child support guidelines 2011 "% SurveyMonkey

1. Please select the most appropriate response that describes your involvement with child
support in Kansas. Judges and Attorneys should select their professmnal status If you are
. ajudge or attorney workmg ln the’ area of child support and 'you are also paying or recelving
chlld support ‘you w;II have the opportunity to respond to those survey items as we[l A
| response to thls ttem 1s requrred before you can proceed | :

Response . Response
Percent. ~ Count -

Chlld Support Payor _ 0.0% 0

Olher - mdlwdual not worklng in the
area of chlld support

D]str!ct Judge 0.0% 0
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Maglstrate Judge 0.0% 0

NV PR

74.1% 43

Atlorney worklng w;th a Court
' Trustee s Off:ce

Other working profeslonally ln the .
' area of child support

answered ouestion ' 58
“‘sl_(‘ipped question R |
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mdlcate your level of agreement or d|sagreement W|th the followmg statement for each
_3sectlon Ilsted ' SRREANETE : Co

"The following sectlons of the Kansas Chlld Support Gu:deilnes are lmproved by the_i
- recommended changes. ' : 5 ST

' Streng[y ', Rating | Response |

Strong!y we T T
- : Disagree - Neutral - - Agree - . .
Disagreea-,__}j —_g _ o ‘9 Agree - Average ~ Count
Sechon 1l F lmputed income 13.3% (4} 13.3% (4) 18.7% (6}  30.0% (9) 26.7% (8) 3.43 30
'Sect[on I11.B.7 Sharlng Equal oF 51.7%
13.8% {4 27.6% {8 3.4% (1 3.4% (1 3.03 2
Near!y Equal Time and Expenses : 2 ) ° 8 o () (15) o () ’
Secnon .2.c. Removlng the Equal a7.9% .
Parentlng Tlme Adjustment (80[20.f 241% {7) 13.8% (4) 13.8% (4) (1'1)" 10.3% (3} 2.97 29
Sectlon I\ .E.4 Sp ods and-. 33.3%
] NI 16.7% (5 16.7% (5 16.7% (5 16.7% {5 347 .
Extraordlnary Expenses_ 0 0) »6) £ ®) (10) ~ ) %
Sectton M .Change of 50.0%
©13.3% (4 10.0% (3 6.7% (2 20.0% (6 3.53 30
Carcums!ances Duty to Notlfy‘ L@ b @ (1 ) 2 )
Section V Change of
' f 79 33.3%
Circurnstances - Termination o 13.3% (4)  13.3% (4)  3.3% (1) 36.7% ] 3.63 30
: Employment for Encarceratlon or {t1) (10)
: : Misconduct '
pdated Chlfd Suppori . 40.0%
: . 3 3.3% (1 30.0% (9 16.7% (5 3.40
7  Sohodulos 10.0% (3) LU % (9) % (5) 30

o A T . T S T e T B T

e skipped questlon ' 27

20f25




3. Feel free to explain your responses. -
Ré_épon"s_e
Count

18

'+ answered question - 18

s_kip_p'eq question - 40

4, Feel free to comment on any ‘_othér_asp’ect of the Kanéés Child Support Guidélines}

- Response
- Count .

13

skipped question.”. . 45

5. Select the appropriate option fo continue the survey, or to exit and submit the survey.

. ‘Response ' Response
. Percent. ' Count

90.0% 27

| am a paying or receiving parent
and wish to complete that portion of
the survey.

T 5 e 9L T LS 25 B35 5 0 = A A1 1 AL 8 5 e A 5 A 5 e et e St 1o~ e e

10.0% 3

énswered quastion - 30

skipped qdés'tién', 28
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Response

“iYes . .. Ne © ' Uncertain

This sectlon app]ies to my child
support order.

0.0% {0) 66.7% (2) 33.3% (1) 3

The recommended change could
have a dirsct Impact on my-chlld 33.3% (1) 66.7% {2) 0.0% (0) 3
e support order.:

- o answered'questlon o 3
‘ sklpped quesﬂon o __7_55'_

7. Please select the response that most closely reflects your Ievel of agreement W|th the
followmg statements .

Strongly  Rating _Re'sponse

I Agree : : s
o gree. . Agree: .. Average . . Count .

0.0% (0) 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 3.00 3

: answered questlon - SRR
sklpped questlon 55‘

answered question ‘ 1
- sklpped quest!on , 57
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9 Please mdlcate whetherthe section applres to your srtuatlon and :f the recommended

change could have a dlrect |mpact on your ch:ld support order. N

Yes . No BT Uncértaiﬁ Response
: o : R L Count

: Th:s sectlon apphes to my child

0, Py o .
__ support order. 0.0% (0 100.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 2

The recommended change could
have a drrect Impact on my chlld 0.0% (0} 100.0% (2} 0.0% (0) 2
: support order

T e e e e e e et e ke P T e e L ST N AT T ey S T e o e o e o TR B TR e S5« R Bk % R T L Y ek e ST o s L e

. answared question - 2
sklpped questlon 56

~ Strongl Ly K S S S
ongly:. Disagree' Neutral - - Agree trongly Ratlng - Response
Disagree T L T ;._ Agree Average -Count-‘_

| agree W|th the recommended

0% (0 0% .0Y 0 0° )
change. 0% (0 80.0% (1) 50.0% (1) 00%(0)  0.0%(0) 2.50 2

answered question - - 2.

