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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION
The Utah Court of Appeals has jurisdiction over the instant

appeal pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 78-2a-3(2) (h) (2002).

STATEMENT OF ISSUES / STANDARDS OF REVIEW

1. Whether the trial court soundly exercised its broad
discretion by issuing an equitable order for increased alimony upon
the termination of child support. The appellate court reviews a
trial court’s award of alimony for abuse of discretion. Bakanowski
v. Bakanowski, 2003 UT App 357, Y7, 80 P.3d 153 (citing Willey v.
willey, 951 P.3d 226, 230 (Utah 1997)); Woodward v. Woodward, 709
P.2d 393, 394 (Utah 1985); Hill v. Hill, 968 P.2d 866, 869 (Utah
Ct. App. 1998). An award of alimony will not be disturbed “so long
as the trial court exercises its discretion within the standards
set by the appellate courts.” Id. (quoting Haumont v. Haumont, 793
P.2d 421, 423 (Utah Ct. App. 1990)).

The trial court’s findings of fact underlying an award of
alimony are overturned only if they are clearly erroneous.
See Utah R. Civ. P. 52(a). To establish clear error, the appellant
“‘must marshal[] the evidence in support of the findings and then
demonstrate that despite this evidence, the court’s findings are so
lacking in support as to be against the clear weight of the

evidence.’” In re E.D., 876 P.2d 397, 402 (Utah Ct. App.), cert.



’denied, 890 P.2d 1034 (Utah 1994) (quoting In re J.D.M., 808 P.2d
1122, 1124 (Utah Ct. App. 1991)). When the appellant fails to meet
the “‘heavy burden’” of marshaling the evidence, see West Valley
City, 818 P.2d at 1315 (citation omitted), the appellate court
“‘assumes that the record supports the findings of the trial
court.’” Wade v. Stangl, 869 P.2d 9, 12 (Utah Ct. App. 1994)
(quoting Saunders v. Sharp, 806 P.2d 198, 199 (Utah 1991)).

2. Whether the trial court exercised sound discretion in the
course of equitably awarding retroactive alimony. The trial
court’s award of alimony is reviewed for abuse of discretion.
Bakanowski v. Bakanowski, 2003 UT App 357, Y7, 80 P.3d 153 (citing
willey v. Willey, 951 P.3d 226, 230 (Utah 1997)); Woodward v.
Woodward, 709 P.2d 393, 394 (Utah 1985); Hill v. Hill, 968 P.2d
866, 869 (Utah Ct. App. 1998). A trial court’s award of alimony
will not be disturbed “so long as the trial court exercises its
discretion within the standards set by the appellate courts.” Id.

(quoting Haumont v. Haumont, 793 P.2d 421, 423 (Utah Ct. App.

1990)) .

DETERMINATIVE AUTHORITY
The constitutional provisions, statutes, ordinances, rules,

and regulations, whose interpretation is determinative, are set out



verbatim, with the appropriate citation, in the body and arguments

of the instant Brief of Appellee.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This case involves the appeal of Mr. Richardson from specific
provisions in the Decree of Divorce dealing with the trial court'’s
award of alimony. After a lengthy marriage, which resulted in a
total of six children, four of which were minors at the time of
trial, the parties separated in January 2003. Approximately seven
months later, Petitioner, Kynda Kay Richardson, filed a Petition
for Divorce, to which Respondent, Kenneth Andrew Richardson,
responded.

The parties subsequently appeared before the district court
for a bench trial, after which the trial court took the case under
advisement. Almost four months later, the trial court issued a
Memorandum Decision.

Mr. Richardson filed a Motion and Memorandum for
Reconsideration of Court’s Ruling, to which Ms. Richardson
responded. Almost five months 1later, the trial court issued
another Memorandum Decision, granting the Motion in part and

denying it in part.



Thereafter, the trial court issued its Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law and the Decree of Divorce. Mr. Richardson

appealed.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The facts are to be drawn in a light most favorable to the
trial court’s findings of fact and the evidence presented at trial.
Cf. Tucker v. Tucker, 910 P.2d 1209, 1215 (Utah Ct. App. 1996). 1In
conjunction with that directive, Ms. Richardson, as Appellee,
provides the following Statement of Facts:

1. The parties separated in January 2003 (R. 304:6:4-5);

2. On August 26, 2003, Kynda Kay Richardson, filed a
Petition for Divorce, seeking, among other things, child support
and alimony consistent with established legal principles (R. 1-8);

