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The maintenance guidelines bill passed the Assembly on June 15, 2015 with
just one dissenting vote (A 7645). It passed the Senate unanimously on June 24,
2015 (S 5678). The legislation was signed into law by Governor Cuomo on
September 25, 2015 (Chapter 269, Laws of 2015). The following is a summary of
key provisions of the new legislation:
 Effective Date and Applicability:
Temporary Maintenance Guidelines—30 days after the act becomes law
and applies to actions commenced on or after the effective date.
Specifically, 30 days from signing was Sunday, October 25, 2015. Therefore,
the temporary maintenance provisions are applicable to matrimonial
actions commenced on or after Monday, October 26, 2015.
All other provisions (Post-Divorce maintenance, Family Court spousal
support, elimination of enhanced earning capacity)—120 days after the act
becomes law and applies to matrimonial actions and Family Court spousal
support proceedings commenced on or after the effective date. 120 days
1

from signing is Saturday, January 23, 2016. Therefore, all of these
remaining provisions will be applicable to matrimonial actions commenced
on or after Monday, January 25, 2016.
Note—Nothing in the act affects the validity of agreements made prior to
the effective date of the legislation.
Nothing in the act prohibits parties from entering into validly executed
agreements which deviate from the maintenance guidelines.
Unlike the CSSA which contains strict requirements for agreements which
deviate from the child support guidelines, the new maintenance guidelines
legislation contains no such provisions. Thus, where parties enter into
separation or marital settlement agreements which deviate from the
maintenance guidelines, there is no requirement that the parties set forth
calculations in their agreements. The statute is intended to be “user
friendly” to the drafters of settlement agreements (however, see discussion
hereafter concerning the requirements where at least one party is
unrepresented).

Further, there is no requirement that settlement agreements set forth the
reason for deviation from the guidelines. This is the case for both
temporary and post-divorce maintenance. Therefore, judges are not
required to scrutinize agreements for “compliance” with the maintenance
guidelines legislation (unlike child support provisions which deviate from
the CSSA guidelines).
The existence of the new statute, itself, will not constitute a change of
circumstances warranting modification of maintenance awards made prior
to the effective date of the new legislation, whether by court order or the
parties’ agreement. Further, the existence of the statute, itself, does not
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change the standard for modification of maintenance awards made in
unmerged agreements (extreme hardship).
 Elimination of Enhanced Earning Capacity:
DRL 236 B (5) (d) (7) is amended to provide the following:
“The court shall not consider as marital property subject to
distribution the value of a spouse’s enhanced earning capacity arising
from a license, degree, celebrity goodwill, or career enhancement.”
Caveat: The new legislation states that, in determining equitable
distribution, the court shall consider a spouse’s direct or indirect
contributions during the marriage towards the other spouse’s development
of enhanced earning capacity.
Thus, while enhanced earning capacity no longer will be a marital asset, it
can be a “factor” for equitable distribution. However, it is not intended
that experts be engaged to “value” the enhanced earning capacity unlike in
the past when enhanced earning capacity was an asset subject to
distribution.
In addition, and as will be more fully noted later, a spouse’s contributions
to the career or career potential of the other party can be a factor both for
deviating from the maintenance guidelines (presumably upwards) or for
making a maintenance award on income in excess of the cap.
 Definition of Income:
For purposes of maintenance guidelines, “income” shall mean income as
defined in the CSSA but without subtracting maintenance paid to a party
spouse in the instant action or proceeding.
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In addition, for post-divorce maintenance, the term “income” also includes
“income from income-producing property distributed or to be distributed”
in the action.
Hypothetically, if an investment account is being distributed as part of
equitable distribution, the investment income which each party will be
receiving should be factored into each party’s income calculation for
purposes of post-divorce maintenance. The same is true for other income
producing property which will be distributed (example--rental real estate).
Practice Tip—At the time of trial, consider presenting expert testimony
from a tax professional as to what each party’s income from income
producing assets is anticipated to be, post-trial, under different distribution
scenarios. Depending on which party an attorney is representing, it might
be prudent to request that more income producing assets be shifted to the
other party if that would affect the ultimate post-divorce maintenance
calculation.
 Determine Maintenance Before Child Support:
The statute expressly states that maintenance (temporary or post-divorce)
shall be calculated prior to child support because the amount of
maintenance shall be subtracted from the payor’s income and added to the
payee’s income as part of the child support calculation.
In the past, there has been confusion in computing child support as to
whether to both subtract maintenance from payor’s income AND add the
maintenance back into the recipient’s income since the definition of
income under the CSSA is linked to the last filed income tax return. If
maintenance is added to recipient’s income for the child support
calculation, at a minimum, the add-on percentages are affected (for such
things as child care and health-related expenses). The amount of the base
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child support obligation could also be affected. The new maintenance
guidelines legislation expressly states that the maintenance shall be
subtracted from payor’s income and added to the payee’s income as part
of the child support calculation.
Further, another piece of legislation (A 7637 and S 5691) made the same
clarification, provided, there is an automatic adjustment in the amount of
child support upon the termination of maintenance. That bill was entitled
“An act to amend the family court act and the domestic relations law, in
relation to spousal maintenance and child support in supreme and family
court.” It passed both the Assembly and the Senate and was signed into law
by Governor Cuomo on October 26, 2015. Those provisions will be
effective 90 days from signing or at approximately the same date as the
effective date of the remainder of the provisions of the new maintenance
guidelines legislation.
 Guidelines Also Applicable To Spousal Support:
The new legislation establishes guidelines for both temporary maintenance
and post-divorce maintenance. Based on the recommendation of the Law
Revision Commission, the guidelines also apply to Family Court spousal
support proceedings. The same formulas apply for temporary
maintenance, post-divorce maintenance and family court spousal support.
The new legislation continues existing case law providing that Family Court
spousal support awards are non-durational in nature and continue until the
parties enter into an agreement for spousal support, the issuance of a
judgment of divorce or other order in a matrimonial action, or the death of
either party, whichever first occurs.
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Notwithstanding the above, the new legislation expressly states that Family
Court may modify a prior Family Court spousal support order upon a
showing of a “substantial change in circumstances.” FCA 412 (10).
 Cap:
The income cap for temporary maintenance is lowered from the previous
$543,000 to $175,000 of the payor’s income. The $175,000 cap also applies
to post-divorce maintenance and spousal support.
There is a COLA provision which adjusts the cap every 2 years beginning
January 31, 2016.
Unlike the CSSA which takes into consideration “combined parental
income,” the new maintenance guidelines only apply to the payor’s income
up to the $175,000 cap.
 Two Sets of Formulas:
A. For Income Below the Cap:
Where the payor’s income is lower than or equal to the income cap
($175,000), there are two different maintenance formulas. One formula is
used where no child support is being paid by the maintenance payor to the
recipient spouse. For this formula, there either are no unemancipated
children or the maintenance payor is also the custodial parent for child
support purposes.
A different maintenance formula is used where the maintenance payor is
also the non-custodial parent paying child support to the recipient spouse.
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 Where the Maintenance Payor Is Also the Non-Custodial Parent Paying
Child Support To the Recipient Spouse:
Step 1—20% of Payor’s income up to $175,000 MINUS 25% of
Payee’s income.
Step 2— Payor’s income up to $175,000 PLUS Payee’s income X 40%
MINUS Payee’s income.
Step 3—The lower of the two amounts above is the guidelines figure.

