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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


In late. Fiscal Year 1997, all States and Territories applied for anq .. 
received funding for Child Access and Visitation Grants from the total of $10 
million available under the Pers9nal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996. This ~eport presents preliminary fi:ndings for 131 
local projects in 28 States and two Territories. . 

Nearly 20,000 individuals were served during the first year of this new 
Grants program, and this figure is expected to rise, significantly, when all 
States report. Wide discretion is permitted in States' determination of which 
activities to fund at the local level. Most States and their local projects report· 
providing _a comprehensive mix of services. There is a healthy balance of 
services provided with respect to urban, suburban, and rural locations and 
administration by state and county agencies, courts, and non-profit 
organizations, There is also a healthy palance regarding the racial and 
ethnic mix an'd marital status - divorced, separated, never-married -- of the 
population served. Most Individuals received parenting education, 
assistance in developing parenting plans, and mediation services, and the 
majority of individuals referred completed their program activities. ,. . 
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SlATE CHILD ACCESS AND VIS-ITATION 
I' 

.P.ROGRAMS: A PRELIMINARY ~EPORT 
1~ 
I, • 

INTRODUCTION 
I'(: 

his report summarizes the first year's 

-preliminary findings (Fiscal Year 1998) 

from a new federal grant program to fund 

StJte child access and visitation initiatives. The 
'i ' 
I: . , 

,,' fed,rral Office of Child Support Enforcement 
,; 

(OCYSE) in the Department of Health and Human. 

~ebrices (HHS) was authorized in the Personal ' 

Re$ponsibility and Work Opportunity 

Re~onciliation Act of 1996. The pUi"pos~ ofthe 
il . 

grants, according to the Act, is: 
r" 

1 

I, 

:f'... to establish and administer programs to 
'. :~upport and facilitate non-custodial parents 

, . p,ccess to and visitation [with} their children by 
:means of activities including mediation (both
I " 

!voluntary and mandatory), counseling, 
ieducation, 'development ofparenting plans, 
;visitation enforcement (including monitoring,
I 

;supervision and neutral drop-off and pick-up), 
:and development ofguidelines for visifation and 
"alternative custody arrangements. " 
It 
I; . ,

\' !hese grants to State child support enforcement 
I, 

agencies represent a significant departure from 
" 

Coiigress' and OCSE's historical view bf the State 
I . 

IV-p agencies' role. Historically, their role has 
'I 

be~n viewed as one of enforcing child support 
. ii . 

orders and collecting payments due to custodial 
L .~ 

pat;~nts' and their children. With enactment of the 

Ac~~ss and Visitation grant program, the federal 
1~ 

..... . .1 
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.. Exhibit 1: Size of Access and 
'Visitation'Grant, by State, FY1998' 

, ' 

.';St8tes:~,'~::'?~:;]\1;;im:{:fj:t~1E:i i;~otint:::,:t::i'~i' 
Alabama $176,664 
Alaska, 50,000 
Arizona 138,986 
Arkansas 95,926 
California 1,113,752 
Colorado 93,206 
Connecticut 124,181 
Delaware 50,000 
District of Columbia 50,000 
Florida 533,258 
Georgia 219,034 
Guam 50,000 
Hawaii 50,000 
Idaho 50,000 

,Illinois 443,673 

\ 

Indiana 353,005 
Iowa 89,393 
Kansas 116,319 
Kentucky ,185,334 
Louisiana 205,732 
Maine 50,000 
Maryland 187,471 
Massachusetts 171,787 
Michigan 387,344 
Minnesota 182,788 ' " 

Mississippi! 137,458 
Missouri 173,392 
Montana 50,000 
Nebraska 50,000 
Nevada 50,000 
New Hampshire 50,000 
New Jersey 202~220 

New Mexico 70,682 
New York, 697,054 
North Carolina 233,772 
North Dakota 50,000 
Ohio 401,541 
Oklahoma 102,649 
Oregon 113,558 
Pennsylvania 356,165 

, Puerto Rico 109,276 " 

Rhode Island 50,000 
South Carolina 130,040 
South Dakota' 50,000,' 
Tennessee 201,540 
Texas 704,262 
Utah 72,829 
Vermont 50,000 
Virgin Islands 50,000 
Virginia 194,015 
Washington 177,241 
West Virginia 57,170 , 
Wisconsin 191,285 
Wyoming 50,000 
Nationwide Total $10 million 

government provides funding for services that will 
" ' 

facilitate parental involvement beyond the payment 

of financial support. 

"Beginning September 12, 1997, OCSE awarded 

the first round ofgrants to every State and four .' 

jurisdictions - District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 

Guam, and the Virgin Islands. A total of $10 

million was disbursed, according to a formula based 

,in,p.a.tt."Qn...theI;lumbe'r of children in a state who do 

not live with both biological or legal parents. Each 

State received at' least $50,000 and the average 

,grant size was $190,000. The highest funded State, 

California, received over $1 million. (See Exhibit 1: 

Size ofAccess and Visitation Grant, by State, FY' 

1998.) 