3. Kenneth Andrew Richardson, responded by way of Amended
Answer (R. 12-17);

4. The parties appeared before the district court for a
bench trial on February 8, 2005 (R. 44);

5. At the time of trial, the parties had been married for
approximately twenty-five years (R. 304:6:4-5);

6. The parties had a total of six children over the course
of the marriage, the following four of which were minors at the

time of trial: Dana May Richardson (DOB: May 17, 1987); Kyle



Allen Richardson (DOB: July 19, 1988); Avery.Keen Richardson (DOB:
August 21, 1990); and Justin Wallace Richardson (DOB: March 25,
1993) (R. 2; R. 304:7-8; R. 47);

7. During trial, both Petitioner and Respondent provided
detailed testimony over the course of almost four hours (R. 304:5-
150) ;

8. Ms. Richardson testified, among other things, that the
parties’ two oldest children attended college while living with the
Richardsons, and that they continued to financially support them
during that time (R. 304:31:3-11);

9. After entertaining closing arguments from counsel, the
trial court took the case under advisement (R. 304:151-93);

10. Almost four months later, on June 2, 2005, the trial
court issued a fourteen-page Memorandum Decision, analyzing in
detail the issues presented by the parties at trial (R. 46-60).
See R. 46-60, Memorandum Decision, a true and correct copy of which
is attached hereto as Addendum A;

11. The trial court awarded Ms. Richardson, as the primary
caretaker of the children, sole physical and legal custody of the
parties’ minor children (R. 47);

12. In its Memorandum Decision, the trial court considered at
length the underlying factors relating to an award of alimony (R.

52-58), determining that a payment of $420 per month to Ms.



Richardson‘to be a “fair and reasonable award.” (R. 57). The trial
court concluded that alimony should be paid for a period equal to
the length of the marriage, which was approximately twenty-five
years (Id.);

13. In conjunction with the alimony award, the trial court
found that “a good part of the income needed by Ms. Richardson to
maintain the appropriate standard of living is also attributable to
child support payments” from Mr. Richardson (Id.). The court
determined that as the parties’ children reach the age of eighteen,
over the next few years, Ms. Richardson’s “income will be reduced
disproportionately to the reduction of expenses both because the
reasonable expenses associated for a time even with older children
will not necessarily diminish to zero as they reach 18 years old”
and, additionally, ‘“because some expenses, such as mortgage,
utilities and so on will not necessarily be significantly or
proportionately reduced even when children do leave the home.”
(1d.) ;

14. Based on this, the trial court concluded “that it is
reasonable to increase alimony to some extent as [Ms. Richardson’s]
income from child support payments goes down and as [Mr.
Richardson’s] expenses from such payments also diminish.” (Id.).

According to the trial court, “[t]his also contributes to the goal



of maintaining a rough equivalence in the parties’ standard of
living after this long-term marriage.” (Id.);

15. To implement to the foregoing, the trial court determined
that the “alimony payments due to [Ms. Richardson] should therefore
increase by $100 per month, beginning the first day of the month
after which each child turns eighteen” so that “when the last child
turns eighteen, [Mr. Richardson’s] income will have increased by
about $1,375 per month, while commensurate alimony increases to
[Ms. Richardson] will amount to $400 per month, leaving [Mr.
Richardson] with some cushion that takes into account the purported
increased cost of living in Alaska and not reducing his standard of
living below [Ms. Richardson].” (Id.);

16. Finally, the trial court concluded that alimony should be
paid retroactive to the time of separation (R. 58);

17. On July 7, 2005, Mr. Richardson filed a Motion and
Memorandum for Reconsideration of Court’s Ruling, asking that the
trial court reconsider its findings and conclusions contained in
its Memorandum Decision concerning, among other things, the award
of alimony (R. 61-69). See R. 61-69, Motion and Memorandum for
Reconsideration of Court’s Ruling, a true and correct copy of which
is attached hereto as Addendum B;

18. On July 19, 2005, Ms. Richardson responded by filing her

Memorandum in Opposition to the Motion for Reconsideration of



Court’s Ruling (R. 70-81). See R. 70-81, Memorandum in Opposition
to the Motion for Reconsideration of Court’s Ruling, a true and
correct copy of which is attached hereto as Addendum C;

19. Almost five months later, the trial court, after duly
considering the parties memoranda, issued a thirteen-page
Memorandum Decision (R. 103-17), granting the Motion in part and
denying it in part. See R. 103-17, Memorandum Decision, a true and
correct copy of which is attached hereto as Addendum D;

20. On May 19, 2006, the trial court issued its Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law and the Decree of Divorce (R. 213-41).
See R. 213-42, Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and the
Decree of Divorce, a true and correct copy of which is attached
hereto as Addendum E;

21. On June 16, 2006, Mr. Richardson filed a timely Notice of

Appeal (R. 257-58).

