Washington State Superior Court Judges
Uniform Child Support Guidelines
Effective Date:

July 10, 1982




WASHINGTON STATE

ASSOCIATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

UNIFORM CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES

FAMILY LAW COMMITTEE
"AND
OF¥FICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR FOR THE COURTS |




Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

FAMILY LAW COMMITTEE

1980-81

Gerard M. Shellan, Chairman
Sidney R. Buckley '
William Dowell

Donald H. Thompson

James D, Roper

Stuart C. French

Hon.

Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

‘Hon.

Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

1981-82

James D. Roper, Chairman
Gerry Alexander B
Milton Cox

Carol A. Fuller

‘Thomas L. Lodge

Rosselle Pekelis
Gerard M. Shellan
Donald #H. Thompson
Philip J. Thompson
Anthony P. Wartnik
J. Kelley Arnold
Larry M. Kristianson
William E. Howard

Project Staff:

Bill Hewitt, Staff
Judicial Services

& Activities

Office of the Administrator

for the Courts _
Temple of Justice, Olympia
{206) 753-5780




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

During the development of these guidelines, all local bar
associations were provided with draft materials and many indivi-
dual members of the bar provided comments which have been
invaluable. 1In particular, the Committee and staff wishes to
thank:

Mr. Miles F. McAtee; McAtee and Associates, Seattle

Members of the State Bar Family‘Law Section Executive
Committee

Mr. Porter Kelley; Wolfstone, Panchot, Bloch and Kelley,
Seattle

Professor Eugene Silberberg, Seattle, for making availabkle
his summaries of Consumer Expenditure Survey Series data

Members of the Seattle-King County Bar Association
Subcommittee on Child Support Guidelines

The following individuals took time to provide written
comments:

Charles Burns, DSHS/OSE Ratherine D. Makus, Walla Walla
G. Bruce Clement, Asst. AG Gary A. Morean, Aberdeen
Pat Cockrill, Yakima Maryalice Norman, Seattle

Eugene Hammermaster, Sumner Robert G. Perlman, Everett
Halleck Hodgins, Seattle : ‘

The Family Law Committee wishes to extend special thanks to
Bill Hewitt for his constructive and continuing efforts and
without whose assistance this pro:ec would not have been
feasible.

S L.
Vi /

James D. Roper, Chairman Gerdrd M. Shellan, Past Chairman




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Guidelines
INCOME + « « « o o o o o o o o o o s o o o
Disposable INCOME .« « « « « s « o« = o o o o o
Pro-Rata Share of Schedule Amount . C e e e
Ranges of Support . . « « + « « o « o o o o

Relationship Between Temporary and Permanent
SUPPOLE & &« v« ¢ o « o o 4 s & s e s 4 e e e

Spousal Support .+ < « ¢ + . . ... e v e e e e
Ages of Children . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o o & s s o
Child Care EXPENSES .« « o o« o o & 2 s s = + o
Limit on Maximum Supporﬁ to be Ordered .
Annual Adjustments . . . . ¢« 4 o« e e e s e s
Visitation Adjustments . « . ¢« ¢ ¢« « o « o o =
Effect of New Children on Support Obligations
Children Over 17 . ¢ « ¢ « o « o &« o o o o & o
Suggested Worksheets
Disposable Income Coﬁpptation Sheet . .+« « o &
Basic Child Support Level Computation Sheet
Worksheét for Spousal Support .« .+ o 4+ 4 e o .
Child Support Guideline Schedules
Children 0-6 . . . . . ; .
Children 7=15 . ¢ « ¢« « &« o o s o o = .7. .
Children 16-=17 . « &« &« o =« « + o o s s« o o o« =
How the Schedules Were Derived . . . « o ¢ + o -0 &
Plans for RevisSiOn .« « « o o « o o o o o o = s s s

: Bibliography - - - [] L] - » - - . - - - . - . . -

-—f-

Page

10
12
20

21



GUIDELINES FOR USE OF ASCJ UNIFORM
CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE

THE CHILD SUPPORT SCHEDULE IS DESIGNED TO PROVIDE GUIDELINES
FOR JUDGES, ATTORNEYS AND LITIGANTS TO ESTABLISH CHILD SUPPORT
LEVELS. USERS ARE CAUTIONED TO REMEMBER THAT THE SCHEDULES SHOW
AVERAGES DERIVED FROM ECONOMIC DATA AND ARE GUIDELINES ONLY.
INDIVIDUAL CASES IN CONTROVERSY SHOULD BE DECIDED ON THE FACTS OF
EACH CASE.

Introduction

A major purpose of these guidelines is to promote settlement
of child support disputes by providing flexible and realistic
. measures of predictability regarding judicial standards for child
support determinations. It is anticipated that these will be
helpful for attorneys working with clients in the office and in
settlement conferences with the court.

The overriding principle of these guidelines is to maximize
the attention paid by the parties and the court to the rights of
the children with respect to support, and the duties of both
parents to share as much as possible in the maintenance of the
children at a level of living which is comparable to that
available to their parents. The guidelines and schedule also
‘seek to isolate issues relating to child support from spousal
support issues.

The child support schedule is designed to establish dollar
amounts for an appropriate basic level of child support at dif-
ferent income levels and family sizes. It uses the total net
income of both parents to establish the schedule amount. Support
actually to be paid by the non-custodial spouse to the custodial
spouse will be a fraction of the schedule amount based on the
percentage of the total net income earned by the non-custodial
spouse. Worksheet 2 on page 6 may be used for this purpose.

INCOME: This is income of both parties from all sources. It is
recommended that all income be annualized and that copies of
the last two years' tax returns accompany financial

_ statements, as well as current wage stubs.

Income from non-parents: These guidelines do not take into
account income from other adults who may reside with either
of the separated spouses at the time of divorce. For pur-
poses of modification of initial support awards, income from
new spouses may become relevant; however, the guidelines
assume that the level of living at which parents have a duty
to support their children will be primarily reflective of the
parents' own income. Step-parent contributions toward the
household expenses of either divorced parent should not serve
to markedly affect the obligations of the natural parents to
provide support for their own children.
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OUTSIDE INCOME OF OLDER CHILDREN IS A .
FACTOR RECOGNIZED AS APPROPRIATE FOR THE
COURT TO CONSIDER IN DETERMINING SUPPORT

DISPOSABLE INCOME: (See Worksheet #1) The schedule applies to
the total disposable income of both parties. The following
deductions from total income should be made to arrive at
disposable income: :

(211 deductions should be annualized)

a. Taxes. The standard deductions applicable to the
number of exemptions provided by law will be used to
establish the amount of taxes.

b. Social Security (FICA)

c. State Industrial Insurance

d. Union Dues

e. Prior support payments (where there is proof of the
annual amount actually being paid)

NOTE: Other mandatory deductions imposed by law or
contract, such as retirement benefits, may be con-
sidered by the court.