Hypothetical:
Payor, the non-custodial parent, has $100,000 in income as defined in the
statute (after subtracting social security and Medicare taxes). Payee, the
custodial parent, has $50,000 in income (after subtracting social security
and Medicare taxes).
Step 1--$100,000 x 20% = $20,000
$ 50,000 x 25% = $12,500
$20,000 - $12,500 = $7,500
Step 2--$100,000 + $50,000 = $150,000 x 40% =$60,000
$60,000 - $50,000 = $10,000
Step 3—Compare the two figures above. The lower figure ($7,500) is the
guidelines amount.
 Where No Child Support Is Being Paid By the Maintenance Payor to the
Recipient Spouse:
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But for the amount of the income cap, this is the same formula used in the
previous temporary maintenance guidelines.
Step 1—30% of Payor’s income up to $175,000 MINUS 20% of
Payee’s income.
Step 2— Payor’s income up to $175,000 PLUS Payee’s income X 40%
MINUS Payee’s income.
Step 3—The lower of the two amounts above is the guidelines figure.

Hypothetical:
Payor has $100,000 in income, as defined in the statute (after subtracting
social security and Medicare taxes). Payee has $50,000 in income (after
subtracting social security and Medicare taxes). There either are no
unemancipated children or the payor is the custodial parent-- so no child
support is being paid by the payor to the payee.

Step 1--$100,000 x 30% = $30,000
$ 50,000 x 20% = $10,000
$30,000 - $10,000 = $20,000
Step 2--$100,000 + $50,000 = $150,000 x 40% =$60,000
$60,000 - $50,000 = $10,000
Step 3—Compare the two figures above. The lower figure ($10,000) is the
guidelines amount.
Note---The Office of Court Administration is in the process of preparing a
“maintenance calculator” which will be available at OCA’s website
(www.nycourts.gov/divorce). Judges, attorneys and members of the public
will be able to access the online calculator. A version is also being prepared
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which combines both maintenance and child support calculations. As a
word of caution, a maintenance calculator is only as good as the data
inputted into it. Therefore, a “worksheet” will be available online by which
“income” can first be determined, per the definition of income in the CSSA.
Once the adjusted income figure is determined (for example, after
subtracting social security and Medicare withholdings), the “adjusted”
income figure for each person can be inserted into the actual calculator.
Practice Tip—Prior to the preliminary conference, consider filling out the
work sheet and performing the calculations on the calculator. The work
sheet and actual calculations can be printed off the website and retained
for the file and also presented to the court at the preliminary conference.
Having actual numbers on hand at the preliminary conference may
facilitate settlement discussions and potentially obviate the need for
motion practice.

