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Chapter 5

CHILD SUPPORT, VISITATION, SHARED
CUSTODY AND SPLIT CUSTODY

by

Karen Czapanskiy*

I. INTRODUCTION

In most states, it is axiomatic that child support and
visitation are independent obligations.' The reader
deserves an explanation, therefore, about why more
needs to be said about child support and visitation. In
other words. why is this chapter here?

The first reason is that, despite the axiom, child sup-
port is not fully disconnected from visitation. In most
states, the disconnection is full only with respect to
punitive uses and counteruses of child support and
visitation. That is. in most states, nonpayment of child
support does not legally justify denial of visitation, nor
does denial of visitation legally justify nonpayment of
child support, In most states, child support and visita-
tion remain fully intertwined, however, with respect
to calculating how much child support is to be paid.
The interconnections occur two ways.

The first interconnection is that the basic amount of
child support which will be ordered in most states is
intended to cover only the time the child is in the house-
hold of the custodial parent, not all of the child’s time.
For the purposes of this calculation, the child is
assumed to spend some percentage of time, usually
about 20 percent, with the noncustodia) or visiting par-
ent. Two further assumptions are that the visiting par-
ent incurs expenses for the child during visits and that
the custodial parent is relieved of expenses attributable
to the child during visits. The result of the visitation
assumptions is that the basic child support award is a
discounted amount, less than what would be deemed
necessary were the child always in the custodial house-
hold.

The second interconnection is that, in many states,
the basic child support obligation is adjusted when par-
ents are to share physical custody of the child. The
amount to be paid to the primary custodial parent’s

household is reduced and the amount to be attributed
to the secondary custodial parent’s household is
increased. Some states have decided that adjusting
child support to accommodate shared physical custody
is inappropriate, and these arguments will be reviewed
here. In addition, this chapter will address the different
situations in which the downward adjustment is permit-
ted and some of the many ways it is calculated.

Although shared physical custody is different in
name from traditional visitation, the two can be seen
as different points along the same continuum. Some
children will spend 100 percent of their time with one
parent, and none of their time with the other. Others
will spend 80 percent of their time with one parent
(called the custodial parent), and 20 percent of their
time with the other (called the visiting parent). Other
children will spend more evenly divided time between
their parents. Usually, these parents are called Jjoint
physical custodians. The parent with whom the child
spends more time is called the primary custodian and
the other one is called the secondary custodian.

Not every state draws the line distinguishing visita-
tion from shared physical custody at the same place. As
will be discussed, in those states where a joint physical
custody adjustment is possible, the place where the line
is drawn between *‘visitation”> and *‘shared physical
custody’” has significant consequences for the calcula-
tion of child support.

The third topic of this chapter is split custody. which
differs from both visitation and shared physical cus-
tody. Split custody occurs when parents have more
than one child, and each parent has custody of at least
one child. Modification of basic child support may be
needed in a split custody situation to ensure that both
households have sufficient resources for the child or
children living in them.

*Karen Czapanskiy is an Associate Professor at the University of Maryland School of Law. She teaches courses on family law, civil
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II. CHILD SUPPORT AND VISITATION

A. The Visitation Assumption

With the exception of California, child support
guidelines in every state assume that the child will be
spending most of his or her time in the household of
the custodial parent and some period of time in the
household of the visiting parent.® With this assumption
in mind, the basic child support amount is calculated
to cover the child’s financial needs in the custodial
household for approximately 80 percent of the time.
Thus, for example, if a child’s needs are assumed to
be $100 a month, the child support will be less, approxi-
mately $80 a month. The remaining $20 will be spent
on the child, it is assumed, during the time that the
child spends with the visiting parent.

