
Marriage of Williamson (2014 – 226 Cal.App.4th 1303) 

Wife argues that historical gifts from Husband’s parents should be included as 
income available for child and spousal support.  The Trial Court denied and the 
Appellate Court affirmed. 

Husband and Wife were married for 20 years and had three children.  Husband’s 
grandmother was the daughter of Harry Chandler, a real estate magnate and former 
owner of the Los Angeles Times.  Husband is the beneficiary of one of his 
grandmother’s trusts from which he receives distributions.   

Husband, Wife and each child received $26k/year each from Husband’s parents 
("grandparents") as annual gifts.  The grandparents also loaned funds to Husband 
and Wife to help with the purchase of their first home but eventually gifted the 
advance.  The grandparent’s advanced additional sums during the marriage for the 
purchase and remodel of a number of other homes.   

During the two years before separation, Husband obtained more funds from the 
grandparents, but apparently, there were some heated arguments about the ongoing 
need for funds.  The grandparents kept a spreadsheet of the amounts advanced to 
Husband, but no portion of the advances were ever repaid.  Two weeks before the 
parties divorce trial, the grandparents amended their trust to provide that total 
amount of loans and accrued interest to each of the siblings is to be subtracted from 
his or her share of the inheritance.   

After separation, Husband moved in with the grandparents after they refused to 
continue helping cover rent on his apartment.     

Husband secured a job paying $60k/year total.  He also continued to receive 
$39k/year annual gifts from the trust and grandparents.   

The Trial Court made the following determinations pertaining to income for 
support: 

2. The grandparents cannot be ordered to continue making loans to provide 
child and spousal support.  Since the loans had ceased, the historical loans were not 
considered as part of Husband's income 

3. The continuing $39k annual gifts were considered part of Husband's income 
available for support.   



4. The parties lived a lavish, upper class lifestyle that was unreasonable and 
artifical given their income.  

The Appellate Court ruled that the historical loans from the grandparents were not 
true loans as there was no requirement for repayment.  They characterized the 
loans as advances on inheritance.  The Appellate Court then discussed that 
gifts/advances can be treated as income for support if they are similar to the 
traditional meaning of income as a recurrent monetary benefit.  The Court noted 
that the cash advances were sporadic as needed, primarily for the house.  The 
Court also noted that the advances were no longer being made.  As such, the 
historical loans cannot be considered for support.   


