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Purpose of the
Report

Creation of the
Commission

Charge of the
Commission

INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the findings of the Colorado Child
Support Commission during it first three months of operation. In
addition to reporting the Commission’s findings to the Governor
and General Assembly as required by statute and recommending
statutory changes, the report outlines concerns regarding the Child
Support Guidelines that have been identified to date. The
Commission plans to circulate this report to solicit further input on
these issues and any additional issues that have not yet been
identified.

The Colorado Child Support Commission was appointed by
Governor Romer by Executive Order on July 19, 1990 and August
27, 1990 pursuant to H.B. 90-1254. The Commission is composed
of 15 members and is required by statute to include representation
of the following groups and individuals:

e A custodial parent

A non-custodial parent

A judge

A court referee

The state court administrator or his designee

The director of the division of child support enforcement or

his designee

e A representative of the family law section of the Colorado
Bar Association

e An attorney knowledgeable in child support

e A director of a county department of social services

e  An administrator of a county delegate child support
enforcement unit, and

e Two legislators

Commission members serve as uncompensated volunteers and are

reimbursed only for travel and mileage expenses connected with
Commission meetings and hearings. The creation of the Commis-
sion was designed to meet the federal requirement contained in
the Family Support Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-485) that all
states review their guidelines at least once every four years.

The purpose of the Commission is to review the Colorado Child
Support Guidelines which are used to calculate the amount of
child support orders. The Commission is required to report the

1
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Meetings

Public Hearings

results of this review and any recommended changes in the
guidelines to the Governor and the General Assembly by
December 1, 1990. Additionally, the Commission is required to
conduct a review and submit a report on the child support
guidelines every four years thereafter to ensure that their
application results in the determination of appropriate child
support order amounts. More specifically, for the report to be
completed by December 1, 1990, the General Assembly required
that the commission study two issues: (1) The issue of prohibiting
or limiting an increase in the basic child support obligation of a
non-custodial parent based solely on an increase in income of the
custodial parent, and (2) The issue of establishing and enforcing
child support orders with respect to children whose mother or
father is under the age of 18 years by ordering the parents of the
minor mother and father to support the children until the mother
or father reaches the age of 18 years.

The Commission met every other week, beginning August 23,
1990 through November 27, 1990, on Tuesday evenings from 5:00
p-m. to 8:00 p.m. The Commission was staffed by Andrea Baugher,
Division of Child Support Enforcement, Colorado Department of
Social Services. Ms. Baugher’s invaluable assistance to the
Commission included providing written materials on the guidelines
to the Commission; recording and preparing minutes from
Commission meetings; coordinating travel of Commission mem-
bers; and implementing the public notice required for Commission
public hearings.

The first major task for the Commission was study of the
Colorado Child Support Guidelines. The broad-based Commis-
sion membership provided a diversity of experience, expertise and
perspectives for the Commission to begin its study. In addition to
reviewing extensive written materials related to the guidelines
compiled by the staff, Commission members received briefings
from its own members and from outside experts. During the
course of its meetings, the Commission developed a comprehen-
sive list of issues relating to the guidelines. Subsequently, the
Commission divided these issues into those which could reasonably
be addressed in time for inclusion in the report due December 1,
1990, and those which would require further study.

The Commission conducted two public hearings on the Child
Support Guidelines. The first public hearing was held in Denver,
Colorado, on September 25, 1990, from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at
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Interest Group
Meetings

Child Support
Enforcement
Administrators

the Marriott Hotel, 1701 California Street in conjunction with
Colorado Child Support Week. The second public hearing was
held in Grand Junction, Colorado, on October 10, 1990, from 5:30
p.m. to 8:30 p.m. at the City and County Building, 520 Rood
Avenue. Notices of the public hearings were sent to a targeted
mailing list of interested individuals and agencies and press
releases were sent to all of the Colorado daily newspapers, 15 of
the major weekly papers and the newsrooms in the State Capitol
and to the Associated Press. In addition, legal notices were run in
the Denver Post and Rocky Mountain News. Approximately 100
persons attended and 32 testified at the Denver hearing and 40
attended with 19 testifying in Grand Junction. Public testimony
raised a broad range of issues including: the application of the
guidelines to self-employed persons; accessibility of the courts;
attorneys’ fees; and non-custodial parent concerns about the
amount of the orders calculated under the guidelines. Custodial
parents had serious concerns about enforcement of support orders
which are not within the scope of the Commission’s charge and
which are therefore not addressed in the recommendations. The
Commission does wish to note that it is clear from the public input
that enforcement of support orders is a serious, chronic problem.

The Commission took comments from interested groups and
organizations. These included the Family Law Section of the
Colorado Bar Association, the American Academy of Matrimonial
Lawyers, the Colorado Association of Child Support Enforcement
Administrators, and the IV-D Attorneys Association (referring to
Title IV-D of the Social Security Act which relates to child
support). It should be noted that these were brainstorming
sessions with the members of these groups and that the comments
made do not reflect an official policy of the group. The comments
noted here are illustrative and do not attempt to set forth in detail
the substance of these lengthy meetings.

The Child Support Administrators group noted that the guidelines

have been an extremely beneficial tool in helping to reduce the
litigation and emotions involved in determining support amounts.
They questioned the guideline amounts at the low range of
incomes, saying that these amounts might be too high. Many of
them desired a return to the law prior to July 1, 1990, concerning
voluntary underemployment, because they felt that some obligors
regularly quit jobs to avoid paying child support. Finally, the
administrators felt that the age of majority should remain age 21.

(]
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American Academy
of Matrimonial
Lawyers

IV-D Attorneys

Family Law Section

The matrimonial lawyers organization expressed their unanimous
disagreement with any requirement that custodial parents account
for child support money received and spent. They also expressed
concern about the changes made to the guidelines statute during
the 1990 legislative session relating to higher education expenses.
There was considerable discussion regarding the age of emancipa-
tion and its relationship to support for higher education. It was
suggested that the Commission investigate the laws of states with
an age of emancipation of 18. The college expense adjustment was
noted to be unworkable in its present form.

The members inquired as to the appropriate treatment of a
business that is losing money. Should a parent who has two
businesses be able to deduct losses from one business from profits
in the other business for calculating support? What is the
appropriate treatment of capital gains which will not recur?
Should income be imputed to a parent with non-producing assets?
For example, why should a parent with a $250,000 bank account
earning $1800 be treated differently than a parent with an
unencumbered $250,000 house?

The income question was also raised regarding overtime. Should
parents be penalized for being “overemployed” because they work
long hours to make ends meet? Should expenses for private
boarding school be treated similarly to the adjustment for higher
education?

The members who were present unanimously opposed changing
the treatment of maintenance as a deduction from income. The
group also felt that health insurance premiums paid by parents for
children need to be given more weight in the guidelines
calculation.

The consensus of the IV-D Attorneys group was that the age of
majority should remain age 21; the issue of parental accountability
for child support payments can be addressed by the periodic
exchange of financial affidavits between the parties; and no
provisions should be made for the liability of grandparents for the
support of their children’s children. This group discussed but did
not reach consensus on iIssues relating to the second family
adjustment, higher education costs, and the imputation of income
to the custodial parent past a child’s second birthday.

The Family Law Section of the Colorado Bar Association
members expressed concerns regarding college expenses. Some
stated that children in coliege should be expected to contribute a

4



Colorado Child Support Commission Report

Background of the
Guidelines

certain amount toward the cost of their education, perhaps the
amount used for calculating financial aid. The question was raised
as to why a child in a divorced family can enforce a right to higher
education when a child in an intact family could not.

The question of accountability had adherents on both sides.
Supporters of accountability felt that there is a fiduciary
responsibility to the children while opponents felt it would be
burdensome and create conflict.

Several individuals supported guidance in the statute for incomes

above the current tables, suggesting that this would increase
settlements and reduce the burden on the court. Support was
expressed for establishing criteria for deviation from the guide-
lines.

The members of the bar stated that there is confusion and conflict
in rulings on calculating extraordinary and ordinary medical
expenses. An example was given in which a judge ruled that the
first $100 each month spent on a chronic condition was an
ordinary expense and therefore the sole responsibility of the
custodian. A suggestion was made to divide all medical expenses in
proportion to income.

Concern was also expressed over the shared custody calculation in
that it encourages parents to fight over visitation because it
impacts child support. The suggestion was made to give credit for
all overnights rather than only those in excess of 25 percent.

It was also suggested that income for purposes of calculating child

support should not include overtime or a second job. The idea
behind this suggestion was that a child is entitled to a portion of
the full-time income of a parent, but that a parent should be
entitled to the benefits of work beyond full-time.

Guidance was requested on the treatment of the self-employed.
What are appropriate deductions from gross income?

The idea of using child support guidelines as a set formula for
determining support order amounts grew out of the notion that
children, custodial parents, and non-custodial parents would all
benefit from an approach which would yield consistent order
amounts in similar factual and financial circumstances. Unfairness
would be reduced and compliance increased by a neutral
mathematical procedure reflecting the actual costs of raising
children. Early success with the use of formulas in states such as
Wisconsin and Delaware led Congress to include a provision
requiring all states to use child support guidelines in the Child
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Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984, a piece of legislation
which passed both houses unanimously in a rare display of
bipartisan unity.

In Colorado, the Commission on Child Support included in its
1985 final report a recommendation that the state adopt a formula
developed by the Commission, known as the Colorado Child
Support Guidelines. The Commission said the guidelines would
meet the objectives of establishing an adequate standard for the
support of children, making awards consistent, and improving the
efficiency of the court process by promoting settlements and giving
judges and referees guidance in determining award levels.