B. For Income Above the Cap:
Where the payor’s income exceeds the $175,000 cap:
Step 1—First, determine the guidelines amount up to and including the
$175,000 cap using the appropriate formula (see above).
Step 2—For income above the cap, the amount of additional maintenance,
if any, shall be within the discretion of the court taking into consideration
one or more of the numerous factors set forth in the statute. These are
also the “deviation factors” (see discussion below).
The court shall set forth the factors it considered and the reasons for its
decision in writing or on the record. This requirement may not be waived
by either party or counsel. There are “13” factors for temporary
maintenance and “15” for post-divorce maintenance.
The following are the 13 temporary maintenance factors which are to be
considered in determining the amount of maintenance, if any, on the payor’s
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income exceeding the $175,000 cap or where there is to be an adjustment or
“deviation” in the guidelines amount:
(A) The age and health of the parties;
(B) the present or future earning capacity of the parties, including a history of
limited participation in the workforce;
(C) the need of one party to incur education or training expenses;
(D) the termination of a child support award during the pendency of the
temporary maintenance award when the calculation of temporary maintenance
was based upon child support being awarded and which resulted in a
maintenance award lower than it would have been had child support not been
awarded;
(E) the wasteful dissipation of marital property, including transfers or
encumbrances made in contemplation of a matrimonial action without fair
consideration;
(F) the existence and duration of a pre-marital joint household or a
pre-divorce separate household;
(G) acts by one party against another that have inhibited or continue to inhibit a
party's earning capacity or ability to obtain meaningful employment. Such acts
include but are not limited to acts of domestic violence as provided in section
four hundred fifty-nine-a of the social services law;
(H) the availability and cost of medical insurance for the parties;
(I) the care of children or stepchildren, disabled adult children or stepchildren,
elderly parents or in-laws provided during the marriage that inhibits a party's
earning capacity;
(J) the tax consequences to each party;
(K) the standard of living of the parties established during the marriage;
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(L) the reduced or lost earning capacity of the payee as a result of having
forgone or delayed education, training, employment or career opportunities
during the marriage; and
(M) any other factor which the court shall expressly find to be just and proper.
The following are the 15 post-divorce maintenance factors which are to be
considered in determining the amount of maintenance, if any, on the payor’s
income exceeding the $175,000 cap or where there is to be an adjustment or
“deviation” in the guidelines amount:
(A) The age and health of the parties;
(B) the present or future earning capacity of the parties, including a history of
limited participation in the workforce;
(C) the need of one party to incur education or training expenses;
(D) the termination of a child support award before the termination of the
maintenance award when the calculation of maintenance was based upon child
support being awarded which resulted in a maintenance award lower than it
would have been had child support not been awarded;
(E) the wasteful dissipation of marital property, including transfers or
encumbrances made in contemplation of a matrimonial action without fair
consideration;
(F) the existence and duration of a pre-marital joint household or a pre-divorce
separate household;
(G) acts by one party against another that have inhibited or continue to inhibit a
party's earning capacity or ability to obtain meaningful employment. Such acts
include but are not limited to acts of domestic violence as provided in section
four hundred fifty-nine-a of the social services law;
(H) the availability and cost of medical insurance for the parties;
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(I) the care of children or stepchildren, disabled adult children or stepchildren,
elderly parents or in-laws provided during the marriage that inhibits a party's
earning capacity;
(J) the tax consequences to each party;
(K) the standard of living of the parties established during the marriage;
(L) the reduced or lost earning capacity of the payee as a result of having
forgone or delayed education, training, employment or career opportunities
during the marriage;
(M) the equitable distribution of marital property and the income or imputed
income on the assets so distributed;
(N) the contributions and services of the payee as a spouse, parent, wage earner
and homemaker and to the career or career potential of the other party; and
(O) any other factor which the court shall expressly find to be just and proper.

All of the 13 temporary maintenance factors are included in the 15 post-divorce
maintenance factors. The 2 post-divorce maintenance factors which are not
included as part of the temporary maintenance factors are items “(M)” and “(N).”
Practice Tip—Factor “(N)” deals, in part, with contributions of the payee spouse
to the other’s career or career potential. To the extent that the payee
contributed to what previously would have been enhanced earning capacity
(degree, license, certification, etc), an argument could be made for a higher
maintenance award on income above the cap---or for an upward deviation in the
maintenance guidelines amount on income below the cap.
Note—For Family Court spousal support awards, the same post-divorce
maintenance factors are used for determining the spousal support on
payor’s income exceeding the cap or where there is an adjustment or
“deviation” in the guidelines amount, with the exception of the equitable
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distribution factor (“M”). Thus, there are “14” factors for Family Court
spousal support awards.
Under the new legislation, a court is required to set forth a reason for
whatever it does for income above the cap. Therefore, whether it awards
additional maintenance on the payor’s excess income or not, the court
must set forth a rational for its decision based upon consideration of one or
more of the deviation factors. The intent of the statute is not that
temporary or post-divorce maintenance simply be “capped” at $175,000 of
the payor’s income regardless of the extent of payor’s income. Rather, the
intent is that courts use their discretion in making maintenance awards on
the excess income through a factor-based analysis tailored to the facts of
the case.
Note—while a court must give its rationale for whatever maintenance it
awards on the payor’s excess income, there is no such requirement for
written settlement agreements or stipulations placed on the record.
Settlement agreements need not set forth a rationale or “deviation factors”
where payor’s income exceeds the cap.
It is important not to think of the maintenance guidelines in the same terms
as the Child Support Standards Act. For child support, formula-based
calculations must still be made on income exceeding the CSSA cap. This is
not the case with the new maintenance legislation. There is nothing in the
statute that says that the formula should be used for any income above the
cap. The determination of the amount of maintenance on the payor’s
excess income is intended to be factor based only, with no formulaic
calculations.
 Deviation from Guidelines:
The court shall award the guideline amount of temporary or post-divorce
maintenance or spousal support up to the $175,000 cap in accordance with
the appropriate formula unless it finds that the guideline amount is “unjust
or inappropriate.” The finding of “unjust or inappropriate” shall be based
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upon consideration of any one or more of numerous factors set forth
above. The “deviation” factors are the same factors which are used for
determining the amount of maintenance on payor’s income exceeding the
cap.
Where the court finds that the guideline amount is unjust or inappropriate
and where it adjusts the amount, the court shall set forth, in a written
decision or on the record, the guideline amount, the factors it considered,
and the reasons the court adjusted the guideline amount. The requirement
that this be done on the record or in writing shall not be waived by either
party or counsel. However, as previously noted, if the parties settle their
case and enter into an agreement which deviates from the guidelines
amount, they do not need to set forth the factors considered or the reason
for the deviation.
Practice Tip---A deviation from the maintenance guidelines up to the cap is
not limited to a lower award than the amount required by the appropriate
formula. In an appropriate case, an upward adjustment may be
appropriate.
As previously noted, where one spouse contributed towards the other’s
attainment of what previously was considered “enhanced earning
capacity,” an upward adjustment in post-divorce maintenance may be
appropriate. Further, if the formula which results in less maintenance is
used because child support is also being paid and the child support ends
prior to the termination of the maintenance obligation, an upward
deviation may be appropriate. Any of the factors can be cited as a reason
for deviating from the maintenance guidelines.
 Low Income Adjustment:
Where the guidelines amount of temporary or post-divorce maintenance
would reduce the payor’s income below the self-support reserve for a
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single person (currently $15,890), there is an adjustment in the guideline
amount. Specifically, in these low income cases, the guideline amount will
be the difference between the payor’s income and the self-support reserve.
If the payor’s income is below the self-support reserve, there is a
rebuttable presumption that no temporary or post-divorce maintenance
shall be paid.
 Unrepresented Party:
Where either or both parties is unrepresented, the court shall not make a
maintenance order unless it informs the unrepresented party of the
temporary or post-divorce guideline obligation. If you represent a party
and the other side is unrepresented, the best practice is to insert the
guideline obligation in the marital settlement agreement. That way, when
the divorce judgment is submitted to the judge, the court will have
“complied” with the notice requirement by virtue of incorporating the
settlement agreement into the Judgment of Divorce.
The Office of Court Administration is currently working on a notice form
which will be part of OCA’s uncontested divorce packet. The form which is
being developed will arguably meet the statute’s notice requirement if
attached to the divorce summons or provided to the unrepresented party
at a preliminary conference or at some point during the course of the
matrimonial action, prior to signing of an order or judgment.
 Default or Insufficient Evidence of Income:
Where a payor has defaulted, or where the court is presented with
insufficient evidence to determine income, the maintenance award shall be
based upon the needs of the payee or the parties’ standard of living prior
to the commencement of the divorce action, whichever is greater. The
award may be retroactively modified upward, without a showing of a
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change in circumstances, upon presentation of newly discovered evidence.