PRO-RATA SHARE OF SCHEDULE AMOUNT: After the basic support level
is determined, the pro-rata share of both parents will be
determined from the opticnal worksheet or by any appropriate
percentage arithmetic display. Example: If total net income
is $1,800 and if the custodial spouse contributes $600 and
the non-custodial $1,200, the non-custodial spouse will be
expected to pay 66.6% of the basic support level amount to
the custodial spouse. (See Worksheet #2)

RANGES OF SUPPORT: The schedules include columns indicating
"high", "medium" and "low" support amounts for each income
level listed. It is the high column which reflects a norm of
support established through analysis of BLS Consumer
Expenditure data, as discussed in pp. 12 through 13 of this
booklet. ' '

Inclusion of ranges provides an additional reminder to par-
ties and the judges that no single schedule amount will be
appropriate in all cases. Debt structure, substantial deduc-
tions from the obligor's monthly income for children's medi-
cal insurance, unigue occupational expenses, frequent
visitation and direct cost-sharing are examples of con-

Co2- , -~ 7/10/82




siderations which may serve to warrant reductions from the
"high" column.

It is presumed that in the majority of cases, individual dif-
ferences will not account for variations outside the ranges
in the schedule.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEMPORARY & PERMANENT SUPPORT: The schedule
: is intended to be used for both temporary and permanent sup~
port awards. This is consistent with the intent of the

guidelines to separate issues related to rights of children
and duties of parents from issues related to spousal support
and/or rehabilitation. Temporary or permanent spousal sup-
port needs which may require additional financial obligations
on the non-custodial spouse are dealt with separately in
these guidelines.

SPOUSAL SUPPORT: These guidelines intend that spousal support
determinations occur within the context of the marginal
income available to the parties after child support obliga-
tions are established and with the proviso that the dispos-
able income of the non-custodial spouse in no case be reduced
below 50% for any combination of child support and spousal
support.

No schedule of percentages is developed for this purpose.
Instead, a worksheet is suggested for use to clearly display
the margin of available income which is left for the court to
distribute if spousal support is needed between temporary and
final orders or for a rehabilitative period after divorce.
(See Worksheet #3) '

AGES OF CHILDREN: Economic data shows that as children get older
the percentage of family consumption budgets spent on
children increases significantly enough to warrant the dif-
ferent age~-specific schedules included. There are separate
schedules for children 0-6, 7-15 and 16-17 years of age.

Where the ages of the children require use of more than one
schedule, calculate the per child amounts from the
appropriate family size column and add them together. The
same family size column will always be the reference; for
example, i% there are two children, the per-child amount must
always be a fraction of the "two-children" column on each

schedule, if three children, always a fraction of the "three
children" column, etc. See p. 1l of this booklet for

examples.

CHILD CARE EXPENSES: Reasonable child care expenses actually
being paid shall be considered by the court in determining
the amount of support to be paid by the non-custodial to the
custodial spouse. Whenever possible, child care costs should
be awarded as a supplement to the basic award, pro-rated in
the same manner as for basic support and treated as a
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separate item in the order. (See optional portion of Work-
sheet #2)

LIMIT ON MAXIMUM SUPPORT TO BE ORDERED: The guidelines presume
that as a rule the disposable income of the support obligor
will not be reduced below 50%, regardless of the presumptive
support level derived from the schedules. The rationale for
this proviso is that reduction below 50% may have the effect
of undermining an obligor's incentive to remain emploved.

ANNUAL ADJUSTMENTS: The guidelines recommend that annual
adjustment provisions be included in all orders of child
support. The guidelines do not recommend a specific adjust-
ment formula, but do recommend that orders specify the basic
income and deductions information which must be exchanged
between the parties for adjustment purposes.

Users of the schedule should be aware that one adjustment
method is an annual reapplication of the schedule itself by
the parties. This will accomplish adjustments to account
for changes in total income of the parents, the pro-rata
share each parent earns, and for changes in the ages of the
| children. The children's expected level of living will
continue to be tied to that available to the parents and
any changes in cost of living will affect them all egqually.

VISITATION ADJUSTMENTS: During visitation periods of four to six
weeks or longer, support payments by the obligor may ordi-
narily be abated by 50%. Consideration of visitation related
or other direct cost-sharing by the obligor should be
effected at the time of the decree within the ranges
established in the schedule.

EFFECT OF NEW CHILDREN ON SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS: A parent's obli-
gations for support of his or her children extends to all of
that parent's natural or adopted children. Presumptively,
the percentage-of-income obligation of a support obligor for
children of a first marriage (or paternity determination)
will decrease if there are new children born to the support
obligor, and he or she does actually provide support for all
the children.

CHILDREN OVER 17: These schedules and guidelines are not
intended to apply to children who have reached the age of
majority.

—4- 7/10/82




3.

WORKSHEET 1

DISPOSABLE INCOME COMPUTATION SHEET

Custodial Spouse

Total income from
all sources (except
payments received
for children of

previous marriage)*

Deductions**

a.
b.
C.
d.

e.

Disposable Income

Taxeg***

FICA

Ind. Ins.

Union dues

Current support
obligation for
children of
obligor (where
proof .is avail-
able about amcunt
actually being
paid)

- TOTAL

Non=Custodial Spouse

*Court will require COpleS of last two years'

verify "total income" figures for non-wage income and copies

tax returns to

of present wage stubs to verify present wage earnings.

**21] claimed deductions should be annualized and divided by
12 to arrive at monthly amounts.

x**x*paductions for taxes will be based on the annualized income
and the number of exemptions provided by law.