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS
1. The trial court soundly exercised its broad discretion by
issuing an equitable order for increased alimony upon the
termination of child support. In the course of advancing his
argument on appeal, Mr. Richardson neglected to comply with a
critical requirement underlying both appellate procedure and

appellate advocacy, namely, the duty to marshal the evidence when



challenging the trial court’s findings of fact. Mr. Richardson
attempts to couch the increased alimony issue on appeal as one
simply involving an abuse of the trial court’s discretion.
However, Mr. Richardson is actually challenging the trial court’s
underlying findings of fact supporting the increased alimony award.
Mr.‘Richardson simply takes the same position he took in his Motion
for reconsideration presented to the trial court, rearguing his
evidence on appeal. By so doing, he makes no attempt to marshal
the evidence supporting the trial court’s findings and then show
that the findings are unsupported. Consequently, this Court should
affirm the trial courts award of increased alimony.
Notwithstanding the failure to marshal, the trial court’s
award of increased alimony is not only consonant with the general
purpose of alimony, it is consistent with Utah Code Ann. § 38-3-
5(8) (c), dictating that the court consider all relevant facts and
equitable principles in the course of basing alimony on the
standard of living that existed at the time of trial. Further, the
award of increased alimony is consistent with Utah Code Ann. § 30-
3-5(8) (d), which allows the court to equalize the parties’
respective standards of 1living. The trial court’s award of
increased alimony merely amounted to an “equitable order” relating

to the obligations of the parties, which the trial court rendered



after due consideration of the parties’ financial positions and
their standard of living.

As in Howell, the parties in the instant case have a long-term
marriage, which, in turn, resulted in six children. Ms. Richardson
sacrificed her ability to acquire significant work skills and
earning capacity to be the primary caretaker for a large family.
Furthermore, Ms. Richardson is middle-aged and is not likely to
significantly increase her earning capacity to the standard of
living enjoyed by the parties.

Hence, the trial court’s award 1in the instant case of’
increased alimony upon the termination of child support constitutes
an effort to attain the goal of maintaining a rough equivalence in
the parties’ standard of living after a long-term marriage. The
trial court’s award was not based on speculation, but rather on

specific and detailed circumstances foreseeable at the time of the

divorce.
2. The trial court exercised sound discretion in the course
of equitably awarding retroactive alimony. Contrary to the

assertions of Mr. Richardson, the instant case is distinguishable
from the Osen case in a number ways. First, Mr. Richardson had
voluntarily made at least partial payments of temporary support
during the pendency of action, which made it unnecessary for Ms.

Richardson to request interim alimony. Second, the retroactive

10



alimony award in the instant case was not an afterthought because
Ms. Richardson had requested alimony in the Petition for Divorce as
well as during her case-in-chief at trial.

The trial court in the instant case exercised its broad
discretion to award retroactive alimony in the manner in which it
did based upon the “equitable” power to make orders relating to
support obligations. Further, the trial court appropriately
awarded retroactive alimony pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 30-3-
5(8) (c) and (d), which require the trial court to “consider all
relevant fact and equitable principles in the course of awarding
alimony so as to equalize the parties’ respective standards of
living.

Finally, allowing trial courts to make retroactive alimony
awards such as that in the instant case promotes sound public
policy by encouraging parties to resolve interim support matters

short of litigation and thereby promoting judicial economy.

ARGUMENTS

I. THE TRIAL COURT SOUNDLY EXERCISED ITS BROAD
DISCRETION BY ISSUING AN EQUITABLE ORDER FOR
INCREASED ALIMONY UPON THE TERMINATION OF CHILD

SUPPORT.
A. Principles of Law Governing Alimony
An appellate court will not disturb ‘“a trial court’s

apportionment of financial responsibilities in the absence of

11



manifest injustice or inequity that indicates a clear abuse of
discretion.’” Hill v. Hill, 968 p.2d 866, 869 (Utah Ct. App. 1998)
(quoting Maughan v. Maughan, 770 P.2d 156, 161 (Utah Ct. App.
1989)). In fact, the trial court is accorded “considerable
discretion 1in determining the financial interests of divorced
parties.” Hall v. Hall, 858 P.2d 1018, 1021 (Utah Ct. App. 1993)

(citing Allred v. Allred, 797 P.2d 1108, 1111 (Utah Ct. App.