The 80 percent figure was determined by looking
at traditional visitation orders, under which the child
would be with the visiting parent for roughly 20 percent
of the time, consisting of alternative weekends (52 days
a year), alternative holidays (three to four days a year),
and two weeks in the summer (14 days) for a total of
70 days out of 365. The typical child support guideline
assumes a traditional arrangement, and, therefore,
assumes that the child’s needs for support in the custo-
dial parent’s household are limited to 80 percent of the
child’s time. Thus, the basic child support amount is
discounted 20 percent, on the assumption that the child
will be spending 20 percent of his or her time with the
visiting parent.

The visitation assumption, however, is false in many
cases. For as many as half of the children whose par-
ents do not live together, the noncustodial parent never
or rarely sees the child.’ Even among those who see
the child regularly, few nonresidential parents have the
child in his or her household overnight.* Because of
the visitation assumption, an unvisited child suffers a
double detriment: no contact with the visiting parent
and a custodial household deprived of a portion of the
financial support needed by the child.

Upward modification of child support is a possible
response to nonvisitation. In Tennessee, for example,
upward modifications are possible where the visiting
parent fails to visit at least twice a month. Another
possible response is to abolish the visitation assump-
tion, as California has done. In California, child support
is calculated based on how much time the child is
expected to spend with each parent across the entire
spectrum from 0 percent to 100 percent. Thus, if a
parent is expected to spend no time with a child, the
child support is calculated based on the child’s needs
in the custodial household for 100 percent of the time.

B. Expenses of Visitation

In addition to the discount in child support attributed
to the visitation assumption, states often permit down-
ward adjustments to child support to accommodate
unusual or extraordinary expenses associated with visi-
tation. For example, if a child’s parents live far apart
and transportation is a significant expense, many states
will permit the child support to be adjusted to allocate
the transportation expense between the custodial and
the visiting parent.

C. Drawing the Line between Child Support and
Shared Physical Custody

In some states, a downward adjustment to child sup-
port will be made where the parents share physical
custody of a child or children, and no adjustment will
be made when one parent is the custodial parent and
the other a visiting parent. States are not uniform in
drawing the line between visitation and shared physical
custody. In Colorado, for example, the line is drawn
at 75 percent/25 percent. According to the Colorado
statute, a child is in shared physical custody when he
or she spends fewer than 75 percent of overnights per
year with one parent (273) and more than 25 percent
of overnights per year with the other parent (92). Child
support with respect to this child may be subject to a
downward adjustment. If the same child were to spend
76 percent of overnights per year with one parent and
26 percent with the other, he or she would be within the
definition of visitation, and no child support adjustment
would occur.

In Maryland, a downward adjustment of child sup-
port for shared physical custody is permitted where
the-child is expected to spend 35 percent or more of
his or her overnights with the visiting parent. Less than
35 percent of the time (128 overnights) is considered
within the range of normal visitation, and no adjust-
ment to child support is provided. In the District of
Columbia, normal visitation is considered to include
up to 40 percent of the child’s time. A downward
adjustment of child support is permitted where the child
spends more than 40 percent of his or her time with
the secondary custodian.’ In Hawaii, a visitation
adjustment of child support is possible where the child
spends more than 100 days with the visiting parent
(27 percent), but a shared physical custody adjustment
may not be considered until the child spends equal time
in each parent’s household.

Many states do not establish a bright line between
visitation and shared physical custody. Instead, these
states authorize the court or administrative agency to



adjust support as necessary where parents are to share
physical custody.®

1. SHARED PHYSICAL CUSTODY

A. Instituting a Shared Physical Custody
Adjustment

In most states, parents can agree or be ordered to
share physical custody of a child. More than half the
states provide for a downward adjustment in child sup-
port for cases of shared physical custody. The major
argument in favor of a shared physical custody adjust-
ment is that it is better for a child to have a close
relationship with both parents. It is also believed that
the expenses of the primary custodial household are
less than those of a traditional sole custodial household
when the child spends more time in the secondary
custodial household and that, conversely, the expenses
of the secondary custodial household are greater than
those of a traditional visiting parent’s household.” The
reduction in child support for shared physical custody
is intended to allocate child support consistent with
these assumptions about the expenses associated with
the child.

