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SUMMARY

The Third District Court of Appeal of Florida affirmed most aspects of a final judgment of paternity
establishing a parenting plan, timesharing schedule, and child support. The court reversed and
remanded for correction of the judgment's failure to describe parent-child communication methods and
for recalculation of child support based on the guidelines worksheet and timesharing allocation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the final judgment of paternity complied with the statutory requirement to describe the methods

and technologies the parents would use to communicate with the child.

2. Whether the child-support award was reversible because it conflicted with the monthly net income
reflected on the attached child-support guidelines worksheet and the parties' awarded timesharing

percentages.

3. Whether the remaining issues raised by the father warranted reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. The final judgment impermissibly failed to describe the methods and technologies the parents would use
to communicate with the child, as required by section 61.13(2)(b)(4), Florida Statutes (2024).

2. The child-support award could not stand because it contravened the monthly net income reflected on the
child-support guidelines worksheet attached to the judgment and was inconsistent with the percentage of

timesharing awarded to the parties.

3. The remaining issues did not warrant reversal, and the judgment was summarily affirmed in all other
respects.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Describe . . . the methods and technologies that the parents will use to communicate with the child.” (at 2)
“We summarily affirm in all other respects, save the support calculation because it contravenes the monthly

net income reflected on the child support guidelines worksheet attached to the judgment and is inconsistent

with the percentage of timesharing awarded to the respective parties.” (at 2)

“Affirmed in part; reversed in part; remanded.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The father and mother were parties to a paternity proceeding involving a child. The trial court entered a final
judgment establishing a parenting plan and timesharing schedule, with the father's timesharing amounting to
27%, and awarded child support. The child-support award conflicted with the monthly net income shown on the

attached guidelines worksheet and with the percentage of timesharing awarded to the parties.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County entered a final judgment of paternity establishing a parenting plan
and timesharing schedule and awarding child support. On appeal, the mother conceded that the judgment failed
to describe the methods and technologies the parents would use to communicate with the child. The Third
District Court of Appeal summarily affirmed in all other respects, reversed the judgment as to the

communication requirement and child-support calculation, and remanded for those limited issues.
DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded



REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse and remand only for correction of the parenting judgment to describe the methods and technologies the
parents will use to communicate with the child, and for correction of the child-support calculation so that it

conforms to the monthly net income reflected on the guidelines worksheet and the awarded timesharing
percentage. Affirmed in all other respects.
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