=
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WORKSHEET 2

BASIC CHILD SUPPORT LEVEL COMPUTATION SHEET

A. Non-Custodial Parent Disposable Income
(From Worksheet 1)

B. Custodial Parent Income (From Worksheet 1)

C. Total: Use This Figure for Applying Schedule

'D. Total Child Support From Schedule

E. % of Total, Non-Custodial (A &+ C)

F. % of Total, Custodial (B = C)

G. Non-custodial Parent's Share (E x D)

"H. Custodial Parent's Share (F x D)

ADDITIONAL COSTS FOR PAID CHILD CARE

I. Monthly Child Care Costs

J. Non-Custodial Spouse Share (E x I)

K. Custodial Spouse Share (F x I)

-6- ' 7/10/82




WORKSHEET 3

WORKSHEET FOR SPOUSAL SUPPORT

NON-CUSTODIAL SPOUSE INCOME
AND SUPPORT PAID

A. Non-Custodial Spouse Net Income:
(From worksheet #2, line A)

B. Child Support
(From worksheet #2,
line G)

CUSTODIAL SPOUSE INCOME AN'D SUPPORT RECEIVED

C. Marginal Inccme,'
After Support

F,

G.

H.

Custodial Spouse Net Income
(Fram worksheet #2, line B)

Child Support from Non-
Custodial (From line B)

Total Income for Family of
_+ without spousal support
(F + G)

SPOUSAL SUPFORT DISPLAY

{A minus B)

D. 50% of Non-Custodial
Spouse Net Income

E. Income Available
for Spousal

I.

J.

Income of Non-Custodial
Spouse Available for Spousal
Support (Based on no more
than 50% reduction)

(Fram line E)

Spousal Support Proposed -

Support, Special
Needs, etc.

(C minus D)

'REVISED INCOME OF PARTIES IF SPOUSAL SUPPORT

ORDERED

K-

LD

Non~Custedial
(C minus J)

Custodial Family, persons
{(H + J)

-7= 7/1C




WASHINGTON STATE ASSOCIATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

CHILD SUPPCRT GUIDELINE SCEEDULE

| SCHEDULE B: CHILDREN 7-15 YEARS OF AGE |

TNTay .
91er. ONE CHILN TwO CHILOREN THREE CHILODREN FOouUR CHILDRFEN
TNCOMrP
{HLW] L0OwW MEN HIGH LOW MED HIGH LOw MED HIGH LOwW MED HIGH
500 1191 123 145 174 19% 2t T 222 2%1 261 261 275 7?90
§57 111 i35 159 191 215 230 244 265 Z2RT 297 ok 319
ADYO 122 148 174 299 235 261 2464 290 3112 113 3131 %A
s50 132 160 iae 226 255 283 2848 314 33e 139 35%R 37T
Ta0 167 173 292 243 278 304 10 338 36s 155 3R6 &406
Tar 152 HET 217 261 293 32k 31z 67 391 391 413 435
Apn 162 197 232 278 313 36 %5 LN 418 L1A 41 hh%
L \72 2na 246 296 3133 370e 377 &1 X% bbb LY. 493
ilelo) in3 222 261 313 392 191 400 L35 4Tn &70 L4948 522
95c 192 234 275 33n 72 412 422 459 LA Le5 5213 551
too” 2ne 250 294 362 A4nt 452 ©83 524 S6E Sh4 59 A 627
1 asc 711 25A 101 370 Ll7 4§ 49 537 SR} 579 61l 641
LR 215 251 nT ERA &27 674 509 549 Q4 51 626 65 ¢
1152 219 2hh 33 38R URT LY 51s 5481 60% 607 bal - &6TS
200 224 212 iz kLTS &65 495 - 526 573 6109 822 656 691
1250 2?8 217 326 &4Nns 455 So¢ 537 585 632 636 672 707
1307 232 2R3 3 &l & LH5 517 5458 597 66 S 650 686 122
135¢C 237 ZA8 339 %22 475 SZR 559 619 &5R 664 11 738
1400 241 293 345 %31 &85 g3ac 570 6§20 470 679 716 T54
1452 256 290a 152 639 &96 545 581 632 683 6913 T3l T70Q
15930 - 251 304 354 44R S04 S&60 592 bhb 696 7 747 186
1§5¢C 255 110 265 457 5ie ST 603 65%¢& Too 172 162 802
L&00G 260 315 3T 466 524 sAz 613 a6? 721 735 778 817
1450 264 320 177 474 534 593 624 679 T34 150 791 833
1708 769 326 34 4813 S44 &0« 635 691 747 Ta& AT B&9
1750 273 332 390 491 553 6lé 646 73 TAD 178 222 865
180nc¢ 278 a3y 397 500 562 625 &57 T1S 173 793 837 RB L
1850 2a 3z 343 403 509 877 &6 667 126 785 807 BS527 RS T
1900 287 34%9 41N SinA SH2Z &5& T 6TA 138 Tan B2l .1-7.] 912
1980 291 354 &lé . €26 592 658 &A9 750 A1l 835 ARz 928
2000 295 159 422 535 602 6469 TOQ T&62 RZ% RSO 897 Qb
2109 Ing 371 4135 552 &21 &n 0 122 785 849 B7a az7 976
220C 314 381 LTy STN rGl T2 Thé ann n7s 937 958 1Qo0F
2300 323 392 LY-31 sar A51 734 765 833 992 935 9R7? 1M19
2407 332 &n3 A14 604 679 18% 787 asy 926 964 1417 10T1
25492 140 &13 GRA k22 &£99 TrY a0a 8R0 g5} 993 10&R 1103
- 2609 3an L724 4an mhia Ti9 1909 a3in 974 TT 1021 1377 1136
2100 354 435 512 656 Tir azeo RS2 9727 1092 1049 1108 1166
2800 ART Gh4d 52% . TG 758 R4 2 BTG 95 1078 ’ 1078 1138 1198
280" ar? ST 538 691 TT8 Rad 1946 975 175 1176 ller L1229
30007 38s 46R 551 708 T4 ras 917 99A [A73 1135 119fr 1261
3L00 194 L&19 5463 T?6 Als q9017 939 1022 1105 lie4s 122R 1293
1207 4n3 491 576 Ta2 A1S 97A 961 1045 1130 1192 12%8B 1324
3300 L12 S01 589 160 ARG 50 9A3 1049 Y154 12?29 12Rrg 1356
- 3400 4zl 512 602 778 ars 972 1004 1497 1181 1249 1319 13RA
isn 430 523 615 154 a94 o973 1026 1114 1297 1277 1368 l4lS
3600 . ©3e 5313 627 ‘812 913 101% 1067 1160 1232 1306 1378 1451
ATN0 LB Sh& &4 B33 931 tnar 1069 1164 1L2%A 1339 1479 14R3
3A00 457 555 453 Adbd 952 10%AR 1091 11A7 1283 [363 1438 151%
3900 466 566 566 kg 972 1080 1113 1211 1309 1391 1469 1546
[Xols byl &Ts 9T7 679 A8z 9%2 1192 1135 --1235 1335 1420 1499 1578
€250 498 04  T11 925 1040 1156 1188 1293 1398 1471 157& 657
4500 520 632 743 968 LORS 1210 1243 1352 1462 1562 1649 1736
4750 542 655 175 1011 1138 1264 1297 L1412 1526 1633 172¢ 1B13
5Q00 565 686 A07 1054 1186 131A 1352 1471 1590 1705 1800 1B9S
5250 SRY TL3 LER 1998 1235 1372 1406 1530 165% 1777 1875 1974
5500 410 140 871 - 1142 1284 1427 t460 1589 1719 1848 1950 2053
§750 8132 1868 903 1185 1333 14Aat 1515 1648 1782 1919 2025 2132
670N 654 795 935 1229 1381 1535 1569 1708 18&% 1990 2100 2211