1990)) . The trial court’s determinations “‘are entitled to a
presumption of wvalidity.'” Allred, 797 P.2d at 1111 (quoting
Hansen v. Hansen, 736 P.2d 1055, 1056 (Utah Ct. App.), cert.

denied, 765 P.2d 1277 (Utah 1987)).

Generally, the purpose of alimony is to prevent the receiving
spouse from becoming a public charge and to maintain to the extent
possible the standard of 1living enjoyed during the marriage.
Howell v. Howell, 806 P.2d 1209, 1212 (Utah App.), cert. denied,
817 P.2d 327 (Utah 1991). The following three factors are to be
considered before awarding alimony: (1) the financial needs and
condition of the recipient spouse; (2) the ability of the recipient
spouse to provide a sufficient income for himself or herself; and
(3) the ability of the payor spouse to provide support. See
English v. English, 565 P.2d 409, 411-12 (Utah 1977); Chambers v.
Chambers, 840 P.2d 841, 843 (Utah Ct. App. 1992). 1In addition to

these three factors, the trial court is to consider the following

12



four factors in determining alimony: (4) the length of the
marriage; (5) whether the recipient spouse has custody of minor
children requiring support; (6) whether the recipient spouse worked
in a business owned or operated by the payor spouse; and (7)
whether the recipient spouse directly contributed to any increase
in the payor spouse’s skill by paying for education received by the
payor spouse or allowing the payor spouse to attend school during
the marriage. See Utah Code Ann. § 30-3-5(8) (a) (iv)-(vii) (Supp.

2005) .
B. Principles of Law Governing the Trial
Court’s Findings of Fact and a Challenge
to Those Findings of Fact
The trial court abuses its discretion to make an award of
alimony when it fails to enter specific, detailed findings
supporting its financial determinations. See Allred v. Allred, 797
P.2d 1108, 1111 (Utah Ct. App. 1990); see also Bakanowski v.
Bakanowski, 80 P.3d 153, 155 (Utah Ct. App. 2003) (citing Burt v.
Burt, 799 P.2d 1166, 1170 (Utah Ct. App. 1990)). “Findings are
adequate only if they are ‘sufficiently detailed and include enough
subsidiary facts to disclose the steps by which the ultimate
conclusion on each factual issue was reached.’'” Hall v. Hall, 858
P.2d 1018, 1021 (Utah Ct. App. 1993) (quoting Allred, 797 P.2d at

1111); see also Sukin v. Sukin, 842 P.2d 922, 924 (Utah Ct. App.

1992) (stating that detailed findings are necessary to determine

13



whether the trial court exercised its discretion in a rational
manner) .

A main thrust of Mr. Richardson’s Brief is that the trial
court should not have issued an order for increased alimony upon
the termination of child support. Obviously, Mr. Richardson seeks
to pay as little alimony as possible to Ms. Richardson.

However, in the course of advancing his argument on appeal,
Mr. Richardson neglected the following critical requirement
underlying both appellate procedure and appellate advocacy: “the
duty to marshal the evidence when challenging the trial court’s
findings of fact.” Moon v. Moon, 1999 UT App 12, 924, 973 P.2d
431. In his Brief, Mr. Richardson attempts to couch the increased
alimony issue on appeal as one simply involving an abuse of the
trial court’s discretion. See Appellant’s Brief, pp. 10-13. A
closer review, however, reveals that Mr. Richardson is actually
challenging the trial court’s wunderlying findings of fact
supporting the increased alimony award. This is demonstrated by
Mr. Richardson’s argument on appeal making little or no mention of
the trial court’s detailed findings that support the increased

alimony award. In fact, Mr. Richardson makes no argument,

14



whatsoever, that the trial court’s findings of fact are inadequate
or insufficiently detailed to support its determination.’

When challenging the trial court’s findings of fact, the act
of merely providing some citations to the record is insufficient

for purposes of appeal. Rather, the appellant must marshal the

evidence.

The marshaling process is not unlike becoming
the devil’s advocate. Counsel must extricate
himself or herself from the client’s shoes and
fully assume the adversary’s position. In
order to properly discharge the duty of
marshaling the evidence, the challenger must
present, in comprehensive and fastidious
order, every scrap of competent evidence
introduced at trial which supports the wvery
findings the appellant —resists. After
constructing this magnificent array of
supporting evidence, the challenger must
ferret out a fatal flaw in the evidence. The
gravity of this flaw must be sufficient to
convince the appellate court that the court’s
finding resting upon the evidence is clearly
erroneous.