,States were allowed to administer programs 

directly or through contracts or grants with courts, 

local public agencies, non~profit organizations, or 

other capable entities. States were not required to 

operate programs on a Statewide basis. 

Ase>::ondition of receiving a grant, the Act 

required States to monitor, evaluate, and report on 

programs funded through these grants. .on March 

31,1999, the final regulation that established the 

requirement for States to report on their access and 

visitation grants was published in the Federal 

,Register. According to the Final Rule, information 

collected through reporting will be used to assess: 

(l):the'demand for the program and effectiveness 
of outreach and the ability,of the program to 

, ,I 
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meet demand; (2) population served and scope 
Exhibit 2: Number of 'and size of the program; and (3) whether such 

Local Projects ;recipients are"completing standard program 
FY 1998 irequirements. 

l·" , 

, :To facilitate uniform reporting OCSE, and the 

As~istant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation in 
, ", . . ." 

HFlS, commissioned the American Institutes for 

Re~earch to develop a simple instrument for States 
i:· ' 

to feport on their access and vis~tation\activities, 

and to provide assistance to Stat~s in reporting
,i . ~ 

their activities. This preliminary report 
., "," " . 

summarizes the 'data from 28 States, the District of , 
;, .. 

Co~:umbia,apdPuertoRico (hereafter referred, to as' 
I : ',,' '. ,," ' ., 

States), in: which 131 local projects were conducting 

act{vitiesthat serve non-cu~todial ~nd custodial,
I .' l' , 

i 

pa~~nts and their children. See Exhibit 2: Number 
r ,:," ' , ' 

of Local Projects for a listing of States reporting
jl " ,.', ' , ' 

and the number of local projects funded within 
!' ' ¥ 

l' 

those States. 
ii
'. 

tNot all States are represented in this-' 
i' 

pr~liminarY report because some states'initial 
, ~ , 

'I ' 

. " gra;nt a~ard activities'have'j'::ot been completed, 1, ' 
" 

and three States ,- Iowa, Maine, and Montana 
11 ' ' 

us~\d .their initial year's grant for extensive 
I' 

pl~~ning, so had not yet begun to implement 
I, . . ..

serylce actiVIties. ' , , 
i: 

I Th~ liquidation period pennits States one year beyond the end of the 
obligation period. which ended September 12. 1998. to expend their funds on, ." 
for e?Cample, non-profit service organizations or local projects, Thus, some 
States are not required to report until OCtober 12. 1999 (30 days after the end 
of th~ liquidation period), 

" 

i: " 

,
!, 

I,
jl 

I: 

TAt the time of this preliminary report, not all 
had reported on their FY 1998 grants: 
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!FINDINGS 

As evi,denced by the local projects ,they funded, 

States' embraced creativity, innovation, and 

variation in the projects they funded. There is., 

great variation across states in the number of 
. . 

projects funded, project goals, the services offered 


to prospective clients, service providers, use of 


Access and Visitation grant funds in combination ' 


with other funding' sources,and program feaiurE;l!3. ,.' 


Include~d in this preliminary report are 30 States'

and jurisdictions that have funded 131Jocal>:

projects to which 21,770parents',and childr~~W:~f!' , . _ 


ref~rred a~d 19,-454 individuals received se~i§e~t~·;:.,:",· 

. Most data i~ this report reflects inform~~~ffiri~",',' '-:-,~, 

the projec~ level rather than at the State'lev;f"·:: ,~,: 
',.,~' .:.

. .' i " 

This allows the report to capture the diversity t:;lrid.·,--·~ ,
". '- . . ,"',' 

~ .", .volume of services and progr~ni feature~ wit~il"' 
, :: , 

States funding multiple, projects. Four States, 

Arizona, Colorado, Hawaii, and Louisiana, repprted. ' . . . ,'. 

implementing Statewide programs, while-the . ", 

renia~nder of those included in this preliminaJ:",i 

report implemented programs in selected 

, jurisdictions. 

Project Goals ' 

The goals reported by the IQcal child access and 

. visitation projects represent the comprehensive 
, ' 

nature of these projects. "Local project sites were 

asked to indicate thei! projects' goals, and were 

"f 
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" 
" 

" enc~uraged to check offmultiple goals, where 
, 

appropriate. Possible goals were: 

~:. To improve child well-being 
'~:. To improve compliance with child support 
, orders 
~•• To increase visitation between non-custodial;':t 

:, parents and their children 
~:. To improve the relationship between non

custodial and custodial parents 
~:. To strengthen non-custodial parents as 

l1urturers 

~:. To promote public awareness about 

" responsible parenthood 

~:. To broaden custody 'options for parents 


'.~:. Other 
li 
/$ • .; •• • • 

¥\mong 124 local proJects reporting on project 
i7 ' 

goa~s, the top thr~e most prevalent goals were to 

i~cfeas~ visitation between non-custodial parents
I; 

. am}: their children (94 percent), to improve child 
I ..., 
r . 

