No) Y N Y N 
(Circle Yes or No) 

Y N Y N 

(Check and complete one. Note: A $0 order is still a child support order 
and a “no ability” finding equals a $0 child support order.)

 $ ________ Per Month 
 If not per month, please specify here: $ ________ Per ________ 
 Reserved 

(Check one. This is a required field.)  Yes  No  Don’t Know 
Specify guideline amount: $ ________ Per ________ 

(Check one. This is a required field.):
 Above Guideline  Below Guideline 

(Check all that apply) 
 (1) Sale of Family Residence is Deferred  
 (2) Extraordinary High Income 
 (3) Parent Not Contributing Commensurate to Custodial Time 
 (4I) Different Time-Sharing Arrangements  
 (4II) Equal Custody, Unequal Housing
 (4III) Child Has Special Needs
 Stipulation
 Unjust or Inappropriate 
 Other (Specify): ___________________________________________
 Unstated 

 
Mother Monthly Amount or %

(Circle one: $ or %) 
Father Monthly Amount or % 

(Circle one: $ or %) 
a. Work- or Education-Related Child Care Costs   
b. Child’s Uninsured Health Care Costs   
c. Child’s Education Costs or Special Needs   
d. Travel Expenses for Visitation   
e. Other (Specify): ______________________   

 (Check one)  Yes  No 
If Yes, who is ordered to provide it? (Check all that apply)  Mother  Father  Both 
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(Check one)  Yes  No 
If Yes, is it (Check one):  50/50  Pro Rata  

Check one)  Yes  No

Check one)  Yes  No

No documents on result of calendared child support court event initially sampled (e.g., continuance, off calendar)
Parents’ income not specified
Amount of child support not specified 
Guideline amount not specified 
Above or below guideline not specified 

 
Additional Comments/Remarks (Attach additional notes, if needed): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Form Completed By: _____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C 

Calculation of State Guideline Comparisons

State guideline amounts for four case examples were calculated for this study. In Case A, the 
obligor’s income is unknown, the obligee’s income is zero, and there is one child. In this case, 
the income presumption policy of a state’s guideline is the basis of the obligor’s income. If the 
state’s guideline (or statute in California) does not specify the amount of income to be presumed, 
the state’s minimum wage is used. If a state’s guideline does not specify the hours worked in the 
provision, a 40-hour work week is used. 
 
Case B is the same as Case A except for one difference. It assumes that the obligor works 40 
hours per week at the current federal minimum wage of $7.25 per hour. In other words, there is 
no variation in the obligor’s income among states on account of differences in state provisions 
for income presumption, state minimum wage, or both. Other assumptions of Case A and Case B 
are identical; that is, the obligee’s income is zero and there is one child.  
 
Case C also assumes that the obligor works full-time at federal minimum wage. However, Case 
C considers the guideline amount for two children rather than one child, as in Case B. Case D 
also assumes that the obligor works full-time at federal minimum wage. Case D considers the 
guideline amount for five children. 
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Exhibit C-1. Assumptions and Sources Used to Calculate State Guideline Amounts 

Internet Address of 
Guideline Calculator or 
Guideline

Automated 
or Manual 
Calculation

Monthly Income 
Used in Case A 

Other 
Assumptions 

AL /www.alacourt.gov/pdfppt/rule
32.2009.pdf Manual 

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

AK 
https://webapp.state.ak.us/cs
sd/guidelinecalc.jsp Automated

$1,342 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of  $7.75/hr)  

No income from the 
Alaska Permanent 
Dividend Fund; 
annualize income 

AZ http://supreme.state.az.us/chil
dsup/pdf/arizsup22.pdf Automated

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Mark mother as 
custodial parent; 0 
children age 12 or 
over; adjustment 
percent is 0 

AR http://courts.state.ar.us/pdf/ch
ild_monthly20070614.pdf Manual 

$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 

CA 
https://www.cse.ca.gov/Child
Support/cse/guidelineCalculat
or

Automated
$1,386 net (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $8.00/hr) 

0 timesharing 

CO 
www.courts.state.co.us/Form
s/Excel/childsupportworkshee
ts1.xls

Automated
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

CT www.alllaw.com/calculators/C
hildsupport/connecticut/ Automated

$1,429 net (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $8.25/hr) 

DC http://csgc.oag.dc.gov/applica
tion/main/Custody.aspx Automated

$1,429 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $8.25/hr) 

Sole custody; 
mother custodial 
parent; annualize 
income 

DE
http://courts.delaware.gov/su
pport%20calculator/page.asp
?Submit=Continue 

Automated
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

FL www.alllaw.com/calculators/C
hildsupport/Florida/ Automated

$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 

GA
https://cscalc.gaaoc.us/CSCD
ownloadableFiles/Child_Supp
ort_Worksheet_and_Schedul
es.xls 

Automated
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Use CS Worksheet 
Tab 

HI http://hawaii.gov/jud/Oahu/Fa
mily/CSG701.xls Automated

$1,256 gross (30-
hour work week, 
federal min. wage) 

Mom is custodial 
parent; child-care 
costs and health 
insurance for 
children set at 0; 
calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

ID www.isc.idaho.gov/rules/icsg Manual $1,256 gross (full-  
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08.pdf time, federal min. 
wage) 

IL www.ilchildsupport.com/calcul
ating.html Manual 

$1,386 net (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $8.00/hr) 

IN https://mycourts.in.gov/csc/pa
rents/Default.aspx Automated

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Make up any date 
of birth for children 
(under age 12); 
“no” adjustments; 
father 0–51 
overnights, mother 
184+[days?];
weekly income 

IA https://secureapp.dhs.state.ia
.us/estimator/estimator.aspx Automated

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

KS
www.kscourts.org/Rules-
procedures-forms/Child-
support-guidelines/2010-
Guidelines-Final.pdf 

Manual 
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

KY

Worksheet found at: 
http://chfs.ky.gov/NR/rdonlyre
s/B369CDE7-C463-425C-
B257-
BF78E954EBB6/0/CS71REVI
SED.doc  
Guidelines table at:
http://chfs.ky.gov/NR/rdonlyre
s/EDFA712A-D535-4368-
B61B-
D9B9F12F1F5B/0/Guidelines
Table.doc 

Manual 
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

LA

Worksheet found at:
www.dss.state.la.us/assets/d
ocs/searchable/OFS/Overvie
w/SES/Ses_OBL_A_330.PDF 
Schedule found at:
www.legis.state.la.us/lss/lss.a
sp?doc=107384 

Manual 
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

ME
https://lawhelpinteractive.org/l
ogin_form?template_id=templ
ate.2009-01-02.1198670084 

Automated
$1,299 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Make up any date 
of birth for children 
(under age 12); 
“no” adjustments; 
neither provide 
health insurance; 
annualize income 

MD

Worksheet found at:
www.dhr.state.md.us/csea/do
wnload/worksheet_a.pdf  
Schedule found at:
www.dhr.state.md.us/csea/he
lp.htm

Manual 
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

MA www.dor.state.ma.us/apps/w Automatic $1,387 gross (full- Weekly income 
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orksheets/cse/guidelines-
short.asp 

time, federal min. 
wage) 

MI www.courts.mi.gov/scao/servi
ces/focb/mcsf.htm Manual 

$1,282 net (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $7.40/hr) 

Weekly income 

MN
http://childsupportcalculator.d
hs.state.mn.us/Calculator.asp
x

Automatic

$1,884 gross (full-
time, 150% of state 
min. wage of 
$7.25/hr)

MS www.mdhs.state.ms.us/csem
dhs.html Manual 

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

MO
www.co.st-
louis.mo.us/circuitcourt/fcform
s/form14-2005slco.pdf 

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Make up any date 
of birth for children 
(under age 12) 

MT

Worksheet found at: 
www.dphhs.mt.gov/csed/pack
et/guidelines.pdf  
Tables found at: 
www.dphhs.mt.gov/csed/pack
et/guidelinestables2009.pdf 

Manual 
$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 

NE

Worksheet found at:
www.supremecourt.ne.gov/for
ms/worksheet1.pdf  
Tables found at:
www.supremecourt.ne.gov/for
ms/childsup-table.pdf 

Manual 
$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 

NV http://leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NR
S-125B.html Manual 

$1,308 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $7.55/hr) 

NH www4.egov.nh.gov/DHHS_ca
lculator/calc_form.asp Automatic

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

NJ 

Worksheet found at:
www.judiciary.state.nj.us/csg
uide/ix-c.pdf 
Schedule found at:
www.judiciary.state.nj.us/csg
uide/app9f.pdf 

Manual 
$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 

Weekly income 

NM www.hsd.state.nm.us/csed/gu
idelines.html Manual 

$1,299 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $7.50/hr) 

NY
www.nyc.gov/html/hra/html/di
rectory/child_support_calculat
or.shtml 

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Annualize income 

NC 
https://nddhacts01.dhhs.state
.nc.us/WorkACalcSoleCustod
y.jsp 

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

ND www.ndcourts.com/chldspt/C
SCalculator.aspx Automatic

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Standard
calculation;  
annualize income; 
“no” imputed 
income or add-ons, 
“no” to other 
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options; calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

OH
www.co.franklin.oh.us/commi
ssioners/csea/pdf/CSX2-
10.pdf 

Manual 
$1,264 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $7.30/hr) 

Annualize income 

OK
www.okdhs.org/programsand
services/ocss/docs/computati
on.htm

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

OR https://justice.oregon.gov/guid
elines/ Automatic

$1,455 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $8.40/hr) 

Father has less 
parenting time 

PA

www.humanservices.state.pa.
us/CSWS/CSWS_controller.a
spx?SelectionIdBottom=7&Pa
geId=CSWS/support_estimat
or_entry_form.ascx 

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

RI www.cse.ri.gov/downloads/ad
min_order2007_03.pdf Manual 

$1,282 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $7.40/hr) 

SC www.state.sc.us/dss/csed/cal
culator.htm Automatic

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) Mother has custody 

SD
www.state.sd.us/applications/
SS17PC02CAL/SupportCalc1
.asp 

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

Calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

TN

http://tennessee.gov/humans
erv/is/Documents/1240-02-
04.pdf 
Can download calculator at:
www.state.tn.us/humanserv/is
/isdownloads.html 

Manual or 
automatic

$3,132 gross 
(median annual 
earnings of 
$37,589) 

TX
www.co.travis.tx.us/records_c
ommunication/law_library/pdf
s/calculator.pdf 

Automatic
$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 

UT 
www.utcourts.gov/childsuppor
t/calculator?func=sole_custod
y&is_modify=no&order_date=
1/1/2009 

Automatic
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

VT

http://dcf.vermont.gov/sites/dc
f/files/pdf/ocs/GuidelinesSole
andSplit.pdf 
Can download calculator at: 
http://dcf.vermont.gov/ocs/par
ents/guidelines_calculator 

Manual or 
automatic

$3,138 gross 
(150% of the 
state’s average 
wage as of Feb. 
2009)  

Calculator 
automatically
converts to net 
income 

VA www.dss.virginia.gov/family/d
cse_calc.cgi Automatic

$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

WA www.courts.wa.gov/ssgen/ Automatic
$1,481 gross (full-
time, state min. 
wage of $8.55/hr) 

Proceed to old 
version; use child’s 
age under 12; “w/ 
mother”; calculator 
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automatically
converts to net 
income 

WV 
www.legis.state.wv.us/WVCO
DE/code.cfm?chap=48&art=1
3

Manual 
$1,256 gross (full-
time, federal min. 
wage) 

WI http://dcf.wisconsin.gov/bcs/p
df/basic_guideline_table.pdf Manual 

$1,099 gross (35-
hour work week, 
state min. wage of 
$7.25/hr)

WY 
http://legisweb.state.wy.us/sta
tutes/titles/Title20/T20CH2AR
3.htm

Manual 
$1,097 net (full-
time, federal min. 
wage after taxes) 
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 d
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ra
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 c
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 m
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t p
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at
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 d
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t l
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 c
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 d
oe

s n
ot

 g
o 

aw
ay

 w
he

n 
th

e 
ch

ild
 is

 w
ith

 th
e 

pr
im

ar
y 

pa
re

nt
. T

he
 c
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r f
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 o
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 c
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 c
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. c
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 b
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 m
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 m
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 D

is
m

an
tle

rs
, w

ill
 o

nl
y 

ha
ve

 a
n 

in
ce

nt
iv

e 
to

 k
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 c
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w
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s. 
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en

t r
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s b
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D
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 D
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E.

 D
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r J
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m
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 b
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e 
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e 
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f t
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 c
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su
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t o
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n 
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 c
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e 
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an
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e 
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ild
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w
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 c
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e 

no
n-

cu
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od
ia

l p
ar

en
t. 

 It
 se

em
s t

o 
m

e 
th

at
 th

er
e 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
15

%
 b

lo
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s o
nl
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[1
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, 3

0%
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] s

o 
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 th

e 
pa

re
nt

s d
o 
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 d
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e 
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 d
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el
y 
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e 
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f c
hi

ld
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t f
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n 
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w
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n 

m
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g 
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up
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 o
f p
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n 
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e 
ch
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t c
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n.
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ot

he
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ne
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 c
ha

ng
e 

in
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 d
oe

s, 
no

t, 
in

 re
al

ity
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 sh
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 th

e 
ch

ild
's 
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pe
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. 
 I h

op
e 

th
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n 
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 u

se
fu

l. 
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ou
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r y
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r t
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 c
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 c
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Fa
th
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 F
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G
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A

, E
xe

cu
tiv

e 
D
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M
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el

 R
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in
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n,
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is
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tiv
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R

ep
re

se
nt
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D
ea

r S
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 a
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 M
ad
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 Fa

th
er

s a
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 F
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ie
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t c
hi
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n 
ne
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 to

 b
e 
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d 
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ot
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lly
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 fi
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lly
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 p
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r a
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e 
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 se
pa

ra
tio

n.
 W

e 
be

lie
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 th
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 C
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ifo
rn

ia
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 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t g
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de
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 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 
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as

on
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le
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nd
 fa

ir 
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ll 

in
vo
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 p
ar
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s. 

Th
e 

ne
w

 R
ev

ie
w
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f S

ta
te

w
id

e 
U

ni
fo

rm
 C

hi
ld

 S
up

po
rt 

G
ui

de
lin

e 
20

10
 (D

ra
ft 

R
ep

or
t) 
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 a

 st
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fo

rw
ar

d 
in

 so
m

e 
ar
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s, 

bu
t a
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o 

ha
s p

ro
bl

em
s. 