 Temporary Maintenance—Allocation of Expenses:
In determining temporary maintenance, the court shall consider and
allocate, where appropriate, the parties’ respective responsibilities for the
family’s expenses during the pendency of the action.
The statute clearly intends that, in every case where temporary
maintenance is ordered, the court shall determine which spouse will pay
the carrying charges on the marital residence and the household
expenses—and the manner in which those expenses are to be allocated
between the parties.
If you represent that payor spouse, and the guidelines amount is being
ordered, request the court to direct the payee to be responsible for the
household carrying charges and other expenses. Conversely, if the payor is
already paying some portion of the carrying charges and household
expenses, argue that there should be a downward adjustment in the
temporary maintenance award.
 Temporary Maintenance—Duration:
Temporary maintenance shall terminate no later than the issuance of a
judgment of divorce or the death of either party. Supreme Court has the
power to limit the duration of temporary maintenance.
Further, the temporary maintenance award shall not prejudice the rights of
either party regarding a post-divorce maintenance award.
 Post-Divorce Maintenance—Duration:
The statute sets forth an advisory durational schedule for post-divorce
maintenance tied to the length of the marriage.
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The “length of the marriage” is defined as running from the date of the
marriage until the date of commencement of the divorce action.
In determining the duration of post-divorce maintenance, the court must
set forth, in writing or on the record, the factors it considered. This is true,
regardless of whether or not it follows the advisory schedule. These are
the same 15 factors previously set forth above which are used in
determining the amount of maintenance on income above the cap or when
deviating from the guidelines amount.
Note—there is no such requirement for attorneys or litigants who settle
their case with a written settlement agreement or a stipulation on the
record. Thus, parties who settle their case do not need to set forth a
reason for the duration of the post-divorce maintenance, even where the
duration varies from the advisory schedule.

The following is the advisory schedule for post-divorce maintenance:
Length of the Marriage

Percent of the Length of the
Marriage For Which Post-Divorce
Maintenance Will Be Payable

Zero to 15 Years

15% to 30%

More than 15 to 20 years

30% to 40%

More than 20 years

35% to 50%

Importantly, the statute also states the following:
“Nothing herein shall prevent the court from awarding non-durational
maintenance in an appropriate case.”
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Hypothetical Durations of Post-Divorce Maintenance Per the Advisory Schedule:
Length of Marriage

Range of Duration

3 years

.45 years to .9 years

5 years

.75 years to 1.5 years

10 years

1.5 years to 3 years

13 years

1.9 years to 3.9 years

16 years

4.8 years to 6.4 years

20 years

6.0 years to 8.0 years

23 years

6.9 years to 9.2 years

25 years

7.5 years to 10 years

28 years

9.8 years to 14 years

30 years

10.5 years to 15 years

35 years

12.25% years to 17.5 years

 Termination of Post-Divorce Maintenance:
Maintenance terminates upon the:
a. death of either party, or
b. upon the payee’s valid or invalid marriage, or
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c. upon modification pursuant to DRL 236 B 9 b (traditional
modification grounds), or
d. upon modification pursuant to DRL 248 (cohabitation).
 Retirement and Maintenance:
In determining the duration of post-divorce maintenance, the court shall
take into consideration:
-- anticipated retirement assets;
--benefits; and
-- the retirement eligibility ages of both parties if ascertainable
at the time of the decision.
If not ascertainable at the time of the decision, the actual full or partial
retirement of the payor with a substantial diminution of income shall be a
basis for modification of maintenance.
Note--This modification provision regarding retirement only applies to
maintenance awards which are made after trial, not pursuant to an
agreement.
Another section of the new maintenance legislation states the following:
“Upon application of either party, the court may annul or modify
any prior order or judgment made after trial as to maintenance,
upon a showing of the payee’s inability to be self-supporting or
upon a showing of a substantial change in circumstance including
financial hardship or upon actual full or partial retirement of the
payor if the retirement results in a substantial change in financial
circumstances.”
Practice Tip—It remains to be seen how courts will deal with the link
between post-divorce maintenance and retirement. If the payor is close to
retirement at the time of trial, it would seem that retirement assets and
19