weN-being (90 percent), and to strengthen non
'i" 

custodial parents as nurtu,rers (81 percent). Some 
I: :' 

loc~l Project Directors cited other goals, such as "to 
i' 

proyide a safe, and stress-free environment for 

children and non-custodial parents, where the court 
u 

has: said the child is at-risk for harm," "to educate 

custodial and'non-custodial parents in the traits 
,I 

that 
" 

enable'improved outcomes in both themselves 
;{ ,. > 

and their children," "to allow for visitation and 
~ j , ' 

exchange while keeping apart families involved in 
I' 

domestic violence with restraining orders," and "to 
'., ,\: 
increase public awareness about [availability of]. , 

1< .. ' , 

divorce mediation:~ (See Exhibit 3: Local Project 
I: ~ 

Goals)., 
, .~ , 

'I, 


, l! ' 

,I1: . 

I. 
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Exhibit 3 

Percent of Local Projects Reporting Each Goal 


100.0% 
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FY 1998 . 


, To improve To improve 
child well-being. compliance 

with child 
support orders 

To increase 
visitation 

between non-
custodial 

parents and 
their children 

To improve. 
relationship 

between non-
custodial and 

custodial 
parentS 

To strengthen 
non-custodial. 

parents as 
nurturers 

To promote 
public. 

awareness 
about 

responsible 
parenthood 

To broaden 
custody , 

options for 
parents 

Other 

*Not all states reporting,'a'[ld less than 131 ofthe local projects reported on their project goals. 
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Service Activities 
, I 

!~tates and, thus, local projects have 

considerable flexibility in the kinds of service 

. activities they can undertake with Access and 
Jl , " , 	 ' 

Vi~itation grant funds. The regulations specify 
. 	 jl ._ 

brdkd categories of eligible activities that include 
I; " . 

. 	 "1, , " ..' 

mediation, counseling, [paren~ing] education, 
" . 
i , 

dev;elopment of parenting plans, development of 

guidelines for visitation and custody arrange~~nts, 
!' 

and visitation enforcement. Within visitation 
L 

, enforcemei:tt, local projects are offering several 

,t~i~s, including: 

.:.:. 
I, 

Monitored visitation, which involves an 

): 
I, outside individual recording ~hether or not 
" .visitation occurred; 
" I 

ii'

j.:. Supervised visitation, which is court-ordered 
,'I 

visitation after an allegation of abuse, or •'I 

)\ 
! , other situations involving acrimony, in which 
I! 	 an outside individual is present during the 

visitation session, and observing 
participants;r 

:.:. 	 Therapeutic. visitation, which involves a 
I 	 "counselor'; facilitating interactions between 
" 
I, 	

.the ~on-custodial parent and the child; and 
ii. 
I~.· 	 Neutral drop-off and pick-up, which refers to 

,a location other than the custodial parent's 
home or relative's home where the custodial 
parent can leave the child for the non

:; 	 custodial parent to pick-up for hislher 
t; 	 visiting period, and vice versa.;; 
'I 

;~cross all tyPes of visitation enforcement, often 
I, . 

the' court is notified when visitation fails to occur 
~ j 

an4legalactions, such as a finding of contempt, 
:( 

can: ensue. 
" 

" 

!, 
Ii 	
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States have funded, and local projects are 

offering, all these services, as well as other 

innovative services consistent with (the spiri~ of) 
.;" . 

_the law and regulations. 

Many local projects offe; mU:ltiple service 

-activities, simultaneously, while some concentrate 

on one service .. Three States are concentrating on a 

single service. Delaware and Hawaii are providing 

only visitation-~nforcement, and Puerto Rico is only 

providing counseling. -Nine States have fundeq. all_ 

eligible service activities. (See Exhibit 4: Activities 

by State and Exhibit 5: Percent of Local Projects 

_Conducting Each Activity.) 

Twenty~three of the 30 States reporting have 

funded local projects that offer parenting education 

and twenty-four that offer development of 

par~nting plans. Twenty-four States have funded 

local projects that offer mediation and fifteen that . . 

-offer counseling. Sixteen States have funded local

projects that help pare-nts develop guidelines for 

visitation and custody arrangements. 

Twenty-one States have funded local projects 

that offer visitation enforcement. Visitation _

enforcement includes anyone of four types of. 

- visitation enforcement: monitored visitation, 

supervised visitation, therap~utic·visitation, and 

\ neutral drop-off and pic~-up. Of the 21 States that 

offer visitation enforcement, a:1l21 States offer two .. 

8 
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Exhibit 4A· 

.State Visitation Enforcement Activities 
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:! Exhibit 5 . 
Percent of. Local Pr~jects Conducting Each Activity 

FY 1998 

90.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0o/~ 

'0.0% 

or fuore of these types of visitation enforcement 
i 

services, and 11 States offer all four services. 
:1 ". 
i 

Nineteen States offer innovative access and 
ii 

visitation activities. For eixample, in Oregon one 
tI 

.site;: reported developing a Parenting Time Web site. 
!' .' 

