HEADNOTE :

Maxwell C. Cohen v. Stephanie E. Cohen, No. 1993, Sept. Term 2004.

CHILD VISITATION — Circuit court judge, when deciding issues of
child custody, can inpose, as a condition to the grant of
visitation, that a parent abstain fromal cohol at all tines.
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The Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County issued a Judgnent of
Absolute Divorce and ordered that, as a condition of having
visitation with his child, Maxwell Cohen abstain from the use of
al cohol and drugs. Additionally, he was required to pay $1,796 in
monthly child support to Stephani e Cohen. On appeal, M. Cohen
rai ses two questions:

1. Did the trial court err in conditioning
[a] ppellant’s custody rights on his
abstention from al cohol ?

2. Did the trial court err inits

cal cul ation of the parties’ child support
obl i gations?

I. FACTS
Maxwel | and St ephani e Cohen were married on August 17, 1999.
Candace Lee Cohen was born of the marriage on March 29, 2000. The
coupl e separated in the |late sumer of 2001
The parties signed a marital settlenent agreenent on
August 31, 2001, in which they agreed to share joint |egal custody
of Candace. The agreenent provided, inter alia
Husband agrees not to consume any alcoholic
beverages or use any controlled substances
within eight hours prior to a period of
physi cal custody or during the tine that the
Child is in his physical care.
The agreenent also provided that M. Cohen would pay $1, 424 per
nonth child support to his spouse.

Ms. Cohen filed an Amended Conpliant for Absolute Divorce in

the Grcuit Court for Anne Arundel County on Cctober 31, 2003,



alleging that the parties nmutually and voluntarily separated on
Sept enber 5, 2001, and that the separation had continued for nore
than one year. She asked for sole custody of Candace, alleging
that circunmstances had changed since the marital settlenent
agreenent was signed and that, as a consequence, the custody and
chil d support provisions set forth in that agreenment were no | onger
i n Candace’s best interest.

Trial was held in July 2004. M. Cohen testified, wthout
obj ection, that he had been arrested in April 2002 for operating a
boat while intoxicated. He also admtted that he had been arrested
in June 2001 for driving while under the influence of alcohol in
the District of Colunmbia.® In addition, he testified that he had
been arrested for possession of drug paraphernalia in June 1999.
Mor eover, according to a substance abuse assessnent, which was
i ntroduced into evidence by appellant, M. Cohen was arrested for
driving under the influence in 1997 and again in 1998.

On January 30, 2004, a court ordered drug test of M. Cohen’s
bl ood was positive for cocaine and norphine. At trial, M. Cohen
attenpted to explain the positive drug test by saying that he
“I nadvertently” ingested norphine because the Tylenol-3 he was
taking for a herniated disk contained that substance. He did
admt, however, that he used cocaine on two occasions in January
2004.

M. Cohen, a practicing attorney, testified that he continued

! M. Cohen testified that the charge was nolle prossed, but his |icense was
neverthel ess suspended in the District of Col unbia.
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to drink alcohol, albeit “in noderation,” that he had not snoked
marijuana for over two years, but that he has used cocaine
periodical ly.

Ms. Cohen testified that she had concerns about M. Cohen’s
dri nki ng and substance abuse and its potential effect on the safety
of their daughter. In her words:

My concerns are that M. Cohen has a drinking

problem | believe. He also has a substance
abuse problem He's been in treatnent before,
and | haven’'t seen it to help. M. Cohen

denies that he has a problem right now. He
doesn’t even recogni ze that he has any ki nd of
subst ance abuse probl em
In addition, Ms. Cohen testified that she witnessed her spouse
dri nki ng al cohol at a bar/restaurant in 2003 on a night when M.
Cohen had |l eft Candace in the care of a babysitter. M. Cohen was
“extremely i ntoxi cated” on that occasi on — according to Ms. Cohen.
A subst ance abuse assessor, Donna Traux, interviewed M. Cohen
on February 27, 2004. She prepared a report based on that
interview. M. Cohen told her (falsely) that he had not used any
i1l egal substances for three years and only had arrests for driving
under the influence of alcohol in 1997 and 1998. M. Cohen al so
told Ms. Traux that he had voluntarily enrolled in a treatnent
program adm ni stered by Dr. John McCO anhan, which was to begin in
March 2004. He said that “he planned to ‘cut down or quit’ using
al cohol and ‘ woul d not use drugs.’” Based on her February 27, 2004,

interview, Ms. Traux opined that M. Cohen had a “mld” potentia



for relapse or continued use.? 1In her report she recomended t hat
M. Cohen undergo “outpatient treatnment for a mninmum of six
nont hs.”