A number of states have declined to provide for a
child support adjustment in the case of shared physical
custody or have provided for an adjustment only in
limited circumstances. The reasons are many.

First, states may want to avoid creating an incentive
for parents to try to create two households for the
child to occupy when in fact they can afford only one.
Allocating inadequate resources to two households
may jeopardize the child’s financial security in the pri-
mary custodial household. In one study, for example,
it was found that

[Alpplication of the adjustment led to a significant
decline in the standard of living of the primary custodiai
home, without creating an equivalent decline in the
standard of living within the secondary custodial home.
Since, in hypotheticals based upon income norms, the
primary custodial homes were already generally at the
lower standard of living, they could little afford the
additional drop. In some lower-middle income cases,
the adjustment even reduced the custodial family’s
standard of living to below poverty level.?

Financial stability is an important element in a child’s
positive adjustment to divorce.” Some states have elec-
ted, therefore, not to reduce the child support payable
to the child’s primary custodial household even when
the child spends substantial time in the secondary cus-
todial household.

Second, studies do not uniformly support the propo-
sition that every child benefits from continuing and
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extensive contact with both parents.'® For example,
the National Survey of Children found that, in general,
children who had close ties to their noncustodial fathers
were ‘‘neither more nor less successful’” than those
who did not have close ties or relationships.'! Particu-
larly where the parents are in severe conflict, the child’s
adjustment to divorce may be worse when the child is
in shared physical custody than when the child is in
the sole custody of one of the parents.'? It has been
argued, therefore, that parents should not be given a
financial incentive to enter into a shared physical cus-
tody arrangement when evidence supporting its benefit
for all children is not firm, and where the economic
cost to the child’s primary custodial household can be
substantial.

Third, there is a concern that financial recognition of

‘'shared caregiving may encourage insincere negotiating

about custodial arrangements designed to reduce child
support outlay. Thus, if a shared physical custody
adjustment will reduce by 15 percent the child support
to be paid by a secondary custodial parent, that parent
may fight harder for a custodial arrangement placing
the children with him or her for an extra month during
the year."® The demand may be insincere in situations
where that parent previously has spent little time with
the children. At the same time, a primary custodial
parent may fight hardest against sharing physical cus-
tody because of the consequent reduction in child sup-
port. That parent’s resistance may be inappropriate if
the child would benefit from spending a larger amount
of time with the secondary custodial parent.

A fourth argument against the shared custody adjust-
ment is that it leads to more litigation and administra-
tive complexity in the administration of child support,
which is unacceptable when a child’s financial security
may be threatened by the nonpayment or delay of child
support. For example, if a downward adjustment in
child support has been awarded but the secondary cus-
todial parent fails to provide care for the child accord-
ing to the planned schedule, the primary custodial par-
ent may be forced back to court to obtain a modification
of both the custody order and the child support order."
In the meantime, the child’s household is receiving an
amount of child support that is too low to support the
child adequately in the primary custodial household
because it was calculated in the belief that the child
would be spending more time in the household of the
secondary custodial parent. Or, a state may provide
that a shared physical custody adjustment is calculated
outside the guidelines, and litigation may ensue over
how much money the adjustment will affect.”

B. Calculating a Shared Physical Custody
Adjustment :

Once a state decides to permit a downwar(_i adjust-
ment of child support in cases of shared physical cus-



tody, it must decide how the adjustment will be calcu-
lated. The first question is whether the adjustment
should be made a part of the child support formula or
whether it should be defined as a circumstance in which
the formula does not apply and thereby entrusted to
the discretion of the decision-maker. While many states
have opted for the discretionary approach, alarge num-
ber have attempted to include the adjustment within
the scope of the child support guidelines.'®

1. Simple Formula

The simplest guidelines approach to shared physical
custody is to allocate the child support obligation in
direct proportion to the amount of time the child is
expected to spend with each parent. Thus, where a
child is to spend 70 percent of his or her time with
parent A, and 30 percent of his or her time with parent
B, parent A is entitled to 70 percent of the amount of
basic child support deemed necessary for the child,
while parent B is entitled to 30 percent. The two obliga-
tions are offset against each other to determine the net
amount that one parent pays the other.