11 Feel free to expiain your response..- S B

: Respon_se
Count

S T e i RS L 8 e e T R g

answered question - . 1
e ::Zs"kipp'etdr'c.j'ueet_lp_ni - g7
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12 Piease mdlcate whether the sectlon applles to your sntuatlon and |f the recommended
change could have a dlrect :mpact on your ch:ld support order ' "
“Response

" No. oo . . Uncertain. © . POt
CE e e e s s Count

E Thts section applles to my ch|lcl

0.0% (0 8 39
g suppm order, % (0) 66.7% (2) 33.3% (1) 3

" The reeenjmeﬁde'd che_nge CO_!_J[d
have a direct impact on my child 0.0% (0} 66.7% (2) 33.3% (1) 3
' suppori order.

R _:'ﬁ answered questlon - :37

-Srren‘t‘[.' e o Strongly | ho
o gy Disagree  Neufral : Agree trongly Rating Respon_se
_Disagree . | ‘ S Agree Average Count -

= L ma e = e s manm o me i wm neim e s e e s, e e e e e e e v e gty S R R e

[ agree Mth the recommended

0, 0, 0, o
- change. 0.0% (0) 33.3% (1) 66.7%(2) 00%{0) 0.0%(0) 2.67 3

14, Feel free to 'explei'n yeur reépehise. .

e i g g o+ e ot n s mprm e = e i o g e e e s vt e et s e o w4 e e o e 1

Respohse |
© Count
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15 Ptease mdlcate whether the sect:on appiles to your s;tuatlon and ;f the recommended
'change could have a direct :mpact on your chlld support order. '

ThES sectlon applles to my chltd
: supporl order.

_Yes

50.0% (1)

No

6.0% (0}

S T

0.0% ()

_ The recommended change couid
: _-have a direct lmpact on my chlld 50.0% (1)

r agree wﬂh the recommended
change

i o R U A S D N A i T e e s 2

33.3% (1)

0.0% (0)

7of25

33.3% (1)

 Uncertaln Response
reeran . Count

50.0% (1) 2

TN RIS a2 110 e T T 3 R £

50.0% (1) 2

‘answered question : 2

sklpped question 56

0.0% (0)

- o Strongiy v

Response
Count :

:Ré'ti_n"g
Average.

Agree 73'

33.3% (1) 3.00 3

answered questlon . 3

sklpped questlon - 55

Response
Count

1
' enswered question |
sklpped question ‘ 57:




18 Ptease mdlcate whether the'sectlon applles to your_iSItuat;on and lf the recommended -
' havea dlrectflmpact on your chlld support.order.'_':'_ = ;

) change cou’:

com o Yes o e Uncertain .:R‘_sponse
- S S .. Count

Thts section appltes o rny chitd

0, 0 o
support order. 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 3

Mt 8 e e R T A DAL Y T T SR PR i g i B s o I e

7 The recommended change could
' have a dtrect Impact on my- chlld 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 3

suppor( order

- : _,skrpped questlon 55 .

19 Please select the response that most closely reflects your level of agreement W|th the
following statement : = S : : _ o

Strongly - ' . strongl ting -
rengly Disagree . Neutral Agree - naly R.a mlg Response
Disagree S o -7 .. - Agree -Average.  Count

1 agree wllh the recommended

9 L) 9, 0
change 50.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 50.0% (1) 0.0%(0) 0.0% (0) 200 9

]

e e e e e AT B A b S o T S ST e T e g g 0

"Wered question B 2

sklpped questlon - " 56

- Response
. Count. -

) answered questlon

sk:pped questlon 57
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21 Please mdlcate whether the sectlon applles to your s:tuatlon and |f the recommended
: change could have a dlrect |mpact on your chlld support order. , ' B e Tl

Yes No . Uncertaln Response
: Count

Thls section applles to my chlld
0.0% (0 .0° 0.09
: . suppon order. 5 (0) 100.0% (3) % (0) 3

e B £ I RS S 1 L b ey 7

The recommended change could

have a dlrecl lmpaci on.my ohlld
_ support order

0.0% {0) 100.0% (3) 0.0% {0)

- 'answered questlon S '7 3

. ; o T L ' : ' _' sklpped question 55

following statementi i Ly

B Hongly. Disagree Neutral T Agree - trongy Ratmg
Disagree : Lo . Agree L Average

l a ree wrth lhe reoommended
g _ Ghange 0.0% (0)  33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 33.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 3.00 3

A e T CLT LR

S T e T -'answeredquestlon -3

) sklpped questlon L 85

9 of 25




24. Please indicate whether the sectlon applies to your s;tuatlon and If the recommended
change couid have a dlrect |mpact on your Chl|d support erder '

" ‘Response
oo

This sechon a Iies to m chlld
“pp y 100.0% {3) 0.0% (0} 0.0% (0} 3
support order

AR e e ek i AT LM TR D 8 RN L T St rvta NSy A F D e o 1 R e S 6 A L S £ T L S A e RS § e T £

T.he recommehded change could
- havea dlreci impact on my child 100.0% (3) 0.0% (0} 0.0% (0) 3
S support order

' answered questlon o '3

sklpped questlon

fo!lowmg statement

Stron ! U Strongly Spo
gy Dlsagree .- Neutral  Agree- - gly Rating  Response
_ Dlsagree_ S oo Agree . Average _ Count.

- 33.3% (1) 0.0% (%) 0.0% (0}  33.3%{1) 33.3% (1) 3.33 3

Count ..

answared QUestlon- g
' sklpped questlon . 57
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r aspect of the Kansas Child Support Guidelines.