At trial, M. Traux was infornmed of M. Cohen’s nore recent
al cohol -related arrests in 1999, 2001, and 2002, and his positive
cocaine test taken one nonth prior to her assessnent. She

testified that this informati on “woul d suggest that maybe [he is a

probl emdrinker], but it would not be conclusive. It is conclusive
about cocai ne, but not about alcohol.” \Wen asked if this new
i nformati on would change her overall assessnment, she said, “It

would certainly change dinension five [relapse/continued use
potential]. | don’t think it would change ny ultinate
recomendation.” She further testified that, based on this new
i nformati on, she would probably change M. Cohen’s potential for
rel apse from“mld” to “noderate” or “severe.”

The trial court judge said in his oral opinion:

[ What does give nme concern, and | will state
that concern, is that | feel M. Cohen
candidly lacks sufficient insight into his
probl em

* * *

[ Y] ou obvi ously shoul d recogni ze t he
ram fications that drug abuse could have or
should have, that it would indicate to ne
either a | ack of control or a col ossal |ack of
j udgnment that you would permt yourself at any
point, ever, to cone up with a positive for
cocai ne.

> Presunptively, her opinion concerning “potential for relapse” related to both
al cohol and drug consunpti on.
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Al cohol we treat differently because we
all have some tolerance for sone |evel of
al cohol ingestion and we all say, well, you
know, if you are a social drinker it is okay,
but if you abuse it, it is not okay. But when
sonebody has a substance abuse problem and |
think you do, M. Cohen, then alcohol is just
as nuch a substance to avoid as i s cocai ne or
anyt hing el se.

* * *
And subject to the coments that | have
made and subject to a condition or two that I
amgoi ng to i npose, | believe that the present

arrangenent is in the best interest of the
child, and |I believe that both |egal custody
and physi cal custody should remain as it is in
the current arrangenent.

* * *

But nore inportantly, | amconcerned t hat
if you are inpaired at all there is no way to
predict, and | don't want to react to a
situation. | want to . . .[be proactive]. |
don’'t want to find out after the fact that you
did sonething that causes injuries or risk to
the child and then say, well, you shouldn’t
have done that.

So I don't think as a constitutional
proposition, | can prohibit you from drinking
just in terns of affecting your lifestyle, but
| find in this case that if you drink you
represent a high probability that you wll
drink at the wong tine.

And your inhibitions wll be affected,
your judgnment will be clouded, and if you
choose to drink even — drink to excess on a
Monday, that may have an effect on your
ability to be a proper, fit parent on a
Tuesday.

So it is going to be in ny order that you
are to abstain conpletely from al cohol and
that you may not abuse any drugs, whether they
be prescription drugs or any controlled
dangerous substances, which you may not
possess . . . to any degree.
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... I wll place in ny order that you
are reqU|red to have randomurinalysis. That
nmust be at | east every nonth.

(Enmphasi s added.) The court’s judgnent, insofar as it concerned

al cohol and drugs, read:

ORDERED, that [d]efendant Maxwell C.
Cohen shall abstain fromthe use of al cohol or
the abuse of any prescription or non-
prescription drugs and shall not be unlawful |y
in possession of any controlled dangerous
substance (CDS); and it is further

ORDERED, that the [d] efendant Maxwell C
Cohen make arrangenents to subject hinself to
monthly random wurinalysis and shall rmake
avai lable to Stephanie Cohen the results of
such urinalysis; and it is further

ORDERED, t hat a violation of the
conditions set forth herein may constitute a
change in circunstances

Cust ody of Candace was divided as foll ows:

ORDERED, that the parties shall have
Joint Legal Custody of their mnor child
Candace and it is further

ORDERED, that the Shared Physical Custody
Schedule as described in the Marital
Settl enment Agreenent!® of the parties shall be
mai nt ai ned and shall not be disturbed except
by the consent of both parties .