benefits and retirement eligibility ages would be more easily
“ascertainable” than if anticipated retirement is years away. Depending on
which party you represent, consider putting in proof at trial concerning the
anticipated retirement age and what each party will likely receive in the
way of benefits at the time of retirement.
If you represent the payee and the payor subsequently moves to modify
maintenance on the grounds of retirement, argue that the payor’s
retirement assets and benefits and retirement eligibility ages were
“ascertainable” at the time of trial. Also argue that payor will not have a
substantial diminution in income if that is the case. Conversely, if you
represent the payor, argue that payor’s retirement assets and benefits and
retirement eligibility ages were not easily ascertainable at the time of trial
and that, further, that payor will, in fact, have a substantial diminution in
income as a result of retirement. Also try to argue that your client’s full or
partial retirement will result in a “substantial change in financial
circumstances.”
As previously noted, the existence of the new statute does not open the
door to modification of prior maintenance awards, whether arising by court
order or the parties’ agreement. In addition, the statute does not change
the standard for modification of maintenance awards made in unmerged
agreements (extreme hardship).
It is extremely difficult to modify maintenance, either up or down, if the
provisions are found in an agreement which is incorporated but not merged
into a Judgment of Divorce. Therefore, even if a party retires, it is difficult
to modify the maintenance provisions of an unmerged agreement given the
“extreme hardship” standard.
Depending on which party you represent, consider changing the
modification standard in the agreement, itself, to something other than
“extreme hardship.” Alternatively, depending on the facts of the case and
which party is being represented, consider “merging” the maintenance
provisions into the Judgment of Divorce. Clients should be made aware of
the risks and benefits of the various options and certainly made aware of
the applicable modification standard prior to settling their cases.
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In addition, if a party, in the future, moves to modify a maintenance award
made prior to the effective date of the new statute, the guidelines shall not
apply. This is true whether the maintenance obligation arose in an
agreement or by court order after trial.
 DRL 248 Made Gender Neutral
DRL 248 was modified to provide that a court may modify maintenance
upon proof that the “payee” is holding “himself or herself” out as the
spouse of another person, although not married to such other person.
Under prior law, the statute was not gender neutral although case law
interpreted it as such. Under DRL 248, it is still very difficult to modify
maintenance on the grounds of cohabitation as it is difficult to prove that a
party is holding himself or herself out as the spouse of another person
although not married to such person.
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A COMPREHENSIVE LOOK AT THE
NEW MAINTENANCE GUIDELINES STATUTE 1
New York State has passed a new law which brings clarity and
consistency to a method of determining both temporary and postdivorce maintenance awards in matrimonial actions, while still
providing the Courts with flexibility to exercise their discretion in
appropriate cases. This new law was signed by Governor Andrew
Cuomo on September 2S, 2015.

I. DETERMINING THE AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE
(Note: the following provisions apply to both temporary and postdivorce maintenance determinations, except as otherwise specified.)
Except where the parties have entered into an agreement
providing for maintenance, the Court in a matrimonial action, upon
application by a party, shall make its award of temporary
maintenance in accordance with DRL § 236(8)(5-a) and its award of
post-divorce maintenance in accordance with DRL § 236(8)(6}.
A. Income Cap
• Under the new statute, when determining maintenance
awards, the Court shall first apply one of two formulas
based on the parties' respective incomes, with a cap on the
Payor's income of $175,000. This is a significant reduction
from the current statute's cap of $543,000.
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• The income cap is subject to a Cost of Living Adjustment,
which adjusts the amounf of the cap every two· years
beginning January 1, 2016.
• For purposes of maintenance guidelines, "income" shall
mean income as defined In the CSSA without subtracting
maintenance paid to a party spouse in the instant action or
For post-divorce maintenance only, in
proceeding.
determining income, the Court shall also include income
from income-producing property distributed or to be
distributed.

B. Calculations where Payor's income is below or equal to the
income cap
1. Formula to be used where the Payor is also paying child
support to the Payee
• Step 1: Calculate 20% of the Payor's income (up to
$175,000) and subtract 25% of the Payee's income.
• Step 2: Calculate 40% of the parties' combined
income (capping the Payor's income at $175,000)
and subtract the Payee's income.
• Step 3: Compare the resulting amounts from Steps
1 and 2. The lesser amount will be the presumptive
amount of maintenance.
• Notably, the new statute expressly provides that
maintenance shall be calculated prior to child
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support because the amount of maintenance
awarded shall be subtracted from the Payor's
income and added to the Payee's income as part of
the calculation of the child support obligation.

2. Formula to be used where the Payor is NOT paying child
support to the Payee
(i.e., in situations where there are either no unemancipated
children or the maintenance Payor is also the custodial
parent for child support purposes)
• Step 1: Calculate 30% of the Payor's income (up to
$175,000) and subtract 20% of the Payee's income.
• Step 2: Calculate 40% of the parties' combined
income (capping the Payor's income at $175,000)
and subtract the Payee's income.
• Step 3: Compare the resulting amounts from Steps
1 and 2. The lesser amount will be the presumptive
amount of maintenance.

C. Calculations where Payor's income is above the income cap
• Where the Payor's income exceeds the income cap, the
Court shall first determine the guideline amount using one
of the two formulas set forth above, capping the Payor's
income at $175,000.
• Then, it is within the Court's discretion whether to award
any additional maintenance based on the amount of
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income exceeding the cap.
In making such a
determination, the Court shall consider "any one or more"
of a list of factors enumerated in the statute.

II. ABILITY TO DEVIATE

• Notwithstanding the formulas set forth above, the new
statute still provides the Court with flexibility to deviate
from the presumptive amount of both temporary and postdivorce maintenance.
Thus, the Court may, in its
discretion, adjust the award of maintenance in situations
where:

(i) the payor's income exceeds the statutory cap of
$175,000; or
(ii) the Court finds that the guideline amount of
maintenance would be "unjust or inappropriate".
• If the Court chooses to do so, it SHALL consider any "QM or
more" [emphasis added] of a list of factors set forth in the
statute.
• When the Court awards an additional amount of
maintenance for income above the cap, the Court shall set
forth, either in writing or on the record, the factor(s) it
considered and the reasons for the deviation.
This
requirement may not be waived by either party or counsel.
• When the Court determines that the guideline amount of
maintenance would be "unjust or inappropriate", the Court
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shall set forth, either in writing or on the record, the
factor(s) it considered, the reasons for the deviation, and
also the guideline amount of maintenance.
This
requirement may not be waived by either party or counsel.