Response
. Count

. 1 -
_ "answered guestion 1
5T
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Page 3 QZ Feel free to explam your respenses o

R in generat the proposed changes 1nwte mcreased I|t|gat|on regardmg the chlld Oct 23 2011 4 37 PM 3
. suppeit guidelines. ‘The provisions regardlng extraordmary expeises, duty to' : :
" notify, and termination of employment only highlight issues that are already
~addressed by the courts. By including the section regardmg extraordinary
R expenses for example, lay persons may very well put more significance on who
is going to pay the expenses than they would have but for this new language. -
* Instead of reso]wng it out themselves, the parties may be less likely to agree that
" an expense is ordinary and look to the court fo provide the answer. Similarly, the -
duty to notify is very likely to give a party a false sense of security that the
. spouse who didn't disclose the information will finally get his or her due, whtle in
. reality the determination of whether there was & failure to disclose is still
: dtscretlenery ‘While the aforementioned provisions provide a forum for.
“increased d:spute the prepesed change regardlng the equat_'parentrng tlme

S Y C! <P
- makes signifi cantly more than the other party (even with, mamtenance) the -
_ proposed changes reduce the support amount to an extent that the’ parent with’
- less income may be unable to fi nanclally care for the childreit in the same
manner that the parent with more income Is able to do. This financial
__discrepancy resulfs in harming those that it is supposed to be protectmg - the .
children. The recent unreported Kansas Court of Appeals case In re Wilson No
104,830 does a great job addressing the |mpact that parents financial’ R
- circumstances can have on the children. If a revision is going to be-made when ;
“there Is equal parentmg time, the calculation reeds to take into’ account hoth the
irect and Indirect expenses of the children. If the proposed changes are -
proved, we - will revert to partiés not being able’to agree on equal or nearly B
fiy'on the best inte est of- the chltdren but in-

! Shanng:Equat or Nearly. Equ .Parentlng Time Adjustments “#1Tam havmg a - Oct 21 2011 2 38 PM
-+2 'hard time understanding when-you would use a:15% réduction in Section IV.E, 7 D
for 45% 10 49% parenting time, That amount of time to me Tits the requirement -
“of "squal.or nearly equal” under {11.B. The use of the new percentages in.
. Hll.B.7.b. seems more appropriate especially when the party receiving suppozt
~ must pay the direct expenses whether the adjusiment is made under Section”
IV.E or lil.B. Plus working off of Line D.3 instead of D.9. when a parent has the
-7 child 45% of the time seems more eqmtab!e #2 When calculating the equal
L parenting time adjustments; the 2012 Guidelines say to put the adjustment In" . .
ing F.2. of the workshiest; But’ the total of all Sectlon E adjustments is reﬂected L

_ttE th urt know whether the parenting: ttme adjustment E
zisa Sect{on HEB, adjustment or a Ssction lV E. parenting .
time adj ustment? 1 would think thecourt would appreciate that drst{nctlon onthe. -
: werksheet .“Health insurance: (not part of 2012 guidslines) 1 think & new - L
scenario would be helpful. At fime of divorce father is required to provide health
insurance. Hé adds children to his policy and assumes that additional monthty =
obligation for adding the children under "family policy." Years later he remarries
~and he can add his new wife to his policy without cost because it is still a “famlly
policy.” Who comes first under Section IV.D.4., the children of the new wife?.
~ The guidelines seem to.read that once new w;te is added, the kids would be free o
- under the."family- policy" and father would no longer receive an adjustment for
. health insurance costs to cover the children.” This just seems inequitable. .
:__Extraordlnary expenses Because these partacular expenses (pnvate school

130f 25




" Page 3, Q2 Feel free to explaln your'fés'pohses; 3

-~ premiere sports) can be very, very expens:ve 1seea potentlal for thrs areato
".-become. a hot bed for disagreement between parties espectally when one parent
umlaterally chooses to enrolf the children in private schools or expensive .
_programs. The items listed within "special needs” are needs - they are medically
~related for example; if one parent unilaterally incurs debts for these needs, there.
. isa Justlﬁcatlon for it. However, extraordinary expenses, while for programs: "
" ‘beneficial to the children, may or may not be justifiable. | am concerned the new- ~ "~ -
prowsron places the focus on whether the cost is réasonable and not whetherit =~
i reasonable forone parent fo unitaterally lncurthese extraordmary expenses P ol
o may be parsang the new prowsmn too closely ; AN e

3" Burden should be on rec1p:ent to show that income shou!d be lmputed even [ Oct 19 201’1 2 53 PM :
{_ cases of incarceration, No one is served by presuming imputed income. S ,
The duty to notify should be mandatory in courtorders, -~ - Useofa costof
" living index, raiher than an avg weekly wage index, should be appEled fo out of
state parents '

) Seotion II.F. Termination from employment for mlsconduct is too amblguous '_ 7 Oct 13 2011 12 50 PM
hat Onstllules m[sconducl? fs termmatron for mlsconduct analogous to

The proylsrons regardmg lermsnatlon from’ employment aré a welcome change - Oct 12 2011 12 33 PM :
-ents‘should not be able to benefit from poor performance at work fhat resulls - :
_in‘them gett;ng fired’ by having child support lowered because they don't have
- the same_ income anymore. | don't see how the changes regardrng parentmg
o time” helps ' The current guidelines have already created an Issue where
custody is contested because it makes such a dramatic difference in child ... . -
.. support. Frankly; I like the current version better because there is such'a c!ear e
. difference between the results of a 20% adjustment and the shared expense -
" plan. Parents who can't real!y agree on a shared expense plan have a difficult

. lime actually sharmg custody, in my experience, 50 the shared expense plan -

" “acts as a filter to separate the parents who can cooperate from the parents who S
“eannot. -~ The parents who cannot cooperate don't get the benefitof the ™. = =
_srgnlf cently Iower chlld support ] don't like'the change on special needs © .
. i ' 100 subject to argument.: Whatare . .