* * *

® The marital settlement agreenment provides, in pertinent part:

[T]he primary residence of the Child shall be with Wfe.
Husband shall have the right to have the Child with himat
all reasonable tines, which shall include the right of
Husband to have physical custody of the Child every Friday
from after school or daycare until 6:00 p.m Saturday
returning Child to Wfe, every Tuesday after school or
daycare until Thursday morning returning child to school
or daycare.



ORDERED, that the [d]efendant Maxwel | C.
Cohen shall pay to the [p]laintiff Stephanie
Cohen Child Support in the anpbunt of One
Thousand, Seven Hundred and Ni nety-Six Dol |l ars
($1,796.00) comencing on the first day of
August, 2004 and continuing on the first day
of each nonth thereafter :

M. Cohen filed a Mdtion to Alter and/or Amend Judgnent on
Septenber 3, 2004, in which he asked, inter alia, that the court
incorporate the marital settlenment agreenent into the judgnent of
di vorce and stri ke the prohibition against his use of al cohol. The

moti on was deni ed on Cctober 7, 2004.

IT. DISCUSSION

_ A. Issue 1

M. Cohen contends that the trial court erred in conditioning
his custody right on his abstention from alcohol. |In support of
that contention, he argues: (1) the alcohol restriction was not
pl ed or otherw se asked for in any pleading filed by appellee; (2)
there was no basis for the inposition of an al cohol restriction;

and (3) the alcohol restriction was “not predicated upon any
necessary circunstance.”

In contrast to the position he takes on appeal, M. Cohen
never conplained in the circuit court that Ms. Cohen had not
properly asked in her pleadings that the court inpose, as a

condition to custody/visitation, that he conpletely abstain from

al cohol . Appell ant had anpl e opportunity to raise this issue when



he filed his notion to alter or anend judgnent and rai sed unrel at ed
objections to the al cohol restriction.

Maryl and Rule 8-131(a) provides, in pertinent part, that
except for issues of jurisdiction, an appellate court will not
ordinarily “deci de any other issue unless it plainly appears by the
record to have been raised in or decided by the trial court.”
Because this pleading issue was not raised either at trial or in
post-trial proceedings, or decided by the trial court, the issue
has not been properly preserved for our review

But, even if the issue had been rai sed bel ow, no precedent or
statute requires that a condition to child custody or visitation be
prayed for by one of the |itigants before the court can inpose that
condition. As will be shown infra, solong as it isin the child s
best interest and there is sufficient evidence in the record to
support the condition, the trial judge has broad discretion as to
whet her to i npose that condition upon a parent’s visitation/custody
rights.

The trial judge found that “[t]he evidence establishes that
t he [ appel |l ant] abuses al cohol.” Appellant contends that “[t] here
is absolutely no evidence in the record to establish that
[ a] ppel | ant abuses, or has ever abused, al cohol.”* Appellant goes
on to assert, wthout any authority, that *alcohol abuse
cannot be diagnosed by anyone other than a professional in the

field.” Additionally, appellant conplains that “[t]he trial judge

* Appel | ant does not object to being required to submit to nonthly, random
urinalysis or being prohibited fromusing controll ed dangerous substances.
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[in concluding that an alcohol restriction was needed] assuned
nmedi cal and psychological principles and facts that were not
presented at trial, and used these specul ations as the basis for
this judgnent.”

The foll ow ng evidence was sufficient to support the court’s
concl usi on that appell ant abuses al cohol, viz: (1) he was arrested
in 1997, 1998 and 2001 for driving a notor vehicle while under the
i nfluence of alcohol; (2) he signed an agreenent in 2001 where he
prom sed not to drink al cohol within eight hours of having custody
or visitation with Candace; (3) he was arrested in April 2002 for
operating a boat while intoxicated; (4) on a night that M. Cohen
had custody of Candace, he was seen at a restaurant, wthout
Candace, in an “extrenely intoxicated” condition; (5) appellee
opi ned that appellant had “a drinking probleni; (6) despite his
numer ous al cohol -related arrests, appellant |ied about the dates
and nunber of such arrests when he talked to Donna Traux; and
(7) appellant continues to drink alcohol on a regular basis,
despite the fact that he told Ms. Traux he planned to “cut down or
quit” al cohol use.

