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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gopeals as of right the order granting defendant’s motion to modify child support. We
affirm. This gpped isbeing decided without ord argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

The parties’ judgment of divorce, entered February 11, 1999, provided for child support from
defendant at the rate of $237.00 per week. Shortly before the divorce was entered, defendant changed
jobs from being along-haul truck driver to aloca truck driver and reduced hisincome. He moved for a
modification of child support. After a hearing, the court stated that it had the discretion to impute
income to a party who voluntarily reduces his income, but found that defendant changed jobs to spend
more time with his children, and that defendant’s reasons for the job change were legitimate and
laudable. The court declined to impute income to defendant.

In Olson v Olson, 189 Mich App 620; 473 NW2d 772 (1991), aff’d 439 Mich 986 (1992).
this Court determined that a finding of bad faith or willful disregard for the interests of the children was
not necessary before income could be imputed to a parent who voluntarily reduced his or her income.
The Court agreed with Rohloff v Rohloff, 161 Mich App 766; 411 NW2d 484 (1987), that when a
party voluntarily reduces his or her income, the trid court does not abuse its discretion by entering a
support order based on the unexercised ability to earn. Rohloff found that the party’s maotivetion in
reducing income was an appropriate factor to consder, but it was not necessary to find bad faith before
income could be imputed.

Olson does not mandate the imputation of income where a party has voluntarily reduced
income. The decison whether to impute income is left to the discretion of the trid court.  Rohloff,
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supra. This is further supported by the Michigan Child Support Formula Manua (2000 rev), which
sates:

The determination as to the gppropriateness of imputation in a particular caseis
ajudicid one. Indl casesin which the friend of the court investigation shows voluntary
reduction of income or where there is a voluntary unexercised ability to earn, the friend
of the court shal make two recommendations. one is based on actua income and the
other is based on actud plusimputed income. [Id., p 8].

Thereisno showing thet the trid court abused its discretion in failing to impute additiond income
in this case. Defendant’s motive for reducing his income was an gppropriate factor for the court to
congder. Rohloff, supra. Where defendant changed jobs in order to be able to spend more time with
his children, and there was no showing that the children would be significantly affected by the reduction
in support, the court acted within its discretion in declining to impute income.  Although plaintiff asserts
that defendant did not spend his additiond free time with the children, there was sufficient evidence to
support the court’s conclusion that defendant’ s motivation was to soend more time with the children and

not to obtain reduced support.

Affirmed.
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