‘ , o] argue about that aswell. If music &
; and/or mstrum ntipurcha I'are now "extraordinary expenses” | - L1
-belleve it would be better just o lump alt "extra-curricular activities into this'if . - 7~ .~
- thatisintent.” By way of example, if & parent has to pay $150 ormore forthe = .. ..
“kid to play a sport but the team doesn't fravel, is that "premier” as compared to
the $25 fee for the local rec center? Do parent's travel expenses count if the -~ -
team travels?  Does it make a difference what kind of hotel parents chooseto = -
_ “stayin? - If the team doesn't travel but we drive __ miles does that expense '
~ also’count? | would: Slmpllfy this to snmply cover the direct cost of the child's
o partlmpatlon in extra-curricular activitie i.e., pariicipation fee, uniform fee, B I
- necessary. shoes and equipment required | by the league. . Leave travel expenses .- . ..o 0 el
. out;’ / to distingulsh between “premier" sports and others. While Fden't. 0 T
L _truly believe that extra-curricular acivities™ are "extraordinary expenses" I've seein =

- kids be limited in what they can participaté in because it's not part of child - -

: support one parent won't pay-andfor can't pay bécause of the lack of support. If
we are trying to make the guidelines work for individual kids (by considering the
cost of their daycare, their insurance, thelr parents' actual incomes), consider
the:r actuai actwrty expenses as well without callrng them extraordrnary * The ;

14 of 25




* Page 3, G2 Feol free to sxplain your responss

other extraordrnary" expenses Irke pnvate schootlng can also be consrdered

here, R : : =
5 I apprecrate the addltlonal attentlon to the shared parenttng situation. Although ‘ Oct 5 201 1 3 30 PM

the calculation is somewhat complicated, I believe it does give good direction to

-the Court and counsel. It wil remain to be seen if it works in practical ", -

epptrcatlon I am, however, concerned about the "Time Formula Adjustment As

you have addressed the:"Equal or Nearly Equal” parenting time situation, | :

believe you should reconsider the percentages in the "Nonresidential Parent's %

- of Child's Time".  Nearly Equal certainly encompasses at least 49-51% and | -

foreses that ambiguity will.generate a lot of litigation.- [ tried several different

hypothetacat exaimples and the 49% calgulations were quite-a bit Higher than the "

new equal.or néarly equat calculation Ptease consrder det" nlng "neariy equal" in B

quantltatlve terms : o

You gotia be kldd|n91 The data used on expendltures of parents on chlldren is - Oct 4 2011 12 31 PM
-taken from 2007 and 2008. Have you not heard of the economic.crisis which hit - :
“at the énd of 2008 and the Kansas State budgetary crunch that is plaguing us in
fiscal year 2012. " It is unthinkable to belleve people wilf spend more on their. .
- children in 2012 than they did in 2007, | agree with ralsing the amount ofthe = ..
, poverty level, because of the economrc crunch, everything has become more . .
expensive and there is less money avatlabte to spend on children for those at or S
below the poverty level. S
8 Why all the monkeytng wrth shared custody Chl|d support? Is :t such a problem e Oct 3 2011 9 48 AM
' in the NE part of the state?. Here in central Kansas, it is farely a problemand - ,
shared custody is very common. In our.court, we simply ignored the guideline
mod;f cattons (80/20 rule) because it was just silly. -We calculated the shared
SR ‘we always had In the past prior:to the. last modlflcatlon of the -
L gutldetines “ The duty to notlfy 5ust opens up a can of worms that ! m not sure
B anyone wants to deal’ w:th ‘ .

'9 . Sections regarding shanng tlme and expenses formu!a for calculattons when Oct 3 2011 7 43 AM
parents do not have shared expense. plan is very tedious and will be extremely
_confusing to some. Itis not clear in Part 2 what is to be calculated against what.

. Spacial Needs arid Expenses - | think this gives too much latitude for parents fo = -
- use private'schooling and things that aren't tfue "needs™ and-assess child - -
" support against other parties who have not been made part of that decision,”
"Duty to Notify" is too vague and will create too many problems with people.

~ trying to report-each other with false clarms or wanting state agencies to-"do ..
~ something" when this is o done: Puts oneé more burden on courts, State and
. othér personnel to get involved in parties’ petty arguments with each-other.
~ Other notes:- Would Jike to see clarification on the health insurance languagell
‘Would also like to seea little’ more discretion on the adjustments such as tax

: '. ' '_ credtts rather than forcrng partles to request these

10 The mcarceratlon prevrson merely codrfles exrstlng Kansas case ]aw and is _ Sep 30 2011 'H 29 AM
unhecessary. The substitution of the 13-15-18% surcharge for the so-called
"80/20 rulel" seems arbitrary and has not been explained or Justified as logically
or statistically derived. Where do the percentages come from? Where do the
income parameters come from? If the motivation is a reduction in litigation over

. enforcement of expense-sharing agreements adopting yet another formula is E
not Ilkely to be the answer Better to srmply mcrease chtld support schedules
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Page 3, Q2. ?-'eel free to ex'ptairi your responses.