M. Cohen stresses that Ms. Traux testified that she did not
have any “understandi ng” fromany source that “M. Cohen has been
di agnosed as an al cohol addict.” M. Traux did so testify. And,
it istrue that there was no expert testinony that appell ant abused
al cohol. But commobn sense teaches that |ay persons are capabl e of
accurately determ ning whet her soneone abuses al cohol. Spouses,

children, and other close relatives or friends of alcoholics
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correctly make such assessnents every day. Ottinmes, the only
person unable to nmake the diagnosis is the al coholic hinself.

M. Cohen asserts that the trial judge did not limt his
anal ysis to evidence presented in court and, instead, inpermssibly
relied on outside influences in his decision-nmaking process. In
particul ar, appellant conpl ai ns about the follow ng portion of the

trial court’s opinion:

The [c]ourt is of the opinion that a person
who has a substance abuse problem cannot
sel ectively determ ne whi ch substances he w ||
stop altogether and which he will partake in
on occasion. Substance abusers nust abstain
conpletely fromall mnd altering substances
including alcohol, in order to resolve the
probl em

Appel | ant al so conpl ai ns about the court’s finding that he “is
in denial regarding the nature and extent of his substance abuse
problem and that . . . causes his judgnent to be adversely

affected.” According to appellant,

there is absolutely no evidence of this
position anywhere in the record. Counsel
presented extensive expert evidence in the
form of M. Traux’s testinony and nothing
therein supports, or even suggests, this

position. |If this conclusion is not a part of
t he evi dence presented, the trial court cannot
enploy it into its ruling. But that is

exactly what the trial court has done in this
case. This conclusion is not a part of the
evi dence, and therefore constitutes an outside
i nfluence prohibited by Drolsum v. Luzuriaga.
Its use inthis matter constitutes clear error
on the part of the trial court.

Appel | ant quotes fromthe case of Drolsum v. Luzuriaga, 93 M.

App. 1, 13 (1992), as follows:
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The fact finder’s role, whether judge or
jury, is to receive the facts and argunents as
framed by counsel. The trier of fact nust
make its decisions based wupon nmaterial
presented in court, within rules of evidence
and procedure. In jury trials, efforts are
made to exclude outside influences and
prejudicial evidence so that they do not
affect the jury' s judgnment. These procedures
are not used when a judge sits as the fact
finder because of the presunption that a judge
is abl e to exclude outside influences fromhis
or her deci si on- naki ng.

There were facts in the record, coupled with legitinate
i nferences that could be drawn from those facts, supporting the
finding that appellant was “in denial” about the extent of his
al cohol problem After all, M. Cohen testified that he did not
believe he had a problem with al cohol even after being arrested
three tinmes for driving an autonobil e while under the influence and
one tinme for operating a boat while intoxicated.

There is a difference, which is overlooked by appellant,
between a trial judge basing a decision on some extrinsic fact
never introduced in evidence and a court drawing legitinate
inferences from facts that were introduced. In this case, the
judge had strong factual evidence showi ng that appellant had an
addi ctive personality, viz: (1) appellant, a lawer licensed in
Maryl and, was willing to risk his freedom and career by taking an
i1l egal substance such as cocaine prior to a court-ordered drug
test, and (2) he continued to drink alcohol despite repeated
al cohol -rel ated arrests. An experienced judge, such as the one who
i nposed the al cohol restriction in this case, does not need expert

testinmony in order to conclude, based on the facts such as those
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just recited, that, for the safety of Candace, appellant should

avoi d al

m nd al tering substances — including al cohol.

In a closely related argunent, appellant contends that the

trial court failed to establish that any circunstance existed that

woul d require himto abstain from al cohol

55 Mi. App. 299, 309-10 (1983), we hel d:

The State nmay regulate this custodial
rel ati onshi p whenever necessary, Townsend V.
Townsend, 205 M. 591, 596, 109 A 2d 765
(1954), and virtually without limtation when
children"s welfare is at stake. Furman v.
Glading, 36 Mi. App. 574, 581, 374 A 2d 414
(1977); aff’d. 282 M. 200, 383 A 2d 398
(1978); 67A C.J.S. Parent & Child § 16, p. 202
(1978).

.o [T]he equity courts in Mryl and
have plenary authority to determne any
guestion concerning the welfare of children
within their jurisdiction .