A. Temporary Maintenance Factors (DRL § 236(B)(5-a)(h)(1)
(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)

The age and health of the parties;
The present or future earning capacity of the parties,
including a history of limited participation in the
workforce;
The need of one party to incur education or training
expenses;
The termination of a child support award during the
pendency of the temporary maintenance award when
the calculation of temporary maintenance was based
upon child support being awarded and which resulted
in a maintenance award lower than it would have
been had child support not been awarded;
The wasteful dissipation of marital property,
including transfers or encumbrances made in
contemplation of a matrimonial action without fair
consideration;
The existence and duration of a pre-marital joint
household or a pre-divorce separate household;
Acts by one party against another that have inhibited
or continue to inhibit a party's earning capacity or
ability to obtain meaningful employment. Such acts
include but are not limited to acts of domestic
violence as provided in section 459-A of the Social
Services Law;
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(8)
(9)

(10)
(11)
(12)

(13)

The availability and cost of medical insurance for the
parties;
The care of children or stepchildren, disabled adult
children or stepchildren, elderly parents or in-laws
provided during the marriage that inhibits a party's
earning capacity;
The tax consequences to each party;
The standard of living of the parties established
during the marriage;
The reduced or lost earning capacity of the payee as a
result of having forgone or delayed education,
training, employment or career opportunities during
the marriage; and
Any other factor which the Court shall expressly find
to be just and proper.

• When determining temporary maintenance, in addition to
considering the factors, the new statute also requires the
Court to consider and allocate, where appropriate, the
parties' respective responsibilities for payment of the
family's expenses during the pendency of the action.

B. Post-Divorce Maintenance Factors (DRL § 236(B)(6)(e)(l)
(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

The age and health of the parties;
The present or future earning capacity of the parties,
including a history of limited participation in the
workforce;
The need of one party to incur education or training
expenses;
The termination of a child support award before the
termination of the maintenance award when the
6

calculation of maintenance was based upon child
support being awarded which resulted in a
maintenance award lower than it would have been
had child support not been awarded;
(5) The wasteful dissipation of marital property,
including transfers or encumbrances made in
contemplation of a matrimonial action without fair
consideration;
(6) The existence and duration of a pre-marital joint
household or a pre-divorce separate household;
(7) Acts by one party against another that have inhibited
or continue to inhibit a party's earning capacity or
ability to obtain meaningful employment. Such acts
include but are not limited to acts of domestic
· violence as provided in section 459-A of the Social
Services Law;
(8) The availability and cost of medical insurance for the
parties;
(9) The care of children or stepchildren, disabled adult
children or stepchildren, elderly parents or in-laws
provided during the marriage that inhibits a party's
earning capacity;
(10) The tax consequences to each party;
(11) The standard of living of the parties established
during the marriage;
(12) The reduced or lost earning capacity of the payee as a
result of having forgone or delayed education,
training, employment or career opportunities during
the marriage;
(13) The equitable distribution of marital property and the
income or imputed income on the assets so
distributed* (note: income from income producing

assets is also included in the definition of "income" for
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* These factors do
not apply to
temporary
maintenance.

calculating the guideline amount of post-divorce
maintenance);
(14) The contributions and services of the payee as a
spouse, parent, wage earner and homemaker and to
the career or career potential of the other party*

(note: this is also a factor in determining equitable
distribution of marital property); and
{15) Any other factor which the Court shall expressly find
to be just and proper.
• The new law expressly provides that in any decision made
pursuant to the post-divorce maintenance guidelines, the
Court shall consider the effect of a barrier to remarriage on
the foregoing deviation factors.

C. Determining maintenance where Payor defaults or income
information is not available
• In situations where the Payor has defaulted, or the Court is
otherwise presented with insufficient evidence to
determine income, the maintenance award shall be based
upon the needs of the Payee or the parties' standard of
living prior to the commencement of the divorce action,
whichever is greater.
• For temporary maintenance, such an award may be
retroactively modified upward without a showing of a
change in circumstances upon a showing of newly
discovered evidence. For post-divorce maintenance, there
must be a showing of substantial newly discovered
evidence.
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Ill. DURATION OF MAINTENANCE
A. Duration of Temporary Maintenance
• Temporary maintenance shall terminate no later than the
issuance of a judgment of divorce or the death of either
party, with discretion to the Court to impose further limits.

B. Duration of Post-Divorce Maintenance
• A new feature introduced by the statute is its provision for
an advisory durational formula for post-divorce
maintenance based on the length of the marriage (defined
as the period from the date of marriage until the date of
commencement of the action), as follows:
Length of Marriage

Percent of the Length of the
Marriage for Which
Maintenance will be Payable

0-15 years
More than 15 - 20 years
More than 20 years

15%-30%
30%-40%
35%-50%
··--

• In determining the duration of post-divorce maintenance,
whether or not the Court utilizes the advisory schedule, the
Court SHALL also consider the deviation factors
enumerated in the statute.
o The factor(s) the Court considered in determining the
duration of maintenance shall be set forth either in a
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written decision or on the record. This requirement
cannot be waived by either party or counsel.
• The new statute also now requires the Court to consider,
when
determining the duration of post-divorce
maintenance, the parties' anticipated retirement assets,
benefits and respective retirement eligibility ages, if
ascertainable at the time of decision. If such retirement
information is not ascertainable at that time, then the
actual retirement of the Payor spouse, if accompanied by a
substantial diminution of income, is a basis for a
modification of the award.
• The new statute does NOT prevent the Court from
awarding non-durational maintenance in an appropriate
case.
• Notwithstanding the foregoing, post-divorce maintenance
shall terminate upon the earlier to occur of the death of
either party, the Payee's valid or invalid marriage, or
pursuant to DRL § 236(B)(9) (modification) or DRL § 248
(remarriage or cohabitation).