 
 Fa

th
er

s a
nd

 F
am

ili
es

 h
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 lo
ng

 e
xp

re
ss

ed
 it

s c
on

ce
rn

, b
ot

h 
to

 th
e 

A
O

C
 a

nd
 in

 th
e 

m
ed

ia
, t

ha
t t

he
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t 

sy
st

em
 is

 u
nf

ai
r a

nd
 a

t t
im

es
 a

bu
si

ve
 to

 lo
w

 in
co

m
e 

ob
lig

or
s. 

To
 it

s c
re

di
t, 

th
e 

20
10

 R
ev

ie
w

 d
oe

s p
ut

 a
n 

em
ph

as
is

 
on

 m
ak

in
g 

re
fo

rm
s t

o 
as

si
st 

lo
w

 in
co

m
e 

ob
lig

or
s. 

 
 A

s t
he

 R
ev

ie
w

 n
ot

es
, c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t o

bl
ig

at
io

ns
 fo

r l
ow

 in
co

m
e 

ob
lig

or
s a
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 o

fte
n 

se
t t

oo
 h

ig
h,
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 p

ar
t b

ec
au

se
 th

e 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

 h
ar

ds
hi

p 
de

du
ct

io
ns

 a
re

 n
ot

 b
ei

ng
 a

pp
lie

d.
 A

s a
 re

su
lt,

 m
an

y 
of

 th
es

e 
in

di
vi

du
al

s s
ca

rc
el

y 
ha

ve
 th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s l

ef
t t

o 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

th
ei

r o
w

n 
re

si
de

nc
es

, a
nd

 th
ei

r c
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt 
ob

lig
at

io
ns

 c
an

 le
ad

 to
 h

om
el

es
sn

es
s. 

Th
is

 is
 

pa
rti

cu
la

rly
 tr

ue
 in

 to
da

y’
s d

ep
re

ss
ed

 e
co

no
m

ic
 c

lim
at

e.
  

 A
no

th
er

 p
os

iti
ve

 is
 th

at
 th

e 
R

ev
ie

w
 d

oe
s n

ot
 c

al
l f

or
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ny
 c

hi
ld

 S
up

po
rt 
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ea
se
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n 

th
e 

ot
he

r h
an
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 th

er
e 

ar
e 

so
m

e 
su
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ta

nt
ia

l p
ro

bl
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s w
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 th
e 

cu
rr

en
t U

ni
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rm
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hi
ld

 S
up
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rt 

G
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de
lin

e 
w

hi
ch

 
th
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R

ev
ie

w
 fa
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 a
dd

re
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. T
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se
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cl
ud
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1.

 
C
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 F
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to
r, 

w
hi
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 re

qu
ire

s a
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t o

bl
ig
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 p
ay
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5%

 o
f h
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 o

r h
er

 a
fte

r t
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 in
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m
e 

fo
r 

on
e 

ch
ild
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0%

 fo
r t

w
o 

an
d 

50
%

 fo
r t
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ee
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s o

ne
 o

f t
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 h
ig

he
st
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 th

e 
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

. T
he

 o
f-

st
at

ed
 

ju
st
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ca

tio
n 

fo
r t

hi
s i

s t
ha

t C
al

ifo
rn

ia
’s

 c
os

t o
f l

iv
in

g 
is

 h
ig

h.
 H

ow
ev

er
, s

in
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 th
e 

G
ui

de
lin

e 
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 b
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ed
 o

n 
pe
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en

ta
ge

s o
f i
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 th
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co

st
 o

f l
iv

in
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va
nt

. T
he

 K
 fa

ct
or
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ou

ld
 b
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w
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, p
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ul
ar

ly
 in

 th
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 c
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 h
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he
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m
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in
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m
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10
,0
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w
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 c
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it 
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 1
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he
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is
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 h
ar
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y 

fa
ir 
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e 
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 su
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or
t o

bl
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m
an

y 
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ho

m
 h
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e 

w
or
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d 

lo
ng

 a
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 h
ar

d 
to

 b
ec

om
e 
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od

 p
ro

vi
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r 
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 d
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o 
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ir 

ef
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rts
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nd
 th
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r s
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.  

 



A
PP

E
N

D
IX

 D
 

R
ev

ie
w

 o
f S

ta
te

w
id

e 
U

ni
fo

rm
 C

hi
ld

 S
up

po
rt

 G
ui

de
lin

e 
A

ll 
co

m
m

en
ts

 a
re

 v
er

ba
tim

 u
nl

es
s i

nd
ic

at
ed

 b
y 

an
 e

lli
ps

is
 (…

). 
 

 
23

2 

R
ef

er
en

ce
s t

o 
in

di
vi

du
al

s’
 n

am
es

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 n

ot
 re

la
tin

g 
to

 c
om

m
en

ta
ry

 o
n 

th
e 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t g

ui
de

lin
es

 h
av

e 
be

en
 e

di
te

d 
as

 a
lle

ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
 a

re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

Y
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ec

t w
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, c
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n 
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 d

iv
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f s
ep
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n 

w
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ai
n 
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e 
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m

e 
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f l
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g 
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 b
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n 
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e 
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m

e 
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m

e(
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hi

ch
 su
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te
d 
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e 
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m
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t 

no
w

 su
pp
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w
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ng
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da
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y 
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 d
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e 

U
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ld
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up
po

rt 
G

ui
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e 

sh
ou

ld
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d 
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 c
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vo
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 b
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to
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 c
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ld
. T
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w
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m
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nt
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 Fa
th

er
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nd
 F
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 n

at
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 n
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r-p
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fit
 c
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rit
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n 
w

ith
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 S
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ra
m

en
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, L
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A
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es
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 F
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nd
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es
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pr
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 th
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f c
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et
y 
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ro
te
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o 
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e 
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 c
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of
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h 
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r s
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n 
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 d

iv
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se
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r l
iv
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 fo

r c
hi

ld
re

n 
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ro
ug

h 
fa

m
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 c
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 th
at
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st
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he
s e
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gh

ts
 a

nd
 re
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on

si
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s f
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 fa
th
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nd
 m

ot
he
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 Th
an

k 
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in
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ce

 fo
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ou

r c
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m
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ts
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ol
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m
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ta

to
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Su
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r C
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rt 
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la
m
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C
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y 

O
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ra
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os
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ee
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 b
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he
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 g
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d.

  I
 w
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ld
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lly
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m
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e 
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w
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 1.

  T
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 L
IA

 n
ee
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 b
e 
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is

ed
; u

si
ng

 th
e 

ei
th

er
 th

e 
m

in
im

um
 w

ag
e 

(s
ta

te
 ra

te
 if

 h
ig

he
r t

ha
n 

fe
de

ra
l) 

or
 a

n 
in

co
m

e 
fig

ur
e 

at
 a

 %
 ra

te
 o

ve
r t

he
 re

gi
on

's 
po

ve
rty

 le
ve

l c
ou

ld
 w

or
k.

  U
si

ng
 a

 m
or

e 
fle

xi
bl

e 
fo

rm
ul

a 
w

ou
ld

 a
llo

w
 

au
to

m
at

ic
al

ly
 fo

r t
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 c
ha

ng
es

 w
ith

ou
t h
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in

g 
to

 p
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s l
eg
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la

tio
n 
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pe

at
ed

ly
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 2.
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 lo
w
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nd

 m
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er
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e 
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m
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e 
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se
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f i
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e 
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r c
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ld
 su
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or
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e 
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m

e 
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ed
 to

 th
at

 p
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ce
nt
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e 

ne
ed
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 b

e 
m
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 d
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d.

  U
si

ng
 2
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m
e 

ra
ng
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o 
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d.
  N

ee
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ar
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w
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w
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.  
It 
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m
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r t
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s t
ha
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w
 c
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t a
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m
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 b
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t o
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 d
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r p
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m
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 b
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 c
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e 
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 d
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 c
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e 
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du
al

 in
 o
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er
 th
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 c
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d 
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d 
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ct
iv

el
y 

un
en

fo
rc

ea
bl

e 
- o

rd
er

s. 
It 

w
ou
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 b
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t c
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n 

m
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e 
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 o
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 re
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 re
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 d
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 c
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 c
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 o
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t d
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 b
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 b
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- m
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 c
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 c
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 c
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 c
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 b
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 p
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 m
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 d
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 d
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 c
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l c
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 c
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 d
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at
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s m
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- o
r s

et
 a

 st
at

ew
id

e 
av

er
ag

e 
to

 u
se

 a
s p

ar
t o

f t
he

 su
pp

or
t c
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at
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at
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 m
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 d
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t c
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 re
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r d
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 b
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 c
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 c
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 b
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t m
od

el
 th

at
 w

ill
 h

ol
d 

ev
er

yo
ne

 - 
pa

re
nt

s, 
ch

ild
re

n,
 a

nd
 th
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 C
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 d
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 b
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 C
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t c
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 c
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t p
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ll.

 
M

an
y 

sc
ho

la
rs

 a
ttr

ib
ut

e 
hi

gh
er

 e
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 c
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 d
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 d
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 c
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t c
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n 

pl
ac

e 
as

 in
ce

nt
iv

es
 fo

r N
C

P'
s w

ho
 a

re
 st

ru
gg

lin
g 

to
 in

cr
ea

se
 th
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 p
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at
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at
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 d
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at
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 d
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s m
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 b
ut

 w
e 

fo
un

d 
th

at
 fi

na
nc

ia
l h

ea
lth

 w
as

 th
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y 
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 c
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re
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r f
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 c
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l d
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s c
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 c
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 d
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f m
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 re
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 d
an

ge
ro

us
 d

is
pa

rit
y 

po
se

s s
er

io
us

 so
ci

oe
co

no
m

ic
 ra

m
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 a

nd
 fu

rth
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 d
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 c
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 p
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t d
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f C
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r t
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 m
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 d
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n 
no

 lo
ng

er
 

be
 o

ve
rlo

ok
ed

.  
 

 Si
nc

e 
m

os
t c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t p

ay
in

g 
N

C
P'

s a
re

 m
al

e 
(~

80
 %

+)
 it

 c
an

 b
e 

re
as

on
ed

 th
at

 so
m

e 
of

 th
es

e 
m

al
es

 w
ou

ld
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e 
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lin
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av
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en
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di
te

d 
as

 a
lle

ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
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re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

ot
he

rw
is

e 
at

te
nd

 c
ol

le
ge

 if
 th

ei
r f

in
an

ci
al

 c
irc

um
st

an
ce

s i
m

pr
ov

ed
 ju

st
 e

no
ug

h 
fo

r t
he

m
 to

 su
cc

ee
d-

-s
uc

h 
as

 re
du

ce
d 

or
 d

ef
er

re
d 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t p

ay
m

en
ts

. I
f t

he
 m

aj
or

ity
 o

f N
C

P'
s (

m
al

es
) w

er
e 

ab
le

 to
 a

tta
in

 a
 v

al
ua

bl
e 

(li
fe

 c
ha

ng
in

g)
 

de
gr

ee
 o

r t
ec

hn
ic

al
 c

er
tif

ic
at

e 
fr

om
 a

n 
in

st
itu

tio
n 

of
 h

ig
he

r l
ea

rn
in

g,
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 is
 v

er
y 

lik
el

y 
to

 se
e 

an
 in

cr
ea

se
 in

 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 b

ei
ng

 p
ai

d 
on

 ti
m

e.
 F

or
 e

xa
m

pl
e,

 in
 th

e 
ca

se
s o

f N
C

P'
s w

ho
 c

an
 b

ar
le

y 
pa

y 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t, 
it 

se
em

s t
ha

t c
ou

rt 
or

de
re

d 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 c

ou
ld

 v
er

y 
w

el
l b

e 
st

an
di

ng
 in

 th
e 

w
ay

 o
f t

he
ir 

ab
ili

ty
 to

 p
ay

 fo
r 

tu
iti

on
, b

oo
ks

 a
nd

 b
as

ic
 n

ec
es

si
tie

s, 
th

er
ef

or
e,

 le
av

in
g 

th
e 

ho
pe

fu
l N

C
P 

st
ud

en
t w

ith
 fe

w
 o

pt
io

ns
 a

nd
 a

 c
on

tin
ue

d 
in

ab
ili

ty
 to

 m
ak

e 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
. T

he
 c

yc
le

 o
f n

on
-p

ay
m

en
t c

an
 c

on
tin

ue
 fo

r y
ea

rs
 a

nd
 y

ea
rs

--s
om

et
hi

ng
 

m
us

t b
e 

do
ne

.  
 A

 fi
ne

 a
na

lo
gy

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
th

at
 te

ac
hi

ng
 a

 m
an

 to
 fi

sh
 is

 fa
r b

et
te

r f
or

 o
ur

 so
ci

et
y 

th
an

 m
er

el
y 

fis
hi

ng
 fo

r h
im

 a
nd

 
si

m
pl

y 
ha

nd
in

g 
hi

m
 th

e 
fis

h.
   

 Si
nc

e 
fe

m
al

es
 a

re
 g

en
er

al
ly

 th
e 

re
ce

iv
er

s o
f c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t p

ay
m

en
ts

 in
 ~

80
%

 o
f c

as
es

, i
t c

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
as

on
ed

 th
at

 
so

m
e 

w
om

en
 w

ho
 a

re
 a

tte
nd

in
g 

co
lle

ge
 u

se
 th

e 
"e

xc
es

s"
 c

as
h 

de
po

si
te

d 
fo

r c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 fo

r i
m

pr
ov

in
g 

th
ei

r e
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
em

pl
oy

m
en

t p
ro

sp
ec

ts
. T

he
re

 is
 si

m
pl

y 
no

th
in

g 
w

ro
ng

 w
ith

 d
oi

ng
 e

ve
ry

th
in

g 
fo

r f
em

al
es

’ 
ed

uc
at

io
n,

 u
nl

es
s i

t c
au

se
s t

he
 p

ro
bl

em
 w

e 
cu

rr
en

tly
 h

av
e,

 w
hi

ch
 is

 e
xc

es
si

ve
 n

um
be

rs
 o

f u
ne

du
ca

te
d 

or
 

un
de

re
du

ca
te

d 
m

al
es

 w
ho

 a
re

 u
na

bl
e 

to
 fi

nd
 a

 jo
b 

an
d 

un
ab

le
 p

ay
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t a

s a
 re

su
lt.