. ‘-j‘l_2 s

_across the board meke the custodla! (or desrgnated) parent responSIble for ali

C : expenses, freat any expenses paid by the non-primary custodian as glfts to the’

child (or give the court discrefion to treat the non-custodian's payments on behalf

- of the child as crecﬂts where justified), and reduce the issuses avallabie for
““confrontations. The surcharge provision, if it is adopted, needs to be reworded

Hiek in'a "X % of the line D3 amount where the combmed parenial incomes are . -

~befween A and B" format. In its present form (e.g., "13% of total combined
monthty income ‘of less than $4,690 from line' A1";), it appears that the X% factor
is to be applied to the A1 wage mcome totat for the parents rather than the D3
support amount

1’2

"j_'13

- yearold Johnny ina $1 200.00 baseball camptIH i

The spec:al needs category should be reserved for chlldren who truly have what
“our society refers to as "special needs"; as in a'mental, intellectual, physical or .
‘emotional condition which impairs 1 the child's ability fo function normatty Horse
* back riding lessons are nota. “specual rieed". * Special needs expenses are

" legitimate; extraordmary expenses for children with Down's Syndrome or:
Asperger s, for example. - using this category to include the high pnced

~ extracurricular activities of some of the wealthier parents of this stale is going to
“:cause a flood of parents who will use this category to ramp up child support for

. the payor.. And you can hear the arguments now: mom wants little Johnny to

" have math tutoring at 800 extra per month because little Johnny is a math whiz,
"Dad objects. In court, mom lambasts dad for being a horrible father for riot

.~ wanting his son 10.be an overachiever, for not supporting mom in pushing littte

Sep 28 2011 9 57 PM

- Johinny to be a math prodigy. Spacial needs expenses shouid be limited to those

.- expenses necessary for a child who is less functional and needs additional help

1o beéome as productive a member of society as possible. the other categones
- with which | disagree are because the changes are going to drive more litigation
. as parttes bicker over the minutia. . There needs to beat least two categorigs of

- child-support calculation where the parties share equal or nearty equal parenting’

time:. One for the circumstance where the parties eamings are equal or nearly
equal and one for when the parties incomes are disparate: - The proposed .-

financially from the divorce than the father, by assuming that direct and indirect .
expenses for each parent are an equal or nearly equal percent of the parents'
. gross incomes. One dollar in the hands of someone earning haif a million a year

‘changes put the burden-on the lower income parent usually the mother, who'i is, EONRR
‘aceording to national statistics and research, going lo take longer to recover -

“may spénd just tike'a dollar in the'hand of somedne earning mininfum ‘wage, but .

spendlng that dollar has very different effects of both bank accouint balances: ",
“-'Regarding ‘sharing of expenses, | agree with the cuirrent. Ianguage that shanng of
‘expenses should be reserved only for those situations where the parties have
dernonstrated a mutual ability to co-parent and get along The shared expense

" formula, when thrust upon' an unwrlhng participant,as i have seen done in smaller:

counties, usually by a controlling oo—parent and a court not willing to think abott

the ramifications, makes control |ssues and f"ghtmg over money become the
focus of ralsrng the chlldren

The mcluston of Extraordlnary Expenses WIEE be a boom to my busrness as a-
domestlc attorney, hut a n:ghtmare for the co

|C|pated in sports or pnvate

Shared resrdency is somewhat hke the road to Hell tn that itis paved wrth good
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T

'-'lntentrons- -but you are still g

~ parént moves out of Kansas and goes on public assistance. The foreign
~-jurisdiction will ask Kansas to enforce child support to compensate their-
program, but ther is either no order at all or it Is so small it is hardly worth -
collecting; At this point it is a safe bet that the shared resrdency is a sham, but

- because it s a custody issue, SRS can't get involved without risking their federal
funding. As an SRS contractor, | am left to explain to the foreign ;urisdichon that
tney have stubbed their toe on a good mtentron

. belreve that the acceptance of extraordlnary expenses on the schedule a!lows

“the parent having primary residency to allow the childfen fo continue in such
clubs and__actrwtnes' it also provides for an allocatron of those costs Thrs was .

The change in the Ianguage of the parentlng tlme ad;ustment wrii cause more
litigation since the focus of having substantially equal parenting time will be on

. Real prob!ems arise when the custodial

Sep 19, 2011 10:08 AM .

Sep16 2011 11 54AM

- how much the support is adjusted. The extraordinary expenses isanendrun - .

around the Ronan decision, and it will make a parent with less income exposed
to abuses by the other higher earning parent, and in reality does away with whal:
-aspecial need is supposed to be. This is a huge mistake! Duty to notrfy as
drafted can create a huge problem on retroactive support and what is there fo
determrne M:sconduct This is another area where srgnrgrcant Irtlgation wou[d

o 161

Emputed,rnoome The proposed Ianguage is fartoo punrtwe agarnst parents e
_' - obligated 16 pay child-support. Child support is intended as- ‘support -- not-for -

Sep 14 201 1 9 47 AM

- punishment. Inserting punitive language and tesults into-the guidelines is likely to . - - gﬂf-- _- j.j ,
" bring about significantly_ more conflict, more upset and anger with the guidslines, - -

“and more accusations that the guidelines have nothing fo do with parents
suppor’nng their children and everything to do with punishing a parent for one ]

The language used ("misconduct") is far too broad inthe child support context

- and covers events that will likely lead to inclusion of far foo many "minor”

terminating events and a resulting increase in obligors having significant arrears
that they can't pay - and that wilt lead to burdening those parents even more —
- and likely unable to support themselves or their children in the future. .

