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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that a circuit court may consult reliable, neutral, nonlegislative

alimony guidelines as an aid in determining the amount and duration of an award under Maryland

Family Law § 11-106. Such guidelines are permissible when they do not replace or undermine the

statute’s required considerations. The court affirmed the award of indefinite alimony of $3,000 per

month.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a trial court may consult nonlegislative alimony guidelines from a reliable and neutral source

when determining the amount and duration of alimony under Maryland Family Law § 11-106.

2. Whether the circuit court properly awarded indefinite alimony based on an unconscionable disparity in

the parties' respective standards of living under Maryland Family Law § 11-106(c)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. A trial court may consult guidelines promulgated by a reliable and neutral source as an aid in
determining the amount and duration of alimony, provided the guidelines do not conflict with, supplant,

or undermine the statutory considerations in Maryland Family Law § 11-106.

2. The circuit court did not abuse its discretion or make clearly erroneous findings in awarding Seixas
indefinite alimony because the evidence supported an unconscionable disparity in the parties' respective
standards of living after consideration of the duration of the marriage, income disparity, marital lifestyle,

the parties' contributions, Seixas's career sacrifices, and Boemio's enhanced earning capacity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that the consultation of guidelines promulgated by a reliable and neutral source that do not conflict

with or undermine any of the considerations expressed in the statute is permissible.” (414 Md. at 118)

“Therefore, we conclude that the court did not err in consulting those guidelines after conducting its statutory
analysis.” (414 Md. at 922)

“Thus, we affirm the CSA's decision to affirm the Circuit Court.” (414 Md. at 928)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties were married for more than twenty-one years and had two children. Boemio earned a substantially
higher income and obtained an MBA during the marriage, while Seixas reduced her employment income to take
a less demanding job and serve as the primary caregiver for the children. The parties enjoyed a comfortable
middle-class lifestyle, paid off their home mortgage, and saved for retirement and their children's education. At
trial, Boemio earned approximately four times Seixas's income, and the circuit court found that Seixas could not

reasonably become fully self-supporting or maintain the marital standard of living without alimony.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boemio filed for divorce in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Maryland. After a two-day trial, the
circuit court awarded Seixas indefinite alimony of $3,000 per month after considering the statutory factors in
Maryland Family Law § 11-106 and consulting American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers guidelines. The
Court of Special Appeals affirmed in an unreported opinion, and the Court of Appeals of Maryland granted
certiorari and affirmed.
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