Take for example the situation of a child for whom
the basic child support award would be $100 a month.
The child is to spend 20 days a month in the primary
custodial household and 10 days a month in the second-
ary custodial household. The primary custodian is
deemed to need $66 ($100 x 2/3) a month for the support
of the child, while the secondary custodian is deemed
to need $34 ($100 x 1/3). The net child support payable
to the primary custodian is $32 ($66—$34). In the
absence of a shared custody adjustment, the child sup-
port payable to the primary custodian would be $100.

2. Financial Consequences

a. Increased Costs of Shared Physical Custody

Some states are dissatisfied with the simplest formula
approach because it assumes that no additional costs
are associated with providing duplicate homes for the
child. This assumption ignores the fact that the costs
of raising a child who lives in two households are
greater than the costs of raising a child who lives in one.
The assumption also ignores the fact that, although
the secondary custodial household will experience an
increase in costs attributable to the child’s presence,
the child’s primary custodial household does not expe-
rience significant savings attributable to the child’s
absence.

It has been estimated that it costs 50 percent more
to provide two households for a child than to provide
one."” Thus, if the child needed $100 a month for food,
shelter, clothing, and other necessities, it would cost
$150 a month to provide the same standard of living in
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two separate households. The increase is attributable
to the duplication required: two bedrooms, two beds,
certain duplicate toys, etc. The simplest formula, how-
ever, would take the basic $100 chiid support and allo-
cate it to the two households without taking into
account the increased costs associated with providing
the child with duplicate households.

The second assumption behind the simplest formula
is that expenses attributable to a child are directly pro-
portional to the number of days spent in each house-
hold. Thus, itis assumed, it would cost 40 percent of the
basic child support to support the child in the primary
custodial household if the child were there 40 percent
of the time. However, most of the expenses attributable
to the child are ongoing, whether the child is present
or not. The cost of shelter, of utilities, of owning and
insuring a car, etc., do not change significantly depend-
ing on the presence or absence of a child for afew days
each week. The savings experienced by the primary
custodial household will occur only with respect to
certain small categories of expenditures, such as food
or entertainment. '8

One alternative to the simplest formula is to increase
the basic support amount deemed necessary in shared
physical custody cases to take into account the
increased costs and minimal savings associated with
shared physical custody. A number of states have
adopted a “‘muitiplier’” which increases the basic sup-
port amount by 50 percent in cases of shared physical
custody. Thus, a $100 basic child support award in a
sole custody arrangement would become $150 in a
shared physical custody arrangement. The $150 would
then be allocated to the two parents according to the
percentage of the month that the child is to spend in
each household. Going back to the original example,
the child support deemed necessary for the primary
custodial household after the multiplier is applied
would be $100 ($150 x 2/3), rather than $66, while the
secondary custodial household would be deemed to
need $50 (3150 x 1/3), rather than $34. The net child
support payable to the primary custodial household
would be 350 ($100—$50). In the absence of a shared
custody adjustment, the child support payable to the
primary custodial household would be $100. Even with
the multiplier, therefore, the child support paid to the
primary custodial household is less than it would be
without the shared physical adjustment. The multiplier
reduces the difference, however, since the net child
support paid to the primary custodial household is $50
rather than $32.