 A
 re

du
ct

io
n 

of
 c

hi
ld

 
su

pp
or

t p
ai

d 
to

 C
us

to
di

al
 P

ar
en

ts
 w

hi
le

 a
 N

C
P 

is
 a

tte
nd

in
g 

co
lle

ge
 o

r a
tte

m
pt

in
g 

to
 a

tta
in

 a
 G

ED
 o

r e
nr

ol
le

d 
in

 a
 

te
ch

ni
ca

l s
ch

oo
l w

ou
ld

 u
nd

ou
bt

ed
ly

 b
en

ef
it 

bo
th

 th
e 

N
C

P 
an

d 
th

e 
C

P 
an

d 
m

or
e 

im
po

rta
nt

ly
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
in

 th
e 

lo
ng

 
ru

n-
-fo

r t
he

 m
aj

or
ity

 o
f c

as
es

. C
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t w
as

 n
ev

er
 m

ea
nt

 to
 se

rv
e 

as
 th

e 
cu

st
od

ia
l p

ar
en

t’s
 ti

ck
et

 to
 p

ay
 fo

r 
co

lle
ge

. I
t s

ho
ul

d 
be

 a
llo

w
ed

 o
nl

y 
fo

r s
en

di
ng

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

w
ho

 it
 is

 o
w

ed
 to

 c
ol

le
ge

. T
he

 fa
ct

 is
, C

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t 

pa
ym

en
ts

 a
re

 b
ei

ng
 u

se
d 

fo
r e

ve
ry

th
in

g 
fr

om
 tu

iti
on

 to
 d

ru
g 

us
e.

 T
o 

re
ct

ify
 th

is
 p

ro
bl

em
 a

nd
 g

et
 th

is
 m

on
ey

 b
ac

k 
to

 
th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
m

ea
ns

 th
at

 a
ll 

ex
ce

ss
 c

as
h 

re
m

ai
ni

ng
 fr

om
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t p

ay
m

en
ts

--n
ot

 sp
en

t d
ire

ct
ly

 o
n 

th
e 

re
ar

in
g 

of
 

a 
ch

ild
/re

n -
- m

us
t b

e 
re

tu
rn

ed
 to

 N
C

P'
s a

t t
he

 e
nd

 o
f e

ac
h 

m
on

th
 o

r d
ep

os
ite

d 
in

to
 a

 sa
vi

ng
s a

cc
ou

nt
 fo

r t
he

 
ch

ild
/re

ns
 c

ol
le

ge
 e

du
ca

tio
n.

 T
o 

al
lo

w
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t t

o 
be

 sp
en

t o
n 

th
in

gs
 o

th
er

 th
an

 w
ha

t i
t w

as
 in

te
nd

ed
 to

 b
e 

sp
en

t o
n,

 n
am

el
y 

th
e 

ch
ild

re
n,

 is
 n

ot
 in

 th
e 

ch
ild

/re
n'

s b
es

t i
nt

er
es

t. 
 

 Th
e 

si
ng

le
 m

os
t e

ff
ec

tiv
e 

so
lu

tio
n 

fo
r p

ar
en

ts
 w

ho
 a

bu
se

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 o

r f
ai

l t
o 

"s
ha

re
" s

ta
te

 fu
nd

ed
 fo

od
 

be
ne

fit
s t

ha
t a

re
 in

te
nd

ed
 to

 b
e 

us
ed

 fo
r b

uy
in

g 
ch

ild
/re

n 
fo

od
, i

s t
o 

pr
ov

id
e 

tw
o 

el
ec

tro
ni

c 
de

bt
 c

ar
ds

 o
ne

 (1
) t

o 
ea

ch
 p

ar
en

t o
r g

ua
rd

ia
n.

 T
he

n 
el

ec
tro

ni
ca

lly
 se

t l
im

its
 in

 th
e 

fo
rm

 o
f p

er
ce

nt
ag

es
 th

at
 c

an
 b

e 
sp

en
t i

n 
ac

co
rd

an
ce

 
w

ith
 a

ct
ua

l t
im

e 
sp

en
t w

ith
 th

e 
ch

ild
/re

n.
 F

or
 e

xa
m

pl
e,

 a
n 

EB
T 

fo
od

 c
ar

d 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

se
t t

o 
al

lo
w

 a
 p

ar
en

t t
o 

sp
en

d 
no

 m
or

e 
th

an
 2

5%
 o

f t
he

 to
ta

l m
on

th
ly

 b
al

an
ce

 fo
r N

CP
's 

w
ho

 a
re

 a
w

ar
de

d 
25

%
 c

us
to

dy
. C

on
ve

rs
el

y,
 C

P'
s w

ho
 a

re
 

aw
ar

de
d 

th
e 

re
m

ai
ni

ng
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
(7

5%
 in

 th
is

 e
xa

m
pl

e)
 sh

ou
ld

 o
nl

y 
be

 a
llo

w
ed

 to
 sp

en
d 

75
%

 o
f t

he
 to

ta
l f

oo
d 

be
ne

fit
s a

va
ila

bl
e 

on
 th

e 
ca

rd
 in

 a
ny

 g
iv

en
 m

on
th

. T
hi

s w
ill

 sh
or

e 
up

 m
an

y 
di

sp
ar

iti
es

 in
 th

e 
la

rg
e 

fo
od

 e
xp

en
se

s 



A
PP

E
N

D
IX

 D
 

R
ev

ie
w

 o
f S

ta
te

w
id

e 
U

ni
fo

rm
 C

hi
ld

 S
up

po
rt

 G
ui

de
lin

e 
A

ll 
co

m
m

en
ts

 a
re

 v
er

ba
tim

 u
nl

es
s i

nd
ic

at
ed

 b
y 

an
 e

lli
ps

is
 (…

). 
 

 
23

6 

R
ef

er
en

ce
s t

o 
in

di
vi

du
al

s’
 n

am
es

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 n

ot
 re

la
tin

g 
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 c
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 o
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th
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ch
ild

 su
pp
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 h
av

e 
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di
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d 
as

 a
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ga
tio
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 re

ga
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in
g 
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di

vi
du
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 c

as
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pr
oc

es
si

ng
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re
 

be
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nd
 th

e 
sc

op
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of
 th

is
 st

ud
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C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

as
so

ci
at

ed
 w

ith
 re

ar
in

g 
ch

ild
re

n.
 A

 5
0-

50
 sh

ar
e 

pa
re

nt
in

g 
sc

he
du

le
 sh

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
a 

50
-5

0 
EB

T 
de

bi
t a

llo
w

an
ce

 p
er

 
pa

re
nt

. T
he

 sa
m

e 
sy

st
em

 sh
ou

ld
 a

ls
o 

be
 im

pl
em

en
te

d 
fo

r a
ll 

ca
sh

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
. I

n 
do

in
g 

so
, b

ot
h 

pa
re

nt
s 

w
ou

ld
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

a 
se

ns
e 

of
 fi

na
nc

ia
l c

on
tro

l o
ve

r t
he

ir 
ch

ild
/re

ns
 w

el
fa

re
. B

ut
 m

or
e 

im
po

rta
nt

ly
, d

ru
gs

 a
nd

 a
lc

oh
ol

ic
 

be
ve

ra
ge

 p
ur

ch
as

es
, w

ith
 "c

hi
ld

" s
up

po
rt 

fu
nd

s, 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

a 
th

in
g 

of
 th

e 
pa

st
.  

   
 

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
's 

co
ur

ts
 n

ee
d 

to
 b

e 
em

po
w

er
ed

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

U
ni

fo
rm

 C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt 
G

ui
de

lin
es

 to
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

 C
P'

s t
o 

sp
en

d 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t m
on

ey
 d

ire
ct

ly
 o

n 
th

e 
ch

ild
/re

n 
fo

r w
ho

m
 it

 w
as

 in
te

nd
ed

 o
r f

ac
e 

ci
vi

l a
ct

io
n 

fr
om

 N
C

P'
s f

or
 

m
on

et
ar

y 
da

m
ag

es
 to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

an
d 

th
ei

r f
ut

ur
e 

fin
an

ci
al

 w
el

fa
re

. A
llo

w
in

g 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t t
o 

be
 sp

en
t o

n 
th

in
gs

 
lik

e 
dr

ug
s a

nd
 a

lc
oh

ol
 is

 a
 c

rim
e 

ag
ai

ns
t t

he
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

of
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

's 
br

ok
en

 h
om

es
-p

er
io

d!
 T

he
 c

ou
rts

 a
nd

 N
C

P'
s 

sh
ou

ld
 b

ot
h 

be
 fu

lly
 e

m
po

w
er

ed
 b

y 
la

w
 to

 p
la

ce
 a

ll 
Ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 fo

r u
se

 th
ro

ug
h 

an
 e

le
ct

ro
ni

c 
de

bi
t c

ar
d 

si
m

ila
r t

o 
th

e 
cu

rr
en

t f
oo

d 
st

am
p 

EB
T 

ca
rd

 is
su

ed
 b

y 
H

H
S.

 B
y 

do
in

g 
so

 w
ill

 re
du

ce
 a

bu
si

ve
 sp

en
di

ng
 a

nd
 th

e 
ro

bb
in

g 
of

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
's 

ch
ild

re
n,

 a
 p

er
k 

th
at

 d
ru

g 
an

d 
al

co
ho

l a
dd

ic
te

d 
C

P'
s h

av
e 

en
jo

ye
d 

fo
r f

ar
 to

o 
lo

ng
. C

hi
ld

 
su

pp
or

t i
s i

nt
en

de
d 

fo
r c

hi
ld

re
n 

no
t t

he
 p

ar
en

ts
--t

hi
s f

ac
t h

as
 b

ee
n 

di
st

or
te

d 
an

d 
m

us
t b

e 
re

af
fir

m
ed

. C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 

la
w

m
ak

er
s m

us
t r

ei
te

ra
te

 th
at

 "C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt"
 is

 fo
r t

he
 "

C
hi

ld
” 

in
 le

ga
l t

er
m

s t
hr

ou
gh

 a
n 

am
en

dm
en

t t
o 

th
e 

U
ni

fo
rm

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t g
ui

de
lin

es
.  

 O
n 

a 
m

or
e 

di
st

ur
bi

ng
 n

ot
e,

 m
al

e 
N

C
P'

s w
ho

 h
av

e 
no

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s a
va

ila
bl

e 
to

 th
em

 (o
r f

ee
l a

s t
ho

ug
h 

th
ey

 h
av

e 
no

ne
) h

av
e 

a 
gr

ea
te

r p
ro

pe
ns

ity
 to

 w
in

d 
up

 in
 th

e 
cr

im
in

al
 c

ou
rt 

sy
st

em
. I

t m
us

t a
ls

o 
be

 n
ot

ed
 th

at
 d

om
es

tic
 

vi
ol

en
ce

 a
ga

in
st

 c
us

to
di

al
 p

ar
en

ts
 is

 th
e 

le
ad

in
g 

ca
us

e 
of

 a
rr

es
t o

f N
C

P'
s d

ur
in

g 
cu

st
od

y 
ne

go
tia

tio
ns

. D
om

es
tic

 
vi

ol
en

ce
 o

fte
n 

oc
cu

rs
 m

or
e 

co
m

m
on

ly
 w

he
n 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t p

ay
m

en
ts

 a
re

 n
ot

 p
ai

d-
- v

er
y 

un
w

el
co

m
e 

so
ci

al
 si

de
 

ef
fe

ct
s. 

Th
er

ef
or

e,
 a

ss
is

tin
g 

N
C

P'
s o

n 
a 

ne
w

 p
at

h 
to

w
ar

d 
su

cc
es

s m
ay

 a
ct

ua
lly

 re
du

ce
 th

e 
nu

m
be

r o
f n

ew
 d

om
es

tic
 

vi
ol

en
ce

 c
as

es
 th

at
 p

re
se

nt
 a

nd
 e

vo
lv

e 
du

rin
g 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t/c

us
to

dy
 b

at
tle

s. 
In

 a
dd

iti
on

, h
el

pi
ng

 N
C

P'
s a

ch
ie

ve
 th

ei
r 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l g

oa
ls

 b
y 

re
du

ci
ng

, f
or

gi
vi

ng
 o

r d
ef

er
rin

g 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 d

ur
in

g 
an

 N
C

P'
s e

du
ca

tio
na

l p
ro

gr
es

s 
is

 a
 w

in
ni

ng
 p

ro
po

si
tio

n 
fo

r t
he

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
of

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
's 

br
ok

en
 h

om
es

.  
 N

C
P 

m
al

es
 w

ho
 h

av
e 

co
ur

t o
rd

er
ed

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

ts
 a

re
 u

nl
ik

el
y 

to
 a

tte
nd

 c
ol

le
ge

 d
ue

 to
 th

e 
ex

ce
ss

iv
e 

fin
an

ci
al

 d
em

an
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 d
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 C
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 c
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 p
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 c
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 c
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 a

 c
om

pl
et

e 
di

sc
on

ne
ct

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
IV

-A
 a

nd
 IV

-D
 a

nd
 th

e 
w

or
ke

rs
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 w
ha

t h
ap

pe
ns

 o
n 

th
e 

ot
he

r s
id

e.
 

 R
ec

om
m

en
da

tio
n 

5:
  I

 a
ct

ua
lly

 b
el

ie
ve

 th
is

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
n 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
m

od
ifi

ed
 to

 R
EQ

U
IR

E 
m

or
e 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

in
 

th
e 

ca
se

 fi
le

.  
M

an
y 

tim
es

, w
he

n 
fa

ce
d 

w
ith

 a
 m

od
ifi

ca
tio

n 
of

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t, 
it 

he
lp

s t
o 

kn
ow

 w
ha

t t
he

 fa
ct

or
s w

er
e 

th
at

 le
d 

to
 th

e 
pe

nd
in

g 
or

de
r, 

so
 th

at
 th

e 
co

ur
t c

an
 d

et
er

m
in

e 
w

he
th

er
 th

er
e 

ha
s b

ee
n 

a 
su

bs
ta

nt
ia

l c
ha

ng
e.

  I
t i

s a
ls

o 
ex

tre
m

el
y 

he
lp

fu
l t

o 
se

e 
a 

pr
io

r c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

-- 
w

hi
ch

 c
an

 sh
ow

, a
t a

 g
la

nc
e,

 w
ha

t t
he

 c
ou

rt'
s p

rio
r f

in
di

ng
s w

er
e 

on
 a

 
nu

m
be

r o
f i

ss
ue

s, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

tim
es

ha
re

, n
um

be
r o

f h
ar

ds
hi

ps
 g

ra
nt

ed
, e

tc
.  