IV. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS APPLICABLE TO BOTH TEMPORARY AND
POST-DIVORCE MAINTENANCE
A. Unrepresented Parties
• Where either or both parties are unrepresented, the Court
shall inform the unrepresented party or parties of the
guideline amount of maintenance.
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· B. Agreements
• The new statute does NOT:
o impact the parties' rights to voluntarily enter into
agreements or stipulations that deviate from the
presumptive award of maintenance; or
o affect the validity of agreements, stipulations or
Orders providing for maintenance made prior to the
effective date of the new statute.

C. Modification
• The new statute does NOT constitute a change of
circumstances warranting modification of an Order or an
agreement providing for maintenance that existed prior to
the effective date of the new maintenance guidelines.
• DRL § 236{B)(9)(b)(1)

o The new law clarifies that modification of
maintenance orders/judgments under this statute
applies only to orders/judgments made after trial;
o deletes as a basis for modification the termination of
an award of child support; and
o adds as a basis for modification actual full or partial
retirement of the Payor if the retirement results in a
substantial change in financial circumstances.
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D. Effect of Temporary Award on Post-Divorce Award
• The new law expressly provides that the temporary
maintenance award shall not prejudice the rights of either
party regarding a post-divorce maintenance award.

E. Effective Dates
• The revisions to the temporary maintenance guidelines go
into effect on Sunday, October 25, 2015 (effectively,
Monday, October 26, 2015), and apply only to actions or
proceedings commenced on or after that date ..
• The revisions to the post-divorce maintenance guidelines
go into effect as of Saturday, January 23, 2016 (effectively
Monday, January 25, 2016), and apply only to actions or
proceedings commenced on or after that date.

V. ELIMINATION OF ENHANCED EARNING CAPACITY AS AN ASSET
• The new law amends DRL § 236(B)(5)(d)(7) by explicitly
eliminating a long-standing legal precedent requiring a Court to
assign a value to a spouse's enhanced earning capacity arising
from a license, degree, celebrity goodwill, or career
enhancement earned during the marriage and then distribute
that "asset".
• However, the new law still requires the Court to consider the
other spouse's direct or indirect contributions to the acquisition
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of such enhanced earning capacity as a factor when making an
award of equitable distribution.
• This aspect of the new law goes into effect as of Saturday,
January 23, 2016 (effectively Monday, January 25, 2016), and
applies only to actions or proceedings commenced on or after
that date.

VI. ADDITIONAL CHANGES UNDER THE NEW STATUTE
• DRL § 248
o The new law makes this statute for modification of
maintenance awards based on the Payee spouse's
remarriage or cohabitation gender neutral.
• FCA§412
o The new law now mandates that the Family Court,
upon application by a party, make an award for
spousal support in accordance with the guidelines set
forth in the statute, which mirror those provided for
temporary and post-divorce maintenance set forth
above.
o However, the new statute provides that, unless
modified, any order for spousal support under the
FCA shall continue until: (i) the earlier to occur of a
stipulation or agreement between the parties in
writing or on the .record; (ii) the issuance of a
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judgment of divorce or other order in a matrimonial
proceeding; or (Iii) the death of either party.
o The Family Court may modify an order of spousal
support based on a substantial change in
circumstances.
• These changes go into effect on Saturday, January 23, 2016
(effectively Monday, January 25, 2016), and apply only to
actions or proceedings commenced on or after that date.
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Andrew A. Crecca is the Supervising Judge of the Matrimonial Parts in the Tenth Judicial District,
Suffolk County, New York. In addition to his duties as Supervising Judge, he is the presiding Justice
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Justice of the Supreme Court. In 2010 he was elected Justice of the New York State Supreme
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Prior to his time on the bench Justice Crecca served as a County Legislator, and maintained a
private law practice concentrating in matrimonial and family law. He also served as an Assistant
District Attorney in the New York County District Attorney's office from 1989 to 1994. He received
his undergraduate degree from Marist College in 1986, and his law degree from St. John's
University School of Law in 1989.
Justice Crecca has lectured throughout the United States and internationally on domestic violence
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of Adjunct Assistant Professor of political science at Hofstra University.
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Law Student Committee and has served on its Board of Directors and as chair of the Bench Bar
Committee. In 2011 Justice Crecca was appointed and continues to serve as a member of the
Chief Administrative Judge’s Matrimonial Practice Advisory & Rules Committee for New York State.
Justice Crecca is also a member of the Alexander Hamilton American Inn of Court, the National
Council of Juvenile & Family Court Judges, the New York State Association of Supreme Court Justices
and the Suffolk County Matrimonial Bar Association.
In addition to his judicial duties, Justice Crecca has contributed to the community through
participation in not-for-profit organizations such as the Hauppauge Youth Organization, the Cleary
School for the Deaf, and other charitable organizations.
Justice Crecca lives on Long Island with his wife Donna and their two boys.
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Where the Maintenance Payor Is the
Non-Custodial Parent Paying Child Support
To Recipient Spouse:
Step 1:
20% of Payor’s income up to $175,000 MINUS 25% of Payee’s income.