An!Illinois project makes an attorney available in 
I' 

couh to assist pro se2 clients in drafting their 
'I\\. 

vis~~ation plans and in obtaining required court 
i( 

2Pro~\se clients are those representing themselves in court, without benefit of .• 
ana~omey. . 

I • 

I 

I' 

Ii 
Ii ..' 
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orders for access and visitation. Examples of other 

services include legal services for filing a visitation 

petition, teaching conflict resolution skills, 

· providing transportation to visitation, and role 

playing' the s~gns of depression and anger. 

Service Areas and Service Providers 

Exhibit 6 . Among the 30 States reporting d'ata on access 
Service Area of Local Projects and visitation services to individuals, 26 States

FY 1998 
reported information on the service areas and 

I,., '-.".-~. 

providers for 125 local projects. ArD.ong these local 

program sites, 23 percent served only urban areas, 
... '" 

." 16 percent served only rural areas, and 61 percent,
· .... ..' , 

'...... served areas that included both urban and'rural 

populations (see Exhibit 6: Service Area of Local 

'Projects). 

.. 

Both 
«51'% 

'. A variety of entities admini~ter the local access 

. and visitation projects, including State agencies, 

.,nOli-profitentities, courts, local public agencies and 

.'. "'7. ~iher service provider/administrator (see Exhibit 7: 
,', ,.' . 

.'Seruiqf! Providers of Local Projects). States 

reported that non-profit entities were the most 

prevalent ad~inistrator of local projects,serving as 

· the service provider in 34percent of the local 

,projects. For 33 percent of local projects, Courts 
, . 

were identified as the service provider. Eight 

percent of projects were identified as partnership 

. between the co'urts and, a non.profi~ entity, and 

another eight percent of projects were administered .~ 

thrQugh ~ joint effort of the courts, a non-profit 

..' 
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entity, and a local public agency. Other service 
:/ 

pro~iders or administrators (eight percent) 

inc~uded for-profit organizations and State 
, . 

Un!versities.· See Exhibit 7: Service Providers of 
j! . • " 
.1 

Lodal Projects for a summary of the different 

;'. ,sertice providers. 
. I[ -' . 

. ~, - .:'.,,' '" 

I.' 

.- ~::', ... Ext'libit 7 
S~rvice Pn)vki~s {J~Lo-cal Projects 

. . . FYi 1998 

...... 

. State Agency 
7% . 

" :")... 

Non-Profit Agency 
. Non-Profit 34% 

Agency/Courts/ 
Local Public Agency --'. -. ", ..' 

8% 

.,. Local Public Agency 
. 2% ..... ~.. 

. '! " ,•• 1.:-•• 

Non-Profit Agency and 

Courts 


80/0 


. ',. ' ~ . 

Note. Some projects are joint efforts of multiple entities. 

." 

.',. "~ , 

, \'." 
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Combining Funding Sources Exhibit 8 
Funding Sources for Access 

and Visitation Pr9j~cts Acc~ss and Visitation (A.&V) grant funds may be 
FY 1998 

used to fund stand-alone services or may be 

combined with other state and local funds to 

~ 	 provide their child access and visitation services. 

Among the .29 States responding to this question, 

14 States (48 percent) indicated they fund services 

with a combination ofAccess and Visitation grants 

and other funding sources. On average, among 

States combining funding sources, .52 percent ofthr 
.'- funds come from Access.and Visitation grant funds. 

The'surVey did not soiicit the source Qf those other 

funds, but anecdotahnformation from States 

suggests that one supplemental funding source is 

domestic violence grants from the Administration 

for Children and Families. See Exhibit 8: Funding 

Sources for Access and Visitation Projects .. 

Mandatory or Voluntary Nature of 
Activities 

. Local Proj'ect Directors reported to.'States which 

of their service activities required mandatory 

participation, which permitted voluntary 
. I 

participation, and which were offered.on both a 

mandatory and volun:tary basis. As seen in Exhibit 

9: Mandatory~nd~Volu~tary Nature ofActivities, . 

. most of the services, except supervised visitation, . 

were not exclusively mandatory. About half of the .. 
projects reported that c.ounseling and the 

" , ~ 

14 . 


http:offered.on


,
,i 
II 

. !' 

"developm~nt of parenting plans were exclusively 
I( 

vol~ntary. ,Many projects, however, reported 

'off~ring most 'activities on both a: maridatory and 

vol~ntary basis. ' 
" 
I' 

i', 
E,XHIBIT 9 

MandatorY and Vol:untary Nature of Activities 
FY 1998 . 

Mediation 

Counseling 

Education 

Visitation Enforcement 

.' Monitored Visitation 

• ' Supervised Visitation 

• Therapeutic Visitation 

• Neutral drop-off/pickup 

Development of Parenting Plans' 

16% 

30% 

31% 

32% 

51% 

29% 

33% 

?O% 

' 51% "33% 

'30% 41% 

22% 47% 

13%·· 54% 

8% 41% 

21% 50.% ' 

14% 53% 

48% .32% 

·Preliminary data; not aU states reporting. 