It 
w

ou
ld

 h
el

p 
tre

m
en

do
us

ly
 --

 a
nd

 th
e 

co
ur

t w
o u

ld
n'

t h
av

e 
to

 re
-in

ve
nt

 th
e 

w
he

el
 a

nd
 ta

ke
 te

st
im

on
y 

al
l o

ve
r a

ga
in

 w
he

re
 th

e 
pa

rti
es

 a
re

 sa
yi

ng
 th

at
 th

e 
vi

si
ta

tio
n 

ha
sn

't 
ch

an
ge

d 
si

nc
e 

th
e 

la
st

 ti
m

e.
  I

n 
th

os
e 

in
st

an
ce

s, 
th

e 
co

ur
t c

an
 si

m
pl

y 
ut

ili
ze

 th
e 

tim
es

ha
re

 u
se

d 
at

 
th

e 
la

st
 h

ea
rin

g 
-- 

if 
th

ey
 c

an
 fi

nd
 it

!  
H

av
in

g 
th

e 
ca

lc
ul

at
io

ns
 a

tta
ch

ed
 to

 p
rio

r o
rd

er
s, 

w
ith

 a
ll 

th
e 

at
te

nd
an

t 
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e 
A
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ic

at
ed

 b
y 

an
 e

lli
ps

is
 (…

). 
 

 
24

7 

R
ef

er
en

ce
s t

o 
in

di
vi

du
al

s’
 n

am
es

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 n

ot
 re

la
tin

g 
to

 c
om

m
en

ta
ry

 o
n 

th
e 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t g

ui
de

lin
es

 h
av

e 
be

en
 e

di
te

d 
as

 a
lle

ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
 a

re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 h
el

ps
 re

du
ce

 p
ar

tie
s f

ro
m

 p
ro

vi
di

ng
 in

co
ns

is
te

nt
 h

is
to

ric
al

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

to
 th

e 
co

ur
t a

s w
el

l. 
  

 I d
o 

si
nc

er
el

y 
ho

pe
 th

at
 p

er
ha

ps
 th

er
e 

w
ill

 b
e 

an
ot

he
r c

ha
nc

e  
to

 m
ak

e 
co

m
m

en
ts

, p
ro

vi
de

 in
pu

t o
n 

th
es

e 
im

po
rta

nt
 

to
pi

cs
.  

Th
an

k 
yo

u.
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K
ev

in
 M

. Y
ou

ng
 

N
at

io
na

l C
oa

lit
io

n 
Fo

r M
en

 
   

I a
tte

nd
ed

 th
e 

So
ut

he
rn

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 a

dv
oc

at
es

 m
ee

tin
g 

an
d 

am
 a

pp
al

le
d 

w
ith

 th
e 

la
ck

 o
f i

nt
eg

rit
y 

th
e 

gr
ou

p 
ru

nn
in

g 
th

e 
m

ee
tin

g.
  T

he
y 

di
d 

no
t r

ef
le

ct
 o

ur
 p

os
iti

on
 a

t a
ll.

  I
t r

em
in

de
d 

m
e 

of
 ty

pi
ca

l p
ol

iti
cs

.  
W

e 
w

ill
 h

av
e 

a 
m

ee
tin

g,
 

lis
te

n 
to

 w
ha

t t
he

y 
ha

ve
 to

 sa
y,

 a
nd

 th
en

 w
e 

ar
e 

go
in

g 
to

 d
o 

w
ha

t w
e 

w
an

t r
eg

ar
dl

es
s o

f w
ha

t t
he

 a
dv

oc
at

es
 b

ro
ug

ht
 

up
. 

 Th
e 

D
iv

or
ce

 In
du

st
ry

 h
as

 b
ea

te
n 

us
 a

ll 
do

w
n 

to
 th

e 
po

in
t w

he
re

 9
9%

 o
f t

he
 p

eo
pl

e 
af

fe
ct

ed
 b

y 
th

is
 In

du
st

ry
 h

av
e 

gi
ve

n 
up

.  
O

f c
ou

rs
e 

th
er

e 
is

 1
%

 o
f u

s t
ha

t w
ill

 se
ek

 c
ha

ng
e 

in
 th

is
 In

du
st

ry
 a

nd
 to

 re
al

ly
 th

in
k 

ab
ou

t t
he

 c
hi

ld
re

n.
 

 Th
e 

ad
vo

ca
te

s w
an

te
d 

th
e 

G
ui

de
lin

es
 to

 b
e 

ba
se

d 
on

 R
EA

L 
co

st
, N

O
T 

in
co

m
e 

of
 th

e 
pa

re
nt

s. 
 W

he
n 

yo
u 

ta
ke

 a
 

fa
m

ily
 th

at
 is

 sp
lit

tin
g 

ap
ar

t w
ho

 w
er

e 
su

rv
iv

in
g 

on
 a

 se
t i

nc
om

e 
th

en
 y

ou
 h

av
e 

to
 c

re
at

e 
TW

O
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s, 
w

hy
 in

 
th

e 
w

or
ld

 w
ou

ld
 y

ou
 ta

ke
 in

co
m

e 
fr

om
 o

ne
 p

ar
en

t a
nd

 g
iv

e 
it 

to
 th

e 
ot

he
r. 

 It
 m

ak
es

 n
o 

se
ns

e.
  I

 k
no

w
, I

 a
nd

 m
y 

ch
ild

re
n 

ar
e 

a 
vi

ct
im

 o
f t

hi
s s

ys
te

m
.  

In
 so

m
e 

w
ay

s t
he

ir 
m

ot
he

r h
as

 b
ee

n 
ne

ga
tiv

el
y 

im
pa

ct
ed

 b
y 

th
is

 sy
st

em
 a

s 
w

el
l a

nd
 sh

e 
w

as
 th

e 
on

e 
re

ce
iv

in
g 

m
on

ey
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

th
is

 sy
st

em
. 

 W
e 

ne
ed

 e
co

no
m

ic
 sp

ec
ia

lis
t t

o 
lo

ok
 a

t t
hi

s p
ro

bl
em

 a
nd

 m
ak

e 
a 

fa
ir 

an
d  

eq
ui

ta
bl

e 
pr

og
ra

m
 th

at
 w

ill
 w

or
k.

  W
e 

ha
d 

Pr
of

. W
ill

ia
m

 S
. C

om
an

or
 fr

om
 U

C
LA

 a
tte

nd
 th

e 
m

ee
tin

g 
an

d 
he

 to
ld

 th
e 

G
ui

de
lin

e 
te

am
 th

at
 w

ha
t w

e 
ha

ve
 in

 
pl

ac
e 

is
 n

ot
 w

or
ki

ng
. 

 Th
in

k 
ab

ou
t i

t, 
if 

yo
u 

ha
d 

so
m

et
hi

ng
 th

at
 re

al
ly

 w
or

ke
d,

 y
ou

 w
ou

ld
 n

ot
 b

e 
sp

en
di

ng
 so

 m
uc

h 
m

on
ey

 tr
yi

ng
 to

 
co

lle
ct

 th
e 

ou
tra

ge
ou

s C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt 
su

m
s. 

 T
he

 F
ed

s n
ee

d 
to

 d
is

co
nt

in
ue

 th
e 

su
bs

id
y 

of
 th

is
 sy

st
em

 a
nd

 m
ay

be
 th

e 
sy

st
em

 w
ou

ld
 ru

n 
m

or
e 

ef
fic

ie
nt

 a
nd

 fa
ir 

to
 a

ll 
in

vo
lv

ed
. 

 Pl
ea

se
 ta

ke
 a

 lo
ok

 a
t w

ha
t w

e 
ac

tu
al

ly
 sa

id
.  

It 
w

as
 re

co
rd

e d
 a

nd
 fi

lm
ed

.  
I w

on
de

r i
f w

e 
w

ill
 b

e 
ab

le
 to

 g
et

 th
at

 
m

at
er

ia
l. 

 N
ex

t t
im

e 
w

e 
w

ill
 h

av
e 

an
 in

de
pe

nd
en

t p
ar

ty
 a

t t
he

 ta
bl

e 
re

co
rd

in
g 

th
e 

ev
en

t. 
 

 W
e 

ne
ed

 a
 m

aj
or

 o
ve

rh
au

l o
f t

he
 G

ui
de

lin
es

. T
he

 st
at

us
 q

uo
 is

 ju
st

 a
no

th
er

 in
di

ca
tio

n 
th

at
 th

e 
D

iv
or

ce
 In

du
st

ry
 w

ill
 

co
nt

in
ue

 to
 ta

ke
 o

ur
 m

on
ey

 a
nd

 li
ve

 it
 u

p 
at

 o
ur

 e
xp

en
se

. 
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M

em
be

r o
f t

he
 P

ub
lic

 
C

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t l

ev
el

s a
re

 n
ot

or
io

us
ly

 h
ig

h 
fo

r l
ow

er
-in

co
m

e 
in

di
vi

du
al

s. 
W

he
re

 is
 th

e 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
ac

tu
al

 
ty

pi
ca

l e
xp

en
se

s f
or

 ra
is

in
g 

a 
ch

ild
 fo

r p
eo

pl
e 

at
 v

ar
io

us
 in

co
m

e 
le

ve
ls

. 
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R
ef

er
en

ce
s t

o 
in

di
vi

du
al

s’
 n

am
es

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 n

ot
 re

la
tin

g 
to

 c
om

m
en

ta
ry

 o
n 

th
e 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t g

ui
de

lin
es

 h
av

e 
be

en
 e

di
te

d 
as

 a
lle

ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
 a

re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

C
hi

ld
 w

el
fa

re
 w

ou
ld

 p
ro

ba
bl

y 
be

 im
pr

ov
ed

 b
y 

av
oi

di
ng

 th
e 

co
ns

eq
ue

nc
e 

of
 n

on
-c

us
to

di
al

 p
ar

en
ts

 e
nd

in
g 

up
 

at
te

m
pt

in
g 

to
 a

vo
id

 th
e 

au
th

or
iti

es
 b

ec
au

se
 o

f l
ev

el
s t

ha
t m

is
-m

at
ch

 th
ei

r c
ap

ac
ity

. 
 W

he
re

 is
 th

e 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
fa

ct
 th

at
 m

os
t n

on
-c

om
pl

ia
nt

 p
ar

en
ts

 a
re

 lo
w

 in
co

m
e,

 u
ne

m
pl

oy
ed

, i
nj

ur
ed

, o
r 

si
ck

?  
 W

he
re

 is
 a

 m
ea

ns
 fo

r l
es

s -
ed

uc
at

ed
 a

nd
 p

oo
r n

on
-c

us
to

di
al

 p
ar

en
ts

 to
 g

et
 th

e 
le

ve
l o

f c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t t
o 

ch
an

ge
 w

ith
 

th
ei

r s
om

et
im

es
 q

ui
ck

ly
 c

ha
ng

in
g 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t s

ta
tu

s a
nd

 in
co

m
e?

 T
o o

 m
an

y 
pe

op
le

 e
nd

 u
p 

in
 d

ee
p 

tro
ub

le
, 

ho
m

el
es

s, 
or

 su
ic

id
in

g 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 th
e 

la
ck

 o
f r

ea
lis

m
 a

nd
 re

sp
on

si
ve

ne
ss

 in
 th

e 
sy

st
em

. 
 W

hy
 w

er
e 

th
e 

ef
fo

rts
 to

 so
lic

it 
pu

bl
ic

 c
om

m
en

t s
o 

fe
eb

le
? 
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M
em

be
r o

f t
he

 P
ub

lic
 

C
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t a
m

ou
nt

 p
ai

d 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

ca
lc

ul
at

ed
 b

y 
pe

rs
on

's 
in

co
m

e 
A

N
D

 e
xp

en
se

s m
on

th
ly

, a
s w

el
l a

s f
am

ily
 si

ze
 

an
d 

fa
m

ily
 o

bl
ig

at
io

ns
.  

A
 p

er
so

n'
s o

ve
rti

m
e 

is
 n

ot
 c

on
si

st
en

t a
nd

 th
er

ef
or

e 
sh

ou
ld

 N
O

T 
be

 in
cl

ud
ed

 w
he

n 
ca

lc
ul

at
in

g 
th

e 
am

ou
nt

 p
ai

d/
du

e.
  C

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t s

ho
ul

d 
al

so
 b

e 
da

te
d 

on
 th

e 
co

ur
t d

at
e 

w
he

n 
it 

is
 se

t, 
no

t b
y 

w
he

n 
an

 a
ng

ry
 e

x 
sp

ou
se

 fi
le

s t
he

 c
la

im
 a

nd
 m

ak
es

 th
e 

ot
he

r p
er

so
n 

pa
st

 d
ue

 o
n 

pa
ym

en
ts

!  
A

ls
o,

 a
 te

en
ag

er
 sh

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
to

 se
e 

bo
th

 p
ar

en
ts

 o
n 

a 
co

ns
is

te
nt

 b
as

is
, n

ot
 w

he
n 

he
/s

he
 d

ec
id

es
 to

, t
he

y 
ar

e 
no

t a
du

lts
 u

nt
il 

th
ey

 a
re

 1
8!
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M

em
be

r o
f t

he
 P

ub
lic

 
A

 sy
st

em
 o

f d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t t
ha

t i
s b

as
ed

 so
le

ly
 o

n 
in

co
m

e 
of

 p
ar

en
ts

 a
nd

 ti
m

es
ha

re
 is

 c
om

pl
et

el
y 

in
ad

eq
ua

te
 a

nd
 u

nf
ai

r.  
 In

 a
ll 

ot
he

r a
re

as
 o

f l
aw

 (c
iv

il,
 c

rim
in

al
, e

tc
.) 

in
di

vi
du

al
s a

re
 h

el
d 

ac
co

un
ta

bl
e 

fo
r t

he
ir 

ch
oi

ce
s a

nd
/o

r a
ct

io
ns

, a
nd

 
rig

ht
ly

 so
.  

N
ot

 so
 w

ith
 fa

m
ily

 la
w

.  
Th

e 
la

w
s a

s t
he

y 
ap

pl
y 

to
 c

hi
ld

 c
us

to
dy

 a
nd

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t s
ho

ul
d 

al
so

 ta
ke

 in
to

 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

th
e 

de
ta

ils
, l

ik
e 

"w
hy

 a
re

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

be
in

g 
pu

t i
n 

a 
po

si
tio

n 
w

he
re

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t i
s n

ec
es

sa
ry

?"
 a

nd
 

"W
ho

 is
 re

sp
on

si
bl

e 
fo

r p
ut

tin
g 

th
em

 in
to

 th
at

 p
os

iti
on

?"
  "

W
ho

 sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
he

ld
 a

cc
ou

nt
ab

le
?"

  I
n 

so
 fa

r a
s t

he
se

 
th

in
gs

 c
an

 b
e 

pr
ov

en
 b

ey
on

d 
a 

re
as

on
ab

le
 d

ou
bt

, t
he

 a
ns

w
er

s t
o 

th
es

e 
qu

es
tio

ns
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

th
e 

m
iti

ga
tin

g 
fa

ct
or

s i
n 

de
ci

di
ng

 b
ot

h 
ch

ild
 c

us
to

dy
 a

nd
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t a

w
ar

ds
; n

ot
 so

m
e 

an
tiq

ua
te

d,
 o

ve
rly

 si
m

pl
ifi

ed
 fo

rm
ul

a.
 