Step 2:
Payor’s income up to $175,000 PLUS Payee’s income X 40% MINUS Payee’s
income.
Step 3:
The lower of the two amounts above is the guidelines figure.
(continued on next slide )

Where the Maintenance Payor Is the NonCustdial Parent Paying Child Support To the
Recipient Spouse:
Hypothetical:

Payor, the non-custodial parent, has $100,000 in income
as defined in the statute (after subtracting social
security and Medicare taxes).
Payee, the custodial parent, has $50,000 in income (after
subtracting social security and Medicare taxes).
(Continued on next slide)

Where the Maintenance Payor is the
Non-Custodial Parent Paying Child Support to
the Recipient Spouse:
Step 1:

$100,000 x 20% = $20,000
$ 50,000 x 25% = $12,500
$20,000 - $12,500 = $7,500

Step 2:

$100,000 + $50,000 = $150,000 x 40% =$60,000
$60,000 - $50,000 = $10,000

Step 3:

Compare the two figures above.
The lower figure ($7,500) is the guidelines amount.

Where No Child Support Is Being Paid By the
Maintenance Payor to the Recipient Spouse:
But for the income cap, this is the same formula used in the prior temporary
maintenance guidelines statute.

Step 1:
30% of Payor’s income up to $175,000 MINUS 20% of Payee’s income.
Step 2:
Payor’s income up to $175,000 PLUS Payee’s income X 40% MINUS Payee’s
income.

Step 3:
The lower of the two amounts above is the guidelines figure.
(Continued on next slide)

Where No Child Support Is Being Paid By the
Maintenance Payor to the Recipient Spouse:
Hypothetical:
-Payor has $100,000 in income, as defined in the statute
(after subtracting social security and Medicare taxes).

-Payee has $50,000 in income (after subtracting social
security and Medicare taxes).

-There are either no unemancipated children or the
payor is the custodial parent-- so no child support is
being paid by the payor to the payee.
(Continued on next slide)

Where No Child Support Is Being Paid By the
Maintenance Payor to the Recipient Spouse:
Step 1:

$100,000 x 30% = $30,00
$ 50,000 x 20% = $10,000
$ 30,000 - $10,000 = $ 20,000

Step 2:

$100,000 + $50,000 = $150,000 x 40% =$60,000

$60,000 - $50,000 = $10,000
Step 3:

Compare the two figures above.
The lower figure ($10,000) is the guidelines amount.

Temporary Maintenance Factors
Where Income Exceeds $175,000 or Where There Is
An Adjustment of the Award (Deviation Factors):
 (A) The age and health of the parties;
 (B) the present or future earning capacity of the parties, including a
history of limited participation in the workforce;
 (C) the need of one party to incur education or training expenses;

 (D) the termination of a child support award during the pendency of
the temporary maintenance award when the calculation of
temporary maintenance was based upon child support being
awarded and which resulted in a maintenance award lower than it
would have been had child support not been awarded;
Continued on next slide

Exceeds $175,000 or Deviation Factors (continued):
 (E) the wasteful dissipation of marital property, including transfers or
encumbrances made in contemplation of a matrimonial action
without fair consideration;
 (F) the existence and duration of a pre-marital joint household or a
pre-divorce separate household;
 (G) acts by one party against another that have inhibited or
continue to inhibit a party's earning capacity or ability to obtain
meaningful employment. Such acts include but are not limited to
acts of domestic violence as provided in section four hundred fiftynine-a of the social services law;
 (H) the availability and cost of medical insurance for the parties;

Exceeds $175,000 or Deviation Factors (continued):
 (I) the care of children or stepchildren, disabled adult children or
stepchildren, elderly parents or in-laws provided during the marriage that
inhibits a party's earning capacity;
 (J) the tax consequences to each party;
 (K) the standard of living of the parties established during the marriage;
 (L) the reduced or lost earning capacity of the payee as a result of
having forgone or delayed education, training, employment or career
opportunities during the marriage; and
 (M) any other factor which the court shall expressly find to be just and
proper.

Post-Divorce Maintenance Factors
Where Income Exceeds $175,000 or Where There is
An Adjustment of the Award (Deviation Factors):
 (A) The age and health of the parties;

 (B) the present or future earning capacity of the parties, including a history of
limited participation in the workforce;
 (C) the need of one party to incur education or training expenses;

 (D) the termination of a child support award before the termination of the
maintenance award when the calculation of maintenance was based upon
child support being awarded which resulted in a maintenance award lower
than it would have been had child support not been awarded;
 (E) the wasteful dissipation of marital property, including transfers or
encumbrances made in contemplation of a matrimonial action without fair
consideration;
 (F) the existence and duration of a pre-marital joint household or a predivorce separate household;

Exceeds $175,000 or Deviation Factors (continued):
 (G) acts by one party against another that have inhibited or
continue to inhibit a party's earning capacity or ability to obtain
meaningful employment. Such acts include but are not limited to
acts of domestic violence as provided in section four hundred
fifty-nine-a of the social services law;
 (H) the availability and cost of medical insurance for the parties;
 (I) the care of children or stepchildren, disabled adult children or
stepchildren, elderly parents or in-laws provided during the
marriage that inhibits a party's earning capacity;
 (J) the tax consequences to each party;
 (K) the standard of living of the parties established during the
marriage;

Exceeds $175,000 or Deviation Factors (continued):
 (L) the reduced or lost earning capacity of the payee as a result
of having forgone or delayed education, training, employment
or career opportunities during the marriage;
 (M) the equitable distribution of marital property and the income
or imputed income on the assets so distributed;
 (N) the contributions and services of the payee as a spouse,
parent, wage earner and homemaker and to the career or
career potential of the other party; and
 (O) any other factor which the court shall expressly find to be just
and proper.

ADVISORY SCHEDULE
DURATION OF POST-DIVORCE MAINTENANCE
Length
of the
Marriage

% of the Length of the
Marriage For Which Post-Divorce
Maintenance Will Be Payable

Zero to 15 Years

15% to 30%

More than 15 to 20 years

30% to 40%

More than 20 years

35% to 50%