The General Assembly agreed with these arguments and enacted
House Bill 1275 which became effective in 1986. The guidelines
are codified at Section 14-10-115, 6B C.R.S. (1987).

The Colorado Child Support Guidelines are based on the Income

Shares model developed by the National Center for State Courts.
They are the result of intensive review of the economic evidence
relating to the average levels of spending on children in intact
households. The guidelines are predicated on the notion that the
child should receive the same proportion of parental income that
he or she would have received if the parents lived together.

The Income Shares model was selected by the Commission for a

number of reasons. First, this model bases the child support
obligation on the parents’ ability to pay, ensuring that the child
shares in his or her parents’ standard of living. Second, the
guidelines take into account the income of both parents in
determining the support award. Finally, the Income Shares model
promotes the involvement of both parents in the child’s upbringing
by allowing adjustments for shared physical custody situations.

The Colorado General Assembly also determined that the child
support guidelines should create a rebuttable presumption in the
determination of support obligations. This allows the guidelines to
serve as a standard against which agreements regarding support
can be measured. Courts are free to deviate from the guidelines in
instances in which their application would be inequitable, provided
that such deviation is accompanied by findings specifying the
reasons for the deviation.

The few amendments to the 1986 statute have made changes in
the way the guidelines treat second families, college expenses, and
underemployment of non-custodial parents. However, the dollar
amounts contained in the support schedule have not changed, and
the overall scheme of the Income Shares model remains intact.
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Existing Child
Support Framework

The Income Shares model operates on the following basic
principles:
A child of separated parents should receive the same basic
support that he or she would receive in an intact family.

e That support is determined by reference to a table in the
statute that reflects the basic support needs of a child in a
family with a given level of income.

e  Expenses for child care, education and extraordinary
medical care are added to the basic support amount.

e The resulting total support amount is then divided between
parents in proportion to their respective incomes. (See the
Worksheets in Appendix 1 for illustration of this process.)

Variations on this theme occur when the children spend
substantial time with each parent or when physical custody of one
or more children is with each parent. An adjustment is made for
shared physical custody when a child is with each parent at least
25% of the time. The basic support amount is increased by 50% to
reflect the increased costs when the child spends substantial time
in each household and an adjustment is made to reflect the time
the child spends with each parent. A split custody adjustment is
made when at least one child resides with each parent.
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STATUS OF THE
COMMISSION’S WORK

The Commission has determined that a number of significant
issues require study and probable changes. These issues are set out
in the Issues and Recommendations sections below. The three
month time period between the appointment of the Commission
and the due date for the first report did not permit the research
and analysis that would be required for an adequate treatment of
all of these issues.

The Commission has chosen five issues for immediate action
based on perceived urgency and the ability to reach conclusions in
the time available. These issues, together with specific recommen-
dations, are included in the Recommendations section of the
Report. Although the enabling legislation for the Commission only
requires reports every four years, the urgency of pending issues
will require the second report in 1991. The remaining issues which
have been identified but not yet investigated are on the
Commission’s agenda for 1991. These issues may be supplemented
by others that are raised in the course of the Commission’s work.

The Commission plans to submit its next report by December 1,
1991.
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Criteria for Deviation

Use of Net Versus
Gross Income

COMMISSION AGENDA
FOR 1991

The Commission has conducted an extensive investigation to
identify problems in the child support guidelines. This investigation
included the public hearings and meetings with interest groups
outlined above as well as the internal deliberations of the
Commission.

Each issue area includes a definition of the issue and a
background discussion. Interested individuals and groups are
encouraged to submit suggestions to the Commission on these and
other issues for consideration for the 1991 report. The issues are
not listed in order of importance. The Commission will set
priorities for study early in 1991.

The mathematically computed guideline amount is the presump-
tive amount of child support. The court may deviate from this
amount where the application of the guideline would be
inequitable. Any such deviation must be accompanied by findings
specifying the reasons for deviation.

A parent wishing to deviate from the presumptive amount faces a
dilemma. The concept of deviation implies a standard that must be
distinguished to justify a different amount. What is the “standard”
against which the deviation is measured? A standard is never
defined in the statute nor are any criteria set forth that would
justify deviation. Some public input to the Commission indicates
that contested deviations are rare. This may in part be due to the
lack of guidance regarding deviation. The Commission intends to
explore the development of statutory criteria for deviation.

The starting point for the support calculation is the income of
each parent. The Colorado statute uses before tax (gross) income
rather than after tax (met) income in this computation. The
argument in favor of using gross income is that it excludes complex
tax issues from the support litigation. The argument in favor of
using net income is that excluding tax considerations may lead to
inequitable results. It has been suggested that the real impact on
low income obligors is less apparent when gross income is used
and that recipients of tax-free income receive a windfall under this
computation method.
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Linking the
Imputation of
Income and Child
Care

Treatment of
Maintenance

Effect of Additional
Dependents

Low Income
Obligors

When a parent is voluntarily unemployed or underemployed, child

support is calculated based upon imputed income (a determination
of potential income). The statute does not specify what happens
when the custodian would need to pay for child care in order to
earn the income that has been imputed to them. This is significant
because child care is added to the basic support amount and
therefore substantially increases the child support order. The
Commission will explore whether child care costs should be
immputed when income is imputed to the custodian and the
evidence shows that child care would be necessary to earn the
imputed income.

Certain adjustments are made to income prior to the calculation
of support. One of the most significant adjustments is that
maintenance is deducted from the income of the payor and added
to the income of the payee prior to calculating the child support.

It has been suggested that the child support calculation should
come first so that maintenance can take into account the resources
remaining after payment of child support. An alternative view is
that the Income Shares model is premised on allocating the costs
of children in proportion to income and that to ignore the income
redistribution effect of maintenance would contradict that princi-

ple.

Support of dependents, other than those involved in the
computation before the court, is deducted from the income of the
parent responsible for support. This is computed by deducting the
amount of an order for support or, if there is no order, by
computing the support from the guideline table. Some members of
the public have stated that the effect of such additional
dependents on child support is too small and others have stated
that it is too great.

The table for the basic support obligation is based on research
data regarding expenditures for children in intact families. Some
members of the public have commented that this is unrealistic
because the expenses involved in operating two households
preclude expenditures at that level. To the extent that criticism has
validity, the impact is most acute for low income obligors: the
lower the discretionary income, the greater the impact of the child
support obligation.

The public input and examples explored by the Commission

10
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income Above
Guideline Levels

Revision of
Guideline Table

indicated many instances of unrealistically high levels of support
for low income obligors. The Commission will explore the
possibility of adjusting the support at low income levels in
connection with the revision of the guideline tables discussed
below.

The tables used to calculate support stop at a combined gross
income for both parents of $10,000 per month. Above that level
the support is calculated on a case-by-case basis. While the
number of families at this level is relatively small, they are more
likely to have attorneys and to be able to litigate the calculation of
child support. The lack of guidance at these higher income levels
therefore leads to additional litigation and consumption of judicial
resources. This is the same argument that supported the creation
of the guidelines in the first place. Additional guidance in the form
of an extension of the tables or more specific rules for calculation
of support would ease the burden on the courts and encourage
settlement of these cases. The Commission will explore extending
the upper limit of the table in connection with the revision of the
table discussed below.

The basic support obligation used in the computation is derived
from a table in the statute based on the combined income of the
parents and the number of children. This table was constructed by
applying percentages of income expended on child-rearing from
the 1972-73 Consumer Expenditure Survey to 1984 income levels
and adjusting the results to 1986 dollars by means of a Consumer
Price Index adjustment.

Time and inflation have the potential to cause discrepency
between the table and the reality it seeks to reflect. By way of
example, the percentage expenditure on children is generally
higher at lower income levels. As inflation causes families to move
up the table without any increase in real earnings, the child
support amount will be reduced in real dollars.

It may also be appropriate to revisit the underlying data to
determine whether the tables still represent the most accurate
picture of expenditures on children. The public input to the
Commission thus far also suggests the need to review the
appropriateness of the presumptive amount of support at various
levels.

A caveat in this analysis is that the investigation of these issues
will be limited by the quality of the research data and the
professional time available to the Commuission.

11
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Payment of Child
Care Costs

Adjustment for Split
Custody

The child support calculation divides expenditures on children
into two categories: “basic” expenditures and “add-on” expendi-
tures. Basic expenditures include food, clothing, housing, routine
medical care and transportation. These items are included in the
basic support amount derived from the table and are the same for
all children whose parents have the same income, regardless of
actual expenditures.

The add-on expenditures include child care, extraordinary medical
care and education expenses. These items are based on actual
expenditures. The rationale for separating these items is that they
do not occur in every family and may vary widely in cost. It is also
relatively straightforward to determine the actual expenditures for

- these items.

Child care payments create several problems. There is the
question of whether the payments are actually made. Some
witnesses at public hearings believed that custodial parents alleged
child care expenses for purposes of child support calculation that
they did not continue to incur. One solution may be to provide for
direct contribution by the obligor to the child care expenditures. A
countervailing consideration is that this might increase accounting
problems and place a burden on a custodian if the obligor did not
make the payments.

Another issue related to child care is that the obligor may also
incur child care costs which should be included in the calculation.
While current law provides for this calculation, the existing forms
do not lend themselves to this calculation.

Other witnesses questioned the reasonableness of expenditures on

child care. The statute limits these costs to “the level required to
provide quality care from a licensed source.” It has been suggested
that a presumptive level for such costs would assure reasonable-
ness and reduce litigation.