SUPPORT OBLIGOR PAYS A PERCENTAGE OF THE SCHEDULE AMOUNT BASED ON
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INCOME: IF THE OBLIGOR EARNS 65% OF THE
TOTAL INCOME, SUPPORT TO BE PAID IS 65% OF THE SCHEDULE AMOUNT.

SEE WORKSHEET #2. '

' WHEN CHILDREN ARE IN DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS, SEE PAGE 1] |
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WASHINGTON STATE ASSOCIATION COF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINE SCHEDULE

| _SCHEDULE A: CHILDREN 0-6 YEARS OF AGE |

AGAR Y
nesr., ONE CHILD THO CHILDREN - THREE CHMILDREN FAUR CHILNAEN
INCNMF
(HEw) LOwW MED HIGH LOw MFD  HIGH LDW MED  HIGH LOw MFD  HIGH
son as 168 123 148 13- iRs 199 205 222 222 235 2%7
550 5 116 136 162 183 203 207 226 2&& P 257 271
60N 104 126 148 178 271 2272 226 246 266 266 281 296
L1y 112 134 160 192 216 260 245 2606 28F z2n9 145 321
700 121 167 [ - 207 2%} 256 266 - 2848 311 D B 32a 345
7560 12¢ 157 185 222 259 277 283 Qe 33z 3313 351 avo
an0 138 167 197 27 26K 296 102 iza ase 5% i7s 195
250 147 i79 210 251 203 34 Az 369 377 377 398 4@
{02 15% 189 222 266 ing 333 330 349 3ac 00 472 fb
950 164 19% 23¢ 281 Jie 351 159 3990 &322 522 L4k WG
1000 175 213 25n inT 3ag 38¢ il YN 481 4R 57 534
1050 179 218 256 115 55 Iz 420 557 17 452 s2n0 547
1100 1a3 222 261 322 363 4013 429 &57 50% 595 533 541
1187 184 226 260 1319 T 612 %39 &77 Sla 517 545 ST4
1703 190 231 2712 337 31749 621 448 4AT s27 s2R 558 587
1250 194& 235 277 T 387 &£3c 456 497 537 54 | S71 691
1300 198 261l 283 152 394 &6 456 507 S&4R 551 563 614
Y250 202 245 28k 359 404 &g 475 517 553 565 597 428
140¢C 204 250 294 k1Y) 612 458 485 527 572 5771 k] &4 1
1450 209 254 299 374 420 &&67 494& 517 581 SRQ 622 555
1500 z213 259 105 3IR2 479 &T7 503 S6B 592 601 515 [X-3:]
155" 217 2h4 N ijag &37 LLT S13 558 &M3 bl& 54 8 682
14600 221 269 36 196 &6 % 495 522 SABR 6t 625 LR AT S
1 65C 225 213 321 403 &54 504 530 577 §2¢ 638 674 7739
HE L 2R 217 125 &1n LY. ¥4 5113 540 587 635 £50 586 T22
1150 232 28z 33z 418 &T1 523 569 5948 &4t 862 699 736
1R00 © 236 286 337 G246 &TS 532 958 60% &s7 674 712 749
1959 240 292 3&3 %33 &R7 561 568 &l8 4468 &AT 725 763
[ Rcdelal 264 296 3&8 &40 &95 550 577 &28 679 698 737 716
1959 248 ang 1546 447 512 559 S&7 638 490 111 758" . 79N
2nap 251 3405 3s9 £55 512 s69 595 &4B 702 723 783 a93
2109 259 315 370 &£T0 78 5Aa7 6lé& -X-X:] 722 Ta7 TA9 8130
2200 2587 324 381 &84 S64 &% 632 &AB Tad 771 8l4 as?
7300 274 333 392 4«99 B2 - K24 651 709 LY 798 Ba4D RAG
2400 282 343 403 14 578 ki 2 hh9 T2FR 787 B20 8435 911
2571 230 i52 L1k 529 595 -1 &RB T8 Bow Réd a1 938
2600 287 Isl 425 S5&3 4l AT 3 T06 THS A31 858 917 965
2703 304 370 L35 S55R 628 &9 R T2% TA9 253 ] 9% 2 92
2a0n 312 379 Lbb 573 st 7lea 743 g08 ATa 917 968 1019
2900 320 3R8 457 587 L1} T34 762 .82s 294 941 994 1045
Ina= lzr 3ga 460 &2 &R 753 180 B&9 ata %45 1018 1072
100 335 407 479 &17 [ S-74 T71 749 870 940 9A9 1044 1099
3zon 343 417 490 632 711 790 a17 AB89 961 1013 1070 11?6
1377 351 426 501 b4ab 127 BOR A36 909 9483 1038 1095 1153
1400 3158 435 12 62 744 B> 1 ase %30 10095 1062 1121 §189
3509 IbA 445 523 676 760 845 AT2 949 1926 ' 106 1147 1237
AK0D 374 454 534 &90 17 863 8491 969 104¢& 1l 1172 123¢
3rce 381 463 545 706 T84 AR ? 910 990 (070 113% 1198 1261
YAQD 388 472 555 120 81n 0N 924 1210 LQ92 1159 1224 12A=
31900 ige 441 S66 T3S azT 919 a4k 1030 1113 1193 1249 1315
4002 404 490 sT7 150 A4l 917 9&% 1050 1135 1208- 1279 1342
%2590 %23 514 805 784 RRS QA3 1011 1100 11R9 126R 1339 1409
4500 H42 537 632 823 926 1029 1087 1151 (1244 1329 1473 1477
4750 w61 540 559 as0 67 107S 1103 1201 1298 1390 L1467 1544
<Q00 480 583 &A6 897 1009 1121 1149 1291 1352 1490 1530 1611
§$25 sSa1 607 Tlé 9346 10S0 13147 1196 L3N] 1417 IS11 1995 1679
5500 519 630 741 910 1092 12113 12642 1351 146l 1571 1659 1744
57150 %3A 653 748 1007 1131 1259 12R8 1401 1515 1632 1722 1411
6100 554 b6 795 1044 1174 1305 1335 1452 1ST0 1693 17R7 RA]