The multiplier reduces the possibility that an inade-
quate basic amount of child support will be subject to
an allocation between two households. It also clarifies
that the costs of maintaining duplicate households are



high, so it may discourage some people who lack suffi-
cient economic resources from undertaking shared
physical custody. Nonetheless, it does not solve the
problems entirely. One issue is that the economic evi-
dence supporting 50 percent as the correct figure for a
multiplier is speculative. It is not based on diary
records or other primary sources, nor was the estimate
developed from a study directly on point.'” In the
absence of direct evidence, it is unknown whether an
appropriate multiplier should be 50 percent, 60 percent
or 30 percent. Second, even if a 50 percent multiplier
is appropriate and adequate, the standard of living of
a child in a primary custodial household has still been
shown to decline where a shared physical custody
adjustment is awarded (as compared to the standard
of living of a child in a sole custody household), even
though it declines less than it would in a state that
lacked a multiplier.*® This occurs because expenses
attributable to the child do not increase or decrease
exactly proportionally to the number of days that the
child spends in a household.

b. Visitation Assumption Discount

The simplest formula also may be criticized because
it does not take into account the fact that the basic
child support amount awarded under most child sup-
port guidelines is already discounted as the result of
the visitation assumption. Thus, as discussed earlier,
basic child support is assumed to meet the needs of a
child who is in the home of the primary parent only
about 80 percent of the time, not all of the time. When
~one divides that amount proportionally to the number
of days the child actually is to spend in each househoid,
one is dividing an already discounted figure. The result
is to depress the standard of living of the child in his
or her primary custodial household.

Returning to the first example, the basic child sup-
port amount of $100 has been discounted 20 percent
because of the visitation assumption, under which the
child is assumed to be spending 20 percent of his or
her time in the household of the visiting parent. In
other words, if the child were in the primary custodial
household all the time, the basic child support amount
should be not $100, but $120. When the child is in the
home of the visiting parent for 20 percent of the time,
the figure should be reduced to $100, and it should be
reduced to $90 when the child is in the home of the
secondary custodian for 30 percent of the time. Under
the simplest formula, however, when the child is in the
home of the secondary custodian for 30 percent of the
time, the figure is not reduced to $90; it is reduced to
$32 because the visitation assumption discount is not
added back in before the allocation between the house-
holds is made.?'

n
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Alternatives to the problem caused by the visitation
assumption discount are possible. For example, the
adjustment could cover only that portion of time that
exceeds the percentage of time included within the
assumption, whether that is 20 percent, 30 percent or
50 percent.™ Or, the visitation assumption could be
eliminated from the calculation of the basic child sup-
port amount for all purposes. This would simplify all
child support calculations, including those in the situa-
tion where the visiting parent spends little or no time
with the child.

3. Modification of Living Arrangements

Another source of dissatisfaction with the simplest
formula is that it does not take into account the fact
that most shared physical custody arrangements do not
remain static. Further, the most common change that
occurs is for the child to spend more time with the
primary custodial parent and less time with the second-
ary custodial parent.”

Adjusting the child support award to reflect the
changes in residential caregiving can be complex and
burdensome. If it is not adjusted, however, the child
will be living in a household that lacks sufficient finan-
cial resources. Going back to the original example,
where the basic child support award was $100 before a
simple formula shared custody adjustment, the child’s
primary custodial household is receiving a net award
of $32 because the parents agreed to or were ordered
into a shared physical custody arrangement. Atthe end
of the first year, assume that the child is spending most
weekdays with the primary custodial parent and seeing
the secondary custodial parent two weekends a month,
many holidays, and for a vacation in the summer. The
overnights amount to approximately 20 percent of the
child’s time. According to the standard of need which
supports the basic child support award of $100 a month,
this child’s primary custodial household requires $68
a month more than it is receiving in order to maintain
an appropriate standard of living for the child. In most
states, for the child support amount to be changed from
$32 to $100, the child’s primary custodial parent must
return to court to seek a modification of both the cus-
tody and the child support orders, a process which may
take many months and consume many doliars. In
the meantime, the child’s primary custodial house-
hold is receiving less than a third of the money deemed
necessary. :