A special calculation is required when at least one child resides
with each parent. (See Worksheet C, Appendix 1.) This calculation
is cumbersome and there is no guidance in the statute for certain
situations, such as a split custody arrangement with more than 25
percent visitation with one or more children. The calculation
should be simplified and guidance inserted in the statute for hybrid
time-sharing arrangements.

12
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Entitlement to Tax
Exemption

Age of Majority

Accountability of
Custodian

Health Insurance

Parents are entitled to dependency exemptions on their tax
returns which may have a significant financial impact. While the
court may issue orders allocating the exemptions, the statute
neither addresses the economic impact of the exemption nor
guides the court on the allocation of exemptions between the
parents. The Commission will explore whether it is appropriate to
address these issues in the statute.

The age of emancipation controls the period of time during which
a child is entitled to support. The Commission has received input
indicating that Colorado is in the minority of states with an age of
emancipation of 21. The Commission will investigate the emanci-
pation patterns of other states and whether a change is warranted.

The Commission received pointed requests for accountability on
the part of child support recipients. The nature of the argument is
that one who spends funds that are not voluntarily provided by a
third party has a fiduciary responsibility to account for the use of
those funds. Analogies were suggested to trustees and beneficiaries
of Social Security survivors benefits.

The opposing arguments held that requiring an accounting would
place an unreasonable burden on the obligee, that it is apparent
that the costs of children exceed the usual child support payment
and that it would create a source of ongoing conflict.

Under current law, health insurance premiums are treated as
deductions from the monthly gross income of the obligor or
obligee when the premium includes health insurance coverage for
the child. The commission has obtained feedback from its
meetings and public hearings that this deduction should be moved
from section one of the worksheet to section four and treated as
an adjustment to the child support obligation.

The health insurance premium is much like day care costs in that
it is variable, but often a substantial, direct cost. The obligor
currently receives minimal credit for this expenditure.

The costs in section four of the worksheet are the major costs
attributable to raising the child. These costs are to be shared
proportionately by both parents. When the health insurance
premium Is a cost directly attributable to the child, then that direct
cost should be a "below the line" adjustment in section four, shared
by both parents.

13
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If the health insurance premium is factored in as a "below the
line" adjustment, three issues must be addressed: (1) the
determination of the actual cost for the insurance for the child; (2)
consequences if the health insurance premium is not paid; and, (3)
the definition of reasonable cost for the insurance.

14
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Grandparent
Support

RECOMMENDATIONS OF
THE 1990 REPORT

ISSUE

The legislation which created the Commission mandated
consideration of imposing a duty of support on grandparents
whose minor children have children:

“[Tlhe Child Support Commission shall study the issue of
establishing and enforcing child support orders with respect to
children whose mother or father is under the age of eighteen years
by ordering the parents of the minor mother and father to support
the children until the mother or father reached the age of eighteen
years. The Commission shall also study the recovery from parents
of minor mothers and fathers of any payments of public assistance
made to or for the benefit of any dependent child whose mother is
under eighteen years of age until the minor mother or father
reached the age of eighteen.”

RECOMMENDATION

‘The commission has studied the issue of grandparent liability and
after careful consideration recommends that child support orders
not be established against the parents of minor children when their
children have children.

This recommendation is based upon the following: (1) informa-
tion obtained by the commission at public hearings; (2) input from
the Family Law Section of the Colorado Bar Association and the
Colorado Association of Child Support Administrators; (3) review
of grandparent hability legislation and studies in the state of
Wisconsin; and (4) an analysis of cost versus benefits. The
commission found that information obtained from all sources
dovetailed into the cost benefit analysis.

At the interest group meetings there was consensus that parents
of minor children, whether those minor children are receiving
public assistance benefits or not, should not be held liable for the
financial support of their grandchildren. This is based primarily on
the fact that the benefits would not justify the cost to establish and
enforce the orders. It would be very expensive to collect a small
amount of child support for the relatively short period between the
establishment of the order and when the children reach the age of

18
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Prohibiting or
Limiting an Increase
in Child Support
Based Solely on an
Increase in the
Custodian’s income

eighteen years.

Drafting a fair statute would be extremely complex. Among the
factors which would need to be considered in such a statute are
the following:

e Treatment of couples where one parent is over 18 and the
other is not
e  Cases in which the father is unknown or paternity is not
established
Low income grandparents

Grandparents residing out of state
Grandparents who are deceased or incarcerated
Treatment of a non-custodial grandparent
Cases in which a child would become 18 before an order
could be established

Even if a fair statute could be drafted, it would need to
accomplish worthwhile objectives. The Commission has identified
some objectives that might justify such a statute:

e Reduce the number of teen pregnancies
Recover AFDC expenditures
Promote shared grandparent support
Increase communication between parents and teenagers
Educate teenagers about sexual behavior
Educate teenagers about family responsibility

In a report published by the Wisconsin Department of Health and

Social Services in November 1988, it was found that the
grandparent liability law had virtually no measurable effect. Since
it appears that few cases would be affected, excessive resources
would be required and few if any benefits are to be anticipated,
the Commission recommends against the enactment of a grand-
parent liability statute.

ISSUE

This issue is mandated for consideration by H.B. 90-1254. Under

the current statute there is the possibility, at low income levels,
that a child support order for a non-custodial parent could be
increased solely because of increased income of the custodian. The
Commission has heard testimony and is generally in agreement
that this situation is not equitable.

A “quick fix” solution to the problem would be to simply prohibit
an increase in child support due solely to increased income of the
custodian. This solution would create another problem because
families with similar economic circumstances would have different
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Voluntary
Underemployment

child support orders depending on whether it was a first order or a
modification. This differential runs contrary to the foundations of
the guidelines and certainly does not seem to provide more fair
child support orders.

RECOMMENDATION

The Commission recommends that this problem be solved as part
of the overall revision of the basic support obligation table and a
detailed review of the computation process. This review and
revision is part of the 1991 agenda of the Commission.

ISSUE

The most crucial step in the calculation of child support is the
determination of income. The goals of the guidelines would be
frustrated if a parent could evade the support obligation by being
voluntarily unemployed or underemployed. The statute deals with
this problem by providing for imputation of income to a parent
who is voluntarily unemployed or underemployed based on their
potential income. (C.R.S. 14-10-115(7)(b)(I), 6B C.R.S. (1987).)
Prior to July of 1990, there was a belief that in practice the
imputation of income had made it nearly impossible for an obligor
to take a lower paying job, no matter how laudable the reasons,
because he or she could not afford to pay the support level at the
imputed income level. By contrast, a custodial parent could choose
a lower paying job so long as he or she were willing to accept
somewhat reduced child support.

A 1990 amendment eliminated this issue by preventing imputation

of income for any parent gainfully employed on a full-time basis.
This swing of the pendulum has created yet another problem. So
long as the full-time employment test is met, an obligor can choose
very low income employment for the purpose of depriving a child
of support or without consideration for the child’s needs. This
gives an angry parent excessive power to reduce needed support.

RECOMMENDATION

The Commission recommends an intermediate position between
the extremes which explicitly provides for a voluntary reduction in
income in certain circumstances but gives the court the power to
protect children from economic hardship due to the actions of a
spiteful or irresponsible parent. The recommended language
provides protection from imputation of income only where
employment is full-time and (1) temporary leading to an increase
in income; or (2) a good faith career change which is not intended
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to deprive a child of support and does not unreasonably reduce
the support available to the child.

While the Commission is concerned about potential evasions of
child support responsibility that might arise under existing
statutory language, it also recognizes the need not to penalize
parents who change employment for appropriate reasons. There
are three types of appropriate reasons that the Commission is
attempting to recognize with its proposed language. First is a
change in employment that may lead to a temporary reduction in
earnings, but is calculated to result in increased earnings at a later
time. Examples might include taking a different job which
facilitates more schooling, starting a business which has reasonable

- prospects of increasing a parent’s income after an initial start-up
period, and accepting a legal clerkship or medical residency
intended to increase skills and subsequent employment prospects.
Second is a change in employment which has the primary purpose
of increasing occupational fulfillment and does not unduly diminish
the support available to the child. Examples might include a job
change from a stockbroker to a teacher, an accountant to a
minister, or a business executive to administrator of a non-profit
organization. Third is a job change which is intended to increase
parental involvement with the child’s upbringing, while not unduly
diminishing economic support available to the child. Examples
might include a parent who takes a job with less demand for
consistent overtime, a parent who accepts a lower-paying job to be
closer to the child, or a parent who accepts a lower-paying job to
reduce trave] demands.

The proposed statutory language is intended to reduce potential

abuse that can arise under existing law, but balance the child’s
current need for economic support with bona fide parental job
changes that may temporarily or even permanently reduce the
amount of child support that will be ordered. The Commission
recognizes that the proposed language will require careful judicial
discretion to achieve an equitable and consistent balancing of the
interests of parents and children. Given the variety and complexity
of these types of situations that can arise, the Commission believes
that the proposed language is appropriate, and that a significant
measure of judicial discretion is needed in its application.
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Limiting Shared
Custody Support to
Sole Custody Level

College Adjustment

ENACTING LANGUAGE
Repeal and reenact C.R.S. 14-10-115(7)(b)(III) to read:

(b)(III) For the purposes of this section, a parent shall not be
deemed “underemployed” if: (1) the employment is temporary
and is reasonably intended to result in higher income within the
foreseeable future, or (2) the employment is a good faith career
choice which is not primarily intended to deprive a child of
support and does not unreasonably reduce the support available to
a child.

ISSUE

The amount of child support is calculated differently when the
number of overnights with each parent exceeds 25 percent. This
takes into account the increased expenses of the parent with less
time and the reduced burden on the parent with the majority of
time. Due to an idiosyncrasy in the statute, the shared custody
adjustment sometimes results in an increase in child support
instead of a decrease, contrary to legislative intent.