 Le
t's

 c
on

si
de

r t
hi

s e
xa

m
pl

e:
 A

 w
om

an
 e

nt
er

s i
nt

o 
m

ar
ria

ge
, d

oe
s n

ot
 st

ay
 fa

ith
fu

l, 
re

fu
se

s t
o 

w
or

k 
or

 p
ro

vi
de

 
he

rs
el

f w
ith

 a
 c

ar
ee

r b
y 

he
r o

w
n 

ch
oi

ce
 (w

hi
ch

 g
re

at
ly

 sk
ew

s t
he

 in
co

m
e 

be
tw

ee
n 

th
e 

tw
o)

, t
he

n 
la

te
r c

ho
os

es
 to

 
en

d 
th

e 
m

ar
ria

ge
, a

nd
 th

e 
fa

th
er

 g
et

s 5
0/

50
 c

us
to

dy
 o

f t
he

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
be

ca
us

e 
th

e 
co

ur
ts

 w
ou

ld
n'

t g
iv

e 
hi

m
 fu

ll 
cu

st
od

y.
  W

hy
 sh

ou
ld

 th
e 

hu
sb

an
d 

be
 h

el
d 

re
sp

on
si

bl
e 

fo
r a

ny
 a

m
ou

nt
 o

f f
in

an
ci

al
 su

pp
or

t s
im

pl
y 

be
ca

us
e 

he
 w

as
 

pr
ev

io
us

ly
 th

e 
br

ea
d 

w
in

ne
r?

 In
 th

is
 c

as
e,

 n
on

e 
of

 th
e 

ha
rm

fu
l a

ct
io

ns
 th

at
 c

au
se

d 
th

e 
fa

ilu
re

 o
f t

he
 m

ar
ria

ge
 a

nd
 

pu
t t

he
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

in
to

 je
op

ar
dy

 w
er

e 
th

e 
re

su
lt 

of
 a

ny
 w

ro
ng

 d
oi

ng
 o

n 
hi

s p
ar

t, 
ye

t h
e 

is
 p

en
al

iz
ed

 b
y 

ha
vi

ng
 h

is
 

ch
ild

re
n 

ta
ke

n 
aw

ay
 a

nd
 h

av
in

g 
25

 to
 5

0%
 o

f h
is

 a
fte

r t
ax

 in
co

m
e 

ta
ke

n 
fr

om
 h

im
 a

nd
 g

iv
en

 to
 th

e 
m

ot
he

r. 
 S

he
 

be
ne

fit
s d

ire
ct

ly
 fr

om
 h

er
 p

oo
r c

ho
ic

es
. H

ow
 is

 th
at

 fa
ir?

  B
ec

au
se

 it
's 

w
ha

t's
 b

es
t f

or
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
th

ei
r 
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R
ef

er
en

ce
s t

o 
in

di
vi

du
al

s’
 n

am
es

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 n

ot
 re

la
tin

g 
to

 c
om

m
en

ta
ry

 o
n 

th
e 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t g

ui
de

lin
es

 h
av

e 
be

en
 e

di
te

d 
as

 a
lle

ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
 a

re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

st
an

da
rd

 o
f l

iv
in

g?
  W

hy
 is

 th
e 

m
ot

he
r n

ot
 h

el
d 

to
 a

 h
ig

he
r a

cc
ou

nt
ab

ili
ty

 fo
r c

au
sin

g 
th

ei
r s

ta
nd

ar
d 

of
 li

vi
ng

 to
 b

e 
de

cl
in

in
g 

in
 th

e 
fir

st
 p

la
ce

? 
 A

nd
 w

hy
 is

 it
 a

ss
um

ed
 th

at
 th

e 
po

or
 c

ho
ic

es
 o

f o
ne

 (o
r e

ve
n 

bo
th

) o
f t

he
 p

ar
en

ts
 w

ou
ld

 
ev

en
 a

llo
w

 th
e 

st
an

da
rd

 o
f l

iv
in

g 
fo

r t
he

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
to

 re
m

ai
n 

th
e 

sa
m

e?
  T

ha
t i

s a
 fa

ul
ty

 p
re

su
m

pt
io

n 
fr

om
 th

e 
ve

ry
 

be
gi

nn
in

g.
 

 A
ls

o,
 w

hy
 is

 it
 th

at
 th

e 
m

ot
he

r c
an

 re
-m

ar
ry

 to
 a

no
th

er
 in

di
vi

du
al

, a
nd

 th
at

 n
ew

 sp
ou

se
's 

in
co

m
e 

is
 n

ot
 fa

ct
or

ed
 in

? 
 

If 
w

ha
t i

s a
t q

ue
st

io
n 

he
re

 is
 th

e 
st

an
da

rd
 o

f l
iv

in
g 

fo
r t

he
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

w
hi

le
 th

ey
 a

re
 in

 th
ei

r m
ot

he
r's

 c
ar

e,
 h

ow
 is

 it
 

re
m

ot
el

y 
re

al
is

tic
 to

 c
om

pl
et

el
y 

ig
no

re
 th

e 
ad

ju
st

ed
 fa

m
ily

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
 in

co
m

e 
du

e 
to

 th
e 

ne
w

 sp
ou

se
?  

 A
lte

rn
at

el
y,

 if
 th

e 
fa

th
er

 in
 th

is
 c

as
e 

(th
e 

on
e 

pa
yi

ng
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t),

 g
oe

s o
n 

to
 e

nj
oy

 c
ar

ee
r s

uc
ce

ss
 a

nd
 h

is
 st

an
da

rd
 

of
 li

vi
ng

 in
cr

ea
se

s, 
ho

w
 is

 it
 re

m
ot

el
y 

fa
ir 

to
 a

ss
um

e 
th

an
 th

at
 th

e 
m

ot
he

r i
s e

nt
itl

ed
 to

 e
ve

n 
M

O
R

E 
m

on
ey

 fr
om

 
hi

m
? 

 W
ou

ld
n'

t t
he

 c
hi

ld
re

n'
s s

ta
nd

ar
d 

of
 li

vi
ng

 th
at

 th
ey

 h
ad

 b
ec

om
e 

ac
cu

st
om

ed
 to

 w
hi

le
 th

e 
pa

re
nt

s w
er

e 
to

ge
th

er
 re

m
ai

n 
th

e 
sa

m
e 

if 
he

 si
m

pl
y 

co
nt

in
ue

d 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t?
  Y

et
, b

ec
au

se
 h

is
 in

co
m

e 
go

es
 

up
, t

he
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t g

oe
s u

p.
  T

hi
s i

s u
nf

ai
r. 

 Li
fe

 is
 n

ot
 a

s s
im

pl
e 

as
 a

 fo
rm

ul
a.

  T
o 

ex
cl

ud
e 

co
m

m
on

 se
ns

e 
fr

om
 th

e 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t l
aw

s i
s u

nf
ai

r t
o 

ev
er

yb
od

y,
 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
th

e 
ch

ild
re

n,
 b

ec
au

se
 it

 o
nl

y 
en

co
ur

ag
es

 th
os

e 
w

ho
 c

an
 m

an
ip

ul
at

e 
th

e 
sy

st
em

 a
nd

 b
en

ef
it 

fr
om

 it
 to

 d
o 

ex
ac

tly
 th

at
.  

U
lti

m
at

el
y 

th
is

 le
ad

s t
o 

fa
r m

or
e 

ha
rm

 to
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
th

an
 g

oo
d.

 
 Th

e 
w

ho
le

 sy
st

em
 n

ee
ds

 to
 b

e 
ov

er
ha

ul
ed

. 
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M

em
be

r o
f t

he
 P

ub
lic

 
Th

e 
tim

e 
sh

ar
e 

fa
ct

or
 a

pp
ea

rs
 to

 se
rv

e 
tw

o 
pu

rp
os

es
; 1

) t
he

 re
fle

ct
 a

 sh
ar

in
g 

of
 c

hi
ld

 e
la

te
d 

ex
pe

ns
es

, a
nd

 2
) t

o 
en

co
ur

ag
e 

no
n -

cu
st

od
ia

l v
is

ita
tio

n.
  

 U
nf

or
tu

na
te

ly
, t

he
 ti

m
e 

sh
ar

e 
fa

ct
or

 sp
ur

s l
iti

ga
tio

n 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 it
s f

in
an

ci
al

 im
pa

ct
. I

 a
ls

o 
be

lie
ve

 th
e 

st
ru

gg
le

 o
ve

r 
tim

e 
sh

ar
e 

th
at

 is
 fi

na
nc

ia
lly

 m
ot

iv
at

ed
, r

es
ul

ts
 in

 h
ar

m
 to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

of
 th

e 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p.
 I 

w
ill

 n
ot

 g
o 

in
to

 d
et

ai
l 

un
le

ss
 a

sk
ed

 to
 su

pp
or

t t
hi

s l
at

er
 o

bs
er

va
tio

n.
 

 To
 a

lle
vi

at
e 

th
e 

bu
rd

en
 o

n 
th

e 
co

ur
ts

, b
ut

 st
ill

 se
rv

e 
th

e 
pu

rp
os

es
 st

at
ed

 a
bo

ve
, a

 fl
oo

r, 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

ly
 a

bo
ve

 z
er

o 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

se
t, 

at
 th

e 
di

sc
re

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
Ju

dg
e 

or
 C

om
m

is
si

on
er

. 
 Fo

r, 
ex

am
pl

e,
 in

 th
e 

ca
se

 o
f s

uc
ce

ss
fu

l p
ar

en
ta

l a
lie

na
tio

n,
 th

e 
C

ou
rt 

m
ay

 u
se

 a
 2

0%
 sh

ar
in

g 
fa

ct
or

 d
es

pi
te

 th
e 

lim
ite

d 
or

 a
bs

en
ce

 o
f c

on
ta

ct
 w

ro
n g

fu
lly

 c
re

at
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

cu
st

od
ia

l p
ar

en
t. 

 I h
op

e 
m

y 
op

in
io

n 
is

 h
el

pf
ul

 a
nd

 I 
ho

pe
 it

 w
ill

 b
e 

co
ns

id
er

ed
 a

t s
om

e 
fu

tu
re

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

. 
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R
ef

er
en

ce
s t

o 
in

di
vi

du
al

s’
 n

am
es

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 n

ot
 re

la
tin

g 
to

 c
om

m
en

ta
ry

 o
n 

th
e 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t g

ui
de

lin
es

 h
av

e 
be

en
 e

di
te

d 
as

 a
lle

ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
 a

re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
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M
em

be
r o

f t
he

 P
ub

lic
 

Th
e 

cu
rr

en
t f

or
m

ul
a 

fo
r w

ha
t i

s d
is

ho
ne

st
ly

 c
al

le
d 

"C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt"
 in

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 is

 p
un

iti
ve

 b
y 

de
si

gn
.  

It 
is

 
in

te
nd

ed
 to

, a
nd

 d
oe

s a
ct

ua
lly

, p
un

is
h 

al
m

os
t e

xc
lu

si
ve

ly
 fa

th
er

s a
s i

f t
he

y 
w

er
e 

gu
ilt

y 
of

 so
m

e 
cr

im
e.

  A
 g

re
at

 
m

an
y 

si
nc

er
e 

pe
op

le
 b

el
ie

ve
 th

at
 th

is
 is

 c
om

pl
et

el
y 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
.  

So
m

e 
ha

ve
 w

or
ke

d 
ha

rd
 to

 in
fla

te
 th

e 
m

yt
h 

of
 th

e 
"a

bl
e 

no
n-

pa
ye

r"
, t

ha
t i

s, 
a 

m
an

 w
ho

 h
as

 th
e 

m
ea

ns
 to

 p
ay

 b
ut

 re
fu

se
s t

o 
ac

ce
pt

 th
is

 a
s h

is
 o

bl
ig

at
io

n.
 S

om
e 

"a
bl

e 
no

n -
pa

ye
rs

" 
do

 e
xi

st
, b

ut
 n

ot
 in

 th
e 

qu
an

tit
y 

an
d 

pr
op

or
tio

n 
th

at
 th

e 
w

om
en

's 
ha

te
 g

ro
up

s h
av

e 
cl

ai
m

ed
.  

Fa
r m

or
e 

of
te

n 
a 

no
n-

pa
ye

r i
s a

 m
an

 li
vi

ng
 in

 p
ov

er
ty

.  
B

ut
 it

 is
 h

ar
d 

to
 g

en
er

at
e 

ha
tre

d 
fo

r t
he

se
 m

en
 a

t t
he

 b
ot

to
m

 o
f t

he
 

ec
on

om
ic

 la
dd

er
, a

nd
 so

 th
e 

m
yt

h 
of

 a
 w

el
l -o

ff
 m

an
 w

ho
 si

m
pl

y 
re

fu
se

s t
o 

pa
y 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t o

ut
 o

f s
el

fis
hn

es
s w

as
 

m
an

uf
ac

tu
re

d.
 

 It 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

ni
ce

 to
 b

el
ie

ve
 th

at
 o

ur
 d

em
oc

ra
tic

 fo
rm

 o
f g

ov
er

nm
en

t, 
cr

af
te

d 
by

 th
e 

ge
ni

us
 o

f o
ur

 fo
un

di
ng

 fa
th

er
s, 

m
ak

es
 o

ur
 n

at
io

n 
im

m
un

e 
or

 a
t l

ea
st

 re
si

st
an

t t
o 

th
e 

ha
tre

d 
bo

rn
 o

f p
re

ju
di

ce
 si

nc
er

el
y 

fe
lt 

an
d 

si
nc

er
el

y 
tu

rn
ed

 in
to

 
ac

tio
n 

by
 th

os
e 

im
pr

is
on

ed
 b

y 
le

ss
er

 fo
rm

s o
f g

ov
er

nm
en

t. 
 S

ad
ly

, e
ac

h 
of

 u
s k

no
w

s w
el

l o
f t

he
 c

ou
nt

er
ex

am
pl

es
 

fr
om

 o
ur

 h
is

to
ry

 th
at

 th
is

 is
 n

ot
 th

e 
ca

se
.  