Moon, 1999 UT App 12 at Y24 (quoting West Valley City v. Majestic
Inv. Co., 818 P.2d 1311, 1315 (Utah Ct. App. 1991)); accord
Oneida/SLIC v. Oneida Cold Storage & Warehouse, Inc., 872 P.2d
1051, 1053 (Utah Ct. App. 1994). A successful challenge "“induce [s]

a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been made.”

'Findings of fact are overturned only if they are clearly
erroneous. See Utah R. Civ. P. 52(a).

15



State ex rel. N.H.B., 777 P.2d 487, 493 (Utah Ct. App.), cert.
denied, 789 P.2d 33 (Utah 1989).

When the appellant fails to meet the “‘heavy burden’” of
marshaling the evidence, see West Valley City, 818 P.2d at 1315
(citation omitted), the appellate court “‘assumes that the record
supports the findings of the trial court.’” Wade v. Stangl, 869
P.2d 9, 12 (Utah Ct. App. 1994) (quoting Saunders v. Sharp, 806
P.2d 198, 199 (Utah 1991)).

Here, Mr. Richardson simply takes the same position he took in
his Motion for reconsideration presented to the trial court,
rearguing his evidence on appeal.’ By so doing, he makes no
attempt to marshal the evidence supporting the trial court’s
findings and then show that the findings are unsupported. For this
reason alone, this Court should affirm the trial courts award of
increased alimony. |

In the course of making the award of increased alimony, the
trial court entered, among other things, the following findings of

fact:

1. Ms. Richardson, by agreement of the parties and as
the “primary caretaker of the children prior to the
parties’ separation” is entitled to “sole physical
and legal custody” (R. 214);

‘Moreover, Mr. Richardson does not challenge the trial court’s
findings of fact concerning the estimation of his income, which
served both as the basis and a material consideration underlying the
trial court’s award of increased alimony.
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Mr. Richardson’s income for purposes of child
support and alimony “is a total of $65,000 per
year, or $5,417.00 per month” (see R. 216), and,
after deductions, his net income before any alimony
tax benefits 1is $4,465.00 (R. 226);

Mr. Richardson’s “reasonable expenses” are
$3,628.00 and therefore he has a “surplus of net
income over expenses of about $837.00 per month”
(R. 227);°

Ms. Richardson’s annual salary is “$21,927.00 or
$1,827.00 per month” (see R. 217), and, after
deductions, “[hler net income for alimony purposes
is . . . $1,512.00, and with the child support
payment of $1,375.00 per month, her total net
income “is therefore about $2,897.00" (see R. 224);

Ms. Richardson’s “work experience is relatively
minimal because of the parties’ decisions regarding
how their family would function during the
marriage, with only short periods of part time
employment, and she does not appear to have
developed any specialized job skills.” (Id.);

“There was no evidence that [Ms. Richardson] had
either the opportunity or the capacity to earn more
than what she is making now” and “she is fully
employed in her present position at the present
rate of pay” (Id.);

Ms. Richardson’s general expenses “are reasonable,
especially considering that she is caring for four
(4) children” (see R. 224) and that her expenses
total “$3,306.00 per month”, and that a “deficit
between her income, including initial child
support, and her reasonable expenses is therefore
about $409.00 per month” (R. 225);

By way of its Findings of Fact,
“[n]either party presented much evidence of their standard of living
at the time of separation” and consequently, the court relied
“primarily on evidence regarding their expenses as a fair substitute

or approximation.” See R. 224.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

“[Ilt is significant that this is a long term
marriage in which [Ms. Richardson] gave up her
ability to improve her skills and earning capacity
to care for a large family” (R. 228);

“[Tlhat alimony in the amount of $420.00 is a fair
and reasonable award” (Id.);

“While a significant amount of [Ms. Richardson’s]
expenses can now be attributed to minor children in
the home, a good part of the income needed by [her]
to maintain the appropriate standard of living is
also attributable to child support payments from
[Mr. Richardson].” (Id.);

Because the children will reach the age of eighteen
(18) by way of regular occurrence over the next few
years, Ms. Richardson’s “income will be reduced
disproportionately to the reduction of expenses
both because the reasonable expenses associated for
a time even with older <children will not
necessarily diminish to zero as they reach eighteen

. and because expenses . . . will not
necessarily be significantly or proportionately
reduce [d] even when children do leave home” (R.