A number of alternatives are possible that may be
less costly and more feasible. For example, states
might provide that a downward adjustment of child
support can be awarded only where shared physical
custody is firmly established. That is, the child’s resi-
dential patterns could be examined on an annual or



biennial basis and, if the criteria for shared physical
custody have been met, the child support for the next
year or two could be adjusted downward in the expec-
tation that shared physical custody will continue. The
historical proposal does not eliminate the risk that the
child’s living arrangements may change from shared
physical custody to sole custody, but it diminishes the
cost by requiring evidence of success before reducing
the support available to the child’s primary household
and by placing the burden for seeking the child support
adjustment on the secondary custodial parent.*

A second alternative is prospective in part and retro-
spective in part. Under this proposal, a decisionmaker
would calculate child support based on both sole cus-
tody and shared physical custody at the time of the
initial award, and enter an order based on the type of
custody the decisionmaker predicts will occur. The
other amount remains on the record as a “fallback”™
award. If within 90 days the decisionmaker’s prediction
has proven wrong and the child has moved into the
opposite arrangement, the parent who is burdened with
paying too much support or who is receiving too little
can petition the court or agency by affidavit for a
change in the support award. No hearing need be held
unless the other parent contests the request for a
change to the fallback award.>

4. Difficulty of Administration and the Cliff

An additional objection to the simple formula is that
it is hard to administer because it allows for calibration
across the entire continuum. This means that a child
support award will vary depending on the precise
amount of time that a child is to spend in a secondary
custodial household. Going back to the original exam-
ple, a 35 percent/65 percent arrangement will produce
a net child support payment of $30,2° while a 45 percent/
55 percent arrangement will produce a net child support
payment of $10.7

Many states respond to this critique by providing for
only one adjustment that occurs only when the planned
custody arrangement calls for the child to spend a pre-
determined threshold amount of time with the second-
ary custodian. This adjustment approach has been
named the *‘cliff” approach. That is, no adjustment is
made unless the cliff is climbed, and no further adjust-
ment is made, no matter how high the climber continues
to go.

The cliff approach has been criticized from two dif-
ferent perspectives. First, it does not take into account
the many variations in time and resultant costs that
occur between the cliff time and a fully equal sharing
arrangement, where the child resides in each household
50 percent of the time. Thus, a secondary custodian
who cares for the child 30 percent of the time may have

48

very different financial circumstances from one who
cares for the child 49 percent of the time.

Second, the cliff approach can encourage bargaining
based on meeting the threshold rather than on parents
candidly assessing their parental histories and abilities
with respect to caregiving. The financial impact of
reaching the cliff can be considerable, up to an 80
percent reduction of child support in some circum-
stances, so the incentives are substantial.?®

IV. SpeLit CusTODY

In some families, custody of children is split: at least
one child is placed with one parent, while at least one
child is placed with the other parent.? Child support
guidelines may be designed to take split custody into
account in a formulaic manner,* or split custody may
be treated as a deviation from the guidelines and
thereby entrusted to the discretion of the decision-
maker.’'

The most common formulaic approach is to calculate
the child support award that would be entered with
respect to each child’s separate custody situation, then
offset the one award against the other. For example,
if child support for the child in the mother’s custody
would be $100, while the child support for the child in
the father’s custody would be 380, the mother is
ordered to pay the father $20.32

While split custody cases are not difficult in theory,
in practice they can be quite complex because issues
affecting all child support awards, such as the relative
economic resources of the parents or the appropriate-
ness of imputing income, affect split custody cases as
well. -

V. CONCLUSION

Despite the axiom that child support and visitation
are independent obligations, the interconnections
between them remain many and complex. Most child
support guidelines award less than the amount deemed
necessary to support a child all the time, because of
visitation assumptions: that a child is in the care or
custody of one parent most of the time and in the care
of a visiting parent the rest of the time; and that the
costs associated with the child increase in the visiting
parent’s household and decrease in the custodial par-
ent’s household concomitantly with the child’s move-
ment between the households. Child support awards
in situations of shared physical custody add additional
complications for policymakers, beginning with the
question of whether child support awards should be
calculated in such-a way as to encourage, discourage



or be neutral with respect to shared physical custody.
Where policymakers decide to encourage shared physi-
cal custody by providing for a downward adjustment
of child support, important policy questions remain
about the most advantageous method for calculating
the adjustment consistent with the needs of the child,
the parents and the state for financial security, fairness
and predictability.