* * *

A chancellor nmay also, wthin the
exercise of his discretion, inpose such
condi tions upon the custodial and supporting
parent as deened necessary to pronote the
wel fare of the children. Kruse v. Kruse, 179
Mi. 657, 664, 22 A 2d 475 (1941) cited in 27B
C.J.S. Divorce § 308, p.441 (1959). W will
affirmthe inposition of such a condition so
long as the record contains adequate proof
t hat t he condi tion or requi r enent S
reasonably related to the advancenent of a
child' s best interests. Deckman v. Deckman,
15 Md. App. 553, 568, 292 A 2d 112 (1972).

I N Kennedy v.

Kennedy,

(Enmphasi s added.) See also Roberts v. Roberts, 35 Ml. App. 497,

503 (1977) (holding that if sufficient evidence is presented, a

chancellor’s finding that the appellant had an “al cohol

will not be disturbed on appeal).

12

probl ent



The evidence, taken in the light nost favorable to appell ee,
showed t hat appell ant was a probl em drinker who could not control
hi s al cohol consunption. Because M. Cohen was granted frequent
access to the child, it could be concluded legitimately that
al cohol consunption of any sort could have an adverse inpact upon
Candace.

For the foregoing reasons, we hold that the trial court’s
requirenent that M. Cohen abstain from al cohol was reasonably
rel ated to advanci ng Candace’ s best interest.

B. Issue 2

M. Cohen contends that the trial court erred in increasing
child support from$l, 424 to $1, 796 per nonth because (1) no change
in circunstances existed to justify an increase in child support,
and (2) in determ ning the amount he should pay in child support,
the court should have allowed himto deduct $40,000 per year from
his incone, which was the anmount of appellant’s annual 401k
retirement contribution.

M. Cohen first argues that “Maryland |law dictates that a
child support award may be nodified only if a change in
circunstance i s shown to have taken place.” Based on that prem se,
he asserts that the court erred because Ms. Cohen made no show ng
that a change of circunmstance had occurred (since the parties
entered into the marital settlenment agreenent) that woul d warrant

an increase in support. Wiile it is true that a “child support

award” may not be nodified absent a denonstration that there has
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been a material change in circunstances, here there was no “award”
of child support prior to the court action at issue.

Section 12-104(a) of the Famly Law Article of the Annotated
Code of Maryland (2004 Repl. Vol.) states:

The court may nodify a child support award
subsequent to the filing of a notion for
nodi fi cati on and upon a showi ng of a materi al
change of circunstance.

(Enphasi s added.) The word “award” neans: “[t]o grant by formal
process or by judicial decree.” BLAck's Law Dictionary 132 (7th Ed.
1999). As can be seen, the necessity of showing a material change
in circunstance does not apply when, as here, no pre-existing
judicial decree exists.?®

M . Cohen next argues:

The trial court has awarded a nonthly
child support paynment to the [a]ppell ee based
on criteria unfair and prejudicial to the
[ a] ppel | ant . The [a]ppellant is self-
enpl oyed. The [a]ppellant contributes to a
retirement plan using his incone from his
busi ness. Appellant’s 2003 tax return
i ndi cates total income of $272,347.00, |ess
$40,000.00 paid towards his retirenent
account — for a renmai nder of $232,347.00. The
trial court adopted the Child Support
Wor ksheet prepar ed and subnmitted by
[a] ppel l ee’ s counsel. Appel lant’s Monthly
Actual Incone Before Taxes, as reported on
thfe] Child Support Wrksheet, does not

° A marital settlement agreement is not, of course, binding on a court when
consi dering the appropriate amount of child support. Walsh v. walsh, 333 M. 492,
504 (1994), see also Stambaugh v. Child Support Admin., 323 M. 106, 111 (1991)
(“Generally, the duty to support one’s mnor children may not be bargai ned away or
wai ved.”) (citations omtted); Stancill v. Stancill, 286 Md. 530, 535 (1979) (“[T]he
Chancel |l or cannot be handcuffed in the exercise of his duty to act in the best
interests of a child by any understandi ng between parents.)(citations omtted);
Shrivastava v. Mates, 93 Md. App. 320, 327 (1992) (“The law and policy of this State
is that the child s best interest is of paranount inportance and cannot be altered
by the parties.”)(citations omtted).
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reflect paynents he made to his retirenent
pl an.