S Addltronafly. the punitive nature of these: changes leads to an increasing -
- “"criminalization” within child support - punishing an ‘act that has no direct:

reiatlonshrp to-child support leading to significant arrearages, and then possrble o :

~_jall time. (zncludlng potential federal child “non-support charges): Additionally, -
inclusion of a blanket rule that "incarceration does not donstitute substantial .-

. Justification® is yet another example of a poorly thought out matter that is best IeftE L
- "to the courts rather than a broad-based rule that punishes, rather than supports -~ ** .~
" parénts, It creates; rather than alleviates, conflictin child support cases; The tule =~ - "
“constitutes additional punishment for someone who is jailed overand abovea 0 ©

~ just and right punlshment for that crime. The GOufts themselves should be ;
allowed to develop thls area on a case-by-case basis as they have done over the
. last 25 years. Sharing Equal or Nearly Equal Time and Expenses. The proposed
changes further harms low-wage earning parent vis-a-vis high wage earning

‘parents, does not help the children, provide for a balanced way to determine

appropriate support In an equal or near equal sharing, and injects more conflict
info the determination of child support - and child custody issues -- than do the
prevrous provrsrons (80/20) Addltlonally, the 50/50 shanng or app!rcailon to the
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" Page 3,Q2 '“'Feel free to explain your respons o o

difference in ch:ld support paid by the parents harms Iower-wage earmng

~“parents, Time sharing has little -- if anything -~ to do with the amount of child

support for which parents should be responsible. Most parents who are NOT in .

~ conflict tend to share expenses proportronally - understandlng that the lower. -

earning parent has less ability to provide for the child and instead shlftrng that .

-responsibility fo the parent who is best able lo provide for those expenses. The

blanket policy of 50/50 sharing of expenses in a ~50/50 parenting time situation
encourages hlgher earning parents to "go for shared custody” costing the lower

' _-earning parent in attorneys fees, anxiety, and’ eventually percentage of valuable

- rgsources. The Committee's proposal {and_ past guidelines} aresimilar to a -

. regressive. tax on parenting sirice one dollar to a !ow—wage earning parent is

much more vaiuable thanitistoa high-wage earning parent and those low-wage
earnlng parents have less available - and need more to be able to provrde the

- same or similar standard of living easuy obtained by the higher earning parent.

‘. White the equat parentmg time adjustment is, in some situations, unfair and is” ~ -
* generally arbitrary, some other method that is similar (such as a sliding
percentage scape dependent Special Needs - and Extraordmary Expenses.
The addition of "extraordinary expenses" to this provision is a problem in mulfiple
ways. First, inclusion of "extraordinary expenses" dilutes the importance of and -

~ provisions for inclusion of certain expenses for special needs children by
including items that are mere[y wants rather than needs. Second, the.way in

- “which "extraordmary expenses is- mc]uded

: oni Issugs of whether or ot a'chEId should be enrolted i ‘certain activrtles

"wise" or merely to satisfy.one parent’s desire to live that parent‘s fantasms (of
being a great soccer, baseball, football, or other sports player through his or her
child. The special needs category as it is already written covers thé potentra!
Olympian, the high-acheiving child when the parents prevrously pursied a
certain courss for that child, stc. Inclusion of exiraordinary expenses cheapens
the whole category and will cause parents to attempt to impose their own view of
‘what the child should be involved in on the other parent -- whether or not it's a
-~ good thing. There are far too many unintended consequences to this poorIy
- -thought out addition: The courts have already adequately addressed this i issue in -

B '_ Marrlage of Ronen anid the gurdel:nes committee should not play with these _
: sital decision-making issues. In addition, the courts already have the

owWer to's 'strlbute some of the expenses listed (¢:g: pnvate school expenses) -
2 and the: inclision of those items in the listing of extraordrnary expenses“ rnjects
R “more uncéralnty Info the resolution of those issues rather than‘less: ‘Duty o -

- Notify, This new provision in- partroular is-poorly worded and poorly thought out
The inclusion of this provision as worded will most certarnty create incredible
and costly litigation and disputes, The broad-brush language reaches every .
imaginable situation - and no one knows what Is a "material change of '
circumstances” until a judge — at trial - determines whether it is or is not a
"material change." If such a duty is to be included, it should be specific and well-

- thought out written provisions about what must be disclosed as a change (e.g.

change of employrnent cancelation of daycare, discontinuation of health
.insurance, efc) with a specrt‘ ¢ time limitation or reference rather than this
. incredibly broad statement. Change of Employment]lnoarceratron See -

.- comments in first section (above) -~ specifically the undue criminalization of the

: “child support process and the turning of the child support guidelines from support
to punrtrve Updated Chlld Support Sohedules Whrle t‘ ine as they are, the C:
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Page 3, QZ. Feel freé to explain your reSpohses. o

“.‘the overall financial picture.

; -schedules shou!d lnclude more tncomes than they do - perhaps up to $20 000
.or more combmed rather than $15, 500.

- ]The IV—D program prowdes a necessary serwce to famllles in need or who apply Sep 13 2011 6 59 AM
- for IV-D services. However, by discounting that "helping hand" by not

mentioning it or addressing the fact that many parents apply for SRS services
{for child care assistance, cash or medical assistance) and want to do shared or
equal parenting time potentially harms a child and a parental refationship, If -

. parents are self-sufficient, then the language works. But, if the government is
_- . providing any assistance there needs to be some language that disallows the
_ -« court from.implementing a shared expense formula in that those parties are

Teceiving support front a third party and that contribution should be included :ri . R
- Imputing minimum wage for incarceration:. A a

- ‘parenthas ¢hosen to enter incarceration by their life style choices. By wrtue of
* ‘these choices, why should they be rewarded by not have a minimum child

‘support order Wh[Ch they would have if they had their freedom and chose not to :

L work‘?