Split custody adds few complications for policymak-
ers, since the choices about how to calculate the awards
are few and may be handled within a guidelines
approach. In operation, however, split custody can
present complex questions of fact similar to those of
any child support situation.
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PoLiCY CONSIDERATIONS (Proceedings of the Women’s Legal
Defense Fund's National Conference on the Development of Child
Support Guidelines 1986) (approximately 2 percent of the annual
expenditures on children in intact families are for food).

®Supra note 5.

®Supra note 2, at 184-85.

2Supra note 2. at 186.

21, Wisconsin. for example, the adjustment is available only where
the nonprimary parent is providing more than 30 percent of the care,
and only to the extent that the care exceeds the assumed minimum.
Marianne Takas has proposed a 1 percent reduction in child support
for every day that a child is with the noncustodial parent beyond a
baseline of 30 percent of the time. See Takas, supra note 2, at 188.
See also WILLIAMS & PRICE, supra note 5, at 10. The Takas proposal
would mean that the standard of living in the primary custodial home
would decrease slightly in a shared physical custody arrangement
as compared to the standard of living that would be maintained in
a sole custody arrangement. The standard of living in the secondary
custodial home also would decrease, to a slightly greater degree
than the decrease in the primary home. Since the secondary home
typically begins at a higher level, however, the relative impact is
not great.

BMACCOBY & MNOOKIN, supra note 3, at 275-276.

*Relying on history for the purpose of adjusting child support is
aot unknown. Michigan and Utah provide for retroactive adjustments
of child support where a child spends more than 10 out of 14 or
25 out of 30 days, respectively, with the noncustodial parent. The
noncustodial parent receives a 30 percent credit against the child
support due for the next biweekly or monthly period. WILLIAMS &
PRICE, supra note 5, at 23-24. These adjustments are for temporary
changes in visitation, however, not for longterm shared physical
custody situations.

SSupra note 5, at 188-190.

%The figure is produced as follows:

$100.00

Basic Child Support
(BSC)

65% Proportional .65 x BSC 65.00

Allocation to Primary
Custodial Household

35% Proportional .35 x BSC 35.00
Allocation to Secondary

Custodial Household

Net Child Support
Payment

(.65 BSC)—(.35 BSC) 30.00




“The figure is produced as follows:

Basic Child Support $100.00
(BSO)

55% Proportional .55 x BSC 55.00
Allocation to Primary
Custodial Household

45% Proportional .45 x BSC 45.00
Allocation to Secondary
Custodial Household

Net Child Support (1.55 BSC)—.45 BSC) 10.00
Payment

#See MACCOBY & MNCOKIN, supra note 3.

*See. e.g., CoLO. REV. STAT. § 14-10-115(9); MINN. STAT. §
518.17.

¥See. e.g.. COLO. REV. STAT. § 14-10-115(14)(c)(I); MINN. STAT.
§518.17.
~ 'See, e.g., In re Marriage of Keown, 225 Ill. App. 3d 808, 587
N.E.2d 644, 647 (1992) (*“A strict mathematical application of the
guidelines where there is split custody of the children is not contem-
plated by the statute.’’).

“See WILLIAMS & PRICE, supra note 5, at 294.

BSee, e.g.. In re Marriage of Keown, 225 Ill. App. 3d 808, 587
N.E.2d 644 (1992); In re Marriage of Arbuckle, 792 P.2d 1123 (Mont.
1990); Berlin v. Berlin, 360 N.W.2d 452 (Minn. 1985).