SUPPORT OBLIGOR PAYS A PERCENTAGE OF THE SCHEDULE AMOUNT BASED ON
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INCOME: IF THE OBLIGOR EARNS 65% OF THE
TOTAL INCOME, SUPPORT TO BE PAID IS 65% OF THE SCHEDULE AMOUNT.

SEE WORKSHEET 32.

{WHEN CHILDREN ARE IN DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS, SEE PAGE 1l |
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WASHINGTON STATE ASSOCIATION OQF SUPERIQR COURT JUDGLES

CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINE SCHEDULL

SCHEDULE C: CHILDREN 16-17 YEARS QF AGE

TOT AL
oise. ONE CHILD TWO CHILDRFHN THRFE CHILOREN FOUR CHILDPEN
INCOME
{HGW) LOW  MEN HIGH LO¥  MED HIGH LOW MEQ  MIGH LOW  HMED HIGH
500 17 142 167 200 225 250 255 278 3nn 300 3l 332
%50 128 156 1a3 220 247 27% 281 105 333 330 349 367
600 140 179 209 2410 2710 300 3ne 311 361 160 3190 400
650 152 tAe . 217 260 292 3125 332 351 age 390 41l 431
710 161 198 233 2ap 315 asg 357 3R9 470 420 bbeds 4T
750 175 z13 257 391 317 37S 183 h16 &SN 650 475 590
noe 87 227 267 320 160 450 40A Lat &n” 482 06 5313
RS0 191 241 2R3 349 387 42% %34 472 13 510 539 567
a3~ 21 25% 309 367 &ns 450 45a son 540 540 57D 600
CETe 222 269 317 180 427 4TS Y 527 572 ST 601 631
1007 237 287 334 416 4" 520 555 674 £57 645 645 721
1052 242 296 146 426 479 532 563 516 H&E 665 702 739
1199 267 100 3153 816 490 545 580 631 fAZ 832 120 158
1158 252 3ne 150 S 501 557 567 645 697 698 73T T
1200 258 313 368 %55 512 550 605 659 712 715 754 794
1259 262 31e ars YY) 824  SA7 617 672 726 731 0 OTT1 R12
1300 267 32% 38z 475 53% 594 531 6RS 141 - 74T 1R8  a13p
- 1350 272 332 390 4R5 S46 607 663 699 756 . 166 BOT 869
1490 278 337 97 49s 557  &16% 655 713 TTL 799 B4 B&T
1459 283 343 404 5N64 569 ° 632 67 724 785 796 84l BES
1507 28R 150 412 515% SRO  b4s 680 760 age] 813 B%A 903
1550 293 156 41% " 526 591 657 493 754 AaLs g29  87% ezt
1600 299 - 383 427 535 602 669 765 167 Aza B4t R93 940
1650 306 369 436 545 613 681 TOOTLT 741 A A2 9l0 958
1782 IN9 375 &4} 555 825 694 739 705 ase 879 927 74
1750 314 IA2 449 565 &35 7064 742 aona R73 BFS Q44 994
1800 319 348 458 575 647 19 755 821 ARR 912 962 1313
1859 326 3% 463 585 658 73l 7648 835 903 928 979 1031
1900 330 4200 47 505 &0  Ta4s 779 B&8 917 944 997 1049
1950 33% 408  47R 605 &B2  TSe 797 862 917 96" i7le 1067
2799 34N 413 4A6 61% 692 769 805 878 947 976 1031 1085
2109 350 425 500 534 Tta 792 a30 901 97¢ 1010 10h8 1122
2200 360 43R 515 654 736 818 254 930 1005 i642 1197 115"
2100 371 651 530 674  1%@ A4 3 aan 957 1635 1075 1135 1195
2402 181 4h”Z Sab 604 781 RA A 904 94 1066 1127 1189 1231
2502 391 75 559 Tl4 894 893 932 1012 196&° L1647 1204 1267
2600 402 488 574 T4 826 914 955 1039 (121 1174 12312 1304
2790 412 S0} %89 754 849 9413 979 10646 1152 1296 1273 13&n
2899 422 5132 1k} T4 A71 958 1005 1993 1182 123% 1309 1377
2909 433 52< &16 794 a%4 993 1029 1129 izl 1272 1342 1413
3000 443 53R €33 gla 916  1B1A 1954 1147 1240 137 1377 1449
3lo0 454 551 Y] 834 938 1042 . 1080 1175 1270 1237 142 14BR6
3209 A3 5613 662 854 940 1067 Llge 1202 1290 1372 lass 1522
330n 474 STS 677 R74 983 1092 1130 1229 1329 1493 1481 155%@
3400 484 SAR 492 894 1005 1117 1154 12%& 12358 1435 1515 159%
3s00 495 601 707 . 9l4 1028 llaz 1179 L1283 113187 1469 1550 1632
307 575 613 121 934 1157 1167 1206 1311 1417 1501 1585 1&68
irton 515 626 736 956 1073 1192 1229 1338 1%4p 1534 1619 1704
3A00 S26  &3R 751 974 1095 1217 1254 1364 1475 15567 1654 174l
390N 536 6%t 766 994 1118 - 1242 1279 1392 1505 1599 1888 1777
4007 S46 BAE3 780 1013 1139 1266 1306 1419 1534 1633 1723 1814
4250 512 606 B17 163 1196 1329 1367 1s87 L[60R 171& 1812 1975
4500 - 591 726 BS4 1113 12%2 1391 1429 1555 16A1 1796 1898 1996
. 4750 62a 75T R91 1162 1308 1451 1491. 1422 754 1878 1993 20A7
5007 657 789 929 1212 1363 1515 1554 1691 1828 196C 2069 2179
5250 675 Ble 964 1262 1427 1578 1616 1758 1991 2042 2156 2rm9
5500 701 851 1001 1312 1476 1640 1679 1827 1975 2126 2242 238"
. 5750 72T 882 1138 1362 1532 17102 1761 1894 2048 2206 2328 245)
- 6000 752 914 1075 1411 1588 1764 1803 1962 2121 2798 2415 2542