Sources of Referral 
,', 
" I 

!;' 

.farticipants are referred to local p~oject offices 
;" 

frori,l a wide variety of sources. Common sources of 
I , 

refe'rral reported were: 
, 
:.:. self·referrallindividual initiative; 

~:. welfare agency; 

~:. child welfare agency; 

~:. child support agency; 
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" 

.:. other public social service agency; 

.:. court or administrative office of the court; 
'.:. p~ivate social service organization; or' 

.:. other. 

The primary entity referring clients t.o the five 
I . '. . "," , , 

'." 	 majpr service activities was the courts, followed by 

self-referral (see Exhibit 10:.sources o/Referral). 
. 	 . -. . 

Seventy-eight percent, of local projects r.eceived 

referrals from the courts and 52 percent of local 

projects,received self-ref~rrals. There was .wide 
.--...... ~. variety in' the typ~s of coutts referring parents to 

services. lteferrals come from Superior, Circuit, 

Family Law, and County Criminal courts, as well 

as Court Masters for the child support agency. 

, Thirty-seven percerit,of local projects , re'~eive 
, 

ref~rrals from the child ~upport agency. Twenty-

nine percent oflocal projects rece~ve referrais from 

the child welfare age~cy, 24 percent of referrals 

come from private social servic~ organizations, and 

13 percent receive referrals from the welfare 

agency. 
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. Exhibit 10 .' 
I " 

Sources of Ref.erral to Local Projects 
. IFY 1998 

11 
I 

0.0% +---.I.l.:=;.:u...........,.....:.._ 

Agency 

L 

Courts '. "Administrative Private Social 
. Service Agency Office of the Service Agency 

"Court 

". 
1~ 
L 

, i:-" 
j. . 
II' . 

;!Other interesting sources of referral were 


rep'orted.. Georgia indicated that some referrals 

i "" 

"cOIP-e from their fatherhood initiative projects, and 
~ . 

I! 


from retail services such as the local barber shop.
;1' '. 

-II • . 

In<~iana funded programs that receive' sollie 

ref~rrals from the District Attorney's office, 

att~rneys, and volunteer Court Appointed Special 
!' . 

Adyocates (CASA) for abused and neglected 

chiidren. At a Nebraska project, some clients are 
" r . " 4 

reikrred by the Children's Rights Council, and at 


on~ 
" 

New York projeGt by school social workers. An 
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.' 


'. I' " ". 1 i '. 1 . 

.::9~q~~ia:;;, i.nqrq~ted· .'.m~,~.: 
,:·,some,refEmi:lIs.'come Ifrom ' 
,th~ii"f~'thert16bd~initiatiVe~: 
,~' ' ... I.!""~""''''·'·;'':·',.,·~')I·::,:::,\''·~·,::.·,_,I;.~ ..,. l' ....:.

proij;!cts; .and':~Jrom,retail' 
.·$eNlc'~s:~·ucti·l~{~'the:!lodal: 
::b~;r.~~!:~;~.,~.ljiqP)'i'i[·i:f~~f~r~ . 
:f~,~,c,I.~d·,:\~p~~~r~tns.:'i~,hat 
:recehiEF?~ 's6me '<~ referrals 
:]tBrif~'tf{~"':p~sfriit .':~tto'r~~' 
ne~'s:;' :offic·e~c,:.'attorneys;: 

,;at1p··vo,un~e~r.'Qou~ '~p~:: 
f;~~' ~,~.:."~'~'!4.!r ,c· ,.~~ 

';~,' :. ~~.;~-"_'7~-~
.'"';-'';';1' ... ' '".. _. .:-~ -.~ :,,-..!.,!,"!~-:-:\ 

;~'I'I,d/negl~C~~(I':~hll~r~'~~ ':' 
.'Ore,9Qn .·~of~dt,fiat.:~()rtle 
'~~reterrals~:corni~;'from'other" 
! [. .•" ~. ".,,<.' -.:, ~. .-.. -..", :' . 
..fa~iI~( Ol~."1.b~t~".:.Texas 
··pointed·',to:,··programs·' 
, '1., ...., ',: "',, I.:', .. ,'. ' ., 

. wh~re:, guardians ':'.of/. th~ 
.', I " ....' , I .. ; '. -' ~ - i 'r, ,- 

.children' .·and··. mediation 
se'rvic,e: pro~id~rs.;refer, 

, 'j "',." ',I. - ~.I! I . , 

'·parents:~·to 7 ·Jaccess,. ..and. 
'1" . ; , . '.', I • 

visitation services.' " ,:: : 
".- I ", ".. '..i " "',.-,,.' 

~ 'I' .'. ",' ii' 

Oregon project noted that some referrals come from 

other fa~ily members. :A local project in Texas 

pointed to programs where guardians of the 

children and mediation service providers refer 

parents to access and visitation services. 