RECOMMENDATION

The statute should be amended so that the amount of support for
a parent with shared custody can never exceed the amount for a
parent with less than 25 percent of the overnights.

ENACTING LANGUAGE
Amend 14-10-115 (14)(b) by ADDING A NEW SENTENCE:

In no case shall the amount of child support ordered to be paid
exceed the amount of child support which would otherwise be
ordered to be paid if the parents did not share physical custody.

ISSUE

The guidelines were amended in 1990 to adjust the payment of
child support to the custodial parent when a child is away from
home attending college. The current language provides an
equitable adjustment when the child support order is for one child
only. The adjustment eliminates the duplication of expenses
associated with housing paid by the obligor.

A problem exists when the order applies to two or more children
when less than the total number are attending an institution of
higher education. The language is ambiguous as to how the
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reduction is calculated in this situation. If the statute is read
literally the adjustment becomes disproportionately large and the
child support obligation insufficient to meet the needs of the
remaining children. Therefore, the higher education adjustment
should affect only the portion of the child support order attributed
to the child away from home.

RECOMMENDATION

Because the basic support table does not add an equal share for
each child, we must determine the portion of the basic support
subject to the college adjustment. Since there are fixed costs to
the custodial parent, whether it is one child or more, the
adjustment should be applied to the portion for the last child, or
children, affecting the order. If there are two children and one is
attending an institution of higher education then the adjustment

~ would apply to the difference in basic support between one child
and two children in the table.

ENACTING LANGUAGE
Amend C.R.S. 14-10-115(13) to read:

14-10-115(13) Extraordinary adjustments to schedule. (a)(I1II) The
expenses for any institution of higher education, minus contribu-
tions of the child that actually reduce expenditures, including
employment and scholarships or grants. If the expenses for higher
education include room and board, then the basic child support
obligation shall be reduced by an amount equal to THE
PORTION OF the basic child support obligation, as derived from
the schedule contained in paragraph (b) of subsection (10) of this
section, ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE CHILD OR CHILDREN
- ATTENDING THE INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION
multiplied by the percentage of the time the child resides at the
institution of higher education or is away from the home of the
custodial parent. AS USED IN THIS SECTION THE PORTION
OF THE BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION ATTRIBU-
TABLE TO THE CHILD OR CHILDREN ATTENDING THE
INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION IS THE DIF-
FERENCE BETWEEN THE BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLI-
GATION FOR ALL OF THE CHILDREN AND THE BASIC
CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION FOR THE SAME NUMBER
OF CHILDREN LESS THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN
ATTENDING AN INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.
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Next Commission
Report December 1,
1991

ISSUE

The Commision has made considerable progress in the identifica-
tion and solution of problems with the Child Support Guidelines.
However, the three months available in the first year of operation
were not sufficient to deal with the many complex issues that
exist.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Commission continue its work through 1991 and issue its
next report to the Governor and General Assembly on December
1, 1991.

ENACTING LANGUAGE

The Colorado Child Support Commission shall deliver its next
report to the Governor and General Assembly on December 1,
1991.
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Minority Report on
College Adjustment

MINORITY REPORT

In order to provide the broadest range of input to this report,
the Commission decided to include as a minority report the
comments of any member or members who wished to diverge
from or add to the majority position of the Commission. This
section presents those comments with the names of members
supporting the position following.

RECOMMENDATION

The Commission adopted as one of its short-term goals
revising the existing statutory language regarding reduction of
the basic child support obligation to reflect room and board
expenses paid on behalf of a child attending an institution of
higher education.

The current statute provides as follows:

14-10-115 (13) Extraordinary adjustments to schedule. (a)(lll)
The expenses for any institution of higher education, minus
contributions of the child that actually reduce expenditures,
including employment and scholarships or grants. If the
expenses for higher education include room and board, then the
basic child support obligation shall be reduced by an amount
equal to the basic child support obligation as derived from the
schedule contained in paragraph (b) of subsection (10) of this
section multiplied by the percentage of the time the child resides
at the institution of higher education or is away from the home of
the custodial parent.

The Commission received information indicating this provision
is causing considerable confusion. Some of the issues inherent
in this provision are as follows:

1. 14-10-115 (13) allows “division” of certain expenses
“between the parents in proportion to their adjusted gross
income,” by agreement of the parties or order of the court. The
first sentence of (13)(a)(lll) allows the division of expenses of
higher education. The second sentence apparently requires that
the basic support obligation be reduced by the entire amount
attributable to room and board. Thus there is an inherent
inconsistency between the “voluntary” or court-ordered “divi-
sion” of higher education expenses (first sentence} and the
mandatory reduction of the basic support obligation apparently
required under the second sentence.

2. The second sentence can be construed to require a
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reduction in support to an amount lower than the obligor would
otherwise be required to pay. If the obligor is paying support on
behalf of two or more children living in the same household, and
one of those children begins attending an institution of higher
education, the obligor could theoretically reduce his or her
support payments below the amount which would otherwise be
payable on behalf of the children not attending an institution of
higher education.

This language does not limit the amount by which overall
(combined) support may be reduced to help offset the direct
room and board expenses of any child or children attending an
institution of higher education.

3. The second sentence is not limited to room and board
expenses actually paid by the obligor.

4. The second sentence says the basic support obligation shall

be reduced by the room and board expenses “multiplied by the
percentage of the time the child resides at the institution of
higher education or is away from the home of the custodial
parent.” It is not clear whether this time is to be computed using
individual days (“overnights”), weeks, or months, or how
weekends, holidays, or vacations are to be treated. Thus each
case becomes a difficult factual determination.

The Commission was provided an affidavit filed by the sponsor

of the second sentence of 14-115-13 (a)(lll), State Senator Jeff
Wells, outlining his apparent intent in drafting this language.
According to Senator Wells, “The intent of the amendment was
to prohibit the non-custodial parent from having to pay for the
child’s room and board both at home and at the institution of
higher education for the same time period.” Senator Wells
further states, “The amendment was not intended to reduce the
payment of combined child support and room and board below
the child support level established by the state guidelines, nor
was it intended to apply in cases where the non-custodial parent
is not paying the expense of room and board at an institution of
higher education in addition to child support according to the
state guidelines.”

I would recommend that the second sentence of 14-10-115
(a)(ll) be deleted, leaving the parties and the court the option to
apportion all expenses of an institution of higher education. |
would recommend that the General Assembly consider enacting
a new subsection (14-10-115 (15) C.R.S.) dealing specifically
with the expenses incurred for room and board at an institution
of higher education, and allowing a reduction for those
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expenses for an obligor who pays such expenses directly. The
reduction should not reduce the obligor’s overall child support
payment to an amount lower than he or she would otherwise
owe for children remaining in the household (not attending
college), and should also apply only for the time period during
which the expenses are actually paid. Also outlined is a
suggested expedited procedure for implementing such a
reduction.

| also believe that the General Assembly should establish a
presumption that a child is “emancipated” when the child
reaches his or her 18th birthday. If the child is actively pursuing
an education through the 12th grade (or its equivalent),
emancipation would occur upon completion of that education.
For a child who is not actively pursuing education, the age of
majority should be the child’s 18th birthday.

If this presumption were to be enacted, references to support

for a child attending an institution of higher education could
generally be deleted from the statute. The first sentence of
14-10-115 (13)(a)(lif) could be left in place, allowing the parents
or the court to apportion higher education costs, but the second
sentence of that subsection (and the language being recom-
mended by the Commission) could be eliminated. It would then
be up to the parent(s) and the child(ren) to determine how
college expenses will be paid. In my opinion, the responsibility
for determining how college costs will be paid most properly
rests with the parent(s) and child(ren) and should not be
regulated under state law.

Therefore, although | concur with the Commission’s actions in

clarifying the existing law, | strongly recommend that the
Commission consider the “age of emancipation” issue during
1991 and recommend any appropriate action to the Colorado
General Assembly.

John B. Rigg, Jr.

ENACTING LANGUAGE

Current Language: 14-10-115 (13) Extraordinary adjustments to
schedule. (a)(llj The expenses for any institution of higher
education, minus contributions of the child that actually reduce
expenditures, including employment and scholarships or grants.
(DELETE 1990 LANGUAGE: IF THE EXPENSES FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION INCLUDE ROOM AND BOARD, THEN THE BASIC
CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION SHALL BE REDUCED BY AN
AMOUNT EQUAL TO THE BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGA-
TION AS DERIVED FROM THE SCHEDULE CONTAINED IN
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PARAGRAPH (b) OF SUBSECTION (10) OF THIS SECTION
MULTIPLIED BY THE PERCENTAGE OF THE TIME THE CHILD
RESIDES AT THE INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION OR IS
AWAY FROM THE HOME OF THE CUSTODIAL PARENT.)

ADD NEW SUBSECTION 14-10-115 (15) TO READ AS FOL-
LOWS:

14-10-115 (15) Expenses for higher education. (a) A parent
obligated to pay child support may notify the court in a sworn
affidavit that the parent will pay expenses for higher education
for a child or children for whom support has been ordered
under this section. A copy of the affidavit shall be provided to
the other parent of such child or children.

(b) The affidavit shall state the name of the institution of higher
education which each child is attending, the expenses attribu-
table to room and board and the time period for which those
expenses are to be paid, and the arrangements made by the
parent to pay those expenses directly on behalf of each child.
The affidavit shall also contain any information and calculations
necessary to show how child support payments will be affected
by the reduction allowed under paragraph (c) of this subsection.