228-29) ;

“[I]lt is reasonable to increase alimony to some
extent as [Ms. Richardson’s] income from child
support payments goes down and as [Mr.
Richardson’s] expenses from such payments also
diminish” and “[tlhis also contributes to the goal
of maintaining a rough equivalence in the parties’

standard of living after a long-term marriage.” (R.
229);
“The alimony payments . . . should therefore

increase by $100.00 per month, beginning the first
day of the month after which each child turns
eighteen (18)” (Id.);

“On this basis, when the last child turns eighteen
(18), [Mr. Richardson’s] income will have
increase[d] by about $1,375.00 per month, while
commensurate alimony increases to [Ms. Richardson]
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will amount to $400.00 per month, leaving him with
some cushion that takes into account the purported
increased costs of 1living in Alaska” and not
reducing the parties’ standard of living (Id.).
Notwithstanding Mr. Richardson’s failure to marshal the
evidence, the trial court’s award of increased alimony is not only
consonant with the general purpose of alimony, it is consistent
with the dictates set forth in Utah Code Ann. § 30-3-5. According
to § 38-3-5(8) (c), “the court shall consider all relevant facts and
equitable principles and may, in its discretion, base alimony on
the standard of living that existed at the time of trial.” See
Utah Code Ann. § 30-3-5(8) (c). Moreover, according to § 30-3-
5(8) (d), “[t]lhe court may, under appropriate circumstances, attempt
to equalize the parties’ respective standards of living.” This, in
fact, 1is what the trial court did in the instant case as
specifically set forth in its findings of fact. See R. 228-29.
The trial court’s award of increased alimony merely amounted to an
“equitable order” relating to the obligations of the parties, which
the trial court rendered after due consideration of the parties’
financial positions and their standard of living. See Utah Code
Ann. § 30-3-5(1).
Mr. Richardson argues that the award of increased alimony as

the parties’ children turn eighteen and child support diminishes is
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contrary to law because it is speculative. Utah law, however,
demonstrates otherwise.

Mr. Richardson cites to Howell v. Howell, 806 P.2d 1209 (Utah
Ct. App. 1991), in support of his argument on appeal. The Howell
case, however, actually demonstrates the reasonableness of the
trial court’s award in the instant case.

As the Howell court recognized, “Utah’'s appellate courts have
considered the appropriateness of alimony after a long term
marriage, where the wife (usually) has worked primarily in the
home, has limited job skills, and is in her late forties or
fifties. Id. at 1213. In that case, this Court reversed the trial
court’s award of alimony because it failed to equalize the parties’
standard of living. Id. As a result, this Court remanded the case
for findings as to the parties’ financial needs and standard of
living, and for adjustment of the alimony award to “better equalize
the parties’ abilities to go forward with their respective lives.”
Id.

Prior to Howell, the Utah Supreme Court in Jones v. Jones, 700
P.2d 1072 (Utah 1985), determined that the trial court’'s award of
alimony was inadequate to allow the wife a standard of living even
approaching that experienced during the marriage and, in the course

of doing so, provided the following description of the marriage:
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During most of the marriage, with the full
consent and support of her husband, [the wife]
devoted her time to raising their four
children and donating her services to various
social service organizations . . . . It is
entirely unrealistic to assume that a woman in
her mid-50's with no substantial work
experience or training will be able to enter
the job market and support herself in anything
even resembling the style in which the couple
had been living.
Id. at 1075.*

As in Howell, the parties in the instant case have a long-term
marriage, which, in turn, resulted in six children. Ms.
Richardson, for both the benefit of the family and Mr. Richardson’s
career, sacrificed her ability to acquire significant work skills
and earning capacity to be the primary caretaker for a large
family. Moreover, Ms. Richardson is middle-aged and is not likely
to significantly increase her earning capacity to the standard of
living enjoyed by the parties.

Consequently, the trial court’s award in the instant case of
increased alimony upon the termination of child support constitutes

an effort to attain the goal of maintaining a rough equivalence in

the parties’ standard of 1living after a long-term marriage.

“This Court, in the course of discussing the disparity between
the parties’ incomes, noted that “‘'[i]f courts award child support in
lieu of permanent alimony, they may fail to anticipate the financial
impact on the remaining family as each child reaches age 18 and his
or her award terminates.’” Howell v. Howell, 806 