SUPPORT OBLIGOR PAYS A PERCENTAGE OF THE SCHEDULE AMOUNT BASED ON
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INCOME: IF THE OBLIGOR EARNS 65% OF THE
TOTAL INCOME, SUPPORT TO BE PAID IS 65% OF THE SCHEDULE AMOUNT.
SEE WORKSHEET #2. -

| WHEN CHILDREN ARE IN DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS, SEE PAGE IT]
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CHILDREN IN DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS

EXAMPLE CALCULATIONS

EXAMPLE: Income = 2,000/mo. Two children ages 5 & 8

il
(%) ]
oOh
(el

1

Amount from Schedule A, Two children 285

]
R
[+}} %]
o

Amount from Schedule B, Two children ?+335

Nl

Schedulé Amount = § 620

'~ EXAMPLE: Income = 2,000/mo. Three‘children ages 4, 5 & 9

Amount from Schedule A, Three children = 700 = 233
' 3 +233

466

Amount from Schedule B, Three children = 824 =+277

Schedule Amount 743
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HOW THE SCHEDULES WERE DERIVED

Introduction

In 1980-1981, under the chairmanship of Judge Gerard M.
Shellan, Superior Court Judge in King County, the Association of
Superior Court Judges (ASCJ) Family Law Committee studied the
question of formulating of a uniform child support guideline for
Washington State and concluded that it would be a valuable under-
taking. The Committee's report was endorsed by the full
Association at its Annual Spring Conference at Port Ludlow,
Washington, in the Spring of 198l. Thereafter, the Office of the
Administrator for the Courts was requested to provide staff
assistance. Judge Shellan's Committee had identified six major
issues and features of a schedule to be included.

'As staff work on the project got underway, it was learned
that the State Bar Family Law Section Executive Committee was
exploring bar members' opinions about uniform guidelines, and
that a subcommittee of the Seattle-King County Bar Family Law
Section was undertaking a re-examination of the popular King
County schedule. Initial staff work on the project was devoted
in large part to reviewing bench and bar opinions about
guidelines, learning about major child support issues frrom the
King County Committee and State Bar members, and studying
features of schedules being used throughout the state and
elsewhere in the nation. The Clark County, Washington schedule
proved to be one which was gaining in popularity in the state,
and it subsequently provided the basic format for the uniform
schedule, although all the support amounts were altered based on
the review of economic data discussed in the following. Judge
James Roper took over the chairmanship of the Committee in
September, 1981 and directed the project through to completion.
A detailed account of the exploratory research and development
attending this project, and some discussion of possible future
research relating to child support guidelines, is available in
the form of an internship research report authored by William E,
Hewitt, Office of the Administrator for the Courts, Olympia, as
part of a course of study in the Institute for Court Management,
Court Executive Development Program, 1982, '

BASIC PRINCIPLES

The major issues and features to be addressed in the guide-
lines, as established by Judge Shellan's Committee, were as
follows:

~ A. Due consideration to be given to the earnings of both
parents.

B. The nature of the deductions that would be considered in
arriving at "net earnings.”
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C. Any such guidelines should provide a schedule of net
income up to three to four thousand dollars per month. -
This for the reason that most existing schedules are
several years old and have not taken into consideration
the inflationary factor.

D. Strong consideration should be given to utilizing a
"range of support" with possible variations in the amount
of support for different age groups of the children.

E. Any such schedule should include both temporary and per-
manent support provisions so as to establish some uni-
formity between the award made at the preliminary
hearing and later on in trial.

F. Such schedule may also include a provision, in a separate
column, for spousal maintenance, and if applicable, any
adjustment to be made for the children's support by
reason of such spousal maintenance.

Review of standard economic data, considerations of common
sense and opinions of bench and bar members gleaned from various
committee meetings and informal discussions, resulted in the
following additional principles which were to be incorporated
into the design of the schedules:

1. The expectations for support established in the schedule

' should be derived from what is known about what percent-
age of available income families actually do spend for
those things considered basic to the level of living
-children will experience together with their parents.
"Cost™ is determined by expenditures, not the other way
around. '

2. Family size is a variable known to effect cost of
raising a child, just as is total income. It will
"cost™ less to raise each child in a three child family
than it will to raise each child in a two child family,
when each familvy has the same income.

3. Costs of raising children vary enough with age to
warrant some specific means of taking age into account
‘when setting support obligations.

FAMILY EXPENDITURE DATA

The Bureau of Labor Statistics 1972-73 Consumer Expenditure
Survey Series (C.E.S.) provided the base for capturing the first
and second principles. It is a survey of actual expenditures,
and it presents separate expenditure tables for 11 different
‘income levels and for families of from one to four children. It
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does not provide any basis for distinguishing such cOsts as a
function of ages of children. Table 1 on page 15 shows the
C.E.S. figures for average family after tax incomes, the basic
actual average support-related expenditures, and their rela-
tionship expressed as the percentage the latter is of the former.
Notice that for the first four income levels the data shows that
the families actually spend more for these "necessities” than is
shown to be available as after tax income.

The term "basic support expenditures" covers the following
items which were extracted from the exceedingly detailed
groupings found in the C.E.S. report. The summary tables had
been prepared by Professor Eugene Silberberg, a Seattle
economist, and were made available to the Seattle-King County
Subcommi ttee and for use in this project.

FOOD PERSONAL
CLOTHING RECREATION
TRANSPORTATION EDUCATION
HEALTH READING
HOUSING : MISCELLANEQUS

. Excluded from basic support expenditures were such things as
costs for alcohol, tobacco, gifts and contributions.

APPORTIONING TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES BETWEEN
PARENTS AND CHILDREN

The expenditures of a family unit are measurable and are
measured- in such studies as the 1972-73 C.E.S. That portion of
total family expenditures which each member of the family
"consumes" is, arquably, not measurable at all. At least, it is
certainly not measurable to any degree of precision nor by use of
methods similar to those available to measure total family
expenditures. Such things as housing, transportation, recreation
and so on, are shared in by family members in ways which do not
lend themselves to clear counting and cost determination
procedures. The accepted method to deal with this problem is to
use a per capita distribution. Thus items like per person
housing and transportation costs are more influenced by family
‘size than by age and sex of family member; food and clothing
costs (which do admit of some better measurement methods) can be
more directly measured in relation to age and sex.