(c) Unless an objection has been filed as provided in paragraph
(d) of this subsection, effective 30 days after the affidavit is filed
the parent obligated to pay child support may reduce the basic
child support obligation by an amount equal to the room and
board expenses which that parent is actually paying directly on
behalf of each child. Such reduction shall only be made for child
support payments during the time period for which the
expenses are actually paid. In no case shall the basic child
support obligation be reduced to an amount less than the
parent would otherwise be required to pay for other children not
attending an institution of higher education or for whom the
parent is not paying such room and board expenses directly.

(d) The parent entitled to receive child support may file a sworn
statement within 15 days of receipt of the affidavit, objecting to
the proposed reduction in the basic support obligation. Objec-
tions may only be made on the following grounds:

(i) That the affidavit does not contain the information required
under paragraph (b) of this subsection;

(i) That the child is not attending or will not attend the institution
of higher education stated in the affidavit;

(iiiy That the parent filing the affidavit has not made arrange-
ments to pay the room and board expenses directly on behalf of
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the child; or

(iv) That the proposed reduction would cause an extraordinary
financial hardship for the other children for whom child support
is payable.

(e) Within 30 days of receipt of the statement objecting to the

reduction, the court shall conduct a hearing and determine
whether the basic support obligation shall be reduced as
provided in paragraph (c) of this subsection. The court may
award attorneys’ fees and costs to the prevailing party.

() i the court determines that either party has filed a false
affidavit, statement, or other information required under this
subsection, the court shall hold such party in contempt and may
order such remedies, including reimbursement to the other party
for attorneys’ fees and costs, as the court may deem
appropriate.

John B. Rigg, Jr.
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APPENDIX 1

Worksheet A - Child Support Obligation: Sole Custody
Worksheet B - Child Support Obligation: Shared Physical Custody
Worksheet C - Child Support Obligation: Split Custody

Child Support Guidelines, 14-10-115, C.R.S.
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DISTRICT COURT. COUNTY , COLORADO
CASE NO. : DiviICtRm

WORKSHEET A — CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION: SOLE CUSTODY

In re the Marriage of: and
Petitioner Respondent
Children Date of Birth Children Date of Birth
Petitioner Respondent Combined
1. MONTHLY GROSS INCOME $ 3

a. Minus preexisting child support payment - ~

b. Minus health insurance premium (if child included) — =

¢. Minus maintenance paid - -

d. Minus responsibility for other children -

oy

T e

2. MONTHLY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

3. PERCENTAGE SHARE OF INCOME (Line 2. Each parent’s
income divided by Combined Income)

4. BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION
(Apply line 2 Combined to Child Support Schedule.)

a. Work-Related Child Care Costs [Actual costs minus

Federal Tax Credit. CRS 14-10-115(11)] ey
b. Extraordinary Medical Expenses % =
[Uninsured only. CRS 14-10-115(12)] o S CA
c. Extraordinary Expenses [Agreed to by parties or by SR ?:j;;‘r,\) ]
order of court. CRS 14-10-115(13)] RN TRy

d. Optional: Minus extraordinary adjustments. :\\, <§‘3§‘§,{ S
[CRS 14-10-115(13)(b)] USRS

5. TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION
(Add lines 4, 4a, 4b, and 4c. Subtract line 4d.)

6. EACH PARENT’S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION
(Multiply line 3 times line 5 for each parent)

7. RECOMMENDED CHILD SUPPORT ORDER
(Bring down amount from line 6 for the non-custodial
parent only. Leave custodial parent column blank.

Comments, calculations, or rebuttals to schedule or adjustments if non-custodial parent directly pays extraordinary expenses:

PREPARED BY:

DATE:

No. 1170, Rev. 7-89. WORKSHEET A — CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION: SOLE CUSTODY
Bradford Pablishing, 1743 Wazee 31., Deaver, €O 80207 — (3033 292.2300 — 7.89
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DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY . COLORADO
CASE NO. DiviCtRm

WORKSHEET B — CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION: SHARED PHYSICAL CUSTODY

In re the Marriage of: and

Peutioner Respondent

Children Date of Birth Children Date of Birth

Petitioner Respondent

1. MONTHLY GROSS iNCOME
a. Minus preexisting child support payment
b. Minus health insurance premium (if child included)

¢. Minus maintenance paid
. MONTHLY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
3. PERCENTAGE SHARE OF INCOME (Linc 2. Euch parent’s
income divided by Combined Income)
4. BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION
: (Apply line 2 Combined to Child Support Schedule.) 1 3
i, |5. SHARED CUSTODY BASIC OBLIGATION (Line 4 times 1.5); A

[

(el

6. OVERNIGHTS with each parent (Must total 365) 365
7. PERCENTAGE with each parent (Line 6 divided by 365) % o
STOP HERE IF Line 7 is less than 25% for cither parent. Al o
Shared physical custody does not apply. (See Worksheet A) 5 G:,;’,g;f::'}‘
8. EACH PARENT'S THEORETICAL CHILD SUPPORT )

OBLIGATION (Multiply line 3 times line 3 for each parent.)
9. BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION FOR TIME WITH [§

OTHER PARENT (Line 7 times linc 8 as arrows indicate)

a. Work-Related Child Care Costs [Actual costs minus éﬁ%ﬁi‘%‘g}gﬁ?){g‘iﬁ r ? ; 2
Federal Tax Credit. CRS 14-10-115(11)] S R AL
L CoLR AN NG .8
b. Extraordinary Medical Expenses y)’??gaﬁ;{g’ﬁ&g»&(_ﬁivd
: {Uninsured only. CRS 14-10-115(12)] g)}l’%”f"{éwf .
¢. Extraordinary Expenses [Agreed to by parties or by ‘g;gg:};’f%gf’;‘
order of court. CRS 14-10-115(13)} G

d. Optional: Minus extraordinary adjustments.
IChild’s income if substantial, CRS 14-10-115(13%b}]

1. TOTAL EXPENSES/CHILDS INCOME
{Add lines 9a, 95, and Y¢. Subtract hine 9d.)

11. EACH PARENT'S PROPORTIONATE SHARE OF
EXPENSES/CHILD'S INCOME (Line 3 umes line 10}

12. ADJUSTMENTS from Worksheet on back, line L
if applicable. If not, continue to line 13,

13. EACH PARENT'S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION
{Line 93 (Or, if Adjustment #12 is used. line § minus
fine 12}

14, RECOMMENDED CHILD SUPPORT ORDER
{Subtract lesser amount from greater amount in line 13
and place result under greater amount. }

PREFARED BY.

Uise reverse side for . galb @ i ing in-kind i o isg or special sdjusizmenis Bevsusse of direst
prpmeens o child’s sabaianial moome)

Mo, H7L Rev, [2-87. WORKSHEET B -— CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION: SHARED PHYSICAL CUSTODY
Bradford Publishing, 5815 W 6ih Ave | Lakewood. £O 80214 — (3033 233-6900




INSTRUCTIONS: Use this Worksheet ONLY if any of the Expenses/Income listed in lines 9a, 9b, 9c or 9d is directly
paid out or received by the parents in a different proportion than the percentage share of income entered on line 3 of
Worksheet B. Example: If the wife pays all of the day care, or parents split education/medical costs 30750 and line 3 is other
than 50/50. If there is more than one Yc expense. the calculations on lines E and F below must be made for each expense.

WORKSHEET FOR LINE 12 ADJUSTMENTS

Petitioner Respondent

A, Total amount of direct payments made for hine Ya expenses times each parents S S
percentage of mcome {Line 3) (Proportionate share)

B. The excess amount of direct payments made by the parent who pays more than the |8 I
amount calculated on hine A above. (Difference between amount paid and !
proportionate share)

C. Total amount of direct payments made for 9b expenses times each parent’s $ $
percentage of income (Line 3)

D. The excess amount of direct payments made by the parent who pays more than the [ $ S
amount calculated on line C above.

E. Total amount of direct payments made tor 9¢ expenses times cach parent’s $ s
percentage of income (Line 3)

F. The excess amount of direct payments made by the parent who pays more than the |$ A
amount calculated on line E above.

G. Total amount of items for line 9d times each parent’s percentage of income (Line 3) 15

H. The excess amount received by the parent who receives more than the amount $
calculated on line G above.

I.  For each parent, add lines B, D and F Subrtract line H. Enter result on line 12 S 3
of Worksheet B, on front.




®

Ho DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY ___ , COLORANG
© CASENO. . DIWCRm _______

\’vOR h“ﬁﬂ‘ T C — (‘hILU PP()RI OBLIG A[IO\ bPLIl CUSTODY

o In re the Murzavc of: and
: Petitioner Responden:
i .
I - - — : - -
{ Children with Petitioner - Date of Birth Children with Respondent Date of Birth 3
- )
i It
I i
i TOTAL | With Petitioner TOTAL | With Respondent E
H Vi
i Petitioner Respondent Combined "
© 1. MONTHLY GROSS INCOME 3 $ o f""’"ot?’ .

a. Minus preexisting child support payment - -
b. Minus health insurance premium (if child included) - -
¢. Minus maintenance paid -
- MONTHLY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME $ 5
. PERCENTAGE SHARE OF INCOME (Line 2. Each parent’s
income divided by Combined Income)

4. BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION

tad PR

Y AN
")ylz e Loyt SRy 355

!
% - . - g 'L 4
] (Apply line 2 Combined 1o Child Support Schedule.) f;',,;\ _y})j‘, % i
f 5. PRORATED PERCENTAGE (Number of children with each i
; parent divided by the total number of children) % i
[l |6. PRORATED BASIC OBLIGATION FOR CHILDREN WITH |$ $ e o
1 EACH PARENT (Multiply line 5 by line 4 for each parent) _.'.’/\Q,én,»fé,j{\x‘;i(‘; s ;
| a. Work-Related Child Care Costs [Actual costs minus | . + 14“?" K "j‘/f’ z"?ti‘ i
:; Federal Tax Credit. CRS 14-10-115(11}] V4 ;
| b. Extraordinary Medical Expenses + + A I
; [Uninsured only. CRS 14-10-115(12)] |
x ¢. Extraordinary Expenses [Agreed to by parties or by . + ;
i% order of court. CRS 14-10-115(13}} i
H SESED 7/'1. a4 :
i d. Optional: Minus extraordinary adjustments. z;};,é; ,jrf «;?‘:'8‘ uf;; ?
i [Child’s income if substantial. _ _ ,;:,554/« ¥
H CRS 14-10-115(13)(b)] é’g@’f.};},"
' [7. TOTAL PRORATED CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION s s SRk
{Add lines 6, 6a, 6b, and 6¢. Subtract line 64, ?;;;}{?j}'«if;ﬁjyf‘gs,ﬁ
EI % f ) 4 L2 st 5{’{‘5,1?{»‘*‘
U 18 ALLOCATION TO PARTIES fggfw& @{ ‘.;?;ﬁf‘ Y
I} 19. PERCENTAGE SHARE OF INCOME (Line 3) .,s i zw ;i* 43’3,;1‘;‘
{! |10, PETITIONER'S OBLIGATION TO RESPONDENT s B! ,,g; S
(Line 7 times line 9 as arrows indicate} v’ﬁ”f«;r’;, s
|| |11. RESPONDENT'S OBLIGATION TO PETITIONER S S r,g,x,;,ﬁ Szl
i {Linc 7 times line 9 as arrows indicate) ST i, .3' gaf?} ’g;{?’ f}?{g
i 112, RECOMMENDED CHILD SUPPORT ORDER g b E

{Subtract lesser amount from greater amount in
Himes 10 and 11 and place result under greater amount}

PREPARED BY:

i
H

Use reverse side for comments, caloulations, or rebuttals Oncheding any additional adjustments for sharing or o one
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SCHEDULE OF BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS

Combined Six or
Monthly Adjusted | One Two Three Four Five More
Gross Income Child Children Children Children Children Children
> lgi: $20-$50 Per Month. Bgsed
= on Resources and Living
300 Expenses of Obligor and Number
400 of Children Due Support
500 s 20 B 3] 5 39 $ 44 5 48 s 51
600 89 109 119 134 138 141
700 157 187 199 224 228 232
800 171 265 279 314 318 323
900 184 286 359 404 408 414
1000 198 307 385 434 473 505
1100 210 327 410 463 504 538
1200 223 346 434 490 534 570
1300 235 366 459 517 563 602
1400 248 385 483 544 593 634
1500 260 404 506 570 622 665
1600 271 422 528 395 649 695
1700 282 440 550 620 676 724
1800 293 457 572 645 704 753
1900 305 475 595 671 731 782
2000 318 494 619 698 761 814
2100 330 513 642 725 790 845
2200 343 531 666 752 819 876
2300 355 550 690 779 849 907
2400 368 569 714 806 878 939
2500 380 588 738 833 908 970
2600 392 606 761 859 936 1001
2700 404 625 784 885 965 1031
2800 415 644 808 911 994 1062
2900 427 662 831 937 1023 1092
3000 439 681 855 964 1052 1123
3100 451 700 878 990 1080 1154
3200 463 718 901 1016 1109 1184
3300 474 737 925 1042 1138 1215
3400 486 756 948 1068 1167 1243
3500 498 775 972 1095 1196 1276
3600 508 796 990 1115 1219 1301
3706 516 802 1005 1132 1237 1320
3800 524 814 1020 1149 1258 1340
3900 232 826 1035 1166 1274 1360
4000 344 £38 1050 1183 1292 1380
4100 548 850 1065 1201 1310 1399
4200 556 862 1080 1218 1320 1419
4300 564 875 1096 1233 1347 1439
4400 572 887 1111 1252 1366 1458
4500 S8R0 899 1126 1269 1384 1478
4600 588 911 1141 1286 1402 1498
4700 396 923 1156 1303 1421 1517
4800 604 935 117 1320 1439 1537
4900 617 847 1186 1337 1458 1857
3000 620 956G 1201 1354 1476 1577
5100 628 971 1216 1372 1494 1596
5200 636 983 1231 1389 1513 1616
5300 644 956 1247 1406 1531 1636

Mo, 1173, SCHEDULE OF BASIC CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS

Bradford Publishing. 1743 Wazee St.. Denver. CO 80202 — (303) 292-2500 - 4-88




T4-10-115 Child suppuory - suidefines - schedule of busic child suppart ubli-
paviens. (1} In o procecding for dissolution of NUIrriaee. foent separation
m;l_mzcrmucc. or chuld support, the court may order cither o7 both pa sz;
owing & duly of support 1o a child of the Marridge 10 pav an amount reuson-
¢ or necessary for his support, without regard 1o marial misconduct, atter

ahl

considering all relevant factors inc luding:
tay  The hnancind resources of the chile

I I TPEEE N PP e
by The Nuenaa! resources of the custodil parent;

{c)  The wtindard of iiving the ehild would have enoyed hod the imarnaee

not beon dissolyeds

14-10-113 Domestic Matters Y

{d) The physical and emotuional condition of the child and his cducationa
needs: and

{¢)} The financial resources and needs of the noncustodial parent.

{2) In orders issucd pursuant to this section. the court mav order thay
cither parent or both parents initiate the inclusion of the child under a medi-
cal insurance policy currently in effect for their benefit. purchase medical
insurance for the child. or in some other manner provide tor the curreng
or futurc medical necds of the child. At the same time, the court may make
a determunauon of whose responsibility it shall be 10 pav required medical
insurance deductibles and copayments.

{3) (2) In anyacuon 1o establish or modify child support. whether tempo-
rary or permanent, the child support guideline as set fonh in this secuion
shall be used as a rebutiable presumpuion for the establishment or modifi-
cation of the amount of child support. Courts may deviate from the guidcline
where i1s application would be inequitable. Any such deviation shall be
accompanicd by writien or oral findings by the court specifving the reasons
for the deviation.

(b) (1) Supulations presented 10 the court shall be reviewed by the court
for approval. No hearing shall be required; however, the cournt shall use the
guideline to review the adequacy of child support orders negotiated by the
parties as well as the financial affidavit which fully discloses the financial
status of the paruies as required for use of the guideline.

(II) When a child support order is entered or modified, the parties may
agrec, or the court may require the parties 1o exchange financial information
pursuant to paragraph (¢) of subsection (7) of this section and other appropri-
ate information once a vear or less ofien, by regular mail, for the purpost
of updating and modifving the order without a court hearmg& The parties
shall us¢ the approved standardized child support guideline forms in
exchanging such financial mformation. Such forms shall be included with
any agreed modification or an agreement that s modificauon is nol appropri-
ate at the time. If the agreed amount depans from the guidelines, the panices
shall furnish siatements of explanation. which shall be included with the
forms and shall be filed with the court. The court shall review the agreement
pursuant to this subparagraph (1) and inform the parties by regular mail
whether or not additional or corrected information is needed. or that the
modification is granted. or that the modification is denied. If the partics
cannot agree. no modification pursuant 1o this subparagraph (1) shaill be
entered; however, either party may move {or or the court may schedule, upon
its own motion, & modification heanng,

{r3  The child support guidehine has the following purposes:

{13 To establish as siaic policy an adequarte standard of suppon for chil-
dren, subject 10 the ability of parents 1o pay:

{11y To make awards more equitable by ensuring more consistent treat-
ment of persons in sitmilar circumsiances; and

{111} To improve the efficiency of the coun process by promoting sctthe-
ments and giving couns and the parties guidance in ¢stablishing levels of
awards.

N iy



Uniform Dissolution of Marriage Act 14-10-113

o ’(4) The child support guideline does the following:

(a) Calculates child support bascd upon the parents’ combined adjusied
ss income estimated 1o have been aIIocqtcd to the child if the parents

- and children were living in an intact houschold

'(b) Adjusts the child support based upon the needs of the children for
‘extraordinary medical expenses and work-related child care costs;

- (c} Allocates the amount of child support 10 be paid by cach parent based
~upon physical custody arrangements.

o (5) The child support guideline shall be used with standardized child sup-

~ port guideline forms to be issued by the supreme court on or before Novem-

“ber 1, 1986, which shall be periodically updated when necessary.
(6) The child support guideline may be used by the parties as the basis
for periodic updates of child support obligations.

-{7) Determination of income. (2) For the purposes of the guideline speci-
fied in subsections (3) 1o (14) of this section, “income™ means actual gross

mcome of a parent, if emploved to full capacity. or potential income, if

“unemploved or underemploved. Gross income of each parent shall be deter-

" mined according 10 the following guidelines:

(D) (A) “Gross income™ includes income from any source and includes,
but is not himited to, income from salaries, wages. commissions, bonuses,

_dividends, severance pav. pensions, interest, trust income, annuities, capital

gains, social security benefits, workmen’s compensation benefits, unemploy-
men! insurance benefits. disability insurance benefits, gifts, prizes, and ali-

. mony or maintenance received.

5 e

(B) *“Gross income™ does not include benefits received from means-tested
public assistance programs, including but not limited to aid to families with
depcndem children, supplemental security income. food stamps, and general
assistance.