Wlth the current economic tlmes we are facmg, now is not the tlme to be raasmg Sep 10, 201‘1 8 35 AM

~ child support obligations by any amount. Much of the economic data was

gathered before the full effects of the current economic downturn were being felt,
That economic data is flawed and not appllcable now given the current fi nanc:al

‘ condlt[on of most Kansans
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: : Oot 13 2011 -12 55 PM
post drvorce and establ:shment proceedmgs for chlld support Issues ' '
2 Thank you for your work on the gurdelmes They are not and never W|II be : Oct 12 2011 12 36 PM
' "nerfect” so they can always be criticized. | think, though, that they are
generally fair. An unrelated fopic is that (| am a female stating this) | believe
there js an unfair bias in the guidelines for women who choose not to work
" outside the home if they have to pay child support.  This happens when dad
"gets custody of the parties’ chlld(ren) and mom then re-marries and stays home
with new kids. * Her income is imputed only to minimum wage becalse she is
“not teohnlcally *wilifully under-employed or unemployed.: I'm not sure the "
. answer is to'impute her former.incone if that was $ignifi icant, but it also seems
unfarr that it seems Iimtted to mlnrmum wage Agam thanks for your work on .

“The best system wou]d inc[ude welghted ohltd support for like countres srmrfar to 3 'Oct 11 2011 10 59 AM

hat Used bétween states,-For example, Johnson, Sedgwick, Douglas and - ,

awnee’ County would be in the highest’ braoket ‘Ford, Saline, Pittsburgh, and Lo

ther counties’ contarning medium sized cifies. would be in the second’ bracket i

-rr_Sherman Grant, Cloud, Franklin, and other small couinties would be in athird S o
bracket. The cost of Ilvmg variance between the three brackets signifi cantty e o
alters the funds necessary to raise a child. The funds necessary io raise a child o
in Cloud County are much small than the funds needed fo raise a child in.
‘Johnson County, This disparity should be addressed by the child support

- guidelines. A one-size-fits-all child support worksheet based on"Johnson or .

‘ Sedgwrck County does not address the needs of the ch!!d or the parents '

Oct 3 2011 7 45 AM

I The followlng prowsron in Appendrx ‘V (lncome Tax Consrderatrons -
Adjustment) needs to be reworded as indicated; "Frequéntly, the partles agree
to alternate the exemption. If the cusiodial parent refuses to alternate or
“otherwise share the exemption(s) equally, the additional tax benefit to the
custodial parent should be shared with the noncustodial parent equitably through
the Income Tax Considerations adjustment. If the custodial parent agrees to
allow the noncustodial parent to claim more than half of the available
exemptions, the additional tax benefit to the noncustodiaf parent should be
- -_shared with the custodial parent equitably through the income Tax
COI‘IS]dS]’&tIOHS adeSthnt LI e ***i’i’********i******‘**i***k***l\k**t**t*i 2 A f‘nai
oornment The -effort to address’ ln.the gu:dellnes every concervabie .
ince which might be present in a child support case invades the very
it dge hd actually. makes tie: "guldellnes" more
_ rrgld thah is wrse’ ‘Eachtime a revlsron s added (&.g., -adding-"misconduct” asa:
consideration‘in the rmputed income’ sectron) it merety invites additional htagatron,
partscularty when the guidelines are employed by pro se litigants prone to setze
upon every pretext for seekrng a vrotory

Sep 30, 2011 12; 2:00 PM

6 O would like a litfle more gurdance on when rt is approprra’re to mpute minimum - Sep 27 2011 8 22 AM
wage fo the oustodlat parent than the current when epproprrete" standard e
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also: am troubled by havrng chrldren compensate non custodlal parents for thetr
~‘taxes, . | fail to see how it could be in the child's best interest to receive less

. 'money because the non-custodial party can't claim them as a defendant. |

" always ob;ect to this, but 1 have yet to see a Judge even ask the requesting paxty
- for a basis for the adjustment or if it was in the best interest of the child as -
requiredin IVE of the ‘guidlines. The Judges seem to consider the adjustment to
~he Mmandatory rather than at their discretion.- More'often thian not; [ seg itasa
L bludgeon used to puntsh poor women who have the termldlty to ask for "More T

g The proposed changes are the commlttee sway to make an end run around Sep 16 201 1 'I 1 55 AM
. existing ‘case faw, and in the instances | cited above, resuit in more costly
!ltlgation The changes make absolute!y ne sense.

8 all comments are 1ncluded in prevrous cr[ttque ' . Sep 14 201 1 9 4? AM
9 - Your exampies use $893 for income for mom in your exampfes Wlth the Sep 14 2011 7 18 AM
change in the minimum wage in 2007, 2008 and 2009, the wage should be
updated to $1257 Incarceratton Ianguage isa nlce addrtton o
‘ ".:10 ¢ n re—wording the Equal Parentlng time sectlon you refer to: usmg the i mcome Sep 13 2(}1 1 7 9 9 PM
U from Ilne Al. Thrs ]eaves outthe 81 seIf—employment mcome Iwould think you EE R S

: clalms the taxes to be more spec|f C.. tnstead of saylng mother or father |t shoudl
Csayr Mother Father ‘share-or a!ternate, or somethmg more: specafrc as many .
partles with one child alternate the’ exemption. "With two children they each take
“one. And just puttlng Mother! Father wont be spec;t" ic enough Thanks ) :
1‘1 . t really appreciate the shortened post-establlshment Domestic Reiations Aff dawt Sep 13, 2011 1:57 PM
. 1I'* Onpage 14, under Health, Dental, Orthodontic, and Optometric Expenses: | o
think it would be helpful to set a guideline as to what is considered "reasonahle”
cost of health insurance. Perhaps something like "If the fotal monthly cost of
" insurance is less than ___% of the providing parent's gross monthly { income, it
. shall-be presumed to be reasonable. The burden shall be on the providing party
- “to overcome this presumption."- On pagé 19, under Income Tax Considerations: "~ -
- lihinkthe: phrase 'share those actual actual eéconomic benefits” needstobe- -+ *
5 d: What if-one of the parents would not benefit from claiming the '
' ependency exemptton, gither dua to. hawng too low of-an-incoms or already -
; 1I_1avmg snough’ exemptions that there Is'no-tax liability.. Should they be entitled
to! share an economtc benet" t that wouldn t othenwse be avalfable to them'?