Intake Procedures 

The predominant intake procedure involves 

interviews between the non-custodial parent and 
• ,'-. , ••_-.' < •• '--:-. ,', .:::.~'~ 

various program staff. Ninety~four (72 percent) of 

the.130 local projects.reporting on intake' 

procedures related that an interview'of both the 

'custodial and non-custodial parent is conducted as 

part of the intake procedure for sqme activities. 
" ; , . . ~ 

Intervie~s were also conducted with children in 39 

percent of local projects. Some proJects also 

conducted interviews with a judge or other court' 

officer (24 percent), a mediator (25 percent), or 

another individual. At a Kentucky 2roject, for 

. instance, interviews 'were ,cond ucted with 

gr~ndparents, stepparents, counselors and 

attorneys of the parent~:. \·ohio projects sometimes 

interviewed Child Protective Services workers. In 

addition to interviews, other intake procedures 

included review of written referral information and 

mediators screening for domestic violence, 

emotional problems,and substance abuse. Written 
I 

. applications were used as part of the intake process 

in 48 percent of local projects. 
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'I 

Le~gth and Features of a Complete 
Service 

,; 
), 

',;Local sites were asked to report to S~ates oil the 
Ii ' 

typli~aisequence' or cycle of serv:i.ces offered to', 
!~ ". 

patticipants. A sequence.orcycle was' defined as a 
I; .

'set;,number of days, weeks, or months that 

pa~ticipants are supposed to continue in the 
;. 

serVice. Among the five principal:service activities 

of ~ediation, counseling, education, visitation 
I; . 

enforcement, and development of parenting plans, :. 
,~: ;~ , . , 

most activities (64 percent) did have a typical 
;. 

seq;uence or cycle .. Mediation, for example, 
",- I , . 

geD:erally lasts for less than 4 weeks, .while- ' ". "'-.' 
i 

· 1j '. ,,' , . "," • ' 
coupseling tends to occur for 3 months. Parenting'\:' 
· l' ". . " ~ . • 

i'. • 

education lasts, on average, for less than 3 months, 
, I • • 

'. - ~'" 

with a range of one l~hour session to a 14 week 

'cla~s. Participation in the development of 
., 

parenting plans generally is scheduled to continue 
"I: . 

'until both parties agree on the provisions of the 
· ,II 

pa~enting plan.·,
C . . • ~. 

::Visitation enforcement cycles are' more diJicult 
,(I 

to generalize, and elicited more "situational" 
'ilIr " ' 

responses. Often the courts determined the length 
,: 

'ofyisitation enforcement. Common response~ were 

"until the least restrictive level of visitation has 
/, '" [ 

'beJn reached" or "depends upon the court order" or 
l" 
'I ' 

"uI1:til parents mutually agree on visitation" or 
I' 

"u~til the parent terminates." Some local projects 
\. I 

do ihave specific time frames for visitation 
;' 

'enforcement. For example, one local project in 
I
'I 
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,;:... ~::~:;"".!fcq,)~i; ).:m~~l~t~'."""",,:;l: 
.have 'specific,~ time frames' 
" "I, ,,' "." ,'.. "! ' 1 

( forlvisitation~nforcemeht! 
" ' : ;. : :~.' '. ,,~. ': i· .' _1 • I. ' I 
:'Fo~ fe~a.mpre, .one" !Iocal.
(uoject \; ,iri':X;ermont re~ 

,,,,,, I ., • 
, qUlr,es. parent~ to, contm~e 

, I,,', ",,' . ,"j' •

weeklymoliilQred ,and su
pe~ised, visitatic)Jl for ohe, 
, ':',' ' •. '.i' .,' ,,' 'I 'I

year;';While';a,.,project'i,in 
,Geprg,a)~,qu(~e'~ .thafvisi~' 
tatiph ;is',e'$t~bli~h,ed::: ar~' 
ma1intai'ned f9r~Q. daYf'~ 1 :', 

Vermont requires parents to continue weekly 

, monitored and supel'Vised visitation for one year, 

wl1ile a project in Georgia requires that visitation is 

established and maintained for 9() days. 

In addition to the typical sequence or cycle, the 

SUl'Vey asked local sites to report on how long, pn " 

average, mothers and fathers a~tually participate 

and receive services. Again, mediation 

participation continued on average for less than 4 

weeks and counseling continued for less than 3 

months, with fathers and mothers participating for 

th.e same length of time. Participants continued in 

parenting education for less than four weeks wtth, . ' '. . , , 

again, no'differencebetween fathers' and m~tliers' 

participation. In fact, the vast majority of projects 

reported no difference between fathers' 

participation and mothers' participation. 

Furthermore, the length of time mothers and 

fathers actually received services closely 

approximated.the full project cycle. 