In arriving at a methodology to use for apportioning total
family expenditures into "parents'’ share" and "children's share”,
staff sought to use the simplest method consistent with a degree
of precision appropriate to the task and the amount of research,
education and explanation. it would take to utilize highly
detailed economic data and methods. The result was a decision to
treat all family expenditures as equally divisible between the
family members and use the resulting figures as the basis for
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" TABLE 1

ONE CHILD FRMILIED

e

1. Annual incame

After Taxes

t1972-73! | 3,388 | 4,287 S,153) 5,8781 6,764 7.9651 9,489 | 11,428} 14,499 18,326 ] 39,369
2. Basic Support ; :

Expenditures

{1972-73} 4,363 5,068} s5,332| 6,074 6,652| 66,9781 8,093 g8,662 1 10,202] 12,3791 15,464

3. Basic Support As
Petcentage of In—
come }_\fter Taxes 129.0) 1.18.0) l03.0] 03.0 98.0 88.0 85.0 76,0 70.0 68.0 53.0

4. Relative Incame

© Level Adjusted
to 1982 (Col. 1x2) | 6,776 8,574 ] 10,066 11,956 | 13,528 15,930} 18,978 | 22,856 ] 28,998 } 36,652 58,738

5. mnthly‘lncare
Coi. 4 +12 565 715 A3% 380 1,127 1,328 1,582 1,905 2,417 3.054) 4,895

TWO CHILDREN FAMILIES

1. Annual Income
After Taxes

{1972=73} 3,409 | 4,335 5,055} 5,968 6,860 1 7,990} 9,552 11,583 14,628 | 18,390 | 28,787
2. Basic Support

Expenditures

(1972=-731 4,910 % 5,094 5,742 6,044] 6,289! 7,325]| 8,070 9,194 } 11,035 | 12,996 | 17,103

3. Basic Suppert As
Percentage of In=
come After Taxes 144.01 118.0; 114.0 101.0 92.0] 92.0 85.0 79.0 75.0 71.0 59.0

4, Relative Incame .
Level Adjusted ‘ )
to- 1982 (Col. IX2 6,818 | 8,670 10,110 11,936 13,720 15,980 | 19,104 | 23,178 § 29,256 36,780 | 57,574

5, Monthly Incame _
col. 4 7 12 568 723 843 995 1,143| 1,332| 1,592| 1,931 2,438¢ 3.065{ 4,799

THREE CHILDREN FAMILIES

1. Annual Income

After Taxes

{1972-73} 3,486 | 4,332| 5,228 6,154] 6,771 8,072 9,686 11,732 14,666 18,678 31,458
2. Basic Support

Expenditures .

{1972-73) 4,5821 4,796] 6,894 | 6,998 7,010t 7,791} 8,420 9,177 11,001 { 13,243] 18,542

3, Baslc Suppert As
percentage of In- :
camne Afrer Taxes 131,41 109.4] 131.9] 113.7{ 103.5 - 96.5 B86.% 78.2 75.0 70.9 58.9

4. Relative Incame
Leével Adjusted
to 1982 (Col. 1X2) 6,572} 8,764| 10,456} 12,308 13,542 f 16,144 | 19,372 23,464 29,332 ] 37,356 | 62,916

S. Monthly Income
Col., 4 =12 S8l 730 g71} 1,026} 1,129 1,345; 1,614 1,955 2,444} 3,113 5,243

FOUR CHILOREN FAMILIES

1. Annual Incame

After Taxes ‘
(1972=731 3,4514 4,3831 5,287 6,264] 7,055] 8,411 10,002 | 11,944 | 15,124 18,8741 28,977
2. Basic Support

Expenditures .

{1972-73} 4,762 5,232] 5,960 6,755 | 6,691| B8,2627 8,808 10,108 § 11,763 ] 14,023 18,446

3. Basic Support As

" pecrcentage of In-
came After Taxes

* 4., Relative Incame

Level Adjusted

to 1982 JrC:o}L. 1%2) 6,902¢ 8,756 10,574 | 12,528 14,110 | 16,822 | 20,004 23,888 | 30,248 ¢ 37,748 57,954

5. Monthly Incame :
r-m.ay-‘ 12 575 731 gal]| 1,044} 1,176] 1,402 1,6671 1,391 2,521 3,146 4,830

138.0] 119.4¢ 112.7] 107.8 94.8 98.2 88.1 B4.5 77.8 74.3 63.7




-schedule amounts to be used for 16 and 17 vear old children only.

The assumption of equal consumption or per capita apportion-
ment (when members of the household are all adults or near-
adults) appeals to common sense, is simple and understandable and
does not yield results which appear to conflict in a significant
way with other accepted methods for determining what percentage
of a family's disposable income should go to support children of
that age. Our method would suggest that in one, two, three and
four child families, the per-child expendltures should be 33%,
25%, 20% and 17% when expenditures and income are equal and when
children are sixteen 16 to 17 years of age. Economist Philip
Eden, who uses averages based on the U.S.D.A. Estimates of the
Cost of Raising Children, would say that the percentages should
be 29%, 25%, 21% and 18%. (5ee Table 3)

Table 2 on page 17 shows the percentages of family income
which are determined to go to basic child support expenditures
. when the equal shares assumption is applied to the C.E.S. data
given for the 11 income levels and four family sizes. Those
eleven income level percentages were used as the basis for deter-
mining the correlation between increased income level and
decreased support expenditure percentages for the various size
families. The resulting correlation formula was used to generate
the schedule amounts for 16-17 year old children. Other age
group figures were reductions f:iom those amounts.

ADJUSTMENTS TO SUPPORT AMOUNT CALCULATION FOR LOWER INCOMES

In analyzing the C.E.S. data for the purpose of capturing
the decrease in support percentages as income goes up, the data
was left untouched in spite of the fact that at low income levels
the data shows expenditures to exceed income, and the schedule to
be used by the court could not reasonably indicate a support
expectation based on such a phenomenon. In order to include very
low incomes in the schedules (as was the desire of the ASCJ
Committee) and to preserve some continuity in method and
‘assumptions, the "equal shares" assumption was maintained subject
to the caveat that apportioning of support expenditure obliga-
tions would be based on disposable income, not on the percentage
of that income which the C.E.S. data shows as actual expenditures.
This means that the percentage of income required for support at
_income levels below approximately $1,000 per month will be
constant. Thus, in the 16-17 year old age group, which is the
highest percentage of support expected and which has the pre-
viously described relationship to economic "facts", these percen-
tages are 33%, 50%, 60% and 67%.
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TABLE 2

FORMULA:

APPLICATION OF EQUAL SHARES
ASSUMPTION TO C.L.E.S.