 
 R

ep
ea

te
dl

y 
ou

r h
is

to
ry

 c
on

ta
in

s e
pi

so
de

s w
he

re
 th

e 
m

as
se

s s
up

po
rte

d 
th

e 
co

nv
ic

tio
n 

th
at

 o
ne

 g
ro

up
 o

r a
no

th
er

 d
id

 
no

t d
es

er
ve

 th
e 

ju
st

ic
e 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
so

 b
ril

lia
nt

ly
 w

ov
en

 in
to

 o
ur

 C
on

st
itu

tio
n 

an
d 

B
ill

 o
f R

ig
ht

s. 
 S

la
ve

ry
 n

ea
rly

 
br

ok
e 

ou
r c

ou
nt

ry
, a

nd
 th

e 
Ji

m
 C

ro
w

 b
el

ie
fs

 h
av

e 
ye

t t
o 

be
 e

ra
di

ca
te

d 
in

 th
e 

he
ar

ts
 a

nd
 m

in
ds

 o
f a

ll 
ou

r c
iti

ze
ns

.  
Th

e 
op

pr
es

si
on

 o
f w

om
en

, b
as

ed
 o

n 
si

nc
er

el
y 

he
ld

 b
el

ie
fs

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
ph

ys
io

lo
gi

ca
l i

nf
er

io
rit

y 
of

 w
om

en
, t

oo
k 

ge
ne

ra
tio

ns
 to

 re
so

lv
e.

  T
he

 in
te

rn
m

en
t o

f A
m

er
ic

an
 c

iti
ze

ns
 o

f J
ap

an
es

e 
de

sc
en

t w
as

 e
nd

or
se

d 
an

d 
ac

ce
pt

ed
 a

t t
he

 
hi

gh
es

t l
ev

el
 o

f g
ov

er
nm

en
t.  

 A
t t

he
 h

ei
gh

t o
f t

he
se

 o
pp

re
ss

iv
e 

pr
ac

tic
es

, i
f y

ou
 h

ad
 a

sk
ed

 th
e 

av
er

ag
e 

ci
tiz

en
, t

he
y 

w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

ex
pr

es
se

d 
ou

tra
ge

 
at

 th
e 

id
ea

 th
at

 m
em

be
rs

 o
f t

he
 o

pp
re

ss
ed

 g
ro

up
s o

ug
ht

 to
 b

e 
tre

at
ed

 fa
irl

y:
 th

at
 th

ey
 o

ug
ht

 to
 h

av
e 

th
e 

ju
st

ic
e 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
pr

om
is

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
C

on
st

itu
tio

n 
an

d 
Bi

ll 
of

 R
ig

ht
s. 

 W
e 

w
er

e 
ab

le
 to

 b
e 

co
nv

in
ce

d 
th

at
 th

es
e 

gr
ou

ps
 w

er
e 

no
t d

es
er

vi
ng

 o
f f

ai
rn

es
s, 

an
d 

hi
st

or
y 

un
am

bi
gu

ou
sl

y 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 th
at

 th
ey

 d
id

 n
ot

 g
et

 it
.  

 Th
e 

el
ec

te
d 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t o

fte
n 

em
br

ac
ed

 th
e 

m
is

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

th
at

 su
pp

or
te

d 
pr

ej
ud

ic
e,

 te
ac

hi
ng

 th
at

 th
e 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

re
ga

rd
 fo

r t
he

 o
pp

re
ss

ed
 g

ro
up

 w
as

 ju
st

ifi
ed

.  
A

nd
 sa

dl
y,

 th
e 

co
ur

ts
, t

im
e 

an
d 

tim
e 

ag
ai

n,
 o

ff
er

ed
 th

em
se

lv
es

 a
s t

he
 

to
ol

s o
f b

ig
ot

ry
, b

en
di

ng
 th

ei
r i

nt
er

pr
et

at
io

ns
 o

f t
he

 st
at

ut
e 

la
w

 to
 se

rv
e 

th
es

e 
irr

at
io

na
l h

at
re

ds
. 

 H
is

to
ry

 a
ls

o 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 th
at

 so
m

et
im

es
, i

t w
as

 th
e 

co
ur

ts
 th

at
 le

d 
th

e 
co

un
try

 o
ut

 o
f t

he
 v

ile
 m

ire
 o

f p
re

ju
di

ce
. 

 It 
is

 sa
dl

y 
ea

sy
 to

 c
on

ne
ct

 w
ith

 o
ur

 in
ne

r p
re

ju
di

ce
 e

ve
n 

to
da

y.
  A

sk
 y

ou
rs

el
f: 

sh
ou

ld
 w

e 
be

 fa
ir 

an
d 

ju
st

 to
 b
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, w
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ou
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 th

e 
st
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ly
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m
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e 
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 th
e 
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al

th
 p

re
m

iu
m

s a
nd

 u
ni

ns
ur

ed
 e

xp
en

se
s f

or
 

th
e 
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ild

re
n,

 w
hi

le
 im

pl
yi

ng
 th

at
 a

ny
 m

en
tio

n  
of

 th
e 

pa
re

nt
's 

he
al

th
 p

re
m

iu
m

s a
nd

 e
xp

en
se

s s
ho

ul
d 

be
 c

on
si

de
re

d 
so
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ex

tra
or

di
na

ry
" t

ha
t t

he
y 

so
m

eh
ow

 re
pr

es
en

t a
n 

"e
xt

re
m

e 
fin

an
ci

al
 h

ar
ds

hi
p,

" r
eq

ui
rin

g 
th

e 
pa

re
nt
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xp
la

in
" 
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em

? 
 Is

n'
t i

t n
or

m
al

 fo
r a

 p
ar

en
t t

o 
in

su
re

 h
im

se
lf?

  I
sn

't 
it 

in
 th

e 
ch

ild
's 

be
st

 in
te

re
st

 fo
r t

he
 p

ar
en

t t
o 

ha
ve

 h
ea

lth
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ve
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 fo
r h

im
se

lf?
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D
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ra
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n 
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ly
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le

ad
in

g,
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ad
eq

ua
te

, a
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 d

ire
ct

 
co

nt
ra

ve
nt

io
n 

of
 th

e 
st

at
e's

 F
am
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 C

od
e 

se
ct

io
n 

40
59

(d
). 

 T
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 p
ar

en
t's

 p
er

so
na

l h
ea

lth
 c

ar
e 

pr
em

iu
m

s a
nd

 
un

in
su

re
d 

ex
pe

ns
es

 sh
ou

ld
 a

bs
ol

ut
el

y 
be

 in
cl

ud
ed

 a
s a

 d
ed

uc
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

st
at

e's
 fo

rm
ul

a 
fo

r c
al

cu
la

tin
g 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t, 

an
d 

I s
us

pe
ct

 th
at

 th
is

 fo
rm

 is
 c

au
si

ng
 to

o 
m

an
y 

pa
re

nt
s t

o 
un

w
itt

in
gl

y 
be

 o
bl

ig
at

ed
 to

 p
ay

 m
or

e 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t t
ha

n 
th

ey
 a

ct
ua

lly
 o

w
e 

un
de

r s
ta

te
 la

w
. (

Ed
ito

r’
s N

ot
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 T
hi

s c
om

m
en

t h
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 b
ee

n 
fo
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ar

de
d 

to
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dm
in
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tra

tiv
e 

O
ff

ic
e 

of
 

th
e 

C
ou

rts
 st

af
f f

or
 re

vi
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 o
f c

om
m

en
t r

el
at

in
g 
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m
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 d
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rig

ht
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 p
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Th
e 

m
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t i
m

po
rta

nt
 c

ha
ng

es
 n

ee
de

d 
ar

e)
ta

ke
 a

w
ay

 th
e 

in
ce

nt
iv

e 
to

 a
sk

 fo
r c

us
to

dy
 to

 a
vo

id
 p

ay
in

g 
su

pp
or

t; 
2)

  
1)

 U
nf

or
tu

na
te

ly
, I

 h
ea

r c
as

e 
af

te
r c

as
e 

w
he

re
 a

 p
ar

en
t w

ho
 h

ad
 n

o 
in

te
re

st
 in

 ra
is

in
g 

th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

be
fo

re
 th

e 
di

vo
rc

e,
 w

ill
 fi

gh
t f

or
 fu

ll 
cu

st
od

y 
to

 a
vo

id
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t o

bl
ig

at
io

ns
. I

n 
m

y 
pe

rf
ec

t w
or

ld
, t

he
re

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
no

 c
hi

ld
 

su
pp

or
t a

nd
 5

0/
50

 c
us

to
dy

, e
xc

ep
t i

n 
ca

se
s w

he
re

 th
e 

ch
ild

 te
st

ifi
es

 to
 p

hy
si

ca
l a

bu
se

. 
 Pe

rh
ap

s t
he

re
 c

ou
ld

 b
e 

a 
ru

le
, i

f a
 c

hi
ld

 is
 le

ft 
w

ith
 a

 th
ird

 p
ar

ty
, t

he
 o

th
er

 sp
ou

se
 h

as
 fi

rs
t r

ig
ht

 o
f r

ef
us

al
, a

nd
 a

ny
 

tim
e 

ta
ke

n 
by

 th
e 

ot
he

r s
po

us
e 

is
 c

om
pe

ns
at

ed
 a

t t
he

 sa
m

e 
ra

te
 a

s d
ay

ca
re

. S
o,

 st
ar

tin
g 

at
 5

0/
50

 p
re

su
m

pt
io

n,
 if

 A
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av

es
 th

e 
ch

ild
 w

ith
 a

 n
an

ny
 2

4/
7,

 B
 c

an
 o

pt
 to

 ta
ke

 th
e 

ch
ild

 a
ll 

th
at

 ti
m

e 
an

d 
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 c
om

pe
ns
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ed
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10

 p
er

 h
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r, 
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 d
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 d
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ee
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 T
ha

t i
s $

84
0 

pe
r w

ee
k 
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bo
ut
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 p

er
 m

on
th
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ha

t i
s w
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st

 c
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e,
 if
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en
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m
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ch
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 If 
th
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gr
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 a
 d

iff
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en
t t

im
e 
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e,
 sa

y 
B

 g
et

s 9
0%

, i
f A

 st
ill
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 th

e 
ki
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 w

ith
 a

 n
an

ny
 d

ur
in

g 
hi

s e
nt
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tim
e,

 h
e 

on
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 p
ay

s B
 1
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th

 th
e 
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fig
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. T
hi

s e
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ou
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 to
 ta

ke
 le

ss
 c

us
to

di
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m
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if 
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 p

la
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ire
 

so
m
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 to
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 th
e 

ch
ild
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n 

fo
r h

im
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Th
e 

C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt 
G

ui
de

lin
e 

is
 a

rb
itr

ar
y 

an
d 

un
fa

ir.
 In

 m
y 

ca
se

, t
he

 fa
m

ily
 re
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de

nc
e 

in
 w

hi
ch

 th
e 

m
ot

he
r r

es
id

ed
 

w
ith

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

w
as

 e
ss

en
tia

lly
 p

ai
d 

of
f, 

w
ith

 o
nl

y 
ne

gl
ig

ib
le

 m
on

th
ly
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cu

rr
in

g 
co

st
s f

or
 in

su
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e/
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xe

s. 
Th

e 
G

ui
de

lin
e 

m
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e 
no
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ep
tio

n 
fo

r t
he
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m

ou
nt

 o
f m
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ey

 th
e 

fa
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er
 h
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 p
ay

 fo
r s

po
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al
/c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t b
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ed
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n 

th
e 

fa
ct

 th
at

 th
e 

fa
m

ily
 re

si
de

nc
e 

ha
d 

be
en

 p
ai

d 
of

f. 
Th

is
 p

ro
vi

de
d 

th
e 

m
ot

he
r w

ith
 e

xc
es

si
ve

 m
on

th
ly

 in
co

m
e,

 a
nd

 
st

rip
pe

d 
th

e 
fa

th
er

 o
f n

ee
de

d 
ca

sh
 fl

ow
 to

 p
ay

 h
is

 o
w

n 
m

on
th

ly
 c

os
ts

. A
cc

om
m

od
at

io
n 

ne
ed

s t
o 

be
 m

ad
e 

fo
r a

ct
ua

l 
co

st
s, 

no
t j

us
t a

 st
an

da
rd

 fo
rm

ul
a.

 T
hi

s w
as

 a
 h

ug
e 

fin
an

ci
al

 b
ur

de
n 

in
 m

y 
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se
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I p
ar
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 th
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B
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, w
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 C
ha

pt
er
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 o

f t
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 D
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ft 
R

ep
or

t i
s f
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al
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t, 
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d 
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t m
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g 

as
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e 

in
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t f
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m
 st
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ol
de
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 In
 g

en
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, t
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 p
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an
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 v
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y 
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at
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y 

an
d 
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ea

rly
 c
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m
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e 
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en
t G
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e 
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 C
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 u
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s 
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en
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lly
 fl

aw
ed

 a
nd

 d
oe

s n
ot

 w
or

k.
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 in
cr

ea
se

s l
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ga
tio

n 
of

 c
us

to
dy

/v
is

ita
tio

n,
 a

nd
 is

 a
 g

re
at

 S
O

U
R

C
E 

of
 

co
nf

lic
t b

et
w

ee
n 

pa
re

nt
s. 
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e 
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po

rte
d 
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e 
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e 
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 a
s c

le
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r a
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po
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d 
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e 

Ju
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al

 C
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nc
il'
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l l
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ke
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 th

e 
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po
rti

ng
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f t
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 st
ak

eh
ol

de
r i

np
ut

 re
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s a
s i

f t
he

 c
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rt 
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er
s 

su
pp

or
t t
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m

is
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: t
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 G
ui

de
lin

e 
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 su
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ta
nt

ia
lly

 fi
ne

, o
nl

y 
m

in
or

 c
ha

ng
es

 a
re

 n
ee

de
d,

 a
nd

 th
at

 c
ou

rt 
us

er
s j

us
t 

ne
ed

 to
 b

e 
"e

du
ca

te
d"

 to
 m

ak
e 

th
e 

G
ui

de
lin

e 
w

or
k.

 It
 w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
be

en
 m

or
e 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 fo

r t
he

 Ju
di

ci
al

 C
ou

nc
il'

s 
re

se
ar

ch
 c

on
tra

ct
or

 to
 h

av
e 

re
po

rte
d 

th
e 

co
ur

t u
se

rs
' i

np
ut

 th
at

 th
e 

cu
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en
t G

ui
de

lin
e 

is
 in

 n
ee

d 
of

 su
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ta
nt

ia
l c

ha
ng

e 
w

ith
ou

t e
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g 

ou
t t

he
 m
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ge
.  

 M
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eo
ve

r, 
th

e 
Ju

di
ci

al
 C

ou
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il'
s r
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h 
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nt

ra
ct
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di
te

d 
th

e 
st

ak
eh

ol
de

r i
np

ut
 to

 th
e 

po
in

t o
f b

ei
ng

 fa
ct

ua
lly
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co
rr

ec
t. 