In a separate study conducted on supervised 

visitation, researchers found few variations among 

, project sites iz::t client attendance and behavior 

patterns. Across project sites, there were similar 

rates of failure to appear for intake, scheduled and 

actual visits, and: comparable problems with missed 

visits.3 " 

, .~ 

, 3 Pearson. J" Thoennes, N., Supervised Visitation: A Portrait of Programs and 
, Clients, Center for Policy Research, Denver. December 1997. , 
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'I 

" 'I 

[:Completion, Follow-up and Sanctions 
" 

j:Sites reported to the States on what constitutes 
" 

completion of program services, 
' 

what follow~up , 
,I", ' " 

activities staff conduct with participants who have· , 
I ' 

, I " " , ' "" ':"
left the program, and what sanctions there are for' ',,

" . . ',;"",.,. ,:,.... 

m~pdat6ry participants who fail to comply or ,', ,,'~ ~",:,,~:' 
i . • 

cothplete the program.
I ' , 

, ,;'Completion 

iThe range of responses to what constitutes 
" 

, cOxPpletion o(program activities is broad. S~veraJ:"_ 
i;. , 

pr~jects report that completion of mediation occurs 
r ' ~ 

wnen the partners reach agreement on a co
-:, 

pafenting or visitation plan, or one party 
, '1 

" ~ : 

,teiininates. Completion of parenting education is ,. 
mbre quantifiable, and projects defined it as 

attEmdance at 6 hours of classes, or 14 s,essions" or 
'. 1< 

6-1:1 weeks of attendance. Appendix A conveys the 


wide variety ofwhat constitutes completion in , 

I 

vis~tation enforcement services for each activity by 
Ii 

State. 
:; 

';'Follow-up , 

, j:Slightly more than half of local projects (54 
~ i • 

percent) report that they do not follow up with
It .' " 

pa~ticipants who have left the program. Sixteen 
I' 
;1 ' , ' 

States report that one or more projects 
" . 

sy~tematically send client satisfaction surveys to , 
H ' 


parents, either by mail, telephone, or both. Ohio 

Ii . 

re~orts exit surveys following mediation, and that 
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,.~ • - _ ", .~- I, " .t' i . 

;. Sanctlons:"iaryiwidelyJqr' 
·:p~~,qip.ant~:,w.pq~;9r.O'p:,6,~L 
'of.i,progfam"§'enfi¢es; )anq: 
.' 4~!iocalproJea$;.:rrl;lpbse 
.~~r::~:;~~u.~tr9."~~t~t,}~~f:~t:N!,: .... 
..W~~re:;·s~i1c;tIQns: ·~re·lm~.. 

.. . I' ". ....... ." ........ .• .,,. .. 


.po~ed; thi:!y. var.y by State;
•• '. . I .." 

tlii~i~!"lf 

''Ol.~nr:·9..aF1i::nCire~11:i :. ·~r:~.tlj~.7 
se~ice .. age~c{'to .. ~~., . 

·:f(Wr~por(.:.the·;;off~o~h'~f
·patenf.·baclC'to' .;·court . 

.~ 1-, '.:', .', <:(:",..:';,,'.,:, ':t:-,.: -~-':" 

wHere::there,':!J1ay' 'b~~.a 
. I: ..... ." ........... '. : .

finCling· :.>. of I;:: ·c,ontempl.,. . I· .' .' . ..., .', .<. '. • .••• : 

There,· one '~rOje'9t,rio~~a . 
th~f the judg'e'may~: s~s· . 
.pend vi'sitatiori :privll'eges'

! "; ", _~ ;-,;.1.,,' .~ _ .,l I :

until \ .compliance" ";with 
'. 'prbgram reqoifemenfs'~iis·

• I . ' I' '...,: ..
achieved..;." r· :. . . 

, 1·'1···. i 

\, 

the juvenile court follows up with 30·, 60·, and 90

day phone calls to parents. 

Sanctions . 

Sanctions vary widely for participants who drop 

out ot program services, and 48 local projects (36
.\ 

percent) impose no sanctions at all. Where 

sanctions are imposed, they varyby State, by 

projects within a State, and by service. Of a total of 

131locaJ proj~cts submitting data, 83 (63 percent) 

report imposing sanctions for at least o.ne service 

component. 'A common sanction is for the service 

agency to. refer/report the offending parent back to 

court, where there may be a finding of contempt. 

.There, one project noted that the judge may 

suspend visitation privileges until compliance with 

•.. program requirements is achieved. The local 
~. ';~". 

proje~t in Arkansas reported that in some areas 

where divorce education is mandated, the court will 

not set a hearing until the education course is 
. . 

completed. 'The Utah and West Virginia projects 

repo,rt that sanctions can include a change in 

custody of the child(ren). 

Composition of Participants Served' 

. To determine who was being served in local' 

projects, respondents were asked about the racial 

composition and marital status of participants. 

Across the 105 local projects reporting on the racial· 

composition of participants, 69 percent of 

participants served were white (non-Hispanic), 19 
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, . 
l' 
il . . 

percent were African-American, and 10 percent 
. !~ 

we~e Hispanic. Much smaller percentages of 

pa~ticipants were Native Amez:oican (1 percent) and:~ , . 