c12 Why are the earned income credlts not tnctuded mthe tax catculatton'? - Sep 13 2011 7 00 AM '

13 There are substantral economic drfferenoes between areas of Kansas The cost . Sep 10 2011 8 38 AM '
. of living is significantly different in different parts of Kansas and there are '
substanttally different levels of unemployment and poverty as well, The
‘ guidelines do not take mto oonsideratlon these dlfferences
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ctis going : ep 28,2011 10:03 PM :

: -fpornography ‘We as litiators and. parents will be. chasrng our taiis trying. to Rt

" search fora definition. The incarceration part is alreddy belng applied via case
law, but in how many instances are the obErgors actuaEEy paylng when they are -
released?

Page 8 Q3. Feel free to exp!ain your response

: _.1; ' seeeomments madeearl:ermthe survey ' R | - Sep28 2011 1004 PM

_Page 9 Q3 Feel free to explam your response

o the 80!20 ru!e requrred that, for purposes of caloufatmg chr!d suppon at Ieast on Sep 28, 2011 10:09 PM
. the ¢hild support worksheet, one parent had to be’ desrgnated the residential . : B
parent, this js an of itself causes prob!ems in Gases where one or both parties
are espeoraliy invested in the idea of shanng residence equally. and there was
- never a clear directive that the lower earning parent should be receiving child
. support from the higher earning parent. this leads to cases where the higher -
* earning parent is designated as residential parent for purposes of schoot
. placement, and a hearing officer then orders the lower earning parent to pay. .
~ child support to the higher earning parent because the lower earning parentis -
* the nonresidential parent. hardly equitable.. at [east this.new rule spells out that -
*.child; support is to be paid by the higher earning parent to the lower income. -
parent, but i am not covinced the new formulas, or, the 80!20 rule are appropnate o
.~ where the saEarres of the parents are widely dlsparate Y '
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1 - see prewous comments the addition of thlS extraordlnary expenses category is - Sep 28 2011 10 18 PM
going to cause a flood of lifigation over which sports a child should play. if your
child Is a math prodigy, is it an extraordinary expense to send your child to MIT
for the summer fo study? what if the parents dont agree? special needs also
needs to be specifically defined as those needs for children who are functioning
less than normally in some aspect, not children who are gifted. | have already

- seen a parent try to foist a speclal needs expense of $450 per month for math
- .tuiormg fora 2nd grade child who i is doing 4th-grade math and is therefor "gifted"
in. motn's eyes. “when dad objects and'says the child needs to be allowed to be a”
“child, dad is desmed a deadbeat who doesnt care about hig child's educatron
-~7 1 payment for these kinds:of expenses for gifted students and extraordinary:
- expenses should be negotiated by the parents separate and apart from. chlld
" support payments. and while this may not be & populaf point of view, mom and
- dad may just have to buck up and tell their children that mom and dad are .
- supporting two households now instead of one and that means belfs tighten and
- . things change Perhaps the children arent going o be able to participate in
every premier league in the city. - maybe the kids will have to pick one sport and
. stick with it. ‘1 can just see all the things that will end up being deemed
o extraordlnary expenses by a creative parent or his or her oreatwe attorney, and
L wuth little gu1dance from the gundelmes we're all i} for a mess, '

. Page’H Q3 Feel freé to eiolaln'your rosop'n'se.

. "';'_how are you ever gomg 0 prove a negailve? how do litlgants prove a fa:lure to : Sep 28,2011 10:25 PM :
report a material change?  the other party ]ust denies they got the letter. any™ -~ 0 7 T w00 |
. party who bring litigation to ‘the court on this Issue is.already huniing for Co e e
- "something, and i can see liigants misleading the court just to get the other party
.+~ sanctioned. this is a bad idea. and what, pray tell, is a material change of -
o _clrcumstances? is getting remarried a materfal change? none of the other
-+, parents usiness really, though in a perfect world the parties would be talking and
-+ know of the impending nuptials. birth of another child? hardly the other parents
. business. lets say dad remarried, and he took out a blg ‘chunk of his 401k topay -
~for in vitro fertilization treatments for he and his new wife. - is thatamaterial =~ . AR
change becuase the withdrawal wni effeot dads w-2 mcome'? way to many . o Lo
- prob[ems thh thls one.: . . . : - IR

.j _;Pagle:f‘l:?.ﬂ Q3 Fe':e‘lzfrée' to é}éoloin your' i;ésophse.i

| ’ the Ietlgahon and busmess record subpoenas are gomg to fly out the. doors on - Sep28, 2011 10:27.PM
© .. this one. how do you prove misconduct? | like the idea of protecting the obligee ~ - -~ = =
“against a decrease i child support because of the obligor's behavior, but there
. has to be a hetter way to word it. and termination from employment will not
ST U ORDINARILY constitute a matenal ohange? when ORDINARILY WILL it '
o :constltureamatenal change'? '
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Page 13 Q3 Feel free to explain your response

o Sep 28, 201 110:32 PM-

hawng ch|ldren who span every. age category, I'can’ unequivocally say that the o
‘cost of raising teens has risen right along with the cost of raising smaller ..

chlldren the hlgher age cateory should be moreased as we!l across the board ’

Page 14, Q1 Feel free to comment on any other aspect of the Kansas Chlld Support Guldeltnes

Sl please reth:nk these gmdellnes there has to be a better, more falr solutlon for Sep 28 2011 10 33 PM |
: 50 50 parentmg and partles wuth wudety dlsparate mcomes :
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