(II) (A) For income from self-employment. rent, rovalties, proprietorship
of a business, or joint ownership of a partnership or closely held corporation,
“gross income’” means gross receipts minus ordinary and necessary expenses

required to produce such income.

(B) *“Ordinary and necessary expenses” does not include amounts allowa-
ble by the internal revenue service for the accelerated component of deprecia-
1ion expenses or investment tax credits or any other business expenses
determined by the court to be inappropriate for determining gross income
for purposes of calculating child support.

(111} Expense reimbursements or in-kind payments received by a parent
in the course of emp!oymem or self-emplovment or operation of a business
shall be counted as income if they are significant and reduce personal hiving
expenses.

(b) {I) If a parent is voluntarily unemploved or underemployed, child
support shall be calculated based on a determination of potential income;
except that a determination of potential income shall not be made for a
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Schedule of basic child support obligations:

SIXOR

ONE ™O THREE FOUR FIVE MORE
CHILD CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN

$20-$50 PER MONTH, BASED

ON RESOURCES AND LIVING
EXPENSES OF OBLIGOR AND NUMBER

OF CHILDREN DUE SUPPORT

20 3l 39 44 48 sl
89 109 119 134 138 141
157 187 199 224 228 232
171 265 279 314 318 323
184 286 359 404 . 408 414
198 307 385 434 473 505
210 327 410 463 504 538
223 316 434 490 534 570
235 166 459 517 563 602
248 385 483 544 593 634
260 404 506 570 622 665
271 422 528 595 649 695
282 440 550 620 676 724
293 457 572 645 704 753
305 175 595 671 731 782
318 494 619 698 761 814
330 513 642 725 790 845
34 531 666 752 819 876
355 550 690 779 849 907
368 569 714 806 878 939
380 588 738 833 908 970
392 606 761 859 936 1001
404 625 784 885 963 1031
als 644 808 911 994 1062
427 662 831 937 1023 1092
439 681 8§55 964 1052 1123
451 700 878 990 1080 1154
463 718 901 1016 1109 1184
474 137 925 1042 1138 1215
486 756 948 1068 1167 1245
498 775 972 1095 1196 1276
508 790 990 1115 1219 1301
516 802 1005 1132 1237 . 1320
524 814 1020 1149 1255 1340
- 532 826 1035 1166 1274 1360
540 838 1050 1183 1292 1380
548 830 1065 1201 1310 1399
556 267 1080 1218 1329 1419
564 §75 1096 1235 1347 1439
572 887 HER N 1252 1366 1458
386 299 1126 1269 1384 1478

588 911 RS 1286 1402 1498




14-10-115 Domesuc Matters 9y

parent that is physically or mentally incapacitated or is caring for a child
two vears of age or younger for whom the parents owe a joint legal respons;.
bility.

(I1) Repcaled. L. 87. p. 600. § 38, effecuive July 1, 1987.

{c) Income statements of the parents shall be verified with documentation
of both current and past earnings. Suitable documentation of current earn-
ings includes pay stubs. emplover statements, or receipts and expenses if
self-employed. Documentation of current earnings shall be supplemented
with copies of the most recent tax return to provide verification of earnings
over a longer penod.

(d) The amount of child support actually paid by a parent with an order
for support of other children shall be deducted from that parent's gross
income. For the purposes of this section, “other children™ means children
who are not the subject of this particular child support determination.

{e) The actual cost of the provision of adequate health insurance coverage
that includes the children shall be deducted from the gross income of g
parent.

(S) Shared physical custody. For the purposes of this section, “shared
physical custody”™ means that each parent keeps the children overnight for
more than twentv-five percent of the vear and that both parents contribute
1o the expenses of the children in addition to the payment of child support.

(9) Split custody. For the purposes of this section, “split custody”™ means
that each parent has phvsical custody of at least one of the children.

(10) Basic child support ebligation. (a) (I} The basic child support obli-
gation shall be determined using the schedule of basic child support oblhi-
gations contained in paragraph (b) of this subsection (10). The basic child
support obligation shall be divided between the parents in proportion to their
adjusted gross incomes.

{I1) The category entitled “combined gross income” in the schedule
means the combined monthly adjusted gross incomes of both parents. For
the purposes of subsections (3) 1o (14) of this section, “adjusted gross
income™ means gross income less preexisting child support obligations and
less alimony or maintenance actually paid by a parent and the cost of health
insurance coverage that includes the children. For combined gross income
amounts falling between amounts shown in the scheduie, basic child suppor:
amounts shall be extrapolated. The category entitled “number of children
due support™ in the schedule means children for whom the parents share
joint legal responsibility and for whom support is being sought. The judge
mav use his judicial discretion in determining child support in circumstances
where a parent is hiving below 2 mimimum subsistence level; except that a
minimum child support pavment of twenty 1o fiftv dollars per month, based
on resources and living expenses of the obligor, shall be required even in
such instances. The judge may use his judicial discretion in determining chiid
support in circumstances where combined adjusted gross income exceeds the
uppermost jevels of the guideline,
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COMBINED
GROSS
INCOME

4700
4800
4900
5000
5100
5200
5300
5400
5500
5600
5700
5800
5900
6000
6100
6200
6300
6400
6500
6600
6700
6800
6900
7000
7100
7200
7300
7400
7500
7600
7700
7800
7900
8000
8100
8200
8300
8400
8500
8600
8700
8800
8900
000
9100
9200
9300
9300

ONE
CHILD

596
604
612
620
628
636
644
652
660
668
676
684
692
700
707
713
719
724
730
733
741

747
752
758
763
769
775
780
786
791

797
803
808
814
819
825
831
840
850
860
870
880
8§90
900
910
920
§36
9430

TWO

Domestic Maters

THREE

FOUR

FIVE

100

SINOR
MORE

CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN

923

935

947

959

971

983

996
1008
1020
1032
1044
1056
1068
1080
1092
1101
1110
1119
1128
1137
1146
1155
1164
1173
1182
1191
1200
1209
1218
1227
1236
1245
1254
1263
1272
1281
1290
1302
1318
1333
1349

1364

1380
1395
1411
1426
1442
1457

1156
171
1186
1201
1216
1231
1247
1262
1277
1292
1307
1322
1337
1352
1366
1378
1389
1401
1413
1424
1436
1447
1459
1471
1482
1494
1505
1517
1529
1540
1552
1563
1575
1587
1598
1610
1621
1638
1658
1677
1697
1716
1736
1755
1775
1794
1814
1833

1303
1320
1337
1354
1372
1389
1406
1423
1440
1457
1474
1491
1508
1525
1543
1556
1569
1582
1593
1608
1621
1634
1647
1660
1673
1686
1699
1712
1725
1738
1751
1764
1777
1790
1803
1816
1829
1848
1870
1892
1914
1936
1958
1980
2002
2024
2046
2068

1421
1439
1458
1476
1494
1513
1531
1550
1568
1586
1603
1623
1642
1660
1677
1692
1706
1721
1733
1730
1764
1779
1793
1808
1822
1837
1851
1866
1880
1895
1909
1924
1938
1933
1967
1982
1996
2008
2032
2055
2079
2103
2127
21351
2475
2199
2233

2347

1517
1537
1557
1577
1396
1616
1636
1635
1675
1695
1714
1734
1754
1774
1795
1808
1824
1839
1854
1869
1884
1900
1915
1930
1643
1960
1976
1991
2006
2021
2036
2052
2067
2082
2097
2112
2128
21350
2176
2202
2327
2253
2278
2304
2330
23535
2381
2306
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COMBINED : SINOR

GROSS ONE ™GO THREE FOUR FIVE MORE
INCOME CHILD  CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN  CHILDREN

Q500 930 1473 1833 2080 127 2332

9600 960 1488 1872 2112 2294 2438

. 9700 970 1504 1892 2134 2318 2383

9800 980 1519 1911 22156 2542 2509

9900 990 1335 1931 2178 2366 2534

10000 1000 1550 1950 2200 2390 2560

(c) Because shared physical cusiody presumes that certain basic expenses
for the children will be duplicated, an adjustment for shared physical custody
1s made by multiplving the basic child support obligation by one and one-
half.

By (11) Child care costs. (a) Net child care costs incurred on behalf of the
children due to employment or job search of cither parent shall be added
to the basic obligation and shall be divided between the parents in proportion
10 their adjusted gross incomes.

(b) Child care costs shall not exceed the level required 10 provide quality
care from a heensed source for the children. The value of the federal income
1ax credit for child care shall be subtracted from actual costs 10 arrive at
a figure for net child care costs.

(12) Extraordinary medical expenses. (3) Any extraordinary medical
expenses incurred on behalf of the children shall be added 1o the basic child
support obligation and shall be divided beiween the parents in proporuon
to their adjusted gross incomes.

(b) Extraordinary medical expenses are uninsured expenses In excess of
one hundred dollars for a single tliness or condition. Extraordinary medical
expenses shall include, but need not be hmited 1o, such reasonable costs
as are reasonably necessary for orthodontia. dental wreatment. asthma treat-
ments, physical therapy, and anyv uninsured chronic health problem. At the
discretion of the court, profess:onaf counseling or psvchiatric therapy for
diagnosed mental disorders may also be considered as an extraordinary medi-
. cal expense.