Asi,!ln (1 percent). See Exhibit 11.. ' 

Exhibit 11
, ., 

Racial Composition ~f Participants in local Projects 
FY 1998 

)\ " , 

," 

i~ative American 
" 

Ot~er 1 % Asian 

/ 


'i, 

'\ 

Ii 
" 

"I: -. 
il 
'd 

". ..' 
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Of interest to policymakers are data on 

participants' marital status, particularly as projects 

· begin to reach out specifically to the never-married 

· population. Among the 101 local projects reporting 
, I. " 

on the mar~tal status ofparticipants, 48 percent of 

participants were divorced, 25 percent separated, 

. and 26 percent .were never married. Exhibit 12 

'. summarizes the marit81 status of participants in 

· local projects. 

Exhibit 12 

Marital Status of Participants. 


. . FY 1998 


Other 
1% 

. Never 
Married 

260/0 

• . . - - "1. I • • '. 

.:, •........ 'i·' . 

··'··Separated


.' .. ' .1,

""25°k'" 
i . 


'I· 
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I 

Pa'rticlpant Data 
i: 
iFinally, local project sites reported on the total 
" 

nutnbers of applicants/referrals to program 
[, 

actIvities, total numbers of participants, and totals 
II 

corb.pleting program activities. A total of 109 
. q . . 

prdJect sites in 29 States and jurisdictions r~ported 
Ii 

these data. The results are'presented in Exhibit 

13.:: 
I; " " '. 
l:rrojects'reported to States that a total of 19',454 
, ' 

pa1icipants were, served ~cross all services and, 

that 11,714 participants completed program' 
;1 

activities. Of those, the largest number - 10,130
11. . 

" 

-' ~articipated in parenting education and 8,408 
ii 

completed this activity. 
. Jt . 

iHowever, data is not complete for all local 
I , 

projects. Totals do not reflect the sum of mothers 
. ~ t 

and fathers: Instead, some'States reported all . 
. !: , . . , 

in~~viduals served, including children, 

graindparents, other family members. Local 
;r . 

prd~ects defined referrals differently. Some counted 
~l 

totM number of individuals referred, others counted 
{: . ' . 

tot~l families',referred. Completion figures may be
:! . . 

mi~leading in that many individuals' had not yet
d • . . , 

-had a chance to complete program requirements,
it ' 
,! • 

ratp.er than having failed to complete these 
, , 

[' 

requirements. 
II 
iI 
I' 

)~. 

.i .• .' 
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Exhibit 13 

Participant Data 


FY 1998 


,,~~~~,;¢~~t$."~~:;;···· 
:.:~~,~~,~~~,fr:;··';i':: 

Total 

·:I~Qs.~\C~~~~~t~~;~~%ft~~,."~(;,,<q~~~i; 
Fathers . Mothers 

5,3061 5,325 
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I~ 

CQNCLUSION 
" 

, ~ I ' . , 

, This preliminary assessment ,of the first year of 

, the'Access and Visitation' g:J:'ant prog:J:'am ' " 

dem.onstrates that all States ('as well as the District 

of Qohimbia and eligible territories) participated in 

the)rog:J:"am (by applying for their full allocation of 
" 

g:J:'ant funds)' and that States are serving a 
q. . 

sigt1.ific~ntnumber of individuals - nearly 20,000 

in the 29 Statt;lsreporting particip~nt data. Given 
(. ," . , ..-..•.-,.. that thisis the first year ofa brand new 
;I 

Fed~rallState initiative; these numbers ar~' 

imp,ressive. And the numbers served are likely to 

g:J:'ow substantially, when the remaining States 
,; , ~ . 
t 

report. ' 
"I . 
. !). ..." . . , 

~tates embraced creativity and innovation as 

refl~cted'in the nu~bers of-projects funded and the 
• j 

vaijation in project goals. The local projects, in 

turp., offered a wide variety of services to diverse 
,1' , 

.clie:pts, utilizing numerous different service 
il 

proYl.ders.. Most states are .using multi-faceted. 
~}' . . . 

, , ' 'app,roaches to· facilitate the prog:J:'am goal of , ' 

'i 

inc~easing non-custodial parents' access to 

vis~tation with their children. Parenting education 

and the development of parenting plans were the 
!( , , 
, . 

twq' most frequently used seryices and most ·of 
;1 ' • ' • 
I. 

tho'se referred completed their ,prOg:J:'am. 
< ( 

Local projects represented a variety ofservice 

" providers and the providers, in turn, served a 
->, ,I " 

~ ;! . 

div~rse population in terms of racial composition 

," 
27 
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and marital status. There is, for example, a 

balance of providers in urban and rural areas of the 
. . ~ . -',. 

States. And it is noteworthy that approximately 

. one-quarter of participants were never married (te , 

the·custodial parent of their children), as this group
,\ 

is more difficult to target for services than those 

who are separated or divorced; 

. Finally, it should be remembered that this 

preliminaryreportonly reflects reports from 40 of 

the 54 jurisdictions that received FY 1997 access 

and visitation grants. When reporting is complete, 

~e anticipate that there will ~e a substantial 

increase in the number ofparticipants served and 
• • J .' 

additional diversity in the services provided. These 

trends will accomplish Congress' goal of better 
. . 

serving non-custodial pare~ts· and their children . 

. / 
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