Ev
en

 th
ou

gh
 th

e 
m
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or

ity
 o

f p
ar

tic
ip

an
ts

 in
 th

e 
B

ur
ba

nk
 m

ee
tin

g 
sa

id
 th

at
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t s

ho
ul

d 
no

t b
e 

ba
se

d 
on

 a
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
of

 a
 p

ar
en

t's
 in

co
m

e,
 b

ut
 ra

th
er

 o
n 

th
e 

A
ct

ua
l C

os
t o

f R
ai

si
ng

 a
 C

hi
ld

, t
he

 Ju
di

ci
al

 C
ou

nc
il'

s 
re

se
ar

ch
 c

on
tra

ct
or

 re
po

rte
d 

th
at

 "
O

ne
 p

ar
tic

ip
an

t i
n 

Bu
rb

an
k 

ag
re

ed
 w

ith
 th

is
 v

ie
w

po
in

t, 
bu

t m
os

t o
f t

he
 o

th
er

 
pa

rti
ci

pa
nt

s i
n 

B
ur

ba
nk

 fe
lt 

th
at

 th
is

 m
et

ho
d 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
un

re
as

on
ab

le
" (

p.
 1

18
). 

Th
is

 is
 fa

ct
ua

lly
 in

co
rr

ec
t. 

Th
e 

re
co

rd
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
vi

ew
ed

 a
nd

 th
is

 sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

rr
ec

te
d.

 In
 fa

ct
, t

he
 c

om
m

on
 u

ni
fy

in
g 

th
em

e 
of

 m
os

t c
ou

rt 
us

er
s i

n 
bo

th
 th

e 
Sa

n 
Fr

an
ci
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o 

an
d 

B
ur

ba
nk

 m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 th
at

 th
e 
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si

s o
f t

he
 c

ur
re

nt
 G

ui
de

lin
e 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
th

e 
A

ct
ua

l C
os

t 
ra

th
er

 th
an

 a
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
or

 sh
ar

e 
of

 in
co

m
e.

 T
he

 st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 sh
ou

ld
 n

ot
 b

e 
si

le
nc

ed
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
ed

ito
ria

l p
ro

ce
ss

. 
 Fi

na
lly

, "
da

ta
 in

te
rp

re
ta

tio
n"

 o
n 

th
e 

su
rv

ey
s s

ho
ul

d 
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

pr
ov

id
ed

. S
ur

ve
ys

 a
re

 a
m

en
ab

le
 to

 "i
nt

er
pr

et
at

io
n"

. 
R

ev
ie

w
 o

f t
he

 ra
w

 d
at

a 
pr

ov
id

ed
 c

le
ar

ly
 in

di
ca

te
s t

ha
t t

he
 c

ur
re

nt
 G

ui
de

lin
e 

do
es

 N
O

T 
m

ee
t t

he
 p

ol
ic

ie
s s

et
 fo

rth
 

by
 th

e 
Le

gi
sl

at
ur

e.
 B

as
ic

 su
rv

ey
 re

po
rti

ng
 w

ou
ld

 c
le

ar
ly

 in
di

ca
te

 th
at

 c
er

ta
in

 p
ol

ic
ie

s a
re

 m
or

e 
st

ro
ng

ly
 n

ot
 b

ei
ng

 
m

et
 th

an
 o

th
er

s, 
an

d 
th

is
 sh

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
th

en
 b

ee
n 

tie
d 

to
 th

e 
or

al
 in

pu
t o

f t
he

 p
ar

tic
ip

an
ts

. A
ga

in
, t

hi
s w

ou
ld

 e
nd

 in
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 c
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e 

in
co

m
e 

al
lo

ca
te

d 
to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

to
 a

lw
ay

s b
e 

lo
w

er
 

th
an

 1
00

%
 (t

he
 p

ar
en

ts
 su

re
ly

 m
us

t n
ee

d 
so

m
e 

in
co

m
e 

to
 su

rv
iv

e)
. I

n 
fa

ct
, i

n 
a 

nu
m

be
r o

f c
as

es
 th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f 

in
co

m
e 

al
lo

ca
te

d 
to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

by
 th

e 
cu

rr
en

t C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt 
G

ui
de

lin
e 

is
 a

bo
ve

 1
00

%
.  

K
ee

p 
in

 m
in

d 
th

at
 th

is
 

al
lo

ca
tio

n 
of

 in
co

m
e 

to
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
is

 b
ef

or
e 

an
y 

ad
di

tio
na

l a
llo

ca
tio

n 
fo

r e
du

ca
tio

na
l, 

un
-re

im
bu

rs
ed

 h
ea

lth
, a

nd
 

ch
ild

 c
ar

e 
ex

pe
ns

es
 (a

s p
er

m
itt

ed
 b

y 
la

w
). 

 S
in

ce
 th

is
 a

llo
ca

tio
n 

of
 in

co
m

e 
to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

is
 th

en
 u

se
d 

to
 c

al
cu

la
te

 
th

e 
ac

tu
al

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t p
ay

m
en

t, 
it 

is
 fa

ir 
to

 c
on

cl
ud

e 
th

at
 th

e 
va

lid
ity

 o
f t

he
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t p

ay
m

en
t a

m
ou

nt
 in

 th
es

e 
ca

se
s i

s i
n 

qu
es

tio
n.

   
 Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f i

nc
om

e 
al

lo
ca

te
d 

to
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
is

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

in
pu

ts
 to

 th
e 

f o
rm

ul
a:

 
 

1.
 

K
-fr

ac
tio

n 
(a

s d
ef

in
ed

 in
 st

ud
y)

 is
 c

om
pu

te
d 

us
in

g 
th

e 
Pa

re
nt

s’
 c

om
bi

ne
d 

di
sp

os
ab

le
 n

et
 in

co
m

e,
 a

s 
fo

llo
w

s: 
 

To
ta

l N
et

 D
is

po
sa

bl
e 

In
co

m
e 

pe
r m

on
th

 
K

-fr
ac

tio
n 

$0
-$

80
0 

0.
20

 +
 T

N
/1

6,
00

0 
$8

01
-$

6,
66

6 
0.

25
 

$6
,6

67
-$

10
,0

00
 

0.
10

 +
 1

,0
00

/T
N

 
O

ve
r $

10
,0

00
 

0.
12

 +
 8

00
/T

N
 

 
2.

 
A

 ti
m

es
ha

re
 m

ul
tip

lie
r, 

w
hi

ch
 p

ro
gr

es
si

ve
ly

 in
cr

ea
se

s t
he

 in
co

m
e,

 a
llo

ca
te

d 
to

 th
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el
in

e.
 

 I u
nd

er
st

an
d 

th
at

 th
e 

cu
rr

en
t g

ui
de

lin
e 

ha
s b

ee
n 

a 
so

ur
ce

 o
f c

on
tro

ve
rs

y 
an

d 
di

sa
gr

ee
m

en
ts

 o
ve

r t
he

 y
ea

rs
, b

ut
 

ho
pe

fu
lly

 a
ll 

pa
rti

es
 in

vo
lv

ed
 c

an
 a

gr
ee

 th
at

 a
llo

ca
tin

g 
10

0%
 o

r m
or

e 
of

 th
e 

di
sp

os
ab

le
 in

co
m

e 
to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

al
on

e,
 a

nd
 le

av
in

g 
no

 in
co

m
e 

fo
r t

he
 p

ar
en

ts
 to

 su
st

ai
n 

th
em

se
lv

es
 m

us
t b

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 a
 se

rio
us

 b
re

ac
h 

of
 

m
at

he
m

at
ic

al
 ru

le
s a

nd
 c

om
m

on
 se

ns
e.

  T
he

 g
ui

de
lin

e 
ca

n 
be

 sh
ow

n 
to

 b
re

ac
h 

th
e 

10
0%

 th
re

sh
ol

d 
w

he
n 

ap
pl

ie
d 

to
 

fa
m

ili
es

 w
ith

 7
 o

r m
or

e 
ch

ild
re

n.
  H

ow
ev

er
, i

t p
ro

du
ce

s q
ue

st
io

na
bl

e 
re

su
lts

 e
ve

n 
w

he
n 

ap
pl

ie
d 

to
 sm

al
le

r f
am

ili
es

, 
as

 sh
ow

n 
be

lo
w

.  
A

ny
 fi

x 
to

 th
e 

gu
id

el
in

es
 is

 li
ke

ly
 to

 a
ff

ec
t m

os
t u

se
rs

 o
f i

t, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

sm
al

le
r f

am
ili

es
, s

o 
th

e 
po

te
nt

ia
l i

m
pa

ct
 o

f t
he

se
 e

rr
or

s i
s q

ui
te

 b
ro

ad
. 

 A
 re

la
te

d 
po

lic
y 

de
ci

si
on

, w
hi

ch
 a

ls
o 

ne
ed

s r
es

ol
ut

io
n,

 is
 to

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

w
ha

t p
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 in

co
m

e 
is

 re
as

on
ab

le
 to

 
al

lo
ca

te
 to

 th
e 

ch
ild

re
n.

  C
le

ar
ly

 a
llo

ca
tin

g 
10

0%
 o

r m
or

e 
is

 w
ro

ng
, b

ut
 c

an
 it

 e
ve

r b
e 

ju
st

ifi
ab

le
 to

 a
llo

ca
te

 9
9%

, 
98

%
, o

r e
ve

n 
93

%
 o

f d
is

po
sa

bl
e 

in
co

m
e 

to
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
an

d 
le

av
e 

on
ly

 7
%

 to
 th

e 
pa

re
nt

s. 
 T

he
 c

ur
re

nt
 g

ui
de

lin
e 

m
ak

es
 th

es
e 

ki
nd

s o
f q

ue
st

io
na

bl
e 

al
lo

ca
tio

ns
 e

ve
n 

m
or

e 
fr

eq
ue

nt
ly

. I
 h

av
e 

no
 d

ou
bt

 th
at

 so
m

e 
of

 th
e 

ob
je

ct
io

ns
 

an
d 

is
su

es
 w

ith
 th

e 
gu

id
el

in
e 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
in

 th
e 

re
vi

ew
 a

re
 ro

ot
ed

 in
 th

es
e 

di
sp

ar
iti

es
 o

f i
nc

om
e 

al
lo

ca
tio

n,
 

pa
rti

cu
la

rly
 w

he
n 

th
er

e 
is

 a
 sh

ar
ed

 c
us

to
dy

 a
rr

an
ge

m
en

t a
nd

 a
 la

rg
e 

di
ff

er
en

ce
 in

 in
co

m
e 

be
tw

ee
n 

th
e 

pa
re

nt
s. 

 Fo
r e

xa
m

pl
e:
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 c
om

m
en

ta
ry

 o
n 
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e 
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 su
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lin
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ga
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

as
e 

pr
oc

es
si

ng
 a

re
 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

op
e 

of
 th

is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

In
 a

 fa
m

ily
 w

ith
 fi

ve
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

w
he

re
 th

e 
co

m
bi

ne
d 

ne
t d

is
po

sa
bl

e 
in

co
m

e 
is

 $
6,

00
0 

an
d 

th
e 

pa
re

nt
s s

ha
re

 e
qu

al
 

cu
st

od
y 

(T
N

=$
6,

00
0,

 H
%

 =
 5

0%
, a

nd
 5

 c
hi

ld
re

n)
, t

he
 a

ct
ua

l c
om

pu
ta

tio
n 

is
 a

s f
ol

lo
w

s:
 

    
   

 P
er

ce
nt

 o
f i

nc
om

e 
al

lo
ca

te
d 

to
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

= 
k-

fr
ac

tio
n 

* 
tim

es
ha

re
 fa

ct
or

 *
 N

o.
 C

hi
ld

re
n 

m
ul

tip
lie

r 
  =

 0
.2

5 
* 

1.
5 

* 
2.

5 
= 

0.
93

75
 =

 9
3.

75
%

 
 

 
In

 th
is

 sc
en

ar
io

 e
ac

h 
ch

ild
 is

 a
llo

ca
te

d 
18

.7
5%

 o
f i

nc
om

e,
 w

he
re

as
 e

ac
h 

pa
re

nt
 is

 a
llo

ca
te

d 
on

ly
  

3.
12

5%
. 

 Fo
r e

xa
m

pl
e:

  
In

 a
 fa

m
ily

 w
ith

 fo
ur

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
w

he
re

 th
e 

co
m

bi
ne

d 
ne

t d
is

po
sa

bl
e 

in
co

m
e 

is
 $

1,
50

0 
an

d 
th

e 
pa

re
nt

s s
ha

re
 e

qu
al

 
cu

st
od

y 
(T

N
=$

1,
50

0,
 H

%
 =

 5
0%

, a
nd

 4
 c

hi
ld

re
n)

, t
he

 a
ct

ua
l c

om
pu

ta
tio

n 
is

 a
s f

ol
lo

w
s:

 
    

   
 P

er
ce

nt
 o

f i
nc

om
e 

al
lo

ca
te

d 
to

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
= 

k-
fr

ac
tio

n 
* 

tim
es

ha
re

 fa
ct

or
 *

 N
o.

 C
hi

ld
re

n 
m

ul
tip

lie
r 

  =
 0

.2
5 

* 
1.

5 
* 

2.
3 

= 
0.

86
25

 =
 8

6.
25

%
 

 
 

In
 th

is
 sc

en
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io
 e
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h 

ch
ild

 is
 a
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ca
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d 

21
.5

62
5%

 o
f i

nc
om

e,
 w

he
re

as
 e

ac
h 

pa
re

nt
 is

 a
llo

ca
te

d 
on

ly
  

6.
87

5%
. 

 I w
ou

ld
 a

pp
re

ci
at

e 
yo

ur
 in

cl
us

io
n 

of
 th

e 
ab

ov
e 

le
tte

r i
n 

its
 e

nt
ire

ty
 (l

es
s m

y 
ad

dr
es

s)
, t

o 
th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 fe
ed

ba
ck

 se
ct

io
n 

of
 th

e 
st

ud
y.

  I
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

ev
en

 m
or

e 
ap

pr
ec

ia
tiv

e 
if 

so
m

eo
ne

 fi
xe

d 
th

e 
m

at
h 

pr
ob

le
m

 in
 th

e 
gu

id
el

in
e,

 so
 th

at
 I 

co
ul

d 
on

ce
 a

ga
in

 te
ll 

m
y 

ch
ild

re
n 

w
ith

 c
on

fid
en

ce
 th

at
 o

ur
 Ju

di
ci

al
 a

nd
 L

eg
is

la
tiv

e 
br

an
ch

es
 o

f G
ov

er
nm

en
t a

re
 fa

ir 
an

d 
ba

la
nc

ed
 in

 th
ei

r a
dm

in
is

tra
tio

n 
of

 o
ur

 la
w

s. 
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 c
al
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w
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 b
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A
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R
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d 
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t l
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en

se
 h
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de
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 st

op
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ng
 th

em
 fr

om
 w

or
ki

ng
 ru

in
in

g 
fa

m
ily

's 
th

ro
ug

ho
ut

 
th

e 
na

tio
n.

