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In Demko v. Demko, No. 64A03-0811-CV-550, we reviewed rulings on motions
the parties had made to the trial court regarding child support, custody, and other matters.
In her petition for rehearing, the appellant-respondent Donna Demko asks us to revise a
footnote stating she had waived an issue she raised on appeal. We grant rehearing for
that purpose and reaffirm our prior holding.

In our opinion we “reject[ed] Donna’s suggestion that we should decide the trial
court erred if it had meant to include maintenance payments in her income when
computing child support,” (slip op. at 9 n.9), in part because we found such argument
waived for Donna’s failure to raise it during the hearing. In her brief on rehearing,
Donna asserted that issue was raised below, and she directed us to parts of a
“supplemental transcript” that would so reflect. But no such “supplemental transcript”
was included in the record on appeal.

We issued an order that Donna show such transcript was filed with this court. It
was ultimately determined the supplemental transcript had been filed with the trial court
but, apparently due to an inadvertent error, it was not included in the appellate record that
was provided this court.

The supplemental transcript reflects Donna did raise in the trial court the issue
whether maintenance payments should have been included in her income for purposes of
computing child support. We accordingly grant rehearing and modify our footnote to

say:



Donna invites us to find the trial court erred to the extent it included
maintenance payments in her income when computing child support. It is
not clear from the record before us what the trial court used to calculate
Donna’s income, but nothing in the record suggests maintenance payments
were to be included. As we remand for a re-determination of Donna’s
income, we need not address that allegation of error.

We instruct the trial court on remand to obtain signed child support
worksheets from the parties. A child support worksheet must be completed
and filed with the trial court, signed by the parties, and supported by
documentation. See Ind. Child Support Guideline 3(B); see also Payton v.
Payton, 847 N.E.2d 251, 253 (Ind. Ct. App. 2006) (explaining that since
1989, Indiana Child Support Guidelines have required, in all cases in which
a court is requested to order support, both parents complete and sign, under
penalty of perjury, a child support worksheet to be filed with the court
verifying parents’ incomes).

We grant rehearing and affirm our previous opinion.

BAKER, C.J., and BARNES, J., concur.