DATA

(Total basic support expenditure percentage from C.E.S.
‘divided by (number of family members) times
{(number of children in family).

data, Table 1)

FOUR CHILD

ONE CHILD TWO CHILD THREE CHILD
Mo. Mo. Mo. Mo. _
Incone % Income % Income % Income %
565 43,0 568 72.0 581 78.8 575 92,0 | } FAMILY
: _ Expendi-
715 39.3 723 59.0 730 65.6 731 79.6 tures
' Exceed
839 34.3 843 57.0 871 79.1 881 75.1 100%
980 | 34.3 995} s0.5 4} 1,026 68.2 1} 1,044] 71.8
-1,127 ) 32.7 1,143 46.0 1,129 62.1 1,176 63.2 1
1,328 29.3 1,332 46.0 1,345 57.9 1,402 65.4
1,582 28.3 1,592 42.5 1,614 52.1 1,667 58.7
1,905 25.3 1,931 39,5 1,955 46.9 1,991 56.4
2,417 23.3 2,438 37.5 2,444 45,0 2,521 51.9
3,054 22.7 3,065 35,5 3,113 42.5 3,146 49.5
4,895 _;7.7 4,799 29.5 5,243 35.4 4,830 42.4 }

DERIVATION OF THE RANGES - "HIGH",_“MEDIUM" AND "LOW"

This schedule includes ranges of "high", "medium" and "low”

for each age group.
economic data which has been explained.

~17-

The "high" figures have the relationship to

The "low" figures were
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30%, 20% 15% and 10% respectively, lower than the high figures in
ihe one, two, three and four children families. The intent,
based on a decision of the judges' Committee on January 15, 1982,
was to capture a low figure which did not vary too greatly from
the lower schedules presently in use within the state. A cursory
-comparison of support amounts which the schedule for 7~15 years
of age children would have called for at the high range (at low-
medium income levels), and support amounts called for in other
schedules actually in use suggested variations exceeding 30% for
one-child families and varying increasingly less for successively
larger families.

During the formulation of the schedules there was con-
siderable controversy regarding whether to include such ranges or
not. Some argued that the ranges would simply promote contro-
versy rather than expedite settlement. On the other hand, a
criticism of schedules by bar members is that they tend to be
applied unquestioningly by the bench. The decision to include
ranges was, ultimately, made by the Committee in response to this
latter problem. Furthermore, the "range" is designed to facili-
“tate settlement by assisting counsel to present and explain to
clients credible parameters of support obligations which are
standard for the court.

REDUCTION TO DERIVE DIFFERENT AGE GROUP SCHEDULES

The "equal shares" assumption used to develop the 16-17
years of age figures was known at the outset not to be
appropriate when children are younger, and some basis for adjust-
ment was sought. The table developed by Philip Eden from
U.S5.D.A. estimates was used for this basis (Table 3, page 19).

All of the figures found in the 7-15 and 0-6 columns are the
result of a straight application of 13 and 26 percent reductions,
respectively, to the amounts derived for the 16-17 years of age
column. These reductions were achieved by averaging the figures
for the relevant age groups and calculating the percent decrease
as shown in Table 3. Notice that it would have been possible to
compute separate reductions for each size of family instead of
using one aggregate average reduction. The effect of this,
however, would have been to raise the single child support
figures, lower them for four-child families and compress the dif-
ferences between them. This was viewed as undesirable for ad hoc
reasons relating to existing schedule practices.

SUMMARY

1. The C.E.S. data was summarized to establish patterns
relating basic support expenditures by families as a
function of varying incomes.
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2. The equal shares assumption was applied to derive a
schedule for 16-17 year old children.

3. The correlation formula was developed to extend the data
to cover all income levels.

4, The low income figures were adjuétedq
5. The amounts from the 16-17 years of age schedule were

reduced to derive the amounts for the other age-group
schedules,

TABLE 3

COST OF RAISING CHILDREN AS A PERCENTAGE OF FAMILY DISPOSABLE
INCOME, BY NUMBER OF CHILDREN, INCOME LEVEL, REGION AND TYPE

_ 1960 - 61
A1l, up to
Income 2and including
Level Moderate Regions All Type All,
Income exclud-
’ ing farm
{1} (2) &) (4) (5)
Each of Each of Each of Each of
‘ : 1 Child 2 3 4 5
Age Estimated a) Children Children Children Children
Under 1 23 % 18 % 12 ¢ 11 ¢ 10 g
1 23 18 14 11 0 _ ,
AVERAGE = 17%
2-3 24 19 18 12 10 > 23 - 17 = 26% reduction
4-5 25 20 16 13 23
6 ' 25 20 17 14 -12
7-9 . 26 ' 21 17 14 12
10-11 27 22 18 15 AVERAGE = 20%
- ;23 - 20 = 13% reduction
12 27 23 19 16 53
{13-15 28 24 20 17 14 ]
16-17 29 25 21 18 |—16— AVERAGE = 23%

Source: Calculated from U.S5. Department of Agriculture,
Cost of Raising a Child, Derived from 1960-61
Survey of Consumer Expenditures, Sept. 18971,
PP. 24-41, and 61.

a) Estimated by author on basis of interrelationships of
larger size families,
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PLANS FOR REVISION

The judges' Committee recognizes that a major undertaking
like the promulgation of recommended statewide uniform guidelines
is riddled with complexity and differences of opinion. The ASCJ
has distributed these guidelines as a suggested model for use by
local jurisdictions with the intent of soliciting comments after
approximately one year of use. The Family Law Committee will
gather information about their use by local jurisdictions during
the interim and after January 1, 1984 will undertake a full
review of the form and substance of the guidelines and schedule
amounts, in order to consider a revision in 1984. The Bar, as
well as individual practitioners, are encouraged to make their
comments known to the Committee at any time after the schedule
has been in use for one year, and prior to June 30, 1984.

In the meantime, it is hoped that this initial effort will
prove useful to bench, bar and public in this critical area
affecting individual needs and highly important issues of public
policy. ' B
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