In calculating the [a]ppellee’s Mnthly
Actual I ncone Before Taxes for the purposes of
the Child Support Wrksheet, [a]ppellee’'s
counsel used a process different than the one
applied to the [a]ppellant. The [a] ppell ee
wor ks for the County governnent. The Child
Support Wirksheet adopted by the trial court
assigns the [a]ppellee a yearly salary of
$33, 924. 00, wi thout regard for any nonies paid
by her enployer into her pension. The doubl e-
standard applied and the resulting disparity
are unfair and prejudicial to the [a] ppellant.

(References to record extract omtted.) (Enphasis added.)

This is an above-the-guidelines case because the conbined
income of the parents is nore than two and one-half tinmes higher
t han $120, 000 per year, which is the highest category of incone on
the guideline chart. Under the child support guidelines set forth
in Sections 12-201 through 12-204 of the Famly Law Article, a
judge is not permtted to deduct froma parent’s gross incone the
anount voluntarily contributed to a pension plan.

M . Cohen di sagrees with the above anal ysis. He argues that

[t]he Child Support Cuidelines set forth by
statute allow for the [a]ppellant to deduct

retirement contributions. Maryl and Code
Annot ated, Fam |y Law, 812-201(2) states that,
in calculating actual incone from self

enpl oynent, one may deduct “ordinary and
necessary expenses required to produce

i ncone.” Appel lant’s argunent is that the
funding of a retirenent plan is such an
expense.

This contention is without nerit because a contribution to
one’s personal retirenent account plainly is not a necessary

busi ness expense. It is sinply the result of a decision to make an
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i nvestnment and get a tax break. Busi ness expenses are expenses
incurred to earn noney, not suns that a person chooses to put aside

from his/her gross incone for retirenent.

In any event, appellant argues that in an above-the-
gui del i nes case, such as this one, it was inequitable for the trial
judge to disregard the fact that (1) Ms. Cohen received a
contribution to her pension plan by her enployer, which is not
reflected in her gross incone, and (2) the trial judge in no way
reduced M. Cohen’s gross i ncone (for purposes of calculating child
support), despite the fact that he voluntarily contributed $40, 000
annually to his 401(k) plan.

As pointed out by appellee, appellant failed to produce any
evidence at trial to support the assertion that she received a
contribution to her pension plan from her enployer. And, quite
obviously, if that premse fails, so does M. Cohen's entire
argumnent .

Ms. Cohen testified that she worked for the Anne Arundel
County Board of Education and that she had a “403(b) [plan] and a
pensi on t hrough work.” She did not say, however, that her enpl oyer
contributed to her pension plan. An exhibit introduced into
evi dence reveals that Ms. Cohen’s 403(b) plan had a value of

$4, 500 and her pension was val ued at $3, 500. But no exhibit or
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ot her evidence indicated what, if any, contribution was nmade by her
enpl oyer to either the 403(b) plan or her pension.?®

But even if appellant had produced evidence that sone
contribution by Ms. Cohen’'s enployer was nmade to her 403(b) plan
or to her pension, we fail to see why it would be inequitable to
fail to make the suggested $40, 000 deduction fromM . Cohen’s gross
i nconme. M. Cohen earns nore than eight tinmes as nuch as appel | ee
and the vol untary deducti on he makes i s nore than appellee’s entire
yearly salary.” |f such deductions were routinely allowed, an
af fl uent parent could mani pulate his or her gross income to the

detrinent of the child.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED;
COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.

® According to a publication by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) found onits
websi t e:

Certain enployers are allowed to have Internal Revenue
Service (I RC) 403(b) Tax-Sheltered Annuity plans. You are
all owed to have a 403(b) plan if you are:

e A public school, college or university .

Basically, 403(b) plans are simlar to 401(k) plans by
for-profit entities.

The | RS website describing 401(k) plans, setting forth the essential requirenent of
such a plan, gives no indication that a contribution by one’s enployer to the plan
i's necessary.

"1f M. Cohen had been allowed to deduct $40, 000 from his actual income, the
respective incones of the parties would have been 86.1% for M. Cohen and 13.9%
for Ms. Cohen. |In conparison, under the trial court’s calcul ations, M. Cohen’'s
income was 88.1% and Ms. Cohen’s inconme was 11.9% of the couple’'s conbined
i ncone.
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