(13) Extraordinary adjustments to schedule. {(a) By agreement of the par-
' ties or by order of coun, the following reasonable and necessary expenses
. incurred on behalfl of the child shall be divided between the parents in pro-
= portion to their adjusted gross income:
{Iy Anv expenses for attending anv special or private elementary or
secondary schools to meet the particular educational needs of the child;
(11) Any expenses for transponation of the child between the homes of

the parents; i

(111} The expenses for anv institution of higher cducation. minus contri-
butions of the child that 1czu3§§y reduce expenditures, including emplovment
and scholarships or gran

{b} Anyv additional f';}i:zsrg that aciually diminish the basic needs of the
child mav be considered for deductions from the basic child suppornt obli-

galion,
{14} {jﬁ?‘ﬁﬁui,}fiﬁ?% of child sup pport. {a} cept in cases of shared phvsical
custody or splin custody as defined in sghi%fﬁ ons {8) and (9} of this scction,

s




TR kg

%

14-10-115 Domesuc Mauers 2
a wotal child support obliganion is determined by adding each parent's respec.
tive obligations tor the basic child support obligation, work-related net chijg
care costs, extraordmary medical cxpcnsw and extraordinary adjustmenis
1o the schedule. The custodial parent shall be presumed 1o spend his or her
total child suppori obhgation dm.c:!} on the children. The noncusiodial
parent shall owe his or her total child support obligation as child suppor:
10 the custodial parent miinus any ordered payments included in the calcula-
tions made dircctly on behalf of the children for work-related net child care
costs, extraordinary medical expenses, or extraordinary adjustments 10 the
schedule

(b} In casecs of shared physical custody, each parent’s adjusted basic child

support obligation obiained by application of paragraph (¢) of subsection
(10) of this scction shall first be divided between the parents in proportion
to their respective adjusted gross incomes. Each parent’s share of the adjusied
basic child support obligation shall then be muliiplied by the percentage of
ume the children spend with the other parent 1o determine the theoretical
basic child support obligation owed 10 the other parent. To these amounts
shall be added cach parent’s proportionate share of work-related net child
care costs, extraordinary medical expenses, and extraordinary adjustments
10 the schedule. The parent owing the greater amount of child support shall
owe the difference between the two amounts as a child support order minus
any ordered direct pavments made on behalf of the children for work-related
net child care costs. extraordinary medical expenses, or extraordinary adjust-
ments to schedule.

(¢} (1) In cases of split physical custody, a basic child support obligation
shall be computed jointly for all of the children in accordance with subsection
(10) of this section. Such jointly determined basic child support obligation
shall then be divided by the to1al number of children and allocated to each
parent based on the number of those children for whom that parent has
physical custody. Child care cosis, extraordinary medical expenses, and
extraordinary a2djustments to schedule shall then be determined for each
child in accordance with subsections (11). {12), and (13) of this section and
shall be added 1o that child’s share of the basic obligation. The amount so
determined shall be a theoretical support obligation due each parent for sup-
port of the child or children for whom he or she has physical custody. This
theoretical support obligation shall be multiplied by the percentage that the

" other parent’s gross income bears 1o the toial combined gross income of both

~ parents. The obligations so determined shall then be offser, with the parent

owing the larger amount owing the differcnce berween the wo amounts as
a child support order.
(I1) If the parents also share physical custody as outlined in paragraph
by of this subscction (14), an additional adjustment for shared physical cus-
tody shall be made as provided in paragraph (b) of this subsection (14).

or. modified. as a pan of any proceeding. including. but not limited
cles 5, 6, and 10 of this utle and aricles 3 and 6 of 1ile 19, C.R.5.
filed on, prior 1o, or subseguent 1o }uig; 10, 1987,

Gy bhen

327, 963, %
10: L. 86, p. THS0 50 L 87 ?5?, }":’iz; :3:3%3* 589,

(15yand (16} Repealed, L. 87, p. 600, § 38 effective July 10, 1987,

(17) This section shail apply 10 all child support obligations. established

16, ari-
. wherther

Source: R & RE, L. 71 p. : CR.E. -1
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:,;: ga(ions. {7} Determination of income. (a) (I) (A} “Gross income™ includes

B salaries, wages, commissions, bonuses, dividends, severance pay, pensions,

1990 CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT

14-10-115.  Child support - ;,u;delmes schedule ofba.sxc chxid support obh‘ :
income from any source and includes, but is not limited to, income from

interest, trust income, annuilies, capital gains, social security benefits, work-
ers’ compensation bunefts uncmployment insurance benefits, dlsabx lity
- insurance benefits, gifts, prizes, and ahmony or maxmenancc recerved.-
~(b) (III) ~ For the purposes of this section;"a” parcnt shall n6t'be’ dcemed
‘undcrcmplmed as long as he 15 gamfuny cmploycd on a full- time bas: -

(c) Income statements of the parents shall be verified with documentation

of both current and past earnings. Suitable documentation .of current earn- .
; ings includes pav stubs, emplover statements, or receipts and expenses if

- se}f-emplmcd Documentation of current, .earnings:shall .be supplemented

7 with copies of the most recent tax return to provide. verification of earnings

" over a longer period. A copy of ‘wage statements or other.wage information™

b obtained from the computer data base maintained by the depanmcm of labor
£ - and employment shall be admissible. xnto evxdcncc for purposcs of’dctcrmm‘
v mg income under this subsection (7)..5 <x : e
i3 (d 5).(I) - At the time of the initial cstabhsbmem of a chxld snppon order L
: -.or.in any proceeding to ‘modify ‘a support order,”if.a-parent is also legalh* :
z respons:b e for the support:of other children.for whom'the: parcms do not- " :-
ﬁ " ‘share Jomt legal responsszlny, an adjustmcnt shall ‘be ‘nade.revising such
%’5 " parent’s income prior 1o calculating the ‘basic:child_ support obhganon for -

-~ the ‘children who are the subject of the support ‘order.-An'amount equal 10 -
-.--the amount listed under the schedule of: basxc child; suppon obhgauons m"-»
: paragraph (b) of subsection (10) of this section" whxch would reprcscm a sup-
port obligation based only upon the rcsponsib]e parcnt s'gross-income, with-..
out any other ad)usxmems “for the number of such other chddrcn ‘for whom -
:-such parent. 1s also rcsponsxblc shall besubtracied. fromi’ ‘the amount of such™ -,
: parcnl s gross income pnor 1o ca!cu]anng the! basxc cbdd support c?ohgauon R
bascd on both parcms gross.mcome'as mvxded in subsection (10):of Lh':s )
secnonh - = A o8

-

st

o

prewously c;usnng suppon order for thc chﬂdr n'who arc t{:‘?i\ lij l‘é of thc
N ‘?‘*t"

- the ‘basic chﬁé S’é;}pcﬁ ot}izganon ‘as d:nvcd fmm~thc schcdlﬂ**mnmnsd
in par*gra;}h (b) of subsection: (10) of this sec{mn‘muiup&cd by mc pcrcen£~
~age of the time the child resides-at the: msmuf ‘nxof '
“is away from the home of the custodial parentiinEas
~{17)+This section shall app!y to.all: child'su ppo

" or modified, as a part of any ;}r&cctdzag mciuéﬁzzg, but’ nct h:mzeﬁ 10, arti-
“cles?4; 5, 6,"and 10 of this ttle’ ‘and articles4;and- 6 of mic I? QKS
’gmeghcr fi ied on, pnes to, or. subseqasst zo }uiy IO 198?“5"*"" ~

:;
. {;‘5 such review and any z’ammmsz}ézé gbanggs 3&32} b»:: z*s?;ﬁ&icé ie z}i}s gm er
B2 norand 16 the' gf:fzf:fag assembl! yon {}r %%f:}:‘:: I}tcsmbﬂ{ f; §§§i§,~zz}é ever
g’g{ four years thereafier by a child support commission;iw ich commission. 1
na  hereby created. The child support commussion. shalls c{}mziz of no more than -
- fifteen members appointed by .%;c governor: The members of the' {s:zzzzrmss;{;z} S
shall mf*s:zéf* a aszsém _parent, 3 nsgggsz@{izai pr@% a;’gégc 2 f“i%zz fﬁ;* ’

sna

j _zn %gs &E;}i e deparntm n,z;z Qf’ s{:ss::zzé services whz&z ;s«: rzsmasz%%s for'child s*sg}»
. port f::zfsf'smimi or his designee, a representativeof the family law section




e,

2R teakr £

D R N R TR IT TP

PESNRES
et s

R bibngbon-gnasiuigy

e X

. with their duties.,
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of the Colorado bar association, an attorney who is knowledgeable in child
support, 2 director of a county department of social services, an adminisira-
tor of a county delegate child support enforcement unit, and two legisiators.
Members of the child support commission shall not be compensated for their
services on the commission; except:that members shall be reimbursed for
actual and necessary expenses for. travei and mﬂeage mcurred in conneﬂnon

(b In revxemng ‘the'chiid support guldehnes as requxred in paragraph
* {(a) of this subsection (18), the child support commission shall study the issue

- of prohibiting or limiting an’increase’ in’ the basic child support obligation. -

of a noncustod:ai parem bascd'soiely on’ an mcrease in’ the mcome of 1he
custodlal parem ‘ ) : -

{e) "In’ rcvzcwmg the Chﬂd suppon guxdelmes as requzred in paragraph
(a) of this subsection (18), the child support commission shall study the issue

of establishing and enforcmg ‘child support. orders with respect to children

whose mother or father is. under the age ‘of exghlecn vears by ordermg the

parents of the minor mother a.ud father_to_support the chzldren until the -

mother or fathcr reaches the age -of. cxghtecn years. “The commission shall

also study the recovery from the.parents of minor mothers ‘and fathers of
any pavments of public assmtancc madc to or for the benefit of any depend-
“ent child whose mother.or- father: is. under eighteen years of age until the
minor mother or father teaches the, agc of. eighteen: The.commission shall .~

"include its recommendations in the report requxred to be made to lhe gencral

assembly onor bcfore Decembcr 1, 1990
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