 E
nd

  f
am

ily
 la

w
 a

nd
 le

t A
m

er
ic

an
s g

o 
ba

ck
 to

 w
or

k,
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t i
nv

ol
ve

m
en

t i
nt

o 
fa

m
ily

 li
ve

s i
s s

im
pl

y 
C

om
m

un
is

m
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I d
o 

no
t a

gr
ee

 w
ith

 th
e 

C
hi

ld
 S

up
po

rt 
G

ui
de

lin
e,

 a
lth

ou
gh

 I 
am

 a
t t

he
 e

nd
 o

f r
ai

si
ng

 m
y 

ch
ild

re
n,

 m
y 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
w

ith
 C

hi
ld

 S
up

po
rt 

in
cl

ud
ed

 a
 fa

th
er

 w
ho

 m
is

re
pr

es
en

te
d 

hi
s i

nc
om

e,
 q

ui
t h

is
 jo

b 
vo

lu
nt

ar
ily

, t
he

n 
pe

tit
io

ne
d 

th
e 

co
ur

ts
 to

 lo
w

er
 h

is
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t, 

be
ca

us
e 

he
 w

as
 st

ar
tin

g 
hi

s o
w

n 
bu

sin
es

s, 
w

hi
ch

 w
ou

ld
 w

ith
in

 1
 to

 2
 y

ea
rs

 w
ou

ld
 

in
cr

ea
se

 h
is

 in
co

m
e,

 w
hi

ch
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
w

ou
ld

 th
en

 b
en

ef
it 

fr
om

, a
nd

 h
e 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
ab

le
 to

 te
ac

h 
th

em
 th

e 
bu

sin
es

s 
to

 e
ns

ur
e 

th
ei

r f
ut

ur
e 

fin
an

ci
al

ly
.  

D
ur

in
g 

th
is

 ti
m

e,
 a

fte
r t

he
 ju

dg
m

en
t t

o 
in

de
ed

 re
du

ce
 c

hi
ld

 su
pp

or
t, 

I f
ou

nd
 o

ut
 

th
at

 th
e 

fa
th

er
 w

as
 e

ng
ag

ed
 to

 b
e 

m
ar

rie
d,

 a
nd

 w
as

 m
ov

in
g 

1,
00

0 
m

ile
s a

w
ay

.  
A

t f
irs

t, 
hi

s w
ife

 p
ai

d 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t, 
bu

t t
he

n 
th

ey
 d

iv
or

ce
d 

an
d 

he
 se

es
 h

is
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

3 
to

 4
 ti

m
es

 a
 y

ea
r, 

in
st

ea
d 

of
 th

e 
co

ur
t o

rd
er

 o
f e

ve
ry

 o
th

er
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be
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nd
 th

e 
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is
 st

ud
y.

   

 
C

om
m

en
ta

to
r 

C
om

m
en

ts
 

w
ee

ke
nd

, a
nd

 o
nc

e 
du

rin
g 

th
e 

w
ee

k.
  M

y 
pr

op
os

al
 is

 th
at

 th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

fo
llo

w
-u

p 
in

 a
 c

as
e 

su
ch

 a
s t

hi
s. 

 T
he

 ju
dg

e 
(w

ho
 w

as
 re

tir
ed

 b
ut

 c
al

le
d 

in
 to

 su
b)

 sl
ep

t t
hr

ou
gh

 h
al

f o
f t

he
 p

ro
ce

ed
in

gs
!  

  Th
is

 le
ft 

m
e 

to
 ra

is
e 

tw
o 

ch
ild

re
n 

on
 a

n 
on

-a
ga

in
, o

ff
-a

ga
in

 su
pp

or
t s

ys
te

m
, a

nd
 b

ec
au

se
 h

is
 se

co
nd

 w
ife

 w
as

 q
ui

te
 

w
ea

lth
y,

 h
e 

w
as

 a
bl

e 
to

 ta
ke

 th
em

 to
 E

ur
op

e,
 sk

iin
g 

in
 C

ol
or

ad
o,

 H
aw

ai
ia

n 
va

ca
tio

ns
, a

nd
 y

et
 m

y 
ch

ild
 su

pp
or

t w
as

 
ne

ve
r i

nc
re

as
ed

 d
ur

in
g 

ou
r d

iv
or

ce
, w

hi
ch

 b
eg

an
 in

 1
99

6.
  I

 d
o 

no
t h

av
e 

th
e 

in
co

m
e 

to
 re

tu
rn

 to
 c

ou
rt 

si
nc

e 
al

l o
f 

m
y 

w
ag

es
 w

en
t t

o 
m

ai
nt

ai
ni

ng
 a

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
.  

I b
el

ie
ve

 th
at

 c
hi

ld
 su

pp
or

t s
ho

ul
d 

be
 re

vi
ew

ed
 e

ve
ry

 2
 to

 3
 y

ea
rs

, a
t 

m
in

im
um

.  
M

y 
ex

-h
us

ba
nd

 w
as

 p
hy

si
ca

lly
 v

io
le

nt
 w

ith
 m

e 
du

rin
g 

ou
r m

ar
ria

ge
, a

nd
 w

as
 a

rr
es

te
d 

fo
r b

at
te

ry
, a

nd
 I 

am
 a

fr
ai

d 
to

 c
on

fr
on

t h
im

 o
n 

m
y 

ow
n.

  S
o 

(a
s I

 a
m

 su
re

 h
e 

ho
pe

d)
 I 

le
ft 

w
el

l-e
no

ug
h 

al
on

e.
  B

ut
 th

is
 is

 n
ot

 th
e 

id
ea

l 
an

d 
w

ith
 fo

llo
w

-u
p,

 a
fte

r a
 c

ha
ng

e 
of

 su
pp

or
t, 

m
ig

ht
 a

vo
id

 w
ha

t o
ur

 fa
m

ily
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

ed
. 
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to

 a
 q

ua
ra

nt
in

e 
of

 o
ne

-h
al

f o
f  

he
r h

us
ba

nd
’s

 e
ar

ni
ng

s p
rio

r t
o 

an
y 

ch
ild

 su
pp

or
t c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
be

in
g 

m
ad

e,
 a

s w
el

l a
s a

 
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n 

as
 to

 h
er

 ri
gh

ts
 to

 5
0%

 o
f h

is
 in

co
m

e 
fo

r 2
00

8,
 o

r a
t a

 m
in

im
um

 3
8%

, a
s a

w
ar

de
d 

to
 h

er
 a

s t
em

po
ra

ry
 

al
im

on
y 

fr
om

 th
e 

St
at

e 
of

 H
us

ba
nd

’s
, u

nt
il 

as
 su

ch
 ti

m
e 

th
e 

m
ar

ita
l s

itu
at

io
n 

of
 P

la
in

tif
f i

s f
in

al
iz

ed
, d

is
so

lv
ed

 o
r i

n 
th

e 
ev

en
t s

he
 c

ho
os

es
 to

 re
m

ai
n 

m
ar

ri e
d.
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t j
ud

ic
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l i
nt
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an

d 
th
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e 

is
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ow
n 
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ga

l 
au

th
or

ity
 th

at
 a

dd
re

ss
es

 th
e 

is
su

es
 in

 th
is
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ar

tic
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ar
 c
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e.

 T
he

 F
am

ily
 C

od
e 

ad
dr

es
se

s a
 su

bs
eq

ue
nt

 sp
ou

se
 b

ut
 n

ot
 

an
 e

xi
st

in
g 

sp
ou

se
 w

ho
 is

 d
ep

en
de

nt
 o

n 
he

r h
us

ba
nd

’s
 in

co
m

e 
fo

r h
er

 so
le

 m
ea

ns
 o

f s
up

po
rt.

 A
n 

ex
em

pt
io

n 
is

 g
iv

en
 

to
 a

 st
ep

-p
ar

en
t’s

 e
ar

ni
ng

s a
nd

 p
la

in
tif

f a
ss

er
ts

 th
at

 th
is

 is
 a

 c
as

e 
w

he
re

in
 a

 d
ev

ia
tio

n 
fr

om
 g

ui
de
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APPENDIX E 

Project Staff Biographies  

Jane Venohr, Center for Policy Research (CPR) Economist and Research Associate. Jane 
Venohr was the guideline review project manager. Dr. Venohr is one of the nation’s leading 
experts on child support guidelines and has worked with more than 30 states to develop and 
review their child support guidelines in the last 20 years. Since joining CPR in 2007, Venohr has 
led child support guidelines projects for 18 states, directs the Texas Niños Sanos evaluation, and 
has conducted numerous research projects on child support and child care for state and federal 
government agencies and foundations. Dr. Venohr holds a PhD in economics from the 
University of Colorado. 
 
Jessica Pearson, CPR Director. Jessica Pearson was the assistant project manager for this 
guideline review. Dr. Pearson is a nationally recognized expert on child support issues. She was 
the lead researcher for the national evaluation of the Access and Visitation Demonstration 
Projects and the Responsible Fatherhood Demonstration Projects. She has worked closely with 
many state and local child support agencies on the design and successful implementation and 
evaluation of major demonstration projects dealing with hospital-based paternity, incarcerated 
noncustodial parents, child support arrears, victims of domestic violence, responsible fatherhood, 
and numerous enforcement remedies and interventions aimed at improving child support 
collections. Dr. Pearson has been published extensively on child support topics and is a regular 
presenter at national conferences for the child support and judicial communities. Dr. Pearson 
holds a PhD in sociology from Princeton University. 
 
Nancy Thoennes, CPR Associate Director. Nancy Thoennes analyzed case file data. Dr. 
Thoennes has been the coprincipal investigator for virtually every child support project CPR has 
conducted, with the exception of the guidelines projects. One of her most substantial data 
analysis activities was the analysis of The Violence Against Women Survey, which involved 
telephone interviews with national probability samples of 8,000 women and 8,000 men to gather 
information on the extent, nature, and consequences of various forms of violence, including 
partner violence, sexual assault, and the first national study on stalking. Dr. Thoennes holds a 
PhD in sociology from the University of Denver.  

 
Rasa Kaunelis, CPR Research Associate. Rasa Kaunelis managed and analyzed case file data 
for this guideline review. She also managed and analyzed the data for the Arizona child support 
guidelines review. She is currently working with the child support workforce agency, and court 
in Arapahoe County, Colorado, to collect information on unemployed noncustodial parents who 
are referred to an innovative seek-work program. She is also monitoring data collection in a 
multisite investigation of the effects of outreach to pregnant and new parents about paternity and 
child support. Ms. Kaunelis was a key researcher on a study for the National Campaign to 
Prevent Teen and Unplanned Pregnancy on methods of outreach to young men about unplanned 
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pregnancy. She has worked with child support agencies; Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
programs; workforce agencies; and courts in multiple settings. Ms. Kaunelis holds an MPA from 
the University of Colorado.  
 
Carly Everett, CPR Research Associate. Carly Everett conducted extensive qualitative research 
and literature searches and assisted with calculating child support amounts under various case 
scenarios, focus groups, and writing the report for this guideline review. Ms. Everett joined CPR 
in January[2010?]. Prior to that time, she was an attorney in Indianapolis, Indiana, practicing in a 
variety of areas, including mental health, family, medical malpractice, competitive business, 
bankruptcy, labor and employment, and tax. Ms. Everett also conducts nationwide, extensive 
research regarding effective practices in streamlining child support modification procedures. She 
additionally provides back-up, general assistance for many of CPR’s projects, including prisoner 
reentry programs and medical support programs. Ms. Everett holds a JD from Indiana University 
and is on track to obtain an MPA. from University of Colorado in May 2011. 
 
David Betson, Economist. David Betson conducted original research on child-rearing costs (e.g., 
the cost of raising children in California) for this guideline review (see Appendix A). Dr. 
Betson’s measurements of child-rearing expenditures form the basis of almost 30 state child 
support guidelines, which is more than any other measurement. He conducted his original 
research on child-rearing expenditures for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in 
1990 using five different estimation techniques. His 1990 research fulfilled a congressional 
mandate and was aimed to assist states with the development and review of state child support 
guidelines. Dr. Betson is also a member of the National Academy of Science and is affiliated 
with the Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin. Some of Dr. Betson’s 
most recent research concerns the impact of the WIC program on baby formula prices. He holds 
a PhD in economics from the University of Wisconsin and is an associate professor of economics 
and the former director of the Hesburgh Program in Public Service at the University of Notre 
Dame. 
 
Paul Legler, Research Associate. Paul Legler assisted with the focus groups, the literature 
review on low-income families, and other analysis. Most of Mr. Legler’s work over the past 
eight years has focused on developing more sensible child support policies for low-income 
parents. Currently, Mr. Legler is the project director for a demonstration project in Hennepin 
County, Minnesota, that will provide parenting education, access, and visitation services, 
employment assistance, and other assistance to parents with new orders. Some of Mr. Legler’s 
other child support projects include the Memphis Initiative to Promote Parental Responsibility 
and Healthy Marriages (Tennessee 2006); Breaking Down Barriers to Voluntary Paternity 
Establishment (Minnesota 2005); Strengthening Families, which assisted custodial and 
noncustodial parents with family issues at the time of TANF applications (Hawaii 2006–2007); 
and Low-Income Fathers Pilot Demonstration Project (Louisiana 2004–2005). Mr. Legler is the 
author of Low-Income Fathers and Child Support: Starting off on the Right Track, published 
through the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Mr. Legler holds a JD from the University of Minnesota 
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and an MPA from Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government. He currently is 
the president of Innovative Social Policy, LLC. 
 
Kelli Kreycik, CPR Office Manager. Kelli Kreycik assisted with data entry and project 
management. Ms. Kreycik holds a BS degree from the University of California, Berkeley. 
 
David Youngstrom, CPR Research Assistant. David Youngstrom assisted with data entry for the 
guideline’s case file review. Mr. Youngstrom has worked with CPR since 2009, performing 
various tasks including assisting with data entry and phone interviews with noncustodial fathers 
in Tennessee and Arapahoe County, Colorado. He also works with Greenprint Denver to 
promote energy efficiency and green living. Mr. Youngstrom previously worked as the national 
account manager for the Ingram Book Company and Baker & Taylor, the two largest book 
wholesalers in the country. 
 
Nick Anderson, CPR Research Assistant. Nick Anderson assisted with the guideline review by 
calculating child support amounts for several states under various case scenarios. He also 
assisted with data entry. Mr. Anderson holds a BS degree from the University of Colorado. 
 
Marsi Buckmelter, Editor. Marsi Buckmelter holds a BA in English and an MS in technical 
communication, both from the University